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The boundaries between truth and falsity are being assessed in the context of Plato’s theory of 
recollection. The nature of knowledge is seen as quite elusive, and this is why it evokes a need for 
questioning the notion of truth. Most important theories of truth are analyzed and taken to consideration 
in order to assess the boundaries of truth and falsity. The question of truth and falsity is being discussed 
in the context of broader topic of perception of the Universe. This is why the place of language and 
sensations is analyzed in the frame of cognizance. Theories of modern and post-modern thinkers are 
seen as a continuation of some statements made by Plato. Some approaches to cognizance of the 
Universe are evaluated in the diachronic aspect in order to develop a suitable theory of boundaries 
between truth and falsity. Approaches to paradoxes related to knowledge and deception are assessed in 
order to specify the distinction between truth and falsity. Machine assistance in the process of decision 
making is analyzed.
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1. Introduction. Universe and Paradox

This is the third article in the series of essays aimed at interpreting Plato’s dialogues 
“Cratylus,” “Meno,” and “Alcibiades-1” in terms of language learning (versus acquisition), 
the nature of knowledge (versus cognizance), and, finally, or thirdly, on the borders of 
truth and falsity. The first article in the series discussed primarily the problem of language 
acquisition in comparison to language learning. As a result, it has been defined that Plato’s 
theory of reminiscence appeared to be significantly profound in terms of modern theories of 
language (Sodomora & Yerchenko, 2021) despite the fact that the theory of reminiscence 
itself at the first glimpse seems to be pretty vague to some extent, as well as it can be neither 
proved nor supported by any experiment. Furthermore, this theory, as a continuation to the 
aforementioned problem discussed in the article, can be extrapolated to the question on the 
nature of knowledge, e.g., when we know something but are not quite sure whether the known 
fact is true or false, since belief can be false as well, as it was shown in the second article 
(Sodomora & Yahelo, 2021). These statements settle the third question, which consequently 
is being assessed in this article, namely the question on truth and falsity, as well as on the 
borders between these two opposites, since they are believed to be such.

These questions have been asked since time began, insofar as the answers to who 
we are and where we are going are still pending. This article, being far from providing 
sufficient answers to these eternal questions, is aimed, taking into account Plato’s theory of 
reminiscence, to shed some light on clarification of the boundaries between truth and falsity 
we deal with in our daily life. Quite possibly, there is always some paradox being relied 
upon, at least implicitly, as we form conclusions, which makes the latter to some extent 
illogical. This is why, as it was said in the two previous articles on the basis of language 
and knowledge, consideration of borders between truth and falsity might require discussing 
several paradoxes. Since the nature of knowledge appears to be quite elusive, this provides 
us with the need for questioning the notion of truth. Consequently, if truth’s being truth is 
to depend on the total absence of falsity, their borders are to be taken as clearly distinct. 
However, this requires more precise insight into broader problems, linked to the issue. 

The problem of perception of the Universe is being discussed widely by scholars (Bazaluk, 
2021), but apparently there is a distinction between so-called “our Universe,” or the one we 
observe, and the one which is outside of us. Again, while assessing the correctness of names 
as images of things, Plato in the “Cratylus” (432c) asserts that an image cannot represent 
a thing in its full perfectness, as well as in the opposite case, as he says, there would be 
“two Cratyluses” instead of the only one. The assertion concludes that correctness does not 
presuppose identical likeness of a thing and an image. Plato continues as it follows: “Do you 
not perceive how far images are from possessing the same qualities as the originals which 
they imitate?” (Plato, Cratylus 432d). Presumably, this is what much later Immanuel Kant 
meant by distinguishing between noumena and phenomena, and this is why he claimed that 
cognizance of a thing was impossible, but this topic is to be discussed elsewhere. 

This is how the third question, of truth and falsity, can be settled on the basis of the two 
previous discussions, which analyzed the paradoxical nature of language and knowledge. 
In fact, basic principles of cognizance of the Universe due to their elusiveness cannot 
steer clear of paradoxes. It was shown that a series of aporia developed by Zeno puzzled 
not only Aristotle, but all upcoming generations of thinkers and contributed significantly 
to the development of a variety of theories and approaches to different issues. The further 
development of the problem of knowledge to some extent involves so-called “twofold 
ignorance”, which questions what exactly can be called “knowledge,” and what does not 
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belong to it by definition. However, despite this fact, it leads to a positive result. This question 
was discussed in the aforementioned articles and it seems logical to continue the topic with a 
discussion of truth and falsity as well as assessing their boundaries.

2. Truth and Knowledge

One fundamental problem linked to the process of learning is truth. Language, being 
a means of cognizance of the Universe, resembles the progress from less to more perfect, 
although Zeno’s paradoxes reveal to us the paradoxical nature of language and point at 
inherent inconsistencies in the process of understanding of reality. It is highly arguable 
that the phenomenon of language possesses clear and explainable nature, since it seems 
not to be unambiguously explained by behavioristic theories (Skinner, 1992). The standard 
epistemological objection to it is that it possesses to some extent paradoxical nature we are 
unable to explain by any of methods available (Chomsky, 2002). As a result, this view adds 
significantly to the development and improvement of newer approaches to the process of 
learning in general and obtaining reliable knowledge in particular, and epistemologists have 
been working for a quite long time towards what they hope is going to be a non-skeptical 
conception of knowledge (Lehrer, 1965), but this approach is to be addressed later. 

There is no proof that gives us the right to assert that we possess any reliable knowledge, 
and this is why aiming at investigating the notion and foundation of the concept of knowledge 
is directed at clarifying what exactly the knowledge consists of. First, according to Plato, it is 
impossible to learn anything if we lack knowledge about ourselves. In this article, an attempt 
has been made to assess the boundaries between truth and falsity in terms of their application 
to reality. Again, the reality can be seen differently, as it was shown in the previous article, 
and this is why the relation between truth and falsity is to be assessed more precisely. 

In general, knowledge is usually identified as justified true belief, or JTB. This is what can 
be inferred from Plato’s “Meno” as well as from other dialogues (Pritchard et al., 2018). As a 
rule, JTB is the departing point for scholars to start investigating the concept of knowledge, 
which was primarily initiated by Plato. The majority of modern theories differentiate between 
knowledge and belief (Unger, 1968: 157-170), and this is the riddle posed by Socrates at 
the end of his “Meno.” As usually, Socrates provides a somewhat enigmatic and elusive 
distinction between knowledge and true belief, as well as Plato never provides the explicit 
answer in his dialogues. It is convenient for a distinction to be generalized into a more wide-
ranging concept of truth in general. 

It seems that the difficulty in defining the notion cannot be confined to Plato’s theory 
exclusively, as well as it still remains problematic (Meadows, 2013: 221-240). The elusiveness 
of the definition of knowledge generates challenges to the philosophical tradition. This is 
why the definition of knowledge of a proposition as justified true belief in some contexts is 
not considered as a sufficient one. The problems arise in cases of either actual or possible 
situations in which someone has a belief that is both true and well supported by evidence. 
Still, as is believed by many epistemologists, it fails to be knowledge. The extensive debate 
was initiated with a single two-and-a-half-page article (Gettier, 1963). Gettier’s article 
triggered a period of pronounced and renovated epistemological debates and innovations 
that, to some extent, can be applied to the definition of truth.

As a rule, while talking of knowledge in general, the majority of epistemologists are 
referring to propositional knowledge (Ichikawa, 2018), which is knowledge of a truth or 
known fact, or knowledge of how the world is constructed in any respect, which is described 
by a given occurrence. Following the words of Plato, if we do not fully understand ourselves, 
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we will not be able to fully understand what it is either. That is a possibility, as philosophers 
have long realized, and these in their own way were settled by Plato, not solved though. 
In case if JTB is false as it has been shown by the riddle, it is evident that it should be 
replaced with something newer. Unfortunately, Gettier himself made no suggestions about 
any replacement, which resembles Plato’s style of dialogues. But philosophy always settles 
questions, while other sciences aim to look for answers (Deely, 2001: 238). There has been 
an attempt to provide answers for defining boundaries between truth and falsity by machine 
assistance, which is to be discussed in the last chapter of the article. 

As well as it can be seen, JTB form of analysis of knowledge presupposes three 
individually necessary and sufficient conditions for certain knowledge. For instance, to 
obtain knowledge that you are a living being, three prerequisites are required, namely: 
1) you have to believe in this; 2) the belief is supposed to be true; 3) it is supposed to 
be based on good or sufficient evidence. The biggest problem, as it can be inferred from 
previous articles in this series, can be encountered in the last statement, since Zeno would 
not consider experience-based evidence of Achilles being faster than the tortoise as a 
valid rejection to his aporia. Consequently, this way of thinking questions the truth of the 
primary proposition. 

There are other weak sides of JTB analysis as well which are disclosed by Gettier’s 
paradox. Imagine that someone, who is looking at the farm, sees something that seems to 
be a horse. Consequently, the only belief which instantly occurs to someone, who is looking 
at the farm, is that there is a horse at the farm. Coincidentally, he is right, because there is 
a horse in the far end of the field behind the hill, but it cannot be seen, and the only animal, 
which can be seen, is a bull that looks like a horse. There is no direct evidence of presence 
of the horse in this very field, although the statement has been made correctly, and belief is 
true and justified, since someone, who is looking at the farm, trusts his eyes. However, such 
JTB cannot be considered valid knowledge (Hetherington, 2001). With this quite simplified 
example, it would be interesting to consider what astronomers are able to see while looking 
into the telescope. Their beliefs, while being true, are supposed to be supported by something 
else in order to become valid knowledge.

On the other hand, experiments, which are aimed at proving similar beliefs as well as at 
avoiding justifications that are present within each and every case to be false, can go wrong 
due to infinite series of unpredictable circumstances and hindrances. As a result, it can be 
inferred from this that the justification indicates only the fact that the belief is true to some 
extent, but it does not prove conclusively that it is true absolutely. This is how justification 
still stays open at least the possibility that the belief is false. This is what Plato speaks about 
in his “Meno,” providing us with an example of Dedalus’ effigies (Meno 97e). Plato questions 
whether such knowledge possesses the required validity to be compared to the higher type in 
order to be called valid knowledge. 

On the other hand, such cases can contain a good portion of luck which makes it impossible 
to prove that they cannot be called knowledge. In fact, this is the most distinctive of Gettier 
cases. Consider, for example, the case with Columbus’ enterprise. Despite the fact that he 
was ignorant of the existence of two Americas, he was to some extent knowledgeable of the 
spherical shape of the Earth. However, not only this: he appeared to be extremely lucky to 
complete his four round-trips. Consequently, despite of Columbus’ ignorance, the outcome 
was immense and it is highly questionable whether the falsity his ignorance comprised can 
be equated to the falsity of flat shape of Earth or not. It can be concluded that there exists 
certain degree of falsity, which contributes to falsity’s being either less false, or more inclined 
to truth. It appears that when certain abnormal or favorable circumstance is present in this 
or that case, this circumstance can make quite fortuitous the existence of justified and true 
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belief despite the fact that it is not supported by strong evidence. This, in its own turn, blurs 
the boundaries between the two opposites, i.e., truth and falsity. 

3. Truth by the Means of Language

Since we communicate mostly via the means of language, the relation between truth and 
meaning is to be assessed as the place where truth and language relate closely. Insofar as 
the theory of meaning is notoriously broad (Higginbotham, 1989: 153-174), some scholars 
use the theory of truth as part of the theory of meaning (Glanzberg, 2013). The first sort 
of theory of meaning, or semantic theory, is a theory that assigns semantic contents to 
expressions of a language. The second sort of theory of meaning, a foundational theory, is a 
theory which states the facts in virtue of which expressions have the semantic contents that 
they have (Speaks, 2021). Some expressions might be context-sensitive or indexical. Within 
a propositional semantics, we can say that certain expressions possess different contents 
relative to distinct contexts. However, the phenomenon of context-sensitivity is one that any 
semantic theory recognizes. This is why many philosophers and linguists think that one or 
more of these categories of expressions are indexicals (Johnston, 1988: 28-42). As it can 
be observed, virtually every natural language expression is context-sensitive, which gives a 
good soil for deception.

This is why any theory of truth conditions can be applied to the theory of meaning. This 
category of research is pretty broad and there are different approaches to it. It would be 
expedient to look at what Plato says in this context in “Cratylus” (436 b): “Do you not see 
that he who in his inquiry after things follows names and examines into the meaning of each 
one runs great risks of being deceived?” More than twenty centuries later, L. Wittgenstein 
expressed the idea that humans do not communicate via words, but via images (Sutton, 2015: 
409-443). This view was widely accepted and lively discussed in broad academic circles 
and contributed significantly to the development of science. Not actually being a follower of 
Plato, Wittgenstein initiated the process of studying language through the perspective of other 
disciplines (Kripke, 1982), and this subject was discussed earlier (Sodomora & Yerchenko, 
2021). However, images can be distorted due to differences in perception, and this poses 
a significant thread to their truthfulness or correctness, as it is said in the aforementioned 
quotation of Plato’s “Cratylus.” Again, Bertrand Russel claimed that false propositions pose a 
problem, but he was far from the first one who pointed at this controversy. Consequently, there 
has been an extensive debate among epistemologists on the definition of truth (Glanzberg, 
2021). 

One of the most significant approaches to the definition of truth is so-called 
correspondence theory which is concerned with the relation between propositions and the 
world. It presupposes that a proposition is true when the world contains a fact that is 
structurally similar to the proposition (David, 2018). Again, this has not been noticed for 
the first time, since Aristotle had spoken about it a quite long time ago in his “Metaphysics” 
(Γ 7.27): “to say of what is that it is, or of what is not that it is not, is true” (Aristotle, 
2009). The basic idea of correspondence was captured in this quotation, as some scholars 
suggest (Tarski, 1944: 341-375). This Aristotle’s saying was refined and clarified more 
extensively later, and correspondence relation is explicated as a representation relation, 
since a truth bearer is called true if it represents a fact (Ross, 1928). However, this theory 
only exacerbated further discussions on the subject, since there is an ambiguity on what can 
be called a fact. Reliance of truth on belief is a key point of Joachim’s theory, which claims 
that any belief is true if and only if it is part of a coherent system of beliefs (Joachim, 1906). 
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However, any system which seems to be coherent today, can be questioned some time later. 
More pragmatical point is expressed by Peirce, as well as he is usually understood as 
holding the view that truth is the end of inquiry, or truth is something which is satisfactory 
to believe (Glanzberg, 2021). 

As it can be inferred, it is not entirely clear what scholars mean by suggested definitions, 
partially due to the complicacy of the subject as well as due to its elusiveness. Probably 
due to this elusiveness Tarski’s definition of “semantic conception of truth” (Tarski, 1944) 
lacks precise explanation, following to a certain degree Plato’s approach. It is not entirely 
clear what exactly Tarski had in mind by defining this conception, but it can be assumed that 
Tarski’s theory defines truth for sentences in terms of concepts like reference and satisfaction. 
They are intimately related to the basic semantic functions of names and predicates. Primarily, 
Tarski was concerned with so-called “liar paradox” (Beall & Glansberg 2020) that it would 
make theories in languages containing a truth predicate inconsistent (Ray, 2018: 695-717). 
This was especially important to his own correspondence theory, but whether it provides any 
substantial philosophical account of truth at all or not, is still a matter of controversy. 

The liar paradox, which is also called “Epimenides paradox,” since Epimenides from 
Crete, according to tradition, is known for saying that all Cretans are liars, has created an 
enormous number of debates, discussions and articles since it was introduced. Some scholars 
argue that this paradox shows, among other issues, essential “incompleteness” of the world 
(Grim, 1991), at least to some, though uncertain, degree. Some assert that the paradox shows 
the importance of context in language (Glanzberg, 2018), and this assertion seems to resemble 
Aristotle’s principle of noncontradiction. Nevertheless, what is the most intriguing; it is that 
liar paradox shows that the notion of truth is a vague notion (McGee, 1991). This can be 
taken as evidence (of which has been said earlier) that truth is far from being a fully objective 
matter. It is not independent of us, of our thoughts, or of context. It can be argued instead, 
that truth is rather constrained by our abilities to verify it. This is why it is constrained by 
our epistemic stance since it is to some degree an epistemic matter, and far from being an 
objective matter. This is why Tarski in previously cited work, expressed the opinion that the 
ordinary notion of truth is incoherent and far from being scientific. 

Consequently, if images we communicate via can become distorted, if words do not 
represent the essence of things, if the truth is difficult to determine, it seems that falsity 
cannot be fleshed out in order to avoid being trapped by it. This is what so-called redundancy 
theory is concerned with. It holds that there is no property of truth at all, and appearances 
of the expression “true” in our sentences are redundant, which means they have no effect 
on what we express (Forbes, 1986: 27-54). This is why the truth, exactly as knowledge, is 
difficult to identify.

4. Conclusions: Boundaries Between Opposites

Since it is highly questionable if a proposition can be absolutely true, the question 
arises to what extent some propositions are true or false, as it has been shown in Columbus’ 
example. This is why there has been a variety of attempts to solve the difficulties posed by 
the aforementioned series of paradoxes. One of them is so-called “infallibilist” approach, 
which claims that only fallible support can be provided for any belief. However, this is what 
Descartes wrote about in his “Meditations,” i.e., overreliance on external senses, which can 
fail to provide us with reliable knowledge. This is why we rarely obtain infallible justificatory 
support for any belief, and this is why we are not infallible knowers of truth, and we are 
fallible instead, which means that we are not knowers at all. However, this reaction to 
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paradoxes is regarded as not appropriate one since epistemologists strive to understand how 
we obtain at least some knowledge.

Plato never provides clear answers to questions he settles, and he gives only cues “that 
guide rightly,” as Socrates says in “Meno” (99a), on what exactly true opinion and knowledge 
this case can be. As a result, ignorance (either simple or twofold) is a cause for mistakes, and 
wrong opinions or beliefs which turn to be a “twofold ignorance” cause false beliefs, as 
Socrates says in “Alcibiades” (118a), as it was discussed earlier (Sodomora & Yahelo, 2021). 
Still, the puzzle remains that, in spite of the fact that we might opine that each of us produces 
sentences which express true propositions, we clearly disagree with each other (Lasersohn, 
2005: 643-686). What can be suggested here as an answer is a resemblance of St. Thomas’ 
“negative theology,” which claims that the only knowledge that can be obtained about God 
is “what he is not” (Deely, 2001: 290-297). It seems that these words can be applied to 
knowledge in general, although this view can be seen as rather skeptical.

Therefore, since the total absence of falsity is required for belief’s being knowledge, 
most beliefs can cease to be knowledge at all. On the other hand, so-called “negative” 
approach places us well too far from obtaining any sufficient answers. This is where some 
epistemologists suggest applying “no false evidence proposal” in order to develop a non-
skeptical approach, as it has already been mentioned in another context (Lehrer, 1965: 168-
75). According to the suggestion, the only thing which is required for belief to be knowledge 
is the absence of significant element of falsity only. It means that wrong beliefs that are 
being used as evidence in obtaining reliable knowledge are eliminable. This is why this kind 
of justification is adequate for belief’s being knowledge. Therefore, since false evidence 
sometimes plays a significant role in knowledge, such belief is far from being knowledge. 
This approach appears to be quite weak as well, since false evidence is to be eliminated 
to some unknown extent. Therefore, this still has yet to make significant inroads among 
scholars, and answers from epistemologists are still being awaited. 

There were other approaches to the problem of identification of falsity and eliminating 
false evidences. Since the beginning of the Industrial Era, humanity’s overreliance on 
machines and computers has become expressively owerwhelming. This is why there has 
been wide range of attempts to involve computers into the process of distinguishing of truth 
from falsity. However, they proved to be of little help, since, for example, lie-detection 
techniques developed in the 20th century are notoriously inaccurate. Partially it is so because 
there is a need to look for some answers behind the science. Scholars and scientists became 
excessively obsessed with computers and calculations, but identifying falsities appears to be 
more elusive and subtle to be performed by artificial intelligence, which is still far from being 
perfect. Neither computer, nor any other machine can identify elusive and blurred boundaries 
between truth and falsity. 

According to statistics, commonly applied academic standards of scientific evidence are 
usually misleading and fail to meet necessary standards to be at least slightly above chance 
(McKelvey, 2021). It has been shown that humans are no better than chance at detecting 
deception (Mann et al., 2004: 137-149). And, as well as Plato’s theory of reminiscence can 
be proved neither by experience, nor by five basic senses, the boundaries between truth and 
falsity are elusive and cannot be distinctly set by any scientific method available today. It is 
difficult to do this, since being humans, we are highly biased.
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