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" S - .;-,'ABS-TRACI]_' o s
IEREAR ‘,é, The chief purpose of tﬁﬁs dissertation is to provide a

._w v.-', 2 .

syetematic and sustained ana\ysis of\the second part of Plato 5, Parmenides.‘

: c‘- . -\" v ,,,-" “."v‘:i .'.‘ : .

ﬂ*&pll Tbe dissertation belongs within the analytic tradition of Platonic

»f‘

\ B

DN

V;f” scholarship | Hence it focuses on the logical and conceptual problems

&. - ;'a‘.“l

.

‘Aofsthe-second part«'x~ e
:;.. Even though commentatorshwriting within the analytic tradition
“are impatient with metaphysical*interpretations of ‘the dialogue '%heir g
| commentariés nevertheless accept an’ assunption which is presupposed by
:':i the metaphysical interpretations.‘ The assumption is that there is-a’
: dominant phlloSOphical purpose to the Parmenide;? Beyond the metaphysical
interpretations,‘the dialogue has been variousiy interpreted .as having a. |
N
Fcrhtical purpose, as being a didactic work and as being sporematic in
:'nature.. In this regard the present work offers a new approach to the
”dialogue. It is argued that the responsibility of stating the purpose
“of a philosOphical discussion belongs to the philOsOpher, and not to his ;:
1commentatorst And it is further argued that Plato does not. provide the;*~' L
::dialogue with a dominant philosophical purpose. These considerations‘ ;';"v'ld
lunderpin the new: appzoach.; Rather than assessing the ipdividual arguments iﬁéd;
"in terms of a purported general purpose; the arguments are. assessed on -
-their own merits so that we may achieve an understanding of how the di&lece ;A
Atical conflicts arise between the contrary movements.g Towsrds this end .

a new format for commenting upon the text is introduced.1



, ] 7 k : .o . .

The traditional exegetical format parallels the structure of ¢
the second part of the Parmenides. We:are familiar with this stducihre.

It osten31bly gives to the dialogue two hypotheses. Each hypothes1s

e N °

‘ underwrites four movements;, two. movements of which cdhcern the One, and. |

-0

two of which concern the Others.- There are, of course, serious difficultiep

. ! T
which attend ‘this structure.: The main difficulty is thgt the struoture Fa

Cof the Parmenldes makes it look as 1f one and the same hypothesxslstangg S

- as a common source of contrary results. Thus if we allow the structure

' of the dialogue to determine for us a: format by means of which we- are

going to analyze its- 1nd1v1dual arguments, we- will hardly bebable to
avoid the qUestion "How do contrary results follow from the same h_pOth%?is’
‘It is argued that this question cannot. pOssibly be answered. ~

| This and other difficulties confront the traditional format.'fl )‘ "
It isg then, important to keep the 'impossible' question in abeyance.f; -
-.In this connection, we will disahuse ourselves of the notion that ther

.results of a. particular movement spring from no more. than the hypothesis

'.of that ‘movement. We will find it closer to the truth to sa ;'”

. make p0881b1e the results of that movement ' And we will expla)n the
' conflicting results in tenms of the further assumptions which Parmenides
~,aligns undef‘the hypothesis.” Since any given argument within a movement

'is replied to; by an argument to the‘contrary in a counter-movement it N.f

_]is poasible ‘to consider each arg'ggf(v'k
- argument. This we will do. Each argument will be placed alongside its

ecounter-argument .and the two will be considered together.. With this




§
'f?‘ ‘ ‘ .
_ 1 S _
format, we will see-directly the sources of'conflict. .

The commentary on the second’ part of the Parmenides utilizes

four interpretive theses. The first thesis is that most of the argu-

kY

ments employ logical techniques derived from a theory ubiquitous to T

£y

Greek PhlI°S°PhY I am Speakipg of - 'the theory of Opposites' ' In R "
advance of stating and defending this thesis, assumptions which are »

basic to certain met%physical interpretations will be discussed There ;i;,
will also be a discussion of 0wen 8. thesis that some key arguments depend_§

upon a confu31on between the identifying and predicative Uses of the word

K4

I
CuE

'one', The second thesis is a revised version of Ryle 8 'formal/material

concepts’ distinctiOn./ It is- ar&g@d that some arguments treat formal concept .
- .expressions. The next thesis states what we will call, the Separation -
'.A;sumption. .The assumption is this' The separation of the One and the
Others (included among the Others are Being, Sameness, Difference
Likeness, etc ) prevents the Others frdm being one, and also prevents .'fs.
the One from being what the Others are.. The assumption has immediate |
i application to the first round where it underpins the conclusion that';ff'ﬁ
the)One does not exist.f The final interpretive thesis states what we T
will call the Lingu15tic Pluralism AssumptiOn.~ The assumption 1s: that T
if/;hh word has a meaning\:y virtue of naming some one entity. In stating

% L
the thesis we will disc 88 the ramifications that it has upon the separ-:'

e
Py

abilit'y of the One.;ﬂ,v:.'

There is one other significant feature of the dissertation._::
: It introduees new translations qﬁ certain key.passages. On Iinguistic

grounds, it is argued that the hypothesis of the first four movements
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"The One is one" (rather than "The One ls")
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- CHAPTER 1
. A NEW .PERSPECTIVE ON THE PQEEENIDES '

’Z ¥

L ._‘3 ' PR T . s )
'Some of the scholars who have cbmmented‘on PlatO's Parmenid;g"
possess a fascination with the dialogue ‘that is very much like the

fasc1nation which theologians reserve for the Book'of Revelations.1

Such fascination comes’ about as a result of being concerned with the

'question "What does this gggllx mean7" Other commentators, whose
temperament holds them ‘back from searching after phi1050phical mysteriea,

_;ask themselves a less‘troublesome question, that question being "What

Is the purpose of the Parmenidi?7"? Since we view Gueek PhiIOSOphy

‘b”from within an analytic tradit?on;iwe are more dxmpathetic to theyanswg;s
:bwhich have been given in reply to the second question than we are with
ithe answers which have been given to the first. But 1 think that we
mugt realize this: ~a1though the second question requires lesa ambition
-théﬁ does the first the dialogihxprovides little evidence to eunport )

. answers. given to either question. And so, allow me to bring a charge :7

| ) L ,
o against both questions. To my mind both queations require us to

”violate what ought to be a canon for philoaOphical conmentariea.- The-=f“v
‘canon is., The c0mmentator ought not to assume or try tohdischarge L

~,responsibi1ities which belong to. the philoeopher.l In particular, the
4_._\

\

' iresponsibility for stating the doetrine which is to be presented in .»‘ ; IR

3

. a wOrk liea with the philosOpher. But even if the philosoPher haa

a0

| o»another purpose in hand there again it ie h!s reaponaibility to tell'-f,; ’
T - L ‘?4u~_ j_z,_..- o - DR



-

o

us what he is’doinél- The responsibility of the commentator, on the

yC . : ‘ ' ’
‘other hand, is to assedw whether and to what extent the philosopher has

achikved his stated ainms., - ' ® : S

- The observance of this canon raises the following question--'
N B

question. Indeed the question brings to voice what we all realize

. N 'A‘
even‘after a first reading of the dialogue. We all realize that the

; 5Parmen1des is’ ,a very unusual philosOphical work. I wish tq'offer a

new approach to the dialogue.- This new approach is made possible by..

_the disavowal of seeking either the doctrine or the purpose of the»

:Parmenides. Towards justifying this disavowal will argue‘thst'the/i

dialogue does not belong to any of the usual phllOSOphical genres. ‘My :

€

srgument will proceed from a rather simple schema. And although the

”simplic1ty of the-schema makes it ! sceptible to criticism, ngpetheless

it will prove useful in that it underlines the problem we are facing..

For - the most part, philosophical works may be divided into

‘three classes. ,In the - first place, we, have works which are doctrinaire.

.._,.;,

' In such a work we find philosophical issues grouped under the head of

\.—/ ‘
‘a central issue 80 that the phi1030pher can proceed to present us witz}

“ P

K

- a theory thas 'resolves' those issues. A(Needless to. say, we find ost

of the great works in this class ) Second, there afe\EhOse philosoPhical S

"works which are exploratory., In these works, we. find philosophical

»problems being forged Here we . haVe the workshOp of philosophy., For“

the P 'losOpher is trying to show us the things of which we . ought to

~what are we to do with Plato 8 Parmenides7 The dialogue deserves thisv‘l :
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Vo SR R
Y S

)
- . .

- ) 9 A 4 i .
of human‘expeaience_and‘activity age gﬂéf:sqphically problematlc. We

recognize the Socratic ®ialogues as being of this class. But so also
’ . x : i : '

" are Aristotle's Metaghyéics andvWittgé?stein‘s'InvestigatXOns. Finally,

_v\\there are those works which are critical. In these works, we f1nd the

~»phil°sOpher reflecting upon the works which go under the firat two

application.v Even though there are works.which can be cited to.make

classes. ¥

- This. schema, is,‘;> course, much too simple to have general

3 -

the schema look plausible (for example, Kant's Critique -of - Pure Reason,

be1ng a work whlch brings together the epistemologfcaY/concerns from

Descartes_on, makes the first classificationtaeem somewhat pLaUsible)7

" . -

, . . _
few ph11050ph1ca4 works present us with one. face. Ph11090pical problems

are forged so that they may be solved- such solutions being the beginnings
“of doctrine, As for critical works, they often stand .on a doctrinal
platform., If then, one were to make gencxal use of the schema one

would often misshape the work trying to fit it into one of @he glassifi-
.. D

cations. Sb, of what uee 1s the schema? For our purposes, it ia enough
: ) “
.if it has a speclfic applicatlon to the Parmenides._h' -

-

Let ‘ug view the parts of the qthema as each laying down a
part of the boundary of 'philosophy as it. is usually done\\ Now, for ;’

reasOns given abOVe, ve. concede that the areas within the boundaiy-are

[

" not well-defined. we concede, for example,'that we have no clear 45 i .

(

answer to" give to the question "Is Aristotle ] Categorie doctrinaire -

or exploratory7" Notice, though ,that th:j;questiqn already places ;nffﬁf ﬁ\ff:

N

A the Categorie with1n the boundary drawn by our schema.\ In thia 1ight

,vl_ ‘l’ -




»
. v - : . ‘ N
COnsider the Parmenides. .I suggest that our - initial questions about

! this dialogue ought not to commit us to a si ila placement of 1t.

he Parmenides

Rather than asking '"Under which classificatipn does

e

) belong?",‘We ask "Does_it belong»within the houndary drawn By our . ;

schema?", =~ - T P L

-

- N . [ ’
. 1 will argue that bhe Parmenides is neither doctrinaire E) .

nor eXploratory,°nor critical. Whatever the value of ‘my argument I
urge that its general purpoSe be taken seriously For thewgeneral

purpose is to give some indication oﬁ the extent to which the ParmenideQ'

ij .,..
is an unusual work You may ‘think. what you wish of my simple schema.

» Nevertheless the 1dea which livg behind it is important. The idéa is

that we need some means d{ drawing comparisons between the Parmenides
" and other ph11080ph1cal works. Without the apprOpriate comparisons,
# ‘. 4

we cannot warrant the tasks of showing 'the doctrine of the Parmenides'

br 'the Purpose of the Re_rae_u@' For this dialogue 13 not. like othet
P D R . B .
_ phiIOsOphical works. SR .

o7y o . . S " : .

Concerning the first classification, our Options are two.'
L} <

_ We may say either (1) that Plato does not state a doctrine in the S

A Parmenides, or (2) that he does not exglicitlx state a doctrine. The"

~

-

.

R second option does, of course, leave it open for one to- find a doctrine U

-

', which 1s.y£/ilcit in the dialogue. A commentator,who exercises this .'\(;“hvf

latter ) tion will prOCeed by providing a residenceeunder whose roof\‘l‘.";'
| the conf'icting rounds may all find a place. And so, forrexample, e '

Y] saying "L’Un c! est L'Uh de Parmenide et Parmenide»luiwmeme'

: a so{n d : dire que c ‘et de son hypothese qu'il ." J Mais en meme




Unity with Socrates' comﬁ;t of Unity".': Nowhere does he 8ay any such

L . . ’ ' & i

' 3
temps c'est 1'idee Socratique en tant qu elle est unLite" Wahl'
\ P

- ’ -

com@ent reveaLs a moVe that -is fundamental to any agtempt’ to find an

< .0
. impl icit doctrine.  One of the conditions which. we lay upon phi1050phical(

doctrines ig that they be consistent. Wahl's move 1‘9 an attempt to

AL
meet this condition. It is a‘i‘u attex}pt to shpw, that the counter rounds

-

-

- TR

do not reallz confl ict w‘ith*}one another.- By showing that Rarmenides
is arguing from a different concept of Unity, Wahl hopes to remo-ve' the

*

V’veil of contradiction and revea'l' a doctrine. . P
: Wahl's interpretation faces two sorts of cmpetitors. It .

-must compe"te with those interpretations which take ,their start from

the first Option. .But it must also compete with those that take tl’*eir

'vstart from %le same Option as it does. Even if . the 1nterpretations

/ under the first Option are set aside Wahl’s interpretation has stilfT
' L ' ;
" to compete with Cornford's (whwargUes‘ that Parmenides is concern'd

®

4
/«to show the different serigés of the word 'one ) and after COrnford'-s,

with Brumbraugh's (who argues that Pargxenides is com:erned to reveal

' the different levels of reality) and with yet other interpretations.
We ought to remind ourselves of how we adjudicate betweem conflicting N
interpretations of a philosophical B:ext. Is it nbt the case that we

AXS

try to resolve the conflict, so Ear ag is possible, by returning to the |

s

,‘/\}7

'text" But where in the Parmenides do we tg.irn to do /this" Our answe_r(-d .

g

o -

"is ‘ as it must; be "No ere" Nowhe e’ does Parmenides say "Let us
.4 LI )

consi/el/ what happens to the One when it v~isits itself on the different

levels of reality".:_, Nowhere does he say "Let us’ compare my concept of v

N

~. '

9‘,,\’

Z' ‘ °

“". s :,- .
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. %Moreover,‘the assumption that the second part of‘the‘dialogue ’
can be consistently houged within one do¢trine begs the question as to

»whether Plate is giving a doctrine or doing something else.” If we were
certain that Plato is present1ng a doctrine, no doubt our taek would be
to see to what extent the results of the counter-rounds,are’consistent

~with one‘another. But ‘we need more evidenCe for holding that‘Plato is
presenting a doctjine thanjis afforded by the fact\that the results can,
in various ways, be made consistent. And‘since-we have no means for

ad judicating between the 1nterpretations under the second option, such *

\ .

interpretatlons can have a ranking no higher than possibly true’

Curiou&ly enough that is both their virtue and their vice. The evidence

N
-does not allow us td\say of any one of them ;hat it is ?ﬂite‘iikely ~

wrong. But for the same reason we' cannot say that it is qhite likely

»” : vn

We ‘gy now turn to the question ''Is the Parmenides an explorato

work?'", Here we w111 consider the views of’ Ryle and 0wen.

(‘*

I think that it will prove use*ul to bring into our view two

&

,“.

ry

works which are, without doubt, exploratory They are Plato 8 Theaetetus

~and Aristotle 8 Metaghxsics. Let us. consider chapter three of Book Zeta

of the Metaghxsnc - In this chapter,‘Aristotle forges one facet of
'\ .

'the problem of substance' ' The forging proceeds in

following way.

Now the substratum is that of which everything elge is
-predicated, while it is 1tse1f not predicate of anything..
else. And s0, we must firat determide the nature of thig;
~for that which underlies 'a thing primarily is thought to be .

. 1in the truest sense ita substance. - .

On the baeis of this claim,_maCter‘is offered‘as‘a candidate for



'
L : . ¢
- substance, since it seems to meet the requirement set down by the
.‘\ . : .
: S % ; C
claim. But Aristotle, in & compacted style which is only his” own, goes

on to say, \

/When all else is stripped off- ev1dent1y nothing but matter
dins. For while the rest are ‘affectations, products, and
potenc1es of bodies length, breadthand depths are quantities
and not substances (for a quantity is not a substance), but
the substance is rdther that to which these: belong prﬁnarily.

I suggest that the ‘above conceals a covert premise, .a premise hiding
‘behind the claim that substance is that to which affectations, products

etc., belong primarily. Theﬁpremise is ”Substancg is that of which we

may ask--What is it?", Suppr\hg this to what Aristotle has already

said, we may more‘easily understgggkhis,next claim. He says,
y

. %ut whén length and h “and depth are taken away we

, see nothigg left unless i’ere 1s .something ‘that is bounded
by these. , m,»\\ . : .

o ! - f . . oo -,:

The point which emerges frmd this is thst if matter were substance,

then substance would not be something of which we could ask "What is T: .d‘ .
-it?" . (For matter lacks the things which are prereduisite for answeE:ﬁgfffs)
the question--nameiy, a species, a genUs, a differentia ) This by‘:,. d ‘

itself, is enough to discount matter as a candidate for substance.

o You are, perhaps, wondering why I have taken the time to ",

do some Aristotellian exegesis. I have done so wanting tobbring
'Aristotle 8 prOcedure to- y0ur attention.v Aristotle begins by setting
' forth a characterization 63 substance.» This is his first step.‘ In. ';;;,~‘
his next step, he identifies the features of the characterization with oo
thich he will be concerned. These features are two* _(a):thst‘substance-' .
: be that of which the items from the secondari\‘ategories are;gé,q; 4

e
o )



(b) that substance be that of which we ~may ask "What is it7n, Finally,
Aristotle shows us that there is a phi osOphical tension. between these
two features when matter is assumed to |be substance. Tﬁis tension is

meant to- force our hand ‘towards pic ing a candidate other than matter

~ for the office of substance. But, fro ourlpoint of view, what is of .
| importance is Aristotle's three-stage brocedure}‘ I wish to suggest :
that this procedure is a quite natural motif for the f0rging of
.philosophical problems. . | ' _
. : : v,
| The motif which we have just seen in Aristotle %\wopk/;:f h
no less at home in- Plato s work. Indeed the motif is regularly hut

" to use in the Socratic dialogues (where Socrates turns mOral, political
/

and religious questions into philosOphical problems ). At any rate, l d

would like us to consider 201e 205e of the Theaetetus.! At 20le 202c,
VPlato has SOcrates state his dream. This corresponds to the firqt stage '
'of the motif., By 204a it 1is clear that Plato 8 interest is focused

on ‘the notions ofjfbeing sunple and 'being complex'; and two further

‘.

_notions which are subordlnates to 'being complex'--namely ‘being a whole
and 'being g}part' This . is prepiration for the third stsge.' At 205de,

-the discussion is brought to an. end with the- statement of a bhilosOphical

'problem. Socrates says, 2 b

 To conclude then, on the one. hand the syllable is the same _
thing’ as a number of letters and is a whole with the letters as
parts, then the letters must be’ néither more nor less’ knowable. ,

- and explicable. than the syllables, since we made out that all the

'ﬁarts -are the -same thing as. the whole ‘e o« .+ But 1f, on the. other
hand, the syllable is a unity withogt parts, the syllable and

'jletter likew1se are equally incapable of explanation and- unknowable.9;~fl

The motif allows Aristotfe and Plato to- achieve sumilar e '“: 'Usinghi'




\
the motif;\Aristotle overturns an initial characterizatioi‘pf substance. |
With the same motif, Plato overturnska characterization of knowledge.
Furthermore the motxf provides each of them with the means for forging
a philosophical problem.. In the one case, ‘a problem about substance
is forged.. In the other; it is a. problem about" knowledge.

The purpose of the preceding has been to prepare the way
-for the question "If the second part of the Parmenides is meant to be
?exploratory, why doesvit not ‘make use of " the exploratory motif?". » wef:
should here’ contrast the first part of the Parmenides ;;th the second .
part of the d1alogue.h It is to be conceded that the first part
brilliantly demonstrates the motif. The first stage of the motif is
easily recognized- at 128e-130a Socrates states the theory of Forms.'
In his prelﬁninary questiOning of 80crates, Parmenides does straight-

away identify those features of the theory against which he is going

~to press his criticisms. He asks,

Kal poc €iné «dras v odTw Jc:v,/:y(mc s Regecs

Xw)o(s ,«ev ecJ'7 aora a.rra, 4pr:.< Je 7& 'rourwv

au,aerezow-a S (130b1 3)
'Within the scope of this question Parmenides has focused on the two -
notions of participation and separatlon. He proceeds from this qUestion.
His first four arguments are. directed towards developing the problem _f

| "How do the things other than the Forms partake of the Forms’":h“:hﬁeVAf:

‘Parmenides then goes on to direct two arguments against the notion ofp .
'z_,separation. From these arguments, there emerges the problem "How canifj]

PR

-the Forms, as truly separable, have any relationship with the things of .

e



|

- simple hypochem. The diffe

10

Y T _ : ‘ N . 1y
the ordinary world?', Given these'cmghentsaboutthe first part, I
would likepto.emphasize,twO'points. The various moments of. the explora-

tory motif are easxly recognized w1thin the first part. Second Pannenides

explicitly announces that the theory of Fonns suffers from certain

problems. Let us now. consider the second part. Do we see the moments

Y

of the mOtlf be ing developed in the second part’ I think not. Parmenides
when he states his hypothesis, cannot be understood to: ‘have instigated’.
)

the first.moment. Uhlike Socrates, who at 128a ff offers us a ‘theory .’
. : S ;o
‘c0ntaining-various philosOphiIal elements, Parmenides offers us but a

ence is hnportant In the onescase,'it; o

is possible to proceed with the motif. ln‘the other, we are.left with
. a series of questions.
(e (;) ,' st -
'  What is "the 0ne"7 1s it the single substance which Parmenides
‘notoriously thought reality to consist of? Or is it unity? . . e
Neither here nor later are we 6iven any clues towards the . -
. answering of these questions. . . . ST

The’ second point of comparison between the ‘two' partstof the dialogue.fb
"8

is this' whereas in the first part Parmenides clearly identifies "ftthZ-7-

those problems which bear upon the theory of Forms, in the second he gfv o
: o

does not explicitly state any problems which would bear upon hypothesizing j7

: about the One. In light of these consideratiﬁns I wish to press the

_l following question. To what extent ought we to appreciate the fact

£ ST
that the exploratory motif is not used in the second part? Let-me T

just say that I take the absence of the motif to count against seeing

the second part as. exploratory.1 e o
L T R 3;="_J51~
Ryle has a Very tempting thesis about the armenige g oo

tempting, because it gives the dialogue a. philosOphical vitality. ' -ﬁ ;
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Unfortunately, his thesis cannot be tested against the text., The

thes1s comes in two parts. The first part of it is that the Parmenides

-

"treats formal c0ncepts as if they were material concepts.( This part
of the - theSIS is, I think trUer (Later on, ‘though, I will offer an '”- -
'amendment to it ) .The second part of the thesis is that the purpose
of the dialogue is to reveal to us a distinction between formal concepts .
and material concepts.. Concerning thié/~¥ would say‘ While 1. is true‘
_that the formal/mater1a1 concepts distinction does map out a route which {bf

'takes us through the tangle\of arguments, nonetheless it is. Ryle, not

Plato who lays down the route. h
The basic argument which Ryle gives for his whole thesis is

., 88 follows. :
When we treat a formal ooncept as if" it were a non-formal or ¢
'prOper concept, we are. committing a breach of. 'logical syntax'
But what shows us that we are doing this? The deductive
derivations of absurdities and contradictions shows it, and-
~nothing else can. (my italics) Rusgell's proof that x'in the P
-pr0positiona1 function @x. ‘is only another exercise in ‘the. same _
genre as Platc!s ‘proof that 'Unity! cannot go into the gap in ,-[r.
. the sentence frame e . ; exists' or ! f. . does not exist' 1 -

| Ryle seems to think that dialectic can, by itself bring us to realize

\ ’ ‘
;the need fbr a philoéophical distinction.v 1 believe thds Opinion to f.;

. be false.- For dialectic is as dangerous as it is useful And nowhere )

'is it more dangerous than it is in Greek EhilosOphy. Think of that

: ' : T
brilliant dialect1c1ah, Zeno._ we say that the results of’ Zeno s “',

: dialectical arguments point to the need for philosophical distinctions.-.fi‘.

"_.But Zeno would not say this.v He takes himself to be arguing truly.A"‘

-_ gThis fact underlines an awful truth about dialectic.a Dialectic can

e

@ make a 8°°d Philosopher take leave of his senaes. There iﬁ vnOther f@iif.f S




:dangerous:feature'of;dialectic._ Dialectic is the philosOpher 8

‘technology. It allows a philosOpher to lay out the consequences which
follow from the varioUS sides of an issue.‘ But it is not within the V
‘~power of dialectic to settle phiIOSOphical issues. The se tlement of -

'such an issue reqU1res philosophical insight.. And so the'

comes :to thlS.v Dialectic can’ get us into a philosOphical ind‘while

giving us no means by which we might extradite ourselves from the bind. .

-

.~ This second danger is, I think realized in the Parmenides. I think

s 3
that the Parmenides is a brilliant exposition of a philos°phica1
. T
technology. But the brilliance 18’ due to " the exercise, rather than

=

t‘the results, of the technology.1 I can now state one reason for holding» .

that Ryle g thesis is Untestable. Although dialectic can prepare us o

P

- for a philOSOphical insight it cannot by itself, give us the insight‘f
TAnd 80, the ‘fact that the Parmenides violates a formal/material conceptsn"
B distinction is not yet grounds for holding that the purpose of the
dialogue is to reveal to us such a distinction. ;f_“ B ‘
Therejis another reason, a.more prosaic”reason, for saying
;'..that Ryle 8" thesis is untestable. There is no. hard evidengz within
:the Parmenldes which supports his thesis. But Rylc is under no mis-'i
' igpprehen310n on this point. And 1 suspect this to be why he turns .
to the Theagtetu and Soghist to gather more evidenee for his view.:ff;‘d-';
c Concerninguthe_Theaetetus, Ryle says, f A : T .
o'_.',f. ‘Plito is now considering the places and roles of 'terms' in
truths ‘and falsehoods, with hig ‘eye on the underlying question:

. of:what are the principles °f Organization which govern the e
,‘I~combination of such 'terms' S ' - R

R



;_ to /MJMT( éc)f‘? If T be allowed to simply state opinion, 1 would say

: _between fhrmal concept roles and material concept roles. But Plato

1 think that- Ryle is be1ng overly generous with Plato. My view'is
this: The puzzle engendered by ‘Socrates' dream is underpinned by the

»

assumption\that a mode of combination may haye the same status as the |

lements whlch the mode combines, in- particular, Socrates' dream
- . ‘x

[resumes that a mode of combination is elther nothing at all, or- it

is (lrke the,elements which it cpmbines) a simple. Need I say that‘

‘the presumption is in v101ation of the formal/mater1a1 concapts dis-

“tinction7 Allowing that my view is correct weé . may pick up on an

‘

_early p01nt.v Ryle 8 distinction is obv1ously relevant to the
.NTheaetetus in that the distinction allows us to- analyze the problem |
| which issues from Socrates' dream.' But this is -not yet to say that

;f. lato has’ realized the distinction. Rather, the contrary is true,

_Had Plato reallzed the dlstinction, he would not be raising the problemf'-

that he does ralse.~ The SOths would appear to be more amenable to

'Ryle 8 view, insofar as Plato identifies certain concepts ‘as belonging .

.'-that the VU,«”)Nk? é/&z thesis requires that the /({JN’TQ 6([7 shift -

,

| "would not have allowed such shifting, if he had realized the distinction..li':

'1y1f these views are correct then the mbst that can be said on Plato' S
biixibehalf 1s that he is aware of the difficulties which arise from the
'f_;lack of a. formal/material concepts dlstinctipn.} This is not to say that

7:Plato saw a dlstinction which would undercut those difficulties.‘lilb

Let us now consider 0wen seview of the Parmenides.,éLike

'h[_Ryle, Owen 'sees a purpose to the second part of the dialogue. But

R

| /
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unl ike Ryle, he does not think the purpose’ to be that of demonstrating =
- a distinct?onl: He says, - - R

That Plato is at grips with the logic of formal concepts here-

‘and in other late dialogues seems to .me certaiﬁ and this cer-
\;alnty was established by Ryle. "But an 1nterest in. proving the

necessary distinctions does not seem to be central to the strategy

of the Parmenides. As I shall represent it, -the method that Plato
“explores with such enthusiasm is tailored not to ‘the constructing
of proofs but to the setting and’ sharpening of prdbhegs, and problems
- of a characteristically philosophical stamp. It is the first syste-
matic exefc1se in’ the logic of aporematic and not demonstrative
‘argument. . :

'We, of course, ‘must concede,&hat th@ Parmenides is full of problems..
_'But at issue is whether the problems result from the systematic exerc1se :
of a single purpose. In this regard Owen has presented a very strong
'.case, containing. many persuasive arguments.' Nonetheless, I wish to:

bring,variouspobjetti_

ainst,his View,‘flfl_ o .

Inhresponse;vo Owen, I wikl speah from_a platform_from'whichlf3
have elready:spoken.' Ihfirst-would.lihe'to~ash* 1f it islPlato 's 1_
purpose to Set and sharpen philosophical problems, why does he not
f'f‘ase the problem-setting motif we find throughout his dialogues andh,‘
even’ in the first part of the Parmenidesv‘ For,vin faCt the motif
is eminently more suited to the setting.and sharpening of prohlems ifrf
vi“_:than is, dialectic.» When the motif is skil)fully used (which is how ;A
hPlato uses 1t),_conflicting philosOphica\:%lements are: brought to the:ilf;}l
:.fore where the elements stand Openly for inSpection.‘ But on: the other :
'ff :‘hand the dialectic of the Parmenides and the super-structure which is
{;tproduced hl’it seem calculated to obscure the majority of the philosOphi-; :v

~*;fca1 conflicts. we may infer 2 lesson from this difference. It would

"},seem that the second part Of the Pa}menides is not a suitabla’vehicle for Qf'
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" the purpose which Owen'aSSigns to it.

-1 do not think that Owen has appreC1ated the philosophical

¢

significance, or rather the philosophical dangers, of dialectic. _Het.

says,

The training -in dialectic that he (Plato) acknowledges o Zeno
and illustrates in his own antinomies, is -a training in the
presentatlon of conflicts. between theses each of which seems-
cogent in its own right. He neither adopts nor proposes any
.general training in resolving such conflicts.14f R o

_ jThe general training of wh1ch Owen is. Speaking does,_I think, presuppose

a spec1al philosophlcal awareness concerning dialectic. 'Insofar as a

" dialectic generally wears a. face which purports to show that Eeality

is in some way unreal, one needs Russell's 'healthy sense of reality

15
to cope with such arguments.-_ Zeno, though lacked such an awareness.,

f Accordingly, he would have disavowed any training that offered to show ;h'

- him the light. V1ew1ng things in this way, we may emphasize the question }:J:
V”How d0es Plato stand vis- a-vis diaLect1c9" Quite frankly, there are l-;

g,tnnes when Plato stands right alongside Zeno in his acceptance of it.

‘This is particularly evident at 476 ff. in the Republi ., From that

N

passage and others, we may get the impression that Plato has been too ,qf_h:f,

“

¥

well traine¢ in dialectic, and not at all trained in rgsolving conflicts-rzyV

which arise between philosophW and reality. But Owed‘s Plato is the ;;"'“
‘WP

‘;ﬁylato of the later dialogue, the one who makes fun of thé bazz learners. -

e

o X

% And I would think that Owen is trylng toffind just éuch ¥ man, behi“d
;‘gthe Parmenides.v In my Opinion, though, the man behind the dialogue ~

has not yet ga1ned an understanding of the,philosophical technolOgy , “ﬂi}*f

5 , s

fxof which he is a master. He can run dialectic- he can even make it
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run wild. But theidialogue offers no evidence that he knows how to

| repair.it. S ,v -{_2

* We may now.test‘the candidature of the Parmenides'for the

third classification. At, issueiis whether the. dialogue is a'critidal

,'work In this connection, we ask “Of what is the Parmenides critical" ‘

And we further ask "Who holds the phi1080phlca1 theory of which the

dialogue is supposed to be critical’" )

It is almost always the case that when a phi1030pher

-WISheS to cr1tic1ze a phiIDSOphical theory, he will proceed by first

stating that theory., (I say 'almost always the case' because there

atim

are exceptional cases ) It is, then, worth noting again that while

-

- Plato follows the standard procedure in:the flrst part there is
absolutely no 1nd1cat10n that this procedure is being followed in the

second part. In the first part Plato has Socrates state a theory

against which he then ‘has Parmenides argue. But in the second, there

_‘is no theory under 1nspection,‘rather Parmenldes is scrutinizing an
. hypothesrs. Thus,_someone who holds that ths Parmgnides is.a critidal l
:work Wlll have to c0nstruct his view out of what Taylor would call |
'certaln plain hints' 16 And he will have to show us. how those Plain SRR

°,;hints p01nt to an exceptional case of critical philosOphizing.

There are some very puZzling features of the dialogue, -

o ?}For example, we may wonder why Plato has Parmenides criticize ‘a theory

/which neither he nor 1ts proponent (i.e., the Socrates of the dialogue)

could have known. Also we may wonder why Parmenides,_after urging

':features by means of Which Plato might very well be doing some hinting.‘:,7'

i



Socrates to take up the difficult business of dialectlc,:chooses for
an 1nter10cutor a’man who 1s the least capable of apprec1at1ng the
! dlalectical exerc1ses of the: second part. We may wonder whether Platok
1s.p1ay1ng w1th us._ At any rate, by reason of such puzzling features,‘

Taylor says

R
1

_ fgv.'. we are dlrected to regard these critic1sms (of the theory
"lof forms) as coming from opponents of the theory of "participation".
- And since Plato's imitation of the Zenonian method takes’ the form
”,}:raublng still worse - puzZIes about the consequences of the Eleatic. -
*ifdoctrine it is clear who these Opponents must be. ' We must look
. for them among the formal logiciams of the school of Megara who
~ were the. continuators of Eleaticism.17 L e -
{ ' ‘ . o
' Taylor holds, what_has com% to be known as, ’the parody interpretation e
™~

'of the Parmenldes' _ It is this sort of interpretation which is available :

_ fo; the th1rd c1a581fication. - o ,_' R
Taylor 1s in a predicament which we may easily appreciate. S

s

: Qn the one hand he holds that the diaLogue is a critical work There

S

though no ostensible indication to that effect in the dialogue.h'

lvThls meadns that Taylor can uphold his positlon only by suggesting that =

'1the cr1t1c1sms are veiled criticisms. He says, "Plato doeg not “in

Rl

*the d1alogue, offer. any answer to these extreme 'idealists"'he simply '1-»h'

' sets himself to show that two can play at the game of abstract formal o

loglc, and he can, if he pleases, play the game better than its profesaed
7champions“ (my italics) And so, on the other hand Taylor hold§}that\

3

'the Parmenides is a critical work of a. very sFecial order.i He takes it

' ;'to be "an elaborate jeu d'esprit" or as e might say, a parody.v The

‘ . 1
'gdialogUe, unddr this 1nterpretation,;is suppdsed to be A parody of

' the Eleatics and their phllOSOphizing (There is here a point which
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'evidence for viewing the Parmenides as a critical work, Taylor suggests.

. . ‘ / "
_that it belongs to a very spec1al kind of critital work ) .

; ~ (Taylor's 1nterpretat10n\haj/;ot been well reCeived. That

could do with some emphasis. . It is: Lacking some straightforward’ ’ (>

'is;‘perhaps,,unfortunate. Whatever the merlts of the 1nterpretation
LI

" it has at least this much éplng for it it represents an attempt to
offer an alternative to those views which have as their basié‘%ssumption ‘

the assumptlon that the Parmenldes is. a profound meta hy81ca1 treatise. )‘

' The major cr1tic1sm which is brought against the parody :

1interpretat10n is that the interpretatlon makes Plato out to be diSa'

respectful | of .a phllOSOpher for whom he shows great-fespect in the ;,, -

uTheaetetus.{a’ I am.not so sure that thls is a falr criticism. However

.‘}great Plato s.respeCt for Parmenides may be, that reSpect is not enough

'T'to keep Plato from torturing the ch11d of. Father Parmenides.l? ‘Mdie
o ,

important than this though 1s that the parody interpretation need

not make Parmenides the v1ctim of certain philosophical jokes. Indeed

o "zﬂ -.1, )
~'Taylor sees those jokes as being directed against not: Parmenides, but =
SR 20
rather the post Parmenldean Megarians. ~ Now it might very well be‘

¢

t the Megarians have a’ phiIOSOphical commltment to the assumption

Qr"The one is oge"- in. whlch case, the tour de force applied on the
-':1hssumption in the dialogue would be embarrassing to them in two ways. f}f
'.In the flrst place, they would suffer embarrassment from the arguments =
'a:of the second part. And 1n the second place, the fact that those { K
'arguments are put into the mouth of Parmen&des would cause them yet S

a

";further embarrdﬁ%ment.:-""

LA
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There is' a more-potent reason  why the parody 1nterpretat10n
fails. The Parmenides is not a ph11030ph1cal parody’, . For the dlalogue '

lacks whf%pmust be an essent1a1 featurl!oe philos0ph1ca1 parody. Someone

£

?

composing a parody w111 put the characterlstlc %eatures of another 's
wonéyto a'humorous end. The phllosopher wr1t1ng a parody will do- this :
as'weII{ But he must do more_&han just this. Hls parody must make use-l
.of more than characterlstlc features. It must. make use of characterlstic

assumptions found in the object of his parody. Otherwise, a pﬁiIOBOphical

parody would always run the risk of mlsrepresenting the positxon under
. - . .

attack Whére such misrepresentation is present the subsequent cr1ticismss;

must fails I am say1ng ‘that a phllosOphical parody must first of all be

B

A
N

lphllOSOphical | The requ1rements under %hat head are no less szr \ngent

than the requ1rements we lay on, the more ordlnaﬁ& k1nds of ph11030ph1cal

,critlcisms.a (Given these requ1rements,.it is not surprising that we have N
but a few cases of philOSOphlcal parody ) |
| It 1s not ehOugh to say. that the Parmenides provides us
with p1a1n hints about its cr1t1ca1 purpose. It is not, enough to say

_ that, certaln passages hint at the fact that the Eleatics and their"‘_

_phiIOSOphlzing is g01ng to be parodied Rather, it must be shown that

e e

Plato steals a~maﬂfh on: the Eleatics while us/hg Eleatic assumptions._;f'~‘
£ : B
.1 do not think that such a‘demonstrat;on i possible.' To my mind, the

ant1-Parmenidean features (or, Af you wish the anti-Eleatic featu;es)

of the dialogue arenunderpinned by non-Parﬁ)nidean features.~u1f this 'bijl'

c}is so then the Parmenides does fail to meet the basic requirement of

phiIOSOphical parodx“) Here ends theftask of shOWing that the Parmenides

. . . L R s . - . v . - L e
L. . PR L s . - ; . I RN R
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does not be10ng in the usual philOSOphical genres.
My general 0p1n10n of the dialogUe is fairly c{ose to
Robinson s general 0p1nion of it. I_toq think that the second part

contains no statement of doctrine, either directly or indireetly; and

‘also that it contains no statement of method, either directly or in-

‘ 21 - . : : ' '
directly. . But Robinson further holds that, "Both parts of the dialogue

are intended to provide Plato's pupils with préctiée in dialectic and

22 As with Taylor s view, the

in the detection of errors in reasoning "

ba31s for this view is formed from certain plain hints. Tﬁévmoral which
~

we can, I thlnk Iearn from Robinson s work is that the temptation to

provide the dialogue w1th 2 purpose is very great indeed. But why :

should we supply the Parmenides with a purpose when Plato himself seems

0}
2

not to have had that concern?

~

 What, then, are w to do with the Parménides? The dialogue, |

"particularly the :second pert of it stands in need 9f sustained philo-

\
|

sophicsl analysis. With respect to ‘the second part providing analyses

. of its many curious arguments is a11 that we should allow ourselves

to do. We will though find 'this .to be quite. enough.

L]
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v .'. S Ng}es to'Chapter One

Cornford's preface to his Platé and Parmenides is a very useful

summary of the commentaries Qﬁ[ch precede his work. - Following

..
l

- llogical and the’ metaphysical It is‘the metaphysical school- of

11.

12, T
13. R
14,
15,

16,

"Plato on the One

Mecaghxsics,‘lozzbasff;

Crombie, EDP2, p. 336,

SBY, p. 132.

'_1__3‘PP-.3?7'348- s f’j

;placo, ps 349,

21

Proclus, Cornford divides thdse commentaries into two groups--the

interpretatlon whlch prOV1des the mystical 1nterpretat1ons of the

"dlalogue.f Brumbaugh (Plato on the One) and Lynch (An Approach to

-Mbtaphys1cs Through Plato's Parmggideg) -are modern adherents of

the metaphy81cal school

Ryle, Roblnson, and Owen have . offered te answer this-questio

_5299, p- 07., . T '45

P&P, pp. 109- 113 (eSp., p. 111).

Ibid,, 1029a.
Ibid., 1029a.

Theaeﬁetﬁs;'ZOSdel

Tbid., p.. o, .

IBid.,"pp,»367J368z o

See "On Denoting"

- Their work constltutes, what we may call the analytic ‘tradit: on.
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17..

18.

19,

20.

21.

22.

Ibid., p. 350. e,

See Runciman's “Plato's Parmenides', SPM, p. 167, .

The child in question is tlte philosbphonf Par?énides..’See‘;

: «

Sophist, 24lde.

Plato, p. 350. .

Piato‘S'Eériiér‘Dialedtic, pp,_239?264a -

Ibid., p. 223. - . L f<;/y -

L

22



CHAPTER II

THE ANALYTIC THESES'

In this chapter I state and defend the main theses of this
'iwork. Sections (4) and (B) are devoted to a question, ‘the resolution
i.of which depends largely on textual resources. The subSequent sections
sre devoted to questions more phllOSOpHical in nature.A We . will make use o
of the theses deve10ped within thls chapter to analyze the arguments of
the Sec0nd part this being done in Chapter Four..;

'.<A>"

. . . /'. . . BN .
My first thesis answers a question which has not received the

fattentiOn that 1t deserVes.- The question is "What are the hypotheses’"-
1 hold that there are two hypotheses-’the first of which 1s 'The One is
one', -and upon which are based the first four rounds. The second ' |
’hypothe51s is 'The One. is not'; and Upon this are based the last four =
Arounds.ll In this section, I will be concerned with showing that 'The
lOne is one' is the hypothesis of the first four rounds.u In section (B)
’~”I will try to show that 'The One ig" not' is the hypothesis of the last f i;,)v
_"four roundS- | N : | S ‘ E :

| There is very strOng evidence for holding that the hypothesis o
A'of the first round is 'The One 1s one' Our deliberations t0wards this

o view will begin from grima facie evidence.- At 137b2 4 we read pf}"v
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oo &' €Ma0TOD apfw/ua( ,mc r'y.r e/uaurou orodeccws

Irc,o( 700 £Vo.r ao70b. onoee,uwos €(7e év éeTrv are Y

ev r( x/n; F%ﬁmvetv | | | 'A
S.ince ITG/’( 700 e‘VOS 40700 may be understood as supplying a subject
for GCTG 6\/ ed'rl‘( ecrc ,a'b] e‘v it is possible to read the above as
"Shall I take ‘the One 1tse1f and consider the consequences of assuming
that the one is, or is not one”" There is, though - one- dlfficulty with
.this readlng. As Cornford.points out, none of the rounds .start from the -
hypothesw that the one: is not. one- (}l1 fv) In vrew of this, Cornford
suggests that we read 6(75 ev éO‘TIV and either C(TE ,uy [cv] or:
élTé /477 éO'T/V “ 1 accept this :mendment to; the text. But this
amendment does not. yet close the question as to- how we are to read the.
' text.l Cornford would haVe us read it in, the following’waY'5 Shall I take :
" the - One 1tse1f and conslder the consequences of assuming that there is

' or is not a One. ‘.,/‘Ihe difficulty with this reading is that 1t ignores

the fact that ﬂéfl-TOD GVOS aurov may be taken as supplying a subject

for the ev e(rr/v of ec‘re ev ernv._ And so, there is another possible

readmg of the amended text. Thst reading is.‘ Shall I take the One

itself and con31der the consequem:es of assuming either that it (the One) :

18 one or that 1t 15 not (i.e., does not exist) ,I;favor thi,s, _I_:atterv L

‘ readlng, and will argUe on its behalf. oL o '
Somewhat more decisiv}e evidence is to be found within the o

-

' ~0pening of the first round At 137c4-6 we read

ey crrry, a.)\'z\o T ovk av. eu, zo).la 76 €v; -Nws xip

iy av, - Oure apc.. ,af/?os adrou ovTe o;\ov 4070 J‘ﬂ “vu_ -

i

L
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Here the question .is whether EVeis the subject or the predicate of &Fr7(v

in the'hypOthesis. Cornford assumes thatvit»is the subject of é77(V*

e accordmglyr he translates the ab0ve as "If there is'a One, of course

4
the One wrli not be many". ~ Tay10r, on the other hand translates thi€

'passage as "If 1t is one, of course the orie will not be. many".? So, -

Taylor takes ev to be. the predicate of 607(\/. If Taylor s translation

1is correct, we- must then ask "What is the, subject of 6071V°" The . '

’_indeffhite article._ But 1t is just this which makes the translation

*

t_obvious answer is that it is 11>eva5 fI, of course, am in- agreement wrth

this understanding of 137c.: And so, I will presently argue that Cornford'

.

translation is implausible. Furthermore, I can point to a passage which

rdoes d1rect1y support the contention that the hypothesis is "The One is

Although Cornford stands with most other commentators in -

'_accepting -an’ existential interpretation of the hypothesis, his translation 'y ,

—

- departa frOm the usual translation.. The usual translation is "The One

'exists". Corpford offers "There is a One", or alternatively "A One is"

*

'His translation is obviously motivated by the consideration that in Greek

"._ a subject term stated w1thout an article is to be translated with an ff3

o "implausible.' Even though the olaim "A One ie" requires that there be =

b_ at least one thing which we may call 'a One', nonetheless the claim does

{ 5

v

E 'cannot be many" is applicable to however many things may be said to be

7 'a One" But, surely, it is not Parmenides' intention to consider 'the ‘

\_‘.»‘..

-fi?not restrict a speaker to speaking of ogly one thing.- This point has f§=yh‘ .

"f ph11050phica1 nnportance. It shows that the argument "If a One is, it o

fnljmany, each of which is ‘a One' ' Rather his purpose ia to consider the ;_;;: -
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‘ consequences of an. hypothesis about the One. These considerations can
\ :
be skirted if the €V of GV 66‘7’(\! 1s taken to mean.70 e’v Yet, to do so

' w0uld 1nvolve 1gnoring a featUre of the Greek language, and for Cornford

a feature wh}ch~he thinks to- be worth observing. v

Direct confrontation with the text is a surer guxde than is R

reflection upon it. And’ so,ﬂ, _it,_pleas‘es me to dirlect yo:ur-a.tt'en'tio_n to.
.'_137d2-3..,» | Y |

Ou‘r «pa. ozov fa'ut ooTe /afla‘; e:ffl, e( ev e‘ﬂ'dc
R “er PR ) . L A .

| ‘ Here Parmenides 1s summarizing the results bf the previous argument, and

'~1moreover stating the reason for those results. The reason is gv ¢¢7(

TO GV-

3

Those who believe the hypothesis to be an existential claim
S‘etray their belief with the ir own words.- Cornford whilst commenting
upOn the significance of €( éIV GFTIV, says "We are to suppOSe that the -

' ""One is just simply one and nothing e“lse.'.'6 Even more telling is a comment

which C’ornford makes in regard ‘to the second rOUnd. Concerning 142c3 he R

| _' - says " ec ev eV would be a more accurate expression than e( CV GU'NV

o "7
L for wha; was our supposition in Hyp I" We find Wahl in a. similar

S predicament.. Imtially, he says "Parmenides commence donc, comme 11 dit

) "par sa prOpre hypot:hese' (Si l’un est)" '- But he then gOes on to say

Si I'un (e( ev GO'HV), disons pour le clsrte, si l'un est un
o (si 1'on prend la copule: comme affirmam: le’ predicat: d'unite, 8l -
g ,l'on ad0pte donc” 1" idee de 1'unite de- L'etre, et 17on peut’ distinguer
~ .ainse la premiere’ hypothese de la seconde, qui pOettera surila o
realite de l'un) D _ . :

i‘.,{ Ryle also shows himself to be undecided about this issue. He,though,is



somewhat more candid with us. He says, o .
ve the actual formgtion of the hypothesis and the develo;xnent
of the argument in Al" leaves it in doubt whether the hypothesis
is 'Unity exists' or 'Unity 1s single'. o - .

) Althodgh Ryle d0es go on to argue that the hypothe51s is really 'Unity

exists' he ‘never- quite forecloses on the possibility ‘that the hyp@thesis '

is "Unity is single' ' Now, the lesson which we may learn from a11 this ,_‘ -

)

, is that the question "What is the hypothesls of ‘the first round"'" o

I h

‘ presents us with a live 1ssue. _ E .
While commentators have beenuaware of the possibility that
"The One is- one might be the hypothesis of . the first round they have
'I...not given seriouh consideration ‘to whether '_The One is one' can be taken
V‘as the hypothe51s of the second round. They are very firm in their

_ ‘conv1ct10n that the hypothesis of the second round is existential. The

) -opemng of the second round (m particular, 142b2-c7) seems to afford :

..“

- '.Atheir view substantial evidence. '

g ev ec GO"NV a,oa ofov TE awro ecva.c /‘w owca.s 6‘e
,‘,uv; ,ucrexecv - Ook o¢¥v re. ver vvv Je ouk d.orq |

| ':_f.-evrcv " unoeems e‘e. ev sv, 7¢ x,m) o‘o,u'gawecv 4.31

| "»j.;'a €V ecr'rN PRV (142b5-c3) |
(In the above, l have omitt:ed a sentence which intervenes between

ka o:.ov 7¢ and VUVJG ookm This sentence is, I think of signal

S importanCe for translating and interpreti“ng VDV JG OUR kT) In faCt

I believe that the failure to understand the ph110s0phica1 import of
' ‘-the sentence leads to an existential trans/lation of ‘( €V GO’T‘V- : With

e “© -
: regard to ‘Vé\/, commentators have taken one €V to be substantive UL AR

- _'rhat s, '13.7¢,-'»1'5.7b.’ SRR
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/and the other to be predlcative so that they translate _6V€V33 either . =

'A One is one'’ (Cornford) or 'The One ‘is one'. . Havmg translated 6\/ 6\/ A

L

in this way, they underStand Parmenides to be saying that "The One is

- one" is not going to be the hypothesis under con51deratlon:' On this |
aCcount év Gt eo-nv is then gwen an ex1stential translation.v ,

In light of the standard translations of 142bc and our findings

| in connection withthe first round we might be tempted to think that the
first and second rounds have different hypotheses. There is, though
‘very.strOng evidencemagainst this\p9331b111ty. At 142bl 2 Plato has

v

_Parmenides say, o 0 )
pou?\ec oBv em T")V uxoeewv wé.)\w e}‘ o,px»); gna,ue}{
 Owpev, ea,v 7¢ '7,uc\/ eno.vcouow a).?«ocov ¢a.vo3

.”The force of this remark must not be lost on us. Parmenldes is. not .

5,

.proposing to make a new beginning Wlth a new hypothesis, rather, “He 1s h

_pr0p091ng a reconsideration of the hypothes1s of the first round. ;And',

in view of thls, we can’ giVe a rather distasteful flavour to the view

ij_that the hypotheSis of the first round is different from the hypothesis :l*ﬁ-'

.

of the second. If tHe rounds have different hypotheses, then Parmenides v

is not doxng what he has said he would do; in which case Parmenides is
.’ih dece1v1ng both himself and us about'what hegis really doing. At any '

~v;‘ratev we are 1eft with these options The hypothesis pf thevfirst two
| ‘fvErounds 1s either "The One\is" Or "The One is one" Hh';7ﬁ?; i 1

: \

Let ua, for awhile, proceed on the assumption that the _”

, hyé%thesxs of the second round is"The One is Given this assumption, ‘::'

""we may ask "What evidence is there for taking the hypothesis of the first

RS
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round to be ' The One is'?". The evidence which has been cited in

\ Pl

- answer to our question is fiot to be found within the first round. It
" is found at 136ac. There are various appfoa‘chesfthat may be taken

_'towards this passaée ‘as . we will presently see. _

- Olov, €py, e /avﬂéz L7 —mur;vr 7'75 Jno 6’€V€w 7V o
Zvav wre&ero € ;rollaéﬂrrﬂ r V@?u,upalvav ka(
4070(5 70¢$ ﬂozlms »/'oos 407a Ka( 77/0)’ 7‘0 €V ,{—czc Ta..; 4 |

"évt mpss Te a.uro kau ﬂ/oo.s 7 no',\Aa. ka¢ au € /a"; e‘a'n-_

ﬂoua'. fmlzv crkolrav ¢ 0’%}70’674( ka.c 7w ievc A'ac

= rocs noklocs ka.c n,oo: adsra:

. his part of the pas‘sage,' when taken together w1th 1283b (where

L)

) Socrates suggests that Parmenides and Zeno come to the game’ conclus:.on

v1a different routes) has been cited on behalf of the claim that whereas

' Zeno 8 hypothesis is ét ﬂam ev'n ’ Parmenides’ hypotheeus is 6(. GV 6"7(.

s

We fmd Wahl saymg "Parmenlde com!gence dcnc come il le dit, par sa

'prOpre hypothese- (Si 1'un est) Il prefere developper l'hypothese

o (Sil l’un est)plutot que l'hypothese <Si le multiple est} qUe deve10p— »‘ -

part. Zenon" 1L

There is, though another way of marshalling the evideme of

v'136ac such that a different kind of support is found for the belief that

: Parmenides is g01ng to go to work on the hypothesis 'The One is
Plato has Parmemdes say, ;3" ' - '

kau av&:s ad ea.v uﬂ'oa,’) n fn'v o,uocorv,s 7 €t

o eowv, 7 e¢’ e/mrepar 745 mamm my-:;yn‘me

i 'Mu aurou' 7045 ovoreastwv /fa.c ro&s a(;udd kac s
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ﬂpos adTa, ka.c ﬂ/os a.;u")/\a. /(a.c Zl(—/x a\/o/uoccw
6 a.uros onas ka.c 775/4 A—cmo-e«)s Aal ms/< o'Tavews
© kel Jre/ac Xeveo-ews /mc ¢@cyoa.s £al m'/u a 0700\ 70U
étVd.c A’a.c 700 /47 avac | " (136b1 6)
/Hére we see.a phlloscphlcal me thod emerglng._ And'it.lopks as if the
_method is"to. be used in connection with questlons ‘about the ex1stence";‘
or non—ex1stence of_some.supposed entlty._ AbQUt»thls, CornfOrd says,
JThe.btoeedure‘i$ to reseuhle.Zeno!s'insofarAas‘it'takes an‘hYPOthesis.:
such as 'that X exists' and deduces the consequences" 12 Ryle ‘also:
J“thlnks that the method is one wthh.ls to be brought to bear or questions
'A'of exlstence and non-exxstence.13 And so, it looks.as'if'the method LA
favours the hypothe91s 'The One is'. ' |
Cornford and Ryle are 1 think, qu1te right 1n taklng the
unportance of 136ac to be the philosophical method which it descrlbes.
But I think that they are wrong 1n assuming that the method is restricted-

. 4
: »f‘to questions of existence and non-existencé.n For Parmenides goes ‘on

to say : '{ N : o
| /rac. evc )oxu we/oc orou av- unot97 w.s ovros kal
s obk avros A‘at. onouv a.ﬂo na&os mw'xovros,
'. 66( V‘konav ra o—uf.«.,eawovm n/os auro /cac ev

ey ekachov va afﬂwv... (136b6 cl)
RS Given o'uo uv dl\)o na,&os mx.v;p;, it is quite clear that the method

o jis not to be restricted to questions of existence and non- xistence.. Andi

'f?:so; the fact that 'The One is one' is not an existential statement does

~":f¢ not disqualify it s a can&idate for the method.‘ Hence 136ac doas not



)

o
decide the ques?lon ”What is the hypothes1s of the first two rounds7"A
It is to be renembered that my first the31s is that the two
hypotheses of the second part are:fThe one is-one' and'The one is not'.
Ryle could‘press'an_objectioh:against this. ;His objection would,beu
that this thesis is wroné 1nsofar as- it does not represent the second

* part as prov1d1ng a !'two- way appllcatlon of the Zenonian method' I

think that Ryle would argue for his p01nt in the following way'».zeno's. :

method requlres its practltioners to con31der the consequences of -
3\ ;

' contradictory hypotheses, since Parmenides is us1ng this method we

<

cdn expect the hypothesis of the first four rounds to be the contra-

4

of the last four rounds ig 'The one ig not', therefore, we can take '

the hypothesls of the first four rounds to ‘be 'The one is"v This is

,“a very s-rsuaslve argument.. Nevertheless, its presumptions may be e

P

The ba31c presumptxon is that the Zenonian method 1savf-

our extractions of consequences or deductions (how.it ‘dffects

Na) the one and (b) everything else if the hypothesis is (1) .

asserted and (2) denied). Buf in'fact there are. eight .and not 1y

;four, and each deduction in. each pair céntradicts its colleague. o

1gn1ficance of the observation is just this. the Zenonian method

,f:'; from Parmenides' adv1ce to Socrates we ought to: expect f:’"

: d1ctory~pf the hypotheS1s of the last four rounds;jbut.the'hypothesisb‘

5

Ag the dialect1ca1 process of the second pdrt.v But-Crdmbe,_'>".

1is a very important observation.a And it tells against Ryle 8 view.fd

does not characterize the most £undamental feature of the second part offff7ff

the Parmenides. (As a reminder to the reader, may I say that the most

fundamental feature of the second part is that Plato has Parmenides



, compile four pairs of contradictory rounds. ) Another presumptlon of
,Ryle s argument (albeit an argument .which I attribute to him) is that .

Parmenides would have US‘COnSldEf.the consequenceS‘of COntradictory

prOpositions.i In thls regard as well, Crombie s. 1ntu1tions are at
, varlance w1th Ryle's. Cromhle says,
We will suppose then that Parmenides' affirmative hypothesis
is "that the one is one". However when he comes- to consider
the contradictory of this hypothesis in 160b he says that they< .-
must consider what happens "if the one is not', where "is not' -
naturally means 'does not exist' as contradictories is to '
presuppose that either ‘the one is one or there is 'no such- thing
. as the one, . :
Taking a logical p01nt of view, we should have to say that the claimff
 "The One is one" and "The One is hot" are not contradictory pr0positions.
But - such is not the 1ssue. Rather, the 1ssue turns on how Plato has
‘ Parmenldes view the reIatlonship between the two claims._ Parmenides says
08 4/oo. ourws ca-nv wo-re ev ecva.c ec'y a'a.jp a.v
Y Bv kal obrias /cere,zov an ws" e‘ockev, 76 €V
607€ €y éorey odre. crrr.v ec Jéc 7o romé'e onw

B mo-reuew. DI PIEE FE TR - (141310 142a1)

'iThis passage confirms Crombie s speculation., And there are other places

' ‘16'
- to wh1ch we. could tirn’ for further confirmation. At any rate,-it
would appear that Parmenides views the claims 'The One is one' and

:.'The One 1s not' as incompatible, insofar as he sees the former as

P includlng a; presumption as to the existence of the One.' o

There is a general point which emerges from Crombie 8 insights.;5”'”

’_It is that the Zenonian‘method cannot be considered to be the methodo-.w

';:Iogical control upon the dialectica1 process of the second part. This ;iﬁfiqi-;



is not to say that the Zenonian method is irrelgvant to .the second part.

o'arbitrate~questions'

But it is to say that {he method cannot be used
concerning how we ought to interpret the secord part. Our reply to
Ryle's argument w1ll be this. Since.the Zenonian\ ethodﬁdoes not dictate
‘an answer to the question "What are the hypotheses ", we»must looh to
the evidence within the second part in order totanswer‘the'questiong

Let me,summarize‘what I have‘been on about. It is-to be .
remembered that we must choose either 'The On&His one' or 'Thé one 1s'
as the hypoth&sis of the first four rounds. G1ven these-Options' I. have_

. \,..y

done two things. In the f1rst a&aCe, I have discussec'the eviu-nce on ' .

behalf of the claim that ‘the hypothesxs of the first roun,\\; he _one is . -

one' ThlS ev1dence does, ‘T think, speak for itself There 8 __aff- N

/

~evidence (but ev1dence whieh does not come from the first round itself)

, -

. that has led commentators to believe that the hypdthesis is real%i 'The

o

One is'., And so, in. the second place, I have discussed the evidence R
L

which has been offered as SUpport for the view that the hypothesis ig -
FM'The_one is'; and I have tr1ed to show that the evidence does .not. prove‘"
what it has been thought to prove. What we have done in connection witht
the first round e must now do for the second round.itwtf, | |
We. may begxn our consideration of the second round by looking

h]

of 142bc.' It is,:f.;,:fdryrjlé:}/

Start afr-ft"then,'and consider.' If a Onelis, it @ﬁnnot be,
- -and ‘yet. not-
has, and_tiis is not.the .same as_ the Onej;. otherwise. that’ being

EA

jave being. 'So there will be :the |being which the Oné. L

.would not" be its be{ng, nor would it, the One, have - that being, . Hi}ﬂ’:'*‘f

. but’ to say.'a one is" uould be: tantamount to 'saying '"a one (is)’

one'. " But. in. fact the’ suppos1tion whose ‘consequences" ‘we aré to’

.. congider ‘is not.'if a one (is) one', but 'if a.one is': This ]
;wimplies that tis'. and 'one’ stand for different things.17

el
6 -
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I J C\ K
It is important to note that COrnford provides the phrase € EV €V

w1th an unders.toodf(Vd.(.' And 50, hebtranﬂates -a (V ey as '.if a one
is one'. Ina footnote to his translation, Cornford.says ”IntGreek the
word 'is' (the 'c0pu1a') can be omitted, as here". While it is,.ef
course, qu1te true thaté(VQL can be deleted, the»fact that.it can he
deleted‘is not_yet sufficient reasohsfor supposing_that\it has‘been;‘
Perhaps, thouygh, this.contention is ssmewhat too-Severe. It would,be‘
better to sayr unless.there are‘special reasons.for npt‘accepting the"
suppressed presence'of-éZynzc,iéZVQi( cah'be understood'as having heen
deleted; I say that there are‘Spec1a1 reasons for not translating

€z ‘e‘v ?V. with a SUppressed e(.Vat._ UI/ say that to translate -V

ag 'if a One is one' (or, as 'if the One is one') is to have misunderstood

‘the main p01nt of 142bc, - -

There is a philosOphical argument which might well be giVen

on behalf of the standard translatLOns. The argument is this. If the

hypothesis were. 'The One 1is ome ,»Parmenides cokid not infer that the
j

‘ Dne has being, ‘for’ the claim 'The One is one' neither reveals nor pre-

supposes an assumption as to the existence of - the Dne~ and so, the only

available ground for inferring that the One, has being is the hypothesis

B
First -as a philOSOphical argument relevant to our exggesis of the

t_”The One ig". I shall make two esunter-attacks on'fhi§~argument.'

Parmenides, lt 1s unsound Second even if the argument is sound

nevertheless it can be charged w1th obscuring assumptions which Parmenides

acceptSo L R 'L L . G .'

If we allow ‘the claim 'The One is one' to become fair-gaime

‘_{ for any kind of ph11080phlca1 criticism, then u@ dotyave to concede that

©
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t
it neither reveals nor presupposes an assumption as .to the existence of

the One. The most obvious criticism which we may make against the claim

)

is that 'the One! -is not,an 1nte111g1ble subJect of dlSCOUrSe- But
o - :
Jthlsycritlcism-is.n Less applicable to 'The One 1s" it undercuts "The
One is' as ground for 1nferr1ng that the Qne has being as well And,
insofar as it forecloses on both 'The One is one' and 'The One 1s' thev"‘:f
‘critic1sm 1s not one wh1Ch.is relevant\to our exegesis. ‘Relevant are
those which foreclose_on onetof'the’options-whiISt leaving:thelother:
viahle,v | o .
“The criticism being 1aid against ’The One is one' is'that it .
cannot underwrite the inférence of "The -One has being , because it- |
. neither reveals nor presupposes an assumption as ta the existence of the
. One. .Therevis a’er of blocking thls cr1tic1sm. The way ‘proceeds by
analogy. Our’ initial step is to concede that the claim does not involve‘
an\assumptionvconcerning the existence of the - One. Next we take the‘
.claim ’The Metre (1.e., the Standard Metre) is a metre' as being analogous
to 'The One.is one' .v By force of the analogy, we fnfer that the former
Aclaim involves no assumpaiqn concerning the existence of the Metre.‘ But H

this result confllcts;w1th a further premise. That premise is "To say of

.something that 1t 1s a metre 1s to say that it has a length" : The;:‘

b"dconflict between the result of the analogy and the further premise is_

just this- While the claim 'The Metre is a- metre' is supposed to involve

no assumption concerning the exlstence of the Metre, the claim neverthe1e9s }- B

reveals that the Metre has a length (Risking tedium I say that some-~
thing whlch has a length will be either as long as, or longer than, or

'shorter than whatevef else has a length But how would any of this be

g
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possible, 1f the subject of the first instance did not eX1st7) The
p01nt of the analogy is, then, that just as the ascription of 'a metre
to the’ Metre requires the ex1stence of the Metre, 80 the ascription of .

o .
lone! to the One requires the existence of the One.

It might seem that the blockage of the cr1ticrsm is art1f1c1al
Nonetheless. the analogy is relevant to our exege31s.: Its relevance is
due to a presumed distinction between 'being the One' and 'being one'.

.1 assume that we are qu1te prepared to observe a distinctlon between
being the" Metre' and 'being a metre'- for something can be a{metre
: v

without belng the Metre;, Are we also prepared to observe a dlstinction

between 'being the One' and 'being one'” Perhaps_not. For, if 1being

one' were-identical with 'being the One' the claim 'The One 1s one

would become an identity-claim, and as such it would require no presumption -
“as to the eX1stence of the One.l Yet if this were the case, there could
be at. most only one thing that 1s one. Parmenides,kthough' does obServe

a distlnction between 'being the One' and 'being one' in both the second

‘ 'and third rounds. His motive for observing such a distinction is so

\

that the things other than the One can be “one 'in some sense' f Injthe.7

i

third he says, .

066'e /n;v crre/oenu (e navmmwc rau evos 75.Ma E
.";ﬂa‘ /“-67“’-6‘ .. (- 3 J“)“') 07( nou 70. a))a rou' -

\

-éxoc IfaV‘TéAuJS 4v £V eca) (157c1 -4)

An important consequence of this distinction is, of course; that theuv
claim 'The One is one' includes a presumption as to the existence of the

One.
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We have.been con31dering a philosophical argument that might
be given agalnst the p0351b111tJ that the hypothe31s of ‘the second roundx_'
is 'The One is one'. The argument has been stated in the following way .
If the hypothesis ‘were 'The One is one' Parmenides could not lnfer thatf-
the One has belng, for the: claim 'The One is one' neither reveals nor..
_presupooses an assumption as to the enlstence of the One, and so, the '
only available ground for 1nferring that the One has being is the‘hypo-f‘
thesrs "The One 13"', We have jUst seen that th1s argument 1s unsound.

‘ Let us now turn our attention to the textual ev1dence. 3 | |
The Opening of the second round contains a question whlch is_i

4

in two ways 1nteresting. At 142b3 5 Parmenides asks, f' o

| Oukouv@v € eonv ¢a./4.ev, m a'u/.c,aawovm ms)o(

abred, 7r0ca. ﬂore rug)(a.vec ovm 6294.«.020”764-
rawm oux ourw, , , y o

| Notice that Parmemdes says 74 V%ﬁdcvo\ﬂl ﬂe,a( qu. We may

wonder whether ﬂe/( aumu has reference to‘roe\'., If it does, then ‘ |

.T" W/‘-,Bdcvov-m re,ac abmj parallels ]féf( rou evos ao7ou. corl A

X/"? V%;d‘“(_y/at 137b3.; The signlflcance of the parallel would be

‘that " just as nep{ 7'ou e\ros can be underatood as supplying the subject

E ‘_ 75 g’ :to ecTG Gv GG’TCV of 137b4, so ﬂft au-mu may be understood
l.’_as supplying the subject YOCV,,toeVGi 60‘7‘\( of 142b3. The more
l':interesting (or, perhaps the more puzzl1ng) feature of 142b is the i‘*ffuy
-:manner in which Parmenides states the hypothesis of the sec0nd round;~ 3"

, e o - e R
Commentators have wondered not a little about the way 1n .
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“which Parmenides represents the hypothesis at 142b Most ‘of those who

believe that the hypothes1s of the first round is 'The One is’ one'

L
think that Parmenides is .about to argue from a new. and different

' hypothesis. Some of those who believe the hypothesis of the first: round‘ '

to be: ex13tent1al think that the unusual placements of 6V and é‘VﬂV are

‘meant to mdicate that the ex1stential hypothesm has received new -

»meaning. 1 wish- to offer a qu1te different interpretation of EV €L EO’TlV

On my interpretation, €V 6( GU‘TLV will not be taken ‘to: be the hypothe81s ,

rather we will see 1t as representing the hypothesis... Moreover, on my

interpretation fV 6(. EU"’IV w111v Be seen as a very ingenious way of

‘ reSpectmg the final negative conclusions of the first round My inter-

pretation will suggest that there is an mportant connection between\

'.~\'--_ the conclusions of the first round and the beginning of the second« Once

N

we see - that connection, we. will no longer need to speculate about the
meaning of €V €( éd’T(V- the ~phrase, when understood in the light of
" the negatiVe conclusions, takes on ‘a very clear meaning. o N ‘

&

Concerning the placement of GI'TLV one thing ia QUite obvious- S

By representing the hypothesis as EV ét Gd"TtV (as opposed to éL €V GVTN)
Parmenides 1s focusing our attention on EO'TN. _ It is not surprising -

N that. he should warrt to do this.r- Having just finished the first round

having just argued to the conclusion that the One does not exist it e

is not surprising that he should want to make ‘a; pointed assertion

;" concerning the existence of the One.‘ But Parmenides is doing more

than just this. The first round also denies that the One is one.\- And

this /15 something else thch Parmenides sets out to rectify.. 'l’hese
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negat1Ve conclusiOns are found at 14139 14231

Oué'a/tws 4/94. e'a-n 7o ev. —Ov ¢a¢ ve'ra.c Oud' q,lpa." "

ourws evnv wore: ev chac e‘c a a.v J‘ ov kcu
X 7 ?

!

oovw.s ,a,euxov' a.)v\ wS eoucev 78 ev oure ev -
éoriv ou-re ea-rw el Jec o rauoé'e Ro;w mv-reu-:f“

e s

The significance of this passage 1s two-—fold From a grammaltical point
- of view, 70 €V. .o OUTé €0’7‘l\( suggests that 1f Parmenides' only c0ncern : :

' were to reassert the existence of the One, it would be enough for him to

- QW
‘say €L ‘°’T‘V at: 142b3 Furthermore, there can’ be no doubg tw the

AGVGVTLV of 7'0 ev OUSG €V GC'TCVmeans ,’. . . is Dne ... RN I From a

EEA

) : philosc)phical point of view, we see Psrmenides making the existence of

jthe Qne a neceSSary condition of the One 's. bemg one._. Or, in qther .'-'f

;words, he holds that an assumption as to the existence of the</:\/0ne is

| presupposed by the clalm 'The One is one : This beins so Parmenides

‘:'would believe himself to be in a positiOn to restore existence to the 'f‘_':

| -".One simply by returning the original hypothesis--viz., "l'he One is one'

’In what way, though do these considerations haw ‘a bearing Upon how

..

: ,we ought to understandgv GL GU’T&V" Parmenides is not simply concerned

e ;EO'T(VL- But no less unusual is the placement of e\/ be Y

'with emphasrzing that the One exists. He also wisbes to emphasize that

- the One is one. “So far, we have spoken of the unusual placement of

‘ ‘80 : plsted,,

Gt serves to emphasize both GV and GO’“V

We can understand Parmenides' "philosophical motives for
q~=want1ng to emphasize both ev and eqnv. We understand that he wiohee

"f'_jto say that the One both is and 1s One. ‘ What we need now is a translation"'
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h i,oddly. | Nonetheless, _I believe that the notion of 'shifting from
predicative to attributive position‘ 'provides us with the means for :
'-understanding what Parmenides has aaid..;- We will have occasion to "-
appeal to this notlon again. A Such an appeal will be 1aid whilst we

. ,--»consider’ .the f.lfth 'r.ound.'. T : 5 i -,' / . f i

18w « u'. I, 0f course, am supplying gv é’( éO’TtV with an understood

. I
. 14
75 €V, More importantly, my translation presumes that Parmenides would

5 have us Stht ev from a predicative position to an attributiVe pbs:.tion.

oy

Such shlfting is poss:.ble.: Moreover, such shiftlng may be used to ‘

is green' - 'Green can be shifted from the predicative position to the

'attributive position, so that we get 'The green chair is' ' It might be

) .»represent different claims.. But what must be at issue is whether e

ST

namely, the One s unity and the One's existence- E

I am quite pre pared to concede that my translation reads

(»"

ALy
The above rev1ew provides me with the means for a second

~which respects his motives. 1 offer this translation. 'If the one One :

o

' emphasize an existential presuppoaution. Consider the claim 'The chair "

suggested that the sentences 'The One ig' one' and 'The one One 1s'

Parmenidea sees both as representing the two basic features of the One-- -

. ’f,:"counter-attack on 'the philosophical argument' B 'rhe contenticm that the e




' unfolds i.n the text. . »'

'to underwrite ig qu1te clear' that inference 1s "I'he oPe cannot be
":»and yet not. partake °f bems . (We Of course, realize that this
'Lflt would appear that this further inference is made possible by a“f‘f;

. ‘).{"'f'_.‘will not coneern ourselves wit:h the merita of t}me aasunption.; At any

'.._rate, Parmenides wishes to hold that the being of'th'v .One is not the

S 4

" the existence. of the One.

Having re"movéd -'a phil'osophicab enc.unibrance .u.pon.our under'-, -

‘standlng, we may proceed to a translation of 142bc. 1 am. about to offer-

" o e

. a translatron wthh does not have us supplying e(\/d.( to €(, GV €V A.

‘The virtUe of the translatlon is that it g1ves full sc0pe to what B

Parmenides hlmself says about the hypothesis of the second round. Al’low".. :

- me to proceed towards thls translation by commentmg upon 142bc as it

;,',

€V a eo'nv a/oa. ogov 7'€ a.uro ec\ro.( ﬂ,e\(, oucrca.s

56 }07 /uere;(ecv - Oux ocov re o B - (bs_y)

However we. understand €V€c @‘Tl\/ the inference which it is BUppOSed

a inference is no Iess possible with 'The One is one' than it is with

" 'The One 18' ) Parmenides goes on,

Oukouv /ﬂu '7 ouma. rou evos é¢'7 a.v ou murov

1 ooum -rw ew. . e , - (b7 8)

: ,‘-j_ﬁassmptmn belonging to the theory of Forms. The asslmption ia" Some- g

| ~'f.f_ch1ng which partakes of the F while 1: is F :l.a not the F.; We, though

same a8 the One- We r:ome now to the heart of the vmatt&r. -

ekﬂvo Td ‘Y? Gké( V‘)S /(fTGCKC\/...«i_'.ﬂ_i:.;f. ,_(w’cl) :

R




| 7
Parmenides_ia claiming that if the-being of the One were the’samefae
, the-One; then that being would not be the being of the One, nor would
the OnelhaVe being; >Thie is.a.rather startling claim. Nonetheless, o
it is an understandable one in" that it’rests Onjthe'rather simpiei:f

' ‘1dentity thesxs that to be the same as something else is to. be that S

. \
o

'something else; Hence, if the be1ng of the One is the same as the One,-d
then the being of the One lS identical with--or rather just s--the One{'..-'
5 Under th1s condition, it would not be possible to say that there is :J‘.v

i such a thlng as . 'the being of the One . The point which has emerged S

'from b8 cl is that in order for the One to be it must be different "

'from 1ts being. Parmenides continues and gives us a eecond reason why if:‘
;{the One must be different from its being. . | _h h A : i |
...a.)\\’ b/rocov av: '?v Aexecv év re ewa.c ka.c e‘v'*?ffz g
;_,"-eV ; n;,d,fhjffﬂ ifoL'ff.fg~‘*f;,"i.hifi ﬁ»ff t! (cl 2)

BN

' On this account if the being of the One were the same as the One,

- 38)’ GYIGL‘IM would be to sayevev.,_ The c:onverse of this ia given at :5

o _’tOtherwise, that beihg would not'
. One,’ have being, but to say ’is:
”'i'g'One one .
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hypothesis bemg 'If the One 1s one' ‘ ‘This impl-ie's ‘that "ia;'
and 'one' stand for different things. ' -

: Agalnst thls translatlon, | it w1ll be objected that; it has Parmenides s

' Aepeakmg nonsense. : But there is no ground here for .an objection. "Th’e '
',AOne one 0ne' is but an - enample of- what wohld happen were '13' to mean
what 'one.'-means.l. Other examples are 'The desk one brown' and 'Sﬁmnias,"\
"who one from Thebes one a friend of. SOcrat\es. Those who SUpply |

€.V 6\/ with an understood G?VQL have falled to appreciate the concern

':.’which Parmenldes glves to the pomt that 'is and. 'one mean different

| 'things. Parmenides argues~' If 'is' and 'one' did not mean different

things o/wcov a.v hegecv éV Té GCVG.L ka.( €V€V And from this |
."he concludes, OUkOUV (w.s) ﬂlo T 0'7/’(“0\/ TO 60'7l TOUGV Since i
' .";vw 6'6 oux au'n’ ea-nv '7 ouoeem; ec'ev'gv. is neatled 1n the

| 'midst of th1s argument it is not unreasonable to suppOSe that it is

B intended to have some relevance to the argument.‘.. Its relevance reAsidevs.

in the fact that it showﬁs what would happen to the hypothesis if 'is

N

' *"were to mean the same as 'one' But those who supply G( G ‘:-GV with ‘an

'__vunderatood ecwu make what Parmenides says at c2 3 irrelevant to his

ﬁ.","‘difference in meaning between éV and GcVu for that reaaon alone |

be) 'The one 13! K And the reason which hag been given for taking the

- .. "argument._ Although 1t is true that é(, ev eu/q,( é{\l preBuppoaes a

ﬂ GV givo,( ev is not an example which reveals the need for€v and

: lLVa.t to have different meanings.' G

It 13 to be remembered that the main, majo nd perhapa

sole reasOn for taking the hypothesis of the firat_round'to be 'The_One .

o :_.f,ts' is that the hypothesis of the second round 13‘ 'vor rather, appearwo

1
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R e
hypothesis of the second round to be 'The One is' is that since é( ‘e\v E’v’
can be supplied w1th an understood. €¢V@l ic appears that Parmenides

is disavowing 'The One 1s o&' as the hypothesis when he says VUV ‘rf
 eok a.uro, sa-nv 1 wraﬁews € cv ev, r x/n; N//gac’vav...
We, though have just seen a spec1al reason for not allowing the sup-
pressed presence of ‘tVd(f It ise Parmenldes' purpose is to reveal that
..“v ava.z would mean \é‘( é'V .if €¢Vd( were to have the same meaning as
év.

‘ Earlier, 1 raised the issue concerning whether Parmenides I

sees the sentences 'The One isﬁgne' and 'The one One is' as representing :

'the same claim At 142b3 “bS, and c8 Parmenides states the hypothesis

. - __by saying e‘v 6( GG’TIV.~ But at c2 3 he says

wv é’c ouk aur-, EO'TlV - eroéews éc ev sv n A/v
: G'U/a./ao.tve(w a.)‘) ét €V FVVU""V' e ', .' U]
' ..‘We now h&e our. answer to the question "that is the hypothesis of the
~__.second round"" And our answer is "The hypothesis is 'The One is one"'

There is, ‘ though, yet further evidence t:hat may be given

ERa in support: of our answer., At 142de Parmenides offers a metaphysical

o analysis of the One., This analysis proceeds from a phiIOBOphical

."the analysis by askir@ the following question.- o

= .interpretation of the hypothesis 'The One is one' :{ Parmenides begins :

€l 76 éori. 70D évos SvTos, Aegs‘mc ka.t 70' ev ToU. ovras_ﬁ- L

EVO.S, 6‘""! J‘G 20 70 a.(zro 7 re ouna. Ka_t 7“0 e‘v

I

70U aiTol- cfé‘e‘kecvou 0. aﬂeﬂe"-';;éa ; “r',u evas ovros

apa. obk «wayk-y £ /usv ohov ev ov éw‘_( d»ura, Taerou

J'e chvﬂr&u /uo/)ca. Td T€ e\r kdc ro 62'\/4(., (dl 5)
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: This interpretation presumes that etr-m/ and €V are concommitant

‘that about whlch we are hypothesizing (G'kél\/ouo“ "”56‘}“&’

‘ppear that Parmenides regards '. .. is one' as a

of a compound‘subject (the comp0und eub_]ect being

_.-"e third and fourth rounds remain for our, consideration. -
Aenides begins the third round by asking, .A.exw/‘év ‘r"),_
Tiﬂa 7'00 €VOS T¢. Xf") m:-wrovee Vd(., Those who accept
et out above ought to' fmd it very dlfficult to believe that

'—7¢ could here mean anythin& other than what it means in . t:he

"ound. , Such a shift would require a precedent which is not in\any

edforby ?o_ur,"fview. I mean, since t:here is mo. explicit de

“'ferenc frorn ev ec ec‘nv of 142bc, the bstief that it has ¢ a)

o l .; to a declaration that does explicitly reveal Parmenides' intention to '

hold fast to the same hypothesis. At the Opening of the fourth round
Parmenides says,,._"-"’,-'.-.v” I BT e B
: | ...emv'kon'oc/q_gv Je ,m_k,v ev e‘ 60'7(.\/ afa. k«.c.:‘,_l 4, e
oux OUTUS 6(6(. 7'4. a.;ﬂa. ruu GVOS 1‘;‘ 607-“/“0\,0\, 774\!‘1 ? i
/46\/ odv, ".Aexw/u.ev d‘, e’i;;. a/)(?; ev ec ecn n 5/7

m a.l}\a. rou cvo; neirovéevac (15%2 5) o
Here, Parmenides is reaffirmmg his intention eﬂ(a.Veaee‘v 6”‘ 7'7\/
orroecorlv n«.)lv éf"ﬁ)(’ls(see 142b1) g D
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Even,though the'eVidence_that_we have just conside%ed is
sufficient for our purposes, nevertheless we'should'proceed beyond it
- .

8o that we may see how the hypothe31s 'The One’ is one! directs the

1n1tial arguments of the third and fourth rounds.‘ The initlal argument

”of the th rd round is as follows. -

, kaouv eﬂemep dlo. 700 évos eortv 0UTe 76 &v- eon .
'mMa. ob a'a.lo av a-vm -rau e‘vos 7\/ Ofeh)s* Ou&'e /47)\/
vrefercu_ 5€ mwmzmo-( 700 evo: 7&1)14 at?\la. /acr/xet Y.~
NG & 01 nov 74 43.7\4 700 &vas /copm exovra. A e(rnv'~
€ gap /co/)ca. A% exoc ﬂavrelms 2. ev ecv, - O/&ds
Nopm. de 5(. ¢a/.¢ev, rourou eerey 8 a.v ohov ;_»,. -¢a/uev
5ap ’A)Ra. /uv)v < Je 6)«0\/ ev ék uo?t)wv «v&xm) ecvcu, ou

: ,'ewrau /u.of(.a. -ra /.o/w. eko-D'Tov Jaf Tu)V /uo/cwv od

NO)\)wv /46,010\) J\f"; éLVa.L d-ua- 0}00»-. | (1s7be- c8)
'fImplicit in this argument is a distinction between 'being o:dinarily i ’h

ione' and 'being perfectly (1uxvrelak) One' ; The distinction ia
‘reminiscent of 129bd—-where Socrates draws ‘a distinction between ififi,} {;.*s;;
i:k'that which just is- one' and iehe things “Picb are both one and many '1ffti”
fAs for the 81gnif1cance of the distinction to this argument it is that tﬁ‘t"
the distinctlon makes it possible to %?Yu : of both the One and the i
V;IOthers.v_Assuming that the attrihute of iheing perfectly one' is what

'_;makes the One what 1s, things other than Qne could bec0me the same as

'-the One, if they were to acquire the attribute of 'being perfectly one’

'."fThe distinction forestalls such a pOSSlbility.. It allows the Others to ;h-ﬁf{

‘--be, in some sense, one.l At a%y rate, by bringing this diatinction to

' ?‘bear upon the hypothe81s Parmenides ‘can go on to sgeak of the Others as

Coaky
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/

being one. This, is -the extent to wh1ch the hypothesis "The One

-is one' dir cts itial argument of ‘the thlrd round

In the‘fourth round Parmenides reneges on the distinction

{:’

- of wthh we have just been speaking. Accordlngly, the Others are said
to be in no way.one, 'This conflict ‘between the third and the fourth
. rounds is not unl ike one of the confllcts between Socrates' account of

~ the theory of Forms and Parmenides1 crltic1sms of the theory.' As we haﬁe
N

just seen, the thbrd round shares with Soarates' account a very similar-~

if not, the same--distinction (namely, the distinction between being

perfectly one' and 'ordinarily one') The fourth round ‘on the other

hand makes use . of an 1dea that is basic to one of the criticisms which
._-}

Parmenides brings against the theory of Forms. _Parmenidesb,criticism

coa

proceeds thusly L _"y‘i.tr" I 4-h. {'f .:;'ﬁ’f_ :'1};_J s

Do you hold, then, that the Form as a’ whole, a single thing,

is in each of the ‘many,’ Of how? ¢ R B o N
Why should it not be in each Parmenides9 R :"’ R v !
“1f so, a Form which “is of@ and the same will-be at: the game -
‘ time, as.a whole, ‘in a number of things which are: eggrate, and SRR
conseQuently w111 be seggrate from itself. ", ‘Fx“f_ ' B “"\\
'-_In the fourth round we . read the following argument., : ”:e”.}f7..'7'f ';_ r>

Ov&zrore a,oa. év. 74u7w éorc 'rosv kau 7&3)4, Obk eockcv- <
,__/Yw/u a}pd. -Nu - OuJe /«.v)v/u.opca 5; exetv ¢4/Lg-v 76 w: 427&0; :
Gv 77ws b"‘/’ 001’ fo BAov. écy’ av ro gv ev 7'm$ 3)\)\0(: oure /uafcq

40700 €t )(«u,ocs re eonu f@v a}\Ru:v kcu /-cztat }u-y e)(é( veas Oué'n. /57

N év -ra)llo. ernv ouS’e‘Je( ev éavrols & addev. (159c3 cm) o
‘“l'This argUment constitutes a denial of the distinctioniﬁéawn in the L

'v’third round. What is denied is the notion of 'being ordinarily one'-:

o/ ' ' o

g But the. notion of being perfectly one is left intact (mmﬁ)ews GV)

o
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< The hypothesis, when interpreted in accordance with the notion of 'being

perfectly ome', is then taken to meah that only”one thing can be one.
). .

°‘ Consequegtly, Pamenldes urges the conclusmn OU&I/V 4/0¢ ?V 73”&

T, ouf exa év éaurois ou&v (159d3-4).

There is a methodoIOgical observatlon whlch can be made here.
Inilhe third and fourth rounds, we clearly see the same hypothesis being
submitted to contrary 1nterpretations. Thls fact suggests that the
adoption of confllctlng 1nternretations will be a source of the K
conflictlng results; Chapter four will prov1de us with the 0pportun1ty
to pursue this suggestion. As for our present task we have seen it

.through_to cmnpletion; The hypothesis of the flrst four rounds is

tihe One is one'.

()

- This section is devoted to showing that the’ hypothesis
:’(ofithe last four r0unds is 'The One 1is not’ - In arguing for this
view,.I wlll also endeavor to- ‘show that we ought to distinguish between o
.', Parmenides' statement of the hypothes1s and his philosOphical‘inter;‘ é’A
pretatlons of it. The utility setved by this contention is that it.‘ |
fe¥plains how Parmenides can arrive{et contrary conclusions‘whilst
arguing from One hypothe31s.lv | ' |
| ‘. At the opening of the flfth r0und Parmenides puta four

.'r’
<

, questions to Aristoteles. , - o . _ |
et JG J") /4.'7 e'O'T(. 7o e‘v TL ){/'7 au/r/aacvecv d/ au
cmem'eov /z.ero. rouro Zarwnov ya/ 7}; auv av
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Y < ¢ ¢ v B 1o

ey javry 4 omobeqis, e €v /u'y éo'rzv qj)a. 7e

Jca.&t-/:e( 77@& &l /7 év i ernv- -Ata.¢e)oe: |

'/Lév'TO( "A:a&epéc/uov‘ov 7 A’ac n'a.v rovVa.vnov |

e:—o-‘nv ENEV € ur e\//c'p ea-rc 700 €l ev un |

éurv; - ﬂav rouvavriov.  (160b5-c2)
Aristoteles' first response scores, what appear.s‘to be, a bas‘ic ‘pOint-
the point being that he and Parmenides are about to proceed from that
b_ hypothe51s that the One is not. - But Parmenides' furthe.r quest‘ioning
raises, problems that bear on the translation and exegesis of this
opening passage. He asks, 7":; odv &V uy 407‘7 ') 073056‘015 6" GV
/»(7 éd‘nv, A question wth'h ‘we must ask is 'Do €1 ,u,—’ Eﬂ'ﬂ TD é‘V
and €¢ €V/L‘7 eﬂtv ‘have the same meanlng"" Assuming that t;hey have

the same meaning, difficulties arise in qonnection with the translation

of 6'( fV 6‘0’7‘/\/ and 6( GV éa'rlv. -8‘ .On the other hand
A i é prdime!

v'assuming that-they have different meanings we must resolve h-e diffi-'
culty constituted by the. apparent: shift froxn the pronounced hypothesis, '

6( /q.v) Gd‘?l To GV to-a different hypothesis. ' g

o There are a number of ways in which we. could translate _
“ 6\/ /‘.,7 WT‘V . We will® consider four possible readings. In the
first place, we could take 5( ev/cy 60‘7‘1‘/ to mean what ﬂ /(.9 €0’T¢
| 70 GVL, means, in which case,' we: translate the former as 'if the One

)

is not! Dies offers this translation, a translation which a number of 'e
commentators would endorse.. Cornford though criticizes Dies for

" his reading.; Belzevmg there to be a difference in meaning between
SN er

' €Z G\(/w) éO'Tlv and 6(/‘(’7 60‘7( To€v, | Cornford says "Dies missea o

e
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~ the point and renders both phrases by sil'Unn est pas n19 Unfortunately,

Cornford does not explic1tly state \the pomt which Dies supposedly
missed. .Is the point a grammatical one? Has DleS failed to appreciate
| the faCt that €V, when substantiVe and unaccompanied by TU, 15 to be
translated as 'a One"’ ‘But surely Dies' knowledge could have not failed ..
him in thls regard ‘ I strongly suspect that a philOsOphical consideration-
prevented Dles from applying the granmatical point just mentioned to
.J( é'V/u*) ea'rtv . The consideration may be posed as a question. Why
,v should Plato have Parmenides shift from hypOthesuing about the One |
(frorh él/x.v eo'rt ‘7‘6’65') to hypothesizmg about a One (éz' Gv /u",
60‘71 v )? This consideration places upOn COrnford the OﬂUS of showingi
that there is a connection between 'The One is not'.and A One is not" :
.a connection wth}'ﬂ makes it possible ‘for Parmenides' to, come to conclusions '
ahout the One eveln though he is proceeding from the hypothesis 'A One ”
is not' . Were Cornford to reveal such a connection, h.e couId then o
'>just1y speak of "the point which Dies has missed'.'v. So far as I can tell
he does not discharge this reSponsibility. .,: k | e w
B Despite my/ criticism of Cornford I wish to be lead by his

- intuition that there is a difference in meaning between ec }t", ern “

| 70 GVand éf E‘V/*“I ernv . The extent to Whlch I agree with him is
‘ chat I too believe that there is a differem%e in meaning._: I part
'company with hm when it comes to, saying what that difference is.» .There

g are three ways in which we can give 6'( €V,u'7 ev'TlVa meaning different

from é‘/‘? 60'7( 70 e‘v . It is possible ‘to: take the éVof the former

substantively as Cornford does, 80 - that we read 'if a One is' | But we

’
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. \ : .
20
. reject this reading on the ground that it is: philosOphically mplaus1ble. -

© Next, wé mlght take the éV of él e'v/ay f"Ttho be predlcatlve, _in' |
which case we read 'The One is not one'. The chief difficulty with this
‘reading is that it. misrepresents the syntax of the phrase. I mean, B
_1t construes theﬂ‘q as going with §V But,'_ if. the,u? were supposed to |
~ go w1th €V, then 6()«.7 é\/ éO'TIV would be more 1ike1y. As it is, the
9) goes w1th the FU'I‘(V Beyond this 1inguistic observation, the text . )
affords phiIOSOphical evidence.- For Parmem.des asks, Agp.ﬁe}ga/um,,v -
A 7 kq,; 774\/ 700\/4\(7‘(0\/ 607/\/ etﬂﬁ\/ €l ,u'y GY /t‘) flﬂ nu gf ;y/‘q Gg-ﬂy -
Assuming that €V is not being used substantively, the point which '
Parmenides is making is that ‘one must. say}(?fv when one wishes to deny

 of something that it is one. ‘ V

/

o " © The final possibility, the possibility whl,ch gives us the
'_--,reading that I fav0ur, is that we- read 6\( attributively.:' On first

) "sight this poasibility appears to produce a rather silly reading |

‘For if the €V of é( GY}G") GU'TCV is attributive to 70 eV we get 'if
the one One is not' Remember, though, that we. are to understand the
.-first occurence of 'One' as attributive, and its sec0nd occurence'as'.

| .‘.;substantive.. Also remember that virtue does not’always appear.comely.» L
The virtues of an attributive\reading are, at least to my mind quite |
substantial ' Of first importance is the fact that it has 7'0 "V as the
-subject of discourse. This fact allows us to circumvent tﬁe difficulties "__-’_'5
':‘in regard to the translation and exegesis of the abOVe passage. On the

B one hand - we do not need to: understand Parmenides ‘as. meaning é( ,u.’*; ea'?c 4

-_"ro (V . when he says €¢ ‘V/"? ‘°'7'¢ On the other hand we need not

Tt



52

suppose that, Parmenides shifts from one hypothe81s to a different |
hypothesis.f Equally unportant 1is the fact that the attributive reading
oreserves the two basic moments of the aim which Parmenides declares at’
.the beginning of the round.v It prov1des an hypOthesis about the One

which states that the One does not . exist.‘ There is, though an eVen

) greater virtue of the attributive reading._ The reading adds something :
to the hypothesms wthh, in turn, makes it possible for Parmenides to
giylge saying what the One is and saying that the One does not exist. -
Without such a div1sion,.the fifth round would not be ‘as- it is: I w111
. say more about this in a moment.. Finally, the attributive reading
'reveals that it is p0831b1e for Parmenides to recover the assumption
» that the One is one; an assumption which is quite necessary for some of
the key arguments in the last £our rounds. lsfif | | ‘ |
We may presume that Parmenides understands himselt to.be l
: saying what ' the One is when he says that the One is one.: Now, the yfﬁ
hypothesis--as we. understand it--allows Psrmenides to reéain the moment o
"h of saying what the One 1s, even though the basic moment of the hypothesis
is to say that the One is not. There is a more elegant way of stating

(L )

-the»point. The“hypothesis 'The one One is not' reveals the essenCe of i

what i’ assume _not tQ exist. A question which may be pressed against -

our view of t,ebhypothe51s is "HOw can the moments of 'reVealing the

':_ﬁ essence and ’claiming non-existence' be reconciled with the scOpe ;

of stating the hypothesis¢" ' we may answer this question through a ':_QLF"'

consideration of an, ordinary example of linguistic division. The

stateme’t “Grampa s desk is brown" although rather elementary,,is

L R
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‘neVertheless.a statenent that can be put to different uses."de nay uée

:t it to claim that Grampa has a desk.- Should this be conceded, the point ;f.f'

‘h’:of the claim becomes that of saying what the col@r of Grampa 8. desk is.
AlThis analy31s may ‘Seem artifiC1a1 But ‘the’: analysis does show that |
:.“there are different avenues open for dbjecting to the statement.- Imagine‘

someone reSponding to the statement by saying "What you say is fa18e"

1A7we should be left wondering whether it is false that Grampa has a desk

Atifior whether it is false that the color of his desk is brown. SUppose

¢«

"uthat the conversation in connection with the statement brings toiéight
‘the fact that Grampa's desk was destroyed in\a fire.' Even so,_it is {fi
i still possible for us to speak of the color of. Grampa's desk while ﬂ.}‘
;iconceding that the desk does not exist.l we say "Grampa’s brown desk

" no longer exists". By shifting the predicative expressiOn 'brown' to 1f‘ L

: _the attributive pOSition, we are able to divide saying what the color

. ‘.x‘:of his desk was from saying that it does not exist.‘ Or in other words,f"”"‘ﬂ

, SR
},the concession that his desk does not exist does not always interfere

| With OUr saying other thinss about it.- Non-existence need not alwaye ;Q-x’»
" make us BPeeChleSfi-\.;_'f":?'. : | -. ) _j S ORe
In the fifth round there is evidencelwhich shows that Parmenides vr_;.
tl:fh is’ éreatly concerned with the moment of saying what the One 15, Consider faf
f:;.the following passage..bhpl .‘jw vﬂ. o __'_.‘ '_,_ ’; .d::d’
T¢ J"ft r(s Reo'm u /cé)ré@os /.7 e’rTN ‘} q'/m/pr,; /“-,'
e'rnv ’3‘ Te. a)«)o 7uv rocaurmv 4/“_ 6¢’€A‘¢0'fau_a.v o

S ""’))OL oTc GTGpOV 7¢ Re“yoc ro /7ov~:—-7hvo {6« Oukouv A
kou Vuv J-n;hoc orc erefov })qa rwv d?\?\wv ro /.:.7 ov oniv




_ v
, not affect the possibility of stating a: definition of each i e., of
: “ N

'»eur‘) €V ec /‘7 een /rac wy(ev o Aegec ':"i'v'/tev -
,prrov ,uev a,aa Jvuo"rov\ e Aeger énecra erq,av 78y
"a.))\wv o‘rav eur;v; v, éré ro eu/a.c aurw n,aareets ecre
| 7'0//.") E(Va.t ouJ'ev (34/0 'fﬂ‘ov xtvao'k'erdt 7'( To AGIOﬂevov’
MY 61\/4( km on ofciﬂo/ov nov ahhwv (160(:2 d2) |
“The: initial examples (sc ,aqeﬁos ,«7 ea'rzv 7 v;u.ck,aoryx ,47 ea'nv)
.appear to raise questions of non-existence.u Nonetheless, the point :_.
‘fiwhich Parmenides infers from these examples bears upon saying what B
SOmething is. He infers that we speak of things which are different o
.,‘when we. hypothesize that Largeness is not and that Smallnesa is not.j;g_fiif:"
A question which we may ask iniconnection with this point is "In what .
7";way could non-existent Largeness and non~existent Smallness be different?"
‘jhAllow me to suggest that the non-existence of Largenesa and Smallness doesbih
hnnsaying what each 1s. The suggestion has an 1mportant consequence., In
;stating a definition of each ‘a, difference in kind betwsen Largenesa and
'iSmallness is revealed.u Now, the suggestion and its c0nsequence are .I; }Qfdfh

vZ:Tthink relevant to an understanding of the above passaSe.‘ As we have seen,ilﬂi

‘-j:"the inference that non-existent Largeness and non-existent Smallness are ST

I j‘wfdifferent gives rise to the question "In what way sre they different’" Rt
- e K . ; i el

' f{He says

B ?*Parmenides, though does providq an. assumption which offers an answer. f]ﬂ{;f;;

'iffThe assumption emerges‘from his discussion of the nons xistent One.} _f:a.;.gf;y

ﬂfanov ,uev aspa. )Nwrrov 7O Aejec ¥ enecm crefov mv
a}\)wv ora.v ecnq ev ea'e 7o elvae a.uno n,voo'ﬁeu e‘cTe




ledge of its essence is fairly ubiquitous to Greek phil.osOphyp There is,
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70 /p; eufac OUJc-v <xa/o> 7rrov b"-X vwrxera.c 7¢ 70 hexo-' .
| ,aevov /(.'7 Gqu kac on ﬁa ¢a/ov nov a))‘wv (160c7~d2) -

:It is- of slgnal importance to notice that Parmenides gives priority to
'speaking of something knowable (This prlority is indicated by ’DﬂaDWOV'

; ) /u,ev ya. o'vwo-rov 7‘6 Réb'ec ) Parmenides assumes that the ’
'Amoment of speaking of something knowable IS prior to the moment of

saylng that the One is different from other thlngs.: (That the 1atter |

is secondary is indicated by é‘”é (7'4 GTGFO\{ ﬂd\fm;v) The signi—

ficance of. these observations is that the purported difference between ;:idi
-,'the One and the Others is to be explicated 1n terms of the knowability

h.;of the One. Or in other words, the assumption that the One is knowable s
t?may be construed in such a way that we receive an’ answer to the question

"In what way are the One and the Others d1fferent7"«f Furthermore,h" -

Parmenideshexpllcitly assumes that the purported dlfference is unaffected hff"
by the existence or" non-existence of the One.‘ (His own words are,ecre

| 70 e?‘va.c aww npovﬁecs e‘cré 7v/¢7 amc.)-‘_. _' : ' |

o we would do well to epeculate about the meaning of xv&NTTbV.,

- 1 -We have rendered wiUTOV as 'knowable But beyond rendering it- as we |

ﬁhave, e should reallze that the word has a fairly important place in f"‘

n
/..

_Greek philosophizmg The assumption that knowledge of a thing is know-' N

' ""‘though ‘a refinement upon the assimption, viz., that an essence 18 a ' /*h .

“7"5'A__proper knowable.m We are familiar with the argunents that give the

o 'vaesuinption and its refinement forCe.. One such argunent runs as follows?“" :




virtue of having the essence that 1t does have, hence, knowledge of' a

thing is- given by knowledge of 1ts essence- an?so a’ thing 8- essence

=21
,is the prOper object of knowledge-v-the essence is the knowable._ : .The
_mainspring of the argumenlijis the presumption that an essence constitutes ,

,what a thing is._ Besides the cOnsequences mentioned, the presumption

Ieads to the further result that the ability to. __y and know what a. thing

is requn'es knowledge of the - thing s essence.'_ Now, these considerations

permit the speculation that the knowable of whir‘h yarmenides is speaking

: when he says zwoorov T()fxéi is the essence of the One. For the '
.essence of the One makes 1t possible fOr us to know of what we Speak
Fo

(Parmenides urges such knowledge upon us. He suggests o-ra.v “”7 ev e(

’7 60‘7‘( kd.t (U;QGVO Ré"&{) Insofar as the essence of the One ﬂ'- R

..constitutes what the One is--whether the One exists or notv-the essence S
: . S : .

: ._also constitutes a difference in; kmd between what the One is and the ,:

things Other than the One..‘.

If we. allow thls speculation to. stand we. may interpret the
(e -

"-'f'above passage .as. having a distinction between essence and existence S

’,contained within 1t. If that is so then the passage is a direct

K :"_.1_'cha11enge against the Parmenidean dictum m);év... Q.-XAO rrapéfrou

" of existence. Moreover, }the distinction is in conformity with our view

' _j'covrc; For the presumed distinction allows essence to be independent

’“7

:~“,f'.that Parmenides d1v1des saying what the One 1s and saying that the Oone” - ',f‘

b Q'Ais not.

."' i

R 1 have more to say about 160b6 d2.» In particu]_ar, 1 wish to

- ..“l‘contend that we should view the passage as being interpretive, as containingff_’}_';:‘Z“__}
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philosophical consideratio\\s which are meant to bear upon our undez:

. Qyp
o standing of the hypothesis. But since my argument for this contennion
,focuses on a tension between the fifth a d sixth rounds I postpone the
presentation of the argument. We will first con81der the opening of

-the 81xth round

Parmenides begins the sixth rc)und, saying A , @

A36¢: J'7 énc. 7~;v afxw (w/ce-v Ay o}”,ue'voc €t ra.ura
7/uv ¢o.ve¢.7'4¢ aure/) ka.c VoV 4, ere/u.-_j_.- (163b7 8)

o The starting pomt of which Parmenldes is speaking must surely be the o

» hypothesis which he has laid down in the fifth round., For Parmenides_

is not saying "Let us begin anew"' rather, he is saying "Let us go back

agai to our starting point" This evidence is, 1 submit, sufficient o s

. E
Afox claiming that the fifth and s:.xth rounds have the same hypothesm. e

In the fifth round Parmenides has represented the hypothesis
o in three different ways.- They are (i) é‘fly,’) 50’7'( 70 GV (ii) GC G'V' :'-
: 7 Gd‘?lv and (1ii)€Y 5{/"7 €l'T(V The last Of these is used o
“-to represent the hypothesis in the sixth There, l’armenides asks, ’

| OW(ovv v el /7 éO’ﬂ aa/.ev 74 1/7 ITGID( a.wou
¢u,a,44¢ve¢v' ‘(163b8 cl)

} : 'This representatzion\of the hypbthesis emphasizes the saying of/‘(y €0’T/V‘:i’,.'f

RO Now, given the outcome of the sixth round it° is not at all surprising

o "'.jthat Parmenldes should want to emphasize the saying of/u‘) €0’7IV._ For

_"ever. Parmenides proceeds to this conclusion from a philosophical

"-f_'_the ult imate conclusion of the round is that the One is nothing whatso- o

:characterization of saying /7“’/" He poses his characterization e




in"the following'way’. ‘ . _ﬂ‘& - \ v
. TO & ,wq Zcrrlv orav ?eyw/zev 2}:4 /:.'7 T a_Mo o /Muve‘c
°q outnas a.ﬂoub’co.v 700t w & Pauev. um ezvac g

In this regard we may forward a philos0ph1cal observatlon. Whatever

the hypothesm of the sixth round be, whether it be the same as .or
different from the hypothesis of the flfth it is evident that Parmenides

is philosOphizing not about the whole hypothesis, but rather about only

[N

a part of it; viz., that part comprised by the two words/u',e'a"rlv.

| i.“HiS interest in this part. of t\he hprtheSlS is further evidenced by N

the fact that 70/4,*) ov ig the. explicit subject of ’discourse in four

:'.different places. The One, on the other hand, is the explicit subject; .

-

'-in only two places..b And even so where the One is the explicit subject
what is said about the One follows from considerations relevant: to
.v‘.ra/,ur; ov '.f These observations allow the ,conclusion that msofar
. as the hypothesm of the fifth round contains the words/»t") GO’TIV that . :.' S

| hypothesis is sufficient for the purposes of the sixth round. g

; - At the beginning of this section, I announced the aim of e

. showmg that we odght to distinguish between Parmenides\ statement of )
‘ ~the hypothesis and his philosophical interpretations of 1t.‘ I wish to
.pursue that aun presently The passages which we have been considering

| (v1z., 160bd and 163bc) are, T contend interpretive passages. Each

,,,,,,

hypothesis. For the one passage urges philosophical considex‘ations 5' .
relevant to: the moment of saying GV, while the other afords a con- .

. _ 81derati0n relevant to the moment of saying /47 é'rnv

The dialectical tension which exists between the fifth and



. é;'

sixth rounds is a result of the different philoscphical interpretations’

of the hypothesis. In the fifth round, 1t is arguedvthat the_One, even

though it. does not - ex1st nonetheless,exists 'in some sense'. Now,-

‘-Parmenldes'.expllcation‘of the way in which the One exists hasdits

-~ beginning inihis interpretatiOn of the hypothesis. By understanding

.1fnot go 1nto the details of these rounds.: For, there ia one pieée

”VAt the opening of the eighth roUnd Parmenides says _féj",fhf':f_‘rv],i Jt’.ﬁi

the hypothe31s to reveal something knowable, Parmenides then suggests

that the. subject of discourse is something whlch is- different from other :

‘things.- He furthe# argues that the One is a 'this' These considerat1ons

Atogether w1th the assumption.that we cannot speak truly of what is not

lead to the conclusion that the One exists, otherwise, as Parmenides '
: C -

’PargUes, it would not be true to say of the One that it is knOwable, and

.

dlfferent from other things, and a 'this' 2? In the sixth round .on the

other hand it ig argued that the One exists in no way whatsoever. The

o ,‘deveIOpment of thlS argument begins from the phiiosophical 'obsarvat1on' .

',‘that the words/(? 60'TIV mean: the absence of being. And so, even though

}

| hfthere ie but one’ hypothesis, that hypothesia is the source of dialect1ca1

‘7_tension 1nsofar as 1t is susceptible to different interpretatibns.

Finally, ve. come to the seventh and elghth rounds._ We need

R

?’ .

"fff:evidence yhich offers sufficient sUppOrt for the answer herein defended

£7¢ d'-7' ana e)éovrer M.)/v sm mv a/,(vv stnw/.(ev
ev 'ét/a'y écrr( 73.))&4 Je 7ou evas 7'( x/'y e(,vq,(, (165e2 3)

5In light of the evidence already,considered this further evidence confirms

"}the view that the hypothesis of the last four rounds is "The One is not"
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“(c) S

A very remarkable feature of the Parmenldes is that contrary
,predicates (or rather, terms which appear to’ be contrary predlcates)
are'alternately affirmed’ and denied of the One~and thevOthers;23Q No. .
doubt, it is this feature which - leads Russell to say.of the Parmenides »

hat 1t is "perhaps the best collection of antinomies.ever made''. 24
In this. section; we w111 investigate the logic behind many of these
:conflicts. .In particular, we will 1nvest1gate the logiCal techniques' y
which stem from what I wish to call the theory of 0pp08ites-25:;dur
’inVestigation w111 proceed from a detailed examination of a single‘ v
argument. The scope of our’ 1nvestigation will then be wldened to en- -
'.oompass a good number of other arguments. v»;.. :-'lf"l'y '7.7 ‘

The argument of which I Speak is the first argument of the

{
jfirst'round. It runs, -

L .

€l e‘v evnv a.\lo 7e ouk av e=¢'7 zroMo. 78 ev._
" | (137c4-5)

Y

,Prima facie, this argument appears to be unproblematic. But however =

,b the argument may appear to us I suggest that there are serious problems e

implicit in Parmenides’ understanding of it.v We can acquire an awarenesssf' o

| "‘of these problems by contrasting the Opening of the first round with the f’V

Opening of the second round. The initial theses of the two rounds are ;~;;f.{-.'

ordered under the hypothesis in the following way.

o

i:lnggff[. _ .2‘_!gl i.

Hyp° If the One is one, then T A e
CUONLE ‘The: One is not many (137c4) $ e and 86 . -
ejf N2 The ‘One. neither has parts nor is a whole (137c5)
. , e R .

A'G."'
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-
Hyp. If the One'ls ne, then ‘ ’ .
Al: The One has pafts and is a whole (142c9), . . . and so
A2: The One is many (143a3). o IR .
“The 1nference of.(Nl} 1s.rather&perfunctorily'made. lndeed, lt looks*
_asAif Parmenioes'would-heve us understand the inference as beingve'con—b
sequence of the hypothesls itself; Thehinference'of'éAI)" on the‘btherﬁ
vhand is made with the help of some .amount: of eXplanation. Nevertheless}\
Parmenides suggests that even (A1) .is a consequence of the hypothesrs._'
He -asks, CAOTEC o8v €l odk avfagk’ Tavryv 79v w:o&etnv 7'o¢.au7”ov
U D ro év cr";/aawew o[av/wp’i e‘xecv 26 Quite- simply then, Parmenldes

would have us’ be11eve that GNI) and (Al) are both consequences of 6he

hypothesis. Be that ‘ag 1t may, we . ‘may at least note that (Nl) and (Al)

S are not contrary clalms. Consrder first (Nl) The~thesis seems. to be

true,‘ (And it would be true, if ‘the One ' ‘were a. 31gnificant subject Lo
of discourse., But 31nce thls reservation lS of litqle help towards ; ;
"'explainlng the argument we - will not pursue-it ) At any rate,fa'
»h‘straightforward and‘simple 3CQ°§;t of the apparent‘truth‘of (Nljxcen&be," -
.éiven.‘%The accountvis es follows< 'Many‘ 1s an expression which is
‘- .said of plural subjects of discourse~"the One' is a sipgular subject‘of
;discourse hence, we cannot say o; the One that'it is many._ Now,.even:t.
though the claim that the One is not. many might be true, the truth of h
. B o
': that claim would not preclude the possib11ity that the One has parts
-and 'is a whole. An example would be relevant here. A car will have ;}'b :

; carbuerators, p1ston§, bumpers, wheels, etc., but for all its parts é{j""

'_car will nevertheless be one car-—indeed one whole car. rheigeneralf7
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p01nt which we may draw from the example 1s that -the possession of parts
~'does not prevent anything from enjoying unity. . Or, in more prosaic terms
somethlng which has parts will nevertheless be one, for it is the one
thing which has ‘those parts, These conSLderatlons demonstrate that (N1)
‘and (Al) are not contrary claims. Yet, in light of these considerations,
it is somewhat surprising to find Parmenides arguing from the hypOthesis
and (N1) to a ‘thesis which is contrary to (Al) And, it is no less |
;_surprislng to findghim arguing from the hypothes1s and (Al) to .a thesis
.whlch is contrary to (Nl) We are 1nc11ned to ask "How is. all this e
possible?". To be more prec1se about “the predicament which Parmenides =
‘has presented to us, we ask:- How - is it pOSBlble; on the one hand for.
W(Nl) and (Al) as conseduences of the same hypothesis, and on the other

hand for (N1) and (All to be assumptions which lead to consequences that

are contrary to the consequences of the first 1nstance? (That-is to

t(
-,

say, (Nl) and (Al) as consequences of the hypothesis,zare not incon-
_sistent- ‘but (Nl) makes- (N2) posslble, (N2) being contrary to (Al)
'and (Al) makes (A2) p0331ble, (A2) being contrary to- (Nl)) The only
answer which we can’ give 1s "None of this is possible" | This answer
underlies the realization that Parmenides' arguments have gone erng.i
:Our once and tuture purpose remains that of seeing where and how they
have gone wrong. "Our investigations of the first argument of the first
: round Will go some way towards fulfilling our - purpose.

Even though the inference of. thesis (Nl) from the hypothesis
f‘might’well seem to be an obVious deduction we will see that Parmenidesﬁ -
}rejects the ground which gives the deduction plausibility.[ I can think r

?
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of three possible ekplanations of the inference‘ one of which would be

a grammat1cal explanation, another of which would be a metaphys1cal
explanation, and the third of which would be a lOgical explanation.

l The grammatical explanatiOn has- already been given. But to_reiterate
it:_.31ncep'the One' is 'a singular subject o% discourae, and_since;

'many' is said of plural subjects of discourse;.the Onehcannot be said -
to be “many. - Of. the three, thiglis the gaﬁggt explanation.' For it

points to those facts of ordinary language in thrms of which theSIS‘

(ND) becomes:an 'apparent' truth. Unfortunately, though, it ‘will not
do as an explanation of how.Parmenides'understandsvthefinference; In
'argu1ng for the the51s that the One neither has parts nOr is a whole,,
he repudiates one feature of the grammatical eXplanation.- The argument
is, = . . X , , _ A ' Sy
‘ \ P - et g -9 /. - N i 7' ‘S ﬁh
Te ',uepos* JTou. o)ou /uejoos €oTv. " Natc. € TD oAoVS
ouu ou /‘e,oo; /t?tfév 417,“7 vov av €l>) ”4uu xc -

. A,u@ore/w a.,aa ro ev ék /epwv av etj, é)ov re ov ka.c v

/ce,o'7 exov ~Amyk7 A/uﬁon/au v 4/:4 oono: 7o
év ‘modxd eq aM ouk é‘V. o ; S (137q6 dl)

The key assumption of the argument is that something which has parts

I’

is many. This constitutes a repudiation of the fact that 'many cannot i
H\be said of any singular subject of discourse. And so “the grammatical
\explanation is inconsistent with the assumption that Parmenides needs

b*..

for the 1nference that the One neither has parts nor is a “h°1e-.,1ﬁ fl

A : o ' : T
Aview of this, we. may conclude that Parmenides would not agree to thet LA
grammat1ca1 explanation of the inference. ST igf-} L ;t‘ﬁf'”~”:§n_
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I have suggested a dlstinction between a metaphysical explana-

tion of the inference and a logical explanation of it.  The most important

) \ \

feature of this distinction is that it 1nd1cates that there are two
hremalning Options for explaining the inference. The terms 'metaphysical'
and 'logical' are names by which we' may differentiate these Options. |
-‘These optionsbare realized in the following questlon.‘ Is the One not .
many because it is the One,vor is the One ‘not many because it is one9'.
The first part of the questlon realizes the metaphysical option viz.,"b
| the- One is not . many because it is the One. The second part realizes

the logical Option~ v12., the One -is mot many because it is.one.

The metaphys1caL Option would seem .to be naturally suited to
the v1ew that the hypothe81s is "The One 1s"j Pop—this 0ption produces
the argument "If the One is, it cannot be manyﬁ- which fits with N
reading €L°€V éO‘Tl\/ as 'if - the One 1s o And yet,, those commentators '

.who believe that the hypotheSlS 1s "The One’ 1s" do not distinguish nor.
would they wish to distingu1sh between the metaphysical and logical '

R g.options. They are prepared to . speak ;s if the hypothesis "The One is"'i., L
represents both options. In thls connection, I would like to remark

‘on a statement that Cornford makes. Concerning the inference of thesis r.l
"(Nl) Cornford says "we are to sUppose that the-One ia just simply |
one,. and nothing else".z-7 I wish to: bring an objection against thiso;yji

f‘;I do not see how the hypothesis "The One is" warrants the sUppOBition>‘

“'that the One 1is. one. To my mind Cornford ought to have said "We arev”'

‘to suppose that the One is just sbnply the One and nothing else".. Ati‘:

ﬁ_any rate, I wish to argue against the conflation of the metaphysical
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~and logical Options.
| O.Letmus take:the claim«ﬁlf”the~colour'Red is, it.cannot.be
»blue” as being analogous tol"If the‘One is, it- cannotvbe many". By
extending this analogy in accordance w1th Cornford's statement me may
:suppose that the Colour Red is just simply red- and nothing else."(Ofl

' course I wlll try to refute this extension of the analogy ). Next

we may remind ourselves that whatever is red is not blue. The Univer-'l

sallty Qf the’ preceding-statement is‘important. If the Colour Red is

. red then it--like a;y other'red thing--is not blue because it is red.~

So, if the Colour Red is red the fact that it is the Colour Red is not 7
the apprOpriate reason for inferring that it is not blue rather the

. appropriate reason 1s that it 1is red. But let us have another 1ook
at‘the hypothesis "The Colour Redlis" From close inSpectlon we seel

;”that this hypothe81s prov1des us with no means for supposing that the

Colour Red is red.' It contains no pronouncement as’ to what the colour R

| of the Colour Red 1s (i e., it does ot saycfhat the Colour Red is red--‘”rﬂj

it says only that ‘the Colour Red is) 4 Our insistence on this point
'does lead to a problem. By what reason could we, having assumed that

| the Colour Red 1s, conclude that the Colour Red is not blue? The infer-"*

'f;ence is p0831ble. It is pOSSIble by means of the supposition that the

[

',ff:Colour Red 1s just 31mply the Colour Red and nothing else~-in which

‘ case, the Colour Red is not even red A number of points can 'be made
- in defenCe of this supposition (and of course, a number can be madel
5 against it) but two points in particular ‘are relevant to this discus- o

lfsion.: First, since something can be red without being the Colour Red

¢



. . l'— |
' 'be1ng red' w111 not be the same as 'belng the Colour RFd' and’ so,'
- one does not make an assumption as to the colour of the Colour Red
when one assumes that.the Colour Red 1s;‘ Second; the\supposition‘g1yes.
to the Colour Red the status of a~Universa1 .'For;‘as-ue knon; a o
o . . -8 . :
universal is what an entity becomes when 1t no*longer enjoys the’ bene-

f1ts that accrie to ordinary things.f Turnlng now to the other 31de of
the analogy,our result there will be that the One ‘is just simply the -

One and nothing else--xn which case the One is not even one. And‘there'
A : .
, w111 be two further analogous results. First, slnce somethlng can be one h

' wlthout being the One, 'being one' will not be the same, as 'being the

One s and, 'sO one does not make an assumption as’ to whether the One is
Do T -
one when one assumes that the-One is._ Second the preSUpposition that '
REJ

the One 1s Just s1mply the One gives to the One the status of a: unlver-

4 - 2 )
‘sal, or as Plato mlght say ‘a Form' g'

It is often claimed that the purpose of the first round is-
to deny to" the One every possible predicate.z? The metaphysical 0ption .

-

- ; ¥3 gives us- a new understanding of what this clalm means. There 1s, though
a serlous drawback to the optlon.- It would lead to misrepresentation
of some of the arguments.; Let mé demonstrate how such misrepresentation

would occur.. At l36cd we have the following argument. 7O5'h,ff~1;'7vﬁ‘

4 % the One cannot have any parts or: be a whole.: For a part is ff¢5'~

.- a part of a whole; and a" whole means that.from which no part. is
. . missing. :So, whéther you speak ‘of the: 22e as 'a whole! or as’
¢ .'having parts" in"either case the One + uld consist of. parts and
' ~1n that way be. many and not_one. _,q'- :

If this argument were read in accordance with the metaphysical optiOn, o

o the latter part Gf it would run.'id‘»"gr‘;y?{
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e whether you‘speak of the One as 'a whole! or. as.'havingd‘
"parts', in either‘case the ‘One would consist of parts and in o
~that. way be ‘many - and not_the One.u R '”E}V :
‘We may note that this interpretation of the argument involvea a»ggtiti .

There is, though a more 51gn1ficant observation to be made here.. The

.former representation of the argument presupposes that there is a logical o

B O
'relation of contrariety between 'one' and *many (such that a. thing cannotj ‘

be said. to be one, if 1t is said to be many) An ﬁmportant lesson which
we may learn from this observation 1s that given the supposition 'The :_;"
:‘_One is one' and given the 10gica1 relation between one' and 'many
t-here should be a. logical dlfference between Pamenides' use of Ts é’V
‘and his use of éW' The difference may'be”marked in the following way..dsn
" .W1th regard to fO fvh the exPression is uséd substantively to: identifyh
an’ entity which we call 'the One With regard to ev' the expression B
.fvis used predicatively to ascribe; what we: might call, an attribute-"l
'*htand furthermore an attribute which is contrary to the attribute 'being

manx!:30 ‘ ‘

.'f} by.now;.it should be q01teAObOIOUS that those.comnentators'.»

7Lwho believe the hypothesis to be 'The One is' would not wish to dis-;h fhv];T

e tinguish between the metaphysical and‘logical OptiOns._ Were they to‘i; l?i;'

. Cowie
‘observe the distinction, they could no’. longer claim that Parmenides

. h.jsupposes that the One is one when he states the hypothesis 'The One is"

| - But it is ev1dent and universally conceded that Parmenides does SUp~
'}pose that the One is one. I have brought to our attention the differences f”
hr,between the claims 'The One\is"and 'The One is one' for two reasons.jdfi”:

"First /th0se differences are of no little importance\when it comes to
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'giving an’ account of the Parmenides. Second the differences are no less
: important‘when it comes to g1v1ng a translation of the dialogue. 0f

o partlcular significance is the suggested difference between Parmenldes
™~ .

. , .
use of 70 €\/ and his use ofﬁV. We though have already reviewed some

1mportant passages where the observation of this difference s recommended

' 0wen, while believing the hypothesis to be"The One is'

nonetheless appears to apprecxate the exegetical difflcultles presented
. 31
,-by that hypothesis. ' For he has offered a thesis which can be directed

fq to the difficulties., Unfortunately, 1 do not fully understand Owen s,-[

L

‘, statement of the thes1s., BUt what 1 do understand of 1t has a bearing

on_this,dlscussion. Concerning the Opening of the first round Owen «"

says, .;f:: f B 'f'..:>ﬂ: ,=~€7'w-‘@3~”

_(1) 137c* The One is one . and not manv AR From this it ig
'deduced that ‘the One cannot have parts. or: members or be a’ whole.a
. Very likely (1) depends on'a ‘confusion between the ldentifying
~and predicative .uge' of-"S" ig P One is. not the same - a8 Many and
. 8o is not. ‘many ‘of anything., Let us call this the’ /P ‘confusion.’ '___.
It is surely one ‘source of the 80-called "'self-predication assump—‘:’
tion" which characterizes ‘the theory of: Forms both in earlier -
:+ dialogues and" particularly in Socrates' sccount of the theOry in o
- Pam. 128e 130a.32 | ; . . L

‘-hI have a minor critiC1sm to mahe of this.statement., If the I/P confusion
'lis relevant only to. statements of the form "S is P" then the confusion
f_is not. relevant to the hyEbthesis "The One'Is";'since this hypothesis i

l’i?is not of the form "S is P":_ This is though 2 minor criticism.-

Ll:fThe I/P confusxon can be made relevant to the hypothesis "The One is" lﬁw

'h'If Parmenldes were to believe that when he says "The One is"’ he does ;?1}‘-,
‘fv‘:'not only identify something which we' call 'the Onel but also reveals ;}H

what the nature of the One is (that nature being 'to be one ) he would
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thereby_eommit the I/P confusion. There are several arguments Wthh

can be cited 1n Support of this contentlon. Two such arguments occur

at 139bc. They are,
(i) Were it (sc. the One) other. than itself 1t would be other _
than .one and.'so would not be one.; (ii) And if it were ‘the same as o
another, it would be that other and not be 1tse1f- so that, in
this case again it would not be just what it is, one, but other RN
than one. - . . o : .

vSince Pannenides is here concerned about the identity of the One, he coulda
have-—if he had wanted to--argUed 1n the f0110w1ng manner.A‘
Were the One other than itself it would be other than the One S
~  and so ‘would not be the One. And if it were ‘the same as another,
it ‘would be that. other and not itoelf ‘80’ that in this case again, o
it would not Just ‘be what it" is, the One but other than the One."
‘eThe 1mportant difference between what Parmenides does argue and what
' he could have argued is that in the fOrmer there 1s shifting between
, the reason that the One would not be 1t5e1f and the reason that the One

S

o would not be one, wh11e in the latter there is no such shifting.,_ _iifgﬁ."

'7~[ffor the significance of the shifting, a. reasonable speculation would

fseem to be that Parmenides Sees no logical difference between the One

a;But however reasonable this specuIation may seem I think that we should

oy

“'}'withhold the crit1c1sm.ﬁffffﬂ"'
Although Owen s thesis may aptly be* titled 'The I/P °°“f“310n' .;ti

.Omén himself is not prepared to bring the criticﬂ implicit in such

C \)
"a name down Upon Plato s, head.L While it is true that the I/P confusiOn

¥

A.ihis present among the arguments of the second part we may say that
*ﬂhefe it is present Parmenides is exploiting it rather than suffering

from 1t. For there are a number of arguments in which Parmenides i”f“;}':
‘ o e ' _ R RN

%

W
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J

disentangles the confusion. -Owen cites one such argument. ~ Another

occurs" at ,1’57be,. where ’I’ann\enidesf argu’es--that" the things "‘oth‘é;r}&h‘an

.the One are nevertheless one in some sense (such would not be possible,_[f

N

if to be one'were to. be the One). Thls latter’mentioned argument is

‘found in. the third round In the fourth round Parmenides turns things
fit about by . exploxtlng the I/P confuslon.b There, he argues that the

~fthings other than the One cannot be one in any sense the turn-around
"-.ﬁbeing made p0551b1e by the assunption that to be one is to be the&ne-.,
,Now; thlS ev1dence strongly suggests that the I/P confusion (or rather,'e”
thefehploltation of 1t) might well be the source of various dialectical
:A~conf1icts. On that p0531b111ty, e may anticipate that Owen 8 thesis ff:
'fﬁ"will have sofe ut111ty when we come to analyzing the argunents of thef;};,th
'hﬁsecond part : There 1s one further point which I wish to make about

. Owen s thesas.' It concedes that“the hypothesis 'The One : 1s' is not f',;fl

. @

a-by 1tse1f Sufflcieﬁt to generate the supposition that the One is one;f}f.ﬂff?

Insofar as the the51s lays a: bridge between the two claims 'The One is' ff«

'ﬁ'pand 'The One is one" it leads into the logical Option.-l,rf"k;“'

" one. ﬂ"ﬁV, :jf: ff,’}{.*wj‘ "_”‘f'hzs '”}nfr ;}

S

There remains the question "Is the I/P confusion present

'.ipto 137c?"1f If we believe as I do, that the hypothesis is "The One is
1;one", we . wxll feel no inclinatlon to suppose that the confusion is |
“”}present there.t If the hypothesis were "rhe One is", the I/P confusion
ﬂiﬁwould have to be appealed to in order to explain how Parmenides goes on

f.?to suppose that the One is- one.. To my mind no such explanation is'

fxfneeded because Parmenides beglns with the supposition that the One is e~5'7




7

A

I wish to argue ‘that the 1nference of thesis (Nl) depends h

upon what 1 w111 ca11 the theory of onp031tes. This theory is a

.falrly ublquitous feature of Greek ph11080ph121ng. Its initial develop-‘

"

fment seems to begln w;th the Pythagorean table of opposites.saf-andi
particular applicatiOns of the theory can be found in the writings of the

' Eleatlcs, Atomists, and Sophxsts.35 e, though W111 be primarily con—'

"fcerned with the 1nf1uence that the theory has upon Plato '8 work

A bas1c precept of the theory of opposites is that opposites' :
o

»

i ' 36 -
~must come in pairs.;’ (It would appear that Aristotle ia prepared to

'"ﬁ,;observe this precept, even when it comes ‘to' the doctrine of the mean.??)n

At any rate, in the Phaedo, we' find the following pairs."l B

‘f}'equal/unequal".'ta11/short' 'hot/cold': 'odd/tven' ' And in the

‘:'Re ubli c, we flnd 'beautlfullugly ; 'just/unjust’1r'doub1e/ha1f' o
."large/small' "heavy/llght' We will refer to these expressions by
thelr anc1ent name, that name being ”po.s 7'( ol But, ‘the name has to
‘beltaken as'a conventional name, conVentional becauee the aforementionedrjj
l_pairs represent 'a mlhed-bag . Furthermore the fact that they | |
";frepresent a miaeo\bag w111 require us to do some sorting.i For, without
hsuch sorting, we W111 not be in a position to answer the question fs;‘-lf*‘ﬂ

' ;1}"Is the pair one/many a 19905 7? pairing?"

Greek philOSOphers, Plato among them, believe that n?’au 72 ;Q}‘”

L

.'hi»expre831ons exhibit a: 10g1ca1 behaviour that is compa able to the'ﬁh

‘nip-“logical behav1our of what 2n Aristotelian might wish to call, species-fjl“-

"-“terms which are under the same genus term._ (Allow me to give examples:fp§='

' *of what I mean.w 'Round""square' 'triangular', etc., are a11 species- LJ;;
o e - Y R TR LR el R

Ty ¢« \ag F
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terms under'the genuséterm.'shapel- 'Bluel tred',’ green', etc., are
a11 SpeCleS terms under the: genug- term 'color' ) Plato provides us
: w1th a revelation of this belief 1n the Phaedo. He has Socrates say,

It seems  to me not only that the form of tallness 1tse1f
.absclutely declines to be short as well:as tall, but also that
the tallness which is in us never admits smallness and declines
“to be surpassed. It ‘does “one of two things. Either it gives -
way and withdraws as its opposite shortness’ approaches, or’ 1t
has already ceased to ex1st by the time _the: other arrives.
. (102de) . . .

On the“basisuof'this,'weAcan take éocrates'togbe-clahning .
.that a person cannot, at the same tlme, have both tallness and shortness.,’
,In addition to . thlS, since the tallness 1n a person is supposed to be |
" that which makes it true to say of him that he 1s tall and since the

j shortness in hnn is supposed to be that which makes Lt true to say‘of

" him that‘heiis short we Can take Socrates to be claiming that we cannot1
at the same time,,say of a person‘that he is’ both tall and short.l .
>What are we to make of this’ My Speculation on this matter ia that
>Socrates lsllmaginlng that 'tall' and 'short' have 8 logical behav1our

C vis- a v1s one another that is. very similar to the logical behaviour '

‘,

s 38
_ which 'round' and 'square' have vis a-vis one another.<_ Indeed it looks
. L )

”;as if he would be prepared to accept the following analogy. Just as the
fsame thing cannot, at the'same time, be or be said to be both round and

'{.square 'so likew1se the same thing cannot at the same time, be or- be pl];_ﬁ

.

‘dsaid to be both tall and short.‘ ThlB analogy, though is not very |
:strict, as. may be shown by generalization. ‘

,}f (Ltl) When two expressions (say, ¢ andi’) are: Opposites, a

“ subject of discourse ‘cannot :be or be. said to be.both @ ands"

. (Lt2) When two expressions (say, @ and'y) are species terms’

“ " under the- same genus-term; a subject of discourse cannot be
J‘for be said to be both ¢ andYV g :



fuf eases the 1ntellectual tenslons created by t%

7

3

,.Two very 1mportant diSSimilarities emerge from these general1zations.

Flrst (Lt ) characterizes a loglcal technique which operates only in'

1
- connection w1th term pairings, whereas (Lt2) may Operate in connectlo

~ an open-ended set countenanced:under.(Ltz)., For we have: one is a .

number,” two is a‘number; three is a number, etc.) Second , opposites,

unlike species-terms do not belong under the genus term.. For eXampl

-whereas 'length' ‘is to- be reckoned as the genus term of 'one metre'

and 'two’ metres' -there is no genus—term for 'long' and 'short'

DeSpite these differences, there remains the fact that (Lt ). and (Lt2

are supposed to culminate in the same Iogical behaViour (viz. a. sub-

5 ject of discourse cannot be or be said to be both ¢ and Y’) vThi.s‘fac

is basic to our- discussion of the theory of opposltes.c

n

. with term‘sets,.some of which_are Open-ended. (Ihe number systemlls

e,

)

t..'.

we f1nd arguments which make ‘use. of (Ltl) in the writingS""

“of the Eleatics., There, those arguments are used against the possi-

t \ / : ‘o

‘similar argdments to diSprove the reality of the senses, whilst

1

'leav1ng the plurality of 'what is' unscathed.; In light of all this,}

"‘_position which Plato takes in the Phaedo can be seen as one which

RYE

'kﬁ‘tibe llke hav1ng the 1ength three feet and the length four feet take

4 wlﬁrespective turns vi51ting themselves upon a growing boy. At any rate

l,!'r

':.in the Ehaedo, Plato 8. attitude towards 'the oppoeites' is remarkably

Lt

w3

‘i bility of 'what 1s' being pluralistic.- The Atomists, though ‘use- jf“ :

thevj;;

hﬁ)sc':phizing of the_.-f'. R
- h'?h"Eleatics and Atomists. For in the Phaedo Plsto would have tallness‘_;} -

pand shortness (and by parity of reasoning, other;gpos 7z pairings)ifpf‘t

.I_urns vis1t1ng themsalves upon Simmias.f This, I suppose, mighta"

,
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: different'from the‘attitudes'of'his‘precursors.~ The’pré-Socratics -
B hold:A Since claims such as "Ordinary thing are both hot and cold"
‘would be true of ordinary things 1f they did’ exist such claims are.
reaSOnS‘why they cannot exist. Plato on the. other hand dOes not
accept'that such claims are or can: be true of ordinary things. his
;attitudebis;that we must acquire a rev1sed understanding of’what“we'i

o : - ’\ : / ) .
‘mean when we say of something that it 1s both hot and cold.39 His.

: *
. pr0posed understanding seems to be that we do not mean what we say when

we say this. T

.1‘ ’ The fore- going 1nterpretation'of the ghgggg is overly
simplified. And because of 1ts simplicity, it is in all likelihood
- ;inaccurate,»as 1 have warnedvin an aside (n, 38) Yet T do not think
that it'is:toobfarzfrombthé"truth;: My main reason‘for presenting the
interpretation 1s that it outlines a rather remarkable contrast between o
-“the Phaedo and the Republi . | - | : |

| In the Republi Cy. Plato uses arguments countenanced by
(Lt ) to support a quite different thesis., There, Piato still acceptsv”“
’(Ltl) he still thinks that there is something wrong iniaaying of a
subject of discourse that it is, for example, both ta11 and short.sA;;v“>

- But, he now allows that we can say of certain subjects that they are 1f;§.f~’f

40
'both tall and short.”‘ The subjects of discourse of which we can say

' Vd”E:such things are the items of this ordinary world. And his new thesis ::h”,__

!

is this. the fact that we' can Speak thus of ordinary things reveala

.that ordinary things are metaphysically and epistemologically defective.ax SR

o Allow me to summarize the preceding., (I) Where ¢ and 1”

9 <
N
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are opposites, if weican say of some subject that it isiboth 1) and V”
thep that subJect either does not exist (Eleatics) or that subject is
metaphys1ca11y defective (Republic) (I1) Where @ and VU are Opposites
we ‘canmot nGt say of 2 sub_]ect of discourse that it is both @ and Y’
because the condition upon which we could say both would be that the

subject suffer from contrariety (Phaedo) In short,-theltheory‘of

. opposites requires us. to set.restrictions either ‘upon what. can be or

)

.upon»what'we can say. That is to say, the the?ry forces adjustments

in either the ordinary world or ordinary language. We_may now return

N . . o

to the Parmenides. -

In the flrst part of the Parmenigﬂi, we find‘SOcratea-mafni ey
taining that Tone'" and 'many are. Opposites.. He says e -

Even if all things (sc. ordinary things) come to partake of _
both, contrary as they are, and by. hav1ng a share in both are at o
once like and unldike -one aqother, what' is ther& surprising in "
that? If .one could point g things which are simply 'alike' .or

~'unlike' "proving to be unlike or alike, that no doubt wpuld be
portent; but when things which have a:share in both ‘are shown®
to have both characters, I see nothing strange in that, Zeno;
nor yet in a proof- that all things that are one by havingﬂa share
4in unity and at the. same time many by sharing in-plurality. “But

. if anyone can prOve that what is simply Unity itself is many or _
that, Plurality 1tse1f is dle, then I shall begin to be surprised.-_' e
(123e 130a) f » S . A S

/. . . . . B . 3 ..“ : . (j

What Socra;es is saying here echoes he the31s of the publi .

B Ordinary things are’ allowed to partake of contrary Forms~ that afterg‘

, . ,
~on the other hand are not allowed to enjoy the OppOsiteS.s But the

' l 'many are palred on. par with the Vfo; 7'(_ pairing ’like/unl ikE' o

all, i he reason for thpir metaphysical defectiveness.: The Forms,

P

point which is most relevant to. our discussion is that 'one' and

~
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And:so by application of (Lt ) we geb the following full read -out of

)

137c4 5. 1If the One 1is one, the One cannot ‘be many; since"one"and
) [ ~ R ) B
many' are opp051tes. We have taken quite awhile to- arrive ap a rather

simple point. I think though that our deliberations towards this
point will prove useful both presently and later on.

The aﬁorementioned read-out introduces a. philos0phical

- /
‘consideration by means of which the 1nference of thesis (Nl) can be _

expladiped. The consideration 1s, of ‘course, that 'one' and 'many'

are opposites. It is ﬁnportant to realize that this kind of consider-
<.
ation is so familiar to Greek philosophizing that the Greeks would

.hardly feel the need to give voice to-it. But for all that, the

t

consideration is nonetheless susceptible to a philoSOphical dispute,

.:and even refugation. We will turn our attention in this direction
presently.

W‘i"" It is not difficult to understand why dialecticians find

ithe theory of Opposites useful They believe that when one's dialect-'

icalcopponent is brought to say that the subject of discourse is long

‘and, short or beautiful and ugly, or in. general forced to concede that

both terms of a n;pos TL pairing may be said of the subject one has

4

42 b
_forCed ohe's Opponent to hold contrary claims. m This belief does, of

' course, depend upon (Ltl) My objection to the theory is Ehat it

'contains assumptions which cross-fire Upon one another. »That.isnto :

4

&

-L1say, I believe the theory to be incoherent. til':; , ?4f~f::h ' i'"j;i"

There are two cross-firing assﬁmptions.f The first is o

"that one can say of some subjects of discourse both terms of a
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-

‘pairing.: This.assumption concedes what is a feature. of ordinary 1anguagel->'
' -We can say of a subject of discoirse that it is hot and cold large ;
and small, etc. Consider the statement “"Even though thls ;ruck is short
'for a truck, it is still too long for this garage" Here 'long' and_
hort ! are said of.the same subject; but nevertheless the statement.
»‘is'not tinged with:COntrariety.‘ And(the‘dialectician would be hard?"
pressed to uring-an absurdity out*of it. -What the dialecticlan does '

| is to take. advantage of a feature of ordinary language which allows us
to econOmiae what we say. A situation in which we could say the
statement which we have just considered is also a situation in which we
could simply say "The trMck ie too. long" ) This latter example points

out that we are allowed to economize and delete the qualification upon -

.saying of the truck that it is too long; the qualification being that

.the truck is’ 169\1935~£3£\Ehfi?ta1“ garage. The dialectician takes his

\‘\

_start from statements which enjoy the benefits of economizing."And”'

‘_thereafter he systematically ignores the/qualifications which could be

;brought to bear upon saying 'long' and 'short" 'beautiful' and 'ugly , .

'etc., of the same subject of discpurse. -
Before 1 proceed to. the second assum%tion, L would 1ike to.;[
- make the reminder that the 80cratic dialogues deal extensively with

. 'ﬂ‘po.s T( pairings., The following pairs are, to my mind 71/461 Tt\\/

:pairings": pious,‘impious' 'courageous, cowardly' -'just, unjust'

.'wise foolish' "temperate, intem» rate' ' I make this reminder in view

of the fact that these terms share certain ‘ aritiea with pairings i‘

@

Buch as. 'long, short' rhot, cold ‘ One similarity ia that they alk\
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admit of comparitives and‘superlatiyes.' That is to eay,'ordinary lan-
guage prov1des us with the following expressions"

pious, more pious most pious/ hot., hotter,'hottest.
impious more impious ‘most impious / cold colder coldest;

' Another 31milarity is that all the terms we are here considering allow
us to make statements of comparison.r we <an say "This desk is as logg ,'*
Vthat.desk". Similarly, we csn say "Simmias is as courageous as Cebes" |

Butlthe most - important similarity 1is. that the ﬂlﬂo.t T terms of the
: Socratic dialogues, no less than other 71)0057‘4 terms, admit of quali»
fication. Examples of this are e isipious for a merchant”, and "1t
ig courageous for .an ordinary-citisen %o take up arms in defence of his
: -

country", and "He is just for a ‘used car dea&gr" Just as saying of a

truck that it is too long for thi .'

‘ is too long, 80 likewise saying of am n that he is pious for a merchant

qualifies saying of him’that he is pio s.l We find in the Socratic

Al

) dialogueslan awareness of this third ature o§.the above expressions. ’

nInde'd the awareness of the feature lays an important role in’ the
‘ents of these dialogues._ For So rates argues that ﬂﬁOS T( quali-

a ions are irrelevant to saying at piety is, or to saying what

\S°°Ié£ffl\ff3"me“t-

S / fir ng assum tions. The arguments resu ose\the second sssum tion. S
. ) P | PP P _

‘:Ijus ice 1s, etci bring us to the second of crossjf:“
‘g:” - In the Socratic dialogues, in the Phaedo,'in the Regublic,

' snd in the Parmeniges, Plato has Soerstes argue a8 if q;aos T terms -

'”',ascribe, what we might call attributes. Therein likes the second B '

o | ,
® o sssunption. In this regard we: may reflect upon a. passage from the '

,‘Meno. Socratssﬂssys—— *jgfiflf ~’;.i_“li‘;f__; fofr

: .

':e qualifies saying of it that it.gf-'u



o .ehould he be a public officer of the state without reference to: his o e

v'_Qother hand the claimA"Simmias is virtuous" 5 If this clahn is made
'-'without reference to Simmiss manly comportment, or without reference

'qjto the ways in which he discharges his family responsibilities, or,

79

: .
"Even if they (v1rtues) are many and various, yet at least they
all have®ome common character which makes. them virtues. That is.
what ought to be kept in view by anyone who answers the question,

what ig virtue? (72cd) ' :

Socrates is suggesting that statements which enter qualifications upon .
saying of someone that he is virtuous are 1rrelevant to saying what
virtue is.. For he has rejected Meno 8 attempts td say what virtue is o

~by saying what 1is virtuous for a man, and what is virtuous for a woman,

,and what is virtuous‘for a child and‘so on. The important point in f,s<'

“this is that 80crates believes that we can say what virtue is independent
- of saying what sorts of things can be virtuous. _His belief presUpposes
o that V1rtue 1s'an:attribute.' But the 1ogic of the ;g!d when compared

; with genuine predicative expressions Ti.e., expressions which do ascribe..ff

- attributes), reveals that V1rtue is not an_ attribute.

LIt is tﬁne to. make light of an important difference between o

rﬂbOS 11 terms and predicative expre sions.. As we have seen, a basic a.g~

'feature of the former is that they ad it of qualification. But predica-'ps"
'tive expressions ‘never require nOr ‘even allow qualification. We may

-f] consider two examples which show that predicative eﬁpressions do«not L

require qualification. we, for examile, can come to know that 'this

,thing here' is one metre lOng withou having to know that it is a ﬁ';

'rf.coffee table._ Similarly, we do not'need to know that>lthis thing here"?’“' 5

‘7is a moon rock to know that it weig's 352 grams.' Consfﬁer, on the

e



' ,three examples;}.f

manner of fulfilling his office, if 1n shovt the claim is baldly as-

, serted without any 1ntention of making reference to the ways Simmias |

'9

‘lives. his life, then the claim is not yet a candidate for truth or
,_Jfa151ty. And what is more, it might even be meaningless.' Consider - il-

'.also the claim "Simmias is courageqps" It makes a difference whether

.~r-;f

we say this of 'Simmias, the ordinary citizen' or 'Simmias, the profes- -
sional soldier'” Danger is not a frequent feature of ordinary life., -

‘-Where the ordinary citizen contends with danger, we are 1nc1ined to

@

'.imight be doing no more than his duty.. For this, we would be 1ess in-“

'clined to call him courageous., Theseoexamples, I take it, reveal that
":?whereas predicative expressi@ys do not’ require qualification, ﬂﬁOS 7'(.
-ipterms do. We may now- COnBlder the prOposition that predicative expres-‘i3f

1sions do not a110w qualification.» 0ur discussion will proceed from

(a) ‘Cebes is tall for a Greek. ‘:*:ﬂ[f' ?:”§'% d'ﬁr
(b) Cebes is 180 centimetres tall. T
(c) Cebes is 180 centimetres tall for a Greek

;g’Examples (a) and (b) present the contrast which we have been consider-t
v“fing.r Example (c) raises the issue of whether ‘he*contrast is merely

:“”an incidental featgre Gf ordinary 18“83389'{ More precieely, the issue

‘. e

N

'“way suggested by (c)? Iﬁ a senee, (c) is-pOssible., For»we can say

"»,‘phical profligates who do defend the thesis "What we can say, we can S

K

pjmean" Be that as it may, whatever the meaning of (c) it would be SR

I
[ R -

R

‘ call hinm courageous.A But, a professional soldier, in the ‘same situation,,bu"[h

b:,‘[is this" Is it possible to qualify a predicative expression in the . ;gf;i}d"

:‘and write the words contained in the example. And there are philoso~%7'id: L
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| absurd to think that (c) has reference to a. way of measuring which is o

"'made possible by some peduliar trait of the Greek peOple. Quite o

.simply, there are not various kinds of metre méasures._ There is not

‘one kind of measure for sizing Greeks, nor . another kind fot sizing
Russfans, nor another for sizing Canadians. My point is that the metre
) ) ®

system allows us to measure without regard to the kinds of things which

o may be measured ’ Any purported meaning of (c) which attempts to challenge

L3

";'this point is an’ absurd meaning.~ I though am convinced that the quali— ’

"fication entered in (c)--viz.,:'for ‘a Greek'--is meaningless. For the

\

. fqualification can only endanger the means by which we, can say h°w tall ﬁ.:;ij;

: Cebes is., In general then, qualifications upon predicative expressions
"are not allowable.'iig,_i f”;;bffﬁkiﬁ'j;gf‘#ijh'jf 12"}?«*?‘W>\'5§}'j3‘}fi?fﬂ'i
| The facts necessary‘&or showing the theory of opposites.ﬂ}jf?ff7 o

L) --*4‘ s

'to be incoherent are now at our disposal _ Ihe theory inegh' _fifé hag{.m'

]

‘-“jgadherents towards believing that it Operates over pairs of contrary

b'fo:;evidence which shows that Socrates takes the 75005A7! terme 'virtue"

‘;y;predicates, which is also to aay that the theory is thought to operate
'over term pairings members of which ascribe contrary attributes. 'f;tf;;f" o
This claim is evidenced by the fact that the pre Socratics take them-"f' !

l(selves to reveal contradictions within ordinaf? neaiity when arguipg

| from ﬂ'pg' 7(. pairings. Moreover, the Socratic dialogues provide

piety' 'courage'; etc. to be predicative. But on the other ha d,m

. _not admit of quatification., Greek PhilOSOphersid Pﬂftia11y a.knw‘le




N 3,0pposites, then the argument falls with the theory._ Now, given the

'52)_ev1dence of the first part of the dialogue (viz.,128e 1308) it is

" f‘ment of the first round. cThere is, though a special reason which f, fii

hf;.also may'be given for discounting the first argument.» I will state

FV{?8£'
.this.fact' insofar as they argue from claimskwhich have both members o
of a ﬂ768 Tc pairing said of the same subject of discourse. To |

the extent that the theory permits, for example, both 'great' and

§ 'small' to be said of the same subject the theory observes a feature
”‘:of ordinary language. But the belief that z;oas TZ terms are predig§: ‘
:tive engenders almisunderstanding of ordinary 1a1gﬁage, and can inco-‘-v
‘herency in the theory. The misunderstanding and the incoherency drise
.from the fact that qpoj 71 terms are not predicative and the presup-hsul
.Wposition that the terms are - predicative.f:h‘vq' | | B ' :

We may turn 0ur present discussion towards the Parm5nides.pf" -

o If the first argument of the first round depends on the theory of

easonable to suppose that the pairing 'one/many' is being treated ;@ :
»i,fas a- 76005 71 pairing Hence, our argument against the theory of

VQOppOsites affords us!a general reason for discounting the first argu-,;t["

'n; and widen _—

PP A

*l,,fthe specisl reason later on., Presently, we may move'
"ijthe scope of our inquiry.e,uhff'fﬁ i »
I have spoken of. VOS Tt as ‘a conventional name,'conven-f

Vg‘tional because it applies to a mixed bag of different kinde of terms.mgg,,,, Y

:7l.I wish to offer a sorting of the bags 1'




M'f. ’light/heavy .‘ Alignments are possible in’ the following ways',fz'

grOUp is to. be called 'the R-grouh ; for it comprises relative terms.v

- .And the third group ig to be calledtJthe P-group for'the pairings;within |

the group consist of polar Opposltes. = L o
| Most of the aforementioned examples.belong to the c- group.

~There are, though twoysubdivisions W1thin this grOUp. Some C-group

pairings Jﬁign themselves with genera terms, some do not. Examples of

1 pairings which align with genera-terms are 'hot/cold' "'tall/short'-7 o

(Al) S ie as <. .as. 82, hence Sl and 52 are. the same’ G., (Eg. . N
4~: his table is as long as: that tab1e~ hence they are the. same
length ) e ‘ S o R

h‘;Notice that this 8118nmentlis possible for both members.of a: C-group
'gpairing, eg ; this table is as shaét as that table, hence they are
'the same 1ength. '_ i : i o |
(AZ) 81 is C -er. than 82 hence they are.different G's.n (Eg.;k

this cup- is heavier than that Cup, hence they are differenth"'
: weights.) U . -

;-Those C group paif!‘gs which do not al&gn with genera-terms generally

‘;go by the name 'moral and aesthetic predicates 5 As examples, we. may

| f::cite 'good/bad'x 'beautiful/ugly " 'just/unjust' 'courageous/cowardly 3

v’ilfetc. Consider the claim "Helen is as beautiful as Aphroditeﬂ;l And

N

h';}:vfponder these questions.i Would the truth of this claim make possible v;lfﬁ’f'

'"'ﬂian inference comparable to "These sticks a;e the same lensth. since

h’iithey are 38 1°n8 as one another"? Can we align Ve as beautiful agif-”

| ';=with an expression of the form '




the genus of things which are good justice to be the genus of things

o

which are just etc. though,vare quite familiar with the philoso-

,vphical problems which attend ‘this general position.{’5 And existence of

3

i -those problems is suffic1ent to warrant our’ division of C-group pair- ;.g

S ,
ings. Nonetheless, even though we mark a difference between the moral

) and aesthetic terms and the other C- group pairings, there remain two

f‘impOrtant similarities.: First all c- group terms admit of comparitives g;“

' Second, all such terms also admit of qualification. /'x-v'

’ and superlatlves, they admit‘bf more and less, and of moat and least.t

4y
.
i

The second class of 7[/05 7'(_ pairings will have the name g

'i*'R-group . The basic feature of the terms belonging to. this group is

- that the terms reveal that there is a relationship between two subjects

"lthe following statements.

, B B f

»~0§'discourse without revealing what the relationship is. Consider

S \:.uvn L

(i) This car is the dbme as that car._'“ o
(u) 'l‘his desk is like that desk.

(iii) This sFick is equal to’ that stick.«.sl}jfh;&;“7‘A'

’:The truth °f the fif?t stateme“t dePendB uPon a fact such as the two _Jf{' :

iifcars being of the same’ model.. There are, though other ways in whichi }j”sx

. }_,
‘\- e ,;O

'/lgifcars may be the same. In addition to making statement (i) it is :

2 3:"{Possib1e for someone to go On to say "For neither of them works"~”and

: Jff{Lclaim (i) And since such relevant facts underlie what the relationship

._,\_ P

A




is, statement (i) can do no more than indicate that there is a relation-
)
ship. The same point can be made about (ii) and (iii) There are-many'

. ways in which desks may be 1ike one another.4 Statement (ii), though

~does not reveal any fao&s relevant to safing in what way the two desks

')'.

- are alike. As for the two: sticks, it is possible for them to be equal

in length or equal in weight or both . But 0o facts relevant to these fr

JRE different ways of being equal are- disclosed by statement (iii)

' oué'cv eqn frwv ovrwv ev 38 éc'r/v ro crymﬁ JymIPV

It is interesting, perhaps even philosOphically significant

that while the early and middle dialogues deal extensively With

v 2

pairings from the C-group, the second part of the Parmenides is direttly

»=concerned w1th the R-group pairings 'same/different vflike/unlike

s 'equal/unequatﬂ ' At any rate, a passage from th% second indicates4ng" N

. rather explicitly Parmenides' intention to treat 'same' and 'different' 7’2

-as if they ascribe contrary attributes.;;; ff' 7/ "‘é

4078 76 7abrov wal 73 ere/»v £y oux fvavna. au\)w\ocs- -Jlm J' e:;"J

oSV e@e)’)cm 'ravrov e'v rqa e'rgn.\ 'f rd ere/w & raurp Jvom ezm- ‘

"Owc e@e}*)rec "E:. «/a. 7‘0 eref;ov e‘v rw avrw /47&‘#075 ﬂrmt
: ,,,;‘m. f""f’

t

Y Our reSponse to this manner of philosOphizing fﬁ that i
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the v1ew which we have deve10ped in.this section affords us only a
'partial 'handle' on the arguments from Sameness, Difference, Likeness, -

etc. SectiOn (D) unports further phiIOSOphical equipment for analyz1ng o

these arguments. : .

The final class of ”POSTL pairings will take the name

*'P-group o Within this class are the expressions 'finite/infinite

o~

"_- , 'in motion/at rest' and 'temporal/atemporal'~ These pairings can be ’

| philosophically troublesome,vand this is something which the Parmenides

does exploit at times.‘ The most significant feature of these pairings

| ',is that (Lt ) seems to become a valid logical technique when used in
"connection with the pairings. For each of the pairings contain polar

\.n

..Opposates' between which_there is no middle gtound,v Hence, the possi-__
. bility of. qualification does not arise in connection with them. Further-
- more, One term of each pairing may be aligned with a genus term, while

. the other term may be used to’ deny the applicability of that genus term. "T"

(‘Finite may be al igned with the genus term number'- but as for ' :' 'f o

' iz;_'infinite ’ to say of something that it is infinite is to deny that it

.

‘”4f"has a number.I:'In motion may be aligned with 'velocity'- as for '&t

r". N \ M e
‘ *rest'_ the terms may be used to say of something that it has no velocity.iv,

'Temporgf‘ may be aligned with 'thne'- as for 'atemporal’, to say of
'; fflsomething that it is atemporal is to deny that it has a tume‘)»ﬂThese

ffacts indicate a difference between C group terms and P-group terms..iigffﬁa

LN

.,._.

'fBoth terms of a C-group pairing align with the same genus-term.'zFor' |

"example,'something which is 20 degrees Centigrade in temperature may

be said to be both hot and'cold._ But something whﬂchiim,ten-ininumberg;

T us, 1asafa;f§ggpqia§

cannot be said to be both finite and infinite.




fJ;"argues,

m\euryv ou’re' ,aeoov exoc ,«e‘/’? xd‘/ V ‘7‘;7 “"””
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)

Opposites do. not admit of qualification; and insofar as. such Opposites'
‘:do not align with. the same genus term, it appears that (Ltl) is a valid-f
logical technique when uséd in connection w1th them. | S
wé may now - consider what conditions are presUpposed by: the

use of these pairings. 0ur punpose is’ that of settling a. framework in

terms of which we may analyze those conflicts which arise in connection ';
.with P-group pairings. We can fairly say that 'finite means 'having
wsome-number' 3 As for 'infinite', we might say that it means the Opposite‘
tof lfinitel But if we 'were to say just this, and no more, 'we would be
inviting difficulties. If infinite were to mean no more than 'having '.
; no. number'; unicorns and. Centa‘rs would be. infinite.; There are three.fj;‘
conditions whiqh are applicable to the uae.of 'infinite' That which E

is said to be 'infinite must be: something (i) which we can’ begin to
count and (ii) which we can continue to count, and (iii) which we':f;;”
cannot finish counting.. Thds, the possibility of counting is a condi-ilf%‘wl'r
tion relevant to using both 'finite' and 'infinite'. At Any rate, .
:V_see that 'having no number' is ambiguous between not being countable 1::5-”f"’
‘(at all)' and 'being infinite we find a similar ambiguity in connece :;;ﬁ;ff

tion with Parmenides' use of a"5$WOV. In the first round Parmenides..ihff'
v.[,

kaouv ec /L'yJGV chc /ce’,oo.s aur‘ 'av «t/snv ovre

g ne,oas e‘k¢¢70 0}_
,;.,,_-‘,_-._;‘_,%77.6 a/J?V /,775 re)eurv;v ,té(

. ) oy v
- L
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In say‘mg of the One that it is dlfé(fov, Pamenides here means that
it is nelther limited nor unlimit:ed. This clalm is anelogous to. "Unvicorns .
are neither finite nor infinite".v But in the second rou'nd erelpo‘/,
' acquires a different meaniﬂg Parmemdes asks, OUKOUV' 477(—(/»0\/ av To
:n)‘:;@os oorw 75 GV ov €¢7 ‘ We may schematize the:e facts. |
| ‘ . Not be;ng countable L B |

Having no. nuhxber :
- Infin ite

- Being countable (in a sense)’
Having a number . Fihite — . ) o ' '

Havmg no parts ‘
Aﬁetpov< -
Unlimi’ted —

s .

' T Having part:s
ﬂe,o«.s-_Limited -

'“o . T

Earli 1er 1 said that )Tpaj 7 pafirings-‘ 'f-rom th'e.f P-grOUp can .brm;e '-‘teo"’ be .‘ .
- ph11030phiea11y trouble/some. The sc.hemata bear my point out.' Of parti-‘-, o
- cular relevance ‘to the Parmenides is the; fact tbat the second schema /

shows that the opposition betwee’é iﬂ&lpov and Wefu can be ex91°1ted .

"o.’

&F L

\in different dlrections. _‘ - : e .
_ Similar schemata can be deve10ped@ for '1nmotion/at: rest' e
'ff and 'temporal/atemporal' This though will be done within our com-
There remains one question to be answered within the 8pace S
. P
46

:-of this section.‘ It is' Is 'one' a T/OS T( eXpressio'r' My a.n‘swer’ is ,
Vv_.'No' 1 'One' has a genus-term, viz.,'. 'number' Furthermore, it belongs G
"-v".. ,. to a< set of epecies terms that are under the head of 'number' » It belongs e

with 'two' ‘ 'three' 'f«ﬁxr' _’ etc.r Hence "one' ia an expreasion over

\

) *f;'”_'lwhich (Ltz) and not (Lt ) operates-'which meane that there ie a logical




disparity‘between 'one' and 'many'. For 'many’ is'a b-group term.

'Many' admits of a comparltive and a superlative (viz., more hnd moet)
ot
. It also admrts of qual1f1cat10n (viz,, . . . too many for c e '7 In
. :

fact, 'many' belongs to the C- grOUp pairing’ 'few/many . In whlch case,_, .

ecomes the Operative technique to be used in connection with many

%

Q' :

Earlier, I Spoke of a special reason for dxscounting the - first argument "1’

,of the flrst round. Thaﬁﬁreason is ngy available. Even if ﬂ1e theory
» &
.. of oPpOSites were generally valid 1ts basic technique is nevertheless

o .

inapplicable to the pairing 'one/many' -This conclusion underlines a.

p01nt which emerged at the beginning of this section. The apparent

‘-truth of the’ first argument of'the first round is owed to a grammatical

e

S

and not a logical, relation between 'one' and 'many '

I might just add here that the Ancients did come to treat

'one' as if it were a ﬂfMK rcuexpression. They came to ph§1080phize

R Y
with ex ressions such as. 'as one as' ;'more one than' and 'most o e'
p ’

This. manner of philosoPhizing is closely connected"with dhe of their

e,

N 9l L m e

fmajor phi1050phical endeavors--that of saying whdt substance is. e We -

;iwill have occaslon to briefly conaider thie endeavor in the Eol owing -

ey

4'__-' v
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\ (D)
. \ >,
fn this section, T discuss Ryle's thesis on the Parmenides.

. . _ . : :
His thesis does, I believe, contain an important insight; an insight,
. ‘ oL ‘ " + . . S
which is relevant to many of the arguments in the second part,

. . L4 } .

Ryle holds- that the'purposeqof the Parmenides is to show

that contra%ictions and absurdities resylt when the.distinction between

formal concepts ang_material concepts is violated. ~ We may distinghish )
two features .of the thesis. First, it offsrs.to explain the conflicts

.

of the dialogue in teyms of the«failoreftL observe.an-inportant distinc-

tion. Second, it purperts that the purpose of the dialogue is to-demon;‘
< c,' . - B

> D . ] . . P : . .
‘gtrate the necessity of suchia distinction. » Now, I will speak of the
former as 'the basic feattre of the~thesis'. At any rate, the whole

_ :
thesis may be confronted with the followlng questlon‘ How.does the
S

Parmenides accomplish the demonstratlon of the necessity for a distlnc-

N
e

‘tion between formal concepts and mater1a1 concepts’ Ryle & answer is,

When we treat a formal concept a 1f it were a. non-formal or
proper concept, we are committing.a breach of 'logical syntax'.
But what shows us that.we are doing this? The ' deductive deriva-
tions of abgurdities and contradictions shows it, and nothing~ .
else can. Russell's. proof that, in his code symbolism, @ cannot -
Be a value of x in the prOpOSltional function Px isr At}y another

exercise in the same genre as Pl: o 8 pro f that*U ity /cannot go

into the gap in the sentence frame o e e exists' or » . does .

not exist'; 4 S

" This appea1>to,Russe11 isfunderstandahle;"For!Russell would -have us
understand that'the‘contradictions generated'by the function3¢(¢x)

v

underline the need for a\dlstxnction ‘which’ forecloses %n the function.

¢

By hnputlng a sim11ar purpose to Plato Ryle may see the Parmenides.
: ——m==E

as demonstrating the need for a distinctlon between formal and material
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concepts.  But we may challenge this view of the dialogue. And we may
: ¢ o

51 ‘ ' _ ‘ :
do so by also appealing to Russell. A}philosOpher'who lacks a healthy
sense far reality will, by virtue of his failing, misunderstand,the
mnature of paradoxes and dilemmas.: For paradoxes. and dilemmas will make

. 3 . ) . "
him suspicious, not of his phitosophizing,gbut rather of reality. Indeed, -
I
the history of philosophy is futl of countless theorizers who have offered
deductive derivations of absurdities and contradictions to show that
reality s unreal.‘ And so, the fact that the Parmenides contains deriva-
tions of absurdities and contradlctions cannot be counted as a sufficient'
reason for concludlng that.the purpose of the dia;ogue is to reveal aA
' dlStlnCtlon which forecloses on the absurdities and contradictions. 'This(l
critic1sm, though, is one which has been previously made, and there is no_
need to dwell‘pn it. Rather, we: should learn what we can from the basic
feature of Ryle's thesis.
I would like to cite two- objections that have been. brought
against Ryle's thesis. Runﬁiman has argued
Ryle's whole interpretation implicitly attributes to Plato a :"
knowledge of the distinction between semantics and ontology which
Plato never possessed. Now this distinction is obviously relevant
to a'critical examination of Plato's views, and it is a distinction _
of which Aristotle was certainly aware. But ‘there is abundant
evidencé in Plato's dralogues that he himself was - ‘not--that -is to o
say, that he was incapable of dlstinguishing a- purely logical or L
syntactical question as such. e :
Quite shnply, the objection is that Ryle 5 thesis is too’ SOphisticated.~ =
- Be that as it may,,it is important to realize that Runciman has conceded‘.
that the distinctioh,is 'obviously relevant to a critical examination ofﬂ o

#lato 8 views' “ For~ my part 1 am prepared to make this same conces-”

“sion. More importantly, I wish to incorporate the’ basic feature of ;).'h,
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”~
Ryle's thesis into our critical examination. Owen puts the second
) - ’ T o~
objection. -
. \'
. « . he does not, of course, offer to show that Plato's anti-
nomies follow from their first premisses\as directly as those
_ whichJRussell collected to argue thé need for a theory of types.

" On Ryle's own survey of the Parmenides there -seem_to be’ many other
premisses and assumptions intervening in the- plot. The reader o
is left to wonder whiether these interventions are systematic or -
perhaps just random--as they might be expected to«heJ for exam le
on Robinson's thesis that Plato "is- genuinely failing™tq noticl
the extra premisses as such". But the answer, T think, is\that
they are systematic. 3, - : , , : \\

L Ty : ‘ s )
- Runciman objects that Ryle's thesis does too much. 0wen objects fhat

it does too little. But neither is inclined to reject its basic feafhre.
Neither would suggest that the dialogue does not violate a valid distinc~
‘tion between formal concepts and material concepts. Of course, this is
B not to say that they'have criticiZed Ryle unfairly..‘The.difficulties “
of whichithey,Speak are genuinei Nonetheless,pwe may:insist that those
difficulties bear upon only that feature of the thesis which purports
to state the purpose of the Parmenides.v Their criticisms do not affect
the utility of its other feature..‘In this section, I hOpe to show to‘l‘

-«

wwhich arguments of the dialogue, and in what ways, the basic feature of
Ryle 8 thesis is applicable. o ' J
| Before taking on the task of presenting and asseasing
-_evidence which is relevant to my pressnt purpose, I would like to‘make
. a few comments about the: distinctlon between formal concepts and |
| ':material concepts.t I do not think that ‘we should view the distinc- ﬁfi
tion af something which reveals a fundamental difference between twoh

“kinds- of concepts. For I do. not think that ‘we can give a singular/

7definition of material concepts. I would urge that we see the expressiOnhf

)
J



.
\

: L3 )
'material concepts” as; a foil to 'formal concepts'. 1In my opinion,

the ut111ty of ‘the. dlStlﬂCthn residesiin the - fact that ft isolates a

] ‘ :
select grOUp of expressions as forma1~joncept expre581ons. When it

comes to s 1dent1fy1ng expre351ons ‘as materia} concepts, we should not

o

take ourselves to have revealed anythrng insightful about’ the expressions
. :
‘80 identified Rather, we should take ourselves to be saying no mOre

than that'they are not formal concept expressionsa At any rate, ‘while
I think there to be a Utllity in speak1ng of material concepts, I do

not think that such claims will have much 81gnificance.. Concerning

,‘formal concept expressions, let ‘us br1efly consider two questions'

_/ o

first, what is a fdrmal concept7,-second how may we identify a formal

concept expre3510n7 If the first quest1on is intended as an invitatloni
to define formal concepts, then we should I think forego~inswer1ng it.
‘,For T am conv1nced that Ryle s 1ntuitions concerning formal concept

Rl
. expre931ons afe dead-rlght. The most baSIC of his intuitions is. this

By their paradeep, you shall know them...
1 constder the. following expressions to“be formal concept
“erpre931ons~' 'is',:isamel 4'd1fferent" 'like _'unlike 'equal". nd
l?unequal'. In each[Case :it is possible to generate varions paradoxes'
"by taklng theiexpre981on to be substantive,vor predicative, or a genus-:
':Tterm, etc. The treatment whlch EvTIV receives in the Opening of ‘the

v

"second round is an excellent case in p01nt.: There Parmenides speaks
of 'the beinguof_the'One'- and also of Being simpliciter and the One
‘sﬂnpliciterZ' The phrase 'the ‘one’ of the One'_suggests that 'being

~

;is to be: understood as a genus-term,‘analogous to terms such as (color',; -



'size', and 'shape'. (The similarity underlying the analogy “1s given

by»phrases sueh'as 'the color'of'the One', 'ths siZe'of the Onef,vand . ‘ )

- 'the sh;hetofuthezone'iz\ Parmenides then goes on to speak sf énr71V‘-;' .
as if it were a‘suhstantive term. He.asks; o - ’ S “f '

O‘”‘DW ws d)o T 0'7luawov 70 60’71 7ou ev (iazca) ' " ,'

B

Further ev1dence 1nd1cates that evrvv is supposed to stand for Bging
51mgliciter. Now, the Opening of the secdnd round is a curious and
paradoxical passage._ And I am suggesting that we mayqﬁetter under—

stand its arguments and conclusion by variousiy modelling R 4 -

will follow through on ‘this suggestion shortly. Let us, though first
.consider some simpler paradoxes._ Towards-sh:hing that the One and the o
FOthers are alike Parmenides argues, |
£neccf7 Xaov érepov TV cll)tov 6@1»‘9, kal ﬁ’zMa. rlao sry«

av e/cecvou @('9 7:/«7\/-- OUKOUV ouTws sre,oov Tidv. a.Muw, o
| _wo'rrep xal raiia c-/rec vou, /mc oure /aa.)u\av ourc 7rrov' -T¢ ("i’

av; ~ £C°3 doa urre /(a.)‘)tov /477‘6 7rrov o/couo; (147c2 ).
'And he redoubles this argument with the conclusion that Co
| kaouv a5 erepov eLvac nﬂéyé&v 7wv a)dwv xal r&?t)‘o.

| ekewou wv’aurws 7407'7 -rad-rov o.v 7re noveora ez‘ev 7 re

| & rois aO\Roc; xac raz\la. Tw ev« : (147c6 8)

{Parmenides is. here treating FTQPOG ag’ if it were a predicative expression,?
;A~_and as such capable of being entered into the following argument pattern°3ifﬁ'
‘dg If S1 is P and 82 is P then Sl and Sz have the samie G.A One can»tfi |

:hardly imagine a paradox more curious than "The One And the Others are,‘“

alike insofar as they are different" ' But, in fact there is one.:- }i



[% o
-Parmenides also argues, _ E ‘ A . ‘ :
’Akka. pv 76 ye o/wcov 74 aVO/Lch ev«vnov Na.c Oukouv

L kal 70 GTG}DOV 76 7adrd.~ Kal TOUTO A)la/w;v Kai oot ¥ eﬁavy

ws a7m 76 €v Toc.r 4N ocs 70078, f¢a}6 J‘*f Touvavnovée ye nados
eovc 70 éCVd.( muzov ra.s a.ﬂoc; 7 e'ré/»v etvac TV aR;\wv "774vv

ges % vt W ere,oov guaov e¢av¢, - Nal = He § qjoa 7a¢m>v iv%uox

Yrrac /mra 'rouvaonv ﬂaBo; T o/aocoovn mabec. 7 (148a6-b5) e
A L

"So as to 1eave us QlthOUt any doubts as to his meaning, Parmenides

sutmarizes the conclus1ons of the above argUments. . A ;. s
Qu,ocov ya Kac 4v0/cocoy éd'ro.c 70 év rois é_‘h)m, '7/»<-ev

eTe/nov o,aocov "f J’e Ta.umv a.vc»/u.ocov (148c1 2)

.
K At any rate, . the key assumptlon within the latter argument is that e

Sameness is*an attribute (for which 'same' would be the corresponding »"'

predicatlve express1on) Whlch is. contrary to, the attrlbute Difference. :

§

The ‘ensuing paradox is suff1c1ent reason for condemning the argument
. e

) and its assumptione.

o

Even though the above arguments demonstrate the applica-
\bility of the ba31c feature of Ryle s theis to the dialogue, I wish tob

' prOpose an amendment to the thesis.” The amendment is prOposed in L

ki : -cv‘

- light of the fact that the thesis, as 1t now. stands, does not account
e

for all the conflicts to which it s. relevant. The thesis, as it n0w

sttands, reads The Parmenides treats formal concept expressious as 1£

they were material cencept expressions.‘ But in fact, there are argu-
.ments which treat formal concept expressions as formal concepts.: In

other words, in the course of the dialogue, formal concept expressions

T

- 3



“‘*-are shlfted between ﬁormal concept" roles and-. material doncept roles‘

T

",Hence ;he amendment is that the Parmemdes treats formal c0ncept exprea-

‘the shifting' of formal concepts between roles is found at 139d

v

'concept role, where 1t functions to. make possible comparisons. _ In this S

the same as Ma_n_x must bec0me _m By °parity of reasoning, »it is

'sions as. 1f they could be both formal concept and mater‘ial concept ex-
SNt

pressions.‘ The amendment w111 allow ua to characterize certain conflicts :

.‘('

'whlch arise between the afflrmative and négative round, and,lso other'
3 . .a .
confl icts which occur w1thm the affirmatWe rounds. We will find argu-'-'"

.e\_ P -

\ments whose conclUsions depend upon treating formal concepts ‘as material’ :
q.

- N
. =

' ;'"COnCEpts confl icting with other arguments whose conclusions depend uP°“

AR

¥ tteating formal concepts as formal concepts. ~An excellent examible of

<

!

00J€ /“7”,;.“ adro\/ ;é eawrw eara.c - 77»5 J‘ u -«-OUKI

| "Nfep 7‘ou cvo.r ¢u¢rts aur'»f.,é"»,;rov Kac rou ra.urou 7<.

J,{. ~OT¢ ouk eﬂ} _‘_;a,v raurov JGV‘V‘“ rw 7‘( GY

5<3vem Ahhau{t PV :47345 xo?«)ocs Ta,u7ov Xcvo}tevov

-

. ¥

mma iv“‘xk 75 "“aa;_;-fiﬂ’ Sux ev

'-Here,‘ on the one h’and,,Ou)( 717(—/ rou No.( ¢am aur-p J-»;/roo kac |
: TOU 7‘0.()7'00 casts aom; 1nto a material concept role for it presumes that

vli-Sameness is a genus. On the other hand though 01’( OUK eneggav

raurov JéV‘)Ta( Tw Tl €VJJLJV67'Q( shifts auro; back into ‘a formal

~
~
B \,

a'»

E ,_»case, the comparison ls between ~'the many and something which is becoming

|,.
i

q

'h"'.possible to arﬂue that somethmg which becomes the \same as th_e One must

.\.

-

2

' n_;rmany. Notice ‘that Parmenidas%is argumg that something which becomes

S

'i_'become one.v Of courSe, Parmenides does not offer this argunent. Ra‘-’th_er,



<

\

B N . e . . . .
”;'Aé.gbésvon to'argue/xéat18ameness is different from the One. There are

t ’
a good number of arguments i::@hich formal concept expressions are shi£!¢d

Y . [
¢ .

between'formal roles and material roles. And ‘in the ,Dunse of our comment-

R o

) ary, we w1ll have occa31on to review them " Presentl N I would like to

, .statesa philosOphicaf con31deration which shows fhe necessiﬁy‘}hr the,g
-r o . c . ‘

. }1 shif}iﬂg of formal concept expressions when formal concepts are presumed

‘
» i . - ' )
. . B o . Lt “

L ‘ : om0 .

; to/be material concepts.

s LN “ o ;o . -

Let us accept simplistﬁi characterizations of formal and ._;;'

S PR S I T

i .

material concepts. Let us, on the .one hand say‘of formal concepts that

.

they are modes of combination. On the other, we 83y of material con- S

;'c’ptb that they are the elements Wlthln the combinations made possible ".f

formal conCepts. We will apply these characterizations to ‘n example

.vb_
.i’no less 81mp1e than they are. The example is "The apple is red" _lhe
elements COmblned'w1th1n the example are a substance term (viz.,-'the vfj
'T'apple ") and a COlOr term Céﬁf:,'.red'). As for the c0pu1a since it -
1,}'19 a fode of combination, it makes it possible for us to go beyond :

JSpeaking of some substance, and also beyond speaking of some. color

1 towards saying what the color of. this substance is. Now, if the mode i.”f
" of combination is taken to be an element of’ the combination (i.e.,.ift_b
:‘h'the formal concept is takenvto be. a.m;terial contept) the mode mﬁ%t

]

’then have two roles-.otherwise there will be no combination._ Uhless ‘f g

- . R

“the mode is both an element of that which is bound and a mode of binding ,-V
. r .

the elements will not be in combinhtion.- With regard ‘to. our- example, the

utterance "The apple is red" nould be‘ not a statement but merely a~'

b‘.

) series of expressions, each of which is identifying a different element



SR

into groups one of whlch consists of things which are different th‘e .

"‘we find 6‘7(';?05 in'a formal concept role. ‘ o

“if 'is' were only an element of the utteranc‘:e. Quite simp‘ly,“ then, -a

’shifting‘ bé&tween roles is required- We now have both a textual evidence .

ahd a ph11050ph1ca1 c0ns1deration to give in suPp% of the amendment to

»

"'Rylesthesm S e E ' S 7

The amended thesis w1ll permi% Us to analyze conflitts which

arise between the affu-mative and negative rounds and furthefmore to

) analyZe confllcts which arise within the affirmative rounds. In this

ﬁ . . . . .
connection we may here consider arguments from the first and

/ ..

.second rounds "In the first round, we f1nd the following argument.

:

[re,oov Je’ y& gn/ou ok e‘cTu cws av 7 ev 0l
ofa/o ew Ir/oonkﬁ ere/w nvos ecva( a)Aa /uova)
f?e,ma ANw & ouJew L (139e35)

1n this arghent 57’6/?5 1s being cast ? a material concept-' for the »
. '/
argument presumes 'Difference' to be a concept which makes possible
. . ?

the sorting of thinvs. It presumes that we may sort a get of. items
: .

' other of which conslsts of things which a not different. Turni-ng to

(t{he argument 1n the second round which gives the Opposite conclusion, ;

Oukow'"om /.7 év éeruy, P 67‘6)94. 700 6V05 k«c
-ro e'v va /u') e‘v —-ﬂw; S" oud""' .cre,oav qa 4\/ 6(7

RR IR V2 dkwv <1“6d3 DR

"Here, 676}03 __g\used to reveal that there is a contrast between the ;

P ( 'a < . .
One and the Others.f The contrast is made possible by the assumptions 3

" that the One 1s 6\/, and that the Others are/(? GV ' Indeed the empIOy- ;
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ment of these aseumptions make,p it Bossible to state a- way in which the
_ One and thMther are dlfferent. %n any case, the- argument observes

the formal nature of €7€p0$ . " | *VQ .
’J .

I.et us now consider a confllct which occurs within the

P . ‘)‘ 2 : L

'a‘ffirmativ'e second round. In the sec0nd,_ the. contrary conclusions .

"The Onle\is dinfferen"t' from the Others' and "'The One' ie the same. as .
- TR e . :
the Otheré" ‘a'r'e arg.ued'for. We have just seen the argument for tne
‘ -~former conclusmn ‘we have seen that it casts ;,7'6'/05 as a formal con-
cept expreesion. As for the latter conclusion, we will .see. chat its

o , . _
argument uses €7§005 as 1f the expression were a material concept ex< -

'pre831on.

3 ge:&, a«ouv é‘fé/w\/ nov u}uwv éﬁavy, kel - 7411«

e

.nou ere)og. d.V e'/cecvoo €('9 QUA’auv ’fén-‘/aov €¢V4t

”nnrovﬁev TRV a.R?:wv kai Tm\?\a. Ex zvou wW—UT“)‘ S
.-ra.ur») nvrov av m:nov@o‘ra. e‘cev ro re ev -rocs-aﬂ)wu :
Kal 74»\4 7O vl LT *,f T (147c2 85

il'il‘his argument changes’ horses in mio strean., .It begins with a claim | .' SR

that does“ not offend the formal nature‘of 67’6,005 But a shift in o

g ST
the treatment oL‘fFfPDS allows Parmenides to aasume that Difference AT

is a way of bemg ‘the ,sa;ne." There are fairly clear indications t;hat. B
"“,t;he presumption behmd the argument is that Difference is -an attribute. -
For :rfnoveev and rrcnav90m are Verbal cognates ofﬂ'dao; From a '

| Iinguistic point of v1ew, ‘we may say Chat 67'6,005 19 being modelLed as ..
.a predicative expression. For the suggestion, 7'407'7 ra.urov 4V Ffﬂovol’?'a ’,:3

»n:
€¢€V 7'0 7‘6 €V 7'06}' GAAO(I 4:4( TWO. Tw GVC is generally applicable



v

,conflicts.i

us to consxder. Each argument in its‘own way, demonstiates the' liberty

R ~ i

* N e

to predicative terms such as 'red' 'two metreslgigtc; I mean, things

! . v

: which are red are the same (in color), and things which are - two- metres

are the same (in\}ength) And so, on either ground, we may say that

¢ .\_

! .
Parmenidﬁ is treating €T€ﬂQ$ as 1f it were a m terialr concept. There

p)

is, though, yet another way in which to view the above argument. fIn.-

section (G), we placed 'd1fferent' among those 19005 TQrexpressions which

reveal- that there is a re ationgbetween subjects of discourse without

revealing what the rela on is, : The claim which. begins the ab0ve argument
3

satisfies this characterlzation of 'different' But Parmenides then’

goes on to argue as 1f he had disclosed assunptione~that would a110w

‘him to compare the One with the: Others. ,’i‘hus, 'again we see."é_TG)OOS-

] <

- being shifted between roles. L L - e

, Earlier, I promised an- analysis of the Opening of the second

/

4 . i 1

-round.’ I w1sh o follow through on that promise here.. Even though a

-,”; L

discussion of the passage ig nOt needed to accompliqh the purpose of

this section (for we have seen the truth and utility of Rylecs amendedﬂ

e

' .thesis), nevertheless ‘the passage deserVes discussion here and now.v It

+

deserves discuss1on because of its importance.f The dialectical deve10p—

‘.ment of the dialogue, the deveIOpnent of large scale conflicts, is .
i .

largely due to the philOSOphizing found within this passage._ Our

'analySis of. the passage will prepare a way towards understanding these

LN
A

There are three arguements within ‘the passage which I wish
: Gy

, .

e s
,,-"‘_Parmenldes exerc1ses in connection with the word 677”'\ The first argument

.

v
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(4 »

£ve el Eariv, Q,ot ol e adrs elva /«ev o0rdas Xe/w,

- Iueréxav =0ok oldv r¢. Oukoov kal % odria \rou
a,v'ou 7'a.urov oucra. Tld €V¢ o0 ya/o av €k€cv‘; 7\/ € E(VOU
au(rw. o8’ Av ekézw 78 év, ékelvys /ue're'asv add’
o/«.ocov av 7v Reyav e'v 7€ etvac kcu éi’ ev ’ (146b5-c2) .

Consider the suggestion that if the being ‘of the One were the same as |
the One,.then that being would not be the‘heing of the One. In Some
philOSOphlcal quarters, this suggestion would be received as offensive.
And .he response to it would be "If the One and the being of the One
\'dexe"different 'the One would not be.nhat i® is".sa We, though need
'.not enter this dispute \\Rather, we will consider a’modelling of Oor(q ..
. - which will: allow us to understand the suggestion. By taking 000'10. to. |

Y

e a genus-term we will have a rationale for the conclusions here

LA - - ™,

urged by Parmenides v1z., that the one would not have Being, and that

~ the being of the One would not be the being of the One. Modelling .s_“ff‘.“;
( €VTIV as a genus term, wexundefstand it- to- be analogous to terms such as
\ shape , 'length' and 'color' ‘ Furtherm‘ore, we understand the follow- e
ing argument to Be analogous to the one which Parmenides has stated
If this table top were “the same as its shape (}et us assume oo
. that_the Fable-top is square), then the ‘shape square, would not YRR
~ bea he. shape of the - table top, nor would the table top have a "; \&

T.h"is gument invites us to consider the identification o‘f an *bbject

- . with“ shape.' That is to say,‘w,e are asked to'suppose the table top

to- be identical* with the shape square. Allowfng the supposition, we ““ ) |

',i

| jmay conclude that the table t0p has been done away. For. the ble tOp

s
-
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. N a
. a
\
[ . (

: is'someth@ng which has the shape square. Hence, in.that we have'identi-g

fied the possefsor of the shape with the shape, we have - done away with.

g
the possessor of, the shape. Or in other words,,the shape . square Qannot

~

‘be the shape of the table t0p, if there 1s né table- top for which 1t is

.belong This rat10nale also.- explalns why the One would not have Belng ‘,; v

‘and Existence (70 °V) The a;gﬁment is,

9

v’p‘,
,;.2‘

the shape. Now, the analogy permlts utho offer the following rationale

\

for the conclus1on that the being bf éhe One would not be the being of -

the One:.. If the. One were identical. with 1ts belng, the One could not

N .

be the possessor of its belng, hence, we could,not speak of the being

of the One, since there would 'be mot the’ One to whlch that being would

¥ . 4

For the One would not ‘have tts being, rather it would be its being.

7 e
As T have already pointed out, Parmenides shifts from epeakingh

of 'the being of the One! to Speaklng of 'Being eunplic1ter' -b_Theo
. ' Jﬁ’ s . . «,
shift 1s necessary for the Cbnclus1on of the secbnd.argument the con-

clusion eg.ng that the One is a whole whlch has the parts Unity (ro Gv) -

~

O‘kOITGL ooy el ouk "‘V“Y’f"? Tcw?'?V 7'"IV unoﬁenv 7'ozow'ov
ov r0x 6\/ o'y/aacvuv owv,us,av metv -71'«35'; -.ﬂ.ge ec _

ro scr( *rou 6V0$ ovros Rgerat /mc 7'o ev rou ovras 6V0$‘
CEere dé ou 70 a.vro '7 re ouo-(.a Arae ro ev rau au-rau 6’e

<‘/

ekecvou ou uﬂe@e/ceﬁa. 7“00 fvos ovroj, 2/04 odk

popea 70 e €V ka.c 78 Etth - AVa.xkﬂ; (142c8 d5)

It is important to notlce that Belng 13 characterizedv not as a part
o SRR

’as a’ part of a whole of which the One is also a.

of the One) but rathe

2.

f ;'-(V/K’) 70 /(ch é)ov 6v av ez’vm auro Tourau 6'6 y‘yverdac ‘

'\ & R :»v . o . » ’ \;.1
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~clusion. whlch we -have just arrived at 1s, in 1tse1f, phradoxical

o . Co . K .
'think be’ entitled to the description "both is and is not" The con-u_

103

——

member;' The ‘®ignificance of this is that the One and Being are to be

.seen as-comparable element s within a ‘'whole. This view of the subject

of discourse contrasts with seeing the One as.a whole to which Being

belongs as a part; in which case the One and Being would not be comperable.

elements, Although the conttast may seem to be of’littie'conseduence'

(fﬁr in either view, Belng is tahen to be a part of a whole: with the
)

consequence thet the whole is pluralized), the difference can be real-

1zed through,seeing that the former view (which has the One'and Being
as comparable elements) leads into a paradox which is not p0381b1e under
the latter view.

The pafadox arises from the follow1ng assumption. 6077’@2

‘Jc 00 70 aUTo ?) TE our(a ku 7‘0 GV. The assmnptiofmakes it ssibTe

‘ fﬂ?Bx\:s to ask the question "If the One and Being are different things

different elements by,reason of what w111 the One exist?" If as Ryle

suggests,.heing_unitary is different from' being an existent then the

element which is unitary will not be an existent, and will not-exist;{

1 .
Indeed, the non-existence of what is unitary is nscessary for maintain-

¢

'ing that whst-is'unitaiy and what,is existent are different things.

Hence,.the’compound~6the One, Béing) turns, out to be a. compound of an |

existent element and- a noﬁ-ex1stent element. SUCh a compou d would I

a

" to’ be more prec1se, the paradox resides in the fact that the characteriza-[’

tion which 1ntroduces the supposed elements of a supposed combination is

v

such that one element of the combination turns out to be non-exiatent.
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I have suggested that the paradox - does not arise where the
One is takenxto be a whole of which Being 16 a part.’ Allow me to offer
a demonstration-of this. Cpn31der, again, the two claims; - .‘
.('i) To\ é‘y é'v is a whole of" whlch the One and Being are parts.
| (iij~71;’éﬁ/ is \ whole of which Being is a part.
These ¢laims may be symbolized in’ the following way,
(ii1) W(To eV ‘cV ): . P(the One), l?(Beilng_)
_~.(iv') (TS &y P(Being)." | Y
(1t should be ObV1OUS how we are +to rea& (ii1) and’ (iv) Even 80, “ P
lest there be a misunderstanding, I'll explain the code._ e ipdicates
that the following expression will have referehce to a whole. Accord-
 ingly, iPl indicates that the following expression will have reference"
to a part of the. whole already de31gnated ) Now,,let tfgassume that a"
part will bestow its- nature upon the whole of which 1t is a part. The .“'l
.‘W’fnassumption allows us to say of’the One whether we. describe it in accord-
ance with (iii) or (iv)' thatlit exists.; But ‘on the other hand, the |
assunption does not permit us to say that some other part of a whole existsr
| .
"F0r the part, Being, is assumed to bestow its nature, not on a co-part,i t;;'

but rather on the whole of which it is a part. In view of this considera—r

‘j“tion, we see that the One as described by (iv) avoids the paradox by not?

§
LY

r

1:: having the One is a co- part along with Being._ So described the One has -
b‘jno part which lacks bel%ﬁ | ' ‘ | | | ‘_.”
The assumption which makes possible the preceding argument f
-may be credited to, Parmenides. In the 0pening of the second round .
-vParmenides first of a11 1nsists that the One cannot be ati’yet not;hsve o
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Being. He then offers to ‘prove that the One has Being as a part. By
putting these two contentions together we may presume that Parmenides
believes that existence is bestowed upon the One bly virtue of haviuﬁ Being

as a part. With regard to the symbolizations

nte \ed above, I would‘like

be tween talking

4

. tO make one further point.. I have spoken of a s'_ '
about "the being of the One' and talking about 'Being simpliciter'
Insofar as (iii) characterizes Being as a co- partner of the One, that

description permits the shift. '

The paradox pr’esents Parmenides w1th a special' problem. Hév\ /
has offered to show that the subject of‘\discou;rse is a whole composed"

of the parts, the One and Being.l But the paradox threatens the former /
” S

part with non-existence. And so we may wonder whe'ther Parmenides has ’

‘ SR LI N

a way of avoiding the paradox. It seems to me that he does have a . way

: of avoiding ite 1 think that he avoids it by means of an infinite ‘

r

regress. This infinite regress is found in the third argument where
.o

' Parmenides draws the conclusi_,? that the One is an infinite manifold. .

A

But I wish to suggest that the basis for the regress is established in;
the second argument. . * ; -4 | LR | _ |
| " _ Let us: reconsider the saying 'ro G;";]t 1'00 "VOI OYTOS 163" :
‘ £r¢¢ /«u 70 sv 'rou ov'ro.s évos It is important to notice that ec-rcv
i,and GV are paralleled as expressions 'said of' some subject of discourse.
It is also important to notice that each of the expressions is said of a
subject of discourse which is a compound subject. (I"or ‘fr/V is not
said of just 70 (V, rather it is said ovf'vr; ;‘V o and ‘V is not- said
| E

“of just 70 OV, but of TO OV eV ) Since we take Parmenides to be E / .

) :argut\gg;‘,from the hypothesis E( ev 50'7‘( Td é‘v, we may ask "tht
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bearing do our present findings'have upon the hypbthesis?'f.* Weh% »
already characte'rized . 2;1 G-’GT'(V.as a compound predicate. Our
findings would seem to 1nd1cate that the expressions form a compound
predicate which is to be said of a compound subject of discourse. There'
1s further evidence to this effect. Parmenides takes himself to be
hypothesizmg not just. about the One, but rather about: the One which j.s.'
For remember that the negative conclusions urged at the end of the first
round demand that the existence of the One be a necessary condition for.
‘claiming that the One is one. Also Parmenides claims that GO’TlVand
'GV standlfor different things in which case, if 60’7’1\/ is said of just
7‘0 6\/ (and not of 75 é\V t:V) then €71‘lV is being said of something which '
"is 'ro/u.';av ' For, GO’YIV --if it stands for Being--must be - said of Being. .
:This evidence points to the 1esson that Parmenides thinks it possible to ;_
“say evnv of ro GV only 1f %o EV and TO OV are in combination.. A general
assumption is in the of‘fing..‘ It is as follows. : An expression may be
"k_said of a subject of discourse only if the expression has referehce to ,
vl.what is .'inl the subject.‘ The application of this assumption has the .
.'result that éd'T(V .can be said of TOGV only if 70 °V is a part of (and
hence in) To 6\/ There 1s another way in which this result may be ‘
| fstated. : If €V and €l'7'IV are expressions which stand for TO 6\/ and Tb OV

. , [ o
re8pective1y, and if, therefore, 70 FV and T? OV are different elements,

'..then any subject of discourse of which it is possible to say both GV
and fleV must be a compound of which 7'0 GV and TO OV are parts. L

The above rev1ew demonstrates that Parmenides' characteriza- '

. - o : : ‘ ‘ k\
"tion of the subject of discourse is a result of philosoP’-:ical assun#ptions

o :

o we, may. 'ask< this,. othel_rs' may_ 'not.' .
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. ' _ . /_' . . y
s . e

. whlch he has brought to bear upOn the hypothesec. but, as we have
" already seen, to characterize the subject of discourse as a whole of
" which the One and Being are parts is to 1nvite a paradox.. How, then,

is the paradox to be avoided? Here is how Parmenides does 1t.

TAy ,uo,oaﬁw Fkarepov Tourwv Tou £V05 ovTo.s 70 re e'v
k&l 70 OV 2104 47IOA€¢7I€0‘60V ") 7o G'V TOU ecva.c /40,0(00 |
N 7 v Tol €vOs5 /ao/acou Ouk ay e'¢7 Ty & cgaa kac

) va,uopmv e/care,omv 70 re ev wxec k«( 76 ov, A’dc .
piyverac L daxwrav x cfuocv ad ,uo,owv 70/40/rav,
‘kal Kara rov ab7ov )030\/ ol rws gel, ... - &rre ava.yx7 &/'c

ael ycym/uvov ,u?&nore v evar.- 77avranam /«v oBv. - Obkody

O-”Glfav av. 76 7:2'73“ odrw 7g gy oV (q ,Eouggv (142d9 143a2)

*@armenides avoids the paradox by assuming that each part of the whole
must be as the whole . is, ‘that is.to say, each part must be a compound h
5 of. which the One and Being are partgl‘ Now,.the necesaity of their being

::so 1s forCed by the consideration‘ otherwise the part, the One would

be apart from Being, and hence not be.h Of course, the same necessity bh‘“'”
.:must be v1sited upOn each part of each part and so On.*f In this way, y.h_:r i
.:Parmenides arrives at. the conclusion that the whole; _‘\s}r must be-

' ﬁ'unlimited in multitude.' we, though see’ that this concﬁgsiOn has been

R fforced by infelicitous assumptions about Being.. AIlow me- to use :S;ipyfg.
:bParmenides‘ own words to remind us of two such assumptions. B

Nﬂ Jc oV 76 a.aro 7 re oou-ca. A’q,c To e'v 'rou a.uroc d'c

G‘Kﬂ vau 03 one 96/4630. Tau e‘vo; ovros, a/aa. ogk anxk'y

S

70 /.ev Zhov sv By ccva( a.ura R (142d2 5)

S m‘ii‘_ar,,.pa'ra'd"f’"‘s'- Af°1_"t*“é, Pafta: : Be'iﬁg" e
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. think that such tension should lead us to- auspect the significance of

"'1various measurement systems. :

108

The reader will have noticed that:I-do\not includek'One'.
M . j., ' N .

among the formal - concept expressidns. My reason for exéluding'it from °

'».;that group 1s quite simple. 'One' 'is a species term,belonging unded _‘
“the genus term number'- as such 'one' is a colleague of 'two' 'three'
; lfour', etc. I realize that thlS prosaic v1ew conflicts w1th some

:rathzr'more sophisticated views. In llght ‘of this, I wish to discuss

briefly a more sophisticated view.
Aristotle s arguments concerning 'the concept of unity

fplace the expre591on 'one' under two different roles. “In the’ first

role, 'one' is relevant to the task of saying whether something is a | b

substance. ‘In»the Second the expression--but more basically, the conr"

dcept underlying the expression—-is thought to be fundamental to the ijyf‘
;‘developnent of both the number system and measurement systems. There.pf

{_is, 1 think a ten81on existing between these two roles.» Moreover,fI”-bs'i’

-

.,‘ ‘.

one of these roles-‘namely, the first._

. Concerning the second role Aristotle saya,

‘_f.?.”. measure is that by which quantity is known, and quantity

- qua quantity is. known either by a 'one' or by a number, and‘ell
. number ,is’ known by ay'one'. Therefore all quantity qua quantity
- s known by the . ‘one, and that by which quantities are primarily
. known is the one’ itself; and so0 the one is the starting point.of .

' d.‘number qua number. And hence in the other. classes £oo- 'measure"

' g.mebns that by which each {s first known, and the measure of each
is a unit--in length in: breadth in depth in weight in speed 55

b

Whatever the particular merits of this account Aristotle is surely

'ffright about one: thing.u The number system is fundamentally basic to thef;_f7

i .

. Lgp,usgnow consider‘Aristotlelshcharacterization'ofjthe'oth'ry'
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role which he bestows on 'one'. ' . L, . - - ~
el e 'orie has -several meanings; the things that are directly
‘and of their own hature, and not accidentally one may be summarized
under four heads, though the word is used in more - senses. . (1) Sy
There is the continuous, either "in general, or. especially that
vhich is continuous by nature and not by contact nor by being tied =
together; and of these, that -has more unity-and is prior whose
movement is more 1ndiv1slble and’ slmpler. (2) That -which is a
~whole and has a certain’ shape and form . is one in a still higher
degree. . s '. Some things, then, are one in this way,. qua -

. continuous or whole, and the other things that are one are those/
-whose definition is one; i.e.. those the thought' of which is. . :
indivisible; and it ig indivisible if the thing is indivisible .
in kind or in number. '(3) In number, then, . the individual is
indivisible, and (4) in kind, that.which in intelligibility and

. in knowledge is indivisible, so that that which causes substances a
' to be one must be one’ in the primary sense. (my italics) '

w0

I have underlined in the above phrases which allow a comparitive use of
"'one' I mean, if something which is a whole is one in a higher degree
vand has more’ un1ty than something which is not a whole then we may speak
-of the former as being more one.than the latter. And given the supposed
seng:; under (3) and (4) the following evample is possible.‘ A man is
‘;,more one than a bundle of SthkS,vSIHCG a nan is 1ndivisible wlth respect e
- “to number and 1nte11igibility, whereas a bundle of sticks is not.: l}::'.jl
S I‘think it fairly obvious that senses (3) and (4), and perhéps :’j!;
T'also (2), are to be understood .as- relevant to the question "What ‘is'a. -

"hsubstance°".r But what is more,pAristotle suggests that (4) pfgvides 'what g

‘it is to be one in the prﬁnary sense' ' Against this view, T should like

. to suggest that there is a confusion between 'the various conditions of
A'fiapplicability for thq expression one' and 'the meaning of the expression
- one' : For such a confusion permits an argument which approximates the ;?bu‘
.‘jresults of Aristotle 8 v1ew.: The angument is as follows.; Since the lpiff"
'meaning of 'one' depends upon the condition of 1ts applicability, and sinee 2



tions relevant to 1ts use.

- said before, it is a 81mp1e view._.
e

B v
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‘there are various and'different condition relévant to the'use of 'one',

therefore the expre331on must have as many meanings as. there are condi-

¥

N
T

v‘."'

ce \A‘.“t'

My view ‘is ‘that the neaning of 'one' is solely and. exclu-

o sively secured by the role which it plays in. counting. Whether we are’f‘f

count1ng bundles or men, the effect 1is. the same.- leen a set of bundles,

or a set. of men we may count either, beginning by saying of one of them

-

~_'one', of another 'two', 0f yet another ‘three’, and 80 on. Ava have.»

3

: %;- What T have said so far does not indicate why some philOSOphersu"
"i»" -_(‘ ' : :
feel inclined to view 'one' as a formal concept expression._ But such a

A ; _
view 1s a consequence of what we have been con81der1ng. Like Aristotle,g

mgntphllosophers belleve unity to be a ubiquitous featurefof ‘things
a

that are! On the b551s of this belief Aristotle further suggests,}

o That in a sense. un1ty means the same as belng is clear from the.
. fact that its meanings correspond: to the categories one“to one,
and it is not comprised within any category (e.g.ﬂ it is’ comprised

neither in. 'what a thing is! nor in quality, but is related to »’&' ,
. -theh just a@s being is); that in 'one man' nothing more is predicated
- than in 'man! (just as being is nothing" ‘apart. from subatance or . '

S qualitg or quantlty) and that to be ohe' 'is just to be a particular

ﬂthing.

; The analogy between being and unity has not gone unnoticed Indeed the:

I "analOgy 1s taken to constltute a reason for characterizing one' as a f3'

;,to the claim that 'one man' predicates nothing ﬁore than is predicated

'h 'formal concept expre351on. But 1f this analogy is allowed various dis-f

arities occur between 'one' and other number-expressi s.f'
P

' ”: With respect to- other number-expressionsv there is no parallel

h mn
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S

r by 'man’'. . For‘it would be alse to say, for example that nothing more

is predicated by 'tﬂb men' than is. predicated by 'men' ' In thellatter R

we say what and in the former we say how many what. And furthermore,

.

if there were\go difference between saying 'two men' and 'men', then there
: would be no dlfference between saying 'two men’ and 'ten men"' If, on “‘b
the other hand there is a dlfference between saying 'two men' aﬁﬂahmen'

why should there not be a dlfference between saying 'one man' and 'man"

o ~

In. order for Arlstotle to forestall the question which I just now raised

‘j he would have-to enter- an assumption 3% porggng that the meaning of 'one"_

[

18 dlfferent in kind from the meanlngs of other number-expres31ons., But -
: such an. assmq)tion would presume a. diSparity between one' and the number‘,'
expressions. ‘ ST

‘ : .
Sincg Aristotle 8 philOSOphizing makes a comparitive notion

o 4 o ,
of 'one' (1.e. Lo more one than . ') a ar conce tuall attrac- o
> . v Ppe p y

 tive, we may wonder whether his notion may be generalized and applied
to other number eXpressions. Consider, then, this example" Three men

“are,morefthyee than three bundles. What sense are we to make of this? : ;”
’;It purports that there is a difference between three men and threeA

'bundles.‘ But that difference cannot be a difference in number.. Can”we

;“refer ‘to- the supposed difference to the 1nd1vidualt§tems spoken of in'

-

.

the example’ Np to do so would be to revert to: the notion of ':ﬂ;:.'more
ygbne'than.{,aiél,'when what we want is an, explication of P ,, o more three*”
“than .“;;rle And so 1t again appears that there is a disparity between :“

L 'one' andmother numBer-expressions.';f’ . r'y'fiii;.,: 7'~f.-']d;ir;,; o
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1 think that the dispar1t1es whlch we “have uncovered are evidance‘

N
l"4

‘ of a tension between the two roles that Aristotle would have 'one'l
Vplay. By reason of thls, I also thlnk that we should suspedt the

’81gnificance of the role Ehlch presumes 'one' to be somehow b331c to.

_saying what substance is.
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1 The preceding sections Eave presented theses which pertain

o~

oy
to the interpretation and analysxs of individual arguments in the second

part of the Parmenides. In this eection, I introduce a. thesis which
may be used to illuminate the structure of the second pazt.‘(
' The conflicts between the affirmative xounds (where the Onel‘,d‘
'“hand the Others are allowed to enjoy many 'attributes ) and the negative
rouﬁds (where the One and the Others are forbidden any 'attributes')

' are structured by, what I will call the Separation Assumption.” As We
shall see, this assumptlon isba two-edged sword either 31de.of which
can cut against the One: On the one 31de, it cuts thusly- If the One',ﬂ

_ exists, then it is not truly‘one‘but rather many. Its other cut against

" the One is:. If the One is separate (i.e., trulx ene), then it does not

exist;, A further refinement on the latter is "And if the One does not

S : - K

'exist it cannot be one" And 80 in either case, the Separation Assump—.'~
- .tion threatens the unity of the One.. But the One is not the only victﬁnf':

'.'of the Separation Assumption.. - For it is given the occasion tg threatep\'j7‘

cow

o the plurality of the Others._ ff'l|
R In offering a the31s which purports to illuminatefthe"‘

structure of the conflicts, T take myself to be prOposing a thesis!which‘j"i

is relevant to the fOllOWlng general conflicts.,.7f' ' “

: ~1if:l(A)..The One has no. attributes whatsoever. (It is_r‘xefit"h'er'onei,‘»€ i
C “[nor many, neither lﬁnited nor unlimited-vetc. Roundfl.)

Z(B),bThe One has many attributes. (It is both one and many,

';both llm}ted and unlimited etc. Round 2 ) i
v W ‘ - Y
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II. (A) 'The Othera'have many attributes. . (They are both one and ‘
' ‘'many; both limited and- un11m1ted- etc. Round 3.) :

(B) The Others have np attributes whatsoever. (They are: _
‘neither one nor many, ne1ther limited nor. unlnnited etc.A'

Round 4.)

111, (A) The One (whlch is not) has many attrlbutes. (1t ié“both
- 'one and many; both like and unllke etc. Round 5.)0

* (B) f One (which is .not’) has no attrlbutes whatsoever. (It'
‘ neither ‘one nor. many ; neither llke nor unlike- etc. -

,Round 6.) L 3 S o ,:w;

.’ (A)‘}The'Uthers appear to have many attrlbutes. (They appear
' ‘ta be both one and many, both like and unlike- etc. -
f-Round 7.5 - o ‘ o
.‘,'(B)\ The Others appear to “have no attr1butes. (They appear _
' to be neither one nor mariy; neither like nor unlike, etc.
‘Round 8, ) :

What 1 am calling the Separatlon AssUmption has its name on
». . \ -
'bloan from the theory of Forms.' The Separat1on Assumptlon of the middle

“dlalogues lays the follow1ng requ1rements upon the Forms.‘*

La

(i) A Form must be 1ntelliglble

(11) A Form muat be changeless C

\

(iil) A Form cannot be quallfied by contrary predicates..‘ol e

. We may concede that should an entity*meet these requirehents,\then that

’ ;thing would acquire for 1tse1f a status that sets 1t quite apartotrom theA ‘5.'
v»ord1nary 1tems of this world But however that may be it should be, »“‘
fl"qulte clear that these.requr;enents have an epistemologlcal orientation;.yh‘

'41'For in th7 m1dd1e dlalogues Plato would have these same reqpirements
. fas conditions for being an object of knowledge.§? I suggest that there :
.via another requirement one which is logigal in nature, that may be laid .

LA ; R . . E

‘-upon the Forms. o
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1 . LS

‘We may note that (1) (111) allow a Form to have attributes.

-
-

o .
What a form cannot have is contrary attributes which wduld interfere{>

with the Forms intelligibility and changelessness, and furthermdre be '

the basis for ‘the ascription of c' trary predlcates to thegForms.

r

it is not qualified b 4contrary redicates CAlL this seems fair enough.
)\ P 8

Nonetheless the pOSSlbLllty of a Form having various attributes is ﬂﬁ'

ki

suffic1ent to get the ¢heory into some minor logical difficulties. One -

such minor difflculty.arises‘from}the'follbwing.considérations, Let us .

- suppose that there “is a Form of justice and'a Form'of goodneqs Let us

':.Predication requ1res participation. Our slogan ls a useful chant.; EVena -

7 SR

further suppose .that Justice'is good. The theory of Forms offers to

T

e#plain how this is possible. By its account we may say of Juatice

that it 1s good because Justice partakes what it is, it would seem

\.

that Justice runs ‘the risk of 1051ng an: 1mportant feature of‘awhat it

'~ is to be a Form' For, 1f Goodness supplies Justice with what it is

-(i.e.,_with 1ts essence), then Justice cannot be truly said to belong

" among the things which are ¢U1’ﬂ. /\’0«0 ¢UTO..6,1 There is, in this minor

9

"'fdifficulty, one p01nt which requ1res special consideration. It is that

predication requ1res part1c1pation. This could well be a slogan for us‘*'m

B (") - N .

_the problem of self-predication marches under its banner.v GiVen the R

".assumptions of the theory of Forms, to.: predicate, for example, 'large -oﬁ

R

"_’the Large' ls to presuppose a Form othenathan, as the IOgicians would

T

?or, in other words, prequcation requires participation. A conmon g

-

.*{fhave it, 'the Largel' such that the Large1 partakes of another Form.‘vv;jfff
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feature of these two problems is that each would have ‘that which is
5' ‘ 62
predlcated different from the subJect of dlscourse. ThlS point

RN

suggests a way out; a way, which appeals'to a lochal requirement.

! o By making the Forms non—part1c1pants both of themselves and

of one another, they w111 no longer suffer these“problems of predication.

Butlthe move  would requ1re a. separation assumption that is stronger than

the Separation Assumption of the middle dialogues. The assumptionvof

I

the middle_diaIOgue forb1ds the»forms from hav1ng contrary.predicates.

The - stronger assumption, wh1ch we ate here envisaglng, wbﬁld forbid
L, '3’"} .

the Forms from hav1ng any predicates at all. Thls new Separation Assump-

; ’ N,
- tion wéhld even prevent the Large from being large, and the One from being
=4 .. v . . .

one. ' L B .

The new Separatlon Assumptlon beg1@s~to make itS'appearance
T ’ ‘ - . ,

-

. iR the flrst round.. o S "f'
o | £rcpov S ye ere,oau ook so-mc é;os ay ';*r 'e'v ,_
Y X“P ev: Mpodn kec ere/ow 7¢vos fcva(; Xf\?\a ,u,ovw
ere,ow €7&p0v, au\)\w Je OUJevc.';‘O/oGws Tu,aev |
j'-a}oa. &y éfvac ouk ecrmc 6'7'6/00\( '7 Oté‘( -—0u é"»;ra. . : \
':AMa /m;v ec /4'7 rouno ow( Gaurw e‘omc 66 §e o

My avTY, t)oud'e auro @dTd J‘e://u,J'a,aw ov ere,oov

'ovJeyas ?’rra.( ere,oov » t;'g‘ (139c3 dl)
It might be - thougtt that c3 4 (‘ETE/OOY Jé b’é €7'¢‘ﬂ00 OD&GO’TG( ENS
.J\ el R
o.vq €y) leaves the one as: a candldate for self-predication. That ig

= not the casg. In this passage; there is a conflation of the identifying

| and predicative uses of e\/a Furthermore the conflation is brought down

T ETUN RIS S TR R
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" on'the_Side of identifying the'One.; Cornford's translation of the

~ passage makes the conflation perspicuous. , - ‘ /

other than something prOperly belongs, not to 'one' but only" to
an 'other than another’. Consequently, it will not be other in
wvirtue of - its being one, and so . not in virtue of being - 1tse1f

; and so not as itself; and if as itself it is not in any sense,
ig' it cannot‘be‘other than_anythlng (my italics) v

Take note of the fact that there is a translatlon here from 'the One -

ég; ., .Nor can it be other than another, S0 long as it is one. To be -

;)qpt,belng other in v1rtue‘of=its being one' to "the One not being other
“in V1rtue of belng 1tse1f (i, e., in v1rtue of being ‘the One)' I.b
suggest that a conflatlon of the xdentlfylng and predlcative usesiof
€\l underplns thlsntran51t10n. There is, though,»additional evidence
on this point. At IAOa Parmenides says _
A /('9\/ & n: “memoyBe Xw,or: 700 €V cha.c 76 €V,
mAedo Av elvac ﬂeﬂoveoc y e\l TooTO. de addvarov,
s
We may contrast what is said here w1th what Vlastos would call the
NOn-Identity Assumption.63: In order to get the regress'of'the Third
Man g01ng, one must assume that. when one. says "The Large is Large" one -
has ° predlcated of the large somethlng which is. different from the large.
Bt the above rebutts the applicabllity of such‘an assumptlon to the
| One. The One cannot suffer anythlng whlch is separate from the One, For
if the attribute 'being one' were allowed to be swe from ‘the- One,.
the One would not be,oas Cornford says, a bare One.-*? Rather,the One
would’ be a complex; it would be a whole having the attribute 'being one'Il
as a part. This p0531bility does not arise here because of a conflation |
el

j of the 1dent1fying and predlcative uses’ of CV Thus, the problem of

"self-predlcatlon 1s f0restalled wlthin 139b-140a.. And what is more,

e

Sy
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’the conflation mahes?the.One troly separate;‘it makes the. One somethiné

to which no attributes\beiong.". . | |
| fhe new Separation Assumption can be bSed'to-lay.down a

direet ;ath to.denyinglof the One that it exigis.. The first step along

the path ie,made possible by analogy. That step is: 'ex1stence,-no lese

than sameness and’difference and'novless than likeneSS'and‘uniikenees,:b»

s something whieh/is ditferent from thg;one. ﬂThefnext step.is'onef E

which Qe are‘quite famiL;ar.with,_ It 13;: if”thz.bneheriéts,'it»will be

more than‘one. This can be taken on‘analogy w1th ”If the One 18 the same,u

it w111 have the attrlbute of sameness, and thereby be more than one"

df, 1n other»words just ‘as Parmenides says "The nature of untty is one.

'_thlng, the nature of' sameness another", 80 he could say "The nature of

‘unity is one thlng, the nature of existence another" The final step

= along this path is: If the One 1s, the one w111 suffer somethlng different»r'

from 'being one', and 80 will.be more than one,; Butkthat, as]we are.told.
in the‘first‘round. is-impOSsible, Hence,'the'dne'does'not.eaist;‘ Thée,
then, is one of the cuts that the Separation Assumption can make |
agalnst the One. | | o B .

Sdme oommentatorenhavehhad aevision'of'thie’direot-bath o
" towards denving existence'to the One;‘ Cornford says about 141e (where
Parmenldee denles that the One.exists) |

The concIUS1on 1tse1f--that th% One can have no sort of being--'*

is sound, and could be deduced directly ﬁgom the . definition in - -

. the first paragraph of. the Hypothesls. If we conceive ‘the One as"

" one “and- nothing else whatever, it cannot have any second charaoter
that could be meant by the word 'is in any of'its eenses.

SRR

And in a footnote to thls remark Cornford adds, e

o

'S

SN /

p
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This. is remarked by Proclus (vi, 251),;who adds that Plato

could hardly have opened his argument by deducing that the One .

has no sort-of being immediately ‘from the supposition G( €V’

¢eT1v , which it would have appeared to contradict (and does .

in fact contradlct) _ L ; p
Proclus and Cornford, it would appear, share a rather curious attitude
towards the hypothesis and the conclus10n that the One does not exist. -
On the one hand they see ‘the conclus1on as following directly from what
is said about the One at 137cd. Yet, on the other hand the con 9sion _
‘-contradicts their understanding of the hypothes1s. At any rate,‘I think |
that Proclus and Cornford are being overly Optimistic in. thinklng that

”the denial of ex1stence -arises directly out of the Opening of the.. first

v‘round. For the denial is possxble only after the Separation Assumption ,

dis exereised on the\hypothe51s.- And by my reading of the text the“
féeparation Assumption is not introduced into the argumentation until
l39de. Prior to this passage there 1s.no ground for-assuming that the:

10ne and Being are different natures. Nevertheless, they see that the '
- denial of exlstence requires that the One be a nature which has no

. attributes, and furthermore that existence be one of the attributes

which the One w111 not have.‘ They have, then, appreciated the effect ' ;:'»i.

Athat qge Separatlon Assumption has upon the One, 'jj?.
In v1ew of the faot that the Separation Assumption can be S
.,used to lay down a direct path towards denying that the One exists, itf:'

is somewhat surprising to find Parmenides using an-: indirect path.,~_ f5;;7

"jtsofar as the assumption permits Pa enides to. distinguish the nature of ,f"v
. N
the One from the- nature of the Same, 1t would also permit him to
. 0 - .'

' distinguish the nature of the One from the nature of Being. And he ; i

S
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couid thereby draw the:conclusion that the Qne_doespnot;exist;' But, .in
the first round, Parmenides”does not place upon Being a‘naturet Be/this
as it may, the rndlrect path also depends upon- the Separation Assumption.'
- The reason whlch Parmenldes gives for denylng existence to the One is

67

that since- the One is not in time, 1t does not exist Thls reason,

though d@pends upon . the theses that the One ig ne1ther younger ‘nor
“older than 1tse1f or another, and that the One is not the same age as’

' itself or another. But the mainsprings of these theses are that in . -
Y

: order f0r the One to be older or younger than itself or another,v.t
must have the attrlbute 'being dlfferent' and that‘in order for- the One
to be the ‘same age as 1tse1f or another, itlmust have the attribute B |

_ 'being the same' §8 -Here‘I am following»Cornford' |

Whatever exlsts in ‘time. must be a different agegat every
‘moment Erom its age at any earlier moment"and the lengthening
interval between its younger self and its older self must
always be the. same’ interval between its older self and its’
younger self.’ But we have seen that no. prOpOSitiOns involvihg
the, termgg'same' and 'different' Can be. true of the One we have
jdefined. oo - : R

Qu1te simply then, Parmenides assumes that ’being younger' and.;being
older' depend Upon 'dxfference'; wh11ev'being the same age' is assumed ';
to depend upon: 'sameness' This shows that the indirect path towards_#: jf
‘.the den1a1 of exlstence follows out of the Separation Assumption of | d |
The Separatron Assumption has two cuta to make against the.‘: |

~(One.¢ We have just seen the first. Before we. proceed to the :

“second we may con31der a refinement Upon the f1rst. .

>
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OuJa./iws dpa 10 év 05T ias /uére‘xec - OUk eockev -
Ou&ycw& a/oa. ea-r'c 76 év. ~ O3 ¢¢(}/€Ta§ - 0u6" /a.
' aorws €oriv mre e‘v e‘tva-t €€‘7 0’070 av 7‘;”) OV k‘“ BN
auﬂas /GT&'XOV L , - (141e9 11) |
i-‘This shows that Parmenides is prepared to separate the One from 'being ,
one’.‘ Notice, though that the wedge which Parmenides is using to ac- V
»compllsh,their-separation is different from the one which I have used :

on a number of occasions. I have urged a distinction between a Form

and its accompanying attribute. In the above, the canplicity of Being,» 'E,}v

\

B prevents the One from being one. Nonetheless, it is- the separability

Wt

of the One which. 1s controlling the outcome of the first round._. V”“i:'l“}"';f

We have seen that the Separation Assumption provides
simplicity But in the case of the One, the cost of the simplicity isl
non-existence. There is,'though a converse’applicatiOn of the aseumption,tiv‘
which requ1res that the One ‘be complex, if 1t 1s to exist. And this is
e‘the assumption s second cuthagainst the One. Allow me to further explain

‘myself. If the One 1s separate, it cannot partake of any natUre otherb_fd;
, ,than itself.” In this way, the One would enjoy simplicity, and be the
‘Ll'bare' One. And on the assumption that ExistenCe 1s a nature, the;,'aji»

..One becomes non-existent. Conversely, though i& thg One does exist,lluf“'*

:a.and thus does partake of existence it becomes complex., Or, to speak

: ";as Parmenides does, the One becomes many.»:f

| Oi’acnq.g ¢4f¢ev /csre,te/v 7'0 sV J:o €¢7,V.,-— }Vat KG.L«"'Y'_."{-
Jca 7aum 6'7 7o e'v ov ﬂoMa. Eﬁav’).. S (14384.6) E

‘.Hence, the Separation Assunption by means of 1ts converse applications, ~fhfwzh

,,-,.._.-'
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122

is largely reSpon51ble for both” the poverty which the One suffers in _n
_,the first round, and 1ts over-burdening plentitude in the second round.v
‘ Slmilar persPectives may be taken with regard to the other 81x rounds.

B And S0, the Separation Assumption has a general role to play 1n the

Although I would give the Separation Assumption a Special

' role, I am- not suggesting that it . is of singular importance., Thg appli-

4

' cability of the assumption turns on the various phiIOSOphical interpre-,'d

tations set upon the hypotheses._ wé will con51der the foundations of .
.I.."‘f
those interpretations later. Presently, we w111 give brief c0nsideration
. : iy
to how the Separation Assumption enters 1nto the other six rounds. IR

The third round 1s a companion ‘to the second round :fofif‘
'the third attempts to show that the Others enjoy all the .contrarp .iidif:ﬂl
attributes' which are given to the One 1n the second round._ The fourth
- -round is a'companion to the first.: For 1n the fourth the Others are o
"shown to be as barren as the One of the Pirst round. Our question is
this- How does the separability of the One make these parallels possible’ g:*f~
¥d7With regard to the fourth round it is QUite obvious that the separate 7
.One is BUpposed‘to prevent the Others from having any attrfhutes. The

v argument which starts us towards this conclusion is as follows.-'fV’”'

AF ouv ou ,no/ur /uv 7o GV er ava xw/u; d'e‘ mRAa.

Tou évo_s etvac - Tl. S' F "-"bn 'zrou OUR’ 'gvn mx,aa. mum ergpov, ;

’;."jg d).)m ,aev e«rrc 700 cvos, a.h/\o Je rwv a.M\wv eus )(uym‘

: f":-j'.a./oa' - '/Vau. 00[5 ,aw,a.o,ua. ()le exstv ¢4,asv To w; a)\;ﬂuu
,'t-_‘_,'il'?'ev ”ws X“/’ X Ouv‘afa. Koy ¢t ély av: 78 ev ev Tols %(j\)ou oure/go«z

- ; aurou 5( ,xa;ms 7e en‘( nov mwv A’a.c,(wfca. /47 Zﬁec. ot

f6}59b6-c7)



H"“ﬂimakes it possible for both the One and the Others to

says,

: :';-many. e C

123

: Thls argument beglns a round whose purpose is. to show that the Others =~

* do .not have any attrlbutes.» But the argument is about the One. And ~

+

,,_1t_1s an argument in whlch are contalned assunpt1ons about the separa-.

bility of the One.‘ In bur commentary, we w111 see how the barren One

keeps. the Others 1mpover1shed.c.-

R

‘ There is a‘very“interesting contrast between'the th;rd“”-}

' and fourth rounds. In the f0urth Parmenides clalms that

OUJGW a/oa. 7/‘oolru) ,ueféxoc aV Ta?da 'rzw éVDS /.’77'6

 Katd /oprov 7¢ a0T0D ,m)re Ka.?o. ohov /aeTGXOVTa. (159d1 2)

But in the third round he clalms that

Ové’e ,uf;v ore'/emc b"-‘ 7ro.v7‘o. rra.d‘c 700 evo; mMa a.'Ma
,uerc-,yec n:)... 0n ‘mov -ra. 4}\}\4 rou evo_s ,uo‘pm cxovra.

L Zaka @vr‘/v el a’a.p /uofm /47 sxoc mwre}\ws av.

B

ev‘ec-j (1s7c1- 4

x, Parmenides then goes on to reveal that the Others are parts of a whoLe:'i“fp Ry

‘by v1rtue of poasessmg (}u‘rexcvra.) unity This revelation is 4

A*reminlscent of a claim made&w1thin the second round. There,gParmenidea’_glﬂd‘

To GV'.ci,oa. avro: keke,o/aancytevov uﬂo 'rv;s ooams ﬂo)\la

‘re ku ane(,oa. 'ro n)v)aos ecnv. (144e3 5)

'-f‘Thus, it would seem that ‘the One s ability to be parTed out by Being

have parts and be R

" We may summarize these findings thh respect to the first

"__Afour rounds.-_ (1) If the One is separate, it does not exist and
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iurthermore, both the One and the Others turn out to be nothing whatso-

‘ ever. (2) If the One exlsts, Being parcels it throughout 'reality .
:_:‘so that’ both the One and the Others ‘become 1ndef1nite1y numerous. We .h
may now br1ef1y~consider the last.four rounds; | |

Rounds five and seven arelcompanions to one.another.. Each

'attempts to show that its subject of discourse may have the contrary
lpredicates-said of it. ,Roundsr51x and eight on the other hand move

in the Opp081te directioﬁ. Each attempts to show that its’ subject of
*discourse has ‘no attributes at-all. ’The basic assunption ot all these1:~
" rounds is-that the One does not ex1st. - | |

’

The sixth round produces an expected result._ If the One
4does not exist 1t cannot be anything at a11 In the eighth thef""ﬁ
1'argument towards the Conclusion that the Others are nothing at a11

, .70 e
»proceeds from the assumptlon that the Others are- not one. Parmenides i

Ibthen goes on to argue that the Others cannot be many because none of them“rm.

" can’ be one thing.: The assumption underlying this further assumption .';
‘must be that the pOSSibllity of 'being one' 1s foreclosed by the ﬂjnff;'

"non-existence of the One. A more elegant way of putting the point is,iﬂ.ﬂ

=iﬁthis~' When the One is" separated from what-is 1ts nature (viz. 'ojfii'”V‘“;'

1vn.be one') cannot be enjoyed by other things.;i'{ihff

The fifth and seventh rounds begin from quite sﬁnilar\as- hh;,f'

.‘.Ljaumptions. In the first case, Parmenides[assumes that we are sayins Q{J,Qh-~t'3?:

S bk S
V_Qsomething meaningful when we say "The One[does not exist"' From thisf*f"

O?V'he infers that ‘we mean to be speaking of something, and furthermore

'7_of something kn0wab1e, when we say that the One does not exist.??

.

: In‘ thei._ T
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second case, Parmenldes says | :
IV /usv 700 Jsc abra elvac: e 5‘9" APE ak?\a. so'nv
00K av: m=,oc 7y d?\wv Aéyocro. I (164b6 7)
These two’ assumptlons may be closely a11gned w1th what 1 will ca11
L1ngu1st1c ?iurallsm,. ‘One feature of Llnguistic Pluralism is this'ﬁ
If anfexpression is meanlngful then that expre981on must mean some~i:
thing'(i;e.; someientity) 72 For example, if the expression ‘the.One’ : f'{;;g
"isjneaningful that expresslon must have reference to someth1ng.73 “
. Therg s another feature to Linguistic Pluralism.‘ It is-L In order for
.‘different expre331ons to have different_meanlngs,fthe'expressionspmust
have reference to dlfferent things.. The first feature is quite obviouely:
a“:theratlng in the seventh round where ParmeTides says "If the Others f’ﬁ”
R R T o . RN

dld not QXISt we °°“1d not Speak of the Others" 1fﬂifﬂ'f“;T ;,f‘[

The first feature 1s Operating 1n the fifth round as well
~ ‘ : : L S O
'; There Parmenides asks Afsf (;' .'fﬁfa*” 1"§;f_o W”,' o -"@Qj“:T{_f'*

OUkow /\'0.4 vuv 5’;)0(. oTc (—'Te/ov /)éd'é( rwv mwv ,
. To/u; ov 07‘4\( €clr7 ev e‘t /u."; 6‘0‘7‘( kcu w/.ev o

:'.This questlon appears to invite the follow1ng objection' All along, P :'
‘ 'fParmenides, you have been 1nsist;ng that in order for the One to be v;frﬁﬂﬂ_fl_fif
'xanything at all, 1t must have being, but now you are saying that thé

L One is something different and something knowable,'even though you {id;ftffif:f
!?4._ : : oot

,-n'ghave assumed that the One does not exist'-therefore, you are violating'ﬁ*t'*

h:gthecgictums of the Separatlon Assumption. Whiie it is true that
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-

appears lto be more baslc than the others.' For it appears that Parmenides
g here departlng from the assumption whose different sides structure

the Opp081te ways of the dialogue. . Parmenides, though does recover

.himself By assummg that the One which is not is different from other

. .75 B i
things, he proceeds to . the followmg result.‘

Ked AV TOU ye €kelvou Kal {ou n}vos Ka

kai Toum kat rourwv /nu ﬂa.vnov TV 7'o(o
,uerexec 76 ,w; ov.év: ob b’“/’ av 76 ev e)\egno

oo[’ Zw 70U svos crepa. ous”’ ekecvw atv T A aué”
‘ e‘ke(Vou ouS av 'rc eleyero, el /4‘77'6 7ou
| /4;77\/ /ayre rwv a.va murmv | ~

u’-<vas a.urw
(160e2 7)
Parmenides then makes hxs- way to the conclusion, ka.l. /A”IV kdl thd.S a’é

det adro [n ev] ﬂerexe:v 7ro7 Thls conclusion brings the Fifth .
round 1nto conformity w1th the dlctums of the Separation Assumptﬁon.

. _.For the Separation Assumption would have existence as both a necessary
and‘ suff1c1ent condltion of a, sub;ect that is a compound possessing.

-._'.'attributes.f ’The One Wthh\ is not' of thé fifth round conforms to this

,‘ ” requiremént. Even though the existence °fT°/¢'q oV GV 15 Circum- S

.. . scribed nonetheless Parmenldes does grant it existence.d’_f"; :
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(F).
The:precedlné_sectlon‘intrbouced a topic whichtdeserveS«
further comment} Thet topic le'hinguistie PlUralism. ‘Linguistic*;
'.Plura11sm is a phiIOSOphlcal foundatlon for the Separation Assump-
tion. - Indeed it is a foundatlon for both sides of the assumptlon. g
On the one hand 1t‘prov1dee a philoSOphlcal characterlzation of con-. .
ceptual and'ontologlcal“éimpliEity On the. other, it is also reSpone-uf
~ible for the existentlal fallure that the separables suffer under
'.cond1t1on of such 81mp11city. I - N =
‘ The most forth—right statement of Llngulstic Pluralism
';occur; w1th1n the secOnd round. _ o .. .,
| EkacTov nov aVo/mrtov obk e'm TIve /(aAecs -frwyé 7; oSv;
TO fa.uro OVo/La. é(ITOLS a.v n)eovam.s ") am.f Exw;é ﬂDTefoV
" obv edv /uev ura.f ecﬂgr é‘ké(VO z;poa'ayeyeuas ou7r€/a évre;
. roJVo/u,a. cav &€ no))\atku, o0k éxeivo; § éavre a.rta.f
- ea.vre ﬂoR;\ach murov ovo;ta. ¢96”’7, 7’02}’} aVa.yk")

. ge mumv k¢¢ Ac-xetv aa e (147d1 6)

ELParmeﬂides applirs this general statement to the caae of‘e;zumov 'if R
Concern.ing'GTG‘onv, he says, .; : .. ‘ Lo , S |
S Onw 4‘7 Ae,ao/(ev én e*re,oov /ue'v To.)\"\a. ’rou e‘vos t”'{POV:.
Je 70 &v 7wv a.lkwv &s ro efé,oov e'mavres abcfev n

i ,u.aMov en AM;»;, a)\X é'lf ekéwq 'r-») ¢oa'ec a.uro a.ec

i AGJO/QGV ‘7¢Ir€p ?V 7ouVo/La. (147e3 6)

g ‘The plUralistic honsaquences of this position are obvioua.; S&nce
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o
each word is suoposed to- have meaning"byl yi'rtue oif referring to aome .
srngular nature of ohlch the word 1s.a name, and.smce gc,oov ¢uros s
'O/Locov avo}4.o¢ov 6071\(, 'etc., are dlfferent words, there will be a |
'smgular and separable ‘nature corresponding to.each word . On this
account, then, language mirrors an ontolog1ca1 populace. In any case,
of signal mportance 1s the clalm that each word is the name of some
_ one-na_ture. “This provides a phiIOSOphlcal baSlS for the ontological and
| conce-ptual 51mp11c1ty of the ,separab{es. For, ‘the smplicu:y of each
separable guarantees that each word w11P have a smgle and constant
'meanlng.ﬁ, And each separable, being just what it is, may be taken smgu-
| '1ar1y into mlnd (€Ut Tq Jca.Vo:.a. }covw na’.mho,aw}tev 143a7),
| This, though is but one side of the story. If @TGJDOV

‘ au-;»m s, and GVTIV are each a nature the separables in general will

o suffer existentml and 1dent1ty fallings.- They w111 ne1ther exwt nor |

be che sam,, R
' a .‘name af a simple nature. The following
'argument dei :{e point.,-.., b.-t-; / j‘lj: - |
,5_/46\/ 4\mxk‘7 Tv,v ouvca.v 4ur00 ézva.( ,
écmsy i) owna. 70 év 471)’ ev aziocas
:"Xk ".” adk OUV €¢ Gre,oov ,aev 7 auma .. |
¢ :. oure rw ev 7o 6v 7'75 ourw.s' ersfov
odfe T&‘:o 3 ecva.c 4} obria 700 évés. a.Mo ai\)a.
';;»E‘r.rw ere/Jw re" &’ac XAhd:ere)aa 4.3)5‘*;3«)%““‘774\10,“5\1

B
o, - .Qore ou rq.u-rav eww oqre Tw evc oure r'n

j-'-‘{-fauaco. 70 cre,oav. e e <143b1 7)

-es, nor be different from one another, if°€0'TIV’. ,
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Thus, if the-ghe,kor any other-separable' is to be different from
~another, it'must partake of difference. But such part1c1pation would
prevent it.from.enjoyiné simplicitv. vSimilarly, in;order for a separable
to exist, or to. be the same as itselfy, it would have to partake of Be1ng :

or Sameness. But that would visit complexrty Upon the separable. Con-

..‘. seouently,»simplrcity may be enjoyed‘only on.the conditions of non-

o ,10ne (since it 1s, and is different from Being) has the parts 70 €V,

existence.an&.non-identity; Lingu1st1c Pluralism, then, has consequencesu
31milar to. those realized under the Separation Assumption.‘ | | i
| Linguistlc Pluralism plays a 31gn1f1cant role in two rounds
of the Parmenides, in the second and in the flfth. 'In the former-.h
:Parmenides uses Lingulstic PIUralism to interpret the hypothe91s. By
;so 1nterpret1ng the hypothe81s, ‘he takes himself to be 1n a positiOn to
argue that ‘the One has parts, and what 1s more, an infinite number of
h parts. And in the latter, the assumption "To say something meaningful

-is to mean some hlng" is ba81c to the round. “f- o l"-"ﬂ””:,

Lo
pon

Linguistic Pluralism comes to the secqnd round in the following |
form‘ Ao 7 0"7,uacvov 70 éon 7ou cv.__ Accordingly, Parmenides L
ftakes the is of 'The One is one' to. have reference to Being He then,.‘
_‘infers that since the One exlsts, it'must be Somposed of the parts " J
f'Unity and Belng. As we have seen, this inferenCe 1eads 1nto an infinitehteV*”f
- regress that provides the Qne w1th an 1nfinite plentitude of parts. _In;jtf”;q
| :this connection, though Parmenides doubles his effort and providesvan;f'

's.‘

dother proof to the same effect. Proceeding from the assumption that the

S ! R
’) ouwo. and To e'repov, he argues to the conclusion that the One s
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Y : e -\A.
is an¢pa 70 mAvbes .
. | o 5. S |
In the fifth round, as we have also seen, Parmenides employs

.two assumptions which Bekmg‘under Linguistic Pluralism. He assumes that

a meaningful expression will have reference to something, and. that

3

different meaningful expressions have refererice to different things: °
To these two aesumptions,@he adds a third; which is that we caﬁhet speak
trulyhoquhat is not. Having described the One as 'something' and a

'thls' Parmenides argues

o

7 b«x,o 47 05rws Exec, odk av a.%;67 hcyo,uev 7/46«.5 /\erovres
u&q :

70 -év A7 elvac €t &€ 3_;\«,6»’ 6'°;Rov orc avra. a.ura /\eyo UV, 5

Through these assumptlons,_the hypothesis "The Ome is not" 1is lead to

the conc1u51on that the Ane exlsts in some'way.
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Notes to Chapter Two

1. Cromhie has already offered this view concerning the hypotheses.
See EPDZ, p. 337.f But he does not draw on a substantial body of
. evidence wthh conclusively demonstrates the truth of his view.h
.fh th1s, though “he does not stand alone.. None of the views,
heretofore received have been framed with regard to, or appreciation )
- of, the majority of the ev1dence. The view which is presently |
accepted is that the hypotheses are "The One is" and "The One is 1
not'". Ryle and Owen offer this’ vie@ See Ryle 8 "Plato's Parmenides" h

Studies in_ Plato 8 Metaphysics (hereafter _jﬂsf-p. 114-'and‘0wen's*‘

"Notes on Ryle s Plato" _ylg, p. 342 Although Ryle formulatés the
,Av;j-’first hypothe31s as ”Unity exists"' I presume that he would accept
e \
a. "The One exists" as an, equivalent formulation. Owen accepts "The One
';exists” ‘but he also expresses an indifferent preference between it
“and "One - exists". Cornford and Robinson, though hold that thef.e.

P .‘hypotheses are . "There is a One" and "There is not a One" -‘hnd:gf%.?

]

hCornford offers the alternative formulanions "A One is" and "A One .

18 not. See Plato and Parmenides (hereafter Q ) n. 3 p. 108

- n, 2 P llﬁ, and - P 136 and Plato's Earlier Dialectic, pg, ZQi 242 -
Beskks these views, some commentatora have urged the view that Qheren'x-.

'"‘are eight hypotheses. And some have even suggested that there are
e

-Jnine.. TheSe other views are briefly considered herein, and in light

f_/of rather straight forward evidence, they are rejected.

24 P P& P n 3, p. 108,

"

@
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' about the One. 5 - B

: Ibld-, n. 1, P. 136. Cornford also says "It is clear that each

'Etude, P 13,0

’ZP & P, P 105.;_”t

132

_ Tbid., n.'3, p. 108.

Ibid., p. 116,
Platog pp.'3614363 But Taylor says "It-hag been asked what theav“

mygn presupposed as, the subject of the thesis "it is One" is.. The

answer “ 0w is "anything whatever which 1s conceiged to be a mexe

" undifferentiated unity admitting no plurality whatsOever" (my italics)" ?‘.

,‘On this aCCount Parmenides may be understood to be hypothesizing, =.3'5

not abOUt the One, but rather about wbatever is one. Yet it seems'

RN

i evident ‘to me that it is Parmenides' intention to discuss a hypothesis o

T

e

P & P, P 116. . R ‘“g;‘lf;kpjfh-’

HYPOthesis begins with a- definition, sometimes disguised as a series f'i“ :

' of inferences._ Thus, instead of saying 'Let us suppose that "the

One" meé%i for our present purpose absolute unitylwhich excludes f“'

e

.'any soﬁt of plurality > Parmenides wi11 say TIf the One 1s one, it
will ‘ot be many, and so it will have no parts and will not be a  [ S

i.whole' That is really the defipition"‘- (my italics) see'p,,iiaﬂf“f;~“*"

-).

-'Etude, P' 113-:1 “ . | ; A ,i'..'. L ’

Sm, po 114.

gggz,jpg;.335:337.'”See:alsé_r'&'?;;bQ'10?3 Gornford also notes the .
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‘»f133,_

discrepancy between the method\and the process.‘ Nevertheless he
s’ prepared to arbitrate- questions concerning the process on, the

basis of the method.

' Ibid., p.<7337.”

' The moral of the fifth movement, at least on my interpretation

- would seem to be thst the non-existent One exists in some way

-~ .

by virtue of being one._ For by being one, it is knowable, different'

from the Gthers, and a 'this' : In the sixth movement, on the other 'jf5

hand Parmenides again contends that the One cannot be anything -y;f;:’i

U'}whatsoever, and therefore not even one, if it does not exist.; S

3”More generally, it would appear that Parmenides holds to an

'abiding premise concerning, what Allen would call, the co-exis-

i /

tensiveness of unity and existence, -(See "Unity and Infinity' -
‘fParmenides 142b-1453"’ Review of Metaphysics, 27 pp. 697 7250

r,For the second and fifth movements confirm the premise that :'fi]tff
' [

' -whatever is one is, and whatever is is one. And the first and sixthi{

B on the other hand offer the converse, i e., whatever is nOt is not

¢ .

"'one, and whatever is not one is not.._g, j,;h

7.

parallels ‘the assumption that ét GV EOTIV meansé‘( FV’TC 7'5€V. .

.J“v‘>

VP&P, p. 136

__'rhe assumption that a GV/L“)éﬂ'Wmeans et ,w) ern 'ro ev

-

ZBut the former gives rise to problems concerning the translation of

_ a,u.‘)ev/q €0‘TIV‘ Parmenides characterizes E( GV}I.’EO’”V and t“



It could mean 'the non-One or !

_ &vw ig’ intended to characterize contrary hypotheses- which is to

: say, contrary claims. But the claims "The One is not" and "The o

- R I

/(}7 é'V/l.") éd’TlV as ni\l 'rouvavrtcu Assurnmg, then, thatfvis |

'substantive (meaning 'the One ) we must ask "What doeS/.“)éVmean'?"

at, is not’ the One', or what is. )

not one' 'CommOn to e-ach' of these tpOSSlbllitles is the presmnptionf'

_that/l.‘)t" is the subject of discourse of which it 1s said "It does

: |
not ex1st" But this presumption, when referred to the phiIOSOphical

‘ evidence, proves to be false. In this regard, consider the following

"\

' lquestions., Is mtv 'rovvavnov meant to charact{erize subjgcts of

-'discourse which are contrary (subjects such -as 'the One' and 'the S

"."non-One PR or/ is the phrase meant to characterize claims which ‘are

i

| contrary". A review of the passage 160b5-c2 reveals that H&V TOQV'-

non-One is not" are not contrary. FOr, in the first place, they

vmay be assigned the same truth-value, and in the second contrary

' fclaims must have the same subject of discourse.v Furthermore, these -

r

-"oonsiderations count against any substantive tranalation of,a‘)/V

o ,How, then -are we to translate G(./W GV}‘V ernv ? I sdggest "._".T ':

o :x-'l9.’

. 160e. -

_"-»"The not—one One is not" See p 31 for my rendering of éL €V

p9 evnv

' wf

'_P&P n; '1, p. 219
It is implausible, because Parmenidee is hypothesizing about the

‘ﬂOne, and not about a One._,j

f., Re ublic, 475e 479e.._- .
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L ©

v
‘ .

The" second part of the dialogue offers ‘to prove theaes of the form

"S" is. nelther ¢ nor Y'" and "S is both 9. and )u" 9 and r'being under-." ) -

-stood to be contraries._ In partlcular, Parmenides affirms and '

' denies of the One and the Others both members frOm the fol].owing

pairings~ (one/many) (limited/unlimlted) (straight/round)

‘,(m another/in itself) (in motion/a-t rest) (same/different)
: (like/unlike), (equal/unequal) At 146d Parmenides suggests ,' 3

'that Samenesa and Difference are GV&VTCa an"zlom At 148a,

'f

b 5/ '
he says that Likeness is. MVTCOV to Unlikeness. , At 149e—1503

Greatneas and Smallness are said to be éVdVle a]x“ﬂmv. At

o ‘159e 160a, Parmenides argues that if the Others are. both ltke and

4

'unlike, they will have two contrary attributes. Finally, at the » e

’“',end of the third r0und having taken himself to have shown that

»’lthe Others are both one and many, both limiced and unlimited and '377.f

both like and unlike, Parmenides sayxs that there "111 be no

»‘.,'ﬂsee 159ab
24,

26,
N

N N .2‘8..'. ‘

The Princ1ples of Mathematics. A

i .’.'bdiffmulty proving that the Others suﬁfer mvm Td- GVQVN.Q. m&,

q-

An Aristotelian account of the theory of Oppoeites is given in

']G.E‘R. Lloyd's Polarity and Anal gz, pp. 87-171
5142c8.:'_*.i~ o o ST

P & P, p. 116.: See also Owen's "Notes on Ryle s Plato" le, p. 349.

.

. PR

-The characterizat.io‘n of 'a Form' which the eecond reault offers 13, o

'/ f‘: to say the least debatable. For the characterization suggests that R

. .“,



)

~thekForms.are'2)ﬁxd- Prior to Ryle s work on the Theaetetus

136 .-

(reported by Cross in SIM,‘p. 14)," commentators did generally hold

!

-'V1ews entailing the above characterization- see

But since Ryle s work commentators have taken a different kind of

SPM, pp- 16- 19._?5

¥ view ogzlhe theory of Forms.v (Cross' "Logos and Forms in Plato"

.gives the earliest expression of such a view.) In any case, recent h‘fs

rhterpretations of the theory tend to rsspect the criticisms which

. Ryle raises against the v1ew that the Forms are s:.mple d)oya. Allen s C
- / o B

‘:{recent Plato 8, Earlier Theo_y of Forms clearly belongs to the new

."'school

s
A:';gonsideration nonetheless can be systematically observed thrOUghout ;_3_

",.b;the text._.' e ' USRS . o o

~.-31;-”

;32.7}
36,

o .3_.51

o convention are sweet and bitter, hot and cold, by conventiOn is Q:ffﬁfW'”"

See P & P, pp. 129-130 Etude, pp. 114—115

This recommendation, even though it issues from

le, pp. 342 343 and p. 349. As we will see

.°ne",7x;;“ *~Jﬂ:;' i-.,[f?{h'ﬂ°“";-"""“

Ibid., p. 349

.p, 357 "’33f*5'f5” :‘fnggrf,;»j;,;"'”"

¥ .-

ph11090phical

{

Owen 8 'I/P ?ﬁf” ‘{':fif1’

See L1°Yd's, Polarity and Analogy, pp- 15-19.~ e

-Consider Zeno 8 two arguments against plurality.
ffragments l and 4 of Anaxagoras (Kirk and Raven,

B Philosoghers, p. 368) Democritius is reported

'f colour- in truth are atoms and the void .'.“. o

K]

as atguing “By

The Pre Socra7ic_

ﬁlconfhsion' provides a bridge between 'The One 13 and 'The One 1g-ff,3.;‘7

Consider also ;;,j;b

In reality we




i 4¢‘., :
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.:apprehend nothlng exactly, but only as it changes according to _h
/ SN .
the condition of. our body and,of the things that impinge on or} -

Lo

'offer res1stance to 1t." (from The: Pre chratic Phi1050phers .

4

- 'p. w).

36, ,See Polarity and Analogv, p,,106.

N

-37. Aristotle 's doctrine of the mean might seem to conflict with the-~
'theory °f 0ppos1tes. He SaYB "There are- three kinds of disposition,;hh"h”
: then, two of them vices,'inv01V1ng excess and deficiency respectively, ,i;g

' _and ore a v1rtue, vlz., the mean, and all are in a senSe oppoaed

-1
ok

o to_all for the extreme states are contrary both to the intermediate ff'f,V
state and to each other, and the intermediate to the extremes"" o
, But the mean is not an indeLendent contrary. Rather it ia dependent

K]

:on the extremeqﬂ " ?5.,as the equal is Sreater relatively to the
.'“fless lesa relatively to the greater, so the middle states are

exCessive relatively t° the deflciencies, deficient relatively to ;,_t_:hh.
jﬁtthe excesses, both in passions and in ﬂctionsoﬁ,’(Nicomacheag i
3ﬂEthics' Book II chpt. 8) To a certain GXtent Aristotle B n{e]i,

'5,.'doctrine is. a variation upon the basic theory.; »,f*,lf;fi'

‘h:;3ée fThis is a Very sﬁmplistic apeculation._ Fo,;it ignores the evidence fﬁéfnit;

_fon the other side of the queation.. SOcratea alao aayg "If -5. -affffwf*?“




3I{;\£§,F both tallness and shortness’"»f More generally, if Socrates allows

.~Socrateshas drawn a three fold distinction between sensible
" objects, the tallness in us,. and the tallness 1tse1f.. With respect
A, to the latter two, Socrates maintains that they neither admit nor can |

: be overcome by the short. In light of this, the following problem

'.:ia raised~'

'97;,. didn't we agree ‘to’ exactly the reverse of what we' are
L .oonow saying--that the- greater does come. into' ‘being from the
- smaller, and the smaller from ‘the greater, -and in. a word - .- e
‘" that this. is generation where the. opposites are coucerned--jif-"
~‘that they are generated from thehr ‘opposites? But not" it -
.fjseems to me that we are saying that this could never happen...'7'

To this question, Socrates replies'~»”

But you don t realize the difference between what we are' .
. talking about now:and’ what we were then. Then it was sgaid: ‘L
“that-an’ Opposite thing is. generated from the Opposite thing,:‘
- but-now that the opposite’ itpelf cjuld mever be opposite to .’f f
'itself—-either that which exigts in_us or that which exists: in”
| nature.. ‘Then .we were: talking about the: things which. possess
7 the | oPposites, calling them by the ‘same name  as the- Opposites
» - themselves have, but now we are. talking about those- -opposites -
... themsgelves which, by their presence, give. their ‘names to the,t.. E
_things: called after _them, and we say that they themselves B
'?would mever suhmit to becoming one another._‘“*-.: ~

’ n
On the bssia of this, we may ask "How csn Simmias be the locus of

U change between tallness and shortness, 1 he presently possesses L
‘~’that sensible objects can possess the Opposites (at the same time)
B _his theory of generation is put in jeOpardy There is, then,.‘ '

_“btension between his theor} of generation and thevapparent concession

thhat sensible objects can possess the opposites.% Now, FB for my

'1;part I see myself as working one side of this undecided issue.xs:n?f”hfvib

“‘:ifqund I see the standard 1nterpretation of 1023-106 _asfworking the - t

- other side of this undecided issue,




39,

*; i.\-’ 139
See-102bc where Socrates asks "o you agree that "Simmias
{

-: surpassing Socrates" is not really what the words might suggest?"

40.-
41,
42,

hl43-?

'v...'. \\ .b._
‘,;‘Bosley s U~word thesis.“ And I would 1ike to think that my discussion
45

./gqr¢.l Depending on the genera, we have paradeigmstic instancesn~_

:'ﬂﬁfthe other hand though one does not store temperat

“,fetc.‘ He makes an interesting request in the Euthxghro.

ﬂpof species. The Department of Weightstand Measures does store

i;etc.: The Metre (in Psris) 1s the paradigm for metr

-This suggests that it is Plato’s hOpe to revise our Understanding

' of 'what we mean when we saz .J."._

Republlc, 479a."'.~.,.‘ e S P . ;:‘fl RN
Ibid., 479ce.,_ E | - |

Euthydémds Protagoras..‘,';f e ﬁf'-, : "fli

The - generally accepted test for 17905'71 terms was that of ineomglete--‘

,-ness.> See Owen ER "A Proof in the 'Peri Ideon'" SPM, p. 302

‘Hence, the notion that 4?05 TC terms are inc0mp1ete predicates.,_r

But. this test obscures impOrtant differences between, for example,

'»'beautiful' and 'equal'

!

My dlSCUssiOn of zgpq; TL terms owes d great deal to Professor R.;_,A:“;h'

"_af£0rds particular development a more wide ranging philosophical

'theory._‘yiﬁfilpi-pfii,;[”';'grﬂp'.pff\

Plsto provides us with a very large stock of arguments which detail

h"‘fif,difficulties concerning whether something is beautiful, good just,_.ﬁ

,;,,_Jiéajiﬁ:;;f

'j:,T")v afe«v wa. €l$ fkcnl’; 41!9!A(mov xac x/w/levvs adry’ m,d'ﬂy e

'f*]hfparadeigmatic samples of the 9010ur cansry, the co;or hartreuse.ij*”:::

T
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thermometres.l But 'tenperature'.is nonethelessia genus.
: 46;.'Cf., A Proof in the 'Peri Ideon'", SIM,'p. 305._ If 'one' 1§‘an
| ‘.incomplete pfedicate, so iefevery other number. Ryle also thlnkslp"
.that 'one' has a status above and beyond 'bel g a. number' .Seei-_ 5‘
'?snn, p. 132, o | | HRERS -
47-:‘For example, 1016aff and 1052aff in Aristotle 's- Metaghz31c . .‘-‘;.::
48, ;See Metaph281cs, 1015b 15" ff ' T
:5h§9;';sru, PP 115- 116
\f"s¢,, Ibid., - 132
“51; .”On Denoting"
52;.;SPM, p.,l?l,‘.i;‘ :
} 53 le, p. 345. | . ‘ o
n1;=54.Z;Arist0t1e, for example,.says "that which 'is' primarily‘is the ;?fl
o twhat 13 1ozsa._ ,; | RSN e

flnsst AMetaghxsics, 1052b “.

e fii"SEa:sIbid.. 1052a. 4 7 ;a;f>{l':? e T e e

~?;,57;{f1bid._ 1054a. g [ﬁl="'
"“h53;551n rounds seven and eight Parmenides replaces the verbs 'haVe' fiﬁii;’
"jﬂiand 'are' with 'appear to- have' and 'appear to be we may

: ;speculate concerning the considerationsvbehind this shift._

"U'the hypothesis behind it? Doea the hypothesis "The One does not

““iexist" and its purported consequece (viz., aince the One does not*-z"
"if;vexist the Othera can neither possess Uhity nor be one) require :fh';p;%?:"-

"ithat there be a. shift from what is to what-appears to be?




59,

" 60

61.

62
. i64;

. 65.

67,

68.

69, Pl
76‘4'7’
L
ol
i?l:5ﬂ }§? f
ST

'“'jQ?SQf

;}75;”

*}1aoe 141a,- .

'See 162b

la .

-See Vlastos'.article_ﬁThe Third Man:Argument in-PIatoie.Pérnenidesu;

SH, p. 246. 

'Ibld., notes 1, 2, and 3 on P 246. In most of these c1ted passages;»7jf
,Plato 1s, among other thlngs, addre351ng hlmself to. epistemological

‘concerns.. .

See n;~28’ab0ve;;n‘
'Cons1der Vlastos’ non-identity requirement, Op. cit., pp. 251 254.

Op. cit., pr. 237. R :f'v FEET

P & P, p. 122

Ibid., p- 129 ?gi R 'f :,j§§;:_'$'f;1.1v;

66. S T e

Ibid., n.,1, P 129

lhlde. ;,,~‘

160cd. See my comﬁents given above; pp. 33 36
See. L47g-148a. - |
See 161a.rt¢il$‘1A'

;164bc..;j'ff 5

The assumption is announced at 160de, after which follows the

:-N;;yargument assigning various attributea to the non-existenc One. S




Ly

mirrors the structu

u'f 33 a °°mm°nf55UrCe for contrary reaults.vc

\ CHAPTER THREE
Ly

JOGIcAL QuESTIONS

,gains cwo sectiong In the first Iﬁoutlihe

of the arguments he_‘

the second part of*the Parmenides._ we are

familiar with thiaﬁ

Each hypothesi”nun
the One, and two

difficulties which attend this structure. And the chief_difficulties

."ifi are (l) that under either hypothesis the rounde which concern the One-*f.' o

.”,
, N

obvious question. How can contrary resultsipoesib~

.It_gives to thgegia}ogue two h’POtheses; e
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B . A

ahypothesis? But-this.question'cannot'be given a coherent7answer} Even

Q

so, the question is interesting in ome regard. It belies .an interest in.
the- relatlonshgp between the hypotheses and the conclusions which
Parmenides purports to draw from them. The format which I prOpose to l-V

‘use will make no- CO§%§SSIOn to such an 1nterest. o

%

In my‘bpinion, Ryle s view of the Parmenides is the only _; y:vlj'w
" view which seriously attempts to come to grips with the BtrUCturalff .
;difficulties of the dialogue. For Ryle holds that the hYPOtheses R

suffer from such a baslc philosOphical C°truption that they can bef'* -

held responsible for the absurdities and contradictiona of the second

”,.

‘ part of the dialogue. Owen though has an objection to lay against .:i;f')ﬂa

Ryle s view.v He says,”

e he- (Ryle) speaks more than once of both the hypothesis e
MUnity exists' and its. contradictory a8 entailing ‘the- families j-ﬁ'
.of contradictions that: they sewerally breed. . As an analogy
he’ cites Russell's use of the ‘§o~called yicious Circle paradoxes '
to show" that "¢(¢x)" is- 111 formed, ‘But_he . does not, of course, ERRE
~ offer to. show that. Plato's. antinomies follow from theit ﬁirst o
. - ’*vpremises as: dfrectly ag .those which Russell: oollected o argue’ the =
',\'é? .need for a. theory of ‘types.  On ‘Rylé's own ‘survey of ‘the Parmegide
‘ ‘,('}there ‘seem to be many other: premises\and assumptions intervening ,
"7 /in 'the plot, The reader: is left: to’ wonder whether ' these interventions
- . are- systematic or. .perhaps. Just’ random--as’ they ‘might be., expected to-t",
- be, for example, on:Robinson's ‘thesis that: Plato "'is" genuinely R
- . failing to natice the extra premisef as duch" Bt the answer, I EIRRTIEIR
’Tr,think is that they are. systematic.‘, SRS ‘j;-y,g - B e

FN

Ryle s thesis (the
"ffprinclple being that a philosophically corrupt hypothesis will license) \f;kMEQa

".nWhile I qu1te naturally agree with the principlegéﬁ




.~. %view has-an obv1ous~benef1t. If in fact there is a different hypothesis -

: another benefit. It allows a more: serious hnport to be given to the o

, interest of sﬁowing how the conclusiOps of a particular round are

144

»

| case, there'happen to. be conclusions which are,not directlylrelated to

the‘hypotheses. ~I agree with Owen's objection.

Many commentators have offered interpretations which avoid

" the strh&tural difficulties of the second part. For a widely accepted

view is that there are as many hypotheses as there are rounds._ Such a

' for each round there is no need to. c0nsider the question "How can cons '_’,

, trary results follow from ‘Oone and the same hypothes157"*“ The view has B .

'_.

' related to the (supposed) hypothesis of that round. There is ﬁnplicit
: in this interest a. gotion of which I would have us disabuse ourselves.,»[f"';:
”hThe notion is that the conclusions of a given round can be derived

:jdirectly from the (suppoeed) hypothesis of the round. The notion finds;,_‘f

o expresaion in Wahl He. says, 1:."'

*:1the affirmative rounds, where Parmenides offers to show, smong other

fghthings, that the subject of discourse islbbth limited andipnlimited

!gl'

: 7This notion does, perhaps, enjoy some plausibility)with regard to the

'Jboth in motion and at rest, and residing in different placee.,

'T'De ce’ fait que l'un n esﬁ;pas plusieurs de cette premiere
negation vont deriver une: foule ‘d'autres negations qui seront
tout ce que nous pouvons dire sur l'U’n.2 : e PR

"knegative rounds.J But 1t is embarrassingly implausiﬁie when applied to fi'}“

T L

°.- vl o

& The only

L.

77frespectable Opinion that is possible in connection with these olaums

f”is tWat no. hypothesis, either alone.or together with a consistent :i;

‘of a

ssumptions, would warrant such Belf'contradiccory clahms.:'kﬂf7

BT
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A variation upon the approach which I'have just nowacriticized
is based on.the‘view that the hypotheses, while being.two, acduire
different meénings from round to round. But the affirmative rounds
are no. 1e§% embarrassfhg to this view, cNo hypothe91s however generously
we understand 1ts meaning, can warrant the inference of obviously self-
contradictory theses--which is what we find in the affirmative rounds.
| These criticisms bespeak the need for a different approach
to the structure of the dialogﬁe- an approach which will place little, .
: if any, emphasis upon the hypotheses,.and.instead attempt to reveal
the dialectical 1ntervent10ns that are reSponsible for the multitude

'1of philos0ph1cal cOnflicts.‘ Our commentary\w111 be based on: such an
approach. It?will attempt to articulate, in the first place, the B
assumptions whlch make pOSSible the result of a given round. Further-
'more, it will. attempt to articulate how such assumptions relate to the;p
‘conflicts which arise bqth between the affirmative and negative rounds

and within the affirmative rounds.- Or in other‘words, our commentary'f

will look to the assumptiOns which have been aligned under the hypotheses,
'rather than to, the hypotheses themselves, .to find the sources of the_: :
"_conflicts.3' | | ‘ | |
| Owen has already adOpted the approach which 1 am here fi

A

" recommending, In his paper "Notes on Ryle 's: Plato"' Owen offers
- 0 ’ ’ ' '
M. v to mark out and locate conflicts between the (or a representative'

""“,_majority of the) cardinal theses on which Plato 8- antinomies turn" 3

::Needless to say my view has been influenced not a little by Owen 8
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As we all know, the second part of the Parmenides is one of

the most dlfficult of philosophical tracts to read.’ An obvious reason

for this is that the second part has an over abundance of enigmatic

arguments. But a no less important contributing factor is the fact

»that the arguments produc1ng the contradictions and confllcts are

. .
insulated from one another in long chains of argumentation. THe format'

to . be used in our commentary will remove that insulation.' Since almost’

-every argument w1thin a given round is replied to by an argument to the

contrary in a counter-round it is possible to place eaCh argument

alongside a counter-argument, and t%%consider each argument/in the light
of its: counter-argument. This, in & fect will be our’: format. With

regard to the first and second rounds, for example, our’ commentary will

o

" be given in ten stages, each stage offering analyses of the arguments L

‘Wthh generate the following conflicts.'.

Negat1Ve Theses o "';‘f,l\>~‘u '_: AffirmatiVe Theaes

(Nl)‘AIhe One 1s not many.4 '; '_"(Al) The One is both one and many.?d .

- (NZ)» The One neither has parrs [f'(AZ)_fThe One both has parts and is:g:

norvis a whole.. R .. a whole.~

T

~ (N3) The One is neither limited ]d(A}){'The One is both limited ‘and .:T

~mor unlimited. Lo S *jw,unlimited.

Ah(d4)E_The.0ne is neither,roundt' n(AQ)QJThe One will be’ either

nor straight.. - ‘_"vw;“, o ’jround_g; straight.

b .

: (NS)'_TheiOne is’ neither'in itseif (A5)~-The One 16 both in itself

_ nor .in another. Lo and in another..

(Né)*dihe”Qne isineither in,motion'(A6)-'The One ig’ both in motion .;;Cg:f}
) nor at. FEBE. i and at rests = DR

. (N?) The.One ‘is neither;the{same;'(é7)jfThe One is both the _same’ as ,.'

-as another nor the same as f.itself and the same ‘as the '



. itself; nor yet 'is it .

- different from itself or’
different from another. -

(A8)

'Other,'and both'different~,’
" from itself and. different
' from: the Others.,- :

(N8) The Oné is neither like nor ° The One. is both 1ike and
" unlike itself, and neither - unlike itself and both
like nor unlike another. ~ like and unlike the Others.
{N9) The .One is neither equal '(A9)‘iThe One ia ‘both equal and
" -.nor unequal to itself or ) " unequal to itself and to’
_to another. : . the Others. _ ’
(N10) The One is ne1ther younger ~(AIO) The One ie younger and older
.'ndr older ‘than; nor the -+ than, and sthe same age ‘as
e ' same age as itaelf or ‘__itself and the Others.]ﬁ

another. ;

R

T,Let me point out that there are. two paasages in the second part which

‘.are not accommodated by the format. They are 148e-149d and 155e 157b

" The first of these poses no- serious problem for interpretation, sinCe it 1fr'5

may be SUbsumed under (A4) (Accordingly, a counter—argument ‘can be
a geherated from (N4) ) B : S '

g The other passage, 155e 157b has been seen by.some commen-‘;n '
tators as an 1ndependent round. On this view, there are nine, rather‘;
than eight rounds. The evidence supporting thie view is given by s

- Parmenides' 'proposal €r¢ J’, ro ?glrpv R‘JQ}L‘V (15534)

..we consider what Parmenides says in connection with this p{oposal wef"'

.1u realize that this passage proceeds fron a platform that Presupposes ::‘,...

o fithe results of both the first and second rounds.: Parmenides asks,

To ev ep'riv acov Jce/‘h,)uea.,acv, o,o oék a.w;vk';
4.070 é‘V Te‘ ov /cac zroAla. l(a.c /(.77‘? ev ,a'yl'f mud- SRR
_.Kac ,ucrexov >;00vou oTt KEV: eo"rlv ev olrias /(ITGKN..‘.”_.;’},'{?"" “
77'075 o'rc J ’ool( eirn ,av ,ae‘rae/v aU 1076 oua'cf-u‘

But, when' ‘,“3;::

(155ea-8)



And at 166c, he says

’bining the results of all eight rounds._ And so, each offers a

-uses the former as a’ basis for further argumentation., The latter are

'not so used.

\

The phrase o(ov J¢€)720@(£Vnecessitates the realizatiOn that this S
passage is sUpposed to combine the results of the first and second B

rounds. For the second round while 1t warrants the deqcription of the .

One as being "both one and many B does not warrant ‘the description that

: it is neither one nor many. Such a description can. be derived only from"

the first round wherein the initial the81s of the round is "The. One is f_‘

' many .y and: there is as a final conc1u81on 'The One is not one'-j There- S
is ancillary evidence supporting this view. In two other places, ParmenideS'

' subsumes contradictory results within one claim. At 160b he- says .';,k'fﬁf

Ouru J'-y év 6( EoTy, 7ra.v7'a. 're ewc ro e'v kcu aZé'c &
évr( Kal erds écwro Kat ;rpas 72 a.no. »o-a.urw: RPN

P

€Y €T v é‘lTé ,wp éa-r:v 407'0 7'6 kcu -ra.))la A’dt qoo; ¢ur¢ g
kat mpas 4}\)‘7%. mw]'a mtvr:os «rn re ,mc olk. er_rc Vi

In the first place, Earmenides is combining the results, albeit con-“o

\\
\ P

v"flicting results, of the first four rounds.' In the second he Ts com-glfi.lf'“

model zgfvl>

“for taking 155e to be a statement which is intended to combine the ;2;,;:h‘t‘h

"fqresults of the first two rounds._ There is,.though an important differenca -

.ibetween 155e on the one hand and on the é}her 160b and 166c.- Parmenidea 7f'°5

In our commentary, we-will see that the various character--f}gﬂf_

"izations given of the One in this pasaage fit either with the One as,an

;it is described in the first round or with the’One as it is describedfﬂ:kl_:r
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in the second7}00nd we wiIl pay particular attention to Parmenideﬁ

4explicat10n of the notion of 'instant' Consider the following.

eﬁuﬂm,; gum ¢uoz; 4.7'07705 rl; 63#4677'“ /«mfu

T k(vylreus 7€ kal vmaews ev x/’ww ouJey; oum:z,J

kal &l mw?v dy kal ék raure;y 70’ 7€ A-(vaa,«evav o

,uem,aa)}la éné. 7o e‘a-ra.vu xal 70 0705 énc 16"

mvew@m | /.(614./947(20\/ PL ej’a.t {ng; /gem/ga.Akéc kat_-{

. 07'6 /(674/4.AA€(. FV OUJ(-'V( )(/avw 4\/'6(7 aa{e /(C\/O(T'x:
| a.v TOTE oucf a.v o‘)’a.m, «: o N - ; (156d6-7) e

- The apparent lesson offered by this claim is‘ At the instant of change'iu:fy

| from being at rest to being in motion (or from being in motion to being

'at rest) the One is neither at rest nor in motion. It is possible to

generalize on this lesson, so/that it is applicable to all the negative

. e
‘»”‘theses found within the first round. For 'the instant' provides the
’”fcondition in which the negative theaes may be true of the One. In parti~

- fcular, at the instant when the One is changing from being 1imited to ,:“

[

‘7dbeing unlimited it is neither lﬁnited nor unlumited. Or, at the instant
"\'iwhen the One\is changing from being in motion to being at rest,.the One _
L © is neither in motion nor at rest, and "8o on. In.any case, I do not vien lhtd
bt;‘_"lSSe 157b as an arwxalous passage. = I see ite Opening statement of claim : ,’

':as being strictly analogoua to 160d and 166c.. And ae I have already

t’.

'“ﬂj noted the only differencelbetween the former and the latter two is that

‘ ::,the latter are not used as a basis for further argumentation. That
?:1§failing with regard to the latter is one of the few small mercies

;)‘afforded us by the second part of the Parmgnides..;"fii f}"tld:;friffiffthfz 5
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Besides the two passages already mentioned there 1is another .

section of the second part which w111 receive special treatment.\ In

. 1 general the format will enable us to follow bbth the deVelogment of

each round and the development of the conflicts between the rounds.,
Id but, in the case of the fifth and sixth rounds, we will not be able to
follow. both., We must choose between d01ng one or the other.: I have ‘
hdecided thatvit would be better to follow the develogment of each rounda:'h”
‘:7My reasons’ for this dec151on are given in. Chapter Four.ja»lf‘ |

Our interpretation of 155e‘157b casts various‘refleetions.f;p;{“fzi

iupon other parts of the text we have already considered somi‘of‘these f"x

:reflections.i Presently, I wo d like us “to consider 155e-157b vis-a-viaf;3~-
p_vztwo passages‘which bear upon the method that Parmenides purports to be e

:iusing. We have, on other occasions, inSpected each passage. Here we. ‘
“,>1w111 assume a final perspective on each.-ﬁ T - |

o ‘The firat passage states the method which Parmenides purportedly

'uses in the second part.- we need not reconsider the whole of the
' . . . ﬁ

H'-'fpassage, but only that part of it which offers an example of the method.~ o

Oc‘ov e¢7, ec /eou?lec :repc 7'407‘7: 7'9: uﬂo@elréws ?;v

'r.i"_:_Z’)vwv uueﬁero €< ﬂohla. éere, 0 va; o-c),a,s¢¢Ve¢v kac

.'*'457045 706 Fonocs 7r,oo: cwra. kac zr/o.s 7o ev k.u m
?‘ﬁéVt W/DS 7e. aoro /ra.t :rpas 'm. 770»‘4 km a.u c-‘¢ /av;

o "‘-am no)om_ z'a,A/v akozrav e o%/apo'emc A’ac m evc

kc ncs :roMocs ka.c Jr/os 4073 Kdl ”/05 422730. ER
R L (136;4-1:1)5;



o 'showing how the method is not to be used.‘ This brings us to the Second
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This description of the’ method indicates that the exercise of the method
w111 entail four movements. But ‘as’ a matter hf fact the second part

'of the Parmenides contains, not four, but rather eight rounds.- Further-

more, the description,.in no way, indicates how the method might be -

. related to 155e-157b This recalcitrant evidence has serious implications

- for . those 1nterpretations which decide interpretive questions on the basis B

.; of, what has been called the Zenonian method :ﬂ .

| o The first point of evidence could be cirqumscribed if it h:*h

:V§were possible to show that four of the eight rounds are methodologically

"“defective. Indeed, 1f this were the case we could count four of the i,};"
frounds as showing how the method is to be us&d‘ and the others as’ L

-;'passage wherein Parmenldes rejects the results of the first round

| Ou{ ) 4/4. ovo/u.a. wnv aurw oa&s hogos ouJe ns e
. 57110'7'7,447 auJe a.wﬁvya-:s oaJe Joja 09 ¢a.¢.v<mc.v,‘_i.

"”fd;'evidence for seelngithe first round as" a false start, and ‘as’ an invalid o
- 1’v-

'.»ood'e o«cngokemt oué'e rc nov ovrcov 4umu 440‘641!67‘«
"""?_'ka éoukey. = N J‘uva'cov 03v mc/c 76 ev raom oura)s
i :'-,-'.éxecv Ookoov g-/uo(]é JOKGC . (14283 8)

vhf'The disclaimer that such cannOt be the case with the One affords some

B ib:appliCation of tbe Zenonian method But is it possible to take the v;?v,ﬁ.-;”

o disclainer 80 serlously’ s R LI
It is worth noting that most commentatore do notbtake the
i disclaimer seriously.é; In any case, the disclaimer enjoys a rather f{bflhhlf’-

B
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unidue statusr‘ It represents the onlv tine Parmenides explicitly
rejects a set of conclu510ns. Thls fact is important. Sricebthere is
only one round containing an exp11c1t avowal of disclaimer, we - lack |
evidence for declding which of the other seven rounds are’ worthy of the
Zenonian method and which are not.. Moreover, we may appeal to/the f;ifpglf
',recalcitrant ev1dence to show that Psrmenides does not really reject'

the results of the first round For he reveals an acceptance (or, at

: least, a re acceptance) offthose results, when he says, 07( J”ocnk 6077

| (V) /"'7 /“"7515‘\/ 4” ”orf 06714: (155e7 8) Thus the reca1c1trant

: evidence forces US to ‘the conclusion.that Parmenides does not nfject

.'any of the r0unds for falling to comply with the Zenonian method.;_‘f‘:

: I would like us to reconsider the question raised in section fh Ce

(A) of chapter two the questlon, of course, being "What are the

:'} hypotheses”":} Ryle offers the following answer.,e‘
'i”/,l' Now though the actual formulation of the hypothesis and the..fﬁih
: deve10pment of - the argument in operation Al leaves it in. ‘doubt . -

. whether: the hypothesis is 'Unity exists! or: 'Uhity is- slngle"”‘ -

';}]the formulation of: the - hypothesis and the argument of N1 make' 1t,i_f}{f§*"

T “perfectly ciesr that here the hypothesis is 'Unity doea not
cexigt!, L
It is. fairly clear too,. though less/so, that the hypothesis of_Tl-‘ g

CN2'ds 'Unity does not- exist' " *But-from.this 1t follows that ‘the = - i;hfa
v’_hypothesis of ‘operations Al snd A2 ‘musgt-be 'Uhity exiSts', else R

- the promigéd two-way application of the- Zenonian method would be
‘h'broken. ‘Moreover, this alone ig consistént with’ Parmenides' PR
- ~,g(sketch of the task of the dislectical method in the agsages . -

f?we see Ryle adjudicating interpretative Questions on the basis of thef;#.“ﬂif}f;f

. . .

“Zenonian method And clearly, he is presuming that the dialectical
’ —%

jprocess of the second must be interpreted in such a way that it is

rtshown to he c0nsistent w1th the Zenonian method.‘ But I have been ii;ﬁﬁ"%’bﬁh:f‘

Ryle intends Al to refer to the first and second round A2 to refer

' - 'to the third and fourth N to refer to the fifth and sixth snd N2 to

grefer to the seventh and eighth- e




.%'found at. lSSe 157b

'argu1ng, and the recalcitrant eVidence shows the contrary. To put my
point simply, the method fails to characterize the dialectihal process ﬂ.:
fof the second part.. And as we have already seen, its failure is two-? ﬁ;i"
l fold It characterizes a process to. qhich there are,'not eight but "V
only four rounds. Furthermore, it dOes not characterize argumentation g

‘ ‘which proceeds from the conJunction of contradictory claims, such as is

The view which I am offering concerning the relation‘%etween-rf:

':1Athe Zenonian method and the second part is. Open to question.. In f o
‘Tparticular; it is Openito questiqns which focus Upon the apparent
ldisparity between what Parmenides says that he will do and what he doespf.
do. But my view is not that there is a disparity between the method

‘l<{and the diaﬂectical process., Rather my view is that 1nterpretative l

: AR
f'questions concerning the process are not to be adjudicated on the basis

.1.Mof what Parmenides sketches as his method.] Finally, my view leaves it
‘-open to us, in seeking consistency between the method and the process,

L o ffﬂ >
"to allow that 1nterpret1ve questions concerning the method be adjudicated .

o 7in light of the dialectical prOCeSS4};
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Notes to Chaoter Three

Ryle, po 345 -, o

N X . .
- Etude, p. 107..

R ‘1.‘8, bo 3480

At the 0utset ‘of the first round Parmenldes offers to’ prove only

\

that the One is not many._ But at the end of the round he argues

“., that the One is’ not one. These two conclusions permit the construction

of the thesis "The One is neither one nor many" - At 155e ff

Parmenides introduces this thesms., Now, there the thesis is

q: accompanied by a claim which is of signal ﬁnportanee to the ‘1'515‘”

o concluding remarks of the first round., The claim is "The One does':ivgi o

not exist". Thus, it appears quite evident that "The One is neither

one nor many" is to be counted as a thesis of the first round.-
This thesis presents a rather interesting anomaly., It is the only

one of the form "S is either ¢ orf’" - No doubt even Parmenides feels 37!‘”

'1h the coustraint of the logic belonging to 'straight' a d 'round"’

- predicative expressions.,;g-fh:’han'

:”;fq;

o xOf all the Cwmvrva.f'straight' and 'round' are the only two genuinely

The discounting of the disclaimer is almost universal Lynch sees

a possibility under which it might be tsken at its word.; (See An hf#?ff.f~3

b’fq épprOach to the Metaphysics of Plato Thro gh the "Parmenides"

.'J the conclusions siVen after 141a.- (see!;"Plat°'3 Parmeniges‘;

th?

p. 80) Forrester takes it seriously.; But he also circumscribes

its effect by arguing that it is intended only ss a rejection of

The_

Jour.

Structure of the First Hypothesis" ‘ofAHi ts,of;fhils;’k; pp. 1 14-)hff

SPM, po 1149

,:



Tcw - -

: \.
‘ ! A ‘\\- S
_ h . Voo
. \: - ’ )
) o ! .
: s L - .
'CHAPTER IV R
This chapter contains my commentary .on the second part of:-
'-the Parmenides.‘ The commentary w111 proceed in accordance with theﬂ'df
'.-format laid down in the previous chapter. And the analyses of the ff_~r
"individual arguments will for the most. part empioynthe.critical
apparatus established in the second chapter., R "~fjf;:_ S

1 will be using an index. So allow me - to explain the
“1_¥code.: The letter"R’ will be used in the designations of the rounqs,
.";the letter 'N' will be used to designate negative theses- and the letter S

Y'A' to designate affirmative theses. Each round will be numbered in
Sy
"accordance w1th its place in the text. Hence,b'RI' reférs to the first

. round 'R2' to the second round and 80- on. Each thesis will be numbered
~1in accordance with its place in the round from which it comes. _And so,vxf;:
L for example 'Nl' is to be understood as meaning 'the first negative

li

'fthesis~ ' By conjoining the round designations and the thesis designa-';;h“?[h“

"4:'tions, we achieve a means of making specific reference to each thesis. St

'Rl(Nl)' de81gnates the first thesis of the first round ”'RZ(AI)'z"h-

[ designates the first thesis of the second round- ’RB(A&)' designates f; S

’“,fthe fourth thesis of the third round- and similarly for all Other cases.-l\

“';(Notice that 'N' and 'A' serve to remind us of the nature of each round--'féfV‘Q

-”i.e., of whether the round is compOsed of negative or affirmative theaes.)‘;ifif'

1

"'}:Finally, since there are a number of assumptions which are common to RSN

| \'-various rounds, the letter vciiwill be usedfto designate common asaumptions.iﬂuﬁ

Coass
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- They too will be' numbered.

1 ﬁ . The First Round ys. The Second Round =~
S _ e o
L R T 137e¢d yg,l,IAZb-1A3a :
O oy rr'.. = . '»' o e R
| :ﬁfiﬁf-»1”ﬂ The Opening of the first round contains two theses.- They

?:lf are "The One is not many" and "The One neither has parts nor is a. whole" .

Against each of these there ia a counter thesis in the second round 1;'5 =

L Lt
s F[r the second maintains that the One is many, and that it has parts .

d is a whole. Consider, then how each thesis is related to the

hypothesis.””’

,:BL f’.';‘ _T,.;:ﬁ

h‘zh '9 j_HYP:y,If the One is one,’ then BRI ”'"'““7t, . -
ST Nl: The One is not many -(c4), Cees and -so e

4. -Y . N2: The One neither has parts nor is.a whole (c5)

St W --','
ke RZ;-

iif;ltf‘ - Hyp$f°1f the One is one, ‘then <. S SR
Ci .. 7 Al: The One has ‘parts and is a’ whole (d8), el and .80 :ijfnlw_ S
S #;Q‘f ‘A2- :The One is many (a3). 1 RN PRI vﬂ_, - oL e

t‘,,y We may note that (Nl) and (Al) when(ND is afforded a nonmal under~ L
;1‘19'

o {0
}jf?; Jtanding, are not contrary claims.. Rather, (NZ) gives us the contrary

\helieve (). that there 1s One assumption which permits the transition

e

{to contrary claims, are themselves contr&ry, and hence (iii) that the

I Tr

two assumptions constitute the conflict. But suchis not the case.‘ One

T*fpf (Al) and (AZ) the contrary °f (Nl) These facts might lead us. to f ;flj'“

ifrom (Nl) to (N2), and another which permits the transitiou from (Al) to- .5.n:1f

; A2), and furthermore (ii) that the two assumptions, insofar as they lead}h'ffg

4J‘and the same assumption is used first. to infer (NZ) from (Nl) and then ;f!}f'



ip the sec0nd round it is also used to. infer (A2) from (Al) That

assumption is,
(Cl) To be many is to have parts and be a: whole.
Assuming (Nl) (Al) and (Cl) we may construct the follow1ng arguments. :

For R1~ Since the One is not many, and since to be many is to .
‘have’ parts and be -a- whole the One. neither has parts
nor 1is a whole. , : : -

"For R2:. Since the One has parts and is a whole, and since
' . to be many is to ‘have parts and be a whole, the One
- is many ' - :

a

. The first of these arguments is a simpler version of what we find in

o the first round L S ;

| To /ueyos ﬂou o)oo /ae/)as sa-nv "'/Va.z. . 72 Jf 7o vov‘ ooxc.
‘ﬂ o a.v ,ue,oas ,«»ﬁ’ev aﬂ'q o')lov aw ét)-'- ﬂavuze A,u.ﬁorefws
a,oo. 76 év fk/ue,omv av eu;, vov e ov kal /u,m; exov =

- Ava.gk—7 'A,u.ﬂ&ore/w.s av o./a. aurm & 7/037\‘ e 7l7l’ |
00x. sv A7h, Bv, ol " (137c6 dl) - »?'? B

In the second round the One is chsracteriZed thusly' 70/16\( o)ov G‘V ov

:etvac a.uro TOuTou J¢ b'cy\féd'oat ,uopca ro TG w /(ac To é?\/ac |
: '(d4-5) On the basis of this, Parmenides offers the conclusion, kdl d'm.

7‘070_ Jo) 70 ‘v ov ﬂo;\M €¢4Y"7 (14335 6) This evidence indicates’:_:
g that the conflict must be constituted by assumptions which intervene -

f‘v'between the hypothesis and the initial theseSs

I submit that the conflict results from Pamenides having

P (/_'

___,'different understandings of the hypothesis. In the first round,y *
'Parmenides understands the hypothesis ds hsving the force of saying whatiz:;_{"
: the one is. But in the second he assumes that the hypothesis involves
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both saying what the One 13' and saying 'that the One is" Now, T am ‘
1 )
. not suggesting that there is a phiksophlcal tension betWeen the moment

of saylng what the One is and the. moment of saying that the One is.

Rather my view is that the attributlon of these moments to the hypothesis

o

) ‘gives Parmenides the grounds on which to lay dlfferent understandings of

- the hypotheses. In thls regard his concern with the moment of saying

o

'that the One is' is of particular ﬁmportance. In' the second round

Parmenldes assumes that the truth of saying (and even the sense of saying)
that the One 18 depends upon the partic1patlon of the One 1n Being.
,There 1s ‘a common assumptlon which brings forth the consequences of the

N
: part1c1pation. It is,

‘ b

(CZ) Anythlng is related to anything in one of the following
- ways: (a) by identity, (b% by differenca, or (c) as part
o whole or’ whole to part

"If. the One is. to partake of Being, its relation to Being w1ll be under .

~ (c);.~For; if the One and Belng are ident1ca1, then either the nature

of Being 1s<absorbed into the identity of the One, ‘and consequently

‘.

:Being becomes the One and ceasa@ being itself or- the nature of the One. o

is absorbed into the 1dentity of Being. Parmenides<chooses to argue-,fi
' ‘from the first Option.' _ﬁ;.ﬁ °;“ : K Ai jh i_,d“ d T .
| 0dkoov kac 7 ouaca_ rou QVoj én; av ou Ta.urov ouao.
| ';‘lnl) ew ou b'“/” 4v ekscv*; v;v ekécww ouna. oué"
_"-"ékewo ra ev execv»?s /(erecxev...;_,_ (142b7-c1)0
A further consequenCe of the identity of the One and Being would be

that it would make no sense to’ say that the One is. Parmenides makes

the p01nt thlS way,
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N

5

coaaN o'j.wwy a vy ?ié'afe'v é:rv re"éf‘v.a.( kaz év é(f

 If the One .and Being are related by difference, the. nature of Being
will not be available to the. One- the One will not bek‘ That leaves '
‘us w1th the~re1at10ns of 'as part to whole' or 'as whole to part'
Parmenides assumes that the One partakes of Being by - having Being as
h a part. Then, by application of (Cl) the One becomes many.

Upon rev1ew, we see where the confllct is‘, The absence

?
from the first round of the assumption that to be is to partake of

Being and the presence of that assumpt1on in the second c0nst1tutesvthe9
| c0nf11ct.. This point is, I believe fundamental to understanding the,
ten510n Jbetween the openlng of the first round and the Opening of the
second. o : S '2;“> I v

Previous to thls chapter, I have had a lot to say about the”
0pen1ngs of the first two rounds. Section (C) of chapter two contalnsu
a discussion af 137cd. And section (D) contains a discussion of 142b-
143a. 1t would be redundant for me. to reiterate all that I have said
there. Instead; 1 w111 summarize the prev1ous discussions-‘SUmmarizing
them in light of the fundamental point.

In the first round Parmenides is primarily concerned with
the moment of saying 'one' of the One. The employment of a special
e(even philosophiéal) sense of 'many' and a presumed contrast between'ftt

' 'one' and 'many underwrites this concern.‘ I mean, by assuning that

there 1s a logical relation between 'one' and 'many and by bestowing

‘ . &

upon ’many _the - ‘sense which is suggested by (Cl) Parmenides can claim that o

the’ One 1s one - in a special sense.' Ve may presume that the special aense

.b_.w . : . N X L
S R
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of 'one' is suppOSed to be revelatory of what the One is, or if you wish

revelatory of‘7 ﬂDUV7$ of the One. ThlS understandlng of the hypothesis -

has a direct bearing on the arguments which purport to show that the
‘One is neither the same nor- different.a' For those arguments are offered
as showlng that the One as one ‘can’ enjoy but 1ts own naturf.4 On- the
: other hand, the first round. ev1dences no concern.for the moment of
saying 'is' when one says "The One 1s one" | |
In the second round, Parmenides is primarily concefned with
,the moment of saying 'isL There, he argues that~saying~'1s'~of.the

‘-One requ1re3'-first that Being and the Qne be. different things, and

second. that the One partake of Being._ Our diacussion of Linguiétic

Pluralism has exposed the foundations of this argument. The foundations'

'are, (i) 'Is! is a name and (ii) a name of something unique, in which
case 1t is a name- of something which is dlfferent from the One. The'
'con31deration which frames these foundations is, of course,~the notion :
' that "is! and 'one' would have the same meaning, if they did not stand’

for different things.. we though realize that such philosophizing

o as this violates the formal/material concepts distinction.~ The begin—"'.

&

' ning of the violation seems naively misguided. And we. might be inclined

to say "What is needed is a distinction between worda and names.\ For R

'-'1s' is a word but not a name" But this 1s an unintereating approach o

to Parmenides' philOsophizing, and in any case, it begs the isaue.

-.Shodid we - stand on our suggestion, a clever dialectician will be moved

'to ask "Surely you concede that 'is and 'one' have different meanings?"

. v .
Since our answer to his question must be "Yes", the dialectician can

.“" o :
N - N - . - 4 » LT [ ‘v’ '_

DR



tproceed -to the further question "By v1rtue of what do"is and 'one'
- have, different meaningsﬂ" In doing 80, hg is posingi? genuine, and not ’f:
_at all uninteresting, philosophlcal problem.s' Parnenides has given an. |
'answer, albelt a false one, to this problem.4f.

(Parmenides' answer, though is problematic in ways kn0wn to
d:A‘Piato.. For it inv1tes the’ issue "How can the One have Being, if the One: g
_and Being are different things7" _ Given the Opening of the second roundv

ic would appear that Parmenides' response to the 1sSUe is to assume that
the One has Belng as a part. This position is- reminiscent of the sail-- -
-tanalogy of the flrst. And of course; the objections there stated will
Happly. Another possible response to the isgue would be to’ treat Being_;ed
'as a universal ~ In which case, the thinge which have Being would have_;
'it by having the same attribute. This possrbility is analogous to theb%f
o status which the Colour Red has. Pust as the things whioh are red arepu:;i
‘.so by having the same colour,Aso likewise the things which are would
,be 80 by having the same attribute. But the Third Man stands in the way
"v;of-this possibllity.‘ Needless to say, the main Objection will be N fﬂ.”'l;.’
. against the aseumption that Being is ) »_ “‘ N | :.ﬁ-
..,' ' Although I have represented thesis R2(A2) as being "The | -
bene is many"; I think it possible to impute the thesis "The One is both

?one~and many" to the second round Three pieces of evidence are relevant

to thip suggest10n~ two of which are textual and one of which is context-

.,t,f ual. Even though Parmenides argues that the One has parts and 18 many, .:]ff“

ray S

.»nonetheless he still wishes to hold that the One is one: whole. ‘He eays L

4 av é&v '? Kat /,w/)cav !xa

¢|

Kau. &\pv afa. eon'

i‘And also, there is the description of the One found at 155e
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[ L W

To & el SoTey o?ov 6«9273064/46\/ a./> o0k /‘Wa.b'k’; a.wo

v ore ov /«u m»A)\a. Kal /.u;re v ﬂyre no?t)\o.

1 have 1nterpreted th1s description as being a summary of the conclu-'~ ‘

'310ns from both the first and second rOUnds. Of szgnificance for our

present enquiry is the contrast between gv Té ov k«t rrokka. (which
M\A’N L]

‘must have reference/to the second round) and/(‘?Té €V ,u?TC FOAAJ-

(which would haVe reference to the init1al thesis of the first rourd and

one of the final conclusions of the same’- round) Finally, the thesm

that the One is both one and many conforms to the pattern for the theses o

of the second .round that pattern being to affirm the contraries of

the One,’._ S

g "13"'7'd 'xg.'.i,’_'laéa-"la:_Sa'.‘;: T

' The conflicting theses are "The One is neither 1imited

' _ 'nor unlimited" and "The One is both li.mited and unlimited" The prOof

for the latter is the longest proof in the dialogue. Andodepending on
7. one's affection for the dialogue it is either the most dazzling, or . ‘-

the most tedious proof But it is also unnecessaryi There are asaump- L v'

.-'_‘/..,.

»’tions in 142b 143a the direct Use of which allow the conatructioﬂ of the"_f’-: ‘

// )

: thesis "The O is. both limited and unli.mited" And 3° my view °f the

- proof is that while it adds interest to the story-line, it is not

g essential to the development of the plot. "

i .

:.,‘vf;‘V € ,a'yre apqv,wyré re)eor?v(lme). This clatn 1s° ambiguous---* i

‘an ambi.guity for which dﬂé(fov s’ reeponsible. . Aﬂﬂpov 13 applicable :

Parmenides presents RI(N3) in thi.s way A”“/OV 4ﬁ4 7'0 W o
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to (i) something which while having parts has no end. of those : f'\

parts or (it) something which has no parts at’ all Since the argument

for (N3) proceeds from (N2)~-viz., the One neither has parts nor is a
whole--it is obvious that the latter sense is meant.; The latter sense

7entails that the One is neithef Iimited nor unlimited. Thrs;point may:

be demonstrated by use of an P-group\schema.'

Anupas 3 'Without Limlts ‘}‘{aving ‘no..p;artsg
Il Anu,oas: Unlimited L
. 4 : Havinglparts
@ Tfe,oa.s : Limited- RS :

| Where the first sense ‘of an‘gp¢s is applicable the condition of its l:{.li
v'applicability (the condition being that the - subject of discourse have no
'iparts) is sufficient ground for denying that the subject is, either lhnited |

.f:or unlﬁnited. ‘In light of this, consider how Parmenides begins the 4.:0"'}'

| :.argument for (N3; | - e Ln ,. : : H, oy

 Oikoby el ,u.o;&\/ sxec _;upos ol dv «yoxnv sifre

Te}\eur»;v oure ;mrov exoc (137d4—5)

' .Ehroughout the second round and indeed throughout the f-ﬁ:

o 8
- affirmative rounds, Parmenides exercises a Zenonian techniqUe.»»_Ther_

”technique bears Upon the construction of the affirmative theses., Cou-"

| fliCtlng °Pt10n8 are made to appear plausible in their own right._ For",g'ﬁ -

SR S
h-;'example, Parmenides argues that the One is at’ reat (145e) he then '

h.argues that the One is’ in motion (1468) The next step is to treat such
:_Options as logical conjuncta, and a the81s such as "The One 18 both

e’

“- ( 3 .
"-at -Test” and 1n motion" is formed. This technique is uaed to construct
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In.view of the fact that the proof for (A3) is rather long, ,
I would like us to first consider a more direct route to the tth}sig
The virtue of the more d1rect route is that it keeps things in focus.,-,i

At any rate, the c1a1m that the One is lnnited ‘may be aligned with the

' following - /

ﬂorepov ouv eka.'re/ov 7dv ,uo/ouov -rou-rwv /uo/(ov /tOVOVQ L

rr,oooe/oov/xev ’7 760 o']oo/u,o/(ov Tzf b'é /aO/wV 717)00)0’97‘60V - B

A o]ou"‘ Ko.c o)w apa. éorl, é o.v 2v 07, kau /aOpcov e
el S T C(1i2d6-9)°
o Since R2(A1) purports that the Qne-has parts aud is a whole, and sincev
the above passage presumes a whole to_be one, the inference that a whole. B
is limited Seems not unreasohable.A Parmenide ) relying on such an- infere-"w

[3

ence, offers the conc1u31on that the One 1s 1ﬂnited. He says._ _
Ka.c, /4.")‘( OTL b" oloo Ta /4.0/(4. /ub/acq. zrcncpacr,acvav
t 4v 'ec'pk ka.ra. ro olov -ro ev '7 au n'ept l-’xeTa.l. wro Tou
,«ohco 7o. /u.o,oco.(a) e T ( &4e8 9)
As for the c1a1m that the One 1s unlhmited Parmenides has the wherewithai

‘_:for it at 142e.

TTOW ctpa. Katwrwv/u,opmv ékare,mv ro TG e:v co‘xe( i
'ka.t To ov kd.l. b'cb'vefa.t 7’0 e?ia.xwrov ék Joocv Au ,u,optov

v‘-,J'O /u.o,ocov /(4.7'4. -rov 4UTOV hob'ov ouTqu 4éc, o'r( ne)a

- '}o.v /A0,0(DV D'GV'QTGL roorw rw ,«,o,ow a.ec wxe( To -re o
04,0 ev 76 ov aec co'xeft K«u TO ov 7o ev R

. GOn the basis of this account ‘he’ has Ariatoteles approve the.conclusionﬂfyi.;'f'

L suggested by the following question. Ookouv 4,”5(/,0\/ 4\/ 7-0 m\";ﬁosil’f'

. . N RN I ‘ vl . Lo R ' i .

s

S e
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| . .- . . .
' . . . V.

p{fﬂu_‘ 70 ?V 3\\/ ei"q; Which is to say that, the One is unlimited. A'nd
80, with the simple addition of the assumption that whateve; is a whole

. 3, ¥
is limited Parmenides can- proceed to the construction of thesis R2(A3)

Panmenides is- quite aware of the fact that hePis doing a
xdouble shift on. thesis (A3). 2 He announces the longest proof this way*l
Iet A'v) k¢u 7"7{6 GT( . In’ view of . the announcement we can, 1 think
be fairly’confident about our present perepective on the conflict |
between Rl(N3) and R2(A3) B ” | o

Let us_now consxder the sources of conflict between (N3)

‘,‘and (A3) Parmenides' different understandings of the hypothesis etill

‘,,,constitute the 30urcea of conflict._ On the one hand his girst under-;‘f{;f*-’

"A‘standing of the hypothesis, whereby the employment of special senses

‘of"One' and 'many make pOSSlble the inference that the One has no. parts, h;f-'

;‘ and hence that the One is without lhn1ts, is the b331s of (N3) On the  ;. S

other hand his second understanding of the hypothesis underlies (Al),
‘fand (Al) is the basis for (A3) Of particular importance is an assump-7

:'tion which the arguments for (Al) and (A3) share.v The transition from the
"

o u'hypothe81s to (Al) 1s made possible by the assumption that Being and the .\

ﬁ:.VOne are different elements.y That same assumption is operating in the
:-;argument for the claim that the One is indefinite.“ While presehting |
.;the argument Parmenldes is moved to'ask R ' :
va /uo/uvv (/«Tc,oo\/ 7our¢ov rw fvas ovros ro

Te. :v kai 76 ov a,aa. a.noﬂ eurerﬁov 775 ev rou -

ﬂwu /‘w/"“’“’ ’) 70.9v- 'rou evos /w/:ou-'" i :’ (u.zdg-ez)

'\ S

: The Phrase, 7'0 7'€ CV Kd( 7‘0 ov clearly identifiea Being and the One

- -"as elements.A ¥
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Besides the confllct between (N3) and (A3), there is the;

' confllct which 1s inttrnal to (A3) viz., that of. saying that the Onef:

5‘1s both 11m1ted andrunlrmrted- Summaries of the reSpective arguments

.\‘

will help us bring the conflict into focus.

The argument for the- claim "The One is Limited" Since the OneA
and ‘Being are' parts of the One, and ‘since parts must be .parts. of
a whole, and since a whole must be limited the One 1s limited
SO :
. The argument for the claim "The One is Unlunited"~. Since the !
One and Being are parts of. the One, and . since each of these parts -
_has. .the One and Being as parts, which parts:in turn each Have the:

-One and Being as’ parts, and so on’ ad infinitum, therefore the One R

is unlimited.- :

'nIt might be thought that these arguments are intended to reveal a g}vﬁ

'hh'lunited"whole which has an unlﬁmited number of parts. . But cou1d=we,*‘

A S ; ,,'
for example, flt such a description to the number system’ Could we: -

'.;fsay that the number system ia a lunited whole having an unlimited '

ff.numbpr of parts7 I submit that we cannot without doing violence to

."h‘what we normally mean by 'whole' Parts which are parts of a whole,~ '

'can be completely ennumerated Indeed it is this possibility which

rh{_gallows us to suppose that a whole is limit:ed..~ But this is not to say

wfthat parts must be parts of a whole., In this regard consider numbers.,ﬁf~ o

I

"?They belong to an Open-ended set the‘parts of which Are innumerable.‘;-’w

. ‘".;xNOW, the latter summary above beSpeaks a set not unlike the number-:

- "_system.. In any case we see that the internai contradiction.RZ(A3)

:f<w

-

ftdﬂdepends upon the application of a false>assumption. That assumption
;'makes it possible to argue for the claﬁh "The One is limited"v‘ Notice,fffgj;id

gg?quh, that the assumption is absent from the argunent to the contrary.f"'

- !



e

Hence the contradltion is constituted by the presence in the one case,
and the %bsence in the other, of the assumption that parts must: be parts ld‘-Q
of a. whole. Finally, let me just say that I see no way of eas1ng this

-conflict. In my opinion the Options subsumed W1th1n tbe thesis are

<

exclusive. If parts must’ be parts of a whole (Which is ‘to say, parts '.f

vof aomething complete) then the One cannot be 1nf1n1tely complex.
l ( K v' : ) o
Alternatively, 1f the One is infinitely complex it cannot be a whole.f L

The preceding analysis of the conflict between Rl(N3) and l:;_“‘h*

,-.RZ(AS) serves a two-fold purpose. In the first place, it reveals the :E,.:».

' relevant sourceé of conflict.‘ And in the second it affords us: an.

'_understanding whiﬁh wiil be of use’ to us in analyzing the longest proof.u

AiThe second way of showing that the One is an infinite plurality contains
five stages.‘ The first stage plays a variatiOn upon the violation of the

. ;formal/material concepts distinction.ﬂ This is followed by 'the generation'jiﬁ?ﬂ
' [l

’°f numbérs.' The thlrd stase Parcels Being throughout reality. Next, thevi -

- . -
'hOne is parcelled out In the final stage, the co existence of Being and

: “lfthe One is affirmed, and Being is seen as; the distributor of the One. -’i}d’_fﬁ;;

‘:We wlll fOllow this ordering. _ f w

d'i _ Within the first stage, Parmenides raises a question to o

W hich a direct answer 1s not given.ff‘

aufo -ro ev o 6‘7 ¢4/¢ev ouwa.s /LGTGXGIV e'av a.uTo
7'7 vaocq. ,uovov Kb’ ab7s. Aa,ew,uev avev 7‘00700

ov ¢4/¢€V ,uéfcxe/v 4,aa. D'e ev /uovov ¢¢v70'e'ra¢
’; kcu woh)\q 7o 4uro ToUTo SR ‘(142::6-9)

The question presupposes the Separation Assunption- for the separability

e

ﬁ(v
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of the One would be a condition of conceiving it just by itself. More~: -

over, when we view the question in light of the Separation Assumption,
‘ - .

| we see: the import of the Options presented in the questionr Presumably,

when the One is conceived just by itself it appears to be\one. Aristoteles

bespeaks th1s option in answering the question. He says, £5v Og/cdt

' 'fiwode But Parmenides then proceeds w1th a’ refutation of this answer.,.

4))“, T ere/)ov ,aev 4""*7"’7 77»/ oorcav ¢urov avac, |

erg,bbv Jé aére, é‘cﬂé)o U oua'(a. 70 év, all’ aSs & obrias

| ',uereoxsv AVAXK") - OUkow ét e‘répov/dev ’)’ ourrcaS, ‘
”,_'ere,oov $é.70 €V, ouTe T@ &v 78 By T35 odvias ére‘/oov

_'you're TE ouv‘ca. etva.t '7 ouo'ca. 700 évos a?\)o 4?@« 7-w

_e‘repw e Kat 4.)\)\» enpa, a.':\}\v;\wv ﬂa.vo,aev oov -

- Slrre o0 To.&?ov éoriv oure rw m; oure 7'»; ouo‘ta. 75 erepav

e (143bl 7)

'lfvThis argument bears upon Parmenides' initial questiOn in the following

‘.J‘

»ﬂway. A condition of the One s separability is that it be different

frOm other things, and 1n particular different from Being. In light of

this condit}on, Parmenides suggests that the On° is different from Being,

J,not by virtue of being the One, but rather by virtue of being different.;l‘.‘ :

;7If this suggestion is allowed to stand difference will be an attribute

I ”that the One must have independently of its relation to Being.j In whichj;?h'f

j~case, even when the One is conceived just by itself, the condition of

fholding the conception is such that difference will be a pluralizing

9

liiattribute of the One conceiVed just bY 1t331f Or, in other words, 1f |

- .:':ithe One must be both itself and dif%ﬁﬂt_-_(i.-;e. different by virtue

RN
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- of ‘having the attribute 'difference') in order to be conceived just by

itself then the One just by itself is more than 1tse1f Hence;,even-

‘when the One is conceived by itself, Jt is many. 'Parmenides .though,

.

does not draw this 1nference.' Nonetheless, it is available to him._ _

As for our analysis, we may say that the argument depends upon a. formal/

material concepts conflation. And in this regard we should pay parti--'-

'f'cularfattention to'this CIaim°‘ SinCe Being is different, and 81nce the

. One is different, it is not the case either that the One is different :

by virtue of being Belng, but rather these two different things are;f]

_other than one another by virtue of- Difference and Otherness.. (see -

-143b3 6) Intuitively, we see straight away that this claim begins from

‘ktwo misguided assumptions, viz.; that Being is different; and that the :mvg;

j they purport Difference to be something which the One and Being can if-n: o
,”_'have independently of their relatizf to one another.: For 'different'

vis a relational term, and it canno

.
¥

from Being by virtue of being one, or that Being is other than the Oneg.-'

One 1s different. More exact{y, these assumptions are misguided in: that :?7'

1

u;-Perhaps, tﬁough Parmenides would concede this objection. And he might

.vL:Q’IEpIY" Difference relates thlngs by making them different.v (For he’*' »

”"_does say, m ere,mo 7e Km a/\)«u ercpa 4}\)7 )\ov ) While this reply

"3f‘ftreats a formal concept as if it were a material concept. Later on,,.f
”';}Parmenides accepts one of the consequences of 80. treating difference._f""

5i That consequence is, 8 7-1* L

"_;does concede the relational nature of difference, nonetheless it still

[

I:Znetf'»; gouv erepov mv a.)}‘wv e¢4v7 kac m n’ou e

be given to a subject singularly. fhf;i’iﬁ“?-
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eré/m. av elre'c\rou a-) -7 ,4»,"\) Ouxouv ou'ru)s GTépov
76V, dkwv wwrep Kal TaA?w. ékec»/ou kuc oure '7-rrov e

[

"Tc yaf av; -—Ec a/aa. /4'776 /aaklov /,(77'6 77rov o/uocws

(147c2 6)

" Quite simply then, as;a material concept DifferencenwouldAmakefthings‘

~ both the same and different.' Such. nonsense should remind us of a

: hent by virtue of being different in kind, or by hav1ng different features, 1.‘f

, or by having a. difference in place, etc.‘ In short, Difference does-not

previous‘discussion. we should remind ourselves that things are differ-

-

prov1de a way of being different. 1’f-- v i;f 1 'fl _ e ;‘ o vhf;l“'J-

K}

. The second stage of the proof is sometimes credited w1th

o generating the number system. Such 1s,,1 believe, an extravagant v1ew.

And so, 1 will challenge 1t.» 1 will argue that Parmenides is not generating

‘ the numbers system.“ Rather he is conflating (or, if you wish, confusing)

* to claim that numbers are things which are.

o ro ergpov ecre mv oucrcav Kac 'ro 6v etre 'ro ev kac

conflation in order to give an ontological status to numbers- in order

.. RPN

."v <

. Parmenides begins from an assumption that quite clearly

4treats the One, Being, and DifferenCe as elements., j.. @ @

c«v n,aoeaw/“aa. a.dmv ecre ,soerc 'nw oov'mv /m

7o e‘re,oov éf ouk v eKao’rv rn :r,oom/eaa Wpoacpou}uaﬂ.

ﬂVé w 0'09435 xec k471€10'64¢ 4/4¢°7€/“‘: o ’ '. :

Sf He proceeds to construct sets out of these elements. He specifically

mentions the setsr (being, one) (being, different) and (different one)

- the ‘means by which we couht and things counted. Parmenides needs this’f”".“':’
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In regard to these sets, he‘insists on two_points;' First, he insists
that each member of a set is one; and second,’ that the members of each

set are two. Hav1ng found employment for the flrst two numbers,

--Parmenides continues. .
Et é‘e‘ év €karTov adridv eo'n ouvn@evros évos onocou o0V
nnv‘couv Vo)’ugta. ol 7pla o’tb'VéTd.L 72 navra; = Nad. = '
.7;“4. Jé ou ﬂe,otrm, ka,c Joo a,orta. - Jlds J' oo" - 7«. _
Je Juocv WTOW ovk avab’k'*; étvac Kac 6'¢s Ko.t Tpcwv
dvrwy -rpcs, e'mé/) uﬂa./)xe( & 7€ JUo 76 J:s €v kac
_‘rw 7;0(4. 70 7‘40(5 ev -Av«b'km ' Auow ¢ OVTOW K‘*‘ e
Jls 00K avdtykv; d’uo Jcs (-‘Nat Kac 7;ouov kcu 7;045 |
- ouk 4Va.b'/<1; 4u 7}::& T/us e‘(.ch, ; Apna. re ajao. B
o./nck(s Av et'»; Kai Mprrm Wép(‘rra.kcs ka.c a.)ona.
ITe/nr'm.k(S A’QL neft'rm a.,pnams. (143d5 1'44a2)
1What this account sor far proves is that itvis possible to generate an

o indefinite number of sets, to each of which a number may be assigned. ,~j

- But this is not to generate numbers.‘ Rather, the account generates sets,,ﬂ;;hVi

'~the parts of which'can be counted it generates sets to. which a number_dhff

can be assigned by virtue of the sum of the parts.— Parmenides, though,ﬁ

B &' 3

ke 'euv radra ovrws Gxec aeﬁ 7-/va "f’t@“ov u7ro-’" IR
00&/4&5 b’é —,€¢
P; GUTIV GV aVO.XK‘)' ka,( a_fteﬂov €¢Va( : (14432 4)

"meor&a.c ov ow( "*""’XK") etvat

:f¢”T'ichonclusion over-reaches 1ts basis. The' argument requires a stipu-;fj,lh.v'

‘dild'the stipulation that each number is to be identified with some»ffb»’e'~"
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barticular set. And so, for eXample,,it might'be_stipulated-thit the
‘number one is to~be identified with the set (one),. and that:the numberj
two;is to,be»identified with the.set.(one, being), and_so-;n. By this
- means, the argument might-have some chance of reaching_the'desired_
conclusion. But even then, thepe would be serious difficulties.
Allow me to explain the nece881ty for the. stipulation that
each. number is to be 1dentified nlth some particular,set. The purpose :
of'the-argument is to proVe that numbers exist, Towards this end the
argument confers ontological status on the elements, one, bein - and,
different and also upon the sets which may be constructed out of the
elements. Now, 1t is lmportant to realize that nelther Q&e elements -
‘nor the sets are numbers. For if each set were a number there would be,f
for example, three things each of which could be the number two. I mean:

thls- If each of the set’s (be;ng, one) (biing, different), and (differ- .

ent, one) were a number, we would have three number twos. In light of

: fthis con81derat10n, we. nay justly ask "How can these sets confer exiat-

'ence on numbers7" But, oﬁ course, they cannot. Now;‘if a philosopher
were to s;1pulate that the set (one) is theﬁﬁumberoone, and that the set

(one, being) is the number two, and so>on, we co ld ask whether his

stipulations are heuristic or. abstruse.- And 1n‘a king these thlngs,'
we concede a certai Q”mount of plausrbllity to his endeavor, Nouetheless,

8. .
the main p01nt is that Parmenides' argument over-reaches itself.:

' argument.. It 1s as follows. Even though the argument purporgs to f

prove that numbers exist nonetheless it presupposes the availabilitx;of v‘ftf

. . - e p GO e :

i

There is another criticism.which we may bring aadinst the li'f,'ﬁ;ff-v
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" But countlng preSUppases the availability of numbers. : “‘ ‘

numbe(s. Con51der this suggestion ‘ v _
fL $' R 4/4 Puw ofaw# ;r/)olra.xo/oeuwaov alpa otov 7€ | -
4}¢pw/uev adrw: ec\/cu duo ¢ AN Ouk o?ov TE. T :ﬂ-‘ A
J’o.v dvo ")Tov ETTe 7US ,w;xav7 ,ao; oux e‘/mrepov |
aurotv év écvac S S (143d1 3)

'In making this»suggestion' Parmenides is, I‘submit already counting.

we now come,to the parcelling of Béing. Two‘assumntibns‘

are operative in this'stage. The first is that what is must have being.o R

The -other is that what has being has it as a- part.A A eonsequence of the
~ latter is that there are as many parts of being as‘there are things which
are, ' The first assumption is revéaled in the.. following way.; , o

AN ,qu dpiBuod ye 3vros oM 4 av €% kal nkydos

4”“/”" rv vrwv 3 odk o.msc/:os u/¢¢9,4w: wh—», bec

Kai /-térexwv odoias I(XVﬁTd(."kd.L 7mvu xé. OURouv

et s a/oteﬂ.o: /AETG)(G( keu 7o /40/¢OV eka.asz 7'00

4704.3/600 /aerexoc av 4ur7y Nac SRR

.,}’ Notice that the suggestion ) /40,0(0\/ €K40'TDV 700 @0‘6/4-00/4976X01

07‘75 leads into the “second assumptiong The second assunption is .

e presented" thusly.

,€m n«vm d}?«. 77070\4. owa. '7 oucrca V6V€/t")7dl. Kat

ovJévos a.ﬂowa‘rec mw ovrwv oUte. TOU o;um,oora.rou

oure 700 /‘élwrau ‘3 Touv'o /uev Kal 43070\, ép‘d.a,u.' i
ﬂws b’“f av J'q auma 3" by oVva Tov. Mowuoc
SONR, RETTE e

o This does not make it totally clear that numbers have parts of Being.«.

TGN
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" But whilst summing up, Parmenides says about Being, ﬂ/\ew-ra oL/;a. éorre
T&/.Lé/)') 407"75 In view of this, Parmenides(l point must be that each
number has a part of being. Finally, Parmenides conclude5° Since-numbers
are unlimited, the parts of Being must also be unlimited hence, Being

‘is'unlimited - In connection with this argument we need only remind
ourselves that its two assumptions Spring directly out of Parmenides'-
understanding of the hypothesis.‘ | '

* The fourth stage is quite similar to the third.‘ It~beginsx"‘

. from the assumption that what is must be one. bUnder this assumption, we
’flnd the claim that each part of Being must be one part. The next.
assumption is that what i;}one must- have Unity. (This we'may'note, ;f”
is analogous to "What is must have Being" ) The third assumption is i
that what has Unity must have a part of Uhity Parmenides is: quite

“explicit in his pronouncement of the third assumption. He saysl |

Apa 03\) ev’ov wo?\P\a;ioﬁ a/ua olov eon ToUTo afﬁec |

H)A‘ aﬁfm kal o/)w Sre a.é'wa.mv Ne%epw;uevw ayo. eure,o o

,«7 " 8hov d)\cos yip Mou ouJa/to.s a,ua. amagt 7ols. 755
ovelas ,ae/éow fra.,bcrmc. ’7 %gaepcaﬂe\/ov (144(:8 dA)

'0ur familiarity w1th the third j}dée provides us with the eﬂbectation i?'ilﬁ .
that the fourth stage will have as. its conclusion the following.1 Since“
"the parts of Being are. unlhnited and aince the parts of Unity are as 'Jh

,‘many as the parts of Being, the parts of Uhity are also unlhnited

. fifqﬁrmenides, though momentarily forestalls this expectation. :

e Kac /.mv rd ye /Le,owrbv mu\h-., 4,,4,,(-,) F?vac Tocra.um
o,o;irep ,ue,m 'Avatgm) Ouk % 4;\-99.7 a/m edeyo/cev




L this final stage. .
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)exo\l'res s nkeur:a- /ce/o’; 7 oU0(x Ve\rc/av/uv? en;. ooJe
34p Médw 700 Evos veve,w,ra.c AM tra., ds eocke, 70 evc (d4-el) .'

This turn in the argument is reminiscent of one horn of a Zenonian dilemma,
Zeno argues‘ ' e R . : : S .
el MoANL. eorlv aiv‘axk') Tora.um e(va.(. omz. érr¢ Kac ouTe .
ﬂ)e(ova_ aumv oJ*re éha-r-rovo. e‘c Je 7'oa'aura ecrnv afm
eo-rc ﬁenepa.o;ueva av ecy v o . (Fr. 3)
But Parmenides does not press this advantage‘te the conttary.- He
.recevers his main purpose in the fifth stage wherein he argues~ j,.'
| aure yap 70 ov 7o) evas awahems'rac oure 7o GV }
706 &vras, aAX’ ef(rowew 8o avre @€l mapa mw'ro. o
=TI Avmm\wv ourw ¢a.we7¢.¢, To v a,oa ad¥ ke k'é/J
| /mrca'/.;evov oo 7'75 oirias noMa, Te Kal a.msc/o. -ro |
‘ n)h@o; éOT/V Qawé'mc "00/«,0\/0V apa. 76 o . 6\/ g
: oM. eo'r/v a.))a. kac auro 70 ev und TOO ovros J'ca.-f" o
veve,a?/uevw “AOANL A mlayk*) etvau.- R ¢ LU o 7)
‘,’ It would seem reasonable to suppose that the assumption "Since the T
,-parts of Being are unlﬁnited, and since the parts of Unity q;e as" man& hifz‘.

*-?:as the parts of Being, the parts of Uhity are’ also unlﬁmited“ is directing

K

The theses whieh we ahall here Sake under dioeuasion are,_t:-'
Rl(NA) The One ie neither straight nor‘round.~ ¥

A(A&). The One ie either strai;ht Or round. .-'A*
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"R2(A4) is an anoxnolous 'the.ej.i-s Whereas almost all of the affirmative
theses take the form 'The S is both- ¢ and?“ (A&)'reads-"Ihe‘One iSA"

o elther,round or straight ‘The anomoly is not’ mthout mgnificance.

Given itsg constrUction, (Ad) does not gi}(e rise to an internal confliet."“?‘
More importantly,_lit shows that even Parmenides feels constrained to
.respect the logic of genuine contr@ries. | -

| ‘ There are two aesumptions which dre - shared by l37de and
. 1.45._ab | They are-e; | o 4 o o
(c3):. Whatever is a whole. has a middle.. _ o
‘ (6.4). Whatever has a middle is either round or stralght. nﬁ
, These assumptions are introdUced into the first r0und in the folldé;ng %1:\ o

Z-rponu/\ov )’G o0 ca'n rouro ol &v 7d ecrxara. naw'ra.x»)

| am: 7°d /"“”V crov 477'6)("? "A/ac - .Ko.c /‘-‘W eueu a’é ou

Cdv 78 /(.EV'OV A.,u.¢o¢v Tolv. ev;(arocv emzr,ooreev "l

» f : R .".' . (137e1 4)

) From the preuious argument “we may add the premise that 7’0. evxa.-ra. f.
Al-_are parts. In which case," IR :- SR . G
OUKDMV /ae/'q 4V 610( 7‘0 6\( kat- wol)‘a. av 4‘4‘7 ;grg

cuéeos O‘x'»;,uaros i Feptﬁgpous ,aﬂexoc. : (e4-6)

g _.Whence follows the conclusion

R -Oure 4/0. euéu aure zrepc,@e_pes eo'r/v, crremef ooJe
,ue',o'y ezéc ST L T (36—7)

The argument for (A&) proceeda from a claim derived from ~ ,‘_‘b.f-'i—'-"'

;;(‘Aa:)’ On the basis of (A3)--viz., that the One is both ltmited and



‘funlimlted*—Parmenides suggests that since the One is &imited it has
extremities.. He then introducas an assumption for which I have argued e
~and which underlies the’ internal contradiction of (A3) we read’ _ '

4/: ouv ok, e'rreure_p' nene/oa.o;uerv kai’ eo'xo.Ta exov
"A\w‘m) T é‘e €t Bdev, oy kai a/px'qv du/ exm Kal
,ueoov Km TéAGUT”)V '7 ocov 7€ e o;iov et\mc a.veu
z;ouov Tourwv Ka.v Tou ev on auv a.um)v a'ﬂocrra.r';l,
" £6eh-7crec en o)\ov e‘lvo.( o - (145a4-8)
To assume that a whole must have a beginniné and an end is to concede
e .

<fthat the parts of a whole w1ll be ennumerable And as I have. pointed o

'jodt, this aSSumption makes (A3) into a genuinely contradictory thesis. ;.»
In any case Parmenides proceeds to characgsriZe the One as having a s

- beginning, middle, and end From these considerations heknoves to:the't"

g ‘desired conclusion._f‘; \f :. ‘3f'-".-< o :':4 - ".hﬂ.f

A)Ou. Hnv 78 (e /uecrov wov oV’ evxa.-mv aneXe«
ov d’“f av o.)«?\ws ,ueaov 66'7 "00 b'a./o /(’at a-x-o;,ams
J'7 TY0s, s eacke 7-mourov ov ,aerexoc a.v 73 gv R
Q-roc ;uﬁeos 5 or/onuRou -7 'r/vos ,aezkrau ef a,uﬁo:v[

- Our review of the,above passage indtcates that the Presentzf__x-
\ confl ict results from directing contrary asamnptions at a set of comOn : FE

. I":_'\ -
:": assumptions. Thesis Rl(NZ) the One néither has parta nor ia a whoIe, B

{ogether w1th (C3) and (Ca) yields "The One is neither straight nor

round". Turning to the seCond round we find R2(A1) the One has parts f

,: and is a- whole; together with (CB) and (C4) yielding "The One is either

e e e
S . -,
*
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: straight or round” ' This observatlon may be connected with a more

: general view of the in1t1al results of the dialectical process. So far, B
the particular ten31ons between the first and se¢ond round may all be _;1
& . \ B

' related to the basic: sources of conflict which is to say Parmenides' ,fg{f) K
’ Y -

different understandings of the hypothesis. The sources, together with

vﬁ-

-a number of common assumptions, are reSponsible for the initial conflicts.v
‘fThis general v1ew is applicable to: two. mOre conflicts. Thereafter, the
- contradictions arise 1ndependently of the dlfferent understandings of

T

" the hypothesis. RS ::~.h'.; C ’.l‘ _ﬁi_'_:'-' '[; 7:;:'h; 'a'!:uiim

g 'i_38ab _' . '1‘-‘_-;45bef"- e e R e

The conflicting theses are ‘tf(ifh }f;f".hb e
Rl(NS)'v The One is neither in another nor in itself S
R2(A5) The One is both in itself and in another. 5f;11fi;ﬁ | :

‘ Heretofore, the common aasumptions have been more or less innocuoue.}d
'“*Now; the most important feature of the arguments relevant to the present

Co c0nflict is that the arguments treat the expression 'in another' and 'in

_fgiicself' as 10cation~pred1cates.: I mean, the argﬁments prefqppose that
o . » e :
;,?.these expressions enable one . to say where‘something is, Such a pre- _
tfsuPpOsitionuislnot at- all innocuous.: Rather it is dangerously false.ii_;f;j,,.,
| "Concerning ‘in itself', we will sae an argument frOm the first round ;;1th

'a:; edUCing an excellent rea°°“ f°r d188110W1ﬂ8 'fh itself' as a locatiJn- ?-3ff_;f;f

i

. predicate. That reason not withstanding, the claim that the One is not
";

in itself is nonetheless used in concluding that the One ie nowhere._g;q;ffnﬁf -

q_.

NN B
Concerning 'in another' its viability as a location-predicate depends’

) ‘. .“‘ . , v’." n kg




_ says,

hbe location-predicates.‘ ﬂu
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‘ upon, what I shall call the bucket theory of place.

Thesis (N?) is: aligned with a more general thesis., Parmenides-“ -

N

| Kcu ,aw TatoUTov )'e ov ou&t/,ou m/ 6(’7 odTe. ma év
aMo oure év eaum 5(7 S assay

.‘1 }.

-4demonstrates that Parmenides is taking 'in another'_and 'in itself' to.

L

’I'he phrase 7o¢oonv b‘e OV indicates that Parmenides is

'.go{hg to pick up on what he has already said about the One.’ This he does., -:

fv 4)?\00 /aev ov A’ukzw zrou aw ﬁéptcxo«m mr é‘A’ftVou
>
fv €W.=¢7, A’dl no?\laxou av aurou d’-HTocTo mnmr

70D Je évds T¢ Kkai 4/ae/au: kcu Kvk/\ou /c"; ,aersxavres
- o.;uva.rov mhhxv kuk)uu eurrea'Bdc (138a3 7)

o The claim "Since the One is without parts and does not partake of

l:'round it is impossible for it to be in contact at many points a11 round"
4lfmay be referred to theses Rl(NZ) and Rl(NA) Ihere is, though a much R

?more important claim made wdthin the above passage'-a claim which pte-'7 =

”efr'fsupposes the bucket theOry of place.i Simply stated, the theory is this.hpgfj{*f

'f'To have a place is to be contained and enc0mpaseed by something else.

The- theory is presupp03ed by the above, i@ofar a8 Pamenides takes the

‘-argument to be apropos of showing that the One is n0where (which is to _13_

A

--v.‘_ .. N

L ﬂf.i_say, has no place) Now the bucket theory is rele ‘n"-éto all four

arguments uq,der 1383b and 145be. This is somewhat surprising, in that. a

The. Yact that (NS) is aligned with the further thesis "The One is nowhere" o
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= '_-'the place of the One) would seem to be 1ncompat1ble with the requiremenc

'that what has a place be’ contained by something e.lse.’ Neverthelesa the

' theory is relevant to all four argunzents. 'So, in anticipation of observ- .
. ing its relQ/ance ‘to all the arguments, we may confex: on the basic premiae'
of- the theory the status of being a*common assumption., |

(CS) To have a plac is to be. contained and encompassed by something
other than that which has’ the place. ' Lo ¥

Let us consider the argument stated above. With regard to
'it, we: may raise the question "How does lack of. parts preVent the One
: from having any contacts'?" Suppose we imagine the One to be an indivisible, '
..rubber ball Its indivisibility would leave it without parts. And its B
| rubberiness would allow it to bounce from point to point. The case is
| fanciful Nonetheless, it brings to the fore‘ the issue of what Parmenides
.means by. parts‘. f by parts Parmenides were to mean no more tl:an
whatever may be ‘acquired by division, ,then _his argument would be invalid.y
’-'B' when Parmenides speaks of parta, he does not take himself to. be /
| ,VV,FSpeaking of Just 'bits' and ‘pieces' He also counts GWaTQ ,’ extremi- o
N ties, as parts._. For Parmenides, an extremity is a part ovar‘}’“énd above

whatever may be acquired by division. _ For example, ‘then, a yard-stick

,,f.besides hav:mg thirty-six parts will have a part which ia an ¢/0x7, and a

part which is a 76)507‘7, besides these, there will also be a part which

v is a }wfov. Given this underatanding of -part,.,~ the argmnt fouo w

\\- R

: --.;In order for two things to be in cOntact, their extremitieb muet be" in

'_';."contact.' But since the bne is assumed to h‘ ve no exetremities, it will not

I

\'.

) .
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: ' The‘secondfargument under 138ah the argument which is given B
in connection with the clalm that the One - is not in itself affords an'

_excellent reason for: excluding 'in itself' as a location-predicate of

the bucket theory.- Parmenides argues o

A/\Xa. ,uv)v 4570;5w€4urw ov km/ /éa.urw ec'y
?ns,ocexov obx: 4>.ko 4 4070, eme,o Aal év e‘aurw ccv)
v, Tw xa/o 3 éLVa.L /m) ﬂepcexovrc 4J'wa.7ov Aﬁzva."rov B
'54,0 OUkouv ere/)ov ,aev av 7 ev; avTo 75 . Jrs/uexov,
é'repov d”e 76 Tept c-;(o,aevov ol b/o./ Blov E aﬁﬁw
'»“‘f'Ta.urov a)ao. ?76¢U‘6T4¢. kac ﬂot?)trec ka(. aurw Te ev .

Uk et'); Ere ev o.).)\o. Jue FEECTIINE (138a7 bs). .
.‘.The bas1c consideratlon underlying this argument is,‘grepov/uev O.V
j'n eu; auro -ro ﬂe,otexov ére,dovd'e 7b wqawxo;em Llow, when the -

‘«

"claaim "The One is in itself" is vxewed in 11ght of the basic cons1dera-‘ -

~//

. -;'_,.tions, we see that it fails to reveal that there is a container encoxnpass- L .

ing the One-_’ Or, in other words, the exPTGSSiOH 'iﬂ itself' cannot be £y

T location-predlcate of the theory.. A further consequence 19 that the

"express:.on is irrelevant to saying,where something :l.s.j Parmenides, though

"!

- ,__:'seems to have missed this lesson. F@r he proceeds to the °°n01uuon, PRI

A '-"fauk apa. ev'r/v xou 'roev ,wprc- ev a.urw /.775 ¢v d«F\o MS s). L

,"i-__ S The conclusion suggests that something can be somewhere by being in

| f‘itself For if the claim "The One is not in itself" may be useq towards

) ’concluding that the One is nowhere, then presunably the cIaim "The One ;b :

bi "'"'_.,""-ia in itself" may be used towards concluding that the One-;-is somewhere.b'f :




e ev ‘,ka.(. auTws ’Av f\; 1&9 " :

"'1'5'2 |
”‘misunderstood his own‘argunent.- But in fact, he ‘hag included in his
_ argument an assumption which blocks my critiC1sm that 'in itself' cannot
. be a location~phedicate.' That assumption is expressed in thé. following._
00 7«/ 6}\o~/ Je a/i¢w 7'a.u7‘ov 4/(4, ]75(0‘674( Aal 7{0(70‘6(

Kol olTw 78 €v Sdr Ay 'éu; &re &v adla d'Uo. o (03-5)
.cThe possibility of a subject of discourse 'being more than one' is the
Afcondition upon which 'in itself' may be taken to be a location~predicate. ;rh
,‘The One, of course, fails to meet this condition* since it is just one.
.We will find the assumption being used in the second round. Hence,3welln’3.:f*
;may designate 1t as'a common assumption. | | o

(C6) Whatever has a place by being 'in itself' will be mére
than one.; ~ v :

. - -
We should realiZe that (C6) is a breeding ground for a paradox. Indeed

: what is said concerning (C6) in the first round anticipates the internal
L o(, .
-tension of - R2(A5) Consider the clann ”The same thing cannot as. a whole 'ﬁy{fﬁf

.',both encompass,and be encompassed" The claim creates a philosOphical

I3

'tensiOn v1s a v1s "The One 18 in itself" We are left wondering how the

>'~f-one manages its double identity.i Let ue, then, turn to the secondir und

g
The first argument of 145be is intended to prdve ﬁgat the

'ﬁ'One is in itself., The central part of the argument teads,

/ E« o./oa. mwra. ra. /ue/‘; er eﬂcu 'ruyxo.vec ovra. eav( d”e - e,
~_57'a. re zravra. 'ra e‘v ka.t a.urp 7‘6 ‘? Test e y

atv frefcexm 70 7o., S
uasca-n

'»'Wro 7ou o)«au Ta 7ra.vT
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sallow the 1nference that the parts are encompaSsed by the One. -But
b’we should want to forec103e on‘the clann that the One is its parts,
for it is the basic assumption of the argument.i It makes it possible ﬁ;
for Parmenides to argue that since the One encompasses its parts, and‘since‘_’
the On€ is its parts, then the One encompasses 1tself and hence, is in _'
xitself (Parmenides rather pomtedly says, UIIO TDU GVOS 4&/ ﬂéf(GXQL‘
'~Tb'ro e\/ ) In any caSe, ‘the basic assumption is supposed to bescow
‘upon the One the double 1dentity of being both container and contained

| The second argument of 145be disputes the purpOrted identity

__of the One and its parts.. The internal conflict of 1h5be may be set out j”i;"f

“in the. following way. On ; the one hand if the One is its parts, then
'.’“the One w111 be inbéhe.same place as its parts are.‘ But on the other y}f'b'
""hand if the One is in the same place as all its parts, it will be in the’
same place as any one of its parts' but to have d place is to be encompassed
: therein-'and 1t is absurd that the One which is a whole, should be in one
Cof: its parts. (This line of argumentation can beibrought to an apprOpriate 3i

rfinale, Continuing to the end' If the One and its parts are not in the

same place they are in different places°~but things which are in different f!~f

‘J.,

”'tﬂﬁplaces are different-'hence the One is not. its parts ) The argument which

' {'m_fParméhideg uses to deve10p the internal Fenéion is, N 1

6( b’d.,o GV 71401\/ 4.»14qu Ka.c ev EW- ev 7/vc de cv:
M BV ouK % erc 7rao Jwa.c'ro b ye mmo'cv €lvac n Je
num<¢ev 7o ev va am.vrwv earc 7'o Je vov ev 7vorw

AN v, 78 erc év. )'e rois. ﬂawv e‘veo‘ro«. _ Ood'a,uw.s et
ﬂud'e /c'w e'v rwt rmv /u}ONV e‘t y&/ €V 7:01 7o alo\( 66‘9,
ro m\eov Ay ev -rw e)o.r'row e‘cy ’ K 60'7N a.d'uvo:rov. : (145d1-6>




(R : bLgck the inference that the subject is nqﬁhere, and thereby force a

"E’ivthe thesis that the One has no parts account for the conclusions of

' 5cfev138ab.- And on the other hand, the bucket theory together wich the

v E ' . v g ’ 184 -
We may v1ew the exp101tat10n of the 1nterna1 tension as a means of

bl

A clgirlng the way for ‘the cla1m that the One is in something else. The

A

argument for that claim is, - . :

My Bv &7 év mrdoviv ,u,S ev évi ;4.4'75' év amun

"'7015 ﬁzépéc( To é)ov, a0k a.va.xx") ev efe,ocu vt ecvac )
-7(,: ,w;d'a./.ou ére elva; —A\/o.gx-q OUKOUV ,w)J'a.,u.ou ,«ev |
ov oUJGV av 6(‘9 o)tov 56 ov ou&v ow él’), OAOV J'e
‘OV»G‘IIFCJ”; olk ¢y abrd) éony, awtym; év aNw e(vac

. T(dtw (e - /h ,uev 4/04 To ev )\ov év a.)O\w ea'nv -(d6-e3)

T This argument’again reveals Parmenides' intention to treat 'in another' 1. o/
;!1é 'in itself' as location-predicates.i For it presumes that 'in another'

'and 'in itself' are exclusive 0ptions under the notion of 'being somewhere"'
fvsuch that if nelther Option 1s applicable to the subject of discourse it-f*fﬁ

t

i may be infered: that thf subject is nowhere. The reverse of this is to '

o

"‘idehision between the subject being in another or. being in itSelf Now,J; jfﬁ".'

.

' -Parmenides has baken the reverse route.» And since thé exploitation of the

S v

"'ﬂkiinternal tensiQn leaves him with the conclusion that the One is not in "."l

o ;'itaelf he may infer that the One is in another. ':-:," ,

._Y’
F

Let us review the arguments of l38ab and 145be.. On the one »g;;;-‘ |

¢

'f,hand, the bucket theory of place together with the assumptions under

v

e

: assumptions under the thesis that the One has parte account fbr the 'J.fj'

"iz iconclusions of 145be,j But to this general view we muit add the specialg

LR S




T
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observatlon that the expres81on 'in 1tse1f' is a predicate of the theory

',only by virtue of (C6) Wiﬁﬂbut (C6) the expression "in itself! could

" not be a predicate of the theory. lBut, the agsumption, in turn, is :7“

b

responsible for the 1nterna1 tension of 145be.

.138s$139b ys. l45e-146a

" The conflicting theses are;<\‘
Rl(N6) , The One is neither in motion nor at rest.
R2(A6) The One is both at. rest'and in~motiOn.

:These theses-arejclosely.related to the pfeceding theseg concerning
. . R : i :

whether the Onie has~a placeaziln fact, a P-group analysis°schema reveals

'having a place"as a condition of being either at rest or in motion.-i o T

The analysis schema for the pairing ar rest/in motion' is
" ag follows. o I ::»'~~ _c:‘ f?~*- ) b}«:;';ﬁ i'il

I R P . Having no.place -
ok Havinglno velocity o

~

—=Having a place
"“'@1 | 4;.

’ This schema reveals that there are two conditions for being at rest. L

~ At TeStm .

~Having'a velbcity'

- 1In motionh -

Q'One condition is that the subject of discourse have no velocity, the other f; -

e

”is that the subject have a place. y desk and the Uhiversity 8 Administra-ri

vi.,tion Builgi satisfy bOth conditions-' Each is st rest.- But subjects ry"w,{;t:y.
4,4\_“_’\& S e . " . k= R
i ®

:'ff.of discourse such as 'the number nine" 'Justice', and 'Beauty' do nOt O

ff B8ti8fy both conditions.v we may, if we' wish say of the number nine

“f.-that it does not have ‘a velocity. Th;f statement, though would not
. A M

712warrant the inference "So, the number nine is at rest"" Having a place




| the One does not sufer QXDLWIS may- be refered to his arguments tmder

. become the .same as, or different from,‘itself or another.)~"_v‘._ .,,,

T ‘ . . . . : . ) 186
is a necessary condition of b’eing at rest. The number nine does not

satisfy ‘this condition, and so ‘it is neither at rest nor in motion. -
N — 4 : o ‘ N . . ! . :
Parmenides has Aalready argued in the first round, that the

\)

One 1is nowhere. Given our analysm schema, Parmenides is justified in
further clalmlng that the One is neit‘her in mOtlon nor at rest. Never-

theless Pamenldes mtroduces con31derations whth complicate our g

r.

simple v1ew. In connection with ‘the claim that the One is not in’ motion,

. -
,three kinds of motion are considered. Parmenides says,

Orc klvou,ue\/ov ye ” ﬂe,oo 0 v; a.ﬂotocro dv auTac
¥ap /aova.c KcW;a'ecs el (138b8-c1)

Q

The first kind of mOtiOn (¢£/00(T°) is later sub divided into circular . °
| .

'motion and linear motion. As for Q_MOUOO"(S, we: would be inclined to. :

'say that it is ﬁot motion._ ‘But in any case, Parmenides' contention that

139be. (Thére, he argues that the One is not the same as, or different' L

. from, itself or another.“ If such were the case, neither could the One*"

o
e

g

The argument against the One having circular 3otion is the

following. o S o

OUKouv kuk'hq) ,uev 7re/n ﬁe)ao,aevw €77£ /ce‘v"oU pe/?&( ch

.'aveb'lr‘*), kcu Td nepc 7‘0 /uevov ﬁe,oo,ueva. aMa ,af/)‘y exelv
" "‘feaurou @ & MIATE JdeTou ,a.v;re ,ge,owv -n,ooo-ykm, Tis.

\

/*‘7)(4V'7 rouro kuki)op 77‘07" ezn 7'00 /aem,_ ’_

o . : M
. *: .‘, . PR . R

\._“v‘
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the One has no parts. We come now to the argument against the One

\

< .

having 1linear motion.

f ’AM(J, J‘n )uu/uv a,,«écgov a))\o-r’ a’/\)oet J‘JVGT‘L( kQ‘ v
ovTco A’(Véch-c ,€¢rTé/> yeE Jv) Oukoov 5?v4¢ /uc'v JTov ev
TIve 0T adivaroy e¢av47, -'-Nac A,o oV ﬂalveo'@a.c

c‘T( a.(fuva‘eré/oov _— : (d2 5)

In this initial part of ‘the arpwmpat, Parfienides is exercising the
. : . \ . 0‘ .

\ ' . A
theme "W§at cannot come to be'". Hence, he argues: since the,
. . " . 13

One cannot be anywhere, it cannq; come to bi anywhere. In thelhext
v " '
stage of the argument, he contends that linear motion is movement

between different places. ‘This.allows development ‘upon the general
’

theme. Since the Bne cannot be anywhere, cannot have a place, and since

\

: linear'motiqpfﬁs movement between different'blaceé,»the One cannot move

'l
11nearly» At any rate, Parmenldes argues,

El & rw T mvera,c QUK a\/a.,y/fz MYTE MW €
ékelvw eval €7t égxebvvo,uevov MRT? erc' éfw GKGLVOU
mwmﬂaovv étlrép ‘7J3; F)yfozve'rau | o (d6-8)

An 1mportant feature of thls eXplanatlon concernlngfhow things move

. «

between places is the conflatlon of places and-things. “There is a o

P

conflatlon here, 1nsofar as!%he explanatlon 1g i tended to reveal why

the- One_cannot come to be.anywhere, Now, the conflation is not really

. needed for Parmenides' present‘phrpoees but it will become fundamentally‘.

important in the second round. In'aﬁy case, the One, having no place,H 4
C : - o o V- S o T
cannot satisfy either moment of linear motion; it cannot neither’ come

“out of something (which is to say, some pléce),-hof c0me ipto_sqméthing- .

.

e . IR s : .
e . - S . ’
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. (which is to say, some place). ’

-+ i
i L '
What we have just now 'x;eviewed of 138b-139b providee
- .
Parmenldes with a complete argumen{t against the One having linear mot ion.
N

He, though, has more to say on the. matter. He further argues that ‘Only

\
-

a thing which has parts can enjoy li§t‘ear motion. Since the One is said

x

to have no parts, this &8 é\n added reason why the One cannot so move.

£l g aﬁa 7¢ 4o Telreras vodro, éxeivo v pOvov Zrdsyol
ou HEPY é('? 70 /aev gap av 7 cwmu 70y v €k€ti 76
Je wa ft’p a,aa. 70 d€ pu7 ezov ,ue/o'); a0y ocov 7¢ oL

€7ac r,oorrw ouJevc Sdov & a/aa MYTE Evios edval 7rvos

HANTE f;fow. I S (e 34)

vParmenides concludes, saying-- /(a;‘a 77474V QPO- I(IV?G'/V 705\/ dle’]TOV

(139a2-3). ' - SRR
The argument for the claim that the One is not at rest: is‘
integrally tied to the clalm that: the One has no place as well | 'It begine,"
"AXha ,m;v Kol elvac g€ @avac ev TIve abr acSuva:mv

(13932 -3 )

* This claim is. quite obv1ously borrowed from thesis RI(NS) And from

this claim, Parmenides draws the inference,OUJ’d/q. ITOTé €V 77y QUTU

- We may read cv 7uoaurw as 'in the same thing'. ' But since having a ,

K 4

place has been characterized as. being in something, we may further :
\ ) .

, understand EV TUJ au?was also meaning 'in ‘the. same place' Now We '

) may. grant that to be at. rest. is to remain in the. same place.r Bringing

these consi}glerations together, we . arrive ‘at this" Since the One cannot ‘

be in the same place (gwen that it has no place) then the One cannot
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AMa /mv 78 b’é /aqd'ezrore ev Tw avTw. ov oUTE -
»70'011.4\/ a.afet ou8 earvkév. ‘ | N '(139b1) N

L :
There is one observation which we may make about the argu-

o’
be at rest. Parmenides says,

£
ments for Rl\hé) that marks a-contrast between the arguments for Rl(N6)
and the argument‘ for R2(A6) . The atguments fothhe former are d1rect1y
dependent upon the,general thesis that the‘One is nOwhere. \The ‘arguments :
fdr the latter do not depend upon a general thesis to the contrary. N l.
- That is to say, the arguments for’ the the51s ""The One is beth at rest -.
and in motion" are not deve10ped from the general thesis thaF‘the One ‘
is somewhere. bRather, Parmenides first argues from the claim that the

One is in 1tse1f to the conc1u31on that the One is at rest he then argues ;

from the claim that the One is in another to the conclusion that the One o

/
i

© is in motion. Slmply put, the contrast is that while one and the same
reason is used to argue (a) that the One is not in motion, and (b) that
the One ig not at rest, dlfferent reasons.are needed to argue (c) that |
v the.One is‘at rest and (d) that the Onells in motion.‘ |

| The argument for the claim® that the One is at rest 18, ’

Eomxg iy 7Iou, ecne,o ad7rs év ecwnu é(mv g e

4_6vc ov Kal €k 70070V ,a'») /cem,aat\/ov cv Tlp adm &v g

ev éavrds. fon yap.=Te e 0’6 ev 7 aunu aec ov |
50705 J") nou 4\/4,3}(7 a.e( etvac } ’ .’_: h (145e8 146a3) \
The argument contains famillar assumptions._ It is assumed that something L

may have a place by being in itself - It is further assumed that the One

is in- itself and as SUCh has a place out of which it does not move.
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: : : o e <
v Fin;lly, there is the ignocuous assumption that what is always in the

_same place is at rest.
: t

L | The argument - for the ¢laim that the One is ‘in motion-takes ',M ,

its start from the other halfﬂlf thesis RZ(AS), the other half being

- . S~ b
YN ' . .
"The One is in anotherﬁ - R A S : _ ‘k_»

T §é 7o év eTe,ow a.sc 5v o0 1o eva,vnov amgxn

,uv;Jenor év 'ra.UTw eNat /w)d'eirare §€ ¢ ov ev 7 a.unu o
,uz;é'e eo-m\rac,,u»; érros Je‘&rcvew@dc @
This is a very interesting dialectical argument. For,.we hayq the |
remarkable claim that what is always in another thing can never be 3;g‘

the same (we are constrained to understand) ;gag_._ I think that Parmenides
’has SUppreSSed the considerationswhich might lead one to say this. Those )

‘ con81derations are 1 submit as follows. o av L

(i) wWhat is always in another is always in'Something.different'_
(from itself) . o ' ‘

(ii) What is always in. something dlfferent is always in a
. different. place. : S

rIf this submission is COrrect we may say that Parmenides is'pressing
the bucket theory of place to its utmost consequence.- For (ii) reveals ”_
that hav1ng a different place is slmply a matter of being something ;.:jii.

: which 1s different from the subject of discourse.l It alsp revealslfjda

" the. conflation which 1 ment1oned 1n connectlon with RI(N6)- viz., thebi?zﬁ
conflation of 'places',and 'things' | An important consequence of the};'"
conflation is that GV €7€Phl may have a double-meaning bestoWed on it,ft

The expression will now mean both 'in a different something' and 'in ag'agw_hfil

different pl-ace' | This understanding of éV 67'6,0(0 lends plausibility E
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éo the: inference that the One can never be in the same place. Indeef \ o
there is ajubsequent 1nference which constrains us to have this under- .

v stfxding of €V 6‘76pa). For the 1nference that the Oqe -ig neVer at rest

must depend upon the assumption that the One is—'never m the same %iace._v.;‘f
: .
, This subsequent 1nference could not be poss1b1e withou-t 31 double—meaning

wbvérepw.

The present conflict between Rl and R2 may be. referred to

the c0nf11ct between Rl(NS) and R2(A5) . In this regard Parmenides' S
.intuitiom are lno,t total.ly misguided. The applicability of 'at re e ~
and 'm motion' depends upon ‘the subx_;ect of discourse having a loca,tiong .;'f‘
Inso}far as Parmenides takes '1n itself' and tin another' to. be 1ocation- -
. predicates he recognizes this relation. ' . o . -, ) 4
It The conflict whlch is internal to R2(A6)barises frOm | |
| _ presumpt.ions which Parmenides makes concerning the meanings of €V Tw
.‘-duTw and GV eTePw. He presumes that GVTDJQUTM means both 'in the
.’ same thing and tin' the same place',- and that €V équ means both 'in “
'something different’ and 'in a different place' : The double meaning of
each allows Parmenides to make the appropriate transitions. : In connection
with tbe claim that the One ig: at rest he begins from the assumption B
that the One* is 1n the same thing (viz., in itself) and then by exer—‘.

' cising the second meanmg ofev rwa.um he infers th“at the One is at
.rest, since it ie in the same place. And in éonnection with the claim

-that the One 1s 1n motion, he first assunes that the One is in something

o else (i e., something different), and then by exercising the second
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meaning of év e‘rfpw he 1nfers 7that the One is on the- move since it is

a

o

-always in a dlfferent place. . A rather interesting phrase occurs ‘in the
latter argument; viz., TD é'V fTepw 46( OV» Under thg first meaning

. sof éV éTépw this would slmply yan what i% always in something else'
- And' so for” example, f the One’ were being pernfanently stored in E cup* ‘

A‘\.

. boar,d it would qualif\y for such= a description. Furthermore, under the
Y *

first meanmg, there would be no 1nterna1 conflict. There 1s, though
x

a conflict when 6‘/ €T€P0J 1*5 Shlfted to its second meaning, ro gv ére/w

a’ueZ )OIV comes to mean 'what is always in a different place'

- 139be vs. l46a-147b .
e |

These arguthe‘_nts mark -a- ‘new dialec:t'ica-l' ‘phas"e. The previous

arguments have been closely related to the issue offwhether the One has

~parts.--In the f1rst-round the assumption that the One has no partsiis-‘
essent1a1 to the arguments for the claims tha't the One is without limits,k_ ;
band has no shape,' and is nowhere, etc.» And in the second round, the o
dassin'nption that the One has parts is essential to the argumenta which'
purport to prove the contrary claims." The lrguments which we: are about

\pv

»
“'to consider do not rely on either of the assunptions that relate to the

'(

is\h ue of whether the O has parts.. 'l’he most significant feature o£ the
arguments Under l39be :&

146a-147b is that they treat the expressions )
B 'same' and 'different' as if the expressions were both formal concept

and material concept express:.ons.k It 1s this feature which constitutes

the new dialectical phase.s



: The conflicting theses are,

Rl(N7) The One is neitherﬁ\QL same as, nor different from itself
or. anqther. : ‘.\\‘ _ _ . . .

o ;R2(A7) The One- is the same as and different from itself and the )
' Others. D - P o ‘ -

}_.

' ‘Each of. thesé theses contains two claims which are }ptuitively plauei

With regard to’ (N7) it is intuitively plausxble that the One is not -

' different from itself and also plausible that the One 1s not the same

as another. »Mregard to (A7), it is plaueible that the One is the:

' same as. itself and also- plausible that>the One is different from the o

Others. As we will see the arguments which are given on behalf of these
)

claims reSpect the formal nature of the expressions 'same' and 'different'v

On the other hand, each ‘of the above theses contains two claims which are .

- B ,

v

counter-intuitive. The81s (N?) contains the claims "The One is not differ-.j;

_»ent from another" and "The One is not the same as’ itself"- (A7) contains ~
: the claims "The One\is different from itself" and "The One is the same
. f ’

";as the chers" ‘ These claims are a11 counter-intuitive. In connectiOn Do

133

- wi%h the arguments which purport to prove these claims, we will see,;hat
t'f the arguments,treat ’same' and 'differemt' as if the expressions were ;.hf'
'.material concept expressions.FOFor within those arguments, it is assuned
'that ’same' and 'different' have reference to attributes‘ . L

| I have already suggested that the c0nflict between Rl(N?)

:»and R2(A7) is ‘a result of 'same' and 'diﬁferent' being shifted between X
."iforl
'f:given of the conflict which is internal to (A7) So that we may have a:
:.:;clear perSpective on the matter, I offer the following dia@ram. ;-3“i?->

. ,,..1 .
ER A

al’ concept and material conCept Foles.v The same explanatiqp may be,[-':'
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/:4\‘ | ‘Formal Concept Claims .
Cw Y w

h‘(;) The oné is not different . (1) ‘fhe »e.is the same as itself.

: : from 1tself \
(11) The 9ne 1% not the same{ﬁsl)r (i1) The)Prie is. different frOm the

.o anothe ers, |
S 2 o \
' . Material Concept Claims E -
o i o v : : o - ' =
S (i) ‘The One is not dlfferent C(111) The One is the 'same a$ the
Sy . from another. 4 I Others. BT
L .(iv) ‘The One is not th same "~ (iv) -The One is ditferent frOm :
'4ﬁ as 1tself.\ ‘ R . itself L

.It 1s important to notice- that the formal concept claims of Rl -and R2 l.

present.no conflict. Rather, ‘the formal claims-of Rl conflict with the

}material claﬁns of R2; and the mate;daf\claims of Rl ‘bnflict with the d_
formal claims of R2.. Furthermore,\hotijg that the internal c0nflict of:-f
‘R2(A7) is. outlined by OUr division of the claims into formal claims and =
material claims. or within (A7), there is a two-fold conflict'bon the,*"
. one - hand between (1) and (iv) and on the other, between (ii) and (iii)
Let us first consider the arguments which purport to prove o

' ;the formal concept claims. The relevant argunents from the " first round

_ : -are given in the following passage. 'f “TEV)'f e f‘r'; _' f--‘.-{;ﬂ
Moo T e L
S A'.repov /uév 710U e‘aumu ov evos €7€/ow av en, kcu ouk‘ﬁ |

-

T‘:‘: av evi-—A)oqu Kat ,uv;v Tau‘rov xe ere,aw ov é/(é‘t\/o av

e, adrd J"oux av ec7 wa-re ouS’ av oums 51'7 aﬂep

»b'EV'TlV, ev a.?lh eTe/)ov cva; Ou yo.,o ouv - 'T&urov /aev a/oa
eTe,ow ‘r; erepov éauroo oux eo*ra( (139b5-c3)

- We may account for the first argument in the f0110wing way. A subject



cannot remain belng 1tse1f whllst suffering a change of nature (or, if

¢

~pou wigh, change of essence) Since the nature of the One is 'to be one'
and since the One wodld be dlfferent from what it is if it were other"'
f" than\itself the One cannot-be, dlfferent from Lfself The essential | A
aspect of this reasoning is‘made expliCIt in the’ secgnd argument where ?
Parmenides- says wvre OVJ 4\/ 007'005 €¢7 o’m:*/) €TV, GV The Second a
| - _argument presupposes that if the One were the same as another, the One
# wouId be 1dentica1 with that other (ékﬂ\/oa.\/ le”;) “and hence, not . the
Vo ol
The first argument respects the formal nature\of 'different'

For it presupposes a: difference between what the One is and what the One

o is not. The presumption makes it possible for Parmenides to argue that

©

- thc\One would not be itself Af it were different frOm what it is. The‘

s

second argument respects the formal nature of 'same"r It considers ~4v.-\:
 .and’ rejects the pOSSibility of the One being the same as another.” The
i.» point of my italizing is to- remind us that 'same' and 'different' are
l relational expressions. This reminder will become more significant when
we céhfront statements such as "T\e One - is not the same (simpliciter)" f
v._iand "The One is different (simpliciter)"fhr:v. EE . |
Turning to the second round . e find the followin; argunent

L.

being giVen towards proving that the One is the same as itself.'u ff : T-?’f'f'

no.v 1rou rr,aos aﬂav a.xfe €X£t *7 Td-UToV éd'TAV'/ €7'€)00V ,
I e«v y £ €16,
. 5‘2 | /u, TauTav ,’7 ,a’}f € é/ov /ce,oos ¢\/ €¢'7 nurau yr,oJS
| ourws cxa -»; ws 77/005 /ae)oos o/\ov a.v e'u, - é«cvemc
A/o 'ouv'-rd ev auro cwrau /ue,oos é'O'TIV —Ouo"o,ﬂw: -

/
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|
!

00{' a,m. ws ﬂ;oos }Gfos a-UTC; aUTou aﬂov AV 607 n')aos

skgro ,ue)oos ov. - Oukya/o olov 7e. =AM doa ere/oav eor/v
£V0s 'ro’ év; - 04 d7ra, . - 0uS a,oo. fa.UToU ye Erepov A

en, ~ 0 /(GVTOL - £¢ odv /p,rc ere,oovﬂ,yre oRov/p)Te .
,ue,oos auro ﬁ,ﬂos éa.oTo ea'T/V odse avdyk) ’7J'+;
ra.urov étVa.L ado e'auTw Ava.xk»; S (146b2-c4)

~

’ oo
The thbsis:that anything is related to anything else by being either the
:same, or different, or by being related as part to whofe or whole to part

3

~ is not without significance. In the first place, the thesisvprovides :
fParmenides with the means for arguing what need not be argued. By

.rebutting the Options that the One is different from itself and that it

-~ 18 related to itself as either part to whole or whole to part Parmenides

is left with the option that the One is the;same as 1tse1f as his

conclusion._ In the second place, thi thesis together with the concom-
. ¥

" _".mitant rebuttal technique will be ‘use ‘later toiargue thatuthexOne"is.,ji.
l'the same ‘as th&thhers.:h;’ y\f ‘ ;i‘ -f3ii | ;fflill., l?,uf,‘ -
Concerning "The -One is the same‘as itself"'hwe‘could ask
, ) .
"whether the claim reveals a relation.. Fortunately, though we really :

o : : s . =
. meed not. answer such a. tiresome question. A more spprOpriate question S

= N

- PR S
it is important to realize that the above argument contains no assump- e

i"tiOns,which would undermine the formal syntax of 'same' That syntax o

1s born by the sentenCe frame "S is the same as. P"ll But the syntax

\g..

K is "How is Parmenides using the expression 'same"" : In this connection,,"f;;”

-'can be interfered with if it is supposed thst 'sameness' is an attri-”‘i""

”f‘bute@v We can observe a consequence of such interference by considering”'

'
-
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a variation.upon a claim that Socrates-mg’gh in the first part of the
. N . 0 . ‘ -
Parmenldes. SOCrates claims~ Things which partake of likenesa come. to .

P

- be- alike by virtue ofvfﬁe1r participation Con91der, then, the followingE
1

-\\hings which partake of sameness come to be the same’ by virtue of - their
participatlon., Thls characterizat1on “of 'same' giyes the‘expressiom the.
;iatus of a ' one- place'rpredication. hob; 1f 'same' were a one-place
predicate, by parity of&rea:;i}ng.so also:uould‘:different'§:e.a one-“yf
point,_wepc0me_to the brink oﬁ.philosOphical
absurdity.' For"let-uezfurther-suppoae that"same'.andf'differentl, as

place-predicate.‘fAnd at:th

; one- place predicates haVe reference to contrary attripntes. A'para-

phrase of one of Parmenides' arguments brings forth the absurdity.
' o .
Samenese and Difference are contrary to one another.’ So Same--
« ness will ‘never be in what is different, nor Difference in what .is
~ %" . the same. Assuming that each thing is the . same (presumably, the ."
' pame as, itself) then. Difference can never be in anything at . all
. /
- This argument is a’ striking example of- what may happen when 'same"
/ -
and 'different' are . treated as non-formal expressions. Moreover?‘it"_ B
is -a taste of thingé to come.g : w~-\0

f;f ' 3; The final argument belonging under the formal claims group

© {8 as follows. S

. € rod T erepév eaTIv, odx 5Te,oov ovTos ere/ov emc
"Av«.yxo; - Odkouv oO'a. A7 v éomrv, armvd ere,oa 700
evos Ka.c 76 ev 'rwv/wy evf"'

'ws J’ ou; - E'repov qba. av iff SN
evy 78 év va ¢)‘th ' | |

(146d1 5)

Assuming that ev is an expression whi r
- | . T
'weimay,say-that thevargunent ma ' 8 Bortal differenqp between the One

S

and the 0thers.~ Qr, in other words, the argument may be understood as

N

N

reveals the nature of the One, R
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#

‘ revealing a difference in kind between the One and the Others. 1In any' . ;-
. 'f ' : - .

case, this view-of the argument allows us to .say of it that it réépects

- the formal nature of 'different' (1t should be pointed out that the
argument dOes not necessarily mark a difference between the One and

‘ .
\everything else, The_relevant difference is between-the One 'and’ the

>

" S A ' . , e ' - o
things which- are .not one--1i. e., which do: not have the nature of being

A one. ‘Hence if there are items, which while not being the One, nonetheless
enjoy the nature of heihg one, then they will be the same in kind with

the One. 1In o;der for Pannenides to establish the difference which is
— LR

:suggested in the above between the One and everything else, he. would have

‘to add the further assumption that the One is the only thing that is one.)

- ,

* <—we may;presently turn our attention to,the difficult.arguments'

, . . - N Co

‘parguments which treat 'same' and 'different' as materiar concept expressions.
B Ly,

ginnlng with the first round we haVe the argmneﬂt for the claim that

™

the One ‘is not different from another. o S "1', -ﬁ R e

o D"/’ Evi ﬂpoo'ylcec {Tcpu Tives €fvar, a.?\Ra. VW
_g-re;o e'rc,oou a.Mw 56 OUG'GVL -Q:Gws Tw,aeVafa. EV S
efva.t bk é’o'nu. er€,00u n otec OJ é'-»;'ro. ’AM« ,u"\v |
€ty ToéTu, ‘00X édurd evra.c &t 8¢ ,wq apTd, 008¢ " T

: -_.awo abrd 5€ fcvd'a,/.m ov €T€,oov OUJ'evos gm( cyepov .» *.
S ,/” S R UL (139c4-dD
N SR S L : L : | _‘,.
The key sumption is contained in the claim oo b’q €VL WFW"” \K

I

e at
ke €7 ,ow -rzvos efva.c, a.Ma. /aovw erepov eTefos a}O\ u,».
_7on¢“¢o¢¢ tator has argued for the soundness of the assumption.. His

A arguqent iSa‘ﬂ.' o ,-~.i_q,3 - -_;ng :
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To be other than something else fs not the same’ thing as to

A\ ' -be one. $So a One which is simply- one and has no second. s
. 'character at all, cannot have the character of being other .

f than anything. . S ..

o A ) C e . (
This while wrong-headed is nevertheless illuminatxng. It providega * \
clear understanding of how Parmenides is treating €7EUQ°\’ Letfus,. s

. :
then POnder the claim “To ?e 3%her th n\som%ghzji else s not. the same : -
thing as to be one'". This claim may well be,tr But‘it iq highly -

3

v~questionable whether 1t permits the inference that the One cannot have

. the character of being other than anything. Each of these pdints-de-'s
servesvfurther discussion..

' ' - s i o . A

Assuming that the claim'”To be other than something else

-

\'
is not the ‘same as to be one" is*true, we may ask whether fts Opposite
i

(viz., "To be other than something else is not different from being v"f, C

dne") is false. I suggest that there are’ circumstances under which >°~
[N .« A ‘\._.

“the latter is not false, but rather trué Now, of course, I fully

/réalize that the suggestion appears to. affront the dictum~“Contrary

.

N claims cannot both be, true". | -Te this, my reeponse is that the dictum

does not,apply because of the nature of the claims. To put things ‘
simply, I speak of them as formal concept clanns.' More specifically,

‘. 1  mean that these claims do not purqgrt any facts in terms of which .',”f _L/?
their truth or falsity may be assessed In light of the point just .‘_'.
Amade, consider 'vbl “A } 1& l.fo? t':,f “ﬁ-»fsfb';;- fﬁ_ Ul :T‘y
' (1) ) ‘desk in the office, 4-89 is the same as the desk in. ',’,;‘?Tiipv-i
O B e e e e S

(u) The desk in the oﬁfice, 4789-, is-'di'f_,fe_rent'from the. desk . . -
in ‘the office 4-88.- e e e W U ~f*‘_j;}~pgﬂ'f;f”r’fhvv'

Y . . \\—. AN

- ’j%gpposegthe‘facts-of,the'c'se toﬂbe_thatvthefaforementioned desks afe .

. i
l‘ (’ N B



‘\")

200 . -

{' ' .
. N et )

y same style, but in different colours. Given these facts what

[

should we say? Should we say that (i) is true and (ii). is -false, or

that (r} is false and (ii) is true, or perhaps that neither is true?
ThisAquestion whuld seem(to:pose a»dilemma. ~But I find‘the source

of the dilemma more interesting than the dilemma itself. Surely the
source is the 1ns1stence'that the dictumjysontrary claims: cannot both

be true'' be un1ve;hally applicable 801.i|.gany given claim must have a
true or false counterpart. Such insistence is, I think misguided.
Indeed, the above dilemma may be resolved simply by declaring.the ‘ ”
dictum 1napp11cab1e to the case. But in d01ng 80, we would not - be

"-rejectlng the d1ctum, rather just restrlctlng Ats use. With these

con31deratlons.in mihd let us return to “the two claims ‘ cdﬁse'of

3

o
whxeh,we began our'present.enquiry., We can:presume'facls ip terms of

: whrgh it\would make. sense to say ”To be other than something else 13“

_ not the same ;’hng as to be one" For example,-we presume the desk -

in 4-89 to be brown and the de?k inAh-Sé to hevwhite.:vIn such”aicase;'

' the fact that each'desk is'oné desk ‘has ?o bearing upOn the c1a1m that

the brown desk is something other than the white desk. Hence, their

each 'being one' is irrelevant to their-difference.n On the other hand
though there are cases in which 'being one' direc l; relates to

questions of sameness and differenee. In this rega d,. reconsider

the argument which purported to show that the One and th' ‘Others are

"different. In that argument the difference between the-One and the
, ' |

Others turns ‘on the assumptions that the One is one and that the Others
'«are-not one. -Hence, we may say that the:dlfference of-the One toﬂthe_'

o
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Other is no more than the One's being one and the Others' being not
er. Or in other words, the Oneis being other than the Other is not
‘different from the One's being one. |

) ) 1 apologize for some argumentation that is no less turgid
than éhe ﬂbrmenldes 1tse1f There is a s1mpier way to handle Parmenldes':.’
argument. "1f the 1nference that the One cannot have the character of °
being other than anything were a permissable 1nference, we would intro- -
duce 1nto our ontology an attribute whose nature 1nv1tes°absurdity.
For if there were an attributg of 'being other than something else'

-

then any two things pOSses31ng such an attrlbute wouLd ‘be the same.

It is 1nteresting to note that Parmenides ostensibly accepts an argu-'
ment which purports to show that Difference makes things the same . ﬁe
,'then goes on to press even fhrther. He further argues: If Difference

'makes things the same, Sameness must make them different. ‘Such are

the consequences of{treating 67' V'as a materlal concept expression.'

Y
Let us now con51der the conflict between this part of the

first round and its counterpart in the second .In'the‘second,‘Parmenides'
asks R

OJKouv Sba. /w;, ev éoTiy, amwa erepa. 700 5vos

- Parmenides is suggestlng that the One and the Others are different by :

AR

V1rtue of the One's belng one and the Others' being not one._ The sug*
Qﬁ '

»gestion is- philosophically viable, insofar as. the difference between

the One and the Others is explicated in terms of what the One is and

- what’ the Others are not. Such an explication does, of course, reSpect
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: e _ | .
the formal nature' of €7€PDV. The argument in the first-round does
just the opp031te By presuming €T€POU TIVOS to be an, attribute, it

‘shifts €T€pOV into a material role. A d so,’ the conf°li§t’? is engendered

[

by shiftmg éTfpoV between materi'al congept and”f_ormal 'oon\oept roles.

We come now to the argument en on behalf. of the‘..,clair‘n
that the One is not. the same as itself | There' isﬁhereex'pli‘c.it reliancev,'
on the assumptmn that Same’ness. is an attri‘bute. .F'or. Parm‘enides says, '
- 0o6¢ /u)v -ra.urov yé €avrd Zoac. - Mas & 00; =
Oux ’7)76,0 7‘ou €V05 ¢UWS a.uTo] Jﬁ;ﬂbu Ka.t ‘agoc/
Ta.UTOU R e : w—'(’l/39d1 3)
Under this account Sameness as an attribute would make the One ‘many; |
for the One, Parmenides might say, would then have the two parts, Unity
“a . a
and Sameness. Parmenides,‘though d0es not utilize this possibility, -
and‘he chooses to argue along different lines. For purpOSes of analysis, A
'1 will divxde the further argumentation into two - parts, the first of \’
which presents an. ?oherent argument 'and the other of which is somewhat .
: akin to the Opening of the second round - . 7' . | , o
| Pa*uenides proceeds to argue,',. . - r—‘/ L
On ou/{ éﬂét&w ra.urév Jev";-ra.c Ta) 7e, ev yqverac
"A)\)\o. 7 /-c")v ~TOL$ noMocs murov Jévo,uevav ﬂoh)\a.
ava)fk'v; buxvea-dm o.n oo;( <d3 5)
This is very mlnglded. A questlon which we may bring against the _",

argument 1s° How can the claim "W’henever something becomes the same as

IR

)

- the Many, 1t must beoome many, and not on'e" justify saymg that whenever "

something becomes the same it does not become one" In fact the ’.claim,. -

/
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does not justify the latter, but rather brovides a.mOdel qpqn whieh the
contrary of the latter‘may be inferred: The following claims are
‘strictly analogeus.

(1ii) Whenever somethlng becomesthe same as the Many, it

must become many. 1
- . ) : . : - .

-(iv) - Whenever somethlng becomes the ‘same as the Qne, 1t must~
become one. R . o

.Furthertto (iy),.we may atgne; Since the_Cne isﬁene; and sinee its
nature is'that of 'being 6ne' anythlng elbe which acquires the nature
of 'being one' will become the same as the One, and as such will become _
one.n In other words, somethlng ean became one’ by beeomlng theisame (as
the One). But the real p01nt of this Lesson is.- that there is a diSparity J
between Parmenides' 1nit131 assumpt ion (v1z., OU}( '7ﬂép 700 E'VQS ¢00'I$,
| 'a,ur')) cf‘? ITOU KQ( 7'00 TdUToUdl 2) and his first attempt to show that-the
4One cannot be the same. On the one hand his init1a1 assumption-'
clearly marhs 'same' as a material concept eXpte581on.. On the other,;
: his flrst argument treats 'same' as a formal conceptvexpression. By

reason of thls dLSparlty, his argument is incoherent..

.nv Parmenides' second argument does align itself with his ;-'

A
vl(‘“

" initial expressmg, - - v J
'A)\'t\ ¢l To €V Ko-c 7'o Ta.urov /a7<;a./u'rz J}a@g/)a ONOTG n
fra.urov 3—3(3\/670 a.a av ev é'b")‘YéTo Kal Sudre ev Tau-
Tov Tdvu ye = E( aparo év' éaurw mmv e:rra.@ °-"=’¢*!-’ 95

'.5" ea.urw eo‘mc /«u 'ourw' ev ov oux_ eV"eara.(.‘ :
' ‘ (d6 e2)

The claim "If there were no dlfference between the One and the Sﬁme,
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whenever a thing becomes the same, it w%hld become one5 and whenever B
o .
one, the same" is reminiscent of the opening of the second round where

’ Parmenldes says, 7 OUO"LO. TOU €\/OS 6('7 d.V OU TQUTOV 0(./0‘0. TGI GV(.. o

Th‘evsmilarity betWeen the two passages resides in_ the fact that in

- each passage ‘Parmenides is arguing that there is a differencé between -

the One and some other 'purported' entity. Moreover, both passages. employ-

the same technique; the techaique being tosaffirm the desired conclusion
. \ - = -,‘ . . ' ' .o . ' PP ) t .

in light of the .undesirable consequences which suppos’edly follow from

'asstnning the'contra'ry of the desired conclusi’on;' In the. present case,

it is argued that - 1f the One were the same (i e., if there were no.

-"difference between the One and the Same), then the One will be both

‘one ‘and not one (not one, presumably, by virtue of being the same)

I ary case,.lt is quite ev1dent that the argument treats abms as if '

-

it were a material concept expressmn. :

..As for explaming'tthe co'nflict between th'eu-first :and the Secon‘d"’

.\.

4 'rounds as. regards the above argument, our story remainsbthe same..; In ol

G'~

the f1rst round a.UTDS is- taken to be a material concept expression,

; Sy '
whereas iy the second 1t is t:reated dsa formal concept expression.

We may naw turn to the remaimng two arguments in the N

"s’ec'ond round The argunent for the cla/lm that *Ehe One is different |

,from 1tse1f is as follows.

L] S

ro e'relpwﬁc oV o.uro éa.urou ev Tw a.urw ovros eaunu

L : ovk o.va.yk*) auro éa.urou éTéf’ov ecva.c. eurep Kcu erepwec “
I Ed'mc - E}wcb’e Jokec.,: O"T‘d,umr e¢4v7 e;tov 7_3 év a’uv'ob' =

1

-/

: "_‘-.'Té‘ £V fa.urw av a/aa. ch ev €T€,ow Eﬁavv Xo‘f’ —zTGPOV"}'T'f:"
| ,"a,pa. wS eotxev, ew) Taur;y a.v ea.u'rou To ev, (145c4-d1) o
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Unlike nany arguments in the Parmenide ,Athis‘one'containsbaltrue‘f
assumption. Stated generally, the assumption ist (x)(y)(if k is in
a place different from the place in which y is, xeand y_are(different"

things) Given this assumptiOn Parmenides takes the line. that ‘since

~the One is Ain a different place, the One must be different from itself

- Now, the further assumption that the One is in a different place is

| available from a preVious thesis, the the”Ts being "The One is both in:

. 'itself and in another".A In connection with the thesis we will: rememberj

that it has bestowed upon (V’éTfpulan ambiguity, thereby allowing the

.phrase to mean 'in a different place' of course, thisnin itself is a f'“

' violation of the formal/material qpncepts distinction, Since it purportsu.iy.

eTeptho be a location-predicate. L : r”,;-y 1l‘g;:jjl_:” t_‘:.vzv
The final argument in this set.is given towards showing.that the ?gd

One is the same as the Others. The argument employs the thesis that gffjéf,;:

1anything is related to anything by being,either the same, on different o
#‘. . -
: Ry

vor by being related as part to whole or whole to part.; And upon this;471.§.h

".thesis, Parmenides/exerCises a’ rebuttal technique, whereby two of the;; )
;n"three Options within' the.thesis ‘are rejected, and the thiqd option ishiﬂ X
',taken as“thebconclusion of the argument. The rebutting bf the Option?;h~'"?
.i‘that the One and ihe Others.are different presents a rather interesting
bit of argumentation. YOE particular signifi anCe is the eharacterizatiod’ f
chwhich Parmenides gives of Sameness and Difference.;?' | Lo
O,oa d'?; auro Té ra.urov lmc 76 éTépov ap owc GVavno.
Mhhms - mos S" -?H ouv édehw,o‘ec rabrov. é'v 7% ere,ow

2{ 76 erepov év raurw rrore awu —-OuK eedwf

W
~
i

75 ere/:av ev rw awrw /‘w‘enore eomc aud'sv etr ;( va oVTwV
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.'5\, Y GGTIV R erej)ov xpovov ouseva €l 3af ovnoove -;,
.5v TW, ekecvov av. rév x/)ovov év 'ra.urw €ty T0 eTepov |
| 00X ourws ~ Ou‘no.s fnecé"v «5'00567R>T€ €v TR 4urw €0‘Tlv
| -"~:'ou6'err0're &v TIVl r&v Evtwy 4y eco, 78 ere/aov -A'A'qeﬁ -

- 0T 4/:4 v Tocs ,m, ev ouTé ev roﬁ evc eveu7 a.v
,.'.Du X“/’ odv. - OOK 0-/4- 79 éTéﬁlo y’av 61.'7 70 ev ridv /,.,o,
‘v. 08¢ T A4 év. Tod évos' €7¢po.. ‘146d5-e6)
':The basic assumption that Sameness and Llfference are contraries depends.
o upon treating 'same'?and ’different' as material concept.expressions.r :
This. chatacterization allows Parmenides to bring the theory of Oppotites fy;V
jinto play, w1th the consequence that what is said ‘to be the same cannot
‘;also be said to be different. The\consequence is then brought to bear
..onvthe assumptions that the One 1s the same (presumably, the same-as :;:.

| i'1tse1f:') and that the Others are the same . (presumably, the same as

' themselves), and thence Parmenides draws the inference, Eﬂé%f'ﬁ, J’ou&’

S zrore ey rw awrw eanv, o_oSeno‘re ev TIV(. 'rwv o\ﬂ'wv O.V €¢ TDETE‘DAV.

”5_"the assumptions which would permit this are. already’availsble to

' ‘fWe should rea11ze, though that the introduction of assumptions no lesg {ihﬁ
A..implaUSible than "The one 13 the same" and "The Others are thS'same"’.:i‘“:f

bwould allow the 1nference of the Opposite conclusion.i The assumptions_;;;fj
;’.nThe One is different” and "The Others are different" together wi{f\

"'the theory of opposites would permit Che conclusion that Sameness

';‘_is never in the things that are. Furthermore we should realize that ?f DL

A .‘ ¥y

5%15Parmenides. The obvious moral of this is that Parmenides is working f”

s
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5

‘with assumptions that allow him toiargueJon.behalf of any number of
nclamm. . I, ~r“»j o v___..»J" :
The explanation to be- given of thggconflict regarding the
'-;above argument between the flrSt and the setond rounds has been heard

é"' before. To av01d tedium 1 wiﬂl simply say that the conflict is- _

E engendered by shifting 'same' and ’dlfferent' between formal and

: mater1a1 concept roles." . ‘
T Finally an explanation is. reQuired fbr the conflict wh1ch .
'is internal to R2(A7) ‘Again, we may appeal to the explanation that
&*bélc ‘the confliét results from the shifting of 'same"and 'different'
‘ff;beéween formal and material concept roles.»t_i’,- o .
A h.d' vii R 'f_\_: .». ‘=' -
R R 139é;tdob,x§}.L47c-1aédf -

- THE conflicting theses are,,a"
g Rl(N8) The Orie. is neither like nor unlike itself or another.lﬂ;f;‘“
R2(A8)~- TheIOne is both like and unlike itself and the Others.;~‘g i

In light of the fact that 'like and unlike' share certain logical
: S 4
v'propertles with 'same and dlfferent*; we. might expect that the arguments

| g':dunder thesis (N8) will be similar to the arguments undex (N7) and -
‘4fth8t the arguments under (A8) will be shnilar to the argUments under _f‘
:b(A7) In particular, we ' might expect that the arguments f0r (N8) and

(A8) will proceed along lines similar to what we" noticed in the previous

~ -l S
'n .
. “‘*
-~_\ e

%l

R e

' section, whereby we see-"'”

s e
Lt
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R T

Formal Concept Claims
I ® RL- . e o | BZ_H‘Q A
(i) The One is mot-unlike itself.. ‘. (1) The One ig 1ike itself._. ‘
(1) The One is not like'another. e (11) The One is unlike the Others
N o Mater1a1 Concept ClaxT ‘" : ,_\ | 7"' .' '; i
o iiii) The One is not llke itself. - (iii) 'The. One is unllke itself
~(iv) The One is not unlike another. - (iv) The One is 1ike the Others.

K L v \~\.§

o I am qulte certain that 1t is w1thin Parmenides capabilities t°’devise; o

Aarguments along these lines. But. he does not do this.t iﬁ fact, there-‘

\

“1s not _one argument under eigher G‘?) or (A8) which reSpects the formal

'nature of either 'like' or unlike' | All the arguments bearing the!i

AR VTR

“present conflict treat 'like' and 'unlike' as material concept expressions._"

'In this connection, we may appeal to a lesson just recently learned

V1z., when one tretts formal expr3391ons ‘as if they were material

e 0

: expres31ons, one is 11censed to infer contradictory claims.l And 6f - »&g‘w

course, Parmenides has no aversion to exercisxng such a license.,'nz'

1f Parmenides had utllized the schema proposed above there

L

,;:;”‘hfuld have been eight arguments to be considered._ But the s.t of argu-*“"'
ments we - are about to con51der contains only four.' Here, then, ia an—ngiii
, A .

fother one of Parmenides' small mercies. In any case the reduction of h";f“
»lthe number of argUments is managed 1n the f0110wing way.f In the first
: .} rbund one argument 1is. devoted to show1ng the inapplicability of the

.,;expression 'like' to the One, and the other is devoted,to showing the.”vv-?

/ .

i:“inapplicability of 'unlike"' And in the eecond One a&gument P“rP°rt3 dh

to show the applicability of 'like' to the One and the Others,'whilst
the other argument purports to show the applicability of 'unlike’ to { ,;[

S e e e U 'ufaﬂ”
the One and the Others.tpﬁjw B T S i(.y'-
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. A very essential feature of the four "arguments is the .,

close ’Connectibn ;Jh'it:'h.'Parmenides draws between""like' and 'the.Saxnel.

Fo‘r, he offers the following defmition of 'like" 07( 76 Td.UTOV
o Trenovaog'u}tolov This defmition is found in the first round
and is reaffirmed in the second ' ACCOrdingly, we. may assign the de-.-

A finition the status of a common assumption.

-

S (08) ‘To be 11ke 15 to have the same (attribute).‘ o
Co ‘ &

‘ As for 'unlike its definition is the conversepof'(CS)- This too has
the status of a common assumptio .

(C9) -To be unlike 1s to have difference (dr, a different attribute)

1 would like to add that these definitions have been framed t@*allow
for certain ambiguities. For, we. will find that there is an ambiguity

between 'like meaning 'having the same (simpliciter)' and 'having the S

]

same,attribute A sﬁnilar ambiguity w111 be noticed in connectiOn with hih
‘1','14,"'11'._“@"—-?: | v' . IR ,v t :
| ' f" The argument which purports to prove that 'like' is inape

| plicab&e to the One (thereby SUppOSedly proving that ‘the One is not like

T3

itself nor 11ke another) is as follows.‘

3

b "‘f ¢av'7 bfa,o AD\a /U)V e'( n m:rrovﬁé x«éﬁd Tauasv
”Llecvac 70 €V, nAaw ay avac msnovéoc '7 c-‘l‘/ Tcﬁ'?v] S

4€wo.nv - Nal - Oud'a./(ws ea-rrv a,oa. 7a urovwerroveds
j*( 139e9 14084)
lQuite obviously, the key aesumption here is’ that the.One is separate 7'{?f(ihx;
from the nature of the Same.. The assumption‘together with the definition ;

Tou S¢. ze evos xwﬁcs €¢av1; row ¢uow ro Ta.uro\f

efva,c To ev ou7e a).?lw ouTe eaurw.;::_-.*-f

R
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of - 'like permlt the argument that since to be like is to have the éame,
" and since’ the One is not the Same therefore the One is in no way likeC
'V'But this 91mp1e recastingdof the argument fails to appreciate a subtlety
of the argument._ .' :) “ |
| The above presents excellent evidence for the SeparatiOn
Assumption discussed in’ section (E) of chapter two._ We may presume in
general that a separable which suffers somefnzaqsvdll SUffer something
,lwhich it is not. (For - example, the One, 1f it were good would suffer :p
someth1ng~-v1z., GOOdness--which it is not.) But the above argument
ghows ' further ‘that tge One, besides suffering.what it is not would also.
nsuffer something which is contrary to what it is. In Parmenides'own

words, ﬂ)f(.w av é(Va( TféﬂOVaO( {V Now, this consideration,. -

’when brought to :bear- on the theory of Forms, produces some interesting

'QOnsequences. On the ohe hand 1f the One is. taken to be a: Form, an -.‘f”x"”

"advocate of the theory might feel cOmpelled to characterize the other
[‘

: Forms in the way the One has been characterized ‘ That is to say,‘the

.,other Forms would not be allowed to suffer any Jrq&s .' This consequence o

'.would in turn, undercut the possibility of coming to know the Forms _fo:'l

‘.through 20)1&._ For the Separation Assumption would permit only
.Aob‘ot of the form "S is S"" Indeed any)orm of the form"'S is P"
| would be 1mp0391b1e, given the Separation Assumption.: On the other
;'il'hand there 1s a Way to avoid these difficulties, If‘the advooa{e of
?the theory permits himself to take the decision that there is no such
'fiForm as. 'the One he is, no longer obliged to resolve the difficulties.;:ff”

el

‘v'thu'; of course, such a; deC1811 would not fit well with the Platonic
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corpus. And‘that ‘in itself noses.a problem;‘ In any case, the abOVev
argument suggests that modification upon the theory of Forms is needed
It is, though p0531b1e to See’ the argument as having a more serious |
consequence upon the theory. | . - - Y | )
| As I have pointed out Parmenides' definition‘of 'like’
ienjOys an ambigu1ty. ‘Even though hls definition appears to be similar-

\

. .ta Aristotle s definition of 'like the former is vague enough to .o
T L

allow the understanding that to be - like 1s to be the _8anie shngliciter.

\In fact Parmenides' argument exploits this ambiguity. Hence, when he o

‘o

. s
- says Oud'o.}(,ws GO"HV dfa- 7'au7'ov Irenovéoy, vhe does not mean that
:l_there is no attribute which the One shares with another. Rather, he

lvmeans that the One and the Same are completely Separate.- In c0ming to»} o
- B . . ~

'this realization, we . see that the argument does not proveo'hat it pur- BT

ports to prove.. It proves that the One is not the Same.‘ It does not L

prove that the One is 1n no’ way 'Iike . Furthermore, if the definition.x{b,jju

?of 'like' were to have the ambiguity which Parmenides has beatowed on it;‘ai;f:_f

-

,“there would be no. difference between 'being alike' and 'being the aame' S

Lo

The argument for' the inapplicability of 'unlike' 13 very

: ~simi1ar to the preceedlng argument. 4 ’_ ,"

: .. Oole /qu GTé,oov Xe zrezrovbev erva.c r,o év- Kae b"/’
v-oum nRecw av nenoveoc aVac '9 6V 7Tr\6<w ga/: Toyt

D '_;_,ayv ere,oov rrezrovBos 7 eaurou aMoU «vo/uocov a.v €ty ")

o 'eaum 4 aM\w €& rre,o 76 raurov neuovBos o;.tocov O,BJB: -
T $e b‘A‘ ‘:V*O.?‘” eockev auda/.cws erepav n7n'ovdos oi8aj /c

aveuowv r—ch/v ou-re aurw oure erepq/ (“‘0"5"’3)

R

'I' oL " j_ . a



.'The strategy of this argument is the same as the strategy of the pre- g/
o o :
ceding Just as the preceding purports to show that the One’ will ‘be

B more than one, if it is the same, and hence 1f it 1is alike, 80 likewise
*this argument attempts to' show that th One w111 be more than one, if"l

t might be objected that Parmenides

o it is different, and hence unlike.
' ‘does not define 'unlike' 1fterms of 'dlfference simglicite for he
says, T4 ¥€ /nv eTe,oov 7ren'ov6¢>s 7 €autod 7 ' &Moo avo,mlﬁ But
rthis may be . understood in kight of the characterization which is given "
.'_ of ialike' 1in the passage. Concerning ‘the latter, Parmenldes Simply L
Vsays ‘ro 'ra.urov 7ren’oV0'o5 o/.wcov Moreover, there is: Parmenides' ‘
N initial statement of claim-- OUJ&,a")V €T€)DO\/ d’é \776 ﬂOVeéV e?va.c TO
\/ ~-in which he" appears to be speaking of 'difference simglicite
.?Flnally, by taking Parmen1des to be speaking of 'difference sun liciter'
ne may take hls argument for the inapplicability of ’unlike' to parallel
‘his argument for the 1napplicability of 'like' )t

A

Let us now. consider the arguments in the second round.‘

.These arguments contain a. tour de force on the formal nature of 'like'.

4

and 'unlike'vl I mean': even though the arguments concede that to be 1ike L

_1s to have the same attribute and that to be unlike As to have a different ,
:~attribute, Parmenides neverthelesa manages to arrive at conclusions
. (‘:\) o

-which contradict the 1nitial conceSsions.. We will see what I mean o

Presently. .fhﬂ 17 B ,:ﬂ"llh : ‘f~xlhl"",ff “...H ! /f.i?fl'l

| tnec&; 3ouv ere,oov TV cu\b.wv ~e¢a.v-7 kcu. Twl;\o. rrou

' l”'e'repa. a.v é‘l{ét\/ou 61‘7 7‘(,«’9\/ OGKow ourw.i e7§oav rwv

}'aJO«wv afvry,o /mc TZKM eke‘wau Ka.c oore ,ua}\kov oure 7rrov -

LI -
L RS
oy -

w
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Tc *ofa.lo av'- K¢ G a./aa. /4")7'6 /&.Mo‘v ,m)re fr‘rov o,a\oc ws, =
“Nal - Odkobv F Ereoov e‘zvac e rrovéev @Y dAAwv Kal Tax\la

ékédvou WoalTws, TasTy TR0T % 7Tén'ov90'ra. eley 70 7€

-

v 'rocs o.hkocs Kcu. TaAAa -rq) evc { L L (147¢2-8)

The argument presupposes that items are alike when' they have the same
' attrf@hte in common. Such a presupposetion does concede a- fonnal nature '\\X
‘ \
" to 'like' in that (i) a relatiOn is presumed to hold between the 1tems

Spoken of and (1i) the basis for the presumed relatlon is_ not revealed.:
g .

~ Now, the claim "The Onerand the Others are alike" falls under both con-.

- d1t1ons. But so also does fhe claim “The One and the Others are different"

. \

- fall under ‘Both. The fact that the latter falls under both is not 3 .\\; .

‘ ]

w1thout slgnificance. For itrls just thés fact which Parmenides, given "_". E
.‘the above passage would deny. Indeed, in the. above, he takes 'being

different' as a way of 'being alike " In other words, Parmenides would

? -

'deny that condition (ii) is applicable to: the claim that the One and the'

: Others are different. Instead he takes himself to have revealed the

A

presumed basis for the relation that/the One and the Others are alike
when he says "The(One and the Others are different" This is the tour

de forge of which I have Spoken. For it results 1n the absurd conclusion

o

;'that A S : ; : 7
o Hc cfn 5 ev e‘re,oovi-rwv &MV we’noveev e‘cVa.c l(a'r’
e a.uro 7'007'0 amw amunv 0/(ocov av ec'y am.v b’“f'
amvnuv ere,oov ev-nv v(t\%a_-w
= Parmenides buttresses his conclusion with further argumentation. '}ff'f

e BT
He further argUes, SR

. . 3 P
N ST : .
Do . S .
.
\
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£k4arov 7OV bveuatwv oYk émd TIv( katlas ) Ezwye ~
T odv; 76 alro ovo,aa €imoLs av n'Re'ovakcs 7} a7ra.f fbw(ye -
"lToTepov ouv eav /.(év otrra.j élﬂ'yf é‘keuo ﬂpoo’aafo,afu(?as ou7r€,o
éor ToUyopa. €V ¢ moAd.kes, 08k Ekeivo; 4 édvre ana§
gavre moAdakis To.uTov OVO/m. pae&(»; Jro»\'v a.Vaxk'») oe
| 'ro.urov Kal Aexerv aéc -7 /J.";V -O0KoBY Kal 76 e/Te/:ov OVO/.ca.
erny end TV - Mavv e Ora.v a/oa. alro ¢6€b'3'«"71 e‘av're
an'a.f eavre ﬁoRAa.kcs olk én’ aMw ouSe Ao T¢ owyta}'«s

A éKelvo oune/o '§v ovo/aa. -Av&ymz Orav: 6"'; Aeyw,u.ev
'o-r( erepov ,uev 7aNa TOU évos, ere,oov 8¢ 75 &v Tov ddwy,
'§is T8 €Tepov eurovrej aué'ev 7 ,aa.lz\ov e7t‘ 70\3;, x ecp'e?qu
bl ¢uo'e¢ avrd ael kéyo/Aev 70 Eo 'yv 'rov\/o,ua (147d1-e6)

' This passage lays the basis for L1ngu1st1c Plurallsm As we«have seen,

~

" the essential premise of ;pch a pOSltLOn is that, each word has a

‘ definite meaning by v1rtue of 1ts reference to. some one thing And-by

o] .

:'applying the premlse to the word 'dlfferent' Parmenides has further
'Nsupport for-his absurd conclu81on On the other hand though, the

‘applicatlon of the same premise to the words 'alike' and 'same' results 3

in rather innocuous conclusions. Moreover, the innocuous conclusions

conflict w1th the oné that Parmenldes has a;r1Ved at.

N : ’ h - ) ‘.‘_ R :J{? .4 7 | x v
. ©'140bd yﬁﬂ-‘.149d-‘1‘51b -

=

The conflicting theses are, R ._- S \\
; RI(N9) The One is neither equal ‘nor unequal to itqelf or another. '

RZ(A9): The One is both equal and unequal to itself and the Othera.

R ’*\Nv; S S el
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o WSS
_Under (N9) :the'argument for-the claim that the One is not‘unequal is .
based on the contention that the One is neither greater nor smaller.
Similarly, under (A9) the’ argument for the One's be1ng unequal is based ‘
“on the contention’ that it is both gr’ater and smaller. |
"There are two pointscneeding preliminary explanationii In
both rounds; Pannenides.is preparedito‘concede to 'equal' andvlunequal'
‘their formal natgres. For, inﬁthe first round .he*says . h' dt
Itrov v & TRV adTdv }ce'r,owv c-‘crrac e‘kec vg & av frov
q =“Nal - /‘!e‘f)'ov ‘8¢ mou A éka.TTov ov o?s ,asv av m)}t/lerpov
ﬁ Y ,uev e)karrovwv el HETp0. e_f’a iV J’e /(Gt/GVldV
e o T - (140b7-c2)
And in-‘the second he - says _ | | "' |
Tavrep welsy éore, m\ecovmv mou Kei ,uer/wv av em)
4.,er) _oowv Je /urpwv kac /aepwv kdl wv e)o:r-rov, .
wva.urcos kat ols cv'ov ka.ra. -ra,um. o (151c5 7)
(Although 'unequal' is not mentioned 1n these statements, they nonethe- fV
less. apply ta it; since 'greater' and 'smaller' are ‘to be aligned with.;‘
'unequal' ) But in any case, these concessions are rather otioser.'In |
. the first rOUnd Parmenides applles a material concept understanding of
'same' to hxs formal concept understanding of 'equal' | And in doing so
: he therebf undercuts his concessiOn to he formal nature of 'equal'
As for the second round Parmenides mithholds'his concession until after }}fr

he has argued thaﬁ‘the One is both eqéal and unequal both'greater and

smaller. .:_7. R _f “_}ff;, L i,- - f*dgfvf-'ff.fy.-g

¢+ - The second point concerns Greatness’and Smallness, Concern-. = =

'
e
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ing them, Parmenides says,

ObKodv €01éy y€ TIvE Tourau ecSo, 70 T€ ,ueye@os Kal »”

opckpTys; ob ya.p Zv mou 7 BvTE ye evawmu 7€ o.AMAo:v
amv kat év xozs oborv GZ?/‘)VO“’e"lV ITws 34/ av;

(149e8 150a1)

»

The 1ntroduct10n of these 5153 allows Parmenides to assume that the One

'

and the Others are: greater by virtue of having greftness i them, and

A'smaller by virtUe»of hav1ng Smallness in'them._ But these assumptions are .}f:

" at variance with the concession cited abOVe. For the assumptions ignore o

the relational status of greater' and 'smaller' ) And as we will see, the -

o presumed non-relational status is essential to the proof for the claﬁm that

LS

the One en}oys equality. Let us. now turn to the arguments‘of-the first

h round.

. The

E]

1s rot equal to

proof which Parmenides offers for the claim'that the One o

itself or another is as follows.

Oukouv a,é'uva.rov 78 /4.’7 /wrézov rou ¢u1‘ou Ly /467/’&0\( rwv

awrwv etv«u 5‘ a,A)«»v avnvwow rwv a.urwv- -Aé'wa.-rov

“Toov ,u:v o.,oa. oUT? o.V €¢-UT¢9 aore a}Aw ea, ,ue) wv aumv

. t,cer,ow\'/ av |

uff”"u 5,.:,;.* ‘ (140c4-7)

LIt should be qu1te obvious that this argument depends upon the separation

RN

of the One and Sameness.' Thus, even though Parmenides concedes that

'equality is 'sameness in measure'; nevertheless he believes Sameness, }~ff'

' ;rather than measure,,to be the fundamentAI feature of equality. Such a ? S

.;belief though

B

is in V1olation of the formal/material coucepts distinction.wb

— .

We may next turn our attention to the argument for the One s *'h i

A o EE

';'inot being unequal ; Unlike che preceding argument, the one which we sre
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about to consider does not violate the formal/material concepts distlnction.
But a 51milar v1olat10n is possible. Parmenides could have argued in-the
following way:’ If.the One is unequal, it'Will have a different-number of ]
‘measures; but the.One'has~no'Difference; therefore,.it.cannot haVe'a
dlfferent number of measures, and cannot be unequal.. Parmenides, though : _T\:

- . . /i
chooses a line of argumentation which reSpects the formal nature of'UnequaP

4As we might expect, the disparity between the respective treatments of
'equal' and 'unequal' results in an unseemly consequence., Panmenides
'counterS*this.unseemly-oonsequence with atre-violation'ofliheﬂformal:
nature of 'equal' In any case, hevgoes on to argue, ‘ _. . .
A)l?ta. my vrhaévwv ye ,ué7;owv av ") éAaTTova oo'wvmsp
,aer;wv roo’oun»v kcu ,ae/»wv av em /mt oarw a.u ooken

5v'evmc a)&o. Toa'a.vm ao'ane,o kal To. /x.eT/:a...

S _' ‘ ' (140c8 d2)

.‘ The conclUS1on that the One is neither more nor less (and consequently,.l_li-'
not unequal) is seoured by appeal to the hypothesis, or, more particularly, 2-i'd'
»‘by appeal to Parmenides' understanding of the hypothesia.t For the appeal :
:'is intended to show the One as- 1napplicable fOr the epitaph ’more or less'?
V}Now, it/seems to me that Parmenides' understanding of 'more or less"is df»f*

-n,not unreasonable. Indeed he reveals an understanding which is not dis- 'fff
';acc0rdant with ours.; For we say, speaking generally, that A is unequal to

s ¥ o
"B where (i) A is greater than B in some measure, or (ii) A is less than B

S 39 -
‘;in some measure. ujf_m

:._c

The unseemly consequence4 of which I spoke arisea from the o

- possibility that the One, since it ig one, could be equal to whatever else

g‘-.u.

.'_ that 1is one., Before we consider Parmenides' argument against this possi-'

. ™ s
T L

DA T
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bility, we should realizeﬁthat'it;is a result of simiiariyltreatingAiun—
’equal'.and.'equal'. _Hauing allowed that inequality.is,a}ditferenee,
(whether the difference be,greater or less)-in some.measure;'Parmenides.
s must allow that equality is having the same.measure.. His'argument,-then;
s aS/follows. S _ , | .. _ _
T evos /aérpou em;, trov av 3Lyvo¢7'o 7% /,te?:aw* i
N Tov'ro J’e aJuvarov é¢aLV") ca'ov 7'w al7o €tVa( ‘ |

| (140d2 4)
»Again, Parmenides has made a conce331on to the formal nature of 'equal' N
aBut he also turns the force of the ooncession aSLde by reiteratlng his
former stance on’ equality.\ ’ :' 4 d'el |

| The arguments of the‘second round involve rather skillful ':”
fexerc1se of varlous dlalectical tools. The basie technique used in the i
| ‘proof for the claim the One is equaP is the rebuttal technique.u Proceeding
' ‘implic1t1y from the assumption that the One and the Others are either L]'
equal or unequal Parmenides rebutts the option that they are unequal
[thereby 1eaving the Optlon that they‘are equal as his conclusion.';
ﬁrA no less important technique is- that of bestowing ambiguitiee upon
| greater'»and 'smaller' : At times,"gr;ateri is taken to mean 'having
_greatness' but at other times it is taken to mean 'having a greater 5i7:

e v

: ;‘number of measures':‘ There is a corresponding ambiguity over 'smaller"h"

’.iAccordingly, when greater' is taken to mean 'having greatness' 'smaller'

. is supposed to mean. 'having smallness'- and when greater' is taken to mean'vifh"

'li.QQ'having a greater number of measuree ,”'sméller' is supposed to mean

¥ '.l

' ”'having a smaller number of measures' Bué beyond adOpting the ambiguities,.{a_i'f
’~’Parmenides assumes a model of participation under which the ambiguitiea v{jf?;73h"

: ‘v..;



f;"'smaller' which are at variance with the- conceasiona that Parmenides vffdﬂ’*'l*'

"_3P°aed in the following qUestion,‘?j.';;;" o

o o a8

may be played off against one”another. Finally, the coup'de grace is. .

'absent : and the conflicting affirmative Options are offered as logical _h:

'conjuncts.,

B Parmenides first argues that the One and the - Others are ,F_

-equal; Now, although he does not eXplicitly make the assumpﬂion "The
One and the Others are either equal or unequal, and if uhequal, they arehs
»either greater or smaller", the assumption is revealed as being basic to.'

'»his argument.. For Parmenides concludes it saying°

| A)o o3v el /m‘re /.ej'ov ,w;r: ?Xafmv 76 €V 'mv ﬂ)\wv ava.b'xq
a,o'ro GKétVNV I TE u‘ne,oexelv /.-7715 We,oqea-ﬁat' —-Aw\‘m

aéxouv Td 55 /.-7re une/oexov ,w;re ane,oé)to%evw/ wo)?\'q

"‘V“K"”) e§ oy’ ec.wu e_{' arou J’e ov co-ov ewo.c ) (150d4 8)

7‘This conclusion makes it quite evident that Parmenides‘ strategy is to

‘7_ rebut tbe Options under inequality, and thereby to rebut the possibility

that the One and the Others are unequal._;.;.xnh‘-“

Y
e

The argunent begins with characterizations of 'greater and e

u'fhas mad!‘to the formal nature of 'unequal' ‘ His characterizations are d:'fhl

- ‘-r:; TS

‘ )

i ﬂ. Jé Td. ,“‘V/“’JGM, TO 6‘6 V]‘fkfb'r‘?m '6 kdt /uf R
ﬂcv 7d ev Vfuk/oT'l;Td. 8¢ ra)\ha oﬂorelp@ Hév rw

aJﬂ ,aqeéos 7rpoa'e¢’7, /{(}‘ov &v ec’; > qn d'c cyuk,ooms{

ekarrov L e T (149e5~8)

\

delivered by a long statement of conclu31on, wherein the ambiguities arey '

Parmenides haa already conceded and will concede again that the One ia h;y:.‘b

ne T
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unequal ‘to the Others, if it hasxé greater number of some measure, or a

' smaller number of some measure, than the Others have But under the

» . . . B

!

,present characterlzatlons, the possessmn of Greatness or Smallness is
'd supposed to co?st&tute 1nequality. h_,;f'x ‘f; ;dV.”.:.L.l'vi"\.~': R Lr:
| | | Psrmenides continues aggﬁlng that the. One cannot possess i\;/
'Smallness; RS '-1\? ) _' S . o , o
ki afa v Td en V/LtK/O?’;S eﬂczvem(, 7ro¢ év dku |
'n év pepec auroo even, Avaxkﬁ) T8¢l év ohw Gggmuro o
au;( ) ef loou Qv 75 v & Bhou a&'roo TGTd/l.e'V’) eq o
r nepce,rouaa a,u‘ro ~-A'92wcfs{ "Ap ouv ook ef wou 2
44:‘_/_(5\/ owa 'rj G}quoTv;s rw ew ¢0'°7 a\/ a.UTw ét"; AR
m,mezoucm 8¢ /ua}'wv —Tas. fy 60" Auvarov of?v s,uu{- |
jffpon;s o T ecvaa "5‘ ,uafw -nvos km n]mrrelv S
Y /ce,)'eéous 7e Kac raor);ros a.hka. /u:p 'ra. eaurys _.
'ASU\/O.TOV ,Ev/wv "'lw a./a. raJ ew ouK ow ec'q ayukpor'ys, o
ax ecnef, év. ,uepe( —Nac OoSs 76 ev zra.vrc ab TY -

'5],,;,ueloec é( d”e ,un,—‘mum 7T0¢"Idé( 4175) n;oo.s 'ro o)\oV'

""':-N") ea"ra.c ‘5 /cecfw 700 /(epous ev a.v 4.6( ev47 - " ‘
Avqm; Ou6ev¢ mote. da. eveo"mc 7aw oV mmpoms,
/(7)7" ev /4€/ec ,u‘*;r ev oﬁw EM’CXYO/CGV") 6056 T(. GO’TQL e
v/ﬂ/fﬁov m"w cwm V/ukmvs SRR
(150a1 b7)

”7if'The considerations advanced in this argument csn be reformulated so as

s Lfito produce\the conclusion that Greatness cannot be 1n the One.7 Indeed

‘ B

':"~;such reformulation results in the followins‘. If Greatness 1s~coextensivedfft;""”

with the One, then 1c will be equal to the one-‘or, 1f the One possesaes
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Greatness as a part the One’ will be greater than Greatness, but GreatnessA

.cannot be equal to, or. smaller than, anything else and so discharge, not

| its own function, but that of Smallness or Equality, ner can Greatness be

in a part of the One, for the consequences wou’d be the same. BUt; even .
though thlS further argument is possibLe, Parmenides W111 chose to argue YA

for its conclu91on On different grounds. . In any case, the argUment cited.‘

.'above depends on some covert trading hetween the ambiguities which have
\

'.been bestowed on 'smaller' and 'greater"' Ostensibly,‘ﬁbeing smaller’ is"

E

' supposed to mean 'havmg Smallness' Yét when Pérmenldes asks--/\,o auv' IR B
VA .

ouk ej’ ccrou ,uev 0004. "7 O’/LLK/OT»)S Tw GV( “rq) A-V a.UTtu ef"?, ”ﬁa‘“ ,

| f€1006a.5€/uGQ$0V-he is, suggesting that Smallness w1ll be the same .
'size as, or- a greater siZe than, the One. Hence,;'smaller';_when -
) o_taken on parity with 'the ‘same . size' and 'a greater‘size', should be
»bunderstood as’ meaning 'a smaller size'- and not as meaning 'havingl

b'prmallness"‘ What Parmenides is doing, then, is trading his dialectical

f.characterization of 'smaller' off against our understanding of 'equal' R

"and 'greater' s nf-.'flh .i;'F];.‘fg :*g:h ”1'1, ff.[;~sﬂ‘”‘4'

“',~jParmenides ¢bn;1nqegjafguiﬁg.tha;,thslOﬁe;cannotihgvg,sréac;‘¥"js'*

‘:'jness. v'J“,";}::V-;,_

L0884 a/m ,«,eaas svea-n :vearrau ev abriy /uaﬁ:v b"‘P o.v

B (‘7 o Kai rer avTOU /“5‘9"“’ gké‘w i@

,ueb«eﬂos évecv;,, du‘mura. O}ukpou aurw oUK oVTos ou

a.va.b‘kv Uﬂt‘/‘?(f'\’ 6'4-""‘}’ ‘7 /“‘b"" T°°7° J'e “swﬂov’
6”6‘;‘7 v/“kforvs ovd.d.j(OU é'\" . . (b9-c3) e e

‘} Here the trade off is between the purported meanings of 'greater ._ Eor?;'li'f’
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on the'one‘hand greater‘ is SUpposed to mean 'hav1ng Greatness'- but

on the other, Parmenides presumes a dialectical variation on. an inference :
made posslble by our understanding of 'greater'i 0ur understanding of
greater'_allows ug to make the 1nference "If A]is greater than B, then.f
B w1ll be smaller than A"‘ Parmenides' variation would appear to be "If
A has Greatness,‘and if, therefore A is greater, then there mus t bei

'something (say, B) than which A is greater, and which is smaller than A".
Now, it might seem that Parmenides'bvariation is simply a more tedious

‘way of saying what we know and understand Such is)not the casef His

way presumes,that"greater pgr se can be said of a subject of discourse. L
The presumption has the consequence that his inference is applicable even

f'where A and B are thelsame thing. In fact this consequence is evident

in the above passage.' For Pannenides suggests that the One, if 1t has

Greatness (and therefore,vis greater) muat also have Smallness (and

d‘therefore, be smaller) In which case, the One will be both greater and

| smaller. At any rate, by first presuming that greater' may be said of ,;aH5f,vVl

'fsthe One without reference to something else than which the One s greater,{Q;if"'.

jland then by- PreSUmlﬂg that what is greater is greater than something ,f{[;,*lfﬁ,_l”
hﬁfsmaller,.Parmenides arrives at the consequence that the One must be both |
a»ggreater and smaller. Finally, by reiterating the previous conclusion "

‘-L%that Smallness is not in the One (nor in anything else) Parmenides is 4;
:h,hable to conclude that the One is not able to meet the'condition for being’ Js\‘;ff-

tﬁhigreater.; In short he has argued-- Since, to be greater, the One must

"ffbe both(greater and smaller, and since the One is not amaller, it cannot.’
: 8 \«‘a's--~

rj';-'be greater._ This summation, though does not reveal how Panmenides has ;"Vn';

¥ .

e




..Vt>And concerning the One iteelf he 8373:;'-'v”“

traded our. understanding of 'greater off against hlS d1alectica1 under- .
1stand1ng of the term. |
The reasons, which Pannenides has urged against the One 8
--having Greatness or Smallness and being greater and smaller, also hold '
;against the Others'.hav1ng Greatness or Smallness and being greater and

“
smaller.» This . result gzves risekto,the}questiop éb at can - be greater or -
- slaller°" Parmenides' answer is that only Greatness and Smallness have R

‘ the power of exceeding or being exceeded w1th reference to. one anOther.'bv

It 1is characteristic of the dialogue to a110w such an absurd and disast-;

!

erous consequence to stand It is disasterou even from the vieWpoint

Vv

'assumed in the diaLogue;_ For it is assume fin the dialogue that Greatness

' and Smallness determine the measures which are possessed by the thinge'“rg'
. other than Greatness and Smallness. But the conseQUence strips Greatness
'and Smallness of this function.. The othe1 side of the consequence is/not ,t_lﬂft
”only disasterous, it is also absurd.; Acc rding to it things other than QS

[~

dGreatness and Smallness have no measure;vno size.;_;-:;
Prima facie Parmenides' argument proves that the One has
_neither Greatness nor(;)allness, and is neither greater nor emaller._ Butﬂf

4:Parmenides wants it to prove more than this he wants it to proveL"The-‘
-VLVQne is nelther greater nor smaller than itself and the 0ther8"' Even'f}“v

'l"though there isva disparity between the former and latter, nonetheless i;:dd*;”
.,"rParmenides believes the latter to have been accomplished by the formerllﬁé*;l
He says, 1o ev ooé’e mv va ﬁe?fov av: adS ﬂarrov eq (150d2 -3).

Kcu /mv I{q.( a.u‘ro 3e ra ev n,oo.s ecw'ro ourw.s a.v exot
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;/“’)'Te uéyebos év éavrd MATE ?f/lfk/””’?m éxov oUT G .

4 one/oe)wcro our Av bnepérot ea.unw aAX’ ef Gouv v

| <<rov av ecﬂ, €a.uTw. | B (150e1 &)

In any case, by virtue of the rebuttal technique, Parmenides takes him-

self to have shown that the One is both equal to 1tself and to the- Others.
Having taken himself to have shown that the One enjoys

-,equality, Parmenides turns to prov1ng that the One is both greater and

‘ smaller than itself and the Others. The proofs encompassed by this aim

a rely on thesis R2(A5) v1z., the One is both in itself and in another.

TOne of the reasons- underlying RZ(AS; is brought to: bear on the Others,

with ‘the result that the Others are said to be in the One.' By these :"

lmeans, taken in conjunction WIth a philOSOphically reSpeotable treatment

_of 'greater' and 'smaller' Parmenides constructs his proofs.,>

o

”';"imagine that such ontological spl

_ The first proof is 31mp1e and straight forward, containing
_,only one absurd assumption..;b‘ | B i -
Kau '/vzv o.vra ye év ea.urw ov km n'ép(. eaurf cw ecy
gfwéev ka( rrepce;rov ,aev /uécﬁw a.v eau'mu ec'q nép(,-

" .,-.EXo,anov 6? é}\a'r'rov /«u ourw /ue:.fov i'v kd.( éAa.T‘rov 6'2'7

",,a&ro eavrou ro ev (150e5-151a2)“‘j'_"?,.~f",‘.'

fThe basic assumption of this 1s true, and in conformity with the inference et

”[.'"If A is greater than B B will be smaller than A" For a contaiher is o

'.’.

- greater than what it contains, and the contained ia smaller than ita‘“f,"“"

; .container.i But of course, 1t is absurd to think that anything, let alone ;dh}7¥yf

n:the One, could be both container End contained : Parmenidee, though doee 1f:?'?]1f

teing of the. one 18 possible. T
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‘The second proof also utilizes the 1nference."If A is greater
than B, 1Bzw111 be smaller than A", But in this proof the One and the
Others take turns being the container .and, the contained. . : |
‘ kaouv ka.c mfé &vab'k%/-qd'ev étVaL &k‘ros 700 cvos 7€ kec
v AN wv; = TTds yap ov; - Ak)\a. ,ww kat €eival Jrou Jet To |
g€ By gel - Nai.= Obkoiv 78 ge & o0 oV ev,aa)’ow oral
harrev Bv; od a'a.)o av Ak?uos e’re/’ov év. ere,ow ev; 00 -
| 6"‘/” /€nec&7 J'G‘ ouJev erepov 60'7'( ;uupcs 7Y a.va kal
. 760 évés, Jet d'c adm. e:v Tw glvad, oK avatb'x—q 4;6‘7 v

‘ak)yhou evac, 7d 76 ANa év TD Ve kal 16 ey év Tols
ocs, 2 /476'4/.00 eiva.«. - Qa.wemc_ - bn Juev 47pa 75 ev |
év TOcs aJl?locs evecrt /uecfw av en; To: »lo. TOU €vos f ) ;} ‘ |

e .

ﬂe,otexovm adrs, T0 ) év éAa.'r'rov va o.?xhwv ﬂepcexoﬂevow S

orc de 74 a?t)\a. ev Td evc TO év va a.)O\wv /m.m 7ov

e

Al v /aecfov dv. eu;, T_a Se ZM:L mu evos
| - o (151a2 bS)

.:presented by - this proof ie "For what reason must the :

v o
Foe A : {

. the . One and the One be in the Othere?" . Parmenides' '

;'as we have noticed is that if they were nox 1n each other,
: . W‘ .

;d be nowhere.' The proof then, re- introducee the bucket theory

] whose foundation 1s the assumptiOn "To be somewhere is to be in
f“;else". And since the One and the 0thers are aesumed to be the waﬁi"b
’-nionly;.fingsvthat are, it follows thet they muat reciprocete the aervices -
'.*fﬁof being container and oontained.t By applicatidn of our inference, G
AfParmenides then draws together the contrary moments of the claim "The One l”5;3}éf
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%

and the Others are gre.ater and smaller' than eaéh other"." And by

conjoinmg the two proofs, Parmenides offers the conclusion that the One

-

is both greater..and smaller than. itself and_the Others., |
| | 'i'he passage which concludes _the.: arélnnents. under R2(59) isl
as follows. I . l,
| Oukow e’a.urou /xéifov Kal é)a.'r-rov ov Kd(. (O‘OV ca'wv av
| em, ueTpoy kal mledvwy kal é)a.rrovwv a.une, en‘ec&, Y
,aey;awv kac ,ae,owv -TTds § ’ou —";(o-wv /Lev apa. /aepaw Bv
abrd (oov av Té nh-qbos adtd>. €ly, n)tecos/wv ge maeov, elar- |
l"rovwv §€ ¥NaTroy 7OV a/ué,aov a-ﬁ‘rau. vaemt Ouxouv
| ka,L n')oos Tal)o. wco.u'rws 655(. To ev orc ,ucv /«:cfov a.o‘rwv |
¢a.we-ro.¢ &vaka*, n'/\eov €?va¢. kac 7oV cspt@/wv aurwv oTc;*“
€ o k/oore,oov eRa.-r'rov Brode ooy ,ae(yeéec, lGov kal
76 712";605 elvac 70cs ot}\)\OLS —Ava(b«m;. o (15lce- a8).

Notice that 1n this passage there is not a mention of the 6.3.7, Toﬂéa’é' 4

OOS and’}d‘,u090775. Notice also that it presenbs two reasonable -

inferences (viz., if the One and the- Others are equal they will have the‘,'.'-,",'.

" same number of measures, and if they are greater or smaller, they will

¥

have more .or fewer-measures.- ) But above all notice that this passagef )
- conjo‘ins what we: know to be, contrary Options within one concluaion.
' D1a1ect1c focuses on expressions in a manner not unlike the e

el

- way John Mitchell chooses to remember._ In the first round ' 'equal'

’vreCeived special treatment. There, it is closely aligned With a material Ry

-_‘f-"concept treatment of 'same', and 1n that disguise it ie forced to appear o

X

,‘in both arguments. ’I‘he expressions 'greater’ and 'smaller' on the other

o ﬁ,'/','.
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hand, are.allowed to play the roles‘which belong to them. _The:second'
rodnd though treats these three express1ons du1:e'd1fferently. 'Edﬁal'
plays a bit-part in the second. For, it only briefly appears in the
assumption "That which nelther exceeds mnor is exceeded must be equal"
'Greater'_and-'smaller', on the‘other,hand, take the center_of the stage’

in -the second round. ‘Perhaps my metaphor is over-extended; but its'polnt

" ig clear. Parmenides, by selectivelly choosing the roles which 'equal’,

'greater', and 'smaller' are to pidy, manages the conclusions which - -

dialectindictates.‘

/ ) .
Allow me to offer a more stra1ght forward summary. In'the

: flrst round, ’equal'--by virtue- of‘:ts allgnment with Sameness—-ls
afforded a materlal concept rolew _'Greater' and 'smaller', though?pare i
v ;ccordedhthe relatlnejstatus realiZed in our nnderstandlng bf]thége-,

: expreSSions. In the‘second round -léreater;f:idl'smallerl are'each‘:
'shlftedlbetween a non- relative status and a relative etatus._fAs for
’equal" its meaning and role’are not- at 1ssue;' The"confllct"betneen‘
Rl(N9) and R2(A9) is due to these factors.,‘ § . | o

L The conflict which is intefnal to R2(A9) is largely a result

; of 'greater' and 'smaller' belng shifted from non-relative roles to s

‘:relat1ve roles. Indeed as. we have seen, even the inferepce "If A is,f_.g’;,ig

">greater than B B w1ll be smaller than”A" is interpreted in such a way

that it appears to accord with the presumed nonrrelative roléaof ' reaterlii.”';

. in the argument for the claim "The One is neither greater nor smaller“ :"



'expressions 'becoming older' and 'becoming younger' And he concludes '

‘this malapropoism in the following way.,

- | o o £
140e-161e vs.. 15le-155d

The conflictlng theseé are,

"RI(N10): The One is. neither the same age as, nor older than, nor
’ younger than, itself or another. -

_RZ(AlO)a The One’ is the ‘same age as, and older than, and jounger-’
- tham, itself and the Others. ~ z
The argument for (N10). relies on. theses Rl(N;) and Rl(NS) The.relevant' e
passage is, . P O ' ,‘ o h | |
- Ore wov Fhikiay /«.ev v avryv Exov 9’ ony 3 aﬂw
(ro. 7“77'05 xlaovou mu. o/a0co777os /ueﬁeﬁfl Qv ékb'a/afv oV
-,te're?vac T €V, au-re o/cotprvns ogré cro-rwm -'fhexa/.osv

a’ap . - kat /,u;v kal o 4V9)60¢o r-yros Te Kal Nrﬂ'oT‘yrbs

ov /.s rextc Ka.c To0ro A€y Uo/“v 7Ta.vu /cev o&‘v ﬂws aov o?dv

Te éO"fd.L rzvos .7 7r,oeapm4>0v 7 veme)oov e'?\la.t '7 nv a.urw

| q)zkm\/ exécv TW raourov av Ouéa./u.ws (l40e2 141a2) o

By aligning 'che same aget under yikeness and Equality, and having con-t' »

"cluded nhat the One 1s not like and not equal Parmenides 1nfens that the ,'

One is not the same age (as anything) Similarly, by aligning younger' tw'- o

and 'older' under Unllkeness and Inequality, and having concluded that the

One is not- unlike and not unequal/ he infers thAt the One is neither younger :
~”nor older (than another) And so, the above passagejpraa’rts Parmenides'
.argument for Rl(NlO)

Parmenides though, continues in a manner which ia not apropos :“ N

"'\>.

of the first round He goes on’ to explicate his understanding of the
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| Aqu,‘ 4/¢ GU‘TIV ws eocxev ora. ), 3 sv ,}oovw ecrnv
kal ',uerexec 700 ‘no(ourou £/<aw7ov a.unav mv aur7v e
AITS AlTH fAckiayv Exen kal rr/eo;aurgaov Te aoroD'cgaa.
' Kd( Vé?u‘repov b’cb'vecrﬁcu.- S (141c8- d3). - B
It should be obvious that his conclusion belongs in-an affirmative round. :;
For Parmenides, hav1ng drawn thls concIUS1on in the first round immediatelykg;

4

‘.denies that it is of any relevance to the One He says, 4
‘ANa /cw g ye éve TV Tacowwv 7ra.0o, ﬂo:(wv |
oublév /uernv L R T (d3a4)
Why, then, does . Parmenides bother to characteriﬁe 'becoming older and .
younger' in the first round.‘ It would appear that these comments ofxthe -

R ’first are designed to ready us, for the second round. For in the latter,' '

We find the following exchange T-“ ”
| A,o ouv #e/uvo;/{eba. ore vewr{,aoo ycyvo/cevw re npeo‘—‘
pure,oov eréa;aureloov th'vs'ra.t' Me/.v'z;teaa (152a5-7) ,
Evidently, Parmenides and Aristoteles are remembering considerations first
forwarded in. the previous round | | | o
' From the d13chssion of the first round .there emerges an

assumption which ‘is basic to the arguments under R2(A10) The assumption

s "If the One exists, 1t will have existence in conjunctiOn with time" ;
.fg Further to, this,.Parmenides offers ‘a characterization of what is entailed
-by exxsting in time. . : ‘ | g | o _ f L
- T odv; 16 P Kai ro X‘b’“‘ Kcu T excxve'ro o0 )snévou
,‘j_'_' /,..eeef.v Joacet n}uwav 100 TioTE bmzov'ros Km ,mla. =
E “T( 56 To erra.; Kac 1o )’6'1"]0'67'“ I«u 'rd yeva;ﬂv,o-e'm.c w-rou

Oy

,.. B
. oA
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eIIGLTa [?OU }LéDoV'ros] NQ.L To é'e Jn ctrn kd.t TO - U‘V' |
vcmc. ou Tob vuv _MepovTos; = Tidvu /uev o0V, o (141d7 e3)

‘Since this character1zatlon of 'ex1st1ng in tlme' is used in the second‘.
@ ' - , '
round we may here designate a common assumptlon. 3

(07) ‘Whatever ex1sts in time is somethlng that was, was becoming,fi
ia is becoming, w111 be, and will be becomlng.

One of the Spln-offs of (C7) is a distinctlon between 'being and
'becoming-f Observ1ng thrSvdistinction, Parmenidea goe_,s,beyondRZ(AIO);l
and further offere to.prove, - _ .3_ S "“ - , '\ -

R2(A109:, The One is bec oming the same age as, older than and younger.f,
' _than' the Others.j.‘ , e

This further.endeavor increases the number of arguments relevant.to the
PR :
conflict between the- frrst and second rounds.. Let ‘us proceed to the
”‘_arguments‘of the second round. »As we will see‘ the firet three argUmentsidi.
concern~the One’ggggls Parmenides argues (a) that the One ls becomigg
7dolder than and younger than itself (b) that the One is olde? than and
- younger than itself and (c) that the One ia and is. bec gg the same age‘;ev
‘.as itself ‘ f _'“ \a. | A,;; o | | |

- The first argument belongs under RZ(AIO') It purports to o

proVe that the One 1s becoming both older than and younger than itself.tu,_L

o NGTexe( /.ev a/oa. )500\/00 earep A-a.c. 700 eﬁ/a,(. 7f4w 36 - 7. o
‘_ - oékouv ncyeu \/uevou o0 x/oovou Nat~ 'Aet afa W/o‘reyov_i-"
S 6‘KV€"M £¢u'rou earep Woepxerac xa.-ra. x/évw /’V“Uk"?' |

- --V"Ap auv /(e/av'q /u,eea ore. vawre,pou ;vawvou 0 w/evjaorepngf“*

" /eo;Aweoov ¥y }c -m,.m,,ueea.. Oukow enet.&; npecr |

' porepov eaurou wve‘rac-ra ev vewre,oou av wvo/tevou



'than its supporting stake, the stake, without having changed its height

s N 53

£auT00 n,oeo;aore;)ov ygvocro; . ’AV"'-YK’) o @s2aebl)

" This argument recalls a fuller explanation which is found in the first

Ve
i

be becoming older than itself' Presumably, the ph11050phical backing for

' such a claim would be (i) the assumption ‘that the One has become older

~ than ‘what it was, and (iiﬁ the 1dent1f1cation of 'what the One is with

'what the One was',-in which case, the One, in becoming older than what

it was, is becoming older than what it is, and so it is becoming older

~ Y

| :;n:itself must also be becoming younger than 1tse1f. There-is perhaps

e

‘in this latter move a: rather interesting confusion. It could be that

.fParmenides haz;§aken 'becoming older' and ’becoming younger .on analogy

.

\.

-with the latter examples,'consider this point.' When a tree grows taller )

J‘bec0mes shorter than the tree. But, of course, .an object s age cannot

-

-.it is not possible for one thing (say, A) to become younger than another

the other hand though it is not at all clear that Parmenides has

\

'\.-'

‘s(.

The next argument belongs under RZ(AlO) lt purports to prove

V;thst the One is both younger and older than itself

)

round._ There, Parmenides argueS'that whatever exists in time must always e

R than itself. Parmenides also argues that whatever ie becoming older than

. with for example, grOwing taller and 'growing shorter"' In connection ft'
sremain constant in the way 1ts height can remain constant.. Therefore,.:pilf*'l

“«‘-‘(say, B) by virtue of A remaining the same age while B becomes older. e

'~l And it is even more . impossible for A to become younger than itself. gOnQ ;T;ff*

| .lengendered this c°“f“si°“" What he Says in this regard is not. a little IR
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frn J'e wpcv,aure/ov 4,0 odx omv KaTd. TdY Vuv xfovov
f ,cym}tevov 7‘ov /ue‘rafu 700 "fv Te ka.c. erra,p cu K‘VD
NOU nofeuo/uevov e €k Tob norc €is 'ro’enerra. umppvoemr ‘
70 viv. ~0d Uaf Hp' ouv odk cmvxec raré 700 erwaac
"fw,oeo-purc,aw érecSdv 7% vy e‘wux‘n, k«u ol qué'rat |
a))( evn ror' 20y ;r/oea;aore,obv- - s (152b2-c2) o

.‘Parmenides then departs from the maln argument,_ln order to speak of

. - the past, the present and the future He urges a curious lesson. It :

is as follows Whatever is becoming must-remain in the present- fOr, if]f o
1itlwere in the future,‘it would leave the present behind and since it |

is in the present it must be what it was becoming--presumably, if it were .;:‘
.Sstill what it was becoming, then it would still be- where 1t was in the\ R
A-past and not keeping pace with the present therefore, whatever is Hn :-ft~h;.f
\vthe present stops becoming,vand is what it was becoming.k It would appear;_:

A‘Vthen that Parmenides wlshes to’ place 'becoming' on either side of the ‘4¢7'

present 80 that what is just ;_._ At any rete, this lesson is applied

"»i'to the One

e ,eurcpov )qv‘o’/uevov cvw)('v; 'np vuv

o Kal ‘r:o" cv'epa orav rrpevporepw m vo,aevw ewrux?) Tw vvv _:

o enew(ev 700 mvsreac Kal e vdre npta;sarepv "]To.vu /«v nﬁ'v' o
| Déxow oBmp Eylyre €70 npar,gm/ov 'rourau xaz e:mv egqvem g
| 56 o.urou . No.c. Evn Je -ré nyeO)surepov vewrepou w'pev;au'fe,oov--]}’

Ev-nv kcu vew'reppv a.,oa rore a.urou érrc To ev oTo.v w;oah
(152d2-8) |

V.JHere again, it ‘seems’ evident that Parmenides presumes (i) that 'being

AL

| and 'becoming are mutually exclusiVe, and (ii) that the present is the ERE




. ¢2335;“f,

a;
]

urealm'of 'being' (with the result that what is cannot be becoming) For; o
'i'these presumptions pennit the consequence that the One is, rather than '

ia becoming, older.vd

The above also contains considerations given towards showing';"'

C that the One is. younger.» In this connection, Parmenides utilizes\an

,assumption which though true 1s inapplicable to the One._ It is true A

that ’older means 'older than a younger . But the assumption cannot be“,["x

':,_applied to-a 51ng1e thlng.} Rather 1ts applicability depends upon the ;i?”“‘ g

; }Qf-this, we may note that he uses 'older' non-comparitively until he chooses_af
' '-;-to argue that the One is younger than itself.‘ I mean, while Parmenides

‘“flis arguing that the One is older, He ngwhere mentions what the One is _yA

~possibility of drawlng a comparlsOn between two different things. Lo
Parmenides, in purpQrting to draW‘a comparison between ’the Oneésand-'-

‘s’itself'; is violatlng this basic condition of applicability._ Besides SRR

"nolder than.' Hav1ng argued this, he then concedes a comparitive use of

_"older','and assunes that ’older means 'older than a younger' ‘ Finally,;,:n{’h

"7‘3fiParmenides summarizes the results of‘the last two arguments.

. .'f,;vo.ur")v ‘W\U«av exec "'7TwS 8’60, - T° §% Tiiv admiv "h‘“{‘w

ACL 4p¢t éori re Ka.c pbﬂle‘mc r/eo-prcpov eaomu Kd(
if:-'vcwrc,oov 7'6 ev T S A (152e2 3)
| : The next argument purports to prove that the One both is and ﬁ;:T;fﬁ

RS

“t;is becoming the same age as 1tse1f." ,H; f'
| A)du_ ,u.qv 76v ye wov ’goovw -q ycyw,uevov '3;‘ av T")v'

:jr:-)(ov obre vpe%rré‘ﬁw °"‘7‘ Ve‘”"f‘” 3‘”"" -Ou Z‘P To
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{2-34.* |
RERER |

£v ’apa 'rov wov x,ooVov auro Ed.UTw Ka.t b'qvo,uevov ka.;
r.w puTe Veanepov oure fr/ea;eore,aov ecurou R 'j (152e5 10)

.‘To a certain extent, this argunent relies on’ a straight-forward considera-xn iz

: tion. It is "If Sl and 52 exist f0r the ‘same length oﬁ time, they are thei: g

same age'. But for Sl and 32, Parmenides wishes to substitute 'the One'\:f. P

1 _ S

' and- 'itself' Now the cqmparison presumed by such substitutions is not

false.‘ It is, though needless.. Since it is absurd to suppose that :

3€¢something could be a different age than itself there is no conceptual

':f need realized by supposing that each thing is the same age as itselfz .;;‘ijﬂs
V’AOf course, this lack of utility is obvious.l And some will wish to have a”‘” -
'stronger reason for discounting claHMB such as "Each thing.ie the same

'Zvage as’ itself“ ‘ A stronger reason is that such claims are merely quasi-

Rr

'statements of comparison,, Remember that any statement which employs a

Ty -

: ~}_ -group expression reveals only that there is a relation, and does not

"reveal any facts as to what that relationship is.- Furthermore, remember RS
"f.that a statement employing a C-group expression cannot be known to: be true,e;h.ﬁ

,:xor false until we have knowledge of the facts which pertain to the compari‘j{ijh

' :;‘son~: .g. e’ cannot knOw that John and Henry are the same age unless e

g5 '."'-j'::know that each 1s twenty- four years old or (what is also possible) unless

\

L we' knOw that each was born in the year 1951 The statement "Bach thing

'm‘_his the same age as itself" is remarkably dﬂfferent from the exsmple we

'intself" One which makes a comparison? If not, the statenent has a fonn

.-‘.

7.fhave been considering. Presumably,vwe may know that the statement is . ;iif,?
'-ffftrue without having any knowledge any facts., Allowing this to be so, ue'fffﬁgﬂg

3l”may press the question- Is the statement "Each thing is the same age as‘ﬁi?f}fﬁ

A




"’ '?;'3‘. becoming the same length'; or it‘. . becoming the same height', etc..

235
-.which its purpose d0es not satisfy.' For the statement, even though it -
: has the form "Sl and - 82 are the same G" it dOes not, it would seem, SR
o 42 e R P
draw,a comparisOn. N Sl A.'..‘ Y
Let us now consider the even more curious claim that the One“' -

: is becoming the same age as, 1tse1f The expression 1, .'. becoming the:f“

v,same age', as’we haVe previously noted cannot be taken on analogy w1th'“

“Some examples w111 make the difference obvioua. A son can become the
- same. height welght, or size that his father 8~7 But the son qannot be-fih“;"
:come the same aSe as his father is.f So 1ong as the father is living,-i.
“1the son and father will always be of different ages. On the other hand
.;: a son may 1ive as long as’his father did, and become the same age as his=ef?f;‘

'A7 facher __g Of course, such a possibility requires anunfortunate

‘ fh3fcircumstance. In any case, the latter example suggests that the frame inﬂb

b77; which 'J‘.'. is becoming the same 8ge’ fits is "Sl ia becomins the same

“zfiage as 82 was" ' By fitting 'the One' into this frame, we get "The One r"

't;fgfbecoming the same age as it was hnplies that there was a time when the {," £

?_is becoming the same age as it was"-f Now,_the statement that the One is

."FOne had two ages.‘ But this inference contradicts the claﬁm that the One

'175:is the same age as itself It appeara, then, that there is a dialectical

'f_-expressiOns to the One. f’;.w

*_::tension between the expressions".‘;'. being the same age and 1. )r {;1ﬂh§;ar'

| J:vbecoming the same age'g a tension which results from applying both
43 NS : .

What I have said concerning the claim "The One is becoming

'itthe same age as itself" constitutes a criticism rather than an explanation




u7'f::suppose that the One is becoming the same length as itself.

) -;:..which it is (and hence it is a different length), since it is becoming

”vixémistake does not depend Upon treating

b of-Parmenides"argument; éince-the criticism‘is true e shoule‘want anh*'
explanation ;hich uncovers a conceptual mistake. The criticism suggests?i“
that the mistake depends on treating '... . becoming the same.age' -as’ ‘
analogous to f.-ﬁ becoming the same length"‘ But notice what happens hl"
~-when we re- write Parmenldes' argument USing the latter expression.zgih;.

Al

In becoming as- long as- itself the One must acquire the same _1i -
length. And if it 1is becoming as long as itself, {t- is: of the
.. - same length. Therefore, the One which.is. becoming as long as
: .itself neither becomes longer nor shorter than itself.,7~;-,
we might construe this argument as being intended to preclude the |
' ‘possibility that the One is becoming either longer or. shorter than f |
vvitself In which case, it seems plausible to cbnclude that it is becoming
[ LT
'the same length as 1tse1f. (If we, allow that the One must be either
;becoming 1onger, or shorter, or the same length as itself the rebuttal
"-of the first two Options would leave us with the conclusion that the One .

A f:is becoming the same length as itself ) But, is the above argUment any

'.more plausible than the one set forth by Parmenides° I think not. For

'iThe supposition

\ ;allows us to infer that the One has differént lengths. On‘the one hand ?gif}i;

"'it has the length which it is, and on the other, it is not the length

=f~othe length whieh it is. Now, this consideration shows that th conce tual




| o
, / " T ..
- In the one case, we. have the consequence that the One has different

| ages,'and in the other, we have the consequence that the One has different Eh3%

',Jlengths.a L. ,' i-. i;,. R :_._' .‘f' ._rfAv»

-J_ .
The clanm "The One both is and is becoming the same age as
-itself" violates a distinction which Parmenides himself draws. -The o
-distinction 1s between 'being and 'becoming . As we. have already seen, ,,:'
‘the distinction emerges from the argumentation of 140e-141d. There, A'/>
'Parmenides says ','; e jf“{mfﬂfﬂfhf'*f?;i{ﬁ:}
: If one - thing is already different from another, there is no i'f*
. unestion of its. becoming’ different. either they both are: now,»~
" .. or they both have. been, or. 'they both will be.different. - But if " :
.. one is in the process of becom. g different, ‘you cannot say: that k

_the other has been,‘orhwill be, or-as yet s, gifferent' it can B
S nly be in the process of becoming differént. b L

:'In general then, whatever is becoming ¢ is not ¢ And conversely, ‘_:'4fl'"

N\

Qiiwhatever ia ¢ cannot become 0 The first of these two general assumptions

~"',.jis given a particular use at 154c 155, where Parmenides argues that the '-i;f;;d

’f:{One is always becoming (andi.DVer 1_) both younger and older than ﬁhe

V,TOthers._ The latter assumption is also found in the oeCond round‘¢ First,';-

:_in a truncated form at 152be, we find Parmenides arguing that whatever 1';‘ﬁ3“”

N

L 45 | o
' ;~fis\cannot become.;, And then at 154bc, we read the foll :ing argumentatiou.';;g

.u;.i.:. what is older or- younger can.never be becoming older or - 5»{7;T~'."
younger than what is younger .or. older, the" diﬁ_ rence in age
being constant at all tﬁmes.. The One is or_h 8 be
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We may view the above claim as committing an error of omission. o

. _ : [

'For it fails to observe Parmenides' own: distinction between being and

"becoming There is, though a p01nt of greater aignificance to be madeB
) in this connection. The distinction between being and becoming is basic

/

(i) The One is in motion

to a number of new dialectical cOnflicts. Consider the three claims's»'

(ii) The One is at rest
(iii) The One is becoming in motion. : "g-,.vt-_;j',i ,f»fh:g;vi;ijidx}
"fGiven the distinction between being and becoming, (iii) entails that the

'.TOne is not (yet) in motion. Is ini) then compatible with (ii)? Does

o : 47: N
. (iii) entail that the One is (still) at rest? : These questions insofar N

fas they presume the distinction between being and becoming, require f;fn,bﬁ*

g

| gwanswers which are compatible with the distinction. Such answers, thOUgh
' "will conflict with the thesis affirming that the One both is and is
.':‘E“ é& : Ce i ., * ) ) )

'becomins in motion».» o

The above considerations show tth there are dialectical o

' i%fconflicts between RZ(AIO) and R2(A101), conflicts hhich turn on Parmenides'?l_:f

":}Zown distinction between being and becoming.4 In light of this, we may

| lreflect upon the conclusions forwarded by the first three arguments of

*if_f*lSle 155d The conclusions are.t (a) the One is becoming older than

”'yl*and (c) the One is and is becoming the same age as itself._‘;w¥:

‘ﬁ}f;conciusien, (b), suffers from an internal conflict which is of‘the sort -

) ”7fjsimilar (but not the same) conflict.: For it is no more possible to become L

;f‘and YOunger than itself (b) the One is older'than and younser than itself,:;ﬁfl;

C e

;;that,we:ere;all toofamiliar with. The first conclusion suffer Lfrom ai'v




-

both '} and ’[’ (where P and Y’ are contrarles) than i is to be both ¢ a
~ and w. |

.c0nflic qving and becoming. Finally, ‘the third conclusion

”lla) and (b) when taken jointly, they constitute a

_frnal conflict which is made possible by the fh

in being and becoming. i |

;'inal word on . these three‘arguments,rl should like to

;earlier point._ The arguments purport to reveal comparisons

whié - Egmade concerning the One and itselfi‘ Most of these comparisons:f;

jOne 1s older than itself) are obviously absurd But one of

2he lean appearance of a necessary truth viz., the One is

;;e as itself. Now if we take this claun to be -a. necessary:
truth,al i;ght imagine that there is some utility in contrasting it ni
iclaimsia léare‘necessarily false (claims such as "The One is older than f S
‘ gitselfﬁ)tl I won't attempt to discuss the viability of such a task but -

1 dojWibh | 'ny 1ts rationale.. I do not thdnk that "The One is the same fpr'

‘;f]-age‘as»iff b a tautology.l And I suggest*this not because 'the One'

i the subject of discourse \but rather because of the curiosities 7i

e which the expression ,.f. . the same age as itself' gives rise.,rlf _;f"

'sl';should like to say that the dxpression is meaningless, but somd will

blrliclaim to understand it. (Since understanding' is a precioﬂs commodity, 3;5f~

1'7\it is best to leave some people with whatever understanding they are

"'_,Lcapable of ) In any case, I think that bt is fair to say of thé expression

%

7."fachst it is not worth philosOphizing about., I submit that such phileso-?-*”j"

'wjﬁgphizing w111 not help us understand the formal nature of theOries, or

fmore generally, human thoughta




T

having con31dered the various 'temporal"relations between

the One and - itself Parmenldes then offers to explain how such relatTons~~v~“~

obtain between the: One and the Others.‘ This task’ encompasses six argu-'

)

3 ments. Alé”% me to set out the conclusions of the six arguments.

(d) The One is. older than the . Others (and alternatively’”thé s

Others are younger than' the One).. 153ab-~: .
(e) . The One is ‘younger than the_cher (and alternatively,‘ the

~ ‘Others aré older than the One). 153cd7 : .

- (£) ' The One is the same age as the. Others. 153de

- (g) ""'The One. is not’ becoming either younger or older than. the
Others. l54ac . :
(h). The One-is’ becoming younger than the. Others._ 154c 155b S
(1) The-One is. becomigg older than the Others. 155b.: :.;7..-' N

K

'h'The conclusiOn (g) and 1ts accompanying arguments are not what we might

"fwill sUggest that the One both is and is becoming the same age as the

'7~h‘0thers. Notice, then, thatQCOnclusion (f) satisfies part of our expec-l'

S T z

hf‘tation. For it states that the One is the same age asvthe Others.»jﬁfrfl

i _'Conclusion (g) though does not state that the One is becoming the same

/ - \ I

’*Zage as the Others and thus does not satiéty the other part of our

},conclusion (g) to mean that the One is

;“othersv" o f:;;“;:};.‘?f-.;~1;f's‘§§tﬁéﬁs»;:...rfiiffi.;;flfv,g??*
S T s LN T T e e
‘i”ﬁfthan the Others--involves a play on words.-

.'by playing on different words._

ﬁway.»,

;;f'expectation. GiVen this, we msy ask the queétion "Aré we to understand

i e
\becoming the same age as’ the

R |

The argument for conclusion (d)- viz., that the Gne is'ﬁ.“i

A

'»The argument begins in the foll'wing

EEN A
VAT

expect. Since conclusion (c) states that the One both is and is beooming

‘the same age as itself we are entitled to the expectation that Parmenides i”;n

7Eor even Parmenides concedes that a different conclusionncan?be'reached ﬁf:fhf



To&e ge v Execs Reyec 3 (e o.?O\a- 700 evos eme f

L grepa. ea‘T/v 0.17\0. /4"7 ere,oov zrhecw écr/v GVOS erepav /I.EV

- gap ov ‘Z av qv‘ ere,oa & ovm ﬂhetw evos ea'rc n?\o; bos

&v exbc L T (151a1 4)

The point wh1ch.farmen1des w1shes‘to secure is. that the things which are.

- other than the One are more'than one. But as Parmen1des hlmself points p

out thls is’'a consequence of the manner. in which we are speaking. Speak-- o

.ing in the 81ngular oase, Speaking of somethlng which is different than
‘the One, we may say that the dlfferent thlng is one.: we will return to
Aethie consequence shortly The argument continues,i"h'hfl ﬂ e : L
nao,eos Se av %meﬁoo nlecovos av_ ;ce'rexoc. L) fou evos —ﬂws -
S’ou -'ﬁ aav 4;(6/4«.» ¢“)0'Oj-t€\l 7d ﬂ?écw mfvev&u. Te Kac o
begovevo.-. npo'Tepov k) IT' e?la:r'rw -Ta e}\o:r'rw "T‘ a\cgcnov
a';'oa. r/)wrov Too1'o 6' ’eo'n 7o ev '3 zaf, Na.t ﬂpwrov
- Je ¥ or;&a.t b" govos rrpo-repov &sgove To. & 4)\M w"refov
“ _To. 6' ’uvrepov b'exovm. vewTepa. 'rou wpo?e;oov zéxovows
| o R (153a4*b6)
‘.‘The key assumptlon of the above is that the thi.ngs othr than t:he One are

~-,f'more than one. This assumption, yhen conjoined with the assumptions that

'*;the One is one and that of number the lesser part comea first and so is

.4:{,

| "fearlier, leads to the conclusﬁbn that the One f% older than the Others._;fffhpgp

1:“ B

";:On the other hand though we may arrive at a cont h#y result by describingg;?"

Ry {the Others slngularly. Speaking not of 'the Othere*, bsu:rather of 'an-f -

o [

s other', we may say of that which is another that 1t is one- in which caae,‘ﬁalkt

‘ ! 4
the reason which Parmenides 3ivea for saying the One comea first 13 a "t::j7i'f‘
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reason which is no less applicable to another which 'is one. These

considerations suggest that if the One is oider'than the»Others.taken

leollectiVely, éﬁéh it will be the safe age as the Others taken individnally.

¢
This - suggesﬁion is realized. ¥ The argUmhgi*')'(f)-—viz., the conclusion

"The One is the same age as the Others'l re11es on a cOmparison between it
the Orie and the 'individual® chers.
Inhthe’ahove argument;-the Bne is charaeterizen as 'a part'--
indeed, as 'a Ieéser'part'..1In‘the;next ergument it is characterized as
"a whole . | . _ o |
. Oukow nav-rwv npw‘rov a.px’) ytxvemc k«.c a.urou -rou

ev Kat exwvou LY mw Kat /uerd 'ro.v o,fxvv Kau

13. Aa nav-rat /(éxpt 7ou T&?tous =T /wnv - Kad /a.'nv |
| /.o/no. xe ¢~70'o/u6v Tadr’ elva.c ndvTa Ta.)\?sa. To0 & ?tou -
76 Kal evas alTd cS'e éxelvo A -reheurn yexovevac |
sv 7€ Ka.c vov—- ¢'uro/usv vap Té'/\éD‘r'y J'e b" o?/(a.c |
wmrov )’lb’vé"m,t Tourw & ’a,uo. 7o ev rre¢ok£ er«eu

-

(153c3 dl)

\x’v 4 h

'Since the whole does not come 1nto existence qntil the laat part is added

':_ to the Others, the One (as characterlzed as a whole) is younger than the

'7h"0thers. h

L we comé .now to. the argument which completes the’ present

iR

o trilogy.-- As 1 have already pointed out,,the Othera are here granted

the same status as the One. Each of the Others, Iike the One, if

Afsaid'to_be one. S -.j; ' |

\ . . N t. . 4
e B I
A e
; , :

o~
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‘f”‘/ v, a.D\o /ue/os or(oov T00 evos ‘3 a?tlou é‘rcouv e«vnep
pépos 7 ada M MEP, amxmmv &v ecv«u pépos ye v;
‘Av&gm - OdkoOV TS & dua 7€ TR wpwrw Zl)‘(d/(é‘/w '
JlyvoriT® av. Kat o./to. T d'eore/w kal ovdeVos .urohecnerm_ |
TV a?\)mv ,q\/o/uevw, c{?czre,o av WPWJ‘XVV"'-‘ o-rwoav * |
ews Av mpos. il eO')(a:rov d"céaaov Blov &\ ycv'»y‘ra.t... ,ﬂaocv o

. ()
a,/m, rols X’A)ou v a«mzv 'ﬁmtav toxe 7o € v (153d5-e6)

The final triIOgy of arguments raises issues concerning
“'relative differences in age' The;argument for (8)-¥s'qui;g'8ttaish£; d
forward. . | | | - i |
| OUK dfa. TO jé OV TQU [evos] OVTOS b’tb‘VO(T’aV '!fOTé
n'peo-/eurepov ou& vewrefov ecrref urw Jaa.‘ﬁepet ael .
riv dAck@y: aAN EoTe kad yéyove nfea/uvepov TS é'e
yewre/)ov, gcgvemc cY ' -A).'»;B-i,‘ = Kal 75 év a.,oa.
o 7dv at?\)uuv ITwy. oure W/eyurepov TaTe ovre |
véwnpov ,.yvemc. L (154b6-c4)
‘This argument represents one of thevfew times Parmenides employs assumpai'
ftions which may be reCOgnized as belonginé.to our common understanding
“'In particular, the argument‘relles on two assum ions belongtng to our 7‘£>'
\laims of the form

° common understanding., First it is assumed that

- ‘,"S1 is older than’ Sz” entail that there is a, difference in age between

‘ . the two things. And second it is assuned that the difference in age

remains the same during the history of co existence. These assunptj.ons

" . are obviously basic to the following sort of reasoning~ Ha_rzjy is older_'n{,:, R

e
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‘than herb in fact he is twelve years older now, Harry is.thirty-':
eight there fore Herb must be twenty-s1x.‘ In any c ase, the aboye argument-
'does conform to our common understanding.- . | | |
| | Our understanding is challenged by the next two arguments.A.
Indeed Parmenides taking no, pause at ‘all ﬁmnediately proeeeds to say
. O/m, de¢ e'c 7-73'5 n,aecr,ao-repo. kac vewrepa. dtxve-ra.c |
But in connection WIth (h) Parmenideg_appeays to argue Only chat che One,» :
- which is. older, is becoming younger than'tne Otbers. For the conclusionl‘
of the argument is as followst.t-" o h, ._,:. o E
T8 pév b¢ ridv SXRwv ved repov Nﬁvemc ore r/eo;du're)oov
e¢o.v4; &v kai ﬂ'/oTéfO\( gezfovés T J'e ﬂ?\a. 700 évds. ﬂpea» .
pmpct, &re wrepa. ;;exove SRR (155a7 b2)
Obv1ously, this conclusion dOes not contain‘what is.also required by
-(h), viz., that the One is becoming older than the Others.- Nevertheless;“
the contrary moments of (h) may be deveIOped from the contrary moments ;'ﬂy‘

' -"of the earlier thesis that the One ie both older and younger than the s

‘Others. The. development would proceed thusly' since the claﬁm "The B

One s older than the Others" is taken to be a reason for inferring that lfnff.ﬂy

. the Others are becoming younger than the One (in which caSe--and this U

L pr0v1des the contrary moment required by (h)--the One is becoming,older

- than the Others) Is there, hough evidence indicating that Parmenides

- would accept this development’ Of course there is. He begins the

.. argument for (h) with the following observation‘ HL 1'0' T€ CV T&V
o e.ﬂ\wv e¢¢(v~, uyeoﬁwepov kcu Tma. -rou evo.s ;
- The argument introduces an assumption concerning 'the dhminish-

' /
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ing'relative difference in age'.-'In this regard» I wish to suggest(-

that: Parmenides completely misinterprets the notion of 'diminishing‘

relative difference' ‘ ' . o I P .
Ty J*; oxdned dav zrkeovt kat elo.'rrovc x)oowo npov-- |

_Tcéw/uv oV u.rov x,otfvov 4,04 Tw cc'w ,u.o/xw cha-ec 70 Ir?\éov
70U e—'lanovos Vi o;acxpore/w - Zpikpordpw. - OUKa)aa. GO’7QL
omrep 'ro ﬂpw'rov ’W w,obs AN '771ch4 Jca@éj?w 7b Gv

- ToiTo kal €ls T8 Enéura, VYRR ooy ?l%aa.vov yovov 70(,:
 dous atrov 8 2ed 7 'ﬂckcq Seolvec abrdv 4 n'/orepov 7
00 -Nm - Oukow 70 ;c eaa'rrov J'co.ﬁepov '!ﬁckm IF/O.S
7e A rr/:ore/:ov vewTe/oov au.d»Von' EY b év @ /r,ooaaev
Mpos: ékelva rr/:os a w ﬂ/eo;aure,aov Jr/orepov -
'NGwT‘PW '- S L (154d1 e3) B
B Quite obviously, the notion of 'dlminishing relative difference' is not N
) the corruptmg 1nf1ueno.e in the above argumentation.., After all, the
notion is basic to the following sort of reaaoning.. When Harry wae‘}gj‘-“"
'sixteen years old he: ‘wag: twice as old as Herb but now Harry is older

‘than Herb by one half of Herb's age, so Harry must be twenty-four years .31‘
A ‘ 4 ‘

o ;old and Herb s1xteen years old An important feature of this reasoning R

'Iis that the dﬁninishing relatige) ifference in age does not vitiate
the fact that Harry has been and remains eight yeare older than Herbk;

| The corrupting influence is the interpretation which Parmenidea places g
‘;upon this sort of reasoning.’ He interprete this reasoning to mean that
‘_vthe difference in age is aiways less (?II‘TTOV 4,“ 7” '{)lkﬂt&o‘"‘ )
”:in which case it would seem plaus1ble to infer that that which differs ¥7f1

-

e,
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from another by becoming less in age must be bec0m1ng younger than the
lother. ‘But- it is quite remarkable that this 1nterpretation #s offered.
given that “the: 1nterpretation concedes that the reasoning requires theiri
‘.-assumption, Fd\/ nheow. kal, ‘ka.TTOV( X/O}m) ﬂp@'TlpwﬂEV 70V ‘
‘_wov x/ovov. . | | V
o Parmenldes continues the argument with an‘appeal to the theory:
of contrarlety. : -"- IR o : -. .?. |
£« Js ekscvo veaun,ooy, odx é’kava. au 74 432& ﬂpb.s
e rrpeo;dure,oa. '5‘ nporepov -ﬂ’a.vu ye <15‘*e3 DN
uwThe presumption here is that’ where two things are related by virtue of

'each possessing a contrary, then an alteration of one of those things

h'“with respect to. .its contrary will lead to an alteration of the other thing

"w1th.respect_to its contrary. Accordingly, Parmenldes w1shes to argue,_¢~: o

'.h'that if the‘One (even though it be older) is becoming younger than the .
\f0thers, the Others (even though they be younger) are becoming older

" than the One. -

”wis assumed that the One is older, a strictly parallel argument will hold |

‘ylfor the Others when 1t is assumed that the Others are older.ﬂ.rfhff§:?.hj.

s

The final conclusion of the preceding paragraph indicates .
lr“;that it i’ not really necessary to argue for (i) Parmenides, realizing
'.{that sUCh an argument would be strictly parallel, says, _ :"

: ,v Ko.u. «S'c rbv a.urov ‘Aogov I(«u ri"h}\a ourw n/o.s 70 ev

5 fv'u'xa c-"lrec J'qmj,o amu w/oa;aure,oo. é‘ﬂw’] kac F/aTe,oa.

: ‘:'_‘1vveyovb7"’~ : IR | (155b2 4)

| s 5f We may now turn to questions which concern the conflicts be-f"““

oo

: Furthermore, 1f this argument holds for the One when 1: R

.



- ;‘?1n time, we,may infer that the One exists in thne, in which case, the
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-~ tween 1eoe;ia1d.énd 151e-i55¢, .fne oonfiicts;are centereg'aropno ?hé,:
;eeeumption“that’toebe is to be'inotime.rtNow"being“invtine' istteken .}.'.. o
to mean 'belng e1ther younger and older or the samé3age or becoming

‘feither younger ‘and older or the»same age! In the first round then,;f‘,}_:\f

‘"Parmenides w1shes to deny that the One is. in time, since the One is there‘ 5Jf.l
found to pe nelther founger noerlder nor the‘samé age as itself or 7:9f?ff {ﬁf
another, in whlch case; ;t re p0391b1e to make the further denlal that

: »the One does not exist. Parmenides says,_j;x;.ja- g : L

L 'a/a ro cv /U?Jﬁlu;') ,aya'evos /asréxa xjoovoo ouredroren'
vyeyovev our qcyvero our '$v rro'rc oﬁ're vuv aeyovev olre. . :

.]IUVGT@( ours ea-rlv our eﬂecra. b’GV’)V’GTd( oure yev'r;byo'evacy.;--_j-'_-'f:;'
ob’-re ec'rac "Ahéearram' -%rrav auv ounas Srws’ 4\/ 7

B ,a.emcr,xoc d&\w: 'r; ka.m roarwv n »-Ouk e'a'nv. f \ s

| S E (141e3 8)

The counter-argnments.of tne‘second rouno.are'prefaced n;th“

the following comment.;,g I ' R '

JAP odv kal xﬁovw ,uere;(ec 76 év, kau éo'n re lm.l
wve rcu Vew-re)m!v T Kaz Irpea;aorepov a.uro 76 640700
M,;,A’M va J}\?«uv /«u ourﬁ véw'repov o&re npeapurepov ouTe
3 'ea.urou auTe raov 41)@\/ x;ovou /467610V5‘TS = ﬁ“’“
,{-,'-_.'_',a,ev 7rou auno étmpxec ecnep & dorivis o asten: 7)

'nfThis comment contains an obvious appeal to Parmenides' aecond undere

)

,.vatanding of the hypotheis.; Panmenides is saying "Since the One _g one,

ﬁﬁl}it exists" f Allowing this, and given the assumption thaf to be is to be {;"i

.ﬁ K
A
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: dialectlcal schema W111 require arguments purporting to prove that ‘the

. One both is and is’ becoming younger and older than, and the same age as,.ffgg,

itself and the Others. C

The conflicts which are internal to the sec0nd round for the SRR

. most. part fall 1nto the classrfications we: have drawn elsewhere. There}

is, though, orie argument which is espe01a11y petty. At 152e-153b
A 3

Parmenides argUes that the One is older than the Others by being the

first in number. He suggests that the One by virtue of being first :"-"

', comes earlier so that the Others coming later, are younger.: By similar'_::;ﬁ;-
reasonlng,vwe could argue that the man who comes to the party first willlf R

be the earliest at- the party, and so will be the oldest man st the party.l 7?:;

-l The J°n°1“diﬂ8 remarks Of the first round are,j?ff'r -

Ouo” dpa Bvoua doriv airdy auJe )08‘" o0ds¢ T“ éne- H

d’T'g/L‘b oué'e awo»,m oJJe é'ofa- 0b ¢¢‘V€m‘ O"S

"“--'.;-,.ovoAa-ﬁ rac a,oo. 0 u& }\eo'emt owe J‘oj¢femc o&é’e vaw-.
?f'kemz, ou&é 7t 'rwv ovrwv &U"w 4¢°'9¢Vé7’4‘-. 0“" “’"’“V

i H ofovo:rav auv zrept To ev mum ou-rws e)(écv; (142a3 7)

‘ The concluding remarks of the aecond round are "”‘“"" '

Ko.t. emrra,,u, a‘~, ec'», a.v a.urou ko.c Saj’a Kaf. awé«;ws, :

earep Kal VOV 7}4&45 7re,o¢ a.u'rou nivra mu«m ﬂ/arro/tev

_.9)6105 /\execs /(m, ovo/u. J‘) ka.L )ovos eqﬂy AUTuJ ka,(,

.<iov%aj¢=74¢ ka.t lexe'mc Ka.c aoane/ ka.c. Iréft To. 470\4

e 7OV ‘mwurwv wp(avec ovm kac xe,m 'ro ev e(cmv "/
S lTawreAws ,uev on exec aurws. ST T ‘155“6"’3)
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- An ‘Interlude N

'=155¢-157b,f{
- This passage s a joint appendix to. the first and second';

50
rounds. For the passage begins, with Parmenides asking,

To €v el écr‘nv OLoy d'ce‘/\*;)oBa./iev 4,/, ouK avq;m; auro

) ﬁv Te °v Ko.c rro).aa. K“-‘/»”)Té GV/u’)TG 7ro7\)\4 Ka.c /Le're;(oy N .'h

. Kfovou, oT'(. /cév ecmv ev, ouo-cas /.ere;(e/v po-re o-rz. A‘ OUk |
60'7'C /(7; /.ere)(élv 43 mrre ouwa.s | L (15584-8)
:;The sugSQStion that the One is neither one, nor many; not existent ?3/ oo
Aiborrowed from the conclusions of thebfirSt round., And the sugsestion 1!htafhi“

that the One is both one and many, and also existent is_botronedffrom; ,1.3f

~

‘ithe second round

The above question betrays the real nature of this passage.yf

.1Even though the question appears to indicate a willingness tohﬁompoundfn;?;}r.f“
' ?the absurdity inherent 1n the affirmative theses by conjoining such

"ftheees uith the contrary negative theses, such is not the case.“ Even o 5;3“"

i

”,iu,;though 1t looks as if Parmenides is prepared to hold for‘example, P°t£ﬂﬁii'g
-just that the One is both one and many, but: aleo that the One is both

bhgyone and many and neither one nor many, nevertheless the passage really@“}hl"

R I

"'"tldOes have a quite different nature., The purpOse of the passage is to 5,7f;ﬂfg*7
5ffi.:answer the qUest;on "Under what egarate conditions can the One satisfy
:Q'i:the contrary descriptions which have been given of it?" ' In this passage,xff i

| 7f?yParmenides acknowledges (what he will later deny) that the claims "The ';15{ii]i}

":”One is neither one nor many" and "The One is both one and manyn cann t.""f""'
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) cboth be true of the One. Furthermore, he also acknowledges that the claﬁms

."The One ig one" and "The One is many" cannot both be true of the One

-
-

—

'r.In general Parmenldes acknowledges, first that the contrary moments of f"
1'the aﬁfinmative theses w1111%e separately truevunder separate conditions,\p
‘and second, that the.negatlve theses w111 be true under a condltion whlch

Ag,is separate from those whlch are requlred by the contrary moments of
"the aff1rmat1ve theses. In short t:hls passage achxéyes a modicum of

- , : P SN

The passage may be dlulded rnto two partsl” In the first part-
:155e 156b Parmenides describes the conditions under which the contrarieslxpfi
.will be separately, and not j01nt1y, true of the One.v In the second‘ o

; 156¢- 157b he descrlbes a condltion whereln the negative theses will be'nﬁba‘d'“

K}

true of the One._~;_:"7”f‘.:ﬂ‘f'f}i -3.,y9*3“ “::ﬂ‘Q ’g;?'E’,gﬁ;_;

Parmenides' first conclusion(issues from a- series of questions;f;':
. 'He asks Aristoteles the following*- o

W oV, o‘re ,uerexec ocov re E'rro.c -m-s ,w», ,uerexe:v °7 S

. Ef:."'fiare /m, /aere;cec ,aere;zav { £v mm af». X/ovw

L ﬂ.erexec. kac ev ’a'J\Np ou j.o.erexec OVTw }4/3 &V

- ,v.;‘aorou /.LéTGXOL re Ko.c o& ,ueTexoc.; 0;6&5 ") Oénm‘)v eq-re. A'

kal— OQTO.S JyDYQS, QTe /u.eTaRa,/A./Ad.VfC TOU 6?\4’0.( A’d.l. o’l‘é

.,47143?«41'674«. abrol; 4 mas o?ov L zrmc roré /lﬂ/"" % 51"./;'

;'ro aw—ro 'rare Je ,w; e—xezv eav /a‘») nore /m Aei




N

1 S 1-
Ku. a..¢v;, To J'»; cho.S Iuem}‘a.,uﬁa.‘félv cl}m. 5eakau
bqveweo.c. ka.lel.s,- B P (155e8 156a5)
; Having been led through‘thesd questions, Aristoteles dutifully aCCedes
to the following conclusion. | RS _.“ | e
Te év 6'1) s GOLKG,]AQ/L)BG-VOV re Kd.(. a.¢cev oumo.v .
- atzve‘mt Té kcu. anoh]lrra.g..’ o Ny (156a7 bl) @ -
1This conc1u31on concedes that the One cannot at.the same time, both be |
f'tand not be.‘ Further to this, Parmenides:takes the pairings 'one/many
V; and 'like/unlike‘.on analogy with 'be1ng/not~be1ng ¥, Consequently, e
‘w he 1nfers that the One cannot be many while it is one- not one whilelit
is many, nor unlike, while it 1s like nor like, while it is unlike. ;.;f”i-
ﬂ»;Generalizing Upon all this, we may say (on Parmenides' behalf) that where;:elf"'
' ¢ and r’are contraries, a necessary condition nf the One being ¢ is that ;‘.‘::

yit has ceased to beﬁP In partﬁcular Parmenides concedes that 'having

B V

N fceased to be many' 1s a condition of 'being one'- and v1ce versa and

similarly for the pairlng R like/unl ike '. ; s T

Lo IS6esl5Th o oot e

In this part Parmenides describes a condition under which

"fall the negative theses may be true, and none oﬁ the affirmative theses :f=t‘f7.

'[fffcan be true.. His description proceeds from an example.;ﬂ'“
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Nporepov ktvou/aevov ucr'repov Ga'ra.va.r. avfu ,uev 'rou /ue‘m— o
., ,«.lhﬂv o0x oldV 7¢ €rral radra. miwus:v Tids J‘ip,ngovos
- J€ ye ouJecs Eorrw, év & T o?ov 7€ a,qa. /47)7'6 /«ve('béac
- ’77’6 eo’ra.vo.c. = Ou b«uf oﬁ'v ARX OUSe /.mv /(574/94.7\36( |
© dvev 105 /uem;a.’z\?ie:y OUK ecko.s - TI87° ody /—(GTO./GQA?lEIV o
ov're b""P étrro.s &v ou-re KtVoLyl.e\/bV /Aem/a}\het ouTe ev-
/:ovw ov.'.... /(a.c. 2y & 7). eme,o eo'r-yke 7€ kal «.
iwrWAoc av é@° éwdTepa ~pévws yip B obrws 0:“¢°"‘3°4 B
nool - /aem,w.hkov éefawvm em/aa,lléc, /%at ore /cem- o
pd)«ec ev oud'evc A,oovw av ery, oué'e /«vmr a.v -rore, ob& 2
'a.v vra.c'*; S c e (156c1 e7)

'The condition under which all the negatiVe theses can hold true 1s that

f 'the instant' For, as Parmenides goes on . to say, at the instant when/lh,ﬁf:

;the One changes from one to: many, 1t Ls neither one nor many, or when :uf-.i'“'

L ,changing from like to unlike, it is neither like nor unlike°'0ﬁ, in light S

-L.of the example c1ted above, when changing from 1n motion to at rest hﬂﬁfokff,»

._\

lVOne is nelther at motlon nor at rest., 'In his ‘own words, Parnenidee aaya,

Ka.ra. J~, Tov aurov }\ozov keu éf GVOS em 7;0)0\4. cov ko.t &
""‘-»"-‘ek rro?\)mv é¢ ev bUTé év évrlv oure TOTM; o&'re J‘wwe'm.

e ouTe qukaVGTd.t Ka.L éf J/uuou em avoyamov Kal éfaVo;cocoufifi;‘;."

ém o/uowv ¢3v ou?'( o/uocov oure aVo/.o.mov, odrc. %o‘w_:..:".'»_t- o

W .f_i/;,evw ou*re &VO/AOLOWVOV ka( é/c V/augppu em_ /ueb-a ka,(_

;;‘gn urov ka.c ec.s 74, eva.vna cov dz’»re a}uk/ov oure

"'ﬂ',ua'a oure ca'ov oure aufa.vo/,csvov oure ¢6cvov ao.g

ﬂco'ov/acvov 6("; av. Lo el T (15734“"3)
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‘concluding remark He says,

'Q}b ;
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s
/

5But; the rationality of'this‘WhoIe passage is spoiled by Parmenides"c

P
K
"

Talra. é‘»; 7d na&y/:.a:ro. mv‘r’a.v m.vxoc 0 ev e
LA

emy. SRR (b3 4)

It .should be quite ev1dent that this remark conflicts with ‘both’ parts

of the passage. As for the first part the comment conflicts with the

pronounCement that the One cannot both have and not have being. Aéﬁd NS

e .

since the sec0nd part characterizes 'being and 'non-being' as states

not obtainable in the 1nstant the conclusion conflicts with it as

‘well 3L

v g—

'Li"rhe;fh;iA'Rohnd ze¥iTheaF°“rth.R°“ﬁai

The third round is an analogue of the second. Whereas the

.second offers to show that the One enjoys the contraries encapsuled by

-

| the affirmative theses, the third offers to show that such contraries |
Care enjoyed bY the Others.; And as the third stands to the second h;}e?h:;h.
;fourth stands to the first._ Whereas the first denies the contraries.‘
tof the One, the fourth denies such eontraries of the Others.; N0w£ e@hn::""‘h
EsthOuSh the third and fourth rounds have aﬁms similar to those of the
”'1};f1r8t and. second they (along with the remaining four rounds) are tacti?gufvﬁ"
.»Uiically different from the first two rounds.: Uhlike the first two rounds’;tu;:1i
-the last six rounds do not contain the full complement of argume“ts'ki"'
fJf that are possible given the diaiectical schema of the second part of the;feg-f

: Parmenides. Parmenides, though,‘stili wishes to assert the full comple-i_,f;ﬁ”
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A

A o 52 A ‘
ment of theses. - The tactical change then, is that Parmenides after

‘ having argued for the applicablllty or 1napp11cability of two or three
»h sets of contrarles, takes hlmself to. have shown 'in principle' the
appllcabllity or 1napplicability of all the sets of contraries.

: Accordingly, at the ‘end of the third round he says | o .
| Oitw &) 1a a.':\?\a. abrd Te d.(lTOQS ka,2 o,X)mlocs gﬂoca TE
kai O.Vojcoto. a.v €03, - OuTw.s. KM rd.um, 5") kai e"re,oa. o

'ﬂhnlwv Ka.c. xwou,ue'va ka,c. éoridra, kail ndvra. T4 evavna.

Tra.ea, ouke'rc pca.lewms c-u,m;cro,uev 7rerrev60'ra. 73}).«_ 700

~.5vas, ezreme/o kac mum. e¢av~; nenovéo'ra.. " o (15935 bl)
1 suppose that this shows that while Parmenldes feels no aversion to the _

".incoherence of the dlalectlcal process,;even he feels constrainted by

o .
-

the tedlum of the task.

The arguments of the third round purport to prove three theses."vpl:i?

Q

In contrast to thls; the arguments of the fourth purport to, prove only
two theses. The theses are‘as/thiiows. Uhder R3 we haVe' | |
-~ (A1) The Others are both one and mny..mh;;i*f* |
" (A2)- The Others are both limlted a:h unlimited.,e’,p”
. (A3) The Others are both llke and unlike. 'h‘vg
MT~And Uhder R4 we. have .
(Nl) The Others are.neither one nor'many. T» SRy
(N2) The Others are\neither 11ke nor. unlihe..~.s N

. u’.

'ffThere are, then, no arguments glven on behalf of the {possible' thesis ;fic'lgf

:ﬂitRa(Nx) The Others are neither Iimited nor unlimited.; In view of thia,»vf‘ntﬁnf

Thp‘“and for the sake of symmetry, I will try to show how the arguments for

el
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R4(N1)-can be eitended towards proving that the Others are Féither 1imited_‘

nor unlimited. But before we inspect any of these_arguments, we must
first consider Parmenides' different understandings of the hypothesis

‘as manifested in the third ahd fourth rounds.

156bc ys. 159bd SR L

)

. s
-

‘Parmenldes' understandlng of the hynothes1s, as it relates
to the third round, 1is found in the following passage.. | |
Oukouv enecne,o é?«)a. 70 évds eanv ouTe 7o }v érTe 73)\)\&‘
-l 2;4/, av a.?«?\o. 790 evo.s 3\1 Qﬁums Oué'e /c!zv ave/emc
ge mavrinag. 7ol évos Teu\?\a. adha /@re)(ec. .- TR 84—
| én- rou ra, ))\a. 'rou eVO.S }wpm. éj/IOVTd- aMo. GO'TIV €C 5’1}3
pepea o Enec, rmvTeRws A & ey, s

»Imp11c1t in this passage is a d1stinct1on between 'be1ng perfectly

[

'Qhvaflwﬁ one' and- 'belng imperfectly one'. Accordingly, we may presume
that Parmenides understands the h;gothesls "The One is one" to mean

. that the One ig ggrfectlz one.’ Moreover, there is a claim within the

]

,fabove which offers an explrcathon of what ia meant by the notiOn of

L

perfectly one' When Parmenldes séys about the Others that G( Zysp‘/¢9p¢¢

——

1,&’) éXOL N&VTG}\M& d.V €V é(."] , he also implies that the One is B

.fperfectly one by virtue of hav1ng no parts. Now, this understandin§
- . . s
' of the hypothesis accords w1th the understanding of the first round

jwhereln Parmenldes argues that the One has no parts 1nsofar as it is one ‘e'

-

_ and.not many, On the other hand though the first rOund makes no fth_: T



4

,FOr the conflict turns on ‘the- fact that while the third implements this :
":notion, the fourth denies it outright. At_the'opening_of the four th

we read
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a

) . L S . .
gccbﬁodation for the notion of 'being imperfectly one'. For the opening

of the first round sets out exclusive options.between 'being one and

without parts' and "being many with parts'. The first does not counten-

’ance the p0881b111ty of sOmethlng being one whilst hav1ng parts. The

third round though; gives scope to such a possibility by means of the

'notiOn of 'being 1mperfectly one', For'it allows'that what'is imperfectly

one both is one and has parts.S?}

The notion of 'being 1mperfect1y one' is basic to the conflict

/

between ‘the ‘opening of the third round. and ‘the Opening of the - fourth‘

I\

%p odv ou )(w/¢$ /u-v To év TV X.Muav Xw/ns Je m}\)\a
100 évos elval '-Tc&n On noo odk €ar¢ nupq TalTo.
frepov, & &Mo uev dare 760 evos al)m &e Tav a_XAwy' |
m(vra. yo./o ec,ﬁ'ynic orav /-»)6,7 ro re ?v kq.t 72Alo, ‘TTa.vm
J‘V’ Ouk dpa er*eomv erepov 7ourwv ev w 70’7'6 €V a.v
€ty rw aiT® Kai 78 a. - Ou b""/’ OUJ'e'lroTe a,oa. GV

Tcw'rw ea'rc 'ro ev 'ra.}\?\a. . . (159b6- c4)

.,'AlthOUgh this statement does mot, by itself constitute a denial of

| the .notion of 'being imperfectly one 3 the Btatement presents the basis

/

Upon_which such a denial w111 be msde. Moreover, the statement, as a'

h basis for such a denial, gives the conflict between the third and fourth.;if

. 4 -,
rounds a signiflcance which bears upon the theory of Forms.] But this is'lf"

"something which we’ w111 consider after we hsve con.lder.d the denial of fh“

.?:
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’ the notion of 'being unperfectly one'. Pannenides proceeds to argue T
thusly | | | |
008 /.qv /uo/xe 35— c)(e:v ga/uev 70 Lo.s aln@w.s ev "ﬂws
¥dp; — OUr A/Oo. Shov' €ly Av 10 év év ‘ro¢$ X\ os ou're /a.go(a.
adrod, el xw/cs TE VT TRV EXAwY LY. /u.qoca. /m; Exec. “Tias
54,9, OoJevc a,oa 7'/omu /uérexoc av 7’317\.0. 'roO evo.s,/n;Te. KkaTo. o
,u.o/cw 7 a.uroo/mre Katd okov/uerexovra. o (159¢5- ) |
The-denial relies on the assunption that'the Otherg}ian have unity, only :’
if ‘the One has parts For it would be rhe ‘possession of such parts by :
" the Others that would allow us to say of the Others that they have unitp
and are oner But, of course, Parmenides denies that the One,'as truly
one, is capable of supplying parts of itself to the Others. Hence,.the
- conc1u31on that the Othere are in no. way one,.not eVen 1mperfectly onet_»
.Parmenldes' own words are, Oc)‘d/lﬁ ¢,oa. Gv Ta.n.a- (o'rcv.. » o
The conflict between the third and fourth rounds may be viewed ‘

. as a conflict between different elements of the theory of Forms.p The

g‘third round presumes - that the Others can participate (and Parmenides does

‘speak Of/lé7FX°V"Q in the One. On the other hand, though the fourth »-f““n

“round urges that the separation of the One (and Parmenides does say d
.Xulpfk) makes 1ts nature unavailable to the Others.» Quité simply,'then
vthe third and fourth rounds reveal a conflict between participation and
jiseparation.. It must, though be conceded tha@ the conflict is largely ‘
‘smade possibIe by the model of participation which Parmenides is here
'A-using, the model being "Partic1pation is the possession of parts derived iR

' from a separable nature"t. Perhaps the conflict does not ariSe under a ‘
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different‘nodel‘ Nonetheless, the phiIOSOphical tenSion between parti-
cipation and separation, as educed by the third and fourth rounds, is quite"

,J

evident.
| .Since‘the conflieting understanding;of*tﬁe hypothesis are.

basic to the subsequent deveIOpment of the reSpective rounds, allow me

to summarlze the 1mportant differenCes between the understandings. In

the third the expressun1ev is understood to have two- meanings, viz.,
perfectly one'. and '1mperfectly one' ‘ The former is applicable to

b ‘
of the latter 1is denied to the 0 hers., Hence, in the fourth Parmenides'

the One, the latter to: the Othexi. ‘But in the fourth the applicability
, understanding of the hypothesis "Th One is one" precludes sayingev of
the Others.- Let us now con81der the t\eses and arguments of the reSpective

rounds.

| 157c-158a vs. 159de

. The eonflicting theses are, rq;

R3(A1) The Others are both one. and many.l;l. |

.RA(Nl) The Others are. neither one nor manyil

. There arglfour arguments under (Al)- together they pUrport to show that

j'-lthe Others are collectively‘and individually one, and collectively and;
| ind1v1dua11y many. qute obviously, then, the thesis is meant‘to be V:l
'understood as havrng internal c0nflicts. (It is posaible ‘to have an

‘,:innocuous understanding of "The Others are both one and many"‘i For itd'

.is possible to . take the thesis as meaning "The Others -are’ individuallyii;?'

one. and collectively many". But then, it would be unlike the ofher L
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affirmative theses of the dialogue, in that it would not 1nclude any .

: internal tensions. )
-The argument wh1ch Parmenides offers towards proving that the
Others are collectively one is quite short and simple. He argues,

Nopw- de’ ye ¢at/4€% Tourob éoTiv 8 av ‘87\0\/ n "Qct)uev b'ap

,Q)m /wnv 76 e %Rov c\/ ék TToAA W a.va.gxn ecVa.L ou émc

/,.o/ca. 76 /l.o/a(a. e/«w-mv b’“ﬁ Ty ,uopuov o wo?\kwv Mﬂoy |
;(/n, ewo.c, FON 5Xou | | (‘157c4-8) |

The chief assumptlon of this argument (v1z., that parts are parts of a

whole indeed of one- whole) has already been seen in ‘the second round
where as we will remember, it is. used to argue that the One, even though
W .
!

it is supposad to be 1nfinitely complex, is nevertheless ‘one. whole, and
In any case, on the basis of the above Parmenides may 'fﬁxf"

. hence lﬁnlted
There is, though more.

clahn that the Others are collectlvely one.
Parmenides proceeds to further argumentation in support of the claim

that the Others are one. But we will not cons(Her that passage here.
it is also otiose.- And

—————

. For besides being an extremely tortuous passage
55. .

I have placed my c0mments ‘on 1t in a note.
Parmenides argues that each of the Others is individually

" one in the f.oﬁl\lowing way. - T o S
€l a«f ek«fa;c-rov adTv ,u.o/uov eon o a'e eka.rn'ov eTva.a él'( :

SREE .J’,nou 97,“-4‘\(6( ¢¢wf¢o;uevw,usv Ta3v anwv ko.o aum ‘
Bt emé/ gmcrrev éora. *dew.s Me‘re)cotfe ¥ Ay 7oq‘evos
ev ou Iayo av ,usrc—i)(ev, 4.7\7\‘ iv av a.UTo

: ;..,M 87t %ano &
ev viv é'e évt /IGV avac nhnv aunu T ew a.Swo.mv 'nou. pOR R

~.
g

i K
RS
\
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g€ ;e 700 évos avaqu 7D 7€ 8Mp kal T ,uo,ow. To)("‘v 3"70
&V o')tov érTas, 00 ,uo/oca. 74 /.90(.4 To S ’au Gka.a'v'ov e‘v

;quv rou OAOU, o d.V ‘;‘}LO/(OV O)OU. : \. (158a1 bl)

This argument contains a consideration which deserves discussion.: It is

that when we speak of ‘each part of the Others'(we speak of individual
TR

things whlch have Unity an? Being independently of the rest of the Others.

Let ‘us suppose that the Others are homogeneous.. In fact let us imagine :

. fhe Others to be not unlike a jug of m11k Given this suppOsition we
may ask What sense may be attached to. saying "Each part of’ the Others ‘l.
is distinct from the rest of the 0thers"7 Moreover, we may also.ask fl

Is a part of the Others distinctly identifiable independently of the ,i
'rest? Our analogy between the Others and a. jug of milk dOeS shed some |

light on these questions. Prior to pouring a glass of milk from the jug,]~

it is not possible to uniqUely 1dentify that part of the jug of milk which.

. is to become the glass of/milk Indeed it is the act of pouring, rather .

than any differences found in the contents of the jug, which makes msaible g

b ‘q' the identification of 'each glass from this jug .‘ These considerations

demonstrate, I believe, that Parmenides' argunent does not apply to items

which are homogeneous. Hence when Parmenides says GL 7419 e/mnov O.UTOAV

,u.o,ocov éo'rc y 76 b’é élma-rov ewa.c ev So;;rou orylu.awa a.¢ wfu"

,“‘,"W /“V riv. a)lwv Kae’auro 6'€ Bv, €¢IT€P ekacrov ecrro.c, o

- we presume that he is speaking of the Others as heterogeneous items. L
This model for speaking of the Others (i ey the heterogeneity model)
is indirectly challenged by the argument purporting to show that ths

Others are individually many.. L a




o Oneh the Others,gthen, will have a nature other than the nature of
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that the Others are collectively one- and 1ndiv1dua11y one.. We may ﬂow‘

| peruse the arguments given on behalf of the claims that the Others are
e o
collectlvely many and ind1v1dua11y many. (When we Speak of the Others Co

as individually many, we may take that to mean that each of the Others

is many ) Parmenides first argues that the Others are collectively many. e

) 05K ody. é’repd. ovTa. 700 GVOS /45055'6( 74 ME 75X?V7'°-_ 4'17'0“ ..
--mns S’ou - Ta. S’ e'repa. rou évas m)\la mou dw' éC") el zga.y |

. ,u"lre év /w;re evos ‘n'/\euu €y 73})\« Tou evos od&v

1This argument exploits h technique belonging to the theory of Oppoeites.gfek

.In a general form, the technique is "S is either ¢ or" for if it is
' neither .it is. nothing".. And in this case _the technique is allowed to’:H
'ifloperate over the pairing 'one/many ,‘such that the argument presents thelifli’h
~options that e1ther the Others are one, or. they arﬁ)many._ In view ot thia,tfv{f ”
h;we may presume that. the claim "Things which have a- share in the One will |

h~;be different from.the One" is intended to rebutt the option that the Othersdfﬁﬁff*

:" are one,.and thereby also 1ntended to. allow the inference that they are"h‘ B
E many. Now, if thls analysis of ‘the argument is correct Parmenides hasfip;?ff”if'“"

"; reneged on the assumption that the Others are imperfectly one.. For,-;n;fhv
-;the firstaplace the technique dOes not permit the triad "perfectly one/i?".

ﬁ;rimperfectly one/many". And in the second place, the above argument ;Jh»?’“

":seems to- rely on the suppressed considerations that since the nature f; O

’_gjfof the One . 1s to be one, and since the Others are different from the

A\'

fh:'being one' Thence, with the application of the technique, the conclusion

"V'Mtu;ﬁ“‘“



that»the'Others are many may be drawnb' But, of course, such suppressed
. . ./v
con81derations are in opp031t1on to the assumption that the Others

tpartake of the One.‘! . ,‘z'. o ‘hi. ~e'»:‘ .

. We should remember that we notlced a sim11arity between .
Parmenides' understand1ngs of the hypothesis in the f1rst and third ‘
1‘rounds. In particular, we should remember that the notion of 'being
'--perfectly one' accords w1th ‘the . status bestowed on: the Onelln the‘r
»first round. The One was granted that status after Parmenides had
exercised the technique which is used 1n the above argument. Now,‘if -

. ‘ 2
these observatlons are correct there is a. full fledged conflict between

b,157bc and 158b of the thlrd round Indeed the latter passage appears

'f‘to presuppose consideratious which contradlct the three-fold distinctron :

:\

- "perfectly one/nnperfectly one/many" accepted in the former passage..f‘~‘

. The final arsument under thesis R3(A1) offers to show that hfj'f“l..

'5the Others are 1ndiv1dua11y many.. More precisely, Parmenides argues that;d

f':each portion of the Others is 1ndef1nite1y complex. In order to get thisf_fntlil*;

,.}iargument off the ground Parmenldes must introduce the notion of
1vacQuiring unity|" This notion allows hhm to suggest that the chers,fbfdi

- \'.i.’in advance of acqu1{rmg unity, are WA‘)&G( 4"€¢Pa. He, then, proceeds
f,to argue as. follows.: ‘ L TSR

e eée)ow.ev TH é‘cavou. nﬁv 7acoomv &ﬁckelv s olol e
’eo'/uev orc ohqw'rov Wk dxafgkv Kc‘u 8. a.SZ')a.ykéev 3K€l VO,

= emef Tou evos /uu, ,aerexo;. 7[3")60.5 e?va.«. Kcu oux GV o L

;_,'-‘-.Avazm; Ouxouv oww.\' ael. oxomuw&, M.,,w ka.ﬂ a.urw S a
:.}r'nkv éTé/DiV ¢WIV Tov eLSous oO'oV av 4,071)5 Mt Jp Fa) /L GV
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_ Lo .
~ -,_-':._

4170(.'oov écmc n'%;@ét ﬂa.vra.rmﬂ ,uev ouv. :‘- . (158c2 7)

~-'Quite obViously, the basic assumptlon of the argument is that whatever
.‘does not possess unity is a n‘l»,bs’, which. By nature is QJTC(f(._ Moreover

'.1t would appear that thls assumption has been 1n5pired by the preceding

argument whereln Parmenides has covertly re-= introduced his. original

_understanding of the pairing one/many ‘ On that understanding, .to, be'

O

'-‘be truly complex. In any ease, the above argument does attempt to draw

Vk?a shar 11ne between 'bei unltar and 'being mu1t1tudinous'- For
P n8 Y

. Parmenides does argUe that a multitude, unless it possesses un1ty, will

> "
! C ’ N . N ; . T l o

'by nature be 1ndef1n1te1y complex.»,vt; E

Let us now consider the above argunent in light of its affirm-uf

o atlve counter.' Towards provlng that the Others are individually one

} Parmenides assumes that it is pOSSlble to say 'each' of the individual

s ,‘

vre e

x ,components. Furthermore the argument explicitly denies that the compo- s

d

‘ﬁg'As for the source of the conflict it would appear that on the one 81de

o it is possible to

' ;;;imay be sa1d £

: to “say 'ea

L of it parmenides 1s smply assuming that a rather simple linguistic

:.'f relation is applicable to thé Others., I mean ive he assum tlon that

vings which are one, the conclusion that the Others

! of all things. Insofar as homogeneous substances cannot ,

»-“,Others, and that 'each' means lone' Now, the above argument has the.“‘*

_.'. »Aeffect of denymg that it is possible to say each' of the Others' 0

nents are one (7111005 e«.vu I«u oux, GV) This much reveals the conflict:. R

ay 'each'(of the Others' components, and since each"‘ Tﬁlufaf“

‘f;-are ingivi ually one 1s not implausible.: ft is, though not possible:fr?.ilhwiifi .



‘i be’individuated‘-leach' cannot.be said of‘such things. (For example, .

' we do not indiv1duate milh pgg_sg, but rather glasses or jugs of milk.
Accordingly, we can speak of 'each glass of milk' and ‘one can of milk'-'
But we cannot Speak of 'each milk'_or 'one milk' where milk pgg_gg is the
d'subject of discourse ) These facts suggest the posslbility that the _'
-conflict arises from alternately v1ew1ng the Others as’ composed of
.heterogeneous 1tems or as composed of homogeneous 1tems. This possi-

billty is in some ways attractive.. Uhfortunately, on: Parmenldes' aqt\pnt

- 57 ,
the Others are not homogeneous.: For hOmogeneous items are: not_lndefinitely

-complex,:Y More exactly, I mean that the characterizatron which Parmenides :~
o : ﬁ o
_glveS of the Others,' when he says that they ax;e n]vigy;qu, w111 not

r

"fit homogeneous substancesr The other 31de of the conflict is, I think
'g'a result of assumptions concernlng the meaning of 'one' and 'many .'fwef ;’"'*f'

‘:_are quite familiar with one of those assumptiqps' viz.; 'one' and 'many

. are contrariéh. A further assumption 1s.. Since 'one' and 'many' are

- 4

i'ifcontraries, what is truly one 13 With°“r parts and is in no way,plural,
h_and what 1s truly many has noyunits within it and is in no way unitarY'.t[:hi -
tv":.ij:::No‘»r, it should be q01te obv1ous that this understandins °f 'many accords.-.h:;Aﬁ
{TPErfectly with Parmenides' latter characterization ot the Others.. s

Allow me to summarize our- findings.ﬂ In arguing that the

;.:g.Others .are. 1ndiV1dually'one, Parmenides appeals to the notion of 'being

Zhy;imperfectly one' ' This notion permits the suggestion that the Others

DY

'hdiare composed of unitary parts, of which wg may say 'each' and 'one"F

17;ffon this account, the Others are a aet of unitary items.‘ Dn the other

";Fffhand, though in arguing that the Others are individually many, Parmenides
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cOvertly denles the not ion of 'belng lmperfectly one' Proceeding from“-’ 3

the 8SSUmpt10n that the Others are many, he further assumes, it would '
. : . t

appear, that what ls truly many can have ‘no units. wlthln it. On this

vlatter account, any portlon of the Others will be w1thout lﬂnit of N
" ‘multitudep o
- We may now turn our'attention to arguments of‘the'fourth

'”v'r0und, We w111 f1nd that the assumptlon "To be truly one is to be w1thout |

. arts" is a ba31c oint of departure for ar uing that the Others are ﬁ;’::.-
p P 8 e

o nelther one’- nor‘many.i Concerning the aesumptlon, Parmenides says,,

Ou&s ,u:nv /_gom a'é ?’XGIV ¢dﬂéV-To ws 43")6"’5 JV 77‘*“ B“f. o
"Our a/oa on ecb av 7o ev ev -recs cQQ\oo‘ ooTe ,ugom. |
: a.vroa ei )(u.yals Te éO'TL Tdv mwv Ka.c ,ao/m./q e;(ec.(159c5 7) o
From this polnt Parmenides proceeds to’ argue,', ;;saan- :
| Ouo'evc qfo. —rpcfnw ,ue'rexoc 3% 730‘?\0. 700 (-VO.S /u"rre Ka.'m.
,u,opmv 7¢ auTOU /wore ko:ra. Z)ov /terexovm '-‘Owc eockev---éﬁ'"
N Ové'e-)l.‘q 4,94 év m etmv, ooS exec evecwroc.s év ou&ev. (159d1 4y

fﬁ“;No doubt Pannenidee 13 here preSuming that something other than the One ,7

\

:ivcan be one, only 1f 1t has part of the One., But since the One,'by

.}1’virtue of being truly one, has been precluded from having parts, thf‘fl;f:g;‘v
'“f.things other than the One thereby have been precluded from being one. ' \

5 An interestlng feature of the fourth round is that whereas

:7Athe notion of 'belng perfectly one' is used so that the Others are not oné,{-ff“

. “”hﬁ:ithe quite ordinary notions of both 'one"and vmany are utilizad in ifff{f‘

'j'a}the argument wh1ch 1s offered proving that the Others are not many._ In

":liif_speaking of the ordinary n%.t°n8 of 'one’ and 'manyl I mean (i) Where ;;fff’ﬂ’*°
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-

i the express1on ‘one' is used to 1nd1v1duate or count somethlng, we have
an ordlnary use ‘of the. expre351on, and (ii) where the expression 'many
is used to 1nd1cate that a set to whlch an 1ndef1n1te number of 1tems g

'belong is belng spoken of we have an ordlnary use of . the expresslon.

. In _any case, an 1n5pection of Parmenldes’ argument reveals that he- is

';~:fwhen so d01ng allows h1m to draw conc1u91ons whlch f1t the over-all

.‘:i using 'one"and 'many 1nvconform1ty with the ordrnary‘sensesrof these‘_
".expr2331ons. _ : . A : R - "“' 1 : v_ o ' .

| VOOS 'Zﬁ'ﬁohhe €¢n 7@?&\4 \ev 3a}> Sv gv eKa.D"rov aum.ov ,uéocov o

00 BXov, €l ToMa N vy d€ oUte & ou-re rro))\a ou1'é e>\ov s0Te ,agom’

GO’TL faMa muévos errecS», a.u‘rou oud'a.)l."l ,ueTe)(u. ; (159d4—7)

N Notlce that Parmenldes'buse of GV presupposes the posslbility of »
;individuatlng the parts of the Others. For he argues that if the Others
1\Were many, each of them would be one.. Furthermore, the denial that they -
: are one, then makes the ordlnary senSe of many 1napp11cable to the Others.::tvf
M'Apd so the den1a1 that they are many depends Upon the presupposition i:,ﬁlu

that they cannot be counted. | ' ' s RS

s

,,) . The lesson wthh we may draw from the above argument is that

0

'Parmenides is quite prepared to use expressions in their ordlnary senses,_-f:j*“

/

R

nfrhdialectlcal schema.@ In fact had Parmenldes employed hlS philOBOphical

*(jsense of 'many oy he could have drawn a conc1u81on contrary to the one

[ drawn 1n the above.” He could have argued 1n the/following way*i If the ED N

ththers have no unity, then any port1on of the Others w111 be a multitude, '

':j and an/indeflnlte multitude at that. For lacking unity and thereby

i lacking any 11m1t on thexr multltudinous nature, the Others and any
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‘portion of the Others w1ll be nR»,B—y arc-:pa. Such an argument as this
is sUpposed to express the nature of 'being truly many . However, since
the argument does not produce the conc1u31on whlch is required by thelh
,dialectic schema, Parmenides has chosen to frame an argument which will
produce the appropriate conc1u31on. | | | |
K We may now réview these findings,'and consider the-conflict
xbetween R3(A1) and RA(NI) .As.we;have seen, the arguments employ.
various-trade-offs onfthe‘meaningsbof lonel and'lmanyi. In arguing S
‘lthat the. Others are (collectively and individually) one, Parmenides
.emploxs the notion of 'being 1mperfect1y one . Now, Shis notion appears L
| to approximate what we mean by one' insofar as Parnenides uses it to.
vldlelduate the Others as a. whole, even as one whole,‘and he also uses ;:H
it to 1nd1V1duatethe parts of the Others,vso that he may speak of the partsi )
i_as each being one. In the counter-argument of the fourth round '
.Parmenides urges that only the One can be one, His reasons for-this ;?;'
hconclusron presuppose a. phllOSOphlcal sense of.'one'--viz., to be truly
fone LS to be without parts. Now, although this philOQOphical sense does:f;

not by 1tse1f preclude an ordinary sense of 'one' Parmenides nevertheless

ehuses it in conjunction with an assumption conce t'" igrtiQLpation to

arrive at the conclu31on that the Others are. in no way one. Furthermore,

'jthe argument has the consequence that things cannot be ordinarily,_or evenjiiujg

S

;ﬁsgfimperfectly,one.- Clearly,_then, this part of the conflict between R3(Al)

—‘i}fand R&QGl) involves trading off different senses of 'one' The other

';;;ppart of the conflict involves traﬁing-off different senses of 'manyj.,;;ff"‘h

'°"ff21n the third round Parmenides presumes a: philOSOPhiﬁal sense ‘of 'many . ;:

R
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-whereby-a thing is truly many only if it is in no way hnitary and has no

. uhits within it. This sense of ’many' is, - of course, the converse of the

philosophical sense of 'one' And as we have seen, both are - made possible

-

by the technlques belonging to the theory of OppOSltes- The counter-.

argument of the fourth round uses the ordinary sense of 'many' s in

/ :
accordance w1th whlch,things that are manygform_a collection of units.

1580d

As I have already pointed'OUt' the fourth round does not con~
h

tain a counter argument agalnst the thesis that the Others are both

’ limited and unlhnited. It REN though, qu1te easy to see how a counter-

-

' argument could be developed. And 80, this is something which we w111

®

‘conSLder. In any case, the argument for the thesis that the Others are

both lnnited and unlimlted is as- follows.

e éée?lm,aev 77 Seavola rdv mounov a.¢e}\e¢v oSs ococ 7€ ca}(ev

; o'r< ohcgwrov on a.vaafk'»; ,«u 70 aﬁac,oe&ev éKGZ\(o étﬂép 70u L

‘ fVDS M7 /4-97'6)(0( ﬂ?\’)abs écva.c Ko.c oux e-/v' - AV‘*U"")- ,,

gl(ou. /mv ezrec&zv Je év GKmrov /ao/:co\//u%mv D'GV")Ta.c ”W

o ?zﬁ exec' Tpos o.h)\»,)\a Kal 7rpos 78 %oy, Kal 75 Pov PSS TE

L ”‘.vtf;;w/am. Ourw é'a; L o}\lo. roa evos kac oha. kcu ka.Ta _.
: ;Lopm aﬂétpa. 7€ 6071 kac zréparos /,gerexet (158c2 d8)

IW.7,This argUment extends the previous thesis t0wards the desired conclusion.-e
~ On the basis of the claim that the others can become (and therefore,
3?Tcan be) ind1V1dua11y bne, Parmenides infersthat the Others are lﬁmited

;__both with respect to another and with respect to the whole that they form., :
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~-On the other hand, though Parmenldes appeals to the ¢laim that the Others
‘are 1ndef1n1te1y multitudinous in nature. From this latter claim _he
1nfers that the Others are unlim1tbd by virtue of their nature.

Two critical p01nts can be made against the above argument.

E)

Eirst if the Others are by nature 1ndef1n1te1y multitudinous then the
1mpos1t10n of unity upon them would be a v101at10n of their nature: In

which case, the 1mp031tion of unity. should be’ something which is not

)

possible.‘ Second, even 1f the unp031t10n of unity were pos!ble, and .

even if it were pOSSlble for the Others to become limited Vertneless

"'they could not concurrently be both lunited and unllmited.~ The 1mposition -
S

of unity would make it 1mpossib1e for them tolﬁg unlimited._ With regard
to the f1rst obJection, 1t ‘is important to remember that Parmenldes does'_"
~state arguments whose bas1c theme is "\1olations against a subject'

nature are not pOSSlble" Quite ﬁayiously, then, Parmenldes has chosen

~ to 1gnore such a theme in the above argument. Presumably, hls motive for

/ \ ‘
ignorlng it is that the observation of the theme would interfere,yith the S
<O
develognent of the dialectical schema. For the schema dictates that the

e

- afflrmatlve theses ccntgln contrary 0pt10ns.r ”-!'? 2 '
.One of the dlfferences betwe§§ the Others as charaeterized 1n‘v
the third round and the Others of the fourth round is that wh11e the
Uh ;'former hadl'parts,'the latter have none.: Now, the assumption that the
.Jiothers have no parts can be used as a basis for arguing that the Othersl'?
':are neither limited nor unlimited. The angunent is analogous to one found

«

in the first round. It is, ' 1,ff'uh,i:- _O' ffthb ?”?7irﬁ:¥f';fh~*uA
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If the Others have no parts, they ¢cannot have a beglnning, or

~ “an end, or a middle; for such things would be parts. Further,
the beginning and end of thing are its limits. Therefore, the
Others, if they have neither beginning nmor efd, cannot have a
limit, Also, they are not unlimited. For what is unlimited .
contains an 1nf1n1te number of parts. But the Others have no
parts. Therefore, they are nelther limited nor‘unlhmited'

Although Parmen1des does not develop the confllct wh1ch ensues. from the :

. 3

.argument whlch 1 have just now offered it is quite.evident'that it is

well withln his capab111t1es to»have done so. Moreover, the confllct

.

&7

“would havé‘been 1nsp1red by his dlfferent understandlngs of the hypothesis.
For -the understanding of the hypothe51s whlch he adOpts in the. third
round bestows parts and portlons on- the Others.. But‘in the fourth, such

thiqgs are denled to the Others.

158e-159b vs. 159d-160b

The conflictlng theses are,

3 “ \

R3G63) : The Others are both like and unlike. o , o e

'RA(N2)~ The Others are nelther like nor unlike. o
< ' o
Thes1s (A3) relles on the prev1ous thesis that the‘One is both 1imited

and unlhnlted.- And (NQ) relies ‘on the thesls that the Others are neither

~ one nor many. o ; . j_/
: , The argument for (A3) is as follost':'

H¢ ,u.w tov anecpa Eore. Kq-ro. rw ea.urwv ¢umv na.vro. mbrov
nenovBom av 6'2"»; ro.vr-q 7Tavu xe. Ka.c ,zmv b'(' a.x‘ravm
TféfQTOS /LGTéXE(, /(d.l Td.UT") 7T¢.VT’0.V G(."; TQVTOV ngﬂovao'(a,‘ -

N

~ TMas $'oy; He 8 ye nencfa@ueva e etvac Kai' a(na/:o. rrenoveev
evmvrca ﬂaﬁ"; mnlocs dvra Tadra Td naﬂa, wenovéfv.'Nm.‘ _

N ‘dr
LR

A ) . . . R . . o Sy
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T s évayria, ye s olov Te avo,u.océmm. - Tc }L"‘[V -Ka:ra.
év a

M a,oa. ekarepov 75 ﬂa.aos o/u,oco, o.v eu; alr T cw'rots "

Kai &Mocs, kard § 'duPdrepo. a,a¢orepws evavridratd

Tekac aVO/u.océ'ra.Ta,. R I (158e2- 159a4)

A rather 1nteresting feature of this argument is that; it clearly acknow-
ledges: the formal nature of 'like For it de fends the claim that the
_Others are alike by employing the assumption "Sl will be like 82 if
both_are . Notice, though, that there are two grounds on which the
assumpt ion may be usad. In the - first place, it may be used by virtue

of the Others'bégng'lhnited But in" the second place, it may be used by
;virtue of the Others being unlhnited. Now, these facts put Parmenides

in somewhat of a bind. For the facts preclude his using the assumption
gl will be unlike s2,. 1f one of them is ¢, and the other not ¢" 1
:mean, since the Others are said to be both lhnited and unlhnited |
iParmenides cannot argue fOr the conclusion that the Others are unlike.i
one another by offering the reason that some of the Others are lbnited and;
fothers of them‘not limited. The upshot of this is that Parmenides must
bforge a different kind of° assumption in order to quue that the Others _;'.‘
are unlike Parmenides does, of course, oblige us in this matter. He.*
1ntroduces the assumption that the attributes 'lbnited' and’ ’unlimited'-':b

~

-are unl ike. ‘And presumably, these two attributes then bestow their -

'unlikeness' on the«things which possess them--viz., the Others. But-'

»'nthis constitutes a v1olation df the formal nature of 'unlike . For,“f

\
.

“if we try ‘to merge the two assumptions ve: have been considering, we have f'._.h‘

[

" this results The attribute 'lﬁnited' is unlike the attribute 'unlimited‘
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since the former is (dare we say) 1 ited, and the former not limited.
‘But insofar as the Others are. 11mit221 they.are 1ike the-attribute
.rlhnited'. Furthermore, each attribute w111 become unlike the Others,
- insofar as the Others.possess an attribute which is contrary to. each,
In which case, the'attributes themselves can be said to be both 1ike
and unlike..iBut, as we ‘have seen 80 many times before, this kind of
ar;umentation is generally symptomatic of a formal concept expression :
“,being mistreated. If that view is applicable here,’ then Parmenides ‘
is playing a formal use: of '11ke' agalnst a non-formal use of. 'unlike'
Parmenides' argument for the claim "The Others are. neither
”like norQUnlike" proceeds from" the thesis that they are neither one nor ;F.@'

many. And under that theSlS, he adds a further assumption. 'j

'0 a/a 5’uo ouSe 'r,ma. ou're a.um e:rn 'ra. &Ma. oure
eveo'nv év a.urou e"?rep 700 chxs rro.VTd.)l"? rre/)emc (159d7 el)

-',Parmenides, then, argues'

008( o/coca. a.,oa. kcu avé}ww. oure aum eo‘n 7 evc Ta
ﬁ)}a oure evea"r/v ev adrols 5_/404,077; kal avo/uoco77.s et

,5&/ e}uoca. Kkal avo,uom a.um 6(:)) e,wc GV €¢w7‘0¢s %«O. e

Ty "W dt‘fo,wcm»,m. o » mou ecS’; e'va.vna. ahﬂylog 6’)(0( o

,' T.'a.v év e‘aUToc.S‘ -ra. J.)Qa, 700 évos. U (s9e2-6)
»This argument 1s reminlscent of one found in the first rOund where it isp‘
Vi'argued that if the One were like or, unlike, it would have the attribute fif
of Sameness or the attribute of Difference,vand in either case th; One jiiv
A_would supposedly be more than one.ﬁoi (Presunably, in either oase the '

:.One would be two.) In any case, the abOVe“argument clearly treate 'like

S oA
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and 'unlike' as bf the expre531ons were material concept expressions._ :

R (

For, in the first place,.it presumes that Likeness and - Unlikeﬂesa are
_G(S’) and 1n the second, it presumes’ that they are’ contrary eva,vr(a
| The further assumption which 1 have cited in the abOVe is
used by Parmenides to claim that the Others are nothing whatsoever. Hﬁg
says, - | - | , , | | h .
6( Ja.,o 'rc roaoorov wenovéevac (mo/u.é\m_( 74 a.Ma. Ka.t evo.s kac
Suoc.v Ka.(. 7;ocwv kd.t Te}x'r‘rcw kac csanou /uﬁeefﬂ, wV aurou aga’ - |

Tov %lhv"; /Aerexécv 70U éVO: 75 na(vr'y /;avms ne,oo,aevms(l60a6 bl)
B On the ba51s of this,. Parmenides may defend any of the: g’eses which are .

possible under the dialectical schema, and which are. noB mentioned in |
the- fourth round." L '_h "‘;l :'i',

7

”The Fifth _Round y_s.- The fs'i'g"th. Round -

;“W

.

The fifth round is affirmative. the aixth is.negative.t And:
. the former is the third longest round For it contains ‘a fairly large
(but by no means complete) complement of arguments and thesea.. Yet,
‘even though the flfth round is fairly extensiVe; it does not explicitly

meet all the requirements of the dialectical schema. There are two .;nf-"

Tf'fexamples of its failure to meet sUCh‘requirements. First,,garmenides

és

'argues only that the One (which is not) and the Others are’ﬁifferent.

| _He does not argue that the One is both the same as and.different from

L tf:itself and the Others. Second, he does not argue that the One (which

' ‘-vis not) is both like-end unlike itaelf and the Others.v Rather, he arguea .gﬂfj"

B 61
:that the One ‘is like itself and unlike the Others. , DeSpite these

LN
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failings, the flfth round is nevertheless in. accord wlth the general

: purpose of the dialectical schema. For it characterizes the One (which

is not) as being both existent and’ non- existent, as. both one and many, o

as both in motion and at ;est, etc.,‘and in short, the purpose of the 1

vt round is to show that the One suffers the contraries which have been

: and second rounda respectively permit the construction of the theses ~;sffj“*

- oo

-cited in-the previous.affirmative theses. The sixth round, on the other
hand has as its purpose that of denying the contraries of the One'

(which is not) .

The reader may have noticed the introduction of a new set of

@

. contraries viz., 'existent/non-existent' Now, it seems .to. me that

Parmenides has introduced this pairing 80 that he may construct theses ‘.f:=;1'k

which challenge the hypothesis "The One is not" A Such theses are
analogous to those which challenge the hypothesis "The One is.';';i"”"

The analogy which I haVe in. mind is as’ f0110w8'» Just as the f_';l‘

(i) that the One is neither one nor many, and (11) tha&,the One = AR

is both one and many, ‘80, likewise the fifth and sixth rounds respectively T

_,permit the construction of the theses (iii) that the One (which is not)

is both existent and non-existent and (iv) that Ehe Qne (which is not)

' is neither existent nor non-existent. 'More generally, the negative

- rounds contain theees which challenge the hypotheaes by denying what the

':‘_%’

hypotheses assert of the Oneg and the affirmative rounda challenge the

N -s, -

hypotheses by affirming of the One expreasions which are contrary to thosgnb;

J, sUpposed in the hypotheses. The lesson which we may draw from these

: obserystionsvis,tha the purpose of the last fou: rounds is the same as

2 e

N e
P
L3
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the.purpose.of theifirSt:four_rpunds. Indeed, each‘set'of'rounds SiVQS»iU

the‘wild'horseiof'dialectic its‘head.
. - o R e
-r‘v »' ' at 2. v B -
l60be vs. 163bc1f“_, ‘ ' “;.fnv

We have already discussed’how these reSpective passages offer

different understandings of the hypothesis "The One is not" In view

t

: of the prevzous discussion, we may proceed from summaries of our ;

. 62 - . TR
previous findlngs. e C .l'f .,
At the beginning of the fifth round Parmenides argUes f” )

Bl

- thusly.: Since the hypothesis is meaningful we must know what we méan -

-:when we say "The One is not" in which case the One which is not musg

v

".‘be something knowable, furthemox‘, if it is knowdble,, it must be different

__.from other things. Parmenides himself presents a“summar§ of»gii::argumentk{ffjly
. ﬂpw'rov ,acv oav a.orga 'rou'ro 457r41015:v Jec 055 eoucsv etva,(
a,urou GMO'T‘P):M";V 5‘ ,avé"e on hegem b'camo'kea'ea.c, 3m.v
s emz; g\, a /o; “r,v et 1. | (160d4-6)
'Parmenides then goes on to extract conclusionslfyoh-ﬂs "The One 1s

S N

o different from the Others, and the Others dlfferent from the One" "f "The

'fone is a this", and even "The One exists in some sense" As we have seen; :mli

B ‘

fthe basis for these conclusions is Linguistic Pluralism, whereby it is

In our previous discussion of the fifth round we discusgeda*sfiigﬁﬂ.‘“°

'?“Parmenides' formulations of the hypothesis.‘ We;p;pd:particuldrfwtt"



il

) '-""focuses on the moment of saying/u"; i’or‘nv About this moment Parmenides

4{‘ ow;’as an‘owco.v 'rourw 9 a.v ¢w,u.ev /‘_,, etvu. ‘“” 45 .
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T érgu’éd‘ :

(1) rThat To éV be- understood to be the subject of € {GV}&’) E"TIV.

. (:ii) That we read the formulation as. "The one One is not"

V.-‘(iii)" That ev may be understood as revealing the eSSence of the ,
' subject of discourse.v RS o AR

Point.(iii) obV1ously bears upon Parmenides' contention that the One,“v
even though it does not-. exist is knowable. Moreover, the point also i
reveals that in the fifth Parmenides main concern with the hypothesis“
‘ is that of hypothesizmg about the One.’ NOw, if this view of the fifth
round is correct then there is a sharp contrest between it and the e
‘ sixth round For in the sixth Parmenides is not at all concerned with

hypothesizing about something which 18" one. More specifically, he T

l

asks the following qUestions. s : {' - ‘- ,\;’ :

To é’é }4.«, 2'o'nv ora.v }\exw/xsv a,oa. ,u:v rc Z.R)o a'yj.mcvec

Tforcfoy oov, o'rav ¢w/u€v /u:q ecvac T(, mu.s ouk eNa.c

¢o,a,ev o.urd gw\s oSe e(vu 4) -;—oam -,o /,,_,, &m kgo,uev ov ;'.-f_‘: S

a.rr?\ws vo),ua.wec o‘rc oué’a/ws ouJ'a./.o.-», ea-r:v ouJe ™

R IN o

,ue-rexa—c ouo'ca.s' 7'0 b" av (163c2~7) ’;_f o

' 'rhese questions threaten an imp”tant conclusion of the fifth round, thev .

conclusion being "The One, which is not exists in some sense"

Moreover, _Ar!%stoteles' response to the questions (Rn)odvmmﬂwoav)ij_i S

indicates “that the conclusion of the fifth is being rejectedf“outright. _,'

And so this confl ict between the rounds is constitute f:‘_‘by" the '\ifferent-: :

understandings which Parmenidea has:of‘«fthe hyPOtheis. o For on the one




‘Ff“,of the rounds. My chief reason for meking this decision is that the

..
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hand the fifth round depends upon assumptions which characterize the
'\’I

. moment of saying GV when one says €V 6( A’) CU""V On the other, ‘the .

1

lsixth depends upon an assumption which characterizes the moment of

S sa‘}ing,w;; €0‘TN.

The structure of’the slxth round poses an exegetical problem. L o

Heretofore, our- analytic format has allowed us to do two thingB. First

L

e has made 1t pOSSlble for us to follow the development of the individual ;
i rounds., And second it has allowed us to follow the development of the .
hconfticts between the rounds. The structure of the sixth,kthough forcesjbghf{';;
:'fus to choose between follow1ng either the develonment of the fifth and :-fiff‘
fe_sixth rounds,‘or the development of the conflicts between fhe twolrounds.h
: i

ij we choose the latter, if we choose to utilize our analytic format ,j;f,ﬂ\ ‘

e then we must rearrange the argumentation of the sixth in 0rder to align

-f :.g-,;’

ivthe counter arguments alongside one another.v Now we are forced to Eff] ‘f;'x
~?this choice, because the last affirmatiVe thesis of the fifth is countered
'iby the first negative d‘.the sixth Thus, if we choose to follow the ‘?f7u3§;f\\

"VdeveIOpment of . th:>conf1icts, ‘we will have considered the argument for

.the first negativ thesis last of all Needless to say, this choice o
‘ﬂ;fwould involve ignoring, to a certain extent,vthe role that the first fhlf.}‘;

qflnegative theeis plays in the development of the sixth round.ﬁ ER A

I have decided to choose the course of following the deveIOpment

v

conflicts between the two rounds are not so numerous as to require a

rearrangement of the argumentation in the sixth More?ﬂ”r, the under-'f:‘71""ﬁ

standing of the hypothesis which Parmenides adOpte in theasixthiis #u_fﬁrjiuf“"

Tlag it




'2'-78_»
v jlbasic source of those tonfllcts. Indeed the assumption thatlﬁgﬁ €U7IV
N : indicates a total absence of Being makes the theses of the sixth rOUnd

A_foregone conclusions.

S 1§de-161a
1 wish to‘impute to this passage the purpose of demonstrating .
“lthe the31s that the non-existent One is both one and many. I say 'impute
?simply because Parmenides does not. announce the thesis. Nonetheless, thg--~,n"
»passage does permit ns to contract it on his behalf. For 1t offers tQ id{ hsx -
“‘ how that the non-existent One is many. This claim when taken in )x

lconjunction with Parmenldes' understanding of the hypothesis warrants

the construction of the the81s "The One, which is not is both one and

B ’ ‘.~

" : "3"1‘ T L
: many".~ In any’ case, Parmenides offers the following argument.

KM. }uzv Tou Ue ekecvou Ka.L Tou -rlvos ’Kq,t 'rocrfou K¢¢, _:romw o
- - K\a. 'rou'rwv Kcu. navrwv 'rwv TG(.OurmV //.erexec 'ro /.u) ov s_v ou go.f
- avkev e'lexeTo oug 4v *rou éVos sTEPq., ouS é’kewtp a.V T(. 3
57[\/ ouS ékecvw auS’ a.v T elegem ec. /uﬁ;re 706 'nvas
o v',a.vfte ,am;v ,mrc:- nomm rouTwy, - O,dws E?vau. ,a.ev Je,
_l'.’:-f'rw v va ocov TE, ecnc-y ]e ,u‘o evn, ,uaé'xav Je m:lhuav
‘_,’-‘-,oﬁé'ev kw?\uec a)sha. Kai . a.vo.b'/(") Gcmsp 'ro 36 ev gka vo ’
'Kau. /p; mo /4,") eany._ ek L e (160e2 161a2)

:‘:ovAllow me to chart the considerations which culminate in this argument., £

.;_@since ghe non-existent One is what it is (viz., one) itﬂia knowable--and

»hf]'since it is knpwable, it is different from other things, and if different,'"u




:expressions éKﬂVoS ’rL, etc., we arrive at the folloving position.

: '"':.simply the case that they stand for different thinss, rather:they must

| 279
reiated to other t‘hi'ngs,; Hence the One 13 many, insofar as it has che _
\attributes of be1ng 'thls' a 'somethlng R 'related to other thingsr and
'different' Now notice that thls cham of reafoning, even though it |
culminates in the claim that theOne 1s many, begins from the assumption R 4-
that the non—exlstent One.if what it is (viz.,v one). - There is, though |
‘another interesting feat;ure of this argument.'. I‘t? seems to. me that the :
 chain. depends upon "the central link that 7'00 éxecvou, TOU TI\/OS , etc._-
‘are things of which 7{0}4‘) OV GY}LET‘GXC-L 3. from which follows the B

| conclusion,uéTé)(GNJé n‘eklwv owfev kw)ueg iﬁ o s :
’ We may: ask for a rationale of the central Iink I think that
: "Linguietic Pluralism affords such a; rationale.i_g We will remember that“_h?}.?'“

| ‘.-Parmenides has urged the view that any word will atand for something, and

' .Afurthermore that when we use a‘ word we'thereby refer to that some one
'.: thing for which the word is the name. By applying this view to, the ,

v‘ _Since GV é)/“(vos 'rc , etc. are different words, they must stand for

.different thmgs. But since they are all said of the One, it 13 not R
. _ P ,a T
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further claims “The One is unlike 1tself" and "'The One is like the Others"
Parmenldes,‘though dOes offer to show later on that the One becomes both
‘like and*unlike itself and both like and'unlike the“Othersic In'any

case, he presently argues for the. claim "The One 1seunlike the Others"

in the following way.‘ | | |

Ku a.vO}oowT‘);.s 0700. v a.orgo 77}903 Tdt 4)\)\4 Ta. b"y"

A ll}\a. 705 évds €érepa 8vra érepota. kal &V ~Nal.-
Ta S’é'repoca osk. AXRom Tas S’ou* Ta 8’ a.?t)\oc.q. owe
'd.VO}l.oca., “AVOJ&-OLQ./LLGV ouv -'OUKOUV earep T‘w éV( G.VO}J.OLQ

| feon d”v;on on 4vo/a.ouy 7‘0. ye avo,uoco. &Voﬂom A e”, s
’ '.,_‘Anhov. 541; &7 &v ka T €ve avo/a.ocoro;; ﬁpo: '6\/ ra.

,.\

(161&6 b4)

| °Initially, this argument ie rather innocuous.g The assumption that things

‘\jh»which are different are unlike is, of course, trivially true. But the

Lo

= argument then takes a turn toward the conclusion that the One possesses:.ff:"

Unlikeness w1th reSpect to the Others.' And it is suggested that the One'

&

:; ,'f'.v'the eame attnbutj b“t things which possess the same attribute are like.!‘ﬁ-

'J_Now, since argune

.and the Others are unlike by virtUe of the One s having Uhlikeness.f TT”T‘O"

- The suggestion permits the possibility Of further argumentation ending -

.in the conclusion that the One and the Others are like. We have seen ¢-ft=‘

"‘"l 'such argumentation already. Brlefly, it proceeds thusly. If the Others

"'ffn»are unlike the One, the One will be unlike the Others henCe, the One and

d

T "f_the Others possess Unlikeness therefore the One and the Others poasess

B

tation such as this is quite frequent in the dialogue,
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in' the»ab-ove. oﬁ‘theother hand, thoughl, the ‘1éc.1§'of it -might ‘;;11 be -
furtherv.ev1dence of flagging zeal. | | |

Let tis ‘now con81der the argument given towards showing that
4% the One is . 11ke 1tse1f. | |

- £l 8¢ J’v; Ty a.va o.vo/wcor')s érriv aurw &70 ouk
$
o d:Va.Xk'») ea.urou 0,«0(07‘7 7-4, 4urw e(,va.c, "Trws -£¢ eyos

L .0«V¢}L0co7").§ &re 76 évé, oix dv ou JTe,oc 700 rocou-rou'_’
)\Ozos ec"7 “00 Tou svo’.s, oué’ iv '») uzroeecns 6(‘7) nepc,z- .
€65, d}«la nepc JJ\)\Ouv) éVos S e -8)

2

It wduld appear that this argument relies on the assumption tbat things

-

,t ‘ wh'ich are unllke are different. u‘;cordingly, if the One were unlike
itself it would be different from itself. But in that case, the One would‘

-not be such as the One 1s,.and ouS &V ") UITOQGO’IS éc’; Jrept cvos..‘ ;

“.,"'

offer this exglanation, because the argument, to my mind is reminiscent
of one found in the first roun{ wherein Parmenides argues that if the

One were different from 1tse1f it would be other than one, and ‘80, not

)

coes ""‘65 T =
one._ On the other hand the argument depending as. it does on the

theory of Opp051tes (as ev1denced by Ec GV&S &YO/l-0¢°7‘73 50'72 7'@)

GV( o _‘.), permlts the pOSsibility of an argument purporting that

\

Likeness makes the One and the Others unlike. Such argumentation would

f' -\

——lixe ——r

parallel an argument of the second rO\[md where Parmenides argues that

since Difference makes the One and the Others like Sameness will make = -

",

T
',:.‘..: ;



. .This argument, in part, relies on the hypothesis "The One is not"" But-ﬁuﬁ
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8

This passage achieVes the standard of dlalectical 1ncoherence._
It purpofts to show that the One is both uwfqual and equal And towards ‘

showing the latter, Parmenides argues that the One is both great and ‘

small.. The argument for the claim that the One is unequ&h is as -

follows. o

K&c ,ww ooS a.u ccrov '} c—on T0ls a.A?to«.s 6(. b"')" eu; ca'ov,

3

ec-y re dv -73'7 kal o/wcov dv €l a.urocs Kara. T”;V ((707"7T4.. L

ik Aveoa.: ’-Na.c Td. &3 a.vw'a. od T avww aVurq_ —-..f -

‘was J"ou -/(a.c avw'or'y‘/‘os J‘*;,ué?‘é—léc 7o ev, 77'/00\5 "1\(
r&»‘a, ¢.u1w eo"rtv awara. Merexeu o ’;'a.

it also relies on the theory of oppositee.j In this regard the key

~ -

h{;one pound and the Others weigh twenty, then the existence of the One
"*I‘,'fwm be a by,-product of ité»inequauty with the Othefs. And so the

'?~;fconclusion "The One is uneqhal to the Others" is no less incompatible.7f'5'““

i .assumption is that things which are not equal‘%re unequals Given thia w 5Q

assumption, Parmenides rebuts the p0331bility that the One is equal to

1_;the Others by arguing that the equality of the One with the Others would;;f_

2

e

if equalitynixf_%ize, or length or weight implies the exiswce of the -

\

- Tadma §'é ¢57tf¢ addvar écne/:,m; erriy ev A§0v4T4 -
- Enmedy é'e olx érre 7ol aORocs oy, cf}a. 60k a.vayk-»; kal .
Tm;\a 5kecv¢u/c)) w’a, e(ya_(_ ‘Avayk"r" T« J‘e/u\,’ ‘00. ”_ o

h'One, so also does inequality imply its existence. For if the One Weighsf»}zl o

"imply the ex1stence of the One, which ex hzggthesi is not possible.; Yet;: ER
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with the hypothe31s than is the claim "The One is equal to the Ochersm '

' We may take a sllghtly different perSpective on the aboVe.
o N :
argument. In it, Parmenides 1s pre351ng the theory of opposites beyond

‘L)

its limlting cases. There are subJects of dlscourse to whlch 'equal'

and’ 'unequal' do not apply. Justice, Beauty, and V1rtue have no size,-i

length or welght.‘ Angd. by reason of that Justic is ne1ther equal nor
,‘m? . s

hunequal in size to the desk ggon which I am writing. But if the
. ° . . @r '
assumpt1on "Thinge which are not equal are unequal" were true, it would

_warrant the inference that Justlce does not ex1st, 31nce Justice is

neither.equal nor unequal There are two lessons to  be learned from =
P .

thls. First, even if the theory of Opposites were. true, if would stilI

| jnot have the unlversal applicability whlch is suggested by claimsauch as’

V ok
.~‘\

"Whatever is 1s either equal or unequal" Second if the theory were l

'universally a plicable Parmenides' proviso that the - non- existe ce of
P ’ ;Q
S r

_a subject disqualifles it from equa11ty would have to be extended ‘to

o

include the presumption that non-existence also disqualifiés’a subject

L
>

from inequality. The latter point reiterates our,. finding that the

'“jconclusion of the above argument 18 incompatible with the hypothesis o

,"The One 1is not" < Q ;?“i_r‘f” ' a:;', ;ﬁfvt .":. ”4 ,'u 151‘f;1;[Q,.f

-'o.

o

”‘argument will proceed to its conclusion from a claim which is contrary

hf»:to the conclusion bf the argument.- we are about to- consider such a. cese.,} o

'Psrmenides argues from the clann that the One

’f"conclusion that it has equality.

T,

_ It is not infrequently the case in the Parmenides that an ﬂ; ;;'5

li‘ty to the

A
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- There is ha}f a kernel of truth in this argdnent. For we may attach a -
. i *“ . N [4

, , s 284
Y E e“, R o 1 &
A /uGV'roL o.vaa'o'rn)To.s ,e c-a-n /u.ea’ééoi Te kal 0}“/9007’73 =

| Ea-rc I"‘/’ ,to'nv c;pa. kal /uqfﬁos 7€ kal a;uckporgu T 7owu-ra)

EW;- Kwé'uveuec Mege@as ANV Kal oy.ucporo,: ael dffdorarov
M}\ﬂ;)onv Tlavu ¥e - MeTa§0 Q apa. ¢ 070ty del eanv '*'»Ca-nv.
li'xezs odv T 4Mo elmerv /aemfu adrotv % (réryra; 00K,
M4 Todto." “OTw apa évrweaaeeos Aac o;uk,ao‘r;s eprc
/Jac (ooTHs aurw ,aemj'u TOUTOIV 03‘?4- (161d1-8)
'reasonable' sense to ”Ineéuéliﬁy“is greatriegs and smaﬂlneSS"} 1f A is‘y
greater than B, they. are unequai, And if B,is smallerﬁthan C they also
are'unequal; This, we can understand. As- for ‘the argument itself there

are a number of critifcal points whith might be brought against it. I,

. though, wish tg//eveIOp only two p01nts. The argument appears to
. e

antic1pate Aristotln s doctrine of the mean.‘ Now Aristotle 's doctrine

isg, I think a rather more soPhisticated version of the theory of Opposites,“

‘ae

a version of the theory, in that the notion of. contrariety is absolutely

) basic to the doctr1ne, but more gophisticated in, the notion of a mean

permits theory of change. On the other hand thojgh Aristotle s
doctrine begins to crack the shell of the theory ot>:pposites from the

in91de. The above argument of‘ers a case in point 1f equality is the _

mean between greatness and smallneﬂs, then equality can‘be neither great

’ nor small, In other words, the mean will constitute ground upon which o

L3

neither contrary ¢an visit The immediate upshot of this is that

contraries will no longer come. in two's, but in ‘three! 8. The point can

‘be applied to the above argument The One, besider sufferingfthe two

’

. . R v .
- ) . - . < . \\ L L v . . . T . . s

v
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e . . ' .
.pairs of contraries, 'inequality and equality' and 'greatness and

e ’
smallness', will also suffer two further pairs of contraries; viz.,
. o . T . o - : &
'equality and greatness' and 'equality and smallness'. This is the first

el ‘\ o

point. .

- -

- The second.pqintiis of greater importance.” 'Some have taken

great' to be an 1ndef1n}te way of saying, ﬁor example, 'five hundred

-

miles' and 'small' ‘to be an indefinite way of saying, for example,

'fwo feet!.. Such a view, besides be1ng false, is incredibly misgu1ded.
T

When one says "The distance between EdmontOn and Winnipeg is great"
. one has not Sald what that distance 1s.f Nor. does one state the distance

between Edmonton and St. Albert when one says "The distance ig ﬁma11"

L}
One states such distances by saying "Eight hundred miles" or "Four miles"
These facts suggest an apprOprlate response to - Parmenides' argument.

When Parmenides says "The One has equality”, we should demand ‘to know

to what, and in what way, and to what extent the ‘One is equal. An

apprOpriate answer (but not necessarily a correct answer) to our demand

would be "The One is equal to the Others in weight, since the One weighs -

severn pounds and the Others weigh seven pounds" But nowhere 1n’the |
dialogue do we find such answers.. More importantly, the veil of contra-i
diction which enshrouds this dialogue is woven out of claims which in-‘
' simple terms have no empirical value..
N :

A T6le-To2b

This passage presents what is, perhaps, the moet tortured

-argument in the whole of the dialogue. ,Ostensibly, itsupurste,is t

R

K
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non-existent One under the themeshonld-hsid our'interest; 'Panmenides.

. ’ . 286- '(\
. .

. ; . » . . F . ’ ~ N
show that the non-existent One has being in a way (OJWOJ det avto

4 . . - - .
METEAELV  TThH , 16le3). But ‘the argument also purports the added .
henefit that ﬂwhat-is' has non-being. L -
i Even though the argument 1s, to say the least tedious and.

' \ )

turgid; it is not r1thout phllOSOphical,interest.' The general ploy of o
play a vartation upon the theme "We canno& speak
p v : f . . ) \ .

“the argument is to
b

- truly of what is not". Now, since the hypothesis 1s "The Onel is not',
. * : [ . ) ’ .

“the manner in which Parmenides aeéommogates our .speaking truly of the . *

introduces the theme at the outset of the argument.

Exe:v alTd 6'6( ou*rcos s Aexo,uev et 7070/&’7 owws .
eXec ow< av a.he-», Reyoclu.ev 7/4445 Aexovres 70 €v ,u'b . )
_‘(_vcu €L 8é a?mesl 6'-7}\0\/ orc 8yTa abra Acyouey. 7 ovx |
g0Tws; = OUTw uév ody,- L'tred'», 3¢ Pauev im0y Aegav,

Avdyky 7/uv ¢4vo.¢ Kal gvra A€yery. . (16led-162al). .

The argumentation here constltutes a ground for rejecting the assumption pv

that to speak truly is to speak of things which are.. Assuming that,we1"

speak truly when we say "The One 1is not", we then have a counter-'

example against the assumption that to speak truly is to speak of things ,
- W ,

'which are. Parmenldes, though does ‘not see things quite this _way.

Holdlng to the assumptions that the One does not exist and that to speak o

[

truly is to speak of things which are, he further argues,




N | " 287
particular; consider th§ placementnaféékh It wéuld appear that two
. purposes are served by this placement. First we may'presume that
"OUK, being along51de ov is suppOsed to cast it& sgadow over O’V LT
'Second DUK bemg w1dely se,par/-ated from .Eo'r/v is not supposed to darken
‘ the meaning of fﬁTTlV. In any cage the argumentatlon at al-3 .is the ba31s\
upon which Parmenides w1ll develop the two prongs of’his argument. The
clainm that the One is not being is developed towards showing that the One
*i'has thé berng of non-being. And on thi.other slde the claim "If the
One is not not- being, it W111 be", is developed towards showing‘that
" what-is has’ the non-belng of non-existence. I; though do not think ;y
that we need attempt to - forge our: way through the thlck thought of such
i, argumentation. Accordingly, T relegate my further comments to a note‘

- We may further conslder the theme ”We.cannav speak truly of

what s not". 1In the So his , Plato develops a different variation upon‘

0
- - \

this theme‘ As we know, the varlation concerns the counter-part of
'speaking truly. It concerns speaking falsaly. And by méansg - of the
,.variation, .Plato has the Eleatic Stranger pose the problem "How is p
falsehood pos51b1e7" Now there is a conflict between these two Ny
variations upon the basic theme. On the one. hand where it is ASsumed
‘-.that we may speak truly of the non-existent One, it is argued that
4the truth of such a claim entails that the One SOmehow exists. On thev'slf»v"

.'fother hand though where i is assumed that we.. cannot‘speak truly of

what ig not it is argUed that to speak of what is no«'is to speak of

nothing at all' from this, it suPposedly follows tha one has not said

anything at ar1 when one says that something does not exist. It is H"

TLoa



)

L d 1 v

important-to realize.thatlthis<conffict is made possible by the’basice

\

 theme. If;we are to speak truly of non existent things, it is reqfi dd

-

Y

that theylsomehow-be existent. If, though, sUch existence is too absurd

o

. t°.?°ntemplate, then we cannot even Speak of non-exist‘nt things-

b .

. ~ ; b .

The conflictrwhich we have been considering is present in “the

o L ¥
1) . .
'Parmenides. In the 91xth round, Parmenides argues the foﬂlowing.

. T6 ejKeNou % 7o GKe‘(Wp ‘5‘ ro Te '9 79 roaro 4} O rou-rou . E
4 Dou 2 Aw B TI0Té 3 elrezra 7 vov 3 e/rwrwu; %

= 8é8a '6 a.ca't97ms ’}' )oyos 7 ovo;m % 43\/10 S1eoly- TwvV

Zv‘mv mcp« Tk ) ov érvac; Ow( ezrra.c.w' - _f (164a “b3)

It is obvious that this argument offere the consequences which aris N

from the secOnd variation.
: o

In this passage, the thesis that the One is both existent

and non-existent is utilized in various waye t0warde showing that the Aif];

vnon-existent One is both in, motion and at rest._ The argument f0r thengh

clain that the One is in mocion s as follows. RSt A N

- Ofov e oBuTs exov ns /U) é'XélV aum, ,w:; /«.em/d)«ov
' /..‘k T'a.UT’),s 7'75 ejfws , ka ofév 're 7T4.vapo. To Tagu-my
| /tﬁra,/o)ﬁv awu;nfec 8 dv ooTw 're kal ,«.7 OUTQ.L'S 3{7 *ﬂws oy,

_Mc—mpohﬁ é‘e /kcv7¢1s *7 n ¢';oguev -/(zv'yn.s OUKouy 7o fV

-9 re kcu auk o é¢a(v7 -'Mu,‘ Ourws 474. Kd.t odk oo?a).r é‘xov

¢¢¢.V€ra.c.‘£ou<ey Kau. k/vo%evov gpo. 7o OUK dkév neﬁavrm

enemep ka.( /ma,aohv K rob ecwu em -ro ,m, ava ezov. (162b9 c6)
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Clearly, Parmenides wishes to base the conclusion that the One moves by
virtue of changing from being to mon- being upon the thesis ”The One is

both existent and non- existent".n But, the thesis w111 not shpport such f
\

a conclusion. For if the One is exiagent, as is pnesumed by the thesis,

' #éTQ/BQMOV éK mur),; ejews, Allowmg that existence

‘One 1s both ex1stent and non- existent.

i -

then it already-is what 1t is SUppOSEd to come. to be. Quite snnply,
# ¥ -
the “One cannot change frOm be1ng existent to being non-exxstent. If,_'f

though Parmenides.had assumed that.the One is,,at certain times, non-. .

, existent, and existent at other times, his argument ould have bome

3

plausibility._ But the ba31c assumption of the above argument 1s that the

N

. ~ .

It seems to me that Parmenides has attempted to circumvent the

difficulty which I have raised Consider again the question hhich begins.'

'the above argument.eocov Té OOV TO GJ-OV ﬂwé /t") é}elv OUTGJ,

and non-exlstence are states between which change is possible, it would
N s 3

appear: that Parmenides 1s suggesting that the One suffers change by

virtue of possessing the.states between which a change may occur.
Against this suggestion, my criticism does,_of cpurse, still stand.~:

The argunent for the claim that the One 19 at rest relies on

“the ceatral asaumption that the One is either in motion‘of’at rest..

.-

.-'-_('ro’ x& /v,v a.l«vq-rey avaxxsy ou,ua.v "’b’e‘\’) By rebutting the o

Q‘possible ways in which the One might be - in motion Parmenides arrives |

Coat

fi;at the conclusion qhat the‘ﬂne is at rest.. There are three possibilitiesfg7,';:_alf

gltfyrebutted They are (i) local motion, (ii) circular motiou, and (iii)

) '

'4,

*l62e1:2
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chenge of natyge. The rebuttals of (i) and (ii) depend upon the hypo-
thtsis the One is not. . = 7, : ~

AX)\o. /w';v él /LvJa/cou e éore |Tav ovav, b ao.)K e‘crr/v
E(ﬂép/n; éarnv, oU§ ' v /aéﬁwmc o no@ewroc. -ﬂ'ms b"’:Pa .
Ouk dpa 78 ye /(67‘4/&1(\/&\/ kvorr' a.v. -Ou ga.ﬂ 0066 ﬂ’\‘% \
ev TE aord av orpeﬁocm Ta.UT‘OU vap éuJa.}:.ou a.zrré'rcu.
BV yap ean 76 TadTéV . To S€ p) &V €V Tw Ty Srrwvs
,a.sovo.rov e‘cvac AJUva;rov bmp OUK a7oa 70" ev b’e /u-p ov
mpe{becrao.c aw é‘uvano év Ekeww év 6 /u.'*y eerive (162c6 dS)

S

These rebuttals presupposerassumptions foundxin the first round.g In

. 'that'round haVingla plécefis characteriiedfas'being'in something;

~lot¢al motion is characterized as change from place to place (which, ‘by
:.virtue of the former. then means change.out of ome thing into another)
and circular motion islcharacterized as revolving in the same place. :
ln»any case, notice‘thet Parmenides appeals to the hypothesis to deny
-ft thet'theloné ie_enywhere; Accordingly, if the One is nowhere, there is _.
no placev(i'e.,lno'thing) in which the One'could be.‘ And so theaOne:J "
cannot move out of one’ thing 1nto another' it‘cannot change from place '
to place.» As for c1rcu1ar motion, since the One cannot be in anything

W

, that exists, 1t cannot be in the same place.'
1'» we may turn our attention to’ the 1ast rebuttal. _

OUJG /uw a'/\)ocoumt nou 78 év ea.uroo oo're 70 ov ouTe
TO /.ﬁ, ov ob. 5"1" aw 'nv o onos erc rre,oc Tou evo.s em‘eﬁ;
n)«koc.osn admd. ea.urou a}\ka ne,u a?ﬂou nvas. (162d5 8)

This is reminiscent of ‘an argument found in the first round.6?= In any

@

,—q.

.4// -
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case, the most/é{gdifi nt feature of the above is the claim that the - W

One is %hat it is indepeahently of. its being existent or non- ex;stent.'
A *

And so the claim presents further justxflcation or the view which we

68
hold concernfhg Parmenides' xnterpreyatlon of the> hypothesis.

o4
Let us now cohsxder the'conflict'whlch is inter 1 to 162be.'

A_The confllct turnﬁ on the claim that the non-existent One exisg;. Parmenides

.utllizes the thesis hThe One is both exletent and. nonaexistent“ to argue L

‘that the One is in motlon. ‘QUt, on the other slde of the conf11ct the

t:argument for the clagm "The One is at rest"‘ignores flrst,‘one half

of the thesis (it ignores "The One igbexistent") and:seeond,tit tgnpresl

".the whole of the-theeiif‘while pulporting to~ehoy;that the"One-cannot 5. “
-change its nature. . | - | :h ‘ ,_i ~> t;‘_. o ‘1 |

- 3

, | 162&-163-a |

*

The purpose of'khis passage appears to be two-fold In the
first place Parmenides offers to- prove that the One becomes both like
and unlike. Besldes th1s, though his argument prepares the way for the :
‘final conclusion of this round ”p: ,i'_ e |

The argument presented in this passage prbceeds from the o

"Prevxous theSLS.. ’. ;7‘ e v R
K“‘ /vw €tﬂé,0 b‘é Ktvemu, ,uexa)*; a.v4~51<‘7 awp dlocou-
',"549'" ony 2{4/4\/ T k'Wz@a ka.ra. ‘Togodtoy ouxee’ LR
."_-",wvavfws éxec s emev ao’\) ere,ow; -06}7(05 KNo%wov
5"’) 70 év ko.t 4);)05007¢L.'Nat /(o.;, /"’N /4’)3’&/(4.7 X( /

Y
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.

Notice that the internal conflict-of-the previOus thesis is. further

T

ocourax. And this confl

i ts with his claim that the One must be at
» ,\N

- ‘rest, lest it suffer d.X)« L(UO?S In any case, Pafrmenides. argUes that

-

the Qneﬂbecomes unlike‘ n the basis of the claim "The Qne is 1n motion“
: R .

vHe,-then, argueswthat. he One- becomes like on the ba81s of the claim
."The‘Onelis'at rest"./ | D
As for Pa enides' treatment of 'like. and ’unlike" he does:
respect the formal nature ' of these terms. But in so treating these terms,
he ignores the contradiction between the claimé which allow him to 1nfer,-

on the one hand that the One becomes unlike, and on the other thatv

the‘One becomes like.: Concerning the first of Ehese points I'mean:the

(3

foll%wing. It is possible to draw?a comparison between what somethingﬁis_ﬁ’
: o B

) and what it was, using as a basls for such a comparison claims concerning r

whether the thing has changed its place or - condition., For example, a ”;\

Londoner might w1sh to argue that what is called 'London Bridge' 18"
unlike what it usedfto be; presumabiy, he would defend his claim by
-urging that no“bridge in Arizona can be like the Bondon Bridge.y

3Converse1y, he might argue that London Bridge can be like itself only
S Y
'in London. Now, such 'pub' arguments have, at least One interesting

B

‘feat“re- These Compa’risons between 'what the London Bridge {s' and .
"what the bridge was' depend on various facts concerning wh&re“the bridgefi

7fis or was. More importantly, we can apply a snnilar point to Parmenides'
o present arguments. The comparisona.between what the One is' and 'what

}

7the One was’ depend ‘on presumptions concerning whether the One has moved

ohf'jQ-‘,f
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B ‘ . : A ' _ L
or! has ;;;;?ned at regi; By appeal to such presumptions, Parmen1des

respects the formal naturékof "like' and 'un11ke' But thia brings us

Y

. ‘ K N
* to thf éecond point. The c1a1ms which . are presUmed by the comparisons

'(viz.l\"The One is 1n motion" ‘and "The One 'is at rest") ‘are contra-
\ Y

' dlctory\ ConSequently, the present arguments perpetuate the confllct <

. of the precedlng the51s. o , .

- Sy ' . . . . S N .
T " Having.glven his arguments. for the thesis "The One becomee
e .

both 1ike and unlike", Parmenldes goes on to . reformulate the tUesis.

o~

\ ./ .0 .
The reformulamion is then.used towards arguing the final conclusions '

o .

"of the fifth ;hund. The reformulation is. offered as follows.
He peév 4;39. K/vecmc 76 ok pv &v 3ANec olra. - é'e '
4 Kivelral, odk »&)\)\O(OOTQL 04 ydp.- T év a,oa. PE ov .

a}\)\ocoﬂmt TE KQL o&k at)\lotozrr Lo , - (163a4~7)

By virtue of thlB, the comparisons wh h Parmenides draws in the ﬁ&nal

- .
P '

-argunent will 1nvolve, not 'becoming 11ke and becoming unlike" but‘iftl
netherv'becoming.not unlike‘and becoming unlike' H;eafinaL argument
To s a}\}\ocou,uevov &f on avd.xkv; 7‘5\/60'3#4 /«v e‘Te,oov
i(' /r,oore/oov anéMuoBa &¢- éx Tis zr,oorepas &fews- 70 é‘e |
| #7 a.?\)\oto%;vov ,ao;re chyw@‘u /w’)re aNO)\}‘uo'ea.«.' o |
| Avo.bvm, Ka.c 76 ev an 47 8v. a.Mowu/(evov }uv ’ XV‘T‘“ e
 kal- 4noh)turcu }c)} o)\hoco%evov J’e ou're b"bvem‘ olte -
| ‘hno?ﬁhoro.t ka.L ounu 76 €y /u’) ov xqve‘mt Te ka.c aml
A“Tat ka—t olre )"-b’VGTaL o&‘r’anohlumt (16387 bS)
As in the previous case,_this argument develops the preceding thesis.t ‘“"

LR " -



' thﬂS of which I speak underlie the follow1ng qualifications. The One

L . R N .
. . .

It also shares two .other similaritiestyitiggﬁ; preceding. First, it =~

o - ‘ : , IR , .

ostensibly respects the'fofmal nature of 'unlike' and 'different”.
. .. ‘ ) ‘ . - . ‘\ . _‘

} Second, it arrives at a cdnclusion_whibh’??nores some rather basic

-

L ] R . -

' pregumptions. | . o I I )i
L . . N . '? < < ) .
"There is some sense to be made of the claim "What becomes .

v - -

‘unl 1ke must come to-be different from what it was, and must.éease to saj- .

as it was".. For we can draw comparisong/between 'what a thing is'‘ and
'what it was'., Notice, then,‘that Parmenides initially concedes our

. >

. point.- He concedes that whatever becomes unlike (presumably, itself)

s ’ / ' A

‘comes to be different from what it was. In’ Spite of this apparent~

concé831on, though Parmenides manages a dialectical tour de force. S

He concludes, The One which 1§ nOt in becoming unlike, comes to be

v

(51mp1iciter) anﬂ ceases to be (simpliciter) This conclusion ignores

o 3

kS

‘the presumptions which are relevant to 'becoming unlike' The presumpe.

which isnot, in becoming unlike itselg comes to be what it is, and e
lceases to be what 1t was.\ Ignoring sudh qualifications on the one hand
Parmenides ggnores them on the other as well for-he ‘also concludes
M- - ]
' that the . One, in not. becbming unlike, neirher comes- to be nor- ceases 3
v Cr
to be. Ubon this, the relevant qualifications would be "The One,“in"V ’
U/not becoming unlike itself neithej comes’ to be what it is, nor ceas&s . e
/. to be what it.wasﬁ;‘r».fv , " 'yﬁhl Y "
A B 2 "ta.‘?:‘ B .
N2 Co B
o g e R
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S B N | SR
. The Sixth RoqnﬁJ ' ‘ '
@ . N -
) : ike ‘ = : =
' . Theibasip conflict between the fifth and the sixth round is, -

1 believe betneen-the two theees ‘
I RS; *The Oﬂe (whlch is not) bo*h exlsts and~does nOthexist.

MR6:' The One (whlch is . not) neither exists nor'does not exlst.
Strangely enough,vthere is one assumptlon which is at the center ofethis
conffiet.\ It is "Ot whate?er does not exist;.we ﬁgnnot sheahﬁ; As
ye'haVe seen, the fifth round utilizes the?converse.of this aesumptiOn.'
Fof-there, farmenides aféﬁes, ”Since we,may'Speak-offthe,One which.is not,
it must exiet in;sone wey"; ?he sixth, though,etrades‘withethe'face‘bf'this
coin., here' Parmenides_will argue: %ince théﬂone‘does‘not eiiét,‘ye

. cannot Speak of it. -& SR ) T , | L
The slxth round attacks’theltheses of the fifth in reyerse
vorder. Accordlngly,‘lts”first argument confhxete_wlth the flnal theSiﬁ_{'
of the fifth. . B - o
 T6 & yiyveabar kal've anéﬂwéa.. 27 T a.)\lo 3 ’5 7o /uev
ouo'uls M€ ?\a./x,ea.vecv 763’ anc?\)uv«.c ouvuw -OU:SGV MNo.-
.{h 3¢ pe /«366\/ TodTou /cemmv ouS‘aw 24/‘/84'hot ouT” anb)

)uoc. o.U'ro"‘ﬂws D“P) - T eve d)oa. é’necé‘a, oué'a./m, ecnv ouns

-r-fa_mé-r'—‘%{&kos - 0ure a,aa. a.néh?wmc 78 /n; v sv ovTe

T

bLU\IéTdL erremef ouJo.ﬂn ,ue'ré)(e: 00"44.5. a (163d1 8y

There appears to. be one. point of agreement between the counte?-theses.'r*h'

[}

The thesr% from the flfth 1s "The One which is not both comes to‘be and

ceases to be, and neither comes to. be and ceases to bb And the ahove

,:,--vl

v N R A

.\~
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offers "The One which is not neither comes to be nor ceasesvto be'.
The agr%fment is only apparent. The two theses come to the same claim
' . ‘. \ . . . ’ - e '

via different reasons. More importantly, those‘reaSOns'conﬁliCt."In“

: : : , NS
the former round' Pa?menides-argues that the One in not becomi g unlik\3
) * p
- neither comes to .be nor ceases toqbe. N\w, the Ftatus which is \guggested

L] A )
by his argument can be conf&rgd upon whatever is what 1t is all the¢ time.
4 %

°

An eternal, immutable object would have this status.' (And Is

< -

ose

more prOSLac ObJeCtS might enJoy such status’ every now and then )
- . 1 . Y
But, in any case, thp status requires that that which neither comes to *

-

be nor ceases to be Aave existencek' With rEgard to eternal objects, the

-

lesson is clear. Such>bn object can neyer come “to be what it is, sinece -

it always is what 1t ig; nor can 1t ever cease to be what it is since
\
it is never/what it is' ot. " For lesser objects, the story is a bit

different. . In either case though existeﬂge is ' condit;on of enjoying

©

the status. The sixth round on'the.other hand,;emphatically denies

e

existence to the One. T N . o P o

@, -
~

Allow mé to offer a variation of the above argument. Whatever'

' - s
-

L

' must suffer a complete absence of being ‘cannot . come‘zo be* or cease to be. .
: - :

For if on the one- hand it comes to be, it wi ‘no lon er suffer an
’ 8

.\ - 4 o
absence of being , And on’ the other s1nce it neVer has had being, it

1

cannot lose what 1t has never had Notice thaf\the Rey- notion in this

o ° '

ngument is ta complete’ghsence of. being'” bow, this notion is also
asic to the 1nterpretat10n which Pannenides gives of the hypothesxs in -

the sixth round. By taking the words 'is not' to mean 'a complete

absenceuof being' Parmenldes unders' nds the hypothesis to mean "The
h ?Q = . . . .

- 7
& P

j
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- One can ‘exist in no way at all". Thus, it appears evident that the

argument for the thesis "The One which is not neither comes to be nor

T o 69
ceases to be' relies on an understanding of the’hypothesis.

163e

. ‘ ’ . N
( v

‘ 3 E : ) i

This passage presents .a generalization upon the preceding -

t ) T B ’ ) . N
thesis., For Parmenides argues that if the One cannot be, then it cannot

be anything.

Olre 4/)« arrok)\ura.c TO/L") oV ev oute 5(3vem¢ ezreare‘p

N

ovcfa.}t?) /{éTéxet ouwa.s 04 ¢acvem¢ O}JS’ "f’a?\)ocou‘mc. o

oué'a,u.”) ”75")) yaf o.\{ b'q'vovro Te ka.c anéz\)\umc To,aTD\

TTQD',(OV "\\ _ - o g (163d7-e2)
This reasoning is tht immediate basis for the thesis,‘ L

R6(N2) : The0ne is neither in motion nor at Yest.

Motion is characterized as requiring a c%&pge in character. Parmenides

W
i’ .

asks,
T’y M) akkotou-rau o0x dvayx?) ,w;é'e Kcvew'éu (e2- 3)
AAnd rest is characterized as requirlng Sameness (which is, presumably,’

a character) Y v

008e /.«w’ﬁ ea-ra.vac ¢'7¢o/uev 76 /.754/.0‘)

In the former case, the One»would-have to be something frow'which}it,is

! V,' (e

changing. In the latter, the One’would'ehMply be something.

v



s 298

164a |
o - o _ - ,
This passage alho is underwrltten by the dictum that. the One

cannot be anything, since it cannot be. In particular it sets forth -
the thesis s

R6(N3): The One cannot be either greater than, or smaller than
or equal to 1tse1§ or the Others.- :

e

, Parmenides argues in the fOIIOW1ng way. . TR
05%¢ & a.po. /u.c-yéﬁos odre 0;u¢k,007”)3 o0TE wor‘e)s ¢urw

eonv 05 (yqlo O08é /mv gymorw bfe obde eTe/ocoms

sife npos adro odre Mpos 78Ma ety dv abrg).,  (l6sal-4).
.Parmenides then continues aggthiswmanner, listing other attributes the”
. non—exlstent Ope cannot have. He Specifically mentions "like and unlike'
_ and_'same and different'- h{ »
It fs quite evident that Parmenldes ‘sees R6(N2) and (N3) as
_ being clpsely related ®o R6(A1) In view of. this, we may say that there‘
.is only one majOr confilct between ‘the fifth and 81xth rounds. That
conflict focuses on the 31gn1ficance of sayin.g £\{ 88 Opposed to the
significance of sayingﬂ,’) éO‘TlV- - | | | |

-

e S | 164ab N 4' |

Herein we find Parmenldes concluding remark to the sixth round
e is‘very reminescent of the concludf;% remark in the first round B
| | 16 ékedyou % 10 GkGLVw R 1 78 Touro -5‘ -rou'rou e
B 1Y 3 ilhw 7 noté K ?-’necra '6‘ viv ﬁ' smory/.q L

A'aj’a. 4’; QLO'B‘70¢§ '7 )agos 3 ovo)aa. 43 %o 07Louv TRV :

7-'5
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OVTwY rrepc To/u'», Sv &1al; - 04K Errar - OStw &% év adx
J\ .
ov OUK GXG( ﬂwS OUJa/u."z. : . . (164a7-b3)

O
"The SeVenth Round vs. THe EXghth Round

e

I wish to emphasize three features of the argumentation in -

these rounds. The first concerns Linguistic Pluralism and our ability A

~to speak of the Others. With regard to the second . féature,_we will

pay special attention to Parmenides' 'multi-conception' of the express;on

And finally, since we are about to observe the appear%z;e’/f a
v

-distinction between appearance and reality, we should wish to emphasize |

0

Zthose con91derations which lead Parmenides to introduce the diptinction. A

T

Allow me to offer ‘some 1atroductory remarks concerning each of thegse -

4

-their existence must be c1rcumscribed in view of the hypothesis that

-4 . . ' T
features. ST

Linguistic Pluralism requires the existence of that of which

we- Speak A110wing (as Parmeﬁides allows in the seventh) that we’ may

-speak truly of the. Othq{s we may infer that the Others exist. But

One does not exi t, Since Linguistic ?luralism demands an ability 0

. distinguish that of which we. Speak from something else of whicﬁ we might

T

B

70 e
speak »and SInCe the hypothesis "The One dOes not exist" suggests that

the One fails to satisfy this requirement of’Linguistic Pluralism,?'nf

£« "

| Parmenides must immediately face the problem of showing how the Others

A 71 _
are different and distinguishable. ' Parmenides' solution to thisv

]

. 3

' problem leads into his distinction between appearance and reality. He ;“tf

| ~pr0poses to consid?;lthe Others as different from each other, in which case - .4f
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. . ¥ .
the Others, as different from one another "may be considered to be collec-

tively mamy . Collections, though m@y be divided 1nto ‘units . . But the

poasibilityzsuggests that each of the Others is one.: The distinctiOn

between appearance “and reality is introduced to- forestall the’ reality of

R

.suc a-possdbilityr
o Many of the cbnflicts found in the preceding rounds depend on-

a trade- off between two notions of unity. On the one hand there is the
philosophic notion of unity by which Parmenides urges- that to be truly -

‘ unitary is to be purely and simply onej  in. which case, the One. (as

truly one) can have no parts and cahnot be susceptible to conceptual :

' division.“ On ‘the other hand, there is the notion of unity which W

» approximates our understanding/of 'one'~ by which notion we understand

dgthst whatever may be 1ndiv1duated, that whatever may be counted is one\

p
b

Now, as we have already seen, Parmenides has parallel notions for 'many"

-

We have also seen that there are trade offs between the two.73 In any

case, on the one hand there is the notion which 1eads Parmenides to
s
- suppose that the Others have a nature that is dialectically\oppoaed to

atlye of the One. In accordance with this notion, it is suggested
o e . | I
' that.the Others (as many) are truly complex, even indefinitely complex.rlpjv
On the other,,though, there is the notion whereby 'many' means 'more

» than one' ) Constitutional complexity is in no way relevant to the use of.,

the latter notion. In as much as the seventh and eighth rounds will use

1 both notions of 'one' and’ both notions of 'many the preceding serves

";,to remind us of what we may expect.‘ But beyond the arguments we have ff

'jtcome to expect the two rounds raise an issue of greater signifiéhnce.-

A

o,

h h\ SR



I | o Y 30
| ] | - :

The issue is™Can the notion of.indefingte complexity.be-coherently
expliCated9"< The argumentation does suggest. that the notion is 1ncoherent.
vLet us here and now approach thls igsue on our own. Let us suppose that
the Others are 1ndefinite1y cmnplex, and by virtue of that“also SUppOSE
.them to have no unity whatsoever. Consider, then this question- Can\
lthe Others (taken COllectlvely) be said to be composed of parts7 Allow

hat they are composed of parts. In which case the Others are diVisible;
and each part resulting from such division may be said ‘to be 'one' _ But“‘
this result is 1nconsistent with the: suppoeition that the Others (whether
they are taken’ collectlvely or individually) have no unity whatsoever.
”"In other words, the Others c%nnot be composed of items which would be
;i.recognized.as 'units' There is a further'point relevant.to'this -; o

:considerationQ Parmenides, on a number of occasions, has said that

.parts are (necessarlly) parts of a whole.74 The import of this statement

vis reSpected in the Seventh round.: For he Speaks of the Others as being .
.A_'.-composed not ofﬂepy, but rather ofoykot. (Cornford translatea 5’3&05

75
.as 'mass' I think that 'heap would be an equally good means of

. translation.) We come now to a point of some importance. Since the

‘ "Others cannot. be composed of units, the Others when taken 'individually

g..

_jmust be just as the Others are when they are coﬁsidered collectively

"Finally, these considerations bear upon the introduction of the distinction
: ‘ . . oo : '
__between appearance and reality.' If an Jyl(% is said to be one, that R o

N

Lt

'.uremark captures, not reality, but an appearance.‘ ,j:;_:._:-@n 1‘” ./?_1; "

-.,/,.
¢

'.T-_: i_ The distinction between appearance and reality depends upon an e

"':"assumption which Parmenides aligns with the hypotheais. He asLumes that ‘

- 7

:jthe existence of the One is a condition of anything being one.’ If the .

s
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assumption is allowed a consequence of hypothes1z¢ng dlat the One is
not is that nOthlng is one. So, if‘netﬁing really is one the Others

Scannot be one. The best that they can do is to appear-to be tne. _
l64bc vs. l65e

\\ - The purpose of 164bc is to establish the ba81s on which the '

R contraries may be Sald of the Others. o, of‘course, the purpose of '
Ay

165e is to. establish the basis on which the contraries may be denied
of the_Others.j The latter passage, th0ugh,.ofters,an argument forlthe
thesis, | B | * | | |
o ﬁB(N1)°' Theiéthers are'neitherﬁone”nor'many.
"RB(NI) is immediately followed by the further thesis,'; o g ?-.h
_ RB(Nl'). The Others do not égpgg; as either one Or.manyl ;_; -
'Noub R8(Nll) conflicts w1th o ] ' 'l.
R7(Al) The Others appear to be both'one and many. :f“ ‘;h{‘ti[,:f:A
7.In would seem, then, that the Opening passages of the respective‘rounds
“are directed towards the conflict between R7(A1) and R8(Nl') ‘.--.-
. : R SR i

Round seven begins in the following way..z.' o
X >

En 2 )«exwﬂ.&v ev €L ,u'v eon T&Ma -n xm ne noveeva.c. |

/\e*o«w/uv X"P - A)\M /.ev hou Set adta GLVO.L eL U“P /w,&e
- a}\h ecrzv auk a.v #repunwv a.}\lwy Aeb«ouo._ (164b5 7)

';Two assumptions of some interest emerge from these lines. The first is

«jthat of whatever we. may speak it exists.;? As we. have seen before thg'f'”ff‘*

L fhpoint is basic to Linguistie Pburalism;- The second assumption has been ;1“""‘

: pr%viously considered as well rf.is "In naming that of which‘.
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[

we also reveal the sort of thing of which we speak". ' Or in other terms, -
\ . . R . . . ) " .

'a~name does'not‘simply indicate that we take ourselvg to be speaking

. of somethlng, but it also reveals the essence of that\of which we Speak

;The evidence for the second assunption resides in the fact concerning |

'hrase m St be

_the placement of/(’]fe in 6( yaf,u')cfe al)m. 60‘7‘!\[ ~ The

' read’ as meaning "If the Others were not other } . ._ I suggest that this.;
'counterfactual' would have us entertain the possibility th t the Others
4 - .
might not be what they are. Now this understanding of the seventh' .
' -\

fits w1th our understaiding of the’ fifth round | In- connection with the - E
latter, and with regard to the hypothesis "The One is not" - we. understand
: Parmenides\to believg that he can reveal what the One is- (viz., one) ~
even when he is hypothesizing that the One is not. And 1 have argued Q_nf
Lthat Parmenides believes (at least in the fifth) that it is pOssible tof,f‘w
.recover the moment of saying what the One 1s even in the face of saying
';that the One 1s not. Allow me to rest this reminderrwith a question.lA
‘AHow would Parmenides Justify his belief that the One which is not is_
,knowable, if he- did not believe that when uttering the eXpression 'the

-:One' he both names something and reveals the essence of the thiﬁg named?

'With regard to the Seventh our V1ew is strictly analogous. In speaking

'f,jof the Others Parmenides takes hﬁmself to- have done more than named certaid:\

fthings.‘ He also takes hhnself to have revealed what those things of
.;“which he is speaking are' viz.;_other/ | | L | VA
5 | | The next point in’ the argument breeks one of thevlfhks in .ihiii'*hj
. ? Linguistic Pluralism.';he e :‘:' “. : " | " B o Lf‘-' ‘
Ec Jc nefc va aihwv 6 oncs Taf ye "é.hka. ere,oa e‘trnv

. l
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£ oik ént TO ad1d kadels 76 T¢ ¢ %Mo A—m 70 ere,oov -
zywb’é : ‘ A ’ (164b8 cl)
This admission does not weaken the chain; it merely shOrtens it. For

- . R

the admi351on denles only that each word 1s : a name of something different.

L¥]

It does not deny the assumption that each wOrd is a name.

We- come now to the statement whlch prepares the way for what

ia to follow.'

. ‘l—

- KTepov. cfe Je oo ¢a,/4.sv 70 éTé,OOV ef‘va« erepou kac 'ro_”'
4}\)«) &) :.mq ecvo.c. a.Mou' =Nai- /<a.«. Tols- Eilkou cy:u. ; €C
/ré))\ec Aa. siva.c élrrc T¢ 00 4)20. €oral -‘-Ava.yxn ik 6'»,
ouv av eu;, To§ uév ¥ep evo.s odk e’fmc c{)).a , M7 OvTos Ye.
Ou yap A)M/\wy a,oa 60’7(. 7'007'0 ga,o MT‘OLS en SH
Aeurew, <) ,uvé’evos GcYa.L a(Mocs.. (164c1 -6)

.

‘ .The important point 1n this argumentation is that the non-existence of

the One makes it possible for the Others (considered individually) to .

LY

be different from one another by being different units in the totality

: called 'the Others‘ (Nay, it is misleading to speak of an Othfr as t.frb

. 1>m'one' or 'another' f Allow me, then, to suggest a model which might well

-

' Z.»ease our conceptual difficulty. Let ud imagine the Others as being

- 'an'* enormous, indefinitely enOrmous heap of indivisible but malleable,p

:Af‘theless it is merely the appearance of unity., For the perfect elasticity ‘

vf'rubbery goo. There are, of course o parts to the goo.; But we can =
‘ﬂrgrab hold of pieces of the mother rubber. we can stretch and tie off a

"’piece, thereby making it look as if we have a pgrt of the heap.i Never- f*;'f:.'"

2,

"1ﬂof the mother bubber allows‘her to repulse even the gentlest touch of

conception.,,'

This word i n' auggests that the Others are one. : It is unfortunate
“‘that such.a little word should get in the way of ‘a finer philOSOphic

.

e
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the,lightest knife. ' So, no piecerf th heapucan everfbehtruly'individu-

. '. ‘ i . . . -’.- / L . N . B .
ated. Once we remove the tie 't Sparates, the\forlorn'piece oozes

R

back into the boundless‘gOO. Furthermore, whatever we might do to

»acqu1re}a plece can also be performed on the pigce such that we get

', ¢

'a piece of a piece', and 80 on. Now, it is p0591b1e that thls is .“

'what Parmenides had in mind.) RO \\\ L

d 2

. 165¢

. The Opening statement of claim in the eighth round purports a
,to show that in order for the Others to: be many they must be a collection

" of units.

. Dkody é\/ /LGV obk Ermc T&)\a. 7Tws ydp; OuSe /mv
nokla. ye' Gv xa,o oMols. oucnv evec-y dy kai ev.;é'c Xa./o 9
7&'5\/ a.urwv érTiv €v, amvm ou&’v eo-rzv aScre 008'&:
o em; A)va, /'l~; évévros Sé evas ev Toc.s ah’hocs
,-/\Sre noMa. owe ev eorc Td}\ka.. | ‘ (l65e4—8)

t

" This argUment squarely sets the issue concerning plurality If unity is d;fﬁ

‘\

'said to be that whlch has no parts, then plurality could be said to be
either that which has parts or that which has no unity.. The character- f}fﬁﬁb
"ization given of the . Others in the seventh ound falls under the second

| Option.\ It is a significant consequence of this latter Option that there"‘

. / . .
e will be no. things to which the name 'part' might belong. Uhder this' A

ST

-AjoptiOn, neither the One nﬂr the: Others have parts. Presumably, the- G

- following reason could be. Liven in defence of the Option. If the Others 4_O§Q,
. ~ :

b-'twere c0mposed of parts, they would be composed of things which are iﬁ‘ffvf':l
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unitary, but the Others can have no unity, ‘thus they cannot have parts..
IThere is, though, onep01nt of. agreement between 164bc and 165e. It is
- that nothing can ‘be one, if the One does not exist. Even so, the_

agreement is preparatory to- the conflict. For the seventh argues that the

[

‘_ Others will bemany because there is no one among them. And the elghth
argues that the Others cannOt be many, 81nce there ‘18 no one- among

L 3

themo ". R o " . X ﬂv . . ‘ \ -‘:-.

- 164ce vs. 166ab

fThe.COnflicting theses are;' ' f"ky S _'ﬁﬁg:'

R7(Al): The Others appear to be both one and many._;
"33(N1f)7. The Others do not appear to be both one and many.-
The argument for (Al) begina with ‘the’ reiteration of the point

establlshed by 164bc. - : | o | |
- | Ka'ra. nkqbw) a./m. eka.o-Ta. a)\)«nhwv dna ern ka:rci é‘vﬂ: '."

| b«o.f odic v ocat TE ecy /«7 ovros evo.s.__ _?'. (164c7-8) e
'.'If ‘e allow that the Others do not differ from one another by being -

1ndividuals,land 1f we further allow that the Others must in some wayr
v.differ from one another; the proposed consequence thatsthey differ by |
. D X o
e',virtue of being pluralities is at least consistent withgour Qnitial
te.

..admiaslons. But the pr0p09ed consequence gives rise to the conclusion j*rf;“

Lo

a t:hat: each of the Others (emwm mﬂlw) is as constitutioﬁally’ COmplex,‘

"es the Others (taken in toto) are. Parmenidesn argument fOr this .Hrf :
' i e SR o o
.;concluaion is -;ﬁj_ :
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- adX €ko.o-7bs s éockev, o oykos 0TV a.mscp s éore n)»,Be(,_

k&fv 70 a‘)u/c,oomrov é'okouv eivac Aa,ey 7S, wcrn._

oy
v ¢awemc efo.c ¢v7s avre evo_s Jojgvro_s el

Kai a.Vrc a,uck/om'rou rappucyebes zrpo.s Td /ce/o/cau )'o/.teva
éj' aérog. = O/édmrq, TocoSTesy 5. o;;kcoy dAa a.x\?\n?twv
av ea) e €l GVO.S 3 Bvres ak)«a. GOTIV o :(164c8-d6)
Allow me to repeat and’ thereby enphasize, Parmenides' own words:'.‘a‘ _w |

o,kos a.uTwV a.necpo; eon W)QB& In any case, the above argumentation '

is’ rele)(/ant to’ the claim that each ozkos will appear many. (I}: is‘
noteworthy. that Parmenides uses the word e'kao'ros ) Our mode] of mother-‘
rubber will help us here. Any piece of motherv-rubber can be stretched
so that we acqu1re a piece of the . piece, similarly, a piece of the’ ‘piece

| N can. be . stretched 80- that we acquire a piece of the piece of the piece,b
and so ‘on. In other wor;is, what we took to be one now appears to be many.»

ca

The next stage of the argumentation purports to - prove that the oxxog '

A

- will appear to be one._' -
deow 1ro’/\7\oc. oxxot éO'OVTd.L 6!-5 quxr-ro,s ﬂawoﬂ.e\/o.s uw
66 ou, emep &v ) dorag;- O8rw.~ Kai a}o B,ao.s S8 ewac |
a.unov Jofét Gcrrep kcu év éKa.b‘rov ﬂom\mv ovrwv. ﬂa.vu xe
Ka.c Ta /.ch 6‘*) %orca. Ta. 6‘ € Tfepc‘r'r& ev a.ﬁ'rots ovm. OUK
a}qﬁuo.s ¢Mve‘ra.c. curep €V /4'6 etr'ra.t.. _‘: S (164d6 e3)

Here, the appearance of. unity is " supposed to contrast wi:th the real!ty of

A' plurality.,._ We may capture such reality by imagining the following. The '
et : - : L
mother-rubber is so indefinite in her infinite complexity that we. cannot

begin to count her component piecea._ Our conceptual inability in this '

R
.. .
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regard is very elementary. It is not that we don't know how to count

Rather, we don t know what cdunts as a* plece. (Was she, or wasn't she?)

The dlstlnctlon between appearance and reallty 1s challenged
in- the elghth round. . e
004d¢ . G ¢o.¢.ve'rcu. év odd‘e no)O\a 'Tc"S‘»{ .= O BAa
_'nfav /u",/ oVTLoV oué'evc oc:&:.}u) ouJaﬂ.ws aué’e/ucatv ko:.vwwav

| EXéc oud"e 7L -rwv}n; ovruuv rraf)a. TV o.?x)\wv TW evn./

: OOJGV b'a/o /LG/DOS é,O'TL 7‘0(5 /1’) OUG'IV : . (l65e8 l66a.4)

‘The two rounds do agree on this much;’ v1z., that the Others can have no °
. L . ¢ . .
partsu31nce the One” does'not exist.‘ The eighth round -though takes
. : \ ’

this point of agreement as a reason why the Others cannot . appear to be '

\ .
[ < >

either, one or many.;,

0,_55‘5,)64. ,J’offa. 7_03-“/@'5.541_7'05.1“#4,0& 'frrc»i‘_s. '-émar; Corr 0586‘

. T( 'QSa'vra.trjla , ba’)&é 'Jofci)'era 'aJSo./u.d odd'a.}&(s' ™ /J.*S‘b‘y
énl ridv 4wy, = 08 yap oBv.~Ev apa € u3 Eorry, 008E -
So_f’o.femc 7o 7dv AN wy év erac auSe m:?O\ci a.veu b’“P-“ |
evas oA Jofa.aa.t o.Juvo.Tov. o L. (ssaub2)

” we may now determine‘the sources of conflict between the two

' -rounds.J :Round seven quxte obviously depends upon a- philoSOphical notiOn “f‘ifr

f 'many + The round assumes that to be (truly) many is to have noA 75"

4 ¢

unity at all Round eight may rest its challenge on either another L \.:,,
\ . . .- \/ ) . - E ! N .
phiIOSOphic notion of 'many or an ordinary notion of 'many .' If 'many' f‘;yj

s

i

":. U 1" undes stood to mean"that whicb has parts' (where by parts' we take
: outselzzs to be speaking of u its) then the nonvexiateﬂce of the One _;;;;,’?

will make the collectivitx,of'the Others hnpossible. The preceding

N
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i be red" ‘)bj :

C’ i ' ' v 73,09

' p01nt 1ndicates a way in which Parmenides could have drawn the conflict

_more sharply, The way is this: 1f the‘Others are a collection of units,

PR
‘then the non-existence of the One entails that. the Others do nOt exd!t

in which case, the Others cannot appear to be\anyéhing,’let alone appear

t6 be -one or many. A similar- conflict is p0331b1e with the ordinary

notion of 'many’. Taking 'many’ to mean 'more than One',vwe may foresee

»
the argument that the Othérs cannot be a cqllec&{on of units, -
since there is no.one among theml Besides bbserving this conflict
it is also important to notice the role that the One plays.. Both rounds
presume that nothing can be .one, if the One does not exist. fhus,'the
non- eXistence of the One is aIIOwed to interfere with ﬁur ability
to ‘uge the ordinary notion 'onel ' For Parmenides suggestsmthat its .
non-exislence would make us unable to indiViduate, distinguish identify,
S count things which are other than the One.._(Let me just say that T

Y

would not call Parmenldes' mistake ‘a formal concept confusiOn.ﬂ Shnilar |

. mistakes have occured with respect to material concepts-~ Consider;Qforf‘_

‘

example, the suggestion "If the color Red did not exist nothing cduid-’.

| O 16ke-165a |,

o This passage dOes not have a counter-argument in the eighth

.‘,round., Nevertheless, its conclusion conflicts with the'final statement

' 77
-_.of the eighth - The relevant thesis is

-

R7(AZ) thers appear to be smaller than, and larger than andﬁ '
qual to, one . another.» e L SR
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The conceptual experiment proposed by this passage contains ‘two stages.

e

AFirst, it is allowed that we may momentarily identify some piece of the

Others as the smallest piece} Sécond 1&!193allowed that we may go on
3 Q

to acquire a smaller piece of the plece whlch we momentarlly identlfied

3

~as the smallesf piece. The conclusion that the Others appear to be equal .
. B . B - N
s L.
will-emerge from these stages. '

~ . , \
,

The’argument for R7(A2) is as follows.

' s

- Kac }uw kal afukpa'mrov Y€, ¢¢.j.uav 5'03‘6'- ev a.uTOLS o
évecva.c ¢4LVGML de T'Ou*ro noMG kal }(eb’e')w. n,oos _ ) =
_ekao'rov TdY rro’hiwv ab.s o;uuvouy gvnov Mds §00; - ka.l

(ros Ay Tols ToMots kal quikpois Ekaoros Bfkos é'ofa.d" S
6170e'ra.c ecvo.c od b"*‘f’ aw /a(-‘Té,AdtVG(.V éxf /xafovo.s GCJ' élamw

¢4LVO/46VOJZ ﬂ'flv €ls 70 perafy Jofécev é‘/wélv mrodte d” €l

av ¢a.v-ra.oyla ccro7'7705. (164e7 165a5) .

Parmenldes 1s taking Equallty to be the 1ntermed1ate between Greatness and
Smallness, in which case, the paradoxical reasoning dOes not turh on

‘the possibility. of flndlng a smaller in,;he smallest. Rather, the
‘;reasoning here is much more akin. to 149e>151a where he argues that the

One possesses Smallness, Greatness, and Equality. :

R RO - l6§ac...f:;,_ i: c ”.;‘ n .

As with the previOus passage this one as well does not have a v.gy/

. '&
s

counter-argument in the eighth round But its conc1u31on also conflicts
o - s : : L
gwith the flnal statement of the elghth.' In.any_case;.the,passage,purports””'

o o T L '

S

‘ito ‘prove this thes1§~'
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This argument does, perhaps present a varlw

the dlfference being that while Zeno (;hops woo“é

mot.her-rubber. In any case, the argument hae an in

R7(A3): ~ The Others appear to be both  limited and unlimited.

. The arguni'ent ‘given on behalf-of the ciainax that the{Otbers are
limited is'short end simple. In fact, it is so short that it is easily
unnoticed. |

GUKow Ka.( ﬂfo.s a.'z\')ov ob-l(o,s Iré/a.s G,m)v a..UTo.s yé
rrpos abtov... ) - (165a5 6)
The contrast betweenTT,ooS &khov and rrpos abTov ig unportant. If it 1ig

allowed that the o)koc may be 1ndiv1duated, it follows that they w111
be limited wlth respect’ to one another. But Parmenl_des goes on, and

offers to c0mpare each cykos withtitgelf. ~In 'this regard, he argues

that each ).S unlimlted

aores b" mpos alTov ouTe a/;cw ovre ﬂe’pa.s oUre /¢€aov
EXwv; -7Io, §u s = OTC gl abTdv o7av 7¢5 7 /\4,3'7 ) deavoig.
-ws 7¢ TOUTWY 3v, 71p6 e s apA%s 4y Ze PaiveTa a/ox’;,
| ,uem Té mv re)eumv erepa uno/\emo,ueva, 76Aeu1'7 ev TE
nd uévw idla. /(eo-‘urepa o0 /uea'ou e poTepa &, ded
76 d'uvo.wéa.c €VOs adTdv éKdoTwy M/./Aa.veaeac a.Te ou
vros 100 evos -Ahyaevmm 6/ou7r'reo-9¢t J*) o:,ua.t ke)a/.a
Tfouevov ‘V“b""i ndy 78 ov ) Xv 7S )a/ao, 73 &wmq
,oykos “F mou Evey evos el /\o././eavom ay,  (165a6-b6)

eno' s wood—shavings
'idee;squee;es" A
-:ting conneotion’
with a nuchJ;arIier assumption concerning parta' : Inltheifirst round

Parmenides there assunes that whatever has parts will have parts which go

by the names 'the beginning' . 'the m1dd1e , and 'the end' Here, he

Q- .. l.l
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is argu1ng that the Others are unlunited and 1ncapab1e of diVision, not
because they lack the parts which would result ‘from le1810n ' but rather
‘because they lack the . Spec1a1 parts known as 'the beginning', 'the
middle , and "the end'. This r.eason, ’though, need.not be restricted '
.to mother-rubber. Indeed, if this reason were true, it nould be impossible
,for anything to have limits, and also impossible for a%ything tQ be‘
d1V1ded In which case, anythig& which is- not truly one would be
un.lhnlt’ed o o ‘&\ |
The arguments for R7(A3) do ndét cover 'all the bases'. They
'show' that thecqﬁbc ‘appear both lﬁnited and unlhmited But what about .
the Others when they are considered in toto7 Presumably, the latter
argument may be extended to cover the case of the Others in toto. But ‘
the first argument carinot be’31milar1y extended. Since it depends upon“
,the poss1b111ty of cOmparing different vao( ,'and since the chers,
"considered in toto, would comprise all such JKkOL, there w111 be nothing v
to. which the Others. could be compared. |

166bc

Herein‘we find t-he '(:o.ncluding statementjo‘_fthe ei'g_hth.'round‘.:.”
"“Since thls passage offers a genersl reSponse to t\é\lte-165aand Vlvb,Sec.,bl'I:'..i' |
should like to dlSCUSS it presently. ‘ T

' vaouv xat aonqpé'nv &l eqtoc/.cv cv ec ,w; ea-r/v, sué'ev
ecrnv go&ws av ecnm/.cv -—Hav'ra.m.n ,asv ouv. L (166b7-c2)
l‘Ne have seen how Linguistic Plural ism provides Parumnides with a ground

: ’ _ : .
on which to say that the Others exist. Now, x{isten&:e. is :ba nece,ssary_-

4
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'conditlon for those things which appear,to be what they are not. Thus,

the above denial can be seen as undercutting a necessary conditlon for

Cthe truth of R7(A2) and (A3). - o, v
. . : ‘ . . N \/.
) | -
. T65cd.ws. l66b - - . e .,

The conflicting theses are LJ)‘ ‘

R Y

R7(A4) The Others/appear both like-and'uniike. '
)

A R8(A2)* The Others cannbt appear to be either like or unlike.

The81s R8(A2) is 91mp1y ‘urged and. not argued. It appears that Parmenides Y

-
‘would have us take the concludlng remark of the eighth tO\be a sufficient ft £
reason,for ghe thesis. o L B .

' The argument f°r R7(A4) is one. from analogy. It‘ie'-"

Ooxouv ka.c. O}Loto. re ka.c a.Vojioco. Jo_fec £LV46 77") &’),
‘OZ‘ov eomo.g,oa;bn WEVd ATOrTdvT( /cev v mdvra ﬂawo/ueva.
| Ta0TOV ¢0.(V60'act nenovésva.c KM Guoa e‘-?vo.t ﬂavu ye.~
IT/aoce).Oovn e 5( no?\)o. l«u erepa Kdl. T4 70O GTG/Jou
"¢avraa/&4§ ere,ooca. ka.t o.v%om_ eaurms. », (165c6 d2) ..53

.. . 165de-ys. 166b

The purpose of 165de 1s to assert that various other contraries{
appear to be true of the Others.: The purpose of 166b is to deny that t‘f

’ 79
various other contraries can appear to’ be true of the Others.',f‘ ‘



314
The‘Concluding Remark

f{/n,’vﬁb Ta('\)uv 706f3 'l“é'kdi‘ &re, ‘u‘)s.'e“bckev' 5‘/ G"cvr’-
goniv €lTe e wnv avTe 7€ Kal 78Ne kai n;as ad7d
Kac n‘pbs a?«lw)ka. naN Ta navraas (-‘an 3 Kcu. obK. ern
‘ka.l. ¢m\(ém¢. A}\qecvra.'m.»' . (166c2 5)
This ;emark does, of course, rely on the Zenonian technlque of summlng

- cohtxadictory results.
L
gtounds.' The story has been retold with. added 1nterest, or it has been

The re- telling of a story can be judged on either of two '

, mace more understandable. I hOpe that I haVe succeeded at the latter.

~
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Notes to_fChapt'er Four

cf. 143ab-5.

‘See 145b, where (C2) is explicitly stated. Given the identity thesis

(see pQZd) aesumed'by Ehis argument of‘the.second round, (CZ) provides.

an Option under which the One' can have being without being (or,. B

without being the same as) Being. .

1A139be.

cf.. also l39e—140a;‘where Parmenides'argues that:if'the‘one wEreJto

_,Suffer (1-e-, have the Iraﬁqs) the same, it would be more than one. c

B T .
Every now and then the Greeks are . faulted for failing to observe

distinctions which we take to be’ important. And it is suggested

. that they would not have philOsOphized as’ they have if they had

" "/A."tV TGACUT") zé ML Qf)(‘b ﬂ‘P&S EKO.D"TOU So the =begin

' and end would be both limits and parts of the One. Cf., Qwen

| Parmenides continues ,uem b’ap &.V ";6‘7 407'00 'ro. 7o¢¢,ur¢, {va’ '. ;

' “‘-"Zeno and the Mathematicians" (in Zeno’s Paradoxes, ed._ Salmon),v

i'but with two kinds of infinity a dense infinite allied 0, that R

known about such distinctions. Thls kind of attitude is a disservice

‘to them. A more serious attitude to their philosophizing would allow
that they might deny and argue against our diStinctions. -

Tfo. 129cd.

',pp. 151 152

R E. Allen argues that '.' Parmenides is dealing, not with one_'.?:";f =

S

‘of continuity, typical of extensive magnitudes, and the infinity of

e




"'I;Cill»7see.P&P, ps 144..

e

bd
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succession, typical of number'. " (The Review of Metaphysics, vol.

:281 P 699).. According to Allen, the Argument»atllsébd characterizes
,the One as a dense infinite, and the argument at 143e-145a charac- o
terizes the One as a successive 1nf1nite. This account is- offered
towards removing the apparent redundancy of two proofs for the “

© claim that the One is 1nf1nite. There is, though ‘a much sﬁnpler
] o
-way to remove the redundancy; The.. first argument aligns itself

fwith the thesis that the One is both one and (infinitely) many, o

" the second aligns itself with the the51a that the One is both
L C
‘lhmited and unlimited._ Moreover, Allen s view is generous to the’

3

point of being Very uncritical ‘The jost hnportant feature of both .

varguments (v1z., Linguistic Pluralism goep unnoticed in Allen s

W

- view.v In the first case, Linguistic Pluralism gives rise to an{lf‘

O

infinite regre881on (the density of which is due to the impenetra-s‘

bility it- presents to our 1ntellects;. And in the second case, it

gives rise to an infinite progression. But it is overly generous “lf S

to say that Parmenides is dealing with two kinds of infinity. lf!{:

10. 143a4
o

’ ~1z;¢tcé;f145a.v “,';'l:{' i i‘{*fl;'l' | o ,
© 13, }seéFP&P, p.,141- akqp Allen's "Unity and. Infiﬂity"» ope 7°8 725

';.‘,and‘most Other commentaries as well

\,

'”71.la;y1Ihefphilosophica1 stipulations here imagined are not unlike stipu-‘;"'“

1ations underlying a measurement system.; Those who brought the metric;;fﬂ

system into existence began the System's existence with the Btipu-s f;?ffb

ST n
B T R S S
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lation "This is the metre (1tse1f)" Notice though that the

'stipulation would have to rest on the presumption that the thing
' spoken of has a length. Is a similar presumption available w1th
respect to }h‘e“stipulation "This (i e the set (one)) is . the number !

vone"" 1 ‘suggest that without such a presumption the endeavor becomes

abstruse. At issue is whether the set (one) can be presumed to have :

. ,-‘?

C a‘number.. For such a presumption is needed to license the 1nference

‘  18;

200

S

"Whatever has the same number as the set (one) is also one"

15. '5144c1 2. . o
.16.’- ~Cf Aristotle s'I;h“sie -209b,
| 17. ,Parmenides' parts are in cmtradistinction toAAristotlevs parts.e .’
j'_;Each of Aristotle 8 parts will have a middlle by Virtue of which
' : further div1s1on l.s poSSible.f But for Parmenides,: a middle is
| itself a part indeed an indivisible part._";“‘ '_ - |
'_’rhe middle is a special part as we].l It is the M at: which
- _‘:,division may occur.-“ o L _. - o T | _ | ‘
: At/ 138dz{ Parmenides asks, Ouxouv avm ,aev nou ev nw a.ung:
j' ,.ﬁﬁuvuov ¢¢ev’; Aristoteles answera Nu. And Parmenides then asks, "
o ?ﬂp oa\l 3(3\’60’604 97(. aSWemrepov, to which Aristoteles answers, « |
o ‘.".Ook éwo& oﬂ") The key words are in the first question.: -'Ifhey‘_- j-“
";’are, “of: course,ﬂoue\lTlVL. e L
"_VSee. PP 4 37-. 38 below. h »’ -
.f"rhe claim "‘I‘he One is the same as itself" does satisfy a necessaryvu :

AL

| condition relevant to the aentence- frame, since the expressiona

'the One' and 'itself‘ are different expressions. i But how and in

* : ( ::.' . “ ‘.‘




22,

‘25,

28,

23,

24,

N é6o.

b"'goes on to say in what way the desks are the same or different.‘;‘ L

27,

ﬁ29.f}

'It seems to me that (i) and (ii) are. ‘not unlike promises.

IR

go on to say what that relatlon is.-

129a.

©f. l4bde, *
| P&P, e 123-124

Some philosophers have found enjoyment in the refining of senses :

\

'nthe claim appears to indicate ‘a relatlon, nonetheless we cannot

318

-what wayslis=the‘0ne the same asaitself? I suggest that even though

of 'same' ' Allow1ng that there are. these dlfferent senses, then )

Q

(i) w111 at- tlmes be true, other times false dependzng on the

'.particular sense in use.; Sﬁnilarly for (11)

I e.; 146d1 5.,
» See-1483b.-,b,is'f ﬁ’ ' ﬂ"ryfftb._fhﬂsﬁll

Presumably, the assumpt1ons could be taken from the conclUsions [uf-_j

: jfthese assumptions..

3000 ¢

cf. Pannenides‘ def1 ition of 'Iike‘ given at 139e. ‘3b“f4‘.';5‘ '
:139e8 S

fsee 147°6 8 ffh ;’f‘/fo[iix

,prom191ng, it is the performance of the prqmise which entitles
~-‘one to- say 'I Spoke truly when I promised to do-.'.‘. As for

';either (i) or (11) here too the truth is not revealed until one

This ambiguity allows Parmenides, when he eo chooses, to either

‘jviolate or concede the formal/material concept distinctiona

e

ifn_. |

at 146cd._lAlso, the argument at 143ab could serve as e basis for hb%




34.

35.

. - 36.

37.'

38o

'consequenCe;

'Meta hy aics 1018a15
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”what is.more, he manages to v1olate the - distinctlon even while

| conceding that to be like is to have the same attrlbute. "By -
assumlpg-that*dlfference is an attribute,»he argues that difference;

: may’make'things aliker o l. o

- See Peck's 1nterpretat10n of the Parmenides for a defense of this

_view- Classical Quarterly, N.S. III p. 126 ff Cf Runciman 5.

,paper SPY, pp- 173-175,

‘Rejection-rather'than modification'would:be»the7more seriois

simply obscures the ambiguxty which Pannenides wishes to exploit.:f

For example, we may arriVe at the conclu31on "Insofar as the One

'

is . the same as the Others and the Others are the same as the One,

g .just in. reSpect of hav1ng the character 'same' the One and the o

-"f_'as many parts as. measures.. His interest in this further saying

*t is obviously relevant to his understanding of the hypothesis._j*'ﬁfii;~g;

- LO;;

. the same"

<'Others have prec1sely the same attribute, and therefore they are -

° L .

'But Parmenides wishés to say more than this. On the basis of the

ot

R

vSee Cornford's reading of 139e8 P&P, p. 125. This translation SR

vclaim "A has more measures than B" he would\further say that A hah»ff..i

There are, though three grounds on. which the passage is quite e

. T

':*objectionable. First, it presumes that we' can make autonomous

E comparisongbbetween the One and itself Second 1t suggests

that the One will have as many parts as it has measures.j;And 15*3;""\



41.

42,

| magistrate were to ask "Is this wallet the same as yonr wallet"ﬁf.

320

3

finally,. it suggests that the ‘autonomous comparison between the One

and its parts permits us to infer that the One is equal to itself.

;See 141a7-b3.

Statements such as "Each thing is the game as itself” are not

I submit tautologies. Ratherfthey are. philosOphioal curiosities

Indeed the above statement is tota?ly irrel-gtw to- 'real world’

%

‘issues of identity. For example, no magistrate, when presiding

~over a charge of pickpocketing, would ever ask the key witness in .

6

the case VIs your wallet ‘the same as itself°"' But, even if the

£

an affirmative answer would not. provide the relevant evidence. :

The relevant evidence is given only by answer to the question

,_'"Is this your wallet’" Friedman, an economist has spoken of

'v“tautologies as’ being 'logical filing cabinets" I take'this idea‘:”

' 'g’that "Each thing is the ‘same as- itself" files nothing shnply because ;“%

RN R

:=f154c-155b where he argues jusb-the reverse.’v;&_'

' tO‘be very’perceptive.l Should we accept the idea we have to say

it indiscrimihately files everything..w _,1:5 ;l{; f;;-}"uii :ii;f '

Parmenides appears to be aware of the different aspects of this_f

;gtension.: See lSAac, where he argues that the difference in agevstl“

]

'-jbetween the One and the Others always remains constant- and seeﬁf'{gf:e”’

. .

]’Cornford's translation.; P&P, pp. 127 8.~~

.AIn the argumentation at 152be, Parmenidea offers a quite general

v'f“reason against 'becoming . The]reason is that whenever something

i

fhappens to be in the present, it must be, and cannot be becoming.
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47,
/ 48.

From &P, p. 190.

_Cf? 155e-157b.

/ N .
Perhaps Parmenldes takes hlmself to have shown that the One 1s

becoming the same age as the Others by having rebutted the Options

"that the One is becoming neither younger ‘nor older than the R

'v'Others.- See his statement of the over~a11 conclusion of these

49.

50.

52,

534

“i'one', is one.whlch I offer on Parmenides' behalf._ The contrastfgfbuf*f:

.‘;'being imperfectly one', we may undérstand it as meening 'being.g;fflbjf

' Aarguments, 155c.'

oon

.See 154e4-155a7..-

This passage is sometimes thought of as an appendix to (only)

the second round. See P&P, pp 194-196 also Forrester 8.

'"Plato's Parmenldes.;. . »", The Journal of the History of Ph11090phy,

vol. 10.

See’ 156e 157a.

‘See 159ab (R3) 160ah (Ra) 163e 164b (R6) 165ce (R7)

"w166bc (R8) R5 contains a fairly full but by no- means complete :
- S .
.Wcomplement of arguments.,: 5*,F~ S

The contrast between 'being perfectly one' and 'being imperfectly

' which Parmenides himself draws is between 'being perfectly one’IZEEV e

ilirfand 'being one in some way o So when I speak of the notion of tﬁ__::}“

I;v

;ione in some way .;;a{”f'f Y€'v,1'; {: fl"r; fl'?:-ﬁ-

See 159b6 c4 and c7 And at 159d1 Parmenides urges the ;J_ficf{f{

s conclusion, OUdew apa T,oouw /¢€7€Xal- cw ﬁm 7ou evos... 8 f L
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55. The further argument is meant to.rebLt a posalbility which stands
in the way of concludlng that the Others are part of one whole.
The p0351bility is that the 0tbers could be parts oﬁ 'a many’'. . -
By ! a many' ; let us assume that Parmenides takes hﬁmself to be
speaklng of a set.of discrete entitles. Thxs assumpt1on, it seeme, .
prov1des us with a means for undersxanding the following
E( 7 no)«?twv /uopcov 66’) , ;v ocs a.uro ec"), ea.o'rw
Te J"mou }uycov 60'70.(. 8 ea‘m/ a.é'uva'rov Kac va
a.))wv 84 evos ekadrou m[ap kai mvmv. | |
o o ' (157c8 d2)
s As for how the argoment goes on,ait would seem.that the assumption o
A :
;A."A part of the many must be a part of all including itself" directs :
'_ the:argunentatowarde the concluslon-that;parts cahnot be parts'ofy'

. ' : a many.

;bility might well be aligned with a conflict in Pre-- _ﬂ

; phflos0phizing On some accounts, ‘what is"appears [TREDR

svuv

58,

ogehei;y‘ o :
'-“*"e e L SN T
m;éq;‘ e lAOb'ﬁil;-ihf,“lj]';; lr«iiA'f ﬁff:iyifﬁ,-;lu;rqpe;j]f{;}}yfiﬁf.

A :
..]

tréi Parmenides, though dOes argue rhat the One becomee both like and;ftf“h;f

unlike itself and the Othere. See I62e 163a.,:v,.'v-“

;f)bd. by virtue of its homogeneity. On other accounts thoush:lx;V:



f62.

." T 63)¢

64.

- 65.
66.

67,

. 68,

.. 69,

- 70.

71.°

Cf. 158ac.

o - 323

See 'section (B), chpt. 2.

See\section (F), Ehpt‘ 2,

Parmenides adds a further argument on behalf of- the conclusion.

? 6
It s highly suggestzve of Linguxstic Pluralism. See.16132-5.

~

Cf. l&Oab.

If neither existence nor non-existence can alter the nature”of’the

One, then the hypothe91s ”The One does not ex1st" does not preclude

"rthe p0831bi11ty of revealing the essehee of the One.
le; 166ab there Parmenides takes the One ] complete lack of Being .
: to be a reason for the Others' inabl ity to appear to be anything.

‘See 160c5 d2 and 161e3 16231 in the fifth round.

-

-

.Speaking more fully, the problem is this'--Since the One does not

.u"'

'exist, we cannot speak of it° nor can we distlnguish what d0es-

.‘1exist (viz., the Others) from the One. Thus,llf the Othera are '

'“unot different from the One, they must be different from one -

-:‘another.»'
2.
73;’
";}4,;;

77

i.7§L

'~And in either case, uhere is an: existential presuppoaition.isi_'

See,. for example, 143d. .f-i33“',_f?jf"fg]fﬁ,<7”ff,i”'\ﬁ' EAE
See 158bc and 158cd where such a trade-off occurs.;

sée 142d lake, 185b, 157q,,, o

The claim "The Others are othera" is analogous to "The One ia one" -I* -

"'i'he final statement of the eighth round ie, th /‘7 ernv oué'ev



See 166b3-c2.
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<

. “ﬁm: . . . -
’ b . . -
€rTIV. (166cl). 1In which case, the Others cast their lot with

. i . . . . a - .

v o ' ' o : '
7'3/4.‘)7 O'V.. Presumably, only what-is can appear to be what-it-is“i‘

not.-

L

'165de asserts 'same and different'- 'in cojtact.and apart!' 'in
, . s part’,

mot’i'on)nd ‘at rest!', "coming to be! and‘béasiri_g to be' and
’ - .. ’ ‘ S ' ' :
TIaNTa. oV To. Toca.c??o,- . Of the Obhers. 166b denies 'same and

different', 'in contact and apart', etc. to ‘the Others. .

my

i
L7
Vi
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