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Abstract

This paper considers what function — if any — colocation of bodies may have in the Stoic theory of
blending (kpdolg), by examining (1) whether colocation is part of the definition of what blending is;
and (2) whether colocation is posited by the Stoics as a requirement necessary for the definition to
be satisfied. | reconstruct the standard, Chrysippean definition of blending, and | show that the
answer to (1) is ‘no’; further, | argue that the evidence gives no reason to affirm (2). Thus, it appears
that colocation does not have a central function in the Stoic theory of blending.
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1 Introduction'

One of the more contentious issues in the interpretation of Stoic physics concerns the colocation of
bodies. Several commentators have thought that the Stoics are committed to the view that multiple
bodies may occupy exactly the same place at the same time. Notable among them are the ancient
commentators, who treat this is as an absurdity on the basis of which the Stoic theory ought to be
rejected (see Section 5 below). Of the moderns, some have shared this ancient sentiment; others
have argued that Stoic colocation, though unfamiliar and perhaps strange, is not absurd or
impossible; and yet others have argued that the Stoics are not committed to colocation, sometimes

for the very reason that being so committed would, in the view of these interpreters, be absurd.?

11 am grateful to Brad Inwood, Verity Harte, and Jason Carter for helpful comments and questions; to the NYU
working group in ancient philosophy and the ancient philosophy group at Musa¢, LMU Munich, to whom
versions of the argument in this paper were presented; and to an anonymous reviewer for Phronesis as well as
the Managing Editor, Alexander Long.

2 So for instance: Long (1974, 158) and Sedley (1999, 390-1) treat colocation as a paradoxical commitment of
Stoic blending. Nolan (2006, 174-5) does not regard colocation as evidently absurd and (somewhat tentatively)
interprets Stoic blending as entailing it; Betegh (2016, 410-12) holds that Stoic blending entails colocation, and
argues that the Stoics posited certain restrictions reducing its paradoxical character; Marmodoro (2017) and
likewise De Harven (2018), argues that colocation is not absurd, and takes it to be a central, explanatorily
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It is the Stoic theory of blending (kpdoLg) which has been alleged to involve colocation. Since
blending plays a key role in Stoic physics, as, among other things, the relation by which pneuma and
matter combine to compose unified bodies such as animals and plants, it is crucial to determine what
function — if any — colocation may have in the theory of blending. So far however, this question has

not been addressed precisely or in sufficient detail; nor has it received a clear and convincing answer.

In this paper, | approach this question by way of the Stoic definition of what blending is.
Specifically, | consider (1) whether colocation is part of the definition of blending and (2) whether the
Stoics posit colocation as a requirement necessary for the definition to be satisfied. Through careful
scrutiny of the ancient sources, | will show that colocation is not part of the standard, Chrysippean
definition of blending. This means that if blended bodies are colocated with one another on the
standard definition, it will be because colocation is a necessary condition of being blended, and not
because part of what it is to be blended is to be colocated. However, | will argue that in our sources,
it is critics and commentators, not the Stoics themselves, who appear to be concerned with
colocation. Further, our best source of evidence for the Stoic theory of blending, Alexander of
Aphrodisias, felt the need to argue, in his own voice, that colocation is a consequence of Stoic
blending. These facts invite the inference that colocation was not an explicit feature of the Stoics’

own theory, even as a mere condition of being blended.

On the standard, Chrysippean theory, blending is defined as a kind of mutual coextension
(&vtunapéktaolc) of bodies whole through whole (see Section 4 below). In the scholarly literature,
this notion of mutual coextension is regularly interpreted in terms of colocation: by being
coextended whole through whole, we should, on this way of thinking, understand that blending

bodies are colocated with one another.? By contrast, | will argue that the relevant relation of mutual

critical part of the Stoic view. Todd (1976) and Lewis (1988) both take colocation to be paradoxical and argue
that the Stoics are not committed to it; Long and Sedley (1987 vol. 1, 294-5) suggest that Stoic blending should
not be thought to involve colocation of bodies, because that would be paradoxical, but instead colocation of
‘bodily functions’.

3 See for instance, De Harven 2018; Marmodoro 2017; Betegh 2016, 402-3, 410-12.
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coextension is not a kind of colocation, but rather, it seems, a relation of qualitative modification and
contact (Section 4); and there is no evidence that the Stoics thought of colocation as a condition for

standing in this relation (Section 5).

Thus, if | am right, it turns out that on the standard, Chrysippean theory, blending is not
defined in terms of colocation, and we have no reason to think the Stoics laid it down as a
requirement for being blended. And so, it will seem that colocation simply did not play a role in this

theory of blending, that is, as understood by the Stoics themselves.*

This is an important result for the interpretation of Stoic physics. If colocation is not part of
the definition of blending nor posited as a requirement on the standard Chrysippean theory, it means
that colocation is not needed for understanding what the Stoics sought to do with blending and how.
For instance, it is a central purpose of the theory of blending to help explain how pneuma and matter
may, by blending with one another, compose a unified body such as an animal or a plant. If blending
is not defined in terms of colocation, then we should not expect colocation to play a key role in this
explanation; and if colocation was not an explicit part of the theory of blending, even as a necessary

condition, we should expect it to play no role at all.

I shall proceed as follows: first, in Section 2, | clarify the relevant notion of colocation and
situate it in relation to the Stoic definition of place (tomog). In Section 3, | articulate precisely which
guestions | seek to address, and | offer some remarks on the ancient evidence. Next, in Section 4, |
reconstruct the standard, Chrysippean definition of what blending is and | argue that colocation is
not part of it. And finally, in Section 5, | consider whether the Stoics nevertheless might have posited
colocation as a necessary condition of bodies being blended, and | argue that the available evidence

suggests not.

41t is a separate question if colocation in fact is entailed by Stoic blending, whether or not the Stoics recognized
it. This paper is not addressed to that question; but see Sections 3 and 6 below.
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Before | start, let me offer a brief note on the Stoic provenance of the claims | will defend and
the evidence | will be using. The best evidence we have regarding Stoic thinking about blending is
preserved by Alexander of Aphrodisias in De Mixtione (notably in chs. 3—-4).> Alexander is clear that
this apparently standard account, parts of which we find in other sources as well, belongs to
Chrysippus (De Mix. 5.26—2, 6.10-9.13). Though there may have been some Stoics who subsequently
disagreed with Chrysippus, we do not know on which points they disagreed, and there can be little
doubt that our sources for Stoic blending are primarily concerned with a standard Chrysippean
account.® It is, of course, possible, maybe even likely, that Chrysippus’ account was later refined
and/or elaborated; and some of our sources may be including such adjustments. However, we are
not in a position to pinpoint when this may be occurring; our evidence paints a remarkably cohesive
picture of Stoic thinking that appears to derive, at least for the most part, from Chrysippus. (I have
more to say about the evidence in Section 3 below.) It is with this apparently standard, Chrysippean
account of blending that | will be concerned in what follows; and like our sources, | will often refer to

it simply as ‘the Stoic’ account/theory.

2 Place and Colocation

We should first specify what is meant by ‘colocation’. We may distinguish between ‘loose’ and ‘strict’
colocation. Roughly and informally, loose colocation is being in the same place at the same time,
whereas strict colocation is being only in the same place at the same time. Thus, Marcus and Lucius
are loosely colocated with each other when they both are in the Senate house; likewise, when

Phaedo visits Socrates in prison, they are loosely colocated. But in neither case do we have strict

5 use Groisard’s 2013 edition of the Greek text of De Mixtione (De Mix.). Passages are cited by page and line
numbers in Groisard.

5 Notably, Alexander claims that after Chrysippus, certain Stoics, including one Sosigenes, about whom we
know very little, came to adopt more Aristotelian views about blending, while others, presumably most,
followed Chrysippus (De Mix. 6.3-9). We do not know precisely how these Stoics were supposed to have
diverged from Chrysippus’ thinking. And | register some hesitancy regarding Alexander’s report, which looks
somewhat tendentious. In any case, none of this affects my argument in what follows. For further discussion,
see Groisard 2013, LXXIII-1V, 59-60. For some comments on the evidence for Zeno’s thinking, see Mansfeld
1983.



colocation; for Marcus and Lucius are in different areas of the Senate house, and Socrates is lying on
the couch while Phaedo is not. By contrast, when one item is strictly colocated with another, there is
nowhere where we might find the first or parts of the first, without also finding the second, either
wholly or in part. In this sense, everything is strictly (as well as loosely) colocated with itself; and
likewise, when Socrates is sitting on the couch, he is strictly colocated with the sitting thing: he is in

the same place as it and nowhere else.

We may define these notions more precisely as follows:

Loose colocation: A is loosely colocated with B at time t just in case at t there is a place P such

that Aisin P or has a part thatis in Pand B is in P or has a part that is in P.

Strict colocation: A is strictly colocated with B at time t just in case at t there is a place P such
that Aiisin P or has a part thatis in Pand B is in P or has a part that is in P, and for any place

Q, if Aisin Qor has a part that is in Q, then Bis in Q or has a part that is in Q.

To have loose colocation by A with B, we need at least one place P, in which we find both A and B,
either wholly or in part, at the same time; and for any such place, we may say that A and B loosely
colocate at that place at that time, like Marcus and Lucius in the senate house. To have strict
colocation, by contrast, we need loose colocation and, in addition, that at the time in question there
be no place where A or its parts are, where B or its parts are not also. Roughly, we may say that when
Aisin a place P and nowhere else (as a whole or in part) and B is in all of P (as whole or in part), then
A is strictly colocated with B at P.” For instance, when Socrates is sitting on the couch, he is strictly

colocated with the sitting thing, at the place precisely matching his circumference.

7 The following should be noted: (i) it is customary in contemporary mereology to count an object as part of
itself and use the expression ‘proper part’ for parts that are non-identical with the whole of which they are
part. The Stoics by contrast, apparently thought of parthood as irreflexive (Sextus Empiricus, Adversus
mathematicos [M.] 9.336, 11.24 Mutschmann; Stobaeus, Eclogae [Ecl.] 1.178.21-179.5 Wachsmuth; Seneca, Ad
Lucilium epistulae morales [Ep.] 113.4-5). This was likely the generally held view (see Barnes 2011, 439-40).
Here and throughout, | use ‘part’ accordingly, for proper parts only. (ii) Loose colocation is symmetric, while
strict colocation is not; in addition to loose colocation, strict colocation at some time t requires only that A and
its parts be nowhere other than where B and its parts are at t; even if A is strictly colocated with B, B may also
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It is an uncontroversial and everyday phenomenon that distinct objects and disjoint objects
colocate in the loose sense, like Socrates and Phaedo in the prison.® Strict colocation is not so
straightforward: although the notion itself is readily intelligible, it is unclear whether there are any
cases of strict colocation that do not involve numerically identical objects or objects related as part
and whole or by sharing parts, and what such cases would be like. It is particularly controversial
whether disjoint bodies could strictly colocate. Could there for instance be a case in which some wine
is located only where some water is, all the while neither is part of the other, and there is no part

shared between them?°

For us, it is strict colocation which is at issue: we are interested in whether and how strict
colocation might be involved in the Stoic theory of blending. Specifically, we will be interested in
mutual strict colocation by disjoint bodies; for blending bodies, on the Stoic view, remain disjoint,
and they are blended with one another whole through whole.° So, we shall examine whether Stoic
blending might mean that the blending bodies are all strictly colocated with one another —all and
only in the same place — despite being disjoint. But before turning to the theory of blending, let us
consider the Stoic notion of place (témog) and see if it provides any guidance regarding the possibility

of strict colocation for disjoint bodies.

have parts elsewhere at that time, and so not strictly colocate with A. To get mutual strict colocation, we must
add that B at the same time is strictly colocated with A; for a case where more than two objects are strictly
colocated with each other, we say that each of them is strictly colocated with each of the rest. (iii) The
temporal indices are to be interpreted such that colocation, whether loose or strict, occurs at a time t just in
case the objects in question colocate throughout all of t; the time is in each case understood to be exact. In
what follows, | will frequently suppress the temporal indices for ease of exposition.

8 A and B are disjoint just in case they are numerically distinct, neither is a part of the other, and there is
nothing that is part of both.

% See for instance Gilmore 2018; Leonard 2014; Nolan 2006. The issue is sometimes discussed under the
heading of interpenetration. Roughly, this will in our terms be strict colocation for disjoint objects, by whole or
part: A interpenetrates B just in case A and B are disjoint and A is strictly colocated with B or has a part that is.
It is convenient in this context to conduct the discussion in terms of strict colocation.

10 For the claim that blending bodies are disjoint, see Helle 2018, 96—-103; some remarks are also offered in
Sections 4 and 5 below. My main argument, in Sections 4 and 5, does not rely on the assumption that blending
bodies are mereologically disjoint.



Place (tomog), on the Stoic way of thinking, is a kind of incorporeal; in our sources, it is
described together with the two closely related items, void (kevov) and room (xwpa).** Our best
evidence is found in Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.161.8-11. Here is how Chrysippus appears to have defined

place:*?

T1 And place Chrysippus declared to be that which is occupied through the whole by being,
or that which is capable of being occupied by being and which is occupied through the whole

either by some [being] or by some [beings].®®

Place is defined in terms of occupation by beings (6vta), which on the Stoic way of thinking will be
bodies. The occupation relation (katéxewv/katéxeobal) is apparently taken as a primitive. Thus, place
is simply that incorporeal which is fully occupied by being (body) or more expansively, the one which
can be occupied by being and is fully so occupied. By contrast, void (kevov) is defined as what can be
occupied by being but is entirely unoccupied; and room is, roughly, that which can be occupied by
being and is in part so occupied (Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.161.8-26, SVF 2.503; Sextus Empiricus, M 10.3;

Aetius, Placita 1.20.1, SVF 2.504).%4

There are two points of detail to note. First, in T1 ‘being occupied’ is clearly not taken to
mean ‘being wholly/fully occupied’; otherwise there would be no need to specify that place is that
which is occupied through the whole (56U 6Aou). It appears rather to mean ‘being occupied at least in

part’. Secondly, there is no reason, as far as | can see, to suppose that what occupies must be doing

11 For discussions of these notions, see Inwood 1991 and Powers 2014. On Stoic incorporeals more generally,
see for instance Brunschwig 2003; Vogt 2009.

12 All translations provided are my own.

13 tomov & elvat 6 XpUoutnoc dnedaiveto T katexdpevov SU dAou Und dvtoc, i T 01dv <Te> KATEXETHAL UTIO
Ovtog kal 8L OAou KateXOpevovV €lte UTO TIVOG <elte> UTIO TWV@HV.

1 There is some unclarity in our evidence regarding room, which may reflect uncertainty on the part of
Chrysippus, at least in the writings on which Stobaeus’ source is relying in Ecl. 1.161.8—-26. For present
purposes, the difficulty may be passed over.



so as a whole. That is to say, Socrates might be occupying the prison (the place delimited by it) by
having his foot through the door, and equally he might occupy it by being wholly contained within it;
similarly the cosmos will occupy places wholly contained within it, just as it occupies the place that
matches its circumference precisely. If this is right, we can straightforwardly produce equivalences

for Loose colocation and Strict colocation, in terms of the Stoic occupation relation.

Loose colocation, Stoic: A is loosely colocated with B at time t just in case at t there is a place

P such that P is occupied by A and P is occupied by B.

Strict colocation, Stoic: A is strictly colocated with B at time t just in case at t there is a place P
such that P is occupied by A and P is occupied by B, and for any place Q, if Q is occupied by A,

then Q is occupied by B.

Now, does T1 tell us anything about the possibility of strict colocation for disjoint bodies, on the Stoic
understanding of place? At first glance, one might think so. Chrysippus’ fullest definition states that
place is ‘that which is capable of being occupied by being and which is occupied through the whole
either by some [being] or by some [beings]’. Chrysippus thus plainly allows that one place may be
occupied by several bodies at once. One could suppose that this is to make room for strict colocation
by disjoint bodies, perhaps with an eye specifically to the theory of blending (cf. Brunschwig 1994,
137; 2003, 214 n. 22; Collette-Duc¢i¢ and Delcomminette 2006, 53—4).1> However, unless we already
have reason to think Chrysippus is committed to the possibility of strict colocation for such bodies,

this supposition is not warranted (and even then it is rather bold). T1 simply allows that multiple

151t is worth noting here that the Stoics do not count bodies according to what we regularly call numerical
identity. The Stoics distinguish being the same (ta0tov/Taltd) and being non-different (o0 £tepov/Etepa),
such that it is possible for bodies to be both not the same and not different (Sextus Empiricus, M 9.336, 11.24;
Seneca, Ep. 113.4-5; Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.178.21-179.5, LS 28D, part; see also Barnes 2011). The exact details of
the Stoic view are difficult, but it seems clear enough that bodies related as part and whole (or, plausibly, by
sharing parts) are taken to be the ones that fail to be different even if they are also not the same. For instance,
a human being and their soul, are not the same (roughly because they do not have all the same properties), but
they are also not different, because the soul is a part of the human being (Seneca, Ep. 113.4-5). If the plural in
T1 (elte UMO TV@®V) is meant to indicate numerical distinctness, as it presumably is, then we may not
unreasonably suppose that we are in fact talking about disjoint bodies.
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bodies can be in the same place; it does not specify loose or strict colocation. For all we are told, a

place may be occupied by several bodies in virtue of strict colocation or in virtue of loose colocation.

In fact, it seems to me improbable that strict colocation is at issue here. Loose colocation
among disjoint bodies is an evident fact, which anyone’s theory of place ought to permit, one way or
another.'® Without specific evidence to suggest the presence of strict colocation, it is more likely that
Chrysippus is thinking of cases of loose colocation where several (disjoint) bodies together fill a place:

for instance, we may have a place filled by air, Socrates, and Phaedo (cf. Algra 1995, 279 n. 53).

Another reason to think this is that place is distinguished from void and room specifically by
being fully occupied (void being entirely unoccupied and room being partially occupied). One way for
this to happen is for a single body to occupy a place wholly, as Socrates occupies the Socrates-shaped
place where he is. Another way is for several bodies to fully occupy a place together, such that if one
body were to be removed, there would (all else being equal) be an unoccupied gap. This will be a
straightforward case of loose colocation, which helps to specify what place is, by specifying a way to
be fully occupied that is clearly and significantly different from being fully occupied by a single body.
By contrast, strict colocation does no such thing: if a place is fully occupied by several bodies because
they (or their parts) strictly colocate, the place in question will be fully occupied by each body
individually (in the sense that it occupies each part of that place); and so strict colocation adds

nothing to the specification of place as that which is fully occupied, in contrast to void and room.

16 Do we know if the Stoics drew and worked with the distinction between loose and strict colocation, that is
explicitly and as such? Some evidence that they did may perhaps be derived from Sextus Empiricus. Sextus
reports that certain dogmatists distinguish broad (katd mAdtog, €v mAatel) and precise (kat akpiBelav, mpog
akpiBelav, also ‘according to circumference’, kata neplypadnyv) senses of ‘place’ (tornog) (M 10.15, 95, 108;
Pyrrhoneae hypotyposes [PH] 3.75 Mutschmann). In the precise sense, a body’s place matches its
circumference exactly (Socrates will in this sense always be in a Socrates-shaped place, for instance); in the
broad sense, no such match is needed, and so in this sense, someone may be said to be in Alexandria for
instance (Sextus Empiricus, M 10.15, 95). These unnamed dogmatists may well number the Stoics, whose
notion of room (xwpa) resembles that of place in the broad sense (Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.161.8-26). Sextus’ reports
do in any case show that the distinction was around and available; indeed, Aristotle is employing roughly this
distinction at Physics 209a31-209b1, 211a23-9 (cf. Morison 2002, 64-6, 133; Pfeiffer 2018, 93—4). There is only
a very short step from distinguishing precise and broad senses of ‘place’ to distinguishing loose and strict
colocation: being loosely colocated will be to be in the same place in the broad sense, whereas strict colocation
will be for one thing only to occupy the place that another occupies in the precise sense (cf. Alexander,
Mantissa 140.10-20 Sharples, T9 below).



Accordingly, there is good reason to think that loose colocation is at issue, not strict colocation. Most
likely, it seems to me, Chrysippus had in mind such ordinary cases as when Socrates, Phaedo and the

air together occupy a place through the whole.

So T1 does not positively indicate that strict colocation is possible. Does it exclude the
possibility? It would do so if we interpreted ‘occupied through the whole’ so that a place’s being
occupied through the whole by some bodies, A;...An, entailed that it is not also occupied by any other
bodies. That is, if we understand a place’s being occupied through the whole as meaning that there is
room for nothing more in it. This is perhaps not an unreasonable hypothesis at first glance. But there
is nothing in T1 that positively recommends it; and there are no other texts that report such a
‘displacement’-understanding of being occupied for the Stoics. There is a less demanding
interpretation available, which, all else being equal, should be preferred. On this reading, being
wholly occupied just means that there is no part of the place in question which is unoccupied. So if P
is wholly occupied by A, then there is no part of P that is not occupied by A, but it does not follow
that P is not also occupied by some other body B, nor does it follow that A and the disjoint body B are
not strictly colocated at P. In the absence of further evidence, then, there is no reason to think that

strict colocation is ruled out by what it is for a place to be fully occupied.

Relatedly, one could wonder if strict colocation is impossible in virtue of what it is to be a
body. On some understandings of bodies this would certainly be the case. But there is no reason to
think the Stoic understanding should be counted among them. On the Stoic view, body is defined as
what is extended in three dimensions with resistance (to tpwij Staotatov petd avrituniog; Galen, De
qualitatibus incorporeis [Qual. inc.] 19.483.13). But resistance here is not a matter of displacing other

bodies; rather, it is a matter of being able to take part in causal interactions by means of contact.?

7 Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 3.56—4.3 Bastianini and Long; Galen, Qual. inc. 19.483.13-16 (LS 45F, SVF 2.381,
part); Diogenes Laertius 7.135; cf. Powers 2014, 431; Long and Sedley 1987 vol. 1, 273; De Harven 2018, 3—4.
Cooper (2009, 97-8) interprets resistance in the Stoic definition of body as (non-‘displacing’) occupation of
space; there is, however, to my knowledge no positive evidence to support such an interpretation. The
alternative account in terms of causal interaction through contact is well supported and ought to be preferred.
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Hence, we should not think that merely by being bodies, some disjoint objects A and B will not
strictly colocate (though some kinds of bodies certainly do not do so, such as Bucephalus and

Socrates).

It seems then that T1 provides no evidence one way or the other; as far as the definition of
place is concerned, strict colocation may be possible for disjoint bodies, and then again it may not — if
there turns out to be some independent reason to rule it out.’ This conclusion, however negative, is
not insignificant. For it indicates that the Stoics do not share the concerns of Aristotle regarding place
and strict colocation. In defining place, Aristotle takes care to avoid the need for strict colocation by
disjoint bodies, which he thinks is impossible. And it is clear enough that his definition of place —
roughly, the innermost limit of the surrounding body — treats disjoint bodies as each having their own
place.’ From what we can tell, the Stoic definition of place is neutral on this issue; and there is no

suggestion in our texts that they defined place with an eye to strict colocation.

This difference is worth bearing in mind when we turn to the ancient sources for the claim
that the Stoics are committed to strict colocation (see Section 5 below). A number of them seem to
share Aristotle’s way of thinking of place and thus make assumptions about strict colocation for
bodies that are not licensed by the Stoic definition of place or their general understanding of bodies

and the occupation relation.

3 Questions and Evidence regarding Colocation

18 |n Section 5 below, | will suggest that the Stoic way of thinking of the individuation of places occupied by
bodies makes it difficult to see how disjoint bodies could strictly colocate.

19 Aristotle’s final definition of place is ‘the primary/first immobile limit of that which surrounds’ (t6 tod
TEPLEXOVTOC TTEPAC AKivNTOV P &TOoV, ToUT €0TLV O TOMOC; Physics 212a20-1 Ross, my translation). This defines
the ‘proper’ place of a body, i.e. the place which contains no more than the body in question (see 209a31-
209b1, cf. 211a23-9; Morison 2002, 65—-6, 133-4; cf. Pfeiffer 2018, 93—4). For interpretation of the definition,
see for instance Morison 2002. (Strict) colocation of bodies is first introduced by Aristotle as an absurd
consequence of the supposition that place is a body at Physics 209a4-7, then at 212b23-5, he concludes that
his favored account of place avoids this result. On Aristotle’s view of colocation, see for instance Pfeiffer 2016;
Betegh 2016, 403—-6.
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We may now, with some precision, articulate several questions regarding colocation and Stoic

blending.

(1) Is strict colocation part of the definition of what blending is?
(2) Is strict colocation posited by the Stoics as a necessary requirement of bodies being blended?
(3) Is strict colocation in fact a necessary requirement of bodies being blended, given the Stoic

view of blending?

Question (1) is clear enough: if ‘colocation’ in the sense of ‘strict colocation’ or some evident
equivalent, such as ‘being (strictly) in the same place’, occurs in the definition, the answer will be
‘yes’; this will also be the answer if some other term occurs, which straightforwardly means, at least

in part, ‘strict colocation’. If neither is the case, then the answer shall be ‘no’.

If the Stoics lay down that strict colocation must occur in order for the definition of blending
to be satisfied, then we will answer (2) in the affirmative; otherwise not. Thus, if the answer to
guestion (1) is ‘yes’, then the answer to (2) will also be ‘yes’, but not vice versa; it could be that the
Stoics did not include strict colocation in the definition of blending, but still posited it as a

requirement of blending.

As for (3), the answer here will be ‘yes’ just in case strict colocation is in fact required for
some bodies to be blended in the Stoic way — whether the Stoics say so or not. It could be that the
Stoics failed to see that strict colocation is required; it could be that they recognized its need, but did
not put forward colocation as a requirement for blending, because it was orthogonal to their

purposes or for some other reason.

My focus in what follows will be questions (1) and (2). | shall discuss (1) in Section 4 and (2) in
Section 5. | will argue that the surviving evidence shows that (1) should be answered in the negative.
There is more uncertainty regarding (2), but here too, the most likely answer seems to me to be ‘no’.
Question (3) is philosophically interesting and important; but it is less central for understanding what

the Stoics themselves sought to do with their theory of blending, and so also for grasping how Stoic
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physics more generally is intended to fit together. It will be set aside for the remainder of this

discussion.

Let me now give a brief, outline account of how the available evidence pertains to questions

(1) and (2).

First, it is possible to reconstruct what seems to have been Chrysippus’ definition of blending,
which likely (and as far as we know) remained the standard Stoic definition (I do this in Section 4
below). In De Mix. chs. 3—4, Alexander of Aphrodisias explicitly claims to report Chrysippus’ account
of blending and mixing. There is no good reason to doubt Alexander’s reliability here; on the
contrary, it is confirmed by several other sources, which testify to bits and pieces of what we find in
Alexander. The rest of De Mix. also provides valuable evidence of the Stoic theory of blending, and as
a whole the work is by far our best source of evidence for the Stoic theory; but chs. 3—4 are of
particular importance for presenting Chrysippus’ account free from objections and the grumbling to
which Alexander is prone in discussing the Stoics. This account is not complete, but it contains a
detailed definition of blending along with material that helps interpret the key terms of the
definition. My main piece of evidence regarding question (1), then, will be Alexander’s report in De
Mix. chs. 3—4. In addition, | will make use of Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 3.56—4.53. Hierocles is
himself a Stoic (2" century CE), and in Elements of Ethics 3.56—4.53, he presents several features of
blending on the (standard) Stoic view and gives a detailed description of soul-body blending. The text
offers direct evidence of Stoic thinking, and it can help clarify exactly how the definition reported by

Alexander is supposed to be understood.?®

20 Hierocles is, of course, writing several centuries after Chrysippus’ death; but he is evidently presenting
features of what he takes to be the standard Stoic position, that is, the Chrysippean position. And there is no
reason to doubt that this is what he is doing. On the contrary, the parallels in De Mix. chs. 3—4 provide good
evidence that he is. One such parallel — that blending in each case is said to involve mapdBeoig 6" OAwv —is
highlighted in Section 4 below; for further details see Helle 2018.
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There are a few other texts that claim to report what the Stoics themselves thought or said
about blending, and which to one degree or other speak to the definition of blending.?! But these
texts report nothing that differs substantively from what we find in De Mix; most of them are less
reliable than Alexander; and they all fall short in precision and level of detail. Indeed, for us here,
they are valuable mainly because they say just enough to confirm the accuracy of Alexander’s
testimony in De Mix. chs. 3—4. Besides these, there are texts whose claims about Stoic blending have
no clear connection to its definition or do not pretend to report what the Stoics themselves said or
thought. Since we have the central evidence from Alexander (and Hierocles), there is no reason to

rely on texts of this sort for answering question (1).

When it comes to question (2), the situation is trickier. Since we cannot exclude texts with no
clear connection to the definition of Stoic blending, there is potentially a good deal more evidence to
take into account. | have not been able to find a single text which explicitly pronounces, in a Stoic
voice (direct or indirect), on whether strict colocation is required for being blended. There are texts
that say things, in a Stoic voice, which may be interpreted so as to involve strict colocation. Notably,
we have several texts reporting that the Stoics hold that blending bodies are (mutually) extended
through one another (dvtutapekteiveoBal, mapekteivecbal, ékteivecBat) whole through whole, that
they pass through one another (xwpeiv) whole through whole, that a (much) smaller body may
wholly pass through/extend through a larger one — such as the infamous drop of wine through the

ocean.?? These claims could be and have been interpreted in terms of strict colocation.?

On my view, that bodies pass through or mutually extend through one another, whole

through whole, does not straightforwardly mean, even in part, that the bodies in question are strictly

21 First and foremost, Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.153.24-155.14, SVF 2.471; Philo, De Confusione Linguarum 184-8
Wendland, SVF 2.472.

22 E.g. Alexander, De Mix. 6.25-7.8, 7.18-23, 8.14-22; Diogenes Laertius 7.151; Plutarch, De Communibus
notitiis contra Stoicos [Comm. not.] 1078E Westman; Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.153.24-155.14, SVF 2.471; Philo, De
Confusione Linguarum 184-8, SVF 2.472.

23 See for instance De Harven 2018, 13-16, 18; Marmodoro 2017, 7-9; Betegh 2016, 402-3, 410-12; Long and
Sedley 1987 vol. 1, 293-4.
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colocated; these relations are parts of the definition of Stoic blending, but, as we shall see, blending
is not thereby defined as a kind of strict colocation. Of course, this is consistent with the claim that
strict colocation is entailed by Stoic blending or that the Stoics posited it as a necessary requirement.

But to establish either, we should need an independent argument (see Section 5 below).

Moreover, there are texts which (more or less) clearly say that the Stoics are committed to
strict colocation, albeit not in a Stoic voice. There are not many texts of this sort. In each case, strict
colocation is ascribed to the Stoics as an impossible/absurd consequence of their theory or as a key
part of an argument meant to establish commitment to some other supposedly repugnant claim.
These are also the only texts that clearly talk about strict colocation in connection with the Stoic

theory of blending. | will return to them below, in Section 5.

More likely than not, it seems to me, the answer to question (2) is ‘no, the Stoics did not
posit strict colocation as a necessary requirement for blending’. The reason is that it is apparently
only critics who expressly claim that the Stoics are committed to the strict colocation of blending
bodies; there is no indication that the claim is part of the Stoic theory, as understood by the Stoics
themselves; and further, as we will see below, our best source, Alexander, felt the need to argue in
his own voice that strict colocation is a consequence of what the Stoics say. All of this suggests that
strict colocation was not a Stoic requirement, at least as far as our sources knew. However, our
evidence is such that we cannot be sure that the Stoics did not in some lost work posit strict
colocation as a necessary requirement of blending. But the silence of our sources indicates that, at

the very least, strict colocation did not play a central role in Stoic thinking.

In the case of question (1), by contrast, it is possible to give a clear answer with a high degree
of certainty (as these things go) — or so | will argue. For it is clear enough, from what Alexander and
Hierocles tell us, how Chrysippus and the Stoics define blending, and it does not include strict

colocation as a part.
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4 Colocation and the Stoic Definition of What Blending Is

Alexander’s report of Chrysippus’ account of blending is clearly marked in De Mix, starting in ch. 3, at
6.10, and running until the end of ch. 4 (9.13).2* We are told what blending is and how it differs from
other kinds of mixing in ch. 3; in ch. 4, Alexander reports on how Chrysippus defended this way of
thinking. For us, there are two key passages, which together can be seen to yield Chrysippus’

definition of blending: De Mix. 7.1-8 (T2), and De Mix. 7.18-23 (T3).2° Consider first De Mix. 7.1-8:

T2 For he [Chrysippus] says that the mutual coextension whole through whole of two or
more bodies through one another, in such a way that each of them preserves in this kind of
mixing its own substance and the qualities in it, alone among the kinds of mixing is blending;
for it is a peculiar characteristic of the [bodies] that have been blended to be able to separate
again from one another, which only happens by the blended [bodies] preserving their own

natures in the mixing.®

This passage characterizes blending (kpdoLg) as a certain kind of mutual coextension, AvtunapéKTaolg,
of two or more bodies whole through whole, i.e. the kind which preserves the substance and
gualities of the bodies, so that they are able to separate from one another. In this way, blending is
differentiated, as a kind of mixing, from the other two kinds, which have been described immediately
prior (De Mix. 6.13-25): mixing by juxtaposition (ui€lc mapaBéoel) and mixing by fusion (pi€ig

ouyyvoel). Specifically, blending is different from the latter because it preserves the ingredient

24 6,10:"EotL 8¢ A Xpuaimmou 56fa nept kpdoewg fSe... 9.12—13: Kail altn pév f nept kpdoswe 56€a Xpuoimnmou
Te Kal TV Kot a0tov dplthocodouvIiwy.

25 | discuss both of these passages in detail in Helle 2018; some further remarks are added in Helle
(forthcoming).

26 TV yap 800 A Kol MAELOVWY TIVOV cwHETWY SAwv SU dAwV dvtutapéktaoty dAAAAOLG 0UTw WG cWIELWVY
gkaoToV QUTGV £V T pifel Tf Toladtn TV Te oikelow oUoiav kal TaC év auTii moldTnTog Aéyel Kpaow €ivalt
HOVNV TV pifewv- glval yap (8Lov TRV kekpapévwy TO Suvacdat xwpileoBat méAw A’ dAAAwY, & povov
yilvetal T® owlewv v Tij pifel ta kekpapéva Tag alTtiv GUoELG.
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bodies, which are destroyed in mixing by fusion;?” and it differs from the former because blending is
a kind of avtunapéktaoig whole through whole, while mixing by juxtaposition is merely by surface
contact, as when grains of wheat and beans are put together in a bowl (I return to this difference

below).

Chrysippus’ procedure in De Mix. ch. 3 is a recognizably Stoic way of arriving at definitions:
he gives the more general kind, pi€Lg, divides it into subkinds — i.e. mixing by juxtaposition, mixing by
fusion, and blending — and specifies their differentiae.?® We also know that Chrysippus understood
definition to be a matter of specifying what is ‘peculiar’, i6lov, to the definiendum (see T4 below),
and specifying what is peculiar to blending is precisely what he is reported to be doing in T2. So, it

seems that we are given at least parts of a definition of blending here.

That Alexander is reporting genuine Stoic thinking is confirmed by two other texts (see note
21), which preserve the same kind of division and classification. What sets Alexander’s testimony
apart is that it presents a far more detailed account of precisely what blending is, according to
Chrysippus. Following T2, Alexander goes on in De Mix. 7.18-23 to tell us how Chrysippus
understands the dvtutapéxtaoig whole through whole which occurs in blending. Crucially, this is the
only text in our possession that preserves Chrysippus’ account of this relation. Here is what

Alexander says:

T3 And he [Chrysippus] supposes that such a mutual coextension of [bodies] blending occurs

by the blending bodies passing through one another so that no part in them is not

27 In blending, the particular bodies that blend persist throughout, with their original matter (the relevant Stoic
sense of ‘substance’ here) and qualities intact, and they are capable of separation and of existing separately.
On this, see Helle 2018; Helle (forthcoming).

28 See Sextus Empiricus, M 11.8-11 and Diogenes Laertius 7.60-2 (regarding the definition of human being);
Sextus Empiricus, M 7.247-52 (cf. Diogenes Laertius 7.51, Sextus Empiricus, M 7.242-6); Sextus Empiricus, PH
2.135-43; Galen, Adversus Lycum 3.7 (LS 32G, SVF 2.230, part).
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participating in all the [ingredients] in such a blended mix; for if this were not the case, what

is occurring would no longer be blending, but juxtaposition.?

The mutual coextension, dvtutapéktaotg, which is blending (identified in T2 above), is here given a
complex specification in terms of two further notions: (a) the blending bodies pass through one
another (xwpeilv 68U AAAAAwvV), and they do so in such a way that (b) each part of each of them
participates (LeTéxewv) in all the ingredients in the blending. Mutual coextension so understood

distinguishes blending from mixing by juxtaposition.3°

| will turn to the interpretation of (a) and (b) below. What is important for us here is that
there is good reason to think that T2 and T3 together give us Chrysippus’ definition of what blending

is.3! To see this, we should notice how Chrysippus defined definition (6poc):

T4 A definition is a rendering of what is/the peculiar (8pog éotiv i5iou danddooic).>?

Most likely, this means that a Chrysippean definition specifies what the definiendum uniquely and

essentially is, that is, by rendering what is peculiar to it.3* Now, first, as | also pointed out above,

2 v 8¢ ol TNV AVTUTapEKTAoLY TV Kipvapévwy UtohapBavel yiveaBat xwpolviwy 8U' AAMAAWY TGOV
KLOVAHEVWY CWHATWY, WC HNEEV HOPLOV &V aUTOTC ELVOL UF) LETEXOV TIAVTWY TMV &V TG) TOLOUTW KEKPAUEVW
plypoTt oUKETL yap By, el piy Todto €ln, Kpaow, GAAY TopABEGLY TO YIVOUEVOV EWVOL.

30 The last sentence (oUkétL yap dv...) may well be a comment by Alexander on the view attributed to
Chrysippus in the first sentence, rather than a straightforward part of that attribution; however, Alexander is a
reliable witness here, and his comment is in any case very plausible.

31 Stoic use of the notion of body passing through body (cwpa 81& cwpatog xwpelv) in the context of blending
can be seen also in Diogenes Laertius 7.138-9. Todd (1976, 74—88) has argued that this is not a Stoic notion,
but rather a Peripatetic imposition. However, the argument is ultimately not persuasive, and it does not give
reason to doubt Alexander’s testimony in T3.

32 This account is attributed to Chrysippus in Diogenes Laertius 7.60, and in the scholia on Dionysius Thrax,
107.5-7 Hilgard (printed as LS 32B, SVF 2.226, part). It is also mentioned by Alexander in the commentary on
the Topics (In Top. 42.27-43.8 Wallies), in the context of discussing the Stoic position on definition, although
not attributed to Chrysippus.

33 That Chrysippean definitions specify what is essential is not uncontroversial. However, for present purposes,
this and other points of controversy and unclarity may be set aside. What is important here is that a
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Chrysippus is in T2 explicitly said to be specifying what is peculiar ({6lov) to blending bodies. The
feature specified there is that blending bodies are preserved so that they may separate. Notably, this
is not sufficient uniquely to distinguish blending from the other kinds of mixing. For bodies that mix
by juxtaposition are also preserved in this way. When beans and grains for instance are mixed in a
bowl by juxtaposition, the individual grains and beans remain fully intact and can be taken out again
(cf. De Mix. 6.13-20). This is why we are given the further specification of the relevant kind of
avtunopektaolg in T3: it is not yet fully clear what differentiates blending as a kind of mixing. Thus, it
seems that Chrysippus in this context is aiming to provide a full specification of what is peculiar to

blending (as a kind of mixing), and that T3, along with T2, is part of that specification.

A later passage in De Mix. confirms that Chrysippus is defining blending in these texts. Here is

De Mix. 13.21-4:

T5 So then [the proposition] that body passes through body, which they employ for
rendering blending, is false and contrary to the common preconceptions and the natural

criteria of truth according to them.3*

This passage is from the opening of ch. 7, when Alexander has just finished arguing that the
proposition ‘that body passes through body’ (16 c®pa S1& cwpatog xwpeilv) must be rejected (in chs.
5-6). The key part for us is Alexander’s claim that the Stoics use this proposition ‘for rendering
blending’ (mpo6¢ TNV Th¢ Kpdoswg anddoatv). This term, ‘rendering’ (anoddoolg), regularly occurs in

contexts of definition, and Alexander elsewhere appears to show specific awareness of its role in the

Chrysippean definition, in rendering what is peculiar, uniquely specifies the definiendum, and this is not in
question. For discussion, see for instance, Crivelli 2010 and Brittain 2005.

34 16 Te 00V OHOUA SLA GWHOTOS XWPELY, G XPGHVTAL TIPOC THV TS KpAoewe anddoaty, Peidog Te Kol mapd TAG
Kowag mpoAfPeLg katl td puotkd kot altoug Thg aAnBeiag kpitripla...
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Chrysippean account of definition (T4).>®* There is one and only one plausible and possible reference
for Alexander’s remark here in T5: our previous text T3, where Chrysippus is said to specify the
avtnoapéktaolg in blending as bodies passing through one another (xwpelv 8 AAMAAwV) in a certain
way.3 Alexander thus seems to be saying that T3 is part of Chrysippus’ rendering (anodootc) of
blending, i.e., his rendering what is peculiar to blending. Since T2 and T3 are parts of Chrysippus’
specification of what is peculiar to blending, and a Chrysippean definition is a rendering of what is
peculiar, it appears very likely, then, that we in these passages are indeed being given a definition of

what blending is.

If that is correct, what exactly is the definition in question? We might formulate itin a

somewhat simplified fashion as follows:

Chrysippean blending: blending isqer mutual coextension of two or more bodies whole
through whole, which preserves them so that they may separate, and in which the bodies
pass through one another so that each part of each of them participates in all the

ingredients.

This represents the fullest and most precise surviving account of Chrysippus’ definition of blending.
Chrysippus will presumably have had more to say about the various components of this definition;
there is some important evidence of what that may have been, to which | shall turn shortly. We also

cannot rule out the possibility that Chrysippus gave other definitions of which we know nothing. But

35 As pointed out above (note 32), Alexander registers the account cited in T4 when discussing Stoic views of
definition in In Top. 42.27-43.8, albeit without attributing it to Chrysippus; however, it seems very plausible
that Alexander is aware of its Chrysippean provenance. For other relevant instances of anodootg and the
corresponding verb, arodldoval, see for example Aristotle, Topics 101b38-102a5, 128a20-9, 128b16-21 (cf.
101b19-23), 142b30-143a11, 149b12-23, 149b31-9.

36 | am grateful to Allison H. Pifieros Glasscock and Marko Malink for helpful comments on T5.
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with the available evidence, this is, | think, the best that can be done (with any degree of certainty),

and it is not bad at all.

We may now begin to consider the relation between the definition of blending and strict

colocation, starting with question (1), whether strict colocation is part of the definition.

First, an obvious point: there is no explicit mention of colocation, strict or otherwise, or of
place. These terms do not occur in the definition of blending, nor are they used to describe blending
elsewhere in Chrysippus’ account in De Mix. The same is true of the more superficial reports in

Stobaeus and Philo (see note 21).

By contrast, in De Mix. ch. 3, immediately prior to T2 and T3, mixing by juxtaposition is
explicitly specified in terms of colocation, that is, loose colocation: when mixed in this way, bodies
are said to be together in the same place so as to be in surface contact with one another — as when
grains of wheat and beans are put together in a bowl, i.e. all together in the place delimited by the

bowl (De Mix. 6.13-20).%’

So, there is an explicit concern for place and colocation in De Mix. chs. 3—4 but the colocation

in question is loose, not strict, and it pertains to mixing by juxtaposition, not blending.

This much is clear. It is less evident whether any of the terms in Chrysippean blending
straightforwardly mean, at least in part, that blending bodies are strictly colocated. In particular, one
might wonder whether mutual coextension (avtumapéktaotg) whole through whole here
straightforwardly means (at least in part) to be strictly colocated. Several scholars seem to hold this
view, though it is generally left unargued.®® If this is right, then strict colocation will turn out to be

part of the Stoic definition of blending after all.

37 This is the meaning of ei¢ ta0tov cuvteBelpévwy kal mapatBepévwy dAAAAaLS at De Mix. 6.15—16: mixing by
juxtaposition occurs when one or more bodies are put together in the same place and juxtaposed with one
another. The sense of €i¢ Ta0TOV cuvteBeluévwy is not captured in the translations of Groisard 2013 and Todd
1976.

38 E.g. De Harven 2018, 13-16, 18; Marmodoro 2017, 7-9; Betegh 2016, 402-3, 410-12; Long and Sedley 1987
vol. 1, 293-4.
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“Avtunapéktaolg’ is an extremely rare term. In the texts we have access to, almost all its
occurrences are found in the context of the Stoic theory of blending.3 The general meaning of the
term is clear enough, i.e. (roughly) mutual coextension; but this does not tell us what the term means
in the definition of blending. Clearly, it is being used to do particular philosophical work in the Stoic
theory of blending, for which it will have been given specific content. Thus, we must try to determine

what that content might be.

The only text we have that explains what the Stoics themselves mean by avtutopéktactg
whole through whole in the definition of blending (or elsewhere) is T3. What this text provides is a
complex specification in terms of the blending bodies passing through one another (xwpsiv U
aA\nAwv), so that each part of each of them participates (uetéxewv) in all the ingredients. We may

refer to this latter as the participation claim.

First and most importantly, it is necessary to determine what is meant by the participation
claim. For this is being used to specify the way in which bodies pass through one another. Secondly, |
will consider what more might be meant by whole through whole avtinapékraoic understood as

body passing through body.

Participation (uetéxewv) is here best understood in terms of qualitative modification, caused
by bodies interacting in a certain way. So, each part of each blending body will participate in all the
ingredients in the blending by being qualitatively modified in accordance with the kinds of body in
question. For instance, in a blending of water and wine, the parts of the water will be wine-like in
addition to being water, and vice versa for the parts of the wine. And this qualitative modification
obtains because the blending bodies, by being mutually coextended whole through whole,
continuously interact with one another whole through whole by means of direct pressure, striking,

and contact. This interpretation has been defended in Helle 2018 (see also Helle 2021, 204-8).

3% Emblematically, LSJ define it as interpenetration of two or more bodies in Stoic kpaotc.
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For present purposes, it is enough to indicate the main reasons to adopt an interpretation of
this sort. First, this account of the participation claim explains how blending may preserve the
(original) ingredient bodies and still differ from mixing by juxtaposition (see T2 and T3 above):
blending differs from mixing by juxtaposition because the blending bodies are mutually coextended
so as to be qualitatively modified through and through; and it may yet preserve the original
ingredient bodies because the qualitative modification in question occurs through a form of
interaction that does not require destructive changes, i.e. through direct pressure, striking, and
contact. This picture is supported by several pieces of evidence: i) our sources indicate that
participation for the Stoics is a relation which specifies (wholly or in part) what the participating item
is or what it is like;* i) we have reports that blending bodies are in direct contact whole through
whole (see notes 44-6 below); iii) Hierocles describes a case of blending (body and soul) in terms of
ongoing interaction whole through whole by pressure, striking, and contact, and he appears to link
the qualitative condition of each part of the blending bodies to this interaction;* iv) in general, it
seems that bodies, on the Stoic way of thinking, are qualified in the way they are by having (and
being caused to have) a certain pattern of locomotion (and rest) throughout them, i.e. the kind of

pattern that will be modified by continuous interaction through pressure, striking, and contact.*?

Further, because blending will be understood in terms of causal interaction and qualitative

modification, this type of interpretation is able to explain how blending can be the relation by which

40 Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.136.21-137.6 (LS 30A, SVF 1.65), 2.57.19 (SVF 3.70), 82.11ff (SVF 3.141); Diogenes Laertius
7.94-5, 101; Clement, Stromateis 2.20.110.4-111.2 (SVF 2.714), 4.6.39.3 (SVF 3.114); cf. Diogenes Laertius
7.60-1; Sextus Empiricus, M 11.24.

1 Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 4.38-53 (on which, see Helle 2018, 104-8).

42 Simplicius, In Aristotelis physicorum libros commentaria 1320.19-21 Diels (SVF 2.496); Stobaeus, Ecl.
1.165.15 (SVF 2.492); Galen, Synopsis librorum de pulsibus 9.458.8—14 Kiihn (LS 55H, SVF 2.356) (cf. LS 55F);
Alexander, De Fato 191.30-192.28 Bruns (LS 55N, SVF 2.945); Simplicius, In Aristotelis categorias
commentarium [In. Cat.] 237.30-238.32 Kalbfleisch; Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 4.38-53; Simplicius, In Cat.
269.14-16; Nemesius, Natura Hominis 2.18.2—10 Morani (LS 47J). On this, see my 2021 196—7; Bobzien 1998,
18-58 and Menn 1999, 243-7; cf. Sambursky 1959, 27 and Long 1974, 158. Pressure, strike, and contact are
basic forms of corporeal interaction, for the Stoics; on this see Simplicius, In Cat. 302.29-32; Proclus, In Platonis
Parmenidem 841.4-5 (in SVF 2.343); Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 3.58-4.2 (cf. 4.40-7).
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pneuma and matter combine so as to compose a unified body such as an animal or a plant (see my

2021, 203-210).

Accordingly, the participation claim in T3 should not be thought straightforwardly to mean
that the blending bodies are strictly colocated. In the definition of blending, participation has nothing
to do with colocation, strict or otherwise, or with place at all; it is rather a matter of qualitative

modification, such as occurs because the blending bodies interact whole through whole.

More generally, whether or not we accept this particular interpretation, there is no
indication that participation may be understood so as directly to yield strict colocation in the
definition of blending. Since the participation relation apparently specifies what the participating
item is or what it is like (see note 40), and colocation does neither, colocation will not be a suitable
candidate for what it might be to participate in this context.®® This is an important result. For the
participation claim is what determines precisely the mutual coextension whole through whole that is
blending, according to Chrysippus. Still, we cannot conclude, on the basis of this negative finding

about participation alone, that strict colocation is not part of the definition of blending.

In T3, the mutual coextension whole through whole that is blending is said to occur by body
passing through body in a certain way, i.e., such that the participation claim holds. One might
suppose, then, that in the definition of blending, we have a general notion of mutual coextension,
understood as body passing through body, and this general notion, which the participation claim

helps specify as blending, means (at least in part) that the bodies in question strictly colocate. In

431t was suggested by an anonymous reviewer that De Mix. 1.3-5, 12-14 provides evidence that the
participation claim in T3 should be interpreted in terms of strict colocation. In De Mix. 1.3-5, 12—14, Chrysippus
is said to hold that no part of an ingredient body is ‘kath” hauto and separated from the other [ingredient]’ (De
Mix. 1.4-5) and that ‘certain bodies pass through one another wholly, so that no part of theirs is kath’ hauto’
(8L BAwV AAMAAWY XWPETY TVOL GWHOTA WC UNSEV aUTMY HOpLov elval kad alto, De Mix. 1.12-14). It is
plausible that Alexander here has in mind T3 and the participation claim. But if we are to interpret De Mix. 1.3—
5, 12—-14 in terms of strict colocation, we need an independent reason to think that the parts’ failing to be kath’
hauta (and separated) here means that the blending bodies are strictly colocated. We ought to interpret De
Mix. 1.3-5, 12-14 by looking to T3 and our independently established interpretation of this text, not the other
way around. The parts of blending bodies will fail to be kath’ hauta, then, (at least in part) because they
participate in all the ingredients in the blending. Thus, De Mix. 1.3-5, 12—14 does not provide evidence of strict
colocation for Chrysippus, nor does it suggest that strict colocation would be a way to participate.
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other words, Chrysippus could be adding the participation claim to the relevant notion of

avunapéktaolg which independently means strict colocation.

It is true, | think, that the relevant notion of dvtutapéxtaoig whole through whole is not
exhausted by what we are told in T3. Indeed, it seems clear enough that there should be more to say
about it; for one thing, we do not yet know how being mutually coextended whole through whole
could be a way for the participation claim to hold. But there is no good reason to think that what is
left out is strict colocation. First, there is no evidence that the Stoics themselves understood whole
through whole avtunopéktaolg and body passing through body in terms of strict colocation; the
sources that attribute commitment to strict colocation to the Stoics do so in their own voice, not as a
part of the Stoic view (see Section 5 below). Secondly, and more importantly, we have reports, in a

Stoic voice, of another candidate for what this might mean, apart from the participation claim.

This is the notion of juxtaposition whole through whole (mapaBeoig 5t 6Awv), which is
mentioned in two of our texts, Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 4.10 and Alexander, De Mix. 9.10.
Hierocles — himself a Stoic — presents juxtaposition whole through whole as a general feature of
blending on the standard Stoic picture (see note 20 above); in Alexander, it is part of the description

of a Chrysippean example of blending.**

Juxtaposition, in this context, is a relation of direct contact and touch; it is to be positioned so

as to be in direct contact.*® Whole-through-whole juxtaposition will accordingly be a relation of direct

4 As part of his explanation of how soul and body blend, Hierocles says: ‘for the blending is most similar to
those occurring in the case of red-hot iron; for there the same as here the juxtaposition is whole through
whole’ (np(oo)dbepeotatn y(ap) n kpdoig toig £(mi) tol §(la)mupou oldripou ywvou(év)olg: [E]kel te y(ap) Opoiwg
kavtalBa 6U 6A(wv) (éotiv) N m(apa)Beolg; Elements of Ethics 4.8—10 translation modified from Helle 2018, 99,
and Ramelli 2009). The point is that soul and body are juxtaposed whole through whole, just as other blending
bodies are (Alexander, De Mix. 9.1-2, 18.2—-4; Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.154.14-21).

Alexander, De Mix. 9.9—-10: ‘Destructive poisons and smells, as many things as are of this sort, [the
Stoics] think blend with those affected by them, being juxtaposed whole through whole’ (AnAntipla te ta
dBeipovta kal Tag 6opag, 6oal toladtal, nyodvral kipvacBal tolg U’ al TV macyouaoty, 6Aa &t OAwv
napatiOépevay).
4> Alexander, De Mix. 6.16—20, 14.13-27, 28.7-9; Stobaeus, Ecl. 1.154 10-14 (in SVF 2.471); Hierocles, Elements
of Ethics 4.38-53 (with 3.58-4.2, 4.8-10); Plutarch, Comm. not. 1080E—F; Diogenes Laertius 7.135. See also
Sextus Empiricus, M 9.78 (cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 214.24-37); Sextus Empiricus, PH 3.42-3, 62; Simplicius, In Cat.
302.28-36 (contains SVF 2.342).
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contact whole through whole. To say that two bodies A and B are juxtaposed whole through whole is
to say that A and B are related such that each part of A is in direct contact with part(s) of B and vice

versa for each part of B.*®

It seems to me very likely that being juxtaposed whole through whole is part of what is
meant by being mutually coextended whole through whole and body passing through body in
Chrysippus’ definition of blending. There are two reasons for this. First, it should be possible to say
why the relevant notion of dvtuntapéktaolg is a kind of mutual coextension and body passing through
body, that is, how it fits the general meaning of these terms. Juxtaposition whole through whole
provides the needed explanation: for to say that bodies are juxtaposed whole through whole gives a
general sense in which they are passing through and coextending with one another whole through
whole. And crucially, there is clear and positive evidence that mapaBeoig 81 6Awv is a feature of Stoic

blending.

Secondly, juxtaposition whole through whole helps explain how the participation claim would
hold: for bodies to be so juxtaposed is for them to be in (direct) contact whole through whole, and
bodies related in this way will accordingly be in a position to affect one another whole through
whole; such affecting may then be supposed to be the grounds for the fact that each part of each

blending body participates in all the ingredients in the blending.*’

If this is right, we may conclude that strict colocation is not part of what blending is. Whole-
through-whole juxtaposition is a relation of direct contact; there is no indication that being strictly

colocated is part of what it is for bodies to be so juxtaposed.*® We have already seen that the

46 Whole-through-whole contact for blending bodies is evidenced in Hierocles, Elements of Ethics 4.38-53;
Seneca, Naturales Quaestiones 2.1-2 (reading the mss. text); cf. Sextus Empiricus, M 9.260. Alexander reports
that for the Stoics, blending bodies are supposed to retain their own surfaces (De Mix. 1.1-6, 12—16), and he
takes it that upholding this will mean that Stoic blending is juxtaposition of parts to parts (De Mix. 14.13-27).
On this, see also Helle 2018; Helle 2021, 204-6.

47 This is in fact the kind of story Hierocles seems to give us in Elements of Ethics 3.56—4.53. In Diogenes
Laertius 7.138-9 and Alexander, De Mix. 20.17-20, 21.18-21, body passing through body in blending is treated
as involving causal affection, which lends further credence to this interpretation.

8 To say that some bodies are juxtaposed with one another here appears to indicate that they are
mereologically disjoint from one another. For each will, it seems, have its own surface and its own limits, at and

26



participation claim has nothing to do with strict colocation. And there is no reason to think that strict
colocation would otherwise enter into the definition of blending. We thus appear to have a
satisfactory account of the definition and its terms, based on the evidence of the Stoics’ own

thinking, which makes no reference to strict colocation.

One may of course still suspect that the Stoic definition of blending commits them to strict
colocation. Nothing | have said so far rules that out. But as concerns the content of the definition,

such suspicions are neither here nor there.

5 Is Strict Colocation a Stoic Requirement for Blending?

| turn now to question (2), whether strict colocation is posited by the Stoics as a necessary
requirement for bodies being blended. As noted above, it is rather difficult to answer this with any
kind of certainty, since there are no surviving texts that clearly pronounce on the issue. However, |

will argue in this section that there is some reason to think the answer is ‘no’.

Before | do that, there is a point worth noting: several interpreters attribute strict colocation
to the Stoics (more or less) directly based on the reports that blending is a kind of whole-through-
whole avtumopéktaoig and body passing through body (see note 38 above). Given the interpretation

set out in the last section, this seems to be a mistake. That blending is a kind of whole through whole

by which it is in contact with the other(s): see Alexander, De Mix. 14.13-27 (with 1.1-16); Plutarch, Comm. not.
1080E-1081A; Galen, De Usu Partium [UP] 1.1-2.3; notes 60—1 below; Helle 2018, 96—103. This is arguably
significant for the structure of the places of the ingredient bodies in blending and for the possibility of strict
colocation for bodies juxtaposed whole through whole; see Sections 5 and 6 below. One might think that
juxtaposition whole through whole, then, contrasts with Alexander’s report of Chrysippus’ view at De Mix. 1.3—
5, 12—14, according to which no part of an ingredient body in blending is kath’ hauto (see note 43 above). This
worry was raised by an anonymous reviewer. There is, to my mind, no such contrast. At De Mix. 1.1-6, 1216,
Chrysippus is reported to hold both that no part of an ingredient is kath’ hauto (or separated from the other
ingredient) and at the same time that each ingredient retains its own original surfaces. This last claim is what
we would expect and what seems to be needed in order to say that blending bodies are juxtaposed (whole
through whole; De Mix. 9.8-10, 14.13-27). For what it means for the parts of the ingredients to fail to be kath’
hauta, we should look to the account given in De Mix. chs. 3—4, not least T3 and the participation claim (see
also my 2021, 204-8). And we should not think that the two claims reported for Chrysippus at De Mix. 1.1-6,
12-16 were intended by him to stand in an objectionable contrast to one another. On the interpretation of
Chrysippean blending that | am proposing, we can see how they fit together.
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avtunopéktaolg does not straightforwardly mean, for the Stoics, that the blending bodies are strictly
colocated. To show that the Stoics are committed to strict colocation, we shall need a further story
explaining how strict colocation follows from the relevant notion of mutual coextension whole
through whole. And without a further argument that the Stoics considered and accepted this
entailment, it will remain unclear whether strict colocation is a posit of theirs or a further

consequence.

My strategy in this section is the following. First, | will consider several ancient texts that
clearly seem to say that the Stoics are committed to strict colocation for blending bodies: Plutarch,
Comm. not. 1077E; Themistius, In Aristotelis physica paraphrasis [In phys.] 104.12—19 Schenkl (LS 48F
part, including SVF 2.468); Sextus Empiricus, PH 3.59—-60; Alexander, De Mix. 9.18-10.2; Mantissa
140.10-20. There are other passages of potential relevance. But these are the ones that most clearly
and in the greatest detail address the Stoic commitment to strict colocation; and together, they
constitute our best and most important evidence.* The passages are all hostile to the Stoics, and |
will argue that severally or together, they give no indication that the Stoics themselves posited strict
colocation as a requirement; in fact, they seem, on the whole, to suggest the opposite. Secondly, |
will offer, in outline form, one reason why this might be: that it is difficult to see how strict colocation
for disjoint bodies (blending or otherwise) could in principle occur, given how the Stoics appear to

have thought about the individuation of places (tomol).

We may first consider Plutarch, Comm. not. 1077E and Themistius, /In Phys. 104.12—19:

T6a For first, to what genus will you refer place? Or is it clear that [it will be] to body? For
place too is extended in three [dimensions]. But in this way the most absurd of all will turn

out to be the case. For body will pass wholly through body and two bodies will occupy the

% Though clearly concerned with colocation and Stoic blending, | do not consider Alexander, De Anima 20.6-8,
15-19 Bruns here, because it contributes nothing beyond De Mix. 9.18-10.2 and Mantissa 140.10-20.

28



same place; for if the place is a body and what has come to be in it is a body, and both are
equal in their dimensions, the body will be in a different equal body. And this belongs to
Chrysippus and the views deriving from Zeno, but the ancients reduced it to clear

impossibility (In Phys. 104.12—19, LS 48F part, including SVF 2.468).%°

T6b It is contrary to the [common/natural] conception that body is the place of a body and
that body passes through body, if neither contains void but instead what is full sinks into
what is full and that which has no interval nor room within itself due to its continuity receives

what is mixed in (Plutarch, Comm. not. 1077E).>!

In T6a, Themistius argues that if place is thought to be a body, then there will be two bodies
occupying the same place. The reason given is that if place is a body, then one body will be in
another body, i.e. the place it occupies. ‘This’ is then said to be the view of Chrysippus and the Stoics,

which the ancients showed to be impossible.

It is not clear exactly what Themistius is attributing to the Stoics. The referent of ‘this’ (toUito)
in the last sentence might be the claim that two bodies can occupy the same place or it might be the
claim that one body can be in another body. The difference matters, because the latter — that one
body can be in another body — could plausibly refer to the Stoic view that bodies, in blending,

mutually coextend and pass through one another whole through whole. And so, in that case,

0 p®tov yap &l ti yévog dvdgelg tov Tomov; A 8fAov 8TL eig opa; Kal yap O TOmog £mi tpia Stéotnkev. GAN
0oUTW TO MAVTWY ATOMWTATOV AMAVTHCETOL CRUA Yap §Ld cwlatog xwproel 6L 6Aou kal §Uo cwuata Tov
aUTOV €dEEeL TOTOV: £l YA KAl O TOMOCG oWUA KAl TO YEVOUEVOV €V aUTWw o®pa Kal {oa Toi¢ Staotipaclv audw,
TO oWpa Eotal v (ow £Tépw ocwpatt. Tolto 6& Xpuoimmw pév Kal Tolg anod ZRvwvog SoyuaoLy £€otly, ol maAatotl
6& andyouowv we eic aduvatov évapy®c. This is the text printed in Long and Sedley 1987 vol. 2, 291, which
differs slightly from Schenkl’s text in punctuation and excludes the emendation printed by Schenkl at 104.18
(Tolg amo ZRvwvog <év> Soyuaaciv).

51 Napd TV EVWOLAV E0TL CRHHA CWHLOTOC ELVOL TOTIOV Kol OO XWPETV SLA CWHATOC, KEVOV NSETEPOU
nieplExovtog AAAQ Tol MARpouG £i¢ TO MAfipeg évouopévou Kal Sexopévou To Emutyvievov tol Slaotacly ouk
£Yovtog o06E ywpav £v aUT@® SLA TV CUVEXELAV.
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Themistius would not be saying that the Stoics themselves hold that two bodies can occupy the same

place, only that they hold something of which this, to his mind, is an entailment.

It seems to me most likely that ‘this’ refers to the content of the immediately preceding
claim, that one body can be in another equal body. But even if Themistius is attributing colocation to
the Stoics directly, it is not clear that he is reporting what they themselves said, as opposed to what
he thinks they are committed to. Indeed, the context suggests that Themistius is relying on other

commentators, notably Alexander, regarding the Stoics (/n Phys. 104.19-22).

In T6b, Plutarch has the Stoic theory of blending in view (cf. Comm. not. 1077F-1078A), and
though he does not say so explicitly, it may plausibly be supposed that he is charging the Stoics with
commitment to strict colocation. However, he is evidently not trying to report what the Stoics in fact
say in their theory; he is attempting to refute the theory by articulating what he takes to be an
absurd consequence of it: that a body that is full and without space in it receives what is likewise full,
so that body ends up being the place of body. This is not stated in the Stoic theory of blending, and
Plutarch is not trying to pretend otherwise. T6b thus tells us little more than that Plutarch believes

Stoic blending ends up requiring strict colocation.

It is safe to say that T6a—b do not give any specific reason to think the Stoics themselves

posited strict colocation as a requirement for blending.

Next, we have Sextus Empiricus, PH 3.59-60:

T7 It remains to say that both the qualities of the blending items and their substances pass
through one another and bring about the blending by mixing. Which is stranger still than the
options previously mentioned: for this kind of blending is impossible. So, for instance, if one
cup of hemlock juice has been mixed with ten cups of water, the hemlock would be said to

be mixed together with all the water; then if one were to take even the smallest part of the
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mix, one will find it filled with the power of the hemlock. (a) And if the hemlock is mixed in
with each part of the water and coextends with it whole with whole in virtue of the passage
of the substances and their qualities through one another, so that the blending occurs in this

way, and things that coextend with one another in every part occupy the equal place (which

is why they too are equal to one another), (b) then the cup of hemlock will be equal to the
ten cups of water, so that the mix must be twenty cups or two only, as far as concerns this

supposition of the manner of blending.>?

No doubt, Sextus is discussing the Stoic theory of blending. And he is connecting it to (strict)
colocation when he says that ‘things that coextend with one another in every part occupy the equal
place’ (ta mapektewvopeva GAARAoLc kad’ dmav pépog tov loov €néxel tomov). This may be treated as
equivalent to the following: if some things are mutually coextended whole through whole, then they
are strictly colocated with one another (cf. T9 below). So, we apparently have an expression of the

claim that strict colocation is a consequence of bodies being blended in the Stoic way.

However, it is far from clear that this entailment is supposed to be understood as a part of
the Stoic view. It is found in Sextus’ attempt to refute the Stoics, in the complex protasis | have
marked as (a) above. And there is no indication in T7 or the surrounding context that it is part of the
view being criticized rather than a claim that serves Sextus’ purposes. The first part of the protasis
(“the hemlock is mixed... in virtue of the passage’ etc.) can be confirmed as more or less an instance

of the Stoic way of thinking of blending bodies (cf. De Mix. 6.25-7.8, 7.18-22). But there is no text

52 \eimetat Aéyely, 6TL Kail al moldTNTEG TV KIpvapévwy Kai ai oboial ywpolol U GAAAAWY Kal pyvOpeval Thv
Kpaow droteholoL. & TGV POELPNHEVWY EOTLY ATOMWTEPOV- ASUVATOC ydp £0TWV ) TOLaUTN KPEOLC. OloV YOOV
£€av 6£ka kotuAalg Udatog kwvelou xuAoD KOTUAN HXOR, avtl T@® USaTL cuvavakipvaoBal av AéyoLto T
KWwveLov- €l yoOv kal Tt Bpaxutatov pépog tol piypatog Adpol Tig, VPR osL MEMANPWUEVOV AUTO TG Tol
Kwvelou Suvapewc. (a) el 6& émiuiyvutal TO Kwvelov mavtl pépel tod 08atog kal apekteivetal alTG OAov OAw
KOTA Te TAV TV 0UOLHOV Kal TV molotHTwy alt®v §U aAMAAwv &iodov, IV’ oltwe | KpdoLg yévntal, Ta 6&
napekTevopeva dANAoLg kab’ dmav Hépog Tov ioov EmMExeL TOomov, 810 Kal (oo AAARAoLg €otly, (b) lon €otaln
KOTUAN ToD Kwveiou Talg Séka koTUAaLS Tod USaTOC, WC lkoot KOTUAS ddeilelv €lvat TO Uiypa i U0 povac,
ocoov émi tfibe Tfj UmoB£oel Tol TPOMOU TFiG KPACEWC.
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that tells us whether strict colocation is posited by the Stoics. And we should hesitate to think so
based on T7, since the entailment from Stoic blending to strict colocation is plainly asserted in (a) in

order to enable Sextus’ rather unimpressive move to the absurd conclusion, (b).>

Hence, T7, no different from T6a—b, apparently gives no clear evidence that the Stoics
themselves posited strict colocation as a requirement for blending. Considered in its context in T7,

this requirement seems rather to belong to Sextus’ reductio.

The last two texts | want to consider are from Alexander. First, here is De Mix. 9.18-10.2:

T8 Indeed, what is said by them about blending not only does not use the natural

conceptions, but also completely departs from them. For that body passes through body,

whole coextended with whole, not only is not the case according to the common

conceptions, but is also preconceived to be impossible. For due to a natural conception they

have been seen to hold that what is full cannot still receive something into itself (for what

has in itself room receptive of something similar cannot still be full), on account of which

natural and common preconception it already seems to some to be reasonable that what is

receptive of bodies is that which we call place.>

53 Sextus’ move is unimpressive because he fails to distinguish between the volume of a place and the quantity
of a body occupying a place, and so assumes that if some bodies each wholly occupy the same place (at the
same time), then there is the same quantity of each body present in that place. The distinction should be made
and the assumption should not be accepted without further comment, especially not by someone who
countenances strict colocation by disjoint bodies. For the distinction and this reply, see White 2003, 148-9.
Alexander reports that Chrysippus in the context of blending distinguished between the
bulk/quantity/extension of which a body is capable on its own and that of which it is capable when aided by
other bodies, and sought to use it to explain how it could be possible for a ladle of wine to blend with a large
body of water (De Mix. 7.25—8.22). Even though Sextus’ objection is not addressed in Alexander’s report (or
elsewhere), it seems clear that Chrysippus had the conceptual tools to handle the root issue, that is, roughly,
the need to make a distinction between the quantity of a body considered on its own and the quantity of a
body in blending (which is independent of the question of strict colocation).

54 T yolv mepl kpAoewg UTT aUT®OV Aeydueva ol pdvov ol ipooypfital Taig duotkaic évvolalg, GAN Kail
mAelotov 6oV amodel. TO te yap o®pa S1d cWUAToC XWPELV OAov OAw MAPEKTELVOUEVOY OU HOVoV <oU>
TIPOOTTEL KATA TAC KOWAG £vvoiag, GAAA Kol dSUvartov givat poeidnmraLl. DUowkf yap évvoiq T TO TARPES
UNKET €v aUT® SUvachat Séxeobal Tt (L yop £t MAfipeg eivan SUvaoBal Td xwpav £xov év autd SeKTIKAV
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This passage is the clearest indication in De Mix. that the Stoics, to Alexander’s mind, are committed
to (strict) colocation.>® Alexander does not explicitly mention colocation; he uses the notion of the
full (t6 mAfpeg) receiving something into itself. But as Betegh argues (2016, 403—4), Alexander is
surely relying on Aristotle’s remarks about why this is impossible; specifically, we may plausibly
interpret T8 in light of Physics 213b5-11, where Aristotle gives an argument that the full cannot
receive something into itself because then two bodies would be in the same place, and that yields
various undesirable and supposedly impossible results.>® For us, the key point is that Aristotle is
clearly thinking of the full receiving something into itself as a case of (strict) colocation. We may
reasonably take it, then, that for Alexander too, (strict) colocation is part of what it means that the

full receives something into itself here in T8.

If this interpretation is correct, what does T8 tell us about the Stoic theory of blending? Not

much, and certainly not that the Stoics themselves posit strict colocation.

The passage is likely corrupt; | have translated the text printed by Groisard (2013, 9), which
seems to be the best that can be done given the mss.> For this text, the following interpretation of

Alexander’s argument, underlined above, appears most probable (cf. Groisard 2013, 67-8): (i) that

Opoiou TwdCg) WdBnoav éxety, SU v GuaLKAV Te Kal kownV TPOANPLV 18N Sokel TLotv ebAoyov givat T Tdv
OWHATWY SEKTIKOV OV KAAOT LEV TOTIOV.

55 There is no explicit statement anywhere in De Mix. that the Stoics are so committed. Chs. 5-6 are devoted to
refuting the claim that body passes through body whole through whole; but Alexander does not pursue this
goal by charging the Stoics with strict colocation, that is, apart from in T8, where this is plausibly part of what is
going on. At 11.7-10, it may be argued that he is proceeding on an assumption that entails strict colocation for
Stoic blending; likewise, in 12.1-9. But in neither case is he attributing this claim to the Stoics. Further, in each
of these passages, the point is to show that bodies’ passing through one another has certain other supposedly
absurd consequences (following 11.10, that bodies do not combine in the way they ought to; in 12.1-9, that
the Stoics must admit to void within the cosmos, contrary to what they in fact hold). And in any case, there is
no indication that strict colocation is considered a part of the Stoic view.

56 Aristotle, Physics 213b5—11 Ross: o0 yap &v Sokelv ivat kivnotv, €l uf i kevov- to yap mAfpeg aduvatov
elval 54€aoBal Tu. el 8¢ 5é€etal Kol Eotal 5U0 v TaUTR, EvEéxolt’ &v Kal Orooaodv evatl &po cwpoTa: THY yap
Stadopay, S v oUK v €in T0 AexBev, oUk €oTwy eimelv. el 6€ TolTo €vdéxeTal, Kal TO PLKpOTATOV SEEETAL TO
MEYLOTOV: TIOAAQ Yap ULKPA TO Héya £€oTiv. On this text and Aristotle’s argument, see Pfeiffer 2016, 377ff;
Betegh 2016, 404-5.

57 0n this, see Groisard’s astute comments (2013, 67-8).
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body passes through body, whole coextended with whole, as per the Stoic theory of blending, is
preconceived to be impossible; for (ii) there is a natural conception that what is full cannot receive
something into itself — because this would be strict colocation — and (iii) if body passes through bodly,
whole coextended with whole, then the full receives something into itself; (iv) what is more, the

Stoics are (in some sense) seen to accept this natural conception.>®

According to this argument, the Stoics are committed to strict colocation and the full
receiving something into itself, which is preconceived to be impossible; they are also, in fact,
contradicting themselves, since they, in some sense, accept that the full cannot receive something

into itself.

Now, for us, what is important is the status of (iii), which states that strict colocation is a
consequence of Stoic blending. In T8, (iii) is a necessary but unspoken assumption of Alexander’s
argument. Unsurprisingly, then, we are not expressly told whether it is a feature of blending posited
by the Stoic theory itself. However, we may still say with some confidence that it is not present here
as such a feature. For the Stoic theory of blending does not talk about bodies receiving bodies or the
full receiving anything into itself, either in Alexander’s own previous account of it in De Mix. chs. 3-4
or elsewhere. It seems clear that (iii) is Alexander’s own claim (which may, of course, be more or less
justified). And the fact that he goes on to imply that Stoic blending involves body receiving body in a

manner appropriate to place (témoc) only confirms this.

The last passage | will look at is Mantissa 140.10-20:

T9 Further, if wholes coextend with wholes and the smallest with the greatest to the point of

their last surface, the composite will occupy the place that the one occupies. For the parts of

58 This last claim cannot reasonably be interpreted as saying more than that the Stoics can, according to
Alexander, be shown to be committed to the impossibility of strict colocation (and the full receiving something
into itself) (cf. Groisard 2013, 67-8).
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the whole, if they are in the whole, not being circumscribed by their own limits, reasonably
are not in a place by themselves, and each of the items that have been mixed is
circumscribed through limits in the same way as the whole [composed] from both, if indeed
they are passing through one another wholly. For each of them will occupy the entire place
that the one had occupied before the mixing and that the composite [occupies] after the
mixing. For it is necessary that what has been mixed [with something], since it comes to be
equal to something else, occupies the same and equal place as that. Hence, there will be

several bodies in the same place, and each of them will occupy the whole place.*®

This passage forms part of Alexander’s extended case in the Mantissa that body cannot go
through body (cGpa 610 cwpatog aduvatov Sinkety: 139.29-141.29). There are certain parallels
here to De Mix. chs. 5-6, and Alexander certainly has the Stoics and their theory of blending in his

sights (139.33—-4). However, T9 has no counterpart in De Mix.

For us, this text is interesting for two reasons: first, it contains the most precise and explicit
treatment of strict colocation in our sources. Alexander carefully specifies that, in blending, the
bodies will not only all occupy the same place, but they will also each occupy the whole of it (and no
other place). Secondly, he is giving a detailed argument from the Stoic view that body wholly
coextends with body in blending to the claim that bodies so coextended will be strictly colocated
with one another. Alexander is not reporting Stoic thinking in this context; he is clearly in the

business of articulating and defending in his own voice a reductio of their view.

59 1t el Ao BAoLg apekTeiveTal Kal Td Bpayvtata Tol peyiotolg péxpl thc Eoxatng émudaveiag, v katéxel T
&v Témov, T0 cuVapdOTEPOV KOBLEEL. TA MV yap popLa Tod BAou, 0T Gv év T6) BAw f, épaoty oikelolg U
TLEPLYEYPOAUUEVQ, EIKOTWG 0UK EOTLY £V TOTW KB aUTA, TV 8& PEULYUEVWVY EKATEPOV OUOLWG TG OAW TO €€
Audotépwy UMO TEpaaLy meplyéypantal, £l ye SU OAwV Kexwpnkaowv GAARAWVY. EKATEPOV yap aUTOV TOV mAvVTA
KaB£EeL TOMoV, OV Kal Bdtepov Katelxev PO TG LIEEWS Kal LETA TAV UIELV TO cuvapudotepov. kKal yap o
MEULYUEVOVY, TR £ETEpw (ooV 0T YIVOUEVOV, AVAyKn TOV aUTOV Kal (oov €Kelv KATEXELY TOTIOV. £0TaL Gpa €V
W alT® TONMW MAElw cwuata, Kal ékaotov alT®y Tov OAov KabéEeL Tomov.
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Alexander’s argument appears to turn centrally on the claim that the ingredient bodies will
not each have a place of their own in the blending, since they will not have their own limits by which
to determine such a place (Mantissa 140.12-15). This last is not the position of the Stoics; there is
good reason to think Alexander knows that the Stoics, on the contrary, insisted that blending bodies

and their parts retain their own surfaces/limits (De Mix. 1.1-16, 14.13-27; see also my 2018).

However, what is important in this connection is not the details of the reasoning, but rather
the fact that Alexander, our best source for the Stoic theory of blending, evidently has a need to
show through an argument of his own that strict colocation is a consequence of Stoic blending. Such
a procedure would make no sense if the Stoics themselves stated that blending bodies are strictly
colocated or the Stoics posited this as a requirement of mutual coextension whole through whole —

that is, at least as far as Alexander knows (cf. De Mix. 25.3—17, with Groisard 2013, 96).

Let us take stock. Of the passages we have considered, T6—9, none provides positive evidence
that the Stoics themselves posited strict colocation. What they do, first and foremost, is show that a

range of critics took this to be a consequence of Stoic blending.

Our examination of these texts also lends credence to the following conjecture: the reason
we are not told that the Stoics posited strict colocation is that they did not do so. Plutarch would
certainly not hesitate to quote Chrysippus (or another Stoic) admitting that blending bodies strictly
colocate, if he had the means, nor would he more generally hold back from reporting this fact, if he
knew it to be a fact. The reason he does not is surely that he did not have the grounds for either.
Likewise, if whole-through-whole avtinapéktaoig and body passing through body were recognized
by the Stoics as requiring strict colocation, we would expect Alexander to tell us and to trumpet this
Stoic admission of what he takes to be absurd and impossible. But not only does he not do this, he

also goes out of his way to argue in detail that strict colocation follows from Stoic blending.

Based on the available evidence, the most likely answer to our question (2) thus appears to

be ‘no, the Stoics did not posit strict colocation as a requirement of bodies being blended’. Of course,
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the case for this is indirect and founded on the silence of our sources. We cannot entirely rule out
the possibility that the Stoics did admit to needing strict colocation for their theory of blending to
work. This should mean that our sources were unaware of this fact or chose to omit it (however
unlikely that would be). A further inference also seems safe: strict colocation did not play a central
role in the Stoic theory of blending. Whether or not strict colocation is in fact required and whether
or not the Stoics were aware of any such requirement, it seems clear that their theory of blending
was not focused on this. To suppose otherwise would require us to think that our sources missed a

central part of the Stoic theory.

This completes my main argument concerning question (2). The last thing | want to do in this
section is to outline a general difficulty for the supposition that disjoint bodies may strictly colocate,
on the Stoic way of thinking. If the following interpretation is along the right lines, the Stoics will have
had a clear reason not to posit strict colocation for blending bodies, which would explain why our

sources do not report such a posit.

In Section 2 above, we saw that the general definition of place (tomog) does not rule out
strict colocation or positively suggest that it is possible. However, from the way the Stoics appear to
have thought about the individuation of places, there is nevertheless some difficulty in seeing how

strict colocation in principle could occur.

The reason is this: we are told by Sextus (M 10.3, SVF 2.505) and Stobaeus (Ecl. 1.161.8-26,
SVF 2.503), and lamblichus confirms (in Simplicius, In Cat. 361.7-12, SVF 2.507), that places, for the
Stoics, are limited by the bodies that occupy them, and not vice versa. That is to say, more precisely:
the limits of the bodies that occupy places determine the limits of those places (which do not
independently have limits of their own). So, a place wholly occupied by Socrates, for instance, will

thus be limited and determined according to the limits of Socrates.®

80 On Stoic thinking regarding limits, see for instance Ju 2009; Robertson 2004.
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The limits of a body distinguish it from other bodies and they distinguish its parts from one
another and from the parts of other things.® The limits of a place will presumably do likewise. So, we

will individuate places (and their parts) by reference to the bodies that occupy them.

If this is right, it has an important consequence for strict colocation. Strict colocation, we
recall, requires precise sharing of places: roughly, A strictly colocates with B just in case A occupies a
place P and no other place, and B also occupies all of P (see Section 2 above). Now, if places are
individuated in accordance with the limits of the occupying bodies, it will be impossible for bodies
strictly to colocate unless the bodies in question share limits (some or all). For this is, apparently, the
only way for there to be a single place fully occupied by both. Since disjoint bodies have their own

distinct limits by which they are distinguished, it follows that such bodies do not strictly colocate.

There is good reason to think that blending bodies, on the Stoic way of thinking, remain
wholly disjoint and retain their own limits (see note 48 above; Helle 2018, 96—-103). And if so, it
seems that blending bodies will be precluded from strictly colocating as a consequence of how places

are individuated.

Naturally, much would be needed to fill out this argument.®? For us here, the key point is that
the Stoics appear to think of the individuation of places in a way that makes it difficult to see how
one could have strict colocation for disjoint bodies. This would be a reason for them not to posit
strict colocation for blending bodies, and it could help explain why our sources do not report them

doing so.

61 That limits have an individuating and distinguishing function is not a specifically Stoic view. For Stoic
applications of the general idea, see Plutarch, De Stoicorum repugnantiis 1054B—C Westman, Comm. not.
1074B-C; for the case of bodily limits, see for instance Plutarch, Comm. not. 1080D—E, with 1081A (cf. 1078B);
Alexander, De Mix. 14.13-27, 1.1-16; Galen, UP 1.1-2.3; Diogenes Laertius 7.135. For the related Stoic view
that bodies joined by parthood are not fully distinct and not counted separately, see note 15 above.

52 For example, it is assumed that since disjoint bodies each have their own distinct limits, there will be some
corresponding distinctness in the places occupied by such bodies. This also seems to be Alexander’s
assumption in T9: that bodies with their own distinct limits have their own distinct places. But if this is denied,
strict colocation may be possible for disjoint bodies. Thus, if there is reason to think that when bodies are
blended their distinct limits do not determine distinct places for them, then blending bodies may turn out to be
strictly colocated, despite being disjoint.
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6 Concluding remarks

In this paper, | have argued that strict colocation is not part of the Stoic definition of blending, i.e. the
standard, Chrysippean definition, and that there is at least some reason to think that the Stoics did
not even posit strict colocation as a necessary requirement of blending. This is an important result
for the interpretation of Stoic physics. It means that strict colocation is not supposed to play a central
role in accomplishing the work assigned to blending and may have no role at all — contrary to what is

held in most current Stoic scholarship.

A further question that | have not addressed is whether strict colocation is in fact required
for bodies to blend in the Stoic way (see Section 3 above). From the point of view of the present
paper, this is left open. It is consistent with my interpretation, then, to hold that strict colocation is
entailed by Stoic blending. This would most likely mean that the Stoics did not recognize the
entailment or else failed to call attention to it. So, for all | have said so far strict colocation could be
an important feature of Stoic blending, that is, in the sense of being a philosophically significant
feature of blending according to a fully worked out theory of the sort favored by Chrysippus and the

Stoics.

Above | noted that strict colocation by disjoint bodies may seem to be precluded by Stoic
thinking about the individuation of places. If that is right, the Stoics had a good reason not to require
strict colocation for blending bodies. But to settle the question of whether strict colocation is in fact
required, we would need a more detailed inquiry into the relations between bodies and their
locations, and, in the end, we would have to decide if a way of thinking of location should be
preferred on which Stoic blending entails strict colocation. My concern here has been to understand
Chrysippus’ and the Stoics’ own thinking about blending, and for that, it is not necessary to settle this

issue.
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So far, | have focused on blending itself and left to one side its wider role in Stoic physics. Let
me now briefly make one point in this regard. A central function of blending in Stoic physics is to help
explain how pneuma and matter combine so that a unified body is composed —a human being, a
plant, etc. In assessing interpretations of the Stoic theory of blending, we should consider how this
function is served in each case. To interpret blending in terms of strict colocation would contribute
only minimally: at best, strict colocation might explain how pneuma and matter are in a position to
compose a unified body; to say that pneuma and matter are strictly colocated does not itself shed
light on the how and why of the composition in question. This should make it less surprising to find
that the Stoics did not define blending in terms of strict colocation, nor apparently posited strict
colocation as a requirement for blending. It also gives us further reason to seek a different
interpretation of Stoic blending. | have defended such an interpretation (Helle 2018, 2021; see also
Section 4 above), according to which blending is to be understood in terms of causal interaction and
qualitative modification, and which at least provides a schema for how pneuma-matter blending
could help explain the composition of unified bodies. But whether or not this particular account is
accepted, interpretations that assign pride of place to strict colocation seem ill-equipped even to

attempt the task at issue.

And we have seen that our best evidence of how the Stoics define blending and understand
the conditions under which the definition is satisfied does not invite us to interpret blending in terms
of strict colocation. On the contrary, it seems clear that strict colocation has no part in the definition
of what blending is, and we have found no good reason to say that the Stoics posited strict colocation

as a further condition.
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