Introduction
Platonic Idea versus Plato’s Eidos

The Parmenides dialogue is about eide (15, the plural form of the Greek word &idoc,
eidos). It is the foundation on which Plato builds everything else that he says about eide in eight
other crucial dialogues (Phaedo, Theaetetus, Sophist, Statesman, Hippias Major, Philebus,
Timaeus and Republic). But what did Plato, who coined the term, mean by eidos? On the answer
to this question hinges our appreciation of what happened in the history of Western thought since
Plato’s death.

The dialogue has been transmitted down to our day from antiquity with the misleading
title Parmenides, or about ideas (ITapuevidng fi mepi idedv). But this is not the title given by
Plato. It was assigned to the text some 350 years after Plato’s death by Thrasyllus, the ancient
editor of Plato’s dialogues and a Stoic confidant of Emperor Tiberius. The editorial decision to
name the dialogue “about ideas” contradicted the fact that the dialogue is not about ideas but
about eide and the unity of eide, and also contradicted the clearly stated conclusion® that eide
cannot possibly be ideas or, indeed, any kind of mental entities.

Following Thrasyllus 250 years later (and 600 years after Plato’s death), Diogenes
Laertius asserts that Plato “calls the idea also eidos™?. Thus, the confusion of the two terms was
never a matter of problematic translations from the Greek original to other languages. The
confusion originated among the original Greek speaking readers of Plato and only intensified
when translations of the dialogue into other languages were attempted.

M. Tullius Cicero, who is responsible for translating Greek philosophical terms into Latin
and thus inserting them into western languages, slightly before Thrasyllus translated idog into
the Latinized Greek genus, and i6¢a into the Latin forma and also species.

Marsilio Ficino in his comprehensive late 15" century translation of all of Plato’s works
(the first ever in the non-Greek West) translated £idog into the Latin species and i64a into the
Latinized Greek idea.

The critical early 16" century Stephanus edition of Plato’s dialogues translated €idoc into
the Latin species and idéa into the Latinized Greek idea, to which it attached the parenthetic
clarification (id est forma).

Modern translations have greater variety. Cherniss (1939) uses “idea” for both gidoc and
1640, a practice that was started by Jowett in 1892; A.E. Taylor (1934) uses “form” for both £i50g
and 16¢a; Cornford (1939) uses “form” for gidoc and “character” for id¢0. R.E. Allen (1997) uses
“character” for £ido¢ and “characteristic” for i3a. Less established translations use “concept”,
“conception”, “kind”, “shape”, “figure”, “look”, etc., variously for either idog or i5¢a or both.
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If one adds to this scandalous situation the fact that each of these terms — “idea”, “form”,
“character”, “concept”, “kind”, etc. — is loaded with many and different layers of meaning that
have been piled up on top of each other over 24 centuries, one can safely conclude that, with all
its accumulated erudition of over two millennia, the soi disant philosophical community has no
clue (better yet, no idea) of what Plato is talking about in the Parmenides. The polite terminus
technicus to denote this cluelessness is “Plato’s most enigmatic dialogue”.

This state of affairs is rooted in the original failure of the Greek speaking successors of
Plato to understand why he not only goes to lengths to distinguish between eioc and i8éa but
that Plato’s entire thought hinges on that distinction. That original failure of Plato’s Greek
speaking successors is what caused the scandalous situation of translations from the time of
Cicero to date.

History would have been different if Plato’s word, £idog, had been simply transliterated
into Latin as eidos, entered western languages in that form, and been allowed to acquire its
meaning from context and usage, as had happened with so many other Greek terms either
through direct transliteration (“theory”, “method”, “hypothesis”, “idea”, “mathematics”, etc.) or
through the coining of Latin neologisms, as Cicero did, to render vital philosophical terms
initiated by Plato or Aristotle. Some key Greek philosophical terms naturalized to western
languages by Cicero in this way are: dropov = individuum = individual; mototng = qualitas =
quality; moodtng = quantitas = quantity; ovcio = essentia = essence; én-aywyn = in-ductio =
induction; an-aywyn = de-ductio = deduction.

The translation that follows does something similar. Instead of attempting to find a
modern English equivalent to render £idog, a word that Plato had enlisted to serve a specific
philosophical duty, | simply transliterate it as eidos (plural eide) and let it be invested with the
meaning that the dialogue intends. Accordingly, Thrasyllus’s title “about ideas” (mepi ide®v)
should be changed to “about eide ” (mepi €id@V).

The dialectical procedure for shedding light on eidos

In this dialogue, the word eidos appears 56 times and the word idea only seven times — six of
them in passages intended to draw a sharp distinction between eidos and idea®. Clearly, as far as
the Parmenides dialogue is concerned, Plato’s eidos and idea are two different things. But the
tradition has handed down the legends of “platonic ideas” and “platonic theory of forms” based
on the persistent confusion of eidos and idea.

Eidos in this dialogue is portrayed as an extra-mental object of knowledge, while idea is
the mental perception that corresponds to that extra-mental object of knowledge. In
addition, eidos is not material because the fleeting character of matter precludes knowledge®,
whereas eidos is asserted to be itself an object of knowledge®. How can a real entity be both

3 Plato, Parmenides 132a-b, 132c-d, 133c-d, 134a9-c2, 134e9-135b2 and 135b5-c3.

*The driving impetus of all Greek philosophy from the outset was the puzzle of extracting stable objects of
knowledge from an ever changing material world.

> Op. cit. 132¢7.



extra-mental and immaterial? Also, how can it be that eidos is not separate from the material
world, though itself immaterial °?

The first part of the dialogue (128e5-135c4) is the initial presentation by a young and
inexperienced Socrates of a naive and unworkable theory of eide, followed by the theory’s
merciless refutation by the elderly and experienced Parmenides. This first part ends with the
gifted youngster and the wise old man concluding in agreement that the eidos is a real, extra-
mental, immaterial entity, albeit not apart from the material world without which thinking cannot
occur.

How is such a seemingly paradoxical thing possible and how is our mind to grasp it? One
may mouth the words “eidos is an object of knowledge which is real, extra-mental, not
material but also not separate from matter”, but for the mind to grasp this paradoxical eidos
in a single act of understanding — if even possible — will be the work of prolonged and laborious
dialectical procedure. Such a dialectical procedure is carried out in the second part of the
dialogue from 135c¢8 to the very end at 166c5.

What transpires in this lengthy, densely packed and very challenging second part is best
understood with the help of a description of the dialectical procedure as described by Socrates in
a lengthy discussion in Republic 531¢9-535al. The key passage that sheds light on what is going
on in the Parmenides is: “the dialectical method alone proceeds in this way, nullifying the
hypotheses up to the founding principle itself, where it will be secure” (1] dtodektikn péBodog

7 7 , e 7 ) ~ 5 ER \ 5 N . 7
povn oty mopeveTal, T0G VTOOEGELS avarpovoa, T’ avTnv TNV apynv tva PePfordonto»)”” .

Perhaps “nullifying” is not an adequate translation of “dvoipodoa’ and other translations
have been suggested, such as “confuting”, “doing away”, “canceling out”, etc. The intended
meaning is not to proceed as if the hypotheses never existed but rather to take the hypotheses
into account and to subject them to a process that supersedes them, that gives rise to

something, to a self-evident certainty that was not contained in the hypotheses.

The methodical nullification of a comprehensive set of hypotheses induces the emergence
into view of the founding principle, the “apyn”. It is a move to induction. It is precisely this
method of nullification of hypotheses described in the Republic that the elderly Parmenides
proposes in our dialogue in 136a4-c5 and subsequently carries it out by investigating the
implications of each of a comprehensive set of eight hypotheses regarding the oneness of eidos.

The summary result of these eight investigations is the concluding sentence of the dialogue:
Let us therefore say this in addition: that, as it seems, whether the one is or is
not, both it and the others, both in relation to themselves and each other, all in

every way both are and are not and appear and do not appear.

A more comprehensive nullification of the eight preceding hypotheses is difficult to imagine.
The nullification being now complete, what remains is to make the inductive leap to the un-

® Ibid. 134€9-135a3.
’ Plato, Republic 533c7-d4



hypothesized founding principle, the “dpyn”, namely to state that which the dialogue seeks, to
answer the question of what is the eidos. That is never spelled out by Plato. What the eidos is not
was already spelled out in the first part of the dialogue: it is not a mental entity, it is not material
and it is not separate from matter. But what it is must not be spelled out by Plato but must instead
be induced by his reader as a result of experiencing this procedural nullification of hypotheses.

The reader/student will either “get it” or will not “get it”. Plato’s spelling it out would not
generate the requisite insight in the mind of that reader/student who does not already possess the
capacity to grasp what eidos is. Those who possess this capacity to see the dialectical procedure
to its inductive conclusion do not need Plato to spell it out. Those who do not possess that
capacity will not be helped by Plato’s spelling it out and they might be harmed: having failed to
“get it” after this arduous journey of hypothesis nullification, they are likely to apply any number
of arbitrary interpretations on whatever Plato might spell out as an affirmative answer to the
question of “what is eidos”.

Plato’s methodical refusal to provide an affirmative answer after he has provided a
comprehensive pathway to the answer is his way of safeguarding truths that can only be
possessed as a result of all-consuming, arduous effort. There is a difference between parroting
the words of a right answer by rote and grasping its essence with the mind. Plato’s spoon-feeding
the right answer would only provide occasion to avoid the arduous effort and encourage the
parroting.

Plato’s refusal to spoon-feed lent some credence to Aristotle’s unfounded claim that Plato
had an “unwritten doctrine” distinct from what is found in his dialogues. In subsequent centuries,
this unfortunate mistake of Aristotle was seized by mystical speculators of all types as an
opportunity to claim legitimacy for their mystical views by posing as interpreters of Plato’s
“unwritten doctrine”. This long line of mystical Neo-Platonic speculators stretches from Plotinus
and Proclus to Hegel and the Tubingen School and, for the most part, is based on imaginative
readings of the Parmenides.

But imagination (eixacic), the favored tool of the Neo-Platonists, is ranked by Plato as the
lowest of our faculties, beneath the faculty of reasoning and beneath even mere opinion®,
whereas in the Parmenides he requires the application of the highest faculty, the pure intellect,
vodg. The Neo-Platonic interpretations of the Parmenides are precisely the “barbarous cesspool®”
against which Plato insists on deploying the demanding rigor of his dialectical method.

Some features of eidos gleaned from the nullified hypotheses

The eight hypotheses about the one, whether it and its many counterparts exist or do not
exist are about eidos and the many participants. The equivalence between the one and eidos is
clearly established in passage 132c7: “eidos be this very object that is thought to be one”. After
that point in the text, everything that is said about the one and its many, the others, applies for
eidos and its others, its participants.

8 According to the ranking of faculties in the Republic 533e7-534a5.
° Republic 533d1: «év BopBopw BapBapk».



The first hypothesis examines the implications of the one viewed simply as pure oneness and
concludes that a pure and simple one cannot exist, cannot even be thought, let alone spoken. To
be one it has to be some single thing. It has to be something. It has to have being. If it is
absolutely and simply one without being a certain one thing, a something, it is apart from
existing things, it lacks being.

The second hypothesis examines the implications of the one that is endowed with being, a
one that actually exists, and concludes that the one does not have merely being in the abstract. It
has ousia, substance, a particular kind of being. “Being in the abstract” is a conceptual invention
that comes after Plato’s time. The Greek word to on (16 6v) which is usually and wrongly
translated as Being with a capital “B”, actually means “that which is”, not “Being in the abstract”
but “this concrete being”. For something to be an on (6v), a concrete being, it must have a
particular kind of substance, an ousia (obcio) — a “substance” in the sense meant when we say
“chemical substance”.

As a result of this, the conclusion follows that this substantial one, this eidos, is no longer a
simple one but has at least two parts, its oneness and its substance, and that each of these two
parts also consists of oneness and substance ad infinitum. But it is also whole.

The self-multiplicative character of the eidos gives rise to discrete multitude, an infinite
domain of definite numbers. Its character of whole gives rise to continuous quantity. The eidos
is both one and indefinite many, both the founding principle, the dpyn of the multitude and the
whole of the multitude both discrete and continuous.

Obviously, the eidos is seen as one in three different senses of the one: (1) the one as
founding principle of the set, (2) the one in the sense of the set as a whole and (3) the one as a
single member of the set.

Also, the fact that the eidos is whole gives rise to boundaries that both contain this whole and
maintain contact what whatever is outside this whole. This eidos, the one that has substance, to
Ov, generates the nested manifold of space. The eidos gives rise to space and space is relative to
it; it is not relative to space.

Finally, because of its unfolding into multitude, its becoming a whole and a continuous
quantity, the eidos gives rise to time and time is relative to it; it is not relative to time.

What is this concrete thing that has substance, this entity, this on (6v), which in order to
be must be both one and many and a whole, and in the process of so being generate discrete
number, continuous quantity, space and time?

In this haunting question the second hypothesis concludes.
The third hypothesis examines the implications for the many, the things that are the others of

the one, when we assume that the one has substance. It ends by concluding that the others exist
in a manner consistent with the findings of the second hypothesis.



The fourth hypothesis mirrors the first: what happens to those things that are the others of
the one if the one, as per the first hypothesis, has no being? Hypothesizing a pure one that does
not share in being makes whatever things are the others of this pure-and-simple one lack any
characteristic and in this way mirror that non-existent one. Both it and they together are all that
there is which means that both together are nothing — a prime example of hypothesis
nullification.

These then are the four hypotheses that assume the one (either as eidos or as pure and simple
oneness devoid of being) and the implications of this assumption both for the one itself and for
the others.

The remaining four hypotheses examine the implications for the one and the others if we
assume that the one is not either absolutely or relatively.

If (sixth hypothesis) the one is not, in the absolute sense that it does not exist at all, it is
impossible for it even to appear to exist and this in turn (eighth hypothesis) makes it impossible
even to conceive what the others that would correspond to it might be; neither the one nor the
others exist or even appear to exist.

Further, if (fifth hypothesis) the one is not, in the relative sense that it is not something in
particular but otherwise it exists, then the consequence for the one is that it shares in both being
and not-being, and thus is subject to alteration between being and not-being and when altered it
IS subject to becoming and perishing and when not altered it is not subject to becoming and
perishing.

Finally, if (seventh hypothesis) the one is not in this relative sense but instead it is in some
vague and undefined sense, the consequence for the others is that they are others to something
undefined and vague, therefore are themselves undefined and vague. Unable to be either one or
many and lacking a proper other they seem to be each other’s other, but lacking a one cannot be
proper multitudes but seem to be unlimited bulks whose seeming fragments that appear smallest
one moment suddenly seem colossal the next — a dreamlike state of seeming.

To summarize: hypotheses one, four, six, seven and eight are nullified by resulting in
absurdities.

The remaining three hypotheses undergo nullification only if we hang on to our natural,
naive conceptions of “one”, “is”, “part”, “whole”, “time” and “space”.

The second hypothesis produces a paradoxical result that describes the one/eidos as the
constitutive entity of a peculiar ontological order: a ‘thing that is’, an on (6v) that is a singular
founding principle which, qua a whole contains all its founded parts, qua the sum of its parts is
contained by the whole and qua founding principle stands above both the whole and the sum of
the parts; moreover, the founding action of this eidos gives rise to discrete number, continuous
guantity, space and time.



The third hypothesis leads to the conclusion that the things which are the other of the
one/eidos have the same — i.e., corresponding — paradoxical characteristics that the one/eidos
was found to have in the second hypothesis.

The fifth hypothesis, at last, gives some first indications in what particular ways non-being is
and how the dialectic of being and non-being drives the process of coming to be and perishing
and may provide the foundation for an understanding how exactly “participation” of the many in
the one is possible. (This is a theme that Plato famously elucidates further in the Sophist).

The conclusions of these three last hypotheses are not presented as nullifications by absurdity
but rather as nullifications by paradox. For the Socratic dialectical procedure to take off from the
“nullification of hypotheses” and proceed to an inductive grasp of the un-hypothesized founding
principle, the apyn, it must discard the absurd conclusions of the earlier hypotheses and
concentrate on the implications of the paradoxical conclusions of the second, third and fifth
hypotheses.
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These paradoxes will not be resolved unless our notions of “one”, “being”, “not-being”,
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“part”, “whole”, “space”, and “time” are modified in ways that eliminate these apparent
paradoxes.

From this dialectical induction the meaning of Plato’s eidos will emerge.

Some historical drama behind the dialogue

Plato wrote this dialogue to describe a legendary event that had taken place nearly a
century prior to the time of his writing and indeed before he was born. It is probably Plato’s only
dialogue other than the Protagoras that describes a conversation that occurred before his lifetime.

The time of Plato’s writing was a time of utter disintegration of the classical Greek world.
That entire world was continuing to be torn apart by an endless string of fratricidal wars between
and within city-states that had begun in 431 B.C. with the Peloponnesian War and never ended
until the year 146 B.C., when Roman legions razed to the ground Corinth (incidentally the very
city-state that had been the instigator of the Peloponnesian War), and thus completed Rome’s
conquest of the Greek world and staunched its bleeding.

When Plato wrote the dialogue, Athens had long ago suffered its humiliating defeat in the
Peloponnesian War, had seen its overseas empire destroyed, its population decimated, and its
political class humbled into parochial irrelevancy and self-delusion. The great rival of Athens,
the once proud Sparta that had defeated Athens in the Peloponnesian War, was now also
impotent and humiliated by defeat at the hands of the ascendant Thebes. Persia-financed Thebes,
the perennial Persia-collaborators of the Greek world, had become the temporary arbiter of
Greek affairs. Virtually every political faction in every significant Greek city-state was either
dependent on bribes from the Persian Court or was aspiring to be so dependent. The age of the
freedom of Greek city-states was over when Plato wrote this dialogue and it was not to return
ever again.



For reason, Plato sets the dramatic date of the dialogue in the summer of the year 450
B.C. If a time may be picked to mark the highest point of classical Greek civilization, the most
solemn moment of its trajectory, it would be the year 450 and, more specifically, the summer of
that year when a triumphant Athens was celebrating its quadrennial Great Panathenaea festival.
This was the week of July 28-August 3 of 450 B.C. or, according to the Attic calendar, 23-29 of
Hecatombaion in the 3" year of the 82" Olympiad. That was the moment of the legendary
meeting between the great Parmenides, the undisputed towering intellect of his time, and the
restless genius of the adolescent Socrates. That encounter produced an intellectual achievement
that has yet to run its course in the history of man.

In that historic summer of 450 B.C., a brilliant alliance between Athens and Sparta, the
two leading Greek city-states, had unified and was jointly leading the entire Greek universe — all
2,000-plus city-states spread from the Crimea in the Black Sea to the western Mediterranean
coasts of Gaul and Iberia. This alliance had forced the entire Persian Empire into strategic retreat
while allied Greek armies and navies pressed forward all across the borderlands of Western Asia
and North Africa. In Athens itself, a rare, short-lived moment of civic concord prevailed between
the aristocratic and democratic parties that had struck a power-sharing deal whereby the
aristocrat leader Cimon shared power with the democrat leader Pericles, the first in charge of
foreign and military policy the second in charge of domestic and economic affairs.

On that summer of 450 B.C. almost all the great personalities that made up the fleeting
miracle of classical Greek civilization were alive: Herodotus, Thucydides, Sophocles, Euripides,
Socrates, Pericles, Cimon, Parmenides, Zeno, Anaxagoras, Democritus, Leucippus, Empedocles,
Protagoras, Gorgias, Pindar, Hippocrates, Zeuxis, Phidias, Ictinus, Callicrates, el at. These
persons provide the living context for the encounter of Parmenides and Socrates that produced
the astonishing thoughts recorded in the Parmenides dialogue.

In writing this dialogue, Plato situates the time, place and personalities associated with
this central achievement of classical Greek civilization that he, Plato, tries to preserve for
posterity. That achievement is the understanding of eidos as it emerges in the Parmenides
dialogue.

The dialogue marks the launching of Socrates’s philosophical career. The very same
themes of this dialogue are presented again for further elaboration in a number of discussions
that Socrates and others held at the end of Socrates’s life a few days before his death. These
discussions are recorded in the Theaetetus, Sophist, Statesman, Euthyphro, Apology, Crito and
Phaedo. They must be read as direct continuation and elaboration of the argument launched in
the Parmenides or their point will be missed.

There is an important difference between the Parmenides and these seven other dialogues
describing the last days of Socrates. In these latter dialogues we can be reasonably certain that
Plato’s reports of what the various interlocutors say in the dialogues correspond roughly with
what those interlocutors actually said. All these latter dialogues supply their own evidence of the
veracity of what Plato attributes to the various speakers. The Theaetetus, Sophist and Statesman
are based on written notes that Socrates himself proofread while in prison, as we are told by
Eucleides of Megara, the dialogues’ narrator and a personal friend of Socrates and Plato. If




Plato’s report had not conformed with the written notes cleared by Socrates, Eucleides would
have objected in ways that could not be missed by posterity. The text of the Apology is
uncontestably what Socrates said at his trial as all Athenians of the time would have known and
as Xenophon, a friend of Socrates and vocal critic of Plato, also concurs; the highly dramatic
Phaedo not only reports what both Socrates and all those present at his death said but also
records the actual names of all those present, all of whom were living when the dialogue was
published. Given that most of them were notable personalities in their own right, had they
thought Plato’s record of the event inaccurate we would have heard from them. The same is true
of the Euthyphro and the Crito dialogues — they had living eye-and ear-witnesses at the time of
publication.

Not so with the Parmenides. Plato here reports the proceedings at fourth hand: Cephalus,
an otherwise unidentified visitor from Clazomenae, reports what he heard some time earlier from
Antiphon, Plato’s half-brother, who in turn heard from his older friend Pythodorus an account of
what had transpired between the young Socrates and the elder Parmenides. The story of the
encounter emerges from the mist of legend: the great event took place a long time ago in a
golden age of victorious and free cities, national unity, civic concord, great men and great
achievements, and now reaches down to us in defeated, demoralized Athens as a memory to look
up to, a lesson to learn, a legacy to preserve for all mankind “as a possession for all time” as
Thucydides would have said.

A poignant detail: the entirety of the elaborate, dense and intellectually exhausting
arguments of that conversation of 450 B.C. is repeated word for word from memory by Plato’s
half-brother Antiphon who heard them and memorized them as a young boy many years before.
He must have been quite a dedicated and gifted lover of wisdom back then to engage is such a
nearly impossible feat of memorization. But now he is a middle aged man whose philosophical
flame has gone out long ago and is now only interested in horsemanship and the breeding of
horses — the traditional preoccupation of a retiring country gentleman of his time. When asked to
retell the old story he objects at first to the prospect of revisiting old loves but, after some
cajoling by the old acquaintance from Clazomenae and his two brothers, Antiphon’s old spark
flickers for a brief moment and he agrees to roam again, for one last time, in that philosophical
“vast sea of words” as the great Parmenides had once called it.

Antiphon reaches deep down in his memory and retells the legendary encounter without a
flaw and without a halt — perhaps the only Platonic dialogue of such intensity without the
customary digression. Antiphon finishes his delivery and disappears from the stage of history
never to be heard of again. Plato tips his hat to his half-brother, the defeated, retiring Athenian
country gentleman who was once a lover of wisdom and now is a lover of horses and the keeper
of priceless memories.

Criton M. Zoakos
1/18/2019
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CEPHALUS: After we arrived in Athens from
Clazomenae, our home, we met with Adeimantus and
Glaucon in the marketplace; and Adeimantus took
me by the hand and said: Greetings, Cephalus, and if
you need anything that we can do for you, say so.

But really, | said, that is exactly why | am here, to
ask you a favor.

Speak then, he said, what favor?

And | said: What was the name of your maternal
half-brother? I don’t remember. He was just a child
when | was last here from Clazomenae and a long
time has passed since then. His father’s name was
Pyrilampes, | believe.

Indeed, he said.

And his own name?

Antiphon. But why do you ask?

These here, | said, are fellow citizens of mine,
very philosophical, and they have heard that this
Antiphon had many encounters with a certain
Pythodorus, a companion of Zeno, and remembers
the discussions that Socrates, Zeno and Parmenides
once had, having heard them many times from
Pythodorus.

What you say is true, he said.

Then it is these arguments that we need to hear, |
said.

But that’s not difficult, he said, given that he
studied them thoroughly as a youngster, although
now he spends most of his time with horses like his
grandfather and namesake. But let us go to him if you
want; he just went home from here and lives nearby
in Melite.

Having said this we walked and caught up with
Antiphon at home handing a bridle to a coppersmith
to be fitted. After he dismissed the man, and his
brothers explained to him why we were there, he
recognized me from my earlier visit and embraced
me; and when we asked him to recount the arguments
he was reluctant at first — because, he said, it was a
lot of work — but then he began to talk. Antiphon
described how Pythodorus recounted that Zeno and
Parmenides had once arrived for the Great
Panathenaea, Parmenides being well advanced in
years, white haired, of handsome and good
appearance, about sixty-five years of age; and Zeno
nearly forty years old then, tall and graceful looking
and it was rumored that he had been Parmenides’s



128

010D TOAAOVG, EmBVpodVTIC AKODGOL TRV TOD
ZAvevos Ypappdtov — tote yop avTd TpdTOV VT
gketvov kopsOfval — Zokpdtn 88 sivar tote 6QOSpa
VEOV. AVOLYTYVOGKEY 0LV 0DToIg TOV ZHVmVo, adtdv,
1oV 8& IMapuevidnv tuyeiv Em dvta: kai sivar v
Bpayd €11 Lowwdv TOV MOYOV AVOylyVOOKOUEVOY,
nviko avtog te €ngioehdeiv Eon 6 [TvBOdpoc EEmbey
kot tov [Toppeviony pet’ avtod koi AploToTéEAN TOV
TOV TPLAKOVTO, YEVOUEVOVY, Kol opikp dtto ETt
€noKoVoL TOV YPOUUATOV" 00 UiV a0Tds YE, AN
Kol TPOTEPOV AKNKOEVAL TOD ZVWVOG,.

lover. And he said that they took up residence with
Pythodorus outside the wall in the Cerameicus, and
that both Socrates and certain numerous others had
arrived there who desired to hear from the writings of
Zeno — since this was the first time they had brought
them — and that Socrates was very young at that time.
Zeno himself read to them while Parmenides
happened to be out of the house; and Pythodorus said
that it was very shortly before the rest of the
arguments had been read that he came in from
outside with Parmenides and Aristoteles (the one
who later became one of the Thirty Tyrants), and that
they heard only the little that remained of the writing;
but he himself had heard Zeno’s reading previously.

Young Socrates proposes separate eide in answer to Zeno’s conundrum
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When Socrates finished listening, he asked that
the first hypothesis of the first argument be read
again and when it was read he said: How do you
argue this, Zeno? That if the things that are are
many, each ought to be both like and unlike, which is
impossible because neither can the unlike be like nor
the like be unlike? Isn’t this how you argue?

That is how, said Zeno.

If then it is impossible for the unlike to be like and
the like unlike, it is also impossible for them to be
many, for if they were they would suffer the
impossible. Is this the aim of your arguments, to
maintain despite everything that is said that there are
not many? And do you think that each argument is
proof of this very thing so that you believe you have
supplied as many proofs that there are not many as
you have written arguments? Is this how you argue or
am | mistaken?

No, said Zeno, you understood well the aim of the
whole writing.

I notice, Parmenides, said Socrates, that Zeno here
wants to cleave to you not only by means of your
other love but also by his book. He has written the
same thing as you, but by twisting it somehow he
tries to fool us that he says something different. For
you in your poems say that all reality is one, and you
supply fine and good proofs; and this one again says
that it is not many, and he supplies very many and
very large proofs. So you say ‘one’ and he says ‘not
many’ and each of you says it in such a way as to
seem that you are not saying the same thing at all. To
the rest of us it seems that you say things over our
heads.

Yes, Socrates, said Zeno. But you have not sensed
completely the truth of my book even though you
track down and hunt the arguments like a Spartan
bitch. But in the first place the point that you are
missing is this: the book is not quite as boastful as
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you say my intention was in writing it, pretending to
the public that it is some great achievement. In fact,
you raised something incidental, whereas the actual
truth is that these writings are a sort of help to
Parmenides’s argument against those who attempt to
ridicule it by saying that, if the one is, the argument
will suffer many ridiculous and self-contradictory
consequences. This book speaks against those who
argue in favor of the many and repays them with
interest, intending to show that their hypothesis of
many beings, if pursued far enough, is open to
greater ridicule than the hypothesis of the one being.
It was in such a spirit of contention that | wrote it as a
youth but, when | did, someone stole it, so | could not
decide whether or not it should come to light. Your
mistake, Socrates, is that you imagine it was not
written by a youth for the sake of contention but by
an older person for the love of honor. Otherwise, as |
said, you didn’t surmise wrongly.

But | agree, said Socrates, and | believe it is as
you say. But tell me this: don’t you think that there
exists by itself a certain eidos™ (700¢) of likeness per
se, and again another one opposite to it, which is the
unlike, and that you and I, and the others™ (z& diia)
that we call many, partake of these two beings?
Those that partake of likeness become like in the
manner and to the degree in which they partake,
those that partake of unlikeness become unlike, and
those that partake of both, both? And if all things
partake of both of these opposite beings, and by their
sharing in both they are like and unlike themselves,
what is there to marvel at? But if one said that
likeness itself became unlike or unlikeness like, that,
I think, would be remarkable; but if one says that the
things that share in both undergo both, that doesn’t
seem out of place to me, Zeno, nor if somebody says
that all things are one by sharing in the one and also
are many by sharing in multitude. But it would amaze
me if he shows that the one itself is many and the
many one. And likewise with respect to all the
others. If someone would show that the genera and
eide in themselves undergo their opposite effects, it
would be a marvel. But where is the marvel if a man
were to show that | am both one and many, and when

10 ¥, ” . . “ ”» ”
Plato’s eldog (plural €ién), has no agreed modern equivalent. Modern languages render it as “idea”, “form”,

“species”,
“Gattungsform”,

” u »nou

character”,

n u ” o u

idée”,

characteristic”, “kind”, “shape”, “figure”, “look”, “Begriff”’, “Gestalt”, “Idee”,
caractere”, etc. In this translation the term is left untranslated and is transliterated in

bold italics as eidos (plural eide) and is not to be confused with idea (16¢a= idea, concept, see footnote #4 below).
About the meaning of eidos, see Introduction.

"' The adjective “others” together with the definite article “the” is used as a substantive noun meaning “the many”
that partake in the “one” eidos (“the others that we call many” in the text). The bold italicized, the others, in this
translation denotes this meaning rather that the ordinary adjectival meaning of “other”.
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he wants to show that | am many he says that my
right side is one thing, my left another, my front
another, my rear another and so are my top and
bottom — so | am thought to share in many. And to
show that | am one he says that of the seven of us |
am but one man, sharing in the one; thus he shows
both. If then someone would try to show that such
things are both one and many — | mean stones and
sticks and suchlike — we shall say that he proves that
they are many and one, not that the one itself is many
or the many one, nor that he says something
marvelous, but rather what we all would admit. But if
someone were first to set apart * those very eide by
themselves that | was just mentioning — i.e., likeness
and unlikeness, multitude and one, rest and motion
and all such — and afterward show that these are
capable of blending and separating themselves, |
would be awed with amazement, Zeno. | think you
have dealt with these matters with great courage; but,
as | say, | would be far more awed if someone could
show that this very same impasse is in every way
knitted into the eide themselves, and show it in things
grasped by reason in the same way as he shows it in
things that are visible.

Parmenides questions young Socrates
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As Socrates was arguing these points, Pythodorus
said he feared that Parmenides and Zeno would be
vexed by them, but instead they were paying very
close attention to him and often looked at each other
smiling as if in awe of Socrates. In fact, when
Socrates stopped, Parmenides spoke up. Socrates, he
said, your passion for argument is admirable. But tell
me, did you yourself divide them in the manner you
describe, namely the eide themselves apart and the
others that share in them also apart? And do you
think there is likeness in itself apart from the likeness
that we have, and also one and many and all that you
heard from Zeno just now?

I most certainly did, said Socrates.

Such things also, said Parmenides, like an eidos of
the just as such in itself, and of the beautiful and the
good and generally of all such things?

Yes, he said.

And an eidos of man apart from us and from all
who are like us, an eidos of man in itself, or of fire or

© Xwplg (apart) is a strong term used to emphasize the ontological status of eide as separate from the things that
participate in them. The young Socrates for the first time here asserts under questioning that the eide exist apart
(xwplg) from the multitude of participants. The rest of the dialogue will first challenge and then refute this. See

Introduction.
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even of water?

Quite often, Parmenides, | have been perplexed,
he said, over whether one must speak about these as
one does about the others or differently.

And of these things, Socrates, that are thought
silly, such as hair, clay and dirt or some other quite
worthless and foul thing — are you perplexed as to
whether or not one must say that for each of these
there is a separate eidos that is other than the things
that we deal with?

Absolutely not, said Socrates, on the contrary,
these things that we see are the very same things that
are; and to imagine an eidos of them would be utterly
absurd. But then it vexes me lest the same thing
apply to all. When | get to this point | run away in
fear that I may fall in an abyss of babble and perish;
but when | arrive at the things that we were just now
saying have eide, there I spend my time laboring.

1 Is partaking of young Socrates’s eide possible?
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You are still young, Socrates, Parmenides said,
and philosophy has not yet seized you as one day it
will, in my view, and then you will belittle none of
them; but now you still have regard for people’s
opinions because of your youth. But tell me this: do
you think, as you say, that there are eide from which
the others take their name by partaking of them, such
as the like things partaking of likeness, the large
partaking of largeness, and those partaking of beauty
and justice come to be just and beautiful?

Indeed I do, said Socrates.

Does each of the partaking things then partake of
the whole eidos or of a part? Or is there some other
kind of partaking aside from these?

How could there be? he said.

What then, do you expect is the case: that the
whole eidos, being one, is in each of the many, or
what?

What would prevent it, Parmenides, (from being
one)? said Socrates.

So then, being one and the same in things that are
many and apart, it would also be whole in each one
of them and in this way it would be apart from itself.

Not so, he said, if it is like the day which is one
and the same and in many places at once and yet not
apart from itself; each eidos in the same way would
be one and the same in all at once.

Very nice, Socrates, how you make one and the
same to be in many places at once as if you threw one
sail over many people and then claim that one whole
is over many; or is this not what you mean to say?
Maybe, he said.
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2 Young Socrates admits his eide are not divisible
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Are you then saying that the whole sail is over
each man or a different part of it is over a different
man?

A different part.

So Socrates, he said, these eide are divisible and
those that share in them share a part, and the whole is
not in each, but only a part of each eidos.

So it appears.

Are you then, Socrates, willing to say to us in truth
that the one eidos is divided and is still one?

No way, he said.

Because you see, he said, if you divide largeness
itself, and each of the many large things is large by a
smaller part of largeness itself, wouldn’t this
therefore appear irrational?

Indeed, he said.

And when each thing receives a small part of
equality and is therefore less than equality itself,
could it be equal to anything?

Impossible.

And if one of us takes a part of smallness,
smallness would be greater than this part given that it
is part of itself, and thus smallness would be greater;
and that to which the part of smallness that we have
taken is added will become smaller and not greater
than before.

This could not happen, he replied.

In what way then, Socrates, he said, would the
others partake of your eide, if they cannot partake
either by parts or by wholes?

By Zeus, he replied, I don’t think it is easy to
determine such a thing in any way.

What next, then? What do you think of this?

Of what?

3 Young Socrates admits eide cannot be ideas
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I suspect you believe each eidos is one because of
something like this: When many things seem large to
you, seeing them you may imagine as you look at
them that one and the same idea™® (i6éa) applies to all
of them, so you think the large is one.

What you say is true, he said.

But then, if likewise you see in your soul this one
large in itself together with the other large things,
would not yet another large one emerge by means of
which all of these will appear large?

It seems so.

So another eidos of largeness will emerge, in

B Here and in all the other six passages of this dialogue where the word occurs, i6éa (idea, concept) is a hybrid
mental/extra-mental entity, in contrast to eidos, which is the extra-mental object of that thought. Cf. Introduction.
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addition to the previous largeness itself and to those
that share in it; and on top of all these yet another by
means of which all of these are large; thus each of
your eide will no longer be one but unlimited in
multitude.

4 Young Socrates admits eide cannot be thoughts
132c7: “eidos be this very object that is thought to be one”
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But, Parmenides, said Socrates, couldn’t each of these
eide be a thought which does not properly come to exist
anywhere else except in souls? In this way each would be
one and would not suffer the effects that you just
described.

What? Is each of these thoughts one, and a thought of
not-even-one (nothing)**?

But that’s impossible, he said.

So it is a thought of something?

Yes.

Of something that is or of something that is not?

Of something that is.

Is it not of some one thing which the thought (vonua)
thinks (voei) as overlaid over all, as one single idea?

Yes.

Thus, wouldn’t eidos be this very object that is thought
to be one, always the same over all?

Again, it seems necessary.

What about this? said Parmenides: Since you say that
the others share in eide, mustn’t you believe either that
each of these others comes from thoughts and they all
think, or that while they are thoughts themselves they are
not the objects of thought?

5 Young Socrates admits eide cannot be blueprints
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Then this is not reasonable either, Socrates said.
But it is clear to me, Parmenides, that this is how the
matter stands: that these eide are like blueprints in the
nature of things and that the others resemble them
and are their likenesses and the sharing of the others
in the eide is nothing else than the others resembling
the eide.

Then if something resembles the eidos, is it
possible for that eidos not to be like that which
resembles it insofar as that thing was made to be like
it? Or is there a device by which the like is not like to
its like?

There is not.

Is it then not very necessary for the like to share in
the same eidos as its like?

Necessary.

And this thing by whose sharing the like are like,

% A pun: the Greek word for ‘nothing’ is ‘undév’ (un &¢ £v) literally ‘not-even-one’.
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would that not be the eidos?

Most certainly.

Therefore it is not possible for something to be
like the eidos nor for the eidos to be like something
else; for if it were, another eidos would always
emerge beside the first, and if this new eidos is like
the first, then yet another eidos would emerge and
there would never be an end in the emergence of new
eide if the eidos is like that which shares in it.

What you say is very true.

So it is not by likeness that the others partake of
the eide. Another means of partaking must be sought.

It seems so.

You see then, Socrates, he said, what a
conundrum it is if one determines that these eide are
in and by themselves?

Very much so.

6 If the eide are separate they cannot be known and discourse is impossible
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Things close to us

” (u

distinct from the eide.

Bear this in mind then, he said, that, if | may so
put it, you are not even close to grasping how great a
conundrum it is if you always posit each one eidos as
something set apart from existing things.

How is that? he said.

Many reasons, he said, but the greatest is this: if
someone said that it is not even appropriate for eide
to be known if they are what we say they must be, it
would not be possible to prove him a liar, unless
whoever challenges him happens to be a person of
great experience, not dim-witted, and willing to
follow a multifarious, long winded demonstration;
otherwise he who contends that they are necessarily
unknown will remain unconvinced.

How so, Parmenides?, said Socrates.

Because, Socrates, | think that you or anyone else
who asserts that any given essence of things exists in
and by itself would be the first to agree that none of
these essences exists in us.

How could it be in us and still exist just in and by
itself? said Socrates.

Well said, he replied.

The kinds of ideas that are what they are as a
result of their relation to each other are those that
have their essence relative to each other, but not
relative to those things close to us'®, that one may call
likenesses or whatever else and from which we are
named by sharing in them. But the things close to us,
though namesakes of those that are apart from us, are
relative to each other and not to the eide, and are
named from each other not from them.

What do you mean? said Socrates.

Ta map’ AUIV”) are what Socrates earlier called “the many that partake in the eide” as



134

avToD d0VAOV, O E6TL oDAOG, de0TOTNG O dECTOTNG,
AN GvBpomog BV avOpdToL AuPdTEPL TADT EOTIV"
vt 8¢ deomotein adTiig doVAEiNG £0Tiv § €o0TL, KOl
dovieio moadTmg ot doviein avtig decmoteiag,
AL 0V Ta &V NIV TPOG EKETVEL TV SOV Exel 00O
€Kelva TPOG NUAG, OAL, O Aéym, adT aDTGV Kol TPOG
abTO EKEVA TE €0TL, KOl TO TTap MUV OG0HTOG TPOG
aOTA. 1j o0 povldavelg 6 Aéyw;

[évv v', ginelv 1OV Zokpat, Lavodvo.

OvKkodV Kol EXGTHUN, PAvaL, o0TH HEV O E0TL
Emotun thg O Eotv dANnOela avtig Gv £keivng &in
EmoTAUN;

[Tévv ve.

‘Exdot 8¢ od TV Emotudv, fi £6Ttv, £K4GTOL
TV 6vtov, O Eotwy, €N av Emomun: 1j ov;

Nai.

‘H 8¢ mop” fuiv Exotiun ov tig mop” MHUiv av
aAnBeiog £in, kol od £kGot ) TP MUV EMOTHUN
TOV map” MUV OvIev EKGeTo GV EmeTUN cvpPaivot
gtvay;

Avaykn.

AN v a0Ta ve Ta €10M, OG OpLoloYElS, obte
Eyopev obte map’ MUV oldV T £ivol.

OV ydp oDv.

Iyvooketot 8¢ v mov v avTod TOD £id0VG TOD
g EmoTUNG avTd TO Yév O 0TIV EKaoTa,

Nai.

‘O ye Nuelg 00K Exopey.

O0 yap.

OvK Gpo VT Y NUAV YIYVOOKETOL TOV IOV
0008V, EMeldN AOTHC EMGTNUNG OV LETEXOLEV.

OvKk otkev.

Ayvootov dpo UiV Kol ovTo 10 KoAOV 0 €0Tt
Kol 1O ayafov Kol Tavta d 01 dg idéag adTag 0boag
vroAappévopey.

Kwdvvevet.

‘Opa & €11 T00TO0L devdTEpPOV TOSE.

To moiov;

®aing Gv wov, gimep oty 00T TL YEVOG
EMOTAUNG, TOAD avTd dKkpiBécTepov stvar fj THv map”
MUV EmoTAUNY, Koi KEALOC Kol TAALO TTévToL 0BTE.

Nai.

OvkodV glmep L GALO 0OTHG EMOTAUNG LETEYEL,
oVK (v tva pdAlov | gov eaing Exewv v
axpipectdrny EmoTuny;

Avaykn.

Ap’ oV 016¢ e av EcTar 6 0£0G To o iV
YYVOOKEWY OOTNV EMGTHUNY EXOV;

Tiyap ob;

"Ot1, o1 6 Mapuevidng, dpoidyntar HUiv, @
YOKpATES, UNTE EKEIVA TO £10M TPOG T WO~ MUV TNV
dovap Eyewv fiv €xet, unte To Top” MUY TPpOg EkElva,
AN adTh TPOG aNTH EKATEPQL.

QuoAdyntat yap.

OvkodV &l mapa @ Oed abtn Eotiv 1 dxpiPeotdn
deomoteia Kol avtn 1 dxpiPectdrn EmoTun, ovT Av

For example, said Parmenides, if one of us is lord
or slave, the slave is not slave to that which is
lordship itself, and the lord is not lord of that which is
slavery itself, but both are what they are as one man
in relation to another. The separate lordship in itself
is what it is relative to the separate slavery in itself,
and similarly the separate slavery in itself relative to
the separate lordship in itself; but things close to us
do not have their properties relative to the things that
are separate in themselves, nor do the things that are
separate in themselves have their properties relative
to us. But, as | say, those are in themselves and
relative to themselves, and things close to us
similarly are relative to each other. Don’t you
understand what | am saying?

I understand very well, said Socrates.

And then, he said, knowledge — namely that which
is separate knowledge in itself — would be the
knowledge of that which is the separate truth in
itself?

Indeed.

And each kind of separate knowledge in itself
would be knowledge of each separate being in itself,
no?

Yes.

And is it not the case that the knowledge close to
us is of the truth close to us, and, again, that each
kind of knowledge close to us is the knowledge of
each of the beings close to us?

Necessarily.

But as you concur, we neither have the eide
themselves, nor is it possible for them to be close to
us.

Indeed not.

But each of the separate kinds of eide in
themselves is known by the eidos of separate
knowledge in itself?

Yes.

And this is an eidos that we do not possess.

We do not.

Therefore none of the eide is known by us because
we do not share in this separate knowledge in itself.

It seems not.

Therefore, it is unknown to us what the beautiful
in itself is, and the good in itself and all those that we
conceive as ideas in themselves.

I’m afraid so.

Look now at something more terrible than even
this.

What?

Would you say that if there exists a genus of
knowledge in itself, it is far more precise than our
knowledge, and likewise in the case of beauty in
itself and of all the other things in themselves?

Yes.

And if something is to have a share in knowledge
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in itself would you say that nobody but god would
have this most precise knowledge?

Necessarily.

I wonder then, would it be possible for god to
know things that are close to us when he has this
separate knowledge in itself?

But why not?

Because, said Parmenides, we have agreed,
Socrates, that neither do the separate eide have their
properties relative to things close to us, nor the things
close to us have their properties relative to the
separate eide, but they each respectively have their
properties relative to themselves.

We have agreed.

Then if this most precise lordship and this most
precise knowledge is close to god, neither would that
lordship ever dominate us nor would that knowledge
know us or anything close to us, and similarly, we
would not rule over them with our ruling power nor
would we know anything at all of the divine by
means of our knowledge; and moreover, by the same
reasoning, they who are gods would not be lords over
us nor would they know anything of human affairs.

But, he said, it would be a most astonishing
argument that would deprive god of the power to
know.

Such are the problems, Socrates, said Parmenides,
and many others besides that necessarily accompany
the eide if the eide are the ideas of beings themselves
and if each eidos is demarcated as something separate
in itself'; thus the listener would be perplexed and
would doubt whether they exist, or if they do exist at
all they would necessarily be unknown to human
nature; and speaking in this way he would fancy he
makes sense and, as | said, he would be utterly
unconvinced. Only a very ingenious man will be able
to perceive that for everything there is a genus and an
essence in itself, and only an even more admirable
man will find another one capable of adequately
clarifying and teaching all these things.

I agree with you Parmenides, said Socrates,
because you are saying what is very much in my
mind.

And yet Socrates, said Parmenides, if someone
pays attention to these and other similar objections
and denies that the eide of beings exist and does not
demarcate the eidos of each thing, he shall have
nowhere to turn his thinking given that he does not
allow the idea'’ of each being to be always the same
—and in this way he annihilates the very capacity to
reason. But | believe you have sensed something like

® The text explicitly cautions against (a) equating ideas with eide and (b) against considering eide as existing
separately.
7 parmenides warns that if eide did not exist then ideas would not exist with which dianoia could work.
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this.

You speak the truth, he said.

What are you going to do about philosophy then?
Where shall you turn while these things are
unknown?

I believe I don’t see clearly at all, at least right
now.

Because Socrates, he said, you tried too soon and
before you had practiced, to define what is the
beautiful and the just and the good and each one of
the eide. | thought this when | heard you talking with
Aristoteles here. The ardor with which you assault
arguments is no doubt beautiful and godly. But while
you are still young you must exert yourself and
practice in that kind of subtle talk that the crowd
considers and calls useless — otherwise the truth will
escape you.

Parmenides proposes a method of investigation
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Kol &vi A0y, Tept dTov dv del YobT| Mg Gvtog Kol Mg
0vK dvTog Kol 0TovV dALo TAB0Gg AT OVTOG, dEl
oKomEV T cupPaivovta TPog aTO Kol TPog EV
€KaoToV TOV GALV, OTL Gv TPOEAT, Kol mpog mielo
Koi TPOG GOUMOVTO MoodTmg Kod TAAL o TPOg

So then Parmenides, he said, what kind of practice
is this?

The kind you heard from Zeno, he said, but also
what you told him, and | admired you for it — not
letting him limit the survey to visible things nor
wander around them but instead focus on those things
that one can best grasp by reason and can consider to
be eide.

It seems to me, said Socrates, that in this way it is
not difficult to show that things can be both like and
unlike and can undergo any other condition
whatsoever.

Fine then, said Parmenides, but this also must be
done in addition if you want to be really trained: you
must not only investigate what ensues from a
hypothesis if each hypothesized thing is affirmed, but
also if that very same thing is negated.

How do you mean? said Socrates.

For instance, answered Parmenides, take the
hypothesis that Zeno proposed: if there are many,
what must ensue for the many with respect to
themselves and to the one, and also for the one with
respect to itself and the many; and again if there are
not many, consider what will ensue for the one and
the many with respect to themselves and to each
other. Again, if you assume whether likeness exists
or not, what will ensue from each assumption for
both the thing assumed and for the others with
respect to themselves and each other alike; and
likewise about the unlike and about motion and about
rest and about generation and perishing and about
being itself and not being. Simply put, about anything
that you may suppose to be or not be and to undergo
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any other condition, you must consider what ensues
with respect to itself and likewise with respect to
each, and to most and to all of the others that you
may choose. Again, you must consider the others
both with respect to themselves and to whatever you
choose, whether you suppose it to be or not be — if,
by practicing thoroughly, you are to discern the truth.

You propose a haffling task, Parmenides, he said,
that I really don’t grasp. Why don’t you hypothesize
a certain thing and go through it so I may learn
better?

You demand too great a task of a man of my age,
Socrates, he said.

You then, Zeno, said Socrates, why don’t you go
through it for us?

And Zeno laughed and said: Let’s ask Parmenides
himself, Socrates, because what he says is no easy
matter; or don’t you see what a heavy task you
demand? If there were more of us it wouldn’t even be
worth asking because it would be unbecoming to
discuss such matters before many people, given that
he is so old, since the many do not know that without
this comprehensive discourse and without this
wandering off it is not possible to come upon and
fasten the mind on the true. Therefore, Parmenides, |
plead together with Socrates so that I myself may
hear and learn over time.

Antiphon said that when Zeno finished talking
Pythodorus recounted that he, Aristoteles and the
others begged Parmenides to demonstrate what he
meant and not refuse. And Parmenides said: | must
comply although | feel that what is happening to me
is the plight of Ibycus’s horse — an old race horse that
was about to enter the chariot race and trembled for
what lay ahead because of past experience — to which
Ibycus likened himself when he remarked that while
he was likewise old in years he was forced against his
will to make love. | think that I, too, am filled with
great fear as | remember how | must cross such a vast
sea of words while being so old. Nevertheless, | must
do you the favor especially because, as Zeno says, we
are by ourselves. Where shall we begin then, and
what shall we hypothesize first? Or, since you expect
to play this arduous game, do you wish to begin from
myself and my hypothesis, hypothesizing about the
one™ itself, whether it exists or not and what must
ensue?

Yes, by all means, said Zeno.

Who will answer my questions, then? he said.
Will it be the youngest? He would be the least

'8 The discussion about the one that follows from this point on is about eidos, (eidos = the one as indicated in
132¢6-7 above: «£i50¢ £oTatL Todto TO vooUpevov £v ivat» = “eidos is this very object of thought which is thought
to be one”). The bold italicized style — ‘the one’ — is used to distinguish this substantive sense of the ‘the one’ from
its ordinary numeral sense and in conformity with the corresponding bold italic style of ‘the others’ (‘the many’).
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troublesome and the most likely to speak his mind; in
addition, his reply would be a chance for me to rest.

I am ready to do that for you, Parmenides, said
Aristoteles, since you mean me when you say the
youngest. Go ahead, ask and | will reply.

First Hypothesis: what mere one (without being) implies
1 The one is not whole and has no parts

— Elev &1, odvar &i & oy, Ako Tt ovK dv €
TOAAYL TO €V,

— IIdg yap dv;

— Obre dpa pépog avtod ovte Hrov avtod Sei etva.
—Tidom;

—To pépog mov 6AoL pépog Eotiv.

— Nad.

— Ti 88 10 8)ov; odyl 00 av uépog pndLv dmfi dAov v
e;

— ITévvo ye.

— Apeotépmg dpa to v €k LepdV av &in, 6oV te OV
Kol puépm Exov.

— Avaykn.

— Apeotépmg av dpo obtmg T &V TOALY €1 GAL" 0VY
— AMnom.

— A&l 88 ye pm oMY GAL” Ev oo glvad.

— Asl.

— Ob1” dpa 6hov Eotar obte pépn Eet, €l v Eoton TO
év.

— 00 yap.

— So be it, he said: If it is [simply and purely] one,
what else could the one be except not many?

— Of course.

— Therefore it must not have parts and it must not be
whole.

— Why, exactly?

— The part is part of a whole.

—Yes.

— And the whole? Isn’t whole that from which no part
is missing?

— Indeed.

— Either way then the one would consist of parts,
being whole and having parts.

— Necessarily.

— Either way it would be many and not one.
—True.

— And it must be not many but one.

— It must.

— Thus it will be not whole and have no parts if the
one is to be one.

— No.

2 The one has no shape

— OvOKkodV &l undev &yt uépog, ovT’ Av Apymnv ovte
TehevTIV 0UTE PECOV EYol UépM yap v 110N avtod Tt
ot €.

—Opbd.

— Kai unv televt ye kai apyn népag EKAGTOV.
—Ildg & ob;

—Amepov Gpa to v, €l UNTE APYNY UNTE TEAEVTNV
Exet.

—AmEelpov.

— Kai évev oynuotog dpa obte yop oTpoyydAov ovte
€00€0¢ petéyet.

—Idg;

— Z1poyydrov y£ mov 6Tt ToDTO 0D Av TO Yot
mavtoyl ard 100 pEcov icov anéyn.

— Nod.

— Kai piv €000 yg, 00 dv 10 pécov aueoiv toiv
goydrotv £mimpochey 1.

— Obtwc.

— OvKkodV puépn Gv €yot 10 €v Kol TOAAG Gv €, it
€00£0¢ oyNuaTog Eite TEPLPEPODG HETEYOL.

—TI4vu pév odv.

— If then it has no parts, it will have neither beginning
nor end nor middle, since those kinds of things would
be parts of it.

— Correct.

— And isn’t beginning and end the boundary of each
thing?

— Of course.

— Then the one is boundless if it has neither
beginning nor end.

— Boundless.

— And thus shapeless, since it doesn’t share either in
the round or in the straight.

— How so?

— Round is that whose extremes are everywhere
equidistant from the middle.

—Yes.

— And straight is that whose middle stands in the way
of both extremes.

—Soitis.

— Would not then the one have parts if it shared
either in the straight or in the round shape?
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— Ovte Gpa €00V 0Ute TEPLPEPES 0TIV, EMEITEP 0VOE

pépm Exet.
— Opbixc.

— Yes indeed.

— Therefore it is neither straight nor round precisely
because it has no parts.

— Correct.

3 The one is nowhere

— Kot prv 10100t6v ye v 00dapod v gin’ ovte yap
&v GAA® oUte &v EavT® €.
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— Moreover, since it is like this it cannot be
anywhere, because it is neither in anything else nor in
itself.

— How so?

— If it were in anything else it would be contained all
round by that in which it is, and would be touched by
many things in many places; but it is impossible for
the one to be touched all round in many places,
because it has no parts and does not share in the
round shape.

— Impossible.

— Furthermore, if it were in itself, it would be the
container of none other than itself, if it really were to
be in itself, for it is not possible to be in something
that is not a container.

— Impossible.

— So then, the container would be one thing and the
contained another, because one and the same thing
cannot as a whole both contain and be contained; so
the one would be two and would no longer be one.
— Indeed not.

— So, since it is not in itself or in another, the one is
not anywhere.

— Itis not.

4 The one is not at rest and not in motion

—"Opo. 81, obtwg Exov £l 016V T4 doTiv £oTévon 1)
KweloHat.

—Tidn yap ov;
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— This being the case let us see if it is possible for it to
be at rest or to move.

— Why exactly should it not be?

— Because in moving it would be either transported or
altered, since these are the only kinds of movements.
—Yes.

— And being altered from itself it would be impossible
for the one to remain one.

— Impossible.

— Thus it does not move by alteration.

— It appears not.

— And by transport?

— Maybe.

— If the one were transported it would either be rotating
in a circle or changing its place from another place.

— Necessarily.

— But in order to rotate it must stand still at the center
while other parts of itself move around that center. But
is there any device that could carry in a circle around a
center something that has neither center nor parts?
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— None.

— Is it moved by changing places and coming to be in
other places at other times?

— Yes, if it were to move to begin with.

— But it was shown that it cannot be in anything?
—Yes.

— Then coming to be is even more impossible.

— I don’t understand how.

— If a thing is coming to be in something isn’t it
necessary that it be neither in nor entirely out of it
while it is coming to be?

— It must.

— If there is anything that is affected this way it would
only be the kind of thing that has parts, so that a part of
it would be in and a part of it out simultaneously. But
what has no parts cannot in its entirety be
simultaneously in and out of something.

—True.

— That which has no parts and is not whole, is it not
more impossible for it to come to be either in parts or
as a whole?

— Apparently.

— Then it does not change place either by going and
coming to be in something, or by rotating around itself
or by being altered.

— No.

— So the one is unmoved with respect to all the kinds
motion.

— Unmoved.

— But we also say that it is impossible for it to be in
anything.

— We do.

— So it is never in sameness'®.

— Why, exactly?

— Because then it would be in that in which sameness
is.

— Yes, of course.

— But it is not possible for it to be enclosed either in
itself or in anything else.

— Not indeed.

— Thus the one is never in sameness.

— It seems not.

— But certainly then that which is never in sameness
neither reposes at rest nor stands.

— It is not possible.

— The one then, as it seems, neither stands nor moves.
— Obviously not.

19 5 . . . . - . o N . .
«EV T® aut®» = “in the same”; with the definite article “the”, the specific adjective “same” serves as its corresponding
abstract generic substantive “sameness”, denoting overall sameness of condition, place, status etc.



5 The one is neither other than nor the same as anything
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— Moreover it will not be the same as another thing or
as itself, nor would it be other than itself or than
another.

— How so?

— If it were other than itself it would be other than
one and it would not be one.

— True.

— Moreover, if it were the same as another it would
be that other and not itself; thus it would not be what
it is, one, but other than one.

— Of course not.

— So it is not the same as another or other than itself.
— No.

— It is not other than another while it is one; it is not a
property of the one to be other than something; it is
only the property of the other of some other and of
nothing else.

— Correct.

— Therefore, being one would not cause it to be other,
no?

— Of course not.

— But if this does not cause it to be other, then its
own self does not cause it to be other, and if so, it is
not other. And since it is in no way other, it will not
be other than anything.

— Correct.

— Nor will it be the same as itself.

— Why not?

— Because the nature of the one itself is not the
nature of the same.

— Why?

— Because when something becomes the same it does
not become one.

— What then?

— If it becomes the same as many it must become
many and not one.

— True.

— If the one and the same do not differ when
something becomes same it would become one and
when one, same.

— Indeed.

— If the one is the same with itself, it is not one with
itself and so by being one it is not one, which is
impossible; thus it is impossible for the one to be
other than another or the same as itself.

— Impossible.

— Thus the one is neither other than nor the same as
itself or another.

— Indeed not.
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6 The one is neither like nor unlike anything
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— Nor is it like something or unlike either itself or
another.

— Why?

— Because the like in some way is affected by the
same.

—Yes.

— And the nature of the same proved to be apart from
the nature of the one.

— It did.

— But if the one is affected by something apart from
the one it would be more than one, which is
impossible.

—Yes.

— In no way then is the one affected to be the same as
another or the same as itself.

— It seems not.

— Nor can it be like another or like itself.

— Not likely.

— Nor indeed can the one be affected to be other,
because in that case it would be affected to be more
than one.

—Yes, more.

— And indeed that which is affected to be other than
itself or be other than another would be unlike itself
or another if the like is affected by the same.

— Correct.

— And so the one, as it seems, because it is in no way
affected by other is in no way unlike itself or another.
— No.

— So the one is neither like nor unlike either another
or itself.

— It seems not.

7 The one is neither equal nor unequal to anything

— Kai punv towodtov ye ov odte icov obte dvicov
gotat oUTE E0VTA 0UTE GALD.

- Iy;

—"Icov P&V BV TV anTdV PETPpmV 0Tt EKEVe O v
icov 1.

— Nod.

— Meilov 8¢ mov 7 Ehattov 8V, 01 HEV 8 GUUUETPOV
N, TOV pev ELottovov mhsio pétpo EEet, TV 88
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— Nod.

—Oic & Gv un COUUETPOV, TBV HEV GUIKPOTEP®Y, TEV
o¢ pellovov pétpov Eotat.

— &g yap ob;
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PETPOV THV oOTAY ivar §| EAADY OVTIVOVODV TV
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— This being the case, it is neither equal nor unequal
either to itself or to anything else.

— How?

— As equal it would be of the same measures as its
equal.

—Yes.

— Being larger or smaller than its commensurates it
would have more measures than the lesser and fewer
than the larger.

—Yes.

— And of the incommensurates, it would have lesser
measures than some and larger than others.

— Of course.

— That then which does not share in the same cannot
be of the same measures or of anything else the
same?

— It cannot.

— Being without the same measures, it is not equal
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— Otkovv eaivetal ye.
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— Havténact pdv ovv obtm.

either to itself or to anything else.

— It seems not.

— But by being of more or fewer measures, it would
be of as many parts as it is of measures and thus it
would no longer be one but it would be as many as
the measures.

— Correct.

— And, moreover, if it is of one measure, it would be
equal to the measure; it was shown, however, that it
cannot be equal to itself.

— Yes, it was shown.

— Therefore, by not sharing either in one measure, or
in many, or in a few, it seems it will never be equal to
itself or to another; nor, again, will it be greater or
lesser than itself or another.

— It is most certainly so.

8 The one is not older, newer or the same age as anything, nor in time, nor is time in it

— Ti 8¢; mpeoPotepov | vedtepov 1 TV adTV
Maciav Exev 10 &v Sokel T duvatdv siva;
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— What then? Can the one be considered to be older
or newer or of the same age?

— Why not?

— Because in being the same age as itself or another it
would be sharing in temporal equality and likeness in
which the one does not share, as we were just saying.
— We were saying indeed.

— And we were also saying that it does not share in
unlikeness and inequality.

— We were indeed.

— How is it possible for something like this to be
older than or newer than or be of the same age as
anything?

— Not possible.

— Therefore the one is not newer nor yet older nor
has the same age as either itself or anything else.

— Obviously not.

— So then the one could not be in time altogether if it
is something like this. Or isn’t it the case that if
something is in time it must always become older
than itself?

— It must.

— And the older is always older than the newer?

— Naturally.

— So the older it becomes than itself the newer it
becomes at once if it is to obtain that than which it
will become older.

— What do you mean?

— This: things already different from one another
need nothing to become different, but either already
are so, or have been or will be so, but what is
becoming different neither has been nor will be nor is
different, but is simply becoming and nothing else.

— This is necessarily so.

— And moreover, the older is a difference from the
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Ao ovK glvo.

— Avéykn yap on.
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newer and from nothing else.

—Soitis.

— Therefore that which is coming to be older than
itself it must also at once be coming to be newer than
itself.

— It seems so.

— And further it must come to be neither in more time
than itself nor in less but must come to be and must
be and have been and in future be in equal time as
itself.

— These also must be.

— It is necessary then, as it seems, that each of the
things that are in time [141d] and share in time must
be of the same age as itself, and newer than itself and
older than itself all at once.

— It seems likely so.

— But none of these conditions belongs with the one.
— None does.

— Therefore neither time belongs with the one nor is
the one in some time.

— No indeed, as the argument proves.

9 Conclusion: The one neither is nor is it one
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—TIévv pgv ovv.
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— So then. The ‘was’ and the ‘has become’ and the
‘was becoming’ seem to indicate sharing in some past
occurrence?

— Certainly.

— What then? Does not the ‘will be” and ‘will
become’ and ‘will have become’ indicate a future
thereafter?

—Yes.

— And the ‘is” and the ‘is becoming’ indicate a
present act?

— Yes indeed.

— If therefore the one does not in any way share in
any time, it never ‘has become’ nor ‘was becoming’
nor ‘was’, nor now ‘became’ nor ‘is becoming’ nor
‘is’, nor ‘shall become’ nor ‘shall have become’ nor
‘shall be’.

— Most true.

— But is there a way other than these by which
anything may share in being?

— There isn’t.

— Then the one in no way shares in being.

— It seems not.

— So the one in no way is.

— Apparently not.

— Nor can it be one, because then it would be and
share in being; but it seems that the one neither is
one nor is, if you are to trust this argument.

— I’m afraid so.

— And of that which is not, could anything be in it or
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of it while it is not?

— How could that possibly be?

— So it has no name, nor description nor knowledge
nor sense nor opinion.

— It seems not.

— So it is not named nor spoken nor opined nor
known nor does any being sense it.

— It seems not.

— Is it possible then for all these to be true about the
one?

— It does not seem so to me.

Second Hypothesis: the one has substance
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énavérBopev, av LUl énaviodoty aAAoToV QoVvi);
—Iévv pgv obv Bovropat.

— OvkodV év el €oty, apév, Ta cupPaivovto mepi

a0ToD, TO1d TOTE TLYYAVEL HVTA, SLOLOAOYNTEN TODTO

ovy oUTw;

— Nod.

—Opa 81 € apyfic. & &l EoTwy, Gpa 010V TE AVTO
sivan pév, ovciog 88 [ PeTEYsY;

— Ovy o1V T&.

— OvkodV Kai 1 ovoia Tod £vog € dv 00 TadTOV
oboa T £vis 00 yap dv dkeivn v dxkeivov odoia, 008
av éxeivo, 10 &v, éketvng petelyev, AL Spotov dv v
Méyewv Bv 1e eivon kad &v &v. vy 88 oy o dotiv 1
vmobeotc, i &v &v, ti ypn cvpPaivewy, AL €l Ev
£€oTv' oy OVTW;

—TIévv pgv ovv.

— OvkodV i GALo TL onpaivoy 0 0Tl ToD £V,
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— Are you willing then to revisit the hypothesis from
the start in case our review shows us anything
different?

— I am very much willing.

— We say then, if the one is, we must come to an
agreement on the consequences of this whatever they
be, no?

—Yes.

— Let’s see now from the beginning: If the one is, is
it possible for it to be and not to share in substance?
— Not possible.

— The substance of the one is not the same as the
one; if it were the same it would not be the substance
of the one nor would the one share in it, but saying
‘one substance’ would be like saying ‘one one’. Now
the hypothesis is not what must follow ‘if one one’,
but ‘if it is one’, isn’t it so?

— Yes, it certainly is.

— Because the “is” indicates something other than the
‘one’?

— It must.

— So when someone says generally that the one is, he
means nothing else but that the one shares in
substance?

— Indeed.

1 The one is a whole unlimited in multitude

—ITaav o Aéyopev, €v el Eotwv, Ti cvpPnoetat.
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— Let us then say again what would follow if the one
is. Examine then if this hypothesis points to a one
that is of such kind that must have parts.

— How?

— This way: If ‘is’ is said about ‘the one that is” and
‘one’ is said about ‘the one that is’, and substance
and the one are not the same but of the same thing,
namely of the assumed ‘the one that is’, must not
‘the one that is’ be one whole and that ‘one” and ‘is’
be portions of this whole?

— It must.

— What then, shall we refer to each of these portions
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as a mere portion, or as portion of the whole?

— Of the whole.

— The one that is, therefore, is whole as well as has
portions.

— Of course.

— What then? Can each of two portions of the one
that is, namely ‘one’ and ‘is’, quit the other, either
the ‘one’ quitting the ‘is’ or the ‘is’ quitting the ‘one’
portion?

— No, it cannot.

— Again then, each portion retains both ‘one’ and ‘is’
and each consists of at least two portions; and
likewise any portion that comes to be always retains
these two portions, for the ‘one’ always retains the
‘is” and the ‘is’ always retains the ‘one’. Thus, as it is
always coming to be two it must never be one.

— Most certainly.

— In this way, would not the one that is be unlimited
in multitude?

— It seems.

2 The one is unlimited in number
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— Let’s continue this way.

— How?

— We say that the one shares in substance because it
is?

—Yes.

— And because of this, the one was shown to be
many.

- So.

— What then? If, for purposes of reasoning only®’, we
isolate the one itself that we say shares in substance,
and consider it by itself without that of which we say
it shares, will it be shown to be only one or many?

— One, | think.

— Let’s see: If the one is not substance but has a share
in substance in its capacity as one®, then the
substance of the one must be other than it and the
one itself other than the substance.

— It must.

—If substance is other and the one is other, then the
one is other than substance not by virtue of oneness,
and substance is other than the one not by virtue of
substance, but both are other than each other by
virtue of being different and other.

- Yes, by all means.

20 «Tf) Slavolg povovr» = “only according to reasoning” refers not to real distinctions which can only be grasped by
vol¢ = mind, but only to conceptual distinctions made by &idvola = reasoning, a faculty radically distinct from
mind. See Introduction.
*! This means that the one partakes of substance not insofar as it is simply one, but by virtue of being a certain kind
of one thing, a something that stands out as a distinctive singularity, a ‘one’.
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— Other is not the same as one or substance.

—1 don’t see how it could be.

— Now then, if from these we make paired selections
either of substance and other or of substance and one
or of one and other, is it not correct to call the things
that we have selected in each of these pairs of choices
both?

— How?

— Like this: can we say substance?

—Yes.

— And again, can we say one?

—Yes again.

— And hasn’t each of them now been said?

—Yes.

— So when | say substance and one, don’t I say both?
— Indeed.

— Then if I say substance and other or other and one,
and so on, in each case | say both?

—Yes.

— And those that are correctly called ‘both’, is it
possible that they be ‘both’ but not two?

— Not possible.

— And those that are two, is there a device by which
each of them would not be one?

— No.

— Since then each of these ones come in pairs, each
separately would be one.

— Evidently.

— And if each of them is one, when the one is
composed with any pair whatsoever, don’t they all
become three?

—Yes.

— And three are odd and two are even?

— No doubt.

— If there are two, must there not be twice, and if
three thrice, since twice-one preexists in the two and
thrice-one in the three?

— There must.

— And if there are two and twice must there not be
twice-two, and if three and thrice must there not also
be thrice-three?

— No doubt.

— So then, if there are three and twice and two and
thrice, must there not be three-twice and two-thrice?
—Yes.

— So there would be even times even and odd times
odd and odd times even and even times odd.

— Itis so.

— If this is so, do you think there is any number left
over which is not necessary to exist?

— No way.

— Therefore, if the one is, there must also be number.
— There must.

— If there is number there must be many and an
unlimited multitude of beings: or is it not the case
that number is unlimited in multitude and comes to
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— Ti obv; 611 TL 00TdY 0 E6T1 PV uépog tiig ovoiog,
0VOEV HEVTOL HEPOG;

— Koi ndg dv [to1] todto yévorto;

— AML simep ye olpon E6Ttv, Avaykn avTd el
goomep v N, &v ¥é T slvar, undev 8¢ adbvatov.

— Avaykm.

— IIpog Gravtt dpa [Ekdotm] T® THg 0voing HEpet
TPOGEGTV TO £V, OVK ATOAEITOUEVOV 0VTE
opKpoTEPOL 0VTE peilovog pépovg ovte dALOL
00vdevaC.

- Obto.

—Apa. obv &v Oy mohoyod dua Shov Eoti; Todto
aOpet.

— AM\ aBpd Kol 0pd 6Tt AdVvaTOV.

— Mepepiopévov dpa, eimep pn 6Aov: GAA®G Yap OV
0Vdau®dG dpo dract Toig TG ovoiag pEpecty
TOPECTOL | LEPEPICUEVOV.

— Nad.

— Kai piv 10 ve peptotov modly avaykn sivar
tocodTo doomep HEPT.

— Avaykn.

— OvK Gpo aANOT] dpTL ELEyopev Aéyovieg i TAeioTa
pépn 1 ovoia veveunpévn ein. oddE yap mAeim T0d
€vOg vevéuntal, aAL’ {oa, g goke, T® Evi' 0UTE Yap
70 OV 10D £VOg amoAeinetat ovte TO &V TOD GvTOC,
AL’ €€loodabov dvo dvte del mapd TAvToL.

— [ovtanacty oVt eaivetat.

—To &v dpa adTO KEKEPLATIGUEVOV VTIO THG OVGT0G
TOAAG T€ Kol dmetpa 1O TATO0G EoTiv.

— Qatveral.

— 00 podvov Gpa. to OV v moALG €oTy, AL KOl aTO
70 &V V1O Tod GVTOG SLovevEUUEVOV TOAAN GVAYKN
elva.

— Tavtanoct puév ovv.

be by sharing in substance?

— Indeed.

— So if every number shares in substance, each
fraction of number shares in substance?

—Yes.

— Therefore substance is distributed over all of the
many beings and is not lacking in any of them, from
the smallest to the greatest? Or is it irrational even to
ask this? For how could substance be absent from
beings?

— No way.

—So substance is dispersed in every way into beings
that are as small and as large as possible, and is the
most divided of all, and the parts of substance are
unlimited.

—ltis so.

— Therefore the parts of substance are the utmost.

— The utmost indeed.

— What then? Is there any one of them which is part
of substance and yet not one part?

— How could this be?

— I suppose that if it is and so long as it is, it must be
a one something, and it is impossible to be a nothing
(not-even-one)®

— It must.

— So, the one is attached to each and every part of
substance and is not absent either from the smallest
or from the greatest or from any other part.

—Yes.

— Consider this: while it is one, is it in many places at
once and as a whole?

— | am considering and | see it is impossible.

— If not as a whole, then as divided: in no other way
can the one be present in all parts of substance unless
it is divided.

—Yes.

— Also, what is divisible must be as many as there are
parts.

— It must.

— So we did not speak the truth when we just said that
substance is distributed in the greatest number of
parts. It is not distributed to more than the one but to
equally as many parts as the one: for neither is being
absent from the one nor the one from being, but the
two are always equal through all things.

— It certainly appears so.

— So the one itself fragmented by substance is a
plurality and an unlimited multitude.

— Evidently.

— Therefore, not only is the one that is many, but the
one itself distributed by that which is must
necessarily be many.

— Most certainly.

22 A pun: the word for ‘nothing’ is ‘un6&v’ (uf 8¢ &v) literally ‘not-even-one’.
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3 The one is whole and limited

— Koai unv 61t ye dhov ta popo popua,
TEMEPAGHUEVOV AV €N Kot TO dAoV TO EV' 1} O
mepLEYETAL VIO TOY GOV TG HOPLa,

— Avaykm.

— AA\O pnv T6 ve epiéyov mEPaG v ei.

— Tl & ob;

—To &v dpa Ov &v 1€ €oti mov Kol TOAAG, Kol dAov
Kol popia, kol memepacuévov Kol dmepov mAnost.

— Qatveral.

—Ap’ ovdv oVK, éncinep memepocuévoy, Kai EGyata
&xov;

— Avaykn.

— T18¢; €l 6hov, 00 Kal apymnv av £xot Kol HEcov Kol
TEAELTIV; Tj 010V T TL SAOV £lvoL Evey TPLBY TOVTOV;
K&V TOL &V OTIODY OWTAV ArocToTi], €0gAnoet £Tt
Shov giva;

— Ovk €0elnost.

— Kai apynv n, ®g Eotkev, Koi TEAEVTNV Kol HEGOV
&xot v 10 &v.

—"Eyot.

— AALOL pnv 16 ye pécov ioov TV EoYATOV ATEYXEL OV
yop v GAAmG pécov .

— 00 yap.

— Also, since the portions are portions of a whole, the
one is bounded by being a whole; or are not the
portions enclosed by the whole?

— They must be.

— But that which encloses is limit.

— No doubt.

— So the one that is somehow is both one and many,
whole and portions, and bounded and boundless in
multitude.

— So it seems.

— Does it also have extremes, given that it is
bounded?

— It must.

— Next, as a whole, would not the one have beginning
and middle and end? Is it possible for something to
be whole without these three? And if one of these is
missing could it still be whole?

— It could not.

— So it seems that the one must have beginning and
end and middle.

— It must.

— But the middle is equally distant from the extremes,
or else it would not be middle.

— No.

4 The one has shape and is contained by something

— Kai oyfiporog 01 tivog, dg £01Ke, TO10VTOV OV
petéyot av to &v, frot e0B0¢ §| oTPoYYVLAOL 1} TIVOG
HEKTOD && ApEoiv.

— Metéyot yap év.

—Ap’ ovv obtmg Exov ok odTd TE v EovTd EoTon
Kot &v GAA®;

- Hag;

— Todv pepdv mov Ekactov &v T® A £0TL Kol 0VOEV
€KTOG T0D OA0VL.

- Obto.

— ITavta 8¢ o uépn V1o Tod AoV TEPIEYETAL;

— Nod.

—Kai unv ta ye mavto pépn ta avtod 10 £v €01, Kol
obte L TAéov obte ElatTov T ThvTa.

— 00 yap.

— Ovkodv kal t0 dAov 10 &v éotv;

—Idg & ob;

— El dpa mévta ta pépn v 6Am tuyyavet dvta, 0Tt
0¢ 16 e TAVTO TO £V Kol 0O TO TO OLOV, TEPLEXETAL OE
V1O T0Y GAov T TAVTa, VIO TOD EVOG GV TEPLEYOLTO
70 &V, Kol obTeg av 110N 0 &v adTo v Eautd &in.

— Qaiverar.

— AMAG pévTot 6 Y dAov ad ovk &v Toic uépeciv

— Being this kind of thing, it seems that the one
would share in some sort of shape, either straight or
round or a mixture of both.

— It would.

— This then being the case, would it not be in itself
and in another?

— How so?

— Each part somehow is in the whole and none is
outside the whole.

—Yes.

— And all the parts are contained by the whole?
—Yes.

— Indeed the one is all of its parts, and neither more
nor less than all of them.

—No.

— And is not the one also the whole?

— No doubt.

— Since all the parts happen to be in the whole, and
all the parts are the one as well as the whole itself,
and all the parts are contained by the whole, the one
would be contained by the one, and thus the one
itself would be inside itself.

— It seems.
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€oTLy, 0UTE &v mao 0UTE &V TIvi. &1 yap &v mhouy,
avaykn Kol &v evi' £v Tivi yap €vi un v ovk av £t
7oV Svvauto &v ye Bmacty eivar gl 68 TodTo pPEv TO Ev
TOV AmavToV £0Tl, TO 8¢ OAOV v TOVT® Ur| &V, TG
£t &v ye 101G mhov €véotay;

— Ovdapuds.

— O08E pnVv év Tol TdV pepdv” gl yap €v Ticl To dAov
€in, 10 TAéov av &v 1@ EdtTovi i, 6 €oTv
advvaTov.

— AdbOvarov yap.

—Mn 6v & év mréootv und’ €v Evi und’ €v oot Toig
uépect T Brov ovK Avéykn &v ETépm Tvi elvar 7
undopod £t etvo;

— Avéykm.

— OvKodV undapod pev Ov ovdEV av gin, GAov 6¢ dv,
Eme1dn) 0Ok &v adTd E0Tty, AVAyKM &V BAA® etvo;

— ITévvo ye.

—"Hi pév éipa 10 &v hov, &v 8MAw €otiv: 7 88 T
mavta pEPn Gvro Ty avel, avTo &V £0VT@* Kol 0VT®
70 &V AvayKn avTd T &v QLT sivan Kai £V £TEP®.

— Avaykm.

— But the whole is not in the parts, neither in all of
them nor in any one in particular. If it were in all of
them, it would also have to be in one; but because it
is not in any one part, the whole cannot be in all of
them; and if the one consists of all of them, but the
whole is not in it, how can the whole be in all of
them?

— No way.

— Nor is the whole in some of the parts, because if the
whole were in some, the more would be in less,
which is impossible.

— Impossible indeed.

— And by not being in several parts, or in one part, or
in all the parts, must the whole either be inside
another or be nowhere at all?

— It must.

— Being nowhere, it would be nothing, but given that
it is whole and because it is not in itself, it must be in
another?

— Indeed.

— Insofar as the one is whole, then, the one is in
another; and insofar as it is all its parts, the one is in
itself; and thus, the one must be both in itself and in
another.

— It must.

5 The one is both in motion and at rest

— OBt &1 mepukdg 1O &v dp’ ovK AveyKn Kai
Kivelobat kol E0Tavor;

- IIy;

—"Eotnke pév mov, gimep antod v E0VTd £0TIV: &V Yap
€Vl OV kal €k TovTOoL UN| petafaivov &v Td avTd v
€, &v Eautd.

—"Eoctiydp.

—To 8¢ ye év 1@ avtd del Ov £0TOg MNTov Avaykn del
glval.

— v ye.

—T18¢; 10 v €1ép® diel &V 00 1O Evavtiov avaykn
Undémot’ &v tantd sivar, undémote 88 OV &v T anTd
undE Eotavat, pn £€0t0g 08 Kiveiohat,

— Obtoc.

— Avaykn dpa. 1o &v, a0TO TE £V £0VTA Gel OV Kol &V
£T€p, del kvelobai e kal Eotdvar.

— Qatveral.

% see footnote #19 above.
2 cév £Tépw» = “in other”; the specific adjective “other” here serves as its corresponding abstract generic
substantive noun, “otherness” and denotes overall otherness in every respect — otherness of place, condition or
status. In contrast to “the others” = «td GA\a» which means “other” in the sense of aliud, this “other” = «€tepov»
means “other” in the sense of alter. See 148b5 below: “other («&tepov») somehow is other than something that is
like it”.

— Being of such nature, must not the one move as
well as be at rest?

— How?

— Itis at rest, | imagine, if it is in itself; if it remains
in the one without departing, it would be in
sameness®, namely in itself.

— That is so.

— And that which is always in sameness must always
be at rest.

— Indeed.

— Next: That which is always in otherness® must, by
contrast, never be in sameness, and by never being in
sameness not be at rest, and by not being at rest be in
motion.

—Yes.

— So the one, always in itself and in another, must be
always in motion and at rest.

— It seems.
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6 The one is the same as and other than itself and the others

— Ko piv tantov ye Sl eivon antod £ontd ko Etepov
€00, Kot T01g GALOLG GEANTMS TODTOV TE KoL
grepov eivan, elnep kod To TpdcOey mémovoey.

- Hag;

— Iav mov Tpog émav Mde Exet, § ToTOV 6TV §
Erepov' fj &av un TawTov | NS’ Etepov, pépog v &in
TOUTOL TPOG O oVTMG £XEL, T} MG TPOG PEPOG HAOV (v
ei.

— Qatveral.

—"Ap’ obV O &V aDTO 0HTOD PEPOC EGTIV;

— Ovdapds.

— 008" dpa i TPOG HEPOG aNTO 0TOd GAoV AV €N,
TPOG E0LTO PEPOG OV.

— OV yip oloVv Te.

— AM\ Gpa ETepdy EoTiv £vOG TO &V,

— 00 o1t

— 008" dpa Eavtod ye Etepov av ein.

— 00 pévrot.

— Ei obv prjte £tepov pite Shov pite pépog adtod
PG £00TO £0TIV, OVK GVEYKY 11O TADTOV ivar adTd
£00TQ;

— Avaykn.

— Ti8¢; 10 £tép@OL GV aTO €0VTOD €V TA VTG GVTOGC
£00TH VK AvayKn oTd EavTod ETepov siva, simep
Kol £TépBt Eota;

—"Epotye dokel.

— Obto v €pdvn €xov 10 &v, adTo TE &V £0VTH OV
Gpo Kol &v ETép.

—Epdvn yap.

—"Etepov dpa, mg gowev, gin tadtn v £0vTod TO V.
—"Eotkev.

— Ti obv; &1 To0 TL ETEPOV EoTIV, OV ETEPOV HVTOG
€tepov Eotal,

— Avaykn.

— Ovkodv o0 un &v €oty, Grovd’ Etepa ToD VO,
Kol TO v T®V pn &v;

—Ildc & ob;

—"Etepov dpa v €in 10 v 1OV dAAOV.

—"Etepov.

—"Opo. 51: adT6 1€ TOHTOV KOd TO ETEPOV AP’ OVK
gvavtio aAAqLo1g;

—Ildg & ob;

—"H ovv 80 iost TadToV v Td ETEPM 1} TO ETepoV &V
TOOTH TOTE EWVOLL

— Ovk €Belnost.

— Ei dpa 10 Erepov &v T@ avT@® undénote E6TaL, OVOEY
EOTL TV VIOV £V () £0TIV TO £TEPOV YPOVOV 0DV
gl yop ovtvodv in v 1o, Ekelvov av oV ypdvov €v
ToOTd £l 10 ETEPOV. 0VY) 0VTMC;

— Obtoc.

—'Enedn 6’ ovdémote v 1@ aTd £0TLV, OVOENOTE EV
TV TV vty av €in 10 &tepov.

— A\nom.

— Further, the one must be the same as itself and
other than itself, and also the same as the others and
other than the others if the above arguments hold.
— How?

— Everything relates to all things in this way: It is
either the same or other; or if it is neither the same
nor other, it is related either as part to a whole or as
whole to a part.

— It seems so.

— But is the one itself a part of itself?

— In no way.

— Then neither would it relate to itself as whole to
part or as part to whole.

— It is not possible.

— But then is the one other than the one?

— Certainly not.

— Then it is not other than itself.

— Certainly not.

— If the one is neither other than itself, nor related to
itself as whole to part or as part to whole, must it not
be the same as itself?

— It must.

— What then? That which is [in a place, condition or
state] other than itself while being in that same self
must it not be other than itself — if indeed it is to be
[in a place, condition or state] other than itself?

— 1 think so.

— But the one was shown to be such that it is at once
in itself and in other.

— It was.

— So it seems that the one is other than itself.

— It does.

— And if a thing is other than something, it is other
than that which is other than it?

— It must.

— So all the non-ones are other than the one and the
one other than the non-ones.

— No doubt.

— So the one is other than the others.

— Other.

— See now: aren’t the same itself and the other
opposites of each other?

— How could they be otherwise?

— Would then the same ever be in the other or the
other in the same?

— It would not.

— If then the other is never in the same, there are no
beings in which the other would be present at any
time; for if the other were in some being for any
time, it would be in the same for just that time, not
S0?

- So.

— And because the other is never in the same, it is
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— 001’ Gpa €v TOic un €v obte €v T@ &Vi Evein Gv 1O
£€tepov.

— O ydp obv.

— Ok dpo @ €T€p Y Qv € 1O v TOV N v 000E
Ta un €v Tod €vog Etepal.

— 00 yap.

— O05¢ unv ovtoig ye Etep’ v €N GAAM AV, pn
petéyovta 10D ETEPOV.

— &g yap;

— Ei 8¢ pnte avtoig €1epd 0Tt puNTe T@ ETEPW, OV
mévin H§On G éxpevyor 1O un Etepa etvol GAANA®Y;
— Exgevyot.

— AMAQ pnv 00OE ToD £vOG ye peTéyet Ta U v ov
Yap av um &v v, GALG N Gv Ev v,

— Anon.

— 008" av apBuog €in Gpo to pn Ev: 0VE yap av
obtm pm &v qv mavtémacty, dpdudy v Exovra.

— OV yap odv.

— Ti8¢; To un &v 10D £vog apa pdpLd otv; fi kv
oUtm peTeiye Tod £vOg Ta i) Ev;

— Meteiyev.

— Ei épo mwévrn 1o pév v €ott, ta 8¢ un &v, ovt’ av
poplov T@v pn Ev 10 Ev €in ovte HAov dg popicv:
obte av o un &v 10D £vog nopto, odte dAo g popim
TQ &Vi.

— 00 yap.

— AMLO pnv Epaplev T pnte popa pte Olo unte
£repa AAMA©V TanTd Eoecbat AAAAOLG.
—"Epapev yép.

— Odpev dpo kol 10 Ev Tpog T U Ev obtwg Eyov T
avTd £lvon oToic;

— Odpev.

—To &v dpa, d¢ Eotkev, ETepdv e TOV GAA®VY 0TIV
Kol £00TOD Kol TOVTOV EKEIVOLS TE KOl E0VTE.

— Kwdvvevet paiveshot ék ye tod Adyov.

never in any being.

—True.

— So the other is neither in non-ones nor in the one.
— Indeed not.

— So it is not because of the other that the one is
other than the non-one and the non-one than the one.
— No.

— Nor are they mutually other because of themselves,
since they do not share in the other.

— I don’t see how.

— If they are not other because of themselves and
they are not other because of the other, does the case
of their not being other elude us?

— It eludes us.

— Also, non-ones do not share in the one, otherwise
they would not be non-ones but somehow be one.
—True.

— Nor are the non-ones number; for if they were they
would not be fully non-ones.

— Indeed not.

— What then? Are non-ones portions of the one?
Would not non-ones be sharing in the one if they
were portions of the one?

— They would.

— Therefore, if the one is in every way one and if the
non-ones are in every way non-ones, the one is not a
portion of non-ones nor a whole with non-ones as
portions; nor are non-ones portions of the one or
wholes with the one as portion.

— Of course not.

— But we said that what are not portions nor wholes
nor other with respect to each other are the same as
each other.

— We did.

— Shall we say then that, this being the case with the
one and the non-ones, the one is the same as they?
—Yes.

— Therefore, the one, it seems, is other than the
others and other than itself and the same as they and
itself.

— It seems clear from the discussion.

7 The one is like and unlike itself and the others

—"Ap’ ovv Kol EHO1BV TE Kai AvOLOIoV £00TE TE Kol
101¢ GALO1G;

—"Towg.

— Eneidn yodv Etepov 1@V MA@V £pavn, Kol TAAAG
mov Etepa Av Ekeivou ein.

- Tipny;

— Ovkodv oBteg Etepov TdV BAA®Y, Gomep Koi THAAA
gkelvov, Kol obte paAlov obte ﬁtrov;

—Tivyap av;

— Ei &pa pite pdidhov wijte frtov, Opoing.

— Nad.

— Is the one therefore both like and unlike itself as
well as the others?

— Maybe.

— Because it was certainly shown to be other than the
others, the others also are somehow other than it.
— Of course.

— And it is other than the others exactly as much as
the others are other than it and neither more so nor
less?

— It must be so.

— If neither more nor less, then like.
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— Ovkodv 7 Etepov eivon TEmovOev TV EAA®V Kol
A0 EKetvon OGoT®G, ToTN TADTOV dv TEmovOdTa
glev 16 1€ £V 10i¢ GANOIC Kol TOAAD TG VL.

—Idg Aéyeig;

—"Q8¢: ExaoTOV THY OVOATOV OVK &Ml TIVL KOAEIS;
—"Eyoye.

— Ti obv; 10 00Td dvopa simolg dv mheovaxic i émal;
—"Eyovye.

— II6tepov oDV £dv pev 8mak einnge, keivo
TPOGAYOPEVEIS OVTEP £6TL TODVOLL, &0V 8& TOAAGKIC,
0VK EKEVO; 1] €dvte Gmag £avte TOAAKIC TODTOV
vopa @OEYEY, TOAA Gviykn o€ TaTOV Kol A&y
Ael;

= Ti pryv;

— Ovkodv Kol 0 ETepov Gvoud €6tV Em TIVL;

— ITévv ye.

—Otav Gpa a0t0 POEYYN, €dvte Gmas E0vie TOAAAKIC,
oK €1 BAA® 00dE dALO T Ovopdlels f xeivo odmep
M Svopa.

— Avaykm.

—"Otov &1 Aéyopev 8Tt ETepov PEv TAAA TOD EVOC,
£repov 8¢ 10 Ev TV GAA®V, dig TO Etepov eimdvTeg
00O&V TL HAAOV €l AAY, AL €m” €kelvn T QVOoEL
avTo diel Aéyopev fomep NV Todvopa.

— TIévv pav ovv.

—"Hi &pa Etepov TV SAA@V O &V Kai TdAla Tod
€vOc, Kot antod 10 ETepov TEmMOVOEVOL OVK BAAO ALY
7O aVTO v TEMoVOOg €in T0 &V 101G dANOLS TO O€ OV
TaVTOV TEMOVOOG Sotov: ovyi;

— Nad.

—"H1 87 10 &V &tepov 1V A0V mEmovOey eivar, Kot
a0TO T0DTO Gav dracty Spotov av g’ drov yop
AndvTeV ETepdv E0TIV.

—"Eowcev.

— AALO pnv 16 ye Spotov Td dvopoim évavtiov.

— Noid.

— OvKodV Kol 10 £Tepov T® TAVTH.

— Kai todro.

— AALOL pnv kol TodTo ¥ €Qavn, O¢ dpa TO Ev

T0i¢ GALO1G TOOTOV.

—E@dvn yap.

— Tovvavtiov 8¢ ye maBog £6Ti TO sivar TADTOV TOIC
BALOIC T ETEpOV ETvoL TV BAL®V.

— ITévvo ye.

—"Huye pnv &tepov, Spotov pavn.

— Nod.

— "Ht éipa tantév, Gvopotov E6Tat Katd ToOvavTiov
mGO0oc T® opotovVTL TabEL. dpoiov &€ Tov T ETEPOV;
— Nod.

— Avopownoet dpa 10 Tavtdv, §j 00K Evavtiov EoTal
0 ETEPM.

—Eowev.

—Oupotov dpa kai avopotlov Eotat To &v Toig GALOIG,
N 1&v Etepov, SO0V, 7 8& TADTOV, GVOpOLoV.

—"Eys1 yap odv 81, (¢ Eotkev, Kai T0100ToV Adyov.

— Kai yap tovoe Eyet.

—Yes.

— Just as it bears the condition of being other than the
others in a way akin to their being other than it,
likewise the one is the same as the others and the
others are the same as the one.

— How?

— Does each name you utter apply to some one thing?
—Yes.

— Even if you utter it more than once?

—Yes.

— So then, if you utter it only once you invoke that
thing whose name it is, and if many times not that
thing? Or, regardless of whether you utter the same
name once or many times you must always invoke
the same thing?

— Of course.

— And is not the other a name applied to something?
— Indeed.

— When you utter it, whether once or many times,
you don’t name any random thing but that thing
whose name it is.

— | must.

— And when we say that the others are other than the
one and the one is other than the others, and have
uttered the name other twice, no more do we speak of
any other nature but of that one whose name it is.

— Indeed.

—Insofar as the one is other than the others and the
others are other than the one, and precisely by
bearing the condition of other, the one bears the
condition of being the same as the others and to bear
the same condition is to be like, is it not?

—Yes.

— Insofar as the one bears the condition of being
other than the others, all things are like all things,
because all things are other than all things.

— It seems so.

— Yes but the like is opposite to the unlike.

—Yes.

— And also the other is opposite to the same.

— This too.

— But it was also shown that the one is the same as
the others.

—Yes it was.

— And to be the same as the others is an opposite
condition to being other than the others.

— Indeed.

—And this while the other was shown to be the same.
—Yes.

— Accordingly, the same will be unlike, as a result of
the fact that unlike is a condition opposite to the
condition of being like. And the other somehow is
other than something that is like it.

—Yes.

— So it is the same by way of being unlike, otherwise
it would not be opposite to other.
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— Tiva,

— "Hi tadtov némovle, p dAkoiov memovOévar, um
aAAoToV 8¢ TEMOVOOG un avopolov, urj Gvopolov ¢
dpotov eivar 1| 8 dAho mémovlev, diloiov, GALoiov
5¢& dv avopotov sivar.

— AnO1| Aéyeic.

— Tavtdv 1€ dpa 6v 10 EV 101G dAAOLS Kal OTL ETEPOV
€0TL, KOt ApeoTEPO Kol Kotd EkdTepOV, Gpo1dV Te v
€ kol avopotov toig dArorg.

— v ye.

— OvkodV Kol £00Td OoaHTmS, Encinep ETepov T&
€00TOD KOl TADTOV £0VTG EQAVT], KAT GUOOTEPO KO
KOTO £KATEPOV OUOOV TE KOl AVOLLOLOV (POVIGETOL;
— Avaéykn.

— It seems.

— So the one is like and unlike the others: while it is
other, it is like and while it is the same, unlike.

— Yes, it seems to fit this account.

— And also the following.

— Which?

— While it bears the condition of the same it does not
bear the different and by not bearing the different it is
not unlike, and by not being unlike it is like; and
while it bears the condition of the other, it is different
and by being different it is unlike.

—True.

— Therefore, the one by being the same as the others
and also by being the same as whatever is other,
according to both of these accounts and according to
either of them separately, it is both like and unlike the
others.

— Indeed.

— With respect to itself also, because it was shown to
be both other than and the same as itself, according
to both of these accounts and according to either of
them will it be shown to be both like and unlike?

— It must.

8 The one touches and does not touch itself and the others

— Ti 8¢ 6M; mepi 10D dmtechar TO Ev adTod Kol TdV
AoV Kol Tod pn| drtecBon mépt Thdg Exel, GKOTEL.

— ZKOm®.

— A¥T0 Yap 1oL €V £0VT® OA® TO EV EQavn Ov.
—Opbd.

— OvkodV Kol &v 101G AAAOIC TO &V,

— Nod.

—THi pév éipa &v Toig AkoE, TdV BAAmV Emtotto dv' 1)
3 aVTO €V £0VT®, TV PEV GAA®V dneipyotto
Grtecat, 00T 8¢ aOTOd GmToLto AV £V £AVT® OV.

— Qaiverar.

— Obto pév on drtotro Gv O v awTod TE KOl TAV

A V.

— Antotto.

—Ti 8¢ Tfid¢; ap’ 0v mdv 1O PéALOV Byecdai Tvog
80sERc 8¢l keloOan gxetv od puéAet BmtecOat, ToHTNV
v Edpav kotéyov § dv pet’ éxeiviy 7y [Edpa] { v
Kénrol, dmteTo,

— Avaykn.

— Koai 10 &v dpa el pérdet antod adtod dwecot, Epesiic
Oel e00V¢ peta EavTo Kelobat, TNV Eyopévny ydpov
Katéyov ketvng &v )| odTo SoTLv.

— A&l yap odv.

— Ovkodv dVo PEV BV TO Ev Tomaoelev av TadTo kod &v
dvoiv ympotv dpa yévorto: Emg 8 av 7 &v, ok
£0eAnost,

— O yap odv.

—H ot éipa avéryien @ £V uijte Vo sivon uite
GrtecBot avT@d 0vToD.

— What next? Let’s see whether the one does or does
not touch itself and the others.

—Let’s do it.

— The one itself was shown to be in itself as a whole
somehow.

— Correct.

— And the one is also in the others?

—Yes.

—Insofar as it is in the others it would be touching
the others; and insofar as it is in itself it would
refrain from touching the others; but, as it is in
itself, it would be touching itself.

— It appears.

— Thus the one would be touching both itself and
the others.

— It would.

— What about this? Must not everything that is to
touch something else lie next to that which it is to
touch, and occupy that particular position which, by
being next to the position that the other thing
occupies, touches it?

— It must.

— So if the one is to touch itself it must lie directly
next to itself and occupy that place which is next to
that other place in which the one itself is.

— It must indeed.

— But the one would accomplish these things if it
were two and were in two places at once, but while



—H avt.

— AAML" 006€ pny @V ALV GyeTol.

—Tiom;

— O, papgv, 10 pehhov tyesbon xopig ov S(pséng o€l
€xelvo givat ou péAAel GyecBat, tpitov 08 avTdV &V
Héce pUndev eiva.

— A\nom.

— Ao Gpa 51 T OMiyioTov eiva, £l péddet Gyig siva.
— A&l

—"Eav 6¢ toiv dvoiv dpotv tpitov mpocyévntal €67,
avTa pev tpia Eota, ot 8¢ Gyelg dvo.

— Nad.

— Koai obtw 1) del £vog Tpooytyvouévou pio ki dyig
TPOCYiyveTal, Kol cuuB(xwa TOG awstg 0 TAnBovg
6V Apdudv md EAdrTong elvat. O yap m mpdTa 600
gmheovéKTNGEY TOV eV i TO TAeim elval TOV
apOpov fj tag dyetg, @ o TovTE Kol O Emetta
apOpog TaG TOoAY TAV AYEDV TAEOVEKTEL 1joN Yop
7O Aowmov Gua &v te T® appud mpooyiyvetat Kol pio
Qyig Todg dyeoty.

—Opbdc.

—"Oca dpa €otiv T0 dvta TOV ApBpov, det g ol
Gyelg ELATTOVG Elcty adTAV.

— A\nOq.

— E1 8¢ ye &v pdvov €otiv, dvag 8¢ pn| €otiy, Gyig ovk
av €.

- Hag yap;

— Otkovv, apéyv, ta dAlo Tod £vog ovte &v €0Tv 0VTE
petéyet avtod, einep Gl EoTiv.

— 00 yap.

— 0¥k Gpo Eveatv aplOpog €v toig GAloLg, EvOg un
€vOVTog &V 0OTOTG.

— o yap;

— 001’ dpa €v €0t T dAAA 0UTE dVO OVTE GALOL
apBpod Eyovta dvopa 0vOEY.

— 0.

— 10 &v dpa povov €otiv Ev, Kol dvag ovk av &in.

— OV paivetat.

—Ayic Gpo ovk EoTv dvoilv un Gvtowy.

— Ovk €oty.

— 001’ dpa 10 Ev TV GAA®V Grtetat ovTe Ta GAAN TOD
&vog, emsinep fyig ook EoTuy.

— O yap odv.

— Obtw on xatd tavto tadto 10 &v T@V 1€ GAA®VY Kol
€avtoD dntetol Te Kol ovy GmTETOL.

—"Eowev.

it is one, it cannot.

— Indeed it cannot.

— It is by the same necessity that the one is not two
that it does not touch itself.

— The same.

— But it will not touch the others either.

— Why, exactly?

— Because we said that that which is to touch, being
apart, must be next to what is be to touched and
there must be no third thing between them.

— True.

— There must be at least two if there is to be contact.
— There must.

— And if a third is attached to the two boundaries,
there will be three and the contacts will be two.
—Yes.

— And likewise whenever one more is added one
more contact is also added and as a result the
contacts are always fewer by one than the number of
the multitude. As the first two exceeded the contacts
by being of greater number than the number of
contacts, so also every subsequent number exceeds
all the contacts by an equal excess, because every
time one is subsequently added to the number at
once one more contact is added to the contacts.

— Correct.

— So whatever the number of beings is, the contacts
are one fewer than they.

—True.

— And if the one is alone and there is no dyad, there
is no contact.

— Of course.

— We said that the others of the one neither are one
nor share in the one if indeed they are other.

— No they do not.

— So there is no number in the others since there is
no one in them.

— No doubt.

— So the others are neither one nor two nor are
named by any other number.

— No.

— So the one alone is one and there is no dyad.

— It appears not.

— Because there are no two, there is no contact.

— No.

— So neither does the one touch the others nor the
others touch the one because there is no contact.

— Indeed not.

— So for all these reasons, the one both touches and
does not touch both itself and the others.

— It seems so.
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9 The one is equal and unequal to itself and the others

— Ap’ odv kai ioov £oti Ko Evicov adTd Te Kai TOig
aArog;

- Hag;

— Ei ueitov £in 10 &v fj téhho §| Elottov, 1§ av T
8o, 10D £vog petlo B éAdttm, Gpa oK dv T® pév Ev
elvan 10 &v Kol ToAAa BAA0 ToD £vog obte Tt peilm
obte Tt EMdTTO AV €N GAAMA®V 0TI Y€ TAOTUIG TOTG
ovoiolc; AL &l név mpdg @ TorodTo slvan ExdTepa
icotnra &yotev, ica av €in pog GAANAL" €l 6€ TO pev
péyebog, 10 08 opikpoTTA, 1| Kol péyebog Pev 1o v,
opkpoT™ T 88 TAAAG, OTOTEP® MV T €186t péyedog
npocein, pugilov av g, ® 88 oucpdC, EAATTOV;

— Avéykn.

— OvKodV €oTdV V€ TIve TOUTO €10M, TO TE péyebog
Kol 1) opUKpdTNG; 00 Yap Gv Tov ur dvie ye Evavtio
1€ GAARAOLY TNV Kai &v T0ig ovotY &yyryvoicOny.

— o yap dv;

— Eil dpa év 1 évi opikpdng €yyiyverar, fjtot €v OA®
av 1j év uépet avtod vein.

— Avaykn.

—Tid &iév 6Ay &yylyvotro; oyl 1j €€ Toov v 1@ &vi
St 6hov avtod tetapévn €in | TePExovoa avTod;

— Afjkov o).

—"Ap’ ovdv ovk &€ i6ov L&V oboa T GLIKPOTNC T® EVi
ion v avTd £in, mepéyovoa 8¢ peilov;

—Idc & ob;

— Avvatdv ovv outkpdTo. fonv T sivar §j peilo
oG, Kol Tpdttew 1o peyéfoug te kai icdtrog,
AALG PN TO E0VTHG;

— Advvartov.

—'Ev pév 6o Gpa t@ £vi 00K Gv €in opikpdm™G, GAN
glmep, &v pépset.

— Nod.

— O08¢ ye v movti ad T® pépst sl 88 PN, ToTd
momoel dmep Tpog 10 OAov: ion Eotan 1| peilwv tod
HEPOLG &V @ Gv el &vi.

— Avaykn.

— O0d¢evi mote dpa EvéoTtal TV OVTOV GLUKPOTNG,
pit &v pépet pt’ v O €yytyvopévn ovdE Tt Eoton
GUIKPOV TAT)V ODTHG GUUKPOTNTOG.

— 0¥k €owkev.

— 008 Gpa péyebog évéotar &v adT®" peilov yop Gv
71 €11 A0 kol AV adTod peyéfoug, Ekeivo &v @ TO
uéyebog évein, kai TodTa GUIKPOD aOT@ 0VK GVTOC,
oV Gvaykn OIepéysty, E6vmep | péyor ToHTO 88
adHVoTOV, EMELDN CUIKPITNG OVSAUOD EVL.

— Anoq.

— AMAG punv aoto péyebog ovk dArov peilov §j avtiic
OUIKPOTNTOG, 0V3E GUIKPOTNG BAAOL EAOTTOV T} AOTOD
peyéoug.

— 00 yap.

— Ovte dpa 0 dAo pello ToD £vOGc 000 EAATTO,
pfte péyebog punte opukpodTTa EYOVTA, 0VTE COTM

— Is the one then equal and unequal to itself as well
as to the others?

— How?

— If the one were more or less than the others or the
others more or less than the one, would either the
one or the others be either more or less than each
other not by virtue of the one being one nor the
others by virtue of being other than one, i.e., not by
virtue of their respective essence? But, instead, if
each had equality in addition to being what each is,
they would be equal to each other; and if the others
had largeness and the one smallness or the one
largeness and the others smallness, whichever of the
two that belonged to the eidos of largeness would be
more and that which belonged to smallness, would be
less?

— It must be.

—Don’t these two eide — largeness and smallness —
exist? If they did not exist they would not come to be
each other’s opposites nor come to be in things.

— Of course.

— If smallness comes to be in the one, it would be
either in the whole one or in part of it.

— It must.

— If in the whole, would it not be either equally
stretched throughout the whole one or contain it?

— Obviously.

— So if the smallness were spread equally throughout
the one it would be equal to it, and if smallness were
to contain the one, smallness would be greater?

— No doubt.

— Is it possible for smallness to be equal or greater
than something and to accomplish what is proper to
largeness and equality but not what is proper to it?

— Not possible.

— So smallness cannot be in the whole one but in part,
if at all.

—Yes.

— And not in all of the part either, or else it would
proceed as it did in relation to the whole, and be
equal to or greater than the part in which it is.

— It must.

— So smallness never is in anything, nor does it come
to be either in a part or in the whole; nor is there
anything small except smallness itself.

— It seems not.

— Nor is largeness contained in the one, because then
something other than largeness would be larger —
namely that in which largeness was contained — while
smallness, which largeness must exceed if it is to be
large, was not in that container; and this is impossible
because smallness is nowhere.

—True.
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TOVT® TPOG TO £V EYETOV TNV SVVOLLY TNV TOD
VIepEXEY Kol vrepExecat, GAAL TPOG AAANA®, OTE
av 10 &v TovToY 0088 TdV EAAmY peilov dv 008’
glattov €ln, pnte péyebog punte opkpoTTa EXOV.

— Otkovv eaivetai ye.

—"Ap’ ovv, &l pfjte peilov pite Ehattov TO &V TV
AoV, avaykn avto ékeivav pite depéyely pnte
vrepéyectat;

— Avaykn.

— O0OKodV 10 ye pute VIepEYOV UITE VIEPEYOUEVOV
oA dvarykn &€ Toov giva, &€ ioov 82 dv Tcov eiva.
—Idg yap ob;

— Kol pnv kot avto ye 10 &v mpog £00TO 0VTOG GV
gyor pnte péyebog v £aVT@ UNTE GUIKPOTN T EYOV
obT’ av vmepEyotTo oUT G VIePEYOL E0VTOD, AL’ €€
icov Ov icov av e Eovtd.

— TIévv pgv ovv.

—To &v dpa £avtd T€ Kol T0ig GALOIG TooV av €.

— Qatveral.

— Kai unv a0t ye év Eantd Ov Kol mepi E00To av €in
£EmOev, Kol mepiéyov pev peillov av Eavtod &in,
mepleyouevov 8¢ Ehattov, kal obtm peifov av kol
ghatTov €l avTd £0vToD TO €V.

— Ein yap dv.

— Ovkodv koi T6de avéykn, pndev eivon 8ktog Tod
€vOG 1 KOl TOV GAAOV;

—Idg yap ob;

— AMAG v kad etvod mov Sl 16 ye v det.

— Nod.

— OvKkodV 10 ye v T OV €v peilovi Eotar Eattov Ov;
oV yap v dAAmg Etepov Ev £TEp® €im.

— OV yap.

—Ene1dn) 6¢ ovdev Etepov €0t ympig TdV GAL®V Kol
70D £vog, 8¢l 88 ot Ev T lvat, 0Ok avéykn §on &v
GAAAOIG etval, T Te dAL £V T £Vi Kol TO £V &v T0ig
darotg, fj undapod eivar;

— Qaiverar.

— Ot pgv dpa 10 €v v 101G dAloLg Eveott, peilo av
€N T0 dAAa Tod €vog, TEpE OVTU ADTO, TO OE &V
ElatTov TV dAA®V, TepleyOuevov: 6Tl 0& T0 GAA &V
@ &vi, 10 &v TV GA®V KaTd TOV avTOV Adyov peilov
av €in, 10 8¢ Ao 10D EVOg EAATTO.

—"Eotkev.

—To &v dpa Toov e Kol peilov kol Elattov EoTv
adTo TE 0O TOD Kol TOV GAA®V.

— Qatverat.

— Ko pny einep peilov kai Erattov kai icov, icmv av
e pétpev Kol TAEOVOV Kol EAATTOVOV aOTd Kol
101G AAAOLG, EMELON O€ HETP®V, KOl LEPDV.

—Idg & ob;

—"Towv p&v dpa PETp@V OV Kol TAEOVOV Kol
EAaTTOVOVY, Kol apBud Elattov av Kol mAéov €in
01O TE 0 TOD Kol TOV GAA®VY Kal ioov adTd Te Kol
T01¢ GALO1G KOTO TOTA.

— I,

— Qvnep PV £ott, TAEIOVOV TOL Kol HETP@V By

— But largeness itself is larger than nothing else
except smallness and smallness is not smaller than
anything else except largeness itself.

— Indeed not.

— Nor are the others larger or smaller than the one,
because they do not have either largeness or
smallness, and because these two (i.e., largeness and
smallness) do not have the power to exceed or be
exceeded by the one but only by each other; nor,
again, can the one be larger or smaller either than
these two (i.e., largeness and smallness) or than the
others, since it has neither largeness nor smallness.
— Indeed, it appears not.

— So then, if the one is neither larger nor smaller than
the others, must it neither exceed nor be exceeded by
them?

— It must.

— That which neither exceeds nor is exceeded, must it
not then be even and, by being even, be equal?

— Of course.

— And further, the one itself must relate to itself
similarly: having neither largeness nor smallness in
itself, it neither exceeds nor is exceeded by itself but,
by being even, is equal to itself.

—Yes, by all means.

— Therefore the one is equal to itself and to the
others.

— So it appears.

— Moreover, by being in itself the one contains itself
from the outside and, as container, it is larger than
itself while, as contained, it is smaller, and in this
way the one is both larger and smaller than itself.
—Yesitis.

— Is it not also true that nothing is except the one and
the others?

— Of course.

— But what is must always be somewhere.

—Yes.

— Anything that is in something is a smaller thing in a
larger thing; there is no other way for one thing to be
in another.

— No.

— And since there is nothing else apart from the one
and the others, and these must be in something, must
they not be in each other, the others in the one and
the one in the others, or else be nowhere?

— It appears so.

— So because the one is in the others, the others
would be larger than the one because they contain it
and the one would be smaller than the others
because it is contained; and because the others are in
the one, for the same reason the one would be larger
than the others and the others smaller than the one.
— It seems.

— So the one is equal to, larger and smaller than both
itself and the others.
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£ odTdV, 6oV 8¢ PETPpoV, Kol Hep@dV Kol OV
ElotTov, hoadtmg Kai oig ooV, KoTd TadTd.

— Obtomg.

— Ovkodv Eovtod peilov kol Elattov Ov Kol ioov
{fo@v av €n pétpev Kol TAEOVOV Kol EAATTOVOV
aOT®, EMEON O HETPOV, KOl LEPDV;

— Tl & ob;

—"lowv pév dpo pep®dv OV avt@d icov av 1o mAfifog
avT® €N, TAEOVOVY 08 TAEOV, EAATTOVOV & EAaTTOV
TOV aplOpov avTtod.

— Qatveral.

— Ovkodv ko Tpdg TdAa MoadTmg EEeL TO Ev; 6T
pav petfov adtdv eaiverat, dvéykn mAéov elvar ko
TOV AppoOV a0TdV: 8T 8¢ opkpdTEPOV, EatTov: OTL
8¢ Toov neyédet, ioov kai To mAfjBog elvar toig dALOIG;
— Avaykn.

— Obtm &1 od, m¢ £otke, 10 &v kai oov kai TAéov Kod
ElatTov TOV Ap1Buov oo te adtod otal Kol TOV

A @v.

—"Eotot.

— It appears.

— And if larger and smaller and equal, it would be of
equal, larger and smaller measures with itself and the
others; and if of measures, also of parts.

— Of course.

— So being of equal and larger and smaller measures
it would also be smaller and larger in number than
itself and the others and equal to itself and the
others.

— How?

— Compared to those things than which the one is
larger, it would have more measures than they have
and it would also have as many parts as it has
measures; and likewise with respect to the things that
are smaller than and equal to the one.

- So.

— And by being larger and smaller than itself and
equal to itself, the one would be of an equal number
of measures and of more and of fewer measures than
itself, and if this be the case with respect to measures
it is also the case with respect to parts.

— Of course.

— So by being of equal parts as itself the one would
be the same in multitude as itself, in being of more
parts it would exceed itself in number and in being of
fewer parts it would be lesser than itself in number.
— It appears.

— Will not the one be similarly disposed toward the
others? When it appears to be larger than they, must
it not exceed them in number; when it appears
smaller be of lesser number; and when equal in
largeness also be equal to the others in multitude?

— It must.

— So, as it seems, the one is equal in number to, and
more than, and less than itself and the others.

—ltis.

10 The one is older and newer than and the same age as itself and the others

— Ap’ odv Kkai gpoVoL peTEYEL TO £V, Kol 8ot Te Kol
yiyvetat vedtepov Te Kol mpeofitepov awtd €
£€a0ToD Kol TAV AWV, Kol 0UTE VEDTEPOV 0VTE
npecPutepov ovte £0VTOD 0VTE TAOV GAAWDV, YPOVOL
HETEXOV;

- Iag;

— Elvou pév mov ot vmépyel, einep &v Eotuv.

— Nod.

—To 8¢ etvon 8AAo Ti doTv §j péOeéic odoiag petd
xpOVoL 10D TTapdVTOC, Bomep TO NV HETE TOD
TapeAnAv06Tog Kai ab T0 E6Ton Petd Tod PEAAOVTOG
ovoiog €oTi Kowvovia;

—"Eottydp.

— Metéyst pév dpa xpdvov, einep kol Tod sival.

— ITévv ye.

— OvKoDV TOpELOWEVOL TOD YPOVOV;

— Does the one share in time and, by sharing in time,
both is and is coming to be both newer and older than
both itself and the others and neither younger nor
older than either itself or the others?

— How?

— If the one is, then ‘to be’ somehow subsists in it.
—Yes.

— And ‘to be’ is nothing other than the sharing in
substance together with the present time, just as
‘was’ and ‘will be’ are the communion of substance
with past time and with future time.

— It is indeed.

— Therefore, it shares in time if it shares in ‘7o be’.

— Indeed.

— And, therefore, in time as it marches on?

—Yes.
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— Agl Gpa mpecPitepov yiyveton Eovtod, elmep
TPOEPYETUL KOTA XPOVOV.

— Avaéykn.

—Ap’ obv pepviueda HTL VEOTEPOL YIYVOLEVOD TO
npecPutepov TpesPitepov yiyverar,

— Mepvnpebo.

— OvkodV Emeldn mpesPitepov Eovtod yiyvetal 10 v,
VEMTEPOL GV YLyVOpEVOD £00TOD TTpecPfitepov
yiyvotro;

— Avaéykn.

— I'tyveton pev o vedtepdv te kol Tpecfotepov
avTod obTm.

— Nad.

—"Eot 88 mpecPutepov Gp’ ody 8tav katd oV viv
XPOVOV 1| Y1yvouevoy ToV LeTafd Tod R T€ Kod EoTa;
00 YAp TOL TOPEVLOUEVOV YE €K TOD TTOTE €1 TO Emetta
VrepPriceTaL TO VOV.

— 00 yap.

—Ap’ ovv ovk £micyet ToTE TOD YiyvecOat
TpecPutepov, Enedav T@ vOv Evtiyn, Kol oV yiyvertat,
AL €oTL TOT' 110N mpecPiTEPOV; TPOTOV Yap OVK GV
mote ANeBein VO Tod VOV. TO Yup TPoidv obTmg ExeL
WG AuEoTéEPOV Epantechat, ToD T€ VOV Kol ToD
gmeita, Tod LV VOV dgiépevov, tod 8 Emetta
EMAOUPOVOLEVOV, HETOED AULPOTEP®V YIYVOLLEVOV,
10D ¢ Emetta Kol 10D viv.

— Anoa.

— E1 8¢ ye avayxn pn topelbeiv 1o vov v 10
yryvopevov, Ensday katd todTo 1, Emicyst dei Tod
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— So the one always becomes older than itself if it
advances according to time.

— It must.

— But do we remember that, by coming to be newly,
the older becomes older?

— We remember.

— And so, because the one comes to be older than
itself, does it not come to be older than itself by
coming to be newer than itself?

— It must.

— And in this way it comes to be both newer and
older than itself.

—Yes.

— And is it older when, in coming to be so in the now,
it is between the ‘was’ and the ‘will be’? Because it
will not somehow bypass the now when it proceeds
from the before to the after.

— Indeed not.

— Does it not, therefore, refrain from coming to be
older whenever it encounters the now, but instead of
then coming to be older, it already is older? As long
as it is in process it cannot be captured by the now,
because what is in process is such that it touches both
the now and the after; the now while it is leaving it
and the after while reaching it, coming to be between
both of them, both the after and the now.

—True.

— And if all coming to be must not bypass the now,
whenever the one encounters the now it always
refrains from coming to be and then already is
whatever it was coming to be.

— It appears.

— And so when the one encounters the now while
coming to be older, it abstains from coming to be and
then is older.

—Yes, indeed.

— And now the one is older than that thing than
which it was coming to be older; but is not the one
itself that very thing than which it was coming to be
older?

—Yes.

— And that which is older is older than that which is
newer?

—ltis.

— Therefore also when the one happens to be coming
to be older in the now, right then it is newer than
itself.

— It must.

— Moreover, the now always is in attendance in the
one through every aspect of ‘to be’; because
whenever the one is, it is always now.

— Of course.

— Thus the one always both is and comes to be older
and newer than itself.

— It seems.

—When the one is or is coming to be older or newer
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than itself does it do so in more time or in equal
time?

— Equal.

— But in being, or in coming to be for equal time, it
has the same age.

— Of course.

— And what has the same age is neither older nor
newer.

— Indeed not.

— So the one, while being and coming to be in equal
time as itself, neither is nor is coming to be either
newer, or older than itself.

— It seems not.

— Than the others also, then?

— | am not in a position to say.

— But you do say this: that the others, if they are
plural and not a singular other, are more than one;
because if the others were a singular other they
would be one; but being plural others the others are
more than one and have multitude.

— Of course they have.

— Multitudes share in number greater than one.

— No doubt.

— Do we say that the greater number emerges and
comes to pass earlier or that the smaller does?

— The smaller.

— So the smallest is first, which is the one, no?
—Yes.

— So of all things that have number, the one is first;
and all the others have number if they are plural and
not singular other.

— They do indeed.

— And I think that as the one emerged first, it
emerged earlier, and the others emerged later, and
they that emerged later are newer than those that
came earlier; so the others are newer than the one
and the one is older than the others.

— Of course they are.

— And what of this? Could the one turn out to be
contrary to its own nature, or is this impossible?

— Impossible.

— But the one was shown to have parts and, if parts,
also beginning, end and middle.

—Yes.

— And the beginning of all things — both of the one
itself and of each of the others — is the first that
comes to be, and after it come all the others through
to the end?

— Of course.

— And we say that the others are all portions of the
whole and of the one, and that the one comes to be
one and whole together with the end.

-We do.

— The end, | think, comes to be last and the one
comes to be together with it according to its nature.
So that if the one is not to turn out to be contrary to
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its nature, it will, according to its nature, come to be
last, together with the end.

— So it appears.

— Therefore the one is newer than the others and the
others older than the one.

— So it appears to me also.

— What then? The beginning or any other part of the
one or of any other thing, while it is a part, must it
not be a one if it is to be a singular part and not plural
parts?

— It must.

— And the one comes to be at once as the first part
does, and as the second and so on, omitting none of
the others that come to be in succession of one
another, until, having gone through to the last, the
one comes to be a whole one without, in this process
of coming to be, skipping either the middle or the
first or the last or any other part.

—True.

— Therefore the one is of the same age as all the
others. So if the one is not contrary to nature, it does
not come to be either before or after the others but
simultaneously with them. And according to this
argument the one is neither older nor newer than the
others, nor are the others older or newer than it, but
according to the previous argument the one is both
older and newer, and the others of the one are
likewise.

—Yes indeed.

— It is and has come to be in this way, but what about
its coming to be older and newer than the others and
the others than it, and its coming to be neither
younger nor older? Is the case of its coming to be
similar to the case of its being, or is it different?

— | cannot say.

— But I can say this much: if one thing is older than
another it cannot come to be still older than the
original age difference by which it came to be at first,
nor being newer to come to be newer still, because
the addition of equals to unequals, whether in the
case of time or of anything else, always results in the
difference being equal to what it was at first.

— Of course.

— So, that which is cannot come to be older or newer
than that which already is, if its age difference is
always equal, but it is and has come to be older and
the other has come to be newer, but it is not coming
to be.

—True.

— So the one that is older or newer never comes to be
older or newer than the others.

— Indeed not.

— Let’s see if in this way it becomes older or younger.
— In what way, exactly?

— In that way by which the one appeared older than
the others and the others than the one.
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— What then?

— When the one is older than the others, it has been
for more time than the others.

—Yes.

— Again, consider: if we add equal time to more and
to less time, will the more differ from the less by
equal fraction or by smaller?

— By smaller.

— So the age difference between the one and the
others, whatever it was at first, will not remain the
same afterward, but the one by taking equal time as
the others, will differ in age from the others by less
than before, no?

—Yes.

— And does that which differs in age from something
by less than before, become newer than those in
relation to which it was previously older?

— Newer.

— And if that is newer, are not the others
correspondingly older than the one than they were
before?

— Indeed.

— So what has been newer is becoming older with
respect to that which previously had been and now is
older, and it never is older but always is becoming
older than that. For the one is tending toward being
newer and the other older. And again, the older
becomes newer than the newer in similar fashion. For
as they move in opposite direction they are coming to
be their mutual opposites, the newer coming to be
older than the older and the older coming to be newer
than the newer. But they cannot have come to be. For
if they had come to be, they would not be coming to
be but would actually be. In the now they are coming
to be each other’s older and newer. The one is
coming to be newer than the others because it was
shown to be and have been prior, and the others are
coming to be older than the one because they were
shown to have been last. According to the same
argument the same holds for the others relative to the
one, since they were shown to be and have been
older than it.

— So it appears.

— Since neither of the two comes to be either older or
newer than the other because they differ from each
other by an equal number, neither does the one come
to be older or newer than the others, nor do the
others come to be older or newer than the one. And
moreover, given that those that came to be earlier
than the later as well as those that came to be later
than the earlier, necessarily differ by a different
portion, it follows that both the others and the one
must be both older and newer than each other.

— Indeed.

— According to all these arguments then, the one is
and is coming to be both older and newer than itself
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and the others.

— Absolutely.

— And since the one shares in time and also shares in
coming to be both older and newer, must it not
therefore share in the ‘before’ and the ‘affer’ and the
‘now’, if it shares in time?

— It must.

— Then the one is and will be and was coming to be
and is coming to be and will come to be.

— Of course.

— And there would be, and was and is and will be
something that is in it and belongs to it.

— Indeed.

— And there would be knowledge of it, and opinion
and sensation, since indeed we are right now
performing all these things with respect to it.

— Correct.

— And it has name and description and it is named
and described. And whatever other similar properties
pertain to the others pertain also to the one.

— This is absolutely so.

and nonbeing-perishing in time

— Let us then discuss a third thing: If the one is such
as we have detailed, being both one and many and
neither one nor many and sharing in time, must it not
sometimes share in substance because it is one and
sometimes not share in substance because it is not
one?

— It must.

— Is it then possible to share in substance while it is
not sharing in it or not to share while it is sharing?

— Not possible.

— So it shares in substance at one time and does not at
another time, for only this way can it share and not
share in the same thing.

— Correct.

— And is there not a time when it is partaking of
substance and when it is being relieved of it? Or how
can it sometimes be and have substance, and
sometimes not have it, if it is not at some time taking
it and at another time letting go of it?

— No way.

— Do you call the partaking of substance coming to
be?

— 1 do.

— And do you call the letting go of substance
perishing?

— Indeed, by all means.

— So then, it seems that the one, by partaking and
letting go of substance, comes to be and perishes.

— It must.

— And as it is one and many and it comes to be and
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perishes, are the many not perishing when it comes to
be one, and is the one not perishing when it comes to
be many?

— Indeed.

— And in coming to be one and many, must it not
undergo segregation and also aggregation?

— It must indeed.

— And when it comes to be like and unlike, must
undergo assimilation and differentiation?

—Yes.

— And when larger and smaller and equal, must
increase, decrease and be equal?

—Yes.

— And when being in motion it comes to rest, and
when from rest it changes to motion, it must
somehow be in no time at all.

— How exactly?

— It is impossible for the one to be previously at rest
and afterward in motion and previously in motion
and afterward at rest without changing.

— Of course not.

— Because there is no time in which something would
be neither in motion nor at rest.

— No, of course not.

— But neither would it be altering without being
altered.

— Not possible.

— But when would it be altered? It is not altered while
at rest, nor while in motion, nor while it is in time.

— No, of course not.

— Thus there is this paradoxical thing in which it is
when it changes.

— What thing?

— The from-the-sudden®, because the from-the-
sudden seems to indicate a certain kind of thing from
which each condition changes to its corresponding
other condition. For it does not change from rest
while at rest nor from motion while in motion, but
the nature of the from-the-sudden is something
paradoxical that lies between both motion and rest
and is in no time at all, and it is to this and from this
that the condition of motion changes to rest and the
resting condition changes to motion.

— Possibly.

— So then, the one, whether at rest or in motion,
alternates between these two states (for it is only in
this way it can accomplish either), and as it
alternates, it alternates from-the-sudden, and while it
alternates it is not in any kind of time whatsoever,
and is neither in motion nor at rest.

— Indeed not.

% The conventional translation of Plato’s £€aidpvng (exaiphnes) as “instant” can be wrong, because “instant”,
originally an adjective, can ambiguously refer to “instant of time”. Plato’s text makes it unambiguously clear that
his exaiphnes is not a part of time. Hence it is here translated literally as from-the-sudden.
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— Is this also not the case with the other changes,
when it changes from being to perishing or from not
being to coming to be — is it then between certain
kinds of motions and rests, and neither is nor is not,
neither coming to be nor perishing?

— It seems so.

— And according to this argument, in going from one
to many and from many to one, it is neither one nor
many, and neither segregates nor aggregates; and in
going from like to unlike and from unlike to like it
does not either assimilate or differentiate; and in
going from small to large and to equal and to their
contraries — [namely that which is] neither small nor
large nor equal — it would not be increased, nor
decreased nor equated.

— It seems not.

— If the one is, it would undergo all these conditions.
— Of course.

Third Hypothesis: the others if the one is
1 The others are whole that have portions of the one
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— Now, shall we consider what should happen with
respect to the others if the one is?

— Let’s consider.

— We say then, if the one is, what must happen to the
others of the one?

— We say.

— Because they are other than the one, the others are
not one; if they were they would not be other.

— Right.

— Nor are the others totally devoid of the one but in a
way they share in it.

— How, exactly?

— It is through having portions of the one that the
others are other, for if they did not have portions of
the one they would be entirely one.

— Correct.

— Portions, we said, are of that which is whole.
—Yes.

— But the whole must be a one made out of many, the
portions being portions of that whole, for every
portion must be a portion not of many but of a whole.
— How?

— If something is a portion of many, with itself being
one of them, it would doubtless be a portion of
itself?®, which is impossible, and of each one and of
all the others. But because it is not a portion of one,
it will be a portion of the others minus the one, and
thus it will not be a portion of each one; and not
being a portion of each one, it will be of none of the

%% |t would be a portion of itself because that which is a portion of the one is also one of the others, the moAAQ, the
many, (“the others are the many” — taAAa ta oA of Socrates’s initial definition in 129a3)
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many. Something that belongs to none of all these
cannot be a portion or anything else of that to which
it is nothing.

— So it appears.

— So the portion is not a portion of many or of all but
of a certain one idea, and of a certain one thing that
we call whole, that has come to be a complete one
consisting of all; it is of this that a portion would be a
portion.

— Most certainly.

— If then the others have portions, they would also
share in the whole and in the one.

— Of course.

— Therefore, those that are the others of the one must
be one perfect whole that has portions.

— They must.

— And the same argument holds for each of the
portions, for each must also share in the one. For
since each of them is a portion, and “each” in a way
means “one”, each is by itself and set apart from the
others if it is to be “each”.

— Correct.

— Each of them shares in the one because it is other
than one, or else it would not be sharing but would be
the one itself. But it is impossible for anything to be
one but the one itself.

— Impossible.

— And both the whole and the portion must share in
the one. The one is whole because the portions are
its portions; and again, each one portion is a portion
of the whole if it belongs to a whole.

— Just so.

2 The others are limited and unlimited
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— And the things that share in it, don’t they share in it
insofar as they are other than the one?

— Of course.

— But things other than the one are many, for if the
others are neither one nor more, they would be
nothing.

— Nothing indeed.

— And since both those that share in the one portion
and in the one as a whole are more than one, must
not those that partake of the one be themselves
unlimited in multitude?

— How?

— Look at it this way: when they are in the process of
partaking of the one, are they not partaking simply
because they neither are the one nor share in the
one?

— Obviously.

— Because they are multitudes then, in which there is
no one?
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— Because they are multitudes.

— What then? If, for purposes of reasoning®’, we were
to subtract from suchlike multitudes the least we
possibly could, must not that which is subtracted be
itself a multitude and not a one, if indeed it does not
share in the one?

— It must.

— So whenever we examine in this way the very
nature itself of that which is other than the eidos,
whatever amount of it we view will always be
unlimited in multitude.

— Most certainly.

— Furthermore, when each portion becomes a portion,
it already has boundaries with each of the other
portions and with the whole, and the whole has
boundaries with the portions.

— Quite so.

— As it seems, when the others of the one commune
with the one, then some other thing comes into being
in them that imparts mutual limit among them. But,
considered in themselves, their nature imparts
limitlessness.

— So it appears.

— Thus the others of the one as wholes and as
portions are both limitless and share in limit.

— Indeed.

3 The others are like and unlike themselves and each other
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*7 «tfj Slavoia» see footnote #20

— Are they then like and unlike each other and
themselves?

— How, exactly?

— Insofar as all of them are unlimited according to
their own nature, they all bear the same condition.
— Indeed.

— Furthermore, insofar as they all share in limit, in
this way also they bear the same condition.

— No doubt.

— And insofar as they happen to be both unlimited
and limited, they bear these conditions that are
conditions opposite to each other.

—Yes.

— And the opposites are the most unlike possible.

— Of course.

— So according to each condition separately they are
like themselves and like each other, but according to
both conditions together they are both most opposite
and most unlike.

— Likely so.

— In just this way the others are like and unlike
themselves and one another.

—Itis so.
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— Having shown that the others of the one undergo
the above, we shall have no trouble finding that they
are the same as and other than one another, and both
in motion and at rest, and undergo all opposite
affections.

—You are right.

Fourth Hypothesis: the others if the one is apart
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«&V TauT@®» = “in the same”. See footnote #19

— If we admit these results as evident, shall we
examine again whether the others are not so or not
only so if the one is [simply and purely] one?

—Yes, by all means.

— Let us say from the beginning: if the one is simply
one, what must happen to the others of the one?

— Let us indeed.

— Is it not the case that the one is apart from the
others and the others are apart from the one?

— But why, exactly?

— Because clearly besides these there is nothing else
that is other than the one and other than the other:
we say everything when we say the one and the
others.

— Yes, everything.

— Then neither is there anything else besides them by
being in which both the one and the others would be
in the same [i.e., place, condition or state].

— Indeed not.

— Thus the one and the others are never in the same
[place, condition or state].

— It seems not.

— Therefore they are apart?

—Yes.

— Moreover we assert that the truly one has no
portions.

— Of course not.

— If the one is apart from the others and lacks
portions, then neither the one as a whole nor portions
are in the other.

— Of course not.

— So in no way will the others share in the one since
they do not share in it either as portions or as a
whole.

— It seems not.

— In no way therefore are the others one nor have one
in them.

— Most certainly not.

— Nor are the others many, then, for if they were,
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each portion of their whole would be one, but now
the others of the one are neither one nor many nor
whole nor portions since they do not share in the one
in any way.

— Right.

— So then the others themselves are neither two nor
three nor are two or three contained in them if the
others in every way lack the one.

—Itis so.

— So the others are neither like nor unlike the one
nor have likeness and unlikeness in them; for if they
were like and unlike and had likeness and unlikeness
in them, then the others of the one would have in
them two eide that are opposite each other.

— So it appears.

— But it is impossible for that which does not share
even in one thing to share in two.

— Impossible.

— Therefore the others are neither like nor unlike nor
both. If they were like or unlike they would be
sharing in either of these eide and if both they would
share in two opposites. But this proved impossible.
—True.

— So the others are neither same nor other, nor in
motion nor at rest, nor coming to be nor perishing,
nor greater nor smaller nor equal; nor undergo any
other such affection. For if the others submitted to
any of these they would share in one and two and
three and odd and even, but it was proven that it is
impossible to share in these while they totally lack
the one.

— Very true.

— Therefore then, if the one is [simply and purely]
one, it is everything and nothing in relation both to
itself and also to the others.

— Completely true.

Fifth Hypothesis: the one if it is not something
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— Fine. Should we not think next what the
consequences are if the one is not?

— Yes we should.

— What exactly is this hypothesis “if the one is not™?
Does it differ from “if the not-one is not?

— It most certainly differs.

— Does it merely differ or is saying “if the not-one is
not” totally contrary to “if the one is not”?

— Totally contrary.

— If someone says that largeness is not, or smallness
is not, or some other such thing, does he not make
clear that in each case he speaks of a different not-
being?

— Indeed.

— When he says if the one is not, does he now make
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clear that he speaks of a not-being other than the
others, and do we know that of which he speaks?

— We know.

— Therefore, when he says one, he speaks of a thing
that a) is known, and b) is other than the others,
whether he attaches to it being or not-being. A thing
that is said not to be is not less known than — and
indeed is known to be different from — the others.
Not so?

— Necessarily.

— What must be the case if the one is not ought to at
the outset be spelled out in this way: First, it seems
that this must precede it: that there be knowledge of
it, otherwise we would not know what is said when
one spoke the words if the one is not.

—True.

— And the others must be other than it; or can it not
be said that it is other than the others?

— Of course.

— So there is otherness in it in addition to knowledge:
we do not speak of the otherness of the others when
we call the one other than the others, but of its own
otherness.

— It appears.

— Furthermore, the one that is not shares in the ‘that’
and the ‘something’ and ‘this’ and ‘toward this’ and
‘these’ and in all suchlike. For the one would not be
spoken of, nor would the others than the one, nor
whether something were about it or of it, if it did not
share either in something related to it or in these
others.

— Right.

— It is impossible for the one to be since it is not, but
nothing prevents it from sharing in many things. In
fact it must if it is to not be that particular one and
not a different one. In fact, if that thing which we say
is not is not even that particular one nor any other,
nothing need even be uttered. But if that particular
one and none other is the subject of not-being, then it
must have a share in that and in many other things.

— Yes, of course.

— And so, it has unlikeness relative to the others;
because the others of the one, in being other, are
diverse.

—Yes.

— And aren’t the diverse those things that are of
another kind?

— No doubt.

— And those of another kind aren’t they unlike?

— Unlike indeed.

— Therefore, if they are unlike the one, obviously the
unlike are unlike the unlike.

— Obviously.

— So the one has unlikeness with respect to which the
others are unlike it.

— It seems so.
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— And if it has unlikeness of the others, must it not
have likeness of itself?

— How so?

— If the one had unlikeness of the one, the argument
would not be about something like the one, nor
would the hypothesis be about one but about other
than one.

— Indeed.

— Therefore it must not have unlikeness.

— Certainly not.

— Then the one must have likeness of itself.

— It must.

— Moreover it is not equal to the others, for if it were
equal it would be like them with respect to equality.
And both of these are impossible if it is the one that
is not.

— Impossible.

— Since it is not equal to the others, must the others
also be not equal to it?

— They must.

— And the not equal are unequal?

—Yes.

— And the unequal are unequal to unequals?

— No doubt.

— The one also shares in inequality, with respect to
which the others are unequal to it?

— It does.

— But largeness and smallness certainly are aspects of
inequality.

— They are.

— Then both largeness and smallness belong to a one
such as this?

— Very likely.

— And largeness and smallness always do stand apart
from each other.

— Indeed.

— Therefore there always is something between them.
— There is.

— Can you say that anything other than equality is
between them?

— Nothing other but this.

— So, where there is largeness and smallness there is
also equality between them.

— So it appears.

— It seems that equality, largeness and smallness
would all belong to the one that is not.

— It seems so.

— Furthermore it must also somehow share in
substance.

— How, exactly?

— It must be in such state as we argued, because if it
is not then we would not be speaking the truth when
saying that the one is not. But if we were speaking
the truth then obviously we were speaking of things
that are. Not so?

— Certainly so.
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— And since we claim that we speak of true things we
must say that we speak of things that are.

—We must.

— Therefore, it seems, the one that is non-being, is.
For if it is not non-being, but discharges some of its
being to non-being, it would at once be being.

— Most certainly.

— So, if it is to not to be, the being of that which is
not must be tied to non-being, just as that which is, in
order to be perfectly, must not have non-being.
Above all, this is the way in which that which is, is,
and that which is not, is not: that which is, is so by
sharing of the substance of being a being and by not
sharing of the substance of not being a non-being if it
is to be perfectly; and that which is not, is not so by
not sharing of the non-substance of not being a non-
being and by sharing in the substance of being a non-
being, if it is to not be perfectly.

— Perfectly true.

=Since, then, that which is shares in non-being and
that which is not shares in being, then the one,
because it is not, must share in non-being.

— It must.

— Moreover, substance is evident in the one if it is
not.

— Evident.

— Non-substance also, if it is not.

— No doubt.

— Is it possible for that which is in a certain state to
not be in that state without changing from it?

— It is not possible.

— So every thing that is such that both is and is not in
a certain state signifies change.

— No doubt.

— And change is motion, shall we say?

— Motion.

— And wasn’t the one shown to be and not be?
—Yes.

— So it was shown to be and not be in a certain state.
— It seems so.

— So then the one that is not is shown to be moved
because it changes from being to not being.

— Very likely.

— Moreover, if it is nowhere among things that are (as
indeed it is not, due to its non-being) it is not
transported from place to place.

— Of course not.

— Then it is not moved by means of transport.

—No, itis not.

— Nor does it rotate in the same place, because it is
not in contact with the same place, because the same
place is a being. And the one that is not cannot
possibly be in any being.

—Yes, impossible.

— Therefore that which is not cannot rotate in that in
which it is not.
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— It cannot indeed.

— The one, either being or non-being, cannot be
altered from itself, otherwise our discourse would no
longer be of the one, if it is altered from itself, but of
some other.

— Right.

— And if it is not altered, nor rotates in place or is
transported, does it move in any way?

— Of course not.

— And in fact that which is motionless must be at rest
and that which rests must stand still.

— It must.

— So the one that is not seems both to be still and to
move.

— It seems.

— And if indeed it moves, it must really be altered. In
whichever way it moves, to that same degree it is no
longer in the same condition but in a different one.

— Agreed.

— It is precisely by moving that the one is altered.
—Yes.

— And by not moving at all it is not altered at all.

— Indeed not.

— Insofar as the non-being one moves it is altered,
and insofar as it does not move it is not altered.

— Indeed not.

— So the one that is not both is and is not altered.

— So it appears.

— And must not that which is altered come to be other
than it was before and perish with respect to its
previous condition, and that which is not altered
neither come to be nor perish?

— It must.

— Therefore the one that is not, insofar as it is altered,
both comes to be and perishes, and insofar as it is not
altered neither comes to be nor perishes. And so the
one that is not comes to be and perishes and neither
comes to be nor perishes.

— Certainly not

Sixth Hypothesis: the one if it is not at all
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— Let us go to back to the beginning to see if these
matters will prove the same as just now or different.
— We need to.

— Shall we say then: if the one is not, what are the
consequences with respect to it?

—Yes.

— When we say ‘is not’, we mean nothing else except
that substance is absent from that thing which we say
is not, don’t we?

— Nothing else.

— When we say that something is not, do we say that
in a way it is and in a way it is not, or does saying ‘is
not’ mean this: that the thing that is not, simply is not
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anywhere in any way, nor in any way shares in
substance?

— Simply is not.

— Nor, therefore, could the non-being share in
substance in any other way whatsoever.

— Indeed not.

— And coming to be and perishing is nothing else
than sharing in substance and giving up substance?
— Nothing else.

— Whatever has no share in substance neither receives
it nor gives it up.

— Of course not.

— The one then, which in no way is, can neither have
nor receive nor give up substance in any way at all.
— So it seems.

— So then the one that is not neither perishes nor
comes to be, since it does not share in substance at
all.

— It appears not.

— Nor is it altered in any way, for it would be coming
to be and perishing if it did.

—True.

— If it is not altered then it must not move.

— It must not.

— Nor can we say that whatever is nowhere is at rest,
for what is at rest must be in some place always the
same.

— The same place, of course.

— Therefore we repeat that what is not is never either
at rest or in motion.

— Never, indeed.

— Moreover, nothing that is belongs to it because if it
shared in this thing it would be sharing in substance.
— Clearly.

— Thus, neither largeness not smallness nor equality
belongs to it.

— Indeed not.

— Moreover, neither likeness nor otherness, either
with respect to itself or to the others, belongs to it.

— It appears not.

— What then? Is it possible for other things to belong
to it if nothing must belong to it?

—Itis not.

— Then the others are neither its like nor unlike, and
neither the same as nor different from it.

— Indeed not.

— What, then? With respect to that which is not, is
there an ‘of that’ or ‘to that’ or ‘some’ or ‘this’ or ‘of
this’ or ‘other’ or ‘to other’ or ‘before’ or ‘after’ or
‘now’ or knowledge or opinion or sense or
description or name or any other being?

— There will not be.

— Thus the one that is not has no status whatsoever.
— It seems that indeed it has none whatsoever.



165

Seventh Hypothesis: the others if the one is not something
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— Let us further discuss what must happen to the
others if the one is not.

— Let us.

— Somehow they must be other, for if they were not
even other, there could be no discussion about the
others.

—Itis so.

— But if the discussion is about the others, the others
are diverse. Don’t you say that the ‘other” and the
‘diverse’ are the same thing?

— 1 do.

— And of course we say that the diverse is diverse
from a diverse thing and the other is other than
another?

—Yes.

— And to the others, if they are to be other,
corresponds something to which they are other.

— Necessarily.

— And what could that be? Surely they are not other
than the one, since the one is not.

— Indeed not.

— Then they are each other’s other. This is their only
alternative or else they are other than nothing.

— Right.

— So they are each other’s other by multitudes,
because they cannot be one by one since the one is
not. But, it seems, each of their masses is unlimited
in multitude, and if you take what seems the smallest,
all of a sudden and as if in a sleeping dream, instead
of one it seems to be many and instead of smallest it
seems immense in comparison to its fragments.

— Absolutely right.

— The others are other than each other by means of
such masses if they are to be other than the one that
is not.

— Quite so.

— So there will be many masses, each seeming but
not being one, because the one is not.

—Yes.

— And they would seem to have numbers, if they each
seem to be one while they are many.

— Indeed.

— And some among them will seem even and others
odd — but not truly so, if the one is not.

— Not truly indeed.

— Moreover we assert that there will seem to be a
minimum in them; and this minimum appears to be
many and great compared to each of the many that
are small.

— No doubt.

— And each mass will seem to be equal to the many
and small, for it would not transition from greater to
lesser in appearance before it seemed to come
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between them, and this would be the appearance of
equality.

— Plausibly.

— And although it has boundary with another mass,
by itself it has neither beginning nor end nor middle?
— How so?

— Because whenever one conceives any of these as
features of the masses, before a beginning another
beginning appears, and after an end another end
follows, and in the middle others more middle than
the middle, ever smaller, because each of them
cannot be grasped as one, since the one is not.

— Very true.

— So | think that every being that is grasped mentally
must be broken into pieces, for mass somehow is
always grasped without the one.

— Yes, of course.

— Seen from afar with fuzzy vision, must not such a
thing appear one? But seen up close with sharp
perception, must not each appear in unlimited
multitude, as it is devoid of the one — given that the
one is not?

— Absolutely it must.

— Thus, if the one is not and the others of the one
are, each of the others must appear unlimited and
limited and one and many.

— Indeed they must.

— And would they appear to be like and unlike?

— How so?

—Like things in a shaded drawing, all of which to a
distant observer appear as one, undergoing the same
condition and being alike.

— Of course.

— But when he approaches they appear many and
different and by the apparition of difference diverse
and unlike themselves.

—Yes.

— And these masses must appear like and unlike
themselves and each other.

— Yes, of course.

— And also the same and other than each other, and in
contact and apart from themselves, and moving in all
motions and at rest in every way, and coming to be
and perishing and neither of the two — and all such
things that we could easily enumerate — if there are
many while the one is not.

— Very true indeed.

Eighth Hypothesis: the others if the one is not at all
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— Returning to the beginning once more, let us say
what must be the case if the one is not but the others
are.

— Let us say then.

— To be sure, the others are not one.
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— AAnBéotata.

— Of course not.

— Nor are they many, because in being many they
would be infused with the one, since if none of them
is one then all of them are nothing and by being
nothing they are not many.

—True.

— And because the one is not infused in the others,
the others are neither many nor one.

— Indeed not.

— And they do not appear to be either one or many.
— Why exactly?

— Because the others have no communion anywhere
in any way with things that are not, and no part of
things that are not are near the others, because there
is no part in things that are not.

—True.

— Nor is there a notion or image of that which is not
relative to the others, nor is that which is not
conceived in any way whatsoever over the others.

— Of course not.

— If then the one is not, nothing of the others is
conceived either as one or many, for without the one
it is impossible to conceive many.

— Impossible indeed.

— If then the one is not, the others neither are nor are
conceived either as one or as many.

— It seems not.

— Neither like nor unlike, then.

—No.

— Nor indeed the same nor other, nor in contact nor
apart, nor any of the other things that earlier we
described them as appearing: the others neither are
nor appear to be any of these if the one is not.
—True.

— So if we were to say that if the one is not then
nothing is, would we be speaking rightly?

— Most certainly.

— Let us therefore say this in addition: that, as it
seems, whether the one is or is not, both it and the
others, both in relation to themselves and each other,
all in every way both are and are not and appear and
do not appear.

— Very true.



