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Abstract. For Anaxagoras, both before the beginning of the world and in the present, “all is together”
and “everything is in everything.” Various modern interpretations abound regarding the identity of this
“mixture.” It has been explained as an aggregation of particles or as a continuous “fusion” of different
sorts of ingredients. However—even though they are not usually recognized as a distinct group—there are a
number of other scholars who, without seemingly knowing each other, have offered a different interpreta-
tion: Anaxagoras’ mixture as an “interpenetration” of different ingredients, which are as far-extended as
the whole mixture is. As a result, there are different entities occupying the same place at the same time.
This explanation assigns to Anaxagoras the same model of mixture which was later used by the Stoics.
A new book by Marmodoro helps us to clarify this position.

Anaxagoras has been known since antiquity by his philosophical motto: 6p.ob
ravto (“all together”). This admittedly odd expression describes his particular un-
derstanding of cosmic “mixture” (cOpptELg): everything is in everything. For the
most part, modern scholarship surrounding this Presocratic thinker has investigated
this very feature of his philosophical system. Due to the influence of Aristotelian
doxography, discussion has been focused largely on the number and nature of the
components in the mixture, considered mainly in their “numerical” or their “exten-
sional” quantity. However, the bigger philosophical problem is the physical way in
which ingredients mix. It is thus precisely this concern which will be focused upon
in these pages, where I will propose that due attention should be given to a fourth
quantitative dimension of mixture, a non extensional one, namely, its “density.”

In order to understand the philosophical problems involved in Anaxagoras’ mix-
ture, we need to begin by summarising his main assertions:!

1. Nothing comes into being out of nothing.

2. At the very beginning, all things were mixed.

3. There is a portion of everything in everything.

4. It is impossible to find the smallest part of anything.

5. Each thing receives its name from its most predominant ingredient.

I am grateful to two anonymous reviewers for their comments and suggestions and to Jonathan Vala for
improving my English.

! ] take these “principles” from the lists elaborated by Kerferd (1974), 490f. and more recently by Rapp
(2007), 175.
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At the very beginning, all things were mixed, and this situation is in some way
still the same (§rwomep apyny elvar xal viv mévta 6pod: DK 59 B 6): all things
constitute a continuous mass and in all the extensive regions of such a continuum it
is possible to find parts of all the “ingredients” that make up the entire mixture. The
only difference between one region of the universe and any other is the respective
proportion in which the “parts” of “ingredients” are disposed.

Here we follow a manner of speaking introduced by modern scholarship. In order
to distinguish between the two aspects of Anaxagoras’ term “thing” (yp¥wa), many
scholars use the terms “object” and “ingredient.”?> The name “object” refers to the
outcome of predominance of some things in the mixture, i. e. the perceptible emer-
gence of some things in a region of it. On the other hand, “ingredients” are things as
components of the mixture. Every “object” is not only a bunch of some predomi-
nant “ingredients” but is a region of mixture made by all ingredients, which are
disposed in different proportions. Now, an object receives its name by its predomi-
nant ingredients: “hot milk” is mostly made by “milk,” “fluidity,” “white,” “hot,”
etc., but it also entails very little parts of every other ingredient such as “gold,”
“hair,” “black,” “cold,” etc. So, there is a somewhat ambiguous use of “thing” in
order to say: “everything is in everything.”?

My purpose in these pages is to answer to this question: how are the ingredients
mixed like this? How can “things” exist in other things? In other words: what is the
concept of mixture that Anaxagoras defends? To answer to these questions, I begin
by recalling the different solutions given by modern scholarship. Secondly, I will
highlight a model which is not usually included among the standard solutions to
this problem. I will provide a brief description of this model by comparing it with
the Stoic and Aristotelian theories of mixture. Finally, I will discuss a recent book by
Anna Marmodoro, which defends a new account of this unconventional model. Her
publication will assist in demonstrating the advantages of my own view.

1. Some models of mixture to explain Anaxagoras’ physics

Interpretations of Anaxagorean mixture have been varied throughout history,
but among them, a special significance should be given to that of Aristotle.* He
links the doctrine of Anaxagoras with that of Democritus in Physics (III, 4, 203 a
22). Here, Aristotle considers homoeomereous substances to be elements in contact

2 See, for instance, Schofield (1980), 74: “[...] in every object (or object-like stretch of stuff) of a given kind
there is an ingredient of every other kind of object or stuff, and [...] ingredients are not themselves objects
or object-like stretches of stuff.”

3 Curd (1998), 139: “Anaxagoras uses ‘thing’ (yenpota) indiscriminately between things at the metaphy-
sically basic level (‘things that are’) and things at the level of apparent coming-to-be and passing-away
(‘no thing comes to be or perishes’).”

4 The history of ancient interpretations of Anaxagoras’ philosophy has been investigated by Silvestre
(1989). One can complement this view with the history of modern interpretation, exposed by the recent
work by Rechenauer (2013), 743 f. I myself spent some pages of my book on the interpretation of mixture
in Aristotle: see Torrijos-Castrillejo (2014), 315-370.
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with each other. However, elsewhere he tends to understand the whole mix as a
single substance (Metaph., A, 8, 989 a 31, b 17) and the transformations within it
as mere qualitative changes (De gen. et corr., I, 1, 314 a 15).> Moreover, he also
admits some harmonization of both positions by saying that the basic ingredients
are comparable to a single substance, simultaneously one and many (Phys., I, 4, 187
a 21-23). Given this interpretation, Anaxagoras’ position would be closer to that of
the Ionians. It is clear then that Aristotle does not limit himself to one interpretation,
but offers varying analyses. To resolve this discrepancy, [ would argue that he refers
not only to Anaxagoras but also to a group of philosophers interested in his doc-
trine: ol wepl Avalaybpav (see, for example, De gen. et. corr., 1, 1, 314 a 25). Some
of them advocate the separation and reunion of many ingredients, while others are
more inclined to argue for a single reality, the mixture, which is altered by parts.®
Among modern writers, there are generally five interpretations about the nature
of mixture. The first one we might call the “particulate” view. According to this
interpretation, mixture is a juxtaposition of minuscule particles: overall, it would
be an aggregation of actually divided parts, even though to our eyes it appears as a
homogeneous continuum. It would thus be similar to a Democritean mixture (Ae-
tius: DK 59 A 54).7 Even so, it is difficult to understand Anaxagoras’ mixture from

® This position is difficult to reconcile with the fact that Aristotle also argues that qualities are, for Ana-
xagoras, substances (if change would be merely an alteration, qualities should be “accidents”): see Phys., I,
4,188 a 12f.; Metaph., A, 8, 989 b 3; De gen. et corr., 1, 10, 327 b 20-22.

¢ Consider this important text: [a] St tobto yép 0ltw Aéyousty, fiv 6pod mévta, xal to Yiyvesor
ToL6vde xadéotnrey dhhotoliodar, [b] of d¢ olyxprowy nal didxpray (Phys., 1, 4, 187 a 29-31). Hence
Aristotle notes the inner contradiction between an understanding of change as a system of aggregation
and separation and, on the other hand, the idea of change as a mere alteration. As a result, he censures
“Anaxagoras” for not understanding his own phrase: Kattot Ava&aybpac ye Ty olxelav poviy fyvén-
oev* Myet Yobv &g 16 yiveadar xal drméMuodat tadtov xadéotnne T8 dhhotobodar, TohAd 8 Aéyet
T otoLyeta, xaddmep xal Exepot (De gen. et corr., 1, 1,314 a 13-16). However, elsewhere Aristotle seems
to allude to Anaxagoras by saying that the ingredients are not altered: dvtwv pev yop Tt Tav pLydévtey
%ol pi) HANoLepEévey 0ddEv pudhhov viv peptydat pucty f) mpdtepov, GAN’ buotug ExeLy (De gen. ef corr.,
I, 10, 327 a 35 - b 2). Some of Simplicius’ words are illuminating in this regard; through which we note
that, using De gen. et corr., I, 1, 314 a 13-16, Alexander of Aphrodisias made efforts to identify the
authentic Anaxagorean terms. Although his assertions about cOyxptote and didxpLoig are not very
accurate, he does provide an elucidation of GAAolwotg: Aéyet yolv g ‘T6 yivesDal’ xal T6 amorlvcat
‘ToL6vde xadéotnuey dhhotobodal’r ol yap olxely Svépate T4 Tig dAloLdoEng XaTA T CUYKPLTEWS
%ol Tijg draxploews éyonoaro. Moppbprog 3¢ T6 wev v 6pod mavta’ yenpata el Avakaydpoy dva-
néumet, t6 8¢ ‘T0 yiveoDar’ elvar To ‘dhhotolodar’ elg Avalipévny, Ty Ot ‘olyxpLalv te kol T
‘Sudnprowy’ elg Anubdrpttév te xal "Epnedoniéa (Simplicius, In Phys., CAG 163, 13-18). Nevertheless,
Ross’ (1960), 484 f. interpretation in his commentary (187 a 31) has become the most common for Phys., I,
4,187 a 29-31: “But of d¢ distinguishes those who made this identification from Anaxagoras, who has
been referred to in the earlier part of the sentence. of 3¢ refers primarily to Empedocles, whose doctrine
Aristotle often refers to as identifying yéveatg with ciyxrptote xai Stéxptote, though this is equally true
of, and is ascribed by Aristotle elsewhere to, Anaxagoras.” On the contrary, my interpretation follows the
astute point of Lanza (1966), 103: “Forse sarebbe pill opportuno immaginare un doppio modo di riferire la
dottrina anassagorea [by the pensatori anassagorei: see Lanza (1966), 102], perché anche il principio di
oUyxpLoLe[Siéxpiotg le appartiene indiscutibilmente (cfr. B 17).”

7 The first modern author that holds this theory could be Heinius (1753), 372-377. See also Schaubach
(1827), 87, 94, etc.; ['ewpyovy, vol. 1 (1975), 112; Cappelletti (1984), 209-211, 231-232. Zevort, mean-
while, understanding these particles as points of infinitesimal size, inaugurates a line of interpretation
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this “particulate” viewpoint, given that he repeatedly denies the existence of mini-
mal or separable parts in mixture: oUte yap Tob crwxpou €oTL TO e s)\axwrov
aAN’ Ehaooov aet (DK 59 B 3); 6te Toukaxwrov p:q goTLy elvat, o0% &v dVUvaLto
ywotodvar (DK 59 B 6).8

Secondly, there is a non-particulate interpretation that attempts to explain Ana-
xagoras’ mixture as a continuum. However, instead of being a plurality of elements,
the entire mixture is reduced to a single material entity that bears all the qualitative
conditions, which vary at different points. Tannery’s explanation adopted such an
approach and was well received among scholars, particularly English-speakers, who
followed Burnet’s example.® It is possible that a general acceptance of Kant’s under-
standing of matter, which is similar to this one and was explicitly referred to by
Tannery, contributed to the success of this model.° Its resemblance to modern che-
mical models of mixture would also make it an attractive interpretation. This posi-
tion needs to explain the nature of “seeds” (DK 59 B 4a, 4b), a concept that would
seem to favour an atomistic comprehension. For these authors, seeds constitute a
mixture of different qualities in a certain proportion. The proportion makes each
type of seed give origin to a homoeomerous substance. The main difficulty with this
view is its reduction of ingredients to qualities, a modern construct probably not
considered by Anaxagoras. Other authors sustain a variant of such a model, in
which the components of mixture are not only simply qualities.' In any case, it is
likely that even qualities were regarded by the Clazomenian philosopher as subsis-
tent realities;'? hereafter, the problem would be how such substances—whatever
they might be—are mixed. It is unsatisfactory to speak about “mixture,” “blend,” or
“fusion” without elucidating how such a combination occurs, because one cannot
presuppose that Anaxagoras sustained modern chemical models. '

Thirdly, Lanza’s position merits special treatment. He reckoned that the best way
to understand Anaxagoras is to avoid attributing a mechanical conception of mat-

followed by many authors. For Zevort, the indivisible and simple homoeomereiai are characterized by their
infinite smallness: see Zevort (1843), 61-72. Nietzsche considers homoeomereiai as infinitesimal points
(Punkte), each of them provided with a different quality: see Die Philosophie im tragischen Zeitalter der
Griechen, § 16, in Nietzsche, vol. 3 (1973), 405. See also Tagliaferro (1953), 302; Raven, (1954), 128-129;
Mugler (1956), 323; Gershenson/Greenberg (1964), 11-12; Sorabji (1988), 61-66; Rechenauer (2013), 755-
762. These latter positions are quite close to those of the second group that we shall see, as one can glean
by looking at Zafiropulo, who speaks about points-qualité, although he decidedly attacks atomistic con-
ceptions of matter in Anaxagoras: see Zafiropulo (1948), 276 ff., 282 ff. A similar approach is present in
Marmodoro (2017), 86-90, which we will discuss later.

8 Barnes (1982) criticized this interpretation with success, but there is much interesting material in Pepe’s
work: see Pepe (1996), 43-65.

9 See Tannery (1886), 256-293; Burnet (1908), 263 ff.

10 See Tannery (1886), 265.

1 Curd considers this position (defended by herself) as an alternative between an “Austere Ontology”
(only qualities are ingredients) and an “Expansive” one (absolutely all entity is an ingredient): see Curd
(2007), 157 ff.

12 Hence the concept of “quality-things” coined by Cornford (1930), 83-95. See Mourelatos (1973), 16-48.
13 For instance, Bailey (1964), 546 speaks of “chemical fusion” and Barnes (1982), 325 or Graham (1994),
103, 117 ff. argue in a similar way. To what model among the different models of mixture in the history of
philosophy are they referring? How does an appeal to modern chemistry help?
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ter to him. He sees Anaxagoras as an lonian strongly influenced by the medical
literature and mathematics of his time; thus, he would have defended a single nat-
ure beneath the whole variety of corporeal beings.'* Meanwhile, Paxson defended
an extreme view of mixture’s unity as if it were the only entity per se, excluding the
very idea of ingredients (even thought as qualities) to the point of denying the
traditional pluralism attributed to Anaxagoras.'® Thus, this position turns Anaxa-
goras into a quasi-monist and thereby denies the very notion of mixture as such.
However, the fact remains that Anaxagoras speaks about ingredients using the
plural form; for him they are subjects, not merely properties or predicates of a sub-
strate. Moreover, they are actual in the mixture and not merely potential.

Recently a fourth way of interpreting mixture has been proposed, which also
retains the idea of extensional continuity. This model is inspired by the modern
theory of fractals and depends mostly upon the third fragment (there is no minimum
but a thing can always be smaller).'® Its proponents argue that things are related to
the mixture and to each other as similar geometrical proportions are related to one
another, i.e. regardless of size: one can expand or reduce any geometric shape
indefinitely without changing its properties, so any figure could be placed in every
other. These authors have undoubtedly adequately understood the quantitative
structure of Anaxagoras’ universe, but their model ignores the fact that he under-
stands each ingredient not principally quantitatively (by its dimensions) but quali-
tatively: the unresolved problem is the way in which eidetically different substances
(regardless of their respective sizes) could be together in the same place at the same
time. Such a problem would also go unsolved if the model were understood not
quantitatively but qualitatively, because in that case it would be a variant of the
second model described above.

2. An alternative model for mixture in Anaxagoras

After quickly sketching four modern interpretations of mixture, I would also
present a fifth which could serve as a suitable alternative. This alternative model is
not yet well known and even its first exponents seem to be unaware of its origin-
ality. This fifth interpretation begins with the Italian scholar Aldo Mieli. Departing
from Tannery’s position, Mieli saw the infinite elements of Anaxagoras as subsis-
tent qualities. He interprets such qualities as substances with a mutually-interpene-
trated infinite extension, i.e., occupying the same space at the same time.'” How-

14 See Lanza (1962), 291-293. A similar position was adopted by Pepe (1996), 64-87.

15 See Paxson (1983), 85-91.

16 Drozdek (2005), 173: “Inherently recursive objects are described by the modern theory of fractals which
are self-replicating structures that in each of their parts, however small, repeat the form of the whole. The
interpretation [...] is inspired in no measure part by this theory.” See Graham (1994), 109; Gruji¢ (2001),
21-34; Graham (2006), 210-213; Drozdek (2008), 66-75.

17 Mieli (1913a), 371: “Questa difficolta [..] lo induce ad ammettere la preesistenza di tutte le infinite
sostanze, le quali si trovano disseminate, in proporzione diversa, in tutto lo spazio [...], Anassagora im-
magina che in una qualunque particella infinitesima di spazio esistano tutte le infinite sostanze [...]. Per
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ever, Mieli shows his dissatisfaction with the idea of an interpenetration of different
bodies, recalling the notion of mere qualities as developed by Tannery. '8

The broadest discussion of mixture in Anaxagoras as an “interpenetration” of
ingredients can be found in an article by Brocker, who ignores Mieli’s work but
defends a similar interpretation.'® He understands the very ingredients of mixture
—which he sees as “seeds”—as continuous extensive entities, occupying the whole of
infinite space. Hence, he argues that the best way to understand their spatial dis-
position is not to consider them as corpuscles of infinitesimal size, but as a multi-
tude of “substances” conjointly interpenetrated: “[...] we get rather a seed as big as
the world. All seeds would occupy the entire universe mutually interpenetrating.”?°

The most influential scholars today (Kirk-Raven, Barnes, Sider, Schofield,
Curd ...) have completely missed both Mieli’s and Brocker’s work. While Lanza does
mention Brocker, he argues that his interpretation is unlikely.?! Nevertheless, Brock-
er’s theory could be revalued in our time; since it is based on a reflection of the
profound influence that Eleatic philosophy exercised on Anaxagoras; something
confirmed by the studies of Curd and Graham.??

In recent years, two scholars have made serious proposals for an “interpenetrat-
ing model,” as I would name it. The first of the two, Sorabji, holds a particulate
version of mixture, whereby the ingredients are not only qualities but also sub-
stances divided into infinitely small parts. Until this point, Sorabji follows the first
of the aforementioned interpretations. The most telling part of his study, however,
concludes that both an atomistic model—as that of Sorabji—and a “blending” model
—as that of Burnet and others—suppose that things have to occupy the same place
simultaneously.? In discussing with Sorabji, Lewis re-evaluates the interpenetrating
model.?* He thinks that such a model would be the hidden consequence of a blend-
ing model.?> However, as we saw, it is precisely the question about how the ingre-

ogni punto si puo quindi stabilire un’espressione m; p.; + my Q. + ... + m, W, dove le m sono coefficienti
numerici che esprimono quantita di sostanza e le u. sono le sostanze alle quali i coeficienti si riferiscono. Le
m sono funzioni del posto e del tempo, abbiamo cioé m; = @; (x, ¥, z, #). Siccome poi le singole sostanze si
mantengano inalterate per quantitd avremo che per tutte le ¢ sara d/dt [ @; (x, y, z, t) dx dy dz = 0 dove
I'integrale ¢ supposto esteso a tutto il cosmo.” See also Mieli (1913b), 329-344; Mieli (1922), 46-53.

18 Mieli (1913a), 371-372: “Espressa nel modo suddetto la teoria certamente no soddisfa [...]. Invece di
quantita di sostanza diciamo ora gruppo fisso di qualita; e diciamo ancora che in ogni punto esistono tutti
i possibili gruppi di qualita, ciascuno con un’intensita diversa.”

19 See Brocker (1942), 176-189.

20 Brocker (1942), 178: “[...] da Anaxagoras das Dasein eines Leeren leugnet (A 68), so bilden die Punkte
der Samen-Individuen ein liickenloses Kontinuum. Der Unterschied zwischen einer Samenklasse und
ihren unendlich vielen unendlich kleinen Individuen verschwindet, und wir erhalten vielmehr einen Sa-
men, der so groB ist wie die Welt. Alle Samen wiirden, alle einander durchdringen, das ganze Weltall
ausfiillen” (I emphasized the text translated in the body). Brocker (1942), 180: “Jeder Same ist ein Elemen-
tarstoff, der die ganze Welt erfiillt, alle Samen durchdringen sich gegenseitig, so daB tiberall und jederzeit
alle Samen beisammen sind” (my emphasis).

21 See Lanza (1962), 292.

22 See for example Curd (1998), 131-154; Curd (2006), 34-55; Graham (2006), 186-223.

23 See Sorabji (1988), 65.

24 See Lewis (2000), 1-24.

5 See Lewis (2000), 3, note 7, where he quotes Kerferd, Barnes and Strang.
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dients are combined that the supporters of a blending model have left unresolved.
Therefore Lewis retains the standard interpretation explained above (the second
interpretation), but he completes an important omission in it, assuming that the
ingredients “completely occupy the same volume.”?® Thus, “that all the blended
ingredients are present at every location in the blend assures that everything is in
everything.”?’

Although these authors do not seem to be aware of the novelty of their interpre-
tation, it could nevertheless signify a great contribution to the understanding of
mixture in Anaxagoras. At the very least it could represent a substantial clarifica-
tion of the second model explained above. The significance of this alternative model
needs more detailed analysis. A comparison of the sources, in order to verify the
plausibility of such an idea in the thought of Anaxagoras, is thus called for.

3. Brief description of the interpenetrating model

First, we must define what we mean by interpenetration. This concept is suffi-
ciently attested to in ancient thought. The first author who explicitly brings it to
light is Aristotle, when he refers to the hypothetical circumstance of “two bodies
being in the same place”—something impossible for him.?® This idea becomes sig-
nificant in subsequent years when the Stoics develop a theory of mixture against
the Aristotelian one. Given these opposed ancient interpretations of mixture, some
reference to them is critical in order to explain how ingredients could be mixed in
Anaxagoras’ thought.

In his treatise On generation and corruption, Aristotle distinguishes between mere
aggregation of small bodies, such as cereal grains, and a real mixture. The aggrega-
tion is only an apparent mixture even when the parts of the bodies are so small that
human eye cannot distinguish between them, such as tiny particles of a powder.?
We are moving in the field of Democritus’ »pdotc.*® According to Aristotle, a true
mixture (t€cc) is a new substance, different from the substances that composed it.*'

26 Tewis (2000), 9.
27 Lewis (2000), 3.
28 [...] 800 v T adTHh oonata ToTw Eotal [...] EoTL 0 %ot TobTo adVvartov (De gen. et corr., 1, 5,321 a 8-
0 D OO 0
9). See also Phys., IV, 1,209 a 7; 7, 214 b 6; De caelo, 111, 6, 305 a 19; De an., I, 5,409 b 3;1I, 7, 418 b 17.
2 "Ortav yap odteg ele pLrpd datpedf Ta pryvipeva, xol tedf) map’ dAAAo TolTov TOV TbTOV doTe
\ ~ o k3 ~ b ’ ’ ’ A A 3 P4 o I3 ~ kd ’ ~
wi 8fhov Exactov elvan TH ocL?'S'r]caL, TOTE pEMwLXTAL 7) 0V, GAN" EGTLY GoTE oLoby elvar optov Tiy
’ ’ \ 3 ’ ks \ ’ ~ o ~ ~
wLyBévtav; Aéyetar pév obv éxelvag, otov xpidag peplydar mupols, étav NTiooly map’ 6vTivoly
9 [..]. Av 8’ 1) xata pnpd oVvdeois A pikig, 009Ey cupflhcetar TovTwY, GAAGL L6VOY pepLypéva
mpog Ty alodnowy (De gen. et corr., 1, 10,327 b 33 - 328 a 3, 12-14).
) o e . , ~ , \ , ,
30 Anubrottog pEv obv fyodpevos Ty Aeyopévny xpdoty yivesdur xatd nopddeoty cupdtey, Stot-
) ~ f > v s Y , o ,
WY TG WV elg i ©
OLUEVWY TMY KLEVAUEVWY €1 ULxped %ol T7 oo’ dAANAL Déost thv wikiv motovpévey (Alexander
Aphr., De mixtione, 2, CAG 214, 18-20).
, s ~ .
a0 SR 2y A s ; CRs 2 ) ' Y \ ; o N
Enel 8" otl ta piv Suvdper t& 8’ dvepyela Tdv Svtay, évdéyetar T putydévta elval mog kol ui
3 3 ’ \ 4 ’ b4 ~ I3 3 9 ~ ! s ¥ 4 ’ o 3 \
stva, Evepyetq v Eépou vtog 70D Ysyovorog’si adTdY, Suvdpet 8 EtL Exatépov dmep noay TpLY
p.sxﬁv]v’ou,, %ol 00X armohorota: [...] mohha pev O)\LYO\LC_ ol p.:—:yoz)\’oz uLx%potsg cuerSs&J.:—:vzx oV Totel
L&, GAN abEmnoty Tol xpatobvtoc: uetafBdihet vap dtepov eic T6 xpatobv [...]. “Otav 3¢ talc
f f
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It is also homogeneous, i.e. each of its extensive parts is like any other and like the
whole.?? This is also the Aristotelian concept of “homoeomerous body.” In mead
there is neither water nor honey, but it is something new: despite the fact that it
has been made of such ingredients and although they could be extracted later, they
do not exist anymore when the mixture is complete. They exist only potentially, but
not actually, because in fact what exists is only the mixture itself.

The Stoic Chrysippus moved against the Aristotelian theory. He listed different
composition types and sustained a peculiar interpretation of mixture. He spoke
about a mixture where all constituents remain, even though mixed. The ingredients
are completely compresent in the mixture with the same nature that they had before
they were blended.** Chrysippus even criticized Aristotle stating that the ingredients
of the mixture, no matter how scarce, could be spread throughout the cosmos, while
preserving their own identity: elc 6Aov @nol T6v xéop.ov Statevely Tf) xpdoet TOV
[otvou] otadarywov.* According to Aristotle, not every addition of a new ingredient
produces a mixture, because a small amount of a certain product added to another
considerably larger substance would merely produce the disappearance of the smal-
ler in the bigger. So, nothing of the smaller substance remains, because it would
only provide its matter while its form entirely disappears: a drop of wine is fotally
dissolved in the sea and it loses its form (De gen. et corr., 1, 10, 328 a 26-28). Chry-
sippus, however, believes that all the ingredients actually remain, although mixed,
no matter how small the amount of each ingredient is. If a drop of wine mixres with
the sea, the wine would actually exist in the whole sea, though in a very little
quantity (the very detail of speaking about “a drop of wine in the sea” in the quoted
text reveals the target of his attacks: the Aristotelian theory of mixture).

In Chrysippus’ mixture, when a bigger body receives another smaller body, the
smaller body is present throughout the bigger and both bodies subsist in the same
space simultaneously: two or more bodies are occupying the same place at the same
time.*> What was unthinkable for Aristotle is precisely what characterises mixture
for Chrysippus.3®

duvdpeoty Lodln mag, Téte petaBdhhet piv Exdtepov elg T xpatoly éx THe adTol PUoeng, 00 YiveTat
3¢ Ydrepov, dAha petakd xal xowvéy (De gen. et corr., 1, 10, 327 b 22-26; 328 a 24-26, 28-31).

32 Qapiy 3, elnep St peplyor T, t6 prydey duotopepes eivar, ol domep tod Gdatog 6 pépog
08wp, 0ltw %ol tol xpadévrog (De gen. et corr., 1, 10, 328 a 10-12).

33 Tlapd T EvvoLdy 46TL AP GARATOS ELvaL TOTOY %ol GRUA YWEETY SLi GOPATOS, XeEVOV PNdeTé-
0V TTePLéYOVTOG GAAL TOU TANpoUS elg TO TATpes évduopévou xal deyopévou T6 EmLuLyvipevoy Tob
dudotacty odn Eyovtog 00dE yweav év abtd die Ty cuvéyeiav (Plutarchus, De communibus notitiis
adversus Stoicos, 37, 1077E).

34 Plutarchus, De communibus notitiis adversus Stoicos, 1078E; see Alexander Aphr., De mixtione, 4, CAG
217, 31-32; Alexander Aphr., De anima libri mantissa, CAG 140, 22-24.

35 odpa Yo Ok copatog ywenoet Ot 6hou xal ddo capata Tov adtov Epéket Témov (Themistius, In
Aristotelis physica paraphrasis, A, 1, CAG 104, 15-16).

36 MtELy & etvan 300 7 ol TAeLbvay copdtov dytimapéntacty 3t’ 6Awy, DTOUEYOUGEHY TEY GULPUEAY
mepl adTd TOLOTHTWY, GG &L TOD VPG EYeL %ol TOD TEMVPARTHUEVOL 6Ld7Eo, émtt TodTwy Yap (3t’)
Ehwv ylyvesal TaY copdtwy Ty dvtinapéxtacty (SVF II, 471). For Zeno, see SVF 1, 155ff.; 11, 468 f.
See also Todd (1976), 73-88; Gould (1970), 109-112; Sorabji (1988), 79-105; Salles (2008), 9-40.
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The Stoics probably took their conception of mixture from Presocratic thought in
the same way that they accepted other ancient ideas rejected by Aristotle. They
express formally and more accurately a notion originally proposed by the Preso-
cratics, particularly Anaxagoras. Such an explanation of mixtures responds much
better to the spirit of Anaxagoras’ statements than the positions defended by his
modern interpreters. Therefore, Lewis already linked Anaxagoras’ notion of mixture
to the one proposed by the Stoics, although he did not develop this association.?”

While the idea of mixture supported by Aristotle is the fruit of a process of gen-
eration and its correlative corruption, a mixture in which the ingredients remain in
act seems much more appropriate for someone who, like Anaxagoras, denies any
generation or corruption (DK 59 B 17). It is even probable that, when Aristotle
rejects the possibility of simultaneous presence of many ingredients in the mixture,
he is thinking about an Anaxagorean model for mixture. There are three reasons to
sustain such a hypothesis. Firstly, according to one of the Aristotelian interpreta-
tions of Anaxagoras’ philosophy, in his mixture the ingredients would exist “not
only potentially but also actually.”>® This is evident, since there are actually many
things in the mixture and there is no generation or corruption.*® Secondly, in the
same description of mixtures from On generation and corruption quoted above, we
can find a tacit allusion to Anaxagoras since Aristotle uses the well-known slogan
opol mtavta (327 b 20): at this point, he is just speaking against those who thought
that ingredients actually remain in the mixture, even after their blending is com-
pleted. Finally, of note is this important report of Anaxagoras’ mixture, which could
be seen as a description of mixture as “compresence of many bodies in the same
place at the same time”: 6p00 ToTE ThvTa YENUaTH Pdvot eivar [...] xal wavra
&po* xal dua Tolvuy (“he said that all things are fogether [...]: all things and at the
same time too”, Phys., I, 4, 203 a 26f.).

Indeed, this Aristotelian interpretation seems correct, given the repetitive state-
ments of the fragments év wavtt wévta and 6p.ob wévta. The logical consequence
of the actuality of all ingredients in mixture is interpenetration, as the Peripatetics
concluded in the case of the Stoics’ mixture. However, Aristotle finds the interpene-
tration of bodies a physical absurdity so blatant that he cannot imagine anyone
admitting of it directly; he therefore refrains from ascribing such a model to Ana-
xagoras. He is convinced that no one would concede of something as irrational as
the simultaneous presence of two bodies in one place. For him, interpenetration is a
type of incongruous conclusion considered sufficient to refute an incorrect doctrine

37 See Lewis (2000), 3. Marmodoro (2017), 156-185 developed this link but I will discuss it later.

38 §roy yop v TavTl @f) TavTog elvat Lolpay, 00dEy wiEAhov elval ot Yhurl 7 TLxeov A TEY AoLTtdv
6motavoly évavtiadoewy, elnep 8v dmavt oy Onbpyet wy) duvduet uévov dAL’ vepyela xal dmoxexpt-
wévov (Metaph., K, 6, 1063 b 29-30; I emphasize the words translated in the body). See Metaph., A, 8, 989
b 1-6; I, 4, 1007 b 28; 5, 1009 a 23-27; A, 2, 1069 b 23; the interpretation of Phys., I, 4 is also similar to
these accounts from Metaphysics.

39 Sorabji (1988), 65: “Anaxagoras had no inkling of the idea later proposed by Aristotle that ingredients
exist only potentially in a mixture. If he had had, he would, I think, have been very doubtful about it. For if
bone does not exist in actuality in the honey, he would have wondered, how can it explain the fact that
honey nourishes my bones?”
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(see for example De an., 1, 5, 409 b 3). According to his laws of argument, such an
assumption would be recognized as untrue by anyone.?® Additionally, when he
speaks of the simultaneous existence of ingredients in the mixture of Anaxagoras,
he seems to take them as qualities. Aristotle could hardly consider qualities real
bodies, which explain why at that moment he couldn’t mention the idea of inter-
penetration.

If we now remind ourselves of the main assertions of Anaxagoras enumerated at
the beginning, we can recognize that the “interpenetrating model” remains truthful
to them and in addition provides a clearer explanation of mixture than the some-
what confusing appeal to modern concepts of fusion. Of course, there is no need to
admit any generation of anything (thesis 1), because all things have already been
compresent in the mixture, since the beginning (thesis 2). Every one of them is
occupying the whole space of the universe. The only possible change occurs in the
concentration of ingredients in different zones of the mixture, which allows them to
be recognized by perception (thesis 5). However, in the original mixture as much as
now, every ingredient is in every region of the mixture (thesis 3), though their con-
centrations are different. Finally, these changes in the concentrations happen with-
out expulsing any part of other ingredients because both mixture and all ingredi-
ents are altogether continuous, that is, there is no extensive smallest part of any of
them where there would be only one ingredient without the others (thesis 4). In
other words, such a mixture excludes any particulate conception of extension.

There are still some questions left open about how exactly such changes of con-
centration take place in Anaxagoras’ universe. To explain them, let us examine a
new proposal of an “interpenetrating model” that has some differences to mine,
which will enable me to more plainly defend my own position.

4. Infinitesimal compresence?

In a recent book, Anna Marmodoro provides a fresh account of an “interpenetrat-
ing model.”*' She describes Anaxagoras’ ingredients as “tropes” and the whole mix-
ture as “qualitative gunk,” using terms of contemporary philosophy on matter.*? She
argues that, according to Anaxagoras, “the ultimate elements of our world are not
matter, but instances of physical powers, tropes, and further [...] these tropes are not
atomic, but gunky, i.e., such that they have proper parts ad infinitum.”** So, prima
facie, she defends a continuous conception of mixture, since it is “atomless.”** She

4 This could be an example of consensual falsity: Atapépet 8° ) elc 6 ddOvatov drédetlig thc dernte-
#Fig T4 TLHévar 6 Bobheton dvapelv drdyovoa eic uohoyodpevoy Yeldog (An. pr., 11, 14, 62 b 29-31).
4 I refer to Marmodoro (2017). She already sustained her main thesis in Marmodoro (2015).

42 On ‘tropes’ see, for instance, the Encyclopaedia entry of Maurin (2016): “According to trope theory, the
world consists (wholly or partly) of ontologically unstructured (simple) abstract particulars or, as they are
normally called, fropes. Tropes are abstract yet they are not universal, they are particular yet they are not
concrete.” ‘Gunk’ will be described by Marmodoro herself in the following lines.

4 Marmodoro (2017), 9.

“ Ibid., 58.
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also claims that the fropes are “compresent” in every part of a mixture: “All oppo-
sites are [...] inseparable from one another, and compresent with one another—and it
is in this sense they are all together in everything.”*> Such an assertion should mean
that they are continuously extended throughout the mixture and therefore interpe-
netrate. Certainly Marmodoro defends both continuity and a sort of interpenetra-
tion, but in a way which is far from my interpretation, as we will see.

The first peculiar point of Marmodoro’s account is her insistence on the infinite
division of tropes, which seems to contradict her defence of a gunky mixture: “[T]he
instantiated opposites are not divisible into proper parts that have proper parts, etc.,
ad infinitum. Rather, they are actually divided into their gunky parts, as if the super-
task of ‘chopping’ them up thoroughly had been completed.”*® The logical conse-
quence of this division would be an infinite quantity of “parts” of zero extension.
However, she believes that the only way to safeguard the continuity of the gunk
and, at the same time, to respect Anaxagoras’ text is to hold the following paradox-
ical statement: “Anaxagoras’s hunks of gunk cannot have extension, nor can they
be without extension, though on account of their thorough division, we can now
conclude that they approximate zero extension as a limit.”*’ Now, these parts that
are both inextensive and extensive at the same time constitute a formidable self-
contradiction. Of course, “approximation to zero extension” is close to the concept
of “infinitesimal.” It is a useful mathematical fiction but it is impossible in reality,
since it is a self-contradictory concept: an infinitesimal “part” should be without
any extension (or considered as if it were without extension); but how could there
be an extensive magnitude made of inextensive parts?

The main problem that I find in Marmodoro’s interpretation lies in her assump-
tion of an actual division of the mixture.*® She bases this assumption on the first
fragment: 600 yp7pata Thvta By, dretpa xal TATY0g xal ouLxe6TNTE" Xal TO
ouLxpov dmetpov v (“all things were together, infinite in quantity and in small-
ness, for the small was also infinite”: DK 59 B 1).*® Since he speaks elsewhere of
“parts” of these things (DK 59 B 6, 11, 12), it is relatively easy to project an atomistic
mentality onto Anaxagoras. So, according to Marmodoro tropes would be actually
divided into parts, but their size is infinitesimal because the mixture should be con-
tinuous or gunky. The self-contradiction of supposing inextensive parts for exten-
sive “wholes” is not sufficient reason to deny that Anaxagoras admitted such a
thesis in his system. In fact, there are further good reasons to assure that he ex-
pressly denied any actual division in the mixture. Note these unambiguous state-
ments: oUte Yap ToU opLnpod EaTt TO ye ENdyLoTov, AN EAaccov detl (“There is
no smallest for the small, but there is something always smaller”: DK 59 B 3); 6te
ToUAGyLoToV W) E0TLy elvat, o0 &v dUvarto ywptodivar, 00’ &v o’ Eautod
vevéoDar (“Since there is no smallest, nothing can be separated or generated on

4 TIbid., 83.

46 Ibid., 86.

47 Ibid., 90.

8 See ibid., 8, 86-90
49 See ibid., 118.

&
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its own”: DK 59 B 6). These texts speak unequivocally of a continuous conception of
the mixture, which denies the existence of some “smallest part,” however tiny, be-
cause it would mean that a certain part of a single ingredient could be “separated”
from the others.

As Marmodoro has to take these fragments into account, she resolutely supports a
continuous or gunky understanding of mixture, which would be atomless. Conse-
quently, she must sustain an essentially continuous extension, devoid of smallest
parts. However, at the same time, since she presupposes the actual division of mix-
ture, she postulates certain smallest parts. In principle, these smallest parts, result-
ing from an actually infinite division, would have null extension, as a point, so that
continuity could be saved.*® Immediately she is obliged to assign to these “points” a
certain extension, because she recognizes that “having zero extension is not al-
lowed in Anaxagoras’s ontology.”*! Then, she attributes them an infinitesimal “ex-
tension,” which is de facto zero extension. The result is an undivided continuum, but
divided into parts, which are not extensive, but have some extension!

Ultimately Marmodoro provides an atomistic description of “gunk” that seems to
contradict this very notion. She quotes two contemporary definitions of gunk:
“[...] an object is made of ‘atomless gunk’ if it has no (mereological) atoms as parts.
If something is made of atomless gunk then it divides forever into smaller and
smaller parts—it is infinitely divisible” (David Lewis);*? “[...] either space and time
or matter, or both, [Marmodoro inserts here: ‘or instances of physical properties, to
include Anaxagoras’s version’] divide forever into smaller and smaller parts”
(Achille Varzi).* It is evident that both authors are denying the existence of smallest
parts; any lowest limit cannot be reached through an imaginary division of the
continuous quantity. Indeed, Lewis concedes that a line could be described as “com-
posed” by infinite points and, nevertheless, he affirms that gunk is, so to speak, more
continuous yet: “However, a line segment is infinitely divisible, and yet has atomic
parts: the points. A hunk of gunk does not even have atomic parts ‘at infinity’; all
parts of such an object have proper parts.”>* For this reason, Marmodoro prefers to
refer to Varzi and interprets his words in this way: “[...] the expression ‘divide for-
ever’ [...] may refer to potential or actual unlimited division.”*® In this way, she finds

0 It would be necessary to suppose that a point is in some way “part” of a continuous magnitude: “As I
understand Anaxagoras, he is saying that no instance of an opposite can be separate by itself, for the same
reasons for which no point of a line can be separate by itself. The reason why a point cannot be separate by
itself is that between the point and what it would be separate from, there is always a point. This is what it is
to be continuum dense—namely, that there is no next point from which a point can be separate. The same
goes analogously in the case of tropes: that they are continuum dense means that there is always a trope
between two tropes”; Marmodoro (2017), 82. Indeed, Marmodoro seems to believe that it is as legitimate to
consider the point as an “atomic” part of a continuous magnitude as it is to say that a continuum is
composed of continuous magnitudes: see ibid., 84, note 16. However, in another place she states:
“[...] points are not parts of a line”; ibid., 120, note 17.

°! Ibid., 94.

52 Ibid., 84.

>3 Ibid., 88.

>* Lewis, quoted by Marmodoro (2017), 84.

> Ibid., 88.
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it admissible to make the theory of gunk compatible with actual division into in-
finitesimal parts and she even qualifies her solution as “the most relevant feature of
gunk (namely, the convergence of the parts to zero extension).”*® Nevertheless, one
could find puzzling that Varzi refers to any actual division while speaking of an
“atomless gunk” as he is doing. If division always provides us “smaller and smaller
parts” (Varzi), then there never will be any “smallest part” (as Anaxagoras himself
stated: DK 59 B 3, 6), no matter how small such a smallest part could be.

Marmodoro also compares her interpretation of Anaxagoras with the Stoic model
of mixture. However, she offers us a curious presentation of the Stoic understanding
of the mixture. The Stoics also defend continuity of matter and it leads them to
speak of infinite divisibility: ta copata eic dmetpov téuvesdar (Long-Sedley
50A), mavta elg dmetpov tépvetar (Long-Sedley 50F). Marmodoro cites these
words according to Long and Sedley’s translation: “bodies are divided to infinity,”
“all are divided to infinity.”>” Now, with all due respect to these scholars’ prestige,
this translation is in fact misleading. One might better express the original text
saying: bodies “divide” to infinity. This infinite division should be understood as
“imperfect,” i.e. it is only a potential infinity. Therefore, it would be more correct to
say that bodies “can be divided” to infinity.*® In fact, if we continue reading the text
omitted by Marmodoro, we find a confirmation of our interpretation: el¢ dmetpédv
Te TOUTWV Tepvopévey olte capa &€ amelpwyv copdtov cuvéstnxev (“but,
although they divide to infinity, a body does not consist of infinite bodies”: Long-
Sedley 50A; my translation). This inference would be inconsistent if we consider the
bodies as actually “divided;” the point is precisely that they can be ceaselessly di-
vided. There is no doubt that the Stoics are referring to the well-known “potential
infinite divisibility” defended by Aristotle: elg &meLpov Y&p SLatpeTov T6 cuveyég
(“the continuum is divisible to infinity”>°). Hence, on a certain occasion, he also
affirms in a similar way: StatpeTrar pév yap elg dnetpa to cuveyée (Phys., 111, 7,
207 b 16). These words can be translated as “the continuum divides to infinity.”
They could not be interpreted but as expressing a potential infinity, since Aristotle
only admits a merely potential divisibility and expressly denies actually infinite
division.® In short, the assumption of an actual division of the mixture into infini-
tesimal parts causes many more problems than it solves and, furthermore, is not
justified by textual evidence.

Someone might suspect that, although the Stoics followed Aristotle on this point,
Anaxagoras could not have realized that a continuous quantity cannot be made up

56 Ibid., 166.

57 Ibid., 158.

58 The most literal translation is “bodies divide to infinity” but (as we will soon see) the whole Stoic theory
of matter constrains us to understand these words as a potential division. Therefore, it also would be right
to write: “bodies can be divided into infinity.”

% Phys., 1, 2, 185 b 10; see III, 1, 200 b 20; VIII, 3, 253 b 24, etc.

% See Phys., VI, 1, 231 a 24; VIII, 8, 263 b 3-7, etc. Indeed, Long and Sedley agree with my interpretation
of Stoic thought in this aspect: “The main Stoic gambit in replying to both the Zenonian and the Epicurean
challenge is to deny, rather as Aristotle had done, that the infinitely divisible contains an actual infinity of
parts”; Long-Sedley (1983), 303.
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of inextensive or point-like parts. How would one then explain his words in the first
fragment? dmetpa nal TARY0G %Al GULXEOTNTA® XAl TO GULXEOY &TELEOV TV
(things were “infinite in quantity and in smallness, for the small was also infinite”:
DK 59 B 1). As we have seen, Marmodoro believes that actual division should be
sustained because of textual evidence, despite the obvious affirmations against a
quantitative minimum of other fragments. For that reason, she dismisses as erro-
neous the interpretation given to this text by Patricia Curd, who also holds an inter-
pretation of mixture that could be considered continuous or gunky.!

Curd describes the “infinite smallness” of things (&metpov optxpov: DK 59 B 1) as
a sort of “immersion” in the mixture due to their scarcity (remember that only pre-
dominant things can be perceptible). Of course, as Marmodoro indicates, in the text,
“smallness” cannot mean simply “immersion” because “immersion” and impercept-
ibility are precisely explained by “smallness” (008&v #vdmhov v U6 pLxpbTyTOC,
“nothing was clear because of smallness”: DK 59 B 1). However, Curd simply wanted
to indicate that “smallness” in this fragment is not a small extension but a small
density: “Every region of the mixture (no matter how tiny in area) contains all
ingredients because there is no downward limit on how submerged an ingredient
can be (there are no lower limits on the density of an ingredient in any volume of the
mixture).”®* In effect, this reading is the most coherent one for a continuous account
of mixture like Curd’s and Marmodoro’s. However, Marmodoro dislikes Curd’s ex-
planation, which understands changes inside mixture with ingredients thought of
as fluids-like substances. According to Marmodoro, when many such fluid-like in-
gredients blend into a single continuum, “the pastes [...] must displace one another
(rather than occupy the same space), and end up being juxtaposed [...]. In sum, I
cannot understand how one can derive the colocation of ingredients in the mix-
ture.”® It is surprising that Marmodoro says this, because she already has the key
that provides Curd’s theory with the precision that it requires: the interpenetration
of ingredients. In fact, Marmodoro herself sometimes explains the preponderance of
tropes in the mixture in terms of “density”.®* For these reasons, interpenetration
could be understood rather as an improvement of the position defended by Curd
and many other authors. However, at this point one could doubt whether Marmo-
doro’s position is a true interpenetration.

Interpenetration of ingredients can be refused on the same grounds that led Aris-
totle (Phys., 1, 4, 188 a 1 ff.) to criticise Anaxagoras’ theory: it would suppose that, in
any extension of mixture, any amount of other ingredients could coexist. One could
extract any amount of everything from every little fraction of mixture: for instance,
a mountain of gold from a pea. To avoid such an objection, I will concentrate on the
“intensive” dimension of quantity instead of the “extensive” dimension. The “inten-
sive” dimension is analogous to the “density” mentioned by Curd. We need to pos-

61 See Marmodoro (2017), 118.

62 Curd (2007), 38.

63 Marmodoro (2017), 117

64 “[...] preponderance can be explained in terms of increase in density” (ibid., 64; emphasis of Marmo-
doro). See also ibid., 97.
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tulate a constant density for every zone of mixture, which I call “absolute density,”
and a “relative density” for each of the ingredients in each point of mixture; this
relative density can be variable in different zones in order to justify the preponder-
ance of some ingredients.®

To understand this postulation, one can imagine that every point of the mixture is
“filled up” by different “parts” of ingredients (there is a 100% absolute density of
“parts” in every point), but the amount of each of them changes in every point: for
instance, in point A, one could find a 609% relative density of ‘water, 20% of ‘red,
leaving the final 209 to be filled up by the rest of the ingredients of the world; in
point B, one could find that 80% is ‘water’ and only 10% ‘red’ leaving the remain-
ing 10% for the rest of the ingredients. Every point must contain the same total
quantity of “parts,” i. e. 100 % of “nonextensional quantity,” but the identity of such
parts can be different. %

Although absolute density is always constant, there is always a finite quantity of
density where there is enough nonextensional “room” (so to speak) to admit an
“indeterminate” number of different ingredients.®” Some of them (the predominant
ones) would represent the major quantity of this density, while most of them would
have very low relative (but never zero!) densities. In the original situation of mix-
ture, since any ingredient was predominant, all ingredients had “indefinitely” small
relative densities (but never zero). This is the meaning of the first fragment, in which
Marmodoro seems to read the following out of context: dmerpa xat TATYog »al
OUL®EOTNTO %ol TO GPL®EOY drtetpov Ny (things were “infinite in quantity and in
smallness, for the small was also infinite”: DK 59 B 1). The past tense of the first
fragment tells us that Anaxagoras was referring to the indefinite scarcity of every
ingredient in the original mixture, which prevented the manifestation of all of them.
However, nothing forces all of them to remain indefinitely “scarce” until “now,”
when some of them have already emerged here and there; only the hidden ones will
remain indefinitely scarce. Moreover, &metpov could signify in this fragment not an
“actual infinity” but merely an “indeterminacy”: cosmic vol¢ can recognize every

65 See Torrijos-Castrillejo (2014), 91-94, esp. note 19.

¢ In the end, my interpretation is based on the cases that Anaxagoras proposes as evidence of his very
conception of mixture (“everything is in everything”), such as nutrition: he thinks that wheat contains
much less hair, flesh, bones, etc. than wheat (see Aristoteles, De gen. an., I, 18, 723 a 6-11; see also Plato,
Phaed., 96d and DK 59 A 45, B 10). If one can compare quantities, at any time there should be some
determinate terms of comparison. If something could become always scarcer than now, then it has now
some determinate quantity. In the same way, a grain of wheat comes from a not excessive amount of—say
—water and earth. The point of Anaxagoras is the relative amount of ingredients in an “everything in
everything” mixture, not that a hidden infinite quantity of every material can be extracted from every
zone of mixture (as Aristotle criticizes). The relative density of Anaxagoras’ ingredients can become infi-
nitely little: in this sense “smallness” is only potentially infinite.

67 T speak here about an “indeterminate” number of sorts of ingredients. Anaxagoras probably never paid
attention to the fact that an actual infinity of sorts would signify an actual infinity of finite relative
densities, which are not possible in a finite absolute density; if that were possible then Aristotle would be
right. So, we can “defend” Anaxagoras’ view against Aristotle by saying that there is an “indeterminately”
big number of ingredients (it seems better to translate dmetpov as “indefinite”), i.e. an incredibly big
quantity, but they constitute a finite number. In DK 59 B 6 he does not say that ingredients are “infinite”
but “many”: év ndot 3¢ woAAa Eveore.
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ingredient and every measure of them (DK 59 B 12) but our voU¢ cannot, therefore
our knowledge of ingredients is still indeterminate both in number and in uncoun-
table quantity.®®

However, Marmodoro’s account cannot help Anaxagoras to escape from Aristo-
tle’s criticism. Tropes are divided into infinitesimal parts, precisely because she
thinks that such a quasi-inextensive nature permits that an actual infinity of parts
could be compresent: “Anaxagoras’s opposites exist in means that their shapes ap-
proximate nonextension. This is what allows them to overlap with each other in the
same location, and thus be colocated.”® So, nothing would prevent that at each
point there could also be an enormous number of infinitesimal tropes of a single
quality, even hidden ones, provided that such a number is smaller than the number
of predominant tropes. Thus, a mountain of gold could be extracted of a pea, if there
is enough “pea-ingredient” in this pea (consequently, even several pea mountains
could be also extracted from the same pea!). Such a theory of infinitesimal parts
postulated by Marmodoro must lead to this inevitable consequence.

Marmodoro’s point is somewhat bizarre: she tries to explain a theory of contin-
uous quantity in terms of discrete quantity. However, one should forget the very
idea of numerically different extensive parts of fropes and concentrate rather on
continuous tropes with different quantitative values (always a finite one) in differ-
ent zones. In other words, one should solve the problem not by the “extensional”
conception of quantity but by a “nonextensional” conception of quantity, namely,
density. Otherwise, one mislays the main point of an Anaxagorean or Stoic account
of mixture: the true actuality of every ingredient, despite its continuous nature.
Such simultaneous actuality is not resolved by a positional theory (an atomic one
or an quasi-atomic one such as Marmodoro’s). On the contrary, the key is a physical
assertion: that two or more different bodies could be simultaneously in the same
place, in the proper and strict sense of “collocation.” Simply put, both Anaxagoras
and the Stoics think that the true and proper interpenetration of bodies is not im-
possible.”

“Interpenetration” as an explanation of a continuous mixture makes it superflu-
ous to consider ingredients as actually divided into infinitesimal parts, since it is not
necessary to reduce the extension to “collocate” many ingredients together. More-
over, prescientific common sense could easily see that, in a cup of coffee with milk,
there is coffee in every place of the cup and there is also milk in every place of the

% Marmodoro (2017), 134 is proud to compare for the first time DK 59 B 12 (on voUc’s cognition) with
Theophrastus testimony on sensitive perception (DK 59 A 92), but such comparison was already made by
Arleth (1895), 78. See also Torrijos-Castrillejo (2014), 201-203.

% Marmodoro (2017), 91. See ibid. 61-62 and 86-87. She attributes this idea also to the Stoics, even
recognizing that there is no textual evidence to support it: see ibid., 163-165.

70 Of course, this does not occur at all physical levels: they are not saying that people could walk through
walls! Indeed Anaxagoras thinks that some bodies “push” other ones (and ultimately the “first” pressure
comes from motion: see DK 59 B 9). This pressure is allowed when different predominant ingredients
interact with others in some conditions: for example stone expulses air or water when it falls through
them because the ingredient “stone” is predominant in it; on the contrary, the low quantity of ingredient
“stone,” which is also present in air or water (considered as “objects”), cannot expulse ingredients “air” or
“water” from them.
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cup: the coffee does not expel the milk or vice versa, because they are able to coexist
in the whole extension of the mixture. Both ingredients are in the same place in
exactly the same sense as their mixture is.” Similarly, in this account, nothing pre-
vents the predominance of some ingredients in different regions of a mixture, as
everyone notices when a latte macchiato is served in a glass.

I hope that this discussion of Marmodoro’s account shows the main contribution
of an “interpenetrating model” to explain Anaxagoras’ mixture. It seems relatively
counterintuitive to understand a mixture made by ingredients that do not expulse
the others, but it resolves many difficulties that scholars find when describing Ana-
xagoras’ texts. It is the best way to explain both mixture and ingredients as actual
and continuous without admitting of any kind of particles, even infinitesimal ones.
In fact, infinitesimal particles would also be particles, which are not allowed in
Anaxagoras’ system. Consequently, Marmodoro’s account fails to describe mixture
in a continuous way. Similarly, she finds in Stoic mixture the best tool to formulate
Anaxagoras’ mixture but fails to identify the main contribution of the Stoics to a
mixture where every ingredient remains in its own identity, namely, interpenetra-
tion. Certainly, the very concept of “interpenetration” could be a corollary of Peri-
patetics when they interpret the Stoics, but it is the only key to make sense of
Anaxagorean texts. Therefore, it should be at the very least postulated.

5. Conclusion

We have considered five models in order to understand the nature of mixture in
Anaxagoras’ philosophy: a particulate model, which takes ingredients as actually
divided; a “fusion” model that thinks both mixture and ingredients as continuous,
but does not enough to explain which kind of “fusion” occurs; a quasi “monistic”
model, which considers mixture as a single substrate within alterations in it; lastly,
a “fractals” model that represents an ingenious description of Anaxagoras’ state-
ments but leaves unresolved the physical status of mixture. Thereafter, we high-
lighted an “alternative” model, defended by a small number of scholars and not
described in enough detail until now. They defend ingredients in a mixture as inter-
penetrating continuous entities, which occupy the same place at the same time and
produce differences in cosmos only by relative concentration. Stoic mixture pro-
vides us an ancient example of such a doctrine, and its intrinsic relation to Aristo-
telian texts allows us to ascribe it to Anaxagoras, since such description perfectly
fits to textual evidence.

The principal evidence for the interpretation of Anaxagoras’ mixture as inter-
penetration comes from his own statements. Firstly, the eloquent motto 6p.o0 wévta

I Schofield (1980), 109 f. provided a description of mixture as a cup of coffee as understood by prescien-
tific common sense. I would add to it that the first description of mixture by such common sense (if it
accepts, as Anaxagoras does, that “coffee” and “milk” actually remain in the mixture of coffee with milk)
would be that both coffee and milk are simultaneous located in the cup in the same sense that one would
say that their mixture is located in it. Such reference to a “Stoic” model of mixture is crucial to a proper
understanding of Anaxagoras’ mixture.
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(DK 59 B 1, 4b, 6) which means “all together,” “all at the same place” or “all at once”
(Liddell-Scott). In this context, it clearly means simultaneous presence of many
entities in the same place. Secondly, the inability of ingredients to separate from
one another and from the mixture, even after an initial moment (DK 59 B 6, 8): in
other words, the affirmation of the actual presence of parts of everything in every-
thing (DK 59 B 6, 11, 12). Thirdly, the continuous nature of both mixture and in-
gredients, the consequence of which is that, no matter how small an extensional
piece of mixture could be, it should contain every ingredient (DK 59 B 6).

By speaking of interpenetration as the simultaneous occurrence of all the ingre-
dients in the same place, we are assigning to Anaxagoras neither Aristotelian no-
tions of place, nor of body, nor, therefore, of matter.”> However, in his mind, there
are enough spatial and quantitative concepts to convince us that he knew what he
was saying. Accordingly, we need to postulate an “intensive” dimension of quantity,
namely, its so-called “density.” In a constant density, an indefinite quantity of sev-
eral ingredients could coexist if they are in different concentrations at different
zones. Despite its considerable complexity, the interpenetrating model represents a
much more archaic, scientific approach to the notion of mixture. For anyone who
has never heard of the Aristotelian theory, of atomism or, in general, of modern
chemistry, the most obvious understanding of mixture would probably be the sub-
sistence of each ingredient in every part of any given fragment of the mixture,
especially if he thinks about blending liquids or metals’ alloys.

Finally, to show the advantages of our description of the interpenetrating model,
we discussed Marmodoro’s most recent book, which represents a compromise be-
tween an actual division of mixture (i.e. a particulate model, pace Marmodoro her-
self) and the fusion model. She defended the continuity of mixture and proposed a
sort of interpenetrating model because she admits that different tropes could be in
the same place at the same time, and she even refers to Stoic mixture. But she
reduces this compresence to infinitesimal “zones.” At the end of the day, she admits
both the Aristotelian and the atomist conception for mixture: that two things can-
not coexist in the same place at the same time; if in the mixture there are different
things that actually conserve their own nature, then they should be in different
places. The only possible way to eliminate “place,” in order to collocate different
entities “in the same place,” is to put them in “no place” at all, that is, in the simpli-
city of the point. Nevertheless, this complex idea is not needed in order to explain
Anaxagoras. It is only necessary to resolve compresence by a different physical
conception of mixture, namely the one that allows the interpenetration of contin-
uous ingredients. So, one can eliminate actual division from Anaxagoras’ mixture,
since he explicitly denied it.

2 As Lanza (1965), 241 notes, Anaxagoras does not use \'57\7] Or GRUAL.
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