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PREFACE

The great problem of modern philosophy, that which indeed
constitutes its unique and all-pervading form, is how mind relates
to nature. It arises through Descartes’ “discovery” that mind and
the complex of natural fact require different descriptions or, more
technically, different predicates,! such that what is characteristic
of the one is not characteristic of the other; and so they appear
to be ontologically distinct. The unity of lived experience dis-
closes the real togetherness of mind and its primary fact, the
human body; but the how of this connection has been the subject
of seemingly endless controversy. The secondary consequence of
this bilurcation has been epistemological, for the disjunction of
mind and nature raises the problem as to how thought can be
about the world.2

Put so broadly, the issue is oversimplified and rendered almost
trivial; but it does disclose that almost unavoidable chasm which
separates mind—the instrument of feeling, valuation, and knowl-
edge—from the dynamics of extensive natural process to which
that mind is supposed to respond, which it is to order, and which |

IH".P Fred Sommers, “Predicability,” in Max Black (ed.), Philosophy in
".1’”""*6'” (Ithaca, 1965), 262-81. Sommers offers a most interesting set of in-
:Il”””m.m for detecting both nonunivocal predication and dualism within

'ff‘!.”f{“'”l subject. T have availed myself of many of his insights in this study.
r_“_ T'hus there would be two natures, one the conjecture and the other the
.ll.fi[_‘mr. '.-\, N. Whitehead, Concept of Nature (Cambridge, England, 1920), 30.
dn“' point of Whitehead’s remark has its analogue in Plato’s separationist

YCtiine of form, eriticized in Parmenides (especially, 132B-C, 133A-134E).
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vi Preface

it is to move to higher levels of ideal achievement. How can this
purely private world relate to common, public fact? How we
shape nature in the large, as in technology, and in ourselves, as
in ethical decision, remains a mystery.

Sometimes we understand ourselves best when in self-
forgetfulness we respond to the lure of strange and foreign
things; and in the odd distortions of our common view these
novel concerns provide, we truly grasp ourselves and first dis-
cover what we are. The Greeks have been just such a magic mirror
for the civilization of the West, giving us back ourselves whole and
somehow free to grasp larger and more important things. Gan we
hope here, too, to find in Greek philosophy a way out of the
dreary dualistic ritual, with its fetishes of physical, phenomenal,
and ordinary languages, its “magic” substances? Perhaps the real
answer to ontological and epistemological dualism may be found
in the pursuit of an analogous problem raised in classical philos-
ophy by Plato, that of participation. But we shall hear that he did
not solve it either, that in fact he is responsible for all the pseudo-
philosophy that an analytic and scientific age is just learning to
cast aside. And in the springtime of cartesianism others went to
Plato for counsel and advice; no one is apt to see in their theories
the happy issue of our perplexity. Can we do better? Can we in-
deed talk sense?

This study is another attempt to realize such a hope. It is
animated by the belief that a way of coherently thinking about
diverse ontological constituents can be found within the con-
text of the hoary problem of participation. Perhaps no prob-
lem in all of philosophy has received the closer attention of
abler minds, nor does any seem more remote from “solution.” The
effort to come to grips with it precipitated Aristotle, just as its
analogues, nature and grace, precipitated scholasticism, and dual-
ism, post-cartesian philosophy. The scope that Plato’s explicit
problem has received in the recent journals is rather overwhelm-
ing. And so if we go back from our world to that of Plato, are we
not substituting one perplexity for another? What gain does this
transformation promise? I believe that I can bring Plato’s prob-

preface AL
Jem to 2 partial solution which will hz.wc‘e contemporary 1‘e_levalllcc.

plato was by temperament, by training, by historic situation,
and by nhative genius most lavishly endowed to do philosophy. He
: .thlessly honest, both with himself and his readers. Inspired
by the heroic and martyn?d Socrates, he unflerll;m.)k to construct
ir; theory a COSINOS, & polis, and a type of individual character
which he understood to image his magnificent master. All of us
know the story of how this involved the postulation of a realm of
ideas to which the things of this world stood as mere shadowy
images and that in this realm, that of the “really real,” what Soc-
rates was and meant would receive eternal embodiment. But
somewhere in the middle of this journey the aging Plato awoke
as in a dark wood, having lost the way; for all metaphor aside, the
manner in which form relates to nature had become obscure. The
easy 5ImpiiciLies of the idea realm became irrelevant to the com-
prehension of fact (Parmenides, 133B~135A), and one had to begin
again. Participation, which related the two realms, had become a

was rut

problem.

This new beginning, which marks the so-called later phase of
Plato’s thought, is the immediate subject of this study. We hope
to show what is not always granted, that in Parmenides Plato
faced that disruption of unity which is ontological bifurcation
and pointed to a solution which is implicit in the remaining
dialogues. These dialogues contain suggestions for a new doctrine
of nature, man, and the cognitive and valuational structure of
the cosmos and provide us with a more adequate and applicable
model than those theories which have dominated our philosophy
since Descartes, Thus we believe Plato a speculative philosopher
of important contemporary consequences:? that is to say, we shall
tr_y to do him on the American, rather than the English, model.
F”lfs means that our concern for language and philology will
be impoverished and that there will be more than a comfortable
amount of metaphysics and speculative cosmology. Our masters
“"1_”'!"@ Aristotle, Augustine, Aquinas, Leibniz, Kélnt, Hume, and
"\'hil(’.‘ll('i!d and not Russell, Moore, Wittgenstein, Austin, and

* Robert s, Brumbaugh, Plato on the One (New Haven, 1961), 12.
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Ryle.* Insofar as our concern will be with a given text, we would
like to think that we have learned more from Strauss, Klein, and
Rosen than from Owen or Vlastos; though except for an analysis
of the first half of Meno, our theme has led us away from a con-
cern with the dramatic form of the dialogues into speculative
philosophy and no doubt to a trivialization of Plato’s real in-
sights. This, then, is a platonic study, not a study in Plato. So
much by way of promise. The road to realization is long and hard,
and we shall no doubt end up among those who really lost the
way. But that is a happy and spirited company, and to join with
them is enough for any man.

Participation concerns the fit of the forms to the world; but
since what the forms are and how we are to take the world are
issues upon which students of Plato strongly disagree, we must get
clear about the nature of these relata before we can consider the
structure of participation which is supposed to join them. We
shall give in the first chapter an analysis of relevant sections of
Meno and, using certain logico-mathematical methods as diag-
nostic, show that the initial version of the idea theory requires
that we treat ideas as both thing-like constituents of fact and
norms or measures. The second chapter will be concerned with the
several tendencies, personal and philosophical, in the middle dia-
logues which led Plato to a separationist ontology, one wherein
ideas were sublimed and the world Heracliteanized, a complex
of fleeting images. The following chapter presents an extended
analysis of the several arguments concerning participation in the
first part of Parmenides. If our previous discussion and character-
ization of the developing idea theory is correct, then the critical
attention which these arguments in Parmenides has received in
recent decades is largely misinformed. Plato’s concern was rather
different from what it has been taken to be; and thus contempo-
rary scholarship has without exception failed to see the point of

4 This is not meant to disparage the work of these excellent men, many of
whom made noteworthy contributions to the study of Plato and one of whom,
Ludwig Wittgenstein, may well be closer to Socrates than any other; but

rather this is to suggest another and equally living tradition from which this
inquiry takes its departure.

preface

Areuments concerning participation and has neglected as a
- the positive grounds for a solution to the problem

- h is jmpli(:it therein. The purposes of these first three chap-
WIm-. to arrive at what Plato said and meant; but the final two
- 5peculal.ive in spirit, offer a solution to this Platonic
the themes for which are freely drawn from Theaetetus,
Sophist, and Timaeus. As Professor Stanley Rosen SEIYS,.PIRLO
himself tells us that no one can know the authentic teaching of
plato.® A genuinely Platonic problem is not to be solved by
scholarship, however helpful that may be, but by doing philosophy
£, In its primary signification, “participation” refers to the

his
consequence
ter
chapters,
problem,

itsel

way in which an instance of Becoming, which we shall call an
<

“image,” is groumicd in entities of various ontological types.

Usually onc thinks of this ground as lying in the eternal ideas.
One assumes that the image itself is a mere reflection of an idea
and, as such, has no being for itself, no integral act. But the ideas
are likely to seem equally unsubstantial; for if we seriously re-
flect upon them, ideas appear to be little more than sublimed
versions of images, rescued by virtue of their presumed eternity
from the ravages of time and incompleteness, the fate of the
world of images which Becomes and never wholly is. One then
can conjoin to this dreamworld of ideas and images the prepos-
terous [able of recollection whereby, to twist the figure of the
aviary (T heaetetus, 198D fF), nous becomes a sort of etherialized
Noah’s ark possessing the exemplary form of every natural type
and kind. That something like this should prevail as “Plato’s
philosophy” is difficult to comprehend in view of his mighty el-
forts to disabuse us. Parmenides demonstrates the absurdity in
treating ideas as isolated, thing-like entities, while Sophist at-

5.‘3,!:(.1' _lhv\' reflect the spirit of this inquiry, Dr. Rosen’s remarks are worth
glil;!(::g[“'.fll] l":lrthl.u'r (!Clail:l “. .. T am not engaged in an inlt‘rprc[a%iotl of
Sia T.hlul li; .“h[]-!.[; ':.1L least in the ‘nrsl'm:il. scholarly sense. It seems obvious to
selves o .‘:] € l:-l:glwi are lmprss!hl'c to undt:l‘.‘slémfl if we !:!‘kc them by !Il{..‘ll:l-
fund:lir{[-;{[-l; ‘:IJJTLE Il'u.r anﬂl)'sls,'wlllhour {{I.i("l]'lp!.lllf_‘;.l(} thl"n‘k'llirm!gh their
direction, [-mr l.(ln.u-slnln. the h{isl.‘i of our |¢.:|:|[ experience, Iilns.:s .~sur{..~iy' the
Rosen “I(](‘-“I‘I.[[.:_ llx!m'h the (1t(ll(?gllcs .[IIL‘IT]SL'I\'P.S are pointing.” Stanley

; a5 Heview of Metaphysies, XVI (1963), 408.
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tempts to show us that images and ideas are modes of power,
acting and being acted upon. Using the account of perception in
Theaetetus as our model, we shall try to show that the ideas are
the intelligible forms or structures of Becoming, the formal speci-
fications of the way things actively relate to one another. Since
Becoming is an interactive community of real existences, an
image has its ground, or participates, in other images in its ex-
tensive environment; and an idea as such is the form of this inter-
action. The “subject” image participates in the “object” image
in a formally determinate manner. Ideas are the potentials for
facts of relatedness within Becoming itself. As constituting the
form of a given real relation, an idea is immanent; as a possible
for reenactment it transcends nature. The fundamental real re-
lation in Becoming is that whereby a given image participates
in its own past and thus achieves in the atomic other and other
of time continuity and self-identity. The receptacle is the condi-
tion defining the possibility of such temporal, as well as spatial,
facts of connectedness. God is the locus of ideal values expressive
of the way an image should constitute its route in space and time,
the lure to the realization of maximal value. If the idea is the
what of the mutual participation of images, the how belongs to
psyche. Soul is the discriminatory and selective agency in each
image through which that image erotically shapes its historic
route. The way an image Becomes is through the response of
psyche to the necessities of the receptacle, the pure possibilities
(ideas) not implicated in its physical environment, and the suasive
agency of the ideal grounded in God. The full account of par-
ticipation must therefore express the mutual relevance of God,
psyche, ideas, and receptacle. These are the grand themes of
Timaeus.

Except where otherwise noted, the quotations from Plato in the
text are from Jowett’s translation of the Dialogues of Plato (4th
ed., Rev.; Oxford, 1953), and are used with the kind permission
of the Clarendon Press. There are many excellent translations
of individual dialogues, and most have been consulted; but Jowett
offers the English reader the advantages of a uniform style and

preface xi
of technical terms, and the present revision by D. J.
Allen and H. E. Dale brings it up to the level of recent scholarship.

portions of Appendix A appeared in my article, “Speculative
Dcm(mHi.I‘ilLiO“J” Journal of Philosophy, LVIII (1961); while
several pamgrapbs in the final chapter are taken from “The
World Soul in Plato’s Timaeus,” in Southern Journal of Philos-

rendering
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| THE EARLY THEORY OF IDEAS

F Western philosophy did not derive from Plato in quite the

way Whitehead maintained, nevertheless it is apparent that
GVCI‘\_'rﬁ{'ilf}tJ[ (and virtually every individual thinker), has “ra-
tionalized” its beliefs and doctrines through the discovery of
some presumed ground in the dialogues of Plato. Since philosophy
everywhere disagrees with itself, one might imagine that some
sort of order and agreement could be found for philosophy in
Plato himself; and thus we might suppose a great task set for
sheer scholarship, that of hermeneutics, that of communicating to
philosophy the truth about its own ground. Surely this would be
welcome, for everyone knows the situation to be a positive scan-
dal. Philosophers seem to agree on nothing, not even on what
philosophy is; and yet they insist on teaching it and inform entire
curricula, perhaps even historic epochs, with their confusion.
They prate of unity and order and everywhere produce chaos.
Perhaps Socrates’ fate was ironically a measure of the integrity of
the Athenean polis, and the prevalence of philosophers today a
condemnation of our own.

We turn to scholarship in the hope that it will uncover the

truth and rescue us from ourselves.! Modern st.'holarship was a

LIn his indispensable bibliography, Plato (1950-57), Havold Cherniss lists
2;‘11‘“:‘\r:I‘:I:|rh:u's\;1.11.lI.il\::unls !'n}‘ the brir::i' pcr‘iod in question. A recent bibliography
itc|n.,--.1a-].”=r‘,[-m_ of fruit ﬂ_lus covering six years records over three thousand

e £ 15 at ll‘-'i.‘\'[ a5 lllll_']'l‘Slli]g.



4 Participation: A Platonic Inquiry

discovery of nineteenth century German culture which sought to
do for ancient texts and humanistic learning what science did
for nature; and Plato, who figured so strongly in the romantic
culture of that era, was given almost as much attention as that
other great shibboleth of truth, the Bible. To the scholar, every
document became a vast fund of diverse sources, the unknown
(generally) but conveniently postulated atoms of scholarship; and
to understand the text was to understand how the sources were
put together. For example, Genesis became an unwieldy mixture
of J, L, and Y sources, while poor Homer emerged as an entire
folk. Plato fared no better, but with him the problem was
especially acute. Not only did he seem to echo every known frag-
ment from Aeschylus to Zeno, but there was also the rather em-
barrassing fact that the discoverer of logical argumentation (or was
that Parmenides?) seemed everywhere to contradict himself. Nor
did he seem to say what his greatest student and contemporary,
Aristotle, reported him to have said.* What a delight he pro-
vided scholars!

The first thing the scholar does when he encounters textual
discrepancy is to order the text. Things which do not fit in, on
such grounds as style, doctrine, or ancient authority, are cast
aside as spurious. Indeed Plato himsell secems to have invented this
method in his etymological investigations in Cralylus: words
which did not fit into some preassigned schema were said to be of
foreign, rather than Greek, origin. This is a very useful tool for
the scholar, for it will enable him to preserve his most cherished
Ulliﬂi()ﬂ.‘i in the face of the most stubborn facts. Plato, who gave
us this admittedly useful tool, invoked it in the spirit of comedy,
something which we in the high seriousness of philodoxia are un-
able to appreciate. And so vast segments of the canon received
from antiquity (which, by the way, could not agree on what Plato
wrote either) were cast aside. But what to preserve? Fortunately

2 One of the more distressing features of scholarship is to ignore the text
and consult the authorities. In Plato's case this involved consulting the
Alexandrians, who had the mentality of True Confession addicts and who were
mostly under degenerate cynie, stoic, epicurean, or neo-platonic influences.
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was SOME ComIon core remaining, but even here there was

e variety of style and doctrine. Given this confusion, scholar-
- okes its second tool, the genetic arrangement of material.
By \iI:‘L-Illl;;:x';1] order in compdsition is assumed, and changes
S::lz ed through psychological, economic, historic, socio-
zllogic_:nl and every known variety of analysis. Out of this come
"pLeriOd-‘i.-” in Plato’s case three, largely supported through ques-
tionable sources, in this case the Seventh Epistle. An examination
of the work of those who have ordered Plato, such as Arnim,
Lutoshawski, Raeder, Wilamowitz—Mollendorff, Ross, Cherniss,
Owen, Ryle, and the present author, will disclose that no one
agrecs with anyone else as to which dialogues are to go where or
with their arrangement within a given period. Perhaps one can

therc

x])]:iin

order the dialogues in such a manner as to support virtually any

doctrine.

If the task the whole presents is too great, perhaps we might
center on a minute segment and come to the truth about that. It
is not without malice that T would direct attention to Parmenides
182A-B which occupies some dozen lines of text. Since the argu-
ment is “logical,” the machinery of modern logic can be linked
up with the techniques of philology, and the truth will show. But
it has not come out that way. No single text has produced a wider
and more extended range of dispute. The ancients discussed it
extensively, and no issue in modern philosophy has provoked
greater interest. The bibliography is as the stars, and this study
will itself join the lesser luminaries. It proposes yet another so-
lution.

Had we taken our Plato seriously, he could have helped us
avoid so much futile, wasted effort. After all, was not he in Jon
EXtremely contemptuous of those who would justify their state-
mt'.'.m.\' upon the inspired authority of another? He who had dis-
dain for every tradition as a tradition, as unthinking routine,
Would have found it absurd that others should ground themselves
on.him and that his philosophy, as philodoxia, should be the
Main source of the Western idiom of thought. And to those who
Would interpret the real meaning of what he said, he offers the
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interlude on poetic interpretation, which has become the form
of humanistic learning, in Protagoras (342B-347B) and concludes,
after a prodigious display of “critical” acumen, with the following:

The talk about the poets seems to me like a commonplace entertainment
to which a vulgar company have recourse; who by reason of their stu-
pidity are not able to converse or amuse one another, while they are
drinking, with the sound of their own voices and conversation . . . hiring
for a great sum the voice of a flute instead of their own breath, to be the
medium of intercourse among them; but where the company are real gen-
tlemen and men of education, you will see no flute girls, nor dancing girls,
nor harp girls; and they have no nonsense or silly games, but are con-
tented with one another's conversation. . . . And a company like this of
ours, and men such as we profess to be, do not require the help of an-
other’s voice, or that of the poets whom you cannot interrogate about the
meaning of what they are saying; people who cite them declaring, some
that the poet has one meaning, and others that he has another, and the
point which is in dispute can never be decided. This sort of entertain-
ment they decline, and in social intercourse prefer to rely on their own
resources, and to put one another to the proof in conversation. . . . Leav-
ing the poets, let us discourse with one another from our own resources,
and make proof of the truth and of ourselves in conversation. (347C-

348A.)

He knew the nature of “scholarship” even before it existed and
passed what must be a kind of final judgment upon it.

But Plato’s most serious judgment is passed on scholar, teacher,
and philosopher alike. In spite of the fact that he could rise to a
height of style beyond that reached by any writer, transforming
doctrine into myth and a kind of poetry, he maintained that his
philosophy had never been written (Seventh Epistle, 844C) and
that writing was a poor substitute for the logos which can dwell
only in the living soul, in those engaged in the act of discourse
and dialectic (Phaedrus, 277D-278B). Though a poet and the
source of one of the great thematic currents of Western poetry,
he thought of it as degenerate and unworthy of the concern of
men who are lovers of truth and beauty. Though the founder of
the first university and one of the greatest of teachers, he taught

The Early Theory of Ideas ;

nothing and believed, except in mathematics and the arts, teaching
e impossil)lc.

How then does one deal with such a man? He who would
have no followers except in the pursuit of truth has for centuries
charmed, like a pied piper, virtually the entire tribe of philoso-

hers into following him, Emerson said: “Philosophy is Plato,
and Plato philosophy.” Surely that would have revolted him. Yet
in spite of his efforts to turn us aside, and in spite of the different
situation and genius of each of us, we continue to write about him,
to seek Lo ground ourselves in his remarkable vision, and to teach
others to do likewise. We cannot ignore him. Any man who can
inspire the piety of an Augustine, the mathematics of a Leibniz,
the poetry of a Dante, or the science of a Heisenberg is a man
to be taken seriously. Taking him seriously is, oddly enough, to
do all the things he protested against—scholarship, teaching, poet-
ry, philosophy—but to do them with something of his sense of
irony, a recognition of the essentially comic character of the
highest and noblest callings and of man’s final and inescapable

tob

ignorance.

Our task is to take up again the problem of “participation.”
This is perhaps the greatest problem in Plato. As José Benardete
reminds us, Plato was the only philosopher who raised problems
as such; and though the rest of us like to think of ourselves as
opening up issues, the problems we really raise lie in the generally
unacceptable character of our conclusions.? The best we can hope
is that what we considered final and settled may be of interest to
others.

“Participation” is the name of the “relation” which accounts
for the togetherness of elements of diverse ontological type in the
ess'i.-‘lll.ill[ unity of a single instance. In this sense, it is a real re-
%21H'fm, one constitutive of the nexus qua nexus which arises from
it. That we are everywhere confronted by instances of analogous
umn.vs is evident, e.g. in biology, where “life” is present in
Physical-chemical systems, or in psychology, wherein conscious-

“Jos¢ A, Benardete, Infinity: An Essay in Metaphysics (Oxford, 1964), vii.
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ness seems to inform the behavior of an organism.* Now the evi-
dent may be only apparent, for it is frequently the case that we
can successfully resort to reductionism, defining the higher ele-
ments in terms of the lower, of which they may be considered
specializations. Materialism is an example of this tendency. Some-
times it may be possible to define the lower functions in terms
of those of some higher order, a tendency evidenced in idealism,
Platonism itself faced similar reductionistic claims, neo-Platonism
assimilating the things of the world to the ideas and Aristotle and
the later nominalists illustrating stages in the opposite direction.
But at times it seems that both ontological orders can make ex-
ceedingly strong claims to their necessary inclusion in the analysis
of the presumed whole. How they are together as a single unity
then becomes a problem.

Plato confronted this problem in a radical way. It is customary
to conceive of his philosophy as emerging from Parmenideanism
on the one hand and from Heracliteanism on the other. The flux
of Heraclitus was by him transformed into Becoming, and the
timeless One of Parmenides became the unitary ideas, the realm of
Being. In the early fourth century, however, both of these tra-
ditions had degenerated into Sophistry. Protagoras had informed
his relativism with Heraclitus, and Parmenides had become the
basis for the eristic and paradoxical logic of Antisthenes and the
Megaric school. It was above all a concern for Sophistic that con-
stituted the real unity of Plato’s thought, and this was of course
the model Socrates himself had given him. This indeed accounts
for the Pythagorean or mathematical strand in his philosophy:
it was Socrates’ search for the measure (Protagoras, 357B; Euthy-
phro, 6E; Politicus, 883C-387A; Republic, 472C-73B) which led
Plato to Pythagoreanism; for in Plato’s view mathematics mea-
sures us and not we it. Mathematics is a timeless truth which lies

4 If we choose to call Plato’s problem a “type” difference, then it is of a
different order from those given in the examples. Thus, consciousness shares
some predicates with the body, for example “temporal,” but an idea does not
share character with its instance: it is these characteristics but is neither
spatial, temporal, etc.

Early Theory of Ideas 9

The
peyond the apparent look of things and is a critic of our fleeting
p}ilft’l“-:' These are the “atoms” with which scholarship must
o
wol‘k.

In the next section we will see that the initial synthesis Plato
effected yields an ontological bifurcation between Being and
Becoming: but it now behooves us to state certain assumptions
which will guide our inquiry. Perhaps these in some measure
distort plato’s intentions, and we should honor these before we
inflict our own bias.

It was ];1-(:]1;11)]}' Plato’s primary aim to track down the Sopllist
and, once having caught and overthrown him, establish philoso-
phy. His interest in Parmenides and Heraclitus was to deny to
those who would seek cover in their doctrines the defense these
might offer. In so doing, he effected a purgation of these philoso-
phies, making them available to his own metaphysics. In purging
Heracliteanism of Protagorean motifs, he arrived at Becoming;
and having rid Parmenideanism of Megaric corruption, he was
free 1o use it as a guide to an adequate account of Being. Even
here we encounter an ambiguity. Plato, with almost incredible in-
tegrity, always gave his intended victim a day in court; and so
what sometimes appears to be a purely Platonic doctrine or dia-
lectical exercise may well be his effort to give adequate expression
to a rival position.® Thus what is first seen as a Platonic position
may be part of his concern to be a philosopher, one who loves
truth more than his own opinions, Sophistry is the real enemy;
yet philosophy bids us stop and ponder the possible truth of those
Who would deny its possibility. That may be the greatest charm
of philosophy; for it is perhaps the only serious undertaking of

5 The ) : i .
5 iu_ most moving statement of this side of Platonism mav be found in St.
i e : 2 5 . F :
GFTU‘l‘“‘_H 5 De Musica and Freedom of the Will, especially Book 1.

WIoUs instances are the defense of Prot: e i Thoe .
Vision of o Tkt ses are the defense (.)E Protagoras in Theatetus and the pro-
% |r tedontsm commensurate with Protagoras' relativism in Protagoras,

T L H i . T ¥ . . . & :
(1962 ]_(I'lif in “Plato versus Parmenides,” Philosophical Review, LXXI
I‘Iavr-:!-l at jrH and A. E. Taylor in The Parmenides of Plato (Oxford, 1934), 9

Seen Parmenides in a cimilar 13 H : g

l"-””f nides in a similar light. A position we intend to attribute to
'_ 1cory of perception in Theaetetus, may be an effort to do justice
dgoras and Heraclitus.

pi2"“- the
to I’qu
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man which includes, indeed honors, those who deny its relevance
and possibility. It is this bias against Sophistry which colors all of
Plato’s interests: is he concerned with politics, or is it with fer-
reting out Thrasymachus, Callicles, and Gorgias; with poetry,
or with Ion; with rhetoric, or with Isocrates and Lysias; with
language, or with Prodicus and Cratylus? Plato’s approach is not
Aristotle’s, not wonder and speculative detachment, the pursuit b
of the problem for its own sake. It is a moral, even a religious, ::.
concern to free men from Sophistry—whcrein private opinion {
founded on the immediately sensed is the measure and the rule
of truth—for philosophy, the art of ignorance and the rule of him
who alone is truly wise, God. Thus we run a risk when we develop
a doctrine out of our own metaphysical or cosmological interests &
in the belief that it is Plato’s own, when for him these concerns !
were hardly primary.”

I am prepared to assume that Plato was, in his later phase, a |
philosopher of process and that Whitehead was fully justified in |
attributing many of his own insights to Plato. This is surely de- 1
batable.® It is reasonable to associate this interest in Plato with &
his teacher Cratylus; though here it must be admitted that Aris-
totle, our source for this information, never really came to recog-
nize the centrality of a flux doctrine in his own teacher.? His ¥
criticism of Plato is that of a philosopher of substance, not of b
process, who did not quite succeed in bringing it off. But Aristotle 2
is notorious for reading the history of philosophy as if each of his

7]. S. Mill's belief that his utilitarianism had its origins in Plato should
serve as a humorous warning to all of us.

8 The most sustained protest against reading Plato as a proto-Whiteheadean
has been made by F. M. Cornford in Plato’s Theory of Knowledge (London,
1946), VII-IX, and Plaio’s Cosmology (London, 1956), XI-XII. A. E. Taylor,
a better philosopher though a poorer classicist, has found a closer agreement; -
and his occasional remarks on Whitehead's relation to Plato in 4 Commentary
on Plato’s Timaeus (Oxford, 1928) are important. Like Taylor, R. G. Colling- '
wood sees considerable compatibility between Plato and Whitehead in The =
Idea of Nature (Oxford, 1945), passim.

9 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 987a 32-bl. The most useful remarks on Plato's |
relation to Cratylus are found in Collingwood, I'dea of Nature, 65-68. For the
influence of Parmenides, see also 63-70.
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predecessors were seeking for what he himself found. We
;im to be frequently inaccurate, never more so than when
he is dealing with Plato.'® But if we do assume that Plato had an
anterest in giving an ZI‘CCOUHYL of nature which was in part a re-
formulation of Hera:cllteanism, this entails a certain reading of
the text and an ordering of Plato’s methods and insights. The only
final jn-.;[i{":(:mion would be that of Aristotle for his analogous
treatment of other philosophers: his way of reading them was
such as to Jcad more closely to what he thought was the truth.
This is fiybris but it is the only way to do philosophy. This process
1all inform my approach to Plato, and I believe it to be

eat
kn{n\' 1

thesis sl
mostly true.

1f we do make this stipulation, it entails that participation be
understood, not as the relation between particulars and forms or
universals, but between events and their determinate structures.
We shall see that this approach is radically different from that
found in previous treatments of the problem.

In our first characterization of participation!* we held that it

10 All concerned to understand the relations between Plato and Aristotle
owe an immeasurable debt to Harold Cherniss, The Riddle of the Early
Academy (Berkeley, 1045), and Avristotle’s Criticism of Plato and the Academy
(Baltimore, 1944), The most amusing account of this relation, and indeed of
Platonic chronology and biography as a whole, is to be found in Gilbert
Ryle's brilliant tour de force, Plato’s Progress (Cambridge, England, 1966).
Parodying “meta-physicians” who seek for explanation for the given fact in
the occult and unknown, rather than in “the at hand” of common language
and experience, Ryle postulates a mythical history of Plato and his school and
then cxplains away the evident on its basis. For instance, rather than looking
for a philosophical or internal reason for the virtual disappearance of Socrates
f}'om_:hv later dialogucs, he assumes that Plato used to take the “Socrates”
Tole in i“_‘i“.: out the dialogues but that a speech impairment ¢.357 B.c. pre-
::{‘lfl':.|rIT|[1(=“!l|r1rII'|I-nl;mTL"nntim.ling this |J;1rt':md changed his relations to 5:11(15’1115
- h\-fnk;:::'-. X cvlflrcncc [m: this long and elaborate nr;r.,'.nmum is a
. lm-}\m l.tld. Iw}m. .11\.-‘:([ SC\:’f‘!;l] hunf{renl years IEII:JI‘. [}1:11 Plato sulftrru.:i
Of literals : ]‘.\ H 1!!:;_:.-5.‘. after his scc.ond ]ourm".y to Sicily. Thus, .(}Il tl?c hasis
Never hae ”ll?‘ f\[lfll_'l‘](.(’, Ryle CDITCIlldL‘S that this led [0‘ a specch impairment,
€Xpense of .p‘nl:J.\{?}.Tll)-' of m'timur); ];11}gu-.1gc had quite s0 muc:h fun at the
the I”'f'-Sm-r-Hi]-t-. l.lxldltional mﬁodes .ol pln!osophy. As to Aristotle’s rcin_tmn to

atics, see Harold Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism of the Pre-Socratic

Phy
1’! Sophers (Baltimore, 1935).
1Sitpra, 7, '

O56)
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. . :
was confronted by Plato as involving a radical type distinction, §

Just how radical this was should now be apparent. If Being and
Becoming are the elements involved in a synthesis,’ a synthesis II
which issues in a concrete unity, then they are of the greatest
possible type diversity. How Being can be incarnate in Becoming’ .
and Becoming be an epiphany of Being are said by Christians to
be mysteries of the faith. Mysteries are said to defy finite under=

standing. In this case the theologians may be partially mistaken, |

We hope to show that a generalization of incarnation or, its con-

verse, epiphany, presents no special mystery, that the two realms
can be together in the unity of one whole, preserving indeed an '
analogue to the Christological theory in the creed of St. Athanasius

which can be formulated within the limits of “natural” reason.!

This brings us to our second assumption, that in his later dia- '

logues Plato had an overriding concern for unity.

The third assumption is that there is an order in the de-#

velopment of Plato’s doctrines which is reflected in the order in
which the dialogues were written. The obvious danger in this
assumption is that one’s evaluation of the relative importance of |
the various phases of a doctrine will determine how chronology:
is to be assigned. In this study we shall attack the doctrine of
transcendent or separated form which is advanced in the middle

dialogues, the acknowledged representatives of which are Phaedo, |

Symposium, and most of Republic. It is generally agreed that this |
period is brought to a close with Parmenides and with what ap-
pears to be a refutation of the “transcendency” thesis. What hap-
pens thereafter to the form theory is an open question. Thei
minority view, first advanced by the neo-Kantians and Jowett
and recently revived by Xenakis and G. E. L. Owen," is that hence-

12 This statement is not accurate, since it is not Becoming itsell which is the

element, but rather the receptacle (Timaeus, 48A f); but it has a heuristic |

value which would be lacking in a more precise statement at this stage of
the argument.

13 G. E. L. Owen, “The Place of the Timaeus in Plato’s Dialogues,” in R. E
Allen (ed.), Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics (London, 1965) 313-38; and Jason
Xenakis, “Plato on Statement and Truth-Value,” Mind, LXVI (new Sci‘ic.‘i,_
1957), 165-72.
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form or idea theory disappears from Plato. The majority
that Plato continued to hold to his theory, but there
; seneral agreement as to the status he assigned to form. Most
e 2 seem ‘m hold that form remains transcendent, either
SChU]‘,I:; I]I‘H: arguments in Parmenides are invalid, are not intended
::cl-z:\lmi;nium, or because Plato was unwilling or unable to offer
an alternative to his earlier views. On the other hand, some hold
that form becomes wholly immanent, or (as in the case of this
study) at least p:n‘tiy so.'* Each of the above versions will suggest
a different chronology. If one takes the position of this present
then one will want to put every suggestion ol immanence

forth the
opinion 13

enquiry, : ; )
quite at the end of Plato’s productive period; but then Meno
would come very late indeed. This is plainly silly. One of the few
anmistakable internal references in the dialogues refers us back
from Phaedo (T2E-74A) to the incident of the slave boy in Meno
(81B-85C). We want, with Whitehead, to say that Plato found
form in the facts, and that the period of extreme transcendency
ras an unfortunate digression.'® But if Plato’s concern is to put a
net around Sophistry, then the clearly separated form as the real
measure of human opinion must remain his most powerful weap-
on, and any effort towards immanentization must be taken as a
digression.

I have tried to state the case against our general thesis that
Plato made ideas ingredient in nature. I believe that it reflects
Plato’s intention and that it can be justified from the text; but
the final justification is the adequacy of the resulting doctrine and
not skill with the text (which can result only in philodoxia, not
philosophy). So we assume a certain order and a certain theme;
but since the statement and the defense of the theme will occupy

4 The position on Plato which most closely resembles that found herein

18 that of Call; . B : T
1,11"" of Collingwood, Idea of Nalure, 55-79. His remark that imitation im-
PHes transcendence and participation immanence is especially important (see

?g“ 61). as is his contention that immanence and transcendence mutually

tnll"_“l one another, .
5 A T Lo ; o = 4

Ros .\;r J\ Whitchead, Process and Reality (New York, 1949), 30. Sir David
S o L o8 ] . .

dial.. Hato's Theory of Ideas (Oxford, 1951), 18-21, holds that in the earlier
2 L .

ic Pl: P : . . .

. € Plato assigns an “immanent status to ideas and that it is only with

L d S s o B - . . % T
dnd, perhaps, Symprosium that they come to transcend their instances.
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the remainder of this essay, a few remarks on the order we gWe y
to the dialogues will be appropriate.
There is rather substantial agreement concerning the produc_ i
tions of Plato’s last phase. Except for Phaedrus, Timacus, Cmty..-
lus, and Theaetetus, there is virtually no disagreement as to which'
dialogues should follow Parmmzdes The Parmenides obvmus]y-
cclcbrdlcs a crisis in the idea theory, real or apparent, and the
task thereafter is one of taking account of the import of thig
critique. Those who argue that Plato thereafter abandoned the
idea theory, or at least considerably weakened his stand with§
respect to it, must somehow make Timaeus (and its apparent |
successor, Critias) belong to the middle period; it seems to pick-'
up the conversation of the Republic. If this can be accomplished, S
then one can include in this same group Cratylus and Pka&r
drus, since stylistically they are closer to the Socratic dialogues
or the Republic than to Philebus and Sophist, admittedly latess
One has then only to assume that the Seventh Epistle is spur-:.
ious, and one is free to assume that Plato thereafter became a
logical analyst, an ordinary language philosopher, or a positivist.§
But H. F. Cherniss, in a brilliant reply to Owen’s effort to place
the Timaeus in the middle period, has shown beyond reasonable®
doubt that the tradition which since Plutarch has placed Timaeus "
towards the end of Plato’s life is correct.!® Since Phaedrus offers’
a rationale for and expresses a concern with the methods of col-%
lection and division, the subject of much discussion in Politicus
and Sophist, we will, following Stenzel, place it in the final pe-3
riod."” Stenzel also presents good reasons for placing the Cratylus
among these later dialogues. Its special concern for Heraclitus §
links it with Theaetetus: and, as we shall later seek to show, its |
view of form has very strong affinities with Timaeus. That leaves'
us with Theaetetus, which appears, at least in part, to be Plato’s

16 Owen, “The Place of the Timaeus,” and Harvold Cherniss, “The Relation |
of the Timaeus to Plato’s Later Dialogues,” in Allen, Studies in Plato’s Meta-
physics, 350-78.

17 Appropriate references to the complex problem of dating the dialogues I.I
may be found in Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas, 1-10. |

(=14
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ort to go as far as one can in epistemology without recourse to
he form theory. If we can assume that Parmenides was a well-
: !Ll'lilUIl(,(]_ effort by Plato to show that his previous view of
1{2]”, was inadequate, then Theaetetus may be assumed to follow
in logic if not in fact, that critique. Plato may have been aware
of the problems he raised in Parmenides before he wrote it, and
0 1[1[_ actual order of composition may be quite irrelevant. That
the idea theory continues to show itself in Theaetetus (172B,
184 l> _186D) has been argued by Ballard and Cornford, and that
it is necessitated by the perpetual model (158D-157C) will be
argued later. 18 We shall therefore conclude that the following
dialogues make up the final set: Parmenides, Theaetetus, Sophist,
Politicus, Cratylus, Phaedrus, Timaeus, Critias, Epinomis, Sev-
enth Epistle, Philebus, Laws. This arrangement is based on what
I take to be the logic of the developing dialectic and is not in-
tended to be strictly chronological. Certainly no conclusions
should be drawn from it per se.

eflc

Tur EArLY IDEA THEORY

It is generally agreed that by the end of the period marked by
the “middle” dialogues, Plato encountered a major difficulty
which threatened to wreck the entire structure he had erected out
of the moral and political concern of his master Socrates. That
structure rested on a theory which held that ideas are the true

/ causes and explanations of phenomena and that they are related

to their instances by “participation.” In Parmenides this relation
is called into question. In order that we can understand the theory
and the difficulty which he encountered, it is necessary to begin
With the first emergence of idea (or eidos) as a technical term in
Plato's )]:1In~.r)])]m, vocabulary. Idea apparently occurs for the
first time in Meno, and an analysis of that dialogue will carry us
o the “middle” period and the problems raised by participation.

Al ancient legend has it that before he met and fell under the
S Edward G. Ballard, Socratic Ignorance (The Hague, 1965),

”m 129; Cornford,
95 Theory of Knowledge, passim.
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charm of Socrates, Plato was a comic poet. If not literally true, i(-y"
is what should have been the case and, indeed, should be the '8
case with all philosophers. As for comedy, one could on meeting 8
Socrates, that ridiculous and ironic master, hardly abandon that,
A sense of the comic, laughter, is a moral virtue, a mark of one‘a;\_
proper estimate of oneself and a fitting reflection of Socratic igé;!-'
norance. Such at least is the character of Plato’s comic sensed
Poetry requires an extraordinary attention to the inexhaustible
detail of immediate experience and to the way in which that
fleeting fragment signifies what lies beyond itself.?? To the PUEt,.-EI\'
each momentary occasion images other experiences, indeed th ?
whole of nature or even eternity.? It also requires a delight in
language and in the single word, a feeling for subtle shades Ofi;
sound and meaning, for the nexus of structure and syntax, and
for the vast historic associations which lie in any developed lan-
guage whereby even the most trivial instance or mode of Being.}_}_
can be made ostentatious, can be made to demand of us that w

ponder it deeply. It requires that in some sense one make oneself
translucent to one’s own experience, that one know oneself. And,

finally, some poets scem privy to the gods. All these are facets of !
the great Greek theme of the logos. But when he met Socrates,
Plato gave the logos theme a new dimension, that of discursive .

proof, and science and dialectic were born. i

The neglect of these motifs is apt to impede our understanding &

Plato, for they do a great deal more than decorate his opinions, 8
Perhaps we can show how this is so through the manner in which 8

he introduces his “theory of ideas™ in Meno.*

i
Let us begin by noting previous usages of eidos or idea as de=§

19 For this sense of “significance” one should consult Whitehead, Concept '..
¢ the Principles of Natural Knowledgé &

of Nature and Enquiry Concerning
(Cambridge, England, 1919), passim. The Platonic theory of recollection mays

belong to the theory of significance; sce Appendix A, infra. ,

20 Through analogy, or partial isomorphism of form presumed to inhere in 5
the indicated regions.

21 No Platonic dialogue has so suffered from the neglect of serious stud?’ !
as Meno: it has been cited for centuries as the primary source for the “curious
but no one has shown how its structure is related to the !
correct under=3
; Plato’s

recollection doctrine,
idea theory or how the form of the dialogue is essential to the
standing of that theory. Happily, with Jacob Klein's 4 Gommentary or
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jermined by H. C. Baldry. We will subsequently show their role
within the developing argument of Meno.?? The root meaning
of idea id, means “to see.” It refers primarily to the “looks” or
;[[;llnz;tl';llltrc (]i somctfhing. What one sees is primarily the shape or
form l-:_,-.r_-hcma), but zdea can also denote inner structure. But since
we can also see qualities, it can also mean, for instance, the color
ol one’s eyes. Though appropriate references may be later than
Baldry recognized, idea was employed by the Pythagoreans to
denote the shape of numbers.*® Pythagorean mathematics was the
(,[.]}rniiii_‘ ol that deriving from Descartes, and number theoretic
statements were expressed geometrically. For example, a square
number was expressed as a square collection of dots and “root”
referred to the side of such a square. From the use of idea to
designate concrete qualities, it came to denote abstract character-
istics, such as values. The connections between shape and virtue
were more evident in Plato’s Greece than they would be to us,
since virtue had to do with symmetry and balance, concepts hav-
ing analogues in Pythagorean number lore. The connection was
perhaps established for Plato during a trip to southern Italy and
Sicily undertaken shortly alter the death of Socrates. FinﬂIl}: idea
can mean type or kind, not as classifications in the ordinary sense,
but as divisions within some prevailing unity. Coumj‘_{e and
temperance are types or kinds of virtue. This meaning sugg\.{:sts the
method of division of the Politicus and Sophist.

'\\'l?[in.- it might seem odd that a philosopher should announce
his highest and most serious theme through a play on words, it

‘}‘zllrl.-j-irll ”i.l(,;ml.:\].F.li\“‘ 19(1:5} the situation sl?m\:.\. f‘nn-\'ie]m'ahlc improvement. Had

A |n-m-\l-u hflr t)n.(l llll(.' mem‘l'.ml work of W. S, \\"Il_‘r'{iun on the early dialectic,

b It]s II‘mnlmg, Southern fournal of Philosophy, 1 (1963), 20-55, his

o ’m. e ”.I.Cfl t.ht.’(}r\_.' would h;l\:(r- been less archaic, less committed to

bsired h.\l‘t:'. llllt:‘.l.h :!10 k_ml)\\'n 1))-'.21(1.]ll;nmam('t: My own interest in Meno was

B A4 1 t.Limc'_Pl_r)If;sssn' kl.,(.m gave to the graduate philosophy club
e crsity of Virginia in 1950,

- C. Baldry, “Plato’s Technical Terms,” Classical Quarterly, XXXI

. .1'1'1-.'"}0. For the early medical usage, see C. M. Cillcr;;)ie. ”Tl.l(:: U.‘i‘t:‘()f

a l."|I'|I_.Ill.1-[|(.irh:” in Hippocrates,” (,‘F.re.\'.w'.mf‘ IQram'r.--r(_\-\ VI (1912), 179-203. For

g j}u.uh.]‘tf-’.riol.r]‘ .{.,f [}.{C lI]L'lE.li)flf_‘J!' of vision, see my “Speculative Language

23 The [thlild \ ision, A:zghr:qn Theological Review, XLIV (1962), 365-80.

i view is held by Ross, Plato’s Theory of Ideas, 14.
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among poets and theologians who are thereby
“evels.”2t Idea seems to have been
al term through a word

is not uncommon
enabled to write on several
introduced into philosophy as a technic
play involving those several meanings we discerned above: certain-
ly Meno, the title, announces (at least to Plato’s contemporaries)
the theme of the dialogue. Who was Meno?

with the theme of self-ignorance and knowl-
and Socrates, often compared to a kind of
argument from hybris and self-
and purga-

We are familiar
edge in Greek tragedy;
tragic pattern (moving the
ance through a kind of suffering to knowledge
entially comic in nature), does indeed employ
“Who is

ignor
tion, perhaps ess
this device of asking who. In Protagpras the question,
Protagoras?’ :
men, to be too blind and lacking in integrity to recognize his own
ignorance 0
form in asking the chief characte
even if that character remains blind, that though most generally
a Sophist and making claims to vast and cosmic knowledge, he
finally stands convicted out of h
ignorance. Socrates shows men
reality,s and of course they reward him with death.
And who was Meno, who startles us in the

with his blunt demand that Socrates tell him the origin of virtue?

The play on the word *
encounter. All of his contemporaries knew that Meno (Menon)
was, in Klein's words,
a1l to accumulate wealth and subordin
that end, consciously putting
of conduct, pcrﬁdious and treacherous, and per
his own cunning and ability to manage things to his own profit.”’2®

It was he who sought to “ride” Socrates (70B

fectly confident in

are obscure, we

24 Dante and Joyce are notable among writers,

theologians.

25 Of special interest is the
mides.

26 Klein, Meno, 36; also Xenophon, Anabasis, 11, 6.

f who and what he is. Plato frequently employs this |
r this question; and we discover, §

‘meno”’ opens up the magnitude of this §

“a totally unscrupulous man, €ager above |
ating everything else to
aside all accepted norms and rules |

). Though the details}
know that he met his fate in treacherous dealings |

Aquinas and Philo amongy

dialogue on the theme of “uncovering” Char=

* shows that wily sophist, claiming to be the wisest of

is own mouth of his essential
to themselves in their naked 3

beginning (T0A) X

The Early Theory of Ideas B

, the Persian king, Artaxerxes, known to the Greeks as Mne-
[lein suggests that menein is the infinitive associated with
i " “to stay put”; but the
essential ])f.)_l!'ll. secems to be the combination of the letters m and
n, the Indo-European stem of many words related to our power of
rcmvmfm-iug and recollecting (anamnesis) as in the words mneme

memini, mens, and mind.”* The dialogue, in short, is Elb{);ll (:
notorious traitor who learned from Gorgias (70B) the habﬁ or
routine ol answering and asking questions, who defined himself
by and remained within this kind of memory (to be finally undone
thercby), and who was shown by his own é;l'dvc with the help of
Socrates another kind of memory, that which breaks through
custom and convention and habit and shows what is as it is. Of
course Meno was too blind to see (86D). These are the the‘m(:s
contained in the name “Meno,” a dialogue about different or-der\s
of memory and the sort of “uncovering’; (truth) each shows forth

Rcm]lcc'nm}. whatever else it may be, is a part of the l’ll’t.tm;i(;
strategy ;1;{&:11&.'{ Sophistry. It is within this context that ?fd.;‘(r un-
folds its meanings. S

wiii
moil.
“peno,” and means to “stay as before,

Socrates begins his dialectic when he, surely the most virtuous
of men, proclaims that since he does not kno{v what \;rérluc is hs
(:?.m h[ill‘f“}-' tell Meno how man comes by it (71D) I\'fcno oﬂc:, ,
?‘;IV{_‘ hm.j a hand and defines it, as Socrates I'Cmar.ks as a hc.e]-r;ilt((c)'
({::"E.III'I‘II .0[ (_|Illlélll.tif_‘$. (72A). Socrates asks, “What ,is ‘tlle nature
w};;f'J:'-\.():(,I(}T:’i:.el;}il\al \\:'.ll‘lt“h makes (_’E.t(“.h different kind of bee a bee?
k. H]mw.”}“ - il: (I).nrt,\(l..oml‘non entity (ousia) which when divided
that enrire r s \‘Itﬁ.\"(..lril kinds or types to be one with respect to
i ;t];-u,-.,j\‘, 4 .[1;1?;1 rl\d.eal has n‘ot been formally introduced, we
. 3-“[]-,;.,.' _elc(;:“clj : 1':.5 meanings, abstract quality and type or
Tl ey ;:;11.”}( (1'rItfcuIa‘t‘.ed. Sf)(‘l‘ﬂ[ffS then asks of Meno,
(72(:'] W, 1'0; lh;} ) juality (eidos) in :\'?II(.‘h they do not differ?”

b thie bai s : ‘Ionle. and the same” in the variety.

. ines I?il‘s-{‘ - ::: Z‘Il”k-‘nc? what are .“-'(f to say about Plato’s
?"f’ 0 Sy 1.]"‘.0 : tﬂm;t‘ t mF a certain ambiguity, enforced
idea o Pt “ugnl {‘>l), does attach to the status of the

) > ousia or eidos “bee” is in one important way

Be o
= Klein,

Meno, 44-45,
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of percep! ual experience.? In what follows we will make an in-
formil :l]l]‘llt'il_lmllaﬂl ih1.‘s”srlmthod.’12 Let us bear in mind that
jdea has the root “to see.”® Speculative demonstration, or the
early Socratic dialectic, is a method of vision. The Meno is a
dialectic on the terms “Meno” and “idea.”

The Sophist is a w s 0 ] )

‘ I'h(. 50] \o.rdmrmgc_.r,’u.smg language to produce con-
viction through rhetoric and eristic. His aim is not to exhibit form
which measures men; it is rather to create the illusion of knowl-
I'he Sophist shapes the soul of the many to his own image

) ge,

quite unlike virtue, since it does not admit of more or less and
may be thought to completely inhere in its instances. There is no
trace of a “degree of reality” theory to be found here. “Bee” is
clearly not a “separated” entity.?8 It may well be the case that
in some sense virtue is separated, that it is not fully present in its
instances, but that it is a norm or standard which these instances S
more or less express. Even Socrates, being wholly a man and the 1]
best among them, could hardly be said to be virtue. Is form present
in, or does it transcend its instances? i € 10c.

Meno gives us in part an answer to this question; but like vir- & B e ol e e gt

tually all of Plato’s “answers,” we can only come by it speculative- hibit an idea, then this must be somehow g i
ly. As I understand it, the next section (74B-77B) provides us 3§ e examples of Gorgias, ]’Of-lls th:”’]‘”-”'(? l(mguag& With
with a technique whereby a decision can be made. That technique | ‘ brodicus, and Cratylus before .}11'1-11‘ c;‘(,cr«,;(., cr}nu? ’ Dionysodorus,

tic genius of Plato, for it able suspicion of mere language :m.d‘ [hemg.:lsm:l(w;:;]c]:]:;(l:::::::;.

is subtle, quite in keeping with the poe
involves signifying through things, not words.* In
what we wish to do is show how sense objects (qualities) and their &
shape can signify abstract shape and quality; and thus how Plato, &
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through the unknown, to the known.”? In mathematics the
“known’ is something admitted, either by “self-evidence,” pre-
vious proof, or by assumption; in dialectic it must be something
“recognized,"*® something involving recollection. An hypothesis
may be represented as a topographical “region,” and the proper
ordering of these can lead one to “see” the limit towards which
they point; for instance, using Whitehead’s technique, one can
define a point as a set of circles such that every circle contains
other circles, and there is no least circle. Dialectic uses hypotheses
to point to something beyond hypothesis; but Socrates, who
claimed to be able to recognize a possible wind egg (Theaetetus,
150C-151D), knew dialectic could be vacuous. Dialectic is the
art of making definite that entity whose initial mode of inherence
in the given regions may be vague.*”

The issue begins when Socrates offers to help Meno, who is
having extraordinary difficulty “remembering” what (Gorgias said)
virtue is, find out by means of a paradigm argument. Socrates re-
marks that if to the question, “What is figure?” one were to answer,
“Roundness,” one would mistake part for whole. A similar ex-
ample is given for color (74C). One will recall that these are
among the pre-Socratic usages of idea. It is at this point that
Socrates undertakes to define figure (schema). The definition, “Fig-
ure is the only thing that always accompanies color,” (75C) strikes

35 Sir Thomas Heath, Euclid, The FElements (Annapolis, 1947), T, 137-39.

36 Whitehead has demonstrated the importance of “recognition” for con-
gruence relations and for natural knowledge in general (see Concept of
Nature, passim). This concept is analogous to Hume's relation of “resem-
blance.” Resemblance entails a comparison dependent on mind and is ideal,
while in recognition the emphasis is on the (recurrent) it. Mind may recognize
recurrence, but the recurrent term transcends mind. In Hume resemblance is
mind-dependent.

37 One would like to call to mind the somewhat analogous concepts apeiron
and peras (Philebus, 23C ff). Ballard in Socratic Ignorance, 140-45, offers a
useful interpretation; but since ideas form abstractive hierarchies, what is
peras in one context will itself be a region for further demonstration and will
thus function as apeiron. In this sense, except for certain exalted ideas such
as Good, every idea will have within it both limit and unlimited. It would
follow that there are no purely atomic ideas, though in a given context any
idea might be atomic.

|
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“artless.” He had expected from Socrates what he had
ym Gorgias, an answer expressed in the technical language
of mathematics, in learned jargon. To a pedant, Socrates’ answer
would indeed be quite artless, but to our vantage point it seems
the greatest of Socratic ironies. Unless he were blind, Meno must
admit (hat he “knew” what color was: he can point to it. This
would be quite enough for Socrates.?® Color is something seen and
js always associated with shape.
A color, say this white, and a shape, this round, are clearly in
bvn-{-j\'u[ entities. This color is just the color it is, and so, too, this
yut there seems to be no reason why each cannot be present

Meno as
heard [1¢

shape, |
at one and the same time in a variety of instances or at different
times within the “life” of the given continuent.® Each is what
is sometimes called a commutative universal.

So far our concern has been with a very concrete sense of shape
(schema), with the shapedness of something; but shape also has
that sense of “separatedness” which more traditional versions of
the idea theory insist on reading into every Platonic text. Shape in
the geometrical sense is dilferent from shapedness; like virtue
(avete), nothing is wholly an instance of such a form. Nothing is
a line, for nothing in nature can have only one dimension; nor
is anything straight or a plane, so nothing can be “a plane figure

38 An claboration of these procedures in terms of abstractive hierarchies
may be found in the Appendix A, where an attempt is made to define “red”
by factoring regions. Assuming that other colors, “blue,” “green,” etc. could
be defined, then these regions might be used to define “color.” As in Plato’s
example, we could use color to deline schema.

# Unless one is an acrobat and wishes to hold to the odd nominalistic
E(]_‘i!lﬂi_‘ that all color instances are different and only resemble, making

“.’h'”'“ is infinite and unknowable. Even followers of Plato have fallen into
this ||':I||;1 R. E. Allen, “Participation and Predication in Plato’s Middle Dia-
E:f:ll'l”‘ﬂ “.'_ f_\]_k."n' Studies in Plato’s J"»-J’r’faph}rsirx._r"}‘{J. 'hokls‘ that a‘gi\-—en color
o save "le !.511-1\_15“;!;_(:. :'..;nm:)t be the same f'nlm'. This is an m.lt‘r(‘slmg ;1'Itcmpt
R Uldup]_] r;nfr.\;s theory of P:ll‘tl‘("l]')'.lll(}ll, but (}‘I'I(' 1\ inclined to :hmk‘rh.c
- ol “-;;_m W {;U.i.[l Im\e halk”cc{: [.m.)k' Efn,d, see,” If it looks the same, it is
explain LI]“-",II[[.:”:“ 1-,( I.I_l'“,m"l (:1?1 we h:ut‘r. I'heory cannot create [‘JIL'IS. only
bicvici o {-_‘.g;'\:”. {J%t,wr. is s.1n1(_.rn‘1}".lbt.-)a p,ml)ltrm: Inu.[. if a (::).lor is a form
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“closed by three straight lines.” To say of some natural thing that

it is a triangle is to predicate of it a form which it can never
wholly image, and thus the separation between ideas and things
seems to emerge. The question is how we can go from form (idea)
in the sense of something visually seen to form in the sense of
something known, or seen by the eye of the mind (Republic, 508C)
without bifurcation. This problem is analogous to that posed by
the passage from the lower to the upper reaches of the divided
line, which before division was a continuum and continues there-
after to maintain continuous proportions (Republic, 5609E-510C).

Meno, disturbed by Socrates’ artlessness, demands a technical
answer, one like those he vaguely remembers having heard about
from Gorgias, for this is the region of his memory. For after all,
Socrates has defined figure in terms of color, something he knows
nothing about! Meno must have a purely verbal formula, com-
mensurate with his verbal world, and Socrates has not “defined”
color (75D). Socrates then begins to give him the kind of answers
he wants to hear, defining figure to be “always that in which the
solid has its limit; or, more concisely, the limit of solid” (76A).40
While this definition did not satisfy Euclid since it still suggests
shapedness (concrete shape), Plato’s definition is still about the
geometrical, not the perceptual, solid; and his limit has a mathe-
matical, not a purely sensory, signification.*! Indeed it may be
philosophically superior to that proposed by Euclid since it sug-

40 Heath, Euclid, 1, 182-83%: “A figure is that which is contained by any
boundary or boundaries,” definition 14, Book I. But note that in the pre-
ceding definition, “boundary” is defined as “that which is the extremity of
anything.” This is clearly an appeal to concrete experience and is pre-
supposed in the subsequent definition of figure.

41 R, C. Cross, “Logos and Forms in Plato,” in Allen, Studies in Plato’s
Metaphysies, 20-21, exhibits a curious failure to grasp the sense of these
passages. The definition of “color” is said to be vague, and he says that the
definition “figure” by “solid” was the sort of thing Socrates desired of Meno.
His thesis is that Plato desired statements or logoi, which he opposes to the
common view that would involve “some kind of direct insight.” Socrates
rejects, however, the “solid” for the “color” definition and the dialogue can
hardly be read otherwise than as an appeal to some sort of vision. This may
raise problems of knowledge by “description” and “acquaintance,” but that
is quite another matter.
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gests the concrete things through which the mathematical entity
is abstractively defined. Be that as it may, “solid” and “limit”
satisfy Meno's predilections for jargon: learning, even if it be
1bout nothing except the manipulations of words, has a universal
appeal, as ordinary language philosophy can testify.

Meno then demands a definition of “color.” Socrates’ reply is a
comic masterpiece; “Color is an effluence of figures, commensurate
with sight and palpable to sense” (76D). Meno greets this gobble-
dygook with joy. Such is the character of his memory, informed by
the flattery of Gorgias and the meanness of his own soul. He can-
not sec.

But these passages concern something more than a philosopher’s
joke. The definition of “color” and the second definition of “fig-
ure’” are learned, “scientific” definitions and seem to deal with
splendid things, things out of all relation to sense. Do not these
definitions point to just the sort of higher things which our tradi-
tion of reading Plato has led us to understand the ideas to be,
disjoined and separated from the world? In each case Socrates ad-
vances these definitions with evident irony, for each defines what
we know, color or figure, in terms whose signification is quite un-
known.

If Plato is to bring together all those usages cited by Baldry for
idea in some unified manner, then that gap between sensation and
knowledge must be overcome. Pythagorean mathematics will have
to show itself in the domain of sense. This is the point of the epi-
sode with the slave boy through which “recollection” is specula-
1..i\'{:]y demonstrated. Too often the myth with which it opens
(R.II’;—];') is taken for the doctrine, and the real doctrine, the demon-
stration itself, simply ignored. But the solemn and exalted lan-
guage of the myth is the sort of thing that would appeal to the
memory of Meno! The demonstration itself is an appeal to nous,
““__f-.}'lig'h language; and the slave, not Meno, is the one who sees.

I i.u‘ episode opens (82B) when the slave admits to knowing that
the figure which Socrates has drawn in the sand is a square (or in
L‘(:::ll\llij (}rce.k_pr;urtice, a square number). The prob.lem which

ates poses for the boy is to construct a square twice the size
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(area) of the given square: “Tell me the length of the line which
forms the side [root] of that double square” (82E). The normal
routine, the habitual response to such a problem, would be to
extend the side of the figure in the drawing. If the area of that
square were four units, then one might double the side, which
would now extend to four units in length. The slave does this
but is shown that the square erected on this as a base has an
area of sixteen units and not the desired eight (83C).** Following
his memory as his guide, the slave recognizes that if four units is
too long, then he must choose something less, say three units; but
the square constructed on this base has an area of nine (83E).

The young slave is brought up short by these contradictions.
His memory has proved an unreliable guide, and now he must
look and see. He is led finally to the recognition that no extension
of the given side will yield a length which will satisfy the require-
ments of the problem. He comes to recognize in the figure (schema)
what he has never seen before (85B), namely, that the desired solu-
tion must employ the diagonal of the given square as its base.
He sees not only the solution to this problem but also that to
any such problem. An idea has been shown him when he breaks
finally from custom and convention (from which philosophy is
said by Socrates to be a supernatural release [Phaedrus, 265BY),
and by nous apprehends in the concrete its structure, a structure
one and the same for all squares. An abstract quality has been seen
in that square; and so we have passed from thing and shape and
quality to their analogues in the intelligible order.*

421t may be useful to consider these regions as “hypotheses,” but this
suggests a logical rather than a topological concept, and “region” has a
certain freshness of connotation which “hypothesis” lacks, especially when
it is associated with notions foreign to the intent of Plato. Dialectic is not a
method of logical proof, for that belongs to synthesis, but it is a method of
“seeing.”

43 Weedon has given in “A Theory of Pointing,” 20-24, several examples of
the application of speculative demonstration to mathematics; but he is care-
ful not to confuse demonstration on the “lower” segment with that on the
“upper” segment of the divided line. By the time of Republic, a separationistic
ontology had colored the idea theory, which would make a clear distinction
between “pure” and “applied” geometry possible. This distinction was not
apparently evident to Plato at the time he wrote Meno; and so our account,
with its denial of difference in ontological type, must be viewed with some
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Now that we have reached the conclusion of the relevant mate-
in Meno, some reflections will be in order. To begin with,
one cannot help but be impressed by the relative sophistication
of the problem which Socrates presents to the slave, for it involves
an ;|]J]J1Eczlli0n of the theory of incommensurable magnitudes (or
irrational numbers). The discovery of these entities by the Pythag-
oreans had come as a great blow, for they had thought to express
411 things as ratios (logoi) of integers, and there is no common
measure of an incommensurable and a natural number. This
meant that within the realm of rationality, mathematics itself,
irrationality dwelt. It was rather as if the Christians were to dis-
cover that one of the persons of the Trinity was Satan. Yet notice
how Plato boldly exploits this notion and uses this very discovery
to bring out the meaning of reason itself. He seems to say, in an
obvious play on words, that the customary and the routine, which
common sense and G, E. Moore take to be reason itself, is really
the way to irrationality. Only in pursuit of what the many take
to be madness and unreason can one come to reason (Pimfedrus,
245A~C; and somewhat ironically, Symposium, 173B-E). Reason
is not disjoined from the world, but from that world seen as it
really is as measured by number.

In our previously cited examples of color and shape, we saw
them to be clearly in things, We also expressed concern over the
‘elation between these and ideal objects. Following our procedure,
we can now define ideal objects by means of regions, within which
they will appear as limiting concepts.* This has indeed been

‘J'i:l[

suspicion. One would like to say that what mind knows and what sense ap-
]1."('}1[1[{1& are like the attributes of Spinoza, two aspects of the same thing;
but reflection on the difference between a solid and its geometrical analogue
\\"ill show them to have incompatible properties. One can infinitely })i;i(=('t
1.[|tj geometrical element, preserving its shape; but were we to do this to our
:_Ir‘-l,]::;] r:h\\':alflfl_ be _({r_srr?}'c(l, Cl_lllS[l[{;'l'EIIif}lls of this order should make us
- Ne casy assimilation of perceived nature and pure mathematics, In
Appendix B, infra, an attempt is made at a solution in the light of the later
Metaphysics.

i" I'he logical form of Dedekind’s method for defining irrational numbers
t[l|;:I|I.E-I[[(:;g‘.““.ﬁl-“,} Eha! Ql' sp(:(.‘ululi\«'(‘: (]un?ml.*;fa';i[i(m, If this does offer an ade-
" e I”!]n_l.llll.{dll(‘}n of 11}(: early dmk-f:uc of Plato, then we may surmise that
like ml;[ ”IEII 'l.l(’nu.‘ on his colleague, Eudoxus, whose method of exhaustion is

‘ dialectic.

is
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carried out by Whitehead for certain mathematical entities. But
a problem does remain: if any shape is just what it is, why then
do we need to postulate ideal entities? One is reminded of a
phrase so dear to the English since Butler: “Everything is what it
is and not something else.” This triangle is one thing, the ideal
another, and the common name an equivocation.

At this point we are reminded that Socrates said to the slave on
the completion of the demonstration that he now had right opin-
jon and not knowledge (85D). What would count as knowledge?
Not mere proof, for in a sense the slave had achieved that, but
that sort of proof which begins with simples and arrives at com-
plexes by way of synthesis.*®

In the case of classical geometry, these simples may be alterna-
tively either points or line segments and, together with the axioms,
serve as the foundation for all that deductively follows. By this
method a certain class of “ideal” entities are constructed and
their properties (propria) demonstrated. The choice of simples is
not arbitrary. The synthesis effected through them is a means to
a knowledge of other things—the triangle, cubes, and the like of
ordinary geometry. In virtue of the synthetic method, the prop-
erties of these mathematical entities is exhaustively known, and
these in turn can be used to render intelligible all concrete figures.
The method is one of approximation. Given some concrete, par-

The use of the method of speculative demonstration does not yield uniform
results. In the context of Meno we have seen it lead to unseparated form;
but Professor Ballard, applying it in the context of the later dialogues, has
been led to see separated form as that to which individuals approach as a
limit (Socratic Ignorance, 146). His approach has the advantage of conceptual
economy, since it requires only a minimal set of normal forms to which all
relevant individuals stand as partial isomorphs. In trying to avoid separa-
tionism, we have been forced to assume that any shape is normal, in the
sense that any thing is wholly what it is. Norms can be established; but this
depends on the logical structure of the form world, especially the notion of
deducibility from certain forms taken as axioms, While our procedure re-
quires considerable structure and logical detail, it can lead to a “resolution”
of the problem of participation, a problem which Ballard admits is left un-
resolved by his procedure.

45 For this use of “synthesis,” see Heath, Euclid, 1, 138.
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ially “deformed” shape—if it can be put into partial one-to-one
correspondence with some subset of the ideal entities whose prop-
erties, 1.e. arca, can be exactly determined—then the area of the
concrete entity can be ascertained by simple summation.*® Circles
may be defined by regular polygons, the number of whose sides
l,],[u-u;u'hvs infinity. This was discovered by Plato’s friend and col-
jeague Eudoxus, and has analogies with Plato’s method of demon-
siration. Given a circular shape, its area can be known through its
um;mxilnztlion to the mathematical circle. It can be seen that
within the limits of the principle of duality, simples are not arbi-
trary: through them the whole range of figure, mathematical and
l}h_\.\'l.l‘:il, can be made known.

At this phase in the development of Plato’s theory, it is dif-
ficult to stipulate the manner in which ideas are related to their
instances; and one suspects that this was because the ontological
issue had not been raised. The stage of development which the
Greek language had reached by Plato’s era did not permit a clear
distinction between an instance of a quality, red, and its abstract
nature, redness; nor did it indeed distinguish between substance
and its attributes. Qualities were concrete things.*” Now we know
that a reformulation of language took place in Plato and Aristotle
and that the logical and grammatical distinctions noted above
then became possible. Plato, especially, was suspicious of using
ordinary language as a guide to doing philosophy and was con-
cerned to develop a kind of philosophic grammar (that of the
transcendentals) which would be more adequate; but it seems es-

."" Ihis is an obvious parallel with Descartes” method as given in the
i;:rf:::a“:;f IH\H ,-1'.'4".'!:(.:‘(!, \u the ('tnlll.m(.'nl.'n'l\' i:l Robert S. I!l'mnl:;.n[g'h. Plato’s
' .n teal {mngum—r:u‘n ‘(Blummngwu, 1954), 32-38, relative to Meno 89A
”_; \I:“l\”\\l\f (:t:lj\ 1.“.1“51.“1-}-0’ l'(‘\:‘il‘\\‘ of Robert Brumbaugh, New Scholas-
b :l”--“-m-‘: : _{I.J..u_l. 25! Hh06, In l‘\'|lll'h he argues the relevance of this passage

n lerstanding of recollection.

I'.-:: :.\e'(r-f.:il}lt-l;]“).i(‘., "'lj}}v'l'sc of ."-,'idu\s'.'.' I,E'}TI‘. Baldry, “Plato’s Terms,” 145; and
fharies In‘::ﬁ]l” I i‘wl I'Jm'ii .'\-f.;m .-}gulll,l in Allen, Studies in Plato’s Meta-
e T :”:[:][.(wvo'..\ :’iji,«.ﬂﬂgﬂll% is this position to that of Berkeley and Hume,
it is this m BY hll%‘.;?{“nTl_‘l.l} I:.} 1{11: L"{Ililrll'l}:l1(tl"|:i] r'h:ir:l(_'l('r of Chinese? Perhaps
Thens ctaphysical “atomism” which is the subject of Socrates’ dream,

ietelus 201E-208B.
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pecially important to realize that his philosophy cannot always be
measured by and expressed in Aristotle’s logical grammar. Thus
developments from Aristotle’s logic, such as the modern predicate
calculus, bring distortion into an attempt to formalize Plato’s
arguments.®8 We shall later be able to show how a neglect of
these observations wrecks many contemporary accounts of Plato’s
ontology; for now, we are content to refer to them to show the
difficulty of giving an account of Plato’s intentions and metaphysi-
cal strategy which might satisfy contemporary canons of explana-
tion. It is not until Phaedo that ideas become clearly separated;
and in dealing with the status of the theory prior to that dialogue
we must remember that it is never clearly defined. How ideas are
related to things is recognized as a problem only in the light of
the “separationist” necessities of the argument in Phaedo. That is
not to say that it was not a real problem, if only implicitly, prior to
that date; but rather to confess that we may well distort the issue
with immanent and transcendent language.*® The problem of par-
ticipation is real throughout Plato to any reader informed by
later speculation; but we must be careful to follow the actual ar-
gument and not be misled by our own distinctions through which
separationism can be imported into or cast out of the text.%

48 For an interesting suggestion as to how this might be accomplished, see
Margaret Masterman, “Metaphysical and Ideographic Language,” in C. A,
Mace (cd.), British Philosophy in the Mid-Century: A Cambridge Symposium
(New York, 1957), 283-357.

49 To use “immanence” for the early idea theory, as does Ross in Plato’s
Theory of Ideas, 18, is to preempt it for later use to describe post-Parmenides
developments in the idea theory. That Ross does not mean “immanent” is
evident from the following: “It is still the immanence of ideas that is insisted
on: all the virtues have an identical form.” Immanence suggests a “living
within,” a strand of order whereby one temporal fact derives from another.
Such a concern for the connexity of a nexus is not at all apparent in the early
Plato; and thus in the context of the early theory we have used "St.-p:n‘;lu.-(l"
and “unseparated” for “transcendent” and “immanent” respectively.

50 The most serious misreading of Plato’s intentions is found in Aristotle. If
we allow for the fact that he was trying to demonstrate his own great insights
and may have been justified in overt misrepresentation, our historical judg-
ments should take this into account and seek to exhibit what Plato was about
that it may be judged on its own merits. Substance philosophy and its pred-
icables is not process philosophy.
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1f our procedure is a correct formalization of Plato’s own, then
it shows us that there is no apparent difference in ontological type
hetween a physical shape and its mathematical idealization.’® A
point may be tl(:rll'l(;‘(l by a class of circles such that every circle
completely contains another circle as a part and there is no least
circle. Or “the triangle itself” may be defined by physical objects
hrough which it is arrived at as a route of approximation. So too,
(he special sense in which an idea is the object of knowledge and
is also experienced as a form (schema) or quality does not require
that one split things into ideas and particulars. No equivocation
is involved in predicating “triangle” of the idea and of the con-
crete thing. At this stage of Plato’s thought, which will change
quite dramatically, we can say that ideas are present in the world,
but that certain sets arrived at dialectically, by speculative demon-
stration, do have a privileged role in that they can serve as measures
of that world. Plato’s announced goal is to find the “saving art”
ol measurement (Protagoras, 357B). This will be his answer to
Sophistry.

Plato's failure to bifurcate the world into things of mind and
things of sense may have been a consequence of the state in which
he found the Greek language; but as with many other linguistic
items, as with “Meno” and “idea,”
him with the basis for a profound and relevant investigation and
an attack on Sophistry. It was later to create great difficulties for
him, for it entailed that he treat the idea as itself a thing. This
would lead him into the paradoxes of apparent self-predical:ion
which we will have occasion to explore in the third chapter of
this book.

the language itself provided

Since the version of the idea theory which emerges from this
analysis differs so radically from others, we might give it more
I“_’.‘ﬁ’f'n("}' through an extension to another dialogue, the Rf.'p-n.blér.
[his will enable us to do for arete what we were able to do for
schema in Meno. Though Republic is admittedly a “middle” dia-
logue, we can show the same methodology at work and the crisis

51 Thie e s i F - i
- Ihis is obviously not a psvc}mluglcnl idealization and has nothing to do
it ; 2 ! : 5 z
1 the route whereby Santayana arrived at his platonism.
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it engenders. The limits of our concern require that we treat it
in a rather summary manner.®

Our interest in Republic begins with Socrates’ attempt to
“purge” Polemarchus’ definition of justice as the art ol doing
good to friends and evil to enemies (332D). We shall see that
while not adequate as a limit, it does function as a premise “that
the person interrogated would be willing to admit” (Meno, 75D),
for it represents the region of Polemarchus’ interests. As the son
and heir of the commercial Cephalus, who thought of justice as a
sort of payment only those who had inherited wealth could afford
(330A-331D), Polemarchus perpetuates that pattern or routine
(330B), as modified by his own military interests. He would repay
good for good, and for evil, evil. This definition is top-heavy with
abstractions: “art,” “friend,” “enemy,” “good,” and “evil.” These
play the role of “variables,” the meaning of the whole expression
in which they occur depending on the meaning assigned to each.
Treating these as themselves subregions within the domain of
“justice,” Socrates must dialectically examine these in order to
arrive at mutually consistent “values” and thus an hypothesis
worth investigating. The extraordinary concreteness of this ex-
tended argument is worthy of mention; for dialectic moves from
the very ordinary and common experiences of men, and not from
sophistical jargon.

In summary form, the argument proceeds on the assumption
that if justice is an art (techne),®® then:

(1) Since justice is useful, and if it were one among many arts
(justice or shoemaking, but not both) (332C-333E), then it would
have no subject matter; though, it might be useful to the Sophist
who could appear in its disguise to defraud others (334A-B). This
is a reductio ad absurdum to Polemarchus, if not to Thrasymachus,

52 The following interpretation owes much to Lewis Hammond, who led
me somewhere in this direction in an introductory philosophy course for
which Republic was the basic text.

53 The form of the following interpretation would be disputed by R. G.
Collingwood, The Principles of Art (Oxford, 1938), 18, who takes these argu-
ments as a refutation of the initial premise that justice is a techine and not as
a purgation of the initial definition.
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and the inference we must draw is clear: if justice is an art it
must be a one over many (Euthydemus, 291D) rather than a one
among many. Such arts are ordering or architectonic arts, defining
the role of all activities of individual and polis.’*

(2) There is the real possibility that a false friend may be mis-
taken for a true one, especially since it is in the interest of the
Sophist to create such illusions; so justice must be an art of meas-
urement, able to distinguish realities from appearances on the
hasis of knowledge, not opinion (334B-335B).

(8) It can do no evil, for evil is the failure of a thing to fulfill
its nature, and justice is admittedly good. It could do evil only
so far as it was not good (335B-836E). Thus it must be the art
of human good.

In summary, if justice is an art, it architectonically orders men
on the basis of a nonarbitrary measure to their good. This hypothe-
sis results from the purgation of Polemarchus’ opinions, and
though it may seem utterly remote from its original form, reflec-
tion will show, especially in the light of Thrasymachus’ subse-
quent attack, that it emerges from the words of Polemarchus. The
new hypothesis is to the old as Meno’s slave’s final vision (nous)
is to his original routine sense experience, or as the point is re-
lated to the class of circles which define it. It appears to be an-
other instance of “speculative demonstration.”

How do we know that what we have seen is true? What is so
privileged in the initial region from which demonstration began
that we should be able to go from it to the truth about justice?
Might we not equally begin elsewhere and arrive at an equally
viable demonstration? If one began with physical triangles, one
would come to “the triangle itsell”; and if with physical squares,
then to “the square itself.” Could we not go from Polemarchus’
]mlic'(" to its idealization, and equally from Thrasymachus’ to its
ideal form? Of course “justice” would be equivocal between these
two demonstrative sets. But this is just what the Sophist would
hold, and so Plato has a job to do. We must go beyond hypothesis
to ideas. Using the earlier example of mathematics, we know that

 Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea, 1094a 1-b 10,
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the way out of this dilemma would be to constitute nonarbitrary
“axioms” from which one or the other of the competing hypotheses
could be deduced as a theorem. Then we could use this hypothesis
to measure the other, as the rectangles of geometry may be used by
the surveyor to measure a field. And this is just what Plato under-
takes to do. But first he must establish an alternative, conflicting
hypothesis. It should be noted that alternative definitions can be
given ol the same entity, for a point may be defined by a nest of
circles or a nest of squares; and thus Plato must choose an hypoth-
esis which is noncongruent in its limit point with that introduced
by Polemarchus.

This definition is produced by the Sophist, Thrasymachus. He
is frankly appalled by the naiveté of Socrates, by his blindness;
for he knows that the Socratic idealization has nothing to do with
the real polis, the polis wherein the ruler orders all to his own
private interests. His measure is his good (336B-345B). This is the
point of his definition, “Justice is the interest [advantage] of the
stronger” (838C). This is a reverse image, an inversion, of that
definition elicited from Polemarchus. Justice is indeed an ordering
art, but its criteria are the arbitrary interests of him who rules to
whose good the activities of the citizens are ordered. This may
involve their injury, even their lives.

The remainder of Republic I is concerned with a “formal”
refutation of Thrasymachus; but as Socrates remarks at its con-
clusion, it has been verbal and perhaps itself sophistic. The refu-
tation is based on a dialectic on the term techne; and though
based on concrete examples, techne is made to apply to the special
case of the tyrant’s art by analogy and is therefore open to ques-
tion: if the arts of the shepherd, physician, pilot, and the like are
each for the good of their subject matter, so justice, being an
art (as Thrasymachus admits), is for the good of the citizens whom
the practitioner rules. The conviction carried by this sort of
purely verbal argument is much less than that of Meno where
“things” are made to signify.

It is dramatically just then, that the unconvinced Glaucon and

e
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Adeimantus should take up the argument on behalf of Thrasy-
machus in the beginning of Book II (357B). One might say that
they represent “scientific” sophistry, for they come to the argu-
ment equipped with elaborate theories concerning the nature of
man and how that nature is related to the order of the polis. We
are reminded of Socrates’ lovely definition of “color” in Meno.
They argue in the sophisticated manner of the verbal tradition.
On their behalf it should be said that they do seem to inquire and
invite investigation; but what they offer is the usual construing
ol fact in accordance with theory, a misplaced concreteness® which
is beguiling in virtue of the very comprehensiveness of vision it
permits. Like all pseudoscience, and one is especially reminded of
Freud, it establishes itself on a myth, the story of Gyges' ring
(359D-360D), and a theory about the origin of the state which,
as Hume remarked, argues to what we know—the state—lrom
what we know nothing about—the original condition of man
(364A-867LE). The resulting view of man is remarkably like that
produced by Thomas Hobbes, though in the later case the myth-
ical foundations were provided by Galileo’s new science of me-
chanics. There is something very “scientific” in self-interest and
power and the utilitarian structure of the state and, above all, in
the view that justice is arbitrary or conventional. Beside it,
Socrates” vision seemed archaic in the fifth century, B.C., just as
similar views are apt to seem old-fashioned, even religious, today.
Plito was the greatest ironist in history.

Socrates’ attempt to state the counterposition occupies the re-
mainder of the Republic. What has struck so many over the years
as illusionistic idealism beside the facts of Glaucon, Thrasy-
machus, Adeimantus, Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Freud is in the
end a supreme achievement of realism.

The immediate task is that of setting up certain “simples”
which, qua axioms, will enable us to account for more complex

53 A N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York, 1948), 52.

36 David Hume, An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Pt. 111,
seg, 1,
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structures, which can then serve as the measure of existing fact in
the manner set forth above.’” What region can serve as that from
which definition must start? From schematic descriptions of
existing situations, of course, and not hypothetical or mythical
“realities.” Such a schema is provided by a functioning human
community of interdependent needs and activities which aim to
satisfy them (368A-376D), and not a myth about a “state of
nature.”" Man requires other men, and the welfare of each de-
pends on how well each does the job he is supposed to do. But
this is to say that each performs his characteristic arete—the
builders that of building well, the warriors guarding well, etc.
Arete is the excellence in a thing’s performance of its proper func-
tion (352E-354B). But what are the functions of man in a state?
Some rule, some administer, and some produce (415A-D). There
are also functions which the individual psyche exhibits, activities
associated with reason, will (spirit), and appetite (439D-440B).
Thus if we assume the concept of function as a simple and arete as
the characteristic execellence of that function,® we are able to find
an isomorphism between the individual and the polis (369A).
The nature and structure of this isomorphism between the
functions of the state and those of the individual which is de-
veloped in Republic IV has been dealt with most fully by Scott

57 Supira, 28-29.

58 The following account is not intended to show that Plato possessed an
adequate view of man or state, but rather to show the structure of his argu-
ment.

59 Since Julius Stenzel first began to talk ol simple or atomic ideas, con-
siderable confusion has reigned over this notion. This has not been lessened
by the discovery of a parallel between Socrates’ dream of the letters (Thea-
etetus, 201E-202C) by Gilbert Ryle and Ludwig Wittgenstein. We wish to note
that if something like a function is a simple, then it exhibits its potential for
inclusion within complex wholes and is meaningless apart from such possible
inclusion. Plato’s developing metaphysics is, as we shall later see, founded on
the ontological principle: to be is to be in a relation of power. Thus there can
be no pure atoms to which everything can be reduced, for these atoms bear the
“image” of their possible modes of inclusion within various types of wholes.
It is this “relational essence” which renders an attempt to associate Plato with

logical atomism suspect.

§
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puchanan, Lewis M. Hammond, and C. M. Sparrow.% They have
hown how Plato, utilizing the Pythagorean discovery that it was
Sossible to map the notes G, F, G, and C’ into and onto the in-
tecers 6, 8,9, and 12 by the simple analogy of measurement (which,
h\." the way, was the first physical discovery), demonstrated that
. similar correspondence can be set up between the state and the
individual. This theory is based on the belief that the arete of
corresponding functions is the same; that the excellence of the
ruler and of reason is wisdom; of administrator and will, integrity;
of .'IIJ]'J('.‘LiI.i\’C and productive function, temperance; and that the
well-ordered whole is the idea of justice. Polemarchus thought
justice the art of doing good to friends and evil to enemies, and
this has now been purged to read: justice is the art of giving to
each that which is proper to it. What is proper to reason in man
and in the polis is rule in accordance with an appropriate wisdom,
etc. The following representation will express the idea of justice:

Polis  (Ruler ~ Administrator ~ Producer) =  functions
Wisdom Integrity Temperance
Man  (Reason Will [spirit]  Appetites) = functions

The procedure, as expressed within our methodological frame-
work, involves the idealization of a tri-partite functional whole
which is both polis and individual in accordance with arete. In
tepublic VIII this is employed as a measure of existing situations.
From this definition one can immediately deduce several forms
of the state, aristocracy, timocracy, oligarchy, democracy, and
tyranny. For example, the timocratic form comes into being

60 Scott Buchanan, Symbolic Distance, Psyche Miniatures, No. 39 (London,
1932); Lewis M. Hammond, “Plato on Scientific Measurement and the Social
Sciences,” Philesophical Review, XLIV (1935), 435 ff; C. M. Sparrow, Voyages
and Cargoes, University of Virginia Studies, IV (Charlottesville, 1947).
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through the deletion of reason as a ruling function. The “activist”
elements usurp that role and rule state or individual by integrity,
a form in which tradition and its honorable routines order the
seething ambitions of men to service for the common good. This
form is a partial image of the just state:

Polis (Administrator Producer)
Integrity Temperance
Man (Will Appetites)

The seeds of disharmony are present, and they become even more
apparent when a more strictly personal ambition, checked by
honesty (the oligarch’s version of temperance) which is a sort of
image of integrity, begins to rule, This is the condition of oligar-
chy, arrived at by a deletion of the administrative and spirited
functions and their arete, the state wherein wealth is the primary
aim and determiner of values. But the oligarch’s attitude towards
wealth, like Andrew Carnegie's, is restrained by some sense of
public obligation, by habits of temperance; and this is seen as an
unnatural restraint by the succeeding form democracy. The rule
of wisdom is the truly free rule, for it articulates the “natural”
demands of man and seeks expression for his nature as a whole.
With timocracy rule comes to be associated with restraint and, to
each succeeding lower phase, seems to become more and more un-
natural. “Why should the timocrat serve the state, why should he
cultivate so high a sense of honor,” asks the oligarch, “when he
would find a far deeper satisfaction in self-service.” When finally
we come to the democrat, all forms of arete are seen as a hindrance
to freedom, and not at all as excellences in natural function. To
be moral is a perversion and a weakness. The voice of Thrasy-
machus begins to be heard within the depths of the soul. The
democrat is the Sophist, willing to accept the appearance of any
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form of order insofar as it may be a means to the satisfaction of
unrestrained desire, He is a master of images.®! The step to the
realization of Thrasymachus’ ideal is a very short one; for the
many who struggle one against the other in the pm‘suit of “free-
dom” (doing what one wants, as Hobbes would put it) find a one,
o tyrant, who through his power promises satisfaction to his fol-
!0\':'(.'1‘5 and makes them into one, a mere instrument of his pur-
soses. This admittedly highly schematized version of Republic
1’177 should enable us to see how the several forms of the polis
are related to the ideal form and how its deformation leads to the
final inversion, tyranny. In its deformation, human nature may
pass through several stages, each a distorted image of the one
prior to it. This set of schema, like the figures of plane geometry
whose properties are deductively demonstrated (synthesis), can
now be used to measure existing situations, which are prohably
mixtures of all the “ideal” types. Depending on the predominant
character, states and individuals can be defined as aristocratic, like
the ideal form of justice; as timocratic, like timocracy. Every al-
ternative value form is measured by a single norm, and its dis-
tance from this determines its relative value (587A-588A).
With this we conclude our investigation of the early theory of
form. It is that which binds the many sensible things into an
intelligible unity, and, in some cases, serves as a measure of those
things which do not share fully in its character. Our procedure,
that of speculative demonstration, has shown that though there
is a difference between what is given for vision (and of course the
other senses) and what is seen by mind, these do not differ in
kind; and that in fact the mind sees its object in the thing through
a dialectical break with the routine and the customary (physical
memory) and comes to “recollect.” What is seen qua recollection
has never been seen (qua sense) before; but it is recognized and
thus displays the same relation between mind and its object as
exists between sense and its object (Republic, 508D). Granted that

81 Supra, 82,
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great difficulties are latent in this account,®? we can see that it was
apparently formulated without any sense of those difficulties
which led Plato later to a critique of participation in Parmenides.
Perhaps this was a consequence of the state of the language: it
could have been a gift of the gods.

621f our account is adequate to Meno, it should be kept in mind that
Plato's vision of the idea theory is constantly shifting and no single statement
seems adequate to all forms of the theory. We shall see that with a deepening
appreciation for the problems of Becoming that theory will have to face up
to itself for the first time,

” PLATO’S METAPHYSICAL DUALISM

I.\‘ this chapter we wish to examine the motives which lead

Plato to separate form from fact. We shall try to show that an
increasing awareness of Becoming led to a functional, not a
thing-like, theory of form; but that even so, other powerlul and
reasonable motives resulted in metaphysical incoherence, the
division of the whole into the world of Becoming and the world

of Being. One might imagine that a recognition of this bifurcation
would have led to an immanentization of form in the later dia-
logues; but through an examination of certain logical and meta-
physical problems associated with extreme immanence, we shall
be led to see that some sort of transcendence remains desirable.
Thus we hope to set the stage for a full-fledged inquiry into the
meaning and truth of participation, which expresses the relevance
of ideas to the world of fact.

THE SEPARATED IDEAS

The Republic is admittedly a middle dialogue. We have been
able to treat it after the manner of Meno only at the expense of
other tendencies which are present in the dialogue, tendencies
towards that ontological bifurcation which the learned tradition
has had since Aristotle associated with Plato.! In some sense that
tradition is surely correct.

_ ! Aristotle’s critique, mostly as restatement of the arguments in Parmenides,
Is found in Metaphysics, 990a 33-933a 10; 987a 28-988a 15; and Books 13 and

41
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The universe of the middle dialogues, which certainly includes
the Republic, Sym hosium, and Phaedo, contains at least two
types of entity.? While Plato may at times lead one to think of
bifurcation as an epistemological dualism, it is clearly rooted in
metaphysics (Republic, 476B-480B). It derives [rom the obvious
ontological realism ol Plato, from the language of the objects of
“vision,” the language of forms. Human functions or faculties
are defined by their proper objects (Republic, 477C-478B). The
objects of mind are eternal; those of sense are always changing,
Knowledge never changes; O]Jilli()]‘l, which is not tied down
(Meno, 97D-E), is subject to change. What mind knows is Being,
or that which is and is eternal; while the senses inform us concern-
ing the “intermediate flux” (Republic, 479D) which lies between
Being and non-Being. One may suppose this to be a synthesis
of elements drawn from Heraclitus and Parmenides. The realm
of Being is constituted by the ideas, that of Becoming by changing

things.

And he who, having a sense of beautiful things, has no sense of absolute
beauty, or who, if another led him to that beauty, is unable to follow—of
such a one I ask, Is he awake or in a dream only? Reflect: is not the

~ dreamer, sleeping or waking, one who likens dissimilar things, who puts

the copy in the place of the real object? . .. But he who, on the contrary,
recognizes the existence of absolute beauty and is able to contemplate
both the Idea and the objects which participate in it, neither putting the
objects in place of the idea nor the idea in place ol the objects—is he a
dreamer or is he awake?

(Republic, 476C-D)

14, passim. One of the most powerful arguments against separation, that it
entails equivocal predication over form and instance, may be found at 1097a
19-1079b 2, and 991a 1-7. In our discussion of Plato’s arguments we have
cited mostly contemporary writers; but there is no doubt that most of these
have analogues in Aristotle.

2 One might include also the intermediates, such as the “mathematicals,”
of Phaedo (101B ff). Though modern scholarship is undecided as to the status
of these entities, they may be (a) like eros, derivate from both being and be-
coming and serve as intermediates; or, and this seems likely, (b) derived as
mixed classes from other ideas. The thesis that intermediates may serve as
a mean between being and becoming (a, above) will not stand against the
argument at Parmenides, 152d-133a.
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This is clearly separationism. But it does not seem on its face to
entail the self-predication problem so dear to Plato’s modern
critics; in fact, it seems to count against it.? Certainly a very strong
critique of self-predication is found in Charmides (167C-169C).
Sell-predi -ation involves confounding the idea and the thing,
so that we say of the event that it is P and of P itself that it is P.
Are Plato’s critics dreamers?

Further evidence of separationism is not difficult to find. The
most obvious instances are, I suppose, the idea ol the Good
[']{:"‘(mhh}:. 508E) and the extended passage on the idea theory in
Republic X. There is no merit in dwelling on the obvious.

The question now arises as to the motives for this separationism.
The first must be ontological, the second a consequence of the
extraordinary success of the method of dialectic (speculative dem-
onstration), and the third religious. We will take these up in
order.

(1) We have seen that (within the context of Meno) equivoca-
tion does not hold between an idealized form and that form as
“unseparated.” Separationism can only come to be, or at least
come to recognize itself, where a Heracliteanism begins to im-
pinge upon Plato’s thinking. It would be difficult to determine the
precise point at which the flux thesis became a dominant factor;
one might imagine it was fairly well established by Euthydemus.
Certainly by the time we enter the domain of Republic it is clear
that things are instances of “something going on.” We intentional-
ly neglected to notice in our earlier discussion of the Republic
that the several forms of arete were modes of functioning, and not
the object-like qualities of Meno. We must begin to reckon with
the distinction between an activity and the pattern through which
it is expressed. Meno could treat virtues as qualities which seemed
to make up a thing, perhaps a consequence of the limitations in

3 The recent literature on participation, which begins with Gregory Vlastos,
“The Third Man Argument in the Parmenides,” in Allen, Studies in Plato’s
i‘lI.f taphysics, 231-63, has seemingly confused the issue as we shall try to show
in .l]]t' sequel, The most helpful interpretation may be found in Allen, “Par-
Heipation and Predication,” 43-60, though he seems to have little sense of the
role of becoming in entailing the separation.
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Greek for expressing “abstract general ideas”; but by the time of
the composition of Republic there is the clear distinction, appli-
cable to the individual case, between an activity or going-onness
and its structure.* Act is one thing, form another.?

In the earlier theory, idea was an entity present in things. Tao
say of x that it is “red” is to say that among the things which go to
make up x is the entity named by “red.” We may think of predi-
cation as the set theoretic relation of membership: if the thing x
is (ay, as, ag, . . ., a,) where each a, is a distinct quality, then to say
that “x is a,” is simply to say “a; ex.” By the time of Republic,
ideas were not merely the qualitative characters of things, but were
causes; so that to say “x is @” is to say that x has the character it
does in virtue of a transcendent entity a in which it participates.
The character is no longer in the entity. In the earlier theory, a
predicational model may be developed to account for the relation
of form to a given fact, but this is hardly the case within the con-
text of the middle dialogues. Form is not an object, a constituent;
it is a pattern, a way of acting. Perhaps we might say that in the
early theory the ascription of a to x is a naming relation; later it
becomes constitutive. In the context of the early Plato, to say of
some x that it is a is to name it, to pick it out and to identify it
by “a” in virtue of the a within it; and this would be true whether
the a be a triangular shape or the triangle itself, the quality con-
sidered apart from its ingredience in fact. In the context of the
later theory, to say that “x is a” is to say that x is and is what it is
because of a. Perhaps we may express this by saying that “x is an
a-like thing,” (because of a) where the "is” means “identity.” In
the case, therefore, of the formula, “x is a,” x cannot take as one

4 The relation of the individual event-thing to its form, of the dancer to
the dance (W. B. Yeats) will concern us later. H: il it not been for the second
and the third motives, Plato could have avoided separationism, just as
Aristotle avoided it, by making form integral to the thing. That he comes to
this within a process thesis without at the same time making form wholly
immanent will be one conclusion of this inquiry.

5 Act is not intended to have the technical Aristotelian sense. The better
Platonic word would be “motion,” but at this point in the inquiry it would

sound stilted,
6 I'nfra, 66-68.
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of its values a; w hile in the case of the carly theory this would
be quite legitimate, We must grant that Plato is not always con-
sistent, and there are strong motives, especially in Phaedo and

symposium, for treating the idea as a super object and not mere
sattern. We will reserve this discussion for the following section.

still, things change and form does not; and to put form into
things would seem to subject them to a bifurcation. Instead of
destroving the unity of the thing, Plato was led to separate its
[nuumui components into two distinct realms, Being and Be-
coming.” If the integrity of the individual was saved, it was at the
expense of the integral relation of form to act, of the dance to
the dancer.® He sought to save it by a doctrine of copies or images.
jeing @ Bec oming : : Actual 0|)]€LL‘: : Shadows : : Ideas : Hypoth-
eses (Republic, 509E-511E). Such is the theme of the divided
line, the myth of the cave, and the discussion of ideas in Republic
X. As Plato was to discover, success was bought at the price of
(_'({ui\-'ocm.ion (Parmenides, 132D—133A).% The “bed itself” and the
bed one builds and sleeps in have different predicates. Ideas are
unchanging, ahistoric, not localizable, one, causes, and eternal;
while their images are the many, spatial-temporal, derivative,
historic events. Becoming and Being dilfer in ontological type.
Thus the bed itself and a bed are “beds” by equivocation. Success
in preserving the integrity of the thing was purchased at the price

7 This view must be abandoned in the context of the theory of the soul in
Phaedo, There the individual is bifurcated. Plato is exploring, not pronounc-
ing, doctrine; and thus it is difficult to make general statements about an
citire period or even a single dialogue. For an interesting apparatus within
which these metaphysical issues may be stated, see Sommers, “Predicability,”
263-71.

8 This metaphor reflects the relation of arefe to a given action, but put this
wav it discloses that Plato was hardly aware of its import. Were it not for
other motives, process views alone would have hardly entailed a radical sep-
arationism.

Tor a very strong defense of this view, sce Ronald J. Butler, “The Measure
and Weight of the Third Man,” Mind, LXXII (new series, 1068), 62-78. An

cirlier article by Gilbert Ryle, “Plato’s Parmenides,” in Allen, Studies in
Plato’s Metaphysics, 100-11, lays the ground for a similar analysis. Both Butler
and Ryle argue that the form theory is untenable, but we hope to show that
these objections can be met and that the theory continues to possess as much

value as any purely philosophical thesis can,
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of metaphysical bankruptcy. Efforts to preserve the “image” lan-
guage, at least in the sense of Republic, are ill-advised.’® These
points will be discussed more fully in the following chapter.

(2) The second motive for assuming a separationist ontology
may have been a consequence of the “success” of the method of
speculative demonstration. Though one might arrive at the “tri-
angle itself” through a route of approximation, one is apt to
neglect, in the vision of the absolute perfection of that which is
thereby defined, that defining route from which the elicited entity
is not in the least independent. One may thus come to consider
the abstractive route, the concrete triangles, as dependent on the
“triangle itself.” The logical thesis that intension is prior to ex-
tension lends credence to this view. The form becomes the de-
fining property in intension of the class. The intensional view of
classes develops out of this admittedly attractive thesis, for it en-
ables us to differentiate classes on some other basis than their
members and avoids the apparent paradox that all null-classes are
equal. It also suggests the universal-individual distinction but in
a rather different form from that in Aristotle.

One can see this isolation of the form itself in the emergence of
the idea of the Good in Republic. The notion of the Good is cer-
tainly implied in the functional and teleological view of form
which Plato adopts early in the Republic (352E-354A). Function
becomes the basic premise of the argument. A function either aims
at some good beyond itself or is for its own sake (357A-358A).11 In
case the good transcends the process whereby it is achieved, the
process is said to be utilitarian, and its value derives from the end.
In the second case, the good may reside in the process whereby it
is realized as an immanent end, and thus the process has terminal
value in itself. The third case would be intermediate, being of
both kinds, i.e. knowledge is both terminal and instrumental. The

10 Interesting attempts to save this likeness theory may be found in Ballard,
Socratic Ignorance; Cherniss, “Relation of the Timaeus,” 349-78; and Allen,
“Participation and Predication.”

11 Though these distinctions are implicit in Plato, they receive a clear and
distinct form in Aristotle, especially in Ethica Nicomachea 1094a 1-1094b 10.
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subsequent generalization of the Good in Book VI, as specifying
all things (all becomings), would seem to follow immediately. But
when perfection itself becomes the idea of ideas, the teleological
view ol the world whereby good came initially into view tends to
disappear in favor of a world that lives in the shadowy image of
the Good. In the context of Republic this is easier to conceive than
it would be in Meno, which apparently does not recognize a dif-
ference in ontological type. There then must be some sense in
which the world is derived from the Good, and thus Plato holds
that it is the source of both Being and Becoming (509B). At this
moment the hardheadedness of the early dialogues is threatened
by something very much like neo-Platonism. The Good, in whose
]i;ﬁth all things are to be seen, ie. understood teleologically, be-
comes the cause of all and lies behind its effects, transcendentally
unknowable and unutterable.’? This lends itself to a common re-
ligious attitude which seeks to go beyond the given world and
man's cognitive powers to some higher Being and Power in virtue
of whose superior Goodness the mundane world appears to be
downright evil. Plato may have been the victim of such a psychosis.
jut perhaps religion and morals have more cogent grounds for
separationism.,

That separationism has an attractive ontological feature must
not be overlooked and should be preserved in any reformulation
of idea doctrine. If we admit the image theory of Becoming, then
the idea is clearly independent of Becoming. Granted that this
statement is bought at the price of equivocation, we now have a
theory of real possibilities. In Aristotle and Kant possibility can
only be defined through what is given substantially or in experi-
ence, but Plato provides a ground for novelty whereby Becoming

12 A5 Professor Ballard has remarked (Secratic Ignorance, 87-88), there is
1o problem of separationism when ideas are understood as measures; the
problem arises when they are given the role of cause (Phaedo, 199b-100¢). It
is at this point that we have the image-reality disjunction and the problem
of participation. F. M. Cornford in The Republic of Plato (New York, 1950),
|I“"-'. makes the usual mistake in assuming that only if they are separated can
forms he absolutes and serve as a defense against Sophistry. We hope that our
method of i11lu]'|)r(:liltion will eliminate this confusion.
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may be conceived as creative (Symposium, 205C). What can be is
not what |10lcm.i:1lly is in fact, but can be a novel advance on the
previously given. This must be taken seriously.

(3) The role which a religious concern had in shaping Plato’s
thought is so well known that we need not linger over it. It is
for others to ferret out the mystery cults that made their mark on
this man; for us the ever present memory of Socrates is quite
enough. One might well imagine that the trilogy 4 pology, Crito,
and Phaedo is a sort of moral argument for the existence of God,

The divinely imposed mission of Socrates is that of gadfly to
the Athenean polis, that of recalling man to his essential ignorance
and to the recognition that God, who alone is wise, is the true
measure of man. The life of philosophy is this purgative mission,
to the polis and to oneself. But the pursuit of this mission leads
Socrates before the Assembly and, on his insistence that he will
continue on it if left free to do so, the judgment of death. This
seems a kind of suicidal gesture; but the wise man is enjoined to
seek life (Phaedo, 62A). The dilemma which Socrates faces can
be resolved only if the life of the philosopher can somehow con-
tinue beyond its Athenean situation in the prison facing death,
only if what the many call death can be most fully life. Philosophy
is the practice of dying (Phaedo, 64A). Socrates’ gesture can be re-
deemed from futility only if ke is immortal. Thus the moral and
religious situation scems to require the two realms of Becoming
and Being; and in its radical separation from Becoming, philoso-
phy becomes justified.!

No doubt the above is entirely too brief to reflect the richness
and the depth of the Socratic appeal. 1t reaches the intensity of
the highest art in Symposium. The mood he engenders has been
the almost constant preoccupation of Western man. Whatever
psychological and religious issues it may raise, it does generate a
set of convictions and passions which have for centuries prevented
most of Plato’s admirers from appreciating the problems which

13 Ballard (Socratic Ignorance, 19 ) has given a preceptive and moving
account of the motives for separationism found in the life of Socrates.

e
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they raised for Plato himself and the route which he took in his
effort to resolve them. To these problems we now turn,

Tue Two WoRLDS

That the idea alone is substantial is the constant theme of Aris-
iotle’s criticism of Plato, and on the whole this seems a fair inter-
|n-,-_-|:uion of the status of ideas in the context of Phaedo. The myth
ol recollection, which may have been no more than Socratic irony
at the expense of Meno's rhetorical imagination when it was first
introduced (Meno, 81B-E), now seems to be of central impor-
tance.* Man is not simply capable of “recognizing” what was pre-
viously unseen by physical vision; he himself possesses a dual
nature, one part defined by his apparently eternal communion
with the ideas and the other by his bodily involvement in the flux
of sensation and desire. That which knows itsell through ideas,
and thus shares their character, is psyche; while sense defines man's
bodily involvement to him. This is an axiom of classical realism;
a4 [unction is defined by its object. Eternal objects define mind,
just as the flux defines body. Each “part” comes to have the onto-
logical status of its proper object, and the presumed individual
now becomes disjoined from himself.

To see how this comes about one must bear in mind the hopes
which Socrates expressed for himself as he faced the hemlock in
Phaedo: “For I am ready to admit that in meeting death without
resentment I should be doing wrong, il I were not persuaded in
the first place that I was going to the Gods who are wise and good
(ol this T am certain as I can be of any such matters), and sec-
ondly (I am not so sure of this last) to men departed, better than
those whom I leave behind” (Phaedo, 63B-C). If soul is known
through ideas and these are its proper object, then it is like them;

1 Ross contends (Theory of Ideas, 22) that in “Meno the theory of anam-
MSLS s not eonnected with the knowledge of ideas; in the Phaedo it is.” This
5 surely false and is to mistake the myth for the doctrine. The theory of
"""->J!|-l'|iun is always connected with the ideas, but the myth plays a iliﬂ'vi'mll
i the two dialogues.

T
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and since these are eternal, it must be also. But this is to say no
more than that the idea of man (or perhaps, as Plotinus thought,
the idea of the individual man) is eternal, a privilege enjoyed in
sua genera by any amoeba or triangle. About this Socrates is rea-
sonably convinced. Let us grant him this privilege, which is the
universal right of all that becomes and perishes. But the second
hope of Socrates, about which he is far less certain, is critical, for
it suggests a personal existence, an existence with other dead men
which Dante so charitably grants him in limbo (at the feet of
Aristotle) after departure from this unhappy life.’ This is a
great deal more than the existence (“subsistence,” sic) of Socrates
qua idea; it is life most fully and most real for all eternity. The
soul, prisoner in the body, passes from the imprisoned body to
the really real. Then Socrates achieves the goal of his search, that
which he has always been pursuing in the marketplace, the gym-
nasium, the homes of the mighty, and on the field of battle be-
comes his.

But this means that when we speak of Socrates, we are quite
in error, for there is no one being called “Socrates,” but rather
two, Socrates-soul and Socrates-body. Any sentence containing
“Socrates” is apt to be logically ambiguous.’® To some philoso-
phers, Descartes for instance, incoherence may not be unwelcome.

15 Dante, Inferno, canto IV, 1. 134,

16 Fred Sommers proposes in “Predicability,” 265, the following criterion
for type difference: “Two things are of different types if and only if there
are two predicates P and Q such that it makes sense to predicate P of the
first thing and not of the second and it makes sense to predicate Q of the
second and not the first. Thus of Socrates’ soul we can say that it is immortal,
while of his body that it has perished; but not of soul that it is mortal or of
body that it is eternal. As a criterion of individuality, Sommers proposes
(p. 279), “An entity x is an individual if and only if every pair of predicates
P and Q that is true of x is such that either P is predicable of Q or Q is
predicable of P.” “P is predicable of Q if and only if for every x, if either
x is Q or x is not Q, then cither x is P or x is not P™ (p. 275). A term is said to
be predicable if and only il the affirmation or denial is true (p. 272). With these
definitions in mind, we can see that Socrates is a non-individual. We can
predicate “will speak with better men™ and "“will revert to earth, air, fire, and
water” of Socrates; but it is clearly the case that “what will rot in the grave”
will not “speak with better men.”
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The bounteous grace of God will join and hold together what
analysis reveals to be incompatible. But to Plato and philosophers
of his ]}(.'r.-;unsion who live in the shadow of the great Parmenides,
(his conclusion would be a scandal. The problem of unity is a
very central problem, perhaps the most important. As Aquinas
has it, Being and One are convertible terms;'” and, if the
father of the Western metaphysics, Parmenides, lacked the sub-
tlety of Thomas and went too hastily from the many to the one
in his search for Being (Philebus, 17A), his insight must remain a
central theme for all who would serve philosophy. While there
arc as many species of unity as there are Being,'® that which is of
primary concern is how elements (ousiai) drawn from different
ontological types or levels, Being and Becoming, can be related
to one another in a single unity. This is impossible in the con-
text of Phaedo. The way a man lives determines how he is to be
judged by the gods; but since the gods judge the soul in virtue
of the kind of life it leads, then clearly Becoming must make a
diffcrence to Beingl Conversely, Socrates insists that the proper
explanation of his presence in the prison is not through the im-
manent necessities of physical life (as Anaxagoras might put it),
but rather soul and its vision of the ideas which has led him unto
death (98C-E). The analysis of Socrates’ situation in prison re-
quires recourse to the mingling of ideas with the “necessities” of
F’m:nrning‘: for if the ontological levels are disjoined, then neither
is relevant to the other and the whole Socratic stance is futile.

. Just how futile the separationist doctrine of the Phaedo really
15 was expressed in what has been called the argument of the “two
worlds™ of Parmenides (183C-184E). Whether this argument is
strictly valid or whether it is a myth about what Plato conceived
to be the fate of his theory as entailed by the considerations in
J’JIJ;II'r."u is of little moment. However it be viewed, clearly an
“quivocal (homonymous) usage is involved when we predicate
the same name of entities of differing ontological type and two
]“:J.:_\;l:”;:-;“-;rt-'"]I';’I'Ifrrl'rh"rrlr_:fru. I, question 11, article 1. See Aristotle, Metaphysics,

% Avistotle, ;1h'lfr.lj.fn'ry_l:ir.s. 1003b 33.
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differing and apparently disjoined orders of being lie side by side
without mingling. Becoming can never respond to the lure of
Beauty, nor can Being in any way shape the necessities of Becom-
ing, and so the great doctrines of Symposium and Phaedrus would,
like the speeches of Lysias, become school-pieces for rhetoric and
the beloved Socrates would join the ranks of the Sophists. Aris-
totle’s summary of the two world argument (Metaphysics, 911a 8-
17) puts the matter quite nicely:

Above all one might discuss the question what on earth the Forms con-
tribute to sensible things, either to those that are cternal [the heavenly
bodies] or to those that come into being and cease to be. Tor they cause
neither movement nor any change in them. But again they help in no
wise towards the knowledge of the other things (for they are not even
the substance of these, else they would have been in them), or towards
their being, if they are not in the particulars that share in them . . ..

There are certainly some difficulties with the exact form of
Plato’s argument. Aristotle, supported by Alexander, held that
Plato did not admit ideas of relations,' yet it is quite clear that
the argument does employ as an example the relation master and
its converse, slave (Parmenides, 153E) to show that some ideas
have a relational essence (183D). It is certainly not easy to say
what Plato thought about relatives; but whatever it was, it was
not that view Aristotle advances in Categories (6a 35-8b 24) where-
in they are assimilated to monadic predicates. Thus instead of
saying “a R b,” Aristotle seems to want to say “a is R-b,” the ex-
istence of the “R-b" complex depending on a.?® Such a position
would prevent one from understanding how one existing thing
comes to have some integral quality through some other existing
thing—a view essential to Aristotle’s Physics and De Anima—for

19 Ihid., 990b 16; and Alexander, in Metaphysica 83.22, Interestingly enough,
Bertrand Russell’s platonism, such as it is, depends on the belief that there
are such ideas of relations Phaedo 100E=102E contains the carliest extended
argument about relations and seems to treat greatness as both a relative term
and as a relation. Simmias is larger than Socrates; and by reason of greater
than (“absolute greatness™ is the name he seems to give this relation. See

102E), he has greatness.
20 Categories, 8a 30,
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his logic everywhere stresses that isolated individualism?' which
his immancent and relational view of nature denied. Perhaps had
plato tried to formulate his theory of relations he may have fared
as badly, for premature formalism is a very great danger. Good
philo-‘%ﬁlih‘”'-“ like Aristotle do it but, because they are good, never
(ake themselves seriously. But just as we cannot foster Aristotle’s
logical formalism on himself, so too we must be careful in apply-
ing it to Plato.?® Above all, we can expect a far greater measure of
intercommunion in Plato, both among things and among ideas,
for he was never especially inhibited by the concept of an “atomic”
individual and its substantial form. It is true that speculative
demonstration might lead to an overemphasis on the individual
entity, but with Plato it generally leads, as in Republic and even
in Meno (81C=D, 98A), to a discursive bond, to system and order.
Whatever be the final formulation of Plato, it must pay due rev-
erence to the overriding relational character of his metaphysics.
The problem of the two worlds is not that of the failure to de-
fine relations within each (though as we know from those who
have considered Phaedo, 74B-75D, equality does present a prob-
lem within “Being” itself),?® but rather to find a bond between
the relations of each level.#* “I may illustrate my meaning in this
21 Especially his definition of primary substance as neither present in nor
]|E1'1.|I((lr1|:' of .(l’j'u."r'._-:rn'r'm‘. 1b 5), which had such tragic effects on the thought
of l:{l_'q(';l_r:(-.\‘. Spinoza, and Leibniz. In functional notation “a R b is “R (a, b)"”
:[ml @ is R-b"is “R-bfa).” The second case is and remains a monadic predi-
cate, h|_1[ the first can I‘}u generalized as a n-ary predicate, R(xy, x5, ¥y, o %),
.“ 1; T,|Il\' later form which seems to express best the sense which both Aristotle
.1lm. 1 I;ilru .'l.ll'.l('h to relations in their actual philosophizing. For this reason,
L Itll'.’u!.irll}uumn of Categories to Aristotle is doubtful.
N I_-|J_I.t.‘.r,l\“”.“plm of [_hl! problem which Plato’s uses of relations entail, see
wvle, "Plato’s Parmenides,” in Allen, Studies in Plalo’s Metaphysics, 106-10;

and G, F ¢ . o iV : 3 :

o 5 B L. Owen, “A Proof in the Peri Ideon,” in Allen, Studies in Plato’s

Metaphysics, 30911,

e - - . - v r L

v Geach, “Third Man,” 269-70: Gregory Vlastos, “Postscript to the Third

MEGHE A T et : T ) . -
'“L\-i\ Reply to Mr. Geach,” in Allen, Studies in Plata's Metaphysics, 287-91.

o .|- l.\.II[|<|t'1' m Melaphysica 82.11: “We predicate of things in this world
ality itself which 3 : . -

dll. Ill_\ itself, which is only homonymously predicable of them: for neither
s the g . firiti I i ; i

[. ,\] Hie same definition apply to them all, nor are we referring to things
ruely equal, For a senst 9 s FRsies S, L ok :

Virile mlmi““ m.|l.l M..ll‘.wlfll( [hm_u,.'.l.km I(h,mg(x and is not tit'!t‘l'IIHlII-'I]L_' and

et 1uously, nor does anything in the world answer precisely to the
“initon of equality.” '
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way, said Parmenides. Suppose a man to be a master or a slave—he
is obviously not a slave ol the abstract idea of a master, or a master
of the abstract idea of a slave; the relation is one of man to man.
The idea of mastership in the abstract must be defined by relation
to the idea of slavery in the abstract, and vice versa” (133D-134A).
[deas are what they are in relation to one another, and things have
their character in virtue of their relation to things (133D). We
who become are out of all relation to absolute essence; and the
knowledge we have must be relative to us, the knowledge of things
in Becoming, and not of the ideas themselves. (Doubtless there is
a shift away from the personal dualism of Phaedo, but the reasons
for this quasi-Kantianism may be rhetorical rather than doctrinal.)
If there were a being who knew things, he would not know ideas;
and if he knew ideas, he would not know things. But this would
deny that God, “having true knowledge,” could know things
(184D). Extreme transcendence must always pay the price of re-
ligious irrelevancy, whatever other apparent values it may possess.

In Phaedo and Symposium there is a pervasive tendency to con-
sider the philosopher as one who is trying to escape the fragmented
images which constitute this world to a world of perfect objects,
the ideas themselves. In stressing the gulf which separates images
from ideas, Plato at times may have attributed to the ideas a degree
of perfection which if seriously intended would have rather un-
fortunate consequences. He may have felt that the idea of a perfect
object would be itself a perfect object, having all the qualities the
thing might have were it rescued from the ravages of time and
transported to Being.?® Peter Geach has given an admirable ex-
pression to this tendency: “Mortal lions are so called only because
of their relation to the Lion, whose right to the name is pre-
eminent and unqualified. The Lion is whatever properly belongs
to lions; a particular lion may have its mane clipped and its claws
pared, but the Lion still has its mane and sharp claws.”?¢ Geach
admits that this view is inherently self-predicational; and in order

25 The issue is, however, not to view perfect things, but to become perfect,
and so even on this interpretation ideas need not be object-like.
26 Geach, “The Third Man Again,” 270.
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(o avoid its difficulties, proposes the analogy between idea and the
grandard Pound.?” Whatever be the merits of this analogy, the
assumption that Plato thought of ideas as complete objects must
be taken as, at best, a very occasional slip on his part. The main
drift of the metaphysics of this period is to assume flux and, as in
the case of arete and the Good, the notion that form is the form
of Becoming, the pattern of activity. In this context self-predica-
tion is an identity relation, which belongs to form alone (Phaedo,
78D), and not the ascription of its own character to the form.
That which constitutes character cannot be said to have that char-
qcter without positing the absurdity of an infinite regress of char-
acter.®®

with this we must clear our accounts with the early theory of
ideas. We watched it generate in the dialectic with Meno and
saw it flower into the grandest scheme mind has proposed, em-
bracing the higher aims of men and nature too; but we saw that
Plato thought that the price to be paid for such exalted vision
was too high. The task is that of overcoming the separation be-
tween Being and Becoming and giving a coherent account of finite
individuality. Participation was supposed to close that gap; and
if the problem is to be overcome, the task is that of making sense
of that notion. Nevertheless, the separation thesis is not without
importance in itself,

SEPARATIONISM RECONSIDERED

The separationism of Phaedo presented Plato with an obvious
paradox. That grand view of the all, developed out of a piety for
the memory and aspirations of Socrates, became on examination

27 Ihid., 276, Geach has been effectively criticized by R, E. Allen, “Forms as
Stundards,”  Philosophical Quarterly, IX (1959), 164-67; R. S. Bluck, “Par-
Menides and the Third Man,” Classical Quarterly, VI (new series, 1956), 29-37;
and Ballard, “Socratic Ignorance, 89, See infra, 90-91,

} “8 Vlastos, “Third Man Argument,” 257-58, rather confuses the issue of the

o world” argument with talk of self-predication and non-identity; but
his final sentence does reflect the ancient and correct interpretation of this
argument: “If only F-ness can be F, how can anything else be F?” Equivocation
I8 the oot of the problem,
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totally inadequate to account for that life. The key issue was par-
ticipation, a “relation” which had been postulated to account for
the modal relevance of Being to Becoming. Being provided Be-
coming with a ground for value, knowledge, and existence; but
extreme separationism rendered the task of philosophy suspect,
To paraphrase Spinoza, if two entities have nothing in common,
one cannot be understood through the other. Unless some con-
nexity could be demonstrated, the task of trapping the Sophist
was fated to [rustrate itsell.

It seems reasonable to suggest that throughout the remainder
of his life Plato continued to maintain separationism.?? Certainly
the theory underwent modification in very important respects;
but even in face of the difficulties he discovered in transcendence,
he never adopted an immanence such as that of Aristotle. Now one
may wonder why, especially since he seems to have begun with an
unseparated view as in Meno, he himself did not return to the
‘cave.” The modern student, who will probably begin to read
Plato with a distillation of prejudices inherited from Ayer, Nie-
tzsche, and Ireud, and who looks upon religion as a betrayal of in-
telligence and integrity, will probably regard Plato’s failure to
return to the sophisticated simplicities of his earlier phase as a
religious perversion and a philosophic decline. If, however, one
seriously wants to do philosophy, he will try to see sound reasons
for a position and not waste his time in ad hominem excursions
into irrelevancy. We learned important and positive lessons in
the middle dialogues, and to abandon altogether their most dis-
tinctive feature would be a disaster. The middle dialogues repre-
sent a very considerable gain in philosophical insight; and surely
it was these, and not visceral matters, which made him press on in
the full knowledge of the difficulties he had come upon. We wish
to comment on some important advances effected during this
period. Three which are of great importance are the construction
of a romantic metaphysics, a developing concern for process and
the conditions of its intelligibility, and the nature of explanation.

(1) Romantic Metaphysics. Undoubtedly, Plato’s greatest gift

20 The latest texts supporting the “separationist” view are Timaeus 52A
and Philebus 15B-C.

(5
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(o the business of civilization was his romantic conception of
reality. The obvious fruits are poetic, but 1 wish to emphasize the
deeper poetry of mathematics and physical science. Empiricism
can never capture the logos, the appeal of formal thought, or the
singular beauty of mathematics which leads men into the purest
form of Platonism, the love of form for its own sake. “There is a
romantic philosophy, mathematics, and physics which have a
platonic inspiration and which is perhaps one of the tortuous
wavs we can recover the abiding truth in the Platonic texts.”30
'f'h'{- very separation of ideal entities is the ground of their rele-
vance; and this is surely nowhere better expressed than in mathe-
matics, which isn’'t about anything® except form for its own sake;
and yet through its ultimate abstraction, we gain power and do-
minion over the world (Phaedo, 100A). Nature is a pattern of inter-
connected and interrelated entities, and the key to the pattern is
mathematics (Republic, 510B-511E; 523A-532A). This is, of
course, the great theme of A. N. Whitehead'’s _\IﬂLhemzilics as an
Element in the History of Thought,” which, together with G. N.
Hardy's A4 Mathematician’s Apology, constitutes the definitive
expression of this phase of romantic Platonism.??

Plato recalls us to the ultimate passion of reason. That is the
final and sole justification of philosophy. To neglect this contribu-
tion would be to forget our credentials for doing philosophy in
the first place.

(2) The Logos of Becoming. We sought to show that abstractive
demonstration, if it is an adequate formalization of the early
dialectic, does not involve separationism. There is no bifurcation
between what is given for mind and what is given for sense, so
that within this context the unity ol the human person is not
threatened, Perh: aps because of the pre-Socratic tendency to think
of things as collections of qualities, Plato never split up the thing
into different ontological components (though in a phenomena-

U Taliaferro, review of Brumbaugh, 254,

' One is reminded of Russell’s definition of mathematics as that science

\.\ here we do not know what we are talking about or whether what we are
g is true.

\\Iumhl.l:i Science and the Modern World, Chapter II; G, H. Hardy, 4

temalician’s Apology (Cambridge, England, 1940).

'lJu.
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lism, as Kant showed, unity is the critical problem; and (:Crtainly
Plato in his earlier phase had not come to see that); but as the
Heraclitean view came more into the fore, the older position must
give way to that which distinguishes between a form and its sey-
eral, individual instances. Let us examine this in more detail.
Euthydemus, Gratylus, and Theaetetus contain abundant evi-
dence to justify our belief that by the time of Plato’s maturity an
accommodation between Heracliteanism and Sophistry had been
reached. We gather that Sophistry, which was itself at least as
eclectic as Academic l'ﬂlilosoph)-', had found in the flux, through
a quasi-Megaric logic of same-other, a cosmological basis for Pro-
tagorean relativism. Key principles of this new doctrine were the
denials of the principles of contradiction and identity, and a novel
exploitation of the logic of same-other, or internal and external
relations, whereby “all mingled with all” (Sophist, 252D) consti-
tuting a whole wherein no distinction (peras) of reason could be
enforced.?® Rhetoric was the “divine art” and the Sophist, a
Demiurgos imposing his own immediate concern upon the world
as its constitutive order (Euthydemus, 294A-295A). It was Plato’s
genius to discover within the flux the grounds for a nonarbitrary
order and to establish logos (order, logic, science) supreme.
Euthydemus is a comic masterpiece, a l)hil(';sophi(‘.:-ll burlesque;
but if we look beyond its evident sophisms and gross play on equiyv-
ocation, we can see a much deeper issue. It is very much like the
fantasy of Lewis Carroll, an imaginative rcprcscm.:ilion of the
look of a world devoid of logical laws,* especially contradiction

33 “Indeed those who say that things at the same time are and are not,
should in consequence say that all things are at rest rather than that they
are in movement; for there is nothing into which they can change, since all
attributes already belong to all subjects.” Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1010a 35-38.

34 We know by the method of difference; and thus metaphysics has a pe-
culiarly difficult task in eliciting its primary elements, for we cannot catch
the world without them. Speculative imagination is required to demonstrate
all-pervasive or categorical features. Euthydemus presents us such a world, as
do many of the myths in Plato. Philosophers such as Wittgenstein are very
much mistaken, as both Carroll and Plato demonstrate, when they claim one
cannot talk about an illogical world; they very much underestimate the
power of the human imagination.
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and identity, and expresses the thesis, at least by inference, that
logic must have its foundation in ontology.%

The Sophist was unwilling to concede an identity element in
nature (Euthydemus, 288E; Theaetetus, 159C). Since the person
who affirms p and later denies it might be thought to be inconsis-
tent with himself, the Sophist proposes that both that “person”
and “p" itsell are other so no inconsistency is entailed, there being
no self-identity. If Plato could not “fit” the given world into
Being, the Sophist could not fit it into its immediate past. What-
ever one may believe to be true is true, and inconsistency is im-
possible. According to the relativism of Protagoras a thing is in
relation to a perceiver. Then suppose some ptrr(:eivm‘ X 1s in state
or condition P relative to Q and in condition ¥ relative to Z, Then
v is P and Y. But unless P is the same as ¥, then x (P) is other than
what it is, namely x(Y). Thus there is a manifest inconsistency. A
similar argument can be constructed for the objects Q and Z. For
these reasons, the (Aristotle’s) Heraclitean was willing to concede
that everything is a mixture of opposites and has no nature of its
own.’ Finally contradiction is itself overthrown. To say what is
false is to say what is not; to say what is not is to say nothing; to
say nothing is not to speak; ergo, one cannot say what is false.

If discourse is possible, then the above arguments seem to re-
quire of us that we consider the logical order to be the real order
of events and not merely a matter of convention.’” Somehow, in-

¥ Avistotle’s discussion of contradiction in Metaphysics IV seems to have
heen inspired by Euthydemus, and the doctrine of essence upon which he
bases his logical law is derivate from the analogous concept of form in Plato.
|5'_III: Plato and Aristotle are logical realists, It is the definite structure of
things, their being what they are rather than something else, that supplies a
R'lll.illil for logic; and thus the defense of logic is a defense of definiteness
i‘.'ﬂ":'l.l.llal the apeiron, the mingled whole, of Heracliteanism. See Metaphysics,
L006a 50-1008a 2; 1009a 5-1011a 2. d

'_ Cornford, Theory of Knowledge, 34.

I"' Al ] Aver, Language, Truth, and Logic (London, 1938), is a delightful
ﬁt-.lm'.- of _t;mlh sophisms: “What has contributed as much as anything to the
Pressed in such g \\"I‘\' that TIlui f—— [ " fz .‘ l.nhl.“:\-“f' o ‘.} .LL” -
R ey that y appear to be .I[.‘Illd.], :\ striking lllﬁf..lhlli:{: of

provided by the proposition that a material thing cannot be in two
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gredient in the flux is that which does not change (Theaetetus,
158E-159E, especially 159D). Ideas are the required identity
elements. Thus we face the problem of immanent participation,
of the way in which a thing qua other and other is yet one. If a
thing is what it is in virtue of the way it embodies eternity, it also
is what it zs in virtue of the way it embodies its own past. Both
of these involve the participation of Becoming in Being. How this
can be so will concern us deeply later.

But ideas are the required identity elements. Clearly, we cannot
say that an instance of the flux is self-identical (T heaetetus,
157B-E; Timaeus, 27D-29D), for this would deny change. If
there is to be some knowledge of the flux, and knowledge is of
what is, then clearly knowledge cannot be of the flux qua flux.
The idea must be separated [rom the flux; yet at the same time,
if in an obscure manner, it must contribute its shape, its pattern,
to the ever going-on-ness of nature. An example of this would be
the theory of the virtues in Republic.®

The analysis of a region of Becoming will thus disclose entities
of different type, one derived from Being qua pattern, and the
other, the patterned act of Becoming itsell. No item of flux is self-
identical. Self-identity is a characteristic of ideas insofar as they
are ideas. We may express this as self-predication, “the Good is
good” or “Beauty is beautiful,” but we mean thereby to express
the eternal self-identity of form as over against the other and other
of nature's passage.

Change is not in every case a temporal phenomenon. A thing

places at once. This looks like an empirical proposition . . . but a more critical
inspection shows it is not empirical at all but linguistic” (pp. 62-63). “Thus
if I say, ‘Nothing can be colored in different ways at the same time with
respect to the same part of itself,’ T am not saying anything about the prop-
erties of an actual thing. . .. In other words, I am simply calling attention to
the implications of a certain linguistic usage” (p. 104).

38 One should not overlook the increasingly dynamic concern of Plato’s
mathematics in Republic V1I, for astronomy, having to do with bodies in
motion, and harmonics are the final stages of the curriculum. If, as the third
of dialectic,

stage of the divided line suggests, mathematics is the “language’

then Plato’s form theory is dynamic. The importance of this must not be
overlooked, especially for the later dialogues such as Sephist and Timaeus.
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is in relation to other things. “Nothing is just one thing by itself”
(-'1‘;',nf’f:r'h':‘u.\'. 157B), so a thing can become other by simply chang-
ing its relations to other things. Socrates is small in relation to
Theodorus; but when Theaetetus enters, he who was small be-
comes large, for he is larger than Theaetetus. Protagoras had
argued that a thing is as it appears, that is, to the perceiver. But
since the condition of the perceiver is relative to the object, object
and subject are both relative to one another (Theaetetus, 160B).
But surely relations without relata are nonsense. Thus, relative
o twelve, six s less; but relative to two, it is more. Thus six is
hoth more and less, depending on that to which it is related. But
sober judgment tells us this is sheer nonsense, for six is six, i.e.
sell-identical, and because of its being what it is, is more or less
than other numbers. It is not itself constituted by this relation as
Protagoras and his relativism would have it (Theaetetus, 1548~
155C). Even if everything is relative, there must be definite terms
standing as relata to the relation. There may be flux indeed, but
change itself requires a standpoint that is unchanging which
makes possible discourse about change, and this is the role of
idea. Ideas are the relata in relation to which instances of Be-
coming derive such identity as they may possess.

The issue of contradiction and its truth-value falsity is one
which Plato faces in Sophist; and for the time being we can ignore
it for another insight provided by the puzzles of Euthydemus. In
an argument whose slapstick humor must be unmatched in the
entire history of philosophy, Dionysodorus “proves” to Ctesippus
that his father is a dog (298A-299A). Ctesippus has a dog who is
a lather. The dog is his. “Then he is a father and he is yours; ergo,
he is your father” (298E). Earlier Euthydemus had proved to
Socrates that his father, Sophroniscus, was not his father (297E-
299B). Chaeredemus was the father of Patrocles, the half-brother
(‘}[' Socrates; so that both Chaeredemus and Sophroniscus were
fathers. But Chaeredemus was other than Sophroniscus, a father.
How could he then be a father, being other than father? Being
other than a stone, you are not a stone. Therefore Chaeredemus
Was not a father. Were he a father, Sophroniscus, being other,
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could hardly be father (same). “Sophroniscus, being other than
father, is not a father; and you, Socrates, are without a father”
(298B).

Schematically, we can exhibit the Megaric character of this
language game as follows: Assume x is P and y is P. Here “x is P"
is understood as “x is same (identity) as P.” Thus if y is other than
x, it cannot be P. If both x and y are P, then x=y, by Leibniz’s
law.

The usual way out of such an absurdity is to stipulate, with
Aristotle, that is has many meanings and that in this case there
is a confusion between the is of predication and the is of identity.
But this should be recognized for what it is, viz.,, the assumption
of a “substance” theory within which the universal-particular
distinction is operative. This sort of thing will not do. Except in
the very special case of mathematics, to speak of form in Aristotle
is to speak of classes of entities which have the form, things to
which the form stands either substantivally or adjectivally. But
with Plato the case is quite different, for if form transcends its
instances, then its extension is ontologically irrelevant to it qua
form. Classes and instances are going to play a very derivative role
in this logic; character, which is dependent in Aristotle, is going
to be primary in Plato. Though we are at present unable to stipu-
late the relation of form to Becoming, it is clearly not that enter-
tained by Aristotle and the great tradition of which he is the
acknowledged master. The relation of an image to an archetype
is clearly not that of a complex whole to an ubiquitous ingredient.
Plato is really much closer to the universal mingling envisaged
by Heraclitus or the “manifold” entertained by Anaxagoras® than
he was to the unchanging, substratal definiteness (an “a this"”) of
Aristotle. The Platonic revision of this early flux theory required
that the separated (transcendent) form, i.e. father, be capable of
multiple relevance to natural process, that it can be “instanced”

39 The most suggestive interpretation of this phase of Anaxagoras is that
found in G. 8. Kirk and J. E. Raven, The Pre-Socratic Philosophers (Cam-
bridge, England, 1962), 870-72. See also W. K. C. Guthrie, 4 History of Greek
Philosophy (Cambridge, England, 1965), II, 279-94.
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in several events, and is that which binds each of these into types
of unity signified by the word “father.” The condition of being a
father will constitute an immanent nexus of paternal relations;
put such nexus can be everywhere throughout nature, provided
of course that there are beings who can exhibit this relation scat-
ered about also. The only way out of the internal relatedness
envisaged by the Sophist is to recognize that form has the status
of a possible, that it functions as a limit (peras) of a Dedekind
Gohinitt and is of recurrent character.

Granted that sense can be made of participation, we can see
that separated form is necessary to any philosophy which, like
those of Heraclitus, Anaxagoras, and Bradley, conceives entities
in terms of multiple types of internal relatedness and which takes
immanence seriously. Perhaps it was here Aristotle failed; surely
substance philosophy, whether in its traditional or in the sublated
form of the predicate calculus, fails in the problem of expressing
connexity. Whatever the merits of Plato’s formulation, it brings
us to recognize the dependence of logic on metaphysics.#® It is
high time philosophers developed sufficient self-criticism to rec-
ognize the basis of their own pretension; but then it is easier to
root out nonsense in others than to have the integrity, the courage
to face it in oneself.

(3) Explanation: Until he was led to take Becoming seriously,
Plato seems to have shown little concern for the problem of ex-
planation. The Socratic dialogue was an effort to perpetuate the
mission of the master and was largely purgative, seeking to reach
that ignorance which passes for knowledge and to bring it to
recognize itself. What self-recognition entailed was the discovery
of the universe of real values, and not the ego of post-Cartesian
philosophy and its epistemic and moral isolation from the sell-
transcending world of power and events. The Socratic interior
life was life in the good polis (Republic, 443D-L).

. But the Socratic search, if it did not land itself in the dreary

solation of subjectivity, did find itself in an isolationism of an-

\n.:lljul._.,l,s.‘]l\.h‘l-!l(;:,.t.,lﬁl-i_l.lg-(:m.n-l-nxmunﬁ on the relation of logic to metaphysics, see
5, cdicability,” 281.
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other sort, that of the moral ideas. Early Socratic dialectic con-
centrated on the nature of the single form, those answering to the
names “courage,” “friendship,” “temperance,” and the like, and
was largely unconcerned with how such a domain may have real

relations with the remainder of the universe. Socrates reminds us
that he had no concern for natural philosophy (4pology, 19D;
Phaedo, 96A-100A). For Socrates, as for so many philosophers
since G. E. Moore, ethics is sui generis.

It would be a mistake to suggest, however, that an undue atten-
tion to terms, rather than syntax, led Plato to the early form of
the idea theory whereby intercommunion between forms is
ignored at the expense of discriminating more precisely their na-
tures. It is true that intercommunion is the subject of a great deal
of post-Parmenides concern; but the constant theme of the early
dialectic is that no man can be courageous, for instance, without
being wise and temperate. This surely assumes intercommunion
and the one-many problem.*! It seems that the real question is how
cthical statements are related to descriptions of the world.#2

The real reason lor this isolation of moral form must be Soc-
rates’. The natural philosophers raised questions which were of
no use to man; for even il everything were known, unless the
Good were known too, this knowledge would be useless (Char-
mides, 172D-176A).

Socrates’ was a philosophy of moral vision. It tried to break
down the self-imposed barriers which stood between man and his
own self and, in the image of Meno's slave, bring him to look and
see. There were no explanations to offer; none are required in the
passionate apprehension of the beauty of the moral ideal. To ask
for explanation would be in very poor taste.

Insofar as explanations may be called for, they usually have to
do with human behavior. One does not have to explain the truth

41 For a contrary opinion, see Ballard, Socratic Ignorance, 10-11.

42 Our concern is not with the perplexing question “Does Republic commit
the naturalistic fallacy?” Yes, it probably does. But rather, we wish to show
that Socrates’ mode of thinking leads to incoherence; and that if this too i$
Moore’s mode, so much the worse for the “naturalistic fallacy,” and so
much the worse for Moore.
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he vividly and plainly sees, but he does have to explain why it is
not seen by others. In Protagoras, for instance, Socrates is con-
fronted with the example of the man who knows the good, but
does otherwise, having been “overcome by pleasure” (Protagoras,
$52A-556C). He invokes a hedonistic explanation and rather iron-
ically explains that the situation has been misdescribed: If plea-
sure is the good, then the failure to act on knowledge would mean
:_:;m:([ overcame good; so the failure to act on knowledge discloses
ignorance of which of the goods (the one known, or the one which
overcomes) is greater, The emphasis is on knowledge of a measure,
perhaps not unlike the hedonistic calculus of Bentham (Protagor-
as, 357B). Another example is found in Symposium where, through
ignorance of one’s true nature, man attempts to achieve a sort of
temporal wholeness (Being), a wasting effort to shore up oneself
against the ravages of time. Knowledge, that which man truly
lacks, does indeed induce that immortality (Being), for it is man’s
effort to complete himself by eternal things. Knowing and not
knowing are the explanations of human behavior.

Perhaps Socrates was too much the detached spectator, too wise
to be fully involved in the failure that was the constant fruit of
his dialectical therapy. He saw the ignorance of others and tried
to cure it; like a somewhat similar mission of Isaiah, he knew that
he was doomed to be unheard. The chief characters of the dia-
logues constitute a sort of rogues’ gallery of Athenean history.
Plato was a greater participant than Socrates in the effort to re-
shape the human lot.

But the problem of explanation became critical when Socrates
had to explain himself, The Phaedo, il it is the ironic refutation
ol Socrates’ aspirations, is the beginning of real philosophic ma-
turity. Socrates would have had it that way, he who cared so little
for himself and so very much for philosophy (Phaedo, 89B-91C).
]"Jl-'iihm'c and pain, knowledge of true pleasure (Republic, 582A~
292B), and man’s welfare, could serve as the naturalistic ground
ol explanation in those dialogues up to and through the Republic;
}”_H .lhv soul-body distinction of Phaedo carried with it the repu-
diation of any legitimate motivation played by pleasure. Pleasures
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become a “‘sort of nail which nails and rivets the soul to the body,
until she becomes like the body and believes that to be true which
the body affirms to be true” (83D). Philosophy is a “release . . |
[from] the thraldom of pleasures and pains” (84A). Pleasure and
pain cannot be proper motives to the virtuous life. This dehedon-
izing of motives leads to a moral sterility second only to that of
Kant,

But while we are rightly repelled by this intellectual puritanism,
it does bring another factor into analysis which must be consid-
ered. In a later passage, Socrates tells us he was first attracted to
Anaxagoras because of the role that philosopher assigned to mind
in causing all things, but that he became disappointed when he
was given explanations solely in terms of “efficient” and “ma-
terial” causes (Phaedo, 97C-98D). Thus he was not sitting in pris-
on because of the necessities of joint, muscle, and the details of
physiology; but that he was sitting because his choice of a way
of life and his choice to remain consistent thereunto had brought
him to the judgment of the Assembly (98E-99A). Physiology pre-
sents only conditions, hypothetical necessities as Aristotle called
them,* and the true cause is the idea. Although his separationist
view of soul is inadequate to the power of his own insights (How
-an pleasure effect an eternal thing, making it like the body?),
nevertheless, we do come to recognize that explanation requires
immanent conditions as well as transcendent ideas; and we must
be on the lookout for some way to join them together. Socrates’
choice was of alternatives not uniquely determined by the im-
manent necessities of physical nature, and both orders must be
invoked in explanation. In Republic, Plato said that the grand
harmonies are formed by the theme of {reedom and the theme of
necessity (399B). Reason must persuade these necessities (Timaeus,
47E~48A) in the conduct of the moral life. Explanation of human
behavior must show how that behavior is rooted in nature, but it
also entails that the ideas be separated [rom the flux as opening
novel routes of conduct, which must then mingle with physiolog-

43 Aristotle, De Physica 200a 30-200b 8,

plato’s Metaphysical Dualism 67

ical detail if they are to be carried out. Moral isolationism must
he OVErcome; ethics requires a philosophy of nature.*

[t is true that Phaedo makes only a very limited move in the
direction of a coherent and adequate theory of explanation; but
the role ol the idea as cause, as principle of explanation does make
ity appearance:

There is nothing new . . . in what I am about to tell you; but only what I
have been everywhere and always re-repeating in the previous discussion
and on other occasions: I shall try to show you the sort of causation which
has occupied my thoughts, I shall have to go back to those familiar the-
ories which are in the mouth of everyone, and first of all assume that
there is an absolute beauty and goodness and greatness, and the like;
grant me these and admit that they exist, and I hope to be able to show
vou the nature of cause, and to prove the immortality of the soul. ... I
cannot help thinking that if there be anything beautiful other than ab-
solute beauty it is beautiful only in so far as it partakes of absolute
beauty. . . . nothing makes a thing beautiful but the presence or par-
ticipation of beauty .. ..

(100B ff)

The above account clearly understands cause as participation;
and cause is to be understood in this context as “sufficient reason,”
that whereby a thing is as it is rather than otherwise.® If it tends
to limit explanation to what Aristotle has called formal causality
(formal participation), there are other elements which begin to
impinge upon the problem and whose relevance cannot be neg-
lected. Perhaps Plato is reluctant to recognize any other species
of cause (101A-103A); but he begins to see that formal participa-
tion may be the consequence of the way one thing mingles
(material participation) with another. A thing becomes hot, not
merely through the presence of heat (form), but through fire, a
thing which carries heat with it (103D-E). If we are willing to
recognize other species of cause, then participation is the [unda-

"_l(f]lilﬂc‘i P. Bigger, “Participation: A Definition,” Southern Journal of
Hrr!r:.\-,aph_\-l IT (1964), 18-19.
45 (.‘u]]iug\mml, Idea of Nature, 75-76.
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mental relation involved in all types of explanation.*® For if, as we
learn in Theaetetus (157B), in nature there is no single, self-
existent thing, then its relation to all of those other factors be-
yond itself whereby it is and is charactered, will be understood as
instances of participation, either in the formal or the material
mode. This requires a far more adequate account of the formal
type than is now available; and we must now direct our attention
to the great critique of that relation in Parmenides.

46 Participation is never to be confused with predication. When we predi-
cate, we say what something is; but when we invoke participation, we say why
it is. Form is not merely a character which a thing has; it is a thing because
it has that character. Form is only incidentally a principle of classification; it
is primarily the specification of the mode of operation of the thing. The
confusion, induced by several centuries of sensationalist epistemology in the
name of empiricism, whereby we take the looks and thus the sense qualities
of the thing for the thing must be put aside for the view that a thing is its
operations, potential or actual. If the “looks” are to be taken as primary,
then this appearance specifies quite a different “thing,” the physical-
psychological unity embracing both bodily events and external, physical
events, and it is of this unit that the “looks” may be said to be a specification.
This aspect of Plato’s theory will emerge hereafter.

” THE BROKEN BOND: PARMENIDES

3_.-! RMENIDES is admittedly so extraordinarily difficult that

one can easily appreciate the wide disagreement which its
interpretation has occasioned,! but there is certainly no dispute as
to its centrality in Plato’s philosophical development. Happily,
our task will not lead us in the depths of its dialectical labyrinth
(136A-166C); like cowards we shall linger with the preliminary
passages, where things are really quite bad enough. This section
127E-136A) may be the most remarkable monument ever erected
by any philosopher to the love of wisdom, for in it Plato scems
to present all the possible objections to his theory of ideas. The

cost must have been hard to bear; no other among us has produced
so noble a vision of man and his cosmic environment as one finds
in the middle dialogues. But then he turned on himself with all
his elegant and penetrating critical skill and tore away at all that
his passion and piety and intellect had wrought to show it wanting.
He was a very great man. He took seriously Socrates’ belief that
the “unexamined life is not worth living” and so gave us our
finest model of what it is to do philosophy.

Until Parmenides, participation remained largely unexamined,

I. I'he most important study of the main section of the Parmenides is
Robert s, Wrumbaugh's Plato on the One. My own interpretation has been
T.!I‘I;‘!l-\. influenced by E. G. Ballard’s review article of Brumbaugh, “On
asing the Parmenides,” Review of Metaphysics, XV (1962) and by his

veratie Tgnorance, 91-99.
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almost as if it were a primitive idea. There had been a few sug-
gestions: a thing is beautiful because beauty is present with it
(Euthydemus, 301A; Lysis, 217D-E), or participation is an image-
original relation (Republic, 597A ff); but no serious effort had
been made to examine it dialectically. To a philosopher of “vi-
sion” perhaps this did not seem necessary; one reported what one
saw. Parmenides, on the contrary, presents us with what appears
to be an exhaustive set ol models, all of which are examined and
found defective. As a result of this critique, we may take three
possible attitudes towards the idea theory: We can assume that,
acting against the advice of Parmenides himself (Parmenides,
135C), Plato abandoned the theory; we can show that no analysis
of participation is possible, that it is a unique relation and, though
like other ordinary relations, not same with any of them; or we
can try to revise the theory in a way which will meet the objections
which are raised against it. Plato certainly did not abandon the
theory of ideas. Indeed, he wrote Theaectetus to show that one
could not achieve completeness in a theory of knowledge without
recourse to ideas and, what is more, continued to invoke the theory
throughout the rest of his life. But this does not mean the theory
was unambiguously stated or that the objections in Parmenides
were explicitly answered. As we shall see, we cannot be sure just
what his objections were; but in taking a stand on what scems a
reasonable interpretation of the objections, we will see emerge a
new form of the doctrine. In Plato criticism is apt to be construc-
tion; and we should not forget that when he attacks a position,
as he attacked Polemarchus in Republic I, he may well be using
it to show us the way towards a proper resolution.

The second alternative may be true; for it may be possible to
hold that participation is sui generis, that it is a unique and prime
relation. It may be analogous to a great many other relations, part-
whole, image-likeness, one-many, and the like; but in itself it is
what it is and cannot be analyzed [urther. Philosophers are sus-
picious of “unique” concepts, but this is in itself no reason for
denying them. If we cannot define, in the usual manner, sui generis
(or, if you will, primitive) concepts, we can nevertheless point to
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(hem, even as one might point to red. By means of the technique
of .s]:(':‘ulalliv(: demonstration we can construct a dialectical matrix
which will point to the relation in question. The grounds for this
[Jym'cnlm'c have been laid by Austin Farrer in what may well be
¢he most important contribution to metaphysics of this era, Finite
and Infinite.? Farrer was concerned to point out a unique relation,
the cosmological relation (that whereby the infinite term is pre-
cumed to constitute the finite term), by means of an ordered set
ol relations which are in one way or another similar to the relation
in ({ll(.‘sli(lll. These relations serve as the regions in which demon-
stration takes place.® An application of this technique to partici-
]m[i(m would be a very important contribution to metaphysics,
but in this case I believe it to be ill-advised. If participation is
unique, it is a mystery in the theological sense of that term; and
thus what stands at the base of all finite understanding would be
hevond range of understanding itself. Certainly Plato and a great
m;;ny other philosophers would be willing to concede that ration-
ality rests on a ground beyond reason; but to concede that we
should begin where we may perhaps end, in mystery, is a council
of despair and a disparagement of reason within its own domain.
Participation is that relation between all nonself-sufficient entities
and their causes, the basic structure presumed in any act of under-
standing. In this case, as with metaphysics in general, the possibili-
ty ol a solution to the problem of participation rests on finding
one. If we cannot, then we have available the type of alternative
suggested by Farrer.

The third alternative, that of constructing an alternative to the
available models of participation, will have to be our concern.
But we must first face a powerful and cogent objection: it might
be said that while Plato did not abandon the theory of ideas in
some form or another, it is the case that he should have done so;
for it is untenable. This attitude, which is as old as Aristotle, has
recently been advanced by Gilbert Ryle and Ronald J. Butler.

9 " L 2y o " § "
“Austin Farver, Finite and Infinite (Westminster, 1943), 14-62.
¥ For an application of this technique in terms of speculative demonstration,
SCe my article, “Speculative Language and Theological Vision.”
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We have been in the habit of assuming that participation is
“some sort” of relation, but Ryle has argued that it cannot in the
nature of the case be any sort of relation.* Apparently all of the
proposed models for participation break down in Parmenides;
and though the account leads us to believe that some more ade-
quate theory is forthcoming, Ryle argues that such hopes are un-
justified. In order to show this, Ryle translates “I_az'tl'ticipation" by
the more natural, logical term “exemplification.” The proposi-
tion, “x is green,” will be read, “x exemplifies greenness” and not
“x participates in green.” Since every relation has a converse, the
converse of this statement would be “greenness is exemplified in
x.” But assume that there is a relation called “exemplification”
and that it is intelligible, then it itsell must be an “exemplifica-
tion” of the idea “relation.” Thus we face an infinite regress: “The
exemplification of P by S will be an instance of exemplification,
and that of a third, and so on ad infinitum.”® While relations may
be involved in participation, Ryle is certainly correct when he
asserts that participation is not a relation between a form and an
entity instancing that form. He assumes that Plato intended to
translate all attributive statements into a relational form, that
instead of saying, “x is p,”" one should say, “x participates in p,”
where x is the entity instancing the form and p some form char-
acteristic of x. Insofar as participation can be stated relationally,
paradoxes arise which render the entire form theory suspect. Pro-
fessor Ryle believes that the root of Plato’s problem lay in his
erroneous belief that relations can hold between entities of differ-
ent logical (and ontological?) type, that it follows from treating
abstract nouns as if they were the names of entities which “are
terms in relational propositions with their instances acting as
other terms. . . . Forms cannot be the subjects of simple proposi-
tions, affirmative or negative, attributive or relational.”®

A somewhat similar argument has been advanced by Butler.”

4 Ryle, “Plato’s Parmenides,” 105-10.

5 Ibid., 107.

6 Ihid.

7 Butler, “The Measure and Weight of the Third Man,” 62-78.
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e too argues that Plato intended to assert some sort of relation
hetween instances and [orms; but holds, in an argument reminis-
cent ol Spinoza, that if two things have nothing in common, then
no relation can hold between them: “For a general relation to
hold between two different kinds of things, there must be some-
thing characteristic of both kinds.”8 Edinburgh is north of Lon-
don, but hardly the same can be said of virtue,

Ryle and Butler are among the many who feel that the Par-
menidean arguments against the form theory rendered it highly
suspect, if not false; for that theory must depend on the establish-
ment ol some relation between the world of form and the world
of Becoming, and such a relation would be logically vicious. It is
certainly true that if we treat these domains as if they were separ-
ate things to be related, then no relation can exist between them!
The problem is not with form as a relatum (as the quotation from
Ryle would have us believe) in the participation relation; it is
with the instancing term. Professor Butler correctly expresses the
problem: “Once Plato had postulated the world of Being and the
world of Becoming, he could not without recanting say that the
things in the world of Becoming, are anything at all . ...”® But in
endorsing Butler's remarks, we must make one very major reserva-
tion: Participation, whatever it may be, constitutes a t.{-erm as a re-
latum, It is not a relation describing two things as having some
common feature; for if we may anticipate, that is the point of the
argument at Parmenides 132D-133B. The idea is a cause whereby
the exemplifying term exists as such. It is not because an ellrczl(l;-'
existing relation shares somehow in the form of relation that irt
CXists as a relation; it exists because of the form. The form does not
have the given character; it is not red or large or a bed or what
have you; but other things, instances of Becoming, are in virtue of
the form. If participation is a relation, it is a real relation,!® one
whereby at least one relatum is through the other(s).

Since the status of participation in the middle (l;:'II('lgllt?S seems

S1hid., 75,
H1bid., 62,

" ¥arver, Finite and Infinite, 16-23.
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to have perplexed many scholars, perhaps it may be useful to
dwell further on this point. There are not two sorts of things,
forms and instances, and a relation, p;i:rlicip:ltimi, between them,
Forms are not things. They constitute things, in the sense of pro-
viding Becoming with a definite pattern of activity, with a de-
terminate character. There are no instances of Becoming unless
there are forms. This relation between the form and its instance
does not, like “greater than” or “above,” hold between two exist-
ing things; rather it is a real relation which constitutes the in-
stancing relatum as such. As long as we insist on supposing that
all relations are merely nominal and that none are real, we shall
have a great deal of trouble understanding Plato. There remain
great difficulties in the concept of participation; but these are
obscured, rather than clarified, by our insistence on treating par-
ticipation as if it were a mere description of a relation between
two sorts of already existing things.

By the time of the later dialogues, Plato seems to have shifted
his position on participation. It is no longer the case that partici-
pation is a relation, real or otherwise, whose relata are respectively
forms and instances. To anticipate what has to be shown in greater
detail, participation involves a real relation between instances of
Becoming, and the form is the form of this relation. Consider Pro-
fessor Ryle’s example, “x is green.” In Theaetetus a paradigm
analysis of perception is given which is relational in form and
which also has something very important to do with participation
(156A-158B). But the relations are not between things and ideas
but inter se among things. We are told that we should say, “x is
white in relation to y”!! (158D-154B; 156E); for nothing is by

111n Concept of Nature, 18-19, Whitchead showed that expressions of the
form, “The grass is green,” are ambiguous. “1 hold that the relation of green
to a blade of grass is entirely different from the relation of green to the event
which is the life history of that blade for some short period, and is different
from the relation of that blade to that event.” Failure to distinguish between
types of modal ingression is unfortunate, but each is relational in quite the

usual sense. Participation is a relational form, not a relation between an
event (or thing) and its character, Grass is green in relation to x. If T see a

green blade, then green is the way the grass event relates to the preceptual
event. The way things relate to one another is characterized, depending on

g
il

- .

The Broken Bond: Parmenides 75

siself but only in relation to others (157B). Another illuminating
snstance is the analysis of larger and smaller: six is large in relation
o two, small in relation to twenty (154B-155C). Butler himself
notices another incidence in Phaedo, but ignores its force: “Body
is hot in relation to fire.”12 (105B-C). In the case of the first and
ihird examples, the relations constitute the character in the thing;
while the second, that of number, has to do with the status of a
relative predicate. In every case, we deal with a logical form,
R(x1, X2, X35+ « x,), where n=2, the individual variables, x4, x,,
¢te., ranging over events and the predicate, white, hot, larger, etc.,
]_n'c.-\mn'.nhly representing a form.'® We will have more to say about
these examples in the following chapter, but surely they should
be taken seriously by anyone who is concerned to understand what
Plato is about. We shall try to show that most of the difficulties
Socrates encounters in his discussion with Parmenides arise [rom

the relation, by green, large, and the like. Nothing except forms are sim-
pliciter, though we shall have to qualify even this statement later. The rela-
tional nature of participation, “x is y in relation to z,”" has perplexed those
who have assumed that Aristotle’s discussion is the norm for classical philos-
ophy. Cornford, Plate’s Theory of Knowledge, 182-84, and Cherniss, Aristotle’s
Criticism of Plato and the Academy, 1, 275-88, are among those confused by
the dogma that only since Peirce and Principia Mathematica do we have an
adequate concept of relations, as against relative terms; but an examination
of the examples in the text will show this to be a confusion. Whitchead, who
was responsible for the logic of relations in Principia was not in the least
confused and saw Theaetetus as a model for his own relational metaphysics.

L2 Butler, “The Measure of the Third Man,” 77.

131f taken as a serious analysis of the first and third examples, our sym-
bolism is misleading, for qualities are not relations. They arve themselves
Trl;]l:i {(Conceprt of Nature, 149; Theaetetus, 182A). A more adequate symbolism
is available in Scott Buchanan's concept of parametric order in Possibility
(London, 1927y, 83-65, which is itsell a sophistication of the relation notation
Ur. Prineipia, Consider the function, F(x,y), where x is a function of the form
‘l"'i‘l-h.f‘....} and y of the form ¥(s.tu,..). F is a super-parameter, ¢ and ¥
sub-parameters. In the simplest form, let I' be the parameter red and the
"“"']_‘iu':nncuers. the complex physical objects and conditions and biophysical
cin|||||lri:m< of the object and subject, respectively, Such forms as red are
SF moxe o TS ALCEAHE . peschpaon Ty AR € et A
|'!""‘f”“‘1i'.1' is a boundary condition on possibility, In the equation ax2 | bx
1].11-(.\-:”-]'.]{?)‘ a, b, and ¢ are c:':l.wlj'm[s or p:n';mlu-l(!_rs,‘ \\.’}lltfh limit .11ur range of
ariable x. A parameter limits an otherwise infinite range of variation.
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the effort to formulate participation in the language of “vision”
and that these can be overcome il we employ the later doctrine of
Being as power (Sophist, 247E) and the mutual immanence of
events it entails. Participation is not the immanence of form; it
is rather the way form characterizes the immanence of events. This
is the conclusion towards which Theaetetus and Sophist point.
We must now determine how the arguments with Parmenides
are to be treated. Clearly the tone and the context reveal no in-
considerable admiration for Parmenides, who was apparently the
first to try to prove in a fairly rigorous way the truth of his con-
clusions and, in so doing, transformed phi]osu})hy from myth,
poetry, and oracular aphorism into logic and demonstration. I
assume that the argument may best be understood within the
context of the logic of Parmenides which, as A. E. Taylor re-
marked, is not unlike that of F. H. Bradley.! For the “same” and
“other” of Parmenideanism we may employ wherever convenient
the “internal” and “external’ relations of idealism. Above all, the
Parmenides is to be regarded from the standpoint of FEleatic
monism,® though not as a mere dialectical exercise or game as
Taylor thought.’® Perhaps it may best be described as an effort to
reformulate the only available philosophic logic from within, to
make that logic go beyond itself so that it could reflect both the
unity and the diversity of the world. It was rather like trying to
rebuild a boat in the middle of the ocean; and if the job does not
get fully done, it seems to be clear what must be accomplished to
bring it off—unless, of course, as some would claim, Socrates (and
Plato with him) was drowned in the endless sea of words. But there
was an even more compelling reason to return to Parmenides; the
Megaric school had made an eristic of the logic of the master and
was using it to attack the Academic philosophy, and it may be
true that Bryson, a member of the school, had launched a (rriliq ue
of the idea theory through something like what later became
known as the Third Man Argument. Perhaps this logic, through

14 Plato: The Sophist and Statesman, trans. A. E. Taylor (Edinburgh, 1961),
34.

15 Taylor, Parmenides of Plato, 9.

16 [hid., 39.

i iy
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the presence of Eudoxus, has found a rcspcaterl place in the
Academy itself. All of these factors required that Plato take Par-
menides seriously; and in his use of the master’s logic he found a
srecise diagnostic instrument whereby the limits of his own theory
could be brought into the clear light of dialectic and perhaps
thereby reformulated.?

Tue IpEa CLASSES

With Parmenides Plato and philosophy come into their full
maturity. One feels a considerable pretension in saying anything
about Parmenides; perhaps if we take the lowly road of patient
analysis we can gain a surer view of its majesty, but the prospect
is hardly encouraging. Nevertheless there are things that can be
said that should be said, and there are some things which have
been said which should be set aside. Perhaps we can clear away
some rubbish and not obstruct the view too much in the process.

The first point to be made is that Parmenides contains the
rather clear admission of three distinct idea classes, and with them
the recognition that participation is a rather more complex prob-
lem than was previously anticipated. The primary idea class is
that of the transcendentals, those “all-pervading

g, connecting
terms” ol discourse {Sr)pfn'x!, 253C): likeness, unlikeness, unity,
plurality, rest and motion (Parmenides, 129E). Being is 111is.s'in'g
from this list, but this is no problem since it is admittedly incom-
plete. The second idea class is that of the regulative forms, such
as rightness, goodness, and beauty (150C), The final class is that of
the constitutive forms: man, fire, water, and the like (130D). Since

. 17 Peck, “Plato versus Parmenides,” 159 ff, seems to follow Tavlor in regard-
g Parmenides as a long and painful joke. It must be admitted that, as in
‘-"'_-’_‘l lus, Plato could carry a joke to a very painful length; but in this case 1
ljltr"!ll'\l: the use of Parmenides’ logic serves to show wherein the problem lay for
l.li”l" and the necessity of a reformulation of the logic itsell, This is done in
;",-'-'J-'f-\.', In an carlier article, “Plato’s Parmenides: Some Suggestions for Its
.}'El'l'[Jl'f.:!:ilit:l1.” Arthur Peck correctly contended that Plato’s purpose was to
SHOW “where Parmenides was wrong or inadequate,

. for Parmenides himself
vl deny any connection between the sensible and intelligible because he

tdenio, : . h % .
lf’{r.m_[l the reality of the former. See Classical Quarterly, IT1 (new series, 1953),
=0, 5
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these are distinctions which, as far as I can discover, have not been
clearly made in the literature, a preliminary discussion may be
useful.

(1) The Transcendental Ideas. The transcendental ideas con-
stitute the fundamental principles of philosophic logic. They
predicate with all things and with themselves (Sophist, 254C),
and constitute the modes of universal relatedness (communion)
of all things, the forms of separation and mingling.

The list given in Parmenides is not that of Sophist or Timaeus
(it is, as we suggested, >armenidean), and its power to define
participation may be less than adequate; but since this is the
subject of the following chapter, we may now ignore it. We might,
however, notice the apparent ambiguity in “likeness” (and by
inference, “unlikeness”). In the Sophist we find instead “same”
and “other.” What are the problems one might encounter in
making a choice between these two lists? Is it possible to “reduce”
likeness to same and other? We might say, in case “A is like B,”
that there is some identity element x which is same with respect
to A and B and that their differences fall outside this relation.$
This is an admittedly attractive solution and accords with the
intentions of Eleatic logic; for if “like” is treated as a primitive,
then given two phenomenal en tities A and B, there is no “same’ in
which each shares, and this sameness was just what a form was
supposed to achieve. The primacy of “like” (resemblance) was
Hume's assumption, whereby he managed to achieve a nominalism
of sorts; but surely Plato would have wished to avoid this. In some
cases we can undoubtedly employ “same,” as we might say John
is like Philip in virtue of the identity man present in each. But
suppose that we are given the statement, “Orange is more like red
than yellow.” It would be difficult to find any sort of identity ele-
ment between the several color tones, for each is surely just what
it is, It might be possible in this case to construct a s -ale of colors

18 A paradigm for this type of argument may be found in Sophist, 243E fL.
Anv who have been schooled in the great modern master of dialectic, F. H.
|5|';t.tl|ulx'. will recognize the problems in this formulation. To them we can
only say, “Cast a cold eye . . . horseman, pass byl”

=T
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The Broken Bond: Parmenides

whose intervals were such that degrees of likeness and difference
could be precisely measured. The scale would play the role of a
mathematical form. In case of heterogeneous genera of sensa, such
4s when we say a certain color tone is like a certain note, perhaps
a similar procedure can be employed, especially if we are willing
o accept Charles Hartshorne’s thesis that all sensa of whatever
genera form a continuum.'® But on the whole, it might be wiser to
follow Brand Blanshard’s advice and regard certain “universals,”
those generated by irreducible “likeness,” as purely nominal and
not look for a corresponding form.2® Plato may at one time have
thought that forms correspond in some one to one way with the
terms of discourse (Republic, 596A), but he wisely ;ll);miloncd this
in Politicus (262D-E). Indeed he was aware of the danger of taking
Janguage itsell as the primary datum for analysis (Cratylus, 440A~
).2t Unless we are able to reduce a given relation to same-

19 Charles Hartshorne, The Philosophy and Psychology of Sensation (Chi-
cago, 1934), 5-10, 190-242. i

20 Brand  Blanshard, “Universals,” Reason and Analysis (London, 1962),
182421, The terms “generic” and “specific” as identifying the types of uni-
s are borrowed from him.

.:” For an excellent discussion of the relation of language to ideas, see Paul
l.{n'm_-m‘. Enire, Essence el Substance Chex Platon Et Aristote (Paris, 1954),
i-8. Ricoeur correctly distinguishes the naming or discriminating act as
}Il'il.ll'.ll_\' and sces that this leads to a pluralistic ontology, but he Il(\';_{ff'lll.‘i to
notice that the primary concern throughout Plato is with the discrimination
ol ordering coneepts (regulative ideas). He does recognize the relational char-
acter of Plato's metaphysics: “le platonisme est une philosophie engagée dans
une réflexion sur la relation des étres entre eux. . . . Une ontologie l;lm'zlli:ﬂt'
est une ontologie relationnelle” (p. 7). The critical metaphor in‘ Plato is the
weaver (Cratylus, 388A fI; see also Appendix A) who in the act of discrimina-
Hon also binds together in virtue of a pattern which he produces but which
:1|-1i_!_‘|r3\'('|'|1.‘5 his work. Discrimination (naming) is within a pattern of order,
i.\nz It "ereates”™ as well as reiterates that pattern. That pattern is deseriptive,
.t propositional and unifying. Description and discrimination mutually
involve and presuppose one another. We will have occasion to reflect on Iht'.‘
metaphysical import of this in the following chapter. All of Plato’s thinking
is bipolar, an interplay between nature and convention, deseribing and numl-
:::l’ {‘.:“. .'n.ul many, form :}ud I':n'll.‘ and I‘IIL' like; and to seize on I(mL‘ pole at

xpense of the other is to distort him unmercifully. On the whole, Ri-
c.r:ll'”'i treatment is fairer than most. His two “laws,” however, stress disen-

. scement ag the expense of connexity and are to be viewed as only partial
EXplications, |
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other, that is, to a “specific’ rather than a “generic” universal,
we may well be suspicious of the ontological relevance of that
relation. This will give us a more adequate analysis of the role
of form; though if the relation of participation be unique, then
this may be quite another matter.

(2) Constitutive Forms. The primary role of this kind of form
is that whereby it constitutes that which participates in it. For
this reason, we call such forms constitutive. Doubtless this class
enjoys an ambiguous status in the middle dialogues, though con-
stitutives are more readily admissible within the limits of the
earlier form theory. We have a turning away from unseparated
form in Phaedo and Symposium. As we saw in that context, form
tends to become a highly privileged object having merely degener-
ate instances. We also saw that this separationism generated the
problem in Phaedo of the ontological status ol psyche; for, in
virtue of its at least partial identity with the idea realm, it could
not mingle with the facts of its incarnate life whereby it at least
could be (and most generally was) shaped and, as a consequence,
was judged by the gods. But even Phaedo, tor all its unconcern
with the immanent and efficacious order of events, does recognize
some cases of constitution, for fire is hot in virtue of heat (103C-
D). Heat does not have our sense of a scalar quality but is the
constitutive quality, as in Empedocles, of pre-Socratic natural
philosophy. Again, whatever be the final interpretation of the
confusing passage on the form equality (74C-75E) and the equals,
it is clear that phenomenal equals share somehow in equality it-
self, Though the young Socrates may hesitate to introduce forms
for all natural kinds (Parmenides, 150C), the mature Plato seemed
under no such inhibitions (Timaeus, 35B-36B; Seventh Epistle,
342D-E).

Let us state in a rather dogmatic manner how we understand
constitutive form, hoping to justify our position as the argument

progresses.

Constitutive forms are wholly present in their instances. In this
they contrast radically with the third idea class, the regulatives.
Assuming that being-an-apple is a “specific” form, anything which
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might participate in that form is not, insofar as it participates
ely in that form, a deficient instance of that form. If something
has the character of being-an-apple, then it is fully and completely
an apple. Things are neither more nor less what they are, though
they may be more or less good or beautiful or large. Regulative
forms stand to constitutive forms as measures of their mode of
realization. It is admittedly the case that in Plato certain regula-

sol

tives are primary, for instance, good and beauty; good is prior to
Being (Republic, 509B-C; Timaeus, 29A-B). Plato is not Aristotle
v St. Thomas, for whom Being is primary; but as Aquinas re-
minds us, it is not as if good and Being were two things, but that
rather a distinction of reason is involved whose object is a single
reality,?? and the Platonic tradition has placed its emphasis on
value and insisted that existence is to be viewed within its para-
meters. Thus, to make the distinetion between constitutive and
regulative forms is to make a distinction only in thought and not
to hold that in the end either can be considered apart from the
other. If we bear this in mind, we see that there is no “degree of
reality” at the level of constitutive forms in Plato, as there are in
neo-Platonism and F. H. Bradley. Apples are not degenerate cases
ol the apple itsell.?® Were a given specimen not an apple in the
fullest sense of that term, this would be in virtue of some principle
of otherness, say peach; and so this apple would be like the apple
itsell in virtue of being like the peach itself, etc. Professor Bluck
has contested this point, arguing that were something deficiently

with respect to some constitutive form F-ness, this deficiency

#2 The primacy of Being to Good in Aristotle is so all-pervasive that citations
seem irrelevant. St. Thomas Aquinas nicely sums up this tradition in Summa
f_-'.'r'I:J!rer_;_[.r-ﬂ. I, q. 5, a. 1, 2. The emphasis on Being is always on the individual,
4L the possible expense of the systematic relation of individuals, which is the
cise when Good is made primary. The Platonic primacy of Good is not that
of .\.I.’!(.”j””s' for whom Good is emanatistic, not 5)‘5!.{.rmu.lic,

. ...'H:MHS' “Third Man Argument,” is an outstanding supporter of the
vegrees of veality” theory in Plato. As 1T understand it, the position we are
.II’I‘tll.hJ]," entails a denial of his non-identity assumption in both its strong
And weak forms. For further reasons as to why Plato might be thought (I think
11y} to uphold this theory, see W. G. Runciman, Plato’s Later ."phrr'nmf
&), Cambridge Classical Studies (Cambridge, England, 1962) 22-23.
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could not be accounted for through some other form, Fy, “because
in so far as it is a deficient character at all it is characterized by
the form F-ness and is F.”"2* But why need it be deficient? Certainly
a man can have a severe virus; and so because he is ill, he might
be said to be deficiently a man, for the virus would inhibit or pre-
vent him from performing certain human operations. But surely
just because something is an image, to use that model of participa-
tion, it is not deficient. It is simply other than the form, at least
in the sense that the predicates of the form qua form are different
from those of the image qua image. The principle of otherness
must be non-formal, for otherwise we would find ourselves con-
fronted with an infinite regress of characters. The principle where-
by images are other than forms is that of the receptacle of Timaeus
or, perhaps, apeiron of Philebus (that which is limited and speci-
fied by peras). It is certainly true that once measure is introduced,
and with it the concept of a paradigm, we can and indeed must
use the language of more or less, of deficiency and deformity; for
value forms are systematic, not emmanentistic, and it is only
within the value impregnated whole that we can talk of Being
or existence. But this does not mean that we can confuse existence
and value,? which though differing, as Aquinas says, formally or
only in idea,?® nevertheless differ.

Finally, we should remind ourselves of a point made sarlier, that
constitutive forms, though nonseparated, perhaps even immanent
in pill‘li[‘.tllﬂl‘ instances, transcend all such instances as pure possi-
bilities for the definiteness of nature. Value forms, or regulatives,
define possible systematic orderings; and so, if value is primary
and is that to which particular Becomings should conform, we
must have real possibility. This is a fundamental difference be-
tween Plato and Aristotle. Further, a form can effect no realization
of itself; how it gets into nature depends on the go of things.

(8) Regulative Ideas. In turning to the regulative class, we can
find several important clues as to their nature in Kant, from whom

24 Bluck, “Parmenides and the Third Man,” 31.
25 Runciman, Plato’s Epistemology, 19.
26 Summa Theologica, 1, q. 5, a. 2.
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the term “regulative (and constitutive) idea” has been borrowed.?”
[t is obvious that Kant is interested in the way mind constructs
orld, and the regulative ideas play a role in this mental syn-
while Plato, a realistic philosopher of Becoming, is con-
cerned with ontological synthesis, with the coming to be of entity.
Justice, rightness, largeness, and the like are terms prescribing
certain norms for objective synthesis, involving both the environ-
mental and self-integration of a given entity with respect to some

its W

thesis;

Hp],;-npriutu modal norm.

In the philosophy of Kant regulative ideas concern the manner
in which the ego synthesizes empirical concepts in accordance with
1 B0 5% I
certain rational criteria in order to give to knowledge both com-
pleteness and teleological form. Since these criteria have their roots
in reason itself, they carry with them, even if in a somewhat vacu-
ous manner, the absolutely unconditioned character ol their pre-
sumed source or ground.?® These “maxims” are meant to shape the
way we think phenomena, demanding completeness in virtue of an
a priori idea of the whole; but they are quite empty with respect to
any quasi-categorical and categorical demands they may make with
respect to a specific phenomenon or its possible or actual connex-
ity with the entirety of experience. They constitute the necessity
for mind that it complete phenomenal synthesis. Kant is party to
that dogma which since Descartes has insisted on an enforced sep-
aration between the way the world is known and the way it is
valued, so the regulative ideas are devoid of axiological impm't.ﬂ”
The notion of system has no value prescriptive role, as it does, say,

27 This Kantian usage, and I believe the notion of the idea classes, was
f‘“.‘-‘.‘-‘.“-'\'::.'d v W. 5. Weedon. I am not certain that I understood what he meant
m I8, nor am I convinced that he would approve of the present interpre-
Lation,

_'“'-"' As Kemp Smith has rightly remarked in Commentary on Kant's Critique
of Pure Reason (New York, 1950), 547-52, Kant wavers between a subjective
'“."l an objective interpretation of the regulative ideas. At times they are
treated as if they were illegitimate extensions of understanding and at times as
l.t 5'“"\_' were constituted by reason. We have assumed the “objective” inter-
l"f}'.li.itmi:. but without any claim as to its legitimacy.

L = |!1'N‘ such as James, Dewey, and Whitehead who have felt this to be a
I il togma, in the invidious sense of that term, have been strangely ignored
IV the “professional” community.
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in Plato and those for whom value is the primary term in synthesis.
The one case in which Kant admits to a valuational and consti-
tutive role for reason, the instance wherein it is not the emptiest
and most illusory of forms, is in the field of action. Here we do
indeed have system, the “kingdom of ends.” Activity which synthe-
sizes in accordance with and out of respect for duty and its uncon-
ditional ground is in the spirit of Plato’s theme; but even here in
the ethical domain Kant enforces a bifurcation between reason and
the immanent and constitutive necessities (empirical) of experi-
ence, wherein pleasure, not respect for the law, may be the real
motive. Kant everywhere finds a gap between the regulative and
the constitutive, between how things are and how they ought to
be or be thought.

Platonic realism has a different lesson to teach. Synthesis, we
remarked, is ontological, the becoming of entity for itself a nd thus
for others, and so not merely in or for thought. Regulative ideas
relate to the particular constitutive synthesis of something. The
primacy of the good and of valuational ideals in general requires,
as we have seen, that they be germane to every instance ol becom-
ing and that all such instances be understood through them. Valu-
ational ideals must inform any synthesis, not those involyving mind
alone, in the given world as persuasive routes to higher levels of at-
tainment; but each such synthesis must be understood through its
own form of value, a form relevant to this synthesis. There is an
absoluteness of value categorically operative in a given synthesis;
but there are no absolute values holding for all forms of constitu-
tion.?® Kant suggests what may be the correct mode of analysis, but
his Newtonian mode of understanding the world as a mechanical
system exhibiting closure to mind and value led him to separate
fact and value (which has for him to be universal, not contextual)
and thus to trivialize his great insights. To use his terminology is
to borrow the greater import of his vision.

The philosophy of Plato is a constant protest against all forms
of incoherence. He may give good and convincing arguments which

30 I'nfra, 185-88.
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jead to dualism, and they may be beguiling indeed; but his genius

always brings him back to the problem of real togetherness, to the

ty of existence, order, and value. No Christian philosopher-
saint ever saw it so clearly or labored with greater piety (and con-
siderably less humor) to achieve it.

[.ct us consider the following points in somewhat greater detail;
regulative forms are (1) realized only in degree in the detail of
their part icipating particulars, (2) measures in their respective par-
ticulars, and (3) relative to the entity or type of ordered domain
which may be said to partake in them.

“'i-lllii

(1) “More or less” holds with respect to participation in a regu-
Jative form. This suggests that one could locate entities participat-
ing in regulatives such as beauty, justice, and the like along a scale,
like the Kelvin scale, which would determine their distance from
the absolute norm (Republic, 587E-588A). One must be careful,
however, in comparing specifically different forms with respect to a
regulative. Is a good apple better than a good carrot? In them-
selves, to me, or to a rabbit? Unless some specific context is or can
be specified, no sense can be made of such statements.

Expressions of the form “like really just” or “ontos on” are apt
to convey the idea that Plato had a “degree of reality” theory, the
theory that everything other than the form is more or less but
never wholly real. In the case of constitutive forms, we understood
the really real,” “is true be-
ing"! as referring to the self-identity of a form as over against the
other and other of Becoming. These epithets serve to indicate the
unity of the form as against the “fragmentation’ and possible dis-
ruption of the image in the flux.?? In the case of the regulatives,
something else is entailed. A regulative orders a complex domain,

EERRr T

such expressions as “Is a reality,

| = Ihese designations are borrowed from Vlastos, “Third Man Argument,”

&0,

; -Jffiulliu;:\\-‘mui. Idea of Nature, 56-57: “If Plato calls the sun unreal, he

I‘-“"\' ||.|>| mean that when we say “There is the sun’ there is in fact nothing at

;'i'rfl'-l}]‘-::H.;I!]L“[hc 1:1.6_‘:1|I.R is that the llninlg. whi('hl is really there ([f_lf.‘.‘i not possess,

e, i-[ : Hm.m.u.n‘uh'di_\'. ”“’.. .qn;llhm-s whl_{'h when we '(‘:Ill Il‘ the sun we
O possess; these qualities it only enjoys for the time being; they are

Not its inalien: : .
§ 1nalienable property; we think that they are, but we are deceived.”
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but that domain may be “mixed.” In Republic VIII it will be re-
called that Plato held that existing men and states were mixtures
of various ideal types, aristocratic, timocratic, and so on. As such,
they combine incompatible types of character. A man may be
moved by the love of fame and honor and be a timocrat, but he
may be moved in other respects by greed and is at best an oligarch
and at worst a democrat. These are value, not descriptive, types.3
No given complex, and every instance of Becoming is complex, is
an instance of a simple form, but in its constitution embodies
other forms and their multiple lures and partial demands.® If
man were an absolute simplicity, analogous to a Democritean
atom, then the case would be otherwise. In a famous metaphor,
that of the hanged man, St Augustine illustrates the concept of
multiple orders ingredient or participating in a fact and the ideals
prevalent in each such order.® “Let us imagine some such unso-
ciable fellow . . . calling him ‘half-man’ for his inhuman barbar-
ism.” He acts contrary to his own nature and that of society as
defined by moral law, but even as a criminal preserves a certain
order and form in his behavior: “in that horrid dungeon of his,
whose floor and walls were always dank with the blood of new
slaughters, he desired nothing but to rest in peace therein, with-
out molestation.” Crime too has its arete and telos. But since ‘this
order is contrary to the public good, the order of retributive justice
demands that he be hung from his feet 'til death. Granted the un-
just character of retribution, we can nevertheless conceive the ideal
the image conveys. Upside down, the order of life and its purely

33 Any application of a value term is a valuational description of the way
something acts, its mode of life, in itself or to another. What is meant in this
particular case is that such terms as “aristocracy,” “democracy,” and the like
do not have the sense given them by Aristotle and later political philosophers
and scientists; they do not exhibit a constitutional form. The failure to ob-
serve this has been too common among political thinkers, a charge that does
not apply, however, to Thomas Jefferson and John Adams.

34 An ideal is a limit abstracted from a complex whole. The simplicity of
such ideals makes understanding possible; but if they are taken as the reals
and fact is seen as degenerate, the result is vicious intellectualism or mis-
placed concreteness, however one wishes to describe it.

35 §t. Augustine, City of God, XIX, 12. The whole of this book is an im-
portant commentary on this aspect of Platonism.
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piological purposes is threatened and finally overthrown by an-
other order, the primary laws of physics which “destroy” the living
gystem as such. And the order proper to a dead body is itself finally
oyerthrown by that proper to maggots. Each has an excellence, an
ideal forny, if you will, which measures a stratum of activity rela-
(o it. If man is, as Plato believed, multiform, each constituent
can act at the expense of others and constitute ideals for itself that
av be antithetical to the life of the well-ordered whole. Justice
1o the oligarch is not justice to the tyrant, timocrat, democrat, or
aristocrat; but, relative to a type of order we may single out (as-

tive

suming all types are present in our chosen instance), a “really just”
can be defined which has the sense of excluding the others. But
unless this type is that of aristocracy, then there will be higher or-
ders in virtue of which it is not “really just.” A state may hang a
man justly; but in consideration of the nature of the state and its
relation to human good, we may decide that this action is really
unjust.

Plato, with all due respect to those who say otherwise, does not
admit of “degrees of reality.” He does admit measure and the rela-
tive distance a thing can be from its norm. But measure is rela-
tive to the nature of the measured thing (in the important sense)
and, at least aesthetically and ethically, a lure to that thing being
itsell; and in being itself, to better fit in to its relevant universe.
What is relevant can itself be graded, and we thus admit a value
hierarchy. Socrates thought that the universe included soul and
body, gods and fellow citizens, and he also thought that man'’s
nature entailed normative relations with the whole of the cosmos.
Rightly or wrongly, except perhaps for moments in Phaedo and
Sym posium, Plato’s view of things did not lead to degrees of reality,
but to an even more objectionable dualism.

Looked at in this way, we sce that the self-predication problem
!.lm:s not arise with respect to regulatives and (in those cases where-
I a dominant constitutive structure can be specified) the para-
digms which they define.? But there are other regulatives which

a6

[n the next chapter we will be in a position to give a more adequate
400 s - . () . .

|J tount of “paradigm formation™ and will see that such paradigms occupy
'¢ place of the intermediates of Phaedo.
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are universally applicable, Beauty, Good, and Truth, and which i ccond |mint (b) is made in the justly famous ladder of love (Sym-
- S ) ) y S § = £ i ¥  w P
for this reason were counted among the transcendentals by the poSIUN, 210A-212A), where concern for the well-formed individ
Scholastic philosophers. It is here that the self-predication issue inf soul is transformed into a love for the polis and finally for the

becomes quite intense. We could say of such phrases as “justice it-
self” that, instead of leading to expressions of the form “justice is
just” and the regress it engenders,” they specify the normative
form as against the mixed character of the participating instance.
But if Good and Beauty®® are omnipredicable, if they can be said
of everything, then what would the phrase “the really Good” or
“the really Beautiful” serve to make specific? And indeed Plato
seems to have thought of Beauty as beautiful and Goodness as
good.® It is true that in Symposium Plato, still under the influence
theory of form, did think of Beauty as an

1

of his earlier “thing’
object, the vision of which moves the soul [rom [air objects to the
birth in Beauty itself. Surely Beauty is more enravishing than all
mere images of Beauty, but even in Symposium there is another
side to the story, one which lifts such ideas from the sterility of an
infinite regress to the status of sounder doctrine, for Beauty is
an ordering concept. Analogous considerations hold for Good.4?
Beauty is a way of regarding all things with respect to (a) their
formal completeness and (b) their integration into the harmony of
the cosmic system. The first point (a) is the moral of the substitu-
tion of Beauty for Good (Symposium, 201B), where the condition
of fulfillment, that of satisfying quasi-pythagorean conditions of
well-ordering, replaces that of the goal. What results, Beauty, is
the presumed condition of being integrally in harmony. The

37 Butler, “The Measure and Weight of the Third Man,” 65-67, limits
“self-predication” to what we have called regulative forms without explicitly
distinguishing them from the other form classes. He does not seem to see
that these are ordering principles contingent on constitutive character.,

38 There may be some question as to whether Beauty deserves this status.
It does in Symposiiom, but perhaps this is not the case in Phaedo.

3% Vlastos, “Third Man Argument,” 245-51,

40 The present treatment of the idea of the Good is by no means intended to
be adequate. That which as ground is bevond truth and being must be ap-
proached otherwise than as a mere instance of a regulative, whose vacuous
character it must share in a pre-eminent degree. E. G. Ballard has suggested
that it can be approached only in myth and metaphor, and I find his treat-
ment of these themes in Socraiic Ignorance of considerable interest.

cosmos.t No degrees of reality are entailed. These (‘.01‘15i(ler:l.lj01'ls
will reveal the arguments in Parmenides in a new Iig.ht. Since
Gregory Vlastos admits the “self-predication assumption,” the
source of what he takes to be Plato’s greatest difficulties, is never
y_\;];ﬁr'i[“" but must be inferred Ir(.)m usage (Lysts, I.I':'D; Pmmg.o—
350C-D; Phaedo, 100C), and since, as we have tried to show, in
(he middle dialogues this usage is to be seen in relation to Being-
Becoming as the pattern of action and thus reflects the growth of
Plato’s thought, perhaps this hope for a new understanding of
Parmenides is not without foundation.

(2y While it may be true that regulative forms do provide us
wiil] a superlative ideal, a standard for the regulative ordering
of a given domain, the form must never be confused with that
which it measures. This is the lesson of Republic 472A-E. Plato
warns that justice is ideal and is not the form of existing situations
and that it can never be fully realized. To assume otherwise is to
confuse Being and Becoming. This enables us to distinguish, for
instance, between the immanentistic utopias of Marx and More
and the thought of Plato, which assumes the transcendence of the

reis,

ideal form of justice.

In an effort to show the relevance of the regulative form to its
instance, and at the same time to preserve the necessary separation
between these realms, it is sometimes assumed that Plato advo-
cated a theory of “likeness.” A likeness contains within itself the
notion that it is both same and other with that which it is like.
But this simply will not do. If we minimize the “distance™ between

4 Read in this way, the role of the Good in Republic VI becomes much
more nearly ]}i'n\jcit'i.lliill. Whitchead once remarked that the greatest theo-
logical discovery of the Greeks was the persuasive, rather than the consti-
tutive, role of deity. We can see this clearly in the Good as a principle—
associated with |'-l"..lll|_\'--llf regulative, not constitutive, order. This is the
greatest difference between the Greek and Hebrew or neo-Platonic view of
God., Tt is also relevant to Plato’s concern for providence in the “two-world”
argument of Parmenides.

** Vlastos, “Third Man Argument,” 248.
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the two realms, then likeness tends towards sameness; and if we
maximize that distance, then we tend towards equivocation and
otherness. Since by hypothesis we assume the thing and the form
are other, if we wish to preserve this otherness and at the same
time minimize it, we can say the thing is “like” the form. But then
why “Like?” Why not same? If we minimize the “distance” be-
tween the realms, we approach univocity, which is to be avoided;
and if we maximize it, we risk equivocation. But then how can two
entities, solely within the context each provides for the other, be
both same and other? This seems to be the basic dilemma of par-
ticipation. If we could preserve “likeness,” we would do so at the
risk of self-contradiction.

Peter Geach has developed a very interesting defense of the
“likeness” theory. He suggests that it is possible to say that in rela-
tion to the Standard Pound, a given object is same, and thus weighs
a pound; but this does not mean that the Pound is same with the
object, for the Standard Pound does not weigh a pound.*® A some-
what similar argument has been advanced by Aquinas.** The de-

43 Geach, “Third Man.” The Standard Pound and the pound determined
by this as a standard are either same or other. If same, they have an identical
mass. Same is reflexive (If aSh, the bSa) and transitive (If aSb and bSc, then
aSc). The psychological factor of least noticeable difference may be ignored.
It must be transitive in the case of the mass: the Standard Pound can be put
on a balance with the one it measures and that in turn can be used to measure
another. The choice of “pound” shows the point clearly in virtue of the
balance used to determine the equality of mass. For other objections to
Geach's thesis, see Allen, “Forms as Standards,” 164-67; Bluck, “Parmenides
and the Third man,” 20-37; and Ballard (who inspired the critique found in
my text), Socratic Ignorance, 89,

44 [n his discussion of the way in which names are predicated of God and
creatures (Summa Theologica, 1, q. 18, a. 7, also 1, q. 45, a. 3), St. Thomas holds
that a relation between God and creatures may be real in one relatum, con-
ceptual in the other. The world is really related to God as His effect, but God
has no real relation to the world. This may make of God a monster, for the
world can make no real difference to him, and providence, which is an ex-
pression of his compassionate love for his creatures, would be a fudge; but
it does contain a very important clue as to the nature of participation. If
participation is a relation which is real in the image, then that imagc is same
with the idea; and if it is in concept with respect to the idea, then that idea is
other than and transcendent to the thing, If we can justify this way of talking;
then we have the germ of a solution to the problem of participation.
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ot of Geach’s version, which is not shared by that in Aquinas,®
;¢ that the Standard Pound and the pound it measures are both
of the same ontological type: both have shape, mass (otherwise one
could not weigh one by the other), etc. But this is not the case with
ideas and things, which share no common predicates (temporal vs.
cternal, one vs. many, etc.), The form is not an object, and to speak
of likeness is to suggest that it is. This is the root of the matter.

fe

[Forms constitute objects; forms are not like objects.

professor Geach does succeed in making the useful point that we
cannot say of the instance of a form what we should say of the
form, and conversely. The thing is an instance of Becoming, while
the form simply is. The forms are q11:15i—l’;1rmcnic|c:m, for each
is a ])I'itl(‘il)lL_’ of Being and Unity; while the flux is always other
and other, a world in the making and being made.

There is a special difficulty in our interpretation of regulative
forms to which we see no wholly convincing solution. The early
form theory did not face up to the issue of a paradigm which was
both exemplary and “cause,” a situation well within the grasp of
the separationist doctrine of the middle dialogues. Both admitted
one and only one kind of form, either in things or beyond them,
and each was in its way able to provide a measure. In the “idealiza-
tion” provided by speculative demonstration, there is a distance
between the ideal and its regional inherence such that the ideal
may be imperfectly realized. This is especially the case with mathe-
matical form, and it may have been reflection on this case that
led Plato into the extremes of the “two world” hypothesis. In the

45 One example given by Aquinas, (Summa Theologica, 1, q. 13, a. 7), that
of the relation of a round column to the right side of a man, does suggest the
sort of thing Geach does, for it is a relation between objects of the same onto-
logical type. However, the primary example, that of sense and science to their
objects, does insist on a difference in ontological type. The seen object makes
all the difference to the perceiver, but the perceiver makes no difference to
the object. Had Geach used this example, he could have avoided the likeness
language and have said that just as sense is its object qua sensible form,
"-]"’“.‘-'i! the object is other than sense, so things are in virtue of form, though
form remains other and separated. Of course we lose the notion of regulative
form in this analogy, which remains in the notion of the Standard Pound,
but this could be saved were “Truth” introduced and the object said to be
the measure of seeing and knowing.




92 Participation: A Platonic Inquiry
P Juiry

separated theory, the plane figure on the blackboard is quite re-
mote from “the triangle itself” (Republic, 472C-473B), and ideals
measure the respective excellence of our representations. It is this
separation which provides the romantic appeal of form: its ever-
reccding distance from flact is a lure to ideal attainment. But we
now have a form dualism on our hands. Let me explain. In the
account which is now emerging and which will be made more
precise in the final chapters of this enquiry, we are assigning an
“ingressional” role to form. Our hypothesis is that constitutive
form is immanent in the ousia ol a given image. Form is just what
the thing is. But that form is related to another, its ideal paradigm,
which is regulative. The relation is not that between a thing and
its formal ideal, but rather between the form qua constitutive
and the form qua regulative. To put it otherwise, the relation is
between the way a thing is and what it should be. If then regu-
lative participation is simply a relation between two forms, then
why should not the distance be overcome and a thing be its para-
digm? This should not be impossible, for we have said that in some
sense the regulative ideal is a function of constitutive form.

This is messy on two counts. In the first place, a form seems re-
quired for every constitutive possibility, and the simplification
effected by the ideal is lost. The separated doctrine could account
for a variety of degenerate instances as instances of one type, but
now possibility becomes far more complex than the actuality it
was meant to explain, Secondly, certain forms, especially those of
mathematics, can be shown never to inhere in nature per se, and
yet through them we have power over nature. Do we need to re-
mind ourselves that there are no planes and points in nature? The
solution we propose is to assign mathematical form (in the sense
of “applied” mathematics) just the status it enjoyed in Meno.0
The points and planes of mathematics are idealizations of consti-
tutive form, not regulative forms. We restrict regulative forms to
those cases wherein the decisiveness of fact is expressed in terms of
alternatives, and thus diverse values. We will show how “distance”
can be preserved in the final chapter with respect to this sort of

46 See Appendix B, and also infra, 175-76, 178-82.
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situation, and in Chapter IV we will make some suggestions which
could lead to a greater simplification of constitutive possibility.
Value alternatives will apply to our use of mathematics, which
could be more or less appropriate; and there might be some non-
formal indeterminateness which could in principle make any ap-
]]|[(-_-tijrm an approximation. Something like this seems to be the
case in Timaeus. Interpreted in this light, the concept of “distance”
is to be understood as expressing the value alternatives which do
in fact inform any instance of Becoming; and thus Becoming is to
be seen as essentially a valuational grading of possibilities,

3) The final point concerns the fact that regulative forms are
(systematically) ambiguous. To suggest that a given regulative
l..'{;.r'n'l has a common signification over a domain of otherwise dis-
similar entities is absolutely absurd. Given an entity of a certain
constitutive type, its regulative ideas are systematically defined;
oiven a regulative form, it will not specify those entities over whom
it might be supposed to predicate. To know what an apple is is to
know what a good or a large apple is, at least in principle; but
goodness and largeness do not pick out anything. They are empty.
This is especially important. In neo-Platonism or orthodox Chris-
tianity, to know that God is good is to know what he will (Leibniz)
or must (Spinoza) do, for good is an engendering term, fecund with
Being. In Platonism per se, to know that God is good is to know
very little indeed about the consequences of his act (Republic,
379C-383C); that he can do no evil, that he does not lie (is True),
and that He is unchanging (Being) leads to the trinity of his act,
but to no determinate consequences for and to fact. Given consti-
tutive character, the relevant ideals can be specified, and the rela-
tion of the divine nature to fact receives content.” This points to
the apparent fact that regulative ideas are systematically ambigu-
ous®™ and depend on specific constitutive forms for their content,

) Qm- may assume that the primary ground of value from the position of
"_"”\I 5 in his response to fact, the valuational act Whitehead has described as
;'U'l S “consequential nature.” Plato is a dualist, and the world is not derivate
"'I‘:'[‘il_illt' in the neo-Platonic or usual Christian senses.

his would seem to function very much as do the Scholastic transcen-

Ntals in the g
Cajat

de . A
nalogy of proper proportionality, at least as understood by

anan his Analogy of Names,
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Since this point is central to an interpretation of the objections
Parmenides raises against Socrates, it might be wise to labor it,
Given a set of apples, good will be unambiguously specified if cer-
tain other conditions are specified. Let these be instrumental con-
ditions, say for cooking, and then the set can be graded on this
basis. Let the conditions be terminal, then the apples will exhibit
apple functioning (conatus and whatever else it may be) in a pre-
eminent degree. But unless the constitutive forms be given, and
with them the relevant conditions, then good will select nothing,
Suppose a set of heterogeneous objects be given and we are asked
to select those which are good. What meaning could that have for
us? If some prior constitutive character can be given to the set,
then good will be meaningful. Of a random set “good” can be
I)I‘C(lic;tlcd of each member, assuming each to be known to us, so
that we may say of one member, a man, that he is good (meaning
perhaps “moral”), of another, a dog, that he is good (meaning per-
haps “obedient”), etc. We cannot say of the set collectively that it
is a good set, nor can we say without equivocation of each member
that it is good. Good is ambiguous. This conclusion is presumed to
hold for all regulative forms.*?

There is a further passage in Parmenides (136A-C) which has_
been thought to introduce another idea class.5? “Visible/—“Be--

coming,” and “Destructible’” apply uniquely to the given world,
to things sensible and always changing. That Plato subscribed to
such extreme “essentialism,” stronger even than that of Scotus, is
very unlikely; it certainly is not supported by the remainder of the
dialogues. We have already exposed the fallacy that every term in
a true description corresponds to an idea. Even at the idea level it

49 Our concern is not with “bastard” cases, as when we say to one who
in fact is a man, “Be a man!” Here, “man’ has regulative force. In the fol-
lowing chapter we will be able to constitute an entire class of such paradigms,
which will play a role analogous to the “intermediates” of Phaedo; but our
concern is with pure regulatives, since it is necessary to isolate this class prior
to further synthesis.

50 Vlastos, “Third Man Argument,” 251. Butler, “The Measure of the

Third Man,” 65, denies that this is intended to be a new class, but says that
“to deny that any of the epithets in question have Forms would land the theory
in impossible straits.”

w0
JU
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has been prcsumed that we need such forms as “eternal,” “intel-
ligible, " and the like,? for by means of these we impart character
o ideas. But ideas are character, not things which are possessors of
ibutes. Certain philosophers, notably Bradley and Hegel, have
wht that certain terms involved in descriptions of concrete
fact were “universals,” such as “this,” “selfpr “LY
and the like. But to those who are so misled, we should cite the

puddhist proverb: “Do not mistake the finger for the moon.” In-
dex terms, terms used to point out something and separate it from
others, should not be said to be characters of the thing pointed
0.52 Were we to do this, “red” would be red and “that” that. Surely
syisible,” “intelligible,” and all the rest of these presumed classes
can themselves be defined by means of other terims, especially by
ihe transcendentals which define how things mingle. Let us hold

attr

thou
“individual,’

31 putler'’s reformulation of the so-called “third man arguments” avoids
Viastos' problems and preserves a valid regress in a vicious form. “When
several things are large, then there is a form, the Large, by which they are
Jarge: but if this is so, and il the Large is also large, then there is another
form by which these things and the Large are all large” (p. 71, as amended by
his suggestions on p. 72). Then Butler proceeds to show that if Immutable is
a form and all forms are immutable, then there must be some form Immuta-
bility by which the Immutable and the immutable forms are immutable
{p. 74). If Immutable is not a form, then Butler holds that the legitimate
question, “What do two forms have in common in virtue of which they are
immutable?” has no answer, Furthermore, “let us look at the class of epithets
common and exclusive to Appearances. If any regress is generated by these
expressions, it arises from the question, "What is it that the Sensible and
sensible things have in common in virtue of which the Sensible is the form
of sensible things?’ If it is improper, how is it that the Sensible is the form
of sensible things? If it is legitimate, then in admitting an answer it gives
l_m'lll to a regress by spawning another form, whereby the Sensible is the
h‘ll_‘m ol sensible things” (p. 74). There are several errors involved in this po-
sttion, but the most obvious is that of treating index terms as forms. Butler
also misunderstands the argument in Republic, 597G, in virtue of which he
creates a “formal”

: TCETESS.
2 For the very important distinction between demonstrative and descriptive
.‘.J!‘..".'I_“ s, see Whitehead's Concept of Nature, 6-12. For a confusion r(mr'(‘rning
" in Hegel, see !'m\rh;lhr.rr.-ffa. sections 20 and 24; and for the far less
:::Nmmjh error of treating “this” as a universal, see F. H. Bradley's The
inciples of Logic (2nd ed.: 2 vols.; Oxford, 1928), 63 ff. Ludwig Wittgenstein
':1"'11‘“\ this as an attempt to “sublime the logic of our language.” See
Hlosophical Investigations (Oxford, 1958), section 38.
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on faith that we do not require such forms and hope the sequel
affords sufficient grounds for this confidence. Whatever our fate,
may the many who are wiser have mercy.

Whatever else it is, participation is not univocal. It differs with
respect to the kind of idea (transcendental, constitutive, or regula-
tive) which may be in question. Since Aristotle by inference denied
that Plato understood Good to be analogical,® the learned com-
munity has taken him at his word and neglected to study the sub-
tlety of Platonic usage. We hold that this has led to serious errors
in interpretation; and if we can make but one contribution to the
study of Plato, we would hope that it would be a recognition of
the various idea classes and their several modes of participation. It
is ironic that the vast literature on the Third Man argument since
Vlastos' analysis has utterly missed the force of the argument.5*
What has been called the “third man argument” (Parmenides,
1832A-B) is an argument about participation in regulative ideas,
and it is not until 132D-133B that we come to the “TMA" proper.
As far as I can discover, this mistake was not made in antiquity;
but then too, except for Plato, :n':tiquily had little sense of the
import of regulative form.

PARMENIDES' CRITIQUE OF PARTICIPATION

Parmenides raises six aporiai to young Socrates’ effort to give an
acceptable statement of the relation between the forms and their
“instances.” Let us designate them as follows: (1) Many Forms
(180C-D); (2) Part-Whole (131A-E); (3) Embracing Argument

53 Ethica Nicomachea 1096a 11-1097b 1.

5% Contemporary interest in the “third man argument” begins with Gregory
Vlastos' article “The Third Man Argument in the Parmenides,” in the
Philosophical Review, LXIIT (1954), 31949 (reprinted with addendum |_|9ﬁ.‘3]
in Allen, Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics, 231-6%), which contains a useful
bibliography of earlier efforts to deal with the argument. The exchanges
between Vlastos and W, Sellers and Vlastos and Peter Geach in the Phile-
sophical Review LXIV and LXV should also be consulted. Among the articles
inspired by Vlastos which are of rather special interest are Peck’s “Plato versus
Parmenides™; Butler, “The Measure and Weight of the Third Man’; and
Bluck, “Parmenides and the Third Man.”
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182A-B); (1) Conceptual Argument (132B-D); (5) Third Man
[52D-1331B); and (6) Two Worlds (133B-135D). They represent
sible ways of “misunderstanding” participation, perhaps at

Q0
Fimcn shared by Plato himself, and point to a revision ol the the-
orv, the most prominent elements of which will emerge in Theae-
setus, Sophist, and Timaeus. We will take up the aporiai in order,
(rving to show what they are “against” and indicating, where pos-
h[|';1(-, the sort of revision of our concept of participation each calls
for. The purpose of the following chapter will be a general recon-

sruction of the theory of participation.

(1y Many Forms (130C-D). The middle dialogues tended to-
wards an excessive spiritualization of idea, dealing largely with
the soul and its anthropomorphically conceived environment, the
polis and the ideal order, and the regulatives pertaining to arete
and techne. This produced the separationist problems we encoun-
tered in the last chapter. In this context, Parmenides’ suggestion
that we need an idea of man is apt; but il so, how about his mun-
dane constituents, mud, hair, and dirt? But if we admit these, then
this would entail the recognition of the entire range of constitutive
form. Socrates was torn between his desire to deal with the unique-
Iy human, itself a reflection of the humanism of the S()pllisi.s, and
the necessity of fitting man into his cosmic environment, of which
he was a part. If indeed the ideas could be restricted to the purely
human and the remainder of things relegated to relative nonen-
tity, then the presumed (possible) unity of human nature would
itself entail a restriction of the idea realm of just those necessary
to account [or the forms of human virtue, Certainly this would
appeal to Plato’s own neo-Parmenidean passion for unity, The one
idea of man would perhaps constitute a solution to the manifold-
ness of the human world. Perhaps the Socratic belief that “virtue
is knowledge” would serve as a regulative myth for this undertak-
ing, reminding us of the univocal character of arete, perhaps one
as the parts of gold are one (Protagoras, 329D); but the futility of
this must have appeared to Plato by the time of the Republic when
he wag quite aware of the diversity of human functioning and the
characteristic excellence of each. By this time arete could hardly
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be said to signify a univocal form. But the young Socrates was not
happy to concede that which the mature Plato found it necessary
to insist upon; an absolute unity, justice, could be made up of
many other virtues (forms).5 “If you could show me that the ab.
solute one was many, or the absolute many one, 1 should be tmly
amazed” (Parmenides, 129C). But Plato was willing to concede the
entire universe of constitutive form and the relatedness of this al]
to the purely human. The world is not a simple unity nor is any-
thing in it merely one, but such unity as it may enjoy is that of a
connected system. This poses vast metaphysical problems of an
obvious sort; and to admit so much in what was initially an at-
tempt to attain simplicity, which is effected at the idea level, is to
see the goal of unity as ever receding, both qua Being and qua
Becoming.?® This leads to the part-whole problem, both in the
next argument and in the latter part of Parmenides. Unity is never
simple: one must not go too hastily [rom the many to the one.5
(2) Part-Whole (131A-E). This argument, and that immediately
succeeding it, assigns a critical role to the regulative forms,*® es-

55 We should not lose sight of Socrates’ explicit statement that the problem is
not just how Becoming participates in Being, but also how the forms inter-
communicate (mingle, participate) with one another (Parmenides, 1298). The
effort on our part to show the mutual relevance of constitutive and regulative
form has the advantage of keeping this problem constantly before us. The
Parmenides is concerned with the ideal one and many, but it is “also concerned
with the participation of the concrete in ideal objects and with the multiplic-
ity in concrete unities” (Ballard, Socratic Ignorance, 83).

56 There is an even more frightful problem, for if form is possibility, then
the idea realm is richer by far than mere actuality. To effect some economy in
the idea realm must remain a primary goal for the Platonist in metaphysics.

57 One is reminded of Whitchead's aphorism, “Seck simplicity, but distrust
it
38 These two arguments are prefaced by a list of regulative forms, large-
ness, beauty, and justice (131A); and equality, introduced at 131D, can have
rezulative force. On the other hand, similarity (131A) counts against this
thesis. This is either a “likeness” or a “same-other” and thus a transcendental.
One can take these arguments as against forms as themselves super objects,
but one is closer to the text and the texture of Plato’s subtlety and complexity
if one seces as many types of participation as possible involved in a given
argument, Our treatment is designed to correct oversights, not to give a final
account, which is quite frankly beyond our powers,

—

—_—
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Lecially “large”; and we shall preface our analysis with a word
from Plato and a few distinctions which may lead to a better un-
derstanding of the argument.

There arc many accomplished men who say, believing themselves to
speak wisely, that the art to measurement is universal, and has to do with
411 things that come to be. And this means what we are now saying; for
411 things that come within the province of art do certainly in some sense
[];.u;lkc ol measure. But these persons, because they are not accustomed
1o distinguish classes according to real forms, jumble together two widely
different things, relation to one another, and to a standard, under the
idea that they are the same, and also fall into the converse error of divid-
ing other things not according to their real parts. Whereas the right way
I[h,. .ii' 4 man has first seen the common nature of several things, to go on
with the inquiry and not desist until he has found all the differences con-
tained in it which form distinct classes; nor again should he be able to
rest contented with the manifold diversities which are seen in a multitude
of things until he has comprehended all of them which have any affinity
within the bounds of one similarity and embraced them within the reality

of a single kind. (Pnﬁficu,\', 285A-C; also see Philebus, 56 A-57B).

To fail to connect “large” with measure, and then to lump all to-
gether as a single kind without due attention to the real affinities
and real natures of things is what our two arguments protest
against; and except for Gilbert Ryle, who did notice that “large”
is a relative term but then did not let this discovery color his dis-
cussion,’™ T fear that all of Plato’s modern commentators have
fallen into just this trap. But then perhaps our errors are even
more gross and unworthy of our text. “Large” is incurably equiv-
ocal. We shall see that it seems to have been used in at least four
senses by Plato; and the set of unities it would collect into the unity
of a single idea would be odd indeed. Both this and the following
argument regard participation as a species of the one-many prob-
lem, this from the standpoint of the unity of a given regulative
form and the latter from the way a given heterogeneous many can

3 Ryle, “Plato’s Parmenides,” 104, He objects that Plato did not treat large as
d It'l-l;uriml, but perhaps this is not Plato’s error so much as it is of those who
misunderstand his intentions.
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be one. We shall see that “large” will force us to make distinctions
which will in the end lead to a partial solution of the problem of
participation (Phaedo, 100E-101E).

(1) Things are large, irrespective of what each might be, relative
to some arbitrary standard or measure. Socrates is taller than
Theaetetus, but shorter than Theodorus. Given such an ;n'bill‘ary
measure, Socrates or a foot rule, three sets of otherwise heteroge-
neous entities are thereby determined; things less than, things
equal to, and things greater than the given standard. By some
other standard, a new collection of sets would be determined,
Theaetetus is large relative to a foot, but in relation to Socrates
he is small. It may be possible, however, to order the measures
inter se; and this brings us to our second meaning of large, one
contingent on the existence of a well-ordered series.

(2) Numbers, being what they are, are larger or smaller relative
to the predecessors and successors respectively. Six is large relative
to two, but quite small relative to sixty. If the arbitrary standards
(as in the meaning of “large” given immediately above) can be
mapped into and onto the series ol integers, then an arbitrary, but
uniform, meaning can be attached to “large.”

(3) The next meaning of large is associated with the realization
of a certain quality relative to a norm, in virtue of which we can
speak of deficiency, rightness, and excess. That in which the qual-
ity is realized is of a certain kind, to which the norm is relative;
but it is a natural or nonarbitrary limit specified by the nature
(ousta) in question. A very large mouse is quite small indeed when
compared (in sense one) with a very small elephant. Each kind
seems to possess a natural limit against which the individuals may
be measured.® The kind determines its own measure. Plato and
Aristotle thought that the polis had natural limits of size, and Aris-
totle even extended this notion to the drama in De Poetica.

60 T'his is the thesis of a translation of the parameters of Aristotle’s bio-
logical thought into those of modern physiology by D’Arcy W. Thompson,
Growth and Form (2nd ed; Cambridge, England, 1952). No serious students
of philosophy should neglect it. Of equal importance is Galileo’s discussion of

ratios or parameters in his Two New Sciences, passim.
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(4) Clearly associated with this organic concept of limiting_ fpl“m
is that of scale, “the fit, the opportune, and the due” (Politicus,
084I.), ideas which we are beginning to rediscover in the aesthetic
poverty of our CI'!\-'I1‘()1]]‘1‘1(:|‘|II.M I'he large and the small rcgul.;ltc
the mode ol togetherness of heterogeneous clements (suggesting
harmony, justice, and beauty) with respect to some ideal. What is
the scale of life in the modern city?®* Is it man, or is it the arbi-
(rary and romantic “large” and the chaos it engenders? Large and
51]1::1[ may be matters of scale, regulative limits with respect to the
appropriate exercise of function within the scale of the whole,®
L"J’(Jh'!ir'u.s', 283E-284E). Scale is not size; it is fitness. This was the
discovery of the Pythagoreans. They expressed in it the intuitive
mode ol feeling characteristic of Greek genius. This should be
contrasted to the disassociation of the mathematical and the aes-
thetic in Wordsworth, who in the filth book of the Prelude pre-
sents them in the symbol of the stone and the shell. Scale and form
are aesthetic. Largeness can refer to spiritual intensity, a rediscov-
ery Nietzsche made in his search among the ancient Greeks for a
clue to the meaning of being human.® Large is not merely quan-
titative measurement (Politicus, 285B); it may also mean the Dio-
nysian mode of qualitative intensity or, more Platonically, the
height of appropriate achievement, where appropriate has the
sense ol proportional order to a given whole, a whole somehow
more than human, somehow even divine.

“Large” is always a matter of ratios and proportions, but other-
wise it is equivocal over its range of meanings. Within usage one
above, it is equivocal; usage two, univocal; and in the final two
senses, analogical. Needless to say, if one looks at the world

Y1 The form of thinking represented by scale is so widely spread today
that no effort to give even a representative list of those who have dealt with

It s necessary. Harold Innis, Henry Adams, Oswald Spengler, Kenneth
Hvuicliug. and Susan Langer have all made important contributions.

2 Brumbaugh exhibits a lively apprehension of the relevance of Parmenides
‘“_'-'N'H' problems of modern life in his Plalo on the One, 1-5.

¥ Sce Ethica Nicomachea 1106a 14-1108b 10, Of special importance are his
""!_1_I-Il'k.~' concerning the relative mean,

Y See especially  Aristotle’s discussion of “magnilicence” in Ethica Nico-
Machea 119h 20-113a 33.
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through the form “large” without making the appropriate dis-
tinctions, one will see confusion beyond all belief. It is foolish to
say “a, b, and c are all F,” where F is “large” unless the natures of
a, b, ¢ and the relevant I be given initially.% Otherwise we would
get the oddest sort of nominalism, classes formed in virtue of the
resemblance of words, not things. Aristotle, who knew very well
the way of the indefinite dyad, the large and the small, would
be a better guide to the meaning of Plato than the ubiquitou
g g q §
mathematical symbolism of the predicate calculus.

A summary of the arguments making up the "p:lrl—wholc” argu-
ment will :.hou it to be quite crude. Perhaps this is because so
much is packed into it, rather than a sign of a lack of skill on
Plato’s part.%® What appears to begin as a clear-cut part-whole
analysis tends towards the oddities of self-predication.

“Each individual partakes either of the whole of the idea or
else a part of the idea?”” The part-whole problem is the most difh-
cult in all of Plato. There is no problem with simple, constitutive
forms, for surely an instance of a certain shade of red is wholly
that red; and yet red itself is not one whit diminished thereby, re-
maining fully itself and one for a possible infinity of exemplifica-
tions. Not only does a constitutive bind Becoming into a unity (as
red signifies a type of perceiver-perceived unity), but also its ex-
emplifications have that unity which is just itself. In such cases as
that of justice in man and in the polis, the problem deepens as we
approach greater structural complexity and its relevant regulative

65 Vlastos, “Third Man Argument,” 232, is the initial instance of this long
confusion whereby the logical symbolism leads on to “improper” divisions or
classes. As Brumbaugh remarks in Plate on the One, 40, “given only abstract
structures and ideals, concrete entities cannot be constructed.” To this we add
that they cannot even be conceived.

66 A particular argument, though stated for one idea class, may be applicable
to all such classes. This multi-dimensionality is the usual classical method of
philosophy and myth whereby absolute generality of statement is achieved.
Our concern is the prima facie argument in every case, but each should be
carried out on all levels if the full meaning of participation is to be revealed.
Our main criticism with so many of Plato’s recent critics is that they fail
to see the generality of the arguments or the philosophical thesis entailed in
cach premise qua Plato. Perhaps this was the reason Vlastos found this argu-
ment crude (“Third Man Argument,” 255).
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fOrms. Men may be parts of a whole, the state, in many ways, but
in the cas¢ of justice as defining such a whole, the form of the
whole is fully in each proper part. It is important to realize that
there are many different part-whole structures a nd that regulative
{orms determine the type of analysis relevant to the case in ques-
tion.?" I suspect that this particular “part-whole” argument aims
o open up these possibilities, especially in view of Plato’s subse-
quent concern in the dialectical portion of Parmenides.

But to return to the issue immediately before us, there seem to
be two possibilities: (a) the idea is wlm]ly in each of the many
parts, or (b) in part in each of the many parts. The use of the mea-
suring idea “large” reminds us that we are dealing with propor-
tions between entities. Consider the case ol simple measurement
with a physical object arbitrarily associated with unity, then we say
the object to be measured is to the measure as x is to unity, But
wily Parmenides “subverts” the issue, neglecting to acknowledge
r.h;:ll one and the same form is wholly present in each ratio; for the
relation between the two objects is the same as that between the
two numbers. Thus on hypothesis (a) he holds that it is absurd to
think that the same form will “exist at the same time in many sep-
arate individuals” for it “will therefore be in separation from it-
sell”; that is, its unity will be disrupted, and it will be many. But if
the idea is in each wholly, then the many will be one with respect to
this idea, since it is the basis of their unity. It is not as if the in-
formed things are and the idea is also, so that we have form in
two places. The things are in virtue of the idea, with which they
are same and one. In a reductio ad absurdum argument in Repub-
lic, 597D,%8 Plato remarks that if God made two idea beds, there
would have to be a third “of which they possessed the form.” But

9T For a particularly useful discussion of various types of part-wholes and
their velation to Parmenides, see Ballard, Socratic Ignorance, 59 ff, 91 (L.

Y5 In his “Measure and Weight of the Third Man,” 68, Butler seems to
think it makes sense to say that there can be two forms for one kind of thing,
and of course were this true, we could indeed posit a third form “in virtue
of which they arve hoth forms for that kind of thing.” But Republic 597D is
in effect a statement of Leibniz's law of ide ntity; and if the argument is so
understood, no regress is implied or intended.
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if this were the case, the initial idea beds would not be ideas, for
the third alone would be the “real bed.” The idea is the one of
many, not one among many. So too our unity would not be dis-
rupted on a principle of proportional order. The regulative could
be wholly in each ratio. It would be disrupted were we to think of
the idea as a thing to be cut apart into bits, and something like
this may have been in the back of Plato’s mind at the time of
Meno. Both F. M. Cornford and David Scarrow have remarked
that this seems to be the attitude towards ideas expressed in Par-
menides’ later analogy of the sail, which opens the second hypothe-
sis.%9 (b) Just as only part of the sail covers cach individual who
may happen to be under it, so too individuals have only a part of
the idea in which they share. It is quite difficult to make sense of
this at the level of constitutive ideas; for if only part of the idea
man were in individual men, then they could not be same with the
idea as a whole. They would then be partial men; and while that
may make a kind of sense in some contexts, it is obviously absurd
here. The example, however, is that of the regulative large. We
are told that if only a part of large were in its instances, then rela-
tive to the whole that part would be small, so the large things
would be large in virtue of being small.

The simple but misleading route out of this perplexity is to as-
sume that Plato had self-predication in mind and that he thought
large itself a large thing (or kind of thing). There are other al-
ternatives. If the first hypothesis (a) shows that the concept of par-
ticipation as a whole disrupts the unity of the idea unless properly
specified in accordance with type, may this (b) not be a fanciful
way of saying that if we preserve the unity of the whole, as if the
idea were an absolute one, then those things that are suppnsul to
participate will be left outside that unity? Thus while on one level
it may be an attack on the belief that ideas are thing-like, in the
immediate context it is an attack on mistaken attitudes towards
regulative participation. A persistent error in the interpretation
of Plato has been to assume that in Republic justice must reside in

69 F. M. Cornford, Plato and Parmenides (London, 1939), 85; and David S.
Scarrow, “Phaedo, 106A-106E," Philosophical Review, LXX (1961), 252,

The Broken Bond: Parmenides 105

the state and that individuals can only have part of it. This error

arises
]I}]‘-t:o's thinking, especially the role or proportions and isomorphic
”mppings. As a consequence of this neglect it has become fashion-
able since Sir Karl Popper’s The Open Society and Its Enemies to
say that rulers are wise, administrators courageous, and producers
[(_\TI]}[_:(_‘I':IL{:: and the unity and freedom of the individual is sacri-
to that of the totalitarian state. Men would be only partial

[rom a serious neglect of the “mathematical” structure of

ficed
men, none exercising all the functions of man as such. This mis-
reading is possible only if one enters the Academy without paying
proper attention to the inscription over the entrance: “Let no
one enter here who 1s ignorant of geometry.” A part may be iso-
morphic with the whole, and “large” could be wholly in each large
thing.

There are alternative types of part-whole relations and each
may entail a different interpretation of this argument, but this
should show that we must be careful to “distinguish classes ac-
cording to their true forms” and not “jumble together two widely
different things.”

What is required for a solution to the way an idea can be in
itself and in others is suggested by Socrates’ analogy of the day
“which is one and the same in many places at once, and yet con-
tinuous with itself” (131B) which, of course, is ignored by Par-
menides. This has obvious reference to the myth of the sun and
Good in Republic VI. Like the sun, the cause of day, the regula-
tive idea must be in each entity it “covers” wholly and fully, yet
wholly and fully in itself. The day regulates the basic cycles of
biological act and orders things to one another in determinate
ways, as it makes possible vision in food gathering animals and
understanding in men. So too regulative ideas order complex
wholes, both with respect to their internal modes of function and
1']u-i1‘ proper proportions to the effective environment. Regulative
'_*lt'.’lx are ultimately matters of scale, and the day image points us
i this direction. If in the first argument we begin with the duly
constituted whole (180C-D), we here turn to the even more |)1‘ir~
Mary considerations of value.
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(8) The Embracing Argument (132A-B). Both this and the im-
mediately preceding argument regard participation through Pay.
menides’ concern for one-many parameters. Perhaps concern for
one-many is true of all the arguments of Parmenides, and it is
mistake to regard any as primarily ontological (form as constitug-
ing determinate character) or epistemological (form as the object
of knowledge).

In the literal sense of the last argument, we saw that il we hegin
from the side of the unitary form, that unity either suffers fission
or else maintains itself and “collects” nothing under it. Instead
of a one-many, we have either many or one. Suppose, beginning
with many, we embrace that multitude with a single form, Sup-
pose that form is “inductively” apprehended as that which makes
this many one. “When a number of entities appear to you to be
large, there doubtless seems to be one and the same idea, visible
in them all [which is the same when you look at all of them];
hence you think of the Large as a single thing.”™

If the previous argument was quasi-intentional in its approach
to class-formation, the “embracing” argument may be extensional;
but neither represents the approach to this problem we have
learned to associate with Plato in Republic, Meno, or Phaedo.
Form is not induced from determinate individuals as what is com-
mon to the set; the route to form is rather more like the seduc-
tive method of Symposium (210A ff). One is taught that if he can
discover the beauty in one thing and love it aright, he will in due
order see all Beauty everywhere. It is true that form is “seen” in

70 The view of form which lies on the surface of these arguments (thing-like
immanence) may have been directed against Eudoxus and his Anaxagorean-
ism. This view had its roots in Pythagoras and was apparently entertained by
Plato himself in Meno. Collingwood, Idea of Nature, 61-64, offers a perceptive
account of these issues. More directly relevant is the testimony of Philebus.
Eudoxus apparently asserted some form of hedonism; but since it admits of
more or less, it is treated as defining an illegitimate class and identified with
apeivon not peras (form), At 24A-25D terms such as “hot,” “large,” “strongly,”

and the like arve placed in this class. Unless associated with limit or measure,
“large” cannot be the form of anything. Our analysis of the “largeness’” has
been governed by these considerations. The type of regress engendered by this
argument does indeed suggest the apeiron and may be meant to suggest the
care we must employ in hypothesizing that a form corresponds to any given
term of discourse, I owe this latter observation to the Reverend Robert Cooper.

The Broken Bond: Parmenides 107

individuals, but they are recognized to be what they are in viru:le
of form. It is not as if we looked at the instances and then dis-
cerned form, nor do we begin with form and then look about for
ayerification”; mind sees form in the givenness of experience, and
what is apprchemicd (qua right opinion) must be put to the test
of system and science. The fact that in this argument we do begin
with a scattered multitude of large things and then discern a
common Large whereby the many are large is cause for wonder.
Does this really make sense, especially with a term like large?

There is excellent reason to presume that Plato was suspi(‘.ious
of this ])1'0(_‘.(.‘(1111'(3 (Politicus, 262E-263A), which in the case of regu-
[ative form can yield only a nominal unity. What are these things
which are “large’” and in what sense is “large” being used? If I
collect a set of things which appear large, am I not collecting via
the word for “large” and not the form? Would there be such a
form? Would not the idea be an even worse metaphysical mon-
ster than Locke's abstract general idea of dog, which the good
jerkeley so severely criticized?

In order to appreciate this problem from Plato’s point of view,
let us consider the situation at Meno T1E-72A. When asked what
virtue is, Meno replied by citing the characteristic excellences of
rulers, warriors, children, slaves, and the like. Socrates then said
that Meno responded as if he had been asked for a bee and had
given back a swarm. Let us call this “swarm” of instances vy, v, v,

., #, and the swarm itself V. How would V itself collect these
instances into any unity? If we specily any one meaning for V,
say v, then the other instances fall outside the meaning of V. One
might adjoin a further meaning to ¥, (v1 4 ), but what could
V' now mean? In general, no form ¥ can be constructed by this
procedure which would give unity to the set; it would remain
staunchly equivocal. Every higher order form introduced to secure
unity would itself suffer fission (in the example above V is really
Viand 7, and some other form would have to unify them, etc.)
and for would fail to embrace possible instances. This process
could go on indefinitely. This seems to be the sort of regress gen-
erated in this particular argument.

Charmed by the name “large,” we think of it as designating a
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single thing. But when we survey the “large” things, which may
be “large” in arbitrary ways, and then the form “Large” itself
[sic], do we not need another meaning for “Large,” in virtue of
which they all appear “large”? And will not this search for unity
generate an indefinite plurality?

If our conjectures are correct, the embracing argument is a
critique ol participation indeed, but it is aimed at a method for
constituting unities for which participation is the presumed prin-

ciple. It has the merit of relating the argument to a constant con-
cern of Plato’s and of giving it a different status from that at
Parmenides 132C-133A with which it has often been confused.
It is the latter which deals with constitutive form and which

should be called the “Third Man Argument.” There is no special
error in taking it as an argument against self-predication; except
that this was for Plato never a very pressing issue and in the great
economy of his mind and style, he would hardly have belabored
it to the extent suggested by his recent critics. Regulative forms
must be in or same with their instances, which may from one view-
point be heterogeneous, giving them unity qua the given form.
Men, having different skills and capacities, can be same with
respect to justice, which orders their activities to a common end.
Regulative participation requires an analysis of part-whole. With-
out a theory of scale or well-ordering, collection by a regulative
form is random and leads to illegitimate classes.

(1) Conceptualist Argument (132B-D). Since A, E. Taylor recog-
nized that this was an argument against conceptualism and the
bifurcation between thought and things which this would entail,
the meaning of this argument has been well established. The as-
sumption is that unity is given the many through thinking them
in some one way, so that form would be a thought.

The form is, ex hypothesi, the object known by the act of knowledge,
and is the same form wherever it is recognized. For no knowing is (Jiy_icﬁt-
less; all knowing has a being, and a definite being, for its object. If this
being is itsell always mental, we are driven to make our choice berween
two alternatives, The known object must always itsell be a ‘thought,’ and
we must therefore say either (a) that all knowable objects think (which
seems manifestly false), or (b) they are thoughts, but thoughts which do
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not think (and this is meaningless). Conceptualism is thus no way of
escape from the difheulties created by an epistemological realism.™!

Before we pass this by, we should remark that here again is a
deeper stratum of meaning. Philosophers such as Leibniz, Peirce,
and Whitehead who take mind and ideas seriously have found a
more intimate association between mind and things than might
immediately appear. We are reminded of the remarkable status
of the world-soul in Timaeus (34C ff), and we might suspect a far
closer relation between ideas and thinking than one might pre-
sume from this argument. In our final chapter we hope to show
that mind (or psyche) is one term in the complex participation
relation.

(5) Third Man Argument (152D-133A). We may presume that
this argument is restricted to constitutive [orms, and it is for this
reason that we call it the “Third Man.” It is intended to exhibit
the infinite regress which ensues when we seek to define the rela-
tion between a form (separated) and the informed entity.” Just
as the first three arguments tend to “immanence” and the fourth
towards mediation, so the final two presuppose transcendence (or
separation). Even here we notice a reverse irony between the im-
manent and transcendent cases, for one would normally assume
constitutive form immanent and regulative transcendent.

Gregory Vlastos has given an elegant analysis of this argument
where the attempt to create a unified class may lead infinitely “up-
ward”; and on the basis of certain assumptions which he supposes
Plato to have made, shows it to be invalid.”™ But perhaps neither
sell-predication nor non-identity are involved. This argument does
not generate an ascending hierarchy in the manner of the “em-

TLA. E, Taylor, The Parmenides of Plato, 23-24,

72 Aristotle’s statement of these difficulties may be found in Metaphysics,
997h 13-34,

T3 Vlastos, “Third Man Argument,"” 242-44, The steps in his reconstruction
are as follows: (B1) The Copy Theory; If @ and b are similar (in respect of
being ¥), there must be a form, F-ness, in which they both participate by way
of resemblance: a and b must resemble F-ness, as copies resemble their model.

(B2) If @ and F-ness are similar (in respect of being F), there must be another
form, Foness i+ in which they both participate by way or resemblance; a and
Foness must resemble F-ness 1+ s copies resemble their model.
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bracing” argument where the attempt to create a unified class
may lead infinitely “upward,” but rather to an infinite set of in-
tervening terms whereby the form is supposedly connected to its
instance. Let us see how this comes about.

In the first place, as Vlastos correctly remarks, the copy theory
as such is not involved; and so Taylor's effort to save the copy
model of participation was misleading.”™ Plato does not secem to
be trying to show that things are “likenesses” of ideas, which is
indeed a good Platonic metaphor (Sophist, passim, especially
266D-267B; Timaeus, 29A-D, 87D) and is asymmetrical; rather he
is positing two entities of different ontological type and asking
how one can participate in the other. His hypothesis is that a unity
can be established between the two if the relation between them
is that of “like.” It is not that a is a likeness of b, but a is like b. If
a is the “copy” and b the “original,” then a can thus be said to
be a “likeness” of b. We must first make sense of saying that a
is like b ere we talk of likeness.

But how are we to understand “like”? We have seen that “like”
can be an unanalyzed and irreducible concept, constituting a
generic universal which can have little metaphysical force and,
indeed, can lead toward nominalism. It is with this loose sense
that Vlastos deals;™ and since on his account even more question-

(B3) F-ness is T; for if F-ness were not F, it would not resemble a in respect
of being F. (This is the sell-predication assumption.)

(B4) If x is F, it cannot be identical with the Form F-ness, (Non-identity
assumption.)

Vlastos holds that B2 implies B3 and that B4 is required to account for the
necessity of positing another form in B2 to account for the resemblance be-
tween a and F-ness. But B3 and B4 are inconsistent, and together will generate
the self-contradictory statement:

(B5) If Feness is F (B3), then F-ness cannot be identical with F-ness; for if
anything is F, it cannot be identical with F-ness (B4). On this basis Vlastos
holds the argument to be invalid.

74 Tavlor, Parmenides of Plato, 25-26. See also Ballard, Socratic Ignorance,
87-91: and Brumbaugh, Plato on the One, 39.

75 Vlastos' Bl and B2 rest on a “same” rather than a “likeness’ assumption.
Need it be remarked that since anything is like anything else, any unity based
on “like” would embrace the entire universe, but hardly in the way Plato
envisaged the forms to order the world. Vlastos' failure to realize that he had
picked out an identity element and that the logic was same-other, not subject-
predicate, seems to have misled him,
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able assumptions are involved, perhaps there is another way of
regarding the argument.

1f a thing is in virtue of its form, then we have seen that it must
be in some sense same with that form. Thus there must be partial
identity between entities and their “separated” forms.”® Let us
then assume that if @ is the “copy” and 4 the form, then if a is
like A, there must be a sameness 4; between 4 and a, as well as
some otherness. But a is not A; nor is A; the same as A. What is
the relation between a and A,, and between 4, and A? We can
i’”-"“ Ay to bind a and 4,, and 4; to bind 4, and 4. This regress
could go on indefinitely. If we make @ and 4 same and yet other,
we have to stick in all sorts of intermediate forms to bind them
together, but the effort is logically vicious. If we separate form
from the world and yet say that world nevertheless is, we are led
into the absurdities of the “Third Man” argument. If the assertion
of separation leads to absurdity, then perhaps its denial will fare
better; but how we can deny it remains to be shown. The neces-
sity of a denial is the moral of the “Two World” dilemma.

There is a further moral to this argument. Form qua possibility
must remain other, for were it same with its instances it would be
totally involved in them. Aquinas, in stating the relation between
God and the World, held that there was real relation (internal)
between the World and God; but the converse held in idea (being
of reason) only.”™ This suggests that ideas must be both externally
and internally related to fact to account for participation. On
this point we shall take a strong stand.

(6) Two Worlds (133B-135D). Since our inquiries in the last
chapter led us to this argument and to an estimate of its force,
further comment seems quite unnecessary. There may be some
obscurity in the statement of the argument, but it is clear that if

76 This apparently has the force of denying Vlastos’ non-identity assumption
:mil the degree of reality theory upon which it is based. .

"7 Christian exemplarism, as in Aquinas, faces the “two world” thesis in an
il.{'!m- way; and St. Thomas' efforts to avoid separationism are worthy of con-
sidevation. Summa Theologica, 1, q. 13, a. 7; q. 28, a. 4; and q. 45, a. 4. The
problem of God's knowledge of particulars and the questions on providence
should alse be consulted, but here it seems to me that Aquinas is less successful
than he is with the problem of relating diverse ontological realms.
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ideas are to be modes of unity, there must be something of dif-
ferent ontological type to be unified; but the separation herein
entailed makes this impossible.

As a final note, let us insist upon the providential role of God.
This is a very important concern of our philosopher, and in our
final, speculative chapter we will be able to estimate the relevance
of Plato’s theology to his theory of participation.

SUMMARY

Having come a long and weary way, one might reasonably ask,
“What have we come to?” The proper answer is that we have
come to a way of resolving the nexus of problems associated with
participation, and this will be our concern during the remainder
of this enquiry. But since we shall get there from where we now
are, a summary of the conclusions we can draw from this study
of Parmenides may prove useful.

In the first place, we hope to have removed certain misconcep-
tions concerning the nature of participation which are current in
the literature. In so doing, we have proposed an alternative model,
that of parametric order. We have also sought to untangle certain
issues associated with the three idea classes, showing that partici-
pation differs according to the idea class involved and that unless
this is acknowledged, Parmenides’ objections to the young Soc-
rates’ theory of forms will be misunderstood. Furthermore, we
have held that each of these arguments is valid; but the conclusions
which we should draw {rom them, like those we earlier drew from
Socrates’ encounter with Polemarchus in Republic I, are them-

occurrence of values, leads to a vicious ontological bifurcation.
Values express the ordering of facts, and thus require recourse to
constitutive forms; but this raises questions concerning the sim-
plicity of the resulting system. Not only are we confronted within
the idea realm with a host of unrealized constitutive forms, the
Ims.sil)lcs, as well as a reduplication of all that is the case, but also
the way a regulative idea orders a complex of heterogeneous na-
tures into the unity of a system becomes a problem. This problem
of regulative unity leads to the next argument.

(2) Part-Whole: A regulative form is the unity of a many. Given
the many, how do they stand to the one regulative Wlli(ﬁil orders
them into the unity of system? The form is either wholly in each
of the many, in which case the principle of unity would I;c many;
or it is in part in the many, and thus the many cannot express that
unity ol nature secured by the form. We conclude, in the first
place, that part-whole must be conceived otherwise than quantita-
tively, and thus we posit a new meaning for part-whole, that se-
cured by isomorphism between part and whole. Secondly, we hold
that a regulative must be in itsell as well as in the m‘;mv. This
insight is provided by the myth of the day. ’

(3) Embracing Argument: But then how are we to think the
many in such a way as to reconcile their heterogeneous natures to
make them compatible with the unity cxprcﬁ;cd by the form?
Given the many, we cannot go to such a unity, for each effort to
sccure unity by the postulation of a form leads to the necessity of
[\'m'Lher postulation. It follows that classes or unities musta be
formed by natural divisions, for otherwise we form illegitimate
(:r)l]c.f':LiU]ls, We have to respect the actual nature of things, their
real interconnectness; and it is just this interconnection that pro-

selves dialectical. In Tibet, I am told, one points by looking back
along the forearm, not in the direction of the finger. Plato may vides the “regions” within which the regulative order is to be

i discerned. This argument is a protest against vicious intellectual-

be a Tibetian, |
Let us now attempt a summary statement of the inferences we y ism or misplaced concreteness.

might draw from the six arguments between Socrates and Par- ) (1) Conceptualistic argument: Perhaps any type of unity, regu-

menides: b lative or constitutive, lies in our thinking tilt’ )wol‘ld in Olru': wé)’.

Bl_” then, in Whitehead’s words, nature becomes the conjecture,
“ience the dream. This leads us to suggest that while an idea can-

(1) Many Forms: A concern for values (regulative ideas) de-
tached from fact, when indeed facts are the conditions for the |
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not be a thought, there must be some affinity between thought,
ideas, and the world. This will eventually lead us in the final chap-
ter to identify the principle of natural unity with psyche.

(5) Third Man: Turning to the problem of the relation of
separated constitutive form to the world, we find that if we insist
that it be wholly separated, an infinite regress of intervening
terms is engendered. No relation can relate form and that which
is characterized by it. Thus, extreme separation must be denied.
Form must be a potential for immanence. We can assume that the
arguments in favor of separation, as given in the last chapter, do
have a point; and so we must find a way of saying form is both
same (immanent) and other (transcendent) to fact.

(6) Two Worlds: If separation is maintained, then we have
equivocation. Things have their character through their inter-
relations, and forms have theirs through their interrelations. But
unless there is some identity between the two realms, then the
truth about form is not the truth about the world, and conversely.
So too, if God knew form and it were separated, he would not
know things; and hence his provi(lcmial concern would be inef-
fective. Thus what God knows must be related to the world, but
since he knows the world through values, his vision must encom-
pass fact and its relevant alternatives. We shall develop this thesis
in the final chapter.

This is the meaning of what we have done. We must now carry
out the great program laid down by the encounter between Soc-
rates and Parmenides.

The moral of all of these arguments can only be speculative and
dialectical, and it is to philosophy proper that we turn in the re-
mainder of this inquiry. There are certain basic premises with
which we must deal. Regulative ideas are specifications of modes
of relevant unity for constitutive wholes. They are in each of the
parts, yet other qua measures of specific attainment. Constitutive
ideas are in things; yet qua ideas, their being cannot be contingent
upon that which they inform. Both of these classes require one
another to account for participation, but the regulative class is
ontologically primary. The transcendental ideas are the means
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whereby definition of all of these complex types of relations are
Jossible. This is what participation is all about, the way things
mingle. As we learned in Republic I, in pointing to aporiai, Plato
points 0 solutions. Let us hope that we may hereafter follow his
direction. He may be worth following.




IV PARTICIPATION

N the preceding chapters we saw how the problem of partici-
pation arose and the difficulty Plato encountered in his effort to
invoke it as a principle which would bind together the “two
worlds.” We have yet to discover how the various idea classes can
shape and vector Becoming; but, at least inferentially, we have
been shown what is desirable and have been provided with partial
grounds for a solution. But we know that Plato never gave an
explicit solution to the problem of ontological bifurcation, that
there is no single dialogue or argument wherein we will be told:
“This is my solution, this is the way it is!” If there is a solution,
it is either itself a new philosophy or one which, drawing from
hither and yon in the dialogues, can be adduced as one Plato
might have taken seriously. The latter is the route we will take.
We have previously remarked that we shall understand the con-
cept of participation as an answer to the demands that are made
upon us when we seek to explain that which is not causa sui. So
far, our concern has been directed to the way in which a thing
is and is characterized through a form. This is a fair statement of
the situation as it was understood in Phaedo (100B). But even in
that dialogue we saw that an account based purely on ideas might
be inadequate. Indeed, not only does soul, if it is to participate in
the judgment of the Gods, require some community or participa-
tion with the body; but even on a very mundane level we are told
that if a body x is hot, to say that it participates in hot is not
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enough, for we must invoke the mingling of that body with the
material mode of hot, namely fire. If we will permit ourselves to
generalize Over this, we may say that the problem of participation
is the problem of explanation.

n order to develop our account of participation, let us begin
with a limited perspective, that of an instance of Becoming. What
is required is the discovery of the manner in which the modal
sresence of Beings of various types enter into and constitute the
unity and Being of the given instance.

In’ order to facilitate this discussion, let us invoke as a new
technical term one which we have hereto used quite loosely, an
image. This has the advantage of a long and distinguished usage
in the dialogues, but that which is most suggestive of the signifi-
cance which we attach to it is Plato’s characterization of time as
“the moving image of eternity” (Timaeus, 37D). As moving, it
carries with it the notion of vector quality. It is, is from, and is
toward. But as image it is clearly derivate, the principles through
which it is and is understood lying beyond it. To complete the
figure, those principles which are primary, its causes, lie in eternity.
Finally, in the sense that it is, it is now, momentally (Parmenides,
16bE~157B) a Being. That is to say, as a Being it will possess its
own intrinsic character and nature. Thus it will not be a mere
adjective of its causes and conditions but will enjoy in some man-
ner Being for itself,

An image is not derived merely from ideas and conditions.
Whatever it is, it has a standpoint which is its own. It is some-
where at some time. The conditions of its localizable Being, of
its exclusive “thisness” are also among its elements, but they
cannot themselves be purely formal! Thus we need a further
principle to serve as the locus of enactment. This is the function
of the receptacle (Timaeus, 47E {I),

. We have said that an image has a vector character, which means
stmply that whatever its eternal derivation, its past also enters

1 e mih e i 2 Y
Sufrra 62-68. Forms can be multiply located in a contemporaneous environ-

ment i 5 an irace. © ¥ : it 3 :
. but not so for an image. Something other than form is required for

“thisness.™
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into its being and shapes it, and so too must its future. Insofar as
it is, the image is at least the partial outcome of a relevant past
and future.

If we begin by assuming the contemporaneous unity of an image,
a unity involving form, past, future, self-agency, and the recep-
tacle, then perhaps its division into these co-ingredients can be
made in such a manner as to be compatible with that unity. That
at least is our hope. But in this chapter we will stipulate a limita-
tion to this analysis, considering only the relevance of the first
three ingredients, reserving discussion of the soul and the recep-
tacle in the final chapter. This will have the advantage of restrict-
ing us, in a manner to be demonstrated, to formal constituents;
and it is just the relation of these formal constituents to a pre-
sumed unity which is the problem of participation. The how of
participation, at least at the level of the image, belongs to the
soul, the principle of agency, and to the locus of enactment. On
the basis of this restriction we will be in a position to give an
account which can subsequently be extended to cover all formal
modes of relatedness, especially what is sometimes called partici-
pation of the ideas inter se; but we believe that this simplification
will lend a certain analytical clarity to our argument.

The formal characterization of participation will involve re-
course to three principles: Relativity, Mingling, and the Ontologi-
cal Principle. If we begin with the assumption that the image is a
unity, what is first required is a grammar which will permit us
to exhibit the modes of connexity of the other elements with this
presumed unity. The situation of the early and middle dialogues
did not permit this stance; for were we to take the ideas as Being,
then the many would collapse into the one in the fashion of
neo-Platonism; while the converse stipulation, for which little
justification could be found in Plato, would lead to Aristotle,
Democritus, or to nominalism. We have to say that the ideas are
and that images are, and yet somehow preserve the separation be-
tween them. This is just the sort of problem with which Plato
is concerned in the Sophist; and in order to provide a way out, he

participation .

invoked our old acquaintance, the class of transcendental ideas.
These terms give us the requisite “grammar.” We shall invoke
these terms under the “Principle of Relativity.” Secondly, we re-
¢1uin: the stipulation thLat in the analysis of any%hlng W’hl(ih‘ may
be said to be, that entity cannot be altogether in and for itself,
but that in understanding it, we require recourse to a universe of
(ranscendent entity. This is a protest against vacuous actuality,
{he notion that the real can be and be out of all relation to any-
thing else. The “Ontological Principle” will specify this relational
attitude toward Being. Finally, we must recognize that our image,
somewhat maimed by the elimination of its status as a localizable
agency, is qua form a mingled, or internally related, whole. Any
other stipulation would make it a mere collection of qualities.
This real togetherness of derived factors in the unity of the image
is covered by the “Principle of Mingling.” Let us see how we can
begin to clarify these several factors.

It is apparent that an image is an entity involving the together-
ness of elements having different routes of derivation. If it is to be
and to be one, even momentally, these elements must be mutually
implicated in one another. Certainly there must be conjunction,
but mere conjunction of a set of elements in a given locus does not
constitute a unity of Being in and through that locus. Collocation
is accidental togetherness. What is required is the unity of system,
a whole such that the withdrawal or replacement of any element
constitutes a new and, at least relatively, novel image.? We shall
understand a unity satisfying these demands to be a mingled
whole, and the Principle of Mingling is a categorical demand that
any explanation of an image satisfy the conditions of real together-
ness of its elements.

In that the constituents of a mingled whole have different routes

“Ihe unity proper to an image is that of beginning, middle, and end
f-‘“"f-'“'f-r?'”-\‘. 264C). Aristotle's elaboration of this theme in De Poetica, 8, is of
Interest: .. L in poetry the plot, as an imitation of action, must represent

One action, a complete whole, with its several incidents so closely connected

llh;u the transposal or withdrawal of any one of them will disjoin and dislocate
the whaole,"
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of derivation, each may be considered in itself, apart from its co-
ingredience in that image. Every such element may be the logical
subject of discourse, may itself be a Being which is other to its
enactment in the image. To take a rather simple example, con-
sider some past state of affairs which has some sort of originative
role in the present image. The past situation may be said to be,
and true and false statements may be made about it which do not
implicate the present. The past situation may be enjoyed in and
of itself, for it transcends the present. This is the ground for our
quite unpragmatic or aesthetic interest in history. But since by
hypothesis, that past is related to the present, some statements
about that past will implicate the present. These statements will
exhibit some immanence of the pattern of the past in the present.
This is the basis of our ordinary understanding of historical cau-
sality® and is the root of the pragmatic interest in history. In
this case the present will have adjectival relatedness to the past,
through which that present is, and is understood.* But the con-
verse of this situation also holds. Aesthetic awareness discloses the
present as quite unbounded by past and future; it is what it is and
is taken in its full immediacy. It is Being. But among the state-
ments we make about this Being are some which will implicate the

3 This is the sense of the phrase, “according to nature” (Timaeus, 29B); for
nature is that which contains immanently its own past and whose “growth”
is to be understood through that past. But if the image is itself creative, if
it is an agency in the passage from non-Being to Being (Symposium, 205C),
then the fact that any “present” can impose novel forms or order means that
the future can participate in the present only in the form of probability.
It is in this sense that Plato’s account of natural science (Timaeus, 29C) is to
be understood. Unless the present, the image, is creative, then nature will
run down, as in entropy (Phaedo, 72B-D; also A. N. Whitehead, Adventures
of Ideas [New York, 1947], 146); or it is necessary to invoke some extrinsic
source which “renews” creation through the imposition of novel forms of
order, perhaps in the form of differential conditions (Peliticus, 270A). The
final alternative is that of a cyclical (“steady state” or “reversible”) view of
the cosmos (Phaedo, 72B-D) wherein time would be an illusion. If psyche is
alone self-moving (Phaedrus, 245C-D; Laws 893B-896E), and if psyche knows
itself through recollection, which entails novelty of insight and hence novelty
of act, then in the concept of the image we scem to have the only possible way
of “saving” time and the integrity of nature.

4In the language of Phaedo, as condition, if not cause.

b
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past, which is related to it as an adjectival nexus of possibility. For
instance, suppose one possesses a modicum of English vocabulary
«in” his memory. If we think of memory in this context as a
dictionary-like collection of words, it is a collection rooted in the
past. But we use this past now in speech and writing. One selects
the appropriate word which will convey a thought of immediate
concern; and this is the sense in which the present determines
the past, what is to be effective from that past through the stand-
point of the now. In these examples we have been making a very
limited application of a principle we have associated with the
transcendental class of ideas, their omnipredicability. Since any
entity of whatever ontological type can, in virtue of being the
logical subject, be said to be, and thereby establish the “others”
as adjectival or modal dependencies,® we shall call this the Prin-
ciple of Relativity. This principle expresses the separating and
combining function of the transcendental ideas, Being, Same,
Other, One, Many, Rest, and Motion (Sophist, 254D ff).6

The above account illustrates the relevance of our final prin-
ciple ol connexity, the Ontological Principle.” The term is due to

5 The remaining transcendentals, over and above the one chosen, are “present
in” in the sense of Aristotle’s Categories, la 28,

Bl his "Plato and the Megiste Gene of the Sophist: A Reinterpretation,”
Classical Quarterly, 1 (new series, 1952), 32-56, Arthur Peck advances the
thesis that what we have called “transcendentals” are not forms but mere
empty names which generate sophistic puzzles and which must be done away
with (which he takes to be the point of the Sophist) prior to the real work
of philosophy. This real task he understands to be that exhibited in the
method of division. He further develops his thesis concerning the non-formal
character of the transcendentals in “Plato’s Parmenides.” See Classical Quar-
'l"f'h"'l[” (new series, 1958), 127-50; IV (new series, 1954) 81-45. Peck has been
cllcetively eriticized by A. R. Lacey, “Plato's Sophist and the Forms,” Classical
Quarterly, X (new series, 1959), 43-52. Neither Lacey nor Peck scem to grasp
'-'!l' metaphysical role of transcendentals, whereby they define all possible .I\'])L‘S
c.\l .U!:lc]|t)g'i{;il| structure, the logos itself of })hillosnrﬁhv, This has been most
:::‘IIlrl,rl,lfl."-{-jl,‘;l,”“;mm.wd- for Tht" |:1_ll¢'|' part of f’urmr-m't:fz'.:; by Brumbaugh, Plato
of Phi[m(};g- I. !fnll_".’.h: |'m[v:‘{l.ll 15 .[110 I\\"I()Il[' :md.{rm.n'u I.immc of the history
Spe {“”1:;(”' I!i\-“illnLII. if that history is viewed in the light of metaphysics.

s wte 17, infra.

{_\"Irihtll“mlfll‘_l'illl‘I.'i Imrrflm'cd from \\’hil(‘.lu.‘u[!. Process and Reality, 36: “That
} ttion to which the process of becoming conforms in any particular
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Whitehead, but the relevant concepts are Plato’s: “There is not
one self-existent thing, but everything is becoming and in rela-
tion” (Theaetetus, 157B). This in context has an admittedly
Heraclitean bias, but it has a larger import; for as long as “Being”
did not have a transcendental status and applied exclusively to
the idea realm, it could hardly signify an activity of relatedness.
Indeed ideas are quite ahistoric or, as Berkeley put it in quite a
different context, inert.® But if we may anticipate the “definition™
of Being in Sophist (247E) as the power to act and be acted upon,
we then see that given this definition, the Ontological Principle
is analytic.

These principles which are explicative of participation must
now be examined in somewhat greater detail. Let it be conceded
that in all probability these three principles are neither categori-
cal nor unique. It well may be the case that the Principle of Rela-
tivity will do the work of the Principle of Mingling and the
Ontological Principle, and a simpler apparatus for defining par-
ticipation could be constructed. Nor do we claim this to be the
unique route to a solution; though, it would be delightful if any
correct solution were its equivalent. We must admit to certain
grave doubts which do beset us and which may render this account
inaccurate. These have to do with Plato’s theory of time.

It is true to say that Plato was a philosopher of process, one
for whom, coordinate with Being, Becoming was an irreducible
and final fact. But a philosophy of Becoming entails a theory of
time; and it is doubtful that Plato was quite so aware as we might
be, in the light of the great achievements of Alexander, Bergson,
James, and Whitehead, as to what might be entailed in such a
theory.| In the simplest terms, time requires continuity and dis-

instance, has its reason either in the character of some actual entity in the
actual world of that concrescence, or in the character of the subject which is
in process or concrescence.” Our use will parallel Whitehead'’s.

8 George Berkeley, Principles of Human Knowledge, scc. 25. Both Berkeley
and Hume exhibit a kind of upside-down Platonism; for in their denial of
power as a real part of an idea of nature (Being), actuality becomes as vacuous
as it was for Plato in his “transcendent” phase.

participation &

creteness] But to say this is one thing; to say how this can be is
quite another matter. Is there, in Whitehead’s phrase, a continu-
ity of becoming or a becoming of continuity? If we stress novelty
act and creativeness, we are committed to the view that time
;s made of discreta which are functionally independent of the past;
put then the continuity of nature is threatened, and above all
change itself. But a continuity of Becoming threatens the integrity
of the self-being of the image, making it perhaps no more than
the reiteration of the past.?

plato made many remarks about time, but it is doubtful that
he had assembled these into what might be called a theory. We
can make a choice among these remarks, for they are hardly con-
sistent, and come up with alternative accounts, all of which ;could
be said to have a ground in Plato. We shall make a choice and
take a stand in the final chapter on the discreta theory, but we
admit quite frankly that, lacking what might be called Plato’s
real view, this is apt to be at least a partial distortion and even a
trivialization of deeper insights. Since time is relevant to the
theory of the Image, which is the way time stands to eternity, then
our construction of a particular model may yield an l.l‘lild;ﬁ(.]ll(ltc
account of participation. But error, if interesting error, has its
use: let the gods then grant that this, if not acceptable, at least
be interesting.

and

THE ONTOLOGICAL PRINCIPLE

: I'he Ontological Principle is a protest against any division of
the world (the all) into its necessary constituents such that they
are ke n . t . o . i
re and are meaningful apart [rom one another. If the world is a
ystem, an intelligible whole, then each of its basic constituents
i - b et 5 i 1 1 i
ist be so related to the others that its modification, or with-
T z {
]i-n.q-h|“ 15 surely the most difficult and important of all philosophical prob-
Wm.-.‘]]_ mlr. we can see that if reiteration is the case (and this is but another
£ Ol describing determinism from a formal perspective), then the given im-

age jg a4 mere v 5 2
: * vehicle for the perpetuation of for It a creative : i
IL-J'n.i,,i“%, — perp n of form, not a creative agent in de-
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drawal, or displacement entails a “corruption” of that whole. If
a so-called basic constituent can be out of relation and as such be
fully and completely itself and real, then it could no longer be
basic. It would be a mere adjunct, parasitical on the whole, and
could be removed with even a very artless use of Occam’s razor
and thus relegated to what it in fact is, non-entity.

To this point Plato’s philosophy has exhibited a curious set
of paradoxes. Admittedly ideas and images are and are necessary,
Images certainly entail ideas. But the converse relation does not
hold; and because of this, the separationism of the middle dia-
logues seems a foregone conclusion. But we have seen through
Parmenides that separationism entails the non-being of the image.
But this means that images would not be a constituent, which by
hypothesis is clearly false. The moral is that each must somehow
be involved in the other.

Plato was fully aware of this dilemma. But he saw an even deeper
and more important issue: if ideas are devoid of agency, if they
are mere principles of definiteness, how can they cause? Becoming
is the arena of change, of things acting and being acted upon.
Clearly, the only way an entity can modify another entity is by
acting upon it. But to fall back upon a principle dear to Spinoza,
unless they have something in common, modification is hardly
possible. Agency (dynamis), as modilying and being modified,
belongs to Becoming. Socrates in prison is prepared to die for an
ideal good, but it is the hemlock, not the idea, which finally does
him in. Separationism entails the non-being of the image; but
were we able to bestow a kind of existence on the image, it is
difficult to see how the idea could become ingredient in it as an
effective cause ol its act.

This is the moral of the famous War of the Giants and the
Gods (Sophist, 245E~249E), the struggle between those who make
real the massive irrelevancies of earth or the vacuous inspirations
of heaven. This must surely be the most important passage for an
understanding of participation in the dialogues. We need not con-
cern ourselves with the presumed historic roots of this qluu‘rel,

]):lﬁicipﬂli(}ﬂ 125

for its higher truth is that of a myth about this most critical situ-
ation.1? It portrays an ontological dualism of a separationist sort,
one party (the materialists) representing the primacy of Becom-
ing and the other (the friends of the forms) the absolute ultimacy
of Being; and surely by this time we are prepared to accept the
merits and the difficulties in each position. Perhaps we might de-
scribeitasa dialectic Plato is having with himself. Each party con-
cedes that the position of the other is not without a ground (246E,
949E). In other words, idea and image are granted by both to be
necessary constituents in the constitution of the all, and the prob-
lem is the old one of showing how they can be in connection. The
problem is phrased in what has now become the standard way: if
we begin with Becoming, how can ideas be causes; if we begin with
Being, how can this have any relatedness (except accidental) to
images?

Plato’s response is a radical one. Instead of assigning agency to
the nexus of images, why not make it the primary metaphysical
category? “I hold that the definition of Being to be simply power
[dynamis]” (247E).1! Power implies the interaction of things. Thus

10 Cornford believes the giants and the gods represent rival schools of phi-
losophy, and not aspects of Plato’s own thinking which have come into conflict
with one another; and thus he does not look upon the image as possessing
central importance for a study of Plato. It is true that schools lurk behind the
images, for it is the business of “schools” to clearly articulate alternative posi-
tions, Thus the giants may be, as Cornford suggests, representatives of the new
philosophy of atomism (Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 251-32), but there is
probably more merit in his suggestion (p. 232) that the materialists express
the common sense view of reality as that which can be kicked (Samuel Johnson)
or squeezed (John Locke). Cornford is able to identify the "friends of the forms”
with “idealists” (p. 248). Jason Xenakis in “Plato on Truth-Value" suggests
that the “friends" are school children in the Academy who have not heard
that the idea theory has been abandoned.

" Plato is hardly one to pass off definitions lightly; and when he does, we
',\Ih““h] take him very seriously. We understand this to be a major revolution
In Platonism, but this is not generally conceded. The very stl‘bng argument
'I'\“I’-Ul-'x.lf' !lir‘s I{_Hrn‘rm [Paris, 1050], Tome VIII, 3¢ Partic, 386-97) makes against
# tynamical interpretation of Being is itsell based on the confusion between
E‘:I‘:‘I':-T\;1‘1llltll.l}lc i!)':II:11!'I.i('21]“('{‘lllt'[‘|:)1.‘i, Motion ;md. T‘\.esl. Certainly Being is other

! lon and Rest (250C)Y; for to say that it is power is not to say that it
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the primary form of any metaphysical analysis must be relational,
one relatum being “anything with power to affect” and the other
with the power “to be affected.” Being is bipolar, the fundamental
unity being that of dynamic interaction between entities. The
point of Plato’s analysis is to extend this interaction to entities of
any ontological type. The fact that Being is power to act and to
be acted upon is the grounds for the real community of being. The
idea realm and the realm of images are members of a common
whole.

Cornford’s commentary on this definition is vastly misleading,
Because he identifies the disputants in the myth with “schools”
of philosophy, he thinks of this as a definition “that a reasonable
materialist would accept,”!? neglecting to note that it is also used
against the friends of the forms and is indeed central to Plato-
nism.'® “The dynamism of Plato is so deep that it is beyond sensible
motion which is only a symbol, an appearance, of something which
is the property of all being, even that being which is auto kath
auto. . . . In spite of the misunderstanding of generations of pro-
fessional commentators, living Platonists have all understood in
one way or another, either implicitly or explicitly, the message of
this transcendent dynamism: Cusanus, Kepler, Galileo, Leibniz,

is changing (for the absurdity of which see Cratylus 440A-D) or stasis. Dies is
one among the many students of Plato who seem not to be able to recognize
the nature and role of transcendentals.

12 Cornford, Plato’s Theory of Knowledge, 239.

13 Cornford, Plate’s Theory of Knowledge, 234-39 has given an interesting
and useful account of the use of “power” in early medical practice, in pre-
Socratic philosophy, and in Plato and Aristotle. He does not accept its meta-
physical import, possibly as a consequence of his rather philological interests.
Even less sensitivity is evidenced by more recent commentators on the Sophist.
Especially noteworthy in this regard are Runciman, Plato’s Later Epistemology,
and J. L. Ackrill, “Symploke Eidon,” in Allen, Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics,
199-206, and “Plato and the Copula: Sephist 251-59,” in Allen, Studies in
Plato’s Metaphysics, 207-18. At least Cornford knew something about the
nature of “transcendentals,” but these gentlemen display an ignorance that is
frightening. Perhaps the whole concept of a “transcendental” is false, but not
to see that this is what the Sophist is about and to waste time on puerile dis-
tinctions between the “existential” and “copula” senses of estin is perhaps to
lose sight of the real philosophic issues.

]"’zu‘t[cjpuLion o
nd Whitehead have all developed it in their fashion.”'* With
a ‘ Ld .
Professor Taliaferro’s rejoinder to the Cornford thesis there can
be no quurrci. -

The Ontological Principle is a restatement of the definition of

being as power: to be is to be implicated in that which acts or
o acted upon.’” Form is no longer true being, inert and immovable,
spl(:m!icll}- isolated fr?m thé mu.ndanc world. Insofar as it may
| to be, it is an ingredient in power. The alternative, as we
saw in Phaedo, led to the separation of “mind, and life, and soul”
from the world, leaving them “no place in what is perfectly real”
and relegating them to a timeless Being “that has neither life
nor thought, but stands immutable in solemn aloofness, devoid
of intelligence” (Sophist, 248E-249A). The only real alternative
to a separationist ontology is one of interactive community: “Then
the philosopher, who has the truest reverence for these qualities,
cannot possibly accept the notion of those who say that the whole
is at rest, either as unity or in many forms; and he will be utterly
deaf to those who assert universal motion. As children say en-
treatingly ‘Give us both,’ so he will include both the movable and
the immovable in his definition of being and all” (249D).

The immediate application which Plato makes of this principle
is to show the mutual relevance of image and idea to one another.
The “materialist,”” who looks at the whole from the side of Be-

be saic

14 Taliaferro, review of Brumbaugh, 260,

15 In connection wtih this definition, the following statements from Theae-
tetus should be kept in mind: “There are two kinds of motion. Of each kind
there are any number of instances, but they differ in that one kind has the
power of acting, and the other of being acted upon (156A). . . . TFor there is
no such thing as an agent until it meets with a patient (157A) .. .. The con-
clusion from all this is, as we said at the outset, that nothing is one thing just
by itself, but is always in process of becoming for someone, and being is to be
‘l'Hlf-ii out altogether (157B) . . . . Accordingly, when we speak of something
being' or of its ‘becoming,” we must speak ofl it as being or becoming for
someone or of something or toward something; but we must not speak, or
llow others to speak, of a thing as being or becoming anything just in and
F)_" ”-‘i‘L'”” (160B). The relevant section of the Theaetetus is concerned with
‘\l\'!l?j'r]-}:T:g,“.t;l,[mlfﬂ”gi(:a] principle to the p:lrl.i("ul;u‘" ph{".n()mt‘n()l) f:f perception,
(:xhjl,[;::}h m.ll later use as a 111(}{1::1 for participation itself; |)11[‘ it ah.uud;m}ly

5 the concept that being is power and the relatedness which this entails.
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coming, must, on admitting regulative ideas, also admit that they
can order Becoming in virtue of some agency. They must be real
constituents in effectively channelizing the flux (246E-248A).
This side of the argument presents no novel insights; but when
Plato turns to the “friends of the forms,” he proposes rtl;‘ltiouships
which are revolutionary. We are told that images must make a
difference to ideas, that Becoming is the active agency to which
ideas may be patient; thus it seems that in some sense part of
what ideas are is contingent on their relation to Becoming itself
(248A-249B). This reciprocal conditioning of idea and image,
which is necessary if participation is to be made intelligible, must
await further clarification.

This must suffice for a preliminary characterization of the On-
tological Principle. We shall have occasion to give a more thor-
ough analysis of this concept and the various types ol structure it
entails in the final section of this chapter. As a consequence, the
figure of the giants and the gods should take on even deeper sig-
nificance; for if power is the fundamental philosophical category,
then cosmology is first philosophy.

THE PriNCIPLE OF RELATIVITY

The Principle of the Relativity of the Transcendentals, which
we shall call for short the Principle of Relativity, is based on an
interpretation of the central, or core, section of the Sophist (237B~
261B); and in order to establish it, we must state what we take to
be the point of this extended argument. We understand this core
to conclude with a demonstration of the “nature and number” of
the most fundamental members of the class of transcendental
ideas, Being, One, Many, Same, Other, Rest, and Motion. Of the
three principles which we presume requisite for a definition of
participation, this is by far the most important; and it may indeed
be the case that by means of it alone the other two principles
could be demonstrated. Since we are not concerned with cate-
gorical or minimal assumptions, we can leave this conjecture aside.

We shall see that transcendental terms are the “some that

participation o

mingle with all” (Sophist, 254C), suggesting a revision and limi-
ol the Heraclitean hypothesis “that all things have the
power o communicate with one another” (252D). These terms
constitute the logos ol philosophy; but it is a peculiar logos indeed
which they define, for it seems that each can be both subject and
i_,,-n-di(-:nlc.“; Perhaps it would be useful, though possibly mislead-
ing in the end, if we were to think of them as incomplete symbols;
in themsclves they are purely formal, requiring other entities

gation

[or
whose modes of relatedness to one another they specify. Thus they
are logical subjects only in the sense that &(x) is a logical subject.
Their meaning lies in relation to the other kinds, the constitutive
and regulative ideas, whose combinations and separation they
serve to render intelligible (Sophist, 253C-54C; Philebus, 15D).
Thus, if we say “Being is One,” we mean that something or other,
satisfying the Ontological Principle, is One in some respect to be
specified. When predicated among themselves without reference
to the other kinds which they qualify, they define the possible
types of ontological structure. They constitute the grammar of
ontology (Sophist, 253B). Ideally, one might suppose that every
possible conjugation will receive a possible systematic interpre-
tation;' but their status as “incomplete symbols” requires a stip-
ulation as to the type of ontology in question, and thus the
interpretation might well vary with one’s ontological commit-
ments. We assume with Plato the Being-Becoming dualism; but

16 '.l he best brief introduction to the transcendentals, though decidedly sec-
ond intensional and Aristotelian, is Scott Buchanan, “An Introduction t;: the
;{r' Modis Significandi of Thomas of Erfut.” in Philosophical Essays for Alfred
North Whitehead (New York, 1956), 67-89, This same volume contains an
excellent article by Raphael Demos, “The One and the Many in Plato,” 41-66,
\\F:fqh is by far the best account of the role ol 1I'LlIIHL'(.'T][!('H.IUE'\' in Plato with
\\jhle'h Iam familiar, It is because of the completeness of Demos” account that
“"1_.("]"' i[||.[]|- Inlp.'a_\ relatively little attention to one-many.

“ The tanslucence anguage o iquely available as
an instance of Ih:i:::rf ‘\’f 111‘11[:;:!}:?;-4 l:lllj::::];ll:jl‘:\ }Ellr‘ltf\'lr.:r.f]\fa’”'m:']m;}";1\;']’}1"'?]4'(“ dj&
and Plilebus indic :H[ 'I lans: -r.,., ... i 'II|'|- I g .‘ "..”.\I I OI’.'J.‘ r‘“-l. “Tf .“”\\b
e 4 tte, language was o1 d.IO \\‘h.ll teehine was for Aristotle

1iy [JIIn]u.\c:ph_\_' of nature. A genuine linguistic philosophy would itself

e :'Jhlll’t.‘;!]]’_!]l\'. When those moderns who are concerned for language can
’]L'\"‘l‘ftf'Jll[']’:;'d:ltz:r;lll}i':‘ir:i:llrl] })J'(-'i'lli]:li:‘t_‘ﬁ. one might expect a renaissance in philos-
portance.

he firse
lay
[0
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even here we confess to an inability to give a formal account, satis-
fying the requirements of modern logic (in this case, probably
combinatorial) of the behavior of these terms.

An even greater difficulty confronts us when we question the
ontological status of the terms themselves. Are they second in-
tensions, belonging uniquely to the activity of thought and lan-
guage? Or is it that since language (or thought, if that “language”
is permitted) is a kind of Being (Sophist, 260A), they may them-
selves be forms? These qucst.i()ns must surely be asked and an-
swered, but, happily, they need not now detain us. This question,
which is once again being asked in philosophy, promises a renais-
sance whose roots lie in the great Scholastics, il not in Parmenides
itself.18

The choice of transcendentals determines the type of system.
In the case of Plato, it seems immediately obvious that Being
defines his as a dynamical system, One-Many as having a part-
whole isomorphism (Timaeus, 30C-31B), Same-Other as having
conditions of continuity and discreteness, and Motion-Rest as
expressing the mutual action and reaction of components of
whatever ontological type. These are aspects of Being, if you
will; and the absence of Universal-Particular and certain elevated
regulatives, (which count as transcendentals in the many Scholas-
tic accounts) such as Good-Evil, True-False, and Beautiful-Ugly,
shows this to be a philosophy of process, not substance. The tran-
scendentals for Plato exhibit how diverse things relate in time and
eternity, not the presumed perfections of finished Being. Even
One-Many, which occurs in both the Platonic and Scholastic
accounts, has a different role. One suspects the influence of Ploti-

18 Any random predication will not make sense per se. Thus we can say
“Being is Rest” and “Rest is Being,” but these are incomplete symbols, mean-
ingless as they stand. What is required is that they have an interpretation,
Otherwise we have incoherence. This means that, contrary to Sommers (_“Pred-

icability,” 262), transcendental terms such as Being will be analogic. One
does not make a system by twisting terms about; but given types of entity,
transcendentals determine consistency and coherence and types of connexity.

Thus we know that ideas must be acted upon (Sephist, 248A-240D), but so
far we have no satisfactory interpretation. Unless such can be given, the

system is defective,
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nus, where multiplicity is held to be a defect in Being and One
the primary principle, may have been more strongly intrenched in
medieval philoso|:;hy than is usually realized. However that may
be, what one takes the transcendentals to be determines how Being
(= Reality) is to be characterized; and, in this sense, we may
I,]-u[_urr]y dca‘in‘t metaphysics as the science of transcendentals. This
refleccts a sell-consciousness of itself which perhaps Aristotle's
metaphysics lacked, but which was certainly clear to both Plato
and the Scholastic doctors.

The relevant section of the Sophist begins with three dialectical
exercises. Though the transcendental terms are used, it is very
important to understand that it is not until 258E that they come
to be understood as transcendentals. Prior to that, they h;;ve the
well-defined sense these terms had in the fourth-century under-
standing of pre-Socratic philosophy, wherein they represented
thing-like opposites, on one term of which a philosopher was sup-
posed to take his stand. Being was either One with Parmenides or
Many with Empedocles. The dialectical exercises are meant to
show the necessity of a transformation into transcendentals of
what had been presumed to be constitutive terms. The first exer-
cise is the dialectic of Being, One, and Many (242D-246A); the
sm-mlnl is that of Being, Motion, and Rest (246A-251B); and the
1;?51 is that ol Being, Same, and Other (251B-253C). Each triad
B . b i e e
sct of terms as tI‘ZtI].S(‘L'Il.{l('n‘l’lf.‘i and ) : 0 ‘”."0 o T
4 ‘ntals and attempts to show how a con-
:,::;I: :,];I::.::[l;:::{ \-»:rll|[il(-fllJ P\-\:ﬂ:zi(\):\: {kn:;jr\lF ll‘(zquire both “m i‘ngling"
concerned \\-‘I[!; I.;I(_‘ old (,tl(l(“i "]'L l]'rht"’m'd's‘ec‘m“] t'“mls by
on the one hand .'.-\-‘ilh the Ii('b "1”""’1’ > 0' *I'HL-}‘SOU““C I_)h’l”mph)";
Boonists and on she :r.slpulcl. ‘)Lt\'\-{_-{ n the [)Illl';i!isls and tllfe
Berial fox s o1 T-itlll \*\,ll-l that |?L‘H\'t“f_‘ll the partisans of uni-
bute the logio .I:il;?c qu J%e[_npr Being, Same, _;m.d Other ('fmsti-
- am-t ”\,(_\(_.‘! Jll {n}- of ::l.l schools, but it is not un.tll the
B e m]'}“:?.-”r.)ugl}l into th.c open and treated in and

5, & simply implied or left to be latent.

If the p i
e - . o = - z
Platonic transcendentals can vield a consistent account
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of separation (transcendence of the subject in question, and gen-
erally implying atomicity) and “mingling” (mutual immanence
with others whereby the assumed subject is, and thus generally
implying continuity), then they are what is required for an ac-
count of ]Jartici]):ttion. In particular, if we can show the tran-
scendentals to be applicable to an image, then by their means we
can exhibit both its continuity with and discreteness from the
“Others” (qua ideas and qua Becoming) whereby it is. This is the
basis of our interest in the transcendentals, and we now must turn
to an analysis of Sophist if we are to justily it.

The main section opens when, as a result of a successful division,
the Stranger arrives at the definition of the sophist as one who
creates a likeness of the true, an appearance (236D); but this defi-
nition provokes his observation that it is a very perplexing ques-
tion “how a man can say a thing which is not true or how a thing
can appear or seem, and not be.” (236E). The assertion of [alse-
hood seems to involve the assertion of non-Being; and, unless one
can talk sensibly about non-Being, the task of catching the sophist
will be difficult indeed. The search for a way to discuss non-Being
seems to involve one in hopeless paradox (237C-241D); and yet
if error is possible, in some sense non-being must be:

I must test the philosophy of my father Parmenides, and try to prove by
main force that in a certain sense non-being is, and that being, on the

other hand, is not.

(Sophist, 241D)

* * L & L * * L W,
I think that Parmenides, and all who ever yet undertook to determine
the number and nature of existences, talked to us in rather a light and

easy strain.

(2420)

It is then to the philosophers who seek to determine the naturé |
and number of existences that we turn, to the pluralists and the
monists. If we cannot talk sense about non-Being, perhaps Being |
will itself give us a clue. But Being is at least as elusive as non-
Being. (a) If we begin with the pluralists, who assert, say, the being
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of hot and cold, then: (i) Being is other than hot and cold, but in
this case they could not be; (ii) Being may be identical with one,
say hot, then cold would fall without; or (iii) Being is identical
wi:lh hot and cold, but then their difference would fall outside
Being. In each case pluralism reduces to monism, which is self-
contradictory. (b) Suppose we assume monism. Then we say,
“Being 18 One"”; yet we now have three—Being, “Being” and
«One” (244B). Furthermore, either (i) the One (or Real) is a
whole of parts, or (ii) the One (or Real) is not a whole ol parts
(244E). But the first hypothesis is self-contradictory, for there is
Being, whole, and parts. On the second hypothesis (ii), we have
the following ]'mssihililics: (1) there is such a thing as wholeness,
or (2) wholeness does not exist. [f we assume the whole exists
(1), by hypothesis it is other than Being, so Being would lack
something that s, namely wholeness. Therefore, Being would be
and not be, which is self-contradictory. If we assume the whole
does not exist (2), then this involves the same objections as above.1?
Furthermore, nothing could come into existence, and there would
be no quantity or number. Whatever comes into Being does so as
a whole, so it would always not be. Nor could there be number,
for number is a whole having parts, The monists are either re-
duced to self-contradiction or to the admission of pluralism. If
Being is many, it is one; and if it is one, it is many. The triad
Being, One, and Many, is therefore inadequate to a description
of the real. The One collapses into multiplicity, and the Many
coalesce into unity. But it should be noted that these terms do not
have transcendental signification but are fixed in their significa-
tion to a plurity of elements, like those of Empedocles, or to the
One of Parmenides.

It is just this univocity of signification that destroys the effort
|.0. make sense of those who would conduct metaphysics in terms
of .lhu assertion of the reality of change or of rest. It is at this
point that Plato introduces the figure of the Giants and the Gods
(2-]1&.\—2-1&”5} which we discussed, admittedly in the light of the

19 ¢ d i T : .
[ Sornford in Plate’s T'heory of Knowledge, 226, gives an excellent summary
oL these arguments,
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full theory of the transcendentals, in the last section; but the
formal dialectic discloses dreary results. Let us assume Being,
Motion, Rest (249E), then: (1) since Rest is not Motion, and if
both Motion and Rest are, we have an evident contradiction; (2) if
Being is Rest, then if Motion is, it is Rest; or if Being is Motion,
then if Rest is, Rest is Motion; and finally (8) if Being is that in
which both Motion and Rest participate and neither is Being,
then either Being and Rest are not, or Being is not.

The above arguments each seck to express the necessities—
Being, One, Many, Rest, and Motion—but always in terms of their
“classical” signification, in terms of clearly defined schools and
positions. But some attention to the pre-Socratic “grammar” of
Being will be useful. As predicated of another term, say Rest, it
has the sense of absolutely real, and any other term, say Motion,
would thus fall outside of this into non-entity. As predicated of
two terms (“Motion and Rest are”), it has the sense of pointing
to a reality either outside the terms so that they fall into non-
entity, or of an identity inter se such that their respective differ-
ences [all outside into non-entity. Being means either sameness of
that of which it is predicated (Motion and Rest are), or that just
Being itself is real, otherness in both cases falling into non-entity.
The effort to talk sensibly about Being has landed us in greater
absurdity than discourse about non-Being (250E).

The key issue is obviously the dialectic of Same, Other, and
Being. Let us “provide a rich feast for tyros” and consider the
expression, “Man is good (251C). To say that man is good is to
say man is same as good, and thus, as Bradley might put it, to
say nothing at all except the tautology “Man is man” (or “Good
is good™). But if we say that he is good, do we not say something
other of man, something which man is not? To be man is one
thing, to be good is another; but then we are saying something
false if we predicate good of man. We seem to be reduced to
saying that all things mingle (are same) (252D) or that all things
separate (2562A). Can we find a “betweenness” that will lead us

through this to clarity and the possibility of discourse (251A)?
Plato's solution is to assert that some terms combine with

participation "

<ome, that some terms combine with none, and that some terms
;-L:mh[”f’ with all (2538D). Those terms which combine with all
. (he transcendentals, “the all-pervading connecting terms
. enable the other kinds to blend; and conversely, in divi-
SIONS, « « + [rhcrc are] others which cause whole classes to separate”
(253 3¢y, These “other kinds” may be taken to be the consti-
utive forms and the regulative forms, some of which colmbine
and some of which qua separated serve as possibilities or incom-
satibilities. Let us see how we can unpack these assumptions. But
that “:.rnp;:rking‘" will give us that of which we are in search, the
wure of i.);t}'l.il.‘i|)illi()n itself; and in order to do that as effectively
yossible, we require a statement of the third principle.

are
\\'h jt"

n:
as |

THE PRINCIPLE OF MINGLING

We should not forget that Plato is a philosopher of eros, and
eros is a principle of engendering. In Symposium we are told that
if one is led by his instructor aright, he will come to love one fair
body, and Beauty is engendered (210A-B). Indeed the great myth
of Timaeus is concerned with the engendering of images by a
Demiurgos out of the receptacle. Socrates is a midwife (Theaetetus
148E~151E); and yet if we follow the actual dialectic, he seems a
great deal more, spawning ideas in those good and pure enough to
behold and to enter into relation with him. To neglect the erotic
act ol mingling is to miss a constant |J|‘c0c('l|p;ltit'm of Plato.

\Im,t.,hm_, is more than an image. It is a description of the

_actuality of pd]lulpuuon itself. .I_uu beings-one-the .|g(‘nl and

the other the patient, mingle one with another, and this is the
grounds for the novel ingruﬁic'm of form. '
Of course the relevant ims: age is the 1110d(l account of [J(‘zu,ptlon
> find in Theaetetus (I 2D- IG{)() “Granted that lhough it is
(::nn-hccl in the language of a Protagoras who has taken on the
guise of Heraclitus, it seems unmistakable that it is Plato’s own
'fll'm'\' that it is he who has seen the real power and the deeper
point of the philosophy of the universal flux. As is so often the
Gise, we have to use it as a reverse image, an image against Hera-
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clitus and Protagoras and expressive of the deeper insights of
Plato.?®

Q:/;caeicms is admittedly an effort to show that Protagorean
relativism is an insufficient basis for knowledge; but the world of
Becoming is not, as Parmenides would have it, to be thereby dis-
missed. Such existence (Being) as it may have is that of action and = %
reaction: “Nothing is one thing just by itself, but is always in
process of becoming for someone, and being is to be ruled out all
together .. .” (157B). But in the light of the definition of Being in &
Sophist (247E), we must take this “ruling out” of Being as ironic,
For while Being may be power, it is not an undifferentiated ch;lt:;s,

an apeiron, but has an identifiable structure in virtue of which

something acts and something is acted upon. An act-patient unity~

may be altérnatively described as, in the case of perception, thing i
perceived or perception (156B). But what is constitutive of the
unity?

As soon, then, as an eye and something adjusted to the structure of the eye
give birth to the whiteness and the cognate perception—things which
would never have come into existence if either of the two had approached
anything else—then it is that, as the vision of the eyes and the whiteness =
from the thing that joins in giving birth to the color pass in the space be- 'Ij
tween, the eye becomes filled with vision and now sees, and becomes, not |
vision, but a seeing eye; while the other parent of the color is saturated
with whiteness and becomes, on its side, not whiteness, but a white thing, = |
be it stock or stone or whatever else may chance to be so colored., il

(156D-E) i

It is obviously the ingression of the form whiteness, as alternative- i

20 Cornford in Plato's Theory of Knowledge, 30-58, gives an adequate treat- i
ment of this theory as Plato’s own. Unfortunately he does not sce that this is.
a paradigm of participation; though on page 45 he docs indeed come quite o
close to secing the main point: “The inference seems to be that Plato, since |
writing the Phaedo, has given up the view that any of these qualities—hot, 8
white, large—is an instance of a form residing in an individual thing and
perishing or withdrawing out of it when the thing changes. We are now to
think of the change as falling between a thing and a percipient.” While we
might chide his neglect of an analogous consideration in Phaedo concerning
“hot" and his failure to see agent and patient as a unity characterized by the
given form, it is a fair statement of “mingling.”
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haracterizing what is seen, “It is white,” or the seeing, “I see
white.” white is the form of the flux (ignoring the medium)
irh:{].:.{-lu'{ytrd by the active I]l:']l__i()ll of the perceived and the
passive motion of the I‘J(.‘I‘(?{.’I‘\.’CI‘.?‘I_)I_H_I(] is careful to point out that
ayhite” cannot be uniquely associated with either agent or pa-
([ it were in the perceived and the “measure” ol perception

ly ¢

tient. : o
as in realism, then it would not “really” change with different
a

I)L't'u'i\'t'l"s or er L ; i
it relative to the percipient as in idealism, then how could it
change with dilfering perceptual objects (154B; 159C)?2! Realism
and idealism are both consequences of a defective analysis of
percepl ion.22 Out ol the mutual immanence ol agent and patient
(or, in Platonic language, in the procreative embrace wherein
ghey mingle) is born the sign and form of their unity, the sense
object. The sense object is a higher grade form characterizing
the mode of formal unity of agent and patient. The Principle of
Mingling concerns primarily the way in which the form as in-
gredient in the agent and the form as ingredient in the patient
(in each case itself parametric in Buchanan's sense)® blend to
constitute a new formal unity, which may be described as the

with different states of the same perceiver; and were

21 The point of the argument concerning the dice at Theaetetus 154C-155A
should not be ignored. The predicates “more” and “less’” attach to six, but
only hecanse it is related to something definite, namely four and twelve. The
number six is greater in relation to four. Thus I see white in the object,
and white is relative to me. It was on this basis that Protagoras established
relativism. But in order to talk about “relative,” the relative entity has to be
related to something: and the structural or formal character of the object and
the subject ave the relata in the relation “white.,” Rather than relativism, such
a5 realism or idealism portend, this is a relationism. This must be reckoned
as one of the most important arguments in the entire compass of philosophy,
the neglect of which has trivialized vast stretches of her history. The [ailure
Lo grasp this is the price we have paid for the subject-predicate logic. Aristotle
m De v and in very important

:Jir."-’Hrr was fortunately not trapped by his log

W::\"\x- his treatment is very much like Plato’s.

Of‘l‘][_l.ltl‘['f‘;:':.l_' {.'Iﬁt.'i\'ll'.u'r:: attempted to -'f]“"“"' _}mw most of the !1':}(][|innai prolh?(-.‘mﬁ
Pton arise from the unavailability of adequate logical models. Thus,

White s - ool ; 2 : 3 t

= ¢ s a monadic predicate and must be predicated of an object (realism) or
N fidealie ' - i

B o d” (idealism). We propose that it be treated as a n-ary predicate, where

o See my “Maps and Models," Southern Journal of Philosophy, 1 (1963),

23 .
PCOtt Buchanan, Possibilily (London, 1927), 52, See Supra, 75.




138 Participation: A Platonic Inquiry

ingression of a novel form (154A).2¢ “White" is not immanent ip
either the agent or patient, for apart from the perceptual relation
neither can be said to be white. The structured activity of the
agent (“active motion”) and of the patient (“passive motion™) in
the unity of a perceptual act are defined, in virtue of the imma-
nent, formal conditions, by the ingression or participation of g
novel form, whiteness (T heaetetus 156D; 159D-160A). Since each
present image “perceives” its own past, each historic route of
images is a sequence of minglings. Mingling is a principle of the
internal relatedness of forms derived from diverse routes, one
derived from the agent and the other from the patient, in virtue of
which a new and novel unity, itself formally {_'.hill‘Il(f[C!‘i?.Ilb]C,"i;
thereby constituted. Given some form x and some form y satisfying
the Ontological Principle, if they mingle, then this will be de-
fined by some form A4 which is other than either taken as such,

but which can be predicated of either in the given relation. Thus |

we may say either “the stone is white” or “I see white,” but the
sense object “white” is predicable of both the perceiving and the

perceived because it is the form of their unity in the perceptual &

event. In the above case, stone and eye are the necessary conditions
for the occurrence of “white,” but the sense object has character-
istics and values which are not definable in terms of its necessary

conditions. This is even more apparent in those cases of mingling =
which engender what Aristotle has called a substantial change,
but even in qualitative synthesis or mingling this scems evident.,
In this way we preserve the sense of “cause” to which Socrates:

appeals in his critique of Anaxagoras in Phaedo 96A (.

We next desire to show that with respect to a mingled whole:
all predicates are analytic or, as we prefer to say, internally re-
lated. Consider the case of a man who comes to have knowledge,
having before been ignorant. His state of knowing cannot be de=§
fined as the conjunction of human nature and knowledge, the;

24 The only effort to map these relations and structures relative to the idea ©
realm with which I am familiar is Whitehead's chapter, “Abstraction,” 118
Science and the Modern World, It is remarkable how little attention this in- =

teresting problem has received.
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e togetherness of character and quality, for knowledge is a
(-!u.-niili“i“' (_’Il|lél.i‘1(.‘(:11'lCII| of that character. The man surely was
[)t‘im' to his having become learned, but the learned man is not
¢he man he was. Furthermore, intelligible objects are prior to
their being known, but their being known qualifies them and adds
indeed a new structure, itsell intelligible, to the universe (Sophist,
948 A-249D). Thus, prior to mingling, the man was other than
knowledge and its intelligible object; but the mingled whole
Jich is said to be a knowing man is such that he is his knowledge
and his knowledge is what he is.25 This is admittedly an idealized
and stilted example, one into which we have surreptitiously in-
troduced certain regulative ideas to yield the case of the perfectly
knowing man (who is little else besides); but on the basis of this
example, we should be able to see that characteristics which were
other prior to mingling, insofar as they enter into mingling as its
conditions, become same through mingling. The predicates of
that mingled whole qua that whole are analytic: that they have
the status of forms, in virtue of which they are possibles for recur-
rence, cntails that they can also be apart from that mingling and
that the relation between them will then be other. This analytic
character depends on the principle that a mingled whole is indeed
a unity specified by a form. Thus this particular man knows, and
his knowing nature is one, but man is not knowledge. Man and
f’{??rm.:.";.’f?la{(’ are possibles for fact, in principle inexhaustible in any
Set, finite or infinite, of occurrences. Possibility is thus the ground
for otherness,

mer

wi

Given any two subordinate forms x and y (which may them-
selves he parameters) and the parametric form 4 for whi}h they
provide the requisite conditions (in the sense of Phaedo, !i‘J:\);,
then with respect to the mingled whole A4, the following state-
Hents are analytic: “x is 4, “y is 4,” “x is y," and "y is x.”"26 Ac-

BL..
= The unitar

<] y form for which man and intelligible objects provide necessary
conditions g} 2 - o

B The folle _1;! ‘I,].t- called “Ic;frm‘.d.”

the ]lt'l'['(-[;[”-di‘l.]:-: [Ill:'l]!l'!_'l;tll()ll may be li\‘éf.‘fl'll.' let x |JL‘I[}II‘ stone event, y

Bether iy o i}(‘[._(.L.‘n!, :i]][l_f{ [11’(’.1 whiteness which qua ‘:\"llll(? Imu!s them to-
ptual event. Then we have the following analytic sentences




140 Participation: A Platonic Inquiry

tuality is expressed through the mingling of “some with some”
(Sophist, 2562E) and is an interpretation of the Parmenidean thesig
(Sophist, 252D) of universal communion, expressed in the form
of atomic actuality. 4 is the form of an actuality of mingling; so
that apart from an appropriate actuality 4, the following state-
ments are false or express synthetic possibilities: “x is 4, “y is
A, “x is y,” and “y is x.” Possibility relative to some specific
actuality is expressed in the denial of mingling, “some with none”
(Sophist, 252E), and gives us the unmingled plurality of a sep-
arated many (Sophist, 252A; 253D). The transcendentals display
the possibilities of this mingling.

Some comparison with an analogous position in Leibniz may
clarify our point. Because he was saddled with a monadic predi-
cate logic, Leibniz could not join together two or more actualities
in a single form, ® (x1, Xg, . . . , Xu). Otherness, or external re-
Jatedness, to the monad could only be secured by granting God the
arbitrary power to create other monads; but even here proposi-
tions expressing relation of other monads to the actual, internal
constitution of a given monad are analytic. Each monad “dreams”
the common world,

Otherness for Plato is real, and it is of a variety of types which
can be conditions of synthesis either of the image or referable to
the act of the image itself. Though there are exceptions, it is in

general true that other images can come together as conditions for |

synthesis of a given image, and thus become in part formally

same, without losing their transcendent otherness. The parents &

live their lives beyond that of the child. The clue lies in the nature
of form, which is as a possibility capable of multiple participation,
of being exhibited now and then, hither and yon.

So far we have restricted ourselves to mingling at the level of
the image, in which form has been presumed to be immanent
with respect to the mingling in question; but we have neglected
to account for mingling at the level of ideas inter se. Indeed we

relative to this event: “The stone is white”; “I see white"”; “The stone is that
which 1 pcrcuive"; “I perceive the stone.” The copula is understood in ac-

cordance with the ontological principle.

}’:1:'11’u:}p.‘1ti011 e

have not shown any particular sensitivity to the way the several

idea
terny
tion, |

classes as such are involved in mingling. But before we at-
ot to rectify these through a resolute effort to get at participa-
et us remember that however freely we use the language of
ideas of themselves can do nothing. Agency belongs to

.
}m\\i ' ) .
and to God and to the receptacle. How this can be will

I,_\w']'l(f
concern us in the final chapter.

PARTICIPATION

in virtue ol the Principle of Relativity, Being may be predicated
of the idea realm, of Becoming, and of the two taken together. In
virtue of the first assumption, ontology is pnssil)lc; the second,
I.)h”{,_\uph}' of nature; and the third, cosmology. Cosmology is
concerned with the way ideas become ingredient in Becoming, as
constitutive of its order and definiteness (and thus making it an
object ol knowledge) and its value, Cosmology cannot determine
which forms mingle or “what” exists; but it can exhibit the way
in which constitutive form becomes ingredient in the image and
the role of the regulative ideas relative to that image and its
actual environment. The study of these relations is possible in vir-
tue of participation.

[T we take the Ontological Principle seriously, then at the level
of Becoming participation is defined by the relation of two ac-
[El:!][[il!h. one in “active” motion and the other in “passive” mo-
Fum. This unity is expressed in a form which is “drawn” from the
idea realm, to which the initial forms of agent and patient stand
as conditions. This occurs in accordance with the Principle of
Mingling,

We have previously spoken of the necessary conditions which
are relevant for the occurrence of a unitary form, but it should
be Ir'u‘_nguiz.cd that these conditions admit of a certain range of
Vfill;a'nrm. Thus, if “white” is to occur, certain psychological and
l"I‘.‘.'-“Jf'::J conditions must be satisfied, but in general there can be
? va ety of such conditions (as determined by “white”), Certain
conditions are evidently optimal, and these may be said to be
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normal with respect to the form in question. The case of “white”
is trivial, but those having to do with being a man are of more im.
portance. A man is a whole of functionally related parts, and he
remains a man only as long as those subordinate functions exhibi
a certain range of activity. Within that range, some will be normal,
It is the business of the physician, for example, to determine just
what this norm is with respect to biologic function. But the en-
vironment in which man participates is not only biochemical bug
embraces, among other things, certain social relations and forms,
Thus certain regulative ideas define the way “being a man” iy
normal with respect to this larger whole. This was the point of
Plato’s concern for justice in Republic. A whole is a unity of act,
and the form of a mingled whole, which expresses this unity, must
be understood through the Ontological Principle. Habits of a too
long engrained sensationalistic philosophy may obscure this, es-
pecially in the case of perception. This latter has generally been

seen as the entertainment of vivid sensa and not as an expression I

of a functional unity having value components. It is to be hoped
that this Platonic method of analysis, which seeks to preserve
isomorphism between part and whole, is more fruitful than the

reductive tendencies which have governed analysis in recent

philosophy.

So far we have been concerned with the agent-patient complex
at the level of an image. The choice of the instance of “white”
is unfortunate in that it suggests that form is drawn from agent

and patient who are given; yet as Plato rightly recognized, both
agent and patient are becoming, themselves defining linear routes |
of change (T heaetetus 160B-C). Both perceiver and perceived are

inheritors from the past and the dominant necessities to which

their “own” future must conformally become. Thus the stone,
assuming it has that unity sufficient to constitute it as an image,

perceives its past and its future and is patient with respect to

them; but it also is true that past and future are acted on by the /8
image itself. This is an immediate deduction from the Principle |
of Relativity and the Ontological Principle.?” To take a more

27 Supra, 119-21.
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pvious example, the past determines the settled conditions to
:-hir'“ [ in this moment must conform, and that same past and
contemporary images determine the relevant future. But
snverse is also true. The character of the immediate present
nines the relevant past, and present decisions determine in
hat the future will be for itself and for others. This was the
ol Socrates’ martyrdom. Unless his drinking of the cup
would determine, not just for himself, but for others, a higher and
more i_;hi]usophic life, it would be in vain. Insofar as an image is
p;nit'lll with respect to past and future, it participates in past and
future; insofar as its decisions constitute a conformal necessity on
past and on future, they participate in it. It is to be understood
that in the above, past and future can be in the present only
qual [orm—there must be conditions of continuity other than
form, especially if we are to use such language as the “necessary
conditions of the past to which the present must conform,” con-
ditions which have, for example, been rather overlooked by the

other
the c¢
deteri
p:tt'l W
olnt

existentialists,

Let us now look at the way an image stands to eternity. We have
EWO cases to (‘.onsidcr?{(:-l) the way the image is as a result of form
which thus provides a permanence (rest) in the flux of events;
and (b) the way form is as a result of the image, and thus, para-
doxically, is a condition of change (motion) for which the image
provides a ground (rest). -

The first case is easily dealt with, for it is what has generally
been known as participation, and its formal characterization has
been the subject of much of this book. The following will sum-
marize our arguments for the ideally simple case of an enduring
f?l'l_it‘t L. An enduring object is itsell the successive reiteration of a
!Orm in a linear sequence of images, each of which is formally
identical with its predecessor. Let us call this sequence xj, xs,
¥ ..., x, and the definite form X. The form X will be wholly
n "i_lflh instance, each will be same with respect to it, but as a
[)f:ss_|lnli1y it will be wholly other, a potential for other images.
Ii. X lacks complexity, then it may recur in other linear routes,
though this statement may mask, rather than solve, a problem; but
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by hypothesis it can certainly define images within the same
linear strand. This is the way Being (qua ideas as Rest) is in B,
coming, constituting formal conditions of identity. |
The second case is based on Plato’s answer to the idealisgs
(Sophist, 248E), who were forced to concede that ideas were indeed
acted upon by images. This leads to the paradoxical predication
of Motion to Rest. What are we to make of this case? We have toj.'
assign active agency (motion) to the image and examine the possi-
ble types of purely formal relationships this will produce, if “pro- !
duce” is indeed the correct word. These are changes which are
grounded in the image, just as the previous case grounded ch:mgeg-,_
in the image in the ideas. This symmetry is required by the Prin-
ciple of Relativity and the Ontological Principle. I
Let us survey the schema of participation, both in order to see
what has been done as well as what we have yet to do. So far, we
have tried to show how a given image may participate in other
images and in ideas. We have tried to show that these two forms
of participation mutually entail one another. It would seem that-:,.
any case of the participation of an image in an idea is in virtue
of the participation of that image in other images. The full com-
plexity ol this problem is disheartening, but even more (:Umplexj_'
are those having to do with the way an idea participates in other
ideas and in an image. Indeed, Plato was rather well advised to.
leave these matters at the level of myth and to provide the Timaeus |
as his statement of them; and in the final chapter we hope, through
an account of some of the issues in that greatest of all of Plato’s}
works, to give a more adequate and symmetrical account of par-} .
ticipation. But it is necessary to give a preliminary characterizass

tion of the way ideas participate inter se and in images, if only t
round out our picture of participation and to prepare the grournc¢ |
for the final section of this chapter which has to do with the
relation between actuality and possibility, .

The primary instance of the participation of the ideas inter s€
concerns the way God effects a valuational grading of the totality -
of pure possibility (we may think of this as an ideal for the zlctua”
world) in virtue of some sensitivity to the actual status of images
(in theological terms, creatures). William James has somewher

participation B

1 us a useful image of a God who is like a perfect chess player
4 such, knows all the possible moves of chess. God does not
¢ what moves his partner (in our account, any image) will
indeed make; but once a move has been made, he knows the next
“E,P.-n}n'i;uc mm'e.:m(_l the propcr response. This knowlcdge of
(he “next appropriate move” is what we have called a valuational

gi\(.’
and,
knovy

grading ol possibility, His knowledge of what you and I do is

his sensitive apprehension of fact. Secondly, since God is good
and thus suasive, not compulsive, Becoming can indeed constitute
structures which are not preordained. Thus the parametric form,
the one of the mingled whole which is the image in question, serves
as a limitation on the field of possibility, grading the relevance
of these to the image in question. In this way the image imposes a
form on ideas as pure possibilities. But this is the problem of the
way the soul, in virtue of the principle of reason (whereby ideal
]){T;\”J{“[} not uniquely specified by fact is nevertheless rendered
relevant and perhaps congruent to fact), exercises its [reedom.
This exercise depends on its capacity to envisage alternative
routes through immediate history and to shape ideal ends through
which these routes may be judged. The way the soul shapes ideals
and judges, and the way it stands to the judgments of God, will
concern us in the next chapter. We can leave these august topics,
God and the soul, with the remark that just as participation among
images and their participation in ideas mutually entail one
another, so too does participation among the ideas inter se and
their participation in images. In virtue of the Principle of Rela-
tivity, the Ontological Principle, and the I‘riu('i])lc of Mingling,
any analysis of Being will disclose four modes of participation:
mages mter se, ideas inter se, images in ideas, and ideas in images.
While special interest will specify particular modes, in the in-
terest of coherence all must be taken into account.

ACTUALITY AND POSSIBILITY

| Yhic paradigm case of the way Becoming acts upon Being is to
B¢ [ound in
choice,

those deliberative acts which characterize rational
o be sure, we usually and quite correctly speak as if
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to deliberate were to give heed to the demands of reason and tq

let these demands shape our act, and it is clearly here if anywhere

that Being acts upon the flux. But in those contexts wherein we
deliberate the converse may also be true, for
time, this place, these people, these circumstances) may itself he

important in shaping the relevant ideal which reason provides,2s

How this claim of contextualistic ethics can be stated will elude
us if we insist on thinking of possibility as if it were there, lai(i
out all finished and done with in its own neat heaven, and as if
the present situation were a sort of light moving with time through
which we see now these possibilities in just this way, then thoge,

and so on and on. We and our little light add nothing to what is

really there. But perhaps this is wrongheaded; perhaps the present
is really creative, not just with respect to novel fact, but also in
terms of novel increments to the idea realm itself. If this is so,
we have two possibilities to consider. In the first place, it could
be that the form of the immediate image brings into being and

orders relevant possibility, as a schnitt orders points in Dedekind’s

model of the real line, Let us call this the continuum hypothesis.
The second case (and this has been suggested by our view of the

unitary form of a mingled whole having certain conditions sup-

plied by the participation of the given image in other images) is

that whereby the present image gives to timeless and ideal Being

its own unique moral and aesthetic relevance, in virtue of which
the multiplicity and disjoined array of empty possibilities assumes
a vivid and immediate connection, as a unitary system, to that
image. Thus in the present the many possibilities become one. It
is just this unity which is “created”
scheme of things entire. This, which we may call the atomic hy-
pothesis, can be imaged in the metaphor of the aviary (T heaetetus,

28 Aristotle’s “deliberative model” is especially useful in this connection.
In Ethica Nicomachea we ave told that deliberation is in the sphere of the
variable (1139A 7), and is for those things within our own power (1131A 11).
The right rule of action which is sought lies in a mean (11088 15-35), which is
not absolute, but is relative to the situation (1106A 14-1007A 25). Whether his
ontology supports this model is another matter but it is an elegant attempt
to show how structure, in this case that of obligation, is a function of Becoming.

the situation (this

and is an addition to the
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E ff): € ach time the hand is thrust into the cage for a bird, and
jeliber ating and choosing is such a thrust, the birds fly about in
( w formations and in a novel order.

Wwe may (1) assume that mingling does not create new form,
and thus that the realm of form is absolutely infinite. If we deny
¢his and (2) assume that form may be engendered, then we have
the following alternatives: (a) new form originates as the outcome
of the combin: ition of forms which are relatively prime to the
form in question (atomic hypothesis); or (b) new form is the con-
uence of a cut, effected by the present, in the formal continuum

197

ne

seq :
(continuum hypothesis).

(1) One may indeed deny that mingling is in any sense creative
and hold that definite possibilities have real Being apart from
any reference to fact; but this would render the form world top-
hca'u'\' with meaningless and empty abstraction. This was a morass
Sm'r;in:s feared to enter (Parmenides, 130D), and so too might we,
for consider what it entails. Ideas are supposed to be simplifica-
tion of facts, a one for the many in Becoming, and not a more
complex reduplication thereof; and if there were a form for every
possible communion, for every possible participation and relation,
for everything which could possibly be, then the excess ontological
baggage which the universe would be required to tote about
would, by comparison, make Cantor’s transfinite cardinals ap-
pear the creation of a miser.?® Either we must go back to separa-
tion, where we can explain every image as a partial reflection of
the real idea and dismiss difficulties occasioned by variation of
individuals from the norm as contingent on our point of view
and thus illusions, or as due to irregularities in the reflecting
medium, or we can call in the acute Occam. But just how he is to
go about his bar bering may be a difficult matter to decide. Neither
the continuum hypothesis nor the atomistic ll\p()llluh is without
internal diffic ulty, but to give either up is to abandon important
insights about the nature of possibility., The dilemma of all who
have had o choose among antinomies, as is well known to the

28 F or 1

3
Krictorl lato's argument against proliferation, see Parmenides 130B-D; also
stotle,

Me taphysics 9908 1-8.
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students of Zeno, Kant, and Bohr, 1s not to be envied. Fortunaae]y
’

we are not required to make a choice and can rest content with

what we take to be a statement of the case.
(2a) Let us consider the atomic hypothesis. We begin with the
assumption of forms of some lowest type n (and with the strong

presumption that there are forms of type O which are tryly

atomic) combine to produce forms of type n+-1 (Phaedrus, 270D,

277B-C). We assume a set of forms of lowest type, ai, as, ag, .
¥ sl
and that any two or more of these may combine to produce a form

of next highest type, 4;. We now assume that 4, is not just ax-f-g

~+ ... a,; that is to say, the characteristics of the form which re.'

sults from mingling are not reducible to the characteristics of

those of the base set which mingled to produce it. Were it so re-

ducible, then it would not be a form produced by the base set, bug

a mere summation of their characteristics. But since by hypothe- *

sis mingling is creative ol new and novel form, in this case A,

then we have to reject reductionism. Plato himself has faced up &
to these difficulties in the myth of the clements (Theaetetus,
201E-206C), and his arguments, together with the more recent
contributions of Ryle and Wittgenstein, would seem to count

heavily against reductionism under even more generous assump-

tions relative to the status of the resulting form.*® But the as-

sumption that we can generate novel form through the mingling
of relatively prime elements of lower type is subject to ever greater

difficulties. If we hold that the resulting form, say 4y, is novel and

irreducible, then it would seem to entail that it too was atomic
(Theaetetus, 205D); but then we face the problem of intelligibility

of 41. We want to say that certain base elements mingle and that':

A is an emergent, but now we want to say just which elements are
the creative conditions for 4. If given these we could deduce 44
then it is difficult to hold that 4. is novel: but unless deduction

30 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, sec. 46 ff; Ryle, “Plato’s |
Parmenides,” 136-41; also Gilbert Ryle, “Letters and Syllables in Plato,” Philo
sophical Review, LXIX (1960), 431-51; with respect to this latter articlE..SﬂC
the criticism by D. Gallop, “Plato and the Alphabet,” Philosophical Review,
LXXII (1968), 364-76. One of the most usclul critiques of logical atomism 18
J. O. Urmson’s Philosophical Analysis (Oxford, 1956), 1-98.

participation 149
, some sense possible, then how could we show that they
essary for A7 Unless we desire to adapt a metaphysical
ivism and to say, “That is just the way it is,”” then this situa-
p.m_l[:‘.m hot do. How can there be any justification of the hypoth-
:;(:\n in the light of Plato’s usual assumption that higher order
form 18 ontologically prior to that of some |()‘W{,’]' Ievel.;iml that 1..11{:
somehow presupposes the parts? This is certainly a major
thesis (Phaedo, 92B).2! II forms are forms of functions,
then they presuppose one another. Furtllcrmlore, in case AJ. is
Pm.;”m-n-i(-. we want to say that its occurrence is compatible with
the occurrence of a rariable range of more primitive clcmc.nls,
and on this atomic thesis no sense could be made of this doctrine.
Even if these difficulties could be overcome, and it is probably
grue that they can, there remains the problem of interpreting the
atomistic base of the system. What are we to take these atoms to
be? Sense objects? The geometrical elements of the Timaeus? The
roblem is analogous to that one encounters with the “objects” of
the carly Wittgenstein: and while the system may make a kind
of sense, its phenomenological interpretation is obscure. We
either lack a proper criterion for the correlation between the
various form levels or, given that, a way of making sense of the
results; and with this we might well turn to the continuum hy-
pothesis.

(2b) 1f there are good reasons in Plato for considering the
atomistic hypothesis, there seem equally good reasons for enter-
taining that of a formal continuum. Something like this seems to
have been attributed by Aristotle to Plato in the final book of the
Metaphysies: and it may be the point of the famous, if obscure,
discussion of the classes of Being in Philebus (23C-27C). Peras
limits apeiron in virtue of the good to yield the derivative mix-

were 1

were nec

whnl(.‘
Platon ic

M The distinction between the accidental and the substantial is, in part,
orth preserving: for it seems obvious that certain formal increments
do not engai change of “subject” while others do. Variations not involving
change of subject are pm'tllisﬁihlu within the context of parametric form; but
?“ tI1.[- present “creative” view of form, where the whole is a function of the
Atom g parts, it is difficult to see how this can be maintained. I am uncertain
s 1o the effect of this critique on the continuum hypothesis.
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ture; and this suggests the manner whereby Dedekind was able
to generate the real numbers through Schnitte of a line. If e
ignore Russell’s attempt to define continuity in terms of thil
properties of a discrete series,* a discussion which seems to haye
presupposed continuity, perhaps we can apply this model to the
idea realm. Perhaps the entity defined when an image cuts a
formal continuum is novel. Charles Hartshorne has given an ind
pressive account of the advantages of this assumption:

Are eternal objects ingredients in the composition of a compound indj.
vidual? If so, then what becomes of the unity of the latter? For individualg
as ingredients are only relatively distinct from other ingredients: but

eternal objects must be absolutely distinct from and independent of any
given individuals, since they definitely antedate the latter. The only way

to escape from this antinomy is, 1 believe, to deny that eternal objects'- I
have individual natures as ingredient and as not ingredient in a single
individual. How then will they have the same qualities in the two cases?

Because before ingression they will be less definite, that is, more general., !
This means that in their eternal aspect they will be completely general,
i.c. categories, and that all such specific characters as robin’s egg blue are
emergents at a given time, created rather than ‘selected’ out of the pri-
mordial potentiality. In this way, eternal relatedness will be limited to
relation of future to past. Universals as independent of instances are an- i
ticipatory and more or less vague. The truth that essences form continua |

(colors, for example) seems to demand this doctrine, since by Whitehead'’s |
own method of extensive abstraction continuity is treated as the possi- ‘ |

bility of endless division, not as the totality of products of such division. 4

Externally there is just the unitary vague field of quality, not a set of

point-like determinate qualities.33

32 Bertrand Russell, Principles of Mathematical Philosophy (London, 1956),
97-106.

33 Charles Hartshorne, “The Compound Individual,” Essays for Whitehead,
217. The chief difficulty with Hartshorne’s thesis from the point of view of
this enquiry arises from the view we have taken of the image as a mingled
whole; for unless there were definiteness conceived as transcendant of that locus
of enactment, the consequence would be that Heracliteanism described in
Euthydemus. 1f individuals enjoy relative continuity, the idea constituents
must be distinct. Conceivably this distinctness could be assured by deity, in a
sense to be clarified in the following chapter, who might effect a schnitt i_n
the constitution of the regulative ideal. If, as Philebus 16D holds, there is
apeiron and peras in all things, this might be the happiest solution.
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Hartshorne presents an alternative to our theory of
the image: through which we meant to provide a mo'(lcl of I'Jar-
ficipation. We have bcc.n led to conc.]ude that an image is a
jeled whole and that ideas qua possibles must be distinct, f.or
wise we risk making Becoming a Bradleyean whole of in-
ternal relations and thus appearance; while Hartshorne h;l? sug-
g(_.,,[c(l that primordial possibility is a continuum (suggesm.}g a
mingling at the level of ideas) and that there is a relative indi-
viduality of distinct forms in the compound individual (image).
Onec thesis is the reverse of the other. If we may ignore the ade-
quacy of Hartshorne's position for an account of participation, it
can be shown that it is probably unsatisfactory as a thesis about
Becoming, in spite of its admirable simplification of the problem

-ofessor
Pro

mit
othery

of I}n},\i|_1i]i1.}}

It is undoubtedly true that possibility is potential to the actual-
ity of Becoming. What we hope to show is that the Aristotelean
[H(’Hin‘, which Charles Hartshorne derived from Peirce, that po-
tentiality implies continuity cannot be applied to possibility.
Peirce tells us that the aggregate of all possibles is potential where
“potential means indeterminate yet capable of determination in
any special case.”™ Given a primordial potentiality of possibility,
Peirce shows how the Platonic ideas can themselves be derived.?®

It is a logical truth that potential is correlative with actual, so
that to speak of potential is to imply that some actuality is involved
as supplying conditions for that something being potential. If
those conditions are themselves eternal (or sempiternal), then
the possibilities are said to be eternal; while if these conditions
are supplied by a specific actuality (an image or a nexus of images),
then the possibilities will be said to be real. In either case,
actuality supplies the continuum of possibles with relevant order-
l"(.'l'.ili{)ltships, since order is assumed in the definition of a con-

“C. 8. Peirce, “The Logic of Continuity,” in Charles Hartshorne and Paul
g }

Weiss (edsl), Collected Papers (Cambridge, Mass., 1935), 6.185. I am obligated
:0 Dr. Hartshorne for this reference to Peirce and the subsequent distinction
Clween real and eternal possibility, though he should not be held responsible

)
01"-11.1 .:1(_-[1mllt=11 and use I make of these terms.
45 HJ.'rf.. 6,104,
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tinuum.*® These conditions of order, which have an analogue jq
Kant's "axioms of intuition” and “analogies of perception,” are
defined by the geometrical conditions of the Platonic receptacle,
which we will discuss in the following chapter. If we may an.
ticipate our subsequent discussion, we can assume that they are
rooted in the “construction” of psyche (Timaeus, 35B-36C), the
eternal conditions for eternal possibility being supplied by the
world psyche (or the Demiurgos itsell) and those for real possil)ility
deriving from psyche in its embodiment in a specific image (or
nexus ol images). The question now arises as to whether eithey
of these two types of possibilities can be considered to be in fact
continuous.

The greatest difficulty with the continuum thesis arises from
the nature of real possibility as supplying alternative projects for
the decisiveness of the image. To say that indefinite possibility is
made definite by the act, analogous to choice, of an image is to
conluse that whereby it structures its act with the extensive con-
ditions of that act. Consider, for simplicity, the case of a monadic
image deciding where it shall go. Its actual route will indeed
atomize the spatial continuum, which is, of course, infinitely
divisible by possible routes. This continuum of potentiality is
infinitely divisible; and these potential routes, projecting [rom
the actual locus of the image, do indeed specify what possil)ilities
may be relevant to choice, for the choice is made with respect to
just this continuum. But our monad chooses from among definite,
specifiable possibilities as to how the atomization of the continuum
is to take place, as to where it is to go. Its future projects are
specificities, not generalities. The possibilities of its route relative
to the given situation and the extensive continuum are definite,
informing whats, entertained with respect to specific aims and
purposes. As Plato pointed out in a somewhat similar context
(Philebus, 12D-18D) wherein pleasure is treated as a continuum
(apeiron), pleasure cannot be pursued as an end, but rather re-
quires definite limits (peras) which can specify it in various ways.

36 I'bid., 6.188.

participa tion

,eneral, peras limits apeiron. One chooses the limit, which
E (o choice serves as a possible aim. One hardly chooses [rom
ity. but rather [rom atomic possibilities.

: ond difficulty one encounters with respect to real possi-

rior
genf‘l'-"l

The sec . S :
bility, on the Peirce thesis, (.'011ccrns. the El\’illlil-l)l}lt.}-' ol a real
poshf]’”“}' as defined by a [)T‘I(.)l“ cut in .thc continuum, to other
images. Clearly a given possibility, robin’s egg hluc:, transcends
its locus of initial enactment, and it would seem that it transcends
it as a specific definiteness. Suppose robin’s egg blue just occurred
for the hrst time in cosmic history. Surely it can recur. Unless it
were available as potential for recurrence in all its specificity, then
the conditions for its definiteness would be referable to an image.
That means that the image qua actuality would define just this
possihilil.}-‘. But this is Aristotle’s position, which denies novelty
(except as a mere accident) and creativity and which makes form
immanent. The possibility of the creative advance requires that
form be a novel increment in at least some cases and thus that
possibility be ontologically prior to specific conditions of actuality.
Thus our recurrent possibility must be definite. Suppose then
that it is available to a plurality of images as a possible definiteness
and is thus now determinate, How are we to preserve its definite-
ness? We can have recourse to the “memory” of God, wherein
after its initial occurrence it would be preserved as a potential for
multiple participation. As primordial, possibility would be con-
tinuous; as subsequent, discrete. But this falls to our first objection,
for the initial realization of the given quality is now in question.

The case for treating eternal possibility as a continuum may be
More promising. Again taking advantage of a perspective pro-
vided by the following chapter, let us assume that the primordial
continuum of eternal possibility is atomized by God in virtue of
whi.(]: some segment appears as a graded range of real possibles,
T:Ius divine act is presumed to occur in concordant harmony with
8tven, actual states of affairs. The grading is effected through the

ECoulative ide- e s
Bulative jdea. But if we are to show how an eternal generality
becomeg

o aset of real, distinct possibles, we meet just that difficulty
£ e

ncountered when we assumed that a real possibility was ef-
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fected through the decision of an image. Can we understand heyg |
even God could choose from a mere generality and thus supply
a range ol specific possibilities for the decision of actualities 1IL
Becoming? M

Perhaps the continuum hypothesis admits of ready solution~l
but as matters now stand, there are as many difficulties in admj
ting a simplification of possibility as there are in ;‘1ccepting_
Cantorean range of atomic possibilities of every possible grade.
What structure we are to grant in the idea range must, within the
limits of this inquiry, remain an open problem. Henceforth yw
shall assume an actual infinity ol forms, but with no great assup
ance that this assumption is warranted. It certainly does not con
form to the Platonic ideal of Beauty.

Whatever view we take of real possibility, it seems to involy
reciprocal action among ideas and images. It might well be th
case, however, that this mutual immanence of the two realms j
contrary to Plato’s intentions, for there is one very important tes
which might be thought to count against it: “Form is always thy
same, uncreated and indestructible, never receiving anythin
unto itself from without, nor itself going out to any other . .
(Timaeus, 52A). This particular text has been taken to be a
pudiation of the thesis that ideas are immanent; and on its bas]
such distinguished scholars as Edward G. Ballard, Harold Cher=
niss, and R. E. Allen have sought to preserve some version of the
“likeness” theory which we understood Plato to have abandoned
in the Third Man Argument (Parmenides, 132D-133A).5” But if
we take the transcendentals seriously, there is nothing in our view:
of participation and the generous view of possibility which it per=
mits (as against the restricted versions appearing under the con=
tinuity and atomistic hypotheses), which could not be rendered
compatible with the thesis that ideas neither “go out” nor “ré
ceive.”" Ideas qua transcendent possibles are other than images |

|

even though same or present therein. These others are; and a8
i
W

37 Cherniss, “Relation of Timaeus,” 36 [T; Ballard, Socratic Ignorance; an
Allen, “Participation and Predication,” 48-60.
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1, being in and of themselves, they “never go out to any other.”
P ,:i“.]-m:ru, if we do hold that an image is not a creative factor
-leht' '{.{_,mi”g to be of novel form, and if we are profligate in our
mmimrir':ll commitment, admitting forms for every possibility,
] ?‘Els and mixed classes of ideas can be understood as same
and we can define communion so as not to require

o1
then 1¢

and other, ) ¢ mmu
wpoing out” and “recerving anything into.
R ]

The qu(rstion remains as to how we might avoid the prohibition
of Timaeus 52A in a more stringent ontology. The difficulties may
rest in the accounts we have given, which perhaps suggest a more
anivocal interpretation of Motion—-Rest than is strictly necessary.
Jdeas cannot go out anywhere, but of course images can; and
gpacc-time is an expression of their travels. It may be that a too
literal rendering of this transcendental pair is the source of our
difficulty; but at the present time we have to confess that we can
see no way to relieve Plato from a top-heavy ontology, though
there are indeed ways of bringing relief to one following on him.*

We have discussed the way in which Being, in the old-fashioned
Parmenidean sense of the absolute isness (Rest) of the ideas, may
participate in Becoming. This completes the desired demonstra-
tion of the nature of participation. It has been stated for images
and their temporal order and for the ideas. As far as we can see, we
have made a systematically complete application of the tran-
scentals to this problem of the way an entity is and is characterized
through others, with due limitation to the purely formal factors
therein involved. We have to bring “life and mind and soul” into
the picture as well as desired conditions for phenomenal conti-
nuity; but the above is posited as a Platonic solution to the prob-
lem of participation which led us on this lengthy inquiry. We
Bﬂaj:}]uljn\ul-.-;l:t:“m-cw-“ms ([af_’m.s") and mn!il!u'ity {apeiron) are ch:n‘:lcu-ri:wtir. of
R ey ) e g
Sternal object {-\'r'lie';ar-e and .'.I‘:r.' Mnrz'(rrf-xr World, Chap. 10) ‘mav“wc!l. )1-(:\'i:lc

, P ) [

the rveq i i ; S . . . . .
Prov; H'Wisite conditions of continuity, just as the idea (eternal object) itself
tdes definiteness,
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hope that it is likely. In developing our thesis we have madé,
many assumptions, especially relative to our lll‘inciplcs. Na phi]o;.._
sophical issue is final, least of all this, but we do hope we have—f_
raised what was common knowledge in the classical era to some.:
thing approaching contemporary relevance; that we have done j¢
badly we know all too well. It is easy to progress through what oy
takes to be the mistakes of others, and in the previous chapters we
had considerable assistance from many worthy critics and com
mentators. In this chapter we had to venture forth in a sljeculative
fervor that was perhaps inane; we can only promise something
even more senseless, but perhaps interesting, in the next chapter,’
which is still more speculative.

V THE SOUL AND THE WORLD

HHOSE who look for a “theory” of the “self” in Plato may
T well look in vain. This is peculiar in one who, with the
unknown Biblical chronicler of King Saul, created the personal
as a recognizable literary type. The adequate expression of the
person, as we daily encounter it, perhaps had to await Descartes,
Luther, Augustine, or even Kant, for the self as the center and
integrative focus of its world is not a classical ideal.! Indeed White-
head somewhere said that it represents the only major metaphysi-
cal discovery since the Greeks.? Whatever the limitations of Greek
metaphysical theory, Socrates as he emerges from the dialogues

1One of the limitations of the classical Greek tradition lay in its failure
to make a proper appreciation of the role of feeling (pathos) in the economy
of psychic life, The Sophists made a promising start; but the intensional char-
acter of feeling, my fecling of something, was interpreted so as to make the
object of the feeling a function of the feeling itsell. The consequence was
epistemological and moral relativism. In Plato and Aristotle the object is
Testored, and feeling is given a criterion which measures it; but an excessive
moralisin leads to a distrust of all feeling that is not aimed at the ideal. This
(?11"ﬂt).ﬁit':ll interpretation is correct as far as it goes, but it overlooks the forma-
tl‘:’l'. chiracter of feeling whereby subjectivity itself is oviginated. Tt is only
}"llll Hume that the constitutive role of feeling, whereby both selves and ob-
Jects ave distinguished on its basis, is recognized; though it must be confessed
that |!IIIH(' wits unaware of the import of his own discovery. It is with Bradley
an;l_l\_:lhi“']ll'-'lfl that f(!n?lin;_; begins to assume its proper role in |'Jl‘li1::-mplll\'.
. ough his concern with the mystery of the human person is centered on
ty{:- ’j']'} I;I]n- ;1|1.!'.i.~al :tlhll] thus {:1}.\'('{{1'?3 I"m' him the emergence of 1Ihis as i !il('r:}r}'
o (his n:n'l- fi\fn.g Saul and Plato's Socrates, tt:c.rm{sl uupn_rs.wl\'e (‘(!!llt'l[}!l.[m'l'l
Splendicd ([.”_‘_' \_.n!h hn‘('nl |'n;1r1{:- by Jacques ,\-Im'ilzl‘lll m' the fll"'ﬁ.t chapter of his

Aealive Intuition in Avt and Poetry (New York, 1955).
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is wholly and fully a person; and this personal existence, so l'lch
and so deeply loved, is the constant datum against which Plai@
checks all of his speculation. It is this “literary” discovery which
as much as anything, makes Plato a contemporary and his philg

ophy a source of insight. ",'r

We have remarked that it was perhaps a concern for the fat'e'
of Socrates which led Plato into separationism, but it was fhﬂ
concrete reality of that life that led Plato into a critique of hig own
soul theory. It will be recalled that in Phaedo he identified th
human soul with the ideas; and so in virtue ol the realistic pri

ciple, it came to be associated with the ideas and separated Iron;é'
the body. But Plato realized that this hardly does justice to thg
facts of lived life; and with some considerable irony, he put the
statement of what must have been his own theory into the mouth:
of Simmias, the Pythagorean (Phaedo, 91E-94B). The ontology
of the middle, or separationist, dialogues has no room for “lif
and motion, and soul” (Sophist, 249A); and the critique of Sim-
mias, who had identified psyche with the idea of harmony, has all
the irony of self-criticism. Indeed, Socrates’ praise of philosophy
over philodoxia and his faith in her, rather than in his own hopes
and arguments, may well be the most moving movement in any of
the dialogues (Phaedo, 89D-91C). If the human soul is identified
with a mere form, say the form of man or even the individual
Socrates, then it can hardly (1) be the actual focus of memory,:
sense, and “recollection,” (2) integrating these to order, move, and.
to regulate bodily life (3) in such a manner as to create a type of
life subject to judgment by the Gods® (Phaedo, 91E-94B). But in =
saying what soul is and must do, in repeating Socrates’ ;1rguments'i"
against Simmias, have we not stated the major cosmological

3The self as an integrative agency constitutive of “experience” is a "(Iis-__
covery” which becomes explicit only with Kant (who borrowed the notion
from the Leibnizean monad). But the concept is implicit in Aristotle’s De
Anima and in Aquinas, and its root lies in the objections Plato has Socrates
make to the thesis that psyche is to the body as a harmony is to a lyre. Har-
mony cannot act, cannot shape melody, but the soul acts in and through the
body, ordering it to ends in virtune of which it is judged. If mind is not yet
active synthesis, certainly soul is.
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.« have we not shown soul to be the ag¢ncy in mingling?
lhcfl_n.l;-gumcm, as sketched above, entails a récognition of the
'1"111‘1 ..ﬂ:.(_\ in ontological type between the image and its informing
‘h”lt.;-t-. it secks to account, via the choices of the soul, for the way
EEI:;E.‘E)C('(}III{’.S ingredient in fact; and lastly it ""QEk“f to account
for the valuations over the nexus thus constituted. We must seek
to bring these matters to clearer light. _

The agency of soul is an unmistakable coffS¢quence of Fh‘{:
Phaedo argument, an agency which comes into h"l_l_ and explicit
recognition in Phaedrus (245C), Timaeus (H](l‘ ff), and Laws
(895\}-}_-8%]*;). In its most general sense, psycht 15 lha} whm‘e‘by
granscendent Otherness becomes assimilated, an(l thus Same, w_”h
the immanent necessities of life purpose. V\-’hctl"—'_r we are talking
of the replication of bodily tissue, growth, sensation, play, under-
standing, moral valuation, or any life function: this seems to be
the pattern and character of life. Some assin1il;|1‘im‘1-‘5- Pe‘“hf‘lfs “”,_
require specialized organs, but above all life ' the “c“"—“)_r of
mingling. Basically this is what participation 'S all about: it is
the way transcendent Otherness comes to play a role in Becoming.
All other meanings, in virtue of the OntnlogiuJII Principle, are
derivative from this. The agency through whicl) this comes about
is psyche.

It is perfectly obvious that this represents a rather bold specu-
lative generalization, for we have assumed that Psyche is a cos-
mological principle, ingredient in all Becoming. That this
deployment of terms is bad philosophy is a currént dogma (“How
would you verify the belief that everything has @ soul?”) which
may well be true; but, for better or worse, it is th€ way of philoso-
Phy. Though he himself denied that “all thipgs have a soul,”
Aristotle based his analysis of first and second act On his psycholo-
8Y, and thus his whole philosophy was rooted i1 psyche. Without
Mentioning the idealists, subjective, Kantian, OF linguistic, we
€4n sce that the specific sense of this metaphor 11as been the basis
of such philosophers as Leibniz, Peirce, and Whitehead, to men-

Do 44 = 6
Anima, 411A, 7-23.
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tion only a few.” And, of course, it was the way of Plato, as We sea
in the master image of Timacus: '

Let me tell you then why the creator made this world of generation, He
was good, and the good can never have jealousy of anything, And being
free from jealousy, he desired that all things should be as like himse]g . :
they could be. This is in the truest sense the origin of creation and of the
world, as we shall do well in believing on the testimony of wise men: Ggqg
desired that all things should be good and nothing bad, so far as this wae
attainable. Therefore also finding the whole visible sphere not at rest, hu:‘
moving in an irregular and disorderly manner, out of disorder he IJrou'gH’
order, considering that this was in every way better than the other, N@W
the deeds of the best could never be or have been other than the faires
and the creator, reflecting on the things which are by nature visible, foun,
that no unintelligent creature taken as a whole could ever be fairer tha
the intelligent taken as a whole; and again that intelligence could ney,
be present. in anything that was devoid of soul. For which reason, whe
he was framing the universe, he put intelligence in soul and soul in bo
that he might be creator of a work which was by nature fairest and hes ;
On this wise, using the language of probability, we may say that the
world came into being—a living creature truly endowed with soul and in

(Timacus, ‘EQE—SOGi

telligence by the providence of God.

In virtue of the principle of isomorphism or formal identity bes
tween part and whole (Timaeus, 30D), we can say that each proper
part of the world is by nature (which has the sense of immanenc
besouled. The universe is a plurality of moving and living creas
tures whose act is mediative between Being (that which always is)

: )

and Becoming. |
It will be immediately evident that not any mere Otherness
will be relevant to a besouled image. There are vast stretches o8

'|'.

5In this connection, Peirce’s comments in Hartshorne and Weiss, Collected
Papers, 158-59 have a special interest: “I hear you say: “This smacks of an
anthropomorphic conception.” T reply that every scientific explanation Og
natural phenomenon is a hypothesis that there is something in nature 1o whic Il
the human reason is analogous; and that it really is so all the sm:ccsscs_og
science in its application to human consciousness are witnesses. They proclmm’
that truth over the length and breadih of the modern world, In the light ©
the successes of science to my mind there is a degree of baseness in denying our
birthright as children of God and in shamefacedly slinking away from 3“'.."
thropomorphic conceptions of the universe.”
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. phistory which are Other in an absolute sense to any given
COWHI{ stret ];cs which never determine its mode of Being or serve
i,nug't--.i_}](’ routes of conduct for it. I know that the possibility of
L I_;Icing a musician is forever closed for me, and even my

. hest [riends may well be persuaded that I will never be a
ve]<}]m<,1:llt-:1'- For participation to take place, for realities to
P there must be some sort of community between them in
which relevance for participation can be established.

ﬂl} ever

miﬂglc.‘

yirtue of - _
These conditions are both “formal” and “material.”

Formal conditions are specific conditions of sameness and other-
ness, conditions which determine formally the parameters within
which participation operates. Lest this sound overly strange, let
us hasten to recall that a characteristic of post-Pythagorean Greek
thought is to define structure in terms of ratios and proportions;
and a proportion, or analogy, is a way of saying that entities are,
in specific respects, same and other with one another. We shall
see that soul in Plato is constructed in accordance with same and
other divided by harmonic and geometric ratios (Timaeus, 34C—
86D): this, to speak in a more modern mode, is to state the fact
that there are mathematical conditions to which any interactive
transaction must conform. Material conditions, as the name sug-
gests, are conditions whereby a connected sequence of loci can be
defined in virtue of which an image can be said to be “same” with
its own past and other than the past of other images. These ma-
terial conditions are those in virtue of which the separation, the
coordination, and the self-identity of images are possible. Ma-
terial conditions are related to what we ordinarily mean by space
and time, though Newtonian habits of thinking these “phenom-
€na” must be held in abeyance if they are to be properly under-
Stood within the Platonic context. In order to give more adequate
reatment of these conditions of relevance, let us, beginning with
the material conditions, consider them in further detail.

THE RecepracLe

he receptacle is the fundamental condition of extensivity, but

It must e ; : " :
st be understood that to speak at this level is to speak at a
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higher level of abstraction than Plato would perhaps intenq.
may assume that Plato did not wish us to think of the mate
condition of receptivity, the receptacle which is in[orme_d_lzy the
“productive” act of the Demiurgos, as having an existence pyj
to that act, being, as it were, a primordial condition for the sjs;
tion of images. Neither the Demiurgos, the lion who walks in ¢,
desert eradicating its tracks, its past, with its tail, nor the rece
tacle are without one another. What is symbolized by both is ¢
gredient in the actuality of any Becoming, in the analysis of ¢h,
image. This accords with the Ontological Principle. All refereneg
to random motion aside (Timaeus, 30A; also 52D-53B, 9B
Plato was no Deist whose God imposed order on pre-existen
stuff; nor did he assume a prior space and time in the sense
")-\/ Newton as a condition for the coming-into-Being of the COSMOS
% The cosmos is created and in a process of creation (Timaeus, 2
1€ "fEE'éi')'taE'lé_,_'s'u";‘fsi\-c agency, and form are among the fact
necessary in the analysis of the fact of Becoming. Certainly
think of the receptacle or random motion apart from Becoming
as it is, always has been, and always will be is a feat of viciou
intellectualism foreign to the concreteness of Plato. Just as Aris
totle thought of primary matter as having no real or separat
| existence in itself, but rather knew it as an extrapolation from
| concrete substances of primary grade (earth, air, and the like)
| guaranteeing unity to their substantial transformations, so too,
the receptacle is, with form, cogredient in the total metaphysica!
situation. If it is to be thought, however dimly (49A), it must be
|in the context of images and their Becoming.
“We labor these points, for certainly they are open to debate:
Ours is the traditional way of reading Plato; and to those who,
however ably, like Biblical fundamentalists insist on literalizing
obvious myth, perhaps no really convincing counter-argument cans
be given.® Whether through prudence, good sense, or mere stus

6 Gregory Vlastos has ably defended the non-mythical view in two articl_e_iﬁi-
"Di.-.«n'dt'rl{' Motion in the Timaeus,” in Allen, Studies in Plato’s Mf'mp.’sysw_.fg
370-99; atlfll “Creation in the Timaeus: Is it a Fiction,” in Allen, Studies lﬂ‘
Plato’s Metaphysics, 401-19. See his articles for an appropriate bibliogr aPhY!
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Th
some minds simply will not ascend to the anagogic. But

ainly the Timaeus myth is in large measure a generalization
4 1-‘l:I1i'l"10Il experience; and if we permit ourselves to dwell on its
2 (-f::u_-. analogues in daily life, then what may appear at first as
OhL:gc moonshine may become clear and relevant. Of course we
- remember that Plato’s is not a common mind; and thus his
analysis of common experience may disclose quite unobvious and
hit[t["‘” fact, as well as a deeper cosmological relevance.” Thus the
notion of creative God who through rational suasion seeks to
inform recalcitrant fact may be based on something less than
occult insight: it may reflect the experience of Socrates in life and
his ;apmhmsis in\ the Assembly as well as the more mundane ex-
’périlgm\c ol us all. Relative to Reason and its apprehension of
Toim, pure and wholly compelling in its Beauty, that which is seen
and is Becoming is disordered; and this is doubtless something
;zich has encountered when in sweet reason he confronts the hard
Tacts, a Dean, a disgruntled student, or a wife, in_the encircling
Sworld. This is an experience of random motion, disordered and,
in the light of higher form one sees and knows, perhaps even

iditys

“evil.” Do we not all know that with respect to ideal and regu-

lative possibility, that which is posited as the sphere of action is
disordered; but then considered in itself, it surely (we must char-
itably agree) manilests the persuasive results of reason, a kind of
order, and an aim for higher purposes. One must admit this to be
true of Deans, students, and even wives.

The point is that cosmological myth is meant to reveal the
grounds of order and the way it comes to be the form of fact.
However that ingression be conceived (as the design of YHWH
Or the progeny of Ti-amat and Apsu), it is represented as an action
h"‘"iT_].'-i temporal and sequential form involving a series of pro-
Bressively articulated stages. The narrative form of myth imposes

I:‘hr(.)!Il might cite Peirce’s reflections on habit or Whitehead'’s analysis of the
A5 “Ting ] ~ i . . .
e ® "United  Fruit Company,” as well-known instances of this poetic
CILy. Sensitivity to £ A SR 3 Py s )
: 3 act 1s a Q SLeristic E = E S, W
really (., ) characteristic of all great philosophers, who

| see rather
;\:m sist that philo:

8L that ey e
!h:} have 1

more deeply than the general run of us; and to those
sophy is merely conceptual analysis one might well sug-
10t seriously read much philosophy.
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obvious necessities on the exposition of cosmological insighg, o
that what is ontologically primary may appear as a mere phaSe in
the developing story. Plato himself calls attention to this in
genesis myth; and he warns us that even though in the ordey of
his exposition body may ap&)\car prior to psyche, the COHVers:'
holds in the real order (34C).[\We can assume that neither the G_'
who introduces order, the “works of reason,” nor the randomness
which he encounters are “temporally” prior to Bccoming_E Th
ontological principle is sufficient to establish thi.

The positivist flavor that encumbers our un(lcrstanding o
myth, whereby it is apt to be seen as a kind of proto-science, wil
certainly wreak havoc with our understanding of Plato, who ¢o
sciously creates philosophical myth. If we are to grasp the s'_\
of insight which his practice conveys, then we should begin wi
what archaic thought sought to represent in its mythical for
Admittedly this remains obscure and the final elucidatory chap
is yet to be written, but perhaps the most promising line of cons
temporary inquiry, represented, for example, by Eric Voegeli
and Mircea Eliade, is that whereby myth is seen to convey cosmo
logical insight.? Eliade suggests that the general pattern of ars
chaic myth and ritual is that of providing a means through whichi
the participant is able to effect a passage from some tempora ':_'
historic situation to its eternal archetype. Though a way of over:
coming history, it is in no sense an escapist or “scientific”” undets

8 Vlastos, who assumes pretemporal motion (“Disorderly Motion,” 380) and
thus denies the mythical and existential form of Plato’s expression, conceds
that in the phrase, “all that was visible” (Timaeus, 30A), Plato presuppost
the existence of fire, itself the cause of vision (“Creation in Timaeus," 404
But fire is itself an image, an instance of the informed receptacle (Timaer
53C-57C). In this latter article, the use of the term “liction” is inyidious ang
aims to prejudice the issue in terms of that positivism which is latent in s08
much Anglo-American scholarship. A myth is not a fiction. If one assume
with Plato and archaic understanding, a distinction between time and eternit
then myth is a mediative mode of discourse. This may be bad philosophy, bu
it has nothing to do with “fiction.” !

9 Eric Voegelin, Israel and Revelation (Baton Rouge, 1956), anc
Eliade, Cosmos and History (New York, 1959),

1 Mirced
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ping. 1 reveals the “primitive’s obsession with the real, his
E being.1* Myth brings the participant into the realm of

ot lor
ghirs! i % g : ;
the exemplary model which conveys meaning to the mundane,

| it is also “the abolition of time [and space] through the imi-
{ archetypes and paradigmatic gestures.”" To us, for
is historic, this may seem strange, but we must re-

anc
fation
whomn reality
member that our v . -
has thought his world and may itself come to seem equally gauche
Lose who through the passage of time have become more

(8

iew is a recent interjection into the way man

to t! .
sopf”""i['”“"‘[' if not wiser, than we.

But the import of Plato’'s mythologizing in Timaeus, if not in
Phacdo, is not that of more archaic modes. Certainly it connects
contemporary and constantly given fact with eternal and primary
realities, with their principles, elements, and causes as Aristotle
would put it, and this is of critical importance; but the aim is not
to abolish time, to make history a mere epiphany or sign of higher
things. to overcome the illusion of empirical fact: it is rather that
of showing history to be that for the sake of which eternity with
all its exalted implications exists. This is the converse of archaic
mythical modes. Timaeus is a myth about nature and is the out-
come of rational inquiry, not a myth about the gods and itself
the datum from which all thought must take its direction and
authority.

There is far more to be said about Platonic myth, about the
way it leaves inquiry open rather than closing it in dogma; and
surely far more to be said as to whether it is a satisfactory ploy in
the business of getting at what it is; but our task is to seek the
material grounds for the connexity of images; and to do this we
have had to invoke a certain understanding of myth. To the un-
dersr;uu]ing of the receptacle we must now turn.

In the first place, we should understand that the receptacle is
40 cxtraordinarily rich concept, one containing within itself a

10 Eliade,

Cosnos and History
1 1bid. 3 s and History, 11,

e
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host of meanings. Perhaps James Joyce's symbol of Molly Blgg
is more adequate than “matter” or “space” as an expression
what is conveyed by the concepts of the “variable cause” (484;
the “receptacle,” “nurse,” “mother,” and “matrix” of a]]
coming.!?

CX-

ressed in a variety of terms and images: “Variable (or errapg
cause” (48A), receptacle (49A) necessity (49A), “nurse of Becom
ing” (49A), the principle of “this” as against “such” (49D),
analogy of gold (50A), the analogy of the perfume base (50E), ¢
“mother” of images (50D), “partaking in some puzzling way 6
the intelligible” (51B), place (or room) (52B), “apprehended by
kind of bastard reasoning” (52B), and, finally, a winnowing ba;
ket (52E). We shall employ the term “receptacle” as an in
this complex concept, which obviously expresses a considerabl
mass of doctrine. It is highly unlikely that we shall be able e
domesticate, in our mundane way, all that Plato in his divin
madness meant and understood by this term!* but, whatever h
did mean, it is rather apparent that it was neither space nor mat
ter; but rather something more complex for which these ter
may be thought to give a partial explication.

12 James Joyce's Ulysses may be read as a generalization of the Tima
myth, which seems obviously intended. The famous last chapter, with
lack of punctuation, best expresses Molly as the “matrix,” the “nurse a
mother of all Becoming." y

13 Taylor's remarks on the receptacle (Commentary on Plato’s Timae 5
passim) are far more suggestive than those of Cornford (Plate’s Cosmolog
177 ff). Had Taylor had the later work of Whitehead available, especiall
Process and Reality and Adventures of Ideas, he would have given a less Car
tesian analysis, though one can see that he too is moving from the nexus
events of Concept of Nature towards the “extensive continuum” and the de
trine of “feeling.” Cornford is less apt to confuse the receptacle with pro
space-time, but he loses the dynamic character of the concept which Tay
correctly expresses in the event language he adopts from Whitehead.

14 We have scen how the unpacking of a term such as eidos (idea) can leads
to a complex doctrine in Plato. In Timaeus something of the converse take
place, for a term (“receptacle”) is loaded with meanings. Behind it lay, 0@
doubt, the hylozoistic apeiron of Anaximander, the flux concept of Heraclit
and the like. The father-mother imagery suggests the theogonic myths of o
even earlier era. The construction is not random, but no doubt procccds withll'
the architecture of myth and the earliest philosophy.
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[n the first place, let us look to the image of the gold, the most
aly candidate for matter in the above list. We are told the re-
P ~cle is to form as an unceasing remolding of statues is to gold:
icl--”\‘im,. were to point to any one of them and ask what it was,
]I(fh the safest answer with respect to truth would be to say

mul i .

iyold,” and never to speak of any of the other figures which are
C " . .

iminq to be in it...."” (50B). Gold never becomes intrinsic to any

C e

of the forms, never enters into their formula as expressing their
otential as a “‘substantial” being in Aristotle’s sense. The recep-
(acle is not a constituent in an image, is never an expression of
the potential being of that thi]hg'f';\ristmlc gives an analogue to
this in his distinction between “art’” and “nature,” for in art mat-
ter is the situation of the form, but the form never effects the
peing, the potentiality, of the matter as such. In nature the case
is otherwise, for matter is intrinsic to ousia and form cannot be
apart from it: substance is a functional unity, and form the act
of such a unity. Indeed, Aristotle’s analysis of ousia in Metaphysics
7, 7-8, seems to have been written with an eye to this analogy of
gold and the immediately preceding distinction between “such”
and “this” (49D). Plato refuses to take “matter” up into substance,
while Aristotle takes great pains to show why he believes this to
be necessary. For Plato “matter” is always a that: for Aristotle,
insolar as it is a constituent in substance, matter is a “thaten,” its
character being modified by its “such,” so that the composite is a
“such-thaten.”15 His complaint is that Plato does not think within
the substantial mode of analysis, but always within the partitive
modes of matter and form, as one thinks in techne but not nature.
Aristotle contends in Metaphysics Z, 10, that partitive analysis
yields parts which are not proper parts. Such parts could only be
acri{lcm;zll}' conjoined, not brought into a real unity, a whole
whose act (form) is just the act of that potentiality (matter). Aris-
Eotle would thus hold that Plato’s account yields a loss of integral
lmli\'irlu:llity, But perhaps something positive and even closer to
the truth is latent in Plato. Perhaps Plato did not mean “matter”

By . i ; . : ;
1 connection with this, see Aristotle, De Physica, 11, 1.
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to be the principle of individuation, so dear to the Aritil:ote]ean-s
though it may indeed have that derivative result. Nor did he mean
it to be the principle of potentiality, and form that of act as
Aristotle perhaps saw, he held the opposite position. The o
ce__p_l_a_q_l__t_:” is not a “‘can_be”; it is not taken up into ousia and thug
“limited” by its form. It takes on form, but it is also I.l‘:msce:}gi_g :
of any formal “limitation.” f
The critical importance of this latter point warrants most care..
ful consideration. 'Ih_L 11_({ I.Ilcll El‘}e receptacle transcends form
has two major consequences: (a) an image, our term for an i
stance of the informed receptacle, derives its act from that recep.
tacle, not the form, and thus form has the consequence of_beis
a self-limitation; and (b) the concrete connectedness and interac
tion of things is through the receptacle, which thus provides
ground for immanent conditions of order. Both of these contra-
vene the well-known Aristotelean principle that act derives {;o 0
form. Form constitutes a specific limitation on possibility; and
therefore the potential relations which any given instance of ousia
can entertain with respect to the rest of nature are a consequenc
of its specific form. The thesis of “specific limitation on possibil:
ity” is one gladly entertained by most philosophers, who are scan-
dalized by pure possibility; but its consequence, that prevalent
conditions of order through vast historic regions exhibiting a va-
riety of specific forms can have only an ad hoc explanation, might}
well make them have a second thought, had not positivism blinded
them to philosophy and the need for explanation. Where material
conditions can produce only accidental variation—the “sportS""'.
of Aristotle’s biology, which lie outside of “science” and where
sheer individuality has somehow to be the ground of connexitys
with others, which is again accidental—the only legitimate solu-
tion can be that of Leibniz and his windowless monads whoses
continuity with one another is through God. This is a heroic pl'Of';l
cedure, but it is not likely to win rational assent. The truth would
seem to be that one must reverse the way western philosophy ha$
read its evidence since Aristotle and, following the suggestions
of Plato, Marx, and Whitehead, rethink the foundations of finite
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Th
\al fact.’® Let us take these matters up in greater detail.
Iliant essay on Plato’s concept of matter, Leonard Eslick
. .hown that for Plato, as for Whitehead, “matter” is the prin-
h_m’ ’ [ creativity.? Islick has approached Plato largely in terms
g “\,-iqn'nclc:;l] analysis of the relation of Unity to Being and
¢ \:Hll,‘;h |\hc criticisms which Aristotle made of what he took to
g: {}"]:LOIS attempt to derive ideas and then images [rom the univ-
One. Eslick has shown that if this indeed be what Plato
to do, then his account of matter renders the One im-
Whatever be the merits of Eslick’s approach, which raises

individ!

In 4 bri

ocal
intended

pot(‘m." : ) ;
sues far bevond the task to which we have set ourselves in this

inquiry. its supreme merit is to make it ;1|1p;|1‘cn_i that _[Ir;)__r_ _Plgl.o
matter (the “receptacle”) never enjoys substantial inseify. It 1s
thus “scparated” from essence and is the condition for the occur-
rence of essence in fact. The “flux” of “suches” does not have.its
‘gmurul in formal conditions (49D), but rather in what Plato has
described as the winnowing activity of the receptacle itself (52E).
] Jecause it is not limited by form, matter (the “I‘L’ccptacle”) has
the tendency to “expand,” to pass beyond the confining and de-
termining ground of given form, which is a sort of extrinsic de-
nominator. But this “expansion,”” the “variable motion” (30A,
52D-53E) which organizing reason conlronts, is itself the activity
of self-selection, the winnowing or selecting of forms. It begins to
look as if “matter” had some of the properties of psyche, for by
this motion and this selectivity we have come to know what soul
Is (Phaedrus, 245C-246A; Laws, 893B-896E). Leaving aside such
implications for the next section, we can see that the receptacle is
the condition for the occurrence of form, for the ingression of

18

18 The vationale for the appearance of Marx on this list is tenuous, but its
Bround is found in the first of his “Theses on Feuerbach.” Hitherto, Marx
Contenls, only the idealists had made the connexity of nature intelligible, for
Matter was not the sort of thing which could effect synthesis. Tt is this “defect”
M materialism which he proposed to correct, though it can hardly be said
lh?;} he carried out the promise of this proposal.

‘ Leonard . Eslick, “The Material Substrate in Plato,” in The Concept
Matter in Greek and Medieval Philosophy (Notre Dame, 1965), 39-54. For
see especially H0-54.

of

Bis yeq.
& t I”!\I-L.s on the creative role of “matter,
Ibid., 54,
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pattern into naturc.rBut there is, as we previously suggeste
other sense in which the receptacle transcends any limit i
placed upon it by the enactment of an instance of form; for .
chora (place, not space)' it signifies the nexus of relations whie
the given image has to those others which constitute its effectiy
environment (52B). It is at this point that we can discoyer
similarity to and a fundamental difference from the role whj
this concept plays for Aristotle and his followers. The similarj
is obvious, for to Ea_tl]_g__g_j_f__ place, as against space which is the mep
possibility for “distance” and relevant coordinate transform
tions, is to talk of concrete facts of real relatedness, of intima
connection with the envifoning world. To be in chora 1’§Mt0 sha
certain conditions with that world of others, who provide barries
and open options, to be, in short, partly explicable through the
given arrangement of things. This is certainly in keeping with ¢
account Aristotle gives in De Physica 1V, 1-5. But since for Ar
totle form is the principle of act and thus of real relatedness
others, the mere place a thing occupies may be wholly accident:
and its relations to others not intrinsic to its mode of being: real
place is telic, and thus in virtue of the essence of the ousia, it has:
a real relation (“locative power” as Aquinas calls it) to only ong
plice.2® Such is the tragic consequence of making form the integra
agency in ousia, for it is no longer possible to see the thing
interactive with, as determining and being determined by, thi
given concrete world.?! If the receptacle is not the inseity of Ar

19 Both Cornford (Plato’s Cosmology, 192-97), and Taylor (Commentary or
Plate’s Timaeus, 343-47) translate, I think unfortunately, chora as “spac
and fail to take account of the way this “image” stands to the other “imag
with which Plato characterizes the “receptacle” and thus sces an argument
as an exposition of a doctrine. Heidegger’s notion of the world is closer 10
Plato’s thesis of chora than is the concept of space, Indeed his “Being"
similar to the receptacle. 1

20 The most revealing discussion of telic or natural place in Aristotle 1§
found in De Physica, 254b 8-255b 32,

21 The isolation of individuals as conceived within Aristoteleanism is brought
out elegantly in the following quotation from Aquinas: “Beings in act are
not united except by being, so to speak, bound or joined together . . . . Summa:
Contra Gentiles 1, Chap. 18, sec. 2,
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Th
relean matter, then it can be understood as expressing the
"..0 cibility of there being concrete facts of self-transcendent con-
05" /

tedness which are relevant to the actuality of the given image.
rllt?}(-m_” is an expression of the possibility of field conditions being
;({:1:(_‘1'11“11}' and externally relevant to the given image: it is the
- ounds for the possibility of physical geometry. How substance
can relate to other substances is a problem central to Aristotle;
and that it can have in the end any such relation is a mark of its
deficiency qua substance, God is wholly act and wholly substance
and the only real relation is to sell, the act of God being that of
thinking himself. Limited ousia can have in virtue of its form a
real relation to place as telos, but its other relations to present
nature are accidental, in virtue of a matter which is not wholly
taken up into form.?? Put otherwise, the physical field, the field of
surrounding agencies, is not integral to substance as such; and
thus for substance to be situated in and modified by that field is
thercfore possible only through deficiency, through not being
substance wholly. Hence the scala naturale. This is surely a very
curious way for a biological naturalist to regard the world; it is
certainly an indication that he fell into an error which he thought
Plato had made, that of identifying reality with transcendence.
But Plato was trying to say something quite different, for it is only
within and through the immanent necessities of chora_that an

image can be and be itself, and such transcendence as it enjoys

221n fairness to Aristotle, but at the price of further confusion, there is a
S€nse in which matter is not taken up into substance but remains as mere
potentiality, as substrate. “For my definition of matter is just this—the primary
SuiJ_sn':zr:_- of each thing, from which it comes to be without qualification, and
Which _I“'r.ki\t.-a in the result” (De Physica, 191a 31-8%). Thus there seems to be
a dualism in composite substance between matter qua substance and matter
gua stibstrate, between what is in se re ousia and that which “as potentiality

9€S not cease to be in its own nature, but is necessarily outside the sphere
B e ;'::.II'J] (ZCEIS{!Ig ll? ’bc" (1‘.!1:1' 2-4_.2[-0' The problem of how matter
e i““..:w]“lﬂ‘{cl(m]( itions, as ]Jf)lf_ll‘[‘l.ﬂll_\i"ls r.cl}o.\l‘!n! 1‘0 .[he\.l?t .n.f.‘sulm.ln.r.f
- B ‘1‘ . [ ; ])IIII Jlol.sr_l[ 1I!)!JL..I1§ that hu. ).T[dm:f_ .‘tlll!—tr.‘u.flh.\!ull ().f its
this poin, I-”<T 1 other to itself. l_ he Hegeleans can begin l.hefr dialectic at
incﬂ]u-u.”;.!.) : f.(llmmralu umlcrﬁlm?dmg Wl].l recognize C()nll‘:ldl()tl‘f)ll {properly,
of ‘)“-"fl’f-i[ﬂ.p“'(]; the scandal that EL really Is and a(,l!\ a4 more rational il(:mlunl.

sell. It is hoped that this essay will exhibit Plato as a useful guide.

of In-l:mning
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is_that.in time, in Becoming. If one indeed is going to stress il
‘dividuulity as the mark of the real and is to mean by individualj
integral act, act following from the integrity of that nature alone
and referable to nothing else, then Leibniz provides a reasonable.
answer. This is the route Aristotle should have taken, for it mo&"
adequately expresses his own metaphysical demands. But for Plat_
participation was a central issue; and it would follow that iﬂ"
dividuality is through the mingling of same and other and p,
through the repudiation of real otherness. Self-being is what it §
only through the real relatedness with the otherness of the ¢
vironing physical world; and the receptacle, conceived.as.cho

ness can be made explicable. If we look at space in this light, then
we can see how to avoid the sterility of the Newtonean tradition,
as well as its Humean and Kantean variants, which confuses the

geometric abstraction “space” with the physical continuum,23

We have suggested that the creative role of the receptacle fols
lows from the “separation” of matter from form, from the fact
that matter (if we may use that term) is a restless otherness that
is never taken up and transformed, or domesticated, by form. It
is that in virtue of which form comes to be realized. Plato e
presses this engendering role through the image of “mo[h'er’.
(50D). We should recall the odd sexual pathology of the classwal‘l
Greeks, for it is the female who erotically yearns for the male
(Symposium, 203B). To borrow an insight from Aristotle, wl'{ic}l{
must have its roots in this section of the Timaeus, “what desires
the form is matter, as the female desires the male and the ugly
the beautiful.”? The receptacle is the principle of creativity, but

23 Pre-Socratic philosophy faced, in a far more critical manner than d_l‘%r
Newton's successors, the relation between geometric space and the S{’)’ace 0_.:
physical body. Zeno paradoxically showed that geometric of “punctal spalc_ﬁ}
cannot be identified with physical body, for while more or less maElCT f_?.;-
termines the size of body, more or less has nothing to do with gcumctrlral S1Z€
if space is thought of as a manifold of geometric points. Thus space for Pl-’:t':_‘
is never a mere punctal manifold but is an abstraction from hudlil\«"()cr;llp“lﬂ Z
Analogous considerations hold for time. Images are not in space-tune: space
time is rather adjectival on images and their forms of interconnectedness.

24 De Physica, 191a 20-25.
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creativity is not mere random entertainment of possibility. It is
als0 necessary to ur.c(unut i({r the mat_ssivc conio}'nuty ol an im:fgc
ko its relevant past. To put it otherwise, nature is not, as Lucretius
would have it, the mere accidental collocation of random happen-
ings, but its pervasive feature is that of enduring strands of order,
ol'l Jasting things. Nature is not prodigal in her effects, but is a
apurse’ (19A) through whom things grow and come to be, the

re-Socratic physis within which things grow to be what they are.
1n another great metaphor, that of the perfume base (50E), Plato
expresses the sheer endurance of character; for a good base is just
the sort of thing which holds the scent, which makes it an endur-
ing :Iuniil)'.”"‘ The receptacle may be perpetually selective of novel
form, but it is also that which conserves form ingredient within
it. 11 we combine with this image that of the erotic mother, then
we have something which resembles the concept of conatus which
characterizes the finite modes in Spinoza.?® An image, as an in-
stance of the informed receptacle, is an enduring character (a
stech that may remain same in the other and other of time) which
has, in virtue of being just the sort of thing which it is, appetition
for novel form. To put it otherwise, in virtue of its enduring
qualitative suchness it performs a certain sort of winnowing mo-
tion and exercises a certain sort of selectivity, so that those forms
which are retained, as well as these which are incremental, are
determined by the given pattern of act.2” With respect to the re-
ceptacle qua receptacle, all forms are equally possible, but as
informed by determinate character a limitation is placed on pos-
sibility in virtue of which only certain forms (potentials) are

A *5 Here again Plato makes the point that the receptacle is not taken up
Mo the image, for the base does not contribute its own quality of scent to
the perfume, J
i’: \EJillln';;ll Ethics, 1T, XLX, scholium.

!‘ﬂ:lli‘].:l I:.rt.l\.-i‘]r“[ that [h(.’. mm_{n:l cmployc.d is that of choice. ’.I‘Ew. notion of a
- ek :m:(.' I:'_c'h.'ltm') I;:('mr.m Elm universe ]'n'vs(‘rlmi us with :I_:‘nmnuln‘r{y
- “,I[ :]\ I.‘.\JIIIII].{l]‘ to those of .I’('I]'['C, James, and Whitehead. It is the exis-
ncl_‘_“;m_-lﬂit] pl.f\:r(:'ss cusnm]oglcs in contemporary thought that 1.'(-r1drrs ur-
of {_lll:”i\: d‘ 'IUH 1!_ [nl('rprr'mllul‘l fll II’lzrl(}. for we are well aware of the nature
Eiodc 1) (.\{.r]!-lllfJT]IElL plrc:l)aihlllsm: ;u'{:()lmlls I1aw1[1;.; r_’.HSClI!TIZII[}’ a psychic

.- Which have arisen in the effort to achieve a view of the world com-

Patili]e v % A : _
“ with biological and physical evidence.
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probable.?8 But it is to be understood that the future of a sgrapa
of order (a linearly ordered set of images through time) is neye
certain, is never uniquely determined; and the reason for thig 4
apparent: the receptacle, as we have insisted, transcends fopm
Thus, as Plato insists, the method of physics is the method »
probabilities and the ideal of logical exactitude, of nature ag
pure deductive system, is irrelevant (29D). For Plato the wor]q
in a process of creation (28C), or passage from non~Being int
Being (Symposium 205C); and the receptacle is the poet, th,
creative factor in nature. It is indeed the nurse, the loving if so
what unpredictable mother of all creation. Through it ima;
fit into and express a common world; but this is not the wo
of common matter or mere space, but one which expresses
creative eros. It is through form that specific types of conne
are expressed and enduring types of structure realized. The
ceptacle is the condition of this realization, but not what is re
ized. The receptacle is also the principle of natural necessity (48A
But this is hardly the necessity of Democritus and later mee
nism, for whom all change and process and creation is a ghos
spume somehow cast up by the blind surge of the absolut
dominating form of the past on the present, which is then in tur
the conformal necessity on the future, Nor is it the “hypothetical®
necessity of Aristotle, the means to an end effectively imposed
active form, as the craftsman might impose his notion of a bé
on wood.2? Necessity, we are told, somehow partakes of the in
ligible (51B) and is subject to persuasion by mind (48A). Thus
receptacle has its own eros and its own telos; and if mind is
effect her, it must be a kind of seduction, not a mere impositi
Necessity can thus respond to the lure of form, can be persuad:

28 An interesting example of this is provided by a study of possible combi
tions of amino acids in a protein. Synge has calculated that for a llypot_hen
protein with a molecular weight of 34,000 which contains only 12 dlﬂ'el_'e
amino acids with 288 residues there are 10300 jsomers possible, 1f one molecul
of each of these existed on earth, the total mass would be 10280 grams.
total mass of the earth is only 1027 grams, so the existence of all posst
isomers need not be considered. (Abraham White, Philip Handler, Emil Soit ::_.-
Principles of Biochemistry [New York, 1964], 144-45),
20 De Physica, 199b 34-200b 9.
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Th
ssume alternative forms of order and new and novel creative
4 ;!'m a0 Flow this is so is not difficult to see. Insofar as the recep-
rol i 1)

kes" of the intelligible (51B), it may be thought of

P
IJJ] Le ) ) i - U :
the form ol which serves as a parametric limitation

;afl(j
ui mage,
are possjhility.

Let us Now consider the minimal case, that of an ordiary
wmaterial” object such as a stone which remains pretty much itself
from one century to another. What is possible is just what has
peen, 0 what it can be is what it was; and the result is the reitera-
tion of self-identical character from moment to moment through
yast stretches of history. But it is obvious that this “necessity” is
hardly absolute, for in virtue of the receptacle further possibility
may be conceived to be latent. It could respond to the lure of other
possibilities; but since it could not take up flute playing and the
like, these would be in general defined by the most stable or field
conditions operative in the general environmental region.

There is one basic structure, earth, whose triangular moduli
(which make up its cubical form) will not undergo transformation
into the other elements, air, fire, and water (56C).*! It may be that
this is not an ad hoc restriction; but it does indicate constant en-
durances which do not fit with the “evolutionary” role we have
assigned the receptacle, which is always other (that is, not in se
with respect to) than any form. Even in air, fire, and water, the
basic triangular moduli are invariant, though transformation of
one clement into another is possible since these moduli are shared

on |

"f“ If there is a master image in Plato, playing the role that techne plays for
Aristotle, it is perhaps that of the Athencan Assembly and the rhetorician;
and if this is the case, then perhaps the Phaedrus is an important clue to the
later metaphysic. Indeed even Arvistotle does not place such reliance on techne
5 do his later followers, for he finds in nature, as against art, a suasive as
AFaingg g compulsive role, his God being most properly understood as final,
not l-I.In'i"nl. cause. Perhaps the chiel difference is that suasion can only lead
to 5‘-’“'llL’\L‘Et][Jm(‘.nl. to the unfolding of what is potential with respect to the

BPecics, ny qont . : : i
]H '0% as against the ereative novelty which love of God would engender in
i, !

3L The : e
- I:‘{. Importance of these regular polygons is itself worthy of separate and
al o 7 A ' i i
Thin I“' study, for quantum mechanics, organic chemical structure, and Buck-
Stey e . sy -y .
. " Fuller's architecture everywhere exhibit them, Surcly Plato did not
ACh ¥

o much importanc : F 1 ar ' i ;
ince to the role of resu s -8 -
Of natyype., ports e role of regular polygons in the economy
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by each. Such transformations define a process, but it would 4.
pear to be cyclical, rather than linear. We may be sure that a
intended us to assume that there are invariant structures im
change, but one might assume that this could be achieveq b
making the construction of earth uniform with that of the othey
elements. This would be sufficient to establish the concept of
natural law, as we shall see in the following section when we shat '.
attempt to give these transformations a group theoretic intﬁrpr‘
tation. Apparently Plato felt that some base conditions for g
becoming, symbolized in the myth by the role of earth, should
exhibit only rotational symmetry, not the assymetry we associa _'
with linear (creative) or cyclical (water into air and air into fire
processes. 1f this is so, perhaps earth symbolizes the base conditio
we associate with space, while the other types symbolize those hay=
ing to do with moral and physical discourse respectively. IF this
is the case, then the restriction on earth’s transformations may nog
be purely arbitrary and would provide the image of a constant
geometrical form presupposed in all inductive arguments wherei 1
time may be assumed to be irrelevant, a principle expressed by
Newton in his philosophical concept of absolute space.®® This is
to be contrasted with Whitehead's epochal interpretation o
geometrical conditions which, as evolutionary, may present episte-
mological problems.?® Plato’s procedure would assure that eles
mentary physics would have a deductive form.

|

32 The analogy with Newton should not be carried too far, for in Plato
geometrie conditions are abstracted from images, while in Newton they cons
stitute the a priori form of nature. )

33 A [urther difficulty raised by the receptacle as continuously “that” in_a.ﬂ
transformation should be apparent. Does “that,” like hyle in Aristotle, sta
substratally outside of time and change, and is the real push and strain
things a mere interplay of images, the offspring ol realities to which it stands
as mere appearance? This is certainly one reading of Timaeus, hased on tl‘l#__
supposition that regardless of the “third man argument,” Plato went I}lil.|‘l_f-"]z
on to talk of shadowy “likenesses.” Or is the notion of the continuously “thats
a concept about the categorical (or univocal) character of all statements about
the receptacle, which is everywhere one and the same? If this be the case, th_"-’"_[_
we have real change in nature, the Becoming of continuity, and the possibil‘lt?:
af rational cosmology. On the other hypothesis this is impossible. This consids
cration has governed our interpretation.
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Agsuming then that the receptacle is never wholly domesticated
‘tm'm (beyond those moduli, whose symmetrical transforma-
s necessary to assume il nature is to be intelligible), then it
;s capable of receiving a radical otherness, one not 1111iqu(;1y t.Ict.cr—
mined by the dominant form of inherited order. Necessity 1s not
absolute, but is subject to rational suasion. One can imagine a
g;-;ulmiun of images, on an analogy with Leibniz’s monads, such
that cach level in the hierarchy would exhibit greater and greater
frecdom. We may understand this [reedom in two senses, for a
higher lorm implies more complex sub-parametric forms and thus

cater variation (and since mental life seems to be a super-
parameter in the appropriate sense, this freedom can be associated
with growth in mentality), and a greater capacity lor “spon-
tancous” response to lures not uniquely specified by that given
structure. This later form of freedom in man has found expression
in certain non-Augustinean forms of the doctrine of Grace,
wherein the formal increment received is incommensurate with
the form as initially given. Such considerations may be relevant,
but it is of course more usual, as in phase theory, to associate this
freedom with less complex structures, which may be said to pre-
sent a higher degree of randomness. We would want to associate
freedom both with variation within a parametric range and with
spontaneity; but how this is to be done must remain outside the

by )
tions v ¢

scope of this inquiry and in the hands of wiser men.

[t is perfectly evident that our analysis has been concerned with
something which is very much like the soul, or at least as in Aris-
totle, with that part which even in concept cannot be disjoined
from the body. Certainly this is what we have been led to expect,
for the receptacle is nothing less than the immanent necessities
of organic life together with those components of that life which
-exi];-(-“ how it is that transcendence enters into and modifies these
Immanent forms. That “transcendent” component, which we
have discerned as selective of form as lures, will concern us shortly.
“;L‘ have been discussing the conditions of order, which Socrates,
Criticizing Anaxagoras, thought irrelevant (Phaedo, 97C fI); and
L now behooves us to consider just what “geometric conditions,”
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the lowest grade of form, are operative in both the internal g o
an image and with respect to its complex external and interps
relations to its environment. To state these is to see the term
this inquiry, for these are the formal conditions whereby ima

%

participate in one another.

THE MATHEMATICS OF PSYCHE

In the previous chapter we attempted a purely formal accoung
of participation through an analysis of the way in which the tran.
scendentals conjugate. We have just seen how the receptacl
provides a “material” or extensional condition for sameness a
otherness and that its act, expressed through the self-limitation o
novel formal increments, brings the “other” (qua possible) int
the pattern of immanent necessity, shaping that necessity throu

' suasion. If soul is indeed the instrument of activity and suasion
then it would be a reasonable consequence to assume that wha
we have called an image is indeed besouled.* Soul is the principl
whereby mingling is effected. But participation is a relationshi

between forms, either (1) as immanently given in nature or (2)

in the case of choice, entertained as transcendent possibilities wi
respect to a given formal nexus.®® The receptacle is that “con-

24 In describing psyche, we dissect a unitary act into two phases, that of
selecting a possibility as an element of purpose and that of persuading the
given necessities into a conformal pattern of act. In fact, however, to choose
is to act; even if one is described in terms of reason and the other will, @
voluntary act involves both components as necessary phases of its unity, Plato
tells us (35A-B) the psyche is the unity achieved in binding together “reason
and “necessity.” Indivisible Being, Same, and Other and the “unsociable”
Divisible Being, Same, and Other are bound together. The terms of the initial:_
triad designate, in the paradigm case, the idea realm, and those of the second
triad the extensive conditions of the receptacle. Thus we speak of a selecti ’
act and a suasive act, but properly these are aspects of a single act, that ot
the image qua image. X

35 For simplicity, we will consider at this time only those modes of pars
ticipation whereby an image participates in other images and in ideas. Th
other modes, whereby ideas participate in one another and in images, will by
discussed later in this section through the role which God plays in effecting &
valuation of images.
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. qent’” of an image in virtue of which a relevance can be effected.
Smi: 1.he activity of relatedness which makes participation a real,
1:111.“-‘;' than a nominal, relation. There are, in general, two ways
in which this rclevance. is realized, corresponding to the two modes
b Im,-;icipalion mlentlo'ned above: (1) in_so[ar as that relevance
holds between a given image and its environment (as in the se-
quence, sensation, appetition, and fmally nutrition), tl.'IEH the re-
ceptacle as chora expresses the possible types of extensive facts of
internal and external relatedness in that environment; and (2) as
ayinnowing basket” (principle of agency, choice, and random-
ness), it is that which is selective of transcendent form, mingling
this with the residual necessities. Stated in its starkest simplicity,
these are modes of making same other and other same. But if this
relevance is to be possible, there must be formal conditions in
terms of which this relevance can be expressed. To put it other-
wise, il an image can participate in the others, of whatever onto-
logical type, then these others cannot be wholly and purely other,
but must stand somehow internally (same) related to it. Since
these formal conditions must range over all images and all pos-
sibilities, expressing how they are same and other with respect to
one another, they must be abstract. The meaning of abstract is,
in this instance, expressed in the concept of the variable in mathe-
matics; so that, in short, these conditions will be mathematical.
By mathematics we mean the general science of order, irrespective
of what is ordered.

This brings us, if in an artless way, to the greatest achievement
of Greek mathematical theory, the discovery of the nature of ratios
and proportions. It was this Pythagorean discovery which pro-
v‘i'lml Plato with the model for his formal conditions of participa-
ton. Quite obviously a proportion is a model for a same-other
Yelation. If a:b::c:d; then though a and & are other than ¢
and d, the relation between a and b is the same as that between ¢
HI‘l:i d. The formal description of any situation which is an instance
O% participation will be in terms of ratios and proportions (analo-
81¢s). If then psyche is both agent of participation and the in-
formeq necessity responsive to that act, whereby the other becomes
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same, its structural relations, of whatever type, will be describa’b}'
in terms of various types of rational order. In particular, thj
description will entail arithmetical, geometric, and harmonic pro.
portions. These constitute the “geometry,” the possible transfoy
mational forms, which an image can in its activity express, Thes
are the bonds which, if taken in the large (36B-37A), gather é'
Becoming into the unity of a common set of relations,? thay mal

possible a common world. If taken in the small, from the stand.
point of the image itself, they determine how it can stand tg t ;
whole.

If the language of proportions seems archaic and lacking
contemporary sophistication, we may counter with the observatig
that Plato’s insights would be best conveyed in the language ;
group theory, which is the language of contemporary physics. Thi
theory is concerned with transformations (other) of certain typ
of entities wherein some invariant (same) character is preserved,
The most immediate example would have to do with the rot
tional symmetry of the regular solids, which represent earth, aii
fire, and water (54C-57D). A more sophisticated instance, invol
ing change, has to do with the transformation of water into fi
by means of air as a mean proportional (81B-32C). It might be
noted that the elementary triangles are invariant in any such
transformation. But the symbolic import of Plato’s position

36 The point of Plato's astronomical speculations is to show that the most
general conditions within which a universe is possible are defined by pro=
portionalities, which are the formal conditions of the most abstract type ex-
pressed in all instances of participation. Put otherwise, these are geometrical
conditions in virtue of which every extensive physical relation is possibl
Given participation, it is possible to define the most general conditions off
order inhering in the cosmos, Never has rationalism made a bolder claim; but
since this claim is expressed in a myth, we may assume that the actual
mathematical details belong to the “symbolism™ and not to the substance, Thats
some such form must inhere is the force of the claim, but the actual chars
acterization of this claim is an open matter. Thus the contemporary ph}'SiCiSt
and mathematician would be able, presumably, to find a more adequate
symbolism, which may well lie in the theory of groups. Mr. Stephen Utz has:
made an interesting observation: the great cosmic circle of the same may refer
to harmonic reiteration while that of the other refers to the forms of novelty
which are relevant to endurances (same).
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even mMore important. If we assume that any physical process can
k- ]-L-]n't'stlliﬁd as a group, ;mfl with ccrta}'n rcsl;ri{‘.t‘ions as to the
JssymeLTy of time this is possible, then if its transformations to-
; -{,[j,(~[- with those of other analogous processes form a group, the
ariants of this group of transformations define what we mean

inv 5 . . .
by natural law. From such a group of transformations we can
dé‘ll““’ the conservation laws and the symmetrical conditions of

all patural process, expressed by Plato in the image of the who!e
erfect sphere (34B). Thus group theory relates macroscopic

as 4 P i : .

and microscopic principles, just as Plato by proportions relates
o * .
the construction of the psyche to that of the heavens and the uni-

yerse s a whole. Image routes may be treated as groups, and the
group of all their transformations may be expressed as the cosmic
bond, the great circles of the same and other (35B-37C). Plato has
represented the general mathematical conditions within which
any change is to be understood in itself and in its relations to the
remainder ol nature.

This could be the most suggestive chapter in the history of the
relation of philosophy to science. Our contemporary tendency is
to impose upon nature an ad hoc mathematical convention and
to justily this imposition pragmatically. “It works” as a final
justification for any theory is itself the failure of justification. The
appeal to positivism, as a description of the way things are, and
to conventionalism may satisfy those who have not begun to re-
flect and have yet to do philosophy; but Plato’s suggestions should
be a model for all who would take her seriously. Before there were
scientific descriptions and conventions, and this is a matter of
chronology, Plato seems to have exhibited the base of all descrip-
tion and mathematical “conventions” in his theory of participa-
tion, in his analysis of Becoming and the ingression of form. Never
Was Whitehead closer to Plato than when in The Concept of
N.H””‘f’ and related studies he was concerned to arrive at the form
of mathematical description from an analysis of the passage of
Nature.8” One js constantly reminded of the ancient Greek proverb,

“On the status of physical geometry in Plato, see Appendix B.
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perhaps invented by Scott Buchanan, that “whatever roaq y
take, you will meet Plato coming back.”

If our account of participation is likely, then it can be readils
seen that Plato’s account of the constitution of psyche is virtua]
a deductive consequence: g

And he [the Demiurgos] made her [psyche] out of the following elemen
and on this wise: From the Being which is indivisible and um:hangi'
[form as that ‘which always is and never is Becoming'] and from the kin
of Being which is distributed among bodies [receptacle], he compound;
a third and intermediate kind of being [psyche]. He did likewise with
same and the different, blending together the indivisible kind of ea
[the indivisible same is the form in which the image participates and ¢
indivisible other is the relevant range of pure possibility] with that whi
is portioned out in bodies [internal and external facts of I'CI:tLednessq
receptacle]. Then taking the three new elements [the blends of each ty
of Being, Same, and Other], he mingled them into one form [the b
souled’ image], compressing by force the reluctant and unsociable natu
of the different into the same.®8

(35A)

This is an account of the construction of the world soul. But in
virtue of the principle of isomorphism between the living who
and the living parts (30C-D), this account applies with equal fore
to the image itself; and the parenthetical commentary is meant
to express this fact. The division of the world soul into parts:

88 One must call attention to a major difficulty in our interpretation. We:
are told in the last sentence of this quotation that the Demiurgos uses forces
to effect a mingling of the derived types of same and other. We can under-
stand this as persuasion, not as necessity, There will indeed be a future and
the same will necessarily be other; and for “living creatures” of the lowest
grade (carth, fire, etc)) suasion will doubtless have the sense of force, sin .
the type of possibility these structures will in general define will be that of
self-reiteration. If force have any other meaning, then perhaps this accouf}_t_
is so far inadequate. Since we know from Sophist that falsity or error 188
through the other; and error, if acted upon, gives a novel shape to the futurenl
perhaps this unsociable blending is relevant to the creative advance. Perhaps
we should not attribute even a “royal lie” to God and must content ourselves
with the realization that too often the world responds unsociably to his re:
deeming novelty.
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(‘.;:';D) will preserve this form, known to medieval writers as the
. crocosm-microcosm relation.

ml;;m since the world soul is constructed in accordance with geo-
ml.“-iml‘ arithmetical, and harmonic proportions (35B-36E),* or
modes of being same and other, then these proportions will by
s livision” express the mutual participation of images in one an-
other and in ideas. How the form of the whole can be replicated
n each part, and be compatible with the relative uniqueness of
yart, requires recourse to God. This role Plato assigns to the

1
that |
Demiurgos.

Gon AND THE WORLD

In the parenthetical remarks on Plato’s account of the con-
struction of the world soul, we associated with the notion of the
indivisibly other the concept of pure possibility. That psyche can
ap])ru]u:m{ Being in the mode of pure possibility seems to be the
import of the myth of recollection, for what can be is not merely
what is given in and through the necessities of nature but, at least
for some types of images, amounts to what is given in virtually a
transcendent act of vision. The account of the psyche in Timaeus
35A is meant to assure us that this radical otherness, this dis-
junction of possibility from the nexus of actualities, is neverthe-
less capable of becoming same with that nexus. The expression of
a same-other relation of this type is effected by a proportion, Let
us examine this further.

When we discuss possibility in its relevance to the given, it is
evident that some sort of valuation is involved. Some possibilities
arc excluded and some included, some are rejected into otherness
or embraced into sameness, and these latter either disrupt or en-

# For accounts of this construction, especially insofar as it constitutes the
E‘"””'_III.H form of all Becoming, see Catesby Taliaferro's “Foreword,” Plato,
]‘;’T“' Fimaeus and Critias, trans. Thomas Taylor (New York, 1944), 9-34; and
(.“m'_l’“”.‘-:hv Plato’s Mathematical Imagination, 209-29. The commentaries of
S{::‘:::‘[.il.mm Taylor contain a grc:'lt deal of 1{5{:ful lTIE[I(.‘I'i.’l'..():I‘J{.' cI)I' the moslt
?'L: i a modern treatments of this problem is to be found in Josiah Royce's

orld and the Individual (London, 1901) II, Chap. 2.
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hance the aim of the given image. The perspective in termg o
which this gr d(lmg of pmulnlnv is effected is either that of th
given image as it “‘sees” its own prospects, or it is that of wid,
purview which entertains these aims and prospects along iy
those of other images and judges what is best. What is best would
constitute the communal ideal for the [uture, wherein individy,
purpose would cohere and would be productive of a commen
good. To entertain the possibility of a system wherein each i imag
enhances both its own existence and that of others, wherein th
together participate in the “joy of the kingdom of heaven,” g
see the world sub specie aeternitas. The notion of an ideal which:
measures individual attainment from the standpoint of a larg
whole involves recourse to deity. Such an ideal must arise fro
the actual conditions of existence, to which it must be same, b
it must also propose for that existence an ideal other which is i
measure and its goal, Obviously it can be frustrated by individu
obtuseness. Providence is not the “invisible hand” of laissez fai
economic theory which identifies the actual with the ideal, nor
it the “cunning of reason” which maliciously works itself out tos
wards its own greater glory in the despair and suffering of me
it is the concern of a God whose purposes depend on the freedom:
and creativeness of creatures and who can thus suffer perpetua"_
frustration and failure. Theology aside, we have in the above bee
invoking the concept of the regulative ideas. :

A regulative idea is the measure of the actual synthesis of ele
ments, a synthesis which is more or less what it should be. We
know, as a consequence of the studies of Buchanan and
Hammond,*® that regulative ideas, as measures, involve an isomor=
phism between different elements, a proportional sameness and.
otherness. Plato apparently developed this concept through reflec=
tion on the musical discoveries of the Pythagoreans. ’

Let us now attempt to show in somewhat greater detail how'
regulative ideas function in the self-productive activity of an’
image. It is assumed in certain schools of contemporary value

40 Supra, 37.
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heory that no categorical demands can be adduced from the
lu[r[[:tmn ol a given image or set of images.*' Granted this, it
Jlows that no image can constitute for itself an obligation with
pect 1o W hich it is the measure. This self-measuring would be
sop“““‘ Of course it is possible to define relative satisfactions
from the st indpoint of presumed individual purpose, and this
entails that each image can select from possibility as such just
|mn.\1hlvs which are relevant to it. Let us call possibilities
so entertained a relative ideal. But if we are to avoid sophistry,
there must be a wider ideal which can in principle be irrelevant
(0 a given relative ideal. We may assume that though the image
regulates itsell by its own ideal, it is nevertheless the case that its
relative ideal is graded with respect to an ideal which it should
entertain and strive in its eros to bring into the light of day. Such
an ideal would be relevant to the actual status ol the image and
to its purposes as these embrace a wider community of real exis-
tences. The first condition is necessary within the context of a
philosophy of Becoming, for images are creative and there can
be no standard and categorical ideal operative in all possible con-
texts. A Kantean ideal, universally and necessarily binding on all
possible worlds, presupposes something like a substance phi-
losophy, one holding that the essential form of entity is invariant.
If we with Plato insist that the image is creative, really capable
of sell-constituting of novel form which in turn is a conformal
necessity on the future, then value imperatives must “adjust” to
these new and novel progressions of form. The ideal of one era
can be trivial with respect to that of another. This is especially
evident in the case of art.

d
{c

15

those

There are evident advantages in the “separationist” ontology
of the middle dialogues. For one thing, it preserves Socratic ig-
forance, the distinction between wisdom and knowledge and right
Opinion, and the clear possibility of moral ideals; but the price
Was too great for it led to incoherence. It is evident that the con-
Cept of the “regulative ideal” preserves these advantages and is

R,

- H. Harve's The Language of Morals (Oxford, 1961) is perhaps the out-
ding

5 representative of this position.
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metaphysically more sophisticated.*? That it entails a'theolge
perhaps a disadvantage, though Plato would perhaps find j 1d
troubling than certain other inconsistencies and howlers Wi
which we may well have saddled him.

In the previous chapter we showed that Being can indeeqd P
ticipate in Becoming. It follows as a consequence that new ty
of order can emerge from the self-selective route of images.43 §;
such a route gives rise to the concept of an “enduring object, y
can for simplicity speak of that object (image-route) aiming
wards the realization of some relative ideal which constitutes
intended form, either for its self or its world. If we are to aw
sophistry in such valuation, if there is to be a regulative forg
within which is possible a wider valuation both with respect to th
actual image which has become just what it is as well as the relas
tive ideals of the many others, of all types and grades, which mak
up the relevant environment, then the formulation of that ide
requires aesthetic and moral sensitivity of maximal grade. T
by which each item of flux measures itself must itself suffer ju
ment in terms of that which is sensitive to the whole, which
out of chaos provide a model for a common world (Timaeus, 28
What is required is a “relative”” omniscience of aesthetic sensitivif
in virtue of which a categorical ideal can be constituted out
primordial possibility and the nexus of given actuality. This
evidently the primordial role of the Demiurgos (28A ff). In th
popular religious imagination the expression “the will of Go

42 Allen in “Participation and Predication,” 52-56, argues that if form
treated as a commutative universal, dialectic is wrecked, “degrees of real
become unintelligible, and the qualification of the particular by incompatib
characters becomes unintelligible, all of which is saved if form is treated as
separated exemplar. Without going into details implicit in Professor Aller
claims, some of which on any account we would surely reject, we have sh-‘:l
(Chapter 1, supra) that exemplarism does not necessarily entail separationis
and the desirable features of that doctrine can be read out of the concept
a regulative ideal.

43 An image route is a sequence of images (for images are ”pL‘I‘PC{“af
perishing’) whose loci with respect to the receptacle are linear. A series
linear if it is assymetrical, transitive, and connected. For further elnb?rauﬂ
see Russell, Principles of Mathematical Philosophy, 105-106 and Whitehead
Process and Reality, 50-54.

¢ Soul and the World 187

Th
¢ livested of its traditional omnipotent absolutism, perfectly con-
( L . . .
! s the categorical demand. We require an agency, the Demiur-
yey:

. who can, on looking to the relative chaos of unique and
(.‘\-idu;il purpose, formulate for each image and for the whole
,-[pl)ropriale ideal. Such an ideal .is the good wlli?h‘ is a cate-
gm'it”] demand, an absolute imperative, on each dC{.‘lS.lVe act, on
the way each image self-selects its private route. God invokes an
ideal of absolute harmony applicable to each image; but He does
not compel, except as the beloved elicits the incipient eros in the
Jover. The response to this love is the binding ideal of harmony.
But ideals and love are betrayed, and relative chaos continues to
[n response to the wayward and sequential decisions of an
image route, new ideals have to be continually invoked. God,
the psalmist says, “neither slumbers nor sleeps.”

The role of God is not invoked to satisfy pious demands, but
rather seems to be necessitated by the Principle of Relativity.#
The particular form given to the divine nature by this theory is
through a recognition of the regulative ideas in a philosophy of
creativity. The Platonic concept of God may not serve all theo-
logical or even rational demands, but on the whole is quite as
good as any other. Our interest is that of effecting a likely account
of the proportional structure within which the regulatives can
serve as real measures of Becoming. If it does involve an over-
burdening of deity, who must respond to the whole ensemble of
image routes and whose act is that of effecting ideal limitations
on pure possibility, then we can say that his job is rather less
exhausting than that assigned him in all philosophies who do
invoke him, with the exception of those of Epicurus and Aristotle.

It is through the proportional structure of the universe that all

j;]:“
an

reigi.

I we grant ideas, Becoming, the Ontological Principle, and the Principle
of Relativity, it is a relatively simple matter to construct a “new” proof for
the tXistence of God. The argument of this section and that of the previous
fh?iille:r will casily provide such a “prool,” though it would be tedious and
ll’r'{'|t_i\':1n[ to spell it out in detail.

I,' 15 in accordance with the ontological principle that we can identify pos-
is ;:L‘I‘;I‘\'i”l the divine Logos, for God is the actual entity in whom possibility
wded, This provides a basis for the expression, “the mind of God.”

sil
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forms of participation, as defined by the Principle of Relativity, a
possible. But it might be useful if we could descend to an inSta.
and show how these structures are operative. The relevang poiy
of view is that of the living organism.

Just what does the psyche do? To begin with, it constitute
set of moduli, themselves wholes, into the relative unity (of inge
mediate grade) of animal life. An organism is neither a ghe
unity nor a mere multiplicity, What is thus constituted is 3
tern of relative stability involving real parts of the informed
ceptacle, which in turn is capable of various types of proportion
deformation with respect to its own purposes and the necessiti
of its own environment. Such a pattern is a recurrent harmo |
proportionality (sameness) in the other and other of time, T}
roots of the soul lie, we are told by Plato, in the divisible sa
divisible Being, and divisible other (35A), represented at the loy
est grade by the primary organic unities, the regular polygon
which divide the receptacle. Types of deformation, involving
trition, growth, excretion, movement, sensation, death, and
like, can be defined by various types of proportions involving th
basic harmonic pattern and the pattern of various types of othe
images. The proportions of the soul are various ways of expressin
its own self-connectedness, as well as its relations to others.
instance, growth is defined as the otherness of food becoming sa 1
with the structure of the body in a geometric proportionality i
virtue of the self-activity of this structure.*® Sensation seems f
involve harmonic proportionalities between the organic body an
the sensed thing. As Aristotle puts it, the sense object must stan
in ratio to the sense organ; and if this is exceeded, permanen
deformation ensues (67E fI).*® Soul is that which integrates Othe' '
ness into the relative stability of bodily pattern, psychic or phys
ical, and in higher organisms it operates on a principle of desir
(eros). Through desire, as defined in the Symposium, the body
related to its necessities or to higher purposes, and this presume.

45 Aristotle, De Generalione et Corruptione, 320a 10-322a 15; De Animés
415a 15—416b 50,
46 Aristotle, De Anima, 425b 26-31; 426a 25-426b 7.
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B }H,{,])ortir_m between the psyche and each of these realms. In
S(,.m.[] case, however, otherness becomes same and relevant to life
‘“‘)‘::r]_,f,ses (Timacus, 64A ff; 86B ff; 89D ff).

The immanent or recurrent patterns of elements (the lowest
¢ of which are the regular polygons) are harmoniously func-
fioning, besouled necessities; defining, in virtue of their harmonic
form, the possible modes of participation. How an image can
sarticipate in others is a function of its nature. In this way,
through the intermediate synthesis of divisible Being, Same, and
Other, which is the formal characterization of the unity of action
and reaction, animal life is realized. Since the modes of participa-
tion involve desire, a minimal evaluation is possible with respect
to the sort ol synthesis which is achieved. For example, the other-
ness of the sense object can provoke animal purpose leading to a
synthesis of the "“object,” say eating, and a resulting satisfaction.
}{Hiﬂl;ll life is the same becoming other and the other becoming
same, as defined by the Being of the given organism.

But soul is more than the maintenance of the relative stability
of animal life in a world of things. We are reminded of its pro-
portionality with the undivided others, the pure possibles, and
through this it may have a genuinely creative role. This aspect of
its lile involves a perspective on the intelligible order per se (35A,
90A ff). In this sense it enjoys a community of being with that
“which always is and never is Becoming,” the undivided Being,
Same, and Other. Through the types of novel constitutive and
regulative forms which are integral, in virtue of its construction,
to its own life, new types of lived order and concrete unity can be
achieved. To say more is to tell again the story of Socrates.

g]':id

CrEATION

Though we have assumed throughout that Plato’s is a philoso-
Phy of creation and have construed “participation” to elucidate
lhu}: thesis, “creation” may be approached more directly through
2 dialectic of various cosmological theories, theories which will in
turn fuyther clarify the meaning we have found for “participa-
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tion.” Creation is that through which the several modeg
participation are realized. Participation, in the primary sen"
expresses the derivation of images from ideas and other jmy
but the how of participation, expressed in the proportioned ’
of psyche, is not itself wholly derivative, for Becoming is crea
(Timacus, 28C, Symposium, 205C).

This enigmatic concept deserves scrutiny. Our age finds sin
lar satisfaction in “creation,” whether expressed substanti‘rally_ €
adjectivally, flaunting it everywhere to proclaim its freedom fy
the past. Whenever we do what we are doing for its own sal
however trivial it may be, we seem to enjoy a creative immedig
and are as gods, thumbing our nose at all time and eternity,
be creative, we say, is to derive from nothing, is to dismiss reason
and constraining necessity and to be an act from and through our
selves. In a word, creation is the way freedom expresses itself,

The sense our time gives to “creative” and its cognates canng
I think, be wholly dismissed; and if what expresses itself gives ri
to the cheap and vulgar, and not at all to a “birth in beauty,”
remains highly likely that if the publicist, advertiser, and eve
“Pop” artist can so engage us with this term, it may well exp
some deeper sense of things, and that sense we must now seare
out.

Creation has to do with the origination of something, sucl
that both the existence and character of that creature are throug
a ground. In the popular myths whereby God is said to ha
created the world, the tendency is to think of the whole of thin
as both coming to be and to be definite, ordered, through the a
of deity; but in a process philosophy, wherein is th

creation” is th
primary category, the only propositions concerning the who'
are formal, having to do with the mathematical conditions
mutual immanence and the like; and thus creation, if the iss
is an actuality, has to do with the contemporaneous relation b
tween that issue and its ground. Creation is Becoming, It must B
acknowledged that this is not foreign to the sense of our religiol
tradition; and Descartes’ recognition that duration is creation aQ .
that “my existence depends entirely on Him in every moment 0%
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life" reflects the experience of all who encounter the Holy.#
A ] . . .
ﬁfhmhcr it has ontological import is another matter,
begin our dialectic by denying that “creation” is mean-

Let US . s ;
. oful. 1f we may assume that “creation” minimally means “deri-
ngiid . y x
l“iml * then our account should begin with a cosmological
\ J

model wherein no thing could be said to have originated another
or to have been originated by another, and this is readily avail-
able in the philosophy of Hume. “Tis easy,” he says, “for us to
conceive any object to be non-existent this moment, and existent
the next, without conjoining it to the idea of a cause or produc-
tive E;]‘Im'iple.”“ What we conceive as an originative connection
belween events is merely a psychological phenomenon, a “habit”
of viewing distinct phenomena as if they were really related. To
deny any sense to origination is to deny “sufficient reason,” which
is the usual way of expressing the fuller and more important con-
cept ol “participation.” Generations of phenomenalistic posi-
tivists have rested happy with this odd doctrine and nothing we
could say would disabuse them; but if reason is to be content with
more than arbitrary connection,* and is not itself a human vanity,
then perhaps we can begin to understand creation through a
model which makes this connection real.

The minimal position which asserts a real connection between
events can be found in classical atomic mechanism. This connec-
tion, first realized by the Stoics in their “concretization” of impli-
cation as “necessary causal consequence of,” would entail that
what now is, the present, is a necessary consequence of the past.
The description of this occasion could be deduced from descrip-
tions of previous occasions; indeed, it is what it is in virtue of
the conformal necessities imposed upon it by the past. (Such state-
ments are possible in virtue of the identification of formal and
material modes of speech.) Such novelty as may appear in the

:" Descartes, Meditation 1.

*David Hume, Treatise of Human Nature, Bk. 1, Pt. 3, sec. 8. The idea
OF. @ dialectic of creation was suggested to me by a lecture Professor W. S.

gave in 1948, and an earlier, though somewhat different version, may

'(‘£'||u”
Lin my article, “Speculative Language.”
3 I b

Be {0110,
49 1y, s i : . r - 7
David Hume, Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, Pt. 1V, sec. 1.
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present is the consequence of the lawful derivation of thag a1
rangement [rom arrangements in the past. Obviously som{:thing\
which is not an arrangement, something which is absolutcly Pl‘ime,
is presupposed, and to that is given the name of “atom.” Just he.
cause that given arrangement is other than what it was, its ap-
pearance is that of a novelty; but given the initial atomic formg -
and the laws that relate them (for example, Newton's basic laws),
we could deduce that present configuration, quite in the mannep
of LaPlace's omniscient physicist. In a word, reality is Parmeni.
dean; and what we take to be change and the integrally given is
itself the mere appearance of a law, everywhere one and the
same. One might object and say that perhaps the present is a
shadowy image of the past and that the past is real; but then
every p‘;usl; was once a present and once an image, and so the
whole series is then an image of the laws. One might protest that
the laws can be reduced to the motion and shape of the atomic:_
entities, which we would then assume to be limited in kind and
eternal. Oddly enough, this Epicurean position looks very much
like an inversion of the common way of reading Plato and his
idea theory, wherein what we sense is taken to be the mere ap-
pearance of the really real; and it is to be rejected for the same sort
of reason that Plato rejected the analogous position supposedly
his own. To say, lor instance, that Socrates is the mere appearance
of an idea is to say that Socrates in the end can make no differ-
ence to the whole of nature, whose form and reality is transcendent
of given fact; but if anything can make a difference, it is just such
individuals, who alone can act and are the stuff of history. In this
sense, classical atomic materialism must treat the present, the
now of given time, as like an individual, and past and future a'r(’.
in part a function of its nature. But the mere now has no unity

as such, except that it may be counted as one, unless that which
is now can act as one, and this act is impossible in that now whose
unity is that of collocation, which is the only unity possible 1:0 a
set of externally related primes. If origination means bringing
to be, then what comes about must be, and that in the sens€ of

3
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(he Ontological Principle. But whatever the inadequacy of this
Josition it does point to the necessity of a generality of conditions
which must be exhibited in all phenomena. What we have called
the gc’mm:lric;ll conditions, in the account of the mathematics of
p,;\rhc in Timaeus, does satisfy this demand. Creation, if it is to
make sense, would then seem to presuppose some unchanging set
of conditions, for otherwise it would be unintelligible, reducing
o Hume's case. Furthermore, something must be created, and that
something must be like psyche, possessing an integral act of
Being. These two principles are the parameters of a dialectic of
creation, and in them we meet our old friends same (conditions)
and other (integral act).

The dialectical examination of atomic mechanism leads imme-
diately to deism, which makes explicit the hypothesis that nature
is the image of form and, what is more, has a sophisticated grasp
of what is required of nature that it be the proper subject of dis-
course, namely, that it be a universe, a cosmos. That this is lack-
ing in the present theory will be evident if we consider the basis
upon which it is most generally criticized. That criticism has noth-
ing to do with the uncreative character of the now and the illu-
sion of change, but rather with the recognition that mechanism
depends on the assumption that nature is ordered, but demands
we stop at that observation and ask no further questions. But once
we permit reason to come upon the scene, once we permit ques-
tions about origination, then we can hardly stop with the out-
rageous assumption that what is given can be explained by what
Is not given (the past). Furthermore, to make this form of mecha-
nism go we have had to make many “mentalistic” assumptions
which are denied by the theory itself. We want to raise questions
about the“atomic kinds” and the status of order within nature,
and it is at this level that we again meet the positivistic claims
that “this is just the way it is, and it is our business to describe
It as it is, nothing more.” At least Lucretius was more honest and
Bave a reason which would forbid further question, for he said it
Was by chance that the atoms should have a limited number of
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shapes, in virtue of which recurrent events are possible, and that
chance alone accounted for the swerve from uniform right motion,
the normal motion of atoms. We want to assert a nominalism, g
avoid a “foreseeing mind” which might have introduced ordep
into the system,” and in doing this, appeal to something like the
ideas, the atomic shapes. Nominalism is an attempt to avoid the ’
complexities of an hierarchical ontology and a protest on behajg"
of the uniqueness of the individual, but that uniqueness is thag
of an act, and an act without structure is without meaning. Nomj.
nalism can live only as a protest against some form of realism; and
once it becomes self-critical, it is lost.

Before we move, as we must, to deism, we should realize that
in chance we have, as Plato, Peirce, and James realized, given room
to self-organization, to freedom. It is hardly necessary to labor this
point of the errant cause (Timaeus, 48B). The Lucretian theory-
of chance errs only when it denies the implied doctrine of real”
possibility (the only real possible for this mechanistic system is:
doing what one has been doing, namely moving uniformly down=
ward in a right line) and the consequential teleology. Furthers
more, we see in this system a linkage of facts, which implies thes
transmission of immanent form, which is again missing in deism.:
These are certainly features we found in Plato’s cosmology and:
will count against deism as a “final” solution.

It is not customary to think of being creative as involving the:
coming to be of something that is, for to do something freely
seems quite enough; yet we see in a philosophy of creation that a
creative act presupposes relation to an origin, and unless each
successive image is creative, none is. It is this linear linkage, at
which mechanism hints, which is missing from deism. As we haves
said, deism assumes nature to be the image of a unity of IaW-:
This unity has its origin in the thought of a God, who works up.
matter in accordance with his general plan. The advantage heréss
is that for the first time we can talk of an embracing unity, which
is indeed the strength of any form of idealism. This role Plato

50 Lucretius, De Rerum Natura, I, 1. 1055 ff.
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assigns to the Demiurgos, and certainly this concept was of in-
estimable heuristic value in the early development of science.5

The critique of deism parallels that given of the separationist
doctrine of form, especially in the image of the “two worlds”
(Parmenides, 133A-135B), and it would be tedious to repeat it.
The master metaphor is that of techne, creation being under-
stood as making. If deism is essential to the enterprise of early
science, it promotes a mood of misplaced concreteness and oblit-
erates fact for the sake of mathematical form; but if this making
is understood in terms of “regulative participation,” the constitu-
tion of a suasive ideal, then it is a profound image for any mature
cosmology.

I creation when understood as the imposition of form on an-
other presents difficulties of a separationist type, then perhaps it
is to be overcome by the immanentization of form and a denial of
the separation between creative ground and creature. This neo-
Platonism, as represented in Plotinus and Spinoza, is a profound
and moving effort to overcome bifurcation; but its consequence is
to deny the integral act of the creature and to make nonsense of
value theory. Deity, if value is applicable, is a principle of limita-
tion, not plenitude. We do have for the first time the sense that
existence, and not merely its formal characterization, is the real
issue in creation; but this is an existence that lacks the Scholastic
concept of integrity, for-itself-ness. Creation which can only ex-
press itself is not creation: creation must issue in a real being.

In Plato this immanentization of the creative role is assigned
to the receptacle, but the consequence is an image, itself creative.
Origination for deism means origination in another, for neo-
Platonism origination from itself, while for Plato it seems to mean
origination of another. This is usually what is meant by ex
nihilo; and to claim for Plato this Judaeo-Christian thesis may
be a heresy, though in this ecumenical century perhaps even this
may be admissible. Each image is ex nihilo. 1ts act, which consti-
tutes its unity, is that of choice, and a derived choice is hardly

ST Austin Farrer, The Glass of Vision (Westminster, 1958), 100 ff, gives an
excellent critique of the role of divine “archetypes” in the history of science,
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a choice. Indeed this act qua act is causa sut, an act of s{:lf—original~
tion within the context of the imposed necessities of the past ang
the lure of ideal possil)i]ities. It is underived, though the condi.
tions which render it intelligible are the various modes of partij.
pation within which functions of psyche are alone possible. Thag
act seems to be a creative projection of Becoming itself, a moviug
image of eternity. One might compare this with Sartre’s well.
known thesis that the self is nothing and that through choice it
makes itself to be, but this idealistic dialectic of the pour-soi and
the en-soi has no place in Plato. It is only within the physical con.
ditions that self or psyche can be conceived. Plato is anything but
a dualist. For Plato existence is above all an act, an exercise of
power, and not a state of consciousness. Perhaps, as the Christians
tell us, ex nihilo creation is a mystery, but it is a mystery that does
seem to illuminate, not obscure.

We have in a hasty and sketchy manner tried to show how the
Timaeus does indeed reflect what is positive in all theories of
creation, and with this we bring our inquiry to a close. Plato’s
result may be silly, or it may be among the most profound and
original creations of the human intellect. That this response to
the lure of Plato is itself creative, that it has issued in a tenable
philosophy, is quite another matter. We have come to it through
a difficult route and by unfashionable streets and have seen many
difficulties and harsh realities along the way. It can hardly pass
as a final view of Plato, for too much has been ignored or brusquely
passed over. We are certain to be haunted by our folly and blind-
ness. Perhaps it will encourage others to do better.5

52 The fuller sense of this mystery—and so much that we should have 11ke.'g
to have had the skill and wisdom to say—has been said by Edward Ballard 1
his Socratic Ignorance,

_-\ppc*.m_lix A

SPECULATIVE DEMONSTRATION

I. SYNTAX AND SENSA

The most obvious and highly exploited connection between phenom-
enalism and semantics lies in the supposed isomorphism between the ele-
mentary predicate calculus and the Humean cosmos of atomic sense
characters. Indeed, the almost universal approbation enjoyed by the
sense data theory in the 1920's and 30's was, like so many movements in
recent philosophy, occasioned by the rise of interest in logic. One has
only to inspect an ordinary predicate function, “— is ," to discover that
its meaning depends upon clear and distinct characters which will satisfy
it. The logical atomism engendered by this notation threatened to recon-
stitute the very nature of philosophy. Though now no one lives by this
faith, it is not dead. The linguistic philosophy that has replaced it has
abandoned the real problem of the relation of language to nature for a
linguistic relativism reminiscent of Prodicus. This rejection may have
been premature: there are other ways of doing phenomenalism than
Hume's, and there are perfectly rigorous structures involved in language
other than those suggested by propositional logic, to say nothing of ordi-
nary usage,

Become for a moment quite naive, so untouched by the vast sophistica-
tion of historic philosophy that you feel again the uneasiness you first felt
when you were told that yours was not a world of things, but only of sets
of sensory data ordered by resemblance and contiguity. Logic can make a
good case for Hume, but in the end is such a position really adequate?

Can we really disregard, say, the notion of act, especially when the per-

ceived entity is a person for whom we feel a moral concern? Aren't dis-
Positional sentences really about potentialities? But whatever the truth
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about these matters, we must hesitate to begin a purely descriptive phe-
nomenalism with categories derived from metaphysics; if we introdyce
metaphysical doctrines, it must be the result of a philosophy of the thin
as experienced. We hope to show that within this philosophy there are
issues that traditional empiricism has been unable to resolve and thag
their resolution does entail important consequences for all schools. I ye.
fer to the penumbria of problems associated with the notion of exten.
sion. Just what is space and what is time, and how do these relate to the
supposed originals of knowledge, the atomic sensa? What is the ground
for the coexistence of sensa, for their enduring self-identity, for the mu-
tual relevance of the several sets which factor our awareness of naturep
We must not look for this in something beyond perception. It must lie
within what is perceived and not in Hume's mentalistic habits or in
Kant's a priori forms of the understanding.

Hume's failure to find a basis for connexity within the immediately
given is particularly instructive. He admitted that space and time were
ideas for which there were no corresponding impressions;! the relations
are the way the mind works in its synthetic production of habits, which
it then imposes upon the otherwise inarticulate data of sense. It then re-
mained for Kant to recognize the metaphysical character of extension.
He showed that if the primordial perceptual field is constituted by sensa,
then the forms of extensive connection are products of mind.

These classical accounts of extension are open to two grave criticisms.
In the first place, none succeeds in satisfying the empirical ideal. Each
invokes something beyond the given to account for the way it is given or
for the form of our anticipation of the given. Each introduces something
like mind, explicitly or in the guise of habit, in its account of what is per-
ceived. The august study of nature as what is experienced is replaced by
an account of why nature is not as it appears to be, all in the name of
empiricism. The only solution to this bifurcation is to put extension back
into nature.

The second difficulty with traditional empiricism is that its demand for
clear and distinct ideas is a vestige of rationalism. Only something like a
pure Platonic possible has this character, and surely it is misplaced con-
creteness to construe the phenomenal field after the deliverances of rea-
son. James, Dewey, Bergson, Bradley, and Whitehead each leveled his
critical talents at refashioning empiricism so as to avoid the incoherence
of bifurcation. Each sought to discredit the epistemic primacy of clear
and distinct data. Each sought to reassert the natural basis of extensiof

L Treatise of Human Nature, Bk. 1, Pt. 2, sec. 3.
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put to the majority of contemporary philosophers these views have only
an antiquarian interest. If empiricism is to accomplish its historic mission,
the issue must be restated. We hope to show that, if we can show how
Janguage presupposes extension and how it relates it to the data of ex-
P]i(-it pt‘rcuptinn, we can refashion empiricism and pcrmit it to continue
with its proper development.

1 will contest the thesis that there is a multiplicity of clear and distinct
ideas (qualities or physical objects) which exhaust nature, that these ideas
await appropriation by sentience, and that minds operate properly only
when they confront such data. Nothing could be further from the truth.
And if nature does not in principlcr consist of lively, vivid, forceful data,
then the usual route from the experienced many to the one name, osten-
sively given—according to Quine, a sufficient basis for logic2—can hardly
be a satisfactory observance of Plato’s great injunction: Do not go too
hastily from the many to the one. If distinct character does not enjoy
epistemic primacy, then the case for representing nature in a logical syn-
tax is rather difficult to maintain.

There is no isomorphism, no identity of pur(:uivcd form, between syn-
tax and perceived nature. There is, however, a very close connection be-
tween how we come to see something and what we see, on the one hand,
and, on the other, between the demonstrative and descriptive functions
of language.? Our investigation of these connections will disclose some
novel features in the relation between nature and language. We shall
seek to demonstrate through certain forms of language the mingling of
extension and distinction. Our demonstration will be speculative—that is
to say, in the root meaning of these words, it will attempt to bring one to
see. For we must never lose sight of that truth, common to such philoso-
phers as Plato, Augustine, and Whitehead, that philosophy itself is a kind
of secing. And we must respect that opinion, so dear to the Platonist, that
there is an isomorphism between the kind of secing that discloses the
world of sense and that which apprehends idea or form.

Our methodology is based on Professor William Weedon's presidential
address, “A Theory of Pointing,” to the 1957 meeting of the Southern So-
ciety for Philosophy and Psychology.# Dr. Weedon has performed the

2 Quine, W. V. O., From a Logical Point of View (Cambridge, Mass., 1953)
Chap. 4,

3 Tor the distinction between demonstration and description, see Whitehead,
r.‘a”,-,-p; of Nature, 6; see also the image of the “two Cratyluses” (Cratylus,
4321),

* Weedon, “A Theory of Pointing,” 20-35.
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truly remarkable feat of formalizing the earlier Socratic dialectic through,
Whitehead's method of extensive abstraction.® His theory, called dc'mo.n.
strative abstraction, has been employed in the fourth section of thjg ap-
pendix to formulate our results more precisely.

II. THE FAcTORS OF DEMONSTRATION

Until such time as the linguists provide us with an :1(1(:(1[1:1!(* thenry of
the genesis of language, we shall have to content ourselves with the oh.
servation of others, especially young children, and of ourselves. What we
shall find is that language is largely demonstrative. By that T mean thag
it is used to call attention to some factor or entity to elicit concern for
some type of order or arrangement in the discerned entities, or to pro-
mote the hypothesis or belief that there are such entities or forms. While
there are other uses, such as the mere aesthetic enjoyment of language,
I believe that the demonstrative is of unique importance and that most
of the others can be obtained from it.

The demonstrative function is the most generally neglected area of
linguistic philosophy. Now the frequent occurrence of such terms as “de-
notation,” “ostentation,” and “naming” in semantical treatises would
seem to belie this thesis, but these seem mostly to cover a failure in analy-
sis and not to express its form or its result. We shall seek to show that the
demonstrative act involves the extensive character of nature and that the
distinct character or form elicited by demonstration is the form or char-
acter of an extensive region. On the other hand, the recognition that ac-
companies a successful demonstration entails that this distinct character
is a potential for the information of other regions. To recognize an
entity is to attribute to it the character of a recurrent. Thus the elicited
entity is both immanent within the region wherein it is manifest and

5 Whitehead, Concept of Nalure, and Whitehead, 60-61, 74-98; .i'ffnquftjl
Coneerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge, passim. Our procedure will
vindicate Whitehead from the well-known charge that the method of exten-
sive abstraction involves that bifurcation of nature he sought to avoid. A
theory of limits, it is said, is not among the factors of fact, and the effort to
define natural elements by means of it entails a dualism of nature and mind,
We shall show that this is absurd, for we shall use it to point out qualities and
forms in keeping with the Whiteheadean closure of nature to mind. We shall
make no mathematical commitments, though we shall describe our procedure
using the theory of limits involved in the formalization of the method of ex-
tensive abstraction.
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transcendent to any particular regional enactment. We shall seek to
demonstrate these properties speculatively in the next section.

One notices a similar immanent-transcendent strain in Hume’s ac-
count of the relation of ideas to impressions, Qua impression, a datum
is a component in a set of qualities; qua idea, it is a potential for further
sense manifestation and for thought. In more recent decades it appears
in Whitehead’s [actor-entity terminology in his Concept of Nature; but
the best-known modern version lies in Russell’s thesis that names should
be treated as descriptions and in the knowledge-of and knowledge-about
distinction that is its basis. In its transcendent role an entity functions as
a component in descriptions and thus makes true and false discourse
possible.

We mean by demonstrative language any device or activity that is
meant to elicit attention to some factor or form that transcends the ac-
tivity itself. Language functions demonstratively when it acts or is meant
to act to factor from among real or prvsumml 01)_]1:('15, those which are of
concern to the user. It aims at calling attention to some characteristic
which, prior to discernment, is vaguely associated with some region, and
it does so by delimiting the region within which the character is believed
to inhere.

The means and techniques for demonstration are virtually unlimited.
Besides the great systems of spoken languages, we have artificial lan-
guages, facial and bodily expressions, gestures, art forms, laboratory
apparatus, and the like. None is so natural as to be universally com-
municable. However great the variety of means, there is a form common
to all of them: (1) first one must have the intention (in the voluntary,
not the scholastic or logical sense) to show or demonstrate something;
(2) then one must employ a definite procedure for eliciting and directing
another's awareness; and (3) finally there must be an entity to be demon-
strated. Considerable confusion can be occasioned by our failure to ap-
preciate the roles of these factors. For example, meaning is frequently
thought to lie in the intention, when in reality the meaning (intension)
lies in the object to be elicited. This confusion has its genesis in the no-
tion that intention can operate apart from the limitations of a demon-
strative scheme, that it can freely select an object and then construct an
dppropriate demonstration, But our intentions are frequently the result
of a kind of reification of conventional demonstrative procedures, as phi-
losophers since Bacon have delighted in pointing out; for the form of our

world and some, at least, of its contents are determined by the syntax and
terms of discourse. When language usurps the role of objects in the name
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of empiricism—which seems to have been the situation in philosoph
since the time of Locke—something more than a protest is needed. Our
recourse is to dialectic, for Socrates, not the empiricists, taught us hoyw o
discover wind eggs.

The standardization of demonstrative procedure, as represented by a
natural language, introduces order and stability into our world. Elements
of such a scheme can serve as definitions of elicited entities. But when the
definition becomes a substitute for the things and is endowed with sup.
stantial being in its own right, as is the case in the (}rfiin:n‘y-l:mg‘llage
schools, then philosophy and science face misplaced concreteness, The
notion that a name functions apart from a demonstrative procedure we
call the fallacy of simple naming.?

II1. LINGUISTIC DEMONSTRATION

Our theory of demonstration must be adequate to concepts and de-
scriptions. I use the word “concept,” not in opposition to nominalism
and realism but rather to express our capacity to recognize or entertain
an entity which, like orange or electron, can have multiple stations in a
contemporaneous environment. Granted certain conditions to be noted
in a moment, a concept is a recurrent natural entity. The discovery of a
concept represents a stabilization of nature, the many for awareness be-
coming the one for thought. This may also involve a stabilization of the
monstrative process; and this in turn becomes the basis for description.
The joint stability of these two factors provides a base for the discovery of
higher types of identity.

Conceptual stability occurs when two or more demonstrative proce-
dures successfully elicit the same entity.8 If the schemes contain a com-
mon element inter se (which could be an entity stabilized by prior
demonstration), such as a certain vocal noise, then this noise can serve as
a standardized demonstration in its own right. This “name” calls atten-

6 Theaetetus 1508,

7 The parallel between this and the Whiteheadean account of the fallacy
of simple location in Science and the Modern World is exact.

8In certain exceptional cases, especially in mathematics, only one monstra:
tive effort may be required. Recognition of the demonstrated entity is Sllf-
ficient. Notice that in Plato’s Meno the slave boy recognizes a square and 18
led to the further recognition which is the solution to his problem. Conlr'ast
this with the irony of Meno's refusal to recognize color, 76A. The relation
between demonstration and human nature and character would appear to be
of great importance to morals and theology.
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tion to the inherence in a region of a factor associated with the noise. The
demonstrative element a (the noise) is said to demonstrate the associated
entity x, but notice that a tacitly describes x as “x having the potential
for multiple stations.” Demonstration and description mutually involve
each other.

The insight that naming and describing are bound up with each other
is due to Plato. Its best expression is in the image of the weaver, Cratylus
387A. Plato compares the demonstrative function of a word to a shuttle
which points to form through a process of discrimination and separation,
just as the shuttle separates the warp. But in the very act of separation a
form governs the use of the shuttle, and this act contributes to the devel-
opment ol this form as it weaves out the immanent pattern of the woof.
This act of drawing together or developing the form is in language called
describing. Description mingles form, just as demonstration separates. In
the end neither can be made primary. Language is dialectical, a com-
bining and separating of form.?

Let us turn to an example, say the emergence of “red” as an item in
my infant vocabulary.!® Suppose that someone elicits my attention by
pointing (assuming that I comprehend ¢hat language) to a certain region
of my playroom and says “red.” He means to direct my attention to the
surface quality of a certain toy block. A number of things vaguely attract
my attention in the indicated region. My quizzical expression prompts
my informant to narrow the region by shaking his forefinger and then
perhaps by handing me the block and saying: “It’s red, don’t you see!”
“Red” is the name of an entity, but to name it is to factor an entity from
a wider domain. “Red" is simply one element in a series of gestures,
phrases, and actions that has the effect of progressively narrowing a larger
region into smaller and smaller subregions, until finally the inherent dis-
tinct character, namely red, is elicited for my concern. Red is defined for
me by this series of regions and subregions, !t and “red” is simply one of
the demonstrative elements that promote this factoring or definition.

9 Sophist 258 E L.

10 My own experience has been that children recognize generic terms like
“color” before specific terms such as “red,” “blue,” ete. The ordering function
of generic character is overlooked by reductionists.

11 Red is related to the regions associated with the elements of a demonstra-
tive set as irrational numbers are related to the series of rational numbers which
define them. But one does not need Dedkind’s theory in order to see how red
is related to the regions which define it. As we said in footnote 5, the possibility
of such examples does not seem to have occurred to the critics of extensive
abstraction.
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One can no more conceive of red apart from its capacity to inform re.
gions than one can conceive of primary apart from secondary qualities,
The noise “red” is meaningless apart from its potential as a demonsyy.
tive element.

But as we have said, one act of factoring the extensive environment in
order to elicit a distinct character or form does not, in general, give yg »
name. In order to name, we must come to recognize that the given entity
transcends the demonstration which elicits it and that it is enduring, My
informant recognizes this and seeks to call my attention to another oe-
currence of red in the design on the wallpaper. He goes through another
series of gestures and says, “Red, see there on the wall.” And then per-
haps he points to other red things, associating “red” with each of them,
On the sometimes doubtful assumption that the entity demonstrated in
each case was the same, we may say that the demonstrations are equal in
abstractive force, or simply equal. A name is a common element in the
several demonstrative sets. But equality is an ideal of discourse, for in
many cases there is no reasonable certainty that the sets are equal or that
any finite number of sets satisfies the intent of the user, I might mistaken-
Iy think, in the above example, that “red” meant “extended surface” or,
from the exasperated tone of my informant's voice, “be careful.” In-
equality may ensue because of color blindness or because I possess finer
powers of discrimination than my informant, for his “red"” might for me
be better described as “maroon” or “burgundy.”

Our extensional definition of the equality of demonstrative sets de-
pends on two principles, that of the transcendence of the elicited entity
to its demonstrative scheme and thar of recognition, which implies that
the entity has the potency for recurrence. Thus the same entity can be
elicited by different procedures. Those who would define the equality of
sets (or the univocal signification of a name) by invoking the comparative
notion of resemblance seem to have overlooked the notion of demonstra-
tion and to have rendered empiricism a disservice. And had they looked
more closely at demonstration, they would have seen that extension 18
not an ideal character, something that is added by mind to the given data,
but that it is presupposed by language.

The use of a standard element, i.e. the noise “red,” in each (.‘(]1131
demonstration has the effect of endowing that element with demonstras

tive efficacy when used alone. Names also describe. A description involyes
the idea of a predicate whose subject is an enduring entity and, in the
case of indefinite descriptions, has multiple ingression into nature. Nnm.cs
are demonstrative and descriptive. Furthermore, names ”]):lrticipﬂrc” m
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the conceptual character of the elicited entity. But since the name is also
a recurrent character, it possesses conceptual status in its own right. A
stabilized, almost nontemporal nexus of the name and entity is thus
formed and seems to transcend the temporal character of both language
and region. Words seem to possess a meaning above their flux; proposi-
tions seem distinguishable from sentences: and, to the unreflective mind,
the word seems to be a character of the real world, a natural sign. These
inherent tendencies can never be removed by a nominalistic critique, by
the assertion that "meaning is use,” but can be removed through the dia-
lectical effort of demonstration.

[f a "name” means anything, it does so only through the set of pro-
cedures employed to elicit a character inhering in a certain region.
Through standardization it comes to stand for the whole set of elements
of which it is a member. A name is bound up with the extensive nature
of demonstration, for it will be recalled that it functions to delimit
regions. The availability of equal demonstrative sets, each containing a
common element (the name), tends to make us disregard the basic de-
monstrative character of language and to confine our attention to the
common element. The diversity of the methods seems to particularize
everything except the common element, while it seems somehow uni-
versal and applicable in each context. This results in the minimalization
of demonstrative force in our standardized vocabulary and leads us to
look for a “meaning” that somehow goes with the term. In reality the
identity is the distinct character or form, the entity elicited abstractively
by the demonstration. The theory of universals ought to be a theory
about recurrent entities in nature. That the same characters are variously
located in space time is the evident basis of thought and language. It
also satisfies the empirical demand of “homogeneity of thought about
nature,’'12

Once we have established a concept, it may be used in the demonstra-
tion of higher-order entitics. We may treat the concept, following a sug-
gestion by Wittgenstein, as a region within which the higher-order
concept inheres. For example, one way of defining “color” would be
through the element-entity nexus “blue”-blue, “red”-red, etc., these de-
fining regions within which color inheres. Standardization of demonstra-
tive procedure enables one to elaborate abstractive hierarchies. Given
such a standardization of “color,” one can speculatively demonstrate fig-
ure: “Figure is the only thing that always accompanies color.""18 The

12 Whitehead, Coneept of Nature, 5.

13 Meno 75 B.
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simple phrase “red colored figure” represents the standardization of threa
demonstrative schemes ordered in an ascending hierarchy. The usual
logical notation that renders this as a conjunction of three predicates is
a travesty of the real situation.

The great bugaboo of semantics is represented by such expressions ag
“the present king of France.” Such expressions are made up of elements
of a demonstrative hierarchy, but the set as a whole is vacuous. The e]e.
ments have a status in a standardized vocabulary and have the kind of
“meaning” this entails. Together, however, they point to nothing. I sug-
gest they be called “wind egg phrases.”

Now let us apply our demonstrative procedure to a mathematical ex.
ample. If we can apply the same technique to both sense and mathe-
matics, then some of the historic Cartesian grounds for bifurcation can
be removed. “Consider this collection of cubical blocks. I want you to
use them to help me to discover the formula for the sum of the first n
integers. Now we can arrange these in any way we wish, but we must
find a shape that will help us to see the answer.”1* Now we try various
arrangements, finally hitting upon the following. The single block we
leave alone; we arrange the pair so that one block is on top of the other
and the triad so that we have a vertical column of three blocks. We ar-
range the remainder in similar fashion.

-BE

Each pile has a similar shape in that it represents the addition of one
block to the preceding pile, but if we push the piles together, step fashion,
we notice a new shape that the addition of vertical columns will pre-

S€rve.

14 This example is due to Weedon, “A Theory of Pointing,” 21. He l_lzls
shown that the slave-boy episode in the Meno involves a similar speculative
demonstration,
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If we will now look at the figure, the solution should be obvious. If a
similar step-shaped array is inverted and applied to the first, one has a

rectangle, (n) (n 4 1).

Since the original array is half this shape, the solution must be n (n+1)/2.
Weedon summarizes this procedure as follows: “I start with a set of
hieaps in which the constituent entities correspond to the integers, taken
in ‘matural order.’ I then shape these piles so that there is a similarity in
one certain respect that obtains among them. Combining these shapes, 1
obtain another shape that has the property such that all greater and
smaller shapes obtained in the same way are similar to it. This type of
shape has a certain relation to its mirror image such that an expressible
‘form’ may be discerned.”1%

Before we give a more formal account of the method we have em-
ployed, let us note that the red elicited by our first demonstration is not
enough for knowledge. As Weedon puts it: “This is Hume’s, or more
properly Santayana’s conclusion [that distinct character exhaustively
factors nature]; for Socrates seems clearly aware (Theaetetus) that these
are vivid, precise, barren. The alternative to this is the quest for form.
When the form, as opposed to the entities exhibiting it, is made the
object of demonstrative effort, the principal division of the divided line
has been crossed. Here the range of pure mathematics provides the gram-
mar which has a certain stability to it in regard to demonstrative effort.”16

IV. Tug METHOD OF DEMONSTRATIVE ABSTRACTION

Let us call any device meant to call attention to some entity a demon-
strative phrase. With each such phrase is associated a region. For ex-
ample, someone pointed to a region of the room in seeking to elicit red,
red was itself a region in the discernment of color, and the piling up of
blocks in various ways was an attempt to discern form in the blocks qua

15 [hid.
16 Ibid., 34.
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regions. Consider a set K of demonstrative phrases, 4, B, C, . . . , each of
which points out an element A°, B', €*, . .., in a set K’ of regions,
Let the elements of K’ be so ordered that any region ¥’ will be over-
lapped by some region X', If X’ overlaps ¥’, there will be some part of
X’ that is not a part of ¥ and no part of ¥’ that is not a part of X7, Let
us further stipulate that no region is common to every member of the
set K75 i.e. there is no least region. The set K* converges to an entity that
is not an element in the set, since the set consists of regions. Such set
has the property of greater specificity as one approaches the “small” end,
A property that is vague in a higher element is more specific as one ap-
proaches the small end.’™ The property is in some sense immanent in the
set K”, yet transcends that set.

Let me illustrate this by means of our two previous examples, When
red was pointed out to me, the speaker vaguely indicated the entity by
a flick of his hand, encompassing a region rich in specifiable character.,
By successively narrowing the range of my vision by more precise demon-
strative phrases, he called attention to a property that was preserved in
cach narrowing ol that range, namely red, so that the K set of phrases,
if ultimately successful, would have led to my discernment of red. But
red qua entity-being-demonstrated is not a region. Red is not extensive,
but the region it occupies is. Otherwise we would have to define exten-
sion by qualities, which is absurd, In our mathematical example, clearly
n(n + 1)/2 would be "in" the blocks only if we could encompass an in-
finite array of blocks in a finite act of attention. In the case of a single
block, the solution is completely vague. The act of adding columns (the
set K) makes precise the region within which the property inheres. The
lower end of the set K' which the demonstrative act of adding columns
to the step-array designates, unambiguously denominates the inherent
character. But ordinarily we do not know whether the character inheres
in the lower end of a K’ set. Socratic ignorance is still relevant, To take
a trivial case, red demonstrated by abstraction may have satisfied the
demonstrator, yet I may have gone away thinking that “red” meant
“smooth.” The issue may be narrowed by the employment of additional
K' sets, Two K’ sets M and N are equal if they overlap each other.!® By
definition of “overlap,” they must define the same entity. Consider the
subsequent demonstration of red on the wallpaper. The sets of phrases
would in each case overlap, though inter se the elements might be lin-

17 Whitehead, Principles of Natural Knowledge, 85,
18 Whitehead, Principles of Natural Knowledge, 83,
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guistically heterogeneous. Also the equality may be only apparent. But
in general the possibility of equal K’ sets is what we mean by objectivity.

The rediscovery of Socratic demonstration by Whitehead and Weedon
is an event of great importance. We hope that we have shown that it can
provide a basic vocabulary for epistemology, while its adequacy for moral
philosophy is argued in Plato’s Dialogues. It has enabled us to consider
the main sorts of abstraction encountered in language.

V. REcocNiTioN

“A region is definable as any area or class in which an intended being
is present.”1? This raises Meno's question: “How can one, being igno-
rant, recognize the object of knowledge?”’ In one sense, the question is
a sophism, for recognition does take place. One can still ask, in Kant's
sense, how it is possible. What are the conditions under which it does in
fact take place?

Demonstration presupposes an apprehension or the presumption that
an entity is so sitnated as to be demonstratable. It also presumes that the
recipient of demonstration shares with the demonstrator a community of
language (phrase or gesture), feeling, or concern: any of these may serve
as initial or primordial regions. There must, in other words, be a re-
gional overlap embracing demonstrator, recipient, and entity to be
shown. In the Platonic myth of recollection, this overlap is secured by
the common, prior experience of the forms in some other life, while Bal-
lard suggests it is secured through a common culture.2? We make a less
metaphysical assumption. We assume that every region, and thus every
K set of regions, which is potential for a demonstration, has an intrinsic
property in virtue of which the set K’ is possible. This reflects Plato’s
assumption that “all things have within their nature a conjunction of the
limit (peras) and unlimited (apeiron)” (Philebus, 16D). Unless the in-
trinsic character, which is what is demonstrated, inheres throughout the
regions in the K set, demonstration, like induction in Bacon and Mill,
would be a random affair, only accidentally successful in eliciting form.
Demonstration begins with hypothesis or opinion, which is presumably

19 Ballard, “On Being and the Meaning of Being.” 251. Ballard's use of
“being” for “entity” may be misleading, for according to our hypothesis, enti-
ties “inform” regions and make demonstration possible. The relation of a being
to a region perhaps does not carry with it the technical connotations, as in
Whitchead, of the relation of “entity” to “fact.” This sense should be preserved.

20 Ballard, “On Being and the Meaning of Being,” 256-57, 261-65.
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a vague recognition. Since the regions within a K’ set may be inﬁnitely
numerous, one could not arrive at monstrative clarity unless the regiong
bore some trace, i.e. were significant of, the elicited entity. Of course we
allow for false hypotheses, for regions empty of the relevant character,

The separated view of form and psyche entailed by the myth of recol-
lection simply places the problem back one level. If recollection involyes
the pre-existence of the soul, then how did recognition pruvious]y take
place? The argument seems to force us towards an infinite regress. Tf
recognition is ever to occur, “knowledge ahead" is presupposed.2l The
vague regions of experience are informed by characters which dialectic
seeks to render precise. The presupposition is that form is inherent
throughout a region.

In his discussion of abstractive sets, Whitehead sometimes leaves the
impression that the elicited entity is the K’ set of regions; but it would
seem that this would be possible only il the intrinsic property were pre-
supposed and could thus inform the monstrative process. While an
irrational number may be defined as a set of rationals satisfying some
condition, to say that it is this set is misleading. It is the intrinsic charac-
ter of the set, making the set possible.

This does not settle all of the questions which might be raised about
“recollection.” The ability to see an entity through a region assumes
that the discerned entity is not simply situated at the limit point, but
does indeed inform the region. The table there is seen by me here. Our
appeal is to experience. If mind is not separate, but is that which can
make definitions and see, then the problem of recollection is that of
participation, namely the way structure is ingredient in Becoming.

VI. THE TRUTH OF NAMES

If “naming” is associated with a demonstrative procedure, then the
curious thesis of the “truth of names” (Cratylus, 385C; 430D-431C) may
have a larger measure of intelligibility than might otherwise be sus-
pected. We are told that a name is the least part of a true proposition
which is itself true; and when we realize that names in Greek—at least
as examined in the long etymological section—are tacit descriptions which
are generally episodic in nature, some of the strangeness is removed. But
there is another sense of truth in names, for as demonstrative in nature,

21 Ibid., 258.
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they enable us to see things as they are. The dialectician is one who de-
termines the appropriateness of names (390C), for in the language of
Phaedrus, it is he who divides, or cuts, nature at the joints (Phaedrus,
265E). A name is an instrument of cutting (387A fI). A name must be
adapted to the joints; but the joints at which the Greek language aims,
with its presumed Heraclitean basis (425C fI), cannot do justice to the
real. Thus some names, or demonstrative schemes, are better than other.
It is said by Germans that only Greek and German permit one to do
philosophy, and the heavy burden carried by adjectives in English lends
itself to the atoms of analysis; but an even better case is provided by the
pml;]cm of dividing in Roman numerals, as against Arabic notation, or
constructing computers in binary Boolian algebras as against those based
on a modulus of ten. The problem of an adequate symbolism is over-
looked by those who insist on the merely conventional character of
names.
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THE ONTOLOGICAL STATUS OF
MATHEMATICAL FORM

To hazard an account of mathematics in Plato would be foolhardy; but
since his imagination is so frequently structured by mathematical models
—his theory of education in Republic VII based upon mathematical in-
struction—it provides the route for his most important demonstrations of
form, and it provides Timaeus with the basis for an account of the struc-
ture of Becoming. To ignore Plato’s implicit philosophy of mathematics
would verge on intellectual dishonesty. Something must be said, even if
provisionally.

Mathematics for Plato is primarily geometry, This is common to the
Greek tradition and, indeed, to the West until Descartes; and this pri-
macy was doubtless a consequence of the Greek way of expressing number
as a collection of dots, i.e. geometrically.

In the first place, we have seen from Meno that Plato had a tendency
to concretize mathematics, to think it through the conditions of fact.
This is reflected in the “Platonic” definitions of straight line (definition
3) and plane surface (definition 7) of Euclid I, both of which suggest “per-
ceptual” conditions and not that level of abstractness we associate with
pure mathematics, Whatever the status of alternative geometries, which
could not have bothered Plato, we see that his approach is rather like
that of Whitehead in the Concept of Nature, whereby mathematical
form is seen as informing regions and not as separated. For this reason,
we may postulate that Plato gave mathematics an immanent status. The
important exception is that of “equality” in Phaedo T4A-T5B. If we may
ignore this instance, which is at best confusing, we have a way of de-
veloping a theory by means of speculative demonstration, as outlined in
our opening chapter, whereby we may arrive at paradigm mathematical
forms. No separation of form from things is thereby entailed.
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If this is granted, then we may assign to mathematics the role of con-
stitutive form, but this particular class of forms differs from other con-
stitutives, mud, hair, dirt, and the like. The members of this latter class
can be or can not be and are thus (pure) possibles. As possibles consid-
ered in themselves, without recourse to those extensive conditions and
images whereby they would be ingredient in the definiteness of the
world, the ontological principle requires that they have a ground. That
ground is provided by their participation in the nature of the divine.
yut mathematical forms have a different status as possibles, one which
As we sought to show

does not require their “separation” from Becoming. :
in our final chapter, mathematical conditions are the most pervasive con-
ditions characterizing Becoming, expressing the structural characteristics
of the receptacle in virtue of which it extensively separates, retains, re-
lates, receives, and selects form. The relevant symbols of these character-
istics are the triangular moduli characterizing earth, air, fire, and water, as
well as the arithmetical, geometric, and harmonic proportions character-
izing psyche and the connexity of the universe. Mathematics provide the
formal conditions for the ingression of other forms. But mathematics per
se does not determine what ingresses. The any and each and all of the
formulae of mathematics range indifferently over the whole universe.

Mathematies is not about any particular thing. It is not mathematics
per se which determines whether or not a particular shade of red shall
occur or that it shall have a round or square shape. Thus the particular
determinations of mathematical possibility depend on other factors, God
or psyche. Mathematics provides the formal conditions for other types
of participation. These conditions are not per se selective of what is spe-
cifically entertained by the receptacle, nor are they themselves retained,
received, collected, and the like. Otherwise they would themselves be pure
or contingent, and thus “causes” (Phaedo, 100B) for which still other con-
ditions would have to be posited. In order to avoid an infinite regress,
we must make mathematical possibility primordial and ground it in the
systematic character of the extensive field.

The unique status of the mathematical (impure) possibility is a func-
tion of its role as supplying the most general conditions characterizing
the receptacle. The occurrence of an impure possibility, a specific shape
or form of order, must be related to the systematic nature of mathematics,
If a particular shape, for example, can occur, then its occurrence qua
shape (as an abstraction from what is shaped) is a consequence of the
mutual entailment of impure possibilities. The mutual relations of en-
tailment between impure possibilities can be expressed through their
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relation to certain alternative key sets of conditions, from which they can
be deduced. A privileged or key set of conditions is made up of the for.
mally undefined entities and postulates of the system. The presumption is
that these can be defined as inhering in extensive regions by the method
of speculative demonstration. In virtue of the fact that the indefinite
variety of shapes and the characteristics (propria) of every such possible
shape can de deduced, or measured by what has been deduced, from the
key conditions, we can see that geometrical possibility is characterized by
mutual entailment and that it is systematic. If the key conditions do in
fact inhere in regions, then so do all their possible consequences. We may
express this by saying that the receptacle is a geometrical field of impure
possibility.

Other (pure) constitutive possibilities do not enjoy the relations of
mutual entailment; and apart from the mingled or synthetic status they
possess relative to an actual image or the regulative ideals of God, they
do not form a system. Constitutive forms (pure) qua ideal possibilities
are relatively disjoined inter se, though not to the extent envisaged by
Berkeley and Hume for whom a sense content has no relation of entail-
ment to the rest of the universe possible or actual. We know that if red
occurs, certain sub-parameters are thereby implicated; but these are them-
selves variables and range over a restricted variety of conditions, so that
the conditions associated with red are not unique. Relations between
pure possibles are not expressible as deductive necessities, as with impure
possibilities, but are expressed in terms of contingencies or probabilities.
For this reason, we say that among themselves pure possibles are rela-
tively disjoined. Impure possibility provides the extensive conditions
for the occurrence of pure possibles, the former set having its ground in
the receptacle and the latter in God.

Given the ingredience of some set of key conditions, the entire range
of mathematical possibility is analytic. For this reason, we do not need
to separate impure possibilities from the world and to give them a
ground transcendent of fact. But given the realization of some pure pos-
sible, an indefinite variety of impure conditions are thereby strictly en-
tailed (which is not the case of the relation of a pure possible to other
pure possibles for otherwise pure possibility would be a deductive system,
that is, express necessities, and this is false). This red has a shape, and
this shape enjoys systematic relatedness to the whole of impure possibil-
ity. In abstraction from conditions of mingling or synthesis, red is not
systematically related to the entire totality of pure possibility. We may
express this by saying that mathematical conditions are analytic, since
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the satisfaction of some entails the possible satisfaction of all such condi-
tions; while pure possibles are relatively synthetic, since the satisfaction
of some does not entail the possible satisfaction of all. In this way we
can hope to parallel Hume and Leibniz in their distinction between
truths of reason (relations of ideas) and truths of fact (matters of fact).

Impure possibilities are immanent. Except derivatively, they do not
entail valuative or regulative considerations. The realization of an im-
pure possible does express the result of a decision and thus a valuation,
but it is not itself decided on, drawn from pure possibility. The case may
be otherwise in art.

Plato apparently did not have an epochal theory of geometrical order,
the notion that alternative and incompatible geometrical structures could
characterize successive phases of cosmic history. The existence of an
epochal view might entail a separationistic account of the status of mathe-
matics. In the discussion of the geometrical moduli and transformation
forms in our final chapter, we attempted to show that here Plato’s ac-
count was conservative and that the creative advance would not be ex-
pressed through successive geometrical conditions. If the alternatives
characteristic of successive epochs could be related inter se by suitable
transformations, then we could indeed hold a modified epochal theory
and deny the separation of unrealized mathematical form.

If this account of the immanent status of geometrical possibility were
to be granted, it would preserve the structure of the early dialectic. Specu-
lative demonstration makes the assumption that geometrical conditions
do in fact characterize the extensive regions of nature and make point-
ing possible. In Republic VII we are led to understand that mathematics
provides dialectic with its syntax,

Can Plato’s theory of number be given the same sort of treatment?
I suspect that it can, but this is a far more difficult matter and eludes my
cffort at relatively precise statement. The tentative conclusion we draw
is that mathematics presents us with a very special class of constitutive
forms that express the necessities for any contingent, and thus regulative,
participation. Whether it can be derived from more primary considera-
tions, the “one” and the “indefinite dyad” together with the transcen-
dentals or what have you, is another open question.




Appendix C

PLATO AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE

Though to speak of Plato’s theory of language may be improper—since
Plato does not so much provide a ready-made theory as an approach or
series of approaches to that end—in view of the linguistic turn taken by
50 many recent commentators on Plato, it is obligatory to remark on
what appears to be the linguistic basis of his approach. In one way, to
approach Plato through language is justified, but too often it is taken
in ignorance or disdain for the insight that speaking is itself an in-
stance of Becoming. It is one thing to analyze Plato’s arguments in
linguistic terms or to assume that he abandons the form theory for con-
ceptual analysis and quite another to say that as a model for cosmology,
analogous to the use of techne in Aristotle, language provides Plato with
the paradigm case. Something like this seems to be going on in Sophist,
Philebus, Cratylus, and Phaedrus. We might note that the latter also
provides us with a theological model based on language; for Plato’s God
is persuasive, and rhetoric would thus be the mode of God's relation to
the world.

The cosmological import of language or speaking as an instance of
Becoming was recognized by Whitehead, as evidenced by his analysis
of the phrase “United Fruit Company” in Adventures of Ideas (p. 234)
and by his generalized theory of propositions in Process and Reality
(passim). Further relevant insights are provided by Professor Jason
Xenakis.! Though exceedingly skeptical of the metaphysical apparatus,
he has shown that the communion passage (251 ff) and the truth-value
passage (260 ff) in Sophist are equivalent. As he remarks, the communion
passage is “all embracing: no matter what your subject matter or realm

1 Jason Xenakis, “Plato’s Sophist,” Phronesis, IV (1959), 2043,
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might be, its terms or elements must exhibit some intermingling.”2 The
generality of the communion passage is effected through the Highest
Kinds, the transcendentals, which can be then interpreted as formation
rules, or as a logical grammar, in the analysis of speaking. Thus the an-
alysis of true and false speaking will exhibit the general features of
Becoming, and linguistic philosophy will have its foundation in cos-
mology. The work of Dr. Xenakis is of fundamental importance in an
understanding of Plato’s philosophy of language.

The thesis that language is an instance of Becoming should not be
confused with the assumption that it is a likeness of Becoming, a theory
repudiated in Cratylus (432 ff). Linguistic philosophy has recently freed
us from a similar assumption, that the structure of an ideal language
is a picture of fact; but unhappily it remains a sort of linguistic Kan-
teanism or solipsism generally devoid of an appeal “to a standard which,
without employing names, . . . shows us the truth of things” (Cratylus,
438D). The appeal is to speculative demonstration, to dialectic; and one
may hope that it will not go unheard.

2 Ibid., 31.




