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INTRODUCTION

The	 first	 Parmenides	 of	 Elea	 introduced	 into	 philosophy	

that	 which	 is	 the	 foundation	 of	 all	 philosophy,	 i.e.	 the	
universal,	the	idea	in	its	purest	form,	the	very	thing	they	call	
metaphysical	essence,	which	is	contained	in	his	most	serious	
opinion,	 that	 the	 notions	 of	 thinking	 and	 essence	 are	 not	
diverse	 but	 the	 same,	 since	 true	 reason	 expresses	 nothing	
but	 that	which	 is	*) 	 ;	and	the	same	as	 the	necessity	of	 this	1

notion	 demanded,	 dialectically	 established,	 removing	 all	
becoming.	In	this	dialogue	of	Plato,	for	the	first	time	as	well	
as	 in	 him,	with	 the	 plan	 tending	 as	 it	 did	 to	 the	 summit	 of	
that	 primary	 and	 supreme	 identity,	 the	 true	 postulation	 of	
the	 art	 of	 philosophizing	 is	 brought	 out,	 the	 idea	 and	
dialectical	 art	already	placed	at	 such	a	high	 level,	 that	even	
becoming	 and	 Non-being	 *)	 are	 established	 and	 explained.	
Thus,	 as	 it	 were,	 a	 most	 splendid	 monument	 is	 erected	 in	
honor	 of	 Parmenides,	 which	 parts	 of	 the	 philosophical	
progress	 are	 handed	 down	 to	 him	 by	 Plato,	 who	 claimed	
both	 the	 foundation	 and	 the	 place	 of	 philosophy,	 with	 the	
most	serious	question	about	the	One,	instituted	and	carefully	
treated.


	[I	have	omitted	the	footnotes	from	this	translation,	as	the	majority	are	further	quotations	from	1

Plato	in	Greek.	To	my	knowledge,	there	is	no	machine-translation	software	that	can	deal	with	Attic	
Greek,	and	I	cannot	read	it,	so	this	did	not	seem	worthwhile.	I	have	left	asterisks	to	indicate	their	
location.	There	are	some	footnotes	which	might	have	interesting	commentary	on	the	
contemporaneous	Platonic	scholarship,	which	I	may	translate	at	some	point	in	the	future.]
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ON	THE	POWER	AND	THE	PLACE	OF	PARMENIDES	
AMONG	THE	PLATONIC	DIALOGUES.


Too	 much	 seems	 to	 be	 paid	 to	 the	 argument	 that	
Theaetetus	was	written	 later	 than	Parmenides	 in	 time,	as	 if	
the	 highest	 evidence	were	 thereby	made	 that	 he	was	more	
perfect,	 namely,	 that	 he	 was	 more	 skillful	 in	 composing	
dialogues	 and	 handling	matters,	with	 the	 progress	 of	 time:	
which	argument,	as	is	usually	urged	almost	universally,	as	if	
it	 were	 the	most	 certain	 law	 and	 norm	 ever	 ratified,	 so	 in	
Plato	it	seemed	to	be	possible	to	apply	it	with	greater	right,	
since	 in	 him	 that	 very	 thing	 appears	 as	 the	 highest,	 which	
only	 passes	 from	 one	 to	 another	 by	 progress.	 I	 would	
certainly	not	deny	its	truth,	if	I	applied	it	with	judgment	and	
under	certain	conditions:	but	 I	do	not	think	that	 its	 truth	 is	
so	great	that,	unless	other	reasons	come	along,	you	can	form	
a	 judgment	 from	 it	 especially	 about	 the	 greater	 or	 lesser	
value	of	any	work.	I	mention	this	because	of	Schleiermacher	
V.	 S.,	 who,	 while	 he	 correctly	 established	 the	 place	 of	
Parmenides,	nevertheless	does	not	seem	to	have	sufficiently	
considered	 his	 reasoning	 for	 the	 following	 dialogues	 and	
especially	for	the	Theaetetus.


Therefore,	for	a	double	reason,	before	Theaetetus,	I	inform	
myself	that	Parmenides	should	be	reviewed	with	the	utmost	
certainty	before	all	the	dialogues	before	the	Sophist,	in	terms	
of	 meaning,	 almost	 as	 follows:	 Putting	 the	 end	 to	 the	 first	
series	of	dialogues,	it	is	the	most	outstanding	of	all	those	that	
Schleiermacher	calls	elementary;	and	if	that	which,	although	
not	 clearly	manifest,	 leaves	 the	 reader	 to	 explain,	 is	 clearly	
explained	 and	more	 strictly	 proposed	 in	 the	 dialogues	 that	
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resolve	 dialectical	 questions,	 in	 the	 Sophist,	 Phaedo,	 and	
Philebus,	this	happens	in	all	parts	to	the	utmost	extent	in	the	
Gorgias	and	Theaetetus.	The	discussions	in	Parmenides,	not	
only	 explicit,	 prepare	 the	 force	 of	 the	 serious	 dialogues;	
these	 are	 finally	 equal	 to	 Parmenides,	 and	 bring	 to	 an	 end	
that	which	was	not	yet	clearly	explained	to	the	reader	in	it.


On	 the	 other	 hand,	 this	 dialogue	 is	 to	 be	 considered	 the	
foundation	 of	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 whole	 of	 Platonic	
philosophy;	 and	 although	 the	 dialectical	 reason	 of	 the	
species	 proposed	 by	 him	 is	 also	 clearly	 explained	 in	 the	
Sophist,	 nevertheless	 in	 Parmenides	 the	 dialectical	
foundation	is	established	in	all	parts,	as	in	no	other	dialogue;	
and	as	dialectic	is	the	foundation	of	all	the	rest	for	Plato,	so	is	
this	dialogue.


Theaetetus,	compared	to	Parmenides,	is	an	exoteric,	so	to	
speak,	reason.	The	choice	and	habits	of	the	persons	conspire	
to	 make	 this	 happen.	 Instead	 of	 Parmenides	 dialectically	
pursuing	some	hypothesis	 into	all	 its	parts,	Socrates	directs	
the	 dialogue,	 ironically,	 wittily,	 shrewdly,	 poetically;	
dialectically	 and	 philosophically	 indeed,	 but	 not	 so	 that	
dialectical	reason,	the	gravity	of	the	method,	and	the	perfect	
explanation	 of	 all	 elements	 are	 the	 sum	 of	 the	 entire	
dialogue.	 Here,	 rather,	 a	 certain	 object	 is	 at	 issue,	 the	
question,	what	is	science?	It	is	demonstrated	that	none	of	the	
three	 definitions	 proposed	 for	 that	 subject	 is	 suitable	 for	
what	is	to	be	defined.	Since	the	whole	of	Platonic	philosophy	
is	concerned	with	solving	this	question,	it	appears	that	what	
is	 presented	 by	 dialectical	 reason	 in	 this	 dialogue	 to	
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formulate	this	question	is	only	proposed	negatively,	namely,	
with	 the	 removal	 of	 αισθή σει	 και	 δό ξα.	 What	 is	 done	
positively	is	a	splendid	delineation	of	the	philosopher,	which,	
although	it	seems	to	be	only	an	epistle,	nevertheless	governs	
the	whole	as	if	by	a	guide;	so	that	the	sum	of	this	dialogue	is	
a	 poetic	 description.	 Those	 reasons	 are	 indeed	 entirely	
proposed	positively,	although	they	seem	to	be	proposed	only	
negatively.	 Since	 it	 is	 demonstrated	 in	 this	 dialogue	 that	
knowledge	 is	 neither	 "αίσθησιν",	 nor	 "δό ξαν	 ἀ ληθῆ",	 nor	
"μετ᾿	 ἀ ληθοῦ ς	 δό ξης	 λό γον	 προσγιγνό μενον";	 then	 he	
explains	each	of	these	degrees	in	turn	and	assigns	a	place	to	
each;	 then	 he	 leads	 the	 disciple	 all	 the	 way	 to	 knowledge	
itself	*).	pag.	199	d	—	c.	This	is	most	clearly	seen.


But	 what	 science	 is,	 this	 has	 already	 been	 truly	
demonstrated	 in	 Parmenides.	 The	method	 of	 inquiry,	 there	
illustrated	from	all	sides,	has	solved	that	question	by	deed.


What	it	is	to	know	cannot	be	understood	except	by	solving	
the	question:	How	is	it	known?	The	way	by	which	knowledge	
must	be	advanced	is	knowledge	itself.	What	truly	is	the	end	
to	which	 it	must	 be	 reached	 can	 only	 be	made	manifest	 in	
such	a	way	that	it	allows	the	way	to	itself.	Dialectical	reason,	
according	to	Plato's	teaching,	is	the	true	foundation	in	which	
science	is	born,	and	the	same	is	demonstrated	in	Parmenides	
from	all	sides.


That	this	dialogue	is	of	lesser	value	on	that	subject,	since	it	
is	 nothing	 but	 a	 collection	 of	 elements	 of	 dialectical	
knowledge,	no	one	can	claim	greater	importance	from	that	in	
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other	 dialogues.	 For	 in	 the	 Theaetetus	 there	 is	 the	 same	
collection	 of	 elements,	 but	 that	 dialectical	 abundance	 of	
Parmenides	is	lacking.


But	the	fact	that	the	rule,	which	underlies	the	whole,	is	not	
stated	 in	detail	 does	not	prevent	 it	 from	being	 less	present	
and	 effective.	 And	 it	 is	 stated	 in	 truth,	 since	 it	 is	 the	
foundation	 of	 the	 whole	 dialogue.	 What	 in	 Theaetetus	 is	
proposed	 as	 a	 certain	 singular	 and	 supreme	 question,	 to	
which	the	dialogue	progresses	by	overcoming	forms	of	lesser	
importance,	in	Parmenides	is	made	in	sincere	inquiry,	in	the	
form	of	the	One.	This	example	of	philosophizing	proposed	in	
Parmenides	 is	 the	 norm,	 the	 whole,	 and	 the	 supreme	 of	
Plato.	 This	 is	 sufficiently	 stated	 in	 the	 first	 part	 of	 that	
dialogue.	It	is	the	method	of	philosophizing.


The	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 dialogue	 are	 attributed	 to	
Theaetetus,	 whose	 character	 is	 more	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	
young	man's	genius	than	that	represented	by	Socrates	in	the	
Parmenides.	 This	 will	 be	 understood	 by	 anyone	 who	
considers	 what	 philosophy	 Socrates	 proposes	 in	 that	
dialogue	 to	be	 learned;	Theaetetus	 is,	 however,	 "freed	 from	
vain	 labor."	Theaetetus	 is	not	yet	endowed	with	knowledge;	
rather,	he	follows	a	character	not	yet	trained	in	philosophical	
questions;	 he	 is	 still	 engaged	 in	 the	 school	 of	mathematics.	
Socrates,	however,	represented	in	the	Parmenides,	is	already	
trained	 in	 investigating	 questions,	 and	 is	 now	 striving	 to	
understand	the	nature	of	species.
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The	third	part	is	played	by	the	mathematician	Theodorus,	
who	quite	early	"ἐκ	τῶ ν	ψιλῶ ν	λόγων	πρὸ ς	την	γεωμετρίαν	
ἀ πένευσε"	 p.	 165,	 who,	 very	 often	 challenged	 to	 answer,	
always	 completely	 denies,	 and	 claims	 that	 all	 dialectical	
reasoning	 is	 alien	 to	 him.	 Some	 may	 think,	 along	 with	
Schleiermacher	 **),	 that	Theodorus	 is	 therefore	more	often	
challenged	 to	 answer,	 "so	 that	 the	 reader	 may	 more	
attentively	 notice	 the	 few	 things	 that	 are	 treated	 of	
mathematical	matters",	 and	we	have	not	denied	 this	 fact	 at	
all;	for	it	must	have	been	of	the	greatest	importance	to	Plato	
that	wherever	he	thinks	of	mathematical	matters,	he	should	
be	 seen:	 but	 another	 reason	 seems	 to	 lie	 hidden	 in	 this	
challenge	of	Theodorus:	namely,	 that	he	 is	represented	as	a	
friend	and	defender	of	Protagoras,	and	that	 it	may	be	made	
clear	that	not	only	the	young	man,	but	not	even	the	old	man,	
knows	 anything.	 —	 That	 the	 same	 Theodorus	 is	 a	
mathematician,	 this	 indeed,	 besides	 that	 reason	 proper	 to	
the	 dialogue	 and	most	 suitable	 to	 it,	 concurs	well	 with	 his	
whole	reason.


But	 the	 greatest	 importance	 for	 explaining	 my	 opinion	
about	 dialogue	 is	 provided	 by	 a	 passage	 in	 Theaet.	 p.	 183.	
"Μέλισσον	μὲν	καὶ	τοὺ ς	ἄ λλους	οἵ	ἓν	ἑστὸ ς	λέγουσι	τὸ 	πᾶ ν,	
αἰσχυνό μενος	μὴ 	φορτικῶ ς	σκοπῶ μεν	*	),	ἧ ττον	αἰσχύ νομαι	
,	ἢ 	ἕνα	ὄ ντα	Παρμενίδην.	Παρμενίδης	δέ	μοι	φαίνεται	τὸ 	τοῦ 	
῾Ομή ρου	,	αἰδοῖό ς	τέ	μοι	ἅ μα	δεινό ς	τε.	συμπροσέμιξα	γὰ ρ	δὴ 	
τῷ 	ἀ νδρὶ	πά νυ	νέος	πά νυ	πρεσβύ τῃ·	καί	μοι	ἐφά νη	βά θος	τι	
ἔχειν	 παντά πασι	 γενναῖον-	 φοβοῦ μαι	 οὖ ν	 μὴ 	 οὔ τε	 τὰ 	
λεγό μενα	 ξυνιῶ μεν	 ,	 τί	 τε	 διανοού με	 νος	 εἶπε,	 πολὺ 	 πλέον	
λειπώ μεθα."
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First,	 from	 this	 passage	 it	 can	 be	 understood	 that	 the	
Theaetetus	dialogue	was	not	written	before	Parmenides,	but	
after	him,	not	only	because	Socrates	relates	that	he	was	once	
together	with	 Parmenides:	 for	 perhaps	 someone	might	 say	
that	 Plato,	 knowing	 that	 Socrates	 had	 once	 disputed	 with	
Parmenides,	 made	 this	 mention	 of	 the	 time,	 but	 that	
Parmenides	 did	 not	 write	 the	 dialogue	 before	 Theaetetus;	
but	 nevertheless	 Plato,	 when	 he	 describes	 that	 debate	 of	
Parmenides	more	accurately	in	the	Theaetetus,	and	admires	
the	 sublimity	 of	 his	 genius	 and	 the	 gravity	 inherent	 in	
Parmenides,	 and	 conveys	how	difficult	 the	 things	 taught	by	
Parmenides	were	 to	 understand,	 this	most	 clearly	 declares	
that	this	dialogue,	most	serious	in	dialectical	art,	was	written	
at	an	earlier	time.


Then,	 as	 can	be	gathered	 from	 this	passage,	 the	dialogue	
Theaetetus	 was	 written	 after	 Parmenides;	 thus	 it	 appears	
that	this	dialogue	is	of	greater	importance	than	it	should	be.


This	 is	contained	in	these	words:	"φοβοῦ μαι	οὖ ν	μὴ 	οὔ τε	
τὰ 	λεγό μενα	ξυνιῶ μεν	,	τί	τε	διανοού μενος	εἶπε	,	πολὺ 	πλέον	
λειπωμεθα."	 These	 words	 indicate	 that	 in	 Parmenides	 the	
dialectical	reasoning	is	much	more	serious	and	fuller	than	in	
Theaetetus	 that	 of	 the	 young	 man	 "ώ δίνα	 και	 μαιεύ σιν".	
There	a	certain	dialectical	system	is	expounded;	here	 it	 is	a	
question	 of	 examining	 and	 educating	 the	 young	 man's	
intellect,	so	that	he	is	led	from	known	things	by	the	steps	of	
"αἰσθή σεως,	 δό ξης	 ἀ ληθοῦ ς,	 μετ'	 ἀ ληθοῦ ς	 δό ξης	 λόγου	
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προσγιγνομένου"	 up	 to	 the	 science	 itself,	 there	 described	
and	examined	in	all	its	parts.


But	 just	 as	 Parmenides	 is	 a	 sort	 of	 foundation	 for	 the	
dialogues	that	follow,	so	too	Protagoras,	written	at	an	earlier	
time,	is	to	be	compared	to	him,	so	much	so	that	Parmenides	
can	be	called	a	dialectician	as	a	rule	of	the	things	set	forth	in	
Protagoras.	For	I	would	not	say,	with	Schleiermacher,	that	in	
Protagoras	that	which	is	omitted	in	Parmenides	is	explained,	
since	Parmenides	 seems	 to	me	 to	 contain	not	 only	 physics,	
but	equally	physics	and	ethics:	since	a	dialectical	disquisition	
on	 the	 connection	 of	 species	 is	 therefore	 the	 foundation	 of	
logical	understanding,	from	which	all	things	most	truly	arise.


Proper	 inquiry,	 the	 mother	 of	 thinking	 in	 each	 person's	
mind,	 is	explained	in	Parmenides	as	the	best	aid	to	arriving	
at	the	thing	itself,	indeed	as	the	thing	itself;	so	it	also	seems	
to	 be	 the	 most	 intimate	 and	 effective	 method	 of	
communication;	and	every	correct	division	of	species,	as	well	
as	ethical	matters	and	the	discussion	of	virtue	to	be	taught,	
just	as	every	discipline	concerning	the	ideas	that	participate	
in	things,	and	therefore	physical	things,	must	necessarily	be	
placed	in	the	connection	of	species,	which	is	science. 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ON	THE	CONNECTION	OF	PARMENIDES	AND	THE	
END	PROPOSED	FOR	IT.


Part	One

What	is	the	meaning	of	the	first	part	or	beginning	and	its	

relation	 to	 the	 other	 parts	 of	 the	 dialogue,	 seems	 clear,	
provided	 that	 the	 explanation	 proceeds	 from	 and	 holds	 to	
that	which	is	the	end	of	the	whole	dialogue.	This	is	indeed	a	
dialectical	connection	of	notions.


And	by	Zeno's	denial	of	dialectic,	from	which	the	dialogue	
begins,	as	if	from	a	certain	past	thing	and	lest	the	opposition	
of	 falsehood	 be	 desired,	 as	 Schleiermacher	 says,	 and	 by	
Socrates's	 greater	 postulation	 of	 the	 true	 art	 of	 dialectic	
arising	 from	 it,	 and	 by	 the	 approval	 which	 this	 postulate	
receives	from	Parmenides,	by	all	these	things	the	end	of	the	
dialogue	 is	 both	 directly	 and	 indirectly	 signified	 and	
declared.


It	 is	not	 the	purpose	of	our	dialogue	 to	 teach	how	things	
are	 known	 and	 their	 conjunction	 with	 notions,	 but	
knowledge	 itself.	 For	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 no	 one	 can	 proceed	 to	
the	solution	of	that	question	unless	this	has	been	explained.	
In	 this	 necessity	 the	 inner	 conjunction	 of	 the	 disquisition	
and	 the	 beginning	 is	 placed;	 for	 this	 reason	 the	 relation	 of	
things	 and	 notions	 is	 treated	 of	 immediately,	 and	 the	
ambiguity	of	the	definitions	which	present	themselves,	what	
is	first	of	all	to	be	explained,	is	taught,	namely	the	connection	
of	 the	 notions	 themselves:	 which	 then	 the	 question	 itself	
accomplishes.
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Having	 laid	 these	 foundations	 of	 dialectical	 exercise,	 he	
pursues	the	series	of	dialogues	that	 follow,	explaining	more	
accurately	the	reason	given	at	the	beginning,	until	he	reaches	
the	 bottom	 of	 the	 genuine	 identity,	 which	 Plato	 was	
permitted	 to	 perceive	 as	 to	 its	 nature,	 having	 obtained	 the	
prize	 of	 the	 art	 of	 dialectic.	 This	 same	 identity	 appears	 in	
Plato's	 physics	 and	 ethics,	 just	 as	 Parmenides	 contains	 the	
foundations	 of	 both;	 for	 contemplating	 the	 notions	 in	
themselves,	 he	 prepares	 the	way	 for	 that	 higher	 and	 purer	
knowledge,	 and	 in	 this	 way	 for	 the	 identity	 of	 primitive	
knowledge	and	essence.


Parmenides	 begins	 by	 seizing	 upon	 the	 separation	 of	
species	and	things	made	by	Socrates,	the	two	things	posited	
by	Socrates,	species	and	those	which	are	partakers	of	them.	
Those	two	things	are	indeed	correctly	posited,	the	universal	
and	the	singular;	but	 in	order	that	the	same	primitive	thing	
may	be	postulated	only	—	for	if	this	is	not	posited,	an	empty	
game	of	conjunctions	and	separations,	such	as	that	of	Zeno,	
arises	—	Parmenides	separates	the	likeness	of	itself	from	the	
likeness	 which	 we	 have,	 and	 he	 produces	 it	 in	 such	 a	 way	
that	 the	 greatest	 difficulty	 in	 conjoining	 the	 two	 is	
understood.


These	stages	are	traversed.	Having	given	the	declaration	of	
species,	which	 is	 necessary	 because	 from	 species	 the	 other	
part	of	the	things	to	be	joined	is	established	—	that	is	indeed	
more	obscure,	 as	 it	 is	 immediately	apparent,	 since	Socrates	
does	not	know	what	is	to	be	taken	for	species,	and	no	doubt	
can	 arise	 from	 things	—	 by	 which	 indirect	 reasoning	 it	 is	
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declared	that	species	are	universal	to	all	things;	Parmenides	
turns	to	the	modes	of	exception	or	participation.


By	the	same	right	that	species	and	things	are	still	alien	to	
each	other,	the	relation	of	the	whole	and	the	parts	is	brought	
to	 them,	 and	 by	 this	 their	 conjunction	 is	made	 impossible.	
Socrates,	 in	 a	 certain	 natural	 sense,	 proposes	 a	 splendid	
comparison,	 which	 in	 reality	 removes	 the	 difficulty	 and	
preserves	the	conjunction.	This	opinion	is	attributed	to	him,	
because	what	he	contends	that	τα	είδη	αυτα	καθ	αυτά 	is	true	
and	does	not	exclude	the	other	in	any	way;	but	since	he	does	
not	 yet	 know	 how	 to	 declare	 or	 recognize	 the	 internal	
connection	that	was	opposed	to	him,	he	can	only	refute	it	by	
image	 and	 comparison.	 Parmenides	 praises	 the	 image	 and	
opposes	another,	which	 is	repeated	 from	the	relation	of	 the	
whole	and	the	parts,	as	Socrates	had	assumed	from	the	true	
connection;	 therefore	 he	 does	 not	 truly	 refute	 it.	
Nevertheless,	 Socrates	 approves	 it,	 although	doubtfully.	But	
why	 does	 he	 approve	 it?	 Because	 he	 had	 only	 brought	 an	
image;	The	connection,	namely,	τοῦ 	ἑνό ς	καὶ	τῶ ν	πολλῶ ν	not	
yet	demonstrated,	cannot	prevent	the	image	of	the	day	truly	
posited	by	Parmenides	from	being	corrupted,	and	part	of	the	
divine	day	from	being	exchanged	with	part	of	the	cheap	veil.


Then	Parmenides	continues:	 „	οἶμαι	σε	ἐκ	τοῦ 	τοιοῦ δε	ἓν	
ἕκαστον	 εἶδος	 οἴεσθαι	 εἶναι	 ὅ ταν	 πό λλ᾽	 ἄ ττα	 μεγά λα	 σοι	
δό ξῃ	 εἶναι	 ,	 μία	 τις	 ἴσως	δοκεῖ	 ἰδέα	ἡ 	 αὐ τὴ 	 εἶναι	 ἐπὶ	 πά ντα	
ἰδό ντι	,	ὅ θεν	ἓν	τὸ 	μέγα	ἡ γεῖ	εἶναι.”




14

This	 one	 thing	 that	 came	 out	 of	 many	 things	
comprehended	 into	 one,	 cannot	 degenerate	 from	 its	 origin	
and	 therefore	 always	 perseveres	 in	 relation.	 Constructed	
from	 many	 things,	 from	 things,	 is	 not	 truly	 that	 which,	
turning	above	all	contraries,	creates	and	embraces	them	and	
itself.	 It	has	no	power	 to	preserve	 itself	 as	a	 species,	 and	 it	
collapses	with	the	individual	phenomena.


Pressed	 by	 these	 constraints,	 the	 established	 connection,	
since	 it	 has	 not	 yet	 been	 explained	 by	 dialectical	 art,	 has	
already	begun	to	be	removed:

"Αλλὰ 	 μὴ 	 τῶ ν	 εἰδῶ ν	 ἕκαστον	 ᾖ 	 τού των	 νό ημα,	 καὶ	

οὐ δαμοῦ 	αὐ τῷ 	προσή κῃ	ἐγγίγνεσθαι	ἄ λλοθι	ἢ 	ἐν	ψυχαῖς"


Parmenides	 gravely	 opposes	 this,	 which	 should	 by	 no	
means	be	neglected:	 for	Plato	 is	most	 interested	 in	 the	 fact	
that	species	are	understood	to	be	present	in	things.


But	at	the	same	time,	because	the	purpose	of	the	dialogue	
is	 that	 Socrates	 be	 led	 to	 the	 society	 of	 things	 and	 species	
only	by	the	way	and	art	of	dialectics,	it	is	again	removed,	and	
this	 for	 a	 reason	 that	 is	 only	 valid	 as	 long	 as	 the	 natural	
connection	 has	 not	 yet	 been	 explained.	 Things	 are	 not	 yet	
equal	 in	 a	way	 to	 support	 the	 species,	 because	 the	 highest	
bond	 has	 not	 yet	 appeared.	 So	 that	 which	 is	 opposite,	 a	
sophism	may	seem	to	some,	since	that	"ταλλα	νοή ματα	ὄ ντα	
ἀ νό ητα	εἶναι"	which	is	true,	is	taken	as	an	argument	against	
the	truth,	i.	e.	the	connection.	But	the	truth	has	not	yet	been	
explained,	 and	 it	 is	 consistent	with	 the	 truth,	 to	which	 the	
young	man	 is	 to	 be	 led,	 to	make	 it	 testify	 against	 itself.	 To	
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whom	 the	 truth	 seems	 false,	 it	 is	 truly	 false.	 While	 the	
separation	 of	 things	 and	 species	 still	 continues,	 their	
connection,	although	most	eagerly	desired,	must	necessarily	
seem	 absurd	 to	 Socrates.	 That	 such	 a	 society	 was	 really	
something	absurd	to	Plato	is	of	no	importance	here.


Socrates	 continues,	 defining	 παραδείγματα	 and	
ὁ μοιώ ματα	as	separate.


This	 is	 most	 excellently	 refuted	 by	 Parmenides,	 because	
Socrates	does	not	yet	understand	how	that	participation	is	to	
be	 effected;	 similarity	 is	 certainly	not	 a	 form	of	 society:	 (p.	
132	d.)

"εἰ	οὖ ν	τι	ἔοικε	τῷ 	εἴδει	,	οἷό ν	τε	ἐκεῖνο	τὸ 	εἶδος	μὴ 	ὅ μοιον	

εἶναι	τῷ 	εἰκασθέντι	,	καθ'	ὅ σον	αὐ τῷ 	ἀ φωμοιώ θη	;	ἤ 	ἔστι	τις	
μηχανὴ 	τὸ 	ὅ μοιον	μὴ 	εἶναι	ὅ μοιον	;	Οὐ κ	ἔσι.	Τὸ 	δὲ	ὁ μοιον	τῷ 	
ὁ μοιῳ 	ἄ ρ᾽	οὐ 	μεγά λη	ανά γκη	ἑνὸ ς	τοῦ 	αὐ τοῦ 	εἴδους	μετέχειν	
;	Ανά γκη.	Οὗ 	δ᾽	ἂ ν	τὰ 	ὅ μοια	μετέχοντα	ὅ μοια	ᾖ 	 ,	οὐ κ	ἐκεῖνο	
ἔσται	αὐ τὸ 	τὸ 	εἶδος	;	Παντά πασι	μὲν	οὖ ν	.	Οὐ κ	ἄ ρα	οἷό ν	τέ	τι	
τῷ 	εἴδει	ὅ μοιον	εἶναι	,	οὐ δέ	τὸ 	εἶδος	ἄ λλῳ 	·	εἰ	δὲ	μή 	,	παρὰ 	τὸ 	
εἶδος	 ἀ εὶ	 ἄ λλο	 ἀ ναφανή σε	 ται	 εἶδος	 ,	 καὶ	 ἂ ν	 ἐκεῖνό 	 τῳ 	
ὅ μοιον	 ᾖ 	 ,	 ἕτερον	 αὖ 	 ,	 καὶ	 οὐ δέποτε	 παύ σεται	 ἀ εὶ	 καινὸ ν	
εἶδος	γιγνό μενον	,	ἐὰ ν	τὸ 	εἶδος	τῷ 	ἑαυτοῦ 	μετέχοντι	ὅ μοιον	
γίγνηται"


That	which	is	made	similar	must	be	similar	to	the	species,	
therefore	also	the	species	to	which	it	is	made	similar.	But	the	
similar	 is	 necessarily	 a	 participant	 of	 one	 and	 the	 same	
species,	of	which	and	that	to	which	it	is	similar;	but	by	which	
similar	participants	become	similar,	 that	will	be	 the	species	
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itself	 —	 here	 the	 species	 is	 postulated	 as	 a	 conjunctive,	
constituting	a	similarity;	but	it	has	already	ceased	to	be	and	
the	made	similar	 thing;	—	therefore	nothing	can	be	similar	
to	a	species,	nor	a	species	to	another;	for	besides	the	species	
itself	another	species	would	emerge:	but	if	that	were	similar	
to	 any	 one,	 another	 again,	 neither	 will	 this	 progress	 ever	
cease.


Which	 teach	 very	 well	 that	 similarity	 is	 a	 category	 of	
relation,	and	that	it	comprehends	the	individual	species	in	a	
completely	 different	 way,	 and	 that	 the	 individual	 species	
comprehended	by	it	are	held	to	be	completely	different,	than	
by	the	relation	of	similarity.	Indeed,	both	the	individual	and	
the	 species	 are	 similar	 to	 the	 individual,	 but	 this	 is	 not	 the	
true	 relation	 of	 the	 individual	 to	 the	 species.	 From	 this	
passage	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 Plato,	 when	 he	 speaks	 of	 examples	
and	 images,	 did	 not	 at	 all	 include	 them	 in	 the	 category	 of	
similarity.	It	would	be	far	from	him	to	prefer	such	a	principle	
to	his	philosophy.


The	argument	of	this	passage	is	so	firm,	the	explanation	of	
how	species	departs	 into	 the	 finite	and	progress	arises	 into	
the	infinite,	in	every	way	averse	from	truth,	so	excellent,	that	
it	stands	for	all	philosophy	and	can	never	be	refuted	by	any	
reason.


Then	it	continues	like	this:	"ὁ ρᾷ ς	οὖ ν,	—	ὅ ση	ἡ 	ἀ πορία,	—	
εἰ	ἕν

εἶδος	ἕκαστον	τῶ ν	ὄ ντων	ἀ εί	τι	ἀ φοριζό μενος	θή σεις;	ὅ ση	

ἡ 	ἀ πορία,	ἐά ν	τις	ὡ ς	εἴδη	ὄ ντα	αὐ τὰ 	καθ'	ἑαυτὰ 	διορίζηται";	
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for:	 "εἴ	 τις	 φαίη	 μηδὲ	 προσή κειν	 αὐ τὰ 	 γιγνώ σκεσθαι	 ὄ ντα	
τοιαῦ τα	οἷά 	φαμεν	δεῖν	εἶναι	τὰ 	εἴδη	,	τῷ 	ταῦ τα	λέγοντι	οὐ κ	
ἂ ν	ἔχοι	τις	ἐνδείξασθαι	ὅ τι	ψεύ δεται."


Having	said	this	of	Parmenides:	how	great	is	the	difficulty,	
the	greatest	separation	is	brought	 forward,	prepared	by	the	
fact	 that	 things	 neither	 share	 in	 likeness	 nor	 in	 receiving	
species,	 as	 this	 had	 already	 been	 stated	 at	 the	 beginning,	
since	 the	 society	 of	 both	 is	 not	 yet	 understood	 but	 sought.	
From	which	 separation	 the	world	 is	 said	 to	be	divided	 into	
two	 unequal	 in	 value,	 the	 one	 perfect	 and	 true,	 the	 other	
imperfect	 and	 vile,	 not	 sharing	 in	 each	 other,	 neither	 gods	
having	a	part	in	men	nor	men	in	gods.


This	will	 indeed	 be	 the	 consequence	 if	 anyone	wishes	 to	
posit	each	thing	as	a	single	species,	always	separate,	namely	
—	but	 its	connection	with	each	 individual	has	not	yet	been	
discerned.


However,	 returning	 to	 the	 matter,	 Parmenides	 adds:	 (p.	
135	b.)	"εἰ	δή 	γέ	τις	μὴ 	ἐά σει	εἴδη	τῶ ν	ὄ ντων	εἶναι	,	—	μηδέ	
τι	 ὁ ριεῖται	 εἶδος	 ἑνὸ ς	 ἑκά στου	 ,	 οὐ δὲ	 ὅ ποι	 τρέψει	 τὴ ν	
διά νοιαν	ἕξει	 ,	μὴ 	ἐῶ ν	 ἰδέαν	τῶ ν	ὄ ντων	ἑκά στου	τὴ ν	αὐ τὴ ν	
ἀ εὶ	εἶναι	,	καὶ	οὕ τω	τὴ ν	τοῦ 	διαλέγεσθαι	δύ ναμιν	παντά πασι	
διαφθερεῖ."


He	 then	continues:	 „The	work	 is	 to	be	given	 to	dialectics.	
"ἕλκυσον	δὲ	σαυτὸ ν	καὶ	γύ μνασον	μᾶ λλον	διὰ 	τῆ ς	δοκού σης	
ἀ χρή στου	 εἶναι	 καὶ	 καλουμέ νης	 ὑ πὸ 	 τῶ ν	 πολλῶ ν	
ἀ δολεσχίας"	 since	 from	 your	 faculty	 of	 knowledge,	 which	
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you	have	yet	revealed,	you	will	not	be	able	to	show	that	the	
same	 species,	 always	 existing	 and	 self-existent,	 are	 always	
existing	 and	 self-existent,	 but	 the	 same,	 since	 they	 are	 not	
altogether	distinct	from	each	other	and	from	things."


In	 order	 to	 arrive	 at	 this,	 the	 end	 was	 proposed	 at	 the	
beginning;	which	proposition	 is	 immediately	most	 carefully	
defined.	 Socrates	 asks:	 "In	 what	 way	 shall	 I	 institute	 this	
exercise?"	 to	 which	 Parmenides:	 "In	 this	 way,	 which	 you	
heard	 from	 Zeno".	 But	 since	 Zeno's	 disquisitions	 could	
hardly	 satisfy	Plato,	 he	makes	Parmenides	 approve	of	what	
Socrates	 said	 to	 Zeno:	 "thought	 should	 not	 rest	 on	 those	
things	which	are	perceived	by	the	eyes	*),	but	should	rise	to	
those	 things	 which	 one	 would	 most	 understand	 by	 reason	
and	think	to	be	true."	He	indeed	praises	Zeno's	reasoning	in	
general,	 as	 a	 dialectician,	 but	 he	 also	 means	 that	 that	
reasoning	 is	 flawed	 and	does	 not	 exhaust	 all	 the	 parts	 of	 a	
thing,	since	it	pertains	only	to	those	things	which	are	subject	
to	 the	 eyes;	 and	 even	 so,	 how	 imperfectly,	 Socrates	 has	
already	 criticized	 this	 at	 the	 beginning,	 which	 as	 a	
supplement	 to	 draw	 to	 our	 place,	 since	 here	 Parmenides,	
Zeno's	 teacher	 and	 familiar,	 speaks,	 and	 his	 fault,	 lest	 the	
mimic	habit	of	dialogue	be	disturbed,	he	touches	on	it	more	
gently.


Zeno's	dialectic	 is	valued	by	Plato	as	much	as	it	deserves.	
And	 in	 its	 end	 and	 design	 it	 still	 goes	 beyond	 true	
knowledge,	 and	 therefore	 it	 is	 negative:	 from	 the	 fact	 that	
there	 cannot	 be	 a	 contrary,	 it	 strives	 to	 show	 that	 there	 is	
only	 One.	 Plato	 wants	 this	 dialogue	 to	 be	 the	 contrary	 of	
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which;	 for	 this	 reason	Socrates	blames	Zeno's	dialectic,	and	
Parmenides,	 who	 demands	 that	 the	 species	 themselves	 be	
demonstrated,	agrees.	For	to	demonstrate	this	in	the	species	
themselves	is	nothing	else	than	what	Socrates	initially	means	
by	those	words:


Ἐὰ ν	δέ	τις	πρῶ τον	μὲν	διαιρῆ ται	χωρίς	αὐ τὰ 	καθ'	αὐ τὰ 	τὰ 	
εἴδη	—εἶτα	ἐν	ἑαυτοῖς	ταῦ τα	δυνά μενα	συγκερά ννυσθαι	καὶ	
διακρίνεσθαι	ἀ ποφαίνῃ,	ἀ γαί	—	and	to	them:	ἀ λλ᾽	εἰ	ὃ 	ἔστιν	
ἕν,	αὐ τὸ 	τοῦ το	πολλὰ 	(not	placed	in	the	underlying	thing	but	
itself,	and	for	the	same	reason	many)	ἀ ποδείξει	τις	καὶ	αὖ 	τὰ 	
πολλὰ 	δὴ 	ἕν,	τοῦ το	ἤ δη	θαυμά σομαι.


But	 the	 manner	 of	 denying,	 the	 reason	 by	 which	 he	
explained	 and	 rejected	 the	 contrary,	 how	 shrewd	 and	
ingenious	 he	was,	 his	 sentences	which	 have	 come	 down	 to	
us,	 show,	 and	 for	 this	 reason	 Plato	makes	 Parmenides	 say:	
οὗ τος	 ὅ νπερ	 ἤ κουσας	 Ζή νωνος.	 Because	 of	 this	 dialectical	
form,	of	which	you	can	say	he	was	the	 inventor,	 (and	hence	
he	was	 really	 called	Palamedes	 the	Eleatic),	 because	of	 this	
form	 therefore	 he	 is	 here	 commended	 in	 the	 whole.	 This	
dialectical	method	of	 investigating	all	 things	 is	 commended	
by	 Plato,	 but	 another	 for	 the	 end	 and	 therefore	 in	 reality	
another	and	that	under	a	more	sublime	form.


Therefore,	 then	 Parmenides	 p.	 136	 H.	 St.	 teaches	 the	
reason,	by	which	one	should	inquire,	Socrates	proposed	that	
what	 one	 should	 inquire,	 "χρὴ 	 δὲ	 καὶ	 τό δε	 ἔτι	 πρὸ ς	 τού τῳ 	
ποιεῖν,	 μὴ 	 μό νον	 εἰ	 ἔστιν	 ἕκαστον	 ὑ ποθέμενον	 σκοπεῖν	 τὰ 	
συμ	 βαίνοντα	 ἐκ	 τῆ ς	 ὑ ποθέσεως	 ,	 ἀ λλὰ 	 καὶ	 εἰ	 μὴ 	 ἔστι	 τὸ 	
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αὐ τὸ 	 τοῦ το	 ὑ ποτίθεσθαι	 .	 ..	 .	 εἰ	 πολλά 	 ἐστιν	 ,	 τί	 χρὴ 	
συμβαίνειν	καὶ	αὐ τοῖς	τοῖς	πολλοῖς	πρὸ ς	αὐ τὰ 	καὶ	πρὸ ς	τὸ 	ἓν	
καὶ	τῷ 	ἑνὶ	πρό ς	τε	αὑ τὸ 	καὶ	πρὸ ς	τὰ 	πολλὰ 	·	καὶ	αὖ 	εἰ	μή 	ἐστι	
πολλά ,	 πά λιν	 σκοπεῖν	 τί	 συμβή σεται	 καὶ	 τῷ 	 ἐνὶ	 καὶ	 τοῖς	
πολλοῖς	 καὶ	 πρὸ ς	 αὑ τὰ 	 καὶ	 πρὸ ς	 ἄ λληλα	 ....	 καὶ	 ἑνὶ	 λόγῳ 	 ,	
περὶ	ὅ του	ἄ ν	ἀ εὶ	ὑ ποθῇ 	ὡ ς	ὄ ντος	καὶ	οὐ κ	ὄ ντος	καὶ	ὁ τιοῦ ν	
ἄ λλο	πά θος	πά σχοντος	 ,	 δεῖ	 σκοπεῖν	 τὰ 	 συμβαίνοντα	πρὸ ς	
αὑ τὸ 	καὶ	πρὸ ς	ἓν	ἕκαστον	τῶ ν	ἄ λλων	 ,	ὅ 	τι	ἂ ν	προέλῃ	 ,	καὶ	
πρὸ ς	 ξύ μπαντα	ώ σαύ τως	 ·	 καὶ	 τἆ λλα	 αὖ 	 πρὸ ς	 αὑ τά 	 τε	 καὶ	
πρὸ ς	 ἄ λλο	 ὅ 	 τι	 ἄ ν	 προαιρῇ 	 ἀ εί	 ,	 ἐά ν	 τε	 ὡ ς	 ὄ ν	 ὑ ποθῇ 	 ὁ 	
ὑ πετίθετο,	ἐά ν	τε	ὡ ς	μή 	ὄ ν	,	εἰ	μέλλεις	τελέως	γυμνασά μενος	
κυρίως	διόψεσθαι	τὸ 	ἀ ληθές."


This	 reason	 for	 discursive	 inquiry	 is	 another	 important	
aspect	of	the	first	part,	even	more	important	than	the	other	
one	that	contains	Socrates'	postulation,	since	the	reason	for	
discursive	inquiry	is	already	fulfilled	in	a	certain	way.	For	in	
this	 reason	 all	 the	 elements	 of	 that	 problem	 are	 contained,	
which	are	to	be	so	united	that	a	form	emerges	that	satisfies	
Socrates'	postulation	in	every	way.


We	will	see	to	what	extent	the	dialogue	accomplishes	this.
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Part	Two

I.


A.	As	regards	the	first	hypothesis:	ει	Ev	ἐστιν,	ἄ λλο	τι	οὐ κ	
ἂ ν	εἴη	πολλὰ 	τὸ 	ἕν	—	Plato's	opinion	is	this:	it	cannot	go	into	
its	own	opposite	at	all.	But	by	the	force	with	which	it	is	taken	
in	the	hypothesis,	completely	empty	of	all	predicates,	it	is	so	
not	true	that	it	does	not	exist	at	all.


One	of	the	hypotheses	of	this	is	not	that	which,	outside	of	
which	nothing	else	presents	itself,	since	in	which	all	variety	
and	 singularity,	 when	 comprehended,	 have	 vanished,	 and	
which	has	nothing	opposed	to	 itself	—	but	that	which,	with	
all	 predicates	 and	 notions	 rejected,	 is	 known	 as	 an	
unthinkable	Nothing.


There	are	three	είδη	which	are	completely	stripped	of	all,	
empty	 of	 all	 species.	 First,	 τά 	 πολλά .	 Thus	 it	 has	 neither	
parts	 nor	 is	 a	 whole,	 and	 by	 this	 reason	 it	 loses	 all	 the	
attributes	 of	 space.	 Second,	 το	 έτερον;	 third,	 ταυτό ν.	 From	
these	it	is	clear	that	nothing	at	all	is	left	to	it	but	to	be	One;	it	
excludes	 all	 notions	 of	 similarity	 and	 equality,	 and	 also	 all	
notions	of	time,	and	with	these,	all	essence	and	existence.


But	 the	 One,	 for	 Plato,	 is	 above	 all	 opposition,	 "sublime	
and	not	subject	to	the	conditions	of	time,"	has	nothing	to	do	
with	 our	 hypothesis.	 His	 hypothesis,	 that	 the	 One	 suffers	
what	it	must,	and	becomes	what	it	is,	has	nothing	to	do	with	
it.
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How	much	 interest	 Plato	 has	 in	 explaining	 the	 nature	 of	
the	species	themselves,	around	which	the	discussion	turns	as	
it	were,	is	sufficiently	taught	in	this	first	series	of	dialogues,	
especially	concerning	ὁ μοίῳ 	and	ἀ νομοίῳ 	 ,	the	πρεσβυτέρῳ 	
and	νεωτέρῳ ,	which	he	transmits:	almost	the	entire	second.	
All	 of	 which	 would	 seem	 to	 have	 been	 added	 rashly	 and	
without	counsel,	if	the	philosopher	had	only	wanted	to	do	so,	
as	to	whether	there	is	or	is	not	One.


This	is	not	only	true	of	certain	individual	notions,	such	as	
those	we	 have	 set	 forth	 above,	 but	 of	 all	 and	 of	 the	whole	
complex	of	the	question.	For	with	those	hypothetical	words,	
which	most	 strictly	 comprehend	 the	head	of	 the	 argument:	
"ἀ λλὰ 	μὴ ν	εἴ	 τι	πέπονθε	χωρίς	τοῦ 	 ἓν	 εἶναι	τὸ 	 ἕν,	πλείω	ἂ ν	
εἶναι	πεπό νθοι	ἤ 	ἕν"	the	series	has	reached	its	end.	All	these	
notions,	of	which	the	One	is	a	partaker,	he	denies	one	by	one,	
to	the	One	he	adds	nothing,	except	that	Nothing	itself,	which	
that	hypothetical	explanation	already	includes,	and	from	this	
it	 is	clear	that	every	attribute	and	mode,	which	seems	to	be	
somehow	 imparted	 to	 it	 as	 a	 predicate,	 e.g.	 infinite,	
immovable,	 etc.,	 is	 excluded,	 just	 as	 the	 hypothesis	 itself,	
because	in	reality	there	is	nothing	else	in	the	hypothesis	than	
that	Nothing,	which	can	neither	be	defined	nor	thought	nor	
named.


What	 Socrates	 says	 in	 the	 beginning,	 "worthy	 of	
admiration":	 ἐ ν	 ἑαυτοῖς	 ταῦ τα	 (τὰ 	 εἴδη)	 δυνά μενα	
συγκερά ννυσθαι	καὶ	διακρά νεσθαι	This	is	the	one	that	Plato	
seeks,	 the	connection	of	disciplines	and	arts,	which	 for	him	
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consists	in	the	society	of	species	and	their	communion	with	
each	other.


In	 the	 first	 series,	 the	 species	 of	 του	 ενό ς,	 τῶ ν	 πολλῶ ν,	
ταύ του,	του	έτερον	are	considered	in	their	mutual	diversity,	
and	 the	 beginnings	 of	 what	 Socrates	 had	 proposed	 above	
about	 separating	species	have	been	made.	For,	 according	 to	
Plato's	 method,	 in	 order	 to	 arrive	 at	 the	 communion	 of	
species,	no	better	way	can	be	found	than	to	carry	out	that	act	
of	separating,	as	 far	as	 it	 can	be	done,	and	 to	pursue	 to	 the	
end	even	the	smallest	details	that	can	be	made	from	it.


---

Regarding	 the	 dialectical	 path	 *)	 ,	 which	 the	 first	 series	

follows,	these	things	seem	to	be	worth	noting.

It	is	ignorant	to	establish	the	whole	nature	of	the	Platonic	

question,	that	the	method	of	dialogue	is	sophistry.	If	anyone	
wishes	 to	 insist	 on	 this	 term,	 it	 will	 be	 necessary	 to	 grant	
that	 the	 hypotheses	 and	 all	 the	 positions	 which	 are	
connected	with	 them	 have	 a	 true	 character	 and	 reason	 for	
appearing	 to	 be	 sophistry.	 But	 if	 sophistry	 is	 that	 which	
deliberately	deviates	from	the	truth:	even	those	categories	of	
the	 mind,	 imperfect	 and	 defective,	 which,	 immersing	
themselves	in	one	part	of	a	thing,	are	unable	to	comprehend	
its	 whole	 and	 true	 force,	 and	 yet	 attempt	 to	 arrogate	 to	
themselves	 the	 appearance	 and	 dignity	 of	 truth,	 will	 be	
called	 sophistry.	 Therefore,	 true	 reason,	 demanding	 these	
things	 to	 be	 accounted	 for,	 exercises	 nothing	 other	 than	
justice	 over	 them,	 and	 exacts	 the	 punishments	 due,	
measuring	them	according	to	their	own	measure:	in	sophism	
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itself	 sophism	 demonstrates	 that:	 nor	 will	 anyone,	 except	
one	who	is	little	trained,	convince	the	mind	that	reason	itself	
is	sophistry,	since	it	is	only	the	cause	and	effector	of	them,	to	
be	seen	under	that	appearance	which	they	truly	have.


Let	the	same	be	said	of	our	question	also.	If	One	is	one	---	,	
i.	 e.	 nothing	 but	One	which	 cannot	 really	 be	 *)	 ,	 then	what	
nature	 does	 it	 now	 lie,	 presenting	 before	 itself	 the	
appearance	 of	 that	 which	 ---	 is	 not	 is	 not	 many.	 By	 which	
imperfect	 position	 of	 mind,	 which	 is	 taken	 stripped	 of	 all	
relation	and	time	and	space	and	essence	and	name,	One	goes	
into	Nothingness	 ;	which	absolutely	cannot	be	done,	since	 it	
is	as	One	;	it	is,	since	it	has	a	name.


In	order	for	the	One	to	be	referred	to	the	notions	of	space	
and	 time,	 the	 effect	 was	 that,	 when	 all	 predicates	 were	
rejected	 from	 it,	 it	presented	 itself	 as	contrary	 to	 them	and	
therefore	finite.


It	 remains	 ή 	 φύ σις	 ἐν	 οὐ δενὶ	 χρό νῳ 	 οὖ σα.	 Since	 Plato	
derogates	 from	 the	 essence	 of	 the	 One,	 since	 time	 is	
completely	alien	to	it,	this	is	because	it	was	taken	as	lacking	
all	predicates.	For	there	is	absolutely	no	essence	falling	into	
the	One,	and	eternity	itself,	if	it	were	predicated	of	it,	already	
involves	more	than	the	nature	of	the	One	itself,	τοῦ 	ἐν	οὐ δενὶ	
χρό νῳ 	 ὄ ντος	 is	 not	 even	 mentioned.	 But	 when	 time	 is	
denied,	its	essence	is	taken	away,	which	was	posited	as	mere	
unity,	with	the	notion	of	multitude	removed,	without	truth.




25

But	 if	 anyone	 in	 this	part	of	 the	dialogue	 thought	he	was	
detecting	a	 judgment	about	 the	Eleatics,	 and	 thought	about	
Parmenides:	 το	 γαρ	 πλέον	 εστί	 νό ημα;	 he	 seems	 to	 have	
little	 considered,	 leaving	 aside	 all	 other	 things	 from	 the	
question,	that	Plato's	purpose	was	to	demonstrate	how	much	
work	 is	 involved	 in	 that	 way	 of	 thinking	 which,	 neglecting	
the	truth	of	a	thing,	recklessly	turns	to	one	arbitrary	part	of	
it	and	fixes	itself	in	it.


But	who	is	it	that	no	predicate	is	left	to	it,	when	yet	what	
we	have	said	above	has	entered	their	world,	opposing	 itself	
to	them?	Which	simulates	eternity:	craving	this,	it	is	pressed	
by	a	greater	want	than	the	finite	 itself.	Whatever	finite	 is	 in	
relation,	 something	 else,	 to	 which	 it	 has	 relation,	 it	 always	
possesses.	But	the	One	has	gone	out	of	relation	to	something	
else,	from	its	own	nature,	and	therefore	what	it	alone	had,	it	
has	lost,	the	One	being,	and	becomes	Nothing.


It	is	of	no	use	to	praise	the	artifice	of	this	question.	It	is	a	
perfect	 example	 of	 the	 legitimate	 progress	 of	 dialectics,	 by	
which	sophisms	are	destroyed.


In	the	hypothesis	itself,	it	should	be	noted	that	at	the	very	
beginning	 of	 the	 question,	 the	 elements	 were	 taken	 from	
outside.


One	and	many	—	both	are	treated	as	if	already	given	and	
done;	 how	 from	 one	 many	 are	 made,	 which	 is	 the	 internal	
relation	of	the	One	to	the	many,	which	is	not	sought	beyond	
the	 limits	 of	 the	 dialogue;	 this	 is	 a	 sublime	 dialectical	
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problem,	which	could	not	have	been	solved	unless	 the	path	
of	the	question	was	bent,	not	to	say	disturbed;	if	it	had	been	
occupied	with	solving	it,	it	would	hardly	have	been	necessary	
to	 act	 differently	 than	 if	 other	 things	 of	 lesser	 importance	
had	 been	 called	 into	 question,	 neglected	 or	 simply	
abandoned,	so	that	they	would	no	longer	be	needed.


Thus	the	first	series	has	nothing	but	dialectical	exercise,	so	
that	 the	 mind	 may	 be	 established	 for	 collecting	 dialectical	
elements.


—


The	transition	from	the	first	to	the	second	series	is	this:

Although	the	One	has	been	brought	to	such	a	point	by	the	

progress	 of	 the	 dialogue	 that	 it	 becomes	 a	 pure	 nothing,	 it	
was	 always	 said	 to	 be	 that:	 ει	 εν	 εστί.	 Thus,	 having	 now	
reached	the	end,	it	gathers	together	its	extreme	powers,	as	it	
were,	 in	 order	 to	 obtain	 this	 essence	 predicated	 of	 itself.	
Which	 as	 one	 εστί,	 is	 its	 nature,	which	 it	 has	 lost	 so	much	
that,	 when	 it	 was	 stripped	 of	 all	 notions	 and	 predicates,	 it	
could	not	retain	that	εστί	either.	Now,	however,	where	it	is	in	
it,	that	it	is	clearly	denied,	and	that	it	loses	itself,	so	to	speak:	
remembering	 that	 something	 had	 been	 predicated	 of	 itself	
before,	 and	 that	 it	 had	been	granted	 that	 it	was,	 it	 seeks	 to	
explain	 this	 very	 thing,	 i.e.	 the	 difference	 which	 it	 has	 in	
itself,	 the	 One	 and	 the	 Essence.	 The	 higher	 cause	 of	 the	
explanation	 of	 which	 difference	 is	 that	 Nothing	 itself	 is	 a	
position	 and	 involves	 a	 difference;	 yet	 this	 cause	 is	 indeed	
hidden	 here,	 and	 will	 finally	 appear	 in	 the	 course	 of	 the	
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dialogue.	 Here	 only	 the	 hypothesis	 is	 retained,	 already	
removed	and	no	longer	having	a	place.	For	a	certain	external	
reason:	 the	 risk	 of	 having	 to	 go	 through	 the	 series	 again	
arises,	 the	 hypothesis	 being	 more	 accurately	 observed,	
which,	 only	 imperfectly	 treated	 before,	 caused	 the	 One	 to	
disappear	into	Nothing.


We	 see	 that	 connection	 of	 species,	 the	 law	 of	 which	 is	
proposed	in	the	Sophist	and	the	Phaedo,	here	as	if	in	motion.	
The	 task	 of	 "separating	 and	mixing"	 is	 carried	out	 in	 every	
way.	The	hypothesis	immediately	proposes	the	One	in	such	a	
way	that	it	is	a	partaker	of	the	essence;	the	discourse	begins	
with	 two	 species	 at	 the	 beginning,	 and	 together	with	 these	
two,	which	are	 to	be	 joined,	 the	category	of	 του	μετέχειν	 is	
present.	Three	species,	τὸ 	ἕν,	τὸ 	εἶναι,	τὸ 	ἕτερον,	are	offered,	
as	each	of	them	is	fixed	against	the	others;	and	all	as	if	fixed	
and	 mixed	 together	 in	 the	 very	 distinction,	 which	 reasons	
are	again	resumed	in	the	Sophist,	where	their	true	nature	is	
established.


What	 I	 have	 already	 said	 above:	 here	 all	 things	 are	 in	
transition.	The	cause,	the	effector	and	rule	of	these	notions	is	
shown	in	the	movement	itself,	not	stated	under	the	form	of	a	
law.	 The	 nature	 of	 the	 transition	 of	 species	 from	 one	 to	
another	is	taught;	and	also,	by	what	reason	each	in	its	part	is	
only	 that	which	 it	 is;	 for	 they	disappear	and	pass	away	one	
into	 another	 ---	 but	 again	 they	 are	 also	 born	 from	 one	
another.
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The	 foundations	of	 the	question	are	 laid	down	in	notions	
such	as:	"το	είναι	and	το	ετερον,	which	belong	to	each	other	
through	 all	 things	 and	 through	 themselves:	 for	 thus	 it	 is	
pleasing	to	render	the	Platonic	καὶ	τό 	τε	ὂ ν	καὶ	θά τερον	διὰ 	
πά ντων	 καὶ	 δι᾿	 ἀ λλή λων	 διαλέλυθό τα	 Soph.	 259	 a.".	 From	
the	union	of	these,	to	which	One	is	added,	here	the	species	of	
multitude	 and	 number	 is	 explained,	 which	 Plato	 thus	
expresses:	ἐπὶ	πά ντα	ἄ ρα	πολλὰ 	ὄ ντα	ἡ 	οὐ σία	νενέμηται

then:	οὐ 	μό νον	ἄ ρα	τὸ 	ὄ ν	ἕν	πολλά 	ἐστιν,	ἀ λλὰ 	καὶ	αὐ τὸ 	τὸ 	

ἓν	 ὑ πὸ 	 τοῦ 	 ὄ ντος	 διανενεμημένον	πολλὰ 	 ἀ νά γκη	 εἶναι	 .	 p	 .	
144.	Bip.


The	 relations	 of	 τοῦ 	 ἐνὸ ς	 καὶ	 τῶ ν	 πολλῶ ν	 are	 added,	 of	
the	whole	and	of	the	parts	---	of	motion	and	rest,	of	the	same	
and	of	 the	other,	and	 finally	of	everything	 that	 is	connected	
with	these.


As	the	species	of	ταὐ τοῦ 	καὶ	τοῦ 	ἑτέρου	in	the	first	series	
were	 denied	 to	 be	 united,	 they	 caused	 it	 to	 appear	 in	 the	
strictest	 terms,	 which	 the	 hypothesis	 had	 posited	 less	
accurately,	 so	 likewise	 in	 this	 second	 series.	 There	 are	
species	proper	to	this	series	and	immanent,	and	in	them	the	
act	of	passing	shows	itself	through	all	the	varieties	of	which	
it	is	possible	to	obtain.


First	of	all,	we	must	turn	our	attention	to	the	place,	p.	147.	
*)	 where	 the	 Same	 is	 generated	 from	 the	 Other	 itself.	 It	
cannot	be	said	how	important	it	is;	which	does	not	create	the	
absence	of	all	true	knowledge,	but	the	true,	taken	by	its	own	
force	 and	 explicit	 to	 those	 which	 it	 involves,	 reveals	 the	
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internal	nature	of	species.	Here	 too	we	refer	 to	 the	Sophist,	
from	which	it	is	understood,	and	the	species	to	which	adhere	
τὸ 	 ἕτερον	 καὶ	 ταὐ τό ν,	 and	 τό 	 ἕτερον	 καὶ	 τ[?].	 against	
themselves,	 that	 they	 remain	 as	 one,	 one	 against	 the	 other,	
without	 any	 identity	 being	 taken	 into	 account,	 by	 which	
Plato	 seems	 to	 have	 already	 comprehended	 them.	 They	
remain	 as	 they	 are	 by	 their	 primitive	 nature;	 which	 they	
suffer,	 they	 suffer	 by	 μετοχή 	 of	 other	 ideas,	 not	 from	 their	
own	nature,	by	which	only	those	monads	are	which	they	are.


And	as	 for	 the	reason	by	which	species	are	distinguished	
by	 themselves,	 the	 place	 should	 be	 mentioned	 where	
smallness	 and	 greatness	 are	 explained.	 This	 is	 done	 in	
exactly	the	same	way	as	later	in	the	Phaedo,	which	pertains	
to	distinguishing	species.	In	our	place,	since	it	is	necessary	to	
create	a	notion	of	equality,	the	most	important	thing:	"those	
things	 take	 the	 names	 of	 the	monads	 as	 participants"	 *)	 is	
omitted,	but	 it	does	not	pertain	 to	 the	matter	at	all;	 for	 the	
closest	conclusion	 is	one	and	greater	and	 less.	The	purpose	
was	 to	 explain	 at	 the	 same	 time	 the	 nature	 of	 great	 and	
small;	 for	 the	more	 strictly	 the	 thing	 objects	 are	 separated	
from	great	and	small,	the	more	clearly	their	force	of	relation	
to	each	other	appears.


Where	 in	 that	 part	 of	 the	 dialogue,	 which	 Plato	 calls	 το	
τρίτον,	the	question	of	the	One	is	understood	in	such	a	way	
that	there	is	One	and	many	and	the	same	again	neither	One	
nor	many,	it	is	clear	that	this	"neither	-	nor"	is	also	said	with	
respect	to	the	absolute	series.	That	itself	in	the	transition	of	
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Versari	 [?]	 this	 means,	 that	 which	 flows,	 which	 does	 not	
persist	under	this	or	that	condition.


Here,	 then,	 the	 dialogue	 reaches	 its	 peak,	 where	
communion	 with	 time,	 by	 which	 the	 One	 in	 μεταβολή 	
increases,	 is	 grasped	 by	 itself,	 and	 is	 considered	 as	 the	
primary	form	of	all	 transitions.	This	species	 is	 the	rule	and,	
as	 it	 were,	 the	 thread	 of	 the	 series	 traversed	 through	 the	
labyrinth.


If	we	keep	those	two	precepts	from	the	Phaedo,	first	p.	71.	
a	 'Ικανῶ ς	 οὖ ν	 ἔχομεν	 τοῦ το,	 ὅ τι	 πά ντα	 οὕ τω	 γίγνεται	 ἐξ	
ἐναντίων	τὰ 	ἐναντία	πρωγή 	καὶ	(	εἰσὶ	)	δύ ο	γενεσεις	ἀ πὸ 	μὲν	
τοῦ 	ἑτέρου	ἐπὶ	τὸ 	ἕτερον,	ἀ πὸ 	δ᾽	αὖ 	τοῦ 	ἑτέρου	πά λιν	ἐπὶ	τὸ 	
ἕτερον.	 Which	 our	 discussion	 in	 Parmenides	 receives	 the	
whole	 and	 further	 promotes	 —	 .	 (However,	 it	 should	 be	
noted	(p.	103.	b.)	ὅ τι	αὐ τὸ 	τὸ 	ἐναντίον	ἑαυτῷ 	ἐναντίον	οὐ κ	
ἄ ν	ποτε	 γένοιτο	οὔ τε	 τὸ 	 ἐν	 ἡ μῖν,	 οὔ τε	 τὸ 	 ἐν	 τῇ 	φύ σει	 then	
μὲ ν	 γὰ ρ	 περὶ 	 τῶ ν	 ἐ χό ντων	 τὰ 	 ἐ ναντία	 λέ γομεν,	
ἐπονομά ζοντες	 αὐ τὰ 	 τῇ 	 ἐκείνων	 ἐπωνυμίᾳ 	 ·	 νῦ ν	 δὲ	 περὶ	
ἐκείνων	 αὐ τῶ ν	 ὧ ν	 ἐνό ντων	 ἔχει	 τὴ ν	 ἐπωνυμίαν	 τὰ 	
ὀ νομαζό μενα	-	).


Then	 another	 p.	 102.	 e.	 οὐ δὲ	 ἄ λλο	 οὐ δὲν	 τῶ ν	 ἐναντίων	 ,	
ἔτι	ὂ ν	ὅ περ	ἦ ν,	ἅ μα	τοὐ ναντίον	γίγνεσθαί	τε	καὶ	εἶναι	·	ἀ λλ'	
ἤ τοι	ἀ πό ρέχετα	ἢ 	ἀ πό λλυται	ἐν	τού τῳ 	τῷ 	παθή ματι.	In	this	
second	the	same	thing	that	is	explained	in	our	place	p.	155:	
ἐν	 ἄ λλῳ 	 ἄ ρα	 χρό νῳ 	 μετέχει	 καὶ	 ἐν	 ἄ λλῳ 	 οὐ 	 μετέχει	 τῆ ς	
οὐ σίας	 τὸ 	 ἕν	 we	 see	 verified	 and	 comprehended.	 	 We	
understand	this	equally	about	the	first,	for	whether	it	is	said:	
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a	 thing,	 as	 ideas	 are	 in	 things,	 or:	 contraries	 in	 transition	
under	 the	 condition	 of	 time,	 the	 same	holds.	 The	 notion	 of	
time	 is	 the	 transition	 of	 contraries	 and	 the	 fluctuation	 of	
things.


This	is	the	meaning	and	nature	of	the	second	series.	This,	
insofar	 as	 on	 the	 one	 hand	 One	 under	 the	 notion	 of	 time	
placed	 in	 the	movement	 of	 transmutation	 is	 proposed	 and	
offered	to	the	reader,	seems	to	supplement	the	first	only;	but	
on	the	other	hand:	p.	156.	χρό νος	δέ	γε	οὐ δείς	ἐστιν	ἐν	ᾧ 	τι	
διό ν	 τε	ἅ μα	μή τε	κινεῖσθαι	μή θ	 '	 ἑστά ναι	—	ἀ λλ᾽	 οὐ δὲ	 μὴ ν	
μεταβά λλειν	ἄ νευ	τοῦ 	μεταβά λλειν	.


Thus,	 therefore,	 the	 second	 series	 is	 in	 a	 certain	 way	
exalted	 above	 itself.	 For	 the	 beginning	 and	 source	 of	 the	
species	of	 time	 itself,	which	 itself	 does	not	 fall	 into	 time,	 is	
understood	 to	 be	 invisible	 nature	 itself,	 which	 is	 both	 the	
foundation	and	the	summit	of	the	whole.


—


C.	This	is	what	the	first	series	aspired	to	achieve,	and	what	
also	underlies	the	second,	that	which	Parmenides	excellently	
calls	 τὸ 	 ἐν	 χρό νῳ 	 ὀ υδενὶ	 ἂ ν.	 One,	 in	 chance	 and	 change,	 in	
time,	 thought,	 form,	 explanation,	 exempt	 from	 all	 its	
opposite,	 as	 a	 divine	 seed	 not	 subject	 to	 life,	 which	 gives	
birth	to	all	contrary	things.


The	 notion	 of	 essence	 which	 is	 here	 inferred	 is	 clearly	
differing	 from	 that	 which	 was	 still	 dominant	 through	
dialogue.	 Everything	 which	 the	 One	 had	 previously	 either	
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been	endowed	with	or	lacking;	according	as	it	was	said	to	be	
or	 not	 to	 be	 in	 time,	 was	 denied	 or	 attributed.	 This	 also	
applies	 to	 the	 most	 important	 predicates,	 to	 explanation,	
thought,	knowledge,	name.	Since	the	essence	of	του	εξαίφνης	
is	 not	 in	 time,	 none	 of	 those	 predicates	 can	 now	 be	
attributed	 to	 it	 any	 more,	 but	 in	 a	 more	 sublime	 sense,	
insofar	as	all	things	are	comprehended	by	it.


One,	however,	has	some	position:	For	it	is	a	category	which	
has	 an	 explanation,	 can	be	 thought	 and	known.	But	 it	 does	
not	have	that	position	by	its	nature,	but	only	in	species.	For	
in	this	category	of	the	ἐξαίφνης,	the	One	is	neither	said	to	be	
One	 nor	many;	 it	 is	 therefore	One	which	 is	 not	 One,	 hence	
called	ά τολου	by	Plato:	which	as	it	is	itself	ἐν	ἀ τό πῳ ,	where	
it	 is	 conjoined	 with	 the	 ἐξαίφνης	 category,	 so	 this	 itself	 is	
ἀ τό πον	 to	 all	 the	 predicates	 which	 are	 attributed	 to	 it,	
therefore	 to	 the	 name	 itself,	 thought,	 explanation,	
knowledge.	The	foundation	of	this	category	is	τὸ 	ἄ τοπον.


This	 is	 contained	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 truth	 itself	 is	 still	
involved,	that	it	is	completely	devoid	of	all	predicates,	so	that	
all	things	fall	into	it,	but	it	itself	is	exempt	from	all.


This	transition	is	like	a	vital	force,	by	which	all	contraries	
become	 what	 they	 are;	 for	 if	 there	 were	 no	 transition,	
neither	 opposition	 nor	 difference	 would	 arise;	 yet	 this	
transition	 itself	does	not	go	 into	any	other	thing,	but	rather	
flies	 above,	 to	which	 all	 things	 remain	 alien,	 placed	 on	 the	
ground,	and	which	 is	 therefore	alien	 to	 itself,	ἄ τοπον	by	 its	
very	nature.
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This	is	the	ultimate	and	highest	response	that	can	be	made	
to	Socrates'	postulate;	from	this,	as	it	were,	the	summit	of	the	
dialogue,	everything	else	must	be	seen.


Here	 it	 can	 be	 seen	 that	 τὸ 	 ἐξαίφνης	 can	 be	 positively	
stated,	 namely	 as	 that	 which	 is	 placed	 outside	 time,	 τὸ 	 ἐν	
οὐ δενὶ	 χρό νῳ 	 ὄ ν	 ,	 as	 a	 transition,	 yet	 this	 position	 -	 for	
nothing	 can	 withdraw	 itself	 from	 the	 position	 -	 is	 the	
negation	of	all	things	*)	and	therefore	also	of	that	(position)	
which	was	posited.	Taken	in	this	sense	in	which	here,	pure	as	
it	is	a	transition,	separated	and	dissolved	from	all	predicates,	
it	 is	Void;	 but	 that	Void	which	 is	 the	 "source	of	motion	and	
knowledge",	 is	 that	nature	whose	 force	and	scope	Plato	did	
not	 explain	 and	 therefore	 does	 not	 appear	 to	 have	 truly	
known.	It	involves	the	true	nature	of	dialogue,	which	is	why	
we	can	say	that	it	appears	only	in	it	as	if	an	image	outlined	in	
dialectics,	the	truth	itself	not	yet	manifesting	itself.	From	this	
point,	as	 if	 from	a	source,	 the	abundance	of	philosophy	and	
science	was	to	be	elicited.


—

About	 the	 dialectical	 progress	 of	 the	 second	 series,	 the	

following	are	to	be	noted.	The	progress	again	arises	from	the	
whole	and	the	parts	and	runs	through	the	same	predicates	as	
the	progress	of	the	first	series.


Do	 not	 neglect	 a	 matter	 of	 the	 greatest	 importance;	
namely,	 to	 the	 One	 always	 two	 of	 these	 predicates,	 a	 finite	
predicate	is	always	attributed	with	a	contrary.	In	this	way,	no	
predicate	is	attributed	to	it	as	finite,	but	in	such	a	way	that	it	



34

is	 subsumed	[sublato]	 in	 it	by	 its	 contrary,	which	also	 itself	
belongs	to	it.


One	 is	not	only	one	of	 these	two	predicates,	ex.	c.	similar	
etc.	 ,	 but	 the	 same	 is	 the	 other,	 ex.	 c.	 dissimilar.	 Since	 it	 is	
both,	it	is	no	longer	either.	That	the	One	may	appear	in	both	
forms,	by	abstraction	,	a	judgment	regarding	only	one	part	of	
the	thing,	it	is	held	both	in	the	one	and	in	the	other;	since	it	is	
no	 less	one	than	the	other	 ,	nothing	more	can	be	attributed	
to	 it	 except	 that	 it	 regards	 only	 one	 part,	 and	 the	 progress	
may	 be	 completed	 in	 the	 same	 way,	 even	 if	 it	 pleases	
sophistry.


It	 is	consistent	that	the	thing	about	which	the	question	is	
asked,	 sc.	 One	 is	 by	 its	 nature	 opposite,	 likewise	 this	
progression	 from	 completely	 opposite	 propositions	 to	
conclude	opposites.


Perhaps	 someone	 is	 troubled	 by	 the	 fact	 that	 such	
predicates	as	whole	and	parts,	equal,	similar	and	dissimilar;	
and	 perhaps	 more	 so	 because	 such	 predicates	 as	 less	 and	
greater	age	etc.	are	conjoined	with	the	One.	(In	"greater	and	
lesser	age"	Plato	has	the	notion	of	time,	and	in	"motion	and	
rest"	the	notion	of	space.)	Plato	attributes	predicates	of	this	
kind	 to	 the	 One	 with	 the	 cause	 that	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	
conceive	 and	 determine	 its	 nature	 in	 the	 most	 strict	 way;	
also	because	Unity	is	the	form	of	all	species.




35

Although	 there	 seem	 to	 be	 sophisms	 *)	 in	 this	 progress,	
yet	 this	 flaw	 is	 removed	 by	 a	 more	 careful	 examination	 in	
this	way.


Since	every	predicate	is	attributed	to	the	One	by	itself,	not	
together	with	the	other	predicate	with	which	it	forms	a	pair,	
completely	conjoined,	but	in	such	a	way	that	it	lacks	reality;	
that	 predicate	 is	 not	 truly	 imparted	 to	 it	 according	 to	 its	
nature,	 which	 regards	 only	 one	 part	 and	 according	 to	 its	
narrow	 scope.	 Whatever	 pair	 does	 not	 pass	 through	 itself	
into	 itself,	 so	 as	 to	 form	a	unity	proper	 to	 the	 reason	of	 its	
two	 parts:	 but	 into	 the	 One,	 since	 into	 the	 species	 of	 any	
unity,	as	 into	 its	center	and	base,	each	part,	 the	other	being	
omitted,	is	dissolved	by	itself.


But	 nothing	 is	 derogated	 from	 the	 individual	 predicates.	
They	are	so	compared	that	they	are	dissolved	into	unity.	On	
the	 contrary,	 we	will	 say	 that	 those	which	 are	 discrete	 are	
still	too	stable.


They	 indeed	come	together	 from	every	part	 into	One,	yet	
this	 is	 not	 the	 main	 consideration,	 because	 in	 this	 respect	
they	 do	 not	 remain	 in	 the	 same	 firm	 opposition	 as	 before,	
but	only	in	appearance;	rather,	each,	neglecting	conjunction,	
consists	 in	 its	 own	part,	which	 does	 not	 pass	 into	 unity	 by	
itself,	but	each	is	separate	by	itself.


Nor	 is	 the	 One	 derogated	 from	 too	 much.	 For	 all	 things	
have	the	predicate	of	difference,	and	therefore	the	predicate	
of	 the	 One.	 It	 could	 indeed	 be	 said;	 both	 the	 One	 and	 the	
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many	are	not	yet	sufficiently	derogated	 from,	and	the	other	
on	 the	one	hand	 is	not	 sufficiently	 attributed,	because	 they	
are	 not	 explained	 by	 themselves,	 are	 removed,	 are	 joined	
together	*).


D.	E.	The	fourth	and	fifth	parts	of	the	dialogue	are	equally	
concerned	 with	 the	 question	 of	 ά λλοις	 and	 lead	 to	 the	
contraries	in	the	same	way	as	the	first	and	second	parts,	the	
One,	but	in	an	inverted	order.


The	 fourth	 series	 is	 the	 effect	 that	 all	 things	 fall	 into	 τα	
αλλά ;

the	 fifth	 proves	 that	 it	 cannot	 even	 be	 predicated	 of	 a	

combination.


The	reason	for	this	inversion	is	that	τα	αλλά 	already	has	a	
difference	in	itself,	as	if	it	were	a	discrete	thing,	by	its	nature,	
and	therefore	also	all	things;	which	difference	they	can	only	
be	stripped	of	with	a	difficult	task:	which	is	otherwise	in	the	
One,	 since	 in	 whose	 nature	 the	 negation	 of	 all	 difference	
seems	rather	to	be	situated.


In	 the	 fifth	 series	 the	 notion	 τα	 αλλά 	 is	 treated	 in	 the	
opposite	way;	 it	 is	 robbed	 of	 its	 property	 and	 true	 nature,	
and	if	you	look	at	the	things	that	are	made	in	this	series,	its	
importance	 to	 the	whole	 reason	 is	 the	 same	 as	 that	 of	 the	
previous	series,	although	the	hypothesis	itself	appears	much	
more	subtle	and	harder.
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Of	 particular	 note	 in	 this	 fourth	 and	 fifth	 series	 are	 the	
notions	 of	 τοῦ 	 μετέχειν	 [participation]	 and	 πλή θους	
[multitude].


Come,	 let	us	now	firmly	adhere	 to	 the	hypothesis	around	
which	these	two	parts	also	revolve:	ει	εν	εστί.	To	understand	
that	the	one	is	by	itself	and	from	its	own	nature	τὰ 	ἄ λλα	(or	
τά 	 πολλά )	 and	 vice	 versa,	 this	 exceeds	 the	 limits	 of	 the	
dialogue;	therefore	εἰ	ἔν	ἐστι,	τὰ 	ἄ λλα	remains	τὰ 	ἄ λλα,	and	
the	highest	they	can	reach	is	that	τού 	

ἑνὸ ς	 μετέχει.	 Nor	 was	 the	 one	 itself	 brought	 to	 a	 higher	

level	 than	 that	which	participates	 in	 the	others.	The	higher	
and	more	interior	intellect	is	placed	in	the	ἀ τό πῳ 	transition,	
which	the	third	series	shows.


The	 structure	 of	 the	 entire	 dialogue,	 artfully	 constructed	
like	a	building,	must	necessarily	agree	with	 the	very	nature	
of	the	notions.	For	just	as	that	which	is	called	τὰ 	ἄ λλα	is	by	
its	nature	concerned	with	discretion,	so	the	arrangement	of	
the	whole	demands	that	it	be	placed	next	to	that	part	which	
explains	the	transition.


That	 which	 is	 proper	 and	 peculiar	 to	 the	 notion	 of	 των	
ἄ λλων	 is	 the	notion	of	πλή θους.	What	 is	most	 important	 to	
Plato	to	be	fixed	is	that	it	appears,	τα	αλλά 	του	ενό ς	esse	τὸ 	
πλῆ θος,	into	which	τὸ 	ἄ πειρον	falls.	A	very	remarkable	place	
is	 p.	 158:	 τοῖς	 ἄ λλοις	 δὴ 	 τοῦ 	 ἑνὸ ς	 ἐκ	 μὲν	 τοῦ 	 ἑνὸ ς	 καὶ	 ἐξ	
ἑαυτῶ ν	 κοινωνησά ντων,	ὡ ς	 ἔοικεν,	 ὕ τερό ν	 τι	 γίγνεσθαι	 ἐν	
ἑαυτοῖς,	ὃ 	δὴ 	πέρας	παρέσχε	πρὸ ς	ἄ λληλα·	ἡ 	δὲ	αὐ τῶ ν	φύ σις	
καθ	ἑαυτὰ 	ἀ πειρίαν.
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We	 have	 considered	 it	 necessary	 to	 note	 that	 these	 two	
parts	(	D.	and	E.	)	are	referred	to	each	other,	and	in	the	same	
way,	 in	 opposition,	 so	 far	 as	 this	 is	 done	 in	 the	 notion	 of	
πλή θους.	Τὰ 	ἄ λλα	are	πλῆ θος	or	πά ντα,	and	not	πά ντα	εἰ	ἓν	
ἐστι	*) 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II.

The	 second	 part	 follows:	 εἰ	 δὲ	 δὴ 	 μὴ 	 ἔστι	 τὸ 	 ἕν	which	 is	

treated	 in	 the	 same	 way	 as	 the	 first.	 Το	 εν	 remains	 the	
subject,	 to	which	the	opposite	of	that	which	in	the	previous	
part	had	been	predicated	adheres,	but	not	as	truly	contrary,	
but	only	as	different	from	it.	This	το	με	είναι,	which	it	has	to	
the	subject	by	reason,	is	treated	in	the	same	twofold	way	as	
the	predicate	of	the	previous	hypothesis,	τὸ 	εἶναι.


In	this	part	all	the	gaps	in	the	question	of	the	One	are	filled	
in,	 as	 it	 were:	 all	 that	 had	 remained	 obscure,	 less	 clearly	
explained,	 and	 not	 sufficiently	 brought	 to	 light,	 are	 here	
illuminated,	solved,	and	explained.	For	the	fact	that	negation	
also	has	affirmative	force,	 the	species	of	knowledge,	and	the	
notion	 of	 difference	 attached	 to	 it,	 all	 these	 are	 gathered	
together	 here	 into	 one	 and	 illuminate	 with	 their	 light	
everything	that	had	been	previously	treated.


A.	 That	 here	 the	 beginning	 is	 taken	 from	 a	 relation	 and	
immediately	 the	 question	 arises	 from	 a	 double	 notion,	 the	
cause	 is	 the	 hypothesis	 itself	 εἰ	 δὲ	 μὴ 	 ἔστι	 τὸ 	 ἕν.	 For	 it	 is	
urged	 by	 one	 mouth.	 Having	 treated	 in	 the	 first	 part	 the	
essence	 of	 the	 One,	 now	 the	 question	 is	 asked	 of	 its	 non-
essence.	Which	hypothesis	is	now	in	a	condition,	since,	after	
the	whole	series	of	essences	has	run	its	course,	it	is	attached	
as	if	to	the	contrary	already	posited	and	absolute.	For	just	as	
the	other	half	of	the	first	part,	τα	αλλά ,	insofar	as	they	were	
in	 relation	 both	 to	 themselves	 and	 to	 the	 first,	 was	 first	
treated	by	reason	of	relation:	so	with	the	non-essence	of	the	
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second	part,	insofar	as	it	has	a	relation	to	the	first	part	and	is	
itself	related	by	itself,	it	must	be	dealt	with.


The	 primary	 notion	 of	 this	 first	 series,	 through	 which	 it	
runs,	which	 as	 it	 were	 pivots,	 is	 the	 το	 είναι	 του	 μη	 ό ντος	
[the	being	of	non-existence?],	the	position	of	negation;	which	
notion	 has	 rightly	 been	 judged	 the	 foundation	 of	 all	 true	
philosophy.	You	predicate	pure	identity,	stripped	of	all,	to	be	
nothing,	and	nothing	itself,	while	 it	 is	denied,	to	be	posited;	
these	 are	 the	 two	most	 important	 things,	 around	which	 all	
moments	of	knowledge	turn.


Here,	 then,	 in	 Plato,	 there	 appears	 that	 most	 subtle	
knowledge,	 drawn	 from	 the	 innermost	 recesses	 of	 the	
philosophical	mind,	upon	which	the	greatest	philosopher	of	
our	age	built	his	doctrine.


For,	 in	view	of	the	sublimity	of	the	divine	genius	which	is	
in	 Plato,	 he	 sees	 that	 this	 notion	 is	 not	 different	 from	
knowledge,	and	that	neither	of	them	differs	from	the	notion	
of	 τή ς	 έτεροιό τητος	 [alteration?].	 These	 three	 make	 one	
species;	 these	 are	 the	 widely	 shining	 rewards	 of	 arduous	
labor,	the	foundations	of	all	philosophy	of	all	times.


Το	 μη	 ον,	 since	 insofar	 as	 it	 is	 posited	 and	 discrete,	 is	 a	
participant	in	the	essence,	it	also	receives	the	same	variety	in	
a	certain	way:	by	participating.


B.	 It	 is	clear	that	absolutely	nothing	can	be	said	about	an	
abstract	non-essence.	We	arrive	here	at	the	same	point	as	the	
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first	series	of	hypotheses;	and	thus	 the	 identity	of	both	τού 	
ἑνὸ ς	ὄ ντος	[the	one	existent]	and	τοῦ 	ἑνὸ ς	μὴ 	ὄ ντος	[the	one	
non-existent],	 although	 not	 explicitly	 and	 distinctly	
expressed,	is	achieved.


C.	 D.	 Since	 the	 τα	 αλλά 	 are	 diverse	 in	 themselves,	 the	
variety	is	first	asked.	As	a	foundation,	the	species	τοῦ 	ἑτέρου	
et	τῶ ν	ὄγκων	are	substratum	to	the	question.


To	the	species	of	τοῦ 	ἑτέρου	are	attached	τὰ 	ἄ λλα,	which	
notion	 is	 pressed	 so	 subtly	 and	 with	 such	 strict	 force	 as	
never	before,	because	now	there	is	no	One,	and	besides	το	εν	
and	τα	αλλά 	there	is	nothing.	For	the	notion	of	diversity	is	τα	
αλλά 	 itself.	 And	 although	 there	 is	 no	 reason	 for	 the	 One,	
nevertheless	there	is	τὰ 	ἄ λλα	–	ἀ λλή λων.


That	which	is	of	the	greatest	importance.	But	these	are	τὰ 	
πολλὰ 	or	τὸ 	πλῆ θος,	τὸ 	ἄ πειρον.	Therefore	the	same	reason	
which	τῶ ν	ἄ λλων	ἀ λλή λων,	will	be	the	same	for	τῶ ν	πλή θων	
among	themselves.


Which	 reason	 cannot	 be	 said	 to	 be	 not	 truly	 ,	 but	 only	
φαίνεσθαι,	as	much	as	it	is	intervening	to	be	perceived.

This	is	understood	by	the	fact	that	το	πλή θος	is	known

so	 ά πειρον	 that	 it	 cannot	 find	 true	 existence,	 but	 is	

concerned	with	opinion	and	appearance;	and	this	is	signified	
by	 the	 fact	 that	 Plato	 had	 previously	 established	 that	 τα	
πολλά 	without	One	did	not	even	exist.	τὸ 	πλῆ θος	is	τα	πολλά 	
in	the	form	of	quantity;	it	is	the	highest	indifference,	in	which	
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all	distinctions,	with	the	One	abolished,	have	been	removed,	
and	in	which	no	relation	or	reason	has	any	longer	a	place.


Since	therefore	τοίς	ά λλοις,	having	lost	the	One,	nothing	is	
left,	 but	 to	 be	 (αλλά )	 αλλή λων;	 it	 necessarily	 follows	 that	
that	ά πειρον	πλή θος	of	 singularity	 (i.	 e.	unity)	which	 is	not	
proper	 to	 it,	 claims	 for	 itself	 a	 species,	 and	 as	 if	 a	 ὄγκους	
assumes	 the	 nature	 of	 ἄ λλων	ἀ λλή λων,	 and	 by	 that	 reason	
assumes	 all	 things	 both	 predicated	 and	 discriminated,	 it	
certainly	 seems	 to	 assume.	 For	 even	 ὄγκος,	 stripped	 of	 all	
quality	 i.	 e.	 essence,	 cannot	 but	 pass	 into	 multitude.	 It	 is	
possible	 indeed	 to	 see	 here	 also	 a	 distinction	 and	 a	 fixed	
term;	which	nevertheless	 itself	again	passes	 into	an	 infinite	
multitude,	which,	having	progressed	to	infinity,	is	repeated.


Ὄγκος	 is	 τὸ 	 πλῆ θος	 ,	 (which	 is	 the	 true	 notion	 of	
externality	)	circumscribed	by	ends,	which	are	not	true,	but	
only	 simulate	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 terminus;	 a	 simulated	 and	
fabricated	species	of	the	One,	which	therefore	το	πλή θος	

as	external	and	alien	to	itself	dissolves	to	infinity.	Ὄγκος

is	not	yet	that	quantity	,	which	they	say	is	specific,

whose	determination	and	change	also	contain	a	change	of	

quality.


In	this	part,	the	τά λλα	which,	the	non-existence	of	the	One	
being	 posited,	 are	 completely	 deprived	 of	 every	 predicate,	
and	therefore	all	the	predicates	and	distinctions	which	agree	
with	the	subject	(τοίς	ά λλοις)	by	its	nature	do	not	truly	agree	
with	it,	but	only	seem	to	agree.	They	agree,	indeed,	insofar	as	
the	 primitive	 distinction	 of	 its	 nature	 is	 contained,	 and	 yet	
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not	 truly,	 since	 it	 is	 deprived	 of	 the	 One,	 which	 was	 not	
posited	to	be.


—

D.	With	this	simulated	species	όγκων	neglected,	and	the	

non-essence	of	the	One	alone	retained,	τα	αλλά 	likewise	
neither	are	nor	seem	to	be.	If	the	One	is	not	at	all	posited	to	
be,	neither	can	any	of	its	simulated	species	exist,	nor	can	τα	
αλλά ;	therefore	nothing.	


Having	lost	the	One,	τα	αλλά 	itself,	already	in	the	third	
series	(C),	has	been	removed,	and	its	predicates	have	
received	only	the	fictitious	essence	of	Unity;	but	where	the	
non-essence	of	Unity	is	sharply	urged,	neither	can	that	
fictitious	species	obtain	any	more,	and	there	is	nothing,	if	the	
One	is	not.


*	*	*

In	this	way,	the	beginning	and	the	end	of	the	investigation	

about	the	One,	proceeding	from	the	opposite	hypothesis,	
have	the	same	effect:	both	proceeding	from	the	notion	of	
ένό ς	ό ντος,	with	others	not	existing,	the	investigation	
demonstrated	that	there	is	nothing,	and	proceeding	from	the	
notion	of	ένό ς	μη	ό ντος,	One	not	existing,	the	investigation	
demonstrated	that	there	is	nothing.


The	conclusion,	which	by	affirmative	reason	unites	
everything	into	a	greater	dialectical	unity,	is	not	proposed.	It	
is	contained	in	a	way	in	the	transition	to	the	τώ 	ά τό πω,	
which	transition	itself	in	the	progress	of	the	dialogue	



44

presented	itself	as	one	of	the	series	apart	from	the	others.	
The	end	of	the	dialogue,	according	to	the	whole	discussion,	
collects	all	that	has	been	accomplished;	each	part	is	
proposed	separately,	and	the	relation	of	all	their	oppositions	
is	contained	in	the	word	And,	in	a	certain	external	way.


Thus	Socrates'	postulation	has	been	satisfied	for	each	part;	
the	elements	of	dialectical	Unity	have	been	perceived	
according	to	their	opposition	and	relation;	but	it	is	not	left	
absolute	for	all	parts,	since	the	transition	of	opposites	is	not	
explained	in	them	and	through	them,	does	not	reach	that	
supreme	unity,	which,	embracing	itself	and	its	opposite,	
creates	and	understands	its	unity	and	difference;	but	is	
placed	in	τώ 	ἀ τό πῳ 	τοῦ 	ἐξαίφνης,	in	that	which	is	ἐν	
χρό νῳ ού δενι;	which	indeed	you	may	regard	as	the	cause	and	
foundation	of	the	explanation	of	dialectics,	although	it	is	not	
itself.


The	question	of	the	connection	of	species	has	been	carried	
so	far	that	it	is	resumed	by	the	Sophist,	who	completely	
resolves	it.	Schleiermacher	considers	our	dialogue	to	have	no	
just	end,	and	rather	to	be	abrupt	than	closed,	so	that	it	seems	
doubtful	whether	the	situation	we	have	is	the	true	end	of	the	
dialogue,	and	that	he	thinks	that	this	was	achieved	on	the	
first	journey	of	Plato,	from	Megara	to	Cyrene,	in	which	city	
this	dialogue	seems	to	have	taken	place.	Indeed,	I	would	not	
hesitate	to	pronounce	that	the	last	words	of	his	dialogue	
contain	a	true	and	just	conclusion.	The	discussion	is	
completely	exhausted	and	carried	to	the	end,	and	is	by	no	
means	closed	with	a	"simple	affirmation".	Rather,	everything	
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is	gathered	at	the	end,	and	since	each	part	is	completely	
absolute,	and	those	that	are	accomplished	have	been	
demonstrated	most	certainly,	the	only	thing	that	still	remains	
is	the	affirmation:	that	the	thing	is	so,	that	the	dialogue	is	put	
to	an	end.	For	this	is	the	reason	for	this	discussion,	and	in	
this	are	to	be	placed	the	highest	praises	that	we	will	attribute	
to	it,	that	nothing	can	be	said	at	the	end,	except	
"ἀ ληθέστατα."	By	which	word	"ἀ ληθέστατα"	when	Plato	
puts	an	end	to	the	dialogue,	I	would	not	say	that	there	is	
nothing	in	it,	except	a	simple	affirmation,	and	that	Plato	
ended	it	"not	according	to	the	reason	of	the	dialogue	or	in	a	
way	that	is	foolish	and	unworthy	of	itself"	**).	Even	the	
previous	part	was	already	concluded	by	itself. 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ON	THE	CONSTRUCTION	OF	NUMBER.

Pag.	143,	144.


"Οὐ κοῦ ν	εἰ	ἕτερον	μὲν	ἡ 	οὐ σία	 ,	ἕτερον	δὲ	τὸ 	ἓν,	οὔ τε	τῷ 	
ἓν	εἶναι	τὸ 	ἓν	τῆ ς	οὐ σίας	ἕτερον	οὔ τε	τῷ 	οὐ σία	εἶναι	ἡ 	οὐ σία	
τοῦ 	ἑνὸ ς	ἄ λλο	,	ἀ λλὰ 	τῷ 	ἑτέρῳ 	τε	καὶ	ἄ λλῳ 	ἕτερα	ἀ λλή λων"


So	 that	 with	 these	 three	 distinctions,	 One,	 Essence,	 and	
Different,	where	you	embrace	the	three,	it	can	be	said	"both"	
is	made	 the	nature	 of	 the	Different.	 Then	 it	 continues	 thus:	
For	the	word	"both"	two	can	be	said;	but	of	 that	which	was	
two,	 both	 are	 One	 by	 itself.	 This,	 applied	 to	 each	 of	 those	
conjunctions,	makes	three;	then	by	the	repeated	conjunction	
each	number	is	made.


Thus	 Plato	 constructs	 number	 from	 the	 nature	 of	 τού 		
έτέρον.	But	that	number	cannot	be	born	from	the	nature	of	
the	One	 abstracted,	 but	 only	by	 the	 fact	 that	 the	One	has	 a	
difference.


Εἰ	 ἄ ρα	 ἔστιν	 ἓν	 ,	 ἀ νά γκη	 καὶ	 ἀ ριθμὸ ν	 εἶναι;	 (p.	 144)	 the	
same:	it	is	valid,	as	if	you	were	to	say:	if	there	are	two,	there	
is	 number.	 For	 One	 and	 Is	 are	 two	 among	 themselves,	
therefore:	 if	 There	 is	One,	 there	 are	 two	and	 therefore	 also	
number.	 But	 if	 there	 are	 two,	 they	 are	 only	 different	 from	
each	 other,	 otherwise	 they	 would	 be	 only	 One.	 Therefore	
there	 is	 a	 third	 difference,	 existing	 together	 with	 both,	 by	
which	it	is	effected	that	both	are	only	as	if	they	were	two.	If	
the	One	is,	all	are.
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It	 seems	 particularly	 noteworthy	 that	 from	 their	 very	
qualitative	nature	these	distinctions	are	rendered	indifferent	
to	each	other	and	as	if	external	i.	e.	countable.	For	the	same	
reason	 that	 these	 three	 distinctions	 are	 discrete	 from	 each	
other,	which	exist	only	through	and	in	their	own	distinction,	
it	is	possible	that	in	this	distinction,	through	this	distinction	
as	 if	 indifferent	and	alien	 to	each	other	 i.	 e.	 countable,	 they	
are	placed	next	to	each	other.


It	 still	 remains	 to	be	demonstrated	 that	 this	difference	 is	
only	 simulated	 and	 in	no	way	any	 longer	 exists,	 because	 in	
the	One	of	quantity	all	true	distinction	has	been	removed. 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ON	THE	SPECIES	OF	THE	ONE

As	 the	progress	of	philosophy	has	been	greatly	 increased	

by	this	species	being	made	the	principle	and	norm	of	truth,	
so	 we	 should	 attribute	 the	 greatest	 importance	 to	 the	 fact	
that	Plato	used	it	as	an	example	to	prove	dialectical	inquiry.	
For	 it	 itself,	having	chosen	 it,	 shows	 itself	 to	be	a	great	and	
ample	philosopher.


For	this	is	the	notion	of	the	individual,	which	at	the	same	
time	 involves	multitude**),	 and	 is	 the	culmination	 to	which	
Essence***)	 reaches	 in	 its	 dialectical	 movement;	 (in	 which	
quality	 by	 repulsion	 and	 attraction	 passes	 into	 mere	
quantity);	 but	 at	 the	 same	 time	 also	 the	 form	 by	 which	
Xenophanes	 conceived	 pure	 essence,	 pure	 identity	 of	
thought.


The	 progress	 and	 transition	 of	 the	 "powers	 of	 the	 One"	
consists	only	in	the	fact	that	something	else	is	placed	within	
it,	 and	 therefore	 the	 One	manifests	 itself	 as	 the	 identity	 of	
itself	and	of	others.	Thus	the	relation	that	it	had	to	others	no	
longer	 holds	 any	 value	 for	 it;	 the	 One	 has	 received	 others	
within	itself,	and	in	this	way	quality	has	passed	into	quantity.


By	 this	 dialectical	 reason	 of	 the	 species	 of	 the	 One,	 it	 is	
possible	 that	 in	 Parmenides	 the	 One	 is	 treated	 in	 different	
ways.	 But	 it	 is	 not	 easy	 for	 the	modes	 of	 this	 species	 to	 be	
investigated	 or	 demonstrated	 in	 their	 true	 form	 in	 the	
Platonic	discussion,	since	they	are	either	separated	or	mixed	
at	 will;	 rather,	 they	 appear	 dispersed	 and	 convoluted	 by	
external	 reason,	 less	 clearly.	 As	 long	 as	 it	 has	 not	 been	
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demonstrated	that	the	One	is	a	multitude	by	 itself,	and	that	
repulsion	 and	 attraction	 are	 different	 forms	 of	 the	 same	
species,	 so	 long	must	 those	modes	 lack	 a	 just	 place	 in	 the	
system	of	philosophy.


And	we	have	proposed	to	note	only	this,	 that	this	species	
of	the	One,	by	reason	of	its	negative	relation	to	itself	*),	and	
its	 double	 capacity	 of	 both	 excluding	 and	 embracing,	 is	 the	
best	chosen	to	represent	philosophical	inquiry.


For	 when	 the	 modes	 contained	 in	 this	 species	 are	
considered	 from	 all	 sides,	 by	 themselves	 alone,	 with	 all	
extraneous	 things	 neglected,	 it	 is	 impossible	 for	 its	 nature	
not	to	be	made	manifest,	even	if	it	appears	to	be	opposed	to	
and	disturbed	by	the	elements	dispersed	within	it.


Regarding	 the	 gravity	 of	 this	 species	 *)	 Schleiermacher	
most	truly	warns:	"It	should	not	be	neglected	that	Unity	is	at	
the	same	time	the	universal	 form	of	all	species;	and	only	 in	
this	dialectical	 sense	should	 the	opposition	of	Unity	and	all	
others,	otherwise	devoid	of	cause,	be	considered."


This	very	universal	form	of	all	species	is	the	One,	because,	
when	it	is	referred	to	something	else,	not	to	something	else,	
but	to	itself,	it	is	that	force	of	action	which	is	contained	in	the	
nature	of	 the	 individual.	And	 if	 the	dialectical	 reason	of	 the	
species	 were	 neglected,	 the	 opposition	 of	 the	 One	 and	 the	
others	would	 certainly	 be	devoid	 of	 cause:	 for	 nothing	 else	
exists	in	the	One	as	the	One;	all	difference	is	removed	in	this	
simple	negative	way.
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But	from	this	very	negative	reason	many	are	made,	which	
in	truth	are	not	alien	to	the	One,	but	are	the	One	 itself,	and	
are	proposed	by	dialectical	reason	only	as	others,	so	that	the	
One	 itself	 may	 be	 exhibited	 from	 its	 multitude,	 and	 by	
attraction	 and	 repulsion	 it	 may	 become	 that	 which	 it	 is,	
namely	 Unity.	 Even	 the	 negation,	 existing	 only	 in	 species,	
namely	 the	 many,	 is	 received	 into	 the	 One,	 and	 the	
determination,	because	it	is	not	a	greater	relation	to	others,	
has	 completely	 disappeared.	 In	 this	 way,	 quality	 being	
removed,	mere	quantity	is	made.


***

We	 have	 added	 some	 passages	 from	Aristotle,	which	 are	

particularly	relevant	here:	metaph.	II.	p	.	55	seqq.	Πά ντων	δέ		
και	 θεωρῆ σαι	 χαλεπώ τατον	 συμβαίνει	 δὲ	 ,	 εἰ	 μέν	 τις	 μὴ 	
θή σεται	εἶναί	τινα	οὐ σίαν	τὸ 	ἓν	καὶ	τὸ 	ὂ ν	 ,	μηδὲ	τῶ ν	ἄ λλων	
εἶναι	τῶ ν	καθό λου	μηθέν	·	ταῦ τα	γά ρ	ἐστι	καθό λου	μά λιστα	
πά ντων	 ....	ἔτι	δὲ	μὴ 	ὄ ντος	τοῦ 	ἑνὸ ς	οὐ σίας	 ,	δῆ λον	ὅ τι	οὐ δ᾽	
ἂ ν	ἀ ριθμὸ ς	εἴη	ὡ ς	κεχωρισμένη	τις	φύ σις	τῶ ν	ὄ ντων	·	ὁ 	μὲν	
γὰ ρ	ἀ ριθμὸ ς	μονά δες	,	ἡ 	δὲ	μονὰ ς	ὅ περ	ἕν	τί	ἐστιν	·	εἰ	δ᾽	ἔστι	
τι	αὐ τὸ 	ἓν	καὶ	ὄ ν	 ,	ἀ ναγκαῖον	οὐ σίαν	αὐ τῶ ν	εἶναι	τὸ 	ὂ ν	καὶ	
τὸ 	ἕν	·	οὐ 	γὰ ρ	ἕτερό ν	τι	καθό λου	κατηγορεῖται,	ἀ λλὰ 	ταῦ τα	
αὐ τά .	 ᾿Αλλὰ 	 μὴ ν	 εἴ	 γ᾽	 ἔσται	 τι	 αὐ τὸ 	 ὂ ν	 καὶ	 αὐ τὸ 	 ἕν,	 πολλὴ 	
ἀ πορία	 ὥ στε	 κατὰ 	 τὸ ν	 Παρμενίδου	 ἀ νά γκη	 συμβαίνειν	
λόγον	ἓν	ἅ παντα	εἶναι	τὰ 	ὄ ντα	καὶ	τοῦ το	εἶναι	τὸ 	ὄ ν	.	κ.	τ.	λ. 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ON	THE	PHILOSOPHICAL	POWER	OF	PLATONIC	
DIALECTICS


The	art	which	is	visible	in	Platonic	philosophy,	that	divine	
dialectical	power,	celebrated	by	various	proclamations	of	all	
times,	is	indeed	very	different	from	that	dialectic	which	is	of	
our	 more	 recent	 philosophy.	 The	 explanation	 of	 the	
difference	which	contains,	as	it	were,	the	life	and	true	power	
of	 both,	will	 demonstrate	 and	will	 alone	 enable	 that	which	
may	seem	obscure	in	both	to	be	brought	to	clarity	and	placed	
in	the	light.


It	 seems	 that	 Plato's	 true	 reason	 and	 nature	 is	 that	 the	
inner	 life	 of	 ideas	 is	 reflected	 in	 the	 vigor	 and	 form	 of	
thinking,	 as	 if	 in	 a	 mirror,	 and	 that	 he	 is	 both	 a	 German	
philosopher	 and	 a	 philosophical	 artist.	 Accustomed	 to	 the	
familiar	practice	of	Socrates	and	 inflamed	by	him,	who	was	
the	 first	 among	 men	 to	 represent	 a	 living	 and	 breathing	
image	 of	 philosophy,	 having	 experienced	 the	 ineluctable	
force	 of	 conversation:	 he	 had	 seen	 that	 this	 was	 the	 only	
perfect	 and	 true	 reason	 for	 investigating	 truth,	 and	 the	
volubility	and	eager	vigor	of	thoughts	could	in	no	way	find	in	
him	 a	 form	 suitable	 to	 itself,	 except	 when,	 the	 mother	 of	
thoughts	in	others	as	well,	it	itself	was	animated	by	truth	and	
life.


In	which	 two	 things	are	 to	be	distinguished:	 the	 thing	or	
end,	to	which	one	must	arrive,	and	the	instrument	or	way,	by	
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which	one	must	arrive	at	it.	One	is	of	knowledge,	the	other	of	
investigation.


Whoever,	therefore,	knows	Plato	more	accurately,	to	whom	
it	 seems	 that	all	earthly	 things	cannot	reach	 the	possession	
of	 true	 and	 pure	 intelligence;	 whoever,	moreover,	 does	 not	
suffer	 the	philosopher	 to	 rest	 in	wisdom,	but	places	his	 life	
and	 wisdom	 in	 it,	 so	 that	 he	 may	 recover	 and	 regenerate	
both	 with	 ever	 new	 effort	 and	 exertion,	 by	 an	 unceasing	
study	of	the	remembrance	of	divine	things:	he	will	certainly	
seem	 to	 agree	 very	 well	 with	 Plato,	 because	 in	 his	 first	
youthful	work	he	judges	so	severely	of	the	imperfect	nature	
of	 writing,	 and	 in	 general	 he	 chastises	 the	 whole	 of	 it	 by	
letters	 as	 if	 it	 were	 needy	 and	 helpless;	 but	most	 of	 all	 he	
condemns	 the	 perpetuity	 of	 speech,	 as	 by	 which	 all	 life	 is	
extinguished.


Wisdom	is	situated	in	the	very	act	of	discovering	the	truth,	
and	 that	 act	 is	 born	 from	 the	 dialectical	 definition	 of	
thoughts.


Which	path,	again,	is	to	be	considered	in	a	twofold	way:

and	 to	 the	extent	 that,	progressing	along	 it,	we	ourselves	

gradually	ascend	to	the	certain	and	ratified	norm	of	law:	and

to	 the	 extent	 that,	 by	 its	 assistance	 to	 others,	 we	 can	

become	the	authors	of	procreating	thoughts.


The	art	of	the	same	dialogue	is	the	same,	both	in	arriving	
at	the	thing	which	is	called	into	question	by	thought,	and	in	
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generating	 thoughts	 in	 others:	 between	 which	 there	 is	 no	
other	point	of	difference	than	that	the	laws	which	in	seeking	
it	 one	 has	 experienced	 in	 oneself	 are	 rediscovered	 in	 the	
society	of	others.


This	 is	 the	 primary	 thing	 that	 must	 be	 kept	 in	 mind	 in	
outlining	 Platonic	 dialectics,	 that	 his	 philosophy	 is	 truly	 an	
investigation.


Since,	 therefore,	 in	 the	 philosophical	 consideration	 of	
things,	no	step	truly	goes	beyond	the	end,	since	rather	each	
involves	 a	 prior	 knowledge	 of	 it;	 in	 this	 very	 close	
conjunction	of	argument	and	form,	which	in	Plato,	as	it	were,	
flows	from	his	own	method	of	philosophizing,	the	dialectical	
way	 of	 inquiry	must	 necessarily	 coalesce	 into	 one	with	 the	
knowledge	found	at	the	end	of	the	way,	and	the	same	as	that	
of	the	other,	must	be	both	the	excellence	and	the	defect	of	the	
other.


Both,	 indeed,	 the	 innate	 desire	 for	 living	 and	 vigorous	
thought	and	the	study	of	generating	thoughts	in	others,	must	
be	 contemplated	 and	 known,	 because	 the	 nature	 and	 true	
notion	of	Platonic	philosophy	is	ethical,	and	in	him	the	ideas	
of	beauty,	truth,	and	knowledge	are	grasped	by	one	and	the	
highest	notion	of	the	good,	as	it	were,	by	a	bond.	To	this,	as	
inferiors,	they	are	subject.


Questions	 about	 the	 good	 and	 about	 knowledge	 are	 so	
closely	linked	to	Plato	that	they	can	in	no	way	be	separated.	
The	 former	 is	 brought	 to	 its	 end,	 which	 is	 the	 republic,	 in	
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discussions	 about	 teaching	 virtue,	 the	 latter	 in	 discussions	
about	ideas	and	their	association	with	things.


Recalling	what	we	have	previously	discussed	about	Plato's	
own	 and	 special	 inquiry:	 that	 the	 argument	 of	 Platonic	
philosophy	 is	 that	 the	nature	of	knowledge	 in	 the	universe,	
the	mode	 and	degree	 of	 virtue	 depending	 on	 the	 degree	 of	
knowledge,	and	that	 in	this	association	of	one	with	another	
and	the	dependence	of	one	on	another,	that	image	of	ethics,	
which	 is	 the	 highest	 aspect	 of	 it,	 is	 contained:	 it	will	 easily	
appear	 that	 in	 questions	 about	 the	 nature	 of	 ideas	 the	
primary	 seat	 of	 Platonic	 dialectics	 and	 discipline	 is	 to	 be	
sought.


For	although	the	Republic	is	rightly	considered	as	the	end	
and	 summit	 of	 Platonic	 wisdom,	 nevertheless,	 as	 its	 very	
existence	 proceeds	 from	 the	 Platonic	 contemplation	 of	
nature	 and	 of	 man	 subject	 to	 his	 conditions,	 all	 things	 are	
equally	 based	 on	 the	 knowledge	 of	 pure	 species	 and	 the	
supreme	 law	 that	 reigns	 in	 all,	 the	 divine	 life	 of	 ideas,	 the	
remembrance	of	that	which	truly	is.	This	is	the	highest,	as	it	
were,	 ether,	where	 the	 philosopher's	mind	 is	 adorned	with	
royal	dignity	and	acquires	the	consciousness	of	immortality.


If	anyone,	therefore,	persists	in	the	idea	that,	while	virtue	
is	 said	 to	 depend	 on	 knowledge,	 yet	 good	 is	 proposed	 as	
much	more	 sublime	 than	knowledge:	 this	 is	 indeed	easy	 to	
reconcile,	 because	 virtue	 is	 not	 yet	 good	 itself.	 Both,	 virtue	
and	 knowledge,	 pave	 the	 way	 to	 good,	 are	 the	 striving	 to	
progress	 towards	 good,	 the	 effort	 of	 the	 human	 mind	 to	



55

arrive	 there.	 Good,	 in	 contrast,	 is	 the	 perfect	 and	 supreme	
unity	of	both,	God	himself	in	the	unity	of	essence.


Just	 as	 in	 the	 Phaedrus	 the	 impulse	 to	 philosophize	 is	
described	 and	 celebrated	 as	 a	 dialectical	 species	 of	 love	
generating	 ενθουσιασμό 	 and	 fervor	 carried	 away	 by	 divine	
power,	and	the	entire	Platonic	form	of	thinking	is	contained	
in	it,	as	it	were,	the	germs	covered	with	a	mythical	envelope:	
so	 the	definition,	 approaching	more	 closely	 to	 its	 nature,	 is	
put	 forward	 under	 the	 rule	 of	 the	 species.	 249	 b.c.	 δεῖ	 γὰ ρ	
ἄ νθρωπον	 ξυνιέναι	 κατ'	 εἶδος	 λεγό μενον	 ἐκ	 πολλῶ ν	 τὸ ν	
αἰσθή σεων	 εἰς	 ἓν	 λογισμό 	 ξυναιρού μενον.	 τοῦ το	 δέ	 ἐστιν	
ἀ νά μνησις	 ἐκείνων	ἅ 	 ποτ᾽	 εἶδεν	 ἡ μῶ ν	 ἡ 	ψυχή 	—	 τὸ 	 ὄ ντως	
ὄ ν.	—	Πρὸ ς	οἷσπερ	(ἐκείνοις)	ὁ 	Θεὸ ς	ὤ ν	θεῖό ς	ἐστι.	"	p.	265	d	
.	 .	 .	 εἰς	 μίαν	 τε	 ἰδέαν	 συνορῶ ντα	 ἄ γειν	 τὰ 	 πολλαχῆ 	
διεσπαρμένα	ὥ σπερ	τανῦ ν	δὴ 	περὶ	Ἔρωτος	,	ὅ 	ἐστιν,	ὁ ρισθέν	
τὸ 	πά λιν	κατ'	είδη	δύ νασθαι	διατέμνειν.	p.	266.	εἰς	ἓν	καὶ	ἐπὶ	
πολλὰ 	πεφυκό τα	ὁ ρᾷ ν.”


This	 rule	 is	 illustrated	 by	 an	 example	 of	 the	 speeches	
previously	 held,	 and	 proven	 by	 the	 fixed	 laws	 of	 true	
rhetoric,	p.	270,	271;	all	are	included	on	p.	277.


It	 is	 explained	 more	 precisely	 that	 neither	 the	 species	
itself,	 nor	 the	 monads,	 the	 forms	 of	 things,	 those	 pure	
categories,	are	subject	to	a	more	precise	question,	by	reason	
of	their	opposition	and	association.


Which	 is	 most	 evident	 in	 Parmenides,	 Sophist,	 Phaedo,	
Philebus.
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That	 ideas	 are	 present	 in	 things,	 or,	 if	 one	 wishes	 to	
express	 this	 differently,	 that	 the	 divine	 and	 true	 appear	 in	
phenomena,	 so	 that	 they	 truly	exist	and	 can	be	known;	 that	
the	 universal	 is	 connected	 with	 the	 singular	 by	 a	 natural	
relationship	-	these	things	are	established	for	Plato;	as	these	
are	the	elements	of	all	philosophy,	so	they	underlie	the	whole	
range	of	his	thoughts	as	foundations.


It	 is	 of	 great	 interest	 to	 inquire:	 in	 what	 way	 this	
conjunction	 is	 effected.	 To	 solve	 this	 question,	 the	 places	
Soph.	 Phaedo.	 Phileb.	 do	most	 of	 the	work,	 treating	 it	 in	 a	
twofold	way,	 both	 the	 conjunction	of	 ideas	with	 each	other	
and	with	things.


Whatever	form	that	is	conceived,	whether	mythical	of	τού 	
δαιμονίου	 *),	 or	 under	 the	 notion	 of	 τῶ ν	 ὁ ποσων	 **),	 τῶ ν	
μεσό ς	 ,	 τῆ ς	 μικτῆ ς	 οὐ σίας	 ,	 or	 the	 form	 of	 μετοχῆ ς	 ,	 there	
always	remains	some	third,	in	which	the	opposites	are	given	
to	be	reconciled	into	one;	and	that	third	either	as	an	extrinsic	
approach	 or	 mixed	 from	 both,	 within	 both,	 as	 a	 new	 and	
having	 its	 own	nature	 is	 a	middle,	which	 can	 be	 said	 to	 be	
neither	the	other	nor	the	other	by	equal	right.	Thus	Soph.	p.	
254	 ff.,	 which	 passage	 in	 the	 first	 serves	 to	 illustrate	
Parmenides.	The	 species	 of	motion	and	 rest	 are	opposed	 to	
each	other	 in	no	way	reconcilable;	τὸ 	ὄ ν	on	the	contrary	as	
that	 which	 can	 be	 reconciled	 to	 both;	 and	 furthermore	 as	
being	 Different	 from	 both	 others,	 although	 yet	 being	 the	
same	with	itself,	is	placed.	ταύ τὸ ν	εἰ	τὸ 	ετερον	itself	is	placed	
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as	 two	 species,	 different	 from	 the	 three,	 but	 necessarily	
mixing	with	them.


These	 five	 species	 are	 established	 as	 being	 entirely	
discrete;	for	when	we	say	that	motion	is	both	the	Same	and	
Not-Same,	we	say	this	only	insofar	as	we	do	not	understand	
it	 in	 an	 equal	 way:	 now	 regarding	 its	 connection	 with	 the	
same,	now	regarding	its	association	with	the	different.


We	 now	 have	 three	 species,	 τὸ 	 ὄ ν,	 ταὐ τὸ ν,	 τὸ 	 ἕτερον,	
which	are	both	distinct	from	each	other	and	in	which	they	all	
participate	[or,	all	things	participate?],	and	which	are	no	less	
distinct	from	all	and	from	themselves.	Κατὰ 	(p.	256	e.)	πά ντα	
τὰ 	 γένη	 )	 γὰ ρ	 ἡ 	 θατέρου	 φύ σις	 ἕτερον	 ἀ περγαζομένη	 τοῦ 	
ὄ ντος	 ἕκαστον	 οὐ κ	 ὂ ν	 ποιεῖ,	 καὶ	 ξύ μπαντα	 δὴ 	 κατὰ 	 ταὐ τὰ 	
οὕ τως	οὐ κ	ὄ ντα	ὀ ρθῶ ς	ἐροῦ μεν	.	257.	καὶ	τὸ 	ὂ ν	ἄ ρ᾽	ἡ μῖν,	ὅ σα

πέρ	ἐστι	τὰ 	ἄ λλα	,	κατὰ 	τοσαῦ τα	οὐ κ	ἔστιν	—	(for	in	what	

it	 does	 not	 have	 in	 itself,	 it	 is	 One)	 ὥ στε	 τὸ 	 ὂ ν	
ἀ ναμφισβητή τως	αὖ 	 μυρία	 ἐπὶ	 μυρίοις	 οὐ κ	 ἔστι,	 καὶ	 τἆ λλα	
δὴ 	 καθ᾽	 ἕκαστον	οὕ τω	καὶ	 ξύ μπαντα	πολλαχῇ 	 *)	 μὲν	 ἔστι	 ,	
πολλαχῇ 	δ᾽	οὐ κ	ἔστιν.	259	b.


Referring	 to	 the	 place	 cited	 above	 (	 254	 b.	 )	 τὰ 	 μὲν	 τῶ ν	
γενῶ ν	κοινωνεῖν	ἐθέλειν	ἀ λλή λοις	,	τὰ 	δὲ	μὴ 	,	καὶ	τὰ 	μὲν	ἐπ	'	
ὀ λίγον	 ,	 τὰ 	 δ᾽	 ἐπὶ	 πολλά 	 ,	 τὰ 	 δὲ	 καὶ	 διὰ 	 πά ντων	 οὐ δὲν	
κωλύ ειν	 τοῖς	 πᾶ σι	 κεκοινωνηκέναι"	 —	 the	 relation	 of	
motion	and	rest,	such	that	 the	opposition	of	such	species	 is	
not	 removed,	 is	 neglected	—	 if	we	 consider	 the	 relation	 of	
those	which	are	common	to	all,	and	the	question	of	how	the	
opposition	is	resolved	in	them;	the	answer	will	be:	because	it	
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is	 clearly	 removed	 from	 the	 middle,	 for	 which,	 as	 truly	
existing,	there	is	clearly	no	place	(in	them).


This	could	only	be	achieved	because	everything	remained	
the	same	as	it	was;	they	were	distinguished	by	the	nature	of	
the	 Different,	 they	 were	 connected	 by	 the	 nature	 of	 the	
Essence.	And	that	it	is	a	partaker	also	of	those	things	which	
are	alien	to	its	nature;	truly	and	properly	it	is	only	that	which	
it	is,	and	remains	unchanged;	the	Different	itself,	the	form	of	
variety,	 remains	 variety;	 but:	 διὰ 	 πά ντων	 γε	 αὐ τὴ ν	 τὴ ν	
θατέρου	φύ σιν)	 αὐ τῶ ν	φή σομεν	 εἶναι	 διεληλυθυῖαν	 255	 e.	
Therefore	also	it	appears	that	everything	is	connected	to	the	
Different	 itself	 in	 no	 other	way	 than	 by	 the	 species	 of	 this	
and	that	thing.	But	what	is	common	to	all,	what	convenes	all,	
is	that	connecting	factor	which	is	called	identity.


The	 mutable	 nature	 of	 these	 forms	 is	 most	 clearly	
conceived	in	that	the	τὸ 	ὄ ν	itself,	as	diverse,	is	opposed	to	the	
others	as	no	 less	existent,	and	therefore	 itself	as	μη	ον;	and	
that	Diversity,	of	negation	and	the	species	of	τοῦ 	μὴ 	ὄ ντος	*)	
it	 is	 said	 to	 be:	 ἡ μεῖς	 δέ	 γε	 οὐ 	 μό νον	 ὡ ς	 ἔστι	 τὰ 	 μὴ 	 ὄ ντα	
ἀ πεδείξαμεν	 ,	 τὴ ν	 γὰ ρ	 θατέρου	φύ σιν	 ἀ ποδείξαντες	 οὖ σά ν	
τε	 καὶ	 κατακεκερματισμένην	 ἐπὶ	 πά ντα	 τὰ 	 ὄ ντα	 πρὸ ς	
ἄ λληλα,	τὸ 	πρὸ ς	τὸ 	ὄ ν	ἕκαστον	μό ριον	αὐ τῆ ς	ἀ ντιτιθέμενον	
ἐτολμή σαμεν	 εἰπεῖν	 ὡ ς	 αὐ τὸ 	 τοῦ τό 	 ἐστιν	 ὄ ντως	 τὸ 	 μὴ 	 ö v."	
258.	e.


But	τὸ 	ὄ ν	and	τὸ 	ἕτερον	(the	true	force	of	which	categories	
must	 be	 carefully	 observed	 **)	 for	 they	 express	 Unity	 and	
distinction,	 and	 comprehend	 all	 logical	 and	 thinking	 and	
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nature	 and	 scope	 and	 explanation	 [or,	 encircling	 and	
untying],	 which	 Plato	 quite	 clearly	 signifies)	 -	 since	 they	
pertain	through	all	things	and	by	themselves:	τὸ 	μὲν	ἕτερον	
μετασχὸ ν	τοῦ 	ὄ ντος	ἔστι	μὲν	διὰ 	ταύ την	τὴ ν	μέθεξιν	,	οὐ 	μὴ ν	
ἐκεῖνό 	 γε	οὗ 	μετέσχεν,	ἀ λλ᾽	 ἕτερον.	259.	Therefore,	what	 is	
remains	and	what	is	added	to	it,	does	not	add	otherwise	than	
by	participating.	 Τὸ 	 δὲ	 ἂ ν	 αὖ 	 θατέρου	 μετειληφό ς	 ,	 ἕτερον	
τῶ ν	ἄ λλων	ἂ ν	εἴην	γενῶ ν	,	ἕτερον	δ'	ἐκείνων	ἁ πά ντων	ὂ ν

οὐ κ	 ἔστιν	 ἕκαστον	 αὐ τῶ ν	 οὐ δὲ	 ξύ μπαντα	 τὰ 	 ἄ λλα,	 πλὴ ν	

αὐ τό .


It	appears	from	this	that	each	species	 is	to	be	considered	
as	 a	 firm,	 immutable	 unity,	 nay,	 even	 those	 which	 are	 the	
purest,	the	most	universal,	and	pervading	all	things,	to	whom	
all	 reality	 is	 subject,	 as	 it	 were,	 to	 supreme	 arbiters,	 and	
which	 in	 this	 power	 enter	 into	 various	 relations,	 of	 which	
one,	by	 its	very	nature,	 is	 the	 foundation	of	 all	 variety;	 and	
not	even	these	should	stray	beyond	the	limits	of	Unity.


For	 Difference	 also	 remains	 in	 the	 unity	 of	 its	 primary	
nature;	 it	 preserves	 the	 firm	 notion	 of	 difference,	 and	 its	
essence	is	only	a	participation	in	the	essence,	not	the	essence	
itself.


By	 this	participation,	—	 this	way	of	 connecting,	 in	which	
the	connected	truly	remain	what	they	were	before	they	were	
connected:	 firm,	 immutable,	 monads	 —	 the	 reason	 is	
contained,	by	which	Plato	"species	are	mixed	together."	This	
is	the	solution	to	the	supreme	question	posed	by	Socrates	in	
the	Parmenides.	 All	 that	 is	 there	 explained	 and	 signified	 to	
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this	 end	 through	 various	 labyrinthine	 interweavings	 of	
dialogue	 is	 shed	 in	 clear	 light	 in	 the	 passages	 cited	 in	 the	
Sophist.


Thus,	 in	 this	 category	 of	 participation,	 that	 which	 was	
there	 considered	 worthy	 of	 the	 greatest	 admiration,	 "to	
make	the	similar	itself	so	that	it	may	be	unlike,	or	the	unlike	
itself	 so	 that	 it	 may	 be	 like;	 the	 one	 itself	 so	 that	 it	 may	
appear	 to	 be	 many,	 and	 vice	 versa,"	 is	 performed;	 thus	
contrary	 distinctions	 are	 appropriate	 to	 the	 species	
themselves.


Dialectices	 ars	 est	 .	 .	 .	 ὅ ταν	 τέ	 τις	 ἕτερον	 ὄ ν	 πῃ	 ταὐ τὸ ν	
εἶναι	φῇ 	καὶ	ὅ ταν	ταὐ τὸ ν	ὄ ν	ἕτερον	,	ἐκείνῃ	καὶ	κατ	'	ἐκεῖνο	
ὅ 	φησι	 τού των	πεπονθέναι	πό τερον.	Contra	 :	Τὸ 	 δὲ	 ταὐ τὸ ν	
ἕτερον	 ἀ ποφαίνειν	 ἀ μηγέπῃ	 καὶ	 τὸ 	 θά τερον	 ταὐ τὸ ν	 καὶ	 τὸ 	
μέγα	 σμικρὸ ν	 κ.	 τ.	 λ	 .;	 καὶ	 χαίρειν	 οὕ τω	 τἀ ναντία	 ἀ εὶ	
προφέροντα	 ἐν	 τοῖς	 λόγοις	 ,	 οὔ 	 τέ	 τις	 ἔλεγχος	 οὗ τος	
ἀ ληθινὸ ς	 ἄ ρτι	 τε	 τῶ ν	 ὄ ντων	 τινὸ ς	 ἐφαπτομένου	 δῆ λος	
νεογενὴ ς	ὤ ν	·	259.	d.


Nor	 can	 any	 other	 method	 of	 connecting	 be	 sought	 in	
Plato,	 if	 one	 considers	 the	 nature	 of	 his	 discipline,	 his	
philosophy,	his	head.


For	since	he	most	disagrees	with	Heraclitus's	proposition	
about	the	flux	of	things	as	well	as	the	origin	of	things,	since	ἡ 	
μεταβολή 	 has	 no	 other	 power	 with	 him	 than	 to	 signify	
transition,	destruction,	and	that	which,	circumscribed	by	the	
narrowness	of	 its	 limits,	must	obey	 the	 fallacious	 judgment	



61

and	relation	of	the	senses,	he	could	not	admit	that	the	idea	of	
God	 in	 absolute	 unity,	 which	 is	 supreme	 to	 him,	 and	 the	
species	 of	 μονά δες	 which	 are	 to	 him	 in	 the	 closest	
relationship	 to	nature,	would	truly	 leave	unity,	 if	he	did	not	
wish	 to	 be	 submerged	 in	 the	 infinite	 abyss	 of	 flux	 and	
transition.	The	faculty	of	mixing	was	to	be	indulged	in	them	
only	to	the	extent	that	the	truth	of	their	very	unity	required	
it;	and	to	the	extent	that	this	very	variety	was	to	be	allowed	
to	descend	into	variety	and	difference	only	to	the	extent	that	
this	 very	 variety	 required	 it	 as	 the	 foundation	 of	 its	 own	
existence.


All	 these	 are	 given	 by	 the	 category	 of	 participation	 *)	 in	
which	 the	 disjointed	 elements	 of	 unity	 and	 variety	 are	
reconciled	by	an	intermediary,	as	it	were	by	an	interpreter,	a	
certain	easy	and	convenient	nature,	in	which	the	completely	
disjointed	elements,	without	any	conjunction	between	them,	
as	 if	 they	 "per	 se"	belong;	 in	which	 the	disjointed	elements	
are	mixed,	without	any	change	in	the	conjoined	elements	in	
the	 mixing,	 so	 that	 they	 remain	 completely	 intact	 and	
unchanged;	 in	which	 the	whole	Platonic	machine	of	species	
is	supported	and	sustained.


For	 just	 as	 the	 discussions	 on	 the	 dialectical	 nature	 of	
species	 in	 the	Sophist	also	have	the	purpose	of	establishing	
and	fixing	the	"τὸ 	μὴ 	ὄ ν";	so	in	the	Phaedo	they	are	used	to	
demonstrate	the	immortality	of	the	soul.


For	 there	 Plato	 thus	 (	 102.	 e.	 )	 οὐ δὲ	 ἄ λλο	 οὐ δὲν	 τῶ ν	
ἐναντίων,	ἔτι	ὂ ν	ὅ περ	ἦ ν	 ,	ἅ μα	τοὐ ναντίον	γίγνεσθαί	τε	καὶ	
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εἶναι	 ·	 ἀ λλ᾽	 ἤ τοι	 ἀ πέρχεται	 ἢ 	 ἀ πό λλυται	 ἐν	 τού τῳ 	 τῷ 	
παθή ματι


103.	b.	(τό τε	μὲν	γὰ ρ	ἐλέγετο)	ἐκ	τοῦ 	ἐναντίου	πρά γματος	
τὸ 	ἐναντίον	πρᾶ γμα	γίγνεσθαι	·	νῦ ν	δέ,	ὅ τι	αὐ τὸ 	τὸ 	ἐναντίον	
ἑαυτῷ 	ἐναντίον	οὐ κ	ἂ ν	ποτε	γένοιτο	,	οὔ τε	τὸ 	ἐν	ἡ μῖν	,	οὔ τε	
τὸ 	ἐν	τῇ 	φύ σει	·	τό τε	μὲν	γὰ ρ	περὶ	τῶ ν	ἐχό ντων	τὰ 	ἐναντία	
ελέγομεν,	επονομά ζοντες	αὐ τὰ 	τῇ 	ἐκείνων	ἐπωνυμίᾳ 	·	νῦ ν	δὲ

περὶ	 ἐκείνων	αὐ τῶ ν	 *)	 ,	ὧ ν	 ἐνό ντων	 ἔχει	 τὴ ν	 ἐπωνυμίαν	

τὰ 	ὀ νομαζό μενα.


p.	 78.	 d.	 αὐ τὸ 	 τὸ 	 καλὸ ν	 ....	 ἢ 	 ἀ εὶ	 αὐ τῶ ν	 ἕκαστον,	 ὅ 	 ἐστι	
μονοειδὲς	 ἄ ν	 ,	 αὐ τὸ 	 καθ᾽	 αὑ τὸ 	 ὡ ςαύ τως	 κατὰ 	 ταὐ τὰ 	 ἔχει	 ,	
καὶ	 οὐ δέποτε	 οὐ δαμῆ 	 οὐ δαμῶ ς	 ἀ λλοιωσιν	 οὐ δεμίαν	
ενδέχεται.	But:	τὰ 	πολλὰ 	καλά 	they	undergo	a	change:	οὔ τε	
αὐ τὰ 	 αὐ τοῖς,	 οὔ τε	 ἀ λλή λοις	 αὐ τ	 δέποτε,	 ὡ ς	 ἔπος	 εἰπεῖν	 ,	
οὐ δαμῶ ς	κατὰ 	καὐ τά 	ἐστιν


This	is	further	apparent	from	that	place	where	he	treats	of	
the	contemplation	of	nature	from	efficient	causes,	and	of	the	
vῷ 	[vow?	voice?]	of	Anaxagoras.	p	.	100.	b	.	...	καὶ	ἄ ρχομαι	ἀ π'	
ἐκείνων,	 ὑ ποθέμενος	 εἶναι	 τι	 καλὸ ν	 αὐ τὸ 	 καθ᾽	 αὑ τὸ ,	 καὶ	
ἀ γαθό ν	,	καὶ	τἄ λλα	πά ντα	....	c.	φαίνεται	γά ρ	μοι	,	εἴ	τι	ἐστὶν	
ἄ λλο	 καλὸ ν	 πλὴ ν	 αὐ τὸ 	 τὸ 	 καλὸ ν,	 οὐ δὲ	 δὲ	 ἕν	 ἄ λλο	 καλὸ ν	
εἶναι,	ἤ 	διό τι	μετέχει	ἐκείνου	τοῦ 	καλοῦ .	Καὶ	πά ντα	δὴ 	οὕ τω	
λέγω.	d.	τοῦ το	δὲ	...	ἔχω	παρ'	ἐμαυτῷ 	 ,	ὅ τι	οὐ κ	ἄ λλο	τι	ποιεῖ	
αὐ τὸ 	 καλὸ ν	 ,	 ἢ 	 ἐκείνου	 τοῦ 	 καλοῦ 	 εἴτε	 παρουσία	 ,	 εἴτε	
κοινωνία	 ,	εἴτε	ὅ πη	δὴ 	καὶ	ὅ πως	προσγενομένη	·	οὐ 	γὰ ρ	ἔτι	
τοῦ το	 διισχυρίζομαι,	 ἀ λλ'	 ὅ τι	 τῷ 	 καλῷ 	 πά ντα	 τὰ 	 καλὰ 	
γίγνεται	καλά .
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p.	 101.	 b.	 ἑνὶ	 ἑνὸ ς	 προστεθέντος,	 τὴ ν	 πρό σθεσιν	 αἰτίαν	
εἶναι	 τοῦ 	 δύ ο	 γενέσθαι,	 ἢ 	 σχισθέντος	 ,	 τὴ ν	 σχίσιν,	 οὐ κ	
εὐ λαβοῖο	ἂ ν	λέγειν	;	καὶ	μέγα	ἂ ν	βοῴ ης	ὅ τι	οὐ κ	οἶσθα	ἄ λλως	
πως	 ἕκαστον	 γιγνό μενον	 ,	 ἢ 	 μετασχὸ ν	 τῆ ς	 ἰδίας	 οὐ σίας	
εκά στου	 ,	 οὗ 	 ἄ ν	 μετά σχοι	 ·	 καὶ	 ἐν	 τού τοις	 οὐ κ	 ἔχεις	 ἄ λλην	
τινὰ 	 αἰτίαν	 τοῦ 	 δύ ο	 γενέσθαι,	 ἀ λλ᾽	 ἢ 	 τὴ ν	 τῆ ς	 δυά δος	
μετά σχεσιν	 ·	 καὶ	 δεῖν	 τού του	 μετασχεῖν	 τὰ 	 μέλλοντα	 δύ ο	
ἔσεσθαι	,	καὶ	μονά δος,	ὅ 	ἂ ν	μέλλῃ	ἓν	ἔσεσθαι.


This	 is	 the	pivot	of	Platonic	doctrine.	Life	and	death	pass	
into	each	other	*)	;	but	not	by	themselves,	not	in	the	highest	
and	 purest	 form,	which	 is	 the	 idea.	 For	 as	 far	 as	 these	 are	
concerned,	 they	 are	 completely	 disjointed	 from	 each	 other,	
Life,	by	this	very	force,	is	the	soul	**)	,	capable	of	no	change;	
(in	the	same	way	as	the	highest	and	purest	form	of	disease	is	
fever;	the	odd	Unity	)	death	is	destruction,	dissolution	***).


What	 Plato	 said,	 that	 from	 a	 contrary	 thing	 arises	 a	
contrary	 thing	 --	 this	was	valid	 concerning	 the	 substrata	of	
change,	insofar	as	the	force	of	change	exerts	itself	in	it,	Hence	
that	which	he	says	is	that	things	are	participants	of	contrary	
things.	 All	 things	which	 thus	 participate	 thus	 far	 fall	 under	
the	category	of	change.	(Quite	so	are	ideas.)	Thus	in	the	body	
the	transition	of	life	and	death	appears;	it	is	alive,	animated:	
--	 life	 itself,	 the	 soul	 is	 not;	 for	 this,	 insofar	 as	 it	 is	 itself,	 is	
immortal.	 But	 the	 body	 is	 only	 a	 participant,	 and	 therefore	
also	of	the	opposite:	death.
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In	 Philebus,	 in	 order	 to	 reach	 the	 end	 of	 his	 purpose,	
which	 is,	 having	 suppressed	 the	 pleasure	 and	 the	 explicit	
elements	of	essentiality,	to	obtain	a	place	on	which	the	true	
and	 perfect	 society	 of	 life	 rests	 as	 a	 foundation	—	 that	 is,	
which	 is	 the	 medium	 between	 essence	 and	 transition,	 a	
participant	in	both,	is	introduced	under	the	form	of	a	perfect	
συγκρά σεως	 	—,	some	supreme	being	for	human	nature,	 in	
which	the	category	of	participating	is	exacted	to	the	highest	
perfection	as	far	as	it	can	be	made.


P.	 15	 b	 .	 Εἶτα	 πῶ ς	 αὖ 	 ταύ τας	 (μονά δας	 )	 μίαν	 ἑκά στην	
οὖ σαν	 ἀ εὶ	 τὴ ν	 αὐ τὴ ν	 ,	 καὶ	 μή τε	 γένεσιν	 μή τε	 ὄ λεθρον	
προσδεχομένην	 ,	ὅ μως	εἶναι	βεβαιό τητα	μίαν	ταύ την	 ,	μετὰ 	
δὲ 	 τοῦ τ᾽	 ,	 ἐν	 τοῖς	 γιγνομένοις	 αὖ 	 καὶ	 ἀ πείροις	 εἴτε	
διεσπασμένην	 ,	 καὶ	 πολλὰ 	 γεγονυῖαν	 θετέον	 ,	 εἴθ᾽	 ὅ λην	
αὐ τὴ ν	 αὑ τῆ ς	 χωρίς	 ·	 ὃ 	 δὴ 	 πά ντων	 ἀ δυνατώ τατον	φαίνοιτ᾽	
ἂ ν	 ,	 ταὐ τὸ ν	 καὶ	 ἓν	 ἅ μα	 εἶναι	 καὶ	 ἐν	 πολλοῖς	 γίγνεσθαι	 *).	
Ταῦ τ᾽	 ἐστι	τὰ 	περὶ	 τὰ 	 τοιαῦ τα	 .	 .	ἁ πά σης	ἀ πορίας	αἴτια,	μὴ 	
καλῶ ς	ὁ μο	λογηθέντα	,	καὶ	εὐ πορίας	ἂ ν	αὖ 	καλῶ ς


Which	 correct	 distinction	 is	 τὰ 	 ὁ πό σα	 **):	 a	 determined	
multitude,	 P.	 17	 a	 .	 οἱ	 δὲ	 νῦ ν	 τῶ ν	ἀ νθρώ πων	σοφοί	 ἓν	 μὲν,	
ὅ πως	ἂ ν	τύ χωσι,	καὶ	πολλὰ 	θᾶ ττον	καὶ	βραδύ τερον	ποιοῦ σι	
τοῦ 	 δέοντος	 ,	 μετὰ 	 δὲ	 τὸ 	 ἕν	 ,	 ἄ πειρα	 εὐ θύ ς	 ·	 τὰ 	 δὲ	 μέσα	
αὐ τοὺ ς	 ἐκφεύ γει.	 Οἷς	 διακεχώ ρισται	 τό 	 τε	 διαλεκτικῶ ς	
πά λιν	καὶ	τὸ 	ἐριστικῶ ς	ἡ μᾶ ς	ποιεῖσθαι	πρὸ ς	ἀ λλή λους	τοὺ ς	
λόγους.


In	both	ways	of	defining,	and	when	we	descend	 from	the	
general	through	the	special	to	the	individual,	and	vice	versa;	
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we	must	pay	attention	to	the	determined	multitude	placed	in	
the	middle:	 p.	 16.	 d.	 δεῖν	 οὖ ν	 ἡ μᾶ ς	 αἰεὶ	 μίαν	 ἰδέαν	 χαίρειν	
ἐᾶ ν”	.	


But	in	both	questions,	both	about	the	perfect	συγκρά σει	of	
things	and	about	the	number	placed	in	the	middle,	or	about	
the	distinction	of	species,	of	 the	one	and	 the	many,	etc.,	 the	
species	undergo	no	change	in	themselves.


Outside	 that	 third,	 in	 which	 they	 come	 together	 for	 the	
formation	 of	 things	 or	 for	 the	 end	 of	 knowledge,	 each	
remains	per	se	what	it	was,	although	of	a	very	unequal	value,	
since	 one	 is	 that	 which	 is	 endowed	 with	 the	 intellect,	 the	
formative;	 the	other	 is	matter,	 lacking	 form.	One,	which	has	
ends	 and	 termination	 in	 itself	—	 καὶ	 μὴ ν	 τόγε	 πέρας	 οὔ τε	
πολλὰ 	εἶχεν	,	οὔ τ᾽	ἐδυσκολαίνομεν	,	ὡ ς	οὐ κ	ἦ ν	ἓν	φύ σει	p.	26	
d	.	—	It	is	and	remains	completely	free	from	that	which	was	
determined	by	 the	συγκρά σει,	determined	by	 its	multitude;	
and	outside	 its	 limits	 it	preserves	 its	own	proper	existence;	
and	 so	 also	 the	 fourth,	 the	 συγκρά σεως	 effector,	 is	 clearly	
self-existent	and	not	subject	to	the	rest.


What	we	have	already	said	is	that	the	distinction	between	
Being	and	Becoming	is	too	strictly	set;	and	although	there	is	
no	Eleatic	stability	here	(which	is	already	apparent	from	the	
fact	that	the	Parmenidean	reason	is	reversed	by	the	position	
of	 the	 non-being),	 although	movement	 also	 appears	 as	 the	
principle	of	life	*)	and	absolute	beginning	established	in	the	
highest	 unity	 itself,	 yet	 this	 movement	 itself	 is	 fixed	 in	 its	
own	 unity	 more	 strictly	 than	 that	 the	 system	 of	 all	 those	
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monads	 can	 be	 developed	 from	 the	 inherent	 nature	 of	 the	
vigor	 (the	 lower	 movement,	 the	 proper	 matter,	 from	 the	
opposite),	than	that	species	can	be	generated	from	its	source	
both	from	itself	and	through	itself.


This	 is	 what	 more	 recent	 philosophy	 has	 enjoined	 upon	
itself,	and	it	seems	to	have	done	so,	in	our	judgment	at	least.	
To	 inquire	more	 deeply	 into	 this	matter,	 as	 is	 the	 place,	 or	
rather,	 this	 task	seemed	 to	us	 to	be	postponed,	 fearing	 lest,	
beset	by	a	want	of	discourse	—	not	sufficiently	capable	of	the	
new	things	which	the	progress	of	philosophy	has	introduced,	
—	we	should	rather	envelop	in	obscurity	than	illuminate	this	
most	weighty	argument.


Plato	indeed	established	the	nature	of	difference	in	a	way	
that	 was	 entirely	 consistent	 with	 more	 recent	 philosophy,	
and	whatever	terms	he	used	for	things,	Hegel	retained	them	
in	 his	 logic.	 Thus	we	 read	 in	 Parmenides	 p.	 146	 „εί	 τού 	 τι	
ετερό ν	ἐστιν	,	οὐ χ	ἑτέρου	ὄ ντος	ἕτερον	ἔσται;	164	ἕτερον	δέ	
γέ	 πού 	φαμεν	τὸ 	 ἕτερον	 εἶναι	 ἑτέρου	 ,	 καὶ	 τὸ 	 ἄ λλοδὴ 	ἄ λλο	
εἶναι	ἄ λλους	ναί	.”


But	all	these	remain	within	themselves;	firmly	adhering	to	
the	abstract	notion	of	change;	nor,	having	emerged	from	the	
world	of	negative	relation,	are	they	comprehended	and	lifted	
into	that	unity	by	which	they	truly	receive	affirmative	force,	
and	acquire	an	essence	that	can	truly	and	properly	be	called	
so.
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Thus,	for	example,	the	variety	of	things	that	are	subject	to	
the	 senses,	 and	 the	 Infinite	 cannot	 be	 more	 truly	 and	
definitively	understood	than	it	was	by	Plato;	and	most	truly,	
the	 whole	 of	 Becoming	 and	 Changing	 as	 sensible,	 finite,	
devoid	 of	 unity,	 and	 those	 things	 into	which	 that	 Changing	
falls,	are	understood	as	being	incompatible	with	the	truth	of	
the	 notion,	 not	 pertaining	 to	 it;	 but	 Becoming	 and	 its	
substratum	are	one	 thing,	 and	 its	notion	 is	another.	 Its	 true	
unity	is	that	truth	and	immortality	of	essence,	by	which	it	is	
immortal.	In	it,	too,	the	form	of	the	mind	contemplating	and	
manifesting	itself	is	discerned.


Thus,	 furthermore,	 the	 individual	 in	 Parmenides	 is	
conceived	as	existing	for	itself	(p.	158:	τό 	γε	ἕκαστον	εἶναι	ἓν	
δή 	που	σεμέναι,	ἀ φωρισμένον	μὲν	τῶ ν	ἄ λλων,	καθ᾽	αὑ τὸ 	δὲ	
ὄ ν	 ,	 εἴ	 περ	 ἕκαστον	 ἔσται	 .	 )	 *)	which	distinction,	 that	 very	
serious	 one,	was	 received	 by	 Hegelian	 logic:	 however,	with	
the	 added	 difference	 that	 here	 the	 notion	 is	 explained	
dialectically,	whereas	in	Plato	it	appears	in	the	abstract	form	
of	 the	monad,	which	 clearly	 could	 not	 fail	 to	 be	 seen	 to	 be	
postulated	 here	 in	 its	 own	 place	 and	 as	 a	 property	 of	 the	
notion	itself.


How	much	Plato	 intervened	 so	 that	 the	 opposition	 could	
be	 reconciled	 and	 resolved,	 how	 energetically	 he	 did	 it	
everywhere,	 so	 that	he	could	subject	everything	 to	 the	 idea	
of ​​ a	 single	 unity	 and	 elevate	 it	 to	 it,	 this,	 if	 we	 look	 at	 the	
dialectical	 part	 of	 his	 philosophy,	 is	 a	 very	 rich	 argument,	
because	 it	 is	 established	 that	 none	 of	 the	 ideas	 exist	 in	
perfect	and	absolute	separation	by	themselves,	that	in	order	
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to	 exist,	 all	 must	 participate	 in	 the	 essence,	 and	 that	 the	
essence	 itself	 is	 the	 same,	 etc.;	 which	 knowledge	 is	 the	
foundation	of	the	dialectical	parts	of	Parmenides	in	which	it	
is	so	eminently	proposed.


And	 the	 Platonic	 dialectic	 suffers	 only	 because	 this	
conjunction	is	established	on	the	surface,	so	to	speak,	of	the	
notions,	 and	 is	 not	 demonstrated	 from	 its	 internal	 nexus:	
because	 the	 intelligible	 substance	has	not	yet	acquired	 that	
faculty	 of	 self-development,	 which	 is	 the	 source	 of	 notions	
truly	and	necessarily	elicited	from	itself,	which	is	capable	of	
composing	a	true	dialectical	system	and	ό ργανον,	connected	
by	the	intimate	nexus	of	its	members. 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study.	 However,	 as	 soon	 as	 I	 had	 removed	 the	 lessons	 of	
blessed	 Hegel,	 I	 gave	 myself	 entirely	 to	 his	 institution	 and	
attended	 all	 his	 lectures,	 to	 which	 I	 can	 never	 say	 enough	
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THESES.

1. Those	who	demand	that	philosophy	be	understood	by	all,	

themselves	do	not	know	what	they	want.

2. The	art	of	disputing,	as	being	an	art	of	genius,	does	not	

pertain	to	science.

3. That	 a	 historian	 should	 write	 without	 anger	 and	

enthusiasm,	 and	 not	 be	 occupied	 with	 the	 study	 of	
parties.


4. That	the	only	German	poet	of	the	Romans	was	Tacitus.

5. That	 the	 Latin	 language	 is	 insufficient	 for	 philosophical	

arguments.

6. That	 the	 notion	 of	 freedom	 among	 ancient	 peoples	 is	

completely	abhorred	by	ours.
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