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1. Introduction: modes of being

It is an axiom of late neoplatonic metaphysics that all things are in all, but in each in an appropriate manner (ὀικείως, ET 103). These manners or modes of being are indicated by adverbial forms such as παραδειματικῶς or εἰκονικῶς. Thus, for example, the Forms are in the World Soul in the mode of images, while the objects in the sensible realm below Soul are in it in the manner of paradigms (in Tim. II 150.27). Among the many modes of being distinguished by Proclus we find existence ὁλικῶς and μερικῶς – in the manner of a whole and in the manner of a part. This paper investigates the nature and significance of these mereological modes of being.

Before we turn to these specific mereological modes of being, let us first consider the crucial role that the idea of a mode of being plays in Proclus’ metaphysics. It is one of the central principles of the process of emanation that an effect simultaneously goes forth from its cause, remains in it, and reverts upon it (ET props. 30 and 35). The ‘going forth’ suggests that the cause and its product are separate. Indeed, we find just this claim affirmed in ET 75: ‘Every cause properly so called transcends (ἐξῄρηται) its effect.’ If the effect remains in the cause without proceeding, then it will not be distinct from the cause (ET 35.3–4). It is emanation that generates multiplicity and difference. Far from being a bad thing, the potential to create through emanation is evidence of an entity’s goodness and power (ET 27). Yet every effect also remains in its cause, while also proceeding from it and reverting upon it. Why must it do all three? If the effect does not also remain in the cause, then the effect will be unconnected with the cause and have no association with it (ET 35.4–7). It will then, presumably, be unable to be directed by its cause (cf. in Tim. II 48.3–7). Nor, if it proceeds without remaining, will reversion be possible, since what goes forth will be something lower and utterly alien to its higher cause.


If we accept this line of argument, according to which effects must both remain in their cause and proceed from them, then we seem to have a problem. What will be the relation between what remains in the cause and what proceeds and reverts upon its source? They can be neither exactly the same nor utterly distinct. How, we may ask, can there be such a halfway house between identity and difference?


Proclus propounds just this puzzle in Platonic Theology III 6.24–7.10. His first answer is that the cause and the effect that goes forth from it must be similar. In ET 32 he likewise claims that the similarity between the cause and the effect provides the ground for the possibility of reversion. But this, I think, cannot constitute the complete answer for several reasons. First, similarity is ubiquitous: everything resembles everything in some way. If the similarity between cause and effect is to bridge the gap between them and make reversion possible, it must be similarity in some particularly salient respect. Moreover, Proclus is aware of the limitations of similarity as a ground for explaining the relation between cause and effect. Participation is one such relation of cause to effect. In his Parmenides commentary, Proclus notes that Plato’s three most common metaphors for describing the relation of participant to Form – participants as reflections, impressions or replicas – all involve similarity (841.30, ff). But none of these analogies, he says, conveys even the slightest bit of scientific knowledge, nor do they adequately capture the real nature of participation in Forms, even though they may be indispensable aids to the beginning student.

The deeper answer that explains how similarity provides the connection between what remains and what goes forth concerns modes of being. What remains in the cause and what goes forth are the very same thing but existing in different modes. The similarity that binds them togher is not really a similarity between two utterly distinct things – the effect that remains in the cause and something else which proceeds. Rather, this is a case of a thing being similar to itself. What remains in the cause is what proceeds, but existing in a different mode. Proclus denotes these modes by the use of adverbial forms such as ‘intelligibly’, ‘intellectually’, or ‘psychically’. This hypothesis is confirmed by Proclus’ further remarks on the creative activity of the One:

If all the other causes constitute products similar to themselves prior to constituting anything dissimilar, how much more must it be the case regarding the One when it articulates things posterior to itself. Since the One Itself is even beyond Similarity, it brings forth the first things that come from it in virtue of unity (καθ᾽ ἕνωσιν). For in what other manner can the One constitute its products except in a unified manner (ἑνιαίως)? For Nature produces the things that come after it in a natural manner (φυσικῶς), and Soul produces what comes after it in a psychical manner (ψυχικῶς), and Nous in an intellectual manner (νοερῶς). (Plat. Theol. III 12.2–10)

The case of the relation between the One and the henads confirms the limitations of similarity as a bridge for connecting cause and effect. There can be no relation of similarity in any straightforward sense between the One and its first products – the henads – since the One has no respects in which it may be similar to anything. The similarity between the One and its most proximate products consists simply in the fact that their character matches the mode in which the One acts. They are a plurality of ones produced by a unitary mode of production. They exist in the mode of unity. One cannot even strictly say of their cause that it exists, much less in any mode. But if one might infringe ever so slightly what may be said κυρίως, the henads are the One existing in a different mode.


The central role of modes of being is likewise hinted at in the peculiar axiom of neoplatonic metaphysics that sums up the paradox of unity in plurality: ‘all things are in all, but in each in the appropriate manner (ὀικείως)’ (ET 103). So, for instance, every intellect is both those things that come before it and those things that come after in the mode of intellect.
 The intelligibles must be in intellect, since everything is in everything, but they cannot be in it in the same mode in which the intelligibles exist prior to intellect (ET 173).

The appropriate mode is not confined to adverbial forms of terms like ‘intellect’ or ‘soul’ that denote the various levels of being, such as existence νοερῶς. In ET 173 Proclus distinguishes further modes of being within the things that exist νοερῶς in intellect. The things prior to intellect exist in intellect in virtue of participation (κατὰ μέθεξιν), while the things that come after intellect are in intellect in a preliminary causal way (κατ’ αἰτίαν).
 Similarly, at in Tim. II 150.27, Proclus claims that the indivisible intelligibles exist in the World Soul εἰκονικῶς. Finally, looking below the level of Soul, divisible sensible things exist in Soul παραδειγματικῶς. In this way, one can say that Soul is both that which comes before it and that which comes after it. The ‘is’ in question here is not strict identity. But the fact that there is not an identity relation does not imply that what is present in the soul Soul is utterly different from what is prior and posterior to it. It ‘is’ the things prior to it εἰκονικῶς but it is the things posterior to it παραδειγματικῶς. Note further that the mode in which it is each of these things does not merely correspond to the noun that denotes that in which they are. That is, it is not merely the case that these things are simply in Soul psychically – though they are, of course – rather, the lower entities are in Soul παραδειγματικῶς, while the higher ones are in Soul εἰκονικῶς. Finally, it is worth pointing out that the version of this claim about Soul that is propounded in Elements of Theology shows the equivalence of being X παραδειγματικῶς with being X κατ’ αἰτίαν, while being Y εἰκονικῶς can be equated with being Y κατὰ μέθεξιν.


These reflections about modes shed a new light on what at first looks like a rather superficial conclusion in ET 30:
In as much it has something that is the same with the producer, the effect remains in it, while in as much as it has something different, it proceeds from it. But in being similar, it is simultaneously in a way the same [and in a way] different.

Everything is similar to every other thing. So each thing is, in a way (πῃ), the same as every other thing, and also in a way different. Yet it is not the case that wherever we have such sameness and difference, we have a cause from which some effect both proceeds and remains. These considerations about modes show us the salient way in which causes and effects are similar: what the cause is in one mode of being, the effect is in another mode of being. And this is not unreasonable. Consider an Olympic runner running quickly at the start of the race and then more slowly towards the end of the race. Now, let us equate modes here with adverbs, like ‘quickly’ and ‘slowly’. There is a sense in which we have two things here – a fast runner and a slow runner – but also a sense in which they are the same. We have one and the same athlete existing in two different modes. Moreover, the former mode in which we find our runner can be seen to be the cause of the athlete’s existing in the latter mode. It is because the first ran quickly and did not pace himself that the second runner runs slowly. This holds up a familiar, homely model for understanding the relation between the various series of entities stemming from Proclus’ henads. (I omit trying to assimilate the One to this model, for obvious reasons.) The various entities in the descent are not so much different things, but one and the same thing existing in different modes. There will be this important difference, however. In our homely example, we have a subject that we can pick out by the sortal term ‘human being’ and various things he does in various ways. These activities undertaken in various modes are inessential to his sortal identity. But neoplatonic intelligibles and souls are not like that. They are themselves best thought of as patterns of activity, so we lose the firm grip on a subject who is one and the same across various ways of being.
 Rather than a running human being who is running now quickly, now slowly, we must take as our analogy the activity of running itself: now happening in one mode, now in another. Given that we lack a clear principle of individuation for activities, the tendency to describe these ‘things’ as different from one another and constituting a plurality is irresistible. And, indeed, perhaps it should not be resisted, for souls and intelligibles have both an internal and an external activity – the former constituting their being and the latter their productive effects. If we concentrate on the diversity of effects, we will be inclined to say that neoplatonic ontology contains many different things at different levels in the order of being. If, however, we concentrate on the continuity of emanation, we will instead say that there is really only Being – and, of course, what is beyond Being and therefore beyond speech – manifesting itself in different modes.
 I think scholarship on the subject tends to stress the former way of looking at things over the latter.
 All I have sought to suggest is that the viewpoint of modes is equally legitimate and potentially able to illuminate issues about the problem of unity and multiplicity in neoplatonic metaphysics.
I hope that this rather lengthy preface provides good reasons for being concerned with the various modes of being in Proclus. Otherwise a study of the specific adverbial phrases like ὁλικῶς and μερικῶς might strike one as trivial. But if the task of understanding these various adverbial phrases and their associated modes of being in Proclus is important, it is also difficult. Nowhere does Proclus give us a detailed account of what it is for a thing to exist intellectually as opposed to paradigmatically, or this again as opposed to iconically. Rather, I think Proclus supposes that we will understand the modes of being by relating the adverb to the noun. We understand what it is to exist paradigmatically by understanding what a paradigm is. We can contrast this mode of being with being iconically by understanding how images differ from paradigms.

This suggests a substantial research project. First isolate all the adverbial forms that Proclus uses to designate the plurality of modes of being. Then isolate the natures of the noun phrases corresponding to these adverbs in order to elucidate the character of these different modes. This is a task that I do not propose to undertake. First, it is too large, and second, studies of the nature of Soul, Being, Life, Intellect and so on have already carried part of the program forward.
 Moreover, some of the modes, such as existence κατ’ αἰτίαν and κατὰ μέθεξιν, which are not correlated with hypostases in Proclus’ ontology, have already been investigated.
 Instead I propose to concentrate on just two of the modes that have not yet received detailed attention: being ὁλικῶς and being μερικῶς. The justification for selecting these modes is partly that they have not been given much attention, though Proclus’ account of the associated substantives – part and whole – has been. But like being κατ’ αἰτίαν or κατὰ μέθεξιν, and unlike being ψυχικῶς, being ὁλικῶς or μερικῶς are pervasive modes of being, occurring at a variety of levels in Proclus’ ontology. Thus a better understanding of these modes will pay dividends in a variety of areas.
I will first consider some things that exist in these contrasting modes in order to show that the distinction bridges the gap between intelligibles and sensible particulars. I will then consider what Proclus has to say about parts and wholes. Following this investigation of the noun phrases in question, I will try to give an account of what it is for something to exist in these modes.

2. Some things that exist ὁλικῶς or μερικῶς 
The theme of wholes and parts is one of the central orienting oppositions of Proclus’ Timaeus commentary. At the very outset Proclus identifies the subject matter or σκοπός of the dialogue with the study of nature.
 But this σκοπός is pursued according to two key contrasts:

This entire dialogue, throughout its entire length, has physical inquiry as its target, examining the same matters at one moment in images, at another in originals, at one moment at the level of wholes, at another at the level of parts. (in Tim. I 1.17–20, trans. Tarrant, 2007)
A key Platonic phrase for justifying this reading is Timaeus 33a in which Plato writes that the Demiurge created the cosmos a ‘whole composed out of wholes’.
 Proclus makes frequent reference to this passage in his commentary. At one of these points he introduces the following fourfold distinction.

But the universe is strictly said to be a whole – for the whole that exists ὁλικῶς is one thing, but the part that exists ὁλικῶς is another. The whole that exists μερικῶς is yet a third thing. And last of all is the part that exists μερικῶς. The universe is a whole that exists in the manner of a whole, in as much as it is ‘a whole composed out of wholes’ (33a6). But each of the [heavenly] spheres is a part that exists in the manner of a whole according to a secondary form of wholeness. The partial living things are wholes only partially, for a third form of wholeness is present in them, but along with the defining feature of what is partial. Finally, the parts of partial living things are parts that exist in a partial fashion, for they are only parts [and not wholes in any way at all]. (in Tim. II 62.1-9, trans. Baltzly, 2007)

This text suggests the following examples of combining kinds of things with mereological modes of being. 

1. whole ὁλικῶς – the universe

2. part ὁλικῶς – heavenly spheres

3. whole μερικῶς – particular living beings

4. part μερικῶς – the parts of living beings.
1. Platonic Theology V. 42.6–12 presents a similar fourfold division of acts of creation:
2. the creation of wholes ὁλικῶς
3. the creation of wholes μερικῶς
4. the creation of what is divided into parts but ὁλικῶς
5. the creation which co-establishes the existence of parts μερικῶς along with wholes.

The ‘parts and wholes’ that are discussed in the Platonic Theology passage are not concrete sensible particulars, such as those in the example from the Timaeus commentary. Rather, they are what we moderns would class as universals
 – Proclus’ εἴδη νοερά or, equivalently, νοεροὶ θεοί.
 
Not only is it possible for Proclus to deploy the vocabulary of ‘in the manner of a part’ and ‘the manner of a whole’ on both sides of the dividing line between universals and particulars, in fact it finds its most prominent deployment with respect to the latter. A standard idea in neoplatonism is that the world of Forms is simultaneously an intelligible object and also a knowing intellect. Indeed, it is alive. But the intellects that constitute it are not isolated from one another and they do not constitute a whole simply as a set or collection. The relations between them are much more mysterious. The most famous description of this paradoxical relationship is that of Plotinus:

For it is ‘the easy life’ there [i.e. among the intelligibles] … Each there has everything in itself and sees all other things in every other, so that all are everywhere and each and every one is all and the glory is unbounded. (v.8.4, 1–8, trans. Armstrong)
Plotinus goes on to invoke the part–whole relation to describe the splendour of the intelligible realm. Contrasting the way parts and wholes are here below he says:

Here, however, one part would not come from another, and each would be only a part; but there each comes only from the whole and is a part and whole at once: it has the appearance of a part, but a penetrating look sees the whole in it. (v.8.4, 21–4)
This way of treating the relations among intelligibles is common to Proclus and his explanation invokes the notion of ‘being in the manner of a part’ and ‘being in the manner of a whole’:
Every intellect is a whole, though not as something that exists out of parts. But unparticipated intellect is a whole simpliciter in as much as it has all the parts in itself in the manner of a whole. By contrast each of the partial or particular intellects [is a whole] in as much as it has the whole in the parts, thus also having all things in the manner of a part. (ET 180)
First, a brief explanation. This passage introduces the vocabulary of participated and unparticipated Intellects or Forms. This terminology gestures toward Proclus’ solution to the problem of participation posed to Socrates in the Parmenides: how can the Form be wholly present in many without being divided from itself? The answer is that the Forms exist in two ways. First, there is an utterly transcendent and unitary mode of being which Iamblichus and Proclus called the ‘unparticipated’ Intellect. Second, there is the universal that is wholly present – or at least present to different degrees – in the plurality of instances. This is the participated Form or Intellect. This is a one over many. The unparticipated Form is a one over a one, as it were. With this controversial distinction in hand, let us return to the previous passage.

Given the identity of knowing intellect with object known, these participated and partial intellects are Forms existing in the mode of intellect. This passage then suggests the following schema:

1. Unparticipated intellect – whole ἁπλῶς = has all parts in itself ὁλικῶς.
2. Particular or partial intellects – has the whole in the parts = all things μερικῶς.
To sum up then, here we have examples of different ontological orders existing in these different modes. Both abstract objects, such as intellects, and concrete objects, such as the cosmos and its parts, can exist ὁλικῶς and μερικῶς. Moreover, we have some evidence to suggest that understanding these modes of being requires understanding Proclus’ views on the nature of parts and wholes. This is indicated by the use of the phrases ‘a whole out of parts’ and ‘a whole in the parts’ in ET 180. These notions are, as we shall see, part of Proclus’ complex views on the nature of parts and wholes.

3. Proclus on parts and wholes

A. Wholes

Proclus’ most famous discussion of the concept of a whole occurs in Elements of Theology propositions 66–74. In this context, the terms ‘whole’ and ‘part’ seem to apply to both particulars and universals or sensibles and intelligibles. Proposition 66 affirms that for all things, x and y, x either includes y as a part, or vice versa, or x is the same as y in some respect or x is different from y in some respect. In the latter two cases, x and y are co-ordinate with one another. If they stand in a part–whole relationship, it is because one comprehends the other. Proposition 67 then enumerates three different kinds of whole:

1. The whole-before-the-parts should be thought of as a pre-existent cause. Its mode of existence is thus κατ’ αἰτίαν.
Then there are two wholes which are themselves also parts that are produced by
 the whole before the parts:
2. The whole-of-parts depends for its existence on the whole-before-the-parts. It is a whole, each of whose parts is essential to it. Its parts are, as Proclus says elsewhere, συμπληρωτικόν: they ‘fill up’ the whole.
 The ‘whole-of-parts’ mode of existence is in itself or καθ’ ὕπαρξιν. That is to say, it is just the thing that it is itself – not its cause, nor the things that participate in it (ET 65).
3. The whole-in-the-part is a part that has come to be a whole by participation. A consequence of the way in which this part comes to be the whole is that it is the whole μερικῶς. It is both an imitation of the whole-of-parts and also a part of it (ET 68). Its mode of existence is κατὰ μέθεξιν.

This threefold distinction has sometimes been interpreted in terms of Forms, participated universals, and their participants. The whole-before-the-parts is the transcendent Form considered as paradigmatic cause. It is to be equated with the unparticipated. The whole-of-parts is the participated universal that is wholly present in several participants. Some have argued that the whole-of-parts should be considered the class of F things, since the participants are said to ‘fill it up’ and the whole is ‘immanent in them’ (ET 73). The whole-in-the-part may then be equated with the participants themselves.

This rush to assimilate the whole-of-parts to a class is too hasty. Rather, we should see the whole-of-parts in terms of the participated Form. While participated Forms are introduced to preserve inferences based on the Aristotelian logic of class inclusion, they are not themselves merely classes. Rather, as Lloyd argues, the participated Form is like an Aristotlelian univeral in this important respect: it makes a genus, like Macropod, nothing more than what is articulated into its infimae species. This is the famous Aristotelian view of the genus as matter for the species (Meta. vii 1038a7). Aristotle’s view that the being of the genus is exhausted in its specification into determinates is probably motivated in part by the idea that if the genus existed on its own, it would either have to lack differentia entirely or else possess them all. But what sense can we make of a macropod that is neither kangaroo, nor wallaby, nor pademelon, nor tree-kangaroo? If, on the other hand, the genus possesses all the differentia of the species, it will be simultaneously tree-dwelling and ground-dwelling.
Proclus rejects this demotion of the genus: it is not a mere collection (ἄθροισμα) of its species (in Parm. 650.20). The distinction between participated and unparticipated Forms is invoked as the solution. The Macropod  in Swamp Wallaby and the Macropod in Tree-Kangaroo are the participated Form: it is a whole of parts. The species of  Macropod are συμπληρωτικόν. That is, they fill up and are essential parts of the whole that is distributed among them. That is to say, Macropod would not be the universal that it is unless it were speciated into just those species. But it is the unparticipated Form that preserves the Neoplatonic priority of genus over species. This is the whole-prior-to-the-parts, which is the unitary cause of all the ways in which Macropod is speciated. So the distinction between the first two senses of ‘whole’ is not that between property and class, but between two different kinds of universals which are distinguished from one another by different relations of ontological dependence between them and the species of Macropod.

What then are we to make of the whole-in-the-parts? This, I confess, is the part of Proclus’ three-fold division that I find hardest to fathom. My admittedly speculative answer is that we may understand the whole-in-the-parts as an ἄτομον or individual form. This is Porphyry’s terminology for the maximally specific set of attributes that is predicated of just one of the particulars.
 That Proclus himself accepts the Porphyrian notion of an individual form that encodes the characteristics of a sensible particular emerges from his discussion in the Parmenides commentary.
 From 970.12 he sums up the things that may be said of τὰ ἐν τῷ αἰσθητῷ εἴδη which are the πέρατα τῆς εἰδητικῆς σειρᾶς. One thing we learn is what an ἄτομον εἶδος is. It is that which is immediately followed by what is truly an individual when it has proceeded as far as the final material division.
 If we identify the whole-in-the-part with such an individual form, then this makes good sense of ET 68 and 74. In ET 68 we are told that the whole-in-the-part itself contains a whole in virtue of which it is said to be a whole-in-the-part. While Proclus says that some individual thing is whole, but not a form in ET 74, it is a mystery how such an individual could contain a whole. Hence it is far better to regard the whole-in-the-part as the unique collection of attributes that Porphyry calls an ἄτομον. Such ἄτομα ‘contain’ wholes in the sense that they encode the recipe for ἄτομα in the sense of individuals.
Each unique collection of attributes will also be a whole of sorts: after all, it is the formula for just one object. But it is all that it is by participation. Its unity is an imitation of the unity had by the participated universal whose parts or species collectively constitute Macropod. Macropod is really a whole: that is, it is a universal or καθόλου – from κατα + ὅλος, of course. The ἄτομον meets one criterion for being a universal and fails another. It is predicated of something, e.g. Socrates. But it does not have the potential to be said of many. Finally, we can see why Proclus says that the whole-in-the-part is a part of the whole-of-parts. A whole is the cause of those things that it encompasses or includes. Consider the ἄτομον  of a particular kangaroo called ‘Skippy’. By existing through participation in the Form he is a ‘part’ of Kangaroo. He is not, however, a sumplêrôtic part of Kangaroo, as the species Eastern Grey and Red are, for the Form will endure his passing.

Here, then, is a brief explication of Proclus’ most famous discussion of the threefold sense of ‘whole’.
 Note that all the wholes described here are universals of a sort. Note, moreover, that one of our target expressions – μερικῶς – is included in the explanation of the third sense of whole. So the understanding of what a whole of this sort is, requires understanding of what a part is and what it is to exist in the manner of a part. Let us now turn to this task.

B. Parts

In his characteristic manner, Proclus distinguishes three senses in which something may be a part in his Parmenides commentary (1112.26–1113.9).

1. That which has the same elements as the whole, and has everything in the manner of a part (μερικῶς) that the whole has in the manner of a whole (ὁλικῶς). For instance, each of the many intellects is a part of the whole Intellect, even though all of the Forms are in each [but not ὁλικῶς]. The sphere of the fixed stars is a part of the universe, even though it is inclusive of all things contained within it, but in a different manner from the cosmos.

2. That which goes to make up the totality of something (συμπληρωματικόν), as we call all the whole spheres parts of the universe and the discursive intellect and opinion parts of the soul. The one makes up the totality of the universe, the other that of the soul.

3. We use the general meaning of the term ‘part’ to describe everything that is in any way linked with other things for the completion of some one entity. For example, each of us is a part of the cosmos, not because the universe as universe is made complete by means of us (for it does not become incomplete when one of us perishes), but because we are linked together with the whole parts (ὅλαι μέρη) of the universe.

It would be extremely useful from my point of view if Proclus were to refrain from explaining the various senses of ‘part’ by appeal to the modes of being that I am investigating. After all, our objective is to get a clear understanding of what it is to exist ‘in the manner of a part’ by first getting a clear understanding of what a part is. But, as the Eleatic Stranger says in the Sophist, we will have to work our way forward by dealing with the two problems side by side.


The first sense of part is familiar from the description of the relations between the participated and unparticipated intellects in ET 180. We were puzzled by this because it invoked this mereological mode of being. But now we have another example that is supposed to be parallel to the case of these intellects: the relation between the cosmos and the sphere of the fixed stars. The salient point in this example is that there is nothing included among the contents of the cosmos that is not also included in the contents of the sphere of the fixed stars. But Proclus insists that they contain these things ‘in a different manner’. The sphere of the fixed stars contains its contents as the cup contains the tea. The cosmos, however, contains these parts as ordered – this, after all, is the very meaning of the word ‘cosmos’. Given the role of universals – themselves wholes – as causes of order, we may say that the cosmos contains all its parts in the manner of a whole. This accords well with the passage at in Tim. II. 62.1–9 where Proclus describes the universe as a whole that exists ὁλικῶς, while the heavenly bodies are parts that exist ὁλικῶς. So when Proclus says that x is a part of y and contains μερικῶς all that y contains ὁλικῶς this suggests that:

1. x is an effect of y and is ordered by y;
2. y contains all that is in x κατ’ αἰτίαν or in the manner of a cause;
3. x exhibits the effects that are present κατ’ αἰτίαν in y in a way that involves greater plurality.
Will this sense cover both examples? In the case of intellect, the participated form of Macropod  – that is, the Macropod that is one and the same across Wallaby, Kangaroo, etc. – is an effect of the unparticipated Macropod Itself. Moreover, this latter transcendent Form, by ‘encoding’, as it were, all the ways of being a macropod, contains all that is in the participated form in a causal, pre-existent way. The effects that are present in the participated form are more pluralised: there is the Macropod that is differentiated into Wallaby, that in Kangaroo and so on. These are such that the account of Macropod is predicated of them synonymously. But it is not predicated synonymously of the parts into which the Eastern Grey Kangaroo and Red Kangaroo are speciated. These, of course, are the ἄτομα like Skippy or Bassa. 
Let us now see if we can make sense of this in the other example. Here we have the important difference that it seems we are not talking about universals or predicables, but rather objects. Given Proclus’ views about wholes unifying their parts, we can say that the sphere of the fixed stars is an effect of the cosmos and is ordered by it. The cosmos is not merely an aggregate of parts, but an ordered whole. The sphere of the fixed stars includes the aggregate of things within the cosmos, but only as an aggregate – not as an ordered whole. It would still include these things, even if they were to lapse into chaos. So the sphere of the fixed stars exhibits the effects of the cosmos in a way that involves greater plurality: the greater plurality of an aggregate as opposed to a whole.

The second example of the use of ‘part’ is not exclusive of the first. The important feature of this second use is that the parts in this sense are essential to the wholes of which they are the parts. They are sumplêrômatic parts and ‘fill up’ the wholes they constitute. This is a feature of the parts in a whole-of-parts, i.e. things that are wholes in the way in which a participated form is a whole. In the case of the cosmos, the elements as a totality are sumplêrômatic parts of it. Proclus’ textual authority here is Plato’s claim that the Demiurge created the cosmos as ‘a whole composed out of wholes’ (Tim. 33a). This means, at least, that there is nothing left over, external to the cosmos, from which another of its kind could be made. I think we should not, however, conclude that just as the parts depend upon the whole of which they are parts, so too (in some cases at least) the whole depends upon its sumplêrômatic parts. The Demiurge sets out to make a whole – what else could he do, being perfect? Since a whole is all-perfect or complete and lacking in nothing, it will follow that there are parts that fill it up.
 But the identity of the whole is prior. The existence of the parts is thus given or entailed by the existence of the whole. And this dependence of the partial or particular upon the general or the whole is just what we expect from Proclus.

Finally, there are those parts that are individually inessential to the whole but are nonetheless linked to ‘whole parts’ of the universe. The examples are things like you and me. We are parts in our ordinary sense. But the whole parts are things like the species Man which are given in the idea of a perfect whole. The cosmos has all the species in it as sumplêrômatic parts. This is not to say that the cosmos depends upon them. Rather, they depend on it, since their being was entailed by the Demiurge’s intention to create a ‘whole out of wholes’.
4. The mereological modes: conclusion

If I am right, then the pathway to understanding the mereological modes of being is through the ideas of causal dependence and plurality. Let us revisit the examples of these modes from section 2 of this paper to see how well we can make sense of them. Our example of the modes applied to particular things was in the following fourfold division:

1. whole ὁλικῶς – the universe

2. part ὁλικῶς – heavenly spheres

3. whole μερικῶς – particular living beings

4. part μερικῶς – the parts of living beings.
The heavenly spheres are, of course, both wholes (since they are individual, whole spheres) and also parts of the universe. But they are not just any sort of parts, but parts ὁλικῶς because they are essentially included within the whole of which they are parts. This means that the existence of this whole – the universe – entails the existence of these parts.
 I think that by virtue of being parts that exist ὁλικῶς the heavenly spheres contain μερικῶς all that the whole cosmos contains ὁλικῶς. To contain something ὁλικῶς is to contain it in the way in which the unparticipated Form contains the pre-existent causal antecedents of the species that fall under it. The part, which is an effect of this whole, contains these things μερικῶς in the sense that they involve a greater degree of plurality. So the cosmos, considered as an ordered whole, contains all the elements in the sense that its existence entails the existence of each of the elements. Each heavenly sphere contains all of the elements too, but it contains them like the cup contains the tea and this “containing-as-holding” involves a greater degree of plurality than the manner in which the cosmos contains them. 
A particular living thing is a whole in the sense of a whole-in-the-parts. These are wholes in the sense that they imitate or participate in wholes-of-parts, i.e. participated atomic forms. Yet, considered as parts of these wholes, the particular living beings are not sumplêrômatic: Wombat will get along just fine without the individual wombats Waldo or Wilma. In this respect, they differ from the relation between the spheres and the cosmos. The existence of the cosmos entails the existence of these very spheres. It may also entail the existence of instances of Wombat. (Recall Timaeus 30c – the sensible cosmos would be incomplete if it did not contain all the kinds in the intelligible cosmos.) But it does not entail the existence of these very wombats, Waldo and Wilma.
Finally, the parts μερικῶς are those things which are not even wholes as ἄτομα are. Rather, they are parts of the things brought about through those ἄτομα or individual concepts. An example would be Wilma’s pouch or Waldo’s whiskers.
Our other example concerned the participated and unparticipated intellects:
1. Unparticipated intellect – whole ἁπλῶς = has all parts in itself ὁλικῶς;
2. Particular or partial intellects – has the whole in the parts = all things μερικῶς.
There is little need to cover this ground again. The unparticipated intellect corresponding to Marsupial is the cause of all that falls under it. The participated form – the Marsupial in Kangaroo, Wombat, etc. is an effect that involves a heightened degree of plurality.


This concludes our analysis of these mereological modes of being. I noted above that these modes are like the modes κατ’ αἰτίαν, καθ’ ὕπαρξίν and κατὰ μέθεξιν in being pervasive; they appear at all levels in Proclus’ ontology. As a result, an understanding of these modes is important to the general understanding of his metaphysics. However, since being κατ’ αἰτίαν has appeared in our account of what it is for something to exist in the mereological modes, it seems that this idea is more fundamental in Proclus’ thought. I wish to close by pointing out the way in which Proclus’ methodology differs from our own. We moderns find the example of the part–whole relationships among concrete objects easier to deal with. When it comes to abstract objects, such as sets or properties, we think that there is an important difference between set theory and mereology.
 In our exegesis of Proclus, however, we have managed to make sense of what he has to say about the case of concrete objects only by reference to what he has to say about his different kinds of Forms: the participated and the unparticipated. Not only does he think that the part–whole relation is the same across both realms, but to understand it we must start from what is more abstract and only later can we make sense of what is more particular and closer to matter.
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Monash University
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� Indeed, Proclus frequently speaks of Likeness as the ground of participation (in Parm. 853,18), even after he has given his account of the three causes of participation: (1) the all-pervasive influence of Unity or Goodness; (2) the demiurgic power of Forms; and (3) the varying capacity that things have for the reception of Forms (in Parm. 842,15–845,29). While this threefold account is interesting, it leaves untouched the puzzle about the sameness or difference between cause and effect that is raised by Theol. Plat. III, 7.8–18.


� ET 173.1–2 Πᾶς νοῦς νοερῶς ἐστι καὶ τὰ πρὸ αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰ μετ᾽ αὐτόν.


� ET 173.2–3 τὰ μὲν γάρ ἐστι κατ᾽ αἰτίαν, ὅσα μετ᾽ αὐτόν, τὰ δὲ κατὰ μέθεξιν, ὅσα πρὸ αὐτοῦ·


� ET 195.1–12 Πᾶσα ψυχὴ πάντα ἐστὶ τὰ πράγματα, παραδειγματικῶς μὲν τὰ αἰσθητά, εἰκονικῶς δὲ τὰ νοητά … ὧν μὲν οὖν αἰτία προ ϋπάρχει, ταῦτα προείληφε παραδειγματικῶς· ἀφ’ ὧν δὲ ὑπέστη, ταῦτα κατὰ μέθεξιν ἔχει καὶ ὡς γεννήματα τῶν πρώτων. τὰ μὲν ἄρα αἰσθητὰ πάντα κατ’ αἰτίαν προείληφε, καὶ τοὺς λόγους τῶν ἐνύλων ἀΰλως καὶ τῶν σωματικῶν ἀσωμάτως καὶ τῶν διαστατῶν ἀδιαστάτως ἔχει· τὰ δὲ νοητὰ εἰκονικῶς, καὶ τὰ εἴδη τὰ ἐκείνων μεριστῶς μὲν τῶν ἀμερίστων, πεπληθυσμένως δὲ τῶν ἑνιαίων, αὐτοκινήτως δὲ τῶν ἀκινήτων ὑπεδέξατο. Note how replete this passage is with various modes of being. In particular, it is striking that the cause of things that are F (say, corporeal) can, by virtue of prefiguring these effects κατ’ αἰτίαν, have them in not-F manner.


� ET 30.12–15 ᾗ μὲν ἄρα ταὐτόν τι πρὸς τὸ παράγον ἔχει, τὸ παραγόμενον μένει ἐν αὐτῷ· ᾗ δὲ ἕτερον, πρόεισιν ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ. ὅμοιον δὲ ὄν, ταὐτόν πῃ ἅμα καὶ ἕτερόν ἐστι.


� This tendency in neoplatonism goes back, of course, to Plotinus. On the ‘internal’ activity of Form and the equation of substance with activity, cf. Plotinus, Enn. ii.6.3; v.4.2, 28–30 and � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Lloyd</Author><Year>1990</Year><RecNum>378</RecNum><Pages>85&#x2013;95</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Lloyd, A.C.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1990</YEAR><TITLE>The Anatomy of Neoplatonism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Oxford</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Clarendon Press</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Lloyd 1990, 85–95�.


� As Proclus himself puts it in ET 125. Describing the henads he says, ἐκφαίνεται μὲν οὖν ἕκαστος τῶν θεῶν οἰκείως ταῖς τάξεσιν, ἐν αἷς ποιεῖται τὴν ἔκφανσιν, … φυλάττει δὲ τὸ ταὐτὸν ἐν τῇ προόδῳ διὰ τὴν ὁμοιότητα τῶν προϊόντων πρὸς τὸ ἑκάστης σειρᾶς ἡγεμονοῦν καὶ πρωτουργὸν αἴτιον.


� The natural response to the plurality of ways of being that Proclus describes is to draw diagrams of the intelligible realm, such as those in Dodds’ commentary on ET. Reproduced in introductory works like � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Wallis</Author><Year>1972</Year><RecNum>401</RecNum><Pages>152</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Wallis, R. T.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1972</YEAR><TITLE>Neoplatonism</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Duckworth</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Wallis (1972), 152� they give us the idea of a plurality of different things which must be related in some way. The tendency is not necessarily fatal: after all, activities are things of a sort, and we can always add the appropriate qualifying remarks. The thing perspective is not wrong – it is just incomplete. For a strong tendency to emphasise the connection between Proclean entitities and power or activity, see � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Gersh</Author><Year>1973</Year><RecNum>402</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gersh, Stephen</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1973</YEAR><TITLE><styles><style font='23'></style><style start='16'></style></styles>KINHSIS AKINHTOS: a study of spirtual motion in the philosophy of Proclus</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Verdenius, W. J.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Waszink, J. H.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Philosophia Antiqua</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Leiden</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Brill</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>26</VOLUME></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Gersh 1973� and 1978.


� See, for example, � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Charles-Saget</Author><Year>1982</Year><RecNum>238</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Charles-Saget, Annick</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1982</YEAR><TITLE>L&apos;architecture du divin : math&#xE9;matique et philosophie chez Plotin et Proclus</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Collection d&apos;&#xE9;tudes anciennes</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Paris</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Soci&#xE9;t&#xE9; d&apos;&#xE9;dition Les Belles Lettres</PUBLISHER><PAGES>345</PAGES><ISBN>2251326030 :</ISBN><CALL_NUMBER>Matheson Library Main Collection 186.4 P729 Z/ChaA</CALL_NUMBER><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Plotinus.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Proclus, ca. 410-485.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Gersh</Author><Year>1978</Year><RecNum>375</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gersh, Stephen</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1978</YEAR><TITLE>From Iamblichus to Eriugena</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Leiden</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>E. J. Brill</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Sambursky</Author><Year>1968</Year><RecNum>114</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Sambursky, S.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1968</YEAR><TITLE>The Theory of Forms: a Problem and Four Neoplatonic Solutions</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Journal of the History of Philosophy</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>6</VOLUME><PAGES>327-340</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Metaphysics form</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Sweeney</Author><Year>1982</Year><RecNum>47</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Sweeney, L. E. O.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1982</YEAR><TITLE>Participation and the Structure of Being in Proclus&apos; Elements of Theology</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Harris, R Baine</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Structure of Being: a neoplatonic approach</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Albany</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>SUNY Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>140-155</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Participation being</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Charles-Saget 1982, Gersh 1978, Sambursky 1968, Sweeney 1982�.


� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Lloyd</Author><Year>1982</Year><RecNum>377</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Lloyd, A.C.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1982</YEAR><TITLE>Procession and Division in Proclus</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Blumenthal, H. J.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Lloyd, A.C.</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Soul and the Structure of Being in Late Neoplatonism: Syrianus, Proclus and Simplicius</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Liverpool</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>University of Liverpool Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>18-45</PAGES></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Niculin</Author><Year>2000</Year><RecNum>379</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Niculin, D.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2000</YEAR><TITLE><styles><style face='2' start='59'></style><style start='78'></style></styles>The One and the Many in the Structure of Being in Proclus&apos; Theologia Platonica II 1-3</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Dionysius</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>28</VOLUME><PAGES>77-87</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Lloyd 1982, Niculin 2000�.


� Nonetheless, given Proclus’ doctrine of causes, this means that the Timaeus is also a work of theology. Cf. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Lernould</Author><Year>2001</Year><RecNum>323</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Lernould, Alain</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2001</YEAR><TITLE>Physique et Theologie: lecture du Timee de Platon par Proclus</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Pas-de-Calais</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Presses Universitaires du Septentrion</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Lernould 2001�.


� Tim 33a6–7 διὰ δὴ τὴν αἰτίαν καὶ τὸν λογισμὸν τόνδε ἕνα ὅλον ὅλων ἐξ ἁπάντων τέλεον καὶ ἀγήρων καὶ ἄνοσον.


� The contrast between ὁλός and μέρος is often best interpreted as the contrast between universal and particular, so that the part–whole distinction can be treated as parallel to the particular–universal distinction. (Indeed, it might even be better to give this sense to the contrast between pursuing the study of nature ἐν τοῖς ὅλοις and ἐν τοῖς μέρεσι in the passage quoted above from in Tim. I 1.17–20.) This may seem odd to the modern reader, but it is important to remember that when Aristotle coins the term for ‘universal’ he makes use of the connection between καθόλου and the notion of a whole (Phys. i. 184a24).


� One might object that in bringing these two texts together I am conflating the ontological with a logical sense of ‘being in the manner of a part’ or ‘in the manner of a whole’. The first text from the Timaeus concerns cosmology and physical parts and wholes, while the text from Platonic Theology talks about logical relations between wider and narrower predicates. While the distinction between logic and ontology generally makes good sense, it is not clear how apposite it is to Proclus’ philosophy in which relations of entailment are regularly conflated with causation and the subjects that stand in such relations are always regarded as ὄντα.


� Proclus purports to derive this three-fold notion of whole from Plato’s Statesman and Timaeus at Plat. Theol. III 87.26–88.8. At in Parm. 1102 Proclus argues that all these concepts of whole are conceptually posterior to the idea of many. Each of the three senses of whole involves reference to multiplicity. For this reason, the intelligible source of wholeness is located in the second triad of intelligible causes in Proclus’ exegesis of the Parmenides’ second hypothesis. Cf. Plat. Theol. III §27.: πᾶν ὅλον πάντως συνάγει τι πλῆθος. Πᾶσα οὖν ὁλότης πάντως ἔμφασιν ἔχει τῶν οἰκείων μερῶν· ἡ μὲν γὰρ ἐν τῷ μέρει καὶ πάντως συντέτακται πρὸς τὸ μέρος, καὶ οὐ μόνον ὅλον ἐστὶν, ἀλλὰ καὶ μέρος· ἡ δὲ ἐκ τῶν μερῶν συμπεπλήρωται τοῖς ἑαυτῆς μέρεσιν· ἡ δέ γε πρὸ τῶν μερῶν τὰς αἰτίας ἔχει τῶν μερῶν, ὥστε καὶ πλήθους.


� Proclus says that the whole-of-parts participates the whole-before-the-parts. But he also identifies the whole-before-the-parts with the unparticipated monad of every series (ET 67, 69). This appears to be a contradiction. However, it is better I think to regard it as a natural confusion of terms. ET 23 claims that the unparticipated F produces all that is participated and these things are ‘linked by an upward tension’ to it. But this upward tension cannot be the participation relation on pain of a regress. However, Proclus sometimes slips into talking about participated entities participating in the unparticipated cause. 


� Cf. in Tim. I 426.12–14: τὸ γὰρ νοητὸν ζῷον πάντων ἐστὶ τῶν μετ᾽ αὐτὸ περιληπτικόν, οὐχ ὡς συμπληρούμενον ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν – πρὸ γὰρ τῶν μερῶν ἐστιν ὅλον καὶ οὐκ ἐκ τῶν μερῶν … The passage is a report of Iamblichus’ view, but it seems to me to be one that Proclus accepts himself.


� Cf. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Brumbaugh</Author><Year>1982</Year><RecNum>51</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Brumbaugh, Robert S.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1982</YEAR><TITLE>Cantor&apos;s Sets and Proclus&apos; Wholes</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Harris, R Baine</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>The Structure of Being</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Norfolk, Virginia</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>International Society for Neoplatonic Studies</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>4</VOLUME><PAGES>104-113</PAGES><TERTIARY_AUTHORS><TERTIARY_AUTHOR>Harris, R. Baine</TERTIARY_AUTHOR></TERTIARY_AUTHORS><TERTIARY_TITLE>Studies in Neoplatonism: ancient and modern</TERTIARY_TITLE><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Set theory whole</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Brumbaugh 1982�. Brumbaugh was puzzled by ET 67 and the idea of those parts that are ‘parts by chance’ ET 67.11–14 καὶ γὰρ τοῦτο κατ᾽ ἐσχάτην ὕφεσιν ὅλον, ᾗ μιμεῖται τὸ ἐκ τῶν μερῶν ὅλον, ὅταν μὴ τὸ τυχὸν ᾖ μέρος, ἀλλὰ τῷ ὅλῳ δυνάμενον ἀφομοιοῦσθαι οὗ καὶ τὰ μέρη ὅλα ἐστίν. He supposed that perhaps Proclus had anticipated ‘fuzzy logic’ and the idea that some individuals might both count and not quite count as members of a set. But surely it is better – if we are to take this set-theoretic understanding – to suppose that Proclus wishes to exclude the idea that members in wholly arbitrary collections are a whole-in-the-parts in the same sense in which the members of the set of all tigers are a whole-in-the-parts.


� In fact, the neoplatonists distinguish six kinds of universals. These are catalogued in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Sorabji</Author><Year>2005</Year><RecNum>416</RecNum><Pages>133&#x2013;46</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Sorabji, Richard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2005</YEAR><TITLE>The Philosophy of the Commentators: Logic and Metaphysics</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Ithaca</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cornell University Press</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>3</VOLUME><NUMBER_OF_VOLUMES>3</NUMBER_OF_VOLUMES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Sorabji 2005, 133–146�. They include: (1) the transcendent, unparticipated Form; (2) Forms considered as creative logoi, though these are often collapsed into the first category in later writers; (3) Aristoteleian enmattered forms or participated forms; (4) Aristotelian universal concepts in the mind; (5) Platonic universal concepts that pre-date the acquisition of empirical concepts; (6) geometrical universals extended and pluralised in the imagination.


� Isagoge 7.16–24. The status of the individual and the particular in neoplatonism is a complicated subject. Porphyry and subsequent writers attribute to the Aristotelians the idea that particulars are just bundles of qualities. (How they came to such a view of Aristotle is a long tale.) Leaving aside for the moment the views of Simplicius and Philoponus on body as extension, the standard neoplatonic view is that the qualities that constitute the atomon are realised in prime matter. It is the individuality of prime matter that ensures the individuation of particulars. See � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Lloyd</Author><Year>1955-6</Year><RecNum>380</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Lloyd, A.C.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1955-6</YEAR><TITLE>Neoplatonic Logic and Aristotelian Logic</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Phronesis</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>1</VOLUME><PAGES>58-72; 146-60</PAGES></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Sorabji</Author><Year>1988</Year><RecNum>181</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><ISBN>0716522056</ISBN><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Sorabji, Richard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><TITLE>Matter, space and motion : theories in antiquity and their sequel</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Duckworth</PUBLISHER><YEAR>1988</YEAR><PAGES>x, 377</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>Physics Greece History.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Philosophy, Ancient.</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>Greece Antiquities.</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS><CALL_NUMBER>Matheson Library Main Collection 530.0938 S713M</CALL_NUMBER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Lloyd 1955-6, Sorabji 1988�, chap. 4. 


� The view that I am here attributing to Proclus is consistent with his apparent rejection of the idea of an individual as a collection of attributes (ap. Olympiodorus, in Alc. I 204.8–12). In any case, this needs to be placed in context. Proclus here rejects the idea that an ensouled individual is merely a collection of qualities whose identity derives from the accidents themselves – a view he attributes to the Peripatetics. In the case at hand, it is the soul that is the primary referent of ‘the thing itself’ because this tells us what it would take to benefit Alcibiades. But this is consistent with thinking that there is an individual logos that mediates all the encosmic forms to a single individual. The maximally specific universal that does this mediating is the atomon. Since it is individual in this way, it is not subject to the kind of purely general scientific understanding that Forms are subject to. Hence acceptance of the atomon as a maximally particular sort of universal is not yet to embrace a Plotinian notion of Forms of individuals. Proclus adamantly rejects Forms of individuals, where this means entites with the same kind of existence in the intelligible that is enjoyed by, say, Beauty Itself (cf. in Parm. 824.12–825.9; Plat.Theol. I 98.16–20. But Proclus acknowledges the existence of a wide variety of universals, not all of which are Forms co-ordinate with such genuine Platonic intelligibles (in Euc. 50.16–51.9).


� in Parm. 970.22–25L ὅτι πᾶν τὸ ἄτομόν ἐστιν εἶδος μεθ᾽ ὃ τὸ ὡς ἀληθῶς ἄτομόν ἐστιν, εἰς τὸν ἔσχατον προελθὸν καὶ ὑλικὸν μερισμόν. This distinction between the individual form and the true individual shows us that the term ἄτομον is like εἶδος. What is an εἶδος considered in relation to some higher γένος may be itself a γένος in relation to lower forms. The referent of ἄτομον is similarly relative to a context; cf. in Parm. 977.1–2. 


� There are features of Proclus’ various discussions of the three-fold nature of wholes that I have not dealt with here. So, for instance, at Plat. Theol. III 94.21–95.4, Proclus insists on a connection between eternity and the whole prior to the parts. It is not clear to me how this correlation of timelessness to wholeness is to be assimilated to my interpretation of ET 67. Perhaps it cannot be. This may be thought to shed doubt on my interpretation. Equally, we might wonder about the extent to which all of Proclus’ deployments the distinction between the three notions of whole is coherent and unified. 


� The concepts of being perfect or complete (τέλειον) and being a whole are treated as exactly parallel in structure. In Theol. Plat. IV. 74,28–75,20 Proclus applies the same threefold distinction of before-the-parts, of-the-parts and in-the-parts to the sense of complete. Here too he takes himself to be simply explicating Plato. Cf. IV 75.15–17: Ὡς δὲ συνελόντι φάναι, καὶ ἡ τελειότης τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον τῇ ὁλότητι διαιρεῖται· συνέζευκται γὰρ ἀλλήλοις, ὥς φησιν ὁ Τίμαιος.


� At in Tim. II. 62.16, Proclus argues that the materials from which the heavenly sphere are composed could only be combined so as to produce these very spheres – nothing else. Nor could spheres such as these be composed of anything else. Hence these heavenly bodies are μοναδικά.


� This is not to say that there are no modern philosophers who apply the part–whole distinction to universals. John Bigelow defends a view of truthmakers for modal statements that involves appeal to such structured universals. Cf. Bigelow 1988. 


� I am grateful to David Runia, Fiona Leigh, Nick Eliopoulos, Andrew Shortridge and other members of the Monash–Melbourne ancient philosophy reading group for their discussion of an initial draft of this paper. I have also benefited enormously from exceedingly detailed comments from Ancient Philosohy’s anonymous referees. I have hesitated to take on every single bit of their advice, though I may well be mistaken in having persevered with some of my ideas. 
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