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I T was the cuftom of Pythagoras and his followers, nmongft whom Plato 
holds the moft diftinguifhed rank, to conceal divine myfteries under the veil 
of fymbols and figures ; to difTemble their wifdom againft the arrogant boaft-
ings of the Sophifts ; to jeft ferioufly, and fport in earneft. . Hence, in the 
following moft important dialogue, under the appearance of a certain dia­
lectic fport, and, as it were, logical difcuffion, 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 difcuftions 
adapted to the character of the principal fpeaker, mould 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 
conjunction of many materials in one fubjedt, partly in imitation of nature, 
and partly for the fake of elegance and grace. Thus, in the Phaxlrus, Plato 
mingles oratory with theology; in the Timseus, mathematics with phyfics; 
and in the prefent dialogue, dialectic with divine fpeculations. 

But the reader muft not fuppofe that the dialectic of Plato is the lame 
with vulgar dialectic, which is converfant with opinion, and is accurately 
invcftigated in Ariftotle's Topics: for the builnefs of this firft of fciences, 
which at prefent is utterly unknown, is to employ definitions, divifions, ana-
lyfations, and demonftrations, as primary fciences in the investigation 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 
there are three energies," fays Proclus "of this moft fcientific method : 

1 In MSS. Comment, in Parmenidem, lib. i. 
B 2 the 
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the firft of which is adapted to youth, and is ufeful for the purpofe of routing 
their intellect, which is, as it were, in a dormant ftate; for it is a true exer-
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 conducts 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 place when intellect refts from its former inveftiga-
tions, as becoming moft familiar with the fpeculation of beings, and beholds 
truth itfelf firmly eftablifhed 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 it arrives at that which is firft; and this 
by arialyfing, 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 perfectly 
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 Phredrus and Sophifta is the 
employment of this energy, giving a twofold divifion to fome, and a four­
fold to other operations of the dialectic art; and on this account it is afligned 
to fuch as philofophize purely, and no longer require preparatory exercife,, 
but nourifh the intellect of their foul in pure intellection. But the third 
energy, which is exbibitive 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 dialectic energy is triple, either 
fubufting through oppofite arguments* or alone unfolding truth, or alone 
confuting falfehockL 

Parmenides by means of this dialectic perfects 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 defenfivc 
But it differs, confidered as fometimes proceeding from on high to fuch 
things as are laft, and fometimes afcending from fenfible particulars to fuch 
reafons as are accommodated to divine caufes; but, according to each of 
thefe, it elevates Socrates, calls forth his native conceptions concerning 
ideas, and caufes them to poftefs an expanded diftinction. And in this re-

f p c c \ 
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fpect, fays Proclus, Parmenides truly imitates the paternal caufe of the uni-
verfality of things, who from the fupreme hypoftafis of all beings, preferves 
and perfects all things, and draws them upwards by his unknown and in­
effable powers. 

With refpecl to the dramatic apparatus of this dialogue, it is necefTary 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 the greater Panathenaia; and the latter, on account of 
its requiring a lefs apparatus, was denominated the lejfer Panathenaia. The 
celebration of them, likewife, was diftinguifhed by longer and fhorter periods 
of time. In confequence, therefore, of the greater fefKval taking place, 
facred to Minerva, Parmenides and Zeno came to Athens, Parmenides being 
the mailer, and Zeno his difciple ; but both of them Eleateans—and not 
only this, fays Proclus, but partakers of the Pythagoric doctrine, 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 flatues 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 lbliciting Adimantus and Glaucus 
to requefl Antiphon for the narration, 

Zeno, therefore, having read to the audience a book, in which he en̂  
deavoured to exhibit the difficulties attending the doctrine which aflerts the 
exiflence of the many, and this in order to defend the favourite dogma of 
Parmenides, who called being, the one; Socrates by no means oppofes his 
arguments, but readily admits the errors which rauft enfue from fuppo-
fing multitude to exift, without participating the one. However, Socrates 
does not red: here, but urges Zeno to a fpeculation of the one and the unities 
which fubfift in intelligible natures, not enduring to dwell on the contem­
plation of the one which feniibles 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 lead contradicting Socrates, but completing the contemplation 
which he had begun, unfolds the entire doctrine of ideas, introducing for 
this purpofe four queftions concerning them: whether they have a fubfift-
ence ; of what things there are ideas, and of what not; what kind of beings 
they are, and what power they ponefs : and how they are participated by 
fubordinate natures. And this being difcufTed, Parmenides afcends from 
nence to the me 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 fubfift ; accurately investigating, at the fame time, 
the confequences refulting from thefe hypothefes. But of this more here­
after. 

With refped to ideas, though many invincible arguments may be adduced 
for their existence, the following appear to me remarkable for their perfpi-
cuity and Strength. Diverfity of powers always indicates diverfity of ob­
jects. But it is obvious to every one, that the power of intellect is different 
from the power of fenfe ; that which is fenfible, therefore, is one thing, and 
that which is intelligible another. And as intellect is fuperior to fenfe, fo is 
intelligible more excellent than that which is fenfible. But that which is 
fenfible has an existence ; 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 object of intelli­
gence. And hence there are fuch things as intelligible and common fpecies 
of things which we call ideas. 

o 
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 perfection 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 connected, that nature muft immediately 
periSh. Time, therefore, is fo eflentially 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 fo eftential muft fubfift in a maimer 
equally tranlitory and flowing. As we cannot, therefore, affirm with propri­
ety, of any part of time that it isy Since even before we can form the aflertion 

the 
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the prefent time is no more, fo with refpect to all corporeal natures (from 
their fubfiftence in time), before we can fay that they exift, they lofe all 
identity of being. And hence no one of them is truly that which it is faid to 
be. On the contrary, truth is eternal and immutable : for, if any one fhould 
aflert that truth is not, he aflerts 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 affertea1, it can only 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
junction 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 imperfect, they are not the firft forms; for whatever 
ranks as firft is perfect and entire, fince the whole reafon of every nature is 
eftablifhed in that which is firft. There are, therefore, certain forms above 
thefe, perfect, primary, and entire, and which are nt>t indigent of a 
fubject. 

But if the forms of bodies are not true, where do the true forms fubfift ? 
Shall we fay nowhere ? But in this cafe falfehood would be more powerful 
than truth, if the former pofTefTed, and the latter had no, fubfiftence. But 
this is impoftible. For that which is more powerful derives its power from 
truth ; fince, unlets it was truly more powerful, it would not be that which 
it is faid to be. 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 poffefs truer fpecies than 
thofe which are the objects of fenfible infpection, by which it judges, con­
demns, and corrects them, and underftands how far they depart from, and 
in what refpect they agree with, fuch forms as are true f But he who does 
not behold true forms, can by no means make a comparifon between them 
and others, and rectify the inaccuracy of the one by the accurate truth of 
the other. For the foul, indeed, corrects the vifibfe circle, when it does not 
touch a plane in one point only ; approves or condemns every artificial 
ftructure and mufical modulation ; and judges concerning the goodnefs or 
depravity, utility or detriment, beauty or deformitŷ  of every object in na­

ture. 
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turc. • The foul, therefore, pofleffes truer forms, by which (he 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 dif. 
curfive proceffion 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 intellect. For as the foul is not total 
intellect, on account of its felf-motive nature, fo the intellect which is in 
•foul is not a total and firft intellect, but fuffers a remiflion of intellectual union, 
from its connection with the difcurfive energies of foul. There is, there-, 
fore, above foul, and that intellect which is a part of foul, a certain firft in­
tellect, in itfelf entire and perfectly 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 intellect is no other than 
that vital nature UVTO£UOV9 or animal itfelf, in which Plato in the Timâ us 
reprefents the artificer of the univerfe contemplating the ideas of things, 
and fabricating the machine of the world according to this all-beautiful 
exemplar. 

Again, the artificer of the univerfe muft be a God. Every God operates 
efTentially, or produces from his eflence that which he produces, becaufc 
this is the moft perfect mode of production. Every thing which operates 
efTentially 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 perfect muft necefTarily 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 molt perfect, the moft beautiful, and the beft. For it is riot poftible that 
our intellect fhould be able to apprehend things properly equal, fimilar, 
and the like, and that the intellect of the artificer of the univerfe fhould not 
contain in Itfelf the efTentially equal, juft, beautiful, and good, and, in fhort, 
every thing which has a univerfal and perfect fubiifteiice, and which, from 
its refidence in deity, forms a link of that luminous chain of fubftances to 
which we verv properly give the appellation of ideas. 

The 
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The following additional arguments in defence of the Platonic doctrine 
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 neceflary that every thing felf-fubfiftent 
mould 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 neceffary 
that the maker fhould be incorporeal, and in things felf-fubfiftent the fame 
thing is the maker and the thing made, the generator and the thing gene­
rated, that which is felf-fubfiftent will be perfectly 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 corporeal. 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 
impofTible that any body can move itfelf according to internal change, 
neither can this be effected by any other motion. And, in fhort, every cor­
poreal motion is more fimilar to paffion than to energy; but a felf-motivc 
energy is immaterial and impartible : fo that, if the world is corporeal, it 
will not be felf-motive. But, if not felf-motive, neither will it be felf-fub­
fiftent. 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 

1 This is demonflratcd by Proclus in his Elements of Theology. 
V O L . I I I . 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 necefTary, 
therefore, that the world fhould fubfift from another more excellent caufe. 
But, with refpect to this caufe, whether does it make according to free will 
and the reafoning energy, or produce the univerfe by its very elTence ? for, 
if according to free will, its energy in making will be unftable and ambi­
guous, and will fubfift 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 fpontaneous and truly his own; but 
his effence would be fimilar to that of the artificer, who does not derive 
his productions 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 alfq the effential 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 
on our free will: for, otherwife, the animal from every adverfe circumftance 
would be diffolved, the foul on fuch occafions condemning its affuciatiou 
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 thiŝ  
effected by fnow, nor, in fhort, 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 energy of natures that operate from their very 
effence is unattended with anxiety. But it is efpecially necefTary 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 thi univerfe operating from 
his very elTence, he is that primarily which his production is fecondarily ; 
and that which he is primarily he imparts in a fecondary degree to his pro­
duction. Thus, fire both imparts heat to fomething elie, and is itfelf hot; 
and foul imparts life, and pofTcfles life : and this reafoning will be found to 

be 
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be true in every thing which operates efTentially. 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 fubfift 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 m a n , and , in a fimilar m a n n e r , every other form. There 
are, therefore, forms prior to fenfibles, and demiurgic caufes of the pheno­
mena pre-fubfifting in the one caufe of the univerfe. 

But if any one fhould fay that the world has indeed a caufe, yet not pro­
ducing, but final, and that thus all 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 elTenlially, by a much greater priority, it will be the 
caufe of exiftence to the univerfe, that it may impart good to it efTentially ; 
and thus he will not only be the final, but the producing caufe of the univerfe. 

In the next place, let us direct: our attention to the phenomena, to things 
equal and unequal, fimilar and difTimilar, and all fuch fenfible particulars as 
are by no means truly denominated : for where is there equality in fenfibles 
which are mingled with inequality ? where fimilitude in things filled with 
diflimilitude? where the beautiful among things of which the fubject is bafe ? 
where the good in things in which there is capacity and the imperfect? 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 perfectly 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 phasnomena. Hence, it corrects the apparent 
circle, and points out how far it falls fhort of the perfectly accurate. And 
it is c\ident that in fo doing it beholds another form more beautiful and 
more perfect 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, therefore, a partial foul fuch as ours is able to generate and contemplate 
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in itfelf things more perfect than the phenomena, 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 neitfier able to gene­
rate, nor contemplate, things more beautiful than the phenomena, how is 
the one the fabricator of the univerfe, but the other of a part of the univerfe? 
For a greater power is effective of things more perfect, and a more imma­
terial intellect contemplates more excellent fpectacles. The maker of the 
world, therefore, is able both to generate and underftand forms much more 
accurate and perfect 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 phenomena* 

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 
is one caufe, the fource of coordination to all things, and this caufe is igno­
rant of itfelf, muft there not be fbme nature prior to this, which, by know­
ing itfelf, imparts being to this caufe ? for it is impoflible 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 muft alfo know the things of which it is the caufe; 
fo that it will alfo comprehend the things which it knows. If, therefore, 
intellect 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 
oature ? If, therefore, he orderly dilpofed all thbgs, he cannot be ignorant 

o f 
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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 characteriftic of neceffity, and not of 
intellectual providence. Since, if, intellectually 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 object of defire to all things, he will 
alfo know the natures to which he is defirable: for he is not defirable from 
accident, but efTentially. He will therefore either be ignorant of what he is 
efTentially, or, knowing this, he will alfo know that he is the object 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 indefinitely, is not the characteristic of fcience, 
and much lefs of intellectual 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 pofTefs 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 fhall 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 ? But if, in confequence of defigning to make all 
things, he knows all things, he will pofTefs 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 fhould be fufpended from inward energy, the whole world from 
the all perfect monad of ideas, 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 i 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 feed pofTefles productive 
powers in capacity, and not in energy. For, fince it is a body, it is not 
naturally adapted to pofTefs productive powers impartibly and in energy : 
for every where a fubfiftence in energy precedes a fubfiftence in capacity : 
fince, being imperfect, it requires the afliftance of fomething elfe endued with 
a perfective power. This fomething elfe you will fay is the nature of the 
mother ; for this perfects and fafhions the offspring 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 motion. If, therefore, 
nature changes the productive powers of feed from capacity to a fubfiftence 
in energy, nature muft herfelf pofTefs thefe productive powers in energy. 
Hence, being irrational and without imagination, fhe is at the fame time 
the caufe of phyfical reafons. As the nature of man, therefore, contains, 
human productive powers, does hot alfo nature in a lion contain thofe of the 
lion; as, for inftance, the reafons or productive powers of the head, the 
hair, the feet, and the other parts of the lion ? Or, whence, on fhedding 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 energizing 
according to the fame would not be able to fafhion fuch a variety of orga­
nization. But does not nature in plants alfo pofTefs productive powers as well 
as in animals ? or (ball we not fay that, in thefe likewife, the order of gene­
ration and the lives of the plants 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 productive powers. Let us then 
afcend from thefe to the one nature of the earth, which generates whatever 
breathes and creeps on its furface, and which by a much greater priority 
contains the productive powers of plants and animals. Or whence the ge­
neration of things from putrefaction ? (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 productive powers 
of all thefe in herfelf? And thus proceeding, we fhall find that the nature 
in each of the elements and celeftial fpheres comprehends the productive 
powers of the animals which it contains. And if from the celeftial fpheres 

we 
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we afcend to the nature of the univerfe itfelf, we may alfo inquire refpecting 
this, whether it contains forms or not, and we (hall be compelled to confefs, 
that in this alfo the productive and motive powers of all things are contained : 
for whatever is perfected from inferior fubfifts in a more excellent and per­
fect manner 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, mould operate according to productive principles, but that nature 
herfelf mould energize without reafons, and without inward meafures. But, 
if nature contains productive principles, it is necelfary that there fhould 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 pieces of timber, and inwardly, by various operations, reducing 
them to a certain form : for thus nature, merged together with and dwell­
ing in corporeal malfes, infpires them with her productive powers and with 
motion ; fince things which are moved by others require a caufe of this kind, 
a caufe which is properly irrational indeed, that it may not depart from 
bodies, which cannot fubfift without a caufe continually rending with them, 
but containing the productive powers of bodies, that it may be able to pre-
ferve all things in their proper boundaries, and move every thing in a conve­
nient manner. Nature, therefore, belongs to other things, being merged 
in, or coordinated with, bodies. But it is requifne 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
fectly and purely will he make. And, in fhort, if nature is irrational, it 
requires a leader. There is, therefore, fomething prior to nature, whicft con­
tains productive powers, and from which it is requilite 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 

o 
which we pofTefs; fo far as this caufe not only knows, but gives fubfiftence 
to, all things ; but we pofTefs knowledge alone. But if the demiurgic caufe 
of the univerfe knows all things, if he beholds them externally, he will 
again be ignorant of himfeh, and will be fubordinate to a partial foul; but, 
if he beholds them in himfelf, he will contain in himielf all forms, intel*. 
lectual 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 differently at different times. If 
this be the cafe, all fuch things as are efTentially eternal and immutable muft 
be tKe progeny of an immovable caufe ; for, if from a movable caufe, they 
will be mutable ; which is impoffible. Are riot, therefore, the form of man 
and the form of horfe from a caufe, 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 perifh. We may alfo make 
the fame inquiry refpecTmg 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 fo 
called fhould be intellectual and divine. Hence, the immovable caufes of 
thefe forms fubfift primarily in intellect, fecondarily in foul, in the third gra­
dation in nature, and laftly in bodies. For all things either fubfift appa­
rently or unapparently, either feparate or infeparable from bodies; and if 
feparate, either immovably according to effence 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 efiergy, fuch as are intelligibles ; but thofe pofTefs the lecond 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 fubjection 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 fcientific men muft 

9 confefs, 



T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 1 7 

confefs, that demonftrations are entirely from things which have a priority 
of fubfiftence, 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 bifects its like, whether 
does he demonftrate or not ? For he makes his conclufion from that which 
is univerfal. But where (hall we find the caufes of this fection 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 fubfiftence prior to particulars, are more efTential 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 pofleftes 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 perfect motion becaufe it is 
energy ; but the motion in body is imperfect energy : and the imperfect de­
rives its fubfiftence from the perfect. 

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 
inverted with figure, and all things partiaL But more perfect 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, fo alfo in knowledge and in life, that which participates, 
that which is participated, and that which is imparticipable, are different 

yoL. in. D from 
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from each other, thefe is alfo the fame reafoning with refpect to other forms. 
For matter is one thing, the form which it contains another, and frill different 
from either is the feparate form. For God and Nature do not make things 
imperfect which fubfift iu fomething different from themfelves, and which 
have an obfcure and dcbile exiftence.; but have not produced things perfect, 
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 darknels 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. intellect, 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 fhould be things which have an effential fubfiftence; for the acci­
dental is that in which the progreffions 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 unconjoined caufes, 
or one caufe; but if many, wc fhall not be able to aftign to what it is owing 
that the world is one, fince there will not be one caufe according to which 
all things are coordinated. It will alfo be abfurd to fuppofe that this caufe 
is irrational For, again, there will be fomething among things pofteriof 
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 
is 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 efTentially the caufe of the univerfe, it will alfo defi­
nitely know that of which it is the caufe ; for, that which definitely knows 
the one will alfo definitely know the other. Hence, he will know every 
thing which the univerfe contains, and of which he is the caufe : and if this 
be the cafe, beholding himfelf, and knowing himfelf, he knows things pof-
terior to himfelf. By immaterial reafons, therefore, and forms, he knows 

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 doctrine of the Eleatic Zeno, and the advocates for 
ideas : nor did thefe men alone, fays he, form conceptions of this kind re-
fpecting ideas, but their doctrine was alfo conformable to that of the theo­
logies. 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 
fubfifled 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 flop here ; but he alfo delivered 
the order of demiurgic forms through which fenfible natures were allotted 
their prefent distribution. Proclus further adds : The Gods alfo have 
throught fit to unfold to mankind the truth refpecting ideas; and have de­
clared what the one fountain is whence they proceed; where ideas firft fub­
fift in full perfection; and how in their progreffion they aflimilate all things, 
both wholes and parts, to the Father of the univerfe. What Proclus here 
alludes to is the following Chaldaic Oracle: 

Novg iraipog sppoifycs vcv}crag att^oc^i @OV\YJ 

TlafjifjLOp^ovs itisocg' Trvjyrig h piug uTroiTioca-oti 

~E%s9opoV TTctTpoQev yap sqv fiovXvjTe T&Xog TS. 

AAA* i^pLo-Qr^av votpui nupi poipYfizurai 

ILig aXXag yospag' KO<ry,u) yap ava$j TroXvjJLopficp 

HpovQrj/tsv vospov TV7roy a<p9iioy, ov TLUTX Kocrpov 

l%vog smsiyopsvog ^op^Yjg JU,ST« xocrpog i(pav9r}9 

TlavToiaig i&tocig KsyJapiQ~p.svog, toy [jlioc TrviyYj, 

E£ is poiZoxjvTui ^pzpur^vai aXXai airX'spat, 

'Yrjyyvpsvai KO<ry>ou nvzpi vod^ao-iv, ai ivipi xoXirovg 

Tpc-p^aXsovg (r^nrcriv somv/at (Popc.ovTat, 

TptxTTovo-i 7rspi T u^Qi itapa o~%e$QV aXXi^ig aXXvj 

Hvvotai vospui Trqyyjg warping utto, rrroXv 

Apano^ivai vrvpog avQog OIKOI^tov %povov, axjjLV, 

hp%syoyGvg 3sag 7rpwT*j ftarpog zCXvos Tag h 

AvTOTiXyjg 7z 

d 2 i. e. « The 
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i. e. " The intellect of the Father made a crafhing noife, understanding 
with unwearied counfel omniform ideas. But with winged Speed they 
leaped forth from one fountain: for both the counfel and the end were from 
the Father. In confequence, too, of being allotted an intellectual fire, 
they are divided into other intellectual forms: for the king previoufly 
placed in the multiform world an intellectual incorruptible impreffion, the 
veftige of which haftening through the world, caufes it to appear inverted 
with form, and replete with all-various ideas of which there is one fountain. 
From this fountain other immenffe distributed ideas rum with a crafhing 
noife, burfting forth about the bodies of the world, and are borne albng its 
terrible bofoms like fwarms of bees. They turn themfelves, too, on all* 
fides, and nearly in all directions. They are intellectual conceptions 
from the paternal fountain, plucking abundantly the flower of the fire of 
fleeplefs 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 fhown where 
ideas fubfift, who the divinity is that comprehends 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 efTentially intellectual; and that they are all-various 
according to their characteristics. 

o 
If, therefore, he adds,, arguments perfuade us to admit the hypothefis re-

fpecting 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 fbphiftical arguments, which are confuted by themfelves, and: 
affert nothing fcientifk, 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 world1; for the crafhing noife Signifies their progreftion ;—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. 

Tima?us, therefore, places in intelligibles the one primary caufe of all 
ideas; fox 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 invefligate 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, I think the oracles affert, that ideas proceed with a 
crafhing noife from their intellectual fountain, and, being diftributed in 
different places, burft about the bodies of the worldr in confequence of the 
caufe of mundane natures being comprehended in this fountain, according 
to which, all generated eompofite natures in the world are inverted with 
form, conformably to the demiurgic will. But the forms fubfifting in 
animal itfelf, according to an intelligible bound, are neither faid by Plato 
to be moved,, nor to leap into bodies, but to impart effence 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 eftablifhed in animal itfelf are 
allotted an order more elevated than demiurgic ideas. And the demiurgus 
is fabricative of forms in a twofold refpect; both according to the fountain 
in himfelf, and according to intelligible ideas: for there 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 laft of things,- fo that the 
laft and fenfible images of thefe pofTefs 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 expreffes 
the idioms of all of them. For the immovable and the eternal in fenfible 
forms- are no otherwife prefent than from the firft forms: for they are 
primarily eternal; and hence they communicate eternity to the confequent 
progreffions in 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 
flimmit of the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual order, and from 
the forms which there fubfift occultly, and ineffably : juft as the power of 

5 uniting 
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uniting a diflipated effence, and bounding the infinity of generated natures 
in common limits, is derived from the connecting order, and from connec­
tive forms. But to be entirely perfective of an imperfect nature, and to pro­
duce into energy the aptitude of fubjects, comprehending the unfigured in 
figures, and the imperfect in perfection, is folely derived from perfective 
deity, and the forms which there appear, Again, fo far as every form 
hafrens to verge to itfelf, and comprehends parts uniformly in itfelf, fo far it 
bears an image of the fumrait of intellectuals, and the impartible fubfiftence 
of forms eftablifhed 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 expreffes the powers of vivific 
forms. Again, fo far as it poffeffes the power of giving form to matter, is 
filled with artificial fabrication .pervading through nature herfelf, and evinces 
a wonder fubtilty, and a production 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 refembles the aflimilative orders of 
forms, from which the divifible progreffions of mundane natures appear, 
which invert fenfibles with the reprefentations from intelligibles. Further 
itill, 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 characteristic 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 proceeding 
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 fhould participate of the natures prior to them, and thus 
enjoy each, according to the order which they are Severally allotted. 

With refpect to what things there are ideas of, and what not, I Shall fum-
marily obferve, that there are ideas only of univerfal and perfect fubStances, 
and of whatever contributes to the perfection of thefe, as for inflance 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 T o 
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To the queftion what kind of beings ideas are, we may anfwer with Zeiio-
crates, according to the relation of Proclus, that they are the exemplary caufes 
of things, which fier/ietually fubfift 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 intellect, is of an in­
ferior ordination. But they are the exemplars of things according to nature, 
becaufe there are no ideas of things unnatural or artificial: and of fuch 
natural things as are perpetual, becaufe there are no ideas of mutable par­
ticulars. 

Laftly, ideas are participated by material natures, fimilar to the impreffions 
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 obfeure, to firft ideas 
themfelves. We may add too, as Proclus beautifully obferves, that they 
derive their fubfiftence as impreffions from the mundane Gods ; their apparent 
exiftence from the liberated Gods; and their fimilitude to fupernal forms 
from the fupermundane or affimilative Gods. And thus much for the firft 
part of the dialogue, or the doctrine of ideas x . 

But in order to a fummary view, of the inimitably profound and fublime 
difcuflion which the fecond part contains concerning the one, it is necefTary to 
obferve, that by the one itfelf the Pythagoreans and Plato Signified the firft 
caufe, which they very properly confidered as perfectly fupereffentia), inef­
fable and unknown. For it is necefTary that multitude fhould be pofterior 
to unity : but it is impoftible to conceive being * without multitude, and con-
fequently the caufe of all beings muft be void of multitude and fupei effential. 
And that this Was really the opinion of the moft antient Pythagoreans, from 

r See more concerning ideas in the firft dictation prefixed to my tranflation of Proclus oft 
Euclid, in the notes to my tranflation of Ariftotle's Metaphyfics, and in the notes to this dialogue. 

* If being were the fame whh 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 pofterior to, the one; 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 Stobaeus, 
Eclog. Phyf. p. 82, and in which the following extraordinary pafTage occurs : 
n<rr ocvocyxoc rpsig tip.sv Tag ap%ag, totv TS S<TTUI TOJV irpay^aTUJv xai TOLV jxoptpui, xai TO 

OVTOV xivaTtxov xai ccopocTOV Svvapsi' TO h TOIXTOV ov ov [MOW 1 eifMsv Set, aXXoc xai voca TI 

Kpscnrov' vou> $s xpso-<rov SCTTI oTrsp ovopotfy^.v Bscv (pavspov.—i. e. " So that it is ne­
cefTary to affert that there are three principles ; that which is the fubjecl of 
things {or matter), form, and that which is of itfelf motive, and invifble in 

jiow.er„ With refpect to the laft of which, it is not only necefTary that it 
fhould have a fubfiftence, but that it fhould be fomething better than intellect P 

But that which is better than intellect 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 
characteristic of his nature, is fuperior to intellectual efTence. Agreeably to 
the above pafTage is that alfo of Brotinus, as cited by Syrianus in Arift. Meta. 
p. 102, b. who exprefsly aflcrts that the firft caufe y« nuvTog xai xaiag tiwapsiKou 
vrps<r€stce wrspeyj-i—" furpaffes every intellect 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 one, as the caufe of 
union to the univerfe, and on account of his fuperiority to every being, to 
all life, and to all-perfect intellect. But they denominated him the meafure 
of all things, on account of his conferring on all tilings, through illumina­
tion, effence and bound ; and containing and bounding all things by the in­
effable fupereminence of his nature, which is extended beyond every bound." 
Taw Ssiwy ecvtyuv lv JJ.SV Xsyevrwv rov Beov ug hwo~tWs TOtg oKoig antOY9 xai iravjog THoviog, xou 
Troco-yjg C^uiYig^xui va TU iruvTiKHg £7rexsivo6. M*Tfoi> h TUV iravTW wg woto-j TVJV .ov<ruav9 xoci TO 

TtXog 57r/Aâ c7rovTa, xoci cvg TTUVTOC TrtpizyjovTu, xai opt^ovTcx TUIS atypuQ-TOig UVTH, xai navTog 
vfiripYiirXia^ocig TttpuTog v7ripo%aig. And again, .this is confirmed by Clinius the 
Pythagorean, as cited by Syrianus, jp. 104, in which place jirteclari is erro-
neoufly fubftituted for Clinii. " That which is ike one, and the meafure of 

J Inftcadof JVWIAQVW, which is evidently the true reading, ovofuvfuom is enroneoufly printed in 
Stobqeus. 

all 
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nil 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), poffeffing abfolute dominion (xvpiuhg), and himfelf manifefting 
himfelf (OCVTO TO SOCVTO ^ A f c v ) . " This fine pafTage I have tranflated agreeably 
to the manufcript corrections of the learned Gale, the original of which he 
has not inferred. To this we may likewife add the teftimony 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 afTerts that the Deity eftablifhed bound and infinite: by bound, indeed, 
exhibiting every coordination, which is more allied to the one ; but by infinity 
a nature fubjected (i)<p5/p^v) to bound. And prior to thefe two principles he 
places one, and a fingular caufe, feparated from the univerfality of things, 
which Arcbainetus (Ap%aivsTog) denominates a caufe prior to caufe; but 
which, according to Philolaus, is the principle of all things." To all thefe 
refpectable authorities for the fupereffential nature of the firft caufe, we may 
add the teftimony of Sextus Empiricus himfelf. For in his books againft 
the Mathematicians (p. 425) he informs us, " that the Pythagoreans placed 
the one as tranfcending the genus of things which are efTentially underftood." 
Koci 0̂ 7 TCAJV JJLSV KOiff OCVTCC VO8(JLSVCA}V yzvog V7T£O-TYIO-(XVTO Tlv9otyopiKoov 7Txihg, cog 67rocvo:Q;^^Kog 

TO ev. In which pafTage, by things which are efTentially underftood, nothing 
more is meant than intelligible efTences, as is obvious to every tyro in the 
Platonic and Pythagoric philofophy. 

But in confequence of this doctrine of the antients concerning the 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 otXapmct, a-ytOToo^ioc, afu^ta, @apx9pov v-royfioviov, ATTOWCQV) &CC. 

viz. obfcurity, or without illumination, darknefs, without mixture, afubterra-
ncanprofundity, Ajiollo, &c. For, confidered as ineffable, incomprehenfible, 
and fupereffential, he may be very properly called obfcurity, darknefs, and a 
fubterraneanprofundity : but confidered as perfectly fimple and one, he may 
with no lefs propriety be denominated zvithout mixture, and Apollo ; fince 
Apollo fignifies a privation of multitude. " For (fays Plotinus) the Pytha­
goreans denominated the firft God Apollo, according to a more fecret figni-
fkation, implying a negation of many." Ennead. 5. lib. 5. T o which we 

v o l . in. E may 



26 I N T R O D U C T I O N TO 

may add, that the epithets darknefs and obfcurity wonderfully agree with the 
appellation of a thrice unknown darknefs, employed by the Egyptians, accord­
ing to Damafcius x , in their moft myftical invocations of the firft God ; and 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 : 

HTCJ ptf icpuTivt* Xaos year?, • 

That is, " Chaos was the firjl 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 effect without a caufe. Such, however, is the 
ignorance of the moderns, that in* all the editions of Hefiod ysvsro is tranflated 
fuit, as if the poet had faid that Chaos was the firfl 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, ysvsro was confidered as meaning was generated, and not was 
fimply. And, in the firft place, this is clearly afferted by Ariftotle in lib. 3, 
de Ccelo. " 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."— E/<r/ yocp nvsg 01 <pct<riv ov9-v uysnvpov eweti, aXXoc 7T<xvroc 

yiyvso-Qai—MuXto-ja 01 Ttspi IOV 'Hcnclov. And again, by Sextus Empiricus 
in his Treatife Adverfus Mathemat, p. 383, edit. Steph. who relates, that 
this very pafTage was the occafion of Epicurus applying himfelf to philofophy. 
" For (fays he) when Epicurus was as yet but a young man, he aiked 
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 

Tlipiapxaf. 
of 
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of things." Kofû j/ yap ^ipaKicKog coy, yp-ro TOV $7ravayiv:ocncov7a avrfc Ypotu.y.?.Tio~TYlv 

( v j Toi ply Trp'jOTKTTot Xaog y v r i i ) SJC ring TO yjxog sysviTO, snrip %-ftMTOV sysvzro. Toviov $s 

enroTog jj.Y] avTOv c-pyov £ivat r x roiavra Si^a'TKiiv, aKKu. TLOV KXXGVIA-VC'JV (piXotroycov' Tttnrj 

s^prtr-v b Evrnmpog, kit sxsnovs pot ftalio-j-oy so-Ttv, UTrsf* ana Try TWV CVTMV aXrfinuv 

io~xo~iv» 

Simplicius, too, in commenting on the paftage above cited from Ariftotle, 
beautifully obferves as follows—" Ariftotle (fays he) ranks Hefiod among 
the fir ft phyfiologifts, becaufe he fings Chaos was firft 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 laid to be generated. But it is 
probable that Ariftotle calls Orpheus and Mufacus the firft phyfiologifts, who 
affert that all things are generated, exce/it the firft. . It is, however, evident 
that thofe 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 frfl caufe as unbegotten. For Hefiod alfo, when he 
fays thatC t̂fflJ was firft generated, infinuates that there was fomething prior 
to Chaos, from which Chaos was produced. For it is always necefTary that 
every 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 Ccelo, p. 147.) 

But thefe divine men not only called the firft caufe the one, on account of 
his tranfeendent fimplicity, but likewife the 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 fupremc object of defire to which all things ultimately tend. And hence 
Plato, in his Republic, afferts that the good is fuperefTential; and Ariftotle, 
in lib. 14, Metaphyf. cap. 4, alluding to Plato and the Pythagoreans, fays, 
" that according to fome, the one is the fame with the good." fO/ pivtpuo-iv 

avro TO . -v , TO ayaQov avro Eivat. 

With great beauty, therefore, does Proclus x , with his ufual magnificence 
of expreuion, aflert of this incomprehenfible caufe, " that he is the God of 
all Gods, the unity of unities, and above the firft adyta 2 ; that he is more 

1 In Plat. Theol. p. 1 to. 
3 AXUVXTM is erroneoufly printed for afruruv. 

E 2 ineffable 
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ineffable than all filence, and more unknown than all effence ; 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 objects, 
but is likewife the caufe of their generation, nutriment, and increafe ; fo the 
good, through fupereffential light, imparts being and the power of being 
known to every thing which is the object 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 laitly, he takes 
away the ability of perceiving other objects. He is, therefore, truly an in-
comprehenfible and inacceflible 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 doctrine 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 fupereffential 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, progreffions are every 
where perfected through fimilitude to their principles. For both nature her­
felf, intellect, and every generative caufe, leads and conjoins to itfelf fimilar 
natures, prior to fuch as are diflimilar. For as there can be no vacuum either 
in incorporeal or corporeal natures, it is necefTary that every thing which 
has a natural progreffion fhould proceed through fimilitude. Hence, every 
caufe muft deliver its own form and characteriftic 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 intellect an intellec­
tual number, it is neceffary that the firft unity fhould produce from itfelf, 

prior 
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prior to every thing elfe, a multitude of natures charafterifed by unity, and 
a number the moft of all things allied to its caufe. And hence the fountain 
of univerfal good muft produce and eftablifh in beings goodneffcs naturally 
conjoined with himfelf; and thefe exalted natures can be no other than Gods. 

But if thefe divine natures are alone fupereffential, they will in no refpect 
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 fo as not to lofe its fupereffential charadteriftic. And hence 
every unity may be confidered as the lucid bloffom or centre of the being 
by which it is participated ; abforbing, as it were, in fupereffential light, and 
thus deifying the elTence with which it is connected. 

Nor let the reader imagine that this fublime theory is nothing more than 
the fanatic jargon of the latter Platonifts, as is rafhly and ignorantly afferted 
by Cudworth; for it is a doctrine as old at leaft as Timaeus the Locrian. 
For, in his book On the Soul of the World, after afferting that there are two 
caufes of all things, intellect of fuch as are produced according to reafon, but 
neceflity of fuch as are produced by force, according to the powers of bodies, 
he adds—" that the former of thefe, that is intellect, is a caufe of the nature 
of the good, and is called God, and is the principle of fuch things as are beft.'* 
TOVTSOOV h , 70V jJLSV 7dq layout*) (pVQ-tOg SIJJ.EV, SiOV T S OVVpOtlVSQ-Qccl, GC^XJOLV TS TCOV agKTTMV. 

But according to the Pythagoreans, as we have abundantly proved, the good 
or the one is above effence and intellect; and confequently by intellect here 
we muft not underftand the firft caufe, but a deity fubordinate to the firft. 
Intellect, however, is (fays he) of the nature of the good', but the good is 
fupereffential, and confequently intellect participates of a fupereffential na­
ture. And when he adds that intellect is called God, he plainly intimates 
that every God (the firft being excepted) partakes of a fupereftential nature. 

But to return to our inimitable dialogue : This fecond part confifts of nine 
hypothefes ; five of which coniider the confequences which refult from ad­
mitting the fubfiftence of the 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 necefTary to 
inform the reader that, according to Proclus1, it was as follows:—Two 

1 In lib, 5. MS. Comment, in Parmenidenu 
hypothefes 
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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 happens, what does not happen, what 
happens and at the fame time does not happen : lo that fix cafes will be the refult. 
But lince, if a tiling is, we may confider itfelf either with refpecl to itielf, 
or itfelf with refpect to others; or we may confider others themfelves with 
refpecl to themfelves, or others with refpect to that thing itfelf, and lb like-
wife if a thing is not: hence, the whole of this procefs will confift of eight 
triads, which are as follows:—i. If a thing is, what happens to itfelf with 
refpecl: 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 refpecl: to 
others, what does not happen, what happens and at the fitme time does not 
happen. 3. If a thing is, what happens to others with refpecl 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 refpecl 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 diflributed in exactly the fame manner as thofe we have juft enu­
merated. Such (fays Proclus) is the whole form of the dialectic method, 
which is both intellectual and fcientific; and under which thofe four powers, 
the definitive and divifive, the demonfirative and analytic, receive their con-
fummate perfection. 

In the firfil hypothefis, therefore, Plato confiders what does not follow to the 
one, confidered with refpect to itfelf and to others. In the fecond^ what does 

follow. In the third, what follows and at the fame time does notfollow. And 
this forms the firft hexad. But in the fourth hypothefis he confiJers what 

follows to others with refpecl to themfelves, and what does not follow, what 
follows and at the fame time does not follow. In the fifth, vjhat follows to 
others with refpecl to the fubjed of the hypothefis, what does not jollow, what 

follows and at the fame time does not follow. And fo two hexads, or four 
triads, are by this means produced from the five hypothefes, if the one is. 
And the reader will eafily perceive how each of tiie other four, which fup-
pofe the one is not, may form a triad : fo that thefe four triads, in conjunction 
with the preceding four, will give the whole Eleatic or dialectic method 
complete. 

It 



T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 31 

It is likewife necefTary to obferve, that thefe hypothefes are derived from 
the triple divifion of the one, and the twofold divifion of non-being. For the 
one is either above being, or in being, or pofterior to being. But non-bfing is 
either that which in no refpecl is, or that which is confidered as partly having 
a fubfift erne, and partly not. This being premifed, let the reader attend to 
the following beautiful account of thefe hypothefes from Proclus on Plato's 
Theology, and from his admirable commentary on this dialogue. 

The fir ft hypothefis demonftrates by negations the ineffable fupereminence 
of the firft 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 affume the intellectual and effential 
idiom of the Gods, but likewife the divine chara&eriftic of their hyparxis, 
through the whole of this hypothefis. For what other one can that be which 
is participated by being, than that which is in every being divine, and through 
which all things are conjoined with the imparticipable one f For, as bodies 
through their life are conjoined with foul, and as fouls through their intellec­
tive part tend to univerfal intellecl and the firfl intelligence, in like manner 
true beings, through the one which they contain, are reduced to a feparate 
union, and are conjoined with the firfl caufe of all. 

But becaufe this hypothefis commences from that which is one being, and 
eftablifhes the fummit of intelligibles as the firft after the one, but ends in an 
effence which participates of time, and deduces divine fouls to the extremities 
of the divine orders, it is necefTary that the third hypothefis fhould demon-
ftrate by various conclulions 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 that nature which is divifible about bodies and infejia^ 
rable from matter, which the fourth hypothefis delivers fupernally depend­
ing from the Gods. And the laft hypoftafis is the proceflion of matter, 
whether confidered as one or as various, which the fifth hypothefis demon­
ftrates by negations, according to its diffimilar fimilitude to the firfl. 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 fubjection. 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 confut­
ing from wholes, it poflefles an adventitious one. And this one which it 
contains, though truly one, ye fubfifts in motion and multiplication, and in 
its progrenions is, as it were, abforbed by effence. 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
felves, according to the hyparxis of the one. 

But there are four hypothefes befides thefe, which by taking awav the 
me 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 lecond hypothefis) agrees 
with that of the great Plutarch, preferved by Procjus in his commentary on 
this dialogue, and which is as follows : 

The firft hypothefis difcourfes concerning the firft God. The fecond, 
concerning the firft intellect, and an order entirely intellectual. The third, 
of the foul. The fourth, of material fpecies. And the fifth, of formlefs 
matter. Few 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 one. 
But he denominates matter and corporeal form different, 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 afferted in the Timaeus and Phajdo. 
With great propriety, therefore, the three firft hypothefes, which inquire 
how the one is related to itfelf 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 the one, are confidered as reprefenting form 

6 and 
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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, I fay, above being, in being, and pofterior 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 Jimjdy one. The fixth hypothefis, therefore,.proves that, if there is 
not that which is one in beings, i. e. if intelligible has no real fubfiftence, 
but partly poffeffes and is partly deftitute of being, that which is fenfible 
would alone exift in the order of things. For, if intelligible is taken .awaŷ  
that which is fenfible muft alone remain; and there can be no knowledge, 
beyond fenfe. And this the fixth hypothefis demonftrates to be abfurd* 
But the feventh hypothefis proves that, if the one which beings contain has 
no kind of fubfiftence, there can be no knowledge, nor any thing which is 
the object of knowledge, which this feventh hypothefis fhows is foolifh to 
affert. And again, if this one [tartly fubfifts and is partly without fubfifience, 
as the fixth hypothefis feigns, other things will be fimilar to fhadows and 
dreams, which the eighth hypothefis confutes as abfurd. But if this one has 
no kind of fubfiftence, other things will be leis than fhadows or a dream, that 
is, nothing ; which the ninth hypothefis reprefents as a monftrous afTertion. 
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 immediately follow the firft, treat concerning the principles pofterior 
to the one. And the four confequent to thefe prove that, one being taken 
away, all that was exhibited in the four prior hypothefes muft entirely perifh. 
For fince the fecond demonftrates that, if that one fubfifts which is conjoinea 
with being, every order of foul muft fubfift ; the feventh declares that, if thit 
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 fubfift, which in a certain refpect participate of 
one being,— the eighth hypothefis fhows that, if this one being has no fubfift­
ence, what we now call fenfible natures would be only fhadows and dreams, 
without any formal diftinction or fubftance whatever. And laftly, fince the 
fifth hypothefis admojiifhes us that, if this one being fubfifts, matter will 

vox. in. F fubfift, 
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fubfift, not indeed participating of one being fo far as being, but confidered 
a« one; the ninth hypothefis at length fhows that, if this one being is taken 
away, not even the fhadow of any thing could poftibly fubfift. 

Thus far Plutarch; who likewife obferves that this dialogue was confi­
dered as divine by the antients; and declares that the preceding 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 perfectly exhibited in this part of the dia­
logue ; that all the diftributions of the divine natures are unfolded in con­
nected continuity; and that this i« nothing elfe than the celebrated genera-
tion of the Gods, and every kind of exiflence, from the ineffable and unknown 
caufi of the univerfe. For the antients by generation meant nothing more 
than the proceffion of things from their caufe ; and hence the firft caufe was 
fymbolically called by Orpheus time,—becaufe, fays Proclus, where there is 
generation, there time has a fubfiftence. 

Thatfirft 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 pofTefs any power or charadteriftic 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 progreffion 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 manner an intelligible and 
intellectual 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 intellectual effence is a God, enjoying 

A divine 
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divine iniity as the very flower of its nature, and as that which conjoins it 
with the ineffable one. And as every thing is eftablifhed in its own fpecies 
through form, and as we derive the characteriftic of our nature from foul, 
fo every God becomes that which he 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 proceflion 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 intellection 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 intellections, 
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 advance in negations to excite by a certain ama-
torial affection the divine vigour of our unity; trufting that by this means 
we may enjoy divine unity, when we have difmiffed the motion of reafon 
and the multiplicity of intelligence, and tend through unity alone to the one 
itfelf, and through love to the fujireme and inejfable good. 

It may likewife be clearly fhown, and will be immediately obvious to 
thofe who underftand the following dialogue, that the moft antient poets, 
priefts, and philofophers, have delivered one and the fame theology, though 
in different modes. The firft of thefe, through fabulous names and a more 
vehement diction ; 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 dialectic 
epithets, as Plato. Hence we fhall find that the Mther, Chaos, Phanes, and 
Jupiter, of Orpheus ; the father, power, intellecl, and twice beyond of the 
Chaldaeans ; the monad, duad, tetrad, and decad, of Pythagoras ; and the one 
being, the whole, infinite^ multitude, and famenefs and difference of Plato, re-

F 2 fpectively, 
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Ipe&ively, fignify the fame divine proceffions from the ineffable principle of 
things. 

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

THE 
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PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE. 

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

SCENE, the CERAMICUS1. 

^ T H E N 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, I am glad to fee you (fays he), Cephalus; 
and if you are in want of any thing here, in which we are able to aflift you, 
I beg you would inform me. Upon which I replied, I 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 
principally 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, Zeno, and Parmenides had with each other, 
and which had frequently been heard by Pythodorus. You fpeak the truth 

* See the Introduction. 
(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 accomplish: for the young man has 
made them the fubjeft of vehement meditation ; and now with his grand­
father, who bears the fame name as himfelf, very much applies himfelf to 
equeftrian affairs. But if it is necefTary, we will go 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 furnifhed in a pro­
per manner. But as foon as the fmith was gone, and the brothers had told 
him the caufe of our arrival, Antiphon 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. Antiphon, therefore, faid that Pythodorus related 
that Zeno and Parmenides once came to celebrate the great Panathenaja: 
that Parmenides was very much advanced in years, extremely hoary, but of 
a beautiful and venerable afpecl, 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 bofom 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, defiling 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 himfelf read to them. And Pythodorus further 
related that it happened Parmenides was gone out; and that but a fmall 
part of the difcourfe remained unfinifhed, when he himfelf entered, together 
with Parmenides and Ariftotle, who was one 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 Zeno. 

He further added, that Socrates, upon hearing the latter part of Zeno's 
difcourfe, entreated him to repeat the firft hypothefis of his firft difcourfe ; 
and that, when he had repeated it, Socrates laid—How is it you aflert, O 
Zeno, that if beings are many, it is requifite that the fame things fhould be 
both fimilar and diffimilar ? But that this is impoffible. For neither can 
things diffimilar be fimilar, nor things fimilar be diffimilar. Is not this 

what 
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what you alTert ? Zeno anfwered, It is. If, therefore, it is impoffible that 
diffimilars mould be fimilar, and fimilars diffimilar, is it not impoflible that 
many things fhould 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 the 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 wifh 
to connect himfelf in the bands of friendfliip with you, but to agree with 
you likewife in fentiments concerning "he doctrines of the prefent difcourfe. 
For Zeno, in a certain refpect, has written the fame as yourfelf; though, by 
changing certain particulars, he endeavours to deceive us into an opinion 
that his affertions are different from yours. For you in your poems affert 
that the univerfe is one; and you produce beautiful and excellent arguments 
in fupport of this opinion : but Zeno f: 3 that the many is not, and delivers 
many and mighty arguments in defence, of this affertion. As, therefore, you 
affert that the one is, and he, that the 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 perfectly 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
cealed from you, that this difcourfe is not in every refpect fo venerable, 
that it was compofed, as you fay, for the purpofe of concealing its real 
doctrines from men, as if effecting a thing of great importance : yet you 
have fpoken fomething of that which happens to be the cafe. But indeed 
the truth of the matter is this : Thefe writings were compofed for the 
purpofe of affording a certain affiftance to the doftrine of Parmenides, 
againft thofe who endeavour to defame it by attempting to fhow that if the 
one is many, ridiculous confequences muft attend fuch an opinion ; and that 
things contrary to the afTertion mnft enfue. This writing, therefore, con­

tradicts 
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tradicts thofe who fay that the many is, and oppofes this and many other 
opinions ; as it is defirous to evince that the hypothefis which defends the 
fubfiftence of the many is attended with more ridiculous confequences than 
that which vindicates the fubfiftence of the one, if both are fufficiently 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 confult whe­
ther or not it fhould 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 I have faid, you do not conjecture amifs. I admit it (fays Socrates) ; and 
I think the cafe is juft as you have flared 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 diffimilar? 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 ? And 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 fhould fhow that fimilars themfelves become diffi­
milar, or diffimilars 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; nor again, if any one fhould evince that all things are one, through 
their participating of the one, and at the fame time many, through their par­
ticipating multitude. But I fhould very much wonder if any one fhould 
fhow that that which is one is many, and that the many is one ; and in a fimilar 
manner concerning all the reft: for, doubtlefs, he would produce a proper 
fubject 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 fhow that I myfelf am both one and many ? and fhould prove 
his affertion by faying, when he wifhes to affert that I am many, that the 
parts on the right hand of me are different from thofe on the left, the ante-* 

rior 
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rlor from the pofterior, and in like manner the upward from the downward 
parts (for I think that I participate of mul t i tude) : but when he dcfires to 
fhow that I am one, fhould fay, that as we arc feven in number , I am one 
man , and participate of the one f fo that he would by this means evince the 
t ru th of both thefe affertions. If any one, therefore, fhould endeavour to 
fhow that ftones, wood, and all fuch particulars, arc both many and one, we 
fhould fay that he exhibits to our view fuch things as are many and one, but 
that he does not affert that the 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 fhould, in the firft place, diftribute the forms of things, concerning 
which I have juft been fpeaking, feparating them efTentially apart from each 
other, fuch as fimilitude and diffimilitude, multitude and the one, and the reft 
of this kind, and fhould afterwards fhow himfelf able to mingle and feparate 
them in themfelves, 1 mould be aftonifhed (fays h e ) , O Z e n o , in a wonder­
ful manner . But it appears to me that v/e fhould ftrenuoufty labour in the 
inveftigation of thefe par t icu lars : yet I fhould be much aftonifhed if any one 
could folve this doubt, which is fo profoundly involved in fpecies; fo as to 
be 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 objects, 
and which you have already diicuffed. 

Pythodorus faid, that when Socrates had thus fpoken, he thought that 
Parmenides and Zeno fcemed to be indignant at the feveral particulars of 
Socrates's difcourfe ; but that they beftowed the greateft at tention on what 
he faid, and frequently looking at each other fmiled, as wonder ing at So­
crates : and that , in confequence of his ceafing to fpeak, Parmenides faid— 
How worthy, O Socrates, of admiration is your ardour in the purfuit of 
liberal difciplincs ! Tel l me , therefore, have you feparated, as you fay, cer­
tain fpecies apart by themfelves, and likewife the participants of thefe fpecies 
apart? And does there appear to you to be a certain fimilitude feparate 
from that fimilitude which we pofTefs, and a certain one and many, and all 
fuch other particulars, which you have juft now heard mentioned by Zeno ? 
T h a t Socrates faid, So it appears to me. And (that Parmenides faid) does 
it alfo appear to you, that there is a certain fpecies or form of juft ice, itfelf 
jubiilting by iticlf; likewife of beauty and the good, and every thing of this 
kind? T h a t Socrates faid, It docs. And likewife of all fuch things as we 

vox,, i n . Q are 



4'2 T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 

are compofed f r o m : fo that there is a certain form of man 1 , or of fire, or 
water f T h a t Socrates anfvvcred—I have often been in doubt, O Parme­
nides, concerning thefe ; whe ther it is necefTary to fpeak of them in the fame 
m a n n e r as of the former particulars, or in a different manner . And do you 
doubt, O Socrates, whether it is necefTary 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 th ing elfe which is vile and abject ; and that thefe forms 
are different from the particulars wi th which we are convcrfant ? T h a t 
Socrates faid, I do not by any means think that the forms of thefe can be 

1 It is necefTary, fays Proclus, that immovable caufes of all things which have a perpetual fub­
fiftence in the univerfe fhould prefubfift in the intellect 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 intellectual caufes; and 
the progreflion of all things from thence is not immediately into thefe material genera. For it 
was not lawful for intellectual, eternal, and immaterial caufes to generate material particulars, 
which have a various fubfiftence ; fince every progreflion is effected through fimilitude; and prior 
to things which are feparated from their caufe as much as polTible, fuch things NS arc conjoined 
with, and are more clearly aflimilated to, it, muft have a fubfiftence. From man itfelf therefore, 
or the ideal man in the demiurgic intellect, there will be, in the firft place, a certain cclcftial 
man; afterwards an empyrean, an aerial, 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 itfelf. There is 
alfo another feries from horfe itfelf 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. 

3 "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 eflences, and of fuch things ;is contribute 
to the perfection of thefe : for the good, the effential, and the perpetual, eminently pertain to forms ; 
the firfl of thefe being derived from the firft caufe, the fecond from the higheft being, and the 
third from eternity. From tiiefe three elements, therefore, we may define what things are gene­
rated according to a piradigmatic intellectual caufe, and what tilings fubfift indeed from other 
principle?, 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 an indefinite mixture of two elements, 
earth and water, and is not generated according to aphyfical reafon, or productive 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, becaufe there are no 
ideas of degenerations, detriments, and evils, which either arile from a confluence of divulfcd 
caufes, or from cur actions and paihons. 

6 different 
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different from thofe which are the objects of our infpection : but is it not 
vehemently abfurd to think that there is a certain form of thefe ? For this 
has formerly difturbed m e , whether or not fomething o f this kind does not 
take place about every t h ing : but , after having been fixed for fome t ime in 
this opinion, I have haftily w itlulrawn m y f e l f and fled away ; fearing left, 
falling into a certain abyfs of trifles, I mould u U e r l y pcrifh and be loft ; but , 
returning from thence , I have ferioufly applied myfelf to confider thofe par­
ticulars, to which, as we have juft now affertcd, forms belong. T h a t Par­
menides then faid, You are as vet but a young man r , O Socrates, a n d 
Philofophy has not yet received you into her embraces : for, in my opinion, 
when you are received by her, you will not defpife any of thefe particulars : 
but now, on account of your juvenile age, you regard the opinions of 
men. 

Tell m e , then, does it appear to you, as you fay, that there are certain 
forms, of which other things participating 1 retain the appellations ; as, for 

inftance, 

1 Parmenides, as Proclus juftly obferves, in correcting this conception of Socrates, reproves in 
what he now fays thofe who confider thefe little and vile particulars as without a caufe. For 
everything which is generated, as Tirnxus fays, is neceflarily generated from fome caufe, fince 
it is perfectly impoflible that it fhould be generated 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 arc 
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 fmall from providence, fee 
nothing difhonourable, 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. 

3 The difcourfe of Parmenides, fays Proclus is perfective of, evolves and elevates, the concep­
tions of Socrates; praifing, indeed, his unperverted conceptions, but perfecting fuch as are im­
perfect, and diftinelly unfolding fuch as are confufed. But as there arc four problems concern­
ing ideas, as wc have obferved in the Introduction, with refpect to their fubfiftence Parmenides 
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 firft caufe. He proceeds, therefore, fupemally from the moft totaj 

G 2 forms, 
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inftancc, that fuch things as participate of jimilituik arc fimilar s ; of / / ; ^ r -

»/V»d? r , great; and that the participants of and juflice arc beautiful 
and 

forms, through the more partial, ami fuch as are moft individual, to fuch things as do not fubfift 
according to an intellectual form, but originate from the monad of all BEINGS, or, in other words, 
being itfelf. Hence truly proceeding as far us to the laft of things, and fufpcnding all things 
from a paternal caufe, and perfecting the conceptions of Socrates concerning thefe, he proceeds 
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 maieutic or obftetric, and does not confute, and 
is piraftic, or explorative, but not vindicative. It differs, however, 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 •, according to each of thefe forms perfecting and elevating Socrates, 
and diftinctly unfolding his conceptions refpecting thefe particulars. Such, then, is the mode of 
the difcourfe, calling forth fpontaneous conceptions, accurately expanding fuch as arc imperfect, 
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 upwards all 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 the divine Proclus as our leader in this arduous inveftigation. 

The participations of intellectual forms are aflimilated to the reprefentations in a mirror ; 
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 impreffions in wax. For ideas impart a certain veftige 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 paflivity fenfibly, as the wax 
does in the latter inftance. Hence fome of the Platonic philofophers, confidering matter as im-
paflive in the participation of forms, aflimilate it to a minor, but call forms images and repre­
fentations. Others again, confidering matter as paflive, fay, that it is impreffed like the wax 
by the feal, and call forms the pajftons of matter. 

Forms alfo are faid to be like the fimilitudes of icons, whether effected by the painter's, or the 
plaitic, or any other art. For thefe forms, being fafhioncd by a divine artificer, are faid to be 
fimilar to divine forms; and hence the whole fenfible order is called the icon of the intelli nble. 
But this aflertion differs from the former, fo far as this feparate.; the maker from the exemplar; 

but 
1 Magnitude here, as Proclus well obferves, is not fuch as that of which geometricians fpeak ; 

for they denominate whatever poffefles interval magnitude, whether it be line, fuperficics, or folid. 
But Plato does not denominate the form which is the caufe of every interval, magnitude, but that 
which according to every genus imparts tranfandenc\ to things. 
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and jujlf 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 imperfect confidered by itfelf, and inca­
pable of reprefenting to our intellectual conceptions the whole truth reflecting this participation. 
For, in the firft place, confider, as to the mirror, that the countenance beheld m it turns itfelf 
towards the mirror, while, on the contrary, an intellectual caufe beholds itfelf, and does not 
direct its vifion to outward objects. Tf, too, the mirror appears to pofTefs a communication of 
fomething, but in reality does not, (for the rays are reflected back to the countenance,) it is 
evident that this alfo is foreign from the participation of divine forms ; for, as they are perfectly 
incorporeal, nothing can be feparated from them and diftributed into matter. 

In the fecond place, if we confider the impreflions in wax, we {hall find, that both that which 
impreffes externally impreffes, and that which is paflive to the impreflion is externally paflive ; 
but form pervades through the whole of the fubject matter, and operates internally. For na­
ture fafhions 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 firft place, forms fafhion the whole of the fubject 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 each 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, ajji-
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 poflefs 
an efficacious 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 fhoit 
of the whole characteriftic. 

It is requifite, therefore, in order to this participation, to confider AS the caufes by which it 
is effected, the efficacious 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 efficacious 
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 fufficient without the productive energy of forms; for defire and aptitude ATE of 
themfelves imperfect. The prolific efllnce, therefore, of the demiurgic intellect 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 1 is 

one 
efficacious energy, which the fubject nature of fenfibles receives. But, in effecting this participa­
tion, it neither makes ufe of impulfions, for it is incorporeal; nor of any indefinite impetus, as 
we do, for it is impaflive; 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, intellection there con­
curring with effence: fo that, according as he intellectually perceives, he fabricates •, and, accord­
ing as he fabricates, intellectually perceives. Hence, too, that which is generated is always 

generated by him ; for, in effential productions, that which is generated is every where confub-
fiftent with its maker. In confequence of this, in things fubfiiling according to time, form, in 
the fudden, fupervenes its fubject matter, whatever has been effected previous to its prefence alone 
removing the impediments to its reception. For, thefuddtn imitates according to the now, the 
at-once-collected and eternal generation of all things through the aptitude of the recipient. 

If, again, we defire to fee what it is which connects demiurgic power with the aptitude of re­
cipients, we ftiall find it is goodnefs itfelf, this being the caufe of all poflible union. For, parti­
cipations proceed to mundane caufes through a defire of good ; and demiurgic forms, through 
goodnefs, make their progreflions into fecondary natures, imitating the inexhauftible and exube­
rant fountain of all good, which, through its own tranfeendent 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 receive the illuminations of forms. But, partici­
pation fubfifting according to thefe caufes, we may perceive how it is poflible to aflimilate it to 
reprefentations in a mirror, and to refietlion. For aptitude and defire, which are imparted to fen­
fible natures from on high, become the caufes of their being again convened to the fources whence 
they were deriyed. This participation too may, after another manner, be aflimilated to a feal. 

For the efficacious power of divine caufes imparts a veflige 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 effects fomething of this kind. For in a certain 
refpect he congregates the fubject and the paradigm ; fince, when this is accomplished, he pro­
duces an impreflion fimilar 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 characteriftic peculiarity of thefe unapparent 
and divine caufes cannot be circurnferibed by the nothingnefs of corporeal natures. 

1 He who inveftigates 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 effects 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 
fubfift in matter ? Becaufe however, fenfible3 preferve the idiom according to which the juji 

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

but 

in the intelligible world is called the jufl, or the beautiful the beautiful; through this again they 
may be faid to participate of wholes, and not of parts. Thus, for infhnce, the idiom of the beau~ 

tiful is every where and in all things ; but in one place it is intellectually, and in another mate­
rially prefent. And it is evident that the participations of more perfect natures are more abun­
dant than of thofe more remote from perfection; and that fome things participate according to 
many, and others according to a few, powers. For, let the beautiful itfelf be an inUlleclual vital 

form the caufe of fymmetry. Form, therefore, and that which is effective of fymmetryy 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 intellectual 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 fplendour of beauty is feen in 
gold, and in certain ftones. Some things, therefore, participate of the intellectual and vital 
nature of the beautiful', otliers of its vital feparate from its intellectual 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 fpeak to thofe who are able to lock to the 
incorporeal cfTence of forms. But to thofe who are of opinion that the participation is corpo­
real, we mull 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. For a corporeal power being in a 
fubject will thus belong to fubjects, and be feparate from itfelf, fince it will be both in one and 
many. And, with refpect to a body, it is impoflible 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 thofe of the fpheres in which the planets 
are carried, but it is impoffible for the fame body to be at the fame time in many places. And 
hence it is impoftible for a whole to be in many fubjects corporeally. 

But, fays Proclus, if you wifh to perceive the accuracy of Plato's didticn in a manner adapted 
to theological peculation, divide the words, and fay as follows: — Since forms firft fubfift in the 
paradigm of intelligibles, as we learn in theTimaeus, each of the firft forms will be one, and being, 

and a whole. And being fuch, it is impoffible 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 mould 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 1 , this being one and the fame, is col­
lectively 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 collectively prefent in many places, in a very pleafant 
manner ; juft as if, covering many men with a veil, you mould 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 fubfift together with each man, or a different part 
of it with each individual ? A different part only. That Parmenides faid, 
Thefe 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 themfelves: 
for that which is fomething belonging to one thing is not capable of belonging to another. 

1 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 mould 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. 'On (XEV ex rov Cuvavoc \oyov TO vapahiyfjuz s»x>ipE, JUAOV EXEIVOJ yap ^uaat 

0ou\Ofjt.tvo$ OTTWJ ra ?roX?.a /LCETEXE' Tivog EVOJ, xai oux tariv tpri/xa evog, xav fttt&rrixei TroppooTaTu ait a*M*cov, 
EITEV ev TOJ avTa "Koyu fxiav ov7av rw \iuxt>Tr\ra irotpuvcti xai r.pw TOIJ avriirocriv, bvrox; u( tu$po\w xai TY\V 

y\y.tp<xv. Parmenides, however, corrects Socrates, as no longer preferving, by the example of day, 
form one and the fame ; but as introducing the partible inftead 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 tire intention of Zeno's difcourfe was not to afcend to feparate form, but to lead his 
auditors to that form which fubfifts with, and is infeparable from, the many. 

a Every thing fenfible is a multitude which has an adventitious one, but form is a certain one 
comprehending multitude uniformly. For in divine natures progreftion begins from the one, 
and from hyparxis ; fince, if multitude fubfifts prior to the one, the one will be adventitious. 
From thefe things alfo, fays Proclus, you may underftand how fables aflert that there are certain 
divifions and lacerations of the Gods, when they are divifibly participated by fecondary natures, 
which diftribute the impartible caufes 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 afTert that one form is in reality divided, 
and that neverthelefs it is ftill one ? That Socrates faid, By no means. 
For fee (faid Parmenides), whether upon dividing magnitude 1 itfelf, it 
would not be abfurd that each of the many things which are great, fhould 
be great by a part of magnitude lefs than magnitude itfelf? Entirely fo, faid 
Socrates. 

1 Parmenides, fays Proclus, wifhing to (how the abfurdity of admitting that a formal eflence is 
partible, difcourfes concerning magnitude, equality, and parvitude, becaufe each 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 prefcrve the fame 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 thofe 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 mud be impartible, which do not introduce together with themfelves 
fuch a conception; fuch as are the juft itfelf, the beautiful itfelf, 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 very properly 
forms the demonftration, and, in the firft place, about magnitude. 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 itfelf is lefs and fmaller. But it is 
fuppofed that things which participate of the great are great, and that things which participate of 
the fmall are fmall. 

Let us however confider magnitude itfelf by itfelf, apart from corporeal divifion. Do we not, 
therefore, fay that it has multitude, and is not one alone ? But, if it has multitude, (hall 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 whole will confift from parts unadapted to it. It is necefTary, 
therefore, that the parts as it were of magnitude itfelf fhould 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 
each part of equal ftrength with the whole. Hence we muft conceive that magnitude itfelf has 
twofold powers, one of which inferts tranfeendency in incorporeals with refpect to incorporeals; 
for in thefe there is a certain magnitude, and the other in bodies with refpect to bodies. So 
that, though form poflefles abundance of power, yet it does not depart from its proper idiom in 
the multitude of the powers which it contains. By fpcculating intellectually in this manner 
parts and wholes in ideas, we fliall avoid the abfurdities with which Parmenides fhows the fpecu­
lation of them in a corporeal manaer is attended. 

VOL, III. H But 
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But what then? Can that which participates a part of equal1 itfelf, he 
equal to any thing by this its part of equality, which is lefs than equal itfelf? 

1 Magnitude itfelf is the fo'urce of tranfcendency and exempt perfection to all things, whether 
fuch tranfcendency and perfection be intellectual, or vital, or fubfifting with interval. But the 
equal is the caufe of harmony and analogy to all things : for from equality, as we (hall fhow in 
the Additional Notes to the Timscus, all the mediums are derived, as well thofe belonging to the 
foul and fuch as are phyfical, as thofe that are mathematical; and the end of it is friendfhip and 
union. Since therefore the demiurgus, in adorning the univerfe, employed all the mediums, and 
the arithmetical, geometrical, and harmonic bonds proceeding from thefe, it may be fafely in­
ferred that the one intellectual 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, fo the equality which is there, generates all the mediums or middles which are here ; 
fince alfo the equality which is contained in our dianoctic part generates the mathematical 
mediums. But, if this be the cafe in images, much more in intellectual forms is equality the 
prolific fource of all the variety of mediums which proceed about the world. Equality, there­
fore, is the caufe of thefe 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 fubjedtion. 
It appears, indeed, that all beings are adorned from this triad of forms, as they impart tran­
fcendency to fuperior natures, fubjedtion 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 indiflbluble feries of 
wholes are generated according to this triad. For every feries requires thefe three, viz. tran­

fcendency, co-crdinaticn and fubjeclion. So that, if there are certain progrefhons of every form from 
on high, as far as to the laft of things, and which, together with communion, preferve the di-
flinction between things fecond and firft, they are perfected 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 lefTer is no longer lcffer, but equal. It ought not however to be fo; 
fince it is agreed that forms give the appellations of themfelves to fenfibles. Hence that which 
participates of the leffer muft not be called equal, but lefTer; nor muft that which participates of 
the equal be called lefTer, but equal; nor that which participates of the greater be denominated 
equal or lefTer, but greater. If, therefore, we direct our view to equality itfelf as an incorporeal 
elTence, we muft fay that being one it contains in itfelf the caufes of all equalities, viz. of the 
equality in weights, in corporeal mafTes, in multitudes, in dignities and in generations ; fo that 
each of fuch-like particulars, which arc all-various, is a certain equal, pofTefhog 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 poflefTes a lefTer power than other forms, participates of par­
vitude. Parvitude itfelf alfo, fo far as it furpafTcs 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 muff. pofTefs a part of this fmall 
quantity ; and that which is fmall itfelf1 will be greater than this, this fmall 

quantity 
1 Parvitude itfelf may be confidered as that which is the fburcc of fubjccYion in all forms, or 

it may be faid to be that which fupplies impartiality, connected 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 
compreffed and connectedly contained in their indivifible caufes ; the whole world is one, and 
pofiefTes the whole of its life converging in one thing, the middle; and from this the poles and 
centres, and all impartible fections, and contacts 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 
mould be greater. For we now confider parvitude itfelf by itfelf, without any connection 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 from the whole of the fmall 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 paflage in the fame manner as our aflbciate 
Pericles. For, to whatever the part taken away from the fmall is added, this muft necciTarily 
become greater ; but, by adding to that fame thing the remaining part of the fmall 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, therefore, to think that the fmall can be divided. Proclus 
adds, that the prefent paflage to fome appeared fo difficult, that they confidered it as fpurious. 
The words of Parmenides however, by introducing certain ablations and additions, evince that 
the participation which he reprobates is corporeal. 

But we may aflert in common, fays Proclus, reflecting thefe three forms, magnitude, parvi­
tude, and equality, or rather concerning all forms at once, that they are impartible, and are 
allotted an incorporeal eflence. For every thing corporeal, being bounded according to interval, 
cannot after the fame manner be prefent to things greater and lefTer; but the equal,, the greater, 
the lefTer, and, in a fimilar manner, every other form are prefent to their participants, whatever 
interval they may pofTefs. All forms, therefore, are without interval. For the fame reafon they 
are alfo cftablifhed above all place; fince without impediment they are every where prefent to 
their participants. But tilings which fubfift in place are naturally deftitute of this unimpeded 
prefenee : for ir is impoflible that they can be participated by all things which are arrauged in 
different phces. In like manner, forms are entirely expanded above all time : for they arc 
prefent untemporally and collectively to all things; fince generations themfelves are certain pre­
parations which precede the participations of forms. And generations indeed fubfift in time, but 

H 2 forms 
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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 fmaller, and not greater than it was before. That Socrates faid— 
This cannot take place. But after what manner * then, O Socrates, can 

individuals 

forms give the participations of themfelves to generated natures, in an inftant, impartibly, with­
out being in any refpect 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 efTence which is contained in eternity. 

1 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 victory in difputation, 
"fenfibles, therefore, do not participate ̂  of forms," but he excites Socrates, and calls forth his 
intellect to the difcovery of the mod proper mode of participation. But we have already obferved' 
that whole and part are not to be confidered corporeally, but in a manner accommodated to« 
immaterial and intellectual ciTences. Senfibles, therefore, participate both the whole and ths 
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 receive 
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 
ccleflial lion is intellectual, 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 celcftial. For one form, and communion according 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 aj daemons,, or other 
animals. For certain feries pervade from the intellectual Gods to the heavens,, and again from 
the heavens into generation or the fublunary realms, being changed according to each of the 
elements, 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 oi 
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 

4 ticipaU 
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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 refpecl an eafy matter to define a 
cireumftance 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 pToper paradigms. For image is to its paradigm, as a part to the 
whole. And if anyone, admitting this expofition, examines what has been already delivered 
concerning ideas, none of thofe impombilities will follow, which fome of the antients have 
confidered as the inevitable confequences of the doctrine of ideas*. For, will it any longer be 
impoffible that the fame thing fhould be in all things, if we admit that an immaterial and intel­
lectual form fubfifting in itfelf, and requiring no feat nor place, is equally prefent to all things 
which are able to participate it ? Will it be impofhble that efTentially 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 lefTer ? 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 perfection ; but 
the equal itfelf is greater than this, fo far as it is more perfect in power.' In fhort, with refpect 
to each of thefe three forms, fince they are exempt from their participants, meafure their eflence, 
and impart the caufe of fubjedtion to them -r according to exempt tranfcendency, each employs 
magnitude itfelf; according to a meafuring power, the equal itfelf; and according to the gift of 
fubjedtion, parvitude itfelf. All, therefore, co-operate with each other in the gifts which they 
impart to fecondary natures. For, if magnitude itfelf imparts a power which extends to all 
things, but parvitude impartiality, they are connafcent with each other ; Gnee then pervadinĝ  
more impartibly to a great number of particulars, they are impartible in a greater degree r and 
both are in a greater degree equal, by being efpecially the meafures both of themfelves and 
others. There is nothing, therefore, abfurd, nothing impoffible, if whole and part are confidered. 
in a manner adapted to the nature of forms ; but alt things follow appropriately to the hypothefis. 
Whence alfo Parmenides appears continually to afk Socrates, how fenfibles participate of, and 
how whole and part are to be furveyed in, fcrms, elevating him tQ the moft true conceptions 
concerning ideas. 

1 From what has been already delivered (fays Proclus) it is fufEcicntly evident that forms are 
not participated in a corporeal 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. In the Sophifta, therefore, it is fhown that the 
one 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 intcllecluctlforms have an impartible fubfiftence : and in the Laws,. 

that 
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think them to be one great thing. That then Socrates faid, You fpeak the 
truth. But what if you confider the great 1 itfelf and other things which 

are 
that fouls are incorporeal through their felf-motive hypoftafis. Thefe, however, are the thice 
orders prior to fenfibles, viz. the order of fouls, the order of intelletlual 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 productive principles, which are coordinate 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 aflert, 
that the mode of participation is indeed incorporeal, but poflefles fomething common with its 
participants. For if, together with incorporeal participation, we alfo confider the things partici­
pated as perfectly exempt from their participants, there will no longer any doubt remain con­
cerning the participation \ fince thefe two, things produce the doubt, the corporeal mode of being 
prefent, and the pofleflion of fomething common between ideas and their participants, to which 
Socrates looking in the Phaedo fays, that it is dubious whether participation is the prefeuce 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 fame time they verge to bodies, and do 

not' 
1 Ideas 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 
forjns, and in forms, till we arrive at felf-fubfiftent and firft natures. For how, through things 
indefinite and formlefs, can we arrive at form and bound ? Afcending, indeed, from things ma­
terial to fpermatic reafons, we (hall find fomething common in them, but which is imperfect; 
and proceeding from thefe to caufes fubfifting in foul, we (hall perceive that the effective 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 thefe and fenfibles. For thefe true forms are perfect, and 
their energy is incorporeal and eternal, and is above all generation. For the characterises of all 
generation are the imperfect from itfelf, the partible, the temporal, from which forms being 
purified, they are liberated from all fenfibles, and pofTefs 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 refpect 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 themfelves, 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 

neceffarily 
not connect them exemptly. Hence, alfo, phyfical reafons are 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 all thefe, we 
conceive that there is a certain fomething 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 TO oitaQai, TO oofa, 

TO 0W1, TO nyn, and the like, which could not be employed about things which are objects of 
fcience, but are only adapted to phyfical concerns. In like manner we muft fay, with refpect to 
men, that we fee 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 productive principles of nature, 
generative of the apparent man, and that thus the many participate of the one, as of phyfical 
reafon proceeding into matter; 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 perfection of ideas, which is 
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 necefTary 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 dianoelically : for thefe knowledges are not connate with in­
tellectual monads, which neither belong to the objects of opinion, nor to thofe of the dianoetic 
part, as we learn from the fixth book of the Republic. But it is fit that we fhould furvey the 
fimple and uniform cfTence of forms through intellectual intuition. Nor muft we conceive that 
the one in thefe fubfifts according to compofition from the many, or by an abftraction from par­
ticulars : for the intellectual number of forms proceeds from the good and the one, and does not 
depart from a union and alliance adapted to the caufe which gave it fubfiftence. Hence, Socrates 
in the Phiiebus, at one time calls ideas unities, and at another time monads. For, confidered 
with relation to the one, they are monads, becaufe each is a multitude, fince it is a certain being, 
life, and intellectual form ; but confidered with relation to their productions, and the feries to 
which they give fubfiftence, they are unities; for things pofterior to them are multiplied, and from 
their impartible efTence become partible. If, therefore, that which is characterized by unity in 
forms is exempt from the many, it is evident that the knowledge of intellect, which is profoundly 
one, is fufficient to the apprehenfion of the one of forms. Whether, therefore, there is a multi­
tude of participants, it does not multiply 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-

kaual 
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neceffarily feem to be great ? It feems fo. Hence, another form of magni­
tude will become apparent, befides magnitude itfelf and its participants: and 

befides 
lectual forms remains eternally the fame. For they are neither connumerated with their effects, 
nor do they give completion to their eflence; fince, if they fubfifted in their productions, they 
could not be beheld as the principle of them, and as their prolific caufe. For, in fhort, every 
thing whicji is fomething belonging to another cannot be a caufe, fimply confidered; fince every 
true caufe is exempt from its effects, and is eftablilhed in itfelf and from itfelf, feparate from its 
participants. He, therefore, who is willing to pafs from thefe fenfiblesj and every way divided 
natures, to forms themfelves, rrrafl permit intellect inftead of opinion to be the leader of the 
way, and muft contemplate every form uncoordinated and unmingled with objects of fenfe; 
•neither conceiving that they pofTefs 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 connumerated 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 intellectual boundaries 
themfelves, he beholds fn thefe felf-fubfifling, moft fimple, and eternal natures, the definite 
derivation of forms. Parmenides, therefore, gradually evinces that primary are expanded 
above divifible forms, and all that is mingled and connumerated with thcfc, and this according 
to a wonderful tranfcendency of nature. 

And here, what Socrates obferves in the Phsedo refpecting the participation of forms, is wor­
thy of admiration: for he there fays, that he cannot yet ftrenuoufly affirm 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 it is impoflible 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. If, 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 latter 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, that form is different from its 
participant, but poflefies 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 manner, but, from that which is com­
mon in form and its participant, again afcends to fomething elfe which is more common than the 
one form, and the many by which it is participated. He alone, therefore, can aflign a fcicntific 
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 efTcnce. 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 a 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 perfectly exempt from their participants. Corporeal prefence, however, obfeures a prefence 
every way impartible. Bodies therefore, are things incapable of being wholly in many things; 
but efTentially 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 blofibms of matter, as they were faid to 
be by the Stoics ; nor muft it be granted that they confift from a comixture of fimple elements; 
nor that they have the fame elTence with fpermatic reafons. For all thefe things evince their 
fubfiftence to be corporeal, imperfect:, and divifible. Whence, then, on fuch an hypothefis, is 
perfection derived to things imperfect ? Whence union to things every way diffipated? Whence 
is a never-failing cfTcnce prefent with things perpetually generated, unlefs the incorporeal and 
all-perfect order of forms has a fubfiftence prior to thefe ? Others again, of the antients, fays 
Proclus, al êd that which is common in particulars as the caufe of the permanency in forms: 
for man gen les man, and the fimilar is produced from the fimilar. They ought, however, at 
the fame time o have directed their attention to that which gives fubfiftence to what is common 
in particular . for, as we have before obferved, true caufes are exempt from their effects. That 
which is c .imon, therefore, in particulars, may be aflimilated to one and the fame feal which 
is imprellcd 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 imprefTes this feal in the wax ? For 
matter is analogous to the wax, the fenfible man to the type, and that which is Common in par­
ticulars, and verges to things, to the ring itfelf. What elfe, then, can we aflign as the caufe of 
this, than nature proceeding through matter, and thus giving form to that which is fenfible, by 
her own inherent reafons ? 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 intellect will be analogous to the foul which im­
prefTes the wax through the hand and the ring 5 which intellect 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 necefTary, therefore, to ftop at the things common 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 ? And 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-

VOL, I I I . 

* Sec the fpeech of Diotima in the Banquet. 
I duced 
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TITUDE. BUI THAT UPON THIS SOCRATES REPLIED, PERHAPS, O PARMENIDES, EACH 

OF THEFE FORMS IS NOTHING MORE THAN AN INTELLE&UAL conception WHICH 

OUGHT 

disced 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 necefTary, therefore, 
that there fhould be another caufe of fimilars prior to fimilars; and hence it is necefTary 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 caufe, he manifefts from what follows. For if, looking to thefe things 
which are common, we with, beginning from thefe, to fafhion ideas, in confequence of recur­
ring 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 unefTential, and of fuch as have no fubfiftence, fuch as an animal min­
gled from a goat and flag, (rooty•EXaQos), or an animal mingled from a horfe and centaur, (IWOKEV-
Twpos) > for there are alfo things common jn thefe, and thus we fhall eftablifh 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. If, therefore, we fafhion certain ideas from thefe, we fhall often make infinities, 
though it is requifite that ideas fhould be lefs numerous than their participants, the participants 
of each, at the fame time, being many. Very properly, therefore, does Parmenides direct the 
mode of tranfition to ideas, as not being fcientific, if it proceeds from the things common in fen­
fibles i for it will always be poflible to conceive different things common, and thus to proceed ad 
infinitum. But this is evident from the words that immediately follow. 

1 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, 
(vwfAct ^vx«*cv), 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; no* 
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 coth-

ception (von/tot), we muft not think that he afTerts it to be that which is the object of intellectual 
vifion, v t o vooufitvcv) in the fame manner as we call that which is apprehended by fenfe Jenftble 
(if cujQvfMa fans* t o rr> aurQrmi Xnnrou); 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. ( 'Ovtw voy-ta XeyopEvov «$ Sewpjua t i xai hypa EV rat; -\>v%a^ eyyivo-

fitvov mioi ruv o^oy/jLccri^ofAtvuv xai SEOEISCOV TTfayparuv). This conception, therefore, he fays is ingenerated 

in fouls, through the word ingenerated, (tyymo-Qat), manifefling that it does not fubfift in them ejfen-

tially* And this is that form of pofterior origin ( t o vo-ttpoymi tifos), which fome of the followers 
4 «* 
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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 efTentially in fouls, and does not derive its fubfiftence from an 
abftraction from fenfibles. Looking to this efTential 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 efTential 
reafon of the foul: for it is more obfcure than the many in fenfibles, as being pofterior and not 
prior to them. But the efTential reafon or form of the foul is more perfect, becaufe the concep­
tion of pofterior origin, or in modern language, abftracT idea, has a lefs effence than the many, 
but the efTential form more. 

That it is not, however, proper to flop 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 pofTefs a rational effence, 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 object of opinion ? It is becaufe they efTentially pofTefs 
the gnoftically productive principles of things: for, as nature pofTeffes a power productive of 
fenfibles, by containing reafons, or productive principles, and fafhions, and connects 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 poffefTing the reafons of 
things, beholds that which each pofTeffes 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 elfe 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 pofTeffes 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 effence,—if this be the cafe, and foul alone pofTeffes 
things common which are of pofterior origin (yertpoym xoiva), do we not make the foul more 
ignoble than matter ? For the form which is merged in matter will be more perfect and more 
effence than that which refides in the foul j fince the latter is of pofterior origin, but the former is 
perpetual; and the one is after, but the other generative and connective of the many. To which we 
may add, that a common phantafm in the foul derives its fubfiftence from a furvey of that which is 

1 2 common 
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faid, What then ? is each of thefe conceptions 1 one, but at the fame time a 
conception of nothing ? That Socrates faid, This is impoffible. It is a 
conception, therefore, of fomething ? Certainly. Of being or of non-being f 
Of being. Will it not be of one particular thing, which that conception 
underffands 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 tiling 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 furpaffed by every individual. But that which is of pofterior origin (i. e. 
univerfal abftracted from particulars) comprehends each 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 fubject. 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 fee 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 abftract 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 abftract idea which fubfifts in opinion is 
an image, the inward caufe being excited from things apparent. To which we may add, that all 
demonftration, 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, thefe 
things are abfurd, it is necefTary that effential reafons fhould fubfift in the foul prior to univerfals, 
which are produced by an abftraction from fenfibles. And thefe reafons or productive powers are 
indeed always exerted, and are always efficacious in divine fouls, and in the more excellent orders 
of beings j but in us they are fometimes dormant, and fometimes in energy. 

1 From the things common in particulars, it is necefTary 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 abftraction 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 intellect, 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 evident that the intelligible is 
prior to intellectual conception, in which intelligible, the reafon in the foul being firmly fixed, 
is a noema, or intellectual conception. Hence, we muft not flop in afcending from one form to 

another, 
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all things ? This fcems to be necefTary. That Parmenides then faid, But 
what, is it not necefTary, fince other things participate of forms, that each 
fhould be compofed from intellectual conceptions 1 ; and thus all of them 

be 

another, till we arrive at true beings, or, in other words, intelligibles. For though we (hall find 
that intellect and intelligibles are connately united to each other, yet intellect: is a plenitude of 
forms according to the intelligible which it contains. And as we unite intellect and the in­
telligible to each other, fo we fhould confider intelligibles to be the fame with beings. For 
intellect 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, 
intellectual conception and being, which are two things, are profoundly abforbed in unity. 

1 If all things participate of forms, but all things do not participate of intellectual conceptions, 
forms or ideas will not primarily be intellectual conceptions. For one of thefe three things muft 
happen, either that things which participate of intellectual conceptions do not participate of 
intellection, or that forms are not intellectual conceptions,, or that things which are deffitute of 
intelligence do not participate of forms, of which three the firft: and laft are perfectly abfurd. For 
every thing which participates of intellectual conception, underftands intellectually, fince the word 
noema manifefts intelligence; and things deprived of intelligence participate of forms; for in­
animate natures participate of the equal, the leffer, and the greater, which are forms. Ideas, 
therefore, are not intellectual conceptions, nor are they efientiallized in intellections, but in 
intelligibles. We muft afcend, therefore, from things partible to the impartible reafons of 
nature, which do not intellectually 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 intellective foul, according to the pofition of Socrates concerning 
them : for he fays, that they are ingenerated in the foul, and are noemata, as being intellections 
of the foul. But from thefe we muft afcend to true intelligibles : for thefe are able to be the 
caufes of all things which have a formal fubfiftence, but this cannot be afferted of fuch things as 
are intellectual conceptions only. 

Here, however, as Proclus well obferves, it is worth while to enquire, why, fince all things fub­
fift intellectually in intellect, all fenfible natures in confequence of participating forms do not 
intellectually energize ? and why, fince all things there pofTefs life, all things that are aflimilated 
to them do not live ? The anfwer is, that the progreflion of beings gradually fubfiding from the 
firft to the laft of things, obfeures the participations of wholes and all-perfect effences. 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 
aflimilated 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 characterized by the one and the good in form: for all things-

are 
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be endued with intellection ? Or will you alTert that though they are intel­
lectual 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 
ejlabl'fhedparadigms1, as it were, in nature; but that other things are ajjimi-

lated 

are deified from the 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 intellectual in form •, and 
in daemons, according to the dianoetic 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 
fifh, 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 fubjedtion. fome things receive a greater, and others a lefTer, 
number of thefe ; while that alone which is the idiom of the participated form, and according to 
which it differs from other forms, is necefTarily 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 afterwards 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 productions of form. For 
every form is one and a multitude, the multitude not giving fubfiftence to the one according to 
compofition, but the one producing the many idioms of the form. Form, therefore, uniformly i s , 
and lives, and intelleclually energizes; but with refpect to its progeny, fome participate of ail 
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 intellect, their life from imparticipable, 
or the firft life, their being from the firft being, and the one which they contain from the unity 
which is beyond beings. 

1 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; afTerting, 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 difTolves the former doubts, that he 
may not be compelled to fay that fenfibles participate either of the whole or a part of form, or 
that forms are coordinate with fenfibles. For a 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 
affected through his acutenefs, and the power of Parmenides perfecting his fpontaneous 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 ( x a T a y « w 0 T « x o $ ) . For it would not other-' 

wife 
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late J to thefe, and are their refemblances: and that the participation of forms 
by other things, is nothing more than an ajfimilation to thefe forms. If any 

thing, 

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

This being premifed, let us fee how the hypothefis of Socrates approximates to the truth, but 
does not yet pofTefs the perfect. For he is right in apprehending that forms are intellectual and 
truly paradigms, and in defining their idiom, by afTerting that they are ejliiblijhed; and further 
ltill, in admitting that other things are aftimilated to them. For the ftabie 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 ejlablijbed (TO icravai) 

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 eftabli/fjed, but things eftablifhed 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 ( t v nry pwci) 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 intellect, and a royal foul, fubfift in the nature of Jupiter; and Timaeus 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 afTert that they 
alfo perfect, guard, and unite, in this refpect 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 afTimilate fenfibles to forms, which would thus remain fluggifh and un­
moved, without any efficacious power, and refembling imprefljons in wax. Forms, therefore, 
produce and generate their images: for it would be abfurd that the reafons in nature fhould 
pofTefs 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 effence a caufe 
generative of the many. It is a l f o p c t f e c l i v e : for it leads fenfibles from the imperfect to the per­
fect, fills up their indigence, and brings matter, which is all things incapacity, to become that 
in energy which it was in capacity, prior to its becoming fpecific. Forms, therefore, contain 
in themfelves this perfective power. But do they not alfo pofTefs a guardian power? For whence 
is the order of the univerfe indiflbluble, except from forms ? Whence thofe ftable reafon?, 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 1 to a form, can it be poflible that the form 
mould not be fimilar to the aflimilated, fo far as the aflimilated nature is 

rendered 
perfect, without the defertion of any form, except from liable caufes ? Again, the divifible and 
diflipated nature of bodies is no otherwife comprefled and connetled than by impartible power. 
For body is of itfelf divifible, and requires the connective power of forms. But, if union precedes 
this connection, for every thing connective muft previoufly be one and undivided, form will not 
only be generative, and pofTefs a guarding and perfettive power, but it will alfo be connetlive and 
unific of all fecondary natures. Socrates, therefore, fhould not only have faid that form is a para­

digm, but fhould alfo have added, that it cqnnetls, guards, a n d p e r f e c l s the things aflimilated ; which 
Timaeus alfo teaching us, fays, that the world was generated perfecl and indijfoluble through the 
ajjimilation to all-perfect animal itfelf. 

1 Socrates, as we have before obferved, was not accurate in aflerting that ideas are paradigms 
alone, fince they alfo generate, perfect, 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
fection 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 aflimilates them, and this will be the cafe ad infinitum. 
T o avoid this inconvenience, Socrates fhould have faid that the fimilar is twofold, the one being 
fimilar conjoined with the fimilar, the other being as a fubject fimilar to its archetype ; and the 
one being beheld in the famenefs of a certain one ratio, but the other not only pofTefling famenefs, 
but at the fame time difference, when it is fimilar in fuch a manner as to pofTefs the fame form 
from, but not together with, it. And thus much may be faid logically and doubtingly. 

But if we direct 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 
intellectual forms preceding thofe in foul; but there are no longer others prior to thefe. Intel­
lectual 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 themfelves, and the things pofterior to them, are fimilar to each other, as de­
riving their fubfiftence from the fame intelleftual 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 can any reafon be afligned why fimilar 
mould not be fimilar to fimilar? There cannot. Is there not, therefore, a 
mighty neceffity that the fimilar to fimilar mould participate of one and the 
fame form ? It is necefTary. But will not that through the participation of 
which fimilars become fimilars be form itfelf? Entirely fo. Nothing, 
therefore, can be fimilar to a 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, as long as any form becomes 
fimilar to its participant. You fpeak moft truly. Hence, then, other 
things do not participate of forms through fimilitude 1 ; but it is necefTary to 
feek after fomething elfe through which they participate. So it feems. 

That 

things arc fimilar through a participation of a certain famenefs ; out 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
tellect, another in the demiurgic intellect, and another fubfifting between thefe, viz. in partici­
pated but fupermundane intellect, or, in other words, in an intellect confubfiftent indeed with 
foul, but unconnected with body, and binding the forms in the mundane intellect with that in­
tellect which is not confubfiftent with foul, and is therefore called imparticipable. T o thofe, 
therefore, who begin downwards, we may fay that the intellectual forms in the world and in 
foul are fimilar to each other, fo far as all thefe are fecondary to the aflimilative or fupermundane 
intellects, and are as it were fifters to each other. But to thofe who recur to imparticipable in­
tellect, this can no longer be faid. For the aflimilative order has a middle fubfiftence; and hence 
it affimilar.es 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 intellect prior to aflimilative intellects, he fhows him 
that it is not proper that the habitude of forms to fenfibles fhould reciprocate : for this pertains to 
things fecondary to an aflimilative caufe. 

1 Parmenides juftly infers that fenfibles do not participate of all forms through the fimilar; for 
this is effected through another more principal caufe, viz. the uniting caufe of wholes. The 
efficacious power of forms alfo, in conjunction with the aptitude of fenfibles, mull 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 connect and conjoin 
mundane caufes with their participants. This genus alfo connects according to a medium firft 
intellectual 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, connect* 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 1 

confequeuces 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 doubts2, indeed, but this is 

the 
exempt tranfcendency, intelligible forms with fenfibles. It may alfo be truly aflerred 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 
caufes of aflimilation are the fubject matter, that which collects together the things perfecting 
and perfected, and that which fubfifls between thefe, and binds the extremes in union. What 
is afferted, therefore, is in a certain refpect true. For if we inveftigate the one moft principal 
caufe of participation, we muft not fay tha,t it is fimilitude, but a caufe fuperior to both intellectual 
and intelligible forms. 

1 Parmenides here indicates the eflence 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 fubfiftence ; 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 behold their idiom. For he has already fpoken concerning 
phyfical forms, and fuch as are fimply intellectual, and concerning thofe that are properly intel­
lectual. Something alfo will be faid concerning thofe that are called intelligible and at the fame 
time intellectual ; 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. 

a 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 fubfiftence think 
differently refpecting 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 eflence, that, as being ourfelves intellectual, 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 mould aiTert that it is not proper forms mould be 
known, if they are fuch as we have laid they ought to be, it is impoflible 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 pofTefs 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 pofTefs 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 comprehend intellectually the caufe of the things adorned. It is necefTary, there­
fore, that thofe who wifh to guard thefe dogmas, fhould confider forms as unfhaken and exempt, 
and pervading through all things. And here alfo we may fee how this accords with the unre-
ftrained nature of forms: for neither does that which is demiurgic in them pofTefs any habitude 
to things fecondary, nor is their unreftrained and exempt nature fuch as to be incommunicable 
with, and foreign 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 
refpect intellect 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-
fefting 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 collective and connecting caufe, fo that, prior to forms, there 
will be another form conjoining both through fimilitude ; fince habitude is of the fimilar, with re­
lation to the fimilar. But that the exempt nature of forms is not fluggifh 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 
neither 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 collects 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 pofTefs pertains to human objects of fcientific knowledge, but 
that divine fcience belongs to fuch as are divine. And this, indeed, appears to deprive us of the 
knowledge of divine natures. It is, however, true in a certain refpect, and not according to one 
mode, but after one manner when philofophically, and after another when theologically, confi­
dered. For let the fcience which is with us pertain to our objecls of fcientific knowledge; but 
what prevents fuch objects 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 
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demonftrate that he who afTerts this is deceived, unlefs he who doubts i$ 
fkilled 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, alfo, 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 
refpect 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 apprehend the nature of things fubordinate in a< 
more excellent manner, as opinion the nature of fenfibles, or which apprehend things more 
excellent fecondarily and fubordinately, as opinion that which is the object of fcience. He, 
therefore, who pofTefles fcientific knowledge, and he who opines rightly, know the fame thing," 
but the one in a more excellent,, and the other in a fubordinate manner. Hence there is no 
abfurdity that fcience fhould be denominated not with relation to the object 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. Agreeably to this, Plato in his feventh 
Epiflle fays that the intelligible form is not known through fcience but through intelligence, or 
the direct and immediate vifion of intellect. For fcientific knowledge is of a more compofite 
nature with refpect ta intellectual intuition ; but intellect is properly the fpectator of ideas: for 
thefe are naturally intellectual, and we every where know the fimilar by the fimilar ; intelligibles 
indeed by intellect;, the objects 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 another 
knowledge of them fhould remain, fuch as that which we denominate intelligence. 

But if you are willing, fays Proclus, to fpeak after another more theological mode, you may 
fay that afcending as far as to intellectual forms, Parmenides fhows that the forms which are 
beyond thefe, and which pofTefs an exempt tranfcendency, fuch as are the intelligible, and the 
intelligible and at the fame time intellectual forms, are better than our knowledge. Hence by 
afferting that fouls when perfectly purified, and conjoined with the attendants on the twelve 
fuperceleflial Gods, then,merge themfelves 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 aflimilative order as is evident from the fecond hypothefis of the Parmenides, 
viz. the intellectual, the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual, and the intelligible ; in­
tellectual 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 intellectual forms are 
not to be apprehended by that partial knowledge by which we perceive things coordinate with 
pur nature; and hence thefe forms are characterized 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 

tliat 
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But he mould be willing to purfue him clofely who endeavours to fupport 
his opinion by a multitude of far-fetched arguments: though, after all, he 

who 
that the hearer (hould pofTefs a naturally good difpofition, and this in a remarkable degree, that he 
may be by nature a philofopher, may be aftonifhed about an incorporeal elTence, 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 dianoetic power is unable to furvey in the Gods, we may behold in thefe as in 
images ; and beholding we are induced to believe the aflertions 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 perceive 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 perceive in natural objects that fire efTentially imparts heat, and fnow coldnefs. 
And if he wonders how caufes are every where prefent with their effects, he will behold the 
images of this in logic. For 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 directly to a divine nature, may furvey it through 
thefe as images. It is requifite, therefore, in the firft place, that he fhould pofTefs 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, fkilii 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 abb to follow his indications. 

Three things, therefore, are requifite to the contemplation of an incorporeal nature, a naturally 
good difpofition, ikill, and alacrity. And through a naturally good difpofition indeed, faith in a 
divine nature wall be fpontaneoufly produced ; but through fkill the truth of paradoxical theorems 
will be firmly pofleiTed ; 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 language fimilar to his 
intellections ; nor will he accomplifh this from things known and at hand, but fupernally, from 
principles moft profoundly otle. 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 refpecting divine natures, fhould not be 
rendered popular. Such then is the hearer and fuch the leader of thefe difcourfes. And in 

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

I think 
Parmenides you have a perfect leader of this kind ; and hence if we attend to the mode of his 
difcourfe we ihall find that he teaches many things through a few words, that lie 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 perfectly (killed; 
whence alfo Parmenides exhorts him to exercife himfelf in dialectic, that he may obtain fkill in the 
theorems, receiving indeed his naturally good difpofition and his impulfe, but fupplying what is 
deficient. He alfo informs us that the end of this triple power is the being freed from deception 
in reafonings concerning divine natures: for he who is deficient in any one of thefe three, muft 
be compelled to aflent to many things that are falfe. I only add that inftead of xai /*« apuns, as 
in Thompfon's edition of this dialogue, it appears from the commentary of Proclus that we 
fhould here read xai /xev eupvvs, as in our tranflation. 

1 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 progreftions 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 natures. 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 firft, whence alfo they are truly known by them, as they alfo fubfift 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 co­
ordinate manner, the reafons or productive principles which they themfelves contain. 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 muft be led to this hypothefis, through a 
caufal and fcientific knowledge of every thing in the world. Hence 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 neceffarily admitted that they are unknown, as there will no longer be any communion between 
us and them, nor any knowledge, whether they fubfift 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 firft place, that ideas are not 
entirely exempt, and do not fubfift by themfelves without any communion with things fubordi­
nate. For how can this be poflible, fince both we and all other things are fufpended from them ? 
For the place in which they fubfift is intellect, not that it is the place as if they required a feat, 
in the fame manner as accidents require effeoce for their fupport, or as material forms require 
matter. Intellect 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

tions 
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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 line's 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 intellect is many, containing multitude impartibly in the unity of its 
nature; becaufe it is not the one which fubfifts prior to all multitude, but is collectively one 
multitude, its multitude being profoundly united through the dominion of unity in its nature. In 
this manner, therefore, is intellect the place of ideas. Hence, if foul is not the fame with in­
tellect, thofe ideas will not be in us of which intellect is the place. Hence, alfo, 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 arc 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 
poflefs 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
tellections he fhould come into contact with the paradigms. But you may fay, theologically, that 
the forms which are exempt from thofe that are intellectual, are perfectly eftablifhed above our 
order. Hence, of intellectual forms, we perceive both in ourfelves, and in fenfibles, images; but 
the eflence of intelligibles, through its profound union, is perfectly exempt both from us and all 
other things, being of itfelf unknown. For it fills Gods and intellects with itfelf; but wc muft 
be fatisfied with participating intellectual forms in a manner adapted to the foul. Plato alfo 
manifefts 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 intellect.^For from hence it is evident that he re-elevates 
the whole of our life, as far as to the intellectual 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 
blefied of all myfterics. So that thus the propofed axiom will be true, when confidered as pertain­
ing to a certain formal order. And thus much for the things. 

With refpect to the diftion, fays Proclus, the words *nj fo Z llapfxsvih; " In what refpecl, O Par* 
metrides ?" are the interrogation of Socrates, vehemently wondering if intellectual 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 firft ideas. But the words <nu<; yap an a\itn naff avrm tn tin; 
" For how cotdd it any longer fubftfl itfelf by itfelf?" are aflerted according to common conceptions. 

9 For 
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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 effence, Parmenides unfolds the whole 
truth concerning thefe forms. For the firft of thefe indicates their funplicity, the fecond, their 
feparate tranfcendency, and the third theirperfcblion eflablifbed in effence alone. In the next place, the 
words x a X t v f teytif, " You fpeak well,1' 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 aflumed axiom is true, Timacus 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. 

1 This is the fecond axiom, fays Proclus, contributing to the fpeculation of the propofed object 
of inquiry. For the former axiom was, that forms are by no means in us, but in themfelves; 
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 (imply 
confidered to that which is (imply the object of fcience, but a particular fcience to a particular 
object 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 reafon it cannot take place in ideas and the images of ideas; but we 
muft refer fenfibles to fenfibles, and intelligibles to intelligibles. Thefe things, then, are perfectly 
true, if we confider each 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 affume dominion itfelf, it muft be referred to fervitude itfelf; but if 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 w ill 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, pofTefs alfo their eflence with refpecl to themfelves, and not with 
reference to things fubfifting among us, whether they are refemblances, of 
in whatever manner you may eftablifh fuch things ; each of which, while 
we participate, we diftinguifh by fome peculiar appellation ? But that the 
things fubfifting among us, and which are fynonymous to thefe, fubfift alfo 
with reference to each 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 
neceffarily 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 aftume 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 effence, but 
effence and being; for otherwifc all its participants would participate of knowledge. From the 
fourth, we collect that it is a paradigm alone, and not an image alfo, as the reafon or productive 
principle in foul, left being fimilar to that which proceeds from it, it fhould introduce another 
idea prior to itfelf. From the fifth, we learn that intelligible idea is not directly known to us, but 
from the images of it. For fcience in us is not coordinate with it. 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 caufe, 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 doctrine of ideas, fhould oppofe 
this definition, and not affuming corporeal imaginations of them, or confidering them as co-
arranged with fenfibles, or as unefTential, or as coordinate with our knowledge, fophiftically dif­
courfe concerning them. Let it alfo be obfervedthat Parmenides fays that ideas are Gods, and that 
they have their fubfiftence in deity; in the fame manner as the Chaldaean oracle alfo calls them 
the conceptions of the father: for whatever fubfifts in deify 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, uneffential 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 faid to be relatives in the 
intelligible world. 

V O L . in. L fome 
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fome one of us fhould be the mailer 1 or fervant of any one; he who is 
mafter is not the mafier of fervant, nor is he who is fervant, fervant of 

mailer ; 
* How relatives are to be underftood, fays 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 governed by others, and to minifter to the will of their matters ? Muft not 
thefe, therefore, by a much greater priority, be found among forms which are arranged 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 (xpwrw dum/xis), and fervitude a miniflrant power. And both 
thefe fubfift efTentially among forms, and not cafually, as in their images: for dominion and fer­
vitude among fenfibles, are 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 theolo­
gically, in the divine orders themfelves, direct: your intellectual 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 j but they fupernally rule over the effences and powers pofterior to themfelves. Hence, 
alfo, in the fecondary orders, the more total govern the more partial, the more monadic, the 
more multiplied, and the exempt, the coordinated. Thus, for inftance, in the demiurgic genera, 
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 act 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 act 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 Phsedo : 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 miniflrant powers 
in the Gods ; juft as the paternal and maternal there fubfift in one refpect according to a divine 
idiom, and in another according to a formal caufe, mere habitude having no fubfiftence in thefe, 
but prolific power, and an effence 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 Phaedo Socrates calls the Gods our matters, and us the 
pciTcfiioxisof the Gods, the mode of dominion is tranfeendently exempt. For in the divine orders 
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mafter; but he fuftains both thefe relation?, 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 fimilar manner, is fervitude with reference to dominion. 
But the ideas with which we are converfant poifefs no power over the ideas 
which fubfift by themfelves, nor have they any authority over us: but I affert 
that they fubfift 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 replied, Entirely fo. That Parmenides then faid, Is 
not fcience 1 itfelf, fo far as it is fuch, the fcience of truth 2 itfelf? Per­

fectly 
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 feries 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 f ubfervient o more excellent natures. 

1 Socrates, in the Phaedrus, celebrates divine fcience, elevating fouls of a total charadteriftic, 
or which fubfift as wholes to the intellectual and intelligible orders, and alTerting that they there 
furvey juftice itfelf, temperance itfelf, and fcience itfelf, in confequence of being conjoined with 
the middle order of thefe Gods. He alfo aflerts that truth is there, proceeding from intelligibles, 
and illuminating all the middle genera of Gods with intelligible light ; and he conjoins that fe'ence 
with that truth. If, therefore, 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 itfelf, and truth itfelf, which caufe every thing 
there to be intellectual: 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 theologifts fay, the 
higheft, uniform, and intelligible; others connect and bind together wholes ; and others are per­
fective and convertive; hence, after the one and ths firft fcience, Parmenides mentions many 
fciences. For they proceed fupcrnally through all the genera in conjunction with the light of 
truth. For truth is the 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 poflefs intelligences 
united with their intelligibles, are perfectly exempt from our knowledge ; or, in other words, 
they cat)not he directly and without a medium apprehended even by the higheft of our powers. 
Intellectual forms, indeed, are exempt from us ; but fince wc proximately fubfift from them, they 

arc 

a Inftead of T J J ; b TCRRTV XXNFCICT, aurm AV EXMNG W f.wrujtttj, as in Thompfon's edition of this dia­
logue, it appears from the MS. commentary of Proclus that we fhould read TWJ aXnflciaj avrr,s a* 
IHTNNS X. t . Indeed the fenfe of the text requires this emendation. 
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fe£Hy fo. But will each of the fciences which is, be the fcience of each of 
the things which are ? Certainly it will. But will not our fcience 1 be con-

verfant 
are in a certain refpect in us, and we pofTefs a knowledge of them, and through thefe, of the 
unknown tranfcendency of more divine forms. 

W e ought not however, fays Proclus, to fay, with fome of the friends of Plato, that divine 
fcience does not know it(el£t but from itfelf imparts felf-knowledge to other things. For every 
divine nature primarily directs its energy to itfelf, and begins its idiom from itfelf. Thus the 
caufe of life fills itfelf with life, and the fource of perfection produces itfelf perfect. Hence, that 
which imparts knowledge to other things, pofTefTes 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 things,- itfelf. Or what is that which informs us what this very 
thing fcience is ? And mufl not relatives belong to the fame power ? Knowing, therefore, the 
objects of fcience, it alfo knows itferf, being the fcience of thofe objects. As the knowledge, 
Tiowever, of divine fcience is fimple and, uniform, fo the object of its knowledge is fingle and 
comprehenfive of all other objects of fcientific knowledge. Science itfelf, therefore, is the caufe 
of fcientific knowledge to other things, and by a much greater priority, to itfelf. For it is an 

' effence efTentialrzed in the knowledge of itfelf and of being. For fcience there is not a habit, nor 
a quality, but a felf-perfect hyparxis fubfifting from, and eftablifhed in, itfelf; and by knowing 
itfelf, knowing that which is primarily the object of fcientific knowledge, or that which is fimply 
being. For it is conjoined with this, in the fame manner as that which is intellect fimply, to that 
which is fimply intelligible, and as that which is fimply fenfe, to that which is fimply 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 
tnany, and in like manner fcience. And that which is moft characterized 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. 

1 We alfo participate in a certain refpect of truth, but not of that of which thofe divine forms 
alluded 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 fcience of this truth. There 
are, however, knowledges more partial than this, fome evolving one, and others a different object 
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 intellection of the phantafy ; others acquiefce in doxaftic reafons ; others convert pure 
Teafon itfelf to itfelf; and others extend our reafon to intellect. As there is then fuch a difference 
in the fciences, it is evident that fome form a judgment of thefe, and others of different, objects 
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 muft not, therefore, 

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 necefTary that it fhould be fo. But you have granted that we do not 
pofTefs forms1, and that they are not things with which we are conver­
sant ? Certainly not. Is each genus * of beings known to be what it is, 

through 
pervert the name of fcience by introducing arts into the midfl:, 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 contribute to the perfection 
of eflence, but not of things proceeding 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 fciences which prefubfift among ideas i and through the 
former wc are enabled to afcend to the latter, and become aflimilated to intellect. However, 
as there it is ncceffary that there fhould be one fcience prior to the many, being the fcience of 
that which is truth itfelf, juft as the many fciences have many truths for their objects (for the 
peculiar fcientific object of every fcience is a certain truth) in like manner with refpect to the 
fciences with us which are many, it is necefTary to underftand the one and whole form of fcience, 
which neither receives its completion from the many, nor is coordinated with them, but pre-
fubfifts itfelf by itfelf. But the many fciences diftribute the one power of fcience, a different 
fcience being arranged under a different object 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. 

1 Here Parmenides, fays Proclus, beginning from the preceding axioms collects the thing 
propofed as follows: Exempt forms fubfift by themfelves ; things which fubfift by themfelves and 
©f themfelves are not in us; things which are not in us, are not coordinate with our fcience, and 
are unknown by it. Exempt forms, therefore, 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 Gods. For neither fenfe nor doxaftic knowledge, nor pure reafon, nor our 
intellectual knowlege, is able to conjoin the foul with thofe forms i but this can alone be effected 
through an illumination from the intellectual Gods, as fome »one fpeaking divinely fays. The 
nature, therefore, of thofe forms is unknown to us, as being better than our intellection, and the 
divifible intuitive perceptions of our foul. Hence Socrates in the Phaedrus, as we have before 
obferved, aflimilates the furvey of them to the myfteries, and calls the fpectacles of them entire, 
tranquil, fimple and happy vifions. Of intellectual forms, therefore, the demiurgus and father 
of fouls has implanted in us the knowledge; but of the forms above intellect, fuch as thofe 
belonging to the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual orders, the knowledge is exempt 
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 participate 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 fubject of logical predications, or as univerfals collected from the many, 
and which are called by the moderns abftract ideas j for thefe are pofterior to beings. But the genera 

s <* 
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through the form itfelf of" fcience ? Undoubtedly. But this form we do 
not pofTefs ? By no means. No form, therefore, is known by us, as we do 
not participate of fcience itfelf? It docs not appear it can. The beautiful 1 

itfelf therefore, and the good itfelf and all fuch things which we have con­
fidered as being ideas, are unknown to us ? So it fcems. But furvey this, 
which is yet ftill more dire 2. What? You will fay, perhaps, that if there 

is 

of being here fignify fuch things as pofiefs a generative power, 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, perfect and comprehenfive than other forms ; furpafting 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 know­
ledge, things multiplied, unitedly, and things partial, totally. This alfo the fcience which is with 
us wifhes to effect : for it always contemplates the progreffions of things from their caufes. 

1 The beautiful, and alfo the gocd confidered as a form and not as fupercflcntial proceed fuper­
nally from the fummit of intelligibles to all the fecond genera of Gods. The middle orders of 
forms, therefore, receive the progreffions of thefe in a becoming manner; according to the gocd 
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 a conversion to the beautiful collects together and unites 
all things, and fixes them as in one center. Thefe two forms, therefore, the good and the beautiful 
fubfift occultly and uniformly in firft 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 certain beauty known 
only to fenfe, another known to opinion, another beheld through the dianoetic power, another by 
intelligence in conjunction with reafon, another by pure intelligence, and laftly another which is 
unknown, fubfifting by itfelf perfectly exempt, and capable of being feen by its own light alone. 

a 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 
intellectual forms. But what is now faid, fays Proclus, leads us to thofe forms which prefubfift: 
in the intelligible, proceeding indeed in the form of doubt as about intellectual forms, but in 
reality fignifying the idiom of the firft forms. The difcourfe, 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 prcvioufly comprehend the providence and government of fenfibles: but the difcourfe 
is moft true in the firft ideas, which are in the higheft degree characterized by unity, and 
are truly intelligible. For thefe firft fhine forth from being in intelligible intellect, 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 are un­
folded from them, and their knowledge is beyond all other divine knowledge $ to which alfo 
Plato looking collects, that the Gods neither rule over us, nor have any knowledge of human 

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

thing 
concerns. For the divided caufes of thefe, and the powers which rule over them, are in the 
intellectual Gods. But the ideas which are properly called intelligible, are eftablifhed above all 
fuch divifions; produce all things according to united and the moft fimple caufes; and both their 
effective energy and knowledge are one, collected and uniform. Hence there the intelligible 
caufe of the celeftial genus produces every thing celeftial, Gods, angels, daemons, heroes, fouls, 
not fo far as they are daemons or angels, for this is the peculiarity of divifible caufes, and of 
divided ideas, of which the intellectual forms make a diftribution into multitude, but fo far as all 
thefe genera are in a cenain refpecl; divine and celeftial, and fo far as they are allotted an hy-
parxis united to the Gods; and in a fimilar manner with refpect 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. iFor 
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 gucft, therefore, in the Laws clearly evinces that there is a 
providence, where his difcourfe (hows that the Gods know and poflefs a power which governs-
all tilings. But Parmenides at the very beginning of the difcuflion 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 (hows that he rejects the 
arguments which fubvert providence. For it is dire to fay that divinity is not known by us who 
are rational and intellectual natures, and who efTentially poflefs fomething 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 refpecting our eflence, but the latter to 
thofe who convert themfelves erroneoufly about a divine caufe. But the expreflion ftill more dire, 
Qmmipcv) fays Proclus, is not u(ed as fignifying a more ftrenuous doubt, in the fame manner as. 
we are accuftomed to call thofe dire ftstvoi) who vanquifh by the power of language, but as a 
thing worthy of greater dread and caution to the intelligent. For it divulfes the union of things, 
and ditlbciatcs divinity apart from the world. It alfo defines divine power as not pervading to 
all things, and circumfcribcs intellectual 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 one will, in a manner accommodated to the nature of unity. 
Nor lefs dire than any one of thefe is the confufion of piety. For what communion is there 
between Gods and men, if the former are deprived of the knowledge of our concerns. All Ap­
plications, therefore, of divinity, all facred inftitutions, all oaths adducing the Gods as a witnefs, 
and the untaught conceptions implanted in our fouls concerning divinity, will perifh. What gift 
alfo will be left of the Gods to men, if they do not previoufly comprehend in themfelves the 
defcrt of the r .-unlcnts, if they do not poflefs a knowledge of all that we do, of all we fuffer, 
and of all that \\;c think though wc do not carry it into effect ?• With great propriety, there­

fore, 
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thing elfe ? Certainly. If*, therefore, any one pofTeffes fcience itfelf will 
you not alTert that no one pofTeffes the moft accurate fcience more than a 

God ? 

fore are fuch affertions called dife. For if it is unholy to change any legitimately divine inftitu-
lion, how can fuch an innovation as this be unattended with dread ? But that Plato rejects this 
hypothefis which makes Divinity to be ignorant of our concerns, is evident from thefe things, 
fince it is one of his dogmas, that Divinity knows and produces all things. Since, however, foma 
ef thofe pofterior to him have vehemently endeavoured to fubvert fuch-like altertions, let us fpeak 
concerning them as much as may be fufficient for our prefent pufpofe. 

Some of thofe, then, pofterior to Plato, on feeing the urtftable condition of fublunary things 
were fearful that they were not under the direction of providence and a divine nature*, for fuch 
events as are faid to take place through fortune, the apparent inequality refpecting lives, and th« 
disordered motion of material natures, induced them greatly to fufpect that they were not under 
the government of providence. Befides, the perfuafion that Divinity is not bufily employed in thd 
evolution Of all-various reafons, and that he does not depart from his own bleflednefs, induced 
them to frame an hypothefis fo lawlefs and dire. For they were of opinion that the paflion of 
our foul, and the perturbation which it fuftains by descending to the government of bodies, muft 
happen to Divinity, if he converted himfelf to the proridential infpection of things. Further 
ftill, from confidering that different objects of knowledge ate known by different gnoftic powers \ 
*s, for inftance, fenfibles by fenfe, objects of opinion by opinion, things fcientific by fcience, and 
intelligibles by intellect, and, at the fame time, neither placing fenfe, nor opinion, nor feietiC* 
in Divinity, but only an intellect immaterial and pure j—hence, they aflerted that Divinity had fid 
knowledge of any other things than the objects of intellect *. For, fay they, if matter is external 
to him, it Is necefTary that he fhould be pure from apprehenfions which are converted to matter\ 
but being purified from thefe, it follows that he muft have no knowledge of material natures i 
and hence, the patrons of this doctrine deprived him of a knowledge of, and providential exertions 
about, ftnfibles; not through any imbecility of fiatufe, but through a tranfcendency of gnoftid 
energy ; juft as thofe whbfe eyes are filled with light, are faid to be incapable of perceiving mun­
dane objects, 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 irtfpired) It is beautiful to be ignorant of whatever would 
deftroy the delfic energy j and to the fcientific, not to know that which would defile the indubi­
table perception of fciehce. 

But others afcribe, indeed, to Divinity a knowledge of fenfibles, in order that they may not 
take away his providence, but at the fame time convert his apprehenfion to that which is ex* 
ternal, reprefent him as pervading through the whole of a fenfible nature, as parting into contact 
with the objects of his government, impelling every thing, and being locally prefent with all 
thifigs j for, fay they, he would not othetwife be able to exert a providential energy in a becoming 
manner, and impart good to every thing according to its defert f. 

* This opinion was embraced by the more early Peripatetics. 
| This was the opinion of the Stoics. 

Others 
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God 1 ? It is necefTary fo to affert. But can a God, being fuch as lie is, 
know our affairs through pofleffing fcience 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 affertions 
of thofe who were perfuaded that Divinity is not fcparated 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 refpect to thefe philofophers, we fay, that they fpeak truly, and yet not truly, on this 
fubject. 

1 Every divine intellect, fays Proclus, and every order of the Gods, comprehends in itfelf the 
knowledge and the caufe of all things. For neither is their knowledge inefficacious, pofleffing 
the indefinite in intellection-, 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 j and prior to thefe, according to their will, 
they preaflume both a knowledge and a power effective of all things. Hence, they prefide over all 
things willingly, gncjlically, and powerfully and every thing through this triad enjoys their providen­
tial care. And if you are willing to unite things which fubfift divifibly in fecondary natures, and 
refer them to a divine caufe, you will perhaps apprehend the truth concerning it more accurately. 
Nature, therefore, appears to poflefs reafons or productive principles effective, but not gnoftic \ 
the dianoetic power poffeffes as its end, knowledge in itfelf; and proserefis, or a deliberative ten­
dency to things capable of being accomplifhed, has for its end good, and the will of things good. 
Collect thefe, therefore, in one, the willing, the gnojlic, the efficacious, and prior to thefe, conceiv­
ing a divine unity, refer all thefe to a divine nature, becaufe all thefe prefubfift there uniformly 
together. However, though all the Gods pofTefs 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 fubfifting immediately after the fountain of good, becomes that to natures 
pofterior to itfelf, which the good is to the univerfality of things ; exprefling his fuper-caufal 
nature through paternal power j the good, through beneficent will; and that which is above all 
knowledge, through occult and united intellection. Proclus adds, but it appears to me that 
through this Parmenides now firft calls ideas Gods, as recurring to the firft fountain of them, 
and as being uniform, and moft near to the good, 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. 
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T h a t Parmenides faid, Becaufe it has been confeffed by us, O Socrates, that 
neither do thofe forms pofTefs the power which is peculiar to them, through 

relation 
f lbjecr. For if providence has a fubfiftence, neither can there be any thing disordered, nor can 
Divinity be bufdy employed, nor can he know fenfibles through paflive fenfe : but thefe philofo­
phers, in confequence of not knowing the exempt power and uniform knowledge of Divinity, ap­
pear 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, energize phyfically, intellect intellectually, 
and foul pfychically, or according to the nature of foul ? And when the fame thing is generated 
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, imperfectly, 
and with a bufy energy, 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 energizes, 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 eflence of the things known. Thus fenfe, opinion, and our 
intellect, 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 intellect; fince opinion knows only that a thing is, but intellect knows the caufe 
of its exiflence. 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 power 
productive of all things, or, in other words, that by knowing all things with fimple and united 
intellections, he fhould impart to every thing being, and a progreflion 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 prcairefis, (Trpoaipto-ts), 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 through this life that we fay, I defire, I am angry, 
and I have a deliberative tendency to this thing or that; for this life verges to all thefe powers, 
and lives in conjunction with them, as being a power which is impelled to every object of defire. 
But prior both to reafon and this one life, is the one of the foul, which often fays, I perceive, I 

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. 

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 deGre, 
according 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 poffefnng 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 
unliable effence, therefore, of apparent natures is not known by him in an unliable, but in a de­
finite manner; nor does he know that which is fubject to all-various mutations dubioufly, but in 
a manner perpetually the fame ; for by knowing himfelf, he knows every thing of which he is the 
caufe, poffeffing a knowledge tranfcendently more accurate than that which is coordinate to the 
objects 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 objects of his intellection, 
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 intellection 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, fhould place in it men of his own formation, and, in confequence of 
poffeffing 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 cxift-
ence by merely conceiving them to exift, fo that by imagining all this to take place, he gives an 
external fubfiftence to his inward phantafms, 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 fea, 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 intellect the artificer of the univerfe, poffeffing 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 refpect to intellect, one kind is more partial, and another more 
total, it is evident that there is not the fame intellectual 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 proceeds into multitude and extenfion, there the 
knowledge is both one and multiform. Hence, this being admitted, we cannot wonder on hear­
ing the Orphic verfes, in which the thcologift fays: 

Aurn fo Zrivct xai tv o/xpaei warpof avaxro; 
Name adavaroi rt SEOI, SMTQI T' av9py7roit 

Ov? a T£ m ytyauva, xai uvrtpov off era ifxCKKov. 

M I • i. e. There 
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If, therefore, there is the moil accurate dominion with Divinity, and the 
moft accurate fcience, the dominion of the Gods will not rule over us, nor 

will 
i. c There in the fight of Jove, the parent king, 

Th' immortal Gods and mortal men refide, 
With all that ever was, and fhall hereafter be. 

For the artificer of the univerfe is full of intelligibles, and pofTeffes 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 refpecl: 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 were 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 pedeflrian 
which fubfifts in Phanes, is collectively, and at once, the caufe of all terreftrial Gods, angels, 
daemons, heroes, fouls, animals, plants, and of every thing contained in the earth, fo alfo the 
knowledge which is there is one of all thefe things collectively, as of one genus, and is not a dis­
tributed knowledge of human affairs. And as in us the more univerfal fciences give fubfiftence 
to thofe which are fubordinate to them, as Ariftotle fays, and are more fciences, and more allied 
to intellect, for they ufe more comprehenfive concluGons,—fo alfo in the Gods, the more excellent 
and more fimple intellections comprehend according to caufal priority the variety of fuch as are 
fecondary. In the Gods, therefore, the firft knowledge of man is as of being, and is one intel­
lection 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 every 
eternal being. The knowledge which is confequent to this is as of animal: for this alfo has an 
intellection of animal according to union. But the knowledge which fucceeds this is of that which 
is perfected under this particular genus, as of pedeftrian: for it is an intellection of all that 
genus, as of one thing; and divifion firft takes place in this, and variety together with fimpli-
city. At the fame time, however, neither in this is the intellection 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 intellectual forms, there is a certain intellection 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 poflefs 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. But 
that in the firft order of forms dominion itfelf, and fcience itfelf, fubfift, is evident. For 
there is a divine intellection there of all things characterized by unity, and a power which rules 
over wholes; the former being the fountain of all knowledge, and the latter the primary caufe 
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will their fcience 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 *, 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 neceffarily J 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 intellection 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 pofTefs ; and intelligence in the latter, 
has the fame relation to that in the former, which fpecies has to genus. If, alfo, the term much 

more 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. 

1 It is wellobferved here by Proclus, that the words i ( 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. How, therefore, can it either be ignorant of things pertaining to us, or not have domi­
nion over fecondary natures ? How is it poflible 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 our 
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 characterized. For intellect, fo far as intellect, has not a know­
ledge of all things, but of wholes, 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 poflefs one form. But it is necefTary 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 intellect fo far as a God, 
pofilfs 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 eflence ; and forms are Gods, fo far as they 
contain the light proceeding from the 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 neceffarily 

happen to forms, viz. the being unknown, and having no knowledge of our affairs. And, in 
fhort, 
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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 have any fubfiftence; or if they do fubfift in a moft 
eminent degree, whether it is not abundantly necefTary that they fhould be 
unknown 1 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 a 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 itfelf fubfijiing by itfelf: 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 true of one order fhould be falfe when extended to 
another. 

1 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, poflefs fcience perfectly indubitable concerning divine natures ; for it is 
intellect alone which knows intelligibles free from doubt; nor is the moft imperfect and earth-
born character entirely deprived of the knowledge of a formal caufe. For to what does he look 
when he fometimes blames that which is apparent to fenfe, as very mutable, if he does not con­
tain in himfelf an unperverted preconception of an eflence permanent and real ? 

a 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 
imperfect 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 eflence and feat in a pure intellect become apparent to thofe who are not purified in in­
tellect ; 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 denominates a man (i. e. amp, not avSpunoi), not indeed in vain, but in 
order to indicate that fuch a one according to the form of his life poflefles much of the grand, robufl 
and elevated: (avfya /*tv ovoitaras ov penny, « M ' iva KM Kara TO £i3bj rnj {mi TOIOWTOJ n, nohv TO afyov na\ v^rtov 
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been faid, and other things of the fame kind, he will not find where to turn 
his dianoetic 1 part , while he does not permit the idea of every thing which 

exifts 

trnhmvpevos') "For it is fit that he who is about to apprehend the Gods mould direct his attention 
to nothing fmaU 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 on'er to the intellectual perception of divine natures. In addition to this, he 
alfo again reminds us who is the leader of the fcience 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 recollection 
of the truth of things. Hence he fayp, that fuch a one deferves ftill greater admiration. In the 
third place, he (hows us what is the end of this teaching, viz. that the learner who poflcfles 
fcience may be fufliciently able to diftinguifti the genera of beings, and to furvey in perfection 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 j how they caufally comprehend all things in 
themfelves; and, in fhort, all fuch particulars as have been difculTed 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 
fcnfibles is a genu9, as being more total than fcnfible 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 ? 

1 Very fcientifically, fays Proclus, does Plato in thefe words remind us that there are ideas or 
forms of things. For if dianoetic and intellectual are better than fenfible knowledge, it is 
neceflary that the things known by the dianoetic power and by intellect (hould 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 relation of the things which are known. If, therefore, 
the dianoetic power and intellect 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 i 3 neceflary that the fpectacles of the dianoetic power and of intellect 
{hould be more divine and more eternal. Univerfals, therefore, are prior to particulars, and 
things immaterial to things material. "Whence then does the dianoetic power receive thefe I 
for they do not always fubfift in us according to energy. It is however neceflary, that things in 
energy fhould precede thofe in capacity, both in things intellectual and in eflences. Forms, 
therefore, fubfift elfewhere, and prior to us, in divine and feparate natures, through whom the 
forms which we contain derive their perfection. But thefe not fubfifting, neither would the 
forms in us fubfift: for they could not be derived from things imperfect: fince it is not lawful 
that more excellent natures fhould be either generated or perfected from fuch as are fubordinate. 
Whence, too, is this multitude of forms in the multitude of fouls derived ? For it is every where 
neceflary, prior to multitude, to conceive a monad from which the multitude proceeds. For as 
the multitude of fenfiblcs was not generated, except from an unity, which is better than fenfibles, 

j an<t 
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exifts to be always the fame, and by this means entirely deftroys the dia­
lectic power of the foul: but you alfo feem in this refpedt to perceive per­

fectly 

and which gave fubfiftence to that which is common in particulars; fo neither would the mul­
titude of forms fuhfift in fouls, fuch as the juft itfelf, the beautiful itfelf, &c. whitfti 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 eflence, comprehending unitedly all the variety of 
fenfibles. Is it not alfo necefTary, that prior to felf-motive natures, there fhould be an immovable 
form ? For as felf-motive reafons tranfeend thofe which are alter-motive, or moved by others, 
after the fame manner immovable forms, and which energize in eternity, are placed above felf-
motive forms, which are converfant with the circulations of time: for it is every where 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 are immovable prior to felf motive natures, fuch as arc monadic, prior to fuch as are mul­
tiplied, and the perfect: prior to the imperfect. It is alfo requifite that they fhould fubfift in 
energy ; fo that if there are not intellectual, neither are there animaftic forms : for nature by no 
means begins from the imperfect and the many; fince it is necefTary that multitude fhould pro­
ceed about monads, things imperfect about the perfect, and things movable about the immovable. 
But if there are not forms efTentially inherent in foul, there is no place left to which any one can 
turn his dianoetic power as Parmenides juftly obferves : for phantafy and fenfe ncceflarily look to 
things connafcent with themselves. And of what fhall we pofTefs a dianoetic or fcientific know­
ledge, if the foul is deprived of forms of this kind? For we fhall not make 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 objects of knowledge, which are coordinate to the 
dianoetic 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 ? Demonftrations 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 efTential reafon of the foul: for we firft define that which is 
common in particulars, pofleffing within, that form, of which the fomething common in thefe 
is the image. If, therefore, definition is the principle of demonftration, it is necefTary that there 
fhould be another definition prior to this, of the many forms and efTential 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 multitude of the juft, whence every foul knowing the reafon of the 
juft contained in its eflence, knows in a fimilar manner that which is in all other fouls. But if 
it pofTefTes fomething common, it is this fomething common which we define, and this is the 
principle of demonftration, and not that univerfal in the many, which is material, and in a 

certain 
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feebly the fame with myfelf. That Socrates aufwered, You fpeak the truth. 
What then will you do with relped to philofophy ? Where will you turn 

yourfelf, 

certain refpect mortal, being coordinated with the many: for in demonftrations and definitions, 
it is requifite that the whole of what is partial fhould be comprehended 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 th« 
definition of man ? fince he contains many other particulars, which caufe him to poflefs ^ ia -
racteriftic 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 refpect to animal: for, indeed, the uni­
verfal in particulars is lefs than the particulars themfelves, and is lefs than fpecies $ 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 j 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 requifite 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 poflible to define. Hence the definitive together with the demonstrative 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 externally, 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 fuppofe* 
that this art is employed in things of pofterior origin, i. e. forms abftracted from fenGble6, perceives 
nothing of the power which it pofTeffes: for to divide things of pofterior origin, is the bufinefs 
of the divifive art, energizing according to opinions but to contemplate the effential differences 
of the reafons in the foul, is the employment of dianoetic 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 definition is more 
venerable, and ranks more as a principle than demonftration, and again, divifion than definition: 
for the divifive gives to the definitive art its principles, but not vice verfa. The analytic art alfo, 
muft perifh together with thefe, if we do not admit the effential reafons of the foul. For the 
analytic is oppofed to the demon ftrative method, as refolving from things caufed to caufes, but 
to the definitive as proceeding from compofites to things more fimple, and to the divifive, as 
afcending from things more partial to fuch as are more.univerfal. So that thofe methods being 
deftroyed, this alfo will perifh. If, 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 
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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 1 yourfelf in this 

affair, 
be the dialectic methods according to which we obtain a knowledge of things, nor (hall we know 
where to turn the dianoetic power of the foul. 

1 Socrates was alone deficient in fkill, whence Parmenides exhorts him to apply himfelf to dia­
lectic, through which he would become much more fkilful, being exercifed in many things, and 
perjsciving the confequences of hypothefes ; and when he has accomplished 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 dialectic. And this is the whole end of the words. 
This exercife, however, muft not be thought to be fuch as that which is called by logicians the 
epichirematic 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
count 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. The latter, however, is more 
beautiful than the former, as it ufes more excellent methods, beginning from on high, in order 
to accomplish 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. If* 
therefore, we exercife ourfelves in this method, there is much hope that we fhall genuinely appre­
hend the theory of ideas ; diftinctly evolving our confufed conceptions; diffolving apparent 
doubts; and demonftrating things of which we are now ignorant. But till we can effect this, 
we fhall not be able to give a fcientific definition of every form. 

Should it, however, be inquired whether it is poflible to define forms or not, fuch as the beau­
tiful itfelf, or the juft itfelf; for forms, as Plato fays in his Epiftles, 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 intellect, but alfo in fouls, and in fenfible 
natures. And of thefe, fome are definable, and others not. This being the cafe, intellectual 
forms, though they may be in many and partial natures, cannot be defined on account of their 
fimplicity, and becaufe they are apprehended by intelligence, and not through compofition ; and 
likewife, becaufe whatever is defined ought to participate of fomething common, which is, as it 
were, a fubject, and is different from itfetf. But in divine forms there is nothing of this kiud : 
for being, as Timieus fays, does not proceed into any thing elfe, but though it makes a certain 
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 fubfifting in fenfibles, 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, dialectic fpeculates the firft forms by fimple intuitions i 
but when it defines, or divides, it looks to the images of thefe. If, therefore, fuch a fcience is 
the pureft part of intellect and prudence, it is evident that it employs pure intellections, through 
which it apprehends intelligibles, and multiform methods by which it binds the fpectacles derived 

from 
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affair, O Socrates, you ihould endeavour to define what the beautiful, the 
juft, and the good are, and each of the other fo rms : for I before perceived the 
neceflity of your accomplifhing this, when I heard you difcourfing wi th 
Ariftotle. Indeed that ardour of yours, by which you are impelled to depu­
ta t ion, is both beautiful 1 and divine ; but collecl: yourfelf together , and 

while 

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

But it is 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 wholes 
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 
fhadowy 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. 

1 Some, fays Proclus, are neither impelled to, nor are aftonifhed about, the fpeculation of 
beings: others again have obtained perfection according to knowledge : and others are impelled, 
indeed, but require perfection, logical flull, 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
real effence, 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 leading to that which is truly beautiful, (which does not confift in practical 
affairs, as the Stoics afterwards conceived it did, but in intellectual energies,) and as adapted to 
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 intellect and 
the one. As divine, indeed, it vindicates to itfelf the one, but as beautiful, intelletl, 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 dialectic as ineprehenfible and moft expedient j being connate, 
indeed, with things, but employing many powers for the apprehenfion of truth ; imitating intel­
lect, from which alfo it receives its principles, but beautifully extending through well-ordered 
gradations to true 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 inacceflible to the unex-
ercifed, and this is no other than falling from the whole of truth. For an orderly progreflion is 
that which makes our afcent fecure and irreprehenfible. Hence, Proclus adds, the Chaldzean 
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 fpeculations 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 ydu are young more and more exercife yourfelf in that fcience, which 
appears ufelefs to the many, and is called by them empty loquacity ; for if 
you do not, the truth will elude your purfuit. 

That Socrates then faid, What method of exercife f is this, O Parme-* 
nides? And that Parmenides replied, It is that which you have heard Zeno 
employing: but befidcs this, while you ŵ s fpeaking with Zeno, I admired 
your aflerting that you not only fuffered yourfelf to contemplate the wander­
ing* which fubfifts about the objects of fight, but likewife that which takes 

place 

that are thus negligent, the progreflions are imperfect, the impulfes are vain, and the paths are 
blind." Being perfuaded, therefore, both by PJato and the oracles, we (hould 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 calls this dialectic an exercife (yufi»ouna)y not being argu­
mentative, we ought not to wonder. For every logical difcurfus, and the evolution itfelf of the­
orems, confidered with reference to an intellectual 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 dianoetic power, which is the bufiaefs of dialectic, is a dianoetic ex* 
ercife preparatory to the moft fimple intellection of the foul. 

a 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 dialectic 
power from fenfibles to intelligibles j and he alfo adds the caufe of this. For things which are 
efpecially apprehended by reafon, or the fummit of the dianoetic part (for fuch is the meaning 
of reafon in this place), a T e intelligibles; fince Timaus alfo fays that the reafon about fenfibles 
is not firm and (table, but conjectural, 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 moreable 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 gnoftic powers. For fenfe has no knowledge whatever of thefe forms j the 
phantafy receives figured images of them ; opinion logically apprehends them, and without figure, 
but at the fame time poflefies the various, and is, in (hort, naturally adapted alone to know that% 

and not w h y , they are. Hence, the fummit of our dianoetic part is the only fufficient fpeculator 
of forms : and hence Tiraseus-fays that true being is*apprehended by intelligence in conjunction 
with reafon. So that forms, properly fo called, are juftly faid to be efpecially apprehended by 
reafon. For all fenfible things are partial; fince every body is partial: for no body i3 capable 
of being all things, nor of fubfifting impartibly, in a multitude of particulars. Phyfical forms 
verge 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 are called 
intellectual and intelligible, and are moft remote from matter are efpecially to be apprehended by 
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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 necefTary that, befides this, you mould not only confider if each of the 
things fujipofed is what will be the confequences from the hypothefis, but 

likewife 
reafon. The dialectic wandering, therefore, is necefTary 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-
curfus 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 intellection of immaterial and feparate natures. 

Nor muft we wonder, Cays Proclus, that Plato calls fcientific theory wandering: for.it is fo 
denominated with reference to pure intelligence, and the fimple apprehenGon of intelligible*. 
And what wonder is it, 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 intellect a 
wandering ; for though the intelligence in intellect is immutable, yet it is at the fame time one and 
multiplied, through the multitude of intelligibles. And why is it requifite to fpeak concerning 
intellect, fince thofe who energize in the higheft perfection from a divine afflatus, are accuftomed 
to (L eak of the wanderings of the Gods themfelves, not only of thofe in the heavens, but alfo of 
thofe that are denominated intellectual; 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, though they may all fubfift together, or a tranfitive multitude, like the.in­
tellections 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 whicji 
energizes according to one immutable energy, this is truly inerratic. 

1 It appears to me, fays Proclus, to be well faid by the antients that Plato has, given perfection 
in this dialogue to the writings both of Zeno and Parmenides, producing the dialectic exercife 
of the former to both oppofites, and elevating the theory of the latter to true being. We fhall 
find, therefore, the perfection 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 perfection of 
Zeno's writings in what is now faid. In addition, therefore, to what we have already delivered re-
fpeaing the dialcaic of Zeno in the preceding Introduction, we fhall fubjoin from Proclus the 
following obfervations. The difcourfe of Zeno having fuppofed the multitude of forms feparate 
from the one, collects the abfurdities which follow fr(Am> tlus hypotbefis, and this by conjidering 

what 
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Jikewife what will refult from fuppofing that it is not, if you wlfh to be more 
exercifed in this affair. How do you mean 1 (faid Socrates) ? As if (faid 

Parmenides) 

what follows, and what follows and does not follow; for he collects that they are fimilar and not 
fimilar; and proceeds in a fimilar manner refpecting the one and the many, motion and perma­
nency. Parmenides, however, thinks it fit that in dialectic invefligations it fhould not only 
be fuppofed if the one is, but alfo if it is not, and to fpeculate what will happen from this hypo­
thefis j 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 (hall not entirely difcover that of which the 
thing fuppofed is efTentially the caufe ; but if we can demonflrate in addition to this, that if it is 
not, this very fame thing will no longer follow which was the confequence of its being fuppofed 
to have a fubfiftence, then it becomes evident to us that if the one is, the other is alfo. 

> Some 
1 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 Introduction to this dialogue. 
For, he afiumes, if it happens, and if it follows and does not follow, and both thefe conjoined; 
fo 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 (imply happen to the many with refpect to themfelves to be feparated, not to be principles, 
to fubfift diflimilarly. But to the many with refpect to the one there will happen, to be compre­
hended by the one, to be generated by it, and to participate of fimilitude and union from it. T o 
the one there witl happen, to have dominion over the many, to be participated by them, to fubfift 
prior to them j and this with refpect to the many. But to the one with refpect to itfelf there will 
happen the impartible, the unmultiplied, that which is better than being, and life, and knowledge, 
and every thing of this kind. 

Again, if the many is not, there will happen to the many with refpect to themfelves the 
unfeparated and the undivided from each other: but to the many with refpect 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 pofleflion of nothing efficacious and perfect in its 
own nature \ for if it pofiefled any thing of this kind it would generate the many. T o the one 
with refpedb to the many, not to be the leader of multitude, and not to operate any thing in the 
many. 

Hence, we may conclude, that the one 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 object of inveftigation to its caufe for fuch is the one. It is requifite, therefore, that 
always after many difcuflions and hypothefes there (hould be a certain fummary deduction, (*epa-
Ktiovpevov.) For thus Plato, through all the intellectual conceptions, (hows that the one gives fub-
frftence to all things, and to the unities in beings, which we fay is the end of the dialogue. 
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Parmenides) you mould wifh to exercife yourfelf ii. this hypothefis of Zeno, 
if there are many things, what ought to happen both to the many with refer­
ence to themfelves, and to the one; and to the one with refpect 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 mould fuppofe if fimilitude 1 is, or if it is not, what will happen 

from 
Some one, however, may probably incpjire 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 fubfiftence what­
ever ? T o this we reply, that mn being, as we learn in the Sophifta,, is either that which in no 
refpect has a fubfiftence (TO /*n$xpit ^n3«/*«5 cv), or it is privation, for by itfelf it is not, but has 
an accidental being; or it is matter, for this is not, as being forrolefs, and naturally indefinite; 
or it is every thing material, as that which has an apparent being, but properly is not; or, further 
ftill, it is every thing fenfible, for this is continually 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 fubject of hypothefis: for it is not poflible to fpeak of 
tliis, nor to have any knowledge of it, as the Eleatean gueft in the Sophifta (hows, confirming 
the affertion of Parmenides concerning it. But when we fay that the many is not, or that the one 
is not, or that foul is not, we fo make the negation, as that each of thefe is fomething elfe, but 
is not that particular thing, the being of which we deny. And thus the hypothefis does not lead 
to that which in no refpect has a fubfiftence, but to that which partly is, and partly is not: for, 
in fhort, negations are the progeny of intellectual 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, wc only affert an ablation of 
being, but not the contrary to being, meaning by contrary, that which is moft diftant from being, 
and which perfectly 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 non-being the fubject of hypothefis do we 
fuppofe that which is in no refpect is, but we fignify as much of non-being as is capable of being 
known and exprefled by words.—For an account of the Eleatic method of reafoning which Plato 
here delivers, fee the Introduction to this dialogue. 

1 If fimilitude is, fays Proclus, there will* happen to itfelf with refpect to itfelf, the monadic, 
the perpetual, the prolific, and the primary. But, with refpect to fenfibles, the aflimilation of 
them to intelligibles, the not fuffering them to fall into the place of diflimilitude, and the con. 
junction of parts with their wholencffes. T o fenfibles with refpeft to themfelves there will hap-

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 muft 
take place concerning the diffimilar, motion 1 and permanency, genera* 

tion 

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

But if fimilitude is not, there will happen to itfelf according to itfelf the uneflential, the neither 
polTefling prolific power, nor a primary elTence. But with refpect to others not to have dominion 
over them, not to make them fimilar to themfelves according to form, but rather in conjunction 
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 refpect to themfelves there will 
happen the immovable, the unmingled, the unfympathetic. But with refpect to it, neither to be 
fafhioned by form according to it, nor to be connected by it. 

In like manner we fay with refpect to .the diffimilar. For if diflimilitude is, there will happen 
to itfelf with refpect to itfelf to be a form pure, immaterial and uniform, poflefling multitude to­
gether with unity; but with refpect to other things, I mean fenfibles, a caufe of the definite cir* 
cumfcription and divifion in each. T o other things with refpect to themfelves there will happen, 
that each will preferve its proper idiom and form without confufion; but with refpect to it, to be 
fufpended from it, and to be adorned both according to wholes and parts by it. But if diflimili­
tude is not, it will neither be a pure and immaterial form, nor, in fhort, one and not one, nor will 
it poflefs, with refpect to other things, a caufe of the feparate eflence of each ; and other things 
will poflefs an all-various Cfnfufion 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 diflimilitude of feparation, production according to form, and 
unconfufed purity of powers in themfelves. For thefe things follow the pofitions of fimilitude 
and diflimilitude, but the contraries of thefe from their being taken away. 

1 If motion is, there will happen to itfelf with refpect to itfelf the eternal, and the poiTcflion of 
infinite power; but to itfelf, with refpect to things which are here, to be motive of them, the 
vivific, the caufe of progreflion, and of various energies. But to thefe things with refpect to 
themfelves there will happen, the energetic, the vivific, the mutable; for every thing material 
panes from a fubfiftence in capacity, to a fubfiftence in energy. T o other things with refpect 
to motion there will happen, to be perfected by it, to partake of its power, to be afllmilated 
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 efiencc. And 
things which are here will be uncoordinated, indefinite and imperfect, firft motion not having 
a fubfiftence. 

In like manner with refpect to permanency, if it is, there will happen to itfelf with reference 
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tion 1 and corruption, being and non-being: and, in one word, concerning 
every 

to itfelf, the liable, the eternal, and the uniform. But to other things with refpect to them­
felves, that each will abide in its proper boundaries, and will be firmly eltabliflied in the fame 
places or meafures. To other things with refpect to it there will happen, to be every way 
bounded and fubdued by it, and to partake of (lability in being. But if it is not, there will 
happen to itfelf with refpect to itfelf, the inefficacious, and the unliable. To itfelf with refer­
ence to other things, not to afford them the liable, the fecure, and the firm ; but to other things 
with refpect to themfelves the much wandering, the uneftablifhed, the imperfect, and the being 
deprived of habitation •, and to other things with refpect to it, neither to be fubfervient to its 
meafures, nor to partake of being according to it, but to be borne along in a perfectly difordered 
manner, that which connects and eftablifhes them, not having a fubfiftence. Motion itfelf, 
therefore, is the fupplier of efficacious power, and multiform life and energy; but permanency, 
of firmnefs and (lability, and an eftablifhment in proper boundaries. 

1 Let us now confider, fays Proclus, prior to thefe, whence generation and corruption origi­
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 poflible for generation not to be, 
nor for corruption to be entirely diflblved, 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 eflence and being, but corruption of non-being. For every thing fo far as it is 
generated is referred to eflence, and partakes of being, but fo far as it is corrupted, it is referred 
to non-being, and a mutation of the is to another form. For 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 afferted by the Eleatean gueft, fo here cor­
ruption is not lefs than generation, nor does it lefs contribute to the perfection 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 paffing into being, is alfo the recipient of corrup­
tion, and that which is corrupting, 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 refpect to thefe. In the 
firft place, then, if generation is, it is in itfelf imperfect, and is the caufe to others of an aflimi-
lation to eflence. But there will happen to other things with refpect to themfelves, a mutation 
from each other i and to other things with refpect 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 object of opinion ; and with refpect to other things it will not be the form of .any 
thing, nor the caufe of order and perfection to any thing; but other things will be unbegotten 
and impaflive, and will have no communion with it, nor participate through it of being. 

In like manner with refpect to corruption : If corruption is, there will happen to itfelf with 
refpect to itfelf, the never failing, infinite power, and a fullnefs of non-being; but to itfelf with 
refpect to other things, the giving meafure to being, and the caufe of perpetual generation. ±Jut 
to other things with refpect to themfelves, there will happen a flowing into each other, and an 
inability of connecting themfelves. And to other things with refpect to corruption there will 

VOL . in. o happea 
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every thing which is fuppofed either to be 1 or nor to be, or influenced in 
any manner by any other padTon, it is necefTary 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 refpect to-
itfelf, that it will not be fubvertive of itfelf; for not having a fubfiftence, it will fubvert i t f e l f with 
refpe£t to other things. T o itfelf, with reference to other things there will happen, that it will 
not diflipate them, nor change them into each other, nor dilacerate being and elTence. To other 
things with refpect to themfelves there will happen, the not being changed into each other, the* 
not being paflive to each other, and that each will p T e f e r v e 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 from 
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 inveftigation of things in a twofold refpect, 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, w i t h refpect to itfelf and other things, and to other things-
with refpect to the thing fuppofed, but a l f o w h a t happens with reference to fubfiftence and non-
fubfiftence. Thus, for i n f t a n c e , if t h e f o u l is immortal, its virtue will have a connate life, fufn-
cient to felicity, and t h i s w i l l happen to itfelf with refpect to itfelf. But to itfelf with refpect 
to other things there will happen, to ufe them as inftruments, to provide for them fcparatelyr 

to impart life to them. In the fecond place, to other things with refpect to themfelves there 
will happen, that things living and dead will be generated from each other, the pofleflion of an 
adventitious immortality, the circle of generation ; but to other things with refpect 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 i s not immortal, i t w i l l not be felf-motive, it will not be intellectual eflcntiallyy. 
it will not be felf-vital; nor w i l l its difciplines be reminifcences. It w i l l be corrupted by i t s own* 
proper evil, and will not have a knowledge of true beings. And t h e f e things will happen to* 
itfelf with refpect to itfelf. But to itfelf w i t h refpect to others t h e r e 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 ; a n d all i t s life will be cor­
poreal, and converfant w i t h generation. To other things with refpect to themfelves t h e r e will 
happen, fuch a habit as that which confifts from cntelecheia and body. For there will alone be 
animals compofed from an indefinite life and bodies. But to other things with refpect 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 x and to live in conjunction with and 
not^/rom it. You fee, therefore, that after this manner we difcover by the dialectic art the 
mode, not only how we may be able to fuppofe if a thing is and is not, but any other paflion 
which it may fuffer, fuch as the being immortal or not immortal. 

4 Since, 
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quenees both to itfelf and to each individual of other things, which you 
may felecl 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 eflablifh, whether you confider that which is the 

fubjea 

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

It is neceffary indeed 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 motioii 
and reft to effence : for thefe are contained in and fubfift about it. But if the difference with' 
refpect to another thing, is with refpect to one thing, to many things, and to all things, and we 
fay there are twenty four mode?, afluming in one way only a fubfiftence with reference to 
another, this is not wonderful. For difference with refpect 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 in­
telligible, or which in other words, fubfifts according to a fupereffential characteriftic: for the 
whole of our life is an exercife to the vifion of this, and the wandering through dialectic haftens 
to that as its port. Hence Plato in a wonderful manner ufes the word diotyo-Qau to look through : 
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 refpect 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 refpect to other 
things, to govern them, to preferve every thing, to poffefs the beginning and the end of all things, 
and to bound the whole of fenfibles. That which does not follow is, to injure the objects of 
its providential care, to fupply that which is contrary to expectation, 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. There will follow to other things with 
refpect 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 them will be from 

o 2 fortune, 
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fubjecl: of your hypothefis as having a fubfiftence or as not fubfifting; if, 
being perfectly exercifed, you defign through proper media to perceive the 
truth. 

That Socrates then faid, You fpeak, O Parmenides, of an employment 
which it is impomble to accomplifh, nor do I very much underftand what 
you mean ; but why do you not eftahlifti a certain hypothefis yourfelf, and 
enter on its difcuflion, 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 refpect 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 oppolition 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 
Vanquilhed by it. There will follow and not follow, that every thing will participate of pro­
vidence : for in one refpect they partake pf 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 fubfiftence, again there will follow to itfelf with refpect to 
itfelf, the imperfect, the unprolific, the inefficacious, a fubfiftence for itfelf alone. There will 
not follow, the unenvying, the tranfeendently full, the fufficient, the afllduous. 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 energize, and in another refpect 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 aflGmilating 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 refpect is poflible and not poflible. For, if it fhould 
be faid, that through a tranfeendency exempt from all things, it does not providentially energize* 
nothing hinders but that it may be an object of defire to all fecondary natures; but yet, confi-
dered as deprived of this power, it will not be defirable. T o other things with refpect to them­
felves there will follow, the unadornedj the cafual, the indefinite in paflivity,. 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 refpect to one tiling, a diftribution according to-
merit, and a fubfiftence according to intellect. There will follow and not follow, the being good :: 
for, fo far as they are beings^they muft neceflarily be good :. and yet, providence not having a fub­
fiftence, it cannot be faid whence they poflefs good. But to other things with refpect 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 neceflary they fhould know that it is not, if it is not. And 
it is alfo neceflary that they fhould not know, it;. for there is nothing common to them with re­
fpect to providence. 

T h a t 
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That Parmenides replied, You aflign, O Socrates, a mighty labour 1 to a 
man fo old as myfelf! Will you, then, O Zeno ((aid .Socrates), difcufs 

fomething 
1 By this Plato indicates that the enfuing difcourfe contains much truth, as Proclus well ob-

fervcs: and if you confider it with relation to the foul, you may fay 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 mould abide in his elevated place of furvey, and in his peculiar man­
ners. It is laborious, therefore, for him who lhes intellectually 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 variety 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 thofe 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 dialectic method in 
the ufe of it is evident, from no one after Plato having profeffedly written upon it; 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 dialectic method in addition to what has been already delivered on the fubject. The im­
portance of fuch illuftrations, and the difficulty with which the compofition of them is attended,-
will, 1 doubt not, be a fufficient apology for its appearing in this place. It is extracted, as well-
as the preceding, from the admirable MS. commentary of Proclus on this dialogue. 

Let it then be propofed to confider the confequences of admitting or denying the perpetual ex­
igence of foul. 

If then foul always is, the confequences to itfelf, with refpecl to itfelf are, the felf-motive, the 
felf-vital, and the felf-fubfiftent r but the things which Jo not folow to itfelf with refpecl to itfelf% 

are, the deflructionof itfelf, the being perfectly ignorant, and knowing nothing of itfelf. The 
confequences which follow and do not 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 intellect, it is eternal, but fo far as it verges to a cor­
poreal nature, it is mutable. 

Again, if foul is, the confequences to itfelf with refpecl to other things, \. e. bodies, are commu­
nication of motion, the connecting 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 
k is the property of animated natures to be moved inwardly; and to be the caufe of reft and im­
mutability to bodies. The confequences which 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 effence, becaufe this is incorporeal. And this is the firft hexad. 

The fecond hexad is as follows: iffoul is, the confequence to other things, i. e. bodies with refpecl' 
to themfelves, is fympathy ; for, according to a vivific caufe, bodies fympathize with each other.. 

* For foul, according to Plato, fubfifts between intellect and a corporeal nature; the foiracr of which is 
perfectly indivifible, and the latter perfectly divifible. 

But 
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fornething for us ? And then Pythodorus related that Zeno, laughing, faid 
We muft requefl: 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 mud neceflarily be fenfitive: fome things peculiarly fo, and others as parts of 
<he whole. The confeqttences which follow and do not follow to bodies with refpetl to themfelves are, that 
in a certain refpect they move themfelves, through being animated, and in a certain refpect do 
not m o v e themfelves: for there are many modes of felf-motion. 

Again, if foul is, the confequences to bodies with refpetl to foul are, to be moved internally and vi­
vified by foul, to be preferved and connected through it, and to be entirely fufpended frem it. 
The confequences which do not follow are, to be diflipated by foul, and to be filled from it with a 
privation of life ; for bodies receive from foul life a n d connection. The confequences which follow 
and do not follow are, that bodies participate, a n d do n o t participate of foul; for fo f a r as foul is 
prefent with bodies, fo far they may be faid to participate of foul; b u t fo far as it is feparate from 
them, fo far they do not participate of foul. And this forms the fecond hexad. 

The third hexad is as follows : if foul is not, the confequences to itfelf with refpetl to itfelf are, 
•he non-vital, the uneiTential, a n d the non-intellectual ; f o r , not having any fubfiftence, it has 
neither eflence, nor life, nor intellect. The confequences which do not follow are, the ability to pre* 
ferve itfelf, to give fubfiftence 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 a n d irrational with refpect to itfelf, as neither 
reafoning nor having a n y knowledge of itfelf; b u t in another refpect, it is neither irrational nor 
unknown, if it is confidered as a certain nature, which is not rational, nor endued with know­
ledge. 

Again, if foul is not, the confequences which follow to itfelf with refpetl to bodies are, to be u n p T o -

lific of them, to be unmingled with, and to employ no providential energies about, them. The 
confequences which do not follow are, to move, vivify, a n d connect bodies. The confequences which 
follow and do not follow are, that it is different from bodies, and t h a t it does not communicate 
with them. For this in a certain refpect is true, a n d not true; if t h a t which is not foul is c o n f i ­

dered as having indeed a being, b u t unconnected with foul: for thus it is different from bodies, 
fince thefe are perpetually connected 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 ta bodies with refpetl to themfelves are, 
the immovable, privation of difference according to life, and the privation of fympathy to each 
other. The confequences which do not follow are, a fenfible knowledge of each other, and to be 
moved from themfelves. That which fodows and does not follow is, to be paflive to each other ; 
for in one refpect they would be paflive, and in another not; fince they would be alone corpor­
eal ly and not vitally paflive. 

Again, if foul is not, the confequences to other things with refpetl to H are, n o t to be taken care of, 
nor to be moved by foul. The confequences which do not, follow are, to be vivified a n d connected 
by foul. The confequences which follow and do not folkw are, to be aflimilated and not aflimilated 

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 dtfcuflion ? If, therefore, many 1 were prefent, it would 

n o t 

to foul: for, fo far as foul having no fubfiftence, neither will bodies fubfift, fo far they will be 
aflimilated to foul; for they will fuffer the fame with it; but fo far as it is impoflible 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 foul is the caufe of life, fympathy, and motion to bodies; and r 

in fhort, of their being and prefervation; for foul fubfifting, thefe are at the fame time intro­
duced-, but not fubfifting, they arc at the fame time taken away. 

1 It it unneceffary to obfervc, that the moft divine of dogmas aTe unadapted to the ears of the 
many, fince Plato himfelf fays that a l l 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 Parmenides himfelf wrote fome things according to truth, 
and others according to opinion ; and Zeno calls fome difcourfes true, and others ufeful. 'Ourw 

fo xa\ hi Tlv9ayopsioi ruv koyuv, T C V ? (*ev tipaakov tivai pvo-nxov;, rovg fo bnaiBpiovs, xai 01 tx rou mtpmarov, 

rovs fxtv EcrwTEfixot/f, rovj fo tZvTepixous, xat au-TOi Raf/xmfois, roc (Atv Trpo; aXr.Qetav sypa^e, rot fo npos fo£avr 

xai o Zwuv fo revf (iev a X u f i f i j exaXti ruv hoyu>v} rcui fo %/jf»a>5fJJ. 

The multitude therefore, fays Proclus, are ignorant how great the power is of dialectic, and 
that the end of this wandering is truth and intellect. For it is not poffible for us to recur from 
things laft to fuch as are firft, except by a progreflion through the middle forms of life. For, a s 

our defcent into the realms of mortality was effected through many media, the foul always pro­
ceeding into that which is more compofite, in like manner our afcent muft be aceomplifhed 
through various media, the foul refolving her compofite order of life. In the firft place, there­
fore, it is requifite to defpife the fenfes, as able to know nothing accurate, nothing fane, but 
pofleffing much of the confufed, the material, and the paflive, in confequence of employing cer­
tain in liniments of this kind. After this it follows, that we fhould difmifs imaginations, thofe 
winged ftymphalidrc of the foul, as alone pofleffing a figured intellection of things, but by no means 
able to apprehend unfigurcd and impartible form, and 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 j for 
they are not converfant with the caufes of things, nor do they procure for us fcience, nor the par­
ticipation of a feparate intellect. In the fourth place, therefore, we muft haftily return to the 
great fea of the fciences, and there, by the.affifiance of dialectic, furvey the divifions and compofi-
tions of thefe, and, in fhort, the variety of ?6rms in the foul, and through this furvey, unweaving 
b u r vital order, behold our dianoetic part. After this, in the fifth place, it is requifite to feparate 
ourfelves from compofition, and contemplate by intellectual energy true beings : for intellect is 
more excellent than fcience; and a life according to intellect is preferable to that which is accord--
ing to fcience. Many, therefore, are the wanderings of the foul: for one of thefe is in imagma* 
tions, another in opinions, and a third in the dianoetic 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 
a n old man, to difcourfe about things of this kind before many witnelTes. 
For the many are ignorant that, without this difcurfive progreflion and 
wandering through all things, it is impoflible, by acquiring the truth, to 
obtain the polTeflion of intellect. I, therefore, O Parmenides, in conjunc­
tion with Socrates, beg that you would undertake a difcufTion, which I have 
not heard for a long time. But Zeno having made this requeft, Antiphon 
faid 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 necelfary to 
comply with your entreaties, though I fhould feem to myfelf to meet with 
the fate of the Ibycean 1 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 himlelf, faid—cT/IUS alfo I that am fo 

is alone inerratic And this is the myftic port of the foul, into which Homer conducts 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 or^Sions, but alfo in the dianoetic evolutions of arguments. 
Knowing this, therefore, and remembering the labours he had endured, he is afraid of again de­
scending to fuch an abundant wandering ; like another TJlyflcs, after pafling through various 
regions , and being now in pofleflion 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 fuftained in war, and his long extended wandering. Having, therefore, 
afcended to reafoning from phantafies and the fenfes, and to intellect from reafoning, he is very 
properly afraid of a defcent to reafoning, and of the wandering in the dianoetic parr, left he 
fhould in a certain refpect become oblivious, and (hould be drawn down to phantafy and fenfe. 
For the defcent from intellect is not fafe, nor is it proper to depart from things firlt, left we fhould 
unconfcioufly abide in thofe of a fubordinate nature. Parmenides, therefore, being now efta-
blifhed in the port of intellect, is averfe again to defcend to a multitude of reafonings from an 
intellectual and fimple form of energy. At the f<<me time, however, he does defcend for the fake 
of benefitting fecondary natures for the very grace (X<*PII) 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 arifiwg from wandering, and defcending for the 
benefit alone of fallen fouls, and not to fill up a life enamoured with generation, 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 Tufcul. Qiueftion. lib. 4. Paufan. Corinth, lib. 2. buidas and lirafmus in Adagiis. 
T h e r e are alfo two epigrams upon him in the Anthologia. 
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old, am compelled to return to the fubjecls 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 necefTary to comply, efpecially as it is the 
requeft of Zeno, for we are one and the fame. Whence then fhall we 
begin 1 ; and what fhall we firft of all fuppofe? Are you willing, fince it 
feems we muft play a very ferious game, that I fhould begin from myfelf, 
and my own 1 hypothefis, fuppofing concerning the one itfelf whether the 

one 

1 Parmenides, fays Proclus, defcending to the evolution of arguments, and to fcientifically-
difcurfive energies from his intellectual 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 intellect from their judgment; for it is not lawful that 
the energy of more excellent natures fhould be meafured from that of fuch as are fubordinate j 
but converting them to himfelf, and exciting them to a perception of his meaning, that he may 
not infert arguments in the flupid, as nature implants productive principles in bodies, but that 
he may lead them to themfelves, and that they may be impelled to being in conjunction with him. 
For thus intellect leads fouls, not only elevating them together with itfelf, but preparing them to 
aflift 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 one 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 hypothefes, and 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 
jhis 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, ( t o hcv), calls the one his hypothefis, and fays that he fhall begin from this his 
proper principle. Some then have faid that, Parmenides making being the whole fubject of his 
difcufTion, Plato, finding that the one is beyond being and all effence, corrects Parmenides, and 
rcprefents him beginning 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 compofi-
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 characterized by the one; and in the following 
hypothefes he fays, if the one is not; and laftly, infers that if the one is, or is not, all things are, 
and are not. Parmenides, therefore, being Platonic, calls that his hypothefis which fuppofes 

v o L . i n . P t h g 



i o6 T H E P A R M X N I D E S . 

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 afTert 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 a» 
this can be effected by difcourfe, in his unwritten converfations with Zeno. Very properly, there­
fore, does he call this bufinefs concerning the 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 the one is, having the is together with 
the one, belongs to this order of things); but that he recurs from one being to the one, clearly Show­
ing that the one, properly fo called, wills this alone, to be the one, and haftily withdraws itfelf 
from being. He alfo {hows that one being is the fecond from this, proceeding to being through 
fubje&ion, but that the one itfelf is better than the is, and that if it is, together with the //, it no 
longer remains that which is properly the one. Hence, it is true that Parmenides makes true 
being, or the one being, the fubjedt of his hypothefis, and alfo, that through this hypothefis he 
afcends to the one itfelf, which Plato in the Republic denominates unhypothetic : for it is ne­
ceflary, fays he, always to proceed through hypothefes, that afcending, we may at length end in 
the unhypothetic one 5 fince every hypothefis is from a certain other principle. But if any one 
{hould make the hypothefis the principle, we may fay to fuch a one, with Plato, that where the 
principle is unknowp, and the end and middle alfo confift from things that are unknown, it is 
not poflible that a thing of this kind can be fcience. The one alone, therefore, is the principle, 
and is unhypothetic •, fo that what is made the fubject of hypothefis is fomething elfe, and not 
the one* But Plato afcends from this to the one, 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 afiumed the unhypothetic as an hypothefis, and that which is without a principle as 
from a principle, he would not have followed the method which fays it is entirely neceflary to 
confider what is confequent to the hypothefis. Or, if he had not aftumed the one as an hypo 
thefis, but fome one of the things more remote from the one, he could not eafily have made a 
tranfition to it, nor would he have unfolded to us fpontaneoufly and without violence the caufe 
prior to being. That the one, therefore, might remain unhypothetic, and that at the fame time 
he might recur from a certain proper hypothefis to the one, he makes the one being the fubject of his 
hypothefis, which proximately fubfifts after the one, and in which, perhaps, that which is properly 
the one primarily fubfifts, as we (hall fhow 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 is," and transferring himfelf to the unhypothetic, which is near to this, he unfolds the fub­
fiftence of all beings from the unity whkh is exempt from all things. Whence, faying that he 
fliall make his own one the fubject 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 aflitmes, together with the one, the conception of the //. But he every 

wherfc 
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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 anfwcr will at the fame time afford me 
a time for breathing in this arduous invefligation. 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 one 1 is, is it not true that 
the 

where reafons as looking to the one, either unparticipated, or participated, that he may (how that all 
things are through//^ one, and that feparate from the one, they and their very being are obliterated. 

1 In the Introduction to this Dialogue we have fpoken concerning the number, and unfolded 
the meaning of the hypothefis about the one-, let us, therefore, with Proclus, difcufs a few par­
ticulars refpecTing principle, that we may more accurately underftand the nature of the one. 
The principle, therefore, of all beings and non-beings is called the 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 greateft of goods, is the fource of union to all things, and 
i3 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 enad 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 connective 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 doctrine 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 fupermundane 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 intellect, therefore, which is the caufe of foul, be the fountain of this light ? Intellect, 
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 intellect, its fummit, and as it were flower, muft 
be the principle of mundane light: for this is properly the fun which reign* over the vifible place, 

p 2 and, 
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the one will not be many ? For how can it be ? It is neceflary, therefore, 
that 

and, according to Plato in the Republic, is the offspring of the 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 
eftablifhed, and from which it never departs. 

But this unity having an order prior to the folar intellect, there is alfo in intellect, fo far as 
intellect, an unity participated from this unity, which is emitted into it like a feed, and through 
which intellect is united with the unity or deity of the fun. This, too, is the cafe with the foul 
of the fun j for this through the one which fhe contains, is elevated through the one of intellect 
as a medium, to the deity of the fun. In Yike manner, with refpect to the body of the fun, we 
rhuft 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 j of foul according to 
the life which is difleminated in i t ; of intellect according to its form ; and of unity according 
to its one, fince foul participates both of intellect 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 celcflial and 
fublunary bodies, wholes and parts, blofibm into exiflence, we may not improperly fay that this 
is Nature, which is the principle of motion and reft to all bodies, and which is eftablfhed 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 intellect 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. If, therefore, we wifh to difcover 
this one principle, we mult 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, connects, 
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, wfc 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 doxaftic or dianoetic knowledge is the principle of knowledge; for 
opinion does not know the caufes of things, and the dianoetic power, though it knows caufes, 
yet apprehends the objects of its perception partially, and does not view the whole at once, nor 
poflefs an energy collective and fimple, and which eternally fubfifts according to the fame. Nor 
yet is intellect 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 ©f 

knowledge. 
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9 
For in thefe all are in each, but not all in all. 

character iflics. 

that there mould neither be any part belonging to it, nor that it fhould be a 
whole. 

knowledge. Since however, it is not only one but various, and contains a multitude of in­
tellect ions; for as the objects of intellect are feparated from each other, fo alfo intellectual con­
ceptions,—this being the cafe, intellect is not the principle of knowledge, but this muft be 
afcribed to the one of intellect, 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 intellect ; fince this 
is coordinate to difference, and is fubordinate to eflence. But the one tranfeends and is connective 
of an intellectual eflence. Through this one intellect is a God, but not through famenefs, nor 
through eflence: for in fhort intellect fo far as intellect is not a God; fince otherwife a partial 
intellect 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. Intellect, therefore, by that part of itfelf which is not intellect is 
a God, and by that part of itfelf which is not a God, it is a divine intellect. And this unity 
of intellect knows itfelf indeed, fo far as it is intellectual, but becomes intoxicated as it is faid 
with nectar, and generates the whole of knowledge, fo far as it is the flower of intellect, and 
a fupereffential one. Again, therefore, inveftigating the principle of knowledge, we have 
afcended to the one\ and not in thefe only, but in every thing elfe 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 the one is a principle, and you may fay 
concerning this principle, what Socrates fays in the Phsedrus, viz. u 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 each. It is the fame thing, therefore, to fay unity and 
principle, if principle is every where that which is moft characterized by unity. Hence he who 
difcourfes about every one, will difcourfe about principles. The Pythagoreans, therefore, thought 
proper to call every incorporeal eflence one ; but a corporeal and in fhort partible effence, they 
denominated other. So that by confidering the one, you will not deviate from the theory of 
incorporeal effences, 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 tranfeendent: for here all are in all, which does not 
take place in forms or ideas*; and their unmingled purity and the characteriftic of each, in a 
manner far furpafling the diverfity in ideas, preferve their natures unconfufed, and diftinguifh 
their peculiar powers. Hence fome of them are more univerfal, and others more partial; fome 
of them are characterized according to permanency, others according to progreflion, and others 
according to converfion. Some again, arc generative, others anagogic,, or endued with a power 
of leading things back to their caufes, and others demiurgic;. and, in fhort, there are different 
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whole *. Why ? Is not a part a part of a whole ? Certainly. But what 
is 

characteriftics of different Gods, viz. the connective, perfeflive, 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 diftinct. 

Indeed, Proclus adds, we obtain a knowledge of their union and characteriftics from the 
natures by which they are participated: for, with refpect 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 poffefs much variety in their efTcnce, powers, and dignity among 
wholes. As, therefore, we apprehend the difference of incorporeal eflences from fenfible inflec­
tion, in like maimer, from the variety of incorporeal efTences, we are enabled to know fomething 
of the unmingled feparation of the firft and fupereflential unities, and of the characteriftics of 
each ; for each unity has a multitude fufpended from its nature, which is either intelligible alone, 
or at the fame time intelligible and intellectual, or intellectual alone ; and this laft is either par-
cipated or not participated, and this again is either fupermundane or mundane: and thus far does 
the progreflion of the unities extend. Surveying, therefore, the extent of every incorporeal hypo-
ftafis which is diftributed under them, and the mutation proceeding according to meafurefrom 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
fpect 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 eflences. 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, difcufling 
this, that he may fupernally unfold all their progreflion from the exempt unity, the caufe of all 
things, aflumes as an hypothefis his own one. But this is the 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 a leading 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 the one. 
But through the mutation of that which is confequent, Parmenides at one time aflumes whole, at 
another time figure, and at another fomething elfe, and thefe either 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 the one which is 
prior to the participated unities, at another time difcufles 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 intellectual eflence im­
partible and one, and all intellects one, and one all, through famenefs which is collective and con­
nective of every intellectual 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 tranfeendently united ? that their 
commixture cannot be furpafled ? that they do not proceed from the ineffable adytum of the one ? 
and that they all poflefs the form of the one? Every where, therefore, things firft poflefs the 
form of their caufe. Thus, the firft of bodies is moft vital, and is fimilar to foul \ the firft of 
fouls has the form of intellect j and the firft intellect is a God. So that the firft of numbers is 
uniform and enadic, or characterized by unity, and is fupereiTential as the one. Hence, if they 
are unities and number, there is there both multitude and union. 

Again, the fi ope of this firft hypothefis, as we have obferved in the Introduction, 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 offspring. 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 intellectual, but the fource of the fubfiftence of both 
the intelligible and intellectual 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 fubfifts in another i for every where things fubfifting in them­
felves precede thofe which give themfelves up to fomething elfe. Hence, imparticipable foul, 
which revolves in the fuperceleftial place, is the leader, according to eflence, of the multitude of 
fouls, and of thofe which are diftributed in bodies. And one, imparticipable intellect, feparate, 
eternally eftablifhed in itfelf, and fupernally connecting every intellectual eflence, precedes the 
multitude of intellects. The firft intelligible alfo, unmingled, and uniformly eftablifhed in itfelf, 
is expanded above the multitude of intelligibles. For the intelligible which is in every intellect 
is different from that which is eftablifhed in itfelf; and the latter is intelligible alone, but the 
former is intelligible as in intellectuals. 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 which is 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 confequences, therefore, the one would be compofed of 
parts, 

can only be effected by energizing logically, intellectually, 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 uncircumfcribed cofenfation of the one. For we contain the images of firfl caufes, and 
participate of total foul, the intellectual 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 the one, unlefs by exciting the 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 intellect ? For intellectual energy leads 
the foul to the tranquil energy according to the one which we contain. And how can we perfectly 
obtain intellectual energy, unlefs we proceed through logical conceptions, and prior to more fim­
ple intellections, employ fuch as are more compofite ? 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 the one) and a divinely-infpired impulfe in the cofenfation of that which 
is exempt from all beings, that we may not unconfeioufly, 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, Handing above every thing intelligible in our na­
ture, and difmiffing every other energy, that we may affociate with it alone, and may, as it were, 
dance round it, abandoning thofe intellections of the foul which are employed about fecondary 
concerns. The mode of difcourfe, then, muft be of this kind, viz. logical, intellectual, and en-
theaflic: 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 affirmation 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 inverted 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 difference, is related 
to being, and that it is not lefs than being. Since, however, non-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 fpeculate three fpecies of negations; one above affirmation, 
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 one, and the other, viz. the ineffable principle of things, not being connumerated 

with 
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parts, being a whole and polTeffing parts ? It is neceflary 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 refpect 
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 afferted of it than affirmation ; for, as affirmations belong to beings, fo negations to non-
being. In (hort, affirmation wifhes to be converfant with a certain form ; and when the foul fays that 
one thing is prefent to another, and makes an affirmation, it adduces fome of the kindred natures 
which it contains. But the firft 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 deceive ourfelves, and not aflert 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. T o which we may add, that affirmations manifeft fomething definite; for 
non-man is more infinite than man. The incomprehenfible and uncircumfcribed nature of the 
me is therefore more adapted to be manifefted through negations : for affirmations may be faid to 
vanquifti 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 the one ? For its 
ineffable, incomprehenfible, and unknown nature can alone through thefe be declared, if it be 
lawful fo to fpeak, to partial intellectual conceptions fuch as ours. Negations, therefore, are better 
than affirmations, 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 
firft 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 (hort, the one does 
not receive any thing, but is exempt from every being, and all participation. Nor, again, muft 
negation be adapted to the one, as in that which in no refpect receives negation, which pofleffes 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 fimply 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 
tilings 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 indeed, but are the caufes to others in which they are 
inherent, of receiving affirmation; as, for irtf nee, 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 the one will be many, and not one. True. But it is ne­
cefTary 

are moved through it. And, in fhort, every paffion is itfelf impaffivc; fince, being fimple, it 
either is or is not. But that which fuffers, or the paffive fubject, 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 means ingenerated in thofe things of which it is the caufe. It may be con­
cluded, therefore, that as the one is the caufe of wholes, fo negations are the caufes of affirma-
tiqns; whence fuch things as the fecond hypotheGs affirms, the firft denies. For all thofe 
affirmations proceed from thefe negations ; and the one is the caufe of all things, as being prior to 
all things : for, as foul, being incorporeal, produces body, and as intellect, 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 refpect 
to other things: for it is no one of the natures which it produces; fince neither is any other caufe 
the fame with its progeny. But if it is no one of the natures to which it gives fubfiftence, and at 
the fame time gives fubfiftence to all things, it is no one of all things. If, therefore, we know 
all things affirmatively, we manifeft the 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 refpect to matter, therefore, negations arc worfe than affirmations, becaufe they are pri­
vations, but affirmations are participations of which matter is efTentially deprived. But, with re­
fpect to beings, negations are 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 the one. Thus, when we fay that the foul neither 
fpeaks 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 
Clench. And again, we fay that nature is neither 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 all-
various colours and intervals. 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. I mean the firft monad, and that which we fay contains all the forms of numbers. 
All, therefore, that is denied of the one, proceeds from it: for it is neceffary 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 each other, fuch as that it is neither whole nor part, neither 
fame nor different, neither permanent nor in motion ; 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 firfl duad, and of all habitude and oppofition. For nature is the caufe of all corporeal oppo. 
fitions, the foul of all vital caufes, and intellect of the genera pertaining to foul. But the one is 
fimply the caufe of all divifions: for it cannot be faid that it is the caufe of fome, and not the 

caufe 
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celTary that it (hould not be many, but one. It is neceflary 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 (hould be fome other caufe of this oppofition, and the 
cue would no longer be the caufe of all things. Hence, negations are generative of affirmations: 
thofe which are affumcd in the firft hypothefis of thofe which are inveftigated in the fecond: for 
whatever the firft 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 
projection of intellect, and adhefive vifion and knowledge ? or whether natures better than our 
foul know the one negatively in an analogous manner ? We reply, therefore, that intellect by its 
perceptions which are conjoined with forms, knows forms, and comprehends intelligibles, and 
this is a certain affirmative knowledge: for that which is, approaches to that which is, and intellect 
is that which it underftands through the intellectual perception of itfelf. But, by an unity above 
intellect, it is conjoined with the 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 intellect, the other as not intellect; one as knowing itfelf, the other becoming inebriated, 
as fome one fays, and agitated with divine fury from nectar j and one fo far as it is, but the 
other fo far as it is not, Much-celebrated intellect itfelf, therefore, poflefles both a negative and 
affirmative knowledge of the one. But if intellect, divine fouls alfo, according to their fummits 
and unities, energize enthufiaftically about the one, and are efpecially divine fouls on account of 
this energy ; but, according to their intellectual powers, they are fufpended from intellect, round 
which they harmonically dance. According to their rational powers they know themfelves, pre-
ferve their own effence with purity, and evolve the productive principles which they contain ; but, 
according to thofe powers wrhich are characterized by opinion, they comprehend and govern in a 
becoming manner all fenfible natures. And all the other kinds of knowledge which they poflefs 
are indeed affirmative : for they know beings as they are ; and this is the peculiarity of affirma­
tion. But the enthufiaftic energy about the one is in thefe a negative knowledge: for they do 
not know that the one is, but that he 13 not , according to that which is better than the is. The 
intelleclion, however, of that which is not, is negation. If, therefore, both divine fouls and much 
celebrated intellect itfelf knew the one through negation, what occafion is there to defpife the im­
becility of our foul, earneftly endeavouring to manifeft negatively its uncircumfcribed nature ? 
For nothing pertaining to the firjl 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 characteriftic of the firft, to commit in a becoming man­
ner the knowledge of him to the reafoning power, and to excite the one which we contain, that, 
if it be lawful fo to fpeak, we may know the fimilar by the fimilar, fo far as it is poflible to be 
fcnown by our order: for, as by opinion we know the objects of opinion, and by the dianoetic 
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will neither be a whole, nor poflefs parts, if the one is one. It will not* 
if, 

power dianoetic objects, and as by our intellectual part we know that which is intelligible, fo by 
our one we know the 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 firfl 
place, it will, perhaps, be proper to enumerate all the particulars which in the firft hypothefis are 
denied of the 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 difiimilar; is neither equal, nor greater nor 
leffer ; is neither older nor younger; that it participates in no refpect 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 object of opinion nor fcience. Thefe, then, arc briefly what the firft hypothefis denies 
of the one j but why thefe alone, we now propofe to inveftigate: for Proclus informs us, that to 
fome philofophers prior to him this was a fubject 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 arc contained under the 
ten categories, which are not mentioned by Parmenides. Others aflerted, that thefe negations 
were comprehended in the five genera of being, viz. eflence, famenefs, and difference, motioa 
and permanency. However, not thefe only are denied of the one, but likewife figure, the nvhotep 

time, number, and the fimilar, and the diffimilar, which are not genera of being. But thofe, fay» 
he, fpeak the moft probably who wifh to fhow 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 intellect, fo that by a much greater priority all thefe are caufally comprehended 
in intellect. Hence, thefe things are denied of the one, becaufe it is above intellect and every 
•intellectual 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 perfect fphere, every where equal from the middle, 
Wid rejoicing in revolving manfion. He alfo denominates it perfectly entire and unmoved. So 
that all thefe fubfift primarily in intellect, but fecondarily, and after the manner of an image, in 
the monad, and every thing fenfible, phyfically in this, and mathematically in that. For intellect; 
is an intelligible fphere, the monad a dianoetic 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 aflumed, but by no means neither more nor lefs. For neither are thefe 

things 
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If, therefore, it has no part, it neither polTeffes 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 
afiumed, they aflign no clear reafon. Our preceptor, therefore, Syrianus, fays Proclus, is the only 
one we are acquainted with who perfectly 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,/^ one being, or, in other words, the higheft being, has the firft rank, whole the fecond, and 
all the third. And in the Phaedrus, after the intelligible Gods, an eflTence without colour, with­
out figure, and without touch, 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 manifeft 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 each of thefe is diftributed in the divine orders, we (hall know more accurately hi 
the fecond hypothefis. It is apparent, therefore, what are the particulars which arc denied of the 
cne, 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 aflumed 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 intellectually, or diano-
etically, or fenfibly, is the idiom of gnoftic beings. But thefe negations are common to all beings 
whatever. For the hypothefis was, If the one is, fo many things will follow as negations of the 
%ne, 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 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 the one is beyond all beings. 

But if any one fhould think that this hypothefis collects 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 (apspes yap hi ro wj tv). So that, this being granted, all the conclufions 
of the firft hypothefis muft unavoidably follow, as in every refpect true, and as alone according 
with that which is truly the one. For it is abfurd to admit that true being has a fubfiftence, and 

* Viz. Such things as are refpectively charafteriftic of the divine orders. 
not 
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end4 ; for fuch as thefe would be its parts? Right. But end and begin­
ning 

not only true being, but alfo the truly equal, the truly beautiful, and every other form, but 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 it is, 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, therefore, it 
is not many, again the whole of the firft hypothefis will follow, this being afTumed; 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 negations: for, if they 
originate fupemally and from things firft, 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 being itfelf as among beings is moft venerable. But if they originate 
from things laft, how, after the genera of being, does he affume the fimilar and diffimilar, the 
equal and unequal, the greater and the Jeffer ? 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 to the laft of things. For thus alfo in the Phxdrus, denying of the fummit of the intellectual 
orders, things confequent to, and proceeding from it, he makes the ablation, beginning fuper­
nally; in the firft place, afferting that it is without colour, in the next place, without figure, 
and, in the third place, without contact. For here colour fymbolically fignifies that middle order 
of the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual Gods, which is called by theologifts fynochike 
{O-VVOXM) or connective; but figure indicates the extremity of that order, which is denominated 
telefiurgic, (jeXectovpyiKn) or the fource of perfection ; and contatl fignifies the intellectual order. In 
like manner here alfo the negations begin fupernally, and proceed together with the feries of the 
divine orders, of all which the 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 allied, 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 {how things lefs foreign, which are not confequent to the 
hypothefis. For it is requifite, fays Plato, that thofe who ufe this method (hould begin from 
things moft known. Hence he firft denies many of the one, and laft of all the one that //, which 
is by pofition moft allied to the one, 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 conGder what we are to underftand by the many, which Plato firft 
denies of the one. Some of the antients then, fays Proclus, affert that multitude of every kind is 
here taken away from the one, becaufe the one tranfeends all multitude, both intelligible and 
fenfible. But thefe fhould recollect, that in the fecond hypothefis the many is affirmed. What 
fenfible multitude then can we behold there ? For all things are afferted of true beings, becaufe 
the one is there equal to being. Others more venerable than thefe affert that intellectual multitude 
is denied of the one. For the firft caufe, fay they, is one without multitude ; intellect, one many ; 
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ning are the bounds of every thing? How fhould they not? The oney 

therefore, 
foul, one and many, through its divifiblc nature, being indigent of copula ; body, many and one, as* 
being a divifiblc nature characterized by multitude ; and matter, many alone. This many, therefore,, 
viz. intellectual multitude, Parmenides takes away from the firft caufe, that he may be one alone, 
and above intellect. It is proper, therefore, to afk thefe, what intellect they mean ? For, if that 
which is properly intellect, and which is fecondary to the intelligible, not only the one is beyond1 

intellectual multitude, but the intelligible alfo, as being better than intellect. 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 fubfifts in the Gods, and of the generation of things pro* 
ceeding according to meafure. Other philofophers, therefore, more entheaftic than thefe, dif-
miffing fenfible, and not even admitting intellectual multitude, fay that prior to the intellectual 
numbers are the intelligible monads, from which every intellectual multitude and the many 
divided orders are unfolded into light. Plato, therefore, takes away from the one, the multitude 
which is intelligible, 3S fubfifling proximately after the one, but he does not take away intellectual 
multitude. For it is by no means wonderful that the one (hould be exempt from intellectual 
multitude, above which the intelligible monads alfo are expanded. And hence the difcourfe, 
being divine, recurs to certain more fimple caufes. It is neceflary 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 admitted, 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 
intellectual, fupermundane, and fenfible orders.; and whatever is allotted a being participates of 
this triad. Hence, fome of the antients, afcending as far as to this order, confidered its fummit 
as the fame with the one. We muft either, therefore, admit that the many which are now denied 
of the one fubfift according to the intelligible multitude, or that they are the firft multitude in die 
intelligible and at the fame time intellectual orders. Indeed, the many unities are not in the in­
telligible Gods, but in thofe immediately 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 intellectual Gcds. Thus much, therefore, muft now be admitted, that Plato 
exempts the one from all the multitude of thefe unities, as being generative of and giving fubfiftence 
to it; and this he does, by afluniing from our common conceptions that the one is not many. But 
at the end of the hypothefis, he takes away intelligible multitude itfelf from the one, conjoining 
the end with the beginning : for he there fhowa that the one is not being, according to which the 
intelligible order is characterized. 

It is likewife ncccfTary to obferve, that Plato does not think that the aftertion, «the one is not 
many,' requires demonftration, or any confirmation of its truth; but he aflumes it according to 
common and unpervcrted conception. For, in fpeculations concerning the firft caufe of all 
things, it is efpecially neceflary to excite common conceptions; fince all things are fpontaneoufly 
arranged after it, and without labour, both fuch as energize according to intellect, and thofe 
that energize according to nature only. And, in {hort, it is neceflary that the indemonitrable 

fhould 
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therefore, is infinite5, if it has neither beginning nor end? Infinite. And 
without 

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

3 It is neceffary, fays Proclus, that the firft negation of the one fhould be that it is not many; 
for the one is firft generative of the many; fince, as we have before obferved, the firfl and the 
higheft multitude proceeds from the one. But the fecond negation after this i 6 , 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 collect 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 i3 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 f o l l o w s E v e r y 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 fhould adduce privation itfelf, and the 
moft evanefcent of things, fince, if it has any fubfiftence, it muft neceffarily be in a certain refpect 
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 intellect, is nearer 
to the one j and life is nearer to it than intellect. 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 the 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 the one than parts and whole. For parts are many, but many are not entirely parts. So 
that the many are more comprehenfive than parts, and are therefore beyond them. The many, 
therefore, firfl 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 proceeding 
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 the 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 collected through this common conception. And 
again, thaj the one has neither beginning nor end, is demonftratcd through the prior con-

5 clufion; 
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without figure 6 , therefore, for it neither participates of the round 7 figure 
nor 

clufion ; and thus always in fucceflion according to the truly golden chain of beings, in which all 
things are indeed 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 whole 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, the one: for all multitude is not derived from any 
thing elfe than the one; fince alfo, with refpect: to the multitude of beings, fo far as they are in­
telligible, they are from being, but, fo far as they are multitude, they fubfift from the one. For, 
if multitude was derived from any other caufe than the one, that caufe again muft neceifarily 
either 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 refpect differ from the many, 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 the one is the caufe of being to the many. 
For either each of the many is not one, nor that which fubfifts from all of them, and thus all 
things will be infinitely infinite i or each is indeed 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-
cefTarily participate of the one: or, on the contrary, that which confifts from all is one, but each 
is not one, and thus each will be infinitely infinite, in confequence of participating no one : or, 
laftly, both that which confifts from all and each muft participate of the one, and in this cafe, 
prior to them, there muft necelTarily 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 ; and if we proceed to infinity, we (hall always have the one prior to whole and 
parts. To this we may alfo add, that if there was another caufe of the many befides the one9 

there would be no multitude of unities. If, therefore, there are many unities, the caufe of this 
multitude fo far as multitude is the one: for the primary caufe of unities is the on*, and on this 
account they are called unities. But the multitude of beings is from the multitude of unities j 
fo that all multitude is from the one. But whole and parts belong to beings : for, though whole 
(hould be the one being, it is evident that, together with being, it is a whole, though it fhould be 
the participated one. This alfo entirely confubiifts with being ; and though it fhould be being alone, 
this is immediately eflence. If, therefore, whole and part are beings, either eflentially or accord­
ing to participation, thefe alfo will indeed be produced from the one, but from eflence alfo, if 
whole and part belong to beings. Hence, whole is a certain being. For all fuch things as par­
ticipate of eflential wholenefs, thefe alfo participate of eflence, 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 fo far as they are parts they do not participate of wholenefs. But if this be 
the cafe, eflence is beyond eflential wholenefs. And hence, the eflential whole participates of 
eflence, and is not the fame with it. Thus, alfo, if there is any wholenefs which is character­
ized by unity, it participates of the one: a part however characterized by unity muft indeed 

vol.. ni. R neceflarily 
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nor the ftraight. Why not ? For the round figure is that, the extremities 
of 

ncceiTarlly participate of the one, but is not necefTarily a whole; fince indeed it is impoffible it fhould 
be, To far as it is a part. "Whole and part, therefore, are either effential or characterized by 
unity : for whole and part fubfift both in effences and in unities. The one, therefore, is beyond 
whde and parts, both the effential, and thofe characterized by the one : and not this only, but tht 
many alfo fubfift prior to whole and parts. For each, as we have fhown, is in a certain refpect 
many ; but the firft many alone participate of the one. The many, therefore-, are beyond whole 
and parls. 

And here it is neceffary to obferve, that in the firft part of this firft hypothefis Plato affume* 
fuch things as do not follow to the one confidered with refpect 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 (he hypothefis fuch things are affumed as do not follow, neither to itfelf 
with refpect to itfelf, nor fo other things; fuch, for inftance, as that it is neither fhe fame with 
itfelf, nor different from itfelf, nor is the fame with others, nor different from others : and after 
the fame manner that it is neither fimilar nor diffimilar, &c. And at the end fuch things are 
affumed as do not follow to the one wifh refpect to others alone; Where it is alfo fhown that it is 
neither effable, nor the object of opinion or fcience, nor is, In fhort, known by any other gnoftie 
power, but is itfelf exempt from all other things, both knowledges and objects of knowledge. 
When, therefore, he fays the one is not many, he does not fay that things different from the one 
are not the one, as denying them of the one, but that it has not multitude in itfelf; and that the 
one is not affo multitude together with the one, but that it is alone one, and One itfelf exempt front 
all multitude. 

* The caution of Plato here, fays Proclus, deferves to be remanced: for he does not fay that the 
one 18 impartible, (afiepsi), but thai it has no parts {pip* /-in e ^ o v ) . For the impartible is not the fame 
with the non-poffejion of parts-, fince the latter may be aiferted 6f the one, but the impartible not en­
tirely. Thus the impartible fometimes fignifies a certain nature, arid, as it were, a certain form. 
Or rather, it is nothing elfe than a form characterized by unity; and in this fenfe it is ttfed by 
Timteus 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 truly one fhould be impartible.*' So 
that he there calls the fame thing impartible, which he fiiys here has 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 a medium 
between both. Thus, a point is impartible, not having parts, fuch as that which is endued with 
interval pofleffes : but it is not fimply impartible, as having no jpart; for the definition of a point 
receives its completion from certain things. But all fuch things as complete, have the ordfer of 
parts, with refpect 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 which proceeds from 
it. Becaufe, however, it confifts of certain things which itiake 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 are entirely parts of it, and fuch form 

is 
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of which arc equally diftant from the middle. Certainly. And the Araigh* 
figure 

is a certain whole paflive to the one, but is not the one itfelf. But the ftinply one alone neither fub­
fifts from parts as connecting, nor as dividing, nor as giving completion to it * being alone tht 
we, and Amply one, but not that which is united. 

Plato alfo indicates concerning thefe negations, that they are not privative, but that they are 
exempt from affirmations according to tranfcendency : " for it is neceffarj (fays he) that it (hou!4 
not be many, but one." By this word necejptry, therefore, he indicates tranfcendency according t© 
the good. A s a proof of this, we do not add the word neceflary to things deprived of any things 
For who would fay it is neceflary that the foul (hould be ignorant of itfelf ? for ignorance is a 
privation to gnoftic natures. Thus alfo, in the Theaetetus, Plato fpeaking of evils fays, " it if 
tteceffary that they (hould have a fubGftence." At the fame time, alfo, by this word Plato indicate! 
that he is difeourfing about fomething which has a fubfiftence, and not about a nonTubfifting 
thing. For who would fay, about that which has no fubfiftence, that it is neceflary it fhouJd be? 

4 Here again we may obferve how Plato collects that the one neither poflefles 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 precedes, he 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 
more remote from the principle. Thus, with refpect to that which has parts, it is not yet evident 
whether it has a beginning, middle, and end. For, what if it (hould be a whole confiding only 
of two parts ? For 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 (hould be faid that every whole is triadic, in this cafe nothing hinders but that a thing which 
poflefles parts may not yet be perfect, in confequence of (jubfifting prior to the perfect and fhe 
whole. Hence, Plato does not form his demonftration from wfole, but from having parts. 

And here it is neceflary to obferve, with Proclus, that part is mukifarioufly predicated. Rir 
we call that a part which is in a certain refpect the fame with the whole, and which poflefles all 

(fuch things partially as the whole poflefles totally. Thus, each of the multitude of intellects is a 
part of total inteJlect, though all things are in every intellect. And the inerratic fphere is a patf 
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 uni­
verfe ; and the dianoetic and doxaftic powers are faid to be parts of the foul: for the former give 
completion to the univerfe, and the latter to the foul. .In the third place, according to a common 
fignification, we call a part every thing which is in any way coordinated with certain things to 
the confummafion of one thing: for thus each of us may be faid to be a part of the world: not 
that the univerfe receives its completion, as the univerfe, through us ; for it would not become 
imperfect from the corruption of any one of us i but becaufe we alfo are coarranged with the 
total parts of the univerfe, are governed in conjunction with aU other things, are in the world a* in 

R z 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 the one has no part, evidently takes 
away from it all the conceptions of part. For whatever has parts has multitude; but the on* 
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 poflefs 
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. 

* Plato might here have fhown, as Proclus well obferves, that the one is without beginning 
and end,'from its not pofleffing extremes, and its not poffefling extremes from its not potfefiing 
parts; but his reafoning proceeds through things more known. For, from its non-poffeffion 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 
fimply fignify that which is negative of bound, but that which is fubverfive of extremes. As in 
the fecond hypothefis, therefore, he affirms the polfeflion of extremes, he very properly in this 
hypothefis, where he denies it, demonftrates the 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 Proc?us> 
how many orders there are in beings of the infinite, and afterwards, how many progreffions there 
are oppofite to thefe of hound, hifnite, 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: 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 characterizes the infinite. 
It is alfo beheld in the whole of a generated nature, i. e. in every thing which is an object of 
fenfe : for this pofTeffes 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 perifhing, in which alfo infinity according to multitude exifts, alone pofleffing its fubw. 
fiftence in becoming to be. But prior to thefb, 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 fb 
far as body does not poflefs infinite power ; but through the participation of intellect body is per­
petual, and motion infinite. Prior alfo to thefe, the infinite muft be affumed in foul: for in its 
tranfitive intellections 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 the one, and unfolding the number which 
meafures 
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both the extremes ? It is fo. Will not, therefore, the one condft of parts *, 
and 

meafurcs the motions of wholes. Prior to time, alfo, we may furvey the infinite in intellect, and 
intellectual life: for this is intranfitive, and the whole of it is prefent eternally and collectively. 
That which is immovable, too, and never failing in intellect, is derived from an eflence and power 
which never defert it, but which eternally poflefs a fleeplefs life; through which alfo every thing 
that is always moved, is able to be always moved, participating in motion of ftable infinity. No* 
does the infinite alone extend as far as to thefe : but prior to every intellect is much-celebrated 
eternity, which comprehends every intellectual infinity. For, whence does intellect derive its 
eternal life, except from eternity ? This, therefore, is infinite according to power prior to in­
tellect j 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 j 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 as it 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 infinity, intelligible, intellectual, 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 connected through the perpetuity of generation. The perpetuity of generation is 
never-failing, through the perpetual motion of aether; and the perpetual motion of aether is 
effected 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 infant or now. And time energizes 
infinitely, through intellectual infinity, which is perpetually permanent. For that which pro­
ceeds according to time, when it is infinite, is fo through a caufe perpetually abiding, about 
which it evolves itfelf, and round which it harmonically moves in a manner eternally the fame. 
Intellect alfo lives to infinity through eternity. For the eternal is imparted to all things from 
eternity and being ; whence all things derive life and being, fome more clearly, and others more 
obfcurely. And eternity is infinite, through the fountain of infinity, which fupernally fupplies 
the never-failing to all eflences, 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 equals from the firft equality, and that of infinites 
from the infinite itfelf. And thus much concerning the orders of the infinite. 

Let us now confider fupernally the feries of bound which proceeds together with the infinite: 
for divinity produced thefe two caufes, bound and infinity, together, or in other words, fpeaking 
Orphically, aether 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 aether, becaufe nether itfelf bounds and meafures all things. The firft bound, therefore, 
is bound itfelf, and is the fountain and bafis of all bounds, intelligible, intellectual, fuper-
mundane, and mundane, prefubfifting as the meafure and limit of all tilings. The fecond it 

that 
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and be many, whether it participates of a ftraight xxr round figure ? En­
tirely 

that which fubfifts according to eternity. For eternity, as wc have before obferved, is cha­
racterized both by infinity and bound j fince, fo fcrr as i t is the caufe of ncvcr-failing l i f e , and fo 
far as it is the fupplier of the ever, it hufinite ; but fb far a s it 13 the jneafurc of all intellectual 
energy, *nd the boundary of the life of intellect, terminating it fupernaUy, it is bound. And, in 
fhort, it is itfelf, the firft of the things mingled from bound and infinity. The third proceflioa 
of bound is beheld in intellect. For, Co far as i t abides in famenefs according to intellection, and 
polTttfles one life, eternal and t h e fame, it is bounded and limited. For the immutable and the 
ftable belong to a bounded nature; and, in (hort, as it is number, it is evident that in this 
refpect it participates of bound. In the fourth place, therefore, time is bound, both as proceeding 
according to number, and as meafuring the periods of fouh. For every w h e r e that which 
meafures, fo far as it meafures and limits other things, effects this through participating of the 
caufe of bound. In the fifth place, the period of the foul, and its circulation, .which is accom­
pli (hed with invariable famenefs, is the unapparent meafure or evolution of all alter-motive 
natures. In the fixth place, the motion of aether, fubfifting 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 the 
again, (« ret iratUv), but not in not reverting, (ou TA> avaxafjmreiv) : n o r is the infinity of i t fuch as 
that which fubfifts according to a right line, nor as deprived of bound. For the one period of 
aether is infinite by frequency (T« woxxauii i<rnv avrupos). In the feventh place, the never-failing 
fubfiftence of material forms, the indeftructibility of wholes, and all things being bounded, par­
ticulars by things common, and 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, m 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, as a 
whole is bound: for it is not infinite in magnitude, but is as much extended in quantity 
«s the univerfe. For it is neceffary t q call this body the whole fubject of the univerfe. In the 
tenth place, the material form which detains matter, and circumfcribes its infinity, and formlefs 
nature, is the progeny of bound, to which fome alone looking, refer bound and the infinite to 
matter alone 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 bound, in 
the fame manner as the not having parts is the fame w i t h the impartible, when the impartible is 
afferted of the one. But if the one is neither from any other caufe, and there is no final caufe of 
It, 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, t h e r e is any intelligible or intellectual bound, the one is 
beyond -all the feries of bound. But if the firft God, in the Laws, is faid to be the meafure of 
«11 things, it is not wonderful: for there he is fo denominated, as the object of defire to all 
things, arid as limiting the being, p o w e T , a n d perfection of all things; but h e r e he is fhown to be 
infinite, as being i»digent of no bound OT part. Tor all things aTe denied of him in this place, as 
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firely fo. It is, therefore, neither ftraight nor circular, fince it is without 
parts, 

of himfelf with refpect to himfelf. The one, therefore, is infinite, as above all bound. Hence this 
infinite muft be confidered as the fame with the non-poffeffion of extremes ; and the pofleflion of 
extremes is, therefore, denied of the *ne, through the infinite. For neither power muft be 
afcribed to it, nor indefinite multitude, nor any thing elfe which is fignified by the infinite. 

6 Parmenides firft take9 away many from the one; and this as from common conception : & 
the fecond place, he takes away whole, and the having parts; and this through the 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 pofleflion of extremes. But bound is twofold : for it is either begin*, 
"ning or end. In the fourth place, therefore, he now takes away theflraight and the round, which 
in the fecond hypothefis he arranges after the pofleflion of extremes, and after the pofleflion of 
beginning, middle, and end. But before he fyllogiftically demonftrates the fourth, he enunciates 
the conclufion ; for he fays, " without figure therefore." For it is requiGte that intellectual 
projections, or, in other words, the immediate and direct vifion of intellect, fhould be the leader 
Of fcientific fyllogifms \ fince intellect alfo comprehends the principles of fcience. The pre-
aflumption, therefore, of the conclufion imitates the collected vifion of intellect; but the pro-
ceflion through fyllogifms imitates the evolution of fcience from intellect. And here we may 
perceive alfo, that the conclufion is more common than the fyllogifms: for the latter receive the 
Straight and the round feparately, 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 into the ftraight, the round, and the mixed; and, in a fimilar manner, fuperficies and 
folids; except that in lines the ftraight and the round are without figure; but in fuperficies or 
rfolids they afe receptive of figure. Hence fome of thefe are called right-lined, others curves 
:lined, and others mixed from thefe. As it has been fliown, therefore, that the one is without bounds 
or extremities, it was neceflary that Parmenides (hould deny of it the ftraight, and the pofleflion 
of extremes. But that which is figured is a thing of this kind: for he aflumes boandaries 
comprehenfive of the things bounded, which alone belong to things figured. There is alft> 
another accuracy in the words, fays Proclus, which is worthy of admiration. For he does not 
-fay that the one is neither ftraight nor round •, fince he has not yet collected that k is without 
figure. For what would hinder it from having fome one of the middle figures, fuch as that of 
the cylinder or cone, or fome other of thofe that are mixed ? For, if we (hould give to the one 
fome figure from thofe that are mixed, it would participate both of the ftraight and the round. 
Thus, for inftance, if we fhould inquire whether nature is white or black, and (hould 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 poflefs fome one of the middle colours; finoe the 
media are from the extremes. Plato therefore fays, that the one neither participates of the round 
nor the flraight, that it may not have either of thefe, nor any one of the media. This alfo is 
evident, that this conclufion is more partial than that which is prior to it. For, if any thing 
participates of figure, it has alfo extremes and a middle; but not every thing which has extreme* 

and 
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parts. Right. And indeed, being fuch, it will be no where 9 ; for it will 
neither 

^nd a middle participates of figure. For a line, number, time and motion, may poflefs extremes, 
all which are without figure. A tranfition likewife is very properly made from figure to the 
ftraight and the round. For it is poflible univerfidly to deny figure of the one, by fhowing that 
figure has bound and limitation. But the one does not receive any bound. Plato however was 
willing to deduce his difcourfe fupernally, according to two coordinations ; and hence from the 
beginning he aflumes after many, whole and parts, and again extremes and middle, Jlraight and 
round, in itfelf and /// another, abiding and being 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 the 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 Jlraight and the round. 

But fince in the Phsedrus Plato denominates the intelligible fummit of intellectuals, which he 
there calls the fuperceleftial place, uncoloured, unfigured, and untouched, mull we fay that that 
order and the 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 eflence and true eflence, and that it can alone be feen by intellect, 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 the 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 intellectuals unfigured; 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 effence unfigured, but aflerts 
that the one participates of no figure. Hence it appears that the former, as producing, and as 
being more excellent than intellectual figure, is called unfigured. This, therefore, was fubordi­
nate to another figure, viz. the intelligible: for intelligible intellect comprehends the intelligible 
caufes of figure and multitude, and all things ; and there are figures perfectly unknown and in­
effable, which are firft unfolded into light from intelligibles, and which are only known to intel­
ligible intellect. But the fuperceleftial place, being the fummit in intelligibles, is the principle 
of all intellectual 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. 

i The Jlraight and the round here are to be confidered as fignifying progreflion and converfion : 
for progreflion is beheld according to the ftraight, which alfo it makes the end of itfelf. Every 
intellectual nature, therefore, proceeds to all things according to the ftraight, and is converted to 
its own good, which is the middle in each ; and this is no other than the intelligible which it con­
tains* But things are feparated from each other according to progreflion, the proceeding from 

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 progreJJUon 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, each of thefe defini­
tions is to be found, of which the intellectual Gods firft participate: for thefe are efpecially 
characterized by converfion. In the fecond place from thefe, fouls participate of the ftraight 
and the round; proceeding, indeed, after the manner of a line, but being again inflected into 
circles, and converting themfelves to their principles. But fenfibles participate of thefe in the 
laft place : for right-lined figures fubfift in thefe with interval, and partibly, and the fpheric form, 
which is comprehenfive of all mundane figures. Hence, Tinueus makes the whole world to be a 
fphere j but through the five figures, which are the only figures that have equal fides and angles, 
he adorns the five parts of the world, inferibing 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 generations the round according to the circulation in things 
vifible i for generation circularly returns to itfelf, as it is faid in the Phaedrus. But the ftraight 
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 intellectual as far as to generated natures; the 
ftraight being the caufe of progreflion, but the roundof 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 Jlraight, nor of the round figure. For how can it proceed, having no pro­
ducing caufe of itfelf, neither in nor prior to itfelf, left it (hould be deprived of the one, being 
fecond, or having the form of the duad ? How, alfo, can it be converted, having no end, and no 
object of defire? Here, likewife, it is again evident that Plato collects thefe conclufions from 
what precedes, viz. from the one neither poffefling beginning, nor middle, nor end ; always ge­
ometrically demonftrating 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 otie has figure, it will be many. He therefore conjoins figure to many through 
parts; but demonftrates that all thefe genera are fecondary to the one. So great, however, fays 
Proclus, is the feparation of the divine orders, that Plato does not attempt lo connect the nega­
tions that follow in a regular fucceflion till he has firft 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 ftraight and the round fubfift, will be more clearly known in the fecond hypothefis. 

9 The difcourfe pafles on to another order, viz. to the fummit of thofe Gods that are properly 
called intellectual: and this he denies of the one, demonftrating that the one is no where; neither 
as comprehended in another caufe, nor as itfelf comprehended in itfelf. Before he fyllogizea, 

V O L . zix. s however* 
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would after a manner be circularly comprehended by that in which it is, 
and 

however, he again previoufiy announces the conclufion, employing intellectual projections prior 
to fcientific methods ; and this he conilantly does in all that follows. 

It is here, however, neceffary to obferve, that no where is predicated moft properly and limply 
of the firft 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. Intellect alfo is faid to be no where : for it is in a fimilar manner every 
where, aud 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 exempt 
from all things, becaufe he is imparticipable, or, in other words, is not confubfiftent with any 
thing 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 no 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 effect. Intellect is alfo no where 
with refpect to the things pofterior to itfelf, but it is in itfelf, as being felf-fubfiftent, and, further 
ftill, is comprehended in its proper caufe. Hence, it is falfe to fay that intellect is abfolutely no 
where \ 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 intellect nor foul, principles pofterior to the one, are 
in things pofterior to themfelves,) nor is it in itfelf, as being fimple and void of all multitude ; 
nor is it in any thing prior to itfelf, becaufe there is nothing better than the one. This, therefore, 
is fimply no where; but all other things have the no where fecondarily, and are in one refpect no 
where, and in another not. For, if we furvey all the order of beings, wc lhall find material forms 
fubfifting in others only, and eftablifhed in certain fubjects: for they verge to bodies, and are in 
a certain refptet in a fubject, bearing an echo, as it were, and image of a thing fubfifting in 
itfelf, fo far as they are certain lives and eflences, and in confequence of one part fuffcring they 
arecopaffive with themfelves. With refpect to fouls that fubfift in habitude or alliance to body, 
thefe, fo far as they have habitude, are in another : for habitude to fecondary natures entirely in-
troduces, together with itfelf, fubfiftence in another; but fo far as they are able to be converted 
•o themfelves, they are purified from this, fubfifting in themfelves. For natures indeed extend 
all their energies about bodies, and whatever they make they make in fomething elfe. Souls 
employ, indeed, fome energies about bodies ; but others are directed 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 ivfelf, 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 fubfift in habitude to body ; but the 
latter only originates from divine natures, and, in fhort, from fuch as fubfift without habitude. 
Divine fouls, therefore, are alone in the natures prior to them*, as, for inftance, in the intellects 

from 



T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 131 

and would be touched 1 0 by it in many places: but it is impoflible that the 
one 

from which they are fufpended ; but intellect is both in itfelf, and in that which is prior to itfelf, 
viz. in thcuniiy which it derives from the one, and which is the vertex and fiower of its eflence. 
This no where, therefore, is by no means fubordinate to the fubfillcnce 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 r P>ut to thofe that have a fubfiflence in themfelves better 
than a fubfiflence in another, the no where is prefent indeed, but not fnnply : for cadi of thefe 
is in its proper caufe. But to the one alone the no where primarily and limply belongs. For 
the one is not in things pofterior to itfelf, 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 where, and whether it is better and more perfect 
than the no where, or fubordinate to it. For, if better, why do we not afcribe that which is 
better to the firft, inftead of faying that the on; is alone no where ? 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, connects and adorns all things, pervading through 
them by its communications. But the other kind of every where fubfifts as with relation to all 
things prioT and polterior to it. Hence that is properly every where which is in things fub­
ordinate, in itfelf, and in things prior to itfelf. And of this every where the no where which is 
now aflumed is the negation, as being neither in itfelf, nor in any thing prior to itfelf. This 
no where alfo is better than the every where, and is alone the prerogative of the one. But there 
is another no where coordinate with the every where, and which is alone predicated with refer­
ence to things fecondary, fo that each is true in confequence of that which remains. For being 
is no where 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 no where, on this account it is every where. For, in confequence of being fimilarly 
exempt from all things, it is fimilarly prefent to all things, being as it were equally diftant from 
all things. Hence, this no where and this every where are coordinate with each other. But the 
other no where is better than every every where, and can alone be adapted to the one, as being a 
negation of every fubfiftence in any thing. For, whether the fubfiftence is as in place, or as in 
whole, or as the whole in its parts, or as in the end, or as things governed in the governing principle^ 
or as genus in /pedes, or us fpecies in genera, or as in time, the one is fimilarly 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 paflive one. For every whole which is paflive 
to the o'e, is indigent of that which is truly one. Nor is it in parts: for it has no parts. Not 
is there any end of it: for it lias been fhown that it has no end. Nor does it fubfift as in the 
governing principle : for it has been lhown that it has not any beginning. Nor is it as genus in 
fpecies, left again multitude fhould happen about it, through the compreheufion of fpecies; 

s 2 nor 
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one which is without parts, and which does not participate of a circle, 
fhould 

nor as fpecies in genera ; for, of what will it be the fpecies, fince nothing is more excellent than 
itfelf ? 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 no -where is true : for a fubfiftence 
in fome particular thing is oppofed to no where', juft as fome one is oppofed to no one: fo that the cue 
will be no where. 

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 (how that 
the one is neither in itfelf, nor in another, be may be able to demonftrate that it is no 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 intellect is not the 
firft caufe : for the peculiarity of intellect: is a fubfiftence in itfelf, in confequence of being con­
verted to itfelf, at the fame time that its energy is directed to fuch things as are firft, viz. to 
intelligibles and the otie. 

x o 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 the one in fome­
thing elfe, more partially, alone afluming 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 veffel touches the veffel, 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 neceffarily be many, and muft be touched by it in many places; but it is impoflible 
that the one fhould be many. There is however nothing venerable in the affertion that the one is 
not in place, fince this is even true of partial fouls like ours; but it is neceffary that what is 
here fhown 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 the one: and their affertion is right. For the one is in no 
refpect 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 
mnother; 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 contain 
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 
a length without a breadth. A point alfo is without interval; but a line pofleffes interval 
according to length, though not according to breadth and depth. For, in fhort, fince a point is 
*ot the fame with the one, it is neceffary that the point fhould be many, not as containing parts 
sue* the manner of interval, for in this refpect it is impartible, but as containing mapy idiomj 

which 
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mould be touched by a circle in many places. Impoflible. But if it were in 
itfelf it would alio contain itfelf, (ince it is no other than itfelf which fubfifts 
in itfelf: for it is impoflible that any thing (hould not be comprehended 1 ' 

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 the one, and participates of it. But, if this be the cafe, it may 
poflefs many incorporeal idioms, which are in the line, and are comprehended by it. 

Thofe however who thus interpret the prefent paflage do not perceive how Plato aflumes a 
fubfiftence in a certain thing, and what he looks to among beings, when he denies this of the one. 
It is better, therefore, fays Proclus, to fay with our preceptor Syrianu*, conformably to that moft 
prudent and fafe mode of interpretation, that Plato denies thefe things of the 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 intellectual order, fays that the 
one is in itfelf and in another •, which evidently applies to that order, becaufe it is converted to 
itfelf intellectually, and abides eternally with a monadic fubfiftence in its caufes. For it is the 
monad of the intellectual Gods; abiding indeed, according to its tranfcendency, in the in­
tellectual Gods, prior to, but unfolding into light the intellectual idiom, according to an energy 
jn and aboit, 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 partial than it. 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 powers of itfelf, and differently with different powers. For this is what is 
implied by the words " in many places j " 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 together with a fubfiftence 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 
middle genera in the caufes prior to itfelf. It is alfo in a certain refpect circular i 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. incorporeal idioms ; nor is it 
beyond all figure, but is circular. And fo far as it 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 degreej 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 c rcularly touches it and in many places; but it is beyond all things, as having no caufe 
better than itfelf. 

1 1 Let us here confider with Proclus how that which is in itfelf poflefles both that which 
comprehends* 
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by that in which it is. It is impoflihie. Would not, therefore, that which 
contains be one thing, and that which is contained another? For the 
lame whole 1 a cannot at the fame time fuffer and do both thefe : and thus 

the 

comprehends, and that which is comprehended % 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-fubfiflent are arranged prior to fuch as are 
produced by another. For, if there is that which perfects itfelf, there is alfo that which gjenerares 
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 co oprehends 
according to caufe that which it produces, it is neceffary that whatever produces itfelf fhould 
comprehend itfelf fo far as it is a caufe, and (hould 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 pro­
duced by another more excellent caufe, k a fubfiftence in felf muft fignify that which is felf-
begotten, and produced by itfelf. 

i a Let us confider how it is impoffible for the fame whole, at the fame time, both to do and 
fufter: for this Plato affumes as a thing common and univerfally acknowledged. Will 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 fubject, fo the converfive powers 
make a twofold converfion, one of the foul to herfelf, the other to the intellect which is beyond 
her. Of thefe powers, therefore, the whole foul participates, becaufe they proceed through each 
other, and energize together with each other; whence every rational 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 true, viz. that the foul generates herfelf, and that it is not poffible for the whole of 
a thing at the fame time both to do and fuffer. For though that which produces and that 
which is produced are one thing, yet together with union there is alfo difference, through which 
a thing of this kind does not remain unmultiplied. For the whole foul is indeed produced, but 
hot fo far as it produces is it alfo according to this produced; fince that which primarily 
produces is the generative power of the foul. Since however it is poffible in fome things for 
a certain part fo 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 
a 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. The 
one, therefore, is not any where 1 s , fmce 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 (hould impart heat, and at the fame time receive cold, or mould 
whiten and be at the fame time blackened ?—on this account, Plato taking away all fuch 
Objections accurately adds the words, the wholes at the fame time, the fame thing, that it may not 
act 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 neceflarily divifible into that which is more excel­
lent, and that which is fubordinate, for fo far as it produces it is more excellent, but fo far as 
it is produced fubordinate, it follows that the ane is beyond a felf-fubfiftent nature: for the one 
does not admit of divifian, with which a felf-fubfiftent nature is neceflarily connected. Indeed 
the one 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 productive of all things : for power fubfifts 
together with hyparxis or the fummit of eflence, to which it is at the fame time fubordinate. 
But of the natures pofterior to the one, fome being moft near to, and ineffably and occultly un­
folded into light from it, have a paternal and generative dignity with relation to all beings, and 
produce other things from themfelves by their own powers. In this, therefore, they abound 
r re than, and confequently fall (hort of the fimplicity of, the one, that they generate felf-fub-
•'lent natures: for additions in things divine are attended with diminution of power. Other 
natures, therefore, pofterior to the 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 productive of other things. For felf-fubfiftent natures are neither the 
firft nor the laft of things. But that which produces other things without producing itfelf is 
twofold j one of thefe being better, and the other worfe, than things felf-fubfiftent. Such, 
therefore, are producing natures. But of things produced from a generating caufe, felf-
fubfiftent natures firft proceed, 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 are fufpended from another producing caufe, 
but which are incapable of generating 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 other things, but that which generates 
other things does not neceflarily generate itfelf, it follows that things generative 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, after­
wards gives the demonftration, and, in the laft place, the conclufion; through the propofition 

imitating 
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It is not. But confider whether thus circumftanced it can either ftand or 
be moved 1 4 . Why can it not ? Becaufe whatever is moved is either 
locally moved, or fuffers alteration15; for thefe alone are the genera of 

motion. 
imitating the collected and (table energy of intellect; through the demonftration, the progreflion 
of intellections evolving itfelf into multitude •, and through the conclufion, the circular motion 
of intellect to its principle, and the one perfection of all intellectual energy. This, therefore, 
which he does in the preceding theorems, he particularly does in this. For it pertains to this 
order, bo:h to fubfift from itfelf, and to abide in the natures prior to itfelf. The logical 
difcurfus, therefore, imitates the fubfiftence of this order in itfelf, but the conclufion, and a 
returning to the principle, a fubfiftence in another. 

1 4 Parmenides here proceeds to another order, viz. the vivific, from the intellectual monad, 
and evinces that the one is exempt from this. The idioms, therefore, of this vivific order are 
motion and permanency ; the former unfolding into light the fountains of life, and the latter firmly 
cftablilhfng this life exempt from its proper rivers. That it is not requifite, however, alone to 
take away phyfical motions from the 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 power, left it fhould poflefs power 
imperfect 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 eflences and energies of things: 
for proceflion 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 famenefs and difference : for things in proceeding from their caufes 
become fame and different; different by proceeding, but fame by converting themfelves to that 
which abides. Hence motion and permanency 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 fame and different. 

1 5 Plato, in the tenth book of his Laws, makes a perfect divifion of all motions into ten, 
eight of which are paflive. 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 j and the tenth is energetic 
from itfelf, in that which is moved poffeffing alfo that which moves, being no other than a felf-
motive nature. It 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 intellectual, 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. Let us therefore confider 
every thing which is moved ; and fiift of all let us direct our attention to bodies, cither as fuffer-
ing fome internal or fome external change : for that which changes one place for another fuf-

taint 
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motion. Certainly. But if the one fhould be altered from itfelf, it is impoflible 
that it fhould remain in any refpect the one. Impoffible. I t will not 
therefore be moved according .to alteration ? It appears that it will not. 

tains a mutation of fomething belonging to things external j but that which is generating or cor­
rupting, or increafing, or diminishing, or mingling, fufFers a mutation of fomething 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 one of the things within it is faid to fuffer 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 fit ft in every order poflefs 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 contact with thefe become aflimilated to 
their proper intelligibles, or the objects of their intellectual vifion, they alfo appear in a certain 
refpect to be multiform, participating by their energies of thefe intelligibles, which are always 
different, and being difpofed together with them. So far, therefore, as this is effected, 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 far they may be faid to be locally moved ; Plato alfo in the Phaedrus calling 
the energy of the foul about the intelligible place, a period and circulation. Souls, therefore, 
are both internally changed and locally moved ; being internally changed according to that 
which is vital, for it is this which is difpofed together with, and is aflimilated to, the virions of 
the foul; but, according to that which is gnoftic, parting on locally from one intelligible to an­
other, revolving round thefe by its intellections, and being reflected from the fame to the fame. 
Or we (hould rather fay, that fouls comprehend in themfelves the caufes of internal change, and 
of mutation according to place. In much celebrated intellect, alfo, we (hall find the paradigms 
fubfifting intellectually of thefe two fpecies of motion. For by participating the nature of the 
intelligible in intellection, and becoming through intelligence a certain intelligible itfelf, it is 
internally changed about the intellectual idiom. For participations are faid to impart fomething 
of their own nature to their participant. But by intellectually 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 (hall find that motions are internal changes and lations, fubfifting intellectually in in­
tellect, pfychically 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. 

V O L . I I I . T But 
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But will it be moved locally 1 6 ? Perhaps fo. But indeed if the one is moved 
locally, 

1 6 Parmenides palTes 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, 
either 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 pafles 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 j fince the parts from 
which the whole confifls are moved together with the whole. T o be moved neither in the whole 
nor in the parts belongs to things which (land (till. 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 effected 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 differences 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
scents, and its tranfitive energy according to length, contains the paradigm of motions both ac­
cording to the whole and parts •, and intellect, through its intranfitive revolution about the intel­
ligible, caufally contains the circular motion. And not only intellect, but alfo every divine 
foul, through its meafured motion about intellect, receives an incorporeal circulation, Parme­
nides alfo, fays Proclus, when he calls being a fphere, in his poems, and fays that it perceives 
intellectually, evidently calls its intellection fpheric motion. But Timaeus, bending the progreflion 
ef 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 intellectual period prior to that of bodies. Theologifts alfo, Proclus adds, were well ac­
quainted with incorporeal circulation. For the theologift of the Greeks (Orpheus) fpeaking con­
cerning that firft and occult God * who fubfifts prior to Phanes, fays, " that he moves in an 
infinite circle with unwearied energy." 

"O I'aTreif t<rtov Kara KUMXCV arfurus <poqoiro. 

And the Chaldsean Oracles affert that all fountains and principles abide in an unjlaggifi 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 unjluggi/h here fignifying immateriality. 
The motions, therefore, of incorporeal natures are comprehended in this divifion ; and fo the one 

* Viz. the ro w or the firft being of Plato, the fummit of the intelligible order. 
i s 
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locally, it will either be carried round in the fame circle, or it will change 
one place for another. NeceiTarily fo. But ought not that which is carried 
round in a circle to (land 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 i9 
poflible 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 place17, 
would it not become fituated elfewhere, and thus be moved ? In this cafe 
it would. Has it not appeared to be impoffible that the one fhould be in any 
thing? It has. Is it not much more impoflible that it fhould becomefttuated 

in 

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

J 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 j or this part of it muft 
be here, and that in the other place. But if the whole being without is in neither, it cannot be 
moved from one place to another. If again the whole is within both, neither 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 intellect 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 a motion of this kind, fince it is neither wholly within nor yet perfectly with­
out that which is the object of its energy. For the whole of it does not at once apply itfelf to 
the conceptions of intellect, fince it is not naturally adapted to fee thefe collectively, nor is it 
wholly feparated from intellect, but according to its own different intellections it becomes in a 
certain refpect fituated in the different forms of intellect, and introduces itfelf as it were into its 
intellections, as into its proper place. Hence Timreus does not refufe to call the foul generated, 
as he had previoufiy denominated it partible. For foul does not poflefs a collective intelligence, 
but all its energies are generated ; and in confequence of this its intelleclions are effentializcd in 
tranfitions. Hence alfo time is fo intimately connected with foul, that it meafures its firft ener­
gies. Intellect, therefore, appears genuinely to contain the paradigm of a circular motion, pof­
feffing as a centre that part of itfelf which abides, and which is the intelligible of intellect, but 
the many progreftions of forms from this Vefta as it were of itfelf, as right lines from the centre. 
But all its energies, which are intellective of intelligibles, 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 j of the former, as proceeding 
about the intelligible place, abiding indeed as a whole, but evolving the intelligible by its tranfi­
tions i but of the latter, as always fixing the whole of itfelf in the object of intellection : for, as 

T 2 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 neceflary that it fhould not yet be in it, 
fince it is becoming to be ; nor yet entirely out of it, fince it has already 
become ? It is neceffary. If therefore this can take place 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 thin .̂ It is 
true. But is it not much more impoffible that that which neither has parts 
nor is a whole can be becoming to 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 1 *, nor 
that it may become Jituated in any thing ; nor, through being carried round 
in that which is the fame, will it fuffer 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 aiTerted 1 9 that it is impoffible 

for 
a whole, it both abides and is moved. And in 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 collects all the aforefaid conclufions about motions 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 the one to contract 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 one neither proceeds, nor is circularly 
borne along, nor is altered j 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 intellectual circle. And here we may again fee that the propofition and the 
conclufion are univerfal, but that the demonftrations proceed together with divifions. For flable 
intellections and converfions contract multitude; but thofe which fubfift according to progreffion 
divide the whole into parts, and the one into its proper number. 

'9 The thing propofed to be fhown from the firft 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 one in the fame manner as to matter. F O T mat­
ter participates of thefe 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, becaufe the one does not abide, being 
is moved, and becaufe it is not moved, being is permanent. For beingby its liability imitates the 
immobility of the one, and, by its efficacious energy, that which in the one is above tenfion and an 
eftab.iihment in itfelf. And through both thefe it is aflimilated to the 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 
another20, 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 (land ftill, which is efta-

blifhed in another, but to be at reft, which is able to abide in itfelf. But Parmenides denies both thefe of 
the one, as not being in another nor in itfelf. Whether, therefore, there is a certain intellectual 
tranquillity which is celebrated by the wife, or myftic 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 (table 
fignatures which belong to beings. 

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

Let it alfo be obferved that the firft permanency and the firft motion originate from them­
felves, the one deriving from itfelf (table power, and the other efficacious energy; in the fame 
manner as every tiling elfe which is firft begins its own energy from itfelf. So that, when it is 
faid the 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 faid that the one is the moft firm of all (table 
things, and the moft energetic of every thing that is in motion : for tranfeendencies of participa­
tions do not take away, but ftrengthen the participations. If, therefore, the o>>e does not in (hort 

fland, it is not mojt f i r m . For either moft firm is only a name, and afferts nothing concerning the 
one, or it m.mifefts that it is moft liable. And if it is not in any refpect moved, it is not mofi 
v/iergetic. For, if thefe words fignify nothing, they affert nothing concerning the one; but, if they 
fignify that which in the moft eminent degree participates of motion, the one will not be mod 
energetic. For energy is a certain motion. 

a o Plato here appears to charadlerife for us the whole demiurgic order, in the fame manner as 
the words prior to thefe characterife the vivific order, and thofe again prior to thefe, that which 
ranks as the fummit in intellectuals. Thefe things, indeed, as Proclus well obferves, appear in a 
moft eminent 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 itfelf1', it would be different 
from 

ccrning it, and thofe of other theologifts; though, fays he, this is dubious to fome, who alone 
confider permanency and motion, famenefs and difference, philofophically, and do not perceive that 
thefe things are firft beheld about the one, and not about being \ and that, as there is a twofold 
number, i\z. fupereffential and eiTential, in like manner each of 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-perfect orders, and not of the genera or fpecies only of being. 

Let it alfo be obferved that the genera of being fubfift both in the intelligible and intellectual 
orders, intelligibly in the former, and intellectually in the latter; and this is juft the fame as to 
aflert that in intelligibles they fubfift abforbed in unity, and without feparation, but in intellectuals 
with feparation according to their proper number. So that it is by no means wonderful if the 
intelligible monad comprehends the whole intellectual pentad, viz. effence, motion, permanency, 
famenefs and difference, without divifion, and in the moft profound union, fince through this 
union all thefe are after a manner one: for all things, fays Proclus, are there without feparation 
according to a dark mi/I, as the theologift** afferts. A&aKprrw iravrav ovruv xarct <rxoToeo-<rav ofxix>w 
QYKTIV o §io>.oyo<;. For if in arithmetic the monad, which is the caufe of monadic numbers, contains 
all thofe forms or productive principles which the decad comprehends decadically, and the tetrad 
tetradically, is it at all wonderful that among beings the intelligible monad fhould comprehend 
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 intellectuals; fince in the former they fubfift 
totally, unitedly, and paternally ; but in the latter with feparation, partially, and demiurgically. But 
it is every where neceffary that the number of ideas fhould be fufpended from the genera of 
being. If, therefore, intellectual ideas participate of the intellectual genera, intelligible ideas 
alfo muft participate of the intelligible genera. But if ideas firft fubfift tetradically at the extre­
mity of intelligibles, it is neceffary that there fhould 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 pofterior to fame 
and different, and appearing in the energies of beings. But we fhall now, with Proclus, affign 
the reafon of this, after another manner, from the problems themfelves. In this firft hyppthefis 
then, concerning the one, fome things are denied of it with refpect to itfelf 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 refpect to itfelf. But fame and different, fimilar and diffimilar, equal 
and unequal, older and younger, are denied of the one both with refpect 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 extremity of 
the intelligible order, that deity is faid *' to wipe away from the eyes a dark mi/2." 
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from the one, and fo would not be the one. True. And if it fhould be the 
fame 

different, and each of the reft. But that which is the objetl of opinion or fcience, or which can be 
named, or is affable, are denied of the one with refpect to other things: for it is unknown to all 
fecondary natures, by thefe gnoftic energies. Negations, therefore, being affumed in a triple 
refpect, viz. of a thing with refpetl to itfelf, of itfelf with refpedt to others, and of itfelf both 
with refpect to itfelf and others, and fome of thefe ranking as firft, others as middle, and others 
as laft, hence motion and permanency are denied of the one, as of itfelf with reference to itfelf, but 
the fame and different are denied in a twofold refpect, 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 the diffimilar, 
the equal and the unequal, the older and the younger, of the one with reference to itfelf and other 
things. He likewife through thefe takes away from the one, tffence, quantity, quality, and the when : 
for the fame and different pertain to effences, 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, denies the fame and the different of the one, knowing that Parmenides in 
his poems places thefe in the one being ; for thus Parmenides fpeaks—-

TafTov T * £v rauru) /AI[XVEI> xatf tauro rt xenon. 

i. e. Same in the fame abides, yet by itfelf fubfifts. 

It is neceflary, therefore, to fhow that the one which is eftablifhed 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 
difference. Hence, he takes away both fame and different from the one, that he may fhow that 
it tranfeends the one 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 aflertion. 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 the one obfeures by the 
addition the unity of the recipient. 

4 1 There being four problems concerning fame and different, as denied of the 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 : 
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 cleared: for that the one 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 poflible not to be perfuaded, that it is not different 
from other things, Gnce 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 is, therefore, demonftrated as follows: If the one is different from itfelf, 
it will be entirely different from the one. But that which is different from the one, is not one : 

4 for 
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fame with another 1 2 , it would be that thing and would not be itfelf; fo 
that neither could it thus be the 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 different from any thing is not that thing. If, therefore, 
the one is different from itfelf, the one is not one. And this abfurdity leads us to contradiction, 
that the one is not one. The one, therefore, is not different from itfelf. Some one, however, may 
doubt again ft this demonftration, whether it may not thus be fhown that difference is not different 
from itfelf; though indeed it is neceffary that it fhould. For every true being begins its energy 
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 difference is different from itfelf, 
it will not be difference-, and hence difference 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 energy is directed to itfelf, in 
preferving itfelf unconfufed with other things. It may alfo be faid, and that more truly, that 
difference fo far as it 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 the one: for it is one alone, 
and nothing elfe. 

2* This is the fecond of the four problems, which is indeed more eafily to be apprehended 
than thofe that follow, but is more difficult than the one that precedes it. Plato, therefore, 
confides in the affertion that the 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 itfetf. For neither do the heavens receive 
into themfelves any thing of mortal moleftation; nor does the demiurgus receive any thing from 
the generation which is about the whole world; nor do intelligibles participate of multitude 
from the intellectual order, and the feparation which it contains. So that neither can the 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 the 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; fince 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 poflefs more of the nature of unity, as for 
inftance, foul than body. Nor does the one participate of things themfelves, fince thefe are worfc 
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 one 
without multitude; fince the participated one is not in every refpect one. In no refpect, there­
fore, is the one the fame with others. And thus it appears from common conceptions that the 
affertion is true. 

Ler 
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the one. It 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 different2 3 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 the 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 diifer from each other. Each, therefore, being one and differing from the other, each 
in confequence of poffeffing difference together with unity, will no longer be one. Hence the 
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 the 
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. Parmenides alfo adds, and it would be different 
from the one, that through the abfurdity proximately fhown 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 refpecl: 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. If, therefore, it is the fame with difference, 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 different. It becomes however the fame with difference, 
through the participation of difference j which is moft paradoxical, that famenefs (hould become 
fume through difference. 

*3 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 the one; and hence it has a nature more difficult to be feparated from 
it, and requires more abundant difcuflion. 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 not participate of difference. For to be different alone pertains to that which is different 
from another, and not to the one; 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 the one, 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 feparated from thofe things from which it is exempt. 
But every thing which is feparated is feparated through difference: for difference is the fource of 
divifion, but famenefs of connexion. In anfwer to this it may be faid, that the one is exempt and 
feparate from all things, but that it does not poflefs this feparation through difference, but from 
another ineffable tranfcendency, and not fuch as that which difference imparts to beings. For, as 
both the world and intellect fubfift for ever, but the ever is not the fame in both, being temporal in 
the former, and eternal in the latter, and exempt from all time ; fo intellect is exempt from the 

VOL. in. u world, 
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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 different; and being in 
no refpect that which is different, it will be different from nothing. Right, 
Nor yet will it be the fame 1 with itfelf. Why not? Is the nature of the-
one the fame with that offame ? Why ? Becaufe, when any thing becomes 
the fame with any thing, it does not on this account become one. But 
what then? That which becomes the fame with many things muff, ne-
ceffarily become many, and not one. True. But if the one and fame differ 
in no refpecl, whenever any thing becomes fame it will always become the 
one, and whenever it becomes "the one it will be fame. Entirely fo. If, 
therefore, the one fhould be the fame with itfelf, it would be to itfelf that 
which is not one; and fo that which is one will not be one. But this indeed 
is impoffible. It is impoffible, therefore, for the one to be either different 
from another, or the fame with itfelf. Impoffible. And thus the one will 
neither be different 2 nor the fame, either with refpect to itfelf or another. 

It 

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

1 This is the fourth of the problems,, that the one is not the fame with itfelf, neither as fame-
nefs, nor as participating of famenefs: and, in the firft place, he fhows that it is not as famenefs, 
For, if the one 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 the 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 impoflible that it can be one. 
And hence famenefs is not the one. 

a 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 1 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 intellectual 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 fupereflential natures tranfcendency muft be aflumed 
inftead of the difference which fubfifts in forms between the more excellent and the inferior; 

fubjttlion inftead of the difference of the inferior with refpect 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 employ fuch like appellations, and alfert that other things are different from the one, we 
(hould look to the imbecility of human nature, and pardon fuch aflertions. 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 alfert fomething concerning it, through the fpontaneous parturition 
of the foul about the one. 

1 Parmenides, fays Proclus, panes 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 
aflimilated to the intellectual Gods, and are conjoined with the demiurgic monad, which rules 
over wholes with exempt tranfcendency. From this demiurgic monad, too, all the aflimilative 
order proceeds. But it imitates the famenefs which is there through fimilitude, exhibiting in a 
more partial manner that power of famenefs which is collective and connective of wholes. It 
likewife imitates demiurgic difference, through diflimilitude, exprefling its feparating and divifive 
power through unconfufed purity with refpect to the extremes. Nor muft we here admit, as 
Proclus well obferves, that which was aflcrted by fome of the antients, viz. that fimilitude is 
r-emitted famenefs, and difftmilitude remitted difference. For neither are there any intentions and 
remiflions in the Gods, nor things indefinite, and the more and the lefs, but all things are theTe 
cftablifhed in their proper boundaries and proper meafures. Hence, it more accords with divine 
natures to alTert fuch things of them as can be manifefted by analogy. For Plato alfo admits 
analogy in thefe, in the Republic eftablifhing the good to be that in intelligibles which the fun is 
jn fenfibles. Similitude, therefore, and diflimilitude are that in fecondary which famenefs and 
difference are in the natures prior to them : and the fimilar and the diflimilar are the firft progeny 
of famenefs and difference. The equal, alfo, and the unequal proceed from thence, but prior to 
thefe are fimilitude and diflimilitude : for the fimilar is more in forms than the equal, and the 
diflimilar more than the unequal. Hence, they arc proximately fufpended from the demiurgic 
monad ; and on this account Tiinacus 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 affimilative 
caufe prefubfifts in the fabricator of the univerfe. With great propriety, therefore, Plato proceeds 
to the aflimilative order after the demiurgic monad, taking away this alfo from the one. 

But the method of the problems is the fame as before: for here alfo there are four problems, 
viz. if the one is fimilar to itfelf; if the one is diflimilar to itfelf; if the one is fimilar to other things; 
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certain refpecl fuffers 1 fame. Certainly. But it has appeared that fame is 
naturally feparate from the one. It has appeared fo. But if the one mould 
fuffer any thing except being the one which //, it would become more than 
the one: but this is impoffible. Certainly. In no refpecl, therefore, 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 perfect, or defend, or employ a providential care about, but are not entirely generative 
of them. Thus, for inftance, Plato demonftrates that the one is not a whole, and has not partsr 

from the many: for thence the intellectual wholenefs proceeds. He demonftrates that it has not 
beginning, middle, and end, from whole and parts : for the order characterized by beginning, middle, 
and end, is proximately produced from thefe. Again, he demonftrates that the one is neither 

Jlraight nor round, from beginning, middle, and end: for the Jiraight and round thence receive their 
generation. But he (hows that the one is neither in itfelf, nor in another, from that order, and 
not from figure, though according to progreflion this is arranged before it. And he demonftrates 
that the 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 progreflion to the former. 

1 The fyllogifm which furnifhes us with a proof that the one is not fimilar, neither 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 paftive 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: the 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 fyllogifm, 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 itfelf nor with another. 

And here, as Proclus well obferves, we may fee what caution Plato ufes: for he does not fay 
if the one fhould fuffer the one, but if the one fhould fuffer any thing, except being the one which is, 
Xupt( rou iv tivai, for it is the one, and does not fuffer i t ; fince every thing which fuffers, or is 
paflive, is many. For he calls the participation of any thing a paflion. Does he not, therefore, 
in faying that the one fuffers nothing elfe, but the one which is, indicate in a very wonderful manner 
that even the one is fubordinate to the principle of all things ? which indeed he fays it is at the 
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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 feems. Nor yet can the one fuffer to be another; for thus it 
would fuffer to be more than the one. More, indeed. But that which 
fuffers to be different, 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, fince it in no refpedt fuffers different, can 
in no refpecl be diffimilar either to itfelf or to another. It certainly cannot. 
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 afTertion to the principle of 
things is foreign to it, though more allied to it than other things, becaufe it is not poflible to con­
ceive any thing more venerable 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 the 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 the one, in confequence 
of ineffably proceeding 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 the one, and the 
fpontaneous defire of all things about the one. For all things are what they are from a defire of 
the one, through the one; 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 aflimi­
lated to fimilars; left the ineffable principle itfelf fhould alfo appear to be fimilar to other things; 
but, if it be lawful fo to fpeak, it is aflimilated to the paradigm of things fimilar to this higheft 
caufe. Beings, therefore, are aflimilated to the one; but they are aflimilated through an ineffable 
delire of the one, and not through this aflimilative order, or the form of fimilitude. For the afli­
milative which immediately fubfifts after the intellectual order, is not able to conjoin and draw 
upwards all beings to the one; but its province is to elevate things pofterior to itfelf to the in­
tellectual demiurgic monad. When, therefore, it is faid that every progreflion 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 one, in confequence of perceiving nothing more venerable, nothing 
more holy, in beings than unity, fo we characterize the progreflion of all things from him by 
fimilitude, not being able to give any name to fuch progreflion more perfect than this. Thus alfo 
Socrates, in the Republic, calls this ineffable principle, according to analogy, the idea of the 
good ; becaufe the good, 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 1 nor unequal, either to itfelf 
or to another. Howfo? If it were equal, indeed, it would be of the 

fame 
1 After the aflimilative order of Gods, which is fupermuiulane 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 it is, and that it is touching: for it is in a 
certain refpect mundane and fupermundane, being collective of thofe that are properly called 
mundane Gods, and producing into multitude the union of all the affimilative and fupermundane 
feries. Here, however, Plato omits this order, and paffes on to thofe Gods that are alone mun­
dane; the reafon of which we (hall endeavour to aflign 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 defect 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, Timaeus alfo conftitutes fouls through 
analogy, the caufes of which muft neceflarily 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 diffm'dar, though he proximately fpokc 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 famenefs and the many, fo 
far through thefe they are denied of the one. Hence, Plato thus begins his difcourfe concerning 
them " But fwce it is fuch,1* 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 diflimilar, and the fame and the 
different. But that the equal and the unequal are fufpended from the twofold coordinations of divine 
natures is not immanifeft. For the equal is arranged under the fimilar, and the fame,fubftflence in 
another, the round, and the whole ; but the unequal, under the dififimilar, the different, fubffilence in 
itfef, the ftraight, and the poffeffton of parts. And again, of thefe the former are fufpended from 
bound,zv\<\ 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 the one cannot be the 
ivorfe 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 1 meafures with that to which it is equal. Certainly. But that 
which is greater or lefTer than the things with which it is commenfurate, 
will pofTefs more meafures than the lefTer quantities, but fewer than the 
greater. Certainly. But to thofe to which it is incommenfurable, with 
refpecl: to the one part, it will confift of lefTer; and with refpecl to the 
other, of greater meafures. How fhould it not ? Is it not, therefore, 
impoffible that that which does not participate of fame fhould either be of 
the fame meafures, or admit any thing in any refpecl the fame ? It is im-

i n this cafe it would not be the caufe of all things. For the better oppofite is not the caufe of 
the worfe, but in a certain refpecl communicates with it, without being properly its caufe. For 
neither does famenefs give fubfiftence to difference, n o r permanency to motion ; but comprehen-
fion and union pervade from the better to the worfe. 

1 It is by no means wonderful that the demonftrations 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 intellectual forms. For it is neceffaTy 
that demonftrations in all thefe negations fhould begin fupernally, and fhould extend through all 
fecondary natures, that they may fhow that the one of the Gods is exempt from intellectual, 
pfychical, mathematical, and phyfical forms. All fuch axioms, therefore, as are now affumed 
concerning things equal and unequal, muft 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 fubject in—the former muft be faid to be characterised 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 meafure, and are equal to each other. But things which 
are uncoordinated with each other make their progreflion according to the unequal. 

Since, however, of things unequal, fome are commenfurate snd others incommenfurate, it is 
evident that thefe alfo m u f t 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 m o T e excellent beings : for thus, in things commenfurate, the 
letter is willing to have a common meafure with the greater, the fame thing meafuring the whole 
of each. But incommenfuration m u f t be afcribed to thofe divinities from whom things fubor-
dinute, through the exempt tranfcendency of more excellent natures, participate of them i n a 
certain refpect, but are incapable through their fubjedtion 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, the equal and the unequal are fymbols of the mundane Gods, the comment 
[urate and the incommenfurate are here very properly introduced. For in things incorporeal and im­
material this oppofition has no place, all things being there effable ; but where there is a mate­
rial fubject, and a mixture of form and fomething formlefs, there an oppofition of commenfura­
tion very properly fubfifts. Hence, as the mundane Gods are proximately connective of fouls 
and bodies, form and matter, a divifion appears in them, according to the equal and the unequal. 

poflible.. 
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poflible. 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 fo again it will no longer be the one, but as many 
as there are meafures. Right. But if it ftiould be of one meafure, it 
would become equal to that meafure: but it has appeared that the one 
cannot be equal to any thing. It has appeared fo. The one, therefore, 
neither participates of one meafure, nor of many, nor of a few ; nor (fince 
it in no refpect participates offame) can it ever, as it appears, be equal to 
itfelf or to another, nor again greater or leffer either than itfelf or another. 
It is in every refpecl: 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 the one, from 
the exempt caufe of wholes, he is now about to feparate from the one the divine eflence itfelf, 
which firft participates of the Gods, and receives their progreflion into the world •, or, to fpeak 
more accurately, he is now about to produce this eflence 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 aflimilated to it, which of itfelf indeed is not, but through its commu­
nion with true being receives an obfeure reprefentation of being ; 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 the 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 elfe of 
this kind, and this by fhowing that the one does not participate of time : for it is impoffible that a 
nature which is exempt from time fhould be foul; fince every foul participates of time, and ufes 
periods which are meafured by time. The one alfo is better than and is beyond intellect, 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 three hypoftafes which 
.rank as principles, viz. the one, intellect, and foul, become Jcnown to us («$ T S hoc rourcov ret; 
tpti$ apxiHots vTroaraaet; txoiptv av ywpipovs yeyeyn/xtvag.) But that the one is perfectly 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 (hows that the one has no connexion with 
time. This, however, fays Proclus, is incredible to the many, and appeared fo to the phyfiolo-

gifts 
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or be of the fame age i What mould hinder ? If it had in any refpecl: 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
fure. For, as they were of opinion that all things are in place, in confequence or thinking that 
all things are bodies," and that nothing is incorporeal, fo they thought that all things fubfift 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 one 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 fliown 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 eflence or accord­
ing to energy. 

And here it is well worthy our obfervation, that Parmenides no longer flops at the dyad as in 
the former conclufions, but triadically enumerates the peculiarities of this order, viz. the older, 
the younger, and the poffeffion of the fame 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 paffes 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 Timaeus 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 thepoffef-

fion of the fame age, are doubled, being divided into itfelf and relation to another. That the triad, 
indeed, and the hexad are adapted to this order, is not immanifeft : for the triple nature of foul, 
confifting of effence, fame, and different, and its triple power, which receives its completion from 
the charioteer and the two horfes, as we learn from the Phaedrus, evince its alliance with the 
triad; and its effence 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, time according to its firft fubfiftence pertains to thefe fouls,— 
not that which proceeds into the apparent, but that which is liberated, and without habitude; 
and this is the time which is now denied of the one. All the periods of fouls, their harmonious 
motions about the intelligible, and their circulations, are meafured by this time. For it has a 
fupernal origin, imitates eternity, and connects, evolves, and perfects every motion, whether 
vital, or pertaining to foul, or in whatever other manner it may be faid to fubfift. This time 
alfo is indeed efTentially an intellect; but it is the caufe to divine fouls of their harmonic and 
infinite motion about the intelligible, through which thefe likewife are led to the older and to the 
fame age: and this in a twofold refpect. For the older in thefe with refpecl to themfelves takes 
place, fo far as with their more excellent powers they more enjoy the infinity of time, and par­
ticipate it more abundantly : for they are not filled with fimilar perfection from more divine 
natures, 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 
ivith refpecl to other things is effected fo far as fome of thefe receive the whole meafure of time, 
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fame ' age, either with itfelf or with another, it would participate equally 
of time and fimilitude, which we have neverthelefs afferted the one does not 

participate, 
and the whole of its extenfion proceeding to fouls, but others are meafured by more partial 
periods. Thofe, therefore, are older, whofe period is more total, and is extended to a longer 
time. They may alfo be faid to be older atid at the fame time younger with refpecl to themfelves, by 
becoming hoary as it were above, through extending themfelves to the whole power of time, but 
fuvemlc beneath, by enjoying time more partially. But, as with refpecl to others, they may be faid' 
to be oldtr and at the fame time yircnger, according to a fubjeclion of energy; for that which has; 

its circulation meafured by a letter period is younger than that whofe circulation is meafured by a 
more extended period. Again, among things coordinate, that which has the fame participation 
and the fame meafure of perfection with others may be faid to be of the fame age with rtfelf and 
others. But every divine foul, though its own period is meafured according to one time, and that 
of the body which rs fufpended from it according to another, yet rt has an equal reftrttrtion to the 
fame condition; itfelf always according tfv its own time, and its body alfo according to its time; 
Hence, again, it is of the fame age with rtfelf and its body, according to the analogous. 

By thus interpreting what is now faid of the one, we fhall accord with Plato, in the Timaeus, 
who there evinces that time is the meafure of every franfitive 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 hi* 
aiferrion in the Phxdrus, that fouls fee true being through time, becaufe they perceive temporally, 
and not eternally. 

1 Plato here demonflrates that the one is neither okler nor younger than- itfelf, or another. For,, 
it was neceflary to fhow that the one is beyond every divine foul, prior to other fouls, m the fame 
manner as it is demonftrated to be prior to true beings, and to be the caufe of all things. Nor muft 
it be on this account admitted that the one comprehends in itfelf the caufes of all things, and* 
through this is multitude. For every caufe is the caufe of one particular property ; as, for in*-
ftance, animal itfelf is the caufe alone to animals of a fubfiftence 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 alt things ; and all things are rhence derived, either as-
being unities, or as compofed from certain unities: for being itfelf, and, in fliort, every thing, is 
either as one, or as eonftfting from certain unities. For, if it is unitedy it is evident that it confifts-
from certain things ; and if thefe are unities the confequence is manifeft : but if they are things-
united, we muft again pafs on to the things from whkh they are compofed, 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 unifies or numbers. For that which is noc 
a unity, but ttnited, if it confifts from certain definite unities, is number, and this will be the firft 
number, fubfifting from things indivifible: for every unity is indivifible. 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 aflerted fo. And this alfo we have faid, that it nei­
ther participates of diffimilitude nor inequality. Entirely fo. How, there­
fore, being fuch, can it either be older or younger than any thing, or pofTefs 
the fame age with any thing ? It can in no refpecl. 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. Will it not, 
therefore, be impoflible that the one mould be at all in time, if it be fuchf 
Or, is it not neceffary that, if any thing is in time, it fhould always become 
older than itfelf? It is necefTary. But is not that which is older always, 
older than the younger ? What then ? That, therefore, which is becoming 
to be older than 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 fhould fubfift in becoming 
to be different from another, when it is already different, but that it fhould 

in the one, nor, without faying this, to think that the 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 fubfiftence as well as all beings from the divine uni­
ties, with great propriety is it neceffary to fhow that the one is beyond the order of deified fouls: 
for thefe fouls fo far as they are intellectual have intellect for their caufe; fo far as they are 
cffences, 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. 

x That which participates of time is twofold, the one proceeding, as it were, in a right line, 
and beginning from*one thing, and ending in another; but the other proceeding circularly, and 
having its motion from the fame to the fame, 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. 
For, becoming nearer the end, it becomes nearer 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 cider. 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 
fays, at 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 is different, have been from that which? 
waf, and will be from that which is to be hereafter: but from that which is* 
becoming to be different, it ought neither to have been, nor to be hereafterr 

nor to 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 becoming to be older than itfelf, muft neceffarily at 
the fame time fubfift in becoming to be younger than itfelf. It fcems fo. 
But likewife it ought not to fubfift in becoming to be in a longer time than-
itfelf, nor yet in a fhorter ; but in a time equal to itfelf it fhould fubfift in 
becoming to be, fhould 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 affection of this kind, fhould each one pofTefs the 
fame age with itfelf, and fhould fubfift in becoming to be both older and 
younger than itfelf. It feems fb. But no one of thefe paffions belongs to» 
the one. None. Neither, therefore, is time prefent with it, nor does it 
fubfift 1 in any time. It does not, indeed, according to the decifions of rea­
fon. What then ? Do not the terms it was % // has been, it did become, feem 

to 

* As the one is not in time, becaufe it is not in morion, fo neither is it in eternity, becaufe it is, 
not in permanency : for eternity abides, as Timaeus 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, daemons and heroes. And, in the firft place, 
this divifion proceeds to them fupernally, according to a triadic distribution into the prefent, pajt, 
and future \ and, in the next place, according to a distribution into nine, each of thefe three tfeing 
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 totally, that fubfift according to the pnfl, or the prefent, or the future ; but thofe partici­
pate it partially, that are eflentiahzed according to the differences of thefe: for to each of the 
wholes a multitude is coordinated, divided into things firft, middle, and laft. For a certain mul­
titude fubfifts in conjunction with that which is eftablifhed according to the paft, the futnmit of 
which is according to the was, but the middle according to it has been, 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 characterized by the is, the middle by it is generated, and the 
end by it is becoming to be. Ami there is another triad with that which fubfifts according to the 
future, the mojl elevated part of which is characterized by the •will be, that which ranks in the 
middle, by it tniy become, and the end, by it will be generated. And thus there will be three triads 
proximately fufpended from thefe three wholeneffes, but all thefe are fufpended from their monad. 

AU 
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to fignify the participation of the time part ? Certainly. And do not the 
terms it will be, it may become, and // will be generated, 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 perfeclive of all 
motion, the fecond cottnetls and guards things which are governed by it, and the third unfolds 
divine natures into light. For as all fuch things as are not eternal are led round in a circle, the 
wholeness or the mon.d of time perfects and connects their effence, and difclofes to them the 
united infinity of eternity, evolving the contracted multitude which fubfifts in eternal natures ; 
whence alfo this apparent time, as Timaeus fays, unfolds to us the meafures of divine periods,, 
perfects fenfibles, and guards things which are generated in their proper numbers. Time, there­
fore, poflefles triple powers prior to fouls, viz. the perfeclive, the connective, and the unfolding, 
according to a fimilitude to eternity. For eternity, pofllfiing a middle order in intelligibles, per­

fects the order pofterior to itfelf, fupplying it with union, but unfolds into light that which is prior 
to itfelf, producing into multitude its ineffable union, and connects the middle bond of intelligi­
bles, and guards all things intranfitively through its power. Time, therefore, receiving fuper­
nally the triple powers of eternity, imparts them to fouls. Eternity, however, poflefles this triad 
unitedly; but time unitedly, and at the fame time diftributively ; and fouls diftributively alone. 
Hence,- of fouls, fome are characterized according to one, and others according to another power 
of time; fome imitating its unfolding, others its perfeclive, and others its connective power. Thu* 
alfo with refpect to the Fates, fome of thefe being adapted to give completion and perfection to 
things, are faid to fing the-pad, always indeed energizing, and always finging, their fongs being; 
intellections and fabricative energies about the world: for the pafil is the fource of completion. 
Others again of thefe are adapted to conned things prefent: for they guard the eflence and the 
generation of thefe. And others are adapted to unfold the future : for they lead into eflence 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 fuchv-
as are firft, fuch as are middle, and fuch as are laft, the moft total of thefe are adapted to the pafil. 
For, as this comprehends in itfelf the prefent and the future, fo 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 the pafl. As, therefore, the prefent contains in itfelf the future, fo thefe middle 
fouls comprehend thofe pofterior, but are comprehended in thofe prior to themfelves. And fouls 
of the third o r d e r correfpond to thefuture : for this does not proceed through the prefent, nor has-
become the pafl, but is tlx future alone ; jnft as thefe third fouls are of themfelves alone, but, through 
falling into a moft partial fubfiftence, are by no means comprehenfive of others; for they con­
volve the boundary-according to a triadic divifion of the genera pofterior to the Gods. 

The whole of the firft triad, therefore, has in common the once,, for this .is the peculiarity of 
the paft, and of completion; but it is divided into the was, it was generated^ and it did become. 
Again, therefore, of thefe three, the was fignifies the fummit of the triad, bounded according to-
hyparxis itfelf; but ;f was generated, fignifies an at-once-collected perfection ; and it did become, an 
extenfion in being perfected ; thefe things being imitations of intelligibles. For the was is an 
imitation of being, it was generated, of eternity, and // did become, of that which is primarily eternal; 
for being is derived to all things from the firft of thefe; a fubfiftence at once as all and a whole 
from the fecond, and an extenfion into multitude from the third. 

is 
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is about to be hereafter ? Certainly. But are not the terms // is, and it is 
becoming to be, marks of the prefent time ? Entirely fo. If then the one 
participates 1 in no refpecl of any time, it neither ever was, nor has 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 will be. It is moft true. 
Is it poflible, therefore, that any thing can participate of eflence *, except 

1 It is not immanifeft 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 bicome, or will be generated- But all thefe 
diftribute the wholenefs of time. The one, therefore, is exempt 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 collect this one thing, that the one is eftablifhed 
above every divine effence characterize^ by the nature of foul, and which always energizes 
after the fame manner, fuch as are the fouls of the more excellent genera, wliethcr 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 caufe is denominated time by Orpheus; to this it may be replied, that the one 
cannot be timej fince in this cafe the perfection proceeding 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 Proclus, 
was denominated time by Orpheus, according to a certain wonderful analogy: for the theologift 
fymbolically calls the myflical proceflions of unbegotten natures, generations; and the caufe of the 
unfolding into light of divine natures, Time; for, where there i3 generation, there alfo there is 
time. Thus, the generation of fenfibles is according to mundane time, that of fouls according to 
fuperceleftial time, and that of things eternal according to the one. Froclus beautifully adds : As 
therefore we endure to hear the fleeplefs energy of divine natures feparate from the objects 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. 

* Having proceeded as far as to a deified eflence, and which always energizes after the fame 
manner, and having denied all the orders of the one, viz. the divine, the intellectual, and fuch as 
are pfychical, we muft again recur through a nature common to all the aforefaid orders, or, in 
other words, through being 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 the 
many are generated, as we fhall fhow in commenting on the fecond hypothefis. But eflence 
which fubfifts according to the one being, is prior to thefe many, and to all the above-mentioned 
orders. Hence, from all thefe, as participating of effence in common, we recur to effence itfelf, 
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according to fome one of thefe ? It is not. In no refpecl, therefore, does 
the one participate of effencer 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 indeed of thofe that are proximately enumerated, but of all 
together that the firft hypothefis contains, fuch as wiu/c, or having parts, or having beginning, 
middle,.and end, or being in itfelf, or in another, and every thing elfe which is there denied of the 
one; fo that it follows, as was before obferved, that fuch things only are aflumed as are confer 
o.uent to beings fo far as they are beings, and not fo far as they are certain vital or intellectual 
natures. For every thing, fays he, which in any refpect participates of eflence, participates of it 
according to fome one of thefe negations. The one, therefore, does not participate of eflence. 
Thus alfo Socrates, in the Republic, fays, that the good is beyond eflence, and is not eflence, but 
is the caufe of it, and is beyond every thing intellectual and intelligible, in the fame manner as 
the fun is the caufe of all vifible natures, by effence meaning the fame as being ( T O ov). For Plato 
here clearly fays, that it is not poflible for any thing to be, unlefs it participates of effence: and in 
the Timxus he makes a fimilar aflertion. If, therefore, the firft caufe is fupereflential and above 
all being, it is falfe to aflert that he is: for, fince he is beyond effence, 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 looks 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 one alone and prior to being, he denies of the 
one the participation of eflence. 

And here obferve, that Plato does not adopt the conclufion that the crte is net through demon-
ftration, becaufe it was not poflible fo demonftrate this directly through the alliance of being 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 the one is N O T . For every thing about 
the one- which is added to it diminifhes its exempt tranfcendency. 

Should it be aflced why Parmenides docs not begin his negations from the is, but from the 
many, and neither feparates the order which immediately fubfifts after the one, and thus proceeds 
as far as to the laft of things, nor, feparating the one from thefe, afcends as far as to the fummit 
of beings, we reply, that the negation of eflence would be contrary to the hypothefis: for the 
hypothefis fays that the one is, but the negation that it is N O T . It would, therefore, be of all 
things the moft ridiculous to fay immedi.ittly from the beginning, if the one is, the one is not : for 
the aflertion 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 one, indeed, according to Flato, is above all eflence, 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 the one is better than being,^nd is the principle of 
feing, free from all habitude to fubfequent natures-, jutt as the good itfelf "is feparated from the con^ 
dition of every other good. But Speufippus there calls the firft being the proper principle of 
beings, and boundlefs divinity depending on the one. 

Parmenides, 
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fore, is in no refpeft. So it feems. Hence, it is not in fuch a manner as 
to be one, for thus it would be being, and participate of effence : but, as it 
appears, the one neither is one nor is, 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 fcience, nor fenfe, nor opinion. 
It does not appear that there can. Hence, it can neither be named, nor 

•Parmenides, therefore, beginning fupernariy from the intelligible fummit of the firft intellectual 
Oods, 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 one 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 fimplicrty of thofe occult na ures, and not by various words, but by 
intellectual projection alone : for intelligibles are naturally adapted to be known by intellect. 
This, therefore, Parmenides in reality evinces, leaving logical methods, but energizing accord­
ing to intellect, and afferting that the one is beyond eflence, and the one being. For this is not 
collected, as we have before obferved, from the preceding conclufions j fince in this cafe the 
belief concerning the higheft Gods, who are implied by eff-ncc, 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 fcientific energies and intellectual projections, 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 the one, which, as he alfo fhows, is fingularly 
exempt from all things. Hence it is faid to be beyond the one which is conjoined with ejfence, and 
at the fame time all the participated multitude of unities. 

It is alfo beautifully obferved by Proclus, that by the appellation of the one in this dialogue we 
are not to underftand that which is in itfelf the one; but that the inward one refident in our 
eflence, and derived from the firft 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 fays that the 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 i t ; and th i6 

cannot be effected without forming in ourfelves both the firft, and that which we feparate 
from it. 

fpoken 



T H E P A R M E N I D E S , 

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? It does not appear to me that they can. 

Are you therefore willing that we fliould 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 the one is, what circumflances ought to happen 
to it? Is it not fo? Certainly. But confider from the beginning, if the 
one is1, can it be poffible that it mould be, and yet not participate of 

ejfence ? 
1 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 eftabliflies the fummit of intelli­
gibles as the firft after the one, but ends in an eflence which participates of time, and in deified 
fouls. In the firft 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 caufe then is the one, and this is the fame with the good, the univerfality of things 
muft form a whole, the beft and the moft profoundly united in all its parts which can polfibly be 
conceived: for the firjl good muft be the caufe of the greateft good, that is, the whole of things ; 
and as goodnefs is union, the beft production 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 eflentially corporeal, yet uara <rx,ectv, through 
habitude or alliance, are moft vital, or lives. The higheft of fouls are after this manner intellects, 
and the firft of beings are Gods. For, as being is the higheft of things after the firfil caufe, its firft 
fubfiftence muft be according to a fupereflential characteriftic. 

Now that which is fupereflential, confidered as participated by the higheft or true being, con-
ilitutes that which is called intelligible. So that every true being depending on the Gods is a 
divine intelligible. It is divine, indeed, as that which is deified ; but it is intelligible, as the object 
of defire to intellect, as perfective and connective of its nature, and as the plenitude of being 
itfelf. But in the firft being life and intellect fubfift according to caufe: for every thing fubfifts 
either according to caufe, or according to hyparxis, or according to participation. That is, every 
thing may be confidered either 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 proceflion therefore from the firft caufe will be the intelligible triad, confiding of 
being, life, and intellect, which are the three higheft things after the firft God, and of which being 

vol.. ui. y is 
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effence ? It cannot. Will not elTence therefore be the ejfence of the one, 
but not the fame with the one? for, if it were the fame, it would not be the 

efTence 

is prior to life, and life to intelletl. 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 character!(tic of higher 
natures to extend their communications beyond fuch as are fubordinate. But life is prior to inteU 
itel, becaufe all intellectual natures are vital, but all vital natures are not intellectual. But in 
this intelligible triad, on account of its fupereffential characteriftic, 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 effential dijlinclion takes place, but muft confider this 
appellation as expreffive of its ineffable perfection. 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 firft God like rays* to light, or lines to a centre. And hence they are all 
eftablifhed in the firft caufe (as Proclus beautifully obferves) like the roots of trees in the earth j 
fo that they are all as much as poflible fupereffential, 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 fupereffential idiom, muft poffefs an incon­
ceivable profundity of union, both with itfelf and its caufe, fo as to fubfift wholly according to the 
united, to wufitvov; and hence it appears to the eye of pure intellect, as one fimple indivifible 
fplendour beaming from an unknown and inacceflible fire. 

He then who is able, by opening the greateft eye of the foul, to fee that perfectly which fub­
fifts without feparation, will behold the Gmplicity of the intelligible triad fubfifting in a manner 
fo tranfcendent as to be apprehended only by a fuperintellectual energy, and a deific union of 
the perceiver with this moft arcane object of perception. But fince in our prefent ftate it is 
impoffible to behold an object fo aftonifhingly lucid with a perfect 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 preeminence of the intelligible 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 Damafcius, 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 poffeffing feparation in order to accom­
modate its all-perfect mode of fubfiftence to our imperfect conceptions, it is neceffary to give the 
triad itfelf a triple divifion. For we have faid that it confifts of being, life, and intell'tl. But in 
being we may view life and intellect, according to caufe; in life being according to participation, 

* Vid. Exccrpta ex Damafcio, a WoWo, p. 832. 
and 
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eflence of the one, nor would the one participate of eflence ; but it would be 
all one to fay the one is, and one one. But now our hypothefis is not if one, 

what 

and intellect according to caufe ; and in intellect both being and life according to participation; 
while at the fame time in reality the whole is profoundly one, and contains all things occultly, or 
according to caufe. But when viewed in this divided manner, each triad is faid in the Chaldaic 
theology to confift of father, power, and intellect; father being the fame with hyparms, unity, 
fummit, or that which isfuper-effential; 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 intellect, that is paternal 
intellect, fubfifting according to a converfion to the paternal one; a converfion tranfeending all 
other converfions, as being neither gnoftic, nor vital, nor eflential, 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 Timaeus. For in that 
dialogue he calls the artificer of the univerfe intellect, and father; and reprefents him command­
ing the junior Gods to imitate the power which he employed in their generation. 

This intelligible triad is occultly fignified by Plato, in the Philebus, under the dialectic epithets 
of bound, infinite, and that which is mixed. For all beings (fays he) confift or are mingled from 
bound and infinity; and confequently being itfelf, which we have already fhown 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 the good; evidently alluding by this expreflion to the 
profound union of this triad with the incomprehenfible caufe of all things. 

Put, in the prefent dialogue, the intelligible order is delivered by Plato according to an all-
perfect diilribution into three triads; for the fake of affording us fome demonftration, though 
very obfeure and imperfect, of truth fo tranfeeudent 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 h ov, one being; power, 
or the middle habitude of both, being here concealed through excefs of union ; fo that here the 
one partakes of being, and being of the one s which, as Proclus well obferves, is indeed a circum-
ftance of a moft wonderful nature. Parmenides therefore calls this triad one being, without men­
tioning power, becaufe the whole triad abides in unproceeding union, fubfifting uniformly and 
without feparation. But after this the fecond triad is allotted a progreflion, which Parmenides 
characterifes by intelligible wholenefs, 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 formeT triad. But h i 3 dif­
courfe concerning this triad commences from hence—" Again, therefore, let us confider if the 

* Let the reader be careful to remember that the one of the Gods is their fupereflential charactcriftic. 
Y 2 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 is is fomething different from the one f Necef-

farily. 
one is, what will happen. Confider then whether it is not necefTary that this hypothefis fhould 
fignify fuch a one as poffefles parts." But he concludes his fpeculation thus—" That which is 

•one therefore is a whole, and poffefles 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 (fays he) of the firft triad, and the dyadic distinc­
tion of the fecond, the progreflion of the third triad is produced, pofleffing its hypoftafis indeed 
from parts, but then thefe parts compofe a 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. the one, and being, 
is a multitude which is conjoined through a collective power, each of thefe is again divided and 
multiplied. For this power conjoining united multitude with the multitude of beings, fome of 
thefe one being perfects through progreflion ; but others, being which is one, through communion. 
Here therefore there are two parts of the wholenefs, one and being. But the one participates of 
being: for the one of being is conjoined with being-. The one of being therefore is again divided, fo 
that both the one and being generate a fecond unity, connected with a part of being. But being 
which participates of the one, ov ev, 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 poffefles dual effection, 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 (hall 
not be a part of being, or being fhall not be a part of the one? By no means." But he finifhes 
thus : < l 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, flowing (ac­
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 firfl begotten.* for this firft imparts the power of 
generating. And hence he calls the multitude which it contains generating (ynofitvov). 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 reflecting 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 altperfecl. For that (fays 
Proclus) which has proceeded according to the all, and as far as it is requifite an intelligible 
nature (hould 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 mould fnmmarily affert that the one is, 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 characterifed. 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 
refpect to others, denominates one; as in the Timaeus—For eternity (fays he) a«ides in one. But 
reafon demonftrates that the firft triad of intelligibles is contained in this one. 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 
demonftrates divine byparxis ; but infinite, generative power ; and mixed, r.n effence proceeding from 
this power. And thus (as I have faid) by thefe appellations 1 lato inftructs us concerning the 
firft triad; evincing its nature, fometimes by one name, fometimes by two, and fometimes by 
three appellations. For a triad is contained in this, according to which the whole is characterifed-; 
lilcewife a duad, through which its extremities communicate with each other; and laftly a 
monad, which evinces through its monads the ineffable, occult, and unical nature of the firft God^ 

But he calls the fecond triad pofterior to this; in the Timseus, indeed, eternity; but in the 
Parmenides the firfil wholenefs. And if we attentively confider that every eternal is a whole, we 
ftall perceive that thefe two are allotted the fame peculiarity of narure. For* whatever is 
entirely eternal poflefles both its whole eflence and energy at once prefent with itfelf.' For fuch 
is every intellect: which perfectly eftabliihes in itfelf both being and intellection, as a whole at 
once prefent, and a comprehenfive all. Hence it does not poflefs one part of being while it is 
deftitute of another; nor does it participate partially of energy, but it whol'y comprehends total 
being and total intelligence. But if intellect proceeded in its energies according to time, but 
poflefled an eternal effence, it would poflefsthe one as a whole ever abiding the fame, but the 
other fubfifting in generation, differently at different periods of time Eternity, therefore, 
wherever it is prefent, is the caufe of wholenejs. To which we may add, that the whole every 
where contains eternity: for no whole ever deferts either its own eflence or perfection ; 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 every thing contained in the heavens, and of each of 
the elements : for wholenefs is every where comprehenfive of its fubject natures. Hence whole* 
nefs and eternity fubfift together, are the fame with each other, and are each of them a meafure; 
the one indeed of all eternal and perpetual natures, but the other of parts and every multitude. 
But fince there are three wholeneffes, one prior to parts, another compofedfircm 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. J68. 
and 
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Again, therefore, let us fay, if the one is, what will happen. Confider 
then whether it is not neceifary that this hypothefis mould fignify fuch a 

one 

and total eflences. For thefe partially contain the parts of the divine unities, which preexifl 
unically in the unities themfelves. Befides, eternity is nothing elfe than an illumination proceeding 
from the unity conuecled with being. But whole itfelf confilts 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 hypoftafis of the firft triad. Befides, Plato in the 
Timreus calls the third intelligible triad animal ~iifelf, perfect, and only-begotten. But in the Par­
menides he denominates it infinite multitude, and a whohnefs comprehending many parts. And in 
the Sophifta he calls it that which is always intelligible, and diflributed into many beings. All thefe, 
therefore, are the progeny of one fcience, and tend to one intelligible truth. For when Timaeus 
calls this triad intelligible animal, he likewife afferts that it is perfectt and that it comprehends 
intelligible animals as its parts, both according to the one and according to parti. And Parme­
nides himfelf, declaring that one being is perfect multitude, demonftrates that it fubfifts in this 
order. For the infinite is omnipotent and perfect, as we have prcvioufly obferved, containing 
in itfelf an intelligible multitude of parts, which it likewife produces. And of thefe parts, fome 
are more univerfal, but others more partial; and (as Timxus obferves) arc parts both according 
to the one and according to genera. Befides, a3 Timaeus calls that which is animal-itfelf eternal, 
and only-begotten, fo Parmenides firft attributes to infinite multitude the ever, and to be generated, 
in the following words : " And on the fame account, whatever part is generated will always poflefs 
thefe two parts : for the one will always contain being, and being the one; fo that two things will 
always be generated, and no part will ever be one." 

Who then fo perfpicuoufly admonifhes us of eternal animal and of the firfl-begotten triad as 
Parmenides, who firft affumes in this order generation and the ever, and fo frequently employs each 
of thefe appellations ? Perfecl 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, I rather choofe to call this triad omnipotent; 
deviating in this refpect from that appellation of the infinite, by which vulgar minds are generally 
difturbed. 

Such then is the intelligible triad, confidered according to an all-perfect 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 
dialectic wandering gained our paternal port, and purified ourfelves from the baneful rout of 
the paffions, thofe domeftic foes of the foul; if afrer all this we are defirous of gaining a glimpfe 
of the furpafling fimplicity and ineffable union of this occult and aftonifhing 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, filently walking on the extremities of her mining feet, he will fuddenly from his awful 
fanctuary rife to our view. 
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one as poflTefTes parts ? How ? Thus. If the term // is is fpoken of one 
being, and the one, of being which is one, and effence is not the fume 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 object ? 
That it is perfectly indiftinct and void of number. " And," as Damafcius* beautifully obferves, 
" fince this is the cafe, we fhould confider whether it is proper to call this which belongs to it 

/implicit)', an-XOTUffomething elfe, multiplicity TTCXXOTU; ; and fomething he/ules this, univerfality irarroTru;. 
For that which is intelligible is one, many, all, that \vc 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 all? Becaufe all 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 neceffary 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 indiftinct ? 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 intellect. But thefe in reality are neither one, nor three, nor one and at the fame 
time three \. But it is necefTary 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 
expreffing fomething proper on the occafion. For as we denominate this triad one, and many, 
and all, and father, poiver, and paternal intellctl, and again bound, infinite, and mixed—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 reject the former appellations 
as unable to harmonize with the things themfelves, we fhould likewife reject the latter on the 
fame account." 

Now from this remarkable pafTage in particular, and from all that has been faid refpedting 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 tranfeen-
dently exempt 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 
CudworthN Intellectual Syftem, will be induced to think that the genuine Platonic trinity confifts 
of the firjl caufe, or the good, intellccl, and foul, and that thefe three were confidered by Plato as in 
a certain refpect one. To fuch men as thefe it is necefTary to obferve, that a triad of principles 
diftinct 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 goo4 or the one is according to Piato 
fupereffential, as is evident from the firft hypothefis of this Dialogue, and from the fixth Book 
of his Republic. It is impoffible, therefore, that the good can be confubfiftent with intellctl, which 
is even pofterior to icing, and much lefs with foul, which is fubordinate to inteltecl. And hence 
the good, intellccl, and foul, do not form a confubfiftent triad. 

* Vid. Excerpta, p. 228. 
f A A V aurai pey ovx tm xa.ro. z?^siefv, ovts /xi?v, p-jte reus, *vre puqt xon fptie. 
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not neceflary that the whole of it fhould be one being, but that its parts 
fhould be the one and to be ? 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, is a 
whole, and poflefles a part. Entirely fo. What then ? Can each of thefe 
parts of one being, viz. the one and being, defert each other, fo that the one 
fliall not be a part of being, or being fhall not be a part of the one ? It can­
not be. Again, therefore, each of the parts will contain both o^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 ; fo 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 feems. . 

But proceed, and ftill further'confider this. What ? We have faid that 
the one participates of eflence, 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 dianoetically 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 alfo be many ? I think 
it will be one. But let us confider another certain circumftance. It is ne­
ceflary that its eflence fhould be one thing, and itfelf another thing, if the 
me does not participate of eflence ; but as eflence it participates of the one. 
It is neceflary. If, therefore, eflence is one thing, and the one another thing, 
neither is the one, fo far as tlie one, different from eflence, nor eflence, fo far 
as effence, different from the one; but they are different from each other 
through that which is different and another. Entirely fo. So that different 
is neither the fame with the one nor with eflence. How can it ? What, 
then, if we fhould feled from them, whether if you will eflence and different, 
or eflence and the one, or the one and different, fhould we not, in each 
aflumption, feled certain things which might very properly be denominated 
both thefe? How do you mean? After this manner: Is there not that 
which we call eflence f There is. And again, that which we denominate 
the one ? And this alfo. Is not, therefore, each of them denominated ? 
Each. But what, when I fay eflence and the one, do I not pronounce both 
thefe? Entirely fo. And if I fhould fay eflence and different, ox different 

and 
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and the one, mould I 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 mould 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 the one is placed together with them, 
by any kind of conjunction, will not all of them become three ? Certainly. 
But are not three odd, and two even ? How mould they not ? But what 
then ? Being two, is it not neceflary that twice fhould be prefent ? 
And being three, thrice ; fince twice one fubfifts in two, and thrice one in 
three ? It is neceflary. But if there are two and twice, is it not neceflary 
that there fhould 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 neceflary that there fhould 
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 neceffarily there ? By no means. If, therefore, 
the one is, it is alfo neceflary that there fhould be number *• It is neceffary. 

But 

* Parmenides after the intelligible triads generates the intelligible and at the fame time in­
tellectual orders, and demonftratcs, by fubfequent conclufions, a continuous progreflion of the 
Gods. For the feries and connection of the words with each other imitate the indiflbluble 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, confiding 
of one being, whole itfelf, and infinite multitude, fo three intelligible and at the fame time intellec­
tual triads prefent themfelves to our view, viz. number itfelf, whole itfelf, 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 perfect, comprehending all things, and fubfifting as incomprehenfible in itfelf. 
The perfect, therefore, is analogous to that which is omnipotent and all-perfect, poffeffing an in­
tellectual perfection, and fuch as is pofterior to primary and intelligible perfection. But the 
whole, which is both intelligible and intellectual, is allied to that which is intelligible, yet it differs 
from it fo far as the latter poflefles wholenefs according to the one union of the one being j hut the 
one of the former appears to be cflentially a whole of parts characterized by unity, and its being a 
compofite of many beings. 

But again, number muft be confidered as analogous to one being. For one being fubfifts among 
intelligibles occultly, intelligibly, and paternally ; but here, in conjunction with difference, it ge-

V O L . m . z ' ncratet 
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But if number is, it is necefTary that the many fhould fubfift, and an infinite 
multitude of beings: or do you think that number, infinite 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 par̂  
ticipate of eflence? Certainly. Effence, therefore, will be diftributed 
through all things which are many, and will not defert any being, whether 
the leaft or the greateft : for how can effence be abfent from any being ? In 
no refpecX Effence, therefore, is diftributed as much as poffible into the 
leaftand the greateft, and into all things every way, and is divided the moft 
of all things, and poffefles 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 effence, and yet is not one part ? But how can this be? 
But if it is, I think it muft always be neceffary, as long as it is, that it 
fhould be a certain one; but that it cannot poffibly be nothing. It is ne­
ceffary. The one, therefore, is prefent with every part of effence, deferting 
no part, whether fmall or great, or in whatever manner it may be affecled. 
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. It is divided, therefore, fince it is not a whole ; for it can no other-
wife be prefent with all the parts of effence, than in a divided ftate. Cer­
tainly. But that which is divifible ought neceffarily to be fo many as its 

nerates number, which eftabliihes 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 prolific fountain. With great propriety, therefore, does Plato from the fum­
mit of this order begin his negations of the one: for the many fubfift here, through that difference 
which divides being and the cne; becaufe the whole, which is denied of the one, is intellectual and 
not intelligible. The negation, therefore, afierts that the one is not a whole, on which account 
the affirmation muft be, the out is a whole. For intelligible whole 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 the om, is the proximate caufe of the many. And, in 
fhort, the whole of that which is intelligible is characterized by one being. For both being and the 
one are contained in this, and are naturally conjoined with each other \ and being is here the moft 
©f all things characterized by the one. But when each of thefe, via, being, and the one, proceeds 
into multitude, the one becomes diftant from the other, and evinces a greater diverfity of nature j . 
but each is diftributed into multitude through the prolific nature of difference itfelf. And thus 
it is from hence evident, that the intelligible and at the fame time intellectual orders proceed 
with fubjettion analogous to the intelligible triads. In the notes to the Phsedrus k will be down 
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 diflributed 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 one, nor the one, being: but thefe two always 
fubfift, equalized through all things. It appears to be entirely fo. The 
one, therefore, which is diflributed by effence, is many and an infinite mul­
titude. So it appears. One being, therefore, is not only many, but it is 
like wife neceffary that the one which is diflributed by effence fhould be many. 
Entirely fo. 

And, indeed, in confequence of the parts being parts of a whole, the 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 
fhould it not ? One being, therefore, is in a certain refpect 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 neceffary. 
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 middle is equally diftant from the extremes ; for it could 
not otherwife be the middle. It could not. And, as it appears, the 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 itfelf1 and in another? How ? 
For each of the parts is in the whole, nor is any one external to the whole. 

It 
1 By thefe words Plato indicates the fummit of the intellectual order, or in other words, accord­

ing to the Grecian theology, Saturn. For, fo far as he is a total intellect, his energy is directed 
to himfelfy but fo far as he is in the intelligibles prior to himfelf, he eftablifhes the all-perfect 
intelligence of himfelf in another. For fubfiftence in another here fignifies that which is better than 
the fubfiftence of a thing in itfelf. Saturn, therefore, being intelligible as among intellectuals, 
eftablifhes 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 intellectual wholenefs, are more partial 

z 2 powers, 



172 T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 

It is 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 the one, therefore, a whole ? How mould 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 the one, and fo the one will be in itfelf. It appears 
fb. But again, the whole is not in the parts, neither in all, nor in a 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 refpecl:. Nor yet in any of the 
parts. For if the whole mould be in fome of the parts, the greater would 
be in the leffer; which is impoffible. ImpofTible. 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
ceflary. 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 necefTary 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 neceffarily be in itfelf and in another. Neceffarily. 

But as the one is naturally fuch, is it not neceffary that it fhould both be 
moved1 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 eftabliftied in, and 
on all fides comprehended by, him. And this wholenefs is a deity which connectedly contains 
the intelligible parts in itfelf, being parturient indeed with intellectual multitude, and ilably gene­
rating all things. It alfo receives into its bofom, and again gathers into itfelf its progeny, and, 
as the more tragical of fables fay, devours and deporlts its offspring in itfelf. For its progeny are 
twofold; fome being, as it were, refolved into itfelf, and others feparated from it. 

1 The middle of the intellectual 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 intellect is 
through this moved, becaufe it poflefles the moft excellent life. The firft vivific caufe, therefore, 
of the intellectual 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 intellectuals, and is filled from exempt life, it is at the fame time motion and that which is 
moved. Very properly, therefore, does Parmenides evince that the one in this order is moved, be­

caufe 
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For, being in one, and not departing from this, it will be in fame, through 
being in itfelf- It will. But that which is always 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, neceffarily never be in fame? 
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 neceffary, therefore, that the one, 
fince it is always in itfelf and in another, muft always be moved and ftanoy 
ftill. It appears fo. 

But, likewife, it ought to be the fame 1 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 intellectual 
order j which triad Socrates in the Phasdrus calls heaven, becaufe the whole of it is life and 
motion. 

When Parmenides, therefore, fays that the one is both moved and Jlands 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 eftablifties 
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 which 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. Hehce, 
according to the Grecian theology, the Curetes are powers fubordinate to Saturn, Rhea, and 
Jupiter, the parents of the intellectual order, and are contained in them. 

1 Parmenides here delivers the fymbols of that deity who fubfifts at the extremity of the intel­
lectual order, viz. Jupiter, the artificer of the univerfe. We fhall find, therefore, that the num­
ber of the conclufions is here doubled. For the one is no longer fhown to be alone fame or different, 
as it was fhown to be in itfelf and in another, and to be moved and be permanent; but it is now de-
monftrated to be the fame with itfelf, and different from itfelf and different from others, and the fame 
with ethers. But this twice perfectly 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 
providence, the fountain diftributive of wholes, and all the orders in conjunction with thefe 

which 
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fuffers what we have related above. How ? Every thing, in a certain 
refpecl, thus takes place with relation to every thing: for it is either the 
lame 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 refpecl to a part it will be a 
whole. It appears fo. Is therefore the one a part of itfelf? By no means. 
It will not therefore be a whole, with refpecl to itfelf, as if itfelf were a 
part. For it cannot. But is 4**6*? one, therefore, different from the one f 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 refpecl 
to itfelf, is it not neceffary that it fhould be the fame with itfelf? It is 
neceffary. But what, that which is elfewhere than itfelf, fubfifting in fame 

in 
which fubfift about the demiurgus, according to which he produces and preferves all thing*, and, 
being exempt from his productions, is firmly eftabliftied 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 a 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 (hows the uniform nature, and the alliance of this deity 
with bound. But his being the fame 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 all things which he produces, and is in all things which he adorns, pre-eftablifhing in 
himfelf an eflence generative of wholes. Hence bound and the infinite fubfift in him fabrica-
tively, the former confifting in a famenefs feparate from others, and the latter in a power which 
generates others-. The aflertion alfo that he is different from others, manifefts his undented 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 fubordinate, he 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-
ftibfiftent with others. And as Saturn, the firft king of the intellectual Gods, is allotted a nature 
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 poflefles her liable and undeviating 
power from the fecond of the guardian deities ; fo alfo the demiurgic intellect 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 intellectual monads, who is conjoined 
with all of them, and energizes in conjunction with all, but particularly unfolds himfelfinto light 
in the demiurgic order. This deity, which is celebrated by antient theologifts as Ocean, Par-

5 menides 
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in itfelf, muft it not neceffarily be different from itfelf, fince it has a fub­
fiftence elfewhere? It appears fo to me. And in this manner the one appears 
to fubfift̂  being at the fime time both in itfelf and in another. So it feems. 
Through this, therefore, it appears that the one 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 different? 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 are not one ? Plow fhould it not ? The one therefore will be 
different from other things. Different. But fee whether different and fame 
are not contrary to each other. How fhould they not ? Do you think, 
therefore, that fame can ever be in different, or different in fame?- I do not. 

menides indicates when he alTerts that the one is different from itfelf As, therefore, the demiurgus 
is the fame with himfelf through paternal union, fo he is feparated from himfelf and his father, 
according to this difference. Whence, therefore, does Parmenides fay that the demiurgus 
derives this power ? We reply, From being in himfelf, and in another. For thefe things were 
unitedly in the firfl father, but feparately in the third. Hence feparation there fubfifts according 
to caufe, but in the demiurgus it fhines forth, and unfolds his power into light. For that the 
caufe of divifion fubfifts in a certain refpecl in the firft father, Parmenides himfelf evinces in the 
firft hypothefis, when he fays, that every thing which is in itfelf is in a certain refpecl two, and 
is feparated from itfelf. But the duad is there indeed occultly, but here it fubfifts more clearly, 
where all intellectual multitude is apparent. For difference is the progeny of the duad, which is 
there firmly eftablifhed. This difference, therefore, fcparates the demiurgic intellect from the 
Gods prior to it, and alfo 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 refpecl are compre* 
hended in the one fabrication of things. For the firft of the conclufions demonftrates that the one 
is the fame with itfelf j the fecond, that it is different from itfelf; the third, that it is different from 
others i and the fourth, that it is the fame with others ; conjoining the divifive power with the 
paternal union, and connecting the providential c ufe of fecondary natures—with a tranfcendency 
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 

perfect 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 Timteus> Critias t 

Philcbus, Protagoras, and Politicus; and concerning the Curetes in the Laws. 

If 
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If therefore different is never in fame, there is no being in which for any 
time different fubfifts; for, if it fubfifted in it during any time whatever, in 
that time different 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 the one. 
It will not. The one, therefore, will not through different be different from 
things which are not one, nor things which are not one from the one. Not, 
indeed. Nor likewife will they be different from each other, fince they do 
not participate of different. 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 refpecl: one. True. Hence 
things which are not one will not be number; for they would not be entirely 
not one in confequence of poffeffing number. Certainly not. But what, 
can things which are not one be parts of one ? Or would not things which 
are not one by this means participate of the one f They would participate. 
If, therefore, this is entirely the one, but thofe not one, neither will the one 
be a part of things which are not one, nor a whole with refpecl to them, as 
if they 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 affert that the one, fince it fubfifts in this manner 
with refpecl 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 1 and diflimilar to itfelf and others ? Perhaps fo. 
Since, 

* After the intellectual the fupermundane order of 'Gods follows, who are alfo called by the 
Grecian theologifts affimilative 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
fifts about, and is converted to it, and is perfected from it, it is neceffary 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 I And this neither more nor lefs ? How 
fhould it not ? If, therefore, neither more nor lefs, it mull: be different in 
a fimilar manner. Certainly. Will not that through which the one becomes 
different from others, and others in a fimilar manner from it, be alfo that 
through which both the one becomes the fame with others, and others with the 
one? How do you fay? Thus: Do not you call every name the name of fome­
thing ? I do : but what then ? Do you pronounce the fame name often or 
once? I pronounce it once. When, therefore, you enunciate that name oncef 

do you denominate that thing to which the name belongs: but if 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 aflign this 
name to any other, nor do you denominate any other thing than that to 
which this name belongs. It is neceffary it fhould be fo. But when we 
fay that other things are different from the one, and that the one is different 
from others, twice pronouncing the name different, 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 a generation proceeding accord­
ing to order and meafure. 

As this order of Gods, therefore, according to the Grecian theologifts, aflimilates fenfibles to 
intellectuals, and produces all things pofterior to itfelf according to an imitation of caufes, it is 
the primary caufe of fimilitude to things fubordinate to itfelf. Hence it is alfo the caufe of 
diffimilitude coordinate with fimilitude: for all things which participate of the fimilar neceffarily 
alfo participate of the diflimilar. 

Similitude alfo in this order has a fubfiftence analogous to paternal caufes, and to thofe which 
convert things to their principles ; but diffimilitude is analogous to prolific caufes, and which 
prefide over multitude and divifion. Hence fimilitude is colktlive, but diffimilitude feparotive of 
things which proceed. 

But that the idioms of thefe Gods proceed from the demiurgic monad, and the figns which 
there prefubfift, Parmenides fufficiently demonftrates e for demiurgic famenefs aa4 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 to what 
is here faid, in the Politicus and the Laws, the Gorgias and the Cratyius. 

VOL. I I I . 2 A If 
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If therefore the one be different from others, and others from the 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 refpecl 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 diflimilar ? It is. And is not 
different contrary to fame f And this alfo. But this likewife is apparent, 
that the one is both the fame with and different from others. It is apparent. 
But to be the fame with others i$ a contrary paflion to the being different 
from others. Entirely fo. But the one appears to be fimilar, fo far as dif­
ferent. Certainly. So far therefore as it is fame, it will be diflimilar on 
account of its fuffering a paflion 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 diflimilar the fame; or it would not be con­
trary to different. So it appears. The one therefore will be both fimilar 
and diflimilar to others : and fo far as different it will be fimilar; but fo far 
as the fame diflimilar. The cafe appears to be fo. And it is likewife thus 
affecled. 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 diflimilar; 
and not being diflimilar, it will be fimilar : but fo far as it fuffers different 
it will be various; and being various it will be diflimilar. 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 diflimilar to others. Entirely 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 diflimilar ? Neceflarily fo. 

But confider now how the one fubfifts with refpecl to touching 1 itfelf and 
others, 

* That order of Gods called by the Greek theologifts avoKuro* 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 double their energies, fince their energy is naturally 
directed both to themfelves and to other things pofterior to themfelves, rejoicing in progreffions, 
being fubfervient to the providence of fecondary natures, and calling forth the fupernatural, im­

partible, 
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others, and not touching. I coniider. For the one appears in a certain 
refpecl 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 
fo 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 neceffary. 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 it is. It ought fo. Would 
not this be the cafe with the 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? 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 contacl is abput to take 
partible, and all-perfect producing power of their father, and deducing it to fubordinate beings. 
This contacl, 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 
/• touch, 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 icth book of the Republic, belong 
to this order; for they are faid by Socrates to touch the celeftial circulations. In the Cratylus alfo, 
the mundane Core or Proferpine, who governs the whole of generation, is faid to touch flowing 
eflence, and through this contact to have been called Pherfephatta. To which we may add, that in 
the Phsedo, 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, pajps into contacl with being ; through all 
which Plato indicates that contacl is the bufmefs of an infeparable providence, and coordinate in-
fpection ; and that the negation of this is the employment of a dominion feparate, unreftrained, 
and exempt from the natures that arc governed. 

Thefe liberated Gods are 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 
Pfellus in his expofition of Chaldaic dogmas. He adds, " they are called azonic, becaufe they 
rule without reftraint over the zones, and are eftablifhed above the apparent Gods." 

2 A 2 place. 
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place. Certainly. But if a third thing fucceeds to the two terms, 
thefe will now be three, but the contacts two. Certainly. And thus 
one always being added, one contact will he added, and it will come 
to pafs that the contacts will be lefs by one than the multitude of 
the numbers: for by how much the two firft numbers furpalfed the 
contacts, fo as to be more in number than the contacts, by fo much 
will all the following number furpafs the multitude of the contacts. 
For in that which remains one will be added to the number, and one con-
tac\ to the contacts. Right. The contacts, therefore, lefs by one will 
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 contact. How can 
there ? Have we not faid that fuch things as are different from the one are 
neither one nor participate of it, fince they are different ? We have. The 
one therefore is not number in Others, as the one is not contained in them. 
How can it ? The one, therefore, is neither others, nor two, nor any thing 
poffefting the name of another number. It is not. The one, therefore, is 
one alone, and will not be two. It will not, as it appears. There is no 
contact, therefore, two not fubfifting. There is »ot. The one therefore 
will neither touch other things, nor will other things touch the one, as there 
is no contact. Certainly not. On all thefe accounts, therefore, the one will 
both touch and not touch others and itfelf. So it appears. 

Is it therefore equal1 and unequal to itfelf and others ? How ? If the one 
were greater or leffer than others, or others greater or leffer than the one, 
would it not follow that neither the one, becaufe one, nor others, becaufe 
different from the one, would be greater or leffer than each other from their 
own effences ? But if each, befides being fuch as they are, fhould poffefs equa­
lity, would they not be equal to each other ? But if the one fhould poffefs 
magnitude, and the other parvitude, or the one magnitude but others parvitude, 
would it not follow, that, with whatever fpecies magnitude was prefent, that 
fpecies would be greater ; but that the fpecies would be letter with which 
parvitude was prefent? Neceffarily fo. Are there not, therefore, two certain 
fpecies of this kind, magnitude and parvitude ? For if they had no fubfiftence 
they coulci never be contrary to each other, and be prefent with beings. 

1 The equal and unequal are characteriftie 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 mould they ? If therefore parvitude becomes inherent in the one, it 
will either be inherent in the whole or in a part of it. It is neceffary. But 
if it mould be inherent in the whole, will it not either be extended equally 
through the whole of the one or comprehend the one? Plainly fb. If par­
vitude, therefore, is equally inherent in the one, will it not be equal to the 
one; but if it comprehends the one 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, as in the 
whole of the one: for it would either be equal to or greater than the part 
in which it is inherent. It is neceffary. 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 fmall, except fmallnefs itfelf. It does not ap* 
pear that there will. Neither will magnitude therefore be in the 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 in*-
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. It will not. Nei­
ther therefore will other things be greater than the one; nor lefTer, fince 
they neither pofTefs magnitude nor parvitude : nor will thefe two poflefs any 
power with refpect to the one, either of furpafling or of being furpaffed, 
but this will be the cafe only with refpect to each other : nor, on the contrary, 
will the one be either greater or leffer than thefe two, or others, as it neither 
poifeffes magnitude nor parvitude. So indeed it appears. If the ^there­
fore is neither greater nor leffer than others, is it not neceffary that it fhould 
neither furpafs nor be furpaffed by them r It is necefTary. Is it not alfo 
abundantly neceffary, that that which neither furpaffes nor is furpaffed fhould 
be equally affected ? And muft it not, if equally affected,, be equal ? How 
fhould it not ? The one therefore will be thus circumstanced with refpect to 
itfelf: vi%. from neither poffeffing magnitude nor parvitude in itfelf, it will 
neither furpafs nor be furpaffed by itfelf; but being equally affected 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 the one mould 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 the one would be both 
greater and leffer than itfelf. It would fo. Is not this alfo neceffary, that 
nothing has any fubfiftence befides the one and others ? How (hould 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. But fince there is nothing elfe except the one and others, and it 
is neceffary that thefe fhould be in fomething, is it not neceffary that they 
fhould be in one another, viz. others in the one, and the one in others ; or 
that they fhould be no where ? k It appears fb. Becaufe, therefore, the one 
is in others, others will be greater than the one, through comprehending it; 
but the one will be lefs than others, becaufe comprehended : but if others are 
inherent in the one, the one on the fame account will be greater than others ; 
but others will be lefs than the one. It appears fo. The one, therefore, is 
equal to, greater and leffer, both than itfelf and others. It feems fo. But 
if it is greater, equal, and leffer, it will be of equal, more, and fewer mea­
fures, 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 refpecl: to itfelf and others ; 
and alfo, for the fame reafon, equal to itfelf and others. How ? That 
which is greater poffeffes more meafures than that which is fmaller, and 
contains as many parts as meafures; and that which is leffer in the fame 
manner, as alfo that which is equal. It is fo. Since the one, therefore, is 
both greater, lefler, and equal to itfelf, will it not alfo contain mea­
sures equal to, more and fewer than itfelf? And if of meafures, will not 
this alfo be true of parts ? How fhould it not ? If, therefore, it contains 
equal parts with itfelf, it will be equal in multitude to itfelf: but if more, 
more in multitude, and if fewer, lef; in multitude, than itfelf. It appears 
fo. But will the one be fimilarly affected towards others ? For, fince it ap­
pears to be greater than others, is it not neceffary that it fhould be more in 
number than others? but, becaufe it is leffer, muft it not alio be fewer in 

number ? 
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number? and becaufe equal in magnitude, muff 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 1 and older, both than itfelf and others? And 
again, neither younger nor older than itfelf and others, though parti­
cipating of time ? How ? To be in a certain refpecl is prefent with it, 
fince it is the one. Certainly. But what elfe is to be than a participation of 
eflence with the prefent time ? In the fame manner as it was is a commu­
nication of effence with the paft, and it will be with the future? It is no 
other. It muft participate, therefore, of time, if it participates of being. 
Entirely fo. Muft it not, therefore, participate of time in progreflion ? 
Certainly. It will always, therefore, fubfift in 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 the 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 ;/ was and // will be: for, through proceeding from the 
paft to the future, it will not pafs beyond the prefent now f It will not. 
Will it not, therefore, ceafe becoming to be ©lder, when it arrives at the now, 
and is no longer becoming to be, but is now ô der ? For while it proceeds it 
will never be comprehended by the now. For that which proceeds fubfifts in 
fuch a manner as to touch upon both the 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 neceflary that what­
ever is becoming 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 is 
then that which it was in purfuit of becoming. It appears fo. The one, 
therefore, when in becoming older it arrives at the now, will ceafe becoming 

' Younger and older are charaaeriftic of divine fouls. See the notes on that part of the firft 
hypothefis which correfponds to this part of the fecond. 
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to be, and then is older. Entirely fo. Is it not, therefore, older than that in 
refpecl: 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. The 
one, therefore, is younger than itfelf, when in becoming older it arrives at 
the now. It is neceffary. But the now is always prefent with the one9 

through the whole of its being : for it is always now as long as it is. How 
fhould it not ? The one, therefore, always is, and is becoming to be younger 
and older than itfelf. So it appears. But // the one, 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 is, or fubfifts in becoming to be, in an equal 
time poffeffes the fame age. How fhould it not ? But that which has tho 
fame age is neither older nor younger. By no means. The one, therefore, 
fince it both fubfifts in becoming to be and is, in a time equal to itfelf, nei­
ther is nor is becoming to be younger nor older than itfelf. It does not ap­
pear to me that it can. 

But how is it affected with refpecl: to others ? I know not what to fay. 
But this you may fay, that things different from the one becaufe they are 
others, and not another, are more than the one. For that which is another 
is one; but being others they are more than one, and poflefs multitude. 
They do. But multitude participates of a greater number than the one? 
How fhould it not ? What then ? Do we lay 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 the one ? Certainly. The one, therefore, becomes the firft of all 
things poffeffing 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; 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 
the one be generated contrary to its nature, or is this impoffible ? Impoflible. 
But the one appears to confift of parts ; and if of parts, it poffeffes a begin­
ning, end, and middle. Certainly. Is not, therefore, the beginning gene­
rated firft of all, both of the one and of every other thing ; and after the 
beginning all the other parts, as far as to the end ? What then ? And, 
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indeed, we mould 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 fhould 
fay fo. But the end I think muft be generated laft of all, and th$ one muft 
be naturally generated together with this ; fo that the one, fince it is neceffary 
that it fhould not be generated contrary to nature, being produced together 
with the end, will be naturally generated the laft of others. The one, there­
fore, is younger than others, but others are older than the 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 ? Neceffarily. The one, 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 generation. True. The one, therefore, will pofTefs the fame 
age with others, as (if it be not the 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 the one: but, according to the former reafoning, the one was both 
older and younger than others, and others in a fimilar manner than it. 
Entirely fo. 

After this manner, therefore, the one fubfifts and is generated. But what 
fhall we fay refpecling its becoming older and younger than others, and others 
than the one; and again, that it neither becomes older nor younger ? Shall 
we fay that it fubfifts in the fame manner with refpect to the term becoming 
to be as with refpect to the term to bet 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 poffeffed as foon as it was born : nor, on the 
contrary, can that which is younger fubfift in becoming to be younger, other-
wife than by the fame difference. For, equal things being added to un-
cquals, whether they are 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 which 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 is and was older, but that younger; but by no means 
fubfifts in becoming fo. True. That which is one, therefore, will never 
fubfift in becoming to be either older or younger than other beings. Never. 
But fee whether by this means other things will become younger and older. 
After what manner ? The fame as tthat through which the one appeared to 
be older than others, and others than the one. What then ? Since the 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 ? By a 
fmaller. 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 a lefs age than before. Will it not be fo ? Certainly. But does not 
that which differs lefs in age, with refpecl to any thing, than it did before, 
become younger than before, with refpecl to thofe than which it was before 
older ? Younger. But if it is younger, will not, on the contrary, others 
with refpecl to the one be older than before ? Entirely fo. That, therefore, 
which was generated younger, will fubfift in becoming to be older, with 
refpecl 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 to a 
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 
fhould become they would no longer fubfift in becoming, but would now be. 
But now they are becoming younger and older than each other; and the 
one indeed becomes younger than others, becaufe it appears to be older, and 
to have a prior generation : but others are older than the one, becaufe they 
have a pofterior generation; and, from the fame reafon, other things will 
be fimilarly related with refpecl to the one, fince they appear to be more 
antient and to have a prior generation. So indeed it appears. Does it 
jiot follow, that fo far as the one does not become younger or older than 
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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 neceffary that the prior mould 
always differ from fuch as are becoming to be pofterior, and the pofterior 
from the prior; fo far it is neceffary that they fhould become older and 
younger than each other, both others than the one and the one than others ? 
Entirely fo. On all thefe accounts, therefore, the one is, and is becoming to 
be, older and younger both than itfelf and others ; and again, neither is nor 
is becoming to be older nor younger than itfelf and others. It is perfectly 
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 pair, prefentf 

and future, fince it participates of time ? It is neceffary. The one, 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 the one, and it 
may be denominated and fpoken of: and whatever particulars of the fame 
kind take place in other things, will alfo take place about the one. The 
cafe is perfectly fo. 

In the third place, let us confider, if the one fubfifts in the manner 
we have already afferted, is it not neceffary, fince it is both one and many, 
and again neither one nor many, and participating of time, that becaufe 
it is one it fhould participate of effence; but that becaufe // is not, it 
fhould not at any time participate of effence ? It is neceffary. 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 alone 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 one time pofTefs 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 to become ? I do. And is 
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not to lofe efTence the fame as to perifh ? Entirely fo. The one, there­
fore, as it feems, by receiving and lofing effence, is generated and perifhes. 
Neceffarily fo. But fince it is both one and many, and fubfifts in becom­
ing to be and perifhing, 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 
collected ? It muft. And when it becomes diflimilar and fimilar, muft it 
not be afTimilated and diflimilated ? 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 fubfift in one time. How fhould it ? But that which before 
ftood ftill and is afterwards moved, and was before moved and afterwards 
ftands ftill, cannot fuffer thefe affections 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 ? The fudden, or that which un-
apparently ftarts forth to the view. For the fudden feems to fignify fome 
luch 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 
fudden 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 oney therefore, if it ftands ftill 
and is moved, muft be changed into each: for thus alone will it produce 
both thefe affections. 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 the one alfo be thus affected with refpecl 
to other mutations ? And when it is changed from being into the lofs oj 
being, or from non-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 perifhes ? It appears fo. And in the fame manner, 

when 



T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 189 

when it pafles from one into many and from many into one, it is neither 
one nor many, nor is it feparated nor collected. And in palling 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 
fmall into great, and into equal or its contrary, it will neither be fmall nor 
great, nor unequal, nor increafing, nor perifhing, nor equalized. It does 
not appear that it can. But all thefe paffions the one will fuffer, if it is. 
How fhould it not ? 

But fhould we not confider what other things ought to fuffer if the one 
is ? We fhould. Let us relate, therefore, if the one is, what other things 
ought to fuffer from the one. By all means. Does it not follow that 
becaufe other things are different from the one they are not the one: for 
otherwife they would not be different from the one ? Right. Nor yet are 
others entirely deprived of the one, but participate it in a certain refpect. 
In what refpect ? Becaufe things different from the one are different, from 
their having parts: for if they had not parts they would be entirely one. 
Right. But parts we have afferted belong to that which is a whole. Wa 
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 excepted ; 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 impoflible that it fhould 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 neither a part of many nor of all ; 
but of one certain idea and of one certain thing which we call a whole, and 
which becomes one perfect 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 perfect whole, therefore, 
poffeffing parts, muft neceffarily be different from the one. It is neceflary. 
But the fame reafoning is true concerning each of the parts: for it is 
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neceflary that each of thefe fhould participate of the one. For, if each of 
thefe is a part, the very being each, in a certain refpect, fignifies one; 
fince it is diftinguifhed 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 itfelf. But now it is impoflible that any 
thing can be the one except the one itfelf Impoflible. But it is neceflary 
both to a whole and to a part to participate of the one: for a whole is one 
certain thing and has parts. But each part whatever, which is a part of 
the whole, is one part. It is fo. Muft not, therefore, thofe which par­
ticipate of the one participate it, as being different from the one t How 
fhould they not ? But things different from the one will in a certain refpecl 
be many ; for if things different from the 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 
neceffary that thefe very things which participate of the one fhould be in­
finite in multitude ? How ? Thus : they are different from the one, nor are 
they participants of the one, then when they have already participated of it. 
Certainly. Are not thofe multitudes in which the one is not? Multitudes, 
certainly. What then ? If we fhould be willing by cogitation to take 
away the leaft quantity from thefe, would it not he neceflary that this 
quantity which is taken away fhould be multitude, and not one, fince it 
does not participate of the one f It is neceflary. By always furveying, 
therefore, another nature of form, itfelf -fubfifting by itfelf, will not any 
quantity of it which we may behold be infinite in multitude ? Entirely fb. 
And fince every part becomes one, the parts will have bounds with refpecl 
to each other, and to the whole; and the whole with refpecl to the parts. 
Perfectly fo. It will happen, therefore, to things different from the one, as 
it appears both from the one and from their communicating with each 
other, that a certain Something different will take place in them; which 
indeeB affords to them a bound towards each other, while in the mean 
time the nature of thefe caufes them to become effentialJy connected with 
infinity. It appears fo. And thus things different from the one, both as 
wholes and according to parts, are infinite and participate of bound. 
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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 refpeft infinite, according to their own nature, they all of them, in 
confequence of this, fuffer that which is the fame. How fhould 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 fuch, are moft diffimilar. What then r 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. And 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 one, while they appear to be paffive, 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 the one will fubfift not in 
this manner, or whether in this manuer alone ? Entirely fb. Let us, 
therefore, affert again from the beginning, if the one is, 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 ? 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 the one and others. All, indeed. There is nothing elfe, there­
fore, befides thefe in which the one and others can fubfift after the fame mari­
ner. Nothing. The 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 afferted that the truly one has not any parts. For how 
can it ? Neither, therefore, will the whole of the one be in others, nor the 
parts of 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 one, 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 onet nor have they any one in themfelves. They have not. 
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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 
refpecl: participate of the one. Right. Others, therefore, are neither two 
nor three, nor is one contained in them, becaufe they are entirely deprived 
of the one. So it is. Others, therefore, are neither fimilars nor difTimilars, 
nor the fame with the one, nor are fimilitude and diflimilitude inherent in 
them. For, if they were fimilar and diflimilar, fo far as they contained in 
themfelves fimilitude and diflimilitude, 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. Impoflible. Others, therefore, are neither fimilars nor 
diffimilars, nor both. For, if they were things fimilar or diflimilar, 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 ftill, nor are generated nor deftroyed, nor are greater, or leffer, or 
equal, nor do they fuffer any thing elfe of this kind. For, if others could 
fuftain to fuffer any fuch affection, they would participate of one and two, 
and of even and odd; 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 the one is, the one is all things and nothing; and is fimilarly 
affected 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 ? Will it differ from the hypothefis if that which 
is not one is not ? It will indeed differ. Will it only differ, or is the hypo­
thefis if that which is not one is not, entirely contrary to the hypothefis if 
the one 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 

I he not evince in each of thefe that he fpeaks of that which is not as fomething 
, different? Entirely fo. Would he not, therefore, now evince that he 
< calls that which is not different from others, when he fays if the one is not; 
and fhould we underftand that which he fays ? We fhould underftand. In 
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the firfl place, therefore, he fpeaks.of fomething which may be known ; and 
afterwards of fomething different from others when he fays the one, whether 
he adds to it to he 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 mould. Let us, therefore, relate from the beginning, if the 
;one 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 one 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 ? 
Entirety fo. Diverfity, therefore, befides fcience, is prefent with it; for, 
when any one fays that the one is different from others, he will not fpeak of 
the diverfity of others, but of the diverfity of the 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 the one be fpoken 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 to be cannot be prefent with the one if it is not ; 
though nothing hinders but it may participate of the many; but, indeed, 
it is neceffary that it fhould, if the one is that, and is not fomething 
different from that. If, therefore, it is neither the one nor that, neither will 
it be; but difcourfe muft take place about fomething elfe, and it wi|l be ne­
ceffary to pronounce nothing concerning it. But if the one is eftablifhed as 
that and not as another, it is neceffary that it fhould participate of that and 
of many other things. Entirely fo. Diffimilitude, therefore, is prefent with 
it as to other-things : for other things being: different from the one will alfo 
be foreign from it. Certainly. But are not things foreign various r How 
fhould they not ? And are not things various diffimilars? Diffimilars. If, 
therefore, they are diffimilars to the one, it is evident they will be diffimilars 
to that which is diffimilar. It is evident. Diffimilitude, therefore, will be pre­
fent with the one, according to which others will be diffimilars to it. It ap­
pears fo. But if a diffimilitude with refpecl: to other things belongs to it, muft 
not fimilitude to itfelf be prefent with it ? How ? If there be a diffimilitude 
of the one with refpecl; to the one, difcourfe 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 one, 
but about fomething different from the one. Entirely fo. But it ought not. 
Certainly not. There ought, therefore, to be a fimilitude of the one with 
refpecl to itfelf. There ought. But neither is the one equal to others. For, 
if it were equal, it would according to equality be fimilar to them ; but both 
thefe are impoffible, fince the one is not. Impoffible. But fince it is not 
equal to others, is it not neceffary that others alio fhould not be equal to it ? 
It is neceffary. But are not things which are 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 da. Do magnitude and parvitude, there­
fore, belong to a one of this kind ? It appears 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 certain refpecl, to participate of effence. 
How fo ? Ought it to poffefs the properties which we have already de-
fcribed ? for, unlefs this is the cafe, we fhall not fpeak the truth when we fay 
the one is not; but if this is true, it is evident that we have afferted things 
which have a fubfiftence : is it not fo ? It is. But fince we affert that we 
fpeak truly, it is likewife neceffary to affert that we fpeak of things which 
exift. It is necelTary. The one, therefore, which is not, as it appears, is ; 
for if it is not, while not being 1, but remits fomething of being in order 
to not being, it will immediately become being. Entirely fo. It ought, 
therefore, to have, as the bond of not to be, to be that which is not *, if it is 
about not to be: juft as being ought to have as a bond not to be that which is 

1 The original is *t>i torn ov, and this is literally is not non-being. But the meaning of thi* 
difficult paflage is as follows : Any remiflion of being is attended with non-being, which is the fame 
with is not; and if any thing of is be taken away, is not is immediately introduced, and fo it will 
immediately become is not non-being, that is, it is being. 

a For between wai and uvea ov, ami f*n ov muft fubfift as a medium* 
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ttct!, that it may be perfectly 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 be being; but of non-effence in order that it may obtain 
to be non-being, if it is about perfectly to be: but non-being participating of 
non-e[fence, in order that // may not be that which is not being ; but partici­
pating of effence, in order that it may obtain to be non-being, if it is to be 
perfectly that which is not. Moil truly fo. Since, therefore, non-being is 
prefent with being, and being with non-being, is it not neceffary that the one 
alfo, fince it is not, -fhould participate of being, in order that k may not be? 
It is neceffary. Effence, therefore, will appear with the one, if it is not. 
So it feems. And nm-effence, fince it is not. How fhould it not ? Can 
any thing, therefore, which is affected in a certain manner, be not fo affected 
when not changed from this habit? It cannot. Every thing, therefore, 
fignifies a certain mutation, which is affected and again not affected in fome 
particular manner. How fhould it not ? Is mutation a motion, or what 
elfe do we call it ? It is a motion. But has not the one appeared to be both 
being and non-being ? Certainly. It has appeared, therefore, to be thus and 
not thus affected. It has. The one, therefore, which is non-being appears to 
be moved, fince it poffeffes a mutation from being into non-being. It appears 
fb. But if it be no where among beings, as // // not in confequenee of not 
being, it cannot pafs elfewhere. For how can it ? It will not, therefore, 
be moved by tranfition. , It will not. Neither will it revolve in fame: for 
it will never touch [ame, fince fame is being. But it is impoffible that non* 
being can refide in any king. Impoffible. The one, therefore, which is not, 
cannot revolve in that in which it is not. It cannot. Neither will the one 
be altered from itfelf, either into being or non-being: for our difcourfe would 
no longer be concerning the 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 

1 So T O (An ov nn tivou is the medium between T O mai ov and T O etvai ov: for T O JXJI eivou (*n is the 
fame as T O ttvai, and conne&s with T O etvat ov, and T O w ov with T O mat ov. Thompfon had nat 
the leaft glimpfe of this meaning, as may be feen from his verfion. 
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T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 

be at reft; and that which is at reft muft abide or ftand ftill. It is neceflary. 
The one which is net, therefore, as it appears, both abides and is moved. It 
appears fo. But if it be moved, there is a great neceflity that it fhould be 
altered ; for, fo far as any thing is moved, it is no longer affected in the fame 
manner as before, but differently. There is fo. The one, therefore, fince 
it is moved, is alfo altered. Certainly. But as again it is in no refpecl: 
moved, it will be in no refpecl altered. It will not. So far, therefore, as 
the one which is not is moved, it is altered ; but fo far as it is not moved it is 
not altered. Certainly not. The one, therefore, zvhich is not, is botfi altered 
and not altered. It appears fo. But is it not neceflary that when any thing 
is altered 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 
fhould neither be generated nor diflblved ? It is neceffary. The one, there­
fore, which is not, through being altered, will be generated and diflblved ; 
but at the fame time, from its not fuffering alteration, will not be fubject to 
either generation or corruption. And thus the one which is not will be gene­
rated and diflblved, and will neither be generated nor diflblved. 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 
is not, what ought to happen concerning it r Certainly. But when we fay 
// 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 is not, do we fay that in a certain refpecl it is not, and* that 
in a certain refpecl it is ? Or does the term is not Amply fignify that it is 
in no refpecl any where, and that it does not any how participate of effence, 
fince it is net ? It fignifies, indeed, moft fimply. Neither therefore can that 
which is not be, nor in any other refpecl 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 refpecl is, can neither po£ 
fefs, nor lofe, nor receive effence, in any manner whatever. It is proper 

it 



T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 197 

it fhould be fo. The one which is not, will neither therefore be corrupted 
nor generated, fince it in no refpecl participates of effence. It does not 
appear that it will. Neither, therefore, will it be in any refpecl altered; 
for if it fuffered this paffion it would be generated and corrupted. True. 
But if it is not altered, is it not alfo neceffary that it fhould not be moved ? 
It is neceffary. But that which in no refpecl is, we have likewife afferted, 
cannot ftand ftill ; for that which ftands ought always to be in a certain 
fame t How fhould it not ? And thus we muft affert that non-being 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 eflence. It is evident. Neither magnitude, therefore, 
nor parvitude, nor equality, belongs to it. Certainly not. Neither will 
fimilitude or diverfity, cither with refpecl to itfelf or others, be prefent with 
it. It does not appear that they will. But what, can other things be in any 
refpecl prefent with it, if nothing ought to be prefent with it? They cannot. 
Neither, therefore, are fimilars 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 fcience, 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 therefore which is, not, will not in any refpecl fubfift any where. 
So indeed it appears. 

But let us again declare if the one is not, what other things ought to fuffer. 
Let us. But in a certain refpecl others ought to fubfift; for, unlefs others 
have a being, we cannot difcourfe concerning them. True. But if diA 
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 another ? Certainly. With refpecl to 
others, therefore, 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 different from the one, fince it is not. They will not. They 
are different therefore from each other; for this alone remains to them, or 
to be different from nothing. Right. According to multitudes, therefore, 
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each is different from each ; for they cannot be different according to 
the one, fince the one is not. But each mafs of thefe, as it appears, is infi­
nite in multitude. And though any one fKould affume that which appears 
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 refpecl to the multitude diflri­
buted from it. Moft right. But among thefe maffes or heaps, others 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, each of which will 
appear to be one, but is not fo fince the 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 the one will not have a being. They 
will not. But likewife that which is fmalleft, as we have faid, will appear 
to be with them ; but this minimum will feem to be many things and 
great, with refpecl to each of the things which are many and fmall. How 
fhould it not ? And every fmall heap will feem in the eye of opinion to be 
equal to many fmall 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 refpecl to another heap, itfelf withTcfpect 
to itfelf, at the fame time neither having a beginning, nor middle, nor end ? 
How fo ? Becaufe, when any one apprehends by the dianoetic 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 fmaller, becaufe 
each of them cannot receive/one one, fmce+the one is not. This is moft true. 
But every thing which any one may apprehend by the dianoetic power, muft I 
think be broken to pieces and diflributed ; for the bulk will in a certain refpect 
be apprehended without the one. Entirely fo. But will not fuch a heap, to him 
who beholds it afar off and with a dull eye, neceffarily appear to be one : but 
to him who with an intellectual eye furveys it near and acutely, will not 
each appear to be infinite in multitude, fince it is deprived of the one, becaujc 
it has no;fubfiftence? It is neceffary it fhould be fo in the higheft,degree. 
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Each, therefore, of other things ought to appear infinite and bounded, and 
one and many, if the one is not, and other things befides the one have a fub­
fiftence. It ought to be fo. Will they, therefore, appear to be fimilars and 
diflimilars ? But how ? Since to him who beholds others 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 diverfty. It is fo. The 
heaps, therefore, will neceffarily appear to be fimilar and diffimilar to them­
felves, and to each other. Entirely fo. Will they not alfo be the fame and 
different from each other, and in contacl with, and feparate from, them­
felves, and moved with all poffible motions, and every way abiding: like-
wife generated 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, therefore, follow that others are not the one ? How 
fhould 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 are neither many nor one. They are not. Nor will they ap­
pear either to be one or many. Why not ? Becaufe others cannot in any 
refpecl have any communication with things which are not, nor can any 
thing of non-beings be prefent with others; 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 refpecl the fubjecl of opinion to others. It cannot. The one, there­
fore, if it is not, cannot by opinion be conceived to be any certain one of 
others, nor yet many ; for it is impoffible to form an opinion of many with­
out the one. It is impoffible. If the one, therefore, is not, neither have others 
any fubfiftence; nor can the one or the many be conceived by opinion. It 
does not appear that they can. Neither, therefore, do fimilars nor diffimilars 
fubfift. They do not. Nor fame nor different, nor things in contacl, nor 

fuch 



000 T H E P A R M E N I D E S . 

fuch as are feparate from each other, nor other things, fuch as we have al­
ready difculTed, as appearing to fubfift ; for no particular of thefe will have 
any exiftence, nor will others appear to be, if the one is not. True. If we 
fhould, therefore, fummarily fay, that if the one is not, nothing is, will not 
our aflertion be right ? Entirely fo. Let this then be aflerted by us, and this 
alfo: that whether the one is or is not, both itfelf, as it appears, and others, 
both with refpecl 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 OV THE PARMENIDES. 

THE 




