




















Socrates daes not anawer it, there or anywhere elase. But at 1t might b Eudoxxanis-.42 It would saccount for the fact thet

Lysis 217c3-el we find thia: sométhing, which I shall call the host entity, is (say) white by
N . the presence 1n it of an 1nternadxary which 18 also white.

For I say that, for sowe things, where what is present-to ~ In the Lysia, 1t 'ia not 'worked ovut. In ‘the case of white,

thes is such-and-such, they themselves are such-and-such; for thera 15 no candidate nowmed for the intermadiary entity: that

others, not. Just as if someone plastered somathing with some cannot be old age, which i1s the only thing mentioned as explaining

color; I suppose what was plastered on would be present-to why the hair is white, aince, as Socrates ststes it, the inter-

what was plastered <with it>. . . mediary itself possesses the 1mported property, and old sge is not

Very much so, white. If the intermedisry were acmething like a pigment,-like the

Then 1s that which is plaatered alaoc therefore at that white lead Ientxonad that, in old age, was presant-to the hair :n
time of such a color es that which is-on <€it>»? a special way, as Soq:ates &3ys, and not just plasteredion to the

I don’t understand, he said, S ) outside, end if this épecial presence-to were a matter  of “the
" But <it’a> aa follows, 1 said. 1f someone plaatered your pigrent’s being physically a part of the hair 1tse1£; the whole
hair, which. is yellow, with white-lead, would it then be thing might be Eudoxianiss.
white, or seem white? But 1t would be &n error to charge Platoc with EudOKJGHISI or

It would seem white, he said. with any other metaphysical theory here. The passage is a part of

And whiteness would be present-to it. an attempt to charecterize the paredigm sxtuat:on in which x 1=

Yes friendly toward or loves y as follows. )

But nevertheless it wouldn’t yet be any more whlte. but.
while whiteness is present+<to i1t it is neither at .all white Y 1% good, and there 1s pfaéeﬁt inx something that is bad. but
nor black. LTIV ETR % is not thereby himself bad (see 217e-218a). :

True. . o oA . . .

But when, my friend, old.age brings on it. thia same For axampie, there are pecple who have (oi Exovveg 218a6). ig-
color, then it hes come-to-be such as what is present-to norance, which is bad, but ars rot yet witless or stupid, and so
€it>: white, by the presence to <it> of white. their possession of ignorance ‘hbda fiot yet rendered tham bad.

How elae? ST R These, according to the line Socrates is trying out, are the

This, then, I am aaking now: whether, uhore asomething is lovers of wiasdom. So he distihguidhés ceses in which something F

present-to a thing, fthat whlich has it will be such ..as. that (something ba¢d, or white) by its preasence in something elss makes
which is present-to <it¥;"or <is it that> if 1t . ie.present-to that =omething else also F, from cﬁaedjln which it does not. There
‘€at> in a certain way, it will be, and if not, not? is no hint that the notion of° “presence in’ that has to cover
= Rather the latter, he said. - ] physical presence as well as @hatever ‘the relationship is between
e . - T ay ignorance and me is enzgdded in eany geheral account of < Why
: . Aguw gip By €via pév, oior &r § things are what they are.
. T xd nupdv, TolLmuT& €otL . wul aird, Evio dé..ob. Dowep <l . Socratas once (Ghrm. 16la4) quotaa“ and once (La. 201b2-3)
5 -&B&éAor 1L xpéyu1i T4 Breoby - L¥L]  &A€uwoy, wWApEOTLY wov alindes to Qdyssey xvii 347:
T nthmBEUT; 10" énahetwﬁév.——ﬂéru. ge-~-TAp". uﬁv xat A
"€vTiLv TO1€ TOLOUYOY Ty xpnnv 10 uh:umﬂer. olor - 16 clor. ’ Hodaaty is not <a> good <th1ng) to- be- present-tc & man in need,
d --0b pueBévw, K -A4°  Bg.-~"AAN uae, Rv & &xd. €U tig alabg 3’ ou: u;uaa ReXpAPEVE kydpl mupelroe.
sov SarBéc oboag - 14c  Tpixac w;puﬂcw xh€iyerer, mndtepor R N .
ThTE  Agukoe- :Iev fi peivoiry” Evi--$alvoivr’ &v, § & Bg.-- We do not want Lo put Homer on the list of immanentista.?> In the
Kal pav nupe;q ¥ ar u61u3q Aeut&shng-ﬁui.--'nAh‘ 519: Lysis, we have very little bettar reason for putting Plato on that
% obdéy TL pIAAOF B¥ €Lew Aeuxut nw, nAha lqpoucu; Acuxn- list. Put we shall encounter the relation of presence-to again.
Y466 DDT€ T Aculut ovre yehuurut ¢tvtr.—— Ahqen.-- AAA' And then it will be metaphysica.
Srer 34, & ¢Lhe. 16 Fapud uuT&&; 1uu1nv 10010 xpUpa cnu— CoTe
gi3n, Torve €I£Uﬂ!10 ouovncp 0 axpor, Acunoo aupuuutu
e A:uuu;.--ﬂuq ;np nv—-Touvu 1n£puv épufﬁ vuv aq. el
uv T tapn. toLouTOr eutuu Y0 exov otor $n napoe” { ear
pev Mav& vivvea tpoémov waph, Corxr, ¢€av A phk, oDW--Obrw
pEANGY, €@f. %2

: . . . Gf. Becker, “"Eudoxcs-Studien V- (1936) 394-395,
This ia certeinly fledgling metaphysics, and if at ever flew,

] . 43 See. n,p ;:!O qhovo_-
Piato's Use eof fallacz 26-27, Euthd 55 n.3 agg;n.t this, see L Aq Allon; g; TE gg_hxgﬁxg 146 n. 1 points out.’
Guthrie, HGP iv 278 n. 2. 45 *

Se- also R i 331:2.
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3.2 . The Pheedo "7 1T o e

- .Immanentist 1shgiéde is 'not abandonad when Socrates has. been

launched into the orb:t of the Theory of Forms: there are many

Passages in dizlogues £rom the period of high theory to cgha*@ép{?'

Here I confing myself to the Phazio. P B e, T
There, toward the end (10247 and #i.>, Socrates uses the
phrose ‘the teliness in us’'; so it 1 thought that he has in o’
universe not only fo;ys and ordinary thingse (or, bgf;er: ﬁctgs{
ordinary thizgst and souls) but ajgo ‘“form-copies’ ‘innangqt
characters”, or “imnanent forms’; = indesd, to some, the passaga
15 explicit about thesa. I think thers are no such aninzls as |
“immanent characters’ or ‘form-copi1as’. I also think thare is
another kind of :mmanentist theory tn the cffing.

3.2.1 The safe theory.

A little earlier Sacrates had been discussing theories that
explain the truth of true predications. He has his own. It re-
quirea, firqt (100BS-7):

hypothesizing that thera is¢ﬁ“beaut1£ul.1tself by 1taelf_£nd a
good and a tall and all the others (bmoBépevag elral  vi  wahdr
€010 xaB’ abvd wal dzuBor wal péga kel vEAAG mdviad.

Ha asks
Tavra) .
This existential admission 15 no longer innocent: we have
alraady had (in 74a-¢) the generelized argument (genereslized fros
ane in the Hippisaa Major) that pute the forme on.a different level
from ordinary thingsa.
Next. (100c4-6):

Cebes to grant that ‘thers wre such thinge (b7: elva:

It seems tg me that, if there 18 anythino eiase beautifu) except
the besutiful-itself, 1t is not becsuse of any other one fthing>
beautiful than bocausd”it partakes of that besutiful (puirervor
pep povs €U 1{ EoTur BAAD muhdr mhiy abvd v6 warde, obdd v’ v
» ¥ ¥ iz 2 3 » # -~ -

adra kehov elvol § dvdrte PEYEXEL €x€LvOv. TOU NEADU),.

*® Bluck. pPPhd 17-18, 118.

47 Rackforth, PPhd 147 et pasgsim;: Vlastos, “Reasons and Causesa™
(1969> 298 = Vlastos (1973 or 1981) 84-85 = Vlastos (1970 or
1978 wol. 1) 140-141,

48 Hackforth 162; Keyt, “Fallacies" (1963) 168. T N

49

Nehamas, “Predication™ (1972/73) 475; Fuyisawa "“Eyxeur""(1974)
45; Gallop, PPhg (1975) 195. For futher refarances see Gallop:
more recent additions are D. Frede, “Final Procf" (1978) 28:
Batthen, “Forma® (1984) 281. There are - a few denialq; Var-
daenius, “Notas” (1958) 232-233; Q’Brien, “Last Argument, I*
(19673 201-203; Guthrie HGP iv (1975) 353-356.
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In fact, he ¢an’t underztand éther causes (100c9-10): 1f somehody
=sys that anything is beautiful because of its color or ahape, he:
gets cohfused (cl0-d3);: he says t100d3-8)

CoiheE g

but' ' simply. artiessly, and . perhaps foolishly I hold on to
d5 thid, that nothing elae Ilakea_;;'benutiiui othar than the
pres@nce-to or comaunion or however and in whatever way 1t 1s
addaed to <things> of that beautiful; for 1 don’t maksd any
" further clains about that, but <I do cleis> that <1t a1s> by
the besutiful that all beautiful <things are’> beautifyl.
» . o + o v =t "" *?Oéfﬁ d? é:A&q lﬁe
ATEXPWG ROL LOLG cunfug €yw gap(ugpqpiu. OTL ObK DAMD T
45 noLel GU1d kGhow oA ékE{'oUi!dB MGl €LTE€ Rupouoic eilve
sorvaric  elre  8nn AR ral Brec tupoggevopdvn ob ERp e44
10910 é;taxepiqoyuu. GAMN ﬁvy_ 1@_ kuha mhvte = wo Az
E;i5r£1ayl KaAd. o '

This thedbry tells us that:

(1) There are the F-itself, the G-iteeli, etc.

2) If anything is F besgﬁes the F itself, 1t 18 F because 1t
partakes of the F itself. ) )

(3}‘If‘g§n’t by anything other fha&ytha F iteelf that
is F. . .

anything

But alsdr thare is asorething about which the theory is explicitly
ailent: "the relstionship between the F itself snd the thinga that
are F becduse of it. Socratea menticns ‘ag.possibilities ‘presence-
to”, “communion’, and ‘being addé@ to’:”" "eand on the next page he
uses various idioms of ‘partlclpﬂgiun'f:(p€1éxenv. pe1&uxcutg.
petarapparery  100cS, 101c3, €4, c©5. €6, 102b2). All of these are
irmanentist formuiations, and only the second (used iAn this con-
nection “for-the first time here} is new to us. But he :ig eaphatic
that he Qavcoilitted to nothing whatever. He most often talkas of
participation:- but this 13 now only a place-holder. The naggre of
the relation is up for grabs, os Aristotle tells us it .was.

© AL 102b1-2, Phaedo reminds us of.what has been so far agreed
on: that "each - of the forms is something, and the other thingsa by
participating in them get named after these themselvesa' (1o2bl-2:
elval  1v Exacror 10w ciadly val volvwy 18MAa perorappdvorto: wir iy
Tovrwr Thv Emwrvpiar toxerv). The next words ara (l10Zb3-6): . -

Then if..-he aeid, you say these things like that, won’t - 1i be

i1

0, {l1) was his first ‘hfpothesis‘, and (2) is the farst thing he
‘PoEiIt&’ &8s agreeing with 1t: see 10043-5,

.81, .

: " ‘See preceding nn.: here .5

ocrates is applying the negative part
of his method (10086-~7). v - - . ar

=52 46" wpavjeropérg: assuming that the text can

enended in a way that preserves the word.

53 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics A 6. 987b13-14.

be kept, or be
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that, whenavar you aay that Simsias ia talior than Socratea, but
. nhartcr than Phaedo, you are asying that then both are in Sim~
-xas, ‘both tallness und shortness? (Ei dn. ﬂ 3" cg, 1uuru oUTWE
E At:ttq, ‘p qux.' utnv Ityrtar iulpuqou; qqq pz;zo elrar,
Iutinvo: ac e%attu. Ae;ctq o’ tlvnt &r T fuvypiy np;ntepu, nxt
'c;enoq lﬂL opLupdraTR:d

"Here we fir.t run 1ntq“&'ibr- *in” Simaiaa. Suppose there were
4amanent forn- or :form-copies here. Socrates’ question would be
“thies
- “Cbniider. chaa,“‘tha sentence ‘Simmias is taller ‘than
" "Sberates but” shorter ‘than Phaedo’. Our thaory tells us that for
‘this we ‘must havVe, to begin with, Socrates, Simmias, and Phaedo;
-then - tallness ‘and shortness themaselves; and, third, another tail-
" ness ‘gnd anothar ‘shortness that are in Simsmias, that smediate
. between: tﬁ' forms and Simmies. Not ool® '

And Ceabes, a sharp customer, would have replied, "But, O
Socratea, where did this third group come froan? You only apoke of
surselves, and of forms; you said you knew nothing about the
relationahip between forms and their msundane participanta. When
did you learn of these go-hatweena?™ ’

- That 1is not Socrates’ guestion. The theory has given uas only

cne tallnesa: tallness itself. And here he gays it Ja ‘in* Sim-

- mina, where earlier he had said it waa ‘present . td’ him. Thersa ia
no new theory. in that.

’ He cnntinuea with *4in‘’ in 102d5 and follouing. Tallneaa, he

tells us, “can’t be both tall and .short. This is familiar ground:

it was part of the uynderpinning for the argument of 74a-c that

showed ues that the forms werse radically distinct fros mundane-

things. But he now adds that the situation hasn’t changed when we
turn from considsration of . tallness - just by _1tself (ab1d 10
; pextﬂoq 102d6), which can”t admit the short. (1n opLEpdr 102e1) to
tallinesa as it turns up in us:! here tos it cannot admit the short
€102d5-103a2). And again, we are not gsetiing. sny new theory. There
are tallness and Simmias, and tallness when it is in Sisaias still
won’t be short.

Consider Socrates’ reply to the anonynous ingsrlocutor who
thinks Socrates is now saying ‘just the opposite’ of acmething
he had said wearlier (103a5-10). Socrates drawse a distinction
(103b2~c2)'

" 103b
For then it was being said that the contrary ;nigg§5 Cones-
to-be om the contrary thing, but now, that the contrary
5 itself™ can’t come-to-be fcontrary to itself, neither that
in us hor that in nature. For then, my friend, we were epoak-
:ng about the thinga that have the contraries, derivatively

5% 103 a6 wbsd 3 Erarvrior: ‘the contrary itself’ in Socrates’
next speach. - )

33 ¥d &vxevior wpagy«
56 abvd 13 Eravrios
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naning thes after thome, but now <we are apasking)> about
those things themselves which, when thay are in <them>, the
c things tnaspd got their derived names; and these themaslvea,
we are saylﬂg. will never admit each other’s coming- to- he.
b2 Tore pcv
;up the;e o & 1ou GUI'1LDU lpu;yutoc T evurwuov lpqxpn
;t;renaut. -Gv aé, otu abrd vb cvnvfuov eu01u cruvtuo- o
5 &ar LA L ero;to. abie 10 er qygv obre TD €r T muce;.
Téve p:t up. S pire, wept rir cxortmv & evqrtua ehe;n-
per, enn azﬂtDVTCG' ¢U1& T t:curnv t-uvuysq. ruv & mepe
cxcivar uy1uv O €roviue exts Th» e-uvupbuv iﬁﬁ 6vuru¢e—
< cuu un;u &’ &xeira obvn Er woré pupcy. cﬁehqcun FEvETLY
arhdrer dfcavbal. -

When he saye that the F can’t be non- F, "neither thet 1n us
nor that in nq:ure" (b3), he is not epasking of two things, the F
in us, the form- copy, imzanent form, or character, and the F in
the shy, the #ctn. the F itaelf, for he goes on - (b7-8), “now we
are -penklnggabout the things thomselves which, when the ey are in™
things here bélow asccount for predicationa sbout thenm.

1 conclupe that Socrates says nothing .ebout any immanent
forea.

But, for iamanence,- that is not the end of the atory.

}

3.2.2 The aktended theory.

In 103cd, he asks us to concede.the existence of the hot and
the ¢old, /and to distingutah them from fire and snow, reapec-
tively. He then tells us thut, deapite the difference betwean fire
and the hot.F it is in one respect: like the hot: at the approach of
heat’s oppopite, it must withdraw or periash (3103dS-el},

He thﬁ ks that there are many casea like this, in which

not only /ia the forms itself entitled to the same name for all
timae, but alsc something:. else - that is not that, but aluays.
uhenever{it is, has the shape of that (e2-6: pq pévov uu1n to
ct&oq uﬁtouvaat 100 uufon nvoyutnq cuq 1ov utu Xpovow, thu :ut
arko vy P oL pév odx €xeirvo, Exer 8¢ sqv Exeivov poppivy  kel,

r

iy ;g: cf. 104c7-9), s

He giveaf three seta of exa!plesﬂ Firat, e, have f;ra and snow,
which alwnys carry hot and cold with them, Second, }hara' are the
numbers L. 3, S5, etc., which always carry the form of the odd, and

‘the numbars 2, 4, 6, etc., which always carry the form of the aven

(163e5- ld4eb5. 105c1-3, dS-e6, af-105al,, 105a5-bl;. ses also the
aonewhat: ‘curioua caaes in 105bi- -3). And. laat . thare :9111 ba the

_moul, whgch elways carries with it the form of life (105c9 and

££.). =
~He determines or defines {npuuuyaﬂm 104cil, éGpivavBar e7,
5,&19 105a2) thaso thxngs as ones : Brod

Al

_yhich.' whataver <thing> they occupv.57 thnf £0r¢p <€that thing?

v ’ ‘ h ta. tlake
57 & subject for &vagrdier, o“te object of kavkexa: so  D’Brien,

- 186 - ’
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to heve not only its own <i.s., the occupier s)sa idea. but alta
alwuys <ths 1deu> of soBa contréry (104d1 3R ott - ::1uvxq ra
yuror ﬂru;£nz€t ggr nutau 1d£nv ¢u1o ch:tr. aAAn las cvcrtiou
fab1@)l del vuvogd. " :
E.g.? Hhat the fdea of three occupien it forco; to becose odd
(104d5-7); “what fire occupiea it forces to becona hot. uhat the
coul océupiea it ‘forcea to be alivel .

But that zscanas, says Socratea (105b5~ 8), “that there & another
safe answer besides the one that ssya aouethlng i& F because it
bears eord unspacified relation to the form for' ¥, nepely (105be-
- L .

For {f you asKk me what it is thet, when it cones to-i»e in 8

-4 body, that body is hot, I shall not state to you that lsefe
but unlesrned reply, that it is heat, but cna pbores clever,
bazad on what’s just basen &said, that it is fire; nor, if you
ask what it is that, when it comes-to-be in & boady, that body
will be sick, should I =ay that it is sickness, but fever;

.3 nor, if you ask what it is that, when it icoses-to-ba in a
nusber, the number is odd, ahduld I esay eoddnsaa, but ualt,

“and other thinga saimilarly.

» 3

€L ZEPp €POLO YPE

4

‘& & 1l & 1% odpurne c;;evn1at Bappbv CoToy, o Tap
c gopxAf couv £po &néxpmcnv; clcnqu- The upu&n. 8vv § '&v
BepyBTAG, A& uopwocerur & 1uv ruv. BrL @ 8r wup® obdd

-~ w

‘&v €pn @ ar odpare 1L :;;erntut woofzew, obx &pe O

“Last Argument® 214 (in Tﬁé’ tranalation; on p. 215 he
curicusly says “We translate & as subject of sxtdoxnt and &1i
as object™), et al. Differsntly Gullop. PPhd 235f. n. ¥0:
cbject of xaracyn, OTL lub;eét} giving “which whatever oc-
cupies them forces <(them> to have. - «“. Perh&ps what Socrates
Bays in ‘104d5-7° by way pf clerifying hiz remerk slightly
favora this,  but see O'Brien 216. I cennot agree with Gallop
that "smuch hinges on the grammar and text at 104d1-3": the
theory is perfectly clear froam the exanples, whatever we do
with thi. sdntenca. ’j :
S8 Taking auvd to refer to ¥, 5o Burnet, PPhd 119 ad d2: "There
‘i@ -nothing ebriormal in the shift from plural (&) to singular
in: ~a*“aane like this. After an indefinite plural scme such
subjcct &m “ariy one of thes’ is often to be supplied. . ."; he
c¢ites 7065 (oovg. . .ebYdY, Lg i1 667D5-6 (anaoy
deovg. . .av10B) as paraliel. So salso O0’Brien loc. cit.
Archer~Hind (PPhd 112 ad 11) objects: “To smay nothing of  the
grammgr, this mnakes sheer nonsense, representing the ides s
the idea of it.alf.“ ‘But Socrates has not sald that the oc-
“U eypier- "héa ~to “"be an jdea, and, anyway, I fail to see the
nonsense, Ha teakes it to refer to $vi, us do, te judge from
their translations, Bluck (PPhd 123) and Hackforth (FPhd 151).
Againnt thi-, soe D’Brlnn.
Fral .,_-.‘.f! -
shty secl. Stallbaum (p. 201), Ross (PTI 132), Hschforth (PPnd
194 ad 104d3), Gallop (PPhd 234 n. 71).

S9

_19_

- - ? ?v iocoé. ihh' a av-;iupcthu‘:dﬁa’ 5 ar &pLBp; 1l
S Ergéenvan u:psttog GGTUL. ove €pd § &r wepLTTdING, WAA’
6 oy poruag, i 15&Au ou1nc.

The mechaniss 1is this: there are certain intermediate en-
titiea, that alweys have one of m pair -of opposite propsrties.
Thess intermediates, when they come to ba present in somothing,
carry their properties with them, &nd their presence oxplains why
the hoat entity. in which they ere present has those proparties.

Thie is the theory suggested by the Lysis, having coma out of
its closat an unabashed immanentist sstaphyaica; : -

It 1a not that forme are imsunent in things: the inter-
nadiatea ara, znd the intaersnediates nsed not be fores.

The esrlier safe explenstion for x’e being F was that x bears
en unknown relation, ‘participation’, to the form for F. HNow we
are to say instazd,. soretires, thet n has in it vy, and y partakes
of the form F. . The entities imported by the interradiatce are, and
are referred to as, fornms (103e5S I[quoted abovel, 10419, d9-10).

In spre casea, &c &are the intermcdiates: three, five, end &ao
on are c&llego forma (104<¢5-6). But no> such thing ia gaid .about
snow snd fire. And the. aogi is trzated, as & ncn-fore throughout
the Phasdo {soe asp. 79de). The present arguzent is simplo! the

.soul is ap .intermediate which inports the fcre life and sc cannot

adrit the oppus;te. death- &0 it is deathless; so 1& is impsasrish-
able. Hothxng .here danands, hat. the soul be a form.

6% Hore I fojlow surnet PBhd 119 ad di.

P Vlggto- aays “1 ,take it for certain that Plato sssumes

that they ara” (“Poatscr;pt“ {1956} 93 n. 14 = Allen [1965 290

.2). He offers no argument for this, but merely refers to
102b1 2, which is not .relevant.

Keyt, "Fallacies? (15633 168 n. 2 vffera three conaidera-

o tiona._ (i) the tallnasa An us aither withdrawa or perishsaas,
'gpd ac do fire and BROWS, . (2>, 103e5-6 gpeske of the inter-
‘ nedinta importing itse own form, so there mumt be a form for
fire;: (3) Socrates’ examples include fire, snow, disease, two,
and three, so, since the last are ideas, the octhere ocught to
. be.” (So also 0°Briepn [“Einal Argument I% 220-2211 thinks thet
,by 10407-105b3 fire is “thought of .to some extent as a form”™
Ahccause it is there 1isted with three and twa for rather, ulth
J A ¥puke. and, q 3uac. which 0’ ‘Brien thinks are to be distin-
'guishad from & Tpin and Y& 300! mee ibid. 212, 218-2191.)

(1) and (3) are of the asame type° anyone who, like
ayself, finds it plavsible to think that eome of the inter-
sodiates might be forms and others not will be unmoved. As foi

,(2), plainly to speak of an intermediate as importing its ‘own
fors is not te imply thet it is that form {(contrast Archer-
Hind, quoted in n. 58 above).

€1 agein, see Burnet, PPhd 123 ad d3. R

Hackforth (PPhd 163, 165) thought the soul had to be a fors in
this argument, but an ‘immanent form’; he is half-followed in
this by Keyt, whe says “Plato trests the asocu] as if 1t were an

62

- 20 -




,;aébﬁilagr the ékdnpiea once more.
a. Tﬁéﬂﬁtepanceri"fxte in aoneth;nérexplains why 1t ia hot.
-  On-the face of 1t, the host entity and the intermediate sare both
. physigar, " c o T om e o | :
g " b The presence of three or five in some number explains why

-it is oﬁd;ﬁﬂaithet”hoat nor intermediste is physical; the :nter-

E aadiate is a form.

- ©. Tha presence of soul in a body eaplains why that body i1s
.alive, Here the host entity ie physical, the intermediate not, but
‘atill, not a form. '

In the first case, we are closae to Eudoxianisn. We are not
all the way there! what the intermediates import are s5till foras
that are radically distinct from the intermediste entities aund the
‘host entities. '

3.2.3 Stocktaklng.‘, ) .

Suppose you were e working member of the Acadeay, and  what
you wers working on was tha question vhat to do with the L heory of
foras in the face of objectiona that focua on the relaticn between
forme and ordinary things. You would reconsider the wave in which
that relationahip had been expiained. And in the course of that
reconatderation, you would run into some paasages which sound in
one way or another Eudoxian, or at least immanentiat. And  you
might wall ask: can the troubloaome relationship be explained by
taking thia “immanentiat’ way of apesking aserioualy?

:py suggeation ia that both Eudoxus and " Aristotle did jJust
that, "that  Eudokuas came wup with one version and Aristotle with
another, that Aristotle did net think Eudoxus’ wae right, and that
that®is what he is saying in 1824-25. '

4. Eudoxus and Ariatotle

There are t@éﬂtaxta_thct‘téli us about * 'Eudoxusa’ theory of
forms. ’ ) T o

4.1 Ariatotle, Mstaphysics A 9. 991a12-20

Ariatetle has  jJust complained that the forms, since they
don’t cause change, {(t& eildn) can have no effect on the behavior
of parceptible things (A 9. 231;8—11 = M 5. 1079b12-15). He con-
tinues ns follows 1991al2-20):

e -

fBut theh, they make no contribution In connection uith the

immanent form™ (“Failaciea™ 169).° Schiller, “Phd TO4-TO5"

(1967}, correctly tejectm tha idea that anything in the final

Srgument réquirés thinking of the acul as a fors, or ‘aven

thinking of it a5k iFf i1t were a form, but retains the apparatus

of ‘immanent forma’. ' T T
%3 on the difference between thig and M 5. 1079515-24, sow balow
pP. 25. )

" knowlEdge of - other® ! tWiags,. either .(for . they are not the -

substance of these; for Lhen they would be: in
toward their bding, -singe they- are not present «in their
al% participants; for Ithen they wmight perhaps be considerad
‘ausesa 'in the way that whits is, being mixed into the white
<thing», but this account
Eudoxus and certaii “othurs
overthrown <(for ! il
against such a " vieWw: Moy again “ere - tha other <thingsd>
a%0 composad of forss I'if-any cf tha customary ways of speaking. .
CEAKE - pde  olive wWRSGL TRY  Ewsordpqw obdiy ponBel Tiv 10w FA-
C Ruy Cdtde gap oboid-Exeted rabu

* PP T e L) a £ . £, A
eig Fh elviiv, -py Evumdpyered. i€ TOLG ! peTExowoLy”  obTw _péw
al13 gapt de 2 {owgs alren cabeerercoelvae ﬁqmsfﬁlheunér pepLypévar

‘uged to state, is

PO R P . g d . > n

19 h€vugy,: uék;'oﬁfo: pew- 4 %ogoc Avary  e€UxtrhTag, oy - Avu-
Eu;éguq' péf"’dpufnqi-ﬁﬁauﬁaq 3" ﬁciepuv kai  &hhoo TLrig
€reguy  (fFaver 3EP  curdfdpiie  mphAd T &dbvore wpog

TAi¥ torabray Abcawi %AA& Phy abd” &x tar eidir Eovi viAAu
& B x .- e [ :
a2 xar’ ﬁﬁﬂeru"xpnwuv TN emuﬂéfuvihexeuﬂﬁb.- C

motion <alil}, the knowledge (q12~13), or theé being (al3-14) of
nundane objacts. These ‘are different sides of the same prism. For

The forms fail on thrae counts: thgg do not bring about the

them _), nor -

which first Anaxagorss and later ..
very easily -
t“ is Sehey to collect meny impossibilities |

ﬁv*‘&ﬁ*tdﬁsn&q sap &v fvr, olive -
b4 -

Aristotle, -~ to know something ia to know ita substance or assgcnce, - -

and ity substance or essence is its being, and knowing thias in- ..

volves knowing what caueds its baing. And when it comas to percep-
tible things, thedir bheing deépends on thelr being subject to motion -
Caes Met. Z 11. 1036b28-30). The claim that the forme don’t cause
the motion of the things that aren’t forms is, then, tantamount to
the ¢laim that they don’t cause them to be, - and that, in  turn,
means  thRa€ there’s ne knowing fthem. So Ariastotle would think that
a way around any‘of these difficulties was a way -~around all of
thenm,

He sduggests, indirectly, a way earound the problen abog;
knowledge ‘(al13): if the form for, say, white were the substance
of the various things here below that are white, knowledge of the
forn would be, or give you, knowledge of the white thinga. But
than, he ‘says, the form fur white would be in the whitae things
{for the ipferents, s8e-991b¥-3: the substance of something can’'t

LR e LTy Y e P i N el B

et L LR LA .

&4

al3  &w todroug ydp &v fv, ald Evundpyorte: cf. Ev. . . Duwdpyor

Cut. 31824-20;: aeec ulao the texts above with tha fn. number 21.

€5 Wa know nothing about who these might be. Laszl (Il ‘De ideis’
336, strangely, aays that they are probably not Academics, or
Arjistotle would have sald so. ’

56 Jee herae Plato, Parmenides 133a-134a, Ross-says: “This . argu-

ment is wdét by Plato In Parm. 133D ¢AM i 198 ad 12, 13), but

evan if it is the same argument (which is not clear to mel, it

is not met there.

67 I am assuling that Aristotle here uses ‘substance’ in a way

that doe& not confine it to tha first category.
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be separste {xepigl from 1e).58 And, et least in high. Platonism,
the forme are not like that. :

So his suggested way around the probliex is: situst
in their participants, ‘

And, just as we expacted, this is st the same tine a  way
around the probleam about being: the fect that the forms are not in
their participants atands in the way of their contributing any-
thing to tha being of thoae participanta (al3-14; cf. 992a26-29).

Ariatotle is & cosmitted immanentist. But now he mentions an
immanentiat position he rejectal you might think, hs says, that
once we have tha'foru for white situated-in the white thingﬁ_ it
makes . the white thing white by belng-mixed into it, like a pig-
mant, And he ascribes this view to Anaxegoras and Eudoxus.
5¢ Eudoxus is presented as having o ‘globei. solution .to . the
problems Arjistotle has been raiaing’ for forma,. which is very like
Aristotle’s own, but which is for some reason inadequste. ..

It has been argued that Eudoxus: hadw.nathing.. 3¢, do  with
theories of forms,
28 stating the same views Anexagorae -was not trying to respond to
difficultiea for the théo¥y of FTorus, g0 the wview A48 mef . in-
herently & reaponse to such difficultiea.
nificance whatever. Anajagoraa’ theory of ingredidéntas haa, we saﬁ,
a atructural similarity to views of Plato’a, and . an° onloocker at
the Acedemy would be bound to wonder whather a revival and revi-
eion of Anaxagoreanisms would help to clarify the
relation which even Plato-reférs to as ‘particiPQY}oﬁ’, And that

is precisely the way it is presented in-Afistotle. Bs evan in

v

a th;tfo;ns

P o=

68 Z 6. 1031b6-7, b20-22 (so Cherniss, ACPA1 377). But

from the cobscure to thae yet more obacure..

See here
this goes
63 Atllaast.

so I understand him. Thera was some justice in
Becher’s

finding al5-16, &g 0 Acuwdv yepugpévor v Aevug,
-difficult to understand ("Eudoxos-Studien V™ [1936] 389-391),
even if .there 15 nho justifying ' his emending it to “Of 18
Aeukdr pepuypérg 15 ACORQ (8cil. ‘alvrdr tarie)™ {3%1); the
enendad taxt would mean: "as the white ias 3 cause for the
mixed white", where the firat white is ‘pure’ white. Becker is

sttacked.by Cherniss, with“hia uaual vigor, in ACPA% 532-534;
is that

the. only part of thié dttack I feel comfortable with

concerrnad-with the text, 'pp./ “532f.
70 Leazl, Il ‘Do Ideis’ ch. XXT, pp. 331-349. I am not inmprassead
by Leszl’a satteapt %o ahow that a hedoniat could not have e
theory of forms. (337-339) or by his - atteWpt..to show that
Eudoxus was, too young to bave had anything t& da with the
Academy (339f.). And he conceives the ~thaory of forms as
monolithic! he speakas of the - ‘typical doctrines of this
school’, that is, the Academy: (337),.. and neans: high
Platonism. ) .t .
7 Chernjias asserts, without argument?: "The identificetion of
Eudoxus’ notion and the theory of Anexagoras is due to Aris-
totle himgself™ (ACPAl 534). But the structural sinilarity ia
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Tt is true that Aristotle menticne Anaxagoras.

problematic’

"But’ thia is of no eig- _

=57

R & A

ticipanta®

the ebsence of the passage in Alexander’s comnentary to
ahall sahortly turn it eeema clear that
this lina, : )
But that commentary clinches the case:
lodged against the view in Aristotle s Nepl {dedr, and these treat
the theory  as & theory of formse. (This does not smean that one
should accept Alexander’s commentary as a report of the content of
On ideas: sde below.) . : . ’ .
" Therd is @nother .misguided considerstion that operates here.
The Theory of Foras., that 18, the high Plntpnié'theory, s1ts mo
badly with the idea .that a fors might be & phyaical thing that
Eudoxus* enterprise locks like throwing ont the baby with the bath
vater. And,”’ indeed, it would be, if the obyect were saving The
High Platonic Theory of Forms. But who wanted to do that? Not
Speusippud, who rejected the theory end yet became the next head-
of the Academy. Not Ariatotle, who hag a thaory K of form& that
stands in opposition to the high Platonic theory. Not .dven (nt
least, ac I think) the later Platd, who had s theory that aban-
doned  certain- key "~ tenets of the high Platonic theory; so did
Xenocrates, perhape the bastion of orthodexy.,
The important thing, for all but Speualippus, was the
of a form: whatever it is that

which we
Eudoxua was trying out

there were objections

concapt
y mekes & thing F and is definable.
The question was: what do forms have to be like? There is a par -
tial answer to that question in the Phasdo and Republ:c: clearly- .
no one at the t*ﬂe thought that those wighty dialogues contained
the final word. e ’ g :
We have it from both Plato and Aristotle that it was open to
argument what the relationhship between forms and their: ‘par-
was (aee above p. 16),. and differant detecrminations of
that “ralationship will give drastically different thecries. -
Fudoxuas presents us with a determination of that ralationship aa.
physical immanence. That will] maks & large difference to the kinag
of thing a form is. o
So I shall sepeak of Eudoxus’ theory of formsa. There ia,
however, reason for diasatisfaction with the theory es it ia
uauelly presented: the contradictione between the theory of physi-
cal immanenca and the High Platonic Theory are made to survive
within Eudoxua’ theory, in order to account for certain objections

Aristotle may have ralsad against it. But I think the usual
presentation ia wrong, a&nd that our texts can be accounted for
diffaraently,-

The tradition tells us very little about this theory: aven

if Ariatotle was the firat:
Becker’s side (see ahove,

it would be-suUrprising
Here, too, I am cn
69).
Cherniss, _ REA (1345) 85 (Plato “probably
felt, . . that he had. . «expressed his mesning as cleariy as
- WOrds, spokan or written, can ever mirror the eternal truth")
with Plato, Phdr 277d ("if Lysias or anyone else aver wrote or
writes. . .thinking that there ia any great clarity of firm-
ness in ity that ie & disgrace for the writef“). I em not
subscribing to the view that there were socret doctrines in
the Acadaay. T i -

n.

dghiraat

e
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lead than it doea aebout the letnphyﬁéca of Speusippua and
Xenocrates. It is customary to suppcse  that this,, &nd our
failute ‘to heat of ‘worka ofﬂ'Eudbxuiftiﬁ'gﬁich_the theory was
‘exposedtare’ indicationa that Aristotle”s kepo:ﬁlis.nqg:baaed on a
written text #0 much as what he hiﬁ_ﬁégrdﬂinagha halls of the
Acadehy. That sounds likaely. ' ::__" PR .

it is-alsc sometimes said,’ ” @8 if it weie . the . somm. . point,
that the position was not a fully déypldpaﬂjth@bry;?ytxggpathing
Eudoxuas tried on for size by way of handling _probless . about the
‘participation-relation. It is not thelkphé'bq&pt,wThntupgi@nclent
Greek-did riot write a book about something is hardly. sn indication
that he had no detailed theorizing to otfer, The foct that. Aris-
totls - appdrently rever publishied a book on the material diacuased
in Mat. ZHE shows that. But still, even if it ia rfot the aane
point, it 5g6ms %0 me likely to be right. ifﬁﬁ&gid'like to add the
following. - R

There : is one differsnce between the version of Aristotle’a
report “in ‘A ‘and its doublat in Mi the latter speeka,, in 1079b20-
22, of the account that "first Aﬁéiagof&a and IateﬁeEudoxua. in

ths coursg &f digcgsg;gg7sdifficult;g§_,(guunop&vi, and certain
others ised to state”.’ = It will ot do to lean toe hard on a

word, afd “diamopéir’ is a vague one. The transletion I have
given * is ' as atrong as 1 can meke it. Weaker ones would make
Endouuu.evﬁh”lgga comaifted to the viaw: he satsted it ‘to make
trouble’, e.g. -

73 E.g., von Fritz, "Ideeniehre” 19; Lasserrs Fragmente 149,

-

4 Philippson. “Ahademische ' Verhandlungen™ €1925) 23 von Fratz,
loc. cit.3 Karpp, Untersuchungen 5; von Fritz,. rev. of Xarpp
(1935) 413 ad f£in. ‘On the other hand, in Becker, “Eudoxos-
Studien V" (1936) it is a full-acale theory of coley. So it is
in Gaiser, "Plestons Farbenlehre” (19565) 198, "Agcording ta
Lssserre Frogmenta 270, Gaiser’s argumente only make this a
possibility. )

-An idea of Karpp’s (Untersuchungen 34 n.12). but oitbnifé@got-
ten or muddled (aee next n.). . :

75

76 Cherniss notas the difference (ACPAl 925), but, 8 far as I

can tell,  makes nothing of it. Lasserre, Dia Fragmente des
" Euddg¥&s (1966) prints 991a14-19 as D 1, p. 12: he does aot
- potér “the discrepancy (indeed, he says "= 1079b18-23"),
Guthrie, HGP v 453, comments on dianopdr but acts ae if it is
to be founag in A (see also p. 452).

77 Syrianus’ report on M epeaks of “the probless raised by
Eudoxus zbout such thinge" (in Met. 117.3-4: & Evaoty wept
TLrLY YoLoUtwr Amopapérad, but this is of no . independent
evidential value. ’

78 Roes (AM i 198 ad 9) givaes ‘to reise a difficulty’, ‘to work

through the difficulties’, and ‘to eatablish by discuaaion of

the difficiltiss’ as posaible parephraasa for different occur-

1

-
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“4.2 Alexander ip Net. 97.27-98.24-

But tha fact that the view was not propounded in a treatise

..in fourtesn books, and was purhaps only’ che that Eudokus reised in

the course of dilalectical diacusaick’, "is not a reason for not

taking it -serioualy. Dialectical "diacbssion waa philoaophicel

discussion for those people. And Aristotla took the view seriougly
«nough to aay that it was wrong. o h o

What did he think was wrong with' 1t7 He does not say here.
For thim, we must turn to Alexander. ¥

Alexander, in commenting on-this passage), expanda a little.
He eaxplaine what he takes to be Anaxagoras’ view {in Met, 97.14-
17), and continues (97,17-19): R s -
Also Eudoxus,~ .amang Plato’s ubsociatea.‘ thought that each
fthing> existed by a mixtursé of the ideas in ‘thé <things> that
have their being relstiva to them, and  certein others, as he
.fthat is, AfisEotla{ was- saying (iui*Eﬁsdfuq vBQ;;vypfguz pigey
TWy LAEWF £F TOLG NPGC AUTGC T4 €lvar  Exowouy ‘ngELTo T Excorar
elvan, xalt TAhos aé TLreg, Lg €heyel, '

This comsent need .not be based on anything more tﬁan the text

"being comsented on, but when, & little later, ho‘lxéts"op;qttiona

te which Artatotle wmight be referring, he makes 'ft plain that he

-has something more to go on, for at the end &f hKia 1tat he” mays
L €98 21F .3 . = P

- + - and <there are> the reat of the absurdities that he
showed thia view to contain when he exanined 1t in the second
<boock> - of On ldeas (kai Goo “Aha & 1 decurépy Nepti-ideir viv
sbfar radrnr f€eviuy fdciéer Frowa Exovoawd. | ot

Hare is en ennotatad translation of the ebjection. Alexander
gives (97.27-98.24): :

And <to show> that other things <do’ not, aa Fudoxiia and
certain others thought, <exist> by mixture of the ideas <in
thes>, he saya it is easy to collect many imposaiblé” conae-

30 quences of this view. They would be isuch as thease:
If the ideas are mixed with the other things,
a8 (1 gfirat, they would be bodiea, “ifor. mixture ia of
bodies.

rences of Jdwanopetr. The question is whether Eudoxus would
£all under the firat or the third of these senses; Ross him-
self classifies the occurrence in '1079b21  under the first head
(log. git.: he has no comament on it ad loc.). But this is hard
to see: the tdea that o form -f& & phyaical ingredient is not

by itmelf an objection against snything.

S . Top. Z 12. 149b1-2. 149a38-p35 . .

Again, <aee i1f> that of which <your opponent> has
rendered an account ia among ghp things thnt\qq.. while what
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- 327b20-22,

80

81

82

83

a4

ag“This is another consaquence of (3b) rather than

a6

(2) Agagin,. they -would have contrariety .tow £d asach

- other; fgf Rixture it .in- sccérdance with contrariety-. '

U3 Again, they wil) be mixed either as a whole in
sach of the thinga An which they ars hixed or as & part.

(a) But if .4s a.whole, what 1s one in nygber will be. in
many <things>; for the idea is one in number; . 83

{(bi) but if as a part, that which partakes of a part

- {of the man-itself, not that uaiuh'purtckaa of the whole of

the man-itself, will be a man. R 8
(b2} Ageain, they uillssbe_ divisible and partible;,
although they are impaesible.
{b32} And next they will be homoeomers, if all the things

S

¢fslla> under the account is among the thinga that are not,
e.g. if the white 18 idefined as color mixed with firg; for
it is impossible for the bodiless to bé -ixgd;qith_ = - body,
so that color mixed with fire will not be: but whiie is.
(The Greak for bl-2: &ddextor F&p 15 aodparor odpors
Feyetydar.) ’ o ‘ .
With (1)-(2) of. Met. A 8.989bi-2, De gen. et gorr. A 10.
and Met. N 5. 1092a24-26 (see below, p. 33).
Aristotle himaself is preparad to relax the atrictures: in
De gselo A 9, 277b33-34 he says Erepbr &oviy abth xwB’ advir.
yoped xul pepugpéng p?1&.1§;.ﬂhqq: snd &t 278a14-15 zal 18 piv

£ . STy N ] ™ *
W cthg REL pOp@R, 70 8" WG - ¥h  UAn pepiypevor. Cherniss
(ACPAI '535) cites theee pamsages; Diiring cites the first one

(Aristoteles 253 n. S54) without, apparently, underatanding ita
asignificance.

Cf. De gen. et corr. A 1¢. 3238a31-32; this in turn is based on
A 7.f323b28-29, 29-324a9, 374s81i-12. Sea alsoc Alaxander, . De
mixt. 229.9-12, which contains phrases from A 7.

©8.2-9 is a dilemma with saveral absurdities tacked on to theg
second horn. See Cherniss, ACPAl 530; Berti, La filosofia
€1962) 236; Leaszl, Il *De ideia” S0. Lut Cherniaa retaina the
enumeration of  the arguments ancumnad Ly von Fritz

("Ideenlehre” [1926/27] 8 et passim) and Karpp {Untersuchungen
{19331 30, etc.), in which (3b1) and (3b2) are the 4th and S5Sth
obgactiopq,ﬂ[! have praferred to follow Berti and Leszl. There
is one substantive point that
below,.;e§ﬁ‘at n. 101.

Met. B 6. 1Q03a7-12, 2 14. 103%a33~b2: Pl. Pra. 131lab,
Reading pépoug., von Fritz’ essndation for pépoc (“Ideenlehre”
15, with Rcaa, Harlfinger (in Leszl, 11 ‘De idela’) et ei.

Cf. Pl. Prm. 13lc, 131d; Net. A 9. 95206-7. s

o

8 new argu-
ment: as von Fritz remarks (“Ideenlehre" 13, one expocts Ere¢
o¥tw rathar than just &1..

Cf. (£6F émedeic) Top. Z 10. 148a20.
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turns on this question: see’

- 10

'“ppny; for if thare .15 one idea of animal and another of

T1%

20

o

EENE N

P

‘that have any part of one ere liks each otaqr:sy but how ¢oan
the fores ‘be homoeorers? For &Ba part of o man can’t ba a
®wan, as the part of gold i1& gold, o . -

'90(4) Again, a& the himself sggsAnlspag & . little farther
on, .in  each thing there will be not one idea mixed but
man,
and man, he would partake of both
idea, inasmuch as it iga also
itself partake of the animel; but then the
ideas would noe longer be &aimple, but cosposed of @ many
<things>, tand-some of them weuld be firat and others aecond.
But if it is npot nnxnalglhow could it fail to be absurd that
& man is not an animal? : co-

(5> And oagain, if they are mixed into the thinos that
are relative to them (»pdg udr&), how would they still be
paradigms, . .as they say? For poaradigms are not thus causes of
the }é&enass of their images to then, by being mixed intc

is both :animsal
‘ideas. And men-itssif, an
“animal, would

_and ' man

them.

A6) And again, they would be co-destroyed with the
things in which they are, when these are deatroyed. But Ithey
would not exist as. saeparable, inp their own rights (kaB-
uht&qéa but <would exist® in the things that participate ain
them.

<7 aad in
immovable;

addition to these, thay would no longer be

a7

Cf. De gen. ot corr. A 10. 328s10-12,

?9&:Dﬁring {Aristotejes 253 n. 55) counts this as two objecticons.
LA T - i

. 89

:?hii i;;&ibiguous, 45 is the Greek, between

- <L
“es5 he alsoe: says
later” and “as he says later also” (see Chernise ACPA1 527 ana

Cnext n.d.

90

- and refers for all to Top.

%3 Kérpbl_

98.9-10 g wai abrdg bALyov wpoeNHds Alger. Mot.. A 9. 951az7-

‘bl = M S. 1079b31-35. These words caused Karpp (Untarsuchungen

£1933]1 29-30) to think that, up to this point, . Alexander
providing objections of hia owni - s

wan

RN

5D§¥in§ iﬁ;;stbtsles 233 n. 95) counts (4) as threé.obiéct;ons.'

Z°6. 143b23, which is not.ralevant.

Karpp also (sée-n. S0 above) rejected this as & formulation of
Alexander’s {(Untersuchungen 33-33), .

Cherniss (ACPA1 526}, Diiring

tiUntersuchungen .307,

T Arigtdteles 253 n. 55 and Lasesrra (Eragmente 13> count this

¢

TREA

'Cf. Top, .8 7. 113a24-32 (below); Z 10. 148s14-22;
‘998a14-15.

&2 ‘two objections. The lack of a connective makea it harder to
read aes one objection, but net, I think. inpossible. I am here
in agreament with Leazl, Il ‘bDe ideis’ S0. T * :
: Het. B 2.
113a24-32:

Or <seed if something has been said of somkething such
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. =7 and.there-esra 44 :meny -other - ebaurdities o8 he showed
X this view to invelve -in exarining it in the aecond book of On
"7 s idess. - For this is why he said “for it is «s5y to collect

; ntnyiiggosaiblo things against this view"? thay are collected
TR there. : :

. Ve must first deal with the question: how auch of this can we
take as Alexander reporting objectionas of Ariatotles” from the lost
‘Mept Laehr? - TLLn s e o

) SchnlarAnhava-reaortqd tg-some -strange devices to reassure
themsalves hera.- Von: . Fritz -undertook & Coaparison betwaan
Alexander’s ismediately preceding - objections ‘against Anaxagors:
and those of Arijthigwingggxgr'AJ¢ in order to -test Alexander‘s
reliability as a.reporter. Lot s Conalcer bhiga. . o: -

Aristotle jin that chapter gives eight objections againat
Anaxagorss (187b7-188818),: Adlexander glvea two objectiona. One nf
them is that Anaxagoras doss ‘away with coming-to-be (in . .Met.
97.25-26). Thie 1a not an objecticn of Aristotle’s, but part of
Aristotle’s statement of Anaxagores’s position {Phys. 187a28-29,
34-35). The other of Alexander’s objections (97.22-2%) is that,
aince the componsnta of a mixture must be aeparable, Anaxagoraa
askes white, an accident or aifect of a substence, aeparable from
it; but that’s <on Arisatotelian grounds) impossible, There ia
nothing in Phys. A 4 that this points atreight at. But Aristotle‘’s
aixth objectian (188a%5-13: ‘discussed below, pp. 37-39) is to the
effect that Anaxagoraa doean‘t understand why the componenta of

~that when it ia 80 necesaarily tcontrary things -belong: e.qg.
if he hos sai1d that the ideas ere in us C1a¢ ia&«; éy ApLr
« « . €lroy) for it #ill follow that they move and rest, and
again are perceptible and intelligible. For the ideaz are
thoiught to rest snd to be inteliigible by those who posit
‘idean; but beind in us 1t ja impoasible for them te be
unmoved; for when we move, heceesarily lalso all the things
that are in us move along. And it is clear that they ara
‘pPerceptible, if they are in us; for by means of tha percep-
tion that pertains to 8ight we know the form in each thing,

53 Chernias (ACPA1 S26) quotes 98,.21-24 and astates *Thia of
itself would indicate that he drew hia whaole liat from that
work of Aristotle’s*; surely that is to place tooe much weight
on the worde. But .1t s apparently. thia ‘that - .inspires
Lasaerre‘s cutragescus exsggeration to the effect that Karpp*s
view that . the firat ;#even objectiona fthe firat five in ny
enumeration) are Alexander s bwn and not  A's- “widaerapricht
offen der ,Uberlxefarung“ (Freomente 150). Even the »xore
nodorate'vliu~{xarpp'3: gntersuchungan 30} that the words
indicate: that the immediately Preceaing objection{a) coma from
the fiepi idchr is wrong. Spezking of “these and all the other
apples in the basket" doas not prnéuppoue ®ither that these
apples- arwe.in the basket, or that they are not.in the baskat,
And we shall soe that this is true of Alexander’s use of §oq
&Ado as well: aee balow, p. 30. .

L

® “Idesnlehre” 2-6.
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his =mixture eren‘t aeparsable: it ian‘t because of the argusent ve
coneidered above. (based on the claim that you can, aventualily, get
anything out of anything), but becauss the affects of & esubatincs
&re npot aseparsble. This and Llexander’s point are related, but
different. ) RS . R
~ Plainly, if Ariatotle’a FPhysica hed not aurvived, wa would

Rot have had the fasintest idea what happened in the fourth chapter
of its firat book. . - . . . BN

Yat yon Fritz manzged to Persuasde himself, and, appsrently,
Cherniss, that A]axendeanhed\got Phys. A ¢ eksentially right. He
s1mply failed to notice that-what-Alexandaer wes Paraphrasing was,
not Ehysice A 4, but ‘av.passsge . three colusne earlier in the
Hetaphysica (A 8. 983a34-b43, in which Aristotle does atate the
second of Alexander‘s objections tas I have liated thex), although
Alexander Ranages to run two ub;e:t:ansﬂinto_qne‘taee e89h1-2, B2-
3, .with in Met. 97.22-29), L T ) .

So, gce von Fritz anpd Chernias, Alexander is Raking no
cttaapt to paraphrase fren trke Physizs. And yot ha dces cloee hia
objections to Ansxagoras-- with the words “and there are as Rany
other things as he <thit is, Arisgtotled-has statad in tha firet
book of the Physics againat-this view" (S7.26-273. :
- Our ‘pesmage cloaéa with . .the werds “and there are as n&ny
other sbaurdities as hea showed. this view to itnvolve |4ip exanining
it -im 'the second book :0f On.jideasa™. The reaceived opinion (aee n,
95 above) jis that these words . tndicate .that Alaxander’s list of
objections againmst .Eudoxus sre drawn from Qn jdeaa. The case of
the referance to the Phy¥sics showe that this 15 completely false.
There 'i& né assurance that. any of the objections come from Op
ideas. . . N - ’ R
And the words with which Alsxander opens the objection T have
liated as (4} are ominous! “Agsin, as he himmalf Eays a little
farther on" (98.9-10: (Zys; @6 xal abtdg 6Algor npocABLy hégend:
the ‘reference ia foruard in-the Hataphysics to a Pacsage (gee:.pn.
80 above} in which Aristotle-gives ecwething -like objection {4} as
on: objection egainst-Flatonizing positions in general., If we had
only that passage, thererwauld nct be ths slightsst resson to
think that the cbyection 1t registers could be applied to the
Poesition Aristotle ascribes to Eudoxus. .

Thare i& a genersi point to. be made heré: eadducing Aria-
totelian parailels avch es thces given in the notes above for
cbjections on Alexendor’s list wil}l not sllence Kerpping critica

e

Asee n, 90 shove). For the parajilels do nothing whatever to

guarantee that Aristotle himaelf thought that thege object iona
wore applicable aegeinst Eudoxua's positien, - end a forctiori de
nothing to guarantee that he applied those objections againat that
pcaition in the loat ‘work On fidess.,: .. £

And there ia a apacific point.tgébo--ade as well. The omincus
words just adverted to are,, granted, not a proof that ‘ha hia-
self’ has not been apeaking all along. But they are echoed two

——
97-'43_53&1 830, . -
%8 1o Cherniss, ACPAl %26-527,
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pages latar.gg Alaxunder ie Jiating the ways . in which, as ha . sees.
it, ‘tha' ¥ Platon;st; tr1od to make partxc}pat;pnAqork.”He says
(100 27 34). . . ) . . -

. .t
.

For, 1nbeitigbting in what way the partaking of the foras <might
work?>, either they say it 1s such that .in_ each of the par-
ticularu the idea ia preaent. a.g. in each of the particular. men
<there is> the man-itaelf, or <they say that> in each <theres ia
a> part of the idea, or Ithe form is a paradigm for its par-
ticipants. Of which the first twe ways of partaking are 1lpoa-
" mibie, as we showed a little way ‘back, and he himself said when
he mentioned Eudoxus that “it is essy to cellect many imposeible
“thinga against auch a View".
(100 30-34: Or ol pav npu:ou Auo tpunn; 1q; p:foxqq nauvulat. g
Aperc 1€ cdeuﬁuycr aps nALaon. PrYs uﬁfoq elney Eudgiou
pvnyoneuvug gt ° ‘p'ua’duor ourKgEEELY nohhu ol adbrare npac T
Tovobrny auEnv".)

The proof that “the first tuo usya of’partaking ara impossible™ :s
the long dilemma I have nusbered (I (98.2-5). Alexander here
refera to thia argument when he says “as we. shoued", and goea on
to & hnew objection to say “and he. hinlalf aaid”, and cite the
Ketaphysica. The firat "he himself said"™, waa ominous. Thia. opg,
with its contrasted "“we showed", saons to na funereal, Argulent
(3) is a cohstruction of Alexander’s.

. So Alexander did not, when hae came to the reference ta
Eudoxus, dutifully go to the stacka, pull down the roll containing .

On" idéss 1i, scroll his way iaboriously to the ‘abjectiona against
Eudoxui; and tranacribe thes into his commentary, any wore then he
went to the Phgaica when he encountered the reference to
Anaxagoras, :

We canbot .use Alexeander unconfirned, and it ia not enough to
confirm him to find an Aristotelian parallel, But if we can find
the right kind of parallel, we may have sonething we can use. gor

Alexander is work1ng, as alwaya, with Ariatotelian hateriala,; -and
hes read, as we "have not, Orn ideas, and doea aay that there are -

ch&ctiona agains* Eudoxianise in that uork What does that leave
us with? . 160

Almost precisely the list that Kurpp pronouncsd ganuznq, I

think, although not precisely for his reagons, He believed that.

the words “4s he himself says a little farther an™ meant thet . all

the ob;actiona_ up to and including my. (4) Eome from Alexander.

This 'is too sweeping! those words only cast doybt on  (4) itself.
The "?st that recall them a page, later carry (3} into the sape

limbo,

in order of 1ncreasxng 1ntarest. )
wn - coL

= z PR LT ! . o el - L

99‘ . . Lo E R X . . e

1 think this may have been first pointad cut to me, years ago,
by G.E.L. Owan.
ico The only difference is that the last two objecticns he. counts
as threa. .

19? This is the substantive point mentioned in r. 61 ebove.
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The others require individual cqns;derthon. I take them up.,

. Objection (2) is ‘an obscur- ona. AR it is stendardly read,loz
it tolls us that, since mixturée 1% between contraries, if the
ideas are mixed. with .sundane -objects they must be contrary te
them. The premias here,. tia ‘mixture is between contraries, is one
of the more arcene points in Arastotle’s doctrine of wixtire
proper (pi#ig), or ‘chexical co-b;nat;og as it is sometimes
called, as opposad ta blending. t(xpaceg): It -is npparently
mentioned Just -once in all of Aristoble. -But it figures ngﬁg;
sore largely, as Karpp notes, in Alexander’s theory of mixture.
S0 there is no particularly good reason to suppose that Arzstotle
used thie argument acainst EFudoxus, in Cn ideas or anywhere else.

There isa reason Lo be euepicibus of (3). The criticiam of "the
ideas aa paradigms, in Aristotie’s Hetaphysics, occurs 1nled:ately‘
after the criticiem of Eudoxus (991420 2&3' )

But to say that <the forms) are parad;gns and that the other.
thinge partake of them 18 to speak emptily and” to speak. “in
postic ‘mataphore (rd a¢ Adgevy nqpuéea;putu ‘wbrd elvoal ‘kal
peréxery airor &AM wevohogetr Eorl  wal yeragapag  Aégevy
Io&qtuang). ’ . o .

The contrast introduced by the ‘but’ (3é) at the beginning of this
ia uith the posit1?8 announced as that of Anaxagoras and Eudoxus
(the yér in 991al4). That 15, the way the grammar makes it go.

Aristotle 18 asying that, on the one hand, there ia the poasttion -
that regards the form as ‘a physical ingredient in its par-
ticipants, and on the other, there is the claim thet 1t jia a
paradigm; there are lota of objections to the first, and the
aecond is senseless. e sceps to think of the 1ngred1ent ‘picture

102 Von Fritz, "Ideenlehre™ 9-10, followed by Cherniss ACPA! 525;
Lasserre Fragmente 1i50; Lesazl, Il ‘De ldeis” 341-342 1lanardil
Parente, Studi 135. But von Fritz louoke to Phya. A’ 5-6 to
-explain how mixture requires contrariety, which is wrong, and
doea not seem to realize that the passege that- has - to be
laok-d at is in De gen. et corr. A 10 (see n. 80 above).

03 But it ies there, contrs Isnardi Parenta, Studi 135 n. 191.
104 See Joachim, "Aristotle’s Conception of Chemical Combination™
-41904) (for the contraristy. condition., see 79-80);: Partington,
. BC (1970} (who seems. not to mention:. the  contrariety
;. condition¥; Bolzan, “iheamical Conbinatlon" (1976) (see 136):
-Bogaard, “Heape or Wholes™ (1979 Csee 193, e
65 . : P
1 5 .5ea n. 80. At any rate, this is-the ohly passage 1 know of,
-and -‘only it and the presumed. fragnent from the Nepi Laewr are
.,-cntion.d in Bz Ind. 469b41-42.. .
165~30. Nept Npiocus zod ﬁuenctuq 229. 9—11 and the ;ubseqdént
-~idiscumsion to the end of ch. XIII. ced e : T
167 BRI S

péy in al6 is picked up hy nuae al9, and there is wnother
pkr/at poir at the middle of it all, al7. v -
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as an alternative to tha peradige picture. If Alexander ias renen-
bering something from On ideas hare, it ia al}l too likely to be on
& par with h:s “resembering’ that Aristotle criticized Anaxagoras
for ruling out coming-to-ba: Aristotie might serely have said that
Eudoxus suggested that the relation of form to jinstance was not
that of a paradigm to its image. but physical ingredience. Anyway,
it would be strange if one of the objections he has. to the phfsij
sl ingredient picture is that it rules out the talk of paradigss.
(1) tells us that, on this view, the forms would ba bodies,
aince mixture is only between bodiea. There ia material in Axria-
totle {(see n. 79) thsat shows he thought the arguaent socund. And in
an obscure passage in Met. N S, he may be employing it egainst
‘some Platonists. There ths question is “in what way number isg
composed of its principles" €1092a23-24); the Principles  are the
One and the Indefinite Dyed. Aristotle saya (1092a24-26); .. B
" le it by mixture? But not everything is mixsble, and what comea-
to-be:. ia different, . and then one will not be saparable or a
different nature, but-they want €1t to bed (nbrepor pleee:  &an’
olre war Fuatdr. 16 ve ILIrGpeEror €tepov. oUN Foroy te XBPLOTOY
16 &v obd’ évlpa piorg! of ad povAorrar), . .
As. this. passage i1&; standardly hndarstood.loa the first objection
is to the effect that only bodies are capable of nifﬁgg with quh
other, sc the One and the Indefinite Dyad can’t mix.™ ERc
Suppose this is right,"and Aristotle was Prevared to use
claim c
doas not follow
positions attacked aore .-quite different. Tha Platonicts-
scrutiny dn ¥ 5 are not saying that the number S (say) .is one and
also indefinitély dyadic due to the presence of the One and the
indefinite - Dyad as ingrediaents in them.
tant, these Platonists would presunably have quailed at
that the ..One and the Indefinite Dyad were bodica.
was. Lrying out the idea that the forme were
in things,
physical is less an an objection to the idea than e
of it. . - . o I
- Thisi*latter is a feature of many of Alexander‘s objections,
and it demanda attention, Many of the objections look 1ike redug-
ad absurdum. But for = raduction to absurdity to come off,

the idea
But if Fudoxua
physical

Liones

the alleged absurdity must be either admittedly or ergusbly a real

absurdity. Charniss apparently supposed the former: that Eudoxias
would have-xhdaitted_'that it wae absurd that forms ahouid be
beodies, or divisible, or whatever. This ia, at leaest 1in part,

108 pess. AM ii 490 2d 24. followed by Cherniss ACPA1 530.

109 The --wecond " is to the effect that when & aixture has taken
place, tha" ult is new, and the ingedients ares no longer
there in actuality, but only in potentiality (Roes loc. cit.).
This sey ba‘ralevant later. . S

e

t1e As Chqrnis;ifﬁbc, cit) thinka.

AR
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the.
that nigtyre 18 only between bodies against Platonists. Tt
thet he used it against Eudoxus. Firat off, the

£

under

i
<

And what is mora impor-’

.ingredientas
the comment that phyaical ingradients are thesselves
clarification

. form,

111

because Charnias " thinks that these thinga just are sbaurdities.
But the effect is to saddle Eudoxus‘w1thifipcaition that 14 simply
contradictory. And ‘this Cherniss admits. ; - ’

By own inclinstion 1g to thank thét, if Eudoxus is suggesting
that the forms are phyaical ingredients of thinga, it cannot be_ to
him obviously absurd to suupcse that they are themselves physical.
The spectre this ratses is that we may be left with nothing: could
not Eudoxue aimply have accepted all of the .2uppoadd absurdities
as part of his position? . SR Coee T

This free-wheeling attituda ignores the other way & reductio
cen be made to work: i1f the allaged esbsurdity is something that 1

arguably an absurdity, and in particular scmething that we Know
Aristotle  would have argued to.be an absurdity,. we may be able to
kaeap going. - ’ el e T .

We are close to thias situation with ijection (1. Eudoxua’

theory lqw:thg- extended theory: of the Phaedo, with the inter-
medlates of that theory tazking over the role of the forms: that
is, ‘en that theory fire imported the hot into the host body; on
this one, the hot . is Just a physical-constituent of the host body.
But that makes .for..s& difficulty. .-The ‘theory is a theory ,.of
pradiéa;ion, albait a ~restricted theory, only accounting,jggyit
standa, for physical predications. - The ‘extended theory of the
Bhoedo ueed an .:intermediste antity, fire, that wea itsels hot ;
this was used to.explain why a certsin glowing piece of wood (say) .
vas hot: there’s fire if it. When it comes to the question why
fire 4is hot, tha Phaedo theary toid us that thet was due to the .
unexplained relation lsboled 'partic;pation{#ﬁatwaen fire and the
The Hot. . On the theory we are handing Eudoxus, the reason
the stove is hot jia. that it hgas something ih it that ia itsels .
hot, but thia is not &n intersediate: it is the form, The Hot. Byt
then wa are allowing that thieg ingredient, The Hot, is a body, a
pPhysical ingredient. Biut then there ia a phyaical predication that
the theory must leave unexplained: the one that predicates hot - of
thia ingredient body. One Right wall feel that a theory that.
ascribesa tha fact that a body is hot to ‘tﬁéﬂﬁprasance in it of
another hot body is eithar eapty or headed for A reyress.
There is here an echo of some of the difficulties that

Acadamics reised against the High Platonic Theory. But we can
hardly ‘read ell of this into (1), wo I shall persist in scrapping
. L ' ) y

That lmaves us with (6) and (7). Is there any reason to think
that Aristotle might have used thes against Eudoxus?
In 73, we are told that Eudoxianias makes
ionger immovable C(&xivpyor). we might think:
we're preparad to allow that the form
shouldn’t wa allow it to be movable? )
But: forms, if they ere gg}thing. are objects of definition.
The ac¢count Aristotlae gives us " of Plato‘s devalopment of the
theory of ideas or forms has him separating the forma from ordi-

the ideas no
waell, why not? I
might be phyaical,’ why.

—
See' ACPAl S32,
112

In Het. A 6. 987a29-big, ¥4, 1078biz-32
first passege), N 9. 10864824 -b4,

{a doublet of the
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nsry thinga on precisely thia ground:! ordinary things are con-
stantly changing, but defiuiticne have to nasil down something
atable. And the atability of forms ip acmething Aristotle regquires
of his own theory of forms: when the wood geta hot L

the motion is plainly in thé wood, not in the form <that is, the
hot>, for the form. . .neither moves nor 1? noved (tha.E 1;
224ba-5: § 3§ kirnore dahor 1 &v 1p Gf}y, oK €r TP eldes”
olse gop xevel obte wuwcirar 14 elaogy., ) }
And when it getse white - ) . e Tn
L e

it is not the white that comes-to-be but the wood comea-to-be
white (Met. B 5. 1044b23-24: ob ydp vd Aevedr gigretas- 4hAG .. vé
“ &hhor Aevndy); e .

in this example white is given &8 an example.for “forms and
shapas™ (1¢ «Udn wal uil popeui b2z-23). . e

So here tha pearallel in Topics B 7 (see n. 94 above) can :be
taken serioualy:! Aristotle did think that a phyeical ingredient in
something was aub)ect to motion when the thing iteelf was. And
thisa ia a reaponae to Fudoxianiam, if not to Eudoxus himaself. :

It raises an obvious gquestieon about pots celling kettlea
bilack: doesn’t it apply to Aristotle’s own theory, according to
vhich certain ‘attribiites are in their possesgors? I shall not stop
ovar this; Rf'Ipngﬁfi}ﬁgg‘1 have nothing to add to an answer Owen
proposad:” “'Kffiﬁbﬁfé“E??~diatinguish between something‘s- poving
in its own Fight and its moving per accidena: hia attributes. don‘t
move in their own rightk, “and if they are said to .move per ac-
cidens ' this is in a sense gtil] weaker than that in which any

physical part of the moving body doagggo". Dwen cites Phys. A 4..
211a17-23¢ there Aristotle says that whiteness and knowledge ¢4

Aevnbdrng xatl 4 émvoripn a22), by contrast with. the .nail in the
ahip, - a&are always wmoved accidentally: “thia is how they change

place, becausé what they &re present in changes place”™ (T?%—Z?::

tebra gap olite perapéprnee, Bri &» @ Unépxouoy perapdihecd.
‘" That brings ua te (6). This Teads (98.19-20);

Again, <tha ideas> would be _co-déatroy&dpmkgh the things in
whith they are, when these are destroyed. But . they. ..would not
axist as separable, by wvirtue of themselvas, but <would exist)

‘in the things that participate in  them. (Ery e (1.3
cupqﬂeipu:r1o ar  voug €r olc cioe de;gnpé-nuq. arr’ obad
xupLeral dr eler abral sad aurAg,  &AN' &w TOLG  pevExouoLY
abTGr.)

113

T'Cf. Mat. K 7. 1067b9-11.

114 5o Owen, “Dialectic™ (196a) 110-111.

413 Then why doesn‘t Aristotle aeallow Eudoxua thia distinction?
Owen 111: bacause it‘as Aristotle’s. I am not professing to be
sstisfied with this.

And it appears to tell us the following.
Trhe premiss to be reduced to abaurdity is Eudoxianiam:
¢E) The form F im mixed into thinga that are F.
We need two ancillery presisses: o P
(P1) What is mixed into things ie co-destroyed with thes.
(P2) What is co-destrqyed with certain. things is not separable
from them. . .
And then, from (P1) end (E), it folliws that,
(C1) The form F is destroyed when the Fs are, -
And from this and (P2) . T
(€2 The foram F is not separsble from Fs. . ) . :
“1f thls 4nalysis were correct, we shbuld have to reject
objection (6F as 'vell as moat of the others., =’ -
¢P2) ‘tella us that, if you have x and y, . and there is no way

of gefting T¥id of y that does not carry x along with it, then x {a
not separable from y. The autho?f?flupbjectién ss;mh”i ;takgq_it,
thought that ‘true ' by deFinitidn® (of ‘seperable‘’. Thia could be
Aristotelian, although the ters ‘co-deatroyed' is unugual (I shsll
return to this), o 3 . . _,ﬂ_;.f .

¢ - But (Pl) ia not, in genaksdl of in Aristotle,"figgz,rg . thing
cani > be destroyed by " being. broken” down into,its‘ggiboéégii.;ﬁpd
thaen -they survive’ it We'find Aristotle ‘saying tMet. B 4. 1000b25-
26): Llopesghs, o

A1l things are deatroyed {rto the things” of which they .are
‘composed (wdrtz Jip gbelprsar elg vaur® éqvav_iutygih ’

And the objaction to Eudoxus here, underatood as aﬁbbﬁﬂ would
&imply contradict Aristotle‘s objsction to Anaxagofh; elsewhere,
As Alexander recorda the latter objection, it is to the,effaét
that the ingredients of a mixture are ‘separate and . capable  of
being in their own rights” <(ygw AP veXWpLopEvur rol xuB'. clhrd
beicrasar duvapérver 4 pLéeg 97.23-24). This is a formulation that
inproves on its original (Het. A 8. 989a3d4-b4). But it alsp brings
the contradicétion out quite clearty, e

Second, why should Fudoxus have thought (C2> an absurdity?. If
Eudoxus wes prepared to give up es much of the High Platpnic
Theory as ha haas already, why shouldn’t he give up the famoug
saparetenesas of the formg as wall, and go over to the Ariatoteljan.
caap, at least on this &core? . o

And then we might find in the wnuaval term ‘co-deatroyed”
fuel for our doubts. The word ia absent from Bonitz’ Index. It is
used by the Stoice in connection with their conception of u;xtuié,
and it pleys a central! tole in Alexander’s attack on that concep-
tion. For example, ha says (De mixt. 221.20-2%)::

But if, according to what is said by them <the Stoicad>, it ia
necessary that tha things blended be inseparable from each other
(for <they say> that the total blend cannot coae-to-ba apart
from co-destruction, and they say that thinpgs co-destroyed are
insaparable), but wa see thes gaparated in some cases, it ia

clear that the blending cannot come-to-be in the way it is said "’

to by thes (el 8¢ ward pir v& Acgbpeva U’ abvdr  dybpuora
ikhﬁhur_ ivu;cngnr slvar g tcxpapéva (obd yip ai;qgég TE TRy o’
GAwy kpiovr yerloBas xuple suppbipoeus, ixqugquﬁQtagquv Pq{vn;

[y

T8¢ ouregBuppésx), OGpaper o4& én' Lriuw XGpLIdpera, dnhov G obe

"
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G&v A spRoig gérovto xw1s_T6¢ Um’ wbtar elpapéror TposoN).
; This case againat (&)
ahyway.
B Start
‘co-destroyed’

ia my own. 1 propose to destroy (it

at’ the last peoint, which is a red herring. The term
% not used by the Stoxcs, or by Alaxander discuss-

‘~;ng thea, in 'the way objecticn (&) uadés it. The ingredients }g

Stoic ‘total wixture’ are ‘co- dastroyed‘ into the -;xture.
objoctxon 46}, the gquastion is whather the ingredients in a mix-

ure are cc-destroyed with the saxture, that is, when the mixture
ia. :

" And the word is in Aristotle. In Top. 2 13 he discusses
various - thinga to look for whan you are trying to defeat an
opponent s .definition, where the definition is one that treats its
ob]act -a6 -having parts. In 150833-36 he says:

Lﬁgain, <aee> if the parta are co-destroyed with the whele;
on the contrary, it ought to turn out that when the parts are

"?ﬂaatroyed tha whole 1is desttoyed. but when the ‘whole isa
ﬁaﬁtroyed it is not necessary hhut tha perts be dantroyed (nuh;v
€l 19 Gay oanBELp£1ns Te yepq uvuwnhuv ‘“8 éq ouppuuveuv. T?v
pepuv wﬁupevtuv ¢S£Lpen8utvo ohav, vou &  OAhow Qﬂmﬁcvrng ousx
uvu;:utor sal T& papn Epboplou) .

for,

. From this we can see Aristotle’s reaponse to e Eudoxiasn who
proposaa simply te bite the bullet and c¢oncede that, the foraa,
thought of as physical parta of things, are not saparable. He
would argue that they must be separable! not because wae are dis-
.cussing Plstonic forms, which must be separate, but becsuse wa are
talking about physical mixtures, and parts or ingredients:eoi-such
-8 mixture are saeparable from it. This is his coxplaint.
Anaxagoras in Met. A 8: if Anaxagoraa ware right (989b3 4)

the affects and accldenta of aubstances would be aeparable t¥for
thera is mixture of Just thosa things oi thch thare xa separs-
t1on) [1¢ uuaq Xt ¥E cuypc;qunfu xup;;otf v sov oticLay C(rar
;cp P pLELg €ovL ami xupcsyoq)]

But all of this makes 1t obvious thet we cannot huve (P1). To
see what we muat replace it with, let.us’ taska a . closer  dook at

Aristotlie’s attack on Anaxagoras in Phxsica A 4. 128a45-13:" -

: : * 117 "
a% That naver be disjoined i not-said with

<they> will
reason, butlaxt is said truly; for, the ‘affécts are
inseparable 80 if colors and states are mixed, if they
116 ’
See, ®.9., Todd, Alexander on Stoic FPhysics (1976) 50,
117

See Aanagéras 59B6 at DH735.25. 16-17, 9988, and Bl12 at DK ii
39.2-4 (the latter two are cited by Simplicius in his commen-
tery at this point, in Phys. 175.11-14; all &re quoted abova,
p. 4.

TR LT -

118 s

&y 9tu1n..-
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,qavthiné.
'you can’t wxtract the white.

" are ingredients of a thing doea not mean that there is

‘againat

a

o

_ -£; diu]oined, there will be something uhlte .nd henlthy that
is not something :relse or <said> of a sub3¢ct. ‘S0  that
(Agaxagoras‘) mind is absurd, attempting t?i ga that ere
imposeible, 1f- it - iwente 4to disjoin <them> and it is
impossible to do .this, both in quantity end in quality: in
quantity beceuse there 1a no 1eaa§ angn:tudo, and in quality

“bucausa attributes ara 1nsapuruble

=210

o, 85 : T ée ’adenn!e auqtptsacecaun oou guaovuq
IR £

Aé;e«uu, épBuq ad Ac;eiu; Ta zap ,Ian _cxup;ku
cu aby 'e’s¢1um 1« xpupu1u IGL ﬂt etesq. Ear atilpnﬂua;v.
suvuu Te Lcuvov :au u;;cuvnv aux tvepov e uv nuae cue uun»
:etptvou. Gove ufnnnq Ta uéuvuru ;qruv n¥vguq. etnep pno-
Ac1us ysr duu:ptvuu. 1nuvu de wo;qnut uéy{ftov ‘lﬂ: lnfc
1n louou ol  xoTd YO notav. IH!R PEVY 10 Bocoy OTe ovu
ectuv el ovor pe;teoq. xa¥& A€ tO .mouvdr S axnpuvta &

naan

410

This is a conplex ob]ection-
of it. i Lo

Part of it is thiz. On the face of it, things that.are mixed
together need not :be mixed together. Anaxagoras has given - us an
erguuent to ahou that -the Irigredients can’t be extracted pure. 1f
they uera.‘thon you would hsave: some pure “White,.. and then vyou
couldn” t get any blood out of it; but you can get anything from
asdoner or later: Bét this does not, in fact, explain why
The theory provides nothing that
axplaina what stops you from getting the white out,
But there 1ia more, Anaxagoras” ldea that white and healthy
acmething,
say blood, that is healthy and ia 4n ingiedient in the mixture,
and aomething elae, aay the thing’s surface that i1a white, and aco
on. Thaese Iingredientsa’ are 1dentified as white and heslthy, and
there is no further quest;on as to what it is that  is white or
healthy.

To Aristotle,
slways .momething
whita. Anaxsgorss

I ahall not try to explain all

this is an i1mpoesibility: something white is
specifiable--snow, & stick--that is colored
thinks that the white is inseparable from his

119 See -here Anaxagoras fr. 13 (= DK ii 39.13-17):

And when mind bejan to move <th1ngs$ <1t> was ua]olned from
everything that was being moved,” and whatever mind moved was
disjoined:; while things weare being mnoved and disjo;ned, the
rotation uao making <the:> diajoin msuch more. , -
wal Enci qp€u1o o vouq ILVGLU, and 1ou ILIOUpEUDU nariog
gnexpirero, xal nuov Exivhoer b rouq, uuv TouTo éue:p;aq
Eureurévuv ét T é»utptvoyevur & ncpxupnnaq noAAu pahhov
emniet dLanpiveoBui. :
~ The second clause might also be  translated ”therp . was an
. unjoining from all that waes moved”, whare thes subject ie not
mind. X&R eds. 1-2 (373 t 504)° have the latter, as does
Schofield in Essay 154 n. 45. But ‘In KR & Schofield (364 t
477) it is translated as above. Cleve, Ehnug 43, has “on tha
part [awdl. of the whole moved [disktrictl} severance took place”
(rapaated on p. 55,
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mixture: he is right that it LQ inseparable,’ but it i1a so beceuae
.of this imposaibility, not because of the alleged 3nposa1b111ty of
_ thers being anything froms which any of the ingredients is abnent.
If it wers & mixture, the elémente would, im fact, be aeparable.

This charge tranafers to Eudoxus. Aristotie would be ashking
Eudoxus! just what is thies physicel ingredient’ ‘whise  présence in
something makes 1t white? In the extended theory.of the Phasdo, it
was fire whose pre&ence in something:made it hot. But in your
theory. the only angwer to the question ‘“what makes white things
 white?* is: “it‘s white’ But, as I axplained in Cn length and
shortness of 11£e’c ng. 3. 465b12- 14x.

.nvfar while it 1: posaible for the hot or the atraight to be 1in
;bhe‘dﬁ”le <of aomething>, but 1t is anoaaible that all it ise ia
“hot.. or straight o white- for then its prbpert;ea would be
separéblo (marTe peu F1T) eveurat 1, Be ynv B fo‘tuﬁu evacxe1nu,

noy -p' etna; &abvaror A Bcpyor n cv8v f hevkdr’ tﬁtuu ep TR
wadn u:xupsnyevu) E . ) :
H R - ‘\ 1

Qr, asa I put it ln the Posterior AnelytICa A 22, 83a30 -32):

Thinga that don’t aignify a aubatanca have to- he predicated ‘of a

subject, and thaere‘s nothtng white that ian’t . something ‘else

that 1is gh;ta. the forma can, be disniased, ~fory they re nonsense
(Boa a& pi nuuLuv cqyusvau. A€l Iat« - 1utp u-nucnptvou

xarngopeirbouL, uu; pn ervnn L A:uuov & oux ETEpDP tv Ov hculor_
EoTuLP. TR y&p ELAR- xauptfu TEPETLOYRTA 1& ;up E01L- e

- e 1

And that’a juat es nuch- true - your theory of forna aa of the

- .original. -~

“Then the premies we neid for ohjection (6) ia not Py it 1=
not - the fact that white is an ingredient in the -1xtureu that ara

" white things that makes it gco-destroyed Hlth.' nnd hence in-

separable <from, the white thinga. but the fact that iﬁ is white.
When you erase the white things, you can ‘t do it ih ‘guch . & way
that the white is left behind. So what we need is this: *

(P1n) The F that is ¢allegedly? mniked in Fa ia cot dantrqyed with

. Lthem. .

Thxs now’ means  that there is no uay of getting r;d of the white
things or the hot things that leaves behind entities that are juist
white, or just hot. And then, by tha definition of ‘separsble”, we
get: -

(Cle) The F is not separable from Fa.
But now, if the F were 11terally mixed with Fa, we could employ
the following by now well- known fact about mixtures:

(P2+) An ingredient in & nlxture is separable from it.
And that would, with (E), giva us

(C2%) The F is separable from Fs.
And that. is.a contradictich. So Eudoxus ia wrong.,

But. he has not uttiéred outright contredictions like ™the
forms sre imamovebla, impassible, bodiless, physical ingredients of
things that exist in separation from those thinga™. He has siaply
fallen 1in the path -&f ond'of Ariatotle’s £avoritc antt-Platonic
tanks: hia position retafns s fésture of the High Platonic theory
that Ariastatle qQuite reastubly thinks absurd. And so, if I am
right,, Arxstgtlé‘takés cera, in Categqories 2, to di;tlngul-h hia

4"
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“Allsn, ~“Bag1na1d

o

oun ilnnn.nrlsi‘fron that of Eudoxul.

5. Bibl;iographt

Ackrill, J.L., Aristotle’s Catsgoriss and Da Jnterpretatione,
translated with notes. Oxford: Clarehdon Press, 1563.
Alaxandri Aphrodisiensis in Aristotelis HNetaphysica commentaria,
ed. M, Hayduck. [Commenteria in Aristotelam graeca 1.1 Ber-
lin: Reimér, i891. ; ‘ ’
Alaxandri Aphrodisiansia praeter. connéﬁtarlﬂ: Quaeatjones, De
fato, De mipticne, ed. I. Brune. [Supplemgntum aristotelicum
2.2.) Berlin: Reimer, 1892. v . S
Allen, R.E., ed., Studies in Plate’s Metaphymica. London: Rout-
ledge & Kegan Paul, N.Y.! Humanities P., 1965.
Allen, Reglnaid, *Individual Properties in
Categories”, Phronesis 14 {19€9) 31-35. - S
Allen, R.E., Plato’s Euthyphro end the Earlier Theory of Eorms.
London: Routledge & Xegan Paul: N.?_:{Hunenitiea P., 1970.
Ailen. R:E., "Plato’ a Earliar Theory of Korme®, G. Viaaton, ed.,
Tha ‘Phi losophy of Socrates. A COIIec*ﬂon g;% Critical Essays
(Garden City, N.¥:: Doubleday Anchor Books, 1971) 319-334.
“Substance end Predication in Aristotle’s
-~ Cptegoriesa”, E.N. Lee, A.P:.D. Noirelatp s, and.R. Rorty, ads.,
Exegesis and Argument : Studies in Greek Philosophy Presentgd
to Gregory Viaatos ([Phronesis supp. vk 11 Azsen: Van Gorcun;
..N.¥:; Humanities P., 1973) 382-373. | :
Annas,  Julia, “Individuals ~ in Aristofle’s Categories: Two
Queries~, Phropesis 15 (1974) 146-152. | '

Aristotle’a

Archer-Hing, R.D., The Phaedo of Plato. Lon&bn: Macmillan, 1883;

2nd-ed., "1894; rpr N.Y.:@ Arno P., 1973.
Bailay,. Cyril, The Greek Atomists and Epicurus. Oxford: Clarendon
P., 1928; rpr pr N.Y.: Russell & Russell, 1964.
Bechkar, Oskar, “Eudoxos-Studien V; Die eudoxﬁache Lehre von det
) ideen und den Farben", Quellen und Studien zur Geachichte de:
- Mathematik, ﬁstrono-ie und Physik, B 3. 3 (1936) 389-410.

"parti, Enrico, La filosofia del primc Aristotele. Padora: Cedanm,

1962, ) : .
Biuek, R.S5., Plato’s Pha.do. trs, -intr, an, ’appa. Londen: Rout-
ledge -& Kegan Paul, i955; rpr N:.Y.: Liberal Arts P., 1953,
Bogaryd, . P.A&., “Heaps or Wholes: Aristotle” & Explanation of Com-
pound tzdiea*, Isis 70 (1979) 11- 29,

Bolzan, :J.E., "Cheuical Combination Accordsng to Artistotle”, Ambix

. 2B-(IGF6) 134-144.

Bonitz, Hermann, Index Aristotelicus. Berlin: Reimer, 1870.
in Bekker ot al. Gpsra v: rpr Graz: Akademische Drick- u.

Varlagsanstalt, 1955, o

Brandwood, Leonard, A word Indeu to Plato. [Compendia 8.) Leeds:
W. Maney & Son, ‘1876,

Brantlinger, John, “lncomplete Predicates snd the ?uo-wbrld Theory
of . the. gﬁg!gg*%‘gggggggig 17 (1972 61-79. )

Burnat. John, "Platd”™g Eﬁp.do. txt, intr, nn. Oxford: Clarandon P..
1911; ¥pr *I924, etc.

Carteron, Henri, Aristote: Physigus, 2 vols. Paris: Scciéaté’
d’Edition “Les Belles Lettres™ (Budd), 1926 (i, 1931 (iid;
Ird. ad., 1961, ' '

.




SR N TS
= £

[ r'.??_l‘j'l-'h_- o Teany
‘ ) . Y.
Chernisa, H.F., Aristotle’s Crit:ciszm of Plato and the Academy,
vol. 1, Baltimore! Johnas Hopkins Press, 1944; rpr N.Y.;
Rusasll & Russell, 19u2.

Chernis&, H.F., The Riddle of the Early Acadeag Berkeley: U. of
California P., 1945- rpr. . N.Y.: Rusaell & Russell, 1962.
Cherniiea, H.F., "The Raelation of the Timseus to Plato‘a
Dialoguas™, AJP 78 (1957) 225-266.
Rpr: Allen (1965 339-378;
Leonardo Tarén; Laiden: E.J. Brall;
1977) 298-339,

Latof'

H.Y.: Humanities Pross,

Cleva, Felix M., The Phileomophy of Anaxaqoras: An & Attespt at
Reconsatruction. H.¥Y.: King'sa Crown P., Columbia U., 1949,
Dancy, R.M., "0On Scme of Aristotie’s <TEirst Thoughts abgyt

Substances”, Philoscpbical Review 84 (1975) 338-372.
Davies, J. Llewselyn, "Pleto’s Later Theory 6%:Ydeas"™, Journal of

Philology 25 (1897) 4-25,
Dodds, E.R., Plato: Gorgias:
Commentary. Oxford: Clarendcn Press,

1959,

buring, Ingemar, Aristotle in the Ancient Biogrsphical Tradition.
[Studia graeca st latina Gothoburgensis 5.) Géteborg: Elan-
ders, 1957, C .

Diiring, Ingemar, Aristoteles: Darsteilung und . Interpretation
seines Denkens. Heidelberg: Carl Winter, 1966.

Frank, E., '"Die Baegrindung der mathematischan Naturwissenschaft
durch Eudoxua”, in fFrank, Ulssen, Wollen, Glauben: gesaunelte
Aufsstze zur Ph;losagh:agesehxchte und Exiatentialghilo—
asophie, &d. L. Edelatein (Zurjich & Stuttgart: Artesm:is, 1955},
134-~157.

Frade, DPorothea, "The Final Proof of Immortality in Plato’s Phaedo
102a-107a", Phronesis 23 (1978) 27-41. '

Frede, Michael, "Individuen bei Aristotelesa™,
24 (19748> 16-3%,

Friedlsnder, Poul, Plato i:
N.Y.: Pantheon, 1958; 2nd ed.,

Fritz, Kurt von, "Die ldeenlehre des Eudoxom von
Verh&ltnis =zur platonischen Ideenlehre”
26:, rpr von Fritz Schriften -zur grréchischen‘
St tgert: Frommann, 1378) 1 147-169.

Fritz,. Kurt von, rev. of Kerpp Untersuchungen, Gn 11 (1935) 407-
4l1é6. .

Fujisawa, Norio, “"Eyxevr, Mevtéxewy, ond Idioms of ‘Parsdeigmatisa’
in Plato‘s Theory of Foras®, Phronesia 19 (1974) 30-5a.

Antike und Abendland
An Introduction, trs H., Meyerhoff.
Princeton U.P., 196%.
Knidos

und ihr

Logjh 2 wvols

Furley, David, “Anaxagoras in Response to Parmenides™, R.A. Shiner
& J. King~-Farlcw, eds., New Essavs on Plato and the Pre-
Socratics ((Canadian Journasl of Philogophy, supp. vol. 21

Guelph: Canadian Asaociation for Publiahing in Philosophy,
1976) 61-85.

Rpr: J.P. Anton & A.
Philosophy i1 (Albany,

Preus, eds., Esaays in Ancient Greek
N.Y.: State Univeristy of New York

P., 1583) 70-92. ]
Gaiser, Konrad, *“Plstona Farbenlehre™, H. Flashar, & K. Gaiser,
eds., Synusims: Festgate fUr W. Schadewalt (Pfullingen: Neaka
Verlag, 1965), 173-222,
Galliop, David, Plato: FPheedo, tra & nn. Oxford: Cilarendon P.,
1975,
Gifford, Edwin Hamilton, The Euthydemus of Pilato, intr, txt, nn.

Chernise, ge;actad Papers (m‘l..‘:3

Phs 82 (1926/27) 1-

! ! Journal of Philology 29 (1903) 72-85.

Oxford: Clarendon P., 130%5;. rpn.ﬂ Yi: Arno P., 1973.
Gigon, Olof, “Interpretationen zu den antiken Aristotelea Viten“
Museuvs Helveticum 15 (1958) 147 193,

Gigon, Oiof, Vita Aristotelis narcxana. Berlin: de Gruytar, 1962
Guthrie, W.K.C., 4 History of Greek Phxioaoghg & vols. Calbrzdgg
¥.P., 1962-1%81. o

14 The Presocratlc YTradition fro- Par-enidea to
1955,
iv! Plato, The Ksn and his Dxalogues
v: The Later Flato and the Acadesy,
Hackfiorth, R.. Phzedo, trs,
1955,

Hardie, R.P., & R.K. Gaye, Ar:stotle. gﬁzligl,

§ ariier Period, 1975.
“197s.

intr, comm. Cambraidge. U P.,

tra (Ross, U.D.,
ed., The Worka of Aristot‘e 1x}. Dxford: Clarendon P., and
London:.ﬂxfo:d u. P., 1930. :

Heinaman, Robert, "Non-guhatantial Individuals 1n the Categorxes“

Phronesis 26 t1981) 295-307,
Hussey, Edward, Aristotle’s Physics,
Oxford: Clarendon P., 1983.
Huxley, George, "Studies in the Greek Astronomers, I: Eudox;en

Topics™, Greek, Roman &nd. .Byzantine Studies 4 (1963} 83-96;
Huxley, G.L., “Eudoxua of Cnldun}}_c C. "Gillipie, ad., ‘Dictionary
cf Scieptific Biography (N ! Scribner’s, 1970) 465b-467h.
Irwin, Terence, Plato! Gorgiés; tre, intr, san. Cxford: Clarendon
Prass, 1979, e -
Isnardi Parente, MNargherita, Studia sull‘Accademis; platon:ca
anticea. (Sagg)y filosofigci 1.1 Florence: Olschki, 1579.
Jacoby, F., Apollodors Chronik. (Philologische Hntersuchungen 16.)
Berlin, 1902. ’ v
Jeeger, W.W., Aristotie: Fundementsis of the History
Development, trs R. Robinszon. 2nd ed., Oxford: Clarendon
1 1948.
:-J&achln.

COMN,

Books 1I] and IV, trs,f

of hia
P.,

H.H., "Aristotle’'s Concapt:on cf Chewmical Conbznntion".

Jdnea. Barrlngton. *Individuala in Ariastotle’s
|  Phronesis 17 (1972) 107-123.
Kaxpp, Heinrieh, Unterauchungen zur Philoscphie des Euaoxoa von

Knidos. wurzburs An-uhle..Veribg Konrad Triltsch, 1933. =

Categories"

Korfai G.8B., "“Anaxazgoras and tng Concept of Matter bafore
riatotle”, Bulletin of the Jobn Rylands Library S2 (196%)
29-143; rpr A.P.D. Hourelatoé{' ed., The Pie-Socratics: 4
ollection of Critice} Essays (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday

Anchor, 19743 489-503 (here cited ‘in-the latter paginetiony.
-Keyt/ David, “The Fallacies in Phsedo 102a-107b", Phroresis &
e / (1963) 167-172.
¥irk, 6.5:, & J.E. Reven, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical

1963; “2nd ed, by Kirk

!
£
-pé, . Schofieid, Cambridge U.P., 1983.
Lasaerre, francoia, Die Frag-ente daes Eudoxos von Knidos. Berlin:
/.. . de Gruyter, 1566, :
Leszl, Walter, 1) ‘De Jdeia’ di Ariastotele e la
P daelle idaa, . Fiorence: Leo S, Olschki, 1975.
! Ha]coil, John, “On the Place of the Hippias Major in the Develop-

History with ‘a Selaction of Texta. Cambridge U, P.. 1957;
corr. rpras: 1960, 1962, Ravenr & M.

teoria platonica

; ment. of Flatcts Thought™, Archiv fir Geaschichte dar
f Ehilosophie S0 (1968) 18905, . Co

.

I
|
|

_42-

Denocritggﬁ,"




Mathewson, R., “Aristotle and Anaxlgora-: An Exa-ihnf:én'éf"F;m.
Cornford’a Interpretation”, Classical Quarterly 8 (1958):i g7
81. . ; T . TR

Matthen, Mchan, “Forss and Particlppnt: in Plnto’q Phaedo™, Nous
18 (1984) 281-297, ' ’

Katthewa, G.B., & S.M. Gohen, “The One and the Many™, Review of

Metaphysics 21 (1867/68) 630-655,

Harlan, Philip, *“The Life of Eudoxus™, appendix to Studias in
Epicurus and Arixtotie !{Klasslsch-philologiache Studien 22)
Wiesbalen: Harrasssowitz, 1960), 98-104.

Ninlo-Paluelia, - olawes ;ggia;otella _Categor;ae et liber de
interpretatione. Gxford: Clarerdon P., 2nd ed., 1956,

Nehnuasj;alexander, “Predication and Forms of Oppoaitea in the

- ‘Phaedo", Review of Meteaphyaics 26 (1972/73) 461-451.
O’Brien, Dennis, “The Last Argumant of Platp’s Phasedo™, Clasaical
Quarterly 17 (1567) 198-231, 18 (1968) 95-106,
Owen, G.E.L., “"The Place of the Timasus in Plato’s Dialogues™,
_Cidssicad~0uarterlz 3 (1953 79-95; rpr Allen (19565) 313-338.
Owen, G.E.L., “"Inheraence", Phronesis 10 (1965) 97-105. T
Tre: “Inhirenz” (R. Nickel), F.-P. Hager, ed., Logik und
keoptniatheorie desa Ariatoteles (Darsstadt:
senschaftliche Buchgeaellschcfﬁ, 1972) 296-307. C o
Owen, GIE.L. "Dialectic and Eristic in the Treatment of  the
Forms™, .Owen, ed., _Aristotle on Dialectic: The Topics
C{Syaposium Aristotelicpn-&;l Oxford: Clarendon Prese, 1968}
103-125. oL - -
Partington, H.R., History of Chemistry i, pt, 1 (London: Macmil-
lan, 1961), ch. 4, “Aristotie= (69-122) ., T

Er-
l1a~-

Phllippaon. Robert, “Ahkademitsche . Verhandlungen iibar die

Luatlehre™, Hermea 60 (192%) 444-481 .,

Philoponus: 1Iloannis Philopon; in Aristotelis Phxsicorun libres
tres pricres commantaria, ed. H. Vitelli, [CAG 16.) Berlin:

““G. Reimer, 1887. .
Prauaa, Gerold, Platon und der legische Eleatiamus. Berlin: Walter
da Gruyter, 1966, . T S
Rosas, W.D., Aristotle'g Hetagﬁxslca; 2 vols. Oxford: Clarendon P.,
1924; corr. ed., 1953, L .
Roaa, W.D., Ariastotle’s Physics. Oxford: Clarendon 1936. )
Ross, David, Plato'g_fheorg of Ideas. Oxford: Clarendqn P., 1951;
corrected 2nd ed., 1953,
Sachs, Eva, De Thesateto Atheniensi mathematico. Berlin: Inaugural
diss. (0. Francke), 1914. R T
" Schiller, Jerome, “Phaedo 104-105;: 1g The Scul a Form?", Phronesis
_+mo 12 (1967) .50-88. _ I
Schofield, Malcois *Doxographica Anax

1-24. T edZme . ‘
on Anéxagorma. Caabridge. U.P., 1980.

gorea”, Hermes 103 (197%)

Schofield, Malcolm, An Easay’’ 3

SimpIicia  in Aristotelis Physicorum libros _gqusttuor

. . Sommentaria, ed. H. Piels. (Commentaris in Aristotelem graeca

"7 341 Berlin: Reimer, 1882, T T

Sprague, Rosamond Kept, Pleto’s Use .of Faljacy: A'“Stidy of the
Edthydewus .and Some Other Danld§hegfj.LondoﬁEJRoutledge &
Kegan ‘Paul, 1962, IR T

Sprague, Rosamond Kent, Plato: u
dianapolis, ete.: Bobbs-Marrill, 196%.

Sprague, Rosamond Kent, Plato: Laches and Charsides, tia with

- 43 -

¢ trs with jintr. JIn-

i
8
|

_ intrs & nn. quxanapol;a.,-tc.: Bobba-ﬂerribl{ 1973, :
Sprague, Rosamong, Kent, "Parienideg’ Sail and Dsonyuodprun‘ Ox",

Phronesis 12 ¢1967) 91-9g,

Stellbaum, 6%, Platonis Opera gmnis § 2: Bhaedo,  ed. 3. Gotha'

Hennings, 18as.

Syriani’ - ip Hetaphysices commeptaria, ed. G.“Krollfﬁigo-léngar!a,Lg

Aristotmien greseca 6,1.1 Bariin: Roimer, 1902._;_ _
Tarrant, Dorothy. The Hippjas Hajor Attributed te Plato. Cambridge

UlP., 1928, .

Study. of the De Rixtione
transiation,  and comasntary. [Phijosophia Antagua Z8.)

Leiden: E.J. Brill, 197&.

* Todd, Robert B., Alexandar of ApLrodisies on Steic Physics: A

with preliminary essays, text,

Verdanius, W.J., "Notes on'P;ato's Phaedo".-ﬂneloazne iv 11 (19%8)

© 193-243.

Viastoa, G., "Postacript to the Third Han: A Reply to Mr. Geach™,

Philosognical Review 65 ¢(1956) 83-94; rpr Allen {196S) 279-

291,

Viaatos, ' Gregory, "Reasonas and Ca

cal Review 78 (1968) 291-325. _
Rpr: Vlastoas, ed., Plato: A Collaction of Critical Essays, 3:
Metaphysics and Epistencloqgy (Ghrden_City. N.Y.: Doubleday
Anchor Boocks, . 1970) . .132-186;. . Viastos, Platonic Studies

“tPrinceton U.P., 1973: 2pd

larged, 1981) 76-110.

vses in the Phaedo”, Philosophj-

Printing, corrected and an-

Wagner, Hana, Ardistotelea: ghzhakverlesung.' trs, coam; biblio,

[Grumach & Flaahar, Weggg._;;al Barlin: Akade-ie—Verlag;
Darmatadt: Wissenachaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1967: 2nd ed.,

1972,

Wedin, Michaal V., *“‘Sajd of’
'-"‘Categorias", Phllogophg'ﬁeaagrch Archives 5 (1980) 419-~432,
Uopdruff, Paul, Plato: Hippias Mator, trs &  COmR. Indianapolls,-'
Ind.: Hackett Publighing Co,:

‘and . “Predicated of* in the

Oxford: Blackwell, 1987.

: Up§druff. Poul., “Socrates and Ontology: The Evidence of the Hip-

piag Major”, Phroneais 23 (1978) 101-117,

(This paper was typed on an IBM-PC modified ‘to display Greek,
‘and printed on an Okidata 92 printer: it was then . photo-
B graphiceally reduced. [Unfortunately. 80Re copies are only
The  hardware modification and
“printer progres were develocped by Joshua Sommer and are
" dvailable thrdugh his ‘company, -‘University "MicroComputers,
1259 "El Camino Real, Nusber 170, MNenlo Park, ‘Califorfia
94&25;.tg;ephpne 415-323-5595.) . . : N

.7 Gestetner reproductiona.)

iF

Sa

o

Y




