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"To that which is not we of necessity assigned nsscience, and to 
that which is, knowledge." "Rightly," he said. "Then neither that 
which is nor that which is not is the object of opinion." "It seems 
not.'' "Then opinion would ba neither nescie~ce nor knowledge." "So 
it seems." "Is it then a faculty outside of these, exceeding either 
knowledge in lucidity or ignorance in obscurity?" "It is neither." 
"But do you deem opinion something darker than knowledge but brighter 
than ignorance?" "Much so," he said. "And does it lie within the 
boundaries of the two?" "Yss. u "Then opinion would be between the 
two." "Most assuredly." "Were we not saying a little while ago 
that if anything should turn up such that it both is and is not; 
that sort of thing would lie between that which purely and absolutely 
is and that which wholly is not, and that the faculty correlated with 
it would be neither science nor nescience, but that which should 
appear to hold a place correspondingly between nescience and science." 
"Right." "And now there has turned up between these two the thing 
that we call opinion." "There has." 

Republic, 478 C-D 
trans. Paul Shorey 

"And do you not also know that they further make use of the visible 
forms and talk about them, though they are not thinking of them but 
of those things of which they are a likenEs3, pursuing their in-
quiry for the sake of the square as such and the diagonal as such, and 
not for the sake of the image of it which they draw? And so in all 
cases. The very things which they mould and draw, which have 
shadows and images of themselves in water, these things they treat 
in their turn only as images, but what they really seek to get a 
sight of is these realities which can be seen only by the mind." 
"True," he said. "This then is the class that I des er ibed as in
telligible, it is true, but with the reservation first that the soul 
is compelled to employ assumptions in the investigation of it, not 
proceeding to the first principle because of its inability to ex
tricate itself from and rise above its assumptions, and second, that 
it uses as images or likenesses the very objects that are themselves 
copied and adumbrated by the class below them, and that in compari
son with these latter are esteemed as clear and held in honour • 
• • . Understand, then," said I, "that by the other section of the in
telligible I mean that which the reason itself lays hold of by the 
power of dialectics, treating its assumptions not as absolute begin
nings but literally as hypotheses, underpinnings, footings, and 
springboards so to speak, to enable it to rise to that which requires 
no assumption and is the starting-point of all, and after attaining 
to that again taking hold of the first dependencies from it, so to 
proceed downward to the conclusion, making no use whatever of any 
object of sense but only of pure ideas moving on through ideas to ideas 
ideas and ending with ideas." 

Republic, 5100-511C 



-1-

Preface 

Here I end my trustworthy account and thought concerning 
truth. From now on learn the beliefs of mortals, 
listening to the deceptive order of my words; for 
they decided to name two forms, a unity of which 
is not necessary -- in which they have gone astray 
and they divided form contrariwise and established 
characters apart from one another ... 

The Way of Truth, Fr. VIII1 

When the goddess told the "Way of Truth" to Parmenides, she used 
but one kind of argument to demonstrate the truth of her words: the 
contradiction. For if being is not one, there will be a part of being 
which is other than being; and to say, "not-being is," is to utter a 
contradiction, an unthinkable, absurd phrase. Though it was by logos 
alone that this truth was made known to Parmenides, there is another 
logos, a false one, which deceives man and leads him down the "Way 
of Opinion." Any logos which begins with the assumption that being 
is many can result only in futility. Men can twist words any way they 
will, they can contrive arguments much more involved than that of the 
goddess, but they will never find truth. Nothing can come from 
nothing, and to say, "not-being is," is to say nothing at all. 

The Elean stranger, faced by the problem of refuting the sophist, 
finds that he must prove that falsehood is, if he is to accomplish 
the Heraclean task set for him by Socrates. To do this it becomes 
nocessary for him to forsake the way of truth for the way of opinion. 
He must prove that being is many, and that there is meaning in the 
absurd statement, "not-being is." For the god doss did not rov.eal 
a way to deal with the infinite contradictions and equivocations of 
the sophist; sho did not warn that the sophist would question even 
the true logos. 

The path he takes is truly twisting; tho road is poorly lighted, 
and many ways must b11 triad b fore the right one is found. And always 
he must make use of logos, the method of logos, even though the 
reality of logos itself is sometimes uncertain. 

And what do we find at the end of the search? Not, it would seem, 
the mysterious sophist. He slips away into an ambush of distinctions, 
only to reappear on another day, walking arm in arm with the statesman. 
No, it seems that what wo finally find is the road itself, that road 
which we scarcely noticed, so intent were we upon distinguishing the 
sophist from the surrounding gloom. We find, that is, the wonder
ful logos, and the way of opinion . 

************************** 

Thero can be little doubt that, by the end of the dialogue 
Sophist, the stranger from Elea has abandoned the teachings of his 
"father" Parmenides. Whether he was as hesitant about the job of 
"refutation" as he pretended to be in the beginning is certainly a 
question, and whether he has actually refuted the words of Parmenides 
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is another, but that he has followed a different road from that dictated 
by the master is obvious. It seems unlikely that he will return to 
Elsa and, like a prodigal son, throw himself at the feet of his father 
and beg forgiveness for his wanderings. 

1(preceeding page) Parmenides, translated by Leonardo Taran in 
Parmenides, fl Text with Translation, Commentary, and Critical 
Essays. 
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Introduction . 

By ·far our first and most important bbjsct should be 
to exalt the mothod itself of ability to divide by 

·.: classes, and therefore, if a ~iscourse, even thdugh 
it be very long, makes a hearer better able to 
discovet the truth, we should atc~pt it · eagerly and 
should not bS offended by its length; or if it is 
short, we should judge it in tho same way. And, 
moreover, anyone who finds foul t ,.!,!!Uh the lei;?gth of 
discourses in our discussions, oi bbjetts to ·roundabout 
methods, must not merely find fault with the speeches 
for their length and then pas~ them q~ickly and hastily 
by, but he. must also show that there is.· ground for the 
belief that if they had been briefer they would have 
made their hearers better dialecticians and quicker 
to discover through reason the truth of realities. 

Statesman, .286E-287 
(Loeb trans. ) 1 

This .essay .is primarily concerned with the "methods of inquiry" 
employed by the stranger and Theaetetus in the dialogue, §ophist. 
It .is a peculiar reading of the dialogue, for it for the most part 
ignores the "dramatic" episodes which oi:cur · thsrein, and does not 
even consider the question, why is it the stranger from Elsa who 
does all the talking, rather than Socrates? We have no doubt that 
such a one-aided reading of a Platonic dialogue will be greatly 
lacking in completene'Ss, and that a close analysis of the "more 
personal" sxchanges which occur in the course of the discussion might 
cast a strange and perhaps damning light on what we shall say here. 
We do not, like Hegel, consider that the abeautiful" parts of the 
dialogue are insignificant and misleading. However, we think that 
e~sn on his own grounds Hegel is incorrect in his analysis of the 
Sophist, and it is on these gtounds that ~e dispute with him.2 
If an examination of the "drama" in the dialogue were to reveal that 
we a re mi staken in our conclusions about the dialectical me tho d, 
it would not show that Hegel is right. But it is not Hegel who is 
our principle concern here. We are particularly interested in the 
refutation of Parmenides, so ~re~tly emphasized by the stranger, 
which occurs in the Sophist. This refutation, we feel, rests upon 
the problem of what we call "method," and unfortunately an examina
tion of ths "methods" employed by the stranger left us little time 
to cons icier the "method" of the dialOgue- itself. 

1rrans1ations from the Greek which ~ppeat in thi~ es~ay are either 
my own, or they are taken frcim the Loeb editions of the dialogues. 
In the latter case, I have indicated the translator by placing 
" (Loeb)" after the quotation. 

2cf. Hegel, · History of Philosophy. 
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Although we suspect t hat the Greek . word which is sometimes 
translated "method" ought not to arouse in us the enthusiasm 
which t he English word has inspired since the introduction of 
the "scientific method" by certain modern writers, we are never
theless enthusiastic about this subject. Tantalized by Hegel's 
statements about the "method of dialectic" and his referenco 
to the "true dialectic"' which is to be found in the Parman.ides, 
intrigued by Aristotle's discussion of t he "dialectical question" 
in the Topics, spurred on by our own persistent interest in 
"Ancients and IYloderns," we were all but swept away by the 
simple fact that 1!(f.:6,7>,c was a word derived from .::.:: ._ c; • 

Parmenides' poem is entitled t he "Way ( ;{r r: ) of Truth;" 
the stranger plans to ensnare the sophist by means of the "method 
of logos" ( n_.~:, )'- .. ~v ... 1v;a6 /, .J<;' 227A). The stranger wants to 
find the "art" of the sophist; "art" is identified with "way" 
in the dialogue3 . Truly what takes place in the dialogue is a 
following after, a methodos. The mere repetition of this word 
is interesting. But a consideration of just what methods were 
employed by the stranger led us to believe that by using the 
"method of logos," the stranger is following the "way of opin
ion". Of course this "wey of opinion" must be understood in a 
somewhat different light from that spoken of by Parmenides' 
goddess: The stranger himself, we feel, agr8es with our verdict. 
He is not deceived. But it seems t hqt in discovering the 
stranger using tbe same method as that of the "deceptively 
ordered words" which arrive at a conclusion like: 

On the right, boys; on the left girls. 
Parmenides, Fr. XVII 

We have learned something worthy of enthusiasm. 

We shall ignore a number of questions before we have finished 
with this discussion; but perhaps that is the only way to begin 
if one must follow the way of opinion. If nny answers are to be 
found , some answers must be assumed to be known: They must be 
matters of opinion. 

************************ 

It is obvious that the Platonic dialogue, Sophisi, has a 
beginning, middle, and end. It is a prose composition, made 
up of nouns and verbs arranged first into sentences, then into 
arguments. It is not, however, a speech, though it may contain 
some very long statements. Rather there are five "characters" 
in the dialogue, and two busy "interlocutors." It contains a 

3229E, "one method ( 2'.dc r ) is rougher, one smoother ; " and after 
230E, "Who practices the art of cross questioning?" The dis
cussion is about method, or art, of discrimination. 
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discussion .or cDnVe:r.sation whi.ch proceeds by means of questions 
and answers, and thus gives the appearance, of being unlike those 
stories of the older philosophers which are examined in the 
dialogue. :. But its purpose may be like ·that of the earlier phi
'losopher.s ; , that is, although Plato does · ndt heat us as if we 
were· children,. he ·· may wish to t_each us something. It is clear, 
at any rate, that the stranger wi~hes to 'teach Theaetetus 
something. 

Hegel is certainly correct in pointing out that the dia
logue ·is not an imitation of any. ordinary conversation. Few 
men are able to talk for such a long·time' about such serious · 
matters; few men ever consider such matters. The conversation 
is always :directed towards some "enc!.-" · lt ,may appear at times 
to regress and then hurry forward, : but 'the stranger seems ever 
aware of the "problem" which he must solve, and he brings the 
discussion .to its conclusion with all the finesse of a fine 
speechmaker. 

f\lot 'ice, . however,, that although we distinguish between sen
tenc·a. ·and argument, as well as between · me·re words and the sentence, 
the strani;)e·r : makes no such distinction. ,The "fiz:.J:it and shortest" 
of logoi is the simple joining of noun and! verb, but logos is 
ltigo·s ;· a sentence in itself is an "argument. " He distinguishes 
not between sentence and syllogism, but· between true and f~lse 
logos. .! ·. 

8ut the stranger uses a "method" when he speaks.. Sometimes, 
that is, he divides; at other times he us•s examples, or 
similies, to explain his meaning. His sentences pile up into 
diffarent sorts of edifaces, some of which he destroys by 
removing a cornerstone, others of which he props up with great 
care. He orders his sayings so that-a certain conclusion will 
follow from certain other antecedent statements. It is this 
ordering which we call "argument," or "IJlethod." But the 
"method of an argument" (and we are purposely redundant here) 
depends, ~e feel, not merely upon the arrangem~nt of sentences, 
b~t also upon the words which make up those sentences and 
upon the assumptions which stand behind those sentence~. 
Sometimes we find ourseives impressed nbt by the words, however, 
or by the sentences, or by the argument, b1Jt by the ~ of 
conclusion which is arrived at by means of that arre.l'lgement. 
We attend to the sentence, to the argument, and to the mere 
word, for the way of logos deals with all of these, and the 
pitfalls are many: The argument may be faulty, the sentence 
absurd, or the very wo~ds meaningless. But even if all of 
these seem "true," or based on "common sense," the conclusion 
which necessarily follows may seem "wrong," or "rediculous," 
and when this happens we must stop and examine more carefully 
the "way of logos." 
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The end of the dialogue Parmenides, perhaps, is an example 
of this sort of conclusion: 

" ••• whether the ·one is or is not, the one and the others 
in relatioh to t~emselves and to each other all and in 
every way are and are not and appear and do not appear." 

"Very true." 
(166C. Loeb) 

Or perhaps it is the only correct conclusion which can be 
arrived at byi means of logos. The discussion in the Sophist, 
however, is appareritly a very different sprt of undertaking 
than that in the Parmenides. The stranger does not ostensibly 
take on the task of finding the $Ophist in order to "train" 
Theaetetus in the art of philosophy, and the "method" which he 
introduces i~ certainly not that method used by Parmenides in 
that dialogue. The stranger begins with a very careful statemsnt 
about the necessity of Theaetetus' understanding each step in 
the discussion, as opposed to Parmenides, who said he would 
choose the youngest member of the group so that he would be 
asked the fewest questions. He proceeds immediately to use 
the method of division rather than the seemingly endless 
method of examining alternative hypotheses which was Parmenides' 
way. But the stranger seems to be pursuing a different end 
than was Parmenides' in that dialogue. llihother or not he is 
involved in the instruction of Theaetetus, he wants to arrive 
at what appears to be an answer to Socrates' question; he wants 
to distinguish the sophist from the philosopher and statesman, 
not show that they are hopelessly bound up in the same dilemma. 

It is not immediately evident, however, just what end is 
being pursued by the stranger; the "existence of not-being" 
becomes his pursuit only after a long and rather humorous series 
of "definitions" of the sophist. That the subject is something 
"difficult" is clear from the stranger's hesitation to answer 
Socrates' question, and from his words that despite the simpli
city of the question, his answer will be immeasurable long. That 
it is "mysterious" is indicated by the fact that the sophist 
remains so "elusive" th~oughout the early definitions, and 
perhaps by the anonymous character of the stranger. But the 
subject itself at first appears to concern vice and virtue, 
justice and injustice, for the first four definitions of the 
sophist indicate that the one notion common to all his activities 
is his dealing by means of words in vice and virtue. Just 
how the method of questions progresses from the mundane con
sideration of the elusive activity of the sophist, to the 
divine knowledge of the mixing of the eide and the "nature of 
not-being" is the concern of this essay . We believe that it 
is not argument as such which arrives at an understanding of 
this "mixing." Dialectic is carried on in words, and despite 
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our faith in sentences, there are some subjects which are, we 
feel, beyond such methods. When we have come td this conclusion, 
we must reconsider the argument of t he stranger and try to dis
cover just what its purpose was, if not to reveal the true 
mixing of the side. 

This essay is divided into four parts, corresponding to four 
divisions in the dialogue. This is done merely for the sake 
of clearness, and not because the dialogue itself falls neatly 
into four sections. If, in fact, we have correctly understood 
the stranger's argument, we must say that the dialogue defies 
our partitioning, and that the end is to be found somewhere 
in the middle. If, that is, there is a beginning, middle, and 
end to the argument. 
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I (2188 - 2418) 

In which the Dilemma about Not-being_ is Revealed. 

Having been introduced as a "truly philosophical man," the 
Elean stranger cannot refuse to answer Socrates' apparently 
simple question: "Did they divide them into three classes 
according as there ~re three names?" He accepts the question 
arid with it the "method of questioning," earlier employed by 
his teacher Parmenides, which Socrates persuades him to use. 
And he also accepts Theaetetua as his docile interlocutor ~n 
the discussion. But he warns that the discussion will be very 
long and difficult, quite unlike the question; and in his pre~ 
liminary remarks to Theaetetus about the sort of agreement they 
must aim at, he seems to hint at what sort of difficulty they 
will encounter : They must not agree about mere names, he says, 
but ebout the thing itself, the argon of the sophist. The 
problem, it appears, will concern some kind of equivocation, 
what kino is not clear. Theaetetus promptly offers an alterna
tive interlocutor, in case he should tire in the course of the 
discussion, and thus we are introduced to an example of one kind 
of equivocation; the younger Socrates represents the fact that 
two different things can have the same name. 

Then the search begins. They are t9 begin with a paradigm; 
they will practice the pursuit ( /'<: (.;. f?-c'(.f QV ) of something 
easier, something smaller which will help them find the larger 
thing. We are reminded of the discussion in the Theatetus about 
syllables; this example will have somewhat the same function 
as that way by which we learn to read. The example, of course, 
may be said to assume something of the "mixing" dealt with 
later by the stranger, for what is a paradigm but 

when what is same in some other thing is 
correctly opined and compared with the first 
th i ng so that t oge ther they fo r m one true 
opinion 

Statesman (278C Loeb) 

And thus we notice at the offset of the dialogu~ that among 
those things assumed by the stranger is the mixing of same and 
other in sensible objects or activities. 

The stranger says of this "method": "everyone agreed long 
ago that we need to practice on small matters before attacking 
the greatest." (Loeb) This seems at first an evident statement, 
especially when we are reminded of how we learn to read and 
know words, but let us remember that the Parmenides of an 
earlier dialogue praised Socrates precisely because he dis
tinguished between sensibles and knowables and was able to 
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talk about .the latter .without re f erring ~o sensible objects: 

even when you were speaking to him I was pleased with 
you, because you would not discuss the doubtful questions 
in terms of visible. objects or in relation to them, . 
but only wj.th reference to what we conceive most entirely 
by the intellect and may call ideas. 

Parmen~des (135E, Loeb) 

The subject which is ultimately to ~e dealt with is the mixing 
of the aide themselves, a discussion which Socratss would be 
amazed to hear. Although this initial introduction qf the 
mixing cf same and . other may not depend upon th~t later dis
cussion, since it it easy to understand how these mixings take 
place in sensible beings, and although that later discussion 
may have nothing to do with this paradigm, it is interesting to 

. note . that both kinds of "mixing" are worthy of the stranger's 
attention. And if Theaetetus is about to be trained in dia
lectic by an Elean, as was Sricrates so long ago, it is note
worthy that the initial approach to his trainihg is .different 
from the approach taken by Parmenides. 

The example of the angler introduces us to ·the method of 
division. This method shows us that one name can stand for 
ma~y things, for two .initially; and the~ for many, since these 
two can again be divided into two and so on. The method seems 
to depend upo~ the fact thet the person dividihg already has 
at least a hazy notio.n of what he seeks, for in order~ for 
example, to decide that the angler fits into the hunter class 
and finally that he hunts in such and such a way, we must have 
had a pretty precise notion of the art of the angler. Perhaps 
we ~se this method merely to get straight iri our minds what 
the prior notion consisted in, or perhaps we just want a little 
exercise in division itself, and will find that the method 
works in other ways to find the sophisi. 

We ask whether, when it divides art into two ·parts, the 
method of division supposes that art is really one, or really 
twu. That is, would a true son of Parmenides undertake to 
divide all things in this manner, ~s if there were a principle 
of duality underlying all ~eing? This may be an indication 
that the stranger is no true Parmeliidean, or it may be merely 
a verbal exercise which can never discover the most important 
things. 

When we apply the paradigm to the problem of finding the 
sophist, we find ourself in great difficulty. For each dis
covery of a definition suggests ahother; For example, the 
first trial finds that .the sophist; e~ide from ·his being a 
sort of hunterJ receives pay. ihis suggests that he is a 
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seller, a kind of retailer, and thus another trial is begun, 
starting from a different step in the paradigm. After four 
trials we are forced to conclude that the sophist is "not to 

( \ "" l I le ..--_ / '\ le ) be caught with one hand" ot-·£· 1 L'L-L?{: r- ~ti L()\I .1.'- A We 
have run against a real equivocator : The sophist, although 
apparently engaged in one activity, since he has but one name, 
because his art is like so many other arts. 

8ut although the "arts" differ, they all seem to have some
thing in common. In all cases the sophist deals in words, and 
his words are about virtue and justice. The stranger avoids 
extracting this conclusion from the four definitions, however, 
and Theaetetus doesn't mentio~ it. They go on to a fifth 
attempt at definition, and a somewhat new approach to the 
problem. 

But what is wrong here: Why have the first four trials 
been unsuccessful? Is the paradigm insufficient or inappro
priate? Is it being incorrectly used? Or can it be that we 
haven't a clear notion of the sophist to begin with, as we 
had of the angler? The angler was a simple thing to define: 
he didn't hide. Perhaps he is not a good example to use in 
pursuing the elusive sophist. Or perhaps the method of 
division is not the right method to use for such a difficult 
pursuit. Are we merely to conclude from these failures 
what Theaetetus concludes, that the sophist is a sort of 
charlatan, a slippery character not to be caught with one 
hand? Or have we been shown something more profound about 
the use of examples, or about the method of division? 

Surely we are not supposed to take the metaphor of 
"hunting" seriously. The sophist is not there with the 
five, flying back and forth above them like some clever 
bird. He does not even speak with his own voice, but 
must submit to being spoken for by the stranger. When we 
say that we seek to catch him, we mean that we seek a 
definition of his art; he has simply "escaped," for the 
time being, the "net" of words in which we seek to confine 
him. We must pay less attention, it seems, to the notion 
that the sophist is difficult to catch by means of words, 
and more attention to the fact that our words have not yet 
de f ined his art. It may be that his essential nature has 
been revealed already, although we haven't seen it clearly. 
Perhaps he does not "hide" from the logos that the stranger 
employs, but in some mysterious way manages to subvert it, 
to deprive it of its power~ 

Whatever the stranger's purposes in going through these 
four unsuccessful attempts at defining the art of the sophist, 
they can be said to illustrate some things which will be of 
use later in the duscussion. The method of division has 
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been characterized by a certain lack of precision up to 
this point, particularly with regard to names 1 and second
arily with regard to the division itself. Names are scoffed 
at as being unimpor tant parts of the pursuit, for example: 

And 
be 

••• the other ••• we must now to name it with a single 
word -- call striking; or could a better name be 
found, Theaetetus? 

Never mind the name •.• (2200, Loeb) 

perhaps the reason for the unimportance of names is 
found in the name of the sophist himself: 

is he just a private man or is he truly wise? 

to 

Not just a man, but he is far from being wise, although 
the name is this way. (221C-D) 

But if we remember that Socrates' question was specifically 
concerned with names, we may suspect that there is another 
reason for this emphasis upon the unimportance of names. 
And it is true that names are discussed later in the dialogue, 
particularly in the fourth section where not-being is found 
to mix with logos. 

The mention of the name of the sophist which we quoted above 
also contains an example of the second type of imprecision that 
we spake of. The distinction "private" or "wise" is an 
incorrect distinction, if we made it in order to find a de
finition of the sophist, for "private" is opposed to "having 
an art." If we say that the sophist, since he is not wise, is 
a private man, we have said that he has no art, and we will 
never find his art. Thus we learn that there are not always 
just two alternatives in any division; if we are to divide 
correctly, we must be aware of many, if not all alternatives, 
and choose only the one which "fits," or is appropriate for 
our purposes. But later the stranger seems to say that 
division is a purely arbitrary process, dictated merely by 
the object sought and not by any "natural", or proper, di
visions. In 2228 the stranger offers all possible alterna
tives to Theaetetus, saying, choose whichever you will for 
our division, and Theaetetus chooses, "Man is a tame animal." 
And in 223E, when they divide "body-merchandizing" from "soul
merchandizing," it seems that we needn't understand what the 
division means as long as we understand that it will help us 
to arrive at the definition: 

The part which is about the soul is perhaps unknown, 
but we understand how it goes together with the other. 

This part which has to do with the soul is explained in a most 

1 
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unsatisfactory way by the stranger, perhaps because it is so 
absurd en activity, but nevertheless it is usod to arrive at 
the second and third definit i ons of the sophist's art. 

It·seems somehow that it ought to matter how we divide, 
for only by means of the trwe divlgion will we find the true 
activity of the sophist. We can sse that the division is 
certainly being carried on with an end in mind in each of 
the four attempts, For it is only by realizing that a certain 
end is implied that Theaetetus is able to choose the "correct" 
alternative out of all those offered to him. But in the case 
of each division a different end is found, perhaps because 
there is nothing necessary about the divisions, or perhaps 
because we cannot divide in this way. It appears that the 
stranger himself does not have very much hope that the method 
of division will catch the sophist. Is this lack of hope the 
result of his devotion to the doctrines of his father Parmenides, 
or is there another reason? 

The fifth attempt at finding a definition also prcceeds by 
means af division, but it does not follow the paradigm of the 
angler. Rather it introduces another set of "paradigms," all 
having to do w.ith one aspect of the art of weaving, and these 
exampleG, pointing as they do to one art, are worthy of 
receiving an important name: "There is one art," says the 
stranger, "in all of these and let u~ give it one name ••• 
the art of discrimination." (226C , . Loeb) This art can be 
divided in two, discrimination of like from like, and that of 
worse from better. The definition which is the result of 
the paradigm and the consequent divisi~ns is curious, for 
it turns out to be a definition of the philosopher, which 
Theaetetus, if ha has any memory at all; certainly ought to 
recognize, unless he suspects that Socrates is a sophist. 

But is it the stranger's purpose in introducing this defi 
nition merely to point out that the sophist is like the philo
sopher, as a wolf is like a dog, and hence €het one must be 
careful in the matter of resemblances? The definition seems 
somewhat "unsocratic" since it is arrived at by means of a 
division of vice from ignorance. And this division also seems 
to rule out the one possible conclusion about the sophist 
which could be gleaned from the other four definitions. This 
definition, in fact, seems quite unlike the other four, for 
it depends upon a new "method" of inquiry which is used as an 
aid in div is ion. The new "method" is that of drawing an 
analogy between soul and body, that is, of using the "visible '' 
to find the "invisible." 

The division of vice from ignorance and thus of justice 
from instruction depends upon the assumption that a division 
of the ills which harass the body, deformity and disease, 
and their resulting two methods of cure, is analogous to 
the division of ills in the soul , which consequently also have 

,. 
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two methods of cure. Thus the' body is used as a· sort of paradigm 
which helps us to know about the soul. Perhaps we ·shall discover 
that ~11 vi~ible things and their re lationships can be used in 
this way ·to help us know about invisible things. Perhaps we may 
just to i tentative concl~s ion, based upon this cLltious corres
podence between body and soul, that invisible forms participate 
in visible forms, and it is this participation which enables us 
to kho~ that thete are invisible forms. 

The def inititin has shown us that while looking for the 
sophist' we have come upon one activity of the philosor;iher, and 
thus that the sophist is an imitator of the philosopher. This 
"imitation" will become an important concern later in the dia
logue, and 'We must remember that it was in connection with this 
first mention of imitation that the method of "visible analogy" 
was used. 

In 232A the stranger states the difficulty which they have 
encountered in ' these five attempts at definition: 

then ' do you see that when a man appears to know many 
things, but is called by the name of a single art, 
there is something wrong about this impression, and 
that, in fact, the person who labours under . this 
impression in connection with any art is clearly 
unable to see the common principle of the art, to 
which all these kinds of knowledge pertain, so 
that he calls him who possesses them by many names 
instead of one? (Loeb) 

This is an interesting statement, seeming, as it does, to de
mand a dialectitian who will find the similarity which binds together 
these apparent diversities. But we must insist that it was· the 
method of division which indicated that the sophist appeared to 
have many arts, and, in this sense, to know many things. · No one 
supposes that the sophist appears her s, dressed as a hunter ; 'there, 
behind a shop window, and there, surrounded by a group of students. 
He hasn't claimed t o be all these t hings; he names hims elf by· one 
name. And we, pursuing him, know that he has one art; we are not 
put off by the ''discovery" of his many arts. We know what the 
strariger is i~plying in this statement~ but we dd not feel that he 
is completely justified in saying that the statement is a summary 
of the difficulty which beset them in their attempt to define the 
art of the sophist. 

The summary introduces the next consideration of the sophist's 
art, and hence the real issue, the mixing of being snd not-being 
in image~. But just how it introduces this consideration is not 
clear. Of course we see how the divisions have shown that the 
sophist has many "knowledges," and that this is the beginning of 
the ne~t discussion, but we are certainly not convinced that ha 
has many knowledges, aside fr~m the fact that there is in general 
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"something wrong with this impression." With the sixth attempt 
at definition, the stranger introduces· a nem "method" under the 
guise of the old method of division. The old method merely hinted 
at the difficulty in the most unsatisfactory way, while the new 
one shows it clearly, although it too is unable to define the art 
of the sophist. After this sixth attempt, the stranger begins a 
new approach, and the method of division does not appear again 
until the end of the dialogue. 

Thus the statement of the stranger which is quoted above may 
be said to end the attempt to capture the sophist by division. 
This statement, asking as it does for one common principle which 
will unify a.11 the diverse "knowledges" of the sophist, may 
indicate that the stranger is after all a true follower of Par
menides. Perhaps this explains, then, the inadequate character 
of the method of division -- we must examine much more of the 
dialogue before we can decide this matter. 

The sixth attempt at definition refers us to the earlier 
definition, arrived at by means of division, of the sophist as a 
"disputer." This attempt does not begin with another set of 
divisions, however, but with an examination of the "art of dis
putation," which turns out to be a sort of "reductio ad absurdum" 
proof. 

The sophist is said to be able to teach the art of disputing 
above all things: Divine, invisible things, visible things, genera
tion, being, laws and public affairs. But there are "artists" who 
write textbooks about all these subjects, as, for example, Pro
tagorus on wrestling. The sophist, however, claims to be able to 
argue about all these subjects. Is that possible? 

The answer to this question i~ arrived at by means of another 
question, a "dialectical question" .: "Is it possible for a man 
to know all things?" This "dialectical question," like those so 
often employed by Socrates in other dialogues, is used somewhat 
rhetorically. Since Theaetetus is not a sophist, and does not 
admire these men, it is unlikely that he has any doubts about the 
correct way to answer this question. Nevertheless, his answer is 
based upon opinion; the questio n was specifically addressed to 
his "common sense." 

His answer, "If that were possible, ours would be a blessed 
race," (Loeb) leads first to the conclusion that the sophist has 
a "magical power" since, "they can make themselves appear to be 
the wisest of men," and secondly to the more positive statement 
that the sophist does not have knowledge but opinion about 

1 
Aristotle, Topics. McKean ed, p. 195: "Now a dialectical 
proposition consists in asking something that is held by all 
men or by most men or by philosophers ••• provided it not be con
trary to the general opinion ••• Oialectical propositions also 
include views which are like those generally accepted ••• '' My 
term, "dialectical question;' means a question which requires an 
answer which is in agreement with the "general opinion, 11 that 
is, one which makes "sense." 

,. 
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those . things which he teaches. This second conclusion, which 
· Theaetetus finds most convincing, is arrived at by meens of a 
very simple argument: The sophist is supposed by his students 
to know all things. But this has been shown to be impossible. 
Therefore, it is not knowledge, but opinion, that he possess~s. 

Theaetetus does not stop to consider that what has convinced 
him here .is his own opinion that it is impossible for a man to 
know all things, and the assumption that if the sophist does not 
have knowledge, then he must have opinion. He also does not 
completely grasp the connection between opinion and appearance, 
it seems, for the stranger goes on to the absurd example of 
"making all things" in order to make this connection clear. He 
also does not ask the stranger whether, by implication, he must 
possess the sophistical art in order ,to be able to argue about the 
sophist. And the stranger does not offer to tell us where we can 
find those "textbooks" which are about "divine, invisible things" 
and "being." It is interesting to note how quickly the stranger 
is able to proceed from that first "dialectical qui;istion" to the 
discussion if imitation. 

The next step in this atgument i$ the stranger's introduc
tion of an example which will help to make their previous con
clusions clearer. This example, · presented as if it were a 
serious question, appears so rediculous to Theaetetus that he 
can barely reply until he catches on that it is a "joke." The 
joke is about a man who makes all things quickly, "you and me 
and the sea and the earth and ·the heaven," and "sells them for 
very little." Anyone with any sense knows that this is absurd. 
But when the stranger applies the paradigm, Theaetetus realizes 
that the joke had a serious purpose: 

And when a man says that he knows all things and can 
teach them to another for a small price .in a little time, 
must we not cons id er t.hat a joke? ••• And is there any 
more artistic or charming kind of joke .than the imita-
tive kind (y{;,/f~..uyCi,t;Jv )? (Loeb) 

Thus, with little effort, the stranger has managed to come 
across the eidos of the sophist, imitation. The example is to 
be interpreted in terms· of pictures, which are imitations with 
the same names and appearance as those real things which they 
imitate; painters can sometimes deceive duller children into 
believing that they actually make those things of which they 
make pictures. And the sophist has an art like this one, but 
his is an art of words, the exhibition of "7poken images of 
all things" (U ~ 1'7.-u AJ<.. ~ \.. f o/r L v~ J!t.p? !TA vt f u1/ ) : 

his imitations seem to his students to be true, and so the 
sophist appears to be the wisest of all men. 

This argument, by connecting "knowing" with "making," 
places the sophist into the other side of the line of division, 
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into "productive arts" as opposed to ''acquisitive arts". Thus 
we find that by means of a different "method", the stranger has 
converted the old definition of the sophist as "disputer" into 
an entirely new sort of definition. A summary of the argument 
which arrives at the eidos imitation, shows that the "example" 
of painting is used dlff erently from the way that the paradigm 
of the angler was used. Painting is not considered to be some
thing and simple which we examine in order to practice the 
pursuit of something more difficult. It is an important part 
of the argument; for the discovery of the art of the sophist 
depends directly upon the analogy between making and knowing 
which can be drawn only because both activities have to do with 
"appearing". That both activities concern the making of 
"appearances" is a matter of "common sense". 

Can a man make all things? No. But painters seem to make 
all things. That is, they appear to make all things because 
they have the imitative art. Sophists seem to know all things. 
This is also impossible. Then the things which he seems to 
know must be imitations; he also has the imitative art. 

The sophist is thus defined as a kind of "juggler", one 
whose business is "entertainment". And since it is clear to 
any man of common sense that a man cannot make all things or 
know all things, it is necessary that this characterization 
of the sophist be the correct one. The stranger returns now 
to the division. 

He divides the image-making art into (a) the likeness
making art, which follows the proportions of the original 
"paradigm", and (b) the fantastic art, which makes imitations 
that seem to be like the original measure. Thus, likenesses 
are "other but like", and phantasms are other, "appearing" 
to be like. This division is arrived at by means of the 
analogy with the arts of painting and sculpture; likeness
making has to do with small works which can be inspected at 
close range, and the making of phantasms with very large 
works which are formed in an ill-proportio~ed way so that 
they will appear to be well proportioned when they are viewed 
from the distance. 

There seems to be nothing "wrong" with the "fantastic 
art", when it is considered as a part of painting. It seems 
clear that the man who makes large imitations must know not 
only what the original looks like , but how to adjust his 
imitation to the warping effects of perspective, so that it· 
will appear to be like the original. His is the more difficult 
art, and demands more knowledge than does "likeness-making". 
However, it is clear that this second art will be interpreted, 
for the sake of finding the sophist, in a peculiar way, with 
the emphasis placed upon "appearing but not being like that 
t hing i mitat ed". And the conclusion will be that the sophist 
has the fantastic art, since he doesn't know what beings are 
really like and hence can only present an ill-proportioned 
appearance which is believed to be like or true be cause of t he 
unfavorable position of the spectators. 
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Howeve r, · the ari~ument does not come t6 that conclus;ioo 
yet. The strar1ger says that he cannot decide which class into 
which to place the sophist, since to place l1im in either class 
would be tantamount to saying that not-being is. 

We must examine this argument in some detail, for it is 
here that the "real difficulty" first_ makes ns appearance. 
First the stranger merely states that to say that false 
speaking and false thinking are involves the ''hypothesis" 
that not.:.being exists. This, he says, was a way·· always 
preached against in prose and in verse (logos and metros) by 
Parmenides. · Next he considers the diff i cu,1. ties involved in 
following the "way of not-being". And finally he examines 
the meaning of "imitation", and concludes that since there 
can be no "image" if being and not-being do not mix, the 
sophist has eluded the argument. · 

The discussion about not-being which is said to be an 
explication of Parmenides' prohibition consists of three 
~rguments: 

(a) Although we "dare" to say "absolutely nothing", it 
does not apply to any being or to sometning, for "something" is 
meaningless unless it signifies some being or beings. Therefore 
"not-something" is meaningless. But if "not.:.something" says 
nothing, it is no logos; that is, it is not an "utterance". 

· ( b) Things which are cannot be attributed. to other things 
.which are; things which are cannot be attributed to things 
which are not. · Number is among the. things . which are, and 
therefore it is incorrect to attribute number t 'o not-being. 
But a man cannot think or utter things which are not without 
attribtlting either singularity or plurality to them. Thus 
it is impossible to utter or say or think not-being without 
attributing to it a thing which is. Therefore not-being is 
unutterable, unthinkable, unknowable, and unsayable. 

( c) Not-being is therefore irrefutable, for it cannot be 
refuted without uttering or thinking -ii:, without addressing 
it as sin ::;ul::-..t' or ;Jlur.al anr~ t·ji t Lout , sayin~ . that it "is". 

Now these three proofs which are supposed to explain 
Parmenides' statement, 

Never let this thought prevail that not being is; 
But keep your mind from this way of investigation 

(Loeb) 

are curious,· for they turn out to contain a refutation of 
that statement rather than a mere explanation. The first 
pr6of seems quite proper for a follower of Parmenides to use 
until speaking is connected wit}) ut.tering. Parmenides hirrself 
uttered the words not-being· wh~n he exhorted his pupils 
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to desist from following this "way" of investigation. Surely 
he recognized that there was something remarkable about his 
being able to utter it. It must be the case that he distin
guished between "meaningful" utterances and meaningless ones, 
that is, between empty words and words which are significant; 
he exhorts one to avoid meaningless utterances and the following 
after meaningless distinctions. The force of the mention of 
"utterance" in this proof depends upon the fact that not-being 
is an utterance which we think we can understand; it is a 
word and not merely a sound. That such a word as "not-being'' 
~be uttered indicates that Parmenides did not fully consider 
the relation between words and those things that they signify; 
"not-being" casts a strange light upon the meaningfulness of 
logos. 

It seems that the second proof ought to be less convincing 
to a follower of Parmenides than was the first, for if all 
things are one and indistinguished, which is the understanding 
which the stranger later reveals himself as having of the words 
of Parmenides, how can number so surely be among the things 
that are? This proof seems to rest upon the "dialectical 
question", "Is number among the things that are?" That is, 
it rests upon Theaetetus' opinion tha.t countable things 
exist. The important aspect of this proof, it seems is that 
truly one cannot utter "not-being" or any other name without 
attributing number to it. Thus, p~rhaps, all logos, resting 
as it does upon the countableness of things, is meaningless 
if there is no number. 

The third argument, derived from the first two, is the 
presentation of the real paradox. Parmenides himself thought 
that he had "refuted" not-being by saying that not-being was 
unthinkable. But in order to refute it, it is necessary to 
think it, as if it were a part of being, and therefore it is 
irrefutable. The stranger makes no distinction here between 
meaningful and meaningless words, but we must assume that 
he recdttizes that such a distinction mught be made, since it 
is he who brought up the problem of "utterance". He also 
makes a distinction between false logos and truth, and this 
also has something to do with the problem of meaningful and 
~eaningless utterances. He seems to have discovered here a 
basic flaw in Parmenides' teaching. The master himself, though 
he distinguished between "truth" and "opinion", left us no 
way by which to distinguish between meaningful and meaningless 
speech, and thus between truth and falsity. For we cannot refute 
meaningless utterances without assuming that they are meaningful; 
in order to refute the way of not-being, we must begin by assuming 
that not-being is. 

These proofs are all "reductic ad absurdum" proofs. But, 
unlike tQ...others that we spoke of, they show nothing at all, 
for the final proof shows that such a proof is impossible. They 
rest upon the hypothesis that not-being can be uttered and thought, 
although they set out to prove that such an hypothesis is im
possible to maintain. They seem somewhat unfair to Parmenides' 
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doctrine as it has appeared so far in the dialogue, for they do 
not distinguish between names which might be "names of nothing" 
and "meaningful" names.' But perhaps such a distinction is im-
possible in Parmenides' terms. · 

The last proof, (c) the sophist's refutation of the "refu~ 
tation of not-being", reveals a belief in the meaningfulness of 
words. For prior to the problem of not-being itself is one's 
ability to utter that word. If the. sophist refutes the refutation 
of not being on the grounds that the stranger has just uttered 
that word, he must believe that words are the sign of something 
else which is. According to his argument, one cannot utter "not
being'' because it is impossible that a word should be a sign of 
notliing; and that nothing should "exist" is of course absurd. 
We see that the stranger and the sophist. share a belief in names 
or in logos. Only Parmenides, who exhorts one to follow the true 
logos, seems to lack this belief. 

The stranger now returns to the problem of images, having 
shown that if images involve the assumption that not-being is, 
t~en there can be no image. 

The sophist, says the stranger, will ask, "What is image?" 
Theaetetus replies, "We mean. images in water and in mirrors and 
in paintings and sculptures." But the sophist will pretend to 
be ignorant of mirrors and such thi.ngs' says the stranger t he 
will ask you about only ybur words: "What do you mean when you 
call these things by one name as if they were one thing?" 
Theaetetus offers a definition: 

Image is another such thing, fashioned in the likeness 
of the true one" 

and the stranger proceeds to examine this definition: 

(a) "Image is another such true one?" "Not true but like 
the true". But true says that it exists; and not-true is the 
opposite of true. Therefore "like", if it is not true, does not 
exist. (b) But likeness does exist in a. way, insists Theaetetus, 
not truly, but as a likeness. And so likeness, says the stranger, 
though not existing, does exist. Therefore being and not-being 
are "mixed up" in images. This is absurd • 

.. This is the first introduction of the. notion "other"; it is 
taken here to.be equivalent to "opposite". The argument also 
rests upon the agreement that truth and being are equivalent ex
pressions. These equivalences are acceptable .in Parmenidean terms, 
of course, and the first is supposed to be the argument of the 
sophist; perhaps the second is also acceptable to the sophist, 
for he argues that there can be no falsehood because falsehood, 
that is, .not-true, says not-being. The stranger, then, may be 
said to be using the argument of either the sophist or of Pa.r
menides here, although it is said of the sophist that "he has 
forced us against our will to admit that not being exists in a 
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way." (Loeb) At this point in the argument it has been conceeded 
to Parmemides that to attribute not-being to being is absurd, 
despite the proof above that even this cannot be proved, and thus 
the conclusion that the mixing of being and not-being in images 
is absurd is justified. 

We note that the argument ends in a contradiction. The con
clusion, then, must be that the image is not "like" the true one, 
but the true one itself. Neither Theaetetus nor the stranger 
will accept this conclusion. Only the duller among children mis
take an image for the real thing, and then only when they are at 
a distance. But that the sophist should be said to force this 
conclusion is interesting, for it is not the stranger, but the 
sophist who denies that we can say that not-being is absurd. It 
is the "ordinary" understanding of likeness, Theaetetus•, "but 
likeness does exist in a way", which forces the conclusion that 
being and not-being are mixed up in images. The sophist merely 
shows that tmis, in their own terms, is a contradiction and there
fore absurd. 

The stranger continues exam1n1ng their earlier conclusions 
about the art of the sophist: "How can we define his art without 
contradicting ourselves?" If we say that his is the "art of 
deception", we mean that it misleads our souls and makes them have 
false opinions. But a. false opinion thinks the "opposite of 
being", that "not-beings are" and that ''beings are not". And 
this has been sho~n to be impossible. 

Thus, though this discussion gives us a nice definition 
of falsehood, it only shows that we cannot talk about falsehood 
either in opinions or in images without contradicting ourselves. 
It appears necessary to try some new way of approaching the prob
lem. No longer will we merely pursue the sophist; we must find 
the "existance" of false speaking and false thinking, and thus 
the existance of not-being. The refutation of Parmenides which 
will follow has been shown to be absolutely necessary, on his 
own grounds, as well as on the grounds of any other "philosopher", 
for if there is no distinction between truth and falsity , how 
can Parmenides or anyone else show us the "way of truth"? How, 
in fact, can we ever be said to know anything, if the simplest 
distinction, that between images and those things which they 
imitate, rests on the absurd hypothesis that not-being exists? 

Thus far we have encountered four "methods" of argument in 
the Sophist: First, the method of division; second, the "dia
lectical question"; third, the contradiction, which is the art 
of the sophist; fourth, the method of paradigm, which is also 
the method of analogy. This final discussion of image, which 
preceeds the "refutation" of the various logoi about being is 
important, for it points to a fifth method. The "method of 
analogy", let us remember, rests upon there being some "third" 
thing which is the same in two other things being compared. 
Image also rests upon some sort of sameness. It is like that 
of which it is an image, at the same time that it is different. 
There is some third thing which is connuon to both object and 
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way." (Loeb) At this point in the argument it has been conceeded 
to Parmemides that to attribute not-being to being is absurd, 
despite the proof above that even this cannot be proved, and thus 
the conclusion that the mixing of being and not-being in images 
is absurd is justified. 

We note that the argument ends in a contradiction. The con
clusion, then, must be that the image is not "like" the true one, 
but the true one itself. Neither Theaetetus nor the stranger 
will accept this conclusion. Only the duller among children mis
take an image for the real thing, and then only when they are at 
a distance. But that the sophist should be said to force this 
conclusion is interesting, for it is not the stranger, but the 
sophist who denies that we can say that not-being is absurd. It 
is the "ordinary" understanding of likeness, Theaetetus', "but 
likeness does exist in a way", which forces the conclusion that 
being and not-being are mixed up in images. The sophist merely 
shows that tmis, in their own terms, is a contradiction and there
fore absurd. 

The stranger continues exam1n1ng their earlier conclusions 
about the art of the sophist: "How can we define his art without 
contradicting ourselves?" If we say that his is the "art of 
deception", we mean that it misleads our souls and makes them have 
false opinions. But a false opinion thinks the "opposite of 
being", that "not-beings are" and that "beings are not". And 
this has been sho~o to be impossible. 

Thus, though this discussion gives us a nice definition 
of falsehood, it only shows that we cannot talk about falsehood 
either in opinions or in images without contradicting ourselves. 
It appears necessary to try some new way of approaching the prob
lem. No longer will we merely pursue the sophist; we must find 
the "existance" of false speaking and false thinking, and thus 
the existance of not-being. The refutation of Parmenides which 
will follow has been shown to be absolutely necessary, on his 
own grounds, as well as on the grounds of any other ''philosopher", 
for if there is no distinction between truth and falsity , how 
can Parmenides or anyone else show us the "way of truth"? How, 
in fact, can we ever be said to know anything, if the simplest 
distinction, that between images and those things which they 
imitate, rests on the absurd hypothesis that not-being exists? 

Thus far we have encountered four "methods" of argument in 
the Sophist: First, the method of division; second, the "dia
lectical question"; third, the contradiction, which is the art 
of the sophist; fourth, the method of paradigm, which is also 
the method of analogy. This final discussion of image, which 
preceeds the "refutation'' of the various logoi about being is · 
important, for it points to a fifth method. The "method of 
analogy", let us remember, rests upon there being some "third" 
thing which is the same in two other things being compared. 
Image also rests upon some sort of sameness. It is like that 
of which it is an image, at the same time that it is different. 
There is some third thing which is common to both object and 
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image, as in the case of the paradigm. But the problem before 
us now is not that of saying what is common to object and image, 
but that of defining the difference which is assumed, or opined, 
or exist. Thus we find another "method" of pursuing the sophist 
shich is both like and different from the "method of paradifm". 
It is the existence, or the belief in the existence of image as 
distinct from object, that introduces the discussion of the mixing 
of the eide. Image is a visible example, a paradigm perhaps, 
of this mixing. Apparently it is not so easy after all to under
stand how different dide can mix in visible things, while it is 
difficult to understand how they themselves might mix. For image 
is the cause of the discovery of the "mixing of the eide. It 
shows the necessity for such a discovery. It begins-and ends 
the discussion. The "necessity" of image, and the resulting 
ascent from image to eidos is the "fifth" method of inquiry, 
different from the other four but having much in common with them. 
It is a difficult method to practice, and even more difficult 
to understand. 
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II (241C - 251A) 

In which various logoi about being are refuted and the 

dilemma about being is revealed. 

It is evident that a new approach is necessary, if the dis
cussion is to end in anything but contradiction. The stranger 
makes three requests as introduction to this new way of approaching 
the problem: 

1) "Will you pardon me if I somehow withdraw from his strong 
argument?" (Loeb) 

2) "Don't assume that I'm becoming a parricide. For I 
shall contend, against the words of my father Parmenides, that 
not-being in some way is and that being is not." Otherwise, 
anyone who talks about false words and opinions, whether images, 
likenesses, imitations, or phantasms, "will contradict himself 
and appear to be ridiculous." 

3) "Don't think me mad, for for your sake we will reverse 
our position and attempt to refute the sophist, though I said 
that I have always failed in this attempt." 

It is hard to understand why these statements of introduction 
are couched in the form of requests, for all three are statements 
about the direction which the argument necessarily must take, 
if they are to solve the dilemma about images. T~e second request 
is, in fact, nothing but a very concise statement of this dilemma, 
with the addition of, "Don't think me a parricide." And the 
third merely points out that the refutation of Parmenides will 
lead to a refutation of the sophist, and reminds us that they 
are undertaking this refutation, for Theaetetus' sake, so that 
t hey can catch the sophist. Why should the s t ranger be t hought 
mad for doing what is so obviously necessary? We are unable to 
arrive at any convincing answer to these questions. But we suggest 
that they are most effective in emphasizing the peculiar character 
of this new approach. We draw attention to the "I suppose" which 
follows these three requests: 

Ah, my boy, I believe the way we certainly must take is 
this (Loeb) 242B 

Perhaps the "madness" which the stranger is about to reveal is 
his dependence upon the "way of opinion" in the argument which 
follows; perhaps he is undertaking to justify this way by showing 
that not-being somehow is. 
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The discussion which follows is trnly a shift in 
direction. It is a "refutation" of various doctrines 
about being, and the stranger does not conceal the 
fact that he is the one who does the "refuting"; neither 
the sophist nor not-being is mentioned. Perhaps we can 
say, however, that although the stranger argues against 
the words of his father, he practices the method taught 
by Parmenides in the Parmenides, the method of considering 
both the hypothesis and its alternatives. In examining 
the doctrines about being, he is considering the alternative 
to the hypothesis, "Not-being is." This alternative is 
not examined as to whether or not the "existance" of being 
is questionable, which of course it is not, but rather 
the question is asked, "What is being?'' Thus, although 
it might appear that the stranger has taken upon himself 
the job of the sophist in these various refutations, perhaps 
he is still being true to Parmenides. 

We shall summarize the arguments which follow, and 
then discuss them in more detail: 

1) Against those who say that the universe consists 
of two principles, the stranger argues that if these two 
principles are, as they are said to be, then being must 
stand outside the two as some third thing; thus the universe 
is three, or more precisely one. And if only one of the 
two principles are, then the universe is one. 

2) He uses several arguments against those who say 
that the uni verse is one: (a) To say, "the one is", involves 
the use of two names, which is absurd if all things are 
one. (b) To say that names exist is also ridiculous, for 
if the name is ctiff erent from the thing, then there are two 
things, and if the name is the same as the thing, it is only 
the name of a name (or of nothing). (c) If being is shaped 
like "a well-rounded sphere", as Parmenides ssys, then it has 
a center and extremes, that is, it has parts and is not 
whole. But (ct) If being is one and whole because it "suffers" 
oneness, then being and one are not the same. And (e) if 
being is no whole, it lacks something of itself; being 
deprived of being is not-being. (f) If the whole doesn't 
exist, then there are no beings, for that which comes into 
being always does so as a whole. 

3) Of the "giants", who have a "less precise doctrine" 
and say that being and body are the srune, the stranger asks 
if a mortal animal has a body and a soul.. Since the giants 
admit that souls exist, and that they become wise or foolish, 
just or unjust through the possession of wisdom or foolish
ness, therefore justice exists, and they certainly admit (says 
Theaetetus) that justice is without a body. And even if they 
won't admit this, they must (since they have been made int o 
bet ter men for the s ak e of this a r gument ) admit that t he re is 
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the smallest bit of bodiless being. The stranger asks what is 
common to body and the bodyless, and the answer, of course, is 
being. A definition of being is offered to the "giants": ''Being 
is nothing but a power of doing or suffering." 

4) The stranger is less gentle with the "gods", or 
"friends of the eide", who say that being is knowable and body
less eide. (a) They distinguish betwe en generation and being 
and say that bodies "participate" in gen~ration while souls, 
by means of logos, participate in being. Being, they say, is 
always unchanged and the same, but generatien differs at 
different times. (b) In respect to being, then, this 
participation is said to be neither an active or a passive 
condition (that is, neither a "doing" nor a "suffering"), 
although the soul can know being, and being, therefore, is 
known. That is, knowing and being known must be neither 
actions nor passions when being is being known by the soul. 

(c) The stranger counters with an hypothesis, which is 
perhaps justified by the words of the gods that it is through 
logos that being is known: "If to know is active, then to be 
known is passive. Being if it is known, is, according to 
this logos, changed, and is not at rest." (d) Theaetetus 
agrees with the stranger that it is "awful" to suppose that 
"motion' and life and soul and mind are not present in being 
itself". Therefore, being has mind (nous), and life and soul, 
and therefore it changes. (e) Change ·and the changed are 
among the things that are. (f) And therefore without change 
"there would be no mind in anyone anywhere." (g) Similarly, 
without rest there would be no mind either, for there would be 
no ••• without which mind could not come to be. 

(h) Thus the philosopher, who always honors knowledge 
and mind, says "all things changing and at rest." 

5) But we see that this doctrine also involves immense 
difficulties. It is like the definition of all those who say 
that the universe is two, and therefore being appears as some 
third thing, standing behind change and rest. And even more 
confusingly, if being is not at rest, it must be changing, or 
vice-versa. But being is said to be neither one nor the other, 
and this is impossible. Thus the difficulties about being are 
said to be as great as those about not-being. Both participate 
in the same aporia. 

These "refutations" are undertaken for two ostensible 
reasons, first, to discover just what the various doctrines 
mean, when they say "being", and secondly, to show that being 
is as mysterious as not-being. When this has been shown, the 
stranger's purpose for discussing this matter becomes clear: 
Both being and not-being are involved in the same dilemma; it 
is only by finding one that the other can be discovered. That 
is, the-only way to understand being is by means of not-being. 
Thus we can say that Parmenides was quite wrong when he said 
that "the way of opinion" could never lead to a knowledge of 
being. 
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But let us discuss the refutations and point to certain 
difficulties which occur in the arguments, thereby attempting 
to discover what sort of arguments they are. The sophist, we 
remember, has the "art'' of contradiction, while the stranger, 
so far, has revealed the art of division. These arguments 
seem to reveal another · are, rather like that of contradiction. 

First, let us consider the refutation of Parmenides, which 
the stranger placed such great emphasis upon at the beginni.ng 
of this discussion. It seems that the interpretation which he 
gives to "like a well-rounded sphere" is not intended to be 
taken very seriously. Perhaps the analogy is difficult . to 
understand, but it is clear that Parmenides never meant anyone 
to think that being is a sphere, that is, that it has a shape 
of any sort at all. Parhaps the important thing to notice about 
this refutation is not the interpretation itself, but the fact 
that Parmenides, like the stranger, uses an· image to describe 
being. It is Parmenides' use of "like" which is to be 
questioned, for if all is one, "like" has been shown to be a 
meaningless word. 

The refutation of being as "one and whole" also seems 
somewhat "incorrect'1 , · for Parmenides cannot have understood 
"one" as some sort of entity apart from being in which being 
"participates''. His argument is that all things are one, 
that one and all things are the same. Another way of explaining 
this is to say that "are" has a copular use, it doesn't stand 
for somethin.g different from the subject and object of the 
sentence, but rather joins .the two together into one. We 
do not place great stress upon this "copular" use of the verb 
"to be'', however, for the stranger never understands it in this 
way. In any case, it is the ''friends of the ideas" who would 
say that there must be such a thing as "oneness", not Par
menides; unless, of course, "oneness" is understood to be 
another name for being. But this brings up what is perhaps 
the central problem with Parmenides' doctrine as the stranger 
discusses it here, and that is: How can there be names if all 
things are one? For a name is a sort of image of that thing 
which it signifies. Logos, it seems, depends upon difference; 
it depends upon the "manyness" of being. 

Turning now to the discussion of the "less precise 
doctrines", we note that the "improvement" of the giants is an 
interesting way of handling them. The refutation depends upon 
the "hypothesis" (246D) that "they are willing to answer more 
lawfully." Their's is a very difficult position to defeat, as 
Parmenides points out in the dialogue Parmenides, and the 
stranger does. hot seem willing to undertake that task in thi~ 
dialogue. If there is a refutation of the "giants"-in . the 
Sophist, it comes later, when ''universal motion" is discussed 
in connection with the •1friends of the id~as": As is pointed · 
out in the Theaetetus~ the doctrine that being is body is the 
same as the doctrine that all things are in motion; and there 
can be no nous without rest, says the stranger. If being is 
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only .body or perceptible things, then, there CC\Il be no 
philosophy. We do not choose to discuss the Theaetetus here; 
let it suffice to say that the "sons of the dragon's teeth" 
are probably the chief adversary with whom the philosopher 
has to contend, if he is to persuade all men of the truth of 
his knowledge (or opinion). Perhaps they are the only true 
sophists. These men are intractable; they are impervious to 
the powers of logos, perhaps, because they have no faith in 
logos at all. The definition of being which is offered to 
these "giants" is perhaps only introduced for the sake of the 
discussion which follows, for the curious notion that being 
is a "power" seems to be quickly rejected for the notion that 
being is actually change and rest. 

The discussion with 'the "friends of the ideas" is often 
taken to be a rejection by Plato of his "early" doctrine of 
the ideas, and thus is considered to be a crucial point in 
the development of the "mature doctrine": 

Plato expresses in the Sophist a clearer consciousness 
of Ideas as abstract universalities, and his conviction 
that this point of view could not endure, because it 
was opposed to the unity of the Idea with itself. Plato 
thus refutes what is sensuous, and then even the Ideas 
themselves. 

Hegel, p. 62 

It seems somewhat questionable that the "ideas" are refuted by 
this discussion, especially if we take into consideration that 
it was a "very young Socrates'' who, in the Parmenides, implies 
that the ideas, as he understands them, are changeless. We 
can say that in the Sophist a feat which would amaze Socrates 
is performed when the stranger discusses the mixing of the 
eide, but this may not be such a wonderful feat at all, and that 
discussion is no ''refutation" of the ideas, but rather a dis
cussion of their characteristics. It is not "ideas in them
selves'' which the stranger refutes when he talks with the 
"friends". He is merely concerned about being , whether it 
changes, or is at rest, or both. And it is not at all clear 
what is being refuted in this argument; we doubt that it is 
the "ideas". 

The "refutation" of the "friends" seems to fall into three 
parfs: the first shows that being suffers change, the second 
that being changes, and the third that being is also at rest. 
The first part seems to rest upon the hypothetical statement 
that "if to know is an action, then to be known is a passion" . 
It is this logos which is used to "prove" that being, in so far 
as it is known, is changed. It is difficult to decide what 
sort of hypothesis this is. We said in our summary that it is 
merely a reference to the statement of the "friends'' that 
through logos, being is known. We meant there that the words 
"knowing" and "being-known" were the argument; that such 2 
words should exist shows that such an activity takes place. 
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However, we must remember that it is logos, among other 
things; which is being discussed in _this dialogue. The discus
sion began when the sophist showed :l't impossible to utter "not
being" without suffering a contradiction, and concludes with a 
detailed discussion of "false logos". We have seen that the 
refutation of Parmenides also depends largely upon the status 
of names. "Knowing" and "being known" are names; why is it so 
clear that, if we can say that "being is ~mown", it is in fact 
known, and therefore changed? Perhaps the stranger's method 
is to use an hypothesis which is justified only because it is 
necessary for a reasonable conclusion of the discussion. Or 
perhaps he depends upon an unstated belief in logos which includes 
the notion that "knowing" and "being known" are significant. 
In any case, the argument which f ollows this one, that being 
is not only known but also "knows", seems to rest entirely 
upon "belief". 

This second step in the refutation depends upon another 
"dialectical question". The stranger says 

But for heaven's sake, shall we let ourselves easily 
be persuaded that motion and · Hf e and soul and mind 
are not really present to absolute being, but that it 
neither lives nor thinlcs, l.Jut awful and holy, devoid 
of mind is fixed and immovable? (248E - 249, Loeb) 

And Theaetetus, whom we know to be a docile young man, replies: 

That would be a shocking admission to make, Stranger. 
(Loeb) 

This, it seems, is the previously discussed method of preceeding 
from opinion. It would3be terrible to suppose that Being is 
mindless and immovable. That such ·'\L supposition would be 
terrible is simply clear, as clear as that images are different 
from those things which they imitate. 

This second step , wh i ch ends with the conclusions t hat 
change and the changed exist, and that "there would be no mind 
in anyone anywhere if there were no change", is perhaps less 

2 
In reference to this "hypothesis", Mr. Klein once said to me 

that Plato has great faith in logos. That there should be such 
words as "knowing" and "being-known", he said, indicates that 
there are such activities. He does not feel that the conclusion 
drawn from this hypothesis is intended to be "merely hypotheti
cal". However, I was not so convinced that Plato had this faith 
that I did not feel the need to ref er> to the words of the "friends 
of the ideas" about our ability to know being "through logos". 
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convincing than the preceeding one. The conclusions do not 
depend upon this _step, since the first step shows that being 
is changed when it is known, and that therefore- both change and 
the changed must exist; tha~ there could be no _mind if there 
were no change might also be said to depend upon the first 
step, since knowing is there described as being an action. The 
step contains the converse of the preceeding one; it shows that 
being changes, moves itself as it were, as well as being 
changed. It is not at all clear at this point in the argument 
why it should be necessary to arrive, by means of Theaetetus' 
opinion, at the definition _that being is "change and rest", as 
well as at the conclusion that change and rest are among the 
things that are. 

The third step in the argum,ent, which says that sameness:, 
depends upon there being rest, and that therefore reqt must 
exist since mind depends upon sameness,· is rather different 
from the other two steps. It depends neither upon an-assump
tion about logos or upon an assumption about being, but 
rather upon an assumption about the nature of mind and_ about 
the relation between sameness and rest. While the first step 
seemed to show that knowing, and therefore mind, must be an 
activity, because logos said that it was, this step approaches 
the problem from another angle and begins with minp. That 
is, the first shows that "there would be no mind in anyone 
anywhere without motion"; the third seems to say that there 
must be mind, and therefore rest exists. This step may imply 
that difference depends upon there being motion, as sameness 
depends upon rest; if, then, mind depends upon both rest and 
motion. Parmenides, in denying that there could be different 
b~ings, denied the existence of mind. 

But may not the "friends of the ideas" argue that the 
conclusion that being is both motion and rest is equivalent 
to the statement, being is becoming? Apparently they may not. 
for _the stranger soon rejects his conclusion about being on 
the grounds that being could not be 'both change and rest 
at the same time, because, if it were changing, it could not be 
at r_est' and, if it were at rest' it could not be changing. 
He does not consider that his definition might imply that being 
is change-in-time, or becoming. He seems to think that being 
is at all times both the same and different; that is, it is 
always both at rest and changing. 

This discussion, it seems, is primarily concerned with 
the question of knowledge, and knowing; and despite the 
discussion, knowledge seems to remain a problem. For everything 
th~t is said about knowing is dependent somehow upon what is 

----------------------------------
3 

Mt. Klein explains this as meaning, for example, that it is 
terrible to suppose that being is like a mere stone. 
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concluded about being, and the conclusions about being are 
rejected in the fifth step of the argument. The identification 
of being with nous, if that is the way we are supposed to 
understand the statements, that (a) being has mind and therefore 
changes, and there would be no mind if there were no change; 
(b) if there were no rest, there would be no mind, and 
( c) being is change and rest ("all things changing and at 
rest"), seems almost "mystical". It is certainly a difficult 
conclusion to understand, and it is quite unlike the conclusion 
that change and the changed are beings.(cf. p. 35, 4e). The 
definition of being arrived at, that being is the same as 
motion and rest, is also difficult to understand, as the 
stranger is quick to point out. But it seems that despite 
his refutation of this definition, the identification of 
being and nous is to be understood as necessary, since the 
philosopher gives highest honor to knowledge and mind. We 
note that part of the trouble with this section is that it is 
singularly lacking in an example which might help us to 
understand how being could be both change and rest, and how 
there would be no mind without same and other. 

In any case, we see that there is perhaps a third alter
native which might be offered to those who said that the 
universe was two. The first two a!ternatives were that either 
being is some third thing standing outside the two, or only one 
of the two exists. The third is that both exist and are the 
same as being. In this way of understanding, being is somehow 
the synthesis of two disparate principles. Why the stranger 
disproves this third alternative is not clear. Is it because 
the formulation cannot be understood without "not-being", 
and therefore we must go on to the next section about the mixing 
of the eide in order to know how such a "participation" might 
be possible? Or is there another problem, one which the 
stranger does not consider the difficulty which he raises in 
connection with his definition of being, that, if it is not at 
rest, it must be changing and vise-versa. But this problem is 
directly concerned with the pursuit of the sophist, for as 
being and not-being are said by the sophist to be opposites, 
so change and rest are said by the stranger to be opposites. 
The stranger solves the difficulty about the opposition of 
being and not-being by sayh1g that they are not opposite but 
only different. Does he also solve the problem about being, 
and therefore prove that knowledge is possible? 

We close this discussion of the "second part" of the 
dialogue with a brief statement about the stranger's belief in 
the existance of "ideas", whatever their nature be. His quarrel 
with the "friends of the ideas" concerns their statement that 
being is never changed, not their statement that there are 
eternal ideas. The preemptory fashion in which the doctrine 
of the "giants" was rejected points to this belief, and so 
does the manner in which Parmenides was questioned about one 
and whole in their relation to being. That being should be 
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discussed without reference to visible things in the world, that 
any identification of being and body should be so specifically 
rejected by Theaetetus' statement of how terrible it would be 
to suppose that being is fixed and unchangible, shows that 
whether or not the stranger can prove, by the method of logos, 
that "invisible ideas"exist, he feels that they are a necessary 
hypothesis, and probably that such a necessity should be 
obvious to anyone with any reason. In this respect he is in 
perfect agreement with the Parmenides of that dialogue: 

Only a man of very great natural gifts will be able 
to understand that everything has a class and absolute 
essence, and only a still more wonderful man can find 
out all these facts and teach anyone else to analyse 
them properly and understand them ••• But on the other 
hand ••• if anyone with his mind fixed on all these 
objections and others like them, denies the existance 
of ideas of things, and does not assume an idea under 
which each individual thing is classed, he will be 
quite at a loss, since he denies that the idea of 
each thing is always the same, and in this way he 
will utterly destroy the power of carrying on discus
sion ••• Then what will become of philosophy? To what 
can you turn, if these things are unknown? 

Parmenides (135B - C, Loeb) 

This may be but a faith which any philosopher has, or 
a "conclusion" which is come to by means of logos in conjunction 
with sight, or an hypothesis which is said to be necessary if 
logos is to be of any use in helping us to know. (But it is not 
to be questioned.) 

This discussion is said to end in complete perplexity. 
Thus the stranger is able to assert that "being and not-being 
participate equally in the perplexity" (Loeb), and conclude that 
as one emerges, so the other will emerge. Thus far, each 
method of argument has ended in perplexity. The first method, 
that of division, failed to discover one art which could be said 
to be "sophistical". The .second, the sophist's method of contra
diction, which proceeded by means of reductio-ab-adsurdum 
proofs, may be said to have succeeded in one sense, since the 
sophist is said to be hiding in not-being, and his arguments 
showed clearly that he was well hidden. But the stranger 
failed when he employed this method to explicate the words of 
Parmenides; in the effort to show that one could not say or 
think not - being, and thus defend the words of Parmenides , he 
was forced to contradict himself, while using the method of 
contradiction. The third method, which ignored the problems 
raised by the other two, consisted in an examination of various 
doctrines about being,. in hopes of finding something clear from 
which to argue. This method turned out to be, first, a refutation 
of all the doctrines examined, and secondly, a "way of opinion". 
That is, it rested on a belief in the meaningfulness of speech, 
and on various opinions about the necessary connection between 
being and mind. This method also ended in perplexity. 

(, 
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But the stranger has brought the argument into perplexity 
for a purpose. He wishes to show that being and not-being are 
intimately connected (for in this way he can show that falsehood 
exists). Thus there is another method employed here, that of 
"perplexity0 • Whether the stranger has depended upon opinion 
or not in order to arrive at the perplexity about being and 
not-being is an important question. But perhaps this question 
is less important· than is the ''method of perplexity". This 
method consists in showing that both the object sought and . its 
contrary present the same difficulty to the understanding, and 
therefore points to perhaps two conclusions. The first con
clusion might be that the search .is impossible, and the second 
might be that if both are equally unknown, then to find one is 
to find the other: The stranger sees yet a third alternative: 

If we are able to see neither of them, we will at any 
rate push our discussion through between both of them 
at once as creditably as we can. (251A, Loeb) 

The direction which they are now to take may go between the t'WO 
extremes of being and not-being, and without arriving at a 
clear sight of either of them, they may nevertheless find the 
mixing of the two which will establish the possibility of false
hood. 

What, we ask, might we call a way which is neither the way 
of being, nor the way of not-being? Might it not be a road 
,, ~·- ic!~. is neitL~r ear:.c nor b~ight, a. rather gloomy road whose 
signs say neither "being'.' nor "not-being"? Might not this way 
be the way of opinion, which leads, by means of logos, to 
what will be called the "truth" that being and not-being can 
mix? We remember that the "cause" of the perplexity about 
being was the opinion that images were different from beings, 
and that this whole discussion of images arose because of the 
stranger• s use of the "absurd" paradigm of a man who "can make 
all things". Similarly, we remember that part of our difficulty 
in understanding the definition of being, which was derived 
from the refutation of the various doctrines, was that we 
could think of no example of this definition. And thirdly, 
we remember that part of the refutation of Parmenides may 
have depended upon the fact that he used an example to explain 
how being could be 9ne and whole. The third part of the 
argument begins with a sort of image~ the paradigm of how 
letters mix up into words. From this simple example, we fly 
up to discuss the mixing of the eide. 

Let us try to understand how this comes about. If it can 
be shown that in the third part there is clearly no mixing of 
opinion with the method of logos which we see there, then perhaps 
we may say that, in the stranger's terms, this part reveals the 
way of truth, that path which should lead to certain knowledge 
of the eide, or whatever are said to be "true beings". Perhaps 
we shall find that it is without the taint of opinion, despite 
the fact that it too begins with an example which is "small and 



well known". Perhaps this third part will show us what Hegel 
calls, "the dialectic of pure thought" t 

What we have thus to deal with in tlie dialectic of 
Plato is the pure thought of reason, from which he 
very clearly distinguishes the understanding ( ) ••• 

(p. 56) 
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III (251A 259E) 

In which not~being is found to be a genos of being 

For if anyone showed that the absolute like becomes 
unlike, or the unlike like, that would, in my opinion, 
be a wonder; but if he shows that things which 
partake of both becone both like and unlike·, ' that 
seems to me, Zeno, not at all strange, not even if 
he shows that all things are one by participation 
in unity and that the same are also many by par
ticipation in multitude; but if he shows that ab
solute unity is also many 'and the absolute many 
again are one, then I shall be amazed ••• But if 
he shows that I am both one and many, what· marvel 
is there in that? He will say, when he wishes 
to show that I am many·, that there are my right 
parts and my left parts, my front parts and my 
back parts, likewise upper and lower, all different; 
for I do, I suppose, partake of multitude; and 
when he wishes to show that I am one, he will say 
that we here are seven persons, of whom I am one, 
a man, partaking also of unity ••• we shall say that 
he shows that I am many and one, but not that the 
one is many artc1 the many on·e; he says nothing won
derful' on! y what we should all accept. If' how
ever, as I was saying just now, he first distin
guishes the abstract ideas. ·. · ~ And then shows that 
the}'. can be mingled and separated, I should, said 
he, be filled with amazement, Zeno ••• 

--Socrates 
Parmenides (129 B-D, Loeb) 

The third part of the dialogue is perhaps the most 
impor tant part of the Sophist; it is certainly necessary for 
discovering the truth that falsehood exists. Upon this dis
cussion ' depends the finding of the sophist, the stated problem 
in the dialogue, and the final solution to the probl~m of 
image. However, it is difficult to say what the discussion 
itself is supposed to prove. Although it seems especially 
concerned with the ''mixing of the eide", this concern seems to 
be somewhat belittled by the stranger's c:oncluding remarks, 
which invite someone to undertake the "difficult and beautiful" 
task of refuting him. His final statement that the purpose 
of th1s discussion was to place logos among the gene of being 
is . also curious. · In our examination of the argument we must 
try no~ to forget that the mixing of the five greatest gene 
may not ,be as import ant as it seems; or; at least' that this 
q~esti9n of mixing may be discussed for what seems to be of 
secondary interest, that is, only for the sake of logos, and 
not in order to fill Socrates with amazement. Also, of course , 
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we shall remember that to use logos in order to prove that 
logos is, is to argue in a rather circular manner. 

The argument begins with an example: "Explain how it is 
that we call the same thing b¥ many names". This must be 
further exemplified before Theaetetus can understand: 

We speak of a man, you know, and give him many 
additional designations; we attribute to him colours 
and forms and sizes and vices and virtues, but 
in all these cases and countless others we say 
not only that he is a man, but we say he is good 
and numberless other things. So in the same way 
every single thing which we supposed to be one, 
we treat as many· and call by many names. (Loeb) 

This, says the stranger, gives great pleasure to those foolish 
men who, grasping that the one cannot be many, say that "we 
must not call a man good, but must call the good, good, and 
a man, man." (Loeb) These elderly men are to be considered in 
the discussion which follows, so that "all those who ever 
engaged in any talk whatsoever about being will be included". 
This example is somewhat reminiscent of statement from the 
Parmenides quoted above. Socrates considered that it is no 
great problem to explain how any object might participate in 
one and many at the same time; the great feat, he felt, 
would be to show that oneness and manyness themselves might 
mix. We wonder at the stranger's use of this example as an 
introduction to the discussion of the mixing of the eide. 
Why bother to include such silly men if they are silly? If 
it is so clear that there is no problem about one and many in 
visible things, why introduce this type of example? But 
perhaps the problem of the meaningfulness of names and the 
existance of logos is best exemplified by this doctrine that 
names cannot be mixed. Perhaps this introduction to the 
discussion is supposed to show us that we must always remember 
logos, even when we discuss the highest things. 

We shall treat the argument which follows in steps . The 
first step (251D - 252E) deals generally with the problem of 
whether the eide or anything else can mix. This step consists 
in an examination of three alternatives. It is very clear to 
both the stranger and Theaetetus that if two of "the alter
natives turn out to be impossible, then the third must be 
true. Thus, in this step, we witness again a belief in one 
aspect of "logical method": If either a or b must be true, 
and a is false, then b is true. We have seen this "met hod" 
at work many times before. For instance, in the sophist's 
"refutation" of the refutation of not-being, it was conceeded 
that either not-being is, or it is not, and since the first was 
absurd, the second was said to be true. This "method" 
pointed out that there was a "difficulty" in finding the ar t 
of the sophist by means of division; the sophist had to have 
one art, and that the alternative , t hat he should have many 
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arts, was absurd, indicated that he must f eigh knowledge. 
Similarly, in the final rejection of the definition: "all things 
changing and at rest", it was agreed that being must either 
be at rest or be changing, if not _one, than necessarily the 
other, and therefore the definition had to be rejected. We 
learn from this, then; that logos cannot admit that two 
opposite alternatives should be true; if these two alternatives 
are known to be the only two possible, then one must be denied 
while the other is affirmed. If, then, not-being is to be 
shown to exist, it must be proved that it is not the opposite 
of being, for logos wi11 not admit that "being is" and '.'not-
being is" should both be true. · 

We must mention that the entire discussion in this section 
depends upon the "proof" in the previous section that change · 
and rest are. Although the previous section did not give a 
satisfactory definition of being, we must, if we are to be 
convinced that there is a mixing of anything with anything, say 
that it came to a p~sitive conclusion about the existance of 
the three ''principles", being, change, and rest• . This con,;. 
clusion seems to depend first upon Theaetetus' opinion that 
being must have mind, and therefore moves, and secondly upon 
his agreement with the stranger that without rest ther_e could 
be no sameness, and therefore no rest. If we are not con
vinced by these statements, we must feel that the present 
section rests upon a rather shaky foundation. But perhaps we 
shall find later that there is another foundation for the 
argument which we have not as yet considered. Let us summarize 
the stranger's discussion of mixing-in~general: 

First alternative: "Shall we attach being neither 'to change 
nor rest nor anything to anything, but assume that no thing can 
mingle or participate in anything else?u If this were so, · 
then change and rest could not participate in being, and 
neither of them would exist. This overturns all logoi about 
being: 

for all say that being is either changing, or at rest, 
or both, or that it is sometimes one and sometimes another. 
Even the "elderly ones0 are silenced by this hypothesis, for 
they cna' t help using words like: " ", 11 11 , 11 

It ", and 

therefore there is no need of others to refute 
them, but, as the saying ' goes~; their enemy and 
future opponent is of the~r oWn household whom 
they always carry about ~ith ·them as they go, 
giving forth speech from,~ithin them, like the 
wonderful Etitycles. (Loeb) 

Second alternative: Can all things combine with all 
other things? If this ·were so, motion would be rest, and 
rest motion, and this is "absolutely impossible". 

Third alternative: Or can some combine and others not? 

II 

' 
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If the other possibilities are false, this, the only remaining 
one, must be true. 

It is interesting that the first alternative is rejected 
because it overthrows all doctrines about being. Excepting the 
"elderly men", all these doctrines have been discussed and 
disposed of earlier in the dialogue. Why should the fact that 
this alternative overthrows them be sufficient reason for 
rejecting it? The stranger has not himself stated a doctrine ~ 
about being except for one which he rejected as soon as he had 
formulated it, but it must be assumed from the rejection of this 
hypothesis that his doctrine will depend upon the possibility 
of some kind of mixing or participation. For otherwise why 
should he reject the hypothesis which merely shows in another 
way what he has already proved? 

But perhaps the hypothesis is rejected for other reasons. 
Perhaps it is rejected because all possible logoi about being, 
whether they be true or false, indicate that the hypothesis is 
assumed to be false. That is, all such statements as, "being 
is at rest", or "being is changing", or "the ideas are at rest", 
indicate that the eide must in some way rr.ix. The rejection of 
this hypothesis sh~us something about the stranger's "belief" 
in logos. This is particularly apparent in the case of those 
who say that we ought not call anything by a name other than its 
own. No matter what they think they say about the senselessness 
of saying that the eide mix, their words tell us otherwise, and 
so we know what they really think about the mixing of the eide. 
And as for all the other doctrines, whether they believe that 
being can mix with motion and rest or not, again their words 
indicate that they think this to be possible, at least in the 
way that the stranger understands these words. The way that the 
stranger understands the "copular" use of the verb "to be" 
cannot be too greatly emphasized: There is no mere copular; 
rather, to say that something is, is to say that it participates 
in being. Logos, in so far as"t°his way of looking at is can 
be said to be the correct way, does not·conceal meanings. 
It reveals much more than those who use it mught wish to admit, 
Logos reveals the mixing of at least some of the eide, just as 
the common opinion that image is other than the t~thing, or 
that false opinion is other than the truth, reveals (impossible 
as it may seem) the mixing of being and not-being. 

We might wonder why the stranger chooses to treat the 
"friends of the ideas'' in the same way that he treats all th e 
other doctrines about being, rather than talking here, as he 
did before, about knowing and being known. Or, if it i s true 
that in so far as the ''friends" say that the eide are at rest, 
they reveal that they think that rest participates in being, 
why is this argument not used before, instead of the more 
difficult one that mind depends upon sameness and therefor e · 
upon rest? That he did not choose then to use this argument 
seems to indicate that he wished to place great emphasi s upon 
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· the mea11ingf uln~ss of logos. 

We ~otice that the second hypothesis is rejected because 
of' the :"l?gical method" of refusing to admit that opposites 
should be; 'the same. Theaetetus has no doubt that change and 
rest are opposites and that therefore it would be absurd 
for change to be rest or vise-versa. Though they have not 
ex:imiiiect thi~ matter, they are in perfect agreement about it; 
there. is no mean between the two extremes of changeJ.itself 
and rest!.itself. 

The third alternative, the only one possible if the other 
two are impossible, is found to be the "correct answer" to 
the question about mixing. Whether it is to be called merely 
the most plausable hypothesis, or a "fact" which we can call 
the "truth", depends upon how we understand the stranger's 
rejection of the first hypothesis and Theaetetus' rejection 
of the second. That is, we have tried to show that this 
acceptance of the third alternative depends upon the stranger's 
opinion about the significance of words and upon Theaetetus' 
opinion about the opposition of motion and rest. However, if 
we understand the stranger's rejection of the first hypothesis 
to mean that it would be impossible to speak, if being did 
not mingle with change and rest, then the hypothesis seems 
neither "merely plausible" nor "true", but rather is "necessary". 
It eccupies the same curious position as did the conclusion 
that rest must exist since without it there would be no mind 
and therefore no philosophy. Perhaps we were too quick in 
our conclusion that the first hypothesis was rejected because 
the stranger thinks that to say "being is rest", indicates 
that being and rest can mingle. Perhaps there is a more 
fundamental reason for rejecting the hypothesis; that is, 
perhaps it denies the possibility of any kind of logos. 

The second step in the argument (253A - 254B) begins with 
another example. This example is again indicative of the fact 
that logos is one of the specific problems with which the 
stranger is dealing in the Sophist. Of course we have already 
pointed out many other indications of his concern with logos, 
including the final remark about the "purpose" of this entire 
discussion. We choose to emphasize this concern however, 
because it casts a peculiar light upon Hegel's remark that in 
the Sophist we find the "dialectic of pure thought", as well as 
because one may feel rather disappointed to discover that after 
all his struggles with the "mixing of the eide, he has only 
proved that logos is. --
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It looks, that is, as if the mixing of the eide is said to be an 
example of the mixing of vowels and consonents which, when 
done properly, results in words, rather than the other way 
around. But if this is a paradigm like those other paradigms 
which we have discussed, it must be something "small" which 
helps us to understahd a more diffictilt ~atter, not a very 
difficult matter which helps explain a simple one. If the mixing 
of the eide can explain how it happens that letters can mix up 
into words (or how words make sentences), the ,;backwardness" of 
this example is of course no mere curiosity, but it is rather 
our first real indication of how seriously we must take the 
stranger's concluding remarks about the purpose of this discussion. 
However, the ostensible use which the stranger makes of the 
example is the analogy between the art of grammar and the art 
of philosophy: As the grammarian knows the proper mixing of 
letters, so the philosopher knows the mixing of the eide. It 
would take a lot of deducing to show that, by means of the 
mixing of the eide, we can explain how letters mix, that is, 
how words came"t()"be. The easiest explanation of all is that 
they were given to man by Prometheus, that they are mysterious 
and divine. The stranger avoids a more difficult explanation. 

We can, however, learn more from the example than the 
analogy indicates. For that the eide should mix is a very 
difficult matter to understand, despite the fact that the other 
two hypotheses must be rejected, and if a simple example like 
the formation of words out of letters can explain that mixingto 
us, we are most fortunate. In the mixing of letters into words, 
there is first of all a correct order, which is known by the 
grammarian. Secondly there is one sort of letter which must 
be present if the letters are to mix at all: 

And the vowels, to a greater degree than the others 
run through them all as a bond, so that without one of 
the vowels the other letters cannot be joined one 
to another. (Loeb) 

And finally (although this is not pointed out by the stranger), 
though the "character" of the letters changes when they are 
combined into words, that is, though they are no longer considered 
to be discrete members, of a list, but rather parts of a word, 
and though the individual sounds of the letters may change 
when they lose their discreteness, nevertheless, they remain 
letters. We can point to each letter in the word and give the 
name of eacll. Each remains itself and can be singled out from 
the others both in appearance and in sound. We can put each 
letter back into the list, if we choose, and decompose the word. 

Perhaps the stranger was wrong when he said that it was 
impossible to suppose that being was motion and rest and not 
some third thing which stood outside of motion and rest and 
caused them to be. For letters, when they are combined into 
a word, i:emain letters. When we write, "logos", we do not say 
that lambda is changed into omikron or into sigma. And we do 
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not say that the_ word "logos" stands outside of this combination 
of consonents and vowels and makes it into the word "logos". It 
seems that lambda + omikron + gamma + omikron + sigma = logos. 
That is, they "equal" the word "logos", which may in turn be 
said to ,stand for something beside a mere word. Why then may 
we not say by analogy, even tI:iough this too is rriost difficult to 
understand, that motion + rest = being? Well, perhaps we cannot 
use this analogy b~cause it is not applicable to tbe ca~e ·of 
two beings which are opposite in a way that alpha and omega are 
not opposite. And any way, is not "wordness" different from 
any "mere word"? Logos is a mysterious entity, is it not? A 
gift of the gods, as they say. We shall discuss this problem 
later; let 'us now return to the rest of the argument, for here 
we shall see again that while looking for the sophist we can 
find the philosopher. · 

The argument is very simple: There is an art by which the 
grammarian knows which letters can join and which cannot, and 
an art by which the musician knows which sounds can mix and 
which cannot, and similarly for "all arts and processes which 
are devoid of art" (Loeb). Thus, since we have agreed that 
some tene will mix and some will not, he who can show which 
can mix and which cannot must posses an art or knowledge. 
This is thegreatest of knowledges, in fact, the art of 
dialectic, the knowledge which belongs to "freemen". And so 
we have found the art of the philosopher, while looking for the 
sophist. This art is quite carefully defined: 

Shall we not say that the division of things by classes 
and the avoidance of the belief that the same class is 
another, or another the same, belongs to the science of 
dialectic? 

Then he who is able to do this has a clear perception 
of one form or idea extending entirely through many 
forms differing from one another but included in one 
greater form, and again of one form evolved by the union 
of many wholes, and of many forms entirely apart and 
separate. This is the knowledge and ability to di s 
tinguish by classes how individual things ·can or cannot 
be associated with one another. 

But ' you surely, I suppose, will not grant the art of 
dialectic to any but the man who pursues philosophy 
in purity and righteou·sness • 

• • • then it is in some region like this that we shall 
elways, both now and hereafter, discover the philosopher, 
if we look for him ••• 

(253D - E, Loeb) 

This is one of the clearest statements in the dialogue, 
but it seems to illustrate that the analogy, by means of which 
it was arrived at, is somewhat deficient. Although 'there ought 
to be an art which deals with the mi xing of the eide , this 
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mixing is amazingly more complicated than that connected with 
music or grammar. The grammarian knows about only one sort 
of mixing; his art is one-dimensional, and the elements with 
which he deals are evident to all men. But the philosopher 
is said to know about many different sorts of "participation"; 
he deals in at least two dimensions. That is, · if we wished 
to imagine this mixing of the eide, we would have to make 
a very complicated picture indeed, and how we might picture 
"one form evolved from the union of many wholes" is very 
difficult to see. And it is not clear whether the art of 
dialectic deals only with the mixings of invisible eide, or 
whether it also strives to explain the mixing, for example, of 
one and many in the person of Socrates. And more importantly, 
while we have a pretty good idea of sounds and letters, if we 
have eyes and ears, what the eide are, and whether they can be 
known, is by no means evident"""'tO""us; the stranger has not even 
proved that they exist. Although the argument proceeds by 
analogy, or by means of a paradigm, it passes beyond the examples 
of letters and sounds and into a realm·. wher~, pz'drn.ps, there. are 
not any "imaginable" beings. 

But perhaps we place too great an emphasis upon our being 
able to understand easily, when we are given an example of what 
we are trying to understand. Perhaps we are too reluctant to 
deny our eyes and ears and ascend into the realm of being; we 
spent too much time examining the example of letters, which is 
perhaps not even interesting: 

Of course no man would wish to pursue the discussion of 
weaving for its own sake; but most people, it seems to 
me, fail to notice that some things have sensible resem
blances which are easily perceived; and it is not at all 
difficult to show them when anyone wishes, in response 
1'0· a requ~st~f;oJ: 'GI.Tl. eNpla:hation 1Jfi 30111e· l:mte of them, to 
exhibit them easily without trouble and really without 
explanation. But, on the other hand, the greatest and 
noblest (beings) have no image wrought plainly for human 
vision, which he who wishes to satisfy the mind of the 
inquirer can apply to some one of his senses and by 
mere exhibition satisfy the mind. We must therefore 
endeavour by practice to acquire the power of giving 
and understanding a rational definition (logos) for 
each of them; for immaterial things which are noblest 
and grandest, can be exhibited by reason (logos) only, 
and it is for their sake that all we are saying is 
said. But it is always easier to pract.ise in small 
matters than in greater ones. 

Statesman (285D - 286A, Loeb) 

We thought that such an example could explain the mixing of 
the eide to us, and were mistaken. It is logos which we must 
look at, not any mere example, for in logos alone- can we find 
the eicte exhibited for us. 
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Nevertheless, we are surprised by· the stranger's statement 
that the philosopher, 

always devoting himself through reason to the idea 
of being, is also very difficult to see on account 
of the brilliant light of the place; for the eyes 
of the soul of the multitude are not strong enough 
to endure the sight of the divine.: (254A, Loeb) 

. Have we, then, in describing those aspects of the mixings 
of the eide which the philosopher knows about, ~scended into 
this, di vine place? We are said t6 have "found" the philosopher, 
and . he is always in this brilliantly lighted "pl ace"; does 
this indicate that we, or, if we do not understand this argument, 
that the stranger and Theaetetus, have, by means of logos, 
actually come face to face with being? This seems an unlikely 
conclusion to draw, if only because the argument proceeded by 
analogy, and because we, and Theaetetus, at least, cannot as 
yet be said to know ourselves the true mixing of the eide. But 
perhaps we shall learn. 

Let us now progress to the third step in this argument 
(254B - 255E) ', in which the mixing of the five greatest gene 
is discussed; In this discussion, we may assume that, although 
being is singled out from the other four gene, this activity of 
separatin,t; one eidos from another must be understood to be an 
aspect of the activity of looking-at -being. Somehow the 
di.scussion of four gene, which are not being, and their relation 
.to a fifth genes, which is being, is the same as discussing 
being. But--weti1ust point out the interesting statement of the 
stranger that, 

if we cannot grasp being and not-being uith perfect 
. clearness, we shall at any rate not fail to reason 
fully about them, so far as the method of our present 
inquiry permits. (254C, Loeb) 

Perhaps we were justified in our previous opinion that this 
discussion is not to be thought of as "taking piace in heaven" , 
that is, in the place of being. The stranger selects what he 
considers to be the "greatest gen~", in order to discover 
whether or not there is · some "reasonable" way of saying that 
not-being is, not in order to n1ook" at being. Just what the 
difference is between "looking" and "reasoning" is not at this 
point. clear to us, fut we remember that the way we are going 
is th.e way which passes between being and not-being, and yet 
strives to arrive at a conclusion about both of them. ' 

We shall wummarize the third step in this argument: 

1) We have already discovered · being itself, change, and 
rest; bf these we say ·that the second two cannot mingle; 
but that being can.mingle with bOth. These are three. Each 
is other than the two and same as itself . Are same and other, 
then, also gene , or ar e they just cliff erent names for t h e fi r s t 
three gene?--
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2) If we apply "same" to motion 'and rest at the same time, 
motion will be rest and rest motion, which is impossible. Thus. 
same is neither rest nor change; and it is not being either, 
for in that case, to say that change and rest are, would be to 
say that they are the same. Thus same is the fourth important 
genos. 

3) And we cannot say that being is "o~her", for some beings 
are (a)~2.-z::f-.;:::Ae)./ ur}:..and others are (b)71/'Jo5f)_/lA., and i~ is , \ _.. 
cfs=ar that other is always "with respect t~ another" C;z-oJl~"E{ ~ v 1--- ,tu ttp1 
f>C ~p_ov' ), or other "through the necess1ty of another" (LS 'J..... v ~ ~ k..J.i S 

f[[t?cvru?co ). If other participated in both (a) and (b) as doe~. , 
b~ing, there would be "another among the others" which was not 11 1oos 
£ [t.. pot/ Thus other is the fifth of the greatest gene. And 
other goes through all the other gene, for each is other than 
the others, not on account of its"OWii nature, but "because of 
the mixing of the idea of the other". 

This discovery of the five greatest gene is carried on with 
great ag!li ty by the stranger. Now that it has been decided that 
some gene can mix, some cannot mix, and "some can mix universally 
with all" (Loeb), it is very easy for him to single out these 
as the five greatest. But is it so obvlous that "some can mix 
universally with all"? The analogy with letters and sounds does 
not explain to us how this is possible, except in so far as 
every time we add a vowel to a consonent we come out with an 
utterable sound. This doesn't seem to indicate that vowels can 
mix universally with all the letters, however, unless the 
"function" of words is to produce utterable sounds. And two 
vowels do not make a sound, just as in most cases two letters do 
not make a word. However, let us concede to the stranger that 
"there is nothing to hinder some from mingling universally with 
all", for the discussion does not as yet depend upon this 
hypothesis; that each of the five gene is other than the others 
seems pretty clear without our positing a "universal" nature to 
other. 

In considering the first part of this argument, we remind 
ourselves of the fallowing: It has not yet been made clear that 
to say that change and rest are, is to say that being can mingle 
with both of them. This is an assumption about logos which the 
stranger seemed to make .earlier in the discussion. · It also has 
not been proved that motion and rest cannot mingle; this is also 
some sort of assumption, and it is clearly a necessary one f Qr 
the present argument. And that there are at least three gene, 
as we remember, was only discovered by means of the mysterious 
discussion about being and mind which resulted in an "unreasonable" 
conclusion about the nature of being. 

Part (2) of the argument shows us something interesting 
about the nature of "sameness of meaning". If being and same 
mean the same thing, then it follows that same will act in the 
same way as being does, with respect to change and rest. Thus 
this step contains a very important distinction which occurs 
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often in the dialogue. · Even though san1e will be shown to mingle 
with being, and vise-versa, th.is does not mean that we can equate 
the two. They retain their ·. separate natures. Thus, when being 
mingles with change and rest, "sam.en must have no part in this 
mingling, for if that were so, .chartge and rest would become the 
same. However, in so far as change and rest mingle with being 
itself, they might · be said to participate in the same "relation
ship", but this is, different frqm their being "the same", and 
it may have nothing to do with the participation of being in 
same. 

We note that in this argument, there is no mention of the 
"dependence" of sameness upon rest, which the stranger spoke of 
earlier when he tried to prove that being was both change and 
rest, and similarly, there is no indication that differende 
might depend upon motion. However, it is true that the stranger 
was able to prove that same and other were eide, only after 
he had found the first three eicle. This may show us that the 
dependence which same and otherliave upon rest and change is 
at least a logical one, even if we are· not convinced that rest 
is "prior" to sameness. 

Part (3) in the argument makes an interesting distinction 
between what the Loeb translator calls "absolute" arid "relative" 
entities (408D). Other must always be understood to be other 
in respect to another being. This is a simple distinction, 
and seems quite obvious; it . is like saying that the stranger 
is not "stranger'' only in respect to himself, or by nature, 
but rather ~n respect to those Athenians with whom he is talking. 
We must think of "otherness" only in the simplest way. Other 
means "different f ram", and as such must not be thought of as 
being some· "principle of negativity", like "matter", or "nothing
ness". A thing cannot be "other than itself", except in the very 
xpecial sense that, for example, parts of a pie are different · 
from the whole pie. If there is an ueidos" of the other, it 
must be understood to be a "relative" sort of eidos, as "absolu
tely relative", if that makes any sense. It is not another 
world, a "place" of not-being. We do not claiin. that ·the stranger 
proves that "other" can be so only with respect to another . This, 
rather, "common sense", another assumption about logos, perhaps; 
Theaetetus would never say "other" except when he was pointing 
first to one thing, then to a dl.fferent thing. The proof that 
being is not "other" rests upon this simple distinction; perhaps 
this can be considered to be a sort of proof that being is not 
not-being, and as such shows us that being could. never be itself, 
if all things were in "eternal f lu:ic". However, that would 
reverse the order of the proof, and make the eidos of being 
depend, upon same, rather than same depending upon the .e~istence 

of rest, which \'llas the way that the stranger spoke about it 
earlier. We shall ·1discuss this matter in some detail later; 
for now. we must be : satisfied with what seems so obvious, that 
"other" is oniy relative. 

But in anticipation of the next step in the discussion, we 
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wonder at the stranger's conclusion that as the philosopher is 
to be found in the "place" of being, so the sophist hides in 
the dark "place" of not-being. Is it that the sophist denies 
that there are eide, and thus cloaks himself in "absolute 

·relativity"? If this is the correct interpretation of the 
sophist's "location", why does the stranger proceed to prove 
that not-being is, rather than showing that there are "absolute 
eide" which are in no way relative? And why does he leave open 
the possibility of our deciding that being too must be "relative", 
if it can be compared so easily with not-being? The step 
which we have just discussed, depending as it does upon the 
philosopher's trust in the existence of nous, seems to demand 
such a proof of the eide; it is no proof---rn-itself. And the 
next step does not prove that the five greatest gene are, or 
that truth is; it merely argues that, if there are five gene, 
then we can say that not-being is. Let us briefly examine this 
next step. We must try not to become too involved in quibbles , 
or we may lose sight of our goal, whether it be the sophist 
himselc?, or the meaningfulness of logos. 

(256A - 257A) (1) Change is entirely other than rest; it 
is not rest, but it exists according to its participation in 
being. (.2) Change is oth~r than same; it is not same. But 
it is same because all gene participate in same• Thus change 
is same and not-same, and we understand how the words are used 
differently. (3) Similarly change is other and not-other. 
(4) Thus change is other than rest and same and other. And we 
"fearlessly" say that, since there are five gene, change is 
other than being, though it is being, since it is. (5) Therefore 
we can say that change is not being, and similarly for same and / 
other and rest. Not-being is t.~/ t"5:-. y::1vt/r c.L~is 1<;,'/ !<"'-CA TfAvu 7;,.. 0 f 
That is, ( 6) The nature of the other makes each genos different 
from being and therefore not-being , and not-being is, since all 
gene participate in being. 

This discussion , the "conclusion" of the preceeding one, 
consists in a series of distinctions. Now that the five greatest 
gene have been named, the stranger proceeds to take one of 
them and compare i t to the other f our, and the di s tinct ion between 
this one and being shows that in a certain way ont-being may be 
said to exist. Now we realize that the agreement that there were 
three different gene, among which was being, i ncluded in it the 
assumpt i on that not-being is. The finding of same and other was 
merely an explicit way of revealing this assumption. 

We cannot suppose that the stranger is somehow "def eating" 
Parmenides in this discussion• for Parmenides came to precisely 
the same conclusion: To say, other than being, is the same 
as saying not being. For this reason alone he says that all 
things are one. And therefore anything other than being, he 
would say, is unthinkable. The stranger 's argument against 
Parmenides cannot , then , be that it is obvious that change i s 
other than being because we have said that the gene are five . 
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It nrust rest upon the prior discovery that change is'7 as well as 
being different from being, or else upon the notion of "partici
pation" which is so much a part of this discussion. One must be 
able to understand, that is, how change and rest could be, with
out ·being the same, as being, and therefore the same as each other. 
It is not easy .to see how the stranger proves th,e possibility of 
~~participation". He seems, rather, to find it a necessary hypo
thesis; necessary, that is, for the ex;isten.ce of niind, for there 
can be no .mind, we reme1Tlber, without change and rest. 

This discussion is interesting for another reason. It shows 
us another facet of the met.hod of logos, the "meaningfulness" of 
one kind of equivocation. When we say that change is "same" and 
"not -same", we remember that the words are used · different 1 y. 
Though the .statement is apparently contradictory, in this case 
logos may be said to be concealing meanings, for our memory tells 
us that same can ref er to two different relations at the same 
time. But this case can exist only because S'1.file, like other, is 
a "relative'' word. If Theaetetus says, "same", we are perfectly 
correct in asking, ''same as what?". 

'the statement, "therefore not-being is", is also an apparent 
contradiction. Here also, we must use our memories if we are to 
under.stand its meaning. But this "not-being" is not the same sort 
of relative word that . "other" is; the two do not mean exactly the 
sam.e. thing. Other demands two beings between which it can stand: 
this is "other than" that. "Not-being" stands for the entire re
lationship. Whenwe compare change to being, and take in the 
difference between them in one glance, as 'it were, then we can 
say that ch;;mge is not-being, or that not-being is. "Not-being" 
stands for the fact that the comparison ot change with being is 
possible. "Othern is part of the comparison itself. 

But according to this analysis .there is.one kind of state
ment which we cannot make and that is, "change is somehow rest". 
There, is no relation between these two, except that of opposition. 
And for this reason we feel that the stranger is on very shaky 
ground.when he "proves" that not-b~ing is. The existence of op
posites, that two opposites should both meet in one and the same 
''being", is difficult to accept, more difficult to understand • 

. There is a conclusion to this step of the argument (256E -
257A) which we have not yet discussed.. It says tpat being is 
many. while the "number" of not-being is "infinite" (since being 
is. "not other things in an infinite number of instances"). That 
the manyq~ss of_ ·being follows iI11Illediately from the hypothesis that 
there .are eide which are, though they differ from the eidos being, 
shows :us oii'Cea.gain how intimately connected logos is with the 
problem of not-being. We remember that, in the "refutation of 
not-bei,ng" in the first part of the dialogue, we encountered The
aetetus' opinion that number is among the things that are, and 
therefore that it was contradictory to utter ncit .. ~eing since we 
could not do so without attributing to it .either singularity or 
plurality. We questioned this "refutation", because we thought 
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that "countable things" might not exist, if all things are one. 
But then we realized that since all nouns and verbs have a "num
ber'', logos might be meaningless if -there were no countable things. 
Thus, we see that the conclusion which the stranger draws here 
about the "manyness" of being and the "number" of not-being may 
solve our earlier dilemma about logos, at least in so far as it 
is connected with number. And it is not-being, we see, which 
makes this solution possible. But the discovery that the "number 
of not-being is infinite", may show us that this dialogue is as 
concerned with number itself as it is r"ith logos. We are by no 
means prep_ared to begin examinations concerning number, however; 
-Ehis must be put off until another day. For the present we must 
be satisfied with another question, and that is: Is the "method 
of logos" the "way of truth''? 

(251B - 259B) We have difficulty understanding what the next 
step in the argument is supposed to prove. For it seems merely 
to repeat what has already been sho\1111, that the comparison of eide 
other than being with being itself is not-being. However, in ~~ 
order to arrive at what seems to be a repetition of that first 
definition of not-being, the stranger introduces a number of new 
distinctions, and, perhaps, new eide, into the discussion, as 
well as once more introducing the opinions of Theaetetus. This 
step seems to conclude the argument whose "object was to establish 
discourse as one of our classes of being" (260A, Loeb). However, 
we choose to postpone the question of whether logos and philo
sophy are dependent upon the mixing of the eide until we have 
dealt with the prior question of why the existence of "not-just" 
must be posited in order to reveal the "eidos of not being". 

' ') 

-/'-( . , 
v_. • 

they 

We shall outline this argument in some detail: 

1) Not-great means either "small" or "equal". Therefore 
and z:-(~~ do not mean the opposite of those words to which 
are prefixed, but only something different. 
2) "The nature of the other is cut up into pieces like know

ledge." For, (a) Knowledge is one, but there are many arts, or 
kinds of knowledge, which are about a particular subject, and all 
these arts have names. (b) There exists a part of the other op
posed to (.l._v1 c. --r{_~ :../1 .<vov) the beautiful; it has a name. Thus not
beautiful is a certain genos of being, opposed to another genos 
of being (the beautifulr:--or, it is the antithesis of being with 
being. (c) The not-beautiful exists no less truly than the 
beautiful, or is "no less a part of being" than the beautiful. 
(d) Similarly, just and not-just exist equally, and this is true 
for all other beings. (a), (b), (c), and (d) are true because 
the nature of the other has been shown to have "real being", and 
therefore its parts have being to no less degree. 

3) If we oppose the nature of a part\ of the other to the 
nature of being, this opposition (~,/[Lt<.t.'f-( ;::'- ' ·/ ) exists "no less 
truly than being itself", since it is not opposite, but only 
other. 

4) This is not-being. 
5) As the great is great and the not-great is not great, 

so not-being is not-being, "one eidos among many beings . " 
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6) Thus we have shown Parmenides "more than that which he 
forbad us to examine" (Loeb); for we have shown: (a) that 
me onta are and (b} that the eidos of not.,,being is each part 
of the other opposed to being.---

7) But we do not say that not-being is the "opposite of 
being", for that is alogon. 

Is not this definition of the eidos of not-being the same 
as the one arrived at in the previous step of the argument? There 
we learned that since all five gene are, and yet are all different 
from each other, we can contrast same, other, change or rest with 
being and say that not-being is. Here we learn that not-being is 
the opposition ·of any "part of the other" with the "nature of 
being". The only thing new about the definition, it seems, are 
the words "part" and "nature". That "parts of the other" are, 
was assumed when the list of five gene was formed. There is one 
more new word in this definition, and that is "antithesis" 
("opposition"); but this new word seems to serve no other purpose 
than that of stating more clearly wtiat it means to say that 
"change is other than being". Why do we need to consider the 
not-just and the not-beautiful? Why must we use the example, 
if that is what it is, of knowledge, in order to arrive at a 
.statement of the eidos of not-being as the opposition of each 
part of the other tot;eing? 

But perhaps there is a more important question than these: 
Why, when the stranger says at the beginning of this step, 

When we say not-being, we speak, I think, not of some
thing that is opposite cl.v.1 .. J [r,c1V ) . . to being, but only of 
something different ( 257B, Loeb) 

does Theaetetus answer, n/t1_._ ');n7 Has it not already been shown 
that not-being is, and therefore cannot be the opposite of 
being? The stranger needs only to remind him of what ought to 
be clear to anyone, that if not-being were contrary to being, 
then it could not be. But Theaetetus seems to have failed to 
understand not only this simple, thing, but also the more compli
cated argument which we are now questioning. For when the 
stranger finally announces triumphantly that they hav'e showed 
the eidos of not-being to Parmenides, Theaetetus replies: - / /' ,,, . ) ·, ,:./ \ t-\/ ~ ___,-- , 

K~(_: /;?-((r..._J/j,..;· 0)0 t__ , h.! ,) t-vL 1 1'.. 1l/) '- ' ?.: G""'Li-..!- •)'.._ 
,,..._ ........ J . 

,,,.•re: :. do/::.. c ~-' /( 2- V l l/)1i,.::, f J/ ;i(.... {; . 

"And certainly, stranger, I think that what we have 
said is perfectly true" (258E, Loeb) 

Is 'this not a curious identification of truth and opinion? An 
identif icatioh which Theaetetus ought not to make, if only out 
of respect for the now vanquished Parmenides? Why doesn't he ' 
say that he now knows that what they have said is true? Perhaps 
he is only being polite and colloquial when he fails to a~nounce 
his knowledge of this matter. , ··or perhaps he knows something 
about -"the present method of inquiry'' which we are able to see 
only with great difficulty.· 



But Theaetetus' behaviour seems somewhat whimsical through
out this step of the argument. Though he hesitates at the begin
ning, and has only an opinion at the conclusion, he is very quick 
about answering some of the hardest questions of all. For example, 
(cf. #2,b in the outline): 

Does it not result from this that the not-beautiful 
is a distinct part of some one class of being and 
also, again, opposed to some class of being? 

Yes. (257E, Loeb) 

That there is a genos of being called the not-beautiful has in 
no manner been proved. And let us look at another example (cf. 
#5 in the outline): 

Just as we found that the great was great and the beau
tiful was b)!at'ltiful~- the nob-great was not-::;rea.t and the 
notal;ieaotiful was hot~beautiEul., ·shaH we say• that- ·no1;
being bein~ -was .ancl is not-being·, to be counted as one 
among the many classes of being? Or have we, Theaetetus, 
any remaining distrust about the matter. 

None whatever. (258C, Loeb) 

We have a great distrust about this matter and wonder mightily 
at Theaetetus' certainty. For the stranger in this formulation 
seems to have completely reversed the order of the proof. If 
there was any proof that the "not-beautiful was not-beautiful" 
and hence one genos of being, that proof depended upon there 
being "a part of the other opposed to the beautiful". That is, 
it depended upon the existence of the other, or upon the eidos 
of not-being. Perhaps the' "not-beautiful" and "not-just" are 
to be understood as being mere hypothetical examples, introduced 
as an easy way to see how there could possibly be a being called 
not-being, but the stranger fails to place any emphasis upon the 
hypothetical nature of "not-beautiful". Or perhaps we are sup
posed to realize that the above statement is reversed, and there
fore guess that the existence of not-being was proved because it 
was necessary for the distinction, "not-just is opposed to just"; 
perhaps we were to see that it was necessary, that is, for any
one who would uphold the standard of justice. However, if not
being is necessary for such a distinction, the existence of 
"justice,,, the standard, is also necessary, and this has yet to 
be proved. 

But there may be one very simple reason for this whole 
aFgument; If all things are one, then the.re cannot be the "not
just" in opposition to the just. And similarly, there cannot be 
the "false" in opposition to the true. Parmenides is refuted 
in this passage as~b~i~g one who denied the possibility of false
hood_ and injustice, and therefore the existence of truth and 
justice. If there is no f alsehoodr there can be no truth, as 
the stranger implied long ago (for example, 241E), Parmenides, 
who wrote the "Way of Truth", is defeated, perhaps, by this 
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argUr.1ent, wfiich merely proves tlle nece'S"S'ity for frypothesizing 
not.,.being, for the sake of the more necessary hypothesis that 
truth is; Parm'enides, too, knew that "truth" was. a necessary 
hypothesis. But the sophist, it seems, has escaped from the 
logos, for in order to catch him, · one must prove both truth 
and falsehood, not merely the possibility of falsehood: 

Then just ~s in the case of the sophist we f o,rced the 
conclusion that not being exists, since that was the 
point at which we lost hold of the argument, so now we 
must force this second conclusion... For if this is 

· not admitted, neither the statesman nor any other man 
· who has knowledge of practical affairs can be said 
. without any doubt to exist... This, Socrates, is a 
· still greater task than that was; and yet we remember 
how long that took us; but it is perfectly fair to 
make about them some such assumption as this ••• 
sometime we shall need this principle of the mean 
J or the . demonstration of absolute precise truth. 

Statesman (284B - D, Loeb) 

The discovery that not-being is may help the stranger to regain 
his hold of the argument, buf it does not let him catch hold of 
the sophist. 

But we are not even certain whether this discussion has 
placed logos among the gene of being. Let us look at the end 
of this argument, and then consider what it means to place any
thing among the gene of being, and whether or not we have, by 
means of logos, found logos. · 

(259C - 260B) At the conclusion of this very long "proof" 
of tl).e mixing of the eide and the existence of not-being, the 
stranger seems to invitCus to undertake the "difficult and 
beautiful" task of refuting him. It is no refutation, he adds, 
to .show . that other is same or same other, great small or like 
unlike, ·and in this manner to introduce opposites into the 
argument, applying words to "different things at different 
t i mes. " He may in this passage be addr essing himself to the 
Zeno of th.e dialogue Parmenides, who strove to illustrate the 
absurdity of the hypothesis that being was many, by formulating 
a series of paradoxes which dealt {if we may trust Socrates' 
criticism of these paradoxes) with sensible objects. Perhaps 
he has performed that task which Socrates thought would be so 
wondrous, of proving that the bodyless eide themselves mix 
with one another, .and thus is telling us that he has risen 
above such a criticism as Zeno's. But why does he bother to 
invite a refutation? Is he merely preparing Theaetetus for 
future dialectical contest? Or does he actually feel that it 
is necessary for the sake Qf the present discussion to deal so 
harshly with that form of criticism; for is not the application 
of words . to different things at different times the problem of 
equivocation-, as well as one way of stating how false lo~os 
comes to be? But perhaps the sensible mixing of the eide is , 
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very much a problem for any philosopher. The first indication 
that being and not-being might mingle was the simple opinion 
that an image was other than the true thing. 

The stranger continues this conclusion by stating 10bat may 
be the real reason for the entire discussion, that is, not the 
problem of the true and the false, but the question of the 
existence of logos. ''The separation of each thing from all 
is the end of logos", he says, for logos comes from the "inter
weaving" of the eide with each other. Thus, it seems, the 
example which began this discussion, the silly old men who say 
that we cannot call anything by a name other than its own, was 
not a pointless example after all. It was these man which the 
stranger sought to refute by arguing that. the eide mix. The 
fact that they always indicated such mixing in their speech was 
not a sufficient reason to reject the hypothesis that nothing 
could mix with anything else, for if they had been true to 
their opinion, they would not have spoken: These men sought 
to destroy logos by their refusal to admit that one thing might 
mix with another. And when they said that their refusal rested 
upon the obvious fact that the one cannot be many, they indicated 
that they too had listened to the father Parmenides. Perhaps 
they carried his words to absurd lengths, for Parmenides wrote 
a poem in which there are many words mixed together; he made the 
"mistake" of saying that "being is one and whole". But these 
lengths are the very reason for which the stranger addressed 
himself to the long argument about the mixing of the eide. If 
we take Parmenides seriously, and "act" according to the principle 
that being is one, we find that we have no logos at all. 

Finally the stranger says th~t the purpose of this argument 
was to place logos among the "gene of being", for to be robbed 
of logos is to be robbed of philosophy. We have §een many ways 
in which logos depends upon the mixing of the eide, and in the 
last section of the dialogue we shall learn of"""iii'Ore. But we 
wonder if the proof that the eide mix is a proof of the existence 
of logos, or only a proof that logos is possible. The stranger 
has not proved to us that logos "arises" from the mixing of the 
eide , and he has not said that this mixing is logos itself 
(which might be a conclusion). Rather he has sho~n that, if we 
are to speak, the mixing of the eide is necessary. Is the mixing 
of the ~ merely a "necessary hypothesis" for the existence of 
logos, an hypothesis upon which the whole of philosophy depends? 

But suppose that someone were to refute the stranger's 
argument, "from that point of view and with regard to those 
relations which he presupposes for either of these conditions" 
(259D, Loeb), what would become of logos? Would we still 
hypothesize that the eid~ mix, though we were wrong in our 
assumption, because wetii'Ust have logos for philosophy? Or 
would we say that this refutation is irrelevant, since logos 
is a sensible thing, an image of being, and as such admits easily 
of the mixing of the unmixable eide? Would we say with Socrates 
that such a mixing is not difficult to understand, and be satis
fied with the paradox which the refutation has revealed to us? 
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The stranger begins the fourth s~ction of the Sophist 
with an answer to Theaetetus' question, "I do not understand 
why we must come to an agreement about discourse just now" 
(Loeb). We have seen that there are perhaps many reasons 
why we must come to this agreement, but the stranger's an
swer indicates that even if there is only one reason, it is 
a difficult one to understand: 

perhaps the easiest way for you to understand is by 
following this line of argument (260B, Loeb) 

The easy answer which follows, though it seems to be so ob
viously necessary for the catching of the sophist, may not 
merely be about truth and falsity in logos and opinion, It 
may not be about false logos at all, but rather about the 
nature of any kind of logos. For it is the method of logos 
which is in question at this point, a method which may rest 
upon an untenable hypothesis. The sophist has already escaped 
from the net • 
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IV (260B - 2680) . 

Irt which false logos is found, and witij- it, the sophist. 

In the fourth section of the dialogue, the stranger 
accomplishes what i's perhaps the easiest part of his task. 
In a discussion which is shorter than any of the preceeding 
three, he points out the simple fact that a sentence is 
formed only when nouns and verbs are combined, arrives 
quickly at definitions of false logos and false opinion, and 
then rounds off the dialogue in grand style by using the 
method of di vision to finally capture the sophist. By means 
of an examination of · the mixing of names, h.e shows how not
being can mingle with logos and opinion, and the pursuit is 
over. 

We s .ll divide his argument into five parts: . (1) the 
introduction, 260B - 261C; (2) the investigation about the 
mixing of names, 261C ~ 262E; (3) the f irtding of false logos, 
263A - 263D; (4) the finding of image, 263E - 264D, and (5) 
the finding of the sophist, 263E - 264D. These divisions point 
out the interesting fact that except for the fifth part, which 
is of importance only if we thinlt that the existence of false
hood is a sufficient "charge" upon which to hold the sophist, 
the second part is given the most emphasis in this section of 
the dialogue. But it would seem that the investigatil.)n of the 
proper mixing of names ought to receive the l .east emphasis, 
since it is obvious to all of us that a sentence consists of 
nouns and verbs. We don't really even need.· to know this much 
in order to be able to state that ' false logos says something 
which is other than the truth. The stranger arrived at the same 
def init"ion long ago. And, although t!1en it seemed absurd, 
because the distinction between "other" and "opposite" hacl not 
been discovered, now that we have learned the "reasonableness'' 
of this distinction, we should be able to return to that def ini
tion and say quite contentedly that it has been shown to make 
sense after all. For we have found that not-being is, and that 
was the sophist's only argument against us. But to Theaetetus' 
dismay, the stranger says that the sophist might have another 
defense, and it is for this reason, perhaps, that he introduces 
the problem of the mixing of names. A brief summary of what 
we have called "the introduction" will show us this reason: 

1) We have found that not-being is a "genos' of · being, 
going through all beings," and thus we have come far in our 
pursuit of the sophist, who denied that we could say that not
being is. However, the sophist will say that some eide "partake 
of not being", and some do not. Speech and opinion, he will say 
do not. Therefore, we must ask whether not-being mingles in 

lcf. 240E, and pp . 19 - 20 in this essay. 
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speech and opinion, for if it does not, there is no falsehood. 
But if it does, falsehood comes to be, and with it, deceit ahd 
the art of making images, whether they be likenesses or f anta
sies. And it was here that we said we would find the sophist. 

Thus we see that the sophist has many "defences", and al
though this proves to be the last and weakest, it too must be 
overthrown, if he is to be "captured". Of course we have al
ready seen that in one way the sophist can never be caught by 
these means, but the question of the possibility of falsehood 
remains one of the central issues of the dialogue, and as such 
must be dealt with. But why must we talk for such a long time 
about "sentences", in order to prove that false logos happens 
when "things other are said as the same and things that are not 
as things that are" (263D, Loeb)? Why must we be constantly 
reminded that this can be called "false logos" only (and this 
is part of the above quotation, to be found in our third di
vision of the dialogue) when "such a combination is formed of 
verbs and nouns"? Is it not sufficient to remind ourselves at 
the beginning of this section that 

••• we said, you know, that in respect to everything 
there are many things that are and many that are not 

(263B, Loeb) 

and let the matter go at that? Must we endure the tedious 
discussion of nouns and verbs in order to be able to say that 
"Theaetetus flies" is a falsehood? The comparison of this sen
tence with the other sentence, "Theaetetus sits", makes the 
difference between false and true logos quite evident, but we 
might have exchanged "nouns" as well as "verbs" and arrived at 
the same distinction. If we compare, for example,. ·"Theaetetus 
sits" with "the fish sits", we can see immediately that, 
though the paradigm be more ridiculous, it accomplishes the 
same purpose. 

There must be another reason for this discussion of logos. 
This reason may be more difficult to grasp than that the sophist 
denies the existence of falsehood, but perhaps it will answer the 
question, "Why must we now come to an agreement about logos?" 
much more persuasively than the necessity for catching the sophist 
answers that question. For the sophist cannot be held on the 
charge that he is an image-maker; he is "not to be caught with 
one hanct"2• If that is all we wanted to accomplish in these 
investigations, we have failed. We must remember this as we 
look at the next part of this argument. It is not the sophist, 
but logos which we seek by means of this discussion, for the 
eide 11 can be exhibited by logos only" 3• 

2see page 10 of this essay. We are now in a position to ap
preciate the full significance of this quotation . 
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2) The second division of .this section deals with the 
mixing of names. We have come .a :long way from Socrates' 
question about names: 

Did they consider all these one, or two, or, as there 
are three names, did they divide them into three classes 
and ascribe to each a class, GOrresponding to a single 
name? (217A, Loeb) 

And although we never stopped to consider whether names can 
mix, we have learned much about names themselves. Despite 
the stranger's warning at the beginning of the dialogue that, 

we ought always in every instance to come to agreement 
about the thing itself by argument rather than about 
the mere name without argument (218C, Loeb) 

we have seen that there was something most persuasive about the 
fact that there was a name for "that part of the other opposed 
to ·the beautiful." And although Theaetetus was pTobably correct 
in saying, "never mind the name", when·they were trying to define 
the angler, and therefore rather hasty in his agreement about the 
"not-beautiful", we have seen that names are an important part 
of any discussion. Without names we could never have arrived 
at a "definition" of the art of the angler, and we could surely 
never have arrived at this fourth part of the dialogue, for logos 
is composed of names. Our whole pursuit up to this point, it 
seems, has been to prove that the1 name "riot-being" is significant, 
that is, that it is the sign of a being. If we had not been ablP 
to show that this conclusion was "reasonable", there would be no 
point in our trying now to decide whether not-being mingles with 
logos and opinion. And it would be a doubtful understanding to 
discuss the "mixfng of names", if this discovery about not-being 
had not also shown us that we needn't be concerned about the fact 
that names are always either singular or plural. 

But more importantly, we have seen that, no matter how . 
significant names are, those men who said that we could not call 
a thing by a name other than its own could only be refuted by 
the argument that the eide mix. These men did not realize that 
by saying ''man is man" they might have been attributing another 
thing, being, to "man", but they could have solved that problem 
easily by saying that we ought never to say anything but "man" 
or "good". They didn't need a sentence, or a logos, to express 
their opinion that "man is man". Al though it may be that, if 
all things are one, even names are meaningless, this hypothesis 
leads to an even more serious consequence: the separation of 
each thing from each other thing.. And such a separation is the 
end of logos, even more certainly than the question of whether 
names are meaningful might be its end. We have seen that, by 
means of the argument that not-being is, we can say that names 
-....~------------------------'-

3 
Cf. p. 60. The quotation is from the Statesman. 
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have "number", and that names are not merely "names of names", 
and not be afraid of contradicting ourselves. But even if 
names are significant, logos is not composed of "mere names". 
Therefore the stranger has not completed his refutation of 
the "elderly men" until he proves not only that the eide can 
mix, but also that names can mix. That is, before we-cin con
cern ourselves without questions about falsehood, we must 
prove that logos is. 

Although the stranger says that in order to find false 
logos he is going to investigate names, as he did letters 
and the eide,his argument about logos is not the same as the 
one he gave about the mixing of the eide. For then he listed 
three alternatives, and examined each, and only after two of 
the alternatives had been rejected, was he able to say with 
certainty that the third hypothesis was the "correct answer" to 
the question, do all or none or only some of the eide mix with 
each other? In our discussion of that argument, we said that 
the argument, that some of the eide mix, seemed somewhat less 
convincing than were many of the stranger's other arguments. 
We tried to show that the rejection of the first hypothesis, 
that nothing can mingle with anything else, rests upon the 
assumption that, if this mixing didn't occur, all logos 
about being would be overthrown. That is, we said that the 
stranger's remark to this effect does not refer merely to 
the old theories which he has "refuted" before, but also to 
any possible logoi about being. We find our final justification 
for this argument in the stranger's statement that l~gos is 
destroyed by the separation of each thing from everything else. 
There can be no argument about being, if the eide do not mix. 
But there can be no "argument'', if names Iio not ... mix, for mere 
names do not make logos. Therefore, the rejection of both the 
first and second hypotheses, and the resulting discussion of 
the mixing of the eide, rested upon the discovery of the proper 
mixing of names. That rejection is valid, only if the present 
argument arrives at a satisfactory conclusion. But even if the 
stranger had found some way of proving absolutely that, for 
example, being mixes with change and rest, this is not an 
explanation of how such mixing comes about, it is rather a 
proof that it must be. 

But we remember that when he spoke of letters, the stranger 
merely said that they were "in the same condition as the eide11 , 

for some of them could mix and some could not. He did no-t~
argue that it was "impossible" or "absurd" to say that no letters 
can mix, or that all can mix. It was simply clear that words 
are formed from the mixture of vowels and consonents. And 
although he pointed out that it was necessary for "wordness" 
that vowels and consonents be mixed, he did not attempt to show 
how this came to be. "Wordness" remained more mysterious than 
did the mixing of the eide, in a way, for we did not learn why 
"words" can result only from the proper mixing of letters. In 
the discussion of the mixing of names, names are treated in 
much the same way that letters were treated. And though the 
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stranger does not use them as an analogy, by means of which to 
find the philosopher, if we draw the "analogy" ourselves, we, 
too, shall find the philosopher. 

But before we look for the philosopher, who is always to be 
found in the place of being, we shall summarize this section 
about the mixing of names: 

We can answer the question, "do all names unite, or none, 
or only some?" by saying that only those names unite which 
are "spoken in order", or which are "meaningful", For (a) 
there are "two ways of saying something about being," nouns 
CS v6/f1, 7~) a,rd verb~ ( Lr;•r...._tJ.... ) • That is, there are names about 
actions (~ //i Ci-..!. s11,·)"'-f:_:./I V ) and names about those who act. And 
logos is never just ~ list of words about actions, or a list of 
the n:imes of acto:::s, (b) Only when both kinds of words are 
combined does the combination of names say anything about 
"action or inaction, or existence of amything that exists or 
does not exist" (Loeb). And (c) when we combine one "noun" 
with one "verb", and say, for example, "man learns", we have 
made the shortest combination which is meaningful. This com
bination is a "conclusion" about "that which is or is becoming 
or has become or is to be" (Loeb). It is called logos. 

In this discue·sion the stranger does not consider all the 
alternatives about the mixing of names. He merely considers 
two, that is, whether all names can mix with all names, or 
\i\lhether only some can mix. He disproves the hypothesis that 
all can mix, by showing that it is "meaningless" to list just 
"nouns" or names which ref er to "doers" of actions, "verbs", 
or names which refer to "doings". But though he mentions the 
third possibility, that no names can mix with any other names, 
he does not attempt to prove that it is absurd. Perhaps we 
can say that this hypothesis has already been rejected by the 
proof that the eide mi~, and by the fact that, if not-being 
is, it makes sense to say that, on the one hand, there are 
names, and, on the other hand, the beings to which they ref er. 
Therefore, we can say, perhaps, that if beings can mix, names 
can also mix . But we saw that the proof of the mixing of the 
eide rested upon the assumption that logos is meaningful. We 
cannot prove that names mix by proving that names mix. No, the 
alternative that no name can mix with any other is rejected, it 
seems, by the use of the word "meaningful", a word which we used 
incorrectly when we said that names could be meaningful. Names 
signify either actions or those who act; the mixture of names 
is "meaningful", but only when nouns and verbs are combined. 
Logos, or meaning, comes to be only when a "doer" and a "doing" 
are both ref erred to at the same time, and thus it is necessary 
that names "be able" to mix, f ot otherwise, we would not have 
logos. That is, the rejection of this hypothesis rests upon 
the same sort of assumption that we found the rejection of the 
hypothesis, no letters can mix, to rest upon. It was "clear" 
that letters mixed up in a certain way to make"words", and 
similarly, it is "clear" that logos must be meaningful, and, 
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therefore, that it is made out of the mixing of nouns and verbs, 
The way that the previous argument, "placed logos among the 
gene of being", was, apparently, that it proved that change and 
rest are, for logos is meaningful only when it says something 
about what is. And if we had doubts about that proof, perhaps 
we may have doubts about the meaningfulness of logos, despite 
the fact that it must be meaningful to be logos. 

But can we be satisfied with this mysterious notion, 
"meaningful", as we were with that earlier notion, "word"? 
By saying that words were one of Prometheus' gifts to man, we 
solved nothing, but we were satisfied with that explanation, 
because we thought that words were not a very important part 
of the investigation which ended by showing us the "true mixing 
of the eide". We thought that perhaps the mixing of letters 
was menITOried merely for the sake of the analogy which helped 
us come to know that there was an art of dialectic; no sensible 
man would pursue the art of grammar for its own sake, we thought. 
But, if we ca.n believe the stranger3 , the a:ct of logos is the 
art of the philosopher. He arrives at a knowledge of being 
through logos, for, "immaterial things ••• can be exhibited by 
logos only". 

Therefore, we must find another "argument" which will 
persuade us that logos is "meaningful", and this argument can 
be found, it seems, only by means of analogy. The argument 
is that logos is an image of being. This argument, if it can be 
given without the use of "argument", will be "meaningful" 
because we have shown that not-being is. We must, however, 
imagine that the "argument" begins the pursuit of not-being, 
rather than coming at its conclusion, for it was only by using 
the method of logos that we were able to arrive at the successfft 
conclusion of this pursuit. Otherwise, we must say that there 
is no way of "arguing" that not-being is, and hope that never
theless, our "argument" that "logos is meaningful" shows how 
we might say that "logos is among the gene of being". Our 
argument assumes, as does the strangers,-t'hat "participation" 
is a significant word, although, like the stranger , we do 
not try to explain this word. And our argument also assumes 
that a paradigm is not only 0 somet>ing small which can be used 
to explain a larger thing"; also it takes into account the 
stranger's statement that a "likeness" is an imit~tion that 
follows the proportion of the original '.'paradigm" • 

We can say that logos is an "image of being", only if 
we return to the stranger's definition of being, which was 
derived from his " refutations" of the various" logoi about 
being". Here, we found that being is change and rest. Logos, 
that mysterious combination of names about doers and names 

-----------------------------
3 
Cf. 260A. 
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about doings, is a "picture" of being,· It is the combination 
which means things at rest and things changing, both together. 
Logos is about being in the same way that an image of a tree is 
about a tree. · Like that tree in the picture, logos is meaning
ful, but unlike the tree's image, logos is not merely a picture 
of something which is at rest. As the tree "gives" us its image, 
so being zives us logos; for only being can make the vision of 
being possible. 

But the stranger's definition of being was proved to be 
"illogical". It did not make sense to say that, being is 
neither at rest nor changing but rather is both together. 
Rest and change are truly opposite. If being is not at rest, 
it must be changing, and if it is not changing, it must be at 
rest. The image of being can only show us that it is not an 
image of being. The method of logos can show us the necessity 
for the definition, being iG change and rest, but when questioned, 
it will only tell us that this definition does not make sense. 

But it is only by means of logos that we can learn anything 
about the things that are. And the definition, all things 
changing and at rest, was arrived at by means of the mysterious 
argument that nous could come to be only if the definition 
was true. It i.s-t"his argument which ends our pursuit of the 
tlogos. By means of logos we have been able to see that, if 
knowledge is possible, then being must be change and rest. 
And we "know" that knowledge must be possible; we trust the 
art of dialectic, and thd "inferior" type of knowledge which 
it offers to help us find. But if, we say, the stranger "knows" 
that this definition is actually the true one, he has gone 
beyond logos. He, a philosopher, has entered into the place of 
being. For being can be viewed by the eyes of the soul, but 
it cannot be spoken about except by analogy. 

And thus we see that, by means of logos, we cannot arrive 
at a clear sight of being. The method of logos rests upon the 
hypothesis· that not-being is, and that not-being is can be 
proved only by means of logos. Logos rests upon the belief 
that logos is meaningful . I t rests upon the assumpt i on that 
logos is a "likeness". 

3, 4) It is useful to know that, despite all these 
difficulties, we can .come to a persuasive definition of false
hood. We are not sorry·that the stranger continues his pursuit 
of false logos and false opinion, for, in one way or another, 
he has shown us that there is a proper mixing of names. We · 
can trust his conclusions. And by using the tool which he gives 
us, the definition of falsehood, we, who are not philosophers, 

4 
Cf. 235D, end. Also, in the Parmenides, Socrates suggests 

that perhaps the ideas are paradigms which are imitated by 
sensible beings. 
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find that the method of logos is greatly improved. Now we 
are able to choose among our opinions, throw away those which 
are false, and proceed to examine those which seem true, by 
means of other "logical methods". Perhaps we shall learn the 
art of dialectic, and, by practicing it often, perhaps we too 
shall one day find that we have arrived at a true knowledge 
of being. But right now we must be content with the realization 
that, "thought ( rf( ,,~'vcu ... ) and speech (.{) xoS ) are the same," 
(263E, Loeb). We must not become puffed up with the false 
opinion that we have, by means of this pursuit of the sophist, 
seen the true mixing of the eide, or the being of not-being. F~ 
by taking the path which led ''between being and not-being", we 
have learned that it makes sense to say that these conclusions 
are true, but we have seen neither of the two elements which 
helped to make this road. We have seen neither the end, nor 
the beginning. 

Conclusions 

In the preceeding pages we have attempted, by means of a 
discussion of the "method" employed by the stranger in the 
course of his pursuit of the s9phist, to show that we can find 
neither the "way of truth" nor the "movem~nt of pure thought" 
in the dialogue, Sophist. We have shown that each step of the 
argument depends upon the use of either a "paradigm" or an 
"image", and that logos itself must finally be understood to be 
an "imitation of being". We have said, then, that Parmenides 
is not "refuted", when the "essence" of not-being is defined 
to be "heteron", for to say different from is to suppose that 
being is "many", and this, according to Parmenides, is to say 
that not - being is. The discussion of "likeness" may be said 
to have introduced the real concern of the dialogue, and there 
the stranger showed that the definition, "another like the true" 
assumes that not-being is. Thus we have showed that each of 
the "logical methods" which the stranger employs depends not 
only upon some 'assumption about what he finally proves, but 
that the "existence of not-being" is never really proved, if 
to prove means to show that it is both necessary ( either by 
showing that all other alternatives are absurd or in some other 
way) and understandabl,e. What the stranger set out to demon
strate, we have concluded, is the necessity of hypothesizing the 
existence of not being, if thought and logos are to be possible. 
But the necessity of this hypothesis can be demonstrated 
only by means of logos, which, since it must be an "image of 
being", depends upon the opinion that not-being is. It is for 
this reason that we say that the "method of logos" is the way of 
opinion. 

Therefore we say that the philosopher can never really 
leave the realm of opinion, for he must always proceed by means 
of logos, and logos itself is an image, and an opinion about the 
way things are. We have seen that knowledge depends upon the 
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"method of logos", or at least that ariy connnonucable knowledge 
does. And if there is some kind of "pure knowledge" which can 
be grasped only by a speechless soul, that is, a knowledge 
which is beyond the reach of logos, perhaps Parmenides is not 
refuted by the stranger's arguments, unless he, too, believes 
in logos and philosophy. If the stranger himself achieves "pure 
thought" in the course of the dialogue, this "pure thought" is 
revealed to us in the mysterious discussion of the inter~ 
connection of being and nous, change and rest. It is here, 
we say, if anywhere, thatareal principle is discovered, one 
which can be said to establish an,·absolute basis for knowledge. 
We have argued that there is, however, no logos in this "thought". 
We cannot have "pure thought" ourselves by a reading of the 
Sophist, and if we suspect that the stranger ascended to the realm 
of being when he spoke about knowing and being known, we cannot 
prove that this is so. Therefore, we cannot answer the question 
of whether or not Parmenides is refuted by the stranger's vision. 

·We can only say that it seems that we must, for the sake of logos 
and philosophy, affirm that the stranger knows what Theaetetus 
opines, that being has mind, and therefore is change and rest. 

Now we can understand why Parmenides' teachings were 
implicitly rejected by Socrates' opening question, and by the 
stranger's use of the method of division. We can see the 
importance of the "dialectical question" as a means of introducing 
into discussions these opinions upon which our arguments will 
depend, for how else are we to come to knowledge, if not by 
means of the application of logos to opinions? We can under
stand , that is, the importance of images as the beginning of 
any philosophical investigations. And we know that the method 
of division can be used in another way than the way the 
stranger employed it when he sought to define the angler. For 
it was only by first dividing being from not-being, by means of 
speech, that we came to see their true synthesis in logos. 
This was the service which the sophist performed for us in the 
first part of the dialogue, when he challenged Parmenides' 
teachi ngs about not-being. But the division was not completed 
until the stranger had also challenged these teachings, in the 
second part of the dialogue, with respect to being. We can s ee 
that after such a division has been performed, the "method of 
perplexity" used in the third part of the dialogue, which depends 
upon our refusal to accept a contradiction as an answer to our 
questions is perhaps the most important tool of the philosopher. 
And we know that the method of "necessary hypothesis", which 
was revealed to us by the fourth part of the dialogue, is the 
only way that we can finally pull ourselves up the long road 
which leads from the opinion that there is a difference between 
images and those things they imitate to the knowledge that logos, 
and therefore the entire pursuit, is meaningful. To have 
traveled this road is a great accomplishment, but at the end we 
find only that Theaetetus' opinion which stands at the beginning 
was a true one: Truly, a man cannot know all things. 

But is the stranger a parricide for having showed us these 
things? I f so, he is no more responsible for his father's 
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death than are most sons, for, faced by the sophist's challenge 
to the old way of inquiry, the method of proof which shows that 
the hypothesis, not being is, is contradictory, he was forced 
to go beyond Pa.rmenides, and to show that the old way was un
satisfactory. The "method of contradiction" is not a sufficient 
weapon against the sophist, for he can show that the foundations 
for this way of inquiry are themselves contradictory, and hence, 
that the opinion of all bright children, that images are "dif -
f erent", is absurd. And the stranger, rather than accept the 
frightening possibility that there is no falsehood, found a way 
of synthesizing the two disparate principles, being and not
being. He could not save the goddess' proof by means of this 
synthesis, but he was able to save logos and knowledge, and 
these are honored by all philosophers. 

* * * * * * * * * 
It has taken us a long time to arrive at such a distressing 

conclusion. Beginning with Parmenides' poem, "The Way of Truth", 
and proceeding along a path which promised to lead us to his 
eternal enemy, the sophist, we come to the end of our journey 
with empty hands and shattered hopes. For not only has the 
sophist escaped.us, but also we have strayed forever from the 
Way of Truth. There is no returning to the home of the father 
and the loving words of the goddess. 

But we are older, and wiser for our wanderings. We have 
lost the blustering pride of youth, and from our brief 
encounter with the sophist we have learned much which hill 
help us in the time to come. 

For we have seen that we need not fear for "Plato's true 
speculative greatness, ant that through which he forms an 
epoch in the hisi_ory of Philosophy, and hence in the history 
of the world ••• " No matter what we may decide about the end 
of history, we know that there is no way but the way of logos, 
and that is the way of opinion. 

-------------------------------
1 
Hegel, p. 53. Cf. p. 3la in this essay. 
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f. Dl~LECTIC OF DESl·RE 

THO~S \.JEBB 

The Confessions of St. ~ugustine may be divided into two ~ain 
sections. ThP. first nine books are concerned mainly with relating 
the incidents of AugustinP's life from his infancy to his conversion 
at the age of thirty-two. These books describe the personal ex· 
periences of Augustine: his turning away from God as a child, the 
egoism of his youth, his lust for womPn, and finally his frustretion 
with worldly pursuits. ThP.y tell of how he bec&ne a lov"'r of wisdom 
after reading Cicero's Hortenslys, and of his successive adoption 
of Hanicheism, Scepticism, and Neo•P1atonism in his search for the 
truth. And lllOSt important of all they describe the struggle of 
his conversion. We are constantly impressed in the kgnfessi 00 s 
with th~ rest1Pssness of ~ugustine. He is a man who is full of energy, 
full of tension. Hr is a very passionate mP.n. It is easy to view 
the first part of the Confessions in the light of th~ femous 
quotation from the first chapter. ~ddressing yod. Augustine says, 
"Our heart is restless until it rests in you. 11 This fi-rst SPCtion 
is an account of Augustine's conversion end is, thus, necessarily 
experiential and personal in character. 

But what can we say about the second part? Books X - XIII are 
concerned with certain philosophical problems: knowledge, time, form, 
and matter. and with the creation of the world. What do these problems 
have to do with ~ugustine's conversion? Since ~ugustine placed these 
two sections together in one book in which he confessed to God , in 
his own terms there can be no radical separation between the two. 
Indeed there is a tremendous unity which binds them together. Under
lying both the "purgative" and "illuminative" ways is the desire for 
God. For ~ugustine, philosophy is a rising up out of sickness Into 
health. Philosophy itself is the highest activity of the Christian: 
Philosophy is the way to salvation. 

These two main divisions of the ~onfessioos may be considered 
respec t ive l y as the practical end the theoretical . The first part 
deals with action, the second part deals with knowledge. But again, 
desiring underlies both acUng and knowing. For '1ugustine, in fact, 
knowing is the highest kind of acting . 

I wish to show in this paper how desire effects this unity 
between the theoretical and the practical; how certain of Pugustine's 
theoretical propositions are i~plled by his basic notion of desire. 

'ugustine's Conversion 

For ~ugustine desire is not so much a concept or a philo
sophical construct as it is a fact i'1111lediately apprehensible from 
experience: to exist is to desire. From the very beginning of the 



Confessj90s ~ugustin~ looks upon hi~se1f as a desiring creature. ~s 
an infant he desires the nurses breast; he ts fu11 of wants and learns 
to spPak in order to Pxpress them. It is in the infant p~rhaps that 
des I re is manifested in its purest forin. The infant is a helpless 
creature. utterly dependent upon others for his very ,,.;:ls ~ e11c"'1.·. He 
is incomplete. he hcks many btlings • .So too, desire is a want or 
Jae~ of SC>mP,thing, an incompleteness. Hence we are not free to desire 
or not to desire. Desire follows upon P.xlstence. But this nation of 
desire as a lack or want implies that thewe is an end or an object 
to desire -- and hence to exfst~n:e -- and this indeed is ~ugustfnP, 1 S 
position. But it was not clear to ~ugustine before his conversion 
whet the r-md of des I re in man is. or what it is that makes man des f re: 
what it is that m~n lacks. 

~t the beginning of his llfe ~ugustine simply desired, or 
rather he was moved by desire. ~t first as an infant there were the 
sub9lstentla1 needs of food, warmth, and shelter. later, as a school· 
boy, he was ~ttracted by shows, gi'llnf's, rnd false stories; and by his 
victories ovPr others In the contests held among his playmates. In 
all these pursuits ~ugustine was following the example of those 
older than hP. ~nd his own unref1P.ctlve impulsP.s. He '"spoused the 
Ideals of his teachers of rhetoric. for he says of himself, "'I ·was 
more fearful of committing a barbarism than I was on guard, If I did 
comm i t one, Against envy 1 ng thosP. who d l ~~pot • 112 Hi s g re ates t pre
occupation was the "restlt~ss hope o-f i·!flitating the stage. 113 

The notion of desire as a hck implies a separation between that 
which desires and that which is desired. This distinction Jn turn 
implies a separation between the desirer and those around him. The 
desirer is alonP. in his desire~ .f~r Q~sire is "interior'', it ls within 
the individual and experienc@d by the 1ndlvidua1 alone, although 
others may act as ~ans through which desire may be satisfied. This' 
can be seen from ~ugustine's description of his infancy. 

Then little by little I perceived where I was, and 
I wished to make my wants known to those who could 
satisfy them. Yet I could not do so, bE'cause the 
wants WPre within ~e, while these outside could by 
no sensible menns penP.trate into my soul. So I 
tossed my limbs about and uttered sounds, thus making 
such few sighs similar to my wishes as I could, and 
in such fashoon as I could, although they were not 
like the truth. When they would not obey me, either 
because they did not understand or because it would 
be harmful. I grew angry at otder ones who were not 
subject to me and at children for not waiting on me, 
and I took it out on them by crytng . 114 

Thus the satisfaction of desire means the overcoming of his 
s~paratenPss. In order for this to o~cur the self ~ust become 
joined in somP way with t he desin~d: The self must become the 
desired. Ind iv i du at ion it se 1f 1lUS t b ·~ overcome. Hence the pos
sibility of the sati sfa~ tlcn of desire rests upon the possibility of 
the self becoming t he other, the object of desire. 



Before giving an account of ~ugustim~'s attempts to satisfy 
his desire before his conversion, it will be vecessary to presPnt 
his theory of evil as he finally formulated it. According to 
AugustinP " .•• evil is only the privation of a good, even to the point 
of non~ntity.u5 Later, addressing God, hP says, "The only thing that 
does not come from you is \\!hat does not exist, together with any 
movement of the will away from you who are and towards t~at which 
is in a 1Psser way, for sucn movem~nt is crime and sin." I'll being 
comes from God end is utterly dependent upon him. Without God nothing 
else would exist; and everything that has being is good, since it 
comes from God. "For from you, God; come all good things. 117 The 
being of a thing is its form, its nature, that which makes it what 
It is: . "These things you have mm'1~e. not out of any need, but cut 
of the fullness of vour goodness, restraining them and converting 
them to a form •.• 11S Further it is only through possessing a form 
that things are individuated, for "There is no variety where th~re 
is no fonn. ,.9 

Since all things that exist are good in themselves, sin can 
only be the misdirection of desire away from the highest good toward 
lower goods. For "Sins are committed when, out of an immoderate 
1iking for them, since th~y are the 1P.ast goods we desert the best 
and highesf goods, which you are O lord our God, and your truth and 
your law." O Evil is simply the direction of desire tbwards things 
which have less being than God who is the giver of all beingw 'nd as 
we have seen, being is the cause of individ~ation. · Hence sin may be 
regarded as an attempt to destroy individuation by fastening upon 
lower, more particular, ~ore material things and becoming formless • 
thereby removing the cause of desire ~nd achieving a state of rest. 
But of course , as Augustine learned, the self is an inmortal entity 
which cannot be destroyed. Rather the self must be transformed by 
being absorbed into its creator. "Our heart is restless unti 1 it 
rests in you. 1111 This transformation of the self wi11 be considered 
in more detail later, but now we can consider the particular "evils" 
which attracted /\ugustine before the ascent of his soul towards God. 

One of the most striking incidents of Augustine's early life, 
and perhaps the most important from the standpoint of an analysis of 
evil is the episode of the stolen fruit. ~s was their wont , ~ugustine 
and his companions were out carousing on the streets late one night 
wh<.5n they decided to rob a certain pear tree of its fruit. Pugustine 
makes it very plain that h~ had no interest whatever in the fruit 
itself. The fruit itself ''was desirable neither in appearance nor 
in tastP . 1112 He had plenty of his own and of much better quality. 
l'ugustine himself tells us, "Nor did I wish to enjoy that thing which 
I desired to gain by theft, but rathP.r to enjoy the actual theft and 
the sin of theft. 1113 He continues, ''We took great loads of fruit from 
it (the tree), not for our own eating, but rather to throw it to the 
pigs; P.ven if we did eat a 1itt1P. of it, wr. did this to do what pleased 
us for the reason that it was forbidden . 1114 

~ccording to our previous analysis of evil, sin is the misdirection 
of df'!sire towards lesser goods. But here Jl·ugustine is speaking of the 
desire of evil itself. This is the extreme or limiting case. Evil 
itself is utter non-be inQ. ~s we saw before , in seeking evfl , 
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~ugustine was seeking the ultimate satisfaction of his desire. For 
If P.ugustine, the desirer, becomes the object of his desire -- evil 
he becomes non-being, complete formlessness. He loses his separate· 
ness. 1'ug~stine 11>.rishPs to lose himself in evil, to be engulfe~ and 
swa11owPd up by it. He tells us, "'Foul was the ~vil and I loved it. 
I 1 oved to go down. to death. 1115 That in seP.!d ng evi 1 i tse If Augustine 
was attempting to. resolve his SF>parateness is further shown by the 
emphasis he places upon the theft as the act of a group.- "Yet alone, 
by m"t!f'lf, I would not have done it -- such, I ,..emPmbe.r, was my state 
of mind at that time -- aloM t would nf'ver have done it. 111 b Later 
he tells us, ''The friendship of m~n. hound together by a loviy~ tie, 
is sweet because of the unity it fashions out of many souls. 11 P.s 
yet,. Augustine has not discovered the natural direction inherent in 
desire. He has experienced ~t. but he does not ye't know what it is. 

P.ugustfnP, himself offers a tentative explanation of his desire 
of evil. "Did it please 'Tle , 11 he asks, "that as a captive I should . 
imitate a deformed liberty, by doing with impunif" things illicit 
bearing a shadowy likeness of your omnipotence?" g J\ugustine here 
presents the notion of evii as the desire of ~bsolute freP.dom, a 
freedom from the law, a freedom from limit. ~ugustine was free !J:gm 
everything, but free .fs;u:; nothing. Without a limit of some kind, 
without a direction, there can be no meaningful action. Thus in 
geometry the postulates prevent us from doing certain things, but 
no one objects to them on this account, for without them we could 
do nothing. They delimit the field of investigation and give a 
direction to the inquiry. In poetry by accepting the limitations of 
a certain meter the poet is able to achieve cross rhythems and other 
effects which would otherwise be impossible. So in seeking absolute 
freedom Augustine is seeking not the transformation of his se 1 f but 
its complete dissolution. In denying all law and limit he plunged 
himself into a world of chaos and pure unrelatedness, a world in which 
he could have no clear notion of anything, least of all, of what he 
was. He experfenced hi'11self as a separateness which he attempted to 
resolve by immersing himself_ in the non•bi:ing of evil. For he did not 
yet kno~· thDt "to err was now his punishrnent. 111 9 

The death of his friend offers another example of the way in . . 
which Augustine tr.led to find satisfaction and ~ state of rest. On 
this occasion J\ugustine tells us, "Only weeping was sweet to me and 
it succeeded to my friend in my soul's de1 ights.20 ••• I found rest 
in my bitterness. 1121 Again in these attempts to drown himself in 
sorrow llugustine wished to flee. . himself, to destroy the cause of his 
misery • . 111 '11\fSelf remaine.d an unhappy place where I could not abide," 
he says, "and from which I could not depart. For where could my heart 
fly to away from my heart? WhPre could I fly to apart from my own 
self, 11~2 This passage reminds us of the interiority of desire. 
Desi re is within us. It is ever present and we cannot escape it. The 
awakening of Augustine's splf-consciousness which is evidenced in this 
passage may be further seen in t~ fear of death which he had at this 
time. He te11s us. " •.• most heaviiy there weighed upon me both 
weariness of life and fear of dyi.ng. 1123 llnd this incipient self• 
consciousness itself indJcates that Augustine has not been very suc· 
cessful thus far in satisfying his desire. But this turning in upon 
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himself will prove to be the very cause .of his salvation, though this 
self-consciousness has a long way to go before it becomes philosophy. 
For many yeers '1ugustinP. still, 111ool<ed with long ing eit honors, wealth, 
and marriage. 1124 

~ugustine was a great 1over of women, and his lust may be regarded 
as the highest of his earth-bound desires in his ascent to spirituality. 
lust is closest to the spiritual. · (Dante placed the lustful in the 
outermost circle of hell.) lust is a clear example of the misdiredtion 
of desire, a loving of the creature instead of the creatot. ~nd it is 
Just perhaps, of all :nisdi rected desires, which offers the greatest 
possibi1 ity of satisfaction. The love of money, fame, the shO\\•s, 
are all doomed to frustration, but in these cases the object of desire 
is an object, a thing irreconcilably separate from the self. But 
lust is the love of another person. It is not restricted to mere 
SP.nsual ity; rather it may broaden into a deeper personal relationshipt 
Indeed, there is some sense in the case of lust, in which the self 
does be.come the other, some sense in which the desirer becomes the 
desired. But the situation is precarious at best. The relationship 
may easily degenerate through monotony, resentment, jealousy, or any 
other nu~ber of things. ~nd again the very existence of the two lovers 
is contingent. The desired may easily become separated from the 
desirer, leaving him desolate. 

Certainly the turning point in the story of Pugustine's conversion 
was his reading of Cicero's Hortensjp1.. It was after reading this 
book that he became a seeker of ~·i sdom. He te 11 s us, 

This book changed my affections. It turned my prayers 
to you, Lord, and caused me to have different purposes 
and desires. Pll my vain hopes forthwith became 
worthless to rne. and with incredible ardor of heart I 
desired undying wisdom ••• I was stirred up and enkindled 
and set aflame to love, and pursue, and attain, and 
catch hold of, and strongly embrcce not this or that 
sect, but wisdom itself, whatsoever it might be.25 

~t the beginning of his quest for truth ~ugustine espoused the 
Manichean creed. This doctrine, 'klilcb held that evfl is a substance 
and that God is diffused throughou:: matter, appealed to ftugustine 
because of his inability at that time to conceive of a spiritual 
God, and because it seemP,d to him t.o present the only plausible 
solution to the problem of evil. Regarding his conception of God at 
this time Augustine tells us, 

..• slowly, 1 ittle by 1 ittle, I was lead on to such 
follies as to believe that a fig weeps when it is 
plucked and that the mother tree sheds milky tears. 
#'nd if some "saint" ate this fig-·· providing, for
sooth, that it was pic~ed not by his but by another's 
sinful hand -- then he would digest it in his s t omach 
and from it l:te would brf'athe forth angels! While 
he groaned and wretched In prayer he would ev~n breathe 
forth bits of God! And those bits of the most high 
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and true God wou 1 d hav.P. r~:na i ned . bound -up in that piece 
of fruit, unless th~y had been Jet loose by the teeth 
and belly of an elected saint!26 

/lugustln~•s espousal of Manicheism results not only from a 
theoretical difficulty of conceiving of God as a spiritual being 
but also from his pride on account of which he believed that evil 
wa '.; a thing in itself. He tells us, 

I thought that it was not oursP.1ves who s In, but that 
some sort of different nature within us conmlts the sin. 
It gave joy to my pride to be above al 1 gullt, and when I 
did an ev 11 de ~d not to con fess that I myse 1f hoo done it, 
so that you might heal my soul, since it had sinned against 
you.27 

In connection with the problem of evil /lugustine was also attracted 
by the ability of astrologers to makP- predictions, and frorn this 
he thought for a while that all human actions are determined by the 
coursPs of the h~avenly bodies. This notion is not so different from 
the absolute freedom which he sought as a youth. In both cases · 
/lugustinP. refuses to consider himself bound by law, whether it be 
within or without. For what he is saying in accepting detP.rmlnism 
is that it is not his thinking, cognizant self which Is responsible 
for his evil actions, but rath~r something above him which impels him 
to do evil. In neither case does he acknowledge a responsabil lty 
for his actions. 

J.'ugusttn~'s disallusionment with Hanich"!ism was precipitated 
by his acquaint.t'lnce wirth F~ustus, the most renouned proponent of 
that sect, /lugustine. saw the Inadequacy of the Manichean conception 
of th~ physical world, and he wished Faustus to justify it. How
ever he was disappointed: Faustus spo!<P well, but he knew nothing 
of astronomy. AugustinP tP11s us, "But how could the most comely 
cup-bearer help to slake my thirst for more ~recious drin~s? My 
ears already had had enough of such things ... 3 ••• So this Faustus 
who had bP.en a fatal snare to so many men, now began, neither 
willing it nor knowing it, began to loosen the snare in which I 
was caught. 11 29 ~lthough he did not give up Mcinicheism altoge t her 
h~ remained in this sect simply bec~use he despaired of anything b~tter . 

~t this tim~ ~ugusti~e came under the influence of the sceptical 
philosophy of the ~cademics, who "decreed that no truth can be ap
pr0hended by rren. 113° He was still plagued by his inability to con· 
ceive of a spl ritucil being: 11 1 thought anything not a body was nothing 
whatsoevP.r. This ~fS the greatest end almost th~ : <;o? ·~ cause of my 
inP.vitable error." He even gave S<>11P. consideration to Catholicism 
at this time, but, he tells us, ''when my mind attempted to have 
recours~ to the Catholic faith, it was struck b~k ~~ain, for the 
Cath~l lc faith was not such as I thought It to be. 11 Just as f n 
an P~rl ier period flutustine desired physical objects, SQI new in his 
quest for wisdOOl, he con~elved of material things as the ultimate 
realities, As wr> shell SP.e, this is due to a leek of self-understanding. 
Augustine's dfscovery of the true nature of God was in fact a dis· 
covery of his own inner b~tng. 
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It was Nao-Platonism that led Augustine to an understanding of 
spirit~. Under its influence, he tel.ls us, "by my soul's eye I saw 
above that same eye of my soul, above my mind, an unchangeable light 
••• It was above my mind, b~3ause it made me, and I was beneath it, 
because I was made by it." He began to understand that since it 
was God alone who he could become, that it was God alone who could 
quench his desire. "I found myself to be far from you in a region 
of unlikeness~ as though I heard your voice from on high: "I am the 
food of grown men. Grow, and you shall feed upon me too. You will 
not change me into yourself, as you change food into your flesh, 
but you will .be changed into me. 11 34 Now Augustine has an intimation 
of the essential similitude between God and man, for he sees that 
in order to find rest, he must become God. And he can become 
only that which he is like. 

All his previous frustrations can be seen as the result of his 
inability to become the object of his desire. And his choice 
of objects proceeded from his lack of self-understanding: "I had 
no clear idea even of my own self ••• ! did not perceive that the 
mental power by which I formed these images L-;f corporeal thinruJ 
was no such corporeal substance. 11 35 

It was his recognition of the existence of spirit within him
self~-a spirit which distinguished him from all the earthly things 
around him--that enabled Augustine to aprehend the existence of a 
non-~orporeal f,od. His recognition of God's true nature was 
dependant upon a prior understanding of his own nature. Hence, 
sensuality, frivolity, and pride are not only un-Godlike--they 
are . yn-manlike as well. They are a turning away from God. For 
Augustine the essential likeness of God in man is the mind. "He 
who knows the truth knows the light, and he who knows it knows 
eternity.~36 We know God through the mind, and the search for God 
becomes the search for knowledge. 

Augustine now began to reread the New Testament and saw in it 
many things he had missed before. Nee-Platonism then seemed in
adequate to him, for it lacked the personal appeal of Christianity. 
The Neo-Platonists , as i t s eemed t o August ine , had i ndeed achieved 
a great deal of the truth concerning the ~hings that are, but they 
failed to ' give an adequ~te account of the experien~e of attaining 
t he ~ruth, an understanding of the way of purga t ion. further, the 
Nee-Platonist One is at best an impersonal diety: for Augustine God 
was a being .who could be prayed to and invoked, a being who had an 
intimate concern with the life of every man: "But always I believed 
both that you are and that you have a care f or us. 1137 It was Paul 
that convinced Augustine of the superiority of Christianity. Con
cerning Nao-Platonism Augustine says, 

Their pages do not have this face of piety, the tears of 
• confession, your sacrifice, a troubled spi it, a contrite 
and humble heart, the salvation of your people, the city 
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that is like a bridge, a pledge of the spirit, the cup 
of our redemption. In those books no one sings: "Shall 

notnot my soul be subject to God? For he is my God and my 
Savior, my protector. I shall be moved no more." 
In them no man hears him calling to us: Come unto 
me, all you that labor." They scorni to learn of him 
because he is meek and humble of heart. "For you have 
tid these things from the wise and prudent and have 
revealed them to little ones." 
It is one thing to behold from a wooden mountain peak 
the land of peace, but to find no way to it and to strive 
towards it by impassible ways, ambushed and beset by 
fugitives and deserters, under their leader, the lion 
and the dragon. It is a different thing to keep to the way 
that leads to that land, guarded by the protection of the 
heavenly commander, where no deserters from the heavenly 
army lie in wait like bandits. They shun that way like 
torture. In a wondrous way all these things penetrated my 
very vitals, when I read the words of that least of your 
apostles and meditated upon your works and trembled at them.3S 

It was Christianity alone that had placed God among men, not simply 
as a spirit or as the mind, but as Jesus, a living man. 

Augustine now fully accepted the truth of Christianity: "I 
was now certain that you are eternal life ••• all my doubts concerning 
eternal substance 1 and that every substance comes from it, had been 
removed from me. 11 ;)9 But he tells us, "I was still tightly bound by 
love of women4D ••• I was still bound to the earth41 ••• not by 
another's irons, but by my own iron will. The enemy had control of 
my will, and out of it he fashioned a chain and fettered me with it. 
For in truth lust is made out of a perverse will, and when lust is 
served, and when habit is not resisted, it becomes necessity. 11 42 The 
will then is a kind of channelizer of desire; it directs desire towards 
various objects, and eventually if desire is continually directed 
twoard a specific object, a habit develo ps, bi nding the desirer to 
this object of his desire. In forming habi ts, the will becomes 
autonomous: "Mind commands mind to will. . ,but it does not do so43 
••• It does not wil l in its entirety: f o~ t hjs r sason it does not 
give this command in its entirGty ••• Ther5PGrR , it is no monstrous 
thing partly to will a thing anj partly no t {o will it, but it is a 
sickness of the mi nd. Although it is S!t ;:>p::-:1 ·i:cd by the truth, it 
does not wholly rise up, since it is ha3viJ y ~ncu~bered by habit . 
Therefore there are two mi11H, ~. i 1;ce one r_,f t h6m is n8 t comple.te. 1144 
That th8 UJill ma y be r:ome truly autonomou s is s hown by Augustine 1 s 
description of thR r c~ s istencs uf bad habits even after his conversion : 
"In sleep they Lf'-orwor bad habitg/ assail me not only so a s t o arouse 
pleasure, but even consent and something like the deed itself. So 
great a power have these deep imaqes over my soul and my flesh tha t 
these false vis i ons persuade me when asleep to do what true sights 
cannot to pursuar.i e me to when awake. 11 45 
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But the will is not p:::iRs.ive. It does not merely establish habit 
making the mind a slave to the body. More importantly it overcomes 
evil habits and . rechannA!lizes dosirs. In this way the will is the 
servant of tha mind, just as !~ the Phaedrus tha white horse in 
cooperation with the c;h~~iotc~c, ke8ps the black horse under reign.46 
The will is a faculty of striving. It is the faculty through which 
A~gustine directs his desire toward God, its proper end. In the 
actual event of Augustine's conversion in the garden, the tears, the 
voice of the child, the scriptual passage--"Not in rioting and 
drunkenness ••• 11 -.-Augustine fastened upon God as his only love. 
His will had been transformed. 

The most import~nt event of this first section of the Confessions 
is, of course, the conversion of Augustine. We have seen now that 
this conversion involves two main events: rirst, Augustine's recog
nition of God as truth, and second, the transformation of his will. 
But it can be seen that underlying both of these events is the rest
lessness of desire. But desire is the cause both of individuation 
and of self-consciousness. For it was the continual frustration 
experienced.·by Augustine in his attempts to satisfy desire that 
again and again threw him in upon himself and finally made him aware 
of his essential aloneness: "I rushed then, into the garden, and 
Alypios fallowed in my steps. Even when he was present .I was not less 
alone. 11 47 In recogniziMg his aloneness Augustine was able to see 
both that God alone could resolve his separateness and also what 
God him~elf must be like: A being who Augustine himself was like 
ih some way. As we saw before the di~couery:of God's nature was 
simply a different aspect of his self-discovery. And finally it 
was his understanding of sin as a perversity of the will--derived 
from frustration--that enabled him to overcome sin and love God 
completely. 

memory and Desire 

We have seen that Augustine regards the mind as the highest part 
of man, as that part of man which most participates in God's infinite 
being. For man is, "by the power of reason and intelligence set 
over all non-rational animals. 114 8 Part of Augustine's conversion was 
in fact this very recognition of this spiritual aspect of man, 
the likene~s of God in man. It is this essential similitude between 
God and man which is at once sbo.th the cause of man ' s desire and t ha t 
which enables man to satisfy his desire. The search for rest in 
God is thus carried out through the activity of the mind. Love of 
God becomes love of wisd6m. The question then arises: Ho~ is 
knowledge possible? 

Augustine's philosophy of memory is an answer to this question. 
Lower than the faculty of memory, according to Augustine, is the 
power of sensation. The senses are trials or instruments of the soul . 
Seeing, hearing, tasting are all activities of the mind operating 
through the senses: "I, who am one single mind, perfoem these 
diverse things through the senses. 11 49 There are various kinds of 
memories. first, memories of sensible things: "images of things per
ceived by sense are kept ready there by memory for the thought of one 
recalling them. 11 50 Next there are memories of an intellectual nature: 
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"things learned from the liberal studies.- •• Of these things it is not 
images that I carry about, bat the things themselves. 11 51 Here 
Augustine is directly faced with the problem of how knowledge is 
gained. He knows not only thdt he remembers certain logical and 
mathematical propositions but also that he acquired them in some way. 
Yet he is equally sure that it is not through the senses that he 
acquired them. He tells us, "for I check over all the portals of 
my flesh, and I do not discover any through which they have entered. 1152 

The senses present images to the mind, not the images themselves. 
Augustine takes the bold step of asserting that learning is simply 
the recollection of truths that have been in the memory all along. 

Where, then, or why when they Lthings learned from the 
liberal studae_i7 were uttered did I recognize them and 
say, "So it is; it is true," if not because they were 
already in memory, but so removed and pushed back as 
it were in more hidden caverns that, unless they were dug 
up by some reminder, I would perhaps have been unable 
to conceive them •••• by acts of thought we gather together 
and collect as it were things that memory contained 
here and there without any order, and then observe them 
and see to it that they ~e placed near at hand as it 
were in that very momory, where they had previously 
remained scattered and neglected. Thus they ~ill occur 
easily to a mind already familiar with them. 53 

At first glance this solution to the problem may seem somewhat 
arbitrary to us. After all, Augustine must have had some aquaintance 
with Aristotle's theory of knowledge, or at any rate one like it 
must have occurred to him. Why did he reject it? Augustine completes 
his consideration of the kinds of memory by asserting that God 
himself is in the memory and that our discovery of him is an act 
of recollection. "If I find you apart from memory, I am unmindful 
of you. How then shall I find you, if I do not remember you? 11 54 
Augustine's notion of the inseparability of self-discovery and 
discovery of God implies an interior epistemological conception. As 
we saw before Augustine discovered God by turning in upon himself 
and realizing in this way that only an unconditioned spirit--God-
could enable him to overcome his basic isolation, that it was God 
in fact from whom he was separated. The philosophy of memory is 
an extention onto the theoretical plane of the ideas expressed in 
the first part of the Confessions, the practical part. It was 
the frustration of desire that forced Augustine in upon himself, 
eventually bringing about the development of a fruitful self
consciousness, a self-examination which lead him to discover God. 
Thus in this way self-consciousness is the recollection of what one 
has been, looking back on past experience, a consciousness of what 
has been conscious, and finally, the recollection of what one is. 

The notion that learning is recollection is a transposition 
into the intellectual realm of the idea of desire as a lack or 
privation. For the act of recollection implies the previous 
separation of the recollector and the recollectedj just as desire 
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implies the separation of the desjrsr ahd the desired. It is the 
same Augustine who desires 6nd who recollects, or more specifically, 
the same part of Aug1stine , In the case of rac6llection Au~ustine, 
in discovering his t~u3 n2 t ure, was recollecting himself~-that part 
of himself of which he did not have knowlsdge, But the recollecting 
part of Augustine is different from the part recollected. Augustine, 
the recollector, has no "content", no intantion--only axtention, 
pure separateness, The distinction may be made here between what 
I shall call the "intentional self" and the "extentional self". 
Augustine Is intentional self is made up of all the qualities which 
inhere in his person: his habits, personal idiosyncracies, and most 
of all the ideas contained in his memory and recollected by him. 
Thus, Augustine's intentional self is independent of einy particular 
passions he may have at the moment and of the amount of conscious 
knoi.uledge ha may have of himself, i.e., of his inte'ntional self. 
The intentional self may be regarded as the nature or definition 
of a man. Augustine indicates this when ha refers to himself as 
"I, I, the mind,"55 the mind being the depository of the ideas. 
Augustine's extentional self is that part of him which recollects, 
the "I" of consciousness, the "I" which prays to God, the "I" . 
which desires. It is extentional in the sense that it is pure 
"standing out" both from the intentional self and the external 
world. It is this vary separation between the intentional self and 
the extentional self that is the cause of desire: Augustine's exten
tional self "lacks" his intentional self. Thus before his conver
sion Augustine's extentional self had focus upon parts of the ' created 
world or illusory goals in an attempt to resolve its separateness. 
It was only when it turned inward upon the intentional self that it 
was able to become the object of its desire, by making conscious the 
ideas inherent in the intentional self. But God is in the memory, 
i.e., in the intentional self. Thus again we come to see the im
possibility of separating self-discovery from the discovery of God: 
They are one and the same activity. 

But of course we cannot say that the complete union of Augustine's 
extentional and intentional selves, if it were somehow possible, 
would bring about the satisfaction of all desires ~ For the ulti-
mate cause of all desire is separation from God, and for 
Augustine t his se par a t ion is comple t ely resolved only after death 
when the soul rests with God, But .Q!l earth God i s somehow present 
in men, and it is through this unification of the two selves that 
God is discovered. The ~ct of this unification is the love of God. 
Again it should not be inferred that this distinction between the 
two selves means that Augustine thought that there were two indi
viduals present within one body. Rather the two selves together 
comprise Augustine, the concrete and specific man~ 

The two selves are the elements of passion--all passion-
and I hope now that I have given some indication of why Augustine 
is a passionate philosopher, why he gives so little attention to the 
external world, and why he prays to God in a philosophical treatise-
or philosophizes in prayer. 
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KNOUILEDGE, DIALECTIC, AND LOVE 

Avron Al berts 

Introduction 

I .shall attempt in this paper to off~r 'explanations of three 
of the most important terms in the dialoguesof Plato - knowledge, 
dialectic, and love. A few assumptions are necessary (although 
no~ clearly true) for such an undertaking. The first is that the 
dialogues studied thus far are all consistent in meaning with one 
another. The second is that all statements attributed to Socrates 
were really made by the same man, and that the statements of the 
Eleatic Stranger were agreeable to that.;same man. It would be 
presumptious to claim, having read only twelve dialogues, that 
the entire collection presents a logically self-consistent body 
of thought. However, I have inter~reted these twelve on that 
basis, and my venture is based on that interpretation. Other 
interpretations certainly exist, and I make claim to only the 
plausibility of this one. 

My summary of Socrates' belief is: 
1. There is only one knowledge: the . self-knowledge of the one. 

2. Dialectic is the process by which the one knows itself~ It 
is the conversation of the soul with herself. When the soul is 
in the body, the process is thinking or the dialectical science, 
and the result is opinion. When the soul reun~tes with the one, 
the process is called dialectic, and the result is knowledge. 

3. Love ·is the desire for possession. The greatest love is the 
love of the soul for the one, and it is fulfilled when the pos
session is complete, when the soul unites with the one~ and knows. 



I 
Knowledge 

Knowledge is universally desired, and no more so than by 
Socrates himself. Yet at his trial he declared to his judges, 
"I surely perceive that there is in me neither a great deal nor 
a little wisdom. "1 Socrates was surely a ~,,-)0:_,.-0/6i;, a lover 
of wisdom,2 yet he admitted days before the end of his life that 
he possessed none at all. Was all his searching therefore in vain? 
What was this knowledge he loved yet couldn't find? 

In the beginning of Socrates' discussion with Theaetetus he 
made clear that what knowledge is cannot be found by examining 
what its objects are. Socrates stated, as he did with meno about 
virtue, that "we wanted•:1 to know not the subjects, nor yet the number 
of the arts or sciences, for we were not going to count them but 
we wanted to know the nature of knowledge in the abstract.":3 Further, 
"he who does not know what science or knowledge is, has no knowledge 
of the art or science of making shoes ••• nor of any other science ••• 
and when a man is asked what science or knowledge is, to gi~e in 
answer the name of some art or science is rediculous; for the 
question is, 'What is knowledge?' and he replies, 'A knowledge of 
this or that.•4 

Our task is different from theirs, however~ We shall attempt 
to understand what Socrates means by knowledge, and we shall proceed 
by the same method Socrates discouraged Theaetetus from using. 
llie shall ascertain what Socrates believed was the knower, and what 
the known. 

Socrates' knower is easy 
of reason. But what the soul 
searching to find. 

to find. It is the soul, the faculty 
can know will take a good deal of 

"We participate with the body in generation, and through 
perception, but we participate with the soul through 
thought in true essense; and essense you would affirm to 
be always the same and immutable, whereas generation or 
becoming varies."1 

True essense is what the soul may know. We have to discover 
just what true essense is. It seems at the outset to be the un
changing and unchangeable nature of something, that absolute 
quality which makes it what it uniquely is. The Forms seem to be 
such essenses. Yet Socrates goes to his grave declaring that he 
knows none of them, that he knows nothing. But he has an explanation 
for his ignorance. Socrates, like everyone else, is unable to know 
because he is a man, a combination of soul and body. He lives in 
what is referred to in the divided line as the world of becoming, 
a world in which every thing constantly changes and moves. The 
essenses of things are certainly imperceptible if they are constant 
and unchanging. His senses are "inaccurate and indistinct, 11 2 and 
the soul, "when it tries to consider anything in company with the 
body, is evidently deceived by it. In thought, if at all, something 
of the realities become clear to it."3 
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"He attains to the purest knowledge of them (absolute justice, 
beauty, good) who goes to each with the mind alone, not intro
ducing or intruding in the act of thought sight or any other 
sen~e together with reason, but with the vety light of the 
mind in her own clearness searches into the v.ery truth of each; 
he who ~~~ gotten rid, as far as he c~n, of eyes and earsi and, 
~o to ~pea~, of the whole body, these being i~ his opinion 
distracting elements which when they ~nfect th~ soul hinder her 
from a6~uiring truth and knowledqs - who, if not he, is likely 
to ~ttain to the knowledge of true bein~? ••• Have we not found 
a path of thought which seems to bring us and our argument to 
the conclusion, that while we are in ~ha body, and while the 
soul is infected with the evils of the body, our desire will 
not be ~atisfied? And our ~esire is of the truth."1 

So only when the soul is completely free of the body can she 
clearly b~hold true essansa~ In other word~, knowledge is inac
cessible to the living. Only after the separation of soul from 
body can the soul truly know. 

Before we continue our inquiry into the nature of true 
essensa, the bbject of knowledge, lat us . r~tur~ to the Theaetetus 
and see what Socrates and his companion concluded that knowledge 
was not. · 

Theaeteus' first attempt to define knowledge is as perception. 
Socrates likens his claim to the doctrine of Protagoras, and all 
others who define all being as in constant motion and relative. 
If being is as they describe there is no self-existent thing, and 
consequently any thing is or becomes not in and of itself but only 
in relation to som'ething else. Whatever anyone perceives is true 
to him as long as he never errs in his perception, simply because 
what he perceived had existence only in terms of his perception of 
it. It exiated r~lative to him. But this conclusion is either 
patently ridiculous, or it exposes every other concept of knowledge 
as such. For if anything that perceives know, a "dog-faced baboon" 
has just as much knowledge as Protagoras, and should be perhaps reckoned 
equally excellent in philosophy. And Socrates' attempts to refute the 
opinions of others, if they were knowledge, would be the rankest 
sort of folly. A reexamination of the de~inition is obviously in 
order. A verbal contradiction becomes clear right away If seeing 
is knowing, and not-seeing not-knowing, then a man can't know what 
he doesn't see. Yet we obviously remember things that we no longer 
see but saw at one time. Protagoras would scoff at such an argument, 
defending his doctrine by asserting that althou~h what appears 
to anyone is to him, a wise man makes the things he sees appear, 
and therefore be, good. A good mind · causes men to have good 
thoughts~ and although they are not true in any absolute sense, 
they are good to the person to whom they appear. Therefore. dog-
faced baboons s~e what is, but only wise men see what is as good. 
The wise and good rhetoricians make good rather than evil seem 
just for a state, for whatever appears as good~ is good. And the 
sophist who ~an make his students see wha~ is as good is indeed 
a wise man. 
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Socrates argues that if to the r3rclpient what appears is, 
then ignorance and wisdom must exist among men, since to all men 
appear others who are wiser in some respects than they, and more 
foolish in other respects. If wisdom is true thought and ignorance 
is false opinion, then some opinions are true and others false. 
But if two people disagree, how can Protagoras explain the 
fact that one may be right and the other wrong? Is not Socrates' 
belief that Protagoras is wrong just as true as the latter's 
belief that he is right?l At any rate, everyone acknowledges that 
there are differences of opinion among men. But doctors are better 
judges of disease than patients, and cooks are better judges of food 
than diners. It is thus obvious that some people are better judges 
of what is best for a man in a certain respect, such as.disease or 
food, than the man himself. Protagoras' doctrine seems to be 
foundering! But the question remains; Is knowledge perception? 

The Progagorean doctrine is obviously unable to defend Theae
tetus' claim, for it asserts that all is motion. Motion is of two 
kinds, change of position and change of character. All things move 
in both ways, or they would be at rest as well as in motion, which 
they assert is impossible. And since perception was defined as a 
motion between agent and patient, and both were constantly changing, 
perception would change from moment to moment. And if knowledge 
were perception, so would knowledge. So knowledge, if the Prota
gorean doctrine is correct, would be in a constant state of flux, 
which is ridiculous. 

Socrates and Theaetetus continue on their own, having gained 
no insights from Protagoras. Theaetetus admits that we perceive, 
not with the senses, but through them. We "see" the difference 
between colors and sounds, not with our eyes or ears, but with 
our minds, greatest of the three parts of the soul. 

Soc: And now tell me what is the power which discerns, not 
only in sensible objects, but in all things, universal 
notions, such as those which are called being and not
being, and those others about which we were just talking
what organs will you assign for the perception of those 
notions? 

The: You are thinking of being and not-being, likeness and 
unlikeness, sameness and difference, and also of unity 
and other numbers which are applied to objects of sensef 
and you mean to ask through what bodi!y organ t~e soul 
perceives odd and even numbers and other arithmetical 
conceptions. 

Soc: You follow me excellently, Theaetetus; that is precisely 
what I am asking. 

The: Indeed, Socrates, I cannot answer; my only notion is, 
that these, unlike objects of sense, have no separate 
organ, but that the mind, by a power of her own, can
templates the universals in all things. 1 

Moreover, the soul sees only some things through the senses, but 
others by herself. Being or essence, same or other, good and 
evil, and other "universals" are things which the soul see:;i by herself. 
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All animals have senses, but reasoning artd abstracting from the 
senses is an ability which only a fe~ man ever develop. If a man 
fails to attain being, he c3nnot find the truth, alid if he misses 
the trut~· about anything, he cannot know it. Thus perception has 
no part in the attainment of being. And only when the soul attains 
the being of a thing, can it know it. Perception is not knowledge. 

Knowledge is seen at this point to be, not in perception, 
but in the "pro6ess in which the mind is alone and engaged with 
being, 11 1 in 6ther words, in thinking or opining. Theaetet6~ now 
ventures apother definition of knowledge, true opinion. Socrates 
asks how there ,can ' be false opinion. They determine to examine it 
more thoroughly. After several attempts, Socrates gives up in des
pair, having realized that they have been using the verb "to know'' 
in their discussion, without understanding what it mean~. The (ori
ginal question, "What is knowledge?" must be answered before ·the 
nature of false opinion can be discovered. Socrates dtaws another 
distinction, this time between having and possessing knowledge. If 
a person possesses cknowledge, he has in his mind the e~sence of a 
thing. But he has knowledge when he takes one partic~lar possession 
and separat~s it from the others, so that he can make ~se of it~ 
False opinion is now easy to explain. It comes about ~hen a man 
chooses the wrong thing from his possessions, so that he is deceived. 
But when he chooses the one he wants, he is not deceived, and has 
the right opinion about it. 

But this is absurd, to suppose that something a man already 
knows can lead him to false opinion. ·It must again be admitted that 
only when knowledge is defined. can true ~nd false opinion be under
stood. To distinguish between having and possessing is not a suf
ficient definition. 

Again, .is ~nowle~ge true opinion? True opinion, ventures 
Socrates, may be exemplified by the judge who is persuaded by a 
lawyer of the . truth about acts of robbery or any other crime. If the 
lawyer speaks the truth, and persuades the judge, then the judge 
has right opinion about the facts of the case, and judges on the 
basis of them. But he has no knowledge. If knowledge were the same 
as r ight opinion , no j udge could judge r i ght l y without knowl edge, 
which clearly none has, since he knows nothing but what the lawyer 
tells him. Knowledge is different from right opinion. 

Knowledge has been found different from both p~rception and 
opinion, and the only choice left seems to be reason or thought. 
Theaetetus, however, proposes an entirely new definition, opinion 
plus reason. Opinion without a reason can never be knowledge. More
over , only things which have a rational account are knowable. 
Theaetetus makes a mistake he has been warned about, in trying to 
define knowledge in terms of what is knowable. Socrates nevertheless 
begins to examine this last attempt to define knowledge. The 'reason' 
is conceived to mean one of three things: 1) being able to explain a 
thing verbally, 2) being able .to give ·the components or elements of 
the thing; or 3) being able to give its distinguishing tharacter
istics . The first, the explanation, may easily be the wrong one, 
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so that it coupled with bpinion r~~ld no~ be knowledge. The second 
is found to be nothing more than a riJht opinion. For someone may 
be able to spell 'Theaetetu~' correctly, that is, recognize the 
elements of the name, and yet spell 'Thendorus' omittjng the 'h'. 
He certainly does not have knowledgs, since he spelled the same 
syllable incorrectly in cne case and correctly in another. But he 
does have right opiniQn about the sps!ling of 'Theaetetus.' So the 
second definition of 'reeson' is opinion plus right opinion, and not 
knowledge. The third definition likewise resolves into opinion plus 
right opinion, since Theaetetus admits that to be able to tell him 
from Socrates is to have right opinion about their differences of 
appearance, and not knowledge, for at a distance the two could be 
mistaken for one another . 

Thus all of Theaetetus' attempts to define knowledge have come 
to naught. Knowledge is neither perception, true opinion, or opinion 
plus reason. The dialogue closes without any satisfactory definition 
of knowledge h~ving been reached. But several important facets 
of Socrates' belief have become apparent. First, we postulated 
earlier that Socrates would call essence or being rather than 
becoming things objects of knowledge. And in fact he says just 
this, when he shows that knowledge is an activity of the soul alone, 
unaided by the senses, and that the soul comtemplates the being or 
essence of things. Second, opinion ~bout something can never be
come knowledge of it with the addition of either explanation, classi
ficotion of it into elements, or recognition of its difference from 
other objects. All of these processe3 help to make the opinion 
right opinion, but never knowledge, to strengthen hypotheses, but 
never prove them. But all of this will be discussed in greater de
tail in the section on dialectic. 

Lst us now return to our own consideration of knowledge, which 
is proceeding from the standpoint of knower and known. It is clear 
that the soul is what may know. In the Meno Socrates presents his 
famous "myth" of recollection. Ula have quoted "myth" because his 
meaning seems most literal rather than metaphorical. The soul io 
once somehow united with being, and knows all things. Then it is 
coupled with a body, and a human is born. Our birth is "but a 
sleep and a forg9tting," and each man tries to recover the knowledge 
his soul somehow had before birth. Success is certainly impossible 
in Socrates' view, and he explains the reason in Phaedo. 1 What then 
is knowledge, and where exactly doAs it take place? Our next task, 
first mentioned at the outset, is to ascertain what can be known; 
that is, what is the nature of this world of essenca. 

We have been using words like 'essence' and 'being' in a very 
imprecise way up to this point . And indeed Socrates uses them im
precisely, too, so that his meaning is far from clear. We nrust com
pile all our evidence, and blend it into an intelligible descrip
tion of the object of knowledge. 

The Forms are the most universal of the parts of the divided 
line. Among them are beauty, justice, virtue, good, etc. They 
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certainly appear as separate and distin~ to us, but there is reason 
to question whether or not they have real individuality. For there 
is above the line something called the Idea of the Good. It is not 
classified as an eidos, nor is it part of the line. Yet we hear 
countless times the equation made eetween good and beauty, and indeed 
between the other Forms as well. 

-Is not the good also the beautiful? -Yes. -Then in wanting 
the beautiful, love wants also the good? 1 

-And does he who desires the honorable also desire the good? 
-Certainly.2 

-Our state, if rightly ordered, is perfect. -That is most 
clear. -And being perfect, is therefore wise and valiant 
and temperate and just? -That is likewise clear.3 

There seems to be some sort of merging between the Forms and the 
Idea of the good, which somehow transcends them. But what the nature 
of this merge is we cannot pinpoint as yet. 

Perhaps the Eleatic stranger may be of assistance. He speaks 
with Theaetetus of the five ~reat principles in which all things par
ticipate. They determine that not everything communes with all five 
principles, and that not all the principles commune with one ano
ther, i.e., motion and rest, but that all of them partake of both 
being and not-being. The meaning of being is entirely unclear. It 
is not all existence, for it too partakes of not-being, since it is 
other than motion, which partakes of it. Something cannot exist 
and not exist, but it can have different sorts of existences, 
depending upon whether it is considered by itself or relative to 
the existence of something else. At any rate, being and not-being 
together seem to be in a paramount position, for all the other 
principles partake of both of them. 

What connection can the divided line have with the principles? 
We are in a strait. Let us turn back to the knower, the soul, for 
her nature is as yet unexplained, too. 

We are trying to discover Socr~tes' knowledge in terms of its 
subject and object, and we have failed thus far to find the precise 
nature of either. We have yet to examine the possibility that their 
natures are similar, however; and perhaps we may discern both knower 
and known in the same place. 

-)he soul is in the very likeness of the divine, and immortal, 
and intellectual, and uniform, and indissoluble, and unchange
able.4 

-Thus she seeks to live while she lives, and after death she 
hopes to go to her own kindred and to that which is like her ••• 5 

If the soul is like the divine, then they are both immortal, intel
lectual, uniform, indissoluble, and unchangeable. It is hard to see 
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ho~ a collection of principles or forms could be indissoluble, since 
the collectionJis made up of parts~ and harder still to understand 
how it could be dntellectual. Unless the collections we speak of are, 
like the individual objects that partake of an eidos, mere parts of 
a greater · whole, a single untiy which all the parti6ular parts 
partake in, and are dissolved in. The Idea of the Good seems to be 
just what we seek, the aide all merged into one. Or .we could call 
it the unity of baing and non-being. Let us call it simply the one. 

What is the one? It is the ultimate unity of all things, the 
all dissolved in one. Socrates' explanation of the apparent divisions 
of the one should make clear what he really means to be knowledge . 
It will be our task to explain why these divisions- are referred to 
here as 'apparent' in the section on dialectic. 

The one is the unchangeable and unified totality of all. We 
distinguish being from the one a~ different. W~ don't know what 
being is, we merely mak~ the verbal distinction between being and 
the one, having established being as different from the one. If they 
are different, being must lack something, for the one lacks noth i ng. 
We shall call the lack or defect of being not-being, which literally 
means the lack of being. Our original distinction inevitably l~d 
to the reco~nition of a third term, not-being. The further dis~ 
tinctions same and other are now inevitable, since being is the same 
as itself but othe than the one. The principles of motion and rest 
allow for the presence of both a becoming and a being. The rest of 
the hierarchy follows accordingly, down to the shadows of natural 
objects, the bottom of the divided line. 

It is not difficult to see why this seemingly invented classifi 
cation is necessary for Socrates. Ha, and every other intelligent 
bei~g that ever lived, has been confronted with the apparent differ
ence between individual objects in the sensible universe. He 
believed in the one, but he was forced as a consequence to explain 
the generation of the apparently plural world of becoming from it. 
Thus the necessity for classification, perhaps the same necessity 
Timaeus speaks of as the cause of the formation of the cosmos. But 
t her e i s a much more l ogical reason for t he classificat i on , and this 
too will be part of our discussion of dialectic. 

Now we are prepared to pinpoint the meaning of knowledge for 
Socrates • . Its primary as well as ultimate opject is the one. Let 
us reexamine what he has said about knowing, in order to substan
tiate this claim. Knowledge is of true essence. In the same way 
that a wagon may not be known by simple opinion about what its 
function is , or what it's made out of , or the way i n which i t di ffers 
from other objects, so in like manner a single eidos may not be 
known by the forgoing · means. 1 "The soul is pure , and hold converse 
with the pure, and knows of itself the pure light everywhere, which 
is the light of truth. 112 It sees, not a particular essence, se:iarate 
and individual, like the essencs of · justice, but true essence, the 
single essence of all. And if there is ~.true essence, it is the one. 
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The whole first is knowable, and then perhaps its parts are knowable. 
That is because wholes are known only when their essences are known, 
and each essence is not the sum of the essences of its perts, but its 
nature as a unit, a whole. If there is a universal whole, the one, 
it must be known. Knowledgs of the one is the only knowledge. The 
divisions of · the one which we niake because _we se~ differences,. are 
not knowable as individual units, but only as indistinguishable 
parts of the whole, whose essence is true essence, whose inclusive
ness is total, whose nature is Nature, whose number is one. 

So Socrates believes that knowledge is of the one and by the 
soul; that is, that the soul is the knower and · the one is the known. 
But the soul, if considered as distinct and separate from the one, 
seems other than the one, which is absurd, ~f the one is the all. 
Our souls are the "likenesses of the divine" and both the soul and 
the one are intellectual. Knowledge is of true essence, which is 
the one. The soul, in order to know, must be. The soul, then, is 
not a separate and distinct knower, but the faculty by which the one 
knows itself. The union of soul and one after death makes the one 
intellectual. Knowledge is finally understood ~s a dissolution of 
the distinction between knower and known. We sought two things, 
and found one, just as Socrates enjoined Meno to do. 

When a man is born, his "soul" is precisely that divine element 
in him which makes it possible for him to "recollect" the true 
nature, of things, or rather to coma to believe, as Socrates did, 
that there is a true nature of things, and that that nature is 
unity. The true philosopher spends his life trying to prepare his 
soul for her reunion with the one, "which is her kindred." But we 
shall discuss the philosopher in the section on love. For now, we 
have ascertained that knowledge is the self-knowledge of the ~· 
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II 
Dialectic 

We began our inquiry into Socrates' concept of knowledge with 
his statement that he knew nothing. What then can he mean when he 
says that he is the wisest of men? He explains himself thus: 

"I am called wise, for my hearers always imagine that I 
myself possess the wisdom which I find wanting in others. 
But the truth is, 0 men of Athens, that only God is wise; 
and by his (the oracle's) answer he intends to show that 
the wisdom of men is worth little or nothing; he is not 
speaking of Socrates, he is only using my name by way of 
illustration, as if he said, He, 0 men, is the wisest, who, 
like Socr~tes, knows that his wisdom is in truth worth 
nothing." 

Socrates has realized that the wisest of men is he who understands 
that knowledge is inaccessible to him as a human being. And he him
self has just such an understanding. He believes that right opinion 
is the nearest appreach that men can make to knowledge. Our next 
task is to ascertain how Socrates would have us ~cquire right opin
ion, and, mom important, why. 

In the Phaedo, Socrates tells his companions that the soul must 
be purified in order to reunite with the one after death. 

-And what is purification but the separation of the soul 
from the body, as I was saying before; the habit of the 
soul gathering and collecting herself into herself from 
al1 sides out of the body; the dwelling in her own place 
alone, as in another life, so also in this; as far as she 
can; -the release of the soul from the chains of the body?2 

-The founders of the mysteries would appear to have had 
a real meaning, and were not talking nonsense when they 
intimated in a figure long ago that he who passes unsanct
ified into the world below will lie in a slough , but that 
he who arrives there after initiation and purification will 
dwell with the gods.3 

The nature of the purification is the separation of soul from 
body as much as possible during life, and the way the separation is 
to be effected is the constant striving of the soul to see the 
nature of things, oblivious to the base and banal necessities of the 
body. The techniques which we employ in trying to recognize the 
true from the false are the ways we test our opinions. Purification 
is the object of our earthly existence, and we are purified by 
testing our opinions. 

How does Socrates go about testing hie opinions, and helping 
others to do the same? His methods are outlined in the Theaetetus, 
and we have noted them, not as means to right opinion, but as un
successful means to knowledge. There were three: 1) a rational 
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explanation . for the opinion, 2) a breaking down of the object opined 
about into its .elements~ and 3) a classification of the object which 
distinguishes it~ from all other objects. It wa~ found by Socrates 
and Theaetetus that the application of these methods to opinions 
strengthened them, made them closer to true ' statements. We may sum-
mariz.e. the three methods as a classification of the similarities and 
differences between the object in question and other objects, or 
simply claasif ication of .. the iobject. 

Examples of this type of reasoning may be found throughriut the 
dialogues. Theaetetus himself outlines a case for Socrates, in 
which the students of Theodorus tried to comprehend all roots under 
one class. While the classification of numbers they de·1ised did not 
lead them to the essence of root, it did reveal where roots are in 
the number system, and what kinds of numbers can be called roots. 
The classification was a means to right opinion about the nature of 
roots. 

·· The greatest example of the power of the classificatory system 
occurs in the Sophist. With the help of the Eleatic stranger 
Theaetetus is able to discover that the sophist, 

belonging to the conscious or dissembling section of the 
art of causing self-contradiction, is an imitator of appear
ance, and is separated from the class of phantastic which 
is a branch of image-making into that further division of 
creation, the juggling of words, a creation human, and not 
divine. 1 

And the method of inquiry was the system of classification, the 
system the stranger calls the dialectical ~cience. 

-Should we not say that the division according to classes, 
which neither makes the same other, nor the other, the 
same, is the business of the dialectical science?2 

The dialectical science is both the means to right opinion and 
the purifier of the soul. 

-The purifier of the soul is conscious that his patient 
will receive no benefit from the application of knowledge 
until he is refuted, and from refutation leatns modesty. 
He must be purged of ~is prejudices first and made to think 
that he knows. only what he knows, and no more. 

-That is certainly the best and wisest state of mind. 
-For all these reiasons, Theaetetus, we must admit that re-
futation is the greatest and chiefest of purifications ••• 3 

What dialectic actually i~ we have yet to ascertain, but 
several of its powers have already been revealed. It is the means 
to right opinion, and at .the same time the purifier of the soul. 

.Through the practice of the dial~ctical science, the science of 
cqnversation and argument about the classification of an object, 
we not only improve the validity of our opinions, but in so doing 
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we prepare the soul for her reunion with the one, and thus make 
the ultimate attainment of knowledge possible. The two functions 
of dialectic are thus dependent upon one another, to the extent 
that they may perhaps be considered as the same function, one 
instance of which is human, the other divine. How can we understand 
dialectic to have such a dual character? What is dialectic? 

Dialectic is placed by Socrates in the highest subdivision of 
the divided line. In the same plane are the eidae, and it performs 
a similar function with respect to them as dianoia, thinking , 
does with respect to mathematikae, that which can be learned. This 
proportionality o~ dialectic to ideas and thinking to learnable 
things should clarify the meaning of dialectic itself. By ascer
taining the three "known" elements, we should be able to deduce 
the fourth. Then the dual character of dialectic may be readily 
explained. 

Our first task is to ascertain the object of dialectic on the 
divided line. It is given as the eidae, the ideas or forms which 
are each one a particular essence, and in which all the various 
objects and actions in the world participate. Wa have dealt with 
them before as the objects of knowledge, not individually, but 
as inseparable parts of the one, the true essence of all. For the 
whole must be known, without recourse to the parts. Dialectic 
then must be involved with the ~·~self-knowledge. But why did 
Socrates make the eidae the objects of dialectic, instead of simply 
calling the top part of the line the one? The answer is implicit 
in .what has already been stated, and will be revealed very shortly. 

Let us continue with the other two "Known" elements of our 
proportion. Thinking is the process by which the soul tries to 
ascertain the essence of any object it wants to know. In the 
divided line thinking has as its objects learnable things. It is . 
of course clear that Socrates is concerned with human thinking 
at this point. And human thought can reach no further than right 
opinion. 'Learnable things' then must be understood as that which 
can be opined about by men. Our proportion is: 
Dialectic:the one :: thinking:objects of opinion. 
But what is more obvious than the fact that men can opine about 
anything? The objects of thinking are all things. All things are 
the one. The consequents are the same. So dialectic and thinking 
must be the same. Yet we drew the distinction between them. Why? 

In our discussion of knowledge we noted that the distinction 
between one and being was merely a verbal one. We postponed our 
analysis of the reason why this seemingly unnecessary distinction 
was made. Let us attempt that analysis now. We have just encountered 
another distinction, this time between the all and the one, which 
seems merely verbal. The all is th~ sum of every individual thing, 
end the one is that sum as a unity. The all is plural, the one 
singular. We see all things as separate and individual, but our 
soul, when released from the fetters of the body, unites wtt~ 1 the 
one, and being the whole, has knowledge of the whole. Tho ~~- c~l 
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distinction between the. all and the one· must be made because there 
is a difference between human understa.nding and knowledge. We can 
do no bet-tar than to see the all. Only our soul alone may apprehend 
its unity. In the proportion we have established~ dialectic is the 
pro.cess by which thei one knows and is known, and thinking is that 

· same· process taking place in tiuman beings, where the soul is never 
completely undeceived, and therefore distinguishes herself from the 
objects she contemplates, which results in opinion, but not knowledge . 

The dialectical science was applied in pursuit of the sophist 
because it was the most affective method of acquiring right opinion 
about his nature. The same method must be applied to the one if 
.we are to have any idea of its nature. Thus we classify - because 
we can do no more. The ultimate unity of the all is literally 
unthinkable in the world of becoming, and consequently we must do 
what it is in our power to do, try to opine about the one (the true 
nature of things) through the best ,means avail.able. The distinction 
between between the one and being was only verbal, but it ied in
evitably to a complete classification . of the one into its apparent 
elements, which is the dialectical science, the nearest approach to 
knowledge we can make as men. In the same way the all is the one, 
but we may only sea the all. Right opinion about the hierarchy of 
being through the dialectical science is the goal we strive for a 
men, and if we can come to understand that that is all we can do 
as men, our purification will have bean achieved. The soul may 
then m~ka its pilgrimmage when we die, because it has been kept 
.untainted as much as possible by the deceptions of the body. It has 
been freed to contemplate true essence as well as it could as a 
prisoner in the world of becoming. 

The one is also called the all, not because the plurality of ex
istence is real, but because it is apparent. Neither is the clas
sification of the one real, but it is apparent th~t we can only 
understand the one in terms of it. For knowledge of the unity of 
the . entire universe is simply unthinkable to men. 

Now we see why the distinction between one and being, although 
merely verbal, must be made. But we have another distinction to 
deal with , which concerns us more at the moment, and t hat is t he 
one between dialectic and thinking. We assert that the first dis 
tinction is parallel to the second. The intellectual process 
called thinking leads only to opinion, because the apparently plural 
nature of the universe makes knowledge impossib-1-9. When that same 
process is referred to as dialectic, however, the knower is not a 
man, but the soul, to which knowledge is accessible only U ' ~en 
the knower becomes the known - the one. · . Just as the on -: :; •id the 
all are the same, seen differently by different subject s ~scul , 
man respectively), so dialect ic and thinking are th r:i s;,,; :1;0 pr ocess, 
with different results obtained by their respectivn su~jncts (soul, 
man). Through tho1..9tit man opines ; through dialectic,. t r.a soul 
knows (and is known). · 

We have asked why the eidae, rather ths n 1:} .o one , ar .:i ; .. h.J 
objects of dialect i c in the div i ded line. The divided lii1o i s l 
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itself a classification of the one: into forms, learnable concepts, 
natural objects, and images. The one makes no appearance on the 
line because it J~ the line. Socrates could no more say that the 
object of dialectic was the one than he could give an explanation 
of the one except in terms of classification. The divided line is 
a useful tool for human understanding. Its divisions are apparent, 
but not real. When the soul becomes both knower and known, it 
knows not its parts (which exist only in human opinio~, but itself 
as a unit. 

Now we are· prepared for our most important consideration, the 
meaning of dialectic. We have seen it mentioned in two ways, as the 
process of which knowledge is a result, and, in the phrase 'dialec
tical science,' as the process of attaining right opinion through 
classification. 

Stranger: Should we not say that the division according to 
classes, which neither makes the same other, nor 
makes the other the same, is the business of the 
dialectical science? 

Theaetetus: That is what we should say. 
Stranger: Then, surely, he who can divide rightly is able 

to see one form pervading a scattered multitude, 
and may different forms contained under one 
higher form; and again, one form knit together into 
a single whole and pervading many such wholes, and 
many forms, existing only in separation and isolation. 1 

We classify because in doing so we can best understand the 
object of our inquiry. We can make the best and nearest approach to 
knowledge. 

"The soul when thinking appears to me to be just talking -
asking questions of herself and answering them, affirming 
and denying. And when she has arrived at a decision, either 
gradually or by a sudden impulse, and has at last agreed, 
and doesn't doubt, this is called her opinion. 112 

Bu t t hinking is in the body. Then her limit is opinion, f or she 
cannot help but be deceived by apparent plurality. When, however, 
she is alone, and is united with the one, the same process occurs, 
only this time the result is knowledge. For deception is gone, 
plurality is gone, and the true unity of the all is revealed. She 
still converses with herself, but now she is the one. 

We have found dialectic. 1i is the way the ~ knows itsel'f, 
t hrough "conversation" with itself . And the 'dialectical · science' 
is simply thought, the way the soul, now separate from the one, 
comes to opinions about the apparently individual things that com
prise the all. Dialectical science purifies the soul, so that she 
may reunite with the one; she may know. 
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III 
Love 

"The founders of the mysteries would appear to have ·had 
a real meaning, and were not talking nonsense when they 
intimated in a figure long ago that he who passes 
unsan~tified and uninitiated into -the world below will 
lie in a slough, but that he who arrives there ~fter 
initiation and purification will dwell with the gods. 
For 'Many' as they say in the mysteries, 'are the 
~hyrsus-bearers, but few are the mystics, - meaning, as 
I interpret .the words, the true philosophers. In the 
number of whom, during my whole life, I have been seeking-, 
according to my ability, to find a place - whe~her I have 
sought in a right way or not, and whether I have succeeded 
or not, I shall truly know in- a little while, if God will, 
when I myself arrive in th~ other world - such is my belief." 1 

. . 
The true philosopher is the man whom Socrates most admires, 

the man he has tried to bei throughout his life. He is a lover of 
wisdom, yet knows that he has none, and never can ~s a '. man~ The 
philosopher is a strange person indeed, neither wise nor ignorant. 
We shall understand him much more easily when we learn the nature 
of Socratic love. 

The nature and powers of love are revealed in the Symposium. 
Socrates does not praise love as all-wise or glorious, like his 
companions, but calls it si~ply desire for possession. Naturally 
no one desires to possess what he already has, so love is lacking 
what it desires. And what it desires is always beautiful and good. 
All men desire beauty and good. But all men are not said :to be 
lovers. _ That, explains Socrates, in the recounting of his in
struction by Diotima, is because love, although it is .the name of 
the whole, is only given to one part, while the other parts have 
other names. 

"for you may say generally that all desire of good and 
happiness is only the great and subtl~ power of love ; but 
they who are drawn towards him by any other path, whether 
the path of money-making or gymnastics or philosophy, are 
not called lovers - the name of the whole is appropriate to 
those whose affection takes one form only - they alone are 
said to love, or be lovers. 11 2 

We cannot be deceived into believing that because special names 
are accorded certain kinds of lovers, they are no longer lovers who 
are not called such. Not all men are said to love, but the truth 
is that all men love the good. 

What objects do lovers have in view? Diotima calls it birth 
in beauty, whether of body or soul. Birth in beauth of the body is 
the beautiful process of procreation, which is an immortal principle 
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in mortal creatures. 

"Love, Socrates, is not, as you imagine, the love of the 
beautiful only ••• (It is also) the love of generation and 
of birth in beauty ••• (That is) because to the mortal 
creature, generation is a sort of eternity and immortality, 
and if, as has been alreay admitted, love is of the 
everlasting possession of the good, all men will necessarily 
desire immortality together with good: Wherefore love is 
of immortality."1 

This is the lesser power of love, which all men can participate in. 
But the greater power of love, birth in beauty of soul, is difficult 
for even the greatest of men to attain. 

"He who would proceed aright in this matter should begin in 
youth to visit beautiful forms; and first, if he be guided 
by his instructor aright, to love one such form only - out 
of that he should create fair thoughts; and soon he will of 
himself perceive that the beauty of one form is akin to the 
beauty of another; and then if beauty of form in general 
is his pursuit, how foolish would ha be not to recognize that 
the beauty in every form is one and the same! And when 
he perceives this he will abate his violent love of the one, 
which he will despise and deem a small thing, and he will 
become a lover of all beautiful forms; in the nest stage he 
will consider that the beauty of t he mind is more honorable 
than the beauty of the outward form. So that if a virtuous 
soul have but a little comeliness, he will be content to 
love and tend him, and will search out and bring to the birth 
thoughts which may improve the young, until he is compelled 
to contemplate and see the beauty of institutions and laws, and 
to understand that the beauty of them is all of one family, 
and that personal beauty is a trifle; and after laws and insti
tutions he will go on to the sciences, that he may see their 
beauty, being not like the servant in love with the beauty of 
one youth or man or institution, himself a slave mean and 
narrowminded, but drawing towards and contemplating the vast 
sea of beauty, he will create many fair and noble thoughts and 
notions in boundless love of wisdom; until on that shore he 
grows and waxes strong, and at last the vision is revealed to 
him of a sin~le science, which is the science of beauty 
everywhere." 

The attainment of absolute beauty is described thus. 

" He t hat has been ins t ru cted thus f ar in the things of love, 
and who has learned to sea the beautiful in due order and 
succession , when he comes toward the end will suddenly 
perceive a nature of wondrous beauty (and this, Socrates, is 
the final cause of all our former toils) - a nature which 
in the first place is everlasting, not growing or decaying , 
or waxing or waning; secondly, not fair in one point of viewJ 
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foul in another ••• or in the likenesi of the face or 
hands or any other part of the bodily frame, or in any 
form of speech or knowl~dge, or existing in any other 
being, as for example, in an animal, or in heaven or in 
earth or in any other place; but b~auty absolute, simple, 
separate, and eyer lasting, which without diminution and without 
increase, or any change, is imparted to the ever-growing and 
perishing beauties of all other things. He who from these 
ascending ~nd~r the influence of true love, begins to per
ceive that beauty, is not far from the end. And the true 
order of going, or being led by another, to the things of 
love, is to begin from the beauties of earth and mount 
upwards for the sake of that other beauty, using these as 
steps only, and from one going to two, and from two to all 
fair forms, and from fair forms to fair· practices, and 
from fair practices to fair notions, until from fair notions 
he arrives at the notion of absolute beauty, and at last. 
knows what the essence of beauty is. This, my dear Socrates, 
is that life above all others which man should live, in the 
contemplation of beauty absolute ••• But what if man had eyes 
to see the true beauty-the divine beauty, I mean, pure and 
clear and unalloyed, not clogged with the pollutions of 
mortality and all the colors and vanities of human life -
thither looking, and holding converse with the true beauty 
simple and divine? Remember how in that communion only, 
beholding baautyuti.th the aye of the mind, he will be en
abled to bring forth not images of beauty, but realities 
(for he has hold not of an image but a reality), and 
bringing forth and nourishing true virtue to become the 
friend of God and be immortal, if mortal man may. 111 

Love is the intermadiator between the immortal and the mortal. 
man who would attain the immortal are lovers of the immortal. 

"For God mingles not with man; but through Love all the 
intercourse and converse of God with man, whether awake 
or asleep, is carried on. 11 2 

Diotima's account of the attainment of absolute beauty is 
familiar - and wall it should be. For the philosophers are the men 
who seek that attainment. They are neither wise, for the do not 
possess wisdom, but love it, nor ignorant, for the ignorant do not 
know, but fancy that they do. 

-Who then are the lovers of wisdom? 
-A child may answer that question. They are those who are in 
a mean between the two (the wise and the ignorant) ; Love is 
one of them. For wisdom is a most beautiful thing and Love 

is of the beautiful; and therefore Love is also a philosopher, 
or lover of wisdom, and being a Lover of wisdom is also a mean 
between the wise and the ignorant."3 

Absolute wisdom is absolute beauty, and absolute beauty is 
absolute good. We have come again to that ultimate object cf desire , 
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the single essence of which wisdom, beauty, and good seem to be 
separable parts. But in reality they are one. 

We may summarize Socrates' concept of love in the following way: 
Love is the desire to possess the beloved object. The reason for 
the possession is birth in beauty. The greatest love is the love 
of the §£!dl for the ~· It desires to possess it completely, to 
unite with it, for then it will be born in absolute beauty, 
knowledge, good. 

The philospher is the man who realizes that his soul is 
the likeness of the divine. He loves wisdom, because he is in 
harmony ms much as he can be with his soul. He prepares for death, 
so that his soul may truly be born. 

All this is what Socrates believed. 
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