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Abstract: Thinking as described in Plato’s Sophist undergoes two
basic changes: it progresses by shifting from one to many and it
regresses by shifting from many to one. The change from one to many
is generative; the change from many to one is reductive. These
opposing changes provide a tension for thinking, and like Heraclitus’
bow string, this tension gives thinking its efficacy. Thinking would
wander and accumulate endlessly unless it regresses from many to
one. Yet, thinking would stagnate if it could not progress from one to
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many. Both changes are essential characteristics of thinking, and both
rest on memory. Memory constitutes the foundation of thought.

Keywords: Plato, thinking, A6yog, memory, recollection.

1. Introduction

Thinking as described in Plato’s Sophist undergoes two basic
changes: on the one hand, it progresses by shifting from one to manyj;
on the other, it regresses by shifting from many to one. When
thinking changes from one to many, difference is emphasized. When
it shifts from many to one, a commonality — the common whole or
family — is brought to light. The middle of the Sophist shows how
both movements of thought rest on Being. Even when we say, for
example, that x is not y, we are stating, even if indirectly, that both x
and y are. This is one of the key claims of the Sophist.

To restate the above using a musical analogy, thinking operates
by means of retrograde progression; i.e., while thinking moves
“forward” toward a conclusion, it also moves “backward” toward
fundamental concepts. In other words, while thinking is productive
and generative on the one hand, there is a counter-movement in
which the intellect joins many seemingly unrelated concepts into
foundational ideas that are remembered. In this way, thinking
progresses toward a conclusion by means of memory; thinking
moves forward by moving backward.

Below I will argue that &p10pudg — number, arithmetic, counting
— provides the key for understanding thinking. In arithmetical terms,
thinking is a series of shifts between many and one and vice versa.
The shift from one to many is generative (Section 2), the shift from
many to one is reductive (Section 3). These changes provide tension
for thinking, and like Heraclitus’ proverbial bow string, this tension
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gives thinking its efficacy.! Thinking would wander and accumulate
endlessly unless it regresses from many to one. Yet, thinking would
stagnate if it could not move from one to many. Both are essential
characteristics of thinking, and both rest on memory. In Section 4, I
argue that memory is the foundation of thought. In the final section I
raise questions that may be productive for future research.

While this article focuses on thinking as exhibited and discussed
in the Sophist, it relies heavily on the Meno as well. These two
dialogues are complementary — each highlights different features of
thinking and memory. The Meno reveals aspects of memory that the
Sophist overlooks. Just as two characters within the same dialogue
may present different perspectives on the same issue, two dialogues
may serve the same purpose. In the Sophist, the Eleatic Stranger
discusses Parmenides — by doing so, he joins the past with the
present. Though written by the same author, the Meno and the Sophist
are diverse enough to complement each other. As such, they reveal a
commonality that lies beneath the apparent differences of earlier and
later dialogues.

2. From one to many

In the Sophist, the Stranger defines thought (5ikvol) as Adyog
that is born (ylyvopaon) in the soul:

ZE. O0kolv Stavola pev Kail AOyog TaOTOV: ANV O HEV
évtog Tiig Yuxfig Tpog avTV S1aAoyog GveL QWVIiG
Ylyvopevog to0T adT1o Npiv énwvopdobn, Siavola;

@EAL TI&vu pév odv.
Stranger: Aren’t thought and speech the same, except

that what we call thought is speech that occurs without
the voice, inside the soul in conversation with itself?

! In Fragment 51 (DK), Heraclitus states: “They do not comprehend how a thing
agrees at variance with itself: <it is> an attunement (or ‘fitting together’, harmonie)
turning back <on itself>, like that of the bow and the lyre” (Khan, 1981, p. 195).



4 Archai (ISSN: 1984-249X), vol. 33, Brasilia, 2023, e03323.

Theaetetus: Of course. (263e3-6) (Trans. White apud
Cooper, 1997)

As speech, Adyog is a stream or flow (pedpa) that moves from the
soul outward through the mouth (263e7-8). This is one of many
images of Aoyog presented in the Sophist. For example, just after the
Stranger decides to revisit Parmenides’ claims and states that he will
begin a new argument, he refers to Adyog as a road or path:

ZE. @épe 61, Tiva apynv Tmg av  apSoto
TIPAKIVSLVELTIKOD AOYOL; SOKG HEV yop TNVS’, ® TAd,
v 660V dvaykaotatny Hpiv eivat tpénecbat.

Stranger: Well then, how shall I begin this perilous
argument? The path we must turn onto,2 my boy, is
this. (Soph. 242b6-8) (Trans. White apud Cooper,
1997, modified)

Thinking is also likened to an arrow or, more generally, a
projectile that hits a target (Sph. 228c1-d2). Taken together, these
images of thinking are contradictory — streams naturally flow and
meander, roads are stationary, projectiles move in a straight line.
Arguably, these images conceal more than they reveal. Below I will
argue that thinking is best defined in arithmetical terms — i.e., in
terms of one and many. This section will focus on the generative
aspect of thinking — the change from one to many.

Thinking aims for unity — i.e., it aims for one coherent concept,
belief, or judgment. But unity is only one aspect of the aim of
thinking. A basic premise for Plato is that thinking that aims for the
truth aims to know that which is, or Being. For Plato, Being is one,
so any definition that does not capture the whole of Being is partial.
However, given the limitations of human knowledge, no definition

2 The image of Adyog as a road (650¢) — or, more generally, as something in motion
— is not uncommon in Plato’s work. E. E. Pender writes: When people engage in
a dialectical debate in Plato they are often described as undertaking a particular
journey in thought and speech. The image of interlocutors travelling along the road
of inquiry or discussion is very familiar. But at times the logos itself is also said to
progress, to move  forward. (Pender, 1999, p. 76-77)
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can capture the entirety of all that is. For this reason, thinking, even
when it arrives at one definition — e.g., of the angler — generates
more lines of thought; each part of the definition is related to
countless other concepts.

For example, angling is an art (Sph. 219d1-3). Hence, the relation
of angling to art can be explored. In turn, art’s relation to beauty can
be investigated. Similarly, we can investigate the relation of sophistry
to image-making — another activity that is not fully known. In turn,
the relation of image-making to Being, and Being’s relation to not-
Being, can be discussed.

In one sense, a definition that allows us to grasp the concept
being defined — a definition that ends an inquiry and puts to rest our
questions — is conclusive. It is “complete” in the sense that we can
cease questioning the concept. However, given the concept’s relation
to all that is and given our incomplete knowledge of each part of the
definition, the definition is in fact incomplete. In general, when a
coherent definition is reached, thinking converges into a conceptual
unit, but when the definition’s incompleteness comes to light,
additional thinking is generated, and divergence begins.
Convergence leads to divergence, and vice versa.

In the midst of their search for a conclusive definition of the
sophist, Theaetetus states: “It seems an end (mepag) will never
appear” (Sph. 261b1-2). There is no end in sight, no limit to the Adyog
— it is not as if there is movement from point A to B, where one
knows clearly both the start and end points of thinking before one
reaches a conclusion. Rather, before a conclusion is reached, there
appears to be an unbounded space that one could search in vain, never
reaching an end to the inquiry.? There is the risk of endless searching

3 It should be noted that ‘Adyog’ can mean statement as well as discourse, thinking,
or reasoning. According to the Stranger, a statement is complete (Sph. 262d2-4) —
it allows one to draw a conclusion (nepaivw). But Adyog as reasoning, on the other
hand, is a task which may or may not be successful in reaching a conclusion. The
failure to reach a conclusion is especially a risk when there is the possibility that a
dialogue will end in aporia. This risk is present throughout the Sophist. In many
ways, the participants of the Sophist are engaged in trial and error. The final resting
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and endless digressions into what may or may not be relevant to the
Adyog — i.e., to the dialogue or the present line of thought. This is
the opposite of bringing many into one; it is to start with one concept
— sophistry, or image-making, for example — and extend Aoyog and
thinking perpetually, diffusing thought and scattering it in many
directions until one forgets even the original question.*

As stated above, the Stranger states that thought (Sikvowa) is a
silent Aoyog in the soul (263e3-6). Furthermore, thought, belief
(66&a) and appearance (@avtaoia) all arise (éyylyvopon — to be born
in, spring up, come in; intervene; Liddell; Scott; Jones, 1968, p. 467)
in the soul (Sph. 263d6-8). Hence, Adyog is generated in the soul, and
with generation comes accumulation.

Even in the first steps of defining the angler, thinking is profuse;
it generates definitions of art, acquisition, production, coercion, etc.
While the example of the angler is introduced as being “well known
and small” (“ebyvawotov pév Kai opikpov”; 218e1-2), the articulation
of his definition is elaborate — even the seemingly simple concept
of angling is complex. For example, soon after beginning to define
the angler, the Stranger illustrates the concept of production as
follows:

Zévog: AAG PV T®V YE TEXVAV TTORORV OXedOV €16n
&vo.

Oceaittog: TIHG;

Eévog: Tenpyla pév kai 6om mepi 10 BvnTOV MGV OO
Bepameia, 10 Te a0 TIEpl TO GLVOETOV KOl MAXGTOV, O 61

point of Adyog — if any — remains unknown until reasoning threads its way to a
conclusion.

4 Even when the original question is pursued, there is the possibility that the
dialogue will end in aporia, as is the case with the Meno. Indeed, some scholars,
such as David Ambuel, argue that the Sophist also ends in aporia (Ambuel, 2007,
p. 175). But even if we disagree with this interpretation, at the very least, the
Sophist leaves many questions — questions about Being, not-Being, truth, etc. —
unanswered.
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0oKeDOG OVOUAKAHEY, 1) TE HIUNTIK, COPTAVIX ToDTA
SwondTat’ Gv €vi IpooayopevoLT’ &v OVOUATL.

Oceaimrog: T1HG Kad Tivy,
Eévog: TTav Omep v pr mpotepdv Tig v Dotepov €ig

ovoiav &yn, TOv pév Gyovta Tolely, TO 8¢ dyopEevov
noteloBad oL QOEV. (219a8-b6)

Stranger: But the arts as a whole, generally speaking,
fall into two types.

Theaetetus: How?

Stranger: There’s farming, or any sort of caring for any
mortal body; and there’s also caring for things that are
put together or fabricated, which we call equipment;
and there’s imitation. The right thing would be to call
all those things by a single name.

Theaetetus: How? What name?

Stranger: When you bring anything into being that
wasn’t in being before, we say you’re a producer and
that the thing you’ve brought into being is produced.
(Trans. White apud Cooper, 1997, modified)

Thus, the concept of production is illustrated with the following
examples:

Farming (“T'ewpyia”)

Caring for any mortal body (“10 Bvntov ndv o@dpa Bepameio’)
Equipment (“16 te o mepi 10 oOVOETOV Kai TAAGTOV”)
Imitation (“ppunukn”)

The examples listed for the concept of acquisition at 219¢2-7, the
kind in which the angler falls, are just as puzzling:

Learning (“paBnpoatikov”)
Money-making (“xpnpotiotikog”)

Combat (“éywvioTikog”)
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Hunting (“Bnpeutikog”)

It is not evident what learning has to do with combat and money-
making, and at first glance the differences seem to outweigh the
similarities. The above passages show that very surprising
discoveries can be made when one thinks about even seemingly
simple concepts — discoveries that cross the boundaries between
established domains of inquiry. Reflection on the examples used to
illustrate the concept of production motivates us to question what the
concept comprises — i.e., reflection brings to light a different
perspective on production and it widens its scope. In other words,
there are aspects of the concept that are hidden from us, and these
aspects (or “parts” of the concept) come to light by means of Adyog.

The Stranger states that Being and the other pervade all that is;
the Forms commune (cuppiyvopt) with one another (259a4-5).
Moreover, thought is not even possible without the interweaving of
Forms (259e4-6). The sophist himself is a demonstration of this. His
definition is of many parts, and he is “akin” (ouyyevr|c) to the angler
(221d10-13). After formulating the first definition of the sophist, the
Stranger states that the sophist is many-sided (mowiAog — intricate,
complex; manifold; Liddell; Scott; Jones, 1968, p. 1430) and so they
must look at him differently (Sph. 223c1-2, 226a6-7).

Thinking unveils a manifold complexity; in the Sophist, Adyog
branches out even after the first definition is stated. Apparently
simple concepts can serve as starting points for unlimited inquiry. For
example, the claim that the sophist is a disputer (&vtiAoyikdg, 232b6)
is not as simple as it seems. It raises many questions. What exactly is
a disputer? One can bring the concept of disputation in many
directions. One can investigate the disputation of law, or rhetoric, or
one can focus on the claims of a specific sophist. One may enter into
new intellectual territory and perhaps discover something new and
surprising about law or rhetoric. One can even, over many years,
develop new branches and subfields of these fields. But then the
original question — What are the sophists? — would be forgotten.
The treatises or dialogues on rhetoric and disputation would conceal
the first questions, and they would distract us from related questions
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concerning Being and appearance. One can discuss rhetoric without
discussing philosophy. The more “progress” is made in discussing
rhetoric or law — indeed, the more money is made — the more the
original, primary questions recede into the past; they may be utterly
forgotten.

The Stranger states that there are many things that are, and many
that are not in respect to each of everything (“moAA& pév yap €papev
dvta mepl EkaoTov elval ov, oA 8¢ odk 6vta.”; Sph. 263b11-12).
For example, while Theaetetus sits is true, Theaetetus (flies,
Theaetetus walks, and Theaetetus runs are not. In addition, the
Stranger states that “in respect to each of the Forms, Being is many,
while not-being is an unbounded multiplicity” (“ITepi €kaotov Gpa
TV €l6@V MOAD pév €0 TO OV, Gmelpov 8¢ MANBeL TO pn 6v.”; Sph.
256e5-6). Given this, there are myriad subjects of knowledge, each
of which differs from the rest. Both x and y may be arts, for example,
but x is not y in at least one respect, and vice versa, given that x is
different from y. To use an example from the Sophist, angling is an
art that is acquisitive, while other forms of art are not (219b8-c7).
This is one reason why thinking is generative; on the one hand that
which is participates (peTéxw; 256a7) in Being — a unified reality —
on the other hand, each part of what is is not the same as all the rest.
Even with the simplest concepts, thinking has much to think about,
given that all are joined into one — to what is — and given the
countless number of other entities that are joined together in Being.
In short, similarity unifies, difference multiplies. Thought moves
between these two poles.

Given the above, to the extent that thinking branches out in
countless ways, it is additive. The Stranger states: “to that which is
may be added (mpooyiyvopat) some other which is.” (“T@ pev vt
TIOL TIPOCYEVOLT (v TL TV Oviwv €tepov”; Sph. 238a5). In addition,
the Stranger states that through Adyog, what is one is said to be many
— e.g., one may say that man is just, ignorant, strong, weak, etc. (“kat
T 81 Kath TOV adTOV AOYoV 00TwG v EKaaTov DTIOBEpEVOL TIGALY
a0TO TOAAX Kai ToAAOTG dvopaot Aéyopev”; Sph. 251b2-3).
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With the above claims we have the ideas of accrual and
accumulation. Contrariwise, we can imagine thinking that is purely
circular — thinking that never makes progress, but repeatedly returns
to the same points. Circular thinking is an example of thinking that is
not additive. But because thinking is additive, it makes progress into
undiscovered territory. A clear example of this is seen in the Meno,
where the concept of the diagonal (Sidpetpog) is added to the
discussion by Socrates; this concept is what allows the solution to the
geometry problem to be discovered. Similarly, in the Sophist, when
concepts like disputation, not-Being, and other are added to the
discussion, the dialogue moves forward to a conclusion. Often,
thinking is circular, but essentially it is accumulative — without the
capacity to add and interrelate concepts, it would stagnate.

3. From many to one

Etymologically, ‘Adyog’ derives from ‘Aéyw’ — to collect,
gather, count, recount (Beekes, 2010, p. 841). Thus, ‘Adyog’ derives
from a word that indicates unification and convergence; to collect or
gather is to bring together into one; to count is to bring a series of
numbers into a single total.

This sense of Adyog is shown at 223b6 in the Sophist: at this point
in the dialogue, a Adyog “comes together” (ovpfaivw) into a
definition of the sophist. Another example of unification is the
synopsis that is presented at 231c8-e6. What is a synopsis but an
overview of many as one? A synopsis provides a chance to consider
everything at once, as if one has a bird’s eye view. The many, though
seemingly disconnected and scattered, are brought together into one
list. The series of claims that precedes the synopsis, and the scattered
diversions and questions and introductions, are compacted into the
space of a few moments to recite the list. With the synopsis, initially
a sense of oneness and completion is present. The many definitions
are wrapped into a single collection.

Yet, on closer look the synopsis does not reveal the common
thread that runs through the list of definitions; the Stranger and
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Theaetetus are blind to the unifying principle that defines the sophist
(232a1-6). As stated above, to be one in the true sense of the word
means to be complete — i.e., to be one is to be whole. Hence, the
winding that precedes the final definition of the dialogue (268c5-6)
must be from beginning to end (a beginning that stretches back to
Parmenides) — this gives a sense of both unity and completion.

To know the truth, one must know the structure of that which is.
To restate this in different terms: to know something, one must know
how it relates to other beings — e.g., one must know what an image
or appearance is to know the sophist. It is as if there is depth to
knowledge; i.e., one knows the internal structure of a concept when
one captures it with Abyog — when one defines it.

There are many passages in the Sophist that exemplify the change
from many to one. For example, at 226b5-c6, many activities of
weaving are defined as one kind of activity — according to the
“Aoyog” there is one (gig) art in the all. So it is Adyog that reveals the
one in all, the commonality. Bringing many into one gives us the
ability to see a whole, it gives clarity with a bird’s eye view (226d1-
11). This in turn gives a sense of completeness, if one can “see” the
whole at once.

There are several other passages in the Sophist where thinking
shifts from many to one, such as the following:

1. At 222¢9-d1, the art of law courts, of the public platform, and
of conversation are brought under one name, persuasion — one kind
of hunting. In addition, each of the two kinds of persuasion “come
into” or “become” (yiyvopau) a single kind (£180).

2. At 227¢2-6, the method unites many purifications under one

name, and separates everything else.

3. At 232al-6, a single common principle is seen to underlie the
six definitions of the sophist: the sophist is a disputer.

Thinking shifts from one to many, but since it aims for the truth,
or Being, it shifts toward the one as well. As explained in Section 2,
thinking is generative and additive. But since thinking aims for the
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truth, and the truth is that which is (Sph. 240b3-4), and that which is
converges into one reality, then thinking has within itself a counter-
motion that aims toward unity. In its search for the truth, it both
progresses and regresses.

The Stranger and Theaetetus agree that the true is “that which
actually is” (“10 &AnOWOV BvTeGg OV Aéywv;” Sph. 240b3).° Similarly,
the Stranger states that Being and the other pass through (61épyxopon)
all that is and each other: “... 10 1€ &v Kai Odtepov da mavtwv Kai &t
OANAwV SieAnAuBote ...” (Sph. 259a5-6). Given that (1) thinking
aims for the truth, (2) truth is that which is, or Being, and (3) Being
passes through all and is one, it follows that thinking aims for that
which is one. This is why at 231b9-c2 something appears to be wrong
when there are so many definitions of the sophist; it is as if the
definitions are scattered and unordered — they are many and not one
— and progress cannot be made if their commonality is not seen.®

There is oneness even in the birth of Adyog. The Stranger states
that Adyog becomes (ylyvopon) through the intertwining (cupmAokn)
of €i6n with one another: “... ix yap v dAARA@V TGV €ld@dV
OULHTAOKTV 6 Adyog yéyovev fHiv” (Sph. 259e5-6). In his commentary
on the Sophist, Guthrie writes:

> Cf. Prm. 161e5-6, which states that if we speak truly, we say things that are. In
fact, the Sophist presents two perspectives on the nature of truth. As stated above,
truth may be understood as that which actually is (6viwg 6v); on the other hand, it
is described as a Adyog that states that which is (“Aéyel 6¢ a0T®OV 6 pév &ANONG T&
o6vta &g oty mepl 0od.”; Sph. 263b4-5). However, in either case, thinking must
aim for unity. It must bring many into one before it can attain or even state the
truth. The unity of that which is determines the course of thinking insofar as

thinking seeks a true conclusion.

6 Arguably, the intellectual shift from many to one is a pattern in the history of
philosophy. The effort to reduce the cosmos to a number of basic principles (e.g.,
hot and cold), as we see in the Stranger’s discussion of presocratic thought (Sph.
242c4-243e9), is an attempt to bring many scattered phenomena into a coherent
and comprehensible system of thought. Empedocles, Parmenides, and the others
mentioned by the Stranger are attempting to bring many into one, or at least a small
number — even in the latter case, there is a reduction from many to a few, and this
implies reduction from many to one (e.g., many kinds of heat are reduced to a single
concept of heat). This mirrors the Sophist as a whole: many definitions and
appearances are reduced to just one definition in the end.
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the wvisitor says that those who deny any
combination of Forms annihilate all logos, ‘for the
Logos owes its birth to the weaving together of Forms
with each other’. (Guthrie, 1978, p. 155)

In addition, the Stranger states that he who speaks must say that
which is one (glg) (Sph. 237d6-7). Hence, to even say something is to
say a one — this applies to thinking as well, given that thinking is a
silent inner Adyog of the soul.

Dialectic itself involves bringing many into one. The Stranger
states that dialectic is the perception of one Form or idea in the many
(“6pav pilav idéav Six moAA&GV”; Sph. 253d5-6). However, the
movement from many to one in thought is not limited to dialectic.
Thinking in general — regardless of whether it is dialectical —
exhibits the same pattern. This point is brought home in the
Theaetetus: one can simply list the many parts of a wagon, for
example, without gaining knowledge of what a wagon is. It is only
when the parts are seen as a structure, an ordered whole, that thinking
progresses toward knowledge (Tht. 207a3-c4). It is the interrelation
of seemingly isolated truths that compels thinking to converge from
many to one. As will be explained below, even arithmetical thinking
exhibits this pattern.

In the Sophist, plurality (mAfiBog) is equated with number
(&p1Bpog) (238b10-c1). Therefore, ép1Bpog applies to the changes of
thinking, whether from many to one or from one to many. Even when
there are “many” in thought, the underlying basis is one. A concept
(e.g., angling) may have many parts, but it is still one concept;
sophistry, though multi-sided, is one concept. Similarly, any given
claim is a single claim. The arithmetical parallel is this: an integer
may be a quantity, but it is one number.

When Theaetetus states that he is at a loss because of the many
appearances of the sophist (Sph. 231b9-c2), the Stranger pauses by
counting the number of appearances — in other words, he counts the
defining Adyou that had been formulated. Counting assures at least
some kind of ordering, even if an arithmetical one. In addition,
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counting yields a unit — i.e., every total is a quantity that is one;
every integer is a unit (Prm. 143d1-8).

Even negation can join many into one. For example, the square
of production described in the Sophist (265e3-266a11) indicates that
human production is not divine production. The lines in this case
divide, but they also bring both parts of the square together into one
figure. Is it not the same with the sophist? The sophist is not wise,
not virtuous, not a philosopher — but together these negations define
(at least in part) a single Adyog, a single whole. In general, Adyog
operates with both kinds of negation: the kind that divides, and the
kind that joins.

The Stranger himself, being from Elea, is divided from Athens
— he is not Athenian; yet, their differences, which drive the dialogue
forward, unite them. Given that he is Greek, he has a kinship with
his interlocutors, but on the other hand he hails from another land. He
is not unlike a distant relative that one rarely sees: a member of the
family, but at the same time someone who is not familiar. In this way,
the Stranger is both same and different. In the beginning of the
Sophist, his differences are evident, but their reasoning together
unites the discussants. Their long-sought agreement on the answer to
their question, which gradually unfolds during the course of their
inquiry, mirrors one of the key ideas of the dialogue: that which
appears unrelated is, in fact, related; a commonality underlies
apparent differences.

The Stranger states that the negation of Being, not-Being, can
shed light on Being, and vice versa; by knowing one we can learn
about the other (250e5-251a3). The more clearly one is seen, the
more clearly the other is; they are intimately connected. This shows
how negation not only clarifies by allowing us to make distinctions
(as with the angler and the sophist), it also shows how negation
establishes relations; when we know that something is not x (e.g., not
beautiful), we know its relation to another. For example, the sophist
appears to know, but he does not know — this is a key part of his
definition. To know how x relates to others is to know its place within
the family of cognate truths.
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For a given concept x, to negate x is to clarify what x is in relation
to something else; a relation or connection is formed. In addition,
each term of a negation (x and ~x) is more sharply defined. The
negated concept becomes an “other,” but the other and the same are
both unified by Being. Being is always the background of any
division — it is a whole in which the products of a division subsist;
for this reason even a division has one as its basis. This background
is like the surface of a tablet on which geometric divisions are made,
or like the sand in the Meno in which figures are drawn.

To illustrate the above, consider the relation between the sophist
and the angler. Sophistry is not angling, but they are akin (Sph.
221d10-13) — i.e., they are both arts. Hence, though not the same,
they belong to the same family of artistry, and the latter, like
everything else that is, is a part of that which is; in the end everything
belongs to the family of Being.

Given the above, negation not only divides, it also joins or binds
— both x and ~x are, just as the beautiful and the not-beautiful are
(Sph. 257e9-11). And this indeed is how &p1Bpog is structured:
clearly three is not two, four is not three, and so on, but they are parts
of a single whole, &p16p6g. Each number has one as its basis — each
number is one number. Contrariwise, Plato could have argued that all
is in flux, and all is disordered — fundamentally all is like the chaos
or chasm (x&oq) at the beginning of the cosmos in the Theogony
(Most, 2006, p. 116). But for Plato, negation binds just as much as it
separates. The same and the other are two sides of the same coin.
Being joins everything into one; negation is only a relation that
articulates parts of Being. For example, just as an even number is not
odd, and vice versa, both even and odd combine into one whole,
apBpog. Thinking, insofar as it aims for the truth, reflects this unity.

4. Memory is the foundation of thought

Thinking is not an isolated activity within the soul; it interacts
with memory. Memory, insofar as it allows the soul to recollect the
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truth, rests on Being. Therefore, memory and thinking are both
related to Being: Being, as truth, is remembered, and it is that for
which Adyog strives.

To use an analogy, memory is a path within thinking that moves
against the current of thought, toward “home” or a “beginning” —
the soul in its prenatal state (Men. 85e9-86a10), or the claims of those
who had lived in the past. Thinking is interwoven with memory: to
the extent that it “moves,” thought is both retrograde and progressive;
it regresses to the past and by doing so it progresses toward its
conclusion. In this sense, memory is a path within the path of
thinking.

To return to the synopsis and the preceding discussion in the
Sophist (231c8-e6; see Section 3), the many definitions of the sophist
had concealed the common principle, disputation, that tied them into
one. When thinking is extended and rushes ahead to reach a
conclusion, it generates many claims and arguments, and the one
idea, Form, or principle that underlies them all, if it is there, is
overlooked — and perhaps in time it is forgotten. But by going back
and reviewing the many definitions and looking for a one in the
many, the Stranger gets back on track, and (ironically) advances
toward a conclusion by means of reviewing. Since thinking tends to
move from one to many, a counter-motion from many to one is
needed. Contraction — a re-view or re-vision, a re-call of what was
said before, but in a new light — is needed. This is not a forward
motion, as the word mpoeyt (Sph. 218b5) connotes, but rather a
retrograde or backward motion. What was said in the past may be the
key to solving the present difficulty; indeed, the present difficulty
may be merely a different aspect of the same basic problem, or a
different way of wording the same problem — perhaps it is a different
name for the same underlying concept. The problem faced by
Parmenides is intimately related to the problem that the Stranger and
Theaetetus face. The present problem may be one part of a whole,
another part of which has been articulated.
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The oldest meanings of the word Adyog connote the idea of
retrograde movement. In “The Logos of Heraclitus,” Edwin Minar
writes:

It will be seen from this brief survey that the
fundamental idea of Adyog is that of an accounting,
and that this idea is retained throughout the early
history of the word at least as an undertone. At an early
period ‘account’ in the sense related to ‘count’ passes
into the sense related to ‘recount’ (“explain, narrate”)
... (Minar, 1939, p. 326)

To re-count is to re-tell; in this sense, to explain by Adyog is to re-
count or re-visit a concept, claim, or argument.

Reconsideration of that which was said before occurs frequently
in the Sophist. The dialogue even starts with a glance toward the past:
at the beginning, Theodorus states that the Stranger has heard the
issue of the sophist, statesman, and philosopher thoroughly
discussed, and he has not forgotten (“o0k &pvnpoveiv”’) what he had
heard (Sph. 217b8). Hence, the Sophist continues, or retells, a
discussion made some time ago, in another land, Elea. Soon after, the
Stranger warns that he is about to make an extended speech (217d8-
e5) — he is not presenting an entirely new set of claims; rather, he is
extending a Aoyog that was previously wrought.

In the Sophist, there are many instances in which past claims are
revisited. The following is but a partial list:

1. The Stranger states: “First, let us recollect one of the things we
said about the sophist before ...” (“AN’ avaAdPwpev <€v> mpdTOV
TOV MEpl TOV coPotnVv eipnuévav”; 232b1-2) (Trans. White apud
Cooper, 1997, modified) — ‘avoaiapfdve’ means to take up,
retrieve, resume, recollect; regain, recover (Liddell; Scott; Jones,
1968, p. 110).

2. At 236d9-237al, there is a sudden switch back to the thoughts
of Parmenides when the Stranger explains how perplexing sophistry
and falsehood are. This perplexity (&mopia) in the midst of the
dialogue yields the memory of an old question — this is also what
we see in the geometry lesson in the Meno.
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3. At 243c1-5, there is a reconsideration of what was said and
thought: the Stranger tells Theaetetus that they need to re-think the
nature of Being and not-Being and review the arguments of the past.

4. The Stranger makes a good “beginning” (&pym|) of a Adyog by
reviewing what has already been stated by Parmenides (242b6-c6).
Here we see both the generative aspect of Aoyog as well as its
propensity to go back to revisit past thinkers and past claims.

5. At 264cl, the Stranger states that he and Theaetetus must
“remember” or “revert to” (&vaplVr|OK®) previous divisions.

The above passages show that memory operates on different
scales. Within the same dialogue, one may bring back, or weave into
a single claim, words spoken previously. In addition, a claim or
question stated long ago may also be revived. The “winding”
(ovpmAékw) of the beginning (&pyr)) and the end (teAevtr)) that
precedes the final definition of the sophist (268c8-d4) is not a
winding that begins with the start of the dialogue; rather, it goes back
to assertions made long ago. The Aoyot of many philosophers are
combined into one conclusion — this requires memory on small and
large scales. Parmenides would appear to be separate and isolated
from the Stranger and his interlocutors, given the gap in time between
them; yet it is through Adyog that he is brought into the same dialogue
with them; it is as if a Adyog that extends into the deep past is defining
a whole that bridges past and present. Past thought “passes through”
and permeates the Sophist just as Being “passes through” (Siépxopat;
259a2-b6) all that is.

However, images and metaphors of thinking suggest that
thinking cannot progress toward the truth. The images of thinking
described in Section 2 lead us to believe that thinking cannot attain
the truth for two reasons. First, one may assume that the truth is
“outside” the soul. For example, the claim that Theaetetus is sitting
and not walking is confirmed simply by looking at him. Conversely,
the claim that he is walking would be falsified by perceiving that he
is sitting. Second, as explained in Section 2, thinking is in the realm
of becoming and change: it is generated or born in the soul. The
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images of thinking as a stream or projectile (Section 2) convey the
image of constant motion. Given the above, thinking appears to be
(1) separate from the truth, (2) generated, and (3) in flux. Together
these claims characterize Adyog as scattered and in constant motion,
far removed from the timeless realities that Plato claims are the basis
of truth and knowledge.

In other dialogues such as the Meno, Phaedo, and Phaedrus,
Plato argues against the thesis that the truth is to be sought outside
the soul. True knowledge lies in the depths of the soul and it is
accessed via recollection. Thinking, insofar as it aims for the truth, is
shaped by memory. Memory, insofar as it is truthful, is not
disorganized and scattered, but structured.” This, I argue, is Plato’s
response to the problem of how thinking aims for what it is not —
i.e, how something that is changing and diffuse can grasp that which
is timeless and one.

In the Sophist, the Stranger discusses two fundamental aspects of
thinking: change and rest. The mind is both still and in motion, as
argued below:

1. Thinking and knowledge are not possible without change
(kivnoig) — knowledge requires activity. If there is no motion, there
is no mind (248e6-249b6).

2. But mind also requires stasis (o0tdo1q): its nature is always the
same; i.e., it is always mind. If nothing about mind were the same, it
would be in constant flux, and it would not be mind, or anything at
all (249b12-c2).

3. Hence, without both stasis and change, mind cannot exist or
come to be.

The key to deciphering this argument is stated by the Stranger:

7 Socrates in the Meno argues that all truths are akin and that one truth leads to
another (81¢9-d5). More specifically, what appears to be a multiplicity is in fact a
unity. In other words, mavta ypiuata — all things — are joined together; i.e.,
they are “ouyyevng” (akin; cognate).
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... if we admit that all is in flux and motion, we shall
remove thinking (Adyog) itself from that which is ...

. 2av oD @epOpeva Kol KvoOpeva mavt’  eiva
OLYXWPBHEV, Ko TOVTE TG AdYE TaDTOV TODTO €K TGV
ovtav ééanproopey ...; (Sph. 249b8-10).

The issue concerns the existence of Adyog itself rather than the
nature of that which the mind contemplates. Thinking is an activity
and as such it involves motion; mind would not be possible without
it. Similarly, thinking is static since its essential nature is constant; in
general, it operates in the same ways and toward the same ends.
Another interpretation, nonetheless, is viable: the Stranger is
referring not to mind, but to the objects of knowledge. For example,
in his comments on this passage of the Sophist, Guthrie states: “if
everything were in motion, intelligence would ... be excluded, since
its operation necessitates unchanging objects” (Guthrie, 1978, p.
142). If, as Guthrie indicates, the Stranger states that stasis follows
from the nature of the objects that mind apprehends, and not mind
itself, the point stated above still stands. Given that mind and Adyog
are themselves objects of thought, one cannot possibly grasp them if
they are in constant flux. If their essential nature, by which we
recognize them, were not a constant, we would not be able to
comprehend them or coherently discuss them.

Given the above, thinking and the intellect involve a tension
between stasis and change. On the one hand, there is change, motion,
and difference — that which changes is not what it was before. For
example, the soul, by gaining knowledge, becomes other than what it
was — it changes from not knowing to knowing. On the other hand,
the mind must have continuity; it is essentially always mind — in this
sense, it is essentially changeless. If it is constantly in flux it will
become not-mind — something not capable of thinking, and
something that cannot be known.

But how exactly is the mind static? I argue below that memory is
one means by which continuity and stasis are achieved by the
intellect.
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To arrive at the truth by means of Adyog is to re-order what is in
memory. To the extent that the Stranger and his interlocutors attain
knowledge, or attain the truth, they do so through re-ordering and
clarifying what is already known. One knows, for example, that there
are such things as sculptures, reflections, and paintings. The soul may
out of ignorance understand these phenomena as unrelated, or only
remotely related. But by re-ordering these concepts and joining them
together under a single €iSog, image (gidwAov; Sph. 239d4), one has
made a discovery. And it is this discovery that is the key to gaining
insight into many other ideas. Consider one of the first questions
asked at the beginning of the dialogue: is a sophist a philosopher, or
is he different? One can easily imagine going through life with the
assumption that sophistry and philosophy are one and the same, or
that sophistry is a species of philosophy. But the truth is attained by
(1) differentiating sophistry and philosophy, and (2) bringing the
conceptual parts of sophistry — e.g., image, art, disputation, etc. —
into a unified concept that captures the essential features. Both (1)
and (2) involve a re-ordering and clarification of what one already
conceives.

Re-ordering — regardless of whether it is through collection and
division, dialectic, or reasoning in general — can also involve
discovery.? The act of searching memory to retrieve that which was
forgotten is an attempt to unveil that which lies concealed. Hence, the
slave boy in the Meno not only recollects, he discovers the solution
to the geometry problem: his memory is stirred up by Socrates’
questioning, and when he sees how the pieces of the puzzle — the
points, lines, and figures — fit together, he is discovering a solution.
Collection and division, dialectic, and thinking in general reveal

8 Do collection and division, which play an important role in the Sophist, constitute
a method of discovery? This issue is widely debated. Cristina Ionescu argues that
collection and division constitute “a method of discovery and not of
demonstration” (Ionescu, 2013, p. 51). She points out that verbs designating
searching and discovery occur throughout the Sophist (Ionescu, 2013, p. 51-52).
For the reasons given above, I argue that discovery takes place when concepts are
re-ordered and clarified — this process is a feature of collection and division and
of thinking in general.
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patterns and interrelationships that would otherwise remain hidden.
In the Sophist, the fact that the sophist is not a philosopher had to be
discovered, given that this fact was concealed at the beginning of the
dialogue (217a6-8). This discovery requires a complex re-ordering
and clarification of the concepts of sophist, image, production, and
so forth.

To progress toward a conclusion is to advance into one’s
memory. Thinking that progresses toward the truth is thinking that
reverts, contracts, retrogrades, and regresses — the soul accesses the
truth by remembering the fundamental units of reality and their
interrelations.” Memory is a binding power — it joins two into one
and it closes the gap between past and present. In turn, Adyog is also
a binding power — it joins many into one. The Stranger describes
Aoyog as follows:

... and therefore we gave to this combination (TAéypa)
the name of discourse

Kol 81 kol TG TAEypoTt TOOT® TO Ovopa
€pBey&apeba Aoyov; (Sph. 262d6-7, trans. Fowler,
1921).

Given that the word mAéypa means wicker-work, combination,
or complex (Liddell; Scott; Jones, 1968, p. 1414), it is a construction
— i.e., units are recombined, or woven together, into a Adyog. For
example, the statement ‘man learns’ (‘GvBpwnog pavBaver’; Sph.
262c9) combines the €ién of man and learning into a whole. When
each part of a Adyog is understood as an €io¢ — i.e., as a unified
reality apart from its appearances in time — then thinking undergoes
retrograde motion. By way of memory, Adyog unveils that which the
soul already knows — it unveils an underlying structure in which all
truths are interwoven.

9 See Tht. 186b6-9: when the soul reasons or compares, it must revert or regress
(éndveyn) to Being (ovoia).
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In response to the above, one may argue that Adyog is a
combination not of €i6n, but of names. In his article, “Why Is the
Sophist a Sequel to the Theaetetus?”, Kahn writes:

In the context of the Theaetetus, logos can be analyzed
only as a symploké onomatén, a weaving- together of
words (202b). But the Sophist, with its broader
metaphysical horizon, can point out that logos is given

to us by a symploké eidén, a weaving-together of
Forms. (Kahn, 2007, p. 42)

This view can be contrasted with Cornford’s claim that Aoyog,
as described in the Sophist, does not always involve Forms. In some
cases, Adyog expresses a complex fact or event which comprises
“heterogeneous elements ... which fit together in a coherent
structure” (Cornford, 1935, p. 308).

Regardless of whether Adyog weaves names or Forms, thinking
brings many into one. Let us assume for the moment that Aoyog is a
symploke onomaton that expresses complex facts which do not
involve €{6n. The key point is that a complex fact is a fact — i.e., it
is a truth. A “coherent structure” may have many parts, but it is a
whole nonetheless. For example, even if we assume that geometric
points, lines, and figures are not €16, a plane figure is a structure; it
is a complex that is articulated by means of Adyog. Moreover, the
figure’s relations to other geometric figures and mathematical truths
also constitute a structure; in turn, the latter structure is reflected in
another ordered whole, the cosmos.

5. Conclusion

When Aoyog returns to a one — a single concept or statement —
retrograde thinking occurs. This, paradoxically, is how thinking
progresses. However, oneness and truth are not the same. A
conjunction of claims may be unitary and consistent but erroneous.
Unity is a prerequisite for truth, but it does not guarantee truth.
Hence, that which appears to be a bona fide definition may in fact be
a false or misleading statement. Consider the claim that the human
race is divided into two kinds: Greek and barbarian (Plt. 262c10-
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262d6). For some, this division may appear to be a definition; in
reality, however, it merely conceals the actual divisions —i.e., it
obscures the concept instead of clarifying it. The actual kinds — male
and female — remain concealed (PIt. 262e3-5). One can carve reality
not along the joints, but along fictional lines, to borrow a metaphor
from Phaedrus.

Memory, like thought, is a mixture of truth and falsehood; in the
Sophist, what appears to be coherent and true may not be. For
example, consider the final definition of the dialogue; we are led to
believe that the sophist engages in “the juggling part” (“t0
Bavpatomoukov popov”) of production (moinoig; 268d1-2) — but do
we really know what this means? Have we actually obtained clarity
and the assurance of truth? Or does the dialogue end not with a
definition, but with politically-motivated obfuscation?

With the geometry lesson in the Meno, the means by which the
double square is constructed are clarified. But is such clarity possible
with the sophist? Given that the sophist is multi-sided (mowiAog; Sph.
223c1-2), there are two difficulties. First, we may not be able to see
all the sides of him — i.e., all the defining features — in which case,
we extrapolate from a subset of his known or postulated
characteristics. This allows for error. Second, a deeper and more
subtle problem is this: the sides or aspects that we postulate may be
purely fantastic; e.g., there may not really be a “juggling part of
production” outside of our imaginations. If there are erroneous
divisions in our claims about the sophist, these divisions are carving
reality not along the joints, but in a way that is false and distorted.

The key to adequately addressing the above difficulties may lie
in the origin of Adoyog — its being “born” (ylyvopay; Sph. 263e3-5) in
the soul. If we ask the right questions, the origin of Adyog may reveal
hidden features of thinking. How is Adyog “born”? What happens at
the moment of its becoming? What is the ground from which it
springs? Is the ground an €i80g, or the soul itself, or memory? The
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ground from which Adyog originates may determine, in whole or in
part, its conclusion. !
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