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I.Introduction

This paper presents Plato's metaphysics as a response to regress arguments.  These regress arguments should be thought of as on a par with problems of how to adapt scientific theories to accommodate and explain recal​citrant data.  In this case, the recalcitrant data are apparent plurality in the world and a variety of intuitive truisms such as the apparent distinction between a thing and its features.  The theory that must somehow be adjusted to accommodate or explain away these data consists of the equally intuitive truisms required as premises by Parmenides and by the arguments I will label "Heracleitean."

In order for an argument to pose a problem for Plato, it is by no means necessary that the texts that pose the problem explicitly state the relevant arguments or even that the relevant arguments be what their author "had in mind" in some sense.  Plato responds to Heraclitus as Plato (and Plato's contemporaries) understand Heraclitus, and this will likely not be exactly how Heraclitus understood himself.  In the case of Heraclitus, I would feel very dubious about ascribing Cratylus' or Plato's interpretations to his understanding of himself.  In the case of Parmenides, I have more confidence that the principles and arguments I ascribe to him are legitimately his.

I will state and explicate each regress argument, and then argue for an interpretation of Plato's ontology which will also avoid that regress. On the hypothesis that the regress arguments did present "metaphysical pressure" on Plato, it is evidence in favor of an interpretation of Plato that it blocks a relevant regress.


II.
The Heraclitean and Parmenidean Principles

What I call the "Heraclitean" and "Parmenidean" principles are intuitively obvious truisms which lead to conflicts with other intuitively obvious truisms and to difficulties about the distinction between a subject and its features.


A)
Heraclitus’ Principle


In outline, the Heraclitean  argument is as follows:

Whatever changes is different from what it was. What is different from what it was is not the same thing as what it was. No entity can survive change of what's true of it. Therefore, no objects last for any time, given continuous motion.Textual evidence that Plato understood such an argument and attributed it to Heracliteans occurs

in the Theaetetus
 and the Cratylus

The principle required for the Heraclitean argument has several equivalent formulations.  First, "Different" and "Same" are both univocal.  That is, all "qualitative" difference is also numerical difference.  This is perhaps best put as the denial of Aristotelian distinc​tions.  If all changes are changes in what objects exist rather than how those objects are, then all "accidental" change is also "substantial" change or essential change.  (Of course, this Aristotelian distinction somewhat distorts the "is" that Heraclitus is using.  What I'm claiming is not that Heraclitus has Aristotle's distinction in mind, but that Aristotle's distinctions help unpack Heraclitus’ notions.)  That is, every feature is such that its loss eliminates the object--the object cannot survive the loss of the feature.

Now, given that every feature of any object is (as it were) essential to it, it follows that no objective principles govern the drawing of spatial object-borders.  If all properties are essential, and all open sentences determine properties, then an open sentence true of only a part of an intuitive object constitutes the being of that part, making the part a full-fledged entity.  Thus every region that has an open sentence true of it has an essence and is an object.  All properties are on a par; there are no privileged properties to define objects as opposed to the features objects have.

Since some feature of every region ceases to be true of it at every instant, there are no features that persist.  That is, feature-instances are individuated by the objects that have them.  If there are no objects that persist, persistence of features couldn't be a basis for a privileged division into objects either without begging the question.  Thus the world at a moment could be regarded as a single object or in any other way without missing any facts.  But if there are no non-arbitrary subjects for features, what is it that ceases to exist after change?  What is it that has all of its properties essentially? Property-instances themselves might be the logical answer, because of the following considerations:

If all features are essential, every feature can be said to constitute what it's true of.  "Constitution" is the relation of a substance-determining
 feature to the substance it determines.  In a sense, as Aristotle argues, the essence of an object is that object.  Since the object would not exist without the feature, the feature doesn't "attach" to the object.  Apart from the cosmic Ones that exist only for an instant, then, there are no plausible entities to be constituted by feature-instances besides the feature-instances themselves.

What could a feature true of a region of space be essential to?  It's not essential to the region, given plausible principles about regions (e.g. that region A could have been red rather than purple, etc., which are presumably essential to the idea of a region).  Thus the region can't be the logical subject either and can't exist as a lasting subject, if all features are essential.  Yet "being true of the same region" is the only notion that could supply Heraclitus a logical subject for features to attach to.

The basic problem of thinking in Heraclitean is having something to think about.  Even a feature is hard to fathom since it could have no features.  That is, exactly one thing can be said of each thing, since there is no account available of how features could be together. What could make several features be together?  Nothing like a material object could be the subject of a feature, since presumably being a material object requires existence for more than a moment.  Perhaps Heraclitus could pick one feature and, as it were, designate that feature as the subject in which other features of the regions inhered.  Such a designation, though, would be clearly arbitrary.  For Heracliteans there really are no subjects distinct from features.  The flux is a flux of feature-instances, each of which is it's own whole essence.  

Now the difficulties in describing the Heraclitean world become insurmountable:  If the flux is a flux of feature-instances that undergo change and extinction, the feature-instances must be logical subjects to the extent that they bear relations to other features.  Such relational properties of the features are essential also, and must be together in the same feature-instance (somehow), and so on indefinitely. Even feature-instances as the individuals that make up the flux fade into indefiniteness, since each of them has every other related feature-instance as part of its essence. Thus it is difficult to arrive at any logical subjects, except the whole. The only possible logical subject would be the momentary whole having no determinate separable parts. Given its relations to past and future wholes, perhaps, there is only one (oddly) unchanging object. For Plato and his contemporaries, it suffices that Heracliteanism appears to be incoherent.

The principle that all change in what is true of an object is change in what thing an object is thus turns out at least to collapse any distinction between a feature and the object that has that feature.

Below I list some principles I characterize as versions of or (given plausible assumptions) consequences of the Heraclitean principle:

hl)  "Different" and "same" are univocal. 

h2)  All difference is numerical difference. 

h3)  All changes are substantial changes, (in Aristotle’s sense).

h4)  Every feature of any entity is essential to that entity. 

h5)  All components of what is the case are of the same ontological category.

What I mean by h5) will become clearer when we see its equivalence to Parmenides' principle.


B) Parmenides' Principle

The Parmenidean principle I am concerned with is "Is or is not.”
 It may not be transparent what the import of this slogan is supposed to be. I take it to mean that all components of what is the case are beings, entities. I don't wish to claim that the "Route of Parmenides" I describe is the only one available or that it is more central to Parmenides’ thought than concerns that reality be determinate, which Mourelatos
  takes as starting point.  I do claim that this principle suffices to derive most of Parmenides' doctrines. Perhaps surprisingly, it suffices to derive all of Heraclitus’ principles as well, as I will show.  This argument is also central to Aristotle's and Plato's understanding of Parmenides.

I should indicate what parts of Parmenides' poem could lend themselves to presentation as the regress argument I will call "Parmenidean".  The main passages are the following:  "Nor is it divisible, since it is all alike, nor is there more here and less there, which would prevent it from cleaving together, but it is all full of what is.  So it is all continuous; for what is clings close to what is."  (B.8, lines 22-25.)
   "Yet look at things which, though far off, are firmly present to thy mind; for thou shalt not cut off what is from clinging to what is, neither scattering itself everywhere in order nor crowding together." (B.4)
  According to Parmenides, as I understand these passages, anything other than what is isn't and so can't be used to "cut off what is from clinging to what is."  Plurality requires separation and separation requires something other than being, which is unavailable by the nature of the case.

I will first present the regress argument from this principle and then show how other doctrines of Parmenides flow from it.  The regress-form of Parmenides' argument is perhaps best introduced by quoting Aristotle:
 "But if being itself and unity itself were something, there is much difficulty as to how there can be something else besides these, that is, how things can be more than one.  For what is distinct from being does not exist, so the statement of Parmenides must follow, namely, that all things are one and this is Being."  By what argument does Aristotle suppose that this conclusion follows from making being itself an entity?  The following is my conjecture.

Suppose we start with the question: What is it for there to be two beings, or for one being to be distinct from another being?  There must be something that distinguishes or separates them, which prevents "What is from clinging to what is".  There is now a crude physicalist regress and an illuminating generalized regress.  The crude version interprets "separates" spatially.  If Bl is distinct from B2 then some entity must hold them apart.  Call that entity B3.  If B3 is to do its job of separation, it must be distinct from both Bl and B2.  But B3's distinctness from Bl and B2 calls for the same kind of account as Bl's distinctness from B2.  Thus if distinctness requires that objects be separated, and objects can only be separated by other, distinct objects being interposed, then between any two objects, an infinity of objects must exist.  More importantly, no explanation or account of how there can be two objects has been given since the account required presupposes what is being explained.

The crude version is unpersuasive for a couple of reasons:  First it's not made clear why and in what sense distinctness needs to be given an account.  Second, very obviously, things needn't be distinct by being held apart by an intervening object.  There just needs to be some feature one object has which the other lacks.  Objects can be distinct if they differ in some respect.  Numerical difference can be accounted for by "qualitative" difference.  

The purified and generalized Parmenidean regress argument is not subject to these criticisms.  I will present the illuminating purified and generalized version in two ways:  a) Suppose Bl is distinct from B2.  Bl must have or lack a feature (e.g. location, color, or something) which B2 lacks or has.  This feature is either a being or it doesn't occur, by the Parmenidean principle that "Is or is not".  If it's a being then it must be distinct from Bl and B2.  If features are beings, then features must somehow be distinguished from what they're features of.  If entities are distinct in virtue of features one entity has and the other lacks, then a feature F must be distinct from what it's a feature of in virtue of some feature F2 which feature F  has and the entities it distinguishes lack.  This is an infinite regress.  No account of distinctness is offered because features are entities and entities are distinct in virtue of having distinct features.  By the "is or is not" principle, as I am interpreting it, a feature either is an entity or it's not anything and so can't do any distinguishing.

b)  The following Aristotelian formulation of the regress argument may be illuminating:  If all that is the case consists of beings (i.e. if "Is or is not" is true) then being a being is essential to everything that exists.  But being a Being is not only essential to whatever exists; it must also be the complete essence of whatever exists.  Furthermore, being a Being must be the only feature any entity has.

Why couldn't there be different kinds of being distinguished by different characteristics?  If there were other features besides being a Being, those other features (or features instances) would themselves be Beings and so would have being a Being as at least part of their essence. Something about those features must distinguish them from each other and from the feature, being a Being.  But these "somethings" are themselves features which must themselves be Beings and so themselves must have the feature being a Being essentially while being somehow distinct from being a Being.  And so on.

It is clear by this route that there cannot be a being distinct from Being.  Such a Being would have to have a feature that was a Being, but something else, besides.  Being, if a feature, drives out every other feature, so that being a Being is the whole essence of whatever is.

The regress in either version shows that there really can't be anything but Being, if everything either is or is not, because being at all is being a Being.  This leads to some deep results.  An apparent consequence is that features must be a different sort of thing from Being. If features, properties or relations are what distinguish Being from Being in general, then features, properties, and relations must themselves be distinct from the Beings they distinguish.  We could follow Frege
 in making the distinguishers "unsaturated" entities and the distinguishees "saturated" entities, but this makes little progress, since being unsaturated is itself even more unsaturated, presumably, and is somehow to be filled by unsaturated entities.  Frege's difficulty is that being at all is being a logical subject, but logical subjects seem unable to be or to replace what is said of them.  A different sort of thing from Being still is a being.  Frege's obvious difficulty arose for a pluralist who wanted more than one feature.

Parmenides' regress argument "solves" Frege's problem by adopting a radical monism.  For Parmenides, there can't be more than one feature because being a Being is already a feature, something said of a thing.  Given that "is a being" or "is" is something said of a thing, it's pretty clear that it's at least part of the essence of whatever it's true of since what is couldn't be without being.  What the regress shows is that being a being must be the whole essence of what it is true of.  Being a being must constitute the whole essence of whatever is.

For Parmenides, there is no difference between numerical and qualita​tive difference in any case, since there is only one thing to be said.  “Is” says what the subject is and what all of its features are.  Thus "is", if it's a feature at all, is an entity-constituting feature.  Given that it's an entity-constituting feature (i.e. the whole essence of anything) and that all "components" of what is are entities, there is no room ontologically for any other features, accidental or essential, since all such features would themselves have to have being a Being as their whole nature.

It is important to see in what sense plurality needs an account in order for the regress to work.  It's not that we somehow have to explain why it is or how it comes to be that there is more than one thing. That would be somewhat analogous to requiring an explanation of why there is something rather than nothing and other such rejectable inquiries. Parmenides' regress demands an account or description of what is the case when there are two distinct entities.  The regress purports to show that plurality is an incoherent notion, much as Zeno's famous arguments showed that motion is an incoherent concept and so cannot be true of anything.  The premises he requires for this regress are:


1) "Is or is not", where this is interpreted as the claim that all components of what is the case are logical subjects, entities which can be referred to.  This "type"-monism agrees with the "Heraclitean" h5 above.


2) If B1 differs from B2, something besides B1 accounts for this difference.  This is supported by the principle of discernibility of non-identicals.


3) Being a being, "is", is something true of entities, a feature. This gets prima facie support from the obvious fact that "is a being" is said of things.

Now, if "is a being" is true of anything, no other non-equivalent predicate can be.  Heraclitus' principles are all con​sequences of these doctrines as well.  Since there is no distinction between feature and object, all things said of objects are essential to those objects and anything said of an object is the whole essence of that object.  Parmenides, by this regress, is able to derive the Heraclitean starting point that "same" and "different" are univocal from "is or is not."  If Being is a feature, being is the whole essence of what it's true of.  Thus "Being" turns out to be a name as well as a predicate.  By taking "Being" also to characterize things as a feature, then, Parmenides denies the distinction between features and the objects that have them.  In denying this distinction, Parmenides denies any distinction between numerical and qualitative difference, as Heraclitus had.


The rest of Parmenides' doctrines follow from the result of the regress:
    “Nor is (the one) divisible, since it is all alike; nor is there more here and less there,  which would  prevent it from cleaving together, but it is all full of what is.  So it is all continuous; for what is clings to what is."  (I take this to be a remark that what is is non-spatial.)  If there is only one entity then "all these are mere names which mortals lay down believing them to be true:  coming into being and perishing, being and not being, change of place and variation of bright color."

To review:  I attribute this regress argument to the Parmenides to whom Aristotle and Plato were responding because its premises are premises Aristotle and Plato take some pains to deny, as we will see.  Furthermore, the regress argument gives a valid argument to convince Aristotle that if Being is an entity, everything will be one.

III.
Aristotle's and Plato's Responses to the Parmenidean Regress 


There are three kinds of responses possible to Parmenides' Regress: Parmenides', Aristotle's and Plato's.  Parmenides' response, of course, is to accept the conclusion that there is at most one entity.  There are well-known difficulties with this view.


Aristotle's response is quite familiar.  First, Aristotle denies that Being a Being is a feature at all.
  He has to acknowledge that it is said of things, but not everything that is said of things must be allowed to be a feature.  "Is" doesn't ascribe a single property to what it's true of, but is rather a pros hen equivocal.
 If being is not a feature, it can't be essential to what is.  If being is not essential to what is, being can't be the whole essence of what is.  Second, Aristotle rejects "is or is not", where this is interpreted as "all components of what is the case are substances".  This rejection is crucial to his regress arguments against Plato, and is discussed in that section.  For the moment, we can observe that the denial of "is or is not", so interpreted, will require that differentiators (i.e. for Aristotle, "things in other categories")
 differ in kind from the logical subjects they differentiate without that difference being explained by a difference in features.  Furthermore, differences between differentiators will not be explained by features one has and the other lacks.  What is the case will somehow have to be only partly determined by what logical subjects there are. Differentiators, for Aristotle, will have to be other than logical subjects.

Aristotle's denials of Parmenidean principles are independent but related.  Even if Being a Being is not a feature, substances might be the only component of what is the case, i.e. there might be only one category.  After all, there is no feature in virtue of which all substances are substances, but only some kind of meta-predicate whose ontological correlate, if any, is obscure.  So a person could hold that Being was not a feature even though all components of what is the case were on a par.  Still, to deny that what is is of one kind, i.e. to deny that Being is a kind, is the beginning of the doctrine of categories.


My main interest is in Plato's response to this regress.  I will take Plato's success in dealing with the regress to be evidence that Plato understood Parmenides or the Eleatic tradition to be presenting such a regress.  Much of what I take Plato to hold depends on showing that a traditional reading is coherent.  Some interpretations of Plato rule out positions as Platonic, I think, because of hasty judgenents that the positions are incoherent.  I end up with fairly traditional interpretations. Plato retains the spirit of Heraclitus' principle of sameness and difference
 as well as the Parmenidean views that "is or is not", i.e. that all components of reality are on a par,
 and that Being is a feature.
    I think that Plato's main deviation from "Heraclitean" principles is his restriction of "real change" to intrinsic change.  Plato argues in the Theaetetus
 that not all changes in what open sentences are true of an object amount to changes in the object.  In particular, not all "relational properties" are genuine features of objects. (As I will argue, the Heraclitean principle, in Plato's hands, becomes a sort of nereological essentialism.) Plato needs some such restriction in order, among other things, to insulate forms from the flux, so that "coming to be thought of by Fred" and "ceasing to be instantiated by Fred", for instance, don't destroy the form.

So, how does Plato avoid the regress that Parmenides presents? Where Aristotle denies Parmenidean principles 1) and 3), Plato denies 2). Plato denies that if Bl is different from B2 something besides Bl or B2 accounts for the difference.

Suppose one agreed that being a Being is a feature and that all components of what is the case are entities. Differentiators would themselves be logical subjects requiring to be distinguished from what they distinguish, and apparently no progress in describing the Other is made. The only way to stop the regress is to have some entity that can differen​tiate itself from other things.  That is, what is required to stop the regress is an entity that is distinct from other things in virtue of itself.  The nature Difference of which Plato makes so much in the Sophist
 is exactly such an entity.  The nature Difference is designed to be that in virtue of which anything differs from anything else.  So Difference is that in virtue of which Difference is different from, e.g. Being.  If Difference is distinct from Being,
 there is no limit to the plurality of things that there can be, since Difference is then available to distinguish other entities besides itself from Being.

The nature Difference has a lot more in its favor as a theoretical entity, besides just that it avoids this regress.  I will briefly mention some of its related roles, to remove the "ad hoc" appearance of this way of avoiding regress.  If every aspect of what is the case is an entity (or is of the same category--i.e. if "is or is not" is so interpreted) then if there is more than one entity there is Difference among them.  So Plato is committed to Difference by "Is or is not."


Plato uses Difference also to analyze negation without reference to what is not.  There are several Parmenidean - Sophistic arguments
 that seem to take the non-occurrence of nothingness as a reason to deny that negative sentences are true or that there can be false sentences.  I think there are lots of illuminating ways to view these arguments.  The following is one way of viewing those arguments that connects negativity problems with the regress-arguments:

Parmenides' "Is or is not", along with the Heraclitean principles, entail that features constitute and thus are what they're true of.  If this is the case, then a positive declarative predication in effect names (as "this man" names a man) an entity.  The consequences of having all features constitute the whole essence of what they're true of lead to the odd doctrines of the Late Learners 
 that a thing has only one term true of it. That is, all terms would be like "is a man" in excluding any other substance-determiner. Since an entity can only have one essence, if an essence determines extinction-conditions, only one "constituter" can be true of an entity.  So if all terms name constituting features, the result follows.

Prima facie, it appears that negative predications cannot express a constituting feature or name an entity, since intuitively, not-F doesn't say what it is to be a thing. As many have observed, if we think of properties and features realistically, as Beings or entities, it would be remarkable if there were in general an entity (not F) which attached to all and only the entities a given entity (F) failed to attach to. There could be such pairing of entities but the pairing would amount to a marvelous natural law, roughly as though the world's objects were all either bright red or pale yellow.  Surely such a pairing would be remarkable and would an empirically discoverable natural law, not a truth of logic. For a realist who takes properties to be some kind of real component of what is the case, "what is not,” i.e. negative properties, don't determine Being and so don't figure as components of what is the case. So, "what is not", even interpreted as negative predications, can't say what is.

Plato, though, by means of the entity Difference, indeed has entities that correspond to negations of predicates. These entities are parts of the Different. “Parts” of the Different are Differences “with respect” to other entities. This allows not-having a feature to be a positive feature.
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The crucial passage is Sophist 

The phrase “participates (is a part of) the Different with respect to F” though, could be understood in two ways. Even Joe the frog participates in things that are Different from Froghood, as well as participating in Froghood. On the other hand, Tom toad is not a part of Froghood at all. That is, “different from Froghood” is too weak a relation to analyze Tom’s being a toad.

There are several ways to interpret the passage: Cornford, among others, has suggested that Plato has in mind incompatibility in this passage about explaining negation and falsehood by Difference. The thought would be that when Joe is not a frog, there is something else incompatible with being a frog, that Joe is. This suggestion should be resisted, since it abandons the clear non-modal non-identity in favor of something entirely new, necessary non-co-instantiation. 

A better way would be to treat “Different from” as “has no part in common with.” Then Plato would either have two difference relations (“has no part in common with;” “is not identical with” or he would analyze “A has no part in common with B” as “every part of A is distinct from B,” thereby reducing negated partial identity to a general remark about distinctness. The second method, as I will argue below, when we discuss Difference in more detail, is far to be preferred.

As I will show below, Plato's account of "negative properties" in terms of Difference solves a real problem.  "A is not F" gets analyzed in terms of the positive relational property Difference directly in the case of statements about Forms.  "A is not B" is just "A bears Difference with respect to B".  The relations constituting the Different between complexes is more complicated. Briefly, though, for statements about spatio-temporal particulars, Plato's analysis of "A is not F" is "Everything A is (participates in) bears Difference with respect to B". 

Parmenides  regress argument was a challenge to have more than one entity if Being was a kind and all components of what is the case are Beings. The regress developed a problem about how subject and feature could be understood.  The regress arose because features and what they were features of were on a par.  A self-differentiator gets Plato out of monism, but there are still other regresses which turn on Plato's demand that all aspects of what is the case be entities or analyzed without remainder in terms of entities.  My argument that Plato makes this demand, i.e. that he accepts "is or is not" is basically that such a picture is coherent, surprisingly,
 These other two regresses, the "Third Man" regress and the "Aristotle"
 regress, are also met by drawing out implications of what is built into the Heraclitean / Parmenidean conceptions of objects and features.


IV. The Third Man


Standard presentations of the Third Man argument,
 as it occurs in the Parmenides
  and as it is mentioned in Aristotle,
 cite the following principles which seem to be required to make the regress work:

1)  What explains why a thing as a given feature F does so in virtue of having a feature G.  More specially, for Plato's purpose, what explains why things have F does so in virtue of itself having F.  The third man argument doesn't depend on a special "self-predication" principle, since the same result will obtain whenever the explanation of A's having F is B's having G even when G is different from F.  The argument is also independent of "one over many".  It will go through with theories which have indefinite numbers of property-instances without single forms as long as there is always a further feature which explains why an entity has a given feature.

The "one over many" principle is a special version of the more general idea that entities explain the occurrence of features.  Having one form with the same nature as the many cases that are explained allows features to be recurring, repeatable properties while there are only Beings explaining phenomena.  That is, if there are repeatables, those repeatables must be Beings; the phenomenon must be explained by appeal to Beings.  The special "self-predication" (what explains a thing's being F has F) premise is crucial to Plato's whole idea of using Forms to be the reification of Heraclitus' logos.  If the Forms are to be the ground for natural laws, they must in some way, intuitively, have the natures they explain.  That is, unless the Form Green is in some sense green, (perhaps structurally or something, as Findlay
 suggests), it's hard to see why it should make things green rather than square.  Forms are supposed to bring things about, in a way.  They as it were enforce physical laws, something sets and such cannot do.

2) Features of things are, or are explained by, entities which are distinct from the things themselves.  There are two principles imbedded here:

2a)  Features are distinct from the logical subjects of which they are features.  This is the intuitive idea that "Joe is red" in some way says something distinct from Joe about Joe.  As we will see, Aristotle denies this principle in some cases, cases of essential predication.

2b)  "Is or is not".  All components of what is the case, in particular what the subject-term names and what the predicate-term says about it, are entities.  That is, the ways things are is to be analyzed in terms of further things.  The fact that Joe is a frog is analyzable without residue into substances.  So "The world is the totality of things”
 and Beings are all that exist. If some alleged phenomenon appears to require something which is not exactly a Being but not exactly a non-Being either, (e.g. features or possibilities, etc.) that phenomenon is either illusory or to be analyzed by reference to Beings.


The argument, on this interpretation, then goes:  Suppose an entity a is F, and this is explained by appeal to an entity b.  (“Explained by" abbreviates whatever relationship the feature, construed as a thing, bears to the subject that has the feature.  It may be "participation", "is a member of" or what have you.)  By 1), there is some feature G such that b's having G is that by which b accounts for the F-ness of A  By 2), k's being G is to be explained by a being distinct from b.  By 1), the Being which explains why b is G (call it c), must do so in virtue of some feature H which is distinct from it and itself explained by another being.

Plato's special version of the argument runs as follows: Suppose an entity a is F, and this is explained by appeal to an entity f, to which a bears Participation or some such relation.  By 1) f is F.  By 2) f's being F requires explanation by a Being distinct from f.  By 1), the Being which explains why f is F (call it f') must also be F.  And so on. In both versions the sequence of further entities is generated by the combination of the demand that features be distinct from what they're features of, and that features be Beings.

This regress is closely related to the Parmenidean regress.  In the Parmenidean regress, the problem was to find something to distinguish Being 1 from Being 2 which wasn't itself a Being.  Somehow, the distinguisher had to be different.  In the Third Man, the problem is to find some way that the Form can do its job of making features occur without itself having features that call for explanation of the same kind as it is supposed to be supplying. That is, the regress doesn't just generate an infinity of Forms in a kind of harmless Russellian way, but rather constitutes a vicious regress or circular argument, since nothing gets explained.

Forms were postulated to explain qualitative sameness and natural laws, by participation and participation in Forms that blend, respectively. The appeal to an entity only explains the phenomenon if there is something about the entity that brings about the phenomenon, something in the nature of the entity.  Once again, the Platonist needs to say why sharing in the entity Greenness makes things green rather than purple.  But now it appears as though the nature of Greenness, not Greenness itself, is where the real explanation will lie.  Roughly, it must be some feature of an entity, some-thing about the entity, that makes the explanation go through.  Arrays of entities themselves won't do.

Thus self-predication is just one very plausible way of assigning Forms a property by which their causal efficacy can be explained.  In principle, as we have argued, some other feature besides the one explained (perhaps a mathematical property), could be true of the Form Green and the same argument would go through.  That mathematical property would, by 2) be an entity and be distinct from the Form it is a pr9perty of.  By l) that property itself would have to have something about it which would explain why a Form it was a property of would bring about Greenness in things.  A hierarchy of naked entities explains nothing.  Clothed entities are hard to come by, given 2), since the clothes need clothes to be effective.

Plato's solution to the regress, I claim, is to deny 2a}, that features are distinct from what they're features of.  This is in accord with the principles of predication I have labeled "Heraclitean" or "Parmenidean". In effect, Plato makes the Forms be the natures they bring about in space-time.  Forms are entities which are identical with their essences, in Aristotle's terms.
 That is, Forms are Beings, logical subjects, which are identical with a feature they have.  For Plato, following Heraclitus and Parmenides, there is no distinction between feature and object in the case of real Beings (with some qualification).  The denial of the distinctness of feature and object stops the regress, obviously, because the Form explains its own possession of the property to be explained.  That property is the "what it is to be" of that Form.  The Form is the nature it brings about in the world.  It also has that nature, in the way that a man, something con​stituted by being a man, also has that feature for Aristotle.

Support for this account of how Plato avoids the Third Man Regress cones from Aristotle's critique of the theory of Forms in Metaphysics A. After pointing out that Platonic reasons for Forms commit the theory to Forms of non-(Aristotelian) substances, Aristotle says:
  "According to what necessarily follows and the doctrine of Forms, if Forms can be shared, only of substances must there be Ideas, for Ideas are not shared as attributes, but each Idea must be shared in this sense, namely qua not being said of a subject ...  Accordingly, the Forms will be of substances; and the same names signify substances whether it applies to these things or to the Ideas..."

Aristotle's objection here is that, since the essence of a form is what is shared, what is shared must be the substance-constituter which determined what it would be to be that Form.  But if the shared nature were adequate to constitute a Form, it would be adequate to constitute whatever had that nature.  Thus the nature explained and caused by the Form would be the whole essence of anything it was true of.  So only of substances would there be Forms.  In Metaphysics Z6, Aristotle also assumes that Forms are their natures, since they are advanced as paradigms (or clear cases anyhow) of what and why at some point some entities must be identical with their natures.  It is implicit that Forms would be such entities when Aristotle says,
 “As for things stated by themselves, is it necessary for them to be the same as their essences?  For example, this would be the case if some substances exist, like the Ideas posited by some thinkers, prior to which neither other substances nor natures exist."  So, for instance, if there were a Form Redness, redness would be the essence of the Form.  The Form would be constituted by that nature. To be that Form is to have and be that nature.
 But then, according to Aristotle, anything else that was red would have Being Red as its essence, since Being Red would be enough to constitute the "what it would be to be" of a thing, having proved itself by being the nature of a Form.  For this argument to be plausible, Aristotle requires a principle that a substance-constituter constitutes the being of whatever has it.  Nothing capable of being the what it would be to be of an entity is accidental to some other entity.  The principle is justified, since there would have to be a reason why a feature B sometimes constituted an entity and sometimes did not.  That reason would be a feature A present in one case and absent in the other.  But then the substance-constituter would be the composite feature A plus B, not B alone.

For being red to be the essence of an entity, that entity would have to cease to exist when it ceased to be red.  But consider a round, red, heavy particular.  If Roundness Itself, Redness Itself, and Heaviness Itself are all Forms, them being round, being red, and being heavy would each be, essential to the thing by Aristotle's principle above.  Now, a nature can be essential to a thing either when it is one among several features that are essential to a thing or when it is the whole nature of a thing.  Even if a feature is the whole nature of a thing, though, there can be other features which are "parts” of that nature in the sense that they are entailed by or somehow necessarily connected with that "whole nature".  Aristotle spends a lot of time analyzing how a single nature can have a complex formula.
 In the case of Forms, each of the natures which forms explain is the whole nature, the substance of a thing.  A red round heavy object would only be possible if roundness required heaviness and redness or some other such necessity.  No spatio-temporal individual instance of a Form could have two independent features.

Given all of these considerations, what is Plato's view about sensible particulars that appear to have independent features?  I believe that he adopts the Heraclitean identification of feature and entity and makes instances of Forms themselves particulars but without independent features.  Instances of Forms do not have independent properties but are rather independent particulars coinciding at locations.  The "independence" of features would be a coincidence of independent entities. Instances of Forms would have the nature they instance as their essence. All features would be essential, something Heraclitean and Parmenidean principles require anyhow. The most troublesome point about this treatment of spatio-temporal particulars is that it commits Plato to an ontology of locations or regions as space-time particulars that have all features (apart from relations to other regions) as accidents,  To show that Plato is not committed to such an ontology requires the results from Plato's answer to the next regress.  Briefly, spatio-temporal regions turn out to be parts of the Different, while instances "sharing" those regions turn out to be parts of the same part of the Different.  What this means and how it helps will be discussed in Section VII.  For the moment, I should acknowledge that I have not yet provided an account of Platonic concrete contingent particulars.

I ignore questions about when, on my theory, Plato arrived at this solution.  For one thing, such speculation presupposes a number of dubious distinctions and doctrines about how philosophers' views develop.  Suppose Plato had the view that the logos must be a structure of Beings and that sensible objects exist and have properties in virtue of "sharing in" those Beings.  As he develops parts of this view, he produces new formulations of the relationship between sensibles and Forms, and new ways of characterizing the parties to this relation.  Now, one way of describing what happens is to say that Plato "abandons" the "early” theory of Forms, drops his view that participation is the relation between Forms and things, and abandons the view that there are Forms at all in favor of kinds, etc.  This way of describing the development of Plato's view takes Plato to be a proto-Russell, holding (implicitly) one fully articulated theory after another.  Apart from this "Russelloid" picture of Plato, which must surely be rejected, there is no simple and clear sense in which Plato can be said to "abandon" his "early theory".  I believe that "early theories" are typically incomplete, and have no answers to certain questions.  When Plato begins to deal with the problem of what the relation he has been calling "participation" is, his answers are developments of his theory, not replacements.  Of course, there is the question of when a series of develop​ments in a theory so changes the theory that a new theory cones into existence, as well as the kind of development in which incompatible comple​tions replace one another.  There is little clear evidence that Plato abandoned earlier views about participation or that his change of characterization of the entities and the relation is a change in what entities and relations he takes himself to be talking about.

So, the question of whether the Third Man argument forced Plato to abandon an earlier theory is quite unclear.  What is clear is that Plato arrived at his later views in the light of the Third Man argument.

There are some residual difficulties with the view that one thing can have several features:

1)  How can a whole unified nature contain other whole natures as components?  A frog is a Being as well.  If being a Being is adequate to make a Form an entity, why isn't being a frog just superfluous to whether or not the thing that is a frog persists?  That is, given that all features, including some broad ones, are whole natures, there is strong pressure to make all but one feature accidental.  In particular Being drives all other natures into accident-status if Being-itself is sufficient to constitute an entity and every instance is a case of Being. We seem to end up with a monism of kinds of thing at least, and to have the premises to get another kind of Parmenidean regress, since each nature is a Being.  "Blending" is supposed to somehow provide an answer here.

2)  When an instance of snow is necessarily connected with an instance of cold, does that mean that the particular which is an instance of snow is also an instance of coldness so that instances can be complex, or are there two particulars here?  The first idea fits well with the Sophist's
 account of blending, but goes against standard ways of counting instances.  However, it gives what appears to be an elegant account of natural laws.  If natures are complex, then instancing a nature is instancing all "parts" of that nature.  "Snow is cold" will be true in the way "Man is an animal" is true for Aristotle.  The mystery, of course, is how simple natures can have each other.  The second way accords with the Phaedo’s account of importation
 but leaves it a kind of mystery how Forms enforce natural laws.

What to make of blending, natural laws, and natures having features is the topic of the next section.  For now, we should see that Plato avoids the Third Man Regress by just accepting the fusion of subject and feature that he inherited from Heraclitus and Parmenides.

V.
The "Aristotle" Regress

As I am interpreting Plato, he retains Being as a real feature and "Is or is not," interpreted as the demand that all aspects of what is the case be entities, without succumbing to monism or incoherence.  In the case of the Parmenidean regress, he posits a self-differentiator that distinguishes itself, and then other things, from Being.  The Third Man regress was avoided by accepting a Heraclitean/Parmenidean fusion of subject and feature.  In the response to the first regress, we had Difference dis​tinguishing among various entities among which Difference obtained, apparently. In the answer to the second regress, we seem to need Forms to blend and have features or aspects to their nature in order for anything to have more than one feature.
 There are still, some aspects of what is the case which are hard to account for while keeping "is or is not".  This last regress attempts to show that "is or is not" cannot hold in general.  The regress can also be interpreted as an attempt to show that not all saneness can be reduced to numerical saneness.  The second interpretation follows from the first.

Let me begin with an initial inadequate stab at a regress-argument:

Suppose that we take it for granted that Difference blends with Being. The phenomenon of blending is either an entity or it is not.  If Blending is an entity, then Difference blends with Being if and only if Blending obtains between Being and Difference.  Now, Obtaining is either an entity or it's not.  And so on.


In this form, the regress is not yet very compelling.  For one thing it is not yet clear that there is anything harmful about the regress.  Might this not be just an infinite hierarchy that's guaranteed to exist by the nature of the case?  The second, related response to the regress as so far presented would ask why there is any phenomenon left unexplained by the mere positing of the entities in the domain of Forms. The following two versions of the regress make it clear why the regress is vicious and what is left to explain which the array of Forms itself doesn't handle.

A) Suppose that Joe is a frog.  On Plato's entity-only theory, Joe is a frog if and only if Joe participates in Froghood.  Need we posit partici​pation as a further entity?  Perhaps the fact that Joe is a frog needs nothing more than Joe and froghood.  But Joe and froghood coexisting is not the same as Joe being a frog, since Joe and Gorillahood coexist when Joe is not a gorilla.  So, apparently, if there is a difference between arrays of entities coexisting and the inherence of a feature in an entity, then an entity such as Participation must be postulated.  But Participation, Joe, and Gorillahood co-exist as well as Joe, Participation, and Froghood, if Participation is an entity.  Some difference has to be explained between the coexistence of Joe, Participation and Froghood, and Participation obtaining between Joe and Froghood.  It is pretty clear that making Obtaining an entity won't help distinguish co-existence from inherence.

B) Suppose Snow blends with Cold. If Blending is not another entity, then there is no difference between Snow and Cold co-existing and Snow blending with Cold.  Since Snow coexists (exists in the same universe) with Heat, but doesn't blend with Heat, Blending must be an entity, if all that is said of objects are other objects (i.e., by "Is or is not", as I construe it).  But Blending, Snow, and Heat coexist even though Blending doesn't obtain between Snow and Heat.  On Plato's "is or is not" principle, Obtaining would have to he an entity and would have to be posited to explain this difference.  But Obtaining obviously won't advance the explanation. This regress shows that positing entities by itself doesn't explain any phenomena.  No explanation is given by proposing an entity to be the relation between entities.  It appears that how entities are, either in themselves or in relation to other entities, can't be explained by listing some more entities.  This regress shows this by pointing out that the explanation or account of how those further entities are is a requirement for those further entities to do their original explanatory job. That is, this is a vicious regress rather than a mere progression of entities because exactly the explanation that was thought to be given by positing entities is required before those posited entities can explain.  The regress format points out this lack of explanation.



There are several points to make or argue about this regress before going on to consider Plato's reply:

1) Most obviously, this is an "ontological" version of an argument with a number of modern avatars,
  among them Davidson's argument that predication is irreducible to naming.
 Davidson points out that sentences are different from lists, and that no additions to a list will  yield something which is true or false.
   A list just names an array of entities and can't name a truth-value.  Some function is needed in order to map named entities onto truth-values.  Functions must be some kind of non-nameable, non-entity, but really-there aspect of what is the case.  Aristotle has difficulty, not say incoherence,
 in trying to express what there is to reality besides entities.  Frege 's "unsaturated entities"
 and Aristotle's remarks about entities in categories other than substance having essences, names, etc. but not in the primary sense
  betray the difficulty in discussing the allegedly non-nameable aspects of reality.

2) Aristotle uses this regress, I claim, to show the falsity of "is or is not," interpreted as the claim that all aspects of what is the case are entities. The claim that this regress is Aristotelian needs some defense. Aristotle doesn't specifically deploy the argument in the form I have given it, and he doesn't explicitly apply it in criticizing Plato or any other of his predecessors.  The passages from Aristotle I have in mind are from the Metaphysics.  I will first display a passage that I take to indicate Aristotle's rejection of "is or is not":

. . .It is evident that none of the things that belong universally is a substance, and that none of them signifies a this, but only a such".  I am taking "this" to be Aristotle's term for an individual, a nameable, in contrast to "such" which is his attempt to characterize non-nameable "ways" or "hows" things are with respect to one another and in themselves.  It has to be acknowledged, of course, that other remarks by Aristotle make his universals seem to be beings of some sort.
 



The closest Aristotle comes to giving a regress argument that not all aspects of what is the case are "this"es is in Metaphysics Z17:
  "Now since that which is composed of something exists in such a way as to be one in its totality, not like a heap but like a syllable... the syllable is not only its letters … but something else besides...  If, further, that additional something must also be a) an element or b) a composite of elements, a) in case it is an element the same argument will apply again, for flesh will then be composed of this element and of fire and earth and of something else yet, and in this way the process will go on to infinity; b) but in case it is composed of elements, clearly it is composed not of one element (for then we will have the previous case), but of many, so that again the same argument will apply to the result, whether in the case of flesh or of the syllable.  It would seem, however, that this additional something is not an element but something else, and that it is the cause through which this is flesh and that is a syllable."



It must be admitted that this isn't very close or clear, since these cases or principles are forms, about which there is controversy as to whether they should be construed as individuals.  But in Z8, Aristotle says:
  "But "form" signifies a such and this is not a this and a definite thing [ or: a separate thing, horismenon]; and what the artist makes or the man begets is a such from a this, and what is generated is a such this."  At least as he is writing this last quotation, Aristotle indeed wants to regard features as "suches" and non-nameables and that he uses a version of our third regress argument to establish the denial of "is or is not", interpreted as the claim that all these are are individuals

3) The "is or is not", entity-only theory can begin to seem very bizarre, once this regress is proposed.  What can entities explain or do, after all, unless there are ways those entities are intrinsically or in relation to each other?  These ways can't, by the regress, be entities also, so apparently what general terms signify can't be reduced to entities.  It appears that entities without ways must be featureless in themselves, since any supposed features will be other individuals, by the principles that only beings are and that features are distinct from subjects.  This regress, as its predecessors do, strips entities of their properties.  An entity-positing theorist is reduced to postulating arrays of naked entities.  But no number of naked entities will explain anything or differen​tiate anything that a single naked entity won't.  Furthermore, any "clothing" must be just more indistinguishable entities.  Then, too, "arrays of entities" supposes that aggregates of entities can have a structure or are somehow grouped into sets.  Such structures, though are either "ways" and so non-entities, or they do not help.  Even aggregation or grouping into a mereological sum begins to seem mysterious.  If an aggregate is a new individual, what guarantees any special relation to the individuals that are its parts?  If it's not a new individual, then it's hard to see that it exists at all.  Once the full consequences of reducing all features to individuals are realized, no-one could believe "is or is not".



Of course, for Plato, Parmenides and Aristotle, some features are not distinct from what they're features of.  Such "constituting natures", though, seem to be left stranded, as it were, since they seem not to be able to bear relations to one another.  Such entities are isolated natures that seem not to be able to account for anything or to have any "group-structure" as a domain.



I used to think that this final regress, in either its ontological or its linguistic form, was an absolute knockdown argument against "entity-only" or "name only" theories.  I took it to be a conclusive proof that no realistic metaphysics could get by without some recognition that, as Wittgenstein says,
 “The world is the totality of facts, not of things". I still believe that it is true that the world doesn't reduce to entities, that there is an ineliminable "how things are" which doesn't reduce to what things there are, but I now think that it is possible to have a theory with only entities. I believe Plato's is such a theory and that important aspects of his theory are designed specifically to meet the sort of difficulty this regress points out.


VI. Plato's Way Out

VIA: Introduction


I will begin by stating without argument some theses of a metaphysical view that appeals to  nothing but entities, reduces modality to being, treats “same” and “different” as univocal, and explains particulars and their natures:

1) Sameness is a nature among others. The sameness of anything with anything else is due to sameness.

2) Two entities are the same if they have a common part. “Part” may be an improper part, so two entities are the same if one is a part of the other. Thus two frogs are the same because of their common part froghood. And Joe the frog is the same as Froghood since froghood is their common part.

3) The participation, “sharing in” or “instantiation” relation amounts to an entity (the instance) having the other as a part. Thus sharing in is the “is a part of” relation.

4) Entity A is identical with entity B if they are not different. The different between Joe the frog and Froghood is that, while they are the same, since Froghood is a part of Joe, they are different as well, since other parts of Joe are different from Froghood. Froghood’s sameness to itself, on the other hand, is, as it were, the improper part relation.

5) Difference is a nature among others. The distinctness of anything from anything else is due to difference being a part of the distinct things. Difference, unlike other fundamental natures, has parts. Furthermore, some of its parts are non-general natures. Each pair of objects that are distinct have parts that are parts of the Different. If A is different from B, then A has Difference form B, a part of the Different, as a part. B, on the other hand, has Difference from A, another part of difference, as a part. Note that parts of A and B bear their own difference relations to other entities, that is, have other parts of the Different as parts. 

6) The blending of natures, such that one nature always imports another nature in its instances, is a nature A being a part of another nature B. Thus, when nature B is a part of a particular, that particular has as a part any part of B, and so has A as a part.

7) 


Let us go back to the strong form of the regress argument.  The challenge was that there must be a distinction between the mere co-existence of Cold and Snow and Cold blending with Snow.  In the same way, there must be a distinction between Joe and Froghood co-existing and Joe being a frog, since the first can happen without the second happening, apparently.


Plato's solution to this regress is to deny the distinctness of thing and feature not only for one-place properties such as being a frog, but also for relational properties such as "blends with Cold" and "Partici​pates in Froghood".  This makes relational properties essential to the entities that have them.  Of course, "relational properties" mis-states things from a Platonic view, since distinct new natures are not made by conjunction, disjunction or filling-in of argument places.  That is, since Plato is a realist, properties aren't for free, and there need not be a relative property "blends with Cold" just because there is a corresponding open sentence.  There are numerous problems understanding how a relation can be part of an individual's nature, which will be dealt with shortly.  Let me first make this hypothesis plausible as an account of how Plato avoids making either 'participates" or "blends" into natures, and then describe the structure of the world of Forms and the relation to sensible particulars that night follow from this solution.



How, then, does supposing relations to other Forms to be essential to what it is to be a given Form block the regress?  If relations are essential, there is no difference between a pair of Forms co-existing and one bearing a relation to the other, since what it is to be each Form includes that relation.  That is, if relations are essential to natures, then a given Form, which is identical with the nature it explains, is what it shares in (among other components).  For Plato, relations are packed into the entities themselves that stand in those relations.


This building of relations into entities doesn't proceed by standard devices.  The relations which are essential to entities seem not to be reduced to some kind of "one place" surrogates which thc natures (Forms) can have as properties.  If there were a one-place property such as "blends with Cold", it wouldn't help Plato.  "Blends with Cold" would either itself share in the nature Cold or bear some relation to it, given that "cold" in "blends with Cold" is not homonymous with "Cold" in "the nature Cold". Given that a Form's being (partly) constituted by sharing in the property "blending with Cold" has-something to do with the nature cold, that "something to do with cold" will require still another one-place property of this one--place property, if relations are always to be internalized by one-place surrogates.  Thus, making relations "internal" by making them one-place properties of Forms does not solve the problem but rather gives rise to another regress.



Since one-place surrogates don't help, how are we to conceive of the realm of these natures which bear relations to one another, but in such a way that their relations to one another are part of what it is to be those natures themselves?  The Platonic notions of "communion with,"
 having a share of,”
 “participating,"
 indicate that some kind of part-whole relation will be the basic surrogate for inherence.  Somehow the nature Man must share in the nature Animal and the nature Animal must be a part of the nature Man, for instance.



As Aristotle has pointed out
 there are apparent difficulties whether the Animal in Man is another entity distinct from Animal itself or whether it is Animal itself.  If the Animal in Man is distinct, it will be an entity on its own, violating the principle that no entity can contain another as proper part.  Also, it will be identical with its essence, -so all such parts of other Forms will be one entity, since they're all identi​cal with the same thing.  If the Animal in Man is Animal Itself, how can a single entity exist as several parts of distinct, separate entities?  This last is the basic problem with Platonic Forms in their relation to spatio temporal particulars as well as to each other.  How can one nature be shared in by several distinct entities?



Plato needs some construal of the "part-whole" or "shares in" relation which will allow Man to share in Animal Itself or allow Animal Itself, the nature, to be a part of the Nature Man.  We should see that one Aristotelian problem doesn't really arise for Plato. Since Unity is a nature and every entity, including every nature, shares in Unity or has Unity as a part, Plato is already committed to the notion that a nature that is adequate to be the whole nature of an entity might be only part of the nature of another entity.  So even though Unity is the whole substance of the Form Unity, it can be only part of the substance of, say, the Form Man.
 Furthermore, nothing prevents parts of entities from being actual entities themselves.  So, one difficulty with "sharing in" is how an individual Form can be "part of" several distinct entities.  I will first outline a conception of the part-whole relation that will accommodate Plato’s needs, and then show how that conception illuminates the structure of the world of forms and then how it makes sense of sensible particulars in relation to the Forms.


VIB: Parts and Wholes in Plato



The first step in understanding Plato’s application of the part-whole relation is to abandon the categorial distinction between particular and universal. As I reconstruct them, on Plato’s behalf, roughly following the Timaeus, physical particulars are just one more kind of aggregate, not different in kind from natures. A physical particular is a particular one of whose parts is a spatial location and antoher of whose parts is a temporal location. Space-time locations are a domain of particulars themselves, and can be parts of other particulars.  



The basic feature of the analysis of Form-structure by some sense of "part of" is that natures have other natures as parts.  Thus we have an explanation of how snow is cold, since Cold is a part of the nature snow which is instantiated, so it got instantiated too.  We also have an explanation of why Snow must be Cold, since what it is to be Snow is to have the nature cold as a part.  Thus the part-whole "relation" under some kind of construal, is the basic device by which relations are packed into entities.



 Let me first set out some theses that characterize a part-whole relation that will make sense of Plato’s notions of blending and participation. This part-whole relation is designed to be a complete reduction of necessity to being. 



There are some departures in this system from standard mereologies. For one thing, some special features of the part-whole relation for physical parts are treated as special features of the physical case, rather than essential to the part-whole relation itself. For instance, consider the principle that if A is a part of B, and B is a part of C,  then A is not a part of B-C. For physical objects, the whole of A cannot, as it were, occur twice as a whole component in the same object. So if the whole of A is a part of B, and therefore a part of C, the whole of A cannot also be a part of B-C. If Unity is a part of every object, then to construe how things have unity as a part-whole relation is to abandon this principle. Unity is essential to anything which is, so if there is the remainder B-C, it must have Unity as a part.



Let us understand “P” as a two-place “is a part of” relation and “S(x1,x2…z)” as the relations “the sum of x1,x2…. is z”, holding between entities and their components. 

Thesis I: Transitivity: AxAyAz (Pxy /\ Pyz -> xPz)


Thesis II: Ex Ey -Ez (S xyz)


Thesis III: ExEy (Pxy /\ -Pyx)


Thesis IV: a=b -> Ax(Pxa <-> Pxb)



Thesis I asserts an essential part of any part-whole relation, that parts of parts of an entity are parts of an entity. 



Thesis II denies an existence thesis that is usually accepted in mereologies, that, given a pair of entities, there is an entity that is their sum. For Plato, an entity is something that is a part of Being and is a part of Unity. Thus, the upper two-thirds of your arm may not be a part of anything, even though it can be specified, as the present King of France can be specified. To be is to be one, and since being One is a feature things have, it unifies some groups into single things and does not unify other collections. The great difference between Plato’s mereology and standard modern ones is that Plato does not suppose that a compound is an ontological free lunch, to use Armstrong’s term. 



In Plato’s thought, every general feature is a nature. The ploy of treating terms such as “particular” and “universal” as “categorials,” by which is meant “general distinguishing features that are not features,” can be rejected in Platonism. The point of the mega-natures, such as Sameness, Difference, Oneness, and Being, is to treat all predication as saying something, attributing the same thing to entities. 



The restricted existence thesis accords with common sense in many cases, as Simon has argued. There are rather special realms, such as numbers, and perhaps regions, where the existence thesis may be true. To be a particular is to be one thing, not merely several. Not every collection of particulars is one, just as not every combination of natures is a nature. 



The motivation for the “Rich” interpretation must be entirely Heraclitean. That is, the Rich interpretation of the essences of Forms rests on the Heraclitean idea that every open sentence true of an entity is essential to that entity. But if Plato’s analysis of “essential to” or “necessary connection” is based on a part-whole relation, then the part-whole relation should dictate what is essential to what. The austere interpretation of the world of Forms makes what F entails to be parts of F but not what entails F. This accords with some intuitions about parts and wholes. A rock R that is part of a collection of rocks C would be the same rock if that C had not come into being; whereas C could not be the same collection without R. 

The difficulty with separating contingency from necessity among complex natures using a part-whole relation is that natures might be thought to exist necessarily anyhow. Thus it is difficult to derive a modal distinction between natures that must be parts of other natures and natures that need not, since all the natures, complex and simple, exist in all possible worlds, so that all apparently contingent part-whole relations are apparently necessary. However, Plato denies that natures exist necessarily, because his principle of mereological composition is selective. That is, Plato denies an axiom of mereology, that given two entities there is a third that is their sum. Plato, as we will see below, seems to have a mereology that recognizes a putative complex as an entity only if the complex has unity, i.e. is a part of the One. 

The austere interpretation of the world of Forms takes what F entails to be parts of F but not what entails F.  This means, prima facie, that the more fundamental natures will also be the simplest (purest) in structure. That is, since Being Itself is entailed by every mature but entails only Unity, (and vice-versa) Being and Unity would be most simple natures.  As natures became less and less generic and more and more specific, more and more entailments and complexity become what it is to be those natures.  For instance, the Form Froghood, with all the natural properties (e.g. Green, Hoppy, Amphibian, Web-toed, Animal, Being, etc.) it entails, would be quite complex.  Thus, the austere interpretation appears to give an appropriately elevated account of Being, Unity and the Good, making them aloof paradigms of simplicity, being, unity and goodness.  Specific Forms would approximate these paradigms to varying degrees, depending on their generality, roughly.



These apparent consequences of the "austere" interpretation of the world of Forms seem to fit Plato's remarks about the world of Forms in the middle dialogues,
 for there is a clear way to make invidious distinctions between "high level" forms and others.  Also, at least a part of the way "basic" Forms are a ground for others is given an account.  Finally, the needed distinction between "intrinsic change" and "merely relational" change in open sentences true of an object is given an account, so forms can be changeless.


There are two ways even the austere interpretation yields complex Forms throughout.  The first, harmless, complexity comes from the fact that even Being entails Unity and Unity entails Being.  As Plato notes
 there can't be an absolutely simple entity, because Being's Unity has Being, and so on. If Being having Unity is to be interpreted as Unity being a part of Being, and vice-versa, then the "mirrors mirroring mirrors" complexity will also occur just between Being and Unity.  This is recognized pretty explicitly in the Parmenides.
 This sort of complexity would still allow important Forms to be isolated from their muddy underlings, since their complexity is of a simple sort.

The second way in which the austere interpretation still requires complexity in the fundamental Forms is more serious and raises questions about whether the "part" model can work at all as a way of packing relations into entities. Among the relations that Being bears to other Forms, besides being entailed by them, is Difference from them. There are two ways in which Different from F might be true of a Form.  A)  If the nature N were different from F then Difference would obtain between N and F, but (subcase Al) a case of F could also be a case of N, and (subcase A2) F could even be a part of N.  In subcase Al), N and F are compatible.  In subcase A2) N entails F.  B) If the nature N contains as a part Difference with respect to F, then being N entails not being F--no case of N is also a case of F.



Now we have a very serious problem, given that Difference is a crucial entity for solving Parmenidean problems. Unless we countenance two kinds of part-whole relations, we seem to have Forms sharing in entities without having those entities as parts, which puts us back to square one, Somehow, we need to be able to have both subcase Al) and case B).  We can't make subcase Al) a "part"-explanation of how Forms share without destroying the account of entailment.


Being is, even on the austere interpretation, a very un-pristine entity, since it will bear Difference to all other entities, and thus include all entities in its nature.  Now, we could try to keep Being pure by making only half the Difference relation a part of the Form, just as we allowed "is entailed by" not to be a part of a Form.  Roughly, that Being is Different from F would not be essential to Being, since it could exist without F.  This solution would still leave the basic problem of how to use "part" to give a consistent account of how Forms share Forms which packs all relations into entities untouched.  We still have each Form bearing Difference to all others but having Difference from only a few as a part.  Yet as Plato says,
 Difference pervades and separates all the Forms.


I think Plato's solution is apparent (though it took me a very long tine to find it).  What, after all, is it that accounts for Being being different from Froghood and Froghood from Toadhood?  It's not something about Froghood or Being but something about Difference.
 Some part of the Different makes each two distinct entities distinct. In effect, for all cases of mere difference rather than incompatibility the Different from F is not part of N, but N being different from F is part of the nature of Difference. That is, just as the austere interpretation treats "is entailed by F" (in "N is entailed by F") as a part of F but not a part of N, so it treats "N is Different from F” as a part of Difference, but not a part of N or of F.


This has the effect of making the Forms rather independent, in a way, since it would appear that each Form exists independently of some other Forms. In particular, it would appear that Being and Unity exist independently of all other Forms except each other.  But even though Being and Unity contain no other Forms as parts, their existence is not independent of the existence of all of the other Forms.  Being couldn't exist unless it were one and were distinct from Unity.  This distinctness from Unity requires the existence of Difference.  But Difference, on this hypothesis, contains as parts all pairs of distinct entities.  So Being couldn't exist unless all other entities existed.  In a certain way, then, Being does require all of its cases.


The nature Difference, on this account, is quite special.  Other entities share only in parts of it, not in the whole nature.  Snow will share in the Different with respect to the Hot, but not in the Different with respect to Cold.  All of what is incompatible with a given mature are parts of the Different which are also parts of that nature.  Difference has much of the richness the Rich hypothesis assigned to Being.  In fact, I think Difference (ta heteron) begins to look like the Receptacle, the Indefinite Dyad that Aristotle discusses in Metaphysics A.
  Since the Different is, in a way, all cases of distinctness, on this hypothesis, the Different would be a sort of great Differentiator which could divide Being first into the Kinds of Being and then into the various cases of each kind. If Difference is an entity such as we have described, Difference fits the late written (and unwritten?) doctrines.
  The relation of all this to the status of the sensible world will be handled in outline below.  For the moment, we can note that if Aristotle is right that the Forms operate on the Indefinite Dyad/the Different to produce the world and if all parts of the Different are essential to it, then all sensible objects as well as all Forms would be required by the existence of Being, by an extension of the argument given above.  This agrees with some interpretations of Plato.  Somehow, difference would have to contain all sensible objects (with their distinct combinations of features, etc.).  If all difference relations are parts of the Different, then the Different implicitly (potentially?) has all actual items in the world as components.  Thus the Different is almost able to be the Receptacle as well as a nature.



The only thing that would seem to be left out of an account of the cosmos which generates everything from Being, the One, and Difference, (which all seem to be natures) is the ultimate logical subjects of these natures. That is, it would seem that the Receptacle cannot itself be a nature, since it must supply the subject of which matures are the properties.  But this objection presupposes what Plato is already committed to denying--that subject and feature are distinct.  On Plato's adaptation of Parmenidean/Heraclitean principles, there is nothing to the world except natures.

Before trying to show how this hypothesis deals with the spatio-temporal world, I need to show that the hypothesis is coherent.  My main project is to show that there is a way out of regress arguments which is compatible with all phenomena being accounted for by Beings. It turned out that this could be done only if relations were somehow "packed into" entities. My hypothesis is that the Platonic suggestion for packing the required relations into entities was to make some entities be "parts" of other entities in some way.  I need now to defend the intelligibility of this "part" model of how Forms share each others’ natures, and argue that the "austere" hypothesis, which keeps Being relatively pristine and keeps all non-entailed difference relations as parts of the Different only- is at least non-self-contradictory.

How does the "part" idea allow a thing to be itself and also part of several distinct entities?  For aid we turn to an analogy which Plato used several times,
 that of a letters and words.  It is the same  n which is "n" itself, the "n" in "and" and the "n" in "net".  One entity can be itself and be part of distinct entities. In fact, the letter-syllable-word analogy illuminates or shows coherent several other features of the "austere' model I have presented.  A syllable such as "and" can appear as itself and as entailed by "demand" so that it appears whenever "demand" appears. "Demand" and "and" are both words and both individuals, but one can be a part of the other while being a unity itself.  The letter “a" is itself both a word, a part of "and" and both a part and a part of a part of "demand".  In Plato's presentations, the letters can be thought of as simple building-blocks of other words, just as, perhaps, Being and enough other natures to construct mathematics are for other Forms.


Now, perhaps one could object that this is not strictly a part-whole relation, so that Plato hasn't explicated anything.  If the types were real individuals, the objection would go, A couldn't be a proper part of B while B was a proper part of A.  The letter-syllable-word analogy doesn't allow that phenomenon either. It is true that for spatio-temporal entities, parts and wholes obey assymnetry principles. But this can be interpreted as due to special features of spatio-temporality--the fact that any spatio-temporal entity must have a determinate spatial size, which orders that entity in relation to other entities.

There is no obvious incoherence in calling the way Forms share in one another a part-whole relation.  If we are mereological essentialists (in Chisholm's sense) 
 , so that each part an entity has is essential to that entity being the entity it is, then the part model of sharing captures exactly what we need to keep all relations "internal" to entities.  Since all features are parts and all parts are essential, all features are essential to one or another entity in the relation.  Thus there is no difference between Froghood having Being and Froghood and Being co-existing, and Plato has his way out.

To show Plato's solution entirely coherent, we have to deal with a few more difficulties about Difference and address the important question about Plato's conception of sensible particulars.  Difference, on the "austere" model I have proposed, contains as parts all cases of difference, thus packing that relation into a being without having distinctnesses as parts of other entities (except for entailed distinctmesses, i.e. incompatibilities). What kind of entity is difference?  Difference would look to be the set of all pairs such that the items in the pairs are distinct.  This isn't quite right, though, because Difference is supposed to be a nature what makes things distinct. Thus it would seem that Difference would be the property or intensional entity that determines the set of pairs.  But Plato needs to have it both ways.  Just as what elements a set has is essential to what the set is, so (if the subject-feature distinction is to be rejected) the nature Difference must somehow contain all cases of difference--its extension must be essential to it.  But Difference is supposed to be the nature Distinctness that explains or accounts for distinctness.  What it is to be Difference is not just to have that set of pairs as parts.  For Plato, a pair of distinct natures can have the same extension, even in all possible worlds, as Being and Unity do.  Platonic natures are different both from Kinds, as usually conceived, from sets, and from Goodman-individuals, mereological sums.


VII. The Sensible


The spatio-temporal world, if we construe the Different as the Receptacle, is still purely nature--there is no "material," non-Formal stuff to the world. I need to say something about how this account of the Receptacle as the Different could treat sensible objects.  What follows are some suggestions about the extent to which Plato ends up as a Heraclitean about sensible objects and how he construes such objects.  I propose these suggestions tentatively, since any kind of full argument would be a very large undertaking.  I want to indicate that Plato is not without resources on these topics, given the hypothesis I'm proposing.  I do not argue that what I suggest about the sensible world is Plato’s settled view.


My view is that, for Plato, spatio-temporal entities are instances of Forms, immanent characters of the sort discussed in the Phaedo.
 Instances of Forms are entities that occur in conjunction with other instances of Forms to give us a world of objects with properties.  I need to show:  

a) what it is to be a sensible particular; 

b) that predication and instantiation can still be treated as a part-whole relation; 

c) to what extent Plato is a Heraclitean about the transitoriness of the sensible world; and 

d) how this account squares with Plato1s account of the soul.

a) What is it to be a sensible particular?

a) The account of instances of Forms and coalitions of them is a straight-forward continuation of the way Being and One are related to Forms.
 A Form is an "improper" part of an instance of it, but the instance is not part of the Form.  The Form is an improper part of an instance inasmuch as no other entity is a part of the instance even though the instance is Different from the Form (and from other instances of the Form).  Thus partici​pation or instantiation can be a special case of the same part-whole relation​ship.

It should be noted that all parts of a Form will be parts of the instance, so that an instance can be as complex as the Form itself. Instances of complex forms will be unities consisting of instances of Forms. (Thus if Being is a part of Froghood, and Froghood is the part of Joe, then Being is a part of Joe. "Is a part of" is transitive.)  The complex instance will be a unity in virtue of having unity as a part.  That is, the instance of a complex form will constitute a single Being in virtue of what makes anything be one.  Thus the complex of features which make up a horse is a non-arbitrary unity which might well be characterized as the essence of a horse.

The "coalitions" of these Form-instances at particular locations will proceed in the same way.  Form instances are parts of "coalitions" but "coalitions" are not parts of Form-instances.  A coalition is something which is a part of the Different, and is Different from every other part of the Different, but is a part of nothing other than another part of the Different.  A "coalition" is a space-time particular with all of its "accidents."

b)  It should be apparent that "coalitions", as parts of the Different, will be Heraclitean objects, given constant change and given that parts are essential to what they're part of.  Every time a relation changes, these coalitions will cease to obtain.


Heraclitean arguments for flux, however, will not apply to instances of Forms. Instances of Forms will not undergo changes, even though they will be parts of evanescent entities.  Thus nothing prevents an instance of a Form from being immortal, although that is not the typical case. It might be tempting to think of the instances of Forms as space-time worms (as discussed by    Quine
) and the coalitions as intersections of these worms.  This will be somewhat misleading, since the part-whole relations are reversed.  The intersections or joint segments of the worms (corresponding to coalitions) are parts of worms, whereas the coalitions have the instances (corresponding to worms} as parts and not vice versa.


c)  Some problems about Plato's soul that have always baffled me seem to be solved on this account.  On "Heraclitean" principles applied to the Platonic sensible world, any objects subject to change seem to pass out of existence given any change.  Thus, no entities that have commerce with the sensible world could survive the changes in the sensible world, since that commerce would change the open sentences true of the entity and so make it different.  The soul is especially problematic since it suffers harms, benefits, etc.  How can such am entity be immortal? There is no way to have an object intermediate between the imperishable and changeless Forms and the Flux.


If Plato treats instances of Forms as I suggest, then his remarks in the Phaedo
 about the soul departing at the approach of the opposite of something it imports make perfect sense.  Instances of Forms typically exist independently of the coalitions they happen to be parts of.  A soul is a complex form-instance, since the Form of which it is an instance has a lot of entailments.  Thus if the soul departs rather than perishing, a whole structure of property-instances departs.  On my interpretation a soul that has got itself attached to the material world is not undergoing changes in the sense that what its acquiring or losing any properties. It is undergoing changes in the sense that the coalitions of which it is a part change.  In the same way that Being is insulated on the "austere interpretation", so the soul is protected from the flux by the principle that what an entity is a part of is not essential to that entity.


This account of the Receptacle as the Different leaves a number of questions unanswered, not to mention the difficulties in squaring the account with the Timaeus.
  


If the Different has all of its parts essentially, and spatio-temporal differences between individuals are explained by the Different (i.e. if spatio-temporal distinction is a further differentiation of Being by the Different) then it would seem that all spatio-temporal entities are essential to the Different.  Since the Different is essential to everything else, each spatio-temporal entity is essential to everything else.  This would seem to assign a very high status to spatio-temporal entities, but would make an absolutely deterministic and determinate sensible world.  I think Plato sometimes wants that result, since clearly only one way the world can be is best, and Plato takes explanation by what would be best to be fundamental.  But how is the receptacle indeterminate and unintelligible, what would justify Plato's derogatory remarks about sensible things? 

VIII Plato’s Part-Whole Relation

� Theatetus (179c-183)





� Cratylus (439c-440e}





� “Substance-determiner” is my term for Aristotle’s notion of the essence of an object. See Aristotle, Metaphysics Z6, especially 103b9ff.





� This slogan is derived from fragment 2 "... the only ways of enquiry that can be thought of:  the one way, that it is and cannot not-be ... the other, that it is not and needs must not be . .." (Kirk and Raven translation, from The Presocratic Philosophers, C. S. Kirk and 3. E. Raven, (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1963); p. 269).





� Mourelatos, Alexander, The Route of Parnenides:  A Study of Word. Image, and Argument in the Fragments, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1970).





� Kirk and Raven translation, p. 275.


 


� Kirk and Raven translation, p. 275.





� Aristotle, Metaphysics B4, 1001a29-Bl.





� Frege's basic discussions occur in "Function and Concept" and "Concept and Object" (in Translations from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, by Peter Geach and Max Black, (Oxford:  Basil Blackwell, l966).  In "What is a Function", in the same collection, Frege betrays his uneasiness: "The peculiarity of functional signs, which we have here called 'unsaturatedness', naturally has something answering to it in the functions themselves.  They too may be called 'unsaturated' and in this way we mark them out as fundamentally different from numbers.  Of course this is no definition; but likewise none is here possible.  I must confine myself to hinting at what I have in mind by means of a metaphorical expression, and here I rely on my reader’s agreeing to meet me half-way".  (Geach and Black, p. 115).





� (B8, lines 22-25) Kirk and Raven translation, op. cit., p. 275.





� (B8, lines 38-41) Kirk and Raven translation, op. cit., p. 277.








�  The fundamental text for this assertion is Metaphysics Zl, (1028a10) "Being is Said in Many Ways ...".  Some important arguments that Being is not a feature occur in Metaphysics B3, (998b15-999a1) and in Metaphysics B4, (l001a4-l001bl).  In the B3 passage, Aristotle points out logical difficulties in treating Being as a genus.  In the B4 passage, which we discuss at length below, Aristotle argues that treating Being as a single feature leads to Parmenides1 result.





� Aristotle's doctrine of this special kind of anbiguity in the term "Being" is set out in Metaphysics Gamma, 2 1003a33-1003b10.





� Aristotle is torn by desires not to have positions, quantities, etc. be logical subjects that have features and to accommodate the ordinary practice of saying that positions, etc. are. In some important sense of "being" non-substances aren't beings.  It is illuminating that the weak sense in which items in all categories "are", non-being also is.  (Metaphysics Gamma 2, 1003b10.)





� In some important sense of "change", Plato requires that real beings be changeless.  The difficulties this leads to are, I think, solved by the identification, described below, of inherence with the part-whole relation, and the restriction of "change" to intrinsic change.





� By "all components of reality are on a par", I mean that Plato holds a kind of “type" -monism.  The traditional interpretation holds that all the components of Plato's world are entities, and that all general terms name features if they characterize what is the case at all.  Thus no real difference, on the traditional interpretation, obtains between the kinds of the Sophist and the Forms of the middle dialogues.  In the Sophist 255c-255e, for instance "eidos" and "genos" are used interchangably. It is better to try to find an account that allows distinctions of centrality, etc., among forms than to "save" Plato by in effect, making predicates non-naming components of sentences.  The most powerful arguments for "saving" Plato are the regress arguments to which. I am supplying Platonic replies.





�  In the Sophist, 254d4~5, for instance, Plato refers to "Being itself." It is clear that "Being" and "Unity" name features.  They differ from other predicates in generality but not in terms of what ontological type they name.





� I am interpreting the passage 154B1-155C7 of the Theaetetus as expressing views of Plato, even though the context is the supplying of a theory of perception for Protagoras.  The distinctions between changes in an object and changes in relational properties are made "in a quiet and leisurely spirit ... genuinely examining ourselves ..." (St. 254e8-255a1), in contrast to the "sophistical clashing of arguments" (St. 254e1-2) (Cornford translation).  Furthermore, the "intrinsic/merely relational" contrast is said to be what Theaetetus really believes in his heart.  This kind of characterization typically indicates a position Plato accepts. 


	In addition to the internal evidence of the text, this is clearly a view Plato must accept if he is to have any changeless entities existing in a cosmos with changing things.  If changes of open sentences true of an entity are changes in an entity, no entities are changeless and, further�more, there are not even degrees of permanence.





� The Different is an item of discussion also in the Parmenides (e.g. 143a-d) and as a component, in some mysterious way, of the world-soul in the Timaeus (35Af f).  Difference is clearly recognized as a form in many places in Plato's works.





� Sophist 255c, ff.





� For instance, Euthydemus (283e-284d) and Theaetetus (188c9ff) are sophistical versions of the family of arguments.  That Parmenides' arguments were understood to have this force is clear from the Sophist 237a3-b3.





� The "late learners" are described as holding such views in the Sophist 251b5-c6.





� Aristotle criticizes negative features by pointing out that each of them would be an accident, and therefore everything that a thing is not would have to be mentioned if one were. This will not bother Plato, since any entity is already infinitely complex. An Aristotelian discussion of negative properties and their defects as components of what a thing is occurs in passing in Metaphysics Gamma 4, esp. 1007a10-20.





� The relevant Sophist passage is 261d1-264d5.  Obviously, there is much room for interpretation as to what Plato has in mind precisely.  It is clear, though, that the nature Difference is the existent that handles both falsehood and negation.  A false statement says that A is B while everything that A is is different from B (i.e. bears Difference to B). (263b7)





� The relevant Sophist passage is 261d1-264d5.  Obviously, there is much room for interpretation as to what Plato has in mind precisely.  It is clear, though, that the nature Difference is the existent that handles both falsehood and negation.  A false statement says that A is B while everything that A is is different from B (i.e. bears Difference to B). (263b7)





� I follow the ancient practice of giving arguments proper names in order to have convenient labels for closely related but distinct arguments.





� The recent literature on the Third Man is too vast to summarize, but begins with Gregory Vlastos' "The Third Man Argument in the Parmenides” Philosophical Review, Vol, 63, 1954, pp. 3l9-.349.  My interpretation borrows much of his analysis of the logical structure of the argument,





� The central relevant passage in the Parmenides is 131e8-132b3.





� Aristotle, Metaphysics A9, 990b17.





� Some kind of structural isomorphism is what Findlay suggests in Chapter 2 of Plato: The Written and Unwritten Doctrines, (Humanities Press: New York, 1974).  See especially pages 32 and 33.





� I claim, following Findlay, that Plato's Forms literally have the natures they explain.  The difficulties here are not about how non-spatio-temporal things can have sensible properties, but about how a single individual can have as its nature or be constituted by a relation which is essentially two-place.  I argue below that Plato has a way out of the apparent difficulties.





� In contrast to Wittgenstein's Tractatus 1.1





� Aristotle, Metaphysics Z6, throughout.  Forms are taken as cases of putative objects such that, if they existed, they would be identical with their essences.





� This is not to claim that Plato has Aristotle's notion of essence, since that notion is tied to the other parts of Aristotle's theory.  What I claim is that Aristotle's concept of essential predication or the "substance" of an entity (Metaphysics Z6, l03lal5-l8) is a useful approximation to Plato's conception of the nature a Form explains bears to the Form itself.





� Aristotle, Metaphysics. A9, 990b27-991a1, Apostle translation,





� Aristotle, Metaphysics Z6, 1031a28-3l.





� Thus, for Plato, again explicating in Aristotle's terms, each form is of its own species. The alternative picture, of a realm of entities of the same species each performing a different job, bringing about different features in virtue of. special accidental characters, is refuted by the Third Man.





� Much of Metaphysics Z, for instance, starting with Chapter 4, is devoted to this topic.





� The Sophists' basic account of blending of Forms runs from 25lc8-254b5. The idea of blending (summeignusthai, for instance 252b6) suggests natures having other natures mixed in, so that an instance of a given nature automatically is an instance of the natures mixed in with it.





� "Importing" (epipherein; for instance Phaedo 105a2) suggests that instances bring other instances as accompaniments, not as components. This metaphor is used in Phaedo 102a2-106e7.  I take the Sophist’s image to be the account of how importation really works.





� This argument is developed in the Sophist, 25ld5-252c9.





� It doesn't much matter whether this sequence of entities is supposed to be a sequence of Forms, kinds or anything else., as long as it is a sequence of entities.





� F. H. Bradley's argument against relations as usually understood (Appearance and Reality, (London, 1897) pp. 19ff.) is the earliest modern use of the regress format.  Wittgenstein's argument that propositions say how things are and not what they are (Tractatus 3.221), is built on the same considerations, under "semantic ascent".





� Davidson, Donald, "Truth and Meaning", Synthese 17, 1967, p. 304.





� This formu1ation of the argument is due to Gilbert Ryle in "The Theory of Meaning", reprinted in Charles Caton, ed., Philosophy and Ordinary Language, pp. 128-153, esp. p. 133.








� In Aristotle’s discussion of the Snub, he argues that “beings in categories other than substance” cannot be defined because their being is in another. My interpretation of this passage was set out in a paper entitled “Aristotle on the Snub,” given at the APA Pacific Division meetings in 1998. My interpretation is that the difficulty with the snub is not a special difficulty with accidents with special kinds of host substances, but, in order to support Aristotle’s conclusion that “only of substances is there definition,” must apply to any “being in a category other than substance.” 


	It has to be acknowledged that Aristotle characteristically goes on to say that such “beings” have essences and definitions “in a sense.”





� Frege, Gottlob, "What is a Function" in Translations from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, by Peter Geach. and Max Black, (Oxford:  Basil Blackwell, 1966), p. 115.





� Aristotle, Metaphysics Z4, especially 1030a18-1030b3.  Aristotle is unclear whether being a pros hen being makes a quality entity or not.





� Aristotle, Metaphysics Z13, 1038b35-1039a2 (Apostle translation).  Note that in the next line the Third Man is said to follow from making suches into thises.





� It has to be acknowledged that Aristotle often seems to talk as though forms were substances in Metaphysics Z7 and Z8. I think this can be explained and made coherent with the rest of Metaphysics Z, if we think of a thing’s essence as an individual case of, say, being a man. Such an essence is really the substance itself. I, for instance, could have had different matter by ingesting different foods. I could have had a very different history and had a different sequence of sets of accidents. The “I” that is the same subject in all of these counterfactuals can only be “my case of being a man.” Such an identification of the individual with his essence still has differentiation by matter, since I must have had the same source individual. That is, matter still individuates “substances as essences” because each such substance has a material cause, a source individual.





� Aristotle, Metaphysics Z17, 1041b11-27. (Apostle translation).


 


� Aristotle, Metaphysics Z8, 1033b21-24. (Apostle translation).





� . Wittgenstein, Ludwig, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 1.1, translated by Pears and McGuinness (London:  Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1963), p. 7.





� Koimonia, Phaedo 100d6.





� Metalambanou, Parmenides 131a4-5.


 


� Metexei, Phaedo l00c5.





� Aristotle, Metaphysics Z14.





� Aristotle must allow this as well, if the prime mover of Metaphysics Lambda is to have all essences without matter as parts of its nature.





� Thus the Phaedo's account of natural necessity (99.d3f f.) from which the above example is borrowed, will be given an intuitive account.


� For instance, the Good in Republic VI, especially 509b, is the source of the other Forms, yet, apparently, is itself a Form.





� Sophist 244h6ff,





� In Hypothesis II of the Parmenides, 142c8ff.





� Sophist 255e3-4:  "And moreover we shall say that this nature pervades all the Forms..." (Cornford translation).





� Sophist 255e4-6;  "... for each one is different from the rest, not by virtue of its own nature, but because it partakes of the character of Difference."  (Cornford translation).





� Aristotle, Metaphysics A6, 99.7b18-22:  "Since the Forms are the causes of all other things he [Plato] thought the elements of the forms are the elements of all things.  As Matter, the Great and the Small are principles; as substance, it is the One. For from the Great and the Small and by participation in the One come the Forms, and these are numbers."  Further down Aristotle says (99.8a10-ll) "... for the Forms. are the cause of the whatmess of the other things and the cause of the whatness of the Forms is the One."  (Apostle translations)


	See also A9, B2, M2-81 What is clear here is that Aristotle interprets Plato as somehow getting the Forms and then sensibles by the same process.  It is obvious that a lot more speculation is needed to get the Great and Small, Long and Short, etc. treated as a version of Difference, and to interpret the Dyad as. the Indefinite (as Aristotle says 997b25).  One would also like the entire account to fit with what is said in the Philebus 16a-30e.  I think it does, but the argument is hard.  Everything really turns on whether the Different, a nature, can be identical with what is naturally interpreted as matter, i.e. ultimate subject-stuff which seems not to he nature at all.





� I am suspicious about the existence of a settled and fully worked out "Unwritten Doctrine", but it is obvious that Plato has more opinions and speculations than he lets out in the dialogues.





� For instance, Theaetetus 20ldff. 





� Spatio-temporality might be that mode of differentiation (i.e. that part of the Different) which allows entities with the same intrinsic properties to be distinct.





� "Mereological essentialism" is defined and defended by Roderick Chisholm in Person and Object (George Allen & Unwin:  London, 1976}, Appendix, B.





� The clearest passage where such entities seem to be mentioned in Phaedo 102c10.-103a2, especially 102d6-102e2.





� This is in accord with Aristotle's description in Metaphysics A6 997b18-998a11, where essentially the same process gets the Forms from the One and the sensibles from the Forms. This can all be thought of as successive differentiation.  Each Form is a different kind of being, a different way of being one thing; each sensible instance is a different case of being that kind of being; each sensible particular is a different assortment of component instances.





� Something like this might clarify the status of mathematicals for Plato. If a number-Form such. as Two has Form-instances in the sense defined above, the instances needn't be in coalitions with sensibles.  Such entities could be unmixed and pure just as souls can be.





� It is not out of the question that a complex Form could include development. If "Forms are numbers" means that Forms are Formulae, then a Form could be a mathematical progression whose sensible instantiation would be the growth of an organism.








� Quine, W. V., Word and Object, (Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1960) p. 171 ff.





� Phaedo, 106e5-7.





� Starting with 48e, the Timaeus' discussion of the Receptacle certainly makes it sound like Prime Matter or Space rather than the Different. I would argue that this is due either to Plato emphasizing different points about the nature of the Other (or the Great and Small, or the Indefinite or the Receptacle) or to Plato developing his views over time.  Nothing in the Timaeus is absolutely inconsistent with a construal of Space as a kind of differentiation.


Furthermore, in Timaeus 51a8-bl Plato acknowledges that the Receptacle is "... a nature invisible and characterless, a1l-receivimg, partaking in some very puzzling way of the intelligible and very hard to apprehend." This could fit the Different.


Another feature of the Timaeus to be constantly borne in mind is that the account is introduced as a “likely story.” Plato could very well be explaining how the world works while consciously adopting an over-simplified (and incoherent) account of the Receptacle, which is, after all, the place where natures are instantiated, but which must clearly have a complex nature of its own.








