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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 *)1 ; and the same as the necessity of this
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.

1 [ have omitted the footnotes from this translation, as the majority are further quotations from
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, [ 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 aioBnoet kat 66&a. 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 "alocOnow", nor "66&av &AnOi)", nor
"uet’ aAnBotc 86&ng Adyov mpooytyvoupevov"'; 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.



The third part is played by the mathematician Theodorus,
who quite early "ék TV PIAOV AdywVv TTPOG TNV YEWUETPLAV
amévevoe" 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.
"MéAlooOoV PUEV Kal TOUG AAAOVUG Ol €V €0TOG AEyouat TO TTQV,
aloyuvopEVOC U1} POPTIKGDS oKOTIMUEY * ), jTToV aioyVvopat
, 1 €va ovta [Mappevidnv. Iapuevidng 6¢ pot gatvetol o TOU
‘Ounpov , aldolog T€ pol apa SEVOG TE. CUUTIPOCEULEX YO O
TG Avopl TAvL vEog Tavy TtpeaBUT: kal pot E@dvn Babog Tt
gxelv mavtdmoaol yevvaiov- @ofodpat ovv pn ovte T
Aeyopeva Euvidpey , Tl Te StovooVpe vog gltme, TOAD TALoV
Aeimopedo.”



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: "@oBoUpat oOv un ovte
T Asydpeva Euvidpeyv, Tt e Stavoovpevog gime , TOAD TALoV
Aeimwpeba.” These words indicate that in Parmenides the
dialectical reasoning is much more serious and fuller than in
Theaetetus that of the young man "wdéiva kol poatevow".
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
"alonoews, 86&nc aAnbovg, pet' dAnBolc d6&ng Adyou
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Tpooylyvouevov” 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 [ 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 FORIT.
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 ta €idn avta kaB avtd 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, ToD £vog kKal TV TTOAAGV 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: , otpat o€ ¢k Tod Tol0U8e &v
gkaotov £180¢ oleoBal eival dtav mMOAN dtTa peydAa oot
568N elvar , pla Tig lowg Sokel iSéa 1) avTn elvar émi mavta
(86vTL, 60V £v TO péya Myel elvar”
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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:

"AMAG pi) TV Eld®V fxactov 1) TOUT®V vonua, kal
oUSapoD aUT® mPoon KN £yylyvesBal dAA0OL 1) €V Puxaicg”

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 "taAAa vorjpata Ovta
&vonta etval” 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 mapadelypata and
OuolWOTA 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.)

"el 00V TL £olke TR £(8eL, 0LOV Te €KETVO TO £(80G pT| SpoLov
elval T elkaoBEvTL, kab' doov AT dpwpolwen ; 1§ #oTL TIg
unxavr‘] TO &')uOLov un etvat (‘SuOLov : QUK €oL To 6¢ (‘)uOLov T
Opolw ap’ ov usyoc)\n ocvocyKn svog ToD aTOD suSoug usrsxsw

AvayKn 0V 8 &v T dpox usrsxovra opolx n OUK EKEVO
gotot avTd TO £1806 ; [Tavtdmaot pév odv . OVK &pa oLV T Tt
T) €lbeL (‘SuOLov glvat, oV8¢ 1o sfSog AW - €l 8¢ m'] napd TO
8L80g O(El aAAo ocvoc(pocvnos TaL £160¢ , Kal Gv £kEve Tw
Spotov 7 , #Tepov av , kal ov8émoTe TAoETAL dEl KALVOV
180G yryvopevov , £av TO €806 TG £auToD peTéXoVTL SUOLOV

ytyvntat”

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: "0p&g oVvv, — don 1 amopla, —
ARAY
€100G EKAOTOV TGV OVTWV Ael TL dpopllOevos BNoELS; 0o

1N dmopla, €av TIg wg €161 6vta avTa Kab' eavta Sopi{ntal”;
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for: "el TI¢ ain undE mpoonkew avTA YlyvwokeoHal OvTa
toldTa old apev SEvV eival ta €0, TG Tadta AEyovTL 0UK
av €xoL Tig evéelfaoBal 0TI Pevdetal”

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.) "ei &1 v£ Tig un) édoel €8N TV Svtwv glvat , — undé
TL Opleltal €180¢ €vOg £kdotou , oU8E OmolL TpéPel TV
Stavolav £EeL, un €MV S€av TOV OVTWV EKACTOU TNV AUTHV
&el elvae, kot oUtw v 10D StaAéyeoBat SHvapuy Tavtdmaot
StapBepel.”

He then continues: , The work is to be given to dialectics.
"€EAKVooV 8¢ caUTOV Kol YOUvaoov pdAAov O thg dokovong
&xpnoTov elval kal KOAOUHEVNGC UTO TAV TOAADV
dbdoAeoylag" 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:

Eav 6¢ tic mp®dToV peEv Stapfital xwpig avta kab' avta Ta
ldn —elta év autois Tadta Suvdpeva cuykepdvvuoBat kol
StakpivesBal amoaivy, ayat — and to them: dAA” €l 0 €oTLv
£v, a0TO ToUTOo ToAAX (not placed in the underlying thing but
itself, and for the same reason many) dmodei€et Tig kai ad T
TOAAQ O1) €v, ToUTO o1 Bavudcopat.

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:
oUtog dvmep fjkovoag Zvwvog. 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, "xpn 8¢ kal T06e €Tl MPOG TOUTW
TOLETY, U1 UOVOV €l €0TLV EKAOTOV VUTOOEUEVOV OKOTIETV TA
ouvl Balvovta €k TG vVTMOBEcEWS , AAAX Kal &€l un €oTL TO
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aUTO ToUTO vmotTiBecBbal . . . €l MOAA& €oTv , TL XpN
ovpBatvely kKol aUTOTS TOIG TTOAAOTS TIPOG AVTA Kol TIPOG TO €V
Kol TG i TPOG T aVTO Kal TTPOG TA TTOAAX « Kol o) £l pr) 0T
TOAAQ, TdAv okomelv Ti ocvufroetal kat T¢ €vi kal Tolg
TOAAOLG Kal TPOG aUTA KAl TTPOG AAANAQ ... KAl €Vl AOYw
TepL OTOV Av del VBT WG dvtog Kal oK OVTOG Kail OTLODV
GAA0 TdB0¢ TTAo)ovVTOoG , SET OKOTEV TO cupualvovta TPOG
aUTO Kol TPOG €V EKAGTOV TV AAAWV , O TL Qv TIPOEAT] , Kal
TPOg EOPTaVTA WoaVTWS - kol TAAAA av TTpdg avTd Te Kal
TPOG GAA0 O TL Qv Tpoalpf] del , €dv 1€ WG Ov VTOBT O
UTETIOETO, €AV TE WG U1 OV, €l HEAAELG TEAEWS YUUVAOAUEVOG
Kuplwe dtoYeoBal To aAnbEég.”

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
L.

A. As regards the first hypothesis: €L Ev ¢otiv, dAAo TL 00K
av €(n moAAQ to €v — 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 €ién which are completely stripped of all,
empty of all species. First, t& moAAd. Thus it has neither
parts nor is a whole, and by this reason it loses all the
attributes of space. Second, to £tepov; third, tavtov. 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 opoiw and dvopoiw , the mpeoButeépw
and vewTtépw, 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:
"GAAX pnv el TL TémovOe xwpic ToD &v elval to #v, TAslw &v
elva temdvOoL 1j €v" 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": €v €avtoic talta (ta €i(dn) duvvaueva
ovykepavvuoBal kat StakpdavesOat 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 Tov gvig, TGOV TOAARDVY,
TaUTOV, TOU £1ePOV 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 1 @UoIG v 0VSeVi xpdvw ovoa. 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, ToU £v o0devi
XpOvw Ovtog 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.
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But if anyone in this part of the dialogue thought he was
detecting a judgment about the Eleatics, and thought about
Parmenides: to yap mA€ov eotl vonua; 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: €L ev eotl. 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 soti, is its nature, which it has lost so much
that, when it was stripped of all notions and predicates, it
could not retain that sott 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 touv petéyxew is
present. Three species, T0 £v, T0 €lvay, TO £tepov, 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.



28

The foundations of the question are laid down in notions
such as: "to etvat and to etepov, which belong to each other
through all things and through themselves: for thus it is
pleasing to render the Platonic kal t0 te OV kal Bdtepov S
TAVTWV Kol S AAANAwv StaAéAv0ota 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: €Ml MAvVTa dpa TTOAAQ OVTA 1) oVola vEVEUN TAL

then: oV pévov dpa to OV €v TOAAA €0TLY, GAAX Kol aUTO TO
gv OO tol Bvtog Staveveunuévov moAAX dvdykn svat . p .
144. Bip.

The relations of toD €vog kal T@v MOAA®V 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 TatoD kol 10D £tépov 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



29

internal nature of species. Here too we refer to the Sophist,
from which it is understood, and the species to which adhere
TO €tepov kal tavtdv, and TO €tepov kal T[?]. 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 petoyn 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 to
Tpltov, 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 petaoAn
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 'Ikavédg oOv #yopev todto, étL ThvTa oUtw ylyvetar £E
EVOVTIWV T EvavTia Tpwymn kal ( €lol ) SVo yeveoelg ATO PeEV
10D £Tépov £mi 10 Etepov, Ao & av Tol £tépov TaAW £mi TO
g€tepov. Which our discussion in Parmenides receives the
whole and further promotes — . (However, it should be
noted (p. 103. b.) 6Tt aTO TO €vavtiov Eaut® €vavtiov ovK
Qv TOoTE YeEvolto oUTE TO €V Uiy, oUte TO €V Ti] @UoeL then
LEV yap TeEPL TOV £XOVTWV TA €vavTtioa AEyouev,
emovopalovieg avTa Tf €Kelvwv Emwvupla - vOv 8¢ mepl
ékelvwy avT®v ®OV €vovtwv £xel TV émwvupiav T
ovopaloueva - ).

Then another p. 102. e. o08¢ dAAo oVdEV T@V Evavtiwy ,
1L 6v dmep Ny, dpa tovvavtiov yiyveobal te kal eivat - GAN'
NToL ATOpEXETA 1| ATTOAAVTAL £V TOVTW TM Tadrpartt In this
second the same thing that is explained in our place p. 155:
EV 0AAW apa XpOVe HETEXEL KAl €V AAAW 0OV UETEXEL TH|G
ovolag 1O €v 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. xpdvog 8¢ ye 008zl éoTv év @ Tt
SOV Te auoa unte KweioBat und ' eotdval — GAA” oVOE unv
HETABAAAELY AveL TOD HETAPBGAAELY .

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 T0 €v xpovw o6vdevi av. 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 Tov e€aipvng
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 €€ai@vng, the One is neither said to be
One nor many; it is therefore One which is not One, hence
called dtoAov by Plato: which as it is itself év atonw, where
it is conjoined with the €Eai@vng category, so this itself is
dtomov to all the predicates which are attributed to it,
therefore to the name itself, thought, explanation,
knowledge. The foundation of this category is T0 dtomov.

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, dtomov 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 to €€aipvng can be positively
stated, namely as that which is placed outside time, 10 €v
ov8evl xpovw Ov , 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
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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.
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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 &AAoiwg 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 ta
QAN

the fifth proves that it cannot even be predicated of a
combination.

The reason for this inversion is that ta aAAd 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 ta aAAd 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.



37

Of particular note in this fourth and fifth series are the
notions of toD petéyxewv [participation] and mAnBoug
[multitude].

Come, let us now firmly adhere to the hypothesis around
which these two parts also revolve: €t ev eotl. To understand
that the one is by itself and from its own nature ta dAAa (or
T mMoAAG) and vice versa, this exceeds the limits of the
dialogue; therefore €l €v £oT1, T AL remains Ta GAAa, and
the highest they can reach is that tov

evog petexel. 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 atom 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 ta aAAa 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 twv
AAAwvV is the notion of mAn6ovg. What is most important to
Plato to be fixed is that it appears, Ta aAAd TOU €vOG esse TO
TAf00¢, into which to dmelpov falls. A very remarkable place
is p. 158: t0lg aGAAoLg O1) TOU £VOG €K pHeEV TOU £VOG Kal £€
EAUTAOV KOLVWVNOAVTWY, WG €0LKEV, VTEPOV TL YiyveoOal €v
£QUTOTG, 0 81 TTEPAG TTAPETYE TIPOG AAANAA: 1) §E VTRV PUOIG
KaO eaquta amelploy.
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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
mAnBOovg. Ta dAAa are mATj0og or mavta, and not mavta L €v
€o0TL™)
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I1.

The second part follows: €l & &1 un €otL TO €v which is
treated in the same way as the first. To ev 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 to pe etvai, which it has to
the subject by reason, is treated in the same twofold way as
the predicate of the previous hypothesis, T0 €ivat.

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 €l 6¢ un €otL 10 €v. 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, ta aAAd, 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 to elval Tov un 6vtog
[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 ™¢ étepoldtntog [alteration?]. These three make one
species; these are the widely shining rewards of arduous
labor, the foundations of all philosophy of all times.

To un ov, 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 to0
€vOG 6vtog [the one existent] and toU &vog un 6vtog [the one
non-existent], although not explicitly and distinctly
expressed, is achieved.

C. D. Since the ta aAAd are diverse in themselves, the
variety is first asked. As a foundation, the species toD £tépov
et TV OyKkwv are substratum to the question.

To the species of ToU ¢tépov are attached ta dAAa, which
notion is pressed so subtly and with such strict force as
never before, because now there is no One, and besides to €v
and ta aAAd there is nothing. For the notion of diversity is T«
aAAd itself. And although there is no reason for the One,
nevertheless there is Ta dAAa - GAANAWV.

That which is of the greatest importance. But these are T«
TOAAQ or TO TAT{00¢, TO amelpov. Therefore the same reason
which t®v dAAwv dAAnAwyv, will be the same for t@v TANOwV
among themselves.

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

This is understood by the fact that to mAn0o¢ is known

so amelpov 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 ta
ToAAG without One did not even exist. T0 TAT)00¢ is Ta TOAAG
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 toig aAAoig, having lost the One, nothing is
left, but to be (axAAd) aAAnAwv; it necessarily follows that
that dmelpov mA00¢ of singularity (i. e. unity) which is not
proper to it, claims for itself a species, and as if a 0ykoug
assumes the nature of dAAwv aAAnAwv, and by that reason
assumes all things both predicated and discriminated, it
certainly seems to assume. For even 6ykog, 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.

Oykog is 10 mAfifog , (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 to mA160¢

as external and alien to itself dissolves to infinity. Oykog

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

whose determination and change also contain a change of
quality.

In this part, the TdAAa 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 (toig aAAoig) 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 0ykwv neglected, and the
non-essence of the One alone retained, ta aAA& 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 Ta
aAAd; therefore nothing.

Having lost the One, ta aAAd 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.

X Xk %

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
€voG 0vtog, with others not existing, the investigation
demonstrated that there is nothing, and proceeding from the
notion of £€vog un 6vtog, 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 Tw atoTw,
which transition itself in the progress of the dialogue
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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 tw atomE TOU £€aipvng, in that which is €v
xpovwoudevy;, 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, [ 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
"aAnBéotata." By which word "dAnBéotata” 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.

"Ovkobv el srspov uév 1 ovoia , £tepov 8¢ To €v, oUte TR
£v elvat 10 &v Tfig ovolag srspov oUTe T@® oVoia elvat 1) ovoia
ToU €VOG GAAO , AAAX T® ETEPW TE Kal a)\kop Erepa AAANAWV"

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 tovu
€tepov. But that number cannot be born from the nature of
the One abstracted, but only by the fact that the One has a
difference.

El dpa €otwv &v , dvdykn xal &pOpov sivay; (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.

*kk

We have added some passages from Aristotle, which are
particularly relevant here: metaph. II. p . 55 seqq. [Tavtwv &¢
Kol Bewpfical yalemwtatov cvpfaivel 8¢ , €l Y€V TIG un)
Brjoetal slvai Twa ovotav to v kal to 6V, undé Tdv dAAwv
elval TV KaBdAov pnBév - tadta yép ¢otL kaBOA0V HAALOTA
TAVTWYV .... ETL 8€ U1 6vtog toD €vog ovolag , dfjAov OTL 0Vd’
av ApLOUOG €M WG KEXWPLOUEVT TIS PUGCIS TOV OVTWYV * O UEV
YOop ApLOUOG povadec, 1 8¢ povag Omep €v Tl €0tV - €1 & €0TL
TL 0T &V kal 8V , dvaykaiov oVotav adT&V elvat TO OV Kal
TO €V + 0V yap £TePOV TL KaBoOAov Katnyopeltal, GAAQ TadTo
aUTA. "AAAG v €l Y €otal TL a0TO OV Kal aUTO €V, TTIOAAN
dmopla wote kata TtoOv Ilapuevidov avdykn ovpBatvewv
Adyov v dmavta eival té Svta kol TodTo lval Td 8v . K. T. A.



51

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
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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 evBovolaopud 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. 8¢l yap
&vBpwtov fuviéval kat' €l80¢ Asydpevov €k TOAADY TOV
alofnoewv eig €v Aoylopd Euvalpovpevov. ToUTo O¢ €0TLV
&vapvnotg ékelvwv & mot’ €18ev HudV 1) Pux] — 1O Eviwg
év. — IIpog olomep (éxeivolg) 6 Bedg v BeTdS oL, " p. 265 d

elg ploav te 16€av oLVOP@OVTH AYEWV TO TOAAXT
dleomapueva wotep tavov 61 mept Epwtog, 0 £€oTLy, OpLoBév
TO TAALY Kat' €ldn SUuvaoBal StaTEUvEL. p. 266. €lG €v Kal £l
TIOAAQ TTEQPUKOTA 0PAV.”

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 Tov
Sdaipoviov *), or under the notion of T®v o0moocwv **), T®v
Heoo¢ , ThHS WKTHGS ovolag , or the form of petoxfic , 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; T0 6v 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. ta0ToV €l 10 etepov 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, T0 6v, TavTOV, TO £TEPOV,
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. Kata (p. 256 e.) mavta
TA Yévn ) yap N Batépov @uolg €tepov amepyalopevn tob
OVTOG EKAOTOV OVK OV TIOLEL, Kal Evpmavta 61 Katd TaUTA
oVUTwWG oVK Ovta 0pO®G €pobpev . 257. kal TO OV ap’ MUV, 0oa

TEP €0TL TA AAAX , KaTa TooaDTa oVK €0tV — (for in what
it does not have in itself, it is One) wote TO OV
&vapopfnmTog ad pupta émt puplolg ovk €oty, kol TEAAX
&1 kB’ €xkaotov oVTw kal Svumavta moAlaxf] *) pev €ott,
moAAoxt) 8" ovk €oTwv. 259 b.

Referring to the place cited above ( 254 b. ) T& pév t@®v
YEVQOV KOWVWVETY £0EAELY AAANAOLG , T OE U1}, KOL TX UEV ETT
OAlyov , T & E€ml MOAAA , Tax 6& kal Slx TAVTWV 0VSEV
KWAVEWY TOIG Thol kKekowwvnkéval" — 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: dix mavtwv ye avTnv TNV
Batépov VoY) aOT®V @roopey elval SteAnAvBuiav 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 t0 0v itself, as diverse, is opposed to the
others as no less existent, and therefore itself as un ov; and
that Diversity, of negation and the species of toD urn 6vtog *)
it is said to be: MuElg 6 ye o0 PHOVOV WG €0TL TA U1 OVTA
&medeifapev , TV yYap Batépov @Uowv dmodsifavteg oVodv
TE KOl KOTOKEKEPUATIOUEVNV €T TAVTA TA OVIA TPOG
AAANAQ, TO TIPOG TO OV EKACTOV HOPLOV aUTIG AvTITIOEUEVOV
ETOAUNCAUEY EMMEV WG aUTO TOUTO £€0TLV OVTWG TO pn OvV."
258. e.

But to 6v and t0 €tepov (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: T0 pév €tepov
LETAOXOV TOU OVTOG £0TL PEV SLA TAU TNV TNV PEBEELY , 0V unyv
¢Kevl ye oV petéoyxev, AN #tepov. 259. Therefore, what is
remains and what is added to it, does not add otherwise than
by participating. To 8% &v a0 Batépov PETEANPOS , ETEPOV
TOV AAAWV Qv €MV YEVDV , ETEPOV §' EKEIVWV ATIAVTWYV OV

oVK £0TLIV £KAOTOV aUT®V 0VOE EVUTTAVTH TA GAAQ, TIATV
aUTO.

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 . .. 0tav T€ TIG €Tgpov OV T TAVTOV
elvatl @ff kal dtav TadTov dv ETepov , ékelvn kal KaT ' €KEVo
0 enol TouTwVv memovOéval motepov. Contra : To 6 TavTOV
£TEPOV AmO@aivEly auNyETT Kal TO BAtepov TAVTOV Kal TO
LEYX OUIKPOV K. T. A . Kol XolpeEww oUTw TAvavTia del
mpo@épovta év Tolg Adyols , o8 Té TIg £Agyxog 0UTOG
AANOWOg ApTL TE TAOV OVIWV TWVOG EPATTOUEVOL OTA0G
VEOYEVTG WV + 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 1
uetafoAn 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
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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 povddeg¢ 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 "to un 6v"; so in the Phaedo they are used to
demonstrate the immortality of the soul.

For there Plato thus ( 102. e. ) o06¢& GAA0 oVdEV TOOV
Evavtiov, €TL OV OTep NV, aua tovvavTtiov yiyveoBal te kal
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glvatr -+ GAA” fjtol amEpyeTal N AMOAAUTAL €V TOUT®W TH
O UOTL

103. b. (toTe pev yap €AEyeto) €k ToD Evavtiov TPAYUATOG
TO évavTilov Tpayua yiyveoBat - viv 8¢, 0TL aUTO TO EvavTiov
EAUTH EVAVTIOV OUK OV TIOTE YEVOLTO , OUTE TO £V MUV, OUTE
TO €V Tf] @UOEL + TOTE PEV Yap TEPL TV EXOVIWV TA EvavTia
eAEYOUEY, EMOVOUATOVTEG aAUTA TT] EKEVWV EMwVLUL - VOV 8¢

mepl ékelvav avT@dV *) , av évovtwy £xel TV énwvupiay
Ta Ovoualoueva.

p. 78. d. a0TO TO KAAOV ... | del AVTOV EKAOTOV, O €0TL
LOVOELOES GV , aUTO KB avTO WGOUTWEG KATA TOHUTA EXEL
Kol oVdémote ovdaufi oVSau®dG GAAolwoly ovdeutlav
evdéxetal But: ta moAAa kaAd they undergo a change: ovte
aUTA aVTOIG, 00TE AAANAOLG aUT SEMOTE, WG ETOG ELMEW
oVOAURDS KOTA KAUTA £0TLV

This is further apparent from that place where he treats of
the contemplation of nature from efficient causes, and of the
v® [vow? voice?] of Anaxagoras. p.100.b . ... kai apxopat at'
¢kelvwv, UTOOENEVOS elval TL KaAOV avTd kaB’ avTd, Kol
dyaBov , kal TeAAX TTAVTA .... C. PALVETAL YAP HoL, €1 TL £0TLV
AAAO0 KOAOV ATV aUTO TO KaAOV, oVOE 8¢ €v AAAO KOAOV
elva, 1] S0t petéyet éketvov ol kadol. Kal mévta &1 ovtw
Afyw. d. ToUTO 6¢ ... Exw TP’ EPAVTH , OTL OVK AAAO TL TIOLEL
aUTO KaAOV , 1| €kelvou TOoU KaAoD elte mapovoia , €ite
Kowwvlia , €lte 0mn 61) Kal OTTWEG TTPOCYEVOUEVN + OV YAp ETL
toUto Ouoyvpiopal GAA" OTL TG KOA® TAVTH TA KOAd
yilyvetal kaAd.



63

p. 101. b. &vi €vog mpooteBevTog, TNV MPdoOecy aitiav
elval tod &Vo yevéoBay 1 oxloBévtog , v oxiow, ovk
g0Aafoio av Aéyew ; kai péya v Bowng dtL ovk oloBa GAAwG
WG EKAOTOV YLyVOUEVOV , 1] UETaOXOV TG Olag ovolag
ek&oTov , o0 v petdoyol - Kal év ToUToLS oVK £YElS GAANY
Tva altliav tod Vo yevésBai GAA” 1 v Tii¢ dvadog
LETAOXEOLY * Kol €TV TOUTOU HETAOYEV TA UEAAOVTO SVO
€oeoBat, kal povddog, 0 av HEAAN Ev EoeaBal.

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
OUYKPAOoEwWG —, 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 . Elta mé¢ a0 tavtag (povédag ) plav ékdotnv
ovoav del THV otV , Kol pfite yéveow pnte SAeBpov
mpoodexopévny , Spws eivan BefatdtnTa pioy TadTNV , HETA
§¢ toUt , év Toilg yyvopévolg av kal dmelpoig eite
SLECTIAOUEVT)V , KAl TOAAQ yeyovuiav Betéov , €0 OAnv
aUTNV aUTHS Ywpis + 0 o1 mavtwyv dduvatwTtatov @aitvolt’
&v , TaOTOV Kol &v dpo elval kot év ToAAoig yiyveoBat *).
Tadt €otL T TEPL TA TOlADTA . . ATTAONG ATMOopPlag altia, un
KaA®G Opo AoynBévta , kal evmopiag &v ol KoUAGS

Which correct distinction is & omoéca **): a determined
multitude, P. 17 a . ot 8¢ vOv tT®V dvOpwTwV co@oL v UeV,
OTw¢ av TOXWOoL, Kal TToAAX Battov Kal fpadvtepov molodaot
toD O6éovTtoG , peta &6¢ TO €v , amelpa eVOUVGS - ta 8¢ péoa
aUToVG €kpeVyel. OlG Slakexwplotal T Te SLHAEKTIKGG
TIAALY KOl TO €PLOTIK®G NS TOLEToOAL TPOG AAANIA0VG TOUG
AGYOUG.

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. 6€lv oUv UGG aiel plav WOEav yalpewv

)~ »

eav

But in both questions, both about the perfect cuykpaoel 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 — Kal unv TOYE nspag oUTe
TOAAX €lxev , 00T é8uokoiaivopev , S ok NV &v @UoEL . 26
d . — It is and remains completely free from that which was
determined by the ovykpdoel, determined by its multitude;
and outside its limits it preserves its own proper existence;
and so also the fourth, the ovykpdoewg 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 ,&t ToU TL
ETEPOV E0TLV , OVX ETEPOV OVTOG ETEpOV €oTal; 164 Etepov O€
Y€ ToV @apev 1O €tepov glvat £Tépov , kal TO &AA0ST) &AAo
etvat GAAovg val

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: t6 ye ékaotov lvat &v
SN oV oepéval, AQWPLOUEVOV UEV TOV AAAWVY, KaB  auTO 6¢
ov , €l mep €kaotov €otal . ) *) 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 6pyavov, connected
by the intimate nexus of its members.
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CURRICULUM VITAE.

[ was born in Berlin on December 13, 1806, to the father of
Carol. Frid. Werder, a merchant. I attended the Joachimic
Gymnasium, which flourished here for six years, and there I
was imbued with those letters, which are usually taught at a
young age. Among the teachers, whose entire memory I
recall with a pious mind, I should mention the blessed
Abeken and the most illustrious Zumptius, to whom I owe
the most. In the year 1825 [ was enrolled as a citizen of the
Berlin University under the rector blessed Rudolph,
intending to work in jurisprudence, to which I was drawn
not so much with an internal love as with any other kind of
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
how much I was helped. Yet it did not seem to me that I
should be satisfied with philosophy alone; and I also
attended the philological schools of the great Boeckhi, the
historical schools of the illustrious de Raumeri, and the
physical schools of the illustrious Ermann, to whom I here
openly express my highest gratitude, and I demand the duty
of piety.
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THESES.

Those who demand that philosophy be understood by all,
themselves do not know what they want.

The art of disputing, as being an art of genius, does not
pertain to science.

That a historian should write without anger and
enthusiasm, and not be occupied with the study of
parties.

That the only German poet of the Romans was Tacitus.
That the Latin language is insufficient for philosophical
arguments.

That the notion of freedom among ancient peoples is
completely abhorred by ours.
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