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Science et sensation : Speusippe et le Théétete

(T1) Sextus Empiricus, AM 7.145-146 (trans. R. Bett)= F75 Taran: "But Speusippus (since some objects are
perceptible, others intelligible) said that the criterion of intelligible things was knowledgeable reason, while that of
perceptible things was knowledgeable sense-perception. And he supposed knowledgeable sense-perception to be the
kind that has a share in truth by way of reason. Compare the flute-player's or the harpist's fingers, which have a technical
activity, yet not one that is perfected directly in the fingers themselves, but one that is completed by means of shared
training in connection with reasoning. Or take the musician's sense, which has an activity capable of grasping what is
in tune and what is out of tune, yet it does not develop on its own, but results from reasoning. In the same way,
knowledgeable sense-perception, too, naturally gets from reason a share in knowledgeable practice with a view to
unerring discernment of the underlying things".

Trevounoc 8¢, el TV TPpAyUATOV T LEV 0TV 0icONTE, TO 8E vonTd, TdV HEV VoNT@Y Kprhplov EAeEey ivar TOV
EMGTNUOVIKOV AOYOV, TV O€ aicONT@®V TNV Mot UovIKnV aictnoty. émcsm LOVIKT|V 08 aicOnotv vmeilnes kabeotdvor
mv uawkauﬁavovcow TG Kot TOV Aoyov aAnbeiog. [146] domep yop oi Tod adAnTod 1} T0D YAATOV SAKTLAOL TEXVIKTV
L&V elyov dvépyetay, ovK &v avToic 88 TPONYOLUEVOS rs%atouuevnv AL €k TR TPOG TOV AOYIGUOV GUVOGKNGEMG
amaptilopévny, kai dg 1 Tod povsikod aicOncic évépysiav P&V €lxev AVTIANTTIKYY TOD T& NPUOGHEVOL Koi TOD
avapuoOGTO, TOOTNY & 00K adTOEVT|, AL €k AOYIoHOD TTEpLyEyoVLiaY, OVT® Kol 1) EMGTNHOVIKT aicONG1C QUOIKGS
TP ToD AOYOL TG EMOTNUOVIKTC HeToAauBavel TpIPTic TpOg AmAovi] TV DTOKEIUEVOV SIUYVOOLY.

Cf. Lucullus (porte-parole d’Antiochus d’Ascalon) dans Cicéron, Académiques 11, 20 (trad. J. Kany-Turpin) : « Quand nous
ajoutons I’entrainement et la technique, de maniére que notre ceil soit retenu par la peinture, notre oreille par les chants, qui ne
remarque le pouvoir des sens ! Que de figures les peintres voient dans les ombres et dans les reliefs, mais que nous ne voyons pas !
Que de choses nous échappent en musique, mais qu’entendent les gens exercés dans cet art ! Au premier souffle d’un joueur de
flate, ils disent “C’est Antiope” ou “C’est Andromaque”, alors que nous n’en aurions pas méme le soupgon »

Cf. Philébe 56a (trad. Delcomminette) : « Tout d’abord, la musique en est pleine [de pratiques stochastiques], elle qui ajuste la
consonance de ses instruments non au moyen d’une mesure, mais en la conjecturant grace a la pratique, et de méme 1’art de I’aulos
tout entier, qui traque la mesure correcte de chaque note en la visant alors qu’elle est en mouvement, de sorte qu’il comporte un
grand mélange de manque de clarté, mais peu de fermeté ».

Théétete 163b (trad. M. Narcy) : “A condition de nous en tenir proprement, Socrate, a ce que nous en voyons ou entendons,
nous dirons que nous le savons: dans un cas en effet, la forme et la couleur, nous dirons que nous les voyons et que nous les savons
dans I’autre cas, 1’aigu et le grave, nous dirons I’entendre et le connaitre en méme temps; mais ce que les maitres d’écriture et les
interprétes enseignent sur ces matiéres, nous dirons qu’en voyant et en entendant nous ne le sentons ni ne le savons ».

Théétete 206a-b (trad. M. Narcy) : « tu as fait jusqu’au bout ton apprentissage [des lettres] sans rien apprendre d’autre que les
¢léments, en t’essayant a distinguer, a 1’ceil ou a I’oreille, chacun en soi et par soi, pour que, dits ou écrits, leur position ne te
trouble pas (...) Et dans I’apprentissage du cithariste, avoir poussé cet apprentissage, ce n’est pas autre chose qu’étre capable de
suivre la mélodie note par note, sachant a quelle corde appartient chacune »

(T2a) Aristote, APo 2.13. 97a6-11= F63a Taran (trad. P. Pellegrm) (0) 00y 8¢ el Tov Oprlopevov Kai
dtapovpevov dmovto gidéval ta dvra. kaitot (1) a&)vowov oot TIVEG ETvor wg Slopopag eidévar ToC npog £€Kaotov un
£idota EkacTov: (2) dvev 88 TV Srapopdv odk sivan Ekactov eidévar: (3) oD yap pun Stopépet, TodTOV Elvar ToVT®, 0O
0¢ dlapEpeL, ETEPOV TOVTOV.

(0) 11 n’est en rien besoin que celui qui définit en divisant connaisse tous les étants. Pourtant, certains disent (1)
qu’il est impossible de connaitre les différences d’une chose par rapport a chacune des autres sans connaitre chacune
des autres, et (2) qu’il n’est pas possible de connaitre chaque chose sans en connaitre les différences ; (3) car ce qui ne
différe pas de quelque chose lui est identique, alors que ce qui en différe est autre que lui.

Interprétation par récurrence: "(i) you cannot know how X differs from Y without knowing Y; and (ii) if you do

not know how Y differs from other things, you do not know Y" (Barnes 1993, p. 246, but see above all Falcon 2000,
p. 403-405).



(T2b) Les objections d’Aristote a Speusippe en APo 2.13, 97a11-20 (J. Barnes' transl.) : “Now, first, this is false
: one thing is not different from another in virtue of every difference. There are many differences between things which
are the same in form — though not differences in respect of their essence or in themselves. Next, if you take the
opposites, 1. €. the difference, and assume that everything falls here or here, and if you assume that what you are seeking
is in one of them, and you know this one, then it makes no difference whether you know or do not know the other thing
of which the differences are predicated. For it is clear that if you continue in this way until you come to items of which
there is no longer a difference, you will have the account of the essence...”

(T3) Philopon (F63d Taran) sur I’objectif de I’argument de Speusippe en APo 2.13: dvaipijoar koi TV dlaipecty
kol Tovg opiopove. Eustratius (F63e Taran): v Ooplotikny €meipdto avelelv kai dei&on aovvatov 1o Opilechat.
Commentateur anonyme sur 4Po, CAG 13,3.584.17 Wallies= F63b Taran: "Eudemus says this is Speusippus'
opinion that it is impossible to define any being without knowing all beings" (Znevoinmov tadmy v 06&av Eddnuog
glvan Aéyet v 811 Opicachor adVvatdv Eoti T TV dviev un Tévta T Svta £idoter) >>> voir ’analyse de I’argument
dans le tableau, page 3.

(T4) Aristotle, Met. Z.2, 1028b18, trans. Ross-Barnes= F29A Taran : £t topd té aicOntd ol pév ovk olovton givol
000&V To100TOV, 01 8¢ TAEi® Kal PdAAov, dvta didia, domep [TAdtwov Td Te €1dn Kol Ta padnuatike dvo ovoiag, Tpitny
0 TNV 1OV aictntdv copdtov odciay, Xredommog 6¢ kol TAgiong 00Giug amd ToD EvOg ApEAEVOS, KAl Apyag EKAGTNG
ovoiag, GAANY PEV ApOu®dY BAANY &€ neyebdmv, Emerta yoytig Kol ToDTOV O TOV TPOTOV EMEKTEIVEL TOC OVGINC. .. “Some
do not think there is anything substantial besides sensible things, but others think there are eternal substances which
are more in number and more real, e.g. Plato posited two kinds of substance — the Forms and the objects of
mathematics — as well as a third kind, viz. the substance of sensible bodies. And Speusippus made still more kinds of
substance, beginning with the One, and making principles for each kind of substance, one for numbers, another for
spatial magnitudes, and then another for the soul; and in this way he multiplies the kind of substance...”. Cf. A.10,
1075b37= F30 Taran about the “episodic” universe of Speusippus.

(T5) Ps.-lamblichus, Theologoumena Arithmeticae, pp. 82, 10 — 85, 23 De Falco= F28 Taran, F122 Isnardi-
Parente: 'Ot xoi Zrevcutnog [...] PPAISOV TL cuvTa&ag YAapupov Enéypaye uev adto Iepi Mvbayopikdv aprOpudyv,
am' apyfc 08 uéypt uicovg wepl T®V &v aOTOIg Ypoupk®dY euperéotata de&eAbnv ToAvyVviny Te Kol Tavtoiny TV
&v ap1Opois Emmédmv Ao Kol oTeEPEDV TEPT TE TAV TEVTE OYNUATOV, O TOIG KOGUIKOIG dmodidotal ototyeiolg, i010TNTOG
aOTOV KOl TPOG dAAa KovoTNTOG, dvaroyiog TE Kail avtakolovdiag, Letd tadta Aowmov Bdtepov 10 100 Piffiiov
oL epl deKAdOG [...]. Aéyel 6& TOV TpOTOV TODTOV TEPL aOTHG ‘€Tt 08 T 6€KA TEAELOG [...]. WOAAA Yap (o Exen,
@ mpocnKeL TOV 0DTM TELEIOV ExELY, TOALL 82 1010 pév 0VK E6TIV aVTOD, HET 62 Exetv aVTU TELELOV. TPHTOV [EV 0DV
&ptiov Sei eivan, dmmc {60t dvdoty ol Tepiocol Kol dpTiot koi uf tepopepdc: [...] &1t 88 icovug Exetv ypr| TOVC TPHOTOVC
Kol dovvO£TOVE Kol Tovg denTEPOLE Kol cuvBETOVE: 6 8¢ déKa Exel Toovg, Kal 000elg dv dAlog ELdccOV TAOV dEKA,
10070 £mafev aprOpoc, miciov o0& tayo [kai yap O 1" kol GAAOL TVEG], GAAG TVOUNY aOTAY 0 0K Kol TPAOTOG
T00TO OV KOl EAG)6TOS TAV EYOVTOV TEAOG TL EXEL. ..

T0 pév yop €v otiypn], T@ 6& 6v0 ypouu, To 0¢ Tpia Tpiywvoy, T 6& Técoapa mopapic todta 6 mavta Eotl
Tp®dTO. Kol Apyol TV Kab' EkacTtov OpOYEV@MV. [...] &v Te EmmEdOIG Kol OTEPEOIC TPMTA £0TL TADTO GTIYUT| YPOUUN
Tpiy®vov Tupapic: &yl 8¢ TadTo TOV TAV déKa ApOoV Kol TéAog Toyel. [...] kai unv kol &v Tolg oynuact Kat' aplopov
OKENTOREVE [TadTO|ovpPaiver
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CAG 13, 3, 584, 20-585, 1 (my translation)

Theaetetus 208c7-208e5 (trans. McDowell)

O€l TOV OpLLOUEVOV TL EIOEVIL TIV TTPOS TH SLAPEPOVTE. AVTOD
TAVTO, SLEQPOPAV- < 0D eV Yap Uf| SQEPEL TL, TOVT® TADTOV
gottv, o 8¢ Srapépst, Etepov=(3)! >

To define something, one must know the difference in relation to
all the things which differ from it. For indeed what does not
differ from something is the same as this thing, and what differs
from something is other than this thing.

[third meaning of logos =] 10 &yewv T onueiov [gineiv]
® TOV GmavTOV Supépel 10 EpmTnév.

What most people would say: being able to state some
mark bywhich the thing one is asked for differs from
everything else (...).

Well, about the sun, if you like to take that as an
example, I imagine you'll accept as adequate that it's
the brightest of the heavenly bodies that go round the
earth. (...)

Well, let me tell you why I said that.

OV 01 0plopevOV TL MG SaPEPOV TOV GAL@V OEl €idévar ahToD
T0G dLuQopig aig TGV dAAmv drapépear- (3) => (2)

So to define something as differing from other things, one must
know its differences, those through which it differs from the
other things.

gotL O Omep AptL ENEyouev, @G dpa TV dPopav
£KG6TOV OV AauBdvnc )| T@v dAlov drugépet, Aoyov,
&c paoct Tveg, Aqyn-

It was to bring out what we were saying just now: that
if you get hold of the differentiation of anything, by
which it differs from everything else, then some people
say you'll have got hold of an account,

un yop €idm¢ TG T00TO0 Kol TO TanTOV ETEPOV Kol TO ETEPOV TAVTOV
nNynoetat. oHTmg &' 0vd' ATOdDGEL TV oikela TVOG 0vGioV- dv yap
ot oYM, 0VSEV KWADEL TOV AT0d136HEVOY AOYOV KOLVOV Elval
Kol L@V TIVOV.

Because, someone who does not know this will hold both what is
the same to be other and what is other to be the same. But in this
manner, he will not explain the proper essence of the thing.
Because, if this happens, nothing prevents the account explained
to be common also to some other things.

€mg &' av Kowvod Tvog EpAnty, EKEivav mEPL oot Eotan
6 Méyog GV @v 1 KowoéTng 1.

Whereas as long as you grasp something common,
your account will be about those things to which the
common quality belongs (...).

OAAGL pnv GdVVaTOV THV TPOG TVl SloPOPEV TVOG €10€var U
€16010 Kakelva @V T0 mpokeipevov dtapépet = (1)

But it is in fact impossible to know the difference of something in
relation to something [else] without knowing these things from
which the intended object differs.

Oel dpa mavta gidévar Tov oplopevov Tt = (0), kol yop Kol TobTo
<0> opileton 6 Op1LopEvoC (mdC Yap Gv anTd Opicarto;) Koi TGl
mévta GV O¢ Etepov Ov avtod Opiletat.

Therefore, to define something, one must know all things. For, in
fact, to define, one [must know] that thing which is defined (for
how could one define it [otherwise] ?) and all the remaining things,
than which [this] thing is defined as being other.

“Og 8" av pet’ OpHTic 06ENG Tepl OTOLODV TAV GVI®V TNV
dwpopav @V MA@V Tpoohdfn, odtod EmioTiuov
YEYOVAS E6TOL 0D TPOTEPOV RV SOENGTNAC.

And anyone who, along with a correct judgement about
any of the things which are, gets hold of its
differenciation from everything else as well, will have
come to have knowledge of that thing, of which
previously he had judgement.

! This second sentence is between brackets in the the CAG edition and omitted by Taran in 63b.






