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Cephalus rehearses a dialogue which is supposéavie been narrated in his
presence by Antiphon, the half-brother of Adeiman&nd Glaucon, to certain
Clazomenians.

We had come from our home at Clazomenae to Atrerdsmet Adeimantus and
Glaucon in the Agora. Welcome, Cephalus, said Adeins, taking me by the
hand; is there anything which we can do for yoAtinens?

Yes; that is why | am here; | wish to ask a favoluyou.
What may that be? he said.

| want you to tell me the name of your half brothenich | have forgotten; he was
a mere child when I last came hither from Clazoreetat that was a long time
ago; his father’'s name, if | remember rightly, vilasilampes?

Yes, he said, and the name of our brother, Antipbabwhy do you ask?

Let me introduce some countrymen of mine, | sddytare lovers of philosophy,
and have heard that Antiphon was intimate with réage Pythodorus, a friend of
Zeno, and remembers a conversation which took pgleteeen Socrates, Zeno,
and Parmenides many years ago, Pythodorus haviewg i@cited it to him.

Quite true.
And could we hear it? | asked.

Nothing easier, he replied; when he was a youtimbde a careful study of the
piece; at present his thoughts run in another timec like his grandfather

Antiphon he is devoted to horses. But, if that letwou want, let us go and look
for him; he dwells at Melita, which is quite neand he has only just left us to go



home.

Accordingly we went to look for him; he was at hqraed in the act of giving a
bridle to a smith to be fitted. When he had don#hwhe smith, his brothers told
him the purpose of our visit; and he saluted meamasacquaintance whom he
remembered from my former visit, and we asked lomepeat the dialogue. At
first he was not very willing, and complained ottlrouble, but at length he
consented. He told us that Pythodorus had desctibddm the appearance of
Parmenides and Zeno; they came to Athens, as teatahe great Panathenaea;
the former was, at the time of his visit, abouty@ars old, very white with age,
but well favoured. Zeno was nearly 40 years of égleand fair to look upon; in
the days of his youth he was reported to have bedwved by Parmenides. He
said that they lodged with Pythodorus in the Cecasii outside the wall, whither
Socrates, then a very young man, came to see #nainmany others with him;
they wanted to hear the writings of Zeno, which baén brought to Athens for
the first time on the occasion of their visit. Tee&eno himself read to them in the
absence of Parmenides, and had very nearly finigitezh Pythodorus entered,
and with him Parmenides and Aristoteles who wasnatirds one of the Thirty,
and heard the little that remained of the dialogegthodorus had heard Zeno
repeat them before.

When the recitation was completed, Socrates regddbat the first thesis of the

first argument might be read over again, and thigrig been done, he said: What
IS your meaning, Zeno? Do you maintain that if ggsxmany, it must be both like

and unlike, and that this is impossible, for neitban the like be unlike, nor the

unlike like—is that your position?

Just so, said Zeno.

And if the unlike cannot be like, or the like urdikthen according to you, being
could not be many; for this would involve an impbsgy. In all that you say
have you any other purpose except to disprove éiveglof the many? and is not
each division of your treatise intended to furneslseparate proof of this, there
being in all as many proofs of the not-being of thany as you have composed
arguments? Is that your meaning, or have | miswstoed you?

No, said Zeno; you have correctly understood myegampurpose.

| see, Parmenides, said Socrates, that Zeno wieldd be not only one with you
in friendship but your second self in his writinggg; he puts what you say in
another way, and would fain make believe that Helisi\g us something which is
new. For you, in your poems, say The All is ong] afthis you adduce excellent
proofs; and he on the other hand says There isanyyand on behalf of this he



offers overwhelming evidence. You affirm unity, tienies plurality. And so you
deceive the world into believing that you are sgyihifferent things when really
you are saying much the same. This is a straintdiegyond the reach of most of
us.

Yes, Socrates, said Zeno. But although you areeas las a Spartan hound in
pursuing the track, you do not fully apprehendttiie motive of the composition,
which is not really such an artificial work as ymoagine; for what you speak of
was an accident; there was no pretence of a gregqiope; nor any serious
intention of deceiving the world. The truth is, thihese writings of mine were
meant to protect the arguments of Parmenides dgaimse who make fun of him
and seek to show the many ridiculous and contragictesults which they
suppose to follow from the affirmation of the oy answer is addressed to the
partisans of the many, whose attack | return watlerest by retorting upon them
that their hypothesis of the being of many, if erout, appears to be still more
ridiculous than the hypothesis of the being of afeal for my master led me to
write the book in the days of my youth, but some stole the copy; and therefore
| had no choice whether it should be published atr the motive, however, of
writing, was not the ambition of an elder man, thé pugnacity of a young one.
This you do not seem to see, Socrates; thoughhier sespects, as | was saying,
your notion is a very just one.

| understand, said Socrates, and quite acceptamount. But tell me, Zeno, do
you not further think that there is an idea of fikss in itself, and another idea of
unlikeness, which is the opposite of likeness, tadl in these two, you and | and
all other things to which we apply the term mang/tigipate—things which
participate in likeness become in that degree aadner like; and so far as they
participate in unlikeness become in that degre&einbr both like and unlike in
the degree in which they participate in both? Amnaymot all things partake of
both opposites, and be both like and unlike, by seea of this
participation?—Where is the wonder? Now if a persounld prove the absolute
like to become unlike, or the absolute unlike todree like, that, in my opinion,
would indeed be a wonder; but there is nothingaexttinary, Zeno, in showing
that the things which only partake of likeness amdikeness experience both.
Nor, again, if a person were to show that all is by partaking of one, and at the
same time many by partaking of many, would thatvéwy astonishing. But if he
were to show me that the absolute one was mantheoabsolute many one, |
should be truly amazed. And so of all the restidudd be surprised to hear that
the natures or ideas themselves had these opppstiies; but not if a person
wanted to prove of me that | was many and also Wigen he wanted to show
that | was many he would say that | have a riglot areft side, and a front and a
back, and an upper and a lower half, for | canmotydhat | partake of multitude;



when, on the other hand, he wants to prove that bae, he will say, that we who
are here assembled are seven, and that | am onpaatadte of the one. In both
instances he proves his case. So again, if a pstsmms that such things as wood,
stones, and the like, being many are also one, aveitathat he shows the
coexistence of the one and many, but he does ot #mt the many are one or
the one many; he is uttering not a paradox buaiartr. If however, as | just now
suggested, some one were to abstract simple notibhise, unlike, one, many,
rest, motion, and similar ideas, and then to shioat these admit of admixture
and separation in themselves, | should be very nastbnished. This part of the
argument appears to be treated by you, Zeno, enaspirited manner; but, as |
was saying, | should be far more amazed if anyfoard in the ideas themselves
which are apprehended by reason, the same puzdlerdanglement which you
have shown to exist in visible objects.

While Socrates was speaking, Pythodorus thoughtthanenides and Zeno were
not altogether pleased at the successive stegge argument; but still they gave
the closest attention, and often looked at one hemptand smiled as if in
admiration of him. When he had finished, Parmenelgeessed their feelings in
the following words:—

Socrates, he said, | admire the bent of your noméatds philosophy; tell me now,
was this your own distinction between ideas in thelwes and the things which
partake of them? and do you think that there igdaa of likeness apart from the
likeness which we possess, and of the one and naamdy,of the other things
which Zeno mentioned?

| think that there are such ideas, said Socrates.

Parmenides proceeded: And would you also make atesmleas of the just and
the beautiful and the good, and of all that class?

Yes, he said, | should.

And would you make an idea of man apart from us faach all other human
creatures, or of fire and water?

| am often undecided, Parmenides, as to whetheghtato include them or not.

And would you feel equally undecided, Socrates,ualthings of which the
mention may provoke a smile?—I mean such thindsaas mud, dirt, or anything
else which is vile and paltry; would you supposat thach of these has an idea
distinct from the actual objects with which we comi® contact, or not?

Certainly not, said Socrates; visible things likede are such as they appear to us,



and | am afraid that there would be an absurditgsauming any idea of them,
although | sometimes get disturbed, and begin tokthhat there is nothing
without an idea; but then again, when | have talgrthis position, | run away,
because | am afraid that | may fall into a bott@sleit of nonsense, and perish;
and so | return to the ideas of which | was jusirspeaking, and occupy myself
with them.

Yes, Socrates, said Parmenides; that is becausargostill young; the time will
come, if I am not mistaken, when philosophy will/ea firmer grasp of you, and
then you will not despise even the meanest thiaggpur age, you are too much
disposed to regard the opinions of men. But | sthdike to know whether you
mean that there are certain ideas of which allrdtiags partake, and from which
they derive their names; that similars, for exampkcome similar, because they
partake of similarity; and great things become gréacause they partake of
greatness; and that just and beautiful things becmst and beautiful, because
they partake of justice and beauty?

Yes, certainly, said Socrates that is my meaning.

Then each individual partakes either of the whdléhe idea or else of a part of
the idea? Can there be any other mode of partioipat

There cannot be, he said.

Then do you think that the whole idea is one, agtd lyeing one, is in each one of
the many?

Why not, Parmenides? said Socrates.

Because one and the same thing will exist as aevabthe same time in many
separate individuals, and will therefore be inadesbf separation from itself.

Nay, but the idea may be like the day which is and the same in many places at
once, and yet continuous with itself; in this wacle idea may be one and the
same in all at the same time.

| like your way, Socrates, of making one in margcgls at once. You mean to say,
that if | were to spread out a sail and cover almemof men, there would be one
whole including many—is not that your meaning?

| think so.

And would you say that the whole sail includes emem, or a part of it only, and
different parts different men?



The latter.

Then, Socrates, the ideas themselves will be @ieisiand things which
participate in them will have a part of them onhgdanot the whole idea existing in
each of them?

That seems to follow.

Then would you like to say, Socrates, that the idea is really divisible and yet
remains one?

Certainly not, he said.

Suppose that you divide absolute greatness, aridofhthe many great things,
each one is great in virtue of a portion of grestndess than absolute
greatness—is that conceivable?

No.

Or will each equal thing, if possessing some srpaition of equality less than
absolute equality, be equal to some other thingithye of that portion only?

Impossible.

Or suppose one of us to have a portion of smaljrikissis but a part of the small,
and therefore the absolutely small is greatehefdbsolutely small be greater, that
to which the part of the small is added will be #eraand not greater than before.

How absurd!

Then in what way, Socrates, will all things pagpate in the ideas, if they are
unable to participate in them either as parts aled?

Indeed, he said, you have asked a question whigobtisasily answered.
Well, said Parmenides, and what do you say of amajhestion?
What question?

| imagine that the way in which you are led to asswne idea of each kind is as
follows:—You see a number of great objects, andnwau look at them there
seems to you to be one and the same idea (or hatuteem all; hence you
conceive of greatness as one.

Very true, said Socrates.

And if you go on and allow your mind in like manrierembrace in one view the



idea of greatness and of great things which aré¢hsotdea, and to compare them,
will not another greatness arise, which will appedre the source of all these?

It would seem so.

Then another idea of greatness now comes into wesy and above absolute
greatness, and the individuals which partake otiig then another, over and
above all these, by virtue of which they will a# great, and so each idea instead
of being one will be infinitely multiplied.

But may not the ideas, asked Socrates, be thougilys and have no proper
existence except in our minds, Parmenides? Fdrahdase each idea may still be
one, and not experience this infinite multiplicatio

And can there be individual thoughts which are tfas of nothing?
Impossible, he said.

The thought must be of something?

Yes.

Of something which is or which is not?

Of something which is.

Must it not be of a single something, which theutat recognizes as attaching to
all, being a single form or nature?

Yes.

And will not the something which is apprehendedas and the same in all, be
an idea?

From that, again, there is no escape.

Then, said Parmenides, if you say that everythisg participates in the ideas,
must you not say either that everything is madefujpoughts, and that all things
think; or that they are thoughts but have no théigh

The latter view, Parmenides, is no more rationahtthe previous one. In my
opinion, the ideas are, as it were, patterns firatature, and other things are like
them, and resemblances of them—what is meant bypdéngcipation of other
things in the ideas, is really assimilation to them

But if, said he, the individual is like the ideaush not the idea also be like the



individual, in so far as the individual is a reséamge of the idea? That which is
like, cannot be conceived of as other than thedikéke.

Impossible.
And when two things are alike, must they not patakthe same idea?
They must.

And will not that of which the two partake, and aiimakes them alike, be the
idea itself?

Certainly.

Then the idea cannot be like the individual, or ithdividual like the idea; for if

they are alike, some further idea of likeness alivays be coming to light, and if
that be like anything else, another; and new idedisbe always arising, if the

idea resembles that which partakes of it?

Quite true.

The theory, then, that other things participatéhm ideas by resemblance, has to
be given up, and some other mode of participatensgd?

It would seem so.

Do you see then, Socrates, how great is the diffi@f affirming the ideas to be
absolute?

Yes, indeed.

And, further, let me say that as yet you only ustierd a small part of the
difficulty which is involved if you make of eachitly a single idea, parting it off
from other things.

What difficulty? he said.

There are many, but the greatest of all is this:aAfopponent argues that these
ideas, being such as we say they ought to be, raostin unknown, no one can
prove to him that he is wrong, unless he who detiies existence be a man of
great ability and knowledge, and is willing to M a long and laborious
demonstration; he will remain unconvinced, and stéist that they cannot be
known.

What do you mean, Parmenides? said Socrates.



In the first place, | think, Socrates, that you, asry one who maintains the
existence of absolute essences, will admit that teenot exist in us.

No, said Socrates; for then they would be no loadpsolute.

True, he said; and therefore when ideas are wheat #ne in relation to one
another, their essence is determined by a relamong themselves, and has
nothing to do with the resemblances, or whatevey Hre to be termed, which are
in our sphere, and from which we receive this @t thame when we partake of
them. And the things which are within our spherd have the same names with
them, are likewise only relative to one anothed aot to the ideas which have
the same names with them, but belong to themsalveésot to them.

What do you mean? said Socrates.

| may illustrate my meaning in this way, said Panides:—A master has a slave;
now there is nothing absolute in the relation betwéem, which is simply a
relation of one man to another. But there is alsadea of mastership in the
abstract, which is relative to the idea of slavarthe abstract. These natures have
nothing to do with us, nor we with them; they amnaerned with themselves
only, and we with ourselves. Do you see my meaning?

Yes, said Socrates, | quite see your meaning.

And will not knowledge—I mean absolute knowledge-swaer to absolute truth?
Certainly.

And each kind of absolute knowledge will answeeagh kind of absolute being?
Yes.

But the knowledge which we have, will answer to theh which we have; and
again, each kind of knowledge which we have, waélladbknowledge of each kind
of being which we have?

Certainly.
But the ideas themselves, as you admit, we hayeandtcannot have?
No, we cannot.

And the absolute natures or kinds are known sdyebgl the absolute idea of
knowledge?

Yes.



And we have not got the idea of knowledge?
No.

Then none of the ideas are known to us, becausbawe no share in absolute
knowledge?

| suppose not.

Then the nature of the beautiful in itself, anditeé good in itself, and all other
ideas which we suppose to exist absolutely, ar@ank to us?

It would seem so.
| think that there is a stranger consequence still.
What is it?

Would you, or would you not say, that absolute kiealge, if there is such a
thing, must be a far more exact knowledge thankoowledge; and the same of
beauty and of the rest?

Yes.

And if there be such a thing as participation irs@bte knowledge, no one is
more likely than God to have this most exact knolges?

Certainly.

But then, will God, having absolute knowledge, havé&nowledge of human
things?

Why not?

Because, Socrates, said Parmenides, we have afithidtiethe ideas are not valid
in relation to human things; nor human things ilatien to them; the relations of
either are limited to their respective spheres.

Yes, that has been admitted.

And if God has this perfect authority, and perleodwledge, his authority cannot
rule us, nor his knowledge know us, or any humangthust as our authority does
not extend to the gods, nor our knowledge knowlangtwhich is divine, so by
parity of reason they, being gods, are not our engsheither do they know the
things of men.

Yet, surely, said Socrates, to deprive God of keolgé is monstrous.



These, Socrates, said Parmenides, are a few, ané dew of the difficulties in
which we are involved if ideas really are and weedaine each one of them to be
an absolute unity. He who hears what may be saithsigthem will deny the very
existence of them—and even if they do exist, hd saly that they must of
necessity be unknown to man; and he will seem e heason on his side, and as
we were remarking just now, will be very difficutt convince; a man must be
gifted with very considerable ability before he ¢earn that everything has a class
and an absolute essence; and still more remarkablée be who discovers all
these things for himself, and having thoroughlyestigated them is able to teach
them to others.

| agree with you, Parmenides, said Socrates; arad yu say is very much to my
mind.

And yet, Socrates, said Parmenides, if a man,dikiis attention on these and the
like difficulties, does away with ideas of thingadawill not admit that every
individual thing has its own determinate idea whiglalways one and the same,
he will have nothing on which his mind can rest] ao he will utterly destroy the
power of reasoning, as you seem to me to havecphatly noted.

Very true, he said.

But, then, what is to become of philosophy? Whitteall we turn, if the ideas are
unknown?

| certainly do not see my way at present.

Yes, said Parmenides; and | think that this ariSesrates, out of your attempting
to define the beautiful, the just, the good, and tleas generally, without
sufficient previous training. | noticed your de&ocy, when | heard you talking
here with your friend Aristoteles, the day beforestgrday. The impulse that
carries you towards philosophy is assuredly nobke divine; but there is an art
which is called by the vulgar idle talking, and walhiis often imagined to be
useless; in that you must train and exercise ytfursew that you are young, or
truth will elude your grasp.

And what is the nature of this exercise, Parmenidgkich you would
recommend?

That which you heard Zeno practising; at the saime,tl give you credit for

saying to him that you did not care to examine pleeplexity in reference to
visible things, or to consider the question thayviaut only in reference to objects
of thought, and to what may be called ideas.



Why, yes, he said, there appears to me to be riguliiy in showing by this
method that visible things are like and unlike amaly experience anything.

Quite true, said Parmenides; but | think that ybousd go a step further, and
consider not only the consequences which flow feogiven hypothesis, but also
the consequences which flow from denying the hyggi) and that will be still
better training for you.

What do you mean? he said.

| mean, for example, that in the case of this Jemyothesis of Zeno’s about the
many, you should inquire not only what will be tt@nsequences to the many in
relation to themselves and to the one, and to tieeio relation to itself and the
many, on the hypothesis of the being of the many, dso what will be the
consequences to the one and the many in theiraelat themselves and to each
other, on the opposite hypothesis. Or, againkéress is or is not, what will be
the consequences in either of these cases to tijectsiof the hypothesis, and to
other things, in relation both to themselves andot® another, and so of
unlikeness; and the same holds good of motion &stl of generation and
destruction, and even of being and not-being. lwad, when you suppose
anything to be or not to be, or to be in any wagaéd, you must look at the
consequences in relation to the thing itself, amény other things which you
choose,—to each of them singly, to more than ond, ta all; and so of other
things, you must look at them in relation to thelwsg and to anything else which
you suppose either to be or not to be, if you wdrddch yourself perfectly and see
the real truth.

That, Parmenides, is a tremendous business of wbiclspeak, and | do not quite
understand you; will you take some hypothesis amthgough the steps?—then |
shall apprehend you better.

That, Socrates, is a serious task to impose onnaafniay years.
Then will you, Zeno? said Socrates.

Zeno answered with a smile:—Let us make our petitm Parmenides himself,
who is quite right in saying that you are hardlyasevof the extent of the task
which you are imposing on him; and if there wererenof us | should not ask
him, for these are not subjects which any one,@slheat his age, can well speak
of before a large audience; most people are notreawlzat this roundabout
progress through all things is the only way in vihibe mind can attain truth and
wisdom. And therefore, Parmenides, | join in thquest of Socrates, that | may
hear the process again which | have not heard lflmmgtime.



When Zeno had thus spoken, Pythodorus, accordidgtiphon’s report of him,
said, that he himself and Aristoteles and the whkolapany entreated Parmenides
to give an example of the process. | cannot refsaie, Parmenides; and yet | feel
rather like Ibycus, who, when in his old age, againis will, he fell in love,
compared himself to an old racehorse, who was atwouiin in a chariot race,
shaking with fear at the course he knew so wells-tlias his simile of himself.
And | also experience a trembling when | remembeough what an ocean of
words | have to wade at my time of life. But | musdulge you, as Zeno says that
| ought, and we are alone. Where shall | begin? At shall be our first
hypothesis, if | am to attempt this laborious past? Shall | begin with myself,
and take my own hypothesis the one? and considerctimsequences which
follow on the supposition either of the being otlod not-being of one?

By all means, said Zeno.

And who will answer me? he said. Shall | proposeythungest? He will not make
difficulties and will be the most likely to say wihae thinks; and his answers will
give me time to breathe.

| am the one whom you mean, Parmenides, said Agls&) for | am the youngest
and at your service. Ask, and | will answer.

Parmenides proceeded: 1.a. If one is, he saidyrtbeeannot be many?
Impossible.

Then the one cannot have parts, and cannot be l@Who

Why not?

Because every part is part of a whole; is it not?

Yes.

And what is a whole? would not that of which notpamwanting be a whole?
Certainly.

Then, in either case, the one would be made umd§;pboth as being a whole,
and also as having parts?

To be sure.
And in either case, the one would be many, anedbne?

True.



But, surely, it ought to be one and not many?

It ought.

Then, if the one is to remain one, it will not be/laole, and will not have parts?
No.

But if it has no parts, it will have neither begimg, middle, nor end; for these
would of course be parts of it.

Right.

But then, again, a beginning and an end are theslioh everything?
Certainly.

Then the one, having neither beginning nor endpisnited?

Yes, unlimited.

And therefore formless; for it cannot partake aitbferound or straight.
But why?

Why, because the round is that of which all theeare points are equidistant
from the centre?

Yes.
And the straight is that of which the centre inggrts the view of the extremes?
True.

Then the one would have parts and would be many, partook either of a
straight or of a circular form?

Assuredly.
But having no parts, it will be neither straight mound?
Right.

And, being of such a nature, it cannot be in amce) for it cannot be either in
another or in itself.

How so?



Because if it were in another, it would be enculchy that in which it was, and
would touch it at many places and with many paotg; that which is one and
indivisible, and does not partake of a circulamunat cannot be touched all round
in many places.

Certainly not.

But if, on the other hand, one were in itself, dud also be contained by nothing
else but itself; that is to say, if it were really itself; for nothing can be in
anything which does not contain it.

Impossible.

But then, that which contains must be other tha wWhich is contained? for the
same whole cannot do and suffer both at once; fasd, ione will be no longer
one, but two?

True.
Then one cannot be anywhere, either in itself @niother?
No.

Further consider, whether that which is of suchature can have either rest or
motion.

Why not?

Why, because the one, if it were moved, would kbeeimoved in place or
changed in nature; for these are the only kindaaton.

Yes.

And the one, when it changes and ceases to bt ¢ashot be any longer one.
It cannot.

It cannot therefore experience the sort of motidictvis change of nature?
Clearly not.

Then can the motion of the one be in place?

Perhaps.

But if the one moved in place, must it not eithesven round and round in the
same place, or from one place to another?



It must.

And that which moves in a circle must rest uporeatr®; and that which goes
round upon a centre must have parts which arerdiffefrom the centre; but that
which has no centre and no parts cannot possibtabyeed round upon a centre?

Impossible.

But perhaps the motion of the one consists in chafiglace?

Perhaps so, if it moves at all.

And have we not already shown that it cannot kemniything?

Yes.

Then its coming into being in anything is still mampossible; is it not?
| do not see why.

Why, because anything which comes into being irttang, can neither as yet be
in that other thing while still coming into beingor be altogether out of it, if
already coming into being in it.

Certainly not.

And therefore whatever comes into being in anothest have parts, and then one
part may be in, and another part out of that othet;that which has no parts can
never be at one and the same time neither wholtiinvinor wholly without
anything.

True.

And is there not a still greater impossibility mat which has no parts, and is not a
whole, coming into being anywhere, since it cancwne into being either as a
part or as a whole?

Clearly.

Then it does not change place by revolving in thees spot, nor by going
somewhere and coming into being in something; gaima by change in itself?

Very true.
Then in respect of any kind of motion the one isioveable?

Immoveable.



But neither can the one be in anything, as weraffir

Yes, we said so.

Then it is never in the same?

Why not?

Because if it were in the same it would be in sdrimgt

Certainly.

And we said that it could not be in itself, and Icooot be in other?
True.

Then one is never in the same place?

It would seem not.

But that which is never in the same place is nguégt or at rest?
Never.

One then, as would seem, is neither at rest naroton?

It certainly appears so.

Neither will it be the same with itself or othegrragain, other than itself or other.
How is that?

If other than itself it would be other than onegdavould not be one.
True.

And if the same with other, it would be that othamd not itself; so that upon this
supposition too, it would not have the nature af,dyut would be other than one?

It would.
Then it will not be the same with other, or otHsart itself?
It will not.

Neither will it be other than other, while it remaione; for not one, but only
other, can be other than other, and nothing else.



True.
Then not by virtue of being one will it be other?
Certainly not.

But if not by virtue of being one, not by virtue i$elf; and if not by virtue of
itself, not itself, and itself not being other &t will not be other than anything?

Right.

Neither will one be the same with itself.

How not?

Surely the nature of the one is not the naturb@iiame.

Why not?

It is not when anything becomes the same with angtthat it becomes one.
What of that?

Anything which becomes the same with the many, seardy becomes many and
not one.

True.

But, if there were no difference between the ond #re same, when a thing
became the same, it would always become one; arah whbecame one, the
same?

Certainly.

And, therefore, if one be the same with itselfisinot one with itself, and will
therefore be one and also not one.

Surely that is impossible.
And therefore the one can neither be other thaerptior the same with itself.
Impossible.

And thus the one can neither be the same, nor,atfiber in relation to itself or
other?

No.



Neither will the one be like anything or unlikeatkor other.

Why not?

Because likeness is sameness of affections.

Yes.

And sameness has been shown to be of a natunectlisom oneness?
That has been shown.

But if the one had any other affection than thabeihg one, it would be affected
in such a way as to be more than one; which is gsibte.

True.

Then the one can never be so affected as to bsatine either with another or
with itself?

Clearly not.
Then it cannot be like another, or like itself?
No.

Nor can it be affected so as to be other, for themuld be affected in such a way
as to be more than one.

It would.

That which is affected otherwise than itself or theo, will be unlike itself or
another, for sameness of affections is likeness.

True.

But the one, as appears, never being affectedveigeeris never unlike itself or
other?

Never.
Then the one will never be either like or unlikeeif or other?
Plainly not.

Again, being of this nature, it can neither be éaqoa unequal either to itself or to
other.



How is that?

Why, because the one if equal must be of the saessunes as that to which it is
equal.

True.

And if greater or less than things which are comsneaible with it, the one will
have more measures than that which is less, angl filnan that which is greater?

Yes.

And so of things which are not commensurate withihie¢ one will have greater
measures than that which is less and smaller tietnthich is greater.

Certainly.

But how can that which does not partake of samene®se either the same
measures or have anything else the same?

Impossible.

And not having the same measures, the one cannedjie either with itself or
with another?

It appears so.

But again, whether it have fewer or more measitr@sll have as many parts as it
has measures; and thus again the one will be rgetazne but will have as many
parts as measures.

Right.

And if it were of one measure, it would be equathat measure; yet it has been
shown to be incapable of equality.

It has.

Then it will neither partake of one measure, nomainy, nor of few, nor of the
same at all, nor be equal to itself or another; b@greater or less than itself, or
other?

Certainly.

Well, and do we suppose that one can be oldepumger than anything, or of the
same age with it?



Why not?

Why, because that which is of the same age widifits other, must partake of
equality or likeness of time; and we said that ¢ime did not partake either of
equality or of likeness?

We did say so.
And we also said, that it did not partake of indiyar unlikeness.
Very true.

How then can one, being of this nature, be eith#roor younger than anything,
or have the same age with it?

In no way.

Then one cannot be older or younger, or of the sagee either with itself or with
another?

Clearly not.

Then the one, being of this nature, cannot benie t@t all; for must not that which
is in time, be always growing older than itself?

Certainly.
And that which is older, must always be older teamething which is younger?
True.

Then, that which becomes older than itself, alsoobws at the same time
younger than itself, if it is to have somethindoerome older than.

What do you mean?

| mean this:—A thing does not need to become diffefrom another thing which
is already different; it IS different, and if itsffierent has become, it has become
different; if its different will be, it will be diierent; but of that which is becoming
different, there cannot have been, or be aboutetoob yet be, a different—the
only different possible is one which is becoming.

That is inevitable.
But, surely, the elder is a difference relativehte younger, and to nothing else.

True.



Then that which becomes older than itself must,a$dhe same time, become
younger than itself?

Yes.

But again, it is true that it cannot become fopagler or for a shorter time than
itself, but it must become, and be, and have becam@ be about to be, for the
same time with itself?

That again is inevitable.

Then things which are in time, and partake of timest in every case, | suppose,
be of the same age with themselves; and must asonte at once older and
younger than themselves?

Yes.

But the one did not partake of those affections?
Not at all.

Then it does not partake of time, and is not in @mg?
So the argument shows.

Well, but do not the expressions ‘was,” and ‘hasonee,” and ‘was becoming,’
signify a participation of past time?

Certainly.

And do not ‘will be,” ‘will become,” ‘will have beame,’ signify a participation of
future time?

Yes.
And ‘is,’ or ‘becomes,’ signifies a participatiofi gresent time?
Certainly.

And if the one is absolutely without participationtime, it never had become, or
was becoming, or was at any time, or is now beconig becoming, or is, or will
become, or will have become, or will be, hereafter.

Most true.

But are there any modes of partaking of being diien these?



There are none.

Then the one cannot possibly partake of being?
That is the inference.

Then the one is not at all?

Clearly not.

Then the one does not exist in such way as to befonif it were and partook of
being, it would already be; but if the argumentade trusted, the one neither is
nor is one?

True.
But that which is not admits of no attribute omten?
Of course not.

Then there is no name, nor expression, nor pedgptmor opinion, nor
knowledge of it?

Clearly not.

Then it is neither named, nor expressed, nor opinedknown, nor does anything
that is perceive it.

So we must infer.
But can all this be true about the one?
| think not.

1.b. Suppose, now, that we return once more t@tigenal hypothesis; let us see
whether, on a further review, any new aspect ofjtiestion appears.

| shall be very happy to do so.

We say that we have to work out together all thesequences, whatever they
may be, which follow, if the one is?

Yes.

Then we will begin at the beginning:—If one is, came be, and not partake of
being?



Impossible.

Then the one will have being, but its being wilt be the same with the one; for
if the same, it would not be the being of the oner would the one have
participated in being, for the proposition that aesenvould have been identical
with the proposition that one is one; but our hiesis is not if one is one, what
will follow, but if one is:—am I not right?

Quite right.
We mean to say, that being has not the same signde as one?
Of course.

And when we put them together shortly, and say ‘@qethat is equivalent to
saying, ‘partakes of being'?

Quite true.

Once more then let us ask, if one is what willdall Does not this hypothesis
necessarily imply that one is of such a natur@dsave parts?

How so?

In this way:—If being is predicated of the onethé one is, and one of being, if
being is one; and if being and one are not the same since the one, which we
have assumed, is, must not the whole, if it is @self be, and have for its parts,
one and being?

Certainly.

And is each of these parts—one and being—to belgioaied a part, or must the
word ‘part’ be relative to the word ‘whole’?

The latter.
Then that which is one is both a whole and hast® pa
Certainly.

Again, of the parts of the one, if it is—I meanrgeiand one—does either fail to
imply the other? is the one wanting to being, angp¢o the one?

Impossible.

Thus, each of the parts also has in turn both emkebeing, and is at the least
made up of two parts; and the same principle goe$oo ever, and every part



whatever has always these two parts; for being y@wavolves one, and one
being; so that one is always disappearing, andrbggptwo.

Certainly.

And so the one, if it is, must be infinite in mplicity?

Clearly.

Let us take another direction.

What direction?

We say that the one partakes of being and theréfwm®

Yes.

And in this way, the one, if it has being, has agrout to be many?
True.

But now, let us abstract the one which, as we pastakes of being, and try to
imagine it apart from that of which, as we sayattakes—will this abstract one
be one only or many?

One, | think.

Let us see:—Must not the being of one be other tma? for the one is not being,
but, considered as one, only partook of being?

Certainly.

If being and the one be two different things, ihig because the one is one that it
is other than being; nor because being is beingitha other than the one; but
they differ from one another in virtue of othernassl difference.

Certainly.
So that the other is not the same—either with tieear with being?
Certainly not.

And therefore whether we take being and the otbreheing and the one, or the
one and the other, in every such case we take ltwgd, which may be rightly
called both.

How so.



In this way—you may speak of being?

Yes.

And also of one?

Yes.

Then now we have spoken of either of them?

Yes.

Well, and when | speak of being and one, | speakerh both?
Certainly.

And if | speak of being and the other, or of the @nd the other,—in any such
case do | not speak of both?

Yes.

And must not that which is correctly called both,dso two?

Undoubtedly.

And of two things how can either by any possibititt be one?

It cannot.

Then, if the individuals of the pair are togetheotthey must be severally one?
Clearly.

And if each of them is one, then by the additiorany one to any pair, the whole
becomes three?

Yes.
And three are odd, and two are even?
Of course.

And if there are two there must also be twice, irkdere are three there must be
thrice; that is, if twice one makes two, and thioce three?

Certainly.

There are two, and twice, and therefore there rhastwice two; and there are



three, and there is thrice, and therefore therd brighrice three?
Of course.

If there are three and twice, there is twice theae] if there are two and thrice,
there is thrice two?

Undoubtedly.

Here, then, we have even taken even times, andad@deh odd times, and even
taken odd times, and odd taken even times.

True.

And if this is so, does any number remain whichasecessity to be?
None whatever.

Then if one is, number must also be?

It must.

But if there is number, there must also be mang,iafinite multiplicity of being;
for number is infinite in multiplicity, and partakelso of being: am | not right?

Certainly.
And if all number participates in being, every parhumber will also participate?
Yes.

Then being is distributed over the whole multitudehings, and nothing that is,
however small or however great, is devoid of it?dAnndeed, the very
supposition of this is absurd, for how can thatchtis, be devoid of being?

In no way.

And it is divided into the greatest and into theaiest, and into being of all sizes,
and is broken up more than all things; the divisiohit have no limit.

True.
Then it has the greatest number of parts?
Yes, the greatest number.

Is there any of these which is a part of being, ytcho part?



Impossible.
But if it is at all and so long as it is, it must bne, and cannot be none?
Certainly.

Then the one attaches to every single part of beind does not fail in any part,
whether great or small, or whatever may be the @iz

True.
But reflect:—Can one, in its entirety, be in maigges at the same time?
No; | see the impossibility of that.

And if not in its entirety, then it is divided; far cannot be present with all the
parts of being, unless divided.

True.
And that which has parts will be as many as thésgae?
Certainly.

Then we were wrong in saying just now, that beings vdistributed into the
greatest number of parts. For it is not distributeéd parts more than the one, into
parts equal to the one; the one is never wantifgeiog, or being to the one, but
being two they are co-equal and co-extensive.

Certainly that is true.

The one itself, then, having been broken up intdsphy being, is many and
infinite?

True.

Then not only the one which has being is many,tbatone itself distributed by
being, must also be many?

Certainly.

Further, inasmuch as the parts are parts of a wkiméeone, as a whole, will be
limited; for are not the parts contained by the lgRo

Certainly.

And that which contains, is a limit?



Of course.

Then the one if it has being is one and many, whal parts, having limits and
yet unlimited in number?

Clearly.
And because having limits, also having extremes?
Certainly.

And if a whole, having beginning and middle and .eRdr can anything be a
whole without these three? And if any one of thenwanting to anything, will
that any longer be a whole?

No.
Then the one, as appears, will have beginning, iejdehd end.
It will.

But, again, the middle will be equidistant from #dremes; or it would not be in
the middle?

Yes.

Then the one will partake of figure, either reagar or round, or a union of the
two?

True.

And if this is the case, it will be both in itsaliid in another too.
How?

Every part is in the whole, and none is outsidenthele.

True.

And all the parts are contained by the whole?

Yes.

And the one is all its parts, and neither moreless than all?
No.

And the one is the whole?



Of course.

But if all the parts are in the whole, and the @nall of them and the whole, and
they are all contained by the whole, the one walicbntained by the one; and thus
the one will be in itself.

That is true.

But then, again, the whole is not in the parts—hwziin all the parts, nor in some
one of them. For if it is in all, it must be in grfer if there were any one in which
it was not, it could not be in all the parts; fbetpart in which it is wanting is one
of all, and if the whole is not in this, how carbé in them all?

[t cannot.

Nor can the whole be in some of the parts; fohd whole were in some of the
parts, the greater would be in the less, whicmisassible.

Yes, impossible.

But if the whole is neither in one, nor in morerthane, nor in all of the parts, it
must be in something else, or cease to be anyvethedé?

Certainly.

If it were nowhere, it would be nothing; but bemgvhole, and not being in itself,
it must be in another.

Very true.

The one then, regarded as a whole, is in anothgrrdgarded as being all its
parts, is in itself; and therefore the one mustdwf in itself and also in another.

Certainly.
The one then, being of this nature, is of nece&sitl at rest and in motion?
How?

The one is at rest since it is in itself, for beingone, and not passing out of this,
it is in the same, which is itself.

True.
And that which is ever in the same, must be eversif

Certainly.



Well, and must not that, on the contrary, whictever in other, never be in the
same; and if never in the same, never at restifaraed at rest, in motion?

True.

Then the one being always itself in itself and otimeust always be both at rest
and in motion?

Clearly.

And must be the same with itself, and other theglfitand also the same with the
others, and other than the others; this followsfits previous affections.

How so?

Everything in relation to every other thing, isheit the same or other; or if neither
the same nor other, then in the relation of a fpaatwhole, or of a whole to a part.

Clearly.
And is the one a part of itself?
Certainly not.

Since it is not a part in relation to itself it cent be related to itself as whole to
part?

It cannot.

But is the one other than one?

No.

And therefore not other than itself?
Certainly not.

If then it be neither other, nor a whole, nor at parelation to itself, must it not
be the same with itself?

Certainly.

But then, again, a thing which is in another pléran ‘itself,” if this ‘itself’
remains in the same place with itself, must be rothan ‘itself,” for it will be in
another place?

True.



Then the one has been shown to be at once in @sdlin another?
Yes.

Thus, then, as appears, the one will be otherithalf?

True.

Well, then, if anything be other than anything,lwtihot be other than that which
is other?

Certainly.

And will not all things that are not one, be otligan the one, and the one other
than the not-one?

Of course.
Then the one will be other than the others?
True.

But, consider.—Are not the absolute same, and Hselate other, opposites to
one another?

Of course.
Then will the same ever be in the other, or thewoih the same?
They will not.

If then the other is never in the same, there thing in which the other is during
any space of time; for during that space of tineyéver small, the other would
be in the same. Is not that true?

Yes.

And since the other is never in the same, it caremnie in anything that is.
True.

Then the other will never be either in the not-aman the one?

Certainly not.

Then not by reason of otherness is the one otlaer tiie not-one, or the not-one
other than the one.



No.

Nor by reason of themselves will they be other thaa another, if not partaking
of the other.

How can they be?

But if they are not other, either by reason of thelves or of the other, will they
not altogether escape being other than one another?

They will.

Again, the not-one cannot partake of the one; wotiserit would not have been
not-one, but would have been in some way one.

True.

Nor can the not-one be number; for having numberauld not have been
not-one at all.

It would not.

Again, is the not-one part of the one; or ratheyuld it not in that case partake of
the one?

It would.

If then, in every point of view, the one and thé-ape are distinct, then neither is
the one part or whole of the not-one, nor is thieame part or whole of the one?

No.

But we said that things which are neither parts wboles of one another, nor
other than one another, will be the same with orather:—so we said?

Yes.

Then shall we say that the one, being in this iaiato the not-one, is the same
with it?

Let us say so.

Then it is the same with itself and the others, alsth other than itself and the
others.

That appears to be the inference.



And it will also be like and unlike itself and to¢hers?
Perhaps.

Since the one was shown to be other than the otterothers will also be other
than the one.

Yes.

And the one is other than the others in the sangeedethat the others are other
than it, and neither more nor less?

True.
And if neither more nor less, then in a like de@ree
Yes.

In virtue of the affection by which the one is atliean others and others in like
manner other than it, the one will be affected tike others and the others like the
one.

How do you mean?

| may take as an illustration the case of namest §fee a name to a thing?
Yes.

And you may say the name once or oftener?

Yes.

And when you say it once, you mention that of whicls the name? and when
more than once, is it something else which you meftor must it always be the
same thing of which you speak, whether you utterrthme once or more than
once?

Of course it is the same.
And is not ‘other’ a name given to a thing?
Certainly.

Whenever, then, you use the word ‘other,” whethrereoor oftener, you name that
of which it is the name, and to no other do yoleghe name?

True.



Then when we say that the others are other thaoribeand the one other than
the others, in repeating the word ‘other’ we spefathat nature to which the name
is applied, and of no other?

Quite true.

Then the one which is other than others, and therathich is other than the one,
in that the word ‘other’ is applied to both, wikbn the same condition; and that
which is in the same condition is like?

Yes.

Then in virtue of the affection by which the oneother than the others, every
thing will be like every thing, for every thing @her than every thing.

True.

Again, the like is opposed to the unlike?

Yes.

And the other to the same?

True again.

And the one was also shown to be the same witbttiers?
Yes.

And to be the same with the others is the oppagibeing other than the others?
Certainly.

And in that it was other it was shown to be like?

Yes.

But in that it was the same it will be unlike bytuie of the opposite affection to
that which made it like; and this was the affectddmmtherness.

Yes.

The same then will make it unlike; otherwise itlwibt be the opposite of the
other.

True.



Then the one will be both like and unlike the oshdike in so far as it is other,
and unlike in so far as it is the same.

Yes, that argument may be used.
And there is another argument.
What?

In so far as it is affected in the same way it @ affected otherwise, and not
being affected otherwise is not unlike, and nohfgeinlike, is like; but in so far as
it is affected by other it is otherwise, and bemigerwise affected is unlike.

True.

Then because the one is the same with the othérothier than the others, on
either of these two grounds, or on both of themyilitbe both like and unlike the
others?

Certainly.

And in the same way as being other than itselfthedsame with itself, on either
of these two grounds and on both of them, it wallilke and unlike itself?

Of course.

Again, how far can the one touch or not touchfitaetl others?—consider.
| am considering.

The one was shown to be in itself which was a whole

True.

And also in other things?

Yes.

In so far as it is in other things it would toudher things, but in so far as it is in
itself it would be debarred from touching them, aalld touch itself only.

Clearly.
Then the inference is that it would touch both?

It would.



But what do you say to a new point of view? Must tiat which is to touch
another be next to that which it is to touch, andupy the place nearest to that in
which what it touches is situated?

True.

Then the one, if it is to touch itself, ought to $imiated next to itself, and occupy
the place next to that in which itself is?

It ought.

And that would require that the one should be taraj be in two places at once,
and this, while it is one, will never happen.

No.

Then the one cannot touch itself any more thaanttwe two?
It cannot.

Neither can it touch others.

Why not?

The reason is, that whatever is to touch anothest i@ in separation from, and
next to, that which it is to touch, and no thirchthcan be between them.

True.
Two things, then, at the least are necessary t@®maktact possible?
They are.

And if to the two a third be added in due ordeg, tlumber of terms will be three,
and the contacts two?

Yes.

And every additional term makes one additional aontwhence it follows that
the contacts are one less in number than the tehadijrst two terms exceeded
the number of contacts by one, and the whole nummb&rms exceeds the whole
number of contacts by one in like manner; and f@rg one which is afterwards
added to the number of terms, one contact is atid#ee contacts.

True.

Whatever is the whole number of things, the costaadll be always one less.



True.
But if there be only one, and not two, there wélio contact?
How can there be?

And do we not say that the others being other tharone are not one and have
no part in the one?

True.
Then they have no number, if they have no oneemth
Of course not.

Then the others are neither one nor two, nor agg tlalled by the name of any
number?

No.

One, then, alone is one, and two do not exist?
Clearly not.

And if there are not two, there is no contact?
There is not.

Then neither does the one touch the others, nootters the one, if there is no
contact?

Certainly not.

For all which reasons the one touches and doe®uoh itself and the others?
True.

Further—is the one equal and unequal to itselfahdrs?

How do you mean?

If the one were greater or less than the otherfyeoothers greater or less than the
one, they would not be greater or less than eduofr an virtue of their being the
one and the others; but, if in addition to theiingewhat they are they had
equality, they would be equal to one another, @héf one had smallness and the
others greatness, or the one had greatness arathites smallness—whichever
kind had greatness would be greater, and whichbadr smallness would be



smaller?
Certainly.

Then there are two such ideas as greatness anthessalfor if they were not they
could not be opposed to each other and be presémat which is.

How could they?

If, then, smallness is present in the one it walldvesent either in the whole or in a
part of the whole?

Certainly.

Suppose the first; it will be either co-equal amdextensive with the whole one,
or will contain the one?

Clearly.

If it be co-extensive with the one it will be coted) with the one, or if containing
the one it will be greater than the one?

Of course.

But can smallness be equal to anything or gre&ten anything, and have the
functions of greatness and equality and not its wmetions?

Impossible.
Then smallness cannot be in the whole of one,ibat all, in a part only?
Yes.

And surely not in all of a part, for then the diffity of the whole will recur; it
will be equal to or greater than any part in whias.

Certainly.

Then smallness will not be in anything, whetheriwhole or in a part; nor will
there be anything small but actual smallness.

True.

Neither will greatness be in the one, for if gress be in anything there will be
something greater other and besides greatnesd, itshely, that in which

greatness is; and this too when the small itsefbisthere, which the one, if it is
great, must exceed; this, however, is impossildeing that smallness is wholly



absent.
True.

But absolute greatness is only greater than alesaslmaliness, and smallness is
only smaller than absolute greatness.

Very true.

Then other things not greater or less than the ibribey have neither greatness
nor smallness; nor have greatness or smallnespamgr of exceeding or being
exceeded in relation to the one, but only in refatio one another; nor will the
one be greater or less than them or others, dstrteither greatness nor smallness.

Clearly not.

Then if the one is neither greater nor less thanothers, it cannot either exceed
or be exceeded by them?

Certainly not.

And that which neither exceeds nor is exceededt bmien an equality; and being
on an equality, must be equal.

Of course.

And this will be true also of the relation of th@eoto itself; having neither
greatness nor smallness in itself, it will neitkeegceed nor be exceeded by itself,
but will be on an equality with and equal to itself

Certainly.
Then the one will be equal both to itself and theecs?
Clearly so.

And yet the one, being itself in itself, will alsarround and be without itself; and,
as containing itself, will be greater than itsalfid, as contained in itself, will be
less; and will thus be greater and less than itself

It will.

Now there cannot possibly be anything which is inoctuded in the one and the
others?

Of course not.



But, surely, that which is must always be somewhere
Yes.

But that which is in anything will be less, andttimawhich it is will be greater; in
no other way can one thing be in another.

True.

And since there is nothing other or besides theamkethe others, and they must
be in something, must they not be in one anotler,one in the others and the
others in the one, if they are to be anywhere?

That is clear.

But inasmuch as the one is in the others, the stivdl be greater than the one,

because they contain the one, which will be less tthe others, because it is
contained in them; and inasmuch as the othersateeione, the one on the same
principle will be greater than the others, anddtieers less than the one.

True.
The one, then, will be equal to and greater argltlesn itself and the others?
Clearly.

And if it be greater and less and equal, it will @eequal and more and less
measures or divisions than itself and the otherd jifaof measures, also of parts?

Of course.

And if of equal and more and less measures oridigs it will be in number
more or less than itself and the others, and likevequal in number to itself and
to the others?

How is that?

It will be of more measures than those things whiatxceeds, and of as many
parts as measures; and so with that to whichegisal, and that than which it is
less.

True.

And being greater and less than itself, and equatself, it will be of equal
measures with itself and of more and fewer measthias itself; and if of
measures then also of parts?



It will.

And being of equal parts with itself, it will be merically equal to itself; and
being of more parts, more, and being of less, tlems itself?

Certainly.

And the same will hold of its relation to otherrtgs; inasmuch as it is greater
than them, it will be more in number than them; ambkmuch as it is smaller, it
will be less in number; and inasmuch as it is equalize to other things, it will
be equal to them in number.

Certainly.

Once more, then, as would appear, the one willhbeumber both equal to and
more and less than both itself and all other things

It will.

Does the one also partake of time? And is it aresdobecome older and younger
than itself and others, and again, neither youngerolder than itself and others,
by virtue of participation in time?

How do you mean?
If one is, being must be predicated of it?
Yes.

But to be (einai) is only participation of beingpresent time, and to have been is
the participation of being at a past time, anddabout to be is the participation
of being at a future time?

Very true.

Then the one, since it partakes of being, partakéme?

Certainly.

And is not time always moving forward?

Yes.

Then the one is always becoming older than itseite it moves forward in time?

Certainly.



And do you remember that the older becomes oldan that which becomes
younger?

| remember.

Then since the one becomes older than itself, gbimes younger at the same
time?

Certainly.
Thus, then, the one becomes older as well as younge itself?
Yes.

And it is older (is it not?) when in becoming, &tg to the point of time between
‘was’ and ‘will be,” which is ‘now’: for surely irgoing from the past to the future,
it cannot skip the present?

No.

And when it arrives at the present it stops fromdoeing older, and no longer
becomes, but is older, for if it went on it wouldver be reached by the present,
for it is the nature of that which goes on, to toboth the present and the future,
letting go the present and seizing the future, evhil process of becoming
between them.

True.

But that which is becoming cannot skip the presehgn it reaches the present it
ceases to become, and is then whatever it may happdee becoming.

Clearly.

And so the one, when in becoming older it reachegtesent, ceases to become,
and is then older.

Certainly.

And it is older than that than which it was becognoider, and it was becoming
older than itself.

Yes.
And that which is older is older than that whicly@asinger?

True.



Then the one is younger than itself, when in beogmblder it reaches the
present?

Certainly.

But the present is always present with the onenduail its being; for whenever it
is it is always now.

Certainly.

Then the one always both is and becomes older amger than itself?

Truly.

And is it or does it become a longer time thanfitsean equal time with itself?
An equal time.

But if it becomes or is for an equal time with lfs& is of the same age with
itself?

Of course.
And that which is of the same age, is neither oideryounger?
No.

The one, then, becoming and being the same timle igelf, neither is nor
becomes older or younger than itself?

| should say not.

And what are its relations to other things? Isritloes it become older or younger
than they?

| cannot tell you.

You can at least tell me that others than the amenaore than the one— other
would have been one, but the others have multitaide are more than one?

They will have multitude.
And a multitude implies a number larger than one?
Of course.

And shall we say that the lesser or the greattredirst to come or to have come



into existence?

The lesser.

Then the least is the first? And that is the one?
Yes.

Then the one of all things that have number idfitlseto come into being; but all
other things have also number, being plural andsimgjular.

They have.

And since it came into being first it must be sugpgxbto have come into being
prior to the others, and the others later; andhhregs which came into being later,
are younger than that which preceded them? Andheoother things will be
younger than the one, and the one older than dtivegs?

True.

What would you say of another question? Can the lme come into being
contrary to its own nature, or is that impossible?

Impossible.

And yet, surely, the one was shown to have parng;iaparts, then a beginning,
middle and end?

Yes.

And a beginning, both of the one itself and ofaher things, comes into being
first of all; and after the beginning, the otheslidw, until you reach the end?

Certainly.

And all these others we shall affirm to be partstted whole and of the one,
which, as soon as the end is reached, has beconie aid one?

Yes; that is what we shall say.

But the end comes last, and the one is of suchuaenas to come into being with
the last; and, since the one cannot come into bexegpt in accordance with its
own nature, its nature will require that it shoatwime into being after the others,
simultaneously with the end.

Clearly.



Then the one is younger than the others and trertider than the one.
That also is clear in my judgment.

Well, and must not a beginning or any other pathefone or of anything, if it be
a part and not parts, being a part, be also ofsséigeone?

Certainly.

And will not the one come into being together wahch part—together with the
first part when that comes into being, and togetén the second part and with
all the rest, and will not be wanting to any parhich is added to any other part
until it has reached the last and become one wiitolgjl be wanting neither to
the middle, nor to the first, nor to the last, tmany of them, while the process of
becoming is going on?

True.

Then the one is of the same age with all the oftserghat if the one itself does

not contradict its own nature, it will be neithargp nor posterior to the others,

but simultaneous; and according to this argumenbtie will be neither older nor

younger than the others, nor the others than teelmut according to the previous
argument the one will be older and younger tharothers and the others than the
one.

Certainly.

After this manner then the one is and has becorateaB to its becoming older
and younger than the others, and the others thamnk, and neither older nor
younger, what shall we say? Shall we say as ofgbostalso of becoming, or
otherwise?

| cannot answer.

But | can venture to say, that even if one thingeaader or younger than another,
it could not become older or younger in a greatgrele than it was at first; for
equals added to unequals, whether to periods @f diio anything else, leave the
difference between them the same as at first.

Of course.

Then that which is, cannot become older or younigan that which is, since the
difference of age is always the same; the one dishers become older and the
other younger; but they are no longer becoming so.



True.

And the one which is does not therefore becomesetder or younger than the
others which are.

No.

But consider whether they may not become olderyandger in another way.

In what way?

Just as the one was proven to be older than tleesoéimd the others than the one.
And what of that?

If the one is older than the others, has come liimg a longer time than the
others.

Yes.

But consider again; if we add equal time to a gneand a less time, will the
greater differ from the less time by an equal oalsynaller portion than before?

By a smaller portion.

Then the difference between the age of the onelamdge of the others will not
be afterwards so great as at first, but if an etjoa® be added to both of them
they will differ less and less in age?

Yes.

And that which differs in age from some other |&san formerly, from being
older will become younger in relation to that ottiean which it was older?

Yes, younger.

And if the one becomes younger the others aforaesglidhecome older than they
were before, in relation to the one.

Certainly.

Then that which had become younger becomes oldativedy to that which

previously had become and was older; it never yeallolder, but is always
becoming, for the one is always growing on the sidgouth and the other on the
side of age. And in like manner the older is alwaysprocess of becoming
younger than the younger; for as they are alwaysggo opposite directions they
become in ways the opposite to one another, thegeuwlder than the older, and



the older younger than the younger. They cannotelrer, have become; for if
they had already become they would be and not gndretome. But that is
impossible; for they are always becoming both oldad younger than one
another: the one becomes younger than the otheaube it was seen to be older
and prior, and the others become older than thebenause they came into being
later; and in the same way the others are in theeg@lation to the one, because
they were seen to be older, and prior to the one.

That is clear.

Inasmuch then, one thing does not become oldeownger than another, in that
they always differ from each other by an equal nemkhe one cannot become
older or younger than the others, nor the otheas the one; but inasmuch as that
which came into being earlier and that which cam® ibeing later must
continually differ from each other by a differerdrpon —in this point of view the
others must become older and younger than theamakthe one than the others.

Certainly.

For all these reasons, then, the one is and becoldesand younger than itself
and the others, and neither is nor becomes oldgioonger than itself or the
others.

Certainly.

But since the one partakes of time, and partakdseodming older and younger,
must it not also partake of the past, the presart,the future?

Of course it must.

Then the one was and is and will be, and was bewpamnd is becoming and will
become?

Certainly.

And there is and was and will be something whicimigelation to it and belongs
to it?

True.

And since we have at this moment opinion and kndgdeand perception of the
one, there is opinion and knowledge and perceatiat?

Quite right.

Then there is name and expression for it, and itasied and expressed, and



everything of this kind which appertains to oth@ngs appertains to the one.
Certainly, that is true.

Yet once more and for the third time, let us coesidf the one is both one and
many, as we have described, and is neither onenany, and participates in time,
must it not, in as far as it is one, at times pataf being, and in as far as it is not
one, at times not partake of being?

Certainly.

But can it partake of being when not partaking eiihlg, or not partake of being
when partaking of being?

Impossible.

Then the one partakes and does not partake of la¢idiferent times, for that is
the only way in which it can partake and not patakthe same.

True.

And is there not also a time at which it assumesgoand relinquishes being—for
how can it have and not have the same thing uitlesseives and also gives it up
at some time?

Impossible.

And the assuming of being is what you would catidmeing?
| should.

And the relinquishing of being you would call destion?

| should.

The one then, as would appear, becomes and iogedtby taking and giving up
being.

Certainly.

And being one and many and in process of becormmdgoaing destroyed, when it
becomes one it ceases to be many, and when maegasés to be one?

Certainly.

And as it becomes one and many, must it not inkelyitaxperience separation and
aggregation?



Inevitably.
And whenever it becomes like and unlike it mustbsimilated and dissimilated?
Yes.

And when it becomes greater or less or equal ittrgusw or diminish or be
equalized?

True.

And when being in motion it rests, and when beingest it changes to motion, it
can surely be in no time at all?

How can it?

But that a thing which is previously at rest shobkl afterwards in motion, or
previously in motion and afterwards at rest, with@xperiencing change, is
impossible.

Impossible.

And surely there cannot be a time in which a thiag be at once neither in
motion nor at rest?

There cannot.
But neither can it change without changing.
True.

When then does it change; for it cannot changeseivhen at rest, or when in
motion, or when in time?

It cannot.
And does this strange thing in which it is at tineet of changing really exist?
What thing?

The moment. For the moment seems to imply a songthiit of which change

takes place into either of two states; for the gleais not from the state of rest as
such, nor from the state of motion as such; butetiethis curious nature which

we call the moment lying between rest and motiat being in any time; and into

this and out of this what is in motion changes irgst, and what is at rest into
motion.



So it appears.

And the one then, since it is at rest and also ation, will change to either, for
only in this way can it be in both. And in changibhghanges in a moment, and
when it is changing it will be in no time, and wilbt then be either in motion or
at rest.

It will not.

And it will be in the same case in relation to thiteer changes, when it passes
from being into cessation of being, or from notAdgeinto becoming —then it
passes between certain states of motion and mdtpeither is nor is not, nor
becomes nor is destroyed.

Very true.

And on the same principle, in the passage fromton@any and from many to
one, the one is neither one nor many, neither agghinor aggregated; and in the
passage from like to unlike, and from unlike tcelikt is neither like nor unlike,
neither in a state of assimilation nor of dissitmla; and in the passage from
small to great and equal and back again, it willnegher small nor great, nor
equal, nor in a state of increase, or diminutiorequalization.

True.
All these, then, are the affections of the on&jéf one has being.
Of course.

l.aa. But if one is, what will happen to the otkers not that also to be
considered?

Yes.
Let us show then, if one is, what will be the afffeas of the others than the one.
Let us do so.

Inasmuch as there are things other than the oaegttiers are not the one; for if
they were they could not be other than the one.

Very true.

Nor are the others altogether without the one,fbat certain way they participate
in the one.



In what way?

Because the others are other than the one inasasuttiey have parts; for if they
had no parts they would be simply one.

Right.
And parts, as we affirm, have relation to a whole?
So we say.

And a whole must necessarily be one made up of paard/the parts will be parts
of the one, for each of the parts is not a parmhafy, but of a whole.

How do you mean?

If anything were a part of many, being itself orieh@m, it will surely be a part of

itself, which is impossible, and it will be a pafteach one of the other parts, if of
all; for if not a part of some one, it will be arpaf all the others but this one, and
thus will not be a part of each one; and if notaa pf each, one it will not be a
part of any one of the many; and not being a paang one, it cannot be a part or
anything else of all those things of none of whtdk anything.

Clearly not.

Then the part is not a part of the many, nor qflalk is of a certain single form,
which we call a whole, being one perfect unity feahout of all—of this the part
will be a part.

Certainly.

If, then, the others have parts, they will paritein the whole and in the one.
True.

Then the others than the one must be one perfedewhaving parts.
Certainly.

And the same argument holds of each part, for @nerpust participate in the one;
for if each of the parts is a part, this meansipp®se, that it is one separate from
the rest and self-related; otherwise it is not each

True.

But when we speak of the part participating in ¢dme, it must clearly be other
than one; for if not, it would not merely have papated, but would have been



one; whereas only the itself can be one.
Very true.

Both the whole and the part must participate inahe; for the whole will be one
whole, of which the parts will be parts; and eaalt pill be one part of the whole
which is the whole of the part.

True.
And will not the things which participate in theegrbe other than it?
Of course.

And the things which are other than the one wilhteny; for if the things which
are other than the one were neither one nor maredhe, they would be nothing.

True.

But, seeing that the things which participate ia ¢time as a part, and in the one as
a whole, are more than one, must not those vengshwhich participate in the
one be infinite in number?

How so?

Let us look at the matter thus:—Is it not a faetttim partaking of the one they are

not one, and do not partake of the one at the tueigy when they are partaking of
it?

Clearly.
They do so then as multitudes in which the onetgnesent?
Very true.

And if we were to abstract from them in idea theyvamallest fraction, must not
that least fraction, if it does not partake of time, be a multitude and not one?

It must.

And if we continue to look at the other side ofitheature, regarded simply, and
in itself, will not they, as far as we see thempubémited in number?

Certainly.

And yet, when each several part becomes a pan, tthee parts have a limit in
relation to the whole and to each other, and thelevim relation to the parts.



Just so.

The result to the others than the one is that thenuof themselves and the one
appears to create a new element in them which govdgsem limitation in relation
to one another; whereas in their own nature theg ina limit.

That is clear.

Then the others than the one, both as whole ant, pare infinite, and also
partake of limit.

Certainly.
Then they are both like and unlike one anotherthathselves.
How is that?

Inasmuch as they are unlimited in their own nattiney are all affected in the
same way.

True.
And inasmuch as they all partake of limit, they alteaffected in the same way.
Of course.

But inasmuch as their state is both limited andnuitéd, they are affected in
opposite ways.

Yes.
And opposites are the most unlike of things.
Certainly.

Considered, then, in regard to either one of tlaffiections, they will be like
themselves and one another; considered in referent®th of them together,
most opposed and most unlike.

That appears to be true.
Then the others are both like and unlike themsawelsone another?
True.

And they are the same and also different from oraheer, and in motion and at
rest, and experience every sort of opposite afiectas may be proved without



difficulty of them, since they have been shown awédnexperienced the affections
aforesaid?

True.

1.bb. Suppose, now, that we leave the further dEon of these matters as
evident, and consider again upon the hypotheststhieaone is, whether opposite
of all this is or is not equally true of the others

By all means.

Then let us begin again, and ask, If one is, whastnbe the affections of the
others?

Let us ask that question.
Must not the one be distinct from the others, dxaddathers from the one?
Why so?

Why, because there is nothing else beside themhwiBialistinct from both of
them; for the expression ‘one and the others’ idetuall things.

Yes, all things.

Then we cannot suppose that there is anythingrditefrom them in which both
the one and the others might exist?

There is nothing.

Then the one and the others are never in the same?
True.

Then they are separated from each other?

Yes.

And we surely cannot say that what is truly one freass?
Impossible.

Then the one will not be in the others as a whote, as part, if it be separated
from the others, and has no parts?

Impossible.



Then there is no way in which the others can partkthe one, if they do not
partake either in whole or in part?

It would seem not.
Then there is no way in which the others are onbawe in themselves any unity?
There is not.

Nor are the others many; for if they were manyhgaart of them would be a part
of the whole; but now the others, not partakingmy way of the one, are neither
one nor many, nor whole, nor part.

True.

Then the others neither are nor contain two orethiieentirely deprived of the
one?

True.

Then the others are neither like nor unlike the, orog is likeness and unlikeness
in them; for if they were like and unlike, or hadthem likeness and unlikeness,
they would have two natures in them opposite toanaher.

That is clear.

But for that which partakes of nothing to partakeéveo things was held by us to
be impossible?

Impossible.

Then the others are neither like nor unlike nohb#dr if they were like or unlike
they would partake of one of those two naturesctwhvould be one thing, and if
they were both they would partake of opposites twhwould be two things, and
this has been shown to be impossible.

True.

Therefore they are neither the same, nor otherimorotion, nor at rest, nor in a
state of becoming, nor of being destroyed, nortgreanor less, nor equal, nor
have they experienced anything else of the somt; ifothey are capable of
experiencing any such affection, they will partatgp in one and two and three,
and odd and even, and in these, as has been ptbegdjo not participate, seeing
that they are altogether and in every way devoithefone.

Very true.



Therefore if one is, the one is all things, ana alsthing, both in relation to itself
and to other things.

Certainly.

2.a. Well, and ought we not to consider next whidithee the consequence if the
one is not?

Yes; we ought.

What is the meaning of the hypothesis—If the oneas is there any difference
between this and the hypothesis—If the not on®i8 n

There is a difference, certainly.

Is there a difference only, or rather are not the ¢xpressions—if the one is not,
and if the not one is not, entirely opposed?

They are entirely opposed.

And suppose a person to say.—If greatness is inetpallness is not, or anything
of that sort, does he not mean, whenever he usbsasuexpression, that ‘what is
not’ is other than other things?

To be sure.

And so when he says ‘If one is not’ he clearly ngdhat what ‘is not’ is other
than all others; we know what he means—do we not?

Yes, we do.

When he says ‘one,” he says something which is kn@md secondly something
which is other than all other things; it makes rftecence whether he predicate of
one being or not-being, for that which is said ‘teobe’ is known to be something
all the same, and is distinguished from other thing

Certainly.

Then | will begin again, and ask: If one is not,aivlare the consequences? In the
first place, as would appear, there is a knowlexfge or the very meaning of the
words, ‘if one is not,” would not be known.

True.

Secondly, the others differ from it, or it couldtrae described as different from
the others?



Certainly.

Difference, then, belongs to it as well as knowksdgr in speaking of the one as
different from the others, we do not speak of &ed#ince in the others, but in the
one.

Clearly so.

Moreover, the one that is not is something andagad of relation to ‘that,” and
‘this,” and ‘these,” and the like, and is an attit# of ‘this’; for the one, or the
others than the one, could not have been spokenoofcould any attribute or
relative of the one that is not have been or beeken of, nor could it have been
said to be anything, if it did not partake of ‘sqima of the other relations just
now mentioned.

True.

Being, then, cannot be ascribed to the one, siniseniot; but the one that is not
may or rather must participate in many thingstiémd nothing else is not; if,
however, neither the one nor the one that is netpgposed not to be, and we are
speaking of something of a different nature, we peadicate nothing of it. But
supposing that the one that is not and nothing ielset, then it must participate
in the predicate ‘that,” and in many others.

Certainly.

And it will have unlikeness in relation to the athiefor the others being different
from the one will be of a different kind.

Certainly.

And are not things of a different kind also othekind?
Of course.

And are not things other in kind unlike?

They are unlike.

And if they are unlike the one, that which they argike will clearly be unlike
them?

Clearly so.

Then the one will have unlikeness in respect oficWlithe others are unlike it?



That would seem to be true.
And if unlikeness to other things is attributedtfat must have likeness to itself.
How so?

If the one have unlikeness to one, something elgst ine meant; nor will the
hypothesis relate to one; but it will relate to sthing other than one?

Quite so.

But that cannot be.

No.

Then the one must have likeness to itself?
It must.

Again, it is not equal to the others; for if it veeequal, then it would at once be
and be like them in virtue of the equality; butoiie has no being, then it can
neither be nor be like?

It cannot.

But since it is not equal to the others, neither ttee others be equal to it?
Certainly not.

And things that are not equal are unequal?

True.

And they are unequal to an unequal?

Of course.

Then the one partakes of inequality, and in respktttis the others are unequal to
it?

Very true.
And inequality implies greatness and smallness?
Yes.

Then the one, if of such a nature, has greatnassraaliness?



That appears to be true.

And greatness and smallness always stand apart?

True.

Then there is always something between them?

There is.

And can you think of anything else which is betwé#em other than equality?
No, it is equality which lies between them.

Then that which has greatness and smallness atseduality, which lies between
them?

That is clear.

Then the one, which is not, partakes, as would appé greatness and smallness
and equality?

Clearly.
Further, it must surely in a sort partake of being?
How so?

It must be so, for if not, then we should not spektruth in saying that the one
is not. But if we speak the truth, clearly we mssy what is. Am | not right?

Yes.
And since we affirm that we speak truly, we musbalffirm that we say what is?
Certainly.

Then, as would appear, the one, when it is notoisf it were not to be when it is
not, but (Or, ‘to remit something of existence @hation to not-being.’) were to
relinquish something of being, so as to becomelmaitzg, it would at once be.

Quite true.

Then the one which is not, if it is to maintaineifs must have the being of
not-being as the bond of not-being, just as beingstnhave as a bond the
not-being of not-being in order to perfect its olaging; for the truest assertion of
the being of being and of the not-being of not-gasmwhen being partakes of the



being of being, and not of the being of not- beinbatis, the perfection of being;
and when not-being does not partake of the notgbeinnot-being but of the
being of not-being—that is the perfection of noirige

Most true.

Since then what is partakes of not-being, and whabt of being, must not the
one also partake of being in order not to be?

Certainly.

Then the one, if it is not, clearly has being?

Clearly.

And has not-being also, if it is not?

Of course.

But can anything which is in a certain state noinbinat state without changing?
Impossible.

Then everything which is and is not in a certaatestimplies change?
Certainly.

And change is motion—we may say that?

Yes, motion.

And the one has been proved both to be and na@?o b

Yes.

And therefore is and is not in the same state?

Yes.

Thus the one that is not has been shown to havemalso, because it changes
from being to not-being?

That appears to be true.

But surely if it is nowhere among what is, as is fact, since it is not, it cannot
change from one place to another?

Impossible.



Then it cannot move by changing place?
No.

Nor can it turn on the same spot, for it nowherehes the same, for the same is,
and that which is not cannot be reckoned amongshiinat are?

[t cannot.
Then the one, if it is not, cannot turn in thatihich it is not?
No.

Neither can the one, whether it is or is not, lberad into other than itself, for if it
altered and became different from itself, then weld not be still speaking of the
one, but of something else?

True.

But if the one neither suffers alteration, nor sunound in the same place, nor
changes place, can it still be capable of motion?

Impossible.

Now that which is unmoved must surely be at resd, that which is at rest must
stand still?

Certainly.
Then the one that is not, stands still, and is @msootion?
That seems to be true.

But if it be in motion it must necessarily undemgteration, for anything which is
moved, in so far as it is moved, is no longer m shme state, but in another?

Yes.

Then the one, being moved, is altered?

Yes.

And, further, if not moved in any way, it will nbe altered in any way?
No.

Then, in so far as the one that is not is movead,attered, but in so far as it is not



moved, it is not altered?

Right.

Then the one that is not is altered and is noted®
That is clear.

And must not that which is altered become othen ih@reviously was, and lose
its former state and be destroyed; but that whichat altered can neither come
into being nor be destroyed?

Very true.

And the one that is not, being altered, becomesiam#stroyed; and not being
altered, neither becomes nor is destroyed; antiesore that is not becomes and
is destroyed, and neither becomes nor is destroyed?

True.

2.b. And now, let us go back once more to the beg@ and see whether these or
some other consequences will follow.

Let us do as you say.
If one is not, we ask what will happen in respdatree? That is the question.
Yes.

Do not the words ‘is not’ signify absence of beingthat to which we apply
them?

Just so.

And when we say that a thing is not, do we meanith&not in one way but is in
another? or do we mean, absolutely, that whatt$as in no sort or way or kind
participation of being?

Quite absolutely.
Then, that which is not cannot be, or in any wayigigate in being?
It cannot.

And did we not mean by becoming, and being destioye assumption of being
and the loss of being?



Nothing else.
And can that which has no participation in beinthex assume or lose being?
Impossible.

The one then, since it in no way is, cannot havose or assume being in any
way?

True.

Then the one that is not, since it in no way pasasf being, neither perishes nor
becomes?

No.

Then it is not altered at all; for if it were it wiol become and be destroyed?
True.

But if it be not altered it cannot be moved?

Certainly not.

Nor can we say that it stands, if it is nowhere;tf@at which stands must always
be in one and the same spot?

Of course.
Then we must say that the one which is not newerdst still and never moves?
Neither.

Nor is there any existing thing which can be atit@dl to it; for if there had been,
it would partake of being?

That is clear.

And therefore neither smallness, nor greatnessgeqoality, can be attributed to
it?

No.
Nor yet likeness nor difference, either in relationtself or to others?
Clearly not.

Well, and if nothing should be attributed to ithaather things be attributed to it?



Certainly not.

And therefore other things can neither be like wifke, the same, or different in
relation to it?

They cannot.

Nor can what is not, be anything, or be this thiogbe related to or the attribute
of this or that or other, or be past, present, wure. Nor can knowledge, or
opinion, or perception, or expression, or nameanyr other thing that is, have any
concern with it?

No.
Then the one that is not has no condition of angRi
Such appears to be the conclusion.

2.aa. Yet once more; if one is not, what becomab®bthers? Let us determine
that.

Yes; let us determine that.

The others must surely be; for if they, like the pwere not, we could not be now
speaking of them.

True.

But to speak of the others implies difference—#ents ‘other’ and ‘different’ are
synonymous?

True.

Other means other than other, and different, diffefrom the different?

Yes.

Then, if there are to be others, there is somettiiag which they will be other?
Certainly.

And what can that be?—for if the one is not, th@y ot be other than the one.
They will not.

Then they will be other than each other; for they samaining alternative is that
they are other than nothing.



True.

And they are each other than one another, as Ipdimgl and not singular; for if
one is not, they cannot be singular, but everyigartof them is infinite in
number; and even if a person takes that which appeade the smallest fraction,
this, which seemed one, in a moment evanescesmaty/, as in a dream, and
from being the smallest becomes very great, in @ispn with the fractions into
which it is split up?

Very true.

And in such particles the others will be other tlome another, if others are, and
the one is not?

Exactly.

And will there not be many particles, each appeatinbe one, but not being one,
if one is not?

True.

And it would seem that number can be predicatetierh if each of them appears
to be one, though it is really many?

It can.

And there will seem to be odd and even among theinich will also have no
reality, if one is not?

Yes.

And there will appear to be a least among them;esath this will seem large and
manifold in comparison with the many small fracBomhich are contained in it?

Certainly.

And each particle will be imagined to be equalie many and little; for it could
not have appeared to pass from the greater te#sewithout having appeared to
arrive at the middle; and thus would arise the apgece of equality.

Yes.

And having neither beginning, middle, nor end, eseparate particle yet appears
to have a limit in relation to itself and other.

How so?



Because, when a person conceives of any one oé thgssuch, prior to the
beginning another beginning appears, and theneaghar end, remaining after the
end, and in the middle truer middles within but Bemabecause no unity can be
conceived of any of them, since the one is not.

Very true.

And so all being, whatever we think of, must bekiero up into fractions, for a
particle will have to be conceived of without ursity

Certainly.

And such being when seen indistinctly and at aadist, appears to be one; but
when seen near and with keen intellect, every sitlghg appears to be infinite,
since it is deprived of the one, which is not?

Nothing more certain.

Then each of the others must appear to be infamtefinite, and one and many, if
others than the one exist and not the one.

They must.
Then will they not appear to be like and unlike?
In what way?

Just as in a picture things appear to be all oreepgerson standing at a distance,
and to be in the same state and alike?

True.

But when you approach them, they appear to be raadydifferent; and because
of the appearance of the difference, different imdkfrom, and unlike,
themselves?

True.
And so must the particles appear to be like antkeihemselves and each other.
Certainly.

And must they not be the same and yet differenhfome another, and in contact
with themselves, although they are separated, awthdp every sort of motion,

and every sort of rest, and becoming and beingaest, and in neither state, and
the like, all which things may be easily enumeratethe one is not and the many



are?
Most true.

2.bb. Once more, let us go back to the beginnind,ask if the one is not, and the
others of the one are, what will follow.

Let us ask that question.
In the first place, the others will not be one?
Impossible.

Nor will they be many; for if they were many one wiab be contained in them.
But if no one of them is one, all of them are nayghd therefore they will not be
many.

True.

If there be no one in the others, the others atbaremany nor one.
They are not.

Nor do they appear either as one or many.

Why not?

Because the others have no sort or manner or wagromunion with any sort of
not-being, nor can anything which is not, be cotegevith any of the others; for
that which is not has no parts.

True.

Nor is there an opinion or any appearance of notgoen connexion with the
others, nor is not-being ever in any way attributethe others.

No.

Then if one is not, there is no conception of ahyhe others either as one or
many; for you cannot conceive the many withoutdhe.

You cannot.

Then if one is not, the others neither are, norlmagonceived to be either one or
many?

It would seem not.



Nor as like or unlike?
No.

Nor as the same or different, nor in contact oras&on, nor in any of those
states which we enumerated as appearing to be;etllees neither are nor appear
to be any of these, if one is not?

True.

Then may we not sum up the argument in a word agdraly: If one is not, then
nothing is?

Certainly.

Let thus much be said; and further let us affirmatvbeems to be the truth, that,
whether one is or is not, one and the others iaticegl to themselves and one
another, all of them, in every way, are and are annd appear to be and appear not
to be.

Most true.

THE END
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