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PREFACE

ABourt the significance of the second and longer part of Plato’s
Parmenides scholars, both in ancient and modern times, have
differed more widely than about any other of his dialogues. Proclus
in his Commentary recognised two main schools of inferpretation :
the logical and the metaphysical.! Both still have their representa-
tives to-day.

The logical view appears to have prevailed in the Middle Academy.
Albinus 2 in his Introduction classes the Parmenides with the
Protagoras (only) as concerncd with the refutation of falsehood
(BAeyxtindc). In his Didaskalikos he treats it as logical (Stadexti-
#0¢), in contrast with the °theoretical” works dealing with
theology, physics, and mathcmatics. He cites it to illustrate
Plato’s use of syllogistic figures, hypothetical arguments, and the
ten categories. In Proclus’ time some continued to regard the
dialogue as a polemic against Zcno or as an excrcise in dialectic.

The second main group agreed in belicving that Plato’s own
metaphysical doctrinc was to be found in the ecight (or nine)
Hypotheses which develop the consequences of assuming that there
is, or is not, a One. The earlicr members of this group identified
the Existing One of Hypothesis II with Nodg; it was left for
Syrianus and his successors to discover ‘ the most secret mystical
doctrines * in the whole series of Hypotheses. Professor Dodds,?
however, has pointed out that the Ncopythagorcan Moderatus, in
the second half of the first century A.p., had anticipated the main
features of the Neoplatonic interpretation, and that some sug-
gestions of it may be traced a century ecarlier in Eudorus and
perhaps as far back as Speusippus. In Plotinus (Enn. V, 1, 8)
the mystical interpretation is associated with the emanation of all
forms of being from the One who is ‘ beyond being . In the first
three Hypotheses (numbered I, II, and IIA in this book) he found

1 Proclus’ evidence is reviewed in detail by M. Wundt, Platons Parmenides
(1935), § 2. See also R. Klibansky’s learned and masterly paper, Ein Proklos-
Fund und seine Bedeutung (Sitzungsber. d. Heidelberger Akad. d. Wiss,,
1929), from which many of the historical facts in this Preface are borrowed.

3 C. F. Hermann’s Platonis Dialogi (Lipsiae, 1892), vol. vi, pp. 148, 158.

3C.Q. XXII (1928), 129 fi. The Paymenides of Plato and the Origin of
the Neoplatonic ‘ One’.
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PREFACE

the three ultimate hypostases of his own system : (1) the unknow-
able and ineffable One, identified with the Form of the Good of
the Republic ; (2) Intelligence (vods), emanating from the One and
inseparable from the realm of its own intelligible objects, the
Ideas; (3) the World Soul, the Demiurge of the T¢maeus, which,
together with other souls, is responsible for the sensible world.
Later Neoplatonists tried in various ways to carry the scheme of
emanation through the remaining Hypotheses down to the lowest
level of being and finally to not-being. The result of all this was
that the Parmenides was promoted to be the head of a group of
theological dialogues and ranked by Iamblichus! on a level with
the Timaeus, the head of a physical group. The position was
consolidated by the long commentary of Proclus. Whatever
difficulties the later Hypotheses might offer, the Neoplatonists
unanimously recognised their highest God in the One of the first
Hypothesis, which is shown to be in every way unknowable and
even incapable of being.

Proclus’ Commentary extended only from the beginning of the
dialogue to the end of this first Hypothesis. Consequently that
part of the Parmenides which offers least resistance to the mystical
interpretation stood out from the rest in the centuries when Plato’s
text was known only through the Commentary. There was no
means of realising how hard it is to carry this interpretation through
the remaining Hypotheses or to reconcile it with the contents and
character of the dialogue as a whole. Thanks to this accident,
the Parmenides became the ancestor of the mediaeval ‘ negative
theology . Even after the whole text of Plato became accessible
and was translated into Latin, the theological construction held
its ground. Marsiglio Ficino declared that Plato had here revealed
the inmost mysteries of all theology. Leibniz,2 who studied Plato
independently, still, like Iamblichus, advised his readers to seek
Plato’s profoundest philosophy in the physics of the Timaeus and
in the Parmenides, ‘ which reasons admirably concerning the One
and Being, that is to say God (for all creatures are beings, not
Being) .

The Neoplatonic interpretation was also endorsed by Hegel.
Unfortunately he declared further that half of his own logic was
to be found in the Parmenides; and since then the mirage of
Hegelian dialectic has sometimes reinforced, sometimes replaced,
the mirage of Neoplatonic mysticism. This influence is strong, for
example, in Thomas Maguire’s edition (1882). It provoked Mr.
W. W. Waddell (The Parmenides of Plato, 1894) to a wholesome
protest. ‘A commentator on Plato’, he remarked, ‘ must beware

1 Procl. #n Tim. i, 13, Diehl. 2 Opera, ed. Dutens, iv, p. 77.
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PREFACE

of two dangers. If he does not detect in his author the latest
developments of metaphysics he may be adjudged ignorant of
these ; if he does he may be taxed with a want of the “ historic
sensc . The dilemma is not an agreeable one. The writer is
perhaps imperfectly informed upon recent metaphysical theories,
but his ignorance is not proved by a failure to read all Hegel into
the Parmenides.’

At the opposite extreme from the Neoplatonist-Hegelian school
stand the modern adherents of the logical interpretation. For
some of them thc second part of the Parmenides is a humorous
polemic, designed to reduce the Eleatic doctrine of a One Being
to absurdity, through the mouth of its founder. This theory,
propounded by Tennemann and elaborated by Apelt, escapes the
accusation of anachronism; but in its extreme form it charges
the prince of philosophers with the most wearisome joke in all
literature. It rests on the supposition that most of the arguments
are consciously fallacious and deserve Wilamowitz’s contemptuous
epithet, Schulfuchserei. The only way to test this supposition is
to examine the arguments, one by one, in their context. I hope
to show that, granted certain assumptions as to the form in which
Plato has chosen to cast the whole dialectical exercise, the alleged
sophisms almost entirely disappear. Professor Taylor ! formerly
wrote : ‘It is only of one or two steps in the argumentation at
the most that we can say that they contain anything like conscious
sophistry, and even at these points, whatever may be our misgivings
about the validity of the inference, we seem for the most part to
detect a serious significance about the conclusions thus reached
which forbids us to treat them as mere pieces of verbal ingenuity.’
The conviction that Plato’s purpose was serious and not merely
destructive grows, the more closely the Hypotheses are studied.
If it is justified, the theory of the humorous polemic falls to the
ground.

This conviction is presumably the cause of a recent reaction
against the view championed by Apelt. Several studies have
appeared of late, in which the Neoplatonic influence, sometimes
combined with the Hegelian, is once more dominant. In 1923
M. Diés, in the judicious and valuable introduction to his edition,
could still write: ‘Il est bien entendu que chercher a faire un
choix entre les hypothéses, vouloir trouver, par exemple, dans la
troisitme position de I'Un et dans la notion de I'Instantané, la
synthése ot I'Un et le multiple se concilient, ou bien construire,
au gré de ses propres orientations métaphysiques, d’autres com-
binaisons entre les piéces diverses de cette argumentation dialectique

1 Mind, N.S. No. 19, p. 326.
vii



PREFACE

est aller contre sesintentions déclarées.” In 1926, however, M. Jean
Wahl in his Etude sur le Parménide de Platon revived, in a modified
form and with many striking additions of his own, the Plotinian
scheme of interpretation, which depends on the identification of
the One of the first Hypothesis with a God who is beyond being
and knowledge. M. Wahl supports his case by frequent citations
from Proclus and Damascius. Dr. Max Wundt (Platons Parmenides,
1935) adopted the conjecture of Wilamowitz and Apelt that the
second part of the Parmenides was written independently before
the first, and is therefore to be explained from itself. It is no mere
logical exercise, but ‘the One’ must bear its full Parmenidean
significance. The Neoplatonists were as Tight ‘in finding Plato’s
metaphysics in this dialogue as in finding his physics in the
Timaeus. Wundt’s interpretation follows in their track, although
the Neoplatonists (who did not agree among themselves) give him
little help towards an understanding of the last four (negative)
Hypotheses. Mr. W. F. R. Hardie (A Study in Plato, 1936),
replying to Professor Taylor’s attack ! on the Neoplatonic view,
concluded more cautiously that the ‘transcendental’ interpreta-
tion of the first two Hypotheses ‘ cannot be ruled out ab initio
as unhistorical, and we are free to weigh its merits against those
of other views of the dialogue ’ (p. 130). But Mr. Hardie recognised
that ‘only a close commentary on the text would verify any
particular solution ’ (p. v); and this undertaking lay beyond the
scope of his essay. Dr. A. Speiser (Ein Parmenideskommentar,
1937) endorses Hegel’s estimate of the Parmenides as the greatest
masterpiece of ancient dialectic. His own interpretation carries
the theological view to an extreme. The proofs in the first
Hypothesis that the One (which is also the Good of the Republic)
is not many, without limits, without shape, nowhere, not in time,
are understood to be denials of lower conceptions of the deity :
the many gods of polytheism, the world, anthropomorphic gods,
the heavenly bodies, temporal gods. Thus Plato prepared the way
for Christianity. The next four Hypotheses deal with reality, the
last four with appearance; the whole series covers the entire
universe. Dr. Speiser treats the individual arguments in detail
and makes valuable suggestions as to their bearing on fundamental
concepts of metaphysics and mathematics. Signor Enzo Paci (1]
significato del Parmenide nella filosofia di Platone, 1938) gives a
more abstract interpretation, showing the influence of Julius
Stenzel and based on the Neoplatonic scheme. The first three
Hypotheses are concerned with the One beyond existence, the

! The Parmenides of Plato, translated, etc. Oxford (1934). Appendix E.
I have constantly consulted this translation in making my own.
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PREFACE

hierarchy of Forms in the ideal world, and the creation of the real
world.

I sympathise with the Neoplatonising school in so far as they are
convinced that the dialogue has a serious purpose. But I also
agree with Professor Taylor’s demonstration that Plotinus’ scheme
finds no support in the Epistles, and is inconsistent with Plato’s
theology as known to us from the T4maeus and the Laws. Further,
only some of these writers have attempted to show how the whole
series of arguments in the Hypotheses can be given a valid meaning.
Some have been content to pick out a sentence here or there which
can, without its context, be used to support their thesis. M. Wahl,
Dr. Speiser, and Signor Paci have gone into more detail. Their
results do not agree at all closely. The impression left is that
anyone who sets out with the Neoplatonic preconception is bound
to read into many of the arguments a meaning, sometimes startling
in itself, which is not suggested by anything in the text, and to
abandon others as pointless sophisms. Further consideration may
be postponed to the commentary on the first and second Hypotheses.

This book was undertaken with the hope that a close study of
the whole chain of argument would bring to light some method of
interpretation that would give the dialogue a serious significance,
worthy of its author and consistent with its position in the history
of Greek thought. I could find not the faintest sign of any
theological revelation. On the other hand there were innumerable
features whose presence could not be accounted for in a mere
parody or light-hearted polemic. The conclusion reached was that
the second part of the dialogue is an extremely subtle and masterly
analysis, dealing with problems of the sort we call logical, which
we know to have been much in Plato’s mind in his later period.
The assumptions required to yield this conclusion will be set out
in the commentary introducing the dialectical exercise.

As a general rule, Plato’s predecessors and contemporaries
(including Aristotle) throw a surer light upon his meaning than his .
remote successors, whose systems betray the influence of many
centuries of religious and philosophical development. Accordingly,
in a somewhat long introduction I have tried to fill in the historical
background. The conversation in the dialogue arises out of a
reading of Zeno’s controversial treatise, directed against critics
who had derided what seemed to them the absurd consequences
of Parmenides’ reasoning. It is necessary to form some picture
of the position held by these critics themselves and of the nature
of Zeno’s counter-attack. Behind this controversy, again, lay
Parmenides’ own system ; and this, in its turn, had involved the
rejection of the Pythagorean doctrine he had learnt in his youth.

ix
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I have therefore begun with an attempt to reconstruct the earliest
Pythagorean cosmogony. The second chapter gives an account of
Parmenides’ Way of Truth and of its relation to the rest of his
poem. The third deals with Zeno and his opponents. All these
topics are relevant to the understanding of the dialectical exercise,
which not only includes a searching criticism of Eleatic dogma, but
indicates the lines on which Plato would remodel the Pythagorean
system.

The translation follows the text of Burnet’s Oxford edition, with
a few changes indicated in the notes. It may be useful to repeat
Dr. Klibansky’s warning (op. cit., p. 17) that Burnet’s report of
Proclus’ readings is based on Stallbaum’s edition and needs
correction.

Besides the books above mentioned, I have received help from
three unpublished dissertations : The architecture of the intelligible
universe tn the philosophy of Plotinus, by Mr. A. H. Armstrong ;
The concept of continuity : its development tn Greek thought up to
Aristotle, by Mrs. Markwick (Miss A. T. Nicol) ; Plato’s later
philosophy of motion, by Mr. J. B. Skemp.

F. M. C.
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INTRODUCTION
CHAPTER 1
THE EARLIEST PYTHAGOREAN COSMOGONY

HE best evidence for the date of Parmenides’ life is furnished by

lato’s dialogue. This contains an imaginary conversation of
Socrates with Parmenides and his pupil Zeno when they were visiting
Athens for the Great Panathenaea. Socrates was then °quite
young ’, perhaps eighteen to twenty ; Parmenides is about sixty-
five, Zeno about forty. Socrates’ age fixes the date for the meeting
at about 450 B.c. That would place Parmenides’ birth somewhere
about 515 B.C. In his poem he makes the goddess address him as
a young man. If we suppose him to have been thirty, the poem
would be written about 485 B.c. This date would be consistent
with the fact that Heraclitus’ fragments contain no reference to
Parmenides, whom he would certainly have denounced even more
vigorously than the other philosophers whom he names, including
Xenophanes. And, on the other hand, some have seen in
Parmenides a denunciation of Heraclitus as the arch-offender against
reason.

The remarkable features of Parmenides’ system will become
intelligible only when we see his poem as a protest against the
fundamental assumptions of the earlier systems which he is con-
cerned to criticise and reject. Some of his expressions indicate
that he knew the Milesian cosmogony of Anaximander and Anaxi-
menes. But his work belongs, not to the Ionian, but to the Italian
tradition. There is evidence that he had broken away from the
Pythagorean school, which alone was established in Southern Italy,
and he would therefore be likely to define his own position mainly
in contrast with theirs. If Pythagoras settled at Croton about 530
B.C., and if Parmenides was born about 515 B.C., his teachers must
have been the immediate pupils of the master. We must, accord-
ingly, examine such traces as remain of the primitive Pythagorean
cosmogony.

The peculiar difficulty here confronting us, as it confronted
Aristotle and Theophrastus, is the absence of early documents.
The fragments attributed to Philolaus (end of the fifth century)

P.P. be B
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are all under suspicion of forgery. Plato, though familiar (at least
after his first visit to Sicily in 388/7) with Pythagorean philosophy,
never attributes any doctrine to an individual, with the exception
of Philolaus. Aristotle ascribes various and conflicting views to
‘ the Pythagoreans’, or ‘some Pythagorcans’; and of his books
on the Pythagorean philosophy only a few fragments remain. This
state of affairs is due to the tradition of the school, not to claim
discoveries as the achievements of individual members, but to
ascribe them to the founder. Later authorities repeat this attri-
bution uncritically, assigning to Pythagoras himself much that
must belong to later times. Modern doxographers can do no more
than collect the testimonies down to and including those of Aristotle
and his pupils, and set them down under the heading of ‘the
Pythagorean School *. The lack of documents, however, does not
leave us altogether without witness. We have some unquestioned
information about Pythagoras. The philosophers of the fifth cen-
tury, notably Empedocles and the Eleatics, were influenced by
Pythagoreanism or reacted against it. Finally, common sense may
tell us that some elements which persist throughout the later
Pythagorean literature are obviously primitive and archaic.

We shall not be concerned here with Pythagoras as the founder
of a religious community, but only with such traces as remain of
his rationalised cosmology. There is no serious ground for doubting
his claim to eminence among the founders of mathematical science.
For his intellectual attainments we have the evidence of his
contemporary Heraclitus, a hostile witness, as well as that of
Empedocles and Herodotus, Aristotle and Aristoxenus.? It was
universally believed by the ancients, whose testimony modern
scholars are not in a position to disprove, that Pythagoras was the
author of the doctrine that numbers are the real nature of things.
It is probable, moreover, that this intuition was prompted and
confirmed by his discovery that the perfect consonances which
formed the framework of all musical scales (harmoniai) were express-
ible in terms of ratios between the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4: the octave
being 2 : 1, the fifth 3:2, the fourth 4:3. These four numbers
are the tetractys of the decad: 1 + 2 4 3 + 4 = 10. The decad
‘ contains the whole nature of number ’ 2 (since all nations count
up to 10 and then begin again) as well as ‘all the consonances ’.
The tetractys was a symbol of great significance and, like other such
symbols, capable of many interpretations. The source of the
doctrine in the field of music explains the conclusion, as stated by
Aristotle, that ‘ the whole Heaven or visible universe is a musical

1 See the passages referred to by Burnet, E.G.P.3, 97-99.
3 Ar., Met. 986a, 8 ; Phys. 206b, 32 ; Met. 1084a, 10 (Plato).
2
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scale or number ’. From first to last, the fundamental distinction
between the two main traditions, Ionian and Italian, is that whereas
the Ionian sought the nature of things in some kind of matter, the
Italian laid stress on the principle of limit or form, which first
appears as geometrical shape and number.?

The cosmogony, then, which we seek to reconstruct takes numbers
as the ultimately real things in nature. The evidence is provided,
in the first place, by certain statements in Aristotle about the
earliest Pythagorean doctrine known to him, going back to at least
the middle of the fifth century. Secondly, these statements are
confirmed by the first document which gives a connected account
of Pythagoreanism. Diogenes Laertius has preserved an extract
from the Successions of Philosophers by Alexander Polyhistor, who,
writing in the first century B.C., professed to reproduce what he had
found in Pythagorean treatises. Independent studies by Wellmann
and Delatte led to the conclusion that Alexander’s source was
probably a contemporary of Plato in the fourth century.? No later
writer could have escaped the influence of Plato himself and in
particular of the Timaeus.® The first paragraph of Alexander’s
summary runs as follows :

‘ The first principle of all things is the One. From the One
came an Indefinite Two, as matter for the One, which is cause.
From the One and the Indefinite Two came numbers ; and from
numbers, points; from points, lines; from lines, plane figures ;
from plane figures, solid figures; from solid figures, sensible
bodies. The elements of these are four : fire, water, earth, air ;
these change and are wholly transformed, and out of them comes
to be a cosmos, animate, intelligent, spherical, embracing the
central earth, which is itself spherical and inhabited round about.’

The opening sentences are in substantial agreement with Aristotle,
who begins his historical account of the Pythagoreans with a brief

1 Ar., Met. 1028b, 15 : 8okei 8¢ Tiov T4 Tob odpatos mépara, olov émpdveia kal
ypappuy) xal oTvyps) kai povds, €lvaw ovolar, kal pd@Mov 3 76 odpa «ai TO OTEPESY.
Met. 10900, 5.

2 Diels-Kranz, Vors.5, 58 [45], B 1a. Diog. L. viii, 24-33. Wellmann,
Hermes 54 (1919), 225. Delatte, Vie de Pythagore (1922).

3 The fact that Alexander uses a few phrases (e.g. ‘ the Indefinite Dyad ’
for the Unlimited) which became current in Plato’s school is no evidence
against the pre-Platonic content of the doctrine. In every history of early
philosophy, ancient or modern, the writer inevitably uses some language
which is familiar to his contemporaries and to some degree anachronistic,
however carefully he may try not to falsify the thought he is conveying.
M. Robin (Théorie plat. des Idées, p. 650) holds that Theophrastus’ attribution
of ‘ the Indefinite Dyad ’ to Pythagoreans as well as to Plato can be defended
on the supposition that Pythagorean contemporaries of Plato are meant.

3
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statement of the doctrines held by the school in the latter part of
the fifth century (the time of the Atomists, Leucippus and Demo-
critus) and earlier.

‘ Bred in the study of mathematics, which they were the first
to advance, they thought that the principles of mathematics are
the first principles of all things. Of these principles numbers
are by nature the first ; and in numbers, rather than in fire or
earth or water, they found many resemblances to things that
exist and come into being. . . . Further, they saw that the
properties and ratios of musical scales were expressible in numbers.
Since, then, all other things seemed in their whole nature to be
modelled after numbers, and numbers seemed to be the first things
in Nature as a whole, they supposed that the elements of numbers
are the elements of all things, and that the whole Heaven is
a musical scale or number ’ (Met. A, v, 985b, 23).

‘ The first principle of all things is the One.” Alexander’s sum-
mary represents the second principle, which he calls the Indefinite
Two, as derived from the One. Eudorus?! (first century B.C.) also
declares that the Monad is the first principle of all things and ‘ the
supreme god ’, whereas the two ‘ secondary principles of the nature
of elements, the opposites (Limited and Unlimited) under which
they ranged their two columns’, are not strictly principles but
posterior to the Monad. It has been doubted whether this doctrine
was a feature of the original system, and in what sense this ‘ One’
or Monad is to be understood. As a religious philosophy, Pytha-
goreanism unquestionably attached central importance to the idea
of unity, in particular the unity of all life, divine, human, and
animal, implied in the scheme of transmigration. The Table of
Opposites, in which a column of goods and an answering column of
evils are ranged under Limit and Unlimited, shows clearly how the
whole view of the world was coloured by conceptions of value, foreign
to the Ionian tradition. Nor is there any ground for rejecting the
testimony that the principle of Unity, in some form, was regarded
as divine.2 We should expect, moreover, something analogous to
the one God of Xenophanes, the One Being of Parmenides, the
Sphere of Empedocles. A system of the Italian type, seeking the
reality of things in form rather than matter, will not take for its

1 Simplic., Phys. 181, 7 ff. (R.P. § 70).

2 Hippol., Ref. 1, 2, povdda pév elvar dmedijvato 7ov fedv. Aet. 1, 7, 18,
ITvfaydpas rav dpxav Tiv povdda Oeov xai tdyaBdv. O. Gilbert (Arch. Gesch.
Phil. xxii (1909), 155) defends these statements against Zeller; but he
thinks that Unlimited matter (dwepov) must have been equally eternal with
the One, the divine Unity which informs it (p. 165).

4
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starting-point an unlimited and indiscriminate mass like that
‘ Boundless * which Anaximander called  divine ’, but which is the
ancestor of the ‘all things together ’ of Anaxagoras. As Aristotle
observes, ‘the Pythagoreans suppose that supreme beauty and
goodness are not present in the beginning ; for, although the begin-
nings of plants and animals are causes, beauty and perfection are
rather in their outcome ’ (Met. 1072b, 30). The world itself is a living
creature. The element that makes it ‘ divine ’ will be the principle
of beauty and goodness which is manifest in the perfection of its
completed order (xdouog). It is possible that this principle was
from the first called Unity or ‘ the One ’, and regarded with religious
reverence as the object of human aspiration. It must certainly be
distinguished from the first unit of number, which provides, as
we shall see, the starting-point for cosmogony.

Some obscurity in our sources is due to the confusion of these
two senscs of ‘the One’ (16 & or 7 wovds). This expression is
sometimes synonymous with the Limit (népag), which figures as
the good member of the primary pair of Opposites, while the
Unlimited or the Dyad is the bad.! So where Aristotle speaks of
Limit and Unlimited, Alexander has ‘ the One and the Indefinite
Two’. Again Theophrastus writes :

‘Plato and the Pythagoreans make the distance between the
real and the things of nature a great one, but hold that all things
wish to imitate the real ; yet since they make a sort of opposition
between the One and the indefinite dyad, on which essentially
depends what is indefinite and disordered and, so to speak, all
shapelessness, it is absolutely impossible that for them the nature
of the whole should exist without the indefinite dyad ; they say
it has an equal share in things with, or even predominates over,
the other principle ; whereby they make even the first principles
contrary to one another. Hence those who ascribe causation
to God hold that even God cannot guide everything to what is
best * (Metaph. 33, trans. Ross).

Here, of course, Theophrastus is thinking mainly of the Timaeus ;
but the passage illustrates the use of ‘ the One’, not for an all-
embracing whole, but for the good principle within that whole,
which, as good, is in dualistic conflict with the principle of disorder
and shapelessness, the Unlimited.

On the other hand, ‘the One’ sometimes means the unit of
arithmetic, 1, standing at the beginning of the series of numbers.
Number being defined as a plurality of units (zA7fog uovddwr), the

1 Eudorus, loc. cit., dA\o pév éorw & 1) dpxn) T@v mdvrwv, dMo 8¢ & 76 7§ dudde
dvrikelpevov.
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first unit is not a number, but the ‘ beginning of number’. As we
shall see, it is the product of the two opposites, Limit and Unlimited,
which are combined in its nature.

We can now understand Aristotle’s statement that, although
numbers are ‘ first ° among mathematical objects, they are them-
selves derived from ulterior elements, which he proceeds to describe
(Met. 986a, 15):

‘ Evidently these philosophers also consider number to be a
principle, both as the matter of things and as their modifications
and states.! And as elements of number they have the Even
and the Odd; and of these the Odd is limited, the Even
unlimited.’

The limited Odd and unlimited Even correspond to Alexander’s
One and Indefinite Two. The fundamental pair of opposites are
Limit and Unlimited : Odd and Even are only the exemplification
of these universal principles in the sphere of number.2 This appears
from the Table of ten Opposites ranged in two columns, which
Aristotle in the same context attributes to ‘ other ’ Pythagoreans.
Here Limit and Unlimited head the list, followed by Odd and Even,
Unity (&) and Plurality (nAfjfog). The complete list, as given
here,? is as follows :

Limit Unlimited
0dd Even
Unity Plurality
Right Left

Male Female
Resting Moving
Straight Crooked
Light Darkness
Good Bad
Square Oblong

Aristotle evidently regards this list as primitive, since he doubts
whether the medical theory of Alcmaeon derived the notion of pairs

1 This remark has reference to Aristotle’s attempts to equate the principles
of the earlier philosophers with one or another of his own four causes. It
means that the Pythagoreans treat numbers as, in some sense, both material
and formal causes of things.

2 So Ross, ad loc., and O. Gilbert, Arch. Gesch. Phil. xxii (1909), 29. Since
2 is the first even number, and the even falls under the unlimited, the phrase
‘ indefinite dyad ’, though Plato gave it a peculiar sense with reference to
his Great-and-Small, is not inappropriate to earlier Pythagorean conceptions.

3 Ross gives the references to other forms of the list, in which some of the
items and the number of items vary.
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of opposites from these Pythagoreans or the Pythagoreans from
him ; and Alcmaeon is described as a younger contemporary of
Pythagoras.! After the first three, the items seem to be arranged
in no logical order. There is nothing about any one of them to
suggest a later date. It seems obvious that the ten pairs stand for
ten different manifestations of the two primary opposites in various
spheres ; in each there is a good and an answering evil. At Philebus
16c, Plato speaks of a gift from heaven to mankind sent down
through the agency of some Prometheus, together with a most
illuminating fire ; ‘ and the ancients, who were superior to us and
dwelt nearer to the gods, have handed down a tradition that all
things that are said to exist consist of a One and a Many and con-
tain in themselves the connate principles of Limit and Unlimited-
ness’. The Prometheus of this revelation can hardly be other
than the divine man, Pythagoras.2 Proclus is echoing the Philebus
when, in considering the principles of all mathematics, he speaks
of Limit and Unlimited as coming first after the One and  pervading
all things that are and generating all things from themselves’
(Eucl. I, p. 5).

The first thing that they generate is the arithmetical unit, 1.
After the mention of the limited Odd and unlimited Even, Aristotle
proceeds :

‘ And the unit (70 &v) consists of both these, for it is both even
and odd; and from the unit (proceeds) number ’.

That ‘ the one ’ here means the unit of arithmetic is clear from its
being both even and odd and from the reason given for so regarding
it : ‘ the unit partakes of the nature of both, since when added to
an even number it makes it odd, and when added to an odd number
it makes it even; hence the unit is called ‘ even-odd "’ ’.3 So
Limit and Unlimited combine to produce the first unit ; and ‘ from
the unit (proceeds) number ’. Numbers, which are pluralities of
units, can be most simply obtained by adding one unit to another ;
(not by division, for the unit is always held to be indivisible).4 The
process will be further considered presently. Here let us observe
that the plurality of numbers is not original, but derived. The system
does not start, like Atomism, with an unlimited plurality of units.

1 This description is not in all the manuscripts, but, as Ross says, is ‘likely
enough to be true’.

2 So O. Gilbert, op. cit.,, p. 38. Plato could not so describe a doctrine which
had taken shape in his own life-time.

3 Ar., frag. 199R, ap. Theon. 1, 5, p. 22, Hiller.

4 Rep. 525D : Mathematicians deride any attempt adré 76 & réuvew . . . pij
mote pavij 70 & pi) év dAa moAAd pdpia. Is this what is referred to at Meno, 774
madoar oG ToLdY éx Tob €évds, Smep daai Tods auvrplPovrds Ti éxdaToTe ol arwmTOVTES ?

7
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Aristotle’s next words, ‘ and numbers are, as we said, the whole
Heaven ’ (physical world), seem to us to take a considerable leap.
But Aristotle is not here outlining the Pythagorean process of
cosmogony ; he merely re-states the point he is making at the
moment : that numbers in this system are the material and formal
causes of things, replacing the material water or air of Milesian
physics. Alexander’s summary here helps to fill the gap (as it
seems to us) between numbers and visible and tangible bodies.
When numbers have been derived from the One and the Indefinite
Two,

‘ from numbers came points; from points, lines; from lines,
plane figures ; from plane figures, solid figures ; from solid figures,
sensible bodies.’

This stage takes us from arithmetic to geometry, from numbers to
the solid body in three dimensions.

The transition was facilitated by the ancient practice of repre-
senting numbers by arranging units in geometrical patterns. Nico-
machus,! where he turns to discuss the various kinds of ‘linear’,
‘plane’, and ‘ solid ’ numbers, remarks that the use of numerical
symbols like ¢ for 10, x for 20, is a mere human convention : ‘ the
natural, unsophisticated, and simplest way of representing them is
to set out the units in each number side by side, thus:

o forx
ao for 2
axo. for 3 , etc.’

Iamblichus (Nzcom. 57) adds that this is the older method. Nico-
machus goes on to say that the unit holds the position of a point
(onuetov) and is the starting-point of intervals and numbers, but
not as yet an interval or number, just as the point is the starting-
point of line and dimension, but not as yet a line or dimension.
The unit is without interval or dimension (ddtdotarog) ; the first
interval appears in 2, the next in 3, and so on, interval being that
which is between two terms.2 The first dimension is called ‘ line ’,

1 Arithm. pp. 82 ff.

3 Cf. Plato, Rep. 546B, adfijoets . . . Tpeis dmoordoes Tértapas 8¢ Gpovs
AaPodioas, and Parm. 149a ff. n contacts involve n 4 1 terms (Jpot). After
tracing the development in thé meaning of Spos from its early use for boundary-
stones and boundary lines, Mrs. Markwick concludes: ‘ As the idea of a series
of numbers became more familiar, though each number was still *“ a collection
of units ' (uovddwv everua, Nic., I.4. vii, 1), the word dpos was transferred
from a unit of one number to a unit of a series of numbers, and éxrifévac
was used to denote the setting-out of the terms in the series (Theon, p. 22, 17).

Thus Jpos when used of numbers always implied something discon-
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for line is that which is extended in one direction ; two dimensions
make surface ; three, the solid. So in numbers, the unit is the
starting-point of all number, which proceeds in one dimension,
unit by unit; then linear number is the starting-point of plane
number, which is broadened out as a surface in a second dimension ;
and the plane number is the starting-point of solid number, which
acquires depth in the third dimension.

Plane numbers, Nicomachus continues, start from three as their
ultimate root, the triangle being the most primitive and elementary
plane figure. So, by adding to the original unit the natural numbers

(2, 3, 4, 5 . . .) successively, we obtain the series :
o
o o o
o o o o oo o
o o o o o o o oo o
o o o oo o P A S A A

1+2=3, 3+3=6, 64+4=10 104+5=15...

The first solid number is the pyramid with triangular faces, repre-
sented by four units :
a

o [

Further on (p. 108) Nicomachus dwells on the distinction between
square and oblong numbers. He tells us that the ancients, Pythag-
oras and his successors, found ‘ the other or otherness’ in ‘ two’,
‘ the same or sameness " in ‘ one ’. They regarded ‘ one ’ and ‘ two’
as the two principles of all things. These differ only by 1 ; accord-
ingly ‘ the other ’ is originally that which is other by 1 unit, not by
any other number ; and the word ‘ other ’ is properly used only of
two things (one and the other), not of a greater number. Moreover,
1 is the formative principle of all uneven number, 2 of all even
number ; hence it is reasonable to say that odd number partakes
of sameness, even number of otherness. This is illustrated by the
formation of square and oblong numbers. If we start with 1 unit,
and add the successive odd numbers in the form of gnomons,!

tinuous. It was first taken from the boundary-stones, then applied to units
in a figured number, then to terms in a series.” (Unpublished dissertation on
the Concept of Continuity, chap. i.)

1 The gnomon is defined by Aristotle as the figure which, when added to
a square, increases its size but does not alter its form. For this and other
uses of the word, see Heath, Thirteen Bks. of Euclid, i, 370.

9
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the resulting figure will always be the same, a square :

o -4 [+4 o

1+3+5474. ..

If we start with two units, and dispose the successive even numbers
round them in the same way, we shall obtain a series of oblongs,
constantly differing in shape :

o o o o [+4
[+4 [+4 o o 4
[+4 -4 [+4
[+

* o«

o | | a| a

24+ 4+ 64+ 84. ..

These are the oblong numbers strictly so called, forming a figure

of which one side always exceeds the other by 1 unit only.
That this distinction of square and oblong numbers was signi-

ficant to the earliest Pythagoreans is evident, since square and

oblong appear in the list of ten Opposites given above. It is

mentioned again by Aristotle where he compares the Pythagorean
Unlimited with Plato’s Dyad, the Great and Small:

‘ The Pythagoreans identify the Unlimited with the Even. For
this, they say, when it is enclosed and limited by the Odd provides
things with the element of unlimitedness. An indication of this
is what happens in numbers : if gnomons are placed round the
unit and apart (from the unit ?),! in the latter case the resulting
figure is always other (G\\o), in the former it is always one (&)’
(Phys. 203a, 10).

The use here of ‘ one’ for ‘ the same ’ and ‘ other ’ for * different ’,
together with Nicomachus’ remarks about the proper use of the
terms ‘one’ and ‘other’ may possibly confirm the statement
attributed to Aristotle, that ‘ Pythagoras called matter ‘‘ other ”
(&\ro) as being in flux and a thing that is always becoming other ’.2

1 The oblong figures obtained by putting gnomons round 2 must be meant,
however the words xai xwpis be interpreted.

3 Ar., frag. 207R (Damasc., Princ. ii, 172, Ruelle). ’Apororélys 8¢ év Tots
*Apyvrelos {oropel xai ITvBaydpav ‘ dMo” Ty UAv kadelv s pevoriy xal del dAMo
kal dMo yuyvduevov. Delatte (Vie de Pythagove, 236) and Rostagni (Il verbo
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At Met. 1087b, 26 Aristotle mentions philosophers who set ‘ the
different or the other’ (10 &regov xai 16 &\ho) or plurality in
opposition to the one (t6 &). Ps.-Alexander refers this view to
‘other Pythagoreans’. Perhaps there is another trace of this
expression at Met. 1080b, 6, where Aristotle, discussing Platonists
and Pythagoreans together, speaks of ‘ those who say that the One
is the first principle and substance and element of all things, and
that number consists of the one and an other’ (d\ov Twdg).
However this may be, we shall encounter this term ‘ other ’ where
Plato generates numbers in the Parmenides (143B).

A large part of Pythagorean arithmetic (the theory of the nature
and properties of numbers, as distinct from the art of calculation)
consisted of a study of the various series resulting from arranging
units in geometrical patterns. There is, therefore, nothing strange
in the statement that Pythagoras specially studied ‘ the arithmetical
form of geometry .1 The two sciences were not yet distinguished ;
for at the earliest stage the unit of arithmetic appears to have been
simply identified with the geometrical point ‘having position’,
and lines, surfaces, and solids were built up of adjacent points.
This method of building solids is already attested by Speusippus,
following Philolaus.2 Enlarging on the properties of the fetractys
of the decad, he tells us that

1 is the point L

2 is the line o0

3 is the triangle ...

4 is the pyramid &

di Pitagora, 43) accept this, citing Ar, Met. 1087b 26. Ross (on Met., loc. cit.)
regards it as ‘ most improbable, since Aristotle in his preserved works never
refers to the views of Pythagoras. But he may well have ascribed the view
to certain Pythagoreans, and there may easily have been late Pythagoreans,
influenced by Platonism, who adopted such a view.” Cf. Robin, Théorie plat.
des Idées, 660. This is no doubt true; but it is equally possible (though
Zeller, 1, i7, p. 4703, denies this) that dMo was applied to the second element
before Plato; after him we might expect to find fdrepov rather than dMo.
O. Gilbert (Arch. Gesch. Phil. xxii (1909), 149) infers from xwoduevor being
ranked under dmewov in the Table of Opposites that Pythagoras regarded
unlimited matter as in perpetual movement. See further below, p. 152.

1 Diog. L., viii, 12, 76 dpilBunrikov eldos adris..

2 Speusippus, frag 4, Lang. Diels-Kranz, Vors.5, 44 [32] Philolaos, A 13.
Burnet, E.G.P.3, 290.
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Sextus remarks that the construction of lines, planes, and solids
by simply adding one unit-point to another was (as we should
expect) earlier than the method of representing a single point as
‘ flowing ’ into a line, the line into a surface, the surface into a
solid.! We may add that the fluxion method yields a geometrical
progression in place of the series 1, 2, 3, 4.

The point flows into a line ———vo

the line flows into a squarc

the square flows into a cube i
j E—

.

On this view the minimum solid will be, not the pyramid, but the
cube. Now Plato takes the pyramid and the cube as the figures
of his two extreme elements, fire and earth, and has two geometrical
progressions I, 2, 4, 8 and 1, 3, 9, 27 (representing the even and
the odd numbers respectively) as the basis for the harmonia of the
world-soul. Each progression stops at the cube, as the first solid
number (Timaeus, 35B).

Like Sextus, Proclus also contrasts with this fluxion view the
‘ more Pythagorean ’ account of point, line, surface, solid as analo-
gous to the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 (Eucl. I, p. 96). It is easy to con-
jecture why the earlier view was abandoned. According to it a
line is a row df unit-points set side by side ; the surface is a row of
such lines ; the solid, a row of surfaces. Some of Zeno’s arguments
against the Pythagoreans turned on this conception of magnitudes
as consisting of discrete points or units juxtaposed. In the later
method the ‘ flowing ’ of a single point into a line secures the con-
tinuity and infinite divisibility of magnitudes, and provides also
for irrational quantities represented by incommensurable lines. The

discovery of the irrational V2 and of the incommensurability of the
diagonal of the square must have been made at a very early stage
in geometry. It would follow upon the discovery of ‘ the Pytha-
gorean theorem ’ (Euclid, i, 47) which may be due to Pythagoras
himself, though the evidence is not conclusive. There can be little

1 Ar., de Anim. 409a, 4, émel paoe kwnbeioav ypauuny émimedov moetv, orTvyuny 8¢
ypapuiy, kai al T@v povddwv kunjoes ypappal éoovrar. 1) ydp oTiyuy povds éore Béow
éxovaa.
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doubt that the earliest Pythagoreans, before these difficulties arose,
simply built all geometrical magnitudes by adding unit-points.

Following Alexander’s summary, we have now reached the
geometrical solid, by a continuous evolution proceeding from the
elements of number to the units of number, which have now been
identified with the points making up lines, surfaces, and solids. The
summary continues without a break:

‘from solid figures (come) sensible bodies. The elements of
these are four: fire, water, earth, air; these change and are
wholly transformed, and out of them comes to be a cosmos . . .’

The description of fire and the rest as ‘elements’ must, as
Wellmann remarks, come from Empedocles; and their complete
transformation is Heraclitean.! These features cannot, therefore,
belong to the primitive system, in which Air is not one of four
elements on the same level, but still identified with the Unlimited
void. But the preceding statement ‘ from solid figures, sensible
bodies ’ can be accepted in the light of Aristotle’s testimony. We
have seen that the geometrical solid was held actually to consist
of the unit-points composing its lines and surfaces. In this way
the solid can be said to be a number (plurality of units). Now,
where Aristotle contrasts the Pythagorean view of number with
the Platonic, he tells us that the Pythagorean numbers had no
existence apart from sensible bodies, but sensible things actually
consist of the numbers present in them.2 The units in thesenumbers,
moreover, have spatial magnitude (1080b, 19, 32): they are the
indivisible magnitudes (droua ueyédn, 1083b, 13) or atoms com-
posing the physical body. It thus appears that the transition,
‘ from solid figures, sensible bodies ’, can hardly be called a transition
at all; numbers, as the real nature of sensible things, occupy
physical space.

To Aristotle, who denied the existence of indivisible magnitudes,
and held that mathematical entities are abstractions incapable of
motion (the essential characteristic of all physical objects), such
a view appeared crude and impossible ; but his criticism ascribes
it to the Pythagoreans :

1 D.L., viii, 35, d peraBdMew kal Tpémeafar 8’ SAwv. Empedocles’ elements
are not transformed into one another, and Plato’s are not completely trans-
formed, earth being excluded.

2 The references are collected by Ross in his note on Met. 986a, 16. He
adds: ‘ Aristotle insists that the Pythagorean theory of numbers as the
substance of things was no mere symbolism, but a literal account of the
nature of the physical world (989b, 33, N 10914, 18).
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‘ They employ less ordinary principles or elements than the
physical philosophers, the reason being that they took them from
non-sensible things (for the objects of mathematics, except those
of astronomy, are without motion) ; yet all their discussions and
investigations are concerned with Nature. They describe the
generation of the Heaven, observing what takes place in its
parts, their attributes and behaviour, and they use up their
causes and principles upon this task, which implies that they agree
with the physicists that the real is just all that is perceptible and
contained in what they call “ the Heaven ”’. But, as we said,
the causes and principles they assign are adequate for the ascent
to the higher orders of reality, and indeed appropriate to these
rather than to the study of Nature. How there is to be motion,
if nothing is presupposed save Limit and Unlimited, Odd and
Even, they altogether fail to explain; or how, without motion
and change, there can be coming into being and perishing, or the
behaviour of the bodies that move in the heavens. Further,
even if we granted that spatial magnitude consists of these
elements, or if this were proved, how could some bodies be light,
others heavy ? 1 For, to judge by what they assume and main-
tain, what they say applies to sensible bodies just as much as to
mathematical ; hence they have said nothing about fire or earth
or the other bodies of that sort, I suppose because they have
nothing to say which applies peculiarly to perceptible things’
(Met. 989b, 29 ff.).

Aristotle is objecting precisely to the identification of the geo-
metrical solid with the sensible body. The Pythagoreans did not
confine their evolution to the world of mathematical abstractions.
Within that world you might, by a logical process, start from the
One and arrive at the figures of geometry. Such a process would
be the reverse of a logical analysis, taking the geometrical solid and
analysing it into its surfaces, the surfaces into lines, the lines into
points, and so on. But the synthesis, having arrived again at the
solid figure, ought not to cross the boundary into the physical world,
without explaining how the solid can acquire motion in space and
perceptible properties like weight.

Here we may digress for a moment to observe that we find a
similar transition in Plato. At Laws 893E the Athenian dis-
tinguishes generation or coming into existence (yévesic) from other
processes of motion and change. The generation of all things occurs

1 Cf. Ar., de caelo, 300a, 15: Certain Pythagoreans construct nature and
the universe out of numbers ; but natural bodies have weight and lightness,
whereas their units, when put together, cannot make a body or have weight.
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‘when a starting-point (Ggyr7) receives increase and reaches the
second stage, and from that the third, and so by three stages acquires
perceptibility for percipients’. Here the starting-point is the in-
divisible line (Plato’s substitute for the point, which he condemned
as a geometrical fiction) ; the second stage, the indivisible surface ;
the next, the indivisible solid ; and the last is the solid body per-
ceived by the senses.! In Plato’s case, the Timaeus furnishes a
link between the geometrical solid and the sensible body in the
theory which assigns to each of the four primary bodies the structure
of a regular solid.? It is interesting to observe that the whole
course of Euclid’s Elements, itself based on earlier handbooks of
geometry compiled at the Academy, is covered by this sentence
in the Laws. Euclid starts with the definition of the point and
ends with the construction and inscription in the sphere of the
regular solids which were known as the ‘ Platonic’ or ‘cosmic
figures’. Hence Proclus remarks that ‘ with respect to subject
matter, Euclid’s entire discourse is concerned with the cosmic
figures : he begins with their simple constituents and ends with
the complexity of their construction, their inscription in the sphere
and their mutual proportions. Hence some have thought that the
scope of the several books is to be referred to the cosmos and their
utility is to be explained with reference to the contemplation of
the universe’ (Eucl. I, p. 70). Proclus himself points out that
Book I, for example, is concerned with the most primitive rectilinear
figures, the triangle and the parallelogram ; these genera include
the principles of the elements, the isosceles and the scalene and
the figures composed of these, namely the equilateral triangle and
the square, which yield the construction of the figures of the four
elements, fire, air, water, earth. Thus the scope of Book I fits
into the scheme of the whole treatise and contributes towards the
study of the elements of the cosmos (béd. p. 82). Even so, however,
the cosmic figures provide only the element of limit or form which
is the intelligible factor in sensible things. Plato has also to recog-
nise the pairs of opposite qualities, like hot and cold, which cause
our sensations. These are represented as ‘ motions and powers ’,
imagined as existing in a disorderly chaos apart from the element of
geometrical form and number added by the Demiurge. Thus Plato
has advanced far beyond the early Pythagoreans’ simple assumption

1So A. T. Nicol, Indivisible Lines, C.Q. xxx (1936), p. 125. This passage
in the Laws will be further discussed later, p. 198.

2 It is not impossible that the shapes of the regular solids may have been
associated with the elements before Plato. Aet., ii, 6, 5, attributes this to
Pythagoras. The theoretical construction of the figures, completed by
Theaetetus, is an entirely different matter.
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that solid and sensible body were the same thing. Alexander’s
summary completely ignores the difficulty of equipping a geometrical
figure with sensible qualities.

The first Pythagoreans thus appear as unaware that their cosmog-
ony really consists of two chapters: the first mathematical, termin-
ating in the geometrical solid, and the second physical, beginning
with the first sensible body. As this distinction gradually came
to be realised, the two parts of the system were differently affected
by criticism and external influences. The physical part, which
originally, as we shall see, had some kinship with the philosophy of
Anaximenes, was modified in various ways to accommodate features
borrowed from the later Ionian systems. Hence, at this point in
Alexander’s summary we find the intrusion of Empedocles’ four
‘elements ’ and Heraclitus’ doctrine of complete transformation.
On the other hand, the mathematical chapter is not affected by
changes in opinion about the constitution of matter and the causes
of physical change. It is only open to criticism on mathematical
grounds, such as Zeno’s arguments turning on the dilemmas of
discrete or continuous quantity. The consequent modifications,
traceable, for instance, in Plato’s scheme, do not alter its main
outline. This reappears in Sextus’ account of Pythagorean doctrine,
underneath the superficial changes chiefly due to Plato.

The Pythagorean physicists quoted by Sextus argued that the
first principles must be not only imperceptible, like the atoms of
Epicurus, but also incorporeal. But not all the incorporeal things
that are prior to bodies are ultimate elements. Thus the solid
figures, though prior to bodies in conception, are themselves reduci-
ble to planes, and these again to lines, and lines to numbers ; for,
as drawn from point to point, a single line involves the number 2.
Finally ‘ all numbers fall under the One, since 2 is a single 2 and 3 is
one particular thing, and 10 is a single compendium of number .
‘Moved by these considerations Pythagoras declared that the
Monad is the first principle of things, by participation in which each
several thing is called one. This principle is conceived, in its self-
identity, as a Monad ; but when added to itself, in respect of its
otherness (xaf’ érepdtnTa) it creates the Indefinite Dyad. These,
then, are the two principles of things (adv. phys. ii, 255-262). After
some illustrations of the various forms in which the contrariety of
these two principles is manifested, Sextus states the synthesis
balancing the above analysis. ‘ Thus, as the highest principles of
all things have emerged the primary Monad and the Indefinite
Dyad ; and from these, they say, arise the unit of number and the
number 2. The unit comes from the primary Monad ; the number
2, from the Monad and the Indefinite Dyad ; for 2 is twice 1, and
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before 2 cxisted  twice’ did not exist but was taken om the
Indefinite Dyad. Thus 2 came from both principles. Ang jn the
same way the remaining numbers were produced from them, the
unit always acting as limit while the Indefinite Dyad generates
2 and extends the numbers to infinite plurality. In the same wey
they construct the cosmos and all that it contains. The point ®
ranked under the head of the unit ; for both are indivisible, and just
as the unit is a starting-point in numbers, so is the point in lines.
The line is regarded as corresponding to 2, since both are conceived
by way of transition, and again, the length without breadth con-
ceived as lying between two points is a line. The plane corresponds
to 3, for the plane is not regarded as mere length, like 2, but has
taken to itself, in the third place, the dimension of breadth. When
three points arc sct down, two at an interval opposite to each other
and the third over against the middle of the line formed by the two,
but in another dimension, the result is a plane. And the solid
figure or body, such as the pyramid, is ranked under 4 ; for when
another point is placed above the three set down as above described,
the result is a pyramidal figure of solid body ’ (¢bid. 276-280). After
noting that this method of building up the solid by adding one
unit-point to another is earlier than the conception of the single
point ‘ flowing ’ into one dimension after another, Sextus concludes :
“In this way, with numbers taking the lead the solid bodies are
produced ; and from these finally sensible bodies also: earth,
water, air, fire, and in general the cosmos. This, they say, is
ordered according to a musical scale. Here, once more, they hold
fast to the numbers which contain the ratios of the consonances
composing the complete scale : the fourth, %, the fifth, 3, and the
octave, ' (ibid. 283).

Whatever may be the date of Sextus’ immediate authorities, it
is clear that the scheme of the mathematical chapter remains sub-
stantially unchanged. But by Sextus’ time it was realised that the
evolution was a logical process, not one that ever took place in time.
The first Pythagoreans, on the other hand, certainly conceived of
the development from the first unit of number to a plurality of
units as a physical process in actual space. We know this from
certain brief references in Aristotle to a Pythagorean cosmogony
which cannot be much later than the end of the sixth century.
At Met. 1091a, 12, Aristotle complains of Pythagoreans and Plato-
nists for representing numbers as ‘ generated ’; there can be no
generation of eternal things. ‘ As for the Pythagoreans, there can
be no doubt that they do represent them as generated ; for they
openly say that when the unit had been constructed, whether out
of plancs or surface (ypotdg) or out of seed or from things they are
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at a loss to describe, immediately the nearest parts of the Unlimited
began to be drawn and limited by the Limit.” That this is not
merely a generation of numbers but also a physical process of
cosmogony is plain from Aristotle’s next words, which declare that
‘ they are describing the making of a cosmos and mean what they
say in a physical sense ’. Accordingly he dismisses the subject as
belonging to physics, not to metaphysics. As we have seen, if
sensible bodies simply are numbers, pluralities of units which are
themselves atomic magnitudes, then the generation of numbers
from a single unit is the same thing as the generation of sensible
bodies from a single atom.

The difficulty we feel in identifying the two processes becomes
considerably less if we think of the evolution as having happened
once for all and produced a cosmos which is everlasting and will
never be destroyed and rebuilt. This was not so in the Ionian
systems. For them cosmogony was a purely physical process of
change ; a world would at some moment begin to evolve, last for
a time, and then perish to be replaced by another. In the Italian
tradition there is not this succession of worlds. The world is one
and everlasting.! So we have not to think of the generation of
numbers as occurring again and again. The cosmogony is like
Plato’s in the T¥maeus, where there is the same possibility of doubt
whether (as most authorities hold) the cosmos never had a begin-
ning at all, or order was created out of disorder once for all ‘ at the
beginning ’.

In Aristotle’s description of the cosmogonical process there are
two stages : (1) the formation of the first unit ; (2) the subsequent
‘ drawing in’ of the Unlimited, which is progressively limited by
the Limit, so as to produce more and more units. Other notices,
presently to be quoted, leave no doubt that the Unlimited in this
system is the ‘ boundless breath ’ which is also called ‘ the void ’.
This extends outside the limited world, which, as a living creature,
breathes it in.2 It unmistakably corresponds to the boundless Air
of Anaximenes, that breath or air which encompasses the whole
cosmos and is compared to the human soul, which is also air.3

(1) Aristotle complains that the Pythagoreans ‘ seem at a loss to

1 Ar., frag. 20IR, 70v pév olpavov elvar éva. Burnet’'s suggestion that
Pythagoras probably believed in a plurality of co-existent worlds (E.G.P.3, 109)
is baseless and contradicts such evidence as we have. Zeller (17, 550) regards
it as certain that the Pythagorean cosmos was never destroyed.

% Aet.,ii, 9, 1, of uév dmd ITvBaydpov éxtds elvar Tod kopov 76 Kkevdy, els & dvamvel
6 kdopos kal € oS. Ar., Phys. 203a, 6, o uév ITvfaydpeiow év Tols alobnyrois (o
yap xwptaTov morobor Tov dpufudy) kai elvar 76 é€w Tob ovpavoi 76 dmewpov: ITAdTww 8¢ . . .

3 Anaximenes, frag. 2.
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describe how the first unit was constructed so as to have
magnitude *.1  Obviously this is the first unit of number conceived
as for the first time (if the process is temporal) formed or composed
so as to have magnitude and occupy a position in space. Aristotle
found a difficulty in understanding how and of what elements such
a unit could be formed. He offers two suggestions, which should
not be brushed aside as baseless conjectures. They must have been
prompted by known features of the system.

The first is that this unit was composed of planes or surface (ypoud
is the Pythagorean word for émupdveia, the visible coloured super-
ficies or boundary, népag, of a physical body, de sensu 4394, 33).
A unit composed of planes is a solid ; and, as we have seen, the
minimum solid is the pyramid, consisting of four unit-points and
having four equilateral triangular surfaces.

The second suggestion is that the constituents of this first unit
with magnitude might be ‘seed’ (omépua). This biological con-
ception fits the notion of the world as a living and breathing creature,
which, like other living things, would grow from a seed to its full
form. It also fits in with the position of the male principle under
Limit, the female under Unlimited, in the Table of Opposites, and
the statement that ‘the beginning of numbers is the first unit,
which is male and like a father begets all the other numbers ; while
the number 2 is female, also called the even ’.2 This imagery sur-
vives even in the Timaeus (50D), where the Form is compared to
a father, the Recipient (space) to a mother, and the nature that
arises between them to their offspring. We find it also in one
interpretation of the tetractys : ‘ The sixth tetractys is of things that
grow (z@v guouévav) : the seed is analogous to the unit and point,
growth in length to 2 and the line; growth in breadth to 3 and
the surface ; growth in thickness to 4 and the solid ’ (Theon, p. 97).
Aristotle himself seems to refer to the identification of unit and seed,
where he asks ‘ Does number come from its elements as from seed ? ’
and objects that ‘ nothing can come from that which is indivisible ’.2
Indivisibility is the essential characteristic of the arithmetical unit.
This view could be combined with the previous suggestion. The
four units composing the pyramid might be regarded as  seed ’, if
the living world is to grow from this first body into all three
dimensions.

It is still, perhaps, necessary to insist that too little attention is
paid by historians of early philosophy to traditional images like this

1 Met. 1080b, 20, Gmws 8¢ 10 mpdTov &v auvéaTy éxov péyefos dmopeiv éolkaawy.

2 Hippol., Ref. 1, 2, 6 (Dox. 556).

3 Met. 1092a, 32, dAX’ ds dmd omépuaros ; dAX’ olx oldv Te Tod ddiaipérov T
aneAfeiv.
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of the father, the mother, and the seed. They are preserved in
poetry long after philosophers of the more prosaic sort have dis-
carded them and grammarians have come to treat them as mere
arbitrary ‘ metaphors’. They are in fact survivals from a time
when they were the only language available for speculation and were
much more literally meant than we imagine. It is a commonplace
of analytical psychology, confirmed by daily experience, that they
still remain as the language of dreams. That is why they are
charged with emotion in the poetry which preserves them, and also
why the modern poets who renounce them and rack their brains to
invent images never used before fail to produce the proper effect of
poetry. The Greek poets thought otherwise. There is much light
to be gained from a study of their traditional store of so-called
metaphors, on the assumption that they embalm the philosophy of
pre-scientific ages.

The next point is that there is ground for connecting the first unit
with fire. Ross (on Met. 1091a, 15) illustrates Aristotle’s phrase
‘ the first unit constructed so as to have magnitude ’ from Philolaus,
frag. 7: ‘ the first thing formed, the unit (76 mpdrov douocfév, o
&) in the midst of the Sphere is called Hestia ’, and frag. 17: ‘ the
cosmos is one and it came into being from the centre’. In the
astronomical system attributed to Philolaus this central Hearth of
the universe has become an independent body round which all the
other heavenly bodies, including the Earth, revolve. In the earlier
Pythagoreanism and in Alexander Polyhistor’s summary the Earth
was still in the centre.! But it has been argued by Hilda Richard-
son 2 that ‘the earliest generations of the Pythagorean school
conceived of fire as existing at the heart of their central, spherical
earth. It was only the separation of this fire from the earth and
the conversion of the earth into a planet that was late’. She
adduces Simplicius’ statement that, as opposed to the Philolaic
system, the ‘ more genuine ’ Pythagorean doctrine was that of a
fire in the midst of the earth, endowing it with life and heat.? Hestia
and Earth are already identified in Sophocles (frag. 615, Pearson)
and Euripides (frag. 944, N2?), and ‘it may be considered at least
probable that this identification, whoever was responsible for it,
was partly due to the conception of the earth as containing fires
within itself ‘—a notion to which volcanoes and hot springs would

! Cf. Burnet, E.G.P.3, 111 and 297 ff.

2 C.Q. xx (1926), p. 119.

8 Simpl., de caelo, 512, 9. She points out that this is not to be regarded
as a later modification of the Philolaic system on Zeller’s ground that it
implies a rotation of the earth (Zeller,5, 1, p. 420). There is no such
implication.
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naturally give rise. She also cites Anatolius On the Decad,! accord-
ing to whom the Pythagoreans held that ‘a certain unitary fiery
cube’ is situated in the midst of the elements, and Parmenides,
Empedocles, and others followed them in ‘ placing this monadic
nature, like a hearth, in the centre’. Since both Parmenides’ and
Empedocles’ systems were geocentric, this fiery unit could only
be at the core of the Earth. In view of the identification of the
Unlimited with Air or darkness, ‘it seems certain’, as Burnet
remarks, ‘ that Pythagoras identified the Limit with fire .2 Miss
Richardson, accordingly, concluded that the first unit with magni-
tude in our cosmogony was this fiery unit at the centre, round which
the boundless mist or darkness has ‘ condensed to form the hard
solidity of earth’.

(2) Cosmogony would thus begin with the formation of the first
solid, probably a pyramid, the fiery seed from which the world is
to grow. The next point is the nature of the process whereby the
unit is multiplied. We have here three statements from Aristotle.
The first has already been quoted :

‘ When the first unit had been constructed . . . at once the
nearest parts of the Unlimited began to be drawn and limited
by the Limit’ (10914, 15).

‘ The Heaven is one, and from the Unlimited it draws in upon itself
time and breath or the Void, which keeps the places of individual
things always distinct ’ (frag. 20IR).

‘ The Pythagoreans also asserted the existence of the Void, and
that there comes into the Heaven, from the unlimited breath
which the Heaven breathes, the Void also, which keeps things
distinct, the Void being regarded as a sort of separation or division
between things that are next to one another; and this occurs
first in numbers, for the Void keeps their natures distinct’
(Phys. 213b, 22).

The last statement, about numbers, is intelligible if we remember
that numbers are composed of atomic units, which are kept distinct

1 Anatol., p. 30, Heiberg = Vors.5, 28 [18], Parmenides, A, 44, mepi 70 uéoov
T&v Teoodpwy oroixelwv keioBal Twa évadikdv Sudmupov KkUfov . . . TV povadiukiy
dvow éorias Tpomov év péow (Spiabdar.

2 E.G.P.3, 109. There is a curious survival of this association in Ar., de
gen. et corr. 335a, 15 ff.: Food is akin to matter; what is fed is the form
taken with the matter. Hence fire, as the ancients say, is the only element
that is ‘fed ' ; for fire, alone or pre-eminently, is akin to form, because its
natural tendency is to move to the boundary (Spov), in which the form or
shape of things consists; and everything tends naturally to its own place.
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by intervals of vacancy (or air), as bodies which touch one another
are kept from coalescing into one body. We have already seen
how Aristotle describes the method by which the Unlimited is
limited in the case of numbers—by adding units arranged in
gnomons round I or 2. These patterns give a picture of the unit-
points separated by blank intervals. The expansion of the pattern
illustrates the multiplication of the units as more and more of
the Void is drawn in.

The ‘ drawing in ’ of the unlimited breath has a close analogy in
the medical theory of Philolaus,! who taught that our bodies are
constructed from the hot and have no part in the cold. The seed,
which constitutes the living creature, is hot, and so also is the
womb, the place (rdmog) in which the seed is deposited. After
birth the creature draws in the breath from outside, and this is cold.
It is needed in order that the heat of the body may be cooled ‘ by
the drawing-in of this imported breath .2 The analogy is so close
that Frank3 attributes the cosmogony referred to by Aristotle to
Philolaus himself ; but against this there is the identification of
the unlimited air with the ‘ void '—a feature which belongs to the
beginning rather than to the end of the fifth century. Air was
established by Empedocles as one elementary body on a level with
the other three. As such it figures in Alexander Polyhistor’s
summary : ‘ from solid figures, sensible bodies; the elements of
which are four : fire, water, earth, air °. In contrast with this, the
earliest cosmogony has only two primitive factors: Fire or Light,
associated with limit, and the dark Air, identified with unlimited
void, the ‘ Night ’ of pre-scientific cosmogonies.

Alexander’s summary, in spite of its mention of the four elements,
retains traces of the original opposition of Fire and Air.

‘The air about the earth is stagnant and unwholesome, and
everything in it is mortal ; but the uppermost air is always in
motion, pure and healthy, and everything in it is immortal and
so divine.# Sun, moon, and stars are gods; for in them pre-
ponderates the Hot, which is the cause of life . . . Men have

1 Anon. Lond. 18, 8 (= Vors.5, 44 (32), A, 27).

2 7§} émewodTw TOD mMveduatos SAxfj. Cf. Ar., Phys. 213b, 23, émaoévar adrd
T® obpavd éx Tod dmelpov mvevparos dis dvamvéovte kai 76 wevdv. frag. 201, émeod-
yeolar &' éx 1ol dmelpov xpdvov Te xal mvoy kai 76 xevév. Met. 1091a, 17, efds T
éyyiora 1ol dmelpov eldketo Kkal émepalveTo vmo Toi wépatos.

3 Plato u. d. sog. Pyth. 326 ff.

4 Wellmann (Hermes, 1919, 244) notes the reminiscence of this at Phaedo
111 A, B, where the lower air in which we live is contrasted with the aether
on the ‘ true surface ' of the earth, where the climate is so tempered dore
éxelvovs dvéoous elvar kal xpdvov Te {fjv modd mAeiw 7w évfdSe.
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kinship with the gods because man partakes of the Hot ; hence
God takes thought for us . . . A ray from the sun penetrates
through the ‘ cold acther ’ (as they call the air) and the ‘ dense
aether ’ (as they call the sea and moisture). This ray descends
even to the depths and thereby quickens all things. All things
live, which partake of the Hot—that is why plants also are living
creatures—but not all have soul. Soul is a detached part of
both the hot and the cold aether, for it partakes also of the cold
aether. Soul is distinct from life, and it is immortal because that
from which it is detached is immortal * (D. L., viii, 26-28).

But if the unlimited Air, considered as the breath of the living
world, corresponds to the Air of Anaximenes, it is important to note
that its status is radically changed. Anaximenes made Air the
ultimate ¢ nature ’ or substance of all things ; but in the Pythagorean
view the nature of things lies in the opposite principle of number,
the units composing and bounding sensible bodies ; the unlimited
is rather the empty space not occupied by body but separating
bodies and their parts. In the Atomism of Leucippus and Demo-
critus, body is ‘ being ’, the void is ‘ not-being ’. By that time the
void had become sheer vacancy, no longer confused with air. But
the idea that empty space is ‘ not-being ’ seems to appear already
in Parmenides ; and it follows that the identification of air and
void must belong to the earliest Pythagoreanism which Parmenides
was criticising.

Now, if the atoms can be identified with fire, and air is not a
second element in their constitution but rather the vacancy which
keeps them apart, this cosmogony agrees with a doctrine discussed
by Aristotle in the de caelo iii, 5. That chapter criticises all who
hold that there is only one primary body, and the latter part deals
with those who make this body fire. Among these some simply
regard fire as composed of the finest and smallest particles. Others
give the fire-particles the shape of the pyramid because the pyramid
is the sharpest of figures, as fire is the sharpest and most penetrating
of bodies, and because all bodies are composed of the finest body
and all solid figures of pyramids. Simplicius (621, 6), who has
earlier mentioned Hippasus and Heraclitus, questions to what
school this last theory should be assigned. Heraclitus did not say
that fire was pyramidal ; and ‘ the Pythagoreans, who do say that
fire consists of pyramids, do not say that fire is the element of the
rest, if (o7 since, einep) they say that fire itself comes from water
and air, as water and air come from fire ’. This last feature, how-
ever, is not part of the theory as stated by Aristotle. It seems to
be inferred by Simplicius from Aristotle’s subsequent criticism.
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But this criticism is directed not solely against the pyramidal view,
but generally against all who take fire as the one primary body.
Aristotle says (3044, 21) that both types of theory are open to the
same objections. If the primary body is indivisible (dzouov), the
mathematical reasons previously urged against any atomic magni-
tudes will apply. Then follows an objection from the physical
point of view (puowxdg). This appears to assume, as an ascertained
fact, that fire, air, and water turn into one another, and that these
changes involve increase or decrease in volume, which cannot be
explained by the hypothesis of a void, because Aristotle has disproved
the existence of void. These arguments may dispose of the theory,
if all Aristotle’s own assumptions are granted; but there is no
reason to suppose that the Pythagoreans would have granted them :
they certainly believed in atomic magnitudes and in the void. If
we ignore the Aristotelian assumptions, the doctrine as stated will
fit the primitive cosmogony we have been reconstructing. The
pyramid is the minimum solid and the fiery atom. The generation
of numbers and of a plurality of bodies will be the multiplication of
the first fire atom; all bodies will be aggregates of such atoms,
and fire will be the only elementary body. Air or void merely
keeps the units distinct. Water and Earth could be obtained by
packing the atoms more closely with less void between them—a
conception resembling Anaximenes’ rarefaction and condensation,
and actually attributed to Hippasus and Heraclitus by Theo-
phrastus.! The attribution to Heraclitus is, no doubt, mistaken ;
but the device is appropriate to an atomic theory.2 Even Plato,
who goes as near as possible towards eliminating the void, invokes
larger or smaller interstices to explain differences of weight and
density.

We have now traced the whole process leading to the existence
in actual space of a plurality of sensible bodies. We are given no
further details that can with equal probability be assigned to the
earliest form of the system. Theophrastus has a general complaint
against the Pythagorean-Platonist tradition that it confines attention
to the ruling principles.

1 Theophr., Phys. Op. 1 (Dox. 475), “Immagos . . . xai “HpdrAeiros . . . mwip
émolnoav Ty dpxnv Kkai €k mupds mowodor TG Svra TUKVWCE Kal pavdoer kai Siadvovor
mdAw €ls mhp s Tavrns wds olons Pvcews Tis Vmokeiuéns.

2 As Aristotle observes (Met. 988b, 34), the most elementary thing would
be the primary thing from which others are produced by combination (evyxpioe) ;
and this property would belong to the finest and subtlest of bodies ; hence this
account of how other things are produced would best fit the doctrine that
fire is the first principle. @vxkvwors is regarded as reducible to odyxpiais,
Phys. 260b, 11.
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‘Starting from this first principle or principles, one might
demand that they should at once go on to give an account of
the successive derivatives, and not proceed to a certain point
and then stop; for this is the part of a competent and sensible
man, to do what Archytas once said Eurytus did when he arranged
certain pebbles and explained that this is the number of man,
this of horse, and this of something else. But, as it is (viw),
most of them go to a certain point and then stop, as those do
who set up the One and the Indefinite Dyad : after generating
numbers and planes and bodies they leave out practically every-
thing else, merely touching on other things and explaining no
more than that some things proceed from the Indefinite Dyad,
e.g. place, the void, the unlimited, others from numbers and the
One e.g. soul and some other things; and they generate time
and the heavens simultaneously and several other things, but
of the heavens and the remaining things they make no further
mention ’ (Met. 6a, 15).

This passage may refer specially to the Pythagoreans, since
Speusippus, Xenocrates, and Plato himself are separately mentioned
later.! Could anyone who had read the last fifty pages of the
Timaeus accuse Plato of ‘ making no further mention of the remain-
ing things ’ ? But the general impression left by Aristotle’s notices
is that the earliest Pythagoreans were not concerned with a detailed
study of nature, or the meteorology of the Ionians. ‘They have
said nothing about fire or earth or the other bodies of that sort,
I suppose because they have nothing to say which applies peculiarly
to perceptible things’ (Met. 9goa, 16). They were interested in
‘ the many resemblances they seemed to see in numbers, rather than
in fire or earth or water, to the things that are and come to be (such
and such a property of numbers being justice, another soul or reason,
another opportunity and so on with practically everything else) ;
and moreover they saw that the properties and ratios of the musical
scales are expressible in numbers. Since, then, all other things
seemed in their nature to be modelled after numbers, and numbers
to be the first things in the whole of nature, they supposed the
elements of number to be the elements of all things, and the whole
Heaven to be a musical scale or number. And all the properties
of numbers and scales which they could show to agree with the

! “ Place, void, the unlimited ’ is a description which suits the Pythagorean
Unlimited better than Plato’s Space, which was not void. ‘Time and the
heavens simultancously * is truc of Plato; but Aristotle speaks of time as
entering the Heaven with ‘ breath and void ’ from the Pythagorean Unlimited
(frag. 2or1).
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attributes and parts and the whole arrangement of the Heaven,
they collected and fitted into their scheme ’ (Met. 985b, 27).

Here it may be noted that these ‘ resemblances’ (Guotduare)
between things like Justice and the properties of numbers explain
why Aristotle sometimes says that things represent (uiueiofac)
numbers, rather than simply are numbers. A sensible body, as
we have seen, can be said to be the unit-atoms composing it ; but
if a man says that ‘ Justice is the square number ’ he cannot mean
that Justice is a plane figure composed of four unit-points; obvi-
ously he means that the square figure is a symbol which represents
or embodies the nature of fairness, just as when an honest man
was called ‘ four-square without reproach ’, no one imagined that
his figure really had four corners. The two modes of describing
the relation of things to numbers are perfectly compatible, being
respectively appropriate to different orders of ‘ things’.

Shortly after this passage comes the statement about the elements
of number and the generation of numbers from the unit, ending
‘and numbers, as we said, are the whole Heaven’. The world-
order, cosmos, in which cosmogony terminates was not conceived,
as by the Ionians, as the arrangement of the four great concentric
masses of earth, water, air, and fire. The Pythagorean sciences
are arithmetic, geometry, astronomy (‘ sphaeric ’), and music, the
sciences which discover the element of number, measure, proportion,
in the cosmos and are studied in order to bring the soul into harmony
with the objects of its contemplation. Accordingly for them the
visible world is not Anaximander’s battlefield in which the warring
opposites perpetually encroach on one another’s provinces and pay
the penalty of their injustice. Rather it is the harmonious dis-
position of earth and the heavenly bodies according to the intervals
of the musical scale. The same sciences in Plato’s scheme of higher
education lead to the same end, the assimilation of the soul to
principles of symmetry and concord. As Socrates says earlier in
the Republic (500B) : ‘ One whose thought is set on reality will not
have leisure to look downwards upon the field of human interests,
to enter into the strife of men and catch the infection of their
jealousies and feuds. His eyes are fixed upon an unchanging order ;
the things he contemplates neither inflict injustice nor suffer wrong,
but observe due proportion and order; and of these he studies
to reproduce the likeness in himself as best he can. A man cannot
fail to imitate that with which he holds converse with wonder and
delight. So the philosopher, holding converse with the divine and
orderly, becomes, so far as man may, both orderly and divine.?

1 The original sense of cosmos was social and political : the ‘ right order’
of a state, army, or other group (cf. W. Jaeger, Paideia i, 108, E.T.). This
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The Ionian ‘ inquiry into the nature of things’ had no bearing
on conduct and no point of contact with politics. But Pythagoras,
as Plato remarks in the only passage where he mentions him by
name, was pre-eminently valued for his private converse with his
disciples, to whom he bequeathed a ‘ way of life” which marked
them out from the rest of mankind (Rep. 600B). This way of life
was characterised by Aristoxenus: ‘Every distinction they lay
down as to what should be done or not done aims at converse with
the divine. This is their first principle, and their whole life is
ordered with a view to following Gody (ap. Iambl., V. P. 137). The
‘ following * or ‘imitation’ of the divine has been variously con-
strued in different religious systems. It is probable that the
Pythagorean construction is faithfully reproduced in the Timaeus
(90B) :

‘If a man is engrossed in appetites and ambitions and spends
all his pains upon these, all his thoughts must needs be mortal
and, so far as that is possible, he cannot fall short of becoming
mortal altogether, since he has nourished the growth of his
mortality. But if his heart has been set on the love of learning
and true wisdom and he has exercised that part of himself above
all, he is surely bound to have thoughts immortal and divine,
if he shall lay hold upon truth, nor can he fail to possess immor-
tality in the fullest measure that human nature admits; and
because he is always devoutly cherishing the divine part and
maintaining the guardian genius (daemon) that dwells with him
in good estate, he must needs be happy (eudaemon) above all.
Now there is but one way of caring for anything, namely to give it
the nourishment and motions proper to it. The motions akin
to the divine part in us are the thoughts and revolutions of the
universe ; these, therefore, every man should follow, and . . .
by learning to know the harmonies and revolutions of the world,
he should bring the intelligent part, according to its pristine
nature, into the likeness of that which intelligence discerns, and
thereby win the fulfilment of the best life set by the gods before
mankind both for this present time and for the time to come.’

In this passage Plato shows how the life of religious and moral
aspiration was identified with the pursuit of truth about the order
of the world. Philosophy is the achievement of immortality. The
goal is attained by purifying the soul of lower desires and worldly
ambitions, so as to set free the divine part to apprehend the harmony
of the cosmos, and reproduce it in the harmony of the microcosm.
conception was first projected into external Nature, and then rediscovered
there and set up as a pattern to be reproduced in socialised humanity.
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CHAPTER II
PARMENIDES’ WAY OF TRUTH!

WE have now some picture of the cosmology which Parmenides,
as a dissident Pythagorean, would be primarily concerned to criticise.
His logical mind rebelled against the assumption which it shared
with the other systems of the sixth century. They had all described
the emergence of a manifold world out of an original unity, and
also recognised within the world an opposition of contraries derived
from some primitive pair: the Hot and the Cold, or Fire and Air,
or Light and Darkness. To Parmenides it seemed irrational and
inconceivable that from an original One Being should come first
two and then many. Heraclitus, too, had protested; but he
attacked from the opposite quarter, denying the reality of any
unchanging being. He abolished the notion of substance ; nothing
remains the same. Accordingly, he too rejected any cosmogony
starting from a One permanent being, and accepted the world of
becoming with its struggling opposites as ultimate. Parmenides
took the other alternative. He held to the notion of one substantial
being with all the consequences deduced by his logic. If its unity
and its being are taken seriously, it cannot become two and then
many ; no manifold world can proceed out of the One. Therefore
plurality, becoming, change, motion, are in some sense unreal.
Parmenides’ choice is not that of a man of science. Aristotle
calls him the antinaturalist (dgdoixog), for ‘ natural things’ are
things capable of motion. Parmenides’ Pythagorean training comes
out in his preference for unity, rest, limit, as against plurality,
motion, the unlimited, to which the Ionian physicist felt no objec-
tion. Rather than surrender these attributes of being, he will set
all common sense at defiance, and follow reason against the evidence
of our eyes and ears. But, although his central doctrine, ‘ the real
is one, limited, at rest ’, is ultimately traceable to religious and moral
preconceptions and the symbolism of his proem indicates that the
search for truth is comparable to a religious activity,? the truth he

1 This chapter is partly based on an article, Parmenides’ Two Ways, C.Q.

xxvii (1933), 97, where some of the points are discussed at greater length.

2 As Mr. C. M. Bowra points out in an interesting paper on the Proem,
Classical Philol. xxxii (1937), 2, p. 97-
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discovers is not animated by religious belief. He never calls his
One Being ‘god’. He is a curious blend of prophet and logician.
Heraclitus was the prophet of a Logos which could be expressed only
in seeming contradictions. Parmenides is the prophet of a logic
which will tolerate no semblance of contradiction.

In the setting of his poem he follows the apocalyptic tradition :
the truth is revealed to him by a goddess, whom he visits in a region
beyond the gates of night and day. This attitude is not new.
Hesiod had claimed to be taught by the Muses of Helicon. There
may have been, as early as the sixth century, poems of the type
of Orpheus’ descent to the underworld. This traditional attitude
of the poet to his work is not a mere artifice of bloodless allegory.
It may be compared with Heraclitus’ claim to reproduce in his
treatise the Truth which stands for ever. But Parmenides is also,
and above all, the man who reasons. He is the first philosopher
to argue, formally deducing conclusions from premisses, instead of
making dogmatic announcements. His school were the originators
of dialectic. The new method of argument must have been sug-
gested by the demonstrations of geometry, which was taking shape
in Pythagorean hands and gave the first specimens of rigid proof :
‘grant me certain assumptions and I will prove the rest’. The
reductio ad absurdum was either invented or adopted by Zeno.

Parmenides’ premiss states in a more abstract form the first
assumption common to all his predecessors, Milesian or Pytha-
gorean : ultimately there exists a One Being. His thought is really
at work upon this abstract concept; he considers what further
attributes can, or cannot, logically belong to a being that is one.
At the same time, this One Being is not a mere abstraction ; it
proves to be a single continuous and homogeneous substance filling
the whole of space. So far, as it seemed to him, reason will carry
us, but no farther. Such a being cannot become or cease to be or
change; such a unity cannot also be a plurality. There is no
possible transition from the One Being to the manifold and changing
world which our senses seem to reveal. His work is accordingly
divided, after the proem, into two parts. The Way of Truth
deduces the nature of the one reality from premisses asserted as
irrefragably true. It ends with a clear warning that the Way of
Seeming, which follows, is not true or consistent with the truth.
This second part, accordingly, is not in the form of logical deduction,
but gives a cosmogony in the traditional narrative manner. The
starting-point is the false belief of mortals, who trust their senses
and accept the appearance of two opposite powers contending in
the world. Unfortunately very few fragments of the second part
survive ; but it is probable that we possess nearly the whole of the
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Way of Truth, thanks to Simplicius, who copied it out in his com-
mentary on the Physics because the book had become very rare.
And it is with the Way of Truth that we are chiefly concerned.

Frag. 1. Proem.

We need not linger over the allegorical proem. Parmenides
travels on the chariot of the Sun along a road, far from the beaten
track of men, which leads through the gates of Day and Night.
Beyond them he is welcomed by a goddess. Her dwelling on the
further side of these gates must be symbolic.! Light and Darkness
are the two chief opposites in the world of misleading appearances.
Parmenides’ thought has travelled beyond the region of Seeming to
what Plato in the Phaedrus calls the Plain of Truth, visited by the
soul-chariots before incarnation. The goddess approves his coming
and tells him:

‘ It is meet that thou shouldst learn all things—both the unmoved
heart of rounded Truth and what seems to mortals, in which
there is no true belief’ (1, 28-30).

The Way of Truth and the Way of Seeming (as we may call it) are
the two divisions of the poem : the deduction of the nature of the
the One Being and the illegitimate cosmogony.

Frags. 2, 3, 6 ll. 1-3. The Way of Truth and the Way of Not-being.

The goddess thus announces two Ways that can be followed, and
are followed in the sequel. But subsequent fragments mention
another Way, which cannot be followed at all, being ‘ utterly
undiscernible ’.  The following passage sets this impassable Way
in contrast with the Way of Truth and finally dismisses it.

‘ Come now and I will tell thee—listen and lay my word to heart
—the only ways of inquiry that are to be thought of : one, that
< That which is> 2 is, and it 1s impossible for it not to be, is the
Way of Persuasion, for Persuasion attends on Truth.

1 T cannot remember having seen in any account of Parmenides any notice
of Procl. ¢n Parm. iv, 34 (Cousin), who, following Syrianus, says of Parmenides
in Plato’s dialogue, offering his own hypothesis for examination in the dia-
lectical exercise, dA\’ oVxi 70 oeuvéTaTov T@OV €avrod SoyudTwy mdpepyov Qv
émoujoato Tis katd THv yvuvaciav Sidaokallas, kaitor véois mpoorikew TavTyy
fyovpevos’ éxetvo 8¢ mpeaPurikils elvar Savolas rabopdv, kal ovde dvlpwmivys, dbs év
Tols molpuaci ¢naw, dMa viudys ‘Yyumsdys Twds. This seems to mean that
Parmenides called his goddess ‘the nymph Hypsipyle . The * high gates’
must be the gates of Day and Night, which the poem so elaborately describes.

2 ) uév Smws €or 7e (Simplic., éore ye, Procl.) xai ds odk éore ui) elvar. The
lack of any subject for &7 suggests that Parmenides wrote 7 pév Smws éov
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‘ Another, that It is not, and must needs not be—this, I tell thee,
is a path that is utterly undiscernible ; for thou couldst not know
that which is not—for that is impossible—nor utter it.

‘ For it is the same thing that can be thought and that can be.’ 1

‘ What can be spoken of and thought must be ; for it is possible
for it to be, but it is not possible for ‘ nothing ” to be. These
things I bid thee ponder ; for this is the first Way of inquiry
from which I hold thee back ’.2

This first Way of untruth directly contradicts the Way of Truth.
The starting-point of the true Way is : That which is, is, and cannot
not-be. The starting-point of this false Way is: That which is, is
not, and must not-be, or It is possible for ‘ nothing’ to be. Here
is a flat contradiction ; one or other of these starting-points must
be completely dismissed before we can advance a step in any
direction. The goddess accordingly condemns the false Way as
‘utterly undiscernible ’: a Way starting from nonentity lies in
total darkness and cannot be followed to any conclusions whatso-
ever. The decision here given to abandon all consideration of this
Way is recalled at frag. 8, 12-18, where it is denied that anything
can come into being out of non-existence : ‘ The decision concerning
these things lies in this : It is or it 4s nof. But the decision has been
given, as is necessary—to leave that Way upon one side as unthink-
able and unnamable, for it is no true Way.” This, then, is not the
false Way in which the goddess (in frag. 1) promised to instruct
Parmenides and which is actually followed in the second part of
the poem. Common sense and philosophers were agreed that
nothing can come out of Nothing. No advance can be made from
the premiss that all that exists was once in a state of non-existence,
or that nonentity can exist. The goddess does indeed say that it
is ‘ possible to think of * (elot vofjoar) three alternatives, of which
this premiss is one ; together they exhaust the logically conceivable
possibilities. But later she calls this Way which starts from the
sheer non-existence of anything ‘unthinkable and unnamable ’
(évdnrov avdvouov 8, 17). Thought cannot pursue such a Way
at all ; there is no being for thought to think of or for language
to describe significantly. This impassable Way may be called, for

éome kal os, ktA.  Cf. frag. 6, 1, éov éupevar. I do not see how Snws éom can
mean ‘ dass IST ist’ (Kranz). At 8, 12, ye was inserted similarly in Simplic.,
F, &k ye uy dvros, to fill up the metre after éx puy évros (D.E.) had come to be
written for éx pu7 édvros. Later, however, we find s éore with no expressed
subject (8, 2).

1 Frags. 2 and 3, Diels-Kranz, Vors5. (4 and 5 in earlier editions).

3 Frag. 6, 1-3. Burnet’s rendering of the first line is supported by Simplicius’
paraphrase (E.G.P.3, 174).
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distinction, the Way of Not-being. It is dismissed, once for all,
in the above fragments.

Frags. 6, ll. 4-9; 7. Warning against the Way of Seeming.

The goddess next warns Parmenides against putting his trust
in that Way of Seeming in which she has said that he must be
instructed, as well as in the Way of Truth. It is the Way of mortal
belief based upon sense experience. Frag. 6 continues:

‘ But secondly (I hold thee back) from the Way whereon mortals
who know nothing wander, two-headed ; for perplexity guides
the wandering thought in their breasts, and they are borne along,
both deaf and blind, bemused, as undiscerning hordes,! who have
determined to believe that ¢ ¢s and it is not, the same and not the
same, and for whom there is a way of all things that turns back
upon itself (frag. 6, 4—end).

For never shall this be proved : that things that are not are;
but do thou hold back thy thought from this Way of inquiry,
nor let custom that comes of much experience force thee to cast
along this Way an aimless eye and a droning ear and tongue,
but judge by reasoning the much-debated proof I utter.?

There is only one Way left that can be spoken of, namely, that
It 4s.” (Here follows the whole Way of Truth.)

I have called this second way of untruth the ‘ Way of Seeming’
and translated fBgotv dééag (1, 30) ‘ what seems to mortals’,
because ‘ opinions ’ or ‘ beliefs ’ is too narrow a rendering. ‘ What
seems to mortals * (ta doxodvra, 1, 31) includes (a) what seems real
or appears to the senses ; (b) what seems true, what all men, misled
by the senses, believe and the dogmas taught by philosophers and

1 This abusive denunciation of ‘ mortals who know nothing ’ (uninitiate,
in contrast with ol el8dres, of copol) may be a traditional feature borrowed
from the literature of mystic revelation (Diels, Parmenides Lehrgedicht, 68).
Cf. Kern, Orphic. Frag. 233, 07jpés 7° oiwvol e Bpordv v’ derdrora ¢ida, | dxfea
yiis, €ldwla Tervypéva, undapa pndév | elddres, followed by lines in imitation of
Hom., Hymn to Demeter, 256, vijdes dvBpwmor kai dppddpoves ovr" dyaboio |
aloav émepyopévov mpoyvdpevar odre xaxolo. Aristoph., Birds (Parabasis), 685,
dye 87 ¢vow dvdpes duavpdBior, puMwy yeveg mpoaduotot, | SAiyodpavées, mAdouara
mAob, oxwedéa PoN’ dpevnvd, xrA. Empedocles similarly abuses men for
believing in becoming and perishing : frag. 11, ‘ Fools—for they have no
far-reaching thoughts—who fondly think that what was not before comes
into being and that a thing can perish and be utterly destroyed ’.

2 Frag. 7, restored to this place by Kranz with the approval of Diels,
Vors.4 (1922), i, xxviii. Eye and ear have no real external object. The
tongue may stand for taste or speech, which is sometimes ranked with the
senses ; Hippocr. =. Sualrys, 1, 23, the seven alofijoes include ordpa Siadékrov
and respiration.
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poets on the same basis; and (c) what has seemed right to men
(vevduotar), the decision they have ‘laid down’ to recognise
appearances and the beliefs founded on them in the conventional
institution of language. This decision is mentioned where the
Way of Truth denies that any second being can arise alongside of
the being that already exists : ‘ Therefore all those things will be
a mere word—all the things that mortals have laid down (xaté0evro),
believing that they are true, namely becoming and perishing, both
being and not being, change of place, and interchange of bright
colour ’ (8, 38-41). And again, where the Way of Seeming begins :
‘ For mortals have laid down their decision (xazéfevro pvduag) to
name two forms, of which it is not right to name one; and that
is where they have gone astray ’ (8, 53-54, followed by the descrip-
tion of the two forms, Fire and Night, and the whole cosmogony of
the second part).

Parmenides means that all men—common men and philosophers
alike—are agreed to believe in the reality of the world our senses
seem to show us. The premiss they start from is neither the recog-
nition of the One Being only (from which follows the Way of Truth
and nothing more) nor the recognition of an original state of sheer
nothingness (which would lead to the impassable Way of Not-being).
What mortals do in fact accept as real and ultimate is a world of
diversity, in which things ‘ both are and are not’, passing from
non-existence to existence and back again in becoming and perish-
ing, and from being thss (‘ the same ’) to being something else (‘ not
the same’) in change. The elements, they think, are modified or
transformed on a ‘ way to and fro’, that turns back upon itself .1
Becoming, change, and the diversity they presuppose must be
assumed in any cosmogony. They will be assumed in the cosmogony
of the second part. But Parmenides alone perceives that at this
point error begins to go beyond the limits of truth.

Premisses of the Way of Truth.

In these passages Parmenides has stated the premisses from
which the Way of Truth will deduce the attributes of the real.

(1) That which s, s, and cannot not-be ; that which is not, is
not, and cannot be. The real exists and can never be non-existent.
It follows that there is no such thing as coming-to-be out of
non-existence or perishing into non-existence. ‘Being’ has for
Parmenides a strict and absolute sense : a thing either is or is not.
If it is, it is completely and absolutely ; if it is not, it is simply
nothing. There are no degrees of being ; a thing cannot be partly

1 There may be a special reference to Heraclitus’ dd6s dvw drw, but
Anaximenes’ Air also is rarefied into Fire and condensed into Water and Earth.
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real and partly unreal. There can never be a state of not-being
in which what is could ever be; and there can be no transition
from not-being to being or from being to not-being. Nor can there
be any change of that which is ; for that would mean that it ¢s not
at one time what it is at another.

(2) That which is can be thought or known, and uttered or truly
named ; that which is not, cannot. This premiss is concerned with
the relation of the real to thought and language. ‘It is the same
thing that can be thought and that can be’.! ‘ Thinking and the
thought that “ #¢ 45’ are one and the same. For you will not find
thought apart from that which is, in respect of which thought is
uttered.” 2 Thought is uttered in names that are true, i.e., names
of what really is. In names that are not true no thought or meaning
is expressed. You will not find thought (meaning) apart from
something real, which is meant by the utterance of that thought in
words. There is nothing else for words to mean. Frag. 8 con-
tinues : ‘ For there is and shall be no other thing besides what is,
since Destiny has fettered it so as to be whole and immovable.’
(Since it is ‘ whole ’, complete and all-containing, there is no second
thing beside it, to be thought or spoken of. And it is ‘ immovable’
or unchangeable ; so there will never be a second thing arising out
of it. The real cannot cease to be just what it is and become some-
thing else), ‘ Therefore all those (names) will be a mere word—all
the (names) that mortals have agreed upon, believing that they are
true : becoming and perishing, both being and not being, change of
place and interchange of bright colour.” All these terms are dis-
missed as empty names which are meaningless, since they do not
apply to what is, and there is nothing else for them to mean.

Only what is can be thought or truly named ; and only what can
be thought can be. The real must be the same as the conceivable
and logically coherent, what is thinkable by reasoning (Adyog) as

1 Frag. 3, 70 yap adrd voeiv éarw 7€ kal elvar. I follow Zeller and Burnet in
reading éorw, ‘ it is possible ’. Other ways of construing the words (suggested
by Heidel, H. Gomperz, and others) yield the same sense. I cannot believe
that Parmenides meant : ‘ To think is the same thing as to be.” He nowhere
suggests that his One Being thinks, and no Greek of his date or for Jong
afterwards would have seen anything but nonsense in the statement that
‘A exists’ means the same thing as ‘A thinks’.

2 Frag. 8, 34, radrov & éori voeiv 7€ xal olvexev €orv wompa. The context
supports the above rendering (Heidel, Frankel, H. Gomperz, Kranz).
Parmenides certainly held that there can be no thought without an object
which is; but nothing in the poem supports the interpretation that thinking
is the same thing as its object. Burnet’s translation: ‘the thing that can
be (éo7) thought and that for the sake of which the thought exists is the
same ’ is rather tautologous: it amounts to ‘ what can be thought is the
object of thought’.
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opposed to the senses (frag. 7, 5). The real is the same as the
rational. And the real is the only thing that can be named or
‘uttered . In a sense Parmenides does not deny that it is possible
to believe and say what is false ; mortals are accused of doing both.
But he appears to hold the view, which was maintained later, that
all false statements are meaningless. Plato formulates it as follows :
‘To think (or say) what is false is to think what is not ; but that is
to think nothing; and that, again, is not to think at all’1 In
a word, it is impossible to say or think what is false, because there
is nothing for a false statement to mean or refer to. So Parmenides
holds that false names like ‘ becoming ’, * perishing ’, are meaning-
less. Only thought (voeiv), as distinct from belief founded on the
senses, has a real object.

(3) That which is, is one and cannot be many. This is a third
premiss, for which Parmenides gives no proof. Theophrastus 2
supplied it as follows : ‘ What is beside that which is, is not ; what
is not is nothing ; therefore that which is, is one.” Theophrastus
was probably following Aristotle 3: ‘Claiming that, besides that
which is, that which is not is nothing, he thinks that that which is
is of necessity one and there is nothing else ’; and Aristotle himself
was perhaps expanding Frag. 8, 36, ‘ There is and shall be no other
thing besides what is.” That the real is ultimately one had been
assumed from the outset of philosophy; that may be why
Parmenides takes this premiss for granted. What is new is his
insistence that what is one cannot also be many, or become many.
The unity of the real is affirmed as strictly and absolutely as its
being. The real is unique ; there is no second thing beside it. It
is also tndivisible ; it does not contain a plurality of distinct parts,
and it can never be divided into parts. There cannot be a plurality
of things that are (woAda dvra).

THE WAY ofF TRUTH

From the premisses above stated we can now turn to the Way of
Truth, in which their consequences are deduced. We possess here
what appears to be a continuous fragment of 61 lines. It opens,
like a geometrical theorem, with a sort of enunciation of the con-
clusion to be proved.

Frag. 8, 1-6. Enunciation.

There is only one Way left to be spoken of, namely that I¢ 7s.
And on this way are many marks, that what is is unborn and

1 Theaet., 189A, Soph. 237DE, Euthyd. 286c, 283e. See F. M. Cornford,
Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, pp. 115, 204.
3 Ap. Simplic., Phys., 115, 11 (Parm. A 8). 3 Met. 986b, 28.
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imperishable ; whole and unique,! and immovable, and without
5 end (in time) ; nor was it ever, nor will it be, since it is now all
at once, one, continuous.

The several attributes here enumerated are now established by
a series of arguments.

Frag. 8, 6-21. No coming-to-be or perishing.
First comes the proof that what is is unborn and imperishable.

For what birth of it wilt thou look for ? In what way and whence
did it grow ? 2

Birth and growth both suggest a living creature that grows by
feeding on something from without. So Empedocles says of the
sum of his four elements : * What could augment this all and whence
could it come ? ’ (17, 32). Plato too declares that the world, though
living, does not draw nourishment from outside (Tsm. 33¢c). Both
deny the Milesian doctrine of a boundless circumambient (rwegiéyov),
from which fresh material could be drawn and into which the world’s
substance could return when it perished. In the Pythagorean
cosmogony, too, the world grew from a first unit or seed and drew
in breath from the unlimited, which exists ¢ outside the Heaven ’.
Parmenides is rejecting the notion that what is can have been born
in this way and have grown to its present dimensions. It must
always exist as a whole (odAov, I. 4).

Nor yet, he continues, could it have come out of sheer nothingness.

Nor shall T let thee say or think that it came from what is not ;
for it cannot be said or thought that ‘it is not .

What is can never have been in a state of not-being ; for such a state
is inconceivable and the assertion is meaningless : there is nothing
for the words it is not ’ to refer to. So Melissus: ‘ What was, was
always and will always be. For if it had come into being, before
it came into being it must have been nothing ; and if it was nothing,
nothing could ever come out of nothing’ (frag. 1).

And what need could have stirred it up, starting from nothing,
10 to be born later rather than sooner ?
Thus it must either be altogether or not at all.

1 povvoyevés, ‘ unique ’, the only one of its kind. This is said of the world
by Plato, T¢m. 31B, 92C (in opposition to a plurality of worlds). Presently
(1. 7-13) it will be proved that Being is (1) whole, for it does not come into
existence part by part, but is ‘ all at once’, and (2) unigue, since no second
being can arise alongside it.

2 ad¢nlév.. Perhaps adénfijv (like wiyiy, 12, 5, and ¢iv, 8, 10) ?, adénfiy’,
Wilam. .
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This is an acute and unanswerable objection to current cosmogonies.
They all assumed a process of birth or becoming which started at
some moment of time. They could give no reason why it should
not have started at any earlier or later moment. The last line
rejects any process of becoming during which being was growing
to completion and at the end of which it would be all there. ‘It is
now, all at once.” ‘It must be alfogether or not at all.” He now
adds: Granted that it is always there as a whole, nothing further
can arise alongside of it and in addition to it. It is ‘ unique’
(uovvoyevés 8, 4).

Nor will the force of belief suffer to arise out of what is not
something over and above it (viz. what is1).

This further something would have to come out of not-being ; but
that is impossible. At 8, 36, he repeats: °there is and shall be
no other (GA40) besides what is (wdpe& To¥ édvrog),” with the infer-
ence that all becoming and change must be mere meaningless words.
The One Being exists always as a whole ; nothing more and nothing
different can be added. The multiplicity of forms (sensible oppo-
sites) and changes of quality which mortals believe in, cannot be
real. The conclusion is that there is no way in which anything can
come to be out of not-being.

Wherefore Justice with her fetters does not let it loose or suffer
15 it either to come into being or to perish, but holds it fast.
The decision concerning these things lies in this : I# s, or 1t is
not. But the decision has been given, as is necessary : to leave
alone the one Way as unthinkable and unnamable—for it is no
true Way—and that the other Way is real and true.

This refers to the decision given in frag. 2, where the Way of Not-
being was finally dismissed as an ‘utterly undiscernible path’,
because Not-being is unknowable and unutterable (p. 31).

And how could what is be going to be in the future ? 2 And
20 how could it come to be ? For if it came into being, it 7s not ;
nor 7s it, if it is at some time going to be.

1 T understand map’ adré to mean ‘ alongside of what is’, ‘ etwas anderes als
eben dieses ' (Kranz), not ‘ etwas anderes als eben Nichiseiendes’ (Diels). Cf.
Emped. 17, 30, kai mpos 7ols (the 4 elements) odr’ dp 7 émylverar. [Ar.] MXG.
9744, 5, €ir’ SvTwy TWEV del €repa mpoayiyvoiro, mAéov dv kai petlov 76 Ov yeyovévar
& 8¢ mAéov kal peilov, Tobro yevéolbar dv € oddevds.

2 s & dv émeira médou 7o éév ; MSS. Diels. This suits the next line (e wore
wéMer éoeabai) ; but if some reference to perishing is thought necessary,
émeir’ dmédorro éév (Karsten, Kranz) may be right. H. Gomperz (Psych.
Beob. 11) takes el éyevro to mean ‘if it once was (but is no longer) ’.
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20  Thus becoming is extinguished and perishing is not to be heard
of.

The statement in the enunciation, ‘ Nor was it ever, nor will it be,
since it is now all at once,’ is here echoed. Only the present s’
may be used, for there is no process of becoming starting at one time
and ending at another, during which we could say that it is not
yet all there, but is going to be all there in the future.!
Aristotle summarises the Parmenidean argument, where he
remarks that his own account of becoming out of potential existence
is the only solution of the problem. ‘ The first philosophic inquirers
into the truth and the nature of things turned aside, as it were, into
another way,? into which they were thrust by lack of experience.
They say that nothing that is either comes into being or perishes,
because what comes to be must do so either from what is or from
what is not, and both are impossible. For what is cannot come
to be, because it already is; and nothing could have come to be
out of what is not, for there must be something present as a sub-
strate. So too they exaggerated the consequence which follows and
denied the very existence of a plurality of things, saying that only
Being itself is.” (Phys. 1914, 23.) Parmenides intended his denial
of becoming to include all change ; for in change something which
was not comes to be, and something which is so-and-so comes to be
not so-and-so but different and such as it was not before. All this
seemed to him irrational.
» The universal assumption of previous cosmogonies is thus rejected.
No one, indeed, had believed that something could come out of
nothing ; and the philosophers of the sixth century had regarded
their primary Being as a permanent and imperishable substance.
But, not content with that, they had professed to derive from this

1 This interpretation is supported by Melissus, frag. 2, el uév yap éyévero, dpxiy
v elyev (fjptaro yap dv more ywipevov) kai redevriy (éreXevrnoe yap dv more ywipevov).
ore 8¢ pijre fiptaro pijre érededrnoey del v v kai dei €oTar, odk Exer dpxny 08¢ Tedevmiv.
o yap del elvar dvuardy, 6 T pi) mdv éor, if we understand sjpfato (and éredevryoe)
yap dv more ywdpevov tomean ‘it would at some time have begun (and at some time
ceased) coming into being ’. Sir W. D. Ross (Ar., Physics, p. 471-2) points
out that ywdp (not yevdu as in Diels) is the truereading. He interprets
dpyjv and reXevmijv as a spatial beginning (i.e. a part which came first into being)
and a spatial end (i.e. a part which came last into being), and the conclusion as
being that the real has no spatial beginning or end. Melissus thus argued
that ‘if a change takes place, it must begin at a particular point and then
spread ’. This notion fits the Pythagorean evolution of the cosmos from a
seed or spark which spreads to take in more and more of the unlimited. The
Eleatic can admit no such process: what always is, must be ‘ all at once’,
never partly in existence and partly not.

3 Parmenides’ ‘ Way ' of Truth was, after all, misleading.
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one Being a manifold and changing world, which they had regarded
as real. Out of a One, which always is, had come a many, which
were not before and will again not be. And this had begun to
happen at some moment of time. Parmenides declares all this to
be not only inexplicable, but impossible. Their real primary Being
admittedly never began and will never cease to exist. But besides
this a real ordered world of things was to be born and grow. Out
of what ? Not out of the original real Being, for that already was,
absolutely and completely ; no second being could come out of it.
Not out of nothing, for all agreed that nothing could come out of
nothing. Therefore a changing world of many real things can never
arise.

This first conclusion : ‘ No becoming or perishing of anything
real ’, was accepted by subsequent thinkers. They agreed that the
ultimately real factors—clements, atoms, etc.—could not begin or
cease to exist. But they evaded the conclusion that a manifold
world could never exist by making their ultimately real things a
plurality instead of a unity, and by reducing the ‘ becoming’ of
things composed of them to a rearrangement of the ultimately real
factors.

Frag. 8, 22-25. What 1s, being one and homogeneous, is indivisible.

The last paragraph showed that no second being could arise out
of nothing by way of addition to the Being that always exists.
Next, it is denied that this unique Being could become many by way
of division, which would not involve any fresh being, but only loss
of unity. Being is one, homogeneous, and continuous, without any
distinction of parts, and such a unity cannot be broken up.

Nor is it divisible, since it is all alike (homogeneous) ; nor is there
something more here than there, that might hinder it from hold-
ing together, nor some part weaker, but it is all full of what is.
25 Therefore it is all continuous; for what is is close to what is.

The One Being, if it is really and absolutely one, is indivisible,
because it is all alike (without any distinction of one part from
another) and uniformly distributed ; there is not more of it in one
place than in another. Also there are no gaps in it. There is,
therefore, no reason why it should break up into different parts and
so become many. This denial has several applications.
Anaximander’s Boundless was without internal limits or distinc-
tions (one sense of dmewgor) until the opposites, hot and cold, began
to be separated out. If so, Parmenides argues, then no distinctions
could ever break out. They could be due only to some unevenness
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or want of homogeneity and equilibrium ; but that is inconsistent
with perfect unity. So Melissus: ‘ Since it is one, it is throughout
alike ; for if it were unlike, it would be more than one, and so not
one but many.’! It would, in fact, have distinct parts, one hot,
another cold, or (as in Anaximenes’ Air) one denser, another rarer ;
and there would then be at least two original beings. If there is
only one, it must be all alike, and there will be no reason why it
should break up into two or many.?

The insistence on continuity is aimed at the Pythagorean doctrine
of the unlimited ‘ void * which was invoked to separate the units of
which numbers are composed, and in cosmogony as the air or breath
separating solid bodies in space. The Atomists later identified body
with what is and the void with what is not, or nothing. But
Parmenides declares that ‘ nothing ’ cannot exist ; and since this
‘ nothing ’ is required to separate a plurality of discrete things, there
can be no such plurality. Being must be absolutely continuous.
Melissus expands this doctrine : ‘ Nor is there any emptiness ; for
emptiness is nothing, and what is nothing cannot be. Nor does it
move ; for it has nowhere to betake itself to, but is full. If there
were any emptiness, it would betake itself into the emptiness ; but
since there is no emptiness, it has nowhere to betake itself to. And
it cannot be dense or rare; for the rare cannot be as full as the
dense, but the rare must be emptier than the dense. What is full
must be distinguished from what is not full in this way : if a thing
has room for anything else and takes it in, it is not full ; if it has no
room to take it in, it is full. Now it must be full, if there is no empti-
ness; and if it is full, it does not move’ (frag. 7, 7-10).

Aristotle resumes the doctrine as follows : Some of the old philo-
sophers held that what is must be one and immovable. The void,
they argue, is not ; but unless there is a void with a separate being
of its own, ‘ what is cannot be moved, nor again can it be many,
since there is nothing to keep things apart. And in this latter
respect, they think, the view that the universe is not continuous, but
consists of discrete things in contact (with no separating void, as in
Empedocles) is no better than the view that it is not one thing, but
many together with a void (as in Atomism) . . . Further, they
maintain it is equally necessary to deny the existence of motion.
Reasoning in this way, they were led to transcend sense-perception
and to disregard it on the ground that one ought to follow the

1 Restored as frag. 6a, by Burnet, E.G.P.3, 322, from Simplic., Phys.
130, 30 ff., and MXG. 9744, 13.

¢ Cf. Plato, Tim. 57E. In a state of uniformity (duadérys) there can only
be rest, for there can be no distinction of mover and moved. Motion requires
lack of uniformity, due to inequality.
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rational argument ; and so they assert that the universe is one and
immovable ’ (de gen. et corr. 325a, 2).

Aristotle’s last sentence may refer to the goddess’ injunction to
‘ judge by reasoning ’ (Adyw), not by the senses (7, 5), or perhaps to
another fragment which is relevant to our context !:

Look at things which though far off (from the senses ?) are yet
surely present to thought.2 For you cannot cut off being from
holding fast to being, whether as scattering itself everywhere in
an order, or as coming together 3 (frag. 4 [2]).

If we trust reasoning against the senses, we shall see that Being
cannot be divided and ‘ scattered ’ to form a world order (xdouog) ;
nor can such an order be formed by putting together parts already
scattered.

Parmenides means to assert that what is continuous (cwvveyéc)
is not merely undivided but indivisible. Indivisibility always
remained as the attribute of the unit of number; and it was
naturally asserted of those unit-points having magnitude which
appear in the Pythagorean Atomism criticised by Zeno. It still
remains in the impenetrable bodies which the later Atomists,
Leucippus and Democritus, called ‘ being’ in contrast with the
void. Only they maintain that there is eternally an unlimited
number of physically indivisible beings, not one only. Aristotle,4 on
the other hand, where he criticises the Eleatic dogma that  the All
is One ’, points out that Parmenides was misled by the ambiguity
of the term ‘one’. ‘Continuous’ and °‘indivisible’ are two
distinct senses. If the One is continuous, it must be divisible with-
out limit and so ‘many’, at least potentially; whereas if it is
indivisible (like a mere point or arithmetical unit), there will be no
quantity or quality, and the universe can be neither unlimited
(Melissus), nor limited (Parmenides), for the limited is divisible,
though the limit is not.

Parmenides has now denied reality to the Unlimited in all its
senses. There is no boundless stuff outside, from which any part
of the world’s substance could be drawn. There is no void, either
outside or inside the extent of Being. There is no unlimited
plurality of units; for Being is unique and cannot be increased by
addition. Nor is Being infinitely divisible into a plurality, since it
is homogeneous and continuous.

! Possibly this fragment has dropped out after 8, 25 (Zeller-Nestle, 17, 692).
Frag. 5 appears here in Proclus, and this may indicate a gap.

2 Cf. Emped. 17, 81, ‘ Contemplate her (Philia) with thy thought (vdw)
and sit not bemused by thine eyes.’

3 Heracl. 91D, oxidvnot xai mdAw ouvdyet. 4 Phys. Aii, 185b, 6.
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Frag. 8, 26-42. What is cannot move or change.

Motion and change had hitherto been accepted as self-evident
facts, and both had been attributed by philosophers to the real
primary being. This had been regarded as alive, ‘ immortal ’ as
well as imperishable, and consequently as always moving ; and the
opposites had been separated out of it in the cosmogonical process.
As Melissus’ argument (p. 40) shows, it was held that nothing can
move unless there is empty space for it to move into.! Motion
accordingly becomes impossible, if there is no void. For Par-
menides there can be no void, either outside his One Being or as
interstices inside it ; for the empty is nothing, and nothing cannot
exist. Hence the One Being cannot move from place to place, nor
can any motion occur within its complete continuity.

But it is immovable in the limits of its mighty bonds, without
beginning or cessation, since becoming and ceasing to be have
been driven afar, and true belief has thrust them out.

‘ Immovable ’ (dxivyrov) denies both locomotion and change of any
sort.2 The earlier rejection of all becoming and ceasing to be is
invoked as proof that no motion could ever begin or cease, and no
change ever occur, since any change implies that something which
was not comes to be, or something which is ceases to be.

The same and abiding in the same (place), it is set by itself, and

30 thus it abides there firm and unmoved; for overmastering
Necessity holds it in the bonds of the limit that fences it about,
because it is not permitted that what is should be imperfect ;
for it is not in need of anything; if it were (imperfect ?), it
would be in need of everything.3

The One Being is not imperfect (unfinished, incomplete,
dredebtnrov) and has no need or lack of anything. Parmenides
connects these attributes with immovableness. They had been
regarded as divine attributes. Xenophanes said of his one God :
‘ He always abides in the same (place) not moving at all ; nor does
it beseem him to shift from place to place’ (frag. 26). He also
objected to the gods being spoken of as masters or servants of one
another, because none of them has any needs.* ‘In discussions

! Plato, Theaet. 180E, Mé\oool 1€ kai Ilappevidar . . . Suaxvpllovrar ds & Te
mdvra éorl kai éomnrev avTo €v adrd ok éxov xwpav év § Kkweirat.

¢ Emped. 17, 13, can call his elements wnchanging (dxivyrot), though they
are always moving in space.

8 [uy] éov 8’ dv mavrds édeiro. The reading is doubtful.

4 [Plut.] Strom. 4 = Vors. 21 [11]A, 32, émdeiofal e pndevds adrav undéva pnd’
S\ws. Xen., Mem. 1, 6, 10, vopilw 0 pndevds deiofar Oetov elvar. Eur., Her. 1341,
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of the divine,” says Aristotle, ‘ popular philosophy often propounds
the view that whatever is divine, whatever is primary and supreme,
is necessarily unchangeable. This confirms what we have said ; for
there is nothing else stronger than it to move it—since that would
mean more divine—and it has no defect and lacks none of its proper
excellences * (0?1’ &vdeés T@Y adtod xaldv oddevds éotw, de caelo
279a, 31). The suggestion is that a perfect being could have no
reason to change or move, as an animal must move about to supply
its needs.! Parmenides’ One Being inherits these divine character-
istics, but he never calls it ‘ god ’ or speaks of it as alive or conscious.
As Diels remarks, he must have intentionally avoided associating it
with the popular conception of gods. To deny all motion is to deny
life ; and here Parmenides makes a clear break from earlier systems.

Perfection also implies limitedness. The complete (7éAetov)
cannot be without end (7édog) or limit (wépag). The assertion that
Being is held by Necessity in the bonds of the limit may be directed
against Anaximander’s Boundless, which he called ‘the divine’.
It will lead presently to the assertion of spherical shape. But here
the perfection and completeness of Being recalls the premiss that
‘what can be thought is the same as what can be’. This Being is
all that can be conceived by rational thought.

Thinking and the thought that ¢ 7s are one and the same.
35 For you will not find thought apart from that which is, in respect
of which thought is uttered ; for there is and shall be no other
besides what is, since Destiny has fettered it so as to be whole and
immovable.
Therefore all those (names) will be a mere word—all (the
names) that mortals have agreed upon, believing that they are
40 true : becoming and perishing, both being and not being, change
of place, and interchange of bright colour.

Since Being is ‘ whole ’ and complete, there can be no other being
left outside it, no second object of thought. And it is unchangeable,
since there is nothing that it ‘ is not * and could come to be by chang-
ing. The only quality mentioned is colour, which was regarded as
the inseparable concomitant of the surface or ‘limit’ of a solid
body.2 Since Being has a limit, it might be expected to have colour.

Seirar yap o Oeds, eimep éor’ dplds Beds, ovdevds. Antiphon Soph., frag. 10
= Suid. ddénros* 0 undevds dedpevos kal mdvra éxwv. 'Avnipav év a 'Apbelas
*8ua TodTo ovdevds Oeirar (feds ? vods ?) obdeé mpoodéxerar ovdevds T¢, dAX’ dmepos
kai ddénros.’ (Here dmewpos appears to be used as by Anaxagoras of his Nods.
See note, ad loc., Diels-Kranz, Vors.5, 87 [80], B, 10)

1 At Tim. 33cD, Plato describes the divine universe as having no need of
food from without, and then as having no limbs for locomotion.

2 Above, p. 19.
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But this Parmenides must deny, as well as all the other sensible
opposites.

Frag. 8, 42-49. The Sphere of Being.
The above negations are now followed by the positive description
of Being as a sphere.

But since there is a furthest limit, it is complete on every side,
like the mass of a well-rounded Sphere, everywhere equally
poised from the midst. For it cannot be something greater or

45 something weaker in one place or in another. For neither is
there a Nothing that could stop it from attaining to uniformity,
nor could what is possibly be more here and less there, since it
is all inviolable. For it is every way equal to itself ! and meets
with its limits uniformly.

Here Parmenides once more denies the void as a ‘ nothing’ that
would interrupt the continuity of Being and make it a plurality,
and also any variation of density such as might destroy its equili-
brium and cause it to break up into opposites preying on one
another.2 The Sphere is the obvious figure, being the only solid
contained by a single unbroken surface. So Plato’s Demiurge gave
the world the shape that was fitting and akin to its nature : ‘ accord-
ingly he turned its shape rounded and spherical, equidistant every
way from centre to extremity—a figure the most perfect and uniform
of all ; for he judged uniformity to be immeasurably better than its
opposite ’ 3 (Tim. 33B).

THE WAY OF SEEMING

At this point the Way of Truth ends. ‘Here’, the goddess
continues, ‘ I put an end to the trustworthy reasoning and thought
concerning the truth.” The rational deduction of all the attributes
that can belong to real Being is complete. It is a geometrical solid,

1 of, reflexive, as in Hom., Od. xi, 434 (Frankel). Cf. Emp., 29, 3, odaipos
&y kai <mdvrolev> loos éavrd.

2 T understand dovdov, ‘ inviolable ’, as negating Anaximander’s doctrine
that things pay the penalty of their unjust invasions of one another’s provinces
and suffer reprisals (which could be expressed by oilat, abdov). Plato’s world
needs no hands to defend itself, T¢m. 33D.

3 The whole context in Parmenides seems to me against the view that the
Sphere is metaphorical, ‘a simile illustrating the possibility of rational
thinking * (A. H. Coxon, The Philos. of Parm., C.Q. xxx, 140). It is the
movement of spherical revolution that symbolises reason in Plato (not the shape
of the figure and the equidistance of extremity from centre), and Parmenides’
sphere does not move. Also Plato takes it literally at Soph. 244E, and he
is not the man to criticise Parmenides captiously.
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occupying the whole of space, having the perfect shape of the sphere,
and filled with continuous, uniform, and homogeneous ‘ being ’.
The essential point is that all these attributes belong to the categories
of extension and quantity, the mathematical categories. The
Sphere does not contain the opposites of sensible quality. For that
reason it seems wrong to describe Parmenides’ theory as corporeal
monism. He does not call his being ‘ body ’ (¢@ua). When Plato
has spoken of the visible world as a unique and everlasting living
creature, he constructs its body before turning to its soul, and
remarks that ‘ it must needs be bodily (cwuaroeidés) and so visible
and tangible ; and nothing is visible without fire or tangible without
earth. Accordingly the god began by making the body of the world
out of fire and earth ’, adding afterwards the two other elements
(Tem. 318). Parmenides’ One Being does not contain fire and earth,
and is not visible or tangible. It contains neither light and dark-
ness, corresponding to sight, nor hard and soft, hot and cold, etc.,
corresponding to touch. It is an object of thought, not of the
senses. The goddess now states that to add these opposites, ranged
under the primary pair, Light (Fire) and Darkness (Night), is to take
an illegitimate step for which reason gives no warrant. All the
opposites appear to our senses, and mortals have accepted them
as real ; but it is here that they have gone wrong. These qualities
cannot be deduced, like the attributes so far considered, from the
premisses of the Way of Truth.

Frag. 8, 50-61. Transition to the Way of Seeming

50 Here I put an end to the trustworthy reasoning and thought
concerning the truth. Henceforward learn what seems to
mortals, hearkening to the deceitful order of my words.

Parmenides was told at the outset to judge by reasoning (xpivac
Adyw 7, 5) and not to trust his senses. Here, where false belief is
about to take the mortal leap and follow the senses, the rational
account (Adyog 7d¢ vdnua) of the truth gives place to a ‘ deceitful
order of words’ (xdouov énéwy) or names. ‘ Cosmos’ is used with
reference to its sense of world-order.! The cosmogony which follows
in the Way of Seeming is a cosmos of false names, which are not
names of the real.

1 As in frag. 4 [2], oxdvdpevov . . . kard kdopov, and Heracl., 30D (20 Byw.).
Heracl., 1, speaks of the everlasting truth (Aéyos) which might be learnt from
the words (éméwv) and things which he sets forth ; thus he claims that his
words are not deceitful. Empedocles (17, 26), similarly, controverting
Parmenides’ denial of the visible elements, says o0 8’ dxove Adyov arddov odk
dmarpAdv, significantly substituting Aéyov for Parmenides’ éméww.
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For mortals have made up their minds to name two forms,

of which it is not right to name one—that is where they have

55 gone astray—and have distinguished them as opposite in fashion

and assigned to them marks apart from one another : here the

flaming Fire of heaven, gentle, very light, in every direction

the same with itself, but not the same as the other ! ; and also

that other, its very opposite, blind Night, a form dense and

60 heavy. This disposition of things, all plausible,? I tell thee;
for so no mortal judgment shall ever outstrip thee.

The phrase ‘ of which it is not right to name one ’ has, I think, been
misinterpreted by those who understand that mortals were wrong
to name the second form, Night, but right to name the first, Fire.
Aristotle, indeed, says that Parmenides ‘ ranked hot or fire under
Being, cold or earth under Not-being’. This may not be based
solely on our passage, which says nothing of hot and cold or of earth ;
but it must mean that fire or heat is, if not wholly real, somehow
the more real of the two, or that it represents the real in the world
of sensible appearance. But it is hard to believe that Parmenides,
with his uncompromising alternative, ‘ It is or it is not,” and his
absolute construction of being and not-being, can have held that
fire has any claim to reality. He must have seen that our belief
in the existence of fire as light or warmth rests on precisely the same
ground as our belief in the existence of darkness and cold—the
evidences of the senses, which see the light and feel the warmth.
If the belief in fire and light as real had for him any rational basis,
they would have figured in the Way of Truth; but there is not a
word about them. Nor does any early philosopher conceive that
one sensible opposite can exist without the other—light without
darkness or heat without cold. The whole drift and meaning of the
poem demand that the sense should be : mortals, though they have
rightly named Being, have been wrong in going further and naming
in addition fwo forms when not one should have been named. We
must, accordingly, understand the goddess to mean : ‘ mortals have
decided to name two forms, of which it is not right to name (so
much as) one’.? Both names are false ; neither form is real. The

1 This phrase may throw light on the condemnation of mortals for holding
that being is ‘ the same and not the same ’ (frag. 6, 8).

3 éoucdra, SC. Tols érdpoor. Xenoph., 35, rafra dedofdobw pév éowdra Tois
érdpoor. Hom., Od. 19, 203, and Hes., Theog. 27, yevdea moMa érdpoow dpoia.
Plato, Tim. 29c: accounts of an elxwv can only be elxdres Adyor, dAX’ éav dpa
pundevds frrov mapexdpela elxdras, dyamdv xpf. The last words may be Plato’s
paraphrase of !. 61.

3 This seems to be substantially in agreement with H. Gomperz (Psych.
Beob. 16), ‘ statt einer Einheit eine Zweiheit (von der eben die eine Einheit
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next fragment, which followed after a short interval, states the
consequences of this error.

But now that all things have been named Light and Night and the
names corresponding to their several powers have been assigned
to these things and to those, the All is full at once of Light and
unapparent Night, both equal, since neither has any part in the
other ! (frag. 9).

‘ The names corresponding to their several powers ’ means the names
of things (qualities, as they were to be called later) such as ‘ the hot °,
‘the cold ’, ‘ the light’, ‘ the heavy’, etc. In the fifth century 2
‘the hot’, for example, was conceived as an active ‘power’
(0%vaug) residing in bodies and enabling them to act on our senses,
and to cause ‘ affections ’ (wafn) in one another. A portion of ‘ the
hot ’ present in a body is the ‘ power > which makes us feel hot and
heats other, colder, bodies. ‘The names corresponding to (or
falling under) their several powers’ will form a list of opposite
qualities, arranged, as in the Pythagorean Table of Opposites, in two
sets (‘ these things and those’) under the primary pair:

zu viel ist, nicht angenommen werden sollte), statt des einen wahrhaft Seienden
zwei nicht wahrhaft seiende Erscheinungen ’. Diels had already objected to
wlov as a substitute for mv éréppr, but his own interpretation was forced
and did not really escape the objection. See Zeller-Nestle, 17, 703". M. Digs
(Parménide, p. 14) translates: *deux formes . . . dont aucune n’est peymies
seule ’.

1 Cf. Alex. Polyh. ap. Diog. L., viii, 26 (Pythagorean doctrine) : ‘ Things
having equal part (lodpopa) in the world are Light and Darkness . . .
Light and Darkness, Day and Night, Fire and ‘ Air '—each member of the
pair has, in the ordered world, its own distinct province or lot (uoipa), fixed
by Destiny. ‘ Fate (elpapuérn) is the cause of things being thus disposed,
both as a whole and part by part’ (sbid., 27).

2 Especially in the medical writers. See the evidence collected by J.
Souilhé, Etude sur le terme Avvaus (Paris, 1919). The prominence of this
use of dvvapus in the medical writers is due to the obvious fact that a doctor
is interested in substances in so far as they have the power to affect (moteiv)
the physical state of the patient (6 mdoxwv). Hence he studies ‘ powers’
such as ‘ the sweet’, ‘ the bitter ’, ‘ the saline ’, etc., to find remedies con-
taining the powers (Suvdpeis 1o moweiv) required. Souilhé (p. 26), in agree-
ment with the scholion on 8, 56—-59 (Simplic., Pkys. 31, 3), remarks on our
passage : ‘ces Swdpes ne sont autres que les qualités opposées: le chaud
et le froid, le dur et le mou, le leger et le dense ’, and points out that the
term dvwaus is attributed to the doctor Alcmaeon : ’Alkpalwv Tis pév vytelas
elvar ovverTikny Ty loovoplav T@v Suvdupewv, Yypod Enpod Yuxpod Oeppod mikpod Kal
tov dourav (Aet., v, 30, 1). See also Mr. H. C. Baldry’s interesting paper
on Plato’s ‘ Technical Terms’, C.Q. xxxi (1937), 141 ff. Plato uses popdal
and Swdpes for the qualities filling space ‘ before’ the Demiurge adds
the geometrical shapes of the four primary bodies (Tim. 52D).
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Light Darkness
rare (doatdv) dense (vxwvdy)
light (éAapody) heavy (8ufoibés), etc.

The scholium quoted by Simplicius (Phys. 31, 3) adds two more
pairs: hot and cold, soft and hard.

So this fragment says: Once you have named (and so wrongly
recognised as real) Light and Night, drawn up a list of corresponding
physical qualities, and added them to the geometrical Sphere
deduced in the Way of Truth, from that moment the All (namely
the Sphere) will at once be full (no longer merely of homogeneous
‘ being ’, but) of these pairs of sensible opposites. They are equally
balanced, and ‘ neither has any part in the other ’: the opposites
in each pair, such as the hot and the cold, are separate things,
‘ apart from one another ’, but capable of being combined in mix-
tures.! We shall then have recognised and added to our con-
ception of the Sphere the plurality of powers with which bodies
must be endowed in order to affect our senses and to act on one
another.

The ancients debated whether the Sphere described in the Way
of Truth was or was not the visible ‘ Heaven’ (Odpavdg).2 The
answer is that the Sphere, or ‘ the All’, is not the visible Heaven
until it has been filled with light and darkness and all the other
opposite powers ; the geometrical solid filling all space then becomes
the perceptible physical body of the world. The addition has
converted the permanent ground of being, which alone is real, into
an initial state of things (doy7),a possible starting-point of becoming.
Given a physical body filled with opposite powers, analogous to
Anaximander’s unlimited body or Empedocles’ Sphere, from which
opposites are separated out, cosmogony can start and proceed on
the traditional lines :

Thou shalt know the nature of the sky, and all the signs in the
sky, and the destructive operation of the sun’s pure shining torch,
and whence they arose ; and thou shalt learn the wandering works
of the round-eyed moon and her nature. Thou shalt know too
the embracing Heaven, whence it was born, and how Necessity
drove and fettered it to hold the limits of the stars . . . how

1 Plut., adv. Col. 1114B (on Parmenides), ds ye xal Sudxoopov memoinrar
xal oroixela uuyvds TO Aaumpov Kal gKoTewdv €k TouTwy TA dawdueva mdvra Kai
Sd TovTwy dmoTeAet.

2 Simplic., Phys. 143, 4, 00d¢ 7 obpavd épapudrrer Td map’ avrod Aeydpeva, ds
Twas vmodafBeiv ¢ EUdnuds ¢now drovoavras Tob ‘ mdvrofev ebivrdov apaipns évaiyxiov
Syxe.’
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earth and sun and moon, and the common sky, and the Milky
Way, and utmost Olympus, and the burning might of the stars
set forth to come into being (frag. 1o, 1I1).

The Heaven is driven (in its circular motion) by Necessity and
‘ fettered to hold the limits * of the visible fiery stars. These words
are meant to recall, by way of contrast, what was said of the Sphere,
‘ held by Necessity in the bonds of its limit ’ (circumference), and
‘ fettered by Destiny so as to be whole and immovable ’ (8, 30, 37).
The limits of the stars are those bands (07é¢ava:) which Parmenides
substitutes for the circles of the heavenly bodies forming the cosmic
harmony of the Pythagorean Heaven. Thus the immovable and
homogeneous Sphere is converted into the revolving Heaven with
all the multiplicity of changing appearances.

If I have rightly interpreted the transition to the Way of Seeming,
a much debated question is settled. Since this Way is denounced
as false, it has been supposed that the cosmogony it contains cannot
be of Parmenides’ own construction. It has been regarded as either
a systematisation or a mere catalogue of beliefs about the world
held by ordinary men or set forth in the poetical cosmogonies and
in the philosophic systems of the sixth century ; and it is understood
that the whole is dismissed as simply false. On this hypothesis it
is hard to account for the form and contents of this part of the poem.
Though few fragments survive, we are told enough to know that
there was a long and detailed cosmogony in the traditional narrative
style. The principle of the harmony of opposites was restored and
personified as a goddess, in the midst of the bands of the heavenly
bodies, who governs all things: ‘everywhere it is she who is the
beginner of painful birth and marriage, sending the female to the
embrace of the male, and again the male to the female’. ° First of
all the gods she devised Eros.” There followed a theogony and an
account of the ‘ violent deeds’ in the dynastic succession of the
supreme gods. We hear also of an anthropogony, views about the
fiery nature of the soul, an account of sense-perception, and so on.
There are, moreover, some features, such as the theory of the
atépavat, of which there is no trace elsewhere. Would any philoso-
pher, wishing to discredit popular beliefs or the doctrines of rival
schools, cast them into the form of a cosmogony, without a hint of
irony, caricature, or criticism, so that the ancients themselves could
not discover that the doctrines were not his own? The doxo-
graphers attribute them to Parmenides, just like the opinions of
any other philosopher.

The more natural view that the cosmogony is Parmenides’ own
can claim the support of Aristotle :
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‘ Parmenides seems to speak with more insight (than Xenophanes
and Melissus, who are ‘‘ a little too crude ”’). For holding that,
alongside what is, what is not is nothing, he thinks that what is
is necessarily one and there is nothing else . . . but being con-
strained to fall in with obvious appearances, and supposing that,
whereas the One exists according to rational argument, there is
a plurality according to our senses, he restores two causes or
principles, hot and cold, i.e. fire and earth ; and of these he ranks
the hot under what is, the cold under what is not * (Met. g86b, 27).

Aristotle (whether rightly or wrongly) clearly means that Par-
menides ! could not ignore the manifest appearances of the sensible
world entirely, but felt bound to give some account of it, though
reason might assure him that the real must be one. So he restored,
¢ put back again’ (ndAw tifno:), the two opposite principles which
the Way of Truth had banished from the Sphere.

This is exactly what we have found the goddess doing where she
passes from the Way of Truth to the Way of Seeming. If we take
her language literally, she seems to suggest that mortals are respon-
sible for the apparent (though unreal) existence of sensible qualities.
When Fire and Night have been ‘ named ’, she says, the All is at
once full of both. To give a thing a substantive name is to recognise
it as a substance. But Parmenides cannot have thought that men
actually endowed the Heaven with all its appearances by an arbi-
trary agreement to give them names. If the appearances were not
first given, how could mortals set about naming them? But if
the language is not taken literally, he has left the appearances
unexplained. Reasoning has convinced him that they are incom-
patible with the necessary nature of reality. Mortals are deluded
by the senses and ought not to believe in the forms which their eyes
seem to reveal. Why the senses delude us, how false appearances
can be given, he cannot tell. The problem was left for Plato to
attempt, and he everywhere implies that no solution was to be
found in Parmenides. As himself a mortal, Parmenides is con-
strained to fall in with obvious appearances. He gives his fable
of the birth of a visible world and all its parts, perhaps a better
story than others have given: ‘for so no mortal judgment shall

1 The Parmenides who ‘ speaks with insight ’ and is ‘ constrained to fall
in with appearances’ is the man, not (as Burnet suggests, E.G.P.3, 182) a
part of the poem containing views which Aristotle knew that Parmenides
condemned. Theophrastus (Dox. 482) simply repeats Aristotle’s statement
in somewhat different terms and so confirms his view. He says that Par-
menides ‘ followed both ways’ (not the Way of Truth only) and ‘ tried to
give an account of the origin of things’ (not merely to record the false
opinions of others).
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ever outstrip thee’. The story is ‘ plausible ’, but not true; and
he knows exactly where the error comes in. It is not an alternative
to the Way of Truth, for the Way of Truth is not a cosmogony, but
stops short where cosmogony must begin.! The Way of Seeming is
a continuation, but an illegitimate continuation, vitiated by the
mortal leap. To borrow the language of the allegorical proem,
Parmenides has turned back through the Gates of Day and Night
(light and darkness) to re-enter the world of things that ‘ seem’,
which he must also traverse on his journey through all things (dca
AAYTO; mdvTa mEPdVTA, I, 32).

Had Parmenides been less clear-sighted, less uncompromisingly
logical, his system would have been presented in a different form,
as a physical doctrine of the pattern that has ever since been familiar.
The Sphere of Being would have stood in the place of that rational
nature of things which has been so variously conceived by science
as numbers, invisible atoms, extension, energy, waves, electrical
charges, and so forth. These entities seem to common sense no less
far removed than the Parmenidean Sphere from the appearances
they profess to support and explain ; and men of science are not
always able to decide whether they have a physical existence or are
convenient figments of the reason, persisting in the demand, first
formulated by Parmenides, that the real shall be rational. Par-
menides stands alone in his candid admission that his rational
reality will not explain irrational appearances, but is irreconcilable
with them. Hence his system is presented in two chapters, separ-
ated by a gap which he does not pretend to have bridged and even
declares to be impassable.

This gap corresponds to the most striking and questionable
transition in the Pythagorean evolution of the visible Heaven from
the original One: ‘from solid figure, sensible body ’. Even if it
be granted that the geometrical solid can be built up from, or
analysed into, surfaces, lines, and points identified with the units of
number, how can such a solid be endowed with perceptible qualities
or ‘ powers’, like hot and cold ? This is precisely the objection
urged by Aristotle against the Pythagoreans (p. 14 above). No
process of reasoning can ever deduce the existence of such properties.
But Parmenides challenges and rejects not only this step, but every
step in the Pythagorean process of cosmogony. His Sphere of
Being is not the outcome of any process ; ‘it never was nor will be,
but is now all at once ’. The reasoning of the Way of Truth does
not construct this Being ; it merely enumerates and establishes all

! Plut., Amat. 756E, accordingly quotes frag. 13, mpwriorov pév “Epwra Oedv
pnrioaro mdvrwy as occurring év tjj koopoyovia, as if this were the recognised title
of the second Part. Cf. Zeller-Nestle, 17, 683.
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the properties logically implied by the initial assertion that it ss
and that it is one. Parmenides holds that a One Being, such as all
philosophers had posited as a starting-point, must already possess
all these properties, and it can neither possess any others nor acquire
them by any process of evolution.! What s cannot become ; what
is one cannot be many. Accordingly, as Aristotle remarks, the
theory that Being is one and unchangeable is not a contribution to
the study of Nature. Such a Being is not a principle or starting-
point (dpyx7) at all, for a principle must be a principle of something
other than itself, and there is nothing else (Phys. 184b, 27).

1 So the Way of Truth is, in a sense, circular : ‘It is all one to me where I
begin; for I shall come back there again’ (frag. 5 [3]).

52



CHAPTER III
ZENO AND PYTHAGOREAN ATOMISM

PARMENIDES is responsible for the course taken by natural philo-
sophy in the fifth century. No advance could be made without
breaking through the network of his remorseless logic, which had
left the world our senses show us with no basis in true being or
reality. The essential weaknesses of his reasoning were not evident
to his immediate successors ; it remained for Plato to expose them.
Meanwhile three attempts were made to evade some of his conclu-
sions. If the sense world was to be rehabilitated as no mere illusion,
it was necessary above all to justify the universal belief of mortals
that plurality and change are facts which cannot be argued out of
existence. Parmenides appeared to have proved that a manifold
and changing world cannot be derived from a single homogeneous
substance. His successors did not clearly see the ambiguities
lurking in the terms ‘ unity * and ‘ being ’* ; but they saw that there
was nothing irrational in the supposition of a plurality of real beings
(moAA¢ évra), whether limited or illimitable in number, provided
that these real beings were taken as ultimate. If cosmogony could
no longer start from a single principle, it was still possible to build
up a world-order starting from a plurality of ultimately real factors.

All three pluralist systems were conscious and explicit replies to
Parmenides. The most complex was produced by Empedocles,
who belonged by origin to the Italian tradition, but fused with it
elements taken from the Ionians. His Sphere differs from the
Sphere of Parmenides in that it is not one homogeneous substance
with unbroken continuity, but a mechanical mixture of four quali-
tatively different elements, which can move apart from one another
without suffering any internal change. These elements are the
four fundamental opposites of Anaximander—the hot, the cold,
the moist, the dry—identified with Fire, Air, Water and Earth.
They are eternally distinct, before as well as after the sorting-out
process ; they emerge simply by moving in space, not by any
mysterious process of generation from an indiscriminate fusion in
which no demarcation as yet existed—if that was really what
Anaximander meant by his ‘ Boundless ’. In this way the One was
always many—a One with four distinct parts. Empedocles accepted
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two Parmenidean conclusions : (1) the denial of the void, and (2)
the maxim ‘ No becoming or perishing of anything ultimately real ’.

(1) ‘In the All there is no part empty or too full’ (frag. 13); ‘In
the All is nothing empty ; whence then could something come into
it ? * (frag. 14). This echoes Parmenides’ denial of void spaces
inside the All, and his rejection of the Pythagorean notion of a world
which grows and expands by breathing in the surrounding air or
vacancy. On the other hand, Empedocles saw that, if there are
several elements, they can move without needing empty spaces
to move into, by passing through one another and taking one
another’s places. The denial of the void does not then entail the
denial either of plurality or of motion.

(2) The principle of No Becoming is clearly accepted in the
following fragments :

Fools—for they have no far-reaching thoughts, who imagine
that what was not before begins to be, or that a thing dies and is
destroyed altogether.

For it is impossible that there should be becoming out of what
is not at all, and impossible and unheard-of that what is should
perish utterly. For there it will always be, wherever one may
keep thrusting it. (Frags. 11, 12.)

There is no birth of any mortal things, nor any end in miserable
death, but only a mixing and interchange of what is mixed ; and
‘birth ’ is only a name men give to these things (frag. 8).

Here Empedocles is denying that there is any real becoming or
perishing, in the full Parmenidean sense, of ‘ mortal things’. When
a temporary compound of the four immortal elements is said to come-
into-being (piyvesOar) or to be born (pdvar), we are not to suppose
that anything real has come into being out of nothing, or changed.
What we call ‘ becoming * or ‘ birth ’ is only a mixing or rearrange-
ment of eternal unchanging elements, meeting in a new compound.
When this compound is said to ‘die’ or to ‘cease to be’, the
elements are merely dissolved or redistributed.

Empedocles also followed Parmenides in holding that the All is
finite ; it is a Sphere containing the whole of all the four elements,
which are equal in extent. The significant change is the recognition
of four real things—not one only—which, though eternal and
unchanging and each homogeneous throughout all its parts, yet
possess the fundamental contrary powers perceived by the senses
and can be broken up into parts which move about in space. The
ultimately real things thus become once more things that we actually
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perceive ; reality is restored to the visible world, together with
plurality and motion.

In the pure Ionian tradition Anaxagoras, not sharing the Italian
prejudice against unlimitedness, retained the Milesian notion of a
boundless source of materials from which a world could be formed.
Like Empedocles, however, he accepts the Parmenidean maxim
that nothing real can become or perish, and substitutes the com-
bination and dissolution of a plurality of ultimate things.

‘ The Greeks are not right in recognising (in conventional lan-
guage) coming-into-being and perishing. No thing comes into
being or perishes, but from things that are it is compounded and
dissolved. So the right name for coming-into-being would be
“ being compounded ’, for perishing *“ being dissolved **’ (frag. 17).

Like the parallel fragment of Empedocles, this probably refers
primarily to the alleged becoming and perishing of individual
‘mortal ’ things. Anaxagoras’ ultimate factors are different, but
ordinary ‘ things’ are formed and dissolved by similar processes,
the combination and dissolution of permanent and immutable
components. These components are unlimited in number, and they
were originally all together ’ in a primitive mixture, from which
they could be separated out without anything new coming into
existence and without their suffering any change. So, like Emped-
ocles, Anaxagoras saw that the rigid monism of Parmenides could
be escaped by postulating an original plurality of ‘ things that are ’
and motion in space, the only change that did not involve the coming-
into-being of something new. But he also saw that Empedocles had
not strictly observed the canon of No Becoming ; he had not felt
any objection to making secondary things—all the variety of organic
and inorganic substances—come into being out of things which
were not those substances. A piece of flesh, for example, consists,
according to Empedocles, of four distinct primary things, fire, air,
water, earth, juxtaposed in nearly equal quantities. It differs from
other substances in the proportion between the amounts of these
constituents. Theoretically, if you cut up a piece of flesh, you will
arrive at a minimum piece of flesh and after that at particles of the
four elements. When you put these particles together again, flesh
comes into being out of four things, none of which was flesh before,
and none of which can ever cease to be what it eternally is. The
only way to observe strictly the canon of No Becoming is to deny
the independent existence of any elements simpler than the sub-
stances that we find in Nature and prior to them. Every natural
substance must itself be elementary, since it cannot arise out of
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what is not itself. Hence Anaxagoras asserted two principles :
infinite divisibility and homoeomereity.

The first declares that any piece of matter, however small, can
always be subdivided without limit; you will never arrive at a
minimum piece that resists further division. There is, in fact, no
such thing as an atom.

‘ For of the small there is no least, but always a lesser ; for what
is cannot cease to be (by being cut up).? But also there is always
a greater than what is great. And this is equal to the small in
number ; in itself each thing is both great and small * (frag. 3).

This fragment is the earliest definite statement of the paradox of
infinite divisibility. Anaxagoras negates one fundamental doctrine
of Atomism : the existence of physically indivisible bodies. The
statement is interesting as being probably earlier than the atomism
of Leucippus and Democritus. The fragment may also mean that
what is some definite substance cannot cease to be that substance
by being subdivided : there is no point at which what is flesh (for
example) will cease to be flesh and become something else—atoms
or Empedoclean elements.

This leads to the principle of homoeomereity. Lucretius (1, 834)
explains what Anaxagoras meant by ‘ the homoeomereity of things,
as he called it’ (rerwum quam dicit homoeomerian). Natural sub-
stances are composed of smaller parts of the same substance (not of
anything more ultimate), so that every part, however small, is like
every other part and like the whole. Any fraction of a piece of
gold or a piece of flesh will still be gold or flesh, however far the
division be carried. We need not enter into the difficulties of
harmonising these principles with the repeated statement that
‘there is a portion of everything in everything ’. It is enough to
note that Anaxagoras’ assertion of infinite divisibility and homoeo-
mereity seems to be inspired by his determination to observe
Parmenides’ maxim of No Becoming more strictly than either
Empedocles or the contemporary atomists. For homoeomereity
implies that all the qualities we actually perceive in macroscopic
objects continue to exist in any subdivision of those objects, how-
ever small, though they may be below the level of perception.

Empedocles and Anaxagoras have been mentioned for the sake of
comparison with a third way of escape from Parmenidean monism.

176 yap éov ok €ore 76 py (rouf, Zeller) odk elvar. Zeller’s rous is held to
involve bad grammar (oo« elvat for sy elvar) ; and as Diels remarks, the notion
is easily supplied from the foregoing context. If rouj is to be inserfed, we
might read odx éore To<ufi> py odx elvar.
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This is an early form of atomism, the existence of which in the first
half of the fifth century, before Leucippus, can be inferred from what
we know of Zeno’s controversial treatise. In the Parmenides (128c),
Zeno is made to describe the treatise there quoted as a work of his
youth, which had not been intended for publication. When a man
of forty speaks of his youth, he presumably means his early twenties ;
and if we accept Plato’s dates, this would mean that Zeno wrote
it between 470 and 465. He calls it a defence of Parmenides’
main thesis, in the form of a counter-attack upon those who derided
the One Being as entailing many absurd contradictions. The
treatise was designed to show that still more absurd consequences
follow from the critics’ own thesis, that there exists a plurality of
things.

Both Plato and Simplicius speak as if they knew of only one
treatise by Zeno. It appears to have been divided into several
arguments (Adyot), each of which contained more than one section.!
A section was called a hypothesis because it opened with a sentence
of the type : * If things are many, they must be both like and unlike ’
(Parm. 127E). Each of the two contrary consequences was estab-
lished by a short argument. The conclusion was then drawn,
that since the consequences are contradictory, the hypothesis is
false. Here, for example, is one section (frag. 3), most of which is
preserved by Simplicius :

‘ If things are many, the same things must be both finite and
infinite in number.

For (a) if things are many, they must be just as many as they
are, neither more nor less. But if they are as many as they are,
they will be finite in number.

(b) If things are many, they will be infinite in number. For
there will always be others between any of them, and again
between these yet others. So things are infinite in number.

But the same things cannot be both finite and infinite in
number.

Therefore things are not many.’

From the fragments and from references in Plato and Proclus we
obtain the following list of contraries which appeared in the various
sections. Some conjectural items are added in italics:

! Parm. 127D, speaks of ‘the first section (dmdfeors, Plato, émixelpnua,
Simplic.) of the first argument ’ (Adyos). See Zeller-Nestle, 17, 744. Proclus,
it seems, had not seen the book, and his statement that there were 40 Adyot
is untrustworthy. Three of Suidas’ four titles of Zeno’s works (ITpds rods
doadpous, “Epides, ITepi pvoews) may be various titles of the one book.
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One and Many (Parm. 129B, D. Phaedr. 261D, the Eleatic
Palamedes (Zeno) can ‘ make the same things appear both one and
many ’).

Divisible and Indivisible (see Lee, Zeno of Elea, Section on
Plurality, pp 12 ff. and notes).

Finite and Infinite in number (frag. 3).

At Rest and in Motion (Phaedr. 261D, uévovrd te xai gpegducva.
Parm. 129E, otdow xai xivnew).

In stself and In another (?). (See below, p. 149).

Same and Different (Procl. iv, 22).

Like and Unlike (Parm. 127E. Phaedr. 261D. Procl. ¢bid.).

In contact and Not in contact (?). (See below, p. 167.).

Large and Small (frag. 2).

Equal and Unequal (Procl. 7bid.).

This list corresponds pretty closely with the series of contraries in
the Hypotheses of the Parmenides.

Since Tannery wrote his masterly chapter on Zeno it has been
clear that the pluralist critics of Parmenides were Pythagoreans.
Zeno's fragments show that the ‘ things * which they asserted to be
many, in spite of Parmenides’ demonstrations, were not the elements
of Empedocles or the homoeomeries of Anaxagoras. Zeno is
attacking a form of the original doctrine that all things are numbers.
The assertion that ‘ things are many * probably covered the following
propositions. (1) There is a plurality of concrete things, bodies
capable of motion, such as our senses show us. Parmenides’
arguments have not succeeded in reducing these to mere illusion.
(2) Each of these concrete bodies is a number, or plurality of units.
A body is composed of planes, a plane of lines, a line of points.
Thus any body can be built up of point-units suitably arranged ;
and the body will be the sum of those units. (3) These units them-
selves are an ultimate plurality of things having all the reality
claimed for Parmenides’ One Being. Since magnitudes are com-
posed of them, they must have some magnitude; but, being the
ultimate units, they must be indivisible. They are, in fact, in-
divisible magnitudes (droua ueyédn). They are the units of arith-
metic, the points of geometry with position in physical space, and
the atoms of which sensible bodies are composed.

It has been shown that Zeno’s arguments become intelligible,
when they are taken as directed against a plurality of units having
the above combination of properties. He was not directly arguing
that plurality and motion cannot exist ; nor even that space, time
and motion must be not discrete but continuous. He was only
proving that his opponents’ theory of their nature is inconsistent
with itself. They appear to have maintained the original confusion,
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noted by Aristotle, of geometrical solids with physical bodies (above,
p- I4). But, when thinking mathematically, they admitted that
geometrical magnitudes are infinitely divisible (a line, however short,
can always be bisected); whereas their physical bodies require
units which have magnitude (otherwise they would be ‘ nothing ’,
and no sum of nothings can ever make up something) and yet are
indivisible, being the ultimate units. Zeno’s arguments appear to
be directed against the inconsistencies of this position. His
dilemmas avail themselves of two incompatible views of magnitude,
in the wide sense which covers space, time, motion, geometrical
magnitude, and physical body as extended. One half of an
argument will assume that magnitude is continuous and therefore
divisible into parts without limit ; the other half, that it is discrete
and composed of a finite number of indivisible units. Some of these
arguments will be considered later in connection with passages in
the latter part of the Parmenides which seem to allude to them.

It is probable—though here we are reduced to mere conjecture
—that these Pythagorean opponents of Parmenides had, like the
other contemporary pluralists, admitted some of the Eleatic con-
clusions. That would explain why it was no longer necessary for
Zeno to attack those features of the original Pythagorean system
which Parmenides had admittedly disposed of. If these pluralists,
like Empedocles and Anaxagoras, accepted the principle: ‘No
becoming of anything that is ultimately real’, they also would reduce
all so-called becoming and change to rearrangement in space of their
immutable units. This would mean asserting the ultimate reality
of an unlimited number of units. They would drop the mysterious
evolution of numbers from the first unit and the opposites, Limit
and Unlimited. There is no need for the One to become many,
if we assume instead any number of ones or units which eternally
are many. They could thus acknowledge that Parmenides had
cancelled the first chapter of Pythagorean evolution. What view
they took of the opposites of sensible quality, headed by Light and
Darkness, we cannot say. Nothing in Zeno’s arguments has any
reference to qualities of this sort. They may, like the later atomists,
have accepted Parmenides’ view that such qualities are ‘con-
ventional ’ : mortals have made up their minds to recognise them
as appearing to sense, but they are not fully real. These Pytha-
goreans would, at any rate, abandon the old confusion of the void
with the dark and cold air of night ; and with that would go the
generation of the physical world from a spark of fire or light pro-
gressively spreading to take in and limit ‘the nearest part of
the unlimited ’. This kind of becoming or birth could also be
surrendered as disproved by Parmenides. What remains is the
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primitive form of atomism: an indefinite number of indivisible
magnitudes. Zeno’s arguments do not seem to imply that the
void was retained, in despite of Parmenides, for its old purpose
of keeping the units distinct and of providing empty space for
them to move into. The void reappears in Democritean Atomism ;
but both Empedocles and Anaxagoras accepted Parmenides’ denial
of it.

Such being the position of the Pythagorean pluralists, we can
trace two consequences of Zeno’s attack. The first was reflected
in the separation of arithmetic from geometry. Arithmetic (the
theory of numbers) remained the field of discrete quantity. The
arithmetical unit, 1, is essentially indivisible ; in Greek arithmetic
a fraction, such as } or %, does not stand for a part or parts of a
unit, but for one unit in a group of two, or two units in a group
of three. Every number is divisible into the units whose sum it is,
but no farther. There is no such thing as an irrational number.1
The series of numbers is unlimited in one direction only ; in the
other it terminates in the first unit, 1. And, as we have seen (p.
2), even in the direction of ‘the more’, unlimitedness can be got
rid of or mitigated by the doctrine that the number series really
ends at 10 and then starts again in a sort of cyclical order.
Geometry, on the other hand, becomes specially the field of con-
tinuous magnitude. Every actual magnitude is infinitely divisible :
there is no ‘least part’ (éAdytorov). Here also irrational and
incommensurable quantities are admitted ; they are connected with

the properties of spatial extension. A quantity such as V2 is
not a number ; it is represented by the diagonal of a square figure ;
and all propositions involving such quantities are treated by
geometrical methods. Space becomes unlimited in both directions,
‘ the great and the small ’, although, as Aristotle insists, any actual
magnitude must be limited externally. The exclusion of all ir-
rationals from arithmetic made it possible for the doctrine that
‘ things are numbers’ to survive, as it apparently did, the awkward

discovery of quantities like V2.2

The second consequence of Zeno's criticisms was the distinction
between the geometrical solid and the sensible body, which the
Pythagoreans had confused. We find an early trace of this dis-
tinction in Aristotle’s reference to Protagoras’ attack on mathe-
matics : ‘ Perceptible lines have not the properties of the lines of

1 That irrationals are confined to geometry is repeatedly stated by Proclus
on Euclid I, e.g. at p. 60, 7.
1 This has been pointed out by Mrs. Markwick in the unpublished disserta-
tion mentioned in the Preface.
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which geometers speak ; for no perceptible thing is straight or round
in the sense in which they define these terms: a hoop touches a
ruler not at a point but as Protagoras said ! it did in his refutation
of the geometers’ (Mef. 997b, 35). Protagoras was, no doubt,
denying the existence of any such things as the mathematician’s
ideal straight lines or circles and pointing out that the roundest
and straightest objects we actually perceive do not conform to his
assumptions.2 It is clear that by this time the fact that geometrical
truths do not apply directly to physical bodies was coming to be
realised. The atomists, Leucippus and Democritus, saw that, if
physical bodies need not have all the properties of geometrical
solids, they could elude Zeno’s dilemmas. They could reply:
‘We grant that all geometrical magnitudes are infinitely divisible
and that a geometrical point has no parts or magnitude ; but our
atoms are not either the points or the solids of geometry, but com-
pact bodies, which, if they were large enough, you could see or
touch. They are “ solid "’ in another sense, impenetrably resistant
to any attempt to split them, because they contain no void inter-
stices.” For the term gregedv applied to geometrical solids the
atomists substituted the stronger word vagtdy ‘stuffed full and
compact *. The atom thus ceased to be confused with the unit of
number and the point of geometry, and became a purely physical
body whose essential property was impenetrability. It was ‘ full
of being’ in the grossest and most material manner. In this
physical sense it retained the properties of the Pythagorean atom
in so far as this was an indivisible unit having magnitude and position
in space. It was thus possible for Aristotle to speak of the doctrine
of Leucippus and Democritus as if it were a modification of the
Pythagorean number-atomism. Their primary bodies were ‘ infinite
in number and not divisible in magnitude. Generation is neither
of many out of one nor of one out of many,? but consists entirely in
the combination and entanglement of these bodies. For in a way
these thinkers also say that things are numbers or consist of
numbers’ (de caelo, 303a, 3).

1 @onep Mpwr. Eeyev. The imperf. is against the view (Frank, Plat. u. d.
sog. Pyth., 351) that the reference is to some dialogue in which Protagoras
was a character.

2 Cf. also Ar., An. Post. 76b, 39. Apelt, Beitrage, 261.

3 Cf. Met. 10394, 9: ‘Democritus rightly says that one cannot come out
of two nor two out of one, for he identifies substances with the atoms. So it
will be the same as with numbers : if, as some say, a number is a combination
of units, either 2 will not be one or it will contain no actual units.’ In the
Phaedo, 96E, Socrates is represented as having been puzzled as to how one
unit could ‘ become two ’ by being put together with another unit or by being
split into two.
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This final development of Atomism, however, was later than the
dramatic date of Plato’s Parmenides. We are now to imagine
ourselves carried back to the middle of the fifth century before
Leucippus and Democritus were heard of. Zeno has just brought
to Athens for the first time that controversial treatise of whose
contents and background some account has been given above.
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IN the series of Plato’s writings the Parmenides, as is now generally
agreed, stands with the Theaetetus between the middle group (Meno,
Phaedo, Symposium, Republic, Phaedrus), and those later dialogues,
Sophist, Statesman, Timaeus, Philebus, Laws, which are distinguished
by a marked change of style.! Whether it was written before or
after the Theaetetus or at the same time, Plato, as M. Diés remarks,?
has left no doubt that it was meant to be read before the T heactetus,
which is itself linked to the Sophist and Statesman. The meeting
of the young Socrates with Parmenides and Zeno is alluded to at
Theaet. 183E, and again recalled in the Sophist (217C) in terms that
can only refer to our dialogue. The Parmenides thus introduces
the series of works in which Plato, for the first time, confronted his
own characteristic doctrine with the chief systems of his prede-
cessors, and submitted these to a critical examination. The greatest,
in his estimation, was Parmenides. In the first part he allows
Parmenides to bring objections against the theory of Forms. In
the second part he subjects Parmenides’ own premisses and conclu-
sions to the most searching scrutiny.

126A-127A. THE INTRODUCTORY NARRATIVE

The whole dialogue is related by Cephalus of Clazomenae, a person
otherwise unknown, to an unspecified audience. Cephalus has
visited Athens to hear from Antiphon, Plato’s half-brother, an
account of a meeting between Socrates and the two Eleatics,
Parmenides and Zeno. Antiphon is said to have learnt the conver-
sation which took place at this meeting from Pythodorus, one of
the generals sent by Athens to Sicily in 427 B.c. at the request of
the Leontines. We learn from Alcibiades I, 1194, that Pythodorus
and Callias had each paid Zeno a hundred minae for his instruction,
and Plutarch (Pericles, 4) says that Pericles had heard Zeno dis-
course. There is thus independent evidence for Zeno’s residence
in Athens. Whether Pythodorus had ever really entertained

1 L. Campbell (C.R. x, 129 ff.) showed that the Parmenides is later than
the Republic and Phaedrus by stylistic evidence, summarised by Lutoslawski,
Plato’s Logic, 138.

t Parménide (1923), p. xii.
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Parmenides as well as Zeno is not known ; the scene of a conver-
sation which is not merely imaginary but impossible is no evidence
for historical fact. Plato intends to submit that theory of Forms
which he had already put into Socrates’ mouth in the Phaedo to
the criticism of Parmenides himself, whom he regarded as a much
greater man than Zeno. At the latest date when Parmenides could
have visited Athens Socrates would still be ‘ quite young ’, perhaps
twenty. The meeting, accordingly, must be placed round about
450 B.C. For some reason Plato preferred not to cast the dialogue
into straightforward dramatic form. He may have felt that the
elaborate explanation of how it came to be handed down might
help the reader to overlook the impossibility that a conversation
even remotely resembling this one should ever have occurred. Even
those scholars who ascribe the theory of Forms to Socrates cannot
consistently hold that when Socrates was twenty that theory had
already taken the shape it wears in the Phaedo on the day of his
death, fifty years later.

The subject of the dialogue is, to last degree, prosaic; and it is
written throughout in the plainest conversational style, as far
removed as possible from the lyrical manner of its near neighbour,
the Phaedrus. Even Parmenides’ reference to the veteran chariot-
horse in Ibycus’ poem (137A) stands out like a single patch of
colour on a grey background.

CEPHALUS

126.  After leaving our home at Clazomenae we arrived at Athens
and met Adeimantus and Glaucon in the marketplace.
Adeimantus took my hand; Welcome, Cephalus, he said ;
if there is anything we can do for you here, you must let
us know.

Well, I replied, I have come for that very purpose : there
is something you and your brother can do for me.
Please tell us what it is.

B. What, I asked, was the name of your half-brother on the
mother’s side ? I cannot remember. He was only a child,
you know, when I was here before, and that is a long while
ago now. His father’s name was Pyrilampes, I think.

Yes; and his own is Antiphon. But why do you ask?
My companions here, I answered, are fellow-citizens of
mine, deeply interested in philosophy. They have been told
that Antiphon has been much in the company of someone

c. called Pythodorus, who was a friend of Zeno’s, and that
Pythodorus has related to him that conversation which
Socrates once had with Zeno and Parmenides. Antiphon
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is said to have heard it so often that he can repeat it by
heart.

That is true.

Well, said I, that is what we want—to hear that conver-
sation.

There is no difficulty about that, he replied. Before he
was grown up, Antiphon worked hard at getting that conver-
sation by heart, though nowadays he takes after his grand-
father of the same name and devotes most of his time to
horses. If you like, let us go and see him. He has just
gone home from here ; his house is close by, in Melite.
So we set out to walk there. We found Antiphon at home,
giving instructions to a smith about making a bit or some-
thing of the sort. When he had done with the man, and his
brothers began to tell him what we had come for, he recog-
nised me from his memory of my earlier visit and said he
was glad to see me. We then asked him to repeat the
conversation. At first he was reluctant ; it was no easy
matter, he said. However, he ended by telling us the whole
story.

THE CONVERSATION
Antiphon repeats Pythodorus’ account of the meeting

According to Antiphon, then, this was Pythodorus’ account.
Zeno and Parmenides once came to Athens for the Great
Panathenaea.! Parmenides was a man of distinguished
appearance. By that time he was well advanced in years,
with hair almost white; he may have been sixty-five.
Zeno was nearing forty, a tall and attractive figure. It was
said that he had been Parmenides’ favourite. They were
staying with Pythodorus outside the walls in the Ceramicus.
Socrates and a few others? came there, anxious to hear
a reading of Zeno’s treatise, which the two visitors had
brought for the first time to Athens. Socrates was then
quite young. Zeno himself read it to them ; Parmenides
at the moment had gone out. The reading of the arguments
was very nearly over when Pythodorus himself came in,
accompanied by Parmenides and Aristoteles, the man who

1 The occasion when foreigners were most likely to be at Athens. It is
used again to account for the visit of Timaeus and Hermocrates in the
Timaeus.

3 Reading <od> moMovs with Taylor and others. They cannot have been
more than two, since the whole company were only seven (129p) after the
arrival of Parmenides, Aristoteles, and Pythodorus.

P.P.
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was afterwards one of the Thirty ; so they heard only a small
part of the treatise. Pythodorus himself, however, had
heard it read by Zeno before.

127D-128E. The contents and character of Zeno's treatise

127D.

128.

When Zeno had finished, Socrates asked him to read once
more the first hypothesis of the first argument.! He did so,
and Socrates asked: What does this statement mean,
Zeno? ‘If things are many,” you say, ‘ they must be both
like and unlike. But that is impossible: unlike things
cannot be like, nor like things unlike.” That is what you
say, isn’t it ?

Yes, replied Zeno.

And so, if unlike things cannot be like or like things unlike,
it is also impossible that things should be a plurality ; if
many things did exist, they would have impossible attri-
butes. Is this the precise purpose of your arguments—to
maintain, against everything that is commonly said, that
things are not a plurality ? Do you regard every one of
your arguments as evidence of exactly that conclusion, and
so hold that, in each argument in your treatise, you are
giving just one more proof that a plurality does not exist ?
Is that what you mean, or am I understanding you wrongly ?

No, said Zeno, you have quite rightly understood the
purpose of the whole treatise.

I see, Parmenides, said Socrates, that Zeno’s intention is
to associate himself with you by means of his treatise no less
intimately than by his personal attachment. In a way,
his book states the same position as your own; only by
varying the form he tries to delude us into thinking that
his thesis is a different one. You assert, in your poem, that
the All is one ; and for this you advance admirable proofs.
Zeno, for his part, asserts that it is not a plurality ; and he
too has many weighty proofs to bring forward. You assert
unity, he asserts no plurality ; each expresses himself in
such a way that your arguments seem to have nothing in
common, though really they come to very much the same
thing. That is why your exposition and his seem to be
rather over the heads of outsiders like ourselves.

Yes, Socrates, Zeno replied; but you have not quite
seen the real character of my book. True, you are as quick
as a Spartan hound to pick up the scent and follow the trail
of the argument ; but there is a point you have missed at

1 For the meaning of this phrase, see above, p. 57.
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128c. the outset. The book makes no pretence of disguising from

the public the fact that it was written with the purpose you

describe, as if such deception were something to be proud of.

What you have pointed out is only incidental ; the book is

in fact a sort of defence of Parmenides’ argument against

D. those who try to make fun of it by showing that his sup-

position, that there is a One, leads to many absurdities and

contradictions. This book, then, is a retort against those

who assert a plurality. It pays them back in the same coin

with something to spare, and aims at showing that, on a

thorough examination, their own supposition that there is

a plurality leads to even more absurd consequences than the

hypothesis of the One. It was written in that controversial

spirit in my young days; and someone copied it surrep-

titiously, so that I had not even the chance to consider

E. whether it should see the light or not. That is where you

are mistaken, Socrates; you imagine it was inspired, not

by a youthful eagerness for controversy, but by the more

dispassionate aims of an older man; though, as I said,
your description of it was not far wrong.

In the Introduction (chap. III) some account has been given of
the form and contents of Zeno’s work and of the Pythagorean
pluralism against which it is supposed to have been aimed. Modern
critics have cast doubt on Plato’s account of it as a youthful essay
in controversy which its author might have preferred to suppress.!
They ask how Plato could have known Zeno’s motives. Nor is it
easy to see why Zeno himself should have brought the book to
Athens, if he thought so lightly of its worth. On the other hand,
Plato may be reporting a tradition he had heard from his friends
in South Italy. The somewhat elaborate account of Zeno’s purpose
may have been given because the book was rare and little known in
the Athens of Plato’s time. At any rate, the view of the work as
an essay in eristic controversy, implying as it does that its author
did not take his own arguments seriously, fits in with Plato’s other
references to Zeno. Modern writers regard Zeno’s arguments as
subtle and profound and valid against the position he was attacking.
But Plato seems to have thought of him as a mere sophist. At
Phaedrus 261D, the ‘ Eleatic Palamedes ’ who ‘ can make the same

1 Apelt (Beitrage, p. 59) conjectured that Plato was really describing, in
this indirect manner, what had happened to the second part of the Parmenides
itself. He imagines that this had not been intended for publication, but
had got abroad by some indiscretion, and that Plato then, finding his hand
forced, wrote the first part as an introduction. This idea is too far-fetched.
No reader could be expected to divine an intention so obscurely indicated.
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things appear to his hearers to be both like and unlike, one and
many, at rest and in motion ’, is classed as a controversialist (dvzi-
Aoyixdg) with the demagogue and the forensic orator, who can make
the same action seem right or wrong as they please. All this is
described as a rhetorical art of deception, ignorant of the truth and
going in chase of mere belief. Neither Plato nor Aristotle treats
Zeno as a serious philosopher or mathematician.! If Plato thought
of him as an eristic, he was doing the best he could for him by
suggesting (or reporting a tradition) that he might have been glad
to disown his youthful essay.

What Zeno meant by the terms ‘ like ’ and * unlike ’ is uncertain.
In Eleatic writings the word ‘ like ’ has two senses. (1) Parmenides
(8, 22) says that his Being is indivisible because ‘all alike’, i.e.
homogeneous, with no distinct parts.2 (2) Melissus uses ¢uoiov for
‘the same in character at all times’, ‘ unchanging’.® In frag. 7
he argues that if what is is changed (érepotodrar), it cannot be
alike (6uoiov), but what was before must perish, and what was not
must come to be. If, then, it should become different (érepoiov)
by a hair in ten thousand years, in all time it will all perish ’.
Again in frag. 8, ‘ we seem to see hot become cold, hard become
soft, etc., and all these things being changed (éregototobar), and
that what was is not at all like (6uoiov) what is’. If we take the
word in the former, Parmenidean, sense, it is easy to construct a
Zenonian argument on these lines : If things are many, they must
be both homogeneous and heterogeneous. For (1) each of them
must be one, and what is one is homogeneous; therefore they
are homogeneous. But (2) if they are many, they must be distin-
guishable, and therefore unlike one another ; therefore they are
heterogeneous.4

1 M. Diés (Parménide, pp. 14—-19) discusses this question at length. He sees,
both in Plato and in Aristotle, an intention to enhance the position of Par-
menides at Zeno’s expense, and infers that in certain circles, hostile to the
Platonic Forms, Zeno was held in equal or even higher esteem.

3 The same use occurs in the proof of the indivisibility of Being attributed
to Parmenides by Porphyry, but more probably Zeno’s, Simplic. 139, 27 ff. :
‘ Since it is everywhere alike (Guowv), if divisible, it will be divisible every-
where alike (rdvry Jpolws).’

3 Cf. Hes. Evga, 114, alel m68as xal xeipas dpoio:, for strength wunimpaired
by time.

¢ There may be an echo of this at MXG. 1, 4 (Melissus) : & 8¢ dv Suowov
elvac mdvra’ €l yap dvdpowv, mdelw Svra ovk v ér év elvar, dAd moAAd. A
somewhat different argument is suggested by Proclus (IV, p. 146) who says
that some hold that Zeno’s argument is a paralogism: °‘if things that are
(6vra) are many, in so far as they are said to be many, presumably they differ
from one another and to that extent are unlike; but in so far as they are
they are alike, for they have being in common, and things which have some-
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128E-130A.  Socrates offers the theory of separate Forms as explaining
how one thing can have two contrary characters

Zeno had reduced his opponents’ thesis, that a plurality of things
exists, to absurdity by a series of arguments, all of which had
assumed that the same thing cannot have two contrary characters,
be both like and unlike, both one and many, and so on. Socrates’
reply is addressed only to this assumption. He says: If you dis-
tinguish the Forms, Likeness itself and Unlikeness itself, from the
many things which are said to be like or unlike by virtue of par-
taking of those Forms, then there is every reason why things which
are defined as just simply ‘alike’ and nothing else should not be
also unlike ; but there is no reason why concrete things, such as
you and me, should not partake of both Forms and so have both
contrary characters at once.

128E. I accept that, said Socrates, and I have no doubt it is as
you say. But tell me this. Do you not recognise that
129. there exists, just by itself, a Form of Likeness and again
another contrary Form, Unlikeness itself, and that of these
two Forms you and I and all the things we speak of as
‘many ' come to partake ? 1 Also, that things which come

to partake of Likeness come to be alike in that respect
and just in so far as they do come to partake of it, and
those that come to partake of Unlikeness come to be un-
like, while those which come to partake of both come to be
both ? Even if all things come to partake of both, con-
trary as they are, and by having a share in both are at
once like and unlike one another, what is there surprising

B. in that? If one could point to things which are simply
‘alike * or ‘ unlike’ proving to be unlike or alike, that no
doubt would be a portent; but when things which have

a share in both are shown to have both characters, I see
nothing strange in that, Zeno; nor yet in a proof that all
things are one by having a share in unity and at the same
time many by sharing in plurality. But if anyone can
prove that what is simply Unity itself is many or that

c. Plurality itself is one, then I shall begin to be surprised.

thing in common are alike’. But Proclus names no authority, and this
interpretation may be based on the definition of 76 Jpowr later in the
Parmenides as v6 Tadrov mwemovlds, 139E.

1 As in the Phaedo, peralapPdvew (uerdoyeors, Phaedo, 101C, perddnus
Parm. 1314, Aristotle, quoted below, p. 79) means beginning to partake when
the thing becomes like (y{yveofai), whereas uperéyew is used of having a share
and corresponds to being like (elvas). Meréxew and peradapfdvew are clearly
distinguished again at 155E, 11-156A, I.
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129C. And so in all other cases : if the kinds or Forms them-
selves were shown to have these contrary characters among
themselves,! there would be good ground for astonishment ;
but what is there surprising in someone pointing out that
I am one thing and also many ? When he wants to show
that I am many things, he can say that my right side is a
different thing from my left, my front from my back, my
upper parts from my lower, since no doubt I do partake
of plurality. When he wants to prove that I am one thing,
p. he will say that I am one person among the seven of us,
since I partake also of unity. So both statements are true.
Accordingly, if anyone sets out to show about things of
this kind—sticks and stones, and so on—that the same
thing is many and one, we shall say that what he is proving
is that something is many and one, not that Unity is many
or that Plurality is one; he is not telling us anything
wonderful, but only what we should all admit. But, as I
said just now, if he begins by distinguishing the Forms
apart just by themselves—Likeness, for instance, and
E. Unlikeness, Plurality and Unity, Rest and Motion, and all
the rest—and then shows that these Forms among them-
selves can be combined with, or separated from, one
another, then, Zeno, I should be filled with admiration.
I am sure you have dealt with this subject very forcibly ;
but, as I say, my admiration would be much greater if
anyone could show that these same perplexities are every-
where involved in the Forms themselves—among the
130. objects we apprehend in reflection, just as you and Par-
menides have shown them to be involved in the things we
see.

It is generally agreed that the theory of Forms here put forward
is identical with the theory as stated earlier in the Phaedo. This
will be summarised below. Considered as a reply to Zeno’s dilem-
mas, it accuses him of overlooking the distinctions between :

(x) The Forms, Likeness itself, Unity itself, etc. ;

(2z) Things defined as just simply ‘alike’, ‘one’, etc., and
nothing else (adra Ta duota) ;

(3) Concrete things which can share in two contrary Forms at the
same time and may have many other characters as well (‘ you and
I and all the things we call ‘“ many " ’).

As against Zeno’s undiscriminating statement that ‘the same

1 & adrots, in their own sphere, as distinct from the things that partake
of them. Cf. év éavrols, 129E, 2.
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things cannot be both like and unlike, both one and many, both
at rest and in motion, etc.” Socrates asserts :

(3) that a concrete thing can have two contrary characters in so
far as it partakes of two contrary Forms ;

(2) that, if a thing is defined as just simply ‘alike’ or ‘ one’
and has no other character at all, then it cannot, of course, have
the contrary character. An instance would be ‘ Equals ’ (adta 7a
ioa, Phaedo, 74C), as used in the axiom : If equals be added to
equals, the wholes are equal. Here ‘ Equals’ means quantities
of which nothing is asserted except that they are simply ‘equal’;
and to say that such equals are unequal is a contradiction in terms
and nccessarily false.

(1) Of the Forms themselves Socrates says it would surprise him
if it could be shown that (say) Unity itself (6 ot &, adro Todro
129B, 7) ‘ can be combined with or separated from ’ Plurality itself
or other Forms. What this means appears in the Sophist, 251C ff.1
where this very question is raised and answered. Two Forms are
said to ‘ combine ’ when they stand (eternally) in such a relation
that their names can occur in a true affirmative statement of a
certain type. Thus ‘ Motion exists * means that the Form Motion
blends or combines with the Form Existence. Two Forms are
‘ separated ’ or disjoined in true negative statements of the type
‘ Motion is not Existence ’ or ‘ Motion is not Rest ’, which express
the fact that the Forms in question are different, though they may
not be incompatible (for Motion is compatible with Existence).
There are also true negative statements which reflect the incom-
patibility of two Forms, e.g. * Motion does not rest.” These various
types are illustrated in the Sophist, and the conclusion is that some
Forms combine with some others, other Forms are eternally
disjoined.

In our passage this problem is left in obscurity, and the reader
might carry away the false impression that Plato means that
Forms cannot combine. This is due to the lack of some further
distinctions. It would, as Socrates said, be a portent if things
defined as ‘simply alike’ and nothing else were also unlike, or if
Unity were simply the same thing as Plurality. But it does not
follow that the Form, Unity itself, cannot in any sense be ‘ many ’.
It is part of the purpose of the second division of the dialogue to
indicate that this Form (and all other Forms) must be many in
the sense that innumerable true statements, affirmative and nega-
tive, can be made about Unity (or any other Form), besides the
statement that Unity is one. But the fuller explanation of this
fact is reserved for the Sophist. The present passage must be taken

1 As Proclus remarks, vol. iv, p. 210, and Simplicius, Phys. 101, 10.
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to mean that, whereas in earlier statements of the theory attention
had been fixed on the relation of Forms to individual things, there
is no less need to study the relations of Forms to one another in
their own sphere and to face the implications of statements about
Forms themselves. These consist entirely of Forms : for instance,
‘ Motion exists (partakes of Existence) ’, ‘ Motion is not (is different
from) Rest ’, and so on.

Let us now return to the theory of Forms considered as under-
mining Zeno’s conclusions. Socrates’ criticism is not really fatal
to some at least of Zeno’s arguments. Zeno was discussing, not
concrete visible things like ‘ you and me’, but those point-units
which the Pythagoreans treated as indivisible magnitudes. More-
over, some of his pairs of contraries, e.g. ‘ finite in number ’ and
‘ infinite in number ’, were contradictory characters. Unless there
is some ambiguity in the terms employed, his proposition that ‘ the
same set of things cannot be both finite and infinite in number’
cannot be upset by suggesting that the things might have both
characters by partaking of two contrary Forms. The criticism
would have more force as directed against Parmenides, who had
rejected the Pythagorean conception of the world as a harmony of
opposites. The Pythagoreans had their Table of Opposites, includ-
ing Limit and Unlimited, One and Many, At rest and In motion,
and they had seen everywhere a combination of these opposites
in things. Parmenides denied that opposites could be combined :
what is one, limited, at rest, cannot also be many, unlimited, in
motion. He chose the opposites in the ‘ column of goods’, and
rejected the other column. He had also denounced the popular or
Heraclitean union of opposites : ‘it is and it is not, the same and
not the same’. It was, in fact, Parmenides, quite as much as
Zeno, that had assumed all opposites to be not only contrary but
contradictory. Zeno was loyally supporting his master. The
Eleatic position can be treated as a single whole ; and it included
a denial of the reality of ordinary concrete things, which was based
on the logical assumption that contraries cannot be combined.
So in his last words above Socrates speaks of the perplexities which
Zeno and Parmenides have shown to be involved in the things
we see.

It is probable that Plato had in view, not so much Zeno’s actual
arguments as those of later eristics inspired by Zeno’s dialectic.
After the dramatic date of our dialogue difficulties had been raised
about ordinary things having contrary characters or even more
than one ‘name’. The Stranger in the Sophist (251A) mentions
young men and some of their elders who have taken to learning
late in life, who object to our ‘ taking any given thing as one and
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yet speaking of it as many and by many names ’, as when we say
that a man is not merely a ‘ man ’ but also ‘ good ’ and any number
of other things. They tell us that ‘ many things cannot be one
nor one thing many’. The Stranger dismisses this theory of
predication ! with contempt, and turns from it, as Socrates turns
in our passage, to consider the question whether Forms can combine
among themselves. Similarly in the Philebus (14c) Socrates speaks
of the paradox of one thing being many or many things one. When
Protarchus asks if he means the question how one person can also
be ‘ many who are contrary to one another’, both tall and short,
heavy and light, and so on, Socrates brushes the suggestion aside
as childish and no more a problem than one man having many limbs.
What he does mean is the problems that arise from asserting un-
changing and cternal unities (uovddeg) like Man, Ox, Good, Beautiful,
and then conceiving each of these as distributed among innumerable
things that come to be: does it then become many, or does it
‘as a whole come to be, apart from itself, one and the same thing
both in one and in many things at the same time’? The real
difficulty, in fact, lies in the theory of Forms itself, as Parmenides
will presently point out in our dialogue.

Aristotle, again (Phys. 185b, 26), speaks of fifth-century thinkers,
later than Parmenides and Heracleitus, who were troubled about
the danger of admitting that ‘the same thing is both one and
many °’, if they should say, ‘ This man ¢s white ’ or ‘ 7s walking ’.
Some, like Lycophron, Gorgias’ pupil, banished the word ‘is’
altogether. Others substituted Aedevxwrar for Aevxds doti. Ross
(ad loc.) endorses as probable Apelt’s argument that Antisthenes,
the Megarians, and the Eretrians all attempted to dispense with
the copulative ‘is’. There may be a trace of such dubitations in
Philoponus (Phys. 42, g ff.), who represents Zeno himself as arguing
against a plurality of individuals, such as horses and men. ‘His
proof is as follows : Socrates, who you say is a unit (évdda) con-
tributing to make up the plurality, is not only Socrates, but also
pale, philosophic, pot-bellied, and snubnosed : and so the same man
is both one and many. But the same man cannot be one and
many ; therefore Socrates cannot be one.” The same reasoning
applies to other alleged units; and without a number of units
there can be no plurality. ‘And if what is must be either one
or a plurality, and it has been proved that it is not a plurality
because there are not a number of units, it must therefore be one.’
Since the real Zeno could not have used Socrates as an illustration,

1 That it is a theory, not a ‘ denial ’, of predication is pointed out in Plato’s
Theory of Knowledge, p. 254.

73



THE PARMENIDES 128E-130A

it is conjectured that Philoponus was quoting from some dialogue
in which Zeno figured.!

From the passages in the Sophist and the Philebus above cited,
it appears that Plato regarded such ‘ childish ’ puzzles as disposed
of by the theory of Forms as stated in the text before us. If they
were being discussed by sophists in the late fifth century, Socrates
himself may well have expressed an opinion on the subject. When
he set out to define what Aristotle calls a ‘ universal ’, such as the
Beautiful, he must often have had occasion to draw the distinction,
frequently pointed out in the early dialogues, between the single
character to be defined and the many things which have that
character, as well as others : ‘ I am not asking for a list of beautiful
things ; I want to know what ‘ beautiful ”” means. What is this
single character which is present in all the things and which makes
you call them beautiful ? ° That single character would, of course,
exclude its contrary ‘ ugly ’: no one could say that ‘ the beautiful is
ugly’. But the things which contained that character might also
possess the character of ugliness ; they might (as Protagoras would
say) be beautiful to me, ugly to you. Socrates could draw that
distinction, and perhaps must have drawn it, without going on to
assert that the Beautiful itself has a separate existence, independent
of the many things in which the character appears. He was not a
metaphysician, but interested only in finding out what such terms
meant. Aristotle states quite definitely that the further step was
taken by Plato, who gave these characters an independent existence
and called them Forms. The consequence of separating the Forms
from individual things which nevertheless share the same character
was that Plato was involved in those problems of participation which
Parmenides will presently point out.

The separation (ywgioudg) of the Forms is explicitly effected in
the Phaedo. If I may express dogmatically an opinion about a
much disputed matter, I would say that in no earlier dialogue is
there a single expression definitely implying that the common
character (eldog) exists apart from the many things possessing it.
But in the Phaedo this doctrine is skilfully led up to by a series of
steps. It is entailed by the belief in Anamnesis. This is shown to
involve the separate existence of a conscious and knowing soul,
apart from the body and its senses, before birth—a conclusion
which all parties to the discussion take as satisfactorily demon-
strated, provided that the Forms exist. If a disembodied soul can
know all reality and truth, the objects of its knowledge must exist
apart from sensible things, for such knowledge cannot come to it

1 See Lee, Zeno of Elea, pp. 19, 27.
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through the senses at all. Thus Anamnesis, the separate existence
of the soul before birth, and the separation of Forms from sensible
things, all stand or fall together. The whole of the first part of the
Phaedo is designed to lead the reader to this conclusion.

The Forms are first mentioned (65D) in the opening protreptic
discourse, which begins by defining death as the deliverance of the
soul from the body: ‘to be dead means that the body has come
to be separate from the soul apart by itself (ywpic adro xaf’
avtd) and the soul separate from the body apart by itself (ywolc
adt)y xal’ adriy) ' The senses are a hindrance to thought ; the
philosopher’s soul, even in this life, will renounce them so far as
possible and retire into itself to think. At this point the Forms
are introduced. All that is said of them here is that objects such
as Socrates sought to define with his friends, Justice itself, or Good-
ness itself, cannot be perceived by any of the senses, but are
known by themselves in their purity (ad7d xaf’ adtd eidixovés)
to thought by itself in its purity (adtsj xa0’ adrny eldixowvel Tjj
dwavoig). Any of Socrates’ companions must have admitted that
you cannot sce Justice itself with your eyes, but can only think of it.

The Forms appear next in the demonstration of Anamnesis.
Here the distinctions 2 are more clearly drawn between: (1)
Equality itself, the definition of which we can know and which is
‘ something different over and above ’ all the sensible things which
are spoken of as (roughly) equal; (2) Equals (adra rd isa), i.e.
quantities defined as simply equal and nothing else: these ‘equals’
can never appear to be unequal, nor can Equality ever appear to
be Inequality (74¢) ; (3) Instances of Equality which are in sensible
things (ra 8v 7oic &bAows Te xal ol vuvdy) éAéyouev toig tooig,
74D). These are always imperfect ; they are described as ‘ in our
perceptions ’ (&v tals aiobijoeow, 1a éx Tdv aichijoewy ioa, 75B);
and they can appear equal to one person, not equal to another
(74B). It is argued that, from the moment when we begin to use
our senses, we judge of the imperfection of these perceptible instances
by reference to our knowledge of perfect Equality, which we must
therefore have acquired before birth. Thus it becomes plain that
the separate existence of the soul before birth involves the separate
existence of the objects of its knowledge.

This conclusion is reinforced by the final argument of the first
part : that the soul, in contrast with the body, is invisible and has
the divine function of ruling ; probably therefore it is akin to the
invisible and divine order of things and, like them, simple, indis-

L Cf. 67D, Moais kal xwpiopds Yuxijs dmo adparos.

2 Precisely the distinctions which Socrates in the Parmenides accuses Zeno
of ignoring, p. 70.
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soluble, and unchanging. ‘ The reality of whose existence we give
an account in our questions and answers '—terms such as those
which Socrates discussed with his friends—belong to the higher
unseen order : each of them is simple (uovoeidéc), by itself, always
the same and never suffering any sort of change whatsoever. The
many beautiful or equal things we perceive, on the other hand, are
constantly changing in every respect and belong to the lower order,
with the body whose senses perceive them (78D ff.).

Thus Plato leads on the reader to see that the separate existence
of a conscious immortal soul carries with it the separate existence
of the Forms. Both doctrines are united in the theory of Anam-
nesis, which had first appeared in the Meno. A comparison of the
Phaedo with the earlier dialogues bears out Aristotle’s statement
that it was Plato, not Socrates, who separated the Forms from
things ; and the Apology is witness that Socrates, who knew that
he knew nothing about ‘ the things in Hades’, did not affirm the
pre-existence of the soul. The inference is that Plato arrived at
both doctrines simultaneously, most likely as a result of a better
acquaintance with Pythagoreanism, acquired on his first visit to
South Italy.

Since the objections Parmenides will presently make are ad-
mittedly directed against the theory as stated in the Phaedo, it
will be well here to summarise the passage where it is offered as an
alternative to those physical explanations of ‘ becoming and perish-
ing ’ which Socrates had rejected. Socrates lays down two premisses.
(x) The first is the existence of the Forms: °that there is such a
thing as Beauty just by itself, Goodness, Tallness, and so on with
all the rest’ (xooB). (2) The second concerns the relation of such
Forms to individual things bearing their names. This premiss is
stated in two ways.

(@) ‘ If anything else is beautiful, besides Beauty itself, it is
beautiful for no other reason than because it partakes of that
Beauty ’ (100C).

The phrase ‘ for no other reason than because’ (03d¢ 6¢c° & dAdo
7} 8udtt) is ambiguous. ‘ Reason’ might mean ‘explanation’ (a
common use of airia). The premiss will then assert that the state-
ment ‘ This rose is beautiful ’ is equivalent to ‘ This rose partakes
of Beauty ’: I can substitute that form of words and so explain
the sense by paraphrase. But Plato seems to be speaking,
not of the analysis of a statement, but of the corresponding fact.
The theory will then assert that this fact consists of (1) a particular
visible thing, this rose; (2) the Form, Beautiful or Beauty ; and
(3) what we should call a relation between the two expressed by
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is’, for which we can substitute ‘ partakes of ’. But once more
we have, so far, only an explanation: the fact that this rose is
beautiful is the same thing as the fact that this rose partakes of
Beauty. We learn nothing about any cause which would bring
that fact into existence. On either view we have only an analysis
of a statement or of a fact, not a reason for the statement being
true or a cause of the fact’s existence.

«

(b) The second formulation seems, at first sight, to tell us more :

‘ What makes (moewi) the thing beautiful is (not having a gay
colour or anything of that sort, but) nothing else than the presence
of that other Beauty, or the sharing in it, or however it may be
that it comes to be there.! For I stop short of making any asser-
tion about that: I only assert that it is by Beauty that all
beautiful things are beautiful’ (@ »aid mdvra o xald xald,
100D).

But again the word ‘ makes’ is ambiguous. Does it mean that
the thing’s beauty simply conststs 1n the presence either of the Form
itself or of the character like that of the Form, as we say that the
presence of a gay colour ‘makes’ the thing gay? Or does it
mean that the Form, existing independently, causes the thing to
be (or to become) beautiful by somehow imparting its own character
to the thing ? This is precisely the dilemma on which Socrates
refuses to pronounce. The language might be expressly designed
to leave it unsolved. ‘Partaking’ and ‘sharing’ mean no more
than that many things can share, or have in common, the same
relation to a single Form ; that is so, whatever the relation may be.
‘ Presence ’ is the current, non-technical, term for the possession of
any moral or physical quality. Thus Socrates says to Charmides,
You ought to know what temperance is ‘ if you have temperance
in you and are a temperate person’ (el oot mdgeott cwpeostyy
xal el odppwy, 158B). Again at Lysis 217D, when hair turns white
in old age ‘it becomes like the quality that is present—white by
the presence of whiteness’ (oldvmep 10 magdv, Acvxod magovoig
Aevxal). No doubt, the real Socrates would use this expression ;
he could use it with no metaphysical implications. But here

1 Reading odx dAo Tt mowel avTo kadv 7 1) €xelvov Tob kadod elre mapovala eite
wowwvia eire my 8 kai omws mpooyevouévov. The mpooyevouérn of all MSS.
cannot be right The Hipp. Maj., which seems to be based on our passage,
indicates that it is the Form that mpooylyverar: 289D émeldav mpooyévprar
éxetvo 70 €ldos, 292D 76 Kkadov avTd, & mavri @ Qv mpooyémrar, vmdpxer éxelvey
xkaAd elvac. The genitive mpooyevouévov may have been altered to agree with
mapovola and wowwwia. The alternative is to read mpooayopevouéry (Wytten-
bach). TFor our purpose the reading does not matter.
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he will not commit himself to it or to any other phrase that might
imply either that the Form was present in the thing or that it was
not. He takes refuge in the instrumental dative: ‘by Beauty
all beautiful things are beautiful ’. If (as I suppose) Plato was
aware that his own doctrine of separately existing Forms had
never been maintained by Socrates, we might expect some embar-
rassment just here, where he has to speak, through Socrates’ mouth,
of the relation between Form and thing. Socrates had talked, like
anyone else, of characters present in things. Plato has just pro-
pounded his own doctrine that Forms exist separately. This has
already led to the distinction between the unique unchanging Form
which is the object of thought (Equality itself) and the many chang-
ing instances which we perceive as immanent in things (za & 7ol
Eblowc Toa). The distinction is clearly maintained in the argument
which follows. Hence at this point he refuses to use any term im-
plying the presence of the unique Form itself in many things. He
may have been already feeling some uneasiness about the relations
between the separate Form and the immanent character and setting
such problems aside as not relevant to his present purpose.

Some further illustrations are then given. It is ‘ by tallness’
that tall persons are tall and taller ones taller; 10 exceeds 8 not
‘by 2’ but ‘ by maniness’ (zAjfe) or ‘ because of maniness’ (dud
70 7Aijfog). In the whole argument no distinction is drawn be-
tween qualities and relations. Tallness is treated as if it were a
quality like whiteness, inherent in the tall person, but with the
peculiarity that he has it ‘ towards’ or ‘ in comparison with ’ (mgdg)
the shortness of another person.!

Plato next draws clearly the distinction between the unique and
unchanging Form, Tallness (ad10 70 uéyebog), and a particular
tallness which is ¢» the person.2 This may be called an immanent
character (id0éa, uop@rj) or an instance of Tallness. It is, of course,
only one of innumerable instances, and it is not exempt from all
change. We are further told that the same person, Simmias, can
possess two contrary characters at the same time—a tallness, as
compared with the shortness in Socrates, and a shortness as com-
pared with the tallness in Phaedo. This is the point which Socrates

1 Both Plato and Aristotle speak of ‘ relative terms ’ or * predicates ’, never
of relations as subsisting betweem two terms. Hence they do not recognise
change of relation as a distinct kind of change. Aristotle gives as the reason
for there being no proper kind of change for the relative that a thing, without
changing, can be now greater, now less, than another, if that other changes
in quantity (Met. 1088a, 34). Similarly if A is now to the right, now to the left,
of B, this is because either A or B has changed in place (locomotion).

2 Phaedo, 102D, 76 év fuiv péyefos. Cf. 103B, olre 76 év Huiv (évavriov) obre T
év ) pvoe.. Parm. 130B, avry) dpodtns xwpls s fueis dpodTnros Exopev.
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makes in the Parmenides against Zeno’s assertion that the same
things cannot have two contrary characters.

So far the theory has explained what is meant by statements
such as ‘ this rose is beautiful ’, or ‘ Simmias is tall’. Plato now
turns to the explanation of becoming and change, in fulfilment of
Socrates’ opening remark : ‘ we need an explanation of becoming
and ceasing to be in general ’ (95E). The terms are carefully chosen
to indicate this, including one term which is used nowhere else.  Just
as a thing’s being beautiful is due to its having a share (ueréyew) in
Beauty, so its becoming beautiful means that it comes fo partake
of Beauty (ueracyeiv, ingressive aorist, from which the noun
uerdoyeog, here only, is formed for acquiring a share’, 10IC).
As in the previous case we are given only an analysis of what is
meant by ‘ Simmias becomes tall’: he begins to partake of Tall-
ness. This is a description of the same event in other words.
Nothing is said as to any ‘ cause ’, in our sense, which would make
such an event take place as its effect.?

The next question is : what exactly happens when a thing, such
as Simmias, loses one character and gains the opposite ? What is
it that changes or comes into existence ? (1) The Forms themselves
cannot, of course, come to be or perish or change : Shortness itself
can never become Tallness. (2) Nor can the particular instance of
shortness which is in Simmias change its nature and become a
tallness. It must either retire and give place to the opposite
character or perish. Later it appears that all ordinary qualities do in
fact perish; the alternative of ‘retirement’ is included only to provide
for the case of the soul, which by definition carries with it the
character ‘living * and excludes death and destruction. (3) There
is also the person who undergoes the change and remains the same

1 This is rightly pointed out by Aristotle where he criticises this analysis,
de gen. et corr. ii, 9. Matter and form are not enough to bring things into being
without a source of motion. Some have thought the Forms adequate to
account for coming-to-be. Thus Socrates in the Phaedo first blames everyone
else for having no explanation of becoming, and then, after laying down the
distinction between Forms and things that partake of them, tells us that
‘ while a thing is said to be (so and so) in virtue of the Form, it is said to
come-to-be by virtue of taking a share (perddpyww = Plato’s perdoyeow) and
to pass away by losing it (dmofoAjv). So he regards Forms as causes (airia)
of coming-to-be." Aristotle then objects that, if Forms are to be moving
causes, why is their generating activity intermittent ? (No change can occur
in them, which could make them operative at one time, and not at another.)
Cf. the same criticism at Met. 991b, 3. It is true that Plato here indicates
no efficient cause. Aristotle’s suggestion that the Form might ‘ generate ’
is probably based on Tim. soc, where the Form is compared to the father,
the recipient to the mother. But in the Timaeus the moving cause is, not
the Form, but the Demiurge.
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all the time (102E). What happens in change, then, is that one
immanent character perishes and its contrary comes to be in the
subject of change. The new character is described as ‘ approaching ’
or ‘invading’ and ousting the contrary already in possession.
These metaphors disguise the lack of any efficient cause. We have
only an analysis of the factors involved in any change of quality,
not a ‘ reason * why any actual change should ever occur, ora ‘ cause’
which could bring it about. The only case where anything like a
cause appears is that of fire and snow. Fire is always hot, snow
always cold. When the heat in fire approaches snow, the snow
will not admit hotness, but will perish together with its own cold-
ness (103D). Since no change can occur to Forms and they cannot
perish, this can refer only to a particular fire approaching a particu-
lar piece of snow. Socrates seems to be unaware that the only
efficient cause of change he actually describes is a physical cause of
precisely the kind which, in the account of his youthful experiences,
he had rejected as unsatisfying.

Such is the theory which Socrates offers as disposing of Zeno’s
assumption that the same things cannot have two contrary charac-
ters. If the ‘things’ in question are concrete sensible things,
Socrates asserts, simply as an obvious fact, that the same person
can be both tall and short as compared with different people.
Also he can be one person and yet have many parts. This means
that one concrete thing can possess at the same time two contrary
characters, by virtue of partaking of two contrary Forms. No
contradiction is necessarily involved.

Parmenides now proceeds to criticise the theory. He does not
challenge the point which Socrates has made against Zeno ; Plato
evidently regards that as established. Nor does he as yet take up
Socrates’ suggestion that the mutual relations of Forms among
themselves need further study; the second part of the dialogue
will have a bearing on this question. Parmenides’ criticisms here
fall under three heads: (1) the extent of the world of separate
Forms; (2) the problem of participation; (3) the danger that
Forms, if separate, may be found to be unknowable by us.

Why does Plato choose Parmenides, among all the Presocratics,
to criticise his own theory ? He always speaks of Parmenides with
more respect than he pays to any other philosopher. He looked
upon himself as the successor of the man who had first drawn,
however imperfectly, the distinction between an intelligible world
of truth and reality and a sensible world of seeming and becoming.
In Rep. V he had adopted, without acknowledgment, Parmenides’
scheme distinguishing (1) the perfectly real and knowable, (2) the
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totally unreal and unknowable, and (3) between these two, a world
of appearance, partaking both of being and of not being. But he
could not follow Parmenides in rejecting, as wholly illusory, the
third of these three Ways. The world of appearance must have
some sort of being, and must therefore be somehow related to the
world of true reality, which Plato has peopled with Forms. Par-
menides is the obvious critic of this departure from the pure Eleatic
doctrine. The objections here are such as he might have raised.
(1) If there are to be many Forms instead of the one real Being,
how many are there ? On what principle does Plato decide that
there is, or is not, a Form for any set of things with a common
name ? (2) If the world of Seeming has some ground in reality,
what is the relation which holds the two worlds together ? (3) If
no intelligible account can be given of this relation, will not the
real world be entirely cut off from the sensible, by a gulf which our
knowledge cannot pass ?

130A-E. Parmenides criticises the theory of Forms. (1) What
classes of things have Forms ?

130A. While Socrates was speaking, Pythodorus said he was

expecting every moment that Parmenides and Zeno would

be annoyed ; but they listened very attentively and kept

on exchanging glances and smiles in admiration of Socrates.

When he ended, Parmenides expressed this feeling : Socra-

tes, he said, your eagerness for discussion is admirable.

B. And now tell me: have you yourself drawn this distinction

you speak of and separated apart on the one side Forms

themselves and on the other the things that share in them ?

Do you believe that there is such a thing as Likeness itself

apart from the likeness that we possess, and so on with Unity

and Plurality and all the terms in Zeno’s argument that you
have just been listening to ?

Certainly I do, said Socrates.

Here, as in the Phaedo, the distinction is quite clearly marked be-
tween (1) the separate Form; (2) the immanent character, ‘ the
likeness that we have ’; and (3) the concrete things which partake
of, or share, the Form and contain the character.

The first class of terms, about which Socrates has no doubts,
are such as those which had figured in Zeno’s arguments : Likeness
and Unlikeness, Unity and Plurality, Motion and Rest, etc. We are
not to infer that this class contains only these contraries, however
many they were. All the mathematical Forms, at least, would
belong here. The similar list of ‘ common ’ terms at Theaetetus,
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185, includes, with Being and Not-being, Likeness and Unlikeness,
Sameness and Difference, Unity and Plurality, Odd and Even and
number in general. To this class is next added (as in the Theaetetus
and the Phaedo) the moral Forms.

130B. And also in cases like these, asked Parmenides : is there, for
example, a Form of Rightness or of Beauty or of Goodness,
and of all such things ?
Yes.

It has often been pointed out that Plato must have started by
recognising the Formis of moral qualities, because these had been
the main object of Socrates’ inquiries. The claim of the mathe-
matical Forms becomes prominent in the Meno and Phaedo with the
doctrine of Anamnesis, since mathematical truth is pre-eminently
recoverable by recollection. The mathematical sciences were the
only sciences in the full sense, yielding exact truth about unchanging
objects. Socrates’ doubts begin only with the remaining classes.

130C. And again, a Form of Man, apart from ourselves and all
other men like us—a Form of Man as something by itself ?
Or a Form of Fire or of Water ?
I have often been puzzled about those things, Parmenides,
whether one should say that the same thing is true in their
case or not.

The Forms of the species of living creatures and of the four elements
do not appear in the early dialogues. The species (Man, Ox) figure
in the Philebus (154), and they are all contained in the intelligible
Living Creature of the Timaeus (30c). The Timaeus also asserts
Forms of the four elements (51B). The need for Forms of these
products of divine workmanship, as they are called at Sophist,
266B, ‘ ourselves and all other living creatures and the elements of
natural things, fire, water, and their kindred ’, would become clear
when the theory was applied to the philosophy of Nature. The
real Socrates never so applied it. The Phaedo is probably true to
fact in representing Socrates as giving up all hope of finding a really
satisfactory explanation of the physical world before he turned from
‘ things ’ to dialectical discussions. It is borne out by Aristotle’s
statement that Socrates did not concern himself with Nature as
a whole.

130C. Are you also puzzled, Socrates, about cases that might be
thought absurd, such as hair or mud or dirt or any other
trivial and undignified objects ? Are you doubtful whether
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130C. or not to assert that each of these has a separate Form
D. distinct from things like those we handle 1?

Not at all, said Socrates ; in these cases, the things are just
the things we sec ; it would surely be too absurd to suppose
that they have a Form. All the same, I have sometimes
been troubled by a doubt whether what is true in one case
may not be true in all. Then, when I have reached that
point, I am driven to retreat, for fear of tumbling into a
bottomless pit of nonsense. Anyhow, I get back to the
things which we were just now speaking of as having Forms,
and occupy my time with thinking about them.

E. That, replied Parmenides, is because you are still young,
Socrates, and philosophy has not yet taken hold of you so
firmly as I believe it will some day. You will not despise
any of these objects then ; but at present your youth makes
you still pay attention to what the world will think.

Socrates’ only expressed objection to Forms of this class is that
it seems absurd to suppose Forms of such insignificant things.
Parmenides rightly dismisses this objection as unphilosophical, but
does not say that they must have Forms. The impression is left
that the field of Forms had been too narrowly restricted ; attention
had been fixed on the moral and mathematical Forms, and the
question what other Forms must be recognised had not been faced.
If Socrates here stands for the Platonic Socrates of the early and
middle dialogues, it is true that, all through these, the prevailing
interest had been moral, religious, and political, not metaphysical.
The moral Forms were by far the most prominent. The mathe-
matical Forms had appeared in the theory of Anamnesis, but the
chief point of that theory was to establish the pre-existence of the
soul. It is only when the doctrine of Forms is applied to the
explanation of ‘ the whole of Nature ’ that this question of their
extent becomes a problem.2 The Parmenides stands at the begin-
ning of the later series in which Plato sets his own doctrine beside
the main Presocratic systems and indicates where he agrees or
disagrees with them. The series leads up to the cosmology
of the Timaeus. Since nothing further is said about this matter
in our dialogue, it is unnecessary to examine once more the
difficulties of reconciling Aristotle’s evidence with the Platonic

! Dits’ correction, dv dMo af 7@v olwv 7ueis peraxep. (Cf. c, 1, 7év olos
Nuels éopev), seems the best yet proposed.

3 In Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, p. 9, I have suggested that the difficulty
arises from the double origin of the theory, in Socrates’ search for the definition
of terms and in the Pythagorean doctrine of the nature of things.
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writings.l Parmenides drops this question here and turns to the
problem of participation, which arises when any Forms are
credited with separate existence.

130E~131E. (2) Objections to Participation. (a) A thing cannot contain
either the Form as a whole or a part of it.

Parmenides has reproduced (at 130B) the distinction drawn in
the Phaedo between the separate and unique Form, Likeness itself,
and the character of likeness ‘ which we have’. He now refers to
the analysis of becoming, according to which things become like or
just or beautiful by ‘receiving a share’, or ‘ coming to partake’
(uetadauBavew) of the Form in question. According to this meta-
phor, the immanent character is imagined as the  share ’ or * part ’
that falls to me, and is distinguished from the shares that fall to
other people. How, then, is it related to the Form ?

130E. (Parmenides continues) However that may be, tell me this.

You say you hold that there exist certain Forms, of which

these other things come to partake and so to be called after

their names 2: by coming to partake of Likeness or Large-

13I. ness or Beauty or Justice, they become like or large or
beautiful or just ?

Certainly, said Socrates.

Then each thing that partakes receives as its share 3 either
the Form as a whole or a part of it ? Or can there be any
other way of partaking besides this ?

No, how could there be ?

Do you hold, then, that the Form as a whole, a single
thing, is in each of the many, or how ?

1 An exact and unbiased review of Aristotle’s evidence is given by Sir
W. D. Ross, Aristotle’s Metaphysics, vol. i, pp. xlv ff. If the digression in
Ep. vii, 342a ff. is genuine, Plato in the last decade of his life recognised
Forms not only of moral and mathematical terms and of living creatures
and the elements, but of manufactured things (oxevaord) and of all actions
and passions (the meanings of verbs).

3 v 7dd¢ Ta dMa peradapBdvovra Tas émwwvplas abrdv loxew quotes Phaedo,
102B, kai TovTwy 7dMa peradapfdvorra adT@v TovTwy TV émwvuplay {oxew, where
the analysis of becoming and change begins. Since Plato mentions Beauty
and Justice here and Goodness and Beauty at 134B (as at Philebus 158, where
the same problem is raised), Taylor is incorrect in stating that ‘ the criticism
of Parmenides . . . is confined entirely to the ‘‘ forms ' of mathematics’
(Trans. Introd., p. 18).

3 The construction of peradapfdvew with the genitive of the share taken is
unusual, but occurs at Phaedrus 248E, dpelvovos poipas peralapfdvew. The
normal construction is the accus., 4pol. 36B, peradaBav 76 méumrov pépos r@v
Yiigwv. But pépovs peradapPdvev here can have no other meaning, and
peréxeww with the gen. is used in the same sense below, 131cC.
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131 Why should it not be in each,® Parmenides ?

B. If so, a Form which is one and the same will be at the same
time, as a whole, in a number of things which are separate,
and consequently will be separate from itself.

No, it would not, replied Socrates, if it were like one and
the same day, which is in many places at the same time and
nevertheless is not separate from itself. Suppose any given
Form is in them all at the same time as one and the same
thing in that way.

I like the way you make out that one and the same thing
is in many places at once, Socrates. You might as well
spread a sail over a number of people and then say that the
one sail as a whole was over them all. Don’t you think that
is a fair analogy?

c. Perhaps it is.

Then would the sail as a whole be over each man, or only
a part over one, another part over another ?

Only a part.

In that case, Socrates, the Forms themselves must be
divisible into parts, and the things which have a share in
them will have a part for their share.? Only a part of any
given Form, and no longer the whole of it, will be in each
thing.

Evidently, on that showing.

Are you, then, prepared to assert that we shall find the
single Form actually being divided ? Will it still be one ?

Certainly not.

At this point the dilemma is completely stated. But Parmenides
adds an illustration, taken from the Phaedo : Largeness, Equality,
Smallness. The rest of the argument assumes that the instance of
Largeness which falls to the share of a large thing is a ‘ part ’ of the
Form in the sense of a bit into which the Form is cut up and which
is consequently smaller than the Form Largeness. This is to under-
stand ‘ part ’ and ‘ whole’ in the most gross and material sense.

131IC. No, for consider this. Suppose it is Largeness itself that
you are going to divide into parts, and that each of the many
D. large things is to be large by virtue of a part of Largeness

1 & elvac MSS., but Schleiermacher’s éveivac is perhaps more natural.
At 149c, 7, T and B! have & éorw for éveorw (B?); at 145D, 4, BT have
év éorar for éveorar.

2 uépous dv peréyor.  Again the genitive is abnormal ; but cf. 133D, duowduara
&y Npels peréyovres,
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131D. which is smaller than Largeness itself. Will not that seem
unreasonable ?

It will indeed.

And again, if it is Equality that a thing receives some small
part of, will that part, which is less than Equality itself,
make its possessor equal to something else ?

No, that is impossible.

Well,! take Smallness: is one of us to have a portion
of Smallness, and is Smallness to be larger than that portion,
which is a part of it ? On this supposition again Smallness
itself will be larger, and anything to which the portion taken

E. is added will be smaller, and not larger, than it was before.

That cannot be so.

Well then, Socrates, how are the other things going to
partake of your Forms, if they can partake of them neither
in part nor as wholes ?

Really, said Socrates, it seems no easy matter to determine
in any way.?

There is evidence that the immanence of Forms was discussed
at the Academy.? Aristotle remarks that Forms can contribute
nothing to the being of things unless they are in them ; they might
in that case be regarded as causes ‘in the same way as white is
the cause of whiteness to the white thing by being mixed in it ;
but this theory, first stated by Anaxagoras and later by Eudoxus
and some others, is easily refuted ’ (Met. A, 9914, 13). Alexander
enumerates the objections from Aristotle’s mepl idecv B (Frag.
189R) : (1) Forms would have to be bodies and also contrary to
one another ; (2) either the whole Form or a part of it would have
to be in each thing: if the whole, then what is numerically one
would be in many things ; if a part, a man will contain only a part
of the Form Man ; (3) Forms would be divisible ; (4) there would

! Punctuate *AMad 705 opikpos . . . éavrod Svros; as a question. As the
text stands, dMa could only introduce an alternative consequence of the
previous supposition about 76 {oov; but it does not. This is a third sup-
position, 706 ouwcpod standing first and carrying the emphasis, like adré 76
wéyefos and Tod loov in the previous speeches. Two consequences follow :
(1) Smallness itself will be larger than the portion of it taken by the small
thing, and (2) this portion taken from Smallness (16 ddawpefév), though added
to the thing, will not make it greater, but smaller than before. Proclus
(v, p. 113) interprets correctly. So does M. Dies, but he prints the current
punctuation, which will not yield the sense required.

* Aristotle’s statement (Met. 987, 13) that the Pythagoreans and Plato
left the nature of ‘ participation ’ or ‘ imitation ’ an open question for dis-
cussion, has been taken to refer to this conclusion.

3 Jaeger, Avristoteles, p. 16.
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be many Forms, not one only, mixed in each thing; (5) Forms
would not be models; (6) they would perish with the things in
which they are mixed; and (7) they would not be exempt from
motion. This criticism indicates that Eudoxus was conceiving
participation in the same material way as Parmenides here. The
terminology of the theory, which was borrowed from current
speech, lent itself to such interpretation.! In the medical writers
and the early philosophers ‘ the hot ’ (70 Oecpuodv), for example, is
spoken of as if it werc a material substance, a ‘ part’ of which
could be ‘ present in ’ a thing which would thus  possess a share’
of it. Eudoxus, apparently, proposed to understand participation
in a Platonic Form, such as ad70 16 #aAdv or adto 76 uéyain just this
way. The objection raised by Parmenides is identical with one of
Aristotle’s ; and our passage might be understood as Plato’s own
rejection of such a crude interpretation. Parmenides’ examples,
Large, Equal, and Small, bring out the absurdity of supposing that
‘ Largeness itself ’ (adto 70 uéyebog) or ‘ the Large itself * (adro 1o
uéya) is a large thing, which could be divided intoparts. Owing to the
current use of language, it would be difficult for the ordinary Greek
to realise that Largeness or ‘ the Large ’ was not itself large ; it
would have seemed to him a contradiction to say - the Large itself
is not large’. There is, in fact, an ambiguity in the expression
adt0 10 uéya. It can mean, not the Form, but ‘that which is simply
large and nothing clse ’, like Socrates 'adra ta Suota (129B) which
meant ‘ things which are simply alike and nothing else’.  As Socrates
said, it would be contradiction to say that such things were unlike
or not alike. Plato himself was aware of this ambiguity ; and it
will be part of the purpose of the second part to call attention to it.2
The young Socrates, however, is not represented as capable of
detecting it ; though he will presently suggest a way of escape.
Meanwhile Parmenides advances another objection, resting on the
same false assumption that Largeness itself is a large thing.

131E-132B. (b) The Third Man

I3IE. Again, there is another question.
What is that ?
132. How do you feel about this ? I imagine your ground for

believing in a single Form in each case is this: when it
seems to you that a number of things are large, there seems,

1 For illustrations, see H. C. Baldry, Plato’s ‘ technical terms’, C.Q. xxxi
(1937), pp. 141 fL.

2 At 149D ff. the Phaedo theory, so far as Largeness, Smallness, and
Equality are concerned, will be shown to lead to the impossible result that
no quantity can be greater or smaller than another.
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132A. I suppose, to be a certain single character ! which is the
same when you look at them all; hence you think that
Largeness is a single thing.

True, he replied.

But now take Largeness itself and the other things which
are large. Suppose you look at all these in the same
way in your mind’s eye, will not yet another unity make
its appearance—a Largeness by virtue of which they all
appear large ?

So it would seem.

If so, a second Form of Largeness will present itself, over
and above Largeness itself and the things that share in it ;
and again, covering all these, yet another, which will make

B. all of them large. So each of your Forms will no longer
be one, but an indefinite number.

The argument here turns on the ambiguity above noted. It is
assumed that the Form, Largeness itself, Zas the character in the
same way that the many large things have it ; in other words, that
it is itself a large thing. If that is so, then it is just one more
member of the class of large things, and there will be the same
reason to demand a second Form for it to partake of as there was
to demand the original Form for the many to partake of. Thus
we shall get an infinite regress. Aristotle (Mef. 99ob, 15) observes
that some of Plato’s ‘ more precise arguments recognise Forms of
relative terms which, we maintain, do not form an independent
class ; others state the argument of the Third Man’. Jackson
and other critics have seen here a reference to our passage. The
‘Third Man’ seems to have been the title of several different
arguments, which fall under two heads : (1) not involving an infinite
regress, (2) involving an infinite regress (as here).

(1) Alexander (ad loc.) mentions an argument used by ‘the
Sophists °. ' When we say ‘ a man walks ~ we do not mean the Form
Man (which cannot move) nor yet any particular man (for we do
not know what man it is who is walking). It must, then, be some
‘third man’. Alexander adds that those who separate the common
predicate from the individuals, as do the assertors of Forms, give
a handle to this sophistical argument. But, on the face of it, the
argument seems to point out merely that, granted there is a Form
Man, we can make statements not only about that Form and about
one specified individual man, but also about ‘a man’ or ‘some
man ' unspecified : ‘some man stole my umbrella.” Stoic logic

1 %8¢éa here (as in the Phaedo) means the character supposed to be possessed
both by the Form and by the things which partake of the Form.
8
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recognised this type of indefinite proposition ’ (ddptorov déiwpua) :
‘ someone (i) is walking ’ or ‘ he (éxeivog) is moving * (Diog. L. vii,
70 ; Sext. adv. log. ii, 97). Evidently thisis not the argument used by
Parmenides. There is no infinite regress ; and the ‘third man’
is not an extra Form, but an unspecified individual.

There is also an argument attributed to Plato’s contemporary,
the sophist Polyxenus. ‘If man exists by participation (xaza
uetoyiy) or sharing (uetovoiay) in the Form or Self-man, there must
be some man who will have his being in relation to the Form (mpog
T i0éav et 10 elvar). But neither the Self-man, which 7s the
Form, nor some particular man (6 7i¢ dvfpwmog) can be by participa-
tion in the Form. Therefore it must be a third man.” The state-
ment is obscure. Professor Taylor 1 connects this argument with
one used by Aristotle (Met. 1059b, 2): Suppose that Forms do
exist and that the objects of mathematics are to be placed (as they
are by Plato) as a third class befween Forms and perceptible things,
why is there not a third man or horse between the Forms Man,
Horse, and the individuals ? Polyxenus’ phrase ‘ some man who
will have his being in relation to the Form ’ might mean something
of which all you know is that it is ‘a man ’, as in mathematics ‘ a
circle ’ means something that is simply a circle and nothing more ;
whereas any specified individual man has many other properties.
If this is what Polyxenus meant, his argument comes to much the
same thing as the previous one. The theory of Forms should
recognise that ‘a man ’ means something distinct from the Form,
Man, and from any specified concrete individual. In any case, it
is clear that Polyxenus’ argument is quite distinct from Parmenides’
argument in our passage.? It cannot therefore be used as proof
that Plato is reproducing criticisms of his own theory advanced
by Megarians (Polyxenus was an associate of Bryson, who was a
pupil of the Megarian Euclides 3).

(2) The argument in our passage, involving an infinite regress,
was also known as the ‘ Third Man’. It was restated by Aristotle
as follows.t ‘If a term truly predicated of a number of things
actually exists in separation from the things it is predicated of—
and that is what those who assert Forms believe they show, since
their reason for the existence of a Self-man is that Man is truly
predicated of a number of things and is a different “ Man ” from

1 Mind, 34 (1925), 355. 2 As Taylor remarks, Plato (1926), p. 355.

3 K. v. Fritz (Pauly-Wiss. Suppl. V, s.v. Megariker, 722), arguing that
chronology is against Polyxenus being the pupil of Bryson, whose éraipos he
is called in Plato, Ep. xiii, represents Polyxenus as the pupil of Euclides.

4 In Iepi "I8ev A, quoted by Alex. on Met. g9ob, 15, p. 62, 33 (Ar., Frag.

188R) ¢ delwvurar kai obTws 6 TpiTos dvfpwmos . . .
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the individual men—then there will be a third Man. For if the
“Man” which is predicated is different from the things it is
predicated of and has an independent existence, and if it is predicated
both of the individuals and of the Form, there will be a third Man
over and above the individuals and the Form. And similarly a
fourth, predicated of this third and of the Form and the individuals,
and a fifth, and so on indefinitely.” Again at Met. 10385, 30, it is
argued that ‘ the Third Man’ (an infinite regress) will result from
giving any universal term, like ‘ Animal ’, a substantial existence
apart from particular animals.! Thus Aristotle simply repeats
Parmenides’ objection as valid against the separate ecxistence of
Forms.

Plato leaves the objection unanswered here. But elsewhere he
uses a kindred argument to prove the opposite conclusion : that
any Form must be unique. The divine creator made only one
‘Bed ’, the essential Bed, which exists in reality. If he had made
two, then there would make its appearance yet another one, whose
character the first two would possess, and this third bed would
be the essential Bed (Rep. 597¢). This passage, as Apelt observed
(Bestrdge, 53), might be a refutation of the Third Man. If there
were two Forms, Bed, they would be entities of the same order
and exactly alike ; and there might then be ground for requiring
a third Form ‘ whose character they would both possess’. But
the Form and the individual beds are not entities of the same order
or exactly alike. The Form, Bed, is not a bed ; and it is not true
that it kas the character in the same way that individual beds
have it. Rather it #s the character, and there is no ground for
duplicating it. Similar reasoning establishes the uniqueness of
the Form, Living Creature, in Timaeus 3IA.

The refutation of the Third Man really requires what Socrates
desiderated earlier—a study of statements made, not about in-
dividuals, but about Forms. Socrates is human, and we can also
say ‘ Socrates is a man ’; but if we can say ‘ Man is human ’, we
cannot also say ‘ Man is a man’. The arguments in the Republic
and the T4maeus indicate that Plato was not blind to the fallacy in
Parmenides’ assumption that Largeness is a large thing.

132B-C. These objections cannot be met by making the Form a
thought in a mind

The young Socrates is not allowed to expose this fallacy. Instead,
he offers the suggestion that the Form may, after all, not be an
1 Cf. Soph. El. 178b, 36, where the Third Man regress is said to result from

the false assumption that the common predicate ‘ Man’ is an individual
substance.
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independently existing thing, but only a thought in a mind. As
such, its unity could not be destroyed by its being distributed in
‘ parts ’ among individuals. To this suggestion Parmenides offers
two objections, which should be kept distinct.

132B. But, Parmenides, said Socrates, may it not be that each

of these Forms is a thought, which cannot properly exist
anywhere but in a mind. In that way each of them can
be one and the statements that have just been made would
no longer be true of it.

Then, is each Form one of these thoughts and yet a thought
of nothing ?

No, that is impossible.

So it is a thought of something ?

Yes.

c. Of something that is, or of something that is not ?

Of something that is.

In fact, of some onme thing which that thought observes
to cover all the cases, as being a certain single character ?

Yes.

Then will not this thing that is thought of as being one
and always the same in all cases be a Form ?

That again seems to follow.

Socrates’ suggestion is one that may well have been made in
discussions at the Academy. The word ‘ thought ’ is ambiguous ;
but the context makes it plain that ‘thought’ means an act of
thinking, which can only occur ‘in a mind * (é» yvyais), not neces-
sarily a human mind. This phrase, again, implies that, if minds
did not exist and think, there would be no Forms, for these are to
be acts of a mind’s thinking.

Parmenides’ first objection is that an act of thinking must have
an object, and this will be the single character ({0éa) observed as
pervading a whole class of things. In so far as this character is
one—and its unity is emphasised—it will be the same as the Form
(eld0g). The conclusion is that the Form is the object of thought,
not the act of thinking. It follows that there is no ground for
saying that it exists only in a mind and in this way denying its
independent existence. In support of this conclusion it might be
argued that an act of thinking must have some object and that
object must have some content. If the content is different in each
mind, no intercourse will be possible. If we are to understand
one another, the same content or meaning must be before all our
minds, though not, perhaps, with equal clearness. If it existed
only in one mind, it would be inaccessible to all others.
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Parmenides now adds a second objection.

132C. And besides, said Parmenides, according to the way in
which you assert that the other things have a share in the
Forms, must you not hold either that each of those things
consists of thoughts, so that all things think, or else that
they are thoughts which nevertheless do not think ?
That too is unreasonable, replied Socrates.

This objection is ad hominem, directed against Socrates’ account
of the way in which things have a share in Forms—the way that
Parmenides has been criticising, according to which either the
whole Form or a part of it would have to be in the thing. If
Forms are acts of thinking, each thing will be composed of acts of
thinking ; and either everything will think (not minds only), or
there will be acts of thinking which do not think—a contradiction
in terms. It may be noted that Plato’s Parmenides repudiates
the doctrine which some critics ascribe to the real Parmenides,
that ‘ to think is the same thing as to be ’: 70 yap adto voeciv éotiv
te xal elvar (see above, p. 34).

Socrates abandons his suggestion. Some modern writers have
not abandoned it, but have talked of the Forms as the ‘ thoughts
of God’, as if they existed only in his mind. This ‘ God ’ is to be
the Demiurge of the T4maeus. But there is no warrant anywhere
in Plato for saying that the Forms, which the Demiurge takes as
his model, depend on his mind for their existence or are his acts
of thinking ; still less for saying that the copies of the Forms in
the sensible world are thoughts composing things. If any serious
meaning can be found in such statements, it is not a meaning that
we have the smallest right to attribute to Plato.

132C-133A. Can the objections be met by making the Forms patterns
of which there are likenesses in things?

Socrates now returns to his view that there are separate Forms,
fixed in the nature of things or in reality (&v 77 ¢doet), a term which,
as Proclus remarks, Plato often uses of the intelligible world. He
now suggests that the relation of the Form to the immanent char-
acter may be that of pattern to copy. If ‘ participation ’ means
only the resemblance which a copy has to its original, we shall
escape the difficulties entailed by the crude notion that the Form
is a thing, all or parts of which might be in individuals. There
may be any number of mirror images of the same object. Neither
the object nor any part of it will be #» the image or ¢» the mirror ;
but each image can reflect its whole character. May not the whole
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character of the Form be reproduced, on this analogy, in any
number of individuals ?

132C. (Socrates continues.) But, Parmenides, the best I can
D. make of the matter is this: that these Forms are as it
were patterns fixed in the nature of things ; the other things
are made in their image and are likenesses!; and this
participation they come to have in the Forms is nothing

but their being made in their image.

Well, if a thing is made in the image of the Form, can
that Form fail to be like the image of it, in so far as the
image was made in its likeness ? If a thing is like, must
it not be like something that is like it ?

It must.

And must not the thing which is like share with the thing

E. that is like it in one and the same thing (character) ? 2

Yes.

And will not that in which the like things share, so as
to be alike, be just the Form itself that you spoke of ?

Certainly.

If so, nothing can be like the Form, nor can the Form
be like anything. Otherwise a second Form will always
make its appearance over and above the first Form ; and

133. if that second Form is like anything, yet a third; and
there will be no end to this emergence of fresh Forms, if
the Form is to be like the thing that partakes of it.

Quite true.

It follows that the other things do not partake of Forms
by being like them ; we must look for some other means
by which they partake.

So it seems.

Parmenides’ argument here is fallacious, as Plato must have
been aware, for he did not give up speaking of Forms as patterns
in the nature of the things. In the Ti¢maeus the Demiurge takes
Forms for his model, and later (52B) the copies of them are regarded
asimages (eixdveg) cast by the Forms themselves upon the Receptacle
in which they appear. Proclus pointed out that the relation of

1 T have used the word ‘image’ (=eixdv) in rendering éowcévar, eixaobév,
and ‘ like * (Guotov) where opolwpa, ddwpowdfy occur, because two things may
be alike without the one being an image or copy of the other. But Plato
does not clearly mark this difference by his choice of terms, for duoiwpua,
dgopowidafar usually mean ‘ copy’ (image).

2 elSovs is omitted by Burnet and Dies, following Jackson.
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copy to original is not merely one of likeness ; the copy is derived
from the original.? The reflection of my face in a glass is a copy
of my face and like my face ; my face is like the reflection, but
not a copy of it. In the Republic the term ‘ image ’ (eixdv) is used
for a lower grade of existence. If we examine Socrates’ statement
carefully, we find that he suggests that things are likenesses
(6powdpugra) of Forms, being made in their image (fouxévar), and
that the relation called ‘ participation ’ is that of image to original
(elxacbijvar) ; he does not clearly assert that this relation is merely
one of likeness. Parmenides then produces an argument to prove
that the relation of likeness cannot be the same as the relation of
participation, which Socrates has now identified with the relation
of copy to original.

The argument is this. If an image or copy is like the original,
the original must be like the copy. (Thisistrue.) But if one thing
is like another, that means that they partake of the same Form,
and this Form, it is clearly implied, will be the same as the Form
of which the copies are copies : e.g. if all men are like one another,
this means that they all partake of the Form, Man. This is not
in agreement with Socrates’ original statement (129a) that two
things are alike when they partake of the Form Likeness. ‘ This
man is like that man ’ is not equivalent to ‘ These men both partake
of the Form, Man’. There is consequently no objection to saying
that this man is like the Form, Man, and the Form is like him.
This does not entail that the Form, Man, should partake, or be a
copy, of itself or of a second Form, Man. We merely say that the
Form, Man, partakes of the Form, Likeness. No infinite regress is
involved so long as we do not identify the relation of Likeness with
that of copy to original. There may be many similar photographs
of the same person. They will be like one another, and the person
will be like them. But they are all pictures of the person ; they
are not pictures of one another, nor is the person a picture of them.
They would not all be like the person, if they were not all pictures
of him ; but you cannot argue that the person cannot be like the
photographs unless he is himself a picture of a second person, and
so on for ever.

The upshot is that the argument is fallacious, unless Socrates
meant to assert that participation is the same thing as likeness,
and it is not clear that he did mean that. The conclusion that
the two relations are not identical is sound ; but it is no reason
against regarding the Form as a pattern of which the many

1 Cf. Taylor, Plato (1926), p. 358. The same consideration underlies
Asclepius’ defence of Plato against this use of the Third Man, Schol. in Met.
(Berl. Edit., vol. iv) 567a, 41.

9%



WILL NOT FORMS BE UNKNOWABLE ?

individuals are copies. Plato must have seen this, because he
continues to speak of Form and individuals in these terms.

Here the objections to ‘participation’ end. The conclusion
seems to be that (1) participation is not to be understood in the
gross material sense that a Form is a substance, parts of which are
distributed among any number of things; (2) that the Form
nevertheless has an independent existence and is not ‘a thought
in a mind’; and (3) that it can stand to the individual instances
in a relation analogous to that of original to copy, which includes,
but is not identical with, the relation of Likeness. The reader is
left to discover the answers to Parmenides’ objections ; the young
Socrates is represented as unable to meet them. He lacks that
training in the detection of ambiguities which Parmenides will
presently illustrate. It is naive to conclude that Plato himself
regarded the objections as seriously damaging his theory, although
the nature of participation is undoubtedly obscure and hard for
our imaginations to conceive.

133A-134E. (3) Will not the separate Forms be unknowable by us ?

The final objection is that the separation of the Forms from their
instances in things threatens to isolate them in a world of their
own, inaccessible to our knowledge. Conversely the gods, if they
belong to that other world, may be cut off from knowledge of the
things in our world, and will not be, as the Phaedo (63c) declared,
our masters.

133A. You see then, Socrates, said Parmenides, what great
difficulties there are in asserting their existence as Forms
just by themselves ?

I do indeed.

I assure you, then, you have as yet hardly a notion of

B. how great they will be, if you are going to set up a single
Form for every distinction you make among things.

How so?

The worst difficulty will be this, though there are plenty
more. Suppose someone should say that the Forms, if
they are such as we are saying they must be, cannot even
be known. One could not convince him that he was
mistaken in that objection, unless he chanced to be a man
of wide experience and natural ability, and were willing to
follow one through a long and remote train of argument.
Otherwise there would be no way of convincing ! a man

c. who maintained that the Forms were unknowable.

! The reading anifavos is confirmed by the later reference to this remark at
135A, Tafra Aéyovra . .. 8 dpre éAéyopev, avpaords s Svoavdmeiorov elva.
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Parmenides clearly hints here that the following argument is not
cogent ; a man of sufficient intelligence could be brought to see
the flaws in it. These are, in fact, not very hard to detect; and
it is surprising that some commentators have overlooked this hint
and taken the argument as really damaging.

133C. Why so, Parmenides ?

Because, Socrates, I imagine that you or anyone else
who asserts that each of them has a real being ‘just by
itself ’, would admit, to begin with, that no such real being
exists in our world.

True; for how could it then be just by itself ?

Very good, said Parmenides. And further, those Forms
which are what they are with reference to one another,
have their being in such references among themselves, not
with reference to those likenesses (or whatever we are to

D. call them) in our world, which we possess ! and so come to
be called by their several names. And, on the other hand,
these things in our world which bear the same names as
the Forms are related among themselves, not to the Forms ;
and all the names of that sort 2 that they bear have reference
to one another, not to the Forms.

How do you mean ? asked Socrates.

Suppose, for instance, one of us is master or slave of
another ; he is not, of course, the slave of Master itself,
the essential Master, nor, if he is a master, is he master of

E. Slave itself, the essential Slave, but, being a man, is master
or slave of another man ; whereas Mastership itself is what
it is (mastership) of Slavery itself, and Slavery itself is
slavery to Mastership itself. The significance of things in
our world is not with reference to things in that other world,
nor have these their significance with reference to us; but,
as I say, the things in that world are what they are with
reference to one another and towards one another ; and so

134. likewise are the things in our world. You see what I
mean ?

Certainly I do.

1 Again (as at I13IC) peréyew Wwith genitive means ‘ have as our share ’.
Note that, in spite of the previous argument, * likenesses * (duowpara) is still
used of the instances in our world.

2 Relative names, such as ‘ master (of) ’, ‘slave (of) ’, ‘ greater (than)’,
which require a correlative in the genitive (or dative) case to complete their
significance : Rep. 438A, doa ¥’ éori 7otabra ola elval 7ov, Ar., Cat. 6a, 36,
mpds 7L Ta Tolabra Aéyeras Soa alra dmep éoriv érépwv elvar Aéyerar. Obrws takes its
meaning from the genitives éavrdv, éxelvwv preceding.
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And similarly Knowledge itself, the essence of Knowledge,
will be knowledge of that Reality itself, the essentially
real.

Certainly.

And again any given branch of Knowledge in itself will
be knowledge of some department of real things as it is in
itself, will it not ?

Yes.

Whereas the knowledge in our world will be knowledge
of the reality in our world ; and it will follow again that
each branch of knowledge in our world must be knowledge
of some department of things that exist in our world.

Necessarily.

But, as you admit, we do not possess the Forms them-
selves, nor can they exist in our world.

No.

And presumably the Forms, just as they are in themselves,
are known by the Form of Knowledge itself ?

Yes.

The Form which we do not possess.

True.

Then, none of the Forms is known by us, since we have
no part in Knowledge itself.

Apparently not.

So Beauty itself or Goodness itself and all the things we
take as Forms in themselves, are unknowable to us.

I am afraid that is so.

Then here is a still more formidable consequence for you
to consider.

What is that ?

You will grant, I suppose, that if there is such a thing
as a Form, Knowledge itself, it is much more perfect than
the knowledge in our world ; and so with Beauty and all
the rest.

Yes.

And if anything has part in this Knowledge itself, you
would agree that a god has a better title than anyone else
to possess the most perfect knowledge ?

Undoubtedly.

Then will the god, who possesses Knowledge itself, be
able to know the things in our world ?

Why not ?

Because we have agreed that those Forms have no
significance with reference to things in our world, nor have
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134D. things in our world any significance with reference to them.
Each set has it only among themselves.
Yes, we did.
Then if this most perfect Mastership and most perfect
Knowledge are in the god’s world, the gods’ ! Mastership
E. can never be exercised over us, nor their Knowledge know
us or anything in our world. Just as we do not rule over
them by virtue of rule as it exists in our world and we know
nothing that is divine by our knowledge, so they, on the
same principle, being gods, are not our masters nor do they
know anything of human concerns.
But surely, said Socrates, an argument which would"
deprive the gods of knowledge, would be too strange.

Formally, at any rate, this argument is almost grossly fallacious.
It confuses the Form (Mastership or Knowledge) with perfect
instances of the Form. Mastership, the Form, has as its correlate
the Form, Slavery; and we may say, in that sense, that it is
‘ Mastership of Slavery itself’, as Parmenides does say at 133E.
But Mastership is not the master of Slavery or of anything else.
It is the ideal or perfect master that is master of the ideal or perfect
slave (adto¢ deondrng, & EoTe deomdTrg, adrod dodAov, 6 Eote dodlag,
133D). Every perfect master contains an instance of Mastership,
but is obviously not identical with the unique Form, Mastership
itself. In the concluding argument the gods are represented as ideal
masters who possess (&yeww or uetéyew) an instance of Master-
ship ; clearly they are not the same thing as the Form ; nor are
they masters of the Form, Slavery itself : that is meaningless.
So the argument breaks down, unless we grant that an ideal or
perfect master cannot be master of imperfect slaves, like ourselves ;
and there seems to be no reason to grant that. Proclus (V, p. 194)
points this out. It is true, he says, that Mastership itself and
Slavery itself are correlatives. But we do say that the gods are
our masters, so that mastership in the other world will have rela-
tionship with slavery in our world ; and this is true, because we
partake of Slavery itself.

There is the same confusion of the Form, Knowledge, with the
perfect instance of knowing. Perfect knowledge, such as a god
might possess, is a perfect instance of the activity called knowing,
which can exist only in a mind. The Form itself is not an activity
existing in a mind, and cannot know anything. Socrates, who has
just been told that Forms cannot be acts of thinking in a mind,

1 Here (as at Tim. 7IA, elddres . . . feds) Plato passes from the singular
to the plural in the same sentence.
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ought not to have accepted the suggestion at 134B: ‘ Presumably
the Forms just as they are in themselves are known by the Form
of Knowledge itself.” The confusion follows in the next sentences.
‘ We do not possess (Zyouev) the Form.” That is true ; the Form
does not exist in us. But for this the next sentence substitutes,
‘we have no part in Knowledge itself’ (adtiic émiotiiuns od
uetéyouev). If this means that we do not possess or contain perfect
instances of knowledge, that is a different statement, which does not
follow from the other. And even if it is true, there is nothing to
show that we might not have imperfect knowledge of objects which
are perfectly real. The whole Socratic and Platonic attempt to
define Forms implies that we can start from imperfect knowledge
of the Forms themselves and gradually improve that knowledge.
The confusion comes out clearly in the second argument about the
gods: ‘if anything has part in (ueréyet) this Knowledge in itself,
a god has the best claim to possess (£yewv) the most perfect know-
ledge ’ (134c). Here it is the god who possesses the most perfect
instance of knowledge ; it is in fact the god, not the Form, Know-
ledge, that knows the Forms. And, once more, there is nothing to
show that the gods, besides having this knowledge of Forms, should
not also have knowledge of our world.

Another weak point is the assumption that, if there is a sharp
line between the two worlds, ‘ we ’ are confined to the hither side
of it. Our bodies certainly are; but, as the Phaedo argued, our
souls are more akin to the unseen and intelligible. In the Tsmacus
(35A) the soul is compounded of both ‘ the indivisible and unchang-
ing being ’ belonging to the Forms and ‘ the divisible existence which
comes to be in the region of the bodily ’. Thus souls are an inter-
mediate order of existents, having a foot in both worlds and cap-
able of knowing both.! As we have seen, Anamnesis involves the
separate existence of Forms and the eternity of the soul which
knows them. The doctrine expressly contradicts Parmenides’
suggestion that the separation of the Forms cuts them off from our
knowledge.

134E-135C. The Forms are admitted to be necessary for all thought
and discourse

Parmenides himself has admitted that his last objection could be
seen through and answered by a man of sufficient ability ; and he
now goes further and acknowledges that to deny the existence of

1 Wilamowitz, Platon, ii, 227: Der Einwand . . . schwindet, sobald die
¢pdvmais in der Seele gottlich ist, und sobald die Seele ein ewiges Wesen ist, also
der Mensch auch in jemes Reich hineingehort.
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the Forms is to destroy the possibility, not only of philosophy, but
of all significant discourse.

134E. And yet, Socrates, Parmenides went on, these difficulties
135. and many more besides are inevitably involved in the Forms,
if these characters of things really exist and one is going to
distinguish each Form as a thing just by itself. The result
is that the hearer is perplexed and inclined either to question
their existence, or to contend that, if they do exist, they
must certainly be unknowable by our human nature.
Moreover, there seems to be some weight in these objections,
and, as we were saying, it is extraordinarily difficult to
convert the objector. Only a man of exceptional gifts will
be able to see that a Form, or essence just by itself, does
B. exist in each case; and it will require someone still more
remarkable to discover it and to instruct another who has
thoroughly examined all these difficulties.
I admit that, Parmenides; I quite agree with what you
are saying.
But on the other hand, Parmenides continued, if, in view
of all these difficulties and others like them, a man refuses
to admit that Forms of things exist or to distinguish a
definite Form in every case, he will have nothing on which
c. to fix his thought, so long as he will not allow that each
thing has a character which is always the same ; and in so
doing he will completely destroy the significance of all
discourse. But of that consequence I think you are only
too well 1 aware.
True.

Parmenides here accepts the fundamental thesis of Plato’s theory :
Forms are necessary as objects on which to fix our thoughts and
as constant meanings of the words used in all discourse. Otherwise,
in any communication we shall not be thinking and speaking of
the same things ; and if the things change while we speak of them,
our statements will not remain true. The Forms, therefore, must
not be wholly immersed in the flow of sensible things. Somehow
they must have an unchanging and independent existence, however
hard it may be to conceive their relation to changing individuals.

Stallbaum first suggested that the objections brought by Par-
menides against the theory of Forms had been formulated by

1 For this use of wdMov, cf. Phaedo, 63D, ¢noi Ocppaivefar palov dade-
youévous, ‘ people get too hot with talking ’.
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Megarian contemporaries of Plato.! The only external evidence
alleged was the invention of the Third Man argument by Polyxenus,
friend of the Megarian Bryson; but Professor Taylor has pointed
out that this was not the argument involving indefinite regress
used by Parmenides. Moreover, the general attitude of Parmenides
towards the theory of Forms is not such as the Megarians could
have taken up. As Taylor remarks, Parmenides ‘ does not quarrel
with the young Socrates for believing in the separate and intelligible
forms ; on the contrary, he expressly declares that without such
objects there can be no philosophy and no science, for there is
nothing else that can be really known ’. This admission could no
more have been made by the Megarians than by the historic
Parmenides; we are told that they adhered strictly to Eleatic
monism. They would have been even more anxious to deny a
plurality in the intelligible world than to object to giving the sensible
world any but an illusory existence. Parmenides’ tone is, on the
whole, sympathetic. He seems desirous to help Socrates to a
clearer statement of his doctrine ; he does not pull it to pieces with
captious and eristic criticisms. The difficulties are of the sort
that must have been raised in discussions at the Academy itself ;
and we have independent evidence that Eudoxus had taken the
crude materialistic view of participation. About the Megarians
we know very little. The followers of Euclides soon gained a
reputation for eristic, and they seem to have contributed nothing
more important than some paradoxes which still provide logicians
with amusement.2 As Mr. Hardie 3 remarks, ‘ Burnet’s suggestion
of a personal and philosophical cleavage between Plato and the
Megarics, and his view that the later dialogues represent a progres-
sive ‘‘ emancipation "’ from ‘“ Megaric doctrine ’, are no more than
conjecture.” The conjecture is certainly not borne out by the only
personal mention of Euclides in the later dialogues. The intro-
ductory conversation of the Theaetetus presents him in a very favour-
able light and reads like a dedication of the work to an old and
valued friend.

The belief that the Megarians had formulated the criticisms is
bound up with a view of the dialogue as a whole which we shall see
reason to reject. Briefly, this view is that the second part of the
dialogue is a largely fallacious tissue of ‘antinomies’ or contra-
dictions, deduced by means of peculiarly Zenonian and Megarian

1 Apelt, Beitrdge, 45.

2 A sober review of what is known or can be safely inferred about the
Megarians is given in Prof. G. C. Field’s Plato and his Contsmporaries, pp.
169 ff.

3 A Study in Plato, p. 107.
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logical methods. Professor Taylor 1 states the case as follows : * If
we assume that the objections brought by Parmenides against the
doctrine expounded by Socrates did not originate with Plato himself,
but are in substance a reproduction of criticisms on the teaching of
dialogues like the Phaedo coming from an Eleatic quarter, we can
understand why Plato, after stating them, should counter by saying
in effect to his critics : * Turn the kind of logic you are accustomed
to exercise upon me and my Socrates against your own fundamental
tenet, and see how you like the result. The contradictions in which
you think you have entangled me are nothing to those in which I
can involve you by playing your own game with your own doctrine.
I can easily do with you as Zeno did with the critics of his master
Parmenides—give you back as good as you bring and better, in a
way which will be highly diverting to a lover of dialectic.”’ Of
the ostensible conclusion reached at the end of the dialogue Professor
Taylor writes: ‘It seems clear to me that by this enigmatic con-
clusion Plato is telling us as plainly as he can that the whole series
of ‘“ antinomies "’ is a parody of a logic which is not his own.’ 2

Against this hypothesis it may be urged that the logic used against
Socrates in the first part is not Zenonian in form, except in so far
as the first argument against participation contains a dilemma :
‘ Either the whole or a part of the Form must be in the thing.’
Nor is there anything characteristically Zenonian or Megarian in
such fallacies as we have detected. Further, the method employed
in the second part differs radically (as we shall see) from Zeno’s.
Finally, if it appears that the second part is anything but a tissue
of fallacious conclusions, the tu quoque view (as we may call it)
falls to the ground. Leaving these questions in suspense, we must
first consider what light is thrown on the relations of the two parts
by the transitional passage which here follows.

135C-136E. Transition to the second part. Parmenides’ programme
for an exercise in dialectic

On the admitted assumption that Forms are a necessity for all
thought and discourse, Parmenides now offers advice to Socrates
as to how he should proceed. His mistake has been to attempt the
definition of Forms, such as Beauty or Justice, without a pre-
liminary exercise of a sort which Parmenides will presently illustrate.

135C. What are you going to do about philosophy, then?
Where will you turn while the answers to these questions
remain unknown ?
I can see no way out at the present moment.

1 The Parm. of Plato translated. Introd., p. 10, 2 Ibid., p. 111.
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135C. That is because you are undertaking to define ‘ Beautiful ’,
‘Just’, ‘Good’, and other particular Forms, too soon,
D. before you have had a preliminary training. I noticed that
the other day when I heard you talking here with Aristoteles.
Believe me, there is something noble and inspired in your
passion for argument ; but you must make an effort and
submit yourself, while you are still young, to a severer
training in what the world calls idle talk and condemns

as useless.l Otherwise, the truth will escape you.

Why is a preliminary exercise necessary ? The suggestion is
that, before setting out to define some particular Form, there is
need to study the general assumptions involved in the assertion
that such a Form exists and can be defined. Take, for instance,
‘the Beautiful just by itself’. What does that phrase mean ?
We have already noted (p. 87) one ambiguity : it may mean either
the Form, Beauty, or something defined as having the character of
that Form and no other, ‘ that which is simply beautiful and nothing
else’. The Form, Equality, is distinguishable from ‘equals’
(adra ta iloa), quantities defined as simply equal. What we seek
to define is the Form. This is certainly one thing, a unity. But
it can be defined only in terms of other Forms, which appear to be
parts of the meaning defined. If so, that meaning is, in some way,
a whole of parts; not a bare unity, but a one which is also many.
The whole task of definition is to discover and enumerate those
parts. The ‘ Division ’ of a generic Form into its proper parts is
a method of reaching definitions that has already been announced
in the Phaedrus and will be lavishly illustrated in the Sophist and
the Statesman. Hence, before defining any particular Form, we
need to consider what definition involves: how a single Form is
related to its many parts, and to other Forms which are not parts
of it, but wholly excluded by it.

The historic Socrates had spent his time defining just such
Forms as are mentioned here: Beauty, Justice, Goodness. He
had not, as I believe, raised the preliminary questions: Have
these Forms a separate existence, and in what ways can one Form
be related to others? The same is true of Plato’s own early
dialogues, in which he had followed the Socratic procedure and
tried to define Courage, Temperance, and so on. Then, in the

1 Isocrates in particular condemned Socratic discussion as dSolesxia Kai
pkpodoyla (xiii, k. ood ., 18), and applied the same terms to the studies of the
Academy, as useless for practical life (xv, dvrid., 262.). Plato defiantly adopts
the word to describe his own procedure. Parmenides is not recommending
a training in eristic sophistry.
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Phaedo, he had clearly asserted separate existence, as the young
Socrates does at the outset of our dialogue. But Socrates here
has been represented as never having considered whether the
problem of the one and the many is not everywhere involved in
the world of Forms just as much as in the things we see. His words
might imply that he thinks of each Form as ‘ apart just by itself ’
in the sense that it is entirely isolated from every other Form.
He would much admire anyone who could show that the Forms
‘among themselves ’ can combine or be separated in affirmative
and negative statements. Since every definition is a statement
about a Form entirely in terms of other Forms, we may suspect
that the preliminary exercise needed before any definition is under-
taken will have some bearing on that question of the relation of
Forms among themselves. Parmenides seems to mean that
Socrates’ inability to meet his criticisms is due to his neglect of
these previous questions. He now indicates the programme for
the preliminary exercise. The form of argument will have some
resemblance to Zeno’s, but with important modifications.

135D. What form, then, should this exercise take, Parmenides ?

The form that Zeno used in the treatise you have been

listening to. With this exception: there was one thing

E. you said to him which impressed me very much: you
would not allow the survey to be confined to visible things
or to range only over that field ; it was to extend to those
objects which are specially apprehended by discourse and
can be regarded as Forms.

Yes, because in that other field there seems to be no
difficulty about showing that things are both like and
unlike and have any other character you please.

You are right. But there is one thing more you must
do. If you want to be thoroughly exercised, you must
not merely make the supposition that such and such a

136. thing 4s and then consider the consequences; you must
also take the supposition that that same thing s not.

How do you mean ?

Take, if you like, the supposition that Zeno made: ‘If
there is a plurality of things’. You must consider what
consequences must follow both for those many things with
reference to one another and to the One, and also for the
One with reference to itself and to the many. Then again,
on the supposition that there is not a plurality, you must
consider what will follow both for the One and for the many,

B. with reference to themselves and to each other. Or, once
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136B. more, if you suppose that ‘ Likeness exists’, or ‘ does not
exist ’, what will follow on either supposition both for the
terms supposed and for other things, with reference to
themselves and to each other. And so again with Unlike-
ness, Motion and Rest, Coming-to-be and Perishing, and
Being and Not-being themselves. In a word, whenever
you suppose that anything whatsoever exists or does not
exist or has any other character, you ought to consider the
c. consequences with reference to itself and to any one of the
other things that you may select, or several of them, or
all of them together; and again you must study these
others with reference both to one another and to any one
thing you may select, whether you have assumed the thing
to exist or not to exist, if you are really going to make out
the truth after a complete course of discipline.

There would be no end to such an undertaking, Par-
menides; and I don’t altogether understand. Why not
enlighten me by illustrating the method on some supposition
of your own choice ?

D. That is a heavy task, Socrates, to lay on a man of my age.

But you, Zeno, said Socrates ; why don’t you give us the
illustration ?

Zeno laughed and replied : Let us beg Parmenides himself
to do it, Socrates. What he means is no light matter, I am
afraid. You must see what a task you are setting. If we
were a larger company, it would not be fair to ask him.
Such a discourse would be unsuitable before a large audience,

E. particularly in a man of his age; because most people are
unaware that you cannot hit upon truth and gain under-
standing without ranging in this way over the whole field.
So, Parmenides, I join with Socrates in his request, in the
hope of sitting at your feet again myself after all these
years.

The procedure is to resemble Zeno’s in so far as it takes an hypo-
thesis such as ‘ that x exists ' and deduces the consequences. But
here the resemblance ends. Parmenides adds two qualifications.
He admits that Socrates’ theory has disposed of Zeno’s difficulty
about individual things having contrary characters. The scope is
not to be confined to sensible things, but extended to the Forms,
which Parmenides himself has recognised as necessary. It is
evidently implied that what is to follow will have some bearing
upon the mutual relations of Forms. The second modification
transforms Zeno’s method into a procedure of a quite different type.
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Zeno had taken his opponents’ hypothesis, and by means of a
dilemma deduced conclusions which he assumed to be contradictory.
The method was controversial, leading to a purely negative result.
Parmenides, on the other hand, requires Socrates to consider the
consequences, not only of affirming, but of denying the hypothesis.
This means that the procedure either ceases to be controversial or,
as controversy, becomes ineffective. If you study the consequences
both of affirming and of denying an hypothesis, you look at the
question from both sides and the natural result will not be purely
negative : either the affirmation or the denial should be established.
If the method is to remain controversial and you are to reduce
beth affirmation and denial to absurdity, your opponent will be
unscathed. This consideration has a bearing on the fu quoque
view of the dialogue. According to Professor Taylor, Plato’s reply
to his Megarian critics takes this form: ‘It is retorted that their
own doctrine is in a worse case still, for the application of the same
logic to it shows that its denial is as self-refuting as its assertion,
and that either leads to scepticism.” The last words refer to the
ostensible conclusion of the whole argument at 166c : that whether
you assume the existence or the nonexistence of a One, everything
can equally well be affirmed or denied of it and of everything else.
Apart from the fact that this conclusion is only ostensible and
does not really follow, it would not, if it did follow, demonstrate
that Monism is in a worse case than the theory of Forms. Suppose
you are a Protestant, and a Catholic friend, using the scholastic
method of argument, proves that your protestant doctrine leads to
absurdity. You leave the proof unanswered. Your only retort is
that, by parodying the scholastic method, you can show that,
whether God be assumed to exist or not to exist, every peculiarly
Catholic doctrine is both true and false. Your friend will hardly
admit that this leaves Catholicism in a worse case. He will reply
that there must be something very wrong with the use you make
of what you call his scholastic method. I cannot believe that
Plato’s reply to Megarian critics could be: ‘You criticise my
theory ; I cannot answer your criticism directly ; but I can show
(with a certain amount of fallacious reasoning, no worse than yours)
that the dental of your fundamental doctrine leads to scepticism
just as much as the affirmation of it.” There is this much truth
in the fu quoque theory, that many of the arguments developed
in the second part criticise Parmenides’ own doctrine of the One
Being. But some of them apply also to the theory of Forms, as
the context here leads us to expect. It is Socrates that is said to
need this preliminary gymnastic and to have got into difficulties
for lack of it.
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That the ostensible conclusion of the whole series of arguments
(at 166c) does not really follow should be clear to every careful
reader. Parmenides has said that the method might be applied
to anything whose existence one may choose to assume. He will
take, for purposes of illustration, his own hypothesis: the exist-
ence of a One. We are to study the consequences both of affirming
and of denying this, both for the One and for the ‘ others’. In
accordance with this programme wec should expect to find in
the sequel four deductions: (A4) If the One is, what follows () for
the One, (b) for the Others; (B) If the One is not, what follows
(@) for the One, (b) for the Others ? But there are in fact eight (or,
as some think, nine) deductions. The reason is that the hypothesis
is taken in more than one sense; for instance, the One in Hypo-
thesis I is not the same thing as the One in Hypothesis II. This
has been obvious to all commentators, ancient and modern. In
Hypothesis I ‘ the One ’ is a bare unity which excludes all plurality
and is not a whole of parts. The consequences deduced are purely
negative : nothing whatever can be truly asserted of such a One.
In Hypothesis II the One is a One which, besides having unity, has
being, and is a whole of parts. It is shown that a long string of
contrary characters can be truly ascribed to this entity from various
points of view. But the ostensible conclusion : ‘ Whether there is
or is not a One, both that One and the Others alike are and appear
to be, and are not and do not appear to be, all manner of things’,
completely ignores the ambiguity. These apparent ‘ contradictions’
have been deduced from at least two different meanings of ‘ the
One’. We shall find, moreover, that the same form of words, ‘ if
there is (o7 is not) a One ’ is explicitly defined not only in two but
in several more senses. If we observe the distinctions which Plato
himself indicates, nearly all the apparent fallacies and sophisms
vanish, and with them the apparent contradictions. The upshot
of the whole cannot, therefore, be a demonstration that the Eleatic
hypothesis leads to complete scepticism.

We must note, then, that there is an important discrepancy
between the programme here outlined by Parmenides and the pro-
cedure actually followed. So far we are led to expect no more
than four Hypotheses ; there will actually be eight. The explana-
tion must be that Plato does not want to call attention beforehand
to the ambiguity of the supposition, ‘there is a One’. We are
to find that out as we proceed and to draw for ourselves the necessary
inferences.
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136E-137C. Parmenides offers to demonstrate the consequences of
supposing that there is, or is not, a One

136E. After these words from Zeno, Pythodorus joined with
Aristoteles and the rest in begging Parmenides not to disap-
point them,? but to demonstrate the method he had in mind.
Parmenides replied : I cannot refuse, although I feel like
the old race-horse in Ibycus, who trembles at the start of
137. the chariot-race, knowing from long experience what is in
store for him. The poet compares his own reluctance on
finding himself, so late in life, forced into the lists of love ;
and my memories too make me frightened of setting out, at
my age, to traverse so vast and hazardous a sea. However,
I must do as you wish ; for after all, as Zeno says, we are
all friends here. Where shall we begin, then ?2 What
B. supposition shall we start with ?  Would you like me, since
we are committed to play out this laborious game, to begin
with myself and my own original supposition ? Shall I
take the One itself and consider the consequences of assum-

ing that there is, or is not, a One? 3

By all means, said Zeno.

Then who will answer the questions I shall put ? Shall
it be the youngest ? He will be likely to give the least
trouble and to be the most ready to say what he thinks;
and I shall get a moment’s rest while he is answering.

C. The youngest means me, Parmenides, said Aristoteles ;
and I am ready. Put your questions and I will answer
them.

Parmenides’ reason for choosing the youngest to act as respondent
is significant. He will be ‘ the least likely to give trouble’ or to
raise awkward objections. Socrates, young as he was, would cer-
tainly have been experienced enough in argument to detect the
ambiguities of the hypothesis and to challenge many superficially
questionable inferences. Aristoteles, from beginning to end, raises
not a single objection ; now and then he asks for an explanation,

! w3y dMaws mole, * stop behaving otherwise ’, is used to reinforce a positive
request which has been met with some reluctance. Cf. Rep. 328B, pévere kai
w) dMws moeire (Adam’s note) ; 338a.

2 Did Plato recall Parm., frag. 5 (3), éwvov 8¢ pol éorw, dmndfev dpéwpar
7660 yap mdAw ifopar ades ?

3 Reading eire & &rw and either efre pij [év] or eire py éorw, (M. Wundt,
Platons Parmenides (1935), p. 6). Cf. Procl,, iv, 12, Bovleole, édy (ITapp.),
76 & mobdpeba 16 éudv eire éorw, €ite wij* Tiva T€ adrd émerar. . . . None of the
Hypotheses starts from the assumption that the One is not one (uy é&).
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but otherwise he says Yes or No as required.? It has been noticed
that from this point onwards the narrative form is abandoned and
not a single name is mentioned. The dialogue becomes dramatic
in form, and the speakers might as well be labelled A and B. The
result is utterly unlike a Socratic conversation, in which the chief
speaker leads on his respondent, eliciting his opinions, securing his
assent to each step, and removing his doubts and difficulties.
It may be Plato’s intention to point the contrast between Eleatic
procedure and what he and Socrates understood by ‘ dialectic’,
the art of philosophic conversation in a co-operative search for truth.

Since Aristoteles contributes nothing, nothing is gained by casting
the arguments into the form of question and answer. The conven-
tion becomes tiresome and cumbrous; it only increases the diffi-
culty of following the reasoning. I have accordingly dropped it in
the translation. Aristoteles will appear only on a few occasions
where his assent is tinged with a suggestion of doubt. By com-
paring a page of my version with any literal translation the reader
can convince himself that this change of form in no way falsifies
the sense.

THE DIALECTICAL EXERCISE

Principles of Interpretation.—The key to the understanding of
the second part must be sought in the unmistakable ambiguity
of the hypothesis, ‘ If there is a One’. Had Plato’s intention been
solely to turn the Zenonian method of argument against the Eleatic
thesis, he would naturally have formulated that thesis once for
all in Parmenidean terms and deduced contradictory results by
shifting, within the limits of the same deduction, from one sense
it might bear to another. But in fact he distinguishes in Hypotheses
I and II two different senses and keeps them apart. The con-
sequences deduced in each case do actually follow, and they are
of course different. It is true that Parmenides can be held respon-
sible for both senses, because he had confused them. Some of the
attributes he had deduced for his One Being follow from supposing
it to be a bare Unity that is one in every sense and in no sense many ;

1 The persistent notion that Aristoteles is a mask for the young Aristotle
seems to me fantastic. It is quite probable that the Parmenides was written
before Aristotle joined the Academy in 367 or 366 B.c. at about the age of
seventeen. His early writings indicate that for years afterwards he was, as
we should expect, a faithful adherent of the theory of Forms, under the over-
whelming influence of his master. The objections to the theory in our dialogue
are advanced by Parmenides, not by Aristoteles, who has nothing to say for
himself. And of all Plato’s own pupils Aristotle would have been the least
likely to give no trouble.
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others from supposing it to be a One which is a whole of parts.
Plato separates the two assumptions, and by adhering strictly to
each in turn shows that they lead to opposite conclusions. The
method of argument has some resemblance to Zeno’s where (as in
Hyp. II) it is shown that ‘ the One ’ has pairs of contrary attributes.
But, unlike Zeno, Plato usually indicates clearly enough where he
is passing from one to another sense or aspect of ‘ the One ’ or of
‘the Others’. If we attend to these indications, the apparent
contradictions disappear.! Grote said of the terms ‘One’ and
‘ Being ' that, whereas Aristotle declared them to be not univocal,
‘Plato neither notices nor discriminates their multifarious and
fluctuating significations . . . The purpose of the Platonic Par-
menides is to propound difficulties, while that of Aristotle is, not
merely to propound, but also to assist in clearing them up.” Mr.
Waddell (p. 111) replies that ‘this is true only in a sense. He
[Plato] is not explicit, as we have learnt to count explicitness ;
but he sees, and means us to see, much both of the different senses
of the words and of the results of the inquiry.’

So much can be established by an examination of the argu-
ments in detail. It is a natural inference that a main purpose of
the whole exercise must be to point out that even the apparently
simplest terms, such as ‘one’ and ‘ being ’, which will appear at
the threshold of any metaphysical discussion, are dangerously
ambiguous.? This point is relevant not only to the criticism of
Parmenides’ system but equally to the preliminary training of the
young Socrates. Until he has cleared up these ambiguities, he
should not set about defining particular Forms, or even assert that
such unities exist. The Forms, Unity itself and Existence itself,
and all other Forms, are each a ‘ one being ’, and it is vital to settle
beforehand the question whether, and in what senses, their unity
is compatible with plurality. This involves the problem which
Socrates wished to be discussed : the relations of Forms among
themselves.

It was from the Parmenides and from countless discussions to
which it must have given rise that Aristotle learnt the maxim he

1 Proclus at the beginning of Book vi of his Commentary points out very
clearly that the reason why there are nine Hypotheses is that both ‘the
One * and ‘ being * have more than one sense (vol. vi, p. 4). He refutes the
complaint of other critics that to jump from one sense of ‘ the One ’ to another
would be contrary to the aim of the method announced, which ought to
consider the consequences of affirming and denying the same hypothesis
(sbed., p. 8).

2 As Lotze wrote: ‘ The simplest of the conceptions here employed, that
of a thing and that of its being, however lucid they appear at first, on closer
consideration grow always more obscure.’
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so often repeats: ‘One’ and ‘ being’ are used in many senses
(v0 &v xal 10 Ov moldayds Aéyerar). But whereas Aristotle as a
rule sets out with a systematic enumeration of the meanings of
ambiguous terms, Plato makes his point by an indirect procedure.
Faithful to Socrates, he would rather make us think for ourselves
than tell us what to think. So he confronts his students here with
a problematical exposition which may well have baffled the intelli-
gence of those who were less acute than Aristotle himself. Dif-
ferent hypotheses are expressed in the same form of words: ‘If
a One (or the One) is’, or ‘is not’. Since they lead to various
incompatible conclusions, the student is expected to infer that the
formula is ambiguous, and to make out for himself what sort of
‘One’ and what sort of ‘ Others’ are being discussed on each
occasion. If he turns back to the opening paragraphs of the
several Hypotheses, he will discover that Plato has furnished the
clue. He has merely to see that these opening paragraphs, though
usually cast into the form of a deduction, really define the sense
in which ‘the One’ or ‘being’ is to be understood in each
Hypothesis.

As we proceed, we shall find that Plato, in scattered passages,
unobtrusively indicates the many ambiguities lurking in the
phrase: ‘ If a One (o7 the One) is’. His contemporaries, knowing
only their own language, were either unaware of them or, like the
eristic sophists, used them to entangle disputants in contradictions
or paradoxical nonsense. No one had squarely faced the fact that
the simplest words may have many different meanings, which must
be defined before serious argument can begin. Owing to certain
peculiarities of Greek grammar, ‘the one’ (70 &) can mean (I)
Unity or Oneness in general ; (2) the unity of anything that has
unity or is one thing ; (3) that which has unity, anything that is
one; (4) the one thing we are speaking of, as opposed to ‘ other
ones’, and so on. The words for ‘being’ (t0 &v, elvat, odoia)
are even more ambiguous. ‘Being’ can mean (1) the sort of
being that belongs to any entity, whether it exists or not; (2) an
entity which has being in this sense, any term that can be the
subject of a true statement ; (3) the essence or nature of a thing ;
(4) existence; (5) that which has existence, or (collectively) all
that exists. There is also the ‘ copulative ’ use of ‘is’ (Plato’s
uetéyew) ; and ‘is’ meaning ‘is the same as’, with ‘is not’
meaning ‘ is different from ’ (as explained in the Sophist). English
is a more analytical language, and it is sometimes impossible in
translation to avoid giving too precise a rendering of the hypothesis,
‘If a (or the) Oneis’. The reader must be asked to remember that
the phrases we may substitute for the sake of clearness, such as
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‘unity ’ or ‘ one thing’ for ‘ the One’, vague as they still are, fail
to reproduce the full ambiguity of the original.

Since it is obvious that the One of Hyp. I is a different thing from
the One of Hyp. II, we should be prepared for further shifts of
meaning in the later Hypotheses. We shall miss Plato’s whole
intention, if we assume beforehand that ‘the One’ must stand
all through for the same thing, and then identify it with the One
Being of Parmenides, or the Neoplatonic One (or Ones), or the
Hegelian Absolute, or the universe, or the unity of the real, or the
Platonic Form.? The consequence of presuminga constant mean-
ing has been that the arguments have appeared to be very largely
either fallacious or meaningless. My own study of them has con-
vinced me that they cease to be either fallacious or meaningless on
the supposition that Plato is exposing the ambiguities of ‘ the One ’
and of ‘ being’. For all that we know beforehand, either of these
terms may be used in eight different senses, as many as there are
Hypotheses. It will be found that, at the beginning of each
Hypothesis and sometimes in the later course of the deductions,
Plato sufficiently indicates in what sense the terms ‘One’ and
‘being ' are intended. At the outset of any Hypothesis ‘the
One ’ should be taken as having neither more nor less meaning than
is there defined, whatever further attributes it may be found, as
the argument proceeds, to be capable, or not capable, of possessing.

The same remarks apply to ‘the Others’. Most critics have
assumed beforehand that this phrase has also a constant meaning
all through : that ‘ the Others ’ are the other Forms, or the sensible
world, or an analogous element in both the sensible and the intelli-
gible. We shall avoid any such presupposition and be prepared
to find that ‘the Others’ may have as many meanings as ‘the
One ’ to which they are opposed. In a modern book it would be
natural, in certain contexts, to substitute letters, e.g. ‘4’ for
‘the One’ and ‘not-A’, or ‘ B’, or some such symbol for ‘the
Others’. The opening paragraph of an Hypothesis would then
state that ‘ 4’ stands for ‘ the One’ in the sense there defined, or
‘not-A’ or ‘B’, etc., for ‘ the Others’ in the appropriate sense.
But it is better to keep more faithfully to Plato’s practice. In the
translation, accordingly, ‘ One ’ and ‘ Others ’ will be retained and

1 Parmenides’ programme at 136AB may suggest that ‘ the One’ = the
Platonic Form, Unity itself, and it has been argued that 76 é& should be
translated throughout by ‘ Unity'. I have found it impossible to make
sense of the arguments on that assumption. Also at 1378 Parmenides says
he will take his own hypothesis of the One Being, which is certainly not
identical with the Platonic Form. This is another indication that ‘ the One *
is ambiguous, and that the criticisms implied in the Hypotheses apply partly
to Parmenides’ One Being, partly to Plato’s Unity itself.
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printed with an initial capital where the terms are used in this
way. Until the definition has been stated, the terms are just as
much blank cheques as the symbols 4 and B. The reason why no
two interpretations of the Parmenides agree is that the value of
these blanks has first been filled in from extraneous sources, and
the deductions have then been twisted into some sort of conformity
or else abandoned as sophisms.

I cannot for a moment claim that the principles of interpretation
here recommended and applied remove all the difficulties and
provide every argument with a valid sense. The reader must
judge how far they are successful in giving the dialectical exercise
as a whole a significance that is serious and important as well as
relevant to the problems in the earlier part of the dialogue. I
venture, at least, to predict that no one who has the patience to
read the rest of this book will believe that Plato himself was uncon-
scious of the ambiguities of * One’ and ‘ being’, or that he was
consciously playing on those ambiguities to construct a string of
sophisms. He has elsewhere expressed vigorously enough his con-
tempt for such fruitless jeux d’esprit. The Stranger in the Sophist
(2598B), after setting out a number of statements which will appear
contradictory to anyone who ignores the ambiguities of ‘is’ and
‘is not ’, remarks that there is nothing clever in making play with
such ambiguities. What is hard and worth doing is ‘ to follow our
statements step by step and, in criticising the assertion that a
different thing is the same or the same thing is different in a certain
sense, to take account of the precise sense and the precise respect
in which they are said to be one or the other. Merely to show
that in some unspecified way the same is different or the different
is the same, the great small, the like unlike, and to take pleasure in
perpetually parading such contradictions in argument—that is not
genuine criticism, but may be recognised as the callow offspring
of a too recent contact with reality.” In the dialectical exercise
Plato demands of his student precisely the effort he here describes
as hard but worth the making. He is not himself putting forward
a futile parade of real or seeming contradictions which would
contribute nothing to the genuine criticism of Parmenides or of
the Megarians or of anyone else.

The revered Parmenides, moreover, is the last person whom
Plato would have represented as offering such a farrago under the
pretence of giving the young Socrates a salutary training. These
antics were good enough for the elderly ex-athletes, Euthydemus
and Dionysodorus ; but a little of them goes a long way. In the
Euthydemus they are administered only in small doses, interspersed
with passages of serious discourse by Socrates and brilliant pieces
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of description ; and the whole is redeemed by an exceptionally
exquisite style. All these graces and mollifications are lacking in
the second part of our dialogue, and those critics who find in it an
exhibition of rollicking fun must possess an enviable sense of
humour.! Mr. W. F. R. Hardie ? has recently urged that ‘we
ought not hastily to abandon the view that it (the dialectical
exercise) has a serious purpose and perhaps even a fairly definite
philosophical content. It seems to me clear that the passage of
transition just summarised is calculated to lead us to expect that
the second part of the dialogue will throw some real light on the
difficulties which have been raised in the first. And an examination
by the founder of Eleaticism of ‘ his own hypothesis ”’ can hardly
avoid ultimate issues. The reference in the Theaetetus (183E) to
the “ noble depth "’ of what was uttered by ‘“ Parmenides "’ on this
occasion seems to me to tell strongly against the view that the
hypotheses of the second part are nothing but an obscure joke or a
long and tedious parody.” I agree; and I hope to show that the
philosophical content is even more °definite’ than Mr. Hardie
suspects.

The question whether any of the arguments really deserve to
be called ‘ sophisms’ can be decided only by a careful study of
each one in its own context. My own conclusion is that the appear-
ance of fallacy is chiefly due to Plato’s deliberate reproduction of
the deductive form of reasoning characteristic of the Eleatics, and
exemplified in Parmenides’ Way of Truth. It is clear that each
Hypothesis begins with a definition, sometimes disguised as a series
of inferences. Thus, instead of saying, ‘ Let us suppose that “ the
One " means, for our present purpose, absolute unity which excludes
any sort of plurality,” Parmenides will say, ‘ If the One is one, it
will not be many ; and so it will have no parts and will not be a
whole.” That is really the definition ; but the deduction proper
follows without a break or any change of form: ‘ And having no
parts, it will have no beginning or middle or end ; and so no limits.
And consequently it will be without shape,” and so on to the end
of the whole chain of inferences.®> This masking of the definition
in the semblance of an inference has misled interpreters into sup-
posing that ‘ the One ’ is the same thing in all the Hypotheses, and

1 ‘ Considered light-heartedly, the Parmenides is one of the funniest things
in philosophy—the youthful Socrates, the future champion of sound sense
and right reason, taking a lesson, open-mouthed—in ontological rigmarole
from the old Eleatic dialectician, in the company of Zeno, the subtle juggler
of apory and paradox ! '—P. H. Frye, Plato (Nebraska, 1938), p. 28.

2 A Study in Plato, p. 100. Cf. also Ritter’s remarks, Platon, ii, 85.

3 In Hyp. II, however, the most important of all, and in the first of the
negative Hypotheses (160B-p), the definition is hardly disguised.
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that the conclusions reached must therefore be contradictory—
either sophisms or ‘ antinomies ’ requiring some reconciling synthesis,

Plato’s plan of representing every step in the argument as follow-
ing from a previous step sometimes entails another misleading
feature. Now and then assumptions that are really new premisses
are introduced, not at the outset of an argument, but after the
deduction has already proceeded some way. Instances will be
found at 147A and 149c. The reader must observe for himself
that it is the furtive intrusion of these additional assumptions that
leads to a consequence apparently contradicting one that has been
reached just before. 'We shall find that in most cases the fresh
assumption is a false Eleatic dogma, entailing a result that is false
and unacceptable to common sense.

It is further necessary to suppose that sometimes the conclusion
that the One has or ‘ will have ’ a certain attribute really means
that there is no reason why it should not have it. This principle,
for instance, applies to some of the positive conclusions about the
One of Hyp. II, which is defined as a thing that has being as well
as unity and is a whole of parts. It is impossible to infer that
anything so defined must have geometrical shape, exist in space,
and be actually in motion and at rest. But we can assert that
there is nothing illogical in adding these qualifications to a thing
of which all that we yet know is that it answers to that definition.

There will remain a few cases in which the argument seems to
be formally defective or fallacious. Thus at 141E Plato takes a
short cut from a true premiss to a true conclusion which does not
immediately follow. At 148A there appears to be a puzzle set for
the detection of fallacy or ambiguity ; but this is at once supple-
mented by an alternative proof capable of a valid interpretation.
Apart from a few instances like these, the great bulk of the deduc-
tions are sound, although a certain number are so vaguely worded
that, with the evidence at our disposal, we cannot be sure of the
true meaning.

HYPOTHESIS 1

137C-D. If the One is defined as absolutely one, it is in no sense
many or a whole of parts

The opening paragraph, as has been pointed out, really defines
what is meant by the ‘ One ’ which is the subject of all this first
Hypothesis. We are told that the term ‘ one’ is to be taken as
excluding plurality altogether ; the One is not to have any distinc-
tion of parts or to be in any sense many or diverse. ‘The One’
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means an object of which neither more nor less than that is
true.l

137C. Well then, said Parmenides, if there is a One, of course
the One will not be many.2 Consequently it cannot have
any parts or be a whole. For a part is a part of a whole ;
and a whole means that from which no part is missing ;
so, whether you speak of it as  a whole ’ or as * having parts ’,
in either case the One would consist of parts and in that
D. way be many and not one. But it is to be one and not
many. Therefore, if the One is to be one, it will not be a
whole nor have parts.

All the subsequent inferences follow from this definition. We are
to suppose that the One is just simply oze and nothing else.? It
is not ‘many ’ in any sense. This is expressed by saying that it is
not a ‘ whole of parts’, not in any way divisible. The term ‘ part ’
is to be understood in the widest sense. It covers not only the
parts into which a whole thing might be divided (as a number into
units, an area into smaller areas, a material body into pieces), but
any and every diversity of aspect or character. This appears not
only from some of the consequences deduced, but also from the

1 Cf. Taylor (Plato, 1926, p. 363) : The subject of the thesis ‘it is one ’ is,
‘as the character of the reasoning shows, ‘‘ anything whatever which is
conceived to be a mere undifferentiated unity admitting no plurality what-
soever "’

2 el & éorw, dMo Tt odx dv el moMa 76 é ; Taylor translates: ‘if it is
one, of course the one will not be many ’, to mark a difference between the
supposition here and in Hyp. II (142B), where it appears first in the form
é&v e éomw, (' if theve is one ' Taylor), then as e & éorw (142C, 3), and then
again as & el éorw (c8). It is true that the opening paragraphs in the two
Hypotheses define the meaning differently. But if the Greek is written
without accents, the difference between el év éomv and év e éomwv may be
only a matter of emphasis. In Hyp. III and IV, two different suppositions
are both expressed by év el éorwv (1578, 159B). In Hyp. V (160B) we find
el uy €ome 70 &v, € &v ui €orw, év € pv éore for the same supposition. In
Hyp. VII and VIII & e py €ore is used for two different suppositions (1648,
165E). In our passage the reader would naturally take el év éorw as analogous
to Zeno’s el moMa éore (128D, 5), ‘if there is a many’, and as stating Par-
menides’ thesis that ‘ there is a One’, mentioned above. Accordingly he
would understand : ‘ If there is a One, of course the One (76 év, either ‘ the
One in question ' or ‘ that which is one ’) will not be many.” I should print
el & &orw here, as at 1378, 4 and 142c, 3.

Referring to this passage, Proclus (Eucl. I, p. 99) remarks: ‘ That point
comes after 1, line after 2, etc. Parmenides indicates when he first negates
plurality of the One, and then wholeness. If ‘“ many " is prior to * whole *’,
number is prior to the continuous, 2 to the line, 1 to the point.’

3 Wabhl, p. 114, Il s’agit donc de ne laisser dans sa pensée que I'idée de V'unité
pure et simple.
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parallel paragraph defining the different One of Hypothesis II.
That One is not simply ‘ one ’ but ‘ a One which s’ (‘ one entity ’,
&v &v), and it is called a whole of which its oneness and its being
are ‘ parts’, whereas we should naturally describe them as ‘ ele-
ments ’ or ‘ aspects ’ or ‘ characters’.1 So the One of the present
Hypothesis excludes any sort of diversity. At 1404 it is explicitly
stated that it cannot have any second character. Hence it is not,
like the One of Hypothesis I1, something (dv) which 7s one or has
unity.2 The only thing you can say of it is that ‘it is one’; and
it will finally appear (141E) that you cannot even say that. For
‘is’ in this statement must have some meaning. If it means or
implies ‘ exists ’, then, were the statement true, the One would have
a second character, existence. If it means that the One possesses
unity, that again is false, for we should have a thing (8¥) possessing
a character distinct from itself. So this One is separate (ywols)
from all other characters. No other character belongs to it; it
contains no distinguishable aspects or ‘ parts’. It is just ‘ one’
and nothing else.?> Moreover, it will appear later from the com-
plementary Hyp. IV, which considers the consequences of this
supposition for the Others, that there can be no Others in the sense
of a plurality of ‘other ones’. Consequently the One of our
Hypothesis is (as Parmenides said of his One) not only indivisible but
unigue. This, however, is a matter that rather concerns the Others.
Here we are considering only the One.

The full significance of this definition emerges only as the implica-
tions are deduced in the following sections. Nothing can be truly
affirmed of this One; so the conclusions are all purely negative.
The deduction proper now begins. It is shown that such a bare
One cannot possess any of a whole series of attributes. These are
taken in a logical order, which will be followed again in Hyp. II.
They fall into several groups. The first group, occupying the next
four sections, are (1) limit; (2) spatial extension and shape; (3)
place ; (4) motion (including change of all kinds) and rest. The
question is whether a bare One can be successively clothed with
these attributes. (1) If it could have limit, it could be a definite
quantity (number or magnitude). (2) If we could then add spatial
extension, the One would become a geometrical magnitude. (3) It

1 Cf. 166A, where pépos ‘ part’ is used for any element in, or character
that belongs to, existents (ri 7&dv ovrwv), and the use of uépy (or €idn) for
the ‘ parts ’ of the soul in the Republic.

t The distinction between just ‘ being unity * and ‘ having unity ’ (ueréyew
70D évds) is drawn at 158a.

3 So Dam. § 48, p. 98, xara Ty mpiyryy Umdfeow T4 mdvra dn’ abrod (SC. Tob
évds) dveddv, kal 16 elvar mpos dmaow, adTd pdvov ddinor 16 & yeyvuvwpévov dmo
T@v Ay amdvTwv.
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might then be further qualified as a body with position in physical
space. (4) Finally, such a physical body might move and change
or be at rest. We should thus have accomplished an evolution
like the Pythagorean evolution from the original Unity to the
sensible body, or like Parmenides’ deduction of his limited Sphere
of Being filling all space from his premiss, ‘ There is a One’.

The next four sections prove that, if we start from the bare Unity
defined, we cannot advance a single step towards clothing that
bare One until it becomes a physical body with extension and
position in space and the capacity for motion or rest.

137D. The One (having no parts) is without limits

137D. And, if it has no parts, it cannot have a beginning or
an end or a middle; for such things would be parts of it.
Further, the beginning and end of a thing are its limits.
Therefore, if the One has neither beginning nor end, it is
without limits.

This statement has sometimes been misunderstood. ‘ Without
limits ’ (dnewpov) must, as the whole context shows, be taken in a
purely negative sense. It is not meant that the One has unlimited
extent, such as will be deduced for the number series in the corre-
sponding section of Hyp. II (142D ff.) ; for any sort of extent implies
distinguishable parts, and so contradicts the definition. Contrast
the One Being of Melissus, who used the same word (Gnetpov) to
assert that his One Being was unlimited in extent.

137D0-138A. The One (betng without parts) has no extension or shape

137D. Consequently the One has no shape: it is not either
E. round or straight. Round is that whose extremity is every-
where equidistant from its centre; and straight is that of
which the middle is in front of both extremities.! So if
the One had either straight or round shape, it would have
parts and so be many. Therefore, since it has no parts,

138. it is neither straight nor round.?

The wider notions ‘ limited ’ and  unlimited ’ (the first Pytha-
gorean pair of opposites) apply to quantities of all kinds. Shape

1 Heath, Thirteen Books of Euclid, i, 165, remarks that this is the only
definition of a straight line that is authenticated as pre-Euclidean. ‘ Aristotle
quotes it in equivalent terms (Topics, vi, 11, 148b, 27), o6 76 pégov émmpoafei
7ots mépaow.”.” The middle obstructs the view of either end for an eye situated
at the other end.

? At 145B shape is defined as ‘ either straight or round or a mixture of the
two'. Cf. Philebus, 51c, Ar., de caelo, 268b, 18, Procl.,, Eucl. I, p. 103.
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is a geometrical property, peculiar to continuous magnitudes, having
both limit and the ‘ unlimited ’ element of extension. It belongs
to the lines and plane and solid figures of geometry. These come
after numbers in the world of mathematical Forms. If the One
were to evolve into a physical body, this is the stage at which it
would acquire spatial extension and figure. But this advance is
impossible, because it would involve distinction of parts. Euclid
opens with the definition of the point, as that which has no paris ;
he then defines the line as length without breadth, and adds that
the limats of the line are points. So the line has limits, a beginning
and end and the interval between. On this Proclus?! remarks
that ‘ the point seems to bear the image of the One, for the One
also has no parts, as Plato shows in the Parmenides’ (here).

138A-B. The One (being without parts or extemsion) is nowhere,
neither in itself nor in another

138A. Further, being such as we have described,? it cannot be
anywhere ; for it cannot be either (a) in another, or (b)
in itself.

(a) If it were in another, it would be encompassed all
round by that in which it was contained,® and would have
many contacts with it at many points; but there cannot
be contact at many points all round with a thing which is
one and has no parts and is not round.

(b) On the other hand, if it were in itself, it would have,
to encompass it, none other than itself; since it would

B. actually be within itself, and nothing can be within some-
thing without being encompassed by that thing. Thus the
encompassing thing would be one thing, the encompassed
another ; for the same thing cannot as a whole both encom-
pass and be encompassed at the same time; and so, in
that case, the One would no longer be one, but two.

Therefore, the One is not anywhere, being neither in
itself nor in another.

If the One could have been endowed with extension and figure,
we might here have gone on to determine it further as a physical

1 Eucl. I, p. 104.

? rowdrdv ye dv. This phrase (and similar phrases frequently used else-
where) should be noted. It means that the present negation of an attribute
follows logically from the previous negations and from the definition.

3 Ar., Phys. 209b, 32 : ‘It is held that what is anywhere (wov) is itself some-
thing and also that there is a different thing outside it." Procl. (vol. vi, 126)
mentions critics who took év dA¢q to mean év 7dme, év dyyelw, but he is not
Jcontent with so simple a view.
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body in a place. Then, if it did not occupy the whole of space, it
would have more than one point of contact with whatever was
outside it. And even if it were (like Parmenides’ One Being) a
sphere occupying the whole of space, it would be ‘in itself * in the
sense that we could distinguish its spherical boundary from the
interior.! But then it would have distinguishable parts. Having
no parts, it cannot be ‘in itself ’ in the sense in which a thing,
considered as all its parts, is in itself as whole.

Plato is evidently thinking of Parmenides’ Sphere; hence the
specific denial of roundness. To the argument as it stands it might
be objected that the geometrical point had been regarded as indi-
visibly one and having position in space without any question of
‘ contact at more than one point ’ with its environment, or of its
being ‘in itself ’ as here defined. This is ignored because at this
stage we have reached the notion of an extended body, and all
that is here asserted is that the One, not being an extended body,
cannot be ‘in another’ or ‘in itself” in the sense applicable to
such bodies in physical space.

138B-139B. The One (not being a physical body in space) is neither
in motion nor at rest

If the One could have the attributes so far denied, it would now
be an extended body with position in space, and the possibility
would here arise that it should either move or remain still, and that
it should possess other properties, in respect of which it might
suffer change. But the One we have defined cannot move or change
or even remain where it is (for it is nowhere) or persist with such
properties as it has (for it has no properties).

138B. Next consider whether, such being its condition, it can be
(4) in motion or (b) at rest.
(@) If it were in motion, it would have to be either
c. moving in place or undergoing alteration ; for there are no
other kinds of motion.?
Now, if the One alters, so as to become different from itself,
it surely cannot still be one. Therefore, it does not move
in the sense of suffering alteration.

The word for change or alteration (GAdoilwais), as distinct from

1 Cf. Ar., Phys. 209b, 1, ‘' If place is what primarily contains (1 mpdrov
mepiéxov) each body, it would be a limit (mépas), so that the place would be
the form or shape (76 elSos «ai 1 popg) of each body by which the magnitude
or the matter of the magnitude is defined ; for this is the limit of each body.’

2 Cf. Theaet. 181D : the two kinds of motion («xious) are local motion and
alteration.
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local motion, is used in its widest sense, covering any properties
which might be altered so that the thing should become ‘ other ’
than it was.? Later (156B) various kinds of alteration will be
enumerated : combination and separation, becoming like or unlike
(in quality), increase and decrease in size. But here the only possible
change is that the One (which has no second property that it
could lose by alteration) should cease to be one. But this would
mean its complete disappearance, not alteration ; and even disap-
pearance is impossible: the One cannot cease to exist, since (as we
shall discover later, 14IE) it has not the second property, existence.

138¢C. Does it, then, move in place ? If it does, then it must
either turn round in the same place or shift from one place
to another. If it turns round, it must rest on a centre
and have those parts which revolve round the centre as
D. different parts of itself. But a thing which cannot have a
centre or parts cannot possibly be carried round on its centre.
If it moves at all, then, it must move by changing its place
and coming to be in different places at different times.
Now we saw that it could not be anywhere in anything.
It is still more impossible that it should come fo be in any-
thing. If a thing is coming to be in something, it cannot
be in that thing so long as it is still coming to be in it, nor
yet can it be altogether outside it, since it is already coming
E. to be in it. Accordingly this can happen only to a thing
which has parts ; for part of it will be already in the other
thing and part of it outside at the same time, and a thing
which has no parts surely cannot possibly be, at the same
time, neither wholly inside nor wholly outside something.
It is still more impossible that a thing which has no parts
and is not a whole should come fo be in anything, since it
cannot do so either part by part or as a whole. Hence
139. it does not change its place either by travelling anywhere
and coming to be in something, or by revolving in the same

place, or by changing.
Therefore the One is immovable in respect of every kind

of motion.

That the One, not being a body situated in space, cannot have
locomotion is obvious. It is equally impossible that it should be
at rest anywhere, or be said to remain in the same condition or in
possession of the same properties without alteration ; for the One
has no properties.

1 So Proclus (vol. vi, 145) explains that dMolwas here includes all internal
changes,
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I30A. () On the other hand, we also assert that it cannot
actually be in anything. Consequently it can never be in
the same (place or condition), because then it would be in
that selfsame (place or condition), and we saw that it could
not be either in itself or in anything else. The One, then,

B. is never in the same (place or condition). But what is
never in the same (place or condition) is not at rest or
stationary.

It appears, then, that the One is neither at rest nor in
motion.

With respect to motion and rest the conclusions, as before, are
purely negative. The One which is a bare ‘ One’, nowhere and
with no properties, can no more remain motionless and unchanged
in property than it can move or change.

Here the first section of the Hypothesis is complete. The argu-
ment has been sound at every point. The result is that, if you
start with the conception of a One which is one and nothing else,
without any kind of diversity or plurality, then you cannot clothe
this bare unity with any further attributes, since that would be to
contradict the definition. Hence, with such a starting-point, there
can be nothing like the Pythagorean process of evolution. Without
the two elements of ‘limit ’ and ‘ unlimited ’, there can be no
number (plurality of units) and not even a unit of number. There
will be no point (unit with position) which might generate the line,
surface, and solid of geometry and so yield a body having shape.
Finally, there can be no sensible body in physical space, such as
might move or remain still and possess sensible qualities capable of
change.

The next three sections are concerned with relations (as we
should call them) which a ‘ One’ might be expected to have, but
cannot in fact have, either to itself or to something else : sameness
and difference, likeness and unlikeness, equality and inequality.
These are not further determinations clothing the original bare One,
such as those rejected in the preceding sections, but characters
which would belong to the One if it could have been so clothed.
The absence of these characters can be deduced partly from the
original definition of a One which is not also many, partly from the
absence of one or another of those determinations.

In the corresponding sections of Hyp. II we shall hear of * Others ’
or ‘ the Others’ (vdAAa) in the plural. But here only the singular
“another ’ or ‘ something else’ (éregov) is used. The reason is
given in the complementary Hyp. IV, which deduces the conse-
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quences for the Others from the present supposition of a bare One,
which must remain in complete abstraction and cannot communi-
cate its character. It will there appear that there can be no Others
in the sense of ‘ other ones’. So there is not even ‘ another’ to
which the One could be related by the characters now to be con-
sidered. The One is unique, in total isolation.

It is, however, because of its own nature as defined at the outset
that the One cannot have sameness, difference, likeness, etc. All
these words have meanings distinct from the meaning of ‘one’;
they are characters distinct from oneness. The One as defined
has no character other than oneness. This is explicitly stated
below at 140A.! It must also be remembered that the One as
defined is not something which is one, or has unity, and might lose
that unity and still persist. It is not one fhing (&v év), but just
simply ‘ one’.

139B-E. The One (lacking the above qualifications) is not the same
as, or different from, itself or another

139B.  Further the One cannot be either the same as another
or the same as itself, nor yet other than itself or other than
another.

() Were it other than itself, it would be other than one
and so would not be one. (b) And if it were the same as
another, it would be that other and not be itself ; so that,

c. in this case again, it would not be just what it is, one, but
other than one.

Therefore the One will not be the same as another or
other than itself.

These conclusions follow at once from the notion of a One that is
one and nothing else, and cannot be or become anything but just one.

139cC. (¢) Nor can it be other than another, so long as it is one.
To be other than something properly belongs, not to ‘ one ’,
but only to an ‘ other than another ’. Consequently it will
not be other in virtue of its being one, and so not in virtue
of being itself, and so not as itself ; and if as itself it is not
D. in any sense other, it cannot be other than anything.

The conclusion is sound. To be other than something else is not

1 Jackson (Journ. Philol. xi, 311 note) pointed out that every one of the
inferences is substantiated by this initial assumption, which ‘is in fact the
Eleatic dogma interpreted with a strictness to which the Eleatics themselves
never attained ’.
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the same thing as to be one.! So a One which is simply one and has
no second character at all, cannot have the character of being other
than anything. Its ‘ oneness’, which is all there is of it, cannot
make it so. Not to mention the fact (which appears in Hyp. IV)
that there can be no other one for it to be other than.

139D. (d) Nor yet can it be the same as itself. For the character
(pdoes) of unity is one thing, the character of sameness
another. This is evident because when a thing becomes
‘ the same ’ as something, it does not become ‘ one’. For
instance, if it becomes the same as the many, it must become
many, not one ; whereas if there were no difference whatever
between unity and sameness, whenever a thing became * the
same ’, it would always become one, and whenever one,
E. the same. So if the One is to be the same as itself, it will
not be one with itself, and thus will be one and not one;
and that is impossible. Consequently it is equally impossible
for the One to be either other than another or the same as
itself.

Thus the One cannot be other than, or the same as, either

itself or another.

The reasoning here is not, as some say, sophistical, but rests on
the same premiss: that the One we are supposing has no second
character. ‘Same’ and ‘One’ are two different meanings or
characters. As we might say, the proposition ‘x is one’ is not
the same as the proposition ‘ x is the same as itself . If the One
has (or #s) only one character (as we have assumed throughout),
and if we now suppose that character to be sameness, then it cannot
also have (or be) the character of oneness; which is absurd and
contradicts the hypothesis.

All the conclusions in these sections, as in the other sections, are
purely negative. We cannot say that the One is the same as itself
or anything else ; but that does not imply that it is different from
itself or anything else. It cannot have either of the two contrary
characters.

139E-140B. The One is not like or unlike itself or another

Of the three pairs of contraries in this group, sameness and dif-
ference are the most general and comprehensive. Likeness is now
defined in terms of sameness : two things are like when they both

1 Cf. the argument at 1438 : Unity and being are other than one another,
not qua unity or qua being, but qua other,

124



HYP. I. NO EQUALITY OR INEQUALITY

have any identical character.! To say that two things have an
identical character (tadtov memovfévar) is equivalent to saying
that the same statement can be truly made about both ; the verb
magyew is frequent in that sense. So ‘ character ’ must be taken
in a very wide sense, covering the whole field of what Aristotle
called ‘ predicates ’ (including all relations).2 Here the fundamental
premiss that the One can have no second character becomes most
explicit.

Two things will be alike, then, when they are the same in respect
of any one character that can be truly said to belong to them ;
they need not be the same in every respect. If the only thing you
can truly say of the One is that it is ‘ one’ (supposing you can
even say that), you cannot also say that it is like anything—even
itself—or unlike anything.

139E.  Nor can the One be (2) like or (b) unlike anything,
whether itself or another.
(@) A like thing is a thing which has an identical character.
But we have seen that the character ‘same’ is distinct
from the character ‘one’. Now if the One has any
140. character distinct from being one, it must have the character
of being more things than one; and that is impossible.
So it is quite impossible that the One should be a thing
‘having the same character’ as either another or itself.
Therefore the One cannot be like another or like itself.
(b) But neither is it true of the One that it is different ;
for, in that case again, it would be true of it that it was
more things than one. But if ‘ like ’ means that of which
the same thing is true, a thing that is unlike itself or another
B. will be that which can be truly said to be different from
itself or another. And the One, it appears, cannot be said
to be different in any way. Consequently, the One is in
no way unlike either itself or anything else.
Therefore the One cannot be like or unlike either another
or itself.

140B-D. The One is not equal or unequal to itself or to another

The third pair of contraries, equal and unequal, is still further
restricted, to the category of quantity : it applies to number and

1 Cf. Ar.,, Met. 1018a, 15: ‘Those things are called ‘* like ** which have
the same attributes (radré memovfdra) in every respect, or have more attributes
the same than different, or whose quality is one.’

2 Procl. (vi, 195), mdv ydp 70 oTwoiv memovlos modXd éare: mdlfos yap xadet Ty
pélew dMov Tivds
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magnitude. A number, according to the ancient definition accepted
by Plato and later authorities, is ‘a plurality of units’ (wA7jfoc
uovadwy). It follow that 1 (the unit) is not a number, and also
that all numbers are commensurable, each consisting of so many

units. Irrational quantities, such as vz, were not called ‘ numbers .
They were treated as geometrical magnitudes, to be represented
by lines, such as the diagonal of the square.l

‘ Equal’ can be defined simply as ‘ having the same number of
measures ’ (units of number or magnitude). ‘ Unequal ’ as applied
to commensurables (including all numbers) means ‘having a
different number of the same measures’. But incommensurable
magnitudes require another definition : they can be divided into
the same number of different measures (one greater than the other).2
Plato first states these definitions. It is then easy to show that the
One cannot be said to be equal or unequal to anything.

140B. Further, the One, being such as we have described, will
not be either (4) equal or (b) unequal either to itself or to
another.

If it is equal, it will have the same number of measures
as anything to which it is equal. If greater or less, it will

c. have more or fewer measures than things, less or greater
than itself, which are commensurable with it. Or, if they
are incommensurable with it, it will have smaller measures
in the one case, greater in the other.

() Now a thing which has no sameness cannot have the
same number of measures or of anything else. Therefore
the One, not having the same number of measures, cannot
be equal to itself or to another.

‘ Having no sameness’ (u7) ueréyov tot adrod) means that no
statement beginning ‘ The One is the same as . . .” or ‘ The One
has the same . . .” can be true. This follows from the One not
having the character ‘ same’, as proved above.

140C. (0) On the other hand, if it had more or fewer measures,

it would have as many parts as measures ; and thus, once

D. more, it would be no longer one, but as many as its measures.

And if it were of one measure, it would be equal to that

measure ; whereas we saw that it could not be equal to
anything.

Therefore, since it has neither one measure, nor many,

1 See above, p. 60.
3 Procl. vi, 207, dovuperpov 8¢ 76 diarpovpevov eis {oa pév xar’ dpibudv, dwoa
8¢ xard péyefos.
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140D. nor few, and has no sameness at all, it appears that it can
never be equal to itself or to another, nor yet greater or
less than itself or another.

Inequality is denied by virtue of the original definition of the
One as not being a whole of parts. Measures are parts; or, even
if you try to assert that there is only one measure involved in the
case of the One, that would mean that the One had the same
measure as itself, and, as we have seen, no such statement can be
true.

140E-14ID. The One cannot be, or become, older or younger than,
or of the same age as, itself or another, or be in time at all

Here the addition of a further determination—existence in time
—is considered and rejected on the basis of conclusions reached in
the last three sections. If the One were in time, statements involv-
ing the terms ‘ same ’, ‘ different ’, ‘ equal’, ‘ unequal ’, would be
true of it, and it has been shown that no such statements can
be made.

140E. Again, can it be held that the One can be older or younger
than anything or of the same age with anything ?

If it is of the same age with itself or another, it will have
equality of duration and likeness ! ; and we have said that
the One has neither likeness nor equality. We also said

141. that it has no unlikeness or inequality. Such a thing
cannot, then, be either older or younger than, or of the same
age with, anything.

Therefore the One cannot be younger or older than, or
of the same age with, either itself or another.

We may infer that the One, if it is such as we have de-
scribed, cannot even occupy time at all. Whatever occupies
time must always be becoming older than itself, and ‘ older ’
always means older than something younger. Consequently,

B. whatever is becoming older than itself, if it is to have
something than which it is becoming older, must also be at
the same time becoming younger than itself. (What I mean
is this. If one thing is already different from another,
there is no question of its becoming different : either they
both are now, or they both have been, or they both will
be, different. But if one is in process of becoming different,

! Suodryros here need not go with xpdwov. If two things are of the same
age, they have both (a) equality of duration and (b) likeness in the sense
above defined : the statement that they are of a certain age will be true of
both.

127



THE PARMENIDES 1418-142a

I14IB. you cannot say that the other has been, or will be, or as
C. yet is, different; it can only be in process of becoming
different. Now the difference signified by ‘ older ’ is always
a difference from something younger. Consequently, what
is becoming older than itself must also at the same time be
becoming younger than itself.) Now, in the process of
becoming it cannot take a longer or shorter time than itself ;
it must take the same time with itself, whether it is becoming,
or is, or has been, or will be. So, it seems, any one of the
D. things that occupy time and have a temporal character
must be of the same age as itself and also be becoming at
once both older and younger than itself. But we saw that

none of these characters can attach to the One.
Therefore the One has nothing to do with time and does

not occupy any stretch of time.

All the expressions for change of temporal relations are studied
more fully at the corresponding stage in the next Hypothesis, where
we shall be considering a thing that can exist in time (151E ff.).
The above argument is not a ‘ sophism ’. Whatever exists in time
must be of a different age at every moment from its age at any
earlier moment ; and the lengthening interval between its younger
self and its older self must always be the same as the interval between
its older self and its younger self. But we have seen that no
propositions involving the terms ‘ same’ and ‘ different ’ can be
true of the One we have defined.

Proclus (iv, 232) has preserved Syrianus’ explanation of how it
is that what is becoming older than itself must also be becoming
younger than itself. It is interesting as distinguishing clearly the
two ways of conceiving time. ‘ There are two ways in which a
thing may be in time : (1) as advancing in a straight line and start-
ing from one point and ending at another ; (2) as travelling round
in a circle and having its motion from and to the same point, which
is both beginning and end, so that the motion never stops, every
point in it being just as much a beginning as an end.” In this
second case of periodic motion in time, the thing is becoming older
in so far as it is getting farther frem its beginning, but younger in
so far as it is approaching its end, since in getting nearer to its end
it is getting nearer to its beginning, and to get nearer to one’s begin-
ning is to get younger. Syrianus understood the passage to refer
to the periodic revolutions of the divine souls; but Plato in the
longer account of time relations in Hyp. II appears to regard time
as a straight line, not a circle, and Proclus himself falls back on a
more general interpretation, which does not involve periodicity.
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14ID-142A. Since it is not tn time, the One tn no sense ‘ is’, and
it cannot even be named or tn any way known

I41ID. Again, the words ‘ was’, ‘ has become ’, * was becoming ’

are understood to mean connection with past time; °will

E. be’, ‘ will be becoming ’, ‘ will become ’, with future time ;

‘is’ and ‘is becoming’, with time now present. Conse-

quently, if the One has nothing to do with any time, it

never has become or was becoming or was; nor can you

say it has become now or is becoming or is; or that it will

be becoming or will become or will be in the future. Now

a thing can have being only in one of these ways. There is,
accordingly, no way in which the One has being.

Therefore the One in no sense is.

It cannot, then, ‘ be ’ even to the extent of ‘ being ’ one ;
for then it would be a thing that is and has being. Rather,
if we can trust such an argument as this, it appears that

142. the One neither is one nor is at all.

And if a thing is not, you cannot say that it ‘ kas’ any-
thing or that there is anything ‘ of’ it. Consequently, it
cannot kave a name or be spoken of, nor can there be any
knowledge or perception or opinion of it. It is not named
or spoken of, not an object of opinion or of knowledge, not
perceived by any creature.

Now can this possibly be the case with the One?
ARISTOTELES : ‘I do not think so.’

There are several features of this argument that call for remark.

The conclusion itself—that the One can have no sort of being—
is sound, and could be deduced directly from the definition in the
first paragraph of the Hypothesis.! If we conceive the One as one
and nothing else whatever, it cannot have any second character
that could be meant by the word ‘is’ in any of its senses. We
cannot say : ‘the One exists’, or ‘the One #s one’, or even ‘ the
One is ’ i.e. is an entity, has that ‘ being ’ which must belong to the
subject of any true statement. Later, the various senses of the
word ‘ being ’ will be distinguished as occasion arises. The ‘ being ’
which belongs to every entity, whether it exists or not, will be
distinguished from ‘existence’ in Hyp. V. In the same context
it will be observed that a non-existent entity, just because it is
an entity, can have various characters, though we shall avoid saying

1 This is remarked by Proclus (vi, 251), who adds that Plato could hardly
have opened his argument by deducing that the One has no sort of being
immediately from the supposition & é éorw, which it would have appeared
to contradict (and does in fact contradict).
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that it ‘4s’ of such and such a character, because that would
normally be understood as implying that the subject exists (161c¢).
But here the One is not even an entity.

Neither of the two inferences: (1) that the One does not exist,
(2) that the One is not even an entity and therefore cannot be the
subject of a true statement that it is one, appears to follow from
the previous conclusion that the One is not in time. A Platonic
Form is an entity that is not, and does not come to be, in time,
and yet has many characters and can be known.! Also it -will
actually be demonstrated in Hyp. V that an entity which does
not exist at some time nevertheless is an entity, can have many
characters, and can come into existence. At the present stage,
however, these distinctions are not yet drawn and they are not
strictly observed here. Plato is content to draw a true conclusion
from premisses that hardly sustain it. But the premisses them-
selves are true; and to represent a true conclusion as following
from true premisses, which do not by themselves entail it, is not
sophistry in the usual sense. It is rather taking a short-cut, to
avoid entering on explanations which will be more in place else-
where. Plato could not explain everything at once ; the ambigui-
ties of ‘ being’ are reserved for the later Hypotheses. We shall
meet with a few other cases of this sort. It must be remembered
that the whole of this second part is avowedly a preliminary exer-
cise in the study of ambiguities. This gymnastic is designed for
the students of the Academy. They are expected to compare the
arguments of each Hypothesis with those of the others and to find
out for themselves the distinctions that must be drawn—in fact,
to go through the very process attempted in the present commentary.
In the next Hypothesis they will be confronted with a whole series
of conclusions which appear contradictory until the ambiguities
are detected. In an exercise of this sort Plato did not scruple to
introduce, here and there, a Non sequitur. It is possible that the
phrase, ‘if we can trust such an argument as this’ (141E, 12), is
a hint that formally, although the premisses and the conclusion
are true, the reasoning is not entirely trustworthy.

Parmenides ends by asking, ‘ Can this possibly be the case with
the One ? ’ and Aristoteles answers, ‘ I do not think so.” The pur-
pose is to provide a transition to the next Hypothesis, which will
suppose a One that has being and will lead to positive conclusions.

1 On the other hand, at Tim. 37E, where eternity is contrasted with time,
it is said that past and future (‘' was’ and ‘will be ') are forms of time,
appropriate to the becoming which proceeds in time, but ‘is’ should be
used of eternal being which is for ever in the same state immovably, and
ought not to be used of what is becoming.
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Parmenides does not mean that the consequences so far deduced
do not follow for the One as defined in the present Hypothesis.
They do follow, and they have led to purely negative results.
So, if we are to give ‘ the One’ any sense in which true positive
statements can be made about it, we must add to its oneness some
sort of being. This we proceed to do in the next Hypothesis.

The Neoplatonic Interpretation.—Mention has been made in the
Preface of some recent writers who have revived the Neoplatonic
interpretation of the Hypotheses. They all agree that the One
of Hyp. I is a God, beyond all being (énéxewa tijs odalag), unknow-
able, and to be characterised only by negations. This deity is to
be identified with the Form of the Good. He is situated ‘en un
liew surintelligible ’, which Plato has described only in the Republic
(Wahl, p. 120). For Wundt he is the Form of the Good, the
apym avvmdbetoc (Rep. 510B), the Cause of Philebus 278, and ‘ the
Idea of the Idea’, i.e. that which is presupposed by every deter-
minate Idea and makes it an Idea. Plato, not Plotinus, is the
founder of negative theology. Speiser’s view is similar ; and he
connects the unknowableness of this God beyond being with
Socrates’ saying that the highest human wisdom is to know that we
know nothing. Paci regards this One as an ‘ unitd superessente ’
superior in ontological worth to the being which is the object of
thought and which comes into view in Hyp. II (p. 113). This
unity is a ‘transcendent God’ (p. 144).

All these writers would, I think, admit that this revelation of
mystical doctrine could never have been discovered by anyone
who had nothing more to go upon than the text of the dialogue
itself. What Parmenides offered to Socrates was a gymnastic
exercise, not the disclosure of a supreme divinity. He also said
that he would begin ‘ with himself and his own supposition that
there is a One’, and Parmenides’ One Being was not a god, nor
was it ‘ beyond being’. The language throughout is as dry and
prosaic as a textbook of algebra ; there is as little here to suggest
that the One has any religious significance as there is in the other
case to suggest that x, y, and z are a trinity of unknown gods.

The Neoplatonic interpretation rests in the first place on the
assumption that, when Plato says that this One has no positive
attributes and cannot even ‘ be ’ in any sense, he means that it is
somehow ‘beyond’ or ‘above’ being and all other attributes.
There is not the slightest hint anywhere in the text to warrant this
assumption. It depends entirely on the identification of the One
as here characterised with the Form of the Good, and on a mystical
construction of the phrase odx odoiag évrog tod dyabod, GAA
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énénewa tijc 0voiag mpeofelg xal dvvduet Smepéyovros (Rep. 509B).

Thanks largely to the Neoplatonists themselves, such an atmo-
sphere of religious fervour has gathered about Socrates’ compari-
son of the Good to the Sun that it seems almost brutal to suggest
a simpler interpretation. But can it be proved that these words
mean anything morethan that, whereasyou canalways ask the reason
for a thing’s existence and the answer will be that it existsfor the sake
of its goodness, you cannot ask for a reason for goodness ; the good is
an end in itself ; there is no final cause beyond it ? This applies
to the universe. As Socrates urged in the Phaedo, the order of
the world should be explained by reference to some good of the
whole which will be the ultimate reason (airia) why things are as
they are. The ‘reason’ or ‘cause’ that explains all existence
might be described as ‘ beyond’ the existence it explains; and
being the good or end of that existence, it will be superior to it
in worth. It is quite another matter to say that this cause itself
can be identified with a ‘ One ’ which has no existence or being of
any kind. The Neoplatonising interpreter appeals to Aristotle’s
statement that ‘ of those (Pythagoreans and Platonists) who main-
tain the existence of unchangeable substances (odciag) some say
the One itself is the Good itself ; but they thought its essence
(odala) lay mainly in its unity ’. These ‘ some ’ may be identified
with Plato and his conservative followers, notably Xenocrates.
But the doctrine is not Plotinian.! The Good is not here ‘ beyond
being ’, but an unchangeable substance (odgia), just as Plato’s
‘One’ is said to be odoia at Met. 987b, 22. And so far from being
beyond knowledge, the Good of the Republic is described in the
same context as ‘the highest object of knowledge’ (uéyiorov
pdbnua, 5054). This knowledge is the goal of the whole course of
the philosopher’s higher education. In describing it Plato uses
language borrowed from the érontela of the Eleusinian mysteries,
which consisted in the exhibition of cult-symbols and images of
the divinities. This revelation had, of course, no resemblance to
the ‘ mystical union ’ of trance and ecstasy. Nor has any mystic
ever suggested that the proper avenue to his supreme experience
lies in a fifteen-years course of pure mathematics and dialectic,
followed by fifteen years of subordinate office in the State. There
is no evidence that either Socrates or Plato ever had that experience
which was really the core round which Plotinus constructed his
theology. Had any such tradition been known in ancient times,
the Neoplatonists would have made the most of it.2

1 This is pointed out by Mr. A. H. Armstrong in his unpublished dissertation
on Plotinus.
® The unfortunate suggestion, revived by Burnet, that Socrates when he
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On the surface the conclusion of Hyp. I is that if Unity itself,
Socrates’ adtd 16 &, is to be understood as bare unity and nothing
else at all, then we cannot even say that there is such a thing.
Why should this conclusion not be accepted as what Plato means,
with the inference he actually draws, that this cannot be a satis-
factory account of Unity itself, but we must at least add ‘ being ’
to unity, as we proceed to do in the next Hypothesis? We shall
then have an adto 16 & which does exist, and which might with
much better reason be identified with the Good. The equation
of the Good with the bare Unity of Hyp. I is in flat contradiction
with the text. That Unity has no second character; therefore
we cannot say it is good or the Good. It has no sort of being ;
therefore, if this is the Good, the Good does not exist, is not real,
is not even an entity. No one will maintain that Plato could have
meant that. The Neoplatonisers may fairly be asked to explain
why he said that you cannot truly assert that the One #s anything
whatsoever, when he meant that you can truly assert that it ss
beyond being, and ¢s good, and a god, and ‘ the Idea of the Idea ’.

The Neoplatonists make the further assumption that the Good
of the Repubdlic is the supreme god of Plato’s theology, superior
to the divine No@g, which they locate in Hyp. II. Nothing ap-
proaching satisfactory evidence for this equation can be found in
Plato’s works and it is hard—perhaps impossible—to reconcile
with the Timaeus and the Laws. It may be added that Aristotle,
if anyone, must have understood the Parmenides correctly ; and
to his far from mystical temperament it would have seemed the
worst sort of nonsense to say of the supreme God what Plato does
say of the One, that he cannot have any sort of being and nothing
true can be said about him. Such a theology would surely have
been denounced in the Metaphysics and elsewhere. This is a case
in which the argument from silence has considerable force.

The most that can be said for the Neoplatonist interpretation is
that Unity is later on (158D) represented as the principle of Limit,
which when combined with the Unlimited factor produces a plurality
of limited things; and Limit is associated, in Pythagorean and
Platonic thought, with Goodness. But in Hyp. I and IV this
principle of unity is supposed to be separated in complete abstrac-
stood absorbed in thought for a day and a night at Potidaea, was enjoying
a ‘ beatific vision ’ in some sort of trance, is plainly contradicted by Alcibiades’
own words at Symp. 220c. Socrates had ‘ begun to reflect upon something
(owwvosjoas 7) and stood there comsidering it (oxomdv), and when he could
make no headway he would not let it go, but still stood ¢rying to find the answer
({yr@v) . Word went round that Socrates was standing ‘¢hinking about

something ’ (¢povrilwv 7). The essence of the ‘ mystical union’ is that it
transcends all discursive thought.
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tion from the second element, with the consequence that no one
limited thing can exist. Such a helpless abstraction cannot be
identified with the Good of the Republic or with a divinity.!

Setting aside the Neoplatonic view, we may now return to con-
sider the bearing of the argument so far upon the earlier part of
the dialogue. It is plain that the final upshot of Hyp. I is as
unacceptable to Parmenides and Zeno as it is to Socrates. It has
been proved that the One of Parmenides, if it is to be (as he said)
absolutely one, unique and without parts, cannot have a whole
series of attributes which Parmenides assigned to it : it cannot be a
limited sphere filling all space and remaining at rest; it cannot
even possess existence or a name, for a name (as the Eleatic argues
against Parmenides in the Sophist, 244D) must be a different thing
from the thing which has that name. And, instead of being the
sole object of rational thought, it cannot be known in any way.?
As for Zeno, his proposition that ‘ what is one cannot also be many ’
has turned out to be a refutation, not a defence, of Parmenides. It
is precisely the doctrine that leads to all these fatal results.

At the same time this Hypothesis contains a lesson for Socrates,
who had said that he would be surprised if anyone could show
that ‘ what is simply Unity itself’ (6 &t &, adtd Todro) is also
many (129B). Parmenides has now shown him that, if this phrase
means a Form, Unity, which is to be just unity and nothing else
and so is to exclude any sort of plurality, then nothing whatever
can be truly said about such a Form, not even that it exists or is
one. The moral is that, when any Form is described as ‘ just what
it is’ and as ‘ just by itself * (adt0 xal’ avrd), that does not mean
that it is completely isolated from all ‘ combination ’ with other
Forms. Every Form must ‘ partake of ’ Existence and Unity at
least ; for it can be truly asserted of every Form that it exists and
is one. This is the conclusion that emerges, if we apply the argu-

1 A detailed criticism of the Neoplatonic interpretation will be found in
Appendix E to Professor Taylor’s Translation.

2 Friedlander, Platon. Schriften, 471, has seen that Plato closely follows
the lines of Parmenides’ reasoning and denies to his One attributes which
Parmenides ascribed to it as well as the attributes he rejected. This was
also pointed out by Jackson, Journal of Philol. xi, 310. A friendly critic has
objected that it is a strange procedure to make Parmenides expose the
weaknesses of his own system. I can only reply that the criticisms are not
expressed in the text; they are merely inferences which the reader can draw
for himself, and some of them are identical with objections openly stated by
the Eleatic stranger in the Sophist. It does not seem to me impossible that
Plato should represent Parmenides as supplying material which could be
used for the correction of his own doctrine.
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ment of this Hypothesis to the Form, Unity itself (adzo 70 &).
If any Form excludes plurality, it might be expected to be the
Form, Unity. But Parmenides has now shown that no such Form
can exist at all or be an object of knowledge, unless the contraries,
one and many, are in some sense combined in it. It thus appears
that the union of contraries in the Forms themselves, which Socrates
asked to be demonstrated (129E), is just as necessary as the union
of contraries in sensible things, asserted by Socrates himself as
destroying Zeno’s underlying assumption : ‘ one thing cannot also
be many ’, ‘ what is like cannot also be unlike ’, etc. In this way,
by taking the bare ‘ One ’ which can equally well stand for the One
of Parmenides and for Socrates’ Form, Unity itself, Plato has, with
extraordinary ingenuity, contrived at once to expose the incon-
sistency of Parmenides and to clear up an ambiguity in his own
theory. On this interpretation the conclusions so far reached
become relevant to the problems raised in the original discussion
between Socrates and Zeno.

Nore of the interested parties, as we have seen, can accept the
present situation with equanimity. If Parmenides’ One and Soc-
rates’ Unity itself (or any other Form) are to be rescued from self-
destruction, both must be something more than ‘just one and
nothing else . The least that we can add is ‘ being’. We shall
then have a One that s and can be truly said to be one.

HYPOTHESIS II

In the earlier sections of Hyp. I it has appeared that nothing like
the Pythagorean evolution, starting from an original One and
leading to the sensible body existing in space and time, is logically
conceivable, if the One is not also ‘ many ’ or a ‘ whole of parts’.
Parmenides had disposed of the Pythagorean scheme precisely by
asserting that a One Being has no parts and must be unique : it
does not contain a manifold, and no other thing can ever come out
of it. Plato now intends to deny this dogma and to restore the
possibility of a (logical) evolution following the Pythagorean lines,
with the refinements of his own more advanced thought.

As before, the opening paragraph of the Hypothesis completely
defines the conception we need to start with. This is the con-
ception of ‘ a One which is ’ (§» 6»), or something which has the two
attributes of unity and being, and for the present no further attri-
butes. We shall then be able, first, to deduce simply from that
conception the unlimited plurality of numbers and the unlimited
plurality of things that are (§vra). Next we shall see that a One
which has being is such that it can have the whole series of characters
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which were rejected in Hyp. I. We can clothe it with extension,
shape, existence as a physical body in space, the capacity for motion,
change, and rest, and so on. All these possibilities will follow
from the mere addition of ‘ being ’ to ‘ unity ’ in the construction
now put upon the hypothesis, ‘ If a One is’.

142B-C. If the One has being, it ©s One Entity, with both unity and
being
142B. Shall we, then, go back to our hypothesis and reconsider
it from the beginning, in the hope of bringing to light some
different result ?

‘If a One is ’, we say, we have to agree what sort of con-
sequences follow concerning it. Start afresh, then, and
consider. If a One ¢s, it cannot be, and yet not Aave being.
So there will also be the being which the One has, and this
is not the same thing as the One; otherwise that being
would not be #s being, nor would it, the One, kave that

c. Dbeing, but to say ‘ a One ¢s * would be tantamount to saying
‘a One (is) ome’.l But in fact the supposition whose
consequences we are to consider is not ‘ if a One (is) one’,
but ‘if a One #s’. This implies that ‘is’ and ‘ one ’ stand
for different things. Thus the short statement ‘a One is’
simply means that the One has being.

It is not explained what sort of being this ‘ One Being’ has.
Existence in time is not meant, for that is added at a later stage.
It seems best to avoid the word ‘existence’ as suggesting the
existence into which and out of which pass the things that become
and perish in time. ‘Being’ is to be taken in the widest sense
in which we speak of an ‘entity ’. This ‘ being ’ is described at
161E as belonging to anything about which any true statement
can be made, including the statement that it does not exist. Hyp.V
is devoted to considering what can be said about a non-existent
entity. A One Entity (év &»), then, is a subject of which we can
assert the two truths: (1) that it is one, or has unity, and (2) that
it is, or has being. The expression, for the present, will cover
anything that in this sense ‘is’.

From this simple conception of One Entity all the deductions
of the next two sections can be drawn, without the addition of
any further determinations. It will be argued (1) that by dwelling
on the implications of this conception our thought can derive from

1é& &. In Greek the word ‘is’ (the ‘ copula’) can be omitted, as here.
te é&v & would be a more accurate expression than e é éorw for what was
our supposition in Hyp. I.
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it the unlimited series of numbers. Further, (2) there will be as
many entities (§vta) as there are numbers, and each of them will be
one entity. Only then shall we begin to add the string of deter-
minations that were rejected in Hyp. I.

142c-D. A ‘ One Entity ’ is a whole of parts (both one and many)

The first step is to assert of a ‘ One Entity ’ what was denied by
the very definition of the absolute One of Hyp. I—that it is many,
in the sense of being a whole of parts. The next words indicate
that what has gone before is the fresh definition, now to be followed
by the deduction of consequences.

142C. Let us, then, once more state what will follow, if a One is.

Consider whether this supposition does not necessarily

D. imply that the One is such as to have parts. That follows

in this way. Since ‘is’ is asserted to belong to this One

which is, and ‘one’ is asserted to belong to this Being

which is one, and since ‘ betng ’ and ‘ one ’ are not the same

thing, but both belong to! the same thing, namely that

‘ One which is’ that we are supposing, it follows that it is

‘One Being ’ as a whole, and ‘one’ and ‘ being ’ will be

its parts. So we must speak of each of these parts, not
merely as a part, but as part of a whole.

Therefore, any ‘ One that is’ is a whole and also has

parts.

We have already (p. 116) noted that Plato uses the word  part ’
(uéoog, udptov) where we should speak of elements or characters or
aspects. The statement above, that any ‘ One Entity ’ has two
parts, its unity and its being, supports our supposition that here
at the outset we are to conceive it as consisting of these two elements
only. They are sufficient to make it a whole or complex, and so
a One which is also more than one, ‘many ’.

142D-145A. A One Entity (having parts) is indefinitely numerous
and also limited ?

In Aristotle’s account of the Pythagorean generation of numbers
from the original One, Limit and Unlimited were the first pair of

1700 adrod 8¢ . . . ToD évos Ovros, possessive genitive with the preceding
éori. The genitive in 76 ot 705 €vds Svros Aéyerar above cannot be governed
by Aéyerar, but must also be possessive, unless some parallel can be found
for Méyeofar with genitive meaning ‘ to be predicated of . The point is that
two different attributes belonging to the same subject (the év év) must be two
parts of one whole.

? Throughout this section Burnet’s division of paragraphs is incorrect and
misleading.
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Opposites, whose union gave rise to the arithmetical unit and
numbers (p. 6). The alternative, limited or unlimited, followed
at the same point in Hyp. I, immediately after the definition of the
One which was not many and had no parts. There only the nega-
tive inference was possible : that such a One could not have limits,
for there could be no distinction of beginning, middle, and end ;
and the next inference was that it could not be a geometrical
magnitude having a shape. Number was already excluded by the
definition, which denied any plurality. In the present Hypothesis,
with its wealth of possibilities, number and geometrical magnitude
(shape) are separately considered, number, of course, being prior.

First, the existence of the unlimited series of numbers is deduced
from the mere conception of ‘One Entity’. We saw that the
Eleatics objected to the Pythagorean derivation of numbers, a
plurality of ones, from the original unit. Zeno sought to prove that
the existence of any plurality involved contradictions. Plato here
shows that the existence of number follows immediately from the
Parmenidean hypothesis itself, understood as positing a One that
is not merely one but also has being. There is nothing irrational
or illogical is allowing our thought to advance, by the processes
here indicated, from a One that has being to any number of ones
that have being. In this revised form Plato restores the Pytha-
gorean evolution of numbers from the One. The primary pair of
opposites, Limited and Unlimited, here come into view.

There are two alternative methods of procedure : (a) by division,
(b) by addition and multiplication. Both lead to the conclusion
that a One Being is unlimited in multitude or indefinitely numerous
(Getgov mAr0ed). Finally, it will be shown that a One Being,
considered as a whole, must be limited.

(4) We begin with the method of division. From this point of
view the One Being is a whole, capable of unlimited division into
parts.

142D.  Again, take each of these two parts of the One Being—
E. its unity and its being : unity can never be lacking to the
part ‘ being ’, nor being to the part ‘ unity .1 Thus each

of the two parts, in its turn, will possess both unity and
being ; any part proves to consist of at least two parts,

and so on for ever by the same reasoning : whatever part

we arrive at always possesses these two parts; for a ‘ one’
always has being, and a ‘ being ’ always has unity. Hence

143. any part always proves to be two and can never be one.

1 The sense here is certain, though the reading is dubious. Cf. 144E,
olre yap 76 Ov 10D €évds dmolelmerar ovTe TO & Tod Svros.
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143. In this way, then, what is  One Being ’ must be unlimited
in multitude.

This first method applies to * One Being ’ the conception of infinite
divisibility in a peculiar manner. The reasoning appears to be
fallacious and has been condemned as such, owing to the ambiguity
of the term ‘ part’. Infinite divisibility is commonly applied to
magnitudes. If our ‘One Being’ were a magnitude, we could
imagine it endlessly divided into parts (smaller magnitudes) each
of which would be and be one. But if (as we are supposing) the
‘One Being '’ is simply ‘one entity ’ of whatever kind, it seems
illegitimate to regard its being and its unity as parts resulting from
division and capable of subdivision. The further determination
whereby it acquires extension and shape is not added till the next
section.

The sort of division here intended can only be the mental act of
distinguishing the two elements in ‘ One Entity ’.1 If we now fix
our thought upon either of these elements, say the ‘unity’, we
shall once more see it as a ‘ one entity ’, having a unity and a being
of its own. The process can now be continued indefinitely : we
shall never reach an element that #s not an element or is not one
element. So interpreted, the meaning is that, if you start by
considering the bare notion of ‘ One Entity ’ as a complex with two
distinguishable elements, there is nothing to prevent your thought
from advancing, without any further aid, to the conception of
unlimited multitude.2 It is thus that we must understand the
conclusion stated, that ‘a One Being is unlimited in multitude ’.
The reasoning is valid against Parmenides, who declared that a
‘ One Being ’ must be indivisible, and yet asserted that ‘ what can
be thought can be’. We now find that our thought can advance
without limit in this process of distinguishing, and there is no
ground for holding that there is anything srrational in the notion
of multitude and even of unlimited multitude. The reasoning is
also valid ad hominem, in that Parmenides spoke of his One Being as
an extended continuous magnitude with spherical shape. If it has
these properties, it must be infinitely divisible in the ordinary sense.

1 This mental act may be compared to the act of discerning two specific
differences contained in a generic concept, as practised in the method of
Division (3ualpeots).

2 There is something in this unaided advance of thought that recalls the
account of Recollection at Meno, 81D : ‘ Since all reality (the world of Forms
and of mathematical truth) is akin, there is nothing to prevent a man who
has been reminded of only one thing—learnt it, as people say—from discover-
ing all the rest for himself.” All truths are so connected that the chain can
be followed, by pure reasoning, from any one link that is grasped.
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(b) The alternative method reaches the same conclusion by way
of addition and multiplication, and explicitly deduces the existence
of the number series. From this standpoint we need a One that
can stand as a unit, to which other units—other ‘ ones '—can be
added. For numbers three terms are considered necessary, so as
to provide the first unit, the first even number, and the first odd.
These are provided by taking (1) the ‘ One’ which is said to have
being in the expression a ‘ One which is’ (§&» %), (2) the being which
it has, and (3) the term ° different ’, a character which is imme-
diately perceived to belong to both these entities, for they could
not otherwise be distinguished.

143A.  We may also proceed in another way, as follows. We
are saying that the One has being : that is why it 7s; and
it was for that reason that a ‘ One which is’ was seen to
be a plurality. Now take just this ‘ One’ which we are
saying has being and conceive it just by itself alone apart
from the being which we say it has. Will this ‘ One ’ itself
be found to be merely one or also a plurality ? 1 Consider :
B. the ‘One’ itself and its being must be different things
since the One is not being, but, as One, 4as being. If, then,
the One and its being are each different from the other,
it is not in virtue of being one that the One is different
from the being, nor is it in virtue of being ‘ being ’ that the
being is other than the One : they differ from one another
in virtue of being different or other. Thus (the term)

¢ different ’ is not identical with either ‘ one ’ or ‘ being ’.
c. Now suppose we take a selection of these terms, (say)
‘being ’ and ‘ different ’, or ‘ being’ and ‘one’, or ‘one
and ‘ different ’; in each case we are selecting a pair which
may be spoken of as ‘both’. I mean: we can speak of
‘being ’, and again of ‘one’. We have thus named each
member of a pair. And when I say ‘ being and one’ or
‘being and different’, or ‘different and one’, and so on in
every possible combination, I am in each case speaking of
D. ‘both’. And a pair that can properly be called *‘ both’
must be fwo. And if a pair of things are two, each of them
must be one. This applies to our terms: since each set
forms a couple, each term must be one. And if so, then,
when any one is added to any pair, the sum will be three.

1 The unity of the One Being, even in isolation from its being, still must
have two distinct characters: omeness and difference from being. ‘ Being'’
also will have two characters: being and difference from oneness. Hence
difference is a third distinct term.
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143D. And three is odd, two even.! Now if there are two, there
E. must also be twice times, if three, three times, since two is
twice times one and three is three times one. And if there
are two and twice times, three and three times, there must
be twice times two and three times three. And, if there are
three which occur twice and two which occur three times,
there must be twice times three and three times two. Thus
144. there will be even multiples of even sets, odd multiples of
odd sets, odd multiples of even sets, and even multiples
of odd sets. That being so, there is no number left, which
must not necessarily be.
Therefore, if a One is, there must also be number.

Thus, from the simple consideration of ‘ One Entity ’, with its
two parts and the difference between them, we have derived the
unlimited plurality of numbers. Each of the three terms is ‘ one
entity ’ and can thus be treated as a unit; and by adding and
multiplying these units we can reach any number (plurality of
units), however great.?

The next point is that, since all the units (‘ ones’) forming
numbers are themselves entities (§vta), the same process that yields
an unlimited plurality of units or ‘ ones’ also yields an unlimited
plurality of entities or ‘ beings’. We have not merely numbers,
a plurality of ones (moAAd), but many things that are (moAda évra),
and in fact an ‘indefinite plurality of things that are’ (mi#jfog
dnewpoy 1@y Svtwv). Thus the ‘being’ of a One Being is in-
definitely multiplied by the same process whereby its unity was
indefinitely multiplied in the previous argument.

I44A. Now, if number is, there must be many things, and indeed
an unlimited plurality of things, that are; for we must
admit that number, unlimited in plurality, also proves to
have being. And if all number has being, each part of

B. number must have being also. Thus being is distributed

1 Note that Plato drops the archaic Pythagorean identification of the
0Odd with Limit, the Even with Unlimited (p. 6), so far as numbers are
concerned. All numbers are limited.

? The objection that prime numbers cannot be obtained by multiplication
is invalid, since Plato evidently includes addition and starts with that when
he adds one term to another to make two, and two to one to make three.
Moreover, primes were sometimes regarded as odd multiples of an odd
number, 1 being treated for this purpose as odd: 5= 5 X 1. Theon,
P- 23, 14, xalodvrar 8¢ Kxal mepioodkis mepioool (oi mpdrow dmAds kai davvferor
dpifuoi).
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144B. throughout all the members of a plurality of beings, and is
lacking to none of these beings from the smallest to the
greatest ; indeed it is nonsense to suggest that anything
that s should lack being. Thus being is parcelled out among
beings of every possible. order from smallest to greatest ;
c. it is subdivided to the furthest possible point and has an
illimitable number of parts. So its parts form the greatest

of multitudes.

Again, among all these parts there cannot be any which
is part of being and yet not a (one) part : if it ss, then, so
long as it is, it must always be some one part ; it cannot
be no (not one) part. Consequently, unity must belong to
every part of being, and be lacking to none, smaller or
greater. And unity, being one, cannot be in many places

D. at once as a whole. And if not as a whole, it must be as
divided into parts; only so can it be present to all the
parts of being at the same time. Further, that which is
divided into parts must be as many as its parts. So we
were wrong to say just now that being was distributed into
the ‘ greatest * multitude of parts. Its parts are not more
numerous than those into which unity is distributed, but

E. equal in number; for nothing that ¢s lacks unity, and
nothing that is one lacks being; the two maintain their
equality all through. It appears, then, that unity itself
is parcelled out by being, and is not only many but in-
definitely numerous.

Thus not only is a * One which is ’ a plurality, but unity
itself is distributed by being and is necessarily many.

With this conclusion it is interesting to compare Aristotle’s proof
that there are as many species of being as there are of unity. That
which #s (v6 8v) and that which is one (v6 &) are the same thing
and a single nature by virtue of the fact that each implies the other
in the same way as ‘ principle ’ and ‘ cause’ imply one another,
though in definition they are different. Thus ‘ oneman ’ (eig dvpw-
7og), ‘he who #s a man’ (dv dfpwmog), and ‘a man’ (§vBpwmog)
are the same thing : nothing is added if we substitute either of the
two former expressions for ‘a man’; even if a man comes into
existence or ceases to exist, he does not gain or lose either his
‘being ’ (in this sense) or his unity. Accordingly, ‘that which s’
(zo &v) and ‘that which is one’ (v0 &) denote the same thing
(Met. 1003b, 22).

It only remains to point out briefly that any One Entity must
also be limited, in so far as it is one whole, containing its parts.
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144E. Further, since its parts are parts of a whole, the One, in
respect of its wholeness, will be limited. For the parts are

145. contained by the whole ; and a container must be a limit.
Therefore, a ‘One which is’ is both one and many,

whole and parts, limited as well as indefinitely numerous.

The above argument is a brilliant refutation of the Eleatic thesis,
that a One is, and yet a plurality of beings (woddd évra) is irrational.
We have proved that an indefinite plurality of entities, so far from
being inconsistent with the assertion of a One Being or of the unity
of all being, can actually be deduced directly from that assertion,
by allowing our thought to follow out its implications. And
Zeno’s dogma that what is one cannot also be many is directly
contradicted : anything that ¢s one must be at least two, as having
two parts or elements, its oneness and its being ; and indeed three,
if we count the difference between these as a third character neces-
sarily present. The same argument holds against Socrates’ sug-
gestion (129B) that the Form, Unity itself (advo 76 &), cannot be
many. If that Form (or any other Form) exists, it has its peculiar
nature (unity or whatever it may be) and also its existence. Thus
it ‘ partakes of ’ or ‘ combines with ’ a different Form, Existence.
At least three Forms are thus involved in the recognition of any
Form as existing; and these three characters are inseparably
combined in any one Form. Given one existing Form, it must
always be true that (1) the Form is what it is, has a nature of its
own, (2) the Form exists, and (3) its nature is different from its
existence. Thus ‘ Unity itself ’ is a whole or complex with at least
three parts or elements, and so is many.

The statement that ‘ Unity, being one, cannot be in many places
(moAdayo?) at once as a whole ’ is meant to recall Parmenides’ first
argument against participation (131a4). If we take Unity here to
mean the Form, Unity itself, this Form, as an undivided whole,
cannot be ‘in’ any one thing in a way that would imply that it
was used up by that thing. Unity must be somehow divided and
distributed among many things; for we have proved that the
mere assertion of a One Being at once implies that there are many
beings, each of which is one or partakes of Unity. To deny this
would entail all the negative consequences of the first Hypothesis
and annihilate all discourse. We must not, therefore, shrink from
the second horn of Parmenides’ dilemma, or be afraid (as Socrates
was, 13IC) to say that a Form can be portioned out among things
and still be one. In some sense this is demonstrably true, though
not in the sense Parmenides suggested, that the Form is cut up
into pieces, each of which would be smaller than the whole.
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The above demonstrations are of great importance for the sequel.
They have established two conceptions, (1) unlimited multitude and
(2) indefinite plurality, as against Parmenides’ dogma that a One
Being must be (1) indivisible and (2) unique.

(1) By way of division we have justified the notion of a One
Entity considered as a whole divisible without limit into parts,
each of which will itself be one part when the division has been made.
On the other hand, no one part that we reach will ever be an in-
divisible unit ; ‘any part proves to consist of two parts, and so
on for ever by the same reasoning ’ (142e). When the One Entity
has been clothed with further attributes, so as to become an extended
magnitude and finally a physical body in space, it will retain this
property of infinite divisibility in the ordinary sense, applicable to
continuous quantity.

Now, in our study of the Pythagorean evolution, we saw that
Alexander Polyhistor’s summary opens with the derivation of the
Indefinite Dyad from the One. The One was the first principle of
all things. ‘From the One came the Indefinite Dyad, as matter
for the One, which is cause ; and from the One and the Indefinite
Dyad came numbers.” Whether or not this was a feature of the
original Pythagoreanism, it is certainly a feature of the later
Platonism, and it is indicated in the passage before us.! We have
here the picture of a One Being regarded as an all-inclusive whole
and, as such, one and limited, and also as possessing continuous
‘being ’. So far it resembles Parmenides’ One Being. The dif-
ference, however, is that our whole is divisible, and the whole
itself and every part, though one, are also always two and so further
divisible. The whole and every part thus consist of two ever-
present factors or elements: Limit or unity and Unlimited multi-
tude. This multitude only becomes a plurality of discrete units
when actually divided. In itself it is what Plato calls the Indefinite
Dyad, because, as he says here, it ‘ always proves to be two and
never is one . It will be convenient to use the word ‘ multitude ’
for this factor, and reserve ‘ plurality ’ for any number of discrete
parts or units resulting from actual division. In some of the later
arguments in this Hypothesis and in some of the other Hypotheses
we shall encounter this conception of the Unlimited as the infinitely
divisible factor or material element. As multitude, it will be called

1 Cf. Ar.,, Met. 1081a, 14: (according to Plato) ‘ number consists of the
One and the Indefinite Dyad ; and these are called the principles or elements
of number.” It appears that the ‘ being ' which is distributed or parcelled
out by the limiting factor of unity actually is the Indefinite Dyad or great-
and-small. We may identify this unlimited factor or ‘other’ with the
‘ being ' which, in combination with unity, constitutes a ‘ One Being ’ (év év).
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‘ the Others’, in contrast with ‘ the One ’ considered as the element
of unity or limit. The two factors combined constitute one limited
thing (remepaouévov).

(2) From the second point of view the derivation of numbers,
pluralities of discrete units, has disproved Parmenides’ dogma that
the One Being is necessarily unique. By way of addition and
multiplication we have justified the notion of a One Entity con-
sidered as one unit (the unit of number) with any number of other
units alongside it and capable of being added to it to make up any
plurality of units, however numerous. Since each of these other
units is just as much a one besng as the first unit, we have rejected
the Eleatic dogma that there cannot be a plurality of things that
are, existing alongside one another. From this point of view ‘ the
Others ’ will mean these ‘ other ones ’, which can be invested with
all the further attributes now to be added.

These two meanings of ‘ the Others ’, as (1) the unlimited factor
requiring to be limited by the One (unity), and (2) other ones along-
side anything we choose to call ‘ the One’, will be distinguished
and described in the complementary Hyp. III, which deals with
the consequences for the Others of our present supposition. We
shall presently have occasion to invoke both conceptions in explain-
ing arguments which pass from one sense to the other. Meanwhile
we may note that they correspond to those two conceptions of
quantity, as continuous or discrete, of which Zeno availed himself
in his dilemmas.

145A-B. A One Entity (being limited) can have extension and shape

Having deduced a plurality of entities from the mere conception
of ‘One Entity ’, we can now consider whether it is possible to
clothe such entities with those further attributes which we had to
deny to the bare unity of Hyp. I. These attributes are taken in
the same logical order, beginning with extension and shape. We
pass, as before, from number to geometrical figure. This was the
next stage in the Pythagorean evolution : the unit of number was
also the point, from which proceeded lines, surfaces, and solid figures.

From either of the two points of view our One Entity is a whole.
We regarded it first as a continuous whole, infinitely divisible into
parts. As discrete plurality, although the number series is endless,
any one number, however great, is a limited plurality or total, and
so likewise a whole. If we now add to this notion of a limited whole
the attribute of extension, our ‘One Entity’ will become more
concrete as ‘one magnitude’. And it will be true of any one
magnitude, however great, that it has extremities : any one line
must have a beginning and an end ; any one plane or solid figure
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must be bounded by lines or surfaces. As ‘one magnitude ’, the
One Entity will also retain its infinite divisibility and so consist
of indefinitely numerous parts. This property is only hinted at
in the statement that it will have a middle, as well as an end and
a beginning : any one magnitude can be halved ; and since each
half will itself be one magnitude, the halving can be repeated
without limit.

145A. Since it is limited, then, it will have extremities ; and if a
whole, it will have beginning, middle, and end. A thing
cannot be a whole without all these three ; if any one of
them is lacking it will no longer be a whole.! Thus the

B. One will have beginning and end and middle. But the

middle can only be what is equidistant from the extremities.

So a One, such as we have described, will have some
shape, straight or round or a mixture of both.

At this point, where we have passed from number to magnitude,
the superficial form of the argument becomes slightly misleading.
In Hyp. I we could directly infer the negative conclusions, that a
One which was merely one could not have shape, or position in
space, or motion and rest. But you cannot simply deduce from the
conception of ‘ One Entity ’ that anything that is one entity must
have extension and shape, or position, or motion and rest. Ob-
viously there are entities, such as numbers and Platonic Forms,
which have none of these attributes. If my principles of interpre-
tation are sound, we must understand the statement that ‘ the
One Entity, being limited, will have shape’ as meaning that the
attribute of extension can, without any illogicality, be added 2:
there is no reason why we should not endow it with this further
determination, though there was good reason for not so endowing
the bare unity of Hyp I. I understand these sections as describ-
ing a sort of evolution by process of thought, starting simply from
the ‘ One Entity ’ which has been shown to have both limit and
indefinite multitude, and arguing that such a thing can perfectly
well be invested with these further attributes, successively, until we
reach the conception of a physical body situated in space and capable
of motion and rest.

If this is so, the Platonic Parmenides is reproducing the manner

1 Ar., de caelo, 268a, 10, ‘' As the Pythagoreans say, the All and all things
are determined by the number three; for end, middle, and beginning give
the number of the whole, and their number is the triad.’

2 In the present paragraph Plato uses the optative, éyo. dv, which can
mean ‘ would have ’ or ‘ might have ’; but in the next he uses the future,
and in the paragraph on motion the equivalent of the present indicative.
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of the real Parmenides, who professed to deduce all his conclusions
by rigid reasoning from the same premiss, ‘a One which is’. Here
some of the same conclusions are deduced, others disproved. In
particular, Parmenides had tacitly assumed that the One Being
is extended, and then declared that it must be ‘ like a well-turned
Sphere ’, with a centre and extremities. Plato makes the same
tacit assumption, but points out that ‘ one magnitude ’ need not
be a sphere, but may have any shape, ¢ straight or round or a mixture
of both’. Democritus’ conception of atoms having every sort of
shape is just as logical as Parmenides’ sphere.

145B-E. A One Entity (being an extended magnitude) can be both
wn itself and in another

An entity ‘ having these properties’ (otwg &yov), i.e. being a
geometrical magnitude, can now be given position in space, as a
physical body. This corresponds to the transition, ‘ from geomet-
rical solids, sensible bodies’, in the Pythagorean evolution. As
the sum of all its own parts, the One will be contained in itself as
whole. As a whole, if it is somewhere (as we are now assuming),
it must be ‘in something else ’.

145B. Then, if it has these properties, it will be both (a) in itself
and (b) in another.

(a) Each part is, of course, in the whole ; none is outside

the whole. And all the parts are contained by the whole.

c. Now, the One is all its own parts, and neither more nor less
than all. And the One is also the whole. Accordingly,
since all the parts are in a whole, and the One is both all
the parts and the whole, and all the parts are contained
in the whole, the One must be contained by the One. In
this sense it follows that One must be in itself.

(6) On the other hand, the whole is not in the parts,
neither in all the parts nor in any part.

D. If it were in all, it would have to be also in one part ;
for if there were some one in which it was not, it could
not be in all. But if this one part is one among all the
parts, and the whole is not in this one, we can no longer
say it is in all the parts.

If the text here, as printed by Burnet, is sound and complete,
the argument is somewhat elliptical. The full form would be :
If the whole is in all the parts, it must be in one part; for if
there were some one part in which it was not, it could not be in all.
(But it is obviously absurd that the whole should be in one part.)
On the other hand, if the whole is #ot in this one part, which is
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one among all the parts, then the whole will not be in all the parts
(but only in some of them).

Then follows the proof that it cannot be in some (but not all)
of the parts.

145D. But neither is it in some of the parts: if the whole were
in some of the parts, the greater would be contained in the
less, which is impossible.
If, then, the whole is not in several of its parts, nor in
one, nor yet in all, it must be either in something else or
E. nowhere at all. But if nowhere at all, it would be nothing ;
whereas it is a whole and so, since (as a whole) it is not in
itself, it must be in something else.
Thus as a whole the One is in something else ; as all the
parts it is in itself ; and thus the One must be both in itself
and in another.

The question whether this argument is fallacious or not depends
on the way in which we define ‘ whole ’, * all the parts’, and “in .2
Aristotle, enumerating the ways in which one thing is said to be
“in ’ another, recognises a sense in which the whole s in the parts,
‘ for the whole is not something over and above the parts’ (Phys.
2104, 16). Plato points out that in the sense in which the parts
are ¢n the whole, viz. inside it, the whole is not in any part nor yet
in all of them, but ‘in’ something other than itself and its parts,
if it is anywhere at all ; and that this sense is legitimately applied
to a whole such as we are now considering, which is a magnitude
having extension and shape.

In the Timaeus (52B) where space is described, Plato expressly
says that it is a delusion to suppose that ‘ what is not somewhere
in earth or heaven is nothing ’. This statement is true only of the
images of the eternal realities. ‘It is proper to an image that it
should come to be in something else (& érépw Twi), clinging in
some sort to existence, on pain of being nothing at all’. This
‘ something else ’ is space ; and the same phrase in our passage
will bear the same meaning. So the whole paragraph applies only
to physical bodies; and this statement shows that the attribute
of position in space is now added to the ‘ one extended magnitude’
of the preceding section.

It is perhaps significant that the axiom, ‘ whatever exists must
be somewhere ’ or ‘in something ’, occurs both in a fragment of
Zeno and in Gorgias’ imitation of Zeno. Gorgias argued that an
unlimited being (i.e. an unlimited body) cannot be either in itself

1 The Theaetetus (203E ff.) discusses whether the whole is, or is not, the
same as ‘all the parts’.
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(&v adr®) or in something other than itself (2regov), namely place
(rdmog), and concluded that it was nowhere, and ‘if it is nowhere
it does not exist ’ (frag. 3 = Sext, adv. math. VII, 69-70). This
at once suggests that the antithesis, ‘in itself” or ‘in another’,
like the other pairs of contraries, is taken by Plato from one of
Zeno’s arguments against the existence of a plurality. At any
rate the axiom occurs in Zeno’s proof that place (6 Td7og) does not
exist.! According to Simplicius (Phys. 562, 1) Zeno ‘ put the ques-
tion as follows :

If place exists, in what will it be? For whatever exists is in
something, and what is in something is in a place. Place, there-
fore, will be in a place, and so on for ever. Therefore place does
not exist.’

Comparison with Gorgias’ argument suggests that this may have
figured in one of Zeno’s dilemmas disproving a plurality of things.
Here is the gist of Gorgias’ argument, the points being merely re-
arranged to fit the course of what I conjecture to have been Zeno’s

dilemma :

SUMMARY OF GORGIAS’
ARGUMENT

If what-is is unlimited, the
unlimited must be somewhere :
either (a) in itself or (b) in some-
thing different.

But (a) if it is in itself, the
same thing will be both con-
tainer and contained, and what
is will be two : place and body ;
for place is container, body con-
tained. But this is absurd.

And (b) if it is in something
else, it cannot be unlimited ; for
the container is greater than the
contained, and nothing is greater
than the unlimited.

Therefore what-is, if un-
limited, is nowhere ; and what
is nowhere is nothing.

ZENO'S ARGUMENT (?)

If things are many, each of
them must be somewhere :
either (2) in itself or (b) in
another.

But (a) if it is in itself, it will
be both container and contained,
and one thing will be two:
place and body. But what is
one cannot be two.

And (b) it cannot be in another,
namely its place; for if place
exists, place will be in a place,
and so on for ever. But this is
absurd. Place, therefore, does
not exist.

Therefore, if things are many,
they are nowhere, and what is
nowhere is nothing.

1 [Ar.] MXG., 979b, 22, asserts that Gorgias was here following Zeno’s
argument about place : 76 8¢ dmewpov obx dv elval mote. olre yap év atr@ olr’ dv
& dMw elvar 8o yap v obrws 1) mAelw elvar, T8 T€ évov kal 76 év @  undapod dé ov
008¢ elvas katd. Tav Zrjvwvos Adyov mepl Tijs Xxpas.
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If Zeno did argue in some such way, then Gorgias saw that a
similar argument could be used to show that the Eleatic One
Being, if it were unlimited (as Melissus declared), could not exist.

This conjecture may be supported by comparison with a later
passage (150E-151A), where Plato repeats two axioms, both assumed
by Gorgias in the argument quoted above. One is that * whatever
exists must be somewhere’. This Plato has accepted in our
passage as true of physical bodies. The other is that ‘ the container
is greater than the contained’. This is asserted at 150E; but
there whole and parts are, perhaps, differently concecived. It is not
true, nor is it here asserted, of the whole physical body and the
parts of which it actually consists. Nor is it true of space, con-
sidered as the place in which all body is. Neither Parmenides
nor Plato believed in empty space extending beyond the boundary
of the physical world. Space is the ‘ room ’ (yga) in which body
is, not a vacancy partly occupied by body. The room occupied
by a body is called ‘ something else ’, because it is not the inherent
attribute of extension, but, as Gorgias says, a second thing, the
place in which a body is, and from which it might move to another
place, or at least s» which it may move. There is an implied
criticism of Parmenides, who had treated his One Being as a mag-
nitude filling all space, but had refused to recognise that then (as
Gorgias observed) there will be two things: place and body.

145E-146A. A One Entity (being a physical body in space) can
have motion and rest

A thing which ‘is of this character’ (odrw mepuxdg) that we have
just given it, will be capable of motion and rest. In Plato’s curri-
culum of mathematical sciences, after arithmetic and plane and
solid geometry comes pure ‘astronomy ’, the theory of the local
movement of bodies in three dimensions (popa fdfovg, Rep. 528E).

At this stage the deductive form of argument becomes more
embarrassing. It is possible to deduce that a thing which is always
‘in itself ’, is, in a certain sense, at rest. But you cannot deduce
that a body which is ‘ in another ’, i.e. in a place, must be moving.
You can only argue that there is no reason why it should not move.
This I believe to be what Plato means to conclude ; but the con-
clusion actually stated is that the One does move ; and the proof,
on the surface at any rate, seems to be fallacious in form.

1458.  Now, if the One is of this character, it must be both ()
at rest and (b) in motion.

(@) It is at rest, since it is in itself. For if it is in one

146. thing, and does not shift out of that thing, it will be in the
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146. same (place), namely itself ; and that which is always in
the same (place) must of course always be at rest.l

A physical body is always ‘in itself’ in the sense previously
defined : all the parts are always in the whole (a whole having been
defined as that from which no part is missing, 137¢). So it can
be said to be always ‘in the same’ év 1@ adr@®—a phrase which
commonly means ‘in the same place’. It is only in this sense
that the One is proved to be ‘ at rest . On the other hand, if this
is true, it constitutes no reason why a body, considered as ‘in
another —a place distinct from itself—should not also move. No
contradiction is involved if we assert that it does move.

146A. (8) On the other hand, what is always in another must
never be in the same, and therefore never at rest ; and not
being at rest, it must be in motion.
Therefore the One, being always both in itself and in
another, must always be both in motion and at rest.

As we have remarked, all that can really be deduced is that,
once it is admitted that a body is distinct from the place it occupies,
there is nothing against its constantly leaving that place for another,
or at least revolving in it so that its parts are constantly in a different
place. (Locomotion is the only sort of motion here considered.
In Hyp. I it was easy to prove at the corresponding point that the
bare One could not suffer any kind of change, including alteration.
But here alteration is reserved for treatment later (155E ff.), after
the implications of existence in time have been analysed.)

The proof appears to be formally fallacious. It seems certain
that in the previous section ‘ in another ’ meant ‘ in a place distinct
from itself *. But here ‘ in another ’ apparently means ‘ in a differ-
ent place from where it was before ’. The shift of meaning is so
obvious that we cannot suppose Plato unconscious of it. It seems
to be due to his plan of casting the whole evolution into the Eleatic
form of deduction from premisses already established. Even so it
is not clear why he should assert more than that a body in a place
can move.

It has often been remarked that many obscurities in the Par-

1 Cf. Anaxagoras’ argument, known to us only from Aristotle (Phys.
205b, 3), and summarised by Ross (ad loc.) as follows: °the infinite is in
itself (since there is nothing bigger than it for it to be in) ; now where a thing
is, there it is its nature to be ; therefore it is the nature of the infinite to be
in itself ; therefore it supports itself in its existing position ’ (empilew ad7ro
atré ¢now 76 dmepov). The last phrase, according to Aristotle, means that
it is immovable. Cf. Emped. 27, olrws ‘Appovins mvkwd xpvdw éomijpucrar
Zdaipos, which Eudemus (frag. 7) understood to mean motionlessness.
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menides might become clear if we possessed more Eleatic literature.
Possibly the fallacious argument is an imitation of Zeno. We have
seen that Zeno denied that there could be such a thing as a place
distinct from the body occupying it ; and he may have used this
as a reason for denying the possibility of motion from one place to
another. Thus he might argue: ‘ Whatever exists is somewhere,
and it can only be in itself ; for it cannot be in another, since place
does not exist. But if it is always in itself, it is always ““ in the
same ' ; and what is always ““ in the same "’ is at rest. Therefore
motion is impossible.” Something analogous is suggested by his
proof that the flying arrow is at rest, being at every moment
‘ over against what is equal to itself ’ (el xara to loov favtd,
Ar., Phys. 239b, 5). Plato’s fallacy might then be justified as a
sort of reversal of Zeno’s argument, calling attention to the am-
biguity. There are two senses in which a thing may be ‘ always
in another (place) ’. If we take the new sense here, which is equiva-
lent to ‘ never in the same (place) ’, then there is no reason why this
should not be true of a physical body in space, because we have
argued (as against Zeno) that a body can be in a place distinct
from itself.

A further possibility is that there is here an esoteric allusion to
the Pythagorean use of ‘ other’ (dA4o) for the material element
because this is ‘in flux and always becoming something other’
(det dAdo xai dAdo yuyvduevov).l There is also the Platonic iden-
tification of motion itself with otherness (éregdrnc) or inequality
or not-being or the great-and-small, mentioned by Aristotle and
Eudemus.2 As we shall see presently (p. 155) at least some features
of the later Platonic doctrine of the great-and-small undoubtedly
appear in the Parmenides. It may be added that in the Timaeus
(52a-c) where the unchanging Form, the perceptible images of
it in Space, and Space itself, are distinguished and defined, Space
is the ‘ other * which provides a situation for all things that come
into being. The images are said to be ‘ perpetually in motion,
coming to be in a certain place and again vanishing out of it ’.
They are ‘the ever moving semblances’ of the Forms, and it is
proper to such things that (unlike the Forms) they should be ‘in
something else’.3 Space is the receptacle of becoming, and all
the physical bodies it contains are necessarily in perpetual motion
and flux.

The conclusion, at any rate, is valid against the Eleatics, whose

1 See above, p. 10.
2 Ar., Met. 1066a, 11. Eudemus ap. Simplic.,, Phys. 431, 6.
3 At Phaedo 83B the sensible is called év dM\ots dv dMo, in contrast with the
intelligible, which is adré xaf’ adrd..
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style of argument Plato is closely following. Xenophanes had
said of his One : ‘It always abides in the same (place), in no way
moving, nor does it beseem it to shift, now here, now there ’ (frag. 26).
Parmenides says : ‘The same and abiding in the same, it is set by
itself and thus ever abides unmoved ; for strong necessity holds it
in the bonds of the limit which fences it on every side’ (8, 29).
Plato points out that a thing may ‘ abide in the same’ and be
contained within its own limits, and yet move in place. There was,
in fact, no reason why Parmenides’ Sphere should not have had
rotation (& T® adt® mepipépeabar xVxAw, 138c), though there
might be no place outside for it to shift into.

‘ Moving ’ and ‘ at rest ’ are called contraries. Critics frequently
speak of a pair of arguments, such as the above, proving that the
same thing has two contrary attributes, as forming an ‘ antinomy ’
or contradiction.! This is not so. There is no contradiction in
saying that a thing which is always self-contained is, or can be,
perpetually moving in place; and that is precisely all that is
asserted. Plato’s point is that expressions like ‘in itself’, ‘in
another ’ are ambiguous, and Zeno’s dilemmas took advantage of
such ambiguities. Our business is to detect them. We can thus
disprove Zeno’s constant assumption that one thing cannot have
two contrary characters.

The results of the foregoing sections are as follows. The con-
ception of a ‘ One which has being ’ immediately implies plurality
and number, and our thought, without further aid, could advance
to an indefinite plurality of things, each of which will be ‘one
entity *.  'We then found that there was nothing to hinder us from
clothing a ‘ one entity ’ with extension and shape, position in space,
rest and motion. Thus we could, without any illogicality, deduce
or evolve the notion of a physical body with all these attributes.
They are precisely the attributes that Parmenides had either
affirmed or denied of his One Being in the first part of his poem ;
and they had all been ascribed to the entities which the physical
philosophers after Parmenides regarded as ultimately real: the
elements of Empedocles, Anaxagoras’ seeds, Democritus’ atoms.
They will belong equally to the four simple bodies in the Timaeus.
Thus a ‘one entity ’ can possess attributes which Parmenides
denounced as illogical or irrational, just as well as those which he
himself deduced from the same notion of a ‘One Being’. As

1 Thus Burnet (Gk. Phil. 1, p. 272), regarding Hyp. I and II as a refutation
of Megarians, speaks of the results of Hyp. IT thus: ‘ If (as the Megarics did)
we identify One with being, we shall have to predicate of it all sorts of incom-
patible predicates ’ (my italics).
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against Parmenides, Plato has now restored the whole course of the
Pythagorean evolution of a manifold world from the One, through
numbers and geometrical magnitudes, to physical body in space,
though nothing has yet been said about sensible qualities, like hot
and cold. These may come into consideration at a later stage.
For the present we pause at the point where Parmenides’ goddess
put an end to her trustworthy reasoning about the truth.

146A-147B. A One Entity (as above qualified) is the same as, and
different from, itself and the Others

At this point begins a fresh main division of the argument.
In virtue of the attributes successively added in the previous sec-
tions, the ‘ One Entity ’ we started with has become an extended
body in actual space capable of motion and rest. That the coming
arguments apply to a ‘ One’ which has those attributes is stated
in the opening sentence of this section, and implied by the arguments
themselves. In the sections now following (to 15IE) no fresh
attributes are added. We are to consider various relations in
which such a physical body may stand to itself and to others.
Three pairs of contraries are now considered, which appeared at
the corresponding stage in Hyp. I: Same and Different, Like and
Unlike, Equal and Unequal. Aristotle in his Selection (or Division)
of Contraries ranked these three pairs in the same order under the
primary pair, Unity and Plurality: ‘ Same, Like, Equal, belong to
Unity; Different, Unlike, Unequal, to Plurality ’ (Met. 10544, 29).
But between the second and third pairs, Plato inserts another :
‘in contact ’, ‘ not in contact ’. It is not unlikely that this pair,
and perhaps all the others, had figured in Zeno’s dilemmas.!

The proofs in the coming four sections are considerably harder
to follow than any we have so far dealt with. But the last two
sections have taught us that two apparently contradictory state-
ments can both be true of the One, according as we regard it under
one or other of two different aspects. Thus, as all its parts, the
One is ‘ in itself ’ as whole ; as whole, it is not ‘ in itself ’ as all its
parts. We must, accordingly, be prepared to find that ‘ the One’
(and ‘ the Others ’) will have different senses, or be regarded under
different aspects, in the several proofs. In fulfilment of his design,
Plato leaves it to us to discover the relevant sense or aspect, or
else introduces the new sense, not by defining it at the outset, but
by explicitly assuming it as the proof proceeds. The method of
argument superficially resembles Zeno’s, who passed from one sense
or aspect of ‘the many’ to another within the same argument.

1 See above, p. 58.
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But Plato’s purpose is the opposite of Zeno’s. He is not reducing
his hypothesis to absurdity by alleged contradictions, but indirectly
pointing out that conclusions which appear contradictory are really
compatible, if the different senses and aspects are distinguished.

We now hear for the first time of ‘ the Others’ in the plural ;
in Hyp. I there were no Others. This vague expression has caused
much confusion, as well it might, since, like ‘the One’, it has
various senses in the different Hypotheses and even in the several
arguments within one Hypothesis. Evidently the meaning of
‘ things other than the One’ may be expected to vary with the
meaning of ‘ the One’ and with the meaning of ‘other’.

As to the nature of the Others in the present Hypothesis, we
must seek light from the complementary Hypothesis III, which
deduces the consequences that follow for the Others from the same
supposition of a ‘One that has being’, and tells us what these
Others are. They are there regarded under the two aspects which
we have already distinguished. (1) They are at first defined as a
plurality of one-entities, each of which has its being and its unity
(just as the One has) and can possess all the contrary characters
which Hyp. II ascribes to the One. They are, in fact, simply
‘ other ones ’, alongside of ‘ the One ’ endowed with the foregoing
attributes, and exactly like it. From this standpoint ‘ the One’
merely means any one of a set of similar things, as opposed to the
other ones making up the set. (2) Secondly, at 1588 ff. Hyp. III
passes to considering the Others ‘ before they acquire unity ’.
This means that we are to abstract the unity they possess and
think only of the remaining factor which can Aave that unity. The
Others then become mere plurality without any unity, ‘ unlimited
multitudes ’ (nA0n, drewpa mAjfer). The factor which remains
is the Unlimited. This must receive Limit before you can have
one limited thing (wemepaouévor), alongside of other limited things.
‘ Their own nature gives them, in themselves, unlimitedness ’
(dmetplav, 158D). From this point of view ‘ the One ’ means the
limiting factor.

This unlimited element was called by Plato and his followers
‘the indefinite dyad’, ‘the great and small’, ‘the unequal’,
‘ plurality ’ (without unity),  that which surpasses and that which is
surpassed ’, and ‘ the other ’ (1o &vegov or 1o dAdo).1 Sir W. D. Ross,

! Ar., 7. rdyafod, frag. 28R : Plato made the principles of all things, intelligible
or sensible, the One and the Indefinite Dyad = 76 péya xai pixpdy = 76 dmewpov.
An exhaustive review of references to the Indefinite Dyad or the Great
and Small is given in Robin’s Théorie platonicienne des Idées et des Nombres,
pp. 635 fi.
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after reviewing the evidence for these various names, writes with
reference to the Platonist manner of generating numbers :

‘ Aristotle explains aptly in Phys. 206b, 27, why Plato called the
material principle ““great and small ”. “ Plato made the in-
definites [ta dmepal two in number for this reason, that the
indefinite is thought to exceed and to proceed to infinity both
in the direction of increase and in that of diminution ”’. This
is just the picture of dmeipia that we get in the Philebus. It is
vague quantitativeness, that which ranges from the infinitely
great to the infinitely small, and which, to become any definite
quantity, must be determined by mépac or as Aristotle says, by
the One. It is not, as Aristotle usually depicts it as being, two
things, the great and the small, but, as he occasionally calls it,
the great-and-small, one thing with opposite potentialities.’t

At Philebus, 24, Plato sets out to describe the two elements, the
unlimited and the limit, and the combination of both in the limited.
He begins by explaining that the unlimited is in a sense a manifold.
As an example of an unlimited he takes ‘ hotter and colder’. In
these no limit can be discerned ; there is always a more and a less
without any end. The more and the less are always obliterating
any definite quantity (0 mogdv) ; if they allowed definite quantity
or measure to establish itself, they themselves would disappear
from the field they occupy. Hotter and colder would exist no
longer, for they are always advancing further, whereas definite
quantity stands still and puts an end to any advance. Thus hotter
and colder form an unlimited. In general an unlimited can be
defined as ‘ anything that appears to us to be becoming more or
less and to admit greater or less intensity, excess, and the like ’.
Hotter and colder are instances of perceptible qualities. The pair
are an ‘ indefinite dyad’, forming a continuum with no maximum
or minimum. Such qualities are further said to ‘ appear to us to
be becoming more and less’. According to the analysis of sensa-
tion and sense-perception in the Theaetetus what we call a hot
thing is not a permanent object with a permanent quality. It is
actually a change which has the power (éwauic) of making us
‘ feel hot ’ or of making another thing we call ‘ cold * hotter. The
object is always changing, however slightly, ‘ advancing ’ towards
hotter or colder, more or less. In the Philebus (254) the second
element, the limit, is defined as ‘ what does not admit more and
less, etc., but does admit their opposites : first, the equal or equality,
next the double and whatever is a number in relation to a number

1 Avistotle’s Metaphysics vol. i, p. 1x.
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or a measure in relation to a measure’. And again later: °the
equal and the double, and generally all that puts an end to the
mutual disagrcement of the opposites, and by the introduction of
number reduces them to symmetry and concord’. The combina-
tion of the two elements is defined as ‘ a coming-into-being resulting
from the measures produced with the help of the limit’. An in-
stance is musical concord, produced by the imposition of a definite
ratio upon the unlimited range of higher and lower in sound.
To quote Sir W. D. Ross ! once more : ‘ By the unlimited (in the
Philebus) Plato means that which is quantitatively indeterminate,
though qualitatively it is determined, e.g. as temperature or sound ;
and by limit he means quantitative determination. Heat and cold,
or the height and lowness of notes, are apparently not thought of
as different degrees of the same thing, but as distinct and opposite
qualities, for quantitative determination is described as a ratio
(of equality, doubleness, etc.) between heat and cold, or between
height and lowness.’

In the coming arguments about the relations of the One to the
Others, we shall find that Plato, relying on his reader to consult
the analysis of the Others in Hyp. III, shifts from one to the other
of the above two points of view. In the earlier part of the present
section, for example, the terms bear their simpler sense : the One
is any one physical body with the foregoing attributes’; the
Others are other physical bodies, alongside of it and with the same
attributes. But in the final argument, which completes the proof
that the One is the same as the Others, Plato shifts, with explicit
warning, to the second view, in which the Others are no longer
external to the One, but the unlimited factor in its composition.
We shall find the same shift in subsequent sections.

The first two arguments concern only the One : in what sense
can it be (a) the same as, (b) different from, itself ? The object is
to show that ‘same’ and ° different ’ are themselves ambiguous
terms. If the ambiguities are duly realised, there is no objection
to one thing having both these contrary characters, even in relation
to itself.

146A. Further, if the One has the foregoing attributes, it must

be (a) the same with itself and (b) different from itself,

B. and similarly both (c) different from, and (d) the same
with, the Others.

(a) Anything is related to anything in one of the follow-

ing ways : either it is the same or different ; or, if neither

1 Avistotle’'s Metaphysics, vol. i, p. 171.
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146B. the same nor different, it must stand as part to whole, or
as whole to part. Now the One cannot be part of itself,
nor can it stand as whole to itself as part. Again the One
c. is not different from one, and so not different from itself.
Therefore, since it is not different and does not stand
to itself either as whole to part or as part to whole, it follows

that it must be the same with itself.

That any one thing ‘ with the foregoing attributes’ is the same
as itself hardly needs proof. The chief point of this argument is
the definition of ‘same’: x is the same asy when x and y are
not two different things or related as whole and part. The
definition is put in this form for the sake of the final proof that
the One is the same as the Others. It has been objected ! that
Plato ignores the third alternative, that two things should be partly
alike or have something in common. But likeness is separately
considered in the next section. Also, if we take two things having
just the attributes we have enumerated and no others (for instance,
shape, but no specified shape, and so on), the only alternatives are
Plato’s two : that they should be two exactly similar things side
by side, or that one should be a part of the other. Obviously
neither can be true of any one thing. So ‘the One’ cannot differ
from itself in either way.

146C. (b) Again, if a thing is in a place the same with itself and
also in a place other than that self, it must be different from
itself ; otherwise it could not be in a different place. But
we saw that this was true of the One : it was at once in itself
and in another.
In this respect, therefore, the One must be different
D. from itself.

This conclusion is deduced from the proof that a body is both
self-contained and in a place distinct from itself. It was self-
contained in that, considered as ‘all its parts’, it is in itself as
whole. Considered as a whole, it was ‘in another’. The con-
clusion means that it is ¢ different from itself ’ in so far as it has two
distinguishable aspects as ‘ whole’ and as ‘all the parts’, and
contrary statements can be made about it according as we take
one aspect or the other ; for itself as all the parts is in itself as the
whole, but itself as whole is not in itself as all the parts, but in a
place distinct from itself. This is a valid sense of  different from
itself ’; it should not be dismissed as sophistic.

1 Speiser, p. 32.
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We now turn to the relations of one thing to other things, similar
to it and existing alongside of it. The next paragraph amounts
to a definition of numerical difference. As Plato remarks elsewhere
(164B) the word ‘ other ’ in one of its uses is simply synonymous
with ‘ different * (regov), as when we say that this is one thing
(&repov) which is different from, or is not, another thing (&regov).
The One and the Others are a collection of similar things, any one
of which can be singled out and called ‘ the One’, while the rest
are the other ones or ‘ the not-Ones ’ (va u7n &). For these phrases
we might substitute ‘ 4 * and  the not-A’s’. If the not-Ones are
different from the One—and  not-Ones ’ here simply means that—
then the One must be different from them in the same way, viz.
numerically.

146D. (¢) Again, if something is different from something else,
that something else must be different. Now, all the things
which are ‘ not One ’ must be different from the One, and
the One also must be different from them.
Therefore, the One is different from the Others.

The difference here defined is, as we have remarked, numerical
difference, or at least primarily that, though the argument would
apply equally to conceptual difference. It is interesting as anti-
cipating the demonstration in the Sophist (255 ff.) that ‘is not ’
can mean merely ‘is different from’. When the Others are de-
scribed as ‘ not One ’ (u7) &v) thisis to mean here, not that they have
no unity, but simply that they are numerically different from any
one thing with which we contrast them as other things. And it
is emphasised that, in just the same way, the One s no¢ the Others.

The rest of the argument is more complicated. It remains to
find a sense in which the One is the same as the Others. The follow-
ing proof is based on the axiom already laid down, that any two
things must either be the same, or be different, or be related as
whole and part. It is argued that the One and the Others (1) are
not different, and (2) are not related as whole and part ; therefore
they must be the same. The two parts of the argument are inde-
pendent of one another.

(1) The first part can be understood as defining conceptual iden-
tity and difference. One thing and other things that differ from it
only numerically will be conceptually the same.

146D. (d) Now consider : Sameness itself and Difference are
contrary to one another. So Sameness will never be in
what is different, nor Difference in what is the same. And
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146D. if Difference will never be in what is the same, there is

nothing that is, in which Difference is present for any length

E. of time; for if it were in something for any length of time

whatsoever, during that time Difference would be in what

is the same. And since it is never in what is the same,

Difference can never be in anything that is; and conse-

quently neither in the ‘ not-Ones’ nor in the One. There-

fore it is not Difference that could make the One different

from the ‘ not-Ones ’, or the ‘ not-Ones ’ different from the

One. Nor yet will they be different from one another by

147. virtue of being themselves,! if they do not possess Differ-

ence.

Therefore, if neither their own character nor Difference

can make them different, every possibility of their being
different escapes us.

This argument is commonly regarded as a sophism, turning on
the vague and ambiguous statement that ‘ Sameness itself (adto
TavTdyv) will never be in what is different (& v érép), nor Dif-
ference (16 &regov) in what is the same (& radr®).’ Ifitisa
mere sophism, it is singularly unconvincing, just after the valid
demonstration that the One (any one thing) must be numerically
different from the not-Ones (all the other things). It would be
much simpler to argue that the One (one thing) is in a sense the
same as the Others, because each of the Others must equally be
one thing ; the One and the Others are, in fact, conceptually the
same, though numerically different.

I suggest that this is what Plato in fact means, though it is ob-
scurely put, because the argument, as usual, is cast into deductive
form, the assumptions appearing only as steps in the reasoning.
The distinction between numerical and conceptual (formal, specific,
eldet) sameness or difference is frequently stated by Aristotle as
familiar.2 This distinction, like many others, was probably first
formulated in those discussions at the Academy in which Aristotle
had taken part as Plato’s pupil and colleague and which the

1ie. in virtue of being ‘the One’ and ‘the Others’ respectively; i.e.
their numerical difference will not make them different in the sense now being
considered. Cf. 149E, the One and the Others will not be greater or less than
each other ‘ merely in virtue of being what they are (adrais rais odolus)—the
One being One and the Others being other than the One ’.

2 e.g. Met. 1054a, 32: ‘‘‘ The same ’’ has several meanings : (I) we some-
times mean ‘‘ the same numerically *’; sometimes (2) what is one both in
definition and in number, e.g. you are one with yourself both in species (eidet)
and in matter ; sometimes (3) when the definition of the primary essence is
one; e.g. equal straight lines are the same.’
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Parmenides itself must have done much to provoke and encourage.
We might well expect to find it indicated precisely at this
point.

The last paragraph left us with the clear picture of any number
of things, each of which is one thing, though it can be negatively
described as not any other one. We shall further learn from Hyp.
III that each of these ‘ one-things * will have all the attributes earlier
ascribed to ‘ the One ’, and no other attributes. They will accord-
ingly differ only numerically, like the units of number or, to borrow
Aristotle’s illustration, equal straight lines. According to modern
convention we could denote this set of things by a,, a,, a5 . . . a,.
‘The One’ stands for any one of this set; °the Others’ for all
the rest, ‘ the not-Ones ’ (ra u7) &). Also it has been argued that
any one thing is the same with itself, and this is true both numeri-
cally and conceptually : any one thing is one and the same thing.
The difference defined in the last paragraph was an external dif-
ference, between one thing and another. Plato now speaks of an
internal difference, a difference which is ‘¢’ things. Let us
suppose that this means a difference of ‘form’ or character, a
conceptual difference. ‘ Difference’, he says, ‘ will never be in
what is the same.” Each member of our set is one and the same ;
it has its numerical unity and its character, . If any internal
difference made its appearance, so long as that difference existed
we should no longer be speaking of the same set of things that we
started with ; one or more of the a’s would have become 4. So
long as each member remains one and the same, no internal dif-
ference can appear in the One or in the Others. So it is not internal
or conceptual difference that could make the One different from the
Others. And they will not differ ‘ by virtue of being themselves ’,
i.e. by the mere fact that we call one of them ‘ the One ’ and the
rest ‘ the Others ’ or ‘ the not-Ones’. So there will be no concep-
tual difference at all. On this showing the whole argument amounts
to a definition of conceptual identity.

(2) Since this first part of the argument has found a sense in
which the One is not different from the Others, it has really estab-
lished a sense in which they are the same, though their numerical
difference remains. But at the outset it was laid down that there
was a third alternative : the One and the Others might be neither
the same nor different but related as whole and parts. We are now
offered a ‘ proof ’ that they cannot be so related ; and so we shall
arrive at the formal conclusion that they must be absolutely ‘ the
same’. In the course of the argument fresh assumptions are
introduced, which obviously contradict those on which we have
so far proceeded.
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I47A. (2z) Further, things which are ‘ not one’ do not possess
unity either 1 : if they did, they would not be ‘ not one’,
but in a sense one. So things which are ‘ not one ’ cannot
be a number ; if they had number, once more they would
not be ‘ not one ’ in every sense.? Again, the things which
are ‘not one’, cannot be parts of the One, because once
more they would then possess unity.? Consequently, if the
One is one in every sense, and the things that are ‘not

B. one’ are not one in every sense, the One cannot stand to
the things that are ‘ not one’ either as whole to parts or
as part to whole; nor again can the things which are
‘not one ’ be parts of the One or wholes of which the One
is part. But we said that things which do not stand to
one another either as parts or as wholes, and are not different
from one another, must be the same with one another.
Therefore, we must say that, since the One stands in this
way to the things that are ‘ not one ’, it is the same as they.

It appears, then, that the One is different both from the
Others and from itself, and also the same both with them
and with itself.
ARISTOTELES. ‘ The argument certainly seems to lead to
that conclusion ’.4

This second part of the argument states, in an indirect manner,
the assumptions from which it will follow that even the numerical
difference hitherto recognised between any one thing and other
‘ one-things * will be obliterated. So far we have had the picture
of a set of any number of ‘ one things’, conceptually indistinguish-
able but numerically different. That set can be regarded as a
whole or total, of which the ‘ one things’ are parts. If we now
shift to that point of view, ‘the One’ may mean the one whole,
and the ‘ things other than the One’, the parts. Or the Others
may be the total, of which the One is a part. The condition on
which this relation of whole to parts depends is that whole and
parts shall be each one thing and so possess unity. This was laid
down at the outset of the present Hypothesis (142e). But here
this condition is explicitly denied: °things which are not one’

1j.e. any more than they possess (internal) difference.

2 Hence the ‘not-Ones’ cannot be a whole (number) of which the One
might be a part.

3 Since each of many parts must be one part, 142E.

4 kwduveder dailvealar € ye Tob Adyov: a polite acceptance of the result,
with a suggestion of doubt, which may be meant to warn us against accepting
the last part of the argument without reflection. Cf. Phaedo, 1074, 008’ adros
éxw &r omy dmoTd ék ye TV Aeyopévww.
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is no longer to mean ‘ other ones ’, but things which do not possess
unity in any sense and cannot therefore make up a number of one-
things. And ‘ the One’ is to be ‘ one in every sense ’, and so not
a whole or total, of which the Others could be the many parts.
If we take ‘One’ and ‘not one’ in this absolute sense, then
numerical difference itself vanishes, and we reach the formal con-
clusion that there can be no difference of any kind between One
and Others. The One will be ‘the same as the Others’ in the
sense that we have abolished the possibility of every kind of differ-
ence, numerical or conceptual.

Once more the deductive form of argument proves to be mis-
leading. You can prove that one thing and other things are not
whole and parts only by defining ‘ One ’ and ‘ Others ’ in such a way
that they cannot be so related. These definitions are, in fact,
given in the course of the argument. The One is assumed to be
‘one in every sense ’, and so not a whole made up of many parts ;
and the Others are stated to be ‘not one’ or ‘other than one’
in the sense of having no unity at all. The whole argument amounts
to no more than saying that, if * One ’ and ‘ Others ’ are so defined,
then they cannot be whole and parts.

Another interpretation, however, is possible, if we suppose that
Plato is here shifting to the alternative view of the Others taken in
Hyp. III, according to which the Others are not ‘ other ones’,
but that element of indefinite multitude without unity to which
Limit must be added before there can be one definite thing. We
might take the assumption in our passage that things that are
““ not-one ”’ do not possess unity ’ as meaning those ‘ Others before
they come to possess unity ’ (1588¢). It will then be true that these
‘ not-ones ’ are ‘ not one ’ in every sense ; they are indefinite multi-
tude without any unity.! Also we might take the second assump-
tion that ‘ the One is one in every sense ' as meaning that Unity
remains entirely apart from the unlimited element or Others, and
does not communicate oneness to them.2 The One and the Others,
so abstracted from one another, cannot be a whole of many parts,
each of which is one. In this way, once more, numerical difference
would disappear.

Presumably Plato’s purpose is to puzzle the reader by apparent
contradictions and set him thinking out the difference between the
various senses of ‘ not one’. There may also be a polemical refer-

1 Ar., Met. 1001, 19, speaks of the Platonic view that number and magni-
tude are composed éx o évds adrod xal dMov u7 évds Twos, and equates this 76
uy é& with Inequality (a synonym of the Unlimited or Indefinite Dyad).

% This is the supposition made in Hyp. IV, where the same consequence
is deduced, that there will then be no ‘ other ones’.
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ence to the Eleatic neglect of this distinction, as if Plato were saying :
If you insist that what is one (or not one) must be one (or not one)
in every sense, then you will find yourself contradicting obvious
truths. On this view the argument resembles the final argument
in the section below on contact (149A-D). There also Plato sud-
denly substitutes for his previous assumptions the Eleatic dogma
that the ‘ One’ is unique (there are no other ones beside it) and
without distinction of parts (there are no other ones inside it),
and points out that, in that case, there is no such thing as contact.
We may claim that this curious section supports the view that
Plato is not merely indulging in a parade of sophistical arguments.
If that were all, he would hardly have been at the pains to construct
so intricate a piece of reasoning. He might, for instance, have said
simply : The One is the same as the Others; for the One is the
whole of which the Others are all the parts, and the whole is the
same as all its parts. As the section stands, it becomes significant
when regarded as directing attention to the ambiguities of ‘ same ’
and ¢ different ’, as well as to those of ‘one’ and ‘ not one’.

147C-148D. A One Entity (as above qualified) ts like and unlike
ttself and the Others

This pair of contraries is certainly taken from Zeno’s dilemmas ;
but ‘ likeness ’ receives a more precise sense. The definition already
given at 140A is here repeated with more detail. Two things are
alike when they are tadtov memov@dra, i.e. when both have at
least one character in common, or the same statement can be truly
made about both—including the statement that they are different.
‘ Likeness’ has thus a wider sense than likeness in quality. The
opening sentence of the argument states that One and Others are
once more to be regarded as numerically different things, as at
146D, I-5.

147C. Is the One also both like and unlike itself and the Others ?

(a) Since, as we have seen, the One is different from
the Others, the Others also of course must be different
from it. And it differs from them neither more nor less than
they differ from it, but just as they do ; and if neither more
nor less, then in a like manner. Accordingly, in so far as
it has the character of ‘ being different ’ from the Others,
and the Others in just the same way have the character of
‘ being different ’ from it, in so far the One and the Others

will have the same character.
D.  What I mean is this: when you use any word, you use it
to stand for something. You can use it once or many times,
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147D. but in either case you are speaking of the thing whose

name it is : however many times you utter the same word,

you must always mean the same thing. Now ‘ different ’

E is a word that stands for something; so when you utter

it, whether once or many times, you are using it to stand

for, or naming, just that thing whose name it is. Hence

when we say ‘ the Others are different from the One ’ and

‘the One is different from the Others’, we use the word

‘ different ’ twice, but nevertheless we always use it to

stand for just that character whose name it is.! Conse-

quently in so far as the One is different from the Others

148. and the Others are different from the One, just in respect

of having the character ‘different ’ the One and the Others

have precisely the same character ; and to have the same
character is to be alike.

Thus, in so far as the One has the character of being

different from the Others, just in that respect it and they

must be entirely 2 alike, because they are entirely different.

The argument is sound.? Two things are ‘alike ’ if the same
statement can be truly made about both. This holds good even in
the paradoxical instance of the statement that either is different
from the other. The One and the Others are all alike in being
numerically different from one another.

The next argument, proving that the One is unlike the Others, is
questionable.

148A. (b) On the other hand,  like ’ and ‘ unlike ’ are contraries ;

and so also are ‘ different ' and ‘ same ’. Now we have also

seen that the One is the same as the Others. And ‘ being

B. the same as the Others ’ is the contrary character to ‘ being

different from the Others’. And it has been shown that,

in so far as the One is different, it is like them. Consequently,

in so far as it is the same, it will be unlike them, in respect

of the character contrary to that which made it like them,

namely difference. Sameness, then, will make it unlike ;

otherwise sameness will not be the contrary of difference.

c. Therefore the One will be like and unlike the Others—
like in so far as different, unlike in so far as the same.

1 This is perhaps the clearest statement in Plato that every word must
have a definite meaning, which is a constant character or ‘ nature’ (¢vais),
for which the word is the ‘name’.

2 dmav dmaow can be taken as equivalent to the common navrd-maow, dmay
being singular to suit &.

3 It is rightly defended by Speiser, p. 35.
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148c. ARISTOTELES. ‘Yes, it seems possible to argue the case in
that way.’

This argument appears to be a puzzle set in order that we may
detect the fallacies. There are two. (1) If we were right in under-
standing that the One was numerically different from, but concep-
tually the same with, the Others, then numerical difference and
conceptual sameness are not ‘ contraries’; and they are not con-
tradictory or incompatible. (2) Since likeness means having an
identical character, and two things are alike if they both have the
character ‘ different ’ (as has just been proved), they are also
alike, not unlike, if they both have the character ‘ same’.l The
concluding remark, ‘ It seems possible to argue the case in that
way ' may contain a note of warning. At any rate Plato adds a
second argument, which is capable of a valid interpretation.

148cC. Yes, and it can also be argued as follows. We may say

that in so far as the One has the character of being ‘ the

same ’ (as the Others),? it has not a diverse character, and

so is not unlike, and so is like. And in so far as it has the

character of being ‘ other ’ (than the Others) it has a diverse
character, and so is unlike.

Therefore, because the One is the same as the Others

and because it is different, on both grounds together or on

D. either singly it will be both like and unlike the Others.

This alternative reasoning does prove that the One is both like
and unlike the Others. For we have seen that the One and the
Others are both conceptually the same and numerically different.
In so far as both One and Others have the same character (whether
it be conceptual sameness or numerical difference), they are alike.
But in so far as it is true of any One that it is numerically other than
the Others (dA4o mémovfev), some statement will be true of it that
will not be true of any of them ; for instance that it is #4ss one
and not that one, or that it is Aere and not there. Therefore every
‘One’ will, in that respect, be unlike every ‘ Other .

Finally, it is stated that similar arguments will show that the
One is both like and unlike itself.

1 This is actually stated just below in the alternative argument, c 4.

3 ravrdv memovfds must be understood in this sense: ‘it is true of it that
it is the same (as the Others),’ or ‘ it has the character of sameness . Cf. the
full phrase érepov mémovfev elvar at 140A, 148A. If we translate ‘it has the
same character ' (that the Others have), this is actually the definition of
‘ being alike ’, and we cannot infer that is alike.
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148D. Similarly, in relation to itself : since, as we have seen,
it is both different from itself and the same with itself, on
both grounds together and on either singly it will be both
(c) like itself and (d) unlike itself.

The conclusion that the One is like itself will not be disputed.
That it is also unlike itself can be deduced from the earlier proof
that it is different from itself in the sense of having different aspects,
according as we consider it as a whole containing all its parts or as
all the parts contained in the whole (146c).

148D-149D. A One Entity (as above qualified), has, and has not,
contact with itself and with the Others

The only earlier mention of contact was in Hyp. I at 138a, where
it was pointed out that a bare One which was without parts and
shapeless could not have contact at several points with something
else all round it. But now we are considering a One which has
acquired shape and position in space, and is, in fact, a physical body.
So the question is open : in what ways can a physical body be said
to have contact with itself or other bodies ?

It is not unlikely that the pair of contraries, ‘ in contact ’, ‘ not
in contact ’, figured in Zeno’s dilemmas, where the question of the
Pythagorean unit-points touching one another would naturally
arise. There may actually be a reference to some Zenonian argu-
ment in Aristotle’s Physics, 227a, 27 : ‘ If there are, as some say,
separately existing points and units, the same thing cannot be both
point and unit ; for points have contact, units have succession ;
and points can have something between them (for every line is
between points), whereas units need not ; for there is nothing be-
tween the numbers 1 and 2. These points which can have contact
can only be the Pythagorean points conceived as very small bodies.
Zeno might argue : If things are many, (1) they must be in contact,
for the successive points in the row forming a line must touch one
another. But (2) no two given points can touch one another,
because between any two points there is always a line consisting
of more points. The Pythagorean conception is again attacked at
Phys. 231a, 21, where Aristotle proves that a continuum cannot
be composed of indivisible points in a row.

148D.  Again, there is the question of the One having, or not
having, contact with itself and with the Others.
We have seen that the One is in itself as a whole. It is
also in the Others. Accordingly, (4) as being in the
E. Others, it will have contact with the Others; and (b) as
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148€. being in itself, while it will be precluded from contact with
the Others, it will have contact with itself.
In this way, then, the One will have contact both with
itself and with the Others.

The arguments here are based partly on the earlier paragraph on
position in space (1458 ff.), where it was said that the One, considered
as all its parts, is in itself as whole, but as whole is ‘ in another ’
(8v dAAw), namely in space. Now for ‘in another ’ is substituted
‘“in the Others’ (év toig &Adow). The substitution is justifiable.
In the former passage we were considering only one physical body
by itself ; but since then the Others have been introduced and we
are now considering the possible relations of one body to other
bodies. ‘In the Others’ will mean ‘among the others’. The
first conclusion is that, if you have one body among other bodies,
there is no reason against its being in contact with them. This
point is probably made against the Eleatics, who held that the One
Being must be unique and ‘ one and continuous ’ (§» gvveyés, Parm.
8, 6 and 22-25), so that there was no plurality of bodies, either
outside or inside the One, which could be in contact either with the
One or with one another. There was no one body among others.

On the other hand, when we spoke of the One as ‘ in itself ’, we
were thinking of the One as the whole in which all the Others were
contained as parts. There is now no question of contact with
Others outside, for all the Others are inside. But we might say
that the parts have ‘ contact’ with the whole in the loose sense
that they come up to the boundary of the whole and, as it were,
touch it, leaving no interval between it and themselves. There
may be a reference to the use of the term in geometry, as in Euclid,
iii, Def. 2: * A straight line is said to fouch (dpdnrecfar) a circle
which, meeting (anrouévn) the circle and being produced, does not
cut the circle.” Thus Parmenides said of his Sphere that ‘ being
equal every way, it meefs (comes up to) the limits uniformly ’
(6uds 8v meipaat wxvget, 8, 59). It is only in the next paragraphs
that ‘ contact ’ is defined in a stricter and more normal sense, which
will admit of contact between one body and others among which it
is, but not of contact between one body and itself, i.e. its own parts,
as just described.

148E. From another point of view, if anything is to touch some-
thing it must be situated next to that thing, occupying the
position adjacent to the position of the thing it touches.?

1 The meaning here is certain, though the text may be corrected in various
ways. Aristotle’s definitions of ‘ next ’ and ‘contact ’ in Phys. V, iii, may
be compared.
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148E.  (c) Accordingly, if the One is to touch itself, it must be
situated next to itself, occupying the place adjacent to the
place in which itself is. If the One were two, it might do
149. this and be in two places at once; but not so long as it
remains one.
Therefore the same necessity which forbids the One to
be two forbids it to touch itself.

For contact in the normal sense two bodies are required, external
to one another and adjacent. In this sense, of course, the parts
of one body cannot have contact with the body itself as whole.

Lastly, there is the case of one body assumed to be the only one
body in existence—an assumption explicitly stated in the course
of the argument (149c 4). This is the case of the Eleatic One Being,
which is without internal distinction of parts and is unique—two
attributes which Parmenides had included in his assertion of
unity. If that is so, then there is no plurality; there are no
Others, either as distinct parts of the One or as other ones outside
it. Hence we can no longer say that the one body has any contact
with anything. Yet Parmenides had allowed himself to say that
being ‘is all continuous ; for being is near fo (neighbours) being ’
(8ov ypap dovre meddle, 8, 25), as if two adjacent ‘ beings ’ or parts
of the One Being were involved.

149A. (@) On the other hand, the One will not touch the Others
either. For this reason : we are asserting that, in order to
have contact, a thing must be distinct from, but next to,
the thing it is to touch, and there must be no third thing
between them. So, if there is to be contact, there must be

at least two things. And if to the two terms! a third be

B. added next to them, the number of terms will be three, the
number of contacts two. And so the addition of every
fresh term will mean the addition of one fresh contact,
with the result that the contacts are always fewer by one
than the amount of the numbers. For every subsequent
total of terms exceeds the total of contacts by the same
amount as the original pair of terms exceeded the contacts,

1‘Term ' seems to recall the original sense of gpos. See above, p. 8.
Cf. Ar., Met. 1092b, 8 (asking how numbers are to be the causes of substances
and of their existence), wdrepov s Spot, olov al oriypal 7dv peyefav ; followed
by a reference to the representation of numbers in triangular or square
patterns. The ‘ points ’ meant seem to be the Pythagorean point-atoms of
which bodies were to be built. This concrete sense of gpos is specially
relevant to our context, where the units or terms are to be imagined as in
physical contact.
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149c. since at every step one term and one contact are added.
Thus, however many things there are, their contacts are
always fewer by one. And if there is only a One, not a
pair of things, there will be no contact.!

Now things that are other than one, we say, are not one
and have not unity, since they are other. Consequently
they do not possess number, because there is no one among

D. them. Thus they are neither one nor two nor any other
number you could name. The One, then, is the only thing
that is one, and there will be no pair, and consequently no
contact. Therefore, contact being non-existent, the One
does not touch the Others, nor the Others the One.

Thus the total result of these considerations is that the
One both touches, and does not touch, both itself and
the Others.

This argument affords another clear case of an assumption,
which is really a definition, being repeated from an earlier argument,
although it contradicts the assumptions of the immediately preced-
ing arguments. Plato began here by showing that, if one body is
‘among the Others ’, it can have contact with them. The Others
there were other ones. But here he suddenly asserts that  things
that are other than one, we say,? are not one and have not unity,
since they are other ’. So the One is to be the only thing that is
one ; there are no other ones. If this assumption were stated at
the beginning of the present argument as an assumption, all
appearance of contradictory conclusions would vanish. This case
is parallel to the one we have already noted at 147A (the passage
referred to), where the same Eleatic dogma that there are no ‘ other
ones ’, no plurality, but only a unique and indivisible ‘ One ’, was
suddenly introduced in order to reach the conclusion that there
could be no such thing as difference of one thing from another.
Here, moreover, as there, it is possible that the Others are to be
conceived as the element of indefinite multitude which has no
unity at all (Hyp. IV). The same conclusion would then follow.
This element corresponds to the continuous ‘ being * which fills
the Parmenidean Sphere. It can ‘ come up to’ its boundary, but
not have contact in the sense here defined.

The whole section amounts to an analysis of the notion of con-
tact between bodies, and the assertion that there is nothing irra-

1 As Diés observes (p. 33), Aristotle reproduces this reasoning at Anal. Py.
42b, 1-26, in discussing the numbers of terms, premisses, and conclusions in
a series of syllogisms.

2 The reference can only be to 147a.
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tional about it. If you accept Parmenides’ dogma that a One Being
must be one both in the sense of unique and in the sense of having
no distinct parts, then no contact in the usual sense is possible.
But we are considering a One Being which is one whole of distinct
parts, and each of those parts is a one-being among other one-beings.
Then, even if we take the whole universe, which is unique but not
indivisible, the parts may be loosely said to ‘ touch ’ the boundary
of the whole. And if we take the parts, which are not unique,
there is nothing irrational in the supposition of a number of bodies
having contact with one another in the strict and normal sense.
This tallies with the conclusion drawn by the Atomists, who allowed
that their ultimate reals had no internal separation of parts, but
saw that there was nothing against a plurality of sucH things,
external to one another and capable of being in contact. In his
curiously indirect way Plato points out that the only objection lies
in the false Eleatic dogma of a One which is both unique and
indivisible.

149D-151B. A One Entity (as continuous quantity or magnitude) is
equal and unequal both to itself and to the Others

The terms equal, greater, smaller, apply to quantities. The first
point to be noted is that discrete quantity or number will be
separately treated in the section subsequent to the present one.
Here we are concerned with continuous quantity (uéyefog, as
contrasted with mijfo¢ at 151D, 7). This would include geome-
trical magnitude and perhaps also quantities of qualities like hot
and cold, considered as opposites forming an indefinite continuum.
Physical bodies are in question just in so far as they possess these
properties.

The present section is, perhaps, the hardest in the whole dialogue,
and the interpretations here offered must be taken as specially
doubtful. By this time we shall be prepared to find that the One
and the Others may have different meanings in the several argu-
ments. In the first, however, the terms seem to be used in their
most natural sense: ‘the One’ for any one limited magnitude,
‘the Others’ for all other limited magnitudes. This is implied
by the opening sentences, which define them as the sort of things
that can have greatness, smallness, and equality.

149D.  We may next enquire whether the One is both equal and
unequal, alike to itself and to the Others.
If the One is to be greater or less than the Others or
E. they are to be greater or less than it, neither will be greater
or less than the other merely in virtue of being what they
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149E. are—the One being One, and the Others being other than
the One ; but if, besides each being such as it is, they should
each possess equality, then they would be equal to one
another ; or if the Others possess greatness, the One small-
ness, or the One possesses greatness, the Others smallness,
then whichever 1 possesses greatness will be greater, which-
ever possesses smallness, less.

These sentences, in the first place, define the One and the Others
for the purpose of this first argument. They are nothing more nor
less than magnitudes, since only magnitudes can be greater than,
and less than, and equal to, other magnitudes. The One then will
be any one magnitude, the Others all other magnitudes. The
distinction between ‘ One’ and ‘ Others’, as such, is of no im-
portance : any one magnitude is as much a magnitude as any
other. So that distinction has no bearing on these additional
characters, the greatness or smallness or equalness that they may
have. The question remains: what is implied by ‘ having ’ these
properties ?

(4) The argument which now follows leads to the conclusion that
‘ the One is equal to the Others’. If the One and the Others are
simply different magnitudes, this is a patent absurdity : ‘any one
magnitude is equal to every other magnitude’ or ‘to all other
magnitudes ’. We have already learnt, however, from other cases
where we were confronted with a manifestly false conclusion, to
look for some explicit premiss which entails that conclusion and to
infer that the premiss is to be rejected. In the present case we
should observe that the conclusion, ‘ any one magnitude is equal to
any other ’ or ‘ to all others’, is simply inferred from the previous
statement that one magnitude cannot be either greater or less than
others. This is itself absurd, and it depends on what is assumed
to be implied in a magnitude being greater or less. We are told
that it is to mean that the magnitude kas greatness or smallness 7 it.
This is argued to be an impossibility ; with the consequence that
no magnitude can be greater or smaller than another. Now the
assumption that a thing’s being great means that it has greatness
in it, is the doctrine of the Phaedo, where these very examples,
Greatness and Smallness, were used. This doctrine, already
attacked by Parmenides in the first part of our dialogue, is the false
premiss which entails the absurd conclusion. We should conclude
that, so far at least as Greatness and Smallness are concerned, the
Phaedo doctrine is untenable.

1 grorépw 7@ €ider. As Taylor remarks here, eldos is ‘ used, as often in Plato,

colourlessly, with little more meaning than a ‘ something or other.” He
renders it by entity.
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In the Phaedo we were told that when Simmias is taller than
Socrates that means (1) that there are two Forms, Greatness
(Tallness) and Smallness (Shortness); (2) that Simmias has in
him an instance of greatness as compared with the instance of
smallness in Socrates ; and he may also have an instance of smallness
as compared with the instance of greatness in Phaedo. Thus
Simmias possesses two contrary immanent characters. The gist of
the present argument as a whole will be this. The Phaedo theory
maintained the existence of two Forms, Greatness and Smallness,
and declared that the ‘ reason’ why a magnitude is great is that
it has in it an instance of greatness (7o év 7fjuiv uéyefog). At the
same time, as compared with a still greater magnitude, it will also
have in it an instance of smallness. If that is what is meant by
‘ being great ’ or ‘ having greatness ’, it leads to absurdity: there
cannot be a greatness or a smallness residing as a quality ¢n a
magnitude. On this theory, then, no magnitude can be either
great or small. So no magnitude can be greater or smaller than
another. Therefore all magnitudes must be equal. Thisis absurd.
Therefore the Phaedo theory must be rejected.

The argument, accordingly, opens with a brief statement of the
false premiss, and a demonstration of its absurdity, which is
evidently meant to recall Parmenides’ earlier attack on participation.

I49QE. This pair of characters,! then, Greatness and Smallness,
must exist ; for surely, if they did not exist, they could
150. not be contrary to one another and come to be in things.

That ‘ Socrates’ ' theory of Forms and immanent characters is
intended here, seems plain from the following context, which
echoes Parmenides’ objections to participation ; indeed the Forms
Greatness itself (adt0 uéyefog) and Smallness itself (adrs) ouixedrrg)
are actually mentioned. We have just been told that if one thing
is to be greater or smaller than another or equal to it, it must save
greatness or smallness or equality. ‘ Having ' (&yew, mpooeivar)
is now defined in terms of the theory of Forms as meaning that the
character is present i it (8yyiyvesOar). Earlier (131D) Parmenides
has pointed out the absurdity of supposing that either the whole
or a ‘part’ of the Forms Greatness, Equality, Smallness, can be
present in a concrete thing. We are now taking, not concrete
things, but a set of magnitudes, defined simply as magnitudes, and
considering whether a particular instance of greatness or of smallness
can be present in any one of them.

1 ¢idn can mean either the separate Forms or the immanent characters, or
both. Since they ‘ come to be ¢n things ’, ‘ characters ’ is the more suitable
translation.
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If, then, smallness comes to be in the One, it must be
either (a) in the One as a whole or (b) in a part of it. (a)
Suppose it comes to be in the One as a whole. Then it
must either stretch throughout the whole extent of the
One or contain the One. If it is coextensive with the One,
the smallness will be equal to the One; if containing it,
greater. But smallness cannot be equal to, or greater than,
anything and so discharge, not its own function, but that
of greatness or equality. Therefore, smallness cannot be
in the One as a whole. (b) Hence, if it is in the One at all,
it must be in a part. But not in all that part ; otherwise
the effect would be the same as in the case of the whole:
it would be either equal to, or larger than, any part in which
it might be. Therefore smallness will never be in anything,
if it cannot come to be in either a part or the whole ; and
there will be nothing small except Smallness itself.

It follows that greatness will not be in the One either ;
for then there would be something else, besides Greatness
itself, that would be ‘ greater ’, namely the thing in which
greatness was ; and that in spite of the thing’s having no
smallness, which is required for greatness to surpass, if it
is to be great; and there can be no such smallness, since
smallness is not in anything anywhere.

Further, the only thing than which Greatness itself is
greater is Smallness itself ; and the only thing than which
Smallness is smaller is Greatness itself. Hence, the Others,
not possessing greatness or smallness, are not greater or
smaller than the One ; also this pair themselves (Greatness
and Smallness) possess their power of exceeding or being
exceeded only with reference to each other, not with
reference to the One ! ; and the One in its turn, not possess-
ing either greatness or smallness, cannot be greater or smaller
than they or than the Others.

It follows that the One, if it is neither greater nor smaller
than the Others, cannot either exceed them or be exceeded
by them ; and that which neither exceeds nor is exceeded
must be of equal extent, and so equal.

It is, I think, clear that this very elaborate argument is not a

1 This statement, that the two Forms are correlative to one another and
not to individual things, recalls Parmenides’ last argument against separate
Forms for relative terms (133c ff.). It also conflicts with his earlier argument,
the Third Man (131E ff.), which assumed that greatness itself has greatness
or is a great thing in the same way as individual great things, and so requires
another Form to partake of.
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mere sophism; any eristic, by playing on words, could easily
invent a much shorter proof that all magnitudes are equal. The
reminiscences of Parmenides’ attack on participation must indicate
that Plato has a serious purpose. If it is right to see here a recan-
tation of the Phaedo theory, in so far as these terms are concerned,
the results here stated mark an important change in Plato’s views.
The Phaedo (102B, c) spoke of Socrates’ shortness as if it were an
inherent property which Socrates carried about with him and
could ‘ present ’ for comparison with the tallness of Phaedo.! The
objections to this view become much more apparent when we
take, not concrete things like tall and short men, but simply a set
of limited magnitudes which differ only as greater or smaller, say,
two finite lines :

A—B

C—D

CD is shorter than AB; it is nothing more nor less than ‘a
smaller length ’. If we take this to mean that CD has present in
it ‘ a smallness ’, this smallness can only reside in the interval of
length between the limiting points C and D. Parmenides argues
that it is equally absurd to suppose that it is in the whole of that
length or in any part of it. A further objection is that, if it were
in the line CD as an inherent property, then CD would be absolutely
small. But there is no such thing as an absolutely small or abso-
lutely great magnitude. This point seems to be made in the
statement that ‘ smallness will never be #» anything; there will
be nothing (absolutely) small except Smallness itself . Absolute
Smallness and absolute Greatness are opposed to one another ;
they are the two Forms whose existence was asserted at the outset.
But there cannot be (as the Phaedo supposed) an instance of either
present in any particular magnitude, since every magnitude is
infinitely divisible and also might be greater than it is; it cannot
be absolutely small or great. Consequently, if to ‘ Aave ’ greatness
or smallness means (as in the Phaedo) to contain an instance of
absolute Greatness or Smallness, no magnitude can be either great
orsmall. Soall magnitudes must be equal. Since this is manifestly
absurd, the Phaedo theory must be false.

(8) The next conclusion : ‘the One is equal to itself ’, must of
course be true of any magnitude. So it is quickly disposed of.

1 As I have remarked elsewhere (Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 44), tallness
(uéyebos) is coupled in the Phaedo (65p) with health and strength, and
regarded as a physical excellence, like beauty ; it is not simply ‘ largeness °’.
This helps to disguise its relative character. It is treated as an inherent
quality. Itis easy to think of a man possessing a size or stature, which alters
internally as he grows.
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I50E. Moreover, the One will also stand in this relation to itself.
If it has in itself neither largeness nor smallness, it cannot
either exceed or be exceeded by itself, but must be coex-
tensive and so equal to itself.

Therefore the One will be equal both to itself and to the
Others.

(c) The next argument is to establish a sense in which one
magnitude can be said to be unequal to itself.

150E. (c) Further, if it is in itself, it must also encompass
itself on the outside ; and as container it will be greater

151. than itself, and as contained, less. In this way the One
will be greater and less than itself.

On the surface this conclusion appears flatly to contradict the
previous one and to be manifestly false. But Plato indicates that
our point of view has shifted. The conclusion is expressly deduced
from the earlier proof that the One is ‘ in itself . This meant that
the One, considered as all the parts, is contained in the One as whole
(145B). Accordingly we are now to think of the One as a whole
and of the parts it contains. It remains to discover a sense in
which the whole containing the parts can be greater than the parts
it contains.

In discussing that earlier passage about the One as whole con-
taining itself as all its parts, we noted that Plato repeated an axiom
asserted by both Zeno and Gorgias: that ‘ whatever is must be
somewhere . Since he was there concerned with physical bodies
in space, the axiom was unobjectionable. We shall now find him
repeating it again just below at the beginning of the next argument
(1514). Gorgias, in the same context (quoted on p. 149), also
asserted another axiom : ‘the container is greater than the con-
tained ’. Plato did not repeat this on the previous occasion ;
but he does repeat it here: it is necessary for his conclusion that
the One as whole is greater than itself as the parts contained by
the whole. It is hard to say how we are meant to take this argu-
ment. It may be one of the cases in which a false premiss of Eleatic
origin is explicitly stated in order that we may see that a para-
doxical conclusion can be obtained only by assuming that premiss.
We have had a case of this sort in the proof (at 1474) that, if we
assume (with the Eleatics) that what is one (or not one) in any
sense must be one (or not one) in every sense, then difference cannot
exist. And again the last argument of the previous section (1494 ff.)
showed that contact is impossible on the Eleatic assumption of a
unique and indivisible One Being.

176



HYP. II. EQUAL AND UNEQUAL IN MAGNITUDE

(d) Finally, there follows the proof that the One is unequal to
the Others.

I5IA. (d) Also, there can be nothing besides the One and the
Others. Further, anything that is must always be some-
where. And that which is in something will be in it as a
less in a greater ; only so can one thing be in another.

Now, since there is nothing else besides the Others and
the One, and they must be in something, it follows at once
that they must be in each other—the Others in the One

B. and the One in the Others—or be nowhere at all. Conse-
quently, since the One is in the Others, the Others, as
containing the One, must be greater than it, and the One,
as contained by them, less than they. And since the
Others are in the One, by the same reasoning the One
must be greater than the Others, and they less than
the One.

Therefore, the One is alike equal to, greater than, and
less than, both itself and the Others.

This proof is prefaced by three axioms: (1) ‘ There is nothing
besides (ywols) or outside (éxtdg) the One and the Others” Whether
the One and the Others are bodies which together make up the
whole physical universe, or the One is the whole and the Others
its contents, in either case there is no body left outside the whole
and no empty space beyond it. On this point Plato and Parmenides
agree. (2) ‘ Anything that is must always be somewhere.” This, as
we have seen, is a maxim used by Zeno and Gorgias, and adopted
by Plato as true, if restricted to what they meant, namely physical
body. (3) ‘ That which is tn something must be in it as a less in a
greater.” This is Gorgias’ maxim, which has just been applied to
prove that the One as whole must be greater than itself, considered
as its own parts.

From axioms (1) and (2) it is inferred, first, that the One must
be in the Others. The alternative that it should be in itself (as
in the previous argument) is ruled out. That is to say, the One
no longer means ‘ all the parts’. If it means any one of the whole
number of physical bodies, this will be in the Others, in the sense
of being among them. The phrase év 7oic dAlots has already been
so used in the section on contact (148D). The Others will then
surround and contain any one among their number.

It is also inferred that the Others will be in the One. If the
One here is the whole and the Others its parts, this comes to the
same thing as the previous argument. All the parts will be con-
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tained in the whole (145c). If we then accept axiom (3), that the
container must be greater than the contained, the One will be
greater than the Others and therefore unequal to them.

The interpretation above given of this difficult section remains
somewhat unsatisfying. The last two arguments rest on the
premiss, asserted by Gorgias and probably derived from Zeno,
that the container must be greater than the contained ; and this
appears to be false if the container is the whole, the contained, all
the parts of that whole. It is possible that we should look below
the surface here and bring into consideration Plato’s later doctrine
of the Great-and-Small or the Unequal as synonymous with the
Unlimited. As we have seen, the account of this factor in Hyp. III
makes it necessary to suppose that Plato had formulated the
doctrine when he wrote the Parmenides. The terms °great’,
“small ’, ‘ equal ’, ‘ unequal ’, would immediately suggest it to the
instructed Academic.

The application of these conceptions to magnitude and number
may be illustrated by the views attributed to some Pythagoreans
by Iamblichus (## Nicom., 15, pp. 11 ff., Pistelli). The monad is
the boundary between numbers and fractions (‘ parts’) ; from it,
as from a seed or root, proceed the ratios in either direction, decreas-
ing with infinite division into parts, increasing with infinite addition.
In magnitude the infinite division starts from the monad as whole ;
while in number the infinite increase starts from the monad as
unit, thus:
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These two series diverging from the One give a picture of the
Indefinite Dyad of great and small or ‘ the unequal’, extending
without limit in both directions. The One can also be regarded

I . .
as ‘the equal’, = Each term in the two series, ‘ the double’,

‘ the treble’, etc., in one direction and ‘the half’, ‘ the third’,
etc., in the other, marks a point where the imposition of limit
yields a definite quantity or number or ratio of numbers, as de-
scribed in the Philebus (254). In relation to the series of numbers
the One is the indivisible unit, 1, from which the unlimited series
of numbers is obtained by multiplication or by the addition of other
units (‘ other ones’). In relation to the series of ‘ parts’ the One
is the whole which can be divided without limit.

We can take the axiom that ‘ there is nothing besides the One and
the Others’ as eliminating any question of magnitudes being ‘in’
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a place other than themselves (as at 145D). We are not now con-
cerned with that, but only with the sense in which one magnitude
can be ‘in’ other magnitudes, or other magnitudes can be in
one, in such a way that the container shall be greater than the
contained.

We have already noticed that the conception of infinite divi-
sibility was applied, in a curious way, at the outset, where it was
argued that the One Entity, considered as a whole of parts, was
indefinite in multitude (drewgov to nAfjfog, 1434). We have now
advanced to the stage at which the One Entity has become a con-
tinuous magnitude. As such, it will be infinitely divisible in the
usual sense. A definite quantity (woodv) is so much of something ;
and that something is, under its most general description, the
unlimited or the great-and-small. This unlimited is a continuous
and infinitely divisible range, of which a certain portion is marked
off by the limits of our definite quantity. Now, if we consider the
whole quantity as the sum of all the parts into which it can be
divided, this sum will always be greater than the sum of any parts
into which it is actually divided. Thus the One as whole will be
greater than itself as all its actual parts. We shall thus have a
valid interpretation of the third argument (¢) ‘that the One is
unequal to itself ’. This ran as follows :

‘ If the One (as all the parts) is in itself (as whole), it must also
encompass itself on the outside. And as container (whole) it will
be greater than itself (as parts), and as contained, less. In this way
the One will be greater and less than itself.’

The dubious maxim becomes valid if we understand that the
One is always more numerous than the parts into which it is actually
divided, because it can always be divided into more parts. The
limits of the definite quantity will always contain more parts than
any number we have actually obtained.!

The occurrence here of two axioms, both used by Gorgias and at
least one of them also by Zeno, suggests that Plato may be alluding
to some Zenonian argument turning on infinite divisibility. I have
already conjectured (p. 149) that Gorgias’ axiom ‘the container
must be greater than the contained’, was borrowed from Zeno.
It may well have found a place in one of the dilemmas disproving

1 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 207a, 21: ‘The infinite element in the complete
constitution of a magnitude is matter, which is potentially, but not actually,
a whole.” It needs to be supplemented by the formal element of limit in
order to become a whole or limited thing. It is infinitely divisible; and,
‘as infinite, it does mot contain but is contained’, od mepiéxer dMa mepiéxerar,
3} dmepov. He adds that this applies to Plato’s unlimited, the great-and-

small, which Plato makes the material or bounded element in the IForms
(Met. 987b, 20) as well as in sensible things.
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the existence of a many. Now Simplicius (Phys. 140, 27) quotes
the following from Zeno’s treatise :

‘ If things are a plurality they must be just as many as they are,
and neither more nor less. But if they are as many as they are,
they will be finite in number.

If things are a plurality, they will be infinite in number. For
there will always be others between any of them, and again
between these yet others. So things are infinite in number’

(frag. 3).

Here Zeno first regards the many as a plurality of discrete units,
which must amount to some definite number. He then shifts to
the other point of view : the infinite plurality of parts into which
a whole continuous magnitude can be divided. ‘Thus’, adds
Simplicius, ‘ he demonstrates numerical infinity by means of the
argument from dichotomy.” It is probable that the proof was
developed at greater length in Zeno’s work.

In the same context Simplicius quotes part of a similar argument,
by which Zeno proved that ‘ if things are many, they must be both
great and small : so small as to have no magnitude, so great as to
be infinite . Mr. Lee! points out that the argument turns on
‘ dichotomy ’, since it involves ‘ some relation between points on a
line such that the series of points generated is an infinite series.
And the infinite divisibility of the line easily gives us such a
relation,

a al a?aqd

x 1+
If we bisect the line XY at a, and the resultant line aY at a! and
so on we get a series in which there is always a point ‘‘ beyond
any given point. A series which fits very well Zeno’s description,
that ‘“each one has a successor.”’ In this diagram the finite
line XY is a whole greater than any number of parts into which
it is divided by dichotomy—a container that is greater than the
contained. The same conception figures in Achilles and the
Tortoise.

Gorgias’ maxim could easily find a place in a proof based on
dichotomy. For example :

However many parts there are in a whole, they must be just
as many as they are; and hence the number of the whole will
be finite.

But there are always more parts between these many parts ;
indeed an infinite number. So the number of parts is infinite.

1 Zeno of Elea, p. 3I.
180



HYP. II. EQUAL AND UNEQUAL IN MAGNITUDE

But the parts are contained in the whole, and the container
must be greater than the contained.

Therefore the finite number of the whole is greater than the
infinite number of the parts; which is absurd.

Therefore, things are not a many.

If Plato was alluding to some such argument, he might here be
turning the tables on Zeno by asserting that if you take the number
of all possible parts as the number of the whole, and the number
of the actual parts as the number of the parts, there is no absurdity
in saying that the number of the whole must always be greater than
the number of the parts, and the whole which contains will, in that
way, be greater than the parts contained by it.

The same conception of the great-and-small will also make sense
of the last argument (d) proving that ‘the One is unequal to the
Others’. As in Hyp. III, let ‘the One’ stand for the limiting
factor in any one magnitude, and ‘ the Others’ for the unlimited
on which that limit is imposed. Then the One will be ‘in the
Others ’ in the sense that any magnitude, however great or small,
must have beyond it the greater on one side and the smaller on
the other, because there is no absolutely great or small magnitude.
The Others, again, are ‘ #n the One ’, if we take the One to be the
all-inclusive whole and the Others as its parts (the 1 and the fractions
in the above diagram). The Others will then be the plurality of
parts inside the One whole ; and the whole will always be greater
than any number of actual parts in the diminishing series.

Finally, we have now discovered a sense in which the great-and-
small can be said to be ## a limited magnitude : they are in it as
the material factor contained within its limits. If we substitute
this notion for the false conception put forward in the Phaedo
and rejected in the first argument, we can find a satisfactory mean-
ing for the thesis that ‘ the One is equal to the Others’ or ‘ coex-
tensive ’ with them. If we leave undivided the portion of the
continuous range which falls within the limits, it will, as Parmenides
said of his continuous and undivided being, everywhere exactly
come up to the limits.! But, instead of arguing in this way, Plato
preferred to turn that thesis into a disproof of the Phaedo theory.

1 Yet another sense in which the One, as container and therefore greater,
is equal to the Others, as contained and therefore smaller, is suggested by
Anaxagoras’ fragment on infinite divisibility (p. 56 above). He says that
‘in itself each thing is both great and small’, and that there is always a
greater than what is great, and a smaller than what is small. He adds that
‘ the great is equal to the small in number’. This means that, however many
the parts into which you divide the greater, you can always divide the smaller
into as many parts.

181



THE PARMENIDES 151B-E

If this interpretation is correct, Plato certainly set his readers
a hard task, confronting them with apparent contradictions, which
could only be removed by bringing to bear the account of ‘the
Others’ in the complementary Hyp. III, and perhaps recalling
arguments used by Zeno. There is a similarly cryptic passage in
the Theaetetus, where the same puzzles presented by great and small
in size and number are propounded and left unsolved.? The later
dialogues contain not a few passages which would be entirely unin-
telligible to the uninstructed reader ; for example, the composition
of the World-Soul at Timaeus 354, or the account of change and
becoming at Laws, 894A. Only the more advanced students at the
Academy could be expected to make them out, and some of them
baffled the most learned Platonists of later days.

15I1B-E. A One Entity (as discrete quantity or number) is equal
and unequal both to itself and to the Others

We here pass from continuous magnitude to discrete quantity
or number. The gist of this section is that differences of quantity
are always capable of numerical expression. It was remarked at
140B—C that equal quantities have the same number of measures ;
while greater and less quantities, if commensurable, have a larger
or smaller number of the same measures; if incommensurable,
have the same number of measures that are themselves larger or
smaller.

I5IB. Further, the One, if greater, less, and equal, must be of

equal measures with itself and with the Others, and also

c. of more and fewer; and if of measures, then of parts.

And, being of equal, more, and fewer measures, it will also

be correspondingly fewer than, more than, and equal to,

both itself and the Others in number. For if it is greater

than anything, it will contain a greater number of measures

and so of parts; if less, a smaller number ; if equal, the
same number.

Hence, the One, being greater and less than itself and

also equal, will contain more and fewer and the same

D. number of measures, and hence of parts. So, as having

the same number of parts, it will be equal to itself in number,

and as having more or fewer, more or less than itself in

number.

A number is a definite plurality of discrete units. The One,
meaning any one quantity, was declared to be equal to itself in

1 Theaet. 154B-155D. See F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge,

pp. 41 fi.
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the sense of coextensive (8 igov). If it is divided into actual parts
(units), it will of course have as many parts as its ‘ material’
element has been divided into. In what sense can it be more and
fewer than itself 7 We conjectured that the paradoxical state-
ment that the One was unequal to itself might mean that any
limited quantity always contains more possible parts than those
into which it is actually divided. That interpretation seems to
be confirmed by the present statement, which shows that in the
former passage Plato had in mind the division of the quantity into
parts, and that ‘ the Others’ could mean these parts.

151D. The One will also stand in the same way to the Others.
Since it is seen to be greater and smaller and of the same
magnitude as the Others, it must also be more, fewer, and
equal to them in number.
Thus, once more, it appears that the One will be alike
E. equal to, and more and fewer than, both itself and the
Others in number.

Here it seems to be assumed that there is a simple interpretation
of the proposition that the One is equal to the Others in magnitude
(ueyéber). There is no reference to the elaborate refutation of
the Phaedo theory (at 149E-I50D), with its negative conclusion
that the One could #of be greater or less than the Others, and so
must be equal. There is, in fact, a quite simple interpretation,
if we take the One to be the whole and the Others all its parts:
the number of the whole will be the total number of the parts.
We have also seen how, if the notion of infinite divisibility is intro-
duced, the number of the One can be greater or less than the
number of the Others.

As a curiosity of Pythagorean speculation, rather than as rele-
vant to this section, mention may be made of the classification of
numbers as (a) excessive, (b) defective, and (c) perfect.?

(@) An excessive number (dmepredric) is one whose (aliquot)
parts amount to more than the whole. Thus the parts of the
number 12 are:

the half =6
the third =4
the quarter = 3
the sixth =2
the twelfth =1

Total 16

! Nicomachus, Introd. I, xiv, p. 36. Theon, p. 45.
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(6) A defective number (éAAwijc) is one whose parts amount to
less than the whole. For instance, the parts of 8 are:

the half =4
the quarter = 2
the eighth =1

Total 7

(c) A perfect number (réletoc) has parts equal to the whole.
Thus the parts of 6 are:

the half =3
the third = 2
the sixth =1

Total 6

This classification offers a sense in which one number as a whole
can be said to be equal to, or greater, or less than, its parts; but
there is no sign that Plato has this in mind in our passage.

Equally irrelevant, probably, are Theon’s remarks on the indi-
visibility of the arithmetical unit. Following the Pythagorean
tradition, he observes that any number other than 1, when divided,
is diminished and divided into parts less than itself, as when we
divide 6 into 3 and 3, or into 4 and 2, or into 5 and 1. And if we
take ‘ the One in sensible things ’ (i.e. any one sensible body) and
divide that, then as body it is diminished and divided into parts
less than itself, but as number it is increased ; for instead of one
it becomes many. So in this respect the unit in number is indi-
visible. For nothing is divided into parts greater than itself ; but
when one thing is divided, it can be divided into parts which are
numerically more than the whole or equal to the whole. Thus if
we divide one body into 6 parts, 1, 1, 1, 1, I, I, each of these parts
is numerically equal to the whole ; if we divide it into 4 and 2,
these parts are numerically greater than the whole ; for as number
4 and 2 are more than 1. Therefore the unit in number must be
indivisible (Theon, p. 18).

151E-155C. A One Entity (as above qualified) exists in Time, and
s and is becoming, and is not and is not becoming, older and
younger than itself and the Others.

In the earlier sections successive determinations were added to
the original conception of ‘ One Entity ’, until it became a physical
body with position in space and the capacity for motion and rest.
We have since studied certain relations that such a thing will have
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to other similar things or to its own parts or elements. We now
add a further determination of which such a body is capable :
existence in time. This is a pre-condition of all those forms of
change or becoming which will later be distinguished, viz. coming
into existence and ceasing to exist, combination and separation,
becoming like or unlike, and increase and decrease. But it is
interesting to observe that this section on Time comes after the
remaining form of change, motion in space, which has already been
established at 145e. This is in accordance with the universal
Greek view that local motion is prior to time, which is the measure
of motion.! Thus, in the T4maeus space and time are on different
footings. Space is an ultimate given factor, not created by the
Demiurge ; it is a pre-existing framework, without which there
can be no visible extended universe. But Time is a feature of the
order which the Demiurge introduces; and Plato describes the
circular motions of the heavenly bodies before he passes on (at 37c)
to the bodies which have those motions and are the  instruments
of Time’. The parts of Time are days and nights, months and
years, and these came into existence ‘ at the same time ’ that the
heaven itself was framed. Nothing that we call Time can exist
without these units of measurement, and these again cannot exist
without the periodic revolutions of the heavenly clock.2 This
view of Time as dependent on local movement accounts for the
position of the present section between the section on locomotion
and the discussion of the other forms of change.

In the following analysis of time relations it is explained, more
openly than elsewhere, that the various statements are made from
different points of view, and that ‘the One’ and ‘the Others’
have various meanings. Thus in one context ‘the One’ means
one part of a whole, ‘ the Others’, the other parts of that whole;
but elsewhere ‘ the One ' means the whole, ‘ the Others’, all the
parts of the whole. Or  the One’ can mean any one thing, ‘ the
Others ’ being other ones external to it. Also ‘one’ (70 &) some-
times means the unity which a whole or a part may possess.
If these distinctions are observed, there are no fallacies or antino-
mies. The coming sections give a subtle and exhaustive review
of the statements commonly made about existents in time.

I51E. Next is the question whether the One exists in time,
and, as so existing, both is, and becomes, younger and

1 Cf. Plato’s Cosmology, pp. 102 ff., on the anoient view of Time as associated
with circular movement.

2 Ar., de caelo, 279a, 15, ‘ Time is the number of motion, and without a
natural body there is no motion.’
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15IE. older than itself and the Others, and also neither is, nor
becomes, younger or older than itself or the Others.
Since the One ¢s one, of course it has being ; and to ‘ be’
means precisely having existence in conjunction with time
present, as ‘ was’ or ‘ will be ’ means having existence in
152. conjunction with past or future time. So if the One is,
it is in time.

The above is really a definition of existence in time, together with
the assertion that the ‘ One ’ with the qualifications already given
to it, i.e. any thing which is extended in space and can move, has
existence in time. The word ‘is’ or ‘ being ’, which has hitherto
been used in a wider sense applicable to any entity, is now confined
to existence in, or at, or during, some time, which must be either
past or present or future. This is a good example of a definition
cast in the misleading form of an inference.

The following paragraphs explain in what ways something that
exists in time can be said (a) to be becoming older and younger than
itself ; (b) to be older or younger than itself, (c) neither to be becom-
ing, nor to be, older or younger than itself, but to have the same
age.l

I52A. (@) Time, moreover, is advancing. Hence since the One
moves forward temporally, it is always becoming older
than itself. And we remember that what is becoming older
becomes older than something that is becoming younger.2
So, since the One is becoming older than itself, that self
must be becoming younger.

B. Therefore, in this sense, it is becoming both younger and
older than itself.

This is the current conception of Time as the ‘ everflowing stream ’,
itself advancing and carrying temporal things with it.> One thing
borne forward on this stream will leave its former selves further
and further behind. As a man grows older, the baby he once was
may be said to become relatively younger. This way of speaking
may be unfamiliar, but it is not fallacious.

In the next paragraph we have a different picture. All time is
conceived as a stationary frame stretching indefinitely in both

! In this section Burnet’s division of paragraphs is once more misleading.

2 Cf. 1414, B.

3 Critias, frag. 18, dxduas e xpdvos mepl T’ devdw pedpare mAjpns dord TikTwy
avros €avrdv.  Aesch. Eum. 852, ovmppéwv xpdvos. Simplic., Phys. 705, 8,
Soxel 3¢ 1) abry] mws évvoia elvar xpdvov kai kwijoews: pYow ydp Twva kai 6 xpovos xai
xopelav évdelxvvrar. Ar., Phys. 219b, 9.
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directions. It is like a calendar in which every event has a date.
A thing which exists in time is imagined as travelling over a
certain span, as it were from the date of its birth to the date of its
death. When we say ‘it s older than it was’, we mean that it
is so at (xara) the date which it has reached. Now, as it travels,
it is always at some date which is, for the moment, its present ;
and at every such moment we can say of it that it s (now) older
than it was. The thing must always be af its own present date
(‘ coincide with the present ’) ; it can never be getting ahead of its
own present date into the interval between that and some future
date. So, from this point of view, we can never say ‘it is now
(at its own present date) becoming older ’; we can only say ‘it
has been becoming older and now ¢s older’; and we can say this
of it at every moment from the beginning of its existence.

152B. (b) Also it s older when, in this process of becoming,
it is a¢ the present time which lies between ‘was’ and
‘will be’; for of course, as it travels from past to future,
it will never overstep the present. So, when it coincides
c. with the present, it stops becoming older ; at that time it
is not becoming, but already s, older. For if it were
getting ahead, it could never be caught up by the present,
since to get ahead would mean to be in touch with both
the present and the future, leaving the present behind and
reaching out to the future, and so passing between the
two. Whereas, if it is true of anything which is becoming
that it can never pass beyond the present, it constantly
D. stops becoming when it is at the present, and it then 7s
whatever it may be that it was becoming. This applies
to the One : when, in becoming older, it coincides with the
present, it stops becoming and ¢s then older. Moreover,
it is older than the thing it was becoming older than, namely
itself. And older means older than a younger. Hence the
One is also younger than itself at the time when, in becoming
older, it coincides with the present. But the present is
E. with the One always throughout all its existence; for at

whatever time it is existing, it is existing ‘ now ’.
Therefore, at all times the One both is, and is becoming,

older and younger than itself.

Finally (c) there is obviously a sense in which a thing must always
be of the same age as itself.

152E. (c) Also in thus being or becoming it cannot take a
longer time than itself ; it must take the same time. But
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152E. if it is, or is becoming, for the same length of time, it is of
the same age, and so neither older nor younger.
Therefore, the One, which is and is becoming for the
same length of time as itself, neither is nor becomes older
or younger than itself.

We now pass from considering one thing by itself in relation to
time to considering its temporal relations to others. The various
meanings of ‘ the One * and ‘ the Others ’ in the several paragraphs
are either explained or easily inferred. We shall find that the One
(@) s older and younger than the Others, and (b) #s neither older
nor younger, but of the same age; also that the One (¢) is not
becoming, and (d) is becoming, older and younger than the Others.

I52E. Next, is the One similarly related to the Others? (a)
153. Things other than the One, being different things and not
a different thing, are more than one : a different thing would
be one, but different things must be more than one and
have plurality. Hence they have a number greater than
that of the One. And of a number the lesser part comes,
or has come, into being before the greater part; and first
B. of all the least, namely the One. Thus in all things that
have number the One comes first ; and the Others, being
others and not an other, are always things that have
‘ number. And what comes first comes earlier ; while the
Others, coming later, are younger.
In this way the Others will be younger than the One;
the One older than the Others.

‘ The Others ’ here are not numbers (for numbers themselves are
not in time, and do not come to be), but things which ‘ Agve number ’.
Two is the smallest number (plurality of units) ; one is the unit.
We are to imagine the Others as the sum of all the parts of a thing
which comes into existence part by part, as a wall is built by adding
one brick at a time. The One or unit is the brick which is laid first
and so the first to become part of the wall. Next there will be two
bricks, then three, and so on. In the history of the wall the One
is ‘older’ than any or all of the Others.

In the next paragraph ‘the One’ is defined as the whole, and
‘ the Others ’ as its parts. The wall, as the one whole, comes into
being when the last brick has been laid, and so is ‘ younger ’ than
all its parts.

153B. Again, the One can have come to be only in a way con-
c. sistent with its own nature. Now we saw that the One
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153C. has parts, and hence a beginning, an end, and a middle.!
And the beginning of anything, whether it be the One itself
or any one of the Others, always comes into being first ;
and after the beginning, all the rest up to the end. More-
over, by ‘ all the rest’ we shall mean parts of the whole or
One ; and this itself comes to be, as a one or whole, at the
same moment as the end. But the end is the last part to
D. come into being ; and it is the nature of the One to come into
being simultaneously with the last. Hence, if the One must
come to be in a way consistent with its nature, we must
say it isthe nature of the One, as having come into being at
the same time with the end, to come later than all the Others.
Therefore, the One is younger than the Others, the Others

older than the One.

(b) Next, ‘one’ (to &) is taken as meaning either the unity
which must belong to every part as well as to the whole,? or that
which has this unity, is ‘ one thing’. Every brick that we add
is one brick, and at any stage in the building the part already con-
structed will be one part, just as every number is one number.
Thus at every step from the first unit to the completed whole there
will be ‘ one thing ’ in existence.

153D. But again, a beginning or any part whatsoever of the
One or of anything else, if it is ¢ part and not parts, must
be one. So ‘one’ must come to be along with the first

E. part that comes to be, and again along with the second part,
and cannot be lacking to every subsequent part that is
added, until, on reaching thelast part, a one whole is formed ;
it cannot be missing at the formation of any part, first,
middle, or last. Therefore the One is of the same age as
all the Others; so that, if the One is not to contradict its
own nature, it will have come to be neither before nor after
the Others, but at the same time.

154. Thus, according to this argument, the One will be neither
older nor younger than the Others, nor they than it ; whereas
by our former argument it was both older and younger,
and so were the Others.

So much for what it ¢s and kas become.

1 The reference is to 142D and 145A. But ‘the One’ and ‘ the Others’
have, of course, been used in other senses. This statement and the statement
just below that ‘all the rest’ (all the Others) means the parts of the one
whole, are really definitions for the purpose of the present argument.

2 Cf. 1584, every part of a one whole must be one part, and in that way
‘ partake of unity '; and 142E.
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We pass now to the senses in which the One is becoming, or is
not becoming, older and younger than the Others. Here ‘the
One’ means simply any one thing which exists in time, °the
Others * means any other such things.

(¢) The first point is that, if one child is born a month before
another, the first child will always be a month older, as the two
travel throughout their lives. He will not, from this point of view,
be becoming older.

154A. Next there is the question whether the One is becoming
both older and younger than the Others, and they than it,
and also not becoming younger or older: does the case
stand with becoming as with being, or not ?

B. (¢) If one thing actually is older than another, it cannot
be becoming older still, nor the younger younger still, by
any more than their original difference in age ; for if equals
be added to unequals, the difference that results, in time
or any other magnitude, will always be the same as the
original difference. Consequently what #s older or younger

C. can never be becoming older or younger than what s
younger or older,! the difference in age being constant at
all times. The One is or has become older, the other
younger ; but neither is becoming so.

Therefore, the One, if it 4s so, is not becoming, either
older or younger than the Others which are so.

(@) The next point is argued with unnecessary elaboration,
because Plato chooses to apply it both to the One (first unit) which
is older than the Others (units added later) and to the Others
(parts) which are older than the One (whole). But there is really
only one point, for which the same illustration will serve. If the
first brick is laid a month before the last completes the wall, this
difference in age remains constant, as we have just seen. But as
time goes on afterwards, the month becomes a smaller and smaller
fraction of the total ages of the first and last bricks, and they may
be said to be becoming more and more nearly of the same age.
If this approximation is rather oddly described in terms of ‘ becom-
ing (relatively) older or younger’, there is nothing fallacious in
the thought.

154C. (d) From another point of view, both are becoming older
and younger. We have seen that («) the One is older than

11t is clear from the context that 76 ye v 706 dvros must mean 74 ye ov
(mpeaBirepov 7 veditepov) Tob Svros (vewtépov 7} mpeaPurépov). So again with 76 év oy
T&v dAMwv Svrwy below (c 3).
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154C. the Others, and (8) they are older than it.! («) When the

One is older than the Others, it has, of course, been in

D. existence for a longer time than they. Now, if an equal

time is added to a greater time and to a less, the greater

will exceed the less by a smaller fraction. Hence, the

difference in age between the One and the Others will not

remain into the future what it originally was ; the addition

of the same time to each will make the difference in age

constantly less. And if a thing differs less in age from

E. something than it formerly did, it must be becoming

younger than it was relatively to those things in relation

to which it was formerly older. And if it is becoming

younger, those other things in their turn must be becoming

older than they were in relation to it. Hence what has

come to be < later and is > younger 2 is becoming older

in relation to what has come to be earlier and is older:

it never ¢s older than the other, but it is always becoming

so, since that other is progressing towards being younger,

155. while it is progressing towards being older. And the older

thing, in its turn, is becoming younger than the younger

in the same way. As the two move in contrary directions,

they are becoming each other’s contrary—the younger

becoming older than the older, the older becoming younger

than the younger ; but they can never finally become so ;

if they did, they would no longer be becoming, but would be

so. As it is, each is becoming older and younger than the

other : the One is becoming younger than the Others,

because, as we saw, it is older and came into existence

B. earlier; the Others are becoming older than the One,

because they came into existence later. By the same

reasoning (f) the Others stand in the same way to the

One, since, as we saw, they are older and came into existence
earlier.

(Summary.) Thus, from the point of view (c¢) in which
there is no question of one thing becoming either older or
younger than another, since their distance in age remains
always the same, the One will not be becoming older or
younger than the Others, nor they than it. But from
another point of view (d) in which the difference between

1 This refers to 153A-B: the first brick laid is older than the other bricks
subsequently added to the wall; and 153c-D: the wall, as the one whole,
is younger than all its parts (the Others).

2 The sense seems to require that we should read: 6 uév vedrepov dpa
<Ov Kai UoTepov> yeyovis.
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155C. things which come into existence earlier and later must be
a constantly diminishing fraction, the One and the Others
must be becoming both older and younger than each other.
So the conclusion of all these arguments is that the
One both is, and is becoming, older and younger than itself
and than the Others ; and also neither is, nor is becoming,
either older or younger than itself or than the Others.

The whole of this section on time is far from being a parade of
sophisms. It is a remarkably lucid and sound analysis of time
relations, implying conceptions which, had they been further
developed, might have played an important part in mathematics.
It is openly explained that the superficially conflicting statements
are made from different points of view, and that the meaning of
‘ the One ’ and ‘ the Others ’ varies. This is an encouragement to
believe that the same holds of other more obscure sections, and
that there also we are meant to discover the senses of ‘ the One ’ and
‘ the Others ’ which will give the statements a valid meaning.

155C-E. A One Entity (being in Time) has existence and becomes.
It can be the object of cognition and the subject of discourse

155C. Now, since the One is in time and has the property of
D. becoming older and younger, it has a past, a future, and
a present. Consequently the One was and is and will be ;

and it was becoming, is becoming, and will become.

Parmenides, having denied the possibility of any becoming or
change, said of his One Being ‘ nor was it ever, nor will it be, since
it is now all at once’. ‘ How could what is be going to be in the
future ? And how could it come to be? For if it came into
being, it 4s not ; nor s it, if it is at some time going to be’ (frag.
8, 5 and 19—20). Without motion or change, there is no passage
of time. But the evolution in Hyp. IT has deduced the possibility
of motion, and existence in time has now been added to the previous
attributes clothing the One Entity. Thus we have arrived at
something which is capable of ‘ becoming ’ in all its senses : coming
into existence and changing, i.e. coming to be this or that which
it was not before. This statement prepares the way for the next
sections, which study a problem involved in the notion of becoming
in time.

Moreover, the collection of attributes now accumulated makes
up all the conditions necessary for the existence of a sensible body,
if we were right in understanding the  unlimited’ as a general
expression covering all the opposites of sensible quality. So the
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argument has ‘ evolved ’ from the bare notion of a ‘ One Being’
the possibility of a world of concrete sensible things ; and we can
claim that it has provided every form of cognition—knowledge,
opinion, sense-perception—with its appropriate object. In the
earliest stages the objects of knowledge—Forms and numbers—
had their place ; and at the end we have the object of perception,
the sensible body.

155D. Also, it can be said to have something, and there can be
something of it, alike in past, present, and future. So there
can be knowledge and opinion and perception of it; in
fact we are now exercising all these activities with respect
to it. Further, it will ave a name and can be spoken of ;
E. indeed it actually is being named and spoken of. And all
the other characters which belong to any other things of
which the above statements are true, belong equally to
the One.

It is easy to detect here a reference to Parmenides’ assertions
that only his unique and indivisible One Being could be ‘ thought
of or truly named’, and that opinion or belief (ddéa) and per-
ception (aioOnoic) were objectless and illusory. Starting from
Parmenides’ own ultimate datum, a One Being, Plato has carried
his deduction across the barrier at which Parmenides’ goddess
‘ put an end to her trustworthy reasoning about the truth ’. There
is nothing irrational in attributing some sort of existence to the
objects of belief and perception, and taking them as the subjects
of discourse.

Since Proclus’ commentary does not extend beyond the first
Hypothesis, we are not well informed as to the expedients whereby
the conclusions reached in Hyp. II were reconciled with the Neo-
platonic thesis that No@ic and the world of its intelligible objects,
the Forms, are here portrayed. Wundt has accepted this doctrine,
with the exception that the identification of Nodg with its objects
is not Platonic. Otherwise, he thinks that in Hyp. II the world of
intelligible Forms is unfolded out of the One of the first Hypothesis,
and that the whole of Hyp. II is concerned with the relations of
Forms to one another. Some who do not accept this thesis yet
hold that the Others ‘ are just the other Forms’.! This assump-
tion entails the formidable task of explaining what can possibly
be meant by the whole series of proofs. If the One and the Others

! Burnet, Gk. Ph. i, 262, endorsed by M. Diés: ‘ Les Autres sont . . . les
Formes autres que celle de I'Un, envisagées dans leurs velations avec I'Un’
(Parménide, p. 35).
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are consistently identified with Forms throughout, Plato is appar-
ently committed to demonstrations that the Forms have shapes,
are situated in space, are capable of motion, can touch one another,
grow older and younger than one another in time, and are objects
of sense-perception. M. Wahl and Signor Paci have essayed this
task. I cannot here give a fair picture of their methods and
results, still less attempt to criticise them. The reader must be
left to consider the previous question, whether it is necessary, for
the sake of bringing the second part of the dialogue into relation
with the first, to assume that the One and the Others of Hyp. II
are the Forms. If they are not, Plato’s arguments can be taken at
something much more like their face value.

HYPOTHESIS IIA
COROLLARY ON BECOMING IN TIME

Up to this point the series of arguments, following a logical order,
has corresponded closely with the series in Hyp. I, which ended
here with the denial that bare Unity without being could be the
object of any cognition or even be named and spoken of. After
that there could be nothing more to be said about it. But now we
have arrived at the notion of a sensible thing which exists and
becomes and changes in time, and there is something more to be
said. There are several ways of ‘becoming’; and a peculiar
problem is presented by any sort of becoming in time : the question
when exactly becoming can take place. Accordingly an appendix
or corollary is here added, which, if inserted earlier, would have
marred the correspondence with Hyp. I. It is confined to two
subjects : the distinction of the various sorts of becoming and
change, and the time problem they all involve. It has no claim to
the status, which many assign to it, of a ninth independent Hypothe-
sis. That would destroy the symmetry of the whole set of Hypo-
theses. Also we are not here starting again from the beginning to
deduce once more all the consequences of supposing a One which
is. We are starting from the result which has just been reached
at the end of that deduction : a one thing which exists and be-
comes in time. This is clearly stated in the opening sentence.

155E-156B. A One Entity (being in Time) comes into existence and
ceases to exist, is combined and separated, becomes like and
unlike, and increases and diminishes
This section distinguishes and defines the various sorts of  becom-
ing’ to which a sensible body existing in time is subject. The
first is coming into existence and ceasing to exist.
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We are told immediately that the ‘ One’ in question is ‘a One
such as we have described ’, invested with all the attributes enu-
merated in Hyp. II. It is in time or capable of existing in time
(uetéyov xpovov), and it can be at one time what it is not at
another, that is to say, it can ‘ become ’ what it was not before.
It is true that the statement, ‘it is one and many and neither one
nor many’ appears, at any rate, formally to include the One of
Hyp. I, which was declared to be neither many nor even one
(x137¢, 141E).r But this should not lead us to imagine that the
present passage offers some sort of Hegelian synthesis reconciling
an antinomy. A quite different turn is given to the expression
‘ neither one nor many ’ in the following context. A thing can be
one at one time and many at another time; so it must change
from being one to being many, and this change must take place in
some sense ‘in time’. But we shall see that, strictly, at the
moment of change it is neither one nor many (157A). And the
same will be said of any pair of opposite properties which a thing
has at one time and has not at another. At the moment when the
thing exchanges one property for its opposite it can have neither.

Another possible explanation is this. The species of change
presently to be enumerated include combination, which is ‘ becom-
ing one and ceasing to be many ' and separation, which is ‘ becoming
many and ceasing to be one’. These definitions recognise a sense
in which ‘ being one’ and ‘ being many ’ are incompatible states.
A physical body can either be dispersed in separate parts or form
one aggregate. In this sense it cannot be both one and many at
the same time. The opening description of the sort of One we are
now discussing as ‘ both one and many and neither one nor many ’
(or ‘ one and many and not one and not many ’) may be intended
to provide for this case, in which the thing can be either ‘ one and
not many ’ or ‘ many and not one’ at different times. If so, the
description is simply part of the definition of the type of entity
under consideration, and not based on any previous conclusions.

The property of existence is taken first. In Hyp. V we shall
find existence clearly distinguished from the  being ’ which must
belong to any ‘ One Entity ’, whether it exists or not ; and it will
be shown that many true statements can be made about a non-
existent entity. In the present paragraph existence (odoia) clearly
has this restricted sense. We have assumed throughout that the

1 There appears to be another case in which the results of an earlier
Hypothesis are similarly recalled, at the corresponding point in Hyp. V
(162c), where it has just been shown that the One in question (a non-existent
entity) has being in a sense, and we pass to considering whether it is capable
of any sort of change.
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One Entity has ‘ being ’. This it can never acquire or lose ; but it
can come into existence at one time and cease to exist at another.
The effect of the first paragraph is precisely to define this temporal
sort of existence as distinct from the being which must belong also
to things that are not in time.

I55E. To take up the argument yet a third time : if there is a
One such as we have described—a One which is both one
and many and neither one nor many and is in time—it
follows that since it #s 1 one, it has existence at some time ;
and again since it s not one, at some time it has not exist-
ence. And since it cannot both have and not have existence
at the same time, it can only have existence at one time

156. and not have existence at another. And there must also
be a time when it comes to possess existence and a time when
it ceases to possess it ; it can possess a thing at one time
and not at another only if there are times when it acquires
that thing and loses it. Now acquiring existence is called
‘ coming into existence’; and losing existence is called
‘ ceasing to exist '.

It appears, then, that the One, when it acquires or loses
B. existence, comes into existence and ceases to exist.

This amounts to a definition of ‘ becoming ’ and ‘ ceasing to be’
in the restricted sense of beginning and ceasing to exist (yiyveafau,
GndAlvobar) with an insistence on the fact that these events must
be somehow situated in time. Three other forms of ‘ becoming ’
are next distinguished : first, ‘ becoming one’ (combination) and
‘ becoming many ’ (separation).

156B. Also, since it is one and many and a thing that comes
to be and ceases to be, when it comes to be one, its being
many ceases to be, and when it comes to be many, its being
one ceases to be. And as coming to be one it must be
combined, as coming to be many, separated.

This defines combination (ovyxpivesfar) and separation
(Seaxpiveabar) as forms of change distinct from coming into exist-
ence and ceasing to exist. The pluralists who accepted Par-
menides’ denial of any real ‘ becoming ’, substituted for coming into
existence and perishing the coming together and separation of real
things which could never begin or cease to exist.2 Plato has here

1 The statement that ‘ the One s one ’ is here taken to imply existence as
well as asserting the possession of unity, as at 151E and 161c. The phrase
&orwv & could be rendered ‘ it exists (as) a one ’.

2 See above, pp. 54-55.
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restored the distinction and recognised sheer coming into existence
and ceasing to exist as actually occurring in the case of things which
exist in time. They cannot be explained away or reduced to the
mere rearrangement in space of unalterable and indestructible
elements.

156B. Further, when it becomes like or unlike, it is subject to
assimilation or dissimilation.

Likeness and unlikeness here have a narrower sense than that
defined earlier (139E, 1484), according to which two things were
alike if the same statement (whatever it might be) could be truly
made about both. Here likeness and unlikeness in quality must be
meant. Change of quantity is separately recognised in the next
sentence.

156B. Also, when it becomes greater or less or equal, it must
be increased or diminished or equalised.

The classification of the kinds of becoming, change, and motion
here (locomotion has already been dealt with at 145E and will be
added in the next section) is more elaborate than the simple division
of change into locomotion and alteration (popd and dAloiwotg,
138c). If ‘alteration’ is taken as a generic term covering three
species here discriminated, we have the following list :

Becoming and Perishing (gain and loss of existence).
Locomotion.
Alteration :
(1) Combination and separation (becoming one, becoming
many)
(2) Assimilation and Dissimilation (in quality)
(3) Increase and Decrease (in quantity).

This should be compared with the list of physical (as distinct from
psychical) motions at Laws, 893c ff. :

A. Locomotion. Revolution in the same place and motion from
place to place are described with obvious reference to the rotation
of the universe as a whole and the orbital revolutions of the planets.

B. Alteration. As in our passage, this generic term is not
actually used ; but we find all the three species. They are de-
scribed at greater length than in our passage, in terms which have
been satisfactorily explained ! by reference to the account in the

1 By Mr. J. B. Skemp of Gonville and Caius College in an unpublished
dissertation on Plato’s Later Theory of Motion.
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Timaeus of the transformation of the simple bodies (fire, air, water)
into one another.!

(x) Combination and Separation. A moving body which en-
counters another at rest is split asunder. Two moving bodies
meeting one another from opposite quarters combine to form one
body intermediate between them.? The Timaeus 56¢ ff. tells how
fire-pyramids, air-octahedra, and water-icosahedra are broken down
in their encounters, and how when water meets fire the fragments
recombine in octahedra of the intermediate air. This gives a more
concrete meaning to the definition in the Parmenides of combination
as ‘ becoming one ’ and of separation as ‘ becoming many ’. Many
fire-pyramids can become one icosahedron of water and vice versa.

(2) Increase and Decrease (in size) are consequent upon Com-
bination and Separation respectively, ‘ when the existing consti-
tution persists *.3 This seems to refer to the increase or decrease
in the bulk of particles which occurs when (say) water of one grade
of size is transformed into water of another grade. In that case
the ‘constitution’ of water persists. An example occurs at
Timaeus 58E, where the process of melting metal involves ‘the
reduction in bulk of the particles ’ of water to icosahedra of a smaller
grade, without any transformation into fire or air.4

(3) Assimilation and Dissimilation (in quality) follow upon Com-
bination and Separation ‘ when the existing constitution does not
persist . Fire, for example, is then transformed into air and
ceases to exist as fire ; so this ‘ change into another constitution ’
is described as destruction (dndAAvrat, 893E, uetafaidv 6¢ eic dAAny
&w Oéplagrar mavreAds, 894A); but what our passage calls
‘ assimilation ’ (to the victorious body) appears to be meant.
Laws, 8974, speaks of change of qualities (hot and cold, heavy and
light, white and black, hard and soft, bitter and sweet) as super-
vening on separation and combination, increase and decrease.
The transformations of the imperceptible particles are revealed
to the senses in such alterations of quality.

C. Generation (yéveais) occurs ‘when a starting-point (doy7)
receives increase and reaches the second stage, and from that the

1See F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, pp. 224 fi.

% 893 E, mpoarvyxdvovra &’ éxdotore éxdotois, Tols €oTdor pev Sdacyilerar, Tols
8 dMois € évavrias dmavr@do kal pepouévois els €v yiyvdueva péoa Te Kai perald Tav
TolOUTWY OUyKpiveTat.

3 Ibid., kai uiv xal ovykpwipeva pév avédverar, Siaxpwiupeva 3¢ $livew Tére Srav
M xabeornivia éxdotwv &is dapévy (= abénois and ¢biois) 1) pevovons 8¢ avris
8 duddrepa dméMurar (= dpoiwars and dvopoiwots).

4 Plato’s Cosmology, p. 250. For the phrase 7 xafeornxvia €éis (Laws,
893E), cf. Tim. 594, a metal, when solidified again after being melted, ‘ settles
into its original state’ (els Tadrdv atrd xabiorarar).
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third, and so by three stages acquires perceptibility for percipients ’.1
Discussing the passage, Miss A. T. Nicol 2 writes: ‘The dpyij is
the indivisible line, the second stage the indivisible surface, the
next the indivisible solid, and the last is the solid perceived by the
senses. We see now why there is no mention of indivisible lines
in the Timaeus. The Timaeus is a myth of the physical world,
and therefore has no need to go further back than the surface,
the stage where in descending from the dpy7 the third dimension
becomes possible ; for without the third dimension there is no
sensation.” The Laws, in fact, gives here a brief account of those
‘remoter principles’ (prior to triangular surfaces) which are
‘known to men favoured by Heaven ' (Timaeus, 53D). It de-
scribes the ‘ generation ' of the simple perceptible physical body
from its ultimate starting-point. Once generated, such bodies
can move in space, combine and separate, and undergo increase,
decrease, and alteration. What is here called ‘generation’ is
rather a logical than a physical process. Particles of visible fire
do not actually develop from an indivisible line into a perceptible
solid. Consequently there is no opposite physical process of
‘ destruction ’ either. The words for ‘ destruction ’ or ‘ ceasing to
be’ are accordingly applied to transformation whereby e.g. fire
ceases to be fire and becomes air. It is a total alteration in which
the nature or constitution of fire completely disappears, but is
replaced by another. The Laws concludes with the summary
statement (1) that comsng fo be is this process of change and transi-
tion ; (2) that a thing ¢s, as something that actually exists (vrwe
&v), so long as it persists ; and (3) that it ceases fo be altogether
when it is transformed into another constitution.? If this explan-
ation of the Laws passage is sound, we need not, perhaps, infer
that the theory of the constitution and transformation of the
simple bodies had already been worked out by Plato when he wrote
the Parmenides. However this may be, our passage in the Par-
menides is the earliest enumeration of all the kinds of becoming
and change recognised later by Aristotle.

156c-157B. The transition in becoming and change is instantancous

‘ Becoming ’ in all the senses above distinguished implies that a
thing passes (uetafdAler) from one condition to another. The final

L Ibid., ylyverar &) mdvrwv yéveors . . . omdrav dpxn AaPoboa abfny els TV
;. , N sy , \ L w n
Sevrépav éNOy perdBaow kal dmo TavTys els Ty mAnalov, kal pexpl TpLdv éNfoioa alofnow

oxjj Tois alobavopévors.

2 Imdivisible Lines, C.Q. XXX (1936), 125.

3 894A, peraBdMov puév odv oUTw kai peraxwoupevov ylyverar mav: €ori 8¢ Svrws
Gv, omérav pévy peraPadov 8¢ els dAny w diédlaprar mavredds.
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question is: when does this transition occur ? Plato takes the
case of transition from being in motion to being at rest—a case
no doubt suggested by Zeno’s paradoxes about the impossibility
of motion. In particular, the Pythagorean view that magnitude,
motion, and time, all consist of a series of atomic units, and the
objections offered by Zeno, had raised the question, what is meant
by a ‘moment ’'? Plato argues that the transition occupies no
stretch of time at all, however short. There is no time during
which a thing has ceased to be in motion and not yet begun to be
at rest, but is changing from the one condition to the other. The
same principle applies to all the forms of becoming.

156C. But when, being in motion, it comes to a stand, or,
being at rest, it changes to being in motion, it cannot itself
occupy any time atall.l For thisreason : suppose itis first at
rest and later in motion, or first in motion and later at rest ;
that cannot happen to it without its changing. But there

is no time during which a thing can be at once neither in
motion nor at rest. On the other hand it does not change
without making a transition.?2 When does it make the
transition, then ? Not while it is at rest or while it is

D. in motion, or while it is occupying time. Consequently,
the time at which it will be when it makes the transition
must be that queer thing, the instant.?> The word ‘ instant ’
appears to mean something such that from it a thing passes

to one or other of the two conditions. There is no transition
from a state of rest so long as the thing is still at rest, nor
from motion so long as it is still in motion ; but this queer
thing, the instant, is situated between the motion and the

E. rest; it occupies no time at all; and the transition of the
moving thing to the state of rest, or of the stationary thing

1 und’ & él xpdvw elvar cannot mean that it is altogether outside time
and dateless. It must peréyew xpdvov. But at the instant of transition it
does not occupy or fill any stretch of time.

3 a' 008¢ pyv peraBdMec dvev Tod peraPdMew is an odd statement,
intelligible only if we suppose that Plato shifts here from the common use
of peraBdMew for ‘ change ’ in general to the stricter sense of ‘ transition ’ or
passing from any one state to another. MeraBoAsj will be used again in this
strict sense later (162B), where it is shown that a non-existent thing can pass
from non-existence to existence, but cannot change in any more usual sense
(move in space or suffer alteration). Or should we read dvev 705 <more>
peraBdMewv ? ‘It cannot change without changing at some time. At what
time, then, does it change ?’

3 Punctuate: *dp’ odv . . . 67e peraBdMet — To moiov &7, (interrupting)—
78 éfaldvys.
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156E. to being in motion, takes place fo and from the instant.!
Accordingly, the One, since it both is at rest and is in
motion, must pass from the one condition to the other—
only so can it do both things—and when it passes, it makes
the transition instantaneously; it occupies no time 2 in
making it and at that moment it cannot be either in motion
or at rest.
The same holds good of its other transitions: when it
passes from being in existence to ceasing to exist or from
157. being non-existent to coming inte~existence, it is then
between certain motions and states; it is then neither
existent nor non-existent, and it is neither coming into
existence nor ceasing to exist. By the same reasoning when
it passes from one to many or from many to one, it is not
either one or many, and it is not being separated or being
combined. Similarly when it passes from like to unlike
or from unlike to like, it is neither like nor unlike, and it
is neither becoming like nor becoming unlike. And when
B. it passes from small to great or equal or in the opposite
direction, it is not small or great or equal, nor is it being
increased or being diminished or being equalised.
All these changes, then, may happen to the One, if it
exists.

Plato’s treatment of the instant as a point ‘up to which’ or
‘ from which ’ transition occurs reminds us of his remark that the
point is ‘ a fiction of geometers ’; ‘ he called a point the beginning
of a line, while again he often spoke of indivisible lines.” 3 Aristotle,
though he objects to defining a point as ‘ the beginning of a line " and
asserts that even indivisible lines must have extremities, really took
the same view as;Plato's here. ‘A point, he says, is like the now in
time : now is indivisible and is not a part of time, it is only the begin-
ning or end, or a division, of time, and similarly a point may be an

! This means that if a thing passes, say, from motion to rest, it is in motion
up to (els) the moment of transition, and at rest from (éx) that moment.
This is substituted for the description above (D 2) of the instant as the time
at which (év &) the transition occurs. That phrase would normally suggest
a stretch of time within which a change occurs; but the instant is not a
stretch of time occupied by the transition.

® For év xpdvw meaning taking (a length of) time as opposed to instan-
taneous, cf. Ar.,, IEN. 1174b, 7, 8dfete & dv ToiTo Kxal éx Toi uy) évdéxeobar
rwelofar pi) év xpdvew, 1decbar 8¢ 70 ydp év Td viv Sdov . Mich. Eph., ad loc.,
xpovov 70 dropov elme viv. dédewkrar 8 év T dvowkf) dkpdacer év 1H Extw PiPAw
(Phys. 233b, 33 ff) o1t év 7& duepel xal drouw viv ovre xweiobal Tt obre Tpeneiv
Svvarar, AN’ 098¢ yiveobar 7 Plelpeobac.

3 Ar., Met. 992a, 20.
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extremity, beginning, or division of a line, but is not part of it or
of magnitude.”! Some of Zeno’s arguments against motion as con-
ceived by his opponents were based on their notion of the instant or
moment as an indivisible part or atom of time and of a stretch of
time as made up of a number of such atomic parts succeeding one
another. Analogously the line was conceived as a row of points.
This view suggests that a point or an atom of time could be isolated
and exist apart from its neighbours. Plato rejects that idea as a
fiction, and with it the notion that transitions such as he describes
can occupy an indefinitely minute par¢ of time. Aristotle’s discus-
sion of time in relation to motion in Physics, IV, x—xiv, owes much
to Plato’s analysis.

The view that this account of becoming constitutes a distinct
Hypothesis is perpetuated by the Neoplatonising critics. It
appears to be based partly on the Plotinian doctrine that this
passage deals with a further emanation from the One, namely the
World-Soul and all the other souls which are responsible for the
sense-world, partly on the Hegelian notion that the One which is
not or is beyond being (Hyp. I) and the One which is (Hyp. II)
require to be, in some mysterious manner, synthesised in a One
which both is and is not. Others, again, oppose the two Hypotheses
as resulting respectively in a ‘ radical negation ' (nothing is true
of the One) and a ‘ radical confusion ’, in which  every attribution
is contradicted by a contrary attribution no less legitimate ’.2
But, if our interpretation is even approximately correct, the con-
trary attributions are not contradictory and there is no radical
confusion in Hyp. II. It should also be clear that Hypotheses I
and II do not form an ‘ antinomy ’ or result in two contrary theses
calling for a Hegelian reconciliation. The two Hypotheses start
from suppositions stated in the same form of words, but, so far
from being the same supposition, it has appeared that they actually
contradict one another and hence naturally lead to opposite con-
clusions. Professor Taylor has pointed out that there is no justi-
fication for discovering in the Parmenides either the manceuvres
of Hegelian dialectic or the deduction of Kantian antinomies. ‘ We
have not in the Parmenides anything in the least degree like the
Hegelian dialectic. There is no conception anywhere in the dia-
logue of a special connection between metaphysical speculation

1 Heath, Thirteen Books of Euclid, i, 156, citing de caelo, 300a, 14, Phys. 220a,
1-21, 231b, 6 fi. Cf. Stenzel, Zahl. u. Gestalt, 8o. Simplicius, Phys. 982, 2,
Tol10 70 év & mpdhrew peraPéBAnxe 10 peraBePAnkds, ob xpdvos €oriv dAX droudv T
mépas xpdvov, Smep ‘ viv ' xaloduev, Smep IMdrwv * éfaldvns’ éxdAeoev.

2 L. Robin, Platon (1935), p. I3I.
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and a particular method ; no systematic presentation of a series
of categories as evolved from one another by the stress of an internal
necessity.” Nor again, if we apply the term ‘ antinomy ’ to Par-
menides’ reasonings, is this to be confused with Kant’s procedure
in the Transcendental Dialectic. ‘ The Kantian antithesis consists
of a parallel proof and disproof of the same proposition : the
Platonic of the derivation of contradictory results from what is
to all appearance one and the same premiss. Hence the final
goal of the one is to demonstrate the equal validity or invalidity,
as the case may be, of both thesis and antithesis ; that of the other,
as it is at least natural to suppose, is to establish one interpretation
of the common premiss as against the other ’.1

Least of all can the Hegelian scheme be compatible with any
interpretation of the first two Hypotheses on Neoplatonic lines.
If the first is an account of an unknown God beyond being and the
second an account of Intelligence and the Ideas at a lower level
of emanation, there can be no question of any synthesis or recon-
ciliation involving the conception of becoming in time. Finally,
I have not been able to understand how Plato’s businesslike account
of the instant (16 éfaipvnc) at which the various species of change
occur can be connected with the ‘ sudden ’ vision of the Beautiful
(Wahl, p. 171) and the doctrine of Anamnesis (Speiser, p. 47).
The only link appears to be the use of the word éfaipvne in its
normal sense of ‘ suddenly ’ at Symp. 210E, and Ep. vii, 341ID.

If we now review the whole course of the dialectical exercise up
to this point, the results are as follows. Hyp. I showed that from
the notion of a bare unity which negates any kind of plurality,
nothing can be deduced or evolved. Parmenides, who insisted
on the absolute unity and indivisibility of his One, was logical
in so far as he inferred the non-existence of anything else : there
could be no ‘Others’, no plurality of real things, no world of
sensible appearances. But he was not justified in ascribing to his
One itself any further attributes. It could not even exist or be
the object of any kind of knowledge. He did, however, regard it
as existent and knowable, and he called it not only ‘One’ but
‘One Being’. Hyp. II started afresh from this notion of a One
which has being, and showed that such a One, just because it is
not absolutely one, unique and indivisible, can have some of the
further attributes which Parmenides deduced, but equally well
other attributes which he denied. It can have many parts or
aspects or elements ; and there can be ‘ Others’, in a number of
different senses. If we add (as Parmenides did) the attributes of

1 Mind, N.S., No. 19, pp. 325-6.
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spatial extension and shape, there is no reason why it should not
have motion and all the kinds of change in time. In fact there is
nothing to arrest our thought from proceeding all the way from the
conception of a ‘ One Entity ’ to the existence in space and time
of a multitude of physical bodies, capable of motion and of every
kind of change, and perceptible by the senses.

As against Zeno, Plato has triumphantly disproved his funda-
mental assumption that the same thing cannot have two contrary
attributes. The One of Hyp. I can have no attributes at all. The
One Being of Hyp. II can have a whole string of contrary attributes,
provided we observe those distinctions which Zeno ignored in the
meanings of ambiguous terms.

By casting the whole into the form of a deduction, I understand
Plato to indicate that there is no logical barrier such as Parmenides’
goddess set up between the deductions of the first part of his poem
and the mythical cosmogony of the second part. The existence of a
manifold and changing world in time is not an irrational or self-
contradictory illusion of mortals. Reasoning will carry us all the
way from Parmenides’ own hypotheses of a One which has being
to the notion of the sensible body with contrary qualities. The
Pythagorean evolution, starting from the Monad and ending with
the sensible body, is restored and justified. But this train of
reasoning simply postulates the addition of one attribute after
another, in a logical order. It must not be confused with an
account of how a sensible world could actually come into existence,
by ‘ emanation’ from a supreme One. There is no hint of any
moving cause. The production of a sensible world can be explained
only in the imagery of a creation myth such as we find in the
Timaeus.

In studying the relations of ‘the One’ to ‘the Others’, we
have already learnt a good deal about these ‘ Others’ and been
led to distinguish various senses of the term. But in accordance
with the original plan, the next step will be to consider these Others
on their own merits, and what are ‘ the consequences for them ’ of
the same supposition as in Hyp. II of a One which has being and
is capable of all the other attributes we have ascribed to it.

HYPOTHESIS III

The supposition here is the same as in Hyp. II. This means
that all the consequences of that Hypothesis are taken as estab-
lished. It was there shown that, since plurality follows directly
from the notion of a One that has being, there is nothing illogical
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in supposing an indefinite number of things which, by the addition
of successive qualifications, can become a multitude of bodies
situated in space and capable of motion and rest. From that point
(146B) onwards we heard of the relations which one such thing could
have to ‘ the Others’. These Others could be regarded as simply
the other members of a set of such things, differing numerically from
any one member which we choose to call ‘ the One ’ (146p). This
is the conception of the Others from which we start here. There
is no need to deduce once more the possibility of their existence.
The Others will correspond to the One at every stage in the ‘ evolu-
tion . There will be a One and Others, whether we are speaking
simply of a mere One Entity, or of the unit of number, or of numbers
as wholes, or of Forms, or of geometrical magnitudes, or of sensible
bodies existing in space and time. The recognition that there
must be Others at all these levels escapes the difficulties that beset
interpreters who assume either that the Others here (and in Hyp. II)
are ‘ the other Forms ’ only, or that they are not the Others of Hyp.
II but ‘ the sensible world ’.

This Hypothesis is, accordingly, short. The first section estab-
lishes the relevant definition of the Others, as against different
possible senses of ‘ things other than the One ’, or ‘ other than one .
It points out that the Others, as here defined, form one whole set,
each member of which also is one. The second section points out
that these ‘ other ones’ are complex, each containing, besides the
unity which it has, an unlimited element which has that unity
but can be conceived in abstraction from it. Finally, it is briefly
remarked that, when the two factors are combined in limited
things, these ‘ other ones’ can possess all the contrary attributes
which Hyp. II has ascribed to the One. The conclusion is that
there is no ground for asserting, with Parmenides, that a One
Being must be unique. There may be, and indeed are, any number
of other one-beings (moAla dvra).

157B-158B. If the One is defined as One Entity which is both one
and many or a whole of parts (as in Hyp. II), the Others, as a
plurality of other ones, form one whole, of which each part is one.
The expression ‘ things other than one ’ or ‘ other than the One ’
(&AAa ToD €vdg) is highly ambiguous. As we have already seen,
‘one ’ or ‘ the One ’ has several meanings, and there are also several
ways of being ‘other’ (1468 ff.). Plato is concerned here to
define a sense of ‘ things other than the One’ which will allow of
such things existing, having each its unity, and being the subjects
of true statements ascribing to them the whole series of contrary
attributes in their relations among themselves. It is pointed out
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that ‘ things other than the One’ is to mean, in the first place,
things that are not identical with ‘ the One ’. This is true whether
‘the One’ means ‘unity ’ or any ‘one thing’ from which the
Others are distinguished as other things. We are also to under-
stand ‘ other than one’ as meaning that the things so called are
not ‘ absolutely one ’ (mavreAds &v) like the One of the first Hypo-
thesis. They are a plurality ; but none the less they possess unity
(‘ partake of the One’) in two ways : they form a group which is
one whole of many parts, and each part is one part. Thus the
Others are defined, as a limited plurality of ones, which are not
some one thing but are other ones.

157B. We have next to consider what will be true of the Others,
if there is a One. Supposing, then, that there is a One,
what must be said of the things other than the One?
Since they are other than the One, they are not the One ;
c. if they were, they could not be other than it. Yet the
Others are not wholly destitute of the One (unity),! but
partake of it in a way. For things other than the One are
others as having parts ; if they had no parts they would be
absolutely one. And parts, we say, are parts of a whole ;
while a whole must be a one consisting of many, and the
parts will be parts of this one whole.

This is the first point to be established. These Others, which
are ‘other than the One’ in the sense of not being some thing
which we choose to designate as ‘ the One ’, are a definite plurality.
This is expressed by saying that they ‘ have parts’: they form a
set of which the things composing it are parts. But that means
that they form one complete whole. Thus the Others possess the
unity which belongs to a whole. This conclusion will presently be
stated clearly. But Plato thinks it necessary first to forestall the
objection that the things forming the set called ‘ the Others ’ might
be regarded as parts, not of a one whole, but of a ‘many ’; for the
Others admittedly are a many.

157C. For each part must be part, not of a many, but of a
whole. For this reason : if a thing were to be part of a many,

D. among which itself were included, then it would be a part

of itself—which is absurd—and also a part of every one of

the rest, since it is supposed to be a part of them all. For

if there is one of them of which it is not a part, it will be a

1 Throughout the following context * The One ’ (ré €v) is used where ‘ unity ’
is obviously meant. To ‘ partake of the One ' means ‘ to be one ’ or ‘ to have
unity .
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157D. part of the remainder exclusive of that one; and, if we
proceed in that way, it will prove not to be a part of each
successive one that we take; and so, not being a part of
each one, it will not be a part of any one of the many.!
But if a thing is a part (or whatever else you please) of no
one of a number of things, it cannot be a part of all those
things, of no one of which it is a part. Therefore a part
is part not of many or of all, but of a single entity 2 or
E. ‘one’ which we call a whole, a complete ‘ one ’ composed of
all. Hence if the Others have parts, they must also possess
wholeness and unity.
Therefore, the things other than the One must be one
complete whole having parts.

The set of things called ‘ the Others’ being now defined, as a
whole which has unity, it is next asserted that each part or member
of this whole also is to have unity, as one part among a number
of other parts from which it is distinct.

157E. Further, the same reasoning holds of each part: it is
also true of each part that it must have unity. For if

158. each of them is a part, ‘ each ’ means that it ¢s one thing,
distinct from the rest and having its independent being,
if we are to call it ‘ each ’.® As having unity, it will plainly
be other than unity ; otherwise it would not have unity,
but simply be unity itself; whereas nothing but unity
itself can be unity. But both the whole and the part must
have unity : for the whole is one whole, of which the parts
are parts ; while every part that is part of a whole is one
part of that whole.

This whole section amounts to (1) the definition of a certain sense
in which we can speak of ‘ things other than the One ’, and (2) the
implied assertion that there is nothing irrational in supposing
things so defined to exist. We have in fact supposed in Hyp. II

1 kal obrws €vds éxdoTov ovk €orar udpuov, kTA can also be rendered ‘ conse-
quently it will not be a part of each of that many, and not being a part of
each, will be a part of none of them ' (Taylor). But the above translation
(which agrees with Diés) seems better logic.

2 wds twos (déas, not ‘ Form ’, but merely ‘entity ’ or ‘thing’, as (e.g.)
the syllable is described as ‘ not the letters, but a single eldos arising out of
them, having (6éav plav of its own ’, and as ula (8éa duéporos at Theaet. 203E,
205C. Some misconceptions of the meaning have been founded on the assump-
tion that ¢8éa means ‘ Form ’ here.

3 This sentence is hard to translate. The meaning seems to be that ‘ each’
(éxaoTov) is equivalent to ‘any one thing’; as a thing (6v) it has its own
being, is an entity ; and as any one it is ‘ distinct from all the rest ’.
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that there is a plurality of Others, each of which is one thing,
and shown that the One can have various relations to them. The
One was regarded sometimes as a whole of which the other ones are
parts ; sometimes as any one thing with other ones alongside it.

The application of ‘ the One’ and ‘the Others’ as so defined
remains very wide and general. ‘The One’ may be simply  one
entity ’, ‘ the Others’ other ‘one-entities’. We shall then be
asserting, as against Parmenides, that there is nothing against a
plurality of one-entities. Or the One may be the universe, the
Others all its parts; the universe is not an indivisible one. Or
the One may be any Platonic Form, the Others other Forms, which
may or may not be parts of it. Or the One may be any one thing
existing in time, the Others other such things, whether parts of it
or existing independently alongside it. At all these levels One
and Others may, and in fact do, exist. There is no logical justi-
fication for the Eleatic denial of a plurality of ones, or for Socrates’
original suggestion that the Form, Unity itself, must be in no sense
a plurality (1298).

158B-C. When the element of unity is abstracted from any one whole
or one part, what remains is an element of unlimited multitude

It has been asserted that the ‘ other ones ’, as a limited plurality,
must form one complete whole of parts, and each of them must
be one part of that whole. In those ways they possess unity and
are limited. Now one whole must consist of #many (more than one)
parts, and one part must be one of many parts. We are now
invited to remove the element of unity and consider, in abstraction,
what remains—the element which, if we can imagine it as separately
existing, may be said to ‘ come to acquire unity ° when unity is
added. This other element is declared to be mere multitude
(7A7j0og), which, being without the element of unity, has no limit
of number. The limit of number is precisely what we impose upon
this other indefinite factor, when we add unity. The addition of
unity will give us one whole with just so many parts, or one part
among just so many other parts. In the absence of unity, we are
left with an indefinite something, of which so much can be taken
to form one whole or one part.

This other element is what Plato calls the indefinite dyad, or the
great-and-small, or the Different or Other (0 &regov, 16 &Alo).
We have already invoked it above (p. 155) as providing a possible
interpretation of the statements about the One as whole being
greater than the One as all the parts, and so on. It is an element
present in anything you can call ‘one thing’. In the case of
number it is the more-and-fewer, an indefinite maniness. Any
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number, defined as a definite plurality of units (1 is indivisible and
not a number), is more than 1 and fewer than some other larger
number. There is, as it were, a continuum of maniness, along
which you can mark off any number of units or measures. But
beyond any point at which you stop there will always be more.
In magnitude the analogous element is the large-and-small, for
any magnitude has the possibility of larger magnitudes on one side
and smaller on the other, and is infinitely divisible internally. In
sensible qualities, again, there are indefinite continua, like hotter-
and-colder, always admitting of the more-and-less. Aristotle tells
us that, in Plato’s later doctrine, this unlimited factor or Dyad was
the ‘material’ element, not only in sensible but in intelligible
things.

When unity is added, we have ‘ one thing '—a definite number,
a limited magnitude, a definite degree of heat-and-cold, and so on.
When the other element is said to ‘ come to acquire unity ’, this
does not imply that the indefinite can ever actually exist without
the element of limit. There is no number which is not one number,
no quantity which is not ‘so much’, and so on. Plato merely
wishes to concentrate attention on the presence of this second
element in any ‘ one thing ’. It is that which is ‘ other than one’
in the sense that it is distinguishable from the unity of a ‘one
thing ’ and so can be conceived, though it can never actually exist,
apart from that unity. In the next sentence this element is called
‘ things that have unity (partake of the One) ’. The plural is used
because this element is conceived as multiplicity, or a manifold ;
hence it is described as a ‘ many ’ (woAAd). When the element of
unity is present, this ‘ many ’ will possess unity and be one thing
or a definite plurality of parts each of which is one, such as we have
been describing. But we are now to think of it as a multiplicity
which has not yet acquired unity; and it will then appear as
¢ without limit of multitude ’ (nAjfee dmerpa).

158B. Now things that have a share in the One (possess unity)
will be different from the One that they share in (the unity
they possess). And things different from the One will
naturally be many; for if the things other than the
One were neither one nor more than one, they would be
nothing.

The ambiguities of expression here give an appearance of fallacy.
But it is only another case of a definition disguised as a deduction.
Plato is leading up to his conception of ‘ multitude ’ or multitu-
dinousness, which is not a plurality or ‘ many ’ in the usual sense,
not a number of units ; for every number and every unit 4as unity,
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but we are now to think of multitude without any unity. It is
added that this factor is infinitely divisible.

158B. Moreover, since both things that 4ave the unity of a part
and things that have the unity of a whole ! are more than
one, it follows that those things which come to acquire
unity, must, just in themselves, be without limit of multi-
tude.? We may see that in this way. Evidently, at the
time when they come to acquire unity they are not one and
c. do not possess unity. So they are multitudes 3 which do
not contain unity. Now if we choose to take in thought
from such multitudes the least portion we can conceive,
that portion also, if it does not possess unity, must be not
one but a multitude. And if we go on in that way con-
sidering, just by itself, the nature other than the form,*
any portion of it that comes into view will be without
limit of multitude.

158c-D. The combination of the unlimited element with limit or
unity yields the plurality of other ones

From the conception of ‘ what is other than one’ as indefinite
multitude we now return to the ‘ other ones ’ defined at the outset.
There can be any number of ‘ other ones ’, each of which is formed
by the introduction of the limiting factor of unity into the unlimited.

p.  Further, when each single part becomes a part, they
now have a limit in relation both to one another and to the
whole ; and so has the whole in relation to the parts. Thus

1 7d 7€ ToD €vos poplov kal Ta Tod €vds GAov peréxovra. Just as rod Sixalov peréyew
is exactly equivalent to elvac 8lkawov, SO 700 évds-poplov (OT €évos-GAov) peréyew
is equivalent to elva. év udpov (or é& Sdov). The phrase means the subjects
(as we should say), whether wholes or parts, which have unity as predicate.

3 7Mjfer dmepa. Not ‘ infinite in number * or ‘ infinitely numerous’, for
there are no units or numbers of units. Cf. the use of dwewpov at 137D in a
purely negative sense of a thing which has no extent at all. The statement
here will be repeated in Hyp. VII, 164D.

3 whjfy.  The plural has to be used because grammar provides only nouns
which must be either singular or plural in ‘ number’, and the plural is less
inappropriate than the singular where we are eliminating unity altogether.

S v érépav Pvow T0G €ldous, la nature étrangére a la forme (Diés), das von
dem Etdos verschiedene Wesen (Friedlinder). If the words are so rendered,
‘ the form ’ is the element of unity or limit, from which we are to abstract
the other nature (the unlimited), which can acquire unity. It would also be
possible to translate: ‘the other element in the thing (or entity, elos) ’,
i.e. the element other than its unity. In either case the unlimited element is
meant. Ar., Met. 1092a, 25, speaks of 76 év and érépa $vos (the Indefinite
Dyad), as if echoing this passage.
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158D. the consequence for the things other than the One appears
to be that from the combination of unity and themselves
there comes to be in them something fresh, which gives them
a limit with reference to one another ; whereas their own
nature gives them, in themselves, unlimitedness.!
Thus the things other than the One, both as wholes and
part by part, are unlimited and also have limit.

The last sentence sums up both the foregoing sections. As
limited, the Others are other ones, making up a whole with a limited
plurality of parts, each of which is one limited thing. But if we
remove the limiting element (unity) which makes these things each
one thing, there will remain an unlimited element, which can be
most easily imagined as an infinitely divisible continuum. This
is the second possible sense of ‘ what is other than One’, which
will allow of ‘ what is other than One’ existing (though never
actually, apart from unity) and being the subject of positive state-
ments. This unlimited factor, though it is not one thing or a definite
number of things until unity is added, is yet not nothing at all.
It is the subject which can possess unity as its attribute. It will
be further described, in abstraction from unity, in Hyp. VII.

It should, perhaps, be emphasised that no sort of ‘ contradiction ’
is here established. There is no attempt to argue that the Others
must be both limited and unlimited in number. As a set of one-
things they are limited in number and each one is limited by the
factor of unity. Their unlimitedness is the second factor in their
composition.

158E-159B. The Others, so defined, have all the contrary characters
proved to belong to the One Entity of Hyp. IT

This analysis of the Others into two factors, unity and the in-
definite, applies to the Others as considered in the first section—
the ‘ other ones’, forming one complete whole, of which each is
one part. Consequently it applies equally to ‘ the One ’, if by that
we mean either the one whole of which the Others are parts, or one
part from which the Others are merely distinguished as other
parts. And, conversely, the ‘ other ones ’ will have all the characters
which have been found to belong to the One in the previous Hypo-
thesis. Accordingly, the possibility of adding all those characters
to the Others is now briefly asserted, with the merest indication of
the way in which arguments of the same pattern could be used.

1 Ar., Phys. 203a, 10, of pév (ITvBaydperot) 16 dmeipov elvac 76 dpriov: TobTO
ydp évamolapfBavduevov kal Umd Tob mepirTol mepawldpevov mapéxew Tois odor TV
d mewplav, seems to echo this sentence.
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158E. Moreover they are also both like and unlike one another
and themselves.

In so far as they are all unlimited in respect of their own
nature, they have the same character ; and also in so far
as they all have limit. But in so far as they have both
characters, limited and unlimited, they have characters

159. which are contrary to one another; and contraries are as
unlike as possible. Thus in respect of either character
singly they are like themselves and one another, but in
respect of both characters taken together they are quite
contrary and unlike both themselves and one another.

Thus the Others will be both like and unlike themselves
and one another.

Also, since we have found this to be true of them, there
will be no further difficulty in showing that the things other
than the One are the same as, and different from, one
another, and both in motion and at rest, and have all the

B. contrary characters.

The significance of these conclusions as a criticism of Parmenides’
position is easy to see. Parmenides had insisted that his One Being,
since it was ‘ one ’, must be unique and indivisible. As unique,
it was not one thing with other ‘ one-things ’ alongside of it : ‘ there
is and shall be no other besides that which is’ (frag. 8, 36). As
indivisible, it was not one whole consisting of parts each of which
would be one thing (frag. 8, 22-25). Plato’s argument simply
points out that, since ‘ one ’ is an ambiguous word, there is nothing
illogical in positing a One Being which is not unique, but has other
‘ one-beings ’ alongside it, and which is not indivisible, but a whole
of many parts. This means that there can be any number of ‘ one-
beings ’ possessing all the attributes which Parmenides legitimately
ascribed to his One, as well as attributes which he illegitimately
denied to it.

Zeno’s proofs that there cannot be a plurality of things that are
(woAAd dvta), were based on the assumption that a thing that is
cannot have two contrary characters at the same time. Hyp. II
has shown that, when due account is taken of the different aspects
and relations which one thing may have, it can and must have
contrary characters. Hyp. III asserts that there is no logical
ground for denying any number of one-things, each possessing
contrary characters.

As for the theory of Forms, the passage about the Unlimited
throws new light on the manner in which individual things partake
of unity. The unity they have is not the whole or a part of the Form,
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Unity itself, but an element of Limit imposed upon an unlimited
nature, which, conceived in abstraction, would be bare multitude
without any sort of unity. Plato, in this revised form, restores the
primitive Pythagorean conception of the Limit and the Unlimited
as the two chief opposites which combine to constitute Forms,
numbers, geomctrical magnitudes, and sensible things. Further
light must be sought from the Philebus.

The foregoing interpretation of this Hypothesis regards the sup-
position that ‘ there is a One ’ as identical with the supposition in
Hyp. II, and the consequences for the Others as identical with the
consequences there reached for the One. The upshot is that,
at every level of being, whether we are speaking of Forms or numbers
or sensible things, there will be a One and Others on the same plane
and the same statements can be made about both. Such is the
conclusion actually stated in the text. The interpretation, accord-
ingly, differs from those which are inspired by the Neoplatonic
conception of emanation and represent each successive Hypothesis
as descending to a lower level of being, from the One ‘ beyond being ’
to absolute nonentity.

HYPOTHESIS IV

The previous Hypothesis defined the Others as ‘ other ones’,
in each of which the element of limit or unity is combined with
the element of unlimited multitude. Of such other ones all the
positive conclusions of Hyp. II held good. In abstraction from the
limit, the unlimited itself was also called ‘ the Others’, and the
present Hypothesis is concerned with this element. It supposes a
One (unity) which remains entirely cut off from the unlimited factor,
leaving it devoid of unity in any sense. There will then be no
one definite thing, and so no single definite attribute that could
be assigned to the indefinite Others. The fresh definition is given,
as usual, in the opening paragraphs, which explain how the meaning
of the fundamental supposition of a One is changed.

159B-D. If the One (unity) is defined as entirely separate from the
Others and absolutely one (as in Hyp. I), the Others can have
no unity as whole or parts and cannot be a definite plurality of
other ones.

The supposition is stated in the same terms as in the previous
Hypothesis : &y ¢ otw, ‘ if there is a One . But, as we know well
by this time, ‘ a One ’ requires further definition. We are, accord-
ingly, informed that this * One’ is such that (1) it is separate (ywpls)
from the Others, in the sense that there is nothing in which it and
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the Others can coexist ; (2) it is not a whole of parts, and cannot be
tn the Others in any way; with the consequence (3) that the
Others cannot be one or possess unity in any way.

I50B. Suppose, then, we pass over those further consequences
as obvious and consider once more whether, if there is a
One, it will not also be true that things other than the One
have none of these characters. Let us start again from
the beginning and ask : If there is a One, what must be
true of the things other than the One?

The One, then, must be separate from the Others and
they from it. For there is no further thing distinct from
both the One and the Others; when we have named the

c. One and the Others, we have named all things. So there
is no further thing beside them, in which the One and the
Others alike might be. Hence they are never in the same
thing, and therefore must be separate.l

This is the first point in the new definition. In the last Hypothe-
sis we considered in abstraction from each other the two elements
—unity and the indefinite—which must be combined before you
can have ‘ one thing ’. We now treat this distinction as a complete
separation of the two elements. ‘ The One ’ means unity, or what
Socrates called ‘ Unity itself.” If this is entirely separate from the
other element, then ‘there is no further thing in which the One
and the Others alike might be’: there is no ‘ one definite thing’
in which the two elements can be combined. The Others, in fact,
are here not the ‘ other ones’, but mere multitude without unity.

159C. Also we cannot admit that what is really and truly one
has parts. Therefore the One cannot be in the Others as a
whole, nor can parts of it be so, if it is separate from the
Others and also has no parts.

This is the second point in the definition. Unity is to be con-
strued in the absolute sense, which negates any internal distinction
of parts or elements. It follows that Unity itself is not ‘ one thing’
or ‘one being’ (v &v); for we saw in Hyp. II (142B) that a one
being or one entity has two parts, its unity and its being. It was
the existence of those two parts and of the difference between them
that enabled us, without further help, to derive the whole series of
numbers, and to represent both unity and being as ‘ parcelled out ’

1 Contrast the argument at 151a that, since ‘ there is nothing beside the
One and the Others, and whatever is must be somewhere, the One must be
in the Others and the Others in the One.
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among any number of one-beings. These are the ‘ parts’ whose
existence is denied in the present passage. So the effect of this
second point in the definition is to take us back to the supposition,
formulated in Hyp. I, of a One which has no parts or distinguishable
aspects but is purely and absolutely one. Hyp. I deduced the
consequences for the One so conceived. The present Hypothesis
deduces the consequences for the Others.

The first consequence is that the Others cannot be defined as in the
first section of the last Hypothesis. Since the separation of unity
from the second element is to be complete, there can be no ‘ other
ones’. If the One is to be one in every sense, the Others cannot be
one in any sense : they cannot possess unity and there can be no
‘ one thing ’ among them. The situation is the same as in the proofs
that, on the Eleatic assumptions, there can be not even numerical
difference (147AB), or contact (149A-D).

159D. Consequently, the things other than the One, not possess-
ing unity either in part or as a whole, can have no unity in
any way. The Others, then, are not one in any sense, and
there is no ‘ one thing’ to be found among them.

It follows further that the Others cannot, as in the first section
of the last Hypothesis, be a finite plurality of ones (woAAd), forming
one complete whole. Without any ‘ one thing ’ to serve as unit
there cannot be such a thing as a number, and the Others cannot be
a ‘many ’ in the usual sense (a plurality of ones). But it is not
denied here that they are ‘ multitude’ without unity, as in the
second section of Hyp. III.

159D. It follows that the Others are not many either. For if
they were many, each of them would be one part of the
whole ; whereas, in fact, not having unity in any sense,
they are neither one nor many, neither a whole nor parts.

159D-160B. The Others, having no unity, cannot possess any of the
contrary characters

The consequences of the above definition can be rapidly drawn.
They are the same as those deduced for the absolute One of Hyp. I,
and follow from the same complete separation of unity from every-
thing else. There is no one decfinite thing and no number. This
applies to the whole series of contrary characters. If none of these
is one definite thing, the Others cannot possess fwo contrary
characters or even one. ‘No two or three (things) can be ¢n
them.’
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159D.  Nor yet, consequently, are the Others two or three, and
no two things or three things can be in them,! since they
E. are altogether destitute of unity.

It follows that the Others are not like the One, nor yet
unlike it : there is no likeness and unlikeness in them. If
they were like and unlike or had likeness and unlikeness in
them, they would then have in them two characters contrary
to one another. But, as we saw, it is impossible for things
which do not even possess unity to possess any fwo things.
Therefore the Others are neither like nor unlike nor both at

160. once; for, if like or unlike, they would have one of two
characters ; if both, fwo contrary characters; and that we
have seen to be impossible.

Nor yet, accordingly, are they the same, or different, or
in motion, or at rest, or coming to be, or ceasing to be, or
greater, or less, or equal ; nor have they any other characters
of that kind. If the Others admit any such character, they
will also admit of being one, two, three, odd and even ;

B. and we have seen that they cannot have those characters,
being altogether destitute of unity.

The upshot is that, if the element of unity is entirely excluded
from combination with the unlimited element, the unlimited or
‘ Other ’ is not one thing or a plurality of one-things, such as might
possess attributes which would themselves be one-things. It
will appear in Hyp. VIII that if unity is not merely ‘separated
apart’ (as here), but blotted out altogether, the Others cannot
exist at all. The unlimited actually exists only in combination
with unity or limit. On the other hand, it is not explicitly denied
existence here, but still conceived as bare ‘ multitude ’ in abstraction
from the limiting factor, as in the second section of the previous
Hypothesis—a multitude that is not a plurality (woAAd) of numerable
units.

The application of this Hypothesis to Parmenides is as follows.
His denial of the very existence of a many was the consequence of
his isolating his One as a bare Unity which could have no relations
to anything else, because there was nothing else. But if that was
so, he had no right to attribute to it a number of definite characters
other than unity, such as homogeneity, sameness, rest. If these
characters are a plurality, each of them must be one, and there
will be that plurality of things which the Eleatics denied. If they
are not a plurality, then there are no other characters to be attrib-

1 In the sense in which a character is ¢n the thing which possesses it. The
phrase dvotv Twoiv peréxew is used synonymously below (7).
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uted to Parmenides’ One, and every statement he made about it
was illegitimate. Also, he did not see that, in speaking of his One
Being as having unity and as full of extended and continuous
‘ being ’, he was really admitting an unlimited factor in combina-
tion with limiting unity and capable of being conceived in abstraction
from unity, as an ‘ other’.

We may also see a criticism of Socrates’ over-insistence, in the
Phaedo and the early part of our dialogue, on the separateness of
the Forms. If we take his phrase ‘ Unity just by itself ’ as meaning
that the Form Unity is just ‘ one ’ and nothing else and is isolated
from all combination with other Forms, it will be in the same case
as Parmenides’ One. Also the other Forms could not be a plurality
of ones ; for no other Form could possess unity. Again, if Forms
are cut off from everything else, they will be cut off from that other
factor which might, by acquiring their character, become an
individual thing. There will be no ‘ Others ’ in the sense of concrete
sensible things. These can exist only when the unity of the Form
acts as the limiting factor.

160B. Ostensible conclusion of Hypotheses I-1V

160B. Thus, if there is a One, the One is both all things and
nothing whatsoever, alike with reference to itself and to
the Others.!

This summary of the results of the first four Hypotheses, based
on the positive supposition that there is a One’, is, of course,
merely an ostensible contradiction. It can be stated thus only
because the different meanings of the supposition have been dis-
guised. What were really quite inconsistent definitions of ‘the
One’ or ‘ the Others’ have been cast in the form of deductions,
professing to follow from the same formula. As soon as they are
seen to be alternative definitions, the conclusions of all four Hypo-
theses are sound and consistent with one another.

HYPOTHESIS V

In fulfilment of the demand that we should study the conse-
quences of denying an hypothesis, as well as those of affirming it,
Parmenides now turns to the negative supposition : ‘ If a One is
not . This yields another set of four arguments, balancing the
four we have already considered. The fact that there are four

1 A more complete statement of the conclusions is given by Heindorf’s
conjectural addition: . . . kal mpos 7¢ dMa, <kai 7¢ dAMa> doavrws
and to the Others, and the same is true of the Others’.
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and not merely two indicates, of course, that the negative supposi-
tion, like the positive, has at least two distinct meanings, which
will lead to different consequences both for the One and for the
Others. We shall, in fact, find that, in the remaining four Hypo-
theses, the negative formula, & &l w7 €ow, is taken, not merely
in two, but in four distinct senses. As before, these senses are
defined in the opening paragraphs, or clearly indicated as the
arguments proceed. One main purpose is to attack Parmenides’
position from the opposite quarter, his doctrine of Not-being :
‘ Never shall this be proved, that things that are not, are’; if a
thing ‘ is not ’ in any sense, it ‘ is not ’ in every sense ; it is simply
nothing at all and nothing can be said about it. On this dogma
later sophistry had based a number of fallacious arguments which
contemporaries, unaware of the surprising number of ambiguities
lurking in the words ‘ is not ’, were unable to refute. It was main-
tained, for instance, that all negative statements deny the existence
of their subjects and are therefore about nothing at all ; that all
false statements, since they profess to state ‘ the thing that is not ’,
must be meaningless; and so on. Plato’s object is to expose at
least some of these ambiguities, by showing that the same negative
formula, taken in various senses, will lead to different conclusions.

The first two negative Hypotheses are really more concerned with
the ambiguity of ‘not-being’ than with the ambiguity of ‘the
One’. The object is to distinguish (1) something which is an
entity but does not exist (Hyp. V) from (2) nonentity (Hyp. VI).

The meaning of ‘is not ’ in the present Hypothesis can easily be
inferred from the careful explanations of what it does not mean.
It does not mean the denial of any sort of being whatsoever ; we
shall consider that in the next Hypothesis, which will lead to oppo-
site results. We are told (160E ff.) that the One we are now con-
cerned with ‘ has being in a certain sense ’, namely the sort of being
that must belong to any subject about which true statements can
be made. It is, in fact, an ‘entity’. Nor is it true that only
negative statements can be made about it ; there is nothing against
its having many characters which can be positively asserted.
Moreover, by calling it ‘one’ we mean that it is one entity as
distinct from others. We can have it before our minds and know
that we are speaking of fhis one and not of any other. So the
subject of the supposition we are now making is one entity that is
distinguishable from others. It is thus clear that, when we suppose
that such a thing ‘is not ’, we are supposing that it does not exist.
Plato has recognised earlier (155E) that there is such a thing as
coming into existence and ceasing to exist, and that sheer ‘ coming
to be’ in this sense is not to be confused with the various sorts of
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change. If that is so, there must be things of which it can be truly
said that they do not exist at one time and do exist at another.
We are now to contemplate the notion of a one entity which does
not exist, and consider what can be said about it. The description
will apply to anything that has existed in the past, or will exist
in the future, but does not exist now, and (perhaps we should add)
to anything that might, but never does, exist.

160B-D. If ‘a One is not’ means that there is a One Entity that
does not exist, this Non-existent Entity can be known and dis-
tinguished from other things

The first paragraph concentrates attention, as usual, on the
meaning of ‘ the One’, and we are led to infer that ‘is not ’ must
mean ‘ does not exist . 'What needs to be explained is that, when
you deny the existence of something, there must be a something
whose existence you are denying. The subject of your statement
is not a blank nothing ; you have something before your mind and
moreover a something that you can distinguish from other things.
This seems to be the point made in the statement that ‘if a One
(&) does not exist ’ is the direct contrary of ‘if a not-one (un &)
does not exist *. We are taking ‘a one’ to mean a ‘one entity’
or ‘one thing’. The opposite of this will be ‘ what is not one
entity ’, i.e. a nonentity or no-thing(und’ &). So this statement
tells us that the subject of our negative supposition is not a
nonentity, but on the contrary an entity. A negative statement is
not, as some had supposed, meaningless for lack of any subject
that can be present to our thought and meant by our words.

160B. Good. We have next to consider what follows, if the
One is not.

What, then, is the meaning of this supposition: ‘if a

One (one thing) does not exist’? ! It differs from the

supposition : ‘ if a not-one (no-thing) does not exist ’; and

c. not only differs from it, but is the direct contrary.

Now suppose one says ‘if largeness does not exist’, or

“if smallness does not exist ’, or any other statement of

that type. Obviously in each case it is a different thing

1 So we must translate e é uy éorw, which Plato here substitutes for the
e uy éor 76 év of the opening sentence. ‘If one thing (&) or a thing (as
opposed to nothing) does not exist’ is the real meaning. Diés misses this
point and renders both phrases by si ’Un n’est pas. Taylor has * if the one
is not ’ for the first phrase, ‘ if there is no one’ for the second, and later he
uses the expression ‘the non-existent one’. But it is not clear whether
he regards the supposition here as different in meaning from the same formula
in the remaining negative Hypotheses.
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160c. that is spoken of as non-existent. And so in the present

case, if a man says ‘if a One (one thing) does not exist ’,

it is plain that the thing he is saying does not exist is some-

thing different from other things, and we know what he

is speaking of. So in speaking of a ‘One’ (one thing) he

is speaking, in the first place, of something knowable, and

in the second of something different from other things, no

p. matter whether he attributes existence to it or non-existence ;

even if he says it is non-existent, we nevertheless know what

is said not to exist, and that it is distinguishable from other
things.

The effect of the above definition is to rule out several other
meanings which the words ‘ If a One does not exist * might bear.
They do not mean any of the following suppositions : (1) ‘ There
1s no such thing as a one entity.” If that were meant, nothing could
be said about the One. (2) ‘ No one entity exists.” There may be
any number of entities in existence ; their existence is in fact assumed
in the sequel. We are merely taking the case of any one entity
which does not exist. (3) ‘ There is no such thing as Unity’; (4)
‘ There is nothing which has unity.” Both these senses are incon-
sistent with our supposition ; for the One we are supposing not to
exist has unity. Plato is asserting that we can think of and talk
about a thing which ¢s a thing and is one thing distinguishable
from other things, and yet does not exist. He is thus controvert-
ing Parmenides, who maintained that anything that ‘is not’
(to u7) &v) is entirely unknowable and cannot be thought or spoken
of or even named ; any statement professing to be about ‘ what is
not ’ must be meaningless. Plato points out that even if ‘is not ’
means ‘ does not exist ’, true statements can be made about a thing
that does not exist ; they are not meaningless. He proceeds to
enumerate a whole series of such statements.

It is now clear in what sense and to what extent the present
negative Hypothesis contradicts either of the positive Hypotheses
I and II. Hyp. I proposed for consideration the notion of a bare
‘ One ’ which was to be just one and to have no second character.
It was proved that such a One could have no being in any sense ;
it cannot exist and cannot even be an entity, a One Being ; for
its ‘ being ' in any sense would be a character distinct from its unity.
We are not now supposing that this sort of One does not exist, but
that a One which is an entity and has many other characters does
not exist. The present Hypothesis accordingly is not the contra-
dictory of Hyp. I. Paradoxically enough, the non-existent One
now to be considered has that ‘ being * which the One of that positive
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Hypothesis had not. Hyp. II, on the other hand, posited a One
which has being, a One Entity, and deduced the conclusion that
such a thing, with certain added qualifications, could exist in time
and be the object of every sort of cognition. We are not now sup-
posing in Hyp. V that no such One Entity exists ; that supposition
will be made in Hyp. VIII. The supposition here is that one
such One Entity does not exist, though any number of others may
exist and are in fact assumed to exist. Hence we can deduce a
number of positive conclusions, which we could not deduce from the
supposition that no One Entity exists or that there is no such thing
as a One Entity. On this interpretation every argument in this
Hypothesis has a valid meaning ; and I think it may be claimed
that this is not the case on any other interpretation.!

160D-161A. A Non-existent Entity, being knowable and distinguish-
able from other things, can have many characters

Before proceeding to make a number of positive statements about
‘a non-existent entity ’, Plato insists that the definition already
given implies the possibility of many such statements being made.
There is no objection to a non-existent entity having many attri-
butes, and a different character from those of other entities.

160D.  Starting afresh, then, from this supposition: ‘if a One
(one thing) does not exist ’, we are to consider what con-
sequences follow.

First, it seems, this must be true of it, that there is
knowledge of it ; otherwise the very meaning of the sup-
position that ‘a One does not exist ’ would be unknown.

Also, it must be true that other things are different from
it ; otherwise it could not be spoken of as different from
them. So, besides being knowable, it must have difference

E. in character ; for when you speak of the One as different
from the Others, you are speaking of its difference in charac-
ter, not of theirs.

1 Wundt (pp. 47 ff.) rejects the Neoplatonic view that this Hypothesis
deals with the material world and holds that it is concerned with the participa-
tion of the Ideas in not-being ; but this is based on a misunderstanding of
160C, érepdy v Aéyor 70 u7) 6v as equivalent to the identification in the Sophist
of not-being with otherness (see below, p. 231). Paci’s view (p. 159) is some-
what similar. Wahl (pp. 182 ff.) discovers here an ‘ héraclitéisme des idées’,
whereby the movement of thought is projected into things. Speiser (p. 53)
thinks that das nichtseiende Eins in Verbindung mit dem Sein stands for copies
or pictures of objects or dream-images and for their immaterial analogues,
such as the Sophist. The non-existence in question is der Schein: and this
is trreale Lxistenz oder veale Unwirklichkeit (p. 50).
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The word here used for ‘ difference ’ (éregotdtng) ought to mean
difference in character or in kind, as distinct from mere numerical
difference, which might be better expressed by éregdrns. It
appears, however, that Plato never uses the word éregpdrng. So
it remains doubtful whether he is merely stating what the argument
fully justifies—that the One must have the character of being
numerically different from others, or means that there is no reason
why it should not differ from them conceptually as well.l

160E. And further this non-existent One has the characters of
being ‘that’ and ‘something’, and of being related ‘fo
this* or ‘{0 these’, and all other such characters. If it
were not ‘ something ’ and had not all those other characters,
we could not have spoken of ‘ #ke One ’ or of things different
Jfrom the One, or of anything as belonging fo it or as being
of it; nor could we have spoken of it as ‘something ’.2
Thus although the One cannot have existence, if it does not

161. exist, there is nothing against its having many characters ;
indeed it must, if it is ¢4¢s one, and not another, that does
not exist. If what is not to exist is neither t4e One nor
this and the statement is about something else, we ought
not so much as to open our lips ; but granted that we are
supposing the non-existence of #4is One and not of some-
thing else, it must have the character of being thss and
many other characters as well.

161a-C. A Non-existent Entity has unlikeness to the Others and
likeness to itself.

Having established that there is nothing against making many
true statements about a non-existent entity, Plato goes on to put
forward a carefully chosen selection. Only two pairs of contraries
are here mentioned : like and unlike, equal and unequal.3 Here,
as in the opening paragraph, ‘ the Others ’ are simply other things,
which (as will presently appear) are assumed to exist.

161A. It follows that the One possesses unlikeness with respect
to the Others. For the Others, being different, will actu-

1 At 1614, 7 érepa seems to be synonymous with dMa (numerical difference),
and distinguished from érepota. At 164A, érepoidrs is the contrary of duowdrys.
These passages support the view that difference of character is meant here.

2 We have just said that characters belong fo it and that there is knowledge
of it; and we called it ‘ something knowable ’ (yvwordv 7, 160C, 7).

3 Difference and Sameness are omitted because the difference of the One
from the Others has already been asserted in the first section.
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161A. ally ! be of different character ; that is, of other character ;
B. that is, unlike. And if they are unlike the One, unlikes
must be unlike an unlike. Therefore the One also will
possess unlikeness, with respect to which the Others are
unlike it.

According to the definition of likeness given earlier (139E, 1484),
two things are like when any one and the same statement can be
made about both ; unlike, when any statement true of the one
is not true of the other. It follows that our one non-existent
entity has unlikeness to other things (whether existent or not).
The term éregoios (like éregoidrng, 160D) should mean different
in character ; and it can have this sense, if we take ‘ being this one ’
(and not that one) as a ‘ character’. The One is this one; the
Others are not this one, but other ones; so something is true of
the One which is not true of them.

161B. Moreover, if it has unlikeness to the Others, it must have
likeness to itself. For if the One has unlikeness to the
One, what we are speaking of will not be such as the One
in character ; and our supposition will not be about a
C. One, but about something other than a One. But that is
inadmissible.
The One, therefore, must have likeness to itself.

This argument seems to amount to saying that the non-existent
entity not merely has unlikeness to other things in that statements
are not true of it that are true of them, but has a positive character
of its own. This may be asserted for the sake of the later proof
that it cannot change its character, ‘ for if it became other than
itself in character, we should no longer be speaking of the One
but of something other ’ (162p). Thus it will appear that it not
only has likeness to itself but must have it always. Plato is content
to have shown that a non-existent entity can have a character of
its own, different from the characters of other things. He does
not add any proof that the One has likeness to the Others or unlike-
ness to itself, though nothing would be easier, if the object were a
display of sophisms or antinomies.

It should be noticed that the statements are very carefully worded.
He does not say that the non-existent One s unlike the Others or
is like itself ; but only that it kas unlikeness to the Others and

1 érepola kal €ip dv. «kal from its position should go with eiy, not with
érepoia. It can be understood with reference to the point made below (161c),
that the One cannot actually be unlike, unequal, etc., because it does not exist ;
but the Others, which are assumed to exist, can actually be so.
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has likeness to itself ; and both statements are inferred from the
fact that the Others are different from it. The reason appears at
the beginning of the next paragraph, where we are told that to say
‘ the One is equal to the Others ’ would imply that the One exists
and actually ss like them in respect of its equality. Such a state-
ment would, in fact, be normally understood as implying that its
subject existed as well as possessed unlikeness or likeness ; and the
intention is to rule out that implication, which is ex hypothes: false.

161C-E. A Nonm-existent Entity (being a quantity) has inequality to
the Others, and has greatness and smallness and equality

The second pair of contraries, equal or unequal, apply only to
quantities. So we are now concerned with what can be said of a
non-existent quantity.

161C. Further, the One is not equal to the Others. If it were
equal, that would at once imply that it exists and also s

like them in respect of this equality. But both implications

are impossible, if a One does not exist. And since it is not

equal to the Others, the Others must be not equal to it.

And things that are not equal are unequal ; and unequal

things are unequal to an unequal.! So the One has ine-

D. quality, with reference to which the Others are unequal to it.

There is a superficial fallacy in the inference: °Since it #s not
equal to the Others, the Others must be not equal (unequal) to it ’.
All we are entitled to assert is that the Others can be not equal to
it ; and this does not follow from the fact that we cannot say it
7s equal to them. The fallacy, however, does not vitiate the
conclusion.

This argument is cast in the same indirect form as the previous
ones, for the reason above explained : we must not imply that the
One exists. But the other quantities may be existent, and, if they
are, the same objection does not hold to saying that they are
unequal to it. And then, since whatever is unequal must have
this relation to an unequal, we may say that the non-existent
quantity kas inequality, though not that it #s unequal. We can,
in fact, know about any non-existent quantity that it must be
(if we do not take ‘ be’ to imply existence) either greater or less
than any other (different) quantity, whether existent or not; for
the only difference between one quantity and another, just as such,
is that one is greater or less than the other. So we may say that

1 +® dviow, a un inégal (Digs); not ‘in virtue of inequality . The point
is that unequals require something to be unequal fo. Cf. 161B 2, dvopoiw Td
ye dvduoia dvdpoia.
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our non-existent quantity kas inequality, with reference to which
other quantities, if they exist, may be said to be unequal to it.

It is next pointed out that to have inequality means having
greatness and smallness ; the great-and-small is, in fact, the
indefinite element which is combined with unity in any one quantity,
whether it exists or not. And intermediate between great and
small there must be equality. Hence the non-existent quantity
will have equality as well as inequality, though we must not say
that it s equal. ‘ Equality ’ is the element of limit, which our one
quantity must possess, or it would not be one.!

161D. On the other hand, inequality implies greatness and
smallness, and accordingly these must belong to such a One
as we are describing. Now greatness and smallness are
always kept apart from one another. So there is always
something between them, and this can only be equality.
Accordingly, anything that has greatness and smallness
has also equality between the two.
E. So a One which does not exist will, it appears, have
equality, greatness, and smallness.

This means that, just as we can know of any non-existent quan-
tity that, being a quantity, it must be greater or less than any
different quantity, so we can know that, being one quantity, it
must have some definite magnitude, and so be ‘ equal ’, as standing
between larger quantities and smaller ones. As we have learnt
(from 149D ff.), it cannot be absolutely small or great. Further,
though we cannot say it #s equal to the Others, we can say that it
has equality, with reference to which some other quantities may be
equal to it. Equality to ‘ the Others’, however, is not expressly
mentioned.

161E-162B. A Non-existent Entity has being in a certain sense

We have just seen that a non-existent thing can have a character
of its own distinguishing it from other things, and including certain
relations (as we should call them) to other things. It is now
pointed out that, since such statements are true of it, it must have
that being which belongs to the subject of any true statement,
even the statement that the subject does not exist.

161E. Further, it must in some sense even possess being. For
it must be in the state 2 we are ascribing to it ; otherwise

1See above, p. 208.

2 éxew olrws s Aéyouev, ie. the state of non-existence. But the words
would also cover ‘ having any character that we are assigning to it ’, such as
likeness, etc.
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161E. we should not be speaking the truth in saying that the
One does not exist. If we are speaking the truth, evidently
the things we are speaking of must de. So, since we do
claim to be speaking the truth, we must also assert that
162. we are speaking of things that are. So it appears that
the One #s non-existent. If it ¢s nof non-existent, if it
somehow slips away from being so to not being so, it will
at once follow that it ¢s existent. Accordingly, if it is not
to exist, it must have the fact of beimg non-existent to
secure its non-existence, just as the existent must have the
fact of not being non-existent, in order that it may be
possible ! for it completely to exist. The only way to
secure that the existent shall exist, and that the non-
existent shall not exist, is this : the existent must have the
‘ being ’ implied in ‘ being existent ’ and the ‘ not-being’
implied in ‘ not-being non-existent ’, if it is to have com-
B. plete existence ; and the non-existent, if it is to have com-
plete non-existence, must have the ‘not-being’ implied
in ‘ not being existent ’ and the ‘ being ’ implied in ‘ being
non-existent *. Thus, since the existent has not-being and
the non-existent has being, the One also, since it does not
exist, must have being in order to be non-existent.
Thus it appears that the One has being, if it s non-
existent, and also, since it #s nof existent, has not-being.

This passage justifies the use we have made throughout of the
term ‘entity ’; indeed it amounts to a definition of ‘entity’.
Plato might be directly answering the argument of Gorgias %:

That which is not, is not. For if that which is not is, it will
both be and not be; since in so far as it is conceived as not
being, it will not be, but in so far as it ¢s a thing which is not, it
will be. But it is altogether absurd that something should be
and not be at the same time. Therefore that which is not, is
not.’

Gorgias may well have copied this from some Eleatic writing, for it
is sound Eleatic doctrine.

Plato’s demonstration here is very remarkable. In conjunction
with the preceding sections it clearly distinguishes ‘is’ meaning
‘ exists ’ from the ‘is’ represented by Plato’s uetéyet, and asserts

that any subject of a true statement containing this latter ‘is’

! elvaw can be retained, if 7j means ‘ it may be possible ' :  pour qu’il puisse
pleinement étrve ', Diés.
? Sext., adv. math. vii, 67 = Gorgias, frag. 3 (Diels).
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must have a sort of ‘ being ’, distinct from existence. Otherwise
any statement of the form ‘ x does not exist * would be meaningless,
being about nothing at all.

162B-163B. A Non-existent Entity can pass from the state of non-
existence to the state of existence, but cannot change or move in
any other way

This section corresponds in position to the Corollary of Hyp. II
and is concerned with the same topic : motion, change, becoming.
Hyp. II ended with the proof that the One Entity has existence
and becoming in time, and can be known and made the subject
of discourse. The Corollary then opened with a statement in
which the conclusions of Hyp. II (that the One is both one and
many) appeared, at least, to be combined with those of Hyp. I
(that the One is neither one nor many) in a somewhat misleading
manner, though the following deductions were not vitiated by this
procedure.

The present section seems to be an appendix on the same theme,
and the first paragraph similarly contains a statement of previous
results which is not justified by the immediately preceding section.
It is stated that ‘ we have seen that the One s, and also s #ot, and
accordingly is, and is not, in a certain condition ’ ; and it is inferred
that the One must pass from being in that condition (at one time)
to not being in it (at another). Now, if this statement refers
(as it superficially seems to refer) to the last section, it is obviously
fallacious. The whole point of that section was to show that the
‘ being ’ ascribed to the One was compatible with its not-being

= non-existence), and that both are asserted together when we
say that it ¢s non-existent. So we have not seen that the One is
in two incompatible states, ‘ being ’ and ‘ not-being’, and must
pass from one to the other because it cannot be in both at once.

The fallacy is glaring ; and it is hard to believe that Plato could
thus obliterate the fine and important distinction he has just drawn
between ‘ being ’ and existence. The only way to avoid it is to
suppose that here, as at the beginning of the Corollary, Plato
is making a fresh start and recalling the results of a previous Hypo-
thesis, viz. that the One s, in the sense of ‘ exists . Hyp. II gave
us such a One Entity which exists, and the Corollary deduced
conclusions about its capacity for change. It was shown that it
could exist at one time and not at another, and so could pass from
the one condition to the other at some instant. Now an entity
which has not existence but can gain it is precisely a non-existent
entity, such as we have now defined. And here we make about it
the same statement : that it can pass from one state to the contrary
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state. The same word (uetafdAdew) is used in the same strict and
unusual sense.! The states in question can only be non-existence
and existence; for an entity cannot gain or lose the ‘being’
described in the last section and there contrasted with existence.
In order to make sense we must translate the ambiguous statement
10 & 8v Te xal odx v dpdvn, ‘ we have seen that the One is
existent and also mom-existent’. This rendering is supported by
the phrase just below (162D, 6), 10 & . . . ofite ©0 dv olire T6 urn &v
which must mean ‘ the One, neither when existent nor when non-
existent . The paragraph will then run as follows :

162B.  Now a thing which is in a certain condition can not-
be in that condition only by passing out of it. So anything

c. that both is, and is not, in such and such a condition implies
transition ; and transition is motion. Now we have seen

that the One is existent and also is non-existent, and
accordingly is, and is not, in a certain condition. There-

fore the non-existent One has been shown to be a thing that
moves, since it admits transition from being to not-being.?

However we account for the language, the conclusion meant is
certain : that our non-existent entity can ‘ move ’ just in the way
here defined : it can pass into existence ; just as the One Entity
of the Corollary could begin and cease to exist by a transition not
involving any other change. It is next pointed out that this
‘ transition ’ (uetafory, uerafdiiew) is the only form of ‘ motion ’
that a non-existent entity is capable of. It cannot change in any
other way, as the existing entity of the Corollary could : it cannot
have local motion or undergo any ‘ alteration ’ or internal change of
character (dAdolwaig in the usual sense).

162C. On the other hand, if the One is not anywhere in the
world of existence—and it is not, if it does not exist—it
cannot shift from one place to another. Therefore it cannot

D. move by shifting its position. Nor yet can it revolve in the
same (place), since it has no point of contact with what is

the same ; for what is the same is existent ; and the non-
existent cannot be ## anything that exists. Therefore the

One, if non-existent, cannot revolve in that in which it is not.

Nor can the One, either when existent or when non-
existent, alter from itself in character ; if it did, we should

1 See 156¢ ff., p. 200.

2 éx Tob elvar éml 76 pn elvar, either (1) ‘ from existence to non-existence’
(and vice versa), or (2) ‘from being (in the state of non-existence) to not
being (in that state) ’ (and vice versa).
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162D. no longer be speaking of the One, but of something other
than it.
If, then, it does not alter in character and neither revolves
in the same place nor shifts from one place to another,
E. there is no other motion it can have. And the motionless
must be at rest ; and, if at rest, stationary.
It appears, then, that the non-existent One is both at
rest and in motion.

These conclusions are sound. Only that which exists in place
and time can have local movement. And, if we speak of a non-
existing thing coming into existence, we mean that the same thing
does not exist at one time and does exist at another. If any internal
alteration of character occurred, we could no longer say that just
that thing had come into existence. Also any change of character
must take place in time, and the non-existent is not in time. Thus,
in respect of locomotion and of internal alteration a non-existent
thing is ‘ at rest ’, in the sense that there is no possibility of local
motion and that it must retain its character.

But, although the non-existent cannot suffer any internal altera-
tion and in that sense ‘ become unlike itself ’ (GdAdotodoBar Savtod
162D, 6), it can, as we have seen, ‘ move ’ or pass from one con-
dition (non-existence) to another (existence). In this transition,
it does become ‘ unlike ’ its former self, according to the earlier
definition of ‘ unlike ’: a statement (that it exists) becomes true
of it, which was not true of it before. Just to that extent, therefore,
it may be said to ‘ become unlike ’ (dAAotodcBar).

I162E. Further, if it does move, it must become unlike, since in
whatever respect a thing moves, to that extent it is no
163. longer in the same condition as before, but in a different
condition. So, as moving, the One does become unlike.
Also in so far as it is not moving in any respect, it will not
be becoming unlike in any way. Consequently, the non-
existent One, in so far as it moves, becomes unlike ; and
in those respects in which it has no motion, it does not
become unlike.
Therefore, the non-existent One both becomes, and does
not become, unlike.
And a thing that becomes unlike must come to be different
from what it was, and must cease fo be in its former condi-
B. tion ; while what does not become unlike does not come to
be or cease to be. And so the non-existent One, as becom-
ing unlike, comes to be and ceases to be ; and as not becom-
ing unlike, it does neither.
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163B. Thus the non-existent One both comes to be and ceases
to be, and also does not come to be or cease to be.

As we have seen, the contradictions here are merely apparent.
The upshot is that the only way in which a non-existent thing can
‘move’ is by passing into existence. This can be equally well
described as ‘ coming to be ’ what it was not before (namely, exist-
ent), or as passing from the state of non-existence to the state of
existence. All these statements about motion, becoming, and
change, are intelligible and valid as applied to a non-existent thing.
They are extraordinarily lucid and subtle.

The whole section involves a re-assertion that there is such a
thing as sheer coming into existence, not to be confused with any
other sort of change. Parmenides’ denial of this sheer becoming
had altered the course of physical speculation. All the later schools
had accepted the denial, and substituted for coming into existence
the rearrangement in space of ultimately real things which could
never begin or cease to exist. Plato will not admit the principle.
He asserts sheer becoming, and thereby bequeaths a problem which
Aristotle was driven to solve by the doctrine of potential existence.

The Hypothesis as a whole is a brilliant refutation of the Eleatic
dogma that nothing can be said about ‘ what is not’. Even if
‘what is not’ means ‘ what does not exist’, Plato successfully
asserts that many true statements can be made about the non-
existent. When he observes that in speaking of a non-existent
thing we know what we are speaking of, he uses against Parmenides
his own principle, that whatever can be thought must be. He
also refutes the dogma that coming into existence is impossible
because there can be nothing that could come into existence.l It
is hard to believe that anyone who has followed these arguments
and appreciated their subtlety can continue to regard the dialectical
exercise as a tissue of sophisms. The notion that this Hypothesis
is full of fallacies is due to the preconception that ‘ the One ’ here
considered must be the same as ‘ the One’ of Hyp. II, and that
this is the world of Ideas. The upshot is supposed to be that
Ideas ‘ partake of not-being ’ in the sense ‘ otherness’ as defined
in the Sophist.? On this assumption nearly all the arguments
become, not merely fallacious, but unintelligible or meaningless.
The inference should be that the assumption itself is false.

1 Diés, p. 37, La présente hypothése . . . est la réponse du Parménide de
Platon a la solennelle interdiction prononcée par le Parménide historique : ‘ non,
tu ne contraindras point les non-btres a étre’.

2 This view is partly due to a misunderstanding of €repdv 7t Aéyor 70 w3 v
and érepov Aéyer Tdv dMwv 76 p3 ov at 160C.
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The confusion of the non-existent entity of this Hypothesis
with that ‘ what-is-not ’ (vo u# &v) which is identified with ‘ the
Different * in the Sophist (2578 ff.) was already made by Grote.
This is clearly a mistake, for in that context of the Sophist ‘ that
which is not ’ is expressly said to mean ‘ not something contrary to
what exists but only something different *. The different is simply
‘ the not so-and-so '—anything that exists but is defined negatively
as different from something else. The whole point there is that
the negatively defined existent has just as much claim to existence
as the positively defined. If we try to interpret the present Hypo-
thesis in that sense, the whole of the last section on becoming will be
unintelligible.  Other critics who (like myself) have written about
the Sophist without first making a close study of these negative
Hypotheses have overlooked the fact that most of the chief dis-
tinctions between the meanings of ‘is ’ and of ‘ is not ’ are already
drawn here. With astonishing lucidity, Plato has distinguished
existence from the being which belongs to any entity that can be
thought or spoken of. And in the following Hypotheses he makes
his points still clearer by contrasting with the Non-existent Entity
of Hyp. V other meanings of a ‘ One which is not ’.

HYPOTHESIS VI

In this Hypothesis Plato reinforces the conclusions reached in
the last. We were there concerned with a ‘ one thing ’ that does
not exist but has that ‘ being > which belongs to the subject of any
true statement. We now deprive the ‘ One ’ even of that barest
kind of being, and define ‘ a thing which is not ’ as meaning no longer
a non-existent entity, but a nonentity. Parmenides had confused
these two ideas, assuming that anything that does not exist must
be a mere blank of nothingness. Plato corrects him by taking the
two ideas separately and showing that they lead to different
conclusions.

163B~C. If ‘ the One is not ’ means that the One has no sort of being,
the One will be a nonentity

The first paragraph lays down very clearly that the subject for
consideration is that which simply ‘is not’ in any sense what-
soever—nonentity.

163B. Once more, then, let us go back to our starting-point to
see whether we shall reach results different from these.
C. Our questionis: Ifa One is not, what will follow concerning
it?
The words ‘is not ’ mean simply the absence of being
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163c. from anything that we say is not. We do not mean that
the thing in a sense is not, though in another sense it is.!
The words mean without any qualification that the thing
which is not in no sense or manner is, and does not possess
being in any way. So what is not cannot exist or have
being in any sense or manner.

163D-E. A Nonentity cannot begin or cease to exist or change in any
way

At the end of the last Hypothesis it was shown that a non-existent
entity, though it cannot move in space or change in character,
can pass from non-existence to existence, just because there is
something to exist at one time and not at another. But now there
is nothing ; and for nonentity no change of any sort is possible.
We cannot even say of it that it does not change (is at rest), because
there is nothing to serve as subject even for this negative statement.

163D. And ‘ coming to be’ and ‘ ceasing to be ’ mean, as we
said,2 nothing else than acquiring being and losing it.
But a thing which has nothing at all to do with being cannot
acquire or lose it. So the One, since it ‘is’ in no sense
whatever, must not possess being or lose or acquire it in
any way. Therefore the One which is not, not possessing
being in any sense, neither ceases to be nor comes to be.

‘ Coming to be ’ here includes both coming into existence (as at
156A) and becoming something that the subject was not before
(as just above, at 163a). From the latter sense it is inferred in the
next paragraph that a nonentity cannot ‘ change in character ’ or
‘move ’. Both terms again are meant in the wide sense they bore
in the last Hypothesis: a thing  changes in character ’ when it
becomes ‘ unlike ’, i.e. when any statement becomes true of it that
was not true before. And if that is impossible, it cannot ‘ move ’,
i.e. suffer any sort of transition or change. Nor can it ‘rest ’; for
it has no character and it can never be in any place or condition ;
whereas the non-existent entity of Hyp. V could be said to be ‘ at
rest ’, since it had a character that remained constant.

163E. Consequently, neither does it change in character in any
way ; for if it suffered such change it would be coming to

be or ceasing to be.
And if it does not change in character, it cannot be in

1 This is exactly what we did mean in the last Hypothesis, 161E, odoias ye
8et adro peréyew .
2 At 156A (in the Corollary to Hyp. II).
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163E. motion. On the other hand, we cannot speak of what is
nowhere at all as being at rest either; for what is at rest
must always be in something (some place or condition)
that is the same. Thus that which is not must not be said
ever to be in motion or at rest.

163E-164A. A Nonentity cannot have any character

Once more the conclusions here are in contrast with those of the
previous Hypothesis, where we saw that a non-existent entity can
be said to have likeness and unlikeness, inequality and equality,
though we were not allowed to say that it ¢s like, etc. We now find
that nonentity cannot even have any character, because there is
simply no entity to have it.

163e.  Further, nothing that is can belong to it; to have a
164. character that s ! would imply that it had being. There-
fore it has not greatness or smallness or equality. Nor
can it have likeness to, or difference of character from,
either itself or the Others.
And if nothing can stand in relation to it, the Others cannot
be anything fo it : they cannot be either like it or unlike,
the same or different.

The opening statement (literally, ‘ nothing that is can be fo it ’)
covers both the statements, (1) that no character can belong to
nonentity, and (2) that nothing else can have any character in
relation to it—be like fo it, equal fo it, and so on. Contrast the non-
existent entity of the last Hypothesis, of which we could say that
the Others are unlike or unequal to it, though we might not say that
it #s unlike or unequal to them. It is, of course, equally impossible
that anything should stand to nonentity in any relation expressed
by the genitive : so we shall proceed to say that there can be no
knowledge of it.

164A-B. A Nonentity cannot be specified as distinct from other things,
or stand in any relation to them, or exist at any time, or be the
object of any cognition or the subject of discourse

In Hyp. V the non-existent entity was something that could be
‘known ’ or recognised as something distinct from other things
(z60c), and other things could stand to it in various relations.
All this must be denied of nonentity.

164A.  Again, we cannot attribute to ‘ what is not ’ anything
that is: we cannot say it is ‘ something ’ or ‘ this thing ’;
! gvros, which Burnet brackets, is retained by Diés.
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164A. or that it is so-and-so ‘ of this’ or ‘of another’ or ‘to
another’; or that it is at any time, past, present or future ;
B. orthat thereisanything ‘ of it * 1—any knowledge or opinion,
or perception of it—or that it kas anything, even a name,
so as to be the subject of discourse.
Thus a One which is not cannot have any character
whatsoever.

Such are the consequences of giving to the words ‘is not ’ the
fullest possible sense. They are the same as the consequences of
giving ‘ one ’ the fullest possible sense, as we did in Hyp. I; for
that led to the assertion that such a ‘ One ’ could not have being in
any sense ; we could not even say of it that it ‘is one’, and it
could not be the object of any sort of cognition or even be named.
As against Parmenides, Hyp. I and VI taken together demonstrate
that his One, which was to be one in every sense to the exclusion
of all plurality and therefore even of ‘ being ’, is in exactly the same
case as that absolute Not-being which he rightly described as not
to be so much as named or thought or spoken of. In the Sophist
(2378 ff.) the Eleatic Stranger confirms that description of nonen-
tity or the totally unreal (70 undauds &v), in agreement with the
present Hypothesis. But there, as here, it is pointed out that
‘what is not ’ has other senses than nonentity.

HYPOTHESIS VII

The remaining two Hypotheses are concerned with the conse-
quences for the Others of the negative supposition that ‘there is
no One’. The emphasis now falls, once more, on the term ‘ one .
In the two previous Hypotheses it fell on the words is not ’: we
took the notion of a ‘ One ’ and considered what would be true of
it, if we supposed (1) that it was one entity but non-existent, and
(2) that it was not even an entity. We now turn to  things other
than the One’, and consider whether they can have any sort of
being, if we suppose that there is no ‘ One’. With this shift of
emphasis the meaning of the negative supposition is necessarily
changed. We are no longer supposing the absence of existence
from something which has unity or the total absence even of
‘being ’; we are supposing the absence of unity from some other
element which might possess unity, but is to be conceived as not
possessing it. It is essential to realise that the negative supposition
here is not the same as in Hyp. V or Hyp. VI.

1 76 éxelvov 7 70 éxelvw at the beginning of the sentence may be taken

specially with the denial of cognition of it and of a name belonging ¢ it, as
in the parallel passage, 142A.
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There are two ways in which we can suppose the absence of unity.
(1) We can understand ‘if there is no One ’ as meaning ‘ suppose
that there exists nothing that can be called “ one thing ” (&) ’.
We can then inquire whether there is anything that, without being
‘one thing ’ can nevertheless have some sort of existence. This
is the question raised in the present Hypothesis. Or (2) we can
understand the same supposition to mean : ‘suppose that no one
thing has any sort of being ’, taking ‘ one thing ’ as equivalent to
‘an entity ’. If there is no such thing as ‘ an entity ’, then there
is not only no ‘ One ’ but no ‘ Others’; in fact, there is nothing
at all ; and that will be the conclusion of Hyp. VIII. The purpose
of these two remaining Hypotheses is to distinguish these two mean-
ings of the negative supposition. The second leads to purely nega-
tive results, and so corresponds to Hyp. VI, which has just led us
to deny everything of nonentity. That which has no sort of unity
will there be as pure a negation as that which has no sort of being.
But we are first to consider the less drastic sense in which the
absence of unity can be conceived. We are to suppose that ‘ there
exists nothing that can be called ‘“ one thing ”’’, and yet that there
are ‘ Others * which, though not entitled to be called  one-things’,
are not simply nothing at all. We shall make certain positive
assertions about these Others.

What, then, is meant by ‘ one thing ’, whose existence our suppo-
sition denies? The description here given of the Others makes
this clear. The Others are evidently those unlimited elements in
things which have already come before us in Hyp. III (1588 ff.)
We were there told that the addition of unity to these unlimited
elements gives them a limit towards one another. The combina-
tion of unity or limit with an unlimited produces one limited thing
(memepaouévov). This is what is meant by a ‘one thing ' such
as we are now to suppose does not exist, because the factor of
unity is absent. Also, when we say that a ‘ one thing ’ does not
exist, this does not mean, as in Hyp. V, that we are considering one
thing as non-existent in contrast with other ones which may exist.
The Others now are not other ones. The supposition must mean
that nothing exists that can be called ‘ one thing ’. No one limited
thing is anywhere to be found. Unity is absent; and we are
considering, in isolation from it, that second element of ‘ unlimited
multitude * which could ‘ come to acquire unity’ but has not
acquired it, described in Hyp. III. The same supposition can also
be expressed by saying that unity in the sense of ‘ limit * does not
exist.
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164B-C. If ‘ there is no One’ means ‘ nothing that is *‘ one thing "’
exists ’, then the Others can only be other than each other

We start with a definition of the Others, which distinguishes
them from the Others as defined at the beginning of Hyp. III
(1578 ff). In that positive Hypothesis unity was at first supposed
to be present and to act aslimit. Consequently, the Others were a
limited plurality of ones, which were not some one thing, but were
other ones. Now we are told that ‘ other * does not mean ‘ other
than some one thing ’, for there is no ‘ one thing ’. Yet they are
‘other ’; so they can only be other than each other. There is
otherness, diversity, difference ; but it is not the difference that
subsists between two distinct things, each of which is one and
limited.

164B. Let us go on, then, to the question : If there is no One,
what must be true of the Others ?

Obviously it must be true that they are others; if it
were not, we could not be talking about ‘the Others’.
And if we are talking about the Others, things that are
Others must be different ; ‘ other ’ and ‘ different ’ are two

c. names for the same thing. Moreover, we speak of a thing
as different from, or other than, something that is different
from, or other than, it. So the Others must have some-
thing to be ‘ other than’. What can this something be ?
Not the One, for there is no One. They must, then, be
other than each other; that is the only possibility left,
if they are not to be other than nothing.

What is meant by ‘other than each other’ (dida dAdrjAwv) ?
The unlimited element is always a dyad, such as the great-and-
small. Thus in a way it has two component contraries, which are
other than each other. Hotter and colder form an unlimited
continuum which is not homogeneous. In the absence of the
element of unity, which would fix a limit somewhere in the un-
limited range, we can only say that ‘ hotter ’ is hotter than ‘ colder ’,
‘ greater ’ is greater than ‘ smaller ’, and so on. It isin such terms
that the ‘ unlimiteds ’ of Philebus 24 are described.

164c-D. The Others will differ from each other as masses unlimited
in multitude

If we try to imagine a continuum, such as the great-and-small,
without any external or internal limit, there will be no definite
degrees of quantity to serve as measures or units. And there will
be no fixed point (called ‘ the equal ’) with greater on one side of it
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and smaller on the other.! The continuum is infinitely divisible ;
and if you try to conceive a smallest part of it, the duality of great-
and-small will always be found within that part, so that what you
thought was one will still be many. And since there is no unit,
there is no number, number being a definite plurality of units.
There is nothing but indefinite ‘ multitudes * (z470n) not measured
by any unit and without any definite external limits. The word
‘mass ’ or ‘ bulk ’ (§yxog) is also used, for lack of any better term
to describe quantitativeness where there is no definite quantity.

164C. Accordingly they must differ from each other as multi-

tudes from multitudes; they cannot differ as one thing

from another one, since there is no One (one thing). Rather,

D. it seems, each mass of them must be without limit of

multitude 2; if you take what seems to be a minimum,

suddenly, as might happen in a dream, what you took to

be one appears many, and what had seemed to be least

appears enormous in comparison with the small change for

it. It is, then, as masses of this sort that the Others are

other than each other, if they are other without there being
any One.

164D-E. Such masses will present an appearance of unity and
number

When we imagine such continua, although we cannot say that
we have before our minds two different things, each of which is
‘one thing ’ clearly marked off from the other one, nevertheless
there is diversity : there is the difference of greater from smaller,
of hotter from colder, and so on. There will thus ‘ appear’ to
be many things, each of which appears to be one, though this oneness
dissolves on closer inspection into multitude—a multitude which
cannot be counted or numbered, because no unit is discoverable.

164D. And there will be many such masses, each appearing to
be one, but not really being so, if there is to be no One.
So they will seem to have number, since each seems to be
E. one, and they are many. And some among them will
appear even, some odd, but falsely, if there is to be no

One.

In what sense are there ‘ many such masses’? If we consider
a continuum like hotter-and-colder, we may say that hotter lies in

1 Cf. 161D.

2 Cf. the description of the Others (in the same sense) as wMjfe. dmepa in
Hyp. III, 158B. As before, the expression is purely negative ; not ‘ infinitely
numerous ’, since there is no number.
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one direction, colder in the opposite direction. If we can ‘take’
anywhere what appears to us to be one ‘ mass’ (though really it
has no definite limits of quantity), we can also take another mass
lying more towards ‘ hotter ’, and we might imagine we had got
hold of something twice or three times as hot. We should then
have the illusion of even or odd number.

164E-165A. There will be an appearance of greatness, smallness,
and equality

We pass from the appearance of number to the appearance of
magnitude. We could not obtain number by adding unit to unit
or by multiplication. Neither can we arrive, by way of division,
at an indivisible or ‘ least ’ part to serve as unit. The statements
here echo the account of the unlimited element taken in abstraction
from unity at 158c.

164E. Further, they will seem, as we are saying, to have a
smallest in them ; but this smallest appears as a ‘ many’,

165. which is great in comparison with the smallness of each of
that many. Also each mass will be imagined equal to the
many smalls ; for it could not pass in appearance from larger
to smaller without seeming to reach the intermediate stage,
which will be a semblance of equality.!

165A—-C. There will be an appearance of limitedness and of un-
limitedness

In the absence of unity, any mass we take will have no external
boundaries or internal divisions. It will be unlimited in extent
as well as infinitely divisible.

165a. Also each mass will appear as having a limit in relation
to another mass. With respect to itself, it has neither
beginning nor end nor middle; since whenever you fix
your thought on any part of them and take that as begin-
ning or middle or end, another beginning always appears

B. before the beginning, another end left over after the end,
and within the middle others that are more in the middle
and smaller, because you cannot apprehend any of them

as a ‘one’, since there is no One. So anything there is,
upon which you may fix your thought, must be frittered
away in subdivision ; anything we may take will always

be a mass without a One. To a dim and distant view such

c. a thing must appear one, but to closer and keener inspection

1 Cf. 161D on ‘equality ’ as standing between greatness and smallness.
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165c. each must appear without limit of multitude, being destitute
of that One which does not exist.
Thus, if there is no One, but only things other than the
One, each of these Others must appear both unlimited in
multitude and limited, both one and many.

165C—E. There will be an appearance of likeness and of unlikeness
and of all the other contraries

Since unity is not performing its function as limit, there can be
no single definite characters for the Others to possess. So there
can be at most only a perpetually dissolving appearance of all the
remaining characters.

165c. Also, they will appear both like and unlike. As with
scene-paintings, to the distant spectator all will appear as
one thing, and seem to have the same character and so to
D. be alike ; but if you approach nearer, they seem many and
different and this semblance of difference will make them
seem different in character and unlike one another. Thus
these masses must appear both like and unlike themselves
and each other.

Moreover, they must appear both the same and different
from one another; both in contact and apart from one
another ; both in every sort of motion and at rest in
every respect ; both coming to be and ceasing to be and
doing neither ; and so on with all characters of that sort,
which could easily be enumerated. All this follows, if there

E. are many, but no One.

This Hypothesis evidently describes the unlimited continuous
element, as it will appear if we attempt to conceive (Aaufdvew tj
duavoig, 165A) or imagine it in abstraction from that element of
unity or limit which must be added before any ‘ one thing’ can
exist. It is the great-and-small or the indefinite dyad ; in number,
the more-and-fewer ; in magnitude, the larger-and-smaller, and
so on. We have already had this element before us, not only in
Hyp. III (1588 ff.) where it was first explicitly mentioned, but
also in Hyp. IV, where Unity was supposed to exist but to remain
completely ‘ apart ’, not communicating its character to anything.
The result was that there was no one definite character that could
be attributed to the Others. They were not altogether denied
existence ; but Unity might as well not have existed, so far as the
Others were concerned. So the situation was the same for them
as in the present Hypothesis, where no ‘ one thing ’ exists because
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Unity is altogether absent. 'What is here contributed is a further
positive description of the unlimited factor.

There is no explicit reference to sensible qualities, like hotter-
and-colder or higher-and-lower in sound ; but these are described
in similar terms in the Philebus and we shall probably be right to
include them. If so, our passage may be illustrated from the
Timaeus (52D),! where an analogous effort is made to visualise
space and its contents before the Demiurge introduces the limiting
factor which ‘gives them a distinct configuration by means of
(geometrical) shapes and numbers’. In that chaotic condition
space is not empty, but filled with qualities or ‘ powers ’ (dvvduecg),
such as hot-and-cold, moist-and-dry, in disorderly motion, with
no principle of measure or proportion. The whole account seems
to imply that these opposite qualities or powers are not to be
disposed of as mere ‘subjective ’ affections of our sense-organs,
whose only external cause would be portions of empty space par-
titioned off by the plane surfaces bounding the figures of the four
simple bodies. They are conceived as filling all space  before’
(as well as after) the introduction of number and geometrical
shape ; that is to say, in abstraction from these limiting factors,
for the unlimited never actually exists apart from limit. So in
our passage no ‘ one thing ’ will exist until the unlimited ‘ masses ’
are combined with unity. But the unlimited is not nonentity.
Language compels us to use singular and plural words, both of
which are inappropriate if there is no One and no plurality of ones ;
but, if we allow for that, it is possible to conceive and imperfectly
describe the unlimited element in abstraction.

There is here another criticism of Parmenides, who insisted that
only his One Being was conceivable and could be named or truly
described. The opposites of sensible quality were dismissed as an
appearance which was utterly false and groundless, because it
contradicted the attributes of the only real being. Plato’s inten-
tion is to deny that these unlimited factors are entirely inconceiv-
able and indescribable. They are not nonentity, but that some-
thing which kas unity when formed into ‘one limited thing’.
In the Timaeus this something figures as those ‘ motions and
powers * which remain when we have abstracted number and
geometrical shape from sensible bodies.

Further, this account of the unlimited factor brings out clearly
the contrast between Plato’s view of matter and that of the Atomists.
Leucippus and Democritus had adopted and modified the original
Pythagorean theory that bodies are built up of indivisible units
of very small magnitude. The word dyxog, here used by Plato for

1 See F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, pp. 197 ff.
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‘mass’, is used of Democritus’ atom and had perhaps been the
name for the point-atoms of the Pythagoreans.! Plato rejects the
notion that the content bounded by the atom’s shape can be an
indivisible lump of unchanging ‘ being * with no perceptible quality
except impenetrable hardness. He accepts the alternative of
infinite divisibility. Sensible qualities are not to be explained
away as mere °‘affections’ of our sense-organs; they reside in
matter as ‘ powers’ which can produce such affections. So far
from being unchangeable, matter is in a perpetual flux ; indeed the
Theaetetus (156C) speaks of the external causes of perception as
actually being ‘ slow motions without change of place ’.

This Hypothesis can also be taken as a refutation of Zeno’s
argument that a plurality of things cannot exist, because a plurality
is made up of units, and the conception of a unit is self-contradic-
tory ; so there is no unit or ‘ one-thing ’ (é»). The argument was
no doubt directed against the point-unit-atom of the Pythagoreans.?
Plato replies that, even if there were no ‘ one thing ’ in existence,
plurality will still be conceivable as unlimited multitude without
a One.

HYPOTHESIS VIII

The final Hypothesis is related to its predecessor in the same way
that Hyp. VI (on nonentity) was related to Hyp. V (on the non-
existent entity). When he had shown that much can be said about
a ‘one entity that does not exist ’, Plato reinforced his point by
depriving this non-existent entity of the last shred of ‘ being’,
so that it became nonentity, about which nothing can be said.
Similarly here, Plato has described in the previous Hypothesis the
unlimited element in any ‘ one thing ’ imagined in abstraction from
the unity or limit without which it cannot in fact exist. But now
we are to suppose the total abolition of any and every ‘ one-thing ’ ;
and that means the total abolition of both its elements. Nothing
whatever is left. The meaning of the negative supposition is
accordingly altered. In the previous Hypothesis it meant: *If
no “one thing ”’ (i.e. no one limited thing) exists’. It now means:
* If there is no such thing as ““ one entity ”’ (or an entity)’. This
emerges at the conclusion of the Hypothesis.

1D. L, IX, 44, Aelwv xai mepipepdv Syxwv. Ar., Phys. 239b, 33 (Zeno’s
Stadium argument), 7&v év 7® oradiw xwovuévwy é évavrias lowv Sykwv map’
Loovs.

? Eudemus ap. Simplic., Phys. 99, 7 ff., * Zeno abolished the One (76 &),
for by *‘ the One "’ he means the point . ‘ He tried to show that things cannot
be many, because there is no One among things that exist, and plurality is
a plurality of units (mAjfos évddwv).’
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165E. If ‘there is no One’ means ‘ there is no such thing as an
entity ’, the Others will be neither one nor many, but nothing

The supposition now being that there is no such thing as ‘ one
entity ’ or ‘an entity ’, that means that there is nothing whatever
having that ‘ being * which must belong to the subject of any sig-
nificant statement. The consequences for the Others can be quickly
drawn. The first is that the so-called Others cannot be either one
entity or a number of one-entities. They can no longer be even
what they were in the previous Hypothesis, unlimited multitudes ;
for by an effort of abstraction we could, at least imperfectly, con-
ceive such multitudes and make certain statements about them.
To that extent they had being and, in combination with limit,
they would actually exist. But now this last shred of being is
withdrawn and there remains nothing at all. ‘No thing ’ (0ddév)
now means, not ‘ something which is not one-thing but has a sort of
being ’, but ‘ nonentity ’.

165E. Now let us go back to the beginning for the last time and
ask : If there is no One, but only things other than one,
what must follow ?
The Others will not be one ; but neither will they be many.
For if they are to be many, there must be a one among
them ; since, if none of them is one thing (&), they will all
be no-thing (09dév), and so not many either. But there
is no one among them ; so the Others are neither one nor
many.

Plato here adopts the form of Zeno’s argument that things cannot
be many, because ‘ there is no one among them ’, and a many must
be a plurality of ones.! But whereas the ‘ one ’ that Zeno attacked
was the unit-point-atom of the Pythagoreans, Plato is assuming
the total absence of anything that can be called ‘ a thing’ or ‘ an
entity ’; and this entails the abolition not only of a plurality of
‘ one-things’, but also of the indefinite multitude of the last
Hypothesis.

165E-166C. The Others cannot even appear one or many, or as
having any character. There is nothing that has any being
whatsoever

If there is no such thing as an entity, there is nothing of which
there could be an appearance or a notion in our minds. So the

! Eudemus ap. Simplic., Phys. 99, 7 ff. Zeno tried to show &r. u7 olév
7€ 7d Gvra moMd elvar ¢ undév elvar év Tols olow év. Cf. 165E, 5, 0d8¢ iy molAd ye
év ydp moMois odow évely dv kal év.
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Others cannot have an appearance of being one entity or many
entities, or of having any character ; for any character must be an
entity, and there is no such thing.

166A. Nor do they appear one or many. For the Others cannot in
any sense or manner have any connection with a nonentity,
nor can any element of a nonentity be present to any of them,
since a nonentity has no elements. Consequently neither
can any appearance or seeming (ddfa) of that which has
no being be found in the Others, nor can any notion what-
soever of what has no being be entertained as applied to
the Others.! So if there is no One, none of the Others can
B. be so much as imagined to be one, nor yet to be many,

for you cannot imagine many without a One.
Therefore, if there is no One, the Others neither are, nor

can be imagined to be, one or many.

The statement ‘ you cannot imagine a many without a One’
appears to contradict the previous Hypothesis, where we were
attempting to imagine multitude without unity. But the state-
ment refers to the characters (such as ‘ one ’, * many ’), a semblance
of which appeared in our imagination to belong to the unlimited
in abstraction. These characters were thought of as in fact having
being and so as each ‘a One’ (one entity), though they did not
really belong to the unlimited factor in isolation. But now these
characters themselves are abolished, and there can be no seeming
or appearance of them in anything and no imagination of them in
our minds.

166B. Nor yet, if there is no One, can the Others be or appear
like or unlike, or the same or different, or in contact or
apart, and so on with all the other characters which we have
just been saying they appear to have.
c. Thus, in sum, we may conclude : If there is no One, there
is nothing at all.

As before, the intention of the last pair of Hypotheses is to
point out an ambiguity which Parmenides had failed to see. What
is not ‘ one thing ’ or ‘ a thing ’ may be nonentity, and then we shall
accept his doctrine that nothing can be said about it (Hyp. VIII).
But what is not the one thing or One Being he spoke of may be an

1ém 7adv dMwv. Waddell and Diés keep the MS. dmd : congue par les
Autres (Diés). But there is not the faintest suggestion elsewhere that the
Others could possibly conceive anything. Prof. Taylor kindly informs me
that the word ‘ of ’ (not ‘ by ’) has been omitted by a misprint after ‘ enter-
tained ’, in his version.
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element which in itself lacks unity but is combined with the factor
of unity to make up the One Being (Hyp. VII). And when he
described his One Being as a limited sphere extended in space, he
was in fact assuming that it did contain, besides its unity or limit,
the great-and-small or the unlimited. It was because Parmenides
refused to recognise this unlimited factor and confused it with
absolute not-being or the totally unreal (70 undaudc &), that he
was unable to provide any basis for a world of appearance between
the perfectly real and intelligible and blank nonentity. But you
cannot get rid of appearances merely by stigmatising them as false
or illusory ; the appearances remain and there must be something
which yields the appearances—something which may be admitted
to be not the perfectly real object of rational thought and know-
ledge, but none the less must have some sort of being, and cannot
be mere nothingness.

The Theaetetus (157E ff.) will argue that even the delusions of
sense, dream-images, and the hallucinations of insanity must not
be simply ignored : we cannot deny that the dreamer or the mad-
man has just that experience that he does have. The Sophist
(236B) maintains the necessity of recognising, between Parmenides’
perfectly real Being and nonentity a world of eidola having some
sort of existence (é¥ mwg), and provides a theory which rescues false
belief and judgment from the Eleatic charge that false belief can
have no object, and false judgment no meaning, because there is
nothing for them to refer to (259D ff.). In the T7maeus the images
of reality that appear in the physical universe are provided with a
‘ receptacle ’, space, an ultimate given factor, within which the
unlimited element appears as a chaos of disorderly ‘ motions and
powers ’. This element may be irrational ; but Parmenides was
not entitled to deny it any sort of existence on the ground that its
existence cannot be deduced from the conception of a One Being.

166C. Ostensible conclusion of all the Hypotheses

166C. To this we may add the conclusion: it seems that,
whether there is or is not a One, both that One and the
Others alike are and are not, and appear and do not appear
to be, all manner of things in all manner of ways, with
respect to themselves and to one another.

That this conclusion is only ostensible will now be clear to any
reader who accepts the principles of the foregoing interpretation
as even approximately correct, whatever errors in detail may have
crept in. It is a challenge to the student to discover for himself
the ambiguities of the Hypotheses and any fallacies there may be
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OSTENSIBLE CONCLUSION

in the form of the deductions. This is no new device in Plato.
In a whole series of the early dialogues—Laches, Charmides,
Euthyphro, Lysis—the conclusion that is meant to be accepted is
skilfully masked, so that the reader may be forced to discover it
by careful study. It is unobtrusively indicated some way before
the end of the conversation, and followed by an argument which
seems to throw doubt upon it, though this impression proves false
if you think out what the argument really proves. The ostensible
conclusion is a confession of failure. This device occurs again in
the Meno, where the Socratic definition of Virtue as knowledge is
actually reached about half-way through (89a), and yet the con-
versation ends with the remark that we shall never be sure how
virtue is acquired until we have found out what virtue is. The
concealment is so cunningly effected that many readers of the
Meno do not realise that we have found out what virtue is, and that
by reflection on the difference between teaching in the ordinary
sense and recollection we can infer how it is acquired. In all these
cases Plato’s object is to compel the reader to think, and think hard,
for himself, instead of presenting him with conclusions which he
might indolently accept without making them his own. If he
does not make this effort, he will at least have gained the con-
sciousness of his own ignorance.

The dialogue ends here abruptly. It would obviously be quite
impossible for Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates to continue their
conversation and discuss the relevancy of this ocean of arguments
to the questions raised at the beginning. The student must think
out these matters for himself. If he does so, he will discover much
that throws light on the later dialogues: the Theaetetus, the
Sophist and Statesman, and the Philebus. The fruits of the dialec-
tical exercise on the theme that the terms  being ’ and ‘ one ’ are
used in many different senses are to be found on many a page of
Aristotle.

The commentary may have drawn too much attention to this
matter of ambiguous terms. The modern distinction between logic
and metaphysics can hardly be said to have existed for Plato. It
must not be overlooked that, particularly in Hyp. II, he has
restored, in a modified form, the Pythagorean ‘evolution’ from
the One, through the union of Limit and Unlimited in numbers
and geometrical figures, to sensible things with their limiting form
and unlimited matter. He has thus laid down, in outline, the
foundations of the ontology which underlies all the later dialogues.
Also, he has indicated what he will, or what he will not, accept
from his great forerunner, Parmenides.
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Air, as Void, 18 ff.
ALcMAEON, doctrine of opposites,
6, 47
ALEXANDER  POLYHISTOR on
Pythagorean doctrine, 3 ff.
Alteration (¢Adolwatg) :
generic sense, 120, 197
of internal character, 228
the non-existent incapable of,
228
Ambiguity :
of the Hypotheses, 109
of ‘one’ and ‘ being’, 111
of ‘ the One ’ and ‘ the Others’,
112
Anamnesis, 74 ff.
ANAXAGORAS :
as pluralist, 55
denies becoming, 55
on infinite divisibility, 56, 181
homoeomereity, 56
on the Infinite, 151
Antinomies :
alleged, 153, 195
Kantian, 202
Arithmetic, separated from geo-
metry, 6o
Assimilation (duototofar) and Dis-
similation :
= change of quality, 197
of simple bodies (Laws, 893E),
198
Atom :
Pythagorean, 13, 58
denied by Anaxagoras, 56
of Leucippus, 61
of motion and time, 200, 202
Atomism :
Pythagorean, 57 ff.
of Leucippus, 61, 240

Becoming :
denied by Parmenides, 36
analysed in Phaedo, 79
vindicated against Parmenides,
192
species of, 194 ff.
ytyveolat, dndAivobar, see Genera-
tion, 196
ovyxpiolg, OLdxgLog,
bination, 196

see Com-

Juowotobar,  dvopolotofar,  see
Alteration, 197

aténoig, ¢Olos, see Increase,
197

classified at Laws, 893c, 197
instantaneous transition in,
199 ff.
Being, of subject of true state-
ment, 225 ff.

Change, see Becoming
Combination  (ovyxotows)
Separation (Staxgeocg) :
substituted for yéveois, 54
distinguished  from  yéveois
(Plato), 196
of simple bodies
198
Combination (ovyxegdyrvofar) of
Forms, 71
Commensurable, defined, 126
Contact :
in Zeno’s dilemmas, 167
defined, 168
Continuity, 12
Cosmogony :
Pythagorean, 17 ff.
of Parmenides, 44 ff.
Cosmos, as moral order, 26
Cube, minimum solid, 12

and

(Timaeus),
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INDEX

Dichotomy, Zeno'’s
from, 180
Difference, see Sameness
£regowdtng, 222
Different, The =
(Sophist), 231
Adka, in Parmenides, 32
Awvvdueig, sensible qualities, 47
in Timaeus, 240

argument

what is not

EMPEDOCLES, as pluralist, 53
denies Becoming and Void, 54
Entity, defined, 136
Equality and Inequality :
defined, 126
of magnitudes, 171
in number, 182
the equal as limiting element,
225
EucLip, cosmic figures in, 15
Eupoxus, on immanent Forms, 86
Even, The :
as unlimited, 6, 141
and otherness, 9
Existence, distinguished
‘ Being ’, 195, 218, 226

from

False statement, as meaningless,
35, 218
Fire :
central, in Earth, 20
associated with limit, 21
as sole primary body, 23
Form of the Good, 131
Forms, Platonic:
theory of, in Phaedo, 69 ff.
combination and disjunction of,
71, 134, 143
presence of, in things, 74, 77, 86
separation of, 74, 217
distinguished from immanent
character, 78
criticised by Parmenides, 8o ff.
extent of, 81
participation in, 84, 143, 212
‘ Third Man’, 87
not thoughts in minds, 9o
as patterns, 92

Forms, Platonic :—conitd.
may be unknowable, 95
necessary for discourse, 99
method of defining, 103
of Greatness and Smallness,

172 ff.

Fractions :
Greek view of, 60
in diminishing series, 178

Generation (yéveous) :
of sensible body (Laws, 893 E),
14, 198
denied by Parmenides, 36
reduced to rearrangement by
Empedocles, 54
by Anaxagoras, 55
by Atomists, 59, 61
reasserted by Plato, 196, 218, 230
defined, 227
Geometry :
linked with arithmetic, 8
generation of figures, 9 ff.
separated from arithmetic, 6o
Gnomon, 9
GORGIAS,
on place and body, 149
‘ container greater than con-
tained ’, 176
‘ what is not, is not ’, 226
Great-and-Small, see Indefinite
Dyad
Greater and Less, defined, 126
Greatness and Smallness in
Phaedo, 78, 85, 172

Harmonia :
ratios of, 2, 17
of world-soul, 12
Hegelian dialectic, 202
Homoeomereity, 56
HypsipYLE in Parmenides (?), 30

Ideas, see Forms
Incommensurable, defined, 126
Increase (adiénows) and Decrease
(pBlow), 197
of simple bodies (Timaeus), 198
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Indefinite Dyad :
attributed to Pythagoreans, 3,
144
principle of disorder, 5
in derivation of number, 144
as ‘ the other ’, 144, 155
in number and magnitude,

178
as unlimited element, 208 ff.,
236 ff.
Indivisible Lines, Planes, Solids,
199, 201

Infinite Divisibility :
in Anaxagoras, 56, 181
of magnitude, 59, 179
in generation of numbers, 139
of the unlimited element, 210,

237

Instant (z6 éfalpvns), 199 ff.
Aristotle’s now, 201

Irrationals, 12
confined to geometry, 60, 126

Large and Small, see Greatness
Like and Unlike :

in Zeno, 68

defined, 124, 164

of quality, 197
Limit :

principle of unity and order,

as odd number, 6
as element of unity in limited,
144, 208, 235
Limit and Unlimited :
as primary opposites, 4 ff.
principles of all things, 7
Locomotion (gopd), 121
the non-existent incapable of,
228
LycoPHRON, 73

Male and Female, as opposites,
19

Meaning, as constant character,
165

MEGARIANS, supposed critics of
Forms, 100, 106

Monad, The, as god, 4
Motion :
denied by Parmenides, 42
by Xenophanes, 153
reasserted by pluralists, 53 ff.
two kinds of, 120
= otherness (Plato), 152
Multitude (nA7j00g), of the un-
limited element, 208 ff., 237

Negative statement, 218
Negative Theology, 131
Neoplatonic Interpretation :
of Hyp. I, 131
of Hyp. II, 193
of Hyp. 114, 202
of Hyp. V, 221
Nonentity (Hyp. VI), 231 ff.
Non-existent Entity (Hyp. V),
217 ff.
Not-being = Difference (Sophist),
230
Number :
as nature of things, 2
unit of, 5, 7
= plurality of units, 5, 126
odd and even, 6
Pythagorean generation of, 6,
137
figured, 8 ff.
linear, plane, solid, 8
constituent of sensible body,
13
as symbol of abstractions, 26
all commensurable, 126
Plato’s generation of, 137 ff.
excessive, defective, perfect,
183

Oblong :
in Table of Opposites, 6
number, 9

Odd, The:
as limit, 6, 141
and Sameness, 9

*Oyxog :
of unlimited element, 237
= atom, 240

249



INDEX

‘One, The ’:
ambiguity of, 109 ff.
as limiting element, 145, 155,
208
as ‘ one thing’, 145
Opposites, Table of, 4, 6
‘ Other, The ’:
connected with ‘two’, 9
as ‘ matter’, 10, 152, 208
= motion (Plato), 152
‘Others, The ’:
ambiguity of, 112
as unlimited multitude, 145,
155, 208, 213, 235
as ‘ other ones’, 145, 155, 205
identified with ‘the other
Forms’, 193
as nonentity (Hyp. VIII), 241

PARMENIDES :
date, 1
rejects cosmogony, 28
on thought and language, 34
denies Becoming, 36
Being indivisible, 39
denies void, 40
denies Motion, 42
on sensible opposites, 45, 244
rejects Pythagorean evolution,
51
alleged visit to Athens, 64
criticised in Hyp. I, 134, 203
in Hyp. II, 139, 153, 208
in Hyp. III, 212
in Hyp. IV, 216
on Not-being, criticised :
in negative Hypotheses, 218,
220
in Hyp. V, 230
in Hyp. VI, 231, 234
in Hyp. VII, 240
in Hyp. VIII, 243
Paymenides, The :
dramatic date, 1
date of composition, 63
Part (uépog) = any aspect or char-
acter, 116
ITdoyew = to have a character, 125

PHILOLAUS, 1, 11, 20, 22
Place :
denied by Zeno, 149
and body (Gorgias), 149
Point :
and unit, 8, 11, 17
‘ flows ’ into line, 12
as indivisible magnitude, 13
as Pythagorean atom, 58
denied by Zeno, 241, 242
contact of, 167
fiction of geometers (Plato), 201
as beginning of line, 201
Aristotle’s view of, 201
PoLvxENUS, 89, 101
Predication, Sophistic paradoxes
of, 73
PrROTAGORAS, attacks mathe-
matics, 6o
Pyramid :
first solid, 9, 17
first unit in cosmogony, 19
associated with fire, 20, 23
PYTHAGORAS :
number doctrine, 2
referred to in Philebus, 7
Way of life, 27
PYTHAGOREANS :
Aristotle’s evidence, 2 ff.
evolution of many from One,
3 ff.
rejected by Parmenides, 51
restored by Plato, 135, 154,
193, 204, 245
atomism, 57
criticise Parmenides, 58
generation of numbers, 137

Qualities, Sensible :
in Parmenides, 47, 240, 244
in Atomism, 59
in Philebus, 156, 240
in Theaetetus, 156
in Timaeus, 140
Quality, change of, 197, 198

Relative Terms, 78
Round, defined, 118
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Sameness and Difference :
connected with ‘one’
‘other’, 9
ambiguity of, 157
numerical, 159
conceptual, 159
Simple Bodies, transformation of,
198
Solids :
geometrical, confused with
sensible body, 13, 51, 59
Regular (Timaeus and Euclid),
15
geometrical, distinguished from
sensible body, 60
Space, as 10oom of body, 150, 185
SPEUSIPPUS on fefractys, 11
Square :
in Table of Opposites, 6
number, 9
minimum plane figure, 12
Straight Line, defined, 118

and

Tall and Short, see Greatness
Term (8gog) :
original sense, 8
in contact, 169
Tetractys, 2, 19
‘ Third Man ’, 87 ff.
Time :
in relation to Becoming, 127,
199 ff.
as straight or circular, 128
relations analysed, 184 ff.
posterior to Motion, 185
as moving stream, 186
as stationary frame, 186
Transition (uerafdilew), 200, 228

Unequal, The = the unlimited, 178
Unit, 5
indivisible, 7, 41, 60, 184
containing Limit and Unlimited,

7
as point, 8, 11, 17

Unit—cont.
with magnitude, 13, 58
as limit, 17
first, in cosmogony, 18 ff.
as seed, 19
boundary between numbers and
fractions, 178
Unity Itself (the Form), must be
‘many ’, 134, 143, 208
Unlimited, The:
principle of disorder, 5
as even number, 6
as Indefinite Dyad (q.v.), 144
as element in limited, 155, 156,
208 ff., 235 ff.
= the Unequal, 178

Void, The, as Air, 18 ff.
drawn in and limited, 21
in Atomism, 23
denied by Parmenides, 40
denied by Empedocles, 54
distinguished from Air, 59

Whole :
defined, 116
and all the parts, 147

XENOPHANES denies Motion, 153

ZENO :

treatise, 57 ff., 66

list of contraries, 57

attacks Pythagorean Atomism,
58, 200, 202, 242

teaches at Athens, 63

regarded as sophist, 67

denies Place, 149

paradoxes of Motion, 152

on contact of points, 167

frag. 3, 180

dichotomy, 180

criticised in Hyp. I, 134, 204
in Hyp. II, 143, 204
in Hyp. III, 212
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