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I. 	Introduction
 
Contemporary interpretations of the second half of Plato’s Parmenides often reduce its dense dialectical display to an exercise in logical indulgence. In contrast, members of the late Platonic tradition maintained that the dialogue contains an embedded ontological taxonomy, whereby each deduction reveals a distinct layer of reality. Far from signaling a retreat from the theory of Ideas, later commentators saw the Parmenides as fortifying the doctrine into a form more resistant to conventional refutations – one that not only withstands the challenges to participation, but is also reframed and supported by a deeper ontological architecture. Among the most detailed and illuminating ancient commenters on the dialogue is, of course, Proclus, who argues that each of the enigmatic deductions (or hypotheses) provides insight into the fundamental archai of reality, incrementally guiding one to understand the protological or proto-hypostatic origins and their derivation or emanation into Being(s). For Proclus and others, the skopos, or intellectual aim, of the Parmenides is nothing less than the  “deification” of reality; a vision in which “all things are the offspring of one cause and are dependent on this universal cause.”[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  In Parm., 641, 2-4 (trans. Dillon and Morrow, 1987). On skopos in the Neoplatonic curriculum see references in Layne (2014) and (2018).] 

	True to form, and ever thorough in recounting the lineage of Platonic commentary, Proclus also records a striking counter position, one that, if accepted, would complicate his own commitment to a singular cause. Namely, he turns to Speusippus, Plato’s first successor as head of the Academy,[footnoteRef:2] and his argument that the second deduction, concerning the “One-Being,” demands a radical shift: reality originates not from a monadic cause, the One, but a Dyadic cause.  [2:  See Dillon (2010, 70), Hubler (2010) and Halfwassen (1992b).] 


For [Plato and the Pythagoreans] held that the One is higher than Being and is the source of Being; and they deliver it even from the status as principle. For they held that, given the One, in itself, conceived as separated and alone without the other things, with no additional element, nothing else would come into existence. And so they introduced the Indefinite Dyad as the principle of beings (interminabilem dualitatem entium principium induxerunt).[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  In Parm., 40, 1-5 (Speusippus, fr. 48 Taran = Isnardi Parente 62, trans. Anscombe and Labowsky from the surviving Latin edition of Moerbeke and published in Morrow and Dillon, 1987). See also Dillon (2019, 26), Krämer (2012b, 41, 45) and Halfwassen (1993). Cf. Met. 1089a2-5. See Merlan (1953, 96) for the standard defense for the authenticity of the fragment.] 


This passage is interesting for two reasons. First, it challenges both ancient and modern claims that the metaphysical reading of the Parmenides belonged solely to the Neoplatonic schools.[footnoteRef:4] In fact, Speusippus, more than a millennia prior, appears to attribute foundational metaphysical significance to the dialogue. Second, the fragment draws explicitly on Plato’s unwritten doctrines (ἄγραφα δόγματα), as transmitted by Aristotle and others, wherein intelligibility and being arise not from the One alone. Rather, there are two coextensive principles: the One and the Indefinite Dyad (ἀόριστος δυὰς).[footnoteRef:5] Notably, Speusippus’ reading not only to confirms the significance of Plato’s oral teachings but, strikingly, it is the Dyad – not the One – that is deemed the true source of Being(s).  [4:  See J. Dillon (2010, 70) and J. Halfwassen (1993) who are arguing against Dodds (1928). For various accounts of the reception of the Parmenides in antiquity consult Turner and Corrigan (2010, vol. 1 and 2) and Brisson (1994, 285-291). Both include the competing arguments for the supposed novelty of the Neoplatonic metaphysical/ontological reading of the Parmenides. Corrigan (2010, volume 2) provides comprehensive summaries of how Platonists from Amelius, Porphyry, Iamblichus, Proclus and Plotinus assigned different realities to different hypotheses. See Trouillard (1973, 9) who argues that the distinctive difference between middle and late Platonism is the dependence on an ontological reading of the Parmenides. Contra Gerson (2016) who argues that this is a “deeply misleading” claim insofar as 1) Plotinus’ reading of the One, Intellect and Soul is derived from a variety of sources including the 2nd Epistle (312e) while 2) the rise of the Parmenides as the key to Platonism begins with Iamblichus (75n23). In Gerson’s estimation Plotinus’ more logical reading of deduction 1 elides the criticisms to which Proclus’ reading falls prey. See Vorwerk (2010) and Narbonne (2001) for similar interpretations of Plotinus’ influences for his One as extending beyond the Parmenides. See Dodds (1928), Rist (1962),Tarrant (1993) and Dillon (2010, 70, 72-73) for detailed and competing accounts of Moderatus’ metaphysical reading of the Parmenides.]  [5:  Phys. 209b13-15. For Plato’s unwritten doctrines consult Findlay (1974), Szlezak (1985) and Krämer (1990) as well as the edition of Nikulin (2012a) which provides English translations of texts published by Gaiser (1986), Krämer (1969), (1996) and Halfwassen (1993). See also Krämer (1959) and Reale (1997). ] 

	Why, one might ask, would this second principle be necessary for Speusippus and, perhaps, even Plato himself? The answer – already implicit in the opening of the Parmenides when the older philosopher criticizes Socrates’ immature theory of Forms – lies in a central paradox of participation: How can the One remain absolutely simple while serving as a cause? If the One participates in existence, it must possess some determination, e.g. qualities, parts, or relations, and would thus no longer be truly transcendent. As with Parmenides’ critiques of the Ideas, especially those involving the tension between wholes and parts, such participation would compromise the unity and impassibility of the One. Contrariwise, for Speusippus, the Dyad – alternatively named the Great and Small (τὸ μέγα καὶ τὸ μικρὸν) – insofar as its indefinite plurality cannot be so compromised, emerges as a more appropriate principle for the generation of all Being.[footnoteRef:6] It is the Dyad, Speusippus suggests, that underlies Parmenides’ second deduction focused on unraveling the dyadic nature of the One-Being.  [6:  See Met. 1072b-1073a, 1091b16-35 as well as Comm. Math. sc. 4:15, 23-17,1 where Aristotle claims that Speusippus refuses to identify the Good with the One on pains that it would eliminate the Good from the Even, i.e. from the Dyad. See Merlan (1953) for a dualistic account of Speusippus’ One contra Armstrong’s arguments (1940) that his One is “less than Being.” See also Rist (1962).] 

	Despite this compelling suggestion, few in the tradition have taken seriously the identification of deduction 2 and the One-Being with the Indefinite Dyad.[footnoteRef:7] Some have even argued that such a claim warrants dismissing the fragment as an obvious textual inaccuracy.[footnoteRef:8] A similar skepticism shadows much of the commentary on Plato’s unwritten doctrines. Aristotle, for instance, often reduces the Dyad to a passive material cause, lacking all causal efficacy.[footnoteRef:9] Many subsequent commentators toe this line, subordinating the Dyad’s function to that of the One while sometimes lambasting its association with materiality. For instance, D. Nikulin (2012, 21) asserts that “the One does not excel or transcend the Dyad in its function. And yet, the One and the Dyad are not altogether symmetrical or equal in their effect,” implying a diminished ontological role for the Dyad. Likewise, J. Halfwassen (2012, 145) contends that the Dyad is derivative of the One and “cannot be compared to the One as equally original or powerful and, thus, cannot be held as a second absolute.”[footnoteRef:10] Overall, there seems to be a consensus – both in antiquity and in contemporary scholarship – concerning the lackluster nature of this so-called archē. [7:  For the only faithful attempt I know, see Dillon (2010), who analyzes D2 with the Dyad in mind but focuses mostly on the parallels between Speusippus’ understanding of the Dyad as the cause of number. See also Halfwassen (1997), Dillon (2012) and Gerson (2016). Gerson argues that the Parmenides does not clearly set out the operation of the One on the indefinite Dyad nor explains how the indefinite Dyad is derived from the One so that, according to Gerson, it is impossible to find a solution for the relation between the One and the Dyad in the Parmenides. The following essay rejects the claim that the Dyad is derived from the One, if by derive we mean second in position. Aristotle’s comments at Met. 1087b regarding such derivation may be due to his own inability to recognize how the One and the Indefinite Dyad are co-archai without slipping into dualism. See Layne (2023a) and (2023b) for my initial attempts to unpack these two co-archai through Plato’s use of gendered imagery in the Timaeus, Symposium and the Republic. See also Sayre (1983 [revised edition 2005]) who expertly tracks the Dyad’s appearance in Aristotle and Plato’s so-called later dialogues, e.g. the Philebus, in relation to the Parmenides and Timaeus. With regard to the former, Sayre limits the Dyad’s appearance to the indefinite many, following Speusippus’ preferred term. He also argues that the turn to the One and the Dyad represents a turn away from a theory of Forms which, in my purview, fails to see how Plato’s work both middle and late (and possibly early) gesture to the co-archai.  Sayre (1983), Cornford (1939, 155-157) and Kahn (2013, 28) each further the appearance of the Dyad in the Parmenides, seeing it as also part and parcel of deduction 3. ]  [8:  Steel (2002), against which see Dillon (2010, 73n11).]  [9:  Met., 987a29-988a17, 1054a, 20-32, Phys. 187a12, 202b36, Theophrastus, Met. 6a15-b17 (Test. Plat. 30), Sextus Empiricus, Ad. Math. X 262, Simplicius, in Phys. 150, 5-15 (= Test. Plat. 8 Gaiser), 453, 1- 455, 14 (Test. Plat. 23B Gaiser)]  [10:  Cf. Halfwassen (1992).] 

Ever eager to question the norm, however, one may ask whether this consensus is premature. Is it possible that these dismissals reflect a conceptual discomfort with the infinitely generative implications of the Dyad, implications often associated with the feminine and the value of embodiment? Given that Plato often plays with and conceals his unwritten doctrines through strategic obfuscation, might the importance of the Dyad be subtly preserved and even safeguarded in the latter half of the dialogue? One might ask: what if Speusippus was right to treat the Dyad as equiprimordial, or perhaps even more causally efficacious than the One? What might happen when the Parmenides is read not from the vantagepoint the One’s superiority, but from the generative standpoint of the Dyad? 
The following essay explores that alternative reading. In contrast to the mainstream approach, I propose that Parmenides’ dialectical exercise – what he calls an earnest child’s game (137b, πραγματειώδη παιδιὰν) – offers a profound solution to the classica problems of participation.[footnoteRef:11] All the while, Parmenides reinforces that the primary cause of existence (and even inexistence) cannot simply be One. Rather, it must be that which is “eternally becoming two (δύ’ ἀεὶ γιγνόμενον, 143a)” unveiling the hidden dyadic rhythm not only of becoming, but of being itself – the primordial tension in which all things participate. To develop this thesis, I will first outline the relevant characteristics of the Indefinite Dyad as preserved in the testimony related to Plato’s unwritten doctrines. Second, I will examine how the functions of the Dyad map onto each of the deductions. Finally, I will return to Proclus’ vision of the skopos of the dialogue, the deification of all things from first to last. Yet, contrary to Proclus and his emphasis on the One, I contend that it is the Dyad that best fulfills this function. In doing so, I aim to show that Speusippus (and perhaps Plato himself) understood the Dyad not as heretical deviation (or subordinate bedmate ala Aristotle) but as the key to deepening one’s commitment to the philosophical life. [11:  In this vein I also suggest Scolnicov (2003) who makes much of conceiving of Forms as radically unparticipated. In fact, while I disagree with his rejection of the unwritten doctrines and his arguments that four of the eight deductions are Plato’s attempt to undermine Parmenides’ conception of the One, Scolnicov’s commentary on the Parmenides is easily one of the best attempts to solve the riddle of this dialogue. It keenly shows the necessity of participation and separation. The following extends this to the protological causes therein highlighting why there is a necessary relation between Being and Becoming.] 

II. The Unwritten Doctrines and the Dyad

To thoroughly unpack the role of the Dyad in Plato’s unwritten doctrines lies beyond the scope of this essay.[footnoteRef:12] However, what follows offers a concise exposition of the most relevant characteristics of the Dyad as they pertain to Parmenides’ deductions.  [12:  See Layne, A New Platonism (forthcoming) for a fuller treatment.] 

To understand the Dyad and its relationship to the One, recall the treatment of Being and not-Being in the Plato’s Sophist (251d-259c). While deep in the trenches of unpacking the “greatest kinds” – the all-pervasive vowel-like Forms (253a), including Being, Motion, Rest, Sameness and Difference – the Eleactic Stranger insists that not-Being should not be conceived as a crude privation of Being. Instead, not-Being is relative to Being as that which is other than it (258b). This difference, or relational alterity, reveals that the greatest kinds intermingle: not-Being “pervades all being (πάντα τὰ ὄντα διεσπαρμένον, 260b)” as the very principle of otherness.
Analogously, the Dyad should not be considered as a mere privation of the One. While it is indeed the principle underlying difference (διαφορὰν) and opposition (ἐναντίωσιν), the Dyad is not “other” to the One by way of simple negation – as if it were an inverted mirror-image of unity or a formless absence left in the wake of the One’s withdrawal. This view would reduce the Dyad to a kind of metaphysical failure: a derivative chaos which lacks the “properties” of its other, i.e. unity. But the Dyad is not such a the shadow of the One – unless we imagine a shadow like Peter Pan’s, a mere outline desperate to be rejoined to with the body. The Dyad is not a derivative lack, but an originative power other to the One not on account of being the One’s deficiency but by its own generative power and activity. 
This mode of otherness can also be illuminated by the Dyad’s eponym: the Great and Small. To say that the Small is the opposite of the Great – as if it were simply the Great turned inside out –is to confuse true otherness for inverted sameness. The Small has its own being and activity, its own measure (if you will), and is not the Great in reverse. The Small and the Great are only related insofar as their being and activity, their measures, are different; their comparison does not arise from negation but participation in a shared horizon of magnitude. A small elephant is not the contradiction of a great elephant, nor its inversion. More humorously, the small elephant is not the absence of the elephant. What they share – elephant – grounds the comparison but it is the real difference between Small and Great that grounds the possibility of comparing or contrasting the two elephants. So to with the Dyad: it is not opposed to the One as denial, but as the very power by which all difference and relationality arise. 
This clarifies the Dyad’s other common designations in Platonic metaphysics: the Unlimited (ἄπειρον) and the Indefinite (ἀόριστος).[footnoteRef:13] First, what is Great can always become Greater, and what is Small can always become Smaller; there is no absolute boundary to such expansion or contraction. Second, the Great and Small are not defined in themselves, but only in relation to each other and to the mean between them.[footnoteRef:14] As Simplicius records: “[Plato] said that the dyad was unlimited by nature because the great and the small, or the greater and the lesser, have no bounds but contain the more and less, which proceed without limit (ἅπερ εἰς ἄπειρον πρόεισιν, in Phys. 455, 10-14; trans. Urmson).”  [13:  Met. 986a22, Ad. Math. X 263,1-4; Simplicius, in Phys. 247, 30-48, 15]  [14:  Met. 987b25; Sextus Empiricus, Ad. Math. X 277. See also in Phys 453, 30-35 where Simplicius reports Porphyry’s views on the Dyad: “[Plato] assigns the more and the less and the intense and the gentle to the nature of the infinite. For where these are present, proceeding by increased and decreased tension, they neither are static nor limit what partakes of them, but they proceed into indefinite limitlessness (ἀλλὰ πρόεισιν εἰς  τὸ τῆς ἀπειρίας ἀόριστον).” (trans. Urmson)] 

In this light, the Dyad is not the negation of the One but the enabling condition for the very emergence of a horizon in which relation, contrast, likeness and unlikeness can appear. A kind of invisible thread that weaves together all intelligibility, the Dyad is the generative matrix grounding all possibility and actuality. Accordingly, the Dyad stands in contrast to the One not as a simple negation but as a principle of perpetual relation (πρός τι), a processive and differential power, grounding the brute facticity of Separation and Participation across both the Intelligible and Sensible worlds. Without the Dyad, there would be no measure, no proportion, no path that would even allow the One and the not-One to appear as distinct.
	Precisely because the Dyad is the power of unlimited relation, it is also that which first renders the possibility of Limit. Yet this Limit does not emerge through external imposition, as if the One were fencing in an unruly chaos. Rather, the Dyad, as actual infinitude (ἀληθῶς ἄπειρον), absolutely binds itself to its own other, something like the One. Since the One itself is otherwise than the principle of relation, the Dyad must of necessity generate from within its own unlimitedness, the possibility of limit or measure. If we conceive of the Dyad as a labyrinth of inexhaustible possibility where every pathway is infinitely explored, then at least one pathway leads to the center – conditioning the form of the labyrinth itself. Like a tiny seed buried in a vast heap of sand, the Limit lies hidden within the Unlimited. In this sense, the Dyad is not merely the Unlimited but the Dyad of the Limit and the Unlimited – a living polarity that actively seeks relation between extremes and binds them in dynamic interplay, so that in the Unlimited there is always a seed of Limit and within every Limit, a trace of the Unlimited.[footnoteRef:15]  Through this binding power, the Dyad ultimately becomes a new kind of one but not through absolute sameness or identity to the One but through its own power to internalize likeness to the One through measure and limit. As a One-that-is-not-One, the Dyad of Limit and Unlimited becomes a concrete Two which in turn gives rise to infinitely more determinate dyads (αἱ ὡρισμέναι δυάδες, Ad Math. X 262.4): Many and Few, Half and Double, and, ultimately the very structure and unfolding of number itself.[footnoteRef:16]    [15:  For the identification of the Dyad with the line see De Anima 404b16-27, Met. 1085a8, 1090b13-1091a14, Sextus Empiricus Ad. Math X 259, 1-262,3, 278, 3: “both the line and the Dyad are conceived by way of transition.” See also Findlay’s reference to ps. Alexander (422).]  [16:  See Simplicius, in Phys. 454, 27-455, 8: [T]he first Number is the Dyad (πρῶτος δὲ ἀριθμὸς ἡ δυάς), whose principles (ἧς ἀρχὰς) he said were the One and the [Dyad of] Great and Small. For being a Dyad, it holds both Multitude and Fewness in itself. Insofar as it holds Doubleness in it, it includes Halfness in itself. (πλῆθος καὶ ὀλιγότητα ἔχειν ἐν ἑαυτῇ. καθὸ μὲν τὸ διπλάσιον ἔστιν ἐν αὐτῇ) […] Since then the Dyad is the first of the Numbers, and its principles are the One and the Great and Small, these are the principles of Number. But Numbers are the elements (στοιχεῖα) of all other things. So that the principles of all things are the One and the Great and Small. (trans. Findlay; cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, in Met. 56,10-35).] 

	To adopt Aristotelian vocabulary, the Dyad’s Unlimited pole, functions as a kind of underlying substrate (ὑποκείμενον) that grasps (μεταληπτικός) and participates in (μεθεκτικός) its other, the Limit.[footnoteRef:17] This relational grasping is not static but productive: the Dyad’s internalization of the One through measure or limit gives rise to determinate and indeterminate beings and indeterminate and determinate relations[footnoteRef:18] all which are capable of generating infinitely new fields relation receptive to infinitely other kinds.[footnoteRef:19] Whether it be in the interval between the Many and the Few that engenders concrete number, the extension between the Long and the Short conditioning lines and planes or the dilation of Wide and Narrow that enables volume – the Dyad generates a reproductive Khōra – a dynamic “space/place (τὸν τόπον / τὴν χώραν)”[footnoteRef:20] that substantiates the ground of Being and its corresponding paradoxical determinacy and excess. The true space of being is not therein a mere materiality but the power to hold opposites in tension, binding them while being altogether receptive to something other. [17:  Phys. 209b11-210a where the activity of ‘receptivity/taking hold’ are indicative of this principle. This is counter to the Aristotelian view that the dyad is a passive plastic material. See Met. 988a10: “Plato thus declared himself on these points in question, clearly advancing only two causes, being and material (for the Forms are the causes of the being of all others and the One is the cause of the being of Forms); and it is evident what the underlying matter is, of which the Forms are predicated in the case of sensible things, and the One in the case of Forms, viz., that is a dyad, the great and small. (Πλάτων μὲν οὖν περὶ τῶν ζητουμένων οὕτω διώρισεν. φανερὸν δ’ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅτι δυοῖν αἰτίαιν μόνον κέχρηται, τῇ τε τοῦ τί ἐστι καὶ τῇ κατὰ τὴν ὕλην (τὰ γὰρ εἴδη τοῦ τί ἐστιν αἴτια τοῖς ἄλλοις, τοῖς δ’εἴδεσι τὸ ἕν), καὶ τίς ἡ ὕλη ἡ ὑποκειμένη καθ’ἧς τὰ εἴδη μὲν ἐπὶ τῶν αἰσθητῶν τὸ δ’ἓν ἐν τοῖς εἴδεσι λέγεται, ὅτι αὕτη δυάς ἐστι, τὸ μέγα καὶ τὸ μικρόν […].)” (adapted trans. Tredennick) See also Layne (2023a) for analysis of this passage and Aristotle’s deliberate misunderstanding of the role of the Dyad.]  [18:  See Ad. Math. 263, 2-269,1: For of real entities some are conceived by way of Difference, some by way of Opposition,  some by way of Relation. By way of Difference we conceive of self-existent things, substrates having their peculiar description (κατὰ διαφορὰν μὲν οὖν εἶναι τὰ  καθ’ἑαυτὰ καὶ κατ’ ἰδίαν περιγραφὴν ὑποκείμενα), such as Man, Horse, Plant, Earth, Water, Air, Fire. Each of these we consider absolutely, and not in its relation to anything else. By way of Opposition we conceive things in virtue of their opposition to one another (κατ’ἐναντίωσιν δὲ ὑπάρχειν ὅσα ἐξ ἐναντιώσεως ἑτέρου πρὸς ἕτερον θεωρεῖται), such as Good and Bad, Just and  Unjust, Profitable and Unprofitable, Holy and Unholy, Pious and Impious, Moving and Stationary, and other similar cases.  By way of Relation we conceive things in relation to something else (πρός τι δὲ τυγχάνειν τὰ κατὰ τὴν ὡς  πρὸς ἕτερον σχέσιν νοούμενα), such as Right and Left, Above and Below, Double and  Half. […] In addition, there is in general no mean of Opposites, for example of Health and Disease, of Life and Death, of Motion  and Rest. But in the case of things which have a Relative determination, there is such a Mean. For the things determined  as greater and less in relation to something may have a Mean in what is equal (ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν πρός τί πως ἐχόντων ἔστι [τι] μέσον. τοῦ γὰρ μείζονος, εἰ τύχοι, καὶ τοῦ μικροτέρου τῶν πρός τί πως καθεστώτων μεταξὺ γένοιτ’ ἂν τὸ ἴσον), and in the same way the Sufficient is the Mean of the More and Less, and the Well-tuned of the Sharp and Flat. (trans. Findlay)]  [19:  See, again, Aristotle 988a where he emphasizes that Plato “makes many things out of the matter and the form generates only once […]” and then emphasizes that both intelligible and sensible are a determinate dyad before criticizing the idea that a material principle could be so productive.]  [20:  Phys. 209b11-17: “This is why Plato, in the Timaeus, identifies ‘matter’ and ‘room,’ because ‘room’ and ‘the receptive of determination’ are one and the same thing. His account of the ‘receptive’ differs in the Timaeus and in what are known as the unwritten doctrines, but he is consistent in asserting the identity of place and room. Thus whereas everyone asserts the reality of ‘place’, only Plato has so much as attempted to tell us what it is (διὸ καὶ Πλάτων τὴν ὕλην καὶ τὴν χώραν ταὐτό φησιν εἶναι ἐν τῷ Τιμαίῳ. τὸ γὰρ μεταληπτικὸν καὶ τὴν χώραν ἓν καὶ ταὐτόν. ἄλλον δὲ τρόπον ἐκεῖ τε λέγων τὸ μεταληπτικὸν καὶ ἐν τοῖς λεγομένοις ἀγράφοις δόγμασιν, ὅμως τὸν τόπον καὶ τὴν χώραν τὸ αὐτὸ ἀπεφήνατο. Λέγουσι μὲν γὰρ πάντες εἶναί τι τὸν τόπον, τί δ’ἐστίν, οὗτος μόνος ἐπεχείρησεν εἰπεῖν).” (trans. Cornford) ] 

	Finally, Plato was said to associate the Dyad with the internal powers of the soul, i.e. intellection, opinion, and sensation, each of which, as Aristotle recorded, corresponds to a form of spatial extension. Knowledge advances toward a point along infinitely varied paths; opinion moves across a plane of indefinite appearances; and sensation penetrates the depth of embodied experience, relating the finite self to its infinite other. This matrix, in which even thought unfolds through a kind of extension made possible by an indeterminate space within, Aristotle regarded as Plato’s great advancement over his predecessors who “had no tincture of dialectic.”[footnoteRef:21] In other words (and as we shall see), dialectic does not unfold in a void – the absence of space – but in a field both determinate and indeterminate, a place where concepts emerge, are measured, and come into provisional clarity. Yet due to the Dyad, every act of cognition, like any fully determinate form, encloses but never exhausts the infinite expanse of relation, difference, and creative unfolding.[footnoteRef:22] [21:  Met. 987b33-34.]  [22:  As Renaud reminds me, this is counter to the arguments of the Tübingen School “as Plato's dialectic was not open-ended: it aims at (and claims to reach) its ultimate object (of knowledge).” See alternatively Gadamer (1980, ch.6).] 

	With this brief and, by its nature, tentative sketch of the power and activity of the Indefinite Dyad, let us now turn to its speculative role in Parmenides’ deductions.


III. The Deductions of the Dyad

While parleying with Zeno, a very young Socrates emphasizes that he would not be surprised by a person’s ability to uphold – just as the famed paradoxical thinker had – how particular things are both one and many (129b). What would be truly astonishing, Socrates presses, is the contrary ability: a demonstration of how Ideas themselves can admit of their opposite, particularly how the “One itself” could be many, and vice versa. As he advances, “But if someone were to prove that what is itself One is in fact many, and again that the many are one, that would indeed be astonishing (ἀλλ’ εἰ ὃ ἔστιν ἕν, αὐτὸ τοῦτο πολλὰ ἀποδείξει καὶ αὖ τὰ πολλὰ δὴ ἕν, τοῦτο ἤδη θαυμάσομαι, 129b-c).” 
	Notably, both Zeno and Parmenides are delighted by Socrates’ advancement toward abstract ideas and its implications for legitimating philosophical speech in juxtaposition to mere reputation-loving eristics. Nevertheless, when asked whether he believes there are Forms of things like hair, mud or dirt, the budding philosopher admits his perplexity. Socrates confesses that whenever he has “taken a stand (ταύτῃ στῶ)” on this question, he quickly flees (φέυγων, 130d), as if struck by the absurdity of his own speculation. Like any respectable young Athenian, Socrates fears falling into the abyss of meaningless sophistry. 
	Parmenides responds sympathetically and suggests that while Socrates has grasped the value of abstraction ideas, philosophy has not yet truly taken hold of him (ἀντιλαμβάνομαι). He eventually suggests that what the boy needs is deeper philosophical training – training that would enable him to rescue and refine the theory of Ideas (135c-d). Concerned with caring for the very power of abstract inquiry itself (135b) Parmenides suggests that Socrates learn to do more than consider what happens when a particular hypothesis is the case but also what happens when it is not (μὴ μόνον εἰ ἔστιν ἕκαστον ὑποτιθέμενον σκοπεῖν τὰ συμβαίνοντα ἐκ τῆς ὑποθέσεως, ἀλλὰ καὶ εἰ μὴ ἔστι τὸ αὐτὸ τοῦτο ὑποτίθεσθαι, 135e-136a). Intrigued, Socrates asks for a demonstration and despite Parmenides’ reservations about his advanced age and his own fear of the vast ocean of words (τοσοῦτον πέλαγος λόγων, 137a) before him,[footnoteRef:23] he agrees to examine his own hypothesis of the One. In doing so, Parmenides evidences that even the highest abstractions must, as Socrates wondered with Zeno, participate in their opposites, their other, and as such the dialogue turns to an analysis of the existence and inexistence of the One that is not strictly One.  [23:  Compare with Rep. 453d where Socrates describes the difficulty of the discourse to follow: “Οὐ γάρ, εἶπον. ἀλλὰ δὴ ὧδ’ ἔχει. ἄντε τις εἰς κολυμβήθραν μικρὰν ἐμπέσῃ ἄντε εἰς τὸ μέγιστον πέλαγος μέσον, ὅμως γε νεῖ οὐδὲν ἧττον.”] 


a) The Corollary Relation between Deduction 1 (= D1) with Deduction 5 (= D5)

To outline the structure of Parmenides’ deductions, we may distinguish two main sections, each addressing the One’s existence or does not exist. Each of these hypotheses yields four corresponding deductions. Specifically, these examine the consequences of the One’s existence or inexistence in relation(s) to: 

	(a) itself, 
	(b) its others,
	(c) the others in relation to one another, and
	(d) the others in relation to the One. 

Accordingly, there are eight deductions.

	Deductions D1-D4 explore the consequences of the existence of the One.
	Deductions D5-D8 concern the consequences of the One’s inexistence. 

The first deduction (D1) investigates the One in relation to (a) itself and concludes, somewhat enigmatically, that the One does not exist in relation to itself. For if it did, it would not be One as it would have parts or features, etc., which undermine its unity. In contrast, the fifth deduction (D5), on the other hand, is explicitly framed as the antithesis to D1. It revolves around the consequences of the inexistence of the One in relation to (d) its others. 
	Importantly, Plato sets D1 and D5 into deliberate opposition, resembling a privative contrast like Being and Not-Being or Justice and Injustice. This contrast is made explicit when Parmenides asks the young Aristotle to compare the statements “if One does not exist” (D1) and “if not-One does not exist,” (D5), and whether they differ (διαφέρει, 160b-c). The interlocutor responds, “They are complete opposites (Πᾶν τοὐναντίον, 160c).” Parmenides then invokes an analogy between Greatness which does not exist and Smallness which does not exist. Bracketing the inexistence of Great/Small, Parmenides clarifies that just as Greatness is intelligible only in relation to Smallness, to understand this inexistent One (D5), one should put it in relation to its opposition the existent One which also is not (D1). 
	D1 and D5 thus form a dialectical pair. D1 posits an absolutely non-existent One, while D5 suggests a paradoxical or relational non-being – a not-One that still retains a degree of intelligibility and ontological status. The implication is that the One, even in its relation to itself (D1), is still defined dialectically through its relation to its other (D5). Both can therein be spoken of and named.  The corollary is this: even when we say the One is not (either D1 or D5) we are still speaking of something and, further, we also have an understanding of what we are saying. Poignantly, negation carries conceptual and ontological weight. Parmenides clarifies by furthering the analogy:

What if someone were to say that greatness does not exist, or that smallness does not exist, or some other such thing? Would he not, in each case, be showing that he is speaking of something other than being? (Τί δ’ εἴ τις λέγοι εἰ μέγεθος μὴ ἔστιν ἢ σμικρότης μὴ ἔστιν ἤ τι ἄλλο τῶν τοιούτων, ἆρα ἐφ’ ἑκάστου ἂν δηλοῖ ὅτι ἕτερόν τι λέγοι τὸ μὴ ὄν;)

— “Certainly.”

So even now, when someone says that ‘the One is not’, he clearly indicates something different than the others, doesn’t he—and do we not know what he means? Οὐκοῦν καὶ νῦν δηλοῖ ὅτι ἕτερον λέγει τῶν ἄλλων τὸ μὴ ὄν, ὅταν εἴπῃ ἓν εἰ μὴ ἔστι, καὶ ἴσμεν ὃ λέγει;)

— “We do.”

So first, then, he is saying something knowable, and second, something different from the others, when he says ‘the One’ whether he adds that it is, or that it is not. For the phrase ‘it is not’ no less allows us to recognize what is being said, and that it is distinct from the others. Does it not? (Πρῶτον μὲν ἄρα γνωστόν τι λέγει, ἔπειτα ἕτερον τῶν ἄλλων,
ὅταν εἴπῃ ἕν, εἴτε τὸ εἶναι αὐτῷ προσθεὶς εἴτε τὸ μὴ εἶναι·
οὐδὲν <γὰρ> ἧττον γιγνώσκεται, τί τὸ λεγόμενον μὴ εἶναι, καὶ ὅτι διάφορον τῶν ἄλλων. ἢ οὔ;)

— It must.

Therefore we must begin again from the start and say what must follow if the One is not.
First of all, it must belong to it (the One), as it seems, that there is knowledge of it—or else not even that it is spoken of can be known, when someone says that the One is not.  Ὧδε ἄρα λεκτέον ἐξ ἀρχῆς, ἓν εἰ μὴ ἔστι, τί χρὴ εἶναι.
πρῶτον μὲν οὖν αὐτῷ τοῦτο ὑπάρχειν δεῖ, ὡς ἔοικεν,
εἶναι αὐτοῦ ἐπιστήμην,
ἢ μηδὲ ὅτι λέγεται γιγνώσκεσθαι, ὅταν τις εἴπῃ ἓν εἰ μὴ ἔστιν.

— True.

And the others must exist as distinct from it—or else, that too could not be said to be other than the rest. Οὐκοῦν καὶ τὰ ἄλλα ἕτερα αὐτοῦ εἶναι,
ἢ μηδὲ ἐκεῖνο ἕτερον τῶν ἄλλων λέγεσθαι;

— Certainly.

Then there is a difference (ἑτεροιότης) belonging to it in addition to knowledge.
For when someone says that the One is other than the rest, he is not talking about the others’ difference, but about its own. Καὶ ἑτεροιότης ἄρα ἐστὶν αὐτῷ πρὸς τῇ ἐπιστήμῃ·
οὐ γὰρ τὴν τῶν ἄλλων ἑτεροιότητα λέγει,
ὅταν τὸ ἓν ἕτερον τῶν ἄλλων λέγῃ,
ἀλλὰ τὴν ἐκείνου.

This passage reveals that the not-One is not mere nothingness, but rather something intelligible, differentiated and vaguely comprehensible in its otherness. The non-being posited in D5 is, paradoxically, something. Moreover, it is something that is relational or dialectical and can therein be meaningfully discussed despite lacking complete intelligibility. Thus, D5 reflects a relational or relative non-existence rather than an absolute void. To summarize the two main implications:

1. D5 presupposes the intelligibility of the transcendent One, D1, as its correlative Other or Difference.
2. That intelligibility entails some kind of existence for both D1 and D5 (yet a kind of existence which is otherwise than Being [D2]).

Thus, this deduction does not operate through simple negation or privative logic but with a field of relational opposites. As with greatness and smallness, which are mutually constitutive, so too D1 and D5 are co-dependent – neither are “intelligible” without the other. The dialectic thus shows that D5 has some kind of inexistent existence and in such a way that it makes knowledge of itself and its other, D1, knowable or paradoxically intelligible and even nameable. The dialectic reveals that even non-being has a dyadic structure that can be meaningfully explored. D5 offers a relational model of non-being that makes even D1 conceptually accessible. Far from idle speech, Parmenides affirms that discussion of “what is not” can yield genuine insight into otherness and difference—realities that are “something,” even if not conventionally existent. Overall, the Parmenides is embraced by a kind of indefinite but, nonetheless, explanatory dyad.
	The analogy of Greatness and Smallness used to elucidate this explanatory dyad of D1 and D5 clearly harkens to the eponymy of the indefinite Dyad, the principle of the Great and Small. In this light, D1 and D5 are ipso facto the two extreme (excessive) poles of the indefinite Dyad, making each deduction (as an object of potential understanding) an attempt to bring definition or limit to the indefinite. D5, in particularly, expresses the causal activity or power of the other which sustains such measure and relation even at this extent of non-being. In short, non-being is conceptual potent and, strikingly, dialectical activity reveals intelligibility even when it’s objects appear to be beyond being and intelligibility. This dialectical movement between extremes runs throughout the deductions and can be understood as the metaphorical line binding each together via the power which connects extreme opposition and delimits determinate kinds. This line of thought can be summarized in the following table.
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b) An Note on D1 in relation to itself

A brief but important aside about D1 and its attempt to know the One via negation: Parmenides attaches to this One (which is not even one) a peculiar privation. Since it can have no parts, it has neither beginning, middle nor end. Beginning and end are limits. Thus, Parmenides concludes that the One must necessarily be unlimited (137d). While this deduction follows from its being otherwise than Being, it nonetheless stands out as a curious association in a tradition that typically aligns unity with the limit.[footnoteRef:24] The predicate “unlimited” raises an important question: What are the implications of associating the One of D1, a seemingly transcendent One beyond all Being, with the Unlimited, a term consistently linked to the Indefinite Dyad? Indeed, the historical Parmenides’ One was limited and consistency with the other arguments within D1 would suggest the conclusion that the One is neither limited nor unlimited.[footnoteRef:25] In short, this not-One, that seemingly cannot be known in relation to itself (142a) but can otherwise be known through its negation (D5) resembles the activity of the Indefinite Dyad both as 1) that which is unlimited and 2) that which is comparable and conceptually made graspable as the excessively Great (which can always be greater) in relationship to its potent activity of its other, D5, the Small (which can always be smaller). D1 is, again, an unlimited extreme term and is thus always receptive of a measure or limit even if only through the power of negation. [24:  See Turnbull (1998, 51) who also notes this affirmative identity of the One with unlimitedness. Contra see Scolnicov (2005, 81-82) who is at pains to dismiss this, emphasizing that Parmenides merely means that the One is delimited or lacking limits - a distinction, I believe, without difference. See Gerson (2016, 87-89) for an extensive discussion of the debates regarding the One and limit and unlimitedness in Aristotle, Plotinus and Proclus without ever discussing this identification of D1 with the unlimited which may have assisted him in proving more astutely the syncretic nature of the late Neoplatonic reading of D1.]  [25:  Cf. Phys. 204a or Met. 1066a.] 


c) Deduction 2 (=D2)

Following the conclusion of D1, that the One neither exists nor can be known (142a), Parmenides paradoxically emphasizes that they are nonetheless speaking of it.[footnoteRef:26] This foreshadows, again, its relational quality, hinting at its ongoing presence and activity in the remaining deductions. This inexistent One will continue to actively have a role or function in the remaining deductions. Consequently, D2 emerges from the brute fact that despite the impossibility of knowing the transcendent One, they are still relating to it through revealing its positive and negative functions ascertained through dialectical discourse. In this way, D2 builds upon D1 and anticipated D5, mediating between knowing and not-knowing, Being and not-Being, an absolute inexistence and an inexistence that somehow is. In other words, D2 follows from the fact that their present inquiry assumes that the One both is and is not. It must, in some way, partake of Being (143a). Thus, like the One of D1, the One of D2 is not simply One, but, again, it too is dyadic in nature.  [26:  Contra Republic 477a-b and Sophist 238c which like Deduction 5 clearly shows that when we say such things can’t be known, we paradoxically show we know something about what can’t be known. A paradox that Plato was keen to highlight repeatedly and consistently.] 

	This existent One of D2 is both distinct from and yet related to the seemingly unknowable/inexistent One of D1. Unlike D1, D2 is and, as such, Parmenides reinforces the importance of contrary relations whereby D2 opposes and appears to negate the conclusions of D1. Nonetheless, this opposition is, again, not a privation. Rather, the existent One internalizes its other and through the activity of dialectic, Parmenides and Aristotle can begin to grasp the power or activity of the inexistent One over the intelligibility of D2, the One which is in relation to its others.
Parmenides initiates D2 by positing an inchoate compound One-Being and proposes that this One has parts insofar One and Being are predicated of it.[footnoteRef:27] Parmenides thus concludes that this existent One is, at least, a kind of two (or not-One), something like the One (D1) but also something unike the One, Being, so that this One is divided into relative parts or kinds which always belong together (even, as we shall see, in its smallest parts). As Parmenides argues: [27:  Scolnicov (2003) argues that this One of D2 is in juxtaposition to D1 so that D2 shows that unlike D1 which is simple, D2 is complex. Here, I am in agreement with Meinwald (1991) and Rickless (1998) who each argue against there being contradictions within each deduction. Rather, each deduction is internally coherent insofar as they apply to the One from the different ones which are produced by the deductions themselves.] 

	
And again each of the parts possesses unity and being (τῶν μορίων ἑκάτερον τό τε ἓν 
ἴσχει καὶ τὸ ὄν), and the smallest of parts is composed of these two parts, and thus by the same argument any part whatsoever has always these two parts; for always unity has being and being has unity; and therefore, since it is always becoming two, it can never be one (ὥστε ἀνάγκη δύ’ ἀεὶ γιγνόμενον μηδέποτε ἓν εἶναι). 142e-143a (trans. Fowler)

Here, the terminology of an “always becoming two (δύ’ ἀεὶ γιγνόμενον)” is strikingly reminiscent of the markers for the Indefinite Dyad found in the testimony of the unwritten doctrines. Due to the difference in D2 between Being and the One, the One of D2 is like D1 but also unlike D1. It, too, relates to the One in itself (D1), i.e. D2 is the self-predicating or self-existent One, which is because it is, ultimately, not-One. It is always becoming two, generating various different dyadic relations primarily between unity and being but also, suggestively whole and part. 
	From this original dyadic split—between One and Being—arise an infinite series of parts, each bearing unity and being. These infinite, divisible parts reflect the generative nature of the Dyad and give rise to number.[footnoteRef:28] Number arises primarily from the consequences of the relationship between the One and its other and their bond, each of which are unities. Parmenides makes this explicit by identifying each of these unities in D2: a) One-Being, b) the unified Whole and c) infinite unified Parts. Here, the emergence of number appears not to be a sheer plurality but a structured relationship between unified fields of difference and relation, a relation that occurs within the indefinite or unlimited metaphorical space which unifies or binds the parts of D2.[footnoteRef:29]  [28:  See n12 for those who attempt to map out the implications of reading the Dyad into at least D2. Again, Sayre (1983) only introduces the indefinite Dyad at D3.]  [29:  See Scolnicov (2003, 104) for the difference between the Pythagorean conception of the production of number and Plato’s contrasting account presented here.] 

Parmenides furthers enlarges this space via the manifestation of odd (that which differs by one) and even numbers (those numbers which are not one), which increase and decrease, multiply and divide. These generate infinite multitude but also limited plurality (143a-144a). The unlimited nature of this arrangement leads Parmenides to utilize, again, the most common descriptor of the Dyad. Parmenides argues: 

Existence, then, is distributed over all things, which are many, and is not wanting in any existing thing from the greatest to the smallest (οὔτε τοῦ σμικροτάτου οὔτε τοῦ μεγίστου;)? […] [Existence] is split up into the smallest and greatest and all kinds of existences; nothing else is so much divided and, in short, the parts of existence are infinite (ἔστι μέρη ἀπέραντα τῆς οὐσίας). 144b (trans. Fowler)

Reinforcing the dyadic moniker, Parmenides suggests that all parts of existence (later, the intelligible and sensible worlds) despite being numerous, are still “some one thing” and, as such, cannot be nothing. No matter how small or great, all things are and are one even in being otherwise D1 and D2. Moving ahead, insofar as the parts are included or within the whole, D2, the existent One partakes of both limit and unlimited, one and many, and “appears to have a beginning, middle and end,” with the middle being necessarily equidistant to the unlimited extremes. So from parts and wholes, from infinite multitude and limited plurality emerges indeterminate shape, be it round or straight or some mixture of the two (145b1-5). Put otherwise, as Aristotle recorded of the Dyad, this One (which is not-One) eventually brings to bear the realities of figure like line, plane and solid.
Parmenides next denies that the whole belongs to the parts (145c), reinforcing the difference or otherness between whole and parts, whereby the being of parts is other to the being of the whole. The conclusion thus gives weight to the spatiality emergent from the relationship between whole and parts and their corresponding differences:  

 […] the one, inasmuch as it is in the whole (τὸ ἓν ὅλον), is in the other (ἐν ἄλλῳ ἐστίν); and inasmuch as it is all its parts, it is in itself (αὐτὸ ἐν ἑαυτῷ); and thus one must be both in itself and in difference (οὕτω τὸ ἓν ἀνάγκη αὐτό τε ἐν ἑαυτῷ εἶναι καὶ ἐν ἑτέρῳ). (145e). (trans. Fowler, slightly amended)

The appeal to the parts as that which is other to the whole, results in the idea that what is “in” the whole is “other” to the whole, and what is primarily other to the whole, the unity of D2 is the One which is not (D1). This statement reiterates that the One of D2 contains its other (D1) as a kind of constitutive difference or otherness. Parts are not reducible to the whole, and the whole is not reducible to its parts since each maintains a form of otherness which is enigmatically like D1. There is a strange not-existing-One (D1) within the existent One (D2), a not-One which is a kind of nothingness (something which cannot be predicated) that is both opposed but also internal to Being. Put otherwise, there is an not-existing-One in the parts of Being which substantiates that all the parts of the whole, infinite in multitude, are one, that is unique (like D1). 
	From here, Parmenides begins to make explicit what was already implicit. He carves out the place or space within the One-Being. The existent One (D2) is, like a Russian doll, “always in itself and in other,” while, paradoxically, also not in anything other. The One-Being is not in space or place, because it is the very field of spatial and relational possibility in which D2 generates, like the Dyad or Timaeus’ Receptacle, other others, spaces or places, securing that within this field between the original dyad of One-Being, the existent One of D2 is both one and many, same and different, like and unlike, in motion and at rest. It is all these dyadic pairs while also still being like the One of D1, namely, none of these (145e-148d). 
Eventually Parmenides comes to question whether the One is equal or unequal to itself (149e-151e), and, correspondingly, whether it is older or younger than itself. Using the analogy of Greatness and Smallness again, he concludes that the existent One and its others are great, small and equal. They are also neither great, small nor equal. The existent One contains all these in due measures; measures which constitute that in the extremes there is the possibility of for a limit but a limit which does not negate the existence of extremes. Such excess and/or deficiency is the original space of difference constituting the receptivity to such a limit or measure. This is the “grasping” of the One that limits the unlimited. Like the Dyad, this is the relational structure providing unlimited, infinite space, even in that which is limited. 
	The temporal dyad is ultimately carved out when Parmenides establishes how the existent One (D2) is both younger and older than itself and neither younger nor older to itself and its others. Starting with the common conception of time as broken up into past, present and future, Parmenides carves out a distinction between the existent Being (=D2a) which is eternally present “inseparable from the one throughout its whole” and a not ever-existent Being (=D2b). This not ever-existent Being is an always coming-into-being, that is always touching or connecting the parts of time so that it is ever-becoming what it is and what it is not. Unlike, the ever-existent One-Being which always or absolutely is, the other within this eternal space is also an always. Yet, the always of D2b never finishes becoming, for if it finished, it would be D2a (155a). The reality of this never-ending temporal Becoming alongside the reality of eternal Being establishes that the “the [existent] one was and is and will be and was becoming and is becoming and will become (155d).” This activity of the temporal rather than eternal being is further described as the movement of becoming older and younger, a moving in different bi-lateral directions toward beginning and end, from generation to destruction. 
	Overall, the One-Being of D2 that is “always becoming two” manifestly results in two worlds, the eternal realm of Being (D2a) and the temporal world of Becoming (D2b), respectively.[footnoteRef:30] Both these worlds are Absolutes; always existing, but in two different modes of existing. Together, they form a determinate relational dyad, comprised of two spaces, two main receptacles for both definite and indefinite plurality which are both unique/separate from one another (like D1) while also, as the correlation demands. A relation established by the unifying power of what is otherwise than Being.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  In other words, contrary to many Neoplatonic accounts of D2, which is identified with the Intellect or Being or the intelligible world, the following emphasizes that D2 is the whole of being, a whole which includes the being of becoming, the intelligible and the psychic drive behind the movement of becoming. Most Neoplatonists would have associated D3 with the psychic but this argument emphasizes that soul is already in the whole of being whilst still being other to being itself (whole) and its others (parts), i.e. Forms. To return to Speusippus and his identification of D2 with the Dyad, see Tarrant (1974) who attempts to unpack his ontology and its application of the successor’s five kinds to the Parmenides and the Timaeus]  [31:  Again, I have also passed over a detailed discussion of the instant (ἐξαίφνης) for the sake of time. Nonetheless, it should be noted in conjunction with Rangos (2014) that the language of the instant can be found in Diotima’s speech in the Symposium (210e), the Republic (515c-516e) and the 7th letter indicating a consistency of use when it comes to communion with the highest principles. For a recent account of the instant in the Parmenides with further references, see Zhang (2023). See below for the final use of this word in referring to the life/activities of D8.] 


d) Deductions 3 

To succinctly summarize how this metaphysical reading of Parmenides’ dialectic surfaces in the latter deductions, Deductions 3 (D3) asks the following conditional: “if the One is, what are the consequences for the others in relation to themselves (157b)?” The focus here shifts from the One’s relation to the two worlds generated in D2 – Being (D2a) and Becoming (D2b) – to the two in relation to themselves and to each other. While these “others” are not identical with the dyadic existent One (D2), the two worlds partake of it in a certain way (ἀλλὰ μετέχει πῃ). That is, these realms or kinds contain within themselves the combinations of one and many. Each are a structured singularity of the whole, “a perfect unity created out of the all,” which is in the existent One, D2.[footnoteRef:32]  [32: Οὐκ ἄρα τῶν πολλῶνοὐδὲ πάντων τὸ μόριον μόριον, ἀλλὰ μιᾶς τινὸς ἰδέας καὶ ἑνός τινος ὃ καλοῦμεν ὅλον, ἐξ ἁπάντων ἓν τέλειον γεγονός, τούτου μόριον ἂν τὸ μόριον εἴη] 

Furthermore, the parts are  described as “limited in relation to each other and to the whole, and the whole in relation to parts” because the parts are “limited” by their own absolute relation to D2 in contradistinction to the relative relation to the transcendent One (D1). Due to this relation, D2 is like D1 in being unlimited in relation to itself reflected in the activity of the intelligible world (D2a), an unlimited multiplicity within unity. 
This unlimited power within Being and its capacity to contain absolute or definite (unchanging) kinds leads Parmenides to the second domain within the ever-existent world. In this realm, things exhibit unlimited and absolute relation to the not-One and so is decidedly not Absolute Being (D2a). Nevertheless it maintains a relative relation to their others (D2a, 158e-159d) as well so that this world infinitely Becomes. In short, D3 reveals that participation is not merely a metaphysical possibility but a structural necessity, emerging from the Dyad’s inherent power to relate to its other, the One that is Not and the One(s) that are. This dyadic power is thus woven into the very fabric of all existence.
 
e) Deduction 4

For Parmenides, the absolute and relative connection/separation between Being (D2a) and Becoming (D2b) presents itself as a brute fact, a necessity emergent from its relative dyadic cause. As he says, the things are evident (φανερός). Due to this, he returns in D4 to the facticity of separation. To remind, the object of D4 concerns the relations of others to the not-One (D1) and the One-Being (D2). Within the dyad of the existent One, these two worlds or spaces (insofar as they are in the existent One) are parts which, insofar as they are in the existent One, are nevertheless other to it. As others to D2, they become like the One (D1), but as a likeness internal to the parts. This likeness of D1 within the existent One (D2) renders the others in D4 definitively (rather than indefinitely) two. That is, the “other” (Becoming) of the other to the One (Being) is rendered genuinely distinct, not merely by privation, but through an active relational otherness. Becoming is a unique and separate kind. These “others,” paradoxically, are:

… neither the same nor other, nor in motion or rest, nor becoming nor being destroyed, nor greater nor less nor equal, and they experience no similar affections; for if the others are subject to such affections, they will participate in one and two and three and odd and even, in which we saw they could not participate, if they are utterly deprived of unity. (160a)

As with the non-existent One (D1), Becoming (D2b) bears the trace of inexistence. Due to this, it successfully fails to attain the status of absolute Being. It is, rather, a kind of not-Being, not a privation or negation of Being but as a relational/correlative mode of Being. In other words, it is the nothingness (oneness) proper to particular beings in time:  another “not-Being” that functions like D5’s “inexistent existence” that establishes the power of relation within a world of separation. 
	Here, Parmenides clandestinely gestures to his resolution to the classical problem of participation. The aporia dissolves once we realize that the existent One (D2) which is absolutely the same and other, motion and rest, great and small conditions the Being of the world of absolute Being (D2a). It is the absolute other to the not-One (D1) and therein highlights the activity of direct or absolute relational opposition. Simultaneously, this dyadic opposition is internally mirrored in its relation to its own internal dyadic other: Becoming (D2b). This structure extends all the way down to the smallest and lowest of things (anticipating D8). Ultimately, the cascading dyadic reproduction of separate but ever-relating existents in D4 signifies, as Proclus might have appreciated the deification of all things, even those in the realm of Becoming, as each thing despite being relative being that necessarily becomes, is also necessarily a one. To be otherwise than Being, is to be the beings which become definitively like its others, unique causal entities, infinitely productive of ever new relations of existence.[footnoteRef:33]  [33:  in Parm. 641, 4-9.] 

To attempt to say this another way, the otherness (τὸ ἄλλο) within Being, is the necessarily indefinite, unlimited, unique mixture by which every particular—whether justice, mud, stick, or chair—is not an absolute Being, but still relates to it by virtue of its own active likeness and unlikeness. A particular clump of hair, for instance, is not-Being in an absolute sense, but this unlikeness is its oneness or uniqueness. As such, each individual thing appears to be a definite two, both one and not-one, both something and nothing. 
Each thing thus becomes, like the Dyad, a being that grasps or takes hold of being because it is connected to its other through a myriad of activities be it desire, perception, contact, etc. Because of this, such others in the world of Becoming do the unique work of connecting (like a line) extremes, primarily the extremes of Being and Becoming. This is all due to the power of being in absolute and relative relation to the One (D1).[footnoteRef:34] D4 guarantees that things in the world are separate, not-One or “nothing” in relation to themselves and others. Yet, paradoxically, this nothing is what renders them most like the One itself. It is a mysterious not-One—ungraspable and unknowable—that nevertheless compels us, through practices like dialectic, to remember that we are dyadic beings, and that we necessarily exist in relation to our other. [34:  Consider Aristotle’s remarks at Met. 987a8-10. Here Aristotle is keen to point out that Plato use of the word participation (μέθεξις) instead of the Pythagorean imitation (μί̄μησις) is an inexplicable difference. Rather, as these arguments show, participation is more than just mirroring. Contrariwise, the term participation entails a grasping or sharing inherent in particulars qua being relational rather than absolute being. 
] 


d) Deduction 5-8 (= D5, D6, D7 and D8)

To return to D5, the hypothesis opposing D1, recall that this “One which is not” is a kind of being comparable to the not-Great (D5) in relation to the Great (D1). Several interesting points emerge from this deduction:

1) D5 outlines the activity of the inexistent Small, the opposing extreme of the inexistent Great; 
2) By virtue of being other to the Great (D1), everything other to D1 is smaller than D1. In this sense, the inexistent Small ironically appears pretty great as it runs the gamut of the all, both the One-Being (D2a) and Becoming (D2b). 
3) As other to the One (D2) which isn’t absolute Being (D2a), D5 relates or partakes of indetermination:
“The non-existent One partakes of that’ and ‘some’ and ‘this’ and ‘these’ and all notions of that sort (Καὶ μὴν τοῦ γε ἐκείνου καὶ τοῦ τινὸς καὶ τούτου καὶ τούτῳ καὶ τούτων καὶ πάντων τῶν τοιούτων μετέχει τὸ μὴ ὂν ἕν, 160e).” 
4) These relational qualifiers which highlight the power to predicate that which is not and therein make it possible to speak of, think about and, ultimately relate to the being of that which is not. 

Parmenides describes the non-existent One of D5 as that which “partakes” of the Great and the Small, as well as that which is between them. Again, it simultaneously partakes of Being and not-Being without being itself either. Curiously, though it participates in change, the inexistent One (D5), the Small of the Great and Small, is said to be at rest. In this way, it again resembles the Receptacle of Plato’s Timaeus: a kind of inexistent spatial field that is both changing and not changing, perishing and not perishing (163b). In other words, we have another dyadic One (D5) but, unlike D2a, it is not the Whole nor the One which is. Rather, this seemingly “Smaller” dyad is the inexistent grounding that underlies Being, Becoming and the totality of One-Being (D2) itself. 
	D5 is concerned with the inexistent not-One in relation to its others, D1-4. This seems methodologically out of order. Parmenides began the dialectice with the One in relation to itself. Ironically then, by beginning with the inexistent One’s relation to its others, D5 is again absolutely opposed to D1. Moreover in deduction 6 where the inexistent One is analyzed in relation to itself, it becomes very much like D1, a nothing but still relatively relating or partaking of something in relation to its others. More precisely, D5 is neither Being nor the others to Being (i.e. Becoming) but is always something other to the (all the) others. It has no determinate state nor condition whatsoever (164a) and is itself unknowable, like D1. Nonetheless, this reinforces that the field or space of corollaries is other than what emerges “in” it so that Parmenides’ penultimate move to D7, where he analyzes the consequences of the inexistent not-One for the others in relation to themselves, requires a recognition that he speak of different kinds of differences. As Parmenides relays:

But if we talk about the others, the others are different.  Or do you not regard the words other and different as synonymous (τά γε ἄλλα ἕτερά ἐστιν. ἢ οὐκ ἐπὶ τῷ αὐτῷ καλεῖς τό τε ἄλλο καὶ τὸ ἕτερον)? – Yes I do. – And we say that the different is different from the different and the other is other than the other (Ἕτερον δέ γέ πού φαμεν τὸ ἕτερον εἶναι ἑτέρου, καὶ τὸ ἄλλο δὴ ἄλλο εἶναι ἄλλου). (164b-c) 

Here, Parmenides articulates how the difference of Becoming is both different from Being (D2) and different from not-Being (D1 and D5). Rather, it is a life constitutive of both, partaking in both. In this respect, the world of Becoming, i.e. the Small relative to the Great is situated within they dynamic, correlative relationship between the two worlds of D2, which emerged as connected and separate in D3 and D4 respectively. 
	Parmenides thereby suggests that what might be dismissed as deficient or derivative, i.e. the Small, in oppositional metaphysical pairs like Being and Becoming, Being and not-Being, One and not-One, etc. is something which possesses a unique power (rather than Being). Against thinkers like Halfwassen and Nikulin who see the Dyad as subordinate to the One, Parmenides presents Becoming as a generative realm in its own right. As Parmenides begins to conclude:

But each mass of them is unlimited in number, and even if you take what seems to be the smallest bit (τὸ σμικρότατον), it suddenly (ἐξαίφνης) changes, like something in a dream (ἐν ὕπνῳ); and that which seemed to be one is seen to be many and instead of very small it is seen to be very great in comparison with the minute fractions of it (ἀντὶ ἑνὸς δόξαντος εἶναι πολλὰ καὶ ἀντὶ σμικροτάτου παμμέγεθες πρὸς τὰ κερματιζόμενα ἐξ αὐτοῦ, 164d).

In this, Becoming mirrors the non-existent One (D1), which had earlier enabled the generation of number in D2. The world of appearing, then, reproduces not absolute Being, but a kind of power. That is, the power of activity, receptivity, and relation that grounds our ever shifting and mobile lives. It is this dynamic that allows even the most extreme oppositions, e.g. Being and not-Being, Great and Small, to be meaningfully connected. From D5 through D8, Parmenides lays the metaphysical groundwork for understanding how the consequences of the inexistent One, though seemingly “nothing,” ultimately sustains the very structure of relation and appearance upon which the intelligibility of the cosmos but also Being depends. 

IV. Conclusion

Connecting the value of ever shifting appearances in the final deduction to dialogues like the Phaedrus or the Symposium, D8 substantiates the metaphysical basis for the erotic activity of the soul. To be, qua being the appearing being, is to possess the power to transform what appears to be nothing into something, to know the unknowable, to touch the impassable. We are the beings capable of recognizing that extremes are not simply opposed but also intertwined: Being (D2) is “in” not-Being (D1/D5), while another not-Being (D2b) is “in” Being (D2a). 
	Ultimately, the inexistent power of the Small (D5), that which moves between Being and not-Being while not being either of them, enables the serious play or living, dynamic moving mixture of both. Moreover, this movement between extremes is described by Parmenides as passing through a middle and so comparable to entering into the space between extremes while being neither a beginning, middle or end. The consequence is that all attempts to speak of the world of Becoming and its origins/nature, activity and purpose demand a multiplicity of beginnings, a multitude of dialectical excavations as both Being and Becoming as well as their cause are unlimited and so cannot be reduced to a single account.[footnoteRef:35]  [35:  Strikingly, this feature of philosophical reasoning where there are multiple beginnings is evidenced not only in the fact that each deduction Parmenides advances is described as going back once more to beginnings but beginnings which are also ends, conclusions, and middles, arguments always on the way (not to mention that the dialogue itself begins at the end and in the middle of a dialogue which narrates the beginning of Socrates’ philosophical vocation. See Rangos (2014) for a thorough account of how almost all the deductions are described as a beginning again. This starting over is also mirrored in the Timaeus as well as Socrates’ own emphasis on starting over in the Republic. See also Zuckert (1998, 879) who notes Proclus’ own observations (in Parm. 629-630) where the Neoplatonist argues that the dramatic context is set in the midst or middle of the disputes “between the Italians, who emphasized the intelligible ideas, and the Ionians, who had concentrated on studying the sensible realm of becoming or nature.” In Proclus’ own words, the dramatic setting is a middle between the two philosophies, a middle set at the beginning of Socrates life but the end of Parmenides, a middle that marks the beginning of a new mixture, so that “Clazomenae is in Ionia and Elea in Italy. Just as all events in nature share in intelligibles through the mediation of the forms in souls, so this setting shows how the Italian philosophy is imparted to the Ionians; it brings them to Athens and through the Attic philosophers enables them to share in these esoteric doctrines.” ] 

Finally, D8 reinforces the idea that the world of seeming or appearing, while being a kind of both/and of Being and not-Being, is also neither/nor. Becoming, with all its desire and yearning, is something uniquely in-between. It is not another absolute kind but rather a manifest connection, an erotic, dyadic power that moves in uniquely infinitely many directions between the intelligible and the sensible. Parmenides’ concludes:

Then if we were to say that the one is not, nothing is (ἓν εἰ μὴ ἔστιν, οὐδέν ἐστιν), should we be right? – Most assuredly. –Then let us say that, and we may add, as it appears (ὡς ἔοικεν), that whether the one is or is not, the one and the others in relation to themselves and to each other all in every way are and are not and appear and do not appear (αὐτό τε καὶ τἆλλα καὶ πρὸς αὑτὰ καὶ πρὸς ἄλληλα πάντα πάντως ἐστί τε καὶ οὐκ ἔστι καὶ φαίνεταί τε καὶ οὐ φαίνεται. – Very true. (166c)

Far from nihilistic or absurd, the closing remarks have profoundly affirmative implications. It validates the infinite, recursive and digressive path of the philosophical life and it invites us to a return to the Speusippean fragment that prioritized the indefinite Dyad as the creative cause and the Procline vision that all things are divinized by One.[footnoteRef:36]  [36:  See Met. 987b30 where we see Aristotle admit that Plato introduced all these distinctions because of his interest in dialectics.] 

	As the closing lines suggest and as the very activity of dialectic demonstrates, the philosopher is one who learns to relate to the One that is and is not: the principle that is both Great and Small, both beyond [D1] and within while also below/underlying Being [D5]. This same philosopher relates to what is (D2) absolutely (D2a) and relatively (D2b). In dialectical activity then philosophers become like the divine cause itself. 
	To live the philosophical life committed to maintaining the reality of abstract Ideas like Being must ultimately exercise, again and again, their faculty of intellection, discoursing about what is and what is not. Always ready to begin again, understanding that middles become ends or ends become beginning. In such playfulness, dialectics does something serious, it allows us to see that even mud (as Parmenides provocatively suggests) participates in the One, not by being absolute mud, but by being something, a relative, appearing being worthy of likeness to the divine. 
	In this activity of thinking and turning in new directions, the dialectician learns to see the One in all things, even in the mundane and discovers the beauty and reality inhabiting the whole of existence. This is the essence of the dialectical vision: to show that abstract ideas can interpenetrate, can remain distinct yet participate in one another; that they can be both many and One because the One itself, the origin, is not truly One, but infinitely Great and infinitely Small. To grasp this power of intellection, to live in a world always receptive to the being and uniqueness of the always changing realm of appearances and its wonderous relationship to seemingly abstract ideas is far from empty or idle chatter. It is the proper task of the philosophical life: to remain receptive to beginning again, even – as with Parmenides in his old age – to courageously take a stand and examine one's own deepest belief. 
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THE DYAD IN THE DEDUCTIONS OF THE PARMENIDES

Argument 1: The (Great) One which is...
Deduction 1
a) One in relation to itself: Does not exist, i.e. not-One.
Deduction 2
b) One in relation to its others: The indefinite not-One (the Dyad) as principle or cause of a
definite dyad, i.e. Being and Becoming (which is also Not-One)
Deduction 3
c) The others in relation to themselves: The necessity of participation/relation between Being
and Becoming.
Deduction 4
d) The others in relation to the One: The necessity of separation and the uniqueness of all
existents.

Argument 2: The (Small) One which is not...
Deduction 5
a) One in relation to others: The inexistent One known to exist as relative to D1 (which also
doesn’t exist).

Deduction 6
b) One in relation to itself: The inexistent not-One/Dyad as the dynamic space for Being and

Becoming which is neither Being nor Becoming (Intelligible Matter/Receptacle).
Deduction 7
c) Others in relation to themselves: Becoming qua likeness to the Dyad is relative Being (not-
Being) or participatory Being and so is appearing or phenomenal Being.
Deduction 8
d) Others in relation to the One: The inexistent not-One/Dyad as cause of the world of

appearances separate or other to Being and appearances, as such, are absolutely not-Being
(relative to D2) and thus like D1, absolute, each appearing is a unique kind that is and is
not.





