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INTRODUCTION

attributes and parts and the whole arrangement of the Heaven,
they collected and fitted into their scheme’ (Met. 9858, 27).

Here it may be noted that these ‘ resemblances’ (6uotduaza)
between things like Justice and the properties of numbers explain
why Aristotle sometimes says that things represent (nepetoban)
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 (5008) : ‘ 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.’2

* The original sense of cosmos was social and political : the * right order’
of a state, army, or other group (ci. W. Jaeger, Paideia i, 108, E.T.). This
26
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The Ionian ‘ inquiry into the nature of t‘h_ings * had n‘o I’Jcarmg
on conduct and no peint of contact with politics. But Py thd_gor?)s,
as Plato remarks in the only passage _wher_e he mentions 1‘1}!‘1{1 ] y
name, was pre-eminently valued for }‘113 prwatg c-:,mvcr's? wit 1k11§
disciples, to whom he bequeathi_}d_a way of life’ which Tnafr liefe
them out from the rest of mankind-(Rep. 60013}: 'Thzs wa.¥l 0 :
was characterised by Aristoxenus: ‘Every fizstmctxon they: :;%f
down as to what should be done or‘no't done aims/at co_m_'ers? ';vx h
the divine. This is their first principle, and their whole L?r }:5
ordered with a view to following God ’ ('1p Tambl., V. P. I 37)1. ne
“following * or ‘ imitation’ of the divine has been vanoui yt C?}é
strued in different religious systems. It is prol?able t 11&3 1
Pythagorean construction is faithfully reproduced in the Tumaecus
(goB) : . d

‘If a man is engrossed in appetites and ambitions and speﬂ; i
all his pains upon these, all his/thoughtsjmust needs be morta
and, so far as that is possible, he cannot fall short of becorfmhn_g
mortal altogether, since he has nourished the growth o‘ his
mortality. | But if his heart has b_een set on the lovt? of lealglm,g
and true wisdom and he has exercised that part of himself above
all, he is surely bound to have thoughts m}mortal ancql _dwmej-,
if he shall lay hold upon truth, nor can he fail to possess 1r.nm01&
tality in the fullest measure that hpm_a.n nature _zltdrmts 3 a.nd
because he is always devoutly cherishing the divine pfur‘ftl ;:1{1
maintaining the guardian genius (daemon) that dwells ‘glt, nﬁl
in good estate, he must needs be happy ({md(:gmon) 5 ox_e(a‘.
Now there is but one way of caring for anything, namely to give it
the nourishment and motions proper to it. The motions ak}m
to the divine part in us are the thoughts and revolutions of the
universe ; these, therefore, every man should_ follow, and . }:d.
by learning to know the harmonies and revolu_tlons of_the \\fc‘)r_ ;
he should bring the intelligent part, z_tccor@mg t{)'itS pflatm;
nature, into the likeness of that which _mtelllgcnce discerns, an
thereby win the fulfilment of the best life set by the gods befot:e,
mankind both for this present time and for the time to come.

In this passage Plato shows how the ‘lifc of religious and mo&‘al
aspiration was identified with the pursuit of trut_h about _the Ol:r I;31'
of the world. _Philosophy is the achievement of 1m_1'nlortahty,r ldlc
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, a.n.d then Irc\qtisycovcred
there and set up as a pattern to be reproduced in socialised humanity.
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CHAPTER II
PARMENIDES' WAY OF TRUTH?1

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 (dpdoixoc), 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 mioral
preconceptions and the symbolism of his proem indicates that the
search for truth is comparable to a religious activity,? the truth he

! 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.

* 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 10 semblance of contradiction. -

In the setting of his poem he follows the apocalyptic "craditu:{n:
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 all§gory_'.
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. :
to argue, formally deducing conclusions from premisses, _m.siiead of
making dogmatic announcements. His school were the originators
of diatectic. ” The new method of argument must have been sug-
gested by the demonstrations of geometry, wh_ich was taAkllng shape
in Pythagorean hands and gave the first specimens of rlgld’proof :
‘ grant me certain assumptions and L will.prove the rest’. The
reductio ad absurdum was either invented or adopted by Zenc:.

Parmenides’ premiss states in a more abstract form the first
assumption common to all his predecessors, Mllesmn or Pytha-
gorean : ultimately there exists a One Being. Hls thought is really
at work upon this abstract concept; he considers what f'urther
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 plural‘ity‘ There is no
possible transition from the One Being to the manifold and char}glng
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
Seerming, which follows, is not true or consistent \V‘lth the tr\_lth.
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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INTRODUCTION

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 ¢hiefly 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 gatés of Day and Night
Beyond them he is welcomed by a goddess Her dwelling ong’chr_;
further side of these gates must be symboli¢.! Light and f)arkncss
are the two chief opposites in the world of misleading appearances
Parmenides’ thought has travelled beyond the region of Seeming tc.i
\‘vhalLt Pla}o in the R}eaedrus calls the Plain of Trgth, visifed by the
;;?i ;,ial?:iitl; 1l:o:cfmce ncarnation. The goddess approves his coming

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

The Way ,Of. 'l_‘ruth and the Way of Seeming (as we may call it) are
the two dl\-'l_s;tons of the poem : the deduction of the nature of the
the One Being and the illegitimate cosmogony.

Frags. 2, 3, 6 Il. 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 511bécque:nt fragments mer,ltion
ano’ghcr \_X-'u,y, which cannot be followed at all,c> being ‘ utterly
}m:_hscprmble The following passage sets this impasgahlc Wa;
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
—-”c]_w only ways of inquiry that are to be thought of : one, that
(:'.'f hat which is> 2 1s, and it is impossible for it not to be f% the
Way of Persuasion, for Persuasion attends on Truth. (o]

1 o - AT A e avl i
2 1502?_“230;_3; (:,:t:,h;; };(11' i:l -éi{ﬂ?.eil?[\m ‘arﬁf af.:wu.flf' c.n‘ 1"armcni<1<j’x any notice
[ S A S rf\.-"” in), w'.o, following Syrianus, says of Parmenides
- s dialogue, offering his own hypothesis for examination in the dia-
J}!Ctlf‘.rtl CXC:'CIEC, -:‘ER.).’ olyt 76 oeuvératov T@v davrod Soypdrawv wdpepyov ;?
ﬁWOI?I’J'G.TD T‘TJ‘:-.' Kara '."l)?v ’}‘l.‘[ﬂx’.l’ﬂﬂ'l‘l’ll' SLSQUK((A(QS', l‘l‘-’_h’.rTOL VE’O:’.Q ‘;':'IJ-’JO‘T‘:KEH'I Tﬂ.Lj v
'f.r‘/_f_)v;lcv?ﬁ‘ €x,c3‘:n 8¢ fr,’cvcol&.-nm}s elvas Bavolas rxalopdv, kal olde &;ﬁf;xufrrfx*r}s :b:;ﬁezv
I;:;]:nﬁ:{f:ac j;]v;:rm-,l\rff‘.}.gtl\:-ltlin:'iz;r(tlfaﬁ\mﬁ.\:v}s nv_o'f, 'Uliﬁ seems to mean that
sl el - 5,}.;. e8 the fl}_mph Hypsipyle . The ‘ high gates '
SRR y and Night, which the poem so elaborately describes.
7 pev onws €om Te (Simplic., éore ye, Procl.) kai dis otk &ori ,_[;‘6{,_-(1,, The
lack of any subject for &om suggests that Parmenides wrote }nfv J%ws‘ €ov
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“ Another, that I# 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.” *

 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 1s, 1s, 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 ‘ mothing’ 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 4s o it is not. . 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 ’ (sigt 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 ’

(avdyrov dvdwouov 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

€ore kai s, ktA. Cf. frag. 6, I, dov éupevac. I do not see how Smws éom can
mean ‘ dass IST ist’ (Kranz). At 8, 12, ye was inserted similarly in Simplic.,
F, &« ye py) évros, to fill up the metre after éx pgy évros (D.E.) had come to be
written for éx pf édvros. Later, however, we find s &ore with no expressed
subject (8, 2).

! Frags. 2 and 3, Diels-Kranz, Vors®. (4 and 5 in earlier editions).

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

Frags. 6, Il. 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. [t 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 haw;
determined to believe thatlit is and it is not, the same and not the
same, fmd 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.? Vel

There is only one Way left that can be spoken of, namely, that
It 45’ (Here follows the whole Way of Truth.)

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

e ) Jula

: This abusive denunciation of ‘ mortals who know nothing * (uninitiate,
3 3 [ L ) 4

in contrast with of el§dres, of oogol) may be a traditional feature borrowed

¥iis, €idwla Tervypéva, pmdapd pndév | elddres, followed by lines in imitation of
I—{om,,,Hymn’ to Demeler, 256, vijides dvlpwmor ral ddpdSuoves o’ dyaloio |
aloar emepyopcvou mpoyviipeval ovre kaxolo. Aristoph., Birds (Parabasis), 685,
dye 87 dvow dvBpes dpavpdfior, $UMuwy yeved mpoodpotor, | Shiyodpavées, mAdopara
m}l_oﬁ, okioeldéa ¢OA’ dpemyd, 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 ?cing and that a thing can perish and be utterly destroyed ’.

* Frag. 7, restored to this place by Kranz with the approval of Diels,
Vors.* (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 ; 2_{-1iplpocr. m. Swairys, 1, 23, the seven alojoes include ordue Sialéirov
and respiration.
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poets on the same basis; and (c) what has seemed right to men
(vevduworar), 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 (xazéfevro),
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 yvduag) to
name two forms, of which it is not right to name one; and that
is where they have gone astray ’ (8, 5354, 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
seerir'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 #his (* 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.

(x) That which is, is, 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’ é8ds dvw wdrw, 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 4s ot
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 “ 4¢ 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 (Adyoc) as

* Frag. 3, 70.y4p a7 voeiv &omiv 7¢ kal elvar. I follow Zeller and Burnet in
reading éorw, * it is possible . Other ways of construing the words (suggested
by I—I_;;idel, 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
‘A4 exists ' means the same thing as ‘ 4 thinks’.

* Frag. 8, 34, tadrdv 8 dori voeiv Te kal ofvexev fome vémua. 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 (éore) 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”! 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. T geane

(3) That which s, 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 ¢ndivisible ; 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 (moAld évra).

Tue Way oF 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 If ss.
And on this way are many marks, that what is is unborn and

! Theaet., 189a, Soph. 237DE, Euthyd. 286c, 283E. See F, M. Cornford,
Plato's Theory of Knowledge, pp. 115, 204.
* Ap. Simplic., Phys., 115, 11 (Parm. A 8). 3 Met. g86b, 28.
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imperishable ; whole and unique,! and immovable, and without

5 f-'“d (in time) ; nor was it ever, nor will it be, since it is now all
at once, one, continuous.

The several attributes here enu
: merated are no i
a series of arguments, s

Ffag. 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 ? :
iy ook for ? In what way and whence

B:rth and growth both suggest a living creature that grows by
feeding on something from without. So Empedocles says of the
sum of his foul: elements : ‘ What could augment this all and whence
could it come ? * (17, 32). Plato too declares that the world, though
living, does_no? draw nourishment from outside (T#m. 330}' Bo%h
deny the Milesian doctrine of a boundless circumambient (m:. ié ov)
from which fresh material could be drawn and into which the gvofld’s’
substance could return when it perished. In the Pythagorean
cosmogony, too, the world grew from a first unit or seed and drew
in breat'h frgm the unlimited, which exists ‘ outside the Heaven ’
_Parm_emdes Is rejecting the notion that what is can have been bon;
in this way and have grown to its present dimensions. It must
always exist as a whole (odAo, I 4).

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

Nor. shall I 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
1s mnconceivable and the assertion is meaningless : ’there is nothing
for the words it is not ’ to refer to. So Melissus: ‘ What was, was
:fn.lways 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 r;othin

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 gl lls
povvoyeves,  unique ’, the only one of its kind. This is sai
€ . on - d of the world
l:;?v Plato, _'j’ #m. 3IB, 92C (in opposition to a plurality of worlds). Presently
(i . i—x 3) it will be proved tpat 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. ;

* aign0é.. Perhaps adénbiy (li A 5 :
Bl :;ia] év. erhaps adénbiy (like puyiy, 12, 5, and ¢ov, 8, 10) ?, adénbiv’,
36

PARMENIDES’ WAY OF TRUTH

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. ‘Itis
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 is?).

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 (&A20) besides what is (wdpe& Tob 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 : If s, or it 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 #s not ;
nor is it, if it is at some time going to be.

1 T understand wap’ adrd to mean ‘ alongside of what is’, * etwas anderes als
eben dieses ' (Kranz), not ‘ efwas anderes als eben Nichiseiendes * (Diels). Cf.
Emped. 17, 30, xal wpds 7ois (the 4 elements) o’ dp 7 émylvera. [Ar.] MXG.
9744, 5, €ir’ Svraw Twvdv del Erepa mpoaylyvoiro, wAdoy dv xal peilov 76 Ov yeyovévar
& 8¢ mMéov ol peilov, Tobro yevéabar dv € ovdevds.

2 e 8 dv Emera mélouTd &y ; MSS. Diels. This suits the next line (el more
péee Eocobas) ; but if some reference to perishing is thought necessary,
Zrer’ amdlowro &év (Karsten, Kranz) may be right. H. Gomperz (Psych.
Beob. 11) takes e éyevro to mean ‘if it once was (but is no longer) ’.
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20  Thus becoming is extinguis e
i oming 1s extinguished and perishing is not to be heard

;Ijrtisesﬁlt_ement in the enunciation, * Nor was it ever, nor will it b
1t 1s now all at once,’ is here echo ‘ .
; ed. Only the sent ¢ 4s
may be used, for there is no 5 : oy et
used, process of becoming starti i
and ending at another, duri i hay tta s
: S at another, during which we could say that it i
3e1tdt(‘1‘llt t};erc, but is going to be all there in the ?:Jture.l o
re;ﬁ;%{ QtIC’ summarises the Parmenidean argument, where h
3 thcr SIf_ rl«lt In:? own account of becoming out of potential existen ;
" t]?élt}f jﬁlutlolnt(;f the problem. * The first philosophic inquiro?::
1and the nature of things turned asid i i
another way,? into which tl ; ¢ Jack of cooa i
; which they were thrust by lack of experi
g‘:c?u Ssj.y ]thi.t nothing that is either comes'into bé'in'g';ﬁr'g?:izﬁiz.
what comes to be must do so either f hat i ’
what is not, and both are i i o what o e
; are impossible. For what is cz
i : : : : 1s cannot co
Ozt 2% ‘bﬁf:;li,: ;toéﬂrfcctdg; 1s; and nothing could have come to ni;Z
y , or there must be somethin
strate. So too they exag, S P hich fol
: y exaggerated the consequ hi
. : ‘ : quence which follows
B(;?;editthelf»fr,y existence of a plurality of things, saying that 0?11}3
i begconsﬁen 11‘ _(Phys. 1914, 23.) Parmenides intended his denial
e e I;glesotlomgl:de le ch&rige ; for in change something which
» and something which is so-and
not so-and-so but different and i St befors, i
St i
R IEe vl v ch as it was not before. All this
NOT};E :ngzl;seaé a;suénp];tif‘m oil previous cosmogonies is thus rejected
one, » had believed that something could ‘
nothing ; and the philoso i etury had o
hing ; phers of the sixth cent h
their primary Being a: bl s
g as a permanent and imperishable sub
: stance.
But, not content with that, they had professed.to derive from tfi(izs

1 This interpretation is supported b i
; i stat y Melissus, frag. 2, ef pév ydp éyé 207)
i : 2 - AP EYEVET
o gx;;igj:é;;;iap ?veﬁarg y’n'opevo:-‘)r Kal TedevTiiy (érededryoe yl‘;p c?; ::01-}; yivg,:.:liﬁf
A &vu;:;'r ereAetryoey del 7e v kai del Eorat, odk Exer dpyiy ovde TeNevTIY.
W it e Otv‘; [ . (o) iy, da, if we understand fparo (and érededryoe)
ik comin'u ;:t.-o bm_ean‘ 1t would at some time have begun (and at some time
i ;g., i temg’ - Sir W. D. Ross (Ar., Physics, p. 471—-2) points
e ﬂ;: o’: as(; syev;)gevov as in Die_ls) is the true reading. He interprets
b 4 ;-:-:; . af:a u;! begmmng (i.e. a part which came first into being)
e i reui 1 Par whlc_h came last into being), and the conclusion as
e tﬂ;as‘, n{? :spa_!mi begmnit_‘lg or end. Melissus thus argued
Shopeds \m]ti‘ones}tp‘(u.c, 1l); must begin at a particular point and then
el \I\-]]i.-h 1 5 th.e E yth_agorean evolution of the cosmos from a
e e a,dmj; nzp;':glrlls trc;(:ta%(el in more and more of the unlimited. The
ne\;e_li partly in existence alr)l-:l ;:iély‘vlil(?‘ct. T g LR

Parmenides’ * Way * of Truth was, after all, misleading.
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one Being a manifold and changing world, which they had regarded
as teal, “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—elements, 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 s, 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 sénse of dnetpoy) 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 inconsi
with perfect unity. So Melissus: ‘ Since it is one, it is tlf:rif:l—fggt
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, anotfler rarer ;
and there would then be at least two original beings. If there 15’
only one, it must be all alike, and there will be no reason why it
should break up into two or many.2 y
The insistence on continuity is aimed at the Pytha i
of ’Fhe unlimited ‘ void * which was invoked to szparfgéizal‘ir; ?1?1%2?2?
which n_umbeljs are composed, and in cosmogony as the air or breath
separating solid bodies in space. The Atomists later identified bod
with wl'lat is and the void with what is not, or nothing. Bu)t(
‘Parme_\.md’e{s declares that ¢ nothing * cannot exist ; and sin(':e this
nothing * is required to separate a plurality of discrete things, there
can be no such plurality. Being must be absolutely contir,mous
Mehs_sus expands this doctrine : ‘ Nor is there any emptiness ; fm;
emptiness 1s nothing, and what is nothing cannot be. Nor dc;es it
move ; for it h_a.s 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
1t 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 reom for anything else and takes it in, it is not full ; if it has no
room to takeit in, itis 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 ol& 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’
o_f its own, ‘lwhat is cannot be moved, nor again can it be many
since there is nothing to keep things apart. And in this latter
respgct, they think, the view that the universe is not continuous, but
consists of discrete things in contact (with no separating void ;15 in
Empedocles) is no better than the view that it is not one thiné; but
many t_ogf:tl'{er with a void (as in Atomism) . . . Further ,they
mamtzu_n it is equally necessary to deny the existence of rr;otion.
Reasoning in this way, they were led to transcend sense-perception

and to disregard it on the ground that one ought to follow the _

! Restored as frag. 6a, b i
- 6a, by Burnet, E.G.P.3, 322, f i
130, 30 ff., and MXG. 974a, 13. 3 O
* Cf. Plato, Tim. 578. In a state of uniformi 3
E . 57E, L ormity (duaddrys) there can onl
be rest, for'there can be no distinction of mover and rrfoveg? }Motion T uire);
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:? For you cannot cut off being from
holding fast to being, whether as scattering itself everywhere in
an order, or as coming together ® (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 (gvveyéc)
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,® 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.

1 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, okiSvnor kal mdhw guvdyet.
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Frag. 8, 26-42. What is cannot move or change.

Motion and change had hitherto been accepted as self-evid
fa_tfts, and _both had been attributed by philosophecr.‘; ‘to :;VI 73
primary bemg. This had been regarded as alive ‘irnm tlel ,real
;v;Il)l a_st 1m}pcgs{l}1able, and consequently as always n;oving 'Ozr?d t}?:

0s1tes had been separated out of it in the cosmogonic ,l

As Melissus’ argument (p. 40) shows, it was held t]ijomceL e
move unless there is empty space for it t 7 _’dt g - e
accqrdingly becomes imgogsibllje, iff(’;ll‘lelfct?s H;i\i;irgto-lFOTOIt)lon
;‘n::mdgs fh_erg can be no void, either outside his One Being oraaz
m. 'CI‘SthCb inside it ; for the empty is nothing, and nothine ¢

exist. Hence‘ the One Being cannot move from place to ?d g
can any motion occur within its complete continuity e

EUt' it is immovabl_e in thc limits of its mighty bonds, without
begmmgg or cessation, since becoming and ceasing to be have
een driven afar, and true belief has thrust them out.

‘Im " (dseds i i

B 1310\1}51]-1131@ (c;.»cw;;r'c?v) denies both locomotion and change of any
sort.? e earlier rejection of all b i i

S ecoming and ceasing to be i
invoked as proof that n i ot S

0 motion could ever begi
; . egin or cease, and
change ; impli i
o8 i tevcr occur, since any change implies that something which
ot comes to be, or something which is ceases to be.

tl}he same and abiding in the same (place), it is set by itself, and
30 Nlus it abides jchfere firm and unmoved ; for ov;armast'crin
> ecessn}_* hplds it in the bonds of the limit that fences it za.bn:.'utg
feca_lfs'_e it 1t5 pot permitted that what is should be imperfect ;
Or 1t 1s not in need of anything ; if it were (i it
- ) i ?
would be in need of cverything,t‘; R

: The One Being is not imperfect i i
arelebrnror) and has no need olf" lack of( u;jyntllif; J ;I;rcglnplﬁte‘
connects thcsn_a attributes with immovableness. Tl-m ha 131;31 b
‘regarded as divine attributes. Xenophanes said of hl}fs onv:: GGEI?
thl_?egi:;y; _abifes ihnft he same (place) not moving at aIi ; nor c?oes-
‘ Im to shift from place to place’ ’
objected to the gods being spcﬂ’;en of aspmastergrc‘;ilig .s:r?r)a..nti{ gf =
another, because none of them has any needs.4 ‘In discussizﬁi

1 Pla L , \
g ,to: T{ic?ef. 18013‘, :Heﬁecmm 7€ wal Hoppevidar , . . Suoyvpllovrar dis & e
T zr}_c;:r;(rndxut €oTYKEY abTo v aird odk Eyow xpav év § wwetrar.
ped. 17, 13, can call his elements unchanging (dxbmror), though
are always moving in Space. Gk ke
P e \firae. ~
. r[{;F]tsoa%S av mavros édeiro. The reading is doubtful
[Plut.] St L4 = 2, émbel ;
" Xgn r;)ft:;; 6Vors. 21r[r1]1‘\. 32, emdeiolfal Te undevds adrav pndéva pns’
RO 1, 0, 10, vopilw 76 pndevds Seiofa Oeiop elvas.  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 ’ (oft’ &vdeéc Ty adrod 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 (zéleiov)
cannot be without end (véog) or limit (népag). 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 4f s 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.? Since Being has a limit, it might be expected to have colour.

Setrar yap o Oeds, elmep o7’ Opbids feds, ovdevds. Antiphon Soph., frag. 1o
= Suid. ddéyros: ¢ pndevds edpevos al mdvra Exwv. 'Avriddv év & ’AMbeias’
‘Std Tobro ovdevds Seirar (feds ? voiis ?) ovdE mpoadéyerar olBevds ¢, dAN dmeipos
kal d8énros.’ (Here dmewpos appears to be used as by Anaxagoras of his Nois.
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.

z 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.? 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 * 8 (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. Itisa geometrical solid,

! o, reflexive, as in Hom., Od. xi, 434 (Frankel).
éqv kal cmdvrofev> loos éavrd. 3

* I understand dovlov,  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 gfas, oidor). Plato’s world
needs no hands to defend itself, Tim. 33D.

# 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 reyolution 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 perf}ect shape of th:e EE&E;’
i i i d homogeneous :
led with continuous, umform,' an .
%lli ef;ln:ntial point is that all these attributes belo?g tot the ga‘;ego’;ﬁ:
ctensi ity, the mathematical categories.
of extension and quantity, ; B i et
in the opposites of sensible quality.
Sphere does not contain _ asibl it R
i be Parmenides’ theory
reason it seems wrong to describ e e st
ism. He does not call his being ‘ body (ocdpa). hen Pla
I}ilaosnfn;ken of the visible world as a unique a_nd ever_lastmglhvmcgl
creaigre he constructs its body before turning to 1tsdsml ,‘s?tr:le
remarks}that ¢ it must needs be bodily (cra:prgrosu‘iéf) a;blzow\;hout
i ing is visi ithout fire or tan,
tangible ; and nothing is visible withou
Sftha t;X':t:cn"dirlgly the god began by maé(;nt% th: boc{l}{hzfr til]i I\z:;ﬁ
; : i fterwar e two
out of fire and earth ’, adding ai hliedlon s
) ides’ One Being does not contain fire :
(Tim. 318). Parmemdes Une el i
and is not visible or tangible. It contains
iﬁsds 1‘°’correspohding to sight, nor hard ‘a.nd soft, hot and crild,fe;;.é
corr:asponding to touch. It is an object of thought, no on_ e
senses. The goddess now states that to add these F};;P%si)te:s, :z tike
= i ir, Li i d Darkness (Night), 1s
der the primary pair, Light (Fire) and L
2:11 ieﬁegitirrr)late step for which reason gives 1o warrant.t gl};ht;;;
opposites appear to our senses, and mortals have accepte ian
a.l; If‘eal - but it is here that they have gone wrong. Thedse fqua Ithe
cannot ,be deduced, like the attributes so far considered, irom
premisses of the Way of Truth.

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

o Here I put an end to the trustworthy reasoning and thoug?t
; concerning the truth. Henceforward learn what se;ms o
mortals, hearkening to the deceitful order of my words.

Parmenides was told at the outset to jult-ilge by ;ea;of:;iggb_(:ﬁa;ﬁ;
i ere, wher
Adyw 7, 5) and not to trust his senses. ; e
ou the senses, the ration

bout to take the mortal leap and follow ‘ ¢
2(:3;1111: (Adyog 708 vénua) of the truth gives place t? a de;eitgg.lfll
order of words’ (xdouoy éméwy) or names. Cosmos 1; _u;e{oﬁl.;ws
reference to its sense of world-order.t The cosmogony v;; _ 1% e
in the Way of Seeming is a cosmos of false names, which ar
names of the real.

i KO W.).
1As in frag. 4 [2], oxibvdpevoy . . . KaTd KOTROV, a.ndl fg—Ieralclt.l,t 3boeDle(:1?n]t3¥rot)n
Heracl., 1, speaks of the everlasting truth (Adyos) wl:uc 1}11 m1i il
the words (éméwy) and things which he sets forth; t uic- T
words are not deceitful. Empedocles (17, 26)(. :3111:1:.9.*: y.a’ e
Parmenides’ denial of the visible elements, says Uu_g dxove Adyou
drarnAdv, significantly substituting Adyov for Parmenides’ éméwr.
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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 1; and also

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

60 heavy. This disposition of things, all plausible,2 T 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 #wo 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 .3 Both names are false ; neither form is real. The

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

* eowkdra, SC. rofs érduoto. Xenoph., 35, radra SeSofdafw pév dowdra rois
erdporor, Hom., Od. 19, 203, and Hes., Theog. 27, Yeddea modd érduoiaw Spoia.
Plato, Tim. 29c: accounts of an elxdy can only be elkdres Adyor, dAN® édv dpa
undevds frrov mapeydpeda elxdras, dyamdy xpj.  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 ‘asmgned
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. g).

d es corresponding to their several powers ' means the names
og‘gl}fi:;;?qualities?as the?f were to be called later) such as * the hot :
‘ the cold’, ‘ the light’, ‘ the heavy ': etc. In the ﬁfth c(entury :
‘the hot’, for example, was concz?wed as an active ‘ power
(6¥wauug) residing in bodies and gna.bhng them to act on our sm:ls&;::,
and to cause ‘ affections ’ (wdfn) in one another. A portion of ‘ t ;
hot ’ present in a body is the * power * which makes us feel hot an
heats other, colder, bodies. ‘The names corresponding to (.or
falling under) their several powers’ will form a list qf opposite
qualities, arranged, as in the Pythagorean Table of Oppos_ltfzs, in two
sets (‘ these things and those’) under the primary pair:

zu viel ist, nicht angenommen werden sollte), 'statt _des einen wahrhaﬁ]; §m:l:édin
zwei nicht wahrhaft seiende Erscheinungen: : Dlells had alrea_.cl;.r 0 Jecfe g
{av as a substitute for w4» érépyy, but his own mterprete;hon nwa.s og:%
znd did not really escape the objection. See Zeller-Nestle, 17, ?03,. M. ies
(Parménide, p. 14) translates: °deux formes . . . dont aucune n'est permise
setifigf‘. Alex. Polyh. ap. Diog. L., viii, 26 {Pytha.gc_:rea.n doctrine)k: : Thmgs:
having equal part (lodpowpa) in the w?_rld are'Lllgl‘ft and Dar 1;mss f éhé
Light and Darkness, Day and Night, }'1?& Ia.nd Air —each member oﬁ 1
pair has, in the ordered world, its own distinct province or lot (po:pa?, xd
by Destiny. ° Fate (elpapuévy) is th(ebc:use c})f things being thus disposed,
whole and part by part’ (ibid., 27).
bOEhEi;eiially in thepmedifal writers. _See the e?-idence cqllected ?Ytl;J"
Souilhé, Etude sur le terme Advams (Paris, 1919). T 1_1e prominence od tl:
use of §ivaus in the medical writers is due to the obvious fact that a doc o
is interested in substances in so far as they have the power to ?Het".t (m;;vz
the physical state of the patient (¢ ﬂdaxwv.), ’Hence he studies dPow .
such as ‘ the sweet ', ‘ the bitter’, ‘ the saln_me , etc., ?o ’ﬁnd remedies coe-
taining the powers (Suvdpeis 7ol moteiv) req1l.urcd. Souilhé (p. 26), in agre
ment with the scholion on 8, 56—59 (Simplic., Phys.l L U rema_rks t:ur;1= ou;
passage : ‘ces Swwdpeas ne sont autres que les qufziazés opl:_msées. lehct it;l
et le froid, le dur et le mou, le leger et le dense’, e,md po}nts ?ut :c a: . e
term Svvauus is attributed to the doctor Alcmaeon : HA)qu.lar:wv Tijs_pév Vyselas
elvar quvexriny Ty loovoplay T&v Suvdpewvw, Yypol Eqpod gbv)({:ou' Beppoi fv;xpoz; x:;
T@v dowwdw (Aet., v, 30, 1). See also Mr. H. C. Baldry's x)nterest:ng paper
on Plato's * Technical Terms', C.Q. xxxi (1937), IQI’ff. Plato uses pop;iﬁ;;
and Jwdpes for the qualities filling space lzteiure ; the Demiurge adds
the geometrical shapes of the four primary bodies (Tim. 52D).
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Light Darkness
rare (Goatov) dense (muxevdy)
light (élapodv) heavy (dufpifés), 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 thé 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 ' (Odpavdc).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 (dpys]),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. 11148 (on Parmenides), &s ye xal Sidkoopov memolnras
kal oTotyein puyvds TO Aaumpor xal gxoTewdv €k Tovrwy TO Pavdueva mdvra Kal
8ud Todrww droredet.

* Simplic., Phys. 143, 4, 008¢ 76 olpavd éapudrrer Ta map’ adrol Aeydpeva, ds
Twas dmodafeiv ¢ Eddquds ¢dnow drovoavras Tob * mdvrofer edidkdov adalpns evaliyxiov
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. 10, II).

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 (orédavar) 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 T 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 dymastic 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
otépavat, 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
7 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. 9860, 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’ (wdAw zifnai), 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.%, 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).

50

PARMENIDES’ WAY OF TRUTH

ever outstrip thee’. The story is pla.u51ble 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 (&a
TaVTOS mAvTa TTEPAMVTA, 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, emergy, 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

‘ powers ’, like hot and cold ? This is precisely the objection
urcfed by Aris’totle against the Pythagoreans (p. 14 above). No .
process of reasoning can ever.deduce the existence of such propertles
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, mpdimiaror pév “Epwra Bedv
pyricaTo wdvrwy as OCCUITING év 74 koopoyovig, s if this were the recognised title
of the second Part. Cf. Zeller-Nestle, 17, 633.
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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 (2514) 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 eternal unities (uovddec) 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 ‘s walking ’.
Some, like Lycophron, Gorgias’ pupil, banished the word ‘is’
altogether. Others substituted Aededxwrar for Aevxds éoti. 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,

! That it is a theory, not a ‘ denial ’, of predication is pointed out in Plato’s
Theory of Knowledge, p. 254.
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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 (ywpiouds) 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 (¢ldog) 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. seul,
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

! 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 adto xaf’
av7d) and the soul separate from the body apart by itself (ywpic
adtiy #af® adwiy) 't 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 (adto xaf” adzo eidupwéc) <
to thought by itself in its purity (adrfj »a0 adwiy eidixowet Tjj '
duavolg). Any of Socrates’ companions must have admitted that
you cannot see Justice itself with your eyes, but can only think of it.

The Forms appear next in the demonstration of Anamnesis.
Here the distinctions? 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 (adza 7a ioa), 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 & 7ois &bdoic te xai ols vvwdi) éAéyouer Toig loots,
74D). These are always imperfect ; they are described as ‘ in our
perceptions ’ (&v Tals aicbijoeow, Ta éx Tav aiohjoewv ioa, 75B);
and they can appear equal to one person, not equal to another
(748). 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-

1 Cf. 67D, Mows kol ywpiopds Yuxfis dmd odparos.

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 (78p 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
1 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. Socrateslays down two premisses.
(1) 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’ (rooB). (2) The second concerns the relation of such
Forms to individual things bearing their names. This premiss is
stated in two ways.

(a) ‘ 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’ (09dé 60 & dhdo
7} 6udt) is ambiguous. ‘ Reason’ might mean °explanation’ (a
common use of aiz{a). 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 (wowe?) 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 ’ (@ xaA® mdvra td xald xald,
100D).

But again the word ‘ makes’ is ambiguous. Does it mean that
the thing’s beauty simply consists sn 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 gor mdpeott GWppoatvy
#al 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 70 magpdy, Aevxod Tagovoig
Aevxal). No doubt, the real Socrates would use this expression ;
he could use it with no metaphysical implications. But here

! Reading ok dMo 7u mouel adré kadov 7 1 ekeivov Tod kalod eire mwapovoia elre
Kowwvia eite dmy &) xal Smws mpooyevopévou. The mwpoayevopdey 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 émedav mpooyévnrar
ékeivo 75 elSos, 292D 76 kaldv abrd, & mavri & av mpooyévnrar, Umdpyer éxelve
xaA@ elvar. The genitive mpooyevopédvor may have been altered to agree with
mapovoio and kowwvia. The alternative is to read mpocayopevopdvn (Wytten-
bach). For 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 év 7oic
&bhowg loa). 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’ (wA7fer) or ‘ because of maniness’ (did
76 mhijfog). ‘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’ (mpdg)
the shortness of another person.t

Plato next draws clearly the distinction between the unique and
unchanging Form, Tallness (adto 76 wéyefog), and a particular
tallness which is #» the person.2 This may be called an immanent
character (idéa, uoppn) 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

! Both Plato and Aristotle speak of ‘ relative terms ’ or ‘ predicates ’, never
of relations as subsisting befween 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 guantity (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, offre 76 év fuiv (dvavriov) odre 76
év 7§ ¢vcer. Parm. 130B, abri) dpowtys xawpis 7s fueis dpowdryros Exouer.
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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. pariake
of Beauty (ueraoyelv, ingressive aorist, from which the noun
netdoyeots, heré only, is formed for ‘ acquiring a share’, 1o1c).
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 shave (perddpfw = Plato’s perdoyeow) and
to pass away by losing it (dmofoMjy). So he regards Forms as causes (afria)
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.)
Ci. the same criticism at Met. g991b, 3. It is true that Plato here indicates
no efficient cause. Aristotle’s suggestion that the Form might * generate ’
is probably based on Tim. 50c, 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 (rozE). 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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WHAT THINGS HAVE FORMS?

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 mot, 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 ?

I30A. 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.
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 Theactetus,
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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 Forms 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 (518). The need for Forms of these
products of divine workmanship, as they are called at Sophist,
2668, ¢ 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

82

WHAT THINGS HAVE FORMS ?

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 see ; 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. ,

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 Socrat:es 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
ti_le main P;esocratic systems and indicates where he agrees or
dlsagrees_ with them. The series leads up to the cosmology
of the Temaeus. 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

! Diés’ correction, &v d\Mo of v ofwr Huei
il ; Tdv olwv fuels perayep. (Cf. ¢, 1, 74
f;#:isi €opev), seems the best yet proposed. Ks,! e
arise:lf Plato hs Theory of Knowledge, p. 9, I have suggested that the difficulty
< rom the double origin of the theory, in Socrates’ search for the definition
ms and in the Pythagorean doctrine of the nature of things,
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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
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 * (Mef. A, 99Ia, 13). Alexander
enumerates the objections from Aristotle’s zepi idedy 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

1 Punctuate *AMd 7o0 opkpod . . . €avrod évros; as a question. As the
text stands, a\\d could only introduce an alternative consequence of the
previous supposition about 76 foov; but it does not. This is a third sup-
position, 7o opupod standing first and carrying the emphasis, like airo 70
péyeflos and 7oi foov 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 (6 ddaipefév), though added
to the thing, will not make it greater, but smaller than before. Proclus
(v, p. 113) interprets correctly. So does M. Diés, but he prints the current
punctuation, which will not yield the sense required.

1 Aristotle’s statement (Met. 987b, 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, Aristoteles, 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 ' (v Ospudv), for example, is
spoken of as if it were 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 76 xaAdv or ad7é 76 péyain 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 * (ad7o 70 uéyebog) or ‘ the Large itself ’ (adzo 70
péya) 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
adto 76 uéya. It can mean, not the Form, but ‘that which is simply
large and nothing else’, like Socrates 'adra va duota (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 ff. :

* 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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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 asto be ' : 76 yap adro voeciv dotiv
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 T¥maeus. 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 (év 7jj pdoer), 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
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
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 T¥maeus the Demiurge takes
Forms for his model, and later (52B) the copies of them are regarded
as images (eixdveg) cast by the Forms themselves upon the Receptacle
in which they appear. Proclus pointed out that the relation of

! I have used the word ‘image’ (=eikdv) in rendering éowcévar, elxaclév,
and ‘ like * (Spowv) where dpolwpa, ddwpowdfly 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 duoiwpa,
dgopowoiiofar usually mean ‘ copy ’ (image).

* eidovs is omitted by Burnet and Dies, following Jackson.
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copy to original is not smerely 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 ’ (eixcw) is used
for a lower grade of existence. If we examine Socrates’ statement
carefully, we find that he suggests that things are likenesses
(6uowwuara) of Forms, being made in their image (8oixévar), and
that the relation called  participation ’ is that of image to original
(eixaoBijvar) ; 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 Metl.
(Berl. Edit., vol. iv) 567a, 41.
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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 (r) 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-I34E. (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.

I33A. 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
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 dnifavos is confirmed by the later reference to this remark at

I35, Tadra Aéyovra . .. 6 dpri éAéyoper, Bavpaords s SvoavdmegTov elval.
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the Forms is to destroy the possibility, not only of philosophy, but
of all significant discourse.

I34E. 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
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

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 pdlMov, cf. Phaedo, 63D, ¢nol feppaivecfar palov Siade~
yopévovs, * people get too hot with talking *.
I00

ALLEGED MEGARIAN CRITICS

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 Plafo and his Contsmporaries, Pp.
169 ff.

* A Study in Plato, p. 107.
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logical methods. Professor Taylor ! 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 eﬂect_to his critics : ““ Turn the kind of logic you are accustomed
to exercise upon me and my Socrates against your own fundamental
tenet, z_md see how you like the result. The contradictions in which
you _thlnk you have entangled me are nothing to those in which I
can 1nvol_ve 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
Parmem‘des—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
;uch 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 4 quogue view (as we may call it)
f_aIls 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
c!eh’mtion 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.

t The Parm. of Plalo transiated. Introd., p. 10, % Ibid., p. 111.
Io2

TRANSITION TO SECOND PART

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.! 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 t@ foa), 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 dSodeoxia ral
pexpodoyia (xiii, k. oo ., 18), and applied the same terms to the studies of the
Academy, as useless for practical life (xv, avnid., 262.). Plato defiantly adopts
the word to describe his own procedure. Parmenides is not recommending
a training in eristic sophistry.
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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’ (I41E, 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 I ﬂterpretaiiqn.——-Mentian 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 (éméxewa 7ijs odaiag), 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
oy 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 ‘ unild 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, ¥, 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 odalas dvros 7ot ayalod, GAL &
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dnénewa Tijc odolas moeoPely xal Svvdust vmegéyovros (Rep. 5098).
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 more than that, whereas you 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 (air/a) 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 (odoiag) some say
the One itself is the Good itself ; but they thought its essence
(od0la) 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 (odofa), just as Plato’s
* One’ is said to be odofla 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
udfnua, 5054). This knowledge is the goal of the whole course of
fhe philosopher’s higher education. In describing it Plato uses
Janguage borrowed from the éromrela 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.?

1 This is pointed out by Mr. A. H. Armstrong in his unpublished dissertation

on Plotinus.
2 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 10 &, 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 ad7é 76 & 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 ¢s
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 Republic is the supreme god of Plato’s theology, superior
to the divine Nofc, 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 reffect upon something
(owvoiioas 1) and stood there comsidering it (oxomdv), and when he could
make no headway he would not let it go, but still stood #rying fo find the answer
(fnré@v) . Word went round that Socrates was standing ‘ thinking about

something ’ (¢povrilwv 7). The essence of the ‘ mystical union’ is that it
transcends all discursive thought.
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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 :
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
1s part of being and yet not a (one) part : if it 4s, then, so
long as it is, it must always be some one part ; it cannot
be 70 (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
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
equal in number; for nothing that 4s 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 4s (76 év) and that which is one (76 &) 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  one man ’ (elz évfpw-
7og), “he who is a man’ (dv dfpwmog), and ‘a man’ (drHgwmos)
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”
(vé &v) and °that which is one’ (76 &) denote the same thing
(Met. 10035, 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 (moAda é»ta) 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 is ome 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 (ad7d 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
(moAlayot) at once as a whole ’ is meant to recall Parmenides’ first
argument against participation (x314). 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 4s 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, 131C) 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
Beirig 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 ' (142g). 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 * (& &v).

144

HYP. II. EXTENSION AND SHAPE

‘ the Others ’, in contrast with ‘ the One ’ considered as the element
of unity or limit. The two factors combined constitute one limited
thing (memepaauévor).

(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 wnigue. 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 being 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.

1454-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 mw_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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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 (@) 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

152A. (a) 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.
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 1s
conceived as a stationary frame stretching indefinitely in both

1 In this section Burnet’s division of paragraphs is once more misleading.
3 Cf. 1414, B. A
3 Critias, frag. 18, dxduas e ypévos mepl 7" devde peduart mhijpns poird TikTWP
abrds €avrdr. Aesch. Eum. 852, obmppéwv xpdvos. Simplic., Phys. 705 3:
Soxei 8¢ 4 abrf mws &vowa elvar xpdvov kal xurfoews: plow ydp Twva Kal ¢ xpovos Kak
xopelav évdeliwvrar. Ar., Phys. 2195, 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 (#ara) 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 at 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 4s older when, in this process of becoming,
it is af 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
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
stops becoming. when it is at the present, and it then is
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
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
187
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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 at all.! 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.? When does it make the
transition, then ? Not while it is at rest or while it is
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 if 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
Jfrom motion so long as it is still in motion ; but this queer
thing, the instant, is situated between the motion and the
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' év évl ypdvew elvar cannot mean that it is altogether outside time
and dateless. It must peréyeww ypovov. But at the instant of transition it
does not occupy or fill any stretch of time.

2 30" ovBé uiy peraPdMer dvev 7ol perafdMer 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. MerafoMj 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 7o <moTe>
perafdMew ? ‘It cannot change without changing at some time. At what
time, then, does it change ? *

3 Punctuate: "dp’ ofv . .. &re perafdde — T6 moiov &, (interrupting)—
78 éfaldims.
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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
being non-existent to coming into 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
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.” 2 _ 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 asPlato’shere. ‘A point, he says, is like the now in
time : now is indivisible and is not a part of time, itis 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 whick (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 &v xpévw meaning taking (a length of) time as opposed to instan-
taneous, cf. Ar., E.N. 1174b, 7, 8dfere 8 dv Tolro wal €k Tof p7 Evléyecfm
rweiollow sy év ypdvw, fdecllar 8¢ 78 yap év 7& viv Sdov mi. Mich. Eph., ad loc.,
Xpovov 76 dropov elre viv. 8édewcrar 8 & 1§ Pvowi drpdacer & TH Exrw PBifMw
(Phys. 233b, 33 fi.) v év & dpepel xal drduw viv olire xweiofal T olire fpepeiv
Stvarar, AAN oide yiveolar 7 Plelpeabat.

3 Ar.,, Met. 99za, zo0.
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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 part 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 d.ia.-
logue of a special connection between metaphysical speculation

1-21, 23Ib 6ff. Cf. btenzel Za}d . ("Pstui’ﬁ 8o. ‘31mp11c1u=; Pkys 982 ra)
Tolro 76 & & mpdrew peraBéPhnxe 16 perafeflqrds, ob ypdvos éoriv AN dropdv T
wépas xpdvov, omep “viv® kadobuev, dmep IAdrawv * éfaldvys® éxdAeoev.
? L. Robin, Platon (1935), p. 13I.
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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 a.gam 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 ’.2

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 (7d é5alpvnc) 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 éalpvys 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
(1468) 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 ’ (146D). 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 (wodda 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 ’
(GAAa Tob évdc) 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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