Plato

Parmenides

INTRODUCTION AND ANALY SIS

The awe with which Plato regarded the charactéthef great’ Parmenides has
extended to the dialogue which he calls by his nawese of the writings of Plato
have been more copiously illustrated, both in aricend modern times, and in
none of them have the interpreters been more &nae with one another. Nor is
this surprising. For the Parmenides is more fragargnand isolated than any
other dialogue, and the design of the writer is expressly stated. The date is
uncertain; the relation to the other writings ofatBl is also uncertain; the
connexion between the two parts is at first sigtiteznely obscure; and in the
latter of the two we are left in doubt as to whetRéato is speaking his own
sentiments by the lips of Parmenides, and overtimgvhim out of his own
mouth, or whether he is propounding consequenceshwivould have been
admitted by Zeno and Parmenides themselves. Theadictions which follow
from the hypotheses of the one and many have begarded by some as
transcendental mysteries; by others as a merdrdlien, taken at random, of a
new method. They seem to have been inspired byt @fdialectical frenzy, such
as may be supposed to have prevailed in the Meg&cdhaool (compare Cratylus,
etc.). The criticism on his own doctrine of Ide@s lalso been considered, not as a
real criticism, but as an exuberance of the metsiphly imagination which
enabled Plato to go beyond himself. To the latet pf the dialogue we may
certainly apply the words in which he himself déses the earlier philosophers in
the Sophist: ‘They went on their way rather regesdlof whether we understood
them or not.’

The Parmenides in point of style is one of the leéghe Platonic writings; the
first portion of the dialogue is in no way defeetin ease and grace and dramatic
interest; nor in the second part, where there waasoom for such qualities, is
there any want of clearness or precision. Therladf is an exquisite mosaic, of
which the small pieces are with the utmost finersass$ regularity adapted to one
another. Like the Protagoras, Phaedo, and otliersyhole is a narrated dialogue,
combining with the mere recital of the words spgkére observations of the
reciter on the effect produced by them. Thus weirdi@@med by him that Zeno



and Parmenides were not altogether pleased attheest of Socrates that they
would examine into the nature of the one and manyhe sphere of Ideas,
although they received his suggestion with appm@wamiles. And we are glad to
be told that Parmenides was ‘aged but well-favouraad that Zeno was ‘very
good-looking’; also that Parmenides affected tolidecthe great argument, on
which, as Zeno knew from experience, he was notillingy to enter. The
character of Antiphon, the half-brother of Platdjonhad once been inclined to
philosophy, but has now shown the hereditary disiposfor horses, is very
naturally described. He is the sole depositary e famous dialogue; but,
although he receives the strangers like a courtgenieman, he is impatient of
the trouble of reciting it. As they enter, he haseip giving orders to a
bridle-maker; by this slight touch Plato verifidgetprevious description of him.
After a little persuasion he is induced to favobe tClazomenians, who come
from a distance, with a rehearsal. Respecting ifie of Zeno and Parmenides to
Athens, we may observe—first, that such a visttassistent with dates, and may
possibly have occurred; secondly, that Plato iy Wi&ely to have invented the
meeting (‘You, Socrates, can easily invent Egyptiales or anything else,’
Phaedrus); thirdly, that no reliance can be plaocedthe circumstance as
determining the date of Parmenides and Zeno; fyirthat the same occasion
appears to be referred to by Plato in two othergag Theaet., Soph.).

Many interpreters have regarded the Parmenides‘@slactio ad absurdum’ of
the Eleatic philosophy. But would Plato have beiwely to place this in the
mouth of the great Parmenides himself, who appe#&pediim, in Homeric
language, to be ‘venerable and awful,” and to havglorious depth of mind’'?
(Theaet.). It may be admitted that he has ascribean Eleatic stranger in the
Sophist opinions which went beyond the doctrinethefEleatics. But the Eleatic
stranger expressly criticises the doctrines in whe had been brought up; he
admits that he is going to ‘lay hands on his fatharmenides.” Nothing of this
kind is said of Zeno and Parmenides. How then, autha word of explanation,
could Plato assign to them the refutation of tbein tenets?

The conclusion at which we must arrive is thatRa@menides is not a refutation
of the Eleatic philosophy. Nor would such an exptaon afford any satisfactory

connexion of the first and second parts of theodjaé. And it is quite inconsistent
with Plato’s own relation to the Eleatics. For dfthe pre-Socratic philosophers,

he speaks of them with the greatest respect. Babhlkel hardly have passed upon
them a more unmeaning slight than to ascribe to tyeat master tenets the
reverse of those which he actually held.

Two preliminary remarks may be made. First, thatateter latitude we may
allow to Plato in bringing together by a ‘tour derde,” as in the Phaedrus,
dissimilar themes, yet he always in some way seekad a connexion for them.



Many threads join together in one the love andedi&d of the Phaedrus. We
cannot conceive that the great artist would placgixtaposition two absolutely
divided and incoherent subjects. And hence weetdd make a second remark:
viz. that no explanation of the Parmenides can dissfactory which does not
indicate the connexion of the first and secondspard suppose that Plato would
first go out of his way to make Parmenides attdek Platonic Ideas, and then
proceed to a similar but more fatal assault orolia doctrine of Being, appears
to be the height of absurdity.

Perhaps there is no passage in Plato showing greataphysical power than that
in which he assails his own theory of Ideas. Thygiarents are nearly, if not quite,
those of Aristotle; they are the objections whictunally occur to a modern
student of philosophy. Many persons will be sugatiso find Plato criticizing the
very conceptions which have been supposed in atgs to be peculiarly
characteristic of him. How can he have placed hiivs® completely without
them? How can he have ever persisted in them séteing the fatal objections
which might be urged against them? The consideraifahis difficulty has led a
recent critic (Ueberweg), who in general accepts dlathorised canon of the
Platonic writings, to condemn the Parmenides as@m The accidental want of
external evidence, at first sight, seems to fawbisropinion.

In answer, it might be sufficient to say, that mziant writing of equal length and
excellence is known to be spurious. Nor is thensieof Aristotle to be hastily
assumed; there is at least a doubt whether hisfute same arguments does not
involve the inference that he knew the work. Aridhe Parmenides is spurious,
like Ueberweg, we are led on further than we oatijnintended, to pass a similar
condemnation on the Theaetetus and Sophist, anéféhe on the Politicus
(compare Theaet., Soph.). But the objection iseality fanciful, and rests on the
assumption that the doctrine of the Ideas was bglBlato throughout his life in
the same form. For the truth is, that the Platdthé@s were in constant process of
growth and transmutation; sometimes veiled in goatrd mythology, then again
emerging as fixed Ideas, in some passages regasdaiisolute and eternal, and in
others as relative to the human mind, existingnitt derived from external objects
as well as transcending them. The anamnesis dtidas is chiefly insisted upon
in the mythical portions of the dialogues, andlyeatcupies a very small space in
the entire works of Plato. Their transcendentaktexice is not asserted, and is
therefore implicitly denied in the Philebus; di#et forms are ascribed to them in
the Republic, and they are mentioned in the Thaastéhe Sophist, the Politicus,
and the Laws, much as Universals would be spoken ofodern books. Indeed,
there are very faint traces of the transcenderdelrihe of Ideas, that is, of their
existence apart from the mind, in any of Plato’gings, with the exception of the
Meno, the Phaedrus, the Phaedo, and in portiotisedRepublic. The stereotyped



form which Aristotle has given to them is not foundPlato (compare Essay on
the Platonic Ideas in the Introduction to the Mgno.

The full discussion of this subject involves a coelgnsive survey of the
philosophy of Plato, which would be out of placeeheBut, without digressing
further from the immediate subject of the Parmesidee may remark that Plato
is quite serious in his objections to his own doets: nor does Socrates attempt to
offer any answer to them. The perplexities whichraund the one and many in
the sphere of the Ideas are also alluded to irfPtliebus, and no answer is given
to them. Nor have they ever been answered, nothegnbe answered by any one
else who separates the phenomenal from the reauppose that Plato, at a later
period of his life, reached a point of view fromialinhe was able to answer them,
is a groundless assumption. The real progressabd’Blown mind has been partly
concealed from us by the dogmatic statements o$tdtte, and also by the
degeneracy of his own followers, with whom a daeriof numbers quickly
superseded Ideas.

As a preparation for answering some of the diftiesl which have been
suggested, we may begin by sketching the firsiqnof the dialogue:—

Cephalus, of Clazomenae in lonia, the birthplacAmdxagoras, a citizen of no
mean city in the history of philosophy, who is tharrator of the dialogue,
describes himself as meeting Adeimantus and Glautdhe Agora at Athens.
‘Welcome, Cephalus: can we do anything for you theks?’ ‘Why, yes: | came
to ask a favour of you. First, tell me your halfother's name, which | have
forgotten—he was a mere child when | was last ketdqnow his father’s, which
is Pyrilampes.’ ‘Yes, and the name of our brotlseeAntiphon. But why do you
ask?’ ‘Let me introduce to you some countrymen ofenwho are lovers of
philosophy; they have heard that Antiphon rememhbersnversation of Socrates
with Parmenides and Zeno, of which the report céamnbim from Pythodorus,
Zeno's friend.” ‘That is quite true.” ‘And can théwear the dialogue?’ ‘Nothing
easier; in the days of his youth he made a castfialy of the piece; at present, his
thoughts have another direction: he takes aftegtasdfather, and has given up
philosophy for horses.’

‘We went to look for him, and found him giving insttions to a worker in brass
about a bridle. When he had done with him, andleéahed from his brothers the
purpose of our visit, he saluted me as an old antprece, and we asked him to
repeat the dialogue. At first, he complained oftileeble, but he soon consented.
He told us that Pythodorus had described to himathygearance of Parmenides
and Zeno; they had come to Athens at the greattRamaea, the former being at
the time about sixty-five years old, aged but vi@leured—Zeno, who was said
to have been beloved of Parmenides in the daysaofduth, about forty, and very



good-looking:— that they lodged with Pythodorustts# Ceramicus outside the
wall, whither Socrates, then a very young man, camsee them: Zeno was
reading one of his theses, which he had nearlgtfed, when Pythodorus entered
with Parmenides and Aristoteles, who was afterwardsof the Thirty. When the

recitation was completed, Socrates requested hieafitst thesis of the treatise
might be read again.’

‘You mean, Zeno,” said Socrates, ‘to argue thandpeif it is many, must be both
like and unlike, which is a contradiction; and ealvision of your argument is
intended to elicit a similar absurdity, which mag fupposed to follow from the
assumption that being is many.” ‘Such is my meanifigsee,” said Socrates,
turning to Parmenides, ‘that Zeno is your secontl isehis writings too; you
prove admirably that the all is one: he gives psood less convincing that the
many are nought. To deceive the world by saying same thing in entirely
different forms, is a strain of art beyond mosusf’ ‘Yes, Socrates,” said Zeno;
‘but though you are as keen as a Spartan hounddgaot quite catch the motive
of the piece, which was only intended to proteainiaides against ridicule by
showing that the hypothesis of the existence of iheny involved greater
absurdities than the hypothesis of the one. Thd& bwas a youthful composition
of mine, which was stolen from me, and thereforeatl no choice about the
publication.” ‘I quite believe you,” said Socratebut will you answer me a
guestion? | should like to know, whether you woatsume an idea of likeness in
the abstract, which is the contradictory of unli&ss in the abstract, by
participation in either or both of which things ditee or unlike or partly both. For
the same things may very well partake of like antike in the concrete, though
like and unlike in the abstract are irreconcilabler does there appear to me to be
any absurdity in maintaining that the same thingsy partake of the one and
many, though | should be indeed surprised to heatr the absolute one is also
many. For example, |, being many, that is to sayjriig many parts or members,
am yet also one, and partake of the one, beingpbseven who are here present
(compare Philebus). This is not an absurdity, bmtiiem. But | should be amazed
if there were a similar entanglement in the natfrthe ideas themselves, nor can
| believe that one and many, like and unlike, eesd motion, in the abstract, are
capable either of admixture or of separation.’

Pythodorus said that in his opinion Parmenides ZAedo were not very well

pleased at the questions which were raised; nesled, they looked at one
another and smiled in seeming delight and admmadfoSocrates. ‘Tell me,’ said
Parmenides, ‘do you think that the abstract idddg&eness, unity, and the rest,
exist apart from individuals which partake of therafid is this your own

distinction?’ ‘I think that there are such ideaghd would you make abstract
ideas of the just, the beautiful, the good?’ ‘Yd®’ said. ‘And of human beings



like ourselves, of water, fire, and the like?’ thanot certain.” ‘And would you be
undecided also about ideas of which the mentioh pérhaps, appear laughable:
of hair, mud, filth, and other things which are éasd vile?’ ‘No, Parmenides;
visible things like these are, as | believe, onhatvthey appear to be: though | am
sometimes disposed to imagine that there is nothittgout an idea; but | repress
any such notion, from a fear of falling into an s&wf nonsense.’ ‘You are young,
Socrates, and therefore naturally regard the opshaf men; the time will come
when philosophy will have a firmer hold of you, aywl will not despise even the
meanest things. But tell me, is your meaning theigis become like by partaking
of likeness, great by partaking of greatness, @t beautiful by partaking of
justice and beauty, and so of other ideas?’ “Yteet, s my meaning.’ ‘And do you
suppose the individual to partake of the wholegfothe part?’ ‘Why not of the
whole?’ said Socrates. ‘Because,’ said Parmenigtethat case the whole, which
is one, will become many.’ ‘Nay,” said Socratebge'twhole may be like the day,
which is one and in many places: in this way tleagmay be one and also many.’
‘In the same sort of way,” said Parmenides, ‘asif shich is one, may be a
cover to many—that is your meaning?’ ‘Yes.’ ‘And wld you say that each man
is covered by the whole sail, or by a part only@y a part.’ ‘Then the ideas have
parts, and the objects partake of a part of thely?briThat seems to follow.’
‘And would you like to say that the ideas are nedivisible and yet remain one?’
‘Certainly not.” ‘Would you venture to affirm thareat objects have a portion
only of greatness transferred to them; or that korakqual objects are small or
equal because they are only portions of smallnessjaality?’ ‘Impossible.” ‘But
how can individuals participate in ideas, excepttle ways which | have
mentioned?’ ‘That is not an easy question to answieshould imagine the
conception of ideas to arise as follows: you sesatgobjects pervaded by a
common form or idea of greatness, which you abstradat is quite true.” ‘And
supposing you embrace in one view the idea of gesat thus gained and the
individuals which it comprises, a further idea oéatness arises, which makes
both great; and this may go on to infinity.” Soesateplies that the ideas may be
thoughts in the mind only; in this case, the consege would no longer follow.
‘But must not the thought be of something whichthe same in all and is the
idea? And if the world partakes in the ideas, dmditleas are thoughts, must not
all things think? Or can thought be without tho®jhti acknowledge the
unmeaningness of this,” says Socrates, ‘and woatlder have recourse to the
explanation that the ideas are types in naturetlzatdther things partake of them
by becoming like them.’ ‘But to become like themtasbe comprehended in the
same idea; and the likeness of the idea and theidodls implies another idea of
likeness, and another without end.’ ‘Quite tru&he theory, then, of participation
by likeness has to be given up. You have hardly §etrates, found out the real
difficulty of maintaining abstract ideas.” ‘Whatfficulty?’ ‘The greatest of all
perhaps is this: an opponent will argue that tleasdare not within the range of



human knowledge; and you cannot disprove the assewtithout a long and
laborious demonstration, which he may be unablanwilling to follow. In the
first place, neither you nor any one who maintaéhesexistence of absolute ideas
will affirm that they are subjective.” ‘That woulte a contradiction.” ‘True; and
therefore any relation in these ideas is a relatibith concerns themselves only;
and the objects which are named after them, aativelto one another only, and
have nothing to do with the ideas themselves.” ‘Himwou mean?’ said Socrates.
‘I may illustrate my meaning in this way: one of h&s a slave; and the idea of a
slave in the abstract is relative to the idea omaster in the abstract; this
correspondence of ideas, however, has nothing teittiathe particular relation of
our slave to us.—Do you see my meaning?’ ‘Perféctiyd absolute knowledge
in the same way corresponds to absolute truth asidgb and particular
knowledge to particular truth and being.” Clearl{And there is a subjective
knowledge which is of subjective truth, having m&mds, general and particular.
But the ideas themselves are not subjective, agrefibre are not within our ken.’
‘They are not.” “Then the beautiful and the goodheir own nature are unknown
to us?’ ‘It would seem so.’ ‘There is a worse capgnce yet.” ‘What is that?’ ‘I
think we must admit that absolute knowledge isntwest exact knowledge, which
we must therefore attribute to God. But then seatvidllows: God, having this
exact knowledge, can have no knowledge of humargshias we have divided the
two spheres, and forbidden any passing from onghdoother.—the gods have
knowledge and authority in their world only, as kgve in ours.’ ‘Yet, surely, to
deprive God of knowledge is monstrous.'—'These swene of the difficulties
which are involved in the assumption of absolutsag] the learner will find them
nearly impossible to understand, and the teacher ds to impart them will
require superhuman ability; there will always bguapicion, either that they have
no existence, or are beyond human knowledge.” ‘@Heagree with you,” said
Socrates. ‘Yet if these difficulties induce you dgive up universal ideas, what
becomes of the mind? and where are the reasonidgreffecting powers?
philosophy is at an end.” ‘I certainly do not see mvay.” ‘I think,” said
Parmenides, ‘that this arises out of your attengptindefine abstractions, such as
the good and the beautiful and the just, before lyawe had sufficient previous
training; | noticed your deficiency when you weagking with Aristoteles, the day
before yesterday. Your enthusiasm is a wonderfitr| lgut | fear that unless you
discipline yourself by dialectic while you are yagyrruth will elude your grasp.’
‘And what kind of discipline would you recommend?he training which you
heard Zeno practising; at the same time, | adnowe gaying to him that you did
not care to consider the difficulty in reference vigible objects, but only in
relation to ideas.’ ‘Yes; because | think that isiMe objects you may easily show
any number of inconsistent consequences.’ ‘Yes; yand should consider, not
only the consequences which follow from a given digpsis, but the
consequences also which follow from the denialhef hypothesis. For example,



what follows from the assumption of the existendetlee many, and the
counter-argument of what follows from the denialtloé existence of the many:
and similarly of likeness and unlikeness, motiogest; generation, corruption,
being and not being. And the consequences musidactonsequences to the
things supposed and to other things, in themselaésin relation to one another,
to individuals whom you select, to the many, andh all; these must be drawn
out both on the affirmative and on the negativeadtlypsis,—that is, if you are to
train yourself perfectly to the intelligence of thrath.” “‘What you are suggesting
seems to be a tremendous process, and one of Wiiichot quite understand the
nature,” said Socrates; ‘will you give me an exaplYou must not impose such
a task on a man of my years,” said Parmenides.nMié you, Zeno?’ ‘Let us
rather,” said Zeno, with a smile, ‘ask Parmenidesthe undertaking is a serious
one, as he truly says; nor could | urge him to nthleeattempt, except in a select
audience of persons who will understand him.” Theole party joined in the
request.

Here we have, first of all, an unmistakable attade by the youthful Socrates
on the paradoxes of Zeno. He perfectly understémeis drift, and Zeno himself
is supposed to admit this. But they appear to hisrhe says in the Philebus also,
to be rather truisms than paradoxes. For everynwng acknowledge the obvious
fact, that the body being one has many membersthatdin a thousand ways, the
like partakes of the unlike, the many of the onee Teal difficulty begins with the
relations of ideas in themselves, whether of the and many, or of any other
ideas, to one another and to the mind. But this avp@soblem which the Eleatic
philosophers had never considered; their thouglas$ hot gone beyond the
contradictions of matter, motion, space, and tke li

It was no wonder that Parmenides and Zeno showdthe novel speculations of
Socrates with mixed feelings of admiration and kgiapure. He was going out of
the received circle of disputation into a regionainich they could hardly follow
him. From the crude idea of Being in the abstrhet,was about to proceed to
universals or general notions. There is no conttenhi in material things
partaking of the ideas of one and many; neithéhése any contradiction in the
ideas of one and many, like and unlike, in themesBut the contradiction arises
when we attempt to conceive ideas in their conme»ao to ascertain their relation
to phenomena. Still he affirms the existence ohddeas; and this is the position
which is now in turn submitted to the criticismsRdrmenides.

To appreciate truly the character of these criticiswe must remember the place
held by Parmenides in the history of Greek philbgopHe is the founder of
idealism, and also of dialectic, or, in modern glkaogy, of metaphysics and
logic (Theaet., Soph.). Like Plato, he is strugglmfter something wider and
deeper than satisfied the contemporary Pythagoreand Plato with a true



instinct recognizes him as his spiritual father,owhhe ‘revered and honoured
more than all other philosophers together.” He m@ysupposed to have thought
more than he said, or was able to express. Anthw@dih he could not, as a matter
of fact, have criticized the ideas of Plato withantanachronism, the criticism is
appropriately placed in the mouth of the foundethefideal philosophy.

There was probably a time in the life of Plato whee ethical teaching of
Socrates came into conflict with the metaphysida¢oties of the earlier
philosophers, and he sought to supplement the gnéhd other. The older
philosophers were great and awful, and they had dharm of antiquity.
Something which found a response in his own miresa to have been lost as
well as gained in the Socratic dialectic. He feit incongruity in the veteran
Parmenides correcting the youthful Socrates. Twimtpoin his criticism are
especially deserving of notice. First of all, Panmdes tries him by the test of
consistency. Socrates is willing to assume ideagrociples of the just, the
beautiful, the good, and to extend them to man @ Phaedo); but he is
reluctant to admit that there are general idedasaaf mud, filth, etc. There is an
ethical universal or idea, but is there also a ewrsial of physics?—of the meanest
things in the world as well as of the greatesthieaides rebukes this want of
consistency in Socrates, which he attributes toybisth. As he grows older,
philosophy will take a firmer hold of him, and thlae will despise neither great
things nor small, and he will think less of the mopns of mankind (compare
Soph.). Here is lightly touched one of the most ifam principles of modern
philosophy, that in the meanest operations of eatas well as in the noblest, in
mud and filth, as well as in the sun and starsatgiiths are contained. At the
same time, we may note also the transition in threlraf Plato, to which Aristotle
alludes (Met.), when, as he says, he transferredttratic universal of ethics to
the whole of nature.

The other criticism of Parmenides on Socrateshaltiels to him a want of practice
in dialectic. He has observed this deficiency im kwhen talking to Aristoteles on
a previous occasion. Plato seems to imply thaethes something more in the
dialectic of Zeno than in the mere interrogatiorSofkcrates. Here, again, he may
perhaps be describing the process which his ownl mvent through when he first
became more intimately acquainted, whether at Megarelsewhere, with the
Eleatic and Megarian philosophers. Still, Parmesidees not deny to Socrates
the credit of having gone beyond them in seekingpply the paradoxes of Zeno
to ideas; and this is the application which he insiakes of them in the latter
part of the dialogue. He then proceeds to explairhim the sort of mental
gymnastic which he should practise. He should cmmshot only what would
follow from a given hypothesis, but what would @il from the denial of it, to
that which is the subject of the hypothesis, an@ltmther things. There is no



trace in the Memorabilia of Xenophon of any suchthud being attributed to

Socrates; nor is the dialectic here spoken of‘taaburite method’ of proceeding

by regular divisions, which is described in the &has and Philebus, and of
which examples are given in the Politicus and ie Bophist. It is expressly
spoken of as the method which Socrates had heara gractise in the days of his
youth (compare Soph.).

The discussion of Socrates with Parmenides is dnéhe most remarkable
passages in Plato. Few writers have ever beent@afasticipate ‘the criticism of
the morrow’ on their favourite notions. But Plat@ynhere be said to anticipate
the judgment not only of the morrow, but of alleaftages on the Platonic Ideas.
For in some points he touches questions which hatget received their solution
in modern philosophy.

The first difficulty which Parmenides raises resperthe Platonic ideas relates to
the manner in which individuals are connected \iligm. Do they participate in

the ideas, or do they merely resemble them? Padesrshows that objections
may be urged against either of these modes of aongehe connection. Things

are little by partaking of littleness, great by taing of greatness, and the like.
But they cannot partake of a part of greatnessthatr will not make them great,

etc.; nor can each object monopolise the whole. drilg answer to this is, that

‘partaking’ is a figure of speech, really corresgimg to the processes which a
later logic designates by the terms ‘abstractiamd generalization.” When we

have described accurately the methods or formshwthe mind employs, we

cannot further criticize them; at least we can amliicize them with reference to

their fitness as instruments of thought to expfasts.

Socrates attempts to support his view of the ithgabe parallel of the day, which
is one and in many places; but he is easily drivem his position by a counter
illustration of Parmenides, who compares the idegreatness to a sail. He truly
explains to Socrates that he has attained the ptianeof ideas by a process of
generalization. At the same time, he points ouiffecdlty, which appears to be

involved—uviz. that the process of generalizatiotl o on to infinity. Socrates

meets the supposed difficulty by a flash of lighihich is indeed the true answer
‘that the ideas are in our minds only.” Neitherlisa is the truth, nor nominalism

is the truth, but conceptualism; and conceptualsmany other psychological

theory falls very far short of the infinite subtletf language and thought.

But the realism of ancient philosophy will not adlrof this answer, which is
repelled by Parmenides with another truth or haitkt of later philosophy, ‘Every
subject or subjective must have an object.” Herinésgreat though unconscious
truth (shall we say?) or error, which underlay #aely Greek philosophy. ‘Ideas
must have a real existence;’ they are not mere dasmopinions, which may be



changed arbitrarily by individuals. But the earlye€k philosopher never clearly
saw that true ideas were only universal facts, tad there might be error in
universals as well as in particulars.

Socrates makes one more attempt to defend thenRidtdeas by representing
them as paradigms; this is again answered by tigar@entum ad infinitum.” We
may remark, in passing, that the process whichhis tdescribed has no real
existence. The mind, after having obtained a gémdea, does not really go on to
form another which includes that, and all the indiinals contained under it, and
another and another without end. The difficultydogjs in fact to the Megarian
age of philosophy, and is due to their illogicalitp and to the general ignorance
of the ancients respecting the part played by laggun the process of thought.
No such perplexity could ever trouble a modern piggaician, any more than the
fallacy of ‘calvus’ or ‘acervus,’ or of ‘Achillesral the tortoise.” These ‘surds’ of
metaphysics ought to occasion no more difficultgpeculation than a perpetually
recurring fraction in arithmetic.

It is otherwise with the objection which followsoi# are we to bridge the chasm
between human truth and absolute truth, betweers god men? This is the
difficulty of philosophy in all ages: How can wetdeeyond the circle of our own
ideas, or how, remaining within them, can we haweaiterion of a truth beyond
and independent of them? Parmenides draws out diffisulty with great
clearness. According to him, there are not only boetwo chasms: the first,
between individuals and the ideas which have a commame; the second,
between the ideas in us and the ideas absolutefirEhef these two difficulties
mankind, as we may say, a little parodying the leagg of the Philebus, have long
agreed to treat as obsolete; the second remaiffiscalty for us as well as for the
Greeks of the fourth century before Christ, anthis stumblingblock of Kant's
Kritik, and of the Hamiltonian adaptation of Kaas well as of the Platonic ideas.
It has been said that ‘you cannot criticize Revettat ‘Then how do you know
what is Revelation, or that there is one at adl,the immediate rejoinder—'You
know nothing of things in themselves.” ‘Then how ylou know that there are
things in themselves?’ In some respects, the difficpressed harder upon the
Greek than upon ourselves. For conceiving of Godemmder the attribute of
knowledge than we do, he was more under the négegsseparating the divine
from the human, as two spheres which had no conuation with one another.

It is remarkable that Plato, speaking by the maitParmenides, does not treat
even this second class of difficulties as hopetgsmsoluble. He says only that
they cannot be explained without a long and lahmriadlemonstration: ‘The
teacher will require superhuman ability, and tharder will be hard of
understanding.” But an attempt must be made to dimcanswer to them; for, as
Socrates and Parmenides both admit, the deniddstfeect ideas is the destruction



of the mind. We can easily imagine that among theet schools of philosophy
in the fourth century before Christ a panic mighis& from the denial of

universals, similar to that which arose in the leattury from Hume’s denial of
our ideas of cause and effect. Men do not at fesbgnize that thought, like
digestion, will go on much the same, notwithstagdamy theories which may be
entertained respecting the nature of the processméhides attributes the
difficulties in which Socrates is involved to a warf comprehensiveness in his
mode of reasoning; he should consider every questiothe negative as well as
the positive hypothesis, with reference to the eqnences which flow from the
denial as well as from the assertion of a givetestant.

The argument which follows is the most singularPilato. It appears to be an
imitation, or parody, of the Zenonian dialecticstjuas the speeches in the
Phaedrus are an imitation of the style of Lysias,ase the derivations in the

Cratylus or the fallacies of the Euthydemus areagy of some contemporary
Sophist. The interlocutor is not supposed, as irstmaf the other Platonic

dialogues, to take a living part in the argumemt;idonly required to say ‘Yes’

and ‘No’ in the right places. A hint has been alsegiven that the paradoxes of
Zeno admitted of a higher application. This hintthe thread by which Plato

connects the two parts of the dialogue.

The paradoxes of Parmenides seem trivial to usgusecthe words to which they
relate have become trivial; their true nature astrabt terms is perfectly
understood by us, and we are inclined to regardré@ment of them in Plato as a
mere straw-splitting, or legerdemain of words. Yietre was a power in them
which fascinated the Neoplatonists for centurigsrafards. Something that they
found in them, or brought to them—some echo orcgrdtion of a great truth or
error, exercised a wonderful influence over theinds. To do the Parmenides
justice, we should imagine similar aporiai raisedtilemes as sacred to us, as the
notions of One or Being were to an ancient EleafficGod is, what follows? If
God is not, what follows?’ Or again: If God is arrnot the world; or if God is or
is not many, or has or has not parts, or is ootamthe world, or in time; or is or
is not finite or infinite. Or if the world is or isot; or has or has not a beginning or
end; or is or is not infinite, or infinitely divisie. Or again: if God is or is not
identical with his laws; or if man is or is not ideal with the laws of nature. We
can easily see that here are many subjects fogttipand that from these and
similar hypotheses questions of great interest tmagise. And we also remark,
that the conclusions derived from either of the alternative propositions might
be equally impossible and contradictory.

When we ask what is the object of these parad®mse have answered that they
are a mere logical puzzle, while others have seenthem an Hegelian
propaedeutic of the doctrine of Ideas. The firstthedse views derives support



from the manner in which Parmenides speaks of dasimethod being applied to
all Ideas. Yet it is hard to suppose that Platoldidave furnished so elaborate an
example, not of his own but of the Eleatic dialechiad he intended only to give
an illustration of method. The second view has be#en overstated by those
who, like Hegel himself, have tended to confusdertanith modern philosophy.
We need not deny that Plato, trained in the sclddratylus and Heracleitus,
may have seen that a contradiction in terms is some the best expression of a
truth higher than either (compare Soph.). But disal theory is not based on
antinomies. The correlation of Ideas was the mefsipal difficulty of the age in
which he lived; and the Megarian and Cynic phildgopvas a ‘reductio ad
absurdum’ of their isolation. To restore them teitmatural connexion and to
detect the negative element in them is the aimabRn the Sophist. But his view
of their connexion falls very far short of the Hikge identity of Being and
Not-being. The Being and Not-being of Plato neverge in each other, though
he is aware that ‘determination is only negation.’

After criticizing the hypotheses of others, it magpear presumptuous to add
another guess to the many which have been alretidsed. May we say, in
Platonic language, that we still seem to see vesta a track which has not yet
been taken? It is quite possible that the obscwifitthe Parmenides would not
have existed to a contemporary student of philogopimd, like the similar
difficulty in the Philebus, is really due to oumigrance of the mind of the age.
There is an obscure Megarian influence on Platchvbannot wholly be cleared
up, and is not much illustrated by the doubtfuldiian of his retirement to
Megara after the death of Socrates. For Megarawitien a walk of Athens
(Phaedr.), and Plato might have learned the Meagatactrines without settling
there.

We may begin by remarking that the theses of Padaeemare expressly said to
follow the method of Zeno, and that the complermiina, though declared to be
capable of universal application, is applied instimstance to Zeno’s familiar
guestion of the ‘one and many.” Here, then, is abi® indication of the
connexion of the Parmenides with the Eristic schobé old Eleatics had asserted
the existence of Being, which they at first regdrds finite, then as infinite, then
as neither finite nor infinite, to which some oéth had given what Aristotle calls
‘a form,” others had ascribed a material naturey.ofilhe tendency of their
philosophy was to deny to Being all predicates. Megarians, who succeeded
them, like the Cynics, affirmed that no predicateld be asserted of any subject;
they also converted the idea of Being into an absbtn of Good, perhaps with
the view of preserving a sort of neutrality or ifeience between the mind and
things. As if they had said, in the language of eradphilosophy: ‘Being is not
only neither finite nor infinite, neither at restmn motion, but neither subjective



nor objective.’

This is the track along which Plato is leadingZsno had attempted to prove the
existence of the one by disproving the existencéhef many, and Parmenides
seems to aim at proving the existence of the stibyeshowing the contradictions
which follow from the assertion of any predicatdake the simplest of all
notions, ‘unity’; you cannot even assert beingioret of this without involving a
contradiction. But is the contradiction also th&aficonclusion? Probably no more
than of Zeno's denial of the many, or of Parmenidssault upon the Ideas; no
more than of the earlier dialogues ‘of search.” 0® there seems to be no
residuum of this long piece of dialectics. Buthe mind of Parmenides and Plato,
‘Gott- betrunkene Menschen,’ there still remainkd idea of ‘being’ or ‘good,
which could not be conceived, defined, uttered, tamld not be got rid of.
Neither of them would have imagined that their diggion ever touched the
Divine Being (compare Phil.). The same difficultiaBout Unity and Being are
raised in the Sophist; but there only as prelinyrtartheir final solution.

If this view is correct, the real aim of the hypedles of Parmenides is to criticize
the earlier Eleatic philosophy from the point oéwiof Zeno or the Megarians. It
is the same kind of criticism which Plato has estshto his own doctrine of
Ideas. Nor is there any want of poetical consistancattributing to the ‘father
Parmenides’ the last review of the Eleatic doctin€he latest phases of all
philosophies were fathered upon the founder oktt®ol.

Other critics have regarded the final conclusiontied Parmenides either as
sceptical or as Heracleitean. In the first casey thssume that Plato means to
show the impossibility of any truth. But this istrtbe spirit of Plato, and could
not with propriety be put into the mouth of Parntes, who, in this very
dialogue, is urging Socrates, not to doubt evemgthbut to discipline his mind
with a view to the more precise attainment of trathe same remark applies to
the second of the two theories. Plato everywhetieuies (perhaps unfairly) his
Heracleitean contemporaries: and if he had interiddesupport an Heracleitean
thesis, would hardly have chosen Parmenides, théetoner of the ‘undiscerning
tribe who say that things both are and are notyeidhe speaker. Nor, thirdly, can
we easily persuade ourselves with Zeller that ley'tme’ he means the Idea; and
that he is seeking to prove indirectly the unitytioé Idea in the multiplicity of
phenomena.

We may now endeavour to thread the mazes of thgitdb which Parmenides
knew so well, and trembled at the thought of them.

The argument has two divisions: There is the hypsththat



1. One is. 2. One is not. If one is, it is nothitigane is not, it is everything.
But is and is not may be taken in two senses: Edhe is one, Or, one has being,

from which opposite consequences are deduced|flae is one, it is nothing.
1.b. If one has being, it is all things.

To which are appended two subordinate consequehaes: If one has being, all
other things are. 1.bb. If one is one, all oth@rgh are not.

The same distinction is then applied to the negatiypothesis: 2.a. If one is not
one, it is all things. 2.b. If one has not beings inothing.

Involving two parallel consequences respecting dtieer or remainder: 2.aa. If
one is not one, other things are all. 2.bb. If bas not being, other things are not.

‘| cannot refuse,’ said Parmenides, ‘since, as Zentarks, we are alone, though |
may say with lbycus, who in his old age fell in éoM, like the old racehorse,
tremble at the prospect of the course which | amutg and which | know so well.
But as | must attempt this laborious game, whatl &leathe subject? Suppose |
take my own hypothesis of the one.” ‘By all mearsgid Zeno. ‘And who will
answer me? Shall | propose the youngest? he withéenost likely to say what
he thinks, and his answers will give me time taabire.” ‘l am the youngest,’ said
Aristoteles, ‘and at your service; proceed with ryquestions.'—The result may
be summed up as follows:—

l.a. One is not many, and therefore has no pants tlzerefore is not a whole,
which is a sum of parts, and therefore has neltkgmning, middle, nor end, and
is therefore unlimited, and therefore formlessngeieither round nor straight, for
neither round nor straight can be defined with@aguaming that they have parts;
and therefore is not in place, whether in anothieickvwould encircle and touch
the one at many points; or in itself, because wWiath is self-containing is also
contained, and therefore not one but two. This dpgiremised, let us consider
whether one is capable either of motion or rest. fRotion is either change of
substance, or motion on an axis, or from one ptacanother. But the one is
incapable of change of substance, which implies itheeases to be itself, or of
motion on an axis, because there would be partsndrthe axis; and any other
motion involves change of place. But existencelat@ has been already shown
to be impossible; and yet more impossible is conimig being in place, which
implies partial existence in two places at onceemtire existence neither within
nor without the same; and how can this be? And niogossible still is the
coming into being either as a whole or parts of thiaich is neither a whole nor



parts. The one, then, is incapable of motion. Beither can the one be in
anything, and therefore not in the same, whethsa&lfitor some other, and is
therefore incapable of rest. Neither is one theesanth itself or any other, or
other than itself or any other. For if other th&seif, then other than one, and
therefore not one; and, if the same with othewauld be other, and other than
one. Neither can one while remaining one be othan other; for other, and not
one, is the other than other. But if not other sjue of being one, not by virtue of
itself; and if not by virtue of itself, not itsedther, and if not itself other, not other
than anything. Neither will one be the same wisielit For the nature of the same
is not that of the one, but a thing which beconhessame with anything does not
become one; for example, that which becomes the saith the many becomes
many and not one. And therefore if the one is Hraeswith itself, the one is not
one with itself; and therefore one and not one. Aretefore one is neither other
than other, nor the same with itself. Neither whi one be like or unlike itself or
other; for likeness is sameness of affections, tred one and the same are
different. And one having any affection which i@t than being one would be
more than one. The one, then, cannot have the affewion with and therefore
cannot be like itself or other; nor can the oneehany other affection than its
own, that is, be unlike itself or any other, foistvould imply that it was more
than one. The one, then, is neither like nor uniikelf or other. This being the
case, neither can the one be equal or unequaketf ibr other. For equality
implies sameness of measure, as inequality impligseater or less number of
measures. But the one, not having sameness, chawetsameness of measure;
nor a greater or less number of measures, for watld imply parts and
multitude. Once more, can one be older or younggn itself or other? or of the
same age with itself or other? That would implehlkss and unlikeness, equality
and inequality. Therefore one cannot be in timeahee that which is in time is
ever becoming older and younger than itself, (foleoand younger are relative
terms, and he who becomes older becomes younger,salso of the same age
with itself. None of which, or any other express@i time, whether past, future,
or present, can be affirmed of one. One neithehas been, nor will be, nor
becomes, nor has, nor will become. And, as thesedha only modes of being,
one is not, and is not one. But to that which i§ tigere is no attribute or relative,
neither name nor word nor idea nor science nor gmi@N nor opinion
appertaining. One, then, is neither named, noradtenor known, nor perceived,
nor imagined. But can all this be true? ‘I think.ho

1.b. Let us, however, commence the inquiry agaie. have to work out all the
consequences which follow on the assumption thatdhe is. If one is, one
partakes of being, which is not the same with dhe;words ‘being’ and ‘one’
have different meanings. Observe the consequencthel one of being or the
being of one are two parts, being and one, whiam fone whole. And each of the



two parts is also a whole, and involves the othad may be further subdivided
into one and being, and is therefore not one bot amd thus one is never one,
and in this way the one, if it is, becomes many iafidite. Again, let us conceive
of a one which by an effort of abstraction we safmrfrom being: will this
abstract one be one or many? You say one onlysletee. In the first place, the
being of one is other than one; and one and bédidgferent, are so because they
both partake of the nature of other, which is tf@eeneither one nor being; and
whether we take being and other, or being and @nene and other, in any case
we have two things which separately are calledeeitand together both. And
both are two and either of two is severally onel dione be added to any of the
pairs, the sum is three; and two is an even nuntbe¥e an odd; and two units
exist twice, and therefore there are twice two; #mée units exist thrice, and
therefore there are thrice three, and taken togéles give twice three and thrice
two: we have even numbers multiplied into even, @ddl into even, and even into
odd numbers. But if one is, and both odd and ewenbers are implied in one,
must not every number exist? And number is infingad therefore existence
must be infinite, for all and every number partakédeing; therefore being has
the greatest number of parts, and every part, hexvgreat or however small, is
equally one. But can one be in many places anthg/et whole? If not a whole it
must be divided into parts and represented by abeumorresponding to the
number of the parts. And if so, we were wrong iyirsg that being has the
greatest number of parts; for being is coequal @ektensive with one, and has
no more parts than one; and so the abstract orkerbnap into parts by being is
many and infinite. But the parts are parts of a hand the whole is their
containing limit, and the one is therefore limiggiwell as infinite in number; and
that which is a whole has beginning, middle, and, @md a middle is equidistant
from the extremes; and one is therefore of a ceftgure, round or straight, or a
combination of the two, and being a whole includésthe parts which are the
whole, and is therefore self- contained. But theggin, the whole is not in the
parts, whether all or some. Not in all, becausm #ll, also in one; for, if wanting
in any one, how in all?—not in some, because tkatgr would then be contained
in the less. But if not in all, nor in any, nor seme, either nowhere or in other.
And if nowhere, nothing; therefore in other. Theeams a whole, then, is in
another, but regarded as a sum of parts is irf;itsedl is, therefore, both in itself
and in another. This being the case, the one asi@d both at rest and in motion:
at rest, because resting in itself; in motion, lisedt is ever in other. And if there
is truth in what has preceded, one is the samenahdhe same with itself and
other. For everything in relation to every othdanthis either the same with it or
other; or if neither the same nor other, then il ithlation of part to a whole or
whole to a part. But one cannot be a part or wileelation to one, nor other
than one; and is therefore the same with one. Yiet $ameness is again
contradicted by one being in another place fromlfitshich is in the same place;



this follows from one being in itself and in anathene, therefore, is other than
itself. But if anything is other than anything, Witl not be other than other? And
the not one is other than the one, and the onettiamot one; therefore one is
other than all others. But the same and the otlxelude one another, and
therefore the other can never be in the same; aotle other be in anything for
ever so short a time, as for that time the othdlrbei in the same. And the other,
if never in the same, cannot be either in the ane the not one. And one is not
other than not one, either by reason of other atseff; and therefore they are not
other than one another at all. Neither can theonetpartake or be part of one, for
in that case it would be one; nor can the not anaumber, for that also involves
one. And therefore, not being other than the onelated to the one as a whole to
parts or parts to a whole, not one is the samenas Wherefore the one is the
same and also not the same with the others andndiisatself; and is therefore
like and unlike itself and the others, and justdferent from the others as they
are from the one, neither more nor less. But ithesi more nor less, equally
different; and therefore the one and the other® lthg same relations. This may
be illustrated by the case of names: when you tefheasame name twice over,
you mean the same thing; and when you say thaittiex is other than the one, or
the one other than the other, this very word ofb&ron), which is attributed to
both, implies sameness. One, then, as being dibherdthers, and other as being
other than one, are alike in that they have thegticel of otherness; and likeness is
similarity of relations. And everything as beindhet of everything is also like
everything. Again, same and other, like and unléee opposites: and since in
virtue of being other than the others the onekis them, in virtue of being the
same it must be unlike. Again, one, as having #mesrelations, has no difference
of relation, and is therefore not unlike, and tfa like; or, as having different
relations, is different and unlike. Thus, one, amy the same and not the same
with itself and others—for both these reasons ameither of them—is also like
and unlike itself and the others. Again, how fan @mne touch itself and the
others? As existing in others, it touches the athand as existing in itself,
touches only itself. But from another point of vietmat which touches another
must be next in order of place; one, therefore,trbasnext in order of place to
itself, and would therefore be two, and in two pk&cBut one cannot be two, and
therefore cannot be in contact with itself. Noriagaan one touch the other. Two
objects are required to make one contact; threectbjmake two contacts; and all
the objects in the world, if placed in a seriesuldohave as many contacts as
there are objects, less one. But if one only exatdl not two, there is no contact.
And the others, being other than one, have noipashe, and therefore none in
number, and therefore two has no existence, andftre there is no contact. For
all which reasons, one has and has not contactitséli and the others.

Once more, Is one equal and unequal to itself hadthers? Suppose one and the



others to be greater or less than each other al eéquone another, they will be
greater or less or equal by reason of equalityreatgess or smallness inhering in
them in addition to their own proper nature. Letbegin by assuming smallness
to be inherent in one: in this case the inhereaasther in the whole or in a part.
If the first, smallness is either coextensive witle whole one, or contains the
whole, and, if coextensive with the one, is eqoalhie one, or if containing the
one will be greater than the one. But smallness therforms the function of
equality or of greatness, which is impossible. Agdithe inherence be in a part,
the same contradiction follows: smallness will @& to the part or greater than
the part; therefore smallness will not inhere iytaimg, and except the idea of
smallness there will be nothing small. Neither wgikatness; for greatness will
have a greater,—and there will be no small in i@ato which it is great. And
there will be no great or small in objects, butagness and smallness will be
relative only to each other; therefore the othensnot be greater or less than the
one; also the one can neither exceed nor be exdtdsdthe others, and they are
therefore equal to one another. And this will heetalso of the one in relation to
itself: one will be equal to itself as well as teetothers (talla). Yet one, being in
itself, must also be about itself, containing andtained, and is therefore greater
and less than itself. Further, there is nothingdeethe one and the others; and as
these must be in something, they must therefori@ bae another; and as that in
which a thing is is greater than the thing, thenahce is that they are both greater
and less than one another, because containing amnticed in one another.
Therefore the one is equal to and greater andessitself or other, having also
measures or parts or numbers equal to or greates®than itself or other.

But does one partake of time? This must be ackrdyel@, if the one partakes of
being. For ‘to be’ is the participation of beingpresent time, ‘to have been’ in
past, ‘to be about to be’ in future time. And asdiis ever moving forward, the
one becomes older than itself; and therefore yautigm itself; and is older and
also younger when in the process of becoming ivesrat the present; and it is
always older and younger, for at any moment theisnend therefore it becomes
and is not older and younger than itself but duengequal time with itself, and is
therefore contemporary with itself.

And what are the relations of the one to the othésst or does it become older or
younger than they? At any rate the others are e one, and one, being the
least of all numbers, must be prior in time to ggeamumbers. But on the other
hand, one must come into being in a manner accowdém its own nature. Now
one has parts or others, and has therefore a begjrmiddle, and end, of which
the beginning is first and the end last. And thegp@ome into existence first; last
of all the whole, contemporaneously with the erglng therefore younger, while
the parts or others are older than the one. Batnaghe one comes into being in



each of the parts as much as in the whole, and beust the same age with them.
Therefore one is at once older and younger thanp#res or others, and also
contemporaneous with them, for no part can be tawdach is not one. Is this true

of becoming as well as being? Thus much may benadti, that the same things
which are older or younger cannot become olderoomger in a greater degree
than they were at first by the addition of equales. But, on the other hand, the
one, if older than others, has come into beingngdo time than they have. And
when equal time is added to a longer and shoherrdlative difference between
them is diminished. In this way that which was oldecomes younger, and that
which was younger becomes older, that is to saynger and older than at first;

and they ever become and never have become, fortiley would be. Thus the

one and others always are and are becoming ankecoming younger and also
older than one another. And one, partaking of tiarel also partaking of

becoming older and younger, admits of all timesprg, past, and future—was, is,
shall be—was becoming, is becoming, will becomed Almere is science of the

one, and opinion and name and expression, aseadglimplied in the fact of our

inquiry.

Yet once more, if one be one and many, and neiher nor many, and also
participant of time, must there not be a time aicwlone as being one partakes of
being, and a time when one as not being one isviepof being? But these two
contradictory states cannot be experienced bynkeeboth together: there must be
a time of transition. And the transition is a preg®f generation and destruction,
into and from being and not-being, the one andothers. For the generation of
the one is the destruction of the others, and #meetion of the others is the
destruction of the one. There is also separati@hagyregation, assimilation and
dissimilation, increase, diminution, equalizati@npassage from motion to rest,
and from rest to motion in the one and many. Bu¢nwvto all these changes take
place? When does motion become rest, or rest nitiime answer to this
guestion will throw a light upon all the others. tNimg can be in motion and at
rest at the same time; and therefore the changs fallace ‘in a moment'—which
is a strange expression, and seems to mean chamgetime. Which is true also
of all the other changes, which likewise take pliaceo time.

1.aa. But if one is, what happens to the otherg;iwin the first place are not one,
yet may partake of one in a certain way? The otaerother than the one because
they have parts, for if they had no parts they Wdad simply one, and parts imply
a whole to which they belong; otherwise each parild be a part of many, and
being itself one of them, of itself, and if a paftall, of each one of the other
parts, which is absurd. For a part, if not a padre, must be a part of all but this
one, and if so not a part of each one; and if ndré of each one, not a part of any
one of many, and so not of one; and if of none, lobwll? Therefore a part is



neither a part of many nor of all, but of an absolknd perfect whole or one. And
if the others have parts, they must partake ofathele, and must be the whole of
which they are the parts. And each part, as thedveach’ implies, is also an
absolute one. And both the whole and the partsakardf one, for the whole of
which the parts are parts is one, and each pariggart of the whole; and whole
and parts as participating in one are other tham and as being other than one
are many and infinite; and however small a fracyon separate from them is
many and not one. Yet the fact of their being pantsishes the others with a limit
towards other parts and towards the whole; theyiaite and also infinite: finite
through participation in the one, infinite in thewn nature. And as being finite,
they are alike; and as being infinite, they ar&ealibut as being both finite and
also infinite, they are in the highest degree wnliknd all other opposites might
without difficulty be shown to unite in them.

1.bb. Once more, leaving all this: Is there notoan opposite series of
consequences which is equally true of the otherd,rmay be deduced from the
existence of one? There is. One is distinct from dthers, and the others from
one; for one and the others are all things, ancetieeno third existence besides
them. And the whole of one cannot be in otherspaots of it, for it is separated

from others and has no parts, and therefore therotive no unity, nor plurality,

nor duality, nor any other number, nor any oppositor distinction, such as

likeness and unlikeness, some and other, genemtidcorruption, odd and even.
For if they had these they would partake eithesrad opposite, and this would be
a participation in one; or of two opposites, anid tlvould be a participation in

two. Thus if one exists, one is all things, ana\kse nothing, in relation to one
and to the others.

2.a. But, again, assume the opposite hypothesititih one is not, and what is the
consequence? In the first place, the propositiwat, dne is not, is clearly opposed
to the proposition, that not one is not. The subg#cany negative proposition
implies at once knowledge and difference. Thus “amehe proposition—The
one is not,” must be something known, or the wavdslld be unintelligible; and
again this ‘one which is not’ is something diffetréom other things. Moreover,
this and that, some and other, may be all attriboterelated to the one which is
not, and which though non-existent may and muse Ipdurality, if the one only is
non-existent and nothing else; but if all is noirlgethere is nothing which can be
spoken of. Also the one which is not differs, asddifferent in kind from the
others, and therefore unlike them; and they bethgrahan the one, are unlike the
one, which is therefore unlike them. But one, beimijke other, must be like
itself; for the unlikeness of one to itself is ttiestruction of the hypothesis; and
one cannot be equal to the others; for that woujghsse being in the one, and the
others would be equal to one and like one; bottclwvlre impossible, if one does



not exist. The one which is not, then, if not eggalnequal to the others, and in
equality implies great and small, and equality between great and small, and
therefore the one which is not partakes of equdhtyther, the one which is not
has being; for that which is true is, and it isettbat the one is not. And so the one
which is not, if remitting aught of the being of mexistence, would become
existent. For not being implies the being of nalhgeand being the not-being of
not- being; or more truly being partakes of thengeaof being and not of the being
of not-being, and not-being of the being of notAgeand not of the not-being of
not-being. And therefore the one which is not heimdp and also not-being. And
the union of being and not-being involves changemmtion. But how can
not-being, which is nowhere, move or change, eittten one place to another or
in the same place? And whether it is or is notwdatuld cease to be one if
experiencing a change of substance. The one whinbtj then, is both in motion
and at rest, is altered and unaltered, and becamdss destroyed, and does not
become and is not destroyed.

2.b. Once more, let us ask the question, If on®ots what happens in regard to
one? The expression ‘is not’ implies negation ahfe—do we mean by this to
say that a thing, which is not, in a certain see8eor do we mean absolutely to
deny being of it? The latter. Then the one whichascan neither be nor become
nor perish nor experience change of substance aweplINeither can rest, or
motion, or greatness, or smallness, or equalityntikeness, or likeness either to
itself or other, or attribute or relation, or now bereafter or formerly, or
knowledge or opinion or perception or name or anglelse be asserted of that
which is not.

2.aa. Once more, if one is not, what becomes obthers? If we speak of them
they must be, and their very name implies diffeegnand difference implies
relation, not to the one, which is not, but to @m®ther. And they are others of
each other not as units but as infinities, thetledsvhich is also infinity, and
capable of infinitesimal division. And they will & no unity or number, but only
a semblance of unity and number; and the leasha&ntwill appear large and
manifold in comparison with the infinitesimal framts into which it may be
divided. Further, each particle will have the appaae of being equal with the
fractions. For in passing from the greater to #sslit must reach an intermediate
point, which is equality. Moreover, each particleghaugh having a limit in
relation to itself and to other particles, yet @&shneither beginning, middle, nor
end; for there is always a beginning before thartmgg, and a middle within the
middle, and an end beyond the end, because thatésimal division is never
arrested by the one. Thus all being is one attartie, and broken up when near,
and like at a distance and unlike when near; asal thle particles which compose
being seem to be like and unlike, in rest and nmotilo generation and corruption,



in contact and separation, if one is not.

2.bb. Once more, let us inquire, If the one is @kl the others of the one are,
what follows? In the first place, the others wititibe the one, nor the many, for in
that case the one would be contained in them; ereithil they appear to be one or
many; because they have no communion or participati that which is not, nor
semblance of that which is not. If one is not, ¢tieers neither are, nor appear to
be one or many, like or unlike, in contact or sapan. In short, if one is not,
nothing is.

The result of all which is, that whether one isi®mot, one and the others, in
relation to themselves and to one another, areaamahot, and appear to be and
appear not to be, in all manner of ways.

l. On the first hypothesis we may remark: first,allone is one is an identical
proposition, from which we might expect that notlier consequences could be
deduced. The train of consequences which followsinierred by altering the
predicate into ‘not many.’ Yet, perhaps, if a stlgistic had been present, oios
aner ei kai nun paren, he might have affirmed that not many presented a
different aspect of the conception from the onel ams therefore not identical
with it. Such a subtlety would be very much in cuaer with the Zenonian
dialectic. Secondly, We may note, that the conoluss really involved in the
premises. For one is conceived as one, in a sehid wxcludes all predicates.
When the meaning of one has been reduced to a, plo@re is no use in saying
that it has neither parts nor magnitude. Thirdllge Tconception of the same is,
first of all, identified with the one; and then lbyfurther analysis distinguished
from, and even opposed to it. Fourthly, We may aetetions, which have
reappeared in modern philosophy, e.g. the bargaaisin of undefined unity,
answering to the Hegelian ‘Seyn,’ or the identifycontradictions ‘that which is
older is also younger, etc., or the Kantian coticgpof an a priori synthetical
proposition ‘one is.’

Il. In the first series of propositions the word’‘is really the copula; in the
second, the verb of existence. As in the firstesgerthe negative consequence
followed from one being affirmed to be equivalentthe not many; so here the
affirmative consequence is deduced from one begugvalent to the many.

In the former case, nothing could be predicated tloé one, but now
everything—multitude, relation, place, time, trdizsi. One is regarded in all the
aspects of one, and with a reference to all thesequences which flow, either
from the combination or the separation of them. fbgon of transition involves
the singular extra-temporal conception of ‘suddesrielhis idea of ‘suddenness’
is based upon the contradiction which is involvedupposing that anything can



be in two places at once. It is a mere fiction; ae&l may observe that similar
antinomies have led modern philosophers to denyeaakty of time and space. It
is not the infinitesimal of time, but the negatigé time. By the help of this
invention the conception of change, which sorelgreised the minds of early
thinkers, seems to be, but is not really at all&xed. The difficulty arises out of
the imperfection of language, and should therefogeno longer regarded as a
difficulty at all. The only way of meeting it, if exists, is to acknowledge that this
rather puzzling double conception is necessary He éxpression of the
phenomena of motion or change, and that this andasidouble notions, instead
of being anomalies, are among the higher and moienp instruments of human
thought.

The processes by which Parmenides obtains his kaivlar results may be
summed up as follows: (1) Compound or correlativeas which involve each
other, such as, being and not-being, one and naayconceived sometimes in a
state of composition, and sometimes of division:TRe division or distinction is
sometimes heightened into total opposition, e.gwéen one and same, one and
other: or (3) The idea, which has been alreadyddwj is regarded, like a number,
as capable of further infinite subdivision: (4) Thegument often proceeds ‘a
dicto secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter’ and cersely: (5) The analogy of
opposites is misused by him; he argues indiscriteipaometimes from what is
like, sometimes from what is unlike in them: (6)eTidea of being or not-being is
identified with existence or non-existence in placéime: (7) The same ideas are
regarded sometimes as in process of transition,esomas as alternatives or
opposites: (8) There are no degrees or kinds oésass, likeness, difference, nor
any adequate conception of motion or change: (¥, ®aing, time, like space in
Zeno's puzzle of Achilles and the tortoise, areardgd sometimes as continuous
and sometimes as discrete: (10) In some partditiument the abstraction is so
rarefied as to become not only fallacious, but a@mmintelligible, e.g. in the
contradiction which is elicited out of the relatiterms older and younger: (11)
The relation between two terms is regarded undatradictory aspects, as for
example when the existence of the one and the risteace of the one are
equally assumed to involve the existence of the yné&h?) Words are used
through long chains of argument, sometimes loosslymetimes with the
precision of numbers or of geometrical figures.

The argument is a very curious piece of work, uaigquliterature. It seems to be
an exposition or rather a ‘reductio ad absurdunthef Megarian philosophy, but
we are too imperfectly acquainted with this lasspe@ak with confidence about it.
It would be safer to say that it is an indicatiohtlee sceptical, hyperlogical
fancies which prevailed among the contemporariesSocrates. It throws an
indistinct light upon Aristotle, and makes us awafeghe debt which the world



owes to him or his school. It also bears a resemsblato some modern
speculations, in which an attempt is made to nafewguage in such a manner
that number and figure may be made a calculusaafght. It exaggerates one side
of logic and forgets the rest. It has the appe@&aria mathematical process; the
inventor of it delights, as mathematicians do, lititthg or discovering an
unexpected result. It also helps to guard us agaorse fallacies by showing the
consequences which flow from them.

In the Parmenides we seem to breathe the spirth@fMegarian philosophy,

though we cannot compare the two in detail. ButdPEso goes beyond his
Megarian contemporaries; he has split their straves again, and admitted more
than they would have desired. He is indulging thalyical tendencies of his age,
which can divide but not combine. And he does nop $0 inquire whether the
distinctions which he makes are shadowy and fallegi but ‘whither the

argument blows’ he follows.

lll. The negative series of propositions contaihge ffirst conception of the
negation of a negation. Two minus signs in arithenet algebra make a plus.
Two negatives destroy each other. This abstrusemat the foundation of the
Hegelian logic. The mind must not only admit thatedtmination is negation, but
must get through negation into affirmation. Whetties process is real, or in any
way an assistance to thought, or, like some otbgical forms, a mere figure of
speech transferred from the sphere of mathematiay, be doubted. That Plato
and the most subtle philosopher of the nineteeetitury should have lighted
upon the same notion, is a singular coincidenamofent and modern thought.

IV. The one and the many or others are reducedeo strictest arithmetical
meaning. That one is three or three one, is a gitpo which has, perhaps, given
rise to more controversy in the world than any otBeit no one has ever meant to
say that three and one are to be taken in the sam&e. Whereas the one and
many of the Parmenides have precisely the sameinggahere is no notion of
one personality or substance having many attribotepialities. The truth seems
to be rather the opposite of that which Socratgdi@s: There is no contradiction
in the concrete, but in the abstract; and the nadistract the idea, the more
palpable will be the contradiction. For just ashmog can persuade us that the
number one is the number three, so neither canengelsuaded that any abstract
idea is identical with its opposite, although timegty both inhere together in some
external object, or some more comprehensive coiwregdeas, persons, things
may be one in one sense and many in another, agchave various degrees of
unity and plurality. But in whatever sense and inatever degree they are one
they cease to be many; and in whatever degreensedbey are many they cease
to be one.



Two points remain to be considered: 1st, the coimmeketween the first and
second parts of the dialogue; 2ndly, the relatibhthe Parmenides to the other
dialogues.

l. In both divisions of the dialogue the principggleaker is the same, and the
method pursued by him is also the same, beingtigism on received opinions:
first, on the doctrine of Ideas; secondly, of Beikgom the Platonic Ideas we
naturally proceed to the Eleatic One or Being whihhe foundation of them.
They are the same philosophy in two forms, andsthmpler form is the truer and
deeper. For the Platonic Ideas are mere numeiifatehces, and the moment we
attempt to distinguish between them, their trandeatal character is lost; ideas of
justice, temperance, and good, are really distsitable only with reference to
their application in the world. If we once ask hthey are related to individuals or
to the ideas of the divine mind, they are againg®e@rin the aboriginal notion of
Being. No one can answer the questions which Padeemsks of Socrates. And
yet these questions are asked with the expresoatiaigment that the denial of
ideas will be the destruction of the human minde Tiue answer to the difficulty
here thrown out is the establishment of a ratigmsgichology; and this is a work
which is commenced in the Sophist. Plato, in urding difficulty of his own
doctrine of Ideas, is far from denying that sometdoe of Ideas is necessary, and
for this he is paving the way.

In a similar spirit he criticizes the Eleatic daeé of Being, not intending to deny
Ontology, but showing that the old Eleatic notiand the very name ‘Being,’ is
unable to maintain itself against the subtletiethef Megarians. He did not mean
to say that Being or Substance had no existencehéus preparing for the
development of his later view, that ideas were bbgaf relation. The fact that
contradictory consequences follow from the existeac non-existence of one or
many, does not prove that they have or have natence, but rather that some
different mode of conceiving them is required. Pamides may still have thought
that ‘Being was,’ just as Kant would have assettesl existence of ‘things in
themselves,” while denying the transcendental GiseeoCategories.

Several lesser links also connect the first andrsgparts of the dialogue: (1) The

thesis is the same as that which Zeno has beedgliscussing: (2) Parmenides

has intimated in the first part, that the method@eho should, as Socrates desired,
be extended to Ideas: (3) The difficulty of pagating in greatness, smallness,
equality is urged against the Ideas as well amnag#ie One.

Il. The Parmenides is not only a criticism of thedfic notion of Being, but also
of the methods of reasoning then in existence,imtiis point of view, as well as
in the other, may be regarded as an introductiathécSophist. Long ago, in the
Euthydemus, the vulgar application of the ‘both avadther’ Eristic had been



subjected to a similar criticism, which there takies form of banter and irony,
here of illustration.

The attack upon the Ideas is resumed in the Phajedmd is followed by a return
to a more rational philosophy. The perplexity oé tbne and Many is there
confined to the region of Ideas, and replaced liiemry of classification; the

Good arranged in classes is also contrasted wehb#rren abstraction of the
Megarians. The war is carried on against the Egsim all the later dialogues,
sometimes with a playful irony, at other times watort of contempt. But there is
no lengthened refutation of them. The Parmenidésnige to that stage of the
dialogues of Plato in which he is partially undeeit influence, using them as a
sort of ‘critics or diviners’ of the truth of hisam, and of the Eleatic theories. In
the Theaetetus a similar negative dialectic is eygd in the attempt to define
science, which after every effort remains undefisétl. The same question is
revived from the objective side in the Sophist:ri@eand Not-being are no longer
exhibited in opposition, but are now reconciledd &ne true nature of Not-being
is discovered and made the basis of the correlatfordeas. Some links are
probably missing which might have been suppliedafhad trustworthy accounts
of Plato’s oral teaching.

To sum up: the Parmenides of Plato is a critigust, fof the Platonic Ideas, and
secondly, of the Eleatic doctrine of Being. Neittlz@e absolutely denied. But
certain difficulties and consequences are showharassumption of either, which
prove that the Platonic as well as the Eleatic moetmust be remodelled. The
negation and contradiction which are involved ia tonception of the One and
Many are preliminary to their final adjustment. TRE&atonic Ideas are tested by
the interrogative method of Socrates; the Eleati® @r Being is tried by the

severer and perhaps impossible method of hypo#ietisnsequences, negative
and affirmative. In the latter we have an examgdléhe Zenonian or Megarian

dialectic, which proceeded, not ‘by assailing pressi but conclusions’; this is
worked out and improved by Plato. When primary i@esions are used in every
conceivable sense, any or every conclusion may dokiaed from them. The

words ‘one,’ ‘other,” ‘being,” ‘like,” ‘same,” ‘whée,” and their opposites, have
slightly different meanings, as they are appliedlgects of thought or objects of
sense—to number, time, place, and to the highesidé the reason;—and out of
their different meanings this ‘feast’ of contradicts ‘has been provided.’

The Parmenides of Plato belongs to a stage of sploy which has passed away.
At first we read it with a purely antiquarian orstarical interest; and with
difficulty throw ourselves back into a state of ti@nan mind in which Unity and
Being occupied the attention of philosophers. Weniegl the precision of the



language, in which, as in some curious puzzle, eemtd is exactly fitted into
every other, and long trains of argument are chmig with a sort of geometrical
accuracy. We doubt whether any abstract notion dcatand the searching
cross-examination of Parmenides; and may at lakips arrive at the conclusion
that Plato has been using an imaginary method tdk vemt an unmeaning
conclusion. But the truth is, that he is carryinga process which is not either
useless or unnecessary in any age of philosophy.fAVe¢o understand him,
because we do not realize that the questions wtadhk discussing could have had
any value or importance. We suppose them to bethikespeculations of some of
the Schoolmen, which end in nothing. But in truthib trying to get rid of the
stumblingblocks of thought which beset his conterapes. Seeing that the
Megarians and Cynics were making knowledge impéssibe takes their
‘catch-words’ and analyzes them from every condd&goint of view. He is
criticizing the simplest and most general of ougas, in which, as they are the
most comprehensive, the danger of error is the m@sbus; for, if they remain
unexamined, as in a mathematical demonstrationthall flows from them is
affected, and the error pervades knowledge far vaige. In the beginning of
philosophy this correction of human ideas was eweme necessary than in our
own times, because they were more bound up witlisyand words when once
presented to the mind exercised a greater powartbheeght. There is a natural
realism which says, ‘Can there be a word devoitheéning, or an idea which is
an idea of nothing?’ In modern times mankind hav¥erno given too great
importance to a word or idea. The philosophy of déineients was still more in
slavery to them, because they had not the experieherror, which would have
placed them above the illusion.

The method of the Parmenides may be compared hatptocess of purgation,
which Bacon sought to introduce into philosophwt®lis warning us against two
sorts of ‘Idols of the Den’: first, his own Ideaghich he himself having created is
unable to connect in any way with the external dioskecondly, against two idols
in particular, ‘Unity’ and ‘Being,” which had growmp in the pre-Socratic
philosophy, and were still standing in the way Ibfjpaogress and development of
thought. He does not say with Bacon, ‘Let us malkétby experiment,’ or ‘From
these vague and inexact notions let us turn t@fathe time has not yet arrived
for a purely inductive philosophy. The instrumeatshought must first be forged,
that they may be used hereafter by modern inquitéosv, while mankind were
disputing about universals, could they classify r@mena? How could they
investigate causes, when they had not as yet l@amalistinguish between a
cause and an end? How could they make any promgréiss sciences without first
arranging them? These are the deficiencies whiato®$ seeking to supply in an
age when knowledge was a shadow of a nhame onlhelrearlier dialogues the
Socratic conception of universals is illustratedhiy genius; in the Phaedrus the



nature of division is explained; in the Republie thw of contradiction and the
unity of knowledge are asserted; in the later djaés he is constantly engaged
both with the theory and practice of classificatibhese were the ‘new weapons,’
as he terms them in the Philebus, which he wasaprep for the use of some
who, in after ages, would be found ready enougtigown their obligations to the
great master, or rather, perhaps, would be incapathinderstanding them.

Numberless fallacies, as we are often truly tolijehoriginated in a confusion of
the ‘copula,’ and the ‘verb of existence.” Would tize distinction which Plato by
the mouth of Parmenides makes between ‘One is am#*One has being’ have
saved us from this and many similar confusions?sé&again that a long period
in the history of philosophy was a barren tract; mocultivated, but unfruitful,
because there was no inquiry into the relationaogliage and thought, and the
metaphysical imagination was incapable of supplyimg missing link between
words and things. The famous dispute between Ndisisand Realists would
never have been heard of, if, instead of transfgrie Platonic Ideas into a crude
Latin phraseology, the spirit of Plato had beeiytunderstood and appreciated.
Upon the term substance at least two celebratexldjeal controversies appear
to hinge, which would not have existed, or at lestin their present form, if we
had ‘interrogated’ the word substance, as Plato thasnotions of Unity and
Being. These weeds of philosophy have struck ttogits deep into the soil, and
are always tending to reappear, sometimes in nagldd forms; while similar
words, such as development, evolution, law, andikiee are constantly put in the
place of facts, even by writers who profess to liagé entirely upon fact. In an
unmetaphysical age there is probably more metaphysithe common sense (i.e.
more a priori assumption) than in any other, beeaih®re is more complete
unconsciousness that we are resting on our owrs,idegile we please ourselves
with the conviction that we are resting on factse Wb not consider how much
metaphysics are required to place us above metaghys how difficult it is to
prevent the forms of expression which are ready enémt our use from
outrunning actual observation and experiment.

In the last century the educated world were asheigo find that the whole fabric
of their ideas was falling to pieces, because Hamesed himself by analyzing
the word ‘cause’ into uniform sequence. Then asghilosophy which, equally
regardless of the history of the mind, sought teesaankind from scepticism by
assigning to our notions of ‘cause and effect,bsance and accident,” ‘whole
and part,” a necessary place in human thought. dfitthem we could have no
experience, and therefore they were supposed toribe to experience—to be
incrusted on the ‘I'; although in the phraseolody Kant there could be no
transcendental use of them, or, in other wordsy there only applicable within
the range of our knowledge. But into the origintleése ideas, which he obtains



partly by an analysis of the proposition, partly dgvelopment of the ‘ego,’ he
never inquires—they seem to him to have a necessdasfence; nor does he
attempt to analyse the various senses in whichwitrel ‘cause’ or ‘substance’
may be employed.

The philosophy of Berkeley could never have hadraegning, even to himself, if
he had first analyzed from every point of view tenception of ‘matter.” This
poor forgotten word (which was ‘a very good word’ describe the simplest
generalization of external objects) is now supezdad the vocabulary of physical
philosophers by ‘force,” which seems to be accepteithout any rigid
examination of its meaning, as if the general idéa‘force’ in our minds
furnished an explanation of the infinite variety forces which exist in the
universe. A similar ambiguity occurs in the useha favourite word ‘law,” which

is sometimes regarded as a mere abstraction, andetevated into a real power
or entity, almost taking the place of God. Theologgain, is full of undefined
terms which have distracted the human mind for .alyiskind have reasoned
from them, but not to them; they have drawn outdbieclusions without proving
the premises; they have asserted the premisesuwith@mining the terms. The
passions of religious parties have been rousedetatmost about words of which
they could have given no explanation, and which teadly no distinct meaning.
One sort of them, faith, grace, justification, héeen the symbols of one class of
disputes; as the words substance, nature, persbnanother, revelation,
inspiration, and the like, of a third. All of thehave been the subject of endless
reasonings and inferences; but a spell has hungtbgeminds of theologians or
philosophers which has prevented them from examitie words themselves.
Either the effort to rise above and beyond theindinst ideas was too great for
them, or there might, perhaps, have seemed to berewerence in doing so.
About the Divine Being Himself, in whom all trueetblogical ideas live and
move, men have spoken and reasoned much, and l@nced that they
instinctively know Him. But they hardly suspectthiader the name of God even
Christians have included two characters or nataseswuch opposed as the good
and evil principle of the Persians.

To have the true use of words we must compare thigmthings; in using them
we acknowledge that they seldom give a perfectessrtation of our meaning. In
like manner when we interrogate our ideas we fimat wwe are not using them
always in the sense which we supposed. And Platolewhe criticizes the
inconsistency of his own doctrine of universals arédws out the endless
consequences which flow from the assertion eith&tr ‘Being is’ or that ‘Being is
not,” by no means intends to deny the existencenofersals or the unity under
which they are comprehended. There is nothing éarfrom his thoughts than
scepticism. But before proceeding he must exanfiaddundations which he and



others have been laying; there is nothing true wiécnot from some point of
view untrue, nothing absolute which is not alsatieé (compare Republic).

And so, in modern times, because we are called tpamalyze our ideas and to
come to a distinct understanding about the meaoingords; because we know
that the powers of language are very unequal teulhdety of nature or of mind,
we do not therefore renounce the use of them; leuteplace them in their old
connexion, having first tested their meaning andligy and having corrected the
error which is involved in them; or rather alwagsnembering to make allowance
for the adulteration or alloy which they contain.eWtannot call a new
metaphysical world into existence any more thancese frame a new universal
language; in thought as in speech, we are dependéhe past. We know that the
words ‘cause’ and ‘effect’ are very far from remetng to us the continuity or
the complexity of nature or the different modesdegrees in which phenomena
are connected. Yet we accept them as the bestssx@newhich we have of the
correlation of forces or objects. We see that dmntlaw’ is a mere abstraction,
under which laws of matter and of mind, the lawnafure and the law of the land
are included, and some of these uses of the wardcanfusing, because they
introduce into one sphere of thought associatiohghwbelong to another; for
example, order or sequence is apt to be confounitbdexternal compulsion and
the internal workings of the mind with their masrantecedents. Yet none of
them can be dispensed with; we can only be on aardgagainst the error or
confusion which arises out of them. Thus in the afsthe word ‘substance’ we
are far from supposing that there is any mysterisuisstratum apart from the
objects which we see, and we acknowledge that ¢lgative notion is very likely
to become a positive one. Still we retain the wasda convenient generalization,
though not without a double sense, substance, asdnee, derived from the
two-fold translation of the Greek ousia.

So the human mind makes the reflection that Godnas a person like

ourselves—is not a cause like the material causaature, nor even an intelligent
cause like a human agent—nor an individual, foritianiversal; and that every
possible conception which we can form of Him isited by the human faculties.
We cannot by any effort of thought or exertion aitti be in and out of our own
minds at the same instant. How can we conceive Utider the forms of time and
space, who is out of time and space? How get risuoh forms and see Him as
He is? How can we imagine His relation to the wodd to ourselves?

Innumerable contradictions follow from either oéttwo alternatives, that God is
or that He is not. Yet we are far from saying thet know nothing of Him,

because all that we know is subject to the conastiof human thought. To the old
belief in Him we return, but with corrections. He a person, but not like
ourselves; a mind, but not a human mind; a causensst a material cause, nor



yet a maker or artificer. The words which we useiarperfect expressions of His

true nature; but we do not therefore lose faithmmat is best and highest in
ourselves and in the world.

‘A little philosophy takes us away from God; a drdaal brings us back to Him.’
When we begin to reflect, our first thoughts resipgcHim and ourselves are apt
to be sceptical. For we can analyze our religicus@ll as our other ideas; we can
trace their history; we can criticize their pervens we see that they are relative to
the human mind and to one another. But when we basréed our criticism to the
furthest point, they still remain, a necessity of moral nature, better known and
understood by us, and less liable to be shakemulseove are more aware of their
necessary imperfection. They come to us with ‘lbettginion, better
confirmation,” not merely as the inspirations eitbéourselves or of another, but
deeply rooted in history and in the human mind.
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