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ABSTRACT

The underkaking of thls thesis Is an examiﬁhtlon'of Plato's
notlon of ”p#rtIcIﬁSEIOﬁ“, the re]aploﬁ between partliculars and Forms.
It Is, In the maln, a close scrutrnyvof the Platenic ldéé of metaphysical

*flrst prlnciples_}s causes, as an attempt to f{nd a possible explanation

| concerning how they rciate to the percgpﬁlble realm. | haQe attempted
to dgmohstrate, through this analysts, th;t Plato's inltlal view with
regard to the conpecp!on between Belng and Becoming, does Aof remain the
same throughoﬁt his-works. Rather, upon examining his Inltlal position
Plat6 recognized its shartcomings. and con;;quent]y altered his\claims
about metaphysical causallty., This alteration maﬁ!fests itselff In the

: repiaclng of the concept of ''particlipation' with a different a qdunt of

how particulars and Forms relate.

s
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CHAPTER ONE
+
Introduction

Any attempt to und&rstand Plato s writlngs fnvarlably- leads to
a myriad of diffIcultles We find throughout the Platonic¢ dialogues a
serles of problems, some of which arise from Plato's naglect to offer
an expllelt account .of what he means. Perhaps the most serious of- these
Is ”particfpation“, or the relation between Being and Becoming. Plato's
decision to postulate an ontological bifurcation, such as Is axhlb!ted
In hls severance of Belng nnd B.comlng, leaves one In @ quandary- with
respect to understanding the nature of the relatlonship betwean these

two realms. Since he Is so Insistent upon fnfbrming us that there f;\\\

a definlte. connection between Forms and particulars but, at the same

Wthmc, will not stlte what the nature of this relation Is, we may well ask

whether or not he was aware of what ‘'participation"” meant. Al though

ccrtaln passages in tho dialogues revo 1 Plato’s ideas about the function

of this relatlon and its effects, It |
\ K
procisc conceptlon of the sssentlal n

not at_all clear that he had a
ure of the connection between
Being and Becoming. lﬁddod the 19€k of an explanatlon of ”partlcipatlon”
within the Plateonlc COrpus appsars to indicate that thls Is so. However,

we should not be prematuré In making this claim untll all the ev}denqe
- ' w ’

Is In.

The relation between Being and Becoming, as will subsequently be



Forms and partlcblars are related.

shown, Is causal. Now, thls must not be construed as denoting an

‘emplrical type of causality similar to the relationship of cause and

effect In the perceptible world. We are here presented with a causal

connectlon between the physical and the metaphysical, particulars and

Forms, or Becoming and Belng. This affinity between particulars and

b Y4
the Ecdﬁ ls what Plato has laballed "participation'. - It Is a causal

relatlon in the sense that the Forms are the &¢real-of particulars, they

. account for why perceptible entitles are a certain way. "in other. wards,

" the Forms are responsible for particulars being what they are. Hereln

lies the problem of '"particlpation' to which this thesls addresses
itself. How can metaphysical entitles such as the £55§ account for
perceptlbl§~opjects belng what they are? This Is to say thit what com-

prises the core of this discussion Is an attempt tdyuncover whether or

not "participation’ can be axplained. ‘ vw\_j

/
y My main proposal Is that there Is no explanation of 'participation”

withlﬁ“Platq's dialogues because he recognized that he céuld not provide

an -adequate account’of it. However, rather than setting this matter

aside, It Is my belief that Plato offered a different explanation of how,

<

‘In light of the fact that ‘'participation'' comprises Plato's -

notlon of causallty, we must direct oursﬁ*uns to thode dialogues which

present his most pronounced views on'causallty. Through shiseanalysis

. .we shail, | believe, nbtice a severe alteration 4n how Plato.understands

the relation between Forms and particulars. And thls change In his
thought 1 shall set forth as substantiating my final suﬁﬁestions.

The discussion which follows is presented In three stages which,

L]
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in my view, reflect Plato's Igltial position regarding ‘'participation",

his subsequent examlnation of this stanse} and finally, an alteration

]

in hls ideas. | have used seven d!aloghes which provide the ciearest

_ statements of his understanding of cadsallty. and these have been

~diylded and arranged in accordancé with the threefold divislon of the

thesis,

~ v
-

Obviousfy, the thesIs ! present rests to a certain degree upon the

assumptlon that the dialogues which have been used represent the order In

1

 ‘whlch Plato composed them.  The fact that | have so arranged his works

suggests-that this is the case.. In regard to thls let It be sufficient
to remark that the manner In which | have arranged the dlalogues, although
Indicative of- my bellef, |s not necessarily meant teo represent the “real”

order ‘that Plato would have endorsed. Indeed, he may not have meant his
1

writings to be placed In any particular arrangement. Yet, | submit

—

that the concepts and complexities g? the dialogues | have used do
suggest a progresslon ;Imllar to that put forward in this discussion.
Unfortunately thg scope of thls work does not allo& fér a detailed
examination upon whlkh to base this assertion. | can only ‘suggest that

this presents a possible method of approaching the Platonlc corpus.

S R U



K CHAPTER TWo )
The Initial Position
Phaedo: N |

Although primarily an inquiry into the questlﬁniﬁf the soul and
fts immortality, the Phaedo offers considerable discussion of causallty.
After presenting argu;énts to the effect that the soul Is immortal and
thcrigy departs from the body and continues to exist after-the des-
truction of its earfhly embodlm.n@, Socrates faces fhe objectlons of
two of his listeners. The ffrst, alred by Simmias, Is quickly cir;:m-
vented. The second, ﬁowaver, launches Socrates Into a lengthy examination
of the ‘‘cause of generation and destruction" (Ph. ggES)-}

. , ,
Since our discussion Is concerned with this explanatlon of Socrates

we neead not examine Cebos'objcctlonfﬁ;All that'is ﬁictssary Is that we

note the reason for Socrates offering such an account. MHe does -this in

order to demonstrate-that Cebes' material!ist and mechanical view of the
_ ) .

soul (as a cause)‘!s mistaken, and to account for the Immortallty of the
. 2 ,

1}

soul, or, as Kleln suggests, "why the soul cam never Jic“.

lFor the sake of convenlence, both that of the reader and myself,
all references to Plato's writings will be Incorporated into the body of
the text. They will occur In the -standard abbreviated form including the
dialogue name, paragraph number and, where necessary, the 1ine number.

zJa;ob Klein, Plato's Phasdo. Cited from the text of a lecture
given at St. John's Collage, Annapolls, Md., on May 3, 1974, p. 6.

»
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- simllar to the notlon that the cause of Socrates sitting In prlséa\is

Socrates proceeds with a recounting of his owj sdarch for ''the

causes of everything, why each thing comes into being and-why It

. perlsh;s and'why it exlsts;" (Ph 96A3). He speaks of the perplexlty

that plagued him after lnvestlgatlng the varlous accounts of causal!ty
2}

put forth\Py those Involved in the "Investigation of nature' (Ph. 96A8).

“Even the teachings of Anaxagoras did not, to Socrates, express an

-

adequate doctrine of causality. Socrates anticipated that Anaxagoras'’
teachings would provide him with an oxplanli!on as to why things are

what fhey afe, since he was alieged to have posited mind as the cause

of all things. What Socrates had Expected Was'that Anaxagoras would

begin with thé information that a particu{ar ngm was a certain way, c.q.,

that the earth was flat or round, and’ then proceeé “.v.to explalin the

"cause and the necessity of It, and would tell. [him] the nature of the

best ar\%why It is best for the earth to be a;'. It .is" (Ph. 97E1)}. How-
ever, as Socrates searched the wylitings of Anaxagorfs for an explanatibn
of thls sort, he found no:“gugg_as the cause and arranger of all fhlngs,_
but alr, ether, water and other oﬁtltlos (Ph. 98B-C). The passage
continues and a cruclal dlstlnctlon Is made.

Socrates remarks to his audlenre that Anaxlgoras' poslition Is
the make-up of his body rathor than the renl cause. viz., the Atheni;;s'
decision to Imprlson him, and his electlng to abide by their ruling. 'The
point In queqtlon concerns the confuslon of Anaxagoras gng the ''natural .

+
’

scientists' between a.condition for the possibility of causality, the

‘sine qua non, and the cause Itself.

Whoever tatks In-that way |s unable to make a
distinction and to ses that In reality a cause
_1s one thing, and the thing without which the
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cause could never bg a cause Is quite another thing ) '
(Ph., 9983). = - ‘
it.Is true thit If it were not for the flexibillty of Eocrates‘
body, because of Its composition of bones, sInewsllnd flesh, he cou}d
» not slf In his cell. But thls Is not the, cause or reason fjr his
being so #ltuated.>’ The why of the situation Is precisely Socrates!
belief that it s best that he re‘iln Iﬁ Jail. A\
' Two items must be taken note of here. First, that whatever
Socrates will offer by way of a causal Eheory’will,not be in\ terms of
physical cau;es. Second, and most important, Socrates ls :Earching for
reasons why things a;e 5 certain way and It is only this type of causal
explanation which he believes to be informative. Whether the thgory |

which folTows will be both teleologlical and Informative, as Socrates

-belleves It should be, remains to be seen. But It Is at ‘least clear

—
-

_what type®of explanation is sought. ‘

Before proceeding it Is Important to gmph;slze that altﬁough l
have utllized the term ''cause'' 1t Is not to be constrﬁed in the modern C; 4
sense. In other words; the word does not refer to empirical causality,
| have adopted the term for conVenlence~ﬁqd the-readef !s cautioned )
agalnst mlshnderstlndlng lts uslge; In addition, we must not be misled
Into believing that 'reasons’, as used here, cannot be causes. We shall
see tﬁ‘t, for Plato, "reasons"'ln this case are in fact metaphysical
causes.

Having been so dfscontantcd with thQ causallity offerad by-others,

Socrates strikes out to Investigate these matters for himself, He fears

&=

!
. - N

. 3We must remembar that the term stccs means 'what Is responsibie :

for''. (See Introduction.)’ -, 1

& -
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that '"blindness' may ensue If he directs hiq\attentlon toward the
sensible worid and thus decides to study the physical wpéﬁdlas It 1s ~

reflected ln Apa o¢ ~ accounts ar statements (Ph. 99E). This ‘'second

voyage In qUest gf the \cause' (Ph. 99D2) ls an attempt to sidestep the

possible ''blindness* whith wlll strike his soul if he pursues hIs

search In the corporeal ealm, It appears that this Is the affliction

from which hls predecesfors suffered. }
Of primary Impgrtance here is the shift from the empiridal

level to a conceptual one. Rather than beginning with empirical —

observations, Socrates states that he started with an U"‘“Q“ﬂ - principle,

hypothesgl, that appeared to"be beyond reproach, both with regard to
causality and anything else. Hhatevér agreed,uLtﬁ/this p;;tulata he
assumed to be true, and th;t which he found to dlsagree, false (Ph. 100A).
From this it woul& appear that Socrates should formu]ntc'some type of -
proof for his hZPothesis,.'Thls; howaver, is not]the'c131. What

Socrates would have us an;i. his audience accept as the Irreproachabie
first prTngjples, are the Forms, the g%q . He is convinced that "there
are Such things as absolute beaut; and good and greatness and the 1{ke"
(Ph 10087), and suggosts these entlities as the dLrL«L ; that which makes

things what the e (Ph. 100B-E). Yet the proof which Socrates should

produce does not fol » hor doss thufirapp;lr\to be any need for It
glv;n the reaction of the psople In attendance. All agree and there °
ars no cbjections riissd gainst this doctrine;
lA proposal by Burket seems in or er provldea we pay close
attention to the reaction, , of Socratcs\\fudlance. Burnet

belleves that the strength of. the/§»pothesls In quostlon rests on the

o N

\:’_v



.ibrc.ment of those In attendancc.h Since there Is éomplote acceptance
of the proposed po;tuﬁate. there Is no need for further.proof. |
would not hesitate to agree wlith Burnet's remé?k. This Is indeed the
course that Socrates follows. However, ‘agreement alone Is not sufficlent
to remove the hypotheti§a1 status that the Forms: at this point, possess.
We must admit that as faf as the fﬁ!!ﬂﬂ Is cqncerned the Forms are, in
this sense, stil] hypothetlcal. We are not, however, to be coerced
into belleving the Forms to be mere hypotheses for, as Hackforth
assyres us,5 there Is no doubt for elther Socsates or Plato that. they
do ex]st, ’ ///r i *ﬁ\“*aﬁ\\\\
It is clearly discernible from Socrates' statements that, as
far as he ts concerned, these Forms exist and t kY cause th; things of
the perceptible realm to be what they are. THTZRgpIIt between the
scnslble_and the conceptual, éoupled w!th the notion of the one causing
the other to be what it is, Indicates that there must be some reiation
obtslnlng between the two. This relation Is described as "participation'.
| think that If anything is beaut]fullbesides absolute ped
bsauty It is beautiful for no other reason than
because It partakes qf absolute beauty; and this applles
to everything {Ph. fooc).
. The conversation proceeds with Socrates exclaimlng that he does
not understand ‘'those other Ingenious causes' (Ph. F00CB). With reference -
to beauty and Its cause, Socrates remarks that to say that colour or
shape cause the bnldty of something confuses him. No AOUbt his con-
fuslonar{;es Hue to the postulating of different causes resulting In
/ . o

%
John Burnet, Greek Philosophy: Thales to Plato (London:
. Macmlllan, 1968), first editlon lgiﬂ, p, 133.

ISR. Hackforth, Plato's Phasdo {New York; Liberal Arts Press)
first published 1952 by the CambrTdge Unlversity Press, p. 142-143,

o
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the same effect, i.e.,-beauty. As ;:;:;:\ioints out, Socrates [s seeking
'a‘sfngle Cause or reason which accounts for the presence of beauty in
all particulars so named.6 To eiplain the occurrence of an effect by
asserting a number of causes would not, for Socrates or Plato, provide
an adequate answer; We might also find that in one Instance a cause,
;.g;, the colour of an object, is aileged to bring about the beauty of
that object, while with a different object the same colour may cause It
to be ug!y.7 This Is the type of confusion Socrates wants to avoid:_

(1) thét A and B could, In different Instances, be the cause of C;

(11) that A could cause C in one object and Its contrary lnlanother.

There are two siénlf!cant comﬁen;s made In this section Qﬂ} 100D).
One deals with "participation" and the othe('wbtﬁ thf theory already
expounded. The flrst [s as follows:

"...[N]othing else makes It [a b§autlful object]

beautiful but the presence or communion (call it

what you please) of absolute beauty, however It may
have ‘been galned; about the way In which it happens,

| make no positlve statement as yet, but | do

Insist that beautlful things are made beautlfuyi

by beauty (Ph. 100D),

This passage reflects both Socrates' conviction concgréing the
causal function of yHe Forms and his uncertainty as to what this relation-
ship between the %ofmi and partlculars'conslsts of., The terms ﬁ@fﬂuwc:
(pfesence) and Koewuv;; (communlon or sharing) used to Indlicate how

""absolute beauty'! brings about the beauty of a particular entity,

Posterlor to this Is the phrase ''call It what you please’’. |[f Socrates

6A.E. Taylor, Plato: The Man and His Work (London: Methuen &
Co. Ltd., 1926) p, 207 .

7Cf. W.K.C. Guthrl.,l“PIato: The Man And Hl? Dialogues-Earlijer
Pericd" In A History of Greek Philosophy Vol. (V. Cambridge: ¢ bridge
University F?ess, |§73T} p. 334, - aq\j-
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is aware of ‘what this causal relationship is he certainly does not
articulate it here nor in any other part of the dfaloguc. Ihe idea of
”particip;tion“ is not explained., In fact, the tone of the passage
sudbests that our speaker is not at all certain how thc'Forms "make''

paréelulars what they are, only that they do so. Further, the words .

&

invoked to express this relation connote different, even contrary,

meanings. _ ' ' /////

-~ ’,\_.-——-"_“'J.
The term rﬁwpcvvugimplies that the Form is present in the particular,
- y ’

Kotvwvid that the Form is external to it. The use of the latter need
not, of course, strictly imply the transcendence of the Forms. Socrates
could be utilizing both words to express their immanence. The first

term obviously impllcates this '"'presence', but Ehe second does not carry

such a clear meaning.

* -

One can substitute the following English equivalents for. kocvevid :

. . . 8 . .
sharing, communion or intercourse. We might-legitimately use any of

these terms todesc®ibe the presence of one thing to another, e.q., "Jones
has his share of heal h".‘ In this case, "healith'" is something present
to, or'iﬂ; Jones. It would probably not be said, in the common.course‘
of everyday language, that "Jones“communes with health", or that "Jones
has intercourse with health'. Nevertheless it i; apparent that Kotvqu::
could be used to mean a ''presence'' or immanence. But the usyal usage

of Quch a term is to denote ; relation which obtains between two separate

and distinct entities, one apart from the other as in, '"Jones shares a

heavy load with his pack-horse''. Here, the 'heavy load" is quite distinct

8See Liddell and Scott. ~— .
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from both Jones and his horse, and they each carry a portion of it.

| The upshot of‘all this is,that the term :fo(vdvc;: although capable
of being used in a similar context to n%rbvwﬁa is, at 100D, used to
show the separétcne;s and thus, the transcendence of the Forms.‘ It is
possible that Plato chose these two expres&{ons arbitrarily and we
should therefore not attach to them anylsignifiqance at all. fIndeed,
these terms may serve as an additional proof of his indecisiveness -
about the relation in question. Nevertheless, even if the use of the
term KciVQVI& is by itself not sufficient evidence to warrant the beljef
that the Forms are here meant to be transcendent, we should not consudcr
this tenet |n.|solation. If it is cdpsidered ln conjunction with the
implications of ;he dialongT’;;;::\tqsﬂgy Ho reason for not agreeing )
with Ross and others on this matter. Ross asserts that although the
separateness of the F&rms is.never explicitl§ stated, the suggestions
‘concerning our apprehension’ of them - the doctrine of anamesis - force
us to this conclusion; that the Forms are transcendgnt entities.9 Thus ,
at once we are presented with both an immanent and a transcendent cause.

It seems odd that what has been concluded here is a twofold

understandung of ca sality. Plato, rather than adhering to either a
transcendent cause or an immanent cause, has adopted the two in conjunction.
To adhere to a Formil causality, if | may borrow the Aristotelian label,
usually suggests that oné of two stances is taken. In thIS case we

wowld assume that Plato should either assert that the Forms are in
2

particuTars, or that they are apart from them, not both at once. However,

N

SRoss, p. 35. * : t\
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it appears that this is exactly what Plato has endorsed. Forms are
.

transcendent entities and as such are accéssible to the soul via

"recollection'', yet they must be somehow present to particulars in order

_ to account for particalars befng the way they are. B

The second remark fﬁat_Socrates makes at 100D follows the passage

cited previously: ‘ ' f-“\\“‘“"/

For | think this is the safest answer | can give to
myself or to others, and I{f | cledave fast to this,
| think ] shall never. be overthrown, and | belleve
it-is safe for or anyone else to give this
answer, that“beautiful things are beautiful
through(beauty (Ph. 100D).

This may be the safest answer, but it is not the only one that

‘Socrates gives us. So far we have been présented with a metaphysical

account or explanation of why things in the empirical realm are a certain
way. éut this ''safe answer'' seems ratﬂer uninformative, Let us consider
what is said.

Socrates advances with adaitional examples tosclarify his under-
standing of tausality. All of these are similar in content to His

statement about beautiful particulars and their cause. In each case

+ - " {.

cited, greatness, smallness, duality and unity (Ph. 101A-101D), the

discussion involves a universal which Is the reason for these attributes

becoming manife;t in the wo;ld. But these examples, although adding
clarity to Plato's bellefs about causality, ﬂ7;ually appear to impart
little information to the reader. To espouse the view that "every

greater thing is greater than another by nothing else than g;patneés,

and that it is greater by reason of greatness' is tantamouht to spouting

L

. i )
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a talutology.]0 Herein lies part of the safety of the answer. The

remainder of iEs safety rests on the hypothesis that these Forms exist.II
_j)&vfhould also be taken into* account that this type of causél'éxpﬂapév

N B . : ':-: ~'."-
tion does not run the risks pointed out at 101A and 101C; two. contrary

effects having one and the same cause, or two distinct causes resulting.

. -,Jnﬁszf_i?me eéfcct).'

G? ‘£l;;rly this first answer is "safe'', yet it is not totafly uninfor-

) < J . - e,
v mative. Socrates!' assertions have led us to something very definjte;

L . .

a Qlimpse,'albeit brief, of Plato's upderstanding of the world. In this"

sense we have been supplied with crucial information as to what he means
by ""cause'' and the type of explanatlon we are to expect. The text "
o\.‘

&
. - . .‘ ”
serve as a reply to any question involving cau

7

yields a summation of this in a statement to Cebes which is meant t
ality./

You would exclaim loudly that you know no other way
by which anything can come into existence than by

\\partlcipating in the proper essence of each thing
in which Tt\participates,... (Ph. 101C). .

+ Before progrbssiqg to S;cratgs' second and "more refined answer"
(Ph. 105C2), we must digress for a moment and consider all that has been
.said regarding the Forms and thEir causal function, Thﬂ;ﬁ;ar the text
has revealed the‘Forms to be immutable (gﬂ,_?BD, 79D}, pure, eteraal
(Ph. 79D}, divine (Ph. 84A), .incorporeal, graspéq only by reason (Ph. 79A),
and that they ase "true beﬁnﬁ” (Ph. 78D5). Asi&e;from these character-

istics, the G?gi are the fundamental cause and sustaining force of all

sensjble beings. It is not, however, the mere-existence, of each Form

locf. G.M.A. Grube, Plato's, Thought (Boston: Bkacon Press, 1968)
first printed 1935 by Methuen & to., Ltd., p. 19. )

-

]]Kleln,_p. 7. °. ' \

o
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p Which accounts For‘someth%ng being what it is,Iz althﬁdgh'this is .
. ‘ R . . . ‘ Y
certainly a prerequisite, Only «in virtue of ”participatiné” in a

3peeific Formsgdoes a'particular object comd™to Be‘whéf‘iﬁg7§. This is
N R : M S o s - :

) . - : . R A
clear from the above quotation. We must, however$ proceed with caution,
. o L . Lo o g -
Burnet yeminds us that Socratcs"inqujry_d¢a1s with the cause

. 13

of generation and destructjonll? ‘This is indeed true. Burnet assumes .

‘khat this quest ends with the discovery of the Forms and offers
Aristotle in support of this, Again, this is indubitable, Yet what is

meant here is too easily misconstiued to not merit further attention.

- Aristotle says that, C .

Socrates. in the Phaedo first blames everybody eise
for having given no explanation;and then lays it down’
. that 'some things ar Forms, others Participants in
™~ the Forms', and that 'while a thing is said to "be"
&l in virtue of the Form, it is said to ''come-to-be! qua
'sharing in', to "pass-away" qua "losing', the Formv.
Hence he thinks that ‘assuming the truth of these
theses, the Forms-iast be causes both of comjng~to-
be and of passing-away'. (Aristotle, Gen. Corr. Bk,
IX, 335810). | .

Burnet explains it this way:

o -

...[Nlo particular thing can become anything except

by partakipg in, or being occupied by, the Form of

what it becopes, nor cease to bfhanything except by . ot
ceasing to partake in the Form. :

Burnet, although apparently having caught the fuil force of
Aristotler s statement, fails to elaborate‘sufficiently. What is
noticeable in his restatement of Aristotle's remark is the rider lia'hything”.

’

He sa s, '...no particular thin can become anythin «+.. NOr cease to be
Ys, g . Y g ; .

lch. G. Vlastos, "Reasons and Causes in the Phaedo!!, Plato |
(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday & Co,.iInc., 1971) p. 148, ,
IBBurnet, p. 135, . '

Yibid. p. 135,
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.
anzthing“: It is evident that what Burnet has seen is that thg Forms,
through-''participation', cause p:r?iculars'to be what they are, not | "
merely to be, .Thb distinction is between existence and what ﬁ?ght be
deemed “exiStence'as”, meaning that‘ye are given a; account of how |

objects come to be qualified in a certain way, not-how they come into

existence. What Plato Is intent upon supplying us with is a response
to the questién concerning how objects have come to be what they are.

The answer tells us about the determination and charactépﬁzation of

- -~

- ‘L -
matter, not how it has.-come to be. From this we can draw the conclusion
“that the causes that are discussed are not Efficient but Formal. They
are presented to explain why things Eave-a certain character, not why

they exist.’

The manner in‘which th; causal Ehéory of Phaedo Is éescribew
provides, | believe, sufficient grounds'to claim that the Forms are not
'Efficient causes. They are never represented as creative forcp§ but as
real, universal predicates or characters'which, by "partlcipatiom',‘

explain why material objects ase what they are Q1b 100D). But this
. , -
is precisely because they are Formal, not Efficient, causes. The E;éﬁﬁ or

essence of something ''makes' it what it is. This view parallels a N

comment made by Hackforth:

s
—

Beauty itself is noé the cause of a beautiful thing,
' but of a thing's being beautiful.l5
- .
An attack has been Jaunched by Vlastos against this interpretation.

He conjectures that this négistanding still commits one to the position

' that the Forms are Efficient causes, .although of the qualities of things

,SHackforth, p. 144,
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rather than the things themselves.l6 If.VIa;tos is correct in his
reading of this statement then this is quite true, and Jjis own view
is an attempt to circumvent this problem. Before we consider Vlastos'
argument, let us differentiate befﬁ;en Formal and Effiéient causes.

It 'is the function of a Formal causé to account for something
being a certain way and thus it "makes' it what-;t is. With Efficient
causality tge "makes'’ refers to the alteration or change of one thing
into another, or of its movement from one place to a diffqrent.place.
A Formal cause, however, does not alterﬂ’t makes an entity what it
is. The distinguishing mark is the efficacy™of Efficient causes as
opposed to the inability of a'FormaI cause to produce anythiggkin
this sense. A Formal cause and (ts effect are not separable. ‘ln the
case of Forms and particulars, the qualifying attributes become

manifest in the particular because. of its participation in a certain

. J
Form. There is no causal efficacy at all and hence no producing of

qualities. The Form?*as has been shown, is ''present in" the particular,
Consequently, the quality or qualities in particulars are nothing more

than the manifestation of Forms in particular objects. There is nothing

. efficacious here, nor Is there activity on the part of the Forms for they

are clearly ascribed immutability (Ph. 78D. 79D). |If there is any sort
of activity at all it is from the empirical side; objects 'participate"
in Forms, not vice versé, although | must admit that | ah quite dubious
as to what this would.mean.

Vlﬁstos' way of dealing with the problem is very astute, yet it

appears to leave us where we began. He submits that the Forms are the

l6Vlastos. p. 145,



. _ SR Y,

.3/17
logical-metaphysical «{TAL .

Iogicallin the sense that they provide
the cénditions which must be met in order for a thing to be a certain
vay, and metaphysical because fogical statements presuppose metaphysical
ones. He adds that particulars come to meet these requirements when

18

in specific~Eorms. X

they "ﬁarticipat
exactly does Vlastos' last statement mean? |If he is
suggesting that particulars téke on attributes by means of their
association/with a Form, and that these attributes are distinct from
the Form, \then we are again faced with the original problem, that
particulars take on certain attr!butes'through their participation in
Forms. [n other words, Vlasto§~takes us no farther in our attempt to
uhderstand "p;rticipat!onﬁ. Although 1 woul& endorse his main points, .
especially those against Hackforth, wé are still left without an
explanation of 'participation'.
Far from being clear of all difficulties, my interpretation,
although dispensing with any notion that the Forms are Efficient causes,
still leads to further problems. Perhaps the most obvious is the
seemingly blatant difference between Forms and their appearance in the
wﬁrld. Certainly no ore would claim that qualities and Forms are identical, \\\
and 1 am not about to. The imperfection of these qualities as displayed
in the sensible realm is because of the nature of the matter in which ‘
they appear. Herein lies the fundamental dis;inction between Forms and

qualities. The most serious problems which arise from this interpretation

| must. leave until later.

LNﬂlbid. p. 147-148,

18\ bid. p. 147-148. - ’

-
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‘ Returning to the dialbgue we see that the quesﬁ{gn of the cause

of generation and destruction has been given an answer, Objects come

to be what they are through '"participating in a specific Form; they

cease to be so qualified when they no iongcr pafticipate in that Form.

It will be remembered that Socrates also sought_a teleological l
explanation which he had hoped could be found in the teachings of
Anaxagoras. This was not discovered and Socrates set off on his own.

The possibility of construing the Forms as Final causes is legitimate
both in respect of thé‘Phaedo and the Philebus. The suggestions of the

! -
Phaedo at 74D and those o( the Philebus at 53D through 54D make it

abundantly clear ‘that “becom‘ng" isfalways for the sake of 'being'. In
§ther.words, empirﬁcal objects by. heir ;ery nature b;ing incomplete,

are always striving toward their ¢ pletion; the Form in which they
participate. LWEth this as our gréhnding it could be argued that the

Forms are the'tzipj of the material world. As interesking and substantial
as thi% conclusiqp i;, it is rather n;rrow. '

' The teleoiogy that Socrates-expectgd Anaxagoras-to expound is

quite different from that just proﬁdsed; Equally as dissimilar is his

own answer to why he was sitting in prison. In both instances it is{'the

_powerful agency of a mind”]9 which provides the teleological account. 0On

" the basis of this difference it would appear rather implausable to assume

that Plato meant the FQ{TS to serve as Final causes. They certainly do
not fill the role requlreﬂ to end Socrates’ search, nor, as we shall see,
are they supposed to.

Prior to expressing his second and final answer, Socrates provides

19, | ii

Ibid. p. 144,
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us with additional information to pave the way for his c@ncluding.remarks.
He proceeds with further clarification, via examples, of the type of
causality that has already been adopted. The -examples given demonstrate

. both that partftu]ars'can'sbﬁra 1q more than one Férm at the same time,
' : - ”
and also that they may partake of opposite Forms.

...[D]p.you not, when you say that-Simmias is greater
than Sbcrates, and smaller than Phaedo, say that there
is in Simmias greatness and smajlness? (Ph. 1028B)

Aside from the faé?ﬁth:} a single particular.may share in

ﬁ“__-\\\;\ffffiii:’zgjms, we are alse/ﬁ;minded-that these Forms are in some way
' “omanent (Cf. pp. 12 .This does not, however, mean that the Forms are
I V .

. ‘wholly immanent.). What happens now sets the stage for Socrates'

<

Ay

e W

.

The .thrust of this section is that the Forms themselves can-never

concluding-argument for the immortality of the soul and sheds further

. 1Ight,6n the doctrine of causall

admit fheir oﬁposite, ana Forms as concretized "in us" (EEE 102D5) react |

.

in a similar fashion. Upon the advance of "an opposite'Form, Socrates

> explgins,.thg briginalhgi it 15 found 1g_gg_either “flees or withdraws'

(Ph. 10209). An.objectionnfs raised at this time by one of the listeners.

He is ﬁqrhlexed by the present tenet}gpd its-seemfngly contrary position e

-

‘to what was advanced earlier; ngi opposites are generated from
opposites (Ph, 70£-72A). Socrates listens att;:;?yely éqd then retorts

that what is being spoken of now are Forms, but‘earlier he had been

referring to-''@ncrete things" (Ph. 10383). {The difference is this: a

body or object may become cold after it has been warm, b th;\“coldness“

P T

or "warmnass' itself does notrvary, only the particular which shares in
these absolutes is subject to change. These preliminary statementsJ )’p

_brlnévus to the last phase of Socrates' proof‘qf the_soul‘s immortality.

0
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It Is now explained that there exist certain items which, although

not themselves’Forms, behave |like Forms when approached by their opposite.

" The entities under discussion are those which are characterized by a~
~ certain Form as long as they exist - snow-cold, fire~heat, three-odd,

where the latter in the series s the Form (k(. 103D- loba) What we

are to note here is the peculiar constitution\of the Items in question.
The examples presented, although entities tSed to the corporeal world,

necessarily entail a certain Form, and though not themselves opposites,

“will -not and cannot, at the risk of annihilation, admit the opposite

of the Form necessarily present to them.
The significance of this new complexity in the causal theory is

Jllluminated in Socrates' assertion that,
4
- [11f you ask me what causes anything in which it s to
be hat, | will not give you that safe but stupid
answer and say that it [s heat, but | can now give a
more refined answer, that it is fire; (EE. 1058-C) -

\ ’ ‘Uslng. the same Iine of reasoning Socrates tells us that the cause
f"of.a body being i1 will not be ''I1lness" but l"F-'c:\.»rte.r”; the cause of

" the oddness of a number,'nbt '"0Oddness'; but "Unity',

There are certain iffiqultles in interpr;&iﬁ; this passage which
have led .t&éonslderable deb'a;.te.. At I03E where the discussion refers to
fire‘and sno&. heat and cold lg.soq&s qulte evldeg&\}hlt the latter are
absolutes; As the text advantes to the "more refine&\Snswer“ it ¥s.not
as easily ascertained-as to where Plato refers to Forms and where hg
meant particulars,

If.we accept the view that fire, fever, unity and the soul (which
is also among these) are not Forms, we could claim compatibility with

'the statement at 103E. Yet this seems higﬁly suspect in light of the
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fact that Socraégs informsxus that these entities ''take possaésioq of"
particulars (Ph. ldhoz). This prohibits the possibility that these
items are‘particularf and lends further credibility to the‘belief that
they are Formsf But .if we adhere to this idea, we must then admit that

Form. This would be incpmpatible with the previously

exprﬁgscd/posltfon that the soul fs "akin" to the Forms (Ph 78C~ 808)

It was never cxpllcitly stated nor |mplied that the soul Is a Form,

only that it is like the Forms. We should also r;membcr, as does

Guthrie,zo that the.soul knows, the Forms are known and do not know.
—_— —_—

—Whatever th::§~:;a?zﬁ?rfT33 may be, it is indubitable that tﬁey
have a close affinity to a Form which is other tgan their own nature,
But, at the same time, thel;,sole being is not attributed to that Fdrm
with which theyiiyc ;2 cldﬁely allied, If this was the'case; they would
then bear the name of that Form; e.g., fire, the sensible entity,
woﬂ\d not be called “fire“ but "heat’' (see Ph. 104B-C). Thus each
article we are considering is something unto itsplf'ye e;sentially
charagterized by a certafn Form. In the case of firdt is ""Heat'', fever -
""111ness'’, unity - "0ddnes§”2‘ and finalty soul - "Life". |

1f we unpack the schema that is laid out, we face something like
this: there exists something A which carries with it the form § , and
when A is present to an object It causes this object to have.jE -ness.
To put it another way, when "dire", which is esgentially characterized

by the Form ‘''Heat', is present to a body, this presence causes that body
_ /

zoGuthrIe, p. 360,

»

7 ZIUnlty, althoughconstltutlv. of each nu-nber. Is here juxtaposed
to Duality. The former Is characterized by ''0ddness'', the latter by
"Evenness''.
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to be hot.

On the strength of this interpretation‘alone-we are no further
ahead in solving our dilemma. We cannot be assured as to exactly what
Plato meant these new entities to b;. That they are not particulars
seems certain but whether or not they are Forms is open for debate.

In the face of this we must go to the heart of the matter to decide if
Pfatq's earlier understanding of ‘causality has drastically altered.

By carefully weighing the content of Socrates' second answer we
can see that although these entities are ascribed the status of ''causes',
what they bring about is merely that dualitytqhich essentially
_gharacterizes them. In fact, it i; solely bécause fire is essentially
characterized by, and always bears the Form '""Heat' that it can cause a
body to be hot., These entities are thus only mediators between Forms
and particulars. Understood in this way, the Form§ are stil [ ?lF
q2={1¢.. Plato's causaliosa.hs therefore not essentially altered.

The final remark to be made at this point deals with fhe clever-
ness of the explanation. The introduction of Socrates' second answer
has added a new complexfty to Plato's_causal'theory, but without signi- .
ficantly changing it, What gives rise to the appellation ''more réffned”
(Ph. 105C2) Is the additional specificity which accompanies the’answer.
If a better explanation is required, then it ig;;écessary that an answer
be provided wﬂich is more specific, that adds more info(mation. This
is exa;tly what Plato has accomplished. What this new complexity is,
however, Is not clear,

We may want to agree with Ross who believes these new entities to
be Forms and the specificity of the answer to be none other than' the

L)
- ¥



genus-species distinétion.22 This view, albeit interesting, Is
\\\Unfortunately rathgr deficient. The difficulties with Ross® first
aigumption have already been shown. The second suggestfon, aside from’
its being parasitic upon the first, holds only in part; that is, all
the examples Socrates mentions do not fit the genus-species separation.

The problems involved in ascertaining what Plato has discovered
in this second response are too numerous and not important enough for
this thesis to merit further investigation. Le; it Be sufficient here

. to remark that his view of causality is essentialiy as it was earlier
in the dialogue. The Forms and “participation" stil} play the .same role-
and thus the second answer is In this way a continuation of the first,’
"Plato has remained falthful to his original position that the Forms are
the sole .u’c&a .

The dialogue céntinues with further discussion concerning the
soul's immortality and a myth is presented to describe its journey after
death, However, no new light is shed upon the theof§ of causality.

‘% order that we may gain a perspective for what is to follow, a
few brief remarks should be made concerning what has already been said.
ﬁ? have seen that the Forms are pure, eternal, immutgble and constttute

. ''true being''. . They are alsoc said to be the qztézt-of the sensible world.
But this does not mean that they are ''causes! in the strict sense. They
are certai;ly not active agents, and to say that the Forms act in a
causal f;shioh would be totally mlslea&lng. These metaphysical items

are, in a sense, reasons; they are what is responsible for the cbjects of

the sensible realm being a certain way. What ''‘causes" or accounts for

~
2ch. Ross, p. 33.
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- an‘ocbject being what it is is not the Form alone, but the '"participating"

LY

of that object in the Form.

To grasp that this Is what Plato meant is not difficult and, |

believe, has been sufficiently demonstrated (see p. 13-14). To make

sense of this conception and lay it bare is, however, quite a different

rmatter; .
T

| have argued that the Forms are bﬁth immanent and transcendent,
What this means in terms of the present problem is that a Form is, by
itself, a transcendent entity. It is only by virtue of ''participation'
that it can come to be immanent. Hence, to say that an object is a
certain way, is to express the fact that the Form which explains this
item being the way it Is and not otherwise is present fo it or in it.
Further, it is "participation' in the Form which "causes' part;tuiars
to be the way they are. The existence of Forms may‘provide an acégunf
of the world being the way it is, but if Is the sharing In these Forms
which actually necessitates that the world. is this way. Provided that
a specific Form, through '"'participation', manifests itself in a
particular, then this particular cannot be‘other than what it is.

The main implication of this immanence~transcendence theory in
terms of "participation" is the problem of the distribution of a non-
spatial, non-temporal unity over a number of corporeal entities. If
"participation” means that a transcendent incorporeal item somfhow
presents [tself in a concrete particular, then it must be separate from
itself and caﬁﬁ;tfbé a u: ty. Not E?ly will this occur in one particular,

but in all particulars of the same type. .This difficulty Is one among

many attended to in Parmenides and so will be left until we réach that
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dialogue, First, however, we must direct aur inquiry to the Republic
and Phaedrus to see if any additional information can be gained,

Beside what has already been said regarding “participation” there’
is, with respect to what was pﬁ;viouslf mentjoned, one more point which
needs further attention. ! attempted earlier to explain the framework
within which Plato answered the question of the cause of generation and
destruction. The reader will recall that the answer was expressed in
terms of the characterization of objects, not their exiétencc: An object
because it “}:aa’,rticipan:es"l in a certain Form.

i

Plato does not Inform us as to how things come to be, only how they

i

is, and is what it i

come to be what they are. This Ii}mainly because he lacks a doctrine,
or acqouﬂt of matter. Clearly we ;an see that Plato does understand
that qﬁalities inhere in something, but what this is he does not explain.
Generation and dektruction, by his account, is to be understood In the
sense of participation in certain Forms and ceasing to participate in
these Forms, Hence, the generation and destruction of a specific

.-

thing is with respect to qualitative chanﬁe. Objects as particular
substances do not come to be nor ceige zo be, they only alter their
qualities,

The ﬁodern reader might regard Plato's answer as one which neglects
the Yfundamental aspect of the question, Oor answers only part of it.
When we speak of generation and destruction it usually conveys the idea
of existence and non-existence, not what élato has described. But,
for him, there is no distinction between the two - at least not here,
What a thing is and that it is are merely two phrases which express the

same notion. |If Plato says that something is, he means that it is some-

thing. Consequently, the answer which accounts for generation and

7N
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destruction by the p{rticipation of objects in Forms is perfectly sound
in respect of how he understands the question. Thus, the characteri-
zation of an entity and its '"being'are not separated.

It is apparent then.that there is no distinction made between
qualitative change and coming-to-be and passing away. For a particular
to exist it must participate in certain Forms. |t ceases to be what it
is, and thus ceases to exist, when it no longer partakes of these
Forms.

By means of extrapolation we have been able to providé a few
sketchy remarks concerning the role of "participation'. The complete
exposition of this "relation' is, however, still wanting. Plato has
not chosen here to offer a complete account and if remains to be seen

if he will indeed do so. As it stands, we are stili shrouded ih darkness

as to the nature of "'participation'.

Republic:
| The Republic sqpplies us with a more complex ontological schema
than we met with in the.ghgggg, Along w!gb this. expanded explanation
of the world we also eﬁcounter.a few. new addit}on; to the idea of
“participation''. Although the theé}y of Forms re-emérges in the fifth
book of the Republlcrand'appears in various places after this, the.
focu; of this discussion will be on those passages which show peculiar
relevance to our topic. : ﬁé
" At 476A we are confronted with a section which adds more complexity-
"to our task. '
And in respect of the just and the unjust, the éoéd and
the bad, and all the ldeas or forms, the same statement

holds, that In Itself each Is one, but that by virtue
of their communion with actions and bodies and with one



another they present themselves ever here, &ach as
2 multiplicity of aspects (Rep. 476R). S

This section appears troublesome because of the introduction of
a new thought not reminiscent of the Phaedo. 1f we can invoke spatial
metaphors to aid in clarification, we could thgk interpret these lines
to reveal a vcrtacal relation between Forms and )artlculars, and a
horizontal one among Forms themselves. This added dimension to the
notion of "participation' éives rise to an additional enigma. Not-only

¥

do particulars share in Forms, but Forms also share i? other Forms.
0bvf;usly we cannot ascribe the same meaning to these two relations. On
the one hand there is "participation'"'between two different ontological
levels.” (Plato assures us of this difference between Forms and parti-
culars in the Cave allegory and the simile of the Divided Line. Rep.
509D-520A) In this case,.}he Forms, via participation, account for
particulars being what they are. This certainly cannot be what is meant
b* Forms sharing in Forms. Here we have a relation betweén entities of
the same ontological type. Since Forms are comﬁletions of their own
natures and first principles, they could not be said to derive their
Eﬁlﬂi from other Forms., ‘We must therefore not only explain "participation”
as it applies to particulars, but also in its -application to the worlid of

LY

-\{orms. We will see more of this interweaving of the Li&i when we reach

he Sthist.

At the risk of digressing it is important to offer a few more

, .

comments concerning theiindependent being of each Form., The Sophist, as
Wy

we shalllsee, provides information to, the effect that the eufq are

igtere!a ed. This may suggest that the Forms derive their being from -

other Forms, or that they are not ontologically Indepcndent of each other.



Be that as it may, we must ask this question. .If each Form is not
ontologically iﬁdependent of other Forms are we'then forced to assume

a hierarchy of Forms? Also, this interpretation sugge;ts that certain
Forhs could not be first principles, they are dependent on other Forms.
i suggest that Forms may interrelate with respect to their specffic
natures being dependent upon their relationship to other forms,,but that
they are still ontologically independent of each other. This will ‘
become clearer in my discussion of the Sophist.

Following this re-introduction of the Forms we encounter a three-
fold division: that which is, that which iE:EEEJ and what lies betwéen
these extremes. The three divisions are here utilized to distinguish
between the philosopher and the non-philosopher in respect of the
objects which engage theq. Socrates concludes that the philosopher,
by directing himself to "that which entirely is'" (Rep. h77A2), knows .
Tﬂe non-philosopher, by virtue of his occupation with the items that
‘'1ie between thai which absolutely and unqualifiedly is and that which
in no way is" (Rep! 477A5), only opines.

This distinction between the'objeéts of knowledge and the objects
of opinion deals the final blow in Plato's ontological and epistemological
severahce between Being and Becoming. We do not Eggg_particulars nor
db they have the same ontological status as the Forms. of this we can
be quite sure, but it must also be realized that, although different,
the two realms are not entirely dlstinct23 and cannot be so. %he
reason for this is not far to seek. Since the eiﬁ"i are the m].t:kcof

the corporeal world it must be affiliated with them, and this affiliation

is, of course, "particlpation“.
F

23Cf. Burnet, p. 13k,

J(_’a
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Socrates has put forth the view that the constituents of the

world of Becomihg are midway between being and not-being. It has

been argqued that the very poésibility that these items can be the
objects of opinion entails that they must Bs_even if only partially.
Thtls dfsparaged being of particulars we cantattribute to "participation'.

'To account for the b;ing of particulars by ‘participation'! in i
Forms is to asseré the dependence of one on the other. This dependence,
Guthrie tells us, }s the reason for the ‘'lesser reality' of sensible
\EQ;FCtS' Guthrie contends that since the Forms are the hecassary
prerequisite for the being of the empirical world, fhen»particulérs
bear a secoﬁdary existence to them.zli Particulars are thus not
ontologically Bankrupt but they do have a secondary exlstence to the
Forms. Most assuredly this is a portion of what Plato has in mind, but
we must ask if this is all that is meant. |

Each particuiar is a combination of certain Forms, which.con-

stitute gheagbgg_of a thing, and matter which is subject to change. 12
other words, corporeal objects are not ''pure being" but a mixture of
Form and matter. ,This isfnpt, however, to suggest that Plato has a
particular doctrine of matter, Indeed, he does not speak in this way
‘in any of his works. However, it is quite clear that objects are a

combination of Forms and something in whi;h qualities can inhere. Thus,

provided that pé}tlculars are such composites and considering that

Plato ascribes pure being and reality to the Forms alone, then what
. A

else could we conclude but that particulars are '"less real™. It is

not merely that particulars have a ''secondary existence'" to the Forms

’

24 thrie, Vol. 1V, p. 497.
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nor that their dependence upon the E?gh is the origin of their disparaged
being. The nature bf’a concrete object as a combination of Forms and
that within whieh they inhere, is sufficient in itself to reveal that
particul;rs, understood as Plato envisages reality, must be less real.

The explicéiion of Plato's ontological structure of the world is
most progounced in his similes of the Divided Line and the Cave, We
can, however, with one exception, set these analogies and the remainder
of the Republic aside as not exhibiting any new information for our
discussion. The exception is ﬁlato's idea of the Good which by its
presence adés a new dimension to the notion of “participation'.

The difficulties surrounding the articulation of what Plato
means by the Good are numefous. One such enigma is the ahsence of this
particular characterization of it in any other dialogue. ‘In view of
this one might be well advl;ed to consider later allusions to the idea
(especially Philebus G64E-65A) and attempt to reconcile the differing
passagei;/r . o >

A different problem, and more important to our task, is Plato's
failure to tell us what he means. Fortunately, his insertion of analogies
does provide considerable ald In lscer£alning the role of the_Good,
even though its precise nature is not expressed. Perhaps the use of
analogical language should serve as a warning that either Plato does
not knowliipctly what thi; principle is, or that orﬁi:::} languggé is

inadequate to expound what it is. Indeed, this latter remark is sub-

stantlatqﬁ‘by Piato's remarks in the Seventh Letter concerning the
limitations of the written word (Ep. VI 342E5-343A5). In any event

we must disregard this for the present time and gather what information



we can from the statements made.

aw a parallel between the sun and

Socrates begin?\azfgﬂﬁE/zé\\\
the Good. The sun, he says, is the\!'qffspring of the good and most

nearly made in its likeness ..." (Repi 506E7). The sun, being the

-_ . | \l
source of light, is that which allows fd( the visibility and thus for

the possibility of distinguishing between

pirical cobjects. Similarly,

it is the "light" of the Good which permits the intellect to apprehend

percipient, so the Good gives the 'power of knowin

and to know the Forms. As the sun is ¥he cause of vision in the
; to the knower"

)/
(Rep. 508E2). HNot only does the Good illimine the realm of the £¢dy,

but, Socrates remarks,

...the objects of knowledge not only receive from the
presence of the good their being known, but their very
existence and essence s derived to them from it,
though the good itself is not essence but still sur-
passes it in dignity and surpassing power (EEE: 5098).

We can conclude from this passage that first, the Good transcends
the Forms and second, that the Forms derive their being frop it. Certaln
comments extracted from the Cave analogy subsiantiét; this further.

Socrates says,

...in the region of the known the last thing to be

seen and hardly seen Is the idea of the good, and that

when Seen it must needs point us to the conclusion that:

this is indeed the cause for all things of all that is

right and beautiful, giving birth in the wisible world
.. to.light, and the author of light and itself In the

intelligible world being the authentic source of truth
® and reason, ... (Rep. 517B8-Ch).

In conjunction with this statement.we can also invoke Socrates'
earlier remark which is easlly recognized as a reference to the Good.
' e

Here he adds to his description of the Good with the assertion that it

is "'...that which requires no assumption and is the startlﬁg point of all"



e e R ———— = T

\\.. | 32

(Rep. 511B8). Clearly tHese three excerpts implicate the Good as the
first cause ((J?ZZ;) of "all things" ana as something which is more
fundamental than the Forms.2 |

If we recall the discussion of causality up to_now it seems
reasonabl; to supposé that "‘participation™ also has a part to play
here. Given that the Good is the "cause'' of the Forms and all else,
then the Forms must partifipate in the Good. This presents the culminaf?on
of the Platonic metaphysics: a single first principle which is the )
source of al] Being yet i; itself somehow '‘beyond being''. ;onsequently,
the Forms are and are known because of the Good.

Plato never actually says that the relation;hip between thé Forms.
and the Good is one of 'participation'. Yet, if we proceed on the premise
that his causal view has not changed radically from‘the éﬂgggg. and there
is no evidence to suggest that it has, | think we are safe in our
assumption. Particulars participate in Forms and Forms participate in
the Good. The_%orms sustain the emp{rical world and, in turn, the Good
sustains the Forms. Indirectly, each particular, because it shares in
a Form, will also have its portion of the Goed. Unfottunately, even
if this is as | have outlined we are still no closer to uncovering the
precise nature of “partiglpation". In fact, aside from the earlier
allusions to the blending of Forms and the additional cémpllcation of
the issue, tﬂe Republic adds, virtually nothi;g to what was said in the

Phasdo concerning "participation''. But my reason for including these

25The statement at 511B clited above informs us that the Good is
no mere hypothesls but something very definitely present. Assuming this
to be the case, the Forms, since they are derived from a non-hypothetical
first principle, have lost whatever hypothetical status they had in the
Phaedo. . ) . '
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comments on the Republic was not that it would initially yield further
igsight into the hature of "particﬂpatian”. Rather..it is the positing
of a single dZ({; which ! believgﬁto be the most significant advance
.
It seems that we now have two first prjnéiples, the Forms‘and the
Gooed, .Let me qualify this. The Forms, through '‘participation',” account
for particulars being what they are. This means that each Form ﬁas a

-

specific nature and this characteristic becomes manifest -in the sensible

”world via "participation''. in this way the Forms remain first principles

of the empirical realm. The Good, on the other hand is also a first

principle, but it accounts for something far more fundamental.

The ontological hierarchy of the Republic presents a unification

Pl
Ls

of both thg many particulars of the corporeal world and the many Forms.
The former find their source of ﬁnlty in the Fo}m in which they
participate, the Iatter_in-the Géod. The significance of this structufe
in relation to causality is this: the Forms arﬁ'the f[r;t pringiples

of the empirical realm and the Good is the source of all reéiity. The

», . '
‘fundamental distinction Is that the E(&h are responsible for things being

the way.they are, and the Goodlis the reason for there béing anything at
all.26 We therefore see why the Good, the source of all reality, .
transcends all being "in dignity and surpassing power"

" Although the Forms have retalned the role ascribed to them in the

Phaedo, the postulation of a single and primary 44v¢4 is indeed significant.

26

Whether this remark leads to the conclusion that being and

_essence are here separated will not become clear until the concluding

chapter. Even though this appears to be the consequence, | believe it
best to consider what Is said here in conjunction with the later dialogues
in order that we may uncover the answer,
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‘What the Forms lacked by not supplying a single, unifying, order!hg and
‘sustainlng princlple of all, Plato has found In the Goed.
The insertion of the Good Into PPato's metaphysical scheme has

not, In actuallty, altered his causal explanation of tﬁe world, although

It has certainly added.to it. The maln component of thls pxplénatlon is
(IETTT\“partIclpatlon“. Thus, it may well be that there [s no reason
whatsoever for believing fhls addition of the Republic to affect our
discussion. | submlt, however, that the Introductlion of thi§ single and ~__
primary «2}51, aside from revealing a marked advanée in Plato's metaphysical
explanation, Indicates that there may occur further alterations [n hls

causal views. Certalnly thg positing of a highest first princlbie and

the consequent reductlion of the status of the szgafiuggaits the possiblilty
of additional changes in the other dlalogues. Iflthis is the case, then
-surely It Is plausible to assume that the notlon of “bartlclpétlon” may

also alter or p?rhaps dlsap;ear! We must™ proceed with our Iﬁvestlgatlon

and he watchful for these possibilitles. To uncover the nature of .

”parilctpatlon“ we must first ascertaln its final place In the Platonic

metaphysics.
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CHAPTER THREE

Transition_

[l

The second cﬁ%pter provides a framework from within which we can
scrutinize ""participation' and its function. We have se;n.that it is
through ."participation' that empirical objects come to be what they are.
In addition to tﬁis, we must also recognize a second role of ''‘participation'.
If we return to the Phaedo for a moment thi; s;cond function can be
elucidated. N

4
Socrates begins to espouse the theory of Recollection at Phaedo

~ 74A.  The primary objective of his discussion Is to explain how we come

to have knowledge of absolutes or Forms. He concludes that we are

Yreminded' of them when we perceive sensible objects which bear

qualities resembling the el?i. Although Tt is not explicitly stated
here, it is clear that these qualltiés manifést themselves in tﬁe per-
ceptible world ;ia “participation”.’ Conggquently, wé "recollect" the
Forms because there is this relation between Forms and particulars. The
second role of ”parficipation” is epistemological.

Provided that both the ontological and the epistemological functions
of?pgrtlcipation“ remain as theéy are at this‘gzsge, we must then concentrate
5n explaining what‘this idea could possibly mean without falling prey
to fhe logical absurdities it seems to suggest. |If, howévgr, we dis~ -
cover that it does not continue to operate in the same capacities laid-

1.
out in the Phaedo and Republic, it will then be necessary to show why

35
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this change occurs and what significance it holds for discovering the

36

nature of this '"'relation''.

Phaedrus:

‘The complexity of Plato'sYunderstanding of the Forms continues to
. .
in the Phaedrus. The dialogue is ostensibly about epuy and contains

b )
a long narrative which examines the tripartite nature of the soul and its

journey through the heavens after death., The ascent of the.soul through
this realm culminates in its final viewing of ''the things outside of
heaven't (Phaed. 247C2}. It is here, "in the region above the heaven'
(Phaed. 247C3), that the Forms dwell.

For the colourless, formless, and intangible truly

existing essence, with which all true knowledge is

concerned, holds this region and is visible only to

the mind, the pilot of the soul (Phaed. 247C).

17 '
The GCJH are considered here in a somewhat different manner than

before. There is no mention of the relation between the metaphysical

and the empirical, but there are explicit remarks revealing the inter-

weaving Pf Forms,

Socrates describes two procedures to Phaedrus in order to demonstrate

the art of the dialectician. The first is this: .
That of perceiving and bringing together in one idea
-the scattered particulars, that one may make clear
by definition the particular thing which he wishes
to explain; just as now, In speaking of Love, we
sajd what he is and defined it, whether well or ill.
Certainly by this means the discourse acquired.clear-
ness and consistency (Phaed. 265D).

The second,
[t}hat of dividing things again by classes, where the

natural jolnts are, and not trylng to break any part,
after the manner of a bad carver. As our two discourses
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just now assumed one common principle, ud;eason, and

then, just as the body which is one, Is naturally

divisible into two, right and left, with parts called

by the same name, so our two discourses conceived of

madness as naturally.one principle within us, and one

discourse, cutting off the left-hand part, continued

to divide this until it found among its parts a sort

of left-handed love, which it very justly reviled, but

the other discourse, leading usito the right-hand

part of madness, found a love having the same name

as the first, but divine, which itlhefd up to view

and praised as the author of our greatest plessings

(Phaed. 265E-2668B).

In the first procedure the stress}}s placed upon the recognition
‘of a single Form suggested by similarities obtaining between parti-
culars. Considering the case Socrates has just spoken of, we recognize
various types of madness (Phaed. 265A), and we apqrehend that they are
items which share a comon element - madness. The accomplishing of
this is the bringing together of ''scattered particulars' within '‘one
idea'. Once this first task is completed we begin the second procedure
and take this single idea and divide it where the divisions occur
naturally,

These two processes of collection and division, which comprise
the art of dialectic, are, first, the recognition that a number of items
are of the same genus and, second, the ability to divide this genus into
species. In other words\\Socrates is advocating the need for order in

ar
discourse. |f we are to dlscuss love (9P310 we must first "collect" it
within jts genus (madness). From here we "divide" the genus until we
can articulate how many kfnds of madness there are and what type love
is, eventually lsolating It as one particular species of this genus.

But aside from this demonstration of the order which Socrates

believes to be requisite for clear and consistent discourse, what is



implied is the ordering of the Forms. What is emphasized is the ''seeing"
of a singlc universal in order to give a definition (Phaed. 265D5) and
then being able to sub-divide this universal. This can only refer to
. the 523% . Perhaps Ross says'it best when he describes the Phaedrus
J as ''...standing at a transition point of Plat?LsLthought, in which he
is passing from the as;ertion of thé existence of ldeas to study-the
structure of thq hiera(chy which they'form."]
What we learn from the Phaedrﬁs is precisely this: there is a
hierarchy of Forms related as genu; and speci;s, and\t$is brings into

focus the 'blending' of Forms that Plato had allddediﬁo in the Republic '
(see p. 26-28).2 What can be said about this 'relation' is, at ttii/z”#“\\\

stage/, m;;?hal. This isbcé?tainly not a blending or mixing that can be
’J,undéZ;tood in the same sense as, for example, the blending of scotch

and water. Forms are by no means entities of the same sort as these.

They cannot stand in relation to one another.as extended things can;

they are non-spatial. Thus, iﬁ}they blend, it must be a type of internal

relatedness as oppo;ed to the é;tgrnal spatial relations exhibited in

the world of the manifold. We could describe this,'in the case of

genus and species, as an essential binding between principles which is

necessary for the Form of a certain species to be what it is.

Tw.p. Ross, Plato's Theory of ldeas (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1951), p. 81. « .

}Mﬁ - Zo1ato has not actually ufilized the term ouuriox ’ (blending) .

: to I1lustrate this relationship among Forms. At'Re ubllc‘176A the word Koiva i (a
(communion} denotes this relation and in the Phaedrus s notion is .
only implicitly present. But it is indubitable that the statements
made both here in the Phaedrus and in the Republic are the forerunners
of Plato's o'v,u'n’iloxk 7oy Tound* in the Sggﬁist. It Is because of this
that | have used the term ‘‘blending’.
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The above indicates that, by virtue of their qéfferences in
type, Forms do not and cannot ''relate' in the manner of particulars.
Additionally, it should be noted that the ''participation’ of Becoming
in Being is not identical with either the connections between Form§ or
those among particulars (see p. 27). Obviously we could not construe

o
“participation' as implying a similar sort of relation as that which
exists between corporeal objects. lndg‘F, we should not call it a
relation at all. Consider the following from C.P. Bigger:

There are not two sorts of things, forms and Instances,

and a relation, participation, between them. Forms

« are not things. They constitute things, in the sense

of providing Becoming with a definite pattern of

activity, with a determinate character. There are no

instances of Becoming unless there are forms. This

régfhtion between the form and its instance does not,

like 'lgreater than'' or “‘above'', hold between two

existing things; rather it is a real relation which

constitutes the instancing relatum as such.

Bigger wants us to eliminate any misunderstanding that "participation"
is a kind of relation which exists between two entities which are already
present. Objects do not come to be until they *participate" (n a certain’
Form and so this cannot be a relation of the type mentioned. .Bigger
calls it a "real relation' and says that it is ‘‘one whéreby at least
one relatum s through the other".k We can accept this tenet withouts
- doubt and proceed with the understanding that we are dealing with some-
thing which exists between Forms and particulars, but which bears no resemblance

to the relations among particulars and little similarity to those between

Forms. This last allegation will be attended to in the latter portion of

3C.P. Bigger, Participation: A Platonic Inquiry (Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State Univérsity Press, 19B8), p. 7%. '

hlbid., p. 73.
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this chapter.

We now reach a dialogue where Plato appears to subJect hls own
philosophic views to such severe scrutiny and criticism that we would
be well advised to question his motives. | am referring of course to

the Parmenides.

Parmenides:

" The dlalogue can divided into two parts, The first deals with
a series of criticisms levelled against the theory of Forms and their
afflluat(ds with the corporeal world. The second beguns at 137C and
is labelled by Cornford a ‘dialectical exercise'', 5 The controversy
surrounding the interpretation of this second part, coupled with the
intricacies of what js stated: force me to abandon’ any thoughts of
including it in the discussion. | shal] leave' this then and turn hy ;
attention to the first section, which, upon examination, removes any
uncertainty with regard to jts importance to.the problem of "participation".

Early in the dlalogue Socrates is portrayed as a you_g,ma//ln T

contra3dt to the older Parméhldes (Parm 127B-C}. Taking into account the
critical nature of the dialogue, one could advance the notion that
Plato's‘por:>rxd<—;f Socrates as young |s, significant, Thc significance
may be that Plato is alluding to the immaturity of Socrates' philosophic
beliefs and is thus planning to abandon them, However, this suggests
that the theory.of Forms di;cussed in the Parmenides is Socratic in
orfgin. Although this may be the case, it is highly doubtful since

there Is no concrete evidence with which to support this tenet. Rather,

5F.H. Cornford, Pjato and Parmenides (New York: Bobbs-Herrlll Co.
inc., reprint - no date}, p. . RN
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it appears far more plausible that the theory of Forms discussed in
this dialogue |s Plato's first formulation of this idea, and the youth
of Socrates is thus a reference to Plato's first attempt to provide
justification for the Socratic search for definitions. But before
offering a final assessment of the meaning of the dialogue, let us take‘
a close look at what is said in the first part.6

Socrates introduces the Forms-at 129A to serve as an answer to
Zeno's position against pluralism. There is no difficulty, says
Socrates, ié the assertion that corporeal objects arg many and must be
both like and unlike. Provided that there are Forms of 1lkeness
and unlikeness and particulars participate in these Forms, then there
are no grounds for Zeno's assumption that absurd consequences follow-

from the assertion that thungs are many. Socrates conttnues with the

comment that what he would find amazing is not what Zeno had postulated

ijA but "if anyone showed that the absolute like becomes uniike, or the

unlike Vike,..." (Parm. 1298 1-3). Parmenides has listened attentively
to Socrates' remarks and now begins his questions,
/\\‘_/,,L.
The first query directed at Socrates cqggnfns the scope of the
theory. Parmenides first asks whether Socrates believes that there '
are Forms of likeness, unity and plurality. Socrates agrees that there
are. Next, he asks about the Forms of the beautiful, the just and the

good. Socrates also assents to these, The third group of Forms Socrates

expresses doubttabout, and these are man, fire and water. Finally,

6Thns is not to suggest that the second portion of this dialogue
is unimportant. Its importance, ! believe, we can assert with ease, |
am, however, concerned only with the criticisms of the first sectior.
and these ln themselves reveal a great deal about the dialogue anc "t
overall significance.
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Parmenides asks if there are Forms of hair, mud and dirt. To this

L2

Socrates exclaims, ''{bly no means" (Parm. 13003),‘%ut then asserts that
he has at times been rather dubious as to the existence of such Forms.
Parmenides attributes Socrates'.unwillingness to accept these iast
two groups to his yqq&h and then proceeds to his next qdestioﬁ. . 3
Two items_are noteworthy here: first, the apparent separation
of Forms into different kinds;.second, the mention of Forms for all
classes of'part!culars and Socrates' reluctance to accept this. Even
though the questions Parmenides asks are directed to different examples
of Forms, it is e;ident that there are three distinct kinds of Forms
discussed. The first.group reflects a different type of Form than
either specific attributes or natural kinds exhibited in the second
and third examples rcspectively.7
The diétinguishing of Forms into kinds agaln indicates thel
further complexity of the realm of the E:ZH . 'The important suggestion,
however, is the possible equivocity of "participation"'. Bigger acml_edges
. three differewt group# of Forms in the opening pages of the'gﬁsmgnides
and labels them Transcendental, Regulative and Constitutive resPectively,
He then'concludes his discussion of these kinds of Forms Qith thg lines:
[wlhatever else it is, participation s not univocal N
It differsnwith respect to the kind Tdea
(transcendental, constitutive, or regulative} which
may be in question.
The bresence of these three groups of Forms is unquestionable.

However, we need further clarification of Bigger's point if this Is to

ald in our inquiry.

7 R ' ' .
Cf. Ross, p. 84, /ﬁlﬁj

8 f
Bigger, p. 77.

Ibid., p. 96.
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Brieflf, a description of the types‘of Forms can be offered by
way of example. Transcendental Forms are exemplified by likeness,
unity and plurality. Regulative Forms are of the type suggested by
the just, the beautiful and the good. The final group are the Con-
stitutive Forms of man, fire and water. We can see by these examples
that Constftutlve Forms ‘are those which constitute the particulars
which partake ;f them.lo The Transcendentals comprise '"the fundamental
principles of philoéoﬁhic Ioglc“]I and the Regulative Forms stand as

ST

paradigms or egcmblarﬁxwhich are never fully realized #n the empirical

(;
w'orld.]2 ’ ‘ i

This apparent separation of Forms into kinds is berhaps, but
not necessarily, sufficient to substantiate Bigger's remark:that
"participation is not univocal'. But, whether or not this leads us
closer to a solution, as Biggér believes, remains to be seen.’ However,
| would conjcct%re at this point that if "participation" carries these
three different senses then it appears to complicate our task. We must
not only explain it, but explalﬁ it in its various uses.

In regard to Sgcraies‘ reluctance to accept Forms for all classes
of particulars we can assent to Ross'® observation that .

[tlhe effect of Parmenides remarks at the end of the

passage is to.express Plato's conviction that suzh

doubts should be.discarded ng the principle stated
in the Republic maintained.

—

The section of the‘ReEUblic that Ross refers to Is at 596A,

19,414, , p. 80.

Wibid., p. 78.
Ibid., pp. 82-36. -
| &

Ross, p. 85. ¥
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We are in the habit, | take if of pos1ting'a single

idea or form in the case of the various multipli-

cities to which we give the same name (Rep. 596A).
v

il

In other words, Parmenides' statement, citing Socrates' youth
as an explanation of his hesitation, is meant to express Platd s own
coming of age and his recognition that to offer an account of the world
must entail each class of particulars. This also suggests that élato
has noticed cergiin'inadequacies in his theory and thus may proceéd in
a different manneriih an attempt to overcome these shortcomings. Let
us see if this is so.

The second question is levelled directly at 1;particip.a!:ion” and
its meaning. Pa:menides asks whether particulars l-'palrt:alt:e of the whole

idea, or of a part of it" (Parm. 131A7). Socrates sees no difficulty

inlsaying that objéQts partake of the_whole Fof}. To this Parmenides

comments that the Form would be in many different th and would there-
fore be separate from itself. The unity of the Fotm woul
could not be one and the same Form but a multiplicity of Forms of th

same type. Socrates quickly proposes that perhaps the Form is likek

day, one and the same, in many different places at once, yet not

‘separate from itself. Parmenides counters that this is similar to

laying a sail over a number of men and assuming it to be one sail over
many. The problem, however, i; that only a part of the sail would be
over each individual, he whole sail. This leadsiParmenides to con-
clude that the Form must be divisible. Again, this is unacceptable

since absurd consequences will result from this stand.‘

See Parm. 131D-E.
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The startling results of Parmenides® arguments culminate in
the disclosure of the‘impossibility of "participation' being explained
in either of the two ways offered. In both cases the unity of the
Form is s;crificed. Either there are.many Forms of the same type, or
each Form is divided into many parts. The former destroys the uniqueness
of the Form and the latter the indivislbll}ty of lt.IS

It is possible that Parmenides has fajled to see that Forms
are not particulars and that the truth of his accusations rest on this
confusion.I6 But, even if this is so and we assume that Pérmenides'
objections rest on misleading analogies, we can be assured that
"Participation' cannot Be cxp[ained in this manner. This is not to'
say that thexe coﬁld not be anotﬂer explanation, but rather_that whét.
has been offeréd is not an adequate account. But | suggest that Plato
bel{eved these two possibilities to represent legitimate attempts to
expl-ip "participation', bofh of which fail. Herern TTes the importance
of the\arguments. |We are to gather from what has.been said that forms
cannot be 'present to" or '"'in" partlcﬁlars in the manner described.
We should also recall that Socrate; concedéd that there could be no
other kind of partlcipétlon than the two alternatives put forth Qﬁﬂiﬂ'
13145-8) . |

Parmenides deals the final blow against the idea that Forms are
‘present to" particulars by asserfing that an additional Form wl}l be
necessary to effect ''greatness' in both the Form and particulars which

are great. This argument stands on the fact that the partigylar and the

~

ISCf. S. Panaglotou, Plato's Parmenides (Ph.D. Thesis, University
of St. Andrews, 1977), Ch. 6, pp. TIB-TZT. .

I6Ross, p. 86,
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Form share a comon feature. For this to obtain a third Form musf be
present and similarly a fourth and so on ad infinitum.

Socrates, not willing to be so easily dcvastatca, proposes
another solution; perhaps the £:3H are thoughts, éarmcnides then
claims that if this is so we are committed to assuming that either

;"everything is made of thoughtg, and all things think, or that, being
thoughts, they are without thought" (23535-132C).r Thus, 1f the Forms
are thoughts, particulars must be coﬁ;titqted by these thoughts. We
would then be faced.wlth holding that aL} things think or that there
are thoughts which do not think. Socrakes admits the unreasonableness
of this thesis.

-

It -appears as if Parmenides has shattered any possible view
that Forms could be "pre:ent to'" particulars. As has been remarked,
it may be discovered upon examination that there .are difficulties
with Parmenides' objections. To show that these'proslems are-present
would, of cour:e, prove fatal to the arguments and indicate that one
should not be hasty in dismissing the_notioﬁs of the young Socrates..
But, regardless of the validity of Parmenldeé' arguments, 1 will say
again that their purpose is to serve as sufficient demonstration of the
incorrectness of interpreting "particlpaflon“ in this way. We now con-
font anoéher possible explanation, .

The final effort to explain the relation between Forms and
parliculars sets the 812\ apart as patterns or exemplars. The relation
{s said to be one of resemblance or Imitation (Parm, 132p3). Parmenides

agaln counters that this will generate an infinite regréssion. 1f we

embrace th; jdea that 'participation' is a resembling\?r imitating of
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the Form by the particular, then, Parmenides argues, we must accept that

this resemblance is symmetrical; that is, the Form will also resemble

t he particular. Consequently,'ﬁé must dinvokean additional Form to

explain the resemblance of th irst Form and the particular.
Parmenides concludes: <::::f/J

[t]heﬁ It is not by likeness that other things partake
of ideas; we must seek some other method of partici-
- pation (Parm. 133A).
The dqificisms of Parmenides have been directed not to the

theory of Forms, but to the proposed relations between Forms and parti-

. culars. Each of the foregoing discussions is an attempt to uncover the.

possible meaning of "participation' or, perhaps more precisely, how it
can be exﬁlsined\\;fﬁgx Is striking about the arguments is their
apparently demolishing effect on both the immanenﬁe or "present to"
thesis and the notioﬁ'that Forms are transcendent, E[tﬁcr poséibility
appears to fall prey to absurd consequences. The severity of this
attack, together with the results it generates and the fact_thaf there
are no resolutions offered, leaves us with a perplexin? question: what Yir
is Ppato trying to tell ui?

- Bigger claims that the arguments of the first part of the Parmenides
"represent possible waysoof misunderstanding participation, pe;ﬁaps at
times shared by Plgto himself, and point to a revision of the theory...".‘7
The first point we have already noted. The second awaits a compietion

of our entire analysis for final evaluation. Yet, even though Bigger ¢

presenfs a reasonable possibility, one cannot help but wonder whether

]7BIgger,‘p. 97.
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this is the actual thrust of the dialogue. The mere fact\that Plato
lets the criticisms af.Parmenides remain unresolved informs us that
he aalieves them to be at ‘least troublesome, or pe;ﬁaps irresolvable,
If we presume the Jatter, then it is not a "revision of the theory"
that is needed,'but a different way of explaining what '"‘participation'
has been put fotth to account for. Blgg;r already assumes that the
notion can be explained. However, the pre?entat!on of the problems
—y S
of the first par part of the dlalogue seems to be an exhaustive attempt to
demonstrate that ""participation'’ cannot be explained, and that any
effort to do soiconcludes with the type of difficulties shown. More-

-

over, tha_implications of tha text ate that Plato has recognized that;
"marticipation" fs a metaphor and as such Is Incapable of being
exalalqed. This s abﬁndantly clear from the unsuccessful endeatars
(:tb effect a descript;on of it. |If he cquld have said what it was,
+ why did. he not take advantage of such an opportune moment to do so?

We could, at thfs point, simply adopt this fact of inexplicabﬁlity ‘
and claim that Plato §§y that he coald not provide more than a metaphoric
repfesentatlon of the relationshlp between particulars and Forms Hoaever
tenabie this may be, doubt is cast upon rt by a suggestion within the

text itself., \Jhis comment, ‘clited above, emanates from Parmenides.

we must seek some other method of participation A
{Parm. 133A5). _ -

-Had Plato meant to abandon the fdea altogether or to congede that

it must be left without further elucidation, 1 doubt that he would have

-

" chosen to insert this. Iine Into the dialogue. The significance of what

Is-stated appears. to be that Plato will provide a different method of
e .
"participation'. In other words, we should look for anotﬁkr attempt to
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explain this relatjon. However, if we do not find this additional account

. in other dialogues, | suggest that we be watchful for another mode of *
-explanation, ;indeed, we shall see that it is not "partic‘patlon“ ﬂéL.
" itself which will be expounded, but a different way of accounting for
h&w Forms_and par%iculars can be inter-related. TN
Before offering Plato's motives for the criticisms he presents
against his own philosophic position, we must consider the final~argument
of Parmenides. ‘It is the last one raised rnd the “great;st“ (Parm. 13383)
~~—to be contended with, |

The present difficulty arises from the seeming dmpossibility of
mortals knowing the Forms. |f there are such entities, Parmenides says,
they cannot be known by us. Since the t(JB do not exist In this world,
then their natures will be relative to their own world, not.to the

~empirical realm. Similarly, things in the corporeal world wIll be
i relative t; tems ;n that same realm. Consequently our knowledge is
restricted to the perceptible world of which we are a part. Absolute
- knowledge, which is of thelForms, is available only to a beiné'of that
sphere, and this is God.. Further, any being or beings which belong to
rthe world of the lc‘\_a:e by this fact alone- removed from any intercourse
'with or knowledge of, our sphere of existence (Parm. I33B~135A)

The ontologlcal bifurcation which’ Socrates has posited by his
division of Forms and particulars leaves us with this difficulty,
Parmenides, however, does not appear -to believe that this probtem is -
insoluble. Consider what hﬁ says at the end of thfs criticism,

Only a man of very great natural gifts will be able

to understand that everything has a class. and ‘absolute
essence, and only a stlll more wonderful man can find &

lQ L4 / -
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cout all these facts and teach anyone else to-
analyse them properly and understand them
(Parm. 135A7-B3).
Socrates.agrcss wholeheartedly. It may take an extraordinary
individual Qtt a method by which to deal with this enigma can be found.
Following this passage we encounter another of equal importance.
\ 3 Parmenides recounts to Socrates the worry invo}vad with denying the

existence of the Forms.

[1]f anyone, with his mind fixed on all these
objections and others like them, denies the

existence of ideas and such things, and does not
assume an idea under which each individual thing

is classed, he will be quite at a loss, since he
denies that the idea of each thing is always the

same, and in this way he will utterly destroy

i the power of carrying on discussions (Parm. 135B5-C2).

The upshot of these two sections is first, that the denial of
the gxistence‘of'Forms puts an end to all dlscodrse; secdhd,ib solution
" to the problem pf-knowing the Forms can be qncovered if the individual,
has the right aptitude. .If we add to this the earlier remark concerning
. the need for another way of explaining "participation" wh(ch,-l beligve,
this last quotatioq lends support to, Plato's motives for writing the
- dialogﬁe are easily seen,
The Parmenides is a transifional work. If depicts Socrates as
young In order-to reflect the immaturity of Plato's eariiest phil&sé%hic
formations. This Is not to say thit his beliefs are ludicrous, but

‘?ather that he failed to see the difficulties with the relationship of

“particlpatlon“.la Whether Plato discovered these inherent problems

18Obvlously one cannot assert with any degree of definiteness that
‘"participation” belongs to the Socratic tenets. Whether Plato introduced
this fdea himself or retained it from his master's teachings is dubious.
But we can be ‘assured that, If "particlpation" Is not Socratic in origin,
Plato at least believed it to be a consequence of Socrates' position. -
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through his own examinations of the notion, or via his peers or students,

is of little importance. What is important is the presentation of these
criticisms in the corpus of his writings. This explicit mention advises
us of his concern with the objecﬁions and, in Iight of what has just
been said, of the need for a new way of explaining the relatlion
between Forms and particulars. Clearly Plato is not abandoning all
his earliest beliefs. He is only pointing to the difficulties of
""participation''. The transition is therefore from his beginning method
of accounting fo; the'relationship of Forms and particulars to a later
_oﬁe. (1t should also be meptiohqd that what we have seen by way of the
complexity of the relnt}ons betwueanorm§ and particulars may also
have cqgfributed to Plato's discqveryt) | % |

A; it stands, we are présgﬁ ng, because of the implications of

aracterization of how particulars

the Parmenides, that a different X

come to be what they are will be given. But, even if this can be
;uccessfully argued, the orfginal worries still remain. The new account
must effectively explain how the forms can be the'dzr[;Lof the empirigal
worid. Since there has been no suggestfon up to now'tha} Plato réz::jjjshed
the theory of Forms, we must assume that the earlier pos}tion remains
In essence the same. -

The acknowledgement was made earlier (see p. 17) that the
suggestion of eithé® the transcendence or the immanence of forms leads’
to serious complications. The Parmenides elucidates these difficult?es
and utllizes them to demonstrate that “participation' cannot be accorded

.a iiteral interpretation. Indeed, the arguments of the dialogue wreak

havoc with both the notion of transcendence and that of immanence. Be
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that as it may, we are in greater difficulty if we accept these érgh~
ments as“}inal. They are definit{ve with respect to '"participation"
and its possible explanation in either of these ways. Yet without
further information, which is so far absent, we should not presume
that Plato has abandoned either stand. The immaﬁence or "present to'"
theory is still a fundamental constituent of Plato's epistemology.
When one has knowledge, what is known is the Form, not the partidhlar.
However, to arrive at this knowledge one must be "reminded" of or led
to the ﬂ’q, and this can only occur if the Ft;rms are somehow ''present!
to particulars. To deny this is to affirm Parmenides’' last objection

that fﬁe Forms cannot be known by us (Parm, 133B3), which leaves the
individual lﬁﬁited to opinion only. Plato would not assent to this.
Tnﬁgjﬁ;ér the sake, of knowledge,.the Forms must inlsome way be present
t6 the empi::cal world. Ali:that can be a;certained from the arguments

of this dialogue is that they cannot be immanent In the manner -

described, viz., that of a part of a Form in a part:_i\'.:ula.r.]9

The notion of transcendence also hinges on this doctrine of

anamnesis. |f the soul is to ''recollect' the Forms, the knowledge it

——g

IBR.G. Collingwood (The Idea of Nature, London: oxford Univ.
Press, reprint, 1976, pp. 62-68] presents a brief commentary about.
the ence and transcendence of Forms in relation to Plato's
Parmenides. is suggestions parallel my own in regard to the arguments
of Fatmenldeéebeing directed to either the transcendence theory or
the immanence theory. However, Collingwood argues that the two theories
imply one another and that this Is what emerges from the dialogue. His
primary claim is that Plato has recognized the interdependency of these
jwo strands, Unfortunately the [mplications of this 'discovery' are
not, elucidated by Collingwdod l‘i‘nd he never explains what this immanence/ P
transcendence theory means. This lack of explanation greatly diminishes
the credibility of Collingwood's contention. Although his suggestion
is interesting, without further commentary it leads us to another dead
end.
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once had prior to birth, and at this pre-natal time was "outside" the
V]

world of Becoming, then the Forms tgo must be "outside' the empirical
reaim.20

Although it might be contended that Plato at this point in his
writings, no longer endorsed the theory of Recollection, | find no
evidence to support this. The mere la;k of textual reference to it
is not enough to support the claim that the theory has‘disappeared.“
But there will be more to say of this Iater; The main focal point of
our diséussion is not these two stanceg of immanence and transcendence.
Rather, lt‘is ‘the difficulty of how to effect the relationship between
Being and Becoming if it is true that Plato has left "participation"
behind. If it is not participation in the Form; which a;cdunts for
the world being the way it is, and also allows for the '"recollection'!
and, thus, the knowledge of the éﬁii} then Qhat Is it? In other words,.

we seek an alteration in Platofs conception of causality, the metaphysical

account of Becoming.

At the Pisk of digressing, » pertinent to the
task at hand to include a few remarks concerning gthe Sophist. The
dialogue does not direct itself to the bridging of the gap between

Forms and particulars, yet it does deal with both Being and Becoming in

((\‘J/e\mggnqiypitherto not espoused. : \

Sophist: _ .
_ The Sophist 1s one of the later works of Plato wherein we find

Socrates playing little or nojpart. The significance of utilizing other

2oBy "outside' | mean not wholly contained within the sensible
sphere. This does not refet to a spatlal-temporal relation,
-

- o | .- l C?Jﬁ



54

individuals as the main character of a dialogue is many-sided but has
one obvious component: ther +EWs expressed'are those of Plato himself.
This ‘is not to suggest that ::j{o has forgotten his Socratlc roots,
only that the ideas that are expressed havc gone beyond the original
Socratic tenets, Plato would have the audience of his day to contend
with, and the older members would undoubtedly be aware of what the
historical Socrates had put forth. Although this does not restrict
Plafo_to having the Socrates of his dialogues proféss claims which we
can attribute to the historical Socratés, it does suggest that where
Socrates is the main speaker the subject of the dialogue is bro?ably

something with which the historical! Socrates had been concerned.
\

~ Hence, | maintain that what s expressed in the later dialogues are

Flato's views,leven though the germ of these ideas are probably Socratic
in origin.

The only exception to thl; view [s the Philebus. Here Plato's
master again assumes the dominant role in the dialogue. However, as |
have attempted to show, this.exceﬁtion Is attributable to the subject-
matter of the work Qith which Socrates spent his entire tife in concern -
the good life for man. The gthist, on the other hand, is paradigmatic
of Plato's later dialogues and uses Socrates only in the opening stageé.
What is primarily said comes out of the mouth of a Stranger from Elea,

a man of great philosophlcal acumen (Soph. 216A1-6).

The discussion commences with an agreement to hunt down the
Sophist, "not thq easiest thing in the world to catch and define"

(Soph. 218C6). The Stranger suggests that they practice firgt with

"'some lesser thing and try to use %t‘as a pattern for the greater"
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(_SP.Lh' 21809). The choice is the angler (c)\tﬂ:rdez'u:t;t”),

The main dilemma which faces the Skranger in his search for a
definition of, the Sophist arises from the Parmenidean understanding
of not-éeing. By giving an account of the Sophist as a speaker of
falsehoods we are thereby immérsed in contradiction. The Stranger
expléins to Theaetetus that to call the SOphist_a semblance maker impli-
cates him as one who states what appears to be the case but actually is
not. Thds,‘these statements §ay what is not, they refer to not<Being.
The Stranger explains.further that

[tjhis statement involves the bold assumption that

not-being exists, for otherwise falsehood could not

come Into existence {Soph. 237A3).

"Herein lies the difficulty. In accordance with the dictum éf ‘
Parmenides we cannot assert that not-Being is, for this would leave us
with the cc_mclusion that what is not, _i_s_L ,
The investigationscontinues and culminates iA this proposal from

the Stranger: : ' ' ?'

In defending myself I shall have to test the theory T
of my father Parmenides, and contend forcibly \tha o

after a fashion not-being is and on the other hand
in a sense being is not (Soph. 24105-8),
What follows then will be an attempt to show that all' things

that are, are not in some way, and the opposite, that things that are

not, are. By this method the Stranger can circumvent the Parmenidean
conciusion that if the Sophist speaks falsehoods he actually says
noéﬁing, for a falsehood refers to what Is not.

The dialogue proceeds with a recounting of various descriptions

“of the ‘number and nature of reailtiek" (Soéh.'zkzcé) and arguments .

‘to render these inadequate. As we have seen, thé Stranger must uncover

Y
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the nature of both Being and not-Being if he is to snare the Sophist.
Hence, the reason for the investigation of these earlier positions.
However, we need not delve into these suggestions nor the arguments to
counter them, as their inclusion is for the sole purpose of demonstrating
their deficiencies. The Stranger must now strike out on his own. But
first he passes to''thoss whosedoctrines are less precise' (Sogh. 245E9),

What happens now is a brief examination of the Materialists

. N . y
and those who atrribute Being only to the E(J; The intention here is
to close the gap between these two extremes or, as Guthrie phrases it,

...to bring the materialists and idealists together:

the former must admit an element of the non-material

into their world and the latter. give up their rigid

insistence on the immobility and immutability of the

completely real.2!

The Stranger begins a new series of quéstions. He asks Theaetetus
whether the Materialists would admit the existence of immaterial entities
such as soul, justice and injustice, wisdom and foolishness (Sth.
247A-C). The question is greeted in the affirmative. The Stranger then
suggests that these additions might lead the Materialists to accepting
a different description of Being.

| suggest that everything which possesses any power -

of any kind, either to produce a change in anything

. of any nature or to be affected even in the least
. degree by the slightest cause, though it be only an

one occasion, has real existence (Soph. 247E).

This answer stands for thé moment and the discussion now moves to

,the "friends of ideas" (Soph. 248A3). Their tenet is, of course, the

opposite of the Materialists, viz., that Befng consists of the
intelligible only, This bellef is scrutinized first from the

perspective of the definition of Being quoted above.

- z'wmx.c. Guthrie, ''The Later Plato and tike Academy' In A;Hlstor¥ of

Gresk Phllosophy vol. V. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

-/
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It is stated that the "friends of ideas” separate Being and
Becoming and that the body relates to the Ia{;;r thought to the former.
With respect to Becoming the (dealists would allow the criterion of
Being already supplied. However, they will not concede this in
connection with Being. In other words, the power to affect or be

affected relates to the body and its association withccorporeal entities,

but not to thought and Being (Soph. 248C6-9). The Stranger continues

-

with another query as to whether or not the idealists would claim that
*

the soul and Being are related as knower to known. Theaetetus remarks
that this is so. We now reach a crucial point which questions the
imnutability of Being.

The man from Elea notes three alternatives.

Well then, do you say that knowing'or being Mown is an

active or passive condition, or both? Or that one is

passive and the other active? Or that neither has any

share at all in either of the two? ({Soph. 248D)

The last possibility, it is agreed, is that which the ldealists
would endorse lest they immerse themselves in contradiction. The

problem which would be encountered arises from the assertion that, if

knowing is an activity, then what is known Is acted upon. Hence, if

‘Being is known lt is affected and thus moved or changed. VYet this cannot o

be the case if Be!ng "is in a state of rest'" (Soph. 248C4) or remains
unchanged. The ldealists cannot accept the Stranger's criterion of
Being and retain the thesis that Bglng is immutable. Nothing more Is

said concerning the n&tlon thiffﬁ;?;;mconsistsvin the possession of
the power to affect or be affected. | -

We might choose to concur wifh those who believe Plato to have
altered hls'opinion about the immutablllty of the Forms. This, 1 believe,

»

would be a mistake. Apart from Ross' proéﬁamatlon that later dialogues
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expressly assert Plato's retention of the belief in the immutability
of Forms (Phil. 59C2-5, Tim. 28a, fle-SZD),22 the statements of the
N7

Sophist do not [ead to the conclusion that theithare mutable. The
remarks of the man from Elea are directed toward the admission that
motion, lifé, soul and mind also possess Being, not that Being moves,
Consider the following: ' _ : .

But for heaven's sake, shall we let odrselyes easily '

be persuaded that motion and 1ife and soul and mind

are really not present to absolute being, that it

neither lives nor thinks, -but awful. and holy, devoid P

of mind, Is fixed and immovable? (Soph. 249A)

Theaetetus replies that this would be a shocking thing to -
admit,

Briefly, the Stranger argues that if mind exists then so does

liﬁg.‘ Since life necessitates the existence of soul and this is a

‘principie of motion, he concludes that motion too has being. In con-

sequence of the interconnectedness of these four items, the flnal

. N [y ) ’
assertion is that if motion does not exist then neither does mind. The

Stranger now looks to the ext emity of this view and denies the _ T

Heraclitean belief that erything is in motion. This theory, he
contends, would\h1s3¢10w the possiBility of knowledge, and mind hm?ﬂ
would have no object in such a world. The opposite view, that everything

he claim above informs us that

is at rest, is similarly diggstro

. s
without motion or change ve®¥{cannot be. Not only could it not engage in
14

mind -Is by nature an active entity, us, since activity implies change,

without motion mind could not exist. Epe Stranger has reached his

zzRoss; p. 110,
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conclusion: Being includes(ioth motion and rest-(§ggb: 249C8-Dp5).
The conclusion her?:%E not indicative of the mutability of the
Forms. We are told that Being includes Both motion and rest. But
this assértion refers to those entities in motion and those at rest.
The latter, considering the prior comments concerning knowledge,
must be the Forms. The former are all moving eﬁtities. Plato has
proposed a synthesis of the Materijalist and Idealist conceptions of
Being., Being extends over both the é&ﬂiand the tangible elemeﬁfs as j

23 But the importance of all that has been said Is carried in a

T well.
distinction which arises from the Stranger's concluding remark. This
distinction, notéd and expressed by Pau]lSeligman, is between the
intension of Being, its own nature, and the extension oﬁ”c+qg<,fiif
it comﬁrises.za Although the intension of Being has not as yﬁt been
ascertained, it is clear that thereiis a separation betw;en Being and
the Forms. The éflﬁ ére, of course, a part of or are within Being. But
Being now appears as ;omething unto itself andﬁthQS/apa}t from tﬁe
Forms; that is, it may still be a Form but is apart from them in the
sen;é that its extension includes more than the Forms. Hence, 5eligman
says:

The conceptual symblosis of eide and being has been
disolved, and being can no longer be defined in terms.

of the forms. They have ceased to be its exclusive
‘vehicle,?

r

b

- :
The comments above concerning what Being includes, In conjunctign

with the Implications of this for the association between Being and the

.23
Paul Seligman, Being and Not-Being: An Introduction to Plato's
Sophist (The Hague: Martinus NIJhofT, |§7E), P. 37.
24

Ibid., p. 37.

25yp1d., p. 37.
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‘both rest and motion. ‘ TN
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Forms, suggest further complications for "participation''. Yet-we
must, leave these for the moment as the dialog presen{s further
information pertinent to our discussion. ) “

The Stranger quickly discards the thought that a defanltnon‘of
Being has been given. He explains to Theaetetus that Being is neither
rest nér motion but "has emerged outside of both these classes"
(égggg 250D3). We must, however, not forgét that Bgin§hextend5 over
/
The core of the dialogue and the crucial stétements for our

purposes have been reached. Plato must now show how a weaving of Forms

’ . .
(tyurﬁogﬁ adov) comes about. This iz/required as a means by which to

good, only that good is good or man is man (Sogh. 25189-C1). The basis
for this tenet is the belief that one cannot be many and the reverse.

However, the passage quickly moves from this discussion of partuculars

' to speaking about Forms. The S}ranger Is interested in the mingling

of Forms, not how particulars come to be called\by many names.

After a shgrt session Theaetetus and the Stranger conclude that,
of ﬁeing, R?st and Hotion, some pairs will blend with one another and
others will not {Soph. 25103-252&8) An analogy is’ then drawn between
the relationship among these Forms and the relations among letters of

the alphabet. With the latter we also find some sets that fit together

26Sée F.M. Cornford, Plato'sg%héé&z_gf_Knouiedge (New York:
Bobbs-Merriil Co. Inc., 9577, p. z ' .

P

—



and others which do not. The'analogy Is then extended.
And the vowels, to a greater degree than the others,
run through them all as a bond, so that without
one of the vowels the other Ietters cannot be joined “
to one another (Soph. 253A4-6).
‘ Plato here ofﬁgrs a hint of what is to follow; some of the . 1’
Forms will make it possibfe for others to COmbine.27 As it is the art
of the grammarian to know which letters can Join with others, so it is
the art of the dlalectician to know which Forms combine and which do th.

There is more talk of the dialectlcian and his art and the Séranger

declares that only the philosopher can possess this art. But both.the

‘Sobhist and the philosopher are equally difficult to find. The latter

X
is obscured by the light of Being, as this is the region which concerns

" him. The forme;ehudes in the "darkness of not-being" (So Soph. 254A3).

These statements remind us of the task at hand - the snaring of
the Sophist. As‘we havg seen, such an underta?ﬁng reqdires that Plato
demonstratehhow Being and NotsBeing can in some way embrace eqch other, 't
We are about, to se; that this')s to be found in the combining of Form;;‘
This re‘ition albeit different than the particular/ Form relation,
seems to share simllar charlcteristics. At is to these similarities

and, | might add, differences whkgfhwe must now turn. The reade::ﬁﬁ?

recall that we are seeking the nature of "parEL;i%ption“, if it be

- } - —
here to be found, or a different attempt to explain this bond between™~

the physfcal and the mﬁfaphyslc;l. We must therefore look to all jtems

-

—_—
which have bearing on this Idea. h

iln order to secure Being and Not-Being with grééter clariﬁz-

the Stranger suggests that they proceed to scrutinize the miigling

_ ‘\ | )
2_7Sellgman, p. 52, e T bl
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of the EIJH. However, only the 'most important' (Soph. 254Ch) of
o : 20PN
these are to be focused upon. Agreement concerning Being, Rest and .

Motion as most important is secured. 'Thé man from Elea then points
! -

out that each of these Forms is the same as itself yet different from

the remaining two. From this comment emerge two additional Forms, Same

and Othec (Difference)) An argument ensues in which the Stranger (:::~““
o ' ' ‘

. 4 ’
demonstrates that each of the five is entirely distinct from the
others, or that none of these Forms will collapse .into another. This
'~ A .
being so, the project Eﬁifts to the relationship between these five

3 :D“G;wu'r(wl. ‘The conclusions are these: _ -
- v . ‘ - ' i
(i) They must each share in Bding in order. to be. >

-
-

: (Yi)-'Each of the_five must share In Sameness so as to be

>,
the same QQ\BhaﬁSelves.‘

(i11) Al wild ;haie in the Other so-as to be other or different than

. the rest,

™,

d/Tlv) Motion will share in Being, Sameness and 0§§§§3P”t not

in Rest as these two aii_jncompatible.

. " " {¥) Rest will also share .in Being, Sameness and Othét but

L.

not in lon. - !

(vi) Each Form by virtue of Its sharing In ‘the Other will be=

1 -
other than Being and .so will share io Not-Being (Soph.

255E-256E) S 4
» @ -

o -+ From these conclusions we %gn see a-nqpber of additional pointsy

Béing{ Sameness and Other have a reciprocal sharing; that is, each

- . . ~ a
Form will share in the other two. Further, they all must partake of
themselves. ?&ato Is commltteZng‘self;pértlclpatlon. The remaining

-~ . e \

¢ e {

-
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on additlonal praglcates. Our interest lies here.

63

Forms of Motion and Rest hold an inferior position to these three

=

“although they still command a place among the five - everything that is

.must partake of Motion or Rest. Finally, every:bnc of these Forms

shares in.some of the others, and because of this combining they take

{
The ‘terms wRFch Plato uses to describe thiscombining of the stdh_

are identical to those foundlin the Phaedo and elsewhere Qﬁﬁtribung

the relation between partliculars and Forms. Although Platc is here v

concerned with formal or meta- Forms, those which pervade the entlre

communi ty of ELJ& it is a short step from here to tHb reallzatlon that

other Forms will also combine. Indeed\ Plato directs his attention to

this later in the dialogue. (At 259F fhe discourse shifts to the

-

necessity of Forms combining in order fbr discourse to be possible., From

.here the Stranger shows that the truth or fa]sity of statements depends

L
\
on whether or not certain Forms combine ) In both cases we discover

thatrﬁocv-V¢1(communion) and/qicexw(partifipate)-as wel) as 6thgr
similar terms are utilized to déngte the relationship between Forms. At
once wﬁ are aware that these words are used metaphorically. That this

is the case emerges in.twolways. First we notiqe that logical
difficulties arisé upon a literal understandingoof the terms. (Seé

the earlier sectibn dealing with the Parmenides.) Second, the fact

that Plato speaks of two categorlcally different relations with identical
and similar terms Immedlatply discloses their metaphoric status. Surely
we cannot a;sume:Plato to have meant‘the "partaqug" of one Form in
another to mean the'same as particulars “partaking" of Formsf_ But we must
ask whether therefis a'slmil;rity here. If this is so, "'participation'
R ‘

% »
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may come further into view. If not, we may find substantial reasons
fér its disappearance from later dialogues.

Cornford has this to say about the difference between the
combinind of Forms.and the combining of particulars and Forms.

The relation between Forms that combine is also
‘called 'participation’; but it must not be
assumed that this relation is the same that
subsists between an individual thing (e.q., a
man} and the Form (Man) that he ‘partakes of'.
Plato nowhere implies that the. Form Motion par-
takes of the Form Existence, or the Form Man
partakes of the Form Animal, in the same way as
this man partakes of the Form Man. He uses the
same word with hls usual disregard for precise
termindlogy, and he nowhere gives any explicit
account of either relation. It seems obvious,
however, that he cannot have regarded the_two
relations as the same. The word KOLVvWYEY, as
well as agecycty, Is used of individuals which
‘share in' a common Form but he would not describe
a man as ‘blended with' the Form Man.

% Cornford's comments- appear true enough yet he does not tell us

-

why there must be a substantial difference between these two relations.

Y

I would afso argue that Piato is not' guilty of d{sregarding precise S
terminology. Iﬁ-this case one wonders what coul:\bossibly stand as
""precise términology“ and also whether such a relation as described -
!ends.itself‘to a better characterization than has been offered.
Indeed, this ;ay be the essential problem.

If we look to Sgligman's description of these two relations we
fiﬁd, with one noteable e*ceptton; nothing whichgoes beyond Cornford. -
'Thi§ exception depicts the difference in kind which separates particulars
.and Forms. vll” ’ ’ |

Platonic forms, according to their own nature,
are not classes of particulars, and consequently

28Cornford; p. 256.
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f/f {Form-Form] relations are not reducible to relations
invelving particulars.2 .
=

This, at least, is clear enough in Ifbht of what we\have alreédy
seen regarding Forms and particulars. The two are definitely different
kinds of entlties and this, as Seligman saw, is enough to ensure that
the relatlons described are different. We must now try to surpass
these comments if we are to dncover the nature of this difference and
aﬁy similarity between the two relations.

“

Let us begin with the participation of particulars in Forms.

r

Until we reach the Sophist the account that ‘Plato offers of the bond

. 4 ’
between particulars and Forms remains basically the same. That is to
say\that particulars come to be and come to be what they are via their -

L
participation in Forms. Being and the specific nature of entities are

conveyed through parRicipation.. An item s and lé_beautiful because it

‘shares in the Form of Beauty. Also, it has beén noted (see p..ZS)

that a thing is in virtue of its specific nature. That a thing i¢
and what it is are not separated. What this amoths to is that a
particular comes to have certain attributes and thus a specific nature

because it participates in certain Forms. iBecause of this specific

‘nature it is said to be. Consequ&lyi we understand that’ the .‘.‘(chare

e
- the ﬂttaac the reasons for or ''causes' 'of particulars things. Something

is gained by a partfcular because it participates in a ccrtaiﬁ Form.
More p}eclsély, it g;lns its specific nature and its beiﬁg.

qTﬁe Sthlst offers an alteration of this schema which welfdund
in the middle dialogues. Seligman remarkéd.that the SéEhIst indicates

that the Forms have ceased to be the exclusive vehicle of Belﬁg.

29Seligﬁan, p. b6,
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) Considering thay Being Is now something distInct and ''outside" the other

Forms, it must partaken of for an item to be. A particular must

now participate both In Belng and spebiflc Forms. There appeérs to
be a split between tRe being of something and [ts speciflc nature.

in 1ight of the eémterprise of the Sophist we see that Plato must

isolate Belng‘ynd Not-Belng as far as possible In order to track.down
the Sophist., A deflnitlion of Being, however, Is not glven, Other’ than
vthe claim’ that Being Is a meta-Form of which all.thlngs'tﬁat are must
partake, we understand Belng only in respect of the Items that share
In it. quely Plato can only have ;eant thls severance of Balng and
the fpeclﬁré nature of a thing to be purely formal. - The two cannot
_bé understood Ingfpendently of. one another. But even though this shows
no substantla{ alteration lﬁ the earller understanding of the inter-
“dependence of Being gnd‘Ehetspeclf!c nature of a thing, it does depict
a '"causal'’ relation between Forms. I|f a particular must participate
both In Forms and in Belng, then a Form is Incapable of conveying

®

Belng to that partlcular. Slmllarlyl‘the beingof that Form has been
galned by its affiliation with Being Itself. Also, Sameness and
Difference ar; shared In by each Forﬁ; This leads us to syspecf that

the relatlonships among Forms and those between particulars and Forms
have an essential slmllarlty. lnlboth cases something Is galned by the
hpartlclpant. Of course the two'noglons of "biend|ng" and “particlipation”
are not ldentical. Forms are not brought lnto.bclng, they are eternal.
And the essentlal nature of each Form arises from itself, not from

any extcrnal ;ﬁurce. Nevertheless; a Form takes on something which it

does not display of Its own nature because It shares'ln some

;Eher Fdrm. In this way the latter Form becomes ''responsible
. ~e
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for" the former acquiring something new.s

LY

What can we glean from this? Aslde from the additional

) N
complexitiﬁs arising from the similarity between ''blending' and

tparticipation', nothing’is imparted which expiains either ot these

relations. But perhaps this is significadt in itselfs Eveﬁ

“participationﬂ, if we recall the Parmenides, seems to be too dif-

ticult to explain. Now we have further problems with the "blending”

of Forms and the s?milarity between this and ' : cipatldﬁ". It is

as 1£ Pilato has immersed himself in such’a web of complexitits that

none of these can be accounted for satisfactorily. 1Could this be the

reason far the disappearance of "“participation'' from the later.dialogueé?
The Sophist has :Lown us a small, but | believe, notewortﬁy |

change in Plato s concaption of causality. Being has emerged as

something "outside' of all else and as a meta-Form whlch pervades all

things. Being must be ;hared in by both Forms aij;izrticulars. But

the role of "participation®, although slightly altered, is still

bésically the same, There has be:; no hint of its disappearance in the
Philebus’and Timaeus. We must now attempt to reconcile thE'radicai
shift in Plato s metaphysics, which we find in these two works, with
the fundamental compatlbility of the Sophist with the earlier dialogues.

It is my contention that these two dialogues provide the answers that

we seek.
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/ CHAPTER"FOUR ™

-

L : A Solution Proposed

Phllebus .
_ Plato s Phulebus presenfg an enigma to those who seek a unufylng

thread In the Platonic corpqs, Not Only fs.it unusual because it
L

‘lacks an actual beginning or end, it also depicts a giartling change

L

in Plato's metaphys}cal vlews.] It Is these alterations which are

most important for our purposes., . .

At the outset of the'dialogue the interlocuters ;gree te proceed
with an‘investigat}on which has‘presumably been Ep'progress for sohe‘
time. The-object of this quest is the good 1ife for man. But although
this is the main focus of the work, the dialogue takes an early‘turn

toward the ultimate principles of explanation. At 23C the discussion

shifts to a classification. of all existents. Socrates begins this

'classification with a threefold division the Unlimited (to JﬂeTxr)

the Limit (t&:rﬂfuﬂ and that which is produced from a mixture of
these two. Having made‘these‘three divisions Socrates decides that he

needs a fourth, the cause of the mixture. Protarchus then interjects

that a fifth division may be necessary which has the 'power of separation'
LY .

L | am assuming that.the views expressed in this dialogue are

representative of those held by Plato. Although they are volced by

Socrates, there is no substantial evidence to suppose that Plato's

master held such elaborate metaphysical ideas. Without this evidence

it is most probable that the Philebus represents the thought of Plato
himself. ’?

68
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(Phil. 23D9). Socrates, however, dismisses this fifth division as

unnecessary.
: . . L2 e
The first class, or *tribe" as Klein calls-it,” is the Unlimited.

Socrates offers the examples hotter and colder to jilustrate what he

means.

In the first place, take hotter]and colder and see
if you can conceive any limjt of them, or whether
the more and less which dwell in their very nature
do not, so long as they continue to dwell therein,

. preclude the possibility of any end; for if there
were any end.of them, the more and less would

themselves be ended {Phil. 24A).

Socrates' intention is to demonstratethat'hottcr‘and colder

are those types of things which are indeterminate, without definite
quantity. He concludes that

...these two have no end; and being endless, they
are of course infinite (Phil. 2487).

. ] .
Note that the example is an instance of that which is unlimited, not i,
a description of the Unlimited itself.
. The second tribe, the Limit, is characterized In the following:

And the things wh}éh do not admit of more and less

and the like, but do admit of all that is opposed

to them - first equality and"the equal, then the double,

and anything which is a definite number or measure

In relation to such a numbgr or measure... (Phil. - :

25A6-10). -

We must be careful here not to confuse that which is determined
by the members of this tribe with that wich determines. The members
of the class of the Limit are those things which determine, equal,

double and thé flke. These [tems comprise the class of the Limit and

zJacob Kieln, "About Plato's Philebus®?, Interpretation, é, Ng. 3
(Spring, 1972), p. 165. . ' :

—
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provide determinac;j&o that which is indeterminate. We should also

.

note that detefminacy arises through the introduction of number. .

The third class, although not’ explicitly described, is revealed

-in a comment from Socrates which is dlrected.to a further clarification

of the class of the Limit. In this excerpt we see that the Mixed (:

tribe displays the components of the class of the Limjt;. The third (f~§\hﬁ:;7
- . _/

class exhibits

) &

equal and double and everything which puts an

end to the differences between opposites and makes

© them commensurable ¥nd harmonious by the introduction

of number (Phil. 25E1-4). . "

‘Albeit true that what is described here is in fact certain
members of the Limit, it Is the Mixed class wherein we find these items
displayed. This is cléar upon considqration of Protarchus' remark
which Tmmediately follows this passage.

By mixing In these you mean apparently, that we find

various products arising as they are respectively

mixed (Phil. 25E5)}.

Socrates offers as examples df this tribe health, the art‘of
music, fair weather and nall the beauties of our world" (Phil. 26B1).
The members of this Mixed class are brought into being by the
'measures created b§ the co-operation of the finite' (Phil. 26DR).

N The fourth and?inal division to be considered is the cause of
the mixing of Limit anhd Unlimited. Socrates characterizes this cause

. as a maker (55040796531}, a productive agent which fashions these
things found in the Mixed class (Phll, 26E-27C). Let us now take a
closer look at these four tribes. . -

The initial task of Greek philosophy is the presentation of an
explanation of why thlngé are what they are. Such- an enterprise assumes -

‘that the world, to some degree at least, can be explained and thus must



P VU S O

fr

71

- be intellliglible. Yet, what is It that characterlzes Intelllgiblljity?

'i'wa say that something Ts intelllgible we mean that it ]s capable

of being understood or fs determinable. In other words, to ascribe
Intellligibllity to something Is torlay that It has a determlnate
character; that it {s limited. We could therefore dlstlngulsh'thls !
particular item from other things. In this sense It is distinct,
ssparable or limited. To deny lntelllglbf]lty to some;ﬁing would imply
that there were no boundaries, no distin and fhus no determinate
character attached to the [tem In d;estlon; it would b? unlimlted.

We can conclude from this discussion that those ftems whjch bear

.the mark of the Limit are Intelliglble. The Limit by 1te?presence

Introduces intelligibllity. On the other hand, the Unlimited denotes

_unintelllgiplllty. tHence, the third or Mixed class, because . of Its

share in both, will be neither precisely determinable nor capaéle of
being entirely comprehended. Bearing this In mind, we are assured that
Friedlander Is correct when he claims that the "wprld of becoming belongs

w3

here'.” 'Indeed, Socrates has already told us that the members of the )

third catagory come into being as a result of '"the measures created

e

by the éo—operatloh'of the flnite" (fﬂll: 2608).

Upon a close scrutiny of.the text wc‘flnd'some confusion
surrounding the description of the se;ond'dlvislon. Klein observes
that Eocrates uses the phraio ""that which has limit" Interchangeably‘
with the Limit Itself.h This suﬁgosts thlt-both.lelt and those

things which have limit are the same. Kleln explalns that the reason

3Paul Frlcdlandcr, Plato vol. 3, transl. N Hlyorhoff (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1959), p. 325.

l'Kl.ln. PP. 165-166.
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for this confusion Is that the limited, that which has limit, lies o
in the Mixed class.

We understand now what confused Protarchus and us

when Socrates substituted ''that which has limit",

the ''Limited", for the "limit" itself. The “"limited”,

the assemblage of ratios, Is already a part of the

mixture, or rather mixtures, of a special kind,

mathematical partnerships that can give to parts of .

the world we live in a certain rightness, remove the

excess and the indgfiniteness, and produce balance

and right measure. '

Let me clarify thls: ‘The reason why Sccrates has used '‘that
which has limit'", the "limited", interchangeably with the "limit", is

5

because Limit only appears in the Mixed class. We find Limit where
it has been conjoined with the Unlimitéd, or in an item which Is
limited, Thus, the Limit becomes clear to us by association with
those items that bear its mark. Herein lies the source of the confusion
which Klein is referring to. Tl

Although this diffitulty has been solved, the quéstion concerning
what the Limit itself consists of is still unanswered, Hackforth
believes that"ni}qsis the class-name for all those ratios that act
" as deter'minant_:s'.-'.6 Hackforth,is, | belleve; correct. His-ctaim is
clearly su8§£antiafiﬁ'?\.;he text. Socrates has remarked quite
definitively that the things which admit of terms that express a ratio
are those things which “might properly be assigned to the class of the
Limit" (Phll.'ZSBZ). The “items which Socrates refers to are those which

exhiblit Limit, even though the things'themselves belong to the Mixed

-5

6R. Hackforth, Plato's Examination of Pleasure (Indianapoiis:
Bobbs-Merrill Co. Inc. - original publication In 1945 by Cambridge
University Press), p. 43.

Kiein, p. 168,

A=
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tribe. But, what these Mixed [tems display, are in fact ratios.

Consequently, we can endorse Hackforth's remarks as correct.
' 5\
4

The division of the Unlimited has been described as containing

‘those entities whic# have more and less within their nature. (Phil,

24E9). Sonrates is explicitly referring to the pait Hotter and Colder
which he cited earlier. There Is no difficulty in ascertaining that
Socrates-wants us to see that this pair, and similar examples, canbe
concaptuallyrextended to infinity. We are'alwayé.able to conceive of
something hotter or colder than that which is presented as displaying
either quality. It is pairs of this sort that are representative of
the tribe of tné Unlimited. The Unlimited itself is therefore a

duality or pair. In the words of Klein, #[t]he '1imitless' is an

indeterminate pair'.

It has already been stated that the fourth tribe qﬁ cause i15 a o
productive agent. In his egplanation of thls fourth class Socratgs
first pointsdout that the three preceding clésses constitute '"the thfngs
which come into being and the things out of which they come into being''"
(Phil. 27A9). He 5E°" adds that the fourth tribe is obviously distinct
from the other three and this is precisely because it “produces all
these" (Phil. 2781). Before we elnborate further oni this distinction |
between- the fourth class and the other three, there is a more pressing
point which merlts our attention. | | |

s The statement that the fourth class is responsible for the
production of all the other classes is definitely perplexlng. The.

iine which precedes this claim indicates the basic problem. Socrates

7Kleln, p. 166.

.
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asks Protarchus whether the first three categories comprise Hoth those
things which come to be ‘and that out of which they come to be. Hefe
we are presented with a clear division between that which _i@d

that which comes to be, Yet'Socra.tes has said that there isl a cause
for all these.items. How do we reconcile these apparently incompatible
accounts? If we understand the initial line, which differentiates
between- Being and Becoming, to be paradigmatic of Plato's view,. there
Is no difficulty. Limit i Unlimited take their place as ;loxd‘c’and

the third tribe encompasses the perceptible world, This interpretation
is substantiated further upon considering the entire tone of the
dlscu5510n. lThe first two tribes have been set out as first principles.
Certainly we cannot assume that there can be a cause of such things.
Consequently, | believe we must embrace what the major portion of the
dialogue intimates and assume that Plato means "all these" to refer to
the members of the Mixed categol‘y. ' ‘ (

-~

Plato has used the term C&MOU JOuu to name this cause. we can
-

translate this as denoting any of .the following activities: making,

F
fashioning,or producing. Ttnese activities are altgieties Sfja §

- single type of.@ction; they are creative ac'tl.vlti s, Thus, the

difference which Socrates has spoken of is illuminated by his termfnology.

The cause is distinct from the other three tribes precisely because
it is an activé, forc?, an artificer“which prodices the "mixed"
entities or objects ef Becoming, Socrates now makes a few additional
. /-_\\
comments about the nature and actfvity of this force.
The passages":ﬁtween 29A and 31 resent Plato's ;onfention

that there exists a macrocosmic-microcosmic relationship between the

&

1 ' - ’
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universe and man, .Briefly, ‘the argument is that the elemer;ts‘of man's

body are.ﬁinute fragments produced-rand sustained by-theiﬁ\uﬁiversal

counterparts. Similar reasoning ig employgd concerning the soul of

man and the worldfs;ul; th; soul of the unlvefse {s the cause of men's

souls, Socrat;;\follows these statements with the conclusion that,
\_sifiee owe=B6d7es arise from the universe, ;hén that which brings about

the ord;r5n61¥f our bodies isQ:imilar to that which provides the same

function in the universe. Thé&yentity which provides us.with ''the art.,

of phys‘ical exercise and me ca‘l treatment when the-bedy is ill'* -

(Eh_?‘l_. 30B2) is thc‘m&‘ekqflbhing that "orders and arranges yejrs,
seasons and month;‘*\(f_m. BOng. This cause, §ocra_tes'a55erts, "may
most justly be called wisdom and mind'" (Phil, @66)% Undoubtedly |
this cause is the cbsm&ro-'}_. This divine vedy conjoins the Limit and
the Unlimited and produces the items in the Mixed class.

' T * * !
) Within the context of the dialogu\:the argument above has been

»
(,l put forth in order to ascertaln where reaon can be placed in this

» » .
fourfold classification oﬁﬂx-\’existents. It is.easily seen that reason

(WG'S) is to be included in the f.'oufth tribe and that it is the cause
of all things Féund in the world of Beconing. ' F;)r our purposes it is
important to ndte that Plal_:o has.-now Introduced an Efficlent cause, t:he,
eriginating force of all Becoming. N
At thi.'; point a number o ;:mestlons nggd to be considered.

First, we must ask where the Pla'tonic Forms are to be located in these )
. four classes. Secor‘ld.,. how is “partldi‘p\atlon" to -'be underrstood in the
Ii’gJEt of what has been‘ .sa!dwlﬁ thls,dlak'g:e? Finally, we must question

why Plato has now chosen t& lntrgduce an

* < -
ficient cause. For the

»

o

.



moment \::: shali“set aside the latter two inquiries and proceed with an

investigation concerning the placergent_“oflthe E:ldﬁll\qithinaone of the -
four cate'gor‘i-es.. T N i | ’ . \ L ]
A.E. Taylor argues that . o
the fourfoid classificatloﬁ has been devised with a view
to a problem where the forms are not specially relevant,
.?nd x@e true solution lg thus that Fhey find no place
in this classification, :
Taylor is not entirely incorrect with his femar% that the Forms
are not peculiarIQ.relevant to the problem at hand. But this should
R not t;e taken as ti\e last word on the subjecE. - Taylor is cort_'ect o}nly ‘
*if we take the dialo?ue in isolation. In other words, the Forms do not
‘seem'to exert any influence on the major Issue qf the dialogue. HNever-
fheless, it is difficult to believe that what is said in the Philebus
has no'beariﬁg on Platols other works, and so Qe must ascertaﬁn where -
the Forms are to be slogted. 1t may al§9 be mentioned against Tazlor's
- contention that. Plato Is presenting a classification of gll‘éiistents.
AW This must be taken as appliéable to all things that are,fwhich
necessarily lnclqdes the Forms. Further, it is evident that Plato
_ stia belleves‘ in the existence of the Forms since they make an
appearance early in the dialogue (Phil, IéA-'B). With th{s evidenre
as a ground]ﬁd we cannot belg but conclude. that the fourfold classificat}on
does Include the Jz& Our only difficulty Is where to pla;e them,
Since there Is no clear statement to be found in the text, we . -« -

must look again to each division to find the resldence of thd Et&l . The

Mixed class is qulcklf ruled out by reflection on its contents. . Herein

. 8A E. Taylor, Plato: The Man and His Work {(London: Methuen
& Co. L‘td., 1960). .p. BI7. 3 .
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1le all ﬁarticulars, ftems which have come to be out of the Interplay

between the Limit and the Unlimited. The class of the Unlimited

. eludes dlst!ncpness and thus intell{gibility. The Forms could not be

) placed In this tripe baciuso of .their very nature. Throughouﬁ'the

sdlalogues we find the Forms,'when spoken of, to be those entltles which

" can only be grasped by reason‘lnd_as such lay claim to‘lnte1lig!bility

to the farthest degree. In:the final analysis it Is evident that we
cannot place the Forms in elther of thesé categories.

We are now left with two possible candldates for the classifi-

———

_catlon of the efgi;'thc causézof the Mixed class or the tribe of the

Limit. The former appears prima facle to be our most likely choice.
fhe reader will remember that the forms had a certain type of cqusal,
functlbr; thrqughout the dlalogues previously discussed. Yet It was
shown e;rlier that the Forms do not and cannot serve as Efficlent
causes (see p. 16). But the fourth class Is the producer of the
Mixed tribe and so ¥s an Efficllent cause. |If fhls Is not enough to
remove the possibility of placing thg Forms In this category we Eeed
only rfmomber that Socrates has [dentified the fourth tribe with foss.
The Forms, however, are ggasped by the mind, they are not mind Itself.
It appears that by elIminating the other thres clalses.ﬁe iré‘

forced.to claim that the Forms belong in the class of the Limit. But _
there Is far greater re;scn to suggest this than the mere elimination <:
of the other possibilities. We recall that the function of thisclass

was expllcltly outllned.earllcr. ‘The lelt imposes order on th#nhnilhlted

and carr]es with it distinctness lﬁd intelliglbility. This by i{tself

dictates that the Forms lle in this class. A comment by Stuart MacClintock
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provides addltlonal support to this tenet.
.1t would seem almost certaln that the proper

Iocntlon for the Forms would be the class of the

Limit. 1t may well be true that the special dis-

cussion of the Philebus does not make necessary

any explicit statement of this, but Insofar as Limit

can be considered the ultimate source of structure

and order In the created world, It ought to com-

prehend the Forms. And so efforts to locate them

elsewhere, or to reject the problem, seem

questionable

With respect to our question concerning ''particlpation' and

_ how it Is to be understood within the context of the Philebus, there
are two ltems to which our attention is drawn. Flrst, there is no
" mentlon of "participation" within this dialogue. This Is to say that
7~
the Forms are not discussed In any causal>*capacity. Plato offers no
comment concerning the relation between particulars and-Forms nor
how the former came to have. certain specific natures. Second, the
Introduction of a divine artificer has eliminated.one of the Initlal
functions of this relation. These two poinfs In conjunction suggest
.

a drastlc change from the way Plato had previously dep[cted the
rclatlon between Forms and partlcullrs. The fact that ‘he has how
added an Efficient cause of Becomlng removes the ontological function
ofr“partlcjpat!on”. The objects of the perceptible realm are now
brought into being not by thelr partaking of certaln Forms, but by
thc actlvlty of the dlvine voo, Consequently, we are now left with
only two roles which "participation' plays., It will serve to account

for the specific nature of a thing and to allow the soul to be

reminded'' of the Forms. Hencs, it sppears thatMshorc Is-a definite

9Stuart Haccllntock "More on the Structure of the Phllqbus“,

Phron.sls' (lsﬁﬁ), p. &9.
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separation between the belng of an object and its specific nature;
the two_arkge from different sourcés. This, however, should not
surprise us since the Sophist revealed such a separatlon.

The deleting of “particltation" from the Phliebus may be
attributed to the subject-matter of the dialogue. The query of the
work does not &lrectly lend itself to a discusslon of 'participation',
In other words, there might appear to be no need for such a dlscussion
at the presént tlme.' However, one cannot help but wonder why

“pa}iiclpation“ does not piay an actlve part lﬁ the extenslve meta-

physical scheme of 'the dialogue.  Let us leave this problem untl]

- later,

The flinal quesFlon to be constdered concerns Plato's Introduction
of a cause o? Becoming. Since such an entlfy has not appeared befbrg,
we wonder what gouid have prompted such an aiteration In Plato's
thought. If we look to the flinal comments of the Parmenides | believe
that an answer to this questlion can be provided, The Parmenides, as-
we saw earller, offered a number of criticlisms of “paftlcipatlon“. At
the end of the flrst part of the work ,the young Socrat?s appears to
be left In ; ﬁuandary. However, rather than suggesting to Socrates that

he totally abandon his views, Parmenides remarks that “particlp

cannot be .explained In the varidus ways they have trled. He than;says
that anothe® way of explaining “partlcipatlon“ shohlé.i'b. sought. This
is why Plato has now pos[éeg an'Efflclont cause, He Is beglinning %b '
provide anothewanswer to the question.of the relation botween'partlculars‘
and Forms. Granted, we are so far only confronted ylth a part}aj’

solutlon, and "participation” Is still present. However, lit.us now

look to the Timasus to see If more of an account Is presented.

T



4
Tt

e R e e T e TP

80

-‘Timaeus:
At the beginning of the dialogud TImaeus points out that the
story he is about to expound Is only probable, It is only a probable
account, he says, because

I who am the speaker and you who are the jun/f/
are only mortal men (Tim. 29D2)

——.

Tl\\.,»~-”// E\en though this statement reveals a fundamental reason for the
use.of l*%?tpoioglcef)account, the Idea that what Is to ba offered iIs
only a probab}e story seems to indicate that the reader should not take
.1t too seriously.’ We might even venture to claim that the Timasus
presents only a myth and shouId therefore be read for entertainment
value alone. Although this ls a posslble reading of the dialogue,
glven fhe attitudes of the anclent world toward the varlous functlions.
" of mytholog;,'lt s doubtful tha; Plate had pure enteart nment ln mind
when he c;mposed the work. - To adhere to such a view would be to
Ignere Plato's extensive use of myth throughout his works as an
IMlustrative tool. Also, If the Timaeus Is not to be taken serlouslg
how does one account for‘the similarity between this d.k:logue and the
Phllebus? Are we to assume that both dlalogues share Ideas that were
not meant to be taken seriously? In the face of such far resching
- difflculties | suggest that the Tlmneus be taken as a mythologlical
repfesentatlon of what Plato belleved to be- the case. As Socrates
Int!mates In the Phaedrus, It Is the best account th mortal can
provide (Phaad. 246A4). .Q\\
The most Important passage for our purposes occurs at Timasus

28A. Tlmaeus, In his Opening analysis of the creat{$n of the universe,

makes reference to the divine artlflcer whlch we encountered in the

»
'
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Philebus. He also speaks of the distinction between Belng and Becoming.
—_——

That which Is apprehended by Intelilgence and reason
Is always In the same state, but that which is con-
ceived by opinion with the help of sensation and.
without reason Is always In a process of becoming

and perishing and never really is. Now everything
that becomes or Is created must of necessity be
~created by some cause, for without a cause nething
can be created. The work of the creator, whenever he
looks to the unchangeable and fashions the form and
nature of his work after an unchangeable pattern,
must necessarlly be made falr and perfect, but when
he looks to the created only and uses a created pattern,
It Is not fair or perfect (Tim. 2709-2881).

If we unpack this lengthy passage a number oflltems become

abparent. The split between Being and Becoming is definitely present

. )
and the reference to the £¢JH Is unmistakeable. But consider what is

said about tﬁe creator and his activity. Timaeus contends that the
craftsman looks to the immutable and fashions fhe creaged world In the
llkeness of these entitiesT “We should also reflect on a later comment
which says that this crecz;;?iroughtprderlto that which was not

ordered (TIm, 30A8). These additions ‘to what was espoused In the

Philebus brings us closer to the end of our quest.

: -
* From the Philebus we know that ; {?«m7pgos Is responsible for

the perceptibie world by conjoining the Limit and the Unlimited. This
force has instituted’order where there was chaos. We have also seen
that fhe Forms belong:to'the class of the Limlt. The Timaeus adds to’

wbrld in thelr image. _Agaln, “paruﬁglpatibn" ]s-not present In this

L

scheme. o : )

" The re son‘for the absence of "ﬁlrtlclpltlbn“ In the Timaeus
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and the Philebus Is revealed In the passage just cited. There Is no
no longer a need for such a relation. The Philebus maintained that
objJects comc‘to be via the activity of the demiurge. The flmaeus
proceeds further in Its discussion of the ﬁreatqrs' activity and
indicates that‘the_speciflc nature of created entitles arises out
of their being made !'n the Image of the eKﬁ( Hence the two primary
functlons of "particlpation", the accounting for the belng and the
speciflc nature of a thing, have' been replaced by the actlvity of a
rational force, Thére Is one role of '"participation' left to be
dealt with,

ﬁssumlng that Plato, by this stage of his ertlng, still embraces
the theory of Recdllcctlon, and we can look to the Tlmious for evidence
(Tim. 42E-44e, 90A-D), we are in need of  something whfch will allow the
soul to be reminded of the Forms. Until now "participatlon' has
served In thls capacity. The soul can recollect the Forms through the -
perceptlble world becausesthey are somehow present to senslble obJects.
We must now demonstrate how this Is possible without ”partlclpation",
since It appears that thIS'notfon has disappeared from Plato's thought.
The characterization of the activity of the demiurge Ind!cat;s

A}

, _ .
a production of Images representative of the su{i + The implicatlon

_is clearly that perceptible entities bear some type of ressmblance to

the Forms; This resemblance can be likened to that of !mnge to
orfglnal.' Since there Is this slml;arlty b;twéen part!culir'ind Egrm,
the soul can be led back to the Forms by-F;Ebgnlzlng this roshﬁblance.

Thc upshot of the entlro disousslon is shat "partlclpatlon", as
a causal connection between plrtlculars and Forms, Is no longer

present In Plato's thought. The Introduction of the demiurge has
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replaced ""participatlion' in his metaphysics. The reason for such an ‘
alteration presented-ltself In the Parmenides. In this Llalogua
Plato reveals his dissatIsfaction with his original idea. He
reallzes the impossibility of providing an expllnatlon of ”partlcipatlon“
and begjns hils search for another possible solutlon. The additlonal
_alterat!ons which occur In his understanding of causallity indicate
his quest for a final explanation. "

To return to the Tlmacus for a moment, we must be careful not
ép glve this account too literal a reading. lt Is quite clearly a
mythological explanation and thus we should not assume "that Plato has
In mind some specific belng such as the'Judaéo-Chrlstian God . Never-
theless, we must recognize that the account is to be taken serlously
and that Plato beliaved there to be an Efficlent cause of Becoming.
Cautlon Is also advised wlth respect to the: demlurge and lts creatlve

activity. We need not suppose that this caUsal actlvity Is one

which has a place In time. It is hlghly unllkely'that Plato Is

. spcaking of a temporal beginning of the percepti¥le world Rather, |

submlt that Cornford has the right Idea when he says that Mthe cause

of thi's becoming must be a‘pqrputual!y sustalining causo”.pr i
Further, the description of thls cause as a tefng whfch makes

the world Is only a motaphorlc characterlzatlon of a dlvine forca.

It Is not to be understood In any other manner. The story offered

.in the Timasus is to be taken as a hiht to what Plato bolftvsd the'

the creation of.the universe to be Iiks. Again, we can cite Cornford:

10F u. Cornford Plito' s Cosmology (Indlanapolis: Bobbs-
Merrill Co.. Inc., 1975$
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Plato, In fact does not pretend to have solved the

mystery of the universe; had he done so he would

not (as the Seventh Letter declares) have set down

the solutlon !?lwrltlng for all men to read and
isunderstand. :

Thwoughout this discussion | have.argued that the Forms stand as
Formal causes,\and thls, | believe, Plato endorsed unti) the Phllebus,

But the implications of the Philebus and Timaeus are that the c}:.ﬂ) have

ceased to function In this capac}ty. We are now confronted with an’
Efficient cause which fashlons the perceptible wbrld In the image of
the Forms. The information Imparted from these two dlalogues

amounts 'to this: first, the source of Belng Is the demiurge; second,

.although no longer acting as Formal causes, the Forms. stil] account

for the specific nature of percept?\ﬂe entities, in that the demiurge
""Tooks' to them wheﬁ it creates the world. All this amounts to the
positing of a single cause whlch brings about botH the quciflc
charqcterlzatlon of an object and its being. In other wotgii‘The
Form;. although stil] accoung}ng for the specific ﬁature of an entlty,.
become manifest in the wbrld via the demlurge.- ?hey have ceased to be
Formal causes In the ;Cnse.that they alone ‘make'! things what they are.
The e:&l account for the{gpeclflc natures of objeéts but through a
med tum gtﬁer éhln themselves.

Hhether or not ‘the sbfdtlon to the problem of "participation®
which | have set down prqvl&qs a moﬁé.a&eguaté account, | leave to the

reader to decide. My alm has bsen sdlciy to'llluitrlgg that Plato

recognized the shortcomings of his orlgln;I posltIon and thus

~ provided another explanation. Coniiquenfly,-l suggest that we sﬁguld

-*

L}

L
o~

I-I(:ornfcn'f.l', p. 26.
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not look to explalning the nature of 'participation', but to the

-

‘possibility that Plato did indeed provide another-account of the

relationship between partl;ulars’and Forms. The absence of the type

of relation which, | belleve, “'participation' denotes, implies that the

A
_ original account has proved inexplicable and has been subsequently

dismissed on these grounds.

7.
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