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INTRODUCTION

TO

THE PARMENIDES.

IT was the cuftom of Pythagoras and his followers, amongft whom Plato
holds the moft diftinguithed rank, to conceal divine myfteries under the veil
of fymbols and figures ; to diffemble their wifdom againit the arrogant boaft-
ings of the Sophifts; to jeft ferioufly, and fport in earneft.  Hence, in the
following moft important dialogue, upder the appearance of a certain dia-
le&ic fport, and, as it were, logical difcuflion, Plato has delivered a complete
fyftem of the profound and beautiful theology of the Greeks. For it is not
to be fuppofed that he, who in all his other dialogues introduces difcuffions
adapted to the chara&ter of the principal fpeaker, thould in this dialogue
deviate from his general plan, and exhibit Parmenides, a venerable and aged
philofopher, engaged in the puerile exercife of a merely logical difputation,
Befides, it was ufual with the Pythagoreans and Plato to form an harmonious
conjun&ion of many materials in one fubje&, partly in imitation of nature,
and partly for the fake of elegance and grace. Thus, in the Phadrus, Plato
mingles oratory with theology ; in the Timzus, mathematics with phyfics ;
and in the prefent dialogue, dialeétic with divine fpeculations. .
But the reader muft not fuppofe that the diale@ic of Plato is the fame
with vulgar diale@ic, which is converfant with opinion, and is accurately
inveftigated in Ariftotle’s Topics: for the bufinefs of this firft of fciences,
which at prefent is utterly unknown, is to employ definitions, divifious, ana-
lyfations, and demonftrations, as primary fciences in the inveftigation of
caufes ; imitating the progreflions of beings from the firft principle of things,
and their continual converfion to it, as the ultimate object of defire. ¢ But
therc arc three energies,” fays Proclus *, ¢ of this moft fcientific mcthod :

* In MSS. Comment. in Parmenidem, lib. i.
B2 the
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the firft of which is adapted to youth, and is ufeful for the purpofe of roufing
their intelle@, which is, as it were, in a dormant ftate; for it is a true cxer-
cife of the eye of the foul in the fpeculation of things, leading forth through
oppofite pofitions the eflential impreffion of reafons which it contains, and
confidering not only the divine path, as it were, which conduéts to truth,
but exploring whether the deviations from it contain any thing worthy of
belief; and, laftly, ftimulating the all-various conceptions of the foul. But
the fecond energy takes placc when intelle&t refts from its former inveftiga-
tions, as becoming moft familiar with the fpeculation of beings, and beholds
truth itfelf firmly eftablithed upon a pure and holy foundation. And this
energy, according to Socrates, by a progreflion through ideas, evolves the
whole of an intelligible nature, till itmrrives at that which is firft; and this
by analyfing, defining, demonftrating, and dividing, proceeding upwards
and downwards, till, having entirely inveftigated the nature of intelligibles,
it raifes itfelf to a nature fuperior to beings. But the foul being perfeély.
eftablifhed in this nature, as in her paternal port, no longer tends to a more
excellent object of defire, as fhe has now arrived at the end of her fearch :
and you may fay that what is delivered in the Phadrus and Sophifta is the
employment of this encrgy, giving a twofold divifion to fome, and a four-
fold to other operations of the diale@ic art ; and on this account it is afligned
to fuch as philofophize purely, and no longer require preparatory exercife,.
but nourifth the intellet of their foul in pure intelle€tion. But the third.
energy, which is exhibitive according to truth, purifies from twofold igno-
rance when its reafons are employed upon men full of opinion ; and this.is
fpoken of in the Sophifta.,” So that the diale@ic energy is triple, either
{ubfilting through oppofite arguments, or alone unfolding truth, or alone
confuting falfchodd.

Parmenides by means of this diale@ic perfets the conceptions of Socrates
about ideas. For, as Proclus well obferves, the mode of difcourfe is every
where obftetric, but does not confute ; and is explorative, but not defenfive.
But it differs, confidered as fometimes proceeding from on high to fuch
things as are laft, and fometimes afcending from fcnﬁb]e_ particulars to fuch
reafons as are accommodated to divine caufes; but, according to cach of
thefe, it elevates Socrates, calls forth his native conceptions concerning
ideas, and caufes them to poffefs an expanded diftin€tion.  And in this re-
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fpe&, fays Proclus, Parmenides truly imitates the paternal caufe of the uni-
verfality of things, who from the fupreme hypoftafis of all beings, preferves
and perfels all things, and draws them upwards by his unknown and in-
effable powers.

With refpe@ to the dramatic apparatus of this dialogue, it is neceffary to
obferve, that the Athenians had two feftivals in honour of Minerva; the
former of which, on account of the greater preparation required in its cele-
bration, was called ke greater Panathenaia; and the latter, on account of
its requiring a lefs apparatus, was denominated zke /efler Panathenaia. The
celebration of them, likewife, was diftinguithed by longer and thorter periods
of time. In confequence, therefore, of the greater feftival taking place,
facred to Minerva, Parmenides and Zeno came to Athens, Parmenides being
the mafter, and Zeno his difciple ; but both of them Eleateans—and not
only this, fays Proclus, but partakers of the Pythagoric dotrine, according
to the relation of Callimachus the hiftorian. Parmenides and Zeno, there-
fore, in a place called the Ceramicus, beyond the walls of the city, and
which was facred to the ftatucs of the Gods, met with one Pythodorus, toge-
ther with Socrates and many other Athenians, who came thither for the
purpofe of hearing the writings of Zeno. The enfuing dialogue, which was
the confequence of Zeno’s difcourfe, was afterwards related by Pythodorus
to one Antiphon, the brother on the mother’s fide of Adimantus and Glaucus,
who were the brothers of Plato, both from the fame father and mother ; and
the dialogue is fuppofed to be again related by Antiphon to Cephalus and
his companions, in confequence of their foliciting Adimantus and Glaucus
to requeft Antiphon for the narration.

Zeno, therefore, having read to the audience a book, in which he en-
deavoured to exhibit the difficulties attending the doétrine which afferts the
exiftence of the many, and this in order to defend the favourite dogma of
Parmenides, who called Jeing, the one; Socrates by no means oppofes his
arguments, but readily admits the errors which muft enfue from fuppo-
fing multitude to exift, without participating zke one. However, Socrates
does not reft here, but urges Zeno to a fpeculation of the one and the unities
which {ubfift in intelligible natures, not enduring to dwell on the contem-
plation of the one which fenfibles contain: and this leads him to the invefti-
gation of ideas in which the unities of things refide. After this Parmenides,

9 not
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not in the leaft contradi&ting Socrates, but completing the contemplation
which he had begun, unfolds the entire do&rine of ideas, introducing for
this purpofe four queftions concerning them: whether they have a fubtift-
ence ; of what things there are ideas, and of what not; what kind of beings
they are, and what power they poflefs: and how they are participated by
fubordinate natures. And this being difcuffed, Parmenides afcends from
*hence to the one which fubfifts above intelligibles and ideas, and adduces nine
hypothefes concerning it; five, fuppofing the one to have a fubfiftence, and
four, fuppofing it not to fubfilt ; accurately inveftigating, at the fame time,
the confequenees refulting from thefe hypothefes. But of this more here-
after.

~ With refpe& to ideas, though many invincible arguments may be adduced
for their exiftence, the following appear to me remarkable for their perfpi-
cuity and ftrength. Diverfity of powers always indicates diverfity of ob-
jects.  But it is obvious to every one, that the power of intellet is different
from the power of fenfe ; that which is fenfible, therefore, is one thing, and
that which is intelligible another. And as intelleét is fuperior to fenfe, {o is
intelligible more excellent than that which is fenfible, But that which is
fenfible has an exiftence ; and by a much greater reafon, therefore, that
which is intelligible muft have a real fubfiftence. But intelligible is a cer-
tain univerfal fpecies ; for univerfal reafon is always the obje@ of intelli-
gence. And hence there are fuch things as intelligible and common fpecies
of things which we call ideas.

Again, all corporeal natures fubfift in time; but whatever fubfifts in
time is meafured by time ; and whatever is thus conditioned depends on time
for the perfetion of its being. But time is compofed of the paft, prefent,
and future. And if we conceive that any one of thefe periods is taken away
from the nature with which it is conne@ed, that nature muft immediately
perith. Time, therefore, is fo effentially and intimately united with the
natures which it meafures, that their being, fuch as it is, depends on the
exiftence of time. But time, as is evident, is perpetually flowing, and this
in the moft rapid manner imagination can conceive. It is evident, there-
fore, that the natures to which it is {o effential muft fubfift in a manner
equally tranfitory and flowing.  As we cannot, therefore, affirm with propri-
ety, of any part of time that it /s, fince even before we can form the affertion

the
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the prefent time is no more, fo with refpe@ to all corporeal natures (from
their fubfitence in time), before we can fay that they exift, they lofe all
tdentity of being. And hence no one of them is truly that which it is faid to
be. Ou the contrary, truth is eternal and immutable : for, if any one fthould
affert that truth is not, he afferts this either truly or falfely; but if falfely,
there is fuch a thing as truth; and if truly, then it is true that there is no
fuch thing as truth, But if it is truly afferted, it can ouly be true through
truth ; and, confequently, there is fuch a thing as truth, which muft alfo
be eternal and immutable. Hence, truth cannot fubfift in any thing mu-
table ; for that which is fituated in a mutable nature is alfo changed in con-
jun&ion with it. But all corporeal natures are continually changed, and
hence they are neither true, nor have a true exiftence. If, therefore, the
forms of bodies are imperfe&, they are not the firft forms; for whatever
ranks as firft is perfet and entire, fince the whole reafon of every nature is
eftablithed in that which is firft. There are, thercfore, certain forms above
thefe, perfet, primary, and entire, and which are not indigent of a
fubjeét,

But if the forms of bodies are not true, where do the true forms fubfift ?
Shall we fay nowhere? But in this cafe falfchood would be more powerful
than truth, if the former pofleflfed, and the latter had no, fubfiftence. But
this is impoffible.  For that which is more powerful derives its power from
truth ; fince, unlefs it was truly more powerful, it would not be that which
it is faid tobe. But, indeed, without the prefence of truth,. the forms which
are faid to be falfe could not fubfift; for they would no longer be what thev
are, unlefs it was true that they are falfe. True fpecies, therefore, have a
fubfiftence fomewhere. But does not our foul poflefs truer fpecies than
thofe which are the objetts of fenfible infpe@ion, by which it judges, con-
demns, and correéts them, and underftands how far they depart from, and
in what refpeét they agree with, fuch forms as are true? But he who does
not behold true forms, can by no means make a comparifon between them
and others, and re&ify the inaccuracy of the one by the accurate truth of
the other.  For the foul, indeed, correéts the vifible circle, when it does not
touch a plane in one point only ; approves or condemns every artificial
ftruéture and mufical modulation ; and judgeé concerning the goodnefs or
depravity, utility or detriment, beauty or deformity, of every objeét in na-

ture,
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ture.- The foul, therefore, poflefles .truer forms, by which fhe judges of
corporeal natures. But neither are thefe forms in the foul firft forms, for
they are movable ; and though not fubfifting in place, yet.they have a difs
curfive procefiion through the intervals of time, Nor do they always exift
“in energy ; for the foul does not always energize through them. Nor do
they fubfift in a total but in a partial mtclle& For as the foul is not total
intelleét, on account of its felf-motive nature, {o the intelle@ which is in
foul is not a total and firft intelle&, but fuffers a remiffion of intelle€ual union,
" from its conne&@ion with the difcurfive energies of foul. There is, there-
fore, above foul, and that intelle&t which is a part of foul, a certain firft in-
telle@, in itfelf entire and perfeétly complete, in which the firft and moft
true fpecies of all things are contained, and which have a fubfiftence inde-
pendent of time, place, and motion. And this firft intelleét is no other than
that vital nature avrolwov, or anmiinal itfelf, in which Plato in the Timaus
reprefents the artificer of the univerfe contemplating the ideas of things,
and fabricating the machine of the world according to this all- beautlful
exemplar.

Again, the artificer of the univerfe muft be a God. Every God operates
eflentially, or produces from his effence that which he produces, becaufe
this is the moft perfe@ mode of prodution. Every thing which operates
effentially produces an image of itfelf. He, therefore, who fabricated the
univerfe, fabricated it an image of itfelf. But if this be the cafe, he contains
in himfelf paradigmatically the caufes of the univerfe : and thefe caufes are
ideas. To which we may add, that the perfet muft neceffarily antecede
the imperfect; unity, multitude; the indivifible, the divifible; and that
which abides perpetually the fame, that which fubfifts in unceafing muta-
tion. From all which it follows, that things do not originate from bafer
natures, but that they end in thefe; and that they commence from natures
the moft perfe&t, the moft beautiful, and the beft. For it is not poffible that
our intelleét fhould be able to apprchend things properly equal, fimilar,
and the like, and that the intelleCt of the artificer of the univerfe fhould not
contain in itfelf the effentially equal, juft, beautiful, and good, and, in fhort,
every thing which has a univerfal and perfe&@ fubhﬁmcc, and which, from
its refidence in deity, forms a link of that luminous chain of fubftances to
which we very properly give the appellation of ideas.

Thc
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The following additional arguments in defence of the Platonic do&rine
of ideas are given for the fake of the liberal and Platonic reader. The
whole is nearly extracted from the MS. Commentary of Proclus on the
Parmenides. ’

This vifible world is either felf-fubfiftent, or it derives its fubfiftence from
a fuperior caufe. But if it is admitted to be felf-fubfiftent, many abfurd
confequences will enfue: for it is neceffary that every thing felf-fubfiftent
fhould be impartible; becaufe every thing which makes and every thing
which generates is entirely incorporeal. For bodies make through incor-
poreal powers; fire by heat, and fnow by coldnefs. But if it is neccflary
that the maker fhould be incorporeal, and in things felf-fubfiltent the fame
thing is the maker and the thing made, the generator and the thing gene-
rated, that which is felf-fubfiftent will be perfeétly impartible. But the
world is not a thing of this kind: for every body is every way divifible,
and confequently is not felf-fubfiftent. Again: every thing felf-fubfiftent is
alfo felf-energetic. For, as it generates itfelf, it is by a much greater
priority naturally adapted to energize in itfelf, fince to make and to gene-
rate are no other than to energize. But the world is not felf-motive, becaufe
it is corporcal. No body, therefore, is naturally adapted to be moved, and at
the fame time to move according to the whole of itfelf. For neither can the
whole at the fame time heat itfelf, and be heated by itfelf: for, becaufe it is
heated, it will not yet be hot, in confequence of the heat being gradually
propagated through all its parts; but, becaufe it heats, it will poffefs heat,
and thus the fame thing will be, and yet not be, hot. As, therefore, it is
impoffible that any body can move itfelf according to internal change,
neither can this be effefted by any other motion. And, in fhort, every cor=
poreal motion is more fimilar to paflion than to energy; but a felf-motive
energy is immaterial and impartible: fo that, if the world is corporeal, it
will not be felf-motive, But, if not fclf-motive, neither will it be felf-fub-
fitent. And if it is not felf-fubfiftent, it is evident that it is produced by
another caufe,

For, again, that which is not felf-fubfiftent is twofold, viz. it is either
better than, or inferior to, caufe. And that which is more excellent than
caufe *, as is the ineffable principle of things, has fomething pofterior to

* This is demonftrated by Proclus in his Elements of Theology. -
VOL. III. c itfelf,
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itfelf, fuch as is a felf-fubfiftent nature. But that which is fubordinate to
caufe is entirely fufpended from a felf-fubfiftent caufe. It is neccflary,
therefore, that the world fhould fubfit from another more excellent caufe.
But, with refpet to this caufe, whether does it make according to free will
and the reafoning energy, or produce the univerfe by its very chence’ for,
if according to free will, its energy in making will be unftable and ambi-
guous, and will fub(ift differently at different times. The world, there-
fore, will be corruptible : for that which is generated from a caufe moving
differently at different times is mutable and corruptible. But, if the
caufe of the univerfe operated from reafoning and inquiry in producing
the world, his energy could not be fpoutaneous and truly his own; but
his effence would be fimilar to that of the artificer, who does not derive
his produétions from himfelf, but procures them as fomething adventitious
by learning and inquiry. HenCe we infer that the world is eternal, and
that its maker produced it by his very effence; for, in fhort, every thing
which makes according to free will has alfo the eflential energy.  Thus, our
foul, which energizes in many things according to free will, imparts at the
fame time life to the body by its very effence, which life does not depend
onour free will : for, otherwife, the animal from every adverfe circumftance
would be diffolved, the foul on fuch occafions condemuing its affuciation
with the body. But not every thing which operates from its very effence
has alfo another energy according to free will. ‘Thus, fire heats by its very
effence alone, but produces nothing from the energy of will; nor is this.
effected by fnow, nor, in thort, by any body, fo far as body. If, therefore,
the effential energy is more extended than that of free will, it is evident
that it proceeds from a more venerable and elevated caufe: and this very
properly ; for the creative encrgy of natures that operate from their very
eflence is unattended with anxiety. But it is efpecially neceffary to con-
ceive an energy of this kind in divine natures; fince we alfo then live more
free from anxiety, and with greater eafe; when our life is divine, or accord-
ing to virtue. If, therefore, there is a caufe of the univerfe operating from
his very eflence, he is that primarily which his produéion is fecondarily ;
and that which he is primarily he imparts in a fecondary degree to his pro-
duétion, Thus, fire both imparts heat to fomething elfe, and is itfelt’ hot ;
and foul imparts life, and poflcfles ite : and this reafoning will be found to

be
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be true in every thing which operates effentially. The caufe of the uni-
verfe, therefore, fabricating from his very effence, is that primarily which
the world is fecondarily. But, if the world is full of all-various forms,
thefe will fubfiit primarily in the caufe of the world: for it is the fame
caufe which gave fubfiftence to the fun and moon, to man and horfe. Thefe,
therefore, are primarily in the caufe of the world ; another fun befides. the
apparent, another man, and, in a fimilar manner, every other form. There
are, therefore, forms prior to {enfibles, and demiurgic caufes of the phzno-
mena pre-{ubfifting in the one caufe of the univerfe.

But if any one thould fay that the world has indeed a caufe, yct not pro-
ducing, but final, and that thusall things are orderly difpofed with relation to
this caufe, it is fo far well indeed, that they admit the good to prefide over
the univerfe. But, it may be afked, whether does the world receive any
thing from this caufe, or nothing according to defire? for, if nothing, the
defire by which it extends itfelf towards this caufe is vain.  But if it receives
fomething from this caufe, and this caufe not only imparts good to the
world, but imparts it effentially, by a much greater priority, it will be the
caufe of exiftence to the univerfe, that it may impart good to it effentially ;
and thus he will not only be the final, but the producing caufe of the univerfe.

In the next place, let us dire& our attention to the phznomena, to things
equal and unequal, fimilar and diffimilar, and all fuch fenfible particulars as
arc by no means truly denominated : for where is there equality in fenfibles
which are mingled with inequality ? where fimilitude in things filled with
diffimilitude? where the beautiful among things of which the fubjet is bafe ?
where the good in things in which there is capacity and the imperfe&t? Each
of thefe fenfible particulars, therefore, is not that truly which it is faid to be:
for, how can things, the nature of which confifts in the impartible and in pri-
vation of interval, fubfift perfeétly in things partible, and endued with in-
terval? But our foul is able, both to conceive and generate things far more
accurate and pure than the phxnomena. Hence, it corre@s the apparent
circle, and poiuts out how far it falls thort of the perfectly accurate. And
it is cvident that in fo doing it beholds another form more beautiful and
more perfet than this: for, unlefs it beheld fomething more pure, it could
not fay that this is not truly beautiful, and that is not in every refpect equal.
If, thercfore, a partial foul fuch as ours is able to generate and contemplate

Cc2 m
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in itfelf things more perfe@t than the phznomena, fuch as the accurate
fphere and circle, the accurately beautiful and equal, and, in a fimilar man-
ner, every other form, but the caufe of the univerfe is neitHer able to gene-
rate, nor contemplate, things more beautiful than the phznomena, how is
the one the fabricator of the univerfe, but the other of a part of the univerfe?
For a greater power is effeftive of things more perfe@, and a more imma-
terial intelle&t contemplates more excellent {fpe@acles. The maker of the
world, therefore, is able both to generate and underftand forms much more
accurate and perfe@ than the phenomena. Where, then, does he generate,
and where does he behold them ? Evidently, in himfelf : for he contemplates
himfelf. So that, by beholding and generating himfelf, he at the fame time
generates in himfelf, and gives fubfiftence to forms more immaterial and
more accurate than the phanomena.

In the third place, if there is ho caufe of the univerfe, but all things are
from chance, how are all things coordinated to each other, and how do
things perpetually fubfift !} And whence is it that all things are thus gene-
rated according to nature with a frequency of fubfiftence? for whatever
originates from chance does not fubfift frequently, but feldom. But if there
1s one caufe, the fource of coordination to all things, and this caufe is igno-
rant of itfelf, muft there not be fome nature prior to this, which, by know-
ing itfelf, imparts being to this caufe? for it is impoffible that a nature
which is ignorant fhould be more excellent than that which has a knowledge
of itfelf. If, therefore, this caufe knows itfelf, it is evident that, knowing
itfelf to be a caufe, it muit alfo know the things of which it is the caufe;
{o that it will alfo comprehend the things which it knows. If, therefore,
intelle& is the caufe of the univerfe, it alfo coordinated all things to each
other : for there is one artificer of all things. But the univerfe is various,
and all its parts do not participate either of the fame dignity or order. Who
is it then. that meafures the dignity of thefe, except the power that gave
them fubfiftence? Who diftributed every thing in a convenient order, and.
fixed it in its proper feat—the fun here, and there the moon, the earth
here, and there the mighty heaven—except the being by whom thefe were.
produced ? Who gave coordination to all things, and produced one har-
mony from all, except the power who imparted to every thing its effence and
pature? If, therefore, he orderly difpofed all things, he cannat be ignorant

of
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‘of the order and rank which every thing maintains in the univerfe ; for to
operate in this manner would be the province of irrational nature, and not
of a divine caufe, and would be the charaéeriftic of neceffity, and not of
intelle€tual providence. Since, if, intelle€tually perceiving himfelf, he knows
himfelf, but knowing himfelf and the effence which he is allotted, he knows
that he is an immovable caufe, and the objeét of defire to all things, he will
alfo know the natures to which he is defirable : for he is not defirable from
accident, but effentially. He will therefore either be ignorant of what he is
effentially, or, knowing this, he will alfo know that he is the obje& of
defire ; and, together with this, he will know that all things defire him, and
what the natures are by which he is defired : for, of two relatives, to know
one definitely, and the other indehinitely, is not the charalteriftic of {cience,
and much lefs of intelletual perception. But, knowing definitely the things
by which he is defired, he knows the caufes of them, in confequence of be-
holding himfelf, and not things of a pofterior nature. If, therefore, he
does not in vain poffefs the caufes of all things, he muft neceflarily, accord-
ing to them, bound the order of all things, and thus be of all things the im-
movable caufe, as bounding their order by his very effence.

But whether thall we fay that, becaufe he defigned to make all things, he
knew them, or, becaufe he underftands all things, on this account he gave
fubfiftence to all things? Bat if, in confequence of defigning to make all
things, he knows all things, he will poflefs inward energy, and a converfion
to himfelf fubordinate to that which proceeds outwardly, and his knowledge
of beings will fubfiit for the fake of things different from himfelf. But if
this is abfurd, by knowing himfelf he will be the maker of all things. And,
if this be the cafe, he will make things external fimilar to thofe which he
contains in himfelf; for fuch is the natural order of things, that externally
proceeding thould be fufpended from inward energy, the whole world from
the all-perfe&t monad of idcas, and the parts of the vifible univerfe from
monads which are feparated from each other.

In the fourth place, we fay that man is generated from man, and from
every thing its like. " After what manner, therefore, are they generated?
for you will not fay that the generation of thefe is from chance : for neither
nature nor divinity makes any thing in vain. But, if the generation of men
is not from chance, whence is it?  You will fay, It is evidently from feed.

Let
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Let it then be admitted, that man is from feed ; but fced poflefles produétive
powers in capacity, and not in energy. For, fincc it is a body, it is not
naturally adapted to poflefs produ€ive powers impartibly and in energy :
for every where a fubfiftence in energy precedes a fubfiftence in capacity :
fince, being imperfe@, it requires the afliftance of fomcthing elfe endued with
a perfe@ive power. This fomething elfe you will fay is the nature of the
mother ; for this perfeéts and fathions the ottspring by its productive powers.
For the apparent form of the mother does not make the infant, but nature,
which is an incorporeal power and the principle of motivn. If, therefore,
nature changes the produétive powers of feed from capacity to a fubliftence
in energy, nature muft herfelf pofles thefe produtive powers in energy.
Hence, being irrational and without imagination, fhe is at the fame time
the caufc of phyfical reafons. As the nature of man, therefore, contains.
human produétive powers, does ho_t alfo nature in a lion contain thofe of the
lion; as, for inftance, the reafons or produltive powers of the head, the.
hair, the feet, and the other parts of the lion? Or, whence, on thedding a
tooth, does another grow in its place, unlefs from an inherent power which
is able to make the teeth? How, likewife, does it at the fame time make
bone and flefh, and each of the other parts? for the fame thing cnergizing
according to the fame would not be able to fathion fuch a variety of orga-
' nization. But does not nature in plants alfo poffefs produ@ive powers as well
asin animals ? or fhall we not fay that, in thefe likewife, the order of gene-
ration and the lives of the plauts evince that they are perfected from orderly
caufes? It is evident, therefore, from the fame reafoning, that the natures
of thefe alfo comprehend the apparent produtive powers. Let us then
afcend from thefe to the onc nature of the earth, which generates whatever
breathes and creeps on its furface, and which by a much greater priority
‘contains the produive powers of plants and animals.  Or whence the ge-
neration of things from putrefaétion ? (for the hypothefis of the experiment-
alifts is weak and futile.) Whence is it that different kinds of plants grow
in the fame place, without human care and attention? Is it not evident that
it is from the whole nature of the earth, containing the produétive powers
of all thefe in herfelf? And thus proceeding, we fhall find that the nature
in each of the elements and celeftial {pheres compiehends the productive
powers of the animals which it contains, And if from the ccleftial {pheres
we
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we afcend to the nature of the univerfe itfelf, we may alfo inquire refpe&ing
this, whether it contains forms or not, and we thall be compelled to confefs,
that in this alfo the productive and motive powers of all things are contained :
for whatever is perfeQed from inferior fubfifts in a more excellent and per-
fe€t manncer from more univerfal natures. The nature of the univerfe, there-
fore, being the mother of all things, comprehends the productive powers of
all things; for, otherwife, it would be abfurd that art, imitating natural
reafons, fhould operate according to productive principles, but that nature
herfelf thould energize without reafons, and without inward meafures. But,
if nature contains produétive principles, it is neceflary that there thould be
another caufe prior to nature, which is comprehenfive of forms; for nature
verging to bodies energizes in them, juft as if we fhould conceive an artift
verging to picces of timber, and inwardly, by various operations, reducing
them to a certain form : for thus nature, merged together with and dwell-
ing in corporeal mafles, infpircs them with her produ@ive powers and with
motion ; fince things which are moved by others require a caufe of this kind,
a caafe which is properly irrational indeed, that it may not depart from
bodies, which cannot fubfift without a caufe continually refiding with them,
but containing the produdlive poweis of bodies, that it may be able to pre-
ferve all things in their proper boundaries, and move every thing in a conve-
nicnt manner. Nature, thercfore, belongs to other things, being merged
in, or coordinated with, bodies. But it is requifite that the moft principal
and proper caufe fhould be exempt from its productions : for, by how much
more the maker is exempt from the thing made, by fo much the more per-
fe@tly and purely will he make. And, in fhort, if nature is irrational, it
requires a leader. Therc is, therefore, fomething prior to nature, which con-
tains producltive powers, and from which it is requifite that every thing in
the world fhould be fufpended. Hence, a knowledge of generated natures
will fubfift in the caufe of the world more excellent than the knowledge
which we poflefs ; fo far as this caufe not only knows, but gives fubfiftence
to, all things ; but we poflets knowledge alone.  But if the demiurgic caufe
of the univerfe knows all tlungs, if he beholds them externally, he will
again be ignorant of himfels, and will be fubordinate to a partial foul ; but,
it he beholds thein in himfelf, he will contain in bimielf all forms, intel-
le@ual and gnoftic,

In
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In the fifth place, things produced from an immovable caufe are im-
movable and without mutation ; but things produced from a movable caufe
are again movable and mutable, and fubfift diffegently at different times. If
this be the cafe, all fuch things as are eflentially eternal and immutable muft
be the progeny of an immovable caufe; for, if from a movable caufe, they
will be mutable ; which is impoffible.  Are not, therefore, the form of man
and the form of horfe from a caulfe, if the whole world fubfifts from a caufe ?
From what caufe, therefore? Is it from an immovable or from a movable
caufe? But if from a movable caufe; the human fpecies will fome time
or other fail; fince every thing which fubfifts from a movable caufe ranks
among things which are naturally adapted to perith. We may alfo make
the fame inquiry refpe€ting the fun and moon, and each of the ftars: for,
if thefe are produced from a movable caufe, in thefe alfo there will be a
mutation of effence. But if thefe, and all fuch forms as eternally fubfift in
the univerfe, are from an immovable caufe, where does the immovable
caufe of thefe fubfift? For it is evidently not in bodies, fince every natural
body is naturally adapted to be moved. It therefore fubfifts proximately in
nature. But nature is irrational; and it is requifite that caufes properly o
called thould be intelle€ual and divine., Hence, the immovable caufes of
thefe forms {ubfift primarily in intelleé, fecondarily in foul, in the third gra-
dation in nature, and laftly in bodies. For all things cither fubfift appa=
rently or unapparently, either {eparate or infeparable from bodies; and if
feparate, either immovably according to elfence and energy, or immovably
according to effence, but movably according to energy. Thofe things, there-
fore, are properly immovable, which are immutable both according to effence
and energy, fuch as are intelligibles ; but thofe poflefs the fecond rank which
are immovable indeed according to eflence, but movable according to
energy, and fuch are fouls : in the third place, things unapparent indeed,
but infeparable from the phenomena, are fuch as belong to the empire of
nature; and thofe rank in the laft place which are apparent, fubfift in fen-
fibles, and are divifible : for the gradual fubjeélion of forms proceeding as far
as to fenfibles ends in thefe.

In the fixth place, let us fpeculate after another manner concerning the
fubfiftence of forms or ideas, beginning from demonftrations themfelves.
For Ariftotle has proved in his Laft Analytics, and all {cientific men muft

9 ' - confefs,
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confefs, that demonftrations are entirely from things which have a priority
of {ubfiftence, and which are naturally more honourable. But if the things
from which demonftrations confift are univerfals, (for every demonftration is
from thefe),—hence, thefe muft be caufes to the things which are unfolded
from them. When, therefore, the aftronomer fays, that the circles in the
heavens bifect each other, fince every greateft circle bifeéts its like, whether
does he demonftrate or not? For he makes his conclufion from that which
is univerfal. But where fhall we find the caufes of this fe&ion of circles in
the heavens which are more univerfal than the circles? For they will not
be in bodies, fince every thing which is in body is divifible. They muft,
therefore, refide in an incorporeal effence ; and hence there muft be forms
which have a fubfiftence prior to apparent forms, and which are the caufes
of fubfiftence to thefe, in confequence of being more univerfal and more
powerful. Science, therefore, compels us to admit that there are univerfal
forms, which have a fubfiltence prior to particulars, are more eflential and
more caufal, and from which the very being of particulars is derived.

By afcending from motion we may alfo after the fame manner prove the
exiftence of ideas. Every body from its own proper nature is alter-motive,
or moved by another, and is indigent of motion externally derived. But the
firft, moft proper and principal motion is in the power which moves the
mundane wholes: for he poffefles the motion of a mover, and body the
motion of that which is moved, and corporeal motion is the image of that
which pre-fubfifts in this power. For that is perfe& motion becaufe it is
energy ; but the motion in body is imperfe&t energy : and the imperfe& de-
rives its fubfiftence from the perfe.

From knowledge alfo we may perceive the neceffity of the fame conclu-
fion. For laft knowledge is that of bodies, whether it be denominated
fenfible or imaginable : for all fuch knowledge is deftitute of truth, and does
not contemplate any thing univerfal and common, but beholds all things
invefted with figure, and all things partial. But more perfe&t knowledge is
that which is without figure, which is immaterial, and which fubfifts by
itfelf, and from itfelf; the image of which is fenfe, fince this is imperfect
knowledge, fubfifting in another, and not originating from itfelf. If, there-
fore, as in motion, {o alfo in knowledge and in life, that which participates,
that which is participated, and that which is imparticipable, are different

YOL. Il D from
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from each other, thefe is alfo the fame reafoning with refpe@ to other forms.
For matter is one thing, the form which it contains another, and till different
from either is the fepal ate form. For God and Nature do not make things
imperfe@ which fubfift in fomething different from themfelves, and whnch
have an obfcure and debile exiﬁence, but have not produced things perfeét,
and which fubfift from themfelves ; but by a much greater priority they have
given fubfiftence to thefe, and from thefe have produced things which are
participated by, and merged in, the darkvefs of matter.

But if it be requifite fummarily to relate the caufe that induced the Pytha-
goreans and Plato to adopt the hypothefis of ideas, we muft fay, that all
thefe vifible natures, celeftial and fublunary, are either from chance, or fub-
fift from a caufe. But that they fhould be from chance is impoffible : for
things more excellent will fubfift in things fubordinate, viz. intelle&, reafon,
and caufe, and that which proceeds from caufe. To which we may add, as
Ariftotle obferves, that prior to caufes according to accident, it is requifite
that there thould be things which have an eflential fubfiftence; for the acci~
dental is that in which the progreflions of thefe are terminated. So that a
fubfiftence from caufe will be more antient than a fubfiftence from chance,
if the moft divine of things apparent are the progeny of chance. But if
there is'a ‘caufe of all things, there will either be many unconjomed caufes,
or one caufe; but if many, we fhall not be able to affign to what it is owing
that the world is one, fince there will not be one caufe aceording to whlch
all things are coordinated. It will alfo be abfurd to fuppofe that this caufe
is irrational.  For, again, there will be fomething among things pofterior
better than the caufe of all things, viz. that which, being within the uni-
verfe, and a part of the whole, operates according to reafon and knowledge,
and yet derives this prerogative from an irrational caufe. But if this caufe
1s rational and knows itfelf, it will certainly know itfelf to be the caufe of
all; or, being ignorant of this, it will be ignorant of its own nature. But
if it Knows that it is cffentially the caufe of the uriverfe, it will alfo defi-
nitely know that of which it is the caufe; for, that which definitely knows
the one will alfo dcfinitely know the other. Hence, he will know every
thing which th¢ univerfe contains, and of which he is the caufe = and if this
be the cafe, beholding himfelf, and knowiag himfelf, he knows things pof-
terior to himfelf. By immaterial reafons, therefore, and forms, he kuows

the
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the mundane reafons and forms from which the univerfe confifts, and the
univerfe is contained in him as in a caufe feparate from matter. This,
Proclus adds, was the doftrine of the Eleatic Zeno, and the advocates for
ideas : nor did thefe men alone, fays he, form conceptions of this kind re-
{pe@ing ideas, but their do&@rine was alfo conformable to that of the theo-
logifts. For Orpheus fays, that after the abforption of Phanes in Jupiter all
things were generated : fince prior to this the caufes of all mundane natures
fubfifted unitedly in Phanes, but fecondarily and with feparation in the
demiurgus of the univerfe. For there the fun and the moon, heaven it=
felf, and the elements, Love the fource of union, and in fhort all things,
were produced : for there was a natural conflux, fays Orpheus, of all things
in the belly of Jupiter. Nor did Orpheus ftop here; but he alfo delivered
the order of demiurgic forms through which fenfible natures were allotted
their prefent diftribution. Proclus further adds : The Gods alfo have
throught fit to unfold to mankind the truth refpeéting ideas; and have de-
clared what the one fountain is whence they proceed ; where ideas firft fub-
fitt in full perfection; and how in their progreffion they affimilate all things,
both wholes and parts, to the Father of the univerfe. What Proclus here
alludes to is the following Chaldaic Oracle : :

Novg marpos eppoiliios venoag anpads Bovky
ey popPous dzag® wHYNS ¢ piag amonTaTaL
E&:fopov matpoley yap sny BovAnte Tehog 5.
AMN épspw'g:;o-ay VOEpW TTUpI [:.oxpn9é:o’a1
Eig arrag Yoipag” HOT |l Yop ocmf vro?\v;/.op@‘a
Tpovdipey vospoy Tumoy aizovy ou nata Koo poy
Ios emsiyopevog pop®us pera xorpog eQavfn,
Mavrotais deoug HEYAPLOJUEVOG, wy o YNy
E£ ¢ forlovvran JEpEptapsvas alAaut amAyTects
Pryvvpevar noo o wept Tpao v, o WEpt HONTOUG
Epsp&x?\soug o pyveraty coievias Qopsovta,
Tpamove: wept 7 apdi W&pa oxday aAALSLg ady
Evvotas vospas mnyng warponng amo, wolv
Apartopsiat wuzeg avfog axoiuyToy povovs axuk
Agxeyorevs deag mpwry watpog EAvTE Targ 3
Avrorehys miryns

D2 i. e “The
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i.e. ¢ The intelle&t of the Father made a crafthing noife, underftanding
with unwearied counfel omniform ideas. But wnth winged fpeed thcy
leaped forth from one fountain: for both the counfel and the end were from
the Father. In confequence, too, of being allotted an intelleGtual fire,
they are divided into other intelleGtual forms for the king previoufly
placed in the multiform world an intelle€tual incorruptible impreffion, the
veftige of which haftening through the world, caufes it to appear invefted
with form, and replete with all-various ideas of which there is one fountain.
From this fountain other immenfe diftributed ideas rufh with a crathing
noife, burfting forth about the bodies of the world, and are borne along its
terrible bofoms like fwarms of bees. They turn themfelves, too, on all
fides, and nearly in all dire@ions. They are intelle¢tual conceptions
from the paternal fountain, plucking abundantly the flower of the fire of
fleeples time. But a felf-perfect fountain pours forth primogenial ideas
from the primary vigour of the Father,”

Through thefe things, fays Proclus, the Gods have clearly thown where
ideas fubfift, who the divinity is that compreliends the one fountain of thefe,.
and that from this fountain a multitude proceeds. Likewife, how the
world is fabricated according to ideas; that they are motive of all'mundane
fyftems ;. that they are eflentially intelle€tual; aud that they are all-various.
according to their charaéteriftics.

If, therefore, he adds,. arguments perfuade us to admit the hypothefis re-
fpe€ting ideas, and the wife unite in the fame defign, viz. Plato, Pythagoras,.
and Orpheus, and the Gods clearly bear witnefs to thefe,. we fhould but.
little regard fophiftical arguments, which are confuted by themfelves, and:
affert nothing fcientifie, nothing fane. For the Gods have manifeftly de--
clared that they are conceptions of the Father: for they abide in his in--
telligence. ‘They have likewife afferted that they. proceed to the fabri--
cation of the world'; for the crathing noife fignifies their progreffion ;—that
they are omniform, as comprehending the caufes of all divifible natures ; that
from fontal ideas others proceed, which are allotted the fabrication of the
world, according to its parts, and which are faid to be fimilar to fwarms of
bees; and laftly, that they are generative of fecondary natures.

Timzus, therefore, places in intelligibles the one primary caufe of all
ideas ; for there animal itfelf fubfifts, as is evident from that dialogue. But

the
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the oracles fay, that the fountain of ideas pre-fubfifts in the demiurgus ; nor are
thefe affertions difcordant with each other, as they may appear to be to fome.
For it is not the fame thing to inveftigate the one and total caufe of mundane
forms, and fimply to contemplate the firft unfolding into light of every
feries of ideas ; but the comprehenfion of the former muft be referred to the
demiurgus, and of the latter to the intelligible order itfelf, of divine natures,
from which the demiurgus is filled, and all the orders of an ideal effence.
And, on this account, } think the oracles affert, that ideas proceed with a
crathing noife from their intelle€tual fountain, and, being diftributed in
different places, burft about the bodies of the world, in confequence of the
caufe of mundane natures being comprehended in this fountain, according
to which, all' generated eompofite natures in the world are invefted with
form, conformably to the demiurgic will. But the forms fubfitting in
animal itfelf, according to an intelligible bound, are neither faid by Plato
to be moved, nor to leap into bodies, but to impart eflence to all things by
their very effence alone. If, therefore; to fubfift through energy and motion
is fecondary to a making prior to energizing and being moved, it is evident
that the ideas intelligibly and immovably eftablithed in animal itfelf are
allotted an order more elevated than demiurgic ideas. And the demiurgus
is fabricative of forms.in:a twofold refpeét ; both according to the fountain
in himfelf, and according te intelligible ideas : for thcre are the total caufes-
of all things, and the four monads; but, thence originating, they proceed
through the whole divine orders as far as to the lalt of things, fo that the
laft and fenfible images of thefe poffefs a certain fimilitude; more clearly of
fome, and more obfcurely of others.  He, likewife, who is capable-of follow-
ing the divine progreflions will perceive that every fenfible form exprefles
the idioms of all of them.. For the immovable and the eternal in fenfible
forms arc no otherwife prefent than from the firft forms: for they are
primarily eternal ; and hence they communicate eternity to the confequent
progreflions irr a fecondary and third gradation. Again, that every form is
a multitude, fubfifts according to a peculiar number, and is filled with its
proper numbers, and that on this account a different form is referred to.a
different divine order to us unknown and ineffable,—this it receives from the
fummit of the intelligible and at the fame time intelleétual order, and from
the forms which there fubfift occultly, and ineffably : juft as the power of

5 uniting
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uniting a diffipated effence, and bounding the infinity of generated natures
in commen limits, is derived from the conunecting order, and from connec-
tivé forms. But to be entirely perfective of an imperfed nature, and to pro-
duce into energy the aptitude of fubjeéts, comprehending the unfigured in
figures, and the imperfect in perfection, is folely derived from perfetive
deity, and the forms which there appear.  Again, fo far as every form
haftens to verge to itfelf, and comprehends parts uniformly in itfelf, fo far it
bears an image of the fumuit of intelleCtuals, and the impartible fubfifteace
of forms eftablithed according to that order. But fo far as it proceeds with
life, fubfifts through motion, and appears immovably in things moved, fo
far it participates of the vivific feries, and exprefles the powers of vivific
forms. Again, fo far as it pofleffes the power of giving form to matter, is
filled with artificial fabrication pervading through nature herfelf, and evinces
awonder f{ubtilty, and a produ@ion of forms according to reafon, fo far it
receives the reprefentations of demiurgic ideas, If, likewife, it aflimilates
fenfibles to intelligibles, and feparates the effences of them by mutations
according to reafons, it is evident that it refcmbles the aflimilative orders of
forms, from which the divifible progreffions of mundane natures appear,
which inveft fenfibles with the reprefentations from intelligibles. Further
ftill, if every form pervades to many things, though it be material, and
bounds the multitude of them according to its proper form, muft it not, ac-
cording to this power, be referred to that order of Gods which governs with
a liberated charateriftic the allotments in the world, and draws to itfelf
many portions of divine allotments in the univerfe ! We may behold, there-
fore, an uninterrupted continuity of the whole feries fupernally procceding
from intelligible ideas as far as to the laft of things, and likewife perceive
what peculiarities fenfibles derive from each order. For it is requifite that
all fecondary things thould participate of the natures prior to them, and thus
enjoy each, according to the order which they are feverally allotted.

With refpect to what things there are ideas of, and what not, 1 fhall fum-
marily obferve, that there are ideas only of univerfal and perfect fubftances,
and of whatever contributes to the perfetion of thefe, as for inftance of
man, and whatever is perfective of man, fuch as wifdom and virtue ; and
confequently matter, particulars, parts, things artificial, evil and fordid
natures, are excluded from the region of ideas.

9 ' . To
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To the queftion what kind of beings ideas are, we may anfwer with Zeno-
crates, according to the relation of Proclus, that they are the exemplary caufes
of things, which perpetually fulfift according to nature. They are exemplars,
indeed, becaufe the final caufe, or the good, is fuperior to thefe, and that
which is properly the efficient caufe, or the demiurgic intelle&, is of an in-
ferior ordination. But they are the exemplars of things according to nature,
becaufe there are no idcas of things unnatural or artificial : and of fuch
natural things as are pierpietual, becaufe there are no ideas of mutable par-
ticulars.

Latftly, ideas are participated by material natures, fimilar to the impreflions -
in wax of a feal, to images appearing in water or a mirror, and to pictures.
For material fpecies, on account of their union with matter, are analogous
to the impreffions of a feal; but on account of their apparently real, but at
the fame time delufive fubfiftence in its dark receptacle, they are fimilar to
images in water, or in a mirror, or a dream ; and they refemble pictures on
account of their fimilitude, though very remote and obfcure, to firft ideas
themfelves. We may add too, as Proclus beautifully obferves, that they
derive their fubfitence as impreffions from the mundane Gods ; their apiparent
exiftence from the /iberated Gods; and their fimilitude to fupernal forms
from the fupermundane or affimilative Gods. And thus much for the fisfk
part of the dialogue, or the doétrine of ideas *.

But in order to a fummary view.of the inimitably profound and fublime
difcuffion which the fecond part contains concerning ¢4e one, it is neceffary to
obferve, that by the one itfelf the Pythagoreans and Plato fignified the firft
caufe, which they very properly confidered as perfeftly fupereflential, inef-
fable and unknown. For it is neceffary that multitude thould be pofterior
to unity : but it is impoffible to conceive being * without multitude, and con-
fequently the caufe of all beings muft be void of multitude and fupereffential,
And that this was really the opinion of the moft antient Pythagoreans, from

¥ See more concerning ideas in the firlt diffiertation prefixed to my tranflation of Proclus on
Euclid, in the notes to my tranflation of Ariftotle’s Metaphyfics, and in the notes to this dialogue.

* If being were the fame with the one, multitude would be the fame with non-being : for the
oppofite to the o:e is multitude, and the oppofite ro being is non-being.  As being, therefore, is not
the fame with, it muft be poflerior to, 2he ore ; for there is not any thing in things more excellent
than unity.

whom
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whom Plato derived his philofophy, the following citations will abundantly
evince. :

And, in the firft place, this is evident from a fragment of Archytas, a moft
antient Pythagorean, on the principles of things, preferved by Stobzus,
Eclog. Phyf. p. 82, and in which the following extraordinary paflage occurs :
'QO'T, avmym TP51§ EII&EV Tag ap'}(,a;, TXY TS E0TW TWYy TPQ)’/L“TWV ot Tay [J.op¢w, ot 70
e avrov xuvartinoy xan aopatoy Svvapust” To 3z ToigTor 0 ou povor” erpucy Set, adAer xas vow T
npsaoor vou ¢ wpioooy ertt omsp ovopalopsy Scov Pavepor.—i. e. ¢ So that it is ne-
ceflary to affert that there are three principles ; that which is the fubjed of
things (or matter), form, and that which is of itfelf motive, and invifible in
fower.  With refpe& to the laft of which, it is not only neceffary that it
thould have a fubfiftence, dut that it fhould be fomething better than intellet,
But that which is better than intelleét is evidently the fame with that which
we denominate God.” It muft here however be obferved, that by the word
God we are not only to underftand the firft caufe, but every God: for, ac-
cording to the Pythagoric theology, every Deity, confidered according to the
charafteriftic of his nature, is fuperior to intelle@tual effence. Agreeably to
the above paffage is that alfo of Brotinus, as cited by Syrianus in Arift. Meta,
p. 102, b. who exprcfsly afferts that the firft caufe s TaVTOS Hoes Balog BUV&[L&I Hoed
mpsoBeaia bmspexei—< furpafles every intelle@ and effence both in power and
antiquity.”  Again, according to the fame Syrianus, p. 103, b. we are
informed, ¢ that the Pythagoreans called God the oze, as the caufe of
union to the univerfe, and on account of his fuperiority to every being, to
all life, and to all-perfeét intelle&t. But they denominated him the meafure
of all things, on account of his conferring on all things, through illumina-~
tion, eflence and bound ; and containing and bounding all things by the in-
effable {uperemineace of his nature, which is extended beyond every bound.”
Ty Deseov cesdpeuy év sy Asyavieoy Tov Seov g Fwmrears ToIg GAOIS QTIONy Kol TaVTOG THOVTag, Haxs
Taons (wn;,.;wu V8 T8 WaVTENES EMENSIVRL. Ms'rgov 3¢ Twy wayTWy a;g TRTL THY OUTIRYy KL TO
TeAog STINQUTOVT s KAl (95 TavTor Tepiex,ovTa, wacs opilovra Taus apacTois curs, Kot mavrog
VIrepnm Awpaevixi wepatog Umepoarg.  And again, this is canfirmed by Clinius the
Pythagorean, as cited by Syrianus, p. 104, in which place preclari is erro-
neoufly fubftituted for C/inzi. ¢ That which is the one, and the meafure of

* Inftead of jv.ov wovev, which is evidently the true reading, dvopor uovey is erroncoufly printed in
Stobzus.
) all
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all things (fays he), is not only entirely exempt from bodies, and mundane
concerns, but likewife from intelligibles themfelves ; fince he is the venerable
principle of beings, the meafure of intelligibles, ingenerable, eternal, and
alone (povov), poflefling abfolute dominion (xupwdes), and himfelf manifefting
himfelf (avto 70 savrodnAsy).” This fine paflage I have tranflated agreeably
to the manufeript correftions of the learned Gale, the original of which he
has not inferted. To this we may likewife add the teftimouy of Philolaus ;
who, as Syrianus informs us, p. 102, knew that caufe which is fuperior to
the two firft elements of ‘things, bound -and infinite. For (fays he) < Philo-
laus afferts that the Deity eftablithed dound and infinite : by bound, indeed,
exhibiting every coordination, which is more allied to t4e oze ; but by infinity
a nature fubjeted (V@stuery) to bound. And prior to thefe two principles he
places one, and a fingular caufe, feparated from the univerfality of things,
which Archainetus (Apyxaweros) denominates a caufe prior to caufe; but
which, according to Philolaus, is the principle of all things.” To all thefe
refpetable authorities for the fupereflential nature of the firft caufe, we may
add the teftimony of Sextus Empiricus himfelf. For in his books againft
the Mathematicians (p. 42§) he informs us, ¢ that the Pythagoreans placed
the one as tranfcending the genus of things which are effentially underftood.”
Ko 3 Ty ey 1od) avte vogpsyewy yevog Umrsotyoavto Mufayopmwy waidss, os emaveC:Bxog
7o o In which paflage, by things which are effentially underftood, nothing
more is meant than intelligible effences, as is obvious to every tyro in the
Platonic and Pythagoric philofophy.

But in confequence of this do&rine of the antients concerning tke one, or
the firft principle of things, we may difcover the meaning and propriety of
thofe appellations given by the Pythagoreans to unity, according to Photius
and others: fuch as arapmia, oxorwdia, apu&ioy Bapalpoy vroxfovior, Amordwy, &c.
viz. obfcurity, or without illumination, darknefs, without mixture, a fubterra-
nean pirofundity, Apollo, S&cc.  Tor, confidered as incffable, incomprehenfible,
and fupereflential, he may be very properly called obfcurity, darknefs, and a
fubterranean profundity : but confidered as perfeétly fimple and one, he may
with no lefs propricty be denominated without mixture, and Apollo ; fince
Apollo fignifies a privation of multitude. ¢ For (fays Plotinus) the Pytha-
goreans denominated the firft God Ajo/ls, according to a more fecret figni-
fication, implying a negation of many.” Ennead. 5. lib. 5. To which we
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may add, that the epithets daréne/s and ol/curity wonderfully agree with the
appellation of a thrice unknown darknefs, employed by the Egyptians, accord-
ing to Damafcius *, in their moft myftical invocations of the firft God ; aud at
the fame time afford a fufficient reafon for the remarkable filence of the
moft antient philofophers and poets concerning this higheft and ineffable
caufe,

This filence is, indeed, remarkably obvious in Hefiod, when in his The-
ogony he fays:

Hror uey mpotiora Xaos yever’ y——

That is, « Chaos was the firft thing which was generated”—and confe-
quently there muft be fome caufe prior to Chaos, through which it was pro-.
duced ; for there can be no effe@ without a caufe. Such, however, is the
ignorance of the moderns, that inall the editions of Hefiod ye:ro is tranflated
fuit, as if the poet had faid that Chaos was the firft of all things; and he is
even accufed by Cudworth on this account as leaning to the atheiftical fyf-
tem. But the following teftimonies clearly prove, that in the opinion of all
antiquity, yeero was confidered as meaning was gemerated, and not was
fimply. And, in the firft place, this is clearly aflerted by Ariftotle in lib. 3,
de Ceelo. “ There are certain perfons (fays he) who affert that there is
nothing unbegotten, but that all things are generated, And this is efpecially
the cafe with Hefiod.”—FEiri yap 1ives o1 Qacwy oy ayswmror ewvas, ahha wavra
siyvecbai—Maniora pey o1 weps tov ‘Howdov.  And again, by Sextus Empiricus
in his Treatife Adverfus Mathemat. p. 383, edit. Steph. who relates, that
this very paffage was the occalion of Epicurus applying himfelf to philofophy.
« For (fays he) when Epicurus was as yet but a young man, he afked
a grammarian, who was reading to him this line of Hefiod,

Chaos of all things was the firft produced,

from what Chaos was generated, if it was the firft thing generated. And
upon the grammarian replying that it was not his bufinefs to teach things of
this kind, but was the province of thofe who are called philofophers—To
thofe then, fays Epicurus, muft I betake myfelf, fince they know the truth

3 Teps apxar.
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of things." K”F‘3’7 Yop MEIPANITHOG uiv, HipITO TOY STAVXY VWG IOV TR QUTY l"‘;)oz‘r,c‘umw'-rav
(’l ol Il-.:'/ '/TIJQ.JTIU'TG Xaa; ‘)/?’JET') EX TLV06 TO '){,owg 5731‘570, 517"5? 75‘(’-’.0701’ 573’57'0- To:::ou 35
EITTOYTOS [y QUTOU Epy0y EVal TX TOIAUTA Sdarnits, aANz Te0v rahsvpavesy Qidocolwy” Tonty
ebyrav 6 Lmuggos, em EniLovg o Padirtioy cotiy HTSp QUTCL TV TWY GYTwy arpSeiay
b XT UV .

Simplicius, too, in commenting on the paflage above cited from Ariftotle,
beautifully obferves as follows—¢ Ariftotle (fays he) ranks Hefiod among
the firft phyfiologifts, becaufe he fings Chaos was firlt generated. He fays,
therefore, that Hefiod in a particular manner makes all things to be gene-
rated, becaufe that which is firft is by him faid to be generated. But it is
probable that Ariftotle calls Orpheus and Mufzus the firft phyfiologifts, who
aflert that all things are generated, except the firff. . It is, however, evident
that thofc theologifts, finging in fabulous ftrains, meant nothing more by
generation than the proceffion of things from their caufes ; on which account
all of them confider the firft caufe as unbegotten. For Hefiod alfo, when he
fays that Chaos was firfl generated, infinvates that there was fomething prior
to Chaos, from which Chaos was produccd. For it is always neceffary that
cevery thing which is generated fhould be generated from fomething, But
this likewife is infinuated by Hefiod, that the firft caufe is above all know--
ledge and every appellation.”  (De Celo, p. 147.)

But thefe divine men not only called the firft caufe #4e one, on account of
his tranfcendent fimplicity, but likewife ke good, on account of the fuper-
lative excellency of his nature ; by the former of thefe appellations confider-
ing him as that principle from which all things flow, and by the latter as
that fupreme obje@ of defire to which all things ultimately tend. And hence
Plato, in his Republic, aflcrts that the good is fupereflential ; and Ariftotle,
in lib. 14, Metaphyf. cap. 4, alluding to Plato and the Pythagoreans, fays,
“¢ that according to fome, ke one is the fame with the good.”” ‘04 wav Pacw
avto 70 v, T0 aryabor avro ervat.

With great beauty, thercfore, does Proclus ¥, with his ufual magnificence
of expreflion, affert of this incomprchenfible caufe, * that he is the God of
all Gods, the unity of unitics, and above the firft adyta®; that he is more

* InPlat. Theol. p. 110.
* Adwaray is erroncoufly printed for advrav,
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ineffable than all filence, and more unknown than alleffence ; that he is holy
among the holies, and is concealed among the intelligible Gods.”

Plato, too, in the Republic, that we may be enabled to gain a glimpfe from
analogy of this tranfcendent nature, compares him to the fun. For as the
fun by his light not only confers the power of being feen on vifible objeéts,
but is likewife the caufe of their generation, nutriment, and increafe ; {o the
good, through fupereffential light, imparts being and the power of being
known to every thing which is the obje&t of knowledge. Hence, fays
Damafcius *, ¢ this higheft God is feen afar off as it were obfcurely ; and if
you approach nearer, he is beheld ftill more obfcurely ; and laftly, he takes
away the ability of perceiving other objefts. He is, therefore, truly an in-
comprehenfible and inacceffible light, and is profoundly compared to the fun:
upon which the more attentively you look, the more you will be darkened
and blinded ; and will only bring back with you eyes ftupefied with excefs
of light.”

And fuch is the do@rine of Plato and the Pythagoreans concerning the
higheft principle of things. But, according to the fame divine men, the im-
mediate progeny of this ineffable caufe muft be Gods ; and as fuch muft have
a fupereflential fubfiftence. For what elfe prior to unities is it lawful to
conjoin with the one, or what is more conjoined with a God fubfifting accord-
ing to unity, than the multitude of Gods? Befides, progreflions are every
where perfefted through fimilitude to their principles. For both nature her-
felf, intelle€t, and every generative caufe, leads and conjoins to itfelf fimilar
natures, prior to fuch as are diffimilar. For as there can be no vacuum either
in incorporeal or corporeal natures, it is neccffary that every thing which
has a natural progreflion thould proceed through fimilitude. Hence, every
caufe muft deliver its own form and chara&eriftic to its progeny, and, before
it generates that which is hypoftatic of progreffions far diftant and feparate
from its nature, muft conftitute things proximate to itfelf according to
effence, and conjoined with it through fimilitude. ~As nature, therefore, ge-
nerates a natural number, foul one that is animal, and intelle@ an intellec-
tual number, it is neceffary that the firft unity fhould produce from itfelf,
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prior to every thing elfe, a multitude of natures chara&erifed by unity, and
a number the moft of all things allied to its caufe. - And hence the fountain
of univerfal good muft produce and eftablith in beings goodneffis naturally
conjoined with himfelf ; and thefe exalted natures can be no other than Gods.

But if thefe divine natures are alone fupereflential, they will in no refpe&
differ from the higheft God. They muft, therefore, be participated by
beings ; that is, each muft have fome particular being confubfiftent with its
nature, but yet {o as not to lofe its fupereflential chara&eriftic. And hence
every unity may be confidered as the lucid blofflom or centre of the being
by which it is participated ; abforbing, as it were, in fupereffential light, and
thus deifying the effence with which it is conneéted.

Nor let the reader imagine that this fublime theory is nothing more than
the fanatic jargon of the latter Platonifts, as is rathly and ignorantly afferted
by Cudworth; for it is a do€trine as old at leaft as Timaus the Locrian.
For, in his book On the Soul of the World, after aflerting that there are twa
caufes of all things, intelle&t of fuch as are produced according to reafon, bug
neceflity of fuch as are produced by force, according to the powers of bodies,
he adds—< that the former of thefe, that is intellet, is a caufe of the nature
of the good, and is called God, and is the principle of fuch things as are beft.””
TOU’{'EWV 35, TOV ‘lASV T8 ’m'yagw @UO‘/O{ SI//-EV; 9501’ TE OVUIMQIYEO'QQI, aexav TE TWY aeta“rwv.
But according to the Pythagoreans, as we have abundantly proved, the good
or the one is above elfence and intelleét; and confequently by intelle& here
we muft not underftand the firft caufe, but a deity fubordinate to the firft.
Intelle@, however, is (fays he) of the nature of the good; but the good is
fupercflential, and confequently intellet participates of a fupereflential na-
ture. And when he adds that intelleét is called God, he plainly intimates
that every God (the firft being excepted) partakes of a fupereflential nature.

But to return to our inimitable dialogue : This fecond part confifts of nine
hypothefes ; five of which confider the confequences which refult from ad-
mitting the fubfiftence of 4 one, and the other four what muft be the con-
fequences if it were taken away from the nature of things. But as Plato in
thefe hypothefes delivers the Eleatic method of reafoning, it is neceffary to
inform the reader that, according to Proclus*, it was as follows :—Two

¥ Inlib. 5. MS. Comment. in Parmenidem.
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hypothefes being laid down, viz. if a thing is, and if it is not, each of thefe
may be tripled by confidering in each what hafipiens, what does not happen, what
happens and at the fame time does not happen : 1o that fix cafes will be the refult,
But fince, 1f° a thing 15, we may confider itfelf either with refpeé to itfelf,
or itfelf with refpe@ to others; or we may confider others themfelves with
refpeét to themfelves, or others with refpect to that thing itfelf, and fo like-
wife if a thing is not: hence, the whole of this procefs will confift of eight
triads, which are as follows :—1. If a thing is, what happens to itfclf with
refpe@ to itfelf, what does not happen, what happens and at the fame time
does not happen. 2. If a thing is, what happens to itfelf with refpc@ to
others, what does not happen, what happens and at the fime time does not
happen. 3. If a thing is, what happens to others with refpe@ to themfelves,
what does not happen, what happens and at the fame time does not happen.
4. If a thing is, what happens' to others with refpe@ to that thing, what
does not happen, what happens and at the fame time does not happen. And
the other four, which are founded on the hypothefis that a thing is not,
are to be diftributed in exactly the fame manner as thofe we have juft enu-
merated. Such (fays Proclus) is the whole form of the diale€tic method,
which is both intelle@ual and fcientific ; and under which thofe four powers,
the definstive and divifive, the demonfirative and analytic, receive their con-
{fummate perfe€tion.

In the firft hypothefis, therefore, Plato confiders what does not follow to the
one, confidered with refpet to itfelf and to others. In the fecond, wwhat does
fo!loui. In the third, what follows and at the fame time does not follow. And
this forms the firft hexad. But in the fourth hypothefis he confilers what
Jollows to others awith refpect to themfelves, and what does not fullow, what
Sfollows and at the fame time does not follow. In the fifth, what follows to
others with reffiel to the fubjelt of the hypothefis, what does not follow, what
Jollows and at the fame time does not follow. And fo two hexads, or four
triads, are by this means produced from the five hypothefes, it tie one is.
And the reader will eafily perceive how each of the other four, which fup-
pole the one is not, may form a triad : {o that thefe four triads, in conjunétion
with the preceding four, will give the whole Eleatic or dialcttic method

complete.
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It is likewife neceffary to obferve, that thefe hypothelcs are derived from
the triple divifion of ke one, and the twofold divifion of non-being. For the
one is either above being, ov in being, or poflerior to being. But mon-biing is
either that which in no refject is, or that which is confidered as partly having
a fubfifence, and partly not. This being premifed, let the rcader attend to
the following beautiful account of thefe hypothefes from Proclus on Plato’s
Theology, and from his admirable conimentary on this dialogue.

The firft hypothefis demonftrates by negations the ineffable fupereminence
of the firlt principle of things; and evinces that he is exempt from all
effence and knowledge. But the fecond unfolds the whole order of the
Gods. For Parmenides does not alone afflume the intelle€tual and effential
idiom of the Gods, but likewife the divine chara@eriftic of their hyparxis,
through the whole of this hypothefis, For what other oze can that be which
is participated by deing, than that which is in every being divine, and through
which all things are conjoined with the imparticifiable one 2 For, as bodies
through their /ife are conjoined with fox/, and as _fouls through their intellec-
tive prart tend to univerfal intellet and the firft intelligence, in like manner
true beings, through the one which they contain, are reduced to a feparate
union, and are conjoined with the firf# caufe of all.

But becaufe this hypothefis commences from that which is one besng, and
eftablifhes the fummit of intelligibles as the firft after 2/e one, but ends in an
effence which participates of time, and deduces divine fouls to the extremities
of the divine orders, it is neceflary that the third hypothefis thould demon-
ftrate by various conclufions the whole multitude of particular fouls, and the
diverfities which they contain. And thus far the feparate and incorporeal
hypoftafis extends.

But after this follows t4at nature which is divifible about bodses and nfefra-
rable from matter, which the fourth hypothefis delivers fupernally depend-
ing from the Gods. Aud the laft hypoftafis is the proceffion of matter,
whether confidered as one or as various, which the fifth hypothefis demon-
ftrates by negations, according to its diffimilar fimilitude to 74e firl. But
fometimes, indeed, the negations are privations, and fometimes the feparate
caufes of all productions. And that which is moft wonderful of all, the

higheft
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higheft negations are only enunciative, but fome in a fupereminent manner,
and others according to fubjetion. But each of the negations confequent
to thefe is affirmative; the one paradigmatically, but the other iconically,
or according to fimilitude. But the middle correfponds to the order of foul :
for it is compofed from affirmative and negative conclufions. But it poffeffes
negations fimilar to affirmations. And fince it is alone multiplied, as confift-
ing from wholes, it poflefles an adventitious oze. And this ome which it
contains, though truly one, ye fubfifts in motion and multiplication, and in
its progreflions is, as it were, abforbed by eflence. And fuch are the hypo-
thefes which unfold all beings, both feparable and infeparable, together
with the caufes of the univerfe, as well exempt as fubfifting in things them.
{elves, according to the hyparxis of the one.

But there are four hypothefes befides thefe, which by taking awav z/e
one entirely fubvert all things, Both fuch as truly are, and fuch as fubfift in
generation, and fhow that no being can any longer exift. The one, there-
fore, being admitted, all things fubfift even to the laft hypoftafis ; and this
being taken away, effence itfelf is immediately deftroyed.

The preceding mode of expofition (except in the fecond hypothefis) agrees
with that of the great Plutarch, preferved by Proglus in his commentary on
this dialogue, and which is as follows :

The firft hypothefis difcourfes concerning the firft God. The fecond,
concerning the firft intelle&, and an order entirely intelle@ual. The third,
of the foul. The fourth, of material fpecies. And the fifth, of formlefs
matter, For thefe are the five principles of things. Parmenides in the
mean time, after the manner of his own Pythagoreans, calls every feparate
fubftance, on account of its fimplicity, by the common appellation of oze.
But he denominates matter and corporeal form dzferent, on account of their
flowing nature and far diftant diverfity from divine eflences : efpecially fince
thefe two do not fo much fubfift by themfelves as through others, and are
not {fo much caufes as concaufes, as it is aflerted in the Timeaus and Phado.
'With great_propriety, therefore, the three firft hypothefes, which inquire
how the one is related to itfclf and to others, are confidered as treating of

" principal caufes.  But the other two, which inveftigate how other things
are related to each other and to #4e one, are confidered as reprefenting form
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and matter. In thefe five hypothefes, therefore, thefe principles, together
with what they contain or fubfifts about them, are confirmed from the pofi=
tion of one : of one, 1 fay, above being, 7z being, and pofferior to being. The
remaining four hypothefes demonftrate how many abfurdities follow from
taking away that one which beings contain, that we may underftand how
much greater abfurdities muft enfue from denying the fubfiftence of that
which is fimply one. "The fixth hypothefis, therefore,.proves that, if there is
not that whick is one in beings, i. e. if intelligible has no real fubfiftence,
‘but partly pofleffes and is partly deftitute of being, that which is fenfible
would alone exift in the order of things. For, if intelligible is taken away,
that which is fenfible muft alone remain; and there can be no knowledgg
beyond fenfe. And this the fixth hypothefis demonfirates to be abfurd,
But the feventh hypothefis proves that, if the ome which beings contain has
no kind of fubfiftence, there can be no knowledge, nor any thing which is
the objeét of knowledge, which this feventh hypothefis thows is foolith to
affert.  And again, if thisone partly fubfifis and is partly without [ubfiffence,
as the {ixth hypothefis feigns, other things will be fimilar to thadows and
dreams, which the eighth hypothefis confutes as abfurd,  But #f" this one has
no kind of fubfifience, other things will be lefs than thadows or a dream, that
is, nothing; which the ninth hypothefis reprefents as a monftrous affertion,
Hence the firft hypothefis has the fame relation to thofe which remain, as the
principle of the univerfe to the univerfality of things. But the other four
which immediatcly follow the firft, treat concerning the principles pofterior
to zhe one.  And the four confequent to thefe prove that, one being taken
away, all that was exhibited in the four prior hypothefes muft entirely perith.
‘For fince the fecond demonftrates that, f" that one fubfifts whick is conjoinea
with being, every order of foul muft fubfift ; the feventh declares that, if this
one is not, all knowledge, reafon, imagination, and fenfe, muft be deftroyed.
Again, fince the fourth hypothefis declares that, if" this one being fubfifts,
'material fpecies alfo muft {ubfift, which in a certain refpe@ participate of
one being,—the cighth hypothefis thows that, i/ this one being has no fubfift-
ence, what we now call fenfible natures would be only thadows and dreams,
without any formal diftintion or fubftance whatever, And laftly, fince the
fifth hypothefis admonithes us that, if this one being fubfifts, matter will
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fubfit, not indeed participating of ome being fo far as leing, but confidered
as one ; the ninth hypothefis at length thows that, i this one ébeing is taken
away, not even the thadow of any thing could poffibly fubfift.

Thus far Plutarch; who Jikewife obferves that this dialogue was confi-
dered as divine by the antients; and declares that the pxeceduw expofition
is partly taken from the writings of the antients, and partly from his own
private opinion,

Now from all this we may fafely conclude, with Proclus, that all the
axioms of theological fcience are perfcctly exhibited in this part of the dia-
logue ; that all the diftributions of the divine natures are unfolded in con-
ne@ed continuity ; and that this is nothing elle than the celebrated genera-
tion of the Gods, and every kind of exifience, from the ineffable and unknown
cauft of the univerfe. For the antients by gemeration meant nothing more
than the proceffon of things from their caufe ; and hence the firft caufe was
fymbolically called by Orpheus #/me,~~becaufe, fays Proclus, where there is
generation, there time has a fubfiftence.

Tbat firft and imparticipable one, then, who is declared to be the caufe of all
things after an ineffable manner, but who is without circumfcription, and does
not poflefs any power or chara&eriflic of a kindred kind with the other Gods,
is celebrated by the firft hypothefis. And from this fupereminent caufe, as
from an exalted place of {furvey, we may contemplate the divine unities, that
is, the Gods, flowing in admirable and ineffable order, and at the fame time
abiding in profound union with each other, and with their caufe. And here,
fays Proclus, an apt refemblance of their progreflion prefents itfelf to our
view. Becaufe a line is the firft continuous and divifible nature amongft
magnitudes, hence it participates of an indivifible, that is, of a point. And
this point, though it is allotted a fuperlinear condition and is indivifible, yet
it fubfifts in the line, is fomething belonging to it, and is the fummit of the
line. To which we may add, that many lines in a circle touch by their
feveral points the centre of the circle. In like manuer an intelligible and
intelle@ual effence, becaufe it is the firft multiplied nature, on this account
partakes of an excellent unity. And this unity, though it is neither effence
nor obnoxious to effential multitude, yet abides in effence, or rather fubfifts
as its vertex, through which every intelle@ual effence is a God, enjoying

4 divine



THE PABRMENIDES, 35

divine unity as the very flower of its nature, and as that which conjoins it
with the ineffable one. And as every thing is eftablithed in its own fpecies
through form, and as we derive the chara@eriftic of our nature from foul,
fo every God becomes that which be is, or a Deity, through the unity of
his nature. ,

Laftly, fays he, the intention of the firft hypothefis is to abfolve that which
is fimply one from all the properties and conditions of the unities of the
Gods; and by this abfolving to fignify the proceffion of all things from
thence. But our intention in purfuing thefe myfteries is no other than by
the logical energies of our reafon to arrive at the fimple intelle€tion of beings,
and by thefe to excite the divine one refident in the depths of our effence, or
rather which prefides over our effence, that we may perceive the fimple and
incomprehenfible one. For after, through difcurfive energies and intelleGtions,
we have properly denied of the firft principle all conditions peculiar to beings,
there will be fome danger, left, deceived by imagination after numerous ne-
gations, we fhould think that we have arrived either at nothing, or at fome-
thing flender and vain, indeterminate, formlefs, and confufed ; unlefs we are
careful in proportion as we advauce in negations to excite by a certain ama-
torial affetion the divine vigour of our unity; trufting that by this means
we may enjoy divine unity, when we have difmifled the motion of reafon
and the multiplicity of intelligence, and tend through unity alone to #4e one
stfelf, and through love to the fupireme and ineffable good. ,

It may likewife be clearly fhown, and will be immediately obvious to
thofe who underftand the following dialogue, that the moft antient poets,
pricfts, and philofophers, have delivered one and the fame theology, though
in different modes. The firft of thefe, through fabulous names and a more
vehement dition ; the fecond, through names adapted to facred concerns,
and a mode of interpretation grand and elevated; and the third, either
through mathematical names, as the Pythagoreans, or through dialetic
epithets, as Plato, Hence we fhall find that the Zther, Chaos, Phanes, and
Fupiter, of Orpheus; the father, power, intelle@?, and twice beyond of the
Chald=ans ; the monad, duad, tetrad, and decad, of Pythagoras; and the osie
being, the whole, inﬁ/z/te)( multitude, and famenefs and difference of Plato, re-

"F2 fpe@ively,
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{peQively, fignify the fame divine proceffions from the ineffable principle of
things,

1 only add, thatI have followed the opinion of Proclus in inferibing this
Dialogue ON THE Gobs : for as ideas, confidered according to their fummits
or unities, are Gods, and the whole dialogue is entirely converfant with ideas
and thefe unities, the propriety of fuch an infcription muft, I think, be
apparent to the moft fuperficial obferver.

THE



THE PARMENIDES:

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE.

CEPHALUS, PYTHODORUS,
ADIMANTUS, SOCRATES,
ANTIPHON, ZENO,
GLAUCO, PARMENIDES.

SCENE, tbe CERAMICUS".

‘WHEN we arrived at Athens from Clazomenia, the place of our abode,
we fortunately met with Adimantus and Glaucus in the forum: and Adi~
mantus, taking me by the hand, 1 am glad to fee you (fays he), Cephalus;
and if you are in want of any thing here, in which we are able to affift you,
I beg you would inform me. Upon which I replied, T came for this very
purpofe, as being indigent of your affiftance. Tell me, then (fays he), what
you are in want of. And I replied, What was your brother’s name? for I
do not remember : as he was almoft a child when I firft came here from
Clazomenia ; and, fince that circumftance took place, a great length of time
has intervened. But his father’s name was, I think, Pyrilampes. Entirely
fo (fays he), and my brother’s name was Antiphon. But what is it you
principaily inquire after ? I replied, Thefe my fellow-citizens are very phi-
lofophic, and have heard that this Antiphon was frequently prefent with
one Pythodorus, the familiar of Zeno, and that he treafured in his memory
the difcourfes which Socrates, Zcno, and Parmenides had with each other,
and which had frequently been heard by Pythodorus.  You fpeak the truth

* See the Introdution.

(fays
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(fays he). Thefe difcourfes, therefore (fays I), we are defirous to hear. But
this (fays he) is no difficult matter to accomplith: for the young man has
made them the fubje@ of vehement meditation; and now with his grand-
father, who bears the fame name as himfelf, very much applies himfelf to
cqueftrian affairs.  But if it is neceffary, we will ga to him: for he juft
now went from hence home; and dwells very near, in Melita. After
we had thus fpoke, we proceeded to the houfe of Antiphon; and found him
at home, giving a certain bridle to a copperfmith, to be furnithed in a pro-
per mauner. But as foon as the fmith was gone, and the brothers had told
him the caufe of our arrival, Autiphon knew me, in confequence of my
former journey to this place, and very kindly faluted me: and upon our
begging him to relate the difcourfes, at firft he feemed unwilling to comply
(for he faid it was a very operofe undertaking); but afterwards, however,
he gratified our rcqueft.  Auntiphon, therefore, faid that Pythodorus related
that Zeno and Parmeunides once came to celebrate the great Panathenwa:
that Parmenides was very much advanced in years, extremcly hoary, but of
a beautiful and vencrable afpett, and about fixty-five years of age; but that
Zeno was nearly forty years old, was very tall and graceful to the view, and
was reported to be the bofomn friend of Parmenides. He likewife faid that
he met with them, together with Pythodorus, in the Ceramicus, beyond the
walls; where alfo Socrates came, and many others with him, defiring to
hear the writings of Zeno, for then for the firft time they became acquainted
with his writings: but that Socrates at that time was very young. That,
in confequence of this, Zeno him{elf read to them. And Pythodorus further
related that it bappened Parmenides was gone out; and that but a finall
part of the difcourfe remained unfinithed, when he himfelf entered, together
with Parmenides and Ariftotle, who was onc of the thirty Athenians. "That,
in confequence of this, he heard but a little at, that time ; but that he had
often before heard the whole difcourfe from Zcuo.

He further added, that Socrates, upon hearing the latter part of Zeno's
difcourfe, entreated him to repeat the firlt hypothefis of his firft difcourfe ;
and that, when he had repcated it, Socrates faid—How is it you affert, O
Zeno, that if beings are mauny, it is requifite that the fame things fhould be
both fimilar and diffimilar ? But that this is impoffible. For ncither can
things diffimilar be fimilar, nor things fimilar be diffimilar. Is not this

what
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what you affert? Zeno anfwered, It is. If, therefore, it is impoffible that
diffimilars fhould be fimilar, and fimilars diffimilar, is it not impoffible that
many things thould have a fubfiftence ? For, if there were many, they would
fuffer impoffibilities,  Is it not then the fole intention of your difcourfes to
evince, by contefting through all things, that 74¢ many has no fubfiftence ?
And do you not confider each of your difcourfes as an argument in fupport
of this opinion ; and fo think that you have produced as many arguments as
you have compofed difcourfes, to fhow that the many is not? Is not this
what you fay, or do I not rightly underftand you? Upon which Zeno replied,
You perceive excellently well the meaning of the whole book., That So-
crates then faid, I perceive, O Parmenides, that this Zeno does not only with
to conne& himfelf in the bands of friendfhip with you, but to agree with
you likewife in fentiments concerning the do&rines of the prefent difcourfe.
For Zeno, in a certain refpe, has writicn the fame as yourfelf; though, by
changing certain particulars, he ¢ndeavours to deceive us into an opinion
that his affertions are different from yours. For you in your poems affert
that the univerfe is oze; and you produce beautiful and excellent arguments
in fupport of this opinion : but Zeno {- .5 that the many is not, and delivers
many and mighty arguments in defenc:. of this affertion.  As, therefore, you
affert that the one is, and he, that /he many has no fubfiftence ; and each
fpeaks in fuch a manner as to difagree totally according to appearance from
one another, though you both nearly affert the fame; on this account it
is that your difcourfes feem to be above our comprehenfion. That Zeno
faid—Indeed, Socrates, fo it is: but you do not perfe@ly apprehend the
truth of my writings ; though, like Laconic dogs, you excellently purfue
and trace the meaning of the affertions.  But this in the firft place is con-
ccaled from you, that this difcourfe is not in every refpeét fo venerable,
that it was compofed, as you fay, for the purpofe of concealing its real
doétrines from men, as if effe€ting a thing of great importance: yet you
have fpoken fomething of that which happens to be the cafc. But indeed
the truth of the matter is this: Thefe writings were compofed for the
purpofe of affording a certain afliftance to the doftrine of Parmenides,
againft thofe who endeavour to dzfame it by attempting to thow that if /e
oue is many, ridiculous confequcnces muft attend fuch an opinion ; and that
things contrary to the affertion muft enfue, This writing, thercfore, con-

tradicts
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tradi@ts thofe who fay that zhe many is, and oppofes this and many other
opinions ; as it is defirous to evince that the hypothefis which defends the
fubfiftence of #he many is attended with more ridiculous confequences than
that which vindicates the fubfiftence of 24e one, if both are {ufficiently ex-
amined. You are ignorant, therefore, Socrates, that this difcourfe, which -
was compofed by me when a youth, through the love of contention, and
which was privately taken from me, fo that I was not able to contult whe-
ther or not it thould be iffued into the light—you are ignorant, I fay, that
it was not written through that defire of renown which belongs to a more
advanced period of life, but through a juvenile defire of contention : though,
as | have faid, you do not conjeCture amifs, I admit it (fays Socrates); and
I think the cafe is juft as you have ftated it. But fatisfy me in the following
particulars. Do you think that there is a certain form of fimilitude, itfelf
fubfifting from itfelf? And another which is contrary to this, and is that
which is diflimilar 7  But that you and me, and other things which we call
many, participate of thefe two? And that fuch things as participate of
fimilitude become fimilar, fo far as they participate? But thofe which
participate of diffimilitude become diffimilar? Aud that thofe which par-
ticipate of both become both? But if all things participate of both,
which are contrary to each other, and become fimilar and diffimilar to
each other through participating of both, is there any thing wonderful in
the cafe? For, if any one thould thow that fimilars themfclves become diffi-
milar, or diflimilars fimilar, I fhould think it would be a prodigy: but if he
evinces that fuch things as participate both thefe fuffer likewife both thefe,
it does not appear to me, O Zeno, that there would be any thing abfurd in
the cafe ; noragain, if any one fhould evince that all things are one, through
their participating of z4e one, and at the fame time many, through their par-
ticipating multitude. But I fhould very much wonder if any one fhould
thow that that which is one is many, and that the many is one 5 and in a fimilar
manner concerning all the reft: for, doubtlefs, he would produce a proper
fubje& of admiration, who fhould evince that both genera and fpecies fuffer
thefe contrary affeCtions. But what occafion of wonder would there be,
fhould any one thow that I myfelf am both oze and many 2 and fhould prove
his affertion by faying, when he wifhes to affert that I am mazny, that the
parts on the right hand of me are different from thofe on the left, the antes
tior
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rior from the pofterior, and in like manner the vpward from the downward
parts (for I think that I participate of multitude) : but when he defires to
thow that I am osne, fhould fay, that as we arc feven in number, I am one
man, and participate of zhe one 2 {o that he would by this means evince the
truth of both thefe affertions. If any one, therefore, fhould endeavour to
thow that ftones, wood, and all fuch particulars, are both many and one, we
thould fay that he exhibits to our view fuch things asare many and one, but
that he does not affert that tke one is many, nor the many one ; nor fpeak of
any thing wonderful, but afferts that which is confeffed by all men.  But if
any one thould, in the firft place, diftribute the forms of things, concerning
which I have juft been fpeaking, feparating them cffentially apart from each
other, fuch as fimilitude and diffimilitude, multitude and the one, and the reft
of this kind, and fhould afterwards thow himfelf able to mingle and feparate
them in themfelves, 1 fhould be aftonithed (fays he), O Zeno, in a wonder-
ful manuer.  But it appears to me that we fhould ftrenuoufly labour in the
inveftigation of thefe particulars: yet I thould be much aftonithed if any onc
could folve this doubt, which is fo profoundly involved in fpecies; fo as to
Le able no lefs clearly to explain this affair in the forms which are appre-
hended by the reafoning power, than in thofe belonging to vifible objets,
and which you have already difcuffed.

Pythodorus faid, that when Socrates had thus fpoken, he thought that
Parmenides and Zeno fecemed to be indignant at the feveral particulars of
Socrates’s difcourfe 5 but that they beftowed the greateft attention on what
he faid, and frequently looking at cach other fmiled, as wondering at So-
crates: and that, in confequence of his ccafing to fpeak, Parmenides faid—
How worthy, O Socrates, of admiration is your ardour in the purfuit of
liberal difciplines!  Tcll me, thercfore, have you feparated, as you fay, cer-
tain fpecies apart by themielves, and likcwife the participants of thefe fpecies
apart?  And does there appear to you to be a certain fimilitude {eparate
from that fimilitude which we poflefs, and a certain one and many, and all
fuch other particulars, which you have juft now heard mentioned by Zeno ?
‘I'hat Socrates faid, So it appears to me.  Aund (that Parmenides faid) does
it alfo appcar to you, that there is a certain ipecies or form of juflice, itfeif
fubfitting by itfelfs likewife of beauty and the good, and every thing of this
kind? "That Socrates faid, It docs.  And likewife of all fuch things as we

YOL. 111, G are
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are compofed from: fo that there is a certain form of man ', or of fre, or
awater £ That Sccrates anfwered-—I have often been in doubt, O Parme-
nides, concerning thefe ; whether it is neceffary to fpeak of them in the fime
manner as of the former particulars, or in a different manner.  And do you
doubt, O Socrates, whether it is neceflary to fay that there is a certain form of
every fuch particular as may appear to be ridiculous, I mean hair *, clay,
and mud, or any thing elfe which is vile and abje& ; and that thefe forms
are different from the particulars with which we are converfant ?  That
Socrates faid, I do not by any means think that the forms of thefe can be

* Tt is neceffary, fays Proclus, that immovable caufes of all things which have a perpetual fub-
fitence in the univerfe fhould prefubfift in the intelle€t of the fabricator of the world : for the
immutable is prefent with thefe, through the eternal power of caufes. Hence, of man fo far as
man, and of every individual form in animals and in plants, there are intclleGtual caufes; and
the progreflion of all things from thence is not immediately into thclc material genera.  For it
was not lawful for intclle€tual, eternal, and immaterial caufes to generate material particulars,
which have a various fubliftence; fince every progreflion is cffe€ted through fimilitude; and prior
to things which are feparated from their caufe as much as poflible, fuch things as are conjoined
with, and are more clearly aflimilated to, it, muft have a fubfiftence. From man iifelf; therefore,
or the ideal man in the demiurgic intelle, there will be, in the firft place, a certain ccleftial
man ; afterwards an empyrean, an aérial, and an aquatic man; and, in the laft place, this ter-
reftrial man. All this feries of form is perpetual, (the fubjection proceeding into that which is
more partial,) being fufpended from an intelleCtual unity, which is called man it/2lf. There is
alfo another feries from korfe itjelf, from lion itfelf; and in a fimilar manner of all animals and
plants. Thus, too, there is a fountain and unity of all fire, and a fountain of all mun-
dane water. And that thefe monads are more partial than thofe before mentioned, viz. than
beauty, fimilitude, juftice, &c. is evident; and it is alfo clear that the fountain, or idea, of all
the feries of man is the moft partial of all the forms that are participated by mundane natures.

2 We have already obferved in the Introduction to this dialogue, and fhall largely prove in the
Additional Notes, that there are ideas alone of univerfal elfences, and of fuch things us contribute
to the perfe&tion of thefe : for the good, the effintialy and the perpetualy eminently pertain to forms;
the firft of thefe being derived from the firft caufe, the fecond from the higheft being, and the
third from cternity.  From thefe three clements, therefore, we may define what things are gene-
rated according to a paradigmatic intclle@ual caufe, and what things fubfift indecd from other
principles, but not according to an intellectual paradigm. Of hair, therefore, becaufe it is a
part, there can be no idea; nor of clay, becaufe it is un indefinite mixture of two clements,
earth and watcer, and is not generated according to a phyfical reafon, or produétive principle; fince
there are ten thoufand other thing: which we combine for the various purpofes of life, and which
are the works of art, and not of nature. Nor is there any idea of mud, beeaufe there are no
ideas of degencrations, detriments, and evils, which either arife from a confluence of divulfed
caufes, or from cur allions and pailions.

6 different
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different from thofe which are the objeéts of our infpection: but is it not
vehemently abfurd to think that there is a certain form of thefe 2 For this
has formerly difturbed me, whether or not fomething of this kind does not
take place about cvery thing: but, after having been fixed for fome time in
this opinion, I have hafti'y withdrawn myfelf and fled away; fearing left,
falling into a certain abyfs of trifles, I thould utterly perifh and be loft; but,
returning from thence, I have ferioufly applicd myfelf to confider thofe par-
ticulars, to which, as we have jult now afferted, forms belong.  That Par-
menides then faid, You arc as vet but a young man f; O Socrates, and
Philofophy has not yet received you into her embraces: for, in my opinion,
when you are received by her, you will notdefpife any of thefe particulars :
but now, on account of your juvenile age, you regard the opinions of
men.

Tell me, then, does it appear to you, as vou fay, that there are certain

forms, of which other things participating * retain the appellations 5 as, for

inftance,

* Parmenides, as Proclus jultly obferves, in corre&ing this conception of Socrates, reproves in
what he now fays thofe who confider thefe little and vile particulars as without a caufe. For
every thing which is generated, as Timzwxus fays, is neceffarily generated from fome caufe, fince
it is perfectly impoflible that it fhould be gencerated without a caufe. There is nothing, therefore,
fo difhonourable and vile which does not participate of the good, and thence derive its generation.
Since, even though you fhould fpeak of matter, you will find that this is good ; though of evil
itfelf, you will find that this alfo participates of a certain good, and is no otherwife able to fubfift
than as coloured with, and receiving a portion of, a certain good. But the opinions of men are
afhamed to fufpend from a divine caufe things fmall and vile, looking to the nature of the latter,
and not to the power of the former; and not confidering that, being generative of greater things,
it is much more fo of fuch as are lefs, as the Athenian gueft fays in the Laws. True philofo-
phers, however, fufpending every thing in the world both great and {mall from providence, fee
nothing difhnnourable, nothing defpicable in the dwelling of Jupiter; but they perceive all things
good, fo far as they fubfift from providence, and beautiful, fo far as generated according to a di-
vine caufe.

* The difcourfe of Parmenides, fays Proclus is perfetive of, evolves and elevates, the concep-
tions of Socrates; praifing, indeed, his unperverted conceptions, but perfelting fuch as are im-
perfedt, and ditin@ly unfolding fuch as arc confufed. But as there are four problems concern-
ing idens, as we have obferved in the Tntrodu@ion, with refpeét to their fubfiflence Parmenidcs
excites Socrates, in order to learn whether he fufpends all things from a formal principle, or
whether he knew another caufe more antient than this; and his reproof of Socrates was in con-
fequence of looking to this firlt caufe, He proceeds, therefore, fupernally from the moft tota)

G 2 forms,
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inftance, that fuch things as participate of fimilitude arc_fimilars 3 of mag-
nitude ¥, greats and that the participants of beunty and juflice arc beautiful
and

forms, through the more partial, and fuch as are moft indirvidual, to fuch things as do not fubgft
according to an intcletual form, but originate from the monad of all beings, or, in other words,
being itfelf. Hence truly proceeding as far as to the laft of things, and fufpending all things
from a paternal caufe, and perfedting the conceptions of Socrates concerning thefe, he procecds
to the third problem, or the manner in which ideas are participated, again extending obftetric aid.
For the mode of the difcourfe is every where maicutic or obftctric, and does not confute, and
is piraftic, or explorative, but not vindicative. It differs, howcver, fo far as at one time it pro-
ceeds from on high as far as to the laft of things, and at another recurs downwards to affertions
adapted to divine caufes ; accerding to each of thefe forms perfecting and elevating Socrates,
and diftin&ly unfolding his conceptions refpeéing thefe particulars. Such, then, is the mode of
the difcourfe, calling forth fpontancous conceptions, accurately expanding fuch as are imperfet,
and elevating thofe that are able to follow them ; truly imitating the paternal caufe, which from
the fummit of all beings preferves, perfects, and draws upwardsall things by the unknown powers
which he contains.  Let us now proceed to confider the mode in which forms or ideas are parti-
cipated, following thc divine Proclus as our leader in this arduous inveftigation,

‘The participations of intelleGtual forms arc aflimilated to the reprefentations in a mirror 5
for as, in thefe, habitude and pofition caufe the image of the perfon to be feen in the mirror; fo,
the aptitude of matter extending itfelf as it were to the Artificer of the univerfe, and to the in-
exhauftible abundance which he contains, is filled from him with forms. The participations
are alfo aflimilated to the impreflions in wax. For ideas impart a certain veflige and impreflion
of themfelves; and neither is this impreflion the fame with the feal by which it was produced,
as neither is the form merged in matter the fame with the immaterial and divine form from
which it originated. But this latter mode differs from the former fo far as it indicates a certain
paflive property in the recipient ; for the mirror does not exhibit paffivity fenfibly, as the wax
does in the latter inftance. Hence fome of the Platonic philofophers, confidering matter as jm-
paflive in the participation of forms, aflimilate it to a mirror, bat call forms images and repre-
fentations. Others again, confidering matter as palflive, fay, that it is impreffed like the wax
by the feal, and call forms the pa/lions of matter.

Forms alfo are faid to be like the fimilitudes of icons, whether eflc@ed by the painter’s, or the
plattic, or any other art. For thefe forms, being falhioned by a divine artificer, are faid to be
fimilar to divine forms; and hence the whole fenfible order is called the icon of the imclligiblc‘
But this affertion differs from the former, fo far as this {eparates the maker from the exemplar;

but

t Magnitude here, as Proclus well obferves, is not fuch as that of which geometricians fpeak ;
for they denominate whatever poflefles interval magnitude, whether it be line, fuperficies, or folid.
But Plato does not denominate the form which is the caufe of cvery interval, magnitude, but that
which according to every genus imparts franfecudency to things.
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and juff 2 'That Socrates replied, Entirely fo. Does not every thing which

participates either participate the whole form, or only a part of it? Or can
there

but thofe produce the analogy from confidering both as one. And fuch are the modes according
to which material forms have been faid to fubfift with relation to fuch as are divine.

It muft, however, be obferved, that each of thefe is imperfe@ confidered by itfelf, and inca-
pable of reprefenting to our intelle@ual conceptions the whole truth refpecting this participation.
For, in the firit place, confider, as to the mirror, that the countenance beheld in it turns itfelf
towards the mirror, while, on the contrary, an intelletual caufe beholds itfelf, and does not
diret its vifion to outward obje&ts. 1Tf, too, the mirror appears to poflefs a communication of
fomething, but in reality does not, (for the rays are refle€ted back to the countenance,) it is
evident that this alfo is foreign from the participation of divine forms ; for, as they are perfe&tly
incorporeal, nothing can be feparated from them and diftributed into matter.

In the fecond place, if we confider the impreflions in wax, we thall find, that both that which
imprefles externally imprefles, and that which is paflive to the impreffion is externally paflive 5
but form pervades through the whole of the (ubje€t matter, and operates internally. For na-
ture fathions body inwardly, and not externally like art. And above all, in this inftance, that
which is participated approximates to that which participates. But it is requifite that divine
forms fhould be exempt from all things, and not be mingled with any thing of a different
nature.

In the third place, let us confider the analogy from icons, and we fhall find this alfo deficient.
For, in the firflt place, forms fathion the whole of the fubje& matter by which they are received,
and this by an internal energy : and, in the next place, the exemplar and the maker are here fepa~
rated from cach other. Thus, the figure which is painted does not produce its likenefs on the
canvafs, even though the painter fhould paint a refemblance of himfelf ; for it is the foul which
operates, and not the external figure, which is the exemplar; nor does that which makes, afi-
milate that which is produced to itfelf; for it is foul which makes, and that which is produced
is the refemblance of external form. But divine forms are at the fame time paradigmatic and
demiurgic of their refemblances: for they have no fimilitude to the impreflions in wax, but poffefs
an eflicacious effence, and a power aflimilative of things fecondary to themfelves.

No one of thefe modes, therefore, is of itfelf fufficient to reprefent the true manner in which
divine forms are participated. But, perhaps, if we can difcover the moft proper mode of par-
ticipation, we fhall fee how each of thefe touches on the truth, at the fame time that it falls thoit
of the whole chara&eriftic.

It is requifite, thercfore, in order to this participation, to confider as the caufes by which it
is efle@ted, the eflicacious power of primary and divine forms, and the defire and aptitude of
the natures which thence derive their formation. For neither is the fabricative and eflicacious
power of forms alone fufficient to produce participation; for they are every where fimilarly
prefent, but are not fimilarly participated by all things. Nor is the defire and aptitude of the
participants fullicient without the produlive energy of forms; for defire and aptitude are of

themfelves imperfect, The prolific_eflince, therefore, of the demiurgic intelleét exerts an
efficacious
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there be any other mode of participation befides thefe? That Socrates faid,
How can there be? Does it then appear to you that the whole form * is
one

efficacious energy, which the fubject nature of fenfibles receives. But, in cffefting this participa-
tion, it neither makes ufe of impullions, for it is incorporeal; nor of any indefinite impetus, as
we do, for it is impaffive ; nor of any projectile force, for it is perfect; but it operates by its
very effence. Hence, that which is generated is an image of its maker, intelleQion there con-
curring with eflence : fo that, according as he intelle&ually perceives, he fabricates ; and, accord-
ing as he fabricates, intclle€ually perceives. Hence, too, that which is generated is always
generated by him ; for, in effential produtions, that which is generated is every where confub-
fitent with its maker. In confequence of this, in things fubfifling according to time, form, in
the fudden, fupervenes its fubje&t matter, whatever has been effeCted previous to its prefence alone
removing the impediments to its reception. For, the fudden imitates according to tke now, the
at-once-colleted and eternal generation of all things through the aptitude of the recipient.

If, again, we defire to fee what it is which conneéts demiurgic power with the aptitude of re-
cipients, we fhall find it is goodnefs itfelf, this being the caufe of all poffible union. For, parti-
cipations proceed to mundane caufes through a defire of good ; and demiurgic forms, through
goodnefs, make their progreffions into fecondary natures, imitating the inexhauftible and exube-
rant fountain of all good, which, through its own tranfcendent goodnefs, gives fubfiftence to
all the divine orders, if it be lawful fo to fpeak. We have therefore thefe three caufes of the
participation of forms, the one goodnefs of the Father of all things; the demiurgic power of
forms, and the aptitude of the natures which reccive the illuminations of forms. But, partici-
pation fubfifting according to thefe caufes, we may perceive how it is poffible to aflimilate it to
reprefentations in a mirror, and to refletion.  For aptitude and defire, which are imparted to fen-
fible natures from on high, become the caufes of their being again converted to the fources whence
they were derived. This participation too may, after another manner, be affimilated to a Jeal.
For the efficacious power of divine caufes imparts a weffige of ideas to fenfibles, and apparent
impreffions from unapparent forms. For we have faid that the demiurgic caufe unites both
thefe together. But he who produces an icon effeéts fomething of this kind. For in a certain
refpect he congregates the fubject and the paradigm ; fince, when this is accomplifhed, he pro-
duces an impreflion {imilar to the exemplar. So that thefe modes, in a certain refpect, touch
upon the truth. But it is by no means wonderful if each is found to be deficient. For the re-
cipients of ideas are partible and fenfible ; and the chara&eriftic peculiarity of thefe unapparent
and divine caufes cannot be circum{cribed by the nothingnefs of corporeal natures.

* He who invefligates whole and part, not corporeally, but in fuch a manner as is adapted to
intelligible and immaterial forms, will perceive that every fenfible nature participates both of the
whole and the part of its paradigm. For, as that has the relation of a caufe, but fenfibles are
from a caufe, and effe&s can by no means receive the whole power of their caufes, hence, fen-
fibles do not participate of the whole form. For, where can that which is fenfible receive the
intellectual lives and powers of form ? Where can the uniform and impartible nature of idea
fubflift in matter? Becaule however, fenfibles preferve the idiom according to which the juft

in
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one in each individual of many things 2 Or what other opinion have you
on this fubjeét? That then Socrates faid,. What hinders, O Parmenides,
but

in the intelligible world is called the juft, or the beautiful the beautiful ; through this again they
may be faid to participate of wholes, and not of parts. Thus, for inftance, the idiom of the leaw=
tiful is every where and in all things ; but in one place it is intelle@ually, and in another mate-
rially prefent.  And it is evident that the participations of more perfet natures are more abun-
dant than of thofe more remote from perfe@ion; and that fome things participate according to
many, and others according to a few, powers. For, let the beautiful itfelf be an intelleclual vital
form the caufe of fymmetry.  Form, therefore, and that which is ¢ffeltive of [ymmetry, are prefent to
every thing beautiful: for this was the idiom of the beautiful itfelf; fo that every thing partici-
pates of its whole idiom. But the intelle@ual nature of the beautiful is not prefent to all beauty,
but to that which belongs to foul: for the beauty in this is uniform. Nor, again, is its vital
nature prefent to all beauty, but to that which is celeftial; but the jplendour of beauty is feen in
gold, and in certain ftones. Some things, therefore, participate of the intelle€tual and vital
nature of the beautiful ; others of its vital {eparate from it intelleGtual nature ; and others parti-
cipate of its idiom alone. More immaterial natures, likewife, receive more of its powers than
material natures. Things fecondary, therefore, participate both the wholes and parts of their
proper paradigms. And in this manner it is proper to {peak to thofe who are able to lock to the
incorporeal cflence of forms. But to thofe who are of opinion that the participation is corpo-
real, we muft fay, that fenfibles are incapable of participating either the wholes or parts of
ideas; which Parmenides evinces, leading Socrates to the difcovery of the moft proper mode of
the participation of forms, and, in the firft place, that they are not participated according to the
whole; for this was the firft thing to be fhown. And Socrates fays, that nothing hinders the
participation of the whole form. But Parmenides reprobates the pofition inferring that one and
the fame thing will be in many things feparate from each other, and fo the thing itfelf will be
feparate from itfelf, which is of all things the moft abfurd. For if a finger, or any thing elfe
which fubfifts in other things, whether it be a corporeal part or power, fhould be in many things
feparate from each other, it would alfo be feparate from itfelf. Fora corporeal power being in a
fubject will thus belong to fubjeéls, and be feparate from itfelf, fince it will be both in one and
many. And, with refpeét to a body, it is impoffible that the whole of it fhould be in this place,
and at the fame time in another. For it cannot be denied, that many bodies may be in one place
when the bodies confift of pure immaterial light, fuch as thole of the fpheres in which the planets
are carried, but it is impoilible for the fame body to be at the fame time in many places. And
hence it is impoflible for a whole to be in many fubje&s corporeally.

But, fays Proclus, if you wifh to perccive the accuracy of Plato’s di€ticn in a manner adapted
to theological fpeculation, divide the words, and fay as follows :—Since forms firft fubfift in the
paradigm of intelligibles, as we lcarn in the Timzus, each of the firft forms will be ore, and being,
and a wlole. And being fuch, it is impoflible for the fame thing to be in many things feparate
from each other, and at once, except in an exempt manner; fo as to be both every where and
no where, and, being prefent with all things without time, to be unmingled with them. For

: every
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but that it thould be one? As it is, therefore, one and the fame in things
many and feparate from each other, the whole will be at the fame time one,
and fo itfelf will be feparate from itfelf. That Socrates faid, It would not
be fo: but juft as if this form was day !, this being one and the fame, is col-
le@ively prefent in many places, and yet is not any thing the more feparate
from itfelf; in the fame manner, every form may be at once one and the fame
in all. That Parmenides then faid, You have made, O Socrates, one and
the fame thing to be colle@ively prefent in many places, in a very pleafant
manner ; juft as if, covering many men with a veil, you fhould fay that there
is one whole, together with the many. Do you not think that you would
make an affertion of this kind? That Socrates faid, Perhaps fo. Will,
therefore, the whole veil {ubfift together with each man, or a different part
of it with each individual ? A different part only, That Parmenides faid,
Thefc forms then, O Socrates, are divifible ?, and their participants par-
ticipate only parts of them: and hence there will no longer be one whole
form in each individual, but only one part of each form. So indeed it

every divine form, being in itfelf, is alfo prefent with others. And thofe natures which are inca-
pable of being at the fame time in many things, derive this inability from not being in themfclves:
for that which is fomething belonging to one thing is not capable of belonging to another,

* That Socrates, fays Proclus, derived his example of day from the difcourfe of Zeno, is evi=
dent. For Zeno, wifhing to evince how the many participate of a certain one, and are not de-
ftitute of the one, though they fhould be moft remotely feparated from each other, fays in this
very difcourfe, that whitenefs, being one, is prefent both to us and the antipodes, in the fame
manner as day and night. "Ori uey ex 1o Smvwvog Aayow To rapa?t('yy.a §iAnPe, dnAov' exeivog yap Imwrai
Bounouevos STws Ta MONIG METEXES TIVOG EV05y XAl OUX EOTIV EPNUA EV0G, Xav OIECTMXEL TOppaTATH Qm arniwy,
EITEY BV TW QUTH AOYQ MY OUTAY TNV AEUXOTNTA TapEVRl Xai V¥ KAl TOIS ayvTImOTW, GUTwS g EVPPOINY Kais Tnw
nuegav.  Parmenides, however, corre€ts Socrates, as no longer preferving, by the example of day,
form one and the fame ; but as introducing the partible inflead of the impartible, and that which
is one, and at the fame time not one, inftead of one ; fuch as is whitenefs with us and the anti-
podes.  For the intention of Zeno’s difcourfe was not to afcend to feparate form, but to lead his
auditors to that form which (ubfifts with, and is infeparable from, the many.

* Every thing fenfible is a multitude which has an adventitious one, but form is a certain one
comprehending muliitude unifermly. For in divine natures progreflion begins from the one,
and from hyparxis ; fince, if multitude fubfilts prior to the one, the one will be adventitious,
From thefe things alfo, fays Proclus, you may underftand how fables affert that there are certain
divifions and lacerations of the GGods, when they are divifibly participated by fecondary natures,
which diftribute the impartible caufcs of things partible prefubfifting in the Gods. For the’
divifion is not in reality of the divinities, but of thefe fecondary natures, about them.
' feems,
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feems. Are you then willing to affert that one form is in reality divided,
and that neverthelefs it is ftill one? That Socrates faid, By no means,
For fec (faid Parmenides), whether upon dividing magnitude * itfelf, it
would not be abfurd that each of the many things which are great, thould
be great by a part of magnitude lefs than magnitude itfelf? Entirely fo, faid
Socrates.

* Parmenides, fays Proclus, withing to fhow the abfurdity of admitting that a formal effence is
partible, difcourfes concerning magnitude, equality, and parvitude, becaufe ecach of thefe is
beheld about quantity. But quantity has not by any means a part the fame with the whole, in
the fame manner as a part of quality appears to preferve the ame power with the whole ; whence
alfo a part of fire is indeed diminifhed according to quantity, but according to quality preferves
the nature of fire. In magnitude, therefore, equality, and parvitude, he very properly confutes
thofe who fay that forms are partible. For, if thofc forms which efpecially appear to be partible,
becaufe they introduce with themfelves the conception of quantity, cannot be divifible, by a much
greater reafon other forms muft be impartible, which do not introduce together with themfelves.
fuch a conception ; fuch as are the juft itfelf, the beautiful itlelf, the fimilar itfelf, and the dif-
fimilar itfelf, which Parmenides co-ordinating with magnitude itfelf inquires how they are par-
ticipated by fenfibles. About thefe, therefore, which appear to be quantities, he verv properly
forms the demonftration, and, in the firft place, about magniiude. For, let magnitude be cor-
poreally divifible. The part, therefore, will be lefs than the whole; and, if this be the cafe, the
whole will be greater than the part.  So that, if fenfible magnitude receiving a part of magnitude
in the intelligible world, i. e. of magnitude itfelf, becomes great, this very thing is called great
from receiving that which is fmaller: for a part of magnitude itlcif is lefs and fmaller. But it is
fuppofed that things which participate of the great are great, and that things which participate of
the finall are {mall.

Let us however confider magnitude itfelf by itfclf, apart from corporeal diviion. Do we not,
therefore, fay that it has multitude, and is not one alone? But, if it has multitude, thall we fay
that each of its parts is magnitude itfelf, or that each is lefs than the whole, but is by no means
fmall? For, if a part is magnitude itfelf, in no refpect lefs than the whole, there will be a pro-
greflion to infinity; fince this will not only be the cafe with this part, but alfo with its parts, and
the parts of its parts, the parts always being the fame with the wholes. But if magnitude has
not magnitudes as its parts, the wholc will confift from parts unadapted to it. It is neceffary,
therefore, that the parts as it were of magnitude itlclf thould be magnitudes, according with the
whole, but yet not that which the whole is. For the part of fire is fire, but the power of the
whole is greater than that of the part; and neither does the whole confift from cold parts, nor is
cach part of equal ftrength with the whole. Hence we muft conceive that magnitude itfelf has
twofold powers, one of which inferts tranfcendency in incorporeals with refpec to incorporeats;
for in thefe there is a certain magnitude, and the other in bodies with refpet to bodies. So
that, though form pofleffes abundance of power, yet it does not depart from its proper idiom in
the multitude of the powers which it contains. By fpeculating intellectually in this manner
parts and wholes in ideas, we fhall avoid the abfurdities with which Parmenides fhows the fpecu-
lation of them in a corporeal manaer is attended.

VOL, 1L H But
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But what then? Can that which participates a part of equal ! itfelf, be
equal to any thing by this its part of cquality, which is lefs than equal itfelf?

v Magnitude itflf is the fource of tranfeendency and exempt perfeftion to all things, whether
fuch tranfcendency and perfeftion be intellectual, or vital, or fubfilting with interval. But the
equal is the caufe of harmony and analogy to all things: for from equality, as we fhall fhow in
the Additional Notes to the Timzus, all the mediums are derived, as well thofe beionging to the
foul and fuch as are phyfical, as thofe that arc mathematical 3 and the end of it is friendfhip and
union. Since therefore the demiurgus, in adorning the univerfe, employed all the mediums, and
the arithmetical, gcometrical, and harmonic bonds procceding from thefe, it may be fafely in-
ferred that the one intelletual caufe of thefe, which generates and adorns them, is this demiurgic
equality. For, as the monad which fubfifts in the demiurgus gives fubfiftence to every natural
number, {o the equality which is there, gencrates all the mediums or middles which are here 3
fince alfo the cquality which is contained in our dianoétic part generates the mathematical
mediums. But, if this be the cale in images, much more in intelle®ual forms is equality the
prolific fource of all the variety of mediums which proceed about the world. Equality, there-
fore, is the caufc of thefc to all mundane natures. It is likewife the fupplier of co-ordination to
beings; juft as magnitude is the caufe of exempt perfection, and parvitude of effential fubjection.
It appears, indeed, that all beings are adorned from this triad of forms, as they impart tran-
fcendency to fuperior natures, fubjetion to fuch as are inferior, and a communion of the fame
feries to fuch as are co-ordinate. And it is evident that the perpetually indiffoluble feries of
wholes are generated according to this triad. For every feries requires thefe three, viz. tran-
[Jeendency, co~crdinaticn and fubjeclion. So that, if there arc certain progreflions of every form from
on high, as far as to the laft of things, and which, together with communion, -preferve the di-
ftin@ion between things fecond and firft, they are perfefted through this triad.

Let us now fee how Parmenides confutes thofe who think that fenfible equals participate parts
of equality itfelf corporeally. For, if any fenfible particular thus participates a part of equality,
it is evident that it participates of fomething lefs than the whole. But, if this be the cafe, that
-which participates of the lcffer is no longer lcfler, but cqual. It ought not however to be o}
fince it is agreed that forms give the appellations of themfelves to fenfibles. Hence that which
participates of the lefler muft not be called equal, but lefler ; nor muft that which participates of
the equal be called lefler, but equal; nor that which participates of the greater be denominated
equal or lefler, but greater. If, thercfore, we direct our view to equality itfelf as an incorporeal
eflence, we muft fay that being one it contains in itfelf the caufes of all equalities, viz. of the

" equality in weights, in corporeal maffes, in multitudes, in dignities and in generations ; fo that
-cach of fuch-like particulars, which arc all-various, is a certain egualy poflefliog a power and
dignity fubordinate to the whole. Since every form, therefore, generates all the idioms of the
powers which it contains, it follows that there are many equalities comprehended under one
equality. Nor ought we to wonder if all equalities, being fubordinate to their comprehending
unity, fuffer this through the participation of parvitude itfelf. For all forms communicate with
all ; and magnitude itfelf, fo far as it poffefes a lefler power than other forms, participates of par-
vitude. Parvitude itfelf alfo, fo far as it furpalics other forms, participates of magnitude itfelf ;
while in the mean time every form is participated by fenfibles fo far as it is that which it is, and

" not fo far as it communicates with others.
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It is impoffible. But fome one of us muft poffefs a part of this {mall
quantity ; and that which is fma/l itfelf * will be greater than this, this fmall
quantity

! Parvitude itfelf may be confidered as that which is the fource of fubje@ion in all forms, or
it may be faid to be that which fupplies impartibility, conne&ed continuity, and a power which
converges to the fame in every form. For through this fouls are able to proceed from a life
extended with body and fenfe to a more impartible form of life. Through this alfo bodies are
comprefled and conneftedly contained in their indivifible caufes ; the whole world is one, and
pofleffes the whole of its life converging in one thing, the middle ; and from this the poles and
centres, and all impartible fe€tions, and conta&s of circles, are derived. But the prefent difcourfe
evinces that it is impoflible for fenfibles to participate a part of parvitude corporeally. For, if
parvitude itfelf had a certain part, it would be greater than its part; fince a part of the fmall, fo
far as it is a part, muft be fmaller than the whole: fo that the fmall will evidently be greater than
its proper part, which is fmaller than it. But it is impoflible that the fmall fimply confidered
fhould be greater. For we now confider parvitude itfelf by itfelf, without any conneion with
magnitude. And fuch is the abfurdity attending thofe that divide parvitude when fuch divifion
is confidered in the form itfelf. But we may alfo inveftigate another abfurdity which takes
place in the participants of parvitude, and which is as follows: If we divide the fmall itfelf,
fince the part of it is, as has been fhown, fmaller than the whole, it is evident that the thing,
to which the part taken away froni the whole of #le fnall is added, will become greater by this
addition, and not fmaller. Hence parvitude muft not be divided.

We may alfo, fays Proclus, interpret the prefent paffage in the fame manner as our aflociate
Pericles. For, to whatever the part taken away from the fmall is added, this muft neccflarily
become greater ; but, by adding to that fame thing the remaining part of the {mall thus divided,
the whole thing will become fmall, and not greater than it was before: for the form was fmall
from the beginning. It is abfurd, thercfore, to think that the {mall can be divided. Proclus
adds, that the prefent paflage to fome appeared fo difficult, that they confidered it as fpurious.
The words of Parmcnides however, by introducing certain ablations and additions, evince that
the participation which he reprobates is corporeal. )

But we may affert in common, fays Proclus, refpefting thefe three forms, magnitude, parvi-
tude, and equality, or rather concerning all forms at once, that they are impartible, and are
allotted an incorporeal effence.  For every thing corporeal, being bounded according to interval,
cannot after the fame manner be prefent to things greater and leffer; but the equal,, the greater,
the leffer, and, in a fimilar manner, every other form are prefent to their participants, whatever
intcrval they may poflefs.  All forms, thercfore, are without interval.  For the fame reafon they
are alfo cftablithed above all place; fince without impediment they are every where prefent to
their participants.  But things which {ubfift in place are naturally deftitute of this unimpeded
prefence: for ic is impoflible that they can be participated by all things which are arranged in
difficrent places.  In like manner, forms are entirely expanded above all time: for they are
prefent untemporally and colleQively to all things; fince generations themfelves are certain pre-
parations which precede the participations of forms. And generations indeed fubfift in time, but
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quantity being a part of fmall itfelf’; and thus fmall itfelf will be that which.
is greater : but that to which this part which was taken away is added, will
become {maller, and not greater than it was before. ‘That Socrates faid—
‘This cannot take place. But after what manner T then, O Socrates, can

individuals

forms give the participations of themf{elves to generated natures, in an inftant, impartibly, with-
out being in any refpe& indigent of temporal extenfion. Let not, therefore, any one transfer
from participants to the things participated, either time, or local comprehenfion, or corporeal
divifion ; nor let him, in fhort, underftand in forms either corporeal compofitions or feparations.
For thefe things are very remote from the immaterial fimplicity of forms, and from the purity of
an impartible effence which is contained in eternity.

* The whole form of thefe words, fays Proclus, is excitative and maieutic of the conceptions
of Socrates. Hence Parmenides does not add, like one who contends for vitory in difputation,
¢ fenfibles, therefore, do not participate of forms,” but he excites Socrates, and calls forth his
intelle& to the difcovery of the moft proper mode of participation. But we have already obferved
that whole and part are not to be confidered corporeally, but in a maoner accommodated to.
immaterial and intelleQual effences.  Senfibles, therefore, participate both the whole and the
parts of form. For, fo far as the idiom of every form proceeds in its participants as far as to the:
laft of them, the participation is that of a whole; but, fo far as things fecondary do not reccive
all the power of their caufes, the participation is of parts. Hence the more elevated of parti~
cipants receive more powers of the paradigm ; but the more fubordinate, fewer. So that, if there
are men in other parts of the univerfe better than us, thefe, being nearer the idea of man, will
have a greater communion with it, and according to a greater number of powers. Hence the
celeftial lion is intelleual, but the fublunary irrational: for the former is nearer to the idea of
lion than the latter. The idiom indeed of idea pervades as far as to mortal natures; and hence
things fublunary fympathize with things celeftial. For one form, and communion acéording to
this, produce the fympathy. The moon alfo, fays Proclus, as beheld in the heavens is a divinity ;
but the lunar form, which is beheld here in ftones, preferves alfo a power appropriate to the
lunar order, fince it increafes and decreafes in conformity to the changes of the moon. Thus, one
idiom proceeds from on high as far as to the laft of things; and it is evident that it proceeds
through mediums. For, if there is this one form both in Gods and ftones, much prior to its
being prefent with the latter muft it fubfift in the middle genera, fuch a; demons, or other
animals. For certain feries pervade from the intelle€tual Gods to the heavens, and again from
the heavens into generation or the fublunary realms, being changed according to each of the
clements, and fubfiding as far as to earth. But of thefe feries the higher parts participate in a
greater, but the lower in a lefler degree ; one idiom being extended to all the parts, which makes
the whole feries one.

Again, after another manner, we may fay that fenfibles participate both of the whole and of
the parts of form. They participate of the whole, fo far as the fabrication of form is impartible :
whence alfo the fame whole is every where prefent to all things, fubfifting from itfelf in the firfl
place, and afterwards filling the effence of its participants with its proper power. But they par.
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individuals participate of forms, if they are neither able to participate ac-
cording to parts, nor according to wholes? That Socrates faid, It does not
appear to me, by Jupiter, to be in any refpect an eafy matter to define a
circumftance of this kind, But what will you fay to this? To what?
I think that you confider every form as one ¥, on this account; becaufe,
fince a certain multitude of particulars feems to you to be great, there may
perhaps appear to him who furveys them all to be one idea, from whence you

think

ticipate of the parts of form, fo far as they do-not participate of form itfelf, but of its images ;-
and images are parts of their .proper paradigms. For image is to its paradigm, as a part to the-
whole. And if any one, admitting this expofition, examimes what has been already delivered
concerning ideas, none of thofe impoflibilities will follow, which fome of the antients have
confidered as the inevitable confequences of the dotrine of ideas. For, will it any longer be
impoffible that the fame thing thould be in all things, if we admit that an immaterial and intel-
le&tual form fubfifting in itfelf, and requiring no feat nor place, is equally prefent to all things-
which are able to participate it 7 Will it be impoflible that effentially impartible form, and which
pre-fubfifts as one, fhould be divided in its participants and fuftain a Titanic divulfion? And
how is it not moft true that what participates of magnitude itfelf participates of the leffer ? For
magnitude in the participant, being divifible, is the image of magnitude itfelf; but the image is-
lefs than the paradigm by a certain part. In like manner, that which we call equal in fenfibles
is lefs than the power of the equal itfelf, and is nothing more than the image of perfeion ; but
the equal itfelf is greater than this, fo far as it is more perfe&t in power.” In fhort, with refpeét
to each of thefe three forms, fince they are exempt from their participants, meafure their eflence,
and impart the caufe of fubjeCtion to them; according to exempt tranfcendency, each employs
magnitude itfelf 5 according to a meafuring power, the equal itfelf; and according to the gift of
fubje@ion, parvitude itfelf. All, thercfore, co-operate with each other in the gifts which they
impart to fecondary natures. For, if snagnitude itfelf imparts a power which extends to all
things, but parvitude impartibility, they are connafcent with each other; fince then pervading
more impartibly to a great number of particulars, they are impartible in a greater degree = and
both are in a greater degree equal, by being efpecially the meafures both of themfelves and
others,  There is nothing, therefore, abfurd, nothing impoflible, if whole and part are confidered.
in a manmner adapted to the nature of forms ; but all things follow appropriately to the hypothefis.
Whence alfo Parmenides appears continually to alk Socrates, how fenfibles participate of, and.
how whole and part are to be furveyed in, fcrins, elevating him tq the moft true conceptions
concerning ideas.

' From what has lLecn already delivered (fays Proclus) it is fufficicntly evident that forms are
pot participated in a corporcal manner; whence we may infer that neither do they fabricate
corporeally, nor operate by impulfion, like the motions of bodies. But if this be the cafe, it is
evident that the order of forms is incorporeal. 1In the Sophifta, therefore, it is fhown that rfe
ome is incorporeal ; for, if it were body, it would require fomething elfe to unite its parts. But it
is here fhown that true being and intelle€lual forms have an impartible {ubfiftence : and in the Laws,.

that
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think them to be one great thing. That then Socrates faid, You fpeak the
trath.  But what if you confider the great  itfelf, and other things which
are

that /ouls are incorporeal through their felf-motive hypoftafis. Thefe, however, are the thice
orders prior to fenfibles, viz. the order of fouls, the order of intellectual effences, and the order of
unities, the immediate progeny of the one.

But here Parmenides afcends to a more perfect hypothefis concerning ideas, viz. whether fen-
fibles participate of ideas as of phyfical reafons or produdtive principles, which are coerdinate and
connafcent with their participants, but are at the fame time incorporeal : for the doubt prior to
this confidered the participation of ideas as corporeal. Parmenides, therefore, afcends to a cer-
tain incorporeal reafon, which, looking to things, we muft define to be phyfical, and muft affert,
that the mode of participation is indecd incorporeal, but poflefles fomething common with its
participants. For if, together with incorporeal participation, we alfo confider the things partici-
pated as perfe&tly exempt from their participants, there will no longer any doubt remain con-
cerning the participation ; fince thefe twq things produce the doubt, the corporeal mode of being
prefent, and the pofleffion of fomething common between ideas and their participants, to which
Socrates looking in the Phredo fays, that it is dubious whether participation is the prefince of
forms, as in the preceding inquiry, whether fenfibles participate of the whole of form, or only of
a part; or whether it is not a being prefent.  This fecond inquiry, therefore, confiders form as
in its participants, and as coordinate with them. For phyfical reafons and natures are arranged
above bodies and the apparent order of forms; but at the (ame time they verge to bodies, and do

not *

* 1deas muft be confidered as exempt and feparate from, and as generative of, the many ; and
the tranfitions from things which are feparated muft be made, not through privations, but through
forms, and in forms, till we arrive at felf-fubfiftent and firlt natures. For how, through things
indefinite and formlefs, can we arrive at form and bound ?  Afcending, indeed, from things ma-
terial ro {permatic reafons, we f(hall find fomething common in them, but which is imperfect;
and proceeding from thefe to caufes fubfifting in foul, we fhall perceive that the effe@ive power
of thefe is temporal.  But if we run back to forms which are truly fo called, we fhall find that
there is nothing common between thefc and fcnlibles. For thefe true forms are perfe&, and
their energy is incorporeal and eternal, and is above all generation. For the chara@eriftics of all
generation are the imperfe€t from itlelf, the partible, the temporal, from which forms being
purified, they are liberated from all fenfibles, and poflefs nothing in common with them ; fo that
it is no longer poflible to make a tranfition to any other fomething common.  As, therefore, fays
Proclus, we obferved in commenting on the former doubt, that forms are prefent with their par-
ticipants through that which they impart, and are not prefent through their feparate hypoftafis ;
fo, with refpet to this fecond doubt, we fay, that forms communicate with their participants, and
do not communicate. They communicate by illuminating them from themfelves, but do not
communicate, in confequence of being unmingled with the illuminated natures.  So that a cer-
tain fimilitude to them is divulfed, not from forms themfclves, but from the illuminations pro-
ceeding from them. Hence, through thefe they are faid to communicate after a certain manner
‘with fenfibles ; not as in things fynonymous, but as in things fecond and firft.
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are great, in the fame manner, with the eye of the foul, will not again a
certain fomething which is great appear to you, through which all thefe
neceflarily

not conne&t them exemptly.  Hence, alfo, phyfical reafons arc entirely coordinated with fenfible
forms. But Parmenides himfelf clearly teaches how we afcend to phyfical reafons; fince we
recur from things common in particulars to the proximate caufe of them, which is entirely phy-
fical form. For, perceiving many things that are great, and one idea extending to 311 thefe, we
conccive that there is a certain fomcthing great which is common to the magnitude in particulars.
But that the difcourfe is about phyfical form, and a tranfition from fenfibles to this form, is evi-
dent, as Proclus juftly obferves, from Parmenides employing fuch expreflions as 7o aiecfat, o Joder,
7o Joket, 7o myn, and the like, which could not be employed about things which are objetts of
fcience, but are only adapted to phyfical concerns. In like manner we muft fay, with refpe@ to
men, that we fce many men, and one idea extending to all of them, the man in particulars.
Whence we think that one man pre-fubfifts in the reafons or produtive principles of nature,
generative of the apparcnt man, and that thus the many participate of the one, as of phyfical
reafon proceeding into matter 5 fuch reafon or form not being feparate from matter, but refem-
bling a feal verging to the wax, imprefling in it the form which it contains, and caufing it to be
adapted to the whole of the inferted form.  As the proximate tranfition, therefore, is from bodies
to natures, Parmenides evinces that phyfical reafons fall fhort of the perfetion of ideas, which js
primary and unmingled with its participants.

From hence it may be inferred, that, as form is that primarily which the multitude under it is
fecondarily, it neither communicates with this multitude according to name alone, nor is fynony-
mous with it; and that it is not ncceflary again to inveftigate that which is common to form and
its depending multitude. When, therefore, we confider the one in every form, we ought not to
inveftigate it either doxaftically or dianoétically: for thefe knowledges are not connate with in-
telleCtual monads, which neither belong to the obje@s of opinion, nor to thofe of the dianoétic
part, as we learn from the fixth book of the Republic. But it is fit that we fhould furvey the
fimple and uniform cflence of forms through intellettual intuition. Nor muft we conceive that
the one in thefe fubfifts according to compofition from the many, or by an abftra&tion from par-
ticulars : for the intelle€ual number of forms proceeds from the good and the one, and does net
depart from a union and alliance adapted to the caufe which gave it fubfiftence. Hence, Socrates
in the Philebus, at one time calls ideas wunities, and at another time monads. For, conlidered
with relation to the one, they are monads, becaufe each is a multitude, fince it is a certain being,
life, and intellectual form ; but confidercd with relation to their productions, and the feries to
which they give fubfiflence, they are unities; for things pofterior to them are multiplied, and from
their impartible effence become pastible. If, therefore, that which is charatterized by unity in
forms is exempt from the many, it is evident that the knowledge of intelle&t, which is profoundly
one, is fufficicnt to the apprehenfion of the one of forms. Whether, therefore, there is a multi-
tude of participants, it does not multiiply the unity of that which is participated ; or, whether
there are differences of parts in the participants, the impartible nature of forms is preferved im-

mutable; or, whether there is compofition in that which participates, the fimplicity of intel-
leQtual
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neceflarily feem to be great ? It feems fo. Hence, another form of magni-
tude will become apparent, befides magnitude itfelf and its participants : and
befides

le&tual forms remains eternally the fame.  For they are neither connumerated with their effeéls,
nor do they give completion to their effence; fince, if they fubfifted in their produtions, they
could not be beheld as the principle of them, and as their prolific caufe. For, in fhort, cvery
thing which is fomcthing belonging to another cannot be a caufe, fimply confidered; fince every
true caufe is exempt from its effe@s, and is eftablifhed in itfclf and from itfelf, feparate from its
participants. He, therefore, who is willing to pafs from thefe fenfibles, and every way divided
natures, to forms themfelves, mmuft permit intelle&t inftead of opinion to be the leader of the
way, and mult contemplate every form uncoordinated and unmingled with objets of fenfe;
neither conceiving that they poffefs any habitude with fenfibles, nor furveying any common defi-
nition of effence between them and the many, nor, in fhort, any coordination of participants
and the things which are participated. But he who ufes opinion in this tranfition, and appre-
hends forms mingled with fenfibles, and ¢onnumerated with material reafons, will fcarcely afcend
as far as to nature, and the phyfical order of forms: whence, again, he muft after thefe con-
template other more total monads, and this to infinity, till, arriving at intelle€tual boundaries
themfelves, he beholds in thefe felf-fubfifting, moft fimple, and cternal natures, the definite
derivatian of forms. Parmenides, therefore, gradually evinces that primary are expanded
above divilible forms, and all that is mingled and connumerated with thefe, and this according
to a wonderful tranfcendency of nature.

And here, what Socrates obferves in the Phzdo refpecting the participation of forms, is wor-
thy of admiration : for he there fays, that he cannot yet ftrenuoufly afirm whether it is requifite
to call this participation prefence, or communion, or any thing elfe befides thefe. For, from the firft
doubt, it may be evinced that itis impoffible for the participation to be prefence, fince neither the
whole, nor certain parts of them, are able to be prefent with their participants. But, from this
fecond doubt, we may confute thofe who contend that the participation is communion. 1f, there-
fore, there is any thing common to ideas and their participants, there will be a tranfition ad
infinitum from the participants of that which is common to that which is common ; and hence
this Jatter doubt is different from the former. For the former was, that form is prefent with its
participants, and is fomething belonging to them; but the latter, thac form is different from its
participant, but poflefles an abundant communion with it. Hence, in the former, the argument
proceeds from the inability of form being prefent, either according to the whole or a part of
itfelf ; but, in the latter, it no longer proceeds in a fimilar manncr, but, from that which is com-
mon in form and its participant, again alcends to fomething elfe which is more common than the
one form, and the many by which it is participated. He alone, therefore, can affign a ficntific
reafon concerning the participation of forms, who takes away that which is corporeal in their
being prefent, and removes that which is common from an incorporeal effence.  For thus ideas
will be incorporeally prefent with their participants, but will not be fubdued by one relation to-
wards them; that they may be every where, through their incorporeal nature, and no where, in’
confequence of being exempt from their participants. For & communion with participants takes

away
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befides all thefe another magnitude, through which all thefe become great;
fo that each of your forms will no longer be one thing, but an infinite mul-

titude.

away exempt tranfcendency. For it is requifite, indeed, that there fhould be communion, yet
not as of things coordinate, but only fo far as participants are fufpended from ideas; but ideas
are perfe@tly exempt from their participants. Corporeal prefence, however, obfcures a prefence
every way impartible, Bodics therefore, are things incapable of being wholly in many things ;
but effentially incorporeal natures are wholly prefent to things which are able to participate
them ; or, rather, they are not prefent to their participants, but their participants are prefent to
them. And this is what Socrates obfcurely fignifics in the Phaedo, when he fays, « whether pre-
fence, or communion, or any thing elfe may be the caufe of the participation of forms.”” Forms,
therefore, muft not be admitted to be the progeny and blofloms of matter, as they were faid to
be by the Stoics 3 nor muft it be granted that they confift from a comixture of fimple elements;
nor that they have the fame effence with fpermatic reafons. For all thefe things evince their
fubfiftence to be corporeal, imperfe, and divifible. Whence, then, on fuch an hypothefis, is
perfe@ion derived to things imperfe& ? Whence union to things every way diffipated? Whence
is a never-failing cflfence prefent with things perpetually generated, unlefs the incorporeal and
all-perfeQ order of forms has a fubfiftence prior to thefe? Others again, of the antients, fays
Proclus, ai . ed that which is common in particulars as the caufe of the permanency in forms:
for man gen. ics man, and the fimilar is produced from the fimilar. They ought, however, at
the fame time - o have direted their attention to that which gives fubfiftence to what is common
in particular . for, as we have before obferved, true caules are exempt from their effe@ts. That
which is ¢ amon, thereforc, in particulars, may be affimilated to one and the fame feal which
is imprefled in many pieces of wax, and which remains the fame, without failing, while the pieces
of wax are changed. What, then, is it which proximately imprefles this feal in the wax > For
matter is analogous to the wax, the fenfible man to the type, and that which is common in pare
ticulars, and verges to things, to the ring itfelf. 'What elfe, then, can we affign as the caufe of
this, than nature procceding through matter, and thus giving form to that which is fenfible, by
her own inherent reafons 2 Soul, therefore, will thus be analogous to the hand which ufes the
ring, fince foul is the leader of nature; that which ranks as a whole of the whole of nature, and
that which is partial of a partial nature. But intelle&t will be analogous to the foul which im-
prefles the wax through the hand and the ring ; which intelle&t fills that which is fenfible through
foul and the nature of forms, and is itfelf the true Porus*, generative of the reafons which
flow, as far as to matter. It is not neccffary, therefore, to ftop at the things commeon in parti-
culars, but we fhould inveftigate the caufes of them. For why do men participate of this peculiar
fomething which is common, but another animal of a different fomething common, except
through unapparent reafons ? For nature is the one mother of all things ; but what are the caufes
of definite fimilitudes? Arnd why do we fay the generation is according to nature when man is
from man, unlefs there is a reafon of men in nature, according to which all fenfible men fubfift?
For it is not becaufe that which is produced is an animal, fince if it were a lion that was pro-

* See the fpeech of Diotima in the Banguet,
VOL. 1L 1 duced
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titude. But that upon this Socrates replied, Perhaps, O Parmenides, each
of thefe forms is nothing more than an intelle€ual conception *, which
ought

duced from a man, it would be a natural animal indeed, but would no longer be according to
nature, becaufe it would not be generated according to a proper reafon. It is neceffary, therefore,
that there fhould be another caufe of fimilars prior to fimilars; and hence it is neceflary to recur’
from the things common in particulars to the one caufe which proximately gives fubfiftence to fen-
fibles, and to which Parmenides himfelf leads us. That he does not, however, think it proper
that we fhould flop at this caife, he manifeflts from what follows. For if, looking to thefe things
which are common, we wifh, beginning from thefe, to fathion ideas, in confequence of recur-
ting in a fimilar manner to them from all things, we fhall be in want not only of things of which
there are ideas, but alfo of thofe of which there are not, fuch as of things contrary to nature, of
things artificial, of things uneflential, and of fuch as have no fubfiltence, fuch as an animal min-
gled from a goat and ftag, (rpayerapos), or an animal mingled from a horfe and centaur, (immonev-
revupos) 3 for there are alfo things common jn thefe, and thus we fhall eftablith ideas of non-entities.
‘To which we may add, that we muft likewife admit that there are ideas of infinities, as of irra-
tional lines, and the ratios in numbers: for both thefe are infinite, and of both there are things
common. 1f, therefore, we fafhion certain ideas from thefe, we fhall often make infinities,
though it is requifite that ideas thould be lefs numerous than their participants, the participants
of each, at the fame time, being many. Very properly, therefore, does Parmenides dire& the
mode of tranfition to ideas, as not being fcientific, if it proceeds from the things common in fen-
fibles; for it will always be poffible to conceive different things common, and thus to proceed ad
infinitum. But this is evident from the words that immediately follow.

* The fourth problem concerning ideas is here confidered, viz. what kind of beings they are,
or in other words, where they fubfift, whether in fouls, or prior to fouls. Socrates, therefore,
being feparated by Parmenides from phyfical forms, calls idea a conception belonging to the foul,
(vomua Juxiner), and defines the place of it to be foul. For the form in foul is one and incorporeal ;
and this dogma is not attended with the former difficulties. For this form is exempt from the
many, and is not co-ordinate with them like the forms in matter, in confequence of being allotted
a fubfiftence in foul. There is likewife nothing common between this form and the many; nor
s it either according to the whole, or a part of itfelf, in its participants, fo that it may be fhown
to be feparate from itfelf, or to have a partible fubfiftence. Socrates, therefore, by adopting this

dogma, avoids the above-mentioned doubts. But, fays Proclus, when Socrates calls idea a con-
ception (vonua), we muft not think that he afferts it to be that which is the object of intelle€tual
vifion, (7o voouuercy) in the fame manner as we call that which is apprehended by fenfe fenfible
(5 ausobnpa @auey 7o Tn aucbnrer amrou) ; but that intelligence itfelf underftanding form, is here called
a conception ; being fo denominated as a certain theorem and dogma ingenerated in fouls, about
dogmatized and deiform concerns. (‘Outw vomua Aeyouevoy ds Scwpnua T1 xa Soypa e Taus Yuxals eyyvo-
wevov wep: Twy Soyuariomevay xau Seordwy meayuarwr). ‘This conception, therefore, he fays is ingenerated
in fouls, through the word ingenerated, (eyywesfa), manifefting that it does not fubfift in them effen-

tially, And this is that form of pofterior origin (vo vorspoyeres dug), which fome of the followers
4 of



THE PARMENIDES, 59

ought not to fubfift any where but in the foul; and if this be the cafe, each
will be one: and the confequences juft now mentioned will not enfue. ‘That
Parmenides

of Ariftotle, and moft of the moderns, fo much celebrate, but which is entirely different from that
reafon or form which abides eflentially in fouls, and does not derive its fubfiftence from an
abftraltion from fenfibles. Looking to this effential reafon we fay, that the foul is all forms, and
is the place of forms, not in capacity only, but in that kind of energy, through which we call one
{killed in geometry a geometrician in energy, even when he does not geometrize, and which
Ariftotle accurately calls the prior form of being in energy. This, therefore, which is denomi-
nated a conception, as of pofterior origin, is very properly faid to be different from the effential
reafon of the foul : for it is more obfcure than the many in fenfibles, as being pofterior and not
prior to them. But the effential reafon or form of the foul is more perfe&, becaufe the concep-
tion of pofterior origin, or in modern language, abftract idea, has a lefs effence than the many,
but the effential form more.

That it is not, however, proper to ftop at conceptions of pofterior origin, i. e, notions gained
by an abftraCtion from fenfible particulars, but that we fhould proceed to thofe effential reafons
which are allotted a perpetual fubfiftence within the foul, is evident to thofe who are able to fur-
vey the nature of things. For, whence is man able to collect into one by reafoning the percep-
tions of many fenfes, and to confider one and the fame unapparent form prior to things apparent,
and feparated from each other ; but no other animal that we are acquainted with, furveys this
fomething common, for neither does it poffefs a rational eflence, but alone employs fenfe, and
appetite; and imagination? Whence, then, do rational fouls generate thefe univerfals, and
recur from the fenfes to that which is the objet of opinion ?- It is becaufe they effentially poflefs
the gnoftically produ&ive principles of things: for, as nature poflcfles a power produ&ive of
fenfibles, by containing reafons, or produtive principles, and fafhions, and conne&s fenfibles, fo
as by the inward eye to form the external, and in a fimilar manner the finger, and every other
particular; fo he who has a common conception of thefe, by previoufly poflefling the reafons of
things, beholds that which cach poffefles in common. For he does not receive this common
fomething from fenfibles; fince that which is received from fenfibles is a phantafm, and not the
object of opinion. It likewife remains within fuch as it was received from the beginning, that it
may not be falfe, and a non-entity, but does not become more perfect and venerable, nor does
it originate from any thing clfc than the foul. Indeed, it muft not be admitted that nature in
generating generates by natural reafons and meafures, but that foul in generating does not
generate by animaftic reafons and caufes. But if matter poffeffes that which is common in the
many, and this fomething common is effential, and more effence than individuals; for this is
perpetual, but each of thofe is corruptible, and they derive their very being from this, fince it is
through form that every thing partakes of cffence,—if this be the cafe, and foul alone poflefles
things common which are of pofterior origin (iorepoyen xona), do we not make the foul more
ignoble than matter? For the form which is merged in matter will be more perfe&t and more
effence than that which refides in the foul ; fince the latter is of pofterior origin, but the former is
perpetual ; and the one is after, but the other generative and conneQive of the many. To which we
may add, that a common phantafi in the foul derives its fubfiftence from a furvey of that which is

12 common
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faid, What then} is each of thefe concepitions ¥ one, but at the fame time a
conception of nothing? That Socrates faid, This is impofiible. It is a
conception, therefore, of fomething? Certainly.  Of being or of non-being 2
Of being.  Will it not be of one particular thing, which that conception
underftands as one certain idea in all things? Undoubtedly. But now
will not that which is underftood to be one, be a form always the fame in

all’

common in particulars. Hence it tends to this; for every thing adheres to its principle, and is faid
to be nothing elfe than a predicate ; fo that its very effence is to be predicated of the many.

Further ftill: the univerfal in the many is lefs than each of the many; for by certain additions
and accidents it is furpafled by every individual. But that which is of pofterior origin (i. e.
univerfal abftratted from particulars) comprehends cach of the many. Hence it is predicated of
each of thefe; and that which is particular is contained in the whole of this univerfal. For this
fomething common, or abftract idea, is not only predicated of that fomething common in an
individual, but likewife of the whole fubjet. How then can it thence derive its fubfiftence, and
be completed from that which is common in the many? For, if from the many themfelves,
where do we {ee infinite men, of all which we predicate the fame thing ? And if from that which-
is common in the many, whence is it that this abftral idea is more comprehenfive than its
caufe ? Hence it has a different origin, and receives from another form this power which is
comprehenfive of every individual; and of this form the abftradl idea which fubfifts in opinion is
an image, the inward caufe being excited from things apparent. To which we may add, that all
demonttration, as Ariftotle has fhown in his Laft Analytics, is from things prior, more honourable,
and more univerfal. How, therefore, is univerfal more honourable, if it is of pofterior origin?
For, in things of pofterior origin, that which is more univerfal is more uneffential ; whence fpecies
is more effence than genius. The rules, therefore, concerning the moft true demonftration muft
be fubverted, if we alone place in the foul univerfals of pofterior origin: for thefe are not more
excellent than, nor are the caufes of, nor are naturally prior to, particulars. If, therefore, thefc
things are abfurd, it is neceffary that eflential reafons fhould fubfift in the foul prior to univerfals,
which are produced by an abftraltion from fenfibles. And thefe reafons or produ&ive powers arc
indeed always excrted, and are always efficacious in divine fouls, and in the more excellent orders
of beings ; but in us they are fometimes dormant, and fometimes in encrgy.

* From the things common in particulars, it is neceflary to recur to phyfical form, which is
proximate to thefe; and after this to the reafon or form in the foul which is of pofterior origin,
or which derives it fubfiftence from an abftraltion from fenfibles, and is a conception ingenerated
in the foul. But when we have arrived thus far, it is requifite to pafs on to the conception of
the effential reafon of the foul, and from this to make a tranfition to being itfelf, to which alfo
Socrates is now led through the obftetric arguments of Parmenides. As in intelle, therefore,
that which underftands, intelligence, and the intelligible, are united to each other, and in-
telleCtual conception every where pertains to the intelligible, it is cvident that the intelligible is
prior to intelleCtual conception, in which intelligible, the reafon ir the foul being firmly fixed,
is a no€éma, or intelleQual conception. Hence, we muft not ftop in afcending from one form to

another,
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all things? ‘This feems to be neceffary. That Parmenides then faid, But
what, is it not neceflary, fince other things participate of forms, that each
thould be compofed from intelletual conceptions * ; and thus all of them

be

another, till we arrive at true beings, or, in other words, intelligibles. For though we fhall find
that intelle€t and intelligibles are connately united to each other, yet intelle& is a plenitude of
forms according to the intelligible which it contains. And as we unite intelle&t and the in-
telligible to each other, fo we fhould confider intelligibles to be the fame with beings. For
intelle being in itfelf, and intellectually perceiving itfelf, is at the fame time full of intelligibles.
And, as among fenfibles, whatever is apparently one, is in reality a-multitude ; fo in intelligibles,
intelleGtual conception and being, which are two things, are profoundly abforbed in unity.

* If all things participate of forms, but all things do not participate of intellectual conceptions,
forms or ideas will not primarily be intelle€tual conceptions. For one of thefe three things muft
happen, either that things which participate of intelle€tual conceptions do not participate of
intelleQtion, or that forms are not intclle€tual conceptions,, or ‘that things which are deftitute of
intelligence do not participate of forms, of which three the firft and latt are perfetly abfurd. For
every thing which participates of intelle€ual conception, underftands intellectually, fince the word
noéma manifefts intclligence ; and things deprived of intelligence participate of forms ; for in-
animate natures participatc-of the equal, the lefer, and the greater, which are forms. Ideas,
thercfore, are not intelleCtual conceptions, nor are they effentiallized in intelleGtions, but in
intelligibles, We muft afcend, therefore, from things partible to the impartible reafons of
nature, which do not intelleually perceive the things prior to themfelves: for nature is not
only deprived of intelligence, but is alfo irrational and deftitute of phantafy. In the next place,
we muft rife from thefe to the intelligibles which are proximately placed above phyfical forms,
and are the energies of the intelle@tive foul, according to the pofition of Socrates concerning
them : for he fays, that they arc ingenerated in the foul, and are noémata, as being intelle@ions
of the foul. But from thefe we muft afcend to truc intelligibles : for thefe are able to be the
caufes of all things which have a formal {ubliftence, but this cannot be afferted of fuch things as
are intclleCtual conceptions only.

Here, however, as Proclus well obferves, it is worth while to enquire, why, fince all things fub-
filt intelle€tually in intellet, all fenfible natures in confequence of participating forms do not
intelleQually energize ? and why, fince all things there poflefs life, all things that are afimilated
to them donot live 2 The anfwer is, that the progreflion of beings gradually fubfiding from the
firlt to the laft of things, obfcures the participations of wholes and all-perfet eflences. Demiur-
gic energy alfo pervading through all things, gives fubfiftence to all things, according to different
meafures of effence ; and befides this, all things do not fimilarly participate of the fame form. For
fome things participate of it in a greater, and others in a lefler degree; and fome things are
afimilated to form according to one power, others according to two, and others according to
many powers. Whence alfo there are certain feries which beginning fupernally extend as far as
to things beneath, Thus, for inftance, fays Proclus, the form of the moon is beheld firft of all in
the Gods according to that which is chara&erized by #he one and the good in form : for all things.

are.
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be endued with intelleion ? Or will you affert that though they are intel-
le@ual conceptions, yet they underftand nothing? But that Socrates faid,
This is by no means rational.  But, O Parmenides, the affair appears to me
to take place, in the moft eminent degree, as follows: that thefe forms are
effablifbed paradigms®, as it were, in nature; but that other things are affimi-

lated

are deified from ke good, as Socrates fays in the fixth book of the Republic, through the light of '
truth. This form is alfo beheld in angels, according to that which is intelle@ual in form; and
in demons, according to the dianoétic energy. It is likewife beheld in animals which are no
longer able to imitate it intelleCtually, but vitally. Hence, the Egyptian Apis, and the lunar
fih, and many other animals, differently imitate the celeftial form of the moon. And this form’
is beheld in the laft place in ftones; fo that there is a certain ftone fufpended from this form, and
which fuftains augmentations and diminutions, together with the moon in the heavens, though
it is deprived of life. It muft not, therefore, be fuppofed that all things receive all the powers
of forms, but, together with proper fubjection, fome things receive a greater, and others a leffer,
number of thefe ; while that alone which is the idiom of the participated form, and according to
which it differs from other forms, is neceffarily feen in all its participants. To which we may
add, that the participation being different, the fubordinate idioms of forms firft defert the parti--
cipants, and aftcrwards thofe that are more total than thefe; but thofe idioms which are primary,
and are particularly allied to the one, are fimilarly apparent in all the produ@ions of form. For
every form is ome and a multitude, the multitude not giving fubfiltence to the one according to
compofition, but the one producing the many idioms of the form. Form, therefore, uniformly is,
and /ives, and intelleBually energizes ; but with refpe to its progeny, fome participate of all
thefe, others of more or lefs of them, and others of one idiom alone. Since alfo in forms them-
felves, their intelleCtual nature is derived from the firft intelle@, their life from imparticipable,
or the firft life, their being from the firft being, and #he ome which they contain from the unity
which is beyond beings.

* Socrates, fays Proclus, being led by the obftetrication of Parmenides to the intelligible effence
of forms, thinks that here efpecially, the order and the mode of the participation of forms fhould
be inveftigated ; afferting, indeed, that forms themfelves are eftablifhed in nature, but that other
things are generated as their refemblances. Having, therefore, thus explored the order of forms, he
at the fame time introduces the mode of participation, and diffolves the former doubts, that he
may not be compelled to fay that fenfibles participate ecither of the whole or a part of form, or
that forms are coordinate with fenfibles. Fora paradigm is not prefent with its image, nor co-
ordinate with it. 'The participation, therefore, is through fimilitude; which Socrates intro-
duces, calling forms paradigms, but their participants refemblances. And fo confident is he in
thefe affertions, that he who before fwore that it was not eafy to define what the participation of
forms is, now fays that the mode of participation is eminently apparent to him., But he is thus
affe@ted through his acutenefs, and the power of Parmenides perfeéting his fpontancous concep-
tions concerning divine natures; by which it is alfo evident that the manner of what is faid is
maieutic, or obftetric, and not contending for victory (xaraywnerinos). For it would not other~

wife
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lated to thefe, and are their refemblances : and that the participation of forms
by other things, is nothing more than an affimilation to thefe forms. 1f any
' thing,

wife advance Socrates, and perpetually perfedt his conceptions. For the end of obftetrication
is the evocation of inward knowledge, but of contention, vi€ory. If, therefore, Socrates by
every doubt advances, and is perfected, and diftinétly evolves his conceptions concerning primary
forms, we muft fay that he is rather obftetricated than vanquithed by Parmenides.

This being premifed, let us fee how the hypothefis of Socrates approximates to the truth, but
does not yet poflefs the perfe&. For he is right in apprehending that forms are intelle€tual and
truly paradigms, and in defining their idiom, by afferting that they are ¢ffublifbed ; and further
ftill, in admitting that other things are aflimilated to them. For the ftable and a perpetual fame-
nefs of fubfiftence are the idioms of eternally energizing forms. For, in the Politicus, it is faid
that a fubfiftence according to the fame, and after the fame manner, belongs only to the moft
divine of all things ; and the Eleatean gueft, in the Sophifta, defines the being ¢ftublifbed (to ivvavas)
to be nothing elfe than a fubfiftence according to the fame, and after the fame manner, If, there-
fore, Socrates alfo fays, that forms are ¢ffablifbed, but things cftablifhed fubfift according to the
fame and after the fame manner, and things which thus fubfift are the moft divine of all things,
it is evident that forms will be moft divine. Hence, they will no longer be the conceptions of
fouls, but will be exempt from every thing of this kind. Thefe things, therefore, are rightly
afferted; and Socrates alfo very properly admits union in forms prior to multitude. For the
words in nature (iv ™ @usa) manifeft the one enad or unity of forms. It is ufual indeed with
Plato to give the appellation of nature to intelligibles. For Socrates, in the Philebus, fays, that
a royal intelle&, and a royal foul, fubfift in the nature of Jupiter; and Timzus fays, ¢ the nature
of animal itfelf being eternal,” fignifying by nature the monad of intelligible ideas. Such, there-
fore, is that which is now called nature, viz. the one unity and comprehenfion of intelligible
forms. And thus far, as we have faid, Socrates is right.

However, as he only attributes a paradigmatic idiom to ideas, and does not affert that they
alfo perfect, guard, and unite, in this refpe& he will appear to have yet imperfectly apprehended
the theory concerning them.  For every form is not only the paradigm of fenfibles, but alfo gives
fubfiftence to them; fince if it were alone paradigmatic, another nature would be requifite, in
order to produce and affimilate fenfibles to forms, which would thus remain fluggith and un-
_moved, without any eficacious power, and refembling impreflions in wax. Forms, therefore,
produce and generate their images: for it would be abfurd that the reafons in nature fhould
poflefs a certain effeCtive power, but that intelligible forms fhould be deprived of it. Hence,
every divine form is not only paradigmatic, but alfo paternal, and is by its very eflence a caufe
generative of the many. It is alfo perfective : for it leads fenfibles from the impesfe&t to the per-
fec, fills up their indigence, and brings matter, which is all things in capacity, to bccome that
in energy which it was in capacity, prior to its becoming fpecific. Forms, therefore, contain
in themfelves this pesfeCtive power. But do they not alfo poffefs a guardian power? For whence
is the order of the univerfe indiffoluble, except from forms? Whence thofe ftable reafons, and
which preferve the one fympathy of wholes infrangible, through which the world abides for ever

perfect,
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thing, therefore, becomes fimilar * to a form, can it be poffible that the form
thould not be fimilar to the affimilated, fo far as the affimilated nature is

rendered

perfet, without the defertion of any form, except from ftable caufes? Again, the divifible and
diffipated nature of bodies is no otherwife comprefled and conme?ed than by impartible power.
Tor body is of itfelf divifible, and requires the connetive power of forms. But, if union precedes
this conneQion, for every thing conne&ive muft previoufly be one and undivided, form will not
only be generative, and poffefs a guarding and perfeitive power, but it will alfo be connetive and
unific of all fecondary natures. Socrites, therefore, fhould not only have faid that form is a para-
digm, but fhould alfo have added, that it connects, guards, and perfels the things affimilated ; which
Timzus alfo teaching us, fays, that the world was generated perfe? and indiffoluble through the
affimilation to all-perfet animal itfelf.

¥ Socrates, as we have before obferved, was not accurate in aflerting that ideas are paradigms
alone, fince they alfo generate, perfedt, and guard fenfibles; and that fenfibles are refemblances
alone of ideas, fince they are generated and guarded by them, and thence derive all their per-
fettion and duration. This being the cafe, Parmenides, in a truly divine manner, grants that
forms are eftablifhed as paradigms in nature; but Socrates having introduced fimilitude, and a
participation according to fimilitude, in order to folve the firft doubts concerning the participa-
tion of forms, Parmenides being defirous to indicate the primary and total caufe of paradigm
and its exemption from all habitude to its refemblances, fhows, that if fenfible is fimilar to intel-
ligible form, it is not requifite that the habitude fhould reciprocate, and that the intelligible
fhould be fimilar to the fenfible form, left, prior to two things fimilar to each other, we fhould
again inveftigate fome other form, the caufe of fimilitude to both : for things fimilar to each other
entirely participate a certain fomething which is the fame, and through this fomething fame
which is in them they are faid to be fimilar. Hence, if it be granted that the participant and
that which is participated are fimilar, or, in other words, the paradigm and its refemblance, there
will be prior to thefe fomething elfe which affimilates them, and this will be the cafe ad infinitum.
To avoid this inconvenicnce, Socrates fhould have faid that the fimilar is twofold, the onc being
fimilar conjoined with the fimilar, the other being as a fubjet fimilar to its archetype ; and the
one being beheld in the famenels of a certain one ratio, but the other not only poflfefling famenefs,
but at the fame time difference, when it is fimilar in fuch a manner as to poffefs the fame form
from, but not together with, it.. And thus much may be faid logically and doubtingly.

But if we dire&t our attention to the many orders of forms, we fhall find the profundity which
they contain. For there are phyfical forms prior to fenfibles, the forms in foul prior to thefe, and
intelle€tual forms preceding thofe in foul ; but there are no longer others prior to thefe. Intel-
leQual forms, therefore, are paradigms alone, and are by no means fimilar to the things pofterior
to thefe ; but the forms in foul are both paradigms and images. And fo far as they are images,
both thefe forms themfclves, and the things pofterior to them, are fimilar to each other, as de-
riving their fubfiftence from the fame intelle€tual forms. This is alfo the cafe with phyfical
forms, which are fimilar to fenfibles, fo far as both are images of the forms which are above

them. But thofe forms which are alone paradigms, are no longer fimilar to their images: for
things
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rendered fimilar to the form? Or tan any reafon be affigned why fimilar
thould not be fimilar to fimilar? There cannot. Is there not, therefore, a
mighty neceffity that the fimilar to fimilar fhould participate of one and the
fame form? It is neceffary. But will not that through the participation of
which fimilars become fimilars be form 1tfelf 2 Entirely fo. Nothing,
therefore, can be fimilar to @ form, nor a_form to any other. For in this
cafe another form will always appear befides fome particular form: and if
this again fhould become fimilar to another, another would be required ; and
a new form would never ceafe to take place, aslongas any form becomes
fimilar to its participant. You fpeak moft truly. Hence, then, other
things do not participate of forms through fimilitude *; but it is neceflary to

feek after fomething elfe through which they participate. So it feems.
That

things are fimilar through a participation of a certain famenefs ; but paradigmatic forms partici-
pate of nothing, fince they rank as the firft of things.

We may alfo fay, fpeaking theologically, that there is one order of forms in the mundane in-
telle&t, another in the demiurgic intclledt, and another fubfifting between thefe, viz. in partici-
pated but fupermundane intclle@, or, in other words, in an intellec confubfiftent indeed with
foul, but unconn¢&ed with body, and binding the forms in the mundane intelle&t with that in-
telle&t which is not confubfiftent with foul, and is therefore called imparticipable. To thofe,
therefore, who begin downwards, we may fay that the intelle€tual forms in the world and in
foul are fimilar to each other, fo far as all thefe are fecondary to the affimilative or fupermundane
intelle@ts, and are as it were fifters to each other. But to thofe who recur to imparticipable in-
telle&, this can no longer be faid. For the aflimilative order has a middle fubfiftence; and hence
it affimilates fenfibles which are fubordinate to it to intelleCtual forms, but not, vice verfa, intel-
leCtuals to fenfibles.  For it is not lawful that what is fecondary fhould impart any thing to that
which is primary, nor that what is primary fhould receive any thing from what is fecondary.
That Parmenides, therefore, might indicate to Socrates thefe paradigms, which are indeed in-
telleCtual, but eftablifhed in imparticipable intelle& prior to aflimilative intellets, he fhows him
that itis not proper that the habitude of forms to fenfibles fhould reciprocate : for this pertains to
things fecondary to an aflimilative caufe.

* Parmenides juftly infers that fenfibles do not participate of all forms through the fimilar; for
this is cffeCted through another more principal caufe, viz. the uniting caufe of wholes. The
efficacious power of forms alfo, in conjunion with the aptitude of fenfibles, munt be confidered
as together giving completion to the fabrication of the univerfe. The aflimilative genus of forms,
therefore, which are denominated by theologifts fupermundane, are able to conneét and conjoin
mundane caufes with their participants. This genus alfo conneés according to a medium firft
intelle@ual forms and their participants, imparting to fecondary natures a habitude to thefe
forms ; but the uniting caufe of wholes, or in other words the one, conne&s fupernally, and with
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That Parmenides then faid, Do you fee, O Socrates, how great a doubt
arifes, if any one defines forms as having an effential fubfiftence by themfelves?
I do very much fo. Know, then, that you do not apprehend what dubious *
confequences are produced, by placing every individual form of beings fepa-
rate from its participants, But that Socrates faid, How do you mean? That
Parmenides anfwered, There are many other doubts?, indeed, but this is

. the

exempt tranfcendency, intelligible forms with fenfibles. It may alfo be truly aferted that the third
caufe of fimilitude is the aptitude of the recipient. For, in confequence of this being in capacity
what form is in energy, that which is generated becomes fimilar to form. So that the three
cavfes of affimilation are the fubject matter, that which colle@s together the things perfeQing
and perfeQed, and that which fubfifls between thefe, and binds the extremes in union. What
is afferted, therefore, is in a certain refpedt true. For if we inveftigate the one moft principal
caufe of participation, we muft not fay that it is fimilitude, but a caufe fuperior to both intellc&ual
and intelligible forms.

T Parmenides here indicates the cffence of divine forms, which is uncircumfcribed, and inca-
pable of being narrated by our conceptions. For the difcourfe is, indeed, dubious to thofe who
undertake to define accurately their effence, order, and power, to behold where they firft fubfift,
and how they proceed ; what the divine idioms are which they receive; how they are participated
by the laft of things, and what the feries are to which they give fubfitence ; with fuch other
particulars of a more theological nature as the fpeculation of them may afford. And thefe things,
indeed, Parmenides indicates, but Socrates has not yet touched upon the doubts concerning them.
For Parmenides was willing, not only beginning downwards to define the order of divine forms,
but alfo beginning from on high to bchold their idiom. Tor he has already fpoken concerning
phyfical forms, and fuch as are fimply intelle€tual, and concerning thofe that are properly intel-
leGtual. Something alfo will be faid concerning thofe that are called intelligible and at the fame
time intelle@tual ; and, in the laft place, concerning thofe that are alone intelligible. But how
he fpeaks concerning thefe, fays Proclus, and that his difcourfe is under the pretext of doubting,
is already evident to the more fagacious, and follows from what has been faid. .

2 That the difcourfe concerning ideas, fays Proclus, is full of very numerous and moft difficult
doubts, is evident from the infinite affertions of thofe pofterior to Plato, fome of which regard
the fubverfion, and others the admiflion, of ideas. And thofe that admit their fubfitence think
differently refpcQing their effence; concerning the particulars of which there are ideas, the
mode of participation, and other all-various problems with which the fpeculation of them is at-
tended. Parmenides, however, does not attend to the multitude of doubts, nor does he defcend
to their infinite length, but, in two of the greateft, comprehends all the fubfequent inveftigation
concerning them; through which doubts it appears that forms are neither apprehended and
known by us, nor have any knowledge of, nor providentially energize about, fenfibles; though,
through this we efpecially embrace a formal effence, that, as being ourfelves intelleQual, we may
energize about it, and may contemplate in it the providential caufes of wholes. But, if ideas are

not
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the greateft: if any one fhould affert that it is not proper forms fhould be
known, if they are fuch as we have faid they ought to be, it is impoffible to
demonftrate

not known by us, it is alfo vain to fay that they have any fubfiftence; for we do not even know
that they are, if we are ignorant of their nature, and are, in fhort, incapable of apprehending
them, and do not poflefs from our own effence that which is preparatory to the fpeculation of
them. Such, then, are the doubts, both of which happen through the exempt effence of forms,
which exemption we confider fo tranfcendent as to have no communication with fecondary
natures. For that which thus fubfifts is foreign from us, and is neither known by, nor is gnoftic
of, us. But, if the exempt nature of forms, together with tranfcendency, is alfo prefent to all
things, our knowledge of them will be preferved, and they will poffe(s a formal knowledge of
fecondary natures. For if they are every where prefent to all things, we may then be able to
meet with them, by only making ourfelves adapted to the reception of them. And if they adorn
all things, they comprchend intelleftually the caule of the things adorned. It is neceffary, there-
fore, that thofe who with to guard thefe dogmas, fhould conlider forms as unfhaken and exempt,
and pervading through all things. And here allo we may fee how this accords with the unre<
ftrained nature of forms: for neither does that which is demiurgic in them poflefs any habitude
to things fecondary, nor is their unrefirained and exempt nature fuch as to be incommunicable
with, and forcign from, fenfibles.

But here the divine conception of Plato is truly admirable, which previoufly fubverts through
thefe doubts all the confufed and atheiftical fufpicion concerning divine forms ; imitating in this
refpedt intelleét itfelf, which, prior to the fhadowy fubfiftence of evils, gave fubfiftence to fub~
vertive powers. That it is not proper, therefore, to make that which is generative in forms pof-
feffing any habitude to that which is generated, or that which is paradigmatic to confift in verging
to that which is governed, Parmenides has fufficiently fhown in what has been already delivered.
For all habitude requires another colle&tive and connetting caufe, fo that, prior to forms, there
will be another form conjoining both through fimilitude ; fince habitude is of the fimilar, with ve«
lation to the fimilar.  But that the cxempt nature of forms is not fluggith and without providen=
tial energy, and is not foreign from things fecondary, Parmenides indicates through thefe doubts.
For, perhaps, fome one, alone looking to the unreftrained nature of forms, may fay that they
ncither know their participants, nor are known by us. Hence, he leads Socrates to an animad-
verfion of the mode of the exempt power of divine forms. And how, indeed, he colle@s that
fenfibles are not known by them, will be afterwards manifeft to us; but he wifhes, firft of all, to
evince that we are not able to know them, afluming, for this purpofe, in a manner perfectly
divine, that the fcience which we poflefs pertains to human objeés of fcientific knowledge, but
that divine fcience belongs to fuch as are divine, And this, indeed, appears to deprive us of the
knowlcdge of divine natures. It is, however, true in a certain refpec, and not according to one
mode, but after one manner when philofophically, and after another when theologically, confi-
dered.  For let the fcicnce which is with us pertain to our obje@ls of fcientific knowledge ; but
what prevents fuch obje&ts from being images of divine natures? And why may we not know
divine natures through them, in the fame manner as the Pythagoreans, perceiving the images of

K2 the
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demonftrate that he who afferts this is deceived, unlefs he who doubts.is
ikilled in a multitude of particulars, and is naturally of a good difpofition.
But

the divine orders in numbers and figures, and being converfant with thefe, endeavoured to obtain
from them as from certain types, a knowledge of things divine. Why, allo, is it wonderful that
the fcience which is with us fhould be fo called with relation to that which is with us the object
of fcientific-knowledge, and fhould be conjoined with this? For it is coordinate to that with
refpet to which it is denominated. It may alfo, not as coordinate knowledge, but as that
which is of an inferior order, be admitted to intelligibles themfelves. For coordinate knowledges
of all things are of one kind, and thofe which are arranged according to a different order of
things known, of another, and which either apprchend the nature of things fubordinate in a
more excellent manner, as opinion the nature of fenfibles, or which apprchend things more
excellent fecondarily and fubordinately, as opinion that which is the obje&t of fcience. He,
therefore, who poflefles fcientific knowledge, and he who opines rightly, know the fame thing,’
but the one in a more excellent, and ‘thc other in a fubordinate manner. Hence there is no
abfurdity that fcience fhould be denominated not with relation to the obje€t of fcience among
intelligibles, but with relation to that with which it is conjoined, and that it fhould apprehend
the former not as coordinate, but in a fecondary degree. Agrecably to this, Plato in his feventh
Epiftle fays that the intelligible form is not known through fcience but through intelligence, or
the dire@ and immediate vifion of intelle@®. For fcientific knowledge is of a more compofite
nature with refpe&t to intelie€ual intuition ;. but intellet is properly the fpeGtator of ideas: for
thefe arc naturally intelle@ual, and we every where know the fimilar by the fimilar ; intelligibles
indeed by intelle@, the objeds of opinion by opinion, and things fcientific by fcience. It is by
no means wonderful, therefore, that there fhould be no fcience of forms, and yet that amother
knowledge of them fhould remain, fuch as that which we denominate intelligence.

But if you are willing, fays Froclus, to fpeak after another more theological mode, you may
fay that afcending. as far as to intelle@ual forms, Parmenides fhows that the forms which are
beyond thefe, and which poffefs an exempt tranfcendency, fuch as are the istelligible, and the
intelligible and at the fame time intelle€tual forms, are better than. our knowledge. Hence by
afferting that fouls when perfeétly purified, and conjoined with the attendants on the twelve
fuperceleftial Gods, then.merge them(elves in the contemplation of thefe forms, you will perhaps
not wander from the divinely-infpired conception of Plato. For as there are three orders of
forms prior to the afimilative order as is evident from the fecond hypothefis of the Parmenides,’
viz. the ‘iatelle@tual, the intelligible and at the fame time intelleQual, and the intelligible ; ina
telle@ual forms indeed are proximate to fecondary natures, and through the feparation which
they contain are more known to us, but intelligible and at the fame time intglleCtual forms are
pot to be apprebended by that partial knowledge by which we perceive things coordinate with
our nature; and hence thefe forms are charaQerized by the unknown, through their exempt
tranfcendency.

Let us now confider, fays Proclus, the words of Plato, becaufe through thefe he indicates who
is a fit hearer of thefe things, and. who is adapted to be a teacher of them. For it is requifite

that
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But he fhould be willing to purfue 4im clofely who endeavours to fupport
his opinion by a multitude of far-fetched arguments: though, after all, he
who

that the hearer thould poflels a naturally good difpofition, and this in a remarkable degree, that he
may be by nature a philofopher, may be aftonifhed about an incorporeal eflence, and prior to
things vifible may always purfue fomething elfe and reafon concerning it, and may not be fatisfied
with things prefent; and in fhort he muft be fuch a one as Socrates in the Republic defcribes
him to be, who naturally loves the fpeculation of wholes. In the next place, he muft be fkilled
in a multitude of particulars, not indeed in a multitude of human affairs, for thefe are trifling, and
contribute nothing to a divine life, but in logical, phyfical, and mathematical theorems. For fuch
things as our diancétic power is unable to furvey in the Gods, we may behold in thefc as in
images ; and beholding we are induced to believe the affertions of theologifts concerning divine
natures. Thus if he wonders how multitude is contained in the one, and all things in the impar-
tible, he will perccive that the even and the odd, the circle and the fphere and other forms of
numbers are contained in the monad. If he wonders how a divine nature makes by its very
effence, he will perccive in natural objeds that fire effentially imparts heat, and fnow coldnefs.
And if he wonders how caufes are every where prefent with their effefts, he will behold the
images of this in logic. TFor genera are every where predicated of the things of which fpecies
are predicated, and the latter indeed with the former, but the former without the latter. And
thus in every thing, he who is unable to look dire&ly to a divine nature, may furvey it through
thefe as images. It is requifite, therefore, in the firft place, thac he fhould poffefs a naturally
good difpofition, which is allied to true beings, and is capable of becoming winged, and which as
it were from other perfuafions vindicates to itfelf the conceptions concerning permanent being.
For as in every ftudy we require a certain preparation, in like manner in order to obtain that
knowledge which genuinely leads to being, we require a preceding purified aptitude. In the
next place, fkilly as we have faid, in many and all-various theorems is requifite, through which he
will be led back to-the apprehenfion of thefe things; and, in the third place, alacrity, and an
extenfion of the powers of the foul about the contemplation of true beings ; fo that from his
leader alone indicating, he may be ablz to follow his indications. -

Three things, therefore, are requifite to the contemplation of an incorporeal nature, a naturally
good difpofition, fkill, and alacrity. And through a naturally good difpofition indeed, faith in a
divine nature will be fpontaneoufly produced ; but through fkill the truth of paradoxical theorems
will be firmly poflefled ; and through alacrity the amatory tendency of the foul to the contem-
plation of true being will be excited.

But the leader, fays Proclus, of thefe fpeculations, will not be willing through a long dif-
courfe to unfold divine truth, but to indicate it with brevity, framing his ldnguage fimilar to his
intelle@tions ; nor will he accomplifh this from things known and at hand, but fupernally, from
principles moft profoundly ofie.  Nor again, will he fo difcourfe as that he may appear to fpeak
clearly, but he will be fatisfied with indications. For it is requifite that myflical concerns fhould
be myftically delivered, and that occult conceptions refpe@ing divine natures, fhould net be
sendered popular.  Such then is the hearer and fuch the leader of thefe difcousfes. And in

Parmenides-
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who contends that forms cannot be known will remain unperfuaded.
That Socrates faid, In what refpeét ¥, O Parmenides? Becaufe, O Socrates,

I think

Parmenides you have a perfett leader of this kind ; and hence if we attend to the mode of his
difcourfe we fhall find that he teaches many things through a few words, that he derives what
he fays fupernally, and that he alone indicates concerning divine natures. But in Socrates you
have a hearer of a naturally good difpofition indeed, and amatory, but not yet perfeclly tkilled ;
whence alfo Parmenides exhorts him to exercife himf{elf in dialeétic, that he may obtain fkill in the
theorems, receiving indeed his naturally good difpofition and his impulfe, but fupplying what is
deficient. e alfo informs us that the end of this triple power is the being freed from dzception
in realonings concerning divine natures : for he who is deficient in any one of thefe three, muft
be compelled to affent to many things that are falfe. I only add that inftead of xai wun apun, as
in Thompfon’s edition of this dialogue, it appears from the commentary of Proclus that we
fhould here read xai uev evpums, as in our tranflation.

* The difcourfe here proceeds to other doubts, one of which takes away from our foul the
knowledge of true beings, but the other deprives divine natures of the knowledge of fenfibles;
through both which our progreflions from and converfion to divine natures, are deftroyed.
Things fecond and firft alfo appear to be divulfed from each other, fecond being deprived of firft,
and firft being unprolific of fecond naturcs. The truth however is, that every thing is in all
things in an appropriate manner; the middle and laft genera of wholes fubfifting caufally in
things firlt, whence alfo they are truly known by them, as they alfo {ubfilt in them ; but things firft
fubfifting according to participation ‘in fuch as are middle; and both thefe in fuch things as are
laft. Hence fouls alfo know all things in a manner accommodated to each; through images indeed
things prior to them; but according to caufe things pofterior to them ; and in a connate and coe
ordinate manner, the reafons or produive principles which they themfelves conrain. Thefe
doubts, therefore, are extended after the two prior to thefe concerning the order of ideas, becaufe
Socrates and every one who admits that there are ideas mult be led to this hypothefis, through a
caufal and fcientific knowledge of every thing in the world. Ilence thofe who deny that there
are ideas, deny alfo the providential animadverfion of intelligibles. Parmenides, therefore, pro-
pofes at prefent to fhow that by admitting ideas to be alone exempt from things it muft alfo
be neceffurily admitted that they arc unknown, as there will no longer be any communion between
us and them, nor any knowledge, whether they fubfit or not, whether they are participated, and
how, and what order they are allotted, if they are alone exempt, and are not together with un-
reftrained energy, the caufes of fecondary natures. But to the fpeculation of this the difcourfe
pre-affumes certain axioms and common conceptions ; and, in the firlt place, that ideas are not
entirely exempt, and do not fubfit by themfelves without any communion with things {ubordi-
nate. For how can this be poflible, fince both we and all other things are fufpended from them ?
For the place in which they {ubfift is intelle@, not that it is the place as if they required a feat,
in the fame manner as accidents require effence for their fupport, or as material forms require
matter. Intelle@ indeed, does not comprehend them, as if they were its parts heaped together
by compofition, but in the fame manner as the centre comprehends in itfelf the many termina-

tionsg
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I think that both you and any other, who eftablifhes the effence of each form
as fubfifting by itfelf, muft allow, in the.firft place, that no one of thefe
fubfifts

tions of the lines which proceed from it, and as fcience, the many theorems of which it is the
fource ; not being compofed from the many, but fubfifting prior to the many, and all being con-
tained in each. For thus intelle& is many, containing multitude impartibly in the unity of its
nature ; becaufe it is not 1he one which fubfifts prior to all multitude, but is colletively one
multitude, its multitude being profoundly united through the dominion of unity in its nature. In
this manner, therefore, is intellet the place of ideas. Hence, if foul is not the fame with in-
telle@, thofe ideas will not be in us of which intelleét is the place. Hence, allo, it is evident
that the difcourfe in this dialogue about ideas becomes perpetually more perfect, afcending to
certain more-united hypoftafes of thefe luminous beings. For the difcourfe no longer fuppofes
them to be corporeal or phyfical, or conceptions of the foul, but prior to all thefe. For they are
not in us, fays Parmenides; nor are they coordinate with our conceptions.

You may fay, then, philofophically with Proclus, that they are exempt from, and are not in
us; and that they are prefent every where, and are participated by us, without being ingene-
rated in their participants. For they being in themfelves, are proximate to all things for partici-
pation that are capable of receiving them. Hence, we participate them through the things
which we poflefs, and this is not only the cafe with us, but alfo with more excellent natures, who
pofiefs in themfelves effential images of ideas, and introducing thefe as veftiges of paradigms to
ideas, they know the latter through the former. For he who underftands the effence of thefe,
knows alfo that they are images of other things, but knowing this, it is alfo neceffary that by in-
telle&ions he fhould come into conta&t with the paradigms. But you may fay, theologically, that
the forms which are exempt from thofe that are intelle€tual, are perfetly eftablifhed above our
order. Hence, of intelle€tual forms, we perceive both in ourfelves, and in fenfibles, images; but
the effence of intelligibles, through its profound union, is perfe@tly exempt both from us and all
other things, being of itfelf unknown. For it fills Gods and intelle&s with itfelf ; but we muft
be fatisfied with participating intelle€tual forms in a manner adapted to the foul. Plato alfo
manifelts thefe things when he makes our life to be twofold, political and theoretical, and afligns
us a twofold felicity ; elevating the former life to the patronymic government of Jupiter, and the
latter to the Saturnian order and a pure intelle&.;For from hence it is evident that he re-elevates
the whole of our life, as far as to the intelle®tual kings: for Saturn fubfifts at the fummit, and
Jupiter at the extremity, of the intelleCtual order.  But fuch things as are beyond thefe, he fays
in the Phaedrus, are the fpectacles of fouls divinely infpired and initiated in them as in the moft
blefM:d of all myfterics.  So that thus the propofed axiom will be true, when confidered as pertain-
ing toa certain formalorder.  And thus much for the things.

With refpe to the diftion, fays Proclus, the words an 3 & Hagueudn;  In awbat refpec, O Para
menides 2 are the interrogation of Socrates, vehemently wondering if intelle€tual form is un-
known, and not yet perceiving the tranfition, and that Parmenides proceeds through the whole
extent of forms till he ends in the Girflt ideas. DBut the words Tws yap @v avtn k@l autny st em;
“ For how could it any longer fulfift itfélf by itfelf 2 are aflerted according to common conceptions.

9 For



72 THE PARMENIDES.

fubfifts in us. For (that Socrates faid) how if it did, could it any longer
fubfift itfelf by itfelf ? 'That Parmenides replied, You fpeak well. But will
you not admit that fuch ideas as are, with relation ! to each other, fuch ai

they

For every thing exempt is of itfelf, and is itfelf by itfelf, neither fubfifting in any other, nor in
us. Hence, through thefe three terms, itfelf, by itfelf, and ¢fence, Parmenides unfolds the whole
truth concerning thefe forms. TFor the firft of thefe indicates their fimplicity, the fecond, their
Jeparate tranfeendency, and the third their perfection efiablifbed in effence alone. In the next place, the
words xarwg reyeis,  You [peak well,” are not delivered ironically, and as if Parmenides was from
them beginning a confutation, but as receiving the fpontaneous intuition of Socrates, and his
conception about divine natures. For the affumed axiom is true, Timzus alfo afferting that true
being neither receives any thing into itfelf, as matter does form, nor proceeds into any other
place, as form does into matter. It remains, therefore, feparately in itfelf, and being partici-
pated, does not become any thing belonging to its participants, but, fubfifting prior to them, im-
parts to thefe as much as they are able to receive ; neither being in us, for we participate, not
receiving idea itfelf, but fomething elfe proceeding from it ; nor being generated in us, for it is
- entirely void of generation.

¢ This is the fecond axiom, fays Proclus, contributing to the fpeculation of the propofed obje&
of inquiry. For the former axiom was, that forms are by no means in us, but in themfclves;
but this fecond axiom is, that fenfibles when denominated as relatives, are fo denominated with
relation to each other; and that intelligibles are denominated with relation to each other, and not
with relation to fenfibles ; and that fenfibles are not denominated with relation to intelligibles.
For, by thofe who are accuftomed to confider thefe things more logically, it is well faid, that uni-
verfals ought to be referred as relatives to univerfals, but particulars to particulars; fcience fimply
confidered to that which is fimply the obje& of fcience, but a particular fcience to a particular
objeét of fcience ; things indefinite to the indefinite; fuch as are definite to the definite ; fuch
as are in capacity to things in capacity ; and fuch as are in energy to things in energy. And of
thefe things the logical and phyfical treatifes of the antients are full. If, therefore, in things
univerfal, and things particular, alternations cannot be admitted in comparing the one with the
other, by a much greater seafon it cannot take place in ideas and the images of ideas; but we
muft refer fenfibles to fenfibles, and intelligibles to intelligibles. Thcfe things, then, are perfedtly-
true, if we confider cach fo far as it is that which it is, and not fo far as it makes fomething, or
is generated fomething. For in this cafe, fenfibles have the relation of things generated to in-
telligibles, but intelligibles, that of producing caufes to fenfibles; and as images, fenfibles are
related to intelligibles, but ideas, as paradigms, are related to fenfibles.

If, therefore, we afflume dominion itfelf, it muft be referred to fervitude itfelf; butif we con-
fider it as a paradigm, it muft be referred to that which is fimilar to dominion itfelf; though we
are accuftomed, indeed, to call the Gods our lords, fo that dominion there will be denominated
with reference to fervitude with us. This, however, is true, becaufe we participate of fervitude
itfelf, to which dominion itfelf has a precedaneous reference. And here you may fee how domi-

nion among ideas, or in the intelligible world, evinces that more excellent natures are our lords,
becaufe
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they are, poffefs alfo their eflence with refpeét to themfelves, and not with
reference to things fubfifting among us, whether they are ‘refemblances, or
in whatever manner you may eftablith fuch things ; each of which, while
we participate, we diftinguith by fome peculiar appellation? But that the
things fubfifting among us, and which are fynonymous to thefe, fubfift alfo
with reference to cach other, and not with relation to forms ; and belong to
themfelves, but not to thofe which receive with them a common appellation.
That then Socrates faid, How do you mean? As if, Parmenides anfwered,

becaufe we participate of fervitude itfelf. But that which is called dominion with us, with refe-
rence to fervitude among us, is no longer alfo denominated with reference to fervitude among
ideas, becaufe the being of fervitude which is there does not fubfift from that which is with us,
but the very contrary takes place. For things which govern more excellent natures muft alfo
neceflarily govern fuch as are fubordinate, but not vice verfa.

But from all thefe doubts we learn what idea truly fo called is. From the firft doubt we affume
that it is incorporeal; for if it were a body, neither the whole, nor a part of it could be partici-
pated. But from the fecond doubt we affume that it is not coordinate with its participants; for
if it were coordinate, it would poffefs fomething common, and on this account we muft conceive
another idea prior to it. From the third doubt we learn, that it is not a conception of eflence, but
effence and being; for otherwife all its participants would participate of knowledge. From the
fourth, we colle& that it is a paradigm alone, and not an image alfo, as the reafon or produétive
principle in foul, left being fimilar to that which proceeds from it, it fhould introduce another
idea prior to itfclf. From the fifth, we learn that intelligible idea is not direétly known to us, but
from the images of it. For fcience in us is not coordinate withit. And from the fixth we infer
that it underftands things which are fecondary to it, and that it knows them by being itfelf their
caufe. Idea, therefore, truly fo called, is an incorporeal caule, exempt from its participants, is an
immovable effence, is a paradigm only and truly, and is intelligible to fouls from images, but has
a caufal knowledge of things which fubfift according to it. So that from all the doubts we derive
one definition of idea truly fo called. Hence, thofe that oppofe the doétrine of ideas, fhould oppofe
this definition, and not affuming corporeal imaginations of them, or confidering them as co-
arranged with fenfibles, or as uneflential, or as coordinate with our knowledge, fophiftically dif-
courfe concerning them. Let it alfo be obferved that Parmenides fays that idcas are Gods, and that
they have their fubfiftence in deity ; in the fame manner as the Chaldzan oracle alfo calls them
the conceptions of the father: for whatever fubfifts in deity is a God. Laftly, we muft be care-
ful to remember that when we fpeak of relation as fubfifting among ideas, we muft remove from
them mere, uneflential habitudes: for nothing of this kind is adapted to the Gods. But we muft
affume famenefs for habitude ; and even prior to this famenefs, the hyparxis of each in itfelf : for
each is of itfelf firft, and is both united to itfelf and to other things. Communion, therefore,
according to participations characterizes the power of things which are {aid to be relatives in the
intelligible world.

VOL. I L fome



74 THE PARMENIDES.

fome one of us fhould be the mafter * or fervant of any one; he who is
mafter is not the mafler of fcrvant, nor is he who is fervant, fervant of

mafter ;

* How relatives are to be underftood, {ays Proclus, among forms, is I think evident from what
has been already faid. You will, however, find dominion and fervitude peculiarly fubfifting there.
For what elfe pertains to defpots, than to have abfolute dominion over flaves, and to arrange
every thing pertaining to them with a view to their own good ? And what elfe is the province
of flaves, than to be governcd by others, and to minifter to the will of their mafters? Muft not
thefe, therefore, by a much greater priority, be found among forms which arearranged one under
the other, and among which fome are more powerful, and ufe thofe of a fubordinate nature, but
others are fubfervient, and cooperate with the powers of the higher orders of forms ? Dominion,
therefore, is an employing power (xpmomixn dwawis), and fervitude a miniftrant power. And both
thefe fubfift effentially among forms, and not cafually, as in their images: for dominion and fer-
vitude among fenfibles, arc the the laft echoes, as it were, of dominion and fervitude in the in-
telligible world. .

But if you are willing not only to furvey thefe two in forms philofophically, but alfo theoloa
gically, in the divine orders themfelves, dire€t your intclle€ual eye to thofe intellectual and at
the fame time intelligible Gods, and to the forms which are fufpended from them ; and you will
fee how both thefe are adapted to that order of forms. For having primarily a middle fubfiftence,
they rule over all fecondary natures, but are fufpended from the forms which are prior to them,
and which are alone intelligible, energize with reference to their good, and are from them that
which they are. For being firft unfolded into light from them, they are governed by, and abide
in, them ; but they {upernally rule over the effences and powers pofterior to themfclves. Ifence,
alfo, in the fecondary orders, the more total govern the more partial, the morc monadic, the
more multiplied, and the exempt, the coordinated. Thus, for inftance, in the demiurgic gencra,
Jupiter in Homer at one time iffues his mandates to Minerva, at another time to Apollo, at an-
other to Hermes, and at another to Iris; all of whom a& in fubfervience to the will of their
father, imparting their providential energies according to the demiurgic boundary. The angelic
tribe, alfo, and all the better genera, are faid to a&t as fervants to the Gods, and to minifter to
their powers.

But, that dominion and fervitude have an effential, and not a cafual fubfiftence only, we may
learn from the Phzdo : for it is there faid, that nature commanded the body to act the part of a
flave, but the foul that of a mafter. If, therefore, thefe have a natural fubfiftence in the foul
and body, it is nothing wonderful that we fhould refer dominion itfelf, and fervitude itfelf, to
divine forms, theologifts employing thefe names as indications of the ruling and miniftrant powers.
in the Gods ; juft as the paternal and maternal there {ubfift in one refpe@ according to a divine
idiom, and in another according to a formal caufe, mere habitude having no fublfiftence in thefe,
but prolific power, and an eflence adapted to the Gods.

It muft, however, here be carefully obferved, that when the Gods are faid to rule over us alfo
with abfolute dominion, as when in the Phzdo Socrates calls the Gods our mafters, and us the
poifclions of the Gods, the mode of dominion is tranfcendently exempt.  Tor in the divine ordere

tha
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mafter; but he fuftains both thefc relations, as being a man ; while, in the
mean time, dominion itfelf is that which it is from its relation to fervitude ;
and fervitude, in a finilar manner, is fervitude with reference to dominion.
But the idcas with which we are converfant poflefs no power over the ideas
which {ubfilt by themfelves, nor have zhey any authority over us: but [ affert
thiat they {ubfift from themfelves, and with relation to themfelves ; and ours,
in a fimilar manner, with relation to themfelves. Do you underftand what
I fay? ‘That Socrates replicd, Entirely fo.  That Parmenides then faid, Is
not fcience * itlelf, fo far as it is fuch, the {cience of truth * itfelf? Pecr-

feGtly

the more total rule over the more partial coordinately, and we approach to the Gods, as our mafters,
through the fervitude which is there as a medium. Hence, as all the fcries of fervitude itfelf is under |
that of dominion itfelf, the Gods alfo govern according to their abfolute power. And not only do
the more total rule over the more partial Gods, but alfo over men, participating according to com-
prehenfion of fervitude itfelf, which makes fubordinate {ubfervient o more excellent natures.

' Socrates, in the Phadrus, celebrates divine fcience, elevating fouls of a total charaeritic,
or which fubfift as wholes to the intelleCtual and intelligible orders, and aflerting that they there
furvey jultice itlelf, temperance itfelf, and fcience itfelf, in confequence of being conjoined with
the middle order of thefe Gods. He alfo aflerts that truth is there, procceding from intelligibles,
and illuminating all the middle gencra of Gods with intelligible light ; and he conjoins that {c'eace
with that truth. If, thercfore, in difcourfing concerning the formal orders, he fays that fcience
itfelf is of truth itfelf, it is not wonderful. For there fcience and truth, and all the forms in the
middle genera of Gods, participate of fcience itfclf, and truth itfelf, which caufe every thing
there to be intelle@ual: for fcience itfelf is the eternal and uniform intelligence of eternal na-
tures. For the light of truth being intelligible, imparts to thefe forms intelligible power. But
fince there are many orders of thefe middle forms ; for fome of them are, as theologifls fay, the
higheft, uniform, and intelligible; others connet and bind together wholes ; and others are per-
feQ@tive and convertive; hence, after thc one and the firft fcience, Parmenides mentions many
fciences.  TFor they proceed fupernally through all the genera in conjun&ion with the light of
truth, Tor truth is ke one in every order, and the intelligible, with which alfo intelligence is
conjoined.  As, therefore, total intelligence is of the total intelligible, fo the many intelligences
arc united to the many intelligibles. Thefe middle forms, therefore, which poffefs intelligences
united with their intelligibles, are perfedly cxempt from our knowledge; or, in other words,
they cannot be diredlly and without a medium apprehended even by the higheft of our powers.
Intelle€tual forms, indced, are exempt from us 3 but fince we proximately fubfift from them, they

are

* Tuftead of 5 & toriv arndhiar, avrng av sesiing ey s TioTumy as in Thompfon’s edition of this dia-
logue, it appears from the MS. commentary of Proclus that we fhould read Tng ahnfeias avrrg an
exsung x. 7.2, Indeed the fenfe of the text requires this emendation,

L2
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fe@ly fo. But will cach of the fciences which is, be the fcience of each of
the things which are ? Certainly it will.  But will not our fcience * be con-
: verfant

are in a certain refpe&t in us, and we poflefs a knowledge of them, and through thefe, of the
unknown tranfcendency of more divine forms.

We ought not however, fays Proclus, to fay, with fome of the friends of Plato, that divine
fcience does not know itfelf, but from itfelf imparts felf-knowledge to other things. For every
divine nature primarily direls its energy to itfelf, and begins its idiom from itfelf. Thus the
caufe of life fills itfelf with life, and the fource of perfeQtion produces itfelf perfet. Hence, that
which imparts knowledge to other things, poffefles itfelf prior to other things the knowledge of
beings ; fince alfo the fcience which is with us being an image of fcience itfelf, knows other
things, and prior to other thingsy itfelf. Or what is that which informs us what this very
thing fcience is 2 And muft not relatives belong to the fame power? Knowing, therefore, the
objetts of fcience, it alfo knows itfelf, being the fcience of thofe objetts. As the knowledge,
however, of divine fcience is fimple and, uniform, fo the obje& of its knowledge is fingle and
comprehenfive of all other obje@s of fcientific knowledge. Science itfelf, therefore, is the caufe
of {cientific knowledge to other things, and by a much greater priority, to itfelf. For it is an

“effence effentialized in the knowledge of itfelf and of being. For fcience there is not a habit, nor
a quality, but a felf-perfe@ hyparxis fubfifting from, and eftablithed in, itfelf; and by knowing
itfelf, knowing that which is primarily the obje& of [cientific knowledge, or that which is fimply
being. Forit is conjoined with this, in the fame manner as that which is intelle& fimply, to that
which is fimply intelligible, and as that which is fimply fenfe, to that which is finply fenfible.
But the many fciences after fcience itfelf are certain progreffions of the one fcience conjoined
with the multitude of beings, which the being of that one fcience comprehends.  For being is
eany, and in like manner fcience.  And that which is moft charalterized by unity in fcience
itfelf, is united to the one of being, which alfo it knows; but the multitude in fcience itfelf
knows the multitude of beings which being itfelf comprehends.

* We alfo participate in a certain relpect of truth, but not of that of which thofe divine forms

" altuded to in the preceding text participate, but of that which was imparted to our order by the
artificer of the univerfe; and the fcience which is with us is the {cience of this truth. There
are, however, knowledges more partial than this, fome evolving one, and others a different objeét
of knowledge. Some of thefe, alfo, are converfant with generation, and the variety it contains
others inveftigate the whole of nature; and others contemplate fupernatural beings. Some,
again, employ the fenfes, and together with thefe, give completion to their work ; others require
the figured intelleftion of the phantafy ; others acquiefce in doxaftic reafons; others convert pure
reafon itfelf to itfelf ; and others extend our reaflon to intelle€t. As therc is then fuch a difference
in the fciences, it is cvident that fome form a judgment of thefe, and others of different, objets
of fcience, and things which contribute to our reminifcence of being. Thus, for inftance, ge-
ometry fpeculates the reafon of figure in us, but arithmetic unfolds, by its demonftrations, the
one form of numbers ; and each of the other fciences which have a partial fubfiftence fpeculates
fome other particular of the things with which we are converfant. 'We mufl not, thercfore,

: pervert
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verfant with the truth which fubfifts among us? And will not each of our
fciences be the fcience of that being which happens to refide with us? It
is neceflary that it fhould be fo. But you have granted that we do not
poflefs forms ¥, and that they are not things with which we are conver-
fant? Certainly not. Is each genus* of beings known to be what it is,

through

pervert the name of fcience by introducing arts into the midft, and the ideas of thefe, to which
the ufes of a mortal life gave a being; for they are nothing more than adumbrations of true
fcience. As, therefore, we fay that there are ideas of things which conrribute to the perfection
of effence, but not of things procceding from thefe, and alone fubfifting accidentally in others, in
like manner the arts being the images of the fciences have here their generation. But the
fciences themfelves are derived from the {ciences which prefubfift among ideas; and through the
former we are cnabled to afcend to the latter, and become affimilated to intelle€t. However,
as there it is neceffary that there fhould be one fcience prior to the many, being the fcience of
that which is trath itfelf, juft as the many fciences have many truths for their obje@s (for the
peculiar [cientific obje&k of every fcience is a certain truth) in like manner with refpe& to the
fciences with us which are many, it is neceffary to underftand the one and whole form of fcience,
which neither receives its completion from the many, nor is coordinated with them, but pre-
ubfifts itfelf by itfelf. But the many fciences diftribute the one power of fcience, a different
fcience being arranged under a different obje& of knowledge, and all of them being referred to
and receiving their principles from the one and entire form of fcience. The fcience, therefore,
which is with us is very different from that which is divine ; but through the former we afcend
to the latter.

* Here Parmenides, fays Proclus, beginning from the preceding axioms colleéts the thing
propofed as follows: Exempt forms fublift by themfelves; things which fubfift by themfelves and
of themfelves are not in us; things which are not in us, are not coordinate with our {cience, and
are unknown by it. Exempt forms, thercfore, are unknown by our fcience. All forms indeed,
are only to be feen by a divine intelleCt, but this is efpecially the cafe with fuch as are beyond
the intellectual Geds. For neither fenfe nor doxaftic knowledge, nor pure reafon, nor our
intelle€tual knowlege, is able to conjoin the foul with thofe forms ; but this can alone be effeCted
through an illumination from the intelle@ual Gods, as fome one fpeaking divinely fays. The
nature, therefore, of thofe forms is unknown to us, as being better than our intelle&tion, and the
divifible intuitive perceptions of our foul. Hence Socrates in the Phzdrus, as we have before
obferved, affimilates the furvey of them to the myfleries, and calls the fpetacles of them entire,
tranquil, fimple and happy vifions. Of intclle¢tual forms, therefore, the demiurgus and father
of fouls has implanted in us the knowledge; but of the forms above intelle&, fuch as thofe
belonging to the intelligible and at the fame time intelle€tual orders, the knowledge is cxempt
from our immediate vifion, is fpontaneous, and alone known to fouls energizing from a divine
afflatus. So that what Parmenides now infers, and alfo that we do not partieipate of fcience
itfelf, follow from the conceptions concerning this order of divine forms.

3 The genera of being are not to be confidered in this place, either as things appearing in the
many, and which are the fubjeét of logical predications, or as univerfals colletted from the many,
and which are called by the moderns ab{tract ideas ; for thefe are pofterior to beings. Butthe genera

5 of
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through the form itfelf of {cience? Undoubtedly. But this form we do
not poffefs ? By no means. No form, therefore, is known by us, as we do
not participate of {cience itfelf ? It does not appear it can.  The beautiful 1
1tfelf, therefore, and the good 1tfelf, and all {uch things which we have con-
fidered as being ideas, are unknown tous? So it feems. But furvey this,
which is yet ftill more dire *. What? You will fay, perhaps, that if there

15

of being here fignify fuch things as poflefls a generative pewer, more total than, and preceding
according to caufe, the progeny in more partial forms. For as the genera of forms in fenfibles,
either appear in the many, or are predicated of the many; in like manner genera in intelligibles
are more principal, perfe& and comprehenfive than other forms; furpafling the things com-
prehended in fimplicity and prolific power. Thefe genera we muft fay are known by the form
of fcience itfelf, as beginning fupernally, and comprehending according to one uniform knowa
ledge, things multiplied, unitedly, and things partial, totally. "Lhis alfo the fcience which is with
us withes to effect : for it always contemplates the progreflions of things from their caufes.

* The beautiful, and alfo the good confidered as a form and not as fupercfiential procecd fuper-
nally from the fummit of intelligibles to all the fecond genera of Gods. ‘The middle orders of
forms, therefore, receive the progreflions of thefe in a becoming manner; according to the gosd
becoming full of their own perfection, and of the fufficient, and the unindigent ; but according
to the beautiful becoming lovely to fecondary natures, leading back things which have proceeded,
and binding together divided caufes. For aconverfion to 1be beautiful colle@s together and unites
all things, and fixes them as in one center.  Thefe two forms, therefore, the good and the beautiful
fubfit occultly and uniformly in firlt natures, but are changed in the different orders of things in
a manner coordinate to each. So that it is not wonderful if there is ccrtain beauty known
only to fenfe, another knowr to opinion, another beheld through the dianoétic power, another by
intelligence in conjun&@ion with reafon, another by pure intelligence, and laftly another which is
unknown, fubfifting by itfelf perfcétly exempt, and capable of being feen by its own light alone,

2 The preceding arguments have led us as far as to the intelligible and at the fame time
intelleCtual order of forms: for being falfe and of a doubting idiom, they alone unfold the truth in
intelleQual forms. But what is now faid, fays Proclus, leads us to thofe forms which profubfift
in the intelligible, proceeding indeed in the form of doubt as about intelle@ual forms, but in
reality fignifying the idiom of the firft forms. The dilcourfe, therefore, hows that forms
neither know nor govern fenfibles ; falfely, indeed, in demiurgic ideas, for fenfibles fubfift
from thefe, and thefe rule over their all-various diftribution into individual forms; fo that
they previoufly comprehend the providence and government of fenfibles: but the difcourfe
is moft true in the firft ideas, which are in the higheft degree charaterized by unity, and
are truly intelligible. For thefe firlt fhine forth from being in intelligible intelle&t, uni-
formly, unitedly, and totally. For they contain the paternal caufes of the moft common and
comprehenfive genera, and are fuperior to a diftributed knowledge of and a proximate govern-
ment of fenfibles. Hence thefe intelligible Gods have dominion over the Gods which arc un-
folded from them, and their knowledge is beyond all other divine knowledge; to which alfo
Plato looking colles, that the Gods neither rule over us, nor have any knowledge of human

9 concerns.
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is any certain genus of fcience, it is much more accurate than the fcierce
which refides with us; and that this is likewife true of beauty, and every
thing

concerns. Tor the divided caufes of thefe, and the powers which rule over them, are in the
intellc@ual Gods. But the ideas which are properly called intelligible, are eftabli(hed above all
fuch divifions ; produce all things according to united and the moft fimple caufes; and both their
effedtive encrgy and knowledge are one, colleCted and uniform. Hence there the intelligible
caufc of the celeftial genus produces every thing celeftial, Gods, angels, demons, herocs, fouls,
not fo far as they are demons or angels, for this is the peculiarity of divifible caufes, and of
divided ideas, of which the intclle@ual forms make a diftribution into multitude, but fo far as all
thefe genera are in a certain refpeét divine and celeftial, and fo far as they are allotted an hy-
parxis united to the Godss and in a fimilar manner with refpet to each of the reft. Thus for
inftance, the intelligible idea of every thing pedeftrian and terreftrial cannot be faid to rule over
things, each of which is feparated according to one form, for this is the province of things
diftributed from it into multitude, but it governs all things fo far as they are of one genus. For.
things nearer to the one, give fubfiftence to all things in a more total and uniform manner.

As, however, we fhall hereafter fpeak of this, let us rather confider the opinion of Plato con-
cerning providence. The Athenian guctt, therefore, in the Laws clearly evinces that there is a
providence, where his difcourfe fhows that the Gods know and poflefs a power which governs
all things. But Parmenides at the very beginning of the difcufion concerning providence
evinces the abfurdity of doubting divine knowledge and dominion. For to affert that the
conclufion of this doubt is ftill more dire than the former, fufficiently fhows that he rejes the
arguments which fubvert providence. For it is dire to fay that divinity is not known by us who
are rational and intclleGtual natures, and who eflentially poffefs fomcthing divine ; but it is ftill
more dire to deprive divine natures of knowledge ; fince the former pertains to thofe who do not
convert themfelves to divinity, but the latter to thofe who impede the all-pervading goodnefs of
the Gods. And the former pertains to thofe who err refpe€ing our effence, but the latter to
thofe who cenvert themfelves erroncoufly about a divine caufe. But the expreflion ftill more dire,
(duroreper) fays Proclus, is not uled as fignifying a more ftrenuous doubt, in the fame manner as
we are accufltomed to call thofe dire (dewa) who vanquith by thé power of language, but as a
thing vorthy of greater dread and caution to the intelligent.  For it divulfes the union of things,
and diflociates divinity apart from the world. It alfo defines divine power as not pervading to
all things, and circumferibes intelle€tual knowledge as not all-perfect. It likewife fubverts all the
fabrication of the univerfe, the order imparted to the world from feparate caufes,.and the good-
nefs which fills all things from onc will, in a manner accommodated to the nature of uniry.
Nor lefs dive than any cue of thefe is the confufion of picty, For what communion is there
between Gods and men, if the former are deprived of the knowledge of our concerns.  All fup-
plications, thercfore, of divinity, all facred inflitutions, all oaths adducing the Guds as a witnefs,
and the untaught conceptions implanted in our fouls concerning divinity, will perith, What gift
alfo will be left of the Gods to men, if they do not previoully comprehend in themfclves the
defert of the rodipicnts, if they do not poflefs a kuowledge of all that we do, of all we fuffer,
and of all that we think though we do not carry it into effeCt 2 With great propriety, there~

fore,
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thing elie? Certainly. If, therefore, any one poflefles frience s1felf, will
you not affert that no one poflefles the moft accurate feience more than a
Sod?

fore are fuch affertions called dire. For if it is unholy to change any legitimately divine inftitu~
tion, how can fuch an innovation as this be unartended with dread? But that Plato rejeéts this
hypothefis which makes Divinity to be ignorant of our cencerns, is evident from thefe things,
fince it is one of his dogmas, that Divinity knows and produces all things, Since, however, fomo
of thofe pofteriot to him have vehemently endeavcured to fubvert fuch-like affertions, let us fpeak
¢onterning them as much as may be fufficient for out prefent purpofe.

Some of thofe, then, pofterior to Plato, on feeing the unftable condition of fublunary things
wete fearful that they were not under the dire@ion of providence and a divine naturey for fuch
¢évents as are faid to take place through fortune, the apparent inequality refpeting lives, and the
diforderéd motién of material natures, induced thém greatly to fufpeét that they were not under
the government of providence. Befides, the perfuafion that Divinity is not bufily employed in the
évolution of all-various reafons, and that lic does not depatt from his own bléflednefs, induced
them to frame an hypothefis fo lawlefs and dire. For they were of opinion that the paffion of
our foul, and the perturbation which it fuftains by defcending to the government of bodies, muft
happen to Divinity, if he coriverted himfelf to the providential infpe@ion of things. Further
ftill, from cenfidering that different objects of knowledge ate khown by different gnoflic powersy
3, for inftance, fenfibles by fenfe, objets of opinion by opinion, things {cientific by fcience, and
intelligibles by intelle€t, and, at the fame time, neither placing fenfe, nor opinion, nor fcieiée
in Ditinity, but only an intelleft immaterial and pure ;—hencé, they afferted that Divinity had no
knowledge of any other thitigs than the obje&s of intelle& *. For, fay they, if matter is external
to him, it Is neceffary that he fhould be pure from apprehenfions which are converted to matter;
but being purified from thefe, it follows that ke muft have no knowledge of material naturess
2nd hence, the patros of this do&rine deprived him of a knowledge of, and providential excrtions
about, fénfibles; not through any imbecility of niture, but through a tranfcéndency of guoftie
energy ; juft as thofe whofe eyes are filled with light, are faid to be incapable of perceiving mun-
dane objeéts, at the fame time that this incapacity is nothing more than tranfcendency of vifion.
They likewife add, that there are many things which it is beautiful not to know. Thus, to the
entheaftic, (or thofe who are divinely infpired) it is beautiful to be ignorant of whatever would
deftroy the delfic enefgy and to the {cientific, not to know that which would defile the indubi-
table perception of fcience.

But others afcribe, ihdeed, to Divinity 4 knowledge of fenfibles, in order that they may not
trke away his providence, but at the fame time convert his apprehenfion to that which is exs
ternal, reprefent him as pervading through the whole of a fenfible nature, as paffing into contaét
with the obje&ts of his government, impelling every thing, and being locally prefent with all
shings ; for, {2y they, he would not otherwife be able to exert a providential energy in a becoming

-mdnher, and impitt good to evety thing according to its defert +.

* This opinion was embraced by the more early Peripatetics,

+ This was the opinion of the Stoics,
Others
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God'? It is neceffary fo to affert. But can a God, being fuch as he 15,
know our affairs through poflefling {vicnce itfelf? Why fhould he not?
That

Others again affirm that Divinity has a knowledge of himfelf, but that he has no occafion to
underfland fenfibles in order to provide for them, fince by his very effence he produced all
things, and adorns whatever he has produced, without having any knowledge of his productions.
They add, that this is by no means wonderful, fince nature operates without knowledge, and
unattended with phantafy ; but that Divinity differs from nature in this, that he has a knowledge
of himfelf, though not of the things which are fabricated by him. And fuch are the affcrtions
of thofc who were perfuaded that Divinity is not {cparated from mundane natures, and of thofe
who deprived him of the knowledge of inferior concerns, and of a knowledge operating in union
with providence.

With refpet to thefe philofophers, we fay, that they fpeak truly, and yet not truly, on this

fubject.

* Every divine intelle@, fays Proclus, and every order of thc Gods, comprehends in itfelf the
knowledge and the caufe of all things. For neither is their knowledge inefficacious, poffefling
the indefinite in intelleGtion ; but they both know all things, and communicate good. For that
which is primarily good, is alfo willing to illuminate fecondary natures with a fupply from him-
felf. Nor are their productions irrational and void of knowledge: for this is the work of nature
and of ultimate life, and not of a divine caufe, which alfo produces rational effences. Hence,
they at the fame time both know and make all things ; and prior to thefe, according to their will,
they preaffume both a knowledge and a power effeQive of all things. Hence, they prefide over all
things willingly, gneflically, and powerfully 5 and every thing through this triad enjoys their providen~
tial care. Andif you are willing to unite things which fubfift divifibly in {econdary natures, and
refer them to a divine caufe, you will pechaps apprehend the truth concerning it more accurately.
Nature, therefore, appears to poffefs reafons or produ&ive principles effeltive, but not gnoftic ; '
the dianoétic power poflciles as its end, knowledge in itfelf ; and prowmrefis, or a deliberative ten-
dency to things capable of being accomplithed, has for its end good, and the will of things good.
Collet thefe, therefore, in one, the willing, the gnoflic, the efficacions, and prior to thefe, conceiv-
ing a divine unity, refer all thefe to a divine nature, becaufe all thefe prefubfift there uniformly
together.  Ilowever, though all the Gods poflefs all thefe, yet in intelligibles, the firft intelli-
gence, the firft power generative of wholes, and a beneficent will, are efpecially apparent. For
the intelligible order {ubfifting immediately after the fountain of good, becomes that to natures
pofterior to itfelf, which the gosd is to the univerfality of things; exprefling his fuper-caufal
nature through paternal power; the good, through beneficent will; and that which is above all
knowledge, through occult and united intelleQion. Proclus adds, but it appears to me that
through this Parmenides now firlt calls ideas Gods, as recurring to the firft fountain of them,
and as being uniform, and mo®t near to #he geod, and as thus pofleffing a knowledge of, and do-
minion over, all things, fo far as each participates of a divine power, and fo far as all of them are
fufpended from the Gods.

YOL. III, M
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‘That Parmenides faid, Becaufe it has been confefled by us, O Socrates, that
ncither do thofe forms poffefs the power which is peculiar to them, through
relation

{15e&.  Forif providence has a fubfiftence, neither can there be any thing difordered, nor can
Divinity be bufily employed, nor can he know fenfibles through paffive fenfe: but thefe philofo-
phers, in confequence of not knowing the exempt power and uniform knowledge of Divinity, ap-
puar to deviate from the truth. For thus we interrogate them: does not every thing energize in a
becoming manner when it energizes according to its own power and nature? as, for inftance, does
not nature, in conformity to the order of its effence, encrgize phyfically, intelleét intelletually,
and foui pfychically, or according to the nature of foul? And when the fame thing is gencrated
by many and different caufes, does not each of thefe produce according to its own power, and not
according to the nature of the thing produced? Or fhall we fay, that each produces after the
fame manner, and that, for example, the fun and man generate man, according to the fame mode
of operation, and not according to the natural ability of each, viz. the one partially, imperfeQly,
and with a bufy encrgy, but the other without anxious attention, by its very effence, and totally ?
But to affert this would be abfurd; for a divine operates in a manner very different from a mortal
nature.

If, therefore, every thing which cnergizes, energizes according to its own nature and order,
fome things divinely and fupernaturally, others naturally, and others in a different manner,
it is evident that every gnoftic being knows according to its own nature, and that it does not
follow that becaufe the thing known is one and the fame, on this account, the natures which
know, energize in conformity to the effence of the things known. Thus fenfe, opinion, and our
intelleét, know that which is white, but not in the fame manner: for fenfe cannot know what
the effence is of a thing white, nor can opinion obtain a knowledge of its proper objects in the
fame manner as intelle&; fince opinion knows only that a thing is, but intelle&t knows the caufe
of its exiftence. Knowledge, therefore, fubfifts according to the nature of that which knows, and
not according to the nature of that which is known. What wonder is it then that Divinity fhould
know all things in fuch a manner as is accommodated to his nature, viz. divifible things indivi-
fibly, things multiplied, uniformly, things generated, according to an eternal intelligence, totally,
fuch things as are partial; and that with a knowledge of this kind, he fhould poffefs a powcer
produive of all things, or, in other words, that by knowing all things with (imple and united
intelle@ions, he fhould impart to every thing being, and a progreffion into being ?  For the au-
ditory fenfe knows audibles in a manner different from the common fenfe; and prior to, and
different from, thefe, reafon knows audibles, together with other particulars which fenfe is not
able to apprehend. And again, of defire, which tends to one thing, of anger, which afpires after
another thing, and of preairefis, (mpoaspeais), or that faculty of the foul which is a deliberative
tendency to things in our power, there is one particular life moving the foul towards all thefe,
which are mutually motive of each other. It is thrcugh this life that we fay, I defire, T am angry,
and T have a deliberative tendency to this thing or that; for this life verges to all thefe powers,
and lives in conjuntion with them, as being a power which is impelled to cvery object of defire.

But prior both to reafon and this one life, is zbe one of the foul, which often fays, I perceive, &
reafon,
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relation to our concerns, nor ours from relation to theirs; but that the
forms in each divifion are referred to themfelves. It was admitted by us.
v If,

reafon, I defire, and I deliberate, which follows all thefe energies, and energizes together with
them. For we fhould not be able to know all thefe, and to apprehend in what they differ from
each other, unlefs we contained a certain indivifible nature, which has a fubfiftence above the
common fenfe, and which, prior to opinion, defire, and will, knows all that thefe know and defire,
accerding to an indivifible mode of apprehenfion.

If this be the cafe, it is by no means proper to difbelieve in the indivifible knowledge of Divi-
nity, which knows fenfibles without poffefling fenfe, and divifible natures without poffeffing a
divifible energy, and which, without being prefent to things in place, knows them prior to all
local prefence, and imparts to every thing that which every thing is capable of receiving. The
unftable effence, therefore, of apparent natures is not known by him in an unftable, but in a de-
finite manner; nor does he know that which is fubje& to all-various mutations dubioufly, but in
a manner perpctually the fame ; for by knowing himfelf, he knows every thing of which he is the
caufe, poffefling a knowledge tranfcendently more accurate than that which is coordinate to the
objeéts of knowledge; fince a caufal knowledge of every thing is fuperior to every other kind of
knowledge. Divinity, therefore, knows without bufily attending to the obje&s of his intelle&ion,
becaufe he abides in himfelf, and by alone knowing himfelf, knows all things. Nor is he indigent
of fenfe, or opinion, or fcience, in order to know fenfible natures; for it is himfelf that produces
all thefe, and that, in the unfathomable depths of the intelletion of himfelf, comprehends an
united knowledge of them, according to caufe, and in one fimplicity of perception. Juft as if
fome one having built a fhip, thould place in it men of his own formation, and, in confequence of
pofleffing a various art, fhould add a fea to the fhip, produce certain winds, and afterwards launch
the fhip into the new created main. Let us fuppofe, too, that he caufes thefe to have an exift-
ence by merely conceiving them to exift, fo that by imagining all this to take place, he gives an
external fubfiftence to his inward phantalms, it is evident that in this cafe he will contain the
caufe of every thing which happens to the fhip through the winds on the fca, and that by con-
templating his own conceptions, without being indigent of outward converfion, he will at the fame
time both fabricate and know thefe external particulars. Thus, and in a far greater degree, that
divine intclle& the artificer of the univerfe, poflefling the caufes of all things, both gives fub-
fiftence to, and contemplates, whatever the univerfe contains, without departing from the fpecu~
lation of himfelf.  But if; with refpet to intelle®, one kind is more partial, and another more
total, it is evident that there is not the fame intelle€ual perfection of all things, but that where
intelligibles have a more total and undiftributed fubfiftence, there the knowledge is more total
and indivifible, and where the number of forms procéeds into multitude and extenfion, there the
knowledge is both onc and multiform. Hence, this being admitted, we cannot wonder on hear.
ing the Orphic verfes, in which the theologift fays :

Aurn % Znvog naus £y oppass TATPOG AVAXTOG
Naiovs” abavaros e deot, Symror v abpgmor,
'Ocoa ve w yeyawoa, xa UoTEpOY GTTT  EUEANDY.
M2 i ¢, There
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If, therefore, there is the moft accurate dominion with Divinity, and the
moft accurate fcience, the dominion of the Gods will not rule over us, nor

will

i.e. There in the fight of Jove, the parent king,
Th’ immortal Godsand mortal men refide,
‘With all that ever was, and fhall hereafter be.

For the artificer of the univerfe is full of intelligibles, and poffefies the caufes of all things fepa-
rated from each other; fo that he generates men, and all other things, according to their charac-
teriftic peculiarities, and not fo far as each is divine, in the fame manner as the divinity prior to
him, the intelligible father Phanes. Hence, Jupiter is called the father of things divided accord-
ing to fpecies, but Phanes of things divided according to genera. And Jupiter, indeed, is the
father of wholes, though, by a much greater priority, Phanes is the father of all things, but of
all things fo far as each participates of a divine power, With refpeét to knowledge, alfo, Jupiter
knows human affairs particularly, and in common with other things : for the caufe of men is con-
tained in him, divided from other things and united with all of them ; but Phanes knows all
things at once, as it werc centrically, and without diftribution. Thus, for inftance, he knows
man, fo far as he is an animal and pedeftrian, and not fo far as he is man. For as the pedeftrian
which fubfilts in Phanes, is colletively, and at once, the caufe of all terreftrial Gods, angels,
dzmons, heroes, fouls, animals, plants, and of every thing contained in the earth, fo alfo the
knowledge which is there is one of all thele thinigs colleQively, as of one genus, and is not a dif-
tributed knowledge of human affairs. And as in us the more univerfal {cicnces give fubfiftence
to thofe which are fubordinate to them, as Ariftotle fays, and are more fciences, and more allied
to intelle&, for they ufe more comprchenfive conclufions,—f{o alfo in the Gods, the more excellent
and more fimple intelle¢tions comprchend according to caufal priority the varicty of fuch as are
fecondary. Inthe Gods, therefore, the firft knowledge of man is as of being, and is one intel-
le€tion which knows every being as one, according to one union. But the fecond knowledge is
as of eternal being : for this knowledge uniformly comprehends according to one caufe cvery
eternal being. The knowledge which is confequent to this is as of animal: for this alfo has an
intelle@ion of animal according to union. But the knowledge which fucceeds this is of that which
is perfefted under this particular genus, as of pedeftrian; for it is an intcllection of all that
genus, as of one thing; and divifion firlt takes place in this, and variety together with fimpli-
city. At the fame time, however, ncither in this is the intelletion of man alone : for it is not
the fame thing to underftand every thing terreftrial as one thing, and to underftand man. Hence,
in demiurgic, and in fhort in intellc@ual forms, there is a certain intelletion of man as of man,
becaufe this form is feparated from others in thefe orders. And thus we have fhown how the
higheft forms do not pofiefs a knowledge of human affairs, and how they have dominion over all
things, fo far as all things are divine, and fo far as they participate of a certain divine idiom. Dut
that in the firft order of forms dominion itfelf, and fcience itfelf, fubfift, is evident. For
there is a divine intelietion there of all things charaterized by unity, and a power which rules
over wholes; the former being the fountain of all knowledge, and the latter the primary caufe

6 of
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will their {cience take cognizance of us, or of any of our concerns; and in
a fimilar manner, we fhall not rule over them by our dominion, nor know
any thing divine through the affiftance of our fcience. And again, in con-
fequence of the fame reafoning, they will neither, though Gods 1, be our
governors, nor have any knowledge of human concerns. But would not
the difcourfe be wonderful in the extreme, which fhould deprive Divinity
of knowledge? That Parmenides faid, Thefe, O Socrates, and many other
confequences befides thefe, muft neceflarily * happen to forms, if they are

' the

of all dominion, whether they fubfift in the Gods, or in the genera more excellent than our fpe-
cies, or in fouls. And, perhaps, Parmenides here calls the genus of fcience the intelle@ion of
thofe forms, wifhing to fhow its comprehenfive and uniform nature ; but prior to this, when he
was fpeaking of middle ideas, he alone denominated it fpecies. For, from intelligible knowledge
the middle orders arc filled with the intelligence which they poffefs 3 and intelligence in the latter,
has the fame relation to that in the former, which fpecies has to genus. If, alfo, the term much
miove accurate, is employed in fpeaking of this fcience, it is evident that fuch an addition repre-
fents to us its more united nature. - For this is the accurate, to comprehend all things, and leave
nothing external to itfelf.

* Itis well obferved here by Proclus, that the words ¢ though Gods™ contain an abundant indi-
cation of the prefent doubt. For every thing divine is good, and is willing to fill all things with
good. Iow, therefore, can it either be ignorant of things pertaining to us, or not have domi-
nion over fecondary natures? How is it pcflible that it fhould not govern according to its own
power, and provide according to its own knowledge for things of which it is the caufe? And
it appears that Parmenides by thefe words evinces, that for the Divinities to be ignorant of ocur
concerns over which they have dominion, is the moft abfurd of all things, profoundly indicating
that it efpecially pertains to the Gods, fo far as Gods, to know and provide for all things, accord-
ing to the one by which they are charalerized. For intelle@, fo far as intelle, has not a know-
ledge of all things, but of wwholes, nor are ideas the caufes of all things, but of fuch as perpetually
fubfift according to nature; fo that the affertion is not entirely fane which deprives thefe of the
knowledge and government of our concerns, fo far as we rank among particulars, and not fo far
as we are men, and poffefs one form. But it is neceffary that the Divinity and the Gods fhould
know all things, particulars, things eternal, and things temporal; and that they fhould rule over
all things, not only fuch as are univerfal, but fuch alfo as are partial: for there is one providence
of them pervading to all things.  Forms, therefore, fo far as Gods, and intelle&t fo far as a God,
pofiifs a knowledge of, and dominion over, all things. But intellect is a God according to
the one, which is as it were the luminous flower of its effence ; and forms are Gods, fo far as they
contain the light proceeding from #he good. .

2 Parmenides here indicates that what has been faid under the pretext of doubts, is after
another manner true. For he fays that thefe and many other confequences muft necefurily
happen to forms, viz. the being unknown, and having no knowledge of our affairs.  And, in

thort,
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the ideas of things, and if any one feparates each form apart from other
things ; fo that any one who hears thefe affertions, may doubt and hefitate
whether fuch forms Lave any fubfiftence ; or if they do fubfift in a moft
eminent degree, whether it is not abundantly neceffary that they fhould be
unknown * by the human nature. Hence he who thus fpeaks may feem
to fay fomething to the purpofe; and as we juft now faid, it may be con-
fidered as a wonderful * thing, on account of the difficulty of 'being per=
fuaded, and as the province of a man 3 of a very naturally good difpofition,
to be able to perceive that there is a certain genus of every thing, and an
effence stfelf fubfifiing by stfelf: but he will deferve ftill greater admiration,
who, after having made this difcovery, fhall be able to teach another how
to difcern and diftinguifh all thefe]in a becoming manner. That then
Socrates faid, I affent to you, O Parmenides, for you entirely fpeak agree-

ably to my opinion. '
That Parmenides further added, But indeed, O Socrates, if any one on
the contrary takes away the forms of things, regarding all™that has now
been

fhort, he indicates that all the above-mentioned idioms are adapted to different orders of forms.
For it is by no means wonderful that what is truc of one order fhould be falfc when extended to
another.

* Thefe things alfo, fays Proclus, are divinely aflerted, and with a view to the condition of our
nature.  For neither does he who has arrived at the fummit of human attainments, and who is
the wifeft among men, pofle(s {cience perfeftly indubitable concerning divine natures ; for it is
intelle&t alone which knows intelligibles free from doubt ; nor is the moft imperfect and earth-
born charaler entirely deprived of the knowledge of a formal caufe. For to what daes he look
when he fometimes blames that which is apparent to fenfc, as very mutable, if he does not con-
tain in himfelf an unperverted preconception of an effence permanent and real ?

2 The fimilar is every where naturally adapted to proceed to the fimilar. Hence that which
is obfcure to the eyes, and is only to be obtained by philofophy, will not be apprehended by
imperfe@ fouls, but by thofe alone who through phyfical virtue, tranfcendent diligence, and
ardent defire apply themfelves in a becoming manner to fo fublime an object of contemplation.
For the fpeculation of intelligibles cannot fubfift in foreign habits; nor can things which have
their effence and feat in a pure intelle® become apparent to thofe who are not purified in in-
telle&t ; fince the fimilar is every where known by the fimilar,

3 By thefe words, fays Proclus, Plato again teaches us who is a moft fit hearer of this difcourfe
about ideas. Such a one he denominatesa man (i. e. awp, not arSpwros), not indeed in vain, butin
order to indicate that fuch a one according to the form of hislife poffeffes much of the grand, robuft
and elevated: (ardpa uev ovopaTas ov waTnY, GAN wa ket KaTa T0 £1d0s Tng Gung TOIOUTOS N,y TON 70 adpoy xas iAoy

emidemwutros,)
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been faid, and other things of the fame kind, he will not find where to turn
his diancétic * part, while hc does not permit the idea of every thing which
exifts

emidemwpevos.)  For it is fit that he who is about to apprehend the Gods fhould diret his attention
to nothing fmall and grovelling. But he calls him a man of a very naturally good difpofition, as
being adorned with all the prerogatives of a philofophic nature, and as receiving many viatica
from nature, in orler to the intelle€tual perception of divine natures. In addition to this, he
alfo again reminds us who is the leader of the [cience concerning thefc divine forms, and that he
is prolific and inventive, and this with refpect to teaching. For fome have made fuch a pro- .
ficiency as is fufficient for themfelves, but others are alfo able to awaken others to a recolle&ion
of the truth of things. Hence he fays, that fuch a one deferves flill greater admiration. In the
third place, he fhows us what is the end of this teaching, viz. that the learner who poflefles
fcience may be fufficiently able to diftinguifh the genera of beings, and to furvey in perfe&ion the
definite caufes of things; whence they originate ; how many are their orders; how they fubfift
in every order of things ; how they are participated ; how they caufally comprchend all things in
themfelves ; and, in fhort, all fuch particulars as have been difcuffed in the preceding notes.

Proclus adds, that by a certain genus of every thing, Plato fignifies the primary caufe prefubfift-
ing in divine natures of every feries. For idea compared with any other individual form in
fenfibles is a genus, as being more total than {enfible forms, and as comprehending things which
are not entirely of a fimilar form with each other. For how can the terreftrial man be faid to be
entirely of a fimilar form with the celeftial, or with the man that is allotted a fubfiftence in any
other element ?

! Very fcientifically, fays Proclus, does Plato in thefe words remind us that there are ideas or
forms of things. For if dianoétic and intclle€tual are better than fenfible knowledge, it is
neceffary that the things known by the dianoétic power and by intelle€t fhould be more divine
than thofe which are known by fenfe: for as the gnoftic powers which are coordinated to beings
are to each other, fuch alfo is the mutual relaticn of the things which are known. If, therefore,
the dianoétic power and intelle&t fpeculate feparate and immaterial forms, and likewife things
univerfal, and which fubfift in themfelves, but fenfe contemplates things partible, and which are
infeparable from fubjects, it is neceflary that the fpeQtacles of the dianoétic power and of intelle&,
fhould be morc divine and more cternal.  Univerfals, therefore, are prior to particulars, and
things immaterial to things material. Whence then does the dianoétic power receive thefe 2
for they do not always fubfift in us according to cnergy. It is however neceffary, that thingsin
energy fhould precede thofe in capacity, both in things intelle@ual and in effences. Forms,
therefore, fubfift elfewhere, and prior to us, in divine and feparate natures, through whom the
forms which we contain derive their perfetion. But thefe not fubfifting, neither would the
forms in us fubfift: for they could not be derived from things imperfe@ : fince it is not lawful
that more excellent natures fhould be cither generated or perfe€ted from fuch as are fubordinate.
Whence, too, is this multitude of forms in the multitude of fouls derived? For it is every where
neceffary, prior to multitude, to conceive a monad from which the multitude proceeds. For ag.
the multitude of fenfibles was not generated, except from an unity, which is better than fenfibles,

5 and.
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exifts to be always the fame, and by this means entirely deftroys the da-
le@ic power of the foul: but you alfo feem in this refpe to perccive per-

feétly

and which gave fubfiftence to that which is common in particulars; fo neither would the mul-
titude of forms fuhfilt in fouls, fuch as the juft itfclf, the beautiful itfelf, &c. whith fubfift in all
fouls in a manner accommodated to the nature of foul, without a certain generating unity, which
is more excellent than this animaftic multitude: juft as the monad from which the multitude of
fenfibles originates, is fuperior to a fenfible cflence, comprehending unitedly all the variety of
fenfibles. Is it not alfo neceflary, that prior to felf-motive natures, there fhould be an immovable
form? Tor as felf-motive reafons tranfcend thofe which arc alter-motive, or moved by others,
after the fame manner immovable forms, and which cnergize in eternity, are placed above felf-
motive forms, which are converfant with the circulations of time: for it is every wherc requifite
that a ftable fhould precede a movable caufe. If, therefore, there are forms in fouls which are
many, and of a felf-motive nature, there are prior to thefe intelleCtual forms. In other words,
there arc immovable prior to felf- motive natures, fuch as are monadic, prior to fuch as are mul-
tiplied, and the perfeét prior to the imperfe&. It is alfo requifite that they fhould fubfift in
energy ; fo that if there are not intelleGtual, ncither are there animaftic forms: for nature by no
means begins from the imperfe and the many; fince it is neceflary that multitude fhould pro-
ceed about monads, things imperfect about the perfet, and things movable about the immovable.
But if there are not forms effentially inherent in foul, there is no place left to which any one can
turn his diano€tic power as Parmenides juftly obferves : for phantafy and fenfe ncceffarily look to
things connafcent with themselves. Aund of what fhall we poflefs a dianoétic or fcientific know-
ledge, if the foul is deprived of forms of this kind? For we fhall not mike our fpeculation about
things of pofterior origin, fince thefe are more ignoble than fenfibles themfelves, and the univer-
fals which they contain. How then will the objeéts of knowledge, which are coordinate to the
dianoétic power, be fubordinate to thofe which are known by fenfe ? It remains, therefore, that
we fhall not know any thing elfe than fenfibles. But if this be the cafe, whence do demonftrations
originate? Demonfirations indeed, are from thofe things which are the caufes of the things de-
monftrated, which are prior to them according to nature, and not with relation to us, and which
are more honourable than the conclufions which are unfolded from them. But the things from
which demonftrations are formed are univerfals, and not particulars. Univerfals, therefore, are prior
to, and are more caufal and more honourable than, particulars,  Whence likewife are definitions ?
For definition proceeds through the effential reafon of the foul: for we firft define that which is
common in particulars, poflefling within, that form, of which the fomething common in thefe
is the image. 1If, therefore, definition is the principle of demounftration, it is neceffary that there
fhould be another definition prior to this, of the many forms and eflential reafons which the foul
contains.  For fince, as we have before faid, the juft itfelf is in every foul, it is evident that there
is fomething common in this muldtude of the jutt, whence every foul knowing the reafon of the
juft contained in its effence, knowsin a fimilar manner that which is in all other fouls. But if
it poffeffes fomething common, it is this fomething common which we define, and this is the
principle of demonftration, and not that univerful in the many, which is material, and in a

certain
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feQly the fame with myfelf. That Socrates anfwered, You fpeak the truth,
What then will you do with refpeét to philofophy ? Where will you turn
yourfelf,

certain refpe@ mortal, being coordinated with the many: for in demonftrations and definitions,
it is requifite that the whole of what is partial thould be comprchended in univerfal and definition.
The definitions however of things common in particulars do not comprehend the whole of par-
ticulars: for, can it be faid that Socrates is the whole of rational mortal animal, which is the
definition of man? fince he contains many other particulars, which caufe him to poflefs -
raeriftic peculiarities. But the reafon of man in the foul comprehends the whole of every
individual : for it comprehends uniformly all the powers which are beheld about the particulars
of the human fpecies. And, in a fimilar manner with refpet to animal: for, indeed, the unis
verfal in particulars is lefs than the particulars themfelves, and is lefs than fpecies 5 fince it does
not poflefs all differences in energy, but in capacity alone; whence alfo, it becomes as it were
the matter of the fucceeding formal differences. But the reafon of man in our foul is better
and more comprehenfive; for it comprehends all the differences of man unitedly, and not in
capacity, like the univerfal in particulars, but in energy. If, therefore, definition is the principle
of demonftration, it is requifits that it fhould be the definition of a thing of that kind which *
is entirely comprehenfive of that which is more partial. But of this kind are the forms in our
foul, and not the forms which fubfift in particulars. Thefe, therefore, being fubverted, neither
will it be poffible to define. Hence the definitive together with the demonftrative art will perifh,
abandoning the conceptions of the human mind. The divifive art alfo, together with thefe, will
be nothing but a name : for the whole employment of divifion is, to feparate the many from the
one, and to diftribute things prefubfifting unitedly in the whole, into their proper differences,
not adding the differences extcrnally, but contemplating them as inherent in the genera them-
felves, and as dividing the fpecies from each other. 'Where, therefore, will the work of this art
be found, if we do not admit that there are effential forms in our foul? For he who fuppofes
that this art is employed in things of poflerior origin, i. e. forms abftraQted from fenfibles, perceives
nothing of the power which it poffeffes : for to divide things of pofterior origin, is the bufinefs
of the divifive art, energizing according to opinion; but to contemplate the effential differences
of the reafons in the foul, is the employment of dianocétic and fcientific divifion, which alfo
unfolds united powers, and perceives things more partial branching forth from fuch as are more
total. By a much greater priority, therefore, to the definitive and demonftrative arts will the
divifive be entirely vain, if the foul does not contain effential reafons: for definiticn is more
venerable, and ranks more as a principle than demonftration, and again, divifion than definitions
for the divifive gives to the defnitive art its principles, but not vice verfa. The analytic art alfo,
muft perifh together with thefe, if we do not admit the effential reaflons of the foul. For the
analytic is oppofed to the demonftrative method, as refolving from things caufed to caufes, but
to the definitive as proceeding from compofites to things morc fimple, and to the divifive, a8
afcending from things more partial to fuch as are more.univerfal. 8o that thofe methods being
deftroyed, this alfo will perith. I, therefore, there are not forms or ideas, neither fhall we con-
tain the reafons of things. And if we do not contain the reafons of things, neither will there
voL. I1I. N be
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yourfelf, being ignorant of thefe? Indeed I do not feem to myfelf to know
at prefent. ‘That Parmenides faid, Before you exercife * yourfelf in this

affair,

be the diale&tic methods according to which we obtain a knowledge of things, nor fhall we know
where to turn the dianoétic power of the foul.

* Socrates was alone deficient in {kill, whence Parmenides exhorts him to apply himfelf to dia-
leQtic, through which he would become much more fkilful, being exercifed in many things, and
perggiving the confequences of hypothefes 5 and when he has accomplithed this, Parmenides ad-
vifes him to turn to the fpeculation of forms. For fuch particulars as are now dubious are very
eafy of folution to thofe that are exercifed in diale€ic. And this is thc whole end of the words.
This cxercife, however, muft not be thought to be fuch as that which is called by logicians the
epichircmatic or argumentative method.  For that looks to opinion, but this defpifes the opinion
of the multitude. Hence, to the many it appears to be nothing but words, and is on this ac-
eount denominated by them garrulity. The epichirematic method, indeed, delivers many argu-
ments about one problem; but this exercife delivers the fame method to us about many and
different problems ; fo that the one is very different from the other. Tbe latter, however, is more
beautiful than the former, as it ufes more excellent methods, beginning from on high, in order
to accomplifh its proper work. For, as we have already obferved in the Introduction to this
dialogue, it employs as its inftruments divifion and definition, analyfis and demonftration. 1If,
therefore, we exercife ourfelves in this method, there is much hope that we fhall genuincly appre-
hend the theory of ideas; diftin&ly evolving our confufed conceptions; diffolving apparent
doubts; and demonftrating things of which we are now ignorant. But till we can effet this,
we fhall not be able to give a fcientific definition of every form.

Should it, however, be inquired whether it is poffible to define forms or not, fuch as the beauw
tiful itfelf, or the juft itfelf; for forms, as Plato fays in his Epifiles, are only to be apprehended
by the fimple vifion of intelligence; to this we reply, that the beautiful itfelf, the juft itfelf, and
the good itfelf, confidered as ideas, are not only in intelle@, but alfo in fouls, and in fenfible
natures. And of thefe, fome are definable, and others not. 'This being the cafe, intelle&ual
forms, though they may be in many and partial natures, cannot be defined on account of theis
fimplicity, and becaufe they are apprehended by intelligence, and not through compofition 3 and
likewife, becaufe whatever is defined ought to participate of fomething common, which is, as it
were, a fubjet, and is different from itfc}lf, But in divine forms there is nothing of this kind :
for being, as Timzus fays, does not proceed into any thing elfe, but though it makes a certaia
progreflion from itfelf, yet after a manner it is the fame with its immediate progeny, being only
unfolded into a fecond order. Forms, however, belonging to foul, and f{ubfifting in {enfibles, can be
defined ; and, in fhort, fuch things as are produced according to a paradigmatic caufe, and fuch
as are faid to participate of forms. Hence, diale@ic fpeculates the firft forms by fimple intuitions 3
but when it defines, or divides, it loeks to the images of thefe. If, therefore, fuch a fcience i3
the pureft part of intellett and prudence, it is evident that it employs pure intelle€tions, through
which it apprehends intelligibles, and multiform methods by which it binds the fpetacles derived

from
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affair, O Socrates, you fhould cndeavour to define what the beautiful, the
juft, and the good are, and each of the other forms: for I before perceived the
neceflity of your accomplifhing this, when I heard you difcourfing with
Ariftotle, Indeed that ardour of yours, by which you are impelled to difpu-
tation, is both beautiful ¥ and divine ; but colle& yourfelf together, and

while

from intelligibles, and which fubfift in fecondary orders: and thus it appears that the affertions
of Plato are true.

But itis by no means wonderful if we alfo define certain other particulars of which there are
no ideas, fuch as things artificial, parts, and things evil. For there are in us reafons of wholcs
which are according to nature, and alfo of things good; and in confequence of this, we know
fuch things as give completion to wholes, fuch as imitate nature, and fuch as have merely a
thadowy fubfiftence. For fuch as is each of thefe, fuch alfo is it known and defined by us; and
we difcourfe about them from the definitely ftable reafons which we contain.

' Some, fays Proclus, arc ncither impelled to, nor are aftonifhed about, the fpeculation of
beings : others again have obtained perfeftion according to knowledge: and others are impelled,
indeed, but require perfetion, logical fkill, and exercife, in order to the.attainment of the end.
Among the laft of thefe is Socrates; whence Parmenides, indeed, receives his impulfe, and calls
it divine, as being philofophic. For, to defpife things apparent, and to contemplate an incorpo-
el eflence, is philofophic and divine ; fince every thing divine is of this kind, feparate from
fenfibles, and fubfifting in immaterial intelleCtions. But Parmenides alfo calls the impulfe of
Socrates beautiful, as lcading to that which is truly beautiful, (which does not confift in pra&ical
affairs, as the Stoics afterwards conceived it did, but in intelleCtual energies,) and as adapted ta
true love. For the amatory form of life efpecially adheres to beauty. Very properly, therefore,
does Parmenides admit the impulfe of Socrates as divine and beautiful, as leading to intelles? and
the one.  As divine, indced, it vindicates to itlelf the ome, but as beautiful, intellec?, in which the
beautiful firft fubfifts; and as purifying the eye of the foul, and exciting its moft divine part.
But he extends the road through diale&ic as irreprehenfible and moft expedient; being connate,
indeed, with things, but employing many powers for the apprehenfion of truth ; imitating intel-
le&, from which alfo it receives its principles, but beautifully extending through well-ordered
gradations to truc being, and giving refpite to the wandering about fenfibles ; and laftly, ex-
ploring every thing by methods which cannot be confuted, till it arrives at the occult refidence of
the one and the good. :

But when Parmenides fays, ¢“if you do not truth will elude your purfuit,” he manifefts the
danger which threatens us from rafh and difordered impulfe to things inacceffible to the unex-
ercifed, and this is no other than falling from the whole of truth. For an orderly progreffion is
that which makes our afcent fecure and irreprehenfible.  Hence, Proclus adds, the Chaldzan
oracle fays, “ that Divinity is never fo much turned from man, and never fo much fends us novel
paths, as when we make our afcent to the moft divine of {peculations or works in a confufed and
difordered manner, and, as it adds, with unbathed feet, and with unhallowed lips. For, of thofe
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while you are young more and more exercife yourfelf in that fcience, which
appears ufelefs to the many, and is cslled by them empty loguacity ; for if
you do not, the truth will elude your purfuit.

That Socrates then faid, What method of exercife ¥ is this, O Parme=
nides? And that Parmenides replied, It is that which you have heard Zeno
employing : but befides this, while you wgs {peaking with Zeno, I admired
your afferting that you not only fuffered yourfelf to contemplate the wander-
ing* which {ubfifts about the objefts of fight, but likewife that which takes

place

that are thus negligent, the progreflions are imperfe&, the impulfes are vain, and the paths are
blind.” Being perfuaded, therefore, both by Plato and the oracles, we fhould always afcend
through things more proximate to us to fuch as are more excellent, and from things more fubor~
dinate, through mediums, to fuch as are more elevated.

* If again, fays Proclus, Parmenides ealls this dialetic an exercife (yyurana), not being argu-
mentative, we ought not to wonder. For every logical difcur{us, and the evolution itfelf of the-
orems, confidered with reference to an intelleual life, is an exercife. For as we call endurance
an exercife, with reference to fortitude, and continence, with refpect to temperance, fo every
logical theory may be called -an exercife with reference to intellectual knowledge. The fcientific
difcurfus, therefore, of the dianoétic power, which is the bufimefs of dialeic, is a dianoétic ex~
ercife preparatory ‘to the moft imple intelieQion of the foul.

3 Again, in thefe words Parmenides evinces his admiration of the aftonifhment of Socrates
about intelligibles and immaterial forms: for he fays that he admires his transferring the diale@ic
power from fenfibles to intelligibles ; and he alfo adds the caufe of this. For things which are
efpecially apprehended by reaflon, or the fummit of the dianoétic part (for fuch is the meaning
of reafon in this place), are intelligibles ; fince Timzus.alo fays that the reafon about fenfibles
is not firm and ftable, but conje€tural, but that the reafon which is employed about intelligibles
is immovable and cannot be confuted. For- fenfibles are not accurately that which they are faid
to be ; but intelligibles having a proper fubfiftence, are morcable to be known. But, after an-
other manner, it may be faid that intelligible forms are efpecially known by reafon, and this by
beginning from the gnoflic powers. For fenfe has no knowledge whatever of thefe forms; the
‘phantafy receives fignred images of them ; opinion logically-apprehends them, and without figure,
but at the fame time poflefles the various, and is, in fhort, naturally adapted alonc to know #at,
and not why, they are. Hence, the fummit of our dianeétic part is the only fufficient fpeculator
of forms: and hence Timsmus fays that true being i3 apprehended by intelligence in conjun&tion
-with reafon. So that forms, properly fo called, are juftly faid to be efpecially apprehended by
reafon. TFor all fenfible things are partial ; fince every body is partial : for no body is capable
of being all things, nor of fubfifting impartibly, in a multitude of particulars. Phyfical forms
‘werge to bodies, and are divided about them; and the forms belonging to the foul participate of
variety, and fall fhort of the fimplicity of intelleCtual forms. Hence, fuch forms as arc called
-umelleCtual and intelligible, and are moft remate from matter are efpecially to be apprehended by

zeafon,
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place in fuch things as are efpecially apprehended by reafon, and which fome
one may confider as having a real fubfiftence. For it appears to me (faid
Socrates), that after this manner it may without difficulty be proved, that
there are both fimilars and diffimilars, or any thing elfe which it is the pro-
-vince of beings to fuffer. That Parmenides replied, You fpeak well: but
it is neceffary that, befides this, you fhould not ounly confider if each of the
things fuppofed is *, what will be the confequences from the hypothefis, but

likewife

reafon. The diale@tic wandering, therefore, is neceffary to the furvey of thefe forms, exercifing
and fitting us, like the preparatory part of the myfteries, for the vifion of thefe fplendid beings.
Nor muft we by this wandering underftand, as we have before obferved, -a merely logical dif-
cnrfus about matters of opinion, but the whole of dialectic, which Plato in the Republic calls
the defenfive inclofure of difciplines, and which, in the evolutions of arguments, exercifes us to
the more accurate intelle@ion of immaterial and feparate natures.

Nor muft we wonder, fays Proclus, that Plato calls {cientific theory wandering: for it is fo
denominated with refcrence to pure intelligence, and the fimple apprehenfion of intelligibles.
And what wonder isit, fays he, if Plato calls a progreflion of this kind wandering, fince fome of
thofe pofterior to him have not refufed to denominate the variety of intelleCtions in intellet a
wandering ; for though the intelligence in intellc& is immutable, yet itis at the fame time one and
multiplied, through the multitude of intelligibles. And why is it requifite to fpeak concerning
intelle&, fince thofe who energize in the higheft perfeQion from a divine afflatus, are accuftomed
to {, eak of the wanderings of the Gods themfelves, not only of thofe in the heavens, but alfo of
thofe that are denominated intelle€tual ; obfcurely fignifying by this their progreflion, their being
prefent to all fecondary natures, and their prolific providence as far as to the laft of things. For
they fay that every thing which proceeds into multitude wanders; but that the inerratic alone
fubfifts in the ftable and uniform. ‘Wandering, indeed, appears to fignify four things, either a
multitude of energies, thcugh they may all fubfift together, or a tranfitive multitude, Jike the.in-
telle&tions of the foul, or a multitude proceeding from oppofites to oppofites, or a multitude of
difordered motions. The dialectic exercife is called a wandering according to the third of thefe,
in confequence of proceeding through oppofite hypothefes. So that if there is any thing which
energizes according to one immutable energy, this is truly ineyratic.

* It appears to me, fays Proclus, to be well faid by the antients that Plato has given perfeQion
in this dialogue to the writings both of Zeno and Parmenides, producing the diale&ic exercife
of the former to both oppofites, and elevating the theory of the latter to true being. We fhall
find, therefore, the perfe&ion of the writings of Parmenides in the following part of this dia-
logue, which contains nine hypothefes concerning the one ; but we may perceive the perfetion of
Zcno's writings in what is now faid. In addition, therefore, to what we have already delivered re-
fpeQing the diale&ic of Zeno in the preceding IntroduStion, we f(hall fubjoin from Proclus the
foilowing obfervations.  The difcourfe of Zeno having fuppofed the multitude of forms feparate
from 1he one, colle@s the abfurdities which follow fram this hypotheGs, and this by confidering

: what
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Jikewife what will refult from fuppofing that 47 s not, if you with to be more
exercifed in this affair. How do you mean ¥ (faid Socrates)? As if (faid

Parmenides)

what follows, and what follows and does not follow : for he collets that they are fimilar and not
fimilar ; and proceeds in a fimilar manner rcfpeQing the ore and the many, motion and perma-
nency. Parmenides, however, thinks it fit that in dialefic invefligations it fhould not only
be fuppofled if ke ore is, but alfo if it is not, and to fpeculate what will happen from this hypo-
thelis; as, for inftance, not only if fimilitude is, but alfo if it is not, what will happen, either as
confequent, or as not confequent, or as confequent and at the fame time not confequent. But
his reafon for making fuch an addition is this: if we only fuppofe that a thing is, and difcover
what will be the confequence of the hypothefis, we fhall not entirely difcover that of which the
thing fuppofed is effentially the caule ; but if we can demonflrate in addition to this, that if it is
not, this very fame thing will no longer fellow which was the confequence of its being fuppofed
to have a fubfiftence, then it becomes cvident to us that if the one is, the other is alfo.

R Some

* Socrates not being able to apprehend the whole method fynoptically delivered, through what
‘has been previoufly faid, requefts Parmenides to unfold it more clearly. Parmenides accordingly
again gives a fpecimen of this method logically and fynoptically : comprehending in eight the
four and twenty modes which we have already mentioned in the Introduétion to this dialogue.
For, he affumes, if it happens, and if it follows and does not follow, and both thefe conjoined ;
{o that again we may thus be able to triple the eight modes. But let us concifely confider, with
Proclus, thefe eight modes in the hypothefis of Zeno :—If, then, the many have a fubfiftence, there
will fimply happen to the many with refpe@ to themfelves to be feparated, not to be principles,
to fubfift diffimilarly. But to the many with refpe& to the one there will happen, to be compre-
hended by #b¢ one, to be generated by it, and to participate of fimilitude and union from it. To
1he one there witl happen, to have dominion over the many, to be participated by them, to fubfift
prior to them ; and this with refpe to the many. But to the ome with refpeét to itfelf there will
happen the impartible, the unmultiplied, that which is better than bcing, and life, and knowledge ;
and every thing of this kind.

Again, if the many is not, there will happen to the many with refpe&t to themfelves the

-unfeparated and the undivided from each other: but to the many with refpe& to the one, a fub-
fiftence unprocecding from the one, a privation of difference with refpect to the one. To the
one with refpect to itfelf there will happen the poflcffion of nothing efficacious and perfeét in its

-own nature ; for if it poffeffed any thing of this kind it would generate the many. To the one
with refpect to the many, not to be the leader of multitude, and not to operate any thing in the
many.

Hence, we may conclude, that #be ore is every where that which makes multitude to be one thing,
is the caufe of, and has dominion over, multitude. And here you may fee that the tranfition is
from the obje& of inveftigation to its caufe ; for fuch is tke oze. It is requifite, therefore, that
always after many difcuflions and hypothefes there fhould be a certain fummary deduion, (xepa-
aawovuevor.)  For thus Plato, through all the intelle€tual conceptions, fhows that the one gives {ub-
fiftence to all things, and to the unitics in beings, which we fay is the end of the dialogue.
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Parmenides) you fhould wifh to excrcife yourfelf i1. this hypothefis of Zeno,
if there are many things, what ought to happen both to #he many with refer-
ence to themfelves, and to the one; and to the one with refpe&t to itfelf, and

to the many : and again, if many are not, to confider what will happen both

to the one and to the many, as well to themfelves as to each other. And .

again, if he fhould fuppofe if fimilitude * 15, or if it is not, what will happen
from

Some one, however, may probably inquire how it is poflible for any thing to happen to that
which is not, And how can that be the recipient of any thing which has no fubfiltence what-
ever? To this we reply, that nsu being, as we learn in the Sophifta, is cither that which in no
refpedt has a fubfiftence (ro undapm undapws cv), or it is privation, for by itfclf it is not, but has
an accidental being 3 or it is matter, for this is not, as being formlels, and naturally indefinite 5
or it is every thing material, as that which has an apparent being, but properly is not 5 or, further
ftill, it is every thing fenfible, for this is continvally converfant with generation and corruption,
but never truly is.  Prior to thefe, alfo, there is non-being in fouls, according to which they are
likewife faid to be the firft of generated natures, and not to belong to thofe true beings which
rank in intelligibles. And prior to fouls, there is the non-being in intelligibles themfelves, and
this is the firft difference of beings, as we are taught by the Sophifta, and which as we there learn
is not lefs than being itfelf.  Laftly, beyond all thefe is the non-being of that which is prior to
being, which is the caufe of all beings, and is exempt from the multitude which they contain.
If, therefore, non-being may be predicated in fo many ways, it is evident that what has not in
any refpect being, can never become the fubjedt of hypothefis: for it is not poflible to fpeak of
this, nor to have any knowledge of it, as the Eleatean guelt in the Sophifta fhows, confirming
the affertion of Parmenides concerning it.  But when we fay that the many is not, or that ke one
is not, or that foul is not, we {o make the negation, as that each of thefe is fomething clfe, but
is not that particular thing, the being of which we deny.  And thus the hypothefis does not lead
to that which in no refpe& has a f{ubfiftence, but to that which partly is, and partly is not: for,
in fhort, ncgations are the progeny of iutellc€tual difference.  Hence, a thing is not a horfe, be-
caufe it is another thing ; and, through this, it is not man, becaufe it is fomething elfe. And Plato
in the Sophifta on this account fays, that when we fay non-being, we only affert an ablation of
being, but not the contrary to being, meaning by contrary, that which is moft diftant from being,
and which perfe@ly falls from it. So that when we fay a thing is not, we do not introduce that
which in no refpect has a being, nor when we make nen-being the fubjeét of hypothefis do we
fuppofe that which is in no refpet is, but we fignify as much of non-being as is capuble of being
known and expreffed by words.—For an account of the Eleatic mcthod of reafoning which Plato
here delivers, fce the Introduétion to this dialogue.

* If Gimilitude is, fays Proclus, therc will” happen to itfelf with refpect to itlclf, the monadic,
the perpetual, the prolific, and the primary. But, with refpet to fenfibles, the aflimilation of
them to intelligibles, the not fuffering them to fall into the place of difimilitude, and the cone
jun&tion of parts with their wholenefles.  ‘To fenfibles with refpet to themfelves there will hapa

5 pen,
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from each hypothefis, both to the things fuppofed and to others, and to
themfelves and to each other; and the fame method of proceeding mufk
‘take place concerning the diffimilar, motion® and permanency, genera-

tion

pen, a communion with each other, a participation of, and a rcjoicing in, each other. For fimi-
lars rejoice-in, are copaffive, and are mingled with fimilars. But with refpet to fimilitude there
will happen a participation of it, an aflimilation with, and union according to, it.

But if fimilitude is not, there will happen to itfelf according to itfelf the uneflential, the neither
poflefling prolific power, nor a primary eflence. But with refpe&t to others not to have dominion
over them, not to make them fimilar to themfelves according to form, but rather in conjun&ion
with itfelf to take away the fimilar which is in them; for the principle of fimilars not having a
fubfiftence, neither will thefe be fimilar. But to fenfibles with refpeét to themfelves there will
happen the immovable, the unmingled, the unfympathetic. But with refpe& to it, neither to be
fathioned by form according to it, nor to be conneted by it.

In like manner we fay with refpec to the diffimilar. For if diffimilitude is, there will happen
to itfelf with refpe& to itfelf to be a form pure, immaterial and uniform, poflefling multitude to-
gether with unity; but with refpe to other things, I mean fenfibles, a caufe of the definite cire
cumfcription and divifion in each. To other things with refpe&t to themfelves there will happen,
that each will preferve its proper idiom and form without confufion; but with refpe&t to it, to be
fufpended from it, and to be adorned both according to wholes and parts by it. But if diffimili-
tude is not, it will neither be a pure and immaterial form, nor, in fhort, one and not one, nor will
it poflefs, with relpe& to other things, a caufe of the feparate effence of each ; and other things
will poffefs an all-various cenfufion in themfelves, and will not be the participants of one power
which gives feparation to wholes.

From thefe things, therefore, we collect that fimilitude is the caufe of communion, fympathy,
and commixture to fenfibles; but diffimilitude of feparation, produétion according to form, and
unconfufed purity of powers in themfelves. For thefe things follow the pofitions of fimilitude
and diffimilitude, but the contraries of thefe from their being taken away.

* If motion is, there will happen to itfelf with refpet to itfelf the eternal, and the poffeflion of
infinite power; but to itfelf, with rc‘fpe& to things which are hcre, to be motive of them, the
vivific, the caufe of progreflion, and of various energies. But to thefe things with refpe&t to
themfelves there will happen, the cnergetic, the vivific, the mutable; for every thing material
pafles from a fubfiftence in capacity, to a fubfiftence in energy. To other things with refpeét

-to motion there will happen, to be perfe@ed by it, to partake of its power, to be affimilated
through it to things eternally ftable. For things which are incapable of obtaining good ftably,
participate of it through motion.

But if motion is not, it will be inefficacious, fluggifh, and without power; it will not be a
caufe of things which are here ; will be void of motive powers, and a producing effence.  And
things which are here will be uncoordinated, indefinite and imperfe&, firft motion not having
a fubfiftence.

In like manner with rcfpet to permanency, if it is, there will happen to itfelf with reference

9 to
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tion ¥ and corruption, being and mom-being : and, in one word, concerning
' every

to itlelf, the ftable, the cternal, and the uniform. But to other things with refpe& to them-
felves, that each will abide in its proper boundaries, and will be firmly eftablifhed in the fame
places or meafures. To other things with refpet to it there will happen, to be every way
bounded and fubdued by it, and to partake of ftability in being. But if it is not, there will
happen to itfelf with refpe& to itfelf, the inefficacious, and the unftable. To itfelf with refere
ence to other things, not to afford them the ftable, the fecure, and the firm ; but to other things
with refpeét to themfelves the much wandering, the uneftablithed, the imperfe@, and the being
deprived of habitation; and to other things with refpe@ to it, meither to be fubfervient to its
meafures, nor to partake of being according to it, but to be borne along in a perfe@ly difordered
manner, that which connes and eftablithes them, not having a fubfiftence. Motion itfelf,
therefore, is the fupplier of efficacious power, and multiform life and energy ; but permanency,
of firmnefs and ftability, and an eftablithment in proper boundaries.

* Let us now confider, fays Proclus, prior to thefe, whence generation and corruption ongl-
nate, and if the caufes of thefe are to be placed in ideas. Or is not this indeed neceffary, not
only becaufe thefe rank among things perpetual (for neither is it pofible for generation not to be,
nor for corruption to be entirely diflolved, but it is neceffary that thefe fhould confubfift with
each other in the univerfe, fo far as it is perpetual) but this is alfo requifite, becaufe generation
participates of effence and being, but corruption of non-being. For every thing fo far as it is
generated is referred to effence, and partakes of being, but fo far as it is corrupted, it is referred
to non-being, and 2 mutation of the is to another form. TFor through this it is corrupted from
one thing into another, becaufe non-being prefubfifts which gives divifion to forms. And as in
intelligibles, non-being is not lefs than being, as is aflerted by the Eleatean gueft, fo here cor-
ruption is not lefs than generation, nor does it lefs contribute to the perfedtion of the univerfe.
And as there, that which participates of being enjoys alfo non-being, and non-being partakes of
being, fo here that which is in generation, or in pafling into being, is alfo the recipient of corrup-
tion, and that which is corrupcing, of generation. Being, therefore, and non-being, are the caufes
of generation and corruption.

But it is requifite to exercife ourfelves after the fame manner with refpe& to thefe. In the
firft place, then, if generation is, it is in itfelf imperfet, and is the caufe to others of an affimi.
lation to eflence. But there will happen to other things with refpeét to themfelves, a mutation
from each other: and to other things with refpeét to generation, there will happen a perpetual
participation of it, in confequence of its fubfifting in them. But if generation is not, it will be
itfelf, not the obje& of opinion; and with refpe to other things it will not be the form of any
thing, nor the caufe of order and perfe€tion to any thing; but other things will be unbegotten
and impaffive, and will have no communion with it, nor participate through it of being.

Tn like manner with refpeét to corruption : If corruption is, there will happen to itfelf with
refpe to itfelf, the never failing, infinite power, and a fullnefs of non-being; but to itfelf with
refpet to other things, the giving mcafure to being, and the caufe of perpetual generation. v‘%ut
to other things with refpeét to themfelves, there will happen a flowing into each other, and an
inability of conne&ing themfelves. And to other things with refpect to corruption there will

vyoL. IIL. ° happea



08 THE PARMENIDES,

every thing which is fuppofed either to be* or nor to be, or influenced in
any manner by any other paffion, it is neceffary to confider the confe-
quences

happen, to be perpetually changed by it, to have non-being conjoined with being, and to parti-
cipate of corruption totally. But if corruption is not, there will happen to itfelf with refpe to
itfelf, that it will not be fubvertive of itfelf; for not having a fubfiltence, it will fubvert itfelf with
refpe&t to other things. To itfelf, with reference to other things there will happen, that it will
not diffipate them, nor change them into each other, nor dilacerate being and effence.  To other
things with refpe@ to themfelves there will happen, the not being changed into each other, the
not being paflive to each other, and that each will preferve the fame order.  But to other things
with refpect to it there will happen, the not being paflive to it. The peculiarity, therefore, of
generation is to move to being, but of corruption to lead from being. For this we infer fromr
the preceding hypothefes, fince it has appeared to us that admitting their exiftence, they are the
caufes of being and non-being to other things; and that being fubverted they introduce a
privation of motion and mutation.

' We engage, fays Proclus, in the mvc(hg'\non of things in a twofold refpe@l, contemplating
at one time if a thing is or is not, and at another time, if this particular thing is prefent with it,
or is not prefent, as in the inquiry if the foul is immortal. For here we muft not only confider
all that happens to the thing fuppofed, with refpect to itfclf and other things, and to other things
with refpet to the thing fuppofed, but allo what happens with reference to fubfiltence and non-
fubfiftence. Thus, for inftance, if the foul is immortal, its virtue will have a connate life, fuffi-
cient to felicity ; and this will happen to itfelf with refpe to itfelf. But to itfelf with refpect
to other things there will happen, to ufe them as inftruments, to provide for them feparately,
to impart life to them. In the fecond place, to other things with refpet to themfelves there
will happen, that things living and dead will be generated from each other, the poffeflion of an:
adventitious immortality, the circle of generation; but to other things with refpe& to it, to be
adorned by it, to participate of a certain felf-motion, and to be fufpended from it, in living.

But if the foul is not immortal, it will not be felf-motive, it will not be intelle€tual effentially,.
it will not be felf-vital; nor will its difciplines be reminifcences. It will be corrupted by its own:
proper evil, and will not have a knowlcdge of true beings. And thefe things will happen to
itfelf with refpect to itfelf. But to itfelf with refpe@ to others there will happen, to be mingled
with bodies and material natures, to have no dominion over itfelf, to be incapable of leading.
others as it pleafes, to be fubfervient to the temperament of bodies ; 2nd all its life will be cor-
poreal, and converfant with generation. To other things with refpe& to themfelves there will
happen, fuch a habit as that which confifts from entelecheia and body. For there will alone be
animals compofed from an indefinite life and bodies. But to other things with refpedt to it
there will happen, to be the leaders of it, to change it together with their own motions, and to-
poflefs it in themfelves, and not externally governing them, and to live in conjunction with and
nogjrom it. You fee, therefore, that after this manner we difcover by the dialeQtic art the
mode, not only how we may be able to fuppofe if a thing is and is not, but any other paffion.
which it may fuffer, fuch as the being immortal or not immortals

4 Since,
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quences both to itfelf and to each individual of other things, which you
may fele for this purpofe, and towards many, and towards all things in a
fimilar manner; and again, how other things are related to themfelves, and
to another which you eftablifh, whether you confider that which is the

fubje&

Since, however we may confider the relation of one thing to another varioufly; for we may
either confider it with reference to one thing gply, as for inftance, how fimilitude, if it is fuppofed
to be, fubfifts with refpet to diffimilitude; or, we may confider it with refpet to more than
one thing, as for inftance, low effence, if fuppofed to be, is with reference to permanency and
motion; or with refpect to all things, as, if tbe one is, how it fubfifts with reference to all’
things,—this being the cafe, Plato does not omit this, but adds, That it is requifite to confider
the confequences with refpe€t to one thing only, which you may felett for this purpofe, and
towards many, and towards all things in a fimilar manner. -

It is neceffary indced that this one, or thofe many fhould be allied to the thing propofed, for
inftance, as the fimilar to the diffimilar: for thefe are coordinate to each other. And motion
and reft to effence: for thefe are contained in and fubfft about it. But if the difference with
refpe@ to another thing, is with refpect to one thing, to many things, and to all things, and we
fay there are twenty four modes, affuming in one way only a fubfiftence with reference to
another, this is not wonderful. For difference with refpeét to another thing pertains to matter;
but we propofe to deliver the form of the dialectic method, and the formal but not the material
differences which it contains.

Obferve, too, that Plato adds, that the end of this exercife is the perception of truth. We
muft not, therefore, confider him as fimply fpeaking of fcientific truth, but of that which is ine
telligible, or which in other words, fubfifts according to a fuperefiential charaQeriftic : for the
whole of our life is an exercife to the vifion of this, and the wandering through diale&tic haftens
to that as its port. Hence Platoin a wonderful manner ufes the word diogecbas 2o look tbraugi
for fouls obtain the vifion of intelligibles through many mediums.

But again, that the method may become perfpicuous to us from another example, let us invefti-
gate the four-and-twenty modes in providence. If then providence is, there will follow to itfelf
with refpe to itfelf, the beneficent, the infinitely powerful, the efficacious ; but there will not
follow, the fubverfion of itfelf, the privation of counfel, the unwilling. That which follows and
does not follow is, that it is one and not one. There will follow to itfelf with refpe& to other
things, to govern them, to preferve every thing, to poflefs the beginning and the end of all things,
and to bound the whole of fenfibles. That which does not follow is, to injure the objets of
its providential care, to fupply that which is contrary to expetation, to be the caufe of diforder.
There will follow and not follow, the being prefent to all things, and an exemption from
them; the knowing and not knowing them: for it knows them in a different manner, and
not with powers coordinate to the things known. ‘Lhere will follow to other things with
refpe€t to themfelves, to fuffer nothing cafually from each other, and that nothing will be
injured by any thing. There will not follow, that any thing pertaining to thém will be from

o2 fortune,
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fubjeét of your hypothefis as having a fubfiftence or as not fubfifting; if,
being perfeétly exercifed, you defign through proper media to perceive the
truth,

That Socrates then faid, You fpeak, O Parmenides, of an employment
which it is impoffible to accomplith, nor do I very much underftand what
you mean ; but why do you not eftablith a certain hypothefis yourfelf, and
enter on its difcuffion, that I may be the better inftru@ed in this affair?

fortune, and the being uncoordinated with each other. There will follow and not follow, that
all things are good; for this will partly pertain to them and partly not. To other things
with refpe& to it there will follow, to be fufpended from it, on all fides to be guarded and
benefited by it. There will not follow, an oppofition to it, and the poflibility of efcaping it.
For there is nothing fo fmall that it can be concealed from it, nor fo elevated that it cannot be
vanquifhed by it. There will follow and not follow, that every thing will participate of pro-
vidence : for in one refpet they partake of it, and in another not of it, but of the goods which
are imparted to every thing from it.

But let providence not have a fubfiltence, again there will follow to itfelf with refpeét to
itfelf, the imperfe&, the unprolific, the inefficacious, a fubfiftence for itfclf alone. There will
not follow, the unenvying, the tranfcendently full, the fufficient, the afliduous. There will
follow and not follow, the unfolicitous, and the undifturbed: for in one refpect thefe will be
prefent with that which does not providentially encrgize, and in another refpet will not, in con-
fequence of fecondary natures not being governed by it. But it is evident that there will follow
to itfelf with refpect to other things, the unmingled, the privation of communion with all things,
the not knowing any thing. There will not follow, the affimilating other things to itfelf, and
the imparting to all things the good that is fit. There will follow and not follow, the being de-
firable to other things: for this in a certain refpeé is pofible and not poffible. For, if it fhould
be faid, that through a tranfcendency exempt from all things, it does not providentially energize,
nothing hinders but that it may be an obje& of defire to all fecondary natures; but yet, confi~.
dered as deprived of this power, it will not be defirable. To other things with refpe@ to them-
felves there will follow, the unadorned, the cafual, the indefinite in paffivity, the reception of
many things adventitious in their natures, the being carried in a confufed and difordered man-
ner. There will not follow,. an allotment with refpet to one thing, a diftribution according to-
merit, and a fubfiftence according to intelle@t. There will follow and not follow, the being good ::
for, fo far as they are beings, they muft neceffarily be good : and yet, providence not having a fub-.
fitence, it cannot be faid whence they pcffefs good. But to ather things with refpe@ to providence
there will follow, the not being paflive to it, and the being uncoordinated with refpect to it.
There will not follow, the being meafured and bounded by it. There will follow and not fol-
low, the being ignorant of it : for it is neceflury they fhould know that it is not, if it is not. And
it is alfo neceflary that they thould not know. it ; for there is nothing common to them with re~
fpe@ to providence.

That
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That Parmenides replied, You affign, O Socrates, a mighty labour * to a
man fo old as myfelf! Will you, then, O Zeno (faid Socrates), difcufs
fomething

t By this Plato indicates that the enfuing difcourfe contaims much truth, as Proclus well ob-
ferves : and if you confider it with relation to the foul, you may f(ay that it is not proper for one
who is able to perceive intelleCtually divine natures, to energize through the garrulous phantafy
and body, but fuch a one fhould abide in his elevated place of furvey, and in his peculiar man-
ners. It is laborious, therefore, for him who ltves intelleGually to energize logically and imagina~
tively, and for him who is converted to himfelf, to direct his attention to another; and to fimpli-
city of knowledge the varicty of reafons is arduous. It is alfo laborious to an old man to fwim
through fuch a fea of arguments. The affertion alfo has much truth, if the fubjects themfelves are
confidered. For frequently univerfal canons are eafily apprehended, but no fmall difficulty pre-
fents itfelf to thole that endeavour to ufe them ; as is evident in the lemmas of geometry, which
are founded on univerfal affertions. Proclus adds, that the difficulty of this diale&ic method in
the ufe of it is evident, from no one after Plato having profefledly written uponit; and on this
account, fays he, we have endeavoured to illuftrate it by fo many examples.

For the fake of the truly philofophic reader, therefore, I fhall fubjoin the following fpecimen
of the dialeftic method in addition to what has been already dclivered on the fubje®. The im-
portance of fuch illuftrations, and the difficulty with which the compofition of them is attendedy
will, [ doubt not, be a fufficient apology for its appearing in this place. [t is extralled, as well:
as the preceding, from the admirable MS. commentary of Proclus on this dialogue.

Letit then be propofed to confider the confequences of admitting or denying the perpetual ex~
iftence of foul. .

If then foul always is, the confequences to itfelf, with refpet to itfelf; are, the felf-motive, the
felf-vital, and the felf-fubfiftent + but zhe things awhich do not folow to itfesf with refpedt to itfelf,
are, the defirution of itlelf, the being perfecly ignorant, and knowing nothing of itfelf. The
eonfequences which follow and do net follow are the indivifible and the divifible®, (for in a cer-
tain refpect it is divifible, and in a certain refpect indivifible), perpetuity and non-perpetuity of
being; for fo far as it communicates with intelle, it is eternal, but fo far as it verges to a cor-
poreal nature, it is mutable.

Again, if foul is, the confequences 10 it’2lf with refpet to other things, i. e. bodies, are commu--
nication of motion, the conneding of bodies, as long as it is prefent with them, together with
dominion over bodies, according to nature. That which does not  follow, is-to move externally ; for
it is the property of animated natures to be moved inwardly; and to be the caufe of reft and im-
mutability to bodies.  The confequences awhich follow and do not follow, are, to be prefent to bodies,
and yet to be prefent feparate from them ; for foul is prefent to them, by its providential energies,
but is exempt from.them by its gfZnce, becaufe this is incorporeal. And this is the firft hexad.

The fecond hexad is as follows: if foul is, the confequence to other things, i. e. bodies witk refpec’
to themfetves, is fympathy ; for, according to a vivific caufe, bodies fympathize with each other.-

# Yor foul, according to Plato, fubfifts between intelle? and a corporeal nature ; the former of which'is
perfe@ly indivifible, and the latter perfe@ly divifitles "
w.
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fomething for us? And then Pythodorus related that Zeno, laughing, faid —
We muft requeft Parmenides, O Socrates, to engage in this undertaking ;
for,

But that which does not follow, is the non-fenfitive ; for, in confequence ‘of there being fuch a thing
as foul, all things muft neceffarily be fenfitive: fome things peculiarly fo, and others as parts of
the whole.  The confequences which follow and do not follow to lodies with rejpect to themfelves are, that
in a certain refpect they move themfelves, through being animated, and in a certain refpe@t do
not move themfelves: for there are many modes of felf-motion.

Again, if foul is, the confequences to bodies with refpe to foul are, to be moved internally and vi-
vified by foul, to be preferved and conneéted through it, and to be entirely fufpended from it.
The confequences which do not follow are, to be diffipated by foul, and to be filled from it with a
privation of life; for bodies receive from foul life and conne@ion. The confequences which follow
and do not follow are, that bodies participate, and do not participate of foul; for fo far as foul is
prefent with bodies, fo far they may be faid to participate of foul ; but fo far as it is feparate from
them, fo far they do not participate of foyl. And this forms the fecond hexad.

The third hexad is as follows : if foul is not, the confequences to itfelf with refpect to itfelf are,
the non-vital, the uneflential, and the non-intelletual ; for, not having any fubfiftence, it has
neither eflence, nor life, nor intelle@.  The confequences which do not follow are, the ability tq pre-
ferve itfelf, to give fubfiltence to, and be motive of, itfelf, with every thing elfe of this kind.
The confequences which follow and do not follow are, the unknown and the irrational. For not hav-
ing a fubfiftence, it is in a certain refpect unknown and irrational with refpet to itfelf, as neither
reafoning nor having any knowledge of itfelf; but in another refpe, it is neither irrational nor
unknown, if it is confidered as a certain nature, which is not rational, nor endued with know-
{edge.

Again, if foul is not, the confequences awbich follow to itfelf with refpet to bodies are, to be unpro-
fific of them, to be unmingled with, and to employ no providential energies about, them. The
confequences wbich do not follow are, to move, vivify, and conne& bodies. The confequences which
follow and do not follow are, that it is different from bodies, and that it does not communicate
with them. Tor this in a certain refpet is true, and not true; if that which is not foul is confi-
dered as having indeed a being, but unconncéted with foul: for thus it is different from bodies,
fince thefe are perpetually connefted with foul. And again, it is not different from bodies, fo
far as it has no fubfiftence, and is not. And this forms the third hexad.

In the fourth place, then, if foul is not, the confequences to bodies with rejtel to themfelves are,
the immovable, privation of difference according to life, and the privation of fympathy to each
other. The confequences abich do not follow are, a fenfible knowledge of each other, and to be
moved from themfelves. That which fodorws and does not follow is, to be paflive to cach other ;
for in one refpect they would be paflive, and in another not; fince they would be alone corpo-
really and not vitally paflive.

Again, if foul is noty the confequences to other things with refpelt 1o it are, not to be taken care of,
nor to be moved by foul.  The confequences awhich do not. follow are, to be vivified and connected
by foul.  The confequences awbich follow and do not fallew are, to be affimilated and not affimilated

to
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for, as he fays, it is no trifling matter; or do you not. fee the prodigious
labour of fuch a difcuffion? If, therefore, many ! were prefent, it would
’ not

to foul : for, fo far as foul having no fubfiftence, neither will bodies {ubfift, fo far they will be
affimilated to foul; for they will fuffer the fame with it; but fo far as it is impoffible for that
which is not to be fimilar to any thing, fo far bodies will have no fimilitude to foul. And this
forms the fourth and laft hexad.

Hence we conclude, that fou/ is the caufe of life, fympathy, and motion to bodies; and,
in fhort, of their being and prefervation: for foul fubfifting, thefe are at the fame time intro-
duced ; but not fubfifting, they are at the fame time taken away.

* It it unneceflary to obferve, that the moft divine of dogmas are unadapted to the ears of the
many, fince Plato himfelf fays that all thefe things are ridiculous to the multitude, but thought
worthy of admiration by the wife. Thus alfo, fays Proclus, the Pythagoreans affert, that of dif<
courfes, fome are myftical, and others to be expofed in open day; and the Peripatetics, that fome
are efoteric, and others exoteric ; and Pannenides himfelf wrote fome things according to truth,
and others according to opinion ; and Zeno calls fome difcourfes true, and others ufeful. “Ourw
3 xat o TIubayopeios Twv Aoywy, Tovs pev EPaOROY Eval KUTTIXOVSy TOUS b2 imaubpiovs, xai &i £x Tov mepiTaTOUy
TOUG pEV ETLTELINOUS, TOUS % :f»-npmou;, xat avtog Haﬂusw&ng, Ta pev mgos arvbeiay sypate, Ta 3 wpog Sobary
xau & Znvay Oe Tovg uev arnleis exanes Twy Aoywy, Toug Je xpetwdeis.

The multitude therefore, fays Proclus, arc ignorant how great the power is of diale&ic, and
that the end of this wandering is truth and iutelle&. For it is not poflible for us to recur from
things laft to fuch as are firft, cxcept by a progreflion through the middle forms of life. For, as-
our defcent into the realms of mortality was efle€ted through many media, the foul always pro-
ceeding into that which is more compofite, in like manner our afcent muft be accomplithed
through various media, the foul refolving her compofite order of life. In the firfl place, there-
fore, it is requifite to defpife the fenfes, as able to know nothing accurate, nothing fane, but
poflefling much of the confufed, the material, and the paflive, in confequence of employing cer-
tain inftruments of this kind.  After this it follows, that we fhould di{mifs imaginations, thofe
winged ftymphalidz of the foul, as alone pofleiling a figured intelle@ion of things, but by no means
able to apprehend unfigured and impartible form, aud as impeding the pure and immaterial in-
telleCtion of the foul, by intervening and difturbing it in its inveftigations. In the third place,
we muft entirely extirpate multiform opinions, and the wandering of the foul about thefe ; for
they are not converfant with the caufes of things, nor do they procure for us {cience, nor the par-
ticipation of a feparate intellc@. In the fourth place, therefore, we muft hattily return to the’
great fea of the fciences, and there, by theaflitance of dialetic, furvey the divifions and compofi-
tions of thefe, and, in fhort, the variety of forms in the foul, and through this furvey, unweaving
our vital order, behold our dianoétic part.  After this, in the fifth place, it is requifite to feparate
ourfelves from compofition, and contemplate by intelleGtual energy true beings @ for intellet is-
more excellent than fcience ; and a life according to intelle&t is preferable to that which is accord--
ing to fciénce. Many, therefore, are the wanderings of the foul : for one of thefe is in imaginas
tions, another in opinions, and a third in the dianotiic power. But a life according to intellect

is
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not be proper to make fuch a requeft; for it is unbecoming, efpecially for
an old man, to difcourfe about things of this kind before many witnefles.
For the many are ignorant that, without this difcurfive progreffion and
wandering through all things, it is impoffible, by acquiring the truth, to
obtain the poffeflion of intelle&. 1, therefore, O Parmenides, in conjunc-
tion with Socrates, beg that vou would undertake a difcuffion, which I have
not heard for a long time. But Zeno having made this requeft, Antiphon
{aid that Pythodorus related that he alfo, and Ariftotle, and the reft who
were prefent, entreated Parmenides to exhibit that which he fpoke of, and
not to deny their requeft. That then Parmenides faid, It is neceflary to
comply with your entreaties, though I fhould feem to myfelf to meet with
the fate of the Ibycean ! horfe, to whom as a courfer, and advanced in years,
when about to contend in the chariot races, and fearing through experi=
ence for the event, Ibycus comparing himfelf, faid—T%us alfo I that am fo

is alone inerratic. And this is the myf{tic port of the foul, into which Homer condu&s Ulyfles,
after an abundant wandering of life.

* Parmenides, as Proclus beautifully obferves, well knew what the wandering of the foul is, not
only in the fenfes, imaginations, and of"8ions, but alfo in the dianoétic evolutions of arguments.
Knowing this, therefore, and remembering the labours he had endured, he is afraid of again de-
{cending to fuch an abundant wandering; like another Ulyfles, after paffing through various
regions, and being now in pofieffion of his proper good, when called to certain fimilar barbaric
battles, he is averfe, through long experience, to depart from his own country, as remembering
the difficulties which he {uftained in war, and his long extended wandering. Having, thercfore,
afcended to reafoning from phantafies and the fenfes, and to intellet from reafoning, he is very
properly afraid of a defcent to reafoning, and of the wandering in the dianoétic parr, left he
fhould in a certain refpe&t become oblivious, and fhould be drawn down to phantafy and fenfe.
¥or the defcent from intellect is not fafe, nor is it proper to depart from things firft, left we fhould
unconfcioufly abide in thofe of a fubordinate nature. Parmenides, thercfore, being now efta-
blithed in the port of intelle&, is averfe again to defcend to a multitude of reafonings from an
intelleQual and fimple form of energy. At the fume time, however, he docs defcend for the fake
of benefitting fecondary natures ; for the very grace (xaps) itfelf is an imitation of the providence
of the Gods. Such, therefore, ought the defcents of divine fouls from the intelligible to be,
coming from divine natures, knowing the evils arifrmg from wandering, and defcending for the
benefit alone of fallen fouls, and not to fill up a life enamoured with gencration, nor falling pro-
foundly, nor agglutinating themfelves to the indefinite forms of life. I only add, that Ibycus,
from whom Parmenides borrows his fimile of a horfe, was a Rheginenfian poet, and is mentioned
by Cicero in Tulul. Queilion. lib. 4. Paufan. Corinth. lib. 2. buidas and Erafimus in Adagiis.
There are alfo two ¢pigrams upon him in the Anthologia.

old,
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old, am compelled to return to the fubjets of my love; in like manner, I
appear to myfelf to dread vehemently the prefent undertaking, when 1 call
to mind the manner in which it is requifite to fwim over fuch, and fo great
a fea of difcourfe: but yet it is neceffary to comply, efpecially as it is the
requeft of Zeno, for we are one and the fame. Whence then fhall we
begin * ; and what fhall we firft of all fuppofe? Are you willing, fince it
feems we muft play a very ferious game, that I thould begin from myfelf,
and my own * hypothefis, fuppofing concerning the one itfelf, whether the

) one

1 Parmenides, fays Proclus, defcending to the evolution of arguments, and to fcientifically-
difcurfive cnergics from his intelle&ual place of furvey, and from a form of life without, to one
with habitude, afks his participants whence he fhall begin, and from what hypothefis he fhall
frame, his difcourfe; not fufpending his intelle€t from their judgment ; for it is not lawful that
the cnergy of more excellent natures fhould be meafured from that of fuch as are fubordinate ;
but converting them to himfclf, and exciting them to a perception of his meaning, that he may
not infert arguments in the ftupid, as nature implants produive principles in bodies, but that
he may lead them to themfelves, and that they may be impelled to éeing in conjunétion with him.
Yor thus intellet leads fouls, not only elevating them together with itfelf, but preparing them to
affift themfelves. He exhorts, therefore, his participants to attend to themfelves, and to behold
whence he begins, and through what media he proceeds, but does not feek to learn from them
what is proper on the occafion. ‘That this is the cafe is evident from hence, that he does not
wait for their anfwer, but difcourfes from that which appears to him to be beft.

# The onc method of Parmenides affumes one hypothefis, and according to it frames the whole
difcourfe, this hypothefis not being one of many, as it may appear to fome, but that which is
comprehenfive of all hypotheles, aad is one prior to the many. For it unfolds all beings, and
the whole order of things, both intelligible and fenfible, together with the unities of them, and
the one ineffable unity, the fountain of all thefe. For the one is the caufe of all things, and from
1his all things are generated in a confequent order from the hypothefis of Parmenides. But per-
haps, fays Proclus, fome one may afk us how Parmenides, who in his poems fings concerning true
or the one being, (70 & o), calls 1he one his hypothefis, and fays that he fhall begin from this his
proper principle. Some then have faid that, Parmenides making feing the whole fubje@ of his
difcuflion, Plato, finding that ke sne is beyond being and all effence, corres Parmenides, and
reprefents him begirining from the one.  For, fay they, as Gorgias and Protagoras, and each of
the other perfons in his dialogues, fpeak better in thofe dialogues than in their own writings, fo,
likewife, Parmenides is more philofophic in Plato, and more profound, than in his own compol"x-
tions; fince in the former he fays, if the one is, it is not one being, as alone difcourfing concerning
the one, and not concerning one being, or being charaterized by zke one 3 and in the follov&ing
Lypothefes he fays, if 7he ome is not 5 and laftly, infers that if tbe one is, or is not, all things are,
and are not. Parmenides, therefore, being Platonic, calls that his hypothefis which fuppofes

voL. 1L r the
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one is, or Whether it is not, what ought to be the confequence? That Zeno
faid, By all means. Who then (faid Parmenides) will anfwer to me ? Will

the

the one. In anfwer to this it may be faid that it is by no means wonderful if Parmenides in his
poems appears to aflert nothing concerning the one : for it is ineffable, and he in his poems gene-
rates all beings from the firft being; but he might indicate fomething concerning it, fo far as
this can be cffeCted by difcourfe, in his unwritten converfations with Zeno. Very properly, there-
fore, does he call this bufinefs concerning tbe one his own hypothefis. Proclus adds—if, how-
ever, it be requifite to {fpeak more truly, we may fay, with our preceptor Syrianus, that Parme-
nides begins indeed from one being; (for the hypothefis, if #he one is, having the is together with
the one, belongs to this order of things); but that he recurs from one being to tbe one, clearly fhow-
ing that ke one, properly fo called, wills this alone, to be zbe one, and haftily withdraws itlelf
from being. He alfo fhows that ore being is the fecond from this, proceeding to being through
fubjetion, but that ke one itlelf is better than the is, and that if it is, together with the is, it no
Jonger remains that which is properly the one. Hence, it is true that Parmenides makes #rue
being, ot the one being, the fubje€t of his hypothefis, and alfo, that through this hypothefis he
afcends to the one itfelf, which Plato in the Republic denominates unhypotheric : for it is ne=
ceffary, fays he, always to proceed through hypothefes, that afcending, we may at length end in
the unhypothetic one ; fince every hypothefis is from a certain other principle. But if any one
fhould make the hypothefis the principle, we may fay to fuch a one, with Plato, that where the
principle is unknown, and the end and middle alfo confit from things that are unknown, it is
not poffible that a thing of this kind can be fcience. The one alone, therefore, is the principle,
and js unhypothetic ; fo that what is made the fubje& of hypothefis is fomething elfe, and not
the one.  But Plato afcends from this to #he ¢ne, as from hypothefis to that which is unhypothetic.
‘Whence alfo it appears that the manner in which Parmenides manages the difcourfe is admirable.
For, if he had affumed the unhypothetic as an hypothefis, and that which is without a principle as
from a principle, he would rot have followed the method which fays it is entircly neceffary to
confider what is confequent to the hypothefis. Or, if he had not affumed tbe oe as an hypo
thefis, but fome onc of the things more remote from the one, he could not eafily have made 3.
tranfition to it, nor would he have unfolded to us {pontaneoufly and without violence the caufe
prior to being. 'That ke one, therefore, might remain unhypothetic, and that at the fame time
he might recur from a certain proper hypothefis to tbe one, he makes 2be one being the fubjet of his
hypothefis, which proximately fubfifts after #he one, and in which, perhaps, that which is properly
the one primarily fubfifts, as we fhall thow at the end of the firft hypothefis of this dialogue. And
thus he fays that he begins from his own hypothefis, which is ¢the one being, and this is, < if the
ene isy” and transferring himfelf to the unhypothetic, which is near to this, he unfolds the fub-
fitence of all beings from the unity which is exempt from all things. Whence, faying that he
fhall make his own one the fubje@ of hypothefis, in evincing what things follow, and what do
not follow, at one time as ufing the one alone, he demonftrates the is, employing affirmations; -
but at another time he afllumes, together with the one, the conception of the is. But he every
where
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the youngeft among you do this? For the labour will be very little for him
to anfwer what he thinks ; and his anfwer will at the fame time afford me
a time for breathing in this arduous inveftigation. That then Ariftotle
faid, I am prepared to attend you, O Parmenides; for you may call upon
me as being the youngeft. Afk me, therefore, as one who will anfwer you.

That Parmenides faid, Let us then begin,  If ome * is, is it not true that

the

where reafons as looking to the ore, either unparticipated, or participated, that he may thow that all
things are through the one, and that feparate from e one, they and their very being are oblitcrated.

* In the Introduion to this Dialogue we have fpoken concerning the number, and unfolded
the meaning of the hypothefis about tbe one; let us, therefore, with Proclus, difcufs a few par-
ticulars refpeing principle, that we may more accurately underftand the nature of the one.
The principle, therefore, of all beings and non-beings is called #he one, fince to be united is good
to all things, and is the greateft of goods; but that which is entirely feparated from the one is
evil, and the greateft of evils. For divifion becomes the caufe of diffimilitude, and a privation
of fympathy, and of a departure from a fubfiftence according to nature. Hence the principle of
wholes, as fupplying all things with the grcateft of goods, is the fource of union to all things, and
is on this account called the one. Hence, too, we fay that every principle, fo far as it is allotted
this dignity in beings, is a certain erad or unity, and that what is moft united in every order
ranks as firft, placing this principle not in parts, but in wholes, and not in fome one of the many,
but in the monads conneftive of multitude ; and, in the next place, efpecially furveying it in
the fummits, and that which is moft united in monads, and according to which they are conjoined
with the one, are deified, and fubfift without proceeding, in the one principle of all things.

Thus, for inftance, (that we may illuftrate this doftrine by an example,) we perceive many caufes
of light, fome of which are celeftial, and others fublunary; for light proceeds to our terreftrial
abode from material fire, from the moon, and from the other ftars, and this, fo as to be different
according to the difference of its caufe. - But if we explore the one monad of all mundane light,
from which other lucid natures and fources of light derive their fubfiftence, we fhall find that it
is no other than the apparent orb of the fun; for this orbicular body proceeds, as it is faid, from
an occult and fupermurdane order, and diffeminates in all mundane natures a light commenfurate
with each.

Shall we fay then that this apparent body is the principle of light? But this is endued with
interval, and is divifible, and light proceeds from the different parts which it contains ; but we are
at prefent inveftigating the one principle of light. Shall we fay, therefore, that the ruling foul
of this body generates mundane light ? This indeed, produces light, but not primarily, for it is
itfelf multitude : and light contains a reprefentation of a fimple and uniform fubfiftence. May
not intelle®t, therefore, which is the caufe of foul, be the fountain of this light? Intelle&,
indeed, is more united than foul, but is not that which is properly and primarily the principle of
light. It remains, therefore, that the one of this intelle@, its fummit, and as it were flower, muft
be the principle of mundane light : for this is properly the fun which reigns over the vifible place,

P2 and,
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the one will not be many? For how can it be? It is ncceflary, therefore,
that

and, according to Plato in the Republic, is the offspring of he good; fince every unity proceeds
from thence, and every deity is the progeny of the unity of unities, and the fountain of the Gods.
And as the good is the principle of light to intelligibles, in like manner the unity of the folar order
is the principle of light to all vifible natures, and is analogous to the good, in which it is occultly
eftablithed, and from which it never departs.

But this unity having an order prior to the folar intclle&, therc is alfo in intelle&, fo far as
intelle®, an unity participated from this unity, which is emitted into it like a feed, and through
which intellet is united with the unity or deity of the fun. This, too, is the cafe with the foul
of the fun; for this through the one which fhe contains, is elevated through zke one of intelle@
as a medium, to the deity of the fun. In Yike manner, with refpet to the body of the fun, we
muft underftand that there is in this a certain echo as it were, of the primary folar one. For it is
neceflary that the folar body fhould participate of things fuperior to itfelf; of foul according to
the life which is diffeminated in it; of mtellc& according to its form; and of unity according
to its one, fince foul participates both of ‘intelle€ and this one, and participations are different
from the things which are participated. You may fay, therefore, that the proximate caufe of
the folar light is this unity of the folar orb.

Again, if we fhould inveftigate the root as it were of all bodies, from which celeftial and
fublunary bodies, wholes and parts, bloffom into exiftence, we may not improperly fay that this
is Nuture, which is the principle of motion and reft to all bodies, and which is cftablfhed in
them, whether they are in motion or at reft. But I mean by Nature, the one life of the world,
which being fubordinate to intelle¢t and foul, participates through thefe of generation. And
this indeed is more a principle than many and partial natures, but is not that which is properly
the principle of bodies; for this contains a multitude of powers, and through fuch as are different,
governs different parts of the univerfe : but we are now inveftigating the one and common prin-
ciple of all bodies, and not many and diftributed principles. 1If, therefore, we wifh to difcover
this one principle, we mulft raife ourfelves to that which is moft united in Nature, to its flower,
and that through which it is a deity, by which it is fufpended from its proper fountain, conneéts,
unites, and caufes the univerfe to have a fympathetic confent with itfelf. This one, therefore, is
the principle of all generation, and is that which reigns over the many powers of Nature, over
partial natures, and univerfally over every thing fubjcct to the dominion of Nature.

In the third place, if we inveftigate the principle of knowledge, w¢ fhall find that it is neither
phantafy nor fenfe; for nothing impartible, immaterial, and unfigured is known by thefe. But
neither muft we fay that doxaitic or dianoétic knowledge is the principle of knowledge; for
opinion does not know the caufes of things, and the dianoétic power, though it knows caufes,
yet apprehends the obje@s of its perception partially, and does not view the whole at once, nor
pofiefs an energy colle&tive and imple, and which eternally fubfifts according to the fame. Nor
yet is intclle€t the principle of knowledge: for all the knowledge which it contains fubfifts
indeed, at once, and is intranfitive and impartible. But if the knowledge of intellect was entirely
without multiplication, and profoundly one, perhaps we might admit that it is the principle of

knowledge.
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that-there thould neither be any part belonging to it, nor that it thould be a
’ whole.

knowledge. Since however, it is not only one but various, and contains a multitode of in-
telle@tions ; for as the objets of intellet are feparated from each other, fo alfo intclle€tual con-
ceptions,—this being the cafe, intellet is not the principle of knowledge, but this muft be
afcribed to the one of intelle&t, which is generative of all the knowledge it contains, and of all that
is beheld in the fecondary orders of beings. For this being exempt from the many, is the
principle of knowledge to them, not being of fuch a nature as the famenefs of intelle€t ; fince this
is coordinate to difference, and is fubordinate to effence. But #he ome tranfcends and is conneQive
of an intelletual effence. Through this one intelle€t is a God, but not through famenefs, nor
through effcnce : for in fhort intellect fo far as intelle&t is not a God; fince otherwile a partial
intelle@ would be a God. And the peculiarity of intellect is to underftand and contemplate
.beings, and to judge; but of a God to confer unity, to generate, to energize providentially, and
every thing of this kind. Intclle, therefore, by that part of itfelf which is not intelleét is
a God, and by that part of itfelf which is not a God, it is a divine intelle®. And this unity
of intelleét knows itfelf indeed, fo far as it is intelle€tual, but becomes intoxicated as it is faid
with ne&tar, and generates the whole of knowledge, fo far as it is the flower of intelle&t, and
a fupereflential one.  Again, therefore, inveftigating the principle of knowledge, we have
afcended to the oney and not in thefe only, but in every thing ellc in a fimilar manner, we
fhall find monads the leaders of their proper numbers, but the unities of monads fubfifting
as the moft proper principles of things. For every where zhe one is a principle, and you may fay
concerning this principle, what Socrates fays in the Phaedrus, viz. “a principle is unbegotten.”
For if no one of total forms can ever fail, by a much greater neceflity the one principle of each
muft be preferved, and perpetually remain, that about this every multitude may fubfift, which
originates in an appropriate manner from cach. It is the fame thing, therefore, to fay unity and
principle, if principle is every where that which is moft charaGerized by unity. Hence he who
difcourfes about every ane, will difcourfe about principles. The Pythagoreans, therefore, thought
proper to call every incorporcal effence ore 5 but a corporeal and in fliort partible effence, they
denominated other. So that by confidering the one, you will not deviate from the theory of
incorporeal eflences, and unities which rank as principles. For all the unities fubfift in, and are
profoundly united with each other; and their union is far greater than the communion and fame-
nefs which fubfift in beings.- For in thefe there is indeed a mutual mixture of forms, fimilitude
and friendfhip, and a participation of each other; but the union of the Gods, as being a union of
unities, is much more uniform, ineffable and tranfcendent: for here a// are in all, which does not
take place in forms or ideas™; and their unmingled purity and the chara&teriftic of cach, in a
manner far furpaffing the diverfity in ideas, preferve their natures unconfufed, and diftinguith
their peculiar powers. Hence fome of them are more univerfal, and others more partial ; fome
of them are charaQerized according to pcrmancncy, others according to progreflion, and others
according to converfion. Some again, arc generative, others anagogic,. or endued with a power
of Jeadiug things back to their caufes, and others demiurgic; and, in fhort, there are different

* For ia thefe all are in each, but not alt in alls

9 chara&teriftics.



110 THE PARMENIDES,

whole *. Why? Is not a part a part of a whole? Certaiuly. But what
is

chara&eriftics of different Gods, viz. the connelive, perfeQlive, demiurgic, aflimilative, and fuch
others as are celebrated pofterior to thefe, fo that all are in all, and yet each is at the fame time
feparate and diftin&.

Indeed, Proclus adds, we obtain a knowledge of their union and charaQeriftics from the
-natures by which they are participated: for, with refpe® to the apparent Gods, we fay that
there is one foul of the fun, and another of the earth, directing our attention to the apparent
bodies of thefe divinities, which poflefs much variety in their effence, powers, and dignity among
wholes.  As, therefore, we apprehend the difference of incorporeal effences from fenfible infpece
tion, in like manner, from the variety of incorporeal effences, we are enabled to know fomething
of the unmingled feparation of the firft and fupereffential unities, and of the charateriftics of
each ; for each unity has a muititude fufpended from its nature, which is either intelligible alone,
or at the fame time intelligible and intellectual, or intelle€tual alone ; and this laft is either par-
cipated or not participated, and this again is either fupermundane or mundane : and thus far does
the progreffion of the unities extend. Sur‘vcy‘mg, therefore, the extent of every incorporeal hypo-
ftafis which is diftributed under them, and the mutation proceeding according to meafure from the
occult to that which is feparated, we believe that there is alfo in the unities themfelves idiom and
order, together with union: for, from the difference of the participants, we know the feparation
which fubfifts in the things participated ; fince they would not poffefs fuch a difference with re-
fpe&t to each other if they participated the fame thing without any variation. And thus much
concerning the fubfiftence of the firft unities, and their communion with, and feparation from,
each other, the latter of which was called by the antient philofophers, idiom, and the former,
union, contradiftinguifhing them by names derived from the famenefs and difference which fubfift
in effences. For thefe unities are fupereflential, and, as fome one fays, are flowers and fummits.
However, as they contain, as we have obferved, both union and feparation, Parmenides, difcuffing
this, that he may fupernally unfold all their progreffion from the exempt unity, the caufe of all
things, affumes as an hypothefis his own one. But this is zbe one which is beheld in beings, and
this is beheld in one refpect as the one, and in another as participated by being. He alfo preferves
that which has aleading dignity, furveying it multifarioufly, but varies that which is confequent,
that through the famenefs of that which leads, he may indicate the union of the divine unities :
for whichever of thefe you receive, you will receive the fame with the reft; becaufe all are in
each other, and are rooted in the one. For as trees by their fummits are rooted in the earth,
and are earthly according to thefe, after the fame manner, divine natures are by their fummits
rooted in the one, and each of them is an enad and one, through unconfufed union with bz one,
But through the mutation of that which is confequent, Parmenides at one time affumes whole, at
another time figure, and at another fomething elfe, and thefe cither affirmatively or negatively,
according to the feparation and idiom of each of the divine orders.  And, through that which is
conjoined from enad and what is confequent, he indicates the communion, and at the fame
time unmingled purity of each of the divine natures. Hence, one thing is the leader, but
many the things confequent, and many are the things conjoined, and many the hypothefes.

Parmenides,
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is a whole? Is not that to which no part is wanting a whole? Entirely fo.
From

Parmenides, alfo, through the hypothefis of the one being, at one time recurs to #he one which is
prior to the participated unities, at another time difcuffes the extent of the unities which are in
beings, and at another time difcovers that fubfiftence of them which is fubordinate to being.

Nor muft we wonder that there fhould be this union, and at the fame time feparation, in the
divine unities. For thus alfo we are accuftomed to call the whole of an intelle@ual effence im-
partible and one, and all intelle&ts one, and one all, through famenefs which is colle&tive and con-
ne@ive of every intelle@ual hypoftafis. But if we thus fpeak concerning thefe, what ought we
to think of the unities in beings?  Muft it not be that they are tranfcendently united ? that their
commixture cannot be furpaffed 7 that they do not proceed from the ineffable adytum of the one ?
and that they all poffefs the form of the sne? Every where, thercfore, things firft poffefs the
form of their caufe. Thus, the firlt of bodies is moft vital, and is fimilar to foul ; the firft of
fouls has the form of intelle and the firft intellect is a God. So that the firft of numbers is
uniform and enadic, or charalterized by unity, and is fupereflential as zb¢ one. Hence, if they
are unities and number, there is there both multitude and union.

Again, the feope of this firlt hypothefis, as we have obferved in the Introdudion, is concern-
ing the firft God alone, fo far as he is generative of the multitude of Gods, being himfelf exempt
from this multitude, and uncoordinated with his offepring. Hence, all things are denied of this
one, as being eftablifhed above, and exempt from, all things, and as fcattering all the idioms of
the Gods, at the fame time that he is uncircumfcribed by all things. For he is not a certain one,
but fimply one, and is neither intelligible nor intelleQual, but the fource of the fubfiftence of both
the intelligible and intelle@ual unities. For it is requifite in every order which ranks as a prin-
ciple that imparticipable and primary form fhould be the leader of participated multitude. Thus,
immaterial are prior to material forms. Thus, too, a feparate life, unmingled, and fubfifting
from itfelf, is prior to the life which fubfifs in another ; for every where things fubfifting in them-
felves precede thofe which give themfelves up to fomething elfe. Hence, imparticipable foul,
which revolves in the fuperccleftial place, is the leader, dccording to eflence, of the multitude of
fouls, and of thofe which are diftributed in bodies. And one, imparticipable intelle&, feparate,
eternally eftablithed in itfelf, and fupernally connelting every intelleual effence, precedes the
multitude of intelle@®s, The firft intelligible alfo, unmingled, and uniformly eftablithed in itfelf,
is expanded above the multitude of intelligibles. For the intelligible which is in every intelle&t
is different from that which is eftablithed in itfelf; and the latter is intelligible alone, but the
former is intelligible as in intelle@uals. The imparticipable one, therefore, is beyond the many
and participated unities, and is exempt, as we have before faid, from all the divine orders. Such,
then, is the fcope of the firft hypothefis, viz. to recur from the one being, or in other words, the
firft and higheft being, to that whichis truly the one, and to furvey how he is exempt from
wholes, and how he is connumerated with none of the divine orders.

In the next place, let us confider what mode of difcourfe is adapted to fuch a theory, and how
the interpretation of what is before us may be properly undertaken. It appears, then, that this

can
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From both thefe coni'equenccs; therefore, the one would be compofed of
parts,

can only be effected by energizing logically, intelle¢tually, and at the fame time divinely, that we
may be able to apprehend the demonftrative power of Parmenides, may follow his intuitive per~
ceptions which adhere to true beings, and may in a divinely infpired manner recur to the in-
effable and uncircumlcribed cofenfation of the one. For we contain the images of firft caufes, and
participate of total foul, the intelle€tual extent, and of divine unity. It is requifite, therefore,
that we fhould excite the powers of thefe which we contain, to the apprehenfion of the things
propofed. Or how can we become near to #he one, unlefs by exciting tbe one of our foul, which is
as it were an image of the ineffable one? And how can we caufe this one and flower of the foul
to diffufe its light, unlefs we firft energize according to intelle@ ? For intelleCtual energy leads
the foul to the tranquil energy according to zbe one which we contain. And how can we perfeitly
obtain intelle€tual energy, unlefs we proceed through logical conceptions, and prior to more fim-
ple intelle@ions, employ fuch as are more compofite 2 Demonftrative power, therefore, is requi-
fite in the affumptions ; but intelleCtual energy in the inveftigations of beings ; (for the orders of
being are denied of th¢ onc) and a divinely-infpired impulfe in the cofenfation of that which
is exempt from all beings, that we may not unconfcioufly, through an indefinite phantafy, be led
from negations to non-being, and its dark immenfity. Let us, therefore, by exciting the one
which we contain, and through this, caufing the foul to revive, conjoin ourfelves with the one
itfelf; and eftablifh ourfelves in it as in a port, ftanding above every thing intelligible in our na-
ture, and difmiffing every other energy, that we may aflociate with it alone, and may, as it were,
dance round it, abandoning thofe intelleQtions of the foul which are employed about fecondary
concerns. The mode of difcourfe, then, muft be of this kind, viz. logical, intelle€tual, and en-
theaftic : for thus only can the propofed hypothefis be apprehended in a becoming manner.

In the third place, let us confider what the negations are, and whether they are better or worfe
than affirmations: for aflirmation appears to all men to be more venerable than negation; nega-
tion, fay they, being a privation, but affirmation the prefence and a certain habit of form. To
forms, indeed, and to things invefted with form, affirmation is better than negation; for it
is neceffary that their own habit fhould be prefent with forms, and that privation fhould be ab-
fent, and, in fhort, to be is more accommodated to beings than not to be, and affirmation than
negation : for being is the paradigm of affirmation, but non-being of negation. But it is not
immanifeft how Plato in the Sophifta fays that non-being, by which he means dyference, is related
to being, and that it is not lefs than being. Since, however, ns-being is multifarious, one kind
fubfifting as more excellent than, another as coordinated with, and a third as a privation of,
being, it is evident that we may alfo {peculate three {pecies of negations ; one above aflirmation,
another inferior to affirmation, and a third in a certain refpect equal to it. Affirmation, there-
fore, is not always uniformly more excellent than negation, fince, when negation fpeaks of that
non-being which is above being, affirmation is allotted -the fecond order. But fince this non-
being is alfo twofold, one kind being participated by being, viz. the divine unities, the immediate

progeny of the aney and the cther, viz, the ineffable principle of things, not being connumerated
with
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parts, being a whole and poflefling parts? It is neceffary it fhould be fo.
And

with any being, it is evident that to this latter affirmation is not by any means adapted, and that
to the former negation more properly belongs than affirmation ; though in a certain refpe
affirmation is adapted to this fo far as it communicates with being. However, though nothing
can be truly faid of that non-being which is uncoordinated with being, yet negation may be more
properly aflerted of it than affirmation ; for, as affirmations belong to beings, fo negations to non-
being. Infhort, afirmation wifhes to be converfant witha certain form ; and when the foul fays that
one thing is prefent to another, and makes an afirmation, it adduces fome of the kindred natures
which it contains. But the firt caufe of all is above form, and it is not proper to introduce to
it any thing belonging to fecondary natures, nor transfer to it things adapted to us: for we fhall
thus deccive ourfelves, and not affert what the firft is. 'We cannot, therefore, in a becoming
manner employ affirmations in fpeaking of this caufe, but rather negations of fecondary natures;
for affirmations haften to know fomething of one thing as prefent with another. But that which
is firft is unknown by the knowledge which is connate with beings, and nothing can be admitted as
belonging to, or prefent with, it, but rather as not prefent : for it is exempt from all compofition
and participation, To which we may add, that affirmations manifeft fomething definite; for
non-man is more infinite than man. The incomprehenfible and uncircumfcribed nature of zke
one is thercfore more adapted to be manifefted through negations : for affirmations may be faid to
vanquith beings, but negations poflefs a power of expanding from things circumfcribed to the
uncircumfcribed, and from things diftributed in proper boundaries to the indefinite. Can it,
therefore, be faid that negations are not more adapted to the contemplation of #he ome ?  For its
ineffable, incomprehenfible, and unknown nature can alone through thefe be declared, if it be
lawful fo to fpeak, to partial intelle¢tual conceptions fuch as ours. Negations, therefore, are better
than aflirmations, and are adapted to fuch as are afcending from the partial to the total, from the
coordinated to the uncoordinated, and from the circumfcribed and vanquifhed form of knowledge
to the uncircumfcribed, fingle, and fimple form of energy.

In the fourth place, let us confider how, and after what manner, negations are adapted to the
firlt caufe. They muft not then be adapted as in things capable of receiving negation, but yet
which do not receive it, as if we fhould fay that Socrates is not white : for, in fhort, zbe one does
not reccive any thing, but is exempt from every being, and all participation. Nor, again, muft
negation be adapted to the cne, as in that which in no refpeét receives negation, which poffeffes a
privation of it, and is unmingled with form ; as if any one fhould fay that a line is not white,
becaufe it is without any participation of whitenefs. For that which is firft is not imply divulfed
from its negations; nor are thefe entirely void of communion with the one, but they are thence
produced : nor can it be faid that, as whitenefs neither generates a line, nor is generated by it, fo
things pofterior to the one neither generate the one, nor are generated by it; for they thence
derive their fubfiftence. Nor yet muft negation be applied according to that middle mode, in
which we fay, that things do not receive indced, but are the caufes to others in which they are
inherent, of receiving affirmation; as, for in” :nce, motion is not moved, but that which is in
motion. Negation, therefore, is predicated of it, viz. the not being moved, though other things
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And fo both ways 74e one will be many, and not one. True. But it is ne-
ceffary

are moved through it. And, in fhort, every paffion is itfelf impaffive; fince, being fimple, it
either is or is not. But that which fuffers, or the paffive [ubje&, is through paffion a compofite.
Negations, therefore, are not after this manner denied of the one; for neither is the one ingene-
rated in any thing, but is the caufe of all the affirmations, the negations of which we introduce
to it; but it is by no mcans ingenerated in thofe things of which it is the caufe. It may be con-
cluded, therefore, that as zhe ore is the caufe of wholes, fo negations are the caufes of affirma-
tigns; whence fuch things as the fecond hypothelis affirms, the firft denies. For all thofe
aflirmations proceed from thefe negations ; and #be one is the caufe of all things, as being prior to
all things : for, as foul, being incorporeal, produces body, and as intelle&, by not being foul, gives
fubfiftence to foul, fo the one, being void of multitude, gives fubfiftence to all multitude, and, being
without number and figure, produces number and figure; and in a fimilar manner with refpeét
to other things: for it is no one of the natures which it produces; fince neither is any other caufe
the fame with its progény. But if it is no one of the natures to which it gives fubfiftence, and at
the fame time gives fubfiftence to all thfngs, it is no one of all things. I, therefore, we know
all things affirmatively, we manifeft 2/ one negatively, by denying every thing of it; and fo this
form of negation is generative of the multitude of affirmations, Thus, the unfigured, when
applied to the one, is not like that of matter, which is beheld according to a privation of figure,
but it is that which generates and produces the order which fubfifts according to figure.

‘With refpe@ to matter, therefore, negations are worfe than aflirmations, becaufe they are pri-
vations, but afirmations are participations of which matter is eflentially deprived.  But, with re-
fpe& to beings, negations arc conjoined with affirmations: and when applied to the one, they
fignify tranfcendency of caufe, and are better than affirmations. Hence, negations of things
fubordinate are verified in caufes pofterior to zhe one.  Thus, when we fay that the foul neither
{peaks nor is filent, we do not affert thefe things refpecting it as of ftones and pieces of wood, or
any other infenfible thing, but as of that which is generative in an animal of both voice and
Glence. And again, we fay that nature is ncither white nor black, but uncoloured, and without
interval. But is fhe without thefe in the fame manner as matter? By no means: for fhe is
better than the things denied. But fhe is uncoloured, and without interval, as generative of alls
various colours and intcrvals. In the fame manner, therefore, we fay that the monad is without
number, not as being fubordinate to numbers and indefinite, but as generating and bounding
numbers. 1 mean the firft monad, and that which we fay contains all the forms of numbers.
All, therefore, that is denied of the one, procceds from it : for it is ncceflfary that it fhould be none
of all things, that all things may be its offspring. Hence, it appears that Plato often denies of
the one things which are oppofite to cach other, fuch as that it is neither whole nor part, ncither
fame nor different, neither permarent nor in moticn : for it is expanded above all habitude, and is
pure from every duad, being the caufe of all the multitude of thefe, of twofold coordinations, of
the firft duad, and of all habitude and oppofition. For naturc is the caufe of all corporeal oppoe
fitions, the foul of all vital caules, and intelle@ of the genera pertaining to foul. But zbe one is
fimply the caufe of all divifions: for it cannot be faid that it is the caufc of fome, and not the

caufe
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ceffary that it fhould not be many, but one. It is neceffary 3. Hence, it
will

caufe of others. The caufe, however, of all oppofition is not itfelf oppofed to any thing: for, if
it were, it would be requifite that there fhould be fome other caufe of this oppofition, and #he
ene would no longer be the caufe of all things. Ilence, negations are generative of affirmations
thofe which are affumed in the firlt hypothelis of thofe which are inveftigated in the fecond : for
whatever the firlt caufe generates in the firft hypothefis is generated and proceeds in its proper
order in the fecond. And thus the order of the Gods fubfifting from exempt unity is demon-
ftrated.

But here, perhaps, fome one may afk us whether we ufe negations through the imbecility of
human nature, which is not able firmly to apprehend the fimplicity of the one, through a certain
projetion of intelle&, and adhefive vifion and knowledge ? or whether natures better than our
“foul know the one negatively in an analogous manner? We reply, therefore, that intelle&t by its
perceptions which are conjoined with forms, knows forms, and comprehends intelligibles, and
this is a certain aflirmative knowledge : for that which is, approaches to that which is, and intellet
is that which it underftands through the intelle@ual perception of itfelf. But, by an unity above
intelle®, it is conjoined with zbe one, and through this union knows the one, by not being that
which is being. Hence, it knows the one negatively : for it poflefles a twofold knowledge, one
kind as intellet, the other as not intelle€t ; one as knowing itfelf, the other becoming inebriated,
as fome one fays, and agitated with divine fury from near; and one fo far as it is, but the
other fo far as it is not, Much-celcbrated intelle& itfelf, therefore, poflefles both a negative and
affirmative knowledge of #be one. But if intclle&, divine fouls alfo, accordirg to their fummits
and unities, energize enthufiaftically about zbe one, and are efpecially divine {ouls on account of
this energy ; but, according to their inte/lectual powers, they are fufpended from intelle&, round
which they harmonically dance. According to their rational powers they know themfelves, pre-
ferve their own effence with purity, and evolve the produ&ive principles which they contain ; but,
according to thofe powers which are chara&terized by opinion, they comprehend and govern in a
becoming manner all fenfible natures. And all the other kinds of knowledge which they pofle(s
are indeed affirmative : for they know beings as they are ; and this is the peculiarity of affirma-
tion. But the cnthufiaftic energy about ke one is in thefe a negative knowledge : for they do
not know that the one 1s, but that he 13 noT, according to that which is better than the 1s. The
intelle@ion, however, of that which is not, is negation.  If, therefore, both divine fouls and much
celebrated intelleé itlelf knew zhe one through negation, what occafion is there to defpife the im-
becility of our foul, earncltly endeavouring to manifeft negatively its uncircumfcribed nature ?
For nothing pertaining to the firft is fuch as we are accuftomed to know, i. e. a certain quality
of a thing, as Plato fays in his fecond Epiftle. This, however, is the caufe of every thing beau-
tiful in the foul, viz. to inveftigate the charalleriftic of the firft, to commit in a becoming man-
ner the knowledge of him to the reafoning power, and to excite #he one which we contain, that,
if it e lawful fo to fpeak, we may know the fimilar by the fimilar, fo far as it is poffible to be
known by our order: for, as by opirion we know the objeéts of opinion, and by the dianoétic

Q2 power
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will neither be a whole, nor poflefs parts, if #he one is one. It will not.
If,

power dianoétic objets, and as by our intelleCtual part we know that which is intelligible, fo by
our one we know #he one.

Again, in the fifth place, let us confider whether Plato denies all things of the one, or, if not
all, what thofe are which he denies, and why he proceeds as far as to thefe. But in the firft
place, it will, perhaps, be proper to.enumerate all the particulars which in the firft hypothefis are
denied of #be one. Thefe then are in order as follow : that it is not many; that it is neither whole
nor part; that it has neither a beginning, nor middle, nor end ; that it has no boundary ; that it
is without figure; is neither in another nor in itfelf; is neither in motion nor at reft; is
neither fame nor different ; is neither fimilar nor diffimilar; is neither equal, nor greater nor
lefler ; is neither older nor younger; that it participates in no refpe& of generation or time ; that
neither does it participate of being ; that it cannot be named, and is not effable; and that it is
neither the obje&t of opinion nor fcience. Thefe, then, are briefly what the firlt hypothefis denies
of the one s but why thefe alone, we now propofe to inveftigate: for Proclus informs us, that to
fome philofophers prior to him this was a fubjeét of much doubt. Some, fays he, were of opi-
nion, that whatever the ten categories of Ariftotle contain is enumerated in thefe negations.
However, as he juftly obferves, not thefe alone, but many other things are contained under the
ten categories, which are not mentioned by Parmenides. Others afferted, that thefe negations
were comprchended in the five genera of being, viz. effence, famenefs, and difference, motion
and permanency. However, not thefe only are denied of the one, but likewife figure, the whole,
time, number, and the Gimilar, and the difimilar, which are not genera of being. But thofe, fays
he, fpeak the moft probably who wifh to thow that all thefe negations fubfift in the monad. For
the monad contains occultly many things, fuch as whole, and parts, and figures, and is both in
itfelf and in another, fo far as it is prefent to whatever proceeds from itfelf. It alfo is perma-
nent and is moved, abiding and at the fame time proceeding, and, in being multiplied, never de-
parting from itfelf : and in a fimilar manner other things may be fhown to belong to the monad.
That thefe things indeed fubfift in the monad may be readily granted, and alfo, that the monad
is an imitation of intelle&, fo that by a much greater priority all thefe are caufally comprehended
in intelleét. Hence, thefe things are denied of the one, becaufe it is above intclle&t and every
intelle@ual eflence. For thefe things, fays Proclus, Parmenides alfo furveying in his verfes con-

_cerning true being, fays, that it contains the fphere, and the whole, the fame, and the different.
For he celebrates true being as fimilar to a perfe&t fphere, every where equal from the middle,
and rejoicing in revolving manfion. He alfo denominates it perfeQly entire and unmoved. So
that all thefe {ubfift primarily in intelle@, but fecondarily, and after the manner of an image, in
the monad, and every thing fenfible, phyfically in this, and mathematically in that. For intclle
is an intelligible {phere, the monad a dianoétic fphere, and this world a fenfible fphere, bearing
in itfelf the images of the perpetual Gods.

However, the patrons of this opinion cannot aflign the caufe why the particulars which Par-
menides denies are alone affumed, but by no means ncither more nor lefs.  For neither are thefe

things
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If, therefore, it has no part, it ncither poffefles beginning, middle, nor
end;

things alone in the monad, but many others alfo may be found, fuch as the even and the odd,
and each of the forms fubfifting under thefe. Why, therefore, thefe alone from among all are
affumed, they affign no clear reafon. Our preceptor, therefore, Syrianus, fays Proclus, is the only
one we are acquainted with who perfe@ly accords with Plato in the knowledge of divine con-
cerns. He therefore perceived, that all fuch things ¥ as are affirmed in the fecond are denied of
the one in the firft hypothefis; and that each of thefe is a fymbol of a certain divine order; fuch
as the many, the whole, figure, the being in itfelf and in another, and each of the confequent
negations. For all things are not fimilarly apparent in every order of being ; but in one multitude,
and in another a different idiom of divine natures is confpicuous. For, as we learn in the So-
phifta, tbe one being, or, in other words, the higheft being, has the firft rank, whole the fecond, and
all the third. And in the Phzdrus, after the intelligible Gods, an effence without colour, with-
out figure, and without fouch, is the firft in order, colour is the fecond, and figure the third ; and
in other things, in a fimilar manner, an unfolding of different things takes place in a different
order of being. If, therefore, all thefe things manifefk the extent of the firft being, but, accord-
ing to Plato, the one is beyond all beings, with great propriety are thefe things alone denied of
the one.  How cach of thefe is diftributed in the divine orders, we fhall know more accurately in
the fecond hypothefis. It is apparent, therefore, what are the particulars which are denied of tke
one, and that fo many alone are neceffarily denied: for fo many are the enumerated orders of
true beings. Thus much, however, is now evident, that all the negations are afflumed from the
idiom of being, and not from the idiom of knowledge. For to will, and to defire, and every
thing of this kind, are the peculiarities of vital beings ; but to perceive intelleGtually, or diano-
étically, or fenfibly, is the idiom of gnoftic beings. But thefe negations are common to all beings
whatever. For the hypothefis was, If #he one is, fo many things will follow as negations of fhe
one, that at laft it may be inferred if the one is, this one is not, as being better than the is : for it
is the recipient of nothing, which is confequent to the is. And it appears that thofe alone are
the things which belong to beings, fo far as they are beings ; which the fecond hypothefis affirms,
and the firft denies; and we fhall not find things common to all beings, except thefe. But, of
thefe, the higher are more total, but the others more partial. Hence, by taking away the higher,
Plato alfo takes away thofe in a following order, according to the hypothefis. He has, therefore,
in a wonderful manner difcovered what are the things confequent to being, fo far as being, as he
was willing to fhow that tke one is beyond all beings.

But if any one fhould think that this hypothefis collets things impoffible, he fhould call to
mind what is written in the Sophifta, in which the Eleatean gueft examines the affertion of Par-
menides concerning being, and clearly fays that the one trully fo called muft neceffarily be impar-
tible, or without parts (auepes yap 3 1o 45 arndug er).  So that, this being granted, all the conclufions
of the firft hypothefis muft unavoidably follow, as in every refpe& true, and as alone according
with that which is truly 7he oze.  For it is abfurd to admit that true being has a fubfiftence, and

* Viz. Such things as are refpeively charaeriftic of the divine orders.
not
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end*; for fuch as thefe would be its parts? Right. But end and begin-
ning

not only true being, but allo the truly equal, the truly beautiful, and every other form, bur that
the true one fhould no where fubfift, but fhould be a name alone, "though by this all beings are
preferved and have a fubfiftence. But if itis, it is evident that it is not many: for it would not
be the true one, if it were replete with any thing; fince the many are not one. If, thercfore, it
is not many, again the whole of the firft hypothefis will follow, this being affumed; and it is by
no means proper to accufe it as afferting impoflibilities.

Again, in the fixth place, let us confider concerning the order of the negationé: for, if they
originate fupernally and from things firlt, how does he firft of all take away the many, and, in
the laft place, being, and even the one itfelf ?  The one, therefore, appears to us to be more vene-
rable than multitude, and Zeing itfelf as among beings is moft venerable. But if they originate
from things laft, how, after the genera of being, docs he affume the fimilar and diffimilar, the
equal and unequal, the greater and the lefler 7 For thefe are fubordinate to the genera of being.
It is better, therefore, to fay, that he begins fupernally, and proceeds through negations as
far as tothe laft of things. For thus alfo in the Phzdrus, denying of the fummit of the intelle&tual
orders, things confequent to, and proceeding from it, he makes the ablation, beginning fuper-
nally; in the firft place, aflerting that it is without colour, in the next place, without figure,
and, in the third place, without contaé. For here colour fymbolically fignifies that middle order
of the intelligible and at the fame time intelle€tual Gods, which is called by theologifts fjnachike
{ovvoxmn) or conneftives but figure indicates the extremity of that order, which is denominated
telefiurgic, (enecioupyinn) or the fource of perfeftion; and contaft fignifics the intelle@ual order. In
like manner heve alfo the negations begin fupernally, and proceed together with the feries of the
divine orders, of all which #he one is the generative fource. But that at the end he fhould take
away the one itfelf, and being, is by no means wonderful. For, if we follow the whole order of
the difcourfe, this will become moft apparent. For it is immediately evident, that in affirmative
conclufions it is requifite to begin from things moft allicd, and through thefe to evince things
lefs allied, which are confequent; but in negative conclufions it is neceffary to begin from things
moft foreign, and through thefe to fhow things lefs foreign, which are not confequent to the
hypothefis.  For it is requifite, fays Plato, that thofe who ufe this method fhould begin from
things moft known. Hence he firft denies many of the one, and laft of all the one that is, which
is by pofition motft allied to z5e ome, but is participated by eflence, and on this account is a certain
one, and not fimply one. Hence it is neceffary, fince the conclufions are negative, that the begin-
ning of all the hypothefis fhould be not many, and the end not one.

In the feventh place, let us confider what we are to underftand by the many, which Plato firft
denies of zhe one. Some of the antients then, fays Proclus, aflert that multitude of every kind is
here taken away from the one, becaufe the one tranfcends all multitude, both intelligible and
{enfible. But thefe fhould recolle&, that in the fecond hypothelis tbe many is afirmed. What
fenfible multitude then can we behold there ? For all things are afferted of true beings, becaule
the one is there equal to being. Others more venerable than thefe affert that intellectual multitude

js denied of zbe ome.  For the firft caufe, fay they, is one without multitude ; intellet, ove many;
i fouly
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ning are the bounds of cvery thing? How fhould they not? Tle one,
therefore,

foul, ore and many, through its divifible nature, being indigent of copula; body, many and one, as
being a divifible nature charalterized by multitude ; and matter, many alone. This many, therefore,
viz. intelle€tual multitude, Parmenides takes away from the firft caufe, that he may be one alone,
and above intelle. It is proper, therefore, to afk thefe, what intelle& they mean? For, if that
which is properly intelle@, and which is fecondary to the intelligible, not only the ore is beyond
intclle@ual multitude, but the intelligible allo, as being better than intelle€t. But if they call
the whole of an intelligible eflence intellect, as was the cafe with the followers of Plotinus, they
are ignorant of the.difference which fubffts in the Gods, and of the generation of things pro-
ceeding according to meafure.  Other philofophers, therefore, more entheaflic than thefe, dif-
mifling fenfible, and not even adwitting intelle€tual multitude, fay that prior to the intelle@ual
numbers are the intelligible monads, from which every intelle€tual multitude and the many
divided orders are unfoldud into light.  Plato, therefore, takes away from the one, the multitude
which is intclligible, as fubfifting proximately after zhe one, but he does not take away intelle€ual
multitude. For it is by no means wonderful that the ome fhould be exempt from intelle@tual
multitude, above which the intelligible monads alfo are expanded. And hence the difcourfe,
being divine, recurs to certain more fimple caufes. It is neceffary however to underftand that
there are many orders in intelligibles, and that three triads are celebrated in them by theologifts,
as we fhall fhow when we come to the fecond hypothefis. But, if this be admittcd, it is evident
that thefe many muft be the firft and intelligible multitude: for thefe fo far as many alone fubfift
from the one ; and from thefe the triadic fupernally proceeds as far as to the laft of things in the
intclleGtual, fupcrmundane, and fenfible orders ; and whatever is allotted a being participates of
this triad. Hence, fome of the anticnts, afcending as far as to this order, confidered its fummit
as the fame with ¢he sne.  We muft either, therefore, admit that the many which are rnow denied
of the one fubfift according to the intelligible multicude, or that they are the firft multitude in the
intelligible and at the fame time intelleCtual orders. Indeed, the many unities are not in the in-
telligiblc Gods, but in thofe immecdiatcly pofterior to them. For there is one unity in each intelli-
gible triad ; but the multitude of unities is firft apparent in the firft order of the intelligible and
at the fame time intelle@ual Geds. Thus much, therefore, muft now be admitted, that Plato
exempts the one from all the multitude of thelc unities, as being generative of and giving fubfiftence
to it; and this he dogs, by affuming from our common conceptions that te one is not many. But
at the end of the hypothefis, he tukes away intelligible multitude itfelf from the one, conjoining
the end with the beginning : for he there thows that be ane is not being, according to which the
intelligible order is chara@erized.

It is likewife nceeffary to obfcrve, that Plato does not think that the affertion, ¢ the one is not
many,’ requires demonftration, or any confirmation of its truth ; but he affumes it according to
common and unperverted conception.  For, in fpeculations concerning the firft caufe of all
things, it is efpecially necefary to cxcite common conceptions ; fince all things are {pontaneoufly
arranged after it, and without labour, both fuch as energize according to intelle®, and thofe
that cuergize according to nature only.  And, in fhort, it is neceffary that the indemonttrable

thould
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therefore, is infinite, if it has neither beginning nor end? Infinite. And
without

fhould be the principle of all demonftration, and that common conceptions fhould be the leaders
of demonftrations, as alfo geometricians affert. But there is nothing more known and clear to
us than that #he one is not many.

3 It is neceffary, fays Proclus, that the firft negation of #A¢ one fthould be that it is not many;
for the one is firft generative of the many; fince, as we have before obferved, the firft and the
higheft multitude proceeds from the one. But the fecond negation after this is, that the one is
neither a whole, nor has any part : for it gives fubfiftence to this order, in the fecond place, after
the firft multitude. This will be evident from confidering in the firft place logically, that in ne-
gative conclufions, when through the ablation of that which precedes we colle¢t a negative con-
clufion, that which precedes is more powerful ; but that when through the ablation of that which:
is confequent we fubvert that which precedes, that which is confequent; and, in fhort, that
which by the fubverfion of itfelf takes away that which remains, whether it precedes or follows,’
is more powerful. Thus, if we fay, If there is not being, there is not man ; but alfo, If there is not
animal, there is not man: animal, therefore, is more univerfal than man. Let this then be one
of the things.to be granted ; but another which muft be admitted is as follows :=Every thing
which is more comprehenfive than another according to power, is nearer to the one. For, fince
the one itfelf is, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, the moft comprehenfive of all things, and there is nothing!
which it does not ineffably contain, not even though you thould adduce privation itfelf, and the
moft evanefcent of things, fince, if it has any fubfiftence, it muft neceffarily be in a certain refpe&t
one ;—this being the cafe, things alfo which are nearer to the one are more comprehenfive than-
thofe which are more remote from it; imitating the uncircumfcribed caufe, and the infinite
tranfcendency of the one. Thus being, as it is more comprehenfive than life and intelle&, is nearer
to the one 3 and life is nearer to it than intelle®. Thefe two axioms being admitted, let us fee
how Parmenides fyllogizes. If the one, fays he, is a whole, or has parts, it is many ; but it is not
many, as was before faid: neither, therefore, will it be a whole, nor will it have parts. And
again, If zbe one is not many, it is neither a whole, nor has parts. In both thefe inftances, by the
fubverfion of the many, parts alfo and whole are fubverted. But our pofition is, that whatever
together with itfelf fubverted that which remains in things conjoined, is more powerful and more
comprehenfive; but that which is more comprehenfive is nearer to the one. Hence, many is
nearer to zhe one than parts and avhole. For parts are many, but many are not entirely parts. So
that the many are more comprehenfive than purts, and are therefore beyond them. The many,
therefore, firft fubfift in beings; and in the fecond place, whole and parts. Hence, the one pro-
duces the firft by itfelf alone, but the fecond through the many. For firft natures, in procecding
from their caufes, always produce, together with their caufes, things confequent. Since, there-
fore, the negations generate the affirmations, it is evident that the firft generates fuch of thefe as
are firft, but the fecond fuch as are fecond. 'We may alfo fee the geometrical order which Plato
here obferves: for that ke one is not many, is affumed as an axiom, and as a common conception ;
but that it is neither a whole, nor has parts, is colle@ed through this common conception. And
again, thag the one has neither beginning nor end, is demonftrated through the prior con-

6 clufion;
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without figure ¢, thercfore, for it neither participates of the round? figure
nor.

clufion; and thus always in fucceflion according to the truly golden chain of beings, in which all
things are indced from the one, but fome immediately, others through one medium, others through

two, and others through many. After this manner, therefore, it may be logically demonftrated

that thefe many are prior to whd/e and parts.
If we wifh, however, to fee this in a manner more adapted to things themfelves, we may fay

that the many, fo far as many, have one caufe, be one : for all multitude ig not derived from any
thing elfe than the one 5 fince alfo, with refpect to the multitude of beings, fo far as they are imw
telligible, they are from being, but, fo far as they are multitude, they fubfift from z4e one. For,
if multitude was derived from any other caufe than the one, that caufe again muft neceffarily
cither be one, or nothing, or not one. But if nothing, it could not be a caufe. And if it was
not one, not being one, it would in no refpet differ from the ma‘ny, and therefore would
not be the caufe of the many, fince caufe every where differs from its progeny. It remains,
therefore, either that the many are without caufe, and are uncoordinated with each other, and
are infinitely infinite, having no one in them, or that ke one is the caufe of being to the many.
Tor cither each of the many is not one, nor that which fubfifts from all of them, and thus all
things will be infinitely infinite ; or each is indced one, but that which confifts from all is not
one: and thus they will be uncoordinated with each other ; for, being coordinated, they muft ne-
ceffarily participate of the one : or, on the contrary, that which conlifts from all is one, but each
is not one, and thus each will be infinitely infinite, in confequence of participating no ore : or,
laftly, both that which confifts from all and each muft participate of zbe ome, and in this cafe,
prior to them, there muft neceffarily be that which is the fource of union both to the whole and
parts, and which is itfelf neither a whole, nor has parts ; for, if it had, this again would be indi-
gent of the one 5 and if we proceed to infinity, we fhall always have the ane prior to whole and
parts. To this we may alfo add, that if there was another caufe of the many befides zbe one,
there would be no multitude of unities. If, therefore, there are many unities, the caule of this
multitude fo far 2s multitude is he one : for the primary caufe of unities is the one, and on this
account they are called unities. But the multitude of beings is from the multitude of unities 3
fo that all multitude is from the onc. But whole and parts belong to beings : for, though whole
fhould be the one being, it is evident that, together with being, it is a awhole, though it fhould be
the participated one. This alfo entirely confublifts with being ; and though it (hould be leing alone,
this is immediately cflence. 1f, therefore, whole and part are beings, cither effentially or accord-
ing to participation, thefe alfo will indeed be produced from the one, but from effence alfo, if
whole and part belong to beings.  Hence, wbole is a certain being. For all fuch things as par-
ticipate of effential wholenefs, thefe alfo participate of cflence, but not all fuch things as participate
of eflence participate alfo of wholenefs. "Thus, for inftance, parts, fo far as they are parts, par-
take of eflence, but {o far as they are parts they do not participate of wholenefs. But if this be
the calc, effence is beyond effential wholenefs. And hence, the effential whole participates of
effence, and is not the fame with it. Thus, alfo, if there is any wholenefs which is charater-

ized by unity, it participates of the one : a part however charatcrized by unity muft indeed
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not the ftraight.  Why not? For the round figure is that, the extremities
of

neceffarily participate of thz orie, but is not neceflarily a whole ; fince indeed it is impoffible it fhould
be, fo far as it is a part. Whole and part, therefore, are either effential or charalterized by
unity : for whole and part fubfift both in efféences and in unities. The one, therefore, is beyond
whele and parts, both the effential, and thofe charalterized by tAe ore : and not this only, but the
many alfo fubfift prior to whole and parts. For each, as we have thown, is in a certain refpet
many; but the fitk many alone participate of he one. The thany, therefore, are beyond kol
and parfs.

And here it is neceflary to obferve, that in the firft part of chis firft hypothefis Plato affumes
fuch things as do not follow to the ¢ne confidered with refpedt to itfelf. For we affert, that the one
itfelf by itfelf is without multitude, and is not a whole, though there fhould be nothing elfe.
But in the middle of the hypothefis {uch things are affumed as do not follow, neither to itfelf
with refpe@ to itfelf, nor fo othet things; fuch, for ififtance, as that it is neither the fame with
itfelf, nor different from itfelf, nor is the fame with others, hor different from others: and after
the fame manner that it is neithér fimilar nor diffimilar, &c. And at the end fuch things are
affumed as do not follow to the one with refpect to others alone ; where it is alfo fhown that it is
neither effable, nor the objet of opinion or fcience, nor is, in fhert, known by any other gnofti¢
power, but is itfelf exempt from all other things, both knowledges and objects of knowledge.
When, therefore, be fays the one is not many, lic does not fay that things different from e one
are not zhe one, as denying them of the one, but that it has not multitude in itfelf; and that the
one is not alfo multitude together with ¢be ane, but that it is alone one, ahd one itfelf exempt from
all multitude.

3 The caution of Plato here, fays Proclus, defcrves to be remarked : for he does not fay that 7he
one is impartible, (apepss)y but that it has noparts (usgn unm exov).  For the impartible is not the fame
with the non-poffeffion of parts; fince the latter may be afferted of zhe ome, but the impartible not en-
tirely. Thus the impartible fometimes fignifies a certain nature, and, as it were, axertain form.
Or rather, it is nothing elfe than a form chara8crized by unity; and in this fenfe it is ufed by
‘Timzus when he is defcribing the generation of the foul. But in the Sophifta he calls that which
is truly one impartible: ¢ for it is neceffary (fays he) that the tiuly one thould be impartible.”  So
that he there calls the fame thing impartitle which he fays here bus no parts. Hence, if any thing
has no parts, it is impartible, according to Plato ; but it no longer follows, that what is impart~
ible has no parts, if each of the genera of being is either impartible, or partible, or 2 medium
between both. Thus, a point is impartible, not having parts, fuch asthat which is endued with
interval poflefles : but it is not fimply impartible, as having no part ; for the definition of a point
rectives its completion from certain things. But all fuch things as complete, have the order of
parts, with refpe& to that which is completed by them. Thus, alfo, the monad is impartible,
becaufe it is not compofed from certain divided parts, as is every numbet whith proceeds from
it. Betaufe, however, it confifts of certain things which make it to be the monad, and to be
different from a point, thefe may be faid to be the parts of the definition of the monad. For
fuch things as contribute to the definition of every form atc entirely parts of it, and fuch form

is
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of which are equally diftant from the middle. Certainly. And the fraight
figure

is a certain whole paflive to #he ore, but is not the one itfelf.  But the fimply one alone neither fub;
fifts from parts as conneQling, nor as dividing, nor as giving completion to it} being alone th
one, and fimply one, but not that which is united.

Plato alfo indicates concerning thefe negations, that they are not privative, bat that they al'c
exempt from affirmations according to tranfcendency : ¢ for it is secefary (fays he) that it fhould
not be many, but one.” By this word neceffary, therefore, he indicates tranfcendency according te
the good.  As a proof of this, we do not add the word neceffary to things deprived of any thing,
For who would fay it is neceffary that the foul fhould be ignorant of itfelf ? for ignorance is 3
privation to gnoftic natures, Thus alfo, in the The=ztetus, Plato fpeaking of evils fays, * it is
neceffary that they fhould have a fubfiftence.” At the fame time, alfo, by this word Plato indicates
that he is difcourfing about fomething which has a fubfitence, and not about a non-fubfifting
thing. For who would fay, about that which has no fubfiftence, that it is necefary it fhould be ?

¢ Here again we may obferve how Plato colle&ts that the one neither pofiefles beginning, nor
middle, nor end, from the conclufion prior to this, following demonftrative canons. For, if the
one has no parts, it has no beginning, nor middle, nor end ; but that which precedes is true, and
confequently that alfo which follows. By taking away, therefore, that which precédes, ke takes
away that which is confequent. Hence, beginning, middle, and end, are fymbols of a more
partial order: for that which is more univerfal is more caufal ; but that which is more partial is
amore remote from the principle. 'Thus, with refpect to that which has parts, it is not yet evident
whether it has a beginning, middle, and cnd.  For, what if it fhould be a whole confifting oaly
of two parts? Tor the duad is a whole after a certain manner, and fo as the principle of all
partible natures ; but that which has a beginning, middle, and end, is firft in the triad. But if
it fhould be faid that every whole is triadic, in this cafe nothing hinders but that a thing which
poflefles parts may not yet be perfed, in confequence of fubfifting prior to the perfet and the
whote. Hence, Plato does not form his demonftration from swhole, but from sawing parts. )

And here it is neceffary to obferve, with Proclus, that pert is multifarioufly predicated. Far
we call that a part which is in a certain refpeét the fame with the whole, and which poffefles qll
fuch things partially as the whole pofleffes totally. Thus, each of the multitude of intelie@s is a
part of total intelle&, though all things are in every intelle€. And the inerratic fphere is a patt
of the univerfe, though this alfo comprehends all things, but in a manner different from the
world, viz. more partially. In the fecond place, that is faid to be a part which is completive of
any thing. Thus the total fpheres of the planets and elements are faid to be parts of the unj~
verfe ; and the dianoétic and doxaftic powers are faid to be parts of the foul: for the former &ive
.completion to the univerfe, and the latter to the foul. .Ia the third place, aceording to a common
fignification, we eall a part every thing which is in any way coordinated with certain thiags to
the confummation of oue thing: for thus each of us may be faid to be 2 part of the world : not
‘that the univesfe receives its completion, as the univerfe, thwough us; for it would net beeome
imperfe& from the corruption of any one of us; but becaule we alfo are coarranged with the
total parts of the univerfe, are governed in conjuntion with all other things, ase in the world as in

.R2 one
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figure is that, the middle part of which is fituated before, or in the view of
' both

one animal, and give completion to it, not fo far as it is, but fo far as it is prolific. Part, there=
fore, being triply predicated, Plato, having before faid that fhe one has no part, evidently takes
away from it all the conceptions of part. For whatever has parts has multitude; but the one
has no multitude, and confequently has no parts whatever. But, if this be the cafe, it has no
beginning, nor middle, nor end: for thefe may be faid to be the parts of the things that pofic(s
them, according to the third fignification of part, in which every thing coordinated with certain
things is faid to be a part of that which receives its completion through the coordination of thofe
things. )

5 Plato might here have fhown, as Proclus well obferves, that #he one is without beginning
and end, " from its not poffefling extremes, and its not poffefling extremes from its not poffefling
parts; but his reafoning proceeds through things more known. For, from its non-poffeflion of
parts, he immediately demonftrates that it is without beginning and end, transferring beginning
and end to bound, which is the fame with extreme. Infinite, therefore, in this place does not
‘imply fignify that which is negative of bound, but that which is fubverfive of extremes. As in
the fecond hypothefis, therefore, he affirms the poffeflion of extremes, he very properly in this
hypothefis, where he denies it, demonftrates #he one to be infinite, as not having extremes, which
are accuftomed to be called terms or limits.

But in order to underftand how the ore is infinite, it will be neceffary to confider, with Proclus,
bow many orders there are in beings of e infinite, and afterwards, how many progreffions there
are oppofite to thefe of bourd. Infinite, therefore, that we may begin downwards, is beheld in
matter, becaufe it is of itfelf indefinite and formlefs ; but forms are the bounds of matter. It is
alfo beheld in body devoid of quality, according to divifion ad infinitum s for this body is in-
finitely divifible, as being the firft thing endued with interval. It is alfo beheld in the qualities
which firft fubfift about this body, which is itfelf devoid of quality, in which qualities the more
and the lefs are firft inherent: for by thefe Socrates in the Philebus charaéterizes the infinite.
It is alfo beheld in the whole of a generated nature, i. e. in every thing which is an obje&t of
fenfe: for this poflefles the infinite according to perpetual generation, and'its unceafing circle,
‘and according to the indefinite mutations of generated natures, which are always rifing into
being and perithing, in which alfo infinity according to multitude exifts, alone pofleffing its fubs.
fiftence in becoming to be. But prior to thefe, the infinite is beheld in the circulation of the
heavens: for this alfo has the infinite, through the infinite power of the mover; fince body fo
far as body does not poflefs infinite power 3 but through the participation of intelle€t body is per-
-petual, and motion-infinite. Prior al{o to thefe, the infinite muft be affumed in foul: forin its
tranfitive intelle@ions it poffeffes the power of unceafing motion, and is always moved, conjoining
‘the periods of its motions with each other, and caufing its energy to be one and never-failing.
Again, prior to foul, the infinite is feen in time, which meafures every period of the foul. For
‘time is wholly infinite, becaufe its energy, through which it evolves the motions of fouls, and
through which it meafures their periods, proceeding according to number, is infinite in power:
ifor it never ceafes abiding and proceeding, adhering to be one, and unfolding the number which

meafures
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both the extremes? Itis fo. Will not, therefore, the one confift of parts 3,
’ and

meafures the motions of wholes. Prior to time, alfo, we may furvey the infinite in intelle&t, and
intelleual life : for this is intranfitive, and the whole of it is prefent eternally and colle&ively.
That which is immovable, too, and never failing in intelle&, is derived from an effence and power
which never defert it, but which eternally pofle(s a fleeplefs life; through which alfo every thing
that is always moved, is able to be always moved, participating in motion of ftable infinity. Nog
does the infinite alone extend as far as to thefe : but prior to every intelle&t is much-celebrated
eternity, which comprehends every intelle€tual infinity. For, whence does intellet derive its
eternal life, except from eternity ? This, thercfore, is infinite according to power prior to in-
telle@t ; or rather, other things are indeed infinite according to power, but eternity is primarily
power itfelf. From this firft fountain then of the infinite, it remains that we afcend to the
occult caufe of all infinites whatever, and, having afcended, that we behold all infinites fubfifting
according to the power which is there. For fuch is the infinite itfelf; and fuch is the chaos of
Orpheus, which he fays has no bound. For eternity, though it is infinite through the ever, yet,
fo far asit is the meafure of things eternal, it is alfo a bound. But chaos is the firft infinite, is
alone infinite, and is the fountain of all infmity, intelligible, intelletual, that which belongs to
“foul, that which is corporeal, and that which is material. And fuch are the orders of the infi-
nite, in which fuch as are fecond are always fufpended from thofe prior to them. For material
infinity is conneted through the perpetuity of generation. The perpetuity of generation is
never-failing, through the perpetual motion of mther; and the perpetual motion of ather il
effe@ed through the unceafing period of a divine foul; for of this it is an imitation. The period
alfo of a divine foul is unfolded through the continued and never-failing power of time, which
makes the fame beginning and end, through the temporal inflant or now. And time energizes
infinitely, through intelle€ual infinity, which is perpetually permanent. For that which pro~
teeds according to time, when it is infinife, is fo through a caufe perpetuallyabiding, about
which it evolves itielf, and round which it harmonically moves in a manner eternally the fame.
Intelle alfo lives to infinity through eternity. For the eternal is imparted to all things from
eternity and being 3 whence all things derive life and being, fome more clearly, and others more
obfcurely.  And eternity is infinite, through the fountain of infinity, which {upernally fupplies
the never-failing to all cflences, powers, energies, periods, and generations. As far as to this,
therefore, the order of infinites afcends, and from this defcends. For the order of things
beautiful is from the beautiful itfelf, that of ¢quals from the firft equality, and that of infinites
from the infinite itfelf. And thus much concerning the orders of zhe infinite.

Let us now confider fupernally the feries of bound which proceeds together with the infinite :
for divinity produccd thefe two caufes, bound and infinity, together, or in other words, fpeaking
Orphically, wthier and chaos.  For the infinite is chaos, as diftributing all power, and all infinity,
as comprehending other things, and as being as it were the moft infinite of infinites. But
bound is zther, becaufe ther itfelf bounds and meafures all things. The firft bound, therefore,
is bound itfclf, and is the fountain and bafis of all bounds, intelligible, intelleCtual, fuper-
mundane, and mundane, prefubfifting as the meafure and limit of all things. The fecond is

thas
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and be many, whether .it participates of a ftraight or round figure? En-
tirely

that which fubfifts according to eternity. For cternity, as we have before obferved, is cha-
ra@terized both by infinity and bound ; fince, fo far as it'is the canfe of never-Failing life, and fo
far as it is the fupplier of the ever, it.is infinite ; but fo far as it is the meafure of all intelleGtual
energy, and the boundary of the life of intelledt, terminating it fupernally, it is bound. And, in
fhort, it is itfelf, the firft of the things mingled from bound and infinity. The third proceffion
of bound. is beheld in intelle@&. For, fo far as it abides in famenels according to intelle&tion, and
poffefies one life, etcrnal and the fame, it is bounded and limited. .For the immutable and the
ftable belong to a bounded nature; and, in fhort, as it is number, it is evident that in this
refpedt it participates of bound. In the fourth place, therefore, time is.bound, both as proceeding
aceording to number, and as meafuring the periods of fouls. For every where that which
meafures, fo far as it meafures and limits other things, effeéts this through participating of the
caufe of bound. In the fifth place, the period of the foul, and its circulation, .which is accom=
plithed with invariable famenefs, is the unapparent meafure or evolution of all alter-motive
natures. In the fixth place, the motion of ether, fubflifting according to the fame, and in the
fame, and about the fame, bounds on all fides that which is difordered in material natures, and
convolves them into one circle ; and is itfelf bounded in itfelf. For the infinity of it confifts in ke
again, (s 1w wawv), but not in not reverting, (ov 7o un asaxaumren) : nor is the infinity of it fuch as
that which fubfifts according to a right line, nor as deprived of bound. For the one period of
wether is infinite by frequency (re woaraxis somv ameipos). In the feventh place, the never-failing
fubfiftence of material forms, the indeftrulibility of wholes, and all things being bounded, pas-
ticulars by things common, end parts by wholes, evince the oppofition in thefe of bound to the
infinite. For, generated natures being infinitely changed, forms at the fame time are bounded,
and abide the fame, neither becoming more nor lefs. In the eighth place, all quantity in things
material may be called bound, in the fame manner as, we before obferved, quality is infinite.
In the ninth place, the body without quality, which is the laft of all things except matter, asa
whole is bound : for it is not infinite in magnitude, but is as much cxtended in quantity
ws the univerfe. For it is neceflary tq call this body the whole fubje& of the univerfe. In the
tenth place, the material form which detains matter, and circumfcribes its infinity, and formlefs
aature, isthe progeny of bound, to which fome alone looking, refer bound and the infinite to
suatter atone and form. And fuch and fo many are the orders of bound.

The infinite, therefore, which is here denied of the one, is the fame as the not having a lound, in
the fame manner as the not having parts is the fame with the impartible, when the impartible is
afferted of the one. But if the one is neither from any other caufe, and there is no fina/ caufe of
t, it is very properly faid to be infinite. For every thing is bounded by its caufe, and from it
«obtains its proper end. Whether, therefore, there is any intelligible or intelle€tual bound, 2he one is
beyomd all the feries of bound. But if ‘the firft God, in the Laws, is faid to be the meafure of
ull things, it is not wonderful: for there he is fo denominated, as the obje&t of defire to all
things, arid -2s limiting the being, power, and perfeQion of all things ; but here he is fhown to be
ufinite, as being indigent of no bound or part. For all things are denied of him in this place, as
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tirely fo, It is, therefore, neither ftraight nor circular, fince it is without
parts.

of himfelf with refpedt to himfelf. The one, therefore, is infinite, as above all bound. ~Hence this
infinite muft be confidered as the fame with the non-pofefion of extremes; and the poflefion of
extremes is, therefore, denied of the ene, through the infinite. For neither power muft be
afcribed to it, nor indefinite multitude, nor any thing elfe which is fignificd by the infinite.

6 Parmenides firft takes away muny from the one; and this as from common conception : i
the fecond place, he takes away whole, and rhe having parts; and this through rbe one not being
many: in the third place, beginning, middle, and end; and this through not having parts. He
alfo aflumes as a confequent corollary, that the one is beyond bound, which is coordinated with
parts, and which makes the poffeflion of eatremes.  But bound is twofold : for it is either begin~
ning or end. In the fourth place, thercfore, he now takes away the fraight and the round, which
in the fecond hypothefis he arranges after the poffeflion of extremes, and after the poffelfion of
beginning, middle, and end. But before he fyllogiftically demonttrates the fourth, he enunciates
the conclufion; for he fays, ¢ without figure therefore.”” For it is requifite that intelleQual
ProjeQions, or, in other words, the immediate and direck viGon of intelle@t, fhould be the leader
of feientific fyllogifms; fince intelle&t alfo comprehends the principles of fcience. The pre-
affamption, thercfore, of the conclufion imitates the colle&ed vifion of intelle€t; but the pro=
ceffion through fyllogifins imitates the evolution of fcience from intelle®. And here we may
perceive alfo, that the conclufion is more common than the fyllogifms : for the latter receive the
ftraight and the round fcparately, and thus make the negation; but the former fimply aflerts
that the one is without figure. But thefe are the forms common to all intervals, For lines are
divided inte the ftraight, the round, and the mixed; and, in a fimilar manaey, fuperficies and
folids; except that in lines the ftraight and the round are without figure; but in fuperficies or
Holids they ate receptive of figure. Hence fome of thefe are called right-lined, others curve-
dined, and othets mixed from thefe. Asithas been fhown, therefore, that zb one is without bounds
or extremities, it was neceffary that Parmenides fhould deny of it the ftraight, and the palefion
of extremes. But that which is figured is a thing of this kind: for he affumes boandaries
comprehenfive of the things bounded, which alone belong to things figured. There is alfo
.another accuracy in the words, fays Proclus, which is worthy of admiration. For he does not
{ay that the one is neither ftraight nor round; fince he has not yet colleted that i is without
figure. For what would hinder it from having fomc one of the middle figures, fuch as that of
the cylinder or cone, or fome other of thofe that are mixed ? For, if we fhould give to the ane
fome figure from thofe that are mixed, it would participate both of the ftraight and the round.
‘Thus, for inftance, if we {hould inquire whether nature is white or black, and fhould find that
it is neither white nor black, it would not follow from this, that it is entirely void of colour : for,
by the participation of both thefe, it would poffcfs fome one of the middle colouss; fince the
media are ffom the extremes. Plato therefore fays, that the one neither participates of the raund
nor the flraight, that it may rot have cither of thefe, nor any one of the media. This alfo is
tvident, that this conclufion is more partial than that which is prior to it. For, if any thing
patticipates of figure, it has alfo extremes and a middle ; but not every thing which has extremes

and
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parts. Right. And indecd, being' fuch, it will be no where 2 ; for it will
neither

and a middle participates of figure. For a line, number, time and motion, may poffefs extremes,
all which are without figure. A tranfition likewife is very properly made from figure to the
fraight and the round. For it is pofible univerfally to deny figure of the ome, by thowing that
figure has bound and limitation. But 7he one does not receive any bound. Plato howcver was
willing to deduce his difcourfe fupernally, according to two coardinations ; and hence from the
beginning he affumes after many, whole and parts, and again extremes and middle, flraight and
round, in itfelf and in another, abiding and keing moved, &c. through this aflumption indicating that
the one is none of thefe. For it is not poflible that it can be both oppofites, fince it would no
longer remain one according to the hypothefis ; nor can it be either of thefe, for thus it would
‘have fomething hoftile and oppofed to itfelf. It is however neceffary that zbe one fhould be prior
to all oppofition, or it will not be the caufe of all things; fince it will not be the caufe of thofe
things which its oppofite produces.  Proceeding, therefore, according to the two feries of things,
he very properly now pafles from figure to the ffraight and the round.

But fince in the Phzdrus Plato denominates the intelligible fummit of intelletuals, which he
there calls the fuperceleftial place, uncoloured, unfigured, and untouched, muft we fay that that
order and rhe one are fimilarly unfigured? By no means : for neither is there the fame mode of
negation in both.  For of that order Plato denies fome things, and affirms others. For he fays that
it is effence and true effence, and that it can alone be feen by intelle&, the governor of the foul;
and likewife that the genus of true fcience fubfifts about it; becaufe there is another, viz. the
intelligible order prior to it, and it is exempt from fome things, but participates of others. But
he denies all things, and affirms nothing of be one : for there is nothing prior to the one, but it
is fimilarly exempt from all beings. The mode, therefore, of ablation is different ; and this, as
Proclus well obferves, Plato indicates by the very words themfelves. For he calls the intelligible
fummit of intelle®uals wnfigured s but he fays that the one participates of no figure. But the
former of thefe is not the fame with the latter, as neither is the impartible the fame with that
which has no part. After the fame manner, therefore, he calls that eflence unfigured, but afferts
that the one participates of no figure. Hence it appears that the former, as producing, and as
being more excellent than inteHe&ual figure, is called wnfigured. This, therefore, was fubordi-
nate to another figure, viz. the intelligible: for intelligible intelle€t comprehends the intelligible
caufes of figure and multitude, and all things ; and there are figurcs perfe@ly unknown and in-
effable, which are firft unfolded into light from intelligibles, and which are only known to intel-
ligible intelle@. But the fuperceleftial place, being the fummit in intelligibles, is the principle
of all intelle€tual figures; and hence it is unfigured, but is not fimply exempt from all figure.
“The one, however, is exempt from every order of thefe figures, both the occult and intellectual,
and is eftablifhed above all unknown and known figures.

7 The firaight and the round here are to be confidered as fignifying progreflion and converfion :
for progreflion is beheld according to the firaight, which alfo it makes the end of itfelf. Every
intelle@ual nature, therefore, proceeds to all things according to the ftraight, and is converted to
jts own good, which is the middle in each; and this is no other than the intelligible which it cone

tdins. But things are feparated from each other according to progreflion, the proceeding from
s : the
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neither be in another, nor in itfelf. How fo? For, being in another, it
would

the abiding, and the multiplied from the united. For progyeffion is that which makes fome things firft,
others middle, and others laft; but converfion again conjoins all things, and leads them to one
thing, the common object of defire to all beings. In thefe two, therefore, cach of thefe defini-
tions is to be found, of which the intelle@ual Gods firft participate : for thefe are efpecially
charadterized by converfion. In the fecond place from thefe, fouls participate of the firaight
and the round; proceeding, indeed, after the manner of a line, but being again infle@ed into
circles, and converting themfelves to their principles. But fenfibles participate of thefe in the
Iaft place: for right-lined figures fubfift in thefe with intcrval, and partibly, and the fpheric form,
which is comprehenfive of all mundane figures. Hence, Timzus makes the whole world to be a
fphere ; but through the five figures, which are the only figures that have equal fides and angles,
he adorns the five parts of the world, infcribing all thefe in the fphere, and in each other, by
which he manifefts that thefe figures are fupernally derived from a certain elevated order.

Thefe two alfo may be perceived in generation: the round according to the circulation in things
vifible ; for generation circularly returns to itfelf, as it is faid in the Phedrus. But the fraight
"is feen according to the progreflion of every thing, from its birth to its acme; and acme is here
the middle darkening the extremes ; for through this there is a tranfition to the other of the ex-
tremes, juft as, in a right line, the paflage from one extreme to the other is through the middle.
Thefe two, therefore, fupernally pervade from intelle@ual as far as to generated natures; the
Siraight being the caufe of progreflion, but the round of converfion. If, therefore, the one neither
proceeds from itfelf, nor is converted to itfelf—for that which proceeds is fecond to that which
produces, and that which is converted is indigent of the defirable—it is evident that it neither
participates of the flraight, nor of the round figure. For how can it proceed, having no pro-
ducing caufe of itfelf, ncither in nor prior to itfelf, left it thould be deprived of tbe one, being
fecond, ar having the form of the duad? How, alfo, can it be converted, having no end, and no
objet of defire? Here, likewife, it is again evident that Plato colle&s thefe conclufions from
what precedes, viz. from the one ncither poflefling beginning, nor middle, nor end ; always ge-
ometrically demonflrating things fecond through fuch as are prior to them, imitating the orderly
progreflion of things, which ever makes its defcent from primary to fecondary natures.

8 As the whole middle order of the Gods called intelligible, and at the fame time intelleCtual,
is fymbolically fignified in thefe words, Plato very properly in the conclufion converts the whole
of it. For, if the oue has figure, it will be many. He therefore conjoins figure to many through
parts; but demonttrates that all thefe genera are fecondary to the ene. So great, however, fays
Proclus, is the feparation of the divine orders, that Plato does not attempt to conneé the nega-
tions that follow in a regular fucceffion till he has firlt converted this order to itfelf ; conjoining
figure to many, and indicating the alliance of all the aforefaid genera. In what order of things,
however, the flraight and the round fubfift, will be more clearly known in the fecond hypothefis.

9 The difcourfc pafles on to another order, viz. to the fummit of thofe Gods that are properly
called intelle@ual : and this he denies of the one, demonftrating that zhe one is no where; ncither
as comprchended in another caule, nor as itfelf comprehended in itfelf. Before he fyllogizes,

voL. Iu. s howeven
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would after 4 manner be circularly comprehended by that in which it is,
and

however, he again previoufly announces the conclufion, employing intelle&tual projeQions prior
to fcientific methods ; and this he conftantly does in all that follows,

Itis here, however, neceffary to obferve, that no where is predicated moft properly and fimply
of the firflt caufe. For the foul is frequently faid to be no where, and particularly, the foul
which has no habitude or alliance with body : for it is not detained by any fecondary nature, nor
is its energy circumfcribed through a certain habitude, as if it were bound by fuch habitude to
things pofterior to itfelf. Intelle@ alfo is faid to be no where : foritis in a fimilar manner every
where, and is equally prefent to all things. Or rather, through a prefence of this kind it is
detained by no one of its participants. Divinity alfo is faid to be no where, becaufe he is ciempt
from all things, becaufe he is imparticipable, or, in other words, is not confubfiftent with any
shing elfe; and becaufe he is better than all communion, all habitude, and all coordination with
other things. There is not, however, the fame mode of the 7o where in all things. For foul indeed
is no where with refpect to the things pofterior to itfelf, but is not fimply no where ; fince it is in
itfelf, as being felf-motive, and likewife in the caufe whence it originates. For every where the
caufe preaffumes and uniformly comprehends the power of its effcé. Intelle@ is alfo no awhere
with refpec to the things pofterior to itfelf, but it is in itfelf, as being felf-fubfiftent, and, further
fill, is comprehended in its proper caufe. Hence, it is falle to fay that intellect is abfolutely no
where s for the one alone is fimply no where. For it is neither in things pofterior to itfelf, as
being exempt from all things; (fince neither intelle€ nor foul, principles pofierior to the one, are
in things pofterior to themlclves,) nor is it in itfelf, as being fimple and void of all mulitude;
nor is it in any thing prior to itfeli, becaufe there is nothing better thun 1be one. This, therefore,
is Gmply no where; but all other things have the o awhere fecondarily, and are in one refpeét no
where, and in another not. For, if we furvey all the order of beings, we thall find material forms
fubfhifting in others only, and eftablithed in certain fubjets: for they verge to bodies, and are in
a certain refpe@ in a fubjc®, bearing an echo, as it were, and image of a thing fubfifting in
itfelf, fo far as they are certain lives and effences, and in confequence of one part fuffering they
are copaffive with themfelves. With refpe& to fouls that fubfit in habitude or alliance to body,
thefe, fo far as they have habitude, are in another : for habitude to fecondary natures entirely ine
troduces, together with itfelf, fubliftence in another; but fo far as they are able to be converted
to themfelves, they are purificd from this, fubfiffing in themfelves. For natures indeed extend
all their energics about bodies, and whatever they make they make in fomcthing elfe. Souls
employ, indeed, fome energies about hodies ; but others are dircted to themfelves, and through
thefe they are converted to themfelves. But fouls that are without habitude to body are not in
other things that are fecondary or fubordinate to them, but are in others that are prior to them.
For a fubfiftence in another is twofold, one kind being fubordinate to the fubfiftence of a thing
in iifelf, and arifing from a habitude to things fecondary, but the other being better than fuch a
fubfiftence ; and the former extends as far as to fouls that {ubfift in habitude to body ; but the
latter only originates from divine natures, and, in thort, from fuch as fubfit without habitude.
Divige fouls, therefore, are alone in the natures prior to them, as, for inftance, in the intclleits

from
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and would be touched *° by it in many places: but it is impoffible that t4e
one

from which they are fufpended 5 but intcllect is both in itfelf, and in that which is prior to itfclf,
viz. in the unity which it derives from the one, and which is the vertex and fiswer of its cffunce.
This #s avhere, therefore, is by no means fubordinate to the fubfiftence of a thing in itfelf. For
how can the no where which oppofes a fubfiflence in fome particular thing be adapted to things
which have their being in another # But to thofe that have a fubfiftence in themfelves better
than a fubfiftence in another, tie no aclere is prefent indeed, bat not fimply: for each of thefe
is in its proper caufe. But to the one alone the mo awbere primarily and fimply belongs. Tor
the one is not in things pofterior to itfclf, becaufe it is without habitude or alliance ; nor in itfelf,
becaufe it is the one ; nor in any thing prior to itfelf, becaufe it is the firft.

In the next place, let us confider the every avhere, and whether it is better and more perfe&t
than the no where, or fubordinate to it. For, if better, why do we not afcribe that which is
better to the firlt, inftead of faying that tke ons is alone 1> where 2 But, if it is fubordinate, how
is it not better not to energize providentially, than fo to energize ? May we not fay, therefore,
that the every where is twofold ? one kind taking place, when it is confidered with reference to
things pofteiior to it, as when we fay that providence is every where, that it is not abfent from
any fecondary natures, but that it preferves, connelts and adorns all things, pervading through
them by its communications. Dut the other kind of every avhere fubfifts as with relation to all
things prior and pofterior to it. Hence that is properly every wwhere which is in things fub-
ordinate, in itfelf, and in things prior to itfelf. And of this every wwhere the no awhere which is
now affumed is the negation, as being neither in itfelf, nor in any thing prior to itfelf. This
no where alfo is better than the every awhere, and is alone the prerogative of the one. But there
is another no where coordinate with the every awhere, and which is alone predicated with refer-
ence to things fecondary, fo that each is true in confequence of that which remains. For Leing
is no avhere becaufe it is every where. For that which is detained in fome particular place, is in
a certain thing; but that which is fimilarly prefent to all things is definitely no where : and
again, becaufe #o where, on this account it is every avbere. For, in confequence of being fimilarly
exempt from all things, it is imilarly prefent to all things, being as it were equally diftant from
all things. Hence, this no wkere and this every ewkere are coordinate with each other.  Rut the
other 7o awbere is better than cvery every where, and can alone be adapted to #ke one, as being a
negation of every fubfiftence in any thing. For, whether the fubfiftence is as in place, or as in
avhole, ot as the awhole in its parts, or as in the end, or as things governcd in the governing principle,
or as gerus in fpecies, or a8 fpecies in genera, or as in time, the cne is Gimilarly exempt from all thefe.
For neither is it comprehended in place, left it fhould appear to be multitude. Nor is it any
comprehending.whole, left it fhould confift of parts. Nor is it a part of any thing, left, being
in the whole of which it is a part, it fhould be a paffive one. For every whole which is paflive
to the oe, is indigent of that which is truly one. Nor is itin parts: for it has no parts. Not
is there any end of it: for it has been fhown that it has no end. Nor does it fubfift as in the
governing principle : for it has been thown that it has not any beginning. Nor is it as genus in
{pecies, left again muktitude fhould happen about it, through the comprchenfion of fpecies;

s 2 ner
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one which is without parts, and which does not participate of a circle,
thould

nor as fpecies in genera; for, of what will it be the fpecies, fince nothing is more excellent than
itlelf ? Nor is it as in time: for thus it would be multitude; fince every thing which is in time
flows; and every thing that flows confifts of parts. The one, therefore, is better than all the
modes of a fubfiftence in any thing. Hence the negation of o wbere is true : for a fubfitence
in fome particular thing is oppofed to no where; jult as fome anc is oppofed to no ane : fo that the ¢ne
will be 70 wbhere.

Again, too, Plato gives a twofold divifion to a fubfiftence in fomething; viz. into a fubfiftence
in another, and into a fubfiftence in itfelf ; comprehending in thefe two all the abovementioned
celebrated modes which are enumerated by Ariftotle in his Phyfics; that if he can fhow that
the one is neither in itfclf, nor in another, be may be able to demonftrate that it is mo where. But
this being fhown, it will appear that the one is exempt from that order to which the fymbol of
being in itfelf and in another pertains. It will alfo appear from hence that intellet is not the
firft caufe : for the peculiarity of intellect is a fubfftence in itfelf, in confequence of being con-
verted to itfelf, at the fame time that its energy is direCted to fuch things as are firlt, viz. to
intelligibles and the one.

*® Let us here confider how according to Plato every thing which is in another, is after a
manner circularly comprehended by that in which it is, and is touched by it in many places.
Of thofe prior to us then, fays Proclus, fome have confidered the fubfiftence of ke one in fome-
thing elfe, more partially, alone affuming a fubfiftence in place, and in a veffel, and to thefe
adapting the words. For that which is in place in a certain refpect touches place, and alfo that
which is in a veflel touches the veflel, and is on all fides comprehended by it. This, therefore,
fay- they, is what Plato demonftrates to us, that the one is not in place, fince that which is in
place muft neceflarily be many, and muft be touched by it in many places; but it is impofible
that the one fhould be many. There is however nothing venerable in the affertion that the ore is
. mot in place, fince this is even true of partial fouls like ours; but it is' neceffary that what is

here thown fhould be the prerogative of the one, and of that caufe which is eftablifhed above all
beings. But others looking to things fay, that every thing which being in a certain thing is
comprehended by it, is denied of zhe one: and their affertion is right. For the one is in no
sefpedl in any thing, as has been before fhown. But how does this adapt the words to the
various modes. of a fubfiftence in fomething ? For a point is evidently faid to be in a line as in
another; fince a point is different from a line; and it does not follow, becaufe it is in another,
that on this account it is on all fides comprehended by the line, and is touched by many of its
‘parts. It may indeed be faid, in anfwer to this, that though the line does not circularly contaia
the point according to interval, yet it comprehends it after another manner: for it embraces its
idioms. For a point is a boundary only; but a line is both a boundary and fomething elfe, being
3 length without a breadth. A point alfo is without interval; but a line poffeffes interval
according to length, though not according to breadth and depth. For, in fhort, fince a point is
pot the fame with zbe one, it is neceffary that the point fhould be many, not as containing parts
aftex the manner of interval, fox in this refped it is impartible, but as centaining many idi;m;

whic
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thould be touched by a circle in many places. Impoffible. But ifit were in
itfelf it would alfo contain itfelf, fince it is no other than it{elf which fubfifts
in itfelf ; for it is impoffible that any thing fhould not be comprehended **

by

which have the relation of parts, and which the line comprehending, may be faid to touch the
point in many places. But that the point is not the fame with the one is evident ; for the latter
is the principle of all things, but the former of magnitudes alone. Nor is the point prior to
the one : for the monad is one, and the impartible in time, or the now. It remains, therefore,
that the point is pofterior to #he ome, and participates of it. But, if this be the cale, it may
poflels many incorporeal idioms, which are in the line, and are comprehended by it.

Thofe however who thus interpret the prefent paffage do not perceive how Plato affumes a
fubfiltence in a certain thing, and what he looks to among beings, when he denies this of 73 one.
It is better, therefore, fays Proclus, to fay with our preceptor Syrianus, conformably to that moft
prudent and fafe mode of interpretation, that Plato denies thefe things of ke one, which in the
fecond hypothefis he affirms of the one being, and that he fo denies as he there affirms. In the
fecond hypothefis, therefore, Plato indicating the fummit of the intelle@ual order, fays that zke
one is in itfelf and in another ; which evidently applies to that order, becaufe it is converted to
itfelf intelleCtually, and abides cternally with a monadic fubfiftence in its caules. For it is the
monad of the intelle@ual Gods; abiding indeed, according to its tranfcendgncy, in the in-
telle€tual Gods, prior to, but unfolding into light the intelleGtual idiom, according to an energy
in and abot, itfelf. The fubfiftence, therefore, in another is of fuch a kind as an abiding in
caufe, and being comprehended in its proper caufe. This, therefore, is the circular compre-
henfion, and the being touched in many places, of which Plato now fpeaks. For, as this order
is contained in its caufe, it is more pariial thanit. But every thing more partial is more
multiplied than its more comprehenfive caufe ; and, being more multiplied, it is conjoined with
it by the various powere of itfelf, and differently with different powers. For this is what is
implied by the words “in many placesy” fince according to different powers it is differently
united to the intelligible prior to itfelf. To this order of beings, alfo, a fubfiftence in itfelf
accords rogether with a fubfifience in another. 'The multitude likewife of this order is nume-
rous: for it participates of intelligible multitude, and has parts; fince it participates of the
middlc genera in the caufes prior to itfelf, Tt is alfo in a certain refpe& circular; for it par-
ticipates of the extremity of the middle orders, viz. of the figure which is there. Hence, it is
neither one fimply, but many, nor impartible, but having parts, viz. incorpareal idioms ; nor is it
beyond all figure, but is circular. And fa far asit is many, it is able to be touched in many
things by the natures prior to itfelf; but fo far as it has parts, it is able to communicate with
them in many places, and in a remarkable degree; and fo far .as it is figured, it is circularly
comprehended by them. For every thing figured is comprehended by figure. But the one
neither has parts, nor participates of the circle; fo that there cannot be a caufe prior to it,
which crcularly touches it and in many places; but it is beyond all things, as having no caufe
better than itfelf.

8 Let us here confider with Proclus how that which is in itfelf pofleflts both that which

i comprehends,
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by that in which it is. It is impoffible.  \Would not, therefore, that which
contains be one thing, and that which is contained another? For the
fame whole *? cannot at the fame time {uffer and do both thefe : and thus

the

comprehends, and that which is comprehendeds and what both thefe are. Every thing, there-
fore, which is the caufe of itfelf, and is felf-fubfiftent, is faid to be in itfelf. For, as felf-motive
rank prior to alter-motive natures, fo things felf-fublillent are arranged prior to fuch as are
produced by another. For, if there is that which perfe&s itfelf, there is aifo that which generates
itfelf. But if there is that which is felf-fubfiftent, it is evident that it is of fuch a kind as both
to produce and be produced by itfelf. As, therefore, producing power always conprehends
according to caufe that which it produces, it is neceflary that whatever produces itfelf thould
comprehend itfelf fo far as it is a caufe, and fhould be comprehended by itfelf fo far as it is
caufed ; but that it fhould be at once both caufe and the thing caufed, that which comprehends
and that which is comprehended. If, therefore, a fubfiftence in another fignifies the being pros
duced by another more excellent caufe, & fubfiftence in felf muft fignify that which is felf-
begotten, and produced by itfelf.

13 Let us confider how it is impoffible for the fame whole, at the fame time, both to do and
fuffer : for this Plato affumes as a thing common and univerfally acknowledged. Wil it not
follow, therefore, if this be granted, that the felf-motive nature of the foul will no longer
remain ? For, in things felf-moved, that which moves is not one thing, and that which is moved
another; but the whole is at the fame time moving and moved. To this it may be replied as
follows: Of the powers of the foul fome are generative, and others converfive of the foul to
herfelf. The generative powers, therefore, beginning from the foul produce its life ; but the
converfive convolve the foul to itfelf, according to a certain vital circle, and to the intellect
which is eftablifhed prior to foul. For, as the generative powers produce a twofold life, one kind
abiding, but the other proceeding into body and fubfifting in a fubje@, fo the converfive powers
make a twofold converfion, one of the foul to herfelf, the other to the intelle€t which is beyond
her. Of thefe powers, therefore, the whole foul participates, becaufe they proceed through cach
other, and energize together with each other; whence every ratlonal foul is faid to generate
herfelf. For the whole participates through the whole of generative powers, and fhe converts
as it were herfelf to herfelf ; and neither is that which generates without™ converfion, nor is that
which converts unprolific, but a participation through each other is effeCted. Hence both
affertions are ttue, viz. that the foul generates hetfelf, and that it is not poffible for the whole of
a thing at the fame timc both to do and fuffer. For though that which produces and that
which is produced are one thing, yet together with umion there is alfo difference, through which
a thing of this kind does not remain unmultiplied. For the whole foul is indeed produced, but
tot fo far as it produces is it alfo according to this produced; fince that which primarily
ptodaces is the generative power of the foul. Since however it is poffible in fome things for
a certain part to generate, and a part to be generated, as in the world that which is celeftial is
faid to generate and fabricate, and that which is fublunary to be generated ; and again, not for
. part, but the whole to be generated and generate in different times ; and laftly, for the whole

5 both
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the one would no longer be one, but two. It certainly would not. 7ie

one, therefore, is not any where 13, fince it is neither in itfelf nor in another.
. It

both to do and fuffer in the fame time, but to do one thing, and fuffer another, and not the
fame : for what if a thing fhould impart heat, and at the fame time receive cold, or fhould
whiten and be at the fame time blackened 2—on this account, Plato taking away all fuch
objections accurately adds the words, the whole, at the fame time, the fame thing, that it may not
a& in one part and fuffer in another, nor at different times, nor do one thing and fuffer another.
Hence, fince that which is felf-fubfiftent is neceffarily divifible into that which is more excel-
lent, and that which is fubordinate, for fo far as it produces it is more excellent, but o far as
it is ‘produced fubordinate, it follows that the ene is beyond a felf-fubfiltent nature: for the ome
does not admit of divilion, with which a felf-fubfiftent nature is neceffarily conne&ed. Indeed
the ane is better than every paternal and generative caufe, as being exempt from all power. For
though according to Plato it is the caufe of all beautiful things, yet it is not the caufe in fuch a
manner as if it employed power, through which it is produtive of all things: for power fubfilts
together with hyparxis or the fummit of effence, to which it is at the fame time fubordinate.
But of the natures poflerior to the one, fome being moft near to, and ineffably and occultly un-
folded into light from it, bave a paternal and generative dignity with relation to all beings, and
yroduce other things from themfclves by their own powers. In this, therefore, they abound
nte than, and confequently fall fhort of the fimplicity of, #be onr, that they generate felf-fub-
” tent naturcs : for additions in things divine are attended with diminution of power. Other
natures, therefore, pofterior to #be one, being now feparated and multiplied in themfelves, are
allotted the power of things felf-fubfiftent; fubfifting indeed from primary caufes, but pro-
duced alfo from themfelves. Thefe, therefore, are fufpended from the paternal and generative
caufes of forms, but paternal caufes from the one, which is more excellent than every caufe of this
kind, and which in a manner unknown to all things unfolds beings from itfelf, according to the
principles of things. Hence, if this be the cafe, it is evident that every thing which gives fub-
fiftence to itfelf is alfo produtive of other things. TFor felf-fubfiftent natures are neither the
firft nor the laft of things. But that which produces other things without producing itfelf is
twofold ; one of thefe being better, and the other worfe, than things felf-fubfitent. Such,
therefore, are producing natures. But of things produced from a generating caufe, felf-
fubfiftent natures firft procced, being produced indeed, but fubfifting felf-begotten from their
proper caufes. For they proceed from their caufe in a way fuperior to a felf-begetting energy.
The next in order to thefe are the natures which arc fufpended from another producing caufe,
but which are incapable of gencrating and being generated from themfelves. And this order of
things has its progreflion fupernally as far as to the laft of things. For if, among generating
natures, that which generates itfelf alfo generates ather things, but that which generates
other things does not neceflurily generate itfelf, it follows that things génerativc of others are

prior to fuch as generate themfelves: for things more comprehenfive rank more as principles.
'3 Plato very geometrically, in each of the theorems, firft enunciates the propofition, ufter-
wards gives the demonfiration, and, in the Jaft place, the conclufian; through the propofition
imicating
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It is not. But confider whether thus circumftanced it can either ftand or
be moved ¥4, Why can it not? Becaufe whatever is moved is either
locally moved, or fuffers alteration *¥ ; for thefe alone are the genera of

motion.

imitating the collefted and ftable energy of intelle@t ; through the demonftration, the progreffion
of intelletions evolving itfelf into multitude ; and through the conclufion, the circular motion
of intelle& to its principle, and the one perfe&ion of all intelle€tual energy. ‘This, therefore,
which he does in the preceding theorems, he particularly does in this. For it pertains to this
order, both to fubfift from itfelf, and to abide in the natures prior to itfelf. The logical
difcurfus, therefore, imitates the fubfitence of this order in itfelf, but the conclufion, and a
returning to the principle, a fubfiftence in another.

4 Parmenides here proceeds to another order, viz. the vivific, from the intelle@ual monad,
and evinces that the owe is exempt from this. The idioms, therefore, of this vivific order are
mation and permanency ; the former unfolding into light the fountains of life, and the latter firmly
eftablifhing this life exempt from its proper rivers. That it is not requifite, however, alone to
take away phyfical motions from rke one, Plato himfelf manifefts, by faying, ¢ the one therefore is
‘immovable, according to every kind of motion.” But all energy, according to him, is motion.
The one therefore is prior to energy. Hence alfo it is prior to puwer, left it fhould poffefs power
imperfe€ and unenergetic. Should it be afked why Plato places motion before famenefs and diffe-
rence ? we reply, that motion and permanency are beheld in the effences and encrgies of things:
for proceffion is effential motion, and permanency an effential eftablifhment in caufes ; fince every
thing at the fame time that it abides in, alfo proceeds from, its caufe. Effential motion and per-
manency, therefore, are prior to famene/s and difference : for things in proceeding from their caufes
become fame and different ; different by proceeding, but Jame by converting themfelves to that
which abides. Hence motion and permancncy rank prior to famenefs and difference, as originating
prior to them. On this account, in the Sophifta, Plato arranges motion and permanency after being,
and next to thefe fume and different.

15 Plato, in the tenth book of his Laws, makes a perfe&t divifien of all motions into ten,
cight of which are pafive. The ninth of thefe is indeed energetic, but is both motive and moved,
moving other things, and being moved by a caufe prior to itfelf ; and the tenth is energetic
from itfelf, in that which is moved poflefling alfo that which moves, being no other than a felf-
motive nature. [t is however now requifite to make a more fynoptical divifion, that we may not
phyfiologize in difcourfes about divine natures. Hence Plato concifely diftributes all motions
into two. For that it is requifite not only to confider the propofed motions as corporeal, but
likewife as comprehenfive of all incorporeal motions, is evident from his faying, ¢ for thefe are the
only motions.” Both the motions of foul, therefore, and fuch as are intelletual, are compre-
hended in thefe two, viz. lation and alteration, or internal motion. It is alfo evident that every
vivific genus of the Gods belongs to thefe motions, fince all life is motion according to Plato, and
every motion is comprehended in the two which are here mentioned. Lert us therefore confider
every thing which is moved ; and fiuft of all let us diret our attention to bodies, either as fuffer-
ing fome internal or fome external change: for that which changes one place for another fuf-
: tains
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motion, Certainly. But if zbe one thould be altered from itfelf, it is impoffible
that it fhould remain in any refpcét the one. Impoffible. It will not
therefore be moved according .to alteration? It appears that it will not.

tains a mutation of fomething belonging to things external; but that which is gencrating or cor-
rupting, or increafing, or diminifhing, or mingling, fuffers a mutation of {omething inward,
Hence that which is changed according to the external is faid to be moved according to lation :
for a motion of this kind is local, place being external to bodies. But that which is moved ac-
cording to fome onc of the things within it is faid to {uffer internal change, whether it fuftains
generation, or corruption, or increafe, or diminution, or mixture. Local motion, therefore, is
prefent with divine bodies, fuch as thofe of the ftars, but they have no mutation according to
eflence. For it is neceflary, indeed, that thefe fhould be locally moved, becaufe, as Plato fays
in the Politicus, always to fubfift according to the fame, and after the fame manner, belongs to
the moft divine of things alone; but the nature of body is not of this order. The celeftial bo-
dies, however, being the firft of things vifible, poflefs a perpetual fubfiftence: for fuch things
as are firft in every order poffefs the form of natures prior to themfelves. Hence thefe bodies
are moved according to this motion alone, which preferves the eflence of the things moved un-
changed. But, afcending from bodies to fouls, we may fee that which is analogous in thefe to
local motion, and that which correfponds to internal change. For, fo far as at different times
they apply themfelves to different forms, and through conta@ with thefe become aflimilated to
their proper intelligibles, or the objeds of their intelle€tual vifion, they alfo appear in a certain
refpe to be multiform, participating by their energies of thefe intelligibles, which are always
different, and being difpofed together with thera.  So far, therefore, as this is effe@ed, they may
be faid to be internally changed. But again, fo far as they energize about the intelligible place,
and pervade the whole extent of forms, being as it were external to them, and comprehending
them on all fides, fo fur they may be faid to be locally moved ; Flato al{o in the Phadrus calling
the energy of the foul about the intelligible place, a period and circulation. Souls, therefore,
are both internaily changed and locally moved ; being internally changed according to that
which is vital, for it is this which is difpofed together with, and is allimilated to, the vifions of
the foul; but, according to that which'is gnoflic, pafling on locally from one intelligible to an-
other, revolving round thefe by its intelle&tions, and being refleCted from the fame to the fame.
Or we fhould rather fay, that fouls comprehend in themfelves the caufes of internal chiange, and
of mutation according to place. In much celebrated intelle@, alfo, we fhall find the paradigms
fubfilting intclle@ually of thefe two fpecies of motion. For by participating the naturc of the
intelligible in intelle€lion, and becoming through intelligence a certain intelligible itfelf, it is
internally changed about the intelle®ual idiom. Tor participations are faid to impart fomething
of their own nature to their participant. But by intelletually perceiving in the fame, according
to the fame things, and after the fame manner, and by energizing about its own intelligible as
about a centre, it previoufly comprehends the paradigm of local circulation.  Every where, there-
fore, we fhall find that motions are internal changes and lations, fubfifting intelleCtually in in-
telle&, plychically in foul, and corporeally and divifibly in fenfibles ; fo that we ought not to
wonder if thefe are the only motions ; for all others are comprehended in thefe.

VOL. III. T But
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But will it be moved locally *¢ ? Perhaps fo. Butindeed if 74¢ oneis moved
locally,

6 Parmenides pafles on to the other form of motion, viz. lation, and fhows that neither is
the one moved according to this. He alfo divides lation into motion about the fame place, and
into a mutation from one place to another. For every thing which is moved according to place,
cither preferves the fame place, fo that the whole remains intranfitive, and the thing itfelf is
only moved in its parts; or it is moved both in the whole and the parts, and paffes from one
place to another. For there are thefe four cafes : a thing is neither moved in the whole, nor in
the parts ; or it is moved in the whole, and not in the parts; or it is moved in the parts, and
not in the whole ; or it is moved both in the whole and in the parts. But, of thefe four, it is
impoflible for the whole to be moved, the parts remaining immovable ; fince the parts from
which the whole confifts are moved together with the whole. To be moved neither in the whole
nor in the parts belongs to things which ftand ftill. It remains, therefore, either that the whole
is not moved, the parts being moved, or that both the whole and the parts are moved. The for-
mer of thefe motions is produced by a fphere or cylinder, when thefe are moved about their
axes; but the latter is effc@ed by a tranfition from one place to another, when the whole changes
its place. It is evident, therefore, from this divifion, that fuch are the neceffary diffcrences of
motion.

Thefe two motions are not only apparent in fenfibles, viz. the circular in the revolutions of
the heavenly bodies, and a motion both according to whole and parts in the fublunary region,
but they alfo fubfift in the natures beyond thofe. For a partial foul, through its afcents and de-
fcents, and its tranfitive energy according to length, contains the paradigm of motions both ac-
cording to the whole and parts ; and intelle&, through its intranfitive revolution about the intel-
ligible, caufally contairs the circular motion. And not only intelle&, but alfo every divine
foul, through its meafured motion about intellect, reccives an incorporeal circulation. Parme-
nides alfo, fays Proclus, when he ealls being a fphere, in his poems, and fays that it perceives
intelleCtually, evidently calls its intelle&tion fpheric motion. But Timzus, bending the progreffion
of the foul according to length, into circles, and making one of thefe circles external and the
other internal, confers both thefe eternally on the foul according to a demiurgic caufe, and
an intelle@tual period prior to that of bodies. Theologifts alfo, Proclus adds, were well ac-
quainted with incorporeal circulation.  For the theologift of the Greeks (Orpheus) {peaking con-
cerning that firft and occult God * who fubfifts prior to Phanes, fays, « that he moves in an
infinite circle with unwearied energy.”

‘0 B'Mrstgsmov XATA KUNAGY GBTEUTWS POgOITO.

And the Chaldzan Oracles affert that all fountains and principles abide in an unfluggifb revolution.
For, fince every thing which is moved in a circle has permanency mingled with motion, they
are very properly faid always to abide in circulation, the wnfluggi/b here fignifying immuateriality.
The motions, therefore, of incorporeal natures are comprehended in this divifion ; and fo #he one

* Viz. the 70 oy or the firft being of Plato, the fummit of the intelligible erder.
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locally, it will either be carried round in the fame circle, or it will change
one place for another. Neceffarily fo.  But ought not that which is carried
round in a circle to fland firm in the middle, and to have the other parts of it-
felf rolled about the middle? And can any method be devifed by which it is
poffible that a nature which has neither middle nor parts can be circularly car-
ried about the middle ? ‘There cannot be any.  But if it changes its place!?,
would it not become fituated elfewhere, and thus be moved ? In this cafe
it would. Has it not appeared to be impoflible that zhe one thould be in any
thing? It has. Is it not much more impoffible that it thould ecome fituated

in

is fhown to be immovable, as being eftablifhed above all motion, and not as being partly im«

movable and partly movable. )
7 That it is impoflible for the one to pafs from one place to another is evident, For either the

whole muft be within both places; or the whole muft be without both ; or this part of it muft
be here, and that in the other place. But if the whole being without is in necither, it cannot be
moved from one place to another. If again the whole is within both, ncither again will it be
moved from the former to the following place. And if one part of it is in this, and another in
the remaining place, it will be partible, or confift of parts. But the one is not partible ; and con-
fequently it cannot be in any thing. And here obferve, that though there may be fomething
which is neither without nor within a certain thing, but is both without and within (for thus
foul and intellet are faid to be in the world and out of it), yet it is impoflible for the whole
of a thing to be in fomething, and yet be neither without nor within it. Regarding, therefore,
the partible nature of foul, not only ours, ‘but alfo that which is divine, we may fay that it pof-
feffes the caufe of 2 motion of this kind, fince it is neither wholly within nor yet perfetly with-
out that which is the objet of its encrgy. For the whole of it does not at once apply itfelf to
the conceptions of intelle, fince it is not naturally adapted to fee thefe colle@lively; nor is it
wholly feparated from intelle@, but according to its own different intelle@ions it becomes in a
certain refpeét fituated in the different forms of intelle®, and introduces itfelf as it were into its
intelle@tions, as into its proper place. Hence Timzwus does not refufe to call the foul gencrated,
as he had previoufly denominated it partible.  For foul does not poffefs a colle&tive intelligence,
but all its energics are gencrated 3 and in confequence of this its intelleQions are effentialized in
tranfitions. Hence alfo time is fo intimately connefted with foul, that it meafures its firft ener-
gies. Intelled®, therefore, appears genuincly to contain the paradigm of a circular motion, pof-
fefling as a centre that part of itfelf which abides, and which is the intelligible of intellect, but
the many progreflions of forms from this Velta as it were of itfelf, as right lines from the centre.
But all its energies, which arc intelle&ive of intclligibles, have the relation of the one fuperficies
running round the lines from the centre, and the centre itfelf. A divine foul, however, con-
tains the paradigm both of a right-lined and circular progreflion; of the former, as proceeding
about the intelligible place, abiding indeed as a whole, but evolving the intelligible by its tranfi-
tions; but of the latter, as always fixing the whole of itfelf in the objet of intclletion : for, as

T2 a whole,
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in any thing? I do not underftand how you mean. If any thing is becom-
ing to be in any thing, is it not neceffary that it fhould not yet Jein it,
fince it is decoming to be; nor yet entirely out of it, fince it has already
become 2 It is peceffary. If therefore this can take plice in any other
thing, it muft certainly happen to that which poffeffes parts ; for one part
of it will be in this thing, but another out of it: but that which has no
parts cannot by any means be wholly within or without any thing. It is
true. But is it not much more impoffible that that which neither has parts
nor is a whole can be becoming 10 be in any thing ; fince it can neither fubfift
in becoming to be according to parts, nor according to a whole? So it ap-
pears. Hence it will neither change its place by going any where *#, nor
that it may become fituated in any thing ; nor, through being carried round
in that which is the fame, will it {uffer any alteration. It does not appear
that it can. The one therefore is immovable, according to every kind of
motion. Immovable. But we have likewife afferted 12 that it is impoffible

for

a whole, it both abides and is moved. Andin the laft place, a partial foul, by its motions accord-
ing to length, clearly produces the incorporeal caufe of a right-lined motion.

'8 Plato here colleis all the aforefaid conclufions about motion; and having before enumerated
them in a divided manner, he makes one univerfal conclufion, teaching us through this afcent
how it is always requifite in the vifion of zbe one to contra@ multitude into that which is com-
mon, and to comprehend parts through the whole. For the things which he had before divided
into parts receiving three motions, viz. internal mutation, the right-lined and circular progreflion,
thefe he now feparately enumerates, by faying, that the ome neither proceeds, nor is circularly
borne along, nor is altered ; and making an orderly enumeration, he recurs from things proxi-
mately demonftrated to fuch as are prior to them, that he may conjoin the beginning to the end,
and may imitate the intelle®ual circle.  And here we may again fee that the propofition and the
conclufion are univerfal, but that the demonfirations proceed together with divifions. For flable
intelleQtions and converfions contra¢t multitude ; but thofe which fubfift according to progreffion
divide the whole into parts, and theone into its proper number.

19 The thing propofcd to be fhown from the firlt was to demonftrate that the one is unindigent
of permanency and motion, and that it is beyond and the caufe of both. For the negation of
permanency and motion cannot be applied to the ore in the fame manner as to matter. For mat-
ter participates of thele merely in appearance. It is therefore applied to the one, as being better than
both thefe. For, as fome one prior to us, fays Proclus, obferves, becaule zhe ore does not abide, being
is moved, and becaufe it is not moved, being is permanent. For being by its ftability imitates the
immobility of the one, and, by its eflicacious energy, that which in the one is above tenfion and an
eftab.ihment in itfelf. And through both thefe it is affimilated to zbe one, which is neither,

It
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for the one to be in any thing. We have faid fo. It can never therefore
be in fame. Why? Becaufe it would now be in that in which fame is.
Entirely {fo. But the one can neither be in itfelf nor in another. It can-
not. The one therefore is never in fame. It does not appear that it is.
But as it is never in fame, it can neither be at reft nor ftand ftill. In this
cafe it cannot. The one, therefore, as it appears, neither ftands ftill nor is
moved. It does not appear that it can. Nor will it be the fame either with
another*®, or with itfelf; nor again different either from itfelf or from

another.

It is alfo beautifully obferved here by Proclus, that a thing appears to ftand ftill, which is efta-
blithed in another, but 20 be at refl, which is able to abide ini#felf. But Parmenides denies both thefe of
the one, as not being in another nor in itfclf. Whether, therefore, thereis a certain intelleCtual
tranquillity which is celebrated by the wife, or myf(tic port, or paternal filence, it is evident that
the one is exempt from all fuch things, being beyond energy, filence and quiet, and all the ftable
fignatures which belong to beings.

But here, perhaps, fome one may fay, it has been fufficiently fhown that zhe one is nexther
moved nor ftands ftill, yet nothing hinders but that he may be called fubility or motion. To
this we reply, that he one, as we have before obferved, is neither both of two oppofites, left he
fhould become not one, and there fhould be prior to it that which mingles the oppofites; nor is
it the better of the two, left it fhould have fomething which is oppofed, and thus, in confequence
of containing a property oppofite to fomething elfe, fhould again be not one, and not being one
fhould confilt of infinite infinites; nor is it the worfe of the two, left it fhould have fomething
better than itfelf, and this fomething better thould again in like manner confiit of infinite infi-
nites. Hence Piato at length even denies tbe one of it, becaufe that which is firft is beyond all
oppofition, and the one is oppofed to tke many..

Let it alfo be obferved that the firlt permanency and the firft motion originate from thema
felves, the one deriving from itfelf ftable power, and the other efficacious energy; in the fame
manner as every thing elfe which is firlt begins its own energy from itfelf. So that, when it is
faid zhe one does not ftand, and is not moved, this alfo implies that it is not permanency, and
that it is not motion. Hence, neither muft it be fuid that zbe one is the moft firm of all ftable
things, and the moft energetic of every thing that is in motion : for tranfcendencies of participa-
tions do not take away, but ftrengthen the participations. If, therefore, the one does not in fhort
Sand, it is not moff firm. Tor either mofl firn is only a name, and afferts nothing concerning #4e
oney or it manifelts that it is moft ftable. And if it is not in any refpe& moved, it is not moft
wnergetic. For, if thefe words fignify nothing, they affert nothing conceining the ane; but, if they
fignify that which in the moft eminent degree participates of motion, the one will not be moft
encrgetic.  For energy is a certain motion,

22 Plato here appears to chara@erife for us the whole demiurgic order, in the fame manner as
the words prior to thefe charaerife the vivific order; and thofe again prior to thefe, that which
ranks as the fummit in intelle@uals. ‘Thefe things, indeed, as Proclus well obferves, appear in a
moft cininent degree to pertain to the demiurgic feries, according to the Platonic narrations con-

cerning
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another. How fo! For, if different from itfelf**, it would be different
from

cerning it, and thofe of other theologifts; though, fays he, this is dubious to fome, who alone
confider permanency and motion, fumenefs and difference, philolophically, and do not perceive that
thefe things are firft beheld about the one, and not about éeing; and that, as there is a twofold
number, viz. fupereflential and eflential, in like manner each ef thefe genera of being firft fubfift
in the divine unities, and afterwards in beings. They likewife do not fee that thefe are figns of
the divine and felf-perfe&t orders, and not of the genera or fpecies only of being.

Let it alfo be obferved that the genera of being fubfilt both in the intelligible and intelleGtual
orders, intelligibly in the former, and intelle@ually in the latter; and this is juft the fame as to
affert that in intelligibles they fub(ift abforbed in unity, and without feparation, but in intelleGuals
with feparation according to their proper number. So that it is by no mcans wonderful if the
intelligible monad comprehends the whole intelle@ual pentad, viz. effence, motion, permanency,
famenefs and difference, without divifion, and in the moft profound union, fince through this
union all thefe are after 2 manner one: for all things, fays Proclus, are there without feparation
according to a dark mifl, as the theologifl" afferts.  Adiaxprraw Tavrar ovrwy xata oxoTosTTay Spix ANV
@naw & eoroyes.  For if in arithmetic the monad, which is the caufe of monadic numbers, contains
all thofe forms or produ&tive principles which the decad comprehends decadically, and the tetrad
tetradically, is it at all wonderful that among beings the intelligible monad fhould comprchend
all the genera of being monadically, and without feparation ; but that another order fhould con-
tain thefe dyadically, another tetradically, and another decadically? For ideas alfo fubfift in
intelligibles, but not after the fame manner as in intclle@uals; fince in the former they fubfift
totally, unitedly, and paternally; but in the latter avith foparation, partially, and demiurgically. But
it is every where neceffary that the number of ideas fhould be fufpended from the genera of
being. If, thercfore, intelleQual ideas participate of the intellectual gencra, intelligible ideas
alfo muft participate of the intelligible genera.  But if idcas firft fubfift tetradically at the extre-
mity of intelligibles, it is neceffary that there thould be a monadic fubfiftence of thefe genera
prior to the formal tetrad. '

Let us now confider why Plato firft takes away from the one, motion and permanency, and after-
wards fame and different. 'We have already indeed faid what was the caufe of this, viz. that
motion and permanency are twofold, one kind being prior to fame and different, according to
which every thing proceeds and is converted to its caufe, but the other being poflerior to fume
and different, and appearing in the energies of beings. But we fhall now, with Proclus, aflign
the reafon of this, aftcr another manner, from the problems themfelves. In this firlt hypothefis
then, concerning the one, fome things are denied of it with refpe to itfclf alone: for multitude
and the whole, figure, and the being in a certain thing, motion and permanency, are taken away
from the one confidered with refpeét to itfelf. But fame and different, fimilar and diffimilar, equal
and unequaly older and younger, are denied of the one both with refpe to itfelf and other things :
for the one is neither the jame with itfelf, nor with others, and in a fimilar manner with refpect to

* Viz. Orpheus. Agreeably to this, in the Orphic hymn to Protogonus, who fubfifts at the cxtremity of
the intelligible order, that deity is faid “ fo wwipe away from the (yes a dark mifl.”

Ocowy {5 oxeroeaaay amypavpuoas GPixXATYs

different,
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from the one, and fo would not be the one. True. And if it thould be the
fame

different, and each of the relt. But that which is the objed of opinion or feience, or which can be
named, or is effable, are denied of the une with refpeét to other things: for it is unknown to all
fecondary natures, by thefe gnofhc energies. Negations, therefore, being affumed in a triple
refped, viz. of a thing with rcfpc& to itfelf, of itfelf with refpect to others, and of itfelf both
with refpe to itfelf and others, and fome of thefe ranking as firft, others as middle, and others
as laft, hence mtion and permanency are denied of the one, as of itfelf with reference to itfelf, but
the fame and different are denied in a twofold refpe, viz. of the one with reference to itfelf, and
of itfelf with reference to other things. Hence the former are co-arranged with firft negations,
but the latter with fuch as are middle. Nor is it without reafon that he firft difcourfes about
the former, and afterwards about the latter. Thus alfo he denies the fimilar and tre difimilar,
the equal and the wwequal, the older and the younger, of the one with reference to itfelf and other
things. He likewife through thele takes away from the one, effence, quantity, quality, and the wben :
for the fume and different pertain to efences, the fimilar and the diffimilar, to qualities, the equal and
the unequal, to quantities, and the older and the younger, to things which exift at a certain time.
Plato alfo, fays Proclus, denics the fame and the different of the one, knowing that Parmenides in
his poems places thefe in the ane being : for thus Parmenides fpeaks—

Tavrov 7° ev Tavty pipves, x28’ eavro Te xeiTar.

i.e.  Samein the fame abides, yet by itfelf fubfifts,

It is neceffary, therefore, to fhow that the one which is eftablithed above the one being, is by no
means fame, and ‘much more that it it is not different : for famenefs is more allied to the one than
difforence. Hence, he takes away both fame and different from the one, that he may fhow that
it tranfcends the o%e being, in which both thefe fubfift according to the verfes of Parmenides, not
confuting thefe verfes, but taking occafion from them to make this additional affertion. For, if
that which participates of famenefs and difference is not yet the true one, it neceflarily follows
that the true one muft fubfift prior to thefe: for whatever is added to rd¢ one obfcures by the
addition the unity of the recipient.

# There being four problems concerning fame and différent, as denied of tbe one, Plato begin-
ning from the former of thefe, and which are more eafily apprehended by us, proceeds through
thofe that remain. But the four problems are as follow : The one is not different from itfelf 3
the one is not different from other things: the one is not the fame with itfelf : and the one is not
the fame with other things. Of thefe four the extremes are the cleareft: for that ke ome is not
the fame with other things is evident, and alfo that it is not different from itfelf. But the other
two are attended with fome difficulty. For how can any one admit that that which is one is
not the fame with itfelf? Or how is it poffible not to be perfuaded, that it is not different
from other things, fince it is exempt from them ?

Let us then confider how the firft of thefe problems is demonftrated, viz. that the one is not
different from itfelf. It i is, thercfore, demonftrated as follows: If ke one is different from itfelf,
it will be cnurel)_' different from zhe one.  But that which is different from he one, is not one -

4 for
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fame with another **, it ‘'would be that thing and would not be itfelf; o
that neither could it thus be #/4e one, but it would be {fomething different from

the

for that which is different from man is not man, and that which is different from horfe is not
horfe; and, in fhort, that which is diffcrent from any thing is not that thing. If, thercfore,
the one is different from itfelf, the ome is not one. And this abfurdity leads us to contradiftion,
that the one is not one. The one, therefore, is not different from itfelf. Some one, howcver, may
doubt againft this demonftration, whether it may not thus be (hown that difference is not different
from itfelf; though indeed it is neceffary that it fhould. For every true being begins its cnergy
from itfelf, as we have before obferved : and the Eleatean gueft, in the Sophifta, fays that the
nature of difference is different from the other genera. But if diffirence is different from itfelf,
it will not be difference; and hence diffirence is not different from itfelf. May we not fay,
therefore, that difference begins indeed its energy from itfelf, and makes itfelf different, yet not
different from itfelf, but from other things? For it is able to feparate them from each other,
and, by a much greater priority, itfelf from them : and thus its cnergy is directed to itfelf, in
preferving itfelf unconfufed with other xhings. It may alfo be faid, and that more truly, that
difference fo far as i¢ is different from itfelf is not difference : for it is different from itfelf through
the participation of the other genera of being. So far, therefore, as it participates of other
things, fo far it is not difference. Nor is it abfurd that this fhould be the cafe with difference :
for it is multitude. But it is abfurd that this fhould be the cafe with zbe one : for it is one alone,
and nothing elfe.

33 This is the fecond of the four problems, which is indeed more cafily to be apprchended
than thofe that follow, but is more difficult than the one that precedes it. Plato, therefore,
confides in the affertion that tZe one receives nothing from other things. For this is an axiom
of all others the moft true, both when applied to the one, and to all other caufes; fince no caufe
receives any thing from that which is fubordinate to itfélf. For neither do the heavens reccive
into themfelves any thing of mortal moleftation ; nor does the demiurgus reccive any thing from
the generation which is about the whole world; nor do intelligibles participate of multitude
from the intelle€tual order, and the feparation which it contains. So that neither can zke one
be filled from the idiom of beings, and confequently it is by no means the fame with other
things. For it would either participate of the things themfelves, or of things proceeding from
them, or both they and 7he one would participate of fome other one. But both cannot par-
ticipate of another one: for nothing is better than the one, nor is there any thing which is more
one; finge in this cafe there would be fomething prior to the one. For the afcent is to the one,
and not to multitude ; fince things more elevated always poflcfs more of the nature of unity, as for
inftance, foul than body. Nor does the one participate of things themfelves, fince thefe are worfe
than it, nor of things proceeding from them: for it is at once exempt from all things, and is
the object of defire to all beings, fubfifting as an imparticipable prior to wholes, that it may be oze
without multitude ; fince the participated one is not in every refpeét one. In no refpe, there-
fore, is the one the fame with others. And thus it appears from common conceptions that the
affertion is true.

Let
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the one. Tt could not indeed. But, if it is the fame with another, muft it
not be different from itfelf? It muft. But it will not be different *? from

another

Let us now confider the demonftration of Parmenides, which is as follows: If the one is the
fame with any thing elfe, it will be the fame with that which is not one : for it is itfelf zhe one.
Hence alfo it is at the fame time evident, that it is impoflible for the true one to be two: for the
two will differ from each other. Each, therefore, being one aud differing from the other, each
in confequence of poffeffing difference together with unity, will no longer be one. Hence rhe
one is alone one. That, therefore, which is different from it is not one. Hence, if the one is
the fame with another, it is clearly the fame with non-one: for that which is the fame with zhe
one is one, and that which is the fame with non-man is non-man. * If, therefore, the one is the
fame with any other thing befides itfelf, the one is not one. But if not one it is different from
the one ; which was before fhown to be abfurd. DParmenides alfo adds, and it would be different
from the one, that through the abfurdity proximately thown the abfurdity of this hypothefis alfo
may become apparent. 'Thus likewife it may be demonftrated that famenefs itfelf is not fame-
nefs, if there is any inftance in which it is in a certain refpet the fame with difference, or any
thing elfe befides itfelf. 'Thus, it may be faid that famenefs is the fame with difference, fo far
as it participates of difference. Ify thercfore, it is the fame with diffcrence, it is different, and
not the fame. Nor is there any abfurdity in this: for in its own effence it is famenefs, but by
participation of difference it becomes ditferent. It becomes however the fame with difference,
through the participation of difference; which is moft paradoxical, that fusiene/s fhould become
fume through difference.

23 Of the two remaining problems Plato again demonftrates the more eafy prior to the other.
But it is eafier to deny that which is more remote from the one; and fuch is difference. But
famenefs is more allied to zhe one; and hence it has a nature more difficult to be feparated from
it, and requires more abundant difcuffion. The one then, fo far as one, does not participate of
difference: for, if it did, it would be non-one. But every thing which is different from another
is faid to be fo through difference. The one, therefore, fo far as one is not different, becaufe it
does mnot participate of diffcrence. For to be different alone pertains to that which is different
from another, and not to the one 5 and fuch is that which participates of difference. But if the one
is different through difference, it participates of difference. For the one is one thing, and different
another; the former being denominated by itfelf, and the other with relation to fomething
elfe: fo that different is not different by zhe orre, but by that which makes different.

But here a doubt may arife, how the one is faid to be exempt from all things if it is not different
from them? For that which is exempt is {eparated from thofe things from which it is exempt.
But every thing which is feparated is feparated through difference : for_différence is the fource of
divifion, but fumenefs of connexion. In anfwer to this it may be faid, that tbe oneis exempt and
feparate from all things, but that it does not poffefs this feparation through difference, but from
another ineffuble tranfcendency, and not fuch as that which difference imparts to beings. For, as
both the world and intelle@ fubfift for ever, but the ever is not the fame in both, being temporal in

the former, and etcrnal in the latter, and exempt from all time; fo intelle is exempt from the

voL. I u world,



146 THE PARMENIDES.

another while it is the one. For it does not belong to the one to be differ~

ent from another, but to that alone which is different from another, and

to no other. Right. In confequence, therefore, of its being the one, it will

not be another ; or do you think that it can? Certainly not. But if it is

not different from another, neither will it be different from itfelf. But if

not different from itfelf, it will not be that which is djferent ; and being in

no refpe& that which is different, it will be different from nothing. Right.

Nor vet will it be the fame ¥ with itfelf. Why not? Is the nature of the

one the fame with that of fame? Why? Becaufe, when any thing becomes

the fame with any thing, it does not on this account become one. But

“what then? TFhat which becomes the fame with many things muft ne-
ceflarily become many, and not one, Frue. But if the one and fame differ

in no refpe@, whenever any thing becomes /fume it will always become he

one, and whenever it becomes the one it will be Jame. Entirely fo. 1If,

_therefore, ?he one fhould be the fame with itfelf, it would be to itfelf that
which is #oz oze ; and fo that which is one will not be one. But this indeed

is impoffible. It is impoflible, therefore, for zke one to be either different

from another, or the fame with itfelf. Impoffible. And thus ke one will

neither be diferent * nor the fame, either with refpe@ to itfelf or another.

It

world, and #ke one from beings ; but the exempt fubfiftence of intelle& is derived from difference
which feparates beings, but that of 7be one is prior to difference.  For difference imitates that which
is exempt and unmingled in the one, juft as famenefs imitates its ineffable onenefs.

* This is the fourth of the problems, that tbe one is not the fame with itfelf, neither as fame-
nefs, nor as participating of famenefs: and, in the firft place, he fhows thac it is not as famenefs.
For, if the ane is famenefs, it is neceffary that every thing which participates of famenefs fhould
according to that participation become one. It is however poflible that a thing fo far as it par~
ticipates of famenefs may become many, as is evident in that which becomes the fame with
many qualities. Samenefs, therefore, is not¢he one. For, as that which becomes the fame with
man is man, and that which becomes the fame with the white is white, and with the black, black,
and, in fhort, in every thing, that which is the fame with any form entirely receives that with
which it is faid to become the fame,—fo that which becomes the fame with many things, fo far
as it is many, is the fame with them. But, fo far as it is many, it is impoffible that it can be one.
And hence famenefs is not zbe are.

2 This is the common conclufion of the four problems, and which reverts to the firft pro-
pofition. We may alfo fee that Plato begins from the different and ends in the different, imitating,
both by the concifenefs of the conclufion and in making the end the fame with the beginning,

the
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It will not.  But neither will it be fimilar * to any thing, or diffimilar either
to itfelf or to another. Why not? Becaufe the fimilar is that which in a
certain

the circle of intelletual energy. It is alfo beautifully obferved here by Proclus, that as difference
in beings is twofold, or rather triple, viz. that of things more excellent, that of things fubordi-
nate, and that of things coordinate,—hence in fupercflential natures tranfeendency muft be affumed
inftead of the difference which fubfifts in forms between the more excellent and the inferior ;
Jubjection inftead of the difference of the inferior with refpeét to the fuperior; and idiom inftead of
the feparation of things coordinate from each other. The one, therefore, tranfcends all things;
and neither is the one different from other things, nor are other things different from the one.
But if we cmploy fuch like appellations, and affert that other things are different from zhe one, we
fhould look to the imbecility of human nature, and pardon fuch affertions. For that we cannot
properly predicate any thing of the one, Plato himfelf indicates at the end of this hypothefis :
at the fame time, however, we afert fomcthing concerning it, through the fpontaneous parturition
of the foul about the one.

* Parmenides, fays Proclus, pafles from the demiurgic to the affimilative order, the idiom of
which is to be alone fupermundane, and through which all the mundane and liberated genera are
affimilated to the intclle€tual Gods, and are conjoined with the demiurgic monad, which rules
over wholes with exempt tranfcendency. From this demiurgic monad, too, all the affimilative
order procceds.  But it imitates the fumenefs which is there through fimilitude, exhibiting in a
more partial manner that power of fumenefs which is colle@tive and connetive of wholes. It
likewife imitates demiurgic difference, through diflimilitude, exprefling its feparating and divifive
power through unconfufed purity with refpet to the extremes. Nor muft we here admit, as
Proclus well obferves, that which was afferted by fome of the antients, viz. that fimilitude is
remitted [amenefs, and diffimilitude remitted differcnce.  For neither are there any intentions and
remiffions in the Gods, nor things indefinite, and the more and the lefs, but all things are there
eftablifhed in their proper boundaries and proper meafures. Hence, it more accords with divine
natures to affert fuch things of them as can be manifefted by analogy. For Plato alfo admits
analogy in thefe, in the Republic eftablithing the good to be that in intelligibles which th fun is
in fenfibles. Similitude, therefore, and diffimilitude are that in fecondary which famenefs and
difference arein the natures prior to them: and the fimilar and the diffimilar are the firft progeny
of famenefs and difference.  The equal, alfo, and the unequal proceed from thence, but prior to
thefe are fimilitude and diffimilitude : for the fimilar is more in forms than the equal, and the
diffimilar more than the unequal. Ience, they arc proximately {ufpended from the demiurgic
monad ; and on this account Timacus not only reprefents the demiurgus making the world, but
alfo affimilating it to animal itfelf more thin it was before ; indicating by this that the afimitative
caufe prefubfifts in the fabricator of the univerfe. With great propriety, therefore, Plato proceeds
to the affimilative order after the demiurgic monad, taking away this allo from the sne.

But the method of the problems is the fame as before: for here alfo there are four problems,
viz, if the one is fimilar toitfelf 5 if #he one is diffimilar to icfelf 3 if he ome ic fimilar to other things;

V2 if
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certain refpect fuffers * fume. Certainly. But it has appeared that fame is
naturally feparate from z4e ene. It has appeared fo. But if the one thould
fuffer any thing except being #4e one which 7s, it would become more than
the one : but this is impoffible. Certainly. In no refpe&, thercfore, can the

one

if the one is diffimilar to other things. But all the demonftrations, that none of thefe is adapted
to the one, originate from famenefs and difference, the media, according to demonftrative
rules, being the proper caufes of the thing. Hence, he often frames the demonftration from
things remote, and not from things which have been proximately demonftrated. For things in a
higher crder, and which have a prior fubfiftence, are not always-generative of fecondary natures,
but they perfe&, or defend, or employ a providential care about, but are not entirely generative
of them. Thus, for inftance, Plato demonftrates that zbe one is not a whele, and has not parts,
from the many : for thence the intelle@ual wholenefs proceeds. He demontftrates that it has not
beginning, middle, and end, from whole and parts : for the order charalterized by beginning, middle,
and end, is proximately produced from thefe. Again, he demonftrates that zhe one is neither
Sfraight not round, from beginning, middle, and end : for the fBraight and round thence receive their
generation. But he thows that ke one is neither in itfelf, nor in another, from that order, and
not from figure, though according to progreffion this is arranged before it. And he demonftrates
that ke one neither ftands nor is moved, from not being in any thing, and from not having a middle,
and from not having parts. Thus, alfo, in the demonftrations concerning fimilitude and diffimilitude,
he derives the negations which are negative of the one from famenefs and difference : for the latter
are the fources of progreffion to the former.

* The fyllogifm which furnifhes us with a proof that #he one is not fimilar, ncither to itfelf nor
to-another, proceeds geometrically as follows, Plato having firft defined what the fimilar is.
That, then, which fuffers a certain fomething which is the fame, is faid to be fimilar to that with
which it fuffers fomething the fame. For, we fay that two white things are fimilar, and alfo two
black, in confequence of the former being the paffive recipients of the white, and the latter of
the black. And again, if you fay that a white thing and a black thing are fimilar to each other,
you will fay that they are fimilar from the participation of colour, which is their common genus.
The fyllogifm, therefore, is as follows: The one fuffers nothing the fame, neither with itfelf nor
with another: tbe fimilar fuffers fomething the fame, cither with itfelf or with another: the one,
therefore, is not fimilar, neither to itfelf nor to another. Such being the {yllogi{m, Plato thinks
that one of the propofitions alone requires affiftance, viz. that which afferts that the one does not
fuffer any thing the fame, neither with itfclf nor with another.

And here, as Proclus well obferves, we may fee what caution Plato ufes: for he does not fay
if the one thould fuffer 7be ome, but if the one thould fuffer any thing, except being the one which is,
xepis Tou iv ewai, for it is rhe one, and docs not fuffer it; fince every thing which fuffers, or is
paffive, is many. For he calls the participation of any thing a pafiion. Does he not, therefore,
in faying that zke one fuffers nothing elfe, but the one which is, indicate in a very wonderful manner

that even tbe one is fubordinate to the principle of all things 2 which indeed he fays it is at the
4 end
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one fuffer to be the fame, either with another or with itfelf. It does not
appear that it can. It cannot, therefore, be fimilar either to another or to
itfelf. So it fecems. Nor yet can the one fuffer to be another; for thus it
would fuffer to be more than 2ke ome. More, indeed. But that which
fuffers to be differcnt, either from itfelf or from another, will be diffi-
milar either to itfelf or to another, if that which fuffers fame is fimilar.
Right. But the one, as it appears, {ince it in no refpeét fuffers diferent, can
in no refpect be diflimilar cither to itfelf or to another. It certainly canunot.
The one, therefore, will neither be fimilar nor diffimilar, either to another
or to itfelf. It does not appear that it can.

end of this hypothefis. He alfo indicates that the addition of this affertion to the principle of
things is foreign to it, though more allied to it than other things, becaufe it is not poffible to con-
ceive any thing more vencrable than the one.

Should it be afked whence it is that what fuffers the fame is fimilar, we reply that fimilitude is
the progeny of famenefs, in the fame manner as famenefs of #he one.  Samenefs, therefore, par-
ticipates of the one, and fimilitude of famenefs. For, this it is to fuffer, to participate of another,
and to proceed according to another more antient caufe.

Let it alfo be obferved, that when it is faid that all things are fimilar to ke one, in confequence
of ineffably procceding from thence, they muft not be underftood to be fimilar according to this
fimilitude, but alone according to that union which pervades to all beings from zbe one, and the
fpontaneous defire of all things about the one.  For all things are what they are from a defire of
the ane, through the one 3 and in confequence of this parturition every thing being filled with a
union adapted to its nature, is aflimilated to the one caufe of all things. Hence, it is not affimi-
lated to fimilars left the incffable principle itfelf fhould alfo appear to be fimilar to other things;
but, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, it is affimilated to the paradigm of things fimilar to this higheft
caufe. Beings, therefore, are affimilated to zbe one; but they are aflimilated through an ineffable
defire of the ore, and not through this aflimilative order, or the form of fimilitude. For the affi~
milative which immediately fubfifts after the intelleCtual order, is not able to conjoin and draw
upwards all beings to #be one; but its province is to clevate things pofterior to itfell to the in-
tclle@ual demiurgic monad. When, therefore, it is faid that every progreffion is effected through
fimilitude, it is requifite to pardon the names which we are accuftomed to ufe in fpeaking of
beings, when they are applied to the unfolding into light of all things from the ineffable principle
of all. For, as we call him the ore, in confequence of perceiving nothing more venerable, nothing
more holy, in beings than unity, fo we charaflerize the progreflion of all things from him by
fimilitude, not being able to give any name to fuch progreffion more perfect than this. Thus alfo
Socrates, in the Republic, calls this ineffable principle, according to analogy, the idea of the
good 3 becaufe the gosd, or the one, is that to all beings which every intelligible idea is to the pro-
per feries fubfifting from and with relation to it.

But.
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But fince it is fuch, it will neither be equal * nor unequal, either to itfelf
or to another, How fo? If it were equal, indeed, it would be of the
fame

* After the aflimilative order of Gods, which is fupermundane alone, antient theologifts arrange
that which is denominated liberated, the peculiarity of which, according to them, is to be exempt
from mundane affairs, and at the fame time to communicate with them. They are alfo proxi-
mately carried in the mundane Gods; and hence they fay that they are allotted the medium of the
fupermundane and mundane Gods. This liberated order, therefore, Plato delivers to us in the
fecond hypothefis, and alfo there fays what the idiom of itis, and that it is fouching : for itisin a
certain refpe@ mundane and fupermundane, being colleétive of thofe that are properly called
mundane Gods, and producing into multitude the union of all the aflimilative and fupermundane
feries. Here, however, Plato omits this order, and paffes on to thofc Gods that arc alone mun-
dane; the reafon of which we fhall endeavour to affign in commenting on the fecond hypothefis.

The peculiarity, therefore, of the mundane Gods is the equal and the unequal, the former of
thefe indicating their fulnefs, and their receiving neither any addition nor ablation ; (for fuch is
that which is equal to itfelf, always preferving the fame boundary ;) but the latter, the multi-
tude of their powers, and the excefs and defet which they contain. For, in thefe, divifions,
variety of powers, differences of progreflions, analogies, and bonds through thefe, are, according
to antient theologifts, efpecially allotted a place. Hence, Timzus alfo conftitutes fouls through
analogy, the caufes of which muft neceffarily prefubfift in the Gods that proximately prefide over
fouls : and as all analogies fubfift from equality, Plato very properly indicates the idiom of thefe
divinities by the equal and the unequal. But he now very properly frames the demonftrations of
the negations of the equal and the unequal from famenefs and the many, and not from the fimilar and
the diffiniilar, though he proximately fpoke of thefe. For every mundane deity proceeds from the
demiurgic monad, and the firft multitude which he firft denies of the one,

Of this then we muft be entirely perfuaded, that the things from which demonftrations confift
are the preceding caufes of the particulars about which Parmenides difcourfes; fo that the equal
and the unequal, fo far as they proceed from the one, and fubfift through fumenefs and the many, fo
far through thefe they are denied of she one. Hence, Plato thus begins his difcourfe concerning
them :—* But fince it is fuch,” viz. not as we have juft now demonftrated, but as was formerly
fhown, that it neither receives fame nor different, and is without multitude,~being fuch, it is nei-
ther equal nor unequal, neither to itfelf nor to others: for, again, there are here twofold con-
clufions, in the fame manner as concerning the fimilar and the diffimilar, and the fame and the
different. But that the equal and the unequal are fufpended from the twofold coordinations of divine
natures is not immanife®t. For the equal is arranged under the fimilar, and the fame, fubfiflence in
another, the round, and the whole y but the unequal, under the difimilar, the different, fubfiffence in
itfelf, the firaight, and the poffeffion of parts. And again, of thefe the former are fufpended from
bound, and the latter from infinity. Plato alfo appears to produce the difcourfe through certain oppo-
fitions, as it were, that he may fhow that the one is above all oppofition. For #be one cannot be the
worfe of the two oppofites, fince this would be abfurd ; nor can it be the better of the two, fince

: in
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fame ¥ meafures with that to which it is equal. Certainly. But that
which is greater or lefler than the things with which it is commenfurate,
will poffefs more meafures than the leffer quantities, but fewer than the
greater. Certainly. But to thofe to which it is incommenfurable, with
refpe@ to the one part, it will confift of lefler; and with refpet to the
other, of grcater meafures. How thould it not? Is it net, therefore,
impoffible that that which does not participate of fame fhould either be of
the fame meafures, or admit any thing in any refpet the fame? It is im=

in this cafe it would not be the caufe of all things. For the better oppofite is not the caufe of
the worfe, butin a certain refpe@ communicates with it, without being properly its caufe. For
neither does famenefs give fubfiftence to difference, nor permancncy to motion; but comprehen~
fion and union pervade from the better to the worfe.

* It is by no means wonderful that the demonflrations of the equal and the unequal, which are
here affumed as fymbols of mundane deity, fhould be adapted to phyfical and mathematical
equals, to the equals in the reafons of foul, and to thofe in intelle€tual forms. For it is neceffary
that demonftrations in all thefe negations fhould begin fupernally, and fhould extend through all
fccondary natures, that they may fhow that the one of the Gods is exempt from intelle&ual,
pfychical, mathematical, and phyfical forms. All fuch axioms, therefore, as are now affumed
concerning things cqual and unequal, mufl be adapted to this order of Gods. Hence, fays.
Proclus, as it contains many powers, fome of which are coordinate with each other, and ex-
tend themfelves to the felf-perfect and the good, but others differ according to tranfcendency
and fubje@ in—the former muft be faid to be charalerifed by equality, but the latter by inequa-
lity. For the good is the meafure of every thing: and hence fuch things as are united by the
fame good are meafured by the fame meafurs, and are equal to each other. But things which.
are uncoordinated with each other make their progre(ion according to the unequal.

Since, however, of things unequal, fome are commenfurate and others incommenf(urate, it is
evident that thefe alfo muft be adapted to divine natures. Hence commenfuration muft be
referred to thofe Gods, through whom fecondary natures are mingled with thofe prior to them,
and participate of the whole of more excellent beings: for thus, in things commenfurate, the
lefler is willing to have a common meafure with the greater, the fame thing mealuring the whole
of each. But incommenfuration muft be afcribed to thofe divinities from whom things fubor-
dinate, through the cxempt rranfcendency of more excellent natures, participate of them in a
certain refpe@, but are incapable through their fubjeion of being conjoined with the whole of
them. For the communion from firft to partial and multifarious natures is incommenfurate
to the latter.  If, indeed, #he cqual and the unequal are fymbols of the mundane Gods, the commena
[urate and the incommenfurate are herc very properly introduced. For in things incorporeal and im-
material this oppolition has no place, all things being there effable ;3 but where there is a mate~
rial fubjet, and a mixture of form and fomething formlefs, there an oppofition of commenfura-
tion very properly fubfifts. Ilence, as the mundane Gods are proximately conne@ive of fouls
and bodies, form and matter, a divifion appears in them, according to tbe equal and the unequal.

pofiible..
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poffible. It will, therefore, neither be equal to itfelf nor to another, if it
does not confift of the fame meafures. It does not appear that it will.
But if it confifts of more or fewer meafures, it will be of as many parts as
there are meafures ; and {o again it will no longer be 4¢ one, but as many
as there are meafures. Right. But if it fthould be of one meafure, it
would become equal to that meafure: but it has appearcd that e one
cannot be equal to any thing. It has appeared fo. T%e one, therefore,
neither participates of one meafure, nor of many, nor of a few; nor (fince
it in no refpe& participates of fame) can it ever, as it appears, be equal to
itfelf or to another, nor again greater or lefler either than itfelf or another,
It is in every refpeét fo.

But what? Does it appear that the one can be either older * or younger,
’ or

* Plato having proceeded in negations as far as to the mundane Gods, always taking away
things in a confequent order from the one, through the middle genera, or, to fpeak more clearly,
the negations always producing things fecondary, through fuch as are proximate to t4e one, from
the exempt caufe of wholes, he is now about to feparate from the one the divine effence itfelf,
which firft participates of the Gods, and receives their progreffion into the world ; or, to fpeak
more accurately, he is now about to produce this effence from the ineffable fountain of all beings.
For, as every thing which has being derives its fubfiftence from the monad of beings, both true
being, and that which is affimilated to it, which of itfelf indeed is not, but through its commu-
nion with true being receives an obfcure reprefentation of being 3 in like manner, from the one
unity of every deity, the peculiarity of which, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, is to deify all things
according to a certain exempt and ineffable tranfcendency, every divine number fubfifts, or rather
proceeds, and every deified order of things. The defign, therefore, as we have before obferved, of
what is now faid, is to fhow that zhe one is exempt from this eflence. And here we may fee how
Parmenides fubverts their hypothefis who contend that the firft caufe is foul, or any thing clfe of
this kind, and this by thowing that #be one does not participate of time : for it is impoffible thata
nature which is exempt from time fhould be foul; fince every foul participates of time, and ufes
periods which are meafured by time. 7%e one alfo is better than and is beyond intelle®, becaufe
every intellect is both moved and permanent ; but it is demonftrated that the one neither ftands
nor is moved : fo that, as Proclus well obferves, through thefe things the threc hypoftafes which
rank as principles, viz. the one, intelled?, and foul, become known to us (&5 75 da Tovtav Tag
TPELG ApXIRAS UTOTTATELS EXDIUEY QY YVWpPUAOVS yeyemuevas.)  But that the one is perfellly exempt from
time, Parmenides demonftrates by fhowing in the firft place that it is neither older, nor younger,
nor of the fame age with itfelf, nor with any other. For every thing which participates of time
neceflarily participates of thefe; fo that by fhowing that the one is exempt from thefe which
happen to every thing that participates of time, he alfo fhows that #he one has no connexion with
time. This, however, fays Proclus, is incredible to the many, and appeared fo to the phyfiolo-
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or be of the fame age? What fhould hinder# If it had in any refpe@ the
fame

gifts prior to Plato, who thought that all things were comprehended in time, and that, if there is
any thing perpetual, it is infinite time, but that there is not any thing which time does not mea-
{ure. For, as they were of opinion that all things are in place, in confequence ot thinking that
all things are bodies, and that nothing is incorporeal, fo they thought that all things fubfitt in
time, and are in motion, and that nothing is immovable ; for the conception of bodies intro-
duces with itfelf place, but motion time. As therefore it was demonftrated that the onc is not
in place, becaufe it is not in another, and on this account is incorporeal,—in like manner through
thefe arguments it is alfo fhown that neither is it in time, and on this account that it is not foul,
nor any thing elfe which requires and participates of time, either according to effence or accord-
ing to energy.

And here it is well worthy our obfervation, that Parmenides no longer ftops at the dyad as in
the former conclufions, but triadically enumcrates the peculiarities of this order, viz. the older,
2he younger, and the poffiffion of the Jame age, though, as Proclus juftly obferves, he might have faid
dyadically, of an equal age, and of an unequal age, as there the equal and the unequal. But there
indeed, having previoufly introduced the dyad, he pafles from the divifion of the unequal to the
triadic diftiibution ; but here he begins from the triad. For there union precedes multitude,
and the whole the parts; but in this order of things multitude is moft apparent, and a divifion
into parts, as Timeus fays, whom Parmenides, in what is now faid, imitating begins indeed
from the triad, but proceeds as far as to the hexad. For the older and the younger, and the poffe/-
Sfion of the fame age, are doubled, being divided into itfelf and relation to ansther. That the triad,
indeed, and the hexad are adapted to this order, is not immanifeft : for the triple nature of foul,
confifting of ¢fence, Jfame, and different, and its triple power, which receives its complction from
the charioteer and the two horfes, as we learn from the Phzdrus, evince its alliance with the
triad 3 and its eflence being combined from both thefe fhows its natural alliance with the hexad.

And here it is neceffary to obferve, that as the difcourfe is about divine fouls who are deified
by always participating of the Gods, timeaccording to its firft fubliftence pertains to thefe fouls,—
not that which proceeds into the apparent, but that which is liberated, and without Labitude ;
and this is the time which is now denied of theone.  All the periods of fouls, their harmonious
motions about the intelligible, and their circulations, are meafured by this time. I'or it has a
fupernal origin, imitates etcrnity, and conncéls, evolves, and perfelts every motion, whether
vital, or pertaining to foul, or in whatever other manner it may be faid to fubfift. Chis time
alfo is indeed effentially an intcllet; but it is the caufe to divine fouls of their harmonic and
iufinite motion about the intelligible, through which thefe likewife are led to the older and to the
fame age : and this in a twofold refpe@. For the older in thele with refped to themfelves takes
place, fo far as with their more excellent powers they more enjoy the infinity of time, and par-
ticipate it morc abundantly: for they are not filled with fimilar perfection from more divine
patures, according to all their powers, but with fome more, and with others lefs. But that
is faid to be older which participates more of time. That which is older in thefe divine fouls
avith refpect to other things is cffeCted fo far as fome of thefe receive the whole meafure of time,

yoL. ML % and



154 THE PARMENIDES.

fame " age, either with itfelf or with another, it would participate equally
of time and fimilitude, which we have neverthelefs aflerted the one does not
participate.

and the whole of its extenfion proceeding to fouls, but others are meafured by more partiat
periods.  Thole, therefore, are older, whofe period is more total, and is extended to a longer
time. ‘Ihey may alfo be faid to be older and at the fame time younger with refpec? to themfelves, by
beconing haary as it were above, through extending themfelves to the whole power of time, but
Juvenil: beneath, by enjoying time more partially. But, as with refpect to others, they may be faid
to be older und at the fume time yuongery according to a fubjeCtion of energy ¢ for that which has:
its circulation meafured by a leffer period is yourger than that whofe circulation is meafured by 2
more extended period. Again, among things coordinate, that which has the fame pasticipation
and the fame mealure of perfe@ion with others may be faid to be of the fume age with isfelf and
others. But every divine foul, though its own period is meafured according to one time, and that
of the body which s fufpended from it aceording to another, yet it has an equal reftitation to the
fame eondition ; itfelf always according to its own time, and its body alfo according to its time.
Hence, again, it is of the fame age with itfelf and its body, according to the analogous.

By thus interpreting what is now faid of ke one, we fhall accord with Plato, in the Timaus,
who there evinces that fime is the mealure of every tranfitive life, and who fays that foul is the
origin of a divine and wife life through the whole of time. And we fhall alfo accord with his
affertion in the Phedrus, that fouls fee true being through time, becaufe they perceive temporallp,
and not eternally.

* Plato here demonftrates that z5e one is neither okder nor younger than itfelf, or another. For,.
it was neceffary to fhow that 7he one is beyond every divine foul, prior to other fouls, in the fame’
manner as it is demonftrated to be prior to trae beings, and to be the caufe of all things. Nor muft
it be on this aceount admitted that rhe owe comprehends in itfelf the caufes of alt things, and!
through this is multitude. For every caufe is the caufe of one particular property; as, for in-
ftance, animal stfelf ts the caufe alone to animals of a fubliftence as animals; and, in the fame’
manner, every intelligible produces other things, according to its idiom alone. The one, there-
fore, is the caufe of unities, and of union to all things ; and all things are thence derived, either as-
being unities, or as compofed from certain unities: for being itfelf, and, in fhort, every thing, is
either as one, or as confifting from eertain unities. For, if it is united,. it is evident that it confitts-
from certain things ; and if thefe are unities the confequence is manifeft : but if tliey are things
united, we muft again pafs on to the things from which they are compofud, and thus proceeding.
ad infinitum, we muft end in certain unities, from which, as elements, that which is united’
confifts. Hence it follows that all things are either unities or numbers. For that which is nor
a unity, but united, if it confifts from certain definite unities, is number, and this will be the firft
number, fubfifting from things indivifible : for every unity is indiviible. But the number of
beings is from beings, and not from things indivifible. So that, if there is a certain caufe of beings,
it is the caufe of all beings; but if there is a certain caufe of the unities from which all things
confift, it is indeed the caufe of all things: for there is no longer any thing which is not either a
unity, or compofed from unities. Hence, it is not proper to fay that the caufes of all things are
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participate. We have afferted fo.  And this alfo we have faid, that it nci-
ther participates of diffimilitude nor inequality. Entirely fo. How, there-
fore, being fuch, can it cither be older or younger than any thing, or poflets
the fame age with any thing? It can in no refpect. The one, therefore,
will neither be younger nor older, nor will it be of the fame age, either
with itfelf or with another. It does not appear that it will. Waill it not,
therefore, be impoffible that #4e one thould be at all in time, if it be fuch?
Or, is it not neceffary that, if any thing is in time, it thould always becoms
older than itfelf? Itis neceflary. But is not that which is older ¥, always
older than the younger? What then? That, therefore, which is becoming
to be older thau itfelf, is at the fame time becoming to be younger than
itfelf, if it is about to have that through which it may become older. How
do you fay? Thus: It is requifite that nothing thould fubfitt in becoming
to be different from another, when it 7s already different, but that it thould

in the one, nor, without faying this, to think that #he one is the caufe of certain things, as of
unities, and is not at the fame time the caufe of all things. Since, therefore, it is the caufe of
every divine foul, fo far as thefe derive their fubliftence as well as all beings from the divine uni-
ties, with great propriety is it neceflary to fhow that the one is beyond the order of deified fouls:
for thefe fouls fo far as they are intelletual have intellet for their caufe; fo far as they are
effences, they originate from intellect ; and fo far as they have the form of unity, they are derived
from the one ; receiving their hypoftafis from this, fo far as each is a multitude confifting of cer-
tain unities, and of thefe as elements.

* That which participates of time is twofold, the one proceeding, as it were, in a right line,
and beginning fronr one thing, and ending in another; but the other proceeding circularly, and
having its motion from the fame to the {ame, to which both the beginning and the end are the
fame, and the motion is unceafing, every thing in it being both beginning and end. That,
therefore, which energizes circularly, participates of time periodically : and fo far as it departs
from the beginning it becomes older, but fo far as it approaches to the end it becomes younger.
Yor, becoming nearer the end, it becomes nearcr to its proper beginning ; but that which becomes
nearer to its beginning becomes younger. Hence, that which circularly approaches to the end
becomes younger, the fame alfo according to the fame becoming older; for that which approxi-
mates to its end proceeds to that which is older. That to which the beginning, therefore, is
one thing, and the end another, to this the younger is different from the older; but that to
which the beginning and the end are the fame, is in no refpect older than younger, but, as Plato
fags, 2t the fame time becomes younger and older than itfelf. Every thing, therefore, which
participates of time, if it becomes both older and younger than itfelf, is circularly moved. But
divine fouls are of this kind: for they participate of time, and the time of their proper motion is
periodical.
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be now different from that which 7s different, bave been from that which
was, and wil/ be from that which is fo de hereafter : but from that which is
becoming to be different, it ought neither to Aave been, nor 20 be hereafier,
nor 70 be, but to fubfift in becoming to be different, and no otherwife. It is
neceffary. But the older differs from the younger, and no other. Certainly.
Hence, that which is decoming to be older than itfelf, muft neceflarily at
the fame time fubfift in decoming to be younger than'itfelf. It feems fo.
But likewife it ought not to fubfift in becoming to be in a longer time than
itfelf, nor yet in a thorter ; but in a time equal to itfelf it thould fubfift in
becoming to be, thould be, have been, and be hereafter. For thefe are ne-
ceffary, It is neceffary, therefore, as’it appears, that fuch things as are in
time, and participate an affe@ion of this kind, fhould each onc poffefs the
fame age with itfelf, and fhould fubfit in becoming to be both older and
younger than itfelf. It feems fo. But no one of thefe paffions belongs to
the one. None. Neither, therefore, is time prefent with it, nor does it
fubfift * in any time. It does not, indeed, according to the decifions of rea-
fon. What then? Do not the terms # was *, it has been, 1t did become, feem

to

* As the one is not in time, becaufe it is mot in motion, fo neither is.it in eternity, becaufe it is
not in permanency : for eternity abides, as Timaus fays.

3 This divifion of time, fays Proclus, accords with the multitude of the divine genera which
are fufpended from divine fouls, viz. with angels, d®mons. and heroes. And, in the firft place,
this divifion proceeds to them fupernally, according to a rriadic diftribution into the prefent, paft,
and future ; and, in the next place, according to a diftribution inte nine, each of thefe three Being
again fubdivided into three. For the monad of fouls is united to the one whole of time, but this
is participated fecondarily by the multitude of fouls. And of this multitude thofe participate of
this whole rozally, that (ublift according to the pafl, or the prefent, or the future ; but thofe partici-
pate it partially, that are effentialized according to the differences of thefe: for to each of the
wholes a multitude is coordinated, divided into things firft, middls, and laft. For a certain mul~
titude fubfifts in conjunction with that which is eftablifhed according to the paft, the fummis of
which is according to zhs awas, but the miadle according to it has baen, and the end according to
it did become. With that alfo which is eftablifhed according to the prefent, there is another mul-
titude, the principal part of which is chara@erized by the is, the middle by it is generated, and the
end by it is bec:ming to be. And there is another triad with that which fubfifts according to the
future, the msff elevated part of which is charalterized by the will be, that which ranks in the
middle, by it m.y become, and the end, by it will be generated. And thus there will be three triads
proximately (ufpended from thefe three wholencflcs, but all thefe are fufpended from their monad.

Al
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to fignify the participation of the time paft! Certainly. And do not the
terms 7t will be, it may become, and it will be gemerated, fignify that which

All thefe orders which are diftributed according to the parts of time, energize according to the
whole of time, this whole containing in itfelf triple powers, one of which is perfetive of all
motion, the fecond connefls and guards things which are governed by it, and the third unfolds
divine natures. into light. For as all (uch things as are not eternal are led round in a circle, the
avholene’s or the mon:d of time perfefts and conneéls their effence, and difclofes to them the
united infinity of eternity, evolving the contratted multitude which fubfifts in eternal natures;
whence alfo this apparent time, as Timzus fays, unfolds to us the meafures of divine periods,.
perfets fenfibles, and guards things which are generated in their proper numbers. Time, there-
fore, pofleffes triple powers prior to fouls, viz. the perfeitive, the connestive, and the unfolding,
according to a fimilitude to cternity. For eternity, poflcfling a middle order in intelligibles, per-
Jfeéts the order pofterior to itfelf, fupplying it with union, but unfo/ds into light that which is prior.
to itfelf, producing into multitude its ineffable union, and conneds the middle bond of intelligi-
bles, and guards all things intranfitively through irs power. Time, therefore, receiving fuper-
nally the triple powers of eternity, imparts them to fouls. Eternity, however, poffeffes this triad
unitedly ; but time unitedly, and at the fame time diftributively ; and fouls diftributively alone..
Hence,. of fouls, fome are chara&terized according to one, and others according to another power
of time 3 fome imitating its unfolding, others its perfective, and others its conmeltive power. Thus:
alfo with refpe to the Fates, fome of thefe being adapted to give completion and perfe@ion to
things, are faid to fing the paft, always indeed energizing, and always finging, their fongs being.
intelle@ions and fabricative energies about the world : for the paf? is the fource of completion.
Others again of thefe are adapted to comned? things prefent : for they guard the effence and the
generation of thefe.  And others are adapted to unfold the future : for they lead into effence and-
to an end that which as yet is not..

‘We may alfo fay, fince there is an order of fouls more excellent than ours: divided into fuch-
as are firft, fuch as are middle, and fuch as are laft, the moft total of thefe are adapted to ke paft.
For, as this comprchends in itfclf the prefent and the future, {o thefe fouls comprehend in them~
felves the reft.  But fouls of a- middle rank are adapted to the prefent: for this was once future,
but is not yet zhe paft. As, therefore, the prefent contains in itfelf zbe future, fo thefe middle
fouls comprehend thofe pofterior, but are comprehended in thofe prior to themfelves. And fouls
of the third order correfpond to the future : for this does not proceed through zbe prefenty nor has
become the pafi, but is the future alone 5 jult-as thefe third fouls are of themfelves alone, but, through
falling into 2 moft partial fubfiftence, are by no means comprehenfive of others ;. for they con-
volve the boundary according toa triadic divifien of the genera pofterior to the Gods.

‘The whole of the firlt triad, therefore, has in common the ance, for this.is the peculiarity of
the paft, and of completion; but it is divided into the wns, it was gm:rak;f, and it did become.
Again, therefore, of thefe three, #he was fignifies the fammit of the trind, bounded according to.
hyparxis itlcIf ; but it was gencrated, fignifies an at-once-colle&ed perfeftion; and it did become, an
extenfion in being perfelted 5 thefe things being imitations of intelligibles, For zbe was is an
imitation of being, it was genzrated, of eternity, and it did become, of that which is primarily eternal :
for being is derived to all tnings from the firlt of thefe; a fubfiftence at once as ¢/ and a whole
from the fecond, and an eatenfion into multitude from the third, .
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is about to be hercafter ! Certainly, But are not the terms 7 55, and # 7s
becoming to be, marks of the prefent time? Entirely (o. If then the one
participates ' in no refpet of any time, it neither ever was, nor fas been,
nor did become : nor is it now generated, nor is becoming to be, nor is, nor
may become hereafter, nor will be generated, nor wi/l be. It is moft true.
Is it poffible, therefore, that any thing can participate of effence *, except

* It is not immanifelt how the fyllogifm proceeds in what is now faid: The one participates
of no time; but every thing which once fubfifted was, or has been, or did become ; every thing
which fubfifts according to the prefent is, or is generated, or is becoming to be ; and every thing
which fubfifts according to the future will be, or may become, or will be generated.  But all thefe
diftribute the wwholenefi of time. The one, therefore, is cxempt from, and is expanded above, this
temporal triad and the unity from which it is fufpended.  From all, therefore, that has been faid,
it is requifite, as Proclus juftly obferves, to collett this one thing, that the one is eftablithed
above every divine effence charalterized by the nature of foul, and which always energizes
after the fame manner, fuch as are the fouls of the more excellent genera, whether the divifion
of them is made into three, or into nine, or into any other number.

Should it be faid, however, that the one, though it does not participate of time, may be time
itfelf, for the firft caule is denominated time by Orplicus; to this it may be replied, that the ore
cannot be time; fince in this cafe the perfeCtion procceding from it would extend no further than
fouls, and things which are moved. For eternal natures are more excellent than fuch as ener-
gize according to time.  The one, therefore, would be the caufe of fubordinate only, and not of
fuperior natures ; and thus would not be the caufe of all things. But the firft caufe, fays Proclys,
was denominated time by Orpheus, according to a certain wonderful analogy: for the theologift
{ymbolically calls the myftical proceflions of unbegotten natures, generations ; and the caufe of the
unfolding into light of divine natures, Time; for, where there is generation, there alfo there is
time. Thus, the generation of fenfibles is according to mundane time, that of fouls according to
{uperceleftial time, and that of things eternal according to zbe one. Proclus beautifully adds: As
therefore we endure to hear the fleeplefs energy of divine natures feparate from the objeéts of their
providential care, denominated fleep, their union, a bond, and their progreflion, a folution from
bonds, fo alfo we muft endure thofe that introduce time and generation to things without time,
and which are unbegotten.

2 Having proceeded as far as to a deified effence, and which always energizes after the fame
manner, and having denied all the orders of the one, viz. the divine, the intclle€tual, and fuch as
are pfychical, we muft again recur through a nature common to all the aforefaid orders, or, in
other words, through leing to the intelligible monad of all beings, and from this alfo we muft
exempt the one. For, as we before obferved, Plato does not make the beginning of his negations
from the fummit of intelligibles, but from the fummit of the intellectual order : for there zhe
many are generated, as we thall fhow in commenting on the fecond hypothefis. But effence
which fubfifts according to the one being, is prior to thefe many, and to all the above-mentioned
ocders. Hence, from all thefe, as participating of efence in common, we recur to efence itﬁ]fd‘

an
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according to fome one of thefe ! It is not. In no refpe&, therefore, does
the one participate of effence. It does not appear that it can. The one, there-
fore,

and make a negation even of this. For every thing which participates of eflence participates of
it according to fome one of thefe, not indecd of thofe that are proximatcly enumerated, but of all
together that the firlt hypothefis contains, fuch as whole, or having parts, or having beginning,
middle, and end, or being in itfelf, ox in another, and every thing elfe which is there denied of he
oney fo that it follows, as was before obferved, that fuch things only are affumed as are confe~
quent to beings fo far as they are beings, and not fo far as they are certain vital or intelle€tual
natures. For every thing, fays he, which in any refpe& participates of effence, participates of it
according to fome one of thefe negations. The one, therefore, does not participate of effence.
Thus al{o Socrates, in the Republic, fays, that 7he geod is beyond effence, and is not effence, but
is the caufe of it, and is beyond every thing intelle€lual and intelligible, in the fame manner as
the fun is the caufe of all vifible natures, by ¢ffrce meaning the fame as being (70 ov). For Plato
here clearly fays, that it is not poflible for any thing 20 e, unlefs it participates of ¢fence : and in
the Tim=zus he makes a fimilar affertion. If, therefore, the firft caufe is fupereffential and' above
all being, it is falfe to affert that he is : for, fince he is beyond efence, he is alfo exempt from being.
And in this, as Proclus well obferves, Parmenides in Plato differs from Parmenides in his verfes,
becaufe the latter looke to the one being, and fays that this is the caufe of all things; but the
former afcending from the one being to that which is ome alone and prior to being, he denies of the
one the participation of effence.

And here obferve, that Plato- does not adopt the conclufion that tke one is net through demon-
ftration, becaufe it was not poflible to demonftrate this directly through the alliance of éeing with
the one. For, as we have before obferved, in negations, things more allied are more difficult to
Be demonftrated. But if this be true, it is-evident that #he one 13 NoT. For every thing about
the one- which is added to it diminifhes its exempt tranfcendency.

Should it be afked why Parmenides docs not begin his negations from ke is, but from the
many, and neither feparates the order which immediately {ubfifts after the one, and thus proceeds
as far as to the lalt of things, nor, feparating the one from thefe, afcends as far as to the fummit
of beings, we reply, that the negation of effence would be contrary to the hypothefis : for the
hypothefis fays that the one 15, but the ncgation that it 1s xoT. It would, therefore, be of all’
things the moft ridiculous to fay immediately from the beginning, if the one is, the one is not : for
the allertion would appear to fubvert icfelf. Hence, employing the is, and faying, as if it
made no difference,. if the one is, Parmenides finds that the many appear to'be efpecially oppofed.
to the one.

‘That the cne, indeed, according to Plato, is above all effence, is evident from the teftimony of:

_ Speufippus, according to Proclus, who alfo adds, that Speufippus confirms this from the opinion-

of the antients, when he fays they thought that sbe cne is better than being,.and is the principle of-
being, frec from all habirude to fubfequent natures, jult as the good #tfelf is feparated from the con=
dition of every other good. But Speufippus there calls the firlt being the proper principle of.
Beings, and boundlefs divinity depending on 2hbe cne.

Parmenides,
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fore, is in no refpet. So'it feems. Hence, it is not in fuch a manner as
4o be one, for thus it would be being, and participate of effence : but, as it
appears, the one neither 75 ose nor s, if it be proper to believe in reafoning
of this kind. It appears fo. But can any thing either belong to, or be
affirmed of, that which is not? How can it? Neither, therefore, does any
name belong to it, nor difcourfe, nor any {cience, nor fenfe, nor opinion.
It does not appear that there can. Hence, it can neither be named, nor

‘Parmenides, therefore, beginning fupernally from the inteliigible fummit of the firft intelle@ual
Gods, and producing in an orderly feries the genera of the Gods, and of the natures united and
{fubfequent to them, and always evincing that the ore is ineffably exempt from all things, again
returns from hence to the beginning, and, imitating the converfion of wholes, feparates the one
from the intelligible or higheft Gods. For thus efpecially may we behold its immenfe tranfcen-
dency, if we not only fhow that it is eftablifhed above the fecond or third orders in the golden
chain of deity, but that it alfo ranks before the intelligible unities themfelves, and evince this in
a manner coordinate to the fimplicity of thofe occult na-ures, and not by various words, but by
intelle&tual projeflion alone : for intelligibles are naturally adapted to be known by intelleét.
This, therefore, Parmenides in zeality evinces, leaving logical methods, but energizing accord-
ing to intclle&, and afferting that the one is beyond eflence, and the one being. For this is not
colleéted, as we have before obferved, from the preceding conclufions; fince in this cafe the
belief concerning the higheft Gods, who are implied by ¢/ nce, being derived from things inferior
to them, would be void of demonftration: for all demonftration, as Ariftotle juftly obferves, is
from things naturally prior to, and more honourable than, the conclufions. Hence, Parmenides
at the fame time infers, that every kind of knowledge, and all the inftruments of knowledge, fall
fhort of the tranfcendency of the one, and beautifully end in the ineffable of the God who is
beyond all things. For, after !’cientiﬁc energies and intelleGtual projetions, union with the un-
known fucceeds; to which alfo Parmenides referring the whole difcourfe, concludes the firft hy-
pothefis, fufpending all the divine genera from zhe one, which, as he alfo fhows, is fingularly
exempt from all things. Hence it is faid to be beyond the one which is conjoined avith effence, and
at the fame time all the participated multitude of unities.

It is alfo beautifully obferved by Proclus, that by the appellation of the ene in this dialogue we
are not to underftand that which is in itfelf thc one; but that the inward one refident in our
eflence, and derived from the firlt one, as an occult fymbol of his nature, is exprefled by this
appellation.  For in every being there is an innate defire of the firft caufe; and hence, prior to
appetite there is a certain occult perception of that which is firft.

Laftly, when Parmenides {ays that zhe one can neither be named nor fpoken of, it follows that
we are not only incapable of affirming any thing of it, but that even negations of it, though more
fafe than affirmations, are not to be admitted. For he who openly denies, in the mean time
fecretly affirms ; fince to deny any thing of the firft, is to feparate fomething from it; and this
cannot be effefted without forming in ourfelves both the firft, and that which we fcparate
from it.

fpoken
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fpoken of, nor conceived by opinion, nor be known, nor perceived by any
being. So it feems. Is it poflible, therefore, that thefe things can thus
take place about the one 2 It does not appear to me that they can. :

Are you thercfore willing that we thould return again to the hypothefis
from the beginning, and fee whether or not by this means any thing fhall
appear to us different from what it did before ? I am entirely willing. Have
we not therefore declared if zbe one is, what circumftances ought to happen
to it? Isit not fo? Certainly. But confider from the beginning, if zbe
one 15", can it be poffible that it fhould ée, and yet not participate of

effence 2

* This is the beginning of the fecond hypothefis, which, as we have obferved in the Introduc-
tion to this dialogue, unfolds the whole order of the Gods, and eftablithes the fummit of intelli-
gibles as the firlt after zbe one, but ends in an eflence which participates of time, and in deified
fouls. In the firlt place, therefore, let us endeavour to unfold what Plato here occultly delivers
concerning the firft proceflion or order of Gods, called the intelligible triad.

As the firft caule then is zhe one, and this is the fame with zbe good, the univerfality of things
muft form a whole, the beft and the moft profoundly united in all its parts which can poflibly be
conceived: for the firft good muft be the caufe of the greateft good, that is, the whole of things ;
and as goodnefs is union, the beft produftion muft be that which is moft united. But as there
is a difference in things, and fome are more excellent than others, and this in proportion to their
proximity to the firft caufe, a profound union can no otherwife take place than by the extremity
of a fuperior order coalefcing through intimate alliance with the fummit of one proximately in-

- ferior. Hence the firft of bodies, though they are effentially corporeal, yet xara sxeow, through
babitude or alliance, are moft vital, or lives. The higheft of fouls are after this manner intelleéts,
and the firft of beings are Gods. For, as being is the higheft of things after the firff caufe, its firft
fubfiftence muft be according to a fupereflential charaleriftic.

Now that which is fupereflential, confidered as participated by the higheft or zrue being, con-
Ritutes that which is called intelligible. So that every true being depending on the Gods is a
divine intelligible. 1t is divine, indecd, as that which is deified ; but it is intelligible, as the object
of defire to intclle®, as perfeftive and connelive of its nature, and as the plenitude of being
itfelf. But in the firft being life and intelle® fubfift according to caufe: for every thing fubfifts
either according to caufé, or according to hyparwis, or according to participation. ‘That is, cvery
thing may be confidered cither as fubfifting occultly in its caufe, or openly in its own order (or
according to what it is), or as participated by fomething elfe. The firft of thefe is analogous to
light when viewed fubfifting in its fountain the fun; the fecond to the light immediately pro-
ceeding from the fun; and the third to the fplendour communicated to other natures by this
light.

The firft proceffion therefore from the firft caufe will be the intelligible triad, confifting of
being, life, and intellecl, which arc the three higheft things after the firt God, and of which éeing

voL. Il ¥ is
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¢ffence 2 It cannot. Will not eflence therefore be the effence of the one,
but not the fame with e ome? for, if it were the fame, it would not be the
cffence

is prior to /ife, and /ife to intellet. For whatever partakes of life partakes alfo of being : but the
contrary is not true, and therefore being is above life; fince it is the chara&eriftic of higher
natures to extend their communications beyond fuch as are fubordinate. But /ife is prior to intel-
le?, becaufe all intelle@ual natures are vital, but all vital natures are not intelle@ual. But in
this intelligible triad, on account of its fupercflential charateriftic, all things may be confidered
as fubfifting according to caufe : and confequently number here has not a proper fubfiftence, but
is involved in unproceeding union, and abforbed in fuper-effential light. Hence, when it is
called a triad, we muft not fuppofe that any efential diffinction takes place, but muft confider this
appellation as expreflive of its ineffable perfeQtion. For, as it is the neareft of all things to the
one, its union muft be tranfcendently profound and ineffably occult.

All the Gods indeed confidered according to their unities are all in all, and are at the fame
time united with the firlt God like rays to light, or lines to a centre. And hence they are all
cftablifhed in the firt caufe (as Proclus beautifully obferves) like the roots of trees in the earth;
fo that they are all as much as poflible fupereflential, juft as trees are eminently of an earthly
nature, without at the fame time being earth itfelf : for the nature of the earth as being a whole,
or fubfifting according to the eternal, is different from the partial natures which it produces. The
intelligible triad, therefore, from its being wholly of a fupereflential idiom, muft poffefs an incon-
ceivable profundity of union, both with itfelf and its caufe, foas to fubfift wholly according to tke
unitedy 10 wapevor; and hence it appears to the eye of pure intelle&t, as one fimple indivifible
fplendour beaming from an unknown and inacceffible fire.

He then who is able, by opening the greateft eye of the foul, to fee that perfeftly which fub-
Gfts without feparation, will behold the fimplicity of the intelligible triad fubfifting in a manner
fo tranfcendent as to be apprehended ouly by a fuperintelle€tual energy, and a deific union of
the perceiver with this moft arcane objeét of perception. But fince in our prefent flate it is
impoffible to behold an obje& fo aftonifhingly lucid with a perfet and fteady vifion, we muft be
content, as Damafcius well obferves ®, with a far diftant, fcarcely attainable, and moft obfcure
glimpfe ; or with difficulty apprehending a trace of this light like a fudden corrufcation burfting
on our fight. Such then is the preceminence of the iutelligible order, to which, on account of
the infirmity of our mental eye, we affign a triple divifion, beholding as in a mirror a luminous
triad, beaming from a uniform light; juft, fays Damalcius, as the uniform colour of the fun
appears in a cloud which poffeffes three catoptric intervals, through the various-coloured nature
of the rainbow.

But when we view this order in a diftributed way, or as poflefling feparation in order to accom-
modate its all-perfe& mode of fubfiftence to our imperfe€t conceptions, it is neceffary to give the
triad itfelf a triple divifion. For we have faid that it confifts of being, life, and intell-8. Butin
being we may view life and intclle, according to caufe ; in /ife being according to participation,

* Vid, Excerpta ex Damafcio, 2 Wolfio, p. 832, and
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effence of the one, nor would zke one participate of effence ; but it would be
all one to fay the one is, and one one. But now our hypothefis is not if one,
what

and intelle& according to caufe ; and in intel/e? both being and life according to participation;
while at the fame time in reality the whole is profoundly one, and contains all +hings occultly, or
according to caufe. But when viewed in this divided manner, each triad is faid in the Chaldaic
theology to confilt of father, power, and intcllet ; father being the fame with byparwis, unity,
Summit, or that which is fuper-¢ffential ; power being a certain pouring forth, or infinity of the one *
(or the fummit); and on this account, fays Damafcius, it is prefent with father, as a diffufed
with an abiding one, and as pouring itfelf forth into a true chaos: but intelle?, that is paternal
intellcct, fubfifting according to a converfion to the paternal ore; a converfion tranfcending all
other converfions, as being ncither gnoftic, nor vital, nor effential, but an unfeparated furpafling
energy, which is union rather than converfion.

Let not the reader, however, imagine that thefe names are the inventions of the latter Pla-
tonifts ; for they were well known to Plato himfelf, as is evident from his Timseus. For in that
dialogue he calls the artificer of the univerfe intellec?, and father; and reprefents him command-
ing the junior Gods to imitate the power which he employed in their generation.

This intclligible triad is occulely fignified by Plato, in the Philebus, under the dialectic epithets
of bound, infinite, and that which is mixcd. For all beings (fays he) confift or are mingled from
bound and infinity; and confequently being itfelf, which we have already thown has the higheft
fubfiftence after the firft caufe, muft be before all things mixed from thefe two ; the former of
thefe, viz. bound, being evidently analogous to the one, or father, and infinity to power. We may
likewife confider him as unfolding the intelligible order in the fame dialogue, by the epithets of
[fymmetry, truth, and beauty ; which, fays he, are requifite to every thing that is mixed. And he adds
that this triad fubfifts in the veftibule of rhe good; evidently alluding by this expreffion to the
profound union of this triad with the incomprehenfible caufe of all things.

Eut, in the prefent dialogue, the intelligible order is delivered by Plato according to an all-
perfet diitribution into three triads; for the fake of affording us fome demonftration, though
very obfcure and imperfe&, of truth fo tranfcendent and immenfe. In this fecond hypothefis,
therefore, which, as we have already obferved, unfolds the various orders of the Gods, each con-
clufion fignifying fome particular order, he calls the firft of thefe triads iv o, ome being ; power,
or the middle habitude of both, being here concealed through excels of union; fo that here the
one purtakes of being, and being of the one ; which, as Proclus well obferves, is indeed a circum-
ftance of a moft wonderful nature. Parmenides therefore calls this triad one deing, without men-
tioning power, becaule the whole triad abides in unproceeding union, fubfiting uniformly and
without feparation.  But after this the fecond triad is allotted a progreffion, which Parmenides
charalterifes by intelligible wholenefi, but its parts are being and the one, and power, which is
fituated in the middle, is here diftributive and not unific, as in the former triad. But his dif-
courfe concerning this triad commences from hence— Again, therefore, let us confider if the

* Let the reader be careful to remember that rbe one of the Gods is their fupereffential chara@eriftic.
Y2 one
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-what ought to happen, but if* the one is—Is it not fo? Entirely fo. Does
it not fignify that the term s is fomething different from 1he one # Necef-

farily.

one is, what will happen. Confider then whether it is not neceffary that this hypothiefis fhould
fignify fuch a one as poffeffes parts.”  But he concludes his fpeculation thus~— That which is
.one therefore is'a whole, and poflefles a part.”

But after thefe the third triad fubfifts, in which all intelligible multitude appears; and which
Parmenides indeed (fays Proclus) calls a wholenefs, but fuch a one as is compofed from a mul-
‘titude of parts. For after that occult union ((ays he) of the firft triad, and the dyadic diftine-
tion of the fecond, the progreffion of the third triad is produced, poflefling its hypoftafis indeed
from parts, but then thefe parts compofe 2 multitude which the triad prior to this generates.
-For unity, power and being are contained in this third triad ; but then each of thefe is multiplied,
and fo the whole triad is a wholenefs. But fince each of its extremities, viz. #be one, and being,
is a multitude which is conjoined through a colle&ive power, each of thefe is again divided and
multiplied. For this power conjoining upited multitude with the multitude of beings, fome of
thefe one being perfe&s through progreflion ; but others, being which is one, through communion.
Here therefore there are two parts of the wholenefs, ore and being.  But the ome participates of
being : for the one of being is conjoined with being.  The one of being therefore is again divided, fo.
that both the onie and being generate a fecond unity, connefed with a part of bring. But being
avbich participates of the one, ov bv, is again divided into being and the one : for it generates a more
particular being, depending on a more particular unity. And being here belongs to more particu
lar deified beings, and is a more fpecial monad. But power is the caufe of this progreflion : for
power pofleffes dual effetion, and is fabricative of multitude.

Parmenides begins his difcourfe concerning this triad as follows :—*¢ What then? Can each
of thefe parts of one being, that is to fay the one and being, defert each other, fo that the one fhall
not be a part of being, or being thall not be a part of the one? By no means.”” But he finifhes
thus : ¢ Will not, therefore, one being thus become an infinite multitude ? So it appears.” Pro-
clus adds : ¢ Hence this triad proceeds according to each of the preexiftent triads, fowing (ae-
cording to the Oracle) and proceeding into all intelligible multitude.  For infinite multitude demon-
ftrates this flux, and evinces the incomprehenfible nature of power.”

But he likewife evinces that this triad is firf begotten : for this firft imparts the power of
generating. And hence he calls the muliitude which it contains generating (ynouevor). Proclus,
therefore, very properly afks, whether the frequent ufe of the term generation in this part, does
not plainly imply that the natures prior to this triad are more united with each other?  But the
infinity of multitude in this triad muft not be confidered as refpeting the infinite of quantity;
but nothing more is implied than that a multitude of this kind is the progeny of the firft infinity,
which it alfo unfolds: and this infinite is the fame with that which is a// perfec?.  For that (fays
Proclus) which has proceeded according to the all, and as far as it is requifite an intelligible
nature fhould proceed, on account of a power generative of all things, is infinite; for it can be
comprehended by no other. And thus much concerning the third intelligible triad, according
to Parmenides.

Let
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farily. If, therefore, any one fhould fummarily affert that the one #s, this
would be no other one than that which participates of effence. Certainly.

Again,

Let us-now difcourfe in general (fays Proclus *) concerning all the intelligible triads, and the
three conclufions in the Parmenides, by which thefe three orders are charalterifed. The firft
triad, therefore, which is allotted an occult and intelligible fummit among intelligibles, Plato, at
one time proceeding from that union which it contains, and from its feparate fupremacy with
refpeét to others, denominates one; as in the Timazus—TFor eternity (fays he) avides in one.  But
reafon demonftrates that the firft triad of intelligibles is contained in this ome. But at another
time proceeding from the extremities which it contains, that is from that which is participated,
and from that which participates, he calls it one being ; not mentioning power here, becaufe it is
uniformly and occultly comprehended in this triad. And again, fometimes he calls the whole
triad bound, infinite, and mixed, according to the monads which it contains. And here bound
demonttrates divine hyparxis; but infinite, generative power 3 and mixed, an cffence proceeding from
this power. And thus (as I have faid) by thefe appellations ilato inftru&s us concerning the
firlt triad ;. evincing its nature, fometimes by one name, fometimes by two,.and-fometimes by
three appellations. For a #riad is contained in this, according to which the.whole is charaterifed 5
likewife a duad, through which its extrcmities communieate with each other; and laftly a
monady which evinces through its monads the incffable, occalt, and unical nature of the firlt God,

But he calls the fecond triad pofterior to thisy in the Timzus, indeed, eternity; but in the
Parmenides the firfl wholenefs. And if we attentively confider that every eternal is” a- whole, we
fhall perceive that thefe two are allotted the fame peculiarity of narure. TFor;. whatever is
entirely eternal poflefles both its whole eflence and energy at once prefent with itfelf.  For fuch
is every intelle&t which perfetly eftablifhes-in itfelf bosh being and intelle@ion, as a whole at
once prefent, and a comprehenfive all. Hence it does not poflcls one. part of being while it is
deftitute of another; nor does it participate partially of energy, but it whol’y comprehends fotad
being and fatal intelligence. But if intelle@ procecded in its energies according to time, but
poffeffed an eternal effence, it would poflefsithe one as-a whole ever abiding the fame, but. the
other fubiifting in generation, differently at- different periods of time.. Efernity, therefore,
wherever it is prelent, is the caufe of wholenys. To which we may add, that the whole every
where contains eternity : for no ahole ever deferts either its own effence or perfe&tion; but that
which is firft corrupted and vitiated is partial. Hence this vifible univerfe is eternal, becaufe
it is a-whole; and this is likewife true of cvery thing contained in the heavens, and of each of
the elements : for wwholenefs is every where comprehenfive of its fubjec natures. Hence svboles
nefs and eternity {ubfift together; are the fame with each other, and are each of them a meafure ;
the one indeed of all eternal and perpetual natures, hut the other of parts and every multitude.
But fince there are three wholeneffes, one prior to parts, another compofed frem parts, and a third
contained in a part—hence, through that wholenefs which is prior to parts, eternity meafures
the divine unities exempt from beings; but through that which is compofed from parts, the
unities diftributed together with beings; and through that which. fubfifts in a part, all beings

* In Plat, Theol. lib. 3. p. 168.
and
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Again, therefore, let us fay, if the one is, what will happen. Confider
then whether it is not neceffary that this hypothefis fhould fignify fuch a
one

and total eflences. For thele partially contain the parts of the divine unities, which preexift
unically in the unities themfelves. Befides, eternity is nothing clfe than an illumination procecding
Sfrom the unity conneled with being.  But awhole itfelf confifts of two parts, viz. from one and being,
power being the conciliator of thefe parts. Hence the duad, according with the middle intelligi-
ble triad, unfolds the uniform and occult hypoftalis of the firft triad. Befides, Plato in the
Timzeus calls the third intelligible triad animal-itfelf, perfect, and only-begotten. But in the Par-
menides he denominates it infinite multitude, and a whol. nefs comprebending many parts. And in
the Sophifta he calls it that which is always intelligible, and diftributed into many beings. Al thefe,
therefore, are the progeny of onc fcience, and tend to one intelligible truth.  For when Timzus
calls this triad intelligible animal, he likewife afferts that it is perfec?, and that it comprehends
intelligible animals as its parts, both according to ke one and according # parts,  And Parme-
nides himfelf, declaring that ome being is perfect multitude, demonftrates that it fubfifts in this
order. For the infinite is omnipotent and perfet, as we have previoufly obferved, containing
in itfelf an intelligible multitude of parts, which it likewifc produces. And of thefe parts, fome
are more univerfal, but others more partial; and (as Timxus obferves) are parts both according
to the one and according to genera. Befides, as ‘Timzus calls that which is animal-itfelf cternal,
and only-begotten, fo Parmenides firft attributes to infinite multitude the ever, and 1o be generated,
in the following words: “ And on the fame account, whatever part is generated will a/ways poflefs
thefe two parts : for the one will always contain leing, and being the onc; fo that two things will
always be generated, and no part will ever be one.”

‘Who then fo perfpicuoufly admonithes us of eternc/ animal and of the firfl-begotten triad as
Parmenides, who firft aflumes in this order generation and the ever, and fo frequently employs each
of thefe appellations ? Perfefl animal, therefore, is the fame with omnipotent intelligible multitude.
For fince the firft infinity is power, and the whole of that which is intelligible fubfifts according
to this, receiving from hence its divifion into parts, [ rather choofe to call this triad omnipotent 5
deviating in this refpe@ from that appellation of tbe infinite, by which vulgar minds are generally
difturbed.

Such then is the intelligible triad, confidered according to an all-perfe&t diftribution, in
accommodation to the imbecility of our mental eye. But if we are defirous, after having bid
adieu to corporeal vifion, and the fafcinating but delufive forms of the phantafy, which, Calypfo-
like, detain us in exile from our fathers’ land; after having through a long and laborious
dialeQic wandering gained our paternal port, and purified ourfelves from the baneful rout of
the paffions, thofe domeftic foes of the foul; if after all this we are defirous of gaining a glimpfe
of the furpafling implicity and ineffable union of this occult and aftonithing light, we muft crowd
all our conceptions together into the moft profound indivifibility, and, opening the greateft eye
of the foul, entreat this all-comprehending deity to approach: for then, preceded by unadorned .
Beauty, flently walking on the extremities of her fhining feet, he will fuddenly from his awful
{anQuary rife to our view.

4 But
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one as pollefles parts? How ? Thus. If the term it s is fpoken of one
being, and the one, of being whick is one, and effence is not the fame with the
one, but each belongs to that fame one being which we have fuppofed, is it

But after fuch a vifion, what can language announce concerning this tranfcendent objeét ?
That it is perfe@ly indiftin¢t and void of number. ¢ And,” as Damafcius * beautifully obferves,
¢ fince this is the cafe, we fhould confider whether it is proper to call zbis which belongs to it

Simplicity, amrorns ; fomething elfe, multiplicity maxnons § and Jomething befides this, univerfality warrorng.
For that which is intelligible is one, many, afl, that we may triply explain a nature which is one.
But how can one nature be one and many ? Becaufe many is the infinite power of the one. But
how can it be one and al/# Becaufe a/l is the every-way extended energy of the one. Nor yet is
it to be called an energy, as if it was an extenfion of power to that which is external; nor power,
as an extenfion of hyparxis abiding within but again, it is neceflary to call them three inftead of
one: for one appellation, as we have often teftified, is by no means fufficient for an explanation
of this order. And are all things then here indiftin¢t ? But how can this be eafy to under-
ftand ? For we have faid that there are three principles confequent to each other; viz. father,
power, and paternal intelled.  But thefe in reality are neither one, nor thrie, nor cne and at the Jame
time three +. But it is neceffary that we fhould explain thefe by names and conceptions of this
kind, through our penury in what is adapted to their nature, or rather through our defire of
exprefling fomething proper on the occafion. For as we denominate this triad one, and maxy,
and ally and father, power, and paternal intellef?, and again bound, infinite, and mived—fo likewife
we call it a monad, and the indefinite duad, and a triad, and a paternal nature compofed from both
thefe. And as in confequence of purifying our conceptions we rejeét the former appellations
as unable to harmonize with the things themfelves, we fhould likewife rejedt the latter on the
fame account.”

Now frem this remarkable paffage in particular, and from all that has been faid refpeting the
intelligible triad, it follows that the Platonic is totally different from the Chriftian trinity, fince
the former is a triad pofterior to the firft caufe, who according to Plato is a principle tranfcen-
dently cxempt from all multitude, and is not coordinated or confubfiftent with any being or
beings whatever.

A fuperficial reader indeed, who knows no more of Platonifm than what he has gleaned from
Cudworth’s TntelleQual Syflem, will be induced to think that the genuine Platonic trinity confifts
of the fir)l caufe, or the goody intellect, and foul, and that thefe three were confidered by Plato as in
a certain refpect one.  To fuch men as thefe it is neceffary to obferve, that a triad of principles
diftin& from each other, is a very different thing from a triad which may be confidered as a
whole, and of which each of the three is a part. But the good or the one is according to Piata
fupereffential, as is evident from the firft hypothefis of this Dialogue, and from the fixth Book
of his Republic. Itis impoffible, therefore, that the good can be confubfiftent with intelle?, which
is even pofterior to being, and much lefs with fou/, which is fubordinate to intél/es?.  And hence
ke good, intell:c?, and foul, do not form a confubfiftent triad.

* Vid. Excerpta, p. 228.
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not neceffary that the whole of it fhould be one being, but that its parts
fhould be the one and to be 2 It is neceflary. Whether, therefore, fhould
we call each of thefe parts a part alone, or a part of the whole ? Each
fhould be called a part of the whole. That which is one, therefore, isa
~whole, and poffefles a part. Entirely fo. What then? Can cach of thefe
parts of one being, viz. the one and being, defert each other, fo that the one
thall not be a part of being, or being fhall not be a part of the one 2 It can-
not be. Again, therefore, each of the parts will contain both oze and being,
and each part will at leaft be compofed from two parts; and, on the fame
account, whatever part takes place will always poflefs thefe two parts: for
the one will always contain being, and being the one 5 {o that two things will
always be produced, and no part will ever be one. Entirely fo. Will not,

therefore, one being thus become an infinite multitude ?  So it {eems. .
But proceed, and ftill further'confider this. What? We have faid that
the one participates of effence, fo far as it is being. We have faid fo. And
on this account one being appears to be many. It does fo. But what then ?
If we receive dianottically that one which we faid participates of eflence,
and apprehend it alone by itfelf without that which we have faid it partici-
pates, will it appear to be one alone? Or will this al{o be many ? 1 think
it will be one.  But let us confider another certain circumftance. It is ne-
ceffary that its effence thould be one thing, and itfelf another thing, if the
one does not participate of effence ; but as effence it participates of 74e one.
It is neceflary. If, therefore, ¢ffence is one thing, and tke one another thing,
neither is the one, fo far as the ome, different from effence, nor effence, {o far
as ¢ffence, different from ke one; but they are different from ecach other
through that which is different and another. Entirely fo. So that diferent
is neither the fame with e one nor with ¢ffence.  How can it? What,
then, if we thould feleé from them, whether if you will effence and different,
or effence and the ome, or the one and different, thould we not, in each
affumption, fele@ certain things which might very properly be denominated
both thefe? How do you mean? After this manner: Is there not that
which we call gffence 2 There is.  And again, that which we denominate
the one 2 And this alfo. Is not, therefore, each of them denominated?
Each. But what, when I fay ¢ffence and the one, do I not pronounce both
thefe? Entirely fo. And if I thould fay effence and diferent, or different
and
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and the one, fhould T not perfectly, in each of thefe, pronounce both ?
Certainly., But can thofe things which are properly denominated both, be
both, and yet not two? They cannot. And can any reafon be afligned,
why of two things each of them fhould not be one? There cannot. As,
therefore, thefe two fubfift together, each of them will be one. It appears
fo. But if each of them is one, and #4e osne is placed together with them,
by any kind of conjunéion, will not all of them become three? Certainly.
But are not three 0dd, and two even? How thould they not? But what
then? Being two, is it not neceffary that twice fthould be prefent?
And being three, thrice; fince twice one fubfifts in two, and thrice one in
three? It is neceffary. But if there are two and twice, is it not neceflary
that there thould be twice two? And if there are three and thrice, that
there fhould be thrice three? How fhould it not? But what, if there are
three and twice, and two and thrice, is it not neceffary that there thould
be thrice two and twice three? Entirely fo. Hence, there will be the
evenly even, and the oddly odd; and the oddly even, and the evenly odd.
It will be fo. If, therefore, this be the cafe, do you think that any number
will be left which is not neccffarily there? By no means. If, therefore,

the one is, it is alfo neceffary that there fhould be number *. It is neceffary,
: But

* Parmenides after the intelligible triads generates the intelligible and at the fame time in-
telleGual orders, and demonftrates, by fubfequent conclufions, a continuous progreflion of the
Gods. For the feries and connetion of the words with each other imitate the indifloluble order
of things, which always conjoins the media with the extremes, and through middle genera ad-
vances to the ultimate progreflions of beings. As there are then three intelligible triads, confifting
of one being, ahole itfelfy and infinite multitude, fo three intelligible and at the fame time intellec-
tual triads prefent themfelves to our view, viz. number itfelf, whole itjfelf, and the perfect itfelf.
Hence, number here proceeds from one being ; but that which is a whole from who'e itfelf in intel-
ligibles; and the perfect itfelf from infinite multitude. For in the intelligible triad the infinite was
omnipotent and perfeft, comprehending all things, and fubfilting as incomprehenfible in itfelf.
The perfect, therefore, is analogous to that which is omnipotent and all-perfect, poflefling an in-
telle@ual perfction, and fuch as is pofterior to primary and intelligible perfeétion. But zhe
awhole, which is both intelligible and intelle€ual, is allied to that which is intelligible, yet it differs
from it fo far as the latter poffefles wholenefs according to the ome union of the one being 5 but the
one of the former appears to be cffentially a whole of parts chara&terized by unity, and its being a
compolfite of many beings.

But again, number muft be confidered as analogous to one being. TFor one being fubfifls among
intelligibles occultly, intelligibly, and paternally’; but here, in conjunion with difference, it ge-
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But if number is, it is neceffary that the many fhould fubfift, and an infinite
multitude of beings: or do you think that number, infinits in multitude,
will alfo participate of effence? By all means I think fo. If, therefore,
every number participates of effence, will not each part alfo of number par-
ticipate of eflence? Certainly. Effeuce, therefore, will be diftributed
through all things which are many, and ‘will not defert any being, whether
the leaﬂ or the greateft: for how can eflence be abfent from any being? In
no refpe&. Effence, therefore, is diftributed as much as poffible into the
leaft and the greateft, and intoall things every way, and is divided the moft
of all things, and poffeffes infinite parts. It is fo, Very many, therefore,
are its parts. Very many, indeed. But what, is there any one of thefe
which is a part of eflence, and yet is not oxe part? But how can this be?
But if it is, I think it muft always be neccflary, as long as it is, that it
thould be a certain one; but that it cannot poffibly be nothing. It is ne-
ceffary. The one, therefore, is prefent with every part of eflence, deferting
no part, whether fmall or great, or in whatever manner it may be affeted.
It is fo. Can one being, therefore, be a whole, fubfifting in many places at
once? Confider this diligently. I do confider it, and I fee that it is im-
poffible. Tt is divided, therefore, fince it is nota whole ; for it can no other-
wife be prefent with all the parts of eflence, than in a divided ftate. Cer-
tainly.” But that which is divifible ought neceffarily to be fo many as its

nerates pumber, which eftablifhes the feparation of forms and reafons. For difference firft exhibits
itfelf in this order; but fubfifts among intelligibles as power and the duad. And in this order it
is a maternal and prelific fountain. With great propriety, therefore, does Plato from the fumi-
mit of this order begin his negations of the ene : far the many fubfift here, through that difference
which divides being and #he cae ; becaufe the wwhole, which is denied of the one, is intelle@ual and
not intelligible. The negation, therefore, afferts that the one is not a whole, on which account
the affirmation mufk be, the one is a whole. For intelligible whoie is one being, but not the one.
And he thus denies the many, « The one is not many,” the oppofite to which is, the one is many.
But the multitude of intelligibles, and not #3e on, is the proximate caufe of the many. And, in
fhort, the whole of that which is intelligible is charaterized by one being.  For both being and the
ene are contained in this, and are naturally conjoined with each other; and being is here the moft
of all things charallerized by #he one. But when each of thefe, viz. being, and the one, procceds’
into multitude, the one becomes diftant from the other, and evinces a greater diverfity of nature ;
but each is diftributed into multitude through the prolific nature of difference itfelf. And thus
3t is from hence evidens, that the intelligible and at the fame time intelleCtual orders proceed’
with fubj: &ion analogous to the intelligible triads. In the notes to the Phadrus it will be thown
how Socrates leads us to this order of Gods. '

parts.
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parts. It ought. We did not, therefore, juft now fpeak truly, when we
faid that effence was diftributed into very many parts ; fince it is not divided
into more parts than the one, but into parts equal to thofe of the one: for
neither does being defert the ome, nor the one, being : but thefe two always
fubfift, equalized through all things. It appears to be entirely fo. The
one, therefore, which is diftributed by effence, is many and an infinite mul-
titude. So it appears. One being, therefore, is not only many, but it is
likewife neceflary that #he one which is diftributed by eflence thould be many.
Entirely fo.

And, indeed, in confequence of the parts being parts of a whole, t4e one
will be defined according to a whole: or are not the parts comprehended by
the whole ? Neceffarily {fo. But that which contains will be a bound. How
thould it not? One being, therefore, is in a certain refpe@ both one and
many, whole and parts, finite and infinite in multitude. It appears fo. As
it is bounded, therefore, muft it not alfo have extremes? It is neceflary.
But what, if it be a whole, muft it not alfo have a beginning, middle, and
end? Or can there be any whole without thefe three? And if any one of
thefe be wanting, can it be willing to be any longer a whole? It cannot.
The one, therefore, as it appears, will poffefs a beginning, end, and middle.
It will. But the widdle is equally diftant from the extremes; for it could
not otherwife be the middle. Itcould not. And, as it appears, tAe one being
. fuch, will participate of a certain figure, whether ftraight or round, or a

certain mixture from both. It will fo.

Will it, therefore, being fuch, fubfift in itfelf ¥ and in another? How ?
For each of the parts is in the whole, nor is any one external to the whole,

It

' By thefe words Plato indicates the fummit of the intelle€tual order, or in other words, accord-
ing to the Grecian theology, Saturn. For, fo far as he is a total intelle&t, his energy is dire@ed
ts himfelf, but fo far as he is in the intelligibles prior to himfelf, he eftablithes the all-perfect
intelligence of himfelf in another. For fubfiltence in another here fignifies that which is better than
the fubfiftence of a thing in itfelf. Saturn, therefore, being intelligible as among intelle@uals,
cftablifhes himfelf in the intelligible triads of the orders prior to him, from which he is alfo filled
with united and occult good ; and on this account he is faid to be in another. But becaufe he is
a pure and immaterial deity, he is converted to himfelf, and fhuts up all his powers in himfelf.
For the parts of this deity, when he is confidered as an intelleGtual wholenefls, are more partial

z2 ' powers,
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Itis fo. But all the parts are comprehended by the whole, Certainly. But
the one is all the parts of itfelf; and is neither more nor lefs than all.  Cer-
tainly. Is not /e one, therefore, a whole? How fhould it not? If, there-
fore, all the parts are in the whole, and all the parts are one, and the one is
a whole, but all the parts are comprehended by the whole ; hence, the one
will be comprehended by 74 one, and fo the one will be in itfelf. It appcars
fo. Butagain, the whole is not in the parts, neither in all, nor ina certain
one. For, if it were in all, it would neceffarily be in one: for, if it were
not in fome one, it would not be able to be in all. But if this one is a one
belonging to all the parts, and the whole is not in this one, how can it any
longer be a whole in all the parts? In no refpet. Nor yet in any of the
parts. For if the whole fhould be in fome of the parts, the greater would
be in the leffer ; which is impoffible. Impoffible. But fince the whole is
neither in many, nor -in one, nor in all the parts, is it not neceflary that it
fhould either be in fome other, or that it fhould be nowhere? It is ne-
ceffary. But if it is nowhere, will it not be nothing ? And if it is a whole,
fince it is not in itfelf, is it not neleffary that it fhould be in another ?
Entirely fo. . So far, therefore, as the one is a whole, it is in another: but
fo far as all things are its parts, and itfelf all the parts, it is in itfelf: and
fo the one will neceflarily be in itfelf and in another. Neceffarily.

But as tke one is naturally fuch, is it not neceffary that it thould both be
moved® and ftand ftill? How ? It muft ftand ftill, indeed, if it be in itfelf.

For,

powers, which haften indeed to a progreflion from him as their father, but are eftablithed in, and
on all fides comprehended by, him. And this wholenefs is a deity which conne&edly contains
the intelligible parts in itfelf, being parturient indeed with intelle€tual multitude, and Rably gene-
rating all things. It alfo receives into its bofom, and again gathers into itfclf its progeny, and,
as the more tragical of fables fay, devours and depofits its offspring in itfelf. For its progeny are
twofold; fome being, as it were, refolved into itfelf, and others feparated from it.

* The middle of the intclle@ual order, viz. Rhea, is here indicated by Plato: for all life,
according to Plato, is motion; fince foul is felf-motive becaufe it is felf-vital ; and intelleét is
through this moved, becaufe it poficfles the moft excellent life. The firft vivific caufe, therefore,
of the intelle€tual Gods is primarily allotted motion. If this caufe, however, was the firft and
higheft life, it would be requifite to call it motion, and not that which is moved; but fince it is life
as in intelle@tuals, and is filled from exempt life, it is at the fame time motion and that wbhich is
moved.  Very properly, therefore, does Parmenides evince that b ane in this order is moved, be-

caule
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For, being in one, and not departing from this, it will be in fame, through
befng initfelf. It will. But that which isalways in the fame muft neceffarily
~without doubt always ftand ftill. Entirely fo. But what, muft not that,
on the contrary, which is always in another, neceflarily never be in fame 2
But if it be never in fame, can it ftand ftill? And if it does not ftand ftill,
muft it not be moved? Certainly. It is neceflary, therefore, that zie one,
fince it is always in itfelf and in another, muft always be moved and ﬁand/

ftill. It appears fo.
But, likewife, it ought to be the fame * with itfelf, and different from

itfelf ; and, in like manner, the fame with, and different from, others, if it
fuffers

caufe it proceeds from the caufes of all life which rank above it, and is analogous to the middle
centre of intelligibles, and to the middle triad of the intelligible and at the fame time intelle&ual
order; which triad Socrates in the Phaedrus calls beaven, becaufe the whole of it is /ifz and
motion.

‘When Parmenides, therefore, fays that zhe one is both moved and flands fill, by motion he indi-
cates the vivific hyparxis of the Gods, and the generative fountain of wholes; but by permanency
coordinated with motion, that pure monad which contains the middle centres of the triad of guar-
dian deities, or, in other words, one of the Curetes confubfiftent with Rhea. So that the motion
in this order is the fountain of the life which proceeds to all things; and the permanency eftablithes
the whole vivific fountain in itfelf, but is thence filled with the prolific rivers of life. Hence
Parmenides, delivering to us the progreflion of thefe two, fhows that that which is moved is gene~
rated from that awbich is in another, but that which is permanent from that which is in itfelf. For
motion in this order is better than permanency. For as that which is in another is caufally more an-
tient than that which is in itfelf, fo here that which is moved than that which is permanent. Hence,
according to the Grecian theology, the Curetes are powers fubordinate to Saturn, Rhea, and
Jupiter, the parents of the intelle€tual order, and are contained in them.

! Parmenides here delivers the fymbols of that deity who fubfifts at the extremity of the intel-
le&ual order, viz. Jupiter, the artificer of the univerfe. We fhall find, therefore, that the num-
ber of the conclufions is here doubled. For #he one is no longer thown to be alone fume or different,
asit was fhown to be in iyfelf and in another, and to be moved and be permanent ; but it is now de-
montftrated to be the fame with itfelf, and different from itfelf, and different from others, and the fame
with cthers. But this swice perfc@ly accords with the demiurgic monad, both according to other
theologifts, and to Socrates in the Cratylus, who fays that the demiurgic name is compofed from
two words.

In the next place the multitude of caufes is here feparated, and all the monads of the Gods.
appear according to the demiurgic progreflion. For the paternal order of the demiurgus, the
prolific power which is coordinate with him, the undefiled monad which is the caufe of exempt:
providente, the fountain diftributive of wholes, and all the orders in conjun&ion with thefe

which
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fuffers what we have related above. How? Every thing, in a certain
refpet, thus takes place with relation to every thing: for it is either the
fame with it or different : or if it is neither fame nor different, it will be a
part of this to Which it is fo related, or with refpeé to a part it will be a
whole. It appears fo. Is therefore the onc a part of itfelf? By no means.
It will not therefore be a whole, with refpeét to itfelf, as if itfelf were a
part. For it cannot. But is the one, therefore, different from tbe one 2 By
no means. It will not therefore be different from itfelf. Certainly not,
If, therefore, it is neither different nor a whole, nor yet a part with refpe&
to itfelf, is it not neceffary that it fhould be the fame with itfelf? It is
peceflary. But what, that which is elfewhere than itfelf, fubfifting in fame

in

which {ubfilt about the demiurgus, according to which he produces and preferves all things, and,
being exempt from his produtions, is firmly eftablifhed in himfelf, and feparates his own king-
dom from the united government of his father—all thefe ar@ here unfolded into light.

Hence that which Parmenides firft demonftrates concerning the nature of the one, viz. that it
is the fame with itfelf, reprefents to us the monadic and paternal peculiarity, according to which
Jupiter is the demiurgus. For the term fame is a2 manifeft fign of his proper or paternal hyparxis:
for being one, and the exempt demiurgus and father of wholes, he eftablifhes his proper union
in himfelf. This term alfo remarkably fhows the uniform nature, and the alliance of this deity
with bound. But his being the fume with others, is the illuftrious good of prolific power, and of a
caufe proceeding to all things, and pervading through all things without impediment. For he is
prefent to ail things which he produces, and is in all things which he adorns, pre-eftablithing in
himfelf an eflence generative of wholes. Hence bound and the infinite fubfit in him fabrica-
tively; the former confifting in a famene/s feparate from others, and the latter in a power which
generates others.  The affertion alflo that ke is different from others, manifefls his undefiled purity,
and his tranfcendency exempt from all fecondary natures. Hence by his never ceafing to impart
good, by his providence, and by his generating things {ubordinate, be is the fame with them : for
he is participated by them, and fills his progeny with his own providential care. But by his purity,
his undefiled power, and his undeviating energies, he is feparate from wholes, and is not con-
fubfiftent with-others. And as Saturn, the firft king of the intelleQual Gods, is allotted a naturc
which does not verge to matter, through that pure monad or guard which is united to him, viz
the firft of the Curetes; and as the vivific goddefs Rhea poffeffes her ftable and undeviating
power from the fecond of the guardian deities ; fo alfo the demiurgic intelle® guards a tran-
fcendency feparate from others, and a union withdrawing itfelf from multitude, through the
third monad of the Curetes, who are the leaders of purity.

That deity therefore remains who is the feventh of thefe intelle€tual monads, who is conjoined
with all of them, and energizes in conjunétion with all, but particularly unfolds himfelfinto light
in the demiurgic order. This deity, which is cclebrated by antient theologifts as Ocean, Par-

' I3 menides
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in itfelf, muft it not neceffurily be different from itfelf, fince it has a fub-
fiftence elfewherc? It appears fo to me. And in this manner tbe one appears
to fubfift, being at the fime time both in itfelf and in another. So it feems.
Through this, therefore, it appears that tbe oze is different from itfelf, It
does fo.

But what if any thing is different from any thing, is it not different
from that which is differcnt? Neceffarily fo.  But are not all fuch things
as are not one different from the one? And is not the one different from
fuch things as arc not one ?  How fhould it not? The one therefore will be
different from other things. Different. But {ee whether different and fame
are not contrary to each other. How fhould they not? Do you think,
therefore, that fume can ever be in different, or different in_fame 2- 1 do not.

menides indicates when he aflerts that the oneis different fromitfelf.  As, therefore, the demiurgus
is the fame with himfelf through paternal union, fo he is feparated from himfelf and' his father,
according to this dificrence. 'Whence, thercfore, does Parmenides fay that the demiurgus
derives this power?  We reply, From being in himfelf, and in anotber. For thefe things were
unitedly in the firlt father, but feparately in the third. Hence feparation there fubfifts according
to caufe, but in the demiurgus it fhincs forth, and unfolds his power into light. For that the
caufe of divifion fubfifts in a certain refpe in the firft father, Parmenides himfelf evinces in the
firlt hypothefis, when he fays, that every thing which is in itfelf is in a certain refpe& fws, and
is feparated from itfelf.  But the duad is there indeed occultly, but here it fubfifts more clearly,
where all intelletual multitude is apparent.  For difference is the progeny of the duad, which is
there firmly eftablithed.  This difference, therefore, feparates the demiurgic intelle@ from the
Gods prior to it, and alflo feparates from each other the monads which it contains. Hence
Parmenides, when he divides the figns of fabrication, fhows that the idioms of the undefiled and
divifive monads are in the middle of them, fo far as they alfo in a certain refpe&t are compres~
hended in the onc fabrication of things. For the firlt of the conclufions demonftrates that #5s one
is the fame with itfelf ; the fecond, that it is differcnt from itfelf; the third, that it is different from
others ; and the fourth, that it is the fume with others ; conjoining the divifive power with the
paternal union, and connc@ing the providential c.ufe of fecondary natures—with atranfcendency
feparate from them. For in the Gods it is neceffary that union fhould fubfift prior to feparation,
and a purity unmingled with things fecondary prior to a providential care of them, through which
the divinities being every where are alfo no where, being prefent to all things are exempt from
all things, and being all things are no one of their progeny.

I only add, that the reader will find the theology concerning Saturn, delivered by Plato in
perfe&t conformity to what has been above afferted of this deity, in the Cratylus, Politicus, and
Gorgias; that concerning Rhea, in the Cratylus ; concerning Jupiter in the Timeeus, Critias,
Philchus, Protagoras, and Paliticus ; and conecrning the Curctes in the Laws.

If
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If therefore different is never in fame, there is no being in which for any
time djferent fubfifts ; for, if it fubfifted in it during any time whatever, in
that time dzfferent would be in fame. Would it not be fo? It would. But
fince it is never in fame, different will never fubfift in any being. True.
Neither therefore will different be in things which are not one, nor in zhe one.
It will not.  The one, therefore, will not through djferent be different from
things which are not one, nor things which are not one from ke one. Not,
indeed. Nor likewife will they be different from each other, fince they do
not participate of dgfferent. For how can they? But if they are neither
different from themfelves, nor from different, muft they not entirely efcape
from being different from each other? They muft efcape. But neither
will things which are not one participate of the one: for if they did they
would no longer be not one, but in a certain refpect one. True. Hence
things which are no# one will not be number ; for they would not be entirely
not one in confequence of poflefling number. Certainly not. But what,
can things which are #ot one be parts of one? Or would not things which
are niot one by this means participate of zbe ome? They would participate.
If, therefore, this is entirely zbe one, but thofe nof one, neither will the one
be a part of things which are nof one, nor a whole with refpeét to them, as
if théy were parts ; nor, on the.contrary, will things which are not one be
parts of the one, nor yet wholes, as if the one were a part. They will not.
But we have faid that things which are neither parts nor wholes, nor dif-
Ferent from each other, muft be the fame with each other. We have faid
fo. Muft we not therefore aflert that zbe one, fince it fubfifts in this manner
with refpeét to things which are not one, is the fame with them ? We muft,
The one, therefore, as it appears, is both different from others and itfelf,
and the fame with them and with itfelf, It appears from this reafoning to
be fo.
But is it alfo fimilar* and diffimilar to itfelf and others? Perhaps fo.
' Since,

* After the intelleCtual the fupermundane order of ‘Gods follows, who are alfo called by the
Grecian theologifts afimilative leaders. Samenefs .and difference, therefore, as we have before
obferved, define the idiom of the demiurgic order, and of the Gods coordinated with it. But
fince the whole order of the affimilative Gods is fufpended from the demiurgic monad, fub-

Gifts about, and is converted to it, and is perfeCted from it, it is ncceffary to refer the figns of
this
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Since, therefore, it appears to be different from others, others alfo will be
different from it. But what then? Will it not be different from others, in
the fame manner as others from it 2 And this neither more nor lefs ? How
thould it not? 1If, therefore, neither more nor lefs, it muft be different in
a fimilar manner. Certainly. Will not that through which t4e one becomes
different from others, and others in a fimilar manner from it, be alfo that
through which both #4e one becomes the fame with others, and others with #4e
one? How do you fay? Thus: Do not you call every name the name of fome-
thing? Ido: but what then? Do you pronounce the fame name often or
once? I pronounce it once. When, therefore, you enunciate that name once,
do you denominate that thing to which the name belongs : butif often, not the
fame? Or, whether you pronounce the fame name once or often, do you
not neceffarily always fignify the fame thing? But what then? Does not
a different name belong to fome certain thing? Entirely fo. When, there-
fore, you pronounce this, whether once or often, you do not affign this
name to any other, nor do you denominate any other thing than that te
which this name belongs. [t is necceflary it fhould be fo. But when we
{ay that other things are different from the one, and that the oae is different
from others, twice pronouncing the name djferent, we yet fignify nothing
more than the nature of that thing of which this is the name. Entirely fo,

this order to the demiurgic feries, and thence to impart to them 3 generation proceeding accord-
ing to order and mealure. )

As this order of Gods, therefore, according to the Grecian theologifls, affimilates fenfibles to
intelle€tuals, and produces all things pofterior to itfelf according to an imitation of caufes, it is
the primary caufe of fimilitude to things fubordinate toitfelf. Hence it is alfo the caufe of
diffimilitude coordinate with fimilitude: for all things which participate of the fimilar necefarily
alfo participate of the diffimilar.

Similitude alfo in this order has a fubfiftence analogous to paternal caufes, and to thofe which
convert things to their principles 3 but diffimilitudc is analogous to prolific caufes, and which
prefide over multitude and divifion. Hence fimilitude is cofkective, but difimilitude feparotive of
things which procced.

But that the idioms of thefe Gods proceed from the demiurgic monad, and the figns which
there prefubfit, Parmenides fufficiently demonftrates¢ for demiurgic famenefs and difference
are the caufes, as he fays, of the fimilitude and diffimilitude of this order.

The reader will find the theology relative to this order delivered by Plato, conformably te what
is here faid, in the Politicus and the Laws, the Gorgias and the Cratylus.
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If therefore the one be different from others, and others from zbe one, in
confequence of fuffering the fame different, the one will not fuffer that which
is different from others, but the fame with others : but is not that which
in a certain refpe& fuffers the fame fimilar? Certainly. But, in the fame
manner, as the one becomes different from others, every thing becomes
fimilar to every thing: for every thing is different from all things. It
appears fo. But is the fimilar contrary to the diffimilar ? It is. And is not
different contrary to fame 2 And this alfo. But this likewife is apparent,
that 7be one is both the fame with and different from others. It is apparent.
But to be the fame with others iga contrary paffion to the being different
from others. Entirely fo. But 1he one appears to be fimilar, fo far as dif-
ferent. Certainly, So far therefore as it is fame, it will be diffimilar on
account of its fuffering a paffion contrary to that which produces the fimilar:
or was it not the fimilar which produced the different? Certainly, It will
therefore render that which is diffimilar the fame; or it would not be con-
trary to different. So it appears. Tbhe one therefore will be both fimilar
and diffimilar to others : and fo far as different it will be fimilar; but fo far
as the fame diffimilar. The cafe appears to be fo. And it is likewife thus
affeted. How? So far as it fuffers fame it does not fuffer that which is
various ; but not fuffering that which is various, it cannot be diffimilar ;
and not being diffimilar, it will be fimilar : but fo far as it fuffers diferent
it will be various; and being various it will be diffimilar. You fpeak the
truth. Since, therefore, the one is both the fame with and. different from
others, according to both and according to each of thefe, it will be fimilar
and diffimilar to others. Eatirely fo. And will not this in a fimilar manner
be the cafe with relation to itfelf, fince it has appeared to be both different
from and the fame with itfelf; fo that, according to both thefe, and accord-

ing to each, it will appear to be fimilar and diffimilar ? Neceflarily fo.
But confider now how the one fubfifts with refpe& to touching* itfelf and
others,

* That order of Gods called by the Greek theologifts awowsn or liberated, fucceeds the fuper-
mundane order, and is here indicated by Plato by the one touching itfelf and others. For all the
divine genera after the demiurgic monad doubls their energies, fince their energy is naturally
dire&ed both to themfelves and to other things pofterior to themfelves, rejoicing in progreflions,

being fubfervient to the providence of fecondary natures, and calling forth the fupernatural, ibm-
partible,
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others, and not touching., I confider. For the one appearsin a certain
refpe@ to be in the whole of itfelf. Right. But is the one alfo in others?
Certainly. So far therefore as the one is in others it will touch others; but
{o far as it is in itfelf it will be hindered from touching others, but it will
touch itfelf becaufe it fubfifts in itfelf. So it appears. And thus, indeed,
the one will both touch itfelf and others. It will fo. But what will you
fay to this? Muft not every thing which is about to touch any thing be
fituated in a place proximate to and after that which it is about to touch,
and in which when fituated it touches? It is neceflary.  The one, therefore,
if it is about to touch itfelf, ought to be fituated immediately after itfelf,
occupying the place proximate to that in which itis. It ought fo. Would
not this be the cafe with #he one if it was two; and would it not be in two
places at once? But can this be the cafe while it is the one 2 It cannot.
The fame neceflity therefore belongs to the one, neither to be two nor to
touch itfelf. The fame. But neither will it touch others. Why? Becaufe
we have faid, that when any thing is about to touch any thing which is
feparate from it, it ought to be placed proximate to that which it is about
to touch ; but that there muft be no third in the middle of them. True.
Two things, therefore, at the leaft are requifite, if contaét is about to take

partible, and all-perfe& producing power of their father, and deducing it to fubordinate beings.
This contact, therefore, with and feparation from inferior natures clearly reprefents to us a
liberated idiom. For touching indicates a providence allied to and coordinate with us; and not
te tonch, a tranfcendency exempt and feparate from others. Hence thefe epithets admirably
accord with the liberated genus of Gods, who are faid to be at the fame time conjoined with the
celeftial divinities, and expanded above them, and to proceed to all things with unreftrained
energy. Hence the Fates, as we have fhown in a note on the 1cth book of the Republic, belong
to this order; for they are faid by Socrates to fauch the celeftial circulations. In the Cratylus alfo,
the mundane Core or Proferpine, who governs the whole of generation, is faid to touch flowing
efience, and through this contak to Lave been called Pherfepbatta. To which we may add, thatin
the Pheedo, where we are taught what the mode is of the cathartic life of fouls, Socrates fays,
that the foul, when it is not converfant with the body, pafes into contal? with being ; through all
which Plato indicates that contac? is the bufinefs of an infeparable providence, and coordinate in-
fpe@ion; and that the negation of this is the cmployment of a dominion feparate, unreftrained,
and exempt from the natures that are governed.

Thefe liberated Gods arc the fame with thofe which the Chaldxans call azonic, and which
according to them are Serapis, Bacchus, the feries of Ofiris, and of Apollo, as we are informed by
Pfetlus in his expofition of Chaldaic dogmus. He adds, ¢ they are called azonic, becaufe they
rule without reftraint over the zoncs, and are eftablithed above the apparent Gods.”

2A2 place.
2
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place. Certainly. But if a third thing fucceeds to the two terms,
thefe will now be three, but the conta@ls two. Certainly. And thus
one always being added, one contaét will be added, and it will come
to pafs that the contalls will be lefs by one than the multitude of
the numbers : for by how much the two firft numbers furpaffed the
contafls, fo as to be more in number than the contaéts, by fo much
will all the following number furpafs the multitude of the contaéts.
For in that which remains one will be added to the number, and one con-
ta to the contaéls. Right. The contalls, therefore, lefs by one wilk
always be as many in number as the things themfelves. True. If there-
" fore it is one alone, and not two, there can be no conta@&. How can
there ? Have we not faid that fuch things as are different from the oze are
neither one nor participate of it, fince they are different? We have. The
one therefore is not number in dthers, as ze oze is not contained ia them.
How can it ?  The one, therefore, is neither others, nor two, nor any thing
pofleffing the name of another number. Itis not. Zbe ome, therefore, is
one alone, and will not be two. It will not, as it appears. There is no
contadl, therefore, two not fubfifting. There is not. The oxe therefore
will neither touch other things, nor will other things touch t4e oze, as there
is no contaét. Certainly not. On all thefe accounts, therefore, the one will
both touch and not touch others and itfelf.  So it appears.
Is it therefore equal * and unequal to itfelf and others ? How ? If the one
- were greater or lefler than others, or others greater or lefler than zke one,
would it not follow that neither zbe one, becaufe one, nor others, becaufe
different from the one, would be greater or lefler than each other from their
own effences? But if each, befides being fuch as they are, thould poflefs equa-
lity, would they not be equal to each other? But if the one fhould poffefs
magnitude, and the other parvitude, or tbe one magnitude but others parvitude,
would it not follow, that, with whatever {pecies magnitude was prefent, that
fpecies would be greater ; but that the fpecies would be lefler with which
parvitude was prefent? Neceflarily fo. Are there not, therefore, two certain
fpecies of this kind, magnitude and parvitude ! For if they had no fubfiftence
they could never be contrary to each other, and be prefent with beings.

* The equal and unequal are chara@eriftic of the mundane Gods, as we have fhown in the.
notes on the firft hypothefis, to which we refer the reader,

How
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How fhould they ? If therefore parvitude becomes inherent in the onme, it
will either be inherent in the whole or in a part of it. It is neceffary. But
if it thould be inherent in the whole, will it not either be extended equally
through the whole of be one or comprehend the one? Plainly fo. If par-
vitude, therefore, is equally inberent in the one, will it not be equal to tbe
one 3 but if it comprehends the ome will it not be greater? How fhould it
not? Can therefore parvitude be equal to or greater than any thing, and
exhibit the properties of magnitude and equality, and not its own? It is
impoffible, Parvitude, therefore, will not be inherent in the whole of the
one, but if at all, in a part. Certainly. Nor yet again in the whole part ;
as the fame confequences would enfue in the whole part of the one, asin the
whole of the one : for it would either be equal to or greater than the part -
in which it is inherent. It is neceflary. Parvitude, therefore, will not be
inherent in any being, fince it can neither be in a part nor in a whole ;
nor will there be any thing fimall, except fmallnefs itfelf. It does not ap=
pear that there will.  Neither will magnitude therefore be in #be one : for
there will be fome other thing great befides magnitude itfelf. I mean that
in which magnitude is inherent ; and this, though parvitude is not, which
ought to be furpaffed by that which is great; but which in this cafe is im-
poflible, fince parvitude is not inherent in any being. True. But, indeed,
magnitude itfelf will not furpafs any thing elfe but parvitude itfelf, nor will
parvitude be lefs than any other than magnitude itfelf. 1t will not. Nei-
ther therefore will other things be greater than the one ; nor lefler, fince
they neither poflefs magnitude nor parvitude : nor will thefe two poffefs any
power with refpe@ to the one, either of furpafling or of being furpafled,
but this will be the cafe only with refpeét to each other : nor, on the contrary,
will 2be one be either greater or lefler than thefe two, or others, as it neither
poflefles magnitude nor parvitude. So indeed it appears.  If zbe one there-
fore is ncither greater nor leffer than others, is it not neceffary that it thould
neither furpafs nor be furpaffed by them ¢ It is neceffary. Is it not alfo
abundantly neceffary, that that which neither furpaffes nor is furpaffed thould
be equally affeéted ?  Aud muft it not, if equally affcéted, be equal? How
fhould it not?  Tle one therefore will be thus circumftanced with refpect to
itfelf: wiz. from neither poflefling magnitude nor parvitude in itfelf, it will
neither furpafs nor be furpaffed by itfelf ; but being equally affeéted it will

4 ' be
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be equal to itfelf. Entirely fo. The one therefore will be equal both to
itfelf and others. So it appears.

But if 7be one thould be in itfelf, it would alfo be externally about itfelf;
and fo, through comprehending itfelf, it would be greater than itfelf; but
from being comprehended lefs than itfelf: and thus z4¢ ome would be both
greater and lefler than itfelf. It would fo. Is not this alfo neceffary, that
nothing has any fubfiftence befides the one and others? How fhould it be
otherwife? But ought not whatever has a being to be always fomewhere?
Certainly. And does not that which fubfifts in another, fubfift as the leffer
in the greater ! For one thing cannot in any other way fubfift in another.
It cannot. Bat fince there is nothing elfe except the one and others, and it
is neceffary that thefe thould be in fomething, is it not neceffary that they
fhould be in one another, viz. others in 24e one, and the one in others; or
that they fhould be no where? * It appears fo. Becaufe, thercfore, 24e one
is in others, others will be greater than the one, through comprehending it ;
but #/e one will be lefs than others, becaufe comprehended : but if others are
inherent in 4e one, the one on the fame account will be greater than others 5
but others will be lefs than rhe one. Itappears fo. The one, therefore, is
equal to, greater and lefer, both than itfelf and others, It feems fo. But
if it is greater, equal, and lefler, it will be of equal, more, and fewer mea-
{ures, both than itfelf and others; and if of meafures, alfo of parts. How
fhould it not? Being, therefore, of equal, more, and fewer meafures, it
will alfo be more and lefs in number, both with refpeé to itfelf and others ;
and alfo, for the fame reafon, equal to itfelf and others, How? That
which is greater poffefles more meafures than that which is fmaller, and
contains as many parts as meafures; and that which is lefler in the fame
manner, as alfo that which is equal. It is fo. Since the one, therefore, is
both greater, leffer, and equal to itfelf, will it not alfo contain meca-
{ures equal to, more and fewer than itfelf?  And if of meafures, will not
this alfo bé true of parts? How fhould it not ? 1If, therefore, it contains
equal parts with itfelf, it will be equal in multitude to itfelf: but if more,
more in multitude, and if fewer, lefs in multitude, than itfelf. It appears
fo. But will the one be fimilarly affeéted towards others? For, fince it ap-
pears to be greater than others, is it not neceffary that it thould be more in
number than others? but, becaufe it is lefler, muft it not alio be fewer in

number ?
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number ? and becaufe equal in magnitude, muft it not alfo be equal in mul-
titude to others ? It is neceffary. And thus again, as it appears, the one will
be equal, more, and lefs in number, both than itfelf and others. It will fo.

Will the one, therefore, participate of time? And is it, and does it fubfift
in becoming to be younger ' and older, both than itfelf and others? And
again, ncither younger nor older than itfelf and others, though parti-
cipating of time? How? To e in a certain refpet is prefent with it,
fince it is the one. Certainly, But what elfe is #0 be than a participation of
eflence with the prefent time? In the fame manner as if was is a commu-
nication of eflence with the paft, and 7 w:// be with the future? It is no
other. It muft participate, therefore, of time, if it participates of being.
Entirely fo. Mauft it not, therefore, participate of time in progreffion ?
Certainly. It will always, therefore, {ubfift 7 becoming to be older than it-
felf, if it proceeds according to time. It is neceflary. Do we, therefore,
call to mind that the older is always becoming older, becaufe it is always
becoming younger? We do call it to mind. Does not t4e one, therefore,
while it is becoming older than itfelf, fubfift in becoming older than itfelf,
while it is becoming younger than itfelf ? Neceffarily fo. It will, there-
fore, become both younger and older than.itfelf. Certainly. But is it not
then older when it fubfifts in becoming to be according to the prefent time,
which is between it was and ¢ will be : for, through proceeding from the
paft to the future, it will not pafs beyond the prefent now 2 It will not.
Will it not, therefore, ceafe becoming to be elder, when it arrives at 24e now,
and is no longer becoming to be, but is now older? For while it proceeds it
will never be comprehended by zhe now. For that which proceeds fubfifts in
fuch a manner as to touch upon both #4e now and the future time ; departing,
indeed, from the now, but apprehending the future, becaufe it fubfifts in the
middle of the future and the now. True. But if it be neceffary that what-
ever is bccoming to be fhould not pafs by the now or the prefent time, hence,
as foon as it arrives at the now, it will always ceafe becoming to be, and 4
then that which it was in purfuit of becoming. It appears fo. Thke one,
therefore, when in becoming older it arrives at 2he now, will ceafe becoming

o Younger and older are chara&eriftic of divine fouls. See the notes on that part of the firft
* hypothefis which correfponds to this part of the fecond.

to
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to be, and then 75 older. Entirely fo. Is it not, therefore, older than that in
refpe& of which it becomes older? And does it not become older than
itfelf? Certainly. And is not the older older than the younger? It is. Tlhe
one, therefore, is younger than itfelf, when in becoming older it arrives at
the now. Tt is neceflary. But the now is always prefent with the one,
through the whole of its being: for it is always zow as long as it is. How
thould it not? The one, therefore, always is, and is becoming to be younger
and older than itfelf. So it appears. But 75 the ome, or does it fubfift in
becoming to be, in a time more extended than or equal to itfelf ? In an equal
time. But that which either i, or fubfifts in decoming 10 be, in an equal
time poffeffes the fame age. How fhould it not? But that which has the
fame age is neither older nor younger. By no means. Tk%e one, therefore,
fince it both fubfifts in decoming to be and 75, in a time equal to itfelf, nei.
ther 45 nor is becoming 10 be younger nor older than itfelf, It does not ap-
pear to me that it can,

But how is it affeCted with refpec to others? I know not what to fay,
But this you may fay, that things different from #he ome becaufe they are
others, and not azother, are more than tke one. For that which is another
is one ; but being others they are more than one, and poffefs multitude.
They do. But multitude participates of a greater number than the one?
How fhould it not? What then? Do we {ay that things more in number
are generated, or have been generated, before the few ! We affert this of
the few before the many. That which is the feweft, therefore, is firft : but
is not this tie one £ Certainly.  The one, therefore, becomes the firft of all
things poflefling number : but all other things have number, if they are
others and not another. They have indeed. But that which is firft gene-
rated has I think a priority of fubfiftence: but others are pofterior to this,
But fuch as have an after generation are younger than that which had a prior
generation 3 and thus others will be younger than the one, but the one will
be older than others. It will indeed. But what fhall we fay to this? Can

* ¢he ome be generated contrary to its nature, or is this impoffible ? Impoffible.
But e one appears to confift of parts ; and if of parts, it poffefles a begin-
ning, end, and middle. Certainly, Is not, therefore, the beginning gene-
rated firft of all, both of #4e ome and of every other thing; and after the
beginning all the other parts, as far as to the end? What then? And,

indeed,
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indeed, we fhould fay that all thefe are parts of a whole and of one; but
that the one, together with the end, is generated one and a whole. We thould
fay fo. But the end I think muft be generated laft of all, and #4¢ one muft
be naturally generated together with this ; {o that A one, fince it is neceffary
that it thould not be generated contrary to nature, being produced together
with the end, will be naturally generated the laft of others. Zhe one, there-
fore, is younger than others, but others are older than tke one. So again it
appears to me. But what, muft not the beginning, or any other part what-
ever, of the one, or of any thing elfe, if it is a part, and not parts—muft it
not neceffarily be one, fince it is a part? Neceflarily. Tke ome, therefore,
while becoming to be, together with the firft part, will be generated, and
together with the fecond ; and it will never defert any one of the other ge-
nerated parts, till arriving at the extremity it becomes one whole; neither
excluded from the middle, nor from the laft, nor the firft, nor from any other
whatever in its genzsration, True. The one, therefore, will poflefs the fame
age with others, as (if it be not #Ae one contrary to its own nature) it will be
generated neither prior nor pofterior to others, but together with them ; and
on this account the one will neither be older nor younger than others, nor
-others than zAe one: but, according to the former reafoning, #Ae one was both
older and younger than others, and others in a fimilar manner than it.
Entirely fo.

After this manner, therefore, ke one fubfifts and is generated. But what
thall we fay refpecting its becoming older and younger than others, and others
than tke one ; and again, that it neither becomes older nor younger? Shall
we fay that it fubfifts in the fame manner with refpet to the term becoming
20 be as with refpe@ to the term fo be 2 or otherwife? I am not able to
fay. But I am able to affirm this, that however one thing may be older
than another, yet it cannot otherwife fubfift in becoming to be older, than by
that difference of age which it poflefled as foon as it was born : nor, on the
contrary, can that which is younger fubfift in becoming to de younger, other-
wife than by the fame difference. For, equal things being added to un-
equals, whether they arc times or any thing elfe, always caufe them to
differ by the fame interval by which they were diftant at firft. How fhould
it be otherwife?  That whick is, therefore, cannot fubfift in becoming to be
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older or younger than one being, fince it is always equally different from
it in age: but this /s and was older, but that younger; but by no means
fubfifts in lecoming fo. True. That which 75 one, therefore, will never
fubfit in becoming to be either older or younger than other beings. Never.
" But fee whether by this means other things will éecome younger and older.
After what manner? The fame as,that through which #4e one appeared to
be older than others, and others than the one. What then? Since z4e one
is older than others, it was for a longer period of time than others, Cer-
tainly.

But again confider, if we add an equal time to a longer and fhorter time,
does the longer differ from the fhorter by an equal or by a fmaller part? Bya
fmmaller.  The one, therefore, will not differ from others by fo great an age
afterwards as before ; but, receiving an equal time with others, it will always
differ by alefsage than before. Willitnotbefo? Certainly. But does not
that which differs lefs in age, with refpeét to any thing, than it did before,
become yvounger than before, with refpect to thofe than which it was before
older? Younger. But if it is younger, will not, on the contrary, others
with refpeé to the one be older than before? Entirely fo, ‘That, therefore,
which was generated younger, will fubfift in becoming to be older, with
refpeé to that which was before generated and is older; but it never is
older, but always is becoming older than it; the one indeed advancing toa
more juvenile ftate, but the other to one more aged: but that which is
older is becoming to be younger than the younger, after the fame manner.
For both tending to that which is contrary they fubfift in becoming contrary
to each other; the younger becoming older than the older, and the older
younger than the younger : but they are not able to become fo. For if they
thould ébecome they would no longer fubfift in becoming, but would now Je.
But now they are becoming younger and older than each other; and z4e
one indeed becomes younger than others, becaufe it appears to be older, and
to have a prior generation: but others are older than t4e one, becaufe they
have a pofterior generation; and, from the fame reafon, other things will
be fimilarly related with refpe@ to .the ome, fince they appear to be more
antient and to have a prior generation. So indeed it appears. Does it
pot follow, that fo far as the one does not become younger or older than

the
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the other, becaufe they differ by an equal number from each other, that, fo
far as this, the one will not become older or younger than others, nor others
than the one? But that, fo far as it is neceflary that the prior fhould
always differ from fuch as are becoming to be pofterior, and the pofterior
from the prior; fo far it is neceflary that they thould become older and
younger than each other, both others than #4e one and the one than others ?
Entirely fo. On all thefe accounts, therefore, the one 75, and is becoming to
be, older and younger both than itfelf and others; and again, neither 7s nor
is becoming to be older nor younger than itfelf and others. It is perfeitly
fo. But fince the one participates of time, and of becoming to be older and
younger, is it not neceffary that it fhould participate of the paft, prefent,
and future, fince it participates of time? It is neceflary. The ome, there-
fore, was, and is, and will be; and was generated, and is generated, and
will be generated. What then? And there will alfo be fomething belong-
ing to it, and which may be afferted of it, and which was, and is, and will
be. Entirely fo. There will, therefore, be fcience, opinion, and fenfe of
the one, fince we have now treated of all thefe things about it. You fpeak
rightly. A name, therefore, and difcourfe may fubfift about zke one, and it
may be denominated and {poken of : and whatever particulars of the fame
kind take place in other things, will alfo take place about z4e one. The
cafe is perfetly fo.

In the third place, let us confider, if zhe ome fubfifts in the manner
we have already afferted, is it not neceflary, fince it is both one and many,
and again neither one nor many, and participating of time, that becaufe
7t is one it fhould participate of eflence; but that becaufe 7t /s not, it
thould not at any time participate of effence? It is neceflary. Is it,
therefore, poffible, that when it participates and becomes fuch as it is,
that then it fhould not participate; or that it fhould participate when it
does not participate ? It cannot be poffible. It participates, therefore, at
one time, and does not participate at another: for thus aloue can it par-
ticipate and not participate of the fame. Right. Is not that alfo time,
when it receives being and again lofes it? Or how can it be poffible that,
being fuch as it is, it fhould at onc time poffefs the fame thing, and at
another time not, unlefs it both receives and lofes it ? No otherwife. Do
you not denominate the receiving of effence fo become 2 1 do. And is
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not to lofe effence the fame as to perith? Entirely fo. 7The onme, there-
fore, as it feems, by receiving and lofing effence, is generated and perifhes.
Neceflarily fo. But fince it is both one and many, and fubfilts in becom-
ing to be and -perithing, when it becomes one does it ceafe to be many,
and when it becomes many does it ceafe to be one? Entirely fo. But,
in confequence of becoming one and many, muft it not be feparated and
colle@ted? It muft. And when it becomes diffimilar and fimilar, muft it
not be affimilated and diffimilated? Certainly. And when it becomes
greater, leffer, and equal, muft it not be increafed, corrupted, and equal-
ized? It muft fo. But when from being moved it ftands ftill, and when
from ftanding ftill it is changed into being moved, it is requifite that it
fhould not {ubfift in one time. How fhould it? But that which before
ftood i}l and is afterwards moved, and was before moved and afterwards
ftands ftill, cannot fuffer thefe ‘affetions without mutation. For how can
it? But there is no time in which any thing can neither be moved nor
ftand ftill. There is not. But it cannot be changed without mutation,
It is not probable that it can. When, therefore, will it be changed? For
" neither while it ftands ftill, nor while it is moved, will it be changed: nor
while it is in time. It will not, Is that any wonderful thing in which it
will be when it changes? What thing? 7he fudden, or that which un-
apparently ftarts forth to the view. For the fudden feems to fignify fome
fuch thing, as that from which it paffes into each of thefe conditions. For
while it ftands ftill it will not be changed from ftanding, nor while in
motion will it be changed from motion: but that wonderful nature the
Judden is fituated between motion and abiding, is in no time, and into this
and from this that which is moved paffes into ftanding ftill, and that which
ftands ftill into motion. It appears fo.  The one, therefore, if it ftands ftill
and is moved, muft be changed into each: for thus alone will it produce
both thefe affettions. But, becoming changed, it will be changed fuddenly ;
and when it changes will be in no time: for it will then neither ftand ftill
nor be moved. It will not. 'Will z4e one alfo be thus affeted with refpeét
to other mutations? And when it is changed from besng into the lofi of
being, or from mon-being into becoming to be, does it not then become a
medium between certain motions and abidings? and then neither is nor is
not, nor becomes nor perithes? It appears fo. And in the fame manner,
when
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when it pafles from one into many and from many into one, it is neither
onc nor many, nor is it {eparated nor colle@ted. And in pafling from
fimilar to diffimilar, and from diffimilar to fimilar, it is neither fimilar nor
diffimilar, nor is affimilated nor diffimilated. And while it paffes from
" {mall into great, and into equal or its contrary, it will neither be finall nor
great, nor unequal, nor increafing, nor perithing, nor equalized. It does
not appear that it can. But all thefe paffions ke one will fuffer, if it is.
How fhould it not?

But thould we not confider what other things ought to fuffer if zke one
is? We thould. Let us relate, therefore, ff the one is, what other things
ought to fuffer from the onc. By all means. - Does it not follow that
becaufe other things are different from #4e onme they are not ze ome: for
otherwife they would not be different from the one 2 Right. Nor yet are
others entirely deprived of #he one, but participate it in a certain refpeét.
In what refpet? Becaufe things different from #he one are different, from
their having parts: for if they bad not parts they would be entirely one,
Right. But parts we have afferted belong to that whichis a whole, We
have fo. But it is neceffary that a whole fhould be one compofed from many,
of which one the many are parts: for each of the parts ought not to be a
part of many, but of a whole. How fo? If any thing fhould be a part of
many, among which it fubfifts itfelf, it would doubtlefs be a part of itfelf
(which is impoffible), and of each one of the others; fince it is a part of
all.  For if it is not a part of one of thefe it will be a part of the others,
this being exccpted;_’and fo it will not be a part of each one: and not
being a part of each, it will be a part of no one of the many: and being a
part of no one of the many, it is impofiible that it thould be any thing
belonging to all thofe, of no one of which it is either a part or any thing
elfe, So it appears. A part, therefore, is ncither a part of many nor of all 3
but of one certain idea and of one certain thing which we call a whole, and
which becomes one perfet thing from all: for a part indeed is a part of
this. Entirely fo. If, therefore, other things have parts, they will alfo
participate of a whole and one. Certainly. One perfet whole, therefore,
poflefling parts, muft neceflarily be different from the one. It is neceffary,
But the fame reafoning is true concerning each of the parts: for it is

neceflary
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neceflary that each of thefe thould participate of the ome. For, if each of
thefe is a part, the very being each, in a certain refpe@, fignifies one;
fince it is diftinguifthed from others, and has a fubfiftence by itfelf, if it is
that which is called each. Right. But it participates of the one as it is
evidently fomething different from the one; for otherwife it would not
participate, but would be the one stfelf. But now it is impoffible that any
thing can be the one except the one stfelf. Impoffible. But it is neceffary
both to a whole and to a part to participate of e ome: for a whole is one
certain thing and has parts. But each part whatever, which is a part of
the whole, is one part. Itisfo. Muft not, therefore, thofe which par-
ticipate of the ome participate it, as being different from the one # How
fhould they not? But things different from t4e one will in a certain refpet
be many ; for if things different from #4e one were neither one nor more
than- one, they would be nothing. They would. But fince the things
which participate of one part and one whole are more than one, is it not
neceflary that thefe very things which participate of z4e ome thould be in-
finite in multitude? How? Thus: they are different from s4e ome, nor are
they participants of zhe one, then when they have already participated of it.
Certainly. Are not thofe multitudes in which #he one is not? Maultitudes,
certainly, What then? If we fhould be willing by cogitation to take
away the leaft quantity from thefe, would it not be neceffary that this
quantity which is taken away fhould be multitude, and not one, fince it
does not participate of ke one # It is neceflary. By always furveying,
therefore, another nature of form, itfélf fubfifting by itfelf, will not any
quantity of it which we may behold be infinite in multitude? Entirely fo.
And fince every part becomes one, the parts will have bounds with refpe&
to each other, and to the whole; and the whele with refpeét to the parts.
Perfettly fo. It will happen, therefore, to things different from the one, as
it appears both from the vne and from their communicating with each
-other, that a certain fomething different will take place in them; which
indeed affords to them a bound towards each other, while in the mean
time the nature of thefe caufes them o become cflentially conne&ted with
infinity. It appears fo. And thus things different from ke one, both as

wholes and according to parts, are infinite and participate of bound.
" Entirely
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Entirely fo. Are they not, therefore, fimilar and diffimilar, both to each
other and to themfelves? Why? Becaufe, fo far as all of them are in a
certain refpe& infinite, according to their own nature, they all of them, in
confequence of this, fuffer that which is #4e fame. How thould they not?
But fo far as they fuffer to be bounded and infinite, which are paflions
contrary to each other, they fuffer thefe paffions. Certainly. But things
contrary, as {uch, are moft diffimilar. 'What then# According to each of
thefe paffions, therefore, they are fimilar to themfelves and to each other ;
but, according to both, they are on both fides moft contrary and diffimilar.
It appears fo.  And thus others will be the fame with themfelves and with
each other, and fimilar and diffimilar. They will fo. Aund again, they will be
the fame and different from each other, will both be moved and ftand ftill ;
and it will not be difficult to find all kinds of contrary paffions fuffered by
things different from the ome, while they appear to be paflive, in the man-
ner we have related.  You fpeak rightly.

Shall we not, therefore, pafs by thefe things as evident, and again con-
fider if the one is, whether things different from z4e one will fubfift not in
this manner, or whether in this manuer alone? Entirely fo. Let us,
therefore, affert again from the beginning, if* the ome 75, what things diffe-
rent from the one ought to fuffer. Let us. Is, therefore, the one feparate
from others, and are others feparate from the one 2 Why? Becaufe there
is no other different befides thefe, viz. that which is different from the one,
and that which is different from others ; for all that can be fpoken is afferted,
when we fay t4e one and others. All, indeed. There is nothing elfe, there-
fore, befides thefe in which tbe one and others can fubfift after the fame man-
ner. Nothing. 7he one and others, therefore, are never in the fame., It
does not appear that they are. Are they feparate, therefore ? They are.
We have likewife aferted that the truly one has not any parts. For how
can it? Neither, therefore, will the whole of s4e one be in others, nor the
parts of h% if it is feparate from others, and has no parts. How fhould it
not be fo? In no way, therefore, will others participate of the ome, fince
they neither participate according to a certain part of it, nor according
to the whole. It does not appear that they can. By no means, therefore,
‘are others the oney nor have they any one in themfelves, They have not.
‘ Neither,
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Neither, then, are other things many ; for, if they were many, each of them,
as being a part of a whole, would be one: but now things different from
the one are neither one nor many, nor a whole, nor parts, fince they in no
refpeét participate of the ome. Right. Others, therefore, are ncither two
nor three, nor is ose contained in them, becaufe they are entirely deprived
of the one. Soitis. Others, therefore, are neither fimilars nor diffimilars,
nor the fame with t4e one, nor are fimilitude and diffimilitude inherent in
them. For, if they were fimilar and diffimilar, fo far as they contained in
themfelves fimilitude and diffimilitude, fo far things different from the one
would comprehend in themfelves two contrary fpecies. So it appears. But
it is impoffible for thofe to participate of two certain things which do not
participate of one. Impoffible, Otkers, therefore, are neither fimilars nor
diffimilars, nor both, For, if they were things fimilar or diffimilar, they
would participate of one other form ; and if they were both, they would
participate of two contrary forms: but thefe things appear to be impoffible,
True. Others, therefore, are neither fame nor different, nor are moved nor
ftand fill, nor are geuerated nor deftroyed, nor are greater, or lefler, or
equal, nor do they fuffer any thing elfe of this kind. For, if others could
{fuftain to fuffer any fuch affeétion, they would participate of one and two,
and of even and odd j all which it appears impoffible for them to partici-
pate, fince they are entirely deprived of the one. All this is moft true.
Hence, then, if 2Ae one is, the one is all things and nothing; and is fimilarly

_affe@ted towards itfelf and towards others. Entirely fo.
Let this then be admitted. But fhould we not after this confider what
-ought to happen if the one is not? We fhould. What then will be the
hypothefis if the one is not 2 Will it differ from the hypothefis if that whick
is not one is ot ® It will indeed differ.  Will it only differ, or is the hypo-
thefis if that whick is not one is not, entirely contrary to the hypothefis if
"the ome is not? -Entirely contrary. But what, if any one fhould fay, if
.magnitude is not, ‘or parvitude is not, or any thing elfe of this kind, would
‘he not evince in each of thefe that he fpeaks of that which is not as fomething
.different 2 Entirely fo. Would le not, therefore, now evince that he
«calls that which is not different from others, when he fays if the ome is not ;
.and thould we underftand that which he fays? We fhould underftand. 1In
' the
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the firft place, therefore, he {peaks.of fomething which may be known ; and
afterwards of fomething different from others when he fays #4e one, whether
lie adds to it o be or not to be: for that which is faid not to be will be not
the lefs known, nor that it is fomething different from others: is it not fo?
It is neceffary it thould. ILet us, therefore, relate from the beginning, if the
wone is not, what ought to be the confequence. In the firft place, therefore,
this as it appears ought to happen it, that either there fhould be a fcience of
it, or that nothing of what is pronounced can be known, when any onc fays
if the one is not. True. Muft not this alfo happen, that either other things
muft be different from it, or that it muft be faid to be different from others ?
Entircly fo. Diverfity, thercfore, befides fcience, is prefent with it; for,
when any one fays that #ke one is different from others, he will not fpeak of
the diverfity of others, but of the diverfity of #4e one, It appears fo. And
befides, that which is not, or non-being, will participate of that, and of fome
certain thing, and of this, and of thefe, and every thing of this kind, For
neither could #/e one be {poken of, nor things different from the one, nor
would any thing be prefent with it, nor could it be denominated any
thing, if it neither participated of fome certain thing or things of this
kind. Right. But 0 be cannot be prefent with the ome if it Is not;
though nothing hinders but it may participate of tke many : but, indeed,
it is neceffary that it fhould, if the ome is that, and is not fomething
different from zhat. 1f, therefore, it is neither the one nor that, neither will
it be ; but difcourfe muft take place abeut fomething elfe, and it will be ne-
ceffary to pronounce nothing concerning it.  But if zke one is eftablithed as
that and not as another, it is neceflary that it fhould participate of t4ar and
of many other things. Entircly fo, Diffimilitude, therefore, is prefent with
it as to other things : for other things being different from the one will alfo
be forcign from it, Certauily, But arc not things foreign variousf How
thould they not? And are not things various diflimilars? Diffimilars. If,
therefore, they are diffimilars to #he oxe, it 1s cvident they will be diffimilars
to that which is diffimilar. It is evident, Diffimilitude, therefore, will be pre-
fent with the ome, according to which others will be diffimilars to it. It ap-
pears fo. But if a diflimilitude with refpe@ to other things belongs to it, muft
not fimilitude to itfelf be prefent with it # How ? Ifthere bea diffimilitude
of the one with refpeQ to the onme, dittourfe would not take place about a
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thing of this kind as of the one ; nor would the hypothefis be about the oze,
but about fomething different from t/e one. Entirely fo. But it ought not.
Certainly not. There ought, therefore, to be a fimilitude of the one with
refpet to itfelf. There ought. But ncither is z4e one cqual to others. For,
if it were equal, it would according to equality be fimilar to them ; but both
thefe are impoffible, fince #%e one is not. Tmpoflible. But fince it is not
equal to others, is it not neceflary that others al{o thould not be equal to it ?
Tt is neceflary. But are not things whichare not equal unequal ? Certainly.
And are not unequals unequal to that which is unequal? How fhould they
not? The one, therefore, will participate of inequality, according to which
others will be unequal to it. It will participate. But magnitude and par-
vitude belong to inequality. They do. Do magnitude and parvitude, there-
fore, belong to a one of this kind? Itappears they do. But magnitude and
parvitude are always feparated from each other, Entirely fo. Something,
therefore, always fubfifts between them, Certainly. Can you affign any
thing elfe between thefe, except equality ? Nothing elfe. With whatever,
therefore, there is magnitude and parvitude, with this equality alfo is pre-
fent, fubfifting as a medium between thefe. It appears fo. But to the one
which is not, equality, magnitude, and parvitude, as it appears, belong. So
it feems. But it ought likewife, in a cerrain refpe@, to participate of effence.
How fo} Ought it to poffefs the properties which we have already de-
feribed ? for, unlefs this is the cafe, we fhall not fpeak the truth when we fay
the one #s not ; but if this is true, it is evident that we have afferted things
which have a fubfiftence : is it not fo? Itis. But fince we affert that we
fpeak truly, it is likewife neceffary to affert that we fpeak of things which
exift. It is neceflary. The one, therefore, which is not, as it appears, 7#s;
for if it is not, while not berng ', but remits fomething of being in order
to not being, it will immediately become berng. Entirely fo. It ought,
therefore, to have, as the bond of not ta be, to be that which is not *, if it is
about not f0 be : juft as being ought to have as a bond not to be that whick is

3 The original is un seri un ov, and this is literally is mof non-being. But the meaning of this
difficult paffage is as follows : Any remi(lion of being is attended with non-being, which is the fame
with is not 3 and if any thing of is be taken away, is not is immediately introduced, and fo it will
immediately become is not non-being, thatis, it is being.

2 For between un ewms and svas ov, evas un oy muft fubfift as a medium.

at,
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et ', that it may be perfe@tly that which is,  For thus, in'a moft eminent’
degree, being will be and non-being will not be : being participating of effence,
in order that it may e being ; but of non-¢ffence in order that it may obtain
to be non-being, if it is about perfectly zo be: but mon-being participating of
non-effence, in order that it may not be that whick is not being 3 but partici-
pating of effence, in order that it may obtain zo0 e non-being, if it is to be
perfely that whick is not. Molt truly fo. Since, therefore, non-being is
prefent with beng, and being with zon-being, is it not neceflary that tbe one
alfo, fince it is not, fhould pacticipate of besng, in order that it may not be ?
It is neceffary. Effence, therefore, will appear with te ome, if it is not.
So it feems. And men-¢ffence, fince it is not. How fhould it not? Can
any thing, therefore, which is affe@ed in a certain manner, be not fo affe@ted
when not-changed from this habit? Itcannot., Every thing, therefore,
fignifies a certain mutation, which is affetted and again not affe@ed in fome
particular manner, Iow fhould it not? Is mutation a motion, or what
elfe do we call it? It is a motion. But has not #4e one appeared to be both
being and non-being 2 Certainly. It has appeared, therefore, to be #4us and
not thus affe@ed. It has. The one, therefore, which is non-being appears to
be moved, fince it poflefles a mutation from being into non-being. It appears
fo. But if it be no where among beings, as 7 is not in confequenee of not
being, it cannot pafs clfewhere. For how canit? It will not, therefore,
be moved by tranfition. It will not. Neither will it revolve in fame : for
it will never touch fame, fince fame is being. But it is impoffible that zon-
being can refide in any being. Impoflible.  Z%e one, therefore, which is not,
cannot revolve in that in which it is not. It cannot. Neither will e one
be altered from itfelf, either into deing or non-being : for our difcourfe would
no longer be concerning zhe one, if it was altered from itfelf, but concern-
ing fomething different from this one. Right. But if it is neither altered, nor
revolves in _fame, nor fuffers tranfition, is there any way in which it can be
moved? How fhould there? But that which is immovable muft neceffarily

* So 7o un ov pn ewas is the medium between 7o sivar ov and 7o pn ewar ov: for 7o un ewas uw is the
fame as 1o swar, and conne&s with 7o enas ov; and 1o un ov with o un svas or. Thompfon had nat
the leaft glimpfe of this meaning, as may be feen from his verfion.
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be at reft; and that which is at reft muft abide or ftand ftill. It is neceffary.
The one whiclk 1s not, therefore, as it appears, both abides and is moved. It
appears fo. But if it be moved, there is a great neceffity that it fhould be
altered ; for, fo far as any thing is moved, it is no longer affc@ed in the fame
manner as before, but diffcrently. There is fo.  7%e one, thercfore, fince
it is moved, is alfo altered. Certainly. But as again it is in no refpe
moved, it will be in no refpe& altered. It will not, So far, therefore, as
the one whick is not is moved, it is altered ; but fo far as it is not moved it is
not altered. Certainly not. The one, therefore, which is not, is both altered
and not altered. It appears fo. - But is it not neceffary that when any thing
is aitered it fhould become different from what it was before, and fhould
fuffer a diffolution of its former habit ; but that a nature which is not altered
thould neither be generated nor diffolved ? It is neceflary.  Tke one, there-
fore, which is not, through beirrg altered, will be generated and diffolved ;
but at the fame time, from its not fuffering alteration, will not be fubjeét to
either generation or corruption. And thus the one which is not will be gene-

rated and diffolved, and will neither be generated nor diffolved. It will not.
. But let us again return to the beginning, and fee whether thefe things
will appear to us in our fubfequent difcuflion as they do now, or otherwife.
It is neceffary, indeed, fo to do. Have we not already related, if* the one
7s not, what ought to happen concerning it ¥ Certainly. But when we fay
7t is not, do we fignify any thing elfe than the abfence of effence from that
which we fay is not? Nothing elfe. Whether, therefore, when we fay
that any thing /s zot, do we fay that in a certain refpeét it is not, and that
in a certain refpe@ it is?  Or does the term 5 nos fimply fignify that it is
in no refpeét any where, and that it does not any how participate of effeuce,
fince it 75 net ? It fignifies, indeed, moft fimply. Neither therefore can that
which is not e, nor in any other refpe& participate of effence. It cannot.
But is to be generated and corrupted any thing elfe than for this to receive
effence and for that to lofe effence? It is nothing elfe. That therefore
with which nothing of effence is prefent, can neither receive nor lofe it.
How can it? The one, therefore, fince it in no refpeét 15, can neither pof-
fefs, nor lofe, nor receive effence, in any manner whatever, It is proper
1t
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it thould be fo. The one which is not, will neither therefore be corrupted
nor generated, fince it in no refpeét participates of effence. It does not
appear that it will. Neither, therefore, will it be in any refpet altered ;
for if it fuffered this paffion it would be generated and corrupted. True.
But if it is not altered, is it not alfo neceflary that it thould not be moved ?
It is neceflary. But that which in no refpeét 7s, we have likewife afferted,
cannot ftand ftill 5 for that which ftands ought always to be in a certain
Jame 2 How fhould it not ? And thus we muft affert that non-deing neither
at any time ftands nor is moved. For indeed it does not. But likewife
nothing of beings is prefent with ic; for this, through participating of being,
would participate of effence. It is evident. Neither magnitude, therefore,
nor parvitude, nor equality, belongs to it. Certainly not. Neither will
fimilitude or diverfity, cither with refpe to itfelf or others, be prefent with
it. It does not appear that they will. But what, can other things be in any
refpet prefent with it, if nothing ought to be prefent with it? They cannot.
Neither, therefore, are {imilars nor diffimilars, nor fame nor different, dif-
ferent from it. They are not. But what, can any thing be afferted of it,
or be with it, or can it be any certain thing, or this, or belong to this, or
that, or be with fome other thing, or be formerly, or hereafter, or now—
or can {cience, or opinion, or fenfe, or difcourfe, or a name, or any thing
elfe belonging to beings, fubfift about that which is not? There cannot.
The one thercfore which is not, will not in any refpect fubfift ‘any where.
So indeed it appears.

But let us again declare if the one s not, what other things ought to fuffer.
Let us. Butin a certain refpe& others ought to fubfift; for, unlefs others
have a being, we cannot difcourfe concerning them. True. But if dif-
courfe is about others, others will be different : or do you not call others and
different the fame? I do. But do we not fay that different is different from
different, and other is other than amother 2 Certainly, With refpe& to
others, thercfore, if they are about to be others, there is fomething than
which they will be others. It is neceffary. But what will this be? For
they will not be differcnt from #4e one, fince it is not. They will not. They
are different thercfore from each other; for this alone remains to them, or
to be different from nothing. Right, According to multitudes, therefore,

4 each
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each is different from each; for they cannot be different according to
the one, fince the one is not. But cach mafs of thefe, as it appears, is infi-
nite in multitude. And though any onc fHould affume that which appcars
to be the leaft, like a dream in fleep, on a fudden, inftead of that which
feemed to be one, many would rife to the view ; and inftead of that which
is fmalleft, a quantity perfectly great with refpe@ to the multitude diftri-
buted fromit. Moft right. But among thefe maffes or heaps, ot/ers will
be mutually different from one another, if they are others and the one is not,
Eminently fo.  Will there not then be many heaps, cach of which will
appear to be one, but is not o fince tbe one is not? There will fo. There
will likewife appear to be a number of thefe, if each of thefe which are
many is one. Entirely fo. But the even and odd which are among them
will not have a true appearance, fince tbe one will not have a being. They
will not.  But likewife that whtich is {malleft, as we have faid, will appear
to be with them; but this minimum will fecm to be many things and
great, with refpect to each of the things which are many and fmall. How
thould it.not? And every fmall heap will feem in the eye of opinion to be
equal to many {mall heaps: for it will not appear to pafs from a greater
into a leffer quantity, before it feems to arrive at fomething between; and
this will be a phantafm of equality. It is likely to be fo. Will it not
alfo appear to be bounded with refpe€t to another heap, itfelf with-refpe&
to itfelf, at the fame time neither having a beginning, nor middle, nor end?
How fo? Becaufe, when any one apprehends by the dianoétic power fome one
of thefe prior to the beginning, another beginning will always.appear, and after
the end another end will always be left behind: but in the middle there will
always be other things more inward than.the middle ; and {maller, becaufe
each of them cannot receive one one, fince.the one is not, This is moft-true.
But every thing which any one may.apprehend by the dianoétic power, muft I
think be broken to pieces and diftributed ; for the bulk willin a certain refpeét
be apprehended without #he one. Entirely fo. But will not fuch a heap, to him
-who beholds it afar off and witha dull eye, neceffarily appear to be onc: but
to him who with an intelleual eye furveys it near and acutely, will not
cach appear to be infinite in multitude, fince it is deprived of the one, becaufc
it has no:fubfiftence? It is neceflary it thould be fo in the higleft degree.
5 Each,



THE PARMENIDES. 190

Each, therefore, of other things ought to appear infinite and bounded, and
one and many, 7f the one is not, and other things befides zbe one have a fub-
fiftence. It ought to be fo. Will they, therefore, appear to be fimilars and
diffimilars? But how ? Since to him who beholds otkers at a diftance, in-
volved as it were in fhadow, they all appear to be one, they will feem to
fuffer fame and to be fimilar. Entirely fo. But to him who approaches
nearer they will appear to be many and different, and different from and
diffimilar to themfelves, through the phantafm of diver/ity. 1Itis fo. The
heaps, therefore, will neceflarily appear to be fimilar and diffimilar to them-
fclves, and to each other. Entirely fo. 'Will they not alfo be the fame and
different from each other, and in conta& with, and feparate from, them-
felves, and moved with all poffible motions, and every way abiding: like-
wife gencrated and corrupted, and neither of thefe, and all of this kind,
which may be eafily enumerated, if, though the one is not, the many have a
fubfiftence?  All this is moft true. ]

Once more, therefore, returning again to the beginning, let us relate what
ought to happen to things different from the one, if the one is not. Let us
relate. Does it not, iherefore, follow that others are not the one 2 How
thould it not be fo? Nor yet are they many ; for, in the many, the one alfo
would be inherent. For, if none of thefe is one, all are nothing ; fo that nei-
ther can there be many. True. The one, therefore, not being inherent in
others, others arc neither many nor one. They arenot. Nor will they ap-
pear either to be one or many. Why not? Becaufe otkers cannot in any
refpet have any communication with things which are not, nor can any
thing of non-beings be prefent with otkers; for no part fubfifts with non-
beings. True. Neither, therefore, is there any opinion of that which is
not, inherent in others, nor any phantafm ; nor can that which is not become
in any refpeét the fubjeét of opinion to others. It cannot. Z%e one, there-
fore, #f it is not, cannot by opinion be conceived to be any certain one of
others, nor yet many 3 for it is impoffible to form an opinion of many with-
out the one. It is impoflible. If the one, therefore, is not, neither have others
any fubfiftence ; nor can ke one or the many be conceived by opinion. It
does not appear that they can. Neither, therefore, do fimilars nor diffimilars

fubfit. They do not. Nor fame nor different, nor things in conta&, nor
fuch
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fuch as are feparate from each other, nor other things, fuch as we have al-
ready difcuffed, as appearing to fubfift; for no particular of thefe will have
any exiftence, nor will others appear to be, 7f the one is not. True. If we
thould, therefore, fummarily fay, that #f" the one is not, nothing is, will not
our affertion be right? Entirely fo. Let this then be aflerted by us, and this
alfo: that whether zke one 15 or is not, both itfclf, as it appears, and others,
both with refpeét to themfelves and to each other, are entirely all things,
and at the {fame time are not all, and appear to be, and at the fame time do
not appear, It is moft true.

THE END OF THE PARMENIDES.

THE





