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Abstract: On Malcolm Schofield’s highly influential reading of the Similarity
Regress in Part I of the Parmenides, the problem that the Regress poses is ex-
planatory. Socrates posited the Similarity Form in order to explain why similar
things are similar: similar things are similar because they participate in the Form
Similarity as copies of the same original. Yet, the Similarity Regress generates
an infinite series of Similarity Forms such that explanation is deferred ad infin-
itum. Schofield provides a philosophical incentive for adopting his reading. He
argues that the treatment of similarity in Part II of the dialogue yields a complete
explanation of similarity. If we adopt this account, we can avoid the Similarity
Regress altogether since a Form of Similarity is not needed in order to explain
why similar things are similar. Thus, his interpretation has a hugely important
philosophical pay-off.

However, there is a different way to read the argument. Socrates claims that
each Form is only one. Yet, the Similarity Regress is an argument that generates
an infinite series of Similarity Forms. This results in a violation of the princi-
ple of non-contradiction: there is both only one Similarity Form and infinitely
many Similarity Forms. Yet, anything that is incompatible with the principle of
non-contradiction is surely absurd. Nobody, as far as I am aware, has explored
whether this reading also has philosophical pay-off if we look at it together with
similarity in Part II. However, should this interpretation pay off, it would be a
viable alternative to Schofield’s.

In this paper, I explore both views in the context of the treatment of similar-
ity in Part II of the Parmenides. 1 argue for an account of similarity that differs
from Schofield’s. Although my account is not wholly dismissive of Schofield’s, it
renders the pay-off of Schofield’s account less appealing than he suggests. Fur-
thermore, I show that the account of similarity in Part II also yields important
lessons for the proponent of the alternative reading of the Similarity Regress:
similarity as treated in Part II simply leads to further infinite regresses, thereby
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pushing us to consider rejecting the account of similarity in Part I too and to look
for some other account intead.

Keywords: similarity, dissimilarity, regress, principle of non-contradiction, third
man argument, identity

On Malcolm Schofield’s (1996) highly influential reading of the Similarity Regress
in Part I of the Parmenides* (henceforth SV, for ‘Schofield’s version’), the argu-
ment generates an infinite series of Similarity Forms. It thereby postpones the
explanation of similarity ad infinitum. However, Schofield argues that with sim-
ilarity as conceived of in Part II, we find a way of understanding similarity that
does not require Forms and on which we have a complete explanation of similar-
ity. Armed with this, we can solve the Similarity Regress. This is one important
reason why SV seems attractive and credible; if Schofield is right about the treat-
ment of similarity in Part IT and its connection with the Similarity Regress on SV,
it has hugely important philosophical pay-off.

However, there is a different way to read the argument. On this view (hence-
forth AV (the alternative version)), the Similarity Regress is an argument that gen-
erates an infinite series which results in a violation of the principle of non-con-
tradiction: there is both only one Similarity Form and infinitely many Similarity
Forms. Yet, anything that is incompatible with the principle of non-contradiction
is surely absurd.? Nobody, as far as I am aware, has explored whether AV also has
philosophical pay-off if we look at it together with similarity in Part II. Yet, if it
does, this would lend it credibility and appeal as an alternative to SV.

In this paper, I uncover and compare the philosophical pay-off of SV and AV
in the context of the treatment of dpotov (similar) and &vopotov (dissimilar) in
Part II of the Parmenides. 1 begin by making some assumptions about the dia-
logue and explaining SV and AV. Next, I offer an analysis of similarity in Part II
which differs from Schofield’s. In doing so, unlike Schofield, I look at the con-
nection between Gpolov (similar) and dvopotov (dissimilar), Ta0T6d (same) and
£tepov (different). I proceed to show that we can use this connection to construct
arguments that generate infinite series of similarity and dissimilarity properties.
For the proponent of SV, this has interesting consequences. She might think it
provides a solution to the Similarity Regress. However, this solution is less

1 132c12-133A7

2 These are not the only ways of understanding the mechanics of the Similarity Regress. For
instance, some see the Similarity Regress as effectively a restatement of the Largeness Regress,
e.g., Owen (1953), Prior (1985), pp. 71-75, Vlastos (1954).
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appealing than Schofield suggests because it comes at a high ontological cost.
Having considered this, she might come to think that the cost is too high to make
it a viable solution. As a consequence, she might even re-evaluate SV, perhaps
instead maintaining that both postponement of explanation and ontological cost
make the Similarity Regress troubling. My treatment of similarity in Part II also
yields significant results for the proponent of AV: it shows that adopting similar-
ity as it is treated in Part II instead of in Part I yields the very same problem as
in Part I: infinite regress. Thus, contra Schofield’s claim, it does not provide a
solution to the Similarity Regress; rather, it pushes us to consider rejecting the
account of similarity in Part II too and look for some other account.

Some assumptions

Part II of the Parmenides is initially presented as a demonstration of a train-
ing method that will help the young Socrates.? This seems to give the reader a
good idea of what Part II will be: preliminary exercises for a novice philosopher.
However, interpretations of Part II are plagued by disagreements about even very
basic features. Some of these are relevant to my approach to the text here: whether
or not Parts I and II are parts of the same dialogue and should be read together;*
what the purpose of Part II is (e. g., just a training exercise,’ a joke,® something
more substantive?’) and what consequences this has for how the reader should
approach Part II; what exactly the one (£v) and the others (t&AAa) are;® how the
deductions are related. I cannot hope to resolve these issues here. Consequently,
I begin by making some basic assumptions:
1. Parts I and II are parts of one, unified dialogue. Thus, a reader is entitled to
look to Part I when reflecting on arguments in Part IT and vice versa.’
2. PartIlis a training exercise but not mere intellectual gymnastics. It prompts
the reader to examine the arguments as they appear in the text and to reflect
and tease out implications of the arguments, e.g. by constructing further

3 135D3-6, 135E8-136A2.

4 See Ledger (1989), Ryle (1966), pp. 288-289, Sayre (1985), Sayre (1996), p. ix on their compar-
ative dating.

5 E.g., Cherniss (1957), Gardner (2018), Shorey (1903).

6 E.g., Taylor (1926), p. 351 and (1934), pp.10-12, Frye (1939), p. 28.

7 E.g., Cornford (1939), McCabe (1994), pp. 97-132, McCabe (1996), Meinwald (1991).

8 See Gardner (2018) for a (non-exhaustive) list of various takes on this.

9 Schofield (1996) agrees.
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arguments that are not explicitly stated but which Plato lays the ground for,
both in connection with other parts of the text and independently of it.*°

I take it that the metaphysics in Part Il excludes Forms. Thus, the one (¢v) and
the others (Td\\a) are not Forms. I also assume that the others are any of the
things that are not the one. However, I avoid any further commitments about
their metaphysical status.™

In the first deduction, Parmenides examines what follows from the first
hypothesis, ‘if the one is’, where the focus is on ‘one’; in the second deduc-
tion, he sees what follows from the same hypothesis, where the focus is on
‘is’.’2 In the first deduction, he argues that if the one is, then for the pair of
properties, F and not-F, neither F nor not-F can be ascribed to the one. Then,
in the second deduction, he argues that if the one is, the pair of properties, F
and not-F, then both F and not-F must be ascribed to the one."

We are entitled to look at passages from different deductions together in
exploring similarity, dissimilarity identity and non-identity in Part I1.*

Two competing interpretations:
Explaining SV and AV

On SV, the Similarity Regress runs as follows:

1.

w

Similar things are similar in virtue of being copies modelled on the same orig-
inal, Similarity.

Copies and their models are similar.

Nothing can be similar in virtue of being modelled on itself.

Similarity and other similar things are similar in virtue of being copies mod-
elled on the same original, Similarity2.

10 This is exactly what Schofield (Schofield, 1996) does.

11 Schofield (1996) sees the metaphysics in Part II as being very sparse indeed. Thus, I think
he would agree with making these minimal assumptions. Moreover, avoiding making further
commitments, as I do, seems to be compatible with his account, since it does not rely on the
metaphysical status of the others either.

12 Cf. Kahn (2013), pp. 23-24.

13 These pairs of opposed properties are usually taken to be contradictories, but see Rickless
(2007) and (2016) for a dissenter.

14 Schofield (1996) would accept this; he looks for consistency between deductions.
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5. Therefore, Similarity2 and other things are similar in virtue of being copies
modelled on the same original, Similarity3 — and so on ad infinitum.

Why is this argument problematic according to Schofield? Similarity was sup-
posed to explain the participation relation on an original-copy model according
to which instantiations stand to Forms like copies to a paradigmatic original.
On this model, to participate in a Form is to be similar to the Form as a copy is
similar to the original. Thus, in order to explain why similar things are similar,
we must posit a Form of Similarity in which they participate as copies relate
to an original. Thus, Barry the drunk whale and Igbal the drunk aardvark are
similar because they both participate in Similarity as copies of the same model.
However, Similarity, Barry and Igbal are all similar. On this explanation, then,
they are all similar because they participate in a further Form, Similarity2, as
copies to an original. But since Similarity2, Barry and Igbal are all similar, they
participate in a further Form, Similarity 3 as copies to an original — and so on ad
infinitum. Consequently, on this original-copy model, the explanation of why
Barry and Igbal are similar is deferred ad infinitum — and the same goes for all
other cases of similarity. The problem that the Regress results in, then, is that
Similarity, on the copy-original model, cannot perform the explanatory function
it was supposed to.

Alternatively, we can read the argument as an infinite regress on AV:

1. Similar things are similar in virtue of being copies modelled on the same orig-
inal, Similarity.

2. Copies and their models are similar.

Nothing can be similar in virtue of being modelled on itself.

4. Similarity and other similar things are similar in virtue of being copies mod-
elled on the same original, Similarity2.

5. Therefore, Similarity2 and other things are similar in virtue of being copies
modelled on the same original, Similarity3 — and so on ad infinitum.
For any property, F, there is exactly one Form of Fness.

7. Therefore, there is both only one Similarity Form and infinitely many Similar-
ity Forms.

W

15 Schofield (1996) himself presents it differently. However, I have made only minor changes in
order to make the argument even clearer in this context: ‘likeness’ has been replaced by ‘similar-
ity’, and 5 has been explicitly included in the reconstruction.
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On this reading, the problem that the Similarity Regress poses is logical. Socrates
has been quite clear that there is only one Form Fness for each predicate, F;'
Forms are one over many, hence 6. Socrates’ attempt to explain the participation
relation on the copy-original model, however, generates an infinite number of
Similarity Forms. Socrates’ claim that there is only one Form Fness for each pred-
icate F (6) and the infinite number of Similarity Forms create a contradiction:
there is both only one Similarity Form and infinitely many Similarity Forms (7)."”

Sameness, difference, similarity and dissimilarity
as distinct

In this section, I begin investigating similarity and its correlate, dissimilarity, in
Part II, giving some preliminary reasons for taking 6potov (similar) and dvopotov
(dissimilar) and the closely related Ta0T6 (same) and £tepov (different)*® to be
terms that have precise and distinct meanings.

In Greek, épolov often means ‘sameness’. Therefore, one might think that
there is reason to suppose that, in Part II, 6potov and tavTo are equivalent. If so,
one might also suppose that &vopolov and £tepov are used interchangeably.

However, cases where 6polov is used to indicate sameness in Plato tend
to occur in conversational passages where philosophically precise language is
less important. Moreover, in these cases, 6polov tends to feature with dei. For
example:

diel Spotov el, @ AoAOSwpE: Gel Yip COVTOV Te KAKNYOPEIS Kot TOUG GAAOUC
You are always the same, Apollodorus — always bad mouthing yourself and others.
Symposium 173D4-5

GAN' £ym KivBuvebw del Bpotov eivai-
But I am likely always the same.
Charmides 170A2

16 129B6-C1.

17 Ido not discuss the relative merits of these readings here. In fact, my aim in this paper is not
to adjudicate between them; rather, I show that both are worth taking seriously in the context of
the treatment of similarity and dissimilarity in Part II of the dialogue.

18 I discuss what difference adding ménoveevét to Tat6 and £tepov makes below.
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In these passages, dei is what gives dpotov the sense of sameness (identity here)
rather than similarity. Thus, Plato is not in the habit of using 6potov alone to
mean ‘sameness’.

Furthermore, it is clear that in the first deduction, Parmenides offers us a set
of arguments for the conjunctive conclusion that the one is not Ta0To to itself or
something else, or £tepov to itself or something else. This is separate from the set
of arguments that conclude that the one is neither dpotov nor dvopotov to itself or
to anything else. Likewise, in the second deduction, we find two distinct sets of
arguments. One purportedly shows that the one is both Ta0T6 and £tepov to itself
and to something else (if it is). The other supposedly shows that the one is 6polov
and dvopotov to itself and to something else (if it is). Plato is also very careful to
avoid using 8polov and dvopotov in the arguments about Tavté and £tepov. This
separation between tavTo, £tepov, Opotov and dvopotlov continues throughout
Part II; in fact, in the fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh and eighth deductions, dpotov
(similar), &vopotov (dissimilar), TavTto (same) and £tepov (different) all appear
and each is treated separately. Thus, Plato must have mutually distinct things in
mind with the two pairs of opposites, Toa0T6 and £tepov, dpotov and &Gvopolov.

An analysis of similarity, dissimilarity, identity
and non-identity

My next task is to uncover distinct semantic criteria for each of the terms: 6potov
(similar) and &vopolov (dissimilar) and the closely related ToOtd (same) and
£tepov (different). In doing so, I look at the first and second deductions. In the
passages I explore, there are two important phrases that are difficult to translate
and interpret: TavTé + ménovOevau (lit. to have suffered the same) and £tepov
+ némovPevau (lit. to have suffered the different). In this section, I assume that
TOUTO + MéMovOevar means ‘to have some property in common with’ and that
£1epov + mémovOeval means ‘to have some discrepancy in properties with respect
to’; I postpone the justification of this until the next section. I also assume from
the outset that TaT6 (same) means identical and that £tepov (different) means
non-identical. Whilst I take it that this is independently plausible, the criteria I
find for TavTé and Etepov support this, as I show below.

The argument in the first deduction that shows that the one is neither similar
to itself nor to something else’® begins with a general claim: that which has suf-

19 139E8-140A6.
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fered the same as something is similar to it (Td ToTOV IOV TIEMOVOOG OpoLOVZ?). >
This gives us the first important feature of similarity, the sufficient conditions for
similarity:

I. For any x and any v, if there is some property that x and y has, then x is
similar toy.

I turn now to establish the necessary conditions for similarity. I use the following
argument from the second deduction:

Argument A (147c2-8):*

Al. Since (the one) was different from the others, the others would also be differ-
ent from it.

gmeidn yobv Etepov TV &AWV £@av kol TAAAG mov Etepal dv éketvov ein — i pr;
(147¢c2-3)

A2. Thus, as (the one) is different from the others, so the others are also different
from it, neither more nor less.

0VKODV 0UTWG ETEPOV TV AWV, Domep kol TAANA Ekeivov, kal oV Te pdAAov ovTe
fTTov; — Tl yap dv; (147¢3-5)

A3. So, if the one and the others are neither more nor less (different from one
another), they are in a similar manner.
el Gpa prte p&AAOV PNTE 1 TTOV, OpOlWG. — Val. (147C5-6)

A4, Since the one is different from the one and the others are different from the
one, the one has suffered the different from the others and the others have suf-
fered the different from the one.

Tacit.

Ab. Since the one and the others are in a similar manner, the one has suffered the
same as the others and the others have suffered the different from the one.
Tacit.

20 139E8-9.

21 Cf. 14843: 16 8¢ mov TavTOV TemovOog dpotov- ovy(; — vai. (Suffering the same is surely being
similar, isn’t it? — Yes.)

22 As with all future arguments that I discuss detail, I include the corresponding text and tacit
premises. I largely translate literally but deviate where doing so makes the argument clearer.
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A6. Therefore, by having suffered being different from the others and the others
just so [having suffered being different from (the one), the one has suffered the
same as the others and the others have suffered the same as the one.

oVKoDV 1 ETEPOV eival MEMOVOEV TV MWV Kal TAAAA ékelvov woalTws, TavTy
TaHTOV &v MeMovO6Ta elev T6 Te £V ToTG &ANOIG Kol TAAA T() £Vi. (147C6-8).

According to Al, the one is non-identical to the others and the others are non-iden-
tical to the one. Parmenides then claims that the one is non-identical to the others
and vice versa in exactly the same way, ‘neither more nor less’ in A2. I take it
that the claim here is not that the one is non-identical to the others to the same
degree that the others are non-identical to it since non-identity does not come
in degrees. Instead, this indicates that both the others and the one have some-
thing in common: they are non-identical and, therefore, according to A3, ‘are in
a similar manner’.

Consider A3. Plato here uses Opoiwg (in a similar manner), not épotov (similar).
Thus, we cannot straightforwardly read the inference to be: since the one and
the others share something (being non-identical), they are similar. Nevertheless,
Opolwg must be closely related to 6potov. Thus, I take it to mean that they are
similar to one another in respect of something specific (being non-identical).
Since, if something is non-identical, it has the property of non-identity, they have
some property in common (in respect of being non-identical), as in A5. From this,
we can infer a more general claim: for any x and any y, if x is similar to y in respect
of some feature, x has some property in common with y in respect of that feature.
It follows from this that:

II. For any x and any v, if x is similar to y, there is some property that x and y
have.

From I and II together, we can infer the following criteria for similarity: for any x
and any y, x is similar to y if and only if there is some property that x and y have.

I now provide criteria for dissimilarity. In the second deduction, we find an
argument that shows that the one, if it is, is in no way dissimilar to itself or some-
thing else.?® It also begins with a general claim: ‘that which has suffered the dif-
ferent either from itself or something else would be dissimilar from itself or from
something else, if that which has suffered the same as something is similar to it’
(16 ye prv Etepov memovBdg f| Eautod R GAAOL Gvopotov av €in fi autd f GAAw,

23 140A6-B3.
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elmep 10 TavTOV MEMOVOOG Bpotov)® 1 take it that ‘itself” and ‘something else’ are
exhaustive, hence the first feature of dissimilarity is:

a. Forany x and any v, if x there is some property that x has and y does not or y
has and x does, then x is dissimilar to y.

Given that similarity and dissimilarity are opposites, I take it that there is a second
feature of dissimilarity which corresponds to feature II of similarity:

b. For any x and any vy, x is dissimilar to y, if there is some property that x has
and y does not or that y has and x does not.

Thus, the criteria for dissimilarity [ adopt are: for any x and any vy, x is dissimilar
to y if and only if there is some property that x has and y does not or that y has
and x does not.

[ turn now to uncover definitions of Ta0T6 (identical) and £tepov (non-iden-
tical). Consider the following argument:

Argument B (148c4-D5):
B1. Insofar as something has suffered the same, it would not have suffered some-
thing of another sort.

L TaOTOV Mémovee, U dhAoiov memoveévar (148¢4).

B2. In not having suffered something of another sort, it would not be dissimilar.
ur GA\otov 8¢ memovBog pr| Gvopolov (148c4-5).

B3. In not being dissimilar, it would be similar.
pi vopotov 8¢ dpotov eivat (148C5-6).

B4. Insofar as something has suffered the other, it would be of another sort.
18" &GAMo mémoveev, dAotov (148c6).

B5. In being of another sort, it would be dissimilar.
&AAotov 8¢ 6v Gvopotov eivat — GANGT Aéyelg. (148c6-7)

24 140A6-Bl1.



248 —— Salonide Souza DE GRUYTER

B6. Since the one is the same as the others and because it is different (to the
others), for both or either of these reasons, it is similar and dissimilar to the
others.

TaUTOV TE dpa 6V TO £V TOIG GANOLG Kal &TL ETEPOV €0TL, KOT' AUPOTEPA KAl KATA
gkdTepov, BpoLdv Te Gv €in kai dvopolov Toig GANoig — tavu ye (148c¢7-D1)

B7. And likewise, since it seemed different from itself and the same as itself,? for
both or either of these reasons, it is similar and dissimilar (to itself).

0UKODV Kol £0UTH OONITWG, EMEIMEP ETEPOV TE EAUTOD Kal TAUTOV EXUTH EPGVN,
KAT' GUEOTEPA KOl KATK EKATEPOV OHOLOV TE KAL AVOUOLOV (PAVATETAL; — GVRYKN
(148p1-4)

B1, I take it, tells us that insofar as something has the same property as some-
thing, it does not have any other property, irrespective of the sort of property it
is. Thus, if Barry and Harry are both drunk, then, there is no property that one
has and the other does not in respect of their shared property, drunk. According
to B2, insofar as there is no property whatsoever that one thing has and the other
does not, insofar as there is some property that they both have, then they are not
dissimilar (in any respect). Thus, if Barry and Harry are both drunk, there is no
property that one has and the other does not in respect of their shared property,
drunk. Insofar as there is no property whatsoever that one has and the other does
not in this specific way, they are not dissimilar in any respect.

Consider this in the context of identity. Common sense dictates that if some-
thing shares all and only its properties with something, they are one, self-identi-
cal thing. This together with 1 and 2 gives us the first feature of identity:

I. Forany xand anyYy, if for any property that x has, y has it and for any property
that y has, x has it, then x is identical to y.

Since, I take it, identity and non-identity are exclusive:

II. For any x and any v, if there is some property that x has and y does not or that
y has and x does not, x is non-identical to y.

Consider B4. I take it that &AAo + memovOéval (to have suffered the other) is not
used interchangeably with £tepov + memovBéval (to have suffered the different).
However, it must be related closely enough to enable us to explain why memovO£vat
features at all. I read it as meaning: having the property of being another thing;

25 This seems to be a back-reference to 147B6-8.



DE GRUYTER Regress? 've Had a Few? = 249

for, &AAo is so closely and consistently aligned with ‘the others’, and having a
property fits with the meaning of memovOévau (to have suffered) + tavtov and
£Tepov. Presumably, something has the property of being another thing than
something if and only if it is non-identical to it. This, together with B5 gives us:

III. Forany x and anyy, if x is non-identical to y, there is some property that x has
and y does not or that y has and x does not.

Since, I take it, identity and non-identity are exclusive:

IV. For any x and any v, if x is identical to y, then for any property that x has, y
has it and for any property that y has, x has it.

I-1V together with the treatment of similarity and dissimilarity give us the criteria
for identity and non-identity:

For any x and any y, x is identical to y if and only if x is similar to y in every respect
and there is no respect in which x is dissimilar to y.

For any x and any y, x is non-identical to y if and only if there is some respect in
which x is dissimilar to y and it is not the case that x is similar to y in every respect.

To have suffered the same and to have suffered
the different

Recall that I assumed that Ta0t6 and Etepov mean ‘identical’ and ‘non-identical’.
The criteria I have uncovered provide ample justification for this; after all, they
are in effect Leibnizian criteria for strict numerical identity.

I have also taken the rather opaque ‘to have suffered the same’ (ta0TO +
nieriovBévat) and ‘to have suffered the different’ (Etepov + memovOéval) to mean
‘to have some property in common with’ and ‘to have some discrepancy in prop-
erties’.?® However, justifying this is less straightforward. There is an existing
detailed analysis of Tat6 + riermovOévau that differs from mine: Schofield’s.?” He
reads TavTO + niemovOéval as ‘being qualified in the same way’. On this analysis,
I take it, Barry the drunk whale and Igbal the drunk aardvark are similar because
they are qualified in the same way, i. e. they both share the predicate ‘drunk’.

26 This is in line with the way other interpreters take it, e. g., Gill and Ryan (1996).
27 Schofield (1996).
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If Schofield’s reading is right, it has hugely important consequences which
make it very appealing for a proponent of SV: it allows her to block the infinite
series of Forms generated by the Similarity Regress. Reconsider the Regress on
Sv:

1. Similar things are similar in virtue of being copies modelled on the same orig-
inal, Similarity.

2. Copies and their models are similar.

3. Nothing can be similar in virtue of being modelled on itself.

4. Similarity and other similar things are similar in virtue of being copies mod-
elled on the same original, Similarity?2.

5. Therefore, Similarity2 and other things are similar in virtue of being copies
modelled on the same original, Similarity3 — and so on ad infinitum.

If we accept the account of similarity in Part II as Schofield understands it,
the Regress is not sound and no infinite series of Forms is generated. 1 is false
because things are in fact similar in virtue of sharing the same predicate. The
explanation of their similarity ends here; there is no need to posit a Form (or
indeed anything further). This blocks the move to 4 and 5. For example, suppose
Barry the whale and Igbal the aardvark are both drunk. They are similar because
they are qualified in the same way: ‘drunk’ is predicated of both. This provides us
with a perfectly good explanation of their similarity; we do not need to appeal to
anything further.

However, Schofield argues that in the passages about similarity, not only is
the ontology of Forms absent but there are no ontological assumptions or com-
mitments whatsoever.?® Consequently, his reading is incompatible with my cri-
teria, which do require ontological commitments: for any x and any y, x has the
property of being similar to y (x is similar to y) if and only if there is some property
that x has and y has; for any x and any y, x has the property of being dissimilar to
y (x is dissimilar to y) if and only if there is some property that x has and y does
not have or that y has and x does not have.

Schofield’s reason for this is that Plato does not use ‘similarity’ as an abstract
noun in passages about similarity in Part I1.*° (Although Schofield himself is
not concerned with dissimilarity and therefore does not discuss the meaning of
£tepov + niermovBévau (to have suffered the different) we might argue that it means
‘being qualified in a different way’, where this does not imply any ontological

28 Schofield (1996), pp. 70-72.
29 Schofield (1996), p. 71.



DE GRUYTER Regress? I've Had a Few? = 251

commitments either. The justification here would be that Plato does not use ‘dis-
similarity’ as an abstract noun in passages about dissimilarity.)

I agree that Plato does not use language that we would expect him to if the
ontology of Forms were assumed in the passages about similarity and dissimilar-
ity in Part II. However, predication is naturally taken to imply properties. Further-
more, in the first and second deductions, I take it, what characterises the majority
of the conclusions is denials of and ascriptions to the one of property-parts — and
Plato does not use any special language to indicate this.*® This is a pattern that
continues throughout Part II. This supports my view that similarity and dissimi-
larity properties are denied of and ascribed to the one.

So why my interpretation? It has several advantages. Firstly, I take it that ‘to
have suffered the same’ (tatd + memovOévar) and ‘to have suffered the differ-
ent’ (Etepov + memovOévat) cannot simply mean having the properties of identity
and non-identity since, as I have already shown, Plato is careful to change his
language in the similarity and dissimilarity arguments; Ta0 16 (same) and £tepov
(different) never occur with memovOévaut (to have suffered) in the sameness and
difference arguments. My interpretation fits with this. Secondly, I can explain
why Plato uses ta0T6 and £tepov with memovBévau (to have suffered) in the sim-
ilarity and dissimilarity arguments but not in the sameness and difference argu-
ments: the criteria for the opposites, identity and non-identity, are not the same
as for the opposites, similarity and dissimilarity. Thirdly, my reading fits well with
the argument at 147c2-8. There, Parmenides suggests that because the one and
the others share a property, non-identity, they are similar in that respect (147¢3-
6). This is compatible with my reading of Tat6 + memovOeval (to have suffered
the same), on which sharing one property is sufficient for similarity. Fourthly,
together with the criteria for identity and non-identity, my interpretation yields
Leibnizian criteria for identity and non-identity that are worth taking seriously,
as demonstrated by the wealth of scholarship on Leibniz’ Law. Finally, as I show
below, my reading yields interesting philosophical lessons when looked at in
conjunction with the Similarity Regress, whether on SV or AV.

First, though, I deal with an objection to the way I read Ta0T + MemovOéval
(to have suffered the same) and €tepov + memovOéval (to have suffered the dif-
ferent). It might be argued that memovOévar has a causal sense.? This is not

30 Thisis the consensus in much of the literature, see, e. g., Hermann, Hedley and Chrysakopou-
lou (2010), McCabe (1994), pp. 97-132. Harte (2002), pp. 78—83 does point to an exception. She
argues that there is an argument which attributes instance-parts to the one. However, there, the
use of language is strikingly different from that used in arguments that ascribe and deny proper-
ty-parts; Plato uses language associated with participation that was in play in Part L.

31 E.g., ‘How, Athenian men, you have been affected (nenovOate) by my accusers, I do not
know’ (Apology 17A1-2).
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accommodated on my interpretation. Moreover, there are two readings of Ta0Td
+ nemovOévat and £tepov + memovOévar that do capture this causal sense, making
them more plausible. We could understand Toat6 + mermovBéval and Etepov +
niemtovOéval as being caused to be identical and being caused to be non-identical
or we could think that Ta0T6 + menmoveévat and £tepov + emovBéval mean being
affected by identity and non-identity themselves. However, whilst emovOévau (to
have suffered) can have a causal sense, it does not have to.>? In addition, neither
of the two alternative readings is satisfactory. On the former, we are left asking
why being caused to be identical or non-identical is especially relevant for sim-
ilarity and dissimilarity. The latter is also problematic since Plato does not give
us any strong linguistic signs that suggest we should have identity and non-iden-
tity themselves in mind throughout; indeed, Plato seems to use ‘the F itself’ or
‘nature’ (@vo1g) when indicating some property itself.**

Similarity, dissimilarity and properties

I assume the criteria for similarity, dissimilarity, identity and non-identity above
for the rest of the paper and turn now to briefly make some further comments on
them. I take it that things can be similar and dissimilar in different respects (as
assumed by the criteria for identity and non-identity). I suggest that the respects
in which things are similar are determined by shared properties. For example, my
red sock is similar to my black sock and vice versa in respect of material in virtue
of a shared property: being woollen. Likewise, my red sock is similar to my black
sock and vice versa in respect of size in virtue of their shared property: being a
size small. This suggestion is supported by Argument C:

C1. Since (the one) was different from the others, the others would also be differ-
ent from it.

£meldn yobv £Tepov TV GAAWVY £PAV Kail TAAG TIov ETepa &v EKEIVOUL £1N. — TLNV;
(147¢c2-3)

C2. So, in this way, just as (the one) is different from the others, so the others are
also different from it, neither more nor less.

0VKODV 0UTWG ETEPOV TMV AAAWY, Womep kol TAAAa keivov, kol ovTe pdAAov olTe
fTTov; — T yap &v; (147¢3-5)

32 E.g., ‘they would be in the condition (memovBoT v €in) that the letters are (Sophist 253A1).
33 139E9-140A1.
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C3. Since the one and the others are (different from one another) neither more nor
less, they are in a similar manner.
el dpa prTe pdAAov P Te NTTOV, Opoiws. — vati. (147¢5-6)

C4. Since the one is different from the one and the others are different from the
one, the one suffers the different from the others and the others suffer the differ-
ent from the one.

Tacit.

C5. Since the one and the others are in a similar manner, the one has suffered the
same as the others and the others have suffered the different from the one.
Tacit.

Cé6. Therefore, by having suffered being different from the others and the others
just so [having suffered being different from] (the one), the one has suffered the
same as the others and the others have suffered the same as the one.

oVKODV | ETEPOV elval MEMOVOEV TV GAWV Kal TAAAA éketvov woalTws, TavTy
TaTOV &v MEMovASTa elev T6 Te £V ToTg &AAOIG kol TAAAX T() £Vi. (147C6-8).

According to C1, the one is non-identical to the others and vice versa. In C2, Par-
menides takes it to follow from C1 that the one and the others are both non-iden-
tical; it is clear from C5 that this amounts to both having the property: non-iden-
tity. In C3, he moves from the claim that they are non-identical to the claim that
they are similar to one another in respect of being non-identical. This suggests
that things are similar in particular respects in virtue of particular (correlative)
shared properties. Given that dissimilarity mirrors similarity, I take it that dissim-
ilarity works like this too, so that my black sock and red sock are dissimilar to one
another in respect of colour in virtue of a discrepancy in properties, i. e. because
my black sock is black but my red sock is not and my red sock is red but my black
sock is not.

Argument C tells us more about the relationship between similarity and dis-
similarity and properties. If things have similarity and dissimilarity properties in
respect of shared properties and discrepancies in properties, it seems that if sim-
ilarity and dissimilarity are themselves properties, they are higher-order proper-
ties; it is in virtue of my red sock and my black sock both having the property of
being a size small that my red sock has the property of being similar to my black
sock in respect of size. Likewise, it is in virtue of my red sock’s being handmade
and my black sock’s not being handmade and my black sock’s being machine-
made and my red sock’s not being machine-made that my red sock is dissimilar
to my black sock in texture.
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We might, of course, deny that similarity and dissimilarity are properties
themselves and instead maintain that similarity just is having a property in
common and dissimilarity just is having a discrepancy in properties. However,
this does not fit with the pattern of arguments in Part II. In the first deduction,
pairs of opposed properties are denied of the one, and, in the second, pairs of
opposed properties are ascribed to the one. Likewise, in the third deduction,
pairs of opposites are ascribed to the one, and, in the fourth deduction, pairs of
opposites are denied of the one. Yet, in all these deductions, one of the pairs of
opposites is similarity and dissimilarity. Consequently, similarity and dissimilar-
ity cannot simply be having a property in common and having a discrepancy in
properties. Rather, they should be taken as higher-order properties themselves.

Another question is how widely we are entitled to take the scope of similarity
and dissimilarity properties. Given that the pattern in the second deduction (and
all other positive deductions) seems to be to attribute as many properties to the
one and the others as possible, I think we are entitled to think that similarity
and dissimilarity properties occur at more than one higher-order. For example,
suppose Barry the whale is similar to Slothocles the sloth in respect of activity.
This is in virtue of Barry and Slothocles both sharing the property of swimming.
Barry will also be similar to Slothocles in a further respect and at an even high-
er-order. This is in virtue of another shared property: similar to something in virtue
of sharing the property of swimming.>* Likewise, Barry the whale is dissimilar to
Slothocles the sloth in respect of species. This is in virtue of a property that Barry
has and Slothocles does not have (whale) and a property that Slothocles has and
Barry does not (sloth). But notice that Barry has the property of being dissimilar
to Slothocles. According to the criteria for identity, Slothocles cannot be dissimilar
to himself in any way. Thus, this is a property that Barry has but which Slotho-
cles does not. Barry then will have a further higher-order property: dissimilar to
Slothocles in virtue of a further discrepancy in properties, i. e. being dissimilar to
Slothocles and not being dissimilar to Slothocles.

Iargued in this section that similarity and dissimilarity are widely construed
such that things have similarity properties in virtue of other similarity properties
and dissimilarity properties in virtue of other dissimilar properties. In the next
section, I use what I have established so far about similarity and dissimilarity
in Part II to reflect on possible regress arguments that Plato lays the ground for.

34 Recall that in Argument C, Parmenides treats non-identical to the others, non-identical to
the one and non-identical to something as different properties. I see no reason why we are not
entitled to think that the same principle applies to similarity and dissimilarity such that being
similar to something and being similar to Slothocles are different and legitimate properties.
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The return of the regress?

Part of the reflective role of the reader of Part II, I have claimed, is to construct
arguments that are not explicitly stated in the text but which Plato lays the ground
for. By the time the reader reaches the end of Part I, she will already have encoun-
tered the Largeness and the Similarity Regresses. In the transition between the
two Parts, Zeno, many of whose arguments are plausible infinite regresses, is con-
nected to the content of Part I.>> When the reader progresses to the second deduc-
tion, she finds another infinite regress argument: the One and Being argument.
Consequently, the careful reader will be particularly aware of infinite regresses
when reflecting on Part II in general, especially in the second deduction (and the
first, which mirrors it). Moreover, regress has also been explicitly connected with
similarity with the Similarity Regress. Thus, the reader has been primed to think
about infinite regress in the context of similarity (and its correlate, dissimilarity).
Consequently, I take it that the reader of the first and second deductions ought to
think about infinite regress arguments together with the treatment of similarity
and dissimilarity. One way to do this is to construct arguments based on their
treatment in the text. In what follows, I do just this, using my suggested criteria
for similarity, dissimilarity, identity and non-identity.

I begin by constructing an argument that generates infinite series of similarity
properties, Argument D. The similarity criteria yield the first premise:

D1. For any x and any v, X is similar to y if and only if there is some property that
x and y has.

I argued in the previous section that:

D2. If something is similar to something in some respect, it is similar to it in virtue
of sharing a relevant property, e.g. my red sock is similar to my black sock in
respect of size in virtue of sharing the property of being a size small.

From my earlier discussion, it is evident that:

D3. If some particular thing is similar to some particular thing, it has a further

and different property: similar to something (in the same respect and in virtue
of the same shared properties). For example, since my red sock has the property

35 135D8, 136A4-7.
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of being similar to my black sock (in respect of size and in virtue of sharing the
property of being a size small), it also has a different property: being similar to
something (also in respect of size and in virtue of sharing the property of being a
size small with something). Call this similarity1.

It follows that:

D4. Therefore, if something is similar to something in virtue of similarityl, then
it will have a further similarity property (in virtue of sharing the property sim-
ilarity1), similarity2. For example, if my red sock and black sock both have the
property similarity1, then they also have the property similarity2 (in virtue of sim-
ilarity1).

D5. Therefore, if something is similar to something in virtue of similarity2, then
it will have a further similarity property (in virtue of sharing the property simi-
larity2), similarity 3 — and so on ad infinitum. For example, if my red sock and
black sock both have the property similarity2, then they also have the property
similarity 3 (in virtue of similarity2) — and so on.

This argument generates an infinite series of similarity properties — but there will
be many more infinite series of similarity properties. Recall that, on the criteria
for identity, for any x and any v, x is identical to y if and only if x is similar to y
in every respect. Therefore, everything will have an infinite series of this sort for
every property it shares with itself, as well as for every property it shares with
something else. In addition, everything is non-identical to everything else. I take
it that it is impossible for two (or more) things to be non-identical to the same
thing in virtue of the very same discrepancy in properties. Consequently, for
every pair of things that are non-identical, they will share the property of being
non-identical to something in virtue of some discrepancy in properties. They are
thereby similar and similar in virtue of this similarity — and so on.

Nevertheless, explanation is not postponed ad infinitum. After all, we have
criteria for similarity. This allows us to give a perfectly good explanation of why
things are similar, even if there are infinitely many such explanations: my red
sock is similar to the black sock and vice versa because they both have the prop-
erty of being a size small because they both have the property of similar1 etc.

We can create a correlate dissimilarity argument which generates infinite series
of dissimilarity properties, Argument E. The first premise is the criteria for dis-
similarity:
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El. For any x and any v, x is dissimilar to y and y is dissimilar to x (in some respect)
if and only if there is some property that x has and y does not or that y has and x
does not.

I previously established that:

E2. If something is dissimilar to something in some respect, it is dissimilar to it
in virtue of some relevant discrepancy in properties. For example, Barry is dis-
similar to Slothocles in respect of species in virtue of a particular discrepancy in
properties: Barry is a whale and a Slothocles is not and Slothocles is a sloth and
Barry is not.

It follows that:

E3. If something is dissimilar to something in some respect, it has the property
of being dissimilar to it (in that respect and in virtue of a relevant discrepancy in
properties). For example, Barry has the property of being dissimilar to Slothocles
(in respect of species and in virtue of a discrepancy of properties: whale and not
whale and sloth and not sloth). Call this dissimilarl. Slothocles has the property
of being dissimilar to Barry (in respect of species and in virtue of a discrepancy of
properties, whale and not whale and sloth and not sloth). Call this dissimilarity 2.

E4. Therefore, if one thing is dissimilar to another in virtue of the discrepancy in
properties (dissimilarityl and not dissimilarity1, dissimilarity2 and not dissimi-
larity2), then it has a further property: dissimilarity3. For example, Barry has the
property of dissimilarity1 but Slothocles does not and Slothocles has the property
of dissimilarity2 but Barry does not. Therefore, Barry has a further property of
dissimilarity to Slothocles in virtue of this discrepancy, dissimilarity3. Likewise,
in virtue of the same discrepancy, Slothocles will have a further property of dis-
similarity of to Barry, dissimilarity 4 — and these pairs of dissimilarity properties
will go on so on ad infinitum.

This argument generates an infinite series of dissimilarity properties — but there
will be many more infinite series of dissimilarity properties. After all, on the
non-identity criteria, for any x and any y, x is non-identical to y if and only if
x is dissimilar to y in some respect and not similar to y in every respect. There-
fore, there will be infinite series of this kind for every discrepancy in properties,
where each thing has at least one discrepancy with respect to every other thing.
However, it does not postpone explanation ad infinitum since we have criteria for
dissimilarity. This allows us to give a perfectly good explanation of why things are
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dissimilar, even if there are infinitely many such explanations: Barry is dissimilar
to Slothocles and vice versa because they do not both have the property whale,
because they do not share the property sloth etc.

We might think then that despite these infinite series, the treatment of simi-
larity (which involves an explanation of the closely related dissimilarity, identity
and non-identity) in Part II has the exact same philosophical pay-off as Schof-
ield’s analysis for the proponent of SV: it solves the Similarity Regress. According
to Schofield’s reading of the Similarity Regress, Barry the drunk whale and Igbal
the aardvark are similar because they share a Similarity Form. This is what gets
the regress going; we then need to posit a further Form to explain this similarity —
and so on ad infinitum. On Schofield’s analysis of similarity in Part II, Barry and
Igbal are similar because they are qualified in the same way i. e., they share the
same predicate, drunk, not because they share in a Form. This gives us a perfectly
good explanation of similarity; we need not posit anything further. Thus, if we
adopt the analysis of similarity in Part II, the Similarity Regress is a non-starter.

On my reading, Part I also provides the proponent of SV with an explanation
of similarity that allows her to avoid the Similarity Regress. Barry the drunk whale
and Igbal the drunk aardvark are similar in virtue of sharing a property: drunk. If
we adopt the Part IT account of similarity then, we need not posit Forms to explain
similarity at all. We can therefore avoid the Similarity Regress altogether.

Of course, on my interpretation of the account of similarity, multiple infinite
series of similarity and dissimilarity properties are generated. There are three
ways a proponent of SV might respond to this. Firstly, she might think that the
account of similarity in Part II provides a solution to the Similarity Regress but
comes at a steep ontological price; explanation is not deferred ad infinitum but
we must accept infinitely many similarity and dissimilarity properties. Thus, it
provides us with a solution, but not one as neat as Schofield’s reading. Secondly,
she might think the account of similarity in Part II does not provide a solution
to the Similarity Regress at all in light of this ontology. She might consequently
re-evaluate SV altogether; perhaps what this shows is that it was ontology and
not just explanation that made the Similarity Regress troubling in the first
place.

Nevertheless, on all responses, reading the Similarity Regress with the treat-
ment of similarity and dissimilarity has a philosophical pay-off. On the first, we
have a solution, albeit one that is more problematic than Schofield suggests. The
account of similarity in Part II also has advantages; it is much fuller than the one
in Part I. For example, its correlate, dissimilarity, and relationships with identity
and non-identity receive extensive attention. On the second, we are prompted to
consider rejecting the alternative and the more fleshed out account of similarity
in Part I if we want to use an analysis of similarity to block the Similarity Regress.
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We might even re-evaluate why the Similarity Regress was problematic in the first
place.

Seeing Arguments D and E as infinite regresses is not compatible with AV; the
infinite series are not used to reach any contradictions. However, we can extend
them to do just this. One of the principles that underlie both the first and second
deductions is that properties are parts, where, if something has infinitely many
parts, it is infinitely many.>® However, as Parmenides makes clear in the Being
and One Regress, if something is, it must be one.’” We can therefore add to Argu-
ment D:

Dé6. Everything is similar to something.

D7. If something has infinitely many properties, it is infinitely many.

D8. Each thing is one.

DO. Therefore, everything is both one and infinitely many.

We can also extend Argument E to reach the same conclusion:

E5. Each thing is dissimilar to every other thing.

E6. If something has infinitely many properties, it is infinitely many.

E7. Each thing is one.

E7. Therefore, everything is both one and infinitely many.

On AV, these arguments do nothing to block the Similarity Regress; they are
just different regresses — and ones that have been generated from an alternative
account of similarity. Nevertheless, they are important; they show that Plato lays
the ground for more infinite regresses in the Parmenides than is commonly sup-

posed. Moreover, in doing so, he points to challenges for the reader hoping to
block the Similarity Regress in Part I by looking to the treatment of similarity

36 This fits with the general consensus in the literature, see, e.g., Harte (2002), pp. 79-83 and
McCabe (1994), pp. 97-132.
37 143B1-3.
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and dissimilarity in Part II; here, we find an alternative explanation of similarity
that is more fleshed-out but also generative of infinite regresses and ontologically
costly. This pushes us to reject a second analysis of similarity. Consequently, I
maintain that AV is worth taking seriously in respect of the philosophical pay-off
it has when we look to Part II. It, therefore, deserves further exploration as a plau-
sible reading of the Similarity Regress.

I have examined the philosophical pay-off of two different views of the Similar-
ity Regress in Part II of the Parmenides. On the first, SV, the Similarity Regress
is an argument that is troubling because it postpones explanation ad infinitum.
I have argued against Schofield that in Part II, similarity is sharing a property.
This, together with other features of the treatment of similarity in Part II, yields
an interesting lesson regarding the Similarity Regress: we find a different and
more fleshed-out account of similarity in Part II from the one that is assumed by
the Similarity Regress. This leads to what a proponent of SV might think of as a
solution to the Similarity Regress (as Schofield argues) but one with a steep onto-
logical cost (contra Schofield) or as a strategy to block the Regress that fails, and
perhaps this prompts her to re-evaluate SV. On AV, I argued, we find an account
of similarity in Part II that is different from and more fleshed out than the one in
Part I but which leads to the very same problem: infinite regress.*®

38 In writing this paper, I have accrued many debts. It was originally presented at a wonderful
conference at the University of Nottingham, organised by Matthew Duncombe and Luca Pitte-
loud, who have been far more supportive than I deserve. I received detailed and incisive com-
ments from Lesley Brown, Nicholas Denyer, Luca Castagnoli, Ursula Coope and Lindsay Judson
on much of the material that eventually led to this paper and from Matthew Duncbome and Dan-
iel Vazquez on a later draft. I have benefitted from discussion with Fiona Leigh and Mary Marga-
ret McCabe, an audience at the University of Nottingham and, as always, with “The Footnotes”
(Elena Cagnoli Fiecconi, Matthew Duncombe, Margaret Hampson, Katharine O’Reilly, Caterina
Pello, Ellisif Wasmuth and Daniel Vazquez). Two anonymous reviewers provided immensely
helpful suggestions. Finally, I am grateful to my late partner in crime, Phoebe Taylor, to whom I
owe the title of this paper, for her humour, patience and encouragement. She would have been
delighted to see Slothocles the sloth finally get some of the fame he so deserves.
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