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The article aims to investigate the notion and foundation of the concept of knowledge to assess our
place in the Universe via understanding of ourselves. The components of knowledge are discussed,
aiming at clarifying what exactly the knowledge consists of. Several dialogues of Plato pose certain
questions on the nature of knowledge, and here particularly Meno and Alcibiases-1 are taken into
consideration, as well as Proclus’ Commentary on Plato s Alcibiades-1. It is impossible, according to
Plato, to learn anything at all if we lack knowledge about ourselves, as it is shown in “Alcibiades-1.”
Despite being relatively short, the dialogue is considered by some ancient scholars to be the introduction
to the whole philosophy of Plato, according to Proclus’ Commentary on the dialogue. As a result, it
has been inferred that there is no proof that gives us the right to assert that we possess any reliable
knowledge in general, following the example on the authenticity of the dialogue in particular. This is
why a parallel question, the authenticity of Alcibiades-1, is being discussed here on the basis of Proclus’
work in order to define the concept of “lost knowledge” and to consider the possibility of how certain
knowledge can become lost. Excerpts from the first Ukrainian translation of the aforementioned Plato’s
dialogues (vet to be published) and from Proclus’ Commentary are given to provide proof for given
statements. Pavlo Sodomora provides translation from ancient Greek into Ukrainian.
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Introduction

While considering knowledge in general, it would be useful at the very beginning to
distinguish what exactly can be called “knowledge” and what does not belong to it by definition.
This is why, taking into account a wide range of research (Bogardus, 2014; Ichikawa, 2018;
Gettier, 1963), an attempt has been made to clarify the definition of knowledge and compare it
to what Plato means by it. However, despite its apparent simplicity, the concept of knowledge
appeared to be quite elusive and vague, as evident from a variety of research conducted in the
field (Lewis, 1996; Starwell, 1991; Bonjour, 2010). Consequently, this fact, paradoxically,
does not support the claim that we possess any distinct knowledge about something. This, in
its own turn, poses certain epistemological difficulties before us in terms of clarifying what
we know and what we only assume that we know.

In addition to this, it has been suggested that the conclusions might be correct regardless
of the fact that we may possess “twofold ignorance” of premises instead of true knowledge
of them. The article on the example of the authenticity of Plato’s Alcibiades-1 discusses the
approach to knowledge in general, thus questioning Aristotle’s statement that knowledge
of the premises results in the knowledge of conclusions (Smith, 2020). The problem of
authenticity is provided here as an exemplification of the fact that firm inferences can be
made on the basis of the dialogue of dubious authorship. The ability to recognize the limits of
our knowledge can help us improve our understanding and assess our place in the Universe.
There are not many things we possess true knowledge about, but there are many to learn
instead. Proclus wrote an extensive commentary to Alcibiades-1, and this fact supports the
claim about the authenticity of the dialogue.

Thus, if we consider it precisely, the arrival at the correct answer can occur ambiguously:
either due to the fact that we are conscious of the very route of arrival or due to the accidental
arrival at the proper answer. While the former type is obvious, there are many examples of
the latter in many sciences and history, e.g., the discovery of America by Columbus, etc.
The question is whether we can justly say that such events occurred due to “knowledge”
or “twofold ignorance,” taking into account that the result was rather positive. This fact
poses a difficulty in terms of either there is a strict necessity of learning and acquiring any
reliable knowledge, or possessing twofold ignorance and assuming that we know something
is enough, as well as it results in reliable results.

According to Henry Marsh, a prominent contemporary neurosurgeon, in reality, our brain
is utterly complicated and we do not even start to understand how it works (Marsh, 2018).
However, Plato, in Alcibiades-1, providing an example of a physician, claims that if we do
not know ourselves, we cannot learn anything at all (131a-b):

Coxpar
ToMy TOif, XTO CIIOHYKA€ HAC TMi3HATH CaMoro cebe, CIIOHyKae Mi3HATH JYIIy.
[131q]
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AJKuBiax
Tak BumaeThcs.

Coxkpar
Tomy To#, XTO Mi3HAE CBOE TiNIO, MI3HAE Te, 10 HANCKUTH HOMY, OJJHAK - HE caMoro cede.

AJKuBiax
Tak ie€.

Coxkpar
Tomy >koieH Jikap, OCKIIBKH BiH € JiKapeM, He Mi3Hae caMoro cede, aHi y4uTesb, OCKITBKH
BiH € yuHuTeIeM.

AJKuBiax
Cawme Tax.

Coxkpar

Tomy it 3emiepoOu, un sikich OyiBHUYI € JaJIESKUMH Bijl Mi3HAHHS caMux cebe. Apke
BCi BOHH, SIK BUJIAE€THCS, € y)Ke AaJICKUMH BiJ] Mi3HAHHS TOTO, 10 HAJIEKUTH IM CaMUM,
BiAnoBiaHO /10 [131B] TMX MUCTELTB, SIKUMH 3aiiMatoThCsl. BOHM Mi3HAIOTH JIMIIE Te, 1110
HAJICKHUTh TIJIOBI 1 MIKIyBaHHIO PO HHOTO.

Ankusiag
[IpaBxy rosopumr’

Proclus clarify this statement in Commentary (Proclus, 1954: fr. 4):

Tomy 116 MOXXEMO BBa)kaTH JO0OPOO BIJIIPABHOIO TOYKOKO SIK I yciel dinocodii, Tax i mis
cucremu IlnaroH, a caMe, sK MU CKa3ajd, YHCTE i He3alUIIMOBaHE Mi3HaHHA caMuX cele,
BH3HAYCHE y HAYKOBHUX TEPMiHaX i BIEBHEHO BCTAHOBJICHE PO3AyMYBAaHHSAM BiJl IPUYKH.

Consequently, if we did not know ourselves, we would not be able to pretend that we know
something at all, according to Plato, as well as this knowledge is necessary to assess our place
in the Universe. The aforementioned statement seems to be quite controversial due to the fact
that we do know something as it can be proved by the experience, e.g., sending spacecraft
to Mars, etc. On the other hand, according to famous expressions ascribed traditionally to
Hippocrates, “experience is false” (Hakkert, 1999). The statement was actually continued by
Plato and developed by Descartes much later. This is why the so-called “fallibilist” conception
of knowledge seems insufficient due to the absence of the well-defined and intellectually
significant concept of knowledge fitting this general conception (Bonjour, 2010).

Knowledge as justified true belief

There were many attempts to solve the difficulty of what can be called knowledge, and this
question appears to be similar to the dichotomies of Zeno. The so-called “Gettier’s paradox™
is a good example that can be provided here to support the aforementioned “fallibilist” theory
(Cohen, 1988). Again, considering a series of paradoxes developed by Zeno and considering
the profound legacy of ancient paradoxes in general during the four ages (Huggett, 2013;

! Excerpts from the first Ukrainian translation of Plato’s Alcibiades-1 and Meno as well as of Proclus’
Commentary to Alcibiades-1, translated from ancient Greek into Ukrainian by Pavlo Sodomora.
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Kevin, 2003), the concept of true knowledge becomes even more elusive. In fact, knowledge
is a way of arriving at the truth, and this is why the analysis of the concept of knowledge
is closely related to the question of what exactly the arrival at the truth consists in. Again,
as it has been shown in the recent research (Sodomora & Yerchenko, 2021), the notion of
reality can be quite elusive as well due to the imperfection of our senses — the claim initiated
by Parmenides and developed by Plato’s theory of forms, ancient skeptics, as well as by
Descartes’ method of doubt (Deely, 2001: 518). Aenesidemus, being a member of Plato’s
Academy, developed ten tropes of skepticism that are based on a form of relativity, i.e.,
different impressions the same thing can have.

As arule, the departing point for scholars to start investigating the concept of knowledge
is so-called “justified true belief” (JTB), which Plato actually initiates in his other dialogue
Meno. The majority of modern theories differentiate between knowledge and belief (Unger,
1968), and this is what Plato discusses in Meno (97a-c):

Coxpar
AJte Hallle IPHITYIIEHHS, [I0 XTOCh He MOXKe TIPABUIILHO HAC TIPOBAIUTH, HE OyIydH
OCBIUCHHM, HE BHJA€THCS BIpHUM.

Menon
o Ti Maenr Ha yBa3i, TOBOPSYHU “TIPABUIIBHO™?

Coxpart
51 cxaxy T061. 3Hatoun gopory 1o Jlapucu uu 10 GyAb-sKOTO 1HIIOTO MiCIIs, MPSIMYIOUH TyAN
1 Bey4H 3a COOOI0 iHIIMX, YU HE BECTUMENT JOOpe 1 MPaBHIBHO?

Menon
OuesnaHo. [97b]

Coxpart
A TOW, XTO Ma€ MPaBUIIbHY AYMKY PO JOPOTY, X04a i Hikoiu He OyB TaM i He MMi3HAB JOPOTH,
91 MOKE BiH MIPAaBHIILHO BECTH?

Menou
O4YeBHIHO, 3MOXKE.

Coxpar

Orxe, TOM, XTO Ma€ JIUIIE TPABHIIbHY IyMKY IIPO T€, TIPO IO XTOCh IHIIMI Ma€e 3HAHHS, HE
OyJie TipIM OBOAMPEM, OCKLUTBKH BiH yMae TPaBIIIBHO, X04a i He OCBIYCHUIA, SIK TOH, XTO
Mae 3HaHHS.

Menon
Cnpasgi, Tax.

Coxpart

ToMy TpaBHJIbHA JyMKa € TaKUM ke Z0OpHM MOBOJMPEM Y crpasi, sik 3HaHHsA. Came e Mu
7 3aIMIIIINA OCTOPOHb, PO3BAXKAIOUM PO CYTHICTH YECHOTH. [97¢] AJUKe CTBEpIHIH, MIO
3HAHHS - €INHUN MPOBITHUK IO MPABIIFHOMY IUISIXY: HATOMICTh, TyMKa TAKOX MOXe OyTH
MIPaBIIIBHOIO JUTS [IHOTO.

MeHoH
Tak BuaeTnCs.
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Coxpar
OT)KC, IpaBWIbHA JYMKa HE € YUMOCH FipH_II/IM, aHIDK 3HAHHS.

On the other hand, examples of JTB sometimes cannot be called knowledge in a proper
sense either. This case has been discussed widely under the aforementioned “Gettier’s
paradox” since it was introduced. The author (Gettier, 1963) represents that true belief
sometimes is disconnected from the real fact, on the example of true belief being inferred
from the false belief which has been taken as a true one. Thus, he concludes that such belief
cannot be taken as knowledge, and the arrival at a correct answer can be referred to as
coincidence only. However, the truth cannot be known, and still, it does not cease to be the
truth, as it is more metaphysical than an epistemological notion. This settles the first question
of whether the truth is knowable or not and if it is needed to arrive at the proper answer, as it
can be seen in the example of the authenticity of the dialogue.

It should be mentioned that Plato distinguishes between two things: something which
belongs to us, and something that we are, as it is discussed in Alcibiades-1 (Plato, 1921:
128 c-d):

Coxpar
Tosk riMHACTHKOIO Typ6y€MOC${ IIpO HOI'M, a HIBalITBOM - IIPO T€, 1O HAJICIKUTDH HOoram?

AJnkuBiag
OueBuHO, TaK.

Coxpar
A TaKOX, rIMHACTHKOIO - IIpO PYKH, a 30JI0TApCTBOM - IIPO TE, IO HAJICIKUTH pyKaM?

AJnkuBiag
Taxk.

Coxpar
INiMHacTHKOIO - TIPO TiJIO, A MPSAAIHHSM - TIpo [1288] Bee iHIIe, 10 HATEKUTD TiJIOBI?

AJnkuBiag
Bce BipHO.

Coxpar
Tobro mis Toro, mod TypOyBaTnCst TpO camy pid i Impo Te, IO HAJEKUTH pedi, MU
BHUKOPHCTOBYEMO Pi3HI MUCTEITBA.

AJnkuBiag
Tak BumaeThCs.

Coxpar
To6T0, KoK TypOye€NIcs PO Te, MO HANISKUTh caMoMy co0i, He TypOyetcs mpo ceoe.

AJnkuBiag
Ta ui.

This settles the second question of whether the knowledge of material part of our body,
i.e., brain, can be referred to the knowledge of ourselves or not, if a human being is a soul and
not a body, according to Plato’s words in Alcibiades-1 (130 c):
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Coxkpar
Tomy, sIKIIO JIFOMHA HE € aHi TiNOM, aHi MOEJAHAHHSIM 000X, TO 3AJHIIAETHCS, Tajfao, L0
JrofiMHa € abo B3araji HiuuM, abo, SIKIO € YUMOCh, TO HE € HIYNM IHIIHM, SIK JIyIIer0.

AnkuBian
Ile it cripaBni Tax.

Apparently, Proclus confirms that the soul for Plato is more important than the body
(Proclus, 1954: fr. 45):

... BUJIAEThCA, 1110 MOTPIOHO JyMaTH Npo AJIKMBiaJa sK PO NOABIHHOIO: SIK PO NPOCTY JIyILy
1 SIK TIPO A1y, SIKa KOPUCTYEThCS TIJIOM. AJDKe 1 /1Bl [pedi] He € OZHUM 1 THM JKe: TaK camo,
SIK CTEpHOBHH 1 JIIOMMHA cama co0Oor0, aHi K Bi3HUUMH 1 mifcTaBa. | 3arasom, HempuUYeTHHI
€ HIINM, aHDK TPUYETHHH; Te, 1110 € caMO cO0OI0 € IHIINM, aHDXK Te, 10 BUAAETHCS 1HIIOMY;
a HelepeBepIICHUH BiIPI3HIETHCS BiJ TOTO, SIKMH OTPUMAB CBOE CTAHOBHIIE Y IO€IHAHHI
3 iHmmM. Toxx OCKiNbKM AJIKMBiaJ CpHIMaeThCs IBOSIKO, TOOTO sIK Jaymia i sIK AyIia, ska
KOPHCTYETBCS TLIOM, TO, OCKIIBKH BiH € nymeto, Cokpar 30epirae aHaJIOriio yma 11010 HbOTO,
a OCKUJIBKH BiH € JIyIIIEI0, sIKa KOPUCTYEThCS TiJIOM, TO [30epirae aHanorito] 100poro ayxa 1oao
HBOTO. AJIKE XTOCh OJIMH 1 TOH CaM € JyXOM 00 JIFOJMHH, 3 YMOM - II[OJI0 JTIIIi.

This is why the knowledge of our body is the knowledge of something which belongs to
us, which is, evidently, distinct from the knowledge of ourselves. So, if we believe that we
know ourselves, it can still be a false belief. And vice versa, belief is not necessary for true
knowledge. Consider the case when a Malaysian plane was downed in 2014, my wife, upon
hearing the news, said: “I do not believe that; it is fake.” One more and even better example of
a true answer with no belief is when I was asked how much is seven by six. Without knowing
the answer (as well as I am not good at math), I just guessed and accidentally answered
correctly, without believing it: my answer can hardly be called knowledge regardless of the
fact that it was true. This is why knowledge requires belief, according to the commonly
applied analysis of knowledge as justified true belief. This can also be inferred from passage
Alcibiades-1 106¢c-e:

Coxkpar

Tox ock. Tu HaMipsewcs, sIK s TOBOPIO, Y LIBUIKOMY 4aci BUITH SIK JOpaJHUK 10 aQiHSH.
A gxmo 0, WOWHO TH HaMipUIICA BUXOAUTH Ha KaTexpy, sl MepenuHUB Ou Tebe i 3anuTas:
“AJKuBiazie, a Ipo 10 HAMIPSAIOTHCS adiHIHU PaJUTHCS, SKIIO TH MA€N iM nopakyBaru? Yu
PO II0Ch TaKe, y YHOMY TH Kpaiie posymienics, Hix Bonu?” I1lo v Bianosim? [1063]

Ankusiag
Ma0yTb, BiNOBIM, 110 PO TAKe, Y YOMY s Kpallle po3yMirocs, aHIK BOHH.

Coxkpar
Tu € 10OPUM MOPaJTHUKOM PO Te, IO CIPAB/I 3HAEIL.

AJKuBiax
Yomy x Hi?

Coxkpar
A TH BCe Iie 3HA€II JIKIIIE TOMY, [0 HABYUBCS BiJl HIINX, Y TOMY, IO CaM BiTHAHIIOB?
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AJkuBiag
[1{o » Mosxe OyTH iHIIe?

Coxkpar
A 91 MOYKJIMBO KOJIMCH IIIOCh BUBUUTH a00 IIOCH BiJHANWTH, SIKIIO HE XOTITH HaB4aTucst abo
BigHaxomuTu?

AJKuBiax
Hi.

Coxkpar
To 1o x? A 4u X0OTiB OM TH BiJHAXOAUTH a00 BHUBYATH T€, 1110 BBAXKAEIII, 1[0 3HAECII?

AJKuBiax
Hi, 3Buuaiino.

[106¢]

Proclus, providing extensive Commentary to the passage (Proclus, 1954: fr. 187-188),
speaks about “gifts of gods,” which can be referred to belief:

[Inaton 3aknajae aBa NULIXU [3100yBaHHs| 3HAHHS - BUBYCHHS 1 BiTHAXOJKEHHS, i BOHH
HACyIOTh HAIIUM JyIiaM. Poju, BUILI BiJl HAIIOT AyI, CATaloTh CBOET JOCKOHAJIOCTI HE Yepes3
HaBYaHHS YW JOIIYKYBaHHS, 00 BOHM 3aBKAM MOEJHAHI 3 CBOIM Ii3HABaHHM, HIKOJIM HE
BIJIXOASATH BiJ| HHOTO, aHi He Opakye iM HaJeXKHOro 3HaHHS. TakoX, yCi HYIKYI, sIKi 3BYThCS
HEePO3yMHHUMH, 32 IPHPOJIOI0 HE HABYAIOTHCS PO3YMHHUMH HayKaMH, aHi caMi He BiIHAXOAATH
HIYOTO, I1J0 CTOCYETHCS BCHOTO cy1oro. He 6auarh BOHU i icTHHH. AJie IIOChKa IyIlIa, OCKITbKU
MicTUTB y c00i yci mouaTTs (1020s), monepeHbo MICTHTb YCi 3HaHHS, alle BiJl HAPOJDKCHHS Ma€
MEPELIKO/y CIOISIATH BCe, 110 MICTUTb, @ TOMY i MOTpeOye HaBYaHHS 1 BiJIHAXO/DKEHHS, 11100
Yyepe3 HaBYaHHS 3pyIINIIa YMOIJIsITHE MTi3HAHHS caMoi cebe, a yepes3 BiJHAXOHKeHHsI Bi Hal 1A
caMmy ce0e i MOBHOTY MOHATH y caMmiii cobi. Lle € napamu GoriB, siKi 10OpOUYMHATS s Hel y 11
HajiHHI i 3aKINKAIOTH 1i 10 pO3yMOBOTO JXKHUTTS, IKE TIOXOIUTh SIK Bi nopsiaky ['epmeca, oquH
3 SIKHX € TOMY, 1[0 Liei Oor € cuHoM Mai, TOHbKH ATJIaHTa, a iHIIUH - OCKIIBKY BiH € BICHUKOM
3eBca. BusBnsitoun “Boitio 0TI, BiH HaJja€ HaBYaHHS JIylIam,

188

a OCKIJIbKM TOXOAMTH Bifi Mai, s sikoi MOIIYK € MPHXOBAaHUM, TO HAJa€ BiJHAXOKEHHS
(heuresis) cBoiM BuxoBaHIIM. OCKITbKM HaBYaHHSI TIOXOJMTh 3TOPH BiJl KpaIuX [CHJI] 10 Iy,
TO € BHIIUM 32 BiJIHAXO/DKSHHS; a KOJIM BOHO MOXOAUTH BiJ] THX, III0 € 3 TOTO X psiIy, TOOTO
BiJl JIIOZIeH, KOJMU 3pylIye Hally Mi3HABaJbHY CHIIY, TO € HIDKYMM 3a BiJHaXO/DKeHHs. Tomy
BIJIHAXO/DKCHHSI € MOCEPE/fHI, BIAMOBIIHO 10 BIACHOTO MOPYXY AYIIi, 8 HAIIE JKUTTS 1 HaIla
JUSUTBHICTh HaiOUIbIIe BOYEBHIHIOETHCS 4Yepe3 Hboro. HaBuaHHS BiJ HUX 000X HANOBHIOE
JYIIY: Bijl BUIIOTO - BiJl IPHYHH, O0)KECTBEHHIIIHNX, aH)K BOHA CaMa; Bijl HI)KYOTO - 30BHIIIHBO
3pYILYE )KUTTEBY CHITY 1032 HAIIIOO CYTHICTIO. A OCKIJIbKH Hallle Mi3HaHHs pedeil Bin0yBaeThCs
BIJIMOBIZIHO /IO BHIIIOTO, TO BOHO HAJIAE€THCS 3aBISKH HAIISAAHHIO 1 POBIAHULTBY BiX OOTiB,
SIKi BUCBITJIIOIOTH TTOPSAZ0K YCIM AylIaM, IPOBAAAYH IX 0 YMOIIAAHOT OJAOPOKI, “3aralioTh
BOTOHB’, SIKMH TTPOBAANUTH BIoOpY.

Lle € Te, 1110 MOJKHA CKa3aTH IIPO HABYAHHS 1 BiJHAXOKEHHSI.

There is one more thing that is needed for knowledge, and this is justification. Lucky
guess, as it has been shown in the previous example, cannot be called knowledge. There is
significant disagreement between scholars concerning what justification is, but this question
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is discussed by other researchers (Ichikawa 2018), and this article is not dedicated to the
topic. It can be inferred that there are different meanings of knowledge depending on what
is implied by its three components, namely, true, justified, and belief. Although the concept
of JTB is necessary for knowledge, as it can be seen from some researches, some still claim
that sometimes it is not sufficient for knowledge (Lehrer, 1979). This is why some scholars
suggest acceptance as the fourth component to define knowledge more precisely and, as a
result, to solve Gettier’s paradox. This is why at hearing disturbing news, e.g., on a downing
Malaysian plane, the first reaction is disbelief. Still, knowledge of an event is already present
in the reader. This is why it seems to us reasonable to presuppose acceptance as one of the
components.

It was said in the aforementioned research that Cartesians do not experience this problem
since they rely on something that is certain and proceeds step by step, thus arriving at the
proper answer. Instead, it seems to be really difficult to assert in reality what is certain and
what is not, and the riddle turns into a vicious circle. The example of Columbus’ discovery
can be mentioned in this case as well in order to prove the statement about the non-reliability
of the notion of certainty, i.e., authenticity. Again, even if it is accepted that knowledge should
not be based on any falsehood, this condition seems unrealistic because it might be very
difficult to avoid mistakes at the very beginning. There are many examples of discoveries and
inventions in different sciences, including luck or accident, e.g., X-ray discovery — no one
was initially so skeptical about rays than William Roentgen himself. Upon discovery, he did
not even know whether his observations were correct or not.

All this significantly complicates the definition of knowledge and proves that the concept
of JTB is not sufficient to explain knowledge. The statement of “absence of any falsity” is the
next one that is impossible to achieve, and acceptance is rather subjective than an objective
component. This is why to avoid further mistakes, and it seems reasonable to start with Plato’s
works to arrive at the answer of what knowledge is. Unfortunately, Plato never provides us
with clear and indisputable answers in his dialogues. Neither we possess true knowledge of
the authenticity of the dialogue. This is why Proclus’ Commentary is considered here.

The question of the authenticity
of the dialogue versus knowledge

There are not many things in this world of which we do possess any sufficient knowledge.
For example, Egyptian pyramids and how they were built are still a mystery for us. The
rapid development of plants on the Earth was called an “abominable mystery” by Charles
Darwin (Cohen, 2010). This questions his theory of evolution, which aimed to explain how
humankind came to be. Continuing the riddle, the so-called “missing link” between humans
and other primates is still not found.

Similarly, Plato’s Alcibiades-1 is of disputed authorship. This is why the problem of “lost
knowledge” arises in terms of some of the aforementioned facts — it is apparent that pyramids
were built at some point in time, but no one knows how. This riddle does not seem to be
restricted to ancient times only. Ukrainian folk songs, for example, lack real authorship,
although they were compiled by someone (or by a group of authors) at some point in time.
What can be said about our times, the initial knowledge in the field of computer sciences is
almost never taught at computer schools due to the fact that there would be too much stuff to
learn, and because of this, so-called “frames” are being used instead? This poses a risk that
this kind of knowledge can be lost at some point in time as well.
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Thomas Sebeok, a prominent American scholar, was involved by the government in how
to pass the knowledge about radioactive waste storage to the upcoming generations. The
specialists realized that any material in what the message was written might not endure the
great length of time needed to protect upcoming generations from harmful nuclear waste
products. In this case, “lost knowledge” would possess a more disastrous effect comparing to
the construction of pyramids. Given this, Sebeok suggested that the only possible solution was
the formation of a so-called “atomic priesthood,” which would be entrusted with maintaining
and passing on the knowledge of dangers and their whereabouts. This “priesthood” would
be entrusted with keeping knowledge alive and developing it into a kind of mythical taboo
forbidding people to settle in proximity with the nuclear sites.

As it can be seen in this example, the only initiated priesthood of experts would possess
the scientific knowledge, while those outside it would be kept away by the rituals and legends.
Of course, several drawbacks are possible in such cases, e.g., using the knowledge to control
those who are scientifically ignorant, etc. But this does not belong to the scope of the article.
The fact that the knowledge should be maintained in order to remain known is evident by this
example. In the light of this fact, the problem of authenticity of some of Plato’s dialogues
acquires its validity, and there are several approaches to this question.

First of all, the problem of scientific exclusiveness is brought about through a claim of
dubious authenticity. While Alcibiades-2 is considered non-authentic by the majority of
scholars (Shorey, 1933), Alcibiades-1 deserved better treatment instead. There are basically
two approaches to the importance and meaning of the latter dialogue. Traditionally, the
approach of Neoplatonists considers Alcibiades-1 as the best introduction to the teaching
of Plato in general. This can be seen on the basis of Proclus’ Commentary to the dialogue
(Proclus, 1954: fr. 1):

MoskHa cKa3aT, [0 HAWBaXKIMBIIIMM 1 HaWMEBHIIIMM HadayioMm mianori Ilmatona, sk i
Maibke ychoro (himocoChbKOTO OCMUCICHHS, € pO3IMi3HaBaHHS HAaMIOl CYTHOCTI. SIKmo 1st
rimoTe3a MpaBWIbHA, TO 3a OyIb-SIKMX OOCTABUH MH 3MOXKEMO [OKJIA[HIIIE OCATHYTH SIK
I00po, siKe MpUTaMaHHe HaM, TaK 1 3710, SIKe TIPOTHCTOITh HoMy. JIJist yChOTro CyIIOro IPUPOIHO
BIJIPI3HATHCA MO0 CIIOCO0Y ICHYBaHHS, TOMY 1 JOCKOHAIICTD Y KOXKHOTO € Pi3HOYO, BiIIIOBITHO
IO CTYTIEHEBOCTI CYTHOCTI.

On the other hand, another approach launched by Friedrich Schleiermacher questions
the authenticity of the dialogue (Schleiermacher, 1863) and does not consider it important
in terms of the absence of entirely platonic passages. This article is not aimed at discussing
the issue, as well as it is discussed in works of other scholars (Denyer, 2010; Olympiodorus,
2016). Instead, it is suggested to have a closer look at Proclus’ Commentary to Alcibiades-1.

Thus, Proclus presents to us this dialogue as the beginning of all Plato’s philosophy and
knowledge of ourselves. Such approach of early Neoplatonists caused appearance of several
commentaries to the dialogue, and Iamblichus asserts that Alcibiades-1 comprises whole
Plato’s philosophy (Proclus, 1954: fr. 11):

ToMy B IIbOMY J1ia103i MOXKE MICTUTHCS €IMHUIA, 3arajbHAN 1 TOBHUI HapHC yciel pinocodii,
SIKUI BiJKPUBAETHCS Yepe3 Hallle Meplie 3BepHEHHs 10 camux cede. STk MeHi BUaeThes, came
TOMY OOKECTBEHHUI SIMBIIIX MO/1a€ HOTO SIK TIEPIIHIA 13 IECATH JIIaJIOTIB, Y SIKUX, SK BiH BBaXKaE,
MiCTHTBCS ycsi pinmocodist [ImaroHa. YBech momaibIInii pO3BUTOK [IIMX JIAJIOTIB] 3aKIIAJICHO Y
IOMY 3€pHi.
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Plato’s Alcibiades-1 features four commentaries: that of Iamblichus, Damascenes,
Olympiodorus, and Proclus. The Commentary of lamblichus and Damascenes is lost and
known only from references, while that of Olympiodorus is preserved only in notes for his
lectures (Westerink, 1956). Proclus’ Commentary is partially lost. This is why it does not
cover the whole dialogue. About two hundred pages of this work have survived and were
translated into English (O’Neill, 1971).

Proclus was greatly profound in his writings, and he was concerned with harmonizing his
Neoplatonism with what he regarded as divine revelation, i.e., the Chaldean Oracles and the
teaching of the Orphics (Proclus, 1954: fr. 245):

[TounHaroun 3 caMoro HU3Y, MOTPIOHO YHUKATH BEJIMKOT KUTBKOCTI JFOACH, SIKi “30iraroTbes y
CTano”, K TOBOPUTH OPaKyIl, HE MOTPIOHO MOALIATH TX KUTTS W JYMKH.

According to Thomas Tailor, Proclus was writing about 700 lines a day, as his disciples
assert (Helming & Steel, 2015). As a result, Proclus’ Commentary is important for us in
terms of epistemology which is represented in his system as a combination of Platonic and
Aristotelian approaches (Westerink, 2011). Proclus studied Aristotelian logic in Alexandria
under Syrianus. His curriculum included Aristotle’s Categories, Peri Hermeneias, and Prior
Analytics. Later all this knowledge was applied to the investigation of reality (Proclus, 2007:
24-25). All these questions the fact that Proclus, being a great scholar and researcher, would
be interested in the dialogue of suspicious authorship.

Again, we have arrived at the question of the definition of knowledge. Presumably, it can
be termed as a reliable and infallible fact that Proclus consider that Plato wrote Alcibiades-1.
Plato’s Alcibiades-2 is not taken into consideration as authentic here due to its specific style
(but this is beyond the scope of the article). Suppose that fictitious dialogue Alcibiades-1 is
so perfectly compiled that it could not be distinguished from the authentic one by such an
expert scholar. Since this belief is based on certain inferences, and compared to the opposite
case with Alcibiades-2, some scholars will agree that supposition on authenticity is justified.
Arguably, this supposition is justified by experience and examination, and it is not inferred
from falsehood, as it can be inferred from Proclus’ Commentary.

It can be clearly seen from the analysis of Alcibiades-1 that the dialogue comprises
references to other Plato’s dialogues, and Proclus emphasizes important places by providing
quotations from other dialogues, e.g., Plato’s Symposium, on so-called “twofold ignorance”
(Proclus, 1954: fr. 189)

Axe aHi Ti, SKi 3HAIOTh, HE JOIIYKYIOTHCS ICTHHHU, OO BOHU BXKE CSATHYJIM MEXI IMi3HAHHSI
CBOIM HaBYAHHSM, aHI Ti, SIKI OXOIUICHI ITOABIHUM HE3HAHHSIM: “‘aJ[)Ke I0/BIiiHE HE3HAHHS HE
€ aHi TIOXBAJbHUM, aHi JJOCTOWHUM, aHi PO3YMHHUM, Ta BCE K BBAXKAETHCSI, 1[0 € TOCTATHIM”, SIK
roBoputh Jliotnma

In the given example of suspicious authorship, it is assumed that Plato only arguably
wrote the dialogue. This is why such kind of knowledge is deprived of “twofold ignorance,”
as well as the authorship is dubious. This is why such kind of knowledge is of higher validity
than twofold ignorance. Still, the aforementioned supposition can be counted true as a matter
of luck only, i.e., incompatible with knowledge. On the other hand, according to the several
previously mentioned examples of scientists’ discoveries made by luck merely, there are no
reasons for us to assume that Plato did not write the dialogue.
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Knowledge versus Meno problem

Here we arrived at another problem linked to true knowledge and the problem of learning.
Plato’s Meno poses a set of other questions in terms of where the knowledge can be obtained
from. According to Meno, the soul already knows everything, even itself, but it requires
proper questions to arrive at the correct answer. This is called the “Socratic method,” and it
has found various applications nowadays, including modern psychotherapy. Proclus in his
Commentary mentions several inferences obtained by Plato in Meno, which again proves
that he was perfectly conversant with Plato’s philosophy (Proclus, 1954: fr. 280-281):

A TakoX, SKIIO TPAaBWIBHO CIpUiIMaTH, TO Iedl apryMeHT IIOKa3ye, IO HaBYaHHI €
MpUTaayBaHHAM. BeIMKUM J0Ka30M IIOTO € Te, 10 yCi [BiAMOBiIa4i] roBOpsAThH yce caMmi, a 11e
HEepPEeKOHAHHS CTBEPJDKYE, IO TYIIi caMi BUCTABISIIOTH Mepe]] COO00 BPOKEHI TOHATTS, alie
HOTpeOyIOTh JIHIIIE, 00 MIOCh iX CIOHYKAJI0; HE € BOHM YHCTHMH JOIIKaMH, SIKi HOTPEOyIOTh
30BHIIIHIX BPa)KeHb, a € [JIOIIKaMH1 ], Ha SIKUX 3aBX/H [I0Ch 3alIUCAaHO, i BCE BOHO 3aIlHCaHO Y
HUX; OHAK, HE BCi [IyIi] MOXKYTh IMi3HATH Te, IO Yy HHUX 3aIlMCaHO, Ta i HABITh TE, IO TaM
B3araJii och 3aricato, 00 1X o4i 3aTbMapeHi 3a0yTTSIM Yepes3 ITOPOIKEHHS i IepeKUBAHHIMH,
SIKi HAKUJIAIOThCSl HA HUX uepe3 Ie. ToMy €IiHe, 110 MOTPIOHO, e YCYHEHHS MepPelIKo, aje
HeMae [moTpeOu| 30BHIMIHBOTO YK CMi30JMYHOTO 3HAHHS: BOHM MArOTh y cOO0i IBepi iCTHHH,
SIKi 3aMKHEHI 3eMHHUMH 1 MaTepiajJbHUMU (opMamMu. SIKIIo XToCh Oakae JOKJIAHO BHSACHUTH,
TO Il 3pyIIYIOTHCS YUMOCH IHIIUM, aje BH3HAuUCHI cami 10 ceOe 3aBISIKH Mi3HaBATbHUM
BIIMIOBIISIM, BKa3ylOUl HUMU iCTUHU [111aTOHOBOTO [TBEp/UKEHH], 110 AyIla 3HAE yCe, HaBiTh
camy cebe, 1 moTpedye JInIe 30BHIIHBOTO 33 IisTHHS MMi3HABATLHUMH BiIMOBIIIMH.

From his successful employment of the method, Plato draws some remarkable conclusions.
By arriving at any truth, the soul proves himself immortal and shows that it possessed all the
knowledge. Consequently, learning is but recollecting what was formerly known. The theory
and the method are illustrated in a passage from Meno, 81¢-82e¢:

Menon
T'apaszn, Cokpare. Ajie MO0 TH Ma€ll Ha yBa3i, CTBEPKYIOUH, 1[0 MU HE HABYAEMOCH, 1 IO
HABYaHHS HA3MBAEMO MPUTAAyBaHHAM? YU MOXKEI MOSICHUTH MEH, 1110 IIe 03Ha4Yae?

Coxpar

51 moiiHo roBopuB, MeHOHe, 110 TH - XUTPYH, [82a] 60 nuTaem, 4u st MOy TeOe HABUUTH: a 5
CTBEPIUKYIO, 1110 11 HE HaBYaHHS, a IPUrayBaHHs. BuiaeThcs, 1110 TH HaMaraemcsi BKa3aTu Ha
CYIEPEYHOCTi Y MOTX BUCJIOBITIOBAaHHSIX.

Menon
IIpucsratocs 3eBcom, Cokpate, s cka3aB TaKk HE HABMHCHE, a 33 3BUYKOI0. AJle, SIKIIIO MOYKEIIl
JIOBECTH T€, 1110 TH CTBEPIKYEII, TO MTOKAKH MEHI.

Coxpar
Lle 30Bcim Helserko, ajie s caM Xouy 3poOuTH Lie 3apaau Tebe. HazBu MeHi KOroch OfHOro i3
6araTbox TBOIX [82b] cymyTHHKIB, KOro OaXkaer, sKuii Mir OU CIIyryBaTH JUIsL TOCTiTY.

MeHnoHn
Tapasn. Ocb BiH. Xaii-Ho miniiine cronu.

Coxpar
Yu Bi rpek? Yn roBOPUTH TPELIHLKOIO?
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Menon
3BHUAITHO, HAPOAUBCS BiH Y MOEMY JIOMI.

Coxpar
OTOX IWBHCH YBaXHO, 1110, HA TBOKO JIyMKY, BiIOyBaTHMEThCS: YM BiH Oy/ie MpHUTaayBaTd, Yd
BUUTHUCS BiJl MEHE.

Menon
JIMBUTUMYCB.

Coxpar
CkakKH-HO MEHIi, XJIOMYUHO, YH 3HA€II TH, IO 111 ¢irypa € kBagparom? (Puc. 1)

Xion4uk-pad
3BUYAITHO.

Coxpar
Um 3Haem tH, mo [82¢] KBagpaT Ma€e YOTUPU CTOPOHH PiBHI?

Xion4uk-pad
3Hato.

Coxpar
A 1o i JiHii, MpoBeeHi yepe3 cepepnny, Takox € piBHi? (Puc. 2)

Xionm4uk-pad
Tak, 3nHar0.

Coxpar
A 110 Taka ¢irypa Moxe OyTn OUIBIIOI0 Y1 MEHIIO0?

Xion4yuk-pad
3Hato.

Coxpar

A SIKIIO ofiHA cTOpOHa Maya O JIBi CTOMH, a iHIIA - ABi, CKIJIBKK cTin Mana 6 ycst dirypa? AGo
0Ch Tak: SIKIIIO OJJHA CTOpPOHA Maja O JBi CTONW, a iHIIA - JIUIIEe OAHY, TO YU He Maja O ycs
¢irypa iBi cronu pazom?

Xionm4uk-pad
Taxk. [82d]

Coxpar
Aune, OCKiTbKI 0OM/IBI CTOPOHH MAIOTh JIBi CTOIH, TO BCs (pirypa MaTHMe JBidi 1o Bi cTomn?

Xionm4uk-pad
CamMe Tak.

Coxpar
Toxi kBagpar MaTHMe JIBivi MO JBi CTOTH?

Xionm4uk-pad
Tax.
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Coxpar
A ckuteku Oyne nBidi o n8i cromu? [lomiuu i ckaxu MeHi.

Xionm4uk-pad
Hotupu, Cokpare.

Coxpar
A 4m Moxe OyTH iHma Qirypa, yasidi 6inbmra, ane noxiOHa 1o miel, mo Mana 6 yci cTopoHn
piBHiI?

Xionm4uk-pad
Tax.

Coxpar
Ckinpky 0 Majia BOHa CTim?

Xionm4uk-pad
Bicim.

Coxpar
A Tenep cripoOyii BiIIOBicTH MeHi, sikoto Oyze noBxuHa [82e] koxHoi croponu miel pirypu. Ls
Mae J1Bi cTony, 4u He Oyia 6 cropoHa Tiei iHmmof ¢irypu yasidi 1oBmo?

Xion4uk-pad
OuesuiHo, Cokpare, Oyia O ynBivi JOBIIOKO.

Coxpar

Uw tnt Gaunmr, MeHOHe, IO 5 He HaBYAO XJIOMIMHY HIYOMY, a JIUIIE 3alUTyIo BClmsike. | Temep
BiH BBaKae, 110 3HA€ HEOOXIJHY JOBKHHY CTOpOHH Jursi (irypu y BiciM crim. Yu 1001 Tak He
BUJA€TbCA?

Menon
Cnpasni.

Coxpar
A 4u BiH 3HaB 1po 1e?

Menon
Hi, He 3HaB.

Again, another difficulty poses the so-called “value problem” settled by Plato in Meno. At

the first glimpse, knowledge seems to be more valid than true belief, but Socrates questions
this supposition in Meno, 97a-c (Plato, 1921):

Menon
IIlo Ti Maem Ha yBa3i, TOBOPSYN “HPaBUILHO?

Coxpar
51 cxaxy T061. 3Hatoun gopory xo Jlapucu un 10 Oyab-sSKOTO 1HIIOTO MiCILs, TIPSIMYIOUH TYAH H
Be/ly4H 3a COOOIO IHINMX, YU HE BECTUMEII J100pe it mpaBHIEHO?
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Menon
OuesujiHO. [97b]

Coxpar
A TOH, XTO Ma€ NPaBUIIBHY AyMKY PO IOPOTY, X04a ¥ HikoiM He OyB TaM i He Ii3HaB JIOPOTH,
YU MOXKE BIH paBUJIBHO BeCTH?

Menon
O4eBUIHO, 3MOXKE.

Coxpar

OTxe, TOH, XTO Ma€ JIUIIE MPaBHIbHY TYMKY PO Te, PO IO XTOCh IHINWI Mae 3HAHHSA, HE
OyJie TipIIUM TIOBOANPEM, OCKIUIBKH BiH JlyMa€ MPaBUIIBHO, X049a i HE OCBIYCHUI, SIK TOM, XTO
Ma€ 3HAHHS.

Menon
Cnpasi, Tax.

Coxpar

Tomy mpaBuiIbHA yMKa € TaKUM JKe JOOPHM IOBOJVPEM y crpasi, sk 3HaHHSA. Came 1e Mu
W 3QJIMIIMIA OCTOPOHB, PO3BAXKAIOUHM MPO CYTHICTH YeCHOTH. [97c] AJpke cTBepIWiIH, IO
3HAHHS - €JUHUH TPOBITHHUK MO MPABWIBHOMY IIIAXY: HaTOMICTb, TyMKa TaKOX MoOxe OyTn
MIPABUIIBHOO JJIS LIOTO.

Menon
Tak BumaeThCs.

Coxpar
OT)KC, IpaBUJIbHA JYMKa HE € YUMOCH FipH_II/IM, aHIDK 3HAHHS.

He claims that we can get to Larissa regardless of the fact that we possess either knowledge
or true belief (Pritchard et al., 2018). On the other hand, Plato affirms that knowledge should
be tied to the truth, similarly to statues of Daedalus. This distinguishes knowledge from belief,
and if someone possesses the knowledge, he will less likely get lost. Still, the result will be the
same, as in the example of the authenticity of the dialogue.

The problem of value can be developed further, to the so-called “secondary value problem,”
but this is beyond the scope of the article. Again, Meno poses another problem, which is called
a paradox, and states that if someone knows what he is looking for, the inquiry is unnecessary,
but if someone does not know what he is looking for, the inquiry is impossible. Through the
text, it does not seem that Plato is aimed at resolving this paradox quickly: it looks like he offers
his theory of recollection as a solution to the question (Benson, 2015). Again the question of
the authenticity of the dialogue makes his comeback: since no one is available to tell the truth
about the issue, the theory of recollection provides us with the possibility of successful learning.

As a result of all the aforementioned theories, some scholars are skeptical concerning
possible solutions to the aforementioned problems and argue that it is impossible to solve the
problem of why knowledge is more valuable than, for example, true belief, which falls short
of knowledge (Kvanvig, 2003). In fact, the author affirms that JTB, despite falling short of
knowledge, still possesses similar value to knowledge. This view can be supported by various
examples mentioned previously. The author opines that epistemology should skip the problem
of knowledge at all and concentrate on understanding instead.
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This view is reasonable due to the fact that someone might possess the knowledge
while lacking proper understanding, and, vice versa, one can possess understanding without
sufficient knowledge. Thus, not aiming at discussing these difficulties, as well they are widely
discussed elsewhere (Kvanvig, 2003; Hennig & Schweikard, 2013; Hu, 2017; Pritchard
et al., 2018), it would be sufficient for us to conclude that Proclus if it can be said in this
manner, did not possess sufficient knowledge on the authenticity of the dialogue: instead, he
definitely possessed a proper understanding of Plato’s philosophy. Probably, the same route
of reasoning was following John Deely while titling his book “Four Ages of Understanding”
(Deely, 2001), as well as the word “knowledge,” apparently, would not be sufficient for this
case.

Conclusions

As a result, it seems that there is no justified reason for debates on the authenticity of
Plato’s Alcibiades-1. Proclus did not possess sufficient knowledge on the authenticity of the
dialogue: instead, he possessed an understanding of Plato’s philosophy, which is sufficient. In
order to clarify the definition of knowledge and to make it compatible with what Plato means
by it in Alcibiades-1, it seems that Plato’s Meno provides some ground for the hypothesis.
The true knowledge is within us, as the answers of a slave boy exemplify it. Consequently,
let it be assumed at the end of the research that the question of authenticity should be omitted
due to its lesser importance comparingly to the great legacy of the dialogue and due to its
profound impact on the wide range of ancient as well as modern thinkers, as Proclus expressly
pronounce it in the Commentary (Proclus, 1954: fr. 29):

Tox HACKITBKU KOXKEH ITOCI/Ia€ 3AaTHICTh CIPUIIMATH, HACTIIIBKH Horo COKpaT i BIOCKOHAIIOE,
HACTLIBKH i BO3HOCUTB HOTO /10 00KE€CTBEHHOTO.

As aresult, as it can be observed from experience, “twofold ignorance” is being mingled
with true knowledge in such a way that it is difficult to distinguish between the former and
the latter. However, despite the fact of mingling, it does not prevent us from arriving at
correct answers, as it has been shown. Proclus” Commentary serves as an example of such
arrival since, due to the dubious authorship of the dialogue, Proclus explains the text in
accordance with Plato’s philosophy. This fact can be taken as additional proof of the fact
that Alcibiades-1 is of Plato’s authorship. This is why the text of Proclus has been taken into
account here in order to support the authenticity of the dialogue.

The question of knowledge remains open for all modern fields of science. In contemporary
epistemology, the question of technological knowledge becomes more and more vital. While
the “initial knowledge” little by little goes into oblivion, as it has been stated, the theory
of the so-called “extended mind,” which presupposes usage of gadgets in order to prevent
forgetting starts its development (Engel, 2016). However, the internet provides us with the
type of knowledge slightly different from what was discussed in the article. Although next
to everybody on the planet has access to the internet. Still, it is not easy to learn from the
internet due to the difference between information and knowledge, but this theme is developed
in more detail elsewhere (Fatkhutdinov & Bazaluk, 2017). It is well known that learning
presupposes not the only transmission of information, content, or data. Still, obligatory
involves explanation why this type of information corresponds to the given task or study.

Here we again arrive at the basic Platonic concept of Good in terms of distinguishing
between Good and bad information and knowledge in general. This distinction becomes more
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and more pressing in the internet society. Consider someone knowing a top-secret, as it has
been exemplified in the case with radioactive waste and response of Th. Sebeok. This is why
knowledge is supposed to be accompanied by an understanding of all possible implications,
whether they can be considered acceptable or not. This is why Plato’s Alcibiades-1, along
with Proclus’ Commentary, provides us with a better understanding of our knowledge or
ignorance and gives us a good chance to attain previously unattainable heights of insight into
our own nature in order to obtain a clearer understanding of ourselves as well to assess our
place in the Universe.
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