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P A R T I 

Plato's solution to the problem of knowledge in the Republic is to be found 
in the passage generally known as the Sun, Line and Cave. At the end of the 
Line passage, Plato assigns four states of mind — εικασία, πίστις, διάνοια and νόη-
σις to the four subsections of the line. Each of these four states of mind is cor
related with a grade of objects. Since, however, Plato does not explain in the 
Line passage what precisely he means us to understand by these states of mind, 
it seems quite natural for us to suppose that like the faculties (δυνάμεις ) and 
their objects described at 476e ff. each of these four states of mind is concerned 
solely with the grade of objects with which it is correlated in the line. Thus, in 
εικασία, for instance, the mind contemplates images — shadows and reflections of 
physical objects — whereas in πίστις the mind contemplates the physical objects 
themselves. That is to say, in είκασία the mind does not 'see' physical objects 
at all ; nor does the mind in πίστις 'see' the shadows and reflections of the phy
sical objects. This presupposition seems to be strongly confirmed in the Cave 
passage which immediately follows the mention of the four states of mind ; for in 
it are depicted some rather strange prisoners (515a) viewing the shadows of sta
tuettes, puppets etc. on the end wall of the cave, but are quite unable to turn 
round and view the statuettes, puppets, etc. themselves before their release. 

That the four states of mind are not really very different from the faculties 
of knowledge and opinion, but are, in effect, 'sub-divisions' of these two facul
ties, is the fundamental presupposition both of the traditional and of the more 
recent interpretations of the Sun, Line und Cave. In this discussion, I propose 
to show that there are good reasons for considering that this presupposition is a 
mistaken one which completely obscures the meaning of the Sun, Line and Cave. 
I shall argue that Plato does, in fact, distinguish clearly between states of mind, 
as levels of thought, and faculties at the end of Book V, and that when this 
passage in which Plato offers us his solution to the problem of knowledge is 
read in the light both of the descriptions of levels of thought and the 
descriptions of the two faculties, it emerges that Plato, in the Sun, Line 
and Cave, is putting forward a theory of the development of the mind right 

* This'paper is a more detailed version of part of the introductory section of my 
thesis - 'Plato's Theory of Knowledge - A New Interpretation of the Theaetetus* submitted 
to the University of London for the Ph. D. degree in January, 1969. I have, while 
acknowledging my own responsibility for the many errors which are bound to be found 
in a paper on this highly controversial section of the Republic, to thank Professors 
D. M. Balme and D. W. Hamlyn for their encouragement and valuable criticism of the 
original version. 
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from infancy i —a theory which he also puts forward in the Timaeus. I shall 
begin by showing how Plato distinguishes between states of mind and faculties 
at the end of Book V ; I shall then proceed to show how he presents this theory 
in terms of images and their originals in the Line and Cave. 

1 

States and faculties of the mind 

At 476a, beginning with a statement of the theory of Forms, Socrates draws 
an important distinction between the levels of thought of the "true philosophers' 
and the "lovers of sight' etc. — φιλοθεάμονες, φιλήκοοι etc. He describes the latter 
as being in a dream state, because in their thinking they are unable to distin
guish between beauty itself and the things which participate in it, supposing the 
participants to be beauty and beauty to be the participants (476 b-d). That is to 
say, the φιλοθεάμονες are unable, in their thinking, to distinguish between Forms 
and the things which are said to partake of them, namely, particulars. He descri
bes the "true philosopher' who alone is able to distinguish clearly, in his thin
king, between Forms and the things which partake of them as being wide awake 
— μάλα ύπαρ (476d). Apparently considering this distinction to be important, 
Socrates explains precisely what he means by dreaming in this context : «dreaming, 
whether one is asleep or awake, is to think that what is like something is not 
really like it, but is the thing itself» (476c). That Socrates is not really descri
bing here what might well be regarded as an illusion or a temporary mistake 
seems quite clear from the fact that he is here describing two distinct levels of 
thought characteristic of two distinct attitudes, conditions or states of mind. Drea
ming is, in effect, the complete inability to appreciate, in one's thinking, the 
difference in reality between images or likenesses and their originals. The φιλο
θεάμονες, we are told, are unable to distinguish, in their thinking, between Forms 
and their manifold images ; they do not even believe in the supreme reality of 
beauty itself, and are quite incapable of 'apprehending and taking delight in beau
ty itself" (476) ; indeed, even if someone ( i. e. a 'true philosopher' ) tries to 
guide a φιλοθεάμον to the knowledge of beauty itself, he is quite unable to follow: 
αυτό δέ κάλλος μήτε νομίζων μήτε άν τις ήγήται επί την γνώσιν αύτοΰ δυνά
μενος επεσθαι (476c)2. 

1. It may sound rather hard to believe that if this is what Plato is doing in the 
Sun, Line and Cave, he does not explicitly say so. However, Plato's conception of the 
nature of philosophical writing is quite different from that of Aristotle, and indeed 
from ours, as what he says about the written word in the Phaedrus clearly indicates. 
There, he makes Socrates say that the wise man «will write, when he does so, to trea
sure up reminders for himself — υπομνήματα θησαυριζόμενος — when he comes to the for-
getfulness of old age, and for others who follow the same path» (276c-d). Cf. also the 
Seventh Letter 343 ff. 

2. This statement makes it clear that Plato is not really describing an illusion or 
a 'temporary mistake' but rather a habitual state of mind or level of thought. R. G. 
Gross and A. D. Woozley (Plato's Republic, London, 1964, p. 219) recognize that the clue 
to the meanings of the states of mind is to be found in this metaphor of dreaming and 
being awake ; they, however, interpret εικασία to mean 'imagination' or 'illusion in the 
sense of mistaking an image for the original. Gf. also H. J. Paton, «Plato's theory of 

19 
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I n this description of the two levels of thought Socrates employs the word διά
νοια in its general sense of ' thought ' or ' th inking ' to designate a level of thought 
or state of mind : ούκουν τούτου μέν τήν διάνοιαν ώς γιγνώσκοντος γνώμην αν 
ορθώς φαϊμεν είναι, του δε δόξαν ώς δοξάζοντος; (476 d ) . The level of thought 
(διάνοια) of the ' t rue philosopher' is knowledge (γνώμη), while the διάνοια of the 
φιλοθεάμων is opinion (δόξα). Now, one of the main sources of confusion and 
misunderstanding in interpreting Plato is the manner in which he employs 
words now in one sense and now in another. In the present passage, we find that 
διάνοια is being employed in its general sense for both levels of thought ; in the 
Line διάνοια is employed as a special term to designate specifically the third level 
of thought or state of mind. It is therefore to be clearly distinguished from the 
level of thought or state of mind in the Line designated νόησις or επιστήμη. 
Again, since the state of mind designated δόξα and γνώμη here are described in 
terms of images and their originals, and by means of the metaphor of dreaming 
and being awake, the state of mind which Plato calls 'knowledge' — whether he 
is using the word γνώμη, επιστήμη or νόησις — and the state of mind which he 
calls Opinion* (δόξα) should be clearly distinguished from επιστήμη and δόξα 
employed to designate faculties (δυνάμεις). They are not the same th ings ; the 
former are passive states of mind characteristic of different levels of thought, the 
latter are activities or 'powers' of the mind 3 . 

Having thus carefully distinguished between knowledge (γνώμη) andopinion 
(δόξα) asleveL· of thought or states of mind of t h e ' t r u e philosophers* and the φιλο
θεάμονες respectively, Socrates proceeds immediately to distinguish between know
ledge (επιστήμη) and opinion (δόξα) as faculties—δυνάμεις (476d—479d ). He 
explains that a faculty is distinguished (i) by its objects - εφ' ώ εστίν, and (ii) by 

of εικασία», Ar. Soc. Proc ΧΧΓΙ, 1921—22, p. 87 where he observes that «as we in ει
κασία appear to be dreaming about γιγνόμενα, so the mathematician is said to be drea
ming about τό #v». Paton, however, wrongly identifies εικασία with α'ίσθησις (Vide op. 
cit. p. 79ff.). A much more plausible view is that of D.W. Hamlyn («Eikasia in Plato's 
Republic», Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. 8, 1958) who maintains that εικασία is the state 
of mind of those who take sense-data as constituting reality. Jt seems to me, however 
that to Plato this is the state of mind of many a sophist, and as I shall argue, the 
state of mind of all sophists is διάνοια, a state of mind in the sphere of knowledge 
analogous to εικασία in the sphere of opinion. 

3. Richard Robinson (Plato's Earlier Dialectic, Oxford, 1953, p. 193) rightly points 
out that Plato never calls the four states of mind faculties — δυνάμεις ; he rather calls 
them 'effects' — παθήματα or 'states' — έξεις. The view that states of mind are really 
faculties is eloquently argued by J. A. Brentlinger («The Divided Line and Plato's 
'Theory of Intermediates'», Phronesis, Vol. viii, 1963 p. 151, note 2). There he describes 
Robinson's perfectly true statement as "mincing» words', «for επιστήμη, which Plato 
does call a faculty (477D), is explicitly distinguished from διάνοια (533E). διάνοια must 
therefore either be a different faculty, or be a state produced by a different faculty 
than επιστήμη.» Clearly, however, if διάνοια is a state produced by a faculty, it need 
not be a faculty itself. Gf. also A. S. Ferguson, «Plato's Simile Of Light Again», C. Q, 
Vol. xxvii, 1934, p. 202, where he argues as follows: «Tn the Line the έξις of διάνοια 
is ranged with νόησις (επιστήμη), and these are 'powers' in the sense of Book V. Simi
larly, εικασία and πίστις can be treated as powers correlated with their objects, illustra
ting the new distinction between διάνοια and νόησις.» 
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what it effects — δ απεργάζεται. In the argument that follows (476e f f ) , Socra
tes establishes to his own satisfaction and that of Glaucon that επιστήμη and 
δόξα are different faculties, they have different objects, and they produce diffe
rent effects. The objects of the faculty of knowledge are the Forms, and those 
of the faculty of opinion are part iculars 4 . We are told that the faculty of opinion 
is the faculty whereby we are able to form opinions : φ γαρ δοξάζειν δυνάμεθα, 
ουκ άλλο τι ή δόξα εστίν (477e) ; the faculty of knowledge is therefore the fa
culty whereby we are able to attain knowledge. Now, it is important to recognize 
here that unlike the discussion in the previous section where a distinction is 
made between γνώμη and δόξα as the levels of thought or states of mind of the 
' t rue philosophers' and the φιλοθεάμονες respectively, a distinction is not being 
made here between επιστήμη and δόξα as faculties possessed by the "true philo
sophers' and the φιλοθεάμονες respectively ; for, it will surely be absurd to sug
gest that just as in distinguishing between the levels of thought of the ' t rue 
philosophers' and the φιλοθεάμονες, Socrates describes the state of mind or level 
of thought of the ' t rue philosophers' as being knowledge, and that of the φιλο
θεάμονες as being opinion, so in this section Socrates is saying that the possesion 
of the faculty of knowledge is the exclusive prerogative of the ' t rue philoso
phers ' , and that the φιλοθεάμονες possess only the faculty of opinion ; but this, 
however, is precisely what we make Plato say if we suppose that there is, in 
effect, no difference between his use of the words επιστήμη and δόξα as faculties 
of the mind and his use of them to designate states of mind. 

In this discussion of faculties, Socrates makes use of sight and hearing to 
explain what he means by δυνάμεις (477c ff.) ; and from his illustration, it 
would seem that the faculties of knowledge and opinion must have instruments 
(Οργανα) ; for the instrument of sight is the eye, and that of hearing is the ear. 

Socrates, however, does not tell us here what the instruments of the faculties of 
knowledge and opinion are ; but it becomes clear, much later on, that the 
instrument of the faculty of knowledge is reason : ταύτην τήν ένοΰσαν εκάστου 
δύναμιν εν τη ψυχή και το όργανον φ καταμανθάνει έκαστος οίον ει όμμα. . . 
(518) ; 5 and from the manner in which he contrasts reasoning with sensing 

4. J. Gosling («Republie Book V : τά πολλά καλά κτλ.», Phronesis V, 1960, p. 116) has 
challenged the interpretation which makes το εν and τα πολλά refer to the Form and 
particulars respectively on the ground that in this section we do not have to assume 
the theory of Forms, since the φιλοθεάμονες whom Socrates is now trying to convince of 
their lack of knowledge do not believe in that theory in any case. This is quite true, 
but the entire section under discussion, in which Socrates distinguishes between the 
'true philosophers' and the φιλοθεάμονες, begins with a clear statement of the theory of 
Forms, and though the φιλοθεάμονες are far from believing in that theory, Socrates and 
Glaucon clearly seem to think that the admissions made on behalf of these φιλοθεάμο
νες presuppose a clear distinction between the objects of the faculty of knowledge and 
those of the faculty of opinion ; and it seems quite reasonable to suppose that Plato 
means us to understand that the objects of the faculty of knowledge are Forms, and 
those of the faculty of opinion are particulars. Plato may be making a grave mistake 
here ; but this, of course, is quite a different matter. Vide also his «Δόξα and Δύναμις 
in Plato's Republic», Phronesis, Vol. xiii, 1968, pp. 120- 122. 

5. J. Gosling (Δόξα and Δύναμις in Plato's Republic» Loc. cit. p. 128) has argued 
that Socrates is here treating φρόνησις as a faculty. This is almost certainly a misun
derstanding. Socrates has just been talking about knowledge, and the δύναμις in our 
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(523a—524d) it becomes clear that he is thinking of αισθήσεις as the instrument 
of the faculty of opinion 6 . The whole of this passage, in which Socrates cont
rasts reason (φρόνησις) with sensing (α'ίσθησις) seems to make it clear that 
when in his discussion of faculties, Socrates ascribes infallibility and fallibility 
to the faculties of knowledge and opinion respectively (477e) , he means, not 
primarily that when one knows something one can never be mistaken, whereas 
when one forms an opinion one stands a very good chance of being mistaken, 
but rather that the faculty of knowledge itself is infallible precisely because 
Plato considers that its instrument, reason, is, by itself, infallible, whereas t h e 
faculty of opinion is fallible because it operates with a fallible instrument, namely, 
αΐσθησις. This seems to be the reason why Plato, in the Phaedo (65e ff.) says 
that reasoning must not be contaminated by the senses if the Forms are to be 
'seen'. The mind does make use of the senses in the process of acquiring 
knowledge of Forms, but at a certain stage in its reasoning, the mind must be 
able to dissociate thought completely from the senses ; and this seems to be 
what Plato means by the philosopher's practice of death at Phaedo (64a ff. ). 
The φιλοθεάμονες only dream about the Forms ; they are quite unable to grasp 
them precisely because unlike the ' t rue philosophers' they are unable to disso
ciate thought, the instrument of the faculty of knowledge, from the senses, 
the instrument of the faculty of opinion. It would seem, then, that their dream— 
like state of mind is the 'effect' of the combined operation of the two faculties 
of knowlege and opinion. 

εικασία a n d πίστις 

I have thus far argued that the states of mind represent levels of thought, 
and that Flato does distinguish clearly between these and faculties in the last 
few pages of Book V. However, as I have pointed out, the current intrepretations 
of the four states of mind mentioned at the end of the Line passage are based 
on the presupposition that the states of mind are not really different from 
faculties ; accordingly they are treated as though the were really faculties. By 
treating a state of mind as a faculty I mean considering that in a state of mind 
one contemplates or 'sees' only the grade of objects with which it is correlated in 
the line 7 . T h u s εικασία is said to be concerned with images — shadows and re

minds referred to in this passage is surely the faculty of knowledge, and not «the abi
lity φρονησαι», as Gosling argues, το Οργανον φ καταμανθάνει έκαστος is çpovrçatç— the 
instrument of the faculty ο knowledge, which instrument is here ssid to be like an 
eye — οίον εΕ δμμα. 

6. Sight and hearing have been used to illussrate faculties ; Socrates is now using 
them together with the other senses collectively as αΐσθησις, the instrument of the fa
culty of opinion. If the two faculties of knowledge and opinion have instruments, we 
can readily understand why Plato can make use of sight and hearing which have clearly 
recognizable instruments — δργανα — to illustrate them, when, in fact, together with the 
other senses he thinks of them as constituting αίσθησίς — the instrument of the faculty 
of opinion. 

7. Though Richard Robinson (op cit.) righty points out that Plato never calls 
the states of mind 'faculties', throughout his interpetation of the states of mind he 
treats them as faculties As he says : «For Plato a division of method tended to imply 
a division of object. He was imbued with the Greek belief that like is known by like, 
as we see most clearly at the end of Book V, where he argues from the distinctness of 
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flections — in the sense that in εικασία the mind 'sees' nothing but images, just 
as the prisoners in the Cave, in their original unreleased condition, see nothing 
but the shadows on the end wall of the cave. Hence, some scholars take the view 
that εικασία means 'conjecture' in the sense of trying to apprehend realities 
through their images, while others interpret εικασία as 'illusion' or 'imagination* 
in the sense of taking images as themselves t h e realities to apprehend. Now, Plato 
describes the mind in διάνοια twice as dreaming about reality, i. e. the Forms ; 
this, I submit, is the manner in which Plato tries to remind his readers of his 
description of the two levels of thought in Book V 8 . Thus the clue to t h e mea
ning of the four states of mind is to be found not in the description of the fa
culties, but rather in the description of the two levels of thought in terms of 
images and their originals, and by means of the metaphor of dreaming and being 
awake. The Cave passage is avowedly an allegory, and, as we shall see, it is not 
meant to be taken quite so literally. 

I shall now proceed to interpret the two lower states of mind, εικασία and 
πίστις, in the light of the metaphor of dreaming and being awake. In accordance 
with the mathematical ratios expressing the relations between the four states of 
mind which Plato states at 533e-534a, namely επιστήμη (νόησις) : π ί σ τ ι ς : : διά
νοια : εικασία, we should expect the dream state to be at once the description of 
εικασία and διάνοια, while the waking condition is as once the description of πί· 
στις and νόησις, for we are meant to understand that εικασία and πίστις are 
analogous to διάνοια and νόησις respectively. Now, the upper section of the line, 
το γνωστόν, represents the realm of knowledge with the Forms as the objects of 
the faculty of knowledge ; and the lower section of the line, το δοξαστόν, repre
sents the realm of opinion with particulars as the objects of the faculty of opinion. 
Here, we have πίστις correlated with the shadows and reflections, i. e. images or 
likenesses of the physical objects. Bearing in mind the description of the dream 
state we can see that in εικασία, the mind is unable to distinguish in its thinking 
between a physical object and its manifold images ; not that the mind tempora
rily mistakes images for originals— that is what we call illusion — but rather that 
in εικασία the mind is quite incapable of appreciating the fact that the shadow 
of t h e tree owes its existence to the presence of the nearby tree (not to mention 
the light of the sun), nor that the shadow is in some sense less real than the 
tree itself. In ordinary life, that is to say, in the realm of the faculty of opinion, 
this condition of mind is, in fact, precisely the mental condition which chara
cterizes all infancy and early childhood. I n respect of visible objects and their 
images, this condition of mind is, of course, confined to infancy and early child
hood. However, if we recognize that in the lower section of the line, Plato is 
employing visible objects which are clearly recognizable images of Forms to repre
sent all the images of Forms in the world of sense, including images of Value 
Forms, i. e. particular instantiations of Forms like goodness, justice etc. which, 

two faculties to the distinctness of their objects» (p. 194). That is to say, in spite of 
the fact that Plato never describes the states of mind as faculties, they are for him 
really faculties : «The like-by-like theory suggests four corresponding mental attitudes 
or habits or έξεις. Plato adds them as an afterthought, attracted by the neat mathe
matical scheme they give. 'Geometrical equality has great power both among gods 
and among men' (Grg. 508A)» (p. 195). 

8. Republic 533b-c ; 534c-d. Vide note 1, 
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indeed, are all objects of δόξα 9, we can readily see that much older children 
exhibit this condition of mind in their judgement and reasoning. As we shall see, 
Plato probably considers that most children below the age of ten are at the 
mental stage of εικασία. It is the lowest level of thought ; π ί σ π ς then, which means 
'assurance', or 'certainty' at which stage the mind is wide awake in the realm of 
opinion, would be the mental condition of the normal grown-up who recognizes 
in his thinking that there is a world of difference between phenomenal facts and 
their manifold images, for which reason his judgements are more reliable than 
those of the child, but who takes particulars for granted as being fully real. This 
condition of mind is peculiar to man ; no other animal attains πίστις. Indeed, 
Aristotle seems to be using πίστις in this very sense when he observes that no 
beast attains πίστις but that many of them have φαντασία : των [ δ ε ] θηρίων 
ούθενί υπάρχει πίστις, φαντασία δε πολλοίς (De Anima, I I I , iii, 428a 2 0 ) 1 0 . 
What Aristotle means here is that animals cannot attain π ί σ π ς precisely because 
they do not possess reason. Now Plato considers that children are like animals in 
this respect; they possess high spirits (θυμός) but not reason: «they (children) 
are right from birth full of rage and high spirits, but as for reason — λογισμός, 
some of them, 1 think never share in it, and the majority rather late» . . . «and 
further one could see in animals that what you say is true» (Rep. 4 4 1 b ) " . 

To be able to distinguish clearly between originals and their images, reality 
and unreality, fact and fiction or allegory, the exercise of reason is required. 
However, in infancy and early childhood the mind is quite unable to do this. 
At this stage the mind is, as it were, fast asleep, and gradually wakes up, until at 
the stage of πίστις it is wide awake in the realm of opinion, and can make these 

9. At 509d this section of the line is referred to as όρατόν i.e. the visible section ; 
and the upper section is referred to as το νοητόν. There is no problem with the designa
tion of the upper section as το γνωστόν at 510a, since γνωστόν is clearly being used as 
a synonym of νοητόν. In the case of the lower section, since Plato refers to it as το Sc-
ξαστόν (510a) after he has graded the visible objects in that section, I entirely agree 
with those scolars who, unlike A. S. Ferguson («Plato's Simile of Light» Part I C.Q. 
Vol. xv, 1921, p. 136 and pp. 143—144) consider that in the Line, Plato is employing 
the visible to represent the sensible generally. Cf. Ν. R. Murphy, «The 'Simile of Light' 
in Plato's Republic*, C.Q. Vol, xxvi, 1932, pp. 83—95; David Ross, Plato's Theory of 
Ideas, Oxford, 1951, p. 47 ; and Cross andWoozley, op. cit. p. 213. 

10. φαντασία or 'imagination", as Aristotle employs it, is not to be identified with 
εικασία, for εικασία is a level of thought and involves reasoning. Aristotle explains (428a. 
16ff) that belief implies conviction (πίστίς), conviction implies being persuaded, and 
persuasion implies reason. He then states that some beasts have imagination, but none 
have reason. This means that to Aristotle εικασία as I am interpreting it would involve 
conviction. I would agree with him, for είκατία is a grade of opinion (δόξα) and chil
dren do have conviction in their beliefs Pla;o, however is employing πίστις here to 
designate the mental condition of the normal grown-up whose beliefs are generally more 
reliable than those of the child, in much the same way as he employs διάνοια to designate 
specifically the third level of thought in the Line. 

11. This means that in this section of the Republic, where Plato makes his tripar
tite division of the soul on the basis of the three classes in the state, he excludes chil
dren precisely because their minds have not yet attained the condition peculiar to man, 
namely πίστις. 



- 2 9 5 -

dìstinctions. Plato, indeed, bases his early education programme on the regogni-
tion of this dreamlike condition of the child's mind. Thus one of the reasons he 
offers for censuring children's literature is that a child is unable to distinguish 
between what is and what is not allegory : ό γαρ νέος ούχ οίος τε κρίνειν δ τί τε 
υπόνοια καί δ μή (378d) 1 2. This use of the word εικασία to designate the dream
like mental condition of childhood is, etymologically, quite legitimate ; for ' to 
liken' is one of the meanings of the verb είκάζειν 1 3 . T h e child's mind likens 
images to their originals - it supposes το δμοιόν τω μή δμοιον άλλ' αυτό είναι φ 
έ'οικεν (476c). Indeed, in the Line passage, Plato may be trying to remind us of 
this description of the dream state when he refers to the lowest subsection as το 
όμοιωθέν, and to the subsection immediately above this as το φ ώμοιώθη (510a) 1 4 . 

Significantly, in Book X where Plato discusses grades of reality in connection 
with art, he tells us that if a good painter exhibits his painting of a carpenter 
at a distance, he will be able to deceive children and idiots into believing that it 
is a real carpenter : άλλ' δμως παΐδάς τε καί άφρονας ανθρώπους, ει αγαθός εϊη 
ζωγράφος, γράψας αν τέκ,τονα καί πόρρωθεν έπιδεικνύς, εξαπατώ αν τ φ δοκεΐν 
ως αληθώς τέκτονχ είναι ( 5 9 8 c ) 1 5 . Again, it is significant that Plato expresses 
this same view of the child's mental condition in the Sophist, where, as in Book X 
of the Republic, he discusses image making in connection with the possibility 
of sophistry, in almost identical words : one will be able, by virtue of the art oi 
painting, «to make imitations which have the same names as the real things, 
and by showing t h e pictures at a distance, will be able to deceive the thoughtless 
ones among young children—τους ανόητους των νέων παίδων—into believing that 
he is perfectly able to accomplish in fact whatever he wishes to do» (Sophist 
234b). Plato proceeds to explain that the young—τους νέους (clearly, not young 
men, but children) can in much the same way be imposed upon by means of 

12. Plato considers that early education, i.e. the educution of children is the most, 
important part of education. This is even clearer in the Laws where he has more to say 
aDout the education of children. There he emphasizes the supreme importance of forming 
the right habits early in childhood. Cf. Laus 643b ff and 659d ff. Here in the Republic 
he makes the same point at 377 a-b. It is noteworthy fhat Plato assigns a very impor
tant jole in the education of children to the use of toys. Cf. the following passage 
from the Laics ·' «I say then that if a man is to be good at anything, he must practise 
it from early childhood, and spend his playing as well his learning time in pursuits 
suitable to the subject. As for example : he who is to become a good farmer or a good 
architect must play at building some toy edifices or with a toy farm. And the person 
who brings up children must provide them with the tools of their trade in miniature, 
copies of the real things — των αληθινών μιμήματα (643b). 

13. As R. C. Cross and A. D. Woozley rightly point out (op. cit. p. 218) Greek 
linguistic usage does not help us much in determining the meaning of είκα ία. However, 
the likening of images to their originals, in the sense of not recognizing any difference 
in reality bf-tween them, fits Plato's description of the dream-state. 

14. Cf. also 511a where the objects in the second subsection are said to be ύποτών 
κάτω άπεικασθείσιν. 

15. That Plato does not really have in mind here what we might call 'illusion' or 
a mere error seems clear from the fact that he explicitly says that this happens to 
children and άφρονες άνθρωποι ; that is to say, grown-ups who exhibit this mental condi
tion are, not indeed foolish, but rather idiots. 
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images of things conveyed by words while they are still at a distance from the 
realities of truth - Ιτι πόρρω των πραγμάτων της αληθείας άαεστώτας—that is 
to say, while they are still unable to grasp the distinction between reality and 
unreality truth and falsehood, fact and fiction etc, {Sophist 234c) l 6 , We shall 
have more to say about this state of mind in connection with the Cave passage; 
for the present, let us turn to the two higher states of mind. 

διάνοια and νόησις 

It would seem that of the four states of mind, εικασία and πίστις are really 
the only two states of mind clearly identifiable in everyday life, and that Plato, 
believing as he does in the existence of Forms (which are thought of as being 
the archetypes of particulars) and in the theory of recollection, is here postula
ting two higher states of mind, διάνοια and νόησις, in the realm of knowledge 
analogous to εικασία and πίστις respectively. Now, it is important to see that 
the people whom Socrates describes as φιλοθεάμονες, φιλήκοοι etc. and later 
describes as 'lovers of opinion'—φιλόδοξοι (480a) are not really ordinary people— 
whose mental condition, on our interpretation, is that of πίστις—but rather 
people who are generally regarded as being knowledgeable, but whom Plato 
regards as not really having knowledge properly so called. J. Gosling l 7 rightly 
points out the posibility of someone actually mistaking these 'lovers of opinion' 
for 'true philosophers'. In the context of the discussion, Socrates is not distin
guishing 'true philosophers' from ordinary people who admittedly have only opi
nion and not knowledge ; he rather has in mind men of learning like sophists, 
rhetoricians, mathematicians etc. who are quite likely to be mistaken by the 
ordinary man for the 'true philosophers' who alone must be entrusted with poli
tical power. Thus when Socrates says that the dianoietic mathematicians dream 
about reality, and are unable to grasp it in a waking condition—όνειρώττουσι 
μεν περί το Ôv, ΰπαρ δε αδύνατον αύταΐς ίδεΐν (533b c), he is telling us, in 
effect, that their state of mind or level of thought is the same as that of the 
φιλοθεάμονες. Socrates explicitly connects this description of the dianoietic 
mathematicians as dreaming about reality with their level of thought, explaining 
that they leave their hypotheses undisturbed and are quite unable to explain 
them. He does, in fact, deny here that the dianoietic mathematician has knowledge 
properly so called : «For, where the starting—point is something one does not 
know, and the conclusion and all that intervenes are woven together out of what 
one does not know, what contrivance can ever turn such consistency into 
knowledge» (533c). 

This dream—like state of mind, as I have argued, is the 'effect' of the com
bined operation or the two faculties of knowledge and opinion ; for though 

16. It is true that quite normal grown-ups are often beguiled by images of good
ness, justice etc. conveyed by the words of the sophist, the rhetorician and the dema
gogue ; but it is a misunderstanding to suppose that these grown-ups are also in the 
mental condition of εικασία, for unlike children they can make the distinction between 
truth and falsehood, fact and fiction. Surely, if Plato means to suggest that to be de
ceived in this way is to be in the mental state of εικασία it is strange that he is making 
all this fuss about children and άφρονες άνθρωποι. 

17. J. Gosling, «Republic Book V: τα πολλά καλά κτλ., loc. cit. pp. 120—121. 
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διάνοια belongs to the upper section of the line—το γνωστόν, i.e. the sphere of 
the faculty of knowledge, we are explicitly told that in διάνοια the mind actually 
makes use of the sensible particulars which are the proper objects of the faculty 
of opinion , 8 . As Socrates is made to explain, as long as the dianoietic mathe
matician does not question his hypotheses, the premisses of his proofs, his 
contact with reality, i. e. the Forms, is by opinion (δόξα) and not klowledge (επι
σ τ ή μ η ) ; and «dreaming and dozing through his present line, before he wakes up 
here, he will arrive at the house of Hades and fall asleep for ever» ( 5 3 4 c - d ) 1 9 . 
Plato means us to understand that, like the φιλοθεάμονες, the dianoietic mathema
ticians do not really have knowledge properly so called —no matter what they them
selves think — but rather opinion (δόξα) albeit a higher level of δόξα as com
pared with the δόξα of the ordinary grown-up whose mental condition is that of 
πίστις. For the purposes of his diagram, however, the δόξα of διάνοια may be 
regarded as a lower grade of knowledge 2 0 . T h e accomplished dialectician is t h e 
' t rue philosopher' whose mental condition is that of νόησις, and who alone has 
knowledge properly so called ; he alone is wide awake in the realm of knowledge, 
and can distinguish clearly in his thinking between Forms and the things which 
partake of them. 

If then in διάνοια the mind dreams about the Forms and is unable to distin
guish clearly in its thinking between Forms and particulars, when Plato says that 
in διάνοια the mind employs the sensible particulars as images, and that the dia
noietic mathematicians while making use of visible forms and making their argu
ments about them, are really thinking not about them, but about those things 
which they resemble, making their arguments for the sake of the square itself 
and the diagonal itself, and not for the sake o f t h a t which they draw (510d ff.), 
he is not likely to mean that t h e dreaming mathematicians are themselves consci
ously aware of what they are doing. Plato is here speaking from the point of view 
of the ' true philosopher'. Indeed the entire description of the method of διά
νοια makes it clear that though the subject matter of mathematics is the Forms, 

18. Gf. 510d—511a, 511a—b. What Plato means us to understand, I think, is 
that the mind in διάνοια cannot completely dissociate thought or reason, the instrument 
of the faculty of knowledge, from the senses, the instrument of the faculty of opinion ; 
hence it is impossible for it to attain knowledge properly so called. 

19. This application of δόξα and dreaming to tT<e dianoietic mathematician indi
cates quite clearly that Plato thinks of their level of thought or state of mind as being 
the same as that of the φιλοθεάμονες. A. S. Ferguson (op. cit. part ii, p. 28) seems to 
be hard put to it to explain away this application of δόξα and dreaming to the prac
titioners of the method of διάνοια on his view that the mind in διάνοια has some 
knowledge of the Forms. 

20. The 'knowledge' of the dianoietic mathematician is of the same level as that of 
the φιλοθεάμονες ; it is concerned with the relations between universals, and not really 
with the particulars they employ. Plato means that though in their reasoning they 
employ terms like the square, the diagonal, justice, beauty, goodness etc. which desig
nate Forms, they do not really know them. At 533c-d, Socrates is made to say : «We 
have called them knowledge from habit, though they really need some other name, 
connoting more clearness than opinion, and more obscurity than knowledge.» That is 
to say, that Plato is very much aware of the fact that these mathematicians and otter 
φιλοθεάμονες are generally regarded as having knowledge. 
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the practitioners of the method he is describing do not know them 'although they 
are intelligible with a beginning'— νοητών όντων μετά αρχής (511c-d). li is thus 
extremely misleading to interpret Plato as saying that the dianoietic mathemati
cian employs images to obtain knowledge of some higher realities. I t is precisely 
this interpretation of the method of διάνοια which is constantly being cited to 
justify the generally accepted view that by εικασία which is analogous to διάνοια, 
Plato means 'conjecture' in the sense of examining the images of physical objects 
in order to determine what their originals are 2 1 . This is almost certainly a mi
sunderstanding of what Plato is doing in the Line passage. Surely, it is only the 
' true philosopher' who knows the Forms, and can distinguish them clearly in his 
thinking from particulars, who should be expected to be capable of examining 
the images of Forms in order to determine what the originals are This indeed 
is precisely what Plato says the true philosopher' is capable of doing when he 
returns into the cave after contemplating the real objects in the outer wor ld 2 2 . 
T h e subject matter of mathematics, from the point of view of the ' t rue philo
sopher', truly is the Forms, but the dianoietic mathematician is quite unaware 
of this. Though the mind of the dianoietic mathematician has entered ther ealm 
of knowledge where Forms are well within his ken, he is quite unable to grasp 
them and recognize that they are far more real than the visible forms he employs. 
Indeed, if a ' true philosopher' tells a dianoietic mathematician that the figures 
he draws are only images of some transcendental entities called Forms, he will 
think that the ' true philosopher' is not really mentis compos. 2 3 I t is in this 
sense that εικασία is analogous to διάνοια 2 4 . 

21. Vide especially Richard Robinson (op. cit. 190—191) where he maintains that 
«Εικασία is a σκέψις έν είκοσι», citing τα όντα έν είκοσι σκοπειν (Phaedo 100a), 
and Neil Cooper («Tne Importance of διάνοια in Plato's Theory of Forms», C. Q. N. S 
Vol. xvi, 1966, pp. 65—69) where he argues that «διάνοια uses images to obtain know
ledge of tbe Forms» (p. 67) and even that the argument of Book 6 and 7 of the Re
public «shows us an instance of διάνοια in action». Clearly, the reader of these books 
may well be in the mental condition of διάνοια, but tbe writer himself who knows the 
Forms cannot be said to be in that condition oî mind. That is to say, to interpret the 
states of mind in the light of Plato's descriptions of the methods of διάνοια and νόησις 
instead of interpreting the methods in the light of what Plato means by the states of 
mind, is a mistaken procedure, for these methods are not descriptions oî states of mind. 
Surely, a 'true philosopher' can employ the method of διάνοια without relapsing into 
the dreamlike mental condition of διάνοια. 

22. Cf. Republie 520c-d. Cf. also 517ff. where Plato explains why the 'true philo
sopher' needs time to accustom himself to the observation of the obscure things in 
the cave. 

23. Cf. the statement αυτό δέ κάλλος μήτε νομίζων μήτε ά\ι τις ήγηται ίπΐ την γνώσιν 
αύτοϋ δυνάμενος επεσθαι {Republie 476c). 

24. As the mind in εικασία is unable to grasp the difference in reality between phy
sical objects and their images, so in διάνοια the mind is unable to grasp the difference 
in reality between Forms and particulars It may be objected that if in διάνοια the mind 
is not acquainted with Forms the description of the mind in διάνοια as dreaming about 
the Forms is untenable. This however reckons without the theory of recollection which 
is surely the presupposition of Plato's metaphor of dreaming and being awake. The 
whole of Plato's description of the two methods of διάνοια and νόησις should be read 
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Now if εικασία is the mental condition which characterizes childhood, and πί-
στις is the mental condition of the ordinary grown-up, then since εικασία and 
πίστις are analogous to διάνοια and νόησις respectively, Plato is saying, in effect, 
that in the realm of knowledge the dianoietic mathematician and all other φιλο
θεάμονες are only children ; and this is not a very complimentary thing to say 
about contemporary sophists, rhetoricians, mathematicians and other men of lear
ning who did not happen to share his belief in the theory of Forms. We should 
therefore not be surprised if Plato does not attempt to be as explicit as we 
should like him to be. Nevertheless, Plato does compare the practitioners of the 
method of διάνοια with children ! For, at 534d, having contrasted the ' t rue 
philosopher' who can 'give λόγος of the essential nature of each thing' with those 
who cannot perform this intellectual feat—i.e. the dianoietic mathematicians and 
all other φιλοθεάμονες-and said that the former has knowledge whereas the lat
ter only dream about reality because their contact with reality is by δόξα and 
not επιστήμη, Socrates is made to observe significantly : «But, surely, if you 
should ever nurture in fact your children whom you are now nurturing and 
educating in word, you would not suffer them, I presume, to hold rule in the 
t tate, and control the highest issues, being themselves as irrational as the lines 
so called in geometry». 

Naturally, if by the time one comes to this passage, one has not already 
recognized that by εικασία Plato means specifically the dream—like mental con
dition which characterizes childhood, this statement will seem rather otiose and 
hard to explain. Plato is here humorously describing the dianoietic mathema
ticians and all other φιλοθεάμονες who are unable to 'give λόγος of the essential 
nature of things ' as being children, and saying that they should not be entrusted 
with political power, and with it the control over the highest issues of state 
«being as άλογοι as the lines so ca l led» 2 s . That is to say, in this passage 
Glaucon represents the state of Athens, and his children are the φιλοθεάμονες 
who, without being properly educated, rush into Athenian politics. At this stage 
when they are dreaming about reality, they are only children in the realm of 
knowledge and their proper field of study is dianoietic mathematics which can 

in the light of the metaphor of dreaming and being awake. The method of διάνοια 
is the beginning of the procces of the recollection of Forms ; the mind is unable to 
complete this process at the stage of διάνοια. The process can only be completed at ti e 
mental stage of νόησις, and the method of νόησίς is designed to complete the process. 

25. J. Adams ( The Republic of Plato ed. Rees, Cambridge, 1963, Vol. ii, p. 143, 
note on 534d) translates : «You will not suffer your children to be mere irrational 
quan'i ies, if t': ey are to rule in the city.» He observes: «Has γραμμάς also any spe
cial application? Probably it has ; otherwise the witticism is unnecessarily far-fetclud 

and frigid, even if we make every a'lowance for Plato's love of mathematical jest » 
Indeed, commentators seem to think that the important point in this passage is the 
allusion to 'irrational lines' or irrational numbers as we call tbem. Really, however, 
we have just been told that the φιλοθεάμονες etc. are unable 'to give λόγος of the 
essential nature of things', and it seems quite reasonable to take άλογοι γραμμαί as 
being only a pun on άλογοι παίδες. 



- 3 0 0 -

draw their minds closer to reality in preparation for philosophic dialectic 2 6 . It is 
sheer blunder to allow them t o go about imagining that they know what justice, 
goodness etc. are, and thus suppose that they are as fully qualified as anyone 
can possibly be to be entrusted with political power, and with it the control 
over the highest issues of the state. Not until they are well skilled in philosophic 
dialectic should they be allowed to hold offices of state. As Socrates is made to 
say : «Then you will provide by law that they—i.e. Glaucon's children—shall pay 
special attention to dialectic which will enable them to ask and answer questions 
in the most scientific manner» ( 5 3 4 d ) . 

We can thus see that in the Line passage, Plato has all along, at the back of 
his mind, a theory of the development of the mind right from infancy, and that 
it is a misunderstanding of Plato's procedure to suppose that he mentions the 
four states of mind at the end of the Line passage as an afterthought. Indeed, 
we should be suprised if, as the middle dialogues clearly indicate, Plato believed 
in (i) the theory of Forms, (ii) the immortality of the mind and its prior 
existence, and (iii) the theory of recollection (άνάμνησις), without realizing that 
his psycology is incomloplete without a theory of the development of the mind right 
from infancy. Such a theory, as ΐ shall show, is also put forward in the Timaeus 
in different terms. Here in the Republic, this development of the mind right 
from infancy is described in terms of the metaphor of dreaming and being 
awake, first in the realm of the faculty of δόξα-i .e . in ordinary life in the world 
of sense—when the mind in εικασία dreams about particulars., and gradually 
wakes up, until at the stage of πίστις it is wide awake, but does not even dream 
about the Forms, as it has not yet e m b a r k s 1 on the quest for knowledge ; and 
second, in the realm of the faculty of επιστήμη, when the mind in διάνοια by 
reasoning about particulars begins to dream about the Forms with which it was 
acquainted in its previous discarnate existence, and gradually wakes up, until at 
νόησις—and not before t h e n — t h e mind, through the assiduous practice of philo
sophic dialectic, becomes wide awake and is able to distinguish clearly in its 
thinking between Forms and particulars. Needless to say, not very many people 
attain the stage of διάνοια when the mind dreams about Forms, and fewer still 
attain νόησις, the mental condition of the ' t rue philosopher', πίστις being the 
mental condition of the ordinary man, the mental condition peculiar to man. 

J. T . B E D U - A D D O 

University of Cape Coast, Ghana 

26. Plato considers that the study of mathematics, more than any other subject, at 
this stage will draw the minds of his guardians away from the world of sense towards 
reality. Cf. Republic 523a ff. This seems to be the reason why he recommends an ex
clusively mathematical curriculum for his guardians at the threshold of knowledge ; he 
does not mean to suggest that διάνοια is «mathematical thought», for, as I have argued, 
all φιλοθεάμονες who are said to dream about reality are at the menial stage of διά
νοια. As Ross (op. cit. p. 52) rightly points out, the method of διάνοια is in principle 
«applicable to all sciences which study a particular subject without raising ultimate 
Questions about the status in reality of the subject matter » 
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Π Ε Ρ Ι Λ Η Ψ Ι Σ 

Μ Ε Ρ Ο Σ 1 

Ή ερμηνεία των εννοιών των καταστάσεων του πνεύματος : είκασία, πίστις, 

διάνοια και νόησις, δέν είναι δυνατόν ν' άνευρεθή είς τήν περιγραφήν ύπο του 

Πλάτωνος των δυνάμεων της επιστήμης καΐ δόξης και των σχετικών των αντι

κειμένων είς το τέλος του βιβλίου V, άλλα μάλλον είς τήν περιγραφήν του τών 

επιπέδων νοήσεως του αλη&ονς φιλοσόφου και τών φιλοθεαμόνων κτλ., επί τη 

βάσει της μεταφοράς του ονείρου και της έγρηγόρσεως, εν σχέσει προς τα είδωλα 

και τα πρότυπα των (476a κέξ. ). Ύπο τήν Ιποψιν ταύτην συνάγεται δτι αϊ τέσ

σαρες καταστάσεις του πνεύματος δεν είναι υποδιαιρέσεις τών δυνάμεων της επι

στήμης καΐ δόξης, άλλα παρουσιάζουν μάλλον διαδοχικά επίπεδα νοήσεως είς τήν 

άνάπτυξιν του πνεύματος άπο μίαν άρχικήν ονειρικήν κατάστασιν, της εικασίας 

οΰσης της ονειρικής πνευματικής καταστάσεως, ήτις χαρακτηρίζει τήν νηπιακήν 

και πρώιμον παιδικήν ήλικίαν. 

Είς το κατώτερον τμήμα τής σειράς, το βασίλειον της δυνάμεως της δόξης, 

το πνεύμα είς τήν είκασίαν ονειρεύεται επί τών καθ' έκαστα, εν τή έννοια 6τι 

τοΰτο κατά τήν σκεπτικήν του διεργασίαν δέν δύναται να συλλαβή τήν διάκρισιν 

μεταξύ ενός φυσικού αντικειμένου και τών πολυπλεύρων εικόνων του. Είς τήν 

πίστιν το πνεύμα είναι λίαν έγρηγορος είς το βασίλειον τής αντιληπτικής αίσθή-

σεως και δύναται να διακρίνη μεταξύ προτύπων και τών εικόνων των είς το 

βασίλειον τής αίσθήσεως' είναι ή διανοητική κατάστασις τής συνήθους αναπτύ

ξεως. Δεδομένου δμως βτι είκασία και πίστις είναι ανάλογοι προς τήν 'διάνοιαν' 

καΐ 'νόησιν' αντιστοίχως (533e— 534a* 533b—c" 534c— d), είς το άνώτερον τμήμα 

τής σειράς, το βασίλειον τής επιστήμης, το πνεύμα είς τήν διάνοιαν ονειρεύεται 

έπί τών μορφών, εν τή έννοια δτι είναι άνίκανον να συλλαβή τήν διάκρισιν μεταξύ 

μορφών και τών εικόνων του, ήτοι των κα3' έκαστα λεπτομερειών είς τήν λογι-

στικήν του διεργασίαν. Τούτο αποτελεί τήν πνευματικήν κατάστασιν δλων τών 

φιλοθεαμόνων, ήτοι ό μαθηματικός είς το στάδιον τής διανοίας είναι τφ δντι είς 

φιλοθεάμων. Μόνον είς το στάδιον τής νοήσεως, Οτε το πνεύμα τελεί εν έγρη-

γόρσει είς το βασίλειον τής γνώσεως, δύναται να διακρίνη σαφώς μεταξύ μορφών 

και ιδιαιτεροτήτων είς τήν σκεπτικήν του ένέργειαν. Μόνον είς αυτό το στάδιον, 

ή κατ' εξοχήν οοτω καλούμενη γνώσις είναι έπιτευκτή. 


