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The so-called Third Man Argument (hereafter TMA) in Plato’s Parmenides (132A-B)
continues to rivet the attention of Plato’s friends and foes alike.! In this paper, I focus on
Proclus’ treatment of the TMA in his Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides. | do so to repay a
debt of piety, offered in a spirit I would like to think Proclus would understand perfectly. For
though prior to having read Proclus, | arrived at an analysis of this argument essentially identical
to his, it was my encounter with the Proclean text along with my reading of Plotinus that
completely reoriented my approach to ancient Greek philosophy. | came to appreciate that the
pejorative and anachronistic term “Neoplatonism’ was actually an impediment to understanding
Plato and even Avristotle as well. 1also became acutely aware that philosophical sophistication in
the interpretation of Platonic texts does not date from the appearance of Anglo-American
scholarship in the latter half of the 20™ century.

1.

Let us begin by briefly reviewing the argument and the explicit problem it is supposed to
throw up for Socrates’ hypothesis about Forms:

I think you think that each Form is one for this reason: whenever it seems
to you that some things are large, there seems to be, I guess, when you
look at all of them, some one self-identical Idea, for which reason you
think that Largeness is one.

That is true, he said.

1 Itis fair to say that modern discussion of this argument begins from an article more than fifty years ago by
Gregory Vlastos. See ‘The Third Man Argument in Plato’s Parmenides’, Philosophical Review 63 (1954), 319-49.
This article continues to dominate the discussion of the argument. Here, I limit my references here to (a) works in
English, (b) works written in the last twenty years, and (c) works that focus on the TMA. See D. Bailey, ‘“The Third
Man Argument’, Philosophy Compass 4 (2009), 666—681; S. Rickless, Plato’s Forms in Transition (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006) for the most recent detailed examination of the argument. Some other notable
recent detailed discussions of the argument and surrounding issues are: R. Dancy, PIto’s Introduction of Forms
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004); G. Fine, Plato on Knowledge and Forms (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 2003); S. Scolnicov, Plato’s Parmenides. Translation with Introduction and Commentary (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2003); A. Silverman, The Dialectic of Essence (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2002); V. Harte, Plato on Parts and Wholes (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002); R. Patterson, R., ‘Forms,
Fallacies, and the Functions of Plato's Parmenides’ Apeiron 32 (1999), 89-106; R. Turnbull, The Parmenides and
Plato’s Later Philosophy (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1998); S. Rickless, ‘How Parmenides Saved the
Theory of Forms’, Philosophical Review 107 (1998), 501-554; D. Hunt, ‘How (not) to Exempt Platonic Forms
from Parmenides' Third Man’, Phronesis, 42 (1997), 1-20; K. Sayre, Parmenides’ Lesson: Translation and
Explication of Plato’s Parmenides (South Bend, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1996); C. Meinwald, Plato’s
Parmenides (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991).



What happens if you take Largeness itself and the other large things and
look at all of them in this way in your soul? Will there not appear some
one large thing by which all these appear to be large?

It seems so.

Then, another Form of Largeness will appear, besides Largeness and the
things that partake of it. And in addition to all these, yet another, by
which all these will be large. And then no longer will each Form be one,
but it will be unlimited in plurality (Parm. 132A1-B2).2

Parmenides is here summarizing for Socrates the hypothesis about Forms that he has been
assuming in his arguments with Zeno’s defense of Parmenides’ One. Whenever Socrates
believes that many things are large, he then infers that there is an Idea of Largeness ‘over and
above’ (éni). Although the text is not explicit on this point, this Idea is presumably intended to
explain the existence of a phenomenon, namely, that there can be ‘many large things’. How is it
supposed to do this? Again, presumably, it is somehow the supposition that if there is one
Largeness, then there can be many large things. That is, there can be many things that are the
same (&potov) insofar as they are large.® This one Largeness is what we find in each large thing;
but its nature is such that its presence in one large thing does not preclude its presence in another.
This is by contrast with other ‘things” whose presence “here’ precludes their presence ‘there’.
Socrates believes that the only way that the hypothesized Idea of Largeness can serve its
proposed function is if it is ‘over and above’ the instances of largeness, that is, over and above
the large things. For now, I shall just mention that ‘over and above’ must at least mean ‘other
than,” that is, “distinct from’ the instances of largeness that constitute our initial datum. What
more it may mean remains to be determined.

Parmenides, in reply to Socrates’ agreement that this is a fair way to express his theory,
asks him to look at this Idea or Form and the “other large things’ “in his soul” and to consider if,
as in the previous case, he will need to hypothesize another Form ‘over and above’ in order to
account for the sameness found in the original Form and in the “other large things’. With this
concession on Socrates’ part, we can easily see the start of the infinite regress. But it is
extremely important to understand why this is a vicious infinite regress. The original hypothesis
as articulated by Parmenides is that there is one Idea or Form ‘over and above’ that is needed to
account for the cases of sameness found among things. But the Form that is ‘over and above’ the
original Form of Largeness and the original many cases of largeness is, by the logic of the
argument, both “over and above’ the original Form and, evidently, identical with it. For it, too, is

2 Oluai o€ &k Tod To1008e &v EkoToV €100 0iecOat elvar: dtav TOAL” &rto peyéa oot 86EN eivar, pia Tic fome
Soxel 168a 1} avth) elvan Emi wévTa 186vT1, 60V Ev 1O péya Myf eivar. AAn0f Aéyeig, eévar. Ti 8§ adtod 10 péyo kod
TOAMOL T PEYGAD, €0V MOADTOG TH Yoy £l mava 1dng, 0Oyl &v Tt ad péyo poveital, @ todta Tévio peydo
potvesOar; "Eowev. Ao épa eidog peyébovg dvagovioetol, map” adtd 1€ 10 uéyedog yeyovog Kol o uetéyovia
avtod- kai &ni TovToIg AW ndcy Etepov, @ Todta ThvTo peydho E6ToL Kai OVKETL 8T) &V EKAGTOV GOl TMV EiddY
goton, AALG Grepa 0 mAf0og. Translations are the author’s except where noted.

® The word 8potov is usually translated as like’ or ‘similar’ in English, semblable in French. In non-philosophical
Greek, this translation is relatively harmless. For translating philosophical Greek, and Plato in particular, it is at best
misleading. Anything can be held to be like or similar to anything else. It is not likeness or similarity that leads to
the postulation of Forms, but sameness. This is because likeness or similarity is not a relation; it is likeness or
similarity in some respect, that is, sameness, that is the relevant relation. Because two things are the same (e.g., tall
or equal or blue), they are indeed like or similar. But it is the sameness that generates a self-identical (tavtdv)
Form, not the likeness.



the Form of the original many cases of largeness. So, the original Form is both one and infinitely
many, which is as much as to say that it is not simply or unequivocally one. Its identity is, as it
were, infinitely exploded. But since the hypothesis of the Form was the hypothesis of a unique
Form, a Form that is simply one, then that original hypothesis cannot stand.

It has frequently been maintained in the literature that Socrates should not have conceded
that the original many cases of largeness and the original Form of Largeness constitute a
legitimate many, that is, the sort of many that requires hypothesizing a Form over and above it to
explain the sameness among this many.* When we turn to Proclus in a moment, we shall see that
he clearly understood that is a superficial response to the TMA. For when Socrates is asked to
consider the original many cases of largeness and the Form of Largeness, he is asked to ‘look at
them in the soul’. | take it that this qualification ‘in the soul’ is not gratuitous; it is meant to
indicate a contrast with looking at them in another way, presumably, with his eyes. Of course,
one cannot look at the Form of Largeness with one’s eyes. So, what would it mean to look at the
many cases of largeness other than with one’s eyes, that is, with one’s soul? Surely, the
largeness of large things is not visible either.> What Socrates is being asked to do is consider the
largeness of large things and the largeness of the Form of Largeness. This is something he can
do with his soul, that is, with his intellect. But when he does this, he is already committed to
allowing that the largeness of the Form of Largeness is ‘over and above’ the ‘largeness’ of the
cases of largeness that he is considering. He is also implicitly constrained to admit that, though it
is the case that the largeness of the Form of Largeness is no larger than is the largeness in any
one case of largeness, it does nevertheless have largeness in it. Those who think that the TMA is
defeated by insisting that the Form of Largeness is not large are off the mark. That is true but
irrelevant. For the original phenomenon of sameness is among the cases of largeness in large
things, not the things that are large themselves. That is why one can ‘look at them with one’s
soul’; one cannot look at, say, a large building with one’s soul, whereas that is exactly what one
can do with the largeness of a large building. So, Socrates is not in a position to complain that
the grouping of the original Form and the original cases of largeness into a new group requiring a
Form ‘over and above’ is illegitimate. The reason for positing a Form “over and above’ in the
first place seems to apply with equal force to the positing of a Form ‘over and above’ the original
Form and the original many cases of largeness.

Nor is Socrates obviously in a position to claim that the largeness that is the Form of
Largeness or rather is what the nature of the Form of Largeness is and the largeness in large
things are somehow different such that they cannot be grouped together as the same requiring a
Form ‘over and above’. He does try this approach in what has come to be called the TMA 2:

Alright, Parmenides, matters really seem to me to be like this: the Forms
are just like models standing in nature, and these other things are images
and likenesses of them, and participation itself by these others in the

* . See G. Fine, On Ideas. Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato’s Theory of Forms (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), chs. 4
and 15 for a careful analysis of the various senses in which the one-over-many principle might or might not lead to
the TMA. The point is not that Plato could not simply limit legitimate ‘manies’ to the sensible world, but that it
might be arbitrary to do si.

®. See Tht 186A-D where the refutation of the definition of knowledge as perception depends on showing that we
cannot see with our eyes the properties of sensible things.



Forms comes about in no other way than by being made images of
them.®

Socrates is here suggesting that we stipulate the Form as a model (rapadetrypa) and the instance
as an image (gikcov) or a likeness (opodpa). This likeness amounts to something being ‘imaged’
in relation to the model or paradigm. We have already seen that the ground for hypothesizing a
Form in the first place is sameness, that is, opowwtrg, the identical word being used here and
which | render as ‘likeness’. The point is surely that a opoiopa of a Form might be thought not
to be opoiov that Form—and so paving the way for the vicious infinite regress—provided that it
is made in that Form’s image. But Parmenides quickly disabuses Socrates of this conceit.

If, then, something is an image of a Form, can that Form not be like that
which was made as an image of it, just insofar as it was made the same
as that Form? Or is there some way in which that which is the same as
something is not the same as that which is the same as it?

There is not.

And must not the thing which is the same as that which is large share
with the thing that is the same as it the same thing?

Necessarily.
And will not that in which the same things share be the Form itself?
Absolutely.

If so, then, it is not possible for something to be the same as the Form or
for the Form to be the same as anything else; otherwise, a second form
will always appear, and if that Form is the same as anything, then
another one will appear, and there will never stop being a new Form
coming to be, if the Form is to be the same as the thing that partakes in it.

Most true.’

Granted the fact that the instance of a Form is an image of it, this does not preclude the sameness
of the image and that which is imaged. This is so because sameness is a reciprocal relation: if A is the
same as B, then B is the same as A. The fact that A is made in the image of B is neither here nor there
with respect to their sameness. Specifically, if an image is truly an image, then we can consider it ‘just
insofar as’ it is the same as that of which it is an image. Consider, for example, the sameness of the
proportions of a blueprint and the house that is built according to that blueprint. This sameness is not

® Parm. 132C12-D4: AA\’ 008& Toit0, avay, Exet Adyov, dAL’, & Iappevidn, pdiiota Eporye kotagaiveton Hde
Eyewv o PV €10 Tadta domep mopoudeiypoto £otévon év Tii Oosl, Td 8& dAka TovTOoIg Sotikcévar Kol £ivat
opoldpata, Kol 1 pébesig o Toig dAlotg yiyvesOBar TV 8160)\/ 00K GAAN T1G 7 eikacBijvar owrmg

. Parm. 132D5-133A4: Eiodv 1, £om, Eowkev T £1d¢1, 016V Te €keivo ‘CO £100¢ | Spotov sivar ¢ sikacOévr, Kae’
doov ot apoporddn; § Eott Tig pMyavi 10 dpotov pn opoin dpotov eivar; Ovk Eott. To 88 ¢ dpotov ¢ Opoie ap’
oV peydn avaykn £vog tob avtod [gidovg] petéyetv; Avaykn. 008 av ta dpow petéyova pota 1, 0Vk EKEVO
gotat avTo TO 8160g, Mavtamact pév odv. Ok dpa o1dv Té Tt () £1det ¢ dpowov awm 008E O €180¢ BAAm- &l 8& u,
mapd 1O £100¢ del EAAO dvapavioetol £100¢, kol dv 8keivo T Spotov 7, ETepov o, kol 00dénote movceTal del
KOV £180¢ YryvOpEVOV, £0v TO £100¢ T £0Tod petéyovtt dpotov yiyvntar. AAnOéctata Aéyelc.
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negated by the fact that the house and the blueprint each have, as it were, a different ontological status. If
it were not possible to consider the original just insofar as it is the same as its image or copy, in what
sense would it be an image? Stated otherwise, if A is not the same as B, what does it mean to call it an
image of B as opposed to an image of C? And given this sameness, the original infinite vicious regress
arises again.

Parmenides’ argument is not sophistical, as some scholars maintain.® Nor, as we have seen, is it
answered by insisting that the Forms are not self-predicative. If, though, some sort of theory of Forms is
to be retained, the argument has to be answered. This answer requires us to probe a bit more deeply into
the ontology of the intelligible world than contemporary scholars are inclined to do. Of course, this
probing, that is, the exploration of the implications of the existence of intelligible entities in the first
place, is the stock in trade of Platonism in late antiquity. To that we now turn.

2.

The importance of Plato’s Parmenides to late Platonism is well known. Along with Timaeus,
this dialogue was studied as the culmination of one’s philosophical education.® Consequently, Proclus
takes great pains to offer an exposition and criticisms of various interpretations of the dialogue, in
particular the relation of the second part to the first.’® Proclus’ own interpretation, of course, aims to
show that in the second part of the dialogue, the correct responses to Parmenides’ challenges to Socrates
are found.

The essence of Proclus’ solution to the TMA—a solution that may well have originated in
lamblichus*'—is that a real distinction must be recognized within the Form such that we can distinguish
that in it which is participated and that in it which is not.

As we said, then, in connection with the previous problem that the Forms
both are present to their participants through imparting a share in
themselves, and are not present by reason of their transcendent essence,
even so in the case of the second problem we shall say that the Forms
both commune with their participants and do not commune with them; to
the extent that they illuminate them from their own essence, they
commune with them, but to the extent that they are unmixed with what
they illuminate, they do not commune; so that it is not for themselves,
but for the things derived from them, that they have generated a certain
degree of likeness. For this reason, indeed, it may be said that they
commune in some way through these means with those entities which
receive them, but this communion is not that of synonyms, but rather of
primary and secondary participants in a term (Morrow/Dillon trans.).*

8 . See H. Cherniss, ‘The Relation of the “Timaeus” to Plato’s Later Dialogues’, originally in American Journal of
Philology (1957), reprinted in Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics. Edited by R.E. Allen (London: Routledge, & Kegan
Paul, 1965), 338-78. The discussion of the import of Parmenides’ criticisms is found at 364ff.

® . See Proclus, In Tim. I. 13.14-19, who seems to identify lamblichus as the first to order to the study of the
dialogues in this way. Cf. Theol. Plat I. 8. P.32.15-18.

19 See In Parm. 630, 15 - 645, 8.

. See In Tim. 11. 313, 15ff.

2 In Parm. 890, 1-14:. ‘Qonep odv émi Tiig TPoTéPaC dmopiag ELEyopEV, &Tt Té €181 Kol TAPESTL TOTG PETEXOVOIV
avT®V S THG LETASOGEMS, Kol 0V TAPESTL S0 TTG YWPLOTHG VTOGTACEMS, 0VT® Kai &l TG 0eVTEPAG EPODUEV KOl
KOW®VELY Ta £(01 TOTG HETEXOVGL, KOl 1] KOWOVEIV: TQ HEV G’ £0VTAV EAAAUTEY aDTA, KOWOVELY, TQ 08 Apydg
givon PG Té EAAOPTOUEVD, Iy KOWVETV: (BoTe 0vY EavToic, GALY TOIC Al aDTAY TUPECTAGATO TIVOL OLOIOTNTO
npOg avTé- S16 57 TodTo Adyecshan kdkeiva Toig TadTa dsEauivolg St ToVTOV TPOTOV TIVEL KOVmVETY, Kol £tvol Ty
Kowmviav, 00y OG &V GLVOVOUOLS, GAL’ OG dEVTEPOLG KOl TPATOLS.
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This solution here clearly consists of a distinction within a Form according to which there can be
uetadootg of a Form at the same time that the Form is separate. That which the Forms give—the
nature that its name names—is distinct from that which is not given. This is, of course, not a
mere conceptual distinction; it is, in the useful Scholastic jargon, a real minor distinction. A real
minor distinction is a distinction within one entity as opposed to a real major distinction, which
is a distinction among different entities. The realness of a real distinction, as opposed to a
conceptual distinction, is that it is prior to and independent of our language or concepts. It is the
distinction that in The Elements of Theology is designated to be the distinction between the
unparticipated (0 auéfektov) and the participated (1o petexépevov).™ With this distinction, we
can reply to Parmenides that participation in a Form is more precisely participation in the nature
that the Form’s name names, not participation in the Form itself, which is really distinct from
that nature. Consequently, though the largeness in the Form of Largeness is the same as the
largeness in large things, the Form that accounts for this sameness is not another Form “over and
above’, but the original unparticipated Form.**

The crucial question, then, is what is the justification for such a distinction? After all, it
might be maintained that a real minor distinction is possible only within or for a body, not for a
bodiless entity like a Form. One might want to argue that bodiless or immaterial entities are
essentially simple and that even if there are Forms, there is no real distinction within it between it
and its nature. One might maintain that it is arbitrary to insist that participation in a Form can in
any way leave the Form unparticipated.

The Platonic text to which all Platonists will recur in justifying the above distinction is
Parmenides 142B5-6: “Is it, then, possible for it [the One] to be, and for it not to partake of
being? It is not possible’.™ For anything that has being or ovoia, there is a real minor
distinction between it and its being. The precise argument for this claim is found in Plotinus.

In Ennead 7 (V, 4), 1, Plotinus, explicating the Platonic position, argues that: (1) every
composite must be accounted for by that which is incomposite or absolutely simple and (2) there
can be only one absolutely simple thing. We can better understand the reasoning for (1) if we
concentrate first on the reasoning for (2). Assume that there is more than one absolutely simple
thing. Then, there would have to be something that each one had that made it at least
numerically different from the other, say, for example, a unique position. But that which made it
different would have to be really (not merely conceptually) distinct from that which made it to be
the one thing it is.® That which had the position would be really distinct from the position itself.
But then something which had a position and so was distinct from it would not be absolutely
simple. So, that which is absolutely simple must be absolutely unique. Only the first principle
of all is unqualifiedly self-identical; the self-identity had by anything else is necessarily
qualified. This argument suggests the meaning of ‘composite’ that Plotinus has in mind when he
argues for (1). A composite is anything that is distinct from any property it has. What we might

1B ETs3.

Y In Parm. 887, 29-35: ... fva 8¢ pévn td petéyovta Tig idéag Gel kol pndémote ékheinn, 81 Tvog GAANG oitiog,
0VK &V a0TOig 00oNG 1 Kvouprévng, GAL™ €0’ £aVTHG IOPLUEVNG, TPO TAV KIVOLUEVMV GKIVITOV, Kol S1dt TV oikeiov
Gwespornw npo&svovcng Kol tomg KLIVOVUEVOLG TNV AVEKAELTTOV uatoxnv

Ei o1, dpo. olov e adTd eivon pév, ovoiag 8¢ | peteyety; Ody olov Te.
16 The possibility of real distinctiveness within one thing follows from a denial of nominalism, which is the view
that all self-identity is unqualified self-identity. To claim, for example, that x is f, is for Platonists to acknowledge
that f somehow identifies that which is nevertheless distinct from the identifying property.
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call a ‘minimally composite individual’ is one with one and only one property from which it is
itself distinct. Compositeness is, then, equivalent to qualified self-identity. Anything with ovcia
is at least minimally composite.

If, in a Form, it and its ovoia were not really distinct, then either the Form would not
have an ovcia or else it would be nothing but ovcia. In the former case, there would, of course,
be no reason to posit a Form to account for one sort of sameness rather than another; the Form
would be a completely empty explanans. In the latter case, the Form would become nothing
more than a common nature, that is, what all things that are the same have. But the common
nature as such does not explain anything. This is so because the common nature is in itself
neither one nor many; in itself it has no existence as one or as many. The common nature as
such is posterior, not prior, to that of which it is the common nature. Hence, it cannot explain the
existence of anything. To recognize its existence is to recognize it as really distinct from its
ovcia. S0, we can conclude that it is the ovcio of the Form, not the Form itself, that is
participated in, whereas the Form itself is unparticipated. Proclus refers to the ovoia that is
participated in as o1 and the oboia as participating, pvouog Adyoc.t” The latter is the
expression of the ¢vo1g in what is ontologically posterior.

Even if the vicious infinite regress argument is stopped by the above strategy, one might
still want to contend that there is a synonymy between the nature that the Form is and the
‘physical’ Adyog . This Proclus decisively rejects; the relation between the former and the latter
IS 4 EvOg Kal Tpog &v.18 Proclus evinces no discomfort in recognizing the npog &v relation as
Platonic, which is to say that its fundamental use by Aristotle is not viewed as an anti-Platonic
move. How are we to understand the claim that there is no synonymy between the nature that
the Form is and that nature in its instances, even though there is sameness? Stated otherwise,
how are we to understand the claim that a man is unequivocally said to be large, even though his
largeness is not synonymous with the largeness of the Form of Largeness?

There is scarcely anything more central to Platonism than the explication and defence of
this claim. Proclus’ general defence is presented in his Elements of Theology.'® The gist of the
defence relies on the distinction, drawn from Plato’s Parmenides, and echoed in Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, between sameness (1] opowwtg) and identity (1 tavtdég). The Form cannot be
identical with its instance; if it were, then there could not be multiple instances, which is as much
as to say that there could not be many things that are the same. Yet it is the identical or, better,
self-identical nature that is present in the Form and the instance. That nature is present in the
Form as cause, and present in the instance as effect. The reason that the cause is not
synonymous with the effect even though it is the same as it is that a true cause is such that its
entire nature is to be that cause. That is, for example, the Form of Largeness as cause is nothing
but largeness, whereas the effect is, say, the largeness of the man or the building. There is less
being or derivative being in the latter in the precise sense that the largeness in each, though it is
largeness, is occluded or ‘compromised’ largeness. Thus, the only way that the man can be large
is by being of a certain size, whereas the nature of largeness has nothing to do with being of a
certain size. That precise size, of course, could also constitute the man’s smallness.

The Form is thus a formal cause or explanation (to aitiov). In what sense, then, is the
instance an effect? It would be more accurate to say that the nature of the Form is the formal

Y. See In Parm 879, 11-12.

8 In Parm., 880, 8-11: ofte cuVdVUROV Elvar ypi| TO &V TOiC VO’ £aVTd TOANOTS, vl i) TEAWY €1¢ BV AUPOTEPOY
AOYOG ETepOV Gmalti] TL KOWOV €T a0TOlG GAL” MG glpnTan TOAAAKLG, G’ £vog kail Tpog &v-. See below and 912ff.
19 See ET §30. Cf. Plotinus, Enn. 11 (V, 2), 2.



cause and that the Form itself is a productive cause of which the instance is an effect.?’ The
Form is a productive cause owing to the fact that it is the perfect exemplar of the nature it is, and
everything perfect produces. The Form produces according to its nature that which it is capable
of producing. The general principle that explains this production is, of course, bonum est
diffusivum sui. That which is essentially good of a certain kind necessarily produces according to
its nature. The evidence for this bold assertion is simply the very existence of the variegated
universe.

The Form is self-caused or self-explaining as well as being the cause of its instances.**
This is perhaps the clearest way to explain the transcendence of the Form. In general, if X is
self-caused and the cause of Y, then X transcends Y, that is, it is not identical with Y and can
exist even if Y does not. As we know, for Plotinus, only the One is self-caused. For Proclus, the
self-causality of the Forms is a sort of relative self-causality. That is, it is self-caused only
within its own ‘line of causality’. For example, the only explanation for the being of Largeness
is the Form of Largeness itself. What this means, | take it, is that the being or existence of any
Form does not have an explanation outside of it and independent of the explanation (or non-
explanation) for its nature.

The fact that the Form is not synonymous with its instances entails that the Form is not to
be identified with that which is common (to kowvév) among particulars. Thus, insofar as a
universal is taken to be that which is common, the Form is not a universal. The point here is, |
think, that any two or more things can be seen to have something in common. But this
commonality is not what requires the hypothesizing of a Form. For example, two things can have
in common the fact that they are owned by me. That is why we cannot suppose that the
commonality among non-existent things forces us to hypothesize Forms for them.? Mere
commonality differs from the sameness that does require the hypothesizing of a Form in this
way. A genuine case of sameness is a case where there is a single nature, hence a single Form
whose nature that nature is. Commonality does not entail such a single nature, though it seems
that it does not exclude that possibility. So, commonality is a broader notion than sameness,
though it includes it.> It is apparently for this reason that Proclus—unhelpfully in my view—
does say that the Form is a universal.** He also says that Forms are of universal substances (tGv
kafohikdv ovo1dv). > | take it that what Proclus is here trying to convey is that the nature that a
Form has is universal; thus, there are no Forms of particulars as such. But the Form itself cannot
be a universal because a Form is one—a henad with respect to its instances and a monad with
respect to the One.?

The point is of some importance since Aristotle’s principle objection to the theory of
Forms he considers in his Metaphysics is that Forms must be substances because they are

2 See In Parm. 885, 1-6: AALo &pa. SeT mpd TV Opoimv €l var o Tdv dpoimv aitiov, kol Sei Siét Tadto 6md Thv
KkabékaoTta KOw@V €ml T0DT0 AvaTpéye TO £V, TO TPOGEXDG DITOGTATIKOV TV aicOntdv, £¢° 0 Kol avTog O
Hapus\néng npag avryayev. Cf. ET § 25ff.

In Parm. 886, 40-1.
22, See In Parm. 885, 26ff.
2 The central passage on the range of Forms is In Parm. 815, 15ff.
?. See In Parm. 796, 24; 978, 30; 978, 34, et cet.
% In Parm. 831, 27.
% See In Parm. 880, 30-6: ‘Ofev kai 6 &v @ DAB® TOKPATNS TOTE PV EVEdag K(I?\.Sl 106 100, ToTE 8¢ Lovadag:
elol yop g usv npog o0TO TO £V POVADES, S10TL Kol n)»neog goTIv £kGoTN Kod 3V TL 0boa Kai {on Kol £100g VogpoV-
G 8¢ mPOG T G’ avTdV Tapaydpeva kai Tag ogpdg g Vpeotaoty, évadeg: Cf. In Eucl. 1, 50, 16-51, 13;
Simplicius, In. Cat. 69, 19-71, 2.



separate, but they must also be universals because they are predicated of many things.?’ It seems
that the absence of synonymy precludes the predication. That is, a predicate is univocally said of
its instances. The Form of course cannot be predicated of its instances because in itself it is
unparticipated. The nature of a Form is participated, so it would seem to be univocally
predicable of its instances. But neither is it a universal; in itself it is neither one nor many. This
nature, only as it exists in an intellect, is universal. Perhaps the sense in which the Form is a
universal refers, then, to its existence as intelligible object for the Intellect.?®

3.

Commenting on Socrates’ suggestion that Forms are *paradigms standing in nature’,
Proclus identifies Socrates’ error as thinking that the Forms are “static’ and therefore not active
causes. But if this were the case, then there would be more activity in the instances than in the
Forms, which is absurd. Therefore, the causality of the Forms is indeed active or efficient
causality:

Each Form is not only a pattern to sensible objects, but is also the cause
of their being; for they do not require any other force to produce things in
their own image and to assimilate to themselves the things of this realm,
while remaining themselves inactive and motionless and without any
productive capacity, like wax moulds in this realm, but rather they
themselves produce and generate their own images. It would be absurd,
after all, if the reason-principles in nature were to possess a certain
creative power, while the intelligible Forms should be devoid of any
causal role in creation. So, then, every divine Form has not only a
paradigmatic aspect, but a paternal one as well, and by virtue of its very
being is a generative cause of the many particulars; and not only this, but
is a cause of completion to them; for it possesses the faculty of leading
the things of this realm from an incomplete state to completion and of
conferring goodness upon them, and of filling out their lack, and leading
matter, which is all things potentially, to being actually all that it was
potentially before the creative onset of the Forms. The Forms, you see,
have also this perfective faculty within them (Morrow/Dillon trans.).?®

As Proclus goes on to claim, not only is the Form generative and perfective, but it is also
preservative (ppovpnrikiy), cohesive (cuvextikoc), and unitative (Evotucog).® In making this

%’ See Meta. 7.13 1038b35-1039a3; 7.16.1040b25-30; 13.9.1086a32-5.

%8 Cf. In Parm 881, 27-33; 888, 2-4; Syrianus, In Meta. 106, 26-107, 1.
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claim, Proclus is taking to its logical conclusion the standard Platonic understanding of the
identity of Intellect and intelligible, that is, of the Demiurge and the Forms or, as Proclus puts it,
the creative and the paradigmatic causes. He refuses to see the Demiurge as active and the
Forms as static patterns ‘observed’ by the Demiurge prior to his imposition of intelligibility on
the sensible world. Proclus here seems to be thinking of the passages in Timaeus in which the
Demiurge is said to want the cosmos both to resemble the Forms and to resemble himself.3* This
only makes sense if there is an extensional equivalence between the Demiurge and the Living
Animal to which he looks.

Proclus repeats the point about the non-synonymous sameness of Form and instance, but
adds an additional crucial consideration. Forms do not have properties (o08&v émovee).** Thus,
the real distinction between a Form and its nature is not a distinction between a substance and its
properties, as is, for example, in a sensible substance and its properties. How, if the largeness of
the large building, which is a property of that building, is the same as the largeness in the Form
of Largeness is the latter not a property of that Form? The general answer to this question seems
to be that the compositeness of an intellectual and intelligible entity is not the sort of
compositeness that allows the specific real minor distinction that exists between a substance and
its properties. | speculate that this has something to do with the fact that sensible substances are
extensive magnitudes and the real distinctiveness within them depends upon this. In any case,
since largeness is not a property of the Form of Largeness, the Form is not self-predicative.
Whether or not Proclus is correct in thinking that Parmenides is being made to raise a problem
for the theory of Forms to which he already knows the correct solution, it is clear enough that,
according to Proclus’ understanding, those scholars who think that Plato is wedded to the so-
called self-predicative assumption are simply mistaken.*

At the conclusion of Parmenides’ refutation of Socrates™ suggestion that the Form is a
paradigm fixed in nature, Parmenides appears to make a specific point:

Then, it is not by sameness that other things share in Forms, but one must
seek some other way by which they share.®

Are we supposed to take from this the conclusion that instances of Forms are not the same as the
Forms, a conclusion that would go beyond the one already reached to the effect that the instances
are not synonymous with the Forms? Proclus’ reply to this question is not altogether clear; he
does appear somewhat puzzled by the relation between, say, the Form of Man and the Form of
Sameness.*® But his somewhat tentative answer provides further insight into his understanding of
the metaphysics of the intelligible world.

81 Cf. Tim. 29D, 30E. Cf. In Parm. 911, 1-7: &v Twuoio 8¢ 10 mapadetypa £ik6vog elvon Topaderypd Tvog: Tpog Tt
YOp EKATEPOV, TO PEV TPOG YEVESLY, TO OE TPOG eikOVa Aéyetal: E0TL O& OU®G &V EKATEP® TO AOUTOV, TOPUSELYLOTIKDG
égév €V T® TopadeiypaTt TO TO10DV, TOUTIKAG 38 TO TAPASELY U £V TG TOLODVTL GUVEIAUUEVOV.

. InParm. 913, 14.
%% See In Parm. 886.4ff. Vlastos, art. cit., identified ‘the self-predication assumption’, along with the ‘non-identity
assumption’ as generating the TMA and, as far as Plato could see, unavoidable. See supra n.7, for the article by H.
Cherniss which challenged the claim that Plato is committed to self-predication, though Cherniss thought that
because self-predication is prima facie absurd, not only could Plato not have held it but that his theory of Forms
could not even be susceptible to it, malgré lui.
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Proclus proposes the following dilemma: does the Form of Man make a man the same as
the Form or not? If it does, then the work of the Form of Sameness is duplicated or eliminated
for that Form; if it does not, then the Form of Man is not producing a man, that is, something
with the same nature as the Form.* The solution that Proclus wants to provide to this dilemma is
that Forms work together (mavta pet’ adqiov Evépyel kai yevva). It is wrong to suppose that
their work is dispersed (diaomdv), that is, that their works are not necessarily connected. So, the
man is a man by the Form of Man and he is the same as that Form by the Form of Sameness.

This proposal faces the difficulty that the cooperation of the Forms or their lack of
dispersion threatens the integrity of each. For instance, if the Form of Man is not in some way
dispersed from the Form of Sameness in producing the man, presumably, the same can be said
for the Form of Dog in producing the dog. That is, it, too, is not dispersed from the Form of
Sameness. But the Form of Man does not thereby produce a dog nor does the Form of Dog
produce a man even though neither of them is dispersed from the Form of Sameness.

It will be noticed that this problem is analogous to the problem in Plato’s Sophist where
it is shown that the Form of Self-Identity (1o tadtov) is different from the Form of Being (to év)
and the Form of Difference (td 0Gtepov).® Plato’s argument works for self-identity, difference,
and being because he says that each of these Forms partakes of each other, that is, Being is
different from Self-ldentity owing to its partaking in the Form of Difference, and Difference is
different from Self-ldentity owing to its partaking in itself.® If, however, Proclus accepts this
solution, it would seem that he would have to allow that the unparticipated Form does
participate. In the case of the above example, the Form of Man will participate in the Form of
Sameness. Strictly speaking, there is no contradiction in maintaining that a Form that is
unparticipated in relation to that which participates in its nature nevertheless does participate.
But, of course, it must participate in the nature of another Form, not in that Form insofar as it is
unparticipated. So, we have unparticipated Forms ‘communing’ among themselves, in Plato’s
words, while each is distinct from the other. Apart from the obvious problem that the Form’s
nature as participated is supposed to be on a higher ontological level that that which participates
in it, if the Intellect is cognitively identical with all that is intelligible, it would seem to follow
that the array of unparticipated Forms is actually nothing but this Intelllect.*®* We have already
seen that Proclus tends towards this position in his discussion of the Demiurge. But if this is the
case, then the Demiurge is actually the henad that previously each Form was supposed to be.*

Perhaps it is a good time to conclude. It is certainly a relief to conclude by merely
mentioning a puzzle about the henadic character of Forms. Itis, I hope, clear that Proclus’
solution to the problem posed by the TMA—whether the core of that solution is original to
Proclus or not—is superior to any alternative solution on offer today. | shall end by offering the
following consideration. The Xenocratean definition of a Form, quoted by Proclus, namely, that
the Form is “the paradigmatic cause of whatever is composed continually according to nature’

% In Parm. 914, 15-23: &po. 6 &v Opwnog Totel TOV Tiide EvOpmmov Lovov, f Kod Spotov £avtd motel, kai ToTEPOV
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should not be taken as a principle from which we are supposed to derive directly the range of
Forms.** According to this definition, Proclus can leave as a scientific research project the
question of exactly what is produced continually according to nature. If, for example, advances
in science lead to the discovery that the elements hitherto thought to be four in number are in fact
more than 30 times that number, and that the original elements are in fact natural compounds or,
indeed, that they are not single compounds, nothing changes for the theory of Forms. If—and
this is a more provocative and far reaching point—it should turn out that the paradigms of things
that are produced by nature are in fact mathematical, we would still require these paradigms in
order to account for the intelligibility of nature. In this case, however, there would be somewhat
less motivation to distinguish the henadic character of one ideal mathematical ratio from another.

. In Parm. 888, 17-19.
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