In the realm of sensory experience, no objective judgments are possible.
In life we are often are often presented with scenarios in which we must make judgment. A process through which we endeavour to make considered decision or come to reasonable conclusion about the value of a material object or perhaps the moral value of an action or behaviour. However, there is an important distinction to be made between objective judgments and subjective judgments. Objective judgments are absolute truths, whereas the truth of subjective judgments is relative to the person making the judgment. For Philosophers as early as the presocratics this distinction has raised many issues in the pursuit of knowledge as they grappled with the question of the nature of reality.
Philosophers such as Heraclitus, who suggested that the universe and everything in it is constantly in flux. Every object even though it may appear to our senses as being temporarily stable and permanent, is in fact in constant motion. Morphing and transforming itself each instant. 
“We step and do not step into the same rivers, we are and are not”.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Catherine Osborne, From the Beginning to Plato, ed. by C.C.W. Taylor, reprint, revised edn (UK, New York: Routledge, 2003), p. 99.] 

This idea has profound consequences for philosophical thought. For if nothing remains the same for longer than an instant, then knowledge of the sensible world is an impossibility. For even if one could obtain knowledge of something in one instant, a mere second later that thing will have changed. Rendering that knowledge obsolete. Therefore arriving at the conclusion that it is impossible to have any knowledge of anything. Heraclitus’s Flux-Doctrine can also stimulate nihilistic despair. For if everything in this world is eternally rolling on in a ceaseless flux. It follows that everything we value and all the spectacular human achievements, which we take pride in and derive meaning from, will ultimately decay into dust. 
Parmenides another notable presocratic philosopher could not have disagreed more. Parmenides was determined to study the nature of reality and not its sensible form. He then used a very strict logic and as he was doing that something started to bother him. For example if there was indeed an Arche whether its water or the Apeiron or air that would ultimately mean that there were little particles of Arche, as in if you were to break it down to its smallest components you would get little bits of pure Arche. Anaximenes said that you get different materials depending on how far apart these particles are. the closer together those particles the harder, the colder and the more rock-like the substance was and if it were further apart the hotter and more fire like it was. 
But here is a question, what is in between those particles? If you say well there is something between them, then that will mean that there is another substance a second Arche but that was undermining the whole idea that there was an Arche which is namely one single substance and not two substances and if you said nothing then what was stopping those particles from sticking to each other. Incidentally, this question would only be fully answered in a mathematical sense by Albert Einstein's theory of general relativity. 
As Parmenides was struggling with this question of particles and motion in nothingness, he tried to formulate a way to deal with them and he wrote this down in his metaphysical and cosmological poem of “Parmenides”[footnoteRef:2]. He begins by describing something like a journey to heaven where he is introduced to a goddess who explains to him that there are two ways of thinking. Thinking with rigid logic or having an opinion, then there are two things to think about. Thinking about what is and about what is not, then he is told that you should only think with a rigid logic and only about what is. He should not pay attention to all the different opinions of men nor should you think about what is not because it is literally unthinkable. As a philosopher Parmenides must think only about what is. What is cannot be destroyed, nor can it come into existence because if something comes into existence what are they come from and if it is destroyed where does it go? “Nowhere” this new particle of Arche that just came into being, came into being from nothing truly nothing. How can nothing generate something that is? He concludes that it’s impossible therefore, what is cannot move or grow or shrink and it cannot change. All these things are impossible if you really believe that the arche is. This also makes it unthinkable to speak of time because the only way we even understand what time is has to do with how things move and change. So, whatever is has always been and will always be never changing, never improving, never deteriorating but always perfect and complete.  [2:  Palmer, John, "Parmenides", The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy (Fall 2019 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2019/entries/parmenides/>.] 

You may ask “What about everything that I see and that is moving?”. All of that is an illusion, nothing you see or hear is really what is out there. Those are only opinions because everyone has different impressions experiences and observations none of it is truly real and the only reason you think that change is real and that one thing is different from another is because that is how you are trained to think but if we just open our eyes and think rationally we will see that only what is is and that what is not is not and cannot be thought of, at least that how I think Parmenides might have responded. Parmenides arguments were a precursor to the proven scientific principle of conservation of mass and energy. To summarize, Parmenides is studying the nature of reality and he is using a rigid logic. This leads to the conclusion that whatever is truly is, and what is not cannot exist and cannot be spoken about and cannot be thought. What follows necessarily from this approach is that much of what we believe or assume about reality is not true, change is not true, motion is impossible, variation cannot exist and time doesn't work this one extreme position in philosophy
Plato seemingly offended at the idea that there can be no truth in this life as laid out by Heraclitus and at odds with the conclusion of Parmenides theory. Came up with a very different theory of his own, Plato’s theory of forms. Plato didn’t ever write a full text just about his ideas on the theory of forms instead its communicated throughout various passages of his texts in the form of dialogue both in his most famous work “The Republic”[footnoteRef:3] and later revisited some of the idea’s in his “Dialogues, vol. 4 – Parmenides”. The decision to name this dialogue after Parmenides would seem to indicate that he valued the thoughts and theories of Parmenides although of course he disagrees with him. [3:  Plato, The Republic, trans. by H. D. P. LEE (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Books Ltd, 1955).] 

 Plato was an idealist and believed that there is a realm in which all things that exist in the realm of sensory experience or physical realm also exist separately in an archetypal or prime unchangeable way. There is a form for every physical thing of which there may be many there can only one true form, so the idea of say a bench is somewhere up in this realm of forms. A bench or any other bench adheres to certain qualities of that form, but they may all look different, they all look different because they do not perfectly match that form for they're just an example. Plato explores this in part ten of “The Republic”[footnoteRef:4] where he says okay so there's this ideal form of a bed and when a craftsman is trying to make a bed he thinks about what a bed is and he envisions a bed in his mind eye and through doing so he has his eye on the form of a bed and so he goes ahead and he builds a bed. Now the thing that he has built is not the bed it's a bed and every other bed around is just a bed they all look different but they're all pointing to that one ideal bed so in that way the forms are the template for which things aspire to or take part in and of the form but they are perfect and therefore cannot be the thing. Only the form is perfect, only the perfect is true. [4:  Plato, The Republic, trans. by H. D. P. LEE (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Books Ltd, 1955), p. 370-379.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack] Another example he gives us in part seven of “The Republic”[footnoteRef:5] in the simile of the cave. In short the allegory of the cave is an idea presented in a scenario where we have some people in a cave, within which they’re chained to pillars with heads strapped in such a way as to force them to look at the wall. Behind them there's a fire and people are passing between the fire whilst holding various objects which cast shadows on the wall of the cave and these people perceive the shadows on the walls as reality for, they've never seen anything else. Eventually one of them slips their bondage and can look behind them at what is happening. The change in perspective is world shattering and fills them with questions about the nature of reality. This realisation that there is more to life than the shadows on the wall leads them to continue asking themselves questions like where is the glimmer of light beyond the fire coming from and so begins the arduous climb further up and out of the cave finally stumbling into the light of day and witnesses the sun casting shadows across the land and see the sky and wonders at what might be behind that and a great deal more to question besides. This scenario is designed to inspire us to question our perception and ask what lays beyond, the things that we see around us are the shadows and the forms are the reality. Plato wants us to consider the forms and be less concerned with the shadows. [5:  Plato, The Republic, trans. by H. D. P. LEE (Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England: Penguin Books Ltd, 1955), p. 278-286.] 

Here I will outline two distinct ways of doing philosophy, one is a deductive reasoning where you engage in pure logic and the other one was an observation followed by inductive reasoning or trying to make sense of your observations and that philosophers can analyse both the nature of reality and the form. So far, every philosopher has had their own ideas, beliefs and opinions about the cosmos and reality however they mostly all disagree. Isn't the fact that they all disagreed proof enough that none of them really knew what the truth really was or is. Indeed even the process through which we try to analyse and relate to these questions is unique to all of us and therefore subjective. Plato’s theory of forms enables him to believe that the truth exists somewhere. If I were to stand next to someone who is shorter than myself It would make it true that I am tall, standing next to someone taller than myself would make it true that I am short. I  may choose to believe either of these statements as they are simply subjective but also according to Plato I can be neither as I simply share in the qualities of both shortness and tallness that exist in truth only in the realm of forms. As philosophers we have been asking the hard questions for thousands of years and there are some things the living may never know, but Plato simile of the cave inspires us to question what we perceive and ask what more is out there beyond currant comprehension?
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