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THE ROLE OF PERCEPTION IN KNOWING"
WRATEN R

Plato faH &

MBEE (ATAT427— 7 347) A FTHRE-AZEHH 2%
ZR, MALBRA—LHROHAEE, TR AL Z X
FRBRZTIARAENFTHAZE , A EREBRL PKFT X
—3 %, EALI 399 F AL ARKLEAZG, 4 H I 4 A
HOATRACEWATA ST EONAERA, EAXHNE, £F
TH S FsriE R, ERARGMAFBIEGHF KPR LT
TR, MAERGYEFEHE N RE K, 4 LB,
BRT—FFR. EFRRARRATABH LT, F 2
BROBRFREPHFR O EL LB REFHRLF T,

HXHE —FHLECETEFE), BUAFHNEER R LK ILMTH Q) L #H &P &
EHALFRLN., EXBERNEF . EFRA PN EABHRRA XL TR FNNELZ
A TRE. "B ARAEMEAERHER, 2 RN REGFERRNER, T ELAHE &K
WA R, oA kMEx—K? M BEEAMNEIL? F _Hork a(EHR
E), W AN EHREE  EZB L P HNERBETEE 2 REEADEREALEX
A . MREERNBRAMXEKY., XBBRANYBREEREE IR TUR D, EEHR
REWORFERBEANSE ., “ARAR"BrTEAEBENER I H ORF, X
—EAF UM PPN E BB AR E SN TEAFAETEAR W, AHAENFEEMH
A EFHEKREH &K,

EMAENBEEKREFAE — NP OB Sealarchetypal form, pattern),iX 2 i T
BRIMALXEAXN LT XL BEHTFEXHHHNMER R, TEHNHRR AN -BFA
HERHEAAIEN Sea £ X F HiFE Idea, R TH F £ FEHEEH M E Sea ¥
AMAWRER EZLCERTBERAR AR, AIHANFARFELXEAETE . 8T F
EFHFH AW dea BHEA”, MERTAEFEFARNHITE Sea WiZMH. EHK

@® From “The Theaetetus,” in Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, translated with commentary by F. M.
Cornford. First published in 1935 by Routledge & Kegan Paul, Ltd. (London), and reprinted with their permission
and that of Humanities Press, Inc. (New York).
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MK Bea EARNLEF B BERELR” UFEFRER, A ZERER, “*ﬁ”
“RKEWR"E%, BAEMRENEL T, EABETEANEAB, MEERANWARE; €
RATUBFETANBEREY  EXAETANE 3@»Eﬁ)&*ﬁiiiﬂéi)ﬁ»?%%%/\éﬁﬂﬁ
MHEAEN, CHRARE”, 4 FR“A”, i 2 H £ THF#F (the world of being) # #
BHLWCER”, B AR (the world of becoming) W — VA £ H R FH R P A LR
Ayt iithy, ERREAERFH, AEHERAALHZALH, 2 R8O

Knowledge as Perception

Socrates®. ... So, Theaetetus, try to explain what knowledge is. Never say it is
beyond your power; it will not be so, if heaven wills [it] and you take courage. ©

Theaetutus: Well, Socrates, with such encouragement from a person like you, it
would be a shame not to do one’s best to say what one can. It seems to me that one who
knows something is perceive the thing he knows, and so far as I can see at present,
knowledge is nothing but perception. @

Socrates: Good. That is the right spirit in which to express one’s opinion. But
now suppose we examine your offspring together and see whether it is a mere wind egg
or has some life in it. ® Perception, you say, is knowledge.

Theaetetus: Yes.

Socrates: The account you give of the nature of knowledge is not, by any means,
to be despised. @ It is the same that was given by Protagoras though he stated it in a
somewhat different way. He says you will remember, that “man is the measure of all
things—alike of the beings that are and of the not-being that are not. ”® No doubt you
have read that.

Theaetetus: Yes often.

Socrates: He puts it in this sort of way, doesn’t he, that any given thing “is to me
such as it appears to me, and is to you such as it appears to you,” you and I being men?

Theaetetus: Yes, that is how he puts it.

Socrates: Well, what a wise man says is not likely to be nonsense. So let us follow
up his meaning. Sometimes, when the same wind is blowing, one of us feels chilly, the

@ 5l A BEEM (X RGEIRATT WS H) 515 F = H e, ’iﬁ«ﬁ’l‘iﬁ SAMEH ), 2004 4ES 4 WL 5 6T,
X ERESH T?EW?J&Eﬁﬁ«ﬁﬁ*—?**ﬁ#»%ﬁﬁﬁﬂt* LR,

@  Socrates: & DL (A JCRT 470 — B 399) , &5 M7 2F
T 77 5 BEARAS SR 1 BT R B 1) 5 ISR AR 2 K & ﬁﬂﬁﬁf H?ﬁ(L‘A*ZﬁJﬁI%ﬂﬂﬂtu
TEFRE e s — A A0 S0 Pl 2 il et BT T A A0 B 9 1 AT, DR O, R IR B TR R L TR B
AL TR AT R A Bk b AT — FHEML, B/ & 5 2 A, offspring: /51U, wind egg: K29 & , RI#K% & .
B G AU R R T R R R AR AR,
NJETT W) RUEE BN S = AH
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other does not, or one may feel slight chilly, the other quite cold.

Theaetetus: Certainly.

Socrates: Well, in that case are we to say that the wind in itself is cold or not cold?
Or shall we agree with Protagroras that it is cold to the one who feels chilly, and not to
the other?

Theaetetus: That seems reasonable.

Socrates: And further that it so “appears” to each of us?

Theaetetus: Yes.

Socrates: And “appears” means that he “perceives” it so?

Theaetetus: True.

Socrates: * Appearing,” then, is the same thing as “perceiving,” in the case of
what is hot or anything of that kind. They are to each man such as he perceives them.

Theaetetus: So it seems.

Socrates: Perception, then, is always of something that is, and as being
knowledge, it is infallible. ©

Theaetetus: That is clear.

Socrates: Well then, Theaetetus, here is a point for you to consider. The answer
you gave us that knowledge is perception, wasn’t it?

Theaetetus: Yes.

Socrates: Now suppose you were asked, When a man sees white or black things or
hears high or low tones, what does he see or hear with? I suppose you would say with
eyes and ears.

Theaetetus: Yes, 1 should.

Socrates: To use words and phrases in an easygoing way without scrutinizing®
them too curiously is not, in general, a monk of ill breeding; on the contrary there is
something lowbred in being too concise. But sometimes there is no help for it, and this
is a case in which I must take exception to the form of your answer. Consider. Is it
more correct to say that we see and hear with our eyes and ears or through them?

Theaetetus: 1 should say we always perceive through them, rather than with them.

Socrates: Yes, it would surely be strange that there should be a number of sense
ensconced? inside us. Like the warriors in the Trojan horse®, and all these things
should not converge® and meet in some single nature—a mind, or whatever it is to be
called—with which we perceive all the objects of perception through the senses as

instruments.

e

TR 2 o 8% SR 1 SR T BRI ) 7 7 A B it L A R X T AR G L
scrutinize: 4%, 7 .

ensconed: & H (A OFERM L2ZHD) .

the Trojan horse: 5% A 5,

converge: i & B,
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Theaetetus: Yes, I think that is a better description.

Socrates: My object in being so precise is to know whether there is some part of
ourselves, the same in all cases, with which we apprehend black or white through the
eyes, and objects of other kinds through the other senses. Can you, if the question is
put to you refer all such acts of apprehension to the body? Perhaps, however, it would
be better you should speak for yourself in reply to questions, instead of my taking the
words out of your mouth. Tell me, all these 4 instruments through which you perceive
what is warm or hard or light or sweet are parts of the body, aren’t they, not of
anything else?

Theaetetus: Of nothing else.

Socrates; Now you will also agree that the objects you perceive through one faculty
cannot be perceived through another—objects of hearing, for instance, through sights,
or objects of sight through hearing?

Theaetetus: Of course 1 will.

Socrates: Then, if you have some thought about both objects at once, you cannot
be having a perception including both at once through either the one or the other organ.

Theaetetus: No.

Socrates: Now take sound and color. © Have you not, to begin with, this thought
which includes both at once—that they both exist.

Theaetetus: 1 have,

Socrates: And, further, that each of the two is different from the other and the
same as itself?

Theaetetus: Naturally.

Socrates: And again, that both together are two, and each of them is one?

Theaetetus: Yes.

Socrates; And also you can ask yourself whether they are unlike each other or
alike?

Theaetetus: No doubt.

Socrates: Then through what organ do you think all this about them both? What is
common to them both cannot be apprehended either through hearing or through sight.
Besides, here is further evidence for my point. Suppose it were possible to inquire
whether sound and color were both brackish® or not; no doubt you could tell me what
faculty you would use—obviously not sight or hearing, but some other.

Theaetetus: Of course, the faculty that works through the tongue.

Socrates: Very good. But now, through what organ does that faculty work, which
tells you what is common not only to these objects but to all things—what you mean by
the words “exists” and “does not exist” and the other terms applied to them in the

O BELFEMEENE),
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questions I put a moment ago? What sort of organs can you mention, corresponding to
all these terms, through which the perceiving part of us perceives each one of them.

Theaetetus: You mean existence and nonexistence, likeness and unlikeness,
sameness and difference, and also unity and numbers in general as applied to them, and
clearly your question covers “even” and “odd” and all that kind of notions. © You are
asking through what part of the body our mind perceives these?

Socrates: You follow me most admirably, Theaetetus; that is exactly my question.

Theaetetus: Really, Socrates, I could not say, except that I think there is no
special organ at all for these things, as there is for the others. It is clear to me that the
mind in itself is its own instrument for contemplating® the common terms that apply to
everything.

Socrates: In fact, Theaetetus, you are handsome, not ugly as Theodorus said you
were, for in a discussion handsome is as handsome does. And you have treated me more
than handsomely in saving me the trouble of a very long argument, if it is clear to you
that the mind contemplates some things through its own instrumentality, others
through the bodily faculties. That was indeed what I thought myself, but I wanted you
to agree.

Theaetetus: Well, it is clear to me.

Socrates: Under which head, then, do you place existence? For that is, above all,
a thing that belongs to everything.

Theaetetus: 1 should put it among the things that the mind apprehends by itself.

Socrates: And also likeness and unlikeness and sameness and difference?

Theaetetus: Yes.

Socrates: And how about “honorable” and “dishonorable” and “good” and “bad”?

Theaetetus: These again seem to me, above all, to be things whose being is
considered one in comparison with another, by the mind, when it reflects within itself
upon the past and the present with an eye to the future.

Socrates: Wait a moment. The hardness of something hard and the softness of
something soft will be perceived by the mind through touch, will they not?®

Theaetetus: Yes.

Socrates: But their existence and the fact that they both exist and their
contrariety® to one another and again the existence of this contrariety are things which
the mind itself undertakes to judge for us, when it reflects upon them and compares one
with another.

@  PRIGHRAFAES BT MRS AL AR S 25 5 00 R ER S AN, i BRI 8 UR 6 8] 53 £ 45 80 S A 30
WA AR TG,
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Theaetetus: Certainly.

Socrates: Is it not true, then, that whereas all the impressions which penetrate to
the mind through the body are things which men and animals alike are naturally
constituted to perceive from the moment of birth, reflections about them with respect to
their existence and usefulness only come, if they come at all, with difficulty through a
long and troublesome process of education?

Theaetetus: Assuredly.

Socrates: It is possible, then, to reach truth when one cannot reach existence?

Theaetetus: 1t is possible.

Socrates: But if a man cannot reach the truth of a thing, can he possibly know that
thing?

Theaetetus: No, Socrates, how could he?

Socrates: If that is so, knowledge does not reside in® the impression, but in our
reflection upon them. It is there, seemingly, and not in the impression, that it is
possible to grasp existence and truth.

Theaetetus: Evidently.

Socrates: Then are you going to give me the same name to two things which differ
so widely?

Theaetetus: Surely that would not be right.

Socrates: Well then, what name do you give to the first one—to seeing, hearing,
smelling, feeling cold and feeling warm?

Theaetetus: Perceiving. What another name is there for it?

Socrates: Taking it all together, then, you call this perception?

Theaeteus: Necessarily.

Socrates: A thing which, we agree, has no part in apprehending truth, since it has
none in apprehending existence.

Theaetetus: No, it has none.

Socrates: Nor, consequently, in knowledge either.

Theaetetus: No.

Socrates: Then, Theaetetus, perception and knowledge cannot possibly be the
same thing.

Theaetetus: Evidently not, Socrates. Indeed, it is now perfectly plain that
knowledge is something different from perception.

Socrates: But when we began our talk it is certainly not our object to find out what
knowledge is not, but what it is. Still, we have advanced so far as to see that we must
not look for it in sense perception at all, but in what goes on when the mind is occupied
by things by itself, whatever name you give to that.

Theaetetus: Well, Socrates, the name for that, I imagine, is “making judgment”.

@ reside in: fFAE Feeeee 2,



THE ROLE OF PERCEPTION IN KNOWING £ R0 INIRPEVEF

Socrates: You are right, my friend. Now begin all over again. Blot out® all we
have been saying, and see if you can get a clear view from the position you have now
reached. Tell us once more what knowledge is.

Theaetetus: 1 cannot say it is judgment as a whole, because there is false judgment,
but perhaps true judgment is knowledge. You may take that as my answer. If, as we go
further, it turns out to be less convincing than it seems now, I will try to find another.

Socrates: Good, Theaetetus. This promptness is much better than hanging back as
you did at first. ®If we go on like this, either we shall find what we are after or we shall
be less inclined to imagine we know something of which we know nothing whatever,
and that surely is a reward not to be despised. And now, what is this you say—that
there are two sorts of judgment, one true, the other false, and you define knowledge as
judgment that is true?...

Knowledge as True Belief

Theaetetus:. .. True belief is knowledge. @ Surely there can at least be no mistake
in believing what is true, and the consequences are always satisfactory.

Socrates: Try, and you will see, Theaetetus, as the man said when he was asked if
the river was too deep to ford®. So here, if we go forward on our search, we may
stumble upon® something that will reveal the thing we are looking for. We shall make
nothing out, if we stay where we are,

Theaetetus: True. Let us go forward and see.

Socrates: Well, we need not go far to see this much. You will find a whole
profession to prove that true belief is not knowledge.

Theaetetus: How so? What profession?

Socrates: The profession of those paragons® of intellect known as orators® and
lawyers. There you have men who use their skill to produce conviction, not by
instruction, but by making people believe whatever they want them to believe. You can
hardly imagine teachers so clever as to be able, in the short time allowed by the clock,
to instruct their hearers thoroughly in the true facts of a case of robbery or other
violence which those hearers had not witnessed.

Theaetetus: No, I cannot imagine that, but they can convince them.

Socrates: And by convincing you mean making them believe something.

Theaetetus: Of course.
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Socrates: And when a jury is rightly convinced of facts which can be known only by
an eyewitness®, then, judging by hearsay and accepting a true belief, they are judging
without knowledge, although if they find the right verdict, their conviction is correct?

Theaetetus: Certainly.

Socrates: But if true belief and knowledge were the same thing, the best of
jurymen could never have a correct belief without knowledge. It now appears that they
must be different thing. ...

The Objects of Knowledge®

(Socrates is conversing with Glaucon)

Socrates: ... Let me remind you of the distinction we drew earlier and have often
drawn on other occasions,® between the multiplicity of things that we call good or
beautiful or whatever it may be and, on the other hand, Goodness itself or Beauty itself
and so on. Corresponding to each of these sets of many things, we postulate® a single
Form or real essence, as we call it.

Theaetetus: Yes, that is so.

Socrates: Further, the many things, we say, can be seen, but are not objects of
rational thought; whereas the Forms are objects of thought, but invisible. ©

Theaetetus: Yes, certainly.

Socrates: And we see things with our eyesight, just as we hear sounds with our
ears and, to speak generally, perceive any sensible thing with our sense-faculties®,

Theaetetus: Of course.

Socrates: Have you noticed, then, that the artificer® who designed the senses has
been exceptionally lavish of® his materials in making the eyes able to see and their
objects visible?

Theaetetus: That never occurred to me. @

Socrates: Well, look at it in this way. Hearing and sound do not stand in need of
any third thing, without which the ear will not hear nor sound be heard;® and I think

@ eyewitness: HdiiFE A .

@ From Plato’s Republic, translated by F. M. Cornford. Published in 1941 by Oxford University Press and
reprinted with the permission of Clarendon Press of Oxford, England.

@ Perhaps an allusion to the Phaedo (especially 78 E ff. ), where the theory of Forms was first explicitly stated
in similar terms. The earlier passage in the Republic is at 475 E ff. , p. 179.
postulate; Pf e« HHTHE .
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sense-faculty : BCE .
artificer: ¥ T..
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Plato held that the hearing of sound is caused by blows inflicted by the air ( Timaeus 67B, 80A); but the air
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is hardly analogous to light.
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the same is true of the most, not to say all, of the other senses. Can you think of one
that does require anything of the sort?

Theaetetus: No, 1 cannot.

Socrates: But there is this need in the case of sight and its objects. You may have
the power of vision in your eyes and try to use it, and color may be there in the objects;
but sight will see nothing and the colors will remain invisible in the absence of a third
thing peculiarly constituted to serve this very purpose.

Theaetetus: By which you mean—

Socrates: Naturally I mean what you call light; and if light is a thing of value, the
sense of sight and the power of being visible are linked together by a very precious
bond, such as unites no other sense with its object.

Theaetetus: No one could say that light is not a precious thing.

Socrates: And of all the divinities in the skies® is there one whose light, above all
the rest, is responsible for making our eyes perfectly and making objects perfectly
visible?

Theaetetus: There can be no two opinions; of course, you mean the Sun.

Socrates: And how is sight related to this deity®? Neither sight nor the eye which
contains it is the Sun, but of all the sense-organs it is the most sun-like; and further,
the power it possesses is dispensed by the Sun, like a stream flooding the eye. ® And
again, the Sun is not vision, but it is the cause of vision and also is seen by the vision it
causes,

Theaetetus: Yes.

Socrates: It was the Sun, then, that I mean when I spoke of that offspring which
the Good has created in the visible world, to stand there in the same relation to vision
and visible things as that which the Good itself bears in the intelligible world to
intelligence and to intelligible objects.

Theaetetus: How is that? You must explain further.

Socrates: You know what happens when the colors of things are no longer
irradiated® by the daylight, but only by the fainter luminaries® of the night; when you
look at them, the eyes are dim and seem almost blind, as if there were no unclouded
vision in them. But when you look at things on which the Sun is shining, the same eyes
see distinctly and it becomes evident that they do contain the power of vision.

Theaetetus: Certainly.

@ Plato held that the heavenly bodies are immortal living creatures, i. e. gods.

@ deity: #.

@ Plato’s theory of vision involves three kinds of fire or light: (1) daylight, a body of pure fire diffused in the
air by the Sun; (2) the visual current or “vision,” a pure fire similar to daylight, contained in the eyeball and capable
of issuing out in a stream direct toward the object seen; (3) the color of the external object.

@ irradiate; B 5.

® luminary: R GK  FE KM HZRHE L,
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Socrates: Apply this comparison, then, to the soul. When its gaze is fixed upon an
object irradiated by truth and reality, the soul; gains understanding and knowledge and
is manifestly in possession of intelligence. But when it looks towards that twilight
world of things that come into existence and pass away, its sight is dim and it has only
opinions and beliefs which shift to and fro®, and it seems like a thing that has no
intelligence.

Theaetetus: That is true.

Socrates: This, then, which gives to the objects of knowledge their truth and to
him who knows them his power of knowing, is the Form or essential nature of
Goodness. It is the cause of knowledge and truth; and so, while you may think of it as
an object of knowledge, you will do well to regard it as something beyond truth and
knowledge and precious as these both are, of still higher worth. And. just as in our
analogy light and vision were to be thought of as like the Sun, but not identical with it,
so here both knowledge and truth are to be regarded as like the Good, but to identify
either with the Good is wrong. The Good must hold a yet higher place of honor.

Theaetetus: You are giving it a position of extraordinary splendour®, if it is the
source of knowledge and truth and itself surpasses them in worth. You surely cannot
mean that it is pleasure.

Socrates: Heaven forbid, 1 exclaimed. But I want to follow up our analogy still
further. You will agree that the Sun not only makes the things we see visible, but also
brings them into existence and gives them growth and nourishment@®; yet he is not the
same thing as existence. ® And so with the objects of knowledge; these derive from the
Good not only their power of being known, but their very being and reality; and
Goodness is not the same thing as being, but even beyond being, surpassing it is dignity
and power.

Theaetetus: Glaucon exclaimed with some amusement at my exalting Goodness in
such extravagant terms.

Socrates: It is your fault, I replied; you forced me to say what I think.

Theaetetus: Yes, and you must not stop there. At any rate, complete your
comparison with the Sun, if there is any more to be said.

Socrates: There is a great deal more, I answered.

Theaetetus: Let us hear it, then; don’t leave anything out.

Socrates: 1 am afraid much must be left unspoken. However, I will not, if I can
help it, leave anything that can be said on this occasion.

@ to and fro: 3 3 [ [ (),

@ splendour: Y4, 5.

@ nourishment; 35 ¥},

@  The ambiguity of genesis can hardly be reproduced. The Sun “gives things their genesis” (generation,
birth) . but “is not itself genesis” (becoming, the existence in time of things which begin and cease to exist, as opposed
to the real being of eternal things in the intelligible world).
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