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Abstract

In this dissertation I examine the conceptions of opinion (doxa), knowledge (gndsis), and
understanding (epistémé) that are presented by the character Socrates in Plato’s Meno and
Republic. A central claim I make, and one that sets my interpretation apart from virtually all
others on offer, is that there is, in fact, a distinction between knowledge and understanding
to be found in those dialogues. I argue that Socrates conceives of knowledge as such as the
optimal epistemic state a person can be in with respect to any given subject matter, where that
can be a particular state of affairs (e.g. Achilles’ being brave), a general phenomenon (e.g.
global warming), or an entire domain (e.g. geometry). Socrates thinks that such knowledge
comes in two types: first, there is understanding, which is the knowledge that can be had
specifically of abstract theoretical matters (e.g. mathematics and the realm of Forms), and
only of them; then there is knowledge of the perceptible world, which comes, for Socrates,
in the form of the expert opinions of philosophers, based on Forms, about how things stand
in that world. I argue that once we recognize that Socrates makes this distinction, we can
better appreciate the overall merits of his philosophical view and defend it from some long-
standing objections.

Chapter 1 is an introduction. In Chapter 2 I reconstruct the conception of epistémé pre-
sented in the Meno. I argue that epistémé, as Socrates conceives of it, more closely approxi-
mates understanding than knowledge. In Chapter 3 I argue against attributing three views
to Socrates in the Meno that are often attributed to him in the literature and that threaten
the consistency between the Meno and Republic. In Chapter 4 I argue for two constraints on
any satisfactory interpretation of the Republic’s epistemology: first, that philosophers must
come out as epistemic authorities, relative to non-philosophers, concerning matters in the
perceptible world; second, that Socrates rules out understanding of perceptible objects. In
Chapter 5 I examine the famous argument at the end of Republic 5 that is at the center of
the controversies surrounding the Republic’s epistemology. I argue that close reading of that
argument shows that Socrates distinguishes knowledge from understanding and that, while
he does not take a stand there on the question whether there can be understanding of the
perceptible world, he gives us the resources to see why he ultimately concludes that there
cannot. In Chapter 6 I present my overall interpretation of Socrates’” epistemology, arguing
that it provides a philosophically interesting and, in many ways, attractive picture.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Opinion, Knowledge, and Understanding

N the course of laying out his utopian vision in the Republic, Plato’s character Socrates
boldly claims, “until philosophers rule as kings in their cities, cities will have no rest from
evils, nor, I think, will the human race” (adapted from 473c11-d6)." This claim was no less
controversial in Platos time than it is in ours. Indeed, one of Socrates’ interlocutors warns
him that if people were to hear it, they would attack him mercilessly. Despite this warning,
Socrates spends considerable time defending the claim, arguing that philosophers are best
suited to rule because only they possess knowledge (gnosis) and understanding (epistémé)
and are not limited to mere opinion (doxa) like the rest of the world.

In that discussion Socrates appears to distinguish understanding from opinion according
to the objects they can take: whereas understanding can only be had of abstract theoretical
matters, such as the objects of mathematics and natures or essences (which Socrates calls
“Forms” (eidé)), opinion can only be had of the objects in the mundane perceptible world.
Interpreters often refer to such a view as a “Two-Worlds” epistemology: corresponding to
the two ontological “worlds” of perceptible objects and intelligible objects are two distinct
cognitive relations, opinion and understanding, each of which is borne to the objects in only
one ontological world.?

Although interpreting Socrates as advancing a Two-Worlds epistemology has been dom-
inant in the tradition, it has recently been rejected for a host of reasons, two of which deserve
special mention. First, philosophers often claim that distinguishing opinion from under-

standing on the basis of their objects would betray horrendous philosophical sense. It is

! Unless otherwise noted, translations are my own. I have benefitted greatly, however, from consulting
Grube’s translation of the Meno and Reeve’s and Shorey’s translations of the Republic.

* G. Fine [1978, 121] popularized the use of the phrase “Two-Worlds” to describe this kind of epistemology.
Crombie [1963 (Vol. 2), cf. 63-64] speaks of different “spheres of competence” for §6&a and émotriun.
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thought to be obvious, for example, that I can both have the opinion that the liquid in the
pot is boiling and understand why it is (say because it is water and its current temperature
is in excess of 212 °F (at sea level)). Or, if it sounds odd to say that one person both has the
opinion that a certain fact obtains and also understands why it obtains, it certainly seems
possible that I can first have the opinion and then come to have the understanding. Since
the character Socrates is clearly no philosophical fool, it is often thought that we should
only attribute such a bad view to him as a move of last resort. Second, it is often argued
that, were Socrates to accept such an epistemology, he would undermine the very political
aim that the distinction between opinion and understanding is introduced to achieve. Since
ruling is a matter of ruling a particular city, philosophers, in their capacity as rulers, will
have to make all sorts of judgments concerning the perceptible world. They must judge, for
example, whether it is just to award John a settlement in this court case, whether Jill has
demonstrated sufficient courage to be awarded a medal, whether Jane’s new play should be
presented at the festival or banned, and so on. Not only will philosophers have to make
such judgments, their judgments must somehow be authoritative—otherwise, why would
vesting political power in their hands have any greater hope of ridding us from evils than
the status quo? On the Two-Worlds schema, however, these judgments about the mundane
world fall within the purview of opinion. Given this apparent irrelevance of understanding
to the business of ruling, then, how can Socrates think it is the possession of understanding
that makes philosophers best suited to rule?

The title of this dissertation—Opinion, Knowledge, and Understanding in Platos Meno
and Republic—already marks a key difference between my interpretation and those on offer
in the literature. Virtually all interpreters who approach the Republic take “knowledge” (gno-
sis) and “understanding” (epistémé) to be mere terminological variants that Socrates uses to
denote the cognitive state that he takes to be the aim of philosophical inquiry. On the inter-
pretation I advance, however, although Socrates conceives of knowledge and understanding
as closely related, he nevertheless distinguishes between them.

To have knowledge of something, according to Socrates, is to be an epistemic authority
concerning it. To be an epistemic authority about something is, in turn, to be in the optimal
epistemic position concerning it—to be a person who can have no intellectual betters but, at
most, intellectual peers. One way Socrates cashes this out is according to the range of ques-
tions a person can answer—the more questions he or she can answer correctly concerning
some subject, the more legitimate is his or her claim to know it.*> Thus, according to Socra-

tes, to have knowledge about some subject matter—whether it be a particular state of affairs

* Thus, we find the character Socrates, in the Meno and elsewhere, subjecting alleged experts to a barrage
of questions designed to test whether they actually have knowledge.

2



Opinion, Knowledge, and Understanding

(e.g. Achilles’ being brave), a general phenomenon (e.g. inflation or global warming), or an
entire domain (e.g. medicine or geometry)—is to be an epistemic authority about it, to be
able to answer correctly all questions concerning it.*

Socrates thinks that such knowledge comes in two main types. On the one hand there
is understanding, which is the knowledge that can be had specifically of abstract theoreti-
cal matters (e.g. mathematics and the realm of Forms), and only of them. These abstract
theoretical matters, for Socrates, form domains structured in terms of first principles and
provable theorems. To understand, then, is to be an epistemic authority about some fact
that can be either proven from first principles or is itself a first principle, and understanding
consists precisely in a synoptic grasp of how that fact fits into the domain to which it belongs.
Then there is the knowledge that can be had of matters in the perceptible world, about which
Socrates’ metaphysics precludes the possibility of proof from first principles. This type of
knowledge consists in the expert opinions of philosophers about how things stand in the
perceptible world. And, Socrates takes philosophical opinion to be expert precisely because
it is informed by the philosopher’s understanding of Forms. So, for example, a philosopher’s
opinion that it is just to award Jack the wagon in this legal case is expert because it is informed
by her understanding of the nature of justice, her opinion that this play should be performed
because it is beautiful is expert because it is informed by her understanding of the nature of
beauty, and so on.

A key upshot of my interpretation, then, is that one of the the central questions that has
vexed interpreters of the Republic’s epistemology, namely “Does Socrates allow for knowl-
edge about perceptibles and belief about Forms?,” is misguided. The mistake is not sim-
ply that epistémé more closely approximates understanding than knowledge and doxa more
closely approximates opinion than belief (as I will argue in Chapters 2 and 4 respectively).
Rather, the problem is that taking this as a guiding interpretative question makes it difficult
to be sensitive to the fine-grainedness of Socrates’ conceptual scheme. Socrates does not
simply contrast mere opinion (or mere belief) with one cognitive achievement, which he
interchangeably calls “knowledge” or “understanding” Rather, he contrasts mere opinion
with two distinct cognitive achievements: understanding and expert philosophical opinion,
both of which he counts as types of knowledge. So, as far as the question whether Socra-
tes accepts a Two-Worlds epistemology goes, my answer is mixed: if the question concerns
opinion and understanding, I answer “Yes”; if the question concerns opinion and knowl-

edge, I answer “No.”

* To forestall the worry that this is too demanding a conception of knowledge, note that this is what Socrates
takes the nature, or ideal, of knowledge to be. As we will see in Chapter 5, on Socrates’ metaphysics particular
people merit a given title (e.g. “knower”) depending upon how closely they approximate the corresponding
ideal.
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AsIwill show over the course of this dissertation, recognizing that Socrates distinguishes
knowledge from understanding allows us to better appreciate the philosophical merits of his
epistemology. For now, however, I merely wish to note some of the chief benefits. First, we
can see that Socrates makes a distinction that is philosophically important. We should want
to distinguish, for example, an expert mathematician’s grasp of some mathematical fact from
that of a talented high school student, or the grasp I have of the grammaticality of a sentence
trom that of Noam Chomsky. If all we avail ourselves of is the concept of knowledge, we may
end up either denying knowledge to people who have it, or failing adequately to distinguish
exceptional cognitive achievements from the more humdrum. Second, once we recognize
that epistémé more closely approximates understanding than knowledge, we can see that his
account of it is more satisfactory than has traditionally been allowed. I am, of course, not
the first interpreter to argue that epistémé more closely approximates understanding than
knowledge. Indeed, in the last quarter of the twentieth century this thesis was advanced by
many philosophers.® This interpretation, however, has stalled somewhat and has certainly
not achieved widespread acceptance.® I think that this is in part attributable to the fact that
the epistemological concept of understanding has only recently received focused and sus-
tained attention by the broader philosophical community.” In fact, in Chapter 2 I appeal
to recent work on the nature and value of understanding to support my case that Socra-
tes’ account of epistémeé is better taken as an account of understanding than an account of
knowledge. Third, in bare outline, on my interpretation a Two-Worlds epistemology is the
view that an important difference exists between the cognitive relation people can bear to
facts that can be proven from first principles and facts that cannot be so proven. Regardless
of the exact place Socrates draws the line, this proposal should not be disregarded lightly. I
see no pre-theoretical reason, for example, to think that I can bear the same cognitive rela-
tion to facts about mathematics as I can to facts about where the best Thai food in New York
City is found.® Perhaps the difference between the cognitive relations I can bear to these
two kinds of facts is so stark that they do not have the same internal structure. At the very
least, it is worth considering whether the focus solely on a single cognitive achievement (e.g.

knowledge) has led philosophers to ignore important distinctions.

* See, for example, Moravscik [1979], Burnyeat [1980 and 1987], Annas [1981], Moline [1981], Nehamas
[1985], and Benson [2000].

¢ See, for example, the recent critiques by G. Fine [2004, 67-71] and Scott [2006, 184-85.]

7 See, for example, the work of Zagzebski [1996, 2001], Kvanvig [2003, 2009], Riggs [2003], Elgin [2006,
2007], Grimm [2010, 2012], Pritchard [2009], Greco [Forthcoming], and Strevens [Forthcoming].

® The fact that Socrates ultimately draws the line between intelligible matters and perceptible matters may
suggest that his distinction between émiotjurn and expert philosophical §6€x amounts to the distinction be-
tween a priori and a posteriori knowledge. I argue against this assimilation in Chapter 6 (p. 157).
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Lastly, and internally to the Republic, my interpretation resolves the alleged tension be-
tween Socrates” epistemology and his politics. If Socrates did not distinguish knowledge
from understanding, it would seem that he must allow philosophers to make the same cogni-
tive achievement concerning the perceptible world as they do concerning mathematics and
Forms. However, once we recognize the distinction, we see that Socrates can maintain that
there is a cognitive relation philosophers bear to intelligible objects alone (i.e. understand-
ing), while still thinking that philosophers can be authorities concerning the perceptible
world (i.e. by having knowledge of it). Admittedly, once we recognize Socrates’ distinction
between knowledge and understanding, this solution seems obvious and it may be hard to
see why other interpreters would reject it. This is often the case, however, when someone
argues that previously unnoticed conceptual resources are available: clear-cut solutions to
previously intractable seeming problems can readily present themselves.

In the remainder of this introduction I make a few broadly methodological points and

then summarize the subsequent chapters.

1.2 Virtue and Recollection

The focus of this dissertation is on the character Socrates’ conception of the nature of opin-
ion, knowledge, and understanding as he presents it in the Meno and Republic. 1 will dis-
cuss other issues that are certainly central to Socrates’ epistemology and his philosophy as a
whole, but only insofar as they shed light on how he conceives of these three cognitive states.
Two issues deserve explicit mention. First, in many Platonic dialogues Socrates and other
characters inquire into the nature of virtue (areté), which is conceived of, quite generally, as
the characteristic or set of characteristics that dispose a person to flourish as a human being.
In the Meno, Socrates and Meno seriously entertain the thesis that virtue is to be identified
with epistémé.” In this dissertation, then, I discuss virtue, but only insofar as its possible
identification with epistémé sheds light on Socrates’ conception of the latter.

Second, in the Meno the character Socrates famously proposes that “what we call learning
(matheésis) is, in fact, recollection (anamnésis)” (81e4).'® Later in the Meno we learn that
recollection is the process through which people work out the explanation of some fact,
which is necessary for acquiring epistémé (98a3-5). Clearly, then, the nature of recollection is

important to Socrates’ overall epistemology. However, since Socrates thinks that recollection

® Other dialogues in which characters explore the thesis that virtue is £motfjun, or that a virtue is a kind
of émetun, include Protagoras, Laches, and Charmides.

1% The thesis that learning is recollection is explored extensively in the Phaedo (cf. 72-77) and mentioned in
the Phaedrus (cf. 249¢). Although recollection is not explicitly discussed in the Republic, Socrates alludes to it
when he claims, “Education is not what some people boastfully declare it to be. They presumably say they can
put émotiun into souls that lack it, as if they could put sight into blind eyes” (518b8-c2).

5
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is the process whereby people acquire epistémé, I am interested in it only insofar as the way

in which a cognitive state is acquired is relevant to determining the nature of that state.

1.3 Names, Dialogues, and Methodology

As can already be seen from this introduction, although the name “Plato” seldom appears
in this dissertation, the name “Socrates” occurs on almost every page. I use this latter name,
however, not to refer to the historical figure but to the character Socrates. Even more specit-
ically, the name refers to the character Socrates in only the Meno and Republic. When I do
appeal to other Platonic works, even those in which a character with the name “Socrates”
makes an appearance, I take pains to indicate that I do not necessarily think the views pre-
sented by that character are the same as those presented by the character Socrates in the two
dialogues on which I focus. As the reader will also quickly notice, in the body of the text I
focus almost exclusively on the Meno and Republic. Almost all discussion of other Platonic
works is relegated to footnotes.

These two points are related and reflect my general methodological approach to Plato’s
works and, in particular, how we should take what is presented there to relate to the views
of the historical Plato. While I do think that the question “What did Plato (the person) be-
lieve?” is interesting, I find it difficult to answer. A more tractable question, but by no means
an easy one, is to ask, “What views are presented by character X in dialogue Y?” Answer-
ing this latter kind of question requires a line-by-line reconstruction of the train of thought
of a single dialogue. Once this task has been completed for multiple dialogues, we can ask
questions concerning the relation between the views presented in them, such as, “Which
dialogues present views on the same topic?” and “Which dialogues present refinements,
developments, or even repudiations of the views presented elsewhere?” Even at this point,
however, we are a long way from determining what Plato believed. In this dissertation I
present the results of this task concerning central epistemological elements of the views pre-
sented by the character Socrates in two dialogues: the Meno and Republic. Any references
to other Platonic works are merely to note points of contact and not to support a particular

understanding of a passage or issue in the Meno or Republic.

1.4 Chapter Summaries

In Chapter 2 I reconstruct the conception of epistémé Socrates presents in the Meno, focus-
ing on his claim that people acquire epistémé of a fact by working out its explanation. By

examining the whole dialogue, and by situating it in its broader intellectual environment, I

6
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show that working out the explanation of some fact is, for Socrates, coming to see how it is
grounded in facts about the natures of the fundamental entities of the domain to which it
belongs. So, for Socrates, to have epistémé of something—for example, a geometrical the-
orem—is to grasp how the truth of that theorem is grounded in facts about the nature of
the fundamental entities of geometry. I then argue that epistémé, as Socrates conceives of it,
more closely approximates understanding than knowledge, and that Socrates provides key
insights into the nature of the former.

In Chapter 3 I trace the conceptual relationship between doxa and epistémé in the Meno.
In so doing, I argue against attributing three claims to Socrates that are often attributed to
him in the literature. First, I argue that appealing to a notion of justification cannot help
illuminate Socrates’ conception of epistémé. More specifically, I argue that we should not
take Socrates to conceive of working out a fact’s explanation as bringing about epistémé of
that fact by conferring a justification on a relevant doxa. Second, I argue that Plato does
not commit himself to the view that epistémé has any doxa as a component. Lastly, I argue
that Socrates does not commit himself to the view that one and the same thing can be the
object of both doxa and epistémé. Rejecting these last two claims is particularly important
for securing consistency between the Meno and Republic.

In Chapter 4 I transition to the Republic. After laying out the contours of my overall
interpretation I argue for two constraints on any satisfactory interpretation of the Republic’s
epistemology. First, I argue that, given Socrates’ political aims, philosophers must come out
as epistemic authorities, relative to non-philosophers, concerning matters in the percepti-
ble world. Second, I argue that an overlooked passage in Book 7 clearly shows that Socrates
thinks it is impossible to have understanding of perceptible objects. These two constraints
together entail that any satisfactory account of the Republic must render philosophers epis-
temic authorities concerning the perceptible world without being able to have understand-
ing of it. After laying out these constraints I consider why many interpreters have opposed
any interpretation on which doxa and epistémeé are distinguished according to their objects. I
argue that the hesitation largely stems from thinking of doxa as approximating the notion of
belief. I argue that taking doxa to approximate opinion does a much better job of motivating
the idea that it can be distinguished from epistémé according to its objects since it allows us
to avail ourselves of the common way of distinguishing “matters of opinion” from “matters
of fact” A consequence of this move seems to be that Socrates does not invoke the notion
of belief as such in his epistemological theorizing. I briefly consider how this affects our
understanding of the history of epistemology in the period surrounding and immediately

following Plato’s writings.



Chapter Summaries

In Chapter 5 I examine the infamous and difficult argument at the end of Republic 5,
which is at the center of the controversies surrounding the Republic’s epistemology. This
chapter is markedly different from, and longer than, the others, since it contains a more or
less line-by-line treatment of Socrates” discussion. Socrates’ discussion begins in response
to Glaucon’s question whether the ideal city can be realized on earth or is merely a theoret-
ical construct. In response, Socrates claims that the ideal city cannot be realized on earth,
because nothing in the perceptible world can perfectly exemplify any ideal. However, he
maintains that a city that closely approximates the ideal city can be realized by vesting po-
litical power in the hands of philosophers. Since that claim is so controversial, Socrates
endeavors, in the rest of Book 5, to distinguish philosophers from non-philosophers so that
he can show (in Books 6 and 7) that the former are best suited to rule. As I understand the
Book 5 discussion, Socrates commits himself to the claim that only philosophers can achieve
knowledge of the perceptible world because only they have cognitive access to the natures of
things. However, I argue that Socrates distinguishes knowledge from understanding and, in
Book 5, leaves open the question whether philosophers (or anyone) can have understanding
of the perceptible world.

In Chapter 6 I present my overall interpretation of Socrates’ epistemology. I argue that
his conception of understanding, in combination with his metaphysical view of perceptible
objects, naturally leads him to conclude that there can be no understanding of perceptible
objects. However, despite claiming that perceptible objects cannot be understood, I argue
that Socrates allows that philosophers can have knowledge of them because philosophers
can bring their understanding to bear in their cognitive interaction with perceptible ob-
jects. This allows us to resolve the alleged tension between Socrates” epistemology and his
politics. Just as we take a doctor’s medical opinion to be expert and, thus, authoritative in
particular matters of health, the opinions of philosophers, precisely because such opinions
are informed by their understanding, are expert and, thus, have the requisite authority. This
explains why Socrates is willing to say that philosophers know certain things about percep-
tible objects that non-philosophers necessarily do not know, even though he thinks that no
one can have understanding of them. My controlling aim in this dissertation is to show
that Socrates’” distinction between modes of cognitive achievement provides a compelling

epistemological picture that deserves serious consideration.



Chapter 2
Epistémé in the Meno

T the end of the Meno, the character Socrates famously claims that “[true doxai] are
A not worth much until one gets them bound down by a working out of the explana-
tion....When they have been bound down, first they become epistémai and thence stable
things” (98a3-8). Many interpreters cite this as the first attempt in Western Philosophy to
analyze knowledge as justified true belief.! Such an interpretation makes four key claims:
first, that epistémé is knowledge; second, that working out the explanation (aitias logismos)
bridges the gap between true doxa and epistémé by conferring a certain sort of justification
on a doxa; third, that doxa is a component of epistémé; fourth, that doxa is belief.

I have serious doubts about each of these claims. In this chapter I reject the first, in the
next chapter I reject the second and third, and in Chapter 4 I reject the fourth. Thus, by the
end of Chapter 4 I will have rejected the K, the ], and the B of the traditional interpretation of
Socrates’ discussion of epistémé. Not to be left out, in Chapter 5 I argue that, while Socrates
does conceive of epistémé as being connected, in some way, to truth, he has a somewhat odd
conception of the T.

The resources needed to achieve these aims come from my interpretation of epistémé on
which it is a philosophically rich and important concept, albeit one that should be distin-
guished from knowledge. To reconstruct this concept, I examine Socrates’ claim that ac-
quiring epistémé of some fact requires working out the explanation of why that fact obtains.
By examining the whole dialogue, and by situating the dialogue in its broader intellectual
environment, I show that the nature of this requirement can be articulated quite specifically
and precisely. According to the position I develop, working out the explanation of some fact

is coming to see how it is grounded in facts about the nature of the fundamental entities of

! See G. Fine [2004], Scott [2006, 184-185], and Silverman [2012, §10] for recent defenses of this view.
This interpretation is, in fact, widespread and has quite a tradition behind it: Armstrong [1973, 137] cites this
passage as containing the first such attempt in Western Philosophy and even Gettier [1963, 121] suggests this
interpretation in his famous paper ‘Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?’
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Preliminaries

the domain to which it belongs. So, for Socrates, to have epistémé of something—for exam-
ple, a geometrical theorem—is to grasp how the truth of that theorem is grounded in facts
about the nature of the fundamental entities of geometry.

After reconstructing Socrates’ conception of epistémé I argue that it more closely ap-
proximates our modern concept of understanding than it does our concept of knowledge.?
Moreover, I argue that Socrates’ account of understanding is quite plausible. I do not go so
far as to claim that it is the correct account of understanding, but it is one that any philoso-
pher interested in understanding should take seriously. I also argue that taking epistémé to
be understanding, rather than knowledge, allows us to better see why Socrates might have
thought that virtue is epistémeé.

Before I begin I wish to comment on some terminology I employ in this chapter. First,
in order not to prejudge whether epistémé more closely approximates knowledge or under-
standing, I leave “epistémé” transliterated and use the verb “to apprehend” in a stipulated
sense to denote the cognitive relation that someone with epistémé of some fact bears to that
fact. Thus, if I say, “S apprehends p,” this means that S has epistémé of p.> Second, I also leave
“doxa” transliterated. For the purposes of this chapter, the reader won't go too far wrong
in thinking of doxa as belief, but in Chapter 4 I reject this assimilation. In this chapter my
main claims are (a) that to apprehend is not to know but to understand and (b) that Socrates’

account offers key insights into the nature of understanding.

2.1 Preliminaries

As with many passages of Plato, we cannot simply consider Socrates’ discussion of the dif-
ference between true doxa and epistémé in isolation. The argumentative structure of the
dialogue as a whole provides clues as to how we must understand it.

Meno poses the central question of the dialogue in its very first lines. He asks, “Can you
tell me, Socrates, is virtue teachable? Or, is it not teachable, but reached by practice....or
in some other way?” (70al-4).* Socrates, however, presents himself as being unable to an-
swer Meno's question directly because he does not apprehend what virtue is. According to

Socrates, apprehending what something is like (hopoion estin)—teachable, for example—is

*> In doing so I develop an interpretation that has emerged in the last few decades (see, among others,
Moravscik [1979], Burnyeat [1980 and 1987], Annas [1981], Moline [1981], Nehamas [1985], and Benson
[2000]).

* Since it is unclear whether Socrates distinguishes between facts, propositions, states of affairs, and the
like, T hope to avoid weighty metaphysical commitments on these matters. I will use the terms “facts;” “true
propositions,” and “states of affairs which obtain” interchangeably. Nothing turns on this.

* See Bluck [1961, 1-2], Nehamas [1985, 2-4], and Scott [2006, 14-18] for discussion of the ancient Greek
background to the question whether virtue is teachable. For a discussion of education in ancient Athens (and,
so, the kind of teaching that we can presume Meno takes to be at issue), see Marrou [1948].
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epistemically posterior to apprehending what it is (¢i estin) (71b3-4).” In other words, So-
crates claims that someone cannot apprehend whether X is F without apprehending what
X is.® As we learn from Socrates’ discussion, apprehending what X is is a matter of appre-
hending the nature of X. This becomes clear later when he specifies that apprehending what
X is requires that one apprehend the definition of X (72¢6-d1).” Socrates, then, says that he
cannot apprehend whether virtue is teachable because he does not apprehend the nature of
virtue. Thus, in the ensuing discussion Socrates and Meno attempt to determine the nature
of virtue, by searching for its definition, in the hope of being able to answer Meno's original
question.

Epistémé becomes a topic of conversation because it seems to be a particularly good an-
swer to the question, “What is virtue?” (88c1-3). The fact that epistémé is being considered
in this context gives a strong clue as to how it should be understood. Virtue, according to So-
crates, is that characteristic or set of characteristics which, when present in the soul, disposes
a person to act exceptionally well (cf. 87d2-89a5). As such, it is not the kind of thing that
just anybody is going to have.® The state Socrates is discussing under the heading “epistémé,
then, must be such that it distinguishes those people who possess it as exceptional. This
makes it difficult to understand Socrates” discussion of epistémé as being intended to cover,
for instance, the knowledge that perception gives us of our immediate surroundings (e.g.,

the knowledge that a piece of paper is in front of me). Such knowledge is the kind of thing

* Socrates asks Meno, “that which I don’t apprehend what it is, how could I apprehend what it is like?” (0
8¢ un oida i gotiv, MGG v Omoidv yé T1 £i8einv). T here translate ei8évat as “to apprehend” rather than as “to
know” because I take Socrates to be discussing a condition on émotriun. One difficulty surrounding the Meno
is that, while Socrates specifically contrasts true §6&a with émiotAun in the passage we will focus on, he uses a
variety of terms elsewhere in the dialogue to refer to this cognitive state (e.g. @pdvnoig and cogia) and to the
activity that characterizes it (e.g. ytyviokeuv, €i6évai, and €nlotacOat). These terms are used interchangeably
in the Meno. Thus, like most interpreters, I take the discussion elsewhere in the dialogue to illuminate Socrates’
conception of émothun.

¢ Many interpreters claim that Socrates posits the related requirement that one must apprehend the nature
of Fness in order to apprehend whether any particular thing is F (see, most famously, Geach [1966, 371],
who dubbed this part of the “Socratic fallacy”; cf. Irwin [1977, 133], Beversluis [1987], and Nehamas [1987,
277-293]). Although interpreters typically take Socrates’ requirement to be too severe, on the conception of
émotnun I develop in this chapter, his demands are reasonable (see Prior [1998] for another sympathizer).

7 The seminal discussion of this notion of definition is Robinson’s [1953, 49-60]. For more recent discussion
see, among others, Beversluis [1974] and Irwin [1995, 22-27]. Kit Fine has recently argued, independently of
any concern with the interpretation of Ancient Philosophy, that “the activities of specifying the meaning of a
word and of stating what an object is are essentially the same; and hence each of them has an equal right to be
regarded as a form of definition” [1994, 14].

® Socrates makes it clear that he thinks virtue is possessed by only a select group of people in his discussion
with Anytus at 91a-95a. This issue is slightly complicated by the fact that Socrates thinks émiotun is present
in everybody, albeit latently (see the discussion concerning recollection at 80d5-86b4). Even if Socrates does
think that émotriun (and, hence, virtue, on the proposal that virtue is £émiotrpn) is latent in everyone, the kind
of émotriun that can play the role virtue is supposed to play must be recovered £émiotriun. Recovered émothn,
however, is not something that everyone is going to possess.
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that everyone has (barring radical skeptical worries). If everyone has such knowledge, how-
ever, it cannot be a plausible candidate for being virtue since such knowledge plays no role
in discriminating exceptional from ordinary people. Thus, even if someone with epistémé
will have such perceptual knowledge and, indeed, even if such perceptual knowledge is nec-
essary for possessing epistémé, we should hesitate to think that it constitutes, even partially,

the state Socrates is discussing.’

2.2 'The Distinction Between True Doxa and Epistémé

In a passage to which we will often return, Socrates tries to explain why epistémé is more

highly valued than true doxa and what the difference between them is:

[True doxai] are not worth much until one gets them bound down by a working
out of the explanation. And that, my friend Meno, is recollection, as we previ-
ously agreed. When they have been bound down, first they become epistémai
and thence stable things. It is on account of this that epistémé is more highly
valued than correct doxai, and epistémé difters from correct doxa in virtue of a
bond. (98a3-98a8)

[AAnBeig d6&at] o0 moAAoD &€rai ioty, £w¢ &v T1g avTAG drjor aitiag Aoyloud.

o070 d 0tiv, ® Mévwv £Taipe, Avauvnoig, wg év Toi mpdodev HUiv WUOAS-

ynrat. énetdav 8¢ debdorv, mpdtov uev Emotiuat yiyvovtatl, énerta pdvipot:

Kol d1a tadta 81| T tepov emotrun 0pdRg d6ENG otiv, kai drapépet deoud

gmotrun opof¢ d6&nc.
This passage shows that Socrates thinks true doxa is not sufficient for epistémeé. It also shows
that Socrates thinks true doxa is upgraded to epistémé by a working out of the explanation.
That is, the person who has epistémé of p is distinguished from the person who has a mere
true doxa of p insofar as the former, but not the latter, has worked out the explanation of
why p obtains.

Several interpreters take Socrates’ claim that epistémé requires working out the explana-

tion to show that the kind of epistémé Socrates is interested in more closely approximates

understanding than it does knowledge. Nehamas, for example, writes:

We might want to say that Plato insists upon an unduly restrictive notion of
knowledge; but we would do better, I think, to say that when he is discussing

° 'This line of reasoning is similar to the one Socrates employs to reject Meno's attempt to define virtue as
“desiring fine things and being able to attain them” (77b2-78b8). Since, according to Socrates, everyone desires
only fine things, desiring fine things cannot explain why someone is virtuous and, hence, cannot be included
in the definition of virtue.
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epistémé he is not producing unreasonable conditions on knowledge, but rather,
quite reasonable conditions on what it is to understand something. For unlike
knowledge, understanding involves, in rough and ready terms, the ability to
explain what one understands. [1985, 25, emphasis original]

Likewise, in his famous paper arguing that epistémé in Aristotle more closely approximates
understanding, Burnyeat claims, “Explanation and understanding go together in a way that
explanation and knowledge do not” [1981, 102]. Although I agree with these interpreters’
ultimate point, I think that a stronger case can be made than simply noting the (possibly
conceptual) connection between understanding and explanation. In the remainder of this
section and in the next two sections I will offer a robust reconstruction of Socrates’ concep-
tion of epistémé by determining what, exactly, Socrates thinks working out the explanation
consists in. Once I have done this, I will appeal to modern discussions of understanding to
argue that Socrates’ conception of epistémé more closely approximates understanding than
it does knowledge.

What, then, is involved in working out the explanation such that it bridges the gap be-
tween true doxa and epistémé? Unfortunately, this is a difficult matter, since the nature of
explanation (like that of epistémé) is not the topic of Socrates and Meno’s conversation in
its own right. Recall, however, that from the beginning of the dialogue Socrates maintains
that natures or essences play a fundamental explanatory role.'® As we have seen, in order to
make progress on finding out whether virtue is teachable, Socrates implores Meno to specify
“some one same form which they [sc. virtues] all have on account of which (di’ ho) they are
virtues” (72c7-8). The nature of virtue, then, plays a fundamental explanatory role in deter-
mining whether virtue is teachable. That is, supposing that virtue is teachable, the fact that
virtue is teachable is grounded in facts about the nature of virtue (and, presumably, facts
about the nature of teachability). Thus, apprehending what virtue is will put a person in a
position to apprehend whether (and, if it is, explain why) it is teachable. Generalizing this
point, it is reasonable to think that working out the explanation of some fact involves com-
ing to see how that fact is grounded in certain other facts, namely facts about the natures of
certain things."'

To develop this idea I turn to the famous episode between Socrates and Meno’s slave.

This episode is particularly useful as it provides a case in which someone has a true doxa yet

1% According to G. Fine [1992, 216 n. 6 and 2004, 56-57], this is only true for the explanations of some facts.
However, given that Socrates says there is a single process through which explanations are worked out, namely
recollection, taking natures or essences to be involved in all explanations is the best way to maintain the unity
of the dialogue. Fine, quite naturally, denies that recollection is the sole process through which explanations
are worked out (on this see Ch. 3, p. 49).

' As we will see, this is similar to the way in which a theorem is derived from the principles of the domain
to which it belongs.
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is said not to have epistémé. Moreover, we are shown exactly how he has come to hold that
true doxa. Thus, it provides an opportunity to examine what Socrates thinks a person with

mere true doxa lacks such that working out the explanation will bring about epistémé.*>

2.2.1 'The Exchange Between Socrates and Meno’s Slave

As part of his effort to show Meno that successful inquiry is possible even in the absence of
epistémé (see 80d5-8 for Meno's infamous statement of worry), Socrates engages in a back-
and-forth discussion with one of Menos slaves. After drawing a two-foot by two-foot square,
Socrates asks the slave to specify on which line a square with double the area of the drawn
square is based (82d8-e2). In the initial stages of the discussion the slave offers two sugges-
tions that are rejected (82e2-83e10). He then states that he does not apprehend the answer to
Socrates’ question (84al-2). Socrates, then, through additional questioning, gets the slave to
evince a further doxa on the matter and this doxa turns out to be the true one (84d3-85b7).

As the details of this last stage are crucially important, it is necessary to lay them out in full:

Socrates: You tell me, is this not a four-foot figure? You understand?—I do.

Soc.: We add to it this figure which is equal to it?—Yes.

Soc.: And we add this third figure equal to each of them?—Yes.

12 This feature of Socrates” exchange with Meno's slave also makes it relevant to determining whether work-
ing out the explanation plays a justificatory role for Socrates. See Ch. 3, pp. 37-41.
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Soc.: Could we then fill in the space in the corner?—Certainly.

Soc.: So we have these four equal figures?—Yes.

Soc.: Well then, how many times is the whole figure [pointing to square EFGH]
larger than this one [pointing to square AJDH]?—Four times.

E F

A

H D G

Soc.: But we should have had one that was twice as large, or do you not remem-
ber?—I certainly do.

Soc.: Does not this line from one corner to the other [pointing to line segment
AD] cut each of these figures in two?—Yes.

N

D

Soc.: So these are four equal lines which enclose this figure [pointing to square
ABCD]?—They are.

B

D

Soc.: Consider now: how large is the figure [pointing again to square ABCD]?—I
do not understand.

Soc.: Within these four figures [pointing to each small square], each line cuts oft
half of each, does it not?—Yes.
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Soc.: How many of this size [pointing to square AJDH] are there in this figure
[pointing to square EFGH]?—Four.

E F
A
J
H D G
Soc.: How many in this [pointing to square ABCD]?—Two.
B
A C
D

Soc.: What is the relation of four to two?—Double.

Soc.: How many feet in this [pointing again to square ABCD]?
—Eight.

Soc.: Based on what line?—This one [pointing to line segment AD].

A

D

Soc.: That is, on the line that stretches from corner to corner of the four-foot
figure?—Yes.

Soc.: Clever men call this the diagonal, so that if diagonal is its name, you say
that the double figure would be that based on the diagonal?—Most certainly,
Socrates.

The slave, then, despite being completely ignorant of geometry at the outset of the discussion
(cf. 85e6), has been led to think that the following claim is true:

(S): the double-area square is based on the diagonal of the original square

Despite the slave’s coming to think, as a result of this discussion, that S is true, Socrates

denies that the slave has epistémé of S:

These doxai have now just been stirred up like a dream, but if he is asked these
same questions many times and in various ways, you know that ultimately he
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will apprehend these things no less precisely than anyone else ... And he will
apprehend it without having been taught but only questioned, and find the
epistémé by himself from himself. (85¢9-d1)

Kad vOv pév ye adt¢) domep vap dptt dvakekivnvron ai §6&at adbrar i ¢
abTéV T1G dveprioetal moAAGKIC T& abtd Tadta kai moANaxf, 0io0’ 8Tt TeEAev-
TV 008evdg fTTov dxrpif&s émiotroeTat Tepl TOVTWY ... OVKOGV 008EVOG d1-
d&€avtog AAN €pwtrioavtog émtothoetal, avalafwv avtog € abtod TV £mt-
oTAUNV.

Socrates’ claim that the slave does not yet apprehend S should give us pause.'* If the slave
lacks epistémé of S despite having gone through the exchange with Socrates, it would seem
that having epistémé of something is not simply a matter of knowing that it is true. If it were,
we could reasonably ask Socrates what more someone would need to do to achieve epistémé
of a geometrical theorem. After all, the slave has acquired his doxa in a manner that seems
both reliable and illuminating.'* At this point in the dialogue we have yet to see why Socrates
denies that the slave apprehends S. All we are told is that, if the slave is to apprehend it, he
must be asked these questions many times and in various ways.

At the end of the dialogue Socrates tells us why the slave lacks epistémeé: he has not

worked out the geometrical theorem’s explanation.'® The question we must answer, then,

* Someone may contend that Socrates’ formulation incurs a commitment to the notion that émiotrun
comes in degrees of precision (i.e. because Socrates says that the slave “will apprehend no less precisely”). This,
it may be argued, suggests that the slave already does, at least to some degree, apprehend S. Although such a
reading is consistent with the text, it is not required. For example, someone might say that the person who
drowns in shallow water drowns no less fatally than the person who drowns in deep water. In saying this, one
is not committed to the claim that drowning comes in degrees of fatality—fatality is built into the concept of
drowning. Similarly, maximal precision may be built into the concept of émotiiun. Also note that later in this
very passage Socrates says simply that the slave, after further questioning, “will apprehend” (émiotricetat) the
fact in question.

* In fact, on most modern accounts of knowledge, the slave would count as knowing that S (so long as
a minimal condition for possessing the 86&x that p is that one believe that p (see Ch. 4, pp. 66-72 for my
understanding of the relationship between 86&a and belief)). His 36&a is, for example, justified, warranted,
reliably formed, acquired through and because of an exercise of intellectual virtue on his part, and so on.
Even if a modern epistemologist would deny that the slave’s §6&a counts as knowledge, it would likely not be
for the reason that Socrates denies that the slave lacks émiotriun and that we will consider in a moment. An
important upshot, which I only have time to mention here, is that when Meno asks Socrates why émiotiun
is more highly valued than true 86&a, we should understand Meno to include under the heading “true §6&a”
cognitive achievements that count as knowledge. Given that I also think émotriun amounts to understanding,
I think Meno’s question is best understood as “Why is understanding more highly valued than knowledge?”
Thus, I think that what many modern philosophers label the “value problem” of knowledge, namely in what
sense is knowledge more valuable than any proper subset of its components, whatever its merits, is not the
question Meno asks (cf. Kvanvig [2003, Ch. 1]).

1% Scott [2006, 183] suggests that Socrates’ use of words like “therefore” (&pa) (e.g. at 82d2, 83c1, 83d4) may
indicate that he takes himself to be presenting the geometrical theorem’s explanation. However, the mere use
of such logical vocabulary to connect claims is not enough to show that such connections are, for Socrates,
explanatory connections.
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is, “What must the slave do after his conversation with Socrates in order to work out the
theorem’s explanation?” First, recall Socrates’ commitment to the epistemic priority of ap-
prehending the natures of things. Second, note that in the discussion with the slave Socrates
does not appeal to facts about the natures of any entities in such a way that those facts do
any explanatory work. Nor does Socrates make it apparent to the slave that natures have
any explanatory power at all. Even though Socrates appeals to facts concerning the nature
of some entity or that are true of an entity in virtue of its nature, he does not single out a
class of facts concerning the natures of Square, Triangle, Diagonal Line, and so on such that
those facts played a basic role in the discussion. For example, Socrates appeals to the fact
that a line drawn from one corner of a square to the opposite corner divides the square into
two triangles of equal area (84e5-85al). This fact does hold in virtue of the nature of Square,
the nature of Diagonal Line, and the nature of Triangle—that is, because a square is what it
is, a diagonal line is what it is, and a triangle is what it is, a diagonal line cuts a square into
two triangles of equal area. However, Socrates does not make the explanatory role played
by the natures of Square, Diagonal Line, and Triangle perspicuous in any way. Moreover,
he does not indicate that natures play any explanatory role at all. Any explanatory facts that
Socrates may deploy, then, are not presented to the slave as having any special status.

In fact, if we look at people who were developing geometry in the time surrounding
Plato’s writing, we can see that they share Socrates’ view that natures are explanatorily basic.
Consider, for example, Euclid’s Elements. At the beginning of Book 1, Euclid lays out 23
Definitions, which Socrates would think should be statements of the natures or essences
of certain geometrical entities.'® Euclid then proceeds to prove certain geometrical facts
from those Definitions, in combination with five Postulates and five Common Notions. An
interesting feature of Socrates’ discussion with Meno’ slave, which goes largely unnoticed
by commentators, is that one of the facts Socrates appeals to is contained in Proposition 34
of Book 1 of the Elements:

Proposition 34: In parallelogrammic figures the opposite sides and angles are
equal to one another, and a diagonal cuts them in half."’

The proof of Proposition 34, however, directly appeals to, and so rests on, Propositions 29,
26, and 4. The proof of Proposition 29, in turn, directly appeals to Propositions 15 and 13.
By following this chain of dependencies, we see that the proof of Proposition 34 ultimately
depends on Propositions 29, 26, 16, 15,13, 11, 10,9, 8,7, 5,4, 3, 2,and 1. In the proofs of each

16 T speak here of what Socrates would think the definitions “should” be in order to avoid the difficult
question whether Euclid’s §pot are meant to be philosophically acceptable definitions.
17 Translations of Euclid’s Elements are taken, with modifications, from Heath [1956].
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of these Propositions, however, several of the claims directly depend upon the Definitions
stated at the outset of the Elements. (Indeed, all of the claims ultimately depend upon the
definitions, along with the Postulates and Common Notions.) To take just one such example,

consider Proposition 1:

Proposition 1: On a given finite straight line to construct an equilateral trian-
18
gle.

Contained in the proof of Proposition 1 is the following claim:

And, [F1] since the point A is the center of the circle CDB, [F2] AC is equal to

AB."
c

/\
\/

The move from F1 to F2, in turn, is supported by the Definitions of Circle and Center:

Definition 15: A Circle is a plane figure contained by one line, such that all of
the straight-lines falling upon it from one point among those lying within the
figure are equal to one another.*

Definition 16: And, the point is called the Center of the circle.?!

In other words, it is precisely because a Circle is what it is and the Center is what it is, that
the fact that A is the center of circle CDB makes it the case that AC is equal to AB. In order
to see why Proposition 1 is true, then, one must see that its truth depends on the nature
of Circle and the nature of Center. Thus, in order to grasp Proposition 34 fully, one must
ultimately see how its truth is grounded in the nature of Circle (and in the nature of Center,

Line, Triangle, Square, and so on).

'8 Emi tfic doBeiong evBeiag nenepaopévrg tpiywvov iodmAevpov cvotfoacBbat. The difficulties surround-
ing how to understand Propositions Euclid states using “construction” infinitives need not concern us here,
but see Mueller [1981].

1% Kal énel 10 A onueiov kévtpov €oti To0 I'AB kUkAov, {on éotiv i AT Tij AB-

20 KUkAog €otl oxfipa Eninedov MO WA YPAUUAS TEPLEXOUEVOV, TPOG NV d@’ £VOC oTUElon TV EvTog ToT
oxXfHaTOg KelUEVwV Tdoat al tpoomintovoat VOeiat ioat aAAAAaLg lotv.

21 Kévtpov 8¢ tol kUkAov T0 onueiov kaAeitat.
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To return to the discussion between Socrates and Meno’ slave, we can now see why
Socrates denies that the slave apprehends S despite having acquired his doxa through the
process depicted above. To put the point metaphorically, the slave fails to see a good deal
of the “picture” To put the point more directly, the slave has accepted many claims without
explanation that stand in need of explanation. Specifically, he fails to see how the truth of
the theorem is grounded in facts about the nature of the entities cited in the theorem (seeing
which will require him to grasp facts about the natures of additional entities). The slave,
through being asked further questions many times and in various ways, must work out why,
given what a square is, what a diagonal is, and so on, the double-area square is based on the
diagonal of the original square. Presumably, this will involve reasoning all the way to facts
about the natures of the fundamental entities of geometry. If, at some step, appeal is made
to facts about the nature of some entity that are grounded in facts about the nature of some
more fundamental entity, then appeal to facts about the nature of the more fundamental
entity would have explanatory power (e.g. facts about the nature of Diagonal Line may be
partially grounded in facts about the nature of Line). Such a process would bottom out at
the fundamental entities. Thus, the slave must come to grasp what a point is, what a line
is, what a figure is, and so on, so that he can see why, given the nature of those entities,
the geometrical theorem is true. Only then will he have worked out the explanation of the
geometrical theorem.??

Before I flesh out Socrates’ conception of epistémé, I wish to consider an objection to my
interpretation of Socrates’ conception of working out the explanation of some fact. It may
seem that I am building too large an edifice on Socrates’ claim that the slave will apprehend
the theorem after “he is asked these same questions many times and in various ways” (85c10-

11). Despite his language, most interpreters agree that Socrates does not mean that the slave

*? Similarities exist between Socrates” discussion and current discussions of mathematical explanation. For
example, Mark Steiner holds that “...an explanatory [mathematical] proof makes reference to a characterizing
property of an entity or structure mentioned in the theorem, such that from the proof it is evident that the
result depends on the property” [1978, 143]. Steiner speaks of characterizing properties rather than of natures
because he thinks that an entity or structure’s nature consists in its essential properties and, in turn, he thinks
that essential properties just are necessary properties. Given that all the properties of a mathematical entity or
structure are necessary, we cannot isolate a proper subset of its properties as constituting its essence. Kit Fine’s
work on essence and modality (esp. [1994]), however, provides a different way of conceiving the relationship
between necessity and essentiality that allows a role for the concept of essence in mathematics.

However, Socrates’ discussion differs from these modern discussions in important ways. Foremost, unlike
current philosophers of mathematics, Socrates is not attempting to distinguish proofs that merely prove that
some theorem is true from proofs that also explain why some theorem is true (see Mancosu [2011, §4] for a
general description of issues in “mathematical explanations within mathematics”). Rather, Socrates is speci-
fying conditions for being in a cognitive state of which he takes himself to have an independent grasp. He is
not surveying the work of mathematicians and selecting out a proper subset of proofs as having some special
(i.e. explanatory) status. Thanks to Jimmy Martin for discussion here.
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must be asked literally the same questions over and over.”> However, my claim that such
questioning must take the slave all the way to fundamental entities may seem overblown.
Perhaps all Socrates means is that the slave must be questioned a little more to make sure
his grasp of the theorem is sufficiently secure.**

I agree that if we consider this line in isolation my interpretation is too strong. However,
it is precisely because Socrates only says that the slave must be asked further questions, and
does not specify the ultimate aim of such questioning, that we must look elsewhere in the
dialogue to fill in the details. At the end of the dialogue, we learn that acquiring epistémé
requires working out the explanation. So, the question becomes, “What does Socrates think
explanation consists in?” By further examining the dialogue, and by considering the broader
intellectual environment to which it belongs, I have argued that he takes it to consist in a
demonstrative proof from the first principles of the relevant domain. Thus, although the
line in isolation doesn’t generate my whole picture, taken in its broader context it does.

It will be helpful to give some idea of how further questioning could lead the slave to
facts about fundamental entities. Perhaps the slave must be asked the following kinds of
questions: From what line does a square with half the area of a given square come to be?
Triple the area? One-third? etc. Through such questioning the slave will realize that certain
claims, such as the claim that a diagonal line cuts a square in half, keep appearing at crucial
points in the discussion. He will then investigate those claims, aiming to verify that they are,
in fact, true. In the course of investigating the claim that a diagonal line cuts a square in half,
he will see that the claim, if true, depends upon facts about what a square is, what a line is,
and what a triangle is. In this way, further questioning could lead the slave on the path to

fundamental entities.

2.3 Socrates’ Conception of Epistémé

Now that we have determined what Socrates thinks is involved in working out the expla-
nation of some fact, in this section I consider the conception of epistémé that results from
Socrates’ claim that working out the explanation is required for epistémé. The key character-
istic of people with epistémé is that they have worked out, for themselves, how some fact fits
into a broader network of interrelated facts. Such a network crucially includes facts about
the nature of the fundamental entities of the domain to which the fact in question belongs.
The person with epistémé of some fact, then, has a synoptic view of the way in which that

fact fits into its domain.

23 See Scott [2006, 106-07] for discussion.
?* Thanks to Rachel Barney and Kirk Ludwig for pressing this objection.
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Some interpreters maintain that epistémé, according to Socrates, requires mastery of the
entirety of some domain. According to Nehamas, for example, “We have epistémé when we
have learned the axiomatic structure of the system in question and can prove any one of its
elements” [1985, 20]. Although this claim is consistent with my interpretation, nothing I
have said requires it. On the picture thus far, epistémé of some theorem requires that one
has derived the truth of that theorem from facts about the nature of the fundamental entities
that ultimately ground it. If a theorem T derives from a proper subset of the fundamental
entities of the domain to which it belongs, then epistémé of T does not require grasping the
nature of the irrelevant fundamental entities. On this interpretation, one can have epistémé
of a theorem without having mastery of the entire domain to which it belongs.*®

Although I do not think that we can conclusively settle the matter, two reasons internal
to the Meno suggest that Socrates would accept the further claim that epistémé of some fact
requires complete mastery of the domain to which it belongs. First, when Socrates says that
the slave, through further questioning, will apprehend the theorem no less precisely than
anyone else, it is natural to take him to mean that the slave’s future cognitive grasp of the
theorem will be optimal (i.e. such that no one else is a greater epistemic authority concern-
ing that fact). If Socrates thinks that being an epistemic authority about some fact requires
seeing how it fits into its entire domain, then he would think that epistémé requires mas-
tery of an entire domain. Perhaps, for example, being an epistemic authority about a fact
requires being able to answer all questions concerning it. In that case, people who grasp that
a theorem derives from only a proper subset of the fundamental entities would be greater
authorities concerning that theorem than people who do not (i.e. they would be able to an-
swer a broader range of questions concerning it). And, in turn, grasping that some entity is a
fundamental entity may require grasping what all the fundamental entities are. Second, re-
call that Socrates discusses epistémé because it seems to be a good candidate for being virtue.
Virtue, however, is supposed to dispose someone to act well in all facets of human life. If
epistémeé is to play this role, it is unlikely to consist solely in apprehending some particular
fact or even a limited number of interrelated facts within a domain. Rather, it would more

likely consist in a synoptic view of an entire domain, for example, of the domain of value.?

?* This picture gets complicated when we consider the cognitive grasp of facts about the natures of funda-
mental entities that is required for émotrun and how that grasp is achieved. If the requisite grasp requires
grasping all the relevant facts about the natures of fundamental entities (if, for example, one must grasp that
a given entity is fundamental and this requires, in turn, grasping what all the fundamental entities are), then
Nehamas’ picture seems right (note that Nehamas only says that éniotrjun requires being able to prove all the
elements in some domain, not that it requires having proved all the elements). This issue will resurface in a
moment.

?¢ Protagoras 351ff. considers this view.
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Even if Socrates would accept the further requirement that epistémé of a fact requires
mastery of the entirety of its domain, on the picture I have developed epistémé can be had
of discrete domains (i.e. domains that do not share fundamental entities) in isolation from
one another. For example, if the domain of medicine and the domain of geometry share
no fundamental entities, then one can have epistémé of (facts of) medicine without hav-
ing epistémé of (facts of) geometry. Indeed, in the Meno Socrates suggests that epistémé is

domain specific in this way when he describes the future course of the slave’s education:

For he will perform in this same way with all of geometry, and, indeed, all other
subjects. (85el-3)

OUTOG Yap TTOLH0EL TTEPL TAGHG YEWUETPLAG TAVTA TadTa, KAl TV AAAWV pabn-
UATWV ATAVTWV.

Socrates here suggests that the slave will first acquire epistémé of all geometry, and then
acquire epistémé of other subjects (e.g. arithmetic, solid geometry, astronomy).>” However,
if Socrates ultimately thinks that reality as a whole forms a single unified domain (as, for
example, Republic 6 and 7 suggest) then epistémé requires grasping reality as a whole. In a
sense, then, what I have provided is an interpretation of Socrates’ answer to what Crombie
calls the “formal” interpretation of the question “What can be apprehended?” Insofar as
that question is understood to mean, “What does a fact have to be like for it to be a possible
object of epistémé?,” the answer is “It must belong to a domain structured in terms of first
principles and derivable theorems.” The question whether objects of epistémé form discrete
domains depends on Socrates’ metaphysics.*®

A few additional features of Socrates’ conception of epistémé require comment. First, it
is unclear how, if at all, someone can have epistémé of facts about the fundamental entities
of a given domain. If acquiring epistémé of some fact requires working out its explanation,
it seems that facts about fundamental entities cannot be apprehended—being fundamental,

no further fact explains them. If facts about fundamental entities can be apprehended, then,

*” Despite initial appearances, this passage is neutral on the question whether émiotjun of some fact requires
mastery of the domain to which it belongs. When Socrates says that the slave will perform this way in “all
geometry” this may be what he thinks is required to achieve any émotfjun of geometry. He need not mean
that the slave will acquire émiotAun of geometry in piecemeal fashion.

8 Crombie helpfully distinguishes between what he calls “formal” and “material” interpretations of the
question “What can be apprehended” as follows:

The answer to the formal version of this question will lay down the conditions that anything
must satisfy in order to be knowable: the answer to the material version will tell us what things
satisfy these conditions. [1963 (Vol. 2), 41]
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the way in which they are apprehended must differ from the way in which derivable facts
are apprehended.

Although Socrates does not directly discuss whether and, if so, how we can have epistémé
of facts about the natures or essences of fundamental entities, an answer readily presents it-
self. In the above discussion I argued that apprehending some fact, according to Socrates, is
a matter of grasping how that fact fits into a broader network of interrelated facts that par-
tially constitute some domain. For facts which can be proven from first principles, epistémé
requires grasp of the appropriate proof. There is, however, no reason why epistémé, on this
conception, would be limited only to provable facts. One can apprehend a fact about the na-
ture of a fundamental entity by grasping how it fits into a network of interrelated facts, where
this would involve grasping the fundamental explanatory role that it plays. Recall the exam-
ple from Euclid above (p. 19) in which facts about the nature of Circle partially grounded a
claim made in the course of proving Proposition 1. Socrates could maintain that part of what
is required to apprehend facts about the nature of Circle is precisely to grasp the role they
play in explaining various derivable facts, such as the one cited in the proof of Proposition
1.?° Of course, this would require broadening Socrates’ claim that epistémé (i.e. all epistémé)
requires working out the explanation, but it is a natural extension of his thinking.*°

Second, although Socrates denies that the slave has epistémé at the end of their discus-
sion, this does not entail that the slave has not made cognitive progress. Socrates’ position
allows that the slave can be in a better epistemic position concerning the theorem than he
would have been if he had acquired his doxa in some other way—if, for example, Socrates
had simply told him the answer to the original question. Just because people do not have
epistémé of some fact does not entail that they are no better off than other people who also
have mere true doxa about it. The slave, for example, can answer a wider range of questions
concerning the geometrical theorem than he would have been able to had Socrates simply
told him the answer to the question that guides their discussion. In short, all need not be

cognitively equal in the realm of doxa.

*° This way of distinguishing between émiotrur of provable facts and émotriun of fundamental facts is sim-
ilar to Strevens distinction between “understanding why” and “understanding with” (explored in his [Forth-
coming]). This issue will resurface in Chapter 6 (pp. 141-44) when we consider how Socrates can motivate his
idea that cognitively accessing intelligible objects requires a higher cognitive achievement than opinion.

%% Perhaps Socrates would resist calling such a grasp of facts about fundamental entities émotrun strictly
speaking. In his discussion of the Divided Line in the Republic, Socrates claims that we grasp the objects in the
highest subsection as a matter of comprehension (vénowv) (511d6-8). However, comprehension seems to be
a kind of émotrpn and, in a related passage in Book 7, he calls this grasp of the highest objects émotriun (on
Socrates’ shifting language, see below Ch. 5, p. 108 fn. 55). In connection with this it is worth noting that, in
Posterior Analytics 2.19 and Nicomachean Ethics 6.6, Aristotle also claims that the cognitive grasp we can have
of first principles is comprehension (voi¢) and not émotriun strictly speaking.
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This point is crucial to my interpretation of the epistemology advanced in the Republic.
According to some interpreters (see, e.g., G. Fine [1990, 86] and Smith [2000, 153-154]),
if Socrates were to deny that philosopher-kings can have epistémé of perceptible objects,
he would be unable to explain why they are best suited to rule a city (since this requires
them to be in a privileged epistemic position concerning what states of affairs obtain in
the perceptible world). If, however, Socrates can deny that there is epistémé of perceptible
objects while consistently maintaining that doxai about perceptible objects can differ in their
authority (as my interpretation allows), this objection can be answered. I develop this idea
in Chapter 6 (pp. 149-55), arguing that, while Socrates denies that there can be epistémé of
perceptible objects, he allows that the philosopher’s doxai about them are sufficiently expert
to count as knowledge (gnosis).

Third, epistémé, as Socrates conceives of it, cannot be acquired through several mech-
anisms that are nowadays considered paradigm ways of acquiring knowledge. Consider,
for example, the knowledge that perception is supposed to give us of our immediate sur-
roundings. We can certainly grant that there are explanations for facts about our immediate
surroundings. Indeed, there may be all kinds of explanations for such facts. The point, how-
ever, is that all such explanations are bad candidates for that which must be grasped in order
to know such facts. For example, if the chair in my room is black, one explanation why it is
black is that Bob painted it black. It would be odd, however, to think that in order for me
to know that the chair is black I would have to grasp that it is black because Bob painted it
black. Or, if the explanation why the chair is black is a matter of reflectance properties and
the structure of our visual system, it is even more implausible to think that one must grasp
that kind of explanation to know that the chair is black.>* If Socrates” position would involve
unreasonable claims about perceptual knowledge, then, as I have already suggested, charity
demands that we should hesitate to think that his discussion of epistémé is meant to cover it.

Likewise, epistémé cannot be acquired through testimony, not even through authorita-
tive testimony. Given that Socrates denies that the slave has epistémé at the end of their
discussion, he would surely deny that the slave could acquire epistémé merely through the
testimony of an authority in geometry. Mere testimony is insufficient for acquiring epistémé
because Socrates requires that the slave, by working out the explanation of the theorem,
come to see for himself why it is true. The slave, that is, must come to have a command of

the theorem that cannot be acquired through mere testimony.

*! Thanks to Jack Woods for pointing out this alternative kind of explanation.
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2.4 What Is Epistémé?

The difference between true doxa and epistémé, as Socrates conceives of it, is the difference
between the cognitive state of someone who has a non-systematic, piecemeal grasp of some
fact and the cognitive state of someone who has a synoptic grasp of how some fact fits into
a broader network of interrelated facts. Given this picture, it is unclear whether epistémé
should be thought of as approximating the state that modern day epistemologists are deal-
ing with in their discussions of knowledge. The key difference that has emerged over the
course of this chapter is that epistémé, as Socrates conceives of it, cannot be acquired through
perception or through testimony (even authoritative testimony), which are taken nowadays
to be central ways of acquiring knowledge (barring radical skeptical worries). If, however,
epistémé fails to include what are taken to be paradigm cases of knowledge, we seem to
be faced with two possibilities: either (a) Socrates is not discussing knowledge as such, or
(b) Socrates is making the grave philosophical error of mistaking a sufficient condition on
knowledge for a necessary condition.

I say that one option would be to conclude that Socrates is confusing a sufficient condi-
tion on knowledge for a necessary condition because someone who has epistémé does seem
to have knowledge. Once the slave, for example, has come to see why, given the nature of
the fundamental entities of geometry, the double-area square is based on the diagonal of the
original square, he will certainly count as knowing that fact. Indeed, the slave will likely ac-
quire such knowledge long before he acquires the relevant epistémeé. Perhaps, as I suggested
above (p. 17 fn. 14), he has that knowledge by the end of his discussion with Socrates. Thus,
working out the explanation of some fact, in Socrates’ sense, is certainly sufficient for ac-
quiring knowledge. However, I find it unsatisfactory to say, as some interpreters have said,
that Socrates is discussing knowledge as such, but simply has a more demanding concep-
tion of what knowledge requires.>* Rather, we should interpret him as discussing a state that
overlaps with, but is neither coextensive with nor identical to, knowledge. In other words,
epistémé is a more high-powered state that entails, but is not identical to, knowledge. The
principle of charity, then, demands that we accept option (a) and say that Socrates is not
discussing knowledge as such.

If Socrates is not discussing knowledge as such, what is he discussing? Although the
crucial issue is to determine the details of the concept Socrates presents, the above consider-
ations naturally lead to the following picture. Let us first consider what the slave will achieve
once he has worked out the explanation of the geometrical theorem under discussion. First,

he will have figured out not only that the theorem is true but also why it is true. Follow-

*2 See, e.g., G. Fine [2004, 68-71].
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ing on from this, he will have come to see how that theorem fits into a broader network
of interrelated facts that partially constitute the domain of geometry. Lastly, he will have a
command of the theorem that can only be gained by working all of this out for himself. He
will, in short, genuinely understand the theorem. The conditions that Socrates places on the
possession of epistémé, then, map on better to the conditions for possessing understanding
than the conditions for possessing knowledge.

It may be incorrect, however, to speak of the concept of understanding. We certainly
cannot expect Socrates’ conception of epistémé to fall in line with all uses of the English
word “understanding.” For example, cases of linguistic understanding (i.e. what is denoted
when someone says “I understand what you're saying”) will not be included.*® There is a
notion of understanding, however, as a cognitive state that consists in a synoptic grasp of (at
least part of) some domain or phenomenon (e.g. geometry, medicine, or global warming).

As Jonathan Kvanvig describes it:

Understanding requires the grasping of explanatory and other coherence-
making relationships in a large and comprehensive body of information. One
may know many unrelated pieces of information, but understanding is achieved
only when informational items are pieced together by the subject in question.
(2003, 192]

Likewise, Wayne Riggs offers a similar description of this type of understanding:

‘Understanding’ has a range of meanings, some of which fall outside the bound-
aries of what I have in mind. The kind of understanding I have in mind is the
appreciation or grasp of order, pattern, and how things ‘hang together.. ... Un-
derstanding something like this requires a deep appreciation, grasp, or aware-
ness of how its parts fit together, what role each one plays in the context of the
whole, and of the role it plays in the larger scheme of things. [2003, 217]

It is this notion of understanding that Socrates’ conception of epistémé best maps onto.>* As
some of the philosophers engaged in these discussions have themselves recognized, these
recent discussions constitute a return to the central epistemological concern of Socrates (and
Aristotle, but that is a story for another time).**

Taking epistémé to be understanding avoids the main objection I leveled against the claim
that epistémeé is knowledge. The mechanisms through which knowledge, but not epistémé,

can be acquired are also mechanisms through which understanding cannot be acquired.

*? Plato’s characters, in fact, use a different word to denote linguistic understanding, namely pav@dvew (e.g.
at Meno 72d1, 75e6; Phaedo 100a8; Theaetetus 164d3; Symposium (206b10)).

** See Introduction, p. 4 fn. 7 for references to other recent work on understanding.

%% Cf. Grimm [2012, 103] and Greco [Forthcoming].
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Mere perception, for example, is not sufficient to generate understanding—merely perceiv-
ing that p, even in optimal conditions, will not render understanding of p, even though it
will render knowledge that p. Likewise, mere testimony, even authoritative testimony, will
not generate understanding.’® Simply being told by an expert that p is true will not, on its
own, lead a person to acquire understanding of p. Even if the expert were to tell the person
what all of the true propositions in a given domain are and lay out the explanatory connec-
tions between them, acquiring understanding of that domain will still require the person to
do some cognitive work to see for him or herself how it all fits together.>” To put this point
another way, understanding some domain requires a command of that domain that cannot
result merely from testimony.

Jonathan Barnes objects to this last claim, contending that understanding simply
amounts to a special case of knowledge, namely knowledge-why, which, in turn, he

understands as a special case of knowledge-that:

I take the phrase [x understands that p] to mean ‘x knows why p’; and I construe
that, in the present circumstances, to mean, ‘for some g, x knows that (p because
q)’ [1980, 202]

I disagree with Barnes’ claim. Someone can know both that p and that p because g on the
basis of testimony and yet fail to understand why p obtains. For example, suppose I know, by
personal experience, that the wind speed is accelerating now. I ask my sister, who happens to
be an expert meteorologist, why this is the case and she tells me that it is because the air pres-
sure is dropping now. On that basis, I come to know that the wind speed is accelerating now
because the air pressure is dropping now. I can know this last fact without understanding why
the wind speed is accelerating now because I have no grasp of why the drop in air pressure
accounts for the increase in wind speed. Generally speaking, because knowledge-that can be
acquired by testimony and understanding cannot, understanding cannot be reduced simply
to a specific kind of knowledge-that. And, if knowledge-why is a species of knowledge-that,
then understanding cannot be reduced to knowledge-why either.>®

One final and important point: thinking of epistémé in terms of understanding rather
than knowledge also helps us better understand why Socrates might be attracted to the idea

that virtue is epistémé. If someone has the kind of understanding of moral matters that

%$ On these last two points, see Burnyeat [1980, esp. 186-188].

37 See Grimm [2010, 87-88] for a similar claim.

%% Perhaps, against Barnes, someone could argue that knowledge-why is not a kind of knowledge-that.
Perhaps a more complicated story needs to be told about knowledge involving ‘because’ claims, such that
knowledge-why cannot be acquired by mere testimony. If this is the case, then understanding-why and
knowledge-why would be closer than I have claimed. Thanks to Ben Morison for this point. See also the
discussion in Grimm [Forthcoming].
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results from having worked out, for him or herself, how and why matters stand morally, that
person is better equipped than someone who has mere piecemeal knowledge of such matters
to act well in all facets of human life. For example, in novel or even abnormal circumstances
the former person is better positioned than the latter to figure out what action is called for
and, so, is better positioned to act correctly. Furthermore, grasping why, given how things
in fact stand, the action one is performing is the correct thing to do in the circumstances is a
plausible component of being a superlative moral agent.*® These are among the reasons why
we find the character Socrates, in the Meno and other Socratic dialogues, trying to determine
not simply whether someone knows that something is the case, but whether he understands
why it is the case. In the Euthyphro, for example, Socrates is not simply trying to determine
whether Euthyphro knows that prosecuting his father is the pious action; Socrates wants
to determine whether Euthyphro genuinely understands why prosecuting his father is the
pious action. Quite reasonably, Socrates thinks that this will require that Euthyphro grasp
what piety is, so that he can understand why, given the nature of Piety, it is (or is not) pious
to prosecute his father for murder.*® If we limit ourselves solely to the concept of knowledge,
without making use of the concept of understanding, we are in danger of missing much of

what is interesting in Socrates’ idea that virtue may be epistéme.

2.5 The Merits of Socrates’ Account

Now that we have determined that Socrates” account of epistémé is better understood as an
account of understanding than an account of knowledge, it is worth considering how it fares
as an account of understanding. In this section my aim is not to canvas all its strengths and
weaknesses. Rather, I merely wish to argue that Socrates” account provides insights that any
philosopher interested in understanding should take seriously.

To begin with, Socrates’ account meets many of the desiderata for an account of under-
standing. First, it directly ties understanding to explanation, as it should. Intuitively, what
distinguishes the person who understands some fact from the person who merely knows it,
is that the former, but not the latter, can explain why that fact obtains. Secondly, on Socrates’
account, understanding is synoptic, as it should be. Understanding requires being able to

place something in a broader context. You can’t just understand one single fact in isolation;

* In connection with these last two points, consider how natural it is for someone to distinguish between
moral knowledge and moral understanding by claiming that “an agent who possesses moral knowledge in the
absence of understanding is not only likely to misapply that knowledge in particular cases (and so do the wrong
thing), but also such that his morally right actions are less valuable than they otherwise would be” (McGrath
[2011, 132]).

% On the interpretation I develop in Chapter 6, Socrates is attempting to determine whether Euthyphro’s
opinion counts as an expert opinion.
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it necessarily requires seeing how that fact fits into a broader network of facts structured
in a certain way. Thirdly, and relatedly, Socrates’ account gets the correct entailments be-
tween knowledge and understanding. On Socrates view, understanding entails knowledge
but not vice-versa.*’ Someone can have a good deal of knowledge of some domain with-
out having understanding, but cannot have understanding without having a good deal of
knowledge. Fourth, Socrates is right to hold that understanding requires a certain facility
with the subject matter that one understands. Although the exact nature of this ability is
hard to pin down, and it is difficult to determine exactly how Socrates conceives of it, it cer-
tainly involves grasping the relation among facts and being able to “move around” within
the relevant domain (i.e. for provable facts, to be able to prove them; for first principles, to
be able to use them to prove other facts).

More specifically, I think that the notion of one fact holding in virtue of another fact
or set of facts has a central role to play in an account of understanding.*> When we say
that we understand some fact, what we are claiming is that we grasp why that fact must
obtain, given certain other facts. Since we can understand one fact in light of other facts
even when the relation between them is not causal, we should appeal to the broader notion
of grounding rather than to the narrower notion of causation to illuminate the nature of
understanding. Mathematics is an obvious case where understanding is possible but the
relationship between facts is non-causal.

If we do think that the notion of grounding can illuminate the nature of understanding,
then appealing to the notion of a nature or essence is also attractive. Facts about natures
or essences are good candidates for termini of chains of facts connected by the grounding
relation. That is, facts about what X is can ground certain other facts without themselves
being grounded in more fundamental facts. For example, the fact that water is H,0 partially
grounds the fact that water boils at 212 °F (at sea level). But, the fact that water is H50 is
not grounded in some more fundamental fact: that just is what water is.** I am not saying

1.44

that the grounding relation need be well-founded in general.** But, insofar as the notion of

! Kvanvig [2003, ch. 8] has argued that understanding does not entail knowledge. For responses to Kvanvig,
see Grimm [2006 and Forthcoming] and Greco [Forthcoming].

2 See Greco [Forthcoming], who presents what he calls a “neo-Aristotelian” account of understanding as
systematic knowledge of grounding relations.

** This issue has recently been discussed by Dasgupta [Unpublished, 4-13]. According to Dasgupta, it
is not that facts about natures or essences could have grounds but, as it happens, lack them (as is the case, he
suggests, with facts about the initial conditions). Those kinds of facts he calls “fundamental” or “brute.” Rather,
he contends that facts about natures or essences lack grounds because they are not even apt for being grounded
in the first place (he calls such facts “autonomous”). As an analogy, Dasgupta compares the way in which facts
about natures or essences can ground other facts while not themselves being apt for having grounds to the way
in which definitions can be used to prove things without themselves being apt for being proved.

** On this issue, see Rosen [2010, 116] and Clark and Liggins [2012, 8] and the references therein.
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grounding has a role to play in illuminating the nature of understanding, I think that the
grounding relation should be well-founded. Infinite chains of facts, since they cannot be
grasped by finite minds, are ill-suited to be proper objects of understanding.*®

Despite its attractive features, the account of understanding I attribute to Socrates may
seem to be too demanding. A plausible desideratum of an account of understanding is that
it be rendered the kind of thing that people, indeed perhaps most people, can gain at least a
little bit of. If, however, understanding why some fact P obtains requires being able to prove
that fact from the first principles of the domain to which it belongs, then very few people will
end up with any understanding. So, one may argue, while it is true that understanding some
fact requires seeing how it fits into a network of interrelated facts, requiring that network
to include facts about the natures of fundamental entities is too restrictive. While this is
a powerful objection, I wish to put it aside for now and return to it after we consider the
metaphysical view presented by the character Socrates in the Republic (see below, Ch. 5,113-
19). By way of preview: I will argue that the conception Socrates presents in the Meno is of
the ideal of understanding. Given Socrates’ metaphysics, particular people will deserve the
title “understanding” (why some fact obtains) depending on how closely they approximate
that ideal. The more fundamentally they can trace the explanation of some fact, the more

appropriate it is to say that they understand it.

2.6 Epistémé in the Republic

In this chapter I have reconstructed the conception of epistémé presented by the character
Socrates in the Meno. I contend that the character Socrates in the Republic is working with
the same conception of epistémé. In the next chapter I will argue that the main reasons that
have been offered for taking the conceptions to differ are not compelling. In this section,
however, I briefly wish to offer some positive reasons for taking the conceptions to be the
same.

First, in the Republic Socrates retains the commitment that epistémé requires working out
explanations. This commitment crops up throughout the discussion, but is perhaps made
most evident in Socrates’ famous allegory of the Cave. In that discussion, Socrates argues
that the Form of Goodness is the ultimate explanation (aitia) of everything and, as such, has
authority over (kuria) and provides (parechd) truth and comprehension (nous) of every-
thing (517a8-c4; cf. 516b8-c2) (we will consider the connection between comprehension

and understanding in a moment).

> 1 say “proper” objects of understanding because it may be possible to first characterize understanding as
a grasp of finite chains of grounding relations and then include grasp of infinite chains by analogy.
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Second, Socrates also retains his commitment to the explanatory fundamentality and,
thus, the epistemic priority of, answers to “What is X?” questions (as can be seen, in part,
from the fact that, in the passages cited in the previous paragraph, he claims that the na-
ture of Goodness is the first principle of everything). After his exhausting discussion with
Thrasymachus, Socrates criticizes the course that discussion took, insofar as they attempted

to determine whether Justice manifests some feature before they determined what Justice is:

Before finding the first thing we inquired about—namely the Just, what it is (o
dikaion hoti pot’ estin)—I let that go, and turned to investigate about it whether
it is a kind of vice and ignorance or a kind of wisdom and virtue. ... Hence, the
result of the discussion, so far as I am concerned, is that I apprehend nothing.
For when I do not apprehend what the Just is, I will hardly apprehend whether it
happens to be a kind of virtue or not, or whether the person who has it is happy
or not. (354b3-c3)

And, in a passage that will occupy us for a considerable time later, Socrates defends his
claim that we should vest political power in the hands of philosophers by first determining
the nature of Philosopher (cf. 473c11-480a13) and then arguing that such people are best
suited to rule (cf. Books 6 and 7).

Third, in the Republic Socrates also retains the idea that the kind of explanation which
confers understanding takes the form of broadly deductive proofs, such as those found in
geometry. This is made most clear in his discussion of the Divided Line. In that discussion,
Socrates divides understanding (epistémé) into two species: thought (dianoia) and com-
prehension (noésis). In two closely connected passages, Socrates makes it clear that both
thought and comprehension require grasping a broadly deductive proof. First, concerning
thought:

I think you know that students of geometry, arithmetic, and such subjects lay
down the odd and the even, the figures, the three kinds of angles, and other
things akin to these according to each pursuit, regarding them as known ... And
beginning from these, proceeding through the remaining steps, they conclude
in agreement at the point they set out to reach in their investigation. (510c2-d3)

Shortly after this passage, Socrates makes it clear that the person who has attained compre-
hension is able to prove any subordinate fact from the “unhypothetical first principle” of

everything:

Also understand, then, that by the other section of that which is intelligible I
mean that which reason itself grasps through the power of dialectic ... in order
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to come to that which is unhypothetical and the principle of everything. Having
grasped this, reason turns back again, reverses itself, and, keeping hold of what
follows from it, thus comes down to a conclusion. (511b2-c1)

It will be pointed out that in this second passage Socrates says that dialectic is the power in
virtue of which people acquire comprehension of the unhypothetical first principle. How-
ever, we must distinguish between the process through which people acquire comprehen-
sion and what they grasp when they are in that state. The second half of the quoted passage
makes it clear that, when people are in the state of comprehension, they are able to prove de-
ductively whatever follows from the unhypothetical first principle. Thus, all understanding,
for Socrates, consists in grasping explanations that are broadly deductive in structure.

As these are the three main features of Socrates’ conception of epistémé in the Meno, 1
submit that we should proceed on the assumption that the same conception is at issue in the
Republic. In Chapter 3 I will further defend this claim by rejecting the central arguments for

taking the conceptions to differ.

2.7 A Final Objection and Reply

In this section I address a serious objection to any attempt to interpret epistémé as not ap-
proximating knowledge. The objection is due to Barnes, who argues against the claim that

epistémé is not knowledge as follows:

[T]he verb ‘epistasthai’, and its cognates ‘epistémé’ and ‘epistémaon’, are not philo-
sophical neologisms; they occur frequently in Greek literature from Homer on-
wards, and they are there correctly translated by ’know’ and its cognates. (At all
events, I have found no text which invites the translation ‘understand’.) Both
Plato and Aristotle talk of epistémé without special qualification or apology; they
give no indication that they intend the term in a novel or restricted sense: we
are obliged to conclude that they thought they were investigating the ordinary
concept of knowledge. [1980, 204]

AsTunderstand Barnes” argument (which Fine cites approvingly [2004, 70 fn. 75]), it main-
tains that Plato presents his characters as explicating, and perhaps refining, whatever was
denoted by standard uses of the word “epistémé.” Since, Barnes claims, at the time of Plato’s
writings, “epistémé” denoted knowledge, he concludes that we must interpret Socrates’ dis-

cussions of epistémé as discussions of knowledge.

A»

Barnes’ claim that the standard use of “epistémé” denoted knowledge, however, is false.

A

Since I have focused in this chapter on the noun “epistémé” I will restrict my discussion to

A

it. The noun “epistémé,” in its use prior to and contemporary with Plato, denotes a superior
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achievement to that of knowledge. To say that a person, or a group, has epistémé, is to say
that he, or they, have attained a level of expertise that a person or group with knowledge
need not have attained (indeed, “expertise” might be a better translation of “epistémeé,” except
that would leave us with no correlate English verb). I contend, in direct contrast to Barnes,
that there are no passages in which “epistémé” is inappropriately rendered as “expertise” or
“understanding,” but that there are passages in which it would be inappropriate to render it
as “knowledge”” If this is the case, it shows that we should not take Socrates’ discussions of
epistémé to be discussions of knowledge, but of something superior to knowledge.

The clearest support for the claim that “epistémé” denotes something superior to knowl-
edge comes from passages in which two people or groups are compared to one another and
the following two conditions are met: (1) only one is said to have epistémé but (2) both
should be taken to have knowledge. Given that those with epistémé are uniformly presented
as being superior to those without it, if conditions (1) and (2) are met, “epistémé” must
denote a higher achievement than mere knowledge. Consider the following passage from

Thucydides’ History of the Peloponnesian War:

Hermocrates took the same view, and urged them [sc. the Syracusans] strongly
not to be faint-hearted at the prospect of attacking with their ships ... He was
quite sure that if they faced the Athenian navy suddenly and unexpectedly,
they would gain more than they would lose; the consternation which they
would inspire would more than counterbalance their own inexperience and the
epistémé of the Athenians. He told them therefore to try what they could do at
sea, and not to be timid. Thus under the influence of Gylippus, Hermocrates,
and others, the Syracusans, now eager for the conflict, began to man their ships.
(7.21.3.1-7.22.1.1) [Trans. Jowett]

Zuvavéneife O¢ kal 0 ‘Epuokpdtng ovy 1ik1ota, To0 Taig vaueol un aOuueiy émi-

Xelpfoat ... kKal Tupakooiovg v eidévat €@n T@ ToAufoat ATposdoKNTwWG TPOG

70 ABnvaiwv vauTikov dvtiotiival TAéov Tt d1d TO To100TOV EKTAAYEVTWV

aUTOV TEPLYEVNGOUEVOUE 1] ABnvaiovg Tf] EMoTrun TV ZUPAKOGIWY dTeElplaV

PAdPovTag. iévar o0V EkéAgvev £¢ TV TETPAV TOD VAUTIKOD Kal Ur| ATTOKVETV.

Kal ol pev Zupakdotot, to0 te T'vAinmov kai ‘Epupokpdtouvg kal 1 tov &AAov

TEBOVTWY, OPUNVTO TE £G TNV vavuaxiov Kal Tag valds EMARpouv:
In this passage, Hemocrates implores the Syracusans not to fear the fact that the Athenians
have epistémé concerning naval warfare, claiming that a surprise attack will negate any ad-
vantage that epistémé might otherwise give the Athenians. We cannot read this, however, as
suggesting that only the Athenians, but not the Syracusans, have mere knowledge concern-
ing naval warfare. If the Syracusans do not know how to sail, how to fight at sea, etc., then
their eagerness mentioned at the end would be nothing short of sheer stupidity. Rather,
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the Syracusans have the relevant knowledge; what they lack, and what the Athenians pos-
sess, is some higher achievement, such as expertise. In fact, many translators recognize that
Hemocrates must be attributing something more than mere knowledge to the Athenians:
Jowett, for example, translates “epistémé” as “superior skill,” where no separate Greek word
corresponds to “superior” Jowett, in the translation just quoted, is correctly recognizing
that the superiority must be built into the meaning of “epistémé” itself.

Likewise, Isocrates responds to critics who claim that he does not improve his students
because they are not immediately finished orators, by claiming that, “On the contrary,
epistémé accrues to us scarcely at all” (Antidosis 201.4).*® While it may be the case that some
knowledge accrues to us scarcely at all, we can certainly acquire some knowledge quite
easily (e.g. by opening our eyes). It is more plausible, then, to take Isocrates to be claiming
that a superior achievement to knowledge, such as expertise, is seldom achieved.

I do not wish to belabor the point, as Barnes, and Fine following him, do not offer any
passages in support of their claim. At the very least, I take the above texts sufficient to shift
the onus to those who would deny that the standard use of “epistémé” denoted a superior
achievement to that of knowledge. Socrates’ key claim, then, is that what distinguishes peo-
ple who make this superior achievement is that they grasp appropriate explanations. And,

while “understanding” is an imperfect rendering of “epistémé,” it is, for the reasons given in

this chapter, superior to “knowledge”

2.8 Philological Considerations

The claim that epistémé approximates understanding dovetails nicely with the fact that the
Greek verb meaning “to have epistémé,” namely “epistasthai,” and the English verb meaning
“to have understanding,” namely “to understand,” are cognate. Both verbs are compound
words formed by a preposition + the verb “to stand” (“histasthai” is Greek for “to stand”). The
prepositions, however, do differ: “epi,” means “on, upon, at, or before” while the preposition
from which “to understand” is formed is “under” But, even so, the fact that both involve the
verb “to stand” is a strong reason in favor of translating “epistémé” (and related words) as
“understanding”*’ Although I have not discussed the Greek word “gnésis” in this chapter, it
will come to the fore when I discuss the Republic. It is thus worth noting, in connection with

the etymological points concerning “epistémé,” that “gndsis” is cognate with “knowledge”*®

6 AMAG pOAIG eV NIV TAG EMGTHAUAG TOPAYLYVOUEVAG.

*7 1t is worth noting that the OED lists uses of “under” in Old and Middle English (from which the modern
English verb “to understand” descends) that come closer in meaning to the Greek £mni (e.g. “under night” to
mean “at night” §3.b).

** OED entry on “knowledge””
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Chapter 3

The Relationship Between Doxa and

Epistémé in the Meno

3.1 Introduction

T the beginning of the previous chapter I noted that interpreters have traditionally cited
A the Meno as containing the first attempt in Western Philosophy to analyze knowledge
as justified true belief. One of the chief aims of that chapter was to argue that epistémé, as
Socrates conceives of it, more closely approximates understanding than it does knowledge.
In this chapter I focus on the alleged analysans of epistémé—that is, on the justified true belief
part of the traditional interpretation of epistémé in the Meno. In particular, I argue that we
should not attribute any of the following three claims to Socrates: (a) that working out the
explanation upgrades true doxa to epistémé because it confers a certain sort of justification
on the doxa; (b) that doxa is a component of epistémé; (c) that doxa and epistémé can share
the same objects. It is important to note that my aim is not to show that Socrates rejects
these three claims but, rather, to show that he does not commit himself to them.

One of the central reasons for showing that Socrates does not commit himself to either
(b) or (c) in the Meno is that he explicitly rejects them in the Republic (or so I will argue in
Chapters 4 and 5). As I argued in the previous chapter, there are strong reasons for taking
the conception of epistémé to be consistent between the Meno and Republic. Showing that
Socrates does not commit himself to claims (b) or (c), then, is of the utmost importance to

maintaining this continuity.

! In fact, some interpreters take Socrates’ alleged acceptance of (b) and (c) in the Meno as motivation for
seeking an alternative interpretation of the Republic to the kind I will offer (see, e.g., G. Fine [1978, 121 and
1990, 85-86]).
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3.2 Justification?

In reconstructing Socrates’ conception of epistémé in the previous chapter I made no appeal
to a notion of justification. This was no mistake. At no point in the discussion does Socrates
say that working out an explanation upgrades true doxa into epistémé by making that doxa
justified. Indeed, nowhere in the Meno, nor in any work of Plato, does a character use a word

7% A fortiori, Socrates

or phrase to describe a doxa that can be easily translated as “justified
never explicitly says that epistémeé is justified (true) doxa. Moreover, Socrates never says that
a person has epistémé because he has a true doxa of a certain sort, such as a justified true
doxa, a warranted true doxa, a reliably formed true doxa, and so on.

It may seem that when Socrates says, at the end of the Meno, “Once [true doxai] have been
bound down, first they become epistémai and thence stable things,” (98a5-6) he is claiming
that people with epistémé have stable doxai. Although I will argue later in this chapter that
we do not have to understand him as characterizing doxai as stable, it is important to note
that, even if he is, he is not claiming that people count as having epistémé because they have
stable doxai. His use of the “first-thence” (préton-epeita) construction shows that he takes
stability to be an effect of having epistémé and not what makes it the case that people have
epistémé.> In modern discussions, however, justification is supposed to be (part of) what
makes it the case that someone has knowledge. Thus, a serious structural asymmetry exists
between Socrates’ discussion of the role of working out the explanation in upgrading true
doxa to epistémé and modern discussions of the role of justification in upgrading true belief
to knowledge.

Not only does no Platonic character ever describe a doxa as “justified,” it is unclear
whether there are any words or phrases that Plato uses elsewhere that could have been appro-
priated for such an end.* The most likely candidates would be the family of words surround-
ing the Greek word “diké” (“right,” “custom,” “law”). Indeed, Plato often uses members of
that family adverbially (e.g. “dikaion,” “dikaids,” and “en diké(i)”). He uses such words and
phrases in two main ways: (a) to describe the way in which an action is performed. So,
for example, earlier in the Meno Socrates speaks of a person “managing [a city] moderately
and justly (dikaiés)” (73a9).> Or (b) to describe the way a term is used.® So, for example,

in the Republic Socrates says, “Someone who is ready and willing to taste all learning and

* In the Republic, however, characters do speak of something “appearing” (aivesOati) or “seeming” (8o-
KETV) just to them (506b7-8, 506¢1-2; cf. Timaeus 62d5-6). However, I do not think that such locutions neces-
sarily describe a §6&u as justified. For more on this, see Ch. 6, p. 148.

* On this point, see Perin [2012, 16-18].

* G. Fine [2004, 62] notes this as well.

* Cf. Meno 73a7-9; Republic 331¢3-5; Euthyphro 4b7-11, 8e6-8; Apology 38e5-6.

¢ This may not amount to a distinct use of such phrases, as using a term may be a particular type of action.
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gladly goes to learning, being insatiable for it, this person we would justly (en diké(i)) call a
‘philosopher™ (475¢6-8).” This latter use indicates that the term in question is being used
appropriately, in line with its true meaning.

It is unclear, however, whether such phrases are intended to capture a notion similar to
that of justification. It is essential to the notion of justification, as applied to actions, that
someone could be justified in performing an incorrect (i.e. non-optimal) action. As Plato’s
characters use the terms discussed above, however, they indicate an overall evaluation of
an action as just. When a character describes an action as being done dikaids (et al.), he
is stating an all-things-considered assessment of the action as just. There is no room for a
person who performed an action dikaids to have, nevertheless, performed an incorrect (i.e.
non-optimal) action.® It is, as it were, a conceptual truth that an action performed dikaiés is
optimal in relation to justice.

Given both that Socrates never describes a doxa as being “justified” and that it is un-
clear whether he has the linguistic machinery to do so, perhaps we should conclude that he
does not conceive of working out the explanation as bringing about epistémé by playing a
justificatory role. Drawing this conclusion, however, would be too quick. Even if Socrates
himself does not describe doxai as “justified,” it may still be illuminating to understand his
position as implicitly employing a notion of justification. That is, given what Socrates says
about doxa, epistémé, and the role played by working out the explanation in linking the two,
it may be best to understand that role as justificatory. However, the onus is clearly on those
who appeal to the modern notion to supply compelling reasons for doing so.

The most promising way to argue that appealing to a notion of justification illuminates
Socrates’ position is to look at the motivations and concerns that lead epistemologists to
introduce the notion of justification into philosophical discourse. If Socrates is motivated
by similar concerns when he argues that epistémé requires working out the explanation,
we might be justified in claiming that Socrates conceives of working out the explanation
as bringing about epistémé by playing a justificatory role. Justification, as it were, serves to
scratch a particular philosophical itch, and so we must determine whether Socrates posits
working out the explanation to scratch that same itch.

The key feature of justification that interpreters point to is that, roughly speaking, justifi-
cation is a matter of having good reasons for belief (with different conceptions of justification
consisting, in large part, in different accounts of what it is for someone to have reasons to

believe and what it is for those reasons to be good). Likewise, these interpreters argue, So-

7 Cf. Republic 352€9, 478¢e2-5; Cratylus 419d1-4; Phaedrus 278d8-e2.

® This claim will, in fact, require some fine-tuning in light of the metaphysical view of perceptible objects
presented in the Republic. For now it should be taken to mean that the action is as optimal as actions in the
perceptible world can be.
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crates seems to be concerned with whether people have good reasons for the views they hold.
Thus, they conclude, Socrates is interested in justification. Gail Fine offers a representative

example of such reasoning:

Justification (of an internalist sort, at least) is generally thought to require good
arguments or good reasons. In so far as Plato is concerned with the latter, it is
reasonable to assume that he is concerned with the former. [2004, 66]

Likewise, Dominic Scott maintains that appealing to justification is warranted because “he
[Socrates] wants good reasons for believing that virtue is a form of knowledge, teachable
and so on” [2006, 184-85].

It is important, however, to distinguish between two questions: (1) is Socrates interested
in a notion of justification (at all, ever)? and (2) does Socrates think that working out the
explanation bridges the gap between true doxa and epistémé because it plays a justificatory
role? These are independent questions: just because Socrates may be concerned, in gen-
eral, with whether people have good reasons for their views does not show that he intends
working out the explanation to rectify a lack of having good reasons. The above quotations
from Fine and Scott, however, show that they run the questions together: because Socra-
tes seems concerned, in general, with whether people have good reasons for their views,
they conclude that he thinks working out the explanation plays a justificatory role. In or-
der to answer question (2), however, we must determine whether Socrates thinks that mere
true doxa is debarred from counting as epistémé for the same reasons modern-day episte-
mologists think true belief is debarred from counting as knowledge. If he does, it may be
reasonable to understand working out the explanation as playing a justificatory role.

Let us return to the episode with Meno’s slave. As Burnyeat [1980, 187] points out, by
most modern accounts of justification, the doxa the slave acquires at the end of the discus-
sion is justified. Even Fine concedes this point. However, she argues that this only shows
that:

Plato rejects a justified-true-belief account of knowledge, if the conditions for
justification are construed weakly enough. But we should not infer that he re-
jects a justified-true-belief account of knowledge as such. Perhaps he favors
such an account, but thinks that the sort of justification that is necessary for
knowledge is more demanding than Burnyeat takes it to be. [2004, 64]

At this point the discussion becomes rather difficult. If someone claims that Socrates, despite

never indicating that he thinks this way, may simply conceive of working out the explanation

as providing a high-powered form of justification, it is difficult to argue against such a po-

sition. However, if we were to insist that Socrates thinks working out the explanation plays
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a justificatory role this would direct attention away from the most pressing and interesting
question. Rather than asking why Socrates offers this conception of epistémé, we must ask
why he offers this conception of justification (a conception which even Fine agrees would
be highly restrictive). Claiming that Socrates thinks that working out the explanation plays
a justificatory role, then, does not help illuminate his position.

The problem, however, may be worse than that. The main reason modern-day episte-
mologists think true belief is insufficient for knowledge is the problem of epistemic luck.’
If a person acquires the true belief that p merely as a matter of luck, she does not know that
p. Justification, then, is considered as a further condition to rule out cases of epistemic luck
from counting as cases of knowledge.'® In the discussion with Meno’ slave, however, So-
crates shows no concern that the slave may have acquired his true belief by luck. The slave
has been led to that belief by a good teacher (i.e. Socrates) who intended him to come to
have it; there is nothing deviant in the causal chain leading to the slave’s belief; and so on.
If Socrates claims that the slave lacks epistémé despite the absence of luck, it cannot be the
presence of luck that he is worried about when he posits working out the explanation as a
condition on epistémé. To the extent that Socrates is not motivated by the problem of epis-
temic luck, we should hesitate to think that he conceives of working out the explanation as
playing a justificatory role. Otherwise we may impute philosophical concerns to Socrates
that he does not have.

I think that the prevalence of taking working out the explanation to play a justificatory
role in Socrates’ epistemology is largely attributable to the fact that working out the expla-
nation would make a doxa more justified. For example, although the slave’s doxa is justified
to some degree after the exchange with Socrates, it would become more justified after he
worked out the relevant explanation. But, again, we must distinguish two claims: (a) that
working out the explanation of some fact P would, as a matter of fact, make a doxa con-
cerning P (more) justified, and (b) that Socrates conceives of working out the explanation
as bridging the gap between true doxa and epistémé because it provides such a justification.
Because modern discussions of the relationship between belief and knowledge have focused
so heavily on the role of justification, interpreters of Socrates too often move immediately

from claim (a) to claim (b). That is, interpreters often think that, since working out the expla-

° As Steup puts it in his Stanford Encyclopedia Article ‘Analysis of Knowledge: “Why is [the justification]
condition necessary? Why not say that knowledge is true belief? The standard answer is that to identify knowl-
edge with true belief would be implausible because a belief that is true just because of luck does not qualify as
knowledge”

1% Of course, one of Gettier’s [1963] key insights is that even a justified belief can be true because of luck. The
issue, however, is not whether philosophers think that justified true belief constitutes knowledge but, rather,
what features debar true belief from constituting knowledge such that justification becomes an issue in the first
place.
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nation would make a doxa more justified, and since justification (perhaps with additional
features) is what “bridges the gap” between true belief and knowledge, Socrates too must
think that working out the explanation brings about epistémé by playing a justificatory role.
Distinguishing the two claims stated above, however, shows that such reasoning is invalid.
Thus, I conclude that appeals to a notion of justification are out of place in reconstructing
Socrates’ conception of epistémeé in the Meno. At best, they are unilluminating; at worst, they
are misleading. It is better, I think, to understand Socrates as holding that true doxa alone
is insufficient for epistémé, not because it necessarily lacks a justification, but because its

possessor lacks certain relevant information.*!

3.3 Is Doxa a Component of Epistémé?

In this section I argue that Socrates does not commit himself to the view that doxa is a
component of epistémé. There are, however, several possible versions of such a view. On
one understanding, epistémé is held to be a species of doxa and would be defined as doxa
plus some further feature or features.'> On another understanding, doxa is a component of
epistémé insofar as having epistémé entails having a relevant doxa (of course, this entailment
also holds for the previous view). This entailment can take one of at least two forms: con-
ceptual necessity (i.e. given the nature of epistémé, one can have epistémé only if one has a
relevant doxa), or psychological necessity (i.e. given the nature of human beings’ cognitive
powers, people can have epistémé only if they have a relevant doxa).'*> On this understand-
ing, having a doxa is a necessary condition of having epistémé, but the latter is not a species

of the former.**

' This brings Socrates’ conception of epistémé closer to a view advanced recently by Foley [2012] (although,
as I will argue below, I do not think 86&a should be understood as amounting to belief). Foley argues that much
of recent epistemology has mistakenly thought that what must be added to true belief to render knowledge
must be something different in kind from true belief (such as justification). Foley argues, on the contrary,
that “[w]hat has to be added to S’s true belief P in order to get knowledge? More true beliefs” Justification,
he thinks, need not enter the picture. Interestingly, Kvanvig [2003, 199-200] argues that Foley’s account fares
better as an account of understanding than an account of knowledge.

'2 For supporters of this positions, see Sedley [1996, 93], G. Fine [2004, 50-55], and Perin [2012, 16-17].

'* This latter view leaves open the possibility that other beings could have émiotfjun without having a 86&a.

'* On this conception, the relationship between 36&a and €miotrjun would be akin to that Tim Williamson
argues holds between belief and knowledge. Although Williamson does not think that knowledge can be an-
alyzed or defined in terms of belief plus some further features, he nevertheless thinks that knowledge entails
belief [2000, esp. 41-48]. A further possibility is that some, but not all, instances of émiotrun require having
a relevant 86€a. Perhaps, for example, émiotjun of the perceptible world requires having a relevant §6&x but
émotriun of the intelligible world does not. However, given that Socrates talks unqualifiedly in the Meno about
how émotpn comes to be and does not suggest any such distinction, I do not consider this possibility here.
(I will, however, argue that something like this is true for Socrates’ conception of yv®do1g.)
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The view that doxa is a component of epistémé bifurcates further. Up to this point I have
described such views as maintaining that having epistémé requires having a relevant doxa.
Views could differ, however, over what the relevant doxa must take as its object. On one view,
the object of the relevant doxa must be the same as the object of the epistémé (i.e. epistémé
of p requires doxa of p). On another view, the object of the doxa need not be the same as the
object of the epistémé (i.e. epistémé of p requires doxa of g, but p and g could be distinct).
On this latter view, although all instances of epistémé require a concurrent doxa, it need not
be the case that the doxa and epistémé have the very same object.'?

Despite the various ways in which doxa could be understood as a component of epistémeé,

they all accept the following conditional:

KD: if S has epistémé at T, then S has a relevant doxa at T

I add the qualifier “relevant” because the contents of the concurrent epistémé and doxa must
somehow be systematically related. It would not be satisfactory, for example, to show that
Socrates thinks living a human life requires possessing some doxai or other and then argue
that living a human life is necessary for possessing epistémé. In what follows I show that,
although Socrates does not reject KD, he does not commit himself to it either.

The locus for attributing KD to Socrates is his discussion of the difference between true
doxa and epistémé.'° In response to Meno’s question why the latter is prized more highly than
the former and what the difference between them is (97c11-d3), Socrates begins by drawing
an analogy with the statues of Daedalus. According to Socrates, if Daedalus’ statues are not
bound down they are liable to “escape” (apodidraskein) and “run away” (drapeteuein). If,
however, they are bound down, they remain in place (paramenein). Socrates expands and

explains this analogy as follows:

[1] To acquire a loose work of Daedalus is not worth much, like acquiring a
runaway slave, for it does not remain. But, when it has been bound down, it
is worth much, for his works are very beautiful. For what purpose am I saying
these things? True doxai. For true doxai, as long as they remain, are a fine

'* Gail Fine cites David Sedley as someone who suggests (presumably in personal conversation) that: “[One]
might say that the true belief that p is replaced by knowledge that q. For example, a belief ranging over individ-
ual men one has encountered might be replaced with knowledge about the corresponding form or universal,
man” (G. Fine [2004, 51 fn. 30]). Although Sedley’s comment concerns a diachronic situation, it can be
adapted to a synchronic case. On such a view, émiotrjun about, say, the universal man requires a 86&a about
particular men. In general, it is possible to say that S’s bearing relation R to Y requires that S bear relation R*
to Z (where Y and Z are non-identical and R and R* can be distinct relations).

1¢ See, for example, Sedley [1996], Fine [2004], Silverman [2012], and Perin [2012], among many others.
Gettier [1963] and Armstrong [1973], though not concerned with textual exegesis, also attribute the view to
Socrates based on this passage.
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thing and all they accomplish is good. But, they are not willing to remain long
and they escape from a man’ soul, [2] so that they are not worth much until
one gets them bound down by working out the explanation. And this, Meno
my friend, is recollection, as was previously agreed by us. [3] When they have
been bound down, first they become epistémai [alternatively: first epistémai
come to be], and thence stable things. [4] It is on account of this that epistémé
is more highly valued than correct doxa, and epistémé differs from correct doxa
in virtue of a bond. (97¢2-98a8)

[1] TGOV éxeivov monudtwy AeAvuévov pev €ktiobat 00 ToAAfG Tivog GEidv
£0TL TIUAG, WoTep dpaméTnv AvOpwIoV—0U Ydp Tapapével—dedeuévov O ToA-
Mo &&rov- mévu ydp kadd T Epya £otiv. TpdG T 00V 81 Aéyw Tadta; mpdg Tag
d6&ac tac GAnOeic. ki ya&p ai d6&at al GANOeic, Goov Uev &v XpOvVoV TAPALE-
VoLV, KaAOV TO xpfipa kol Tavt’ dyadd épydlovtar ToALV de xpdvov oK £0¢-
Aovot tapayéverv, GAAG Spanetedovoty €k Thi¢ Yuxiig Tol avBpwmov, [2] dote
00 moAAoD &ad elory, £wg &v Tig avTdg Hon aitiac Aoyioud. todto & éotiv, ©
Mévwv £taipe, Avauvnolg, wg év Toi¢ Tpdodev Nuiv wuoAdyntat. [3] Enedav
3¢ deB@oy, Tp@TOV UEV EmioThpal yiyvovTal, énelta uévipor [4] kal did ta-
Ota On Tipiwtepov mtotrun 0pBg 86Eng otiv, Kal drapépet deoud EmotAun
6p0ig 36&n.

By examining each section of this passage, I will show that Socrates does not commit himself
to KD.

Section [1] (97e2-98a3)

Interpreters who attribute KD to Socrates point to the very beginning of this passage: statues
of Daedalus, after they have been bound down, remain statues. That which holds them in
place—Dbe it rope or whatever—is external to them and so they do not lose their identity
as statues as a result of having been bound. If true doxai are supposed to correspond to
the statues, it seems natural to think that what remains after a true doxa has been bound is
identifiable as a doxa. Whatever holds the doxa in place is “external” to it, and so should
not alter its status as a doxa. Given that epistémé comes to be as a result of the binding,
interpreters see a commitment to KD right here.

While this is a possible reading of this passage, it is not the only one. Serious difficulties
surround the interpretation of the philosophical use of analogies. In particular, it is unclear
what features of the analogous case are supposed to carry over to the target case. Itis certainly
illegitimate to conclude that whatever can be said of the analogous case can also be said of
the target case (for that would make them identical, not analogues). For example, statues are
made of some material such as stone, wood, or metal. Should we infer that Socrates thinks
true doxai are made of stone, wood, or metal? The appropriate interpretive move is to see
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what, exactly, Socrates” aim is in introducing the analogy and then isolate those features
that are relevant to that aim. To extract any more from the analogy is to risk attributing
commitments to Socrates that he does not have.

Socrates’ aim is to show that epistémé is more valuable than true doxa because it is more
stable. All Socrates needs the analogy to do is to provide a case in which something that has
undergone a certain process is more stable and, hence, more valuable, than something that
has not undergone that process. No further commitment on the relationship between the
two things is necessary. Socrates can be understood as simply maintaining that, just as one
type of thing which does remain (i.e. a bound statue) is more valuable than something that
does not remain (i.e. an unbound statue), so too epistémé is more valuable than true doxa
because it remains. Although statues remain statues after being bound, true doxai need not
remain doxai after being bound.

Someone, however, may insist that it would be odd for Socrates to offer the statues of
Daedalus as an analogy unless he thought there were some common feature between true
doxa and epistémé. Otherwise, he could have picked two things which differ in stability
but clearly do not share any features. This, however, is simply one of the problems with
philosophical uses of analogies. While we may wonder why the analogous case was chosen
if some feature is not relevant, this does not entitle us to conclude that the feature is relevant.
Furthermore, even if this objection is correct, it does not prove the point: the common
feature between true doxa and epistémé would not necessarily be doxa.

Connected to this last point, it is worth noting that Daedalus’ statues lose their identity
as movable statues after they have been bound. If we were to press a strict analogy between
true doxai and movable statues, we should insist that true doxai surely do not lose their
status as truths after they have been bound. If, then, we try to identify some element of a
true doxa that does not persist after it has been bound down, it seems more likely that it
loses its status as a doxa than that it loses its status as true. Of course, I am not proposing
that this is how the analogy must be read. Rather, I am simply pointing out that there is a
perfectly acceptable way of interpreting the analogy between true doxai and the statues of
Daedalus that does not involve a commitment to the view that what remains in place after
a true doxa has been bound to the soul is correctly identifiable as a doxa. That is all that is
needed to resist attributing KD to Socrates.

Although I only aim to achieve the limited goal of resisting attributing KD to Socrates, I
think that the last line of Section 1 strongly suggests that true doxai lose their status as doxai
as a result of being bound to the soul. Socrates says simply that “[true doxai] are not willing
to remain long and they escape from a man’s soul” and then tells us that, because of this,

we must bind them to the soul. The fact that he does not say true doxai are not willing to
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remain long unless or until they are bound to the soul strongly suggests that he thinks doxai

are essentially liable to escape.

Section [2] (98a3-a5)

Since true doxai are prone to fly away, Socrates claims that they “are not worth much until
one gets them bound down by working out the explanation.” Again, this may seem to evince
a commitment to KD. Since, according to Socrates, it is true doxai which are not worth much
until they get bound, shouldn’t we think that it is true doxai that are worth much after they
have been bound? Thus, true doxai must retain their identity as doxai after undergoing the
process of getting bound down. Again, given that epistémé comes to be as a result of the
binding, this line may seem to commit Socrates to KD.

We can resist this line of thought. All Socrates states is the negative point that true doxai
are not worth much until they are bound down. One way of understanding Socrates’ point is
that true doxai are not worth much because they have not been bound down. This does not
commit him to the claim that, when a true doxa has been bound down, what is held in place
is appropriately described as a doxa. To give an example: if someone says, “coal is not worth
much until it has been exposed to high temperature and pressure,” she is not committed to
saying that a diamond just is coal + some further feature or features, nor that the presence of
a diamond entails the (simultaneous) presence of coal. In general, then, saying “Xs are not
worth much until they have undergone process P” does not commit one to saying that what
remains after an X undergoes process P must be identifiable as an X.'” Thus, this section also

does not commit Socrates to KD.

Section [3] (98a5-6)

According to Socrates “When [true doxai] have been bound down, first they become episté-
mai, and thence stable things” This line also does not commit Socrates to KD. As other
commentators have pointed out, Socrates’ claim admits of two interpretations: (1) true doxai
become epistémai but remain doxai, in the way that a woman can become tall while remain-
ing a woman or (2) true doxai become epistémai but no longer remain doxai, in the way that

a child becomes an adult but does not remain a child (i.e. S’s being an adult does not entail
that S is a child).'®

7 Of course, something may be present before, during, and after the process (e.g. carbon, in my example).
However, for all Socrates says, something may remain after a true 36&a is bound down; the point, however, is
that it need not be identifiable as a §6&a.

'® The example is from G. Fine [2004, 52], who is developing a suggestion in Sedley [1996, 93]. Vogt [2012,
13-14] also argues that this passage is compatible with the claim that émotrun replaces d6&a.
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Furthermore, it is worth noting that there is an alternative translation of the phrase
“epistémai gignontai” Although it is frequently translated as “they become epistémai,” an-
other philologically acceptable translation would be, “epistémai come to be” In the first
translation, which we were considering above, the subject of the verb “gignontai” is “alétheis
doxai” In the second translation, however, the subject is “epistémai” Taken in isolation, the
second translation makes Socrates’ neutrality on whether doxai remain doxai after they have
been bound to the soul more evident. However, although either translation is acceptable,
the first translation should be favored due to an earlier passage in which Socrates maintains
that “there are in [the slave] true doxai which, when stirred by questioning, become episté-
mai” (86a7-8)."° In this earlier passage the subject of “gignontai” must be “alétheis doxai?”
Although this does not render the alternative translation of the later passage impossible, it

means that we cannot place any philosophical importance on it.

Section [4] (98a6-8)

Socrates closes his discussion by saying that it is precisely because epistémeé is stable that it
is more highly valued than correct doxa.*® Obviously, this is neutral as to whether doxa is a
component of epistémé. He then goes on to say, “and epistémé differs from correct doxa in
virtue of abond.” Thislast clause is neutral as well. Gail Fine, however, argues that, if Socrates
is citing the only difference between true doxa and epistémeé, he should be understood as

taking doxa to be a component of epistémé:

One might argue that 98a6-8, in saying that knowledge differs from true belief
by being bound down with an aitias logismos, mentions just one difference be-
tween them. Perhaps there are others. Perhaps, in particular, knowledge also
differs from true belief in not being a species of or even implying belief. But I
do not think Plato means to leave this possibility open. For if there were cases
of knowledge that were not cases of, or did not imply, belief, that would be such
an obvious further difference between knowledge and mere true belief that it
would be surprising in the circumstances if Plato did not mention it. It seems
more likely that he does not mention it because he does not believe it...[2004,
53]

This is an odd argument. The fact that two things do not imply each other only tells
you that they differ; it does not tell you in virtue of what they differ. For example, if I were

2 ¢vécovtar abt® aAndeig d6&a, ol Epwtroel EneyepBeioal Emotiipat yiyvovrat.

2% In fact, Socrates may mean that émiotrjun is more valuable because it is stable as a result of being bound
to the soul by a working out of the explanation (i.e. it is the particular way in which émiotAun is stable that
makes it more valuable than correct 86€x). This complication need not concern us here, but see Scott [2006,
180-82] for discussion.
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trying to say on account of what walking differs from running, I would say something like
“in walking, one or the other foot is kept on the ground at all times, whereas in running,
both feet can be in the air at the same time.” I would not say something like, “and one can
walk without running or run without walking” Although this latter point would prove that
walking and running are different, it would not in any way help us understand what it is
about them that makes them different. But, it is precisely this latter point that Meno wants
to understand concerning true doxa and epistémé: he grants that they are different, he wants
Socrates to say what their difference consists in. Even if Socrates thinks that they do not
imply each other, telling Meno this fact would be irrelevant to answering his question.
Nothing Socrates says at 97e2-98a8 commits him to KD. A fortiori, Socrates does not
analyze epistémé as justified true doxa. Moreover, when Socrates argues, in the Republic,
that doxa and epistémé exclude one another, this does not threaten the consistency between

the conception of epistémeé at issue in the two dialogues.

3.4 'The Objects of Doxa and Epistémé

As I will argue in the next chapter, in the Republic the character Socrates distinguishes be-
tween doxa and epistémé on the basis of the objects they can range over. Some interpreters
have maintained that this claim would be inconsistent with Socrates” position in the Meno
and have thus sought alternative interpretations of the Republic. In this section I argue that
the Meno does not, in fact, contain a commitment to the view that one and the same thing
can be the object of both doxa and epistémé. There are two main passages in which Socra-
tes has been thought to incur such a commitment: the exchange with Meno’s slave and the

discussion of the way to Larissa. I begin with the latter passage.

3.4.1 The Way to Larissa

As noted in the previous chapter (p. 11), Socrates and Meno discuss epistémé because it
seems to be a good candidate for being virtue. They agree that epistémé may be that thing
which, when present in the soul, disposes one to act well because “all the efforts and en-
durances of the soul bring happiness if led by wisdom (phronésis), but the opposite if led by
foolishness” (88c1-3).2! Later in the discussion, however, Socrates notes that if some char-
acteristic of the soul distinct from epistémé is such that it guides action correctly, then it too,

so far as that argument goes, will have an equal claim to being virtue. And, indeed, he thinks

1 As stated in the previous chapter (p. 11 fn. 5), despite Socrates’ use of the word @pdvnoig I take him to
be discussing a feature of émotAun.
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that true doxa, though distinct from epistémé, does guide action correctly. He supports this

claim with the following well-known example (97a9-c5):

Socrates: A man who knows (eidds) the way to Larissa, or anywhere else you
like, and walked there and led others, would surely lead them well and cor-
rectly?—Certainly.

Soc.: What if someone has correct doxa about what is the way, but had not gone
nor had epistémé, would this man not also lead correctly?
—Certainly.

Soc.: And so, I suppose, as long as the man has correct opinion about that of
which the other has epistémé, he will not be an inferior guide than the one who
does have epistémé (phronésis), since he thinks truly, but does not have epistémé
(phronésis).—No worse.

Soc.: So true doxa is in no way a worse guide to correct action than epistémé
(phronésis). It is this that we left aside in our investigation into what virtue is,
when we said that only epistémé can guide correct action, for true doxa can do
so also.—So it seems at any rate.

It seems that Socrates here says that one and the same thing, namely the way to Larissa (tén
hodon tén eis Larisan), can be the object of both doxa and epistémé and, thus, that doxa and
epistémé can share objects.

The problem with this inference is that, despite the language he uses, Socrates is not
here contrasting true doxa with genuine epistémé. Given the account of epistémé he offers
immediately following this passage, Socrates cannot think that the way to Larissa is a possible
object of genuine epistémé. To see this, consider the role that Socrates claims recollection

(anamnésis) plays in the acquisition of epistémé:

[True doxai] are not worth much until one gets them bound down by a work-
ing out of the explanation. And this, Meno my friend, is recollection, as was
previously agreed by us. When they have been bound down, first they become
epistémai and thence stable things. (98a3-6)

Recollection, then, is the process whereby a true doxa is bound to the soul by a working out of
the explanation. Although I will discuss recollection in more detail later in this chapter, for
the moment it is sufficient to note that recollection is a process through which people come
into cognitive contact with something they had cognitive access to in a previous disembod-
ied state (cf. 81a10-e2; 85e9-b4). Whatever the exact explanation of the way to Larissa may
be, it is certainly not the sort of thing that can be worked out through such a process. For
example, why one should take this mountain pass rather than that mountain pass, or why
one should always travel with a certain star on her right side, are not the sort of things that
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can be worked out through a process of recollection. Thus, although Socrates uses the term
“epistémé” in this discussion, a person cannot have genuine epistémé of the way to Larissa.

Gail Fine, however, argues that there are philosophical reasons for a restricted interpre-
tation of the scope of Socrates’ claim concerning the role of recollection in the acquisition of
epistémé. She points out that Socrates thinks that discarnate souls possess epistémé. Further-
more, she notes that Socrates leaves it open that discarnate souls do not acquire but, rather,
always have epistémé (cf. 85d9-86b4). Thus, she contends that, “he [Socrates] presumably
would not make it definitionally true that one can know that p only if one acquires one’s
knowledge through recollection or through any other method of acquisition” [2004, 60].
This argument, however, is unpersuasive. Although Socrates may leave it open whether
discarnate souls acquire epistémé, in this passage he explains how epistémé comes to be
(gignesthai). His discussion, then, only covers those entities that must acquire their epistémé
and his claim is that, for such entities, recollection is the process through which this is done.
To point out that this would not cover entities that do not acquire but, rather, always have
epistémé is not relevant.

If having epistémé of the way to Larissa is not an instance of genuine epistémé, it is difficult
to know what to make of Socrates’ discussion. It seems likely that he takes the mental state of
such a person to be analogous to genuine epistémé. In other words, Socrates is not comparing
a person with mere true doxa to a person with genuine epistémé but, rather, to a person who
has a mental state that is analogous to genuine epistémé.>* Thus, because it is meant as an
analogy, we cannot draw a conclusion about how Socrates conceives of the objects of doxa
and genuine epistémé from it.

It is worth noting that Socrates’ overall point does not require the cognitive state he
describes as “epistémé” of the way to Larissa to be a case of genuine epistémé. Recall that
his overall aim is to show that the fact that epistémé leads to correct action is insufficient to
show that epistémé is virtue. To do so, all he needs to show is that a cognitive state which
is not epistémé can also lead to correct action. True doxa is said to be that cognitive state.
Even if the superior cognitive state of the person to whom the person with mere true doxa
is compared does not amount to genuine epistémé, his main aim can be achieved.

If Socrates is offering an analogy, we should ask why he offers this case. Although it is
difficult to be certain about this, I wish to offer a few considerations by way of explanation.
First, it seems reasonable to think that being in a superior cognitive state concerning the way
to Larissa will require that one has made the trip several times, taking various routes, and

overcoming various obstacles. Similarly, as we saw in the last chapter, acquiring epistémé

*? In interpreting this as an analogy I join, among others, N. White [1974, 54 fn. 5], Bedu-Addo [1983,
233-34], Nehamas [1985, 27], and Ionescu [2007, 138-39].
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requires that the slave be asked “these same questions many times and in various ways”
(85c10-d1). Second, being in a superior cognitive state concerning the way to Larissa will
require being able to overcome adverse situations. The person in such a state must, for ex-
ample, be able to respond to the fact that there has been a rockslide on this path and take
a different route. Likewise, the person with genuine epistémé must be able to overcome
adverse situations in the form of penetrating cross-examination from someone such as So-
crates. Lastly, being in a superior cognitive state concerning the way to Larissa will likely
require some sort of first-hand experience. The person must have, in a sense, worked out for
himself how to get to Larissa. Of course, this does not mean that he must have gone alone,
blindly plunging forth. Rather, the point is simply that, even if he is led by a guide, he must
internalize the route to a large degree. Likewise, in the acquisition of epistémé, even if the
slave is led by Socrates, he must see for himself that the theorem in question is true and how

the theorem is explained by the nature of the fundamental entities of geometry.**

3.4.2 Socrates and Meno’s Slave

The claim that Socrates does not commit himself to the view that the same thing can be
the object of both doxa and epistémé in his discussion with Meno’s slave will strike most
readers as odd. As we saw in the previous chapter (p. 17), at the end of that exchange
Socrates says that the slave only has true doxai and has yet to acquire epistémé. However,
he says, “if someone asks him these same things many times and in various ways, you know
that ultimately he will have epistémé about these things no less precisely than anyone else”
(85c10-d1). It is natural to take “these things,” about which he will have epistémé, to be the
very same things about which he currently has doxai. Indeed, Socrates makes the further
claim that “in the man who does not have epistémé, about whatever it is he does not have
epistémé, there are true doxai about those things of which he does not have epistémé” (85c6-
7).* How can it be denied that Socrates claims that an instance of epistémé can have the
same object as a doxa?

What we need is a convincing story as to why, if Socrates does ultimately think that the
same thing cannot be the object of both doxa and epistémé, he would say what he says here.
Here is one possible story. It may turn out, once we take account of the natures of doxa and
epistémé, that something which we were originally inclined to think of as being a possible ob-

ject of doxa cannot, in fact, count as one. If, for example, it turns out that doxa is essentially

** Tt is imperative to note that saying émiotfun requires working something out for oneself does not mean
that it consists in or requires acquaintance with the object of émotriun. The claim that émotrpn, in the Meno,
consists in or requires such acquaintance is advanced by, among others, Bluck [1961, 32-33, 213-214], Thomas
[1980, 201], Ionescu [2007, 138], and criticized (to my mind successfully) by Burnyeat [1987, 19-21].

24 T olk €186t dpa epi GOV &v ur 187 #velory dAnOeic §6&at mepi ToVTWVY DV 0VK O1dE.

50



The Objects of Doxa and Epistémé

tied to sense-perception, and mathematical objects cannot be grasped by sense-perception,
then a genuine mathematical thought (i.e. a thought that is actually about a mathemati-
cal object) cannot be produced by the power of doxa. Perhaps the thoughts that originally
seemed to be about mathematical objects were, in fact, about perceptible objects. The slave,
for example, may have a doxa concerning the particular figure that Socrates draws in front
of him. Perhaps one of the cognitive achievements that the slave will make through repeated
questioning is moving from thinking about perceptible figures to thinking about the objects
those drawn figures represent. I propose now to re-examine the exchange between Socrates
and Meno’s slave, arguing that Socrates leaves room for just such a picture.

Socrates begins the exchange by asking the slave, “you know the square that it is such as
this” (82b9-10).>° Socrates may mean one of two things by saying that a square is “such as
this” (toiouton). On the one hand, he may mean that the figure he has drawn is not, in fact,
a square, but is similar to a square in relevant respects. On this reading it is most natural to
understand Socrates as meaning that a square, strictly speaking, is not a perceptible object,
but that the drawn figure resembles a square. On the other hand, Socrates may mean that
anything drawn in a similar fashion to what he has drawn on the ground (i.e. with four
equal sides joined at four right angles) would be a square. On this reading Socrates holds
the drawn figure to be a square and is noting that squares can come in other sizes. Given
the ambiguity in Socrates” question, when the slave answers “I do,” two possibilities arise for
what the object of his thought might be: on the one hand, an intelligible mathematical object,
on the other hand, the drawn (perceptible) figure. Both possibilities remain live throughout
the discussion. Socrates consistently uses demonstrative phrases (e.g. “this line is two feet,”
“this line is a diagonal”) to refer to the figures he draws on the ground. Socrates seems
to be allowing that the slave may not be cognitively engaging with intelligible mathematical
objects but, rather, merely with the perceptible diagrams to which he is exposed. It is entirely
possible, then, to take the object of the slave’s doxa to be the perceptible figure in front of
him, rather than an intelligible mathematical object.

Furthermore, throughout the discussion Socrates uses language with which it would be
inappropriate to describe genuine mathematical objects, but entirely appropriate to describe
perceptible objects. Genuine mathematical objects are intelligible and, as such, are unchang-
ing. However, in the discussion with the slave, Socrates consistently talks of objects “coming
to be” (e.g. at 82d1-2, d2-3, d5-7, and e5-6).>° Most importantly, at the end of the exchange

Socrates asks the slave whether it is “From the diagonal, as you say, O slave of Menos, that

* T1yV@oKeLg TeTpdywvov Xwpiov 8Tt to100Tdv €0T1v;
2% Socrates addresses this feature of mathematical terminology in the Republic. I turn my attention to that
issue in a moment.
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the double area figure would come to be” (85b5-6).”” If, when the slave replies, “Certainly;,”
we can take him to be indicating that he has a doxa whose content is expressed by Socrates’
question (and we have no reason to think that it is not), then the dynamic phrase “coming to
be” is part of the content of his doxa. At the very least, Socrates is inviting us to understand
the slave’s doxa as being about the drawn perceptible figure, and not a genuine intelligible
mathematical object. It may turn out, then, that when the slave does come to have epistémé,
the object of his epistémé will be an intelligible mathematical object and not the same object
that is the object of his current doxa. Indeed, an essential part of his learning via recollection
would be for him to realize that there are such non-perceptible entities.

The above discussion provides the resources to explain why Socrates would say that “in
the man who does not have epistémé, about whatever it is he does not have epistémé, there
are true doxai about those things of which he does not have epistémé,” even if he ultimately
thinks that doxa and epistémé cannot take the same objects. In some contexts, Plato’s char-
acters are willing to refer to perceptible shapes, such as the one Socrates draws, with the
names of mathematical objects, such as “square” After all, such a drawn figure more closely
resembles the genuine mathematical square than, say, a drawn closed figure with only three
lines and three angles does.?® In other contexts, however, when greater precision is needed,
his characters are unwilling to apply the names of mathematical objects to perceptible fig-
ures, reserving such titles for the intelligible objects that perceptible diagrams are meant to
represent. If the above interpretation of the Meno is correct, then it is clear that Socrates
is in the former mood here. On such a view, there is a sense in which a perceptible figure
and an intelligible object can both be squares. Thus, there is a sense in which a doxa can
be about the same thing that (a piece of) epistémé is about even if, on a more fine-grained
analysis, there is no particular object such that it can be the object of both doxa and epistémé.
Given that the Meno is not interested in detailed metaphysics, there is nothing wrong with
Socrates’ speaking in the looser way here.

Two objections face my proposal that Socrates leaves it open whether the slave’s doxa is
about a perceptible or intelligible object. First, in Book 6 of the Republic, Socrates directly
addresses the mathematicians’ use of perceptible diagrams and dynamic language. In that
dialogue, he states that such practices, though necessary to the conduct of mathematics, do
not accurately characterize the objects of mathematical thought. Moreover, Socrates says

that the mathematicians are aware of this fact:

Then don’t you [Glaucon] also know that they [mathematicians] use perceptible
forms and make their arguments about them, although they are not thinking

27 °And Tiig Srauétpov &v, ¢ ob @rig, & mai Mévwvog, yiyvort’ &v td Simhdotov xwpiov.
?® As we will see, the notion of one thing’s resembling another comes to the fore in the Republic.

52



The Objects of Doxa and Epistémé

about them, but about those other things that they are like? They make their
discourse with a view to the square itself and the diagonal itself, not the diagonal
they draw, and similarly with the others. (Republic 6, 510d5-e1)

It may be argued that Socrates’ claim that mathematicians, despite using perceptible dia-
grams and dynamic language, do succeed in cognitively engaging with intelligible objects
rules out the possibility outlined above.

The problem with this objection, however, is that the people Socrates is talking about in
the Republic are accomplished mathematicians. Given their experience doing mathematics,
they are aware that the objects of their discipline are, in fact, intelligible and not perceptible.
The slave, however, is a novice. This is, in fact, his first discussion concerning geometry
(ct. 85e6). It is a cognitive achievement to “get off the page (chalkboard, sand, etc.)” and
cognitively engage with intelligible objects. After all, when students first learn geometry
we constantly have to say things like “don’t worry about what the angles on the paper look
like, just think about what I say about them” and “you won't be able to determine whether
the angles are equal by pulling out your protractor” We would not have to say such things
if it were not the case that many first time geometry students do cognitively engage with
perceptible figures. It is an achievement to be able to use a diagram to think about something
else, one that the mathematicians Socrates speaks of in the Republic effortlessly make, but
one we should not expect Meno’s slave to have made by the end of his first geometry lesson.*

A second objection stems from the fact that, during their discussion, Socrates describes
the slave as “recollecting” (at 82e12-13 and 84a3-4). As discussed above, however, recollec-
tion is a process whereby people gain cognitive access to objects to which they had cognitive
access in a disembodied state. On the reasonable assumption that disembodied souls do
not have perceptual faculties, such objects must be intelligible objects. Thus, the fact that
Socrates says the slave is recollecting seems to entail that the slave is cognitively accessing
intelligible objects.

Before responding to this objection it is important to distinguish this issue from the
related question whether perception plays an essential role in the recollective process.*® Re-
gardless of how that issue is settled, it is clear that, when recollection has occurred, the rec-
ollector has gained cognitive access to an intelligible object. Thus, even if recollection does
essentially involve sense-perception, Socrates’ claim that the slave is recollecting still threat-

ens my proposal.

? These issues will resurface in Chapter 6 (pp. 141-44) when we consider why Socrates thinks that there
can be no opinions concerning perceptible objects.

30 The literature on this issue is vast. For the classic discussion, see Ross [1951, 18], Vlastos [1965a], and
Moravscik [1971]. For more recent discussion, see Bedu-Addo [1983], Scott [2006, 103-05], and Ionescu
[2007, 76-78]
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In short, my response to this objection is to point out that Socrates only describes the
slave as “recollecting,” but never as “having recollected”* From the fact that the slave is rec-
ollecting at some point, however, it does not follow that the slave has recollected anything by
that point. We can see this by noting that Socrates thinks, first, that what people normally
call “learning” is, in fact, recollection (81¢9-d3), and, second, that someone has learned
when he or she has acquired epistémé (85d6-7).>> Given these claims, it is entirely possi-
ble for someone to be in the process of learning (i.e. in the process of acquiring epistémeé)
while not yet having learned (i.e. not yet having acquired epistémé). For example, if I am
reading Euclid, my teacher can describe me as “learning geometry” (i.e. I am on the path to
acquiring epistémé of geometry). If, however, someone interrupts my learning before I have
acquired epistémé of geometry, I have not learned (i.e. do not have epistémé of) geometry.
Similarly, the slave can be recollecting during the discussion with Socrates (i.e. be on the
path to acquiring epistémé) but, since he has not acquired epistémé by the end, fail to have
recollected. The key upshot is that we do not have to think that the slave has, at any point
in his discussion with Socrates, had any thought that will be constitutive of the thoughts
he will have when he ultimately possesses epistémé. Thus, Socrates’ describing the slave as
recollecting does not entail that the slave has recollected and, thus, does not entail that the
slave has accessed intelligible objects at any point during the discussion. It is entirely possi-
ble, therefore, for the slave’s doxa to be about the perceptible figure Socrates draws, in line
with the interpretation outlined above.

Thus, I submit that, in the Meno, Socrates does not commit himself to the view that the
same thing can be the object of both doxa and epistémé. In the next two chapters I argue

that, in the Republic, Socrates explicitly rejects this view.

*! For discussion related to the issues explored in this paragraph, see Nehamas [1985, 16-24] and Scott
[2006, 182-84].

*2 This can be seen by noting that the entire discussion with the slave is designed to show Meno that people
can inquire successfully even if they seem to lack émotnun. Cf. Lyons [1963, 151-55] who argues that in Plato’s
works quite generally there is a “relation of consequence” between pavBdverv and éniotacOar.
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Chapter 4

Introduction to the Republic’s
Epistemology

4.1 Introduction

HE aim of the remainder of this dissertation is to offer an interpretation of the epis-
T temology presented by Socrates in the Republic and to philosophically motivate that
epistemology. On the interpretation I advance, Socrates distinguishes opinion (doxa) from
understanding (epistémé) by the fact that their objects form two wholly disjoint groups: per-
ceptible objects and intelligible objects respectively. Such an epistemology is typically (and
perhaps pejoratively) called a “Two-Worlds” epistemology: corresponding to the two on-
tological “worlds” of perceptible objects and intelligible objects are two distinct cognitive
relations, opinion and understanding, each of which is borne to the objects in only one on-
tological world.!

My interpretation of the Republic’s epistemology, however, differs markedly from other
versions of the Two-Worlds interpretation offered in the literature insofar as I distinguish
Socrates’ concept of understanding from his concept of knowledge (gndsis). Virtually all
interpreters who approach the Republic take “understanding” and “knowledge” to be syn-
onyms denoting the cognitive state that Socrates takes to be the aim of philosophical in-
quiry.> On my interpretation, however, Socrates takes understanding to be a type of knowl-

edge, namely the type of knowledge that can be had of intelligible objects and only of them.

! For the language of “worlds” see Introduction, p. 1 fn. 2. I'will discuss the distinction between perceptible
objects and intelligible objects shortly.

? Stokes is an exception. He takes yv@®o1g to be “the recognition with certainty of a thing’s distinguishable
existence” [1992, 110] and €motriun to be “the ordinary word for knowledge™ [ibid., 115]. Stokes does not
make much of the distinction, however, except to note that, in the Book 5 argument, Socrates moves from the
one to the other.
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There is, however, another type of knowledge, namely knowledge of perceptible objects.
This latter type of knowledge comes, for Socrates, in the form of the expert opinions of
philosophers about how things stand in the perceptible world. And, the opinions of philoso-
phers are expert precisely because they are informed by their understanding of intelligible
objects.’ So, for example, a philosopher’s opinion that Sophie is courageous is expert because
it is informed by her theoretical understanding of the nature of Courage, her opinion that
it is just to award Jack the wagon in this legal case is expert because it is informed by her
understanding of Justice, and so on. Although Socrates’ distinction between opinion and
knowledge/understanding has received much discussion in the literature, his distinction be-
tween knowledge and understanding has seldom been acknowledged, let alone discussed in
detail. Indeed, the failure to recognize that Socrates draws this conceptual distinction is
responsible for much confusion surrounding the Republic’s epistemology and politics.

Much of the debate in the secondary literature over whether Socrates accepts a Two-
Worlds epistemology focuses on a famous argument at the end of Book 5. While this ar-
gument is certainly important, and I will discuss it in great detail in the next chapter, in
this chapter I propose two constraints on an interpretation of the Republic’s epistemology:
first, that philosophers must be in an epistemically privileged position, relative to non-
philosophers, concerning perceptible objects; second, that there can be no understanding of
perceptible objects. While few interpreters will balk at the first constraint, almost everyone
will balk at the second. It might seem downright obtuse to claim that we are constrained to
interpret the Book 5 argument as consistent with the claim that there can be no understand-
ing of perceptible objects. After all, that is universally taken to be the very place where that
issue is settled. However, I will show that the constraint is justified by examining a passage
in Book 7 that is ignored in the literature.

After arguing for these two constraints I consider why there has been such difficulty
surrounding the Two-Worlds interpretation. I argue that much of the confusion stems from
an adherence to what I call the “belief vs. knowledge” model (and, really, it is the belief part
that causes most of the difficulties). If doxa and epistémé are understood, as they traditionally
have been, as approximating belief and knowledge respectively, then it is virtually impossible
to see why Socrates would distinguish between them on the basis of their objects—it seems
a truism that at least some of the objects of belief and knowledge overlap (and this holds for

the objects of belief and understanding as well). I argue that understanding doxa as more

* Jan Szaif puts forward a similar interpretation, although he understands Socrates to work with two dif-
ferent “senses of knowing” [2007, 253-55] and he does not take this to correspond to the difference between
yv@oic and €émotrun. As I understand Socrates, he has a single concept of knowledge, namely as the optimal
epistemic state someone can be in with respect to a given subject matter, but he thinks that this comes in two
different forms depending on whether or not the subject matter is susceptible to demonstrative proof.
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closely approximating opinion than belief provides conceptual resources for interpreting
Socrates’ discussion that have not been fully appreciated. In particular, we can avail ourselves
of the common way of distinguishing “matters of opinion” from “matters of fact,” where the
hallmark of this latter group is that demonstrative proof is possible.

Once we move to this way of understanding Socrates’” discussion, however, it seems that
belief has fallen out of the picture. In the final section I argue that this is in a sense right.
I should say upfront that I do not mean that Socrates lacks the concept of belief, nor that
his possessing the concept of belief makes no difference to his discussion. Rather, it means
that Socrates sees no reason to afford the notion of belief as such any important role in his
epistemological theorizing. Iargue, instead, that the notion of hupolépsis, which first appears
in the Platonic Definitions and plays a central role in Aristotle’s epistemology, is the first

concept in the history of philosophy that approximates the concept of belief.

4.2 Preliminaries: The Two-Worlds Ontology

Since the remainder of this dissertation will often speak of “perceptible objects” as opposed
to “intelligible objects,” we need to get clear on this distinction. Unfortunately, Socrates never
presents anything like an explicit definition of either kind of object. However, when Socrates
asks Glaucon what kind of object mathematicians take themselves to be dealing with when
doing arithmetic proper, Glaucon provides a characterization of such objects that applies to

all intelligible objects:

I think they would answer in this way: that they are talking about those things
that admit only of being thought about and can be grasped in no other way.
(526a6-7)

Tobto #ywye, 8t1 Tepl ToUTWVY Aéyovoty v dtavondfvar udvov éyxwpet, dA-

Awg & 00dau®g petayepilesdat Suvatov.
Intelligible objects, Glaucon tells us, are those that can only be grasped through the activity
of thought. The qualifier “only” is crucial, since people can certainly think about percep-
tible objects. What is distinctive of perceptible objects, however, is that they can also be
perceived. The best way to distinguish intelligible objects from perceptible objects, then, is
according to their modes of access: intelligible objects are those objects that people can only
gain information about through the activity of pure thought; perceptible objects are those
objects that people can gain information about through the five senses.

Socrates thinks that the intelligible domain is populated by mathematicals (i.e. the ob-
jects mathematicians deal with when doing mathematics proper) and natures or essences,
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which he also calls “Forms” (eidé) or “Ideas” (ideai). A difficult question concerns whether
Socrates thinks that mathematicals and Forms belong to distinct ontological categories
within the intelligible domain.* Although I agree with Myles Burnyeat (and Aristotle,
cf. Metaphysics 987b14-18) that the answer is “Yes,” this issue is, for the most part, not
immediately relevant to our discussion.’

More care is needed in identifying the objects that populate the perceptible world.® Cer-
tainly, the particular objects that we can directly perceive, such as Socrates, the tree in my
garden, my dog Fido, and so on, are perceptible objects. Perhaps less obviously, collections
or kinds of particular perceptible objects also count as perceptible objects. So, for example,
human beings, trees, and dogs, conceived of as collections or kinds, also count as percep-
tible objects. Unlike Forms, however, these kinds or collections do not have independent
existence. A possible source of confusion is that Socrates uses the same word to refer to such
collections or kinds that he uses to refer to Forms, namely “eidé.” It is clear, however, that
Socrates does not think that speaking simply of “eidé” is ipso facto to speak of Forms (see,
e.g., 363e5, 402c2-8, 475b4-6). Importantly, this means that someone can make a claim
about, for example, human beings without ipso facto making a claim about the Form (i.e.
nature) of Human Being. To avoid confusion, I will follow scholarly tradition and use capi-
talization to demarcate when I am speaking of a Form. Furthermore, unless I explicitly use
the phrase “kind(s) of Form(s)” I use the word “kind” to refer exclusively to such collections
of particular perceptible objects.

In addition to particular perceptible objects and kinds of such objects, two further types
of entity, which may not initially seem to count as perceptible, must be noted. First, with
one possible exception (to be discussed momentarily), the constituents of perceptible ob-
jects, even if they are themselves imperceptible, belong to the perceptible world. If, for ex-
ample, it turns out that material reality is ultimately composed of in principle unobservable
entities, those entities nevertheless belong to the perceptible world in Socrates’ sense. The
possible exception is the psychic constituents of living organisms (and perhaps just human

souls). The souls of human beings occupy an odd place in Socrates’ ontology. It is clear

* The key difference between viewing mathematicals as Forms and viewing them as belonging to a distinct
ontological category is that Forms are meant to be unique (e.g. there is one, and only one, Form of Square).
Mathematics, however, requires multiple instances of the same kind of object (for example, the proof of the
Pythagorean Theorem involves three squares (cf. Euclid’s Elements Book 1, Proposition 47)). See Burnyeat
[2000, 33-42] for discussion and references.

® It is only relevant insofar as I think mathematicals (unlike perceptibles) do instantiate Forms (e.g. each of
the squares involved in the proof of the Pythagorean Theorem instantiates the Form of Square). I discuss the
difference between instantiation and the metaphysical relation Socrates thinks perceptibles bear to intelligibles
(i.e. participation) in the next chapter.

¢ I do not intend what follows to be an exhaustive list of perceptible objects. Rather, I wish to catalogue the
kinds of perceptible objects that are most relevant to our discussion.
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that Socrates thinks they are not themselves directly perceivable (see, for example, his dis-
cussion of cognitive powers at 477c6-d6). However, unlike possible imperceptible material
constituents of perceptible objects, souls have access to the intelligible domain.” Ultimately,
I think that we should count the souls of particular people as part of the perceptible world,
but we should bear in mind their distinctive status. Lastly, things produced by or composed
out of perceptible objects, which may not be themselves directly perceptible, such as rules,
laws, or cities, count as part of the perceptible world.

This, then, is Socrates’ basic ontological distinction: perceptible objects on the one hand,
intelligible objects on the other. Socrates also thinks that a metaphysical relation exists be-
tween the objects in the two groups. Perceptible objects, he tells us, “resemble,” “approxi-
mate,” or “participate in” intelligible objects.® In the next chapter we will consider this meta-
physical relation in more detail (pp. 113-20). At present, however, it is sufficient to note that
Socrates thinks intelligible objects are, in some sense, prior to, or more fundamental than,
perceptible objects.

Now that we have a grip on Socrates’ basic ontological distinction, we can begin consid-

ering how his epistemology relates to his metaphysics.

4.3 First Constraint: Philosophers as Epistemic Authorities

After laying out the constitution of the ideal city in Books 2-4, Socrates and his interlocu-
tors consider particularly controversial aspects of it in Book 5. Towards the end of this Book,
Glaucon presses a particularly difficult question concerning “the possibility of this very con-
stitution coming to be and in what way it could” (471¢6-7).” Glaucon is willing to admit that
if a city with such a constitution could be realized then it would be the most blessed of all
cities (471c7-d1). What he wants to know is whether the ideal city can be realized or is
merely a theoretical construct.

In response to Glaucon’s question, Socrates offers what he takes to be the most likely

(and, he hints, only) way in which the ideal city can be realized"®:

7 Cf. the argument in the Phaedo in which Socrates argues for the immortality (or, at least, long-lastingness)
of the soul on the basis that it is “more akin” (cuyyevéotepov) to Forms than perceptibles (78cff.).

® T use “resemble” to correspond to Socrates” use of 6uotog (cf. 472d1), “approximate” to correspond to
his use of the superlative form of £yy0g (cf. 472c1), and “participate” to correspond to his use of petéxerv (cf.
472c2).

° 10 w¢ duvartr| altn ) mtoAitela yevéoBon kal tiva tpdmov ote duvath.

1% In fact, it is not strictly speaking correct to say that Socrates thinks the ideal city can be realized. On
Socrates’ general metaphysical picture, no perceptible object can instantiate any ideal (473al-3). What Socrates
offers here, then, is his plan for how a city whose constitution is closest (éyyUtata) to that of the ideal city can
be brought about (473a5-b2). Although this metaphysical claim and its implications will loom large in the next
two chapters, we can ignore them for the moment.
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Until philosophers rule as kings in their cities, or those who are nowadays
called kings and leading men become genuine and adequate philosophers so
that political power and philosophy become thoroughly blended together,
while the numerous natures that now pursue either one separately are forcibly
prevented from doing so, cities will have no rest from evils, my dear Glaucon,
nor, I think, will the human race. And until that happens, the very constitution
we have now described in our discussion will never be born to the extent that
it can, or see the light of the sun. It is this claim that has made me hesitate to
speak for so long, seeing how very paradoxical it would sound. For it is difficult
to see that there can be no happiness, either public or private, in any other way.
(473cl11-e2)

"Edy u, v 5 £yW, fj o1 rAdoo@ot factAeowotv év Taic moOAeoty 1 ol PactAfig te
VOV Agyduevor kai Suvdotal rtAoco@Howst YVNolwg Te Kal IKav@g, Kal To0To
€1¢ TaOTOV ovumnéot), Suvauic te moATiKn Kal @rhoco@ia, TOV 8¢ VOV Topevo-
UEVWV XwpiG €@’ kdTepov al ToAAal @uoelg €€ dvaykng dmokAeio®otv, 00K
ot kak@Vv TadAa, @ @ile TAadkwv, Taig TéAeot, Sokd § 0082 QO avOpwivew
YEVeL, 00 altn 1 ToAiteia un mote TPATEPOV PUT] TE £1¢ TO JUVATOV Kal PQG
NAlov 181, v vov Adyw dteAnAvBapev. dGAAX To0Td €oTiv 6 £uol tdAat Skvov
evTiBnot Aéyerv, 0pOVTL WG TOAL Tapd d6&av pnbroetat: xaAemov yap ideiv 6t
oUK &v &AAn t1g e0dapovroelev ovte 1dig olte dnuooia.

This has to rank as one of the most controversial proposals in Plato’s works. As we can see,
Socrates is fully aware of how counterintuitive it will sound. Indeed, he calls it the greatest
paradox (paradoxon, lit. “contrary to (received) opinion”) he has offered in the discussion
of the ideal city (472a1-7). Glaucon agrees, claiming that, upon hearing it, people will “im-
mediately throw off their cloaks and, stripped for action, snatch any available weapon and
make a headlong rush at you, determined to do terrible things to you” (474al-4). In fact,
the consensus among Glaucon and the other interlocutors is that the Greek elite conceive of
philosophers as, at best, useless (achréstos) and, at worst, downright injurious (ponéros) to
cities.'!

Socrates lays out a familiar plan for defending his controversial claim:

If we are going to escape somehow from the people you mention, it seems to
me necessary to define for them who the philosophers are that we dare to say

' In Book 6 Socrates explains why philosophers have this reputation (487b1-497a7). In some cases, philo-
sophical natures mature properly but the current constitution of cities makes it impossible for them to be used
properly. In other cases, however, the current constitution of cities perverts those with philosophical natures
in such a way that they are detrimental to cities. Lastly, many people who are ill-suited to engage in philosophy
claim the title “philosopher” and bring disrepute on the group as a whole. Thus, Socrates thinks that the rep-
utation of philosophers is somewhat justified, but that the blame ultimately lies with the current constitution
of cities and not with philosophers as such.
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should rule; so that, once that is clear, one can defend oneself by showing that
some people are fitted by nature to engage in philosophy and take the lead in a
city. (474b4-c2)

‘Avaykaiov o0V pot Sokef, i uéAouév mn éxpevEecdat oig Aéyeig SiopioacOat
TPOG aVTOVG TOUG PLAocdPouG Tivag Aéyovteg TOAU@UEV @dvar deiv dpxeLy,
tva SradNAwv yevouévwv dvvntal tig auvvesdat, EvEeikvouevog 8Tt Toig Yev
TPOGTKEL PUGEL AntecOal te rAocogiag Nyepovevev T v TOAEL

Here Socrates emphasizes the same priority of definition advanced in the Meno (and reit-
erated at Republic 354c1-3): it is necessary first to determine the nature of Philosopher and
then to determine whether, given its nature, certain features belong to Philosopher, such as
being best suited to rule. The first part of this task occupies the rest of Book 5; the second
part is the primary focus of Books 6 and 7.

Although we will discuss this in more detail in the next chapter, for now it is sufficient to
note that Socrates distinguishes philosophers from non-philosophers according to the cog-
nitive achievements they can make. Whereas philosophers achieve knowledge (gndsis), non-
philosophers only achieve, at best, opinion (doxa) (cf. 476d5-6; 479¢10-480a13). Socrates
then argues that it is because their knowledge makes them epistemic authorities concerning
matters in the perceptible world that philosophers are best suited to rule (cf. 484a1-484d9;
428b7-8).'* We thus have our first constraint on an interpretation of the Republic’s episte-
mology: philosophers must be epistemic authorities, relative to non-philosophers, concern-
ing matters in the perceptible world.

Although many interpreters recognize this constraint, they misunderstand its conse-
quences because they fail to distinguish between Socrates’ concept of knowledge and his
concept of understanding. Without this distinction, they conclude that Socrates must al-
low philosophers to make the same cognitive achievement concerning perceptible objects
that they make concerning intelligible objects. Thus, Gail Fine argues that, were Socrates
to claim that there cannot be knowledge of perceptible objects, he would undermine his

political aims:

12 Although Socrates clearly thinks that knowledge is a necessary condition for being best suited to rule, it
is unclear whether he thinks it is a sufficient condition. According to Socrates, we should vest political power
in the hands of those with knowledge, so long as they “have no less experience than the others, and are not
inferior to them in any other part of virtue” (484d5-6). This suggests that he takes knowledge to be a necessary,
but not sufficient, condition for being best suited to rule. However, in the ensuing discussion, Socrates argues
that a person cannot attain knowledge unless he also possesses experience (éuneipia) and the other virtues, and
is good at remembering (uvnuovikdc), quick to learn (e0padr|g), high-minded (ueyadomnpentic), and graceful
(eOxapig) (cf. 486e1-487a5). If these other qualities are necessary for knowledge, then, so long as Socrates
does not think that there are any further qualities necessary for being best suited to rule, Socrates ultimately
does think that knowledge is both a necessary and sufficient condition for being best suited to rule.
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[T1his sceptical result would be quite surprising in the context of the Republic,
which aims to persuade us that philosophers should rule, since only they have
knowledge, and knowledge is necessary for good ruling. If their knowledge is
only of Forms-if, like the rest of us, they only have belief about the sensible
world-it is unclear why they are specially fitted to rule in this world. They don’t
know, any more than the rest of us do, which laws to enact. [1990, 86]

Likewise, Nick Smith argues the same point:

Moreover, the “two-worlds theory” of Plato’s epistemology manages to destroy
the very argument Plato takes himself to be advancing—after all, the entire dis-
tinction the “two-worlds theory” seeks to explain is embedded in an argument
context, the main point of which is that philosophers would be better rulers
than sight-lovers, and it is the power of knowledge that is supposed to make
philosophers better. Unless the judgments involved in ruling are judgments
about Forms (which they plainly would not be), the “two-worlds theory” re-
quires that Platos aim in this argument is actually made unattainable by the
very distinction he makes in order to reach it. [2000, 153-154]

Once we distinguish Socrates’ concept of knowledge from his concept of understanding,
however, we see that Socrates can maintain that there is a cognitive relation philosophers
bear exclusively to intelligible objects, namely understanding, while still allowing that

philosophers have a privileged cognitive grasp of perceptible objects, namely knowledge.

4.4 Second Constraint: No Understanding of Perceptible Ob-
jects

Most interpreters will balk at my claim that we are constrained to read Socrates’ argument
in Book 5 as consistent with denying understanding of perceptible objects, since that is pre-
cisely where people think he settles the issue. Although the Book 5 argument is certainly
important, a passage in Book 7 contains a clear commitment to the claim that there can be
no understanding concerning perceptible objects. Despite its importance, this passage has
been overlooked by participants in this debate.'> Proponents of a Two-Worlds interpreta-
tion do not marshall it as support and opponents do not explain how they would deal with
it.

The passage comes during Socrates’ discussion of the educational curriculum the future

rulers will undergo (521c1-541b5). Having claimed that the ultimate aim of their education

' It has, of course, not been ignored by participants in other debates. See, for example, the lively discussion
between Mourelatos [1980] and Vlastos [1980] of the “invisible astronomy” Socrates seems to describe (also
see Burnyeat [2000, 56-67]).
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is to acquire understanding of the Form of Goodness (cf. 504¢6-519d2), Socrates discusses
the subjects (mathémata) that should be included in the curriculum to achieve this end. Ata
metaphorical level, Socrates says that these subjects must “lead them up to the light” (521c2),
effect an “ascent to true being” (521c7), and “draw the soul from that which becomes to that
which is” (521d4-5). It is clear that Socrates’ aim is to find subjects that concern the right
kinds of objects.

Famously, Socrates claims that certain branches of mathematics are among the subjects
that will lead the soul appropriately “upward.” Indeed, Socrates thinks that the future rulers
will exclusively study mathematics for ten years, taking them to the cutting edge of the disci-
pline (cf. 537b1-d8)."* As Socrates lays out the various branches of mathematics the future
rulers will study-arithmetic and calculation, plane geometry, solid geometry, astronomy,
and musical harmonics—he insists that such disciplines should not concern perceptible ob-
jects. In doing arithmetic and calculation, for example, students must not “propose for dis-
cussion numbers attached to visible or tangible bodies” (525d7-8). Likewise, despite the fact
that geometers “talk as if they were practical people who make all their arguments for the
sake of action” (527a6-8), and so may suggest that geometry deals with perceptibles, true
geometry is “knowledge of what always is, not of something that comes to be and passes
away” (527b4-5)."> True mathematics—i.e. the mathematics that can form part of the path
towards understanding the Form of Goodness—does not concern perceptible but, rather,
intelligible objects.

By the time Socrates discusses astronomy, Glaucon thinks that he has grasped the kind
of disciplines Socrates wants the future rulers to study. Accordingly, he praises (epainein) as-
tronomy by saying, “it seems to me clear to everyone that it compels the soul to look upward
and leads it from things here to things there” (529a1-2). The context shows that Glaucon
first points at the mundane objects around them (“the things here”) and then points up to
the heavens (“the things there”). Glaucon, then, thinks that the kind of astronomy the future

rulers should study concerns the heavenly bodies and takes himself to be praising astronomy

'* Interpreters have intensely debated why Socrates prescribes so much mathematics. The traditional view
is that it is because Socrates thinks mathematical study provides particularly useful mental training (cf. Taylor
[1926, 283], Shorey [1933, 236], and Irwin [1995, 301]). However, Burnyeat persuasively argues that Socrates’
primary reason for prescribing so much mathematics is that “The mathematical sciences are the ones that tell
us how things are objectively speaking, and they are themselves sciences of value” [2000, 8]. As such, Burnyeat
argues, mathematics is a constitutive part of the ethical training of the future rulers, since understanding value
is, according to Socrates, a necessary component of being a superlative moral agent.

1% ‘Q¢ 10D del Evtog yvoews, GAAG 00 ToD TOTE Tt yryvouévou Kal amoAAvpévov. We must be careful in
understanding Socrates’ criticism of the geometers’ speech. Many interpreters think that Socrates is criticizing
mathematical practice as such (e.g. Robinson [1953, 146-56]). However, I agree with Burnyeat [2000, 37-42]
that this view is mistaken. Although Socrates calls the geometers’ language “ridiculous” (yeAoiwg), he also says
it is necessary (Gvaykaiwg) (527a6). That is, such language is essential to the practice of mathematics. Here
Socrates is simply emphasizing that, despite its language, geometry does not concern perceptibles.
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in the right way by pointing out that such astronomy concerns objects in a “higher” domain.
Hence, he takes himself to be following Socrates’ demand that they identify subjects that lead
the soul “upward”

Socrates, however, admonishes Glaucon’s praise in no uncertain terms:

It seems to me your conception of “higher studies” is a good deal too generous!
For it seems that if someone were looking at something by leaning his head
back and studying ornaments on a ceiling, you think that he is beholding them
with his intellect, not with his eyes! Maybe you are right and I am foolish.
For I just cannot conceive of any subject making the soul look upward except
that which concerns that which is, and that is invisible. If anyone tries to learn
something about perceptible things, whether by gaping upward or squinting
downward, I would say that he never learns—since none of these things admits
of understanding—and that his soul is not looking up but down, whether he
does his learning lying on his back on land or on sea! (529 a9-c2)

00K &yevv@¢ pot dokeig, Av 5 EYW, TNV TePL T& Avw uadnoty Aaupdverv mapa
oaLTQ 1] £0TL: KIVOLVEVELC Yap Kal €1 TIC £V Opo@T] TotkiApata Bewuevog ava-
KOTTWV KatapavOdvor ti, nyeicbat &v adTov vonoet A 00K Supact Bewpelv.
{6we 00V KaAGG HyT, Eyw § eMOIK®G. &yw yap ad o SVvauat dAAo Tt voui-
oat &vw motodv Yuxnv PAEmery uddnua f Ekeivo 6 dv mepi o 8v te ) kai TO
&opatov, EGv TE TIC AVW KEXNVWE | KATW CUUHEUVKWG TOV aioONT®dV T1 €mt-
XEPN HavOa&veLy, oUte Habelv GV TOTE PNuL AVTOV—EMGTAUNV Yap OVOEV EXELV
TQOV T0100TWV—0UTE AV GAAX KdTw a0ToD PAEneLy TV YPuxHv, KAV €€ OTITiog
VEwV €V yT] 1] €v BaAdtTn pavOdv.

Socrates finds Glaucon’s praise of astronomy inadequate because Glaucon mistakenly thinks
that the kind of astronomy the future rulers should study concerns the heavenly bodies.
However, the heavenly bodies, despite their exalted status, are perceptible. As such, Socrates
says, they cannot be the kind of object that the future rulers will study, because studying them
will not lead to understanding. And, the reason Socrates gives is simple: perceptible objects
do not admit of understanding.'® In sum, no one can understand why perceptible objects

are the way that they are."”

16 Aristotle also uses the verb €xetv in combination with émotfur to indicate that the latter can be had of
a given subject matter at De Partibus Animalium 1.1, 639al-4.

'7 This passage rules out Nick Smith’s [2000] interpretation of the Republic’s epistemology. Smith rightly
points out that we must distinguish between two things: (1) what objects a cognitive power is set-over and
(2) what objects a cognitive state is of or about (I elaborate on this distinction in the next chapter, see pp.
94-97). Smith argues that just because Socrates maintains (in Book 5) that émotriun, the cognitive power, is
set-over Forms, this does not commit him to the view that émotAun, the cognitive state, can only concern
Forms (and similarly for §6&a and perceptibles). The passage under consideration here, however, clearly states
that émotnun concerning perceptibles is impossible (note the genitives: aicOnt®v, torovtwv). In this context,
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Given the importance of this passage to my overall interpretation of the Republic, it is
worth considering how those who deny that Socrates rules out understanding of perceptible
objects might handle it. The most promising move would be to argue that Socrates does not
mean that understanding concerning perceptibles is impossible tout court but, rather, that
it is impossible to acquire understanding of them without having understanding concern-
ing Forms. On this interpretation, all Socrates claims in this passage is that understanding
requires understanding concerning Forms, not that it is limited to Forms. I suspect that this

is how Gail Fine would attempt to deal with this passage, given that she claims,

To say that knowledge is set over Forms is shorthand for the claim that all knowl-
edge requires knowledge of Forms; to say that belief is set over the many Fs is
shorthand for the claim that if one is restricted to sensibles, the most one can
achieve is belief. [1990, 94]

Such a reading, however, is not consistent with the text. Socrates says that no one ever
(oute pote) learns anything about perceptibles. He even goes so far as to say that it does not
matter how one examines them (“whether by gaping upward or squinting downward”). The
reason why (gar) is simple: none of these things (i.e. perceptibles) admits of understanding.
He does not add any qualifier, such as “in this way” or “without understanding concerning
Forms,” that may salvage the alternative reading. His point, then, is not that learning about
perceptibles requires understanding concerning Forms. Rather, his point is that one can-
not learn about perceptibles because, to put it bluntly, there is nothing to be learned about
them."'®

We thus have our second constraint: we must read the Book 5 argument as being consis-
tent with the claim that there cannot be understanding concerning perceptible objects. In
combination, our two constraints entail that we must find an interpretation of the Republic’s
epistemology such that philosophers are epistemic authorities concerning the perceptible
world without being able to have understanding of it. In the remaining chapters of the dis-
sertation I endeavor to do just that. Before I turn to that task, however, I wish to discuss one
of the main reasons why so many philosophers have opposed a Two-Worlds interpretation.
This discussion will suggest that we should significantly alter the traditional framework in

which Socrates’ discussion has been understood.

émotnun must be thought of as a cognitive state. Thus, Smith’s argument, though ingenious and insightful,
ultimately cannot accommodate the text.

'® Socrates here conceives of learning (udOnoic) as a matter of coming to acquire understanding. As noted
above (Ch. 3, p. 54 fn. 32), Lyons [1963, 151-55] argues that, in Plato generally, there is a “relation of conse-
quence” between yavBavev and €nictacdat.
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4.5 Doxa as Belief

One of the chief obstacles to attributing a Two-Worlds epistemology to Socrates is the ten-
dency to understand doxa as approximating belief. Regardless of whether one takes epistémé
to approximate knowledge or to approximate understanding, the fact that it might have been
a live question for Socrates whether belief and epistémé can take the same objects has been
a source of puzzlement, and even embarrassment, for interpreters of Ancient Philosophy."’
If understanding entails knowledge, distinguishing understanding from belief according to
their objects is no less problematic than distinguishing knowledge from belief in the same
way. And, even those philosophers who think that understanding does not entail knowl-
edge typically take belief to be the psychological underpinning of understanding.*® In what
follows I show just how odd the idea that belief and epistémé can be distinguished according
to their objects is by focusing on the case of belief and knowledge. I then give a diagnosis of
this oddity, which will motivate seeking an alternative understanding of doxa.

Discussion of the relationship between belief and knowledge typically concerns differ-
ences in justificatory or evidentiary support. In such discussions, the question is “What is
the difference between merely truly believing that p and knowing that p?” Obviously, it is a
presupposition of this question that belief and knowledge can take the same objects. To the
extent that the question whether they can might arise, it seems to have an obvious answer:
“Yes” Traditional justified true belief accounts of knowledge, for example, take knowledge
that p just to be belief that p plus some further feature or features.”> More recent philoso-
phers, such as Tim Williamson, who deny that knowledge can be analyzed in terms of more
basic components (e.g. belief, truth, justification) still take knowing that p to entail believing
that p [2000, 41-48]. And, even those few philosophers who argue that a person can know
that p without believing that p still think that it can and often does happen that a person
both believes and knows that p.??

A debate did exist, primarily among mid-twentieth century natural language philoso-
phers, over whether belief and knowledge exclude each other. Noting that it is odd for peo-
ple to say that they believe something they take themselves to know, or to say that they
know something they take themselves only to believe, philosophers such as H. A. Prichard

' The question whether 36&a and émiotriun can take the same objects was not a live one just for Socrates.
Aristotle also considers it, and also answers negatively (albeit in his typical, “in one sense no, in another sense
yes,” fashion), in Posterior Analytics 1.33. Although Socrates’ treatment of the issue has been much discussed,
Aristotle’s has received less attention. However, see, G. Fine [2010].

% See, for example, Kvanvig [2003, 185-203]).

*! This is the “traditional” analysis of knowledge we have inherited from Gettier. He uses “belief” to capture
a variety of attitudes that philosophers use to analyze knowledge, such as Chisholm’s “acceptance” and Ayer’s
“being sure” (see Gettier [1963, 121 fns. 1 and 2] for the references to Chisholm and Ayer).

?2 See, for example, C. Radford [1966] and Myers-Schulz and Schwitzgebel [2013].
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(cf. [1950, 86-89]) argue that belief and knowledge do exclude each other.”> However, this
debate only concerns whether belief that p excludes knowledge that p and vice-versa. No
party to this debate claimed that the fact that something is a possible object of belief ex-
cludes its being a possible object of knowledge. It was, again, a presupposition that belief
and knowledge could take the same objects, just not necessarily for the same person at the
same time. According to a Two-Worlds epistemology, however, it would be impossible, in
principle, for the same thing to be the object of both belief and knowledge, whether for one
person at two different times or two different people at the same time.

Zeno Vendler [1972, ch. 5] is perhaps the only philosopher who argues that belief and
knowledge are distinguished according to their objects. According to Vendler, whereas belief
is an attitude borne to propositions, knowledge is an attitude borne to facts. Although such
a view may be considered a version of a Two-Worlds epistemology, it is not in the spirit of
the Two-Worlds epistemology Socrates presents in the Republic.** As we saw earlier in this
chapter (pp. 57-59), the alleged distinction between the objects of doxa and the objects of
epistémé rests on their different modes of cognitive access: we have perceptual access to the
former and only noetic access to the latter. No one, so far as I know, distinguishes between
propositions and facts along these lines. Moreover, even an interpreter such as Gail Fine
[1978, 1990], who argues that Socrates distinguishes doxa from epistémé on the basis of the
propositions they can range over, still holds propositions to be the objects of both kinds of
cognitive state.

On the traditional understanding of doxa as approximating belief, then, the Two-Worlds
epistemology finds few sympathizers. The reason for this is fairly obvious. Although
philosophers might disagree over the exact nature of belief, it is generally agreed that belief
is, minimally, a relation in which a thinker takes something to be true.** That is, if S
believes p, S takes p to be true.®® If this is how we understand belief, it is clear that belief
and knowledge can take the same objects because in knowing something a thinker takes
that thing to be true. To put the point of this paragraph slightly differently: belief just is
the subjectively similar component of that family of cognitive states that consist in taking
the world to be a certain way. Regardless of what, exactly, epistémé amounts to, it clearly
involves taking the world to be a certain way. Given this, it would seem absurd for Socrates

to deny that the objects of epistémé and belief can overlap.

#* Other philosophers only maintained that knowledge excludes belief, but not vice-versa. For further
discussion, see Harrison [1963].

** Crombie, however, says a few things that might hint at such an interpretation [1963 (Vol. 2), 41-50].

? This definition comes from Zagzebski [1999, 93]. It echoes Augustine’s famous claim that “to believe is
nothing other than to think with assent” (credere, nihil aliud est, quam cum assensione cogitare) (Predestination
of the Saints 5). “Take” should be understood broadly so as to include both active and passive endorsement.

26 This is taken from G. Fine [2000, 82].
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Of course, someone may conclude that Socrates is simply wrong on this issue. Indeed,
many prominent interpreters of the Republic criticize Socrates for accepting a Two-Worlds
epistemology concerning belief and knowledge. R. C. Cross and A. D. Woozley, for exam-
ple, argue that Socrates was right to distinguish between belief and knowledge, but that he
erred in attempting to draw a hard line between the objects of these two mental states [1971,
70-78].>” And, I suspect that many interpreters who argue that Socrates does not distinguish
between doxa and epistémé according to their objects are motivated to find such an alterna-
tive interpretation because they think such a view concerning belief and knowledge would
be ludicrous.?®

I think, however, that we have sufficient motivation for seeking an alternative under-
standing of doxa. What we want is an understanding on which the idea that doxa and
epistémé can be distinguished on the basis of their objects does not seem so absurd. If we
can find such an understanding, as I think we can, we will be better positioned to evaluate

the philosophical merits of Socrates” overall position.

4.6 Doxa as Opinion

In this section I argue that taking doxa to approximate opinion allows us to better see the
motivation for thinking that doxa and epistémé might be distinguished according to their
objects. While several translators and interpreters have proposed understanding doxa this
way, I think that the conceptual resources it puts at our disposal, especially for understand-
ing Socrates’ position, have not been fully recognized. However, I wish to say upfront that
opinion is not a perfect correlate and serious problems still face a Two-Worlds epistemology
even on such an understanding of doxa. My aim is only to show that certain features of opin-
ion make it a considerable improvement over belief in understanding Socrates’ position.

At first blush, it may seem that belief and opinion are so closely related that not much
philosophical mileage can be gained by insisting on a change from the former to the latter.
Indeed, there seems to be a use of “opinion” in which it is more or less interchangeable
with “belief” That is, if S believes that p then S is of the opinion that p and vice-versa. It

is not immediately clear that substituting different values for “p” will make us reject that

*” According to Cross and Woozley, Socrates became entangled in these difficulties because he conceived of
thinking as “a sort of ghostly sensing” [1971, 79]. Because Socrates understood thinking as somehow analogous
to sense-perceiving, they argue, he was led to think that the objects of both belief and knowledge must be things
“out there” in the world with which one can become acquainted (of course, however, intelligible objects are not
supposed to be spatio-temporally located).

*® Even Szaif, with whom I find myself in much agreement, claims support for his interpretation from the
fact that “it does not lead into the absurd consequence that it is impossible to form an opinion about a Form
or that one cannot know anything about concrete objects” [2007, 266].
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biconditional. Indeed, I suspect that the similarities between belief and opinion lead even
those philosophers and translators who render “doxa” as “opinion” not to place too much
philosophical importance on the move. Gail Fine offers a representative example of this

sentiment in a comment on her use of the word “belief”:

I use ‘belief” merely as a counter for doxa; ‘opinion’ or judgement’ are equally
possible translations. [1978, 121 fn. 2]

Despite this, there is a use of the word “opinion” on which it denotes a more specific
notion than that of belief. In particular, there is a use of the word “opinion” on which it
denotes a belief held without proof. That is, whereas a belief is any relation in which a thinker
takes the world to be a certain way, an opinion is a relation in which a thinker takes the world
to be a certain way without being able to prove that the world is that way. The key difference
in what we might call the “color” or “flavor” of the words “opinion” and “belief;” is that the
former has built into it an evaluation of the cognitive achievement its possessor has made
that the latter lacks. In this use of the word, to call a view an “opinion” is to indicate that it
is, in some sense, epistemically deficient. To call a view a “belief,” on the other hand, does
not necessarily indicate such an evaluation. It is this difference that makes “opinion” a better
correlate than “beliet” for “doxa”

The connotation of relative epistemic deficiency that “opinion” has and “belief” lacks
has been noted by other interpreters.?” However, it has not been fully appreciated that this
connotation allows us to better understand the motivation for distinguishing between doxa
and epistémeé according to their objects. It is a commonplace to distinguish domains where
it is a “matter of opinion” what states of affairs obtain from domains where some superior
cognitive achievement is possible.’® For example, whether some particular object, like a
glass of wine, has some particular aesthetic property, like tastiness, is often said to be a mat-
ter of opinion; whether 2+2=4, however, is not a matter of opinion. The standard way to
characterize the latter domains is as “matters of fact,” but that is an unfortunate description,
since it contrasts a metaphysical notion (i.e. fact) with an epistemological one (i.e. opin-
ion). When we characterize a domain as a “matter of fact,” however, we are indicating that
stronger grounds can be given for accepting a view concerning that domain than can be
given for accepting a view concerning something that is a matter of opinion.

One immediate worry is that, when we describe something as “a matter of opinion” or,
even worse, “just a matter of opinion,” we often mean that it doesn’t much matter which way

one goes on the issue. For example, while some people may say that the question whether

* Cf. Vogt [2012, 10].
*® “Domains” should be taken quite broadly, so that it can include particular issues and subject matters.
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the predicate “tasty” holds of a particular quantity of wine is a “matter of opinion” for so-
phisticated philosophical reasons, typically that phrase suggests that it is of no consequence
whether one answers “Yes” or “No.” “Opinion,” however, does not always have this con-
notation. Consider, for example, the way we speak of “expert opinions,” such as a doctor’s
“medical opinion” that a particular patient should undergo a particular course of treatment.
We certainly do not think that such an issue is subjective, nor do we think that it doesn’t
matter which way the doctor’s opinion goes: matters of life and death depend on it!

I think that the notion of a doctor’s medical opinion provides a helpful model for un-
derstanding Socrates’ idea that the objects of doxa and epistémé are distinct. To begin, note
that we do not think that all the issues that are relevant to a doctor’s medical practice are
matters of opinion. It would be odd, for example, to describe the question whether HIV
causes AIDS as a “matter of opinion.” And this, I take it, is because we think it can be proved
(and, indeed, has been proved) that HIV causes AIDS. As a result, it would be odd to refer
to a well-informed doctor’s view that HIV causes AIDS as one of her “medical opinions.”*!
We are most comfortable speaking of a doctor’s “medical opinion” with respect to her views
concerning matters in the messy perceptible world: for example, a doctor’s view that Susan
should undergo thus-and-such a course of chemotherapy.

In calling such views “opinions,” we indicate that they are somehow epistemically de-
ficient. This epistemic deficiency, however, need not consist in a deficiency compared to
other views about the very same matter. That is, in calling a doctor’s view that Susan should
undergo thus-and-such a course of chemotherapy an “opinion” we are not necessarily saying
that it is less authoritative than a colleague’s view that Susan should undergo thus-and-such a
course of chemotherapy could be.*? Indeed, the reason we consult multiple doctors is to get
“second opinions.” The deficiency manifests, rather, relative to the epistemic status of views
that can be had concerning other matters, such as on the question whether HIV causes AIDS.
In particular, whereas it can be, and, indeed, has been, definitively proved that HIV causes
AIDS, it cannot be definitively proved that a particular course of treatment is best for a par-
ticular patient. Importantly, however, this inability to prove whether a prescribed course of

treatment is best is not necessarily due to epistemic limitations on the part of doctors. After

1 Of course, perhaps it is impossible to prove causation. If we are worried about that, we can substitute
some other medically relevant issue for which we think definitive proof is possible (e.g. that the heart pumps
blood). It is interesting to note that we do seem comfortable calling a view an “opinion” to the degree that
we think it cannot be proved. For example, it is not absurd to refer to the medical community’s opinion that
smoking causes cancer and this may be because we think that causation eludes definitive proof (or, at least,
eludes definitive proof in this area).

%2 Of course, the doctor’s view can be more authoritative than some other person’s view about that matter,
such as the hospital janitor. The point here, however, is that the deficiency is not necessarily relative to other
views about the same matter.
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all, a doctor’s opinion may be informed by a full understanding of medicine and full infor-
mation concerning the condition of the patient. It may, in other words, be the best that is
humanly possible concerning the matter. Rather, it is certain features of the subject matter
itself that make proof impossible.

It is difficult to come up with precise criteria for when it is a matter of opinion what states
of affairs obtain in a given domain and when a superior cognitive achievement is available.
The above discussion, however, suggests that it is helpful to understand the distinction as
connected to different expectations we should have with respect to “Whether” questions.
When we ask “Whether p?;” there are some domains where we should not expect proof of
whether p. Perhaps the best example of such domains are aesthetic, but the example of
the doctor’s medical opinion provides another domain. There are some domains, however,
where we should expect definitive proof in response to “Whether” questions. In mathe-
matics, for example, we should not rest content with an answer to “Whether p?” that did
not consist in a proof of whether p (of course, maybe we should not rest content with just
any proof of whether p, but only with proofs of a certain kind). Although this is a rough
characterization of the distinction between matters of opinion and matters where a superior
cognitive achievement is available, it provides a sufficient working conception to see if it can
make better sense of Socrates’ position.

If we understand doxa as opinion rather than belief, we can understand Socrates” ques-
tion whether the objects of doxa and the objects of epistémé are the same as asking whether
there is a genuine distinction between domains where it is a matter of opinion what states
of affairs obtain and domains where a superior cognitive achievement is possible. And this,
I submit, is a more intelligible and philosophically interesting question than asking if the
objects of belief and knowledge (or understanding) can overlap. If there is such a distinc-
tion, the question becomes, “Where do we draw the line?” As we will see in the next chapter,
Socrates draws the line between the perceptible realm and the intelligible realm, with the for-
mer being a matter of opinion and the latter being a matter for understanding. Ultimately, I
will argue that it is Socrates’ metaphysical view of perceptible objects that leads him to con-
clude that the kind of explanation required for understanding (i.e. demonstrative proof)
cannot be given of matters in the perceptible world. However, just as we take doctors’ med-
ical opinions to be expert and, hence, authoritative, Socrates takes philosophers’ opinions
to be expert and, hence, authoritative. This idea is the key to reconciling his epistemology
with his politics.

It is worth noting that, as the example of the doctor’s medical opinion indicates, taking
doxa to approximate opinion does a better job of motivating the idea that there are certain

things that can only be grasped as a matter of doxa than it does the converse claim that there

71



Whither Belief?

are certain things that can only be grasped as a matter of epistémé. If the distinctive feature
of an opinion is that it is held without proof, it seems clear that someone can have an opinion
about some subject matter where proof is, in fact, available. For example, someone can have
the view that 2+2=4 despite being unable to prove that 2+2=4. Wouldn't such a view, since it
is held in the absence of proof, count as an opinion, even though it concerns a matter where
proof is available? But, if it is an opinion, doesn’t this entail that it must be about perceptible
objects? Where, then, would Socrates classity it?

This is a serious worry and I do not have a fully satisfactory solution. Indeed, I ultimately
think Socrates’ view that there can be no opinions concerning intelligible objects is the most
questionable part of his epistemology.*> Remember, however, that my aim in this section is
not to solve all the problems surrounding a Two-Worlds epistemology. Rather, I am devel-
oping a framework in which the issue does not seem as intractable as it does when doxa is
taken to approximate belief. Nevertheless, in the final chapter I propose a way of motivating
Socrates’ claim that, while not fully satisfactory, shows that it has philosophical merit (see
pp. 141-45).

4.7 Whither Belief?

If doxa approximates the more specific notion of opinion, the question arises whether some
other element of Socrates’ epistemology approximates the more general notion of belief. I
submit that the answer is, “No.” That is, insofar as belief is the generic relation of taking the
world to be a certain way, Socrates is not interested in belief as such. Let me be clear: opinion
(doxa), understanding (epistémé), and knowledge (gndsis), as well as imagination (eikasia),
conviction (pistis), thought (dianoia), and comprehension (noésis) (into which Socrates di-
vides opinion and understanding in his discussion of the Divided Line) are all cognitive
relations in which a thinker takes the world to be a certain way. None of them, however,
corresponds to the generic notion itself. Nor, I submit, does any other epistemic concept

Socrates explicitly invokes.**

2 Of course, | have not yet argued that it is part of his epistemology. I do so in the next chapter (pp. 96-97).

3 Katja Vogt accepts this point but thinks that it tells in favor of rendering 86&a as “belief” [2012, 10-11].
She objects to translating 86&a as “opinion” because, “This translation, though tempting because it captures the
derogative sense of doxa, is misleading. It suggests that there is a broader category, belief, of which opinions
are a subclass”” [ibid. 10]. According to Vogt, then, to translate 86€a as “opinion” would suggest that Socrates
thinks there is some broader category of which 36&a is a subclass. However, given that “belief” is used today
precisely to denote such a broader category, I think it is more dangerous to translate 86&a as “belief” and
thereby suggest that 86&a itself is that broader category. I think it preferable to render §6&a as “opinion” and
just bear in mind that Socrates does not himself explicitly invoke any such broader category. Moreover, as we
will see in a moment, there is good reason to think that Socrates thought there was such a broader category,
but just did not think it necessary to invoke it explicitly in his epistemology.
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In order to be clear on what I am claiming, I want to consider two similar claims that I
am not making. First, I am not claiming that Socrates does not have the concept of belief.
Socrates certainly respects the distinction between, on the one hand, the way the world is
and, on the other hand, the way someone takes the world to be. So, I am not saying that
Socrates does not have the concept of belief in the sense that he might not have, say, the
concept of nuclear fusion. Second, I am not saying that his possession of the concept of
belief makes no difference whatsoever to the way he presents his epistemological views. One
way we can see its influence is in Socrates’ use of the same verb to characterize both opinion
and understanding. For example, Socrates uses the verb “to acknowledge” (nomizein) to
characterize, on the one hand, an opinion concerning the many perceptible beautiful things
and, on the other hand, understanding concerning the Form of Beauty (476¢1-2).%> The best
way to explain Socrates’ use of such verbs is by assuming that Socrates does think there is at
least a subjectively similar component to (at least some of) the various cognitive relations on
which he focuses. Contrast this with the way in which Socrates may possess, say, the concept
of Pegasus, but his possession of that concept makes no difference to the presentation of his
epistemology. In fact, for the sake of ease of presentation, I will at times use the noun “view”
to correspond to Socrates’” generic use of such verbs. It should be borne in mind, however,
that my use of “view” corresponds to no noun in Socrates’ epistemological vocabulary.

Someone may wonder what my claim that Socrates is not interested in the concept of
belief as such amounts to, given that I (1) think that Socrates possesses the concept of belief,
(2) think that his possession of that concept makes a difference to the presentation of his
epistemology, and (3) will employ the noun “view” to explicate his position. It amounts
to the claim that Socrates is interested in problems specific to species of belief that are not
necessarily problems with the general notion of belief. Moreover, it means that Socrates does
not think that the correct way to define, analyze, or even characterize the epistemological
concepts he is interested in is by means of some common genus of which they are species

(unlike, as we will see in a moment, Aristotle does).

4.7.1 Hupolépsis as Belief

In order to both buttress and develop the preceding ideas, I wish to propose the thesis that
the first concept explicitly employed in the history of philosophy that does approximate the
concept of belief is hupolépsis.*® The noun “hupolépsis” does not appear in any authentic

Platonic dialogue, although the verb “hupolambanein” and adjective “hupolépteon” do. The

%3 Socrates also uses the verbs “to think” (flyéopat) and “to seem” (dokéw) in such a way.

%6 T am unsure how widespread this view is. Although some translators render OnéAnYng as “belief” (cf.
Barnes’ Posterior Analytics), I have not seen any systematic defense of the view in print. In recent personal
conversation, at the conference ‘Doxa in Aristotle’ organized by Katja Vogt at Columbia University (April 26-
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noun, however, does appear in the Platonic Definitions.>” In the Definitions the concept
of hupolépsis is invoked in a structurally similar manner to the way in which the concept
of belief is employed today, namely to define (or analyze, characterize, etc.) various other

cognitive states. Consider, for example, the following three definitions:*®:

Pistis: hupolépsis that things are as they appear to one (413c4)*

)40

Doxa: hupolépsis that is changeable by argument (414c3
Epistémé: hupolépsis of the soul that is unchangeable by argument (414c1)*

Aristotle’s use of “hupolépsis” is entirely consistent with its use in the Platonic Definitions.
Aristotle explicitly says that epistémé and doxa (as well as phronésis and the opposites of
these three) are the differentiae of hupolépsis (De Anima 427b24-26).*> As this claim would
lead us to expect, Aristotle uses the notion of hupolépsis to characterize various cognitive
relations: non-demonstrative understanding (epistémé anapodeiktos) is “hupolépsis in an
immediate proposition” (APo 88b36-7) and doxa is “hupolépsis in an immediate and non-
necessary proposition” (APo 89a3-4).*> These Aristotelian passages, as well as the Platonic
Definitions, would be impossible to understand if we approached them thinking that “doxa”
means “belief” The Platonic definition and Aristotle’s characterization of “doxa” as a certain
type of hupolépsis, would amount to characterizing belief as a certain type of some more
basic cognitive state. Trying to identify that more basic cognitive state would likely be a
wild-goose chase. If, however, we take “doxa” to mean “opinion” and “hupolépsis” to mean
“belief,” these passages would be characterizing opinion as a certain type of belief, which is
perfectly comprehensible and, as discussed above, quite natural.**

Although this issue clearly warrants further development, I submit that if we are look-
ing for a correlate for the concept of belief in the philosophical period surrounding Plato’s

writing, hupolépsis is a more promising candidate than doxa.

27, 2013), Marko Malink said he agrees with it. It was clear, however, that the view was not generally held by
the conference participants.

%7 Controversy exists over the authenticity of the Definitions (see Hutchinson’s discussion in Cooper’s Plato:
Complete Works, 1167-68). It would, in fact, help my argument if the Definitions are not by Plato. What is
important is that the concept of OOANYig was employed, either in Plato’s time or immediately thereafter, in a
structurally similar manner to the way in which the concept of belief is employed today.

*® Translations of the Definitions begin from Hutchinson.

* Tliotig LOANYPIG TOD oUTWG EXEV WG aVTH @aivetar [ accept Hutchinson’s contention that 6p6r) has been
inappropriately transposed.

0 AG&a UdANPIG peTameloTdg IO AGyour

*LEmotAun OndAnPig Yuxfig duetdntwtog o Adyou

2 Elol 8¢ kal avtiic tfi¢ UmoAfPews drapopai, Emotriun kai §6&a kal @pbévnoig kai tavavtia tovtwv.

** Cf. Nicomachean Ethics 6, 1140b31-32.

** Tt is worth noting that the standard meaning of the verb vmoAapPdvewv is “to take up,” which dovetails
nicely with the general notion of belief presented above.
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4.8 Brief Recap and Prospectus

We have seen that the traditional understanding of Socrates’ discussions of epistémé in the
Meno and Republic is misguided. While it has traditionally been thought that those discus-
sions attempt to analyze knowledge as justified true belief, I have argued that Socrates is not
concerned to analyze knowledge, that it is not helpful to appeal to a notion of justification
to illuminate Socrates’ epistemology, and that Socrates shows no philosophical interest in
belief as such. Rather, Socrates is interested in understanding, which he takes to be a matter
of grasping a deductive proof of some fact from first principles at least one of which states
the nature or essence of some entity. Thus, according to Socrates, in order for a fact to be
a possible object of understanding it must belong to a domain structured in terms of first
principles and provable theorems. As we will see in the next two chapters, Socrates’ meta-
physics entails that propositions about perceptible objects do not fit into such a domain and,
hence, cannot express the content of any (piece of) understanding. Nevertheless, he thinks
that philosophers’ opinions concerning perceptible objects are expert precisely because they

are informed by their understanding of intelligible objects.
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Chapter 5

The Argument of Republic 5

5.1 Introduction

N this chapter I turn my attention to the discussion at the end of Republic 5, which is
I at the center of debates over the Two-Worlds issue. This chapter is considerably longer
than, and is of a different tenor from, the previous chapters, since it contains a more or less
line-by-line examination of Socrates’ entire discussion. As there is always a danger that such
examinations will lose sight of the woods for the trees, I first wish to provide an overview of
how I understand the entire discussion.

As we saw in the previous chapter, the discussion at the end of Book 5 constitutes the first
stage of Socrates’ response to Glaucon’s question concerning the realizability of the ideal city.
As I understand the discussion, it consists of three main parts. In Part 1 (472a1-475¢8) So-
crates claims that the best way to bring about a city whose constitution is closest to that of the
ideal city is to vest political power in the hands of philosophers. He then identifies philoso-
phers as those who are desirous of all learning and wisdom. In Part 2 (475d1-476d6) Socrates
distinguishes philosophers from certain people with whom they may be mistaken: the lovers
of sights and sounds. He argues that, whereas philosophers achieve knowledge (gndsis), the
lovers of sights and sounds can achieve, at best, opinion (doxa). In Part 3 (476d7-480a13)
Socrates defends the conclusion reached in Part 2 by turning his attention to the prior no-
tion of a cognitive power. Since possession of a cognitive state requires the exercise of a
corresponding cognitive power, Socrates aims to show the lovers of sights and sounds that
they cannot achieve knowledge, the cognitive state, because they do not exercise their power
of knowledge. Although I cover the entire argument, spatial limitations force me to discuss
some parts in less detail than others. And, since the majority of scholarly debate focuses on

Part 3, I discuss it in greatest detail.
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5.2 Part 1: Philosophers Should Rule! But, Who Are They?
(472a1-475c¢8)

Before directly answering Glaucon’s question, Socrates attempts to manage his interlocutors’
expectations concerning the sort of answer he can give. He reminds them that the aim of
their discussion is to determine what justice and injustice are (472b3-5). That discussion is
embedded, in turn, in a larger discussion aiming to show that it is always better for everyone
to be just rather than unjust (472c4-d2; cf. 357a1-368c4).! The specific purpose of their
discussion of the good city was to develop a model (paradeigma) with which to determine
whether a just city is happier than an unjust city.> Socrates insists that the importance of
their model does not depend upon its realizability: even if it is unrealizable, it can still serve
as a model by which to determine whether justice and happiness go together (472b3-e5).
Socrates, in fact, makes it clear that the ideal city cannot be realized on earth. This is not
due to particular features of cities, however, but is a result of his general metaphysical thesis
that no perceptible object can instantiate any ideal. Socrates offers this thesis in the form of

a rhetorical question:

Is it possible for anything to come to pass exactly as described in speech, or is
it natural for practice to have less of a grasp on truth than speech does, even if
it does not seem so to some people? (473al-2)

Ap’ oidv Té T mpaxBfval w¢ Aéyetat, f| Uotv Exel Tpa&iv Aé€swg MoV GAN-
Oetag épdmntecOat, KAV €l un Tw dOKET;

In other words, nothing that comes to pass (i.e. nothing in the perceptible world), whether
it be an object, action, event, etc., can perfectly exemplify any nature. As we saw in Chapter
4, Socrates thinks that, rather than instantiating natures, perceptible objects resemble, ap-
proximate, or participate in them.®> Although we will discuss the nature of participation in
detail later (see p. 113-20), I wish to develop a working understanding of it by considering

a case from geometry:

! This structure reflects, yet again, Socrates’ commitment to the idea that facts about what something is are
prior to facts about what it is like.

? On the discussion in this passage, see J. Cooper [1977, 151-52]. Socrates’ ultimate aim of showing that
it is better for an individual, and not just a city, to be just depends upon the famous city-soul analogy. The
details of that analogy do not concern us here, but see the seminal discussion in Williams [1973] as well as
Smith [1999] and Ferrari [2003].

® For the Greek terms to which my English corresponds, see Ch. 4, p. 59 fn. 8. The key difference between
instantiation and the relationship Socrates is interested in is that the former is an all-or-nothing matter whereas
the latter comes in degrees. An important upshot of this difference is that, whereas X’s instantiating F entails
that X is F unqualifiedly, X’s participating in F does not.
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AN

Fig. 1 Fig. 2

Consider Figure 1. Although in many situations we are comfortable calling it a “square,” it
does not perfectly exemplify the nature of Square. For example, its lines don’t meet at perfect
right angles and aren’t of exactly the same length (indeed, the things I've referred to as “lines”
don’t perfectly exemplify the definition of Line either).* However, although Figure 1 does not
instantiate the nature of Square, it more closely resembles or approximates that nature than,
say, Figure 2 does. As Socrates would put it, Figure 1 participates in the nature of Square to a
greater degree than Figure 2. Contrast the way in which Figure 1 lives up to the definition of
Square with the way in which the square on the hypotenuse of a particular triangle that the
geometer is thinking about when considering the proof of the Pythagorean Theorem lives
up to the definition of Square. Whereas the former merely resembles or approximates the
nature of Square, the latter perfectly exemplifies it. Although this picture will become more
complicated later, it will serve as our initial understanding of Socrates’ claim that perceptible
objects do not instantiate but, rather, participate in natures. Given this metaphysical view,

Socrates sets his task as follows:

Then do not compel me to demonstrate [a city] as coming about in practice
exactly as we have described it in speech. Rather, if we are able to discover
how a city that most closely approximates to what we have described could be
founded, you must admit that we have discovered how all you have prescribed
could come about. (473a5-b1)

ToOto v 81 ur) dvdykalé ue, oia T Adyw Si1iABopev, Toladta mavtdnact kai
@ #pyw Seiv yryvéueva <dv> drogaiverv- GAN, édv oiof te yevwueba edpeiv
WG av £yyotata TV elpnUEVWV TOALG OIKAOELEY, PAVAL NUAG EENLPNKEVAL WG
duvatd tadta yiyvesbat & oV EmitdtTeld.

Socrates claims that the best way to bring about a city whose constitution is closest to
that of the ideal city is by vesting political power in the hands of philosophers (473c11-
d4). As we saw in the previous chapter (p. 60-61), Socrates sets out to defend this claim
by first defining Philosopher and then showing that such people are best suited to rule (cf.
474b6-c3). Socrates notes that the name “philosopher” (“philosophos”) is a compound of two
words: “philos,” meaning “lover;” and “sophia,” meaning “wisdom.” As a first pass at defining

Philosopher, then, he discusses each component word in turn.

* Cf. Euclid’s Elements Book 1, Definitions 22 and 2.
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Socrates claims that if someone is correctly described as a “lover of X;” where X denotes
a kind of thing (e.g. boys, wine, honor, wisdom), then he or she loves every instance of
that kind (474c8-10, 475b4-6).> One cannot be a genuine lover of X yet desire only some
instances of X and be averse to other instances of X. So, for example, if someone is a genuine
lover of boys (philopais), he must desire all boys and be averse to none. To illustrate this

idea, he reminds Glaucon (alleged to be a lover of boys):

One, because he is snub-nosed, will be praised by you people and called “cute,”
another who is hook-nosed you say is “regal,” and, indeed, the one between
these two is “well-proportioned.” (474d5-el)

0 pév, 811 o1udg, Enixapig kKAnOeig Emavedrioetal D' VUGV, TOD 6 TO YpUTIOV
PaciAtkév @ate givat, TOV ¢ 31] d1d €GOV TOUTWV EUUETPWTATA EXELV.

The claim that a lover of X must love every instance of X may seem too strong. Can’t we
say that someone is, for example, a lover of wine despite disliking Merlot? Indeed, we can
imagine such a person saying, “It's because I'm a true lover of wine that I hate Merlot. Those
dilettantes just don’t know what they’re talking about.” Although this may be a common way
of speaking, it is best to take Socrates’ point as a logical one: if Y is genuinely X, and S does
not love Y, then S is, at most, a lover of X-minus-Y.

I have spoken thus far of the lover of X loving every instance of X. Such instances will
include both sub-kinds of X (if there are any) and particular, individual Xs. For example,
the lover of wine will love all sub-kinds of wine (e.g. Merlot, Chardonnay, Riesling) and
all particular quantities of wine (e.g. this Merlot in this glass here; that Chardonnay in that
carafe there), the lover of boys will love all kinds of boys (e.g. snub-nosed, hook-nosed, well-
proportioned) and all particular boys (e.g. this snub-nosed boy here; that hook-nosed boy
there), and so on. The importance of this point will become clear when Socrates discusses
the lovers of sights and sounds, with whom philosophers are directly contrasted. As we will
see (pp. 86-87), some interpreters have argued that the things which the lovers of sights and
sounds love are universals (e.g. kinds of colors, kinds of sounds, etc.) rather than particular
instances (e.g. this color, this note, etc.). However, in his general discussion of lovers of
X here, Socrates includes both sub-kinds of X and particular Xs as objects of the lovers’

affections. Nothing indicates that this point changes during Socrates’ discussion.

5 Recall that Socrates” use of the word “kind” (€i80¢) need not refer to a Form (and clearly does not here)
(Ch. 4, p. 58). Socrates discusses the lovers of boys at 474d1-475a2, of wine at 475a5-7, of honor at 475a9-b2,
and of wisdom (at a general level) at 475b8-c8. Socrates seems to be invoking the famous “three kinds of lives”:
of pleasure, honor, and wisdom (with the life of pleasure being broken down into love of sex and love of wine)
(cf. Aristotle Nicomachean Ethics 1.5, 1095b13-1096al1).
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Since philosophers are a kind of lover, Socrates applies the general claim about love to

them:

In the case of the philosopher as well, will we say that he is desirous for wis-
dom—not for some part of it but not another, but for all of it... Someone who
is ready and willing to taste all studies, who turns gladly to learning and is
insatiable for it, he is the one we would be justified in calling a philosopher.
(475b8-c8)

00koDV kal TOV P1AGG0POV copiag gricouev EmOuunthV eivat, o0 TAG uév, Tic
d’ 00, GAAX TGong; ... TOV O¢ On e0xep®G E0ENOVTA TarvTOG Hadnuatog yeveshot
Kal GopEVWE €Tl TO pavBdvely 16vta kal drAnotwg €xovta, todtov & €v dikn
@roopev PLAGGOPOV:

We have, then, a provisional definition of Philosopher as someone who is desirous of all
wisdom and learning. Now we are in a position to see how the philosopher differs from the

lover of sights and sounds.

5.3 Part 2: Distinguishing Philosophers from the Lovers of
Sights and Sounds (475d1-476d6)

Glaucon worries that Socrates’ definition will overgenerate because there are people who

seem to display a love of learning yet would be strange to count as philosophers:

In that case, many strange people will be philosophers! For, all the lovers of
sights seem to me to be such as they are because they take pleasure in learning
things. And the lovers of sounds are absurd people to include as philosophers:
they would never willingly attend discussions or such pursuits; yet, just as if
their ears were under contract to listen to every chorus, they run around to all
the Dionysiac festivals, whether in cities or villages, and never miss one. Are
we to say that all these people—and others who are students of similar things
or of petty crafts—are philosophers? (475d1-el)

TIToAAoi &pa kai dromot €sovtai ot ToloDToL. of T€ yap QIAODEdHOVES TTAVTEG
uotye doxodot T¢) katauavOdverv xaipovteg Tolodtot eivat, of Te @IAfkool
ATOTWTATOL TIVEG €161V WG Y’ €V PLAocd@olg TIBEval, ol TPog eV Adyoug Kol
TolavTnV dratpiPriv kdvteg ovk av €0éAotev ENOeTV, (omep 8¢ amoueutobw-
KOTEC T& DT émakoDoat TAVTWY Xop®dV Tep1déovat Toi¢ Atovusiolg olte T@V
KOTX TOAELG 0UTE TOV KATA KOOGS ATTOAEIMEUEVOL. TOVTOUG 00V TIdVTaG Kol FA-
Aoug TooVTWV TIVEOY HaBNTIKOUS Kal TOUG TV TeEXVLIPIwY PLAocdpou ¢n-
GOUEV;
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Glaucon, then, thinks that the lovers of sights and lovers of sounds show that Socrates” def-
inition is mistaken.® In the ensuing discussion Socrates argues that these people, despite
initial appearances, are not genuine lovers of learning. Unlike philosophers, lovers of sights
and lovers of sounds only acknowledge the existence of the multitude of perceptible objects
around them—they do not acknowledge the existence of the intelligible natures that those
perceptible objects resemble. Thus, they do not have cognitive access to the entities that can
factor into the kind of explanation that, as we learned in the Meno, Socrates thinks is neces-
sary for achieving better than opinion. We must, then, determine who these people are such
that we can (a) make sense of Glaucon’s claim that they might fall under Socrates’ definition
of Philosopher but (b) explain why Socrates thinks that they can’t attain a higher cognitive
achievement than opinion. Answering these questions will allow us to understand why So-
crates thinks that philosophers can (and do) achieve knowledge (gndsis), which is what he
thinks ultimately distinguishes them from non-philosophers.

It is important to note that, in addition to the lovers of sights and lovers of sounds, Glau-
con includes “students of other such things” (alloi toioutoi mathétikoi) and “students of petty
crafts” (technudrion mathétikoi) as possible candidates for the title “philosopher” under So-
crates’ definition. Later, Socrates mentions “lovers of crafts and practical people” (philotech-
noi kai praktikoi), but this is intended to refer back to the list Glaucon offered (476a9-11).
Although I will follow Socrates in focusing on the lovers of sights and lovers of sounds, I
wish to say something about the other two groups. If, as we learn later, lovers of sights and
lovers of sounds are primarily interested in visual stimuli and auditory stimuli respectively,
it is reasonable to think that the “students of other such things” will be lovers of the stimuli
of the other senses. So, for example, a lover of tastes may be primarily interested in gusta-
tory stimuli, such as those experienced in tasting food and drink; a lover of smells may be
primarily interested in olfactory stimuli, such as those experienced in smelling flowers or
perfumes; and a lover of touch may be primarily interested in tactile stimuli, such as those
experienced during sex. As we will see in a moment, there is, in fact, good reason to think
that the same person can belong to multiple categories.

The “students of petty crafts” are harder to identify. In particular, it is difficult to deter-
mine whether Glaucon is singling out a sub-class of crafts as “petty” (with the diminutive
“technudrion”) or whether he means to include all crafts. Socrates’ later use of the generic
“lovers of crafts” (philotechnoi) may incline us to the latter understanding. However, one
consideration in favor of the former is that certain crafts, such as architecture, require a

good deal of cognitive sophistication, and so it may not seem absurd to count a craftsman

¢ In a moment I consider whether Glaucon has ignored Socrates’ claim that philosophers are desirous of
all wisdom and learning.
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of that kind as a philosopher. I do not think that we can decisively settle the issue, but that
does not matter all that much since I will follow Socrates in focusing on the lovers of sights
and lovers of sounds.

I now wish to survey all the descriptions we are given of such people. On the positive
side, we are told that that they acknowledge the existence of beautiful things (nomizei kala
pragmata) (476c1) and “warmly welcome beautiful sounds, colors, shapes, and everything
fashioned out of such things” (476b4-6).” On the negative side, Glaucon says that such peo-
ple “would never willingly attend discussions or such pursuits”® Socrates tells us that “the
thought of such people is incapable of seeing and warmly welcoming the nature of Beauty
itself” (476b6-7).> Moreover, Socrates tells us, not only do they not acknowledge the ex-
istence of Beauty itself, they “would be unable to follow anyone who tried to lead them to
knowledge of it” (476¢1-3).'° Lastly, Socrates compares the mental condition of such peo-
ple as akin to those who are in a dream (476b4-c6). These descriptions, and Glaucon’s claim
that they “seem to be such as they are because they take pleasure in learning things,” are all
we are given.

This is a scant basis. The following, however, is reasonably clear: lovers of sights and
lovers of sounds are people who thoroughly enjoy and immerse themselves in the cultural
events common in ancient Greece (they “run around” to all the latest events). The lovers
of sights, for example, enjoy looking at beautiful colors and shapes, admire paintings and
sculptures (i.e. things fashioned out of colors and shapes), and so on. Likewise, the lovers
of sounds enjoy listening to beautiful sounds, attending music festivals, listening to perfor-
mances by poets and rhapsodes (i.e. things fashioned out of sounds), and so on. Moreover,
one and the same person can certainly be a lover of both sights and sounds. Such people
would undoubtedly also enjoy plays, which are constructed out of both sights and sounds.
In short, lovers of sights and sounds are people who would have been considered “cultured”
by the standards of the time."'

7 01 uév mov, v & &y, P1Afkoot kai PiAoBeduoveg TG e KaAdg wvag domdlovtat kai xpdag kal oxH-
pata Kal TEvTa Td €K TV TOL00TWY dNULoupyodUEVa.

® On a common translation of this line, Glaucon only claims that lovers of sights and sounds would never
willingly engage in “serious” discussion. This alternative translation is, in fact, crucial to the arguments of
some interpreters, such as Baltzly [1997, 245-252 esp. fn 14] (cf. Gosling [1960, 120-21]). Although I do not
have time to defend this claim here, I think that this alternative translation rests on a misunderstanding of the
meaning of dixtpipH.

® AUTOD 8¢ to0 KahoD Gdvvatog avt®v 1) didvora thv @vot 18eiv te kal dondoacbar.

190 00V kaA& uév mpdypata vouilwv, avtd 8¢ kdAAog urite vouilwv urte, &v Tig fyfitat émi v yvéotv
avtod, duvdpevog Eneodar.

! See Burnyeat's's Tanner Lectures, ‘Culture and Society in Plato’s Republic; for an excellent discussion of
these issues.
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I do not think that we can say more about the lovers of sights and sounds with any cer-
tainty. Why, then, does Glaucon think that Socrates’ definition of Philosopher might in-
clude them? Before answering this question, we should note a prima facie problem with
Glaucon’s claim. Socrates defined Philosopher as “one who is desirous of all wisdom and
learning” Even if he were to grant that the lovers of sights and sounds’ attachment to their
objects counts as loving to learn about them, this would be insufficient to count them as
lovers of all learning. Since Socrates ignores this point, it is best to think that he and Glau-
con primarily have in mind people who desire pleasures of all the senses. So, rather than
understanding Glaucon as proposing people who, say, only love the pleasures associated
with having sex as possible lovers of learning, we can understand him as proposing peo-
ple who love those pleasures and the pleasures associated with experiencing sights, sounds,
tastes, smells, and the things fashioned out of such things. Although I will continue to refer
to the “lovers of sights and sounds,” it should be noted that Glaucon and Socrates might have
in mind lovers of the pleasures of all the senses.

With this modification, we can now see why Glaucon might think that such people count
as lovers of all learning. It is common to describe someone who is constantly seeking new
cultural experiences as someone who “loves to learn”** The answer to the question, “Why
are you always going to the museum?” or “Why are you always going to the newest plays?”
can often be “I just love to learn.” Glaucon, then, worries that, because lovers of sights and
sounds are constantly seeking new cultural experiences, they might count as philosophers
on Socrates’ definition. Indeed, to someone who thought that all that exists is the material,
perceptible world, people who are constantly seeking out novel experiences through the five
senses could seem to desire learning all that there is to learn.

We must now determine why Socrates thinks that the lovers of sights and sounds cannot
count as genuine lovers of learning. This will bring into sharp focus exactly why Socra-
tes thinks philosophers are cognitively superior to them. Perhaps somewhat surprisingly,
Socrates grants that, despite their cognitive shortcomings, they are, in some way, like (ho-
moios) philosophers (475el). Specifically, philosophers are those who love to see the truth
(philotheamones tés alétheias) (475e4). As Socrates uses it here, “truth” has strong conno-
tations of what is real or what is fundamental.’® Glaucon agrees with this claim but thinks
that it is too vague to do much good (475e5).

The basis for Socrates’ claim that only philosophers love to see the truth is his metaphysi-

cal distinction between, on the one hand, things such as “the Beautiful itselt” (to auto kalon)

12 Crombie [1963 (Vol. 2), 53] also emphasizes the lovers of sights and sounds’ desire for novel experiences.
This explanation can also account for why the students of petty crafts might be considered lovers of learning:
they try to master the entirety of a domain and constantly seek out the newest developments relating to it.

13 Cf. Crombie [1963 (Vol. 2), 53] and Szaif [2007, 256].
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and, on the other hand, the many beautiful things (ta polla kala) that participate in, and
are mere likenesses of, the Beautiful itself (475e6-476d5).'* Remembering our earlier dis-
cussion of participation, Socrates’ claim is that there is such a thing as the nature of Beauty
and the many beautiful things will inevitably fail to instantiate that nature in various ways.
Whereas philosophers can “see the nature of the beautiful itself” (476b6-7), lovers of sights
and sounds do not acknowledge its existence and focus only on the many beautiful things.
As a result, Socrates thinks, they are radically mistaken about the nature of reality. Like
people in a dream, they take something that is, in fact, a mere likeness of something to be an
original (476c1-5). Since these people cognitively engage only with likenesses and not with
originals, Socrates contends that the highest cognitive achievement they can attain is opin-
ion (doxa). Philosophers, on the other hand, because they are aware of this metaphysical
distinction and because they are aware of the relationship between the two kinds of objects,
can achieve knowledge (gndsis) (476d4-5).'°

We need to make sense of Socrates’ move from the claim that lovers of sights and sounds
cognitively engage only with likenesses to the claim that they cannot achieve better than
opinion. As we learned in the Meno, Socrates thinks that the key difference between people
with opinion and people who attain a higher cognitive achievement is that the latter grasp
an explanation that eludes the former. And as we learned there, and as was just reiterated at
Republic 474b4-c3, the right kind of explanation is one that grounds the fact to be explained
in natures. Because lovers of sights and sounds only acknowledge things that are, according
to Socrates, likenesses of natures, they cannot appropriately explain any view they have.

Socrates is right to think that only cognitively engaging with likenesses renders peo-
ple incapable of providing fully satisfactory explanations. Consider the following example.
Imagine that Tom points at a picture and says “That is Barack Obama” If someone asks
Tom, “Why did you predicate “Barack Obama” of that [pointing at the figure in the pic-
ture]?,” Tom will say something like “Because it looks like Barack Obama.” Now imagine
that Tom is pressed to defend this second claim. It would be highly unsatisfactory if all he
could do is point to another picture and say something like, “Well, it looks like the figure
in this (second) picture, and the figure in this (second) picture is Barack Obama.” It would
be satisfactory, however, if Tom could point at Barack Obama himself and say, “Because it
looks like him.” Socrates’ charge, then, is that the lovers of sights and sounds are like people
who do not acknowledge that there is an object, namely Barack Obama, that all the things
of which they (correctly) predicate “Barack Obama” resemble (and of which it is appropri-

'* Socrates also mentions Ugliness, Justice, Injustice, Goodness, Badness, “and all the Forms” (tdvtwv tév
eid@V).

% Socrates’ claim here strongly suggests that philosophers can achieve knowledge of perceptible partici-
pants.
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ate to make that predication precisely in virtue of that resemblance). They can only defend
their views in a manner analogous to Tom’s unsatisfactory response. Philosophers, on the
other hand, are analogous to people who both acknowledge the existence of Barack Obama
and things that resemble Barack Obama and grasp the relationship between them. They can
defend their views along lines analogous to Tom’s satisfactory response.

That case concerns someone who cites a particular likeness to explain a view concerning
a particular. Let us consider a case in which someone cites a universal likeness to explain
a view concerning a particular. Imagine Tom says, “Jane is my friend” If, when asked to
defend this claim, he can only say something like “Because she and I interact in the way the
characters on the show Friends interact,” this would again be unsatisfactory. His answer is
culled only from representations of (alleged) friends and not necessarily from any grasp of
what it is to be a friend."®

Let us move from analogy to the lovers of sights and sounds themselves. Suppose such
a person judges that Helen is beautiful. If asked why he predicated “beauty” of Helen, there
are two main ways he can answer: (1) he can cite some other particular thing and use it
as a benchmark. For example, he can say, “Because she looks like Aphrodite.” If pressed
to defend this latter claim, he can either (1a) cite some further entity (either particular or
universal) or (1b) attempt to end the exchange by saying something like, “Aphrodite is the
model of beauty” or “Aphrodite is beauty itself” If he opts for (1a), and is then pressed to
defend this further claim, he can either (1c) offer a version of (1a) with some other entity
or (1d) offer a version of (1b) with the entity he cited in (1a). If he opts for (1c) he can
..., and so on. Or, (2) when asked why he predicated “beauty” of Helen, he can cite some
general feature that (he thinks) Helen possesses in virtue of which (he thinks) she counts
as being beautiful. For example, he can say, “Because Helen has feminine form.” He says
this because he has repeatedly thought of something as beautiful when he experiences it as
having feminine form. If asked to explain why Helen’s having feminine form explains her
being beautiful he can either cite some further entity (either particular or universal) or can
again attempt to end the discussion by saying something like, “Because feminine form is
beauty itself” The central point is that, regardless of the exact course such a question-and-
answer session takes, the lovers of sights and sounds can only attempt to end them at a point

where they have cited what Socrates thinks are likenesses.

1¢ Similar stories can be told for (a) cases in which someone cites a particular likeness to explain a view
concerning a universal (e.g. citing a picture to explain why it is appropriate to predicate “Barack Obama” of
“the figure on the 44 cent stamp” (let us suppose)) and (b) cases in which someone cites a universal likeness
to explain a view about a universal (e.g. citing the characters of Friends to explain why it is appropriate to
predicate “friend” of “sports teammates”).
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Because the only answers that the lovers of sights and sounds can offer ultimately come
to an end at things that are in fact likenesses, Socrates thinks their views cannot rise above
the level of opinion. Whereas they should cite natures or essences as first principles in their
answers, they can only cite likenesses of natures or essences. That is what Socrates means
when he says that they treat likenesses as originals: they cite likenesses at the point in their
answers where they should cite originals (i.e. as principles). Thus, Socrates thinks, because
they do not acknowledge the existence of the original natures and have no grasp of them,
they cannot provide satisfactory explanations and, thus, cannot achieve anything higher
than opinion.

Philosophers, on the other hand, can provide the right kind of explanation. Because
they have a firm grasp on the originals, a firm grasp on the likenesses, and a firm grasp of
the relationship between the two, their explanations do not fail in the way that the lovers of
sights and sounds’ explanations fail. They can cite as principles things that can in fact serve as
principles. Thus, Socrates thinks, they can do better than opinion. In fact, they can achieve

knowledge. And this, Socrates claims, is the key distinguishing mark of philosophers.

5.3.1 'The Beautiful Things: Particulars, Universals, or Both?

As T have understood Socrates’” discussion, the many beautiful things (ta polla kala) include
both particulars and universals (i.e. collections or kinds of particulars). This position goes
against a popular interpretation, beginning from Gosling [1960], according to which they
only include universals.'” According to Gosling, the feature that distinguishes lovers of sights
and sounds from other non-philosophical Greek people is that they are concerned with fig-
uring out what beauty is, what justice is, and so on (they differ from philosophers, however,
in getting it wrong). Gosling thinks that it would be absurd for someone to cite a particular
thing in response to a question like “What is beauty?” On the other hand, Gosling contends,
it would be entirely appropriate to respond to such a question by citing a universal, such as
“feminine form,” even if one thought that other universals (e.g. “bright red color” or “sym-
metry”) could, with equal propriety, be cited. In response to Gosling, however, I wish to
point out three things. First, it is unclear whether we should attribute to the lovers of sights
and sounds a specific interest in answering abstract questions such as “What is beauty?” Ev-
erything we are told about them concerns their lack of cognitive sophistication.'® Second,

as indicated in the above discussion, it is unclear whether it would absurd for someone to

'7 For other supporters of this view, see Crombie [1963 (Vol. 1), 102], G. Fine [1990, 91], Irwin [1995, 264-
65]. My view, on which they include both particulars and universals, is also advanced by F. C. White [1977
and 1978] and Szaif [2007, 256]. Annas [1981, 224-25] recognizes that both strands are present but seems to
plump for taking t& ToAA& kaAd to be particulars.

'® On this point, see F. C. White [1978, 130-31].
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cite a particular thing in answer to such a question. People do often say things like, “He-
len is beauty itself” or “Achilles is courage itself”” Third, and following on from this, people
certainly do answer questions of the form “Why is X F?” by citing a particular thing as a
benchmark.'® For example, someone may respond to the question “Why is Helen beauti-
ful?” by saying, “Because she looks like Aphrodite”*® Thus, I do not think that the fact that
the lovers of sights and sounds may try to explain the views they have is a threat to the view

that the many beautiful things include both particulars and universals.**

5.4 Part3: The Nature of Knowledge, Opinion, and Ignorance
(476d7-480a13)

Socrates, then, has argued that philosophers are distinguished from non-philosophers in-
sofar as only philosophers achieve knowledge. He recognizes, however, that the lovers of
sights and sounds will dispute this claim—they certainly take themselves to know a good
number of things (476d7-e2). In order to “soothe and gently persuade” (paramutheisthai
kai peithein érema) them that he is right, Socrates proceeds in the remainder of Book 5 to
discuss opinion and knowledge in more detail.

At this point the going gets very tough. I first wish to provide, in the broadest possible
way, an overview of Socrates” position. This overview is too broad to be very informative,
but it will help frame the ensuing discussion. In broad outline, then, Socrates distinguishes
three groups of objects: that which is; that which is not; and that which both is and is not.*?
Socrates also distinguishes three cognitive powers (dunameis): knowledge or understand-
ing; ignorance (agnoia, agnosia); and opinion.?® Socrates claims that each cognitive power
is set-over (epi) the objects in one of the three groups. He compares the way in which these

cognitive powers are set-over objects to the way in which sight (opsis) and hearing (akoé)

'* Note that the question “Why is X beautiful?” (on which I focused) and the question “What is Beauty?”
are ultimately asking after the same thing. The latter kind of question asks after something that can then be
used to answer the former question.

2% Someone may point out that “looking like Aphrodite” is a universal. While that is correct, it is not to the
point. The question is whether t& ToAA& kaAd cannot include particulars because it would be absurd to cite
such things in explanations at all.

*! The other chief motivation for Gosling’s view is the claim that taking t& moAA& kaAd to include particulars
cannot make sense of a later passage in the argument (i.e. 478e7-479d5). I will consider and reject that claim
when I arrive at that passage.

2 Some interpreters have claimed that these are not distinct groups of objects but distinct groups of proposi-
tions (see, most famously, Fine [1978 and 1990], but also Gosling [1968].) I note difficulties with this alternative
along the way.

?* T argue later that Socrates does not, in fact, conceive of ignorance as a cognitive power nor of “that which
is not” as describing a group of genuine objects (pp. 108-111). For the moment, however, it is easier to speak
as if he does.
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are set-over objects (477c1-d6). Although we do not learn in Book 5 what Socrates takes
the objects of sight and hearing to be, in Book 6 he identifies them as colors (chrémata) and

sounds (phonai) respectively (507c10-e1).>* So, just as we have:

sight—set-over—colors

hearing—set-over—sounds

we also have:

knowledge/understanding—set-over—that which is
ignorance—set-over—that which is not

opinion—set-over—that which both is and is not

Having set up this triadic structure, Socrates argues that the many beautiful things are mem-
bers of the group ‘that which both is and is not Thus, he concludes, because lovers of sights
and sounds only cognitively engage with the objects over which opinion is set, they cannot
actualize their power of knowledge and, so, cannot hope to achieve knowledge. Philoso-
phers, on the other hand, because they do turn their minds to the objects over which the
power of knowledge is set, can actualize their power of knowledge and, so, can hope to
achieve knowledge. Thus, Socrates thinks, by reflecting on the status of knowledge and
opinion as cognitive powers, the lovers of sights and sounds will agree that they have no
hope of attaining knowledge.

My plan for the remainder of this chapter is as follows. First, I will discuss the three
groups of objects Socrates distinguishes. As will become clear, this will require a discussion
of the Greek verb “einai” I then discuss the difference between cognitive powers and cog-
nitive states, which is crucial to my understanding of Socrates’ argument. Having laid this

groundwork, I will then proceed to discuss Part 3 more or less line-by-line.

5.4.1 That Which Is, That Which is Not, That Which Both Is And Is Not

Let us consider the groups of objects Socrates distinguishes: (1) that which is (to on), which
he also characterizes as “that which purely (eilikrinds) is” and “that which completely (pan-
telos) is” Socrates ultimately identifies the things in this group as the eternal, intelligible
Forms and mathematical objects (507b1-517c4; cf. 484b4, 485a10-b3). (2) that which is not

(to mé on), which he also characterizes as “that which in no way is” (fo mé on médamé(i)).

** Contra Gosling [1968, 123] who argues that the text does not identify what the objects of sight and hearing
are and then uses this fact to advance his interpretation.
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Socrates ultimately claims that this group is to be identified with “nothing” (méden), by
which I understand him to mean that this is not, in fact, a group of genuine objects. Lastly,
(3) that which both is and is not (to on te kai mé on), which Socrates also characterizes as
“that which is between” (to metaxu) that which is and that which is not. Socrates ultimately
identifies the things that both are and are not with perishable, perceptible objects (cf. 484b4,
485a10-b3).

Part of the difficulty in understanding Socrates’ taxonomy is that he uses the verb “einai”
in constructions that sound very odd when rendered with the English verb “to be.” For ex-
ample, to a modern English speaker, “that which purely is,” sounds like an incomplete sen-
tence that needs a complement. In Greek, however, “to pantelés on” can express a complete
sentence. What we need, then, is a way of understanding the verb “einai” such that Socra-
tes’ descriptions of the various groups of objects make sense. By this I do not mean that we
must find an understanding according to which Socrates’ claim that “knowledge is set-over
that which purely is,” for example, means “knowledge is set-over Forms.” After all, as many
commentators have noted, if Socrates were to state this claim outright, this would not serve
his aim of “soothing and gently persuading” the lovers of sights and sounds (who he has just
claimed do not acknowledge the existence of Forms).>> My point, rather, is that, since we
know that Socrates ultimately thinks Forms purely are, perceptibles both are and are not,
and nothing in no way is, we need to find a reading of the verb “einai” such that (a) the
lovers of sights and sounds would accept the claims Socrates goes on to make but, also, (b)

Socrates’ characterization of Forms, perceptibles, and nothing makes sense.

5.4.2 Bridge on the Verb “Einai”

As will become eminently clear, my understanding of the verb “einai” owes much to the
work of Charles Kahn and Lesley Brown.?® In his seminal work on the verb, Charles Kahn
argues that such (allegedly) complete uses of “einai” as Socrates employs can have a variety
of meanings.”” The three meanings that have been considered most relevant to the Republic
are the so-called “existential,” “predicative,” and “veridical.” This trichotomy gives us three

ways of understanding the sentence “X esti™:

?* The demand that Socrates’ argument must in some way be acceptable to the lovers of sights and sounds,
which Gail Fine famously calls the “dialectical requirement” [1990, 217], has been advanced by many inter-
preters. See, for example, Gosling [1968, 120-21], Annas [1981, 195], N. Cooper [1986, 233], Stokes [1992,
103], and Crystal [1996, 351]. Baltzly [1997, 233-34], however, contends that no such acceptable reading can
be found.

%% See, esp., Kahn [1981, 2003, and 2004] and Brown [1986 and 1994].

7 “Allegedly” is my interpolation. According to Kahn, the syntactic distinction between complete uses of
givat and incomplete uses (such as occur, for example, in the sentence “X eot{ F”) is genuine. Brown (I think)
joins me in rejecting the distinction as basically illusory. More on this in a moment.
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Existential: X exists?®
Predicative: X is F (for some F)

Veridical: X is true.

Applying this framework to Socrates’ taxonomy gives us the following options:

Existential: that which exists (purely exists, completely exists)
that which does not exist (does not in any way exist)
that which both exists and does not exist

Predicative: that which is F (purely F, completely F)
that which is not-F (not in any way F)
that which both is F and is not-F

Veridical: that which is true (purely true, completely true)
that which is not true (not in any way true)
that which both is true and is not true

Typically, a philosopher’s interpretation of the Book 5 passage depends upon which of these
three options (or some combination thereof) he or she thinks makes the most sense of it
(and, to a certain degree, in its own right).*

Lesley Brown, however, has given compelling reasons for thinking that this way of ap-
proaching the Greek verb “einai” is mistaken. Although Brown’s work is important and
expansive, I can only state what I take to be her most important results (although my way
of presenting them differs from hers). According to Brown, the alleged syntactic distinction
between complete and incomplete uses of the verb “einai” is, at bottom, illusory.>® Thus,
any attempt to base a semantic distinction on a syntactic distinction is futile. Rather, Brown

argues, there is a single use of the verb “einai” and it can appear in uncomplemented and

*® Prior to Kahn’s work it was generally agreed that all (alleged) complete uses have existential meaning.
One of Kahn's chief achievements, then, was to reject that tradition. Of course, Kahn’s claims were contested.
Owen [1971, 223-24], for example, attempts to understand Kahn’s innovations concerning complete uses of
the Greek verb as reducing to versions of the existential reading.

** Defenders of the existential reading include, among others, Cross and Woozley [1964, 1971], Brentlinger
[1972], and Stokes [1992]. Of the predicative reading: Vlastos [1966], Annas [1981], and Smith [2000]. Of
the veridical reading: Crombie [1963], Gosling [1968], G. Fine [1978, 1990], and Irwin [1995, 267-69]. The
veridical reading divides into those who think “that which both is true and is not true” invokes a notion of
“degrees of truth” (e.g. Gosling) and those who think it does not (e.g. G. Fine). Defenders of a combination
reading include Gonzalez [1996], Baltzly [1997], and Szaif [2007] (for Gonzalez, it is a combination of the
existential and predicative readings; for Baltzly and Szaif, of the predicative and veridical.)

%% Although, at the outset of her 1994 paper (cf. p. 214), Brown states that she aims to dispute the viability
of the syntactic distinction, she later characterizes some uses as “complete” and some as “incomplete” (cf. p.
226). Her main point, then, seems to be that no sharp distinction between the two uses can be drawn. I
think it better simply to avoid all talk of “complete” vs. “incomplete” uses and instead adopt the language of
“uncomplemented” vs. “complemented” uses. The latter locution makes clear that ivat is a single verb with a
single meaning whose occurrences can be either uncomplemented or complemented.

90



Part 3: The Nature of Knowledge, Opinion, and Ignorance (476d7-480a13)

complemented constructions. The meaning of the verb, however, is the same in both types
of construction. In complemented constructions, the verb does not, as is often said, lose the
meaning it has in uncomplemented constructions and serve merely to connect the subject
and predicate.

In order to illuminate her position, Brown draws an analogy between the Greek verb
“einai” and English verbs such as “to teach.” The verb “to teach” can appear in both uncom-

plemented and complemented constructions:

Uncomplemented: Jane teaches.

Complemented: Jane teaches French.

Moreover, as Brown points out, certain entailments exist between uncomplemented and
complemented uses of the verb “to teach.” First, if Jane teaches, it follows that Jane teaches
something. That s, if Jane teaches then there is something such that Jane teaches it. Any time
someone says “X teaches,” then, a reasonable question to ask is, “Teaches what?” Second, if
Jane teaches French, then Jane teaches. Thus, complemented constructions entail uncom-
plemented constructions and vice-versa. Given these entailments, it is obviously wrong to
say that the meaning of the verb “to teach” differs depending on whether it appears in un-
complemented and complemented constructions. Less obviously, but equally important for
the discussion of “einai,” it is also wrong to say that uncomplemented uses can actually have
a variety of meanings, some of which differ from the meaning of complemented uses. If it
were correct to say this, we would not unhesitatingly accept the entailments, since we would
have to check whether the relevant meaning of the uncomplemented use is the same as the
meaning of the complemented use.

Brown proposes to understand the Greek verb “einai” analogously to the English verb
“to teach” She claims that the same entailments that exist between uncomplemented and
complemented uses of “to teach” exist between uncomplemented and complemented uses
of “einai” For example, if X esti, then X esti something. That is, if X esti, then there is some F
such that X esti F. Whenever someone says “X esti,” then, it is reasonable to ask, “Esti what?”
Likewise, if X esti F, then X esti. The crucial upshot is that the meaning of the verb is constant
regardless of the type of construction in which it occurs.

To press the analogy, foisting the traditional trichotomy outlined above onto ancient
uses of the verb “einai” would be akin to people 2,500 years from now claiming that our
uncomplemented uses of the verb “to teach” mask distinctions that their conceptual scheme
endorses. Regardless of whether that is true, it would be inappropriate for them to attempt to
shoehorn any given use of “to teach” into one of the meanings that their conceptual scheme

endorses. It would also be inappropriate, however, for them to claim that our uses of “to
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teach” are a “fusion” of any or all of those meanings. If they did either of these things, they
would have no hope of recovering how our uses of “to teach” express our conception of
(part of) the world. What would be needed is a single rendering of the verb “to teach” in
their conceptual scheme such that the various entailments go through.**

As Brown understands it, the verb “einai” has the force of “to be something” The un-
complemented construction “X esti,” then, has the force of “X is something,” which makes
perfect sense in English. Likewise, from the complemented construction “X is F” it follows
that “X is (something).” The only difference between uncomplemented and complemented
uses, then, is that, in the latter, the “something” is specified. So, one way of understanding
the complemented construction “X esti F” is as “X is something, namely F.

It may initially seem that little distance separates Brown’s suggestion for how uncomple-
mented uses of “einai” should be understood and what was called the “predicative” meaning
above. While there are points of contact, two important differences must be noted. First,
to speak of a “predicative” meaning suggests that there are other meanings, which we want
to avoid. Second, and more importantly, whereas Brown’s reading understands uncomple-
mented uses to entail complemented uses, predicative uncomplemented uses are thought
to be elliptical for complemented uses.** To see the difference between these two positions,
consider the following four claims that Socrates makes in the course of the ensuing discus-
sion (this is modified from Brown [1994, 222-23]):

1: X is F and not-F 3: Y is purely F
2: X is and is not 4: Y purely is

It is clear that Socrates thinks [1] is related to [2] and [3] is related to [4]. The question
is, “How does Socrates think they are related?” On the predicative model, Socrates takes
the relation to be basically that of identity, with [2] being an elliptical version of [1] and [4]
being an elliptical version of [3]. On Brown’s model, however, Socrates thinks that, while
[1] and [2] are substantially different claims, the former entails the latter (and similarly for
[3] and [4]). Thus, the difference between Brown’s model and the predicative model leads
to markedly different understandings of Socrates’ train of thought.

To see why Brown takes Socrates to view claims [1] and [2] to be distinct but related,

consider how she understands claim [2]: “X is and is not,” for Brown, has the force of “X is

*1 Of course, this would require taking into account the kinds of things that can be subjects, objects, direct
objects, etc. of the verb “to teach” If, for example, a verb ® in their language exhibited the same entailments
between sentences of the form “X ®” and “X ® Y,” and so on, yet the kinds of things that serve as values for X
were of a radically different kind from the things that can serve as the subjects of “to teach,” they would have
good reason for thinking that “®” and “to teach” do not have the same meaning.

*2 Brown [1994, 226] makes this point quite lucidly.
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something and is not something,” which, in turn, she understands to mean “X is something
and X is nothing” This claim is more general and, hence, distinct from, “X is F and not-F”
However, as Brown herself notes [1994, 228-30], on her model Socrates’ move from [1] to
[2] is problematic. Although the first conjunct of [2] is validly inferred from [1] (i.e. from “X
is F” it follows that “X is something”), the second conjunct of [2] is invalidly inferred from
[1] (i.e. from “X is not-F” it does not follow that “X is not something”). The main problem is
that, for “X is not something” to be the direct negation of “X is something,” the former must
have the force of “X is nothing”*> But, just because X is not-F, it does not follow that X is
nothing. On the analogy Brown proposes, while it follows from “Jane teaches French” that
“Jane teaches something,” it does not follow from “Jane does not teach French” that “Jane
teaches nothing” Thus, although Brown takes Socrates to view [2] as a distinct claim that
he infers from [1], she understands his inference to be invalid.**

In order to get around this problem I propose a slight modification to Brown’s model.
Rather than taking “einai” to have the force of “to be something,” we should take it to have
the force of “to be whatever it is”** Although I will not go through them, I submit that the
appropriate entailments exist between uncomplemented and complemented constructions
of “einai” on this proposal. On this model, I understand claim [2] as “X is whatever it is
and is not whatever it is” While this does not, strictly speaking, follow from [1], we can see
Socrates’ overall reasoning to be valid, so long as we bear in mind that Socrates thinks [1] will
be true of any perceptible object no matter what value we plug in for F. According to Socrates,
no predicate corresponding to a Form applies unqualifiedly to a perceptible object. That is,
for any such predicate that appropriately applies to a perceptible object, the negation of that
predicate also appropriately applies to it. But that is just to say that, for any such predicate
that applies to X, X both is and is not whatever that predicate denotes. And that, in turn, just
is to say that X is whatever it is and is not whatever it is. Not only does my model allow for a
better understanding of Socrates’ reasoning at the point where Brown’s model goes slightly
awry, as I show in what follows it provides a reading of the entire argument that the lovers
of sights and sounds can accept.

Let us consider how my understanding of uncomplemented uses of “einai” accommo-
date Socrates’ other two groups. I understand “that which purely or completely is” as “that
which purely or completely is whatever it is” This appropriately describes Forms since Forms

are whatever they are in such a way that they are not also not whatever they are. I understand

** Le. the direct negation of 3F(F(x)) is ~3F (F(x)).

** Brown argues that it is not until the Sophist that a Platonic character recognizes and tries to resolve these
problems associated with not-being [1994, 230-31].

*% T think that Palmer [2012, §3.5] works with a similar understanding of eivat in his use of locutions like
“to be (what it is)” and “things that are (what they are)”
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“that which in no way is” as “that which in no way is whatever it is” This, in fact, cannot
characterize a group of genuine objects, since it is impossible for something to be such that it
in no way is whatever it is. Thus, Socrates is right to say that this locution denotes “nothing”
(méden) (478b11-c1).

With this understanding in hand, we can now see how Socrates attempts to soothe and
gently persuade the lovers of sights and sounds by relating various cognitive powers to the

objects in his taxonomy.

5.4.3 Cognitive States vs. Cognitive Powers

Up to this point in the dissertation we have considered Socrates’ discussion of opinion,
knowledge, and understanding conceived of as cognitive states.>® In the broadest possible
terms, a cognitive state is a state in which a thinker makes mental contact with something
in a certain kind of way.’” In virtue of making mental contact with that thing in that way,
the thinker is said to bear a corresponding cognitive relation to that thing. So, for example,
for S to have an opinion is for S to bear the relation of opinion to something, for S to have
knowledge is for S to bear the relation of knowledge to something, and so on. In virtue of
bearing that relation to that thing, the thinker is also said to engage in a certain activity (in
fact, it may be better to say that the state, relation, and activity just are the same thing.) For
example, for S to bear the relation of opinion to X is for S to opine X, for S to bear the rela-
tion of knowledge to X is for S to know X, and so on. Socrates’ conclusion in the preceding
stretch of argument, then, is that the lovers of sights and sounds cannot know anything but
can only opine.

In his ensuing attempt to soothe and gently persuade them, however, Socrates turns
his attention to opinion, knowledge, and understanding conceived of as cognitive powers
(dunameis).>® Powers quite generally, Socrates tells us, are those things “by which we are
able to do what we are able to do” (477c1-2).>® More specifically, he tells us that powers are
individuated according to the kind of object over which they are actualized (i.e. the objects

they are “set-over” (epi)) and the kind of activity they enable us to engage in (i.e. what they

% T use “cognitive state” to correspond to Socrates’ phrase ndfnua €v tfj Puxf (cf. 509d6-511e5, esp. 511d6-
e4). The importance of distinguishing Socrates’ conception of cognitive states from his conception of cognitive
powers was first brought to my attention by the work of Nick Smith [2000].

%7 In Chapter 2, for example, we considered what Socrates thinks is required for a thinker to make mental
contact with a fact in the “understanding” kind of way.

%% According to Socrates, knowledge and understanding, conceived of as powers, are the same power. If it is
difficult to hear “opinion” as denoting a power, bear in mind that §6&a has connotations of “judgment,” which
is often called a “power.” Socrates also discusses ignorance (&yvoia, dyvwoia) but, as I will argue later, he does
not conceive of it as a cognitive power.

* Auvduelg sivat aic Muegic Suvdueda & Suvdueda.

94



Part 3: The Nature of Knowledge, Opinion, and Ignorance (476d7-480a13)

“accomplish” (apergazesthai)) (477¢6-d6).*° The various cognitive powers, then, enable us
to interact with objects in the world in various cognitive ways.

To help us understand the sense in which opinion, knowledge, and understanding are
cognitive powers, Socrates draws an analogy to sight and hearing. In virtue of possessing the
power of sight, human beings are able to interact cognitively with colors and, when the power
of sight is actualized, human beings see (i.e. sight is “set-over” colors and “accomplishes”
seeing). In virtue of possessing the power of hearing, human beings are able to interact with
sounds and, when the power of hearing is actualized, human beings hear (i.e. hearing is
“set-over” sounds and “accomplishes” hearing). Thus, just as sight and hearing are set-over
certain objects and enable us to engage in certain activities, so too opinion, knowledge, and
understanding are set-over certain objects and enable us to engage in certain activities. In
what follows, Socrates’” aim is to identify the objects and activities proper to each power.*'

As the preceding discussion makes clear, cognitive powers are, in a sense, prior to cogni-
tive states. It is in virtue of an exercise of a cognitive power that someone acquires a cognitive
state. People can possess cognitive powers, however, independently of cognitive states. Peo-
ple can only see, for example, through an exercise of the power of sight but can possess the
power of sight without engaging in the activity of seeing (e.g. when they are asleep). It is
this priority that, I think, explains why Socrates shifts to speaking of cognitive powers here.
Having argued that the lovers of sights and sounds cannot know anything (i.e. cannot pos-
sess any knowledge) and having noted that they will dispute this claim, he aims to soothe
and gently persuade them by arguing that they do not actualize their power of knowledge.
Since exercising a power is necessary for possessing the corresponding state, he thinks they
will agree that their failure to actualize knowledge entails that they cannot know anything.

A crucial difference between cognitive states and cognitive powers is that the former
have intentional objects but the latter do not. Whereas, for example, the powers of sight
and hearing are actualized over objects, the cognitive states produced by exercises of those
powers are about or concern objects. Likewise, whereas the powers of opinion, knowledge,
and understanding are actualized over objects, the cognitive states of opinion, knowledge,
and understanding are about or concern objects. It is important to note, however, that the
objects over which a power is actualized do not necessarily exhaust the things that can be the

intentional objects of the state that results from an exercise of that power.** Although the

401 discuss the relation between these two criteria of individuation later (see pp. 104-06).

*! Socrates’ analogy with sight and hearing puts pressure on the idea that he distinguishes the powers of
knowledge and opinion by relating them to distinct groups of propositions. Since the analogy is intended
precisely to help us understand how the powers of knowledge and opinion are set-over things, it is most natural
to take those things to be groups of objects, rather than propositions, as is the case with sight and hearing.

2 This point is the crux of Smith’s argument [2000, esp. 147-151].
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power of sight, for example, is set-over colors, colors do not exhaust the things that can be
the intentional objects of visual impressions (i.e. the states produced by the power of sight).
We can see, for example, both colors and the things that are colored. Likewise, although the
power of hearing is set-over sounds, we can hear both sounds (e.g. the wail of a siren) and
the things that emit sounds (e.g. the fire truck). Moreover, as these two examples show, the
fact that two distinct powers are set-over two distinct groups of objects does not entail that
one and the same thing cannot be the intentional object of states produced by each power
(e.g. the fire truck can be the intentional object of both a visual and an auditory impression).
With respect to the powers of opinion, knowledge, and understanding, then, to claim that
each is set-over its own group of objects is not to say that the cognitive states of opinion,
knowledge, and understanding cannot have the same intentional objects.

The importance of this last point to understanding Socrates’ ensuing argument and, in
particular, its place in the overall discussion of the Republic, cannot be overstated. Because
Socrates aims to show that the lovers of sights and sounds cannot achieve knowledge by
arguing that they do not actualize their power of knowledge, he does not, and need not, argue
that it is impossible to have opinions and knowledge about the same things. The failure to
distinguish Socrates’ conception of cognitive states from his conception of cognitive powers
has led interpreters to think that, if Socrates wants to conclude that the lovers of sights and
sounds do not have knowledge, he must be arguing for the latter claim. Once we respect
that distinction, however, we can see that he need do nothing of the sort.

To elaborate: one of the chief questions I consider in this dissertation is whether Socrates
distinguishes the cognitive states of opinion, knowledge, and understanding according to the
intentional objects they can take (I have called this the “Two-Worlds issue”). Because the
ensuing discussion focuses primarily on the cognitive powers of opinion, knowledge, and
understanding, I think that it leaves most elements of the Two-Worlds issue open. However,
as we will see, Socrates does suggest that opinion and knowledge, the cognitive states, can
have the same intentional objects, but this is done in passing and is not necessary to his aim
of persuading the lovers of sights and sounds. What is left open in Book 5 is whether opinion
and understanding, the cognitive states, can have the same intentional objects. However, as
we saw in the previous chapter, I think that the passage in Book 7 shows that Socrates thinks
perceptible objects cannot be intentional objects of understanding, the cognitive state. By
parity of reasoning, I conclude that he must also think there cannot be opinions concerning
intelligible objects. On the ‘cognitive power—set-over—group of objects’ schema, opinion
and understanding are treated as parallel. It would be odd if Socrates ruled out that there
could be understanding concerning the objects over which opinion is set yet still allowed that

there could be opinions concerning the objects over which understanding is set. However,
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since this issue is not settled in Book 5 on its own, we must look elsewhere to understand
Socrates’ motivation for adopting this position. In the next chapter I will do precisely this,
showing how his conception of explanation, in combination with his metaphysics, leads him
to conclude that opinion and understanding, the cognitive states, cannot share intentional
objects.

With the distinction between cognitive powers and cognitive states in hand, we can pro-
ceed to see how Socrates attempts to persuade the lovers of sights and sounds that they

cannot have knowledge by arguing that they do not actualize their power of knowledge.

5.4.4 Distinguishing Knowledge From Ignorance (476e4-477b2)

Socrates begins the task of soothing and gently persuading the lovers of sights and sounds
as follows (476e7-477al):

Socrates: Does the one who knows know something or nothing? You answer
for him.

Glaucon: I will answer that he knows something.

Soc.: Which: something that is or something that is not?

Glauc.: That is. How could something that is not be known?

Soc.: ‘0 Y1yVOoKwV yIyvwokel Ti §j 008év; o0 obv ot Onép ékeivou dmokpivov.
Glauc.: 'AmokpivoDuat, £@n, 6Tt YIYVWOKEL Ti.

Soc.: Idtepov OV 1 0K Bv;

Glauc.: "Ov- T&g yap &v un v yé t1 yvwobein;

Socrates’ demand that Glaucon answer for the lovers of sights and sounds reinforces the idea
that we must find a reading of this discussion that could seem (to Glaucon at least) acceptable
to them. On a straightforward hearing of Socrates’ first question, Glaucon’s answer, namely
that the person who knows knows something rather than nothing, has to be correct. As we
saw above, to know is to bear the cognitive relation of knowledge to something. Of course, for
any particular person who is said to know something, there would naturally be the question,
“What does he know?” An answer to this question would cite something that he knows, such
as a particular object (e.g. Meno), a proposition (e.g. that Albany is the capital of New York),
a skill (e.g. how to tie his shoes), a domain (e.g. geometry), and so on. Each of the things
that we may cite as that which the knower knows is clearly something rather than nothing.
Socrates then asks Glaucon a more general question, something that concerns each of
the things that can be cited as that which the knower knows: is it something that is or some-
thing that is not? On the understanding of the Greek verb “einai” developed in Section 4.2
(pp- 89-94), the way to understand Socrates’ question is as follows: “is it something that is
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(whatever it is) or something that is not (whatever it is)?” Again, the natural answer to this
question is the one Glaucon gives, namely that the thing the knower knows is (whatever it
is). Each of the things we cited above as a possible thing that the knower knows (i.e. Meno,
the proposition that Albany is the capital of New York, and so on) is whatever it is. That which
is not (whatever it is), on the other hand, cannot be characterized in any way. It is natural
to think that something that cannot be characterized in any way cannot be known.

Socrates then makes a claim that is crucial to my interpretation (477a2-4):

We hold this sufficiently, then, even if we examined it from many angles: that
which completely is is completely knowable; and that which in no way is is in
every way unknowable.

TKav®OS oUV TOUTO E£XOUEV, KAV €1 TAEOVOXT] GKOTOTUEV, OTL TO UEV TAVTEADG
OV TAVTEAGDC YVWOTOV, U OV d¢ undauf] mavtrn &yvwotov;

Two points require comment. First, note that Socrates has shifted from speaking simply of
“that which is” and “that which is not” to speaking of “that which completely is” and “that
which in no way is” Although we may wish to determine exactly why Socrates makes this
shift and why he says that the former are “completely knowable” and the latter are “in every
way unknowable,” his claim that we would hold this view “even if we examined it from many
angles” suggests that he does not take himself to have definitively supported the move. Thus,
without knowing what supplementary reasoning Socrates would offer, I do not think that we
can be precise on the matter. However, I see no reason why the lovers of sights and sounds
would balk at the move. They take the many beautiful things to be completely whatever they
are (e.g. beautiful) and also think that the many beautiful things are completely knowable.

Second, in the cited passage, Socrates makes the following two claims:

[A] that which completely is is completely knowable

[B] that which in no way is is in every way unknowable

An upshot of these two claims, which, so far as I am aware, no interpreter has pointed out,
is that everything that does not belong to the group ‘that which in no way is’ is at least in
some way knowable. Importantly, this entails that the things that ‘both are and are not’ are
in some way knowable. If Socrates were to deny this, he would have to claim that such things
are either completely knowable or completely unknowable. Suppose he were to claim the
former. On that reading, whereas [A] would only state some of the things that are com-
pletely knowable, [B] would be an exhaustive statement of the things that are in every way
unknowable. On the other hand, were Socrates to claim the latter, [B] would only state some
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of the things that are in every way unknowable and [A] would be an exhaustive statement
of the things that are completely knowable. However, Socrates treats [A] and [B] as parallel.
We should not, then, take one claim as exhaustive and the other as non-exhaustive. Thus, we
must treat them both as exhaustive and conclude that the things that both are and are not are
in some way knowable. Since the things that both are and are not are later identified as the
objects over which the power of opinion is set, Socrates here commits himself to the view
that it is possible to have knowledge, at least in some way, of the objects over which opinion
is set. And, since we can certainly have opinions about the things over which the power of
opinion is set, this entails that Socrates thinks opinion and knowledge, the cognitive states,
can take at least some of the same objects.

Socrates then asks how objects that both are and are not would relate to the groups he
has just mentioned (477a6-8):

If anything is such as to both be and not be, wouldn't it lie in between that
which purely is and that which in no way is?

Ei 8¢ 81 11 oUtwg #xel WG eivai te kai un) eivat, 00 petadd dv kéorto Tod ili-
Kpv®G Svtog Kat tol av undapf] dvtog;

Note the conditional nature of Socrates’ question. He does not baldly assert that there are
things that both are and are not. The lovers of sights and sounds would surely balk at that
claim. Rather, he asks Glaucon where such things would lie if there were such things.*’
Socrates will ultimately argue that there are such things (at 478e1-479d4), but he is not taking
it for granted at this point.

Socrates’ description of a group of things that “both are and are not” may suggest that he
is talking about the intersection of the things that are and the things that are not.** One of
the major difficulties facing this interpretation is that it is difficult to see why Socrates would
use the metaphor of “lying between” to describe the relation of that which both is and is not
to the other two groups. In order for A to be between two distinct things B and C, A must
have at least some parts that are neither parts of B nor parts of C. If every part of my body

were a part of either Jack’s body or Jill's body, it would make no sense to say that my body

** Gail Fine wrongly takes the force of this question to be categorical and then interprets it in light of her
dialectical requirement. See Gonzalez [1996, 250] for a criticism of Fine on this point.

** I think that Gail Fine understands this group as the union of the other two groups. Since Fine advances a
veridical reading of eiva, she understands “that which both is and is not” to mean “that which both is true and
is not true”” Since she denies both that a single proposition can be true and false and that propositions display
“degrees of truth,” she must understand “that which both is true and is not true” as the union of the set of true
propositions and the set of false propositions [1978, 126; 1990, 89-90]. However, it is difficult to see how the
set of all true and false propositions counts as something (t1) that is both true and false. A set of propositions,
unlike individual propositions, is not the kind of thing that can be either true or false (let alone both).
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is “between” Jack’s body and Jill's body. If, however, sorme members of the group ‘that which
both is and is not’ must neither belong to the group ‘that which is’ nor to the group ‘that
which is not; it is best to think that no member does, to maintain the unity of the group.
After all, Socrates only gives us one descriptor for the objects in this group. Thus, Socrates
here singles out a group of things that is wholly distinct from both that which purely is and
that which in no way is. Of course, he does not claim that there are such things; he simply
claims that if there are, they will be distinct from the two groups he has already discussed.
In closing out his discussion of the distinction between knowledge and ignorance, So-

crates mentions understanding for the first time in the Book 5 discussion (477a10-b2):

Then, since knowledge was set-over that which is, ignorance must be set-over
that which is not, and we must look for something between understanding and
ignorance that is set-over that which lies in between, if there happen to be such
things.

OUKOUV £mi pev t@ 6vtt yv®olg NV, dyvwoia 8 €€ avdykng €mi un dvti, énl
d¢ t@® petald tovtw petall T Kal {nTntéov dyvoiag te Kai Emotiung, &i Tt
TUYXAVEL OV TO100TOV.

When Socrates says, “we must look for something between understanding and ignorance,’
it is clear that “understanding” refers to the same thing that “knowledge” refers to in the first
line of this passage. This strongly indicates that Socrates conceives of understanding as the
same thing as knowledge, insofar as knowledge is something that is set-over that which is.
Moreover, in the ensuing discussion Socrates moves back-and-forth between using “knowl-
edge” and “understanding” to refer to something that is “set-over that which is”** Given
that Socrates immediately proceeds to describe understanding as the power that is set-over
that which purely is (477b11-12), I conclude that when Socrates uses “understanding” and
“knowledge” to refer to cognitive powers they refer to the same power. However, as I will
argue presently, the same does not hold when “understanding” and “knowledge” refer to

cognitive states.

5 Socrates uses “understanding” twelve times in this way (at 477b1, b6, b8, b11, d8, e6, 478al, a7, all, bl,
d7, and d9) and “knowledge” six times (at 477al0, 478¢3, c7, c9, c12, and 480al). While it is clear that these
two words refer to the same power, I think that there is actually some method to Socrates’ madness. Whereas
in all but one of the occurrences of “knowledge” (at 480al) the distinction with ignorance is highlighted, this
contrast is absent in all but three of the occurrences of “understanding” (at 477b1, 478d7, d9). Noting that in
Greek the contrast with dyvoiwa and dyvwaoia is made more evident by using yv@otg, I tentatively propose the
following thesis about Socrates’ terminology: “understanding” is his preferred name for the highest cognitive
power; however, when he wants to make the contrast with ignorance clearer, he tends to use “knowledge”
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5.4.4.1 Distinguishing Knowledge From Understanding

Socrates’ willingness in this passage and the remainder of Book 5 to move from speaking of
“knowledge” to speaking of “understanding” has led interpreters to assume that the terms
are interchangeable everywhere, even when they refer to cognitive states. However, a deci-
sive argument can be given against this view. First, recall that in Book 7 Socrates maintains
that there can be no understanding of perceptible objects (at 529a9-c2). In that passage,
Socrates must mean that perceptible objects cannot be the intentional objects of under-
standing, the cognitive state. Second, as we have just seen (at 477al-4), in Book 5 Socrates
commits himself to the view that philosophers can have knowledge, at least in some sense, of
perceptible objects.*® Nowhere, however, does Socrates use the family of words surround-
ing “understanding” to describe a cognitive relation philosophers can bear to perceptible
objects. Thus, when Socrates uses “understanding” and “knowledge” to pick out cognitive
states they do not necessarily pick out the same cognitive states. In particular, there are cog-
nitive states that count as knowledge that cannot count as understanding. That is sufficient
to show that Socrates does not use “understanding” and “knowledge” interchangeably when
they refer to cognitive states.

It must be noted, however, that on several occasions Socrates uses the family of words
surrounding “knowledge” to pick out cognitive states that also count as understanding
(ct. 476¢1-2, 527b4-7). The best way to account for Socrates’ language, then, is as follows:
“knowledge” and “understanding” have overlapping but non-identical semantic fields.
Specifically, the semantic field of “understanding” is wholly contained in the semantic field
of “knowledge” Both words pick out the same cognitive power, and every cognitive state
picked out by “understanding” can also be picked out by “knowledge” However, there are
cognitive states that count as knowledge but do not count as understanding.

A good model on which to understand the relationship between Socrates” use of these
two words, as they refer to cognitive states, is provided by the English words “teacher” and
“professor” The semantic field of “teacher” wholly contains the semantic field of “professor”
(i.e. all professors are teachers), but it also extends more widely (i.e. there are people that are
teachers but not professors). Moreover, the model is particularly useful because professors
are chiefly distinguished from other kinds of teachers by the “objects” they take. That is,
professors are teachers of a certain kind of object, namely college students. But, there are
teachers of other kinds of objects, such as elementary-school students. Likewise, “under-
standing” refers to knowledge of a certain kind of object, namely intelligible objects. But,

there is knowledge of other kinds of objects, namely perceptible objects.

%5 A view that we also saw was suggested at 476¢7-d5 (p. 84 fn. 14) and will be repeated at 520¢3-6 (Ch. 6,
pp- 150-51).
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Given my understanding of how Socrates employs the words “knowledge” and “under-
standing,” I disagree with those interpreters who claim that when Socrates says philosophers
know things about perceptible objects this directly contradicts the Two-Worlds interpreta-
tion.*” Rather, I take such passages, in combination with the Book 7 passage, to show that
knowledge and understanding are, for Socrates, distinct concepts. In a sense, then, I look at
the same evidence as these interpreters and just draw a different conclusion.*® In the next
chapter I show how the distinction between knowledge and understanding allows us to re-
spond to the most serious objection leveled against any interpretation that takes Socrates to
distinguish his cognitive states according to the intentional objects they can take.

In what follows I will continue to use “understanding” to translate Socrates’ uses of
“epistémé” and “knowledge” to translate his uses of “gnosis” However, when I comment
on what he says I will use “understanding” to refer to the power that is set-over that which
purely is and the cognitive relation that philosophers bear to such objects. I will use “knowl-
edge” to refer to the cognitive relation that philosophers alone bear to perceptible objects.
It must be borne in mind, however, that Socrates thinks that the powers of knowledge and

understanding are the same power, and that understanding, the cognitive state, is a kind of
knowledge.

Summary

Let us take stock. In his attempt to persuade the lovers of sights and sounds that they cannot
achieve better than opinion, Socrates maintains that understanding is set-over that which
purely is and ignorance is set-over that which in no way is. He then sets up a double con-
ditional: if there is something between ignorance and understanding, that thing will be
set-over the objects between that which purely is and that which is no way is, if there are
such objects. Given this double conditional, Socrates argues in two steps: first, that opinion
is the thing between ignorance and understanding (477b4-478d11); second, that the objects
which preoccupy the lovers of sights and sounds are between that which purely is and that
which in no way is (478e1-480a13). Thus, he takes himself to establish that, since the lovers
of sights and sounds do not turn their attention to the objects over which understanding is

set, they cannot hope to achieve understanding or knowledge.

*7 See, e.g., Fine [1990, 86] and Smith [2000, 153-55].
*8 That is not quite right, since, as noted in the previous chapter, neither Fine nor Smith include the Book 7
passage as part of their evidence.
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5.4.5 Identifying Opinion as the “In-Between” Power (477b4-478d4)

Socrates argues that opinion is a distinct cognitive power between understanding and igno-
rance by first distinguishing it from the former (477b4-478b4), then from the latter (478b5-
9), and then “placing” it between the two (478c10-d4). I discuss each step in turn.

5.4.5.1 Distinguishing Opinion from Understanding (477b4-478b4)

Socrates begins to distinguish opinion from understanding as follows (477b4-14):

Socrates: Well then, do we say that opinion is a thing?—Of course.

Soc: Is it a different power (dunamis) from understanding, or is it the
same?—Different

Soc.: So, opinion has been assigned over one thing, and understanding over
something different, based on the power each has?—It is so.

Soc.: Well then, understanding has been assigned by nature over that which is,
to know how that which is is.

It is interesting to note that Glaucon immediately accepts not only that opinion and under-
standing are different powers but that each is set-over a different kind of thing, since Socra-
tes goes on to present what seems to be an argument for the latter claim. Given Glaucon’s
immediate agreement, one may wonder why Socrates thinks the argument necessary.
Whatever Socrates’ reasons may be, he supports his conclusion with general considera-

tions about the individuation of powers (477c1-d6):

We say that powers are a kind among the things that are, by which we—and
everything else which is able to do things—are able to do whatever we are able
to do. For example, sight and hearing are among the powers, if you understand
what I want to mean by this kind... Listen, then, to what appears to me to be
the case about them. A power has no color for me to see, nor a shape, nor
any feature of the sort that many other things have, and to which I can look in
order to distinguish for myself as different from one another. In the case of a
power, I can consider only both what it is set-over and what it accomplishes,
and it is on that basis that I come to call each the power it is: those assigned
to be set-over the same things and accomplish the same, I call the same; those
that are set-over different things and accomplish different things, I call different.

dricopev 5vvo'tp£1§ gival yévoq TLTOV SvTwy, aig 8n kai ﬁpeiq SUVO'(pSGa & du-
vapsea kai Ao név Sti mep &v 6vvntoc1 olov Aéyw OLPW Kol Gkorv T@v du-
vocpscov elvat, €l ocpcx pavOdveig 6 ﬁov?\opoa Aeysw 0 aSoq "Akovoov &1 6
pot @aivetat tept aUTGOV. SUVAREWS Y&p EYW OUTE TV Xpdav 0p&d 0UTE oXfua

103



Part 3: The Nature of Knowledge, Opinion, and Ignorance (476d7-480a13)

oUTe T1 TGV T0100TWV 010V kai AWV TOAAGV, Tpd¢ & dmoPAénwy #via Stopi-
(ouat tap’ éuavt® T uév dAAa eivat, T 8¢ dAAar Suvduewg & gic ékeivo ud-
vov PAénw ¢’ @ te Eoti kai 6 dmepydletat, kal TavTy EkdoTnV abTGV SOvauy
EKANEOW, KOl TNV HEV EMTL TG AUTH TETAYUEVNV Kol TO QUTO Arepya{OUEVNV THV
avTNV KaA®, TNV d¢ €l ETéPw Kal ETepov anepyalopévny GAANV.

Socrates here offers two criteria for the individuation of powers: (a) what kind of object that
power is structured to interact with and (b) what activity we engage in when that power is ac-
tualized. An important question, which has garnered considerable controversy, is whether
Socrates thinks that (a) and (b) are distinct criteria. It certainly seems that Socrates intro-
duces them as distinct, and the majority of interpreters have understood him in this way.*’
Socrates’ use of the “te-kai” construction suggests that he conceives of them as being at least
logically distinct. When people explicitly say “both X and Y” they typically do not conceive
of “X” and “Y” as having the same meaning.>® In other words, the use of “te” typically rules
out the “kai” from being epexegetical.”® It seems clear, then, that Socrates conceives of (a)
and (b) as being logically distinct.

However, even if Socrates conceives of them as logically distinct criteria, it is important
to distinguish two possibilities: (1) (a) and (b) can be satisfied independently of each other
(i.e. a single power can be set-over different things but accomplish the same thing; or, two
distinct powers can be set-over the same thing but accomplish different things).>* (2) (a) and
(b) cannot be independently satisfied. On this second option, a necessary link exists between
the kind of thing a power enables us to interact with and the activity we engage in when
the power is actualized. Thus, if powers are set-over the same thing, they accomplish the
same thing (and the converse holds); if powers are set-over different things, they accomplish
different things (and that converse holds as well). In support of this latter option I first wish
to explain how it could make philosophical sense and then argue that the text demands it.

It is possible for there to be a necessary link between the objects over which a power
is set and the activity we engage in when that power is actualized in the following way. It
can be the case that the features of the objects determine the kind of activity human beings
can engage in when they cognitively interact with them. For example, given what colors are
like, seeing may be the only activity that human beings can engage in in such a way as to

interact cognitively with colors. Conversely, given what the activity of seeing is like, it may

*° Fine [1978, 1990], Annas [1981], Crystal [1996], and Smith [2000], among others, support this reading.
Gosling [1968] and N. Cooper [1986] argue that they amount to the same thing.

%% They can, of course, take “X” and “Y” to refer to the same thing (e.g. “it’s both a fortnight and fourteen
days,” “it’s both trilateral and triangular”). Thanks to Jack Woods for this point.

*! See Denniston [1954, 503-511] and Smyth [1984, §2974].

*2 This way of understanding the relationship between the two criteria is crucial to the arguments of many

interpreters, including Fine [1978, 1990] and Crystal [1996].
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be that the only way human beings can see is by interacting with colors. Thus, even though
we can distinguish between the objects over which sight is set (i.e. colors) and the activity
we engage in when sight is actualized (i.e. seeing), a necessary link between that object and
that activity would mean that Socrates’ two criteria cannot be satisfied independently.

It is imperative to note that, even on this option, we are not committed to saying that the
intentional objects of the cognitive states produced by a power are limited to those objects
over which the power is set. Simply saying, for example, that, given what the activity of
seeing is like, human beings can only see by interacting with colors, is only to say that seeing
requires interacting with colors. It is not to say that we are limited to seeing only colors.
Likewise, saying that, given what colors are like, seeing is the only activity human beings
can engage in in such a way as to interact with colors does not entail that human beings can
only see colors. Similarly, even if forming an opinion requires interacting with ‘that which
both is and is not, opinion would not necessarily be limited in its intentional object to ‘that
which both is and is not’ (and similarly for understanding and ‘that which purely is’).

The text, in fact, requires that we attribute some picture such as this to Socrates. In

summarizing his discussion of the criteria of individuation, Socrates only says,

Powers assigned to be set-over the same things and accomplish the same, I
call the same; those that are set-over different things and accomplish different
things, I call different.

Although Socrates does not explicitly deny that distinct powers can be set-over the same
object or accomplish the same thing, the fact that he does not mention this possibility here
is a strong reason for thinking that he does not accept it. Socrates is trying to state, in gen-
eral terms, the ways in which one can go about individuating powers. If he thought that
distinct powers could either be set-over the same objects or accomplish the same activity, it
is unthinkable that he would not mention it here.

Fortunately, however, we do not have to rely solely on the above argument from silence.
If we turn our attention to the next stretch of text, we see that Socrates must be thinking
of the criteria along the lines I have proposed, on pain of arguing invalidly. The exchange
continues as follows (477d8-478b4):

Socrates: Going back, then, to where we left off, my very good fellow: do you
think understanding is itself a power? Or to what type would you assign it?

Glaucon: To that one. It is the most effective power of all.

Soc.: What about opinion? Shall we include it as a power or assign it to a dif-
ferent kind?

Glauc.: Not at all. Opinion is nothing other than the power by which we are
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able to opine.

Soc.: But a moment ago you agreed that understanding and opinion are not the
same.

Glauc.: How could anyone with any sense think a fallible thing is the same as
an infallible one?

Soc.: Fine. Then clearly we agree that opinion is different from understand-
ing.—Yes, it is different.

Soc.: Each of them, then, since it is a different power, is by nature set-over some-
thing different?—Necessarily.

Soc.: Surely understanding is set-over that which is, to know what it is, how it
is¢—Yes.
Soc.: Whereas opinion, we say, opines.— Yes.

Soc.: The very same thing that understanding knows? Can the knowable and
the opinable be the same? Or is that impossible?

Glauc.: Itis impossible, given what we have agreed. If different powers by nature
deal with different things, and both opinion and understanding are powers but,
as we claim, different ones, it follows from this being the case that the knowable
and the opinable cannot be the same.

Soc.: Then if what is is knowable, mustn’t the opinable be something other than
what is?

Glauc.: Yes, it must be something different.

It is clear that, although Socrates conceives of criteria (a) and (b) as logically distinct, he
must think that they cannot be satisfied independently of one another. Glaucon agrees that
opinion and understanding are distinct powers because they accomplish different things
(i.e. the former is fallible but the latter infallible). On this basis, they conclude that opinion
and understanding are set-over different things. If criteria (a) and (b) could be satisfied
independently, then Socrates would be arguing invalidly: even if opinion and understanding
were different powers and accomplished different things, they could still be set-over the
same objects. Thus, unless we are to saddle Socrates here with an invalid argument, we must
understand him as connecting criteria (a) and (b) in such a way that they can only be satisfied
together.

Socrates, then, takes himself to have established that the things over which opinion is
set are different from the things over which understanding is set, or, as he puts it, that the
opinable and the knowable are different. Socrates has already identified the objects of un-
derstanding as the things that purely or completely are. The objects of opinion, then, must
be different from the things that purely or completely are.

We may wonder why Socrates uses the term “knowable” (gndston) rather than “under-

standable” (epistéton) to denote the objects of understanding. Remember, however, that
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“knowledge” and “understanding” can refer to the same cognitive power, and so there is no
difficulty in using “knowable” to pick out the objects over which that power is set. Moreover,
it seems that Plato himself introduced the word “epistéton” into philosophical discourse.
He uses it only three times, all in a single passage in the Theaetetus.”> When the character

Theaetetus uses the word, in fact, he comments on its oddity:

He said the things of which there is no account are not understandable (ouk
epistéta) (that was the word he used), those which have an account he said are
understandable. (201d3-4)%*

Presumably, Theaetetus is not remarking on the man’s applying “ouk” to a perfectly stan-
dard word. Rather, it must be that the word “epistéta” itself strikes Theaetetus as odd. Thus,
Socrates’ use of “gnodston” rather than “epistéton” to denote the objects over which under-

standing is set should not give us pause.

5.4.5.2 Distinguishing Opinion from Ignorance (478b5-478c9)

Having distinguished opinion from understanding, Socrates is halfway to his conclusion
that opinion is distinct from both understanding and ignorance. He thus proceeds to the
second distinction (478b5-c8):

Socrates: Does opinion, then, opine what is not? Or is it impossible even to
opine what is not? Consider this: doesn’t an opiner take his opinion to be set-
over something? Or is it possible to opine, yet to opine nothing?—No, it is
impossible.

Soc.: In fact, there is some one thing that an opiner opines?— Yes.

Soc.: But surely what is not is most correctly characterized not as some one
thing, but as nothing?—Of course.

Soc.: But we gave ignorance to what is not out of necessity, and knowledge to
what is?—Correct.

Soc.: So opinion neither opines what is nor what is not?—No, it does not.

Soc.: Then opinion cannot be either ignorance or knowledge.—Apparently not.

There is a striking dissimilarity between the way in which Socrates distinguishes opinion
from ignorance and the way in which he distinguished opinion from understanding. In

making the latter distinction he inferred that opinion and understanding must be set-over

** Only one occurrence, in a fragment of Epimenides, predates Plato. 1 am unsure what to make of this
occurrence.

** Trans. M.J. Levett, revised M. Burnyeat, accepting Cooper’s suggestion for the translation of ovtwol kat
Ovopdlwv.
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distinct objects from the claim that they are distinct powers. Here, however, he seems to
argue in the reverse way: opinion and ignorance are set-over different things, therefore they
cannot be the same thing.

In fact, it is unclear whether Socrates is even arguing that opinion and ignorance, con-
ceived of as powers, are set-over different things. We will consider ignorance in a moment,
but first note that, when Socrates asks Glaucon, “[D]oesn’t an opiner take his opinion to be
set-over something? Or is it possible to opine, yet to opine nothing,” it is natural to take
“opinion” to refer to a cognitive state rather than a cognitive power. That is, rather than
claiming that the person who has the power of opinion takes that power to be set-over some
group of objects, it is more natural for Socrates to claim that a person who has an opinion
takes his opinion to be about something (i.e. it is more natural to take “ho doxazon” to re-
fer to someone who has exercised the power of opinion than to someone who merely has
the power). The idea, then, would be that, if someone has a cognitive state that counts as
a genuine opinion, that cognitive state must be about something. That which in no way is,
however, is not something but, rather, nothing. Thus, it cannot be the object of a mental
state that counts as a genuine opinion.

Before considering whether Socrates conceives of ignorance as a power, it is worth noting
that he loses interest in ignorance in the subsequent discussions of Books 6 and 7. Although
the terminology he uses to refer to the upper two sections of the Divided Line differs at times,
he consistently refers to the bottom two sections individually as “imagination” (eikasia) and
“conviction” (pistis) and collectively as “opinion” (533e3-534a8; cf. 510a8-10).>> The fact
that Socrates focuses in what follows solely on issues related to opinion and understanding
gives us strong reason for suspecting that there is something different about ignorance even

in the Book 5 argument.

5.4.5.3 IsIgnorance a Power?

The majority of interpreters agree that Socrates conceives of ignorance as a cognitive
power.’® In fact, some interpreters explicitly present their interpretation of the Book 5
argument as motivated largely by the need to accommodate ignorance as a power (cf. Smith
[2000, 149]). Since Socrates does not explicitly call ignorance a power, the main evidence

for thinking that he conceives of it as one is the parallelism between the way in which he

%> In his initial presentation of the Divided Line, Socrates divides the upper section into comprehension
(vénoig) and thought (Siavoa) (511d8-el). In Book 7, however, he calls the highest subsection “understand-
ing” (émotrun) and uses “comprehension” to refer collectively to understanding and thought (533e3-534al).
Immediately before that Book 7 passage, however, Socrates implores us not to “dispute about names, with
matters as important as those before us to investigate” (533d7-9).

%6 Indeed, the only interpreters I am aware of who deny this claim are Denyer [1991, 51-59] and Crystal
[1996, 356 fn. 15].
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discusses ignorance, on the one hand, and opinion and understanding, on the other.’” In
particular, Socrates twice uses the same “epi + dative” construction to relate ignorance to
that which is not (at 477a8-9 and 478c3) that he uses to relate understanding to that which
is and opinion to that which both is and is not. Since Socrates explicitly calls opinion and
understanding “powers,” it is understandable that interpreters have inferred that he also
conceives of ignorance as one.

However, both textual and philosophical considerations tell against this conclusion.
First, the parallelism is not as straightforward as it may initially seem. Socrates is guarded
in using the “epi + dative” construction concerning ignorance in a way that he is not
concerning opinion and understanding. On both occasions he says that ignorance is being
assigned “by necessity” (ex anankés) to that which is not. In the first passage, Socrates says,
“since knowledge was set-over that which is, ignorance must be set-over that which is not”
(477a10-11). Socrates has already (in some sense) established that knowledge is set-over
that which purely is (at 477a2-4) and, in this passage, says that we must, because of that,
assign ignorance to that which in no way is. In the second passage he refers back to the first
passage, saying simply, “out of necessity we gave ignorance to that which is not” (478c3).
No such language occurs when Socrates relates either understanding or opinion to their
respective objects. Socrates’ wording, then, suggests that there is something forced about
relating ignorance to that which is not.

Secondly, and more importantly, in identifying that which is not with nothing (méden),
Socrates indicates that the phrase “that which is not” does not pick out a class of genuine
objects. Nothing is such that it is not in any way (whatever it is). Given that Socrates thinks
powers are individuated by the objects they are set-over, he cannot conceive of something
which is set-over nothing as a genuine power. If ignorance were a power, it would somehow
be a power that not only systematically fails to interact with any object, but for which there
is, in fact, no object with which it is naturally structured to interact.

We should pause to consider whether there is another way of understanding what counts
as “nothing” such that it could make sense to say that there is some power which is exer-
cised over objects meeting that description. In fact, many interpreters, noting that there is
something odd with the case of ignorance, have made various attempts at characterizing its
alleged objects. Gail Fine [1978, 131], for example, maintains that propositions which are

“very false,” such as “justice is a vegetable,” are appropriate objects of ignorance.’® Another

%7 Tt is worth noting that, so far as I am aware, no supporter of this interpretation argues for it. Presumably,
they take Socrates’ presentation alone to make it obvious.

*8 Fine’s position is very problematic: she wants to distinguish between “very false” and “false” propositions
yet still somehow claim that her position is not committed to the notion of degrees of truth. See Gonzalez
[1996, 268-69] for discussion of Fine on this issue.
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approach is to argue that we can only specify objects of ignorance relative to a person. So,
for example, Gosling [1960, 124] argues that X is an object of ignorance for S just in case
the question “What is X?” has not arisen for S or S has a complete lack of interest in the
question. A more developed version of this latter approach is to say that X is an object of
ignorance for S just in case either S has no view concerning X or, for all the predicates F, G,
H,... that S thinks hold of X, X is in no way, F, G, H,... .

The main problem with these last two approaches is that they seem to identify objects of
ignorance, the cognitive state, rather than ignorance, the alleged cognitive power. Whether
something belongs to a group of objects over which a cognitive power is set should not be
a relative matter. It does not make sense to say, for example, that something can be the
proper object of sight for one person, but the proper object of hearing for another. Similarly,
whether something is such that opinion or understanding is set-over it is determined by
features of the thing itself (i.e. it is because it both is and is not that opinion is set-over it;
it is because it purely is that understanding is set-over it). Of course, it is not inappropriate
to think that whether something is the object of a cognitive state is relative in this way. My
dog, for example, may be the intentional object of an opinion I have but not the intentional
object of any of your opinions. Likewise, I may be ignorant about or concerning something
of which you are not ignorant. But, that is to treat ignorance as a cognitive state and not a
cognitive power, which is precisely what is at issue here.

These considerations point to a larger problem with thinking of ignorance as a power.
When we say that people are ignorant of something, we are describing them in a wholly neg-
ative manner. We are saying that there is something of which they fail to be aware (perhaps
with some other requirements). Such failure typically comes in one of two forms: either they
are completely unaware of the matter or they have a relevant view about the matter, but that
view is false (i.e. something like that last view I sketched out above). Given that opinions
can be either true or false, it would seem that the latter case of ignorance would, for the most
part, be included under false opinion. If, on the other hand, a person is ignorant in virtue of
being completely unaware of a given matter, it seems better to say that she has not exercised
any cognitive powers concerning that matter, rather than to say that there is some power
through whose exercise she became unaware. In either case of ordinary ignorance, it seems
implausible to think that being in a state of ignorance is to be explained by the exercise of a
power wholly distinct from opinion (or understanding, for that matter).

Ultimately, I do not think that we should take “that which in no way is” to describe a
group of genuine objects. Consequently, we should not take Socrates to conceive of igno-
rance as a cognitive power. If we accept this position, how does it affect our overall un-

derstanding of the argument? I think that the answer is, “Not that much.” We should treat
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ignorance as a sort of limiting case: for that which in no way is whatever it is, ignorance is all
there is. Of course, there is nothing such that it meets the description “that which in no way
is” Socrates’ focus in what follows is on the distinction between opinion and understanding,

and his main point here is that the objects of opinion are something rather than nothing.>

5.4.5.4 Placing Opinion Between Understanding and Ignorance (478c10-478d4)

Socrates, then, has argued that opinion is distinct from both understanding and ignorance.
In the next stretch of text, he argues that opinion is that thing they were looking for between
understanding and ignorance (478c12-478d12):

Socrates: Well, then, does it lie outside these two, surpassing knowledge in clar-
ity or ignorance in opacity?—No, it does neither.

Soc.: Then does opinion seem to you to be more opaque than knowledge but
clearer than ignorance?—Very much so.

Soc.: It lies inside them?—Yes.
Soc.: So opinion will lie in between the two?—Absolutely.

Soc.: Now, didn’t we say earlier that if something turned out to both be and not
to be at the same time, it would lie in between what purely is and what in every
way is not, and that neither understanding nor ignorance would be set-over it;
but whatever it was again that turned out to lie in between ignorance and un-
derstanding would?—Correct

Soc.: And now, what we are calling opinion has turned out to lie in between
them?—It has.

Saying that opinion does not surpass knowledge in clarity (saphéneia) nor ignorance in opac-
ity (asapheia) seems to be a natural way for Glaucon to understand opinion, as Socrates does
not belabor the point. Presumably, the idea is that, because people can attain a greater cog-
nitive achievement than ignorance through an exercise of opinion, opinion must be clearer
than ignorance. But, since opinion is fallible and understanding infallible, opinion must
be darker than understanding. Thus, we have seen how Socrates argues that opinion is a

distinct cognitive power which lies between understanding and ignorance.

*? Some interpreters read Socrates’ point here as anti-Parmenidean (see, e.g. Crystal [1996]). The central
idea is that, whereas Parmenides maintains that the existence of perceptible objects is wholly illusory and, so,
afford nothing greater than ignorance, Socrates wants to grant them some reality and, consequently, suscep-
tibility to a superior cognitive grasp. However, I am unconvinced that this is Parmenides” position. Palmer
[2012] has recently argued that all Parmenides claims is that perceptible objects are not necessarily whatever
they are and, thus, the cognitive grasp we can have of them is deficient compared to the cognitive grasp we can
have of those entities that are necessarily whatever they are. On Palmer’s interesting proposal, Parmenides’
position has many similarities with the one I attribute to Socrates.
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5.4.6 Identifying the Things that “Both Are And Are Not” (478e1-479¢5)

So far we have seen how Socrates deals with the first conditional outlined above (see p. 102):
opinion is that thing between ignorance and understanding. Given that conclusion, the
second conditional becomes: if there are objects between that which purely is and that which
in no way is, opinion will be set-over those objects. Thus, Socrates sets the remainder of his
task as follows (478e1-5):

Apparently, then, it remains for us to find what participates in both, namely in
being and not being, and cannot correctly be called purely one or the other,
so that if we find it, we can justifiably call it the opinable, thereby assigning
extremes to extremes and in-betweens to in-betweens.

"Exeivo 81 Aeimort’ av fuiv ebpetv, g £otke, TO dupotépwv etéxov, ToD eival
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He then tries to accomplish that task as follows (478e7-479¢5):

Soc.: Now that all that has been established, I want him to answer this—the
excellent fellow who does not believe that there is Beauty itself, that is, some
form of Beauty itself that always remains the same in all respects, but who does
acknowledge the many beautiful things. The lover of sights who cannot bear
to hear someone say that Beauty is one and Justice and the rest likewise—“My
good man, we will say, of those many beautiful things, is there one which won't
present as ugly; and of those just things, one which won't present as unjust; and
of the pious things, one which won’t present as impious?”

Glaucon: No, rather it is necessary that they will present both as beautiful and
as ugly, and the same for the other things you ask about.

Soc: What about the many doubles? Do they present any less as halves than
doubles?—No

Soc.: And, again, the things that are big and small, light and heavy, will they
rather present as what we say they are than as the opposite of what they are
called?

Glauc.: No, rather, each will always share in both.

Soc.: Then for each of the many things is it, rather than is it not, whatever
someone says it is¢

Glauc.: No, they are like people who speak ambiguously at dinner parties, or
like the children’s riddle about the eunuch who threw at a bat—the one about
what he threw at it and what it was on. For these things too, are ambiguous, and
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one cannot firmly conceive of them as being or not being, or both, or neither.
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5.4.6.1 Participation

In order to understand this passage, we must discuss the nature of participation in detail.
In the course of this discussion, it will become clearer what Socrates means when he says
that certain things “purely” or “completely” are and other things “both are and are not” I
think that any discussion of participation in Plato, however, is helpfully introduced by a
cautionary note found in the secondary literature. In the survey of his predecessors’ views

in Metaphysics A, Aristotle accuses Plato of leaving the nature of participation vague:

Things of this other sort, then, he [Plato] called Ideas, and perceptible things,
he said, were apart from these, and were all called after these; for the multitude
of things which have the same name as the Form are what they are by partici-
pation in it. Only the name “participation” was new; for the Pythagoreans say
that things are what they are by “imitation” of numbers, and Plato says they are
what they are by “participation,” changing the name. But what the participation
or the imitation of the Forms could be they left an open question. (987b7-14)
(Trans. Ross, with modifications)
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00706 00V T& péV Totadta TV Svtwyv 1déag mpoonydpevoe, & & aioOnTd mapd
tadta kol kot TadTa AéyesBat mdvrar katd uéde€rv yap eivar td moOAAX Sucd-
vopa toig €ideotv. TV d¢ uéBe€iv tolvoua pudvov petéPalev ol yev yap Io-
Barydpetor piuriost & Svta @aoiv gival TV &p1Oudv, MAdTwy 8¢ uedéiet, To-
Uvopa petaPalav. Thv pévror ye uédegiv fj trv uipnoty fitig av in tdv eid®v
ageioav &v Ko (nTeiv.

Given that a philosopher of Aristotle’s ability, who also spent twenty years working with
Plato, criticized Platos notion of participation for being underdeveloped, I think that we
should not aim for a comprehensive analysis of its nature, especially not on the basis of
the Republic alone. Rather, my aim is to develop a conception of participation that will be
adequate for two aims: (1) seeing why Socrates would claim that the many beautiful (just,
double, etc.) things “both are and are not” and (2) determining, in the next chapter, why
Socrates thinks that the fact that perceptible objects participate in Forms excludes them
from being objects of understanding.

Here is how I understand the argument Socrates makes using claims about opposites in

).60

the second passage cited above (478e7-479¢5).°® Although Socrates takes predicates such
as “beautiful” (“just,” “double,” etc.) to be absolute, one-place predicates, he thinks that
whether such predicates appropriately apply to any one of the many beautiful (just, double,
etc.) things depends upon various factors, such as the circumstances in which it exists, the
perspectives from which it is being considered, and so on (in what follows I will speak only
of “circumstances” but this should be taken very broadly).®® Concerning Helen, for exam-
ple, there will be some circumstances in which it is appropriate to predicate “beautiful” of
her (e.g. when she is standing among other earthly women or being evaluated in a culture
that finds fair skin pleasing), but other circumstances in which it is inappropriate (e.g. when
she is standing next to the Goddess Aphrodite or being evaluated in a culture that finds fair
skin unpleasant). This is what Socrates means when he says that each of the many beautiful
(just, double, etc.) things will inevitably also present as not-beautiful (not-just, not-double,

etc.). The fact that these considerations lead Socrates to conclude that we cannot simply say

% In this discussion I am heavily influence by the work of Nick White [1989, 1992].
°! In the Republic Socrates does not offer anything like a catalogue of the various circumstances that are
relevant. In the Symposium, however, the character Diotima describes the Form of Beauty as follows:

First, it always is and neither comes to be nor passes away, neither waxes nor wanes. Second, it
is not beautiful in this way and ugly in that way, nor beautiful at one time and ugly at another,
nor beautiful in relation to one thing and ugly in relation to another; nor is it beautiful here but
ugly there, as it would be if it were beautiful for some people but ugly for others. (210e6-211a5)
(Trans. A. Nehamas and P. Woodruff)

If we take the negations of these descriptions to characterize the many beautiful things, it is clear that Diotima
includes a broad range of circumstances that can affect the appropriateness of predicating “beauty” of them.
For discussion of the Symposium passage, see Vlastos [1965b, 9-10].
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that any of the many beautiful things are whatever they are shows that he is working with a
particular conception of the conditions under which an object X is F without qualification.
In short, Socrates thinks that, for X to be F without qualification, X must manifest Fness in
all circumstances.®?

Socrates’ conception of unqualified being can be motivated by considering a few cases.*
First, consider some plausible claims about courage. In order for a person to be courageous,
he or she must possess what I call a certain “modal profile” That is, in order for X to be
courageous, X must manifest certain features in a broad range of circumstances. If, for ex-
ample, X never flees in the face of the (not too great) danger he or she actually faces, but
would have fled in the face of slightly greater danger, X is not courageous. In a sense, it is a
matter of luck that X only manifests the features in virtue of which it might be appropriate to
predicate “courageous” of him or her. Similarly, consider the case of beauty. It would seem
that, for the predicate “beautiful” to apply to someone, he or she must likewise exhibit certain
features in a broad range of circumstances. If, for example, he or she presents as physically
beautiful but as morally ugly, the appropriateness of predicating “beautiful” of him or her is
questionable. Or, if he or she has features which present as beautiful in one culture but as
not-beautiful in another culture, the predication is again questionable. Lastly, take the case
of double. I think that many interpreters are led astray in thinking that Socrates must mean
“double” in the sense of “twice” (i.e. as a relative predicate). However, it is perfectly possi-
ble for him to mean “double” in the sense that, for example, a patron asks a bartender for “a
double” It is obvious, however, that the application of the predicate “double” in this sense
is only appropriate in certain circumstances. In some cultures, the quantity of, say, whiskey
that gets called a “double” in our culture could be called a “half,” since their standard shots
are four times as large as our standard shots.

Thus, it would seem that, for at least some predicates, the existence of circumstances in
which an object X fails to manifest the relevant features does raise the question whether the
predicate appropriately applies to X. Socrates’ position takes these kinds of considerations
to the extreme: in order for X to be F, full stop, X must manifest Fness in all circumstances.
Socrates’ central claim in this passage, then, is that, since all the predicates that the lovers
of sights and sounds apply to the many beautiful (just, double, etc.) things fail to apply

unqualifiedly to them, none of those things purely is whatever it is.* Thus, for any of the

2 Cf. Burnyeat [2000, 19-22] who also argues that unqualified being, for Socrates, amounts to invariance
across all circumstances.

% In what follows I choose three predicates as representatives of the three main kinds of predicates Socrates
mentions (i.e. moral, aesthetic, and quantitative.)

%4 1 take the fact that Socrates identifies the many beautiful things as the very things that both are and are
not to show that he cannot be distinguishing opinion from understanding on the basis of the propositions they
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many beautiful things, if “F” appropriately applies to it, “not-F” also appropriately applies to
it.>> The corresponding proposition ‘X is F, then, cannot be unqualifiedly true.®

The lovers of sights and sounds will likely have one of two reactions to Socrates’ ar-
gument. First, they may just dig in their heels and deny that every particular thing to
which they apply, say, the predicate “beautiful” will, in some circumstance, present as not-

beautiful.®’

They may insist, for example, that Helen will not, in any circumstance, present
as not-beautiful. Socrates’ response will likely just be to point out circumstances that seem
to go against their claim. He may point out that Helen, like all earthly women, will inevitably
age to a point where she presents as not-beautiful.®® If the person responds with the (rea-
sonable) claim that, while all earthly women age, not all reach a point where they present as
not-beautiful, Socrates can take another tack. He may, for example, ask, “if you are admir-
ing the beauty of Aphrodite, and then your eyes fall on Helen, don't you think she’ll present
as not-beautiful?” Or he may point out that other cultures have other standards of beauty
which Helen does not meet. If all Socrates needs is for them to agree that at least one cir-
cumstance exists in which Helen would present as not-beautiful, he has many avenues to
argue against this response.

The second response that the lovers of sights and sounds will likely have, and one that
cuts deeper against Socrates’ metaphysics, is to reject his conditions for unqualified being.
They may, for example, grant that circumstances exist in which Helen would present as
not-beautiful, but deny that this entails that the bare assertion “Helen is beautiful” is inap-
propriate. In other words, they will deny that the existence of such circumstances requires
them to move from saying “Helen is beautiful” to “Helen is and is not beautiful” (or some-
thing similar). This response seems to have merit. When we say something like “X is F” we
often do not take ourselves to be making a claim about how X is in all circumstances. It may

seem, for example, that such statements implicitly restrict the domain of circumstances that

range over. Regardless of how one understands the many beautiful things, it is clear that they are objects and
not propositions.

% 1 consider the range of predicates to which Socrates thinks this claim applies later (see pp. 124-29).

%6 The natural next step, of course, is to consider propositions that have qualifications built into their con-
tent. As it is difficult enough to understand Socrates’ position on unqualified propositions, I leave the issue of
qualified propositions for the next chapter. See below, pp. 137-40.

% Gosling [1960, 118-19] takes the obviousness of this response to be a reason for taking t& ToAAd kaAd
to include only kinds and not particulars, since he thinks the lovers of sights and sounds would more readily
grant that a kind will have instances that are beautiful and (distinct) instances that are not-beautiful. However,
I agree with E. C. White [1978, 129] that the lovers of sights and sounds are no more likely to grant this for
kinds than they would for particulars.

% Perhaps Socrates could appeal to Helen’s mortality to secure agreement that she will, in some circum-
stances, present as not-beautiful. However, it is unclear whether something that does not exist can present as
anything (distinguish “presenting as not-beautiful” from “not presenting as beautiful”). Since Socrates only
appeals to claims about how things present, I think it best to leave issues of mortality aside.
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are relevant. That is, that their truth-value is determined by the circumstances relevant, in
some way, to the utterance. On this alternative metaphysical picture, X would not have to
manifest Fness in all circumstances to be F unqualifiedly, but only in a subset of circum-
stances. Indeed, in the next chapter we will consider how such an alternative metaphysics
(which, in fact, I will claim is presented in Plato’s Philebus) would affect Socrates’ claim that
there can be no understanding of perceptible objects.

One way of understanding Socrates, however, is as maintaining that, if we just ask “Is X
F?” in the abstract, then the mere existence of one circumstance in which X fails to manifest
Fness should give us pause to answering simply “Yes.” Of course, he does not think that the
existence of one such circumstance gives sufficient reason for rejecting the statement. After
all, the existence of a circumstance in which X manifests Fness should likewise give us pause
to answering the question “Is X F?” with a simple “No.” Socrates’ ultimate claim is that, since
each of the many beautiful things is such that, for any predicate “F” that applies to it, “not-F”
also applies to it, we cannot firmly conceive of it as being F or not being F, or as both being
F and not being F, or as neither being F nor not-F.

None of this is to say that Socrates thinks it does not matter what predicates you apply
to the many beautiful (just, double, etc.) things. Indeed, philosophers, in their capacity
as rulers, will have to make judgments of the form “X is F” about them. As we have seen,
Socrates is committed to the view that participants can vary in the degree to which they par-
ticipate in a given Form and, thus, in the degree to which they merit the relevant predicate.

To understand this point, it is helpful to return to the case from geometry presented above:

/\

Fig. 1 Fig. 2

In many contexts, it is entirely appropriate to predicate “square” of Figure 1 and “triangle”
of Figure 2. However, given the standard Euclidean definition of Square as “A right-angled
and equilateral quadrilateral figure,” it is clear that there is a sense in which Figure 1 is not a
square: it’s not perfectly right-angled, its lines aren’t perfectly equal, and so on. Some people
may be inclined to say that applying the name “square” to Figure 1 is simply inappropriate,
and that a proposition such as ‘Figure 1 is a square’ is simply false. Perhaps it is a “useful
fiction” to call Figure 1 a square but, they will claim, it is nonetheless false to do so. Socrates,
however, opts for a more nuanced position. He thinks that there is a sense in which Figure
1 is a square. After all, it more closely resembles or approximates the definition of Square
than, say, Figure 2 does. To use Socrates’ language, the proposition ‘Figure 1 is a square’

has a “stronger grasp on truth” than the proposition ‘Figure 2 is a square. Socrates” position
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here seems well motivated as we should distinguish the way in which, and degree to which,
Figure 1 and Figure 2 fail to be squares. Likewise, concerning two figures, both of which, in

some circumstances, present as squares, we can distinguish between them insofar as one is

L]

Fig. 3 Fig. 4

“more a square” than the other:

Although in some circumstances it would be appropriate to predicate “square” of Figure 4,
it is certainly “less a square” than Figure 3, because its lines are less straight. Simply saying,
“Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 are not squares,” and leaving it at that, then, seems to mask distinctions
we should want to make. Contrast all this with the way in which the object geometers deal
with when they are doing geometry proper is a “square.” That thing just is a square, full stop.
No circumstances exist in which it will present as not a square.

If we are to understand Socrates as allowing that the many beautiful (just, etc.) things
can vary in the degree to which they participate in a given Form, we have to understand
his claim “Poteron oun esti mallon é ouk estin hekaston ton pollon touto ho an tis phé(i) auto
einai” (479b8-9) in a slightly non-standard way. Reeve’s translation of this sentence is typical:
“Then is each of the many things any more what one says it is than it is not what one says it
is?” On a straightforward hearing of this sentence, Socrates says that none of the many things
is more F than not-F for any given F. This, however, entails that none of the many things can
participate in Fness to a greater degree than it fails to participate in Fness, which would, in
turn, entail that none of the many things merits any predicate “F” more than the predicate
“not-F” In my translation I made Socrates’ eschewal of this claim clear by rendering the
phrase “mallon €” as “rather than” instead of Reeve’s “more than” While this translation is
certainly philologically acceptable, it leads to an admittedly more awkward reading of the
sentence. However, even if someone insists on a standard translation such as Reeves, there
is a way of hearing the sentence “each of the many things is no more what we say it is than it
is not what we say it is” as meaning that we cannot simply say “X is F” without also saying “X
is not-F.” No commitment to the view that none of the many things merits a given predicate
more than its opposite is required.

This, then, is how I understand Socrates’ idea that the many beautiful (just, double, etc.)
things participate in Forms. Because none of them manifests any feature in all circum-
stances, there is no predicate that applies to them unqualifiedly. Thus, for any predicate “F”
which appropriately applies to one of the many beautiful (etc.) things, the predicate “not-F”

will also appropriately apply to it. As a result of this metaphysical view, Socrates does not
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think that propositions concerning perceptible objects, such as ‘Figure 1 is a square, ‘Helen
is beautiful, ‘Socrates is a human being, are unqualifiedly true. But, he also doesn’t think
such propositions are unqualifiedly false.®® However, although Socrates does not think that
the many beautiful (etc.) things can be F unqualifiedly, he does think that they can differ in
the degree to which they merit the title “F”” Thus, even though propositions about percepti-
ble objects are neither unqualifiedly true nor unqualifiedly false, they differ in their grasp on
truth. For example, since Helen approximates the nature of beauty to a greater degree than
Medusa, she is more deserving than Medusa of the predicate “beautiful,” and the proposition
‘Helen is beautiful has a stronger grasp on truth than the proposition ‘Medusa is beautiful’

My reconstruction of Socrates’ reasoning differs from a long-standing one presented in
the literature. According to this tradition, part of the difficulty in understanding Socrates’
reasoning stems from the fact that is rests on a confusion on Socrates’ part. It is often ar-
gued that Socrates fails to distinguish properly between absolute, monadic predicates on the
one hand, and relative, polyadic predicates on the other: for example, between predicates
like “beautiful” and predicates like “more beautiful than” or “beautiful according to.” The
idea is that, as a result of this failure, Socrates illicitly moves from claims involving relative
predicates to claims involving absolute predicates—that he illicitly “drops his quantifiers”
So, for example, Socrates is thought to move illegitimately from the claim ‘Helen is beau-
tiful relative to earthly women and not-beautiful relative to Goddesses’ to the claim ‘Helen
is beautiful and not-beautiful’ (and similarly for the other predicates Socrates discusses). If
Socrates had adequately distinguished between absolute and relative predicates, the thought
goes, he would have recognized that Helen’s presenting as beautiful relative to one group and
not-beautiful relative to another group does not warrant predicating “beautiful” or “not-
beautiful” simplicter of Helen. Cross and Woozley offer a representative sample of such an

interpretation:

Assuming then that this is so [sc. that Plato did not view relational and abso-
lute predicates as fundamentally different], we must repeat what was said above
that relational concepts, when rightly understood, do not produce the puzzling
situations of the sort Plato seems to envisage and to require in the present pas-
sage. Granted an act is just in this set of circumstances, and the same type of act
unjust in different circumstances...this does not establish that particulars have
contradictory attributes...Yet the present argument would seem to require that

% The last example is meant to be provocative. Many interpreters have questioned whether Socrates’ thinks
that the considerations at issue here also apply to predicates like “human being”” I take up that issue after I
discuss the rest of the Book 5 argument.

119



Part 3: The Nature of Knowledge, Opinion, and Ignorance (476d7-480a13)

one and the same particular act done in one and the same particular situation
is both right and wrong..” [1964, 159]”°

On my interpretation, I do not understand Socrates as “dropping his qualifiers” because I do
not understand him as beginning with qualified predicates and then moving to unqualified
predicates.”! Rather, I understand his focus to be on unqualified predicates throughout—he
does not “move” from claims involving qualified predicates to claims involving unqualified
predicates but, rather, claims that whether certain (perhaps all) unqualified predicates ap-
propriately apply to certain objects depends upon various circumstances.”” Although, in
one sense, the alternative reconstruction offered by Cross and Woozley attributes the same
final view to Socrates (i.e. that the many beautiful (etc.) things both are and are not beautiful
(etc.)), the fact that it understands his reasoning as involving a fundamental confusion is a
strong point against it. Moreover, by understanding Socrates’ position in the way I do, we
can better motivate his conception of unqualified being and his claim that the many beauti-
ful (etc.) things do not exhibit it.

5.4.7 'The Many Beautiful Things are the “In-Between” Things (479¢6-d1)

Socrates has argued that each of the many beautiful (just, double, etc.) things both is and
is not beautiful (just, double, etc.). Given that the many beautiful things are neither purely
beautiful nor in no way beautiful, Socrates asks Glaucon where to place them in relation to

that which purely is and that which in no way is (479¢6-9):

Do you know what to do with them, then, or anywhere better to put them than
in between being and not being? Surely they cannot be more opaque that what
is not, by not-being more than it; nor clearer than what is, by being more than it.

"EXE1G 00V aurmg, v & syw foqal xpncsn, 1] 6mot Bnoeig kaAMiw Béorv tr]q He-
eetay ovolocq TE Kal To0 pn) gival; ovte yocp Tov GKom)Ssotspa un ovroq TPOG TO
udAAov un eivan pavioetat, oUte pavdtepa Evtog mpdg td udAAov eivat.

Socrates, then, contends that the many beautiful things, since they both are and are not,
must lie in between the things that purely are and the things that in no way are. They are

not more opaque than what is not, because what is not is best identified as nothing, and the

7% For similar interpretations that take Socrates to be confused, in one way or another, with relative vs.
absolute predicates, see Owen [1957, 107-110] and Kirwan [1974, 117-19].

7! This point is the crux of Nick White’s interpretation [1989, 48-51].

7> Indeed, in the next chapter I consider whether Socrates might have thought that the appropriateness
of applying even qualified predicates to the many beautiful (etc.) things is circumstance dependent (see pp.
139-40).
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many beautiful things certainly are something (e.g. beautiful). However, even though they
are something, they are not purely anything. Thus, Socrates thinks, they are not clearer than
the things that purely are. Therefore, Socrates concludes, the many beautiful (just, double,
etc.) things are precisely the “in-between” things that they have been trying to identify.

As discussed in the section on the verb “einai” (see pp. 92-93), many interpreters take
Socrates’ claim that the many beautiful things both are and are not to be invalidly inferred
from the previous discussion. Even Lesley Brown, who is most sensitive to the manner in
which the verb “einai” should be understood, accuses Socrates of this mistake. As she un-
derstands the verb “einai” the claim ‘the many beautiful things both are and are not” has
the force of ‘the many beautiful things both are something and are nothing’ And, while it
does follow from the claim ‘the many beautiful things are beautiful’ that ‘the many beautiful
things are something, it does not follow from ‘the many beautiful things are not-beautiful’
that ‘the many beautiful things are nothing. Thus, Brown concludes that Socrates is in-
volved in serious confusions surrounding the nature of not-being (which, she thinks, Platos
characters attempt to clear up in the Sophist).

On my model of the verb “einai,” however, Socrates’ conclusion has the force of ‘the many
beautiful things are and are not whatever they are’ We can see that this claim does follow
validly from the preceding discussion, so long as we recognize that Socrates does not infer
it solely from the claim, ‘the many beautiful things are and are not beautiful. Rather, he uses
that claim as evidence for the more general claim ‘it is not the case that each of the many
things is rather than is not whatever we say it is’ (478b8-9).”® It is from this more general
claim that Socrates infers his conclusion. And, his inference seems to be valid, since the more
general claim entails that, if any predicate “F” applies to one of the many beautiful things,
the predicate “not-F” applies to it as well. But, this is just to say that the many beautiful (just,

double, etc.) things are and are not whatever they are.

5.4.8 The Final Push (479d3-480a13)

Having identified opinion as the power between understanding and ignorance and the many
beautiful (just, double, etc.) things as the objects between that which purely is and that which
in no way is, Socrates draws a conclusion about the views of those who only cognitively

engage with such in-between objects (479d1-3):

So, we have now discovered, it seems, that most of the conventional views of
the many about beauty and the rest are somehow rolling around between what

7 T adapt this claim from Socrates question whether “for each of the many things is it rather than is it not
whatever someone says it is?” (ITétepov ovv €ott pdAAoV 1| 00k €oTiv EkacTov T@OV TOAAGVY ToTTO & &V T1§ @f)
avTO €ivat;) (478b8-9).
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is not and what purely is.

HOprkapev dpa, wg €otkev, 6TL T& TOV TOAAGDV TTOAAG vOutpa KaAoD e mépt
Kal TOV AAAwV petagd mov kuAvdeitat oo te pur) 6vtog kai Tol dvtog eilikpl-
VQ@G.

Socrates’ claim strikes me as straightforward: the conventional views of the many about
beauty and the rest “roll around” between what is not and what purely is insofar as the things
that their views are about “roll around” between what is not and what purely is.”* The views
of the many concerning, say, beauty consist of predicating “beauty” of the many beautiful
things and features of such things, identifying beauty with the many beautiful things and
features of such things, and so on. These views “roll around” between being and not-being
in the sense that their intentional objects both are and are not beautiful.”> On my interpre-
tation, this follows straightforwardly from the preceding discussion, as Socrates’ use of the
term “ara” would lead us to expect.

Gosling, however, claims that this passage poses insurmountable difficulties to the view
that the many beautiful things include particulars (and a fortiori any view, such as mine,
on which it includes both particulars and kinds). The problem, according to Gosling, is
that “Whatever vouipa means it does not mean particulars” [1960, 120]. Gosling’s state-
ment, however, strikes me as odd. What Socrates says is that the nomima of the many about
beauty and the rest roll around. Why would anyone think that the nomima of the many are
particular objects? All that is needed is that it be possible for them to be about particular
objects.”®

Socrates then states the main conclusion towards which he has been building
(479d6-480a12):

And we agreed earlier that if anything turned out to be of that sort, it would
have to be called an object of opinion, not an object of knowledge—a wander-
ing, in-between object grasped by the in-between power ... As for those, then,
who look at many beautiful things but do not see the beautiful itself, and are
incapable of following another who would lead them to it; or many just things
but not the just itself, and similarly with all the rest—these people, we will
say, have opinions about all these things, but have no knowledge of what their
opinions are about... On the other hand, what about those who in each case

7* The fact that Socrates draws a conclusion about the views of “the many” (ot moAAot) shows that he was
using the lovers of sights and sounds as mere representatives for everyone who only acknowledges the existence
of perceptible objects (i.e. all non-philosophers).

7> As E C. White puts it, it is “a perfectly natural piece of metonomy” to speak of opinion as having charac-
teristics associated with its objects [1977, 303].

7¢ F. C. White [1978, 130] forcefully makes this point against Gosling.
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look at the things themselves that are always the same in every respect? Won't
we say that they have knowledge, and not opinion? Shall we say, then, that
these people warmly welcome and love the things that knowledge is set-over,
as the others warmly welcome and love the things that opinion is set-over? We
have not forgotten, have we, that the latter love and look at beautiful sounds,
colors, and things of that sort, but cannot even bear the idea that the beautiful
itself is a thing that is?... Will we be striking a false note, then, if we call such
people “lovers of opinion” rather than “lovers of wisdom”? Will they be very
angry with us if we call them that?...So, those who in each case warmly welcome
that which is are the ones we must call, not “philodoxers,” but “philosophers.”

Mpowpoloyroapev O€ e, €l Tt Totodtov @avein, dofaotov adtd GAN 00 yvw-
otov Oetv Aéyeobat, tfj petald duvduel t0 petald TAavnTov GAGKOUEVOV...
Toug &pa TOAAX KaAd Bewuévoug, avTod 8¢ TO KAAOV U OpdvTag und dAAwW £’
a0TO dyovTt Suvapévoug Eneodat, kai ToAAd dikaia, abTo d¢ T6 dikatov ur, kal
mévta otw, So€dlelv ricousv dmavra, yryvwoketv 8¢ v So&dlovaty 008év...
T1 8¢ ad Tobg avTd Exaota Oewuévoug kai del Katd TavTd WoaUTw Svta; &p’
00 Y1yvWoKewy AN o0 §o&dlerv;...00ko0V kai domdleoBal te Kal piAelv To0-
Toug uév talta @Hoouev €@’ 0i¢ YVv@oiG éottv, éxefvoug 8¢ ¢’ oic 86&x; fi ov
UVIUOVEDOUEV OTL QWVAG TE Kal XpOaG KAAAS Kol TX To1adT EQPAUEV TOVTOUG
@LAeTV Te Kl Oedobat, avTO d¢ TO KaAOV 00d’ dvéxeaBat KOG Tt &v;... O0KODV Kl
dondleoBai te kal @IAelv TovTOUG UEV TaDTA PAGOUEV €@ 0i¢ YV®OIg €0TLv,
éxefvoug 8¢ ¢’ oig 86&a; fi o0 uvnuovedouev 8Tt wVAS Te kal Xpag KaAdg
Kal t& totalt’ €payev Toutovg QIAETV Te Kal Bedobat, abTo O¢ TO KAAOV 008’
avéxeabat g Tt Gv;... TOuG AUTO GPA EKAGTOV TO OV AoTIAlOUEVOUS PLAOGOPOUG
GAN 00 @1Aod6Eoug kANTEOV.

Socrates, then, concludes that the many beautiful (just, double, etc.) things are the objects
over which the power of opinion is set. Since the lovers of sights and sounds turn their
minds solely to such objects, they can actualize their power of opinion but not their power
of knowledge. Since actualizing a power is necessary for being in the corresponding state,
Socrates thinks that they will agree that they cannot acquire knowledge. Philosophers and
philosophers alone are capable of knowledge, because only they turn their minds to the
objects over which the power of knowledge is actualized. By arguing in this way, Socrates has
not claimed, and has not needed to claim, that perceptible objects cannot be the intentional
objects of knowledge or understanding.”” For all that he has said in soothing and gently
persuading the lovers of sights and sounds, he has left it open that philosophers may even

be able to have understanding of the perceptible world. As we have seen, however, Socrates

77 'Thus, I do not find it surprising, as interpreters such as Irwin do [1995, 266-67], that Socrates does not
appeal to the notion of an “account” to distinguish knowledge here. The notion of an account is relevant to
identifying the cognitive state of knowledge, not the cognitive power.
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ultimately rejects this possibility. Before explaining why he does so in the next chapter, I

need to tie up one loose end.

5.5 'The Range of Forms

Since Socrates accepts the general metaphysical thesis that no perceptible object can per-
fectly instantiate any Form, we need to determine the range of Forms he countenances so
that we can determine the range of predicates for which the claim, “perceptible objects both
are and are not F,” is true. Two questions are particularly important: first, does Socrates
countenance Forms corresponding only to predicates that have readily identifiable oppo-
sites? Does Socrates, for example, only countenance Forms corresponding to predicates like
“good,” “beautiful,” “double,” and so on, or does he also countenance Forms corresponding
to predicates like “human being,” “horse,” and “city”? Second, for Forms that correspond
to evaluative predicates that have opposites (which may include all evaluative predicates), is
there a Form corresponding to both the positive and negative predicate? For example, does
Socrates countenance, in addition to the Forms of Goodness, Beauty, and Justice, the Form
of Badness, Ugliness, and Injustice? These two questions are related, since, for all evalua-
tive predicates that have opposites, one member of the pair is positive and one member is
negative.

In the discussion of Book 5 it is clear that Socrates allows a Form of Beauty, Justice,
and Goodness (475e6-476a8), and fairly clear that he also countenances a Form of Piety,
Half(ness), Double(ness), Big(ness), Small(ness), Light(ness), and Heavy(ness) (478a7-
479b6). Many interpreters, noting that each of these Forms corresponds to a predicate that
has a readily identifiable opposite (e.g. “beauty”-“ugliness,” “justice”-“injustice,” “double-
half”) answer the first question affirmatively. As a result, these interpreters maintain that
Socrates does not countenance Forms corresponding to predicates like “human being,’
“horse,” and “city;” which do not seem to have opposites—i.e. there is no Form of Human
Being, no Form of Horse, no Form of City, and the like.

The idea that Socrates” discussion in Book 5 restricts the range of Forms to correspond
only to those predicates that have readily identifiable opposites is often connected to a par-
ticular interpretation of the passage I labeled “Identifying the Things that Both Are and Are
Not” (pp. 112-21). In an interpretative tradition dating at least to Allen [1961], this passage
has been said to contain the “Argument from Opposites” Since Socrates clearly appeals
to claims about opposites, I do not reject this description. However, we must determine
what the claims concerning opposites are supposed to establish. In other words, what is

the Argument from Opposites an argument fowards? According to Allen, the Argument
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from Opposites is supposed to be a proof of the existence of Forms [ibid., 326].”® Given that
the predicates Socrates deals with all come in pairs of opposites, Allen thinks that the only
Forms that will be generated by this argument are Forms corresponding to such predicates.

The idea that Socrates appeals to claims about opposites to argue for the existence of
Forms strikes me as importantly wrong. As I understand the Argument from Opposites,
it purports to show that the objects with which the lovers of sights and sounds cognitively
engage both are and are not. It is further embedded in an argument to the effect that if there
are objects which both are and are not, opinion is set-over such objects. And this latter claim
is, in turn, embedded in a discussion of the difference between the powers of opinion and
knowledge. At no point in this discussion does Socrates argue for the existence of Forms.
Moreover, as I have interpreted the argument, the claim that Forms exist is not needed for the
argument to go through.”” Indeed, Allen admits that in order to understand the Argument
from Opposites as an argument for the existence of Forms “certain missing premises must
be supplied” [1961, 326]. Those missing premises, however, are precisely where Allen thinks
Socrates gets into trouble. It would be better, I think, to take the aim of Socrates’ argument to
be what he says it is. Thus, we should not take the fact that Socrates only appeals to predicates
that have readily identifiable opposites to restrict the range of Forms he countenances.

Not only should we not reach this conclusion on the basis of the Argument from Op-
posites, we have positive reasons for rejecting it. First, remember that the entire discussion
we have been considering is part of Socrates’ attempt to determine how to bring about a city
that is closest (engutata) to the ideal city (p. 78). Socrates set this aim because he thinks that
cities in the perceptible world, like everything that comes to pass, cannot perfectly instan-
tiate ideals. This strongly suggests that he countenances a Form of City, but “city” has no
readily identifiable opposite. Second, if I am right that Socrates thinks geometry provides
good examples of the way in which perceptible objects both are and are not, we should think
he allows for Forms corresponding to mathematical predicates.*® Many mathematical pred-
icates, however, such as “square” and “triangle;” do not have readily identifiable opposites.
Third, in Book 10 Socrates reminds Glaucon that “we usually posit some one particular

form in connection with each set of many things to which we apply the same name” (595a6-

’® Other interpreters who understand the argument in this way include Annas [1981, 223] and Fine [1993,
56-57] (however, Annas is ambivalent as to whether this is Socrates’ only argument for the existence of Forms
and, hence, whether these are the only Forms he countenances). Other interpreters who think that consid-
erations of opposites lead Socrates to posit the existence of Forms (although not necessarily finding such an
argument here) include Nehamas [1973, 1975] and Irwin [1995, Ch. 10].

7% That is, all Socrates needed was for the lovers of sights and sounds to agree that the power of knowl-
edge is set-over that which purely is whatever it is. Although Socrates ultimately thinks that only Forms (and
mathematicals) purely are whatever they are, this further point was not necessary to the argument.

8 This is not to say that mathematics proper deals with such Forms. Rather, mathematics proper deals with
intelligible objects that perfectly exemplify such Forms (see, Ch. 4, p. 58 fn. 4).
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8).*" While the exact import of this claim is controversial, he explicitly mentions the Form
of Couch (kliné) and Form of Table (trapeza) as examples (596b1-2), but, again, neither
“couch” nor “table” have readily identifiable opposites.

A passage in Book 7 deserves special mention. In a famous exchange, Socrates shows

Glaucon three fingers held up next to each other and asks the following:

It is obvious, surely, that each of them is equally a finger, and it makes no
difference whether it is seen to be in the middle or at either end; whether it is
dark or pale, thick or thin, or anything else of that sort. You see, in all these
cases, the soul of most people is not compelled to ask the mind what a finger
is, since sight does not at any point suggest to it that a finger is at the same time
the opposite of a finger. (523c10-d6)

AGKTUAOC PV TTOL ADTOV PAIVETAL OUOTWE EKAOTOG, Kol TAUTH YE 0VJEV drapé-
PEL, EAVTE €V UEGW OpaTAL EAVT €T E0XATW, EGVTE AEVUKOG EAVTE UEAAG, EAVTE
Tax UG €avte Aemtdg, Kol dv GTi To100ToV. £V TAGL Y&p TOUTOLG OUK AVayKAle-
a1 T@V TOAAGV 1] Puxn TV vonorv Enepéobat ti mot’ €oti ddKTLUAOG 00daUOD
yap 1 g avtii dua éofjunvev td ddktulov Todvavtiov | SdkTulov eivar.

Although interpreters often cite this passage as evidence for the view I oppose, I think that
close reading shows it is not.*> To see this, note that Socrates is attempting to determine
which kinds of things “summon” (parakalein) the soul to inquiry. He is not attempting to
determine what exhausts the things that can be studied by a soul that has been summoned.
The “summoners” are particularly effective impetuses to inquiry, and Socrates claims that
things which strike the mind at the same time as their opposite can best play that role . This
is certainly not to say that, once a soul has been compelled to inquire into the nature of things,
it won't discover that there are natures corresponding to things like fingers.**> Moreover, not
only does Socrates not say that there is no Form of Finger, his language strongly suggests
that there is. In saying that the souls of “most people” are not compelled to ask the mind
what a finger is, he strongly suggests that the souls of some people are so compelled and, at

the very least, that there is something there into which one can inquire.*

81 E{80g ydp mo0 11 £v Ekaotov elwBapev tibesbot mepl Exaota T TOAAE, 0i¢ TadTOV Evoua émi@époiey.

82 See Nehamas [1973, 467-68] and Annas [1981, 218-19] (although Nehamas notes the alternative reading
I propose).

® In connection with this consider Sextus Empiricus’ claim that “Men of talent, troubled by the anomaly in
things and puzzled as to which of them they should rather assent to, came to investigate what in things is true
and what false, thinking that by deciding these issues they would become tranquil” (Outlines of Pyrrhonism 1
12) [Trans. Annas and Barnes]. Sextus is fully aware that many of the people he is talking about posit natures
corresponding to predicates that do not have readily identifiable opposites. All he is talking about, however,
and all Socrates need be talking about, is the impetus to inquiry.

8 It is not, in fact, implausible that something could strike someone as both being and not-being a finger.

>

Consider, for example, the “finger” of a statue’s “hand”
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I submit, then, that we have good reason to take Socrates to countenance a wider range
of Forms than those corresponding to predicates that have readily identifiable opposites. It
is difficult, however, to determine exactly what Forms Socrates countenances. In fact, if I
am right that nothing in the Republic amounts to an argument for the existence of Forms
(or the existence of a (particular) Form), I don't think we should attempt to be exact or ex-
haustive. The best way to proceed is by analogy from the Forms that we have good reason to
think Socrates countenances. So, for example, since Socrates explicitly mentions the Forms
of Justice and Piety, it seems reasonable to conclude that he recognizes Forms correspond-
ing to other moral predicates, such as “courage,” “temperance,” and “wisdom.” Socrates also
explicitly recognizes the Forms of Beauty, Table, and Couch, and so it is reasonable to think
he countenances Forms for other aesthetic and artifact predicates. If I am right that Socrates
countenances a Form of City, he likely countenances Forms corresponding to predicates that
denote other communal human enterprises, such as “friendship.” Lastly, if Socrates recog-
nizes a Form of Finger, it is reasonable to conclude that he recognizes Forms corresponding
to predicates that denote other bodily organs and, likely, whole organisms.®*

If Socrates does posit Forms corresponding to predicates that do not have readily identi-
fiable opposites, it is difficult to see how his claim that perceptible objects do not instantiate

any ideals can be extended to such Forms. As Annas puts the worry:

The terms that Plato picks out as having only qualified application to particular
things are a mixed bag-just, pious, beautiful, double, big, heavy-but they are
united in all having opposites: what shows us that this thing or action is only
qualifiedly F is precisely the fact that it can also be said to be (from some point
of view, etc.) not-F. There is a contrast here with a term like ‘man. We apply it to
many particulars, and take it that there are ‘many men’ But this assumption of
ours is not faulty in the way that the assumption that there are ‘many beautifuls’
can be faulted. For each of the many beautiful things turned out also to be
(from some point of view, etc.) ugly. But we cannot appeal to the same kind of
considerations—-change, context, relativity to standard or interest-to show that
each particular man is also (from some point of view, etc.) a not-man. Nothing
can be, even qualifiedly, both a man and a not-man. [1981, 209]*°

The basic idea is that, while Socrates’ considerations may show that Helen, for example, is

both beautiful and not beautiful, they do nothing to show that she is not purely human.

%5 In connection with this it is worth noting that, in the Parmenides, the character Socrates readily agrees
that there are Forms of “just, beautiful, good, and everything of that sort” (130b7-9) (trans. M. L. Gill and P.
Ryan). Concerning Forms of “human being, fire, or water,” however, he says, “I've often found myself in doubt
whether I should talk about those in the same way as the others or differently” (130c1-4). Lastly, he adamantly
denies that there are Forms of “hair, mud, and dirt, or anything else totally undignified and worthless” (130c5-
d4).

86 Cf. Allen [1961], Nehamas [1975], and others for a similar view.
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We must, then, find some way of understanding how Socrates could have thought that
even predicates like “human being” do not apply unqualifiedly to any perceptible object. I
have thus far spoken of Forms that do and Forms that do not correspond to predicates with
“readily identifiable opposites.” One option is simply to claim that some Forms correspond
to predicates that do not have opposites and then try to find some way of understanding
their application to perceptibles as subject to circumstance-variation. Perhaps, in order to
accommodate how such predicates fail to apply unqualifiedly to perceptible objects, issues
of mortality will have to be introduced. Since Socrates thinks that being unqualifiedly F
requires manifesting Fness in all circumstances, the fact that, for any perceptible object there
will be times at which it does not manifest, say, humanity, entails that it cannot be a human
being unqualifiedly.*’

Another option, and one that promises a more satisfactory solution to this problem, is to
focus on the notion of a readily identifiable opposite. Perhaps there is a way of understanding
all the predicates corresponding to Forms as having opposites, even if not readily identifiable
ones. Although my idea here is tentative, consider the following possibility. Suppose that
Socrates thinks things are defined via genus and differentia. Suppose further that he takes
final differentiae to have opposites. For example, suppose the definition of Human Being
is “rational animal” Here, the differentia “rational” has an opposite, namely “irrational” If
this were the case, the predicate “human being” would have an opposite, just not a readily
identifiable one. A point in favor of developing this option is that it offers a nice and con-
sistent solution to the above problem: particular things in the perceptible world will fail to
instantiate some Form whose final differentia is D insofar as, in some circumstances, they
manifest the opposite of D. For example, particular things will fail to instantiate the Form
of Human Being insofar as, in some circumstances, they manifest irrationality.®®

So much for the first question—Socrates does countenance the existence of Forms that
do not have readily identifiable opposites. The second question was whether, for Forms
that correspond to evaluative predicates that have opposites, Socrates countenances a Form
corresponding only to the positive member of the pair? In the Book 5 argument, Socrates
suggests that the answer is “No” (476al-6):

87 Baltzly [1997, 268-71] proposes this solution. However, see my hesitation concerning issues of mortality
stated in p. 116 fn. 68 above.

%8 Perhaps the failure of perceptible objects to instantiate one Form could, as it were, piggy-back on their
failure to instantiate another Form. For example, if the Form of City is defined, in part, in terms of human
beings being related in a certain way, maybe the failure of perceptible objects to instantiate the Form of Human
Being would entail a failure to instantiate the Form of City.
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Socrates: Since beautiful is the opposite of ugly, they are two things.—Of course.
Soc.: And since they are two things, each of them is also one?—That’s true too.

Soc.: And the same account applies, then, to just and unjust, good and bad, and
all the forms (eidé)?

However, serious difficulties would result if Socrates countenances Forms corresponding
to such negative predicates. First, it is difficult to see how negative Forms, such as Bad-
ness, could owe their being and knowability to the Form of Goodness (as Socrates tells us
all Forms do at 508d10-509a5). Following on from this, it may be both metaphysically and
epistemologically otiose to posit Forms corresponding to the negative predicate of a given
pair. Perhaps we can maintain that perceptible objects merit the negative predicate, not by
participating in a corresponding negative Form, but simply insofar as, and to the degree to
which, they fail to exemplify the positive Form. Likewise, perhaps people understand the
Form corresponding to the positive predicate and then apply the negative predicate insofar
as objects fail to exemplify that Form. Lastly, it is unclear whether Socrates would think
that there is one thing in virtue of which, for example, all ugly things are ugly or all bad
things are bad. If there is any such unity, it would likely consist only in not being beautiful,
not being good, and so on. On balance, then, I think that, for evaluative Forms that cor-
respond to predicates that have opposites, we should take Socrates to countenance a Form

corresponding to only the positive predicate.

5.6 Recap of the Book 5 Argument

In closing I wish to provide a summary of how I understand the entire discussion we have
spent so long examining. It begins when Glaucon asks Socrates whether a city with the
same constitution as the city they had laid out in the previous discussion can be realized
on earth (471c3-e4). Socrates replies that the answer is “No,” because no perceptible object
can perfectly instantiate any ideal, but that this does not render their discussion pointless
(472al1-473a3). It is possible to bring about a city that is close enough to the ideal city to
be worthy of the titles “just” and “happy.” And this can be done, he claims, by vesting po-
litical power in the hands of philosophers (473a5-e4). Recognizing that this claim is wildly
controversial, Socrates sets himself the task of first defining Philosopher and then showing
that such people are best suited to rule (473e5-474c3). Since a genuine lover of X must love
all of X, he claims that philosophers are distinguished from non-philosophers in loving all
wisdom and learning (474c8-475c8).

Glaucon, however, worries that this definition will include the lovers of sights and

sounds, who are obviously not philosophers. His worry is that these people, despite their
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cognitive shortcomings, nevertheless seem to display a love of learning since they are always
running around to the latest cultural events (475d1-el). Socrates argues that such people
are not, in fact, genuine lovers of learning because they do not turn their minds to the na-
tures of things. Instead, they content themselves solely with the many beautiful perceptible
things that are mere likenesses of such natures. As a result, they cannot provide the kind of
explanation necessary for going beyond opinion and achieving knowledge. Philosophers,
on the other hand, because they do turn their minds to the original natures, can provide
the right kind of explanation and, so, can achieve knowledge. The distinguishing mark of
philosophers, then, is that their love of learning leads them to acquire knowledge, whereas
whatever love of learning the lovers of sights and sounds seem to exhibit leads them to no
better than opinion (475e2-476e2).

Socrates recognizes that he has again embroiled himself in controversy—the lovers of
sights and sounds will certainly dispute the claim that they know nothing. Moreover, his
argument for that claim assumed the existence of original natures, which is, to say the least,
a highly suspect assumption (476d7-e2). To soothe and gently persuade the lovers of sights
and sounds that they cannot achieve knowledge, Socrates gives up that assumption and turns
his attention to the prior notion of a cognitive power. Since being in a given cognitive state
requires an exercise of a corresponding cognitive power, Socrates thinks that he can get the
lovers of sights and sounds to accept that they know nothing because they do not exercise
their power of knowledge. To do this he first argues that the power of knowledge can only
be actualized over things that purely are whatever they are (476e4-477b2). Since distinct
cognitive powers can only be actualized over distinct kinds of things, the fact that fallible
opinion and infallible knowledge are distinct powers entails that opinion cannot be actual-
ized over that which purely is whatever it is (477b4-478b3). Opinion, however, cannot be
actualized over that which in no way is whatever it is, since nothing is such that it in no way
whatever it is, and powers must be actualized over something (478b5-c5). But, if the objects
of opinion cannot be things that in no way are whatever they are, nor things that purely
are whatever they are, they must be things that, in some sense, both are and are not what-
ever they are (478d5-e5). But, what things are like that? Well, Socrates claims, precisely the
many beautiful things that preoccupy the lovers of sights and sounds. For any such thing,
there are circumstances in which the predicate “beautiful” applies to it and circumstances
in which the predicate “not-beautiful” applies to it. Thus, each of the many beautiful things
both is and is not beautiful. Since the same considerations of circumstance-variance apply
regardless of the predicate we are considering, for any predicate that applies to one of the
many beautiful things, the negation of that predicate will also apply. But, that is just to say
that each of the many beautiful things both is and is not whatever it is (478e7-479d4). Those
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are the kinds of things, then, over which the power of opinion is set (479d6-8). Thus, be-
cause the lovers of sights and sounds only turn their minds to the objects over which the
power of opinion is set and do not turn their minds to the objects over which the power
of knowledge is set, they can only actualize their power of opinion and not their power of
knowledge. Since exercising a power is necessary for acquiring the corresponding state, So-
crates takes himself to have soothed and gently persuaded the lovers of sights and sounds
that their single-minded focus on the many beautiful things entails that they do not, in fact,
know anything. Since philosophers, on the other hand, do turn their minds to the objects
over which the power of knowledge is set, they can actualize their power of knowledge and,
therefore, can know things (479d10-480a12).
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Chapter 6

Socrates’ Epistemology

6.1 Introduction

N this final chapter, which serves as a conclusion, I tie together the various threads of the
I previous chapters to present the full picture of Socrates” epistemology. In doing so, I lay
out and motivate three of its central commitments. First, that there can be no understanding
concerning perceptible objects. Second, that there can be no opinions concerning intelligi-
ble objects. Third, that people with understanding of intelligible objects (i.e. philosophers)
can bring their understanding to bear in their cognitive interaction with the perceptible
world so as to form expert opinions, which count as a kind of knowledge. This third claim
is the key to resolving the alleged tension between Socrates’ epistemology and his politics. I
aim to show that each of these claims is a natural consequence of Socrates’ metaphysics and

his epistemology.

6.2 No Understanding Concerning Perceptible Objects

In the previous chapter we saw how Socrates argues that the lovers of sights and sounds’
failure to turn their minds to the natures of things renders them incapable of attaining any
knowledge or understanding. As we have seen, however, in a passage of Book 7 Socrates
rules out there being any understanding whatsoever of perceptible objects. Thus, we must
now determine why he thinks that even those who do turn their minds to the natures of
things (i.e. philosophers) are unable to achieve understanding of anything about the per-
ceptible world. I argue that it is because Socrates thinks that even the best kind of answer that
can be given to a “Why is X F?” question concerning a perceptible object (i.e. the philoso-

pher’s answer) does not rise to the level of a genuine explanation.
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It is tempting to think that Socrates concludes there can be no understanding of percep-
tible objects solely because he thinks there can be no unqualifiedly true propositions con-
cerning them. Perhaps it could be argued that, since understanding is factive, propositions
that are not unqualifiedly true cannot express the content of any piece of understanding.!
However, while this point is certainly relevant, I do not think that it provides a complete
account of Socrates’ reasoning. First, as we saw in the previous chapter, Socrates does think
that some propositions concerning perceptible objects have a stronger grasp on truth than
others. Moreover, philosopher-kings, in their capacity as rulers, will have to make all kinds
of judgments about perceptible objects. Since Socrates thinks that philosophers should rule
because they are epistemic authorities, he must think that some answers to questions of the
form “Is X F” are warranted, even if X is a perceptible object. Lastly, as we have repeatedly
seen, for Socrates the key distinguishing mark between various cognitive achievements is
the kind of explanation people can provide for the views they hold. Thus, the entire picture
requires seeing why Socrates’ metaphysics leads him to think that philosophers” answers to
“Why is X F?” questions concerning perceptible objects, although better than the answers
lovers of sights and sounds can give, do not count as the kind of explanation necessary for
understanding.”

To put my main contention briefly: Socrates thinks that putative explanations of even
warranted propositions about perceptible objects “break down” because the failure of per-
ceptible objects to instantiate natures or essences entails that propositions about them can-
not be appropriately grounded in facts about natures or essences. The fuller story goes as
follows: for Socrates, understanding requires grasping explanations. Explanations, in turn,
consist of broadly deductive proofs at least one of whose premises states the nature or essence
of something. When it comes to propositions about perceptible objects, any putative proof
of such a proposition will have to include a premise or premises about that object. Schemat-
ically: if we are trying to prove that X is F, this will have to be via some other fact about
X, say, that it is G. For example, if we are trying to prove something about Helen (e.g. that
she is beautiful) one of the premises of the relevant proof has to be about Helen and make

some other claim about her (e.g. that she exhibits the appropriate symmetry). Otherwise,

! The claim that understanding is factive has been disputed in recent years. See, for example, the debate
between Elgin [2009] and Kvanvig [2009]. Cf. Kvanvig [2003, 190-91], Elgin [2007], and Greco [Forthcoming].
Szaif [2007, 255] seems to understand Socrates as ruling out knowledge (or, at least, one kind of knowledge (see
above, Ch. 4, p. 56 fn. 3)) of perceptible objects on the basis that truth is a necessary condition for knowledge.

? To see that this fuller picture is required, imagine that Socrates did think that propositions about percep-
tible objects could be unqualifiedly true. If we then asked, “Why can such propositions be understood?,” the
answer would not simply be “Because they are unqualifiedly true” (although this would be relevant). Rather,
the answer would point to why they could then be explained in the appropriate kind of way.
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the conclusion could not be about Helen.” Given Socrates’ metaphysics, however, percep-
tible objects do not instantiate natures or essences and so the linking proposition will not
be unqualifiedly true. Hence, any putative proof of a proposition about a perceptible object
cannot properly connect that proposition to facts about natures or essences. Thus, they will
not meet Socrates’ requirements for the kind of explanation that can confer understanding.
Let us now run through the full story.

To begin with I wish to consider how someone who shared Socrates’ conception of un-
derstanding could, nevertheless, conclude that it is possible to have such understanding of
perceptible objects. Of course, Socrates rejects this claim, but considering how such a view
would go will help us focus on where, exactly, Socrates’ picture differs.* Someone could
maintain that people who have understanding of natures can bring their understanding to
bear in their cognitive interaction with perceptible objects in such a way as to achieve un-

derstanding of the latter.” Consider, for example, the following putative proof from biology:

[P1] To be an Animal is to be capable of perception

[P2] This object, Plato, is an Animal

[C1] Plato is capable of perception

It seems that this proof, which has a premise stating a fact about the nature of Animals [P1]
and concludes with a proposition about Plato [C1], meets Socrates’ conditions for the kind
of explanation capable of yielding understanding. Shouldn’t grasping this proof, then, allow
people to understand why Plato is capable of perception? Consider also this putative proof

from chemistry:
[P3] It lies in the nature of water to be Hy0
[P4] H50 boils at 212 °F (at sea level)
[P5] This quantity of stuft X in this pot (at sea level) is water

[P6] X’s current temperature is in excess of 212 °F (at sea level)

[C2] X is boiling

* This is not quite true since from VzF'(z) it follows that F(a). I consider a related point when I discuss
whether Socrates allows for understanding why something that holds of all perceptible objects holds of a par-
ticular perceptible object (p. 138).

* Moreover, this discussion will help us later when we compare Socrates’ distinction between ¢motrjun and
expert philosophical 86&a to the distinction between a priori and a posteriori knowledge (see below, p. 156).

* As I discuss later (see below, p. 141), I think that this view is presented by the character Socrates in
the Philebus. Aristotle also advances such a view: in Posterior Analytics 1.8, he claims that, while there is no
proof (andder€ig) simpliciter (AmA&G) and, so, no understanding simpliciter of perishable things, there is proof
incidentally (xatd cupPepnkdc) and, so, understanding incidentally of them (75b21-26). Cf. APo 1.24, where
he claims that “particular demonstrations terminate in perception” (1] [dn6de1€1¢] 8¢ katd pépog eig aiobnowv
Tedeutd) (86a29-30).
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Again, this proof seems to meet Socrates’ conditions and, so, seems able to yield understand-
ing of why the stuft in this pot is boiling. Since the premises that state facts about the relevant
natures or essences are certainly acceptable to Socrates, it would seem that any problem has
to reside with the premises that refer to the particular perceptible objects.

Consider one more example. Suppose we determine, through intense philosophical re-
flection, that Beauty is Symmetry. Thus, ‘Symmetrical things are beautiful’ is true, and it is
true in virtue of the nature of Beauty. Suppose we determine, through further reflection,
including reflection on the nature of Human Beings, that Beauty in Human Beings’ faces
is left-right symmetry (as opposed to, say, top-bottom symmetry). Thus, the proposition
‘Left-right symmetrical human faces are beautiful is also true, and it is true in virtue of the
nature of Beauty and the nature of Human Beings. Now imagine that we are trying to ex-
plain why Helen’s face is beautiful. Consider the role that the true proposition about beauty

in human faces can play in a putative proof of that putative fact:

[P7] Beauty in Human Beings’ faces consists in left-right symmetry

[P8] Helen’s face is left-right symmetrical

[C3] Helen’s face is beautiful

The first thing to note about what I've presented is that it can’t hope to meet Socrates’ con-
ditions for a genuine explanation because none of its premises state the nature or essence of
anything. To fix this, just imagine that this represents the final stage of the genuine explana-
tion. The full explanation will go all the way back to the premise ‘Beauty is Symmetry’ (and,
in fact, all the way back to the nature of Goodness).°®

Putting this complication aside, the problem with this putative proof, according to So-
crates, is that the linking proposition [P8] is not unqualifiedly true. Socrates thinks that this
proposition is not unqualifiedly true because, on his metaphysical view, Helen’s face does
not, and cannot, instantiate the Form of Symmetry. This point will generalize to any propo-
sition in which a predicate corresponding to a Form is attributed to a perceptible object. For
example, since perceptible things do not instantiate the Form of Animal or the Form of Wa-
ter, propositions [P2] and [P5] in the above putative proofs also fail to connect facts about
natures to the relevant conclusion in the right kind of way. There is, according to Socrates,

no way to provide a demonstrative proof of even warranted propositions about perceptible

¢ A possible way that this explanation could go is: Goodness is Unity; Beauty is Goodness made manifest
— Beauty is Unity made manifest; Unity made manifest is Symmetry made manifest — Beauty is Symmetry
made manifest; Human beings are thus-and-such kind of Animals — the axis of symmetry in Human Beings
is the vertical axis; Therefore, Beauty in Human Beings’ faces is left-right Symmetry made manifest. Thanks to
Ben Morison for this example. The point of saying “made manifest” is that Beauty may be Goodness’ capacity
to strike people in a certain kind of way. In the body of the text, however, I ignore that qualification.
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objects because any attempt to “bring the explanation down” into the perceptible world will
require the use of propositions about perceptible things. To put it one final way: Socrates
thinks that in order for a proposition to be a possible object of understanding it must be-
long to a domain structured in terms of first principles and provable theorems. Since such
first principles are, for Socrates, statements of natures or essences, no proposition about a
perceptible object belongs to such a domain. Thus, while Socrates’ conception of under-
standing does not, on its own, entail that perceptible objects cannot be understood, given
his particular metaphysics, it is a natural conclusion for him to draw.

To bring this picture into focus by way of another contrast, recall the Euclidean proof of
Proposition 1 considered in Chapter 2 (p. 19). The following claim is made in the course of

that proof:

And, [F1] since the point A is the center of the circle CDB, [F2] AC is equal to
AB.

C

/\
\/

It is because the object that this proof is about is not the drawn figure on the page but an in-
telligible object which the drawn figure resembles that the move from F1 to F2 is legitimate.
The intelligible object perfectly exemplifies the nature of Circle and so anything true of cir-
cles as such is true of the circle that the proof concerns. Perceptible objects, on the other
hand, do not perfectly exemplify natures and, so, the same kind of proof is not available for
propositions about them.

The discussion of medical opinions offered in Chapter 4 (pp. 69-71) can help motivate
Socrates’ idea that matters in the perceptible world elude demonstrative proof and, so, un-
derstanding. Recall that it is most natural to speak of “medical opinions” in reference to
doctors’ judgments concerning particular matters of health: most notably, their judgments
that a particular patient should undergo a particular course of treatment. I think that we
call such judgments “opinion” because we think that they are deficient in some way. This
deficiency, however, does not manifest itself relative to other judgments about the very same
matter. Thatis, we do not call one doctor’s judgment that a particular patient should undergo
a particular course of treatment an “opinion” because we think some other doctor’s judg-

ment about that very same matter is better.” Rather, the deficiency manifests itself relatively

7 Of course, we do think that doctors’ medical opinions can differ in their quality—that is why we seek
second opinions. In doing so, however, what we seek are second opinions.
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to the kind of cognitive achievement that can be made in other domains (e.g. concerning
the causes of various infections, diseases, syndromes, etc.). Whereas other domains afford
demonstrative proof, particular matters of health do not. And, I propose, this is why we
refer to judgments concerning such matters as “opinions.” Importantly, however, the doc-
tors’ inability to provide proof in such matters does not necessarily stem from any cognitive
limitations on their part. Rather, it is something about the subject matter itself that renders
such proof impossible. Socrates’ basic idea, then, can be well motivated.

Thus far we have considered why Socrates thinks that unqualified propositions about
perceptible objects, such as ‘Helen’s face is beautiful, cannot express the content of any (piece
of) understanding. I have argued that it is because he thinks any proposition through which
such unqualified propositions might be proven cannot be unqualifiedly true. This raises the
question whether there are any closely related qualified propositions about perceptible ob-
jects that can be appropriately proven and that are plausible candidates for what an expert
about the perceptible world must be able to grasp. Since, as we saw in Chapter 5, it is consid-
erations of circumstance-variation that lead Socrates to think that some propositions about
perceptible objects cannot be unqualifiedly true, a reasonable proposal is that we build such
circumstantial considerations into a proposition to render an unqualifiedly true one. For ex-
ample, Socrates thinks that the proposition ‘Helen is beautiful’ cannot be unqualifiedly true
because Helen presents as beautiful in some circumstances (e.g. relative to Medusa) but not-
beautiful in other circumstances (e.g. relative to Goddesses). What about the proposition
‘Helen’s face is beautiful relative to Medusa’s face. This qualified proposition may seem to
be unqualifiedly true on Socrates” picture. Of course, such a proposition cannot be proven
by appeal to the unqualified proposition ‘Helen’s face is left-right symmetrical; but it seems
it could be proven by appeal to a similarly qualified proposition such as ‘Helen’s face is more
left-right symmetrical than Medusa’s face! Moreover, it seems plausible that philosophical
expertise concerning the perceptible world could consist precisely in grasping such qualified
propositions about it. In a sense, their expertise could consist in being able to pick “the best
of a bad lot” (while acknowledging that it is the best of a bad lot).

Before I consider such qualified propositions, I wish to note that in doing so we have to
go well beyond what Socrates says. He only focuses on unqualified propositions and so we
can only speculate about why he might think that there cannot be understanding even of
such qualified propositions. However, if we are to take Socrates at his word that he thinks
perceptible objects do not admit of any understanding, we must find some way of extending
that claim to qualified propositions. Moreover, if I am to defend my analysis of why Socrates

rules out understanding of unqualified propositions, I must find some way of extending the
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above account to cover qualified propositions. In what follows, then, I offer what I think are
the most promising avenues for doing so.
First, consider the proposition ‘Helen’s face is beautiful to the degree that it manifests

left-right symmetry. It may seem that the following proof can be given of this proposition:

[P9] Perceptible objects are F to the degree that they manifest Fness
[P10] Beauty is left-right symmetry, so

[P11] Perceptible objects are beautiful to the degree that they manifest left-right
symmetry

[P12] Helen is a perceptible object

[C4] Helens face is beautiful to the degree that it manifests left-right symmetry®

Perhaps Socrates thinks that the proposition ‘Helen is a perceptible object’ is not unquali-
fiedly true. If he does, then the above account concerning unqualified propositions extends
directly to this kind of qualified proposition. However, even if he does not, note that the
conclusion is actually just a statement of what it means for a perceptible object to be beau-
tiful at all. It is in no way unique to Helen: you could substitute the name of any human
being (or, indeed, any perceptible object) for “Helen” and the proposition would still be
true. In fact, a family of propositions share this feature, such as ‘Helen is and is not beau-
tiful, ‘Helen participates in the Form of Beauty; and so on. Such propositions are, in one
way or another, merely statements of Socrates’ conception of how perceptible objects exhibit
all of their features. To grasp such propositions is just to grasp the metaphysical status of
perceptible objects.” None of them is true of Helen as opposed to other perceptible objects.
Perhaps, then, I could say that such propositions do not threaten Socrates’ general claim that
perceptible objects do not admit of understanding because they cannot yield understanding
of why Helen’s face, as opposed to other people’s faces, is beautiful.

The above propositions, in one way or another, were merely statements of Socrates’
metaphysical view concerning perceptible objects. Let us now consider propositions that
are more substantive. Take, for example, the explicitly comparative proposition ‘Helen’s
face is more beautiful than Medusa’s face! The linking proposition needed to prove this
comparative proposition would be something like ‘Helen’s face exhibits left-right symme-
try to a greater degree than Medusa’s face. Isn't this hedged proposition unqualifiedly true

and, hence, can't it be used to prove, in the appropriate sort of way, that Helen’s face is more

® Again, for the sake of clarity I suppress some premises that may be needed for a full proof (e.g. premises
to the effect that Helen is the kind of perceptible object that has a face).

° As we have already seen (Ch. 5, p. 84 fn. 15), and as will see again later (pp. 150-51), Socrates does say
that philosophers can know such propositions concerning the metaphysical status of perceptible objects.
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beautiful than Medusa’s face? Thus, even if I cannot prove that Helen’s face is beautiful, can’t
I prove that Helen’s face is more beautiful than Medusa’s face?

I see two ways in which to deal with such explicitly comparative propositions. On the one
hand, we could argue that, in order for the relevant proof to go through, it must be possible to
specify the degree to which Helen’s face exhibits left-right symmetry and the degree to which
Medusa’s face exhibits left right symmetry. That is, perhaps “exhibiting left-right symmetry
to a greater degree than” does not, for Socrates, denote a basic predicate. Rather, the basic
predicate is “symmetry.” We could then say that the truth of any comparative proposition is
derivative from the truth of the propositions involving the basic predicate. In a sense, the
lack of unqualifiedly true unqualified propositions “bleeds into” comparative propositions.

So, what about propositions that attempt to specify the degree to which, say, Helen’s face
manifests symmetry. That is, not the general proposition ‘Helen’ face is beautiful to the de-
gree that it manifests left-right symmetry; but the more specific proposition ‘Helen’s face is
beautiful to degree N. This proposition again seems to avoid the main problem discussed
above, because now the linking proposition is not the unqualified ‘Helen’s face is left-right
symmetrical’ but, rather, the qualified proposition ‘Helen’s face manifests left-right symme-
try to degree N Perhaps Socrates would respond by arguing that there is no way to quantify
precisely the degree to which Helen’s face exhibits left-right symmetry. To achieve the ap-
propriate level of precision would require us to delineate all the ways in which Helen’s face
both exhibits and fails to exhibit left-right symmetry.*°

On the other hand, perhaps Socrates would simply say that, despite initial appear-
ances, all such qualified propositions contain predicates that also display the same kind of
circumstance-variation that leads him to conclude that unqualified propositions cannot be
unqualifiedly true. Remember, Socrates thinks that in order for the proposition ‘X is F’ to
be unqualifiedly true, X must manifest Fness in all possible circumstances. If he thought
that no matter how many qualifications are built into “F,” there are possible circumstances in
which a perceptible object X fails to manifest Fness, he would also think that no proposition
of the form ‘X is F’ is unqualifiedly true. To see why he might find such a view plausible,
consider the predicate “exhibiting left-right symmetry to a greater degree than Medusa”
Although it may initially seem to apply unqualifiedly to Helen, there are circumstances in
which it fails to apply to her. Suppose, for example, that Helen and Medusa are both being
compared alongside the Goddess Aphrodite. Perhaps in such a circumstance the symmetry

manifested by Aphrodite’s face so overwhelms whatever symmetry may be manifested by

' In connection with this it is worth noting that in the Philebus (cf. 55-57) the character Socrates, as |
understand him, allows understanding, in some sense, of perceptible objects and claims that the susceptibility
of a given domain to understanding covaries with the degree to which features of it can be precisely quantified.
I discuss further connections with the Philebus in the next subsection.
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Helen's and Medusa’s face that Helen’s face does not present as more left-right symmetrical
than Medusa’s. Or, more easily, suppose Helen were in a car accident such that her face,
while still being her face, would not present as more symmetrical than Medusa’s face. If
Socrates thought that such considerations of circumstance-variation would apply no matter
the predicate, then he has a consistent way to deal with all propositions, whether qualified
or unqualified.

We now see why, given Socrates’ metaphysics and his account of understanding, he
thinks that there can be no understanding of perceptible objects. Simply put, it is because
he thinks that explanations must invoke natures or essences and perceptible objects do not

instantiate natures or essences.

6.2.1 Understanding on an Alternative Metaphysics?

It is worth considering how an alternative metaphysics could lead Socrates to conclude that
there can be understanding of the perceptible world without having to alter his conception of
understanding.' If T am right, Socrates would need to adopt a metaphysics on which some
propositions about perceptible objects can be unqualifiedly true. A relatively simple way for
him to do this would be by altering the conditions under which he thinks an object counts as
being F unqualifiedly.'* Perhaps he could maintain that exhibiting Fness to a certain degree
or manifesting Fness in a sufficiently broad range of cases is a way of being F unqualifiedly.
For example, he could hold that X’s exhibiting rationality to a sufficiently high degree is a
way of X’s being rational in such a way that X is not also not rational. On such a metaphysics,
the predicate “rational animal” could apply to Socrates in such a way that the proposition
‘Socrates is a rational animal’ would be unqualifiedly true and, hence, could be included
in a satisfactory proof of the proposition ‘Socrates is a human being’ In short, if he took
perceptible objects to instantiate Forms, Socrates could allow that philosophers’ cognitive
interaction with perceptible objects could be informed by their understanding of Forms in
such a way as to achieve understanding of the former.

On the proposal I am considering Socrates would not have to think that perceptible

objects could perfectly exemplify any feature. He does not have to think, for example, that

' Of course, Socrates could reach this conclusion while keeping his metaphysics constant by altering his
conception of understanding. However, I do not pursue this line because I think that the conception of un-
derstanding remains relatively constant throughout Plato’s dialogues (i.e. I see no dialogue in which a charac-
ter seriously considers “loosening” the requirements on the kind of explanation required for understanding).
Moreover, as we will see in a moment, I do think that in other dialogues Plato has characters explore alternative
metaphysics and, subsequently, the possibility that understanding extends more widely than Socrates allows
in the Republic.

12 In essence, this would be to capitulate to one of the lovers of sights and sounds’ objections to Socrates’
Book 5 argument that we considered in Chapter 5 (pp. 116-17).
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a perceptible object must manifest perfect rationality in order for the predicate “rational
animal” to be applied to it unqualifiedly. Rather, the idea is that the degree to which certain
perceptible objects exemplify rationality, even though imperfect, is a way of being rational
unqualifiedly. Thus, he could think that perceptible objects could instantiate Forms without
having to think that they can perfectly exemplify the relevant feature.

Although I will not defend this claim here, I think that this is the metaphysical view the
character Socrates advances in the early pages of the Philebus (esp. 16d-18). As I understand
the view laid out there, Socrates maintains that the being of Forms is partly constituted by
perishable perceptible objects. While the details are complicated, the important upshot is
that perceptible objects, on this view, instantiate Forms so that it can be true to predicate F of
them unqualifiedly, at least for some values of F.'*> As my account of Socrates’ conception of
understanding would lead us to expect, in the later pages of the Philebus (cf. 551t.), the char-
acter Socrates extends understanding into the perceptible world. Although he thinks that
such understanding is still deficient in some way, he thinks it counts as a kind of understand-
ing. On my interpretation, this need not reflect a change in his conception of understanding

but, rather, in his metaphysical conception of perceptible objects.

6.3 No Opinions Concerning Intelligible Objects

In this section I consider the second half of the Two-Worlds epistemology, namely the claim
that there can be no opinions concerning intelligible objects. This half is much more diffi-
cult to provide support for than the first for both philosophical and textual reasons. First, it
seems entirely possible for people to have views that succeed in being about intelligible ob-
jects without being able to prove that those views are true. Second, many interpreters have
claimed that there is a text in which Socrates explicitly says that he has opinions about the

Form of Goodness. I consider each issue in turn.

6.3.1 Philosophical Considerations

The main philosophical problem with this half of the Two-Worlds epistemology can be

stated as follows. Socrates seems to classify all cognitive achievements as either opinion

'* In a nutshell, I understand the claim that the things that always are “have both limit and unlimitedness
in their nature” (16¢9-10) and that the original unit is “one, many, and unlimited” (16d5-6) to mean that
Forms (the one) have both sub-Forms (the many) and perishable things (the unlimited) as constituent parts
of their being. Furthermore, when Socrates speaks of the clever people who “go straight from the one to the
unlimited and omit the intermediates” (17al-3), I take him to be referring to the kind of discussion carried
out in the Republic. In the Republic they did not pay any attention to the structure of the intelligible domain
and, specifically, the question whether Forms have sub-Forms as constituents.

141



No Opinions Concerning Intelligible Objects

or understanding. However, consider a view that seems to be about an intelligible object
but whose possessor cannot prove that it is true. For example, take the budding geometry
student who seems convinced that the Pythagorean Theorem is true, but cannot prove it. It
would seem that, since the student cannot prove it, this view cannot count as (a piece of)
understanding and, so, must count as an opinion. However, on the Two-Worlds epistemol-
ogy, opinions only concern perceptible objects. Thus, it seems that this view, which seems
to concern geometrical objects, cannot count as an opinion either. We have two options to
deal with such cases: (a) argue that such views, despite initial appearances, are actually about
perceptible objects and so can count as opinions, or (b) argue that such views are neither
opinions nor (pieces of) understanding. Either way, trouble looms.

We should, in fact, distinguish between the views of two kinds of people, each of which
pose distinct problems. On the one hand, people who are studying a subject matter but
have not yet adequately grasped any proofs concerning it. For example, the view of the
geometry student considered above, or the view I express when I say “1+1=2” Call such
people “learners” Then, on the other hand, people who are experts in some domain who
have the view that some proposition within that domain is true but have not yet proved
it. For example, consider Andrew Wiles at some point after he is convinced that Fermat’s
Last Theorem is true but before he has discovered its proof. Call such people “convinced
inquiring experts.”

I think that a plausible case can be made that when learners utter sentences that seem
to be about intelligible objects they in fact express views about perceptible objects.'* First,
note that Socrates thinks the only way to access intelligible objects is through precise def-
inition (510b4-d3)."> Second, recall that, as we discussed in Chapter 2 (p. 24), adequately
grasping a definition is a serious cognitive achievement. Adequately grasping the defini-
tion of, say, some geometrical entity requires more than simply being able to parrot back
its Euclidean Definition. Indeed, in Chapter 2 I suggested that adequately grasping such a
definition would require being in a position to use it to prove other subordinate facts. The
idea, then, would be that, since one can access intelligible objects only through precise def-
inition and grasping a definition requires being in a position to prove various things about
the defined object, people can only cognitively access an intelligible object if they are able to
employ its definition in various proofs. And, if having understanding is, in the first place, a

matter of being able to prove various facts, rather than necessarily having proved them, there

' T here develop a suggestion I explored in Chapter 3 when I argued that we are not required to take the
36&a the slave acquires at the end of his discussion with Socrates to be about intelligible objects (pp. 50-54).
'* On this, see Burnyeat [2000, 27-33].
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is a sense in which people can only have thoughts about mathematical objects if they have
understanding.
Let us see how this will work with a specific example from geometry. Take the Euclidean

Definition of Circle:

A Circle is a plane figure contained by one line, such that all of the straight-lines
falling upon it from one point among those lying within the figure are equal to
one another.

I submit that the first time people read this definition it is unlikely that they adequately grasp
what it is to be a circle. As a result, it is not implausible to say that they have not, in fact,
cognitively accessed the nature of Circle, and so have not necessarily had a thought about
any intelligible object. As they work through more of Euclid and see the definition put to
use in proving various geometrical theorems, they come better to comprehend what it is to
be a circle. For example, they come to see why, given what a Circle is, the following claim is

true:

And, [F1] since the point A is the center of the circle CDB, [F2] AC is equal to

AB.
C

/\
\/

By considering more and more such applications of the Definition of Circle, people come
better to comprehend what a Circle is until, finally, they grasp the definition of Circle. Since
intelligible objects can only be accessed through definition, we can say that people only have
thoughts that are genuinely about intelligible circles when they are able to put the definition
of Circle to use to prove any fact it grounds. But, this is just to say that they only succeed in
cognitively accessing the intelligible domain at the same time as they acquire understanding.

Although, on this picture, access to the intelligible realm is acquired only when under-
standing is acquired, this does not entail that people can make an immediate, almost mag-
ical, jump from not giving geometry a moment’s thought to being able to think about geo-
metrical objects (for example). Recall the position of the slave at the end of his exchange with
Socrates. He is on the path to cognitively accessing mathematical objects. Through repeated
questioning, he can form ever more abstract representations of the various perceptible di-
agrams etc. he is exposed to until he comes to grasp the nature of the relevant geometrical
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entities. He can, in other words, generalize over his experiences and have ever more ab-
stract thoughts until he ultimately accesses the intelligible domain by genuinely grasping
the natures of the the relevant mathematical entities. It is in this sense, then, that we can
take the views of learners, despite initial appearances, to concern perceptible objects and,
s0, to count as opinions.

The case of convinced inquiring experts, however, poses much greater difficulties. In-
deed, it is here that I think Socrates’ picture ultimately breaks down. It seems absurd to think
that, when Andrew Wiles says, “Fermat’s Last Theorem is true,” he is, in fact, expressing a
view about collections of perceptible objects and not genuine intelligible objects. Thus, the
solution that presented itself in the case of learners does not seem applicable here. If the
views of convinced inquiring experts cannot count as opinions, however, it seems we must
say that they are neither opinions nor understanding.

It may be tempting to appeal to Socrates” discussion of the Divided Line to solve this
problem (509d1-511e5). In that discussion Socrates divides the intelligible portion into two
sections: one populated by mathematical objects, the other populated by Forms. He then
claims that thought (dianoia) is the cognitive state in which people grasp mathematical ob-
jects and comprehension (noésis) the cognitive state in which people grasp Forms. However,
this distinction is no help here, because thought is not a state of mathematical conjecture (or
anything similar, which is what we need). Rather, thought is the state of mathematical suc-
cess: it is understanding of the mathematical domains. It is, for example, the state Andrew
Wiles achieved when he proved Fermat’s Last Theorem, and not the state he was in when he
was only convinced it was true.

At this point I only have a few things to say, none of which is wholly satisfactory. First,
we can say that the views of convinced inquiring experts succeed in being about mathemat-
ical objects in virtue of the understanding they possess. The view Andrew Wiles expresses
when he says, “Fermat’s Last Theorem is true” succeeds in being about mathematical objects
because he is sufficiently expert in mathematics that he has understanding of the natures of
the relevant entities. However, while this may explain how his view succeeds in being about
mathematical objects, it does not explain why it does not count as a piece of understanding
in its own right. Perhaps the best thing to say is that Andrew Wiles is exercising his power
of understanding, and that he can exercise his power on this occasion in virtue of the un-
derstanding he has of the rest of mathematics, but that he exercises it in such a way that it
does not generate any new (piece of) understanding.

Despite the difficulties posed by convinced inquiring experts, I do not think that we
should regard Socrates’ idea that there can be no opinions concerning intelligible objects

as wholly nonsensical. There is something to the idea that certain entities are such that
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being able to have a thought about them is a serious cognitive achievement. We should
not think that a person who has never given geometry a moment’s thought suddenly has
accessed a new realm of objects simply by being told (and coming to think that) “a double-
area square comes to be from the diagonal of the original square” Or that, simply because
my physics teacher tells me that “Energy equals mass times the speed of light squared,” I
suddenly succeeded in thinking about the very same objects that Einstein did. Moreover,
it seems desirable to distinguish the kind of thoughts that, for example, Andrew Wiles had
when he was investigating Fermat’s Last Theorem from the kind of thoughts that the slave has
during his exchange with Socrates. The level of abstract representation that Wiles achieves,
and the amount of understanding that is required for it, is of such a different order that it
may turn out that the only generic concept that covers both what is going on in Wiles’ head
and what is going on in the slave’s head is explanatorily unhelpful. Lastly, and following on
from this, in our discussion of the convinced inquiring experts we were not tempted to think
that Socrates actually should hold their views to be opinions. Rather, the worry was that he
needs to recognize a cognitive attitude that corresponds to expert mathematical supposition.
Thus, even though Socrates’ view certainly has rough edges, I do not think that we should

dismiss it outright.

6.3.2 Textual Considerations

Some opponents of the Two-Worlds interpretation claim that Socrates explicitly says he has
opinions about the Form of Goodness in the preamble to his presentation of the Sun, Line,

and Cave.'® First, Socrates and Adeimantus have the following exchange (506b2-c9):

Adeimantus: But you yourself, Socrates, do you say the good is understanding
or pleasure, or some other thing beyond these?

Socrates: What a man! You made it good and clear long ago that how things
dokein about these matters to other people would not be sufficient for you.

Adeim.: Well Socrates, it does not appear right to me to state the convictions of
others but not your own about it, especially since you have spent so much time
occupied with these matters.

Soc.: What? Does it seem right to you for someone to speak about those things
he does not know as if he knew them?

Adeim.: Not as knowing them, but, at any rate, you should be willing to state

'¢ Fine [1990, 86], Smith [2000, 154].
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the things that you think as what you think?"’

Soc.: What? Aren’t you aware that doxai without understanding are all shame-
ful and the best among them are blind? Do you think that those who doxazein
something truly without comprehension differ from blind people who happen
to travel the correct road?

Adeim.: &AA& o0 8, O Tdkpateg, métepov EmoTAUNY TO dyaddv g eivat
ndoviv, f| &AAo t1 mapd tadta;

Soc.: 00tog, Av & &yw, &viip, kaA& AoBa kai TédAat katagavg 8Tl oot oUk
&moxprioot o Toig dAA01G doKoUV TEPT AOTGV.

Adeim.: 008¢ yap Sikaidv pot, £en, © Zwkpateg, aiveral Td T@V EAAwVY uév
gxewv einelv ddyparta, 0 & avtod pr], T0o0UTOV XpOVOV TEPT TADTH TPAYUA-
TEVOUEVOV.

Soc.: Ti 8¢; v & &y Sokel oot dikatov eivat mepi WV TIG pr| 010ev Aéyev (¢
€106t

Adeim.: O0dau®g Y, €pn, wg €186ta, WG HévTol oiduevov tadl’ & oietat £0¢-
Aewv Aéyerv.

Soc.: Ti &8¢; eimov- o0k fioBnoat Tag dvev émotAung 86&ac, wg mdoat aioypad;
Qv ai péAtiotan tvgAai—i Sokodoi Tf oot TVEAGV Srapéperv 686V dpBGG To-
PEVOUEVWYV Ol dvev vod GANBEG Tt do&dlovteg;

Immediately following this exchange, Glaucon implores Socrates (506d1-e3):

Glaucon: By Zeus, do not stop now, with the end in sight, so to speak! We will
be satisfied if you discuss the good the way you discussed justice, temperance,
and the rest.

Soc.: That, comrade, would well satisfy me too, but I am afraid that I won't be
up to it and that I will disgrace myself and look ridiculous trying. No, bless you,
let’s set aside what the good itself is for the time being. You see, even to arrive
at how it dokein to me now seems beyond the range of our present discussion.

Glauc.: M1} mpdg A16g, 7 &’ 8¢, & Zwkpateg, 6 TAavkwv, Gomep €l TéAel Wv
GTOGTHG. APKESEL YApP NUIV, KAV WOTIEP JIKA10GUVNG TTEPL KAl GWPPOGUVNG Kal
TOV AAAWV NifABeg, oUtw Kal mept ToT dyabod d1EAONC.

Soc.: Kai yap éuoi, v &’ éyw, & £taipe, kad udAa dpkéoer GAN Smwg ur) o0y 01d¢
T €oouat, tpoBupovuevog 8¢ doxnuovav Yéwta dpAricw. AN, @ uakdpiot,
a0Td pév i mot’ éoti Tya®dV édowuev Td VOV eivai—mAéov ydp pot @atvetat
1l KaTd THV Tapooay 0punVv £@ikéctatl oD ye SokoOVTOoG EUol T VOV.

17 Reeve’s translation of this sentence-“Not as if you know them, but you ought to be willing to state what
you believe as what you believe”-is highly misleading. Since Reeve uses “belief” to translate 86&a, he should
not translate olopat as “to believe”

146



No Opinions Concerning Intelligible Objects

Interpreters have claimed that Socrates’ use of the verbs “dokein” (at 506b6 and 506e1) and
“doxazein” (at 506¢9), and of the noun “doxa” (at 506¢6), show that he takes himself to have
opinions about the Form of Goodness.'® Since, presumably, Socrates would not say that he
has opinions about the Form of Goodness if he thought it impossible to have opinions about
intelligible objects, many interpreters conclude that he must think that it is possible.

Although I think that a close reading of this passage shows that Socrates does not make
such a claim, I first want to consider its broader context. The context suggests that, even
if Socrates did explicitly say he has opinions about the Form of Goodness, we should not
take this to reflect his considered epistemological view. Just before this passage, Socrates
and Adeimantus survey the views of other people concerning the good. Socrates notes that
“to the many, pleasure seems to be the good, to the more refined, intelligence” (505b5-6)."’
Given that their discussion of the views of the many leads immediately on to the passages
cited above, we should think that Socrates takes the many to have views about the very
same thing he says he has views about. If, then, we take Socrates to say that he has views
about the Form of Goodness, then the views of the many must also be about the Form of
Goodness. However, we have strong reason to think that the latter is impossible. In the
analogy of the Cave, as well as the Divided Line, Socrates makes it clear that cognitively
accessing the intelligible realm is something that can only happen through serious study
(with comprehending the Form of Goodness being the most difficult step in this process) (cf.
516b4-6). Indeed, we are led to believe that the many will never break free of their chains and
begin on the path Socrates outlines. Thus, unless we want to attribute to Socrates the claim
that the unrefined many can have opinions about the Form of Goodness, we should avoid
attributing to Socrates the claim that even he has opinions about the Form of Goodness.

If we did find Socrates explicitly saying that he has opinions about the Form of Good-
ness, but did not think that this reflected his considered epistemological view, how could we
handle it? We could point out that, insofar as the many are competent speakers of Greek,
they will be able to answer questions like, “What is the good?” In that sense, we can say
that their answer states their opinion about what the good is.?® Importantly, we do not have

to understand such opinions as succeeding in being about the Form of Goodness. Perhaps

'® It should be noted that the word 8Syua also appears in this passage (506b8). However, I will not discuss
it since (1) it is Adeimantus, and not Socrates, who uses it and (2) it is unclear how ddypa relates to 86&a.

12 *Ot1 10ig uév moANoig fidovr Sokel eivat T &yaddv, Toig 8¢ kouotépolg epdvnaig.

20 Recall that, at the end of the Book 5 argument, Socrates claimed that the views of the many about beauty
and the like roll around between being and not-being (Ch. 5, p. 121-22). I do not think that any interpreter
seriously considers taking those views to be about the Form of Beauty.
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such an explicit statement on Socrates’ part could simply be read as claiming that he has
opinions about the good in this sense.?!

Although I think that the above considerations are sufficient to show that, even if Socra-
tes did explicitly say that he has opinions about the Form of Goodness, we should not take
that to entail a rejection of the Two-Worlds epistemology, it is worth looking at the passages
in detail. First, let us consider Socrates’ use of forms of the verb “dokein,” which occurs in
both passages. I think that interpreters mistakenly infer from Socrates’ use of this verb that
he means that either he or someone else has some corresponding doxa. For example, when
Socrates says that it would take him a long time to express “tou ge dokountos emoi ta nun,’
they understand him as meaning that it would take him a long time to express his “doxai”
about the Form of Goodness.?” To be sure, there is an etymological link between the verb
“dokein” and the noun “doxa” However, in its standard meaning, the verb “dokein” means
“to seem.” As such, from ‘p dokei to S to be the case’ it does not follow that ‘S has the doxa
that p. Of course, it could be true both that p seems to S to be the case and that S has the
doxa that p. Indeed, the former may be a necessary condition for the latter. Regardless, how-
ever, the claim that someone has a doxa cannot be validly inferred from the use of the verb
“dokein” itself. There is a standard verb, which Socrates himself uses in the Republic, that
means “to hold (a) doxa,” namely “doxazein” Given that Socrates has the verb “doxazein”
at his disposal, we should take his use of the verb “dokein” as avoiding the commitment to
a corresponding doxa.>® Thus, when Socrates says, “You see, even to arrive at how tou ge
dokountos emoi ta nun,” we should take him to be saying that it would take a long time to
arrive at how these things seem to him. He does not explicitly say that it would take a long
time to express some doxa he has.

Aristotle shows that p’s seeming to S to be the case does not entail that S has the doxa
that p. In De Insomniis, for example, he says that something can seem to people to be the

case even if they know that it is false:

! In connection with this, note that the phrase used in this passage is actually “the good” (10 dya®4v) and
not the full “the Form of Goodness.” Then, recall that, back in Chapter 3 (p. 52), I noted that there are stricter
and looser applications of predicates like “square” Similarly, there are stricter and looser interpretations of
phrases like “the good.” In its strict interpretation it refers to the Form of Goodness. In its looser interpretation
it refers to what we might call the whole phenomenon of goodness (i.e. anything to which the predicate “good”
can apply at all, which will also include participants in the Form of Goodness). Thus, insofar as the many have
views about the latter, they can be said to have views about the good.

2 Similarly, when Socrates says, at 506b6, that Glaucon made it clear that mere reports of T0 toig dAAo1g
dokodv mept avt@v would not be sufficient, interpreters take him to mean that Glaucon would not be satisfied
with reports of the 36&at of other people about what goodness is.

#* Of course, in the final section of the first passage Socrates uses the verb do&dletv. I consider that section
in a moment.
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So, even when persons are in good health, and know the facts of the case, the
sun, nevertheless, seems to them to be a foot wide. (458b28-29)

Kal Uytaivouvot 8¢ kal €18601v Suwg 0 fiAtog odiaiog eivar dokel.*

People who know that the sun is not a foot across will not have a doxa to the effect that the
sun is a foot across, although it still seemns to them that it is. If someone were to object that
it is illegitimate to appeal to Aristotle to understand how a word operates in Plato, because
Aristotle, as is well known, often introduces technical meanings for standard Greek words,
I would reply that it is highly unlikely that “dokein” is one of those words. Nowhere does
Aristotle give a quasi-definition of the verb as he does when he appropriates common Greek
words for specific philosophical uses.

Now that we have dealt with Socrates’ use of the verb “dokein” it remains to deal with
his use of the words “doxa” and “doxazein” To refresh: Socrates asks Glaucon whether he
is aware that “opinions without understanding are all shameful” and whether he thinks that
“those who opine something truly without comprehension differ from blind people who
happen to travel the correct road” Interpreters have claimed that the “shameful” opinions
Socrates says he has must be about the Form of Goodness and that, were he to happen to
opine something truly, he would be opining something about the Form of Goodness. How-
ever, I do not think that we must take Socrates in this way. He may simply be saying that,
since he lacks understanding, whatever opinions he may have, regardless of what they are
about, will be no better than blind guesses. Adeimantus presses Socrates to say something,
anything, about what he thinks goodness is. Socrates may be understood as saying “what-
ever I tell you is going to be no better than what a blind man who happened on the right
road could tell you about how to get somewhere.” As discussed in Chapter 3, we do not have
to think that someone who is on the path to acquiring understanding of something has yet
to have any thoughts about that thing (pp. 53-54). Thus, we do not have to take Socrates to
think that he does, in fact, have opinions that somehow succeed in being about the Form of

Goodness.

Summary

We have now seen why Socrates accepts a Two-Worlds epistemology. Given his metaphysics,
he thinks that matters in the perceptible world elude the kind of demonstrative proof neces-
sary for explanation. Also given his metaphysics, he thinks that accessing intelligible objects
requires a higher cognitive achievement than mere opinion. Although we discovered some

serious difficulties with the latter view, we saw that the basic idea has merit.

24 Similar uses of dokeiv occur at 460b26-27, 461b30-462a2, and elsewhere.
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6.4 Resolving The Tension Between The Epistemology and
the Politics

In this section I show how my interpretation can accommodate the second constraint laid
out in Chapter 4, namely that philosophers must be epistemic authorities, compared to non-
philosophers, concerning matters in the perceptible world. In short, although Socrates rules
out, as a result of his metaphysical view, understanding of perceptible objects, he allows that
people who understand the natures of things can bring their understanding to bear in their
cognitive interaction with the perceptible world. Because philosophers’ opinions are in-
formed by their understanding, Socrates considers such opinions to be expert. Moreover,
given their privileged status, he is willing to say that such opinions count as a kind of knowl-
edge. The rest of this section is devoted to laying out this picture.

In order to bring the alleged tension into focus, I begin with two presentations of it in

the recent literature. Gail Fine objects to the Two-Worlds interpretation because:

[T]his sceptical result would be quite surprising in the context of the Republic,
which aims to persuade us that philosophers should rule, since only they have
knowledge, and knowledge is necessary for good ruling. If their knowledge is
only of Forms-if, like the rest of us, they only have belief about the sensible
world-it is unclear why they are specially fitted to rule in this world. They don’t
know, any more than the rest of us do, which laws to enact. [1990, 86]

Likewise, Nick Smith:

Moreover, the “two-worlds theory” of Plato’s epistemology manages to destroy
the very argument Plato takes himself to be advancing—after all, the entire dis-
tinction the “two-worlds theory” seeks to explain is embedded in an argument
context, the main point of which is that philosophers would be better rulers
than sight-lovers, and it is the power of knowledge that is supposed to make
philosophers better. Unless the judgments involved in ruling are judgments
about Forms (which they plainly would not be), the “two-worlds theory” re-
quires that Plato’s aim in this argument is actually made unattainable by the
very distinction he makes in order to reach it. [2000, 153-154]

These interpreters are surely right to point out that if philosophers are better than non-
philosophers merely at understanding abstract, theoretical matters, Socrates would not have
made any advance in overturning the common perception of philosophers as being useless,
with their heads in the clouds while their feet lead them into wells.
Moreover, these interpreters claim that the text directly contradicts the Two-Worlds in-
terpretation at several points. As discussed in Chapter 5 (p. 101), Socrates uses the family
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of words surrounding the Greek “gndsis” to characterize the cognitive relation philosophers
bear to perceptible objects. Most famously, in describing the philosophers” descent back

into the cave (i.e. to rule the city), Socrates says:

When you are used to it, you'll see vastly better than the people there. And,
because you've seen the truth about the Fine, Just, and Good, you will know
each image, what it is and what it is an image of. (520c3-6)

ouvebilduevor yap pupie PéATiov BPecbe TV kel Kal yvwoeobe €kaota Ta
eldwAa dtta £0Tl Kal wv, di& T0 TAANOA Ewpakéval KAIAGDV T Kal dikalwv Kal
ayaOdv mépt.?®

Socrates here uses the verb “to know” (gigndskein) to characterize the cognitive relation
philosophers will bear to the images found in the cave. It is clear from the context that
the images correspond to non-intelligible objects in the perceptible world. In effect, then,
Socrates is here saying that the philosopher will know certain things about perceptible ob-
jects. For some perceptible object, for example, the philosopher will know what it is, say,
beautiful, and what it is an image of, namely, the Form of Beauty.*

The objections of Fine and Smith presuppose that Socrates makes no distinction be-
tween knowledge and understanding. Indeed, if Socrates did contrast the opinions of non-
philosophers with only one superior cognitive state, it seems he would have to allow that
philosophers can bear the superior cognitive relation to perceptible objects. Otherwise, it
is difficult to see how Socrates could distinguish between the opinions of philosophers and
those of non-philosophers, which he must do to defend his claim that philosophers are epis-
temic authorities about the perceptible world. Once we recognize that he does distinguish
knowledge from understanding, it is crucial to note that in those passages in which Socra-
tes describes the cognitive relation philosophers bear to perceptible objects with vocabulary
that suggests a superior cognitive achievement to mere opinion, he only uses knowledge-
terminology; he never uses understanding-terminology. Thus, we can attribute the follow-
ing picture to Socrates: there is a superior cognitive relation that only philosophers can bear
to the perceptible world (i.e. knowledge) but there is also a distinct cognitive relation that
philosophers bear exclusively to intelligible objects and not to perceptible objects (i.e. un-

derstanding).”’

> Cf. 476¢7-d5, 477a2-4, and 506a4-7 for similar uses of knowledge-terminology.

%6 'The context makes clear that Socrates means the philosophers will know that certain predicates hold
of perceptible objects, rather than know just their metaphysical status. In particular, Socrates claims that the
philosopher will be better than the prisoner at the “game” they play, namely attributing various predicates to
the shadows. Cf. Burnyeat [2000, 44 fn. 60].

*” Remember, however, that understanding is, for Socrates, a type of knowledge.
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6.4.1 Authority in Matters of Opinion

We have seen that Socrates’ language indicates that he distinguishes between knowledge
and understanding and we have also seen that he has philosophical need to do so. It is not
enough, however, to note that Socrates has room in his philosophical position for a supe-
rior cognitive achievement that philosopher’s alone can make concerning the perceptible
world—we need some idea of how this is supposed to work. That is, we need to see why So-
crates thinks that philosophers” understanding concerning Forms puts them in a privileged
epistemic position with respect to the perceptible world.

The main mistake made by those who level the objection outlined above is to think that,
if it is a matter of opinion what states of affairs obtain in a given domain, then all opinions
concerning that domain are equally authoritative. That s, if Socrates argues that it is a matter
of opinion what states of affairs obtain in the perceptible world, then he is committed to the
view that all opinions concerning the perceptible world are equally authoritative. This is
false. It is entirely possible for opinions to be distinguished according to their authority in
such a way that the opinions of some people are maximally authoritative. In the rest of this
subsection I develop this idea.

I begin with an example. Suppose we think, as Socrates does, that it is a matter of opinion
whether a particular quantity of wine is good. It is still entirely possible to differentiate
between the opinions of different people concerning the quality of the wine on the basis
of their authority. First, consider two people who form opinions concerning the quality of
the wine but whose causal interaction with it differs. For example, suppose John forms the
opinion that the wine is good solely on the basis of looking at it. Jane, on the other hand,
forms the opinion that the wine is good on the basis of looking at, smelling, and tasting
it. It is clear in this case that Jane’s opinion is more authoritative than John’s opinion. The
difference in authority, however, cannot be due to the fact that Jane’s opinion is more likely
to be true—John and Jane form the same opinion, after all. Rather, the superior authority of
Jane’s opinion is due to the fact that her causal interaction with the wine provides her with
information about the wine that John lacks.

These considerations can be extended to cases in which the causal interaction between
the people whose opinions we are comparing and the object of their opinion is the same.
Consider a case in which both John and Jane look at, smell, and taste the wine (controlling,
as much as possible, for any variations). John and Jane again both form the opinion that
the wine is good. However, whereas John is a neophyte, Jane has been a professional wine
critic for 30 years. It again seems clear that Jane’s opinion is more authoritative than John’s
opinion, even though in this case the causal interaction that John and Jane have with the
wine is the same.
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If there is no difference in causal interaction, however, it seems that the reason why
Jane’s opinion is more authoritative than John’s opinion is due to differences in their respec-
tive psychologies. Jane, as a professional wine critic, can avail herself of all the experience
she has with wine—evaluating, comparing, studying, etc.. Indeed, there may be a good deal
of abstract understanding concerning what makes wine good, or perhaps about goodness
itself, which she can bring to bear in forming her opinion concerning this particular wine.
Her opinion concerning the wine is more authoritative precisely because it is informed by
her more sophisticated conceptual apparatus. In particular, her experience and understand-
ing make her sensitive to the features that are relevant to making determinations about the
quality of particular quantities of wine.

Consider again the model of a doctor’s medical opinion. Although we do not think that
doctors can prove that a particular course of treatment is best, their opinions concerning
which course of treatment a patient should undergo are expert and, hence, authoritative.
Their opinions, for example, should be followed more than mine should or more than the
hospital janitor’s (if he or she has any opinion on the matter). Whatever deficiencies their
medical opinions may have are not necessarily relative to the views other people can have of
the very same matter. Indeed, doctors are in a position to make the highest possible cognitive
achievement concerning particular matters of health in the perceptible world. And, the
doctor’s medical opinions, despite being only opinions, are expert precisely because they are
informed by their understanding of health. Their understanding makes them sensitive to
the features that are relevant to determining which course of treatment a particular patient
should undergo.

If we look at Socrates” descriptions of the way in which the philosopher’s understanding
of Forms plays a role in her cognitive interaction with the perceptible world, we see that this
is precisely the picture he is working with. In Book 6 we learn that philosophers should be

entrusted with political power because they;,

Are able to look away, like painters, to what is most true, and [can] by making
constant reference to it and by studying it as exactly as possible, establish here
on earth conventional views about beautiful, just, or good things when they
need to be established, or guard and preserve those that have been established.?®
(484c6-d2)

duvdpuevor Gomep ypa@iis €i¢ td dAndéotatov anoPAémovreg kakeioe del dva-
PEPOVTEG TE Kal Beevol wg oldv te akpiféotata, oUtw dN Kat ta EvOade vo-

?8 In fact, L have inferred this description of philosophers from the description of non-philosophers Socrates
actually gives. However, since he says that non-philosophers should not be entrusted with rule because they
cannot do such things, I take my inference to be valid.
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pipa KaAQV e Tépt Kat dikalwv kal ayad®v tibecbai te, éav dén tibecbar, kai
Ta Kelpeva uAdTTovTEG 0WlELY;

Likewise, in describing philosophers’ role as guardians of the city,

I suppose that, as they work they would look often in each direction: on the
one hand, toward what is in its nature just, beautiful, temperate, and all the
rest; and, on the other, toward what they are trying to put into human beings,
mixing and blending pursuits to produce a human likeness, based on the one
that Homer too called divine and godly. (501b1-7)

"Emerta oipat drepyalduevor Tukva dv ékatépws’ dmoPAémotev, mpdc e TO gU-
og1 dkatov kol kaAdv kai 6@Ppov kail TdvTa T& Toladta, kol TPdC ékelv’ ad TO
£V TO1G AVOpWTOLG EUTOLOTEV, CUUUELYVUVTEG TE KAL KEPAVVUVTEG €K TOVETLTH-
devpdtwv to dvdpeikedov, &’ €ketvou Tekpatpdpevor, 0 31 kal “Ounpog Eka-
Aeoev €v toi¢ avOpwmolg £yyryvouevov Oeoetdeg te kat Beoeikelov.

And, at the very end of the entire discussion occupying Books 5-7, Socrates describes the

task of the philosopher-king:

At the age of fifty, those who have survived the tests and are entirely best
in every practical task and every science must be led at last to the end and
compelled to lift up the radiant light of their souls, and to look toward what
itself provides light for everything. And once they have seen the good itself,
they must use it as their model and put the city, its citizens, and themselves in
order throughout the remainder of their lives, each in turn. (540a4-b1)

YEVOUEVWV OE TEVTNKOVTOUTAV TOUG dlacwbévTag Kal dploTevoavTag TavVTa
TAvTN €V €pyolg TE Kal EMOTHUALG TPOG TEAOG {1 dKTEOV, KAl AVAYKAOTEOV
avakAivavtag thv thg Puxiic avynv ig abto droPA£Pat To oL RO TAPEXOV,
Kal 106vtag o ayadov adtd, mapadelypatt xpwuévoug Ekeivey, Kai oA Kai
1010Tag Kol EAVTOVG KOOUETV TOV émidotmov Biov €v uépel EkAaTOUC.

Philosophers, then, are able, as a result of understanding the Forms, to use those Forms as a
model (paradeigma) in their cognitive interactions with the perceptible world. As a result of
understanding the true nature of Beauty, Justice, Goodness, and the like, they are sensitive
to the features that are relevant to making discriminations in the perceptible world about
what is beautiful, just, and good in it. Thus, the notion of a doctor’s medical opinions pro-
vides a perfectly sensible model for how Socrates could hold that, despite the fact that it is
irremediably a matter of opinion what states of affairs obtain in the perceptible world, the

philosophers’ opinions concerning it are expert and, hence, authoritative. It is not simply
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that the philosophers’ opinions are more reliably true (although they certainly will be). It is
also because the philosophers’ opinions are grounded in the correct theoretical understand-
ing of what it is for something to be Just, Beautiful, Good and the like that Socrates takes
them to be expert.

I close this section by considering how this is supposed to work by taking a specific
example. Suppose a battle has occurred, the city has been saved, and now it is time for awards
to be handed out for courage. This is something that the philosopher, in her capacity as ruler,
is going to have to do—one way to get people, especially young people, to emulate the right
sort of behavior is to reward it. Suppose, then, that a philosopher and a non-philosopher
both form the opinion that Sarah is courageous. Suppose, further, that the definition of
Courage is “the disposition of the spirited part of the soul to preserve through pleasure and
pain the pronouncements of reason about what should inspire terror and what should not.”*’
The crucial difference between the philosopher’s and the non-philosopher’s opinion that
Sarah is courageous is the grounds on which each forms that opinion. When asked why
she has formed the relevant opinion, the non-philosopher is likely to say something like
“Sarah stood her ground, and that’s courageous,” or “Sarah did exactly what Achilles did
in the Iliad, and Achilles is the model of courage” The philosopher, on the other hand,
will speak about the relationship between the rational and spirited part of Sarah’s soul. She
will be aware, of course, that Sarah does not perfectly instantiate Courage. But she will be
able to delineate the ways in which the functioning of Sarah’s soul parts meets or lives up
to the definition of Courage. The philosopher’s opinion, then, is informed by her correct
theoretical understanding of the nature of Courage. And that is why, according to Socrates,
philosophical opinion is expert.

This picture also explains why Socrates is willing to call the philosopher’s cognitive rela-
tion to perceptible objects “knowledge” Given that the philosopher’s opinions are author-
itative, it would be natural to describe her as knowing certain things about the perceptible
world: they are the best that can be done concerning that realm. This is especially the case
in contexts in which he is explicitly contrasting the philosopher’s and the non-philosopher’s
cognitive relation to the perceptible world (as he is in most instances in which he does de-
scribe the philosopher as having knowledge of it). If you are considering two people’s opin-
ions side-by-side, only one of which you take to be expert, it seems perfectly natural to
describe that expert opinion as constituting knowledge. This is acceptable even if you think

that opinion is deficient when compared to the sort of cognitive relation that one can bear

** This definition of courage is adapted from Socrates” discussion at 442b10-c2. Of course, it is not clear
that Socrates intends this to be a specification of the nature of Courage. However, for our purposes, this does
not matter.
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to the objects in some different domain. Thus, it is perfectly reasonable for Socrates to say
that philosophers can have knowledge concerning the perceptible world even though, like

everyone else, they cannot have understanding concerning it.

6.5 A Priori Knowledge Vs. A Posteriori Knowledge

Since I think that Socrates allows knowledge, in the form of understanding, of the intelli-
gible world, and knowledge, in the form of expert philosophical opinion, of the perceptible
world, it is worth considering how his distinction relates to the distinction between a pri-
ori and a posteriori knowledge. Indeed, it is not uncommon for interpreters to claim that
Socrates” account of epistémé is an account of a priori knowledge.*® Maybe my account of
expert philosophical opinion, then, should be interpreted as Socrates’ account of a posteri-
ori knowledge. However, I think that we should reject this assimilation for two important
reasons.

First, although Socrates calls both understanding and expert philosophical opinion
“knowledge,” he thinks that their structure is markedly different, Most notably, whereas
the latter is a species of opinion, the former does not involve opinion at all. “A priori” and
“a posteriori, however, are typically taken to be qualifiers of a single cognitive relation
with a single structure (e.g. justified true belief). Thus, assimilating Socrates’ distinction
to the distinction between a priori and a posteriori knowledge runs the risk of masking an
important difference between his two kinds of knowledge.

Secondly, and most importantly, Socrates rules out understanding of the perceptible
world on the basis of his metaphysical view of perceptible objects. However, it is not the
fact that they are perceptible but, rather, the fact that they both are and are not, that leads
him to his conclusion. As we saw (pp. 140-41), on an altered metaphysics he would have
allowed (and, indeed, elsewhere does allow) understanding of perceptible objects. But if
that’s the case, he clearly cannot think that a distinguishing feature of understanding is that
it can be acquired through a priori means, since the mere fact that such a cognitive achieve-
ment would require perceptual information would rule it out as counting as understanding.
Whereas Socrates” denial of understanding of the perceptible world is an accidental feature
of his epistemology, it is essential to the notion of a priori knowledge that its acquisition does
not require experiential input. Thus, Socrates’ understanding/expert-philosophical-opinion

distinction and the a priori knowledge/a posteriori knowledge distinction are certainly not

% See, for example, Moravscik [1978], Wilkes [1979, 146-47], and Scott [2006, 103-05] (although Scott is
more cautious than the others.)
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intensionally equivalent and, if they are extensionally equivalent, they are only accidentally

SO.

6.6 Socrates’ Conception of Knowledge

On my interpretation, Socrates has what can be called a “disjunctive” conception of knowl-
edge. On the one hand, there is the knowledge that can be had of domains that are structured
in terms of first principles and provable theorems. Knowledge of the theorems in those do-
mains consists in being able to prove them from their relevant first principles; knowledge of
the principles consists in being able to prove the theorems from them. Such knowledge, for
Socrates, counts as understanding. On the other hand, there is knowledge of the perceptible
world, whose propositions are not structured in terms of first principles and provable the-
orems. Knowledge of the perceptible world comes, for Socrates, in the form of the expert
opinions of philosophers, based on their understanding of Forms, about how things stand
in that world.

In calling his conception of knowledge “disjunctive” I do not mean that it lacks unity. We
can understand Socrates’ general conception of knowledge as being the optimal epistemic
state that someone can be in with respect to a given subject matter. Given his metaphysics,
he thinks that the optimal epistemic state concerning intelligible matters differs markedly
from the optimal epistemic state concerning perceptible matters. Not only do these two
kinds of knowledge differ in their objects, they differ in their internal structure. Whereas
knowledge of the perceptible world consists in opinions of a certain sort, knowledge of the
intelligible world does not involve opinion at all. Indeed, these differences lead Socrates to

bestow a distinct title on the latter, namely “understanding”
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