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I~ a passage of book 10 of the Republic, 602 c—603 A, Plato offers a
new argument for the claim that the soul consists of parts. The ar-
gument has the same basic structure as the well-known arguments
for the division of the soul in book 4: Socrates draws our attention
to an example of opposition in the soul, appeals to the ‘Principle of
Opposites’—that the same thing cannot do or undergo opposites at
the same time and in relation to the same thing (436 B 8—9; 602 E
8—9)—and concludes that different parts of the soul are responsible
for each side of this opposition. However, while structurally simi-
lar, the arguments consider entirely different kinds of conflict. The
arguments in book 4 begin with the widely accepted assumption
that motivational conflict can occur: at the same time both desiring
to do and desiring not to do the same thing. The argument in book
10, in contrast, centres on a more surprising kind of conflict: at the
same time both believing and disbelieving the same thing.

It is generally thought that, unlike desire, reason abhors contra-
dictions: we can, and often do, hold conflicting beliefs unwittingly,
but as soon as we notice such a conflict we are compelled to resolve
it immediately. The argument of 602 c—603 A, however, requires us
to accept that in certain situations we knowingly hold, at the same
time, beliefs (doxat) that contradict, with no avenue for resolution.
We would hope to find a considerable attempt to make this plau-
sible, but instead Socrates simply points to encounters with visual
illusions as putative examples of the kind of cognitive conflict he
has in mind: for example, believing a stick is straight but, at the
same time, the opposite appearing to be the case because the stick
is partially immersed in water. But why should we accept that this
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is an example of conflicting beliefs? Surely, one might think, this
is an opposition between what we believe and how things look—
surely we simply do not believe that the stick is bent, despite how
it looks. Remarkably, Socrates shows no awareness of this concern
and Glaucon accepts what he says without question.

Moreover, the very fact that Plato allows cognitive conflict
between the parts of the soul might itself seem puzzling. Moti-
vational conflict can occur between our appetitive, spirited, and
rational parts because each have their own desires, but one might
expect a cognitive ability such as belief to be the preserve of just
one part of the soul, the rational part. Book 10 tells us otherwise:
there are (at least) two believing parts of the soul. Naturally, then,
the second question we would like an answer to is: what are the
two believing parts? Again the passage is not as informative as we
would hope. In contrast to the arguments in book 4, in 602 c—603 A
Socrates is never explicit about the parts he is dividing between.
The rational part is mentioned (to logistikon, 602 E 1) but it is
not unambiguously identified with either party of the opposition.
Rather, the opposing parts are only explicitly labelled the ‘best’
part of the soul and an ‘inferior’ or ‘lower’ (phaulon) part. Con-
sequently, there is space for two very different readings, and each,
as we will see, appears to have strong evidence in its favour: first,
that Plato is introducing a new division, subdividing the rational
part of the soul into a higher and lower part,” or, second, that he is
sticking to his earlier tripartition, so that the ‘inferior’ part is one
or both of the non-rational parts we find in book 4.2

' See N. R. Murphy, The Interpretation of Plato’s Republic [Interpretation]
(Oxford, 1951), 239—43; A. Kenny, ‘Mental Health in Plato’s Republic’ ['Mental
Health’], Proceedings of the British Academy, 55 (1969), 229—53 at 248—9; A. Ne-
hamas, ‘Plato on Imitation and Poetry in Republic X’ [‘Imitation’], in id., Virtues
of Authenticity: Essays on Plato and Socrates (Princeton, 1999), 252—78 at 264—9;
M. F. Burnyeat, ‘Culture and Society in Plato’s Republic’ [‘Culture’], in G. Peterson
(ed.), The Tanner Lectures on Human Values, 20 (Salt Lake City, 1999), 215-354 at
223-8; D. Sedley, The Midwife of Platonism: Text and Subtext in Plato’s Theaetetus
[Midwife] (Oxford, 2004), 113 n. 40; and R. Kamtekar, ‘Speaking with the Same
Voice as Reason: Personification in Plato’s Psychology’ [‘Personification’], Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy, 31 (2006), 167—202 at 173 n. 11.

2 See e.g. T. Penner, “Thought and Desire in Plato’, in G. Vlastos (ed.), Plato: A
Collection of Critical Essays, II (Notre Dame, 1971), 96—118; M. F. Burnyeat, ‘Plato
on the Grammar of Perceiving’ [‘Grammar’], Classical Quarterly, Ns 26 (1976), 29—
s1; H. Lorenz, The Brute Within: Appetitive Desire in Plato and Aristotle [ Brute]
(Oxford, 2006); J. Moss, ‘Appearances and Calculation: Plato’s Division of the Soul’
[‘Calculation’], Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, 34 (2008), 35-68; T. S. Gan-
son, “T’he Rational/Non-Rational Distinction in Plato’s Republic’ [‘Rational/Non-
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The aim of this paper is to offer a thorough analysis of this pas-
sage, focusing on these two interpretative problems: how disbeliev-
ing a visual illusion gives rise to conflicting beliefs and what the two
believing parts of the soul are. There are two related conclusions
that I wish to reach, one for each problem and both arising from
an analysis of what Plato means by ‘appearances’ (phainomena) and
‘beliefs’ (doxat). The first is that the relevant appearances are en-
tirely sensory but nonetheless sufficiently belief-like to (a) warrant
being called doxai and (b) oppose, by themselves, our calculated be-
liefs; there is no need for a third mental state, a belief that assents to
the appearance. The second concerns how we locate the part of the
soul that opposes calculation. It is generally thought that the sub-
ject of the opposing belief is the subject of the opposing appearance:
that is, that the part of the soul to which it ‘appears’ (phainetai) that
p is the part that believes that p. I argue that this is a mistake, and
one with consequences for the argument’s most divisive line, 602 E
4—06: the subject of the opposing belief is not the part of the soul that
is said to be appeared to in 602 E 4—6, namely the rational part, but
the part that gives rise to the sensory appearance, and this, I will
argue, is a non-rational part.

1. Introduction to the argument

Showing that there are two believing parts of the soul is an inter-
mediate aim of 602 c—603 A. It takes its place in a long and elaborate
series of arguments defending the banishment of imitative poetry
from the kallipolis, reinforcing book 3’s examination of poetry with
the help of the partite psychology developed in book 4.3 Our pas-
sage’s role is to identify the part of the soul that imitation affects,
revealing that it is an inferior part—*a part of us that is far from wis-
dom’ (603 A 12—B 1)—and thereby supporting the claim that imita-
tive poetry’s effect is corrupting. The argument does not consider

Rational’], Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy, 36 (2009), 179—97; R. Singpur-
walla, ‘Soul Division and Mimesis in Republic X’ [ ‘Mimesis’], in P. Destrée and F.
Herrmann (eds.), Plato and the Poets (Leiden and Boston, 2011), 283—98; and D.
Wolfsdorf, ‘Pleasure and Truth in Republic 9’ [‘Republic 9’], Classical Quarterly, Ns
63 (2013), 110-38.

3 As Socrates indicates at the opening of book 10: ‘now that we have distinguished
the separate parts of the soul, it is even clearer, I think, that such poetry should be
altogether excluded’ (595 A 5-B 1).
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poetry’s effect on the soul directly but rather makes a point about
another paradigmatic imitative art, painting, which is assumed to
exploit our souls in the same way as visual illusions (602D 1—4).
(As I will argue below, the connection between poems, paintings,
and visual illusions is revealed in the preceding discussion: whether
it is poetry or painting, imitation is the art of making ‘appearances’
(phainomena)—or ‘images’ (eidola) or ‘semblances’ (phantasmata)—
and these are treated as the same kind of thing as naturally occurring
sensory appearances such as reflections in mirrors and visual illu-
sions. The assumption, then, is that what is true of visual illusions,
so long as it is true of them qua appearances, should also be true of
imitations, whether paintings or poems.)

The question that invites the argument is ‘on which of a person’s
parts does it [sc. imitation] exert its power?’ (602 C 4—5). Socrates
begins his answer by drawing our attention to a variety of illusions:

Through sight the same magnitude doesn’t appear to us to be equal when
near and far away . . . And something looks crooked when seen in water and
straight when seen out of it and the same thing is seen to be both concave
and convex on account of the eye’s wandering anew around the colours.
(602 Cc 7-12)

These are familiar and fairly benign illusions which we typically see
through without difficulty; instead of trusting our senses we come to
a correct belief by some more reliable method, such as ‘calculation,
measurement, and weighing’. But what is interesting about such il-
lusions is their recalcitrance. While ‘calculation, measurement, and
weighing” may lead us to a correct belief, it will never correct the
illusion itself: even if we believe an immersed stick is straight, it will
nonetheless appear bent. This is the kind of conflict that Socrates
wishes to draw our attention to. As it is presented in the text, his
argument can be outlined as follows:

(1) ‘“Through sight the same thing appears to us not to be of equal
size when near and far away’ (602 c 7-8).

(2) But ‘measuring, counting, and weighing give us welcome as-
sistance . . . so that we aren’t ruled by what appears larger
or smaller, more numerous, or heavier, but by calculation,
measurement, and weighing’ (602 D 6—9).

(3) ‘Calculating, measuring, and weighing are the work of the ra-
tional part of the soul’ (602 E 1-2).

(4) ‘But often to this, after it has measured and declared that
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some things are larger or smaller or the same size as others,
the opposite appears at the same time about the same things’
(602 E 4-6).

(5) ‘We said that it is impossible for the same thing to believe
[doxazein] opposites about the same thing at the same time’
(602 E 8—9).*

(6) Therefore, ‘the part of the soul that forms a belief contrary
to the measurements couldn’t be the same part that believes
in accord with them’ (603 A 1—2).

(7) “T'he part that trusts in measurement and calculation is the
best part of the soul’ (603 A 4—5).

(8) Therefore, ‘the part that opposes it is one of the inferior parts
in us’ (603 A 7-8).

We can clearly see here the two problems I introduced above.

First, the argument as it stands has a conspicuous gap. Lines
(1) to (4) establish that a certain belief—appearance conflict can oc-
cur: we believe a stick is straight but at the same time the opposite
appears to be the case (where ‘appears’, occurring in (1) and (4),
refers to what looks to be the case). From (5) to (8), however, it is
assumed that a belief-belief conflict has occurred: we believe the
stick is straight and at the same time also believe that the stick is
bent, in agreement with the appearance.5 What permits Socrates to
move from belief—appearance conflict to belief—belief conflict? This
is surely the most puzzling step in the argument, and yet Socra-
tes makes no attempt to justify it; Glaucon accepts what he says
without question.

Second, the argument is not explicit about what parts it is di-
viding between. In (3) we learn that calculating, measuring, and
weighing are the ‘work’ (épyov) of the rational part, as we would ex-
pect. But this does not, strictly speaking, entail that the ‘best’ part
is the rational part, as a whole: it leaves open the possibility that the
beliefs of the ‘inferior’ part are also the work of the rational part.
Neither the ‘best’ nor the ‘inferior’ part, then, is explicitly identi-
fied, and what evidence there is has failed to lead to a consensus. On

4+ ‘We said’: in book 4 ‘assent and dissent’ (437 B 1) were included among the op-
posites to which the Principle of Opposites applies.

5 Socrates favours the illusion that ‘things appear to us not to be of equal size
when near and far away’. If we believe, unlike Plato, that perception itself repre-
sents depth, we might not be inclined to see this as an illusion. For this reason, I will
instead favour Socrates’ less contentious example of a partially immersed stick.
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one side there is a variety of indications in book 10 that we should
map the ‘best’ and ‘inferior’ parts onto the partitions established in
book 4, making the former the rational part of the soul and the lat-
ter the appetitive and/or spirited part.® On the other side is line (4),
602 E 4—6, which appears to make the rational part alone the sub-
ject of both sides of the conflict, suggesting that Plato is modifying
his earlier tripartition by adding, as Burnyeat states his reading,
‘a new division, grounded on cases of cognitive conflict in which
the reasoning part of the soul appears to be at variance with it-
self’.7

I begin by presenting the evidence that the ‘inferior’ part of the
soul is non-rational (Section 2). This evidence would be decisive if
it were not for the argument’s most controversial line: line (4), 602 E
4—6. If we follow the standard and, I argue, correct translation of
602 E 40, it states that the rational part is the subject of both the
calculated belief and the opposing appearance. It has been assumed
that this implies that the relevant conflict is within the rational part
of the soul and, thus, that the argument is dividing the rational part
itself into two further parts. I argue that whether or not this is the
implication of 602 E 4—6 depends on how we solve the first problem
the passage raises, namely its transition from belief-appearance to
belief—belief conflict (Section 3). After surveying recent attempts to
make sense of this transition (Section 4), I follow a number of com-
mentators in arguing that the only feasible solution is to take Plato
to be treating perception as itself a kind of judgement-maker:® a sen-

® Throughout book 10 the non-rational part or parts are never clearly aligned with
the book 4 partitions, so it is difficult to discern whether he has in mind the appeti-
tive part, spirited part, or both. I am inclined to agree with Nehamas that it is loosely
both and that ‘the explanation of why he opposes reason to spirit and appetite to-
gether . . . is simply that he does not need to distinguish these two for his present
purposes’ (‘Imitation’, 267). With respect to our present passage, note the plural in
603 A 7-8, line (8): Tdv dadAwr dv Tu ely év fuiv.

7 Burnyeat, ‘Culture’, 223.

8 See Burnyeat, ‘Grammar’, 34—5, and ‘Culture’, 228; Ganson, ‘Rational/Non-
Rational’, 185—6; and Wolfsdorf, ‘Republic 9’, 135—6. The reading that I will defend
is closest to Ganson’s, especially with respect to his claim that Plato believes percep-
tion has an ‘assertoric character’. The more general claim that perception is treated
as similar to belief in the Republic is made by many, more often with reference to
523 A—525 A. For example: J. M. Cooper, ‘Plato on Sense-Perception and Know-
ledge (Theaetetus 184—186)’, Phronesis, 15 (1970), 123—46; M. Frede, ‘Observations
on Perception in Plato’s Later Dialogues’ [‘Perception’], in id., Essays in Ancient
Philosophy (Oxford, 1987), 3-8; and G. Fine, ‘Plato on Perception: A Reply to Pro-
fessor Turnbull, “Becoming and Intelligibility”’, Oxford Studies in Ancient Philo-
sophy, suppl. (1988), 15—28.
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sory appearance that p is, for Plato, one way in which the soul issues
a judgement that p (Section 5), a reading that makes particularly
good sense of our passage when supplemented by another central
discussion of perception in the Republic, 523 A—525 A (Section 6).

Understood in this way, the conflict is between the soul’s two
distinct ways of telling us about the world: our rational, calculation-
sensitive beliefs and our calculation-insensitive, purely sensory ‘be-
liefs’. (I argue, however, that we should be cautious about aligning
the latter doxa with belief as we typically understand it: it should
rather be understood to refer to a more general category of repre-
sentational states that includes both sensory appearances and be-
liefs, although for the present ‘belief’ is an acceptable translation.)
I aim to show that this reading has significant implications for our
understanding of 602 E 4—6: once we have correctly understood the
connection between sensory appearances and beliefs—or, more pre-
cisely, correctly understood the way in which sensory appearances
are belief-like—we will see that this line implies that the rational
part of the soul is perceptually aware of the appearance, but not
that it believes what appears (Section 7).

2. That the ‘inferior’ part is non-rational

One source of resistance to the suggestion that the ‘inferior’ part
of the soul is the appetitive or spirited part might be the thought
that belief is too cognitive an addition to parts of the soul that are
seats of brute passions: surely it is the rational part’s responsibility
to perform cognitive tasks such as thinking and believing, while the
non-rational parts are responsible for conative states such as appe-
tite or anger.? It is not at all clear, however, that Plato takes our
cognitive and conative functions to be divided so neatly. Most im-
portantly for our purposes, it has often been noted that book 10 is
not the first place where beliefs are attributed to the non-rational
parts of the soul. For example, we are told that moderation occurs
when all three parts ‘believe in common [éuodoédat] that the ra-

9 Kenny takes the fact that the opposition is between beliefs to be sufficient to es-
tablish that it is within the rational part (‘Mental Health’, 248 n. 1), and Nehamas is
troubled that the alternative ‘would involve the attribution of thinking to appetite’
(‘Imitation’, 265). Contrast Burnyeat, who is happy to attribute beliefs to the non-
rational parts (‘Culture’, 227-8), but nonetheless does not think that we find such
beliefs in 602 c—603 A.
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tional part should rule’ (442 ¢ 11-D 1);'° that in the soul’s decline
from oligarchic to democratic, it is not just the appetitive part’s de-
sires that take over the ‘citadel’ of his rational part, but in addition
false ‘words and beliefs [logoi . . . doxai] rush up and occupy this
part of him’ (560 ¢ 2—3); that in dreams a man’s appetitive part can,
while his rational part is inactive, ‘suppose’ (oierar) that it is sleeping
with his mother (571 ¢ 9—D 1); and that the tyrannical man’s decline
is marked by being overcome by beliefs that ‘used only to be freed
in sleep’ (574 D 5—E 2). These passages are not conclusive, but they
certainly upset the idea that the appetitive and spirited parts are
purely conative. One might dismiss them as metaphor, but a literal
understanding is at least consistent with the kind of partition that
Plato argues for in the Republic. Plato’s aim is not to partition the
soul’s basic abilities—desire in this part, belief in that part, and so
forth—but to identify parts of our soul that are distinct by virtue
of their overarching, often conflicting, goals. As such, each part can
be endowed with whatever cognitive or conative abilities allow it to
effectively pursue its characteristic goal, and there is no reason to
think that the same ability cannot be shared by more than one part.
The clearest evidence for this is that all three parts of the soul, in-
cluding the rational part, have their own desires.’’ If all parts can
have their own desires, what reason do we have to deny them, in
principle, their own beliefs?'?

One reason, it might be thought, is that a cognitive deficiency
that Plato does attribute to the appetitive and spirited parts is, as
our customary name for them suggests, that they are alogiston, non-
rational.’3 But this does not by itself entail an inability to form be-

° Although it requires greater exegesis, a similar point can be made about cour-
age. A comparison of 429 B 8D 1 and 442 B 11— 3, where Plato describes civic and
psychic courage respectively, suggests that psychic courage involves the spirited part
preserving correct beliefs in the face of temptations and fears.

"' This is made especially clear in a passage in book 9, 580D 7—581 A 1, where
Socrates tells us, first, that all three parts of the soul have their own pleasures and
émbupioa and, shortly after, that the appetitive part, the émfvunricdr, is so called be-
cause of the intensity (opodpdys) of its émbuuia: for food, drink, and sex—not, then,
because it is their exclusive home.

2 Cf. Burnyeat: ‘it is as mistaken to suppose the lower two parts of the soul incap-
able of thought or judgement as it is to deny desires and pleasures to the top part’
(‘Grammar’, 35 n. 22).

3 Although it is not Plato’s name for the appetitive and spirited parts, he un-
doubtedly characterizes them as dAdyiotov: e.g. 439 D 3-8 and 441 c 2. For an excel-
lent discussion of the use of dAdyworov in the Republic, and in particular in book 10,
see Moss, ‘Calculation’, esp. 36—7.
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liefs. The most straightforward understanding of what it means for
something to be alogiston is that it lacks the ability to engage in lo-
gismos: reasoning or calculation. It requires a strong faith in the ra-
tionality of our beliefs to assume that all beliefs are the result of
reasoning. Certainly there is nothing about beliefs per se that pre-
vents them from arising not through reasoning but through some
other, perhaps more causal, means, and in fact 602 c—603 A provides
us with conclusive evidence that Plato agrees. Whatever interpreta-
tion of the argument one favours, there is no doubt that it sets apart
the ability to engage in calculation and the ability to form beliefs:
the inferior part is said to form the beliefs it does precisely because
it lacks the ability to engage in calculation. There is, then, at least
one part of the soul—whatever part it turns out to be—that is both
incapable of logismos and capable of forming beliefs.

These observations allay some of the worries about the very idea
of attributing beliefs to the appetitive or spirited parts of the soul. I
turn now to the reasons for thinking that this is exactly what Plato
does in 602 c—603 A. The first and most conclusive argument has
received careful and detailed statements in recent literature, so |
will state it only briefly here.’* It centres on two claims, each of
which enjoys strong textual support: first, that poetry appeals to a
non-rational part of the soul, and second, that paintings and visual
illusions appeal to the same part of the soul as poetry.

As we have seen, the question 602 c—603 A aims to answer is ‘on
which of a person’s parts does imitation exert its power?’ It is in fact
the first of two arguments that address this question. The second
looks directly at the effect poetry has on the soul (603 B—606 D). It
begins by identifying opposing inclinations found in a person strug-
gling with grief. On one side is a part of him that, following calcu-
lation (604 D 4—5), bids him to tolerate his loss calmly and resist
being overcome by his grief. But pulling in the opposite direction
is an alogiston (604 D 9) part that urges him to give in to his grief
and ‘leads him towards recollections of his suffering and towards
lamentation and is insatiable for these things’ (604 D 8—9). Socrates
argues that it is this latter part of the soul that is affected by poetry:
if we enjoy the ‘long lamenting speech’ of a tragic hero recounting
his suffering, this is because it appeals to the part of our soul that
‘hungers for the satisfaction of weeping and wailing, desiring these
things by nature’ (606 A 4—6).

'+ See Moss, ‘Calculation’; Lorenz, Brute, ch. 5; and Singpurwalla, ‘Mimesis’.
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This ‘hunger’ for lamentation is not explicitly attributed to any
part of the soul, but as a strong, reason-resistant passion it seems
highly likely that it finds its home among the non-rational parts
(even if it is difficult to say which non-rational part). This is con-
firmed when Socrates moves from the example of grief to a more
general account of the passions poetry appeals to, which are indis-
putably passions appropriate to the spirited and appetitive parts:
‘lusts and anger [or spirit: Bupod] and all that is appetitive [mdvrwy Tov
émbuunTikdv] and painful and pleasurable in the soul’ (606 D 1—2).

This gets us halfway. If this is to help us identify the inferior
part in 602 c—603 A, we also need a second claim: that poetry and
painting appeal to the same part of the soul. This is the more dis-
puted claim. While few would wish to suggest that what ‘hungers
for the satisfaction of weeping’ is our rational part, it might be sug-
gested that Socrates makes two different divisions in book 10, each
apparent in distinct situations: a division within the rational part
revealed by cognitively deceptive illusions, and a division between
the rational and non-rational parts revealed by emotionally enga-
ging poems.’S But Socrates makes it absolutely clear that this is not
what he is doing. He concludes his second argument by linking it
to his first, concluding that ‘we’d be right to take him [sc. the poet]
and put him beside the painter as his counterpart’ (6os A 8—9). As
one example of their similarity, he tells us that:

The imitative poet . . . by making images [eldwAa eldwlomoodvra] far re-
moved from the truth, gratifies the part of the soul that is thoughtless and
doesn’t distinguish greater from lesser, but believes the same things are at
one time large and another time small. (605 B 7—C 4, my emphasis)

This is a reference to the illusion used as the central example in the
first argument: ‘the same thing appears to us not to be of equal size
when near and far away’ (line (1), 602 c 7-8). Plainly, then, Socra-
tes takes the argument to have shown that the poet and the painter
gratify the very same part of the soul: a single part for which it is
true both that it unreflectively accepts visual illusions and that it is
the source of non-rational passions. This is very strong evidence in-

'S Murphy is the only author I am aware of who believes that the ‘inferior’ part
refers consistently to a subdivision of the rational part throughout book 10. He ar-
gues that in 603 B—606 D it refers not to the non-rational, grieving part (although he
believes this part is also affected by poetry) but to erroneous attitudes to this grief

held by a lower part of reason (Interpretation, 241). This reading is very difficult to
square with, for example, 606 A 3 ff.
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deed that the ‘inferior’ part in 602 c—603 A is the same non-rational
‘inferior’ part in 603 B—606 D.™®

A second reason to take the inferior part to be non-rational is that
this enables us to give 602 c—603 A a meaningful role in the overall
argument of book 10. Consider the following question, which is in-
vited by the previous argument: what is it about painting and poetry
that explains why, despite their obvious differences, they affect the
same part of the soul? Those who argue that they affect different
parts of the soul naturally think that they do so by virtue of differ-
ent characteristics: for example, painting because it is cognitively
deceptive and poetry because it is emotionally engaging. Accord-
ingly, they believe that since it concerns something unique to paint-
ing, 602 c—603 A does not lead to any conclusions about poetry or
imitation in general; rather, it provides only a ‘parallel or analogy’."”
(And surely a weak analogy: that one thing can appeal to one part of
the soul—which is in any case already clear from book 4 (cf. 603 D
3—7)—hardly supports the claim that another thing, for different
reasons, appeals to a different part of the soul.) Conversely, if paint-
ing and poetry affect the very same part of the soul, we should ex-
pect them to do so by virtue of some characteristic that they share
in common. And if it concerns a characteristic common to both,
602 c—603 A leads to a conclusion that is relevant to both painting
and poetry. On examination, the text favours this latter reading.

In the passage quoted above, 605 B 7—C 4, Socrates tells us that
the poet affects the illusion-believing part of the soul ‘by making
images far removed from the truth’. This is Socrates’ definition of
imitation (dpioduefa): an imitator is a ‘maker of images [elSwAov 67-
weovpyds| . . . at a third remove from the truth’ (599 D 2—4). Thus,
poetry affects the non-rational part of the soul simply because it is
an imitative art, an art that makes images. In other words, a poem
affects this part of the soul not by virtue of something unique to a

0 The discussion of poetry also helps, independently, to identify the ‘best’ part.
Recall that in 602 c—603 A there was some interpretative latitude regarding the iden-
tity of the best part, granted by the fact that the best part’s calculation is only said
to be the ‘work’ of the rational part. In the discussion of poetry we find a more con-
clusive claim. Socrates says that the poet ‘arouses, nourishes, and strengthens this
part of the soul [sc. the inferior part] and so destroys the rational part [76 AoytoTi-
k6v]’ (605 B 3—5). In the previous line Socrates claims, similarly, that poetry appeals
to the inferior part rather than to 76 BéAriorov Tis Yuyis (605 A 9—B 2). This clearly
requires us to identify 76 BéAriaTov s Yuxrs with 76 doyiorikédv—and assuming that
we cannot have two best parts, this entails that the best part in 602 c—603 A should
equally be identified with the rational part. '7 Burnyeat, ‘Culture’, 11.
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poem—say, its emotive content or the fact that it is auditory—but
simply by virtue of the characteristic that makes it an imitation: be-
ing a mere image or appearance of what is real. If this is right, then
what poetry affects is a part of the soul that is sensitive to such im-
ages or appearances, while being insensitive to rational argument.
Thus, it is a part that can be moved by compelling images of grief
but is unmoved by (since, it seems likely, it is unable to compre-
hend) arguments about how one genuinely ought to grieve.

The same is true of painting. Painting is introduced in book 10
as an especially clear example of imitation: a painting is, in a fairly
straightforward way, an image that imitates a subject. So even
though poetry is what Socrates is ultimately interested in, he relies
almost exclusively on the example of painting in some of his most
important arguments, including his account of ‘what imitation in
general is’ (595 C 7) and the claim that it is something epistemic-
ally inferior (595 c—598 D). Since these arguments must apply to
poetry too, the assumption is that in so far as paintings and poems
are both imitations, they can be studied from the perspective of
this shared characteristic. So when Socrates asks what part of the
soul imitation exerts its power on he turns first to painting not as
something unique, but simply as his clearest example of imitation.
As such, he examines the effect paintings have on the soul simply
by virtue of being, like visual illusions and poems, ‘images far
removed from the truth’.

If this is how we should read the argument, it aims at a conclu-
sion that applies to both painting and poetry: since painting simply
qua imitation affects x part of the soul, then imitation per se, includ-
ing poetry, affects x part of the soul.”® The best test of whether this
reading is correct is to look at the conclusions Socrates draws from
the argument, and indeed they apply to imitation as such. His first
conclusion is that ‘painting and imitation as a whole . . . consorts
with a part of us that is far from reason’ (603 A 10-B I, 7 ypadikn
kal SAws 7 munTikn, my emphasis).’® Further, by adding this to
his earlier epistemological conclusions, he draws a similarly com-
prehensive conclusion: ‘imitation is an inferior thing that consorts
with an inferior thing to produce an inferior thing’ (603 B 4). These

8 For similar interpretations of the argument’s structure see Lorenz, Brute, 6o-1,
and Moss, ‘Calculation’, 45.

"9 Note the singular: imitation as a whole consorts with a part of us far from reason

(méppw 8 ad ppovicews SvTL 7d év fHuiv), not two parts (one for painting and another
for poetry).
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conclusions are licensed only if 602 c—603 A concerns painting just
in so far as it is one kind of imitation.*°

Finally, consider the conclusions that we can draw about Repub-
lic’s psychology if the inferior part in 602 c—603 A is (@) a non-
rational part or (b) a lower subdivision of the rational part.

(a) Nehamas supposes that if the appearance-believing part is
non-rational, we will be stumped by ‘the difficult question of what
appetite has to do with perceptual error and illusion. Why should
desire tell us that the immersed stick is bent?’?* The preceding dis-
cussion suggests that this gets the explanation back to front. It
would of course be implausible to suggest that a non-rational part
is taken in by visual illusions because of its desires, but the opposite
is highly plausible: that this part has the desires that it does, desires
that are often at odds with the calculated aims of the rational part,
at least in part because it lacks calculation and must instead rely
on mere appearances. Understood in this way, while the arguments
for partition in book 4 tell us what passions the non-rational parts
of the soul have, the argument for partition in 602 c—603 A tells us
why they have them. This point is well stated by Moss:

To say that (for example) the appetitive part sees the stick as bent does not,
then, mean that we see the stick as bent because doing so satisfies some ap-
petite; it means rather that one and the same susceptibility to appearances
explains both our perception of the stick and our appetites for pleasure.?*

2° Tt is true that he goes on to express reservations about the generality of the ar-
gument, and so recommends the second argument that looks directly at poetry:

soc. Does it apply only to the imitations we see, or does it also apply to the ones
we hear—the ones we call poetry?
GLAUCON. It is likely [elxds] that it applies to poetry too.
soc. Then we must not rely only on a likeliness [elxd7i] drawn from painting, but
also go directly to the part of our thought that poetic imitations consort with.
(603 B 6—C 1)

How ‘likely’ it is surely depends on nothing other than the likeliness of the general
conclusion he reaches, which is that imitation as a whole appeals to an inferior part
of the soul. So the worry he expresses is about the certainty of his conclusion, which
obviously does not imply that it is, while held with reservations, any less general
than stated. Notice also the sentence’s not-only-but-also (u5 . . . pdvov . . . dAa
kai) structure.

2t Nehamas, ‘Imitation’, 265. Cf. ]J. Annas: ‘desire has nothing to do with optical
illusions’ (An Introduction to Plato’s Republic (Oxford, 1981), 339).

22 Moss, ‘Calculation’, 40. A number of authors have defended this view of the re-
lation between non-rational cognition and non-rational conation: see Lorenz, Brute,
ch. 5; J. Moss, ‘Pleasure and Illusion in Plato’, Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research, 72 (2006), 503—35; and Singpurwalla, ‘Mimesis’. Both Moss and Sing-
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() Now turn Nehamas’s question around: what does believing
an illusion, against one’s better judgement, have to do with reason?
Surprisingly, this is not a question that he or anyone who defends
a similar view considers, yet if we are to introduce a new subdivi-
sion of the rational part, it must have some sensible psychological
function. But it is difficult to see what this function might be. The
putative higher subdivision of the rational part can already form all
the beliefs the rational part requires, including beliefs that accept or
reject appearances, so there seems to be no work left for an illusion-
believing yet rational part to do: when this lower part’s beliefs agree
with the higher part’s beliefs, they are not needed, and when they
disagree with them, all they can do is lead the rational part astray. It
seems, in other words, that the only unique contribution this part
could make is to get certain things wrong. This reading, then, fares
badly precisely where the alternative fares well: it not only makes
602 c—603 A oddly tangential to book 10’s discussion of imitation, it
also introduces a new part of the soul for which we can find no clear
psychological function.?3

3. Belief—appearance conflict: 602 E 4—6

From the evidence we have seen so far, identifying the inferior part
of the soul with the appetitive and/or spirited part has much in its
favour: it finds strong textual support, it gives 602 C—603 A a mean-
ingful role in Plato’s discussion of imitation, and it makes good psy-
chological sense. However, at the very centre of our passage there is
one piece of evidence that has proved to be more than just a thorn
in the side of this reading; it has led some, even in the face of the

purwalla couple this with the claim that the non-rational parts desire the appar-
ent good. For example, they claim that the appetitive part desires pleasure because
pleasure (merely) appears good to it. But the point stands even without this claim.
In book 9 Socrates argues that the appetitive and spirited parts are prone to be-
ing misled by ‘mere images or shadow-paintings of true pleasures’ (586 B 8), and
therefore will achieve ‘the pleasures that are most their own’ only if they follow the
rational part’s calculated conclusions about the highest pleasures possible for them
(586 B7—587 4 1).

23 Although I am not aware that it has ever been suggested, one might attempt
to identify the lower division of reason with the perceptual faculty itself, so that its
function is simply perceiving. In sect. 7 I consider some of the reasons why the per-
ceptual faculty must be attributed to the non-rational parts.
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strongest evidence from the preceding section, to conclude that the
division must be within the rational part.?+

Those who argue that the division is within the rational part of
the soul take their cue from line (4), 602 E 4—6.?5 According to the
standard and the most natural translation, this line states that once
the rational part of the soul has used calculation to conclude that,
for example, an apparently bent stick is in fact straight, the stick
nonetheless continues to appear fo it to be bent. Thus the rational
part is by itself the subject of both a correct belief (it believes the
stick is straight) and, simultaneously, an opposing false appearance
(the stick appears to it to be bent). T'o quote the line again:

/ \ ’ 4 \ 4 ’ i ol N 3 4
(4) TovTw 8¢ moAdkis peTpricavTt kal onuaivovtt wellw drra elvar 7 éXdTTw

érepa érépwy 1) loa Tavavria dalverar dua mepl TadTd. (602 E 4-6)

But often to this [sc. the rational part: 602 E 1], when it has measured
and declared that some things are larger or smaller or the same size as
others, the opposite appears at the same time about the same things.

There has been general agreement that 7f the rational part of the
soul suffers this kind of belief—appearance conflict, then it must also
be the part that suffers the belief-belief conflict, and therefore, ap-
plying the Principle of Opposites, it must be divided into two parts,
a higher rational part that believes in accord with calculation and a
lower rational part that believes in accord with appearances.

24 Burnyeat, for example, originally defended a rational/non-rational partition,
citing the passage quoted above, 605 B 7—C 4, in which the illusion-believing part is
what poetry appeals to (‘Grammar’, 35 nn. 21 and 22). More recently, on the strength
of 602 E 4-6, he has defended the rival view, dismissing 605 B 7—C 4 as a misleading
overstatement: ‘as often with Plato, what begins as a parallel or analogy ends with
one term dominating the other’ (‘Culture’, 225-6).

?5 Indeed, simply citing this line has often been taken to be a conclusive argument
for a division within reason. For example, Burnyeat: ‘At 602 E 4 707w must refer
to the subject which did the measuring . . . it is this part that receives opposite ap-
pearances, hence this part that has to undergo division to avoid the contradiction’
(‘Culture’, 223 n. 12); Nehamas: ‘Since in our present passage the calculating part
of the soul is said to have two opposing beliefs (602 E 4—6), it must be the calculating
part itself that is further divided’ (‘Imitation’, 265); Kamtekar: ‘the opposite appears
to it (rod7w) . . . Applied to this phenomenon, the Principle of Opposites yields a di-
vision within reason’ (‘Personification’, 173 n. 11); Sedley: ‘the clear implication of
ToUTw at 602 E 4 and Sudvoia at 603 B 10 . . . is that both functions are carried out
by the intellect itself’ (Midwife, 113 n. 40). The use of dudvowa that Sedley appeals
to is less clear than he assumes. Socrates is referring in this line to ‘the part of our
Sudvora with which poetic imitations consort’ (603 B 10—C 1; my emphasis; cf. 595 B
5—06), i.e. the lamenting and uncontroversially non-rational part of the soul examined
in 603 B-606 D. If anything, then, this use of didvowa suggests that he is prepared to
attribute cognition to a non-rational part of the soul.
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Those wishing to avoid this conclusion, on the strength of the
evidence presented in the previous section, have generally attemp-
ted to find a translation of 602 E 4—6 that avoids making the rational
part the subject of the opposing appearance. Many alternatives have
been attempted. Some try to find an alternative subject for rodrw
(‘to this’). Rachel Barney, for example, suggests that rodrw refers
not to the rational part itself but to the rational part’s conclusion, and
that it should be governed by ravavria (‘the opposite’). This would
give us the following translation: ‘often the opposite of this [i.e. of
what the rational part concludes]—when it [the rational part] has
measured and declared that some things are greater or less than or
equal to others—appears at the same time, about the same things’.°
Others have suggested that Tod7rw refers to the whole soul or person,
not just the rational part.?” However, these translations fall foul of
the fact that by far the most likely subject of rodrw is the rational
part, as is clear from the exchange leading up to 602 E 4—6:

(3) dAa unv 70976 ye Tod AoyioTikol dv €in ToU év Yuxn épyov.
ToUTOV 'Yap obV.
(4) ToVTw 8€ ToANdK1sS . . . (602 E 1-6)

(3) soc. But calculating, measuring, and weighing are the work of the
rational part of the soul.
GLAUCON. Yes, of this.
(4) soc. But often to this . . .

It is natural to take 7od7w to have the same reference as rod7ov in
the previous line and this, in turn, clearly refers back to the rational
part (700 AoyioTikod) in line (3).

A second approach, found first in Adam and recently revived by
Lorenz, leaves tod7w as it is according to the standard translation,
but takes rdvavria to refer to the other side of the opposition.?® That

26 R. Barney, ‘Appearances and Impressions’ [‘Appearances’], Phronesis, 37
(1992), 283—-318 at 286 n. 4

27 See B. Bosanquet, A Companion to Plato’s Republic (New York, 1895), 393—
4, and S. Halliwell: ‘this should not mean that reason itself succumbs to erroneous
sense impressions, only that the soul as a whole does’ (Plato: Republic ro (Warmin-
ster, 1988), 134). Another approach is to separate Tod7e from ¢aiverar with the less
than felicitous grammatical innovation of taking it to form with the participles a kind
of genitive-absolute-like clause, but in the dative case: see B. Jowett and L.. Campbell
(eds.), Plato’s Republic: The Greek Text, vol. iii (Oxford, 1894), 451—2. Wolfsdorf,
presumably for similar reasons, also separates 7od7w from ¢aivera: in his translation
(‘Republic 9’, 135). For some further alternatives see J. Adam (ed.), The Republic of
Plato [Republic], vol. ii (Cambridge, 1902), app. II.

28 See Adam, Republic, app. 11, and Lorenz, Brute, 67-8.
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is, what ‘appears’ (phainetai) to the rational part is not the oppo-
site of what it calculates, but rather the opposite of what the senses
report—what appears to it is its own correct conclusion about the
larger and smaller. The problem with this reading is that it is at
odds with Plato’s careful use of appearance language in book 10. As
I will argue shortly, in this context an ‘appearance’ (phainomenon)
or what ‘appears’ (phainetai) is either the product of imitation or a
misleading image that occurs naturally, such as a reflection or visual
illusion. Adam’s and Lorenz’s reading, however, requires us to take
‘appears’ to refer not to the most relevant appearance in the pas-
sage, the false sensory appearance, but to what appearances of this
kind are explicitly contrasted with in book 1o—the #ruth about the
larger and smaller. It is far more likely that what ‘appears’ to the
rational part is what was mentioned just a few lines earlier: the mere
appearance of being larger or smaller (76 dawduevov peilov 73 élar-
TOV, 602 D 8).

I take it that the standard translation is here to stay. But what
these attempts to find an alternative translation illustrate is that
both sides of the debate take 602 E 4—6 to be decisive in one way
or another, believing either that it shows that it is the rational part
that is partitioned or that it would show this if we stick to the stan-
dard translation, and so requires another translation. It is only deci-
sive, however, if their common assumption is correct, namely that
if the rational part suffers this kind of belief—appearance conflict
then it must also suffer the belief—belief conflict to which the Prin-
ciple of Opposites is applied. This assumption has received little
defence, and yet the argument’s move from belief-appearance to
belief-belief conflict is by far its most puzzling. Why does Plato
think that having something appear to one entails that one believes
what appears? Until we have answered this question we do not know
what connection there is between appearing and believing, so we are
not entitled to assume that a part of the soul that is appeared to, as
the rational part of the soul is according to 602 E 4—6, is thereby a
part that believes what appears.

I am going to argue that in fact this assumption turns out to be
false. It is true that the only opposites mentioned in 602 E 4—6 are
(a) what the rational part believes and (b) what appears to the ra-
tional part, so it might seem that this sentence is very misleadingly
expressed if Plato did not intend the opposition to be within the
rational part. What I aim to show, however, is that once we have
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correctly understood the relation between appearance and belief we
will see that it explains both why the opposition is not within the
rational part and why 602 E 4—6 describes the opposition in just the
right way.

4. From appearance to belief

In the previous section I argued that we cannot hope to understand
the implications of 602 E 4—6 until we have solved the first puzzle
I raised. That is, we need to understand how it might be valid for
Socrates to establish in (1)—(4) that belief-appearance conflicts oc-
cur and then in the continuation of the argument to assume that he
has shown that belief-belief conflicts occur:

(5) ‘It is impossible for the same thing to believe [doxazein] op-
posites about the same thing at the same time’ (602 E 8—9).

(6) Therefore ‘the part of the soul that forms a belief contrary to
the measurements couldn’t be the same part that believes in
accord with them’ (603 A 1—2).

What is assumed, it seems, is that the ‘appears to’ in (4) implies the
presence of a concurring belief or, more generally, that when we ex-
perience a visual illusion we invariably believe it. Accordingly, the
simplest way to render the argument valid is to take the following
premiss to be implicit in the first half of the argument:

If it appears to a person that p, then they believe that p.

Prima facie, this assumption is highly questionable. Most of us
will readily accept that what appears to be the case can be—in at
least one sense of ‘appears’—the opposite of what we believe to be
the case, as is illustrated well by the illusions Socrates mentions
and widely discussed modern examples such as the Miiller-Lyer
lines. But a quite natural conclusion to draw from these illusions
is that having a belief and having something appear to one are dif-
ferent and independent mental states. In other words, as Aristotle
saw, they seem to provide counter-examples to the assumption Plato
requires.?®

It really is surprising, then, that Plato makes no attempt to de-

29 In the De anima Aristotle uses this line of argument to object to the view—he
is likely to have Plato’s position in the Sophist in mind (see n. 43)—that appearances
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fend the move from appearance to belief. Indeed, the occurrence of
belief-belief conflict is not even formally stated in the argument. It
is simply assumed in (5), the statement of the Principle of Oppo-
sites, as if it had already been introduced. This makes interpreting
the argument difficult, but it also gives us a clue about the kind
of assumption we are looking for. It suggests that Plato thought
there was something plausible, perhaps even obvious, about taking
belief—appearance conflict to be a form of belief-belief conflict, so
much so that it does not require mention. If this is right, what we
are looking for is not an elaborate philosophical defence of the con-
nection between appearance and belief but some intuitive, relatively
theory-light reasons why someone (like both Socrates and Glaucon)
could just assume that it is true.

There are two possibilities. Either there is some reason, perhaps
drawing on the broader psychological theory of the Republic, why
one (or a part of one) invariably assents to appearances, forming be-
liefs that agree with them. Or Plato’s understanding of what an ‘ap-
pearance’ is entails a conceptual link between having it ‘appear’ to
one that p and having a belief that p.3°

Hendrik Lorenz takes the first approach. He recognizes that the
move from appearance to belief is just assumed in the argument and
that this requires explanation, but he says ‘a moment’s reflection on
Plato’s psychological theory should make it clear how natural it is
to assume that the parts of us below reason accept sensory appear-
ances’. The reflections he has in mind are the following:

[The lower parts of the soul] could never begin to perform [their charac-
teristic] functions without being supplied with tolerably good information

are a ‘blend’ (oupmdoki) of perception and belief. Such a view would require that we
believe that p when it appears that p, but he points out that ‘often false things appear
[paivera:] while at the same time we hold true beliefs about them, for example the
sun appears a foot across but is believed to be larger than the inhabited part of the
earth’ (3. 3, 428°3—4).

3° A third approach is to try to make the conflict between beliefs more palatable.
Anthony Price suggests that since conflict between outright beliefs is psychologic-
ally implausible, the conflict should involve ‘at least one half-belief’ (Mental Conflict
(London, 1995), 43). Allan Silverman suggests that the opposing belief is not that,
say, the stick 7s bent, but only that it appears bent (‘Plato on Phantasia’ [ Phantasia’],
Classical Antiquity, 10 (1991), 123—47 at 137). My difficulty with both of these ap-
proaches is that they make the conflict more psychologically plausible by making it
a ‘conflict’ only in a very attenuated sense. Consequently, they make it correspond-
ingly less plausible that this is a kind of conflict to which the Principle of Opposites
could be applied.
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about the person’s environment . . . The text before us suggests that, just
as one would expect, one way they get the information they need is by sen-
sory appearances. Moreover, the lower parts of the soul cannot do what we
do, namely resort to measurement, arithmetic, and the like, so as to dis-
cover how things really are. For these are the resources of reason. Unlike
us, then, the lower parts are at the mercy of how things appear to the senses
(cf. 602 D 6—9). They cannot help being taken in by sensory appearances.3’

This strikes me as a very plausible account of the non-rational parts’
relationship to appearances, but Lorenz is mistaken to identify this
as the assumption the argument requires. His suggestion is that the
belief-belief conflict is established by bringing into play a number
of claims (all of which I agree with) about the cognitive abilities of
the non-rational parts of the soul: they are aware of sensory appear-
ances; they are able to form desires and motivate actions on the basis
of such appearances; and they lack the reasoning abilities needed to
doubt them. Together these claims make it natural to assume that
the non-rational parts of the soul will assent to the appearance that
the rational part rejects.

The problem is that appealing to these claims would render the
argument question-begging: it makes a premiss of the argument
rest on assuming that there are two distinct believing parts of the
soul when the argument is intended to establish such a partition.
Socrates has of course already given arguments for partition in
book 4, but what he offers in book 10 is a new argument of the
same kind, going from a case of conflict to the existence of parts of
the soul corresponding to each side of this conflict. To see this we
need only reflect that if this partition were assumed from the outset,
the appeal to the Principle of Opposites would be entirely otiose.
So while Lorenz’s considerations could form a second argument
for the same conclusion, and perhaps a good one, it is not Socrates’
argument in book 1o0. For this argument to be valid, the possibility
of belief-belief conflict must be made plausible without taking for
granted either partition itself or the particular characteristics of the
(as yet unestablished) part of the soul that believes in accordance
with the appearance.

The argument’s deductive direction, then, must be from belief—
appearance conflict to belief-belief conflict, and finally to the exis-
tence of separate believing parts of the soul. Any attempt to explain
the former in terms of the latter will lead to circularity. In general,

3t Lorenz, Brute, 68.
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this prohibits any appeal to reasons (even good reasons) for think-
ing that a part of the soul will assent to the appearance. Thus, we
must turn to the second possibility: that Plato’s understanding of
‘appearance’ entails that we believe what appears.3?

There is one very quick way in which we can get the kind of con-
ceptual link between appearance and belief that we are looking for.
Appearance language in Greek, as in English, can be put to a num-
ber of very different uses, and one of these is simply to indicate
that something is believed to be the case. A ubiquitous example is
when one of Socrates’ interlocutors registers his assent with the fa-
miliar ‘it appears so’: phainetai. In this sense, phainetai indicates
only that one holds a certain belief, perhaps tentatively or provi-
sionally; it implies no specific commitments about what evidence
supports this belief—one is simply stating one’s view of the matter.
Rachel Barney argues that in our passage Plato is using appearance
language in this judgemental sense. She claims that what it refers
to is ‘what I, or some constituent part of me, initially and unreflect-
ively takes to be the case on the basis of perception’.33 This would, in
a certain way, offer an easy solution to the problem, since the move
from belief—appearance to belief—=belief conflict would be nothing
more than a rewording: ‘appearance’ just means ‘belief’. On this
reading, then, when Socrates says in line (4) that ‘the opposite ap-
pears to it’, this is just a way of saying that the opposite is—‘initially
and unreflectively’ and ‘on the basis of perception’—believed by it.
(Note that, if the standard translation of line (4) stands, this reading
does indeed imply that the rational part is the subject of the oppos-
ing beliefs.)

But this judgemental reading of phainetai introduces a new prob-
lem, or rather it pushes the same problem one step back. It allows
for a smooth transition from line (4) to line (5) at the cost of passing
onto (4) precisely the same difficulty we had with (5): if ‘it appears
to’ simply means ‘it is believed by’, then (4) already assumes that
belief-belief conflict occurs, and again we need to ask why. That is,
we still need to figure out what connection there is between a par-

32 Tt is true that line (3) of the argument connects ‘calculating, measuring, and
weighing’ with the rational part of the soul before the Principle of Opposites has
been applied, in line (5), but this reflects the order of exposition rather than the logi-
cal structure of the argument. Thus, in the conclusion drawn from the Principle of
Opposites, line (6), Socrates uses entirely non-committal descriptions of the parts,
and only in lines (7) and (8) does he begin, cautiously, to identify them.

33 Barney, ‘Appearances’, 287.
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tially immersed stick looking bent and the belief that it is bent. The
original question can be restated as follows: why does Plato think
that when we judge a (sensory) appearance to be false, the opposite
at the same time (judgementally) appears to us to be true? In short,
by moving appearances closer to beliefs, Barney at the same time
moves them further from visual illusions, but the solution we are
looking for is one that will explain how appearances can be equally
associated with both beliefs and visual illusions.3+

I believe Barney’s reading illustrates a train of thought that influ-
ences, if only implicitly or partially, many commentators’ readings
of the passage. When trying to understand the connection between
appearance and belief in 602 c-603 A, there is naturally a temptation
to think of the judgemental use of phainetai. 1t is this temptation,
I believe, that has led commentators to follow the grammar of the
judgemental phainetai when trying to locate the subject of the cor-
responding belief. Specifically, the assumption is that occurrences
of ‘it appears to’ can be replaced salva veritate by ‘it is believed by’,
so that the subject of the appearance—the rational part in 602 E 4—
6—is thereby the subject of the relevant belief. It is well worth em-
phasizing, then, that Plato is in fact using appearance language in
a very different way.

In Greek, again just as in English, there is also a purely pheno-
menal or sensory use of appearance language. In this sense, to say
that something ‘appears’ so-and-so to one is to say that it is pre-
sented to one as so-and-so, irrespective of what one believes. This
is most commonly used to describe how something is presented to
the senses—how something looks—and for our present purposes it
is safe to take these appearances to be a kind of perceptual experi-
ence. Thus, if we say that ‘the moon appears larger when lower in
the sky’, we are saying that this is how it looks to us, without imply-
ing that this is how we believe it to be: the moon will appear larger—
will be presented to us as or will look larger—irrespective of what

34 In some respects the position Barney wishes to reach is close to the one I will
defend. She does wish to maintain a connection between what ‘appears’, judgement-
ally construed, and the recalcitrant, seemingly sensory appearance that constitutes
the visual illusion, but she does not offer an account of how this might be achieved
(‘Appearances’, 288), and I fail to see an answer. T'o get a sense of how our views di-
verge, note that according to the reading I will defend appearances are belief-like in
just the same way and for precisely the same reason that perceptions are belief-like.
Barney’s linguistic connection, in contrast, is between ¢aivecfar and dofd{ew—if she
is to claim in addition that ‘appearances’, understood in this judgemental way, are
also sensory, this will need to be defended by a separate argument.
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we believe.3% As this example illustrates, in contrast to seeing that
p, saying that it appears that p does not imply that p is true. This
makes the sensory use of ‘appears’ particularly apt in cases where
perception is suspected of failing to represent how things really are;
visual illusions present an obvious example.

While they are related, judgemental appearance language and
sensory appearance language are undeniably different. For ex-
ample, there is no contradiction in saying that it judgementally
‘appears’ to one that p and also, at the same time, that it sensorily
‘appears’ to one that not-p. They are as different (and, as we will
see, as similar) as the mental states each picks out: tentative beliefs
on the one hand, and deceptive perceptual experiences on the other.

Book 10 furnishes us with plenty of evidence to allay any doubt
about the sense of ‘appears’ Plato is using. First, of course, what
Socrates calls ‘appearances’ seem to be sensory appearances: paint-
ings, reflections in mirrors, and visual illusions. It should also be
noted that these are not only called phainomena but also, synony-
mously, eidola and phantasmata, images and semblances, and these
words are not so easily construed judgementally. But most impor-
tantly, since Plato is using appearance language to make a distinc-
tion, and he does so carefully and deliberately (596 A—598 ¢), our
understanding of what he means should follow this distinction.

One account is especially clear. Socrates argues that imitators not
only produce appearances, they also imitate appearances (597 E 10—
598 ¢ 5). He asks whether a painter imitates his subject ‘as it is or as
it appears’ (ofa €oTw 7 ofa paiverar, 598 A 5), or, in another phrasing,
whether he imitates ‘the existing thing, as it is [76 év, &s éxed] or . . .
the appearance, as it appears [70 dawduevov, ws daiverar]’ (598 B 2—
3). Socrates explains this distinction with the following example:
when we are looking at a couch it appears to change shape as we
vary our perspective (for example, from the front it is a broad rect-
angular shape and from the side a narrow L-shape) but of course the
couch itself, as it is, remains the same. Thus, because the painter
can only copy the way things look, he is forced to imitate the appar-
ent and changing couch, as it appears, not the real and unchanging
couch, as it is. The distinction is unambiguous, and Plato is very
careful with the language he uses to express it. It is not a distinc-
tion between what is and is not believed (the painter does not believe
a couch changes shape) but between the apparent and real, where

35 Compare Aristotle’s example of the apparent size of the sun, quoted in n. 29.
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‘the appearance’ and what ‘appears’ refer to the fallible information
presented to our senses, functioning as non-factive counterparts to
‘perceive’. If we are to associate this kind of appearance with belief,
we must do so with an appropriate account of perceptual experi-
ences, not with an account of the meaning of phainetai.

This is perfectly consonant with the appearance language we
find in 602 c-603 A. Consider the opening lines of the argument:
(1) “Through sight [6ta mjs dipews] the same thing appears [phaine-
tai] to us not to be of equal size when near and far away’ (602 C
7—8). The reference to sight makes it natural to take this to be a
claim about sensory appearances, about how something looks when
near and far away. This also makes the claim comprehensible and
true, at least to the extent that the same object will take up more
space in our visual field when near than when far away. The claim
would be absurd, however, if this phainetai had the same meaning
as the phainetai that an interlocutor uses to register his assent (‘it
appears so’)—no one would say in this sense that it appears to them
that something is simply smaller when distant.

5. Sensory appearances as beliefs

The preceding discussion has led to two claims: first, that to ex-
plain the move from belief—appearance to belief-belief conflict we
need to examine the relevant appearances rather than the charac-
teristics of the appearance-believing part of the soul, and second,
that the relevant appearances are sensory, that is, that they refer to
what is (fallibly) presented to the senses. What should now be clear
is that these appearances have no obvious relationship, semantic or
otherwise, with what we typically call beliefs, the kind of beliefs we
would profess having or would rely upon if we were making a bet.
But this is hardly surprising: the argument of 602 c-603 A clearly
invites us to extend belief beyond the normal range. We typically
take beliefs to fall into a single more or less consistent set governed
by certain rational constraints. Chief among these are that they tend
towards mutual implication, do not permit outright contradiction,
and are responsive to reasoning and evidence: thus, if we use ‘mea-
suring, counting, and weighing’ to conclude that p, we will, other
things being equal, believe that p—and we could not believe other-
wise. The purpose of Plato’s argument, however, is to show that
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some beliefs are entirely insensitive to reasoning, responsive only
to sensory evidence, and capable of contradicting outright our more
rational beliefs. Some beliefs, then, fall outside of the set of rational
beliefs that we typically take to be exhaustive. Plato is introducing
what is, from our perspective, a highly atypical species of belief. At
this point, a natural question is whether what Plato calls a doxa in
602 c—603 A is something that we would be willing to call ‘belief’. I
will argue that we have some good reasons to think that it is not.

The following is one way to state the reading I am rejecting: by
introducing the appetitive and spirited parts of the soul, Plato in-
creases the number of potential subjects of belief, so we find a sur-
prising view of belief in 602 c—603 A simply because Plato is extend-
ing typical beliefs to atypical subjects. We have already seen why
this reading will not work: the argument establishes the existence
of the opposing beliefs before their subjects have been established.
The surprising belief, then, is established before it is attributed to
a subject, and this means that it is the belief itself, not its subject,
that is atypical. Instead, then, we ought to focus on what Plato does
in fact appeal to in order to establish its existence, namely the op-
position between a sensory appearance that p and a calculated be-
lief that not-p. In particular, we should focus on the fact that Plato
takes it to be obvious that this opposition involves opposing doxai.
A parsimonious explanation, which I will try to make plausible in
the following, is that Plato is assuming that the sensory appearance
is itself a belief or a belief-like state. That is, he is assuming that
it is relatively uncontroversial that doxa is a word that can be used
to describe both the calculated belief and the sensory appearance
itself. The conflict between doxai, according to this reading, just
is the conflict between what the calculating part concludes and the
sensory appearance; there is no third mental state, namely a second
(typical) belief that assents to the appearance.

Here we have to be cautious. On the one hand, if the Principle
of Opposites is to apply, sensory appearances must be sufficiently
belief-like to come into genuine conflict with our calculated beliefs:
simply allowing doxa to cast a wider net than ‘belief’ is not a solu-
tion. On the other hand, we cannot ignore the fact that 602 c—603 A’s
argument is exceptionally puzzling to us in a way that it is not to
Socrates and Glaucon: what seems natural to them, that disbeliev-
ing a sensory appearance is a conflict between doxai, does not seem



106 Damien Storey

at all natural to us if we assume that doxa means exactly what we
mean by ‘belief’.

I suggest a middle ground along the following lines. What Plato
assumes is a common-sense view of perceptual experiences in which
they are, while not beliefs, remarkably similar to beliefs. The simi-
larity is one that I think many will be happy to accept. Both per-
ception and belief are mental states that represent the world to us,
with the accuracy or success of a perception or a belief being de-
termined by whether or not it truly represents how the world is. In
this they both differ from representational states such as entertain-
ing, imagining, or wishing, all of which can have representational
content, but none of which aims to represent how the world #s. In
turn, while this implies that doxa is broader than ‘belief’, it none-
theless ties it to a characteristic that we strongly associate with be-
liefs: being a mental state that represents the world to us as being a
certain way. This world-representing role is sufficiently central to
our idea of belief for it to be surprising to notice that it is shared by
perception—it may not make perceptions beliefs, but it certainly
makes them belief-like. In short, then, the claim is that sensory
appearances and beliefs are, according to a common-sense under-
standing of each, two species of the same genus, doxa, a genus that
sets them apart as mental states that represent the world as being a
certain way.3® (Depending on what one thinks a belief is, one might
decide on reflection that both doxai count as beliefs. My purpose
in urging a distinction between doxa and belief is not to deny this
possibility, but rather to shift our focus from a search for conflict-
ing beliefs to a question that is more relevant to our assessment of
the argument: how can disbelieving a sensory appearance provide
sufficient cognitive conflict for the Principle of Opposites to apply?
Once we make sense of the argument and understand exactly how
its conclusion is established, it will then be possible to re-examine
the similarity between sensory doxai and beliefs.)

It is important that the view of perception I am attributing to
Plato is a common-sense view: what opposes our calculated belief
must not only be obviously a doxa, but also obviously a perception.
Here it fares very well. The view I am attributing to Plato amounts

30 Ttis worth noting that, at least on the surface, this agrees with the Divided Line.

There Socrates also places two distinct kinds of cognition under the heading of §é&a,
both mlo7is and elxacia, and the latter is defined in relation to sensory appearances
such as reflections, shadows, and ‘everything of that sort’ (509 E 1—510 A 3).
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to little more than a description of what it seems like to have a per-
ception. The first claim it requires is that perception is representa-
tional. This is simply to say (more or less) that we can accurately de-
scribe the content of perception propositionally, or, in other words,
that our ordinary descriptions of perceptions are accurate: we see,
for example, ‘that a book is on the table’. This much is true of all
representational states: we can equally imagine or entertain ‘that a
book is on the table’. What sets perception apart is a stronger claim:
that perception represents the world to us as being a certain way.
Again, this fits a common-sense view of perception. What we take
ourselves to see are the objects in our environment, such as books
and tables. Our perceptions, even if illusory, at least present them-
selves as giving us unmediated access to the world: what we (seem
to) see is not the qualities of our experience, or an image of the
world, but the world itself, as it is.37

There is a further claim that Plato would, arguably, make about
perception, a claim that undoubtedly makes perception more belief-
like. My reading of 602 c—603 A is in part distinctive because I do
not bring this claim to bear on the argument, so it is worth noting.
The claim is that perception’s relationship to desire and action is
analogous to belief’s. Specifically, perception, like belief, provides
sufficient cognition to give rise to a desire or an act. If I am thirsty,
seeing a glass of water enables me to desire and reach for the glass;
I do not need, in addition, a belief that affirms my perception. The
main reason for attributing this claim to Plato (which strikes me as
in any case quite plausible) is that the non-rational parts of the soul
are incapable of any beliefs other than sensory doxai, yet can mo-
tivate actions on the basis of the latter. Now, one might think, with
Lorenz, that to acquire a disposition to act on the basis of a sensory
appearance amounts to a minimal kind of assent to an appearance,
and further, that assenting to an appearance is necessary for believ-

37 These are the basic claims of modern representational theories of perception.
It is commonly noted that these characteristics make perceptions belief-like and it
has even been argued, by Kathrin Glier, that it is sufficient to make them beliefs,
albeit by construing a perception’s content, contra Plato, as a belief that it seems that
P (‘In Defence of a Doxastic Account of Experience’, Mind & Language, 24 (2009),
29%7—-327). Silverman applies a very similar view of perceptual beliefs to 602 c—603 A
(‘Phantasia’, 137; see n. 30 above). Note that the belief theories of perception pio-
neered by D. M. Armstrong are not a suitable comparison (see e.g. 4 Materialist
Theory of the Mind (New York, 1968), ch. 10). Theories of this kind take perceptions
to be (or be acquisitions of) what I have referred to as rational or typical beliefs, and
thus they have difficulty accommodating conflicts between belief and perception.
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ing an appearance (or that a sensory doxa has two components, a
sensory appearance and assent to this appearance).’® I think there
are good reasons for not introducing this claim to 602 c—603 A, and
therefore for not thinking that such assent is necessary for an ap-
pearance to qualify as a doxa. First, it is not at all clear that the
illusions Socrates mentions (e.g. a seemingly bent stick, an ambi-
guity between concave and convex, or a shadow-painting) do give
rise to any dispositions to act. They might lead us to accept cer-
tain counterfactuals (for example, were I to reach for the stick, I
would be inclined to act as if it were bent), but this is true even if
there is no actual change in the soul, and acquiring a disposition in-
volves, it seems to me, acquiring an actual state of readiness to act
in some pertinent manner—not every manner for which we can find
true counterfactuals. Are we really, for example, disposed to act as
if the Miiller-Lyer lines are unequal simply by looking at them on
a page? But for the sake of argument let us assume that such illu-
sions do, at some minimal level, give rise to dispositions to act. It
must still be shown that this is a claim that Socrates does in fact
rely on, which faces the obvious difficulty that it is not only never
mentioned, even obliquely, in the argument, but is even obscured
by Socrates’ choice of illusions that have no practical significance.
Socrates even explicitly contrasts the conflict they give rise to with
conflicts ‘in matters of action’ (év rais mpdaéeat, 603 D 1—3), and one
might reasonably think that having conflicting dispositions to act is
indeed a conflict in matters of action.39 It is preferable to stick to
the explicit content of the argument, and, as I hope to show, this is
all that is required.

3 Lorenz, Brute, 97: ‘[In the Republic] having a doxa may simply be a matter of
being in a representational state, a state that presents something as being some way
or other, and accepting that the thing in question is that way. . . . The acceptance
that such a “belief” involves may be entirely uncritical, and may be no more than a
disposition to act on the information contained in the representational state.” Gan-
son suggests a similar account of belief as one way to make sense of the sensory belief
in 602 c—603 A (‘Rational/Non-Rational’, 187); I am more sympathetic to his central
account, which takes the sensory appearance itself to be the relevant belief without
relying on assent (ibid. 186—7 and 194-6).

39 Ganson (‘Rational/Non-Rational’, 187) cites 602 D 6—9, line (2), as evidence of
competing dispositions to act: calculation ‘gives us welcome assistance . . . so that we
aren’t ruled by what appears larger . . . but by calculation’ (my emphasis). However,
it strikes me that Plato simply means that what ‘rules’, i.e. determines, our (rational)
beliefs is not misleading appearances but truth-finding calculation. If this has a prac-
tical implication, it is that our subsequent actions are ruled by correct rather than
false beliefs.
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The crucial question now is whether the reading I have sug-
gested makes perceptual experience sufficiently belief-like to genu-
inely oppose our calculated beliefs. We can assume that for Plato
believing, at one time, both that p and that not-p would be sufficient
for the Principle of Opposites to apply and that, say, entertaining
that p and believing that not-p would not be sufficient. Having both
a sensory appearance that p and a belief that not-p would seem to
be somewhere in between these two cases. If the above account of
perception is correct, what we can say is that in this case we have,
at one time, contradictory representations of how the world is. Un-
like believing and merely entertaining opposites, there is a bona fide
conflict here: after all, they are different representations of how the
world is, and the world cannot be both ways at once. This is a good
start, but more can be said. For this we need to turn to another dis-
cussion of perception in the Republic.

6. Perception in the finger passage: 523 A—525 A

Since we are dealing with sensory appearances—how certain things
look to us—we should expect to learn something from Plato’s view
of what perception is in the Republic. The closest we get to an ac-
count of perception is found in the so-called ‘finger’ passage, 523 A—
525 A. Plato here draws a distinction between perceptions that sum-
mon understanding and perceptions that do not:

Some perceptions don’t summon the understanding [y vénow] to investi-
gate them, because the judgements of perception [11s alobjoews kpwipeva)
are themselves sufficient, while others encourage it in every way to look into
them, because perception seems to produce no sound result. (523 A 10-B 4)

Perceptions that summon understanding (or ‘calculation’, logismos,
524 B 4, or ‘thought’, dianoia, 524 D 3) occur ‘whenever sense per-
ception doesn’t declare one thing any more than another’ (523 ¢ 2—
3). Socrates’ example is perceptions of magnitude: sight declares
one’s ring finger to be both large (in relation to one’s little finger)
and small (in relation to one’s middle finger). Such perceptions are
said to ‘compel’ us to summon the understanding: if perception
does not declare something to be F' any more than not-F, under-
standing must be summoned to figure out what F is. In contrast, if
what we are considering is simply a finger, not its conflicting pro-
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perties, sight is sufficient on its own: ‘an ordinary soul isn’t com-
pelled to ask the understanding what a finger is, since sight doesn’t
indicate to it that a finger is at the same time the opposite of a fin-
ger’ (523 D 3—0).

So in normal circumstances perception is capable, without any
interpretative work from a faculty outside of perception, of issu-
ing sufficient judgements to the soul, where presumably by ‘suffi-
cient’ ({kavds) he means that perception’s judgement is all that our
soul needs to grasp that, for example, the object before us is a fin-
ger. One might object that ‘judgements’ is an over-translation of
kpwopeva, which could be less suggestively translated ‘discrimina-
tions’, but this would not be in keeping with similar language we
find throughout the passage. And this is what is especially notable
about the finger passage: perception gives ‘reports to the soul’ (7a-
payyé\ew T Yuxn, 524 A 3); ‘declares’ or ‘indicates’ (onuaiver) things
to be a certain way (524 A 77; 534 A 10); ‘says’ (Aéyet) something to us
(524 A 8); gives ‘interpretations’ or ‘explanations’ (épunveiat, 524 B
1); and makes conflicting ‘announcements’ (eloayyeA\dueva, 524 B
5). Throughout the passage, then, perception is presented as a fa-
culty that tells the soul something about the world, something that
the soul will at times disagree with. It seems fair to say that at least to
a degree this language is metaphorical. By using this language, Plato
is comparing the commerce between perception and ‘the soul’—
presumably one or other part of the soul—to one person reporting
or announcing something to another person. Why does Plato think
this is an apt comparison?

We noted that among its representational bedfellows, perception
seems more like belief than entertaining or imagining: perception
and belief are alike in that they represent the world as being a certain
way. They are two ways in which we are, fallibly, informed about
how the world is. But the comparison is not perfect: if an immersed
stick merely looks bent to me, I would not say that I think this is
how the world is. Even though my perceptions and my beliefs are
both mine, I have a greater sense of ownership over my beliefs. So
if they conflict, it will always be my beliefs that I identify with: if
someone asked me what I take to be true, I will state my belief and
not my perception. In the finger passage Plato finds a better set of
propositional attitudes to attribute to perception: judgements, re-
ports, or announcements. What these have in common is that, like
beliefs, they assert that something is the case, but unlike beliefs, we
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experience them as something asserted to us.*® (Given the tripar-
tite nature of the soul in the Republic, we have to be careful how
we understand ‘to us’. Our beliefs are also held by a part of the
soul, so we should be able to say that beliefs are, like perceptions in
the finger passage, asserted to ‘the soul’ (where this is an unquali-
fied subject that, when further specified, will turn out to be one or
other part of the soul). The rational part’s beliefs can, for example,
be commands for another part of the soul.#* Similarly, perceptions
are assertions made both by us and to us: they are asserted both by
(a part of) the soul and to (a part of) the soul. But this analysis is
consistent with one part of us being more integral to our personal
identity than another, and in this respect Plato is as inclined as we
are to identify a person most with the part with which he reasons
and believes.#* It is in this sense that it is more natural to say that
we experience our perceptions as assertions to rather than by us.)
On this reading, then, when we see that p, a part of us asserts

to the soul that p. This strikes me as a very natural and plausible
way to describe the way in which we find the content of our percep-
tions presented to us—our perceptions seem to ‘tell us’ something
about the world, even if we at times mistrust the ‘testimony of the
senses’—and it seems to correctly explain the similarities and differ-
ences between perceptions and other representational states such as
beliefs and entertainings. It also fits exceptionally well with the sug-
gestion that Plato considers perception to be a kind of doxa, at least
going on accounts of doxa that we find elsewhere: in the Theaetetus,
for example, a doxa is defined as ‘a proposition asserted not aloud

4° Ganson presents a very similar view of perception in 602 c—603 A—‘one’s very
state of perceiving that p seems in some sense to assert p and so can be correct or in-
correct in what it asserts’—but surprisingly he makes no appeal to 523 A—525 A (‘Ra-
tional/Non-Rational’, 186). See also Lorenz, Brute, 88—94. The relation between
perception and assertion also plays a part in many modern representational accounts
of perception. See especially M. Huemer’s discussion of both belief and perception
as kinds of ‘assertive mental representations’ (Skepticism and the Veil of Perception
(Lanham, Md., 2001), ch. 4, esp. 4.2) and R. G. Heck, who characterizes percep-
tion as a state that has, like belief, ‘assertoric force’, although in contrast to belief:
‘we might say that perception is more like a little voice saying, “There is a desk in
front of you”’ (‘Nonconceptual Content and the “Space of Reasons”’, Philosophical
Review, 109 (2000), 483—523 at 508).

4" For example, the spirited part is courageous when it preserves ‘the declara-
tions of reason about what is and is not to be feared’ (76 $mo 7@V Adywv mapayyeAfév,
442 C 2-3).

42 For example, in Plato’s image of the soul in book 9, 588 B—589 E, he likens the
appetitive and spirited parts of the soul to, respectively, a multi-headed beast and a
lion, while the rational part is likened simply to a human being.



112 Damien Storey

to someone else, but silently to oneself’ (190 A 5-6) and a similar
account is found in the Sophist (263 E—264 A).43

Most importantly, understood in this way we can make far better
sense of how disbelieving a sensory appearance is a conflict of the
kind that Plato requires. Asserting conflicting claims to oneself is
no less an example of strong psychological dissonance than believ-
ing opposites. Notice that the rational part’s side of the conflict is
first introduced as an assertion, presumably to the soul: it is said to
‘declare’ (oypaivew, 602 E 4) that certain things are the same size,
while at the same time perception—borrowing the finger passage’s
idiom (524 A 7)—‘declares’ that they are different sizes.** If a single

43 There is also further support from the Sophist’s account of appearances, al-
though it is somewhat double-edged. First, comparison with the Republic, and in
particular book 10, is invited by strong thematic similarities: appearances in the
Sophist are of the same kind—reflections, shadows, ‘things in dreams’, and man-
made appearances such as paintings (266 B 9—c 9)—and they are equally investigated
because they are the product of a corrupting ‘image-maker’, the sophist, who, like the
poet, is an ‘imitator of real things’ (uiuntys . . . 7@v dvrwy, 235 A 1) who is comparable
to a painter (236 B 9—c 1). But in the Sophist Plato explicitly defines appearances: they
are assertions or denials in the soul (i.e. 86¢a) made through (8:d) perception (264 A
4—06) or ‘the blending [odupeéis] of perception and 88¢a’ (264 B 1—2). This both gives
us the link between appearance and belief needed to explain the conflict in 602 c—
603 A and does so, as the finger passage suggests, by making them assertions in the
soul. However, while in the Republic perception is a kind of §6fa, and appearance a
kind of perception, in the Sophist a §6¢a is added to perception to make something
new, an appearance. An explanation often offered is that from the Theaetetus (esp.
184 B—186 E) onwards Plato no longer thought perception had the cognitive sophis-
tication necessary for belief, and so rejects the Republic view (see e.g. Lorenz, Brute,
ch. 7; Frede, ‘Perception’; and Burnyeat, ‘Grammar’). I am more persuaded that the
cognitively rich alofnots of the Republic is not rejected but simply further analysed
into a cognitively bare component, which Plato now takes to be aiofnois proper, and a
representational component, 86¢a (for comparable views see Silverman, ‘Phantasia’,
133, and Wolfsdorf, ‘Republic 9’, 136). (It is also possible that we find some antici-
pation of his later view in the Republic. At 602 c 11—12 we are told that the same
thing can appear at one time concave and at another time convex dwa v mept Td xpd-
pata ad wAdvny tis Sfews. This is an interesting, though far from straightforward,
explanation, and it certainly admits of more than one interpretation. But it might be
understood to suggest that whether we have an appearance of convexity or concavity
depends on the way in which our eyes ‘wander’ (wAdvnyv) around the colours and find
a pattern—one of two possible patterns—among them. If we assume, further, that
the eyes are wandering around the same colours in each case, then this suggests that
it is possible for two different appearances to arise from identical ‘bare’ perceptibles
(ra xpdpara). I am grateful to Thomas Johanson for discussion on this point.)

4 A more common translation of enuaivorrt in 602 E 4—6 is ‘indicated’, but this
runs the risk of making it sound as if the rational part is only suggesting its findings,
which is too weak if this is its calculated conclusion. Moreover, on the standard read-
ing of 602 E 4—6 (contra Adam and Lorenz) oyppaivorrt introduces the rational part’s
side of the conflict, but a conflict between a mere indication and an appearance is
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soul makes contradictory declarations to itself (or announcements,
reports, or assertions) at the same time and about the same thing,
this is a perfectly legitimate place to appeal to the Principle of Op-
posites to analyse the opposition as declarations made by different
parts of the soul.

7. Back to 602 E 4—6

Let us now take another look at the controversial line 602 E 4—6:

(4) ‘But often to this, after it has measured and declared that
some things are larger or smaller or the same size as others,
the opposite appears at the same time about the same things.’

The almost universal pattern that interpretations of this line have
followed begins with the view that the argument ‘assumes that “p
appears to s” is equivalent to “s believes that p”’.45 According to the
standard translation of 602 E 4—6, the relevant s is the rational part,
so it would seem to say that it is the rational part that believes that p
(and, at the same time, that not-p). Thus, on one side, commenta-
tors who feel the force of the standard translation conclude that the
conflict and partition are within the rational part of the soul and, on
the other side, those who wish to avoid this conclusion offer alterna-
tives to the standard translation. These readings make one or both
of two mistaken assumptions, both of which lead to the conclusion
that we should locate the subject of the lower belief by replacing
‘p appears to s’ with ‘s believes that p’. The first is that we should
follow the grammar of the judgemental phainetai, where ‘p appears
to s* simply means ‘s believes that p’. The second is that the rele-
vant belief is or is in part an assent to what appears to be the case,
which makes having it appear to one that p a necessary condition
for believing that p.4°

On the reading I have defended here neither of these assumptions
turns out to be correct: the relevant appearance language is sensory,

surely not what Plato intends. ‘Shown’ would be a good and suitably ostensive al-
ternative if it did not imply that what is shown is correct (cf. 440 A 5 and 518 C 4).

45 Wolfsdorf, ‘Phantasia’, 135—6. This is one of the more explicit statements of
this common reading; in other respects Wolfsdorf’s interpretation of 602 c—603 A is
compatible with the reading I have offered here, and in particular he takes the sen-
sory appearance itself to be the non-rational belief.

4 Though not a sufficient condition: see n. 48 below.
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not judgemental, and the sensory doxa does not involve assent to a
sensory appearance—rather, it is identical to the sensory appear-
ance. Consequently, we need to take a different approach when lo-
cating the subject of the sensory doxa. From the argument of the
previous section, we can now see that the answer is that we ought
rather to understand ‘p appears to s’ as equivalent to ‘p is asserted
to s’—the relevant ‘believer’ is the part of the soul that asserts, not
the part that is asserted to. This places the rational part in a very
similar position to ‘the soul’ (very likely, on analysis, also the ra-
tional part) in the finger passage: it receives a dubious ‘report’ or
‘announcement’ from perception, and therefore it summons calcu-
lation to assess, and ultimately reject, perception’s report. That the
rational part is the recipient of a perceptual assertion that p clearly
does not entail that it believes p (just as your asserting something to
me does not entail that I believe you), but it does entail that another
part of the soul is asserting that p, and this, as we have seen, is what
is required for the relevant cognitive conflict.

It remains to explain why Plato chooses to introduce both sides
of the conflict from the perspective of the rational part in 602 E 4—
6: why, that is, are the only opposites that he mentions what the
rational part believes and what appears to the rational part? There
are two excellent reasons. The first is that this correctly captures
how we experience the conflict. From a purely theoretical perspec-
tive both sides of the conflict are equivalent: each is an assertion by
and to the soul, differing only in their source. But this is not how
the conflict seems to be from our perspective: to us, it feels as if
we believe that the immersed stick is straight despite the fact that
our perception tells us otherwise. This, as we saw, is what makes
the finger passage’s descriptions of perceptions as ‘reports’ and ‘an-
nouncements’ so apt: we identify strongly with our rational part’s
conclusion, while experiencing the sensory appearance as a claim
about the world made to us by something else, even if it is some-
thing within us.*” In short, our experience of the conflict is more or

47 'We might even be tempted to locate the error in the world, not in us, espe-
cially since Socrates claims that imitations themselves (e.g. paintings or poems)
mislead us, referring to these too as ‘appearances’. It is perhaps to anticipate this
misunderstanding that Socrates states, at the opening of our passage, that the errors
are ‘clearly present in our soul’ while external objects ‘exploit this weakness in our
nature’ (602 ¢ 12-D 3). The illusory appearance arises in us through the interaction
between our soul and an (exploiting) external object (cf. cvyylyvesfar, 603 B 4; mpoo-
opeiv, 603 C 1).
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less identical to the experience of the rational part in 602 E 46, so
this description of the conflict is both accurate and relevant.

The second reason is that what explains the occurrence of the
conflict is the fact that the rational part is the recipient of a false
appearance. The illusions in 602 c—603 A are (in practice) irrelevant
to the lower parts of our soul because they do not excite any of our
characteristically appetitive or spirited passions. But they are very
relevant to the rational part: its characteristic desire is for the truth,
and this means that it is immediately called into action upon real-
izing that the illusions are false. It is the rational part’s response,
then, that gives rise to the conflict; were it less alert, or the illu-
sion more convincing, the error would pass by undetected and no
conflict would ensue. This brings us to a very important point: it
is because the rational part is aware of the false sensory appearance
that it summons calculation to discover the truth. And to say that
it is ‘aware’ of what merely looks to be the case can surely mean
only that it is perceptually aware—that is, that it is ‘appeared to’.4
Indeed, being appeared to would seem to be a prerequisite for the
calculation it engages in, since this calculation begins from and is
applied to the appearance. For example, to conclude that the stick
is straight, the calculating part takes how the stick appears to it,
namely bent and partially immersed in water, notices that some-
thing is awry, and then uses its knowledge of optics to conclude
that this is exactly how we would expect a straight, immersed stick
to look. Notice that this would be true even if the calculating part
were a higher subdivision of the rational part—if the partition were
within the rational part this argument would suggest that both ra-
tional parts are appeared to, undercutting the very motivation for
this reading.

In conclusion, some final words on the non-rational parts of the
soul. My analysis of both the conflict and 602 E 4—6 focused on per-
ception, conceived more or less as a faculty. If the inferior part is

48 It is worth noting that this is compatible with Lorenz’s reading, as he recog-
nizes: if, as he believes, assent is required for believing an appearance, this makes
having it appear to one that p a necessary but not sufficient condition for believ-
ing that p, and he thinks it likely, presumably for reasons similar to the ones I offer
here, that the ‘best’ part is ‘appeared to’ without believing the appearance (Brute,
67 n. 20). He notes moredew at 603 A 4 and I take his point to be that to say that the
best part ‘puts its trust in’ calculation suggests that it chooses between what appears
to it and what its calculation concludes. However, Lorenz does not bring this point
to bear on his reading of 602 E 4-6.
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non-rational, then the faculty of perception must be attributed to
the non-rational parts of our soul. This is never explicitly stated
in the Republic, although it is stated in surrounding dialogues: in
the Phaedo perception is placed in the body alongside base plea-
sures and passions (79 ¢ 2—8; 82 D 9—83 E 3), while the soul receives
what our bodily senses ‘assert’ to it (¢avar, 83 D 6), and in the Ti-
maeus the appetitive and spirited parts are ‘fused with unreasoning
sense perception’ (alofjcer 8¢ dAdyw, 69 D 4—5; cf. 77 B 4-6). There
is no reason to doubt that Plato held the same view in the Republic:
in all other respects he expresses the same low opinion of percep-
tion, and much of this associates it with our lower parts and their
characteristic errors.*® But leaving these considerations aside, that
perception should be attributed to the non-rational parts should in
any case be seen as a conclusion of the reading of 602 c—603 A de-
fended in this paper. In Section 2 we saw very strong evidence that
the inferior part is non-rational. Now that the only serious putative
counter-evidence—the apparent difficulty posed by 602 E 4—6—has
been dealt with, the case is surely closed: the inferior part in 602 c—
603 A is indeed non-rational, and therefore it is the source of the
perceptual assertions.

Now, it might seem that one conclusion of this paper is that the
cognitive resources available to the non-rational parts of the soul
are strictly sensory and do not, therefore, include any capacity that
we would be willing to call belief. But this is not a conclusion that I
would wish to draw. While I argued that doxa means something less
specific than ‘belief’ within the context of the argument that we find
at 602 c—603 A, this does not entail that the specific doxai involved
in the conflict are not beliefs. After all, at least one of them—the
doxa attributed to the rational part of the soul—clearly is a belief.
Whether or not the doxai available to the non-rational parts of the
soul are also beliefs is not a question answered by 602 c—603 A, in
part because, as an argument for partition, it remains neutral about
the range of cognitive abilities available to the parts it establishes.
We must look elsewhere to decide whether or not sensory doxai
count as beliefs. To take an example mentioned in Section 5, while
it cannot be added as a premiss to 602 c—603 A’s argument, a claim
that Plato very likely accepts is that the non-rational parts of the

49 For a detailed defence of the claim that we should attribute perception to non-
rational parts see Moss, ‘Calculation’, 46—9, and for further discussion of perception
in the Timaeus, see Silverman, ‘Phantasia’, 126—9.
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soul can give rise to dispositions to feel and act in certain ways on
the basis of perceptual doxai alone. It is common to think of belief
as at least partly constituted by these kinds of relations to our other
mental states; a large part of what it means to believe that p is to have
a disposition to feel and act in a way consistent with p being true. It
is certainly striking, then, that in the Republic’s partite psychology
sensory doxai appear to have a role that is functionally analogous to
belief: the former represent the world to our non-rational parts and
guide our non-rational desires, and the latter represent the world to
our rational parts and guide our rational desires. Considerations of
this kind might well lead one to conclude that non-rational parts’
doxai warrant the name ‘belief’, and this is not a conclusion that is
ruled out by the fact that in certain contexts doxa can, as it does in
602 c—603 A, have a meaning less specific than belief.

Balliol College, Oxford
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