PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE:
ANAXAGORAS, PLATO, EUDOXUS,
AND ARISTOTLE

1. INTRODUCTION

A theory of predication invokes immanence, as I shall use the word, if it
explains why snow is white by introducing something in snow that accounts
for its being white.

Aristotle’s theory of predication in the Categories is partly immanentist:
it explains what we may call accidental predications (Aristotle does not use
this terminology in the Categories) in terms of immanence. A stick is white
because white, or, better, whiteness, is in the stick, but Socrates is a man not
because of anything in him. In the Categories, nothing explains the latter
predication: Socrates just is a man. Elsewhere, with the apparatus of matter in
place,! it is the fact that Socrates is a composite of a form or essence and
matter that makes him a man: then there is something that is in him that
accounts for his being a man, and the theory is more thoroughly immanentist.

In the Categories, Aristotle says (2. 1a24-25): “By ‘in a subject’ I
mean what, belonging in something not as a part, [is] incapable of being
separately from that in which it is” (§v Utoxelpuéve 8& Aéyw 6 Ev Tivi pi) g
uéog 1Tty ov ddUvaTOoV YwELS ival Tol £v M £oTiv). My object here is
to shed some indirect light on this passage. It has aroused considerable con-
troversy;2 what I have to say does not bear directly on that controversy. The
only point touching the controversy that is relevant is this: these lines do not
define the ‘in’ of immanence. To do that, they would have to distinguish being
in a subject from being said of a subject; but it is equally true of something
that is said of a subject that it is not a part of that subject and is incapable of
existing separately from that of which it is said.? As Aristotle later tells us (5.
2b5-6b):4 “So without there being primary substances [it would be] impossi-
ble for any of the other [things] to be: for all the others are either said of these
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4 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

as subjects or in these as subjects” (U OVO@Y OVY TOV TEAOTWY oﬁmfa‘w
&dUvaTov TV EAAOV TL elvon: TTévTa Yo Té EALa ToL x0B’ VITOXELUEY-
wv ToUTWV Méyetal 1) &v Uoxelpévalg avtaig E0Tiv). '

My suggestion is the following. The comment in 1a24-25 .is a CF]S-
claimer. It responds to an immanentist theory of predication under discussion
in the Academy, according to which the something immanent in snow that
makes it white is a physical ingredient. This theory was an idea of Eudoxug'.
Aristotle was sympathetic to the position, and his own sounded a lot like it.
But his was not that position, and so it was important to distance himself from it.

The idea that snow is white because white or whiteness is a constituent
of snow has one obvious drawback: it cannot be generalized to cover all the
predicates that attach to things. It will not cover the predicates that are not
physical ones: we can hardly say that Socrates is ironic because he has irony-
stuff in him.5 Nor will it cover all the physical predicates: we cannot say that
Socrates is a small man because he has some smallness-stuff and some man-
stuff mixed in with the rest of his properties.

There are really two different types of counterexample to this theory: we
cannot say that Socrates is small or ironic because he has some small or
ironical stuff in him, because ‘small’ and ‘ironic’ do not characterize types of
stuff at all; we cannot say he is a man because he has some man-stuff in him,
because a man is what he is, not something in him. Pursuit of this distinction
would head us in the direction of distinguishing categories of predicate. I
shall not here pursue it; I shall lump all the counterexamples under one head
and call the resulting objection the Drawback.

I shall initially not pay much attention to the Drawback; it comes in for
more detailed treatment at the hands of Plato, and this is discussed in the last
section of this study. Until then, we can think of Eudoxianism as a partial
theory, intended to explain certain physical predications and elsewhere silent.
There will be a few times when we shall have to take note of its incomplete-
ness along the way.

Here is a disclaimer of my own. According to a scholarly tradition still
current,® when Aristotle arrived and enrolled as a freshman at the Academy,
Plato was off in Sicily trying to make a philosopher out of a king and had left
Eudoxus in charge. That tradition rests on a single late text, already known to
contain inaccuracies, which has been emended, on the basis of a Latin transla-
tion, to make it say this, and the result of the emendation does not clearly say
this anyway.” It could, for all anyone knows, be right; perhaps it would even
be pretty, given what I am suggesting.® But we cannot trust it, and anyway it
would make no difference: Eudoxus, at some point or other in the relevant
period, hung around the Academy and, apparently, made some contribution
relevant to our understanding of what was going on.®

To get in on the ground floor of immanentism, we must go back to
Anaxagoras. We shall find Aristotle bracketing Anaxagoras and Eudoxus, and
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PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE 5

Aristotle’s objections against Anaxagoras will be essential background for

understanding his objections against Eudoxus, so this is not merely a Sunday
excursion.

2. ANAXAGORAS

Anaxagoras does not clearly have a name for what Aristotle would call
his principles (&oyai; e.g., Physics A 1. 184al1, 16, etc.), underlying bodies
(see odpa tO Vwoxeipevov, Physics A 4. 187al3), or elements (otovyeio:;
e.8., De caelo " 3. 302a32). He speaks of ‘all things’ (évta yonuata or
just mwévta; e.g., 59B1, DK ii 32.11, 12f.). Aristotle calls them, or some of
them, homoeomers (6poropepn) 187a25, 302a31-32), where a homoeomer is
something of which any part is of the same type as the whole, as he defines it
elsewhere (De generatione et corruptione A 1. 314a20), specifically com-
menting on Anaxagoras’ view.! But I can neither translate nor pronounce
‘homoeomer’, and, besides, the term probably does not go back to Anax-
agoras.!! In De caelo T" 3. 302a31-b2 Aristotle suggests, and in in De caelo
(Heiberg 1893) 603.17-19 Simplicius says, that Anaxagoras called them
seeds (oméouota); this word in fact occurs in Anaxagoras fr. 4, and I think
what Aristotle suggests and Simplicius states is the truth. But this is con-
troversial,!2 and the controversy is not of much relevance here. So let us just
speak of ‘ingredients’.

Anaxagoras’ views about these ingredients and the mixtures they com-
pose were relevant to the concerns of Plato’s Academy,!3 for Anaxagoras
accounts for the truth of “snow is white” by making white present in snow as a
part of it; he even says that snow "partakes of* white.!4 But, in addition, the
white cannot be separated from the snow.

Aristotle interprets this as an immanentist theory of predication. He
thereby interprets Anaxagoras in terms that were unavailable to Anaxagoras.
There is no more wrong with that than there is with our stating the views of
Anaxagoras in English rather than Greek: it does not mean that Aristotle’s
interpretation is incorrect.!> You might take the present section as an effort,
not to understand Anaxagoras, but to understand how Aristotle understood
Anaxagoras; this is all we really need to get at the positions we are ultimately
after, those of Eudoxus and Aristotle, anyway. That way it does not matter as
much as it might whether Aristotle has read Anaxagoras rightly. In fact, I
think Aristotle’s interpretation is correct, and I should suppose that the burden
of proof is on anyone who would deny that it is. But I do not insist on this.

Anaxagoras says, in 59B6 (DK 35.13-20, from Simplicius in Physica
164.26-165.1):

And since the portions of the great and the small are equal in plurality, so also all
[things] would be in'6 everything; and they cannot be separately,'” but all things
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6 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

partake of a portion of everything. Since there cannot be a least, it is not possible
[for anything] to be separated,!? or to come-to-be by itself, but just as in the
beginning also now all things are together. In all things there are present'® many
things, equal in plurality in the greater and in the smaller of the things being
disjoined. '8,

»al 6te 8¢ loaw polpal elol Tob te peydhov

xai oD opreod mhNBog, xal olitwg &v ein év mavtl

15 méhvta o0dE ywoig oty eivar, dhha TavTa TAVIOS
uoipav petéyer. dte ToUAGyLoTOV W) EoTLy elvat, ovx Gv
dVvarto ywoLoBijvar, 00d’ &v &’ Eavton yevéoBal, AL
drimomep GOV Elval xal viv mévta 6pov. &v maol ot
mohhir Bveott %ol TV dmoxowvopévov oo mAfBog év

20 toig peilooi te nai Ehdoooot.

In 59B8 (DK ii 36.14—16, from Simplicius in Physica 176.29 with
175.12—14), he says: “The things in the one cosmos are not separated,!” not
cut off from each other with an ax, neither the hot from the cold nor the cold
from the hot” (00 xeymoLotar GAMLwv T &v @ Evi xéouy ovdE amo-
wéxomron ehéxel oUTe TO BepudV Gd Tol Yuy o oUTE TO YuyEov Ao
TOU Beppon).

In B12 (at DK ii 39.2—-4 = Simplicius in Physica 157.1-2), he says:
“But nothing is totally disjoined!8 and disconnected!? from anything else
except mind” (mavtamoaot & ovdEv dmoxpivetar ovdE Olaxgiveral
gtepov Gmo tol ETéQov TANV VOU).

“Just as in the beginning also now all things are together’: he thinks
there once was a Cosmic Soup?® in which everything was mixed. In that
Cosmic Soup, “when all [things] were together, nothing was manifest” (B1,
32.12-13 = Simplicius in Physica 155.28: »al naviwy O6pold £6viwv
o0dev Evomhov 1v); specifically, “no color was manifest” (B4, 34.17-18 =
Simplicius in Physica 156.4-5, 34.21-22: o0d¢ ypow) EvOnhog fv
oUdepia). But we want him to tell us why snow is white. So we can pass up
the Soup course, except for one point.

The ingredients that were all together in the Cosmic Soup and still are
all together are “unlimited in plurality” (Gmewpa . . . mhiifog Bl, 34.11 =
Simplicius in Physica 155.27); Aristotle says that Anaxagoras made the &Q-
yal unlimitedly many (Metaphysics A 3. 984al1-13; Physics A 4. 187a25,
26-27, I" 3. 203a19-20, etc.).2! So there is no end (or beginning, or middle)
to the list of features covered by Anaxagoras’ theory of predication; as Aris-
totle will tell us, the accidents of a thing are unlimited (&melpa y&o av @
&vi ovpBain, Physics B 5. 196b28-29). Even so, it is only a partial theory.
For the Cosmic Soup, which had all the ingredients in it, had no horses or men
or turnips.22

Here we first encounter the Drawback mentioned at the outset. And,
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PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE 7

because Anaxagoras’ position is a response to Parmenides’ denial of the
possibility of anything’s coming-to-be, the problem is acute, for that denial is
completely general.

But this is the norm for the fifth-century cosmologists: Empedocles and
the atomists also respond only partially to Parmenides’ challenge. So, for the
present, let us ignore the Drawback.

“Since there cannot be a least, it is not possible [for anything] to be
separated, or to come-to-be by itself”: if there were atoms of white or cold,
one could imagine detaching one. He thinks there are not: there is no least
quantity of any ingredient. But this does not show the impossibility of isolat-
ing some pure white or pure cold; it merely denies one of the conditions under
which that would be possible.2? Anaxagoras’ argument for the inseparability
of white must be sought elsewhere.

“All” things are “in everything™; “all things partake of a portion of
everything”: snow has white in it, along with everything else; everything else
has snow, and white, and everything else in it. This, the “Principle of Universal
Mixture,”24 is the proximate explanation for the inseparability of Anaxagoras’
ingredients: there is no getting the white out of the snow because then there
would be white that had nothing else in it and snow that had no white in it.

So the question is, Why does Anaxagoras accept Universal Mixture? Or
rather, why does Aristotle think Anaxagoras accepted it?23

After commenting, in Physics A 4, that Anaxagoras employs un-
limitedly many principles, Aristotle gives an explanation (187a26-b2):

Anaxagoras seems to have thought them unlimited in that way because of his
taking the opinion common to the physicists to be true, that nothing comes-to-be
a30 out of what is not (for because of this they2® say ‘all things were together’, and
‘the coming-to-be of any sort of thing consists in being altered’,?” while the
others2® [make it] combination and disconnection'?); and again, from the fact
that the contraries come-to-be from each other; therefore they were present in2®
[it before]; for if everything that comes-to-be necessarily comes-to-be either
from things that are or things that are not, and of these [alternatives], that it
comes-to-be from things that are not is impossible (for about this all those
a35 concerned with nature thought the same), they thought that the remaining [alter-
native] followed of necessity, and it comes-to-be from things that are and are
187b present in2? [it before], but imperceptible to us because of the smallness of their
bulks. Which is why they?6 say that everything is mixed into everything, be-
cause they see everything coming-to-be from everything.
Eowne ot "AvaEa-
vop0g Grepa oltwg oindival duix 1o vohapfavery Ty xot-
vipy 86Eav TV Puotkdv elvan dAndi, dg oV ywopévou ovdE-
vog &% Tov pi) 6vtog (Sl TovTo Yae oltw Aéyouay, 1V 6ol
a30 [t&] mévra, xai 10 yiveobal Towdvde nabéotnrev &dhhorotoBau,
of 8t olyxoLowy %ol dtéxplowy): Ett d' éx tod yiveobau EE G-
Mhov tavavia: Evurijoyev Goa- el Y& v pv 1o yi-
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8 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

vouevov &viryxn yiyveoBal 7 € dvtov ij &x i) Sviov, TOUTWV
O 1O pEv éx i Sviov yiveohou adivatov (mepl yae TavTng
a35 Opoyvopovouol Thg 86N dmavieg ol mepl $pUOENG), TO J\ot:
7oV H0n ovpBaivewv € dvéyrng Evopoay, € dviwv pev rat
EvumaoyovTv yiveoBal, dui wxnpdTnTa dE TOV dyrwv EE
187b dvailoBitov fMuiv. d16 paot mav Bv mavti pepiyBar, dHot
AV €% TAVTOG EMOWV YLVOUEVOV.

Aristotle’s presentation of the argument is not orderly, but it is ciegr.
The overarching premise is the one ‘common to the physicists’, which Aris-
totle formulates twice in this passage (a28—29, 33-34):

(1) Nothing can come-to-be from what it is not already.®

Aristotle elsewhere (Physics T 4. 203a28-29) puts Anaxagoras’ view as “T0
yryvéuevov €x Tol tolovTov yiveror odpatog”; this might be translated
‘what comes-to-be comes-to-be from the sort of body [it is]’;3! it is another
version of (1).

In our text, Aristotle adds to (1) (187b1-2):

(2) Everything comes-to-be from everything,
or perhaps, referring again to Aristotle’s account elsewhere (203a24):
(2*) Anything comes-to-be from anything,

no doubt, as Simplicius explains, “even if not immediately, still, in due
course” (el nai pn duéowe, dAa natd téEwv, in Physica 460.13). Aristotle
concludes:

(3) Everything (or anything) already is everything (or
anything).

But nothing seems as if it were everything: there is a difference between
being something and manifestly being something, between being something
and both being and seeming to be something. Aristotle next says (Physics A
4. 187b2-7):

but [they say things] show up and are named differently from each other on the

basis of that which most exceeds in plurality in the mixture of the unlimited things;
b5 for [they say] there is no whole purely white or black or flesh or bone, but

whatever each thing has most of, that the nature of the thing is taken to be.

paiveoBai 8t dradépovia
nai mpogayopevecbal Erega AAMAwY Ex TOD pdhio®’ mep-
£xovrog dult hijBog év T piker tdv dnelpwv: ellinouvidg udy
bS5 yao 6hov Aevkov ¥ péhav A yhuwd 1) odona i dotodv otx
elvat, 6tov 8t mheiotov Exaotov Exet, 0010 doxElv elvon Ty
$vow Tod mpdyparoc.
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PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE 9

Here he is accurately representing Anaxagoras; in 59B12 (at DK ii
39.6-7 = Simplicius in Physica (157.4) we read: “but whatever [things] there
is most of in [anything], these [things] each one thing is and was” (&AL’ &ty
ThgloTa Evi, Tadta évonhotata &v Exaotdv £ott xai #v). This principle32
needs a bit of commentary:3? snow is white because white predominates in the
mixture that is snow, but that does not mean every feature apart from white is
blanked out, for snow is also cold. It must be that, in the mixture that is snow,
white predominates over black, and cold over hot.

At this rate, the features the theory is to account for must come in
contrary pairs: for a feature to predominate, it must have something to pre-
dominate over.34 It is not obvious how this could be made to apply to some of
the features most popularly associated with Anaxagoras’ doctrine: flesh,
bone, hair, bread, and so on (see, for these examples, De caelo I" 3. 302a32—-
bl, De generatione animalium A 18. 723al10-11, Simplicius in Physica
460.15-17 = DK ii 18.14-16, ‘Aétius’ i.3.5 at DK ii 18.34-36). But if the
scholiast on Gregory of Nazianzus is not lying,35 Anaxagoras said (59B10,
DK ii 37.6-7):

“For how could hair come-to-be from not hair and flesh from not flesh?”
(TG Yo Gv &x ) Toiyog Yévouto B0IE nai otk éx u oapxdc;). And then
he was in possession of a cheap device for manufacturing contraries ad lib.

3. PLATO

Plato had some things to say about forms. And some of the things he
said sound immanentist.36

3.1. Immanentist Language in the Early Dialogues

There is a group of immanentist passages in the early dialogues. They
sometimes have been taken as showing that Plato once held an immanentist
theory of forms.37 They do not show that. In these early passages, Plato is
arguing about matters other than metaphysics (namely, ethics or something
like ethics)3® and drawing such distinctions as he thinks he needs to make
points about these. His arguments require no backing by any metaphysical
system, whether immanentist or separatist.3?

For example, in the initial conversation in the Hippias Major, the word
#ahdv and its cognates are used with great freedom. It occurs to Socrates to
ask Hippias what he thinks it means, or, if you prefer, what the beautiful is.
He sets up this question by first asking Hippias whether he thinks there is such
a thing as the beautiful (287¢c4, c6-—8, d1-2). This does not require anyone to
reflect on the ontological status of the beautiful: it simply nails down the topic
for discussion.40

Copyrighted Material



10 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

But philosophers sometimes do fall to reflecting about ontol‘ogy‘ They
ask, What is the status of meanings, or essences, or universals, or intentions,
or forms, or ideas, or the general, or whatever? Are such things to be identi-
fied with, or distinguished from, any of the ordinary things we encounter here
on the ground? And so on. And when they do, their starting point for under-
standing is likely to be just such conversations as the one between Socrates
and Hippias, or those we are about to notice. The question takes the form:
What precisely is the status of this thing whose existence Socrates and Hip-
pias are agreeing on? And, when Socrates and one or another of his interlocu-
tors agree that it is because courage, say, is in someone that that person is
courageous, what weight is to be attached to the word in? This is the sort of
question Plato must at some point have asked himself: How seriously should I
take Socrates’, or my own, language in places like these?

The occurrences of v in Laches 191e5, eb6, el0, 192a2, a3, a5, a9, b6,
b7 are sometimes cited.4! We cannot count all of these: at 191e5, €6, 192b6,
b7 what courage, cowardice and quickness are in are not the people or even
the actions that are courageous, cowardly, or quick, but the circumstances and
conditions in which people do courageous, cowardly, or quick things. Still, in
192al-6 Socrates says:

But I mean it like this: just as if I were to ask what is quickness, which we happen
on in running, in zither-playing, in speaking, in learning, and in many other things,
and we possess something of it worth mentioning in the actions of our hands, legs,
mouth, voice, or understanding.

JARL O8e Méyw, domep &v el Tdyog HomTwy Ti ToT’

Eotiv, O xai &v 1@ TEEXEWV TVYXAVEL OV Tjuiv %ol v Td

#Bapilewy xai év 1@ Aéyewv nal év 1@ pavBbvely xai év

ailoig mohholg, xai oyeddV T adTd xextiueda, ol xai mépL
5 &Ewov Méyewy, 1 &v Talg T@V ELODV TEAEEOLY i oxeMdV T

otopatds e xat pwvig 1 diavoia.

And a little later we get talk of ‘partaking of ' courage and wisdom
(uetéyxewv, 193e3, 197e2).42

At Euthyphro 5d1, the pious is the same in every action; in 5d3 things
are said to have a single {0€a in as much as they are impious.

When he wrote the Hippias Major, Plato*3 seems to have been stuck on
the word mpoaoyiyveoBai*, ‘to become added to'; at 289d2—4 he refers to
what he wants defined as “the beautiful itself, by which all other [things] are
adorned and show themselves as beautiful when that form becomes added to
them” (o010 TO %OAGV, @ %ol TEAAQ TEAVTO XOOWEITOL ol KA
paiverar, Eneldav mpooyévntar xeivo o €180¢), and the use of this verb
in this connection is picked up by Hippias (d8, e5) and reverted to by Socrates
(290b7, 292d1). Put up against talk of adding flesh to flesh by eating (Phaedo
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PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE 11

96d1, d3; cf. Timaeus 82b4, Laws vii 789a5), this sounds immanentist and
even Anaxagorean.

In Charmides 157a Socrates discusses an alleged Thracian treatment of
the soul with beautiful words; at 157a5-7 he says: “From such words self-
control comes-to-be in our souls, which, when it has come-to-be-in and is-
present-to [them], [makes] it easy to provide health for the head and the rest of
the body” (¢x 8¢ TV TOOUTWV AOywv v Taig Yuyalc omPEOTIvNY
&yylyveoBau, Mg éyyevopévng xal magodong 0¢diov Hdn elvar v
Uyleway xal Th xepakf) xol 1 EAhw odpatt Topilewy).

In 158b5-6, he says to Charmides, by way of raising a question: “If
self-control is already present-to you and you are adequately self-controlled”
(el uév oov Mdn mhpeoty . . . cwPoooivy %ol £l ohdowy ixav-
@G . . . ). And when he raises it it has the form (158c2-4): “so do you
yourself say that you already adequately partake of self-control . . . ? (adTOC
obv . . . xai ¢Rg ixavg §ON cwpoooivng wetéyew . . . ;)% And there
is more immanentist language to come: self-control is something to be pos-
sessed (xéxtnoar 158d8), something that is present-to (mapeivar 158e7,
160d7, 161a9, 175e2) or present-in (&veivar 159al, a2, a9) someone.

In the Gorgias, Socrates gives a more general formulation involving the
expression “presence-to’ (497e¢1-3): “don’t you call good men good by the
presence-to [them] of goods, just as you call those beautiful whom beauty is
present-to?” (tovg dyaboug ovyl dyabdv magovoig dyabovg xaheic,
(homep Tovg xahovg olg &v xdAhog maef;). This is echoed at 498d2-3, and
the formula is recast in terms of ‘coming-to-be-present-in’ (mapayiyveoOad,
gyylyveoBar) in 506de. No one wishes to see in this any heavy ontology.46
But suppose we lean on it anyway. It is an odd formulation; in fact, it
incorporates two formulations: one, generalized, would be that things are F
when F’s are present-to them, and the other, generalized, would be that things
are F when F-ness is present-to them. As far as I can tell, this point is
completely irrelevant to understanding the Gorgias.

But the formulation is one about which Plato was reflective, even before
he was asking expressly metaphysical questions.

In the Euthydemus, it is parodied:#? Socrates is trying to say that there
are beautiful things (cf. xalov mpdypa 300e3) that are not the same as the
beautiful (301a1-4); “but,” he says, “there is some beauty present-to each of
them” (301a4: mdipeotiv uévror ExGot® avt@v nddrog tw).48 This is am-
biguous between the two formulations we found in the Gorgias, because
*some beauty’ has the same idiomatic range in Greek as it does in English. In
any case, Dionysodorus skewers him with this (301a5-6): “So if an ox be-
came present-to you, you would be an ox, and because I am present-to you,
you are Dionysodorus?” CE&v odv . . . mogayévnrai oot foig, Boug &l,
%ol 6Tl VOV &yd oot heelut, Alovvobdmweog €i;) to which Socrates re-
sponds ‘don’t even say it!” No doubt drawing a philosophical moral from
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12 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

slapstick shows failure to grasp the genre, but surely what Socrates should say
to Dionysodorus is that not just any and every sort of ‘prcsence-to‘.makes for
character. That would raise the question of when it is that something’s pres-
ence makes a difference (301a8-9).

That, slapstick or no, is precisely Dionysodorus’ next question ( 301a8—
9): “But in what way, he [sc. Dionysodorus] said, when one [thing] is present-
to another, could the one be other?” (&AA& Tiva todmov, EPn, ETéQov ETEQW
napayevopévou 1o Etepov Etegov &v ein;). This is tricky. Socrates has said
that the beautiful is other than the many beautiful things he has seen, although
there is some beauty present-to each of them. Dionysodorus construes this as
tantamount to saying that the beautiful is present to those beautiful things; and
Socrates registers no objection to this reading. There is no great difficulty so
far. But just what is Dionysodorus asking? There are two possibilities. (1) The
beautiful, by Socrates’ admissions (as construed by Dionysodorus) makes
something different from it, and not already beautiful, beautiful: it makes it
different from what it was. How, in general, can that be?4° (2) Dionysodorus
is using ‘other’ as a predicate variable: how can one thing, the F, by being
present to another, make that other thing F?5° Either way, he is asking a
generalized version of the preceding question: when does the presence of the
F make something F?

Socrates does not say, there (where he goes on to duck the question by
perpetrating some fallacies of his own) or anywhere else. But at Lysis 217¢3-
e4 we find this:

For I say that, for some things, where what is present-to them is such-and-such,
5 they themselves are such-and-such; for others, not. Just as if someone plastered
something with some color, I suppose what was plastered on would be present-to
what was plastered [with it].
Very much so.
Then is that which is plastered also therefore at that time of such a color as
that which is-on [it]?
d I don’t understand, he said.
But [it’s] as follows, I said. If someone plastered your hair, which is yellow,
with lead,>' would it then be white, or seem white?
It would seem white, he said.
And whiteness would be present-to it.
Yes.
5 But nevertheless it wouldn’t yet be any more white, but while whiteness is
present-to it it is neither at all white nor black.
True.
But when, my friend, old age brings on it this same color, then it has come-
e to-be such as what is present-to [it]: white, by the presence-to [it] of white.
How else?
This, then, I am asking now: whether, where something is present-to a thing,
that which has it will be such as that which is present-to [it}; or [is it that] if it is
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PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE 13

present-to [it] in a certain way, it will be, and if not, not?
Rather the latter, he said.
217¢

‘ ) Myw yao O Evia pév, olov &v 1

10 TaEdV, TolalTd £0TL ol adtd, Evia O ol. Momep &l

5 E0€hoL Tig xodpati Tw dtotv [tt] dheipor, ndoeotiv mov
10 dherpBévt 10 EnakerdpBév.—Ilavy ye.— Ap’ ot xai
EoTLv TOTE TOLODTOVY TV %00av TO dheldpOév, olov 1O Endy;

d —OU pavBavw, 1 8’ 6c.— AM dde, v 8’ &yd. el Tic
oov EavBag otoag tag Toixas Yuuwbio dheipeiey, totepoy
161e Aevnai elev §j paivowvt’ &v;—Paivowvt' &v, f &' 6c.—
Kai piv magein v &v avtaig hevrdtns.—Nai.— AM Suwg

5 00dév TL pahhov Gv elev Aevrai mw, @i magovong Aevnd-
™Tog oUTe TL Aeurai obte péhauval elowy.— AAnOR.— AAL
6tav &1, @ ¢ike, 10 yiHoag avtaic TadTOHV TOTUTO YODNA EMa-
yéyn, téte éyévovro oldvrep o mapdv, Aevxol magovoic

e hevnai.—IIdg yap ob;—Touto toivuv Eowtd viv 8, &l @
av 1L mael), Tolovtov Eotan TO Exov olov TO moEdv: § Eav
HEV xatd Tiva Tedmov maef, fotal, v &t i, ot ;—OlTtw
uakhov, Edm.

This is certainly fledgling metaphysics, and if it ever flew, it might be
Eudoxianism.>2 It would account for the fact that something, which I shall
call the host entity, is (say) white by the presence in it of an intermediary
which is also white.

In the Lysis, it is not worked out.5* In the case of white, there is no
candidate named for the intermediary entity: it cannot be old age, which is the
only thing mentioned (d7) as explaining why the hair is white, since, as
Socrates states it (c3—4, 6-7, d8—el), the intermediary itself possesses the
imported property, and old age is not white. If the intermediary were some-
thing like a pigment, like the white lead mentioned, that, in old age, was
present-to the hair in a special way, as Socrates says, and not just plastered
on to the outside, and if this special presence-to were a matter of the pig-
ment’s being physically a part of the hair itself, the whole thing might be
Eudoxianism.

But it would be an error to charge Plato with Eudoxianism or with any
other metaphysical theory here. The passage is a part of an attempt to charac-
terize the paradigm situation in which x is friendly toward or loves y as
follows: “y is good, and there is present in x something that is bad, but x is not
thereby himself bad” (see 217e—218a). For example, there are people who
have (ot £xovteg 218a6) ignorance, which is bad, but are not yet witless or
stupid, and so their possession of ignorance has not yet rendered them bad.
These, according to the line Socrates is trying out, are the lovers of wisdom.
So he distinguishes cases in which something F (something bad, or white) by
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14 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

its presence in something else makes that something else also F, from cases in
which it does not. There is no hint that the notion of ‘presence-in,” which has
to cover physical presence as well as whatever the relationship is between my
ignorance and me, is embedded in any general account of why things are what
they are.34

Socrates once (Charmides 161a4) quotes3s and once (Laches 201b2-3)
alludes to Odyssey xvii 347: “Modesty is not [a] good [thing] to be-present-to
a man in need” (aidic &’ ovx dyadn xexonuéve avdol tapeivar). We do
not want to put Homer on the list of immanentists.>® In the Lysis, we have
very little better reason for putting Plato on that list. But we shall encounter
the relation of presence-to again. And then it will be metaphysics.

3.2. The Phaedo

Immanentist language is not abandoned when Socrates has been
launched into the orbit of the Theory of Forms: there are many passages in
dialogues from the period of high theory to consider. Here I confine myself to
the Phaedo. In that dialogue, Plato speaks the language of immanence.
Mostly the language is metaphorical, but occasionally it can be taken literally,
as we shall see.

Sometimes a rather elaborate theory involving immanence is ascribed to
Plato in this dialogue. Toward the end (102d7 and ff.), Socrates uses the
phrase ‘the tallness in us’; so it is thought that he has in his universe not only
forms and ordinary things (or, better: forms, ordinary things, and souls) but
also ‘form-copies,’>? ‘immanent characters,’>® or ‘immanent forms’;® in-
deed, to some, the passage is explicit about these.®? I think there are no such
animals as ‘immanent characters’ or ‘form-copies.” What immanence there is
is of an entirely different kind.

3.2.1. The Safe Theory. A little earlier Socrates had been discussing theo-
ries that explain the truth of true predications. He has his own. It requires,
first (100b5-7): “hypothesizing that there is a beautiful itself by itself and a
good and a tall and all the others” (VmoBépevog eival TL xahov adTd *ad’
avTd %ol dyoBov xai péya xal téhha mévta). Socrates asks Cebes to
grant that there are such things (b7: elval Tavta).

This existential admission is no longer innocent: we have already had
(in 74a—c) the generalized argument (generalized from one in Hippias Major
287e~-289d) that puts the forms on a different level from ordinary things.

Next (100c4-6): “It seems to me that, if there is anything else beautiful
except the beautiful-itself, it is not beautiful because of any other one [thing]
than because it partakes of that beautiful” (paivetar yé&o pou, €l Tl 2oty
GALo %ahOV TANY a0TO TO XOAGY, 000 Ot Ev ALO xahOV eivan § StéTL
netéyelL éxelvov tov xahov). In fact, he cannot understand other causes
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PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE 15

(100c9-10): if somebody says that anything is beautiful because of its color or
shape, he gets confused (c10-d3); he says (100d3-8):

but simply, artlessly, and perhaps foolishly I hold on to this, that nothing else
d5 makes it beautiful other than the presence of that beautiful to [things] or its
communion [with them] or however and in whatever way it becomes added to
[them];®! for I don’t make any further claims about that, but [I do claim] that [it is]
by the beautiful that all beautiful [things are] beautiful,
T0UT0 08 GmhiC ®al
areyvg rai iowg e0MbBwg Exw map’ Euavtd, 81l odx dAko T
d5 motel adto nahOV 1 1 Exeivou 100 nakod eite mapovoia eite
nowwvia gite Omn 61 xai 6mwg mpooyevopévn- ob yép £t
TovuTo duoyvoilopat, &AL 8Tt T® xahd mhvia T& Kok
[yiyverad] xahé.

This theory tells us that:

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

(2) If anything is F besides the F itself, it is F because it
partakes of the F itself.52

(3) Itis not by anything other than the F itself that anything
is F.63

But also, there is something about which the theory is explicitly silent: the
relationship between the F itself and the things that are F because of it.
Socrates mentions as possibilities “presence-to,” ‘communion,’ and treats ‘be-
coming added to’%4 as a general label for the relation; on the next page he uses
various idioms of ‘participation’ (uetéyewv, uetdoyeols, uetahaupdvery
100c5, 101¢3, ¢4, c5, c6, 102b2). All of these are immanentist formulations,
and only the second (used in this connection for the first time here) is new to
us. But he is emphatic that he is committed to nothing whatever. He most
often talks of participation: but this is now only a place holder. The nature of
the relation is up for grabs, as Aristotle tells us it was.5

So we have no right to take Socrates’ immanentist language seriously:6¢
it is at best metaphorical, and he is telling us that he is not sure what it is
metaphorical for. And in the Symposium Diotima denies immanence and
speaks of participation in the same sentence; she says of the beautiful itself
that it will not appear to its contemplator as anything bodily (211a6-7)

b nor as being somewhere in something else, e.g., in an animal, in the earth, in
heaven, or in anything else, but itself by itself with itself, always being singular in
form, while all the other beautiful [things] are partakers of that [beautiful] in such a
way that, while the others are coming-to-be and passing-away, that [beautiful] in no

5 way comes-to-be any larger or smaller or undergoes anything (211a8-b5).67
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008¢ mou dv &v Etépw Twvi, olov &v Ldw i év yi 1 ¢v oboavd
b 7 &v &M, G adto xab’ aitd ped’ adtol povoeldEs del
bv, ta Ot Ehha mhvra nohi Exelvov petéyovia TEOTOV TLVA
T0L0UTOV, OlOV YLyvopévay Te TV AWV xol GroAVpEVOY
undev éxeivo purte T mhéov pnite Ehatrov yiyveobal unde
5 mboyewv undév.

At 102b1-2, Phaedo reminds us of what has been so far agreed on: that
“each of the forms is something, and the other things by participating in them
get named after these themselves” (102b1-2: eivai T €éxaotov TOV elddV
nail ToVTwv Téhho petahapBavovia adtdv Todtwy Ty Enwvupiav io-
x€wv). The next words are (102b3-6):

Then if, he said, you say these things like that, won’t it be that, whenever you say
that Simmias is taller than Socrates, but shorter than Phaedo, you are saying that
then both are in Simmias, both tallness and shortness?

Ei 61, 1| & &¢, tavta oltwg Aéyels,
do’ ovy, 6tav Siupiav Sonebtovs Piig peilw eival, Paidwvog
8¢ EhGtTw, Aéyelg TOT' elvan &v T@ Zwpio dupotega, ral
uéyebog rai optwpdTnTa?

Here we first run into a form ‘in” Simmias. Suppose there were immanent
forms or form-copies here. Socrates’ question would be this: “Consider,
Cebes, the sentence ‘Simmias is taller than Socrates but shorter than Phaedo’
Our theory tells us that for this we must have, to begin with, Socrates,
Simmias, and Phaedo; then tallness and shortness themselves; and, third,
another tallness and another shortness that are in Simmias, that mediate be-
tween the forms and Simmias. Not so?”

And Cebes, a sharp customer, would have replied, “But, O Socrates,
where did this third group come from? You spoke only of ourselves and of
forms; you said you knew nothing about the relationship between forms and
their mundane participants. When did you learn of these go-betweens?”

That is not Socrates’ question. The theory has given us only one tall-
ness: tallness itself. And here he says it is ‘in’ Simmias, where earlier he had
said it was ‘present-to’ him. There is no new theory in that: Socrates would be
as noncommittal about this locution as he was about the preceding ones.

He continues with ‘in’ in 102d5 and following. It is this passage that the
advocates of immanent forms rely on most. Socrates says (102d5—103a2):

102d
5 I'm saying [this] for this reason, that I want it to seem to you just as it does to
me. For it seems to me that not only tallness itself is never willing to be at the
same time both tall and short, but also tallness®® in us never admits the short and
is not willing to be exceeded, but one or the other of two [things comes about]:
e either it flees and withdraws when its contrary, the short, approaches, or when
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PREDICATION AND IMMANENCE 17

that [contrary] comes toward it it perishes; but it is not willing, abiding and
accepting shortness, to be other than just what it was. Just so I, having accepted
5 and abided shortness, while still also being just what I am, this same [person],
am short; but that, while being tall, hasn’t submitted to being short; and in the
same way the short in us is not willing ever to come-to-be or to be tall, nor [is]
any other of the contraries, while being what it was, [willing] to come-to-be and
103 to be the contrary, but it either goes away or perishes in this undergoing.
102d
5 Aéyw o1 1008’ Evena, Povhduevog HGEar ool Smep £poi.

épol yap daiverar o pévov adtd 1o péyeBoc ovdémot E0ENELY

dpuo péya rai opuxeov elval, dhhd xal 1o &v fuiv péyebog

oVOEnoTe mPOodEXETBaL TO ouKEOY 008’ E0EMeLy UmepéyeaBal,

dhhé duoiv 10 Etegov, 1| deldyerv nai dmexywEEY STav adTd

e mQooin To évavtiov, TO auxpdv, 1| mpooehBdvrog éxeivou
anohwhévar: dmwopévov 8t nal deEduevov TV ouxpdTnTO

ol EBéhery elvan Etepov 1) mep Mv. donep Eyo deEdpevoc

xal Umopeivag Tv ouxrpdmta, *ai £t dv donep eipl, odrog

5 6 abTOg ouxEOs elpt: £xElvo OE ov TETOAUNXEY Péya v

ooV elvar: g 8’ abtwg xal TO owxEdY TO &V iy ox

£0éheL wotE uéya yiyveoBar o0dE eivar, 00d’ dhlo oDdEV TMOV

gvavtiov, Et dv bmep MV, Gpa Todvavtiov yiyveohal Te

103 xal elvar, &AL fitol dmépyeton 7 dmdhhutan &v TovTE TO

nafnuatt.

There has been no mention of immanent forms in the build-up to this.
Tallness, Socrates tells us, cannot be both tall and short. This is familiar
ground: it was part of the underpinning for the argument of 74a—c that showed
us that the forms were radically distinct from mundane things. But he now
adds that the situation has not changed when we turn from consideration of
tallness just by itself (a0 T0 péyebog 102d6), which cannot admit the short
(TO opxpdv 102el), to tallness as it turns up in us: here, too, it cannot admit
the short (102d5-103a2). And again, we are not getting any new theory.
There are tallness and Simmias, and tallness when it is in Simmias still would
not be short.

But 102d9-e2 and 103al-2 speak of tallness in us going away or
perishing at the approach of the short, and surely there can be no question of a
form perishing: so, some think,%® we must have a new entity, one that can
perish.

But Socrates is speaking abstractly here: these are the two logical pos-
sibilities. One of them is irrelevant when we are talking about forms. But it
will not be irrelevant when the theory is expanded later: it will be at the center
of our attention when we turn to proving the immortality of the soul, and
Socrates plants the option here for later use.

In fact, as the dialogue continues, it becomes clear not only that So-
crates has failed to introduce immanent forms and has no need for them, but
that he has no room for them.
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18 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

Consider Socrates’ reply to the anonymous interlocutor who ti.links Sp-
crates is now saying ‘just the opposite’’® of something he had said earlier
(103a5-10). Socrates draws a distinction (103b2—c2):

103b
For then it was being said that the contrary thing’' comes-to-be from the con-
trary thing, but now, that the contrary itself’? can't come-to-be contrary to itself,
5 neither that in us nor that in nature. For then, my friend, we were speaking about
the things that have the contraries, derivatively naming them after those, but
now [we are speaking] about those things themselves [from] which, when they
are in [them], the things named get their derived names; and these themselves,
¢ we are saying, will never admit each other’s coming-to-be.

b2 TOTE PEV
vio Ehéyeto &x ol évavtiov medypatog o évaviiov moaypa
yiyveaBat, viv 8¢, 6t adtod 1o Evaviiov Eavtd évavtiov odn

5 &v mote yévoito, obite 1O &v Huiv olte 1O &v TH) PpUoEL.
T6TE PEV Y40, @ dike, meol TV Exdviwy té Evavtia EAéyo-
uev, émovopdfovieg adtd tf) Exeivov émwvuuia, vov Ot meol
Eneivay adTdv OV Evoviov Exel TV énwvouiov ta dvopalo-

¢ pevar avth 8 éxelva ovx &v moté dpapev éBedijoal yéveoLy
ahirov déEaoBar.

When he says that the F can’t be non-F, “neither that in us nor that in
nature” (bS), he is not speaking of mwo things, the F in us, the form-copy,
immanent form, or character, and the F in the sky, the Form, the F itself, for
he goes on (b7-8), “now we are speaking about the things themselves which,
when they are in” things here below, account for predications about them.

There are no immanent forms here. But, for immanence, that is not the
end of the story.

3.2.2. The Extended Theory. In 103cd, Socrates asks us to concede the
existence of the hot and the cold and distinguish them from fire and snow,
respectively. He then tells us that, despite the difference between fire and the
hot, fire is in one respect like the hot: at the approach of heat’s opposite. it
must withdraw or perish (103d5—el).

He thinks that there are many cases like this, in which (e2—6) “not only
is the form itself entitled to the same name for all time, but also something
else that is not that, but always, whenever it is, has the shape of that” (u)
pévov avtd to eidog GEovoBar tou attold dvouatog elc TOV ael
xeovov, GAha nai Ghho TL O EoTL uEv 0% €xeivo, £xel 8¢ TV éxeivou
nodnv dei, Otavmeg 1; cf. 104¢7-9).

He gives four sets of examples. First, we have fire and snow, which
always carry hot and cold with them. Second, there are the numbers 1. 3, 5,
and so on, which always carry the form of the odd, and the numbers 2, 4. 6.
and so on, which always carry the form of the even (103e5-104b5. 104c] -3,
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d5—-e6, e8—105al, 105a5-b1; see also the somewhat curious cases in 105b1—
3). Third, very much in passing, Socrates mentions fever (rtvpetdg), which
imports disease into a body (105¢2—4). And last there will be the soul, which
always carries with it the form of life (105¢9 ff.).

Here, by contrast with the safe theory, perishing is not just an abstract
possibility but a live option: not for the numbers, but for fire, snow, fever, and
perhaps even for the soul. Socrates’ project is going to be to show that it is
not, in fact, an option for the soul.

He determines or defines (0piomueBa 104cll, 6ploaocBar e7, 60iln
105a2) these things as ones “which force whatever they occupy?? to have not
only its own [i.e., the occupier’s]’ idea, but also always [the idea] of some
contrary” (104d1-3: & 611 Gv xatdoyn un pévov avayrdlel v aldto
i6éav anto loyewy, dhli xal évavtiov [avTd] dei Tivog).” For example,
what the idea of three occupies it forces to become odd (104d5-7); what fire
occupies it forces to become hot; what the soul occupies it forces to be alive.

But that means, says Socrates (105b5-8), that there’s another safe an-
swer besides the one that says something is F because it bears some unspec-
ified relation to the form for F, namely (105b8-c6):

For if you ask me what it is that, when it comes-to-be in a body, that body is hot, I
¢ shall not state to you that safe but unlearned reply, that it is heat, but one more
clever, based on what's just been said, that it is fire; nor, if you ask what it is that,
when it comes-to-be in a body, that body will be sick, should I say that it is
5 sickness, but fever; nor, [if you ask] what it is that, when it comes-to-be in a
number, the number is odd, should I say oddness, but unit, and other things
similarly.

€l Yo EooLd pe
M &v Tl &v T copott Eyyévntol Beguov Eotar, o0 THY
&aodakij oot Eo@® AmdnoLoty Exelvny TV apabi, 6t ¢ &v
Beoudtne, dhhd noppotépay Ex TV VOV, bt G &v moQ- ovdE
&v Eon & &v ompatt T Eyyévntol voonoeL, obx E0m OTL
® &v vooog, GAL @ Gv muEeTds: 0vd’ O &v aoLBud T
5 Eyyévnran weotttdg Eotal, ovx £0@ @ v meQLTToTNG, AN

@ &v povég, ®ai tdhha oltwe.

(o]

The mechanism is this: there are certain intermediate entities, that al-
ways have one of a pair of opposite properties. These intermediates, when
they come to be present in something, carry their properties with them, and
their presence explains why the host entity in which they are present has those
properties.

This is the theory suggested by the Lysis, having come out of its closet
as unabashed immanentist metaphysics.

It is not that forms are immanent in things: the intermediates are, and
the intermediates need not be forms.

Copyrighted Material



20 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

The earlier safe explanation for x's being F was that x bears an unknown
relation, ‘participation,’ to the form for F. Now we are to say instead, some-
times, that x has in it y, and y partakes of the form F. The entities imported by
the intermediates are. and are referred to as, forms (103e5 [quoted earlier],
104b9, d9-10).

In some cases, so are the intermediates: three, five, and so on are called
forms (104d5—6). But no such thing is said about snow and fire.”¢ And the
soul is treated as a non-form throughout the Phaedo (see esp. 79de).”” The
present argument is simple: the soul is an intermediate which imports the form
life and so cannot admit the opposite, death; so it is deathless; so it is imper-
ishable. Nothing here demands that the soul be a form.”®

Consider the examples once more.

1. The presence of fire in something explains why it is hot. On the face
of it, the host entity and the intermediate are both physical.

2. The presence of three or five in some number explains why it is odd.
Neither host nor intermediate is physical; the intermediate is a form.

3. The presence of fever in a body explains why it is sick. The host
entity is unambiguously physical; the intermediate is not unambiguously any-
thing. It sounds to me slightly odd, in this dialogue, to say it is a form, but
that does not count for much.

4. The presence of soul in a body explains why that body is alive. Here
the host entity is physical, the intermediate not, but still, not a form.

In the first case, we are close to Eudoxianism. We are not all the way
there: what the intermediates import are still forms that are radically distinct
from the intermediate entities and the host entities.

3.2.3. The Parmenides and the Academy. Suppose you were a working
member of the Academy, and what you were working on was the question
what to do with the theory of forms in the face of objections that focus on the
relation between forms and ordinary things. You would reconsider the ways in
which that relationship had been explained. And in the course of that recon-
sideration, you would run into some passages that sound in one way or
another Eudoxian or at least immanentist. And you might well ask, Can the
troublesome relationship be explained by taking this ‘immanentist’ way of
speaking seriously?

My suggestion is that both Eudoxus and Aristotle did just that, that
Eudoxus came up with one version and Aristotle with another, that Aristotle did
not think Eudoxus was right, and that this is what he is saying in 1a24-25.

The “objections that focus on the relation between forms and ordinary
things,’” or, at any rate, some of them, are canvassed in Plato's Parmenides.
But we need not assume any particular chronological relationship between the
promulgation of the Parmenides and that of Eudoxus’ immanentism.?® for
there is no reason to suppose that the objections were news when the Par-
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menides was ‘published’: it is not as if the members of the Academy com-
municated with each other by publishing position papers.80

Then the Parmenides could perfectly well be recording objections cur-
rent in the Academy. If it is, Eudoxus’ proposal could either have preceded the
writing of the Parmenides or followed it. Either way, there are passages in the
Parmenides that have a bearing on that proposal. Let us consider three.

Parmenides 130e—131e objects that participation in a form requires
either the whole form or a part of it to be in each of its participants, and that
each alternative leads to absurdity: if the whole form is in each participant, it
is going to be separate from itself; if only a part of it is, then the form is
divisible (and there are additional absurdities). It is worth noting that Plato
took this argument seriously enough to echo it in the Philebus (15b).81 It
constitutes a problem for any view that construes the relation between a form
and its participants as involving the immanence of the form or some part of it
in those participants: any view that says this stick is white because there is in it
a form, or part of a form. And so it constitutes a problem for Eudoxus’ view.
If Eudoxus had already made his suggestion, Plato could not have written this
passage without thinking of Eudoxus.82 If Eudoxus’ suggestion came later, he
could not have made it without supposing he had a way around this objec-
tion.83 But there is nothing so far to tell us how to choose.

We shall encounter this objection again later, in Alexander’s list of
objections against Eudoxus, and that will require a reconsideration of this
point. For now, let us stay within the Parmenides.

Socrates’ admissions in the Parmenides actually commit him to the
denial of immanence. As he propounds his theory of forms in 128e—130a, the
claim that each form is ‘itself by itself’ (a0Td %@’ a¥TO) is built into it
(128e6—129al, 129d7-8; cf. 130b8).84 In 133¢3-6, we encounter the follow-
ing exchange:

Socrates, I think that you and anyone else who posits that there is some substance
of each [thing] itself by itself would agree, first, that none of them can be in us.5
[Yes], for how could it still be itself by itself? said Socrates.

& Zdrpateg, otpat &v kol of xai &\hov, 6otig
adTiv Twva %af’ avtiy éxdotov ovoiav tibetol glvol, Gpuoho-
yijoat &v mo®Tov piv pndepiav adtdv elvor &v fulv.

Mo yae adt) xad adthv En £in; pavar Tov Zaxed.

There is some friction between this and the immanentist trend of 130-131; it
is as well to remember that Socrates is in some logical trouble in this dialogue,
precisely over the question of the relationship between forms and their
participants.86

Eudoxus’ suggestion is that forms are literally in their participants. The
text at 133c obviously bears on that: Parmenides is arguing that, if you retain
the Platonic thesis that forms are ‘themselves by themselves,’ then the sugges-
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22 Two STUDIES IN THE EARLY ACADEMY

tion will not do. But, once more, there is nothing here to show whether the
suggestion is one Eudoxus had already made or had yet to make.

Finally, in the dialectic of the second part of the Parmenides, in the
course of an argument to the effect that the One is equal to itself and to the
Others, we encounter (149d—150d) a curious (but this does not distinguish it
from many others in this part of the Parmenides) subargument®’ purporting to
show that the One cannot be larger or smaller than the Others, nor they than it.
It runs as follows. If the One were small, the form (see €(dm, 149e9) small-
ness would be in it, and if it were in it, it would be in either a part of it or the
whole of it. But if it were in the whole of it, it would be either equal to the
One or larger than the One. But smallness cannot be either equal or large, so if
it is in the One, it must be in a part of the One. But then it cannot be in the
whole of that part, or we are back where we started. Parmenides concludes
that it cannot be in anything (150b5-6): he expects us to fill in the regress
toward which the argument was headed. His conclusion is that nothing is
small except smallness (150b6-7), and a parallel argument purports to show
that nothing is large except largeness itself (150bc).®8

The upshot here is quite general: if there were anything to this argument,
it would show that we can never explain why anything is small by appealing to
the physical presence in it of something that is small. This pattern of explana-
tion is indeed that of Eudoxianism, so the argument would tell against that. And
it is certainly true that ‘small’ is one of the predicates that illustrates our initial
Drawback: the idea that something is small because it literally has in it
something small is weird. Perhaps Eudoxus would be particularly vulnerable
here:8? he is responsible for a theory of magnitudes and their comparative sizes
that finds expression in Euclid, Elements v9° (see esp. def. 5).9!

But Parmenides’ argument is another story: it does not bring out what is
weird about the idea that small things are so because they have something
small in them. A defender of that idea could easily reply that what is present
in the One making it small is something that is equal in size relative to the
One, but small relative to something else. This leads to further questions, and
we should end up very far afield if we tried to deal with them now. For present
purposes, we have enough to see that the argument does not plainly tell
against anyone, and that includes Eudoxus. So, as far as this argument goes,
Eudoxus might either have been its target, or have been inspired by its very
weakness to defend the cause of immanentism.

Immanentism is plainly an option under consideration in the Par-
menides. But whether Eudoxus had already espoused it or had yet to when
Plato wrote the Parmenides is not at all clear. Indeed, it is not at all clear that
the phrase “when Plato wrote the Parmenides™ nails down a date specific
enough to lend meaning to the question: he might have written it over some
time.?? And, as we shall see, it is also not clear what we mean when we speak
of Eudoxus “espousing’ this position. If, as will appear possible if not likely, it
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