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Apostolos L. Pierris

PROLEGOMENA TO THE ENIGMA
OF THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE:
AN INQUIRY INTO ANGIENT
PHILOSOPHICAL SYNCRETISM

The Johannine Prologue is “das grisste Ratsel, das die Geschichte des dltesten
Christentums bietet.”

Augustine testifies to the laudatory acceptance that the striking beginning of the Fourth
Gospel found among some (Neojplatonic circles. One such philosopher suggested its
emphatic imprint on high places in all Churches:

Quod initium sancti Evangeli cui nomen est secundum Iohannem, quidam
Platonicus, sicut a sancto sene Simpliciano, qui postea Mediolanesnsi
Ecclesiae praesedit Episcopus, solebamus audire, aureis litteris
conseribendum et per omnes Ecclesias in locis eminentissimis proponendum
esse dicebat.

In faet Amelius, of the Plotinian group, commented on the Tohannine Advyoc-doctrine
(albeit referring to the Evangelist as “the barbarian™), giving a significant formulation of
ils content. The Amelian quotation runs as follows (a fairly erthodox exegesis except for
the explicit Docetism of the Logos-incarnation):

Kai u{rm-:_ fipe v & Livog kol Bv aiel dvra té yivopeva dyivero, o fv kai
o Hpéxierog afunoee, wol viy A Ov & papfepos aZwol v tff Tig appiic
it o kol Gélg kufeomrora mpog Bedv elvar, kai Oeov elvar &1’ ob mivd’
amhdg yevevijobor £v o 1o yevopevov (v kal (ofy kal v tegokéva, Ko
elg té smpoTe wimtew (sc. Tov Adyov), Kol oapro Eviuoauevoy povtateabo

' A, Harnack, Letwbuck der Dogmengerchichre, Bd. 1 (Tibingen: Akademische Verlyrsbuchhandlung vem
I C. B. Mohr, 1909), 108
* Aungustinus, de Civ Dei, X, 29, 1, 450033-451.5.
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fvBpmmoy, peth Tob kol Tvikedte dekviey TS PLOEWS T peyoieiow
apéhet kal avokubévia nay drofeotolal, koi Beov &lvitt olog v Apd Toi
£lg 0 ebpo kol Ty adpra Kal 1ov dvlperov ketagbiva.’

Eusebius mentions the passage in his account of the Second Principle of Reality, immediately
after he has elaborated on Numenius® position, and re-affirmed the presumed affiliation
of Platonic and Hebrew wisdom. It is very likely that Amelius himself connected his own
analysis with Numenian theory and the Johannine doctrine.* The point of the Evangelic
attestation in Amelius must had been the identification of a particular entity in his system
with the Heracleitean and the lohannine Logos: xui ottog pe 1y & Adyog knbl' dv aieci dvia
tit yvdpsve éyivero, dg dv kal 0 Hpéxhertog dbiboeis, kai vip Al Bv 0 fapPapog adwl
ete. The world-creative function is to be explained. Cosmic Creativity belongs primarily
to Intellection (Noiic), for it presupposes a plan of the object to be produced: creation
of a thing is the process whose reverse constitutes the thing’s real analysis, an objective
understanding of its nature, Knowledge is the ground of Creation. The Platonic Timaeus
provides a classic formulation of this insight. And indeed Proclus explains the Numenian
and Amelian interpretations of the creative Principle as differing construals of the Timacan
statement (39E): fimep ovv voig tvoboag ibéug @ b Lotiv Cdov, olul 6 Eveigl Kol dom,
safopii, TowdTeg Kui Tooaltag tievonBn deiv kui Tode (sc. this physican and sensible
World-Animal) ayeiv (In Tim. Comm. T11, 103.18 sqq. Diehl), Now Amelius posited three
demiurgic Noec (Intellects), tov dvta. tov Exovo, tov opdvra, corresponding to the
& Eomiv Cdov (being in itself as an organic whole), Evovoag idéag (the eidetic articulation
of being) and xufopi (the intellectual “seeing” of the ideas). Le. Notg as pure being and
intelligibility (of Being); as having the forms of being; and as seeing (intellecting) the
ideal content of being. In this triadic analysis of intelligibility and intellection (being,
possessing being as structured definite determination of being and seeing being; or being
as an ultimate fact of existence, as being had as a definite determination of being, i.e.
as being something, and finally as being seen), Amelius considered the first member as
demiurgic par excellence (ibid.: OF Fr. 96 Kern).

Eusehius, Pragpoaratio Evangelica. X1, 18-19, 5404 sqq.

¢ Amelius was a particularly close student of Numenius, He collected, edited and commented on the lafter’s
lilerary remains, Porphyrius, Fita Mo, 3, 43-5: gukomovin 88 teepfuliopevos tdv kol aledy mivioy Sl th kl
e v T Moprvlow kol fpaym kol ouvarperely cel oyrbin vh mleiotn Skpabeb He was in fact conzidered
3 specialist on Numenius. When in Athens there grew the notion that Plotinus was merely adapting Numenian
wiews with the addition of mere platitudes and insignificant details, Amelius undertook Lo defend his friend with
a work enitled: |lepi T ol T Goypnrn tof [Thwtivon mpog 1w Noupiaoy dupopis (Lhid., 17). On the other
hand, Numenius utilized in hiz theological speculations the wisdom, symbolism and sacred rites of the oriental
eminent nations (ameng whom he menticned, Brahmans, Hebreus, Magiang (Iranians) and Epyplians), a8 agrecing
with the Platonic spirit. Fr. la (des Places), ...fmucediooolol 62 i S th sibupobvin, TNCmPEPOLEVDY BUTEY
the teREThe kil T BiypaTa Tis T idplocis owersloupieg LGy, duoloyoupivag, dndoes Bpeyudves xui
TovGator il Mivpo ki Afvéasiol fedsvoo, He employed the allegorical method (tponokoyioa) in inferpreting
passages from the O1d Testament (Frs. Ib, le and 9 Origenes in fact commented fvourably on these analyses,
BT, Te: ki o demulivig wbmi spomehoyodvre (se. toy Noupiviov), Numenius allegorized even a story from the
Mew Testamen! without mentioning the name of Jesus (Fr. 10a), just a5 Amelius referred (o the Johannine Gospel
by calling its suthor & fapapoc,
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APOSTOLOS L. PERRIS

But in Neoplatonism Aéyog is essentially associated to the psychic hypostasis, in
contradistinction to the noetic principle to which it is subordinated. And it is from the
Universal hypercosmic Soul that the particular psychic entities descend into the World
according to Amelius; Stobaeus, Eclogae 1, 49, 39,1 37711 Wachsmuth: (Ilepi Supopiic
kefodou tév yuydv from Tamblichus® Mept yuydic) Miotivog pév kol Hoppoplog kai
Apgiiog amd tiig bép thv olipaviy yuylig kol taou Eniong sicokilovew &ic Ti ahpomn.
In fact Amelius held (or tended to hold) the singular doctrine that all psychic substance,
all souls, are really at bottom not only essentially homogeneous, but also momerically
one (ibid. 1, 49, 37 372.10-12; 25-6) differing only and simply in accordance with varying
relations and positions (oyéosol kai katnraZeow, I 376. 3-4). This fits nicely into the
Amelian account of the Johannine prologue: everything that comes to be is a being and
exists, has life and is living, by being in the Logos principle; év & 10 yevopevoy {@v kal
v kai ov mepuiéval It furthermore provides the foundation for an explanation of
the Incarnation of the eternal Soul-Logos itself in an individual: all particular souls are
identical with the Universal Soul; in that unigue case the fullness of the hypercosmic
powers was also actually preserved undiminished (16 mhfjpopa tig Bedntog).

The likelihood is thus substantial that Amelius identified the Johannine Logos with
his Universal Soul. That he invoked the Heracleitean (and, he might have added, as an
elaborate version of divine immanent causality, the Stoic) Logos as ontological principle
of reality points in the same direction: in Stoicism this Logos, the aboriginal pure active
reality, produces, by its own tensional transformations according to its own law, the cosmic
whole; everything has its existence grounded in Logos, is a tensional (tovikoc) Logos-
modification according to a spermatically pre-existing pattern in Logos itself, subsists
therefore i Logos. This accounts for the #v @ moment, which, significantly, from the
Johannine év aied Cmf v ete. becomes the explicitly sweeping &v @ 10 yevopevoy [iv
kai Cefjv wod v wepukivon. The &7 ob would alse, in the Neoplatonic setting, suggest
instrumental efficiency rather than veritable creative causality. Tt is true that the ko8 &y
mentioned in the beginning of the quotation suggests the archelypal principle, probahly
the second Amclian Demiurge (1év Exovro, ie. the divine Intellect qua possessing the
idcal articulation of reality, the structured determinations of being); but the Heracleitean
mvocation in exemplification of this xat’ v redresses the suggestion. Philo illustrates
well the prepositional Metaphysics in De Cherubim, 35 (§§124-127); 125: xpig vigp Ty
Tivog yEvesty mokid el ouverOelv, T0 Do’ on, 10 ££ ob, o & ob, o & & xai fomt T
HEV D’ ob H oftiov, £ ob 8¢ 1) DAn, &' ob 82 1d épyadeiov, &' & 8¢ 1) aitio. In cosmic
creation 0’ ob is God. &' ob His Adyoc. Cf. Seneca Epistulae, 635, 8, where two more
causes are introduced, in quo as the form and ad guod as the paradeigmatic idea; while
one is suppressed, the instrumental &0 ob. Finally, that this Logos is God connects with
the view that all incorporeal substance from supreme Godhead to particular soulness,
1s homogeneous (Stobacus, Ec/, 1, 49, 32, 1 365.7-21). According to lamblichus, Amelius
stands “unfastly” on this doctrine which in effect maintains that vod xal fedwv kai @y
KPELTTOVIY YEVDV 0DAEY ) yoyi| Sieviivoye katd ye Tijv dknv oloiav (especially therefore
as Supramundane universal soul). The theory cannot be immediately reconciled with the
strict Subordinationism in the derivation of reality (One-Mind-Soul), and Iamblichus
brings emphatically to the surface the underlying tension in the Plotinian-centered position.
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PROLEGOMENA TO THE ENIGIMA OF THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE: AN INQUIRY INTO ANCIENT PHILOSOPHICAL SYNCRETISM

The situation reproduces the then contemporary Trinitarian controversies (which however
resolutely left the psvchic factor outside the compass of essential divine spirituality).”

The év & motive (the idea that all created existence is substantiated in a certain
ontological principle) points in the first place to the Platonic cosmic soul; Timaens 34b-c;
esp. 36d-37a: énel 62 kata vodv 1§ cuviotdvn Taon 1) g yoylis obotuoic évevivnto,
PET( TODTO TV 0 COPATOELDES £vTas abThs STekTaiveto Kal péoov HETT) ouvayoymy
ZPOCT|PUOTTEY.., Kai TO piv &) adpa opatdy ovpavod yiyovey, abth &8 adpatog PE,
Lopiopod 8t petégoven kel appovieg wuyl, Tiv vontdv dei Te dvtov dnd tob dpiaton
apioTn vevopew tiw yevvndéviey. This would make the universal soul the first-born of
God, the IMpotévovos. On the other hand, in the Alexandrian Hellenizing Judaism there
has been evolved the idea of divine Logos as tamog idedv and vonrog Koapoc. Philo, De
opificio Mundi, §20: 008" 6 éx Tév bedv Kdopog filiov dv Eyot tomov fj tov Belov idyov
v TodTn Suakoopioeyto el Tic Bv £ @y duvipeay aitol ténog Etgpog, g yEvort
av ikovdc ol Aéym maceg ahha piev dxpatov fyvnvoiv défucbal o kai yopijooy; §36,
111.5 Cohn: §25, T 8.2: 1 apyétonos oppayis, &v oapey vontdv ehvin koapov, aitdg iy
on 10 dpyérumoy mapddoryp, ibdn wv idedy, 0 Beod Adyog; §24: ob6ay dv Etepov ginm
o vanrow Kdopov eivan fj @eod Adyov fijdn koopomololviog (an emphatic affirmation of
the inherent creativity of Advoc, and His essential orientation towards creation, essentially
m his capacity as comprising the archetypal articulation of all being, precisely as being
wimoc idedv). The divine Adyoc is the place of the Intelligibles, the incorporeal powers
of God; De Somniis 1, §62, 111 218.12: (témog) 6 Oclog Adyog, By Ekmemhpokey dhov &
Bl asmpirtolg duvapeoy alitds O @edc. The Adyog is the House of God, De Migratione
dbrahami §4: ki yip v TV Bhav voly, Tov Bedv, olkov Exew pnot tov Eavtod Aoyov.
ICE Job XXVIIL 23: 6 Ocic b ouviotnasy abTijg (sc. Thg Zopiag) v oddv, / abrog di
sldev thv tomov e Tic). In the last Philonian quotation there clearly emerges the underlying
antological pattern of divinity: God is the universal Nous of all existence; His Logos is
the House of His ideas of reality.

The ontological Jn-being requires inherence of the & Eatv Ev tovt in T &v O
fotwv 1. When Seneca enumerates the types of cause, adding the Platonic paradigmatic
10 the Aristotelian four, he distinguishes the (immanent) formal from the (transcendent)
archetypal by calling them id in quo and id ad quod correspondingly; Epistulae Morales
85, §8. There has been a shifl in the emphasis and a reversal of the direction in the
relationship between the formal principle of a thing and the thing itself: still the form is in
the thing in a certain sense, but the constitutive connection is that the thing is in its formal
principle. That X is in Y accordingly represents the other side of the fact that Y permeates

Presumead or postulated homogeneity of the incorporeal realm blurs the essential distingtions berween divinity,
socticiiy and pevehicality. The inner gradation of spiritual reality must then be in consistency accounted for by
varied degrees and kinds of faiture, of defection from the pleromatic perfection of absolute existence. Such was
sypically the Origenistic position; De Principiis 1L 1, 1; 11, 8, 3; 1, &, 1 Koetschau. The theory, by emphasizing
Logos us mputitoke: mieng wriszeg, involved an Arelanizing tendency, Catholic Christianity afficmed an
smhridgeable gap between divinily (Lo which Logos and Holy Spirit were included) and the rest of existence, while
post-Plotinian Meoplatonism insisted on the distinct self-contained subsistence of all discernible ontological sieps
m reality connected by a metaphysical chain of being.

* Here the basic demarcation line belween eternal being and engendered exislence is drawn in the psychic
subsistence.

2718 KRS s




APQSTOLOS L PIERRIE

X, constitutes and holds it together. The immanence of the Stoic divine Spirit in the World
may be also formulated as the In-being of the Cosmic Whole in Spirit.

In the Sapientia Salomonis (an Alexandrian Judaic tract, probably from the
second half of the 2* century B.C., belonging lo the Greek Canon of the Old Testament)
divine Wisdom functions similarly to the Stoic universal Spirit. The divine Spirit blows
everywhere, is omnipresent { X11, 1), it fills the Universe and keeps the whaole of existence
integrated (1, 7); this omnipotent, omniscient, intellectual, hypersubtle, active spirit of
sacred purity constilutes the substance of Wisdom, the only-begotten of its kind from God:
WIT 22-3: By yip &v i} (sc. T Zowpig) Tvelipe voepdy, fyiov, povoveves, molopepés
hemTOV, EUKIVITTOY, Tpavdy, dudlovtoy, onpés, annuevrov, prhayaboy, 050, drdiutos
sbepyeTucdy, pridavipomoy, Befooy, dopaiis, dpdmpyvoy, Tovtodiviloy, TUVETITKomo
ko S wivTey popoiiv mvespdtoy voepdy kebopdy Aowrotatwy. (The form of the
recitation coincides with that at the ritual Orphic hymns; a multiform description of the
clusive essence of the reality involved). The Wisdom is the universal Artificer (VII, 220
present when God created the World she knows the ways and works of God (TX, 9), which
are her own as well (XIV, 5 2), principle of their generation and leader of their existence
(W11, 12) under God's guidance (15). Wisdom is of holy and unsullied substance, most
volatile, she pervades and penetrates everything, being as an exhalation of God's Powes
and an overflow of omnipotent glory unadulterated and chaste, a radiance of eternal light.
image of divine Goodness and spotless mirror of divine Activity (VI 24-26). Wisdom i
one but able to do everything, self-contained, self-residing and vet effecting all changs
everywhere (27), she permeates the Universe and governs all existence to the best end
(VII1, 1). Wisdom is the prophetic Spirit (e.g. VIL 27; ¢f. Job, XXXII, B); she is furthes
associated with God’s Adwoe (TX, 1-2): @eé... & mouoong T mdvTe £v Aoy oo kil Tf) copie
oou kKeteokevdoag dviporov. The expression £v Adym corresponds systematically to &
ioyin, tv cogia, &v ouvésel, as inJeremias, L1, 15: roudv yvijv &v Tff ioyrin adtod, oyl
oikoupévny Ev T copin adtod, év ) ouvéoel atol EEETetvey TOV 00puvoy (the same in
X, 12). In Proverbs 111, 19-20, the organic dative is employed instead of, and together with,
the fv-formula: & Geds o cople ddepeiinoey Ty 1y, qroipecsy 82 odpovols ppovioes
év aiolnoel dfvasm fppaynoay ete. The divine instrument of creation is that in whick
created being is substantiated,

The pre-cternal existence and instrumental, harmonizing creative function of Zogie
is manifested in her sell~declaration, Proverbs VII1, 22-31 (notice §30; funy mep’ aiod
dppdlova). Her omnipresence is also attested there, §2. In Sapientia, however, Wisdom
is virtually identified with the Stoic World Soul, the divine Spirit permeating all universe
{ The Stoic influence promoted also the explicit identification of Wisdom with Logos). The
position of Sapientia may be described as a coupling of the Stoic Logos — Old Testament
Sophia with a transcendent God; or, alternatively, seen from the other end, as a Stow
divine spirit-cosmic soul construal of the instrumental cause in Old Testament Creation.
The Stoic world-structure adapted readily itself to the requirements of a philosophical
Old Testament exegesis: one had only, in effect, to interpret the God — Spirit - Logos —
Cosmic Soul — Active Principle of Stoicism as divine Sophia, God’s noetic Logos and
creative Power substantiating in itself all created existence. In fact, the Stoicisation of the
Sapientia wenl so far as to assume a pre-existing formless matter out of which (£ o)
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God fashioned the World; X1, 17: ob yép fimdper 1) muvrodivapds aou yelp / wai kricaco
v kbopuov £5 apdppov BAng ete. This matter would correspond o the absolutely passive
principle of the Stoic System, The idea answered nicely to the watery abyss over which
the spirit of God brooded in the beginning of things (Genesis 1, 2).

* & W

The Stoic predominance in theological speculation of the Hellenistic Age was challenged
i the first century B.C. by the reemergence of Platonic thought in the fourth (Philo
Larisacus) and fitth (Antiochus from Ascalon) Academies, of Aristotelianism (A ndronicus)
and of Neopythagoreanism. The new tendency had also repercussions on Middle Stoicism
tesp. Poseidonius). Seneca (Epistulae Morales, 65) distinguishes two theories of Causes,
one orthodox Stoic (§§2-3), the other standard Aristotelian (§§4-6) to which it is added
e Platonic archetypal idea (§7). This latter complex of Aristotelian physics and Platonic
metaphysics (the quintocausal theory) is ascribed 1o Flare [§% “quinque ergo causae sunt,
& Plato dicit: id ex quo (matter), id a quo (efficient cause), id in quo {form), id ad quod
tidea), id propter quod (final causc): novissime id quod ex his est™], although considerad
25 commeon or cnn_irr[m opinion of Plato and Aristotle (§11). The theory is criticised from
2 Stoic point of view (§§11-14)7 Significantly, it is associated 1o:

1} A thoroughly pantheistic doctrine: the general cause of ﬂ'er}'tlung is the World-

-totality itself. §14: “illud vero non pro solita ipsis subtilitate dixerunt, totum
mundum et consummatum opus causam esse: multum enim interest inter opus
et causam operis,”
The so-called “Middle Platonic™ view of the paradeigmatic ideas as thoughts
in (the mind of) God; §7: “haec exemplaria rerum omnium deus intrg se
habet numerosque universorum, quae agenda sunt, et modos mente conplexus
est: plenus his figuris est, quas Plato ideas appellat, inmortales, inmutabiles,
infatigahiles.”

e cardinal point of the eriticism is the distinetion between rrue cause and mecessary condition. The latter
wcludes time, place, movement and a host of circumstances that are required of must obtain in order for the elfect
% be realized. True causality on the other hand resides in the creative Gaculty, the power to effect something;
slimately the real, universal cause is God as the cfficient reason, monTktg hévpog, Fadlo faciens (6120 All else
samiributory factors are dependencies of the genuine polency which makes things: the form is rather part of the
suse; the archelype instrument of it: the purpose supervening efficiency (§§13-14).
= Clemens Alexandrinus (Siromara, VI, 9) and in Cicero [Tapica, §858-64 ¢f. B.E. Wilt, Alhims aml the
Sstory of Midclle Plutarism, 39-41) there occur basically Stoic identical analyses in the Theory of Causality which
Sear directly on the issue af stake. In Tapica §58 there are distinzuished two general kinds of causes, that which
possesses in ifsell the power to constitute a cerluin effect, and rhﬂT which, although it lacks such efficient nature,
= mdispensable in the origination of the effect (sine giio now, v eoi fven); such are the immediate material
sshstrale, space, time, instruments, preparatory or antecedent causes, fate (§59), The former ype of real efficiency
% also subdivided into self-sufficient effective causality with no need of subservient factors on the one hand
Sotehi, ouvekticd o), and adjuvating canses, G640 (rovaitue). See Stromata, VI, 25, 1-4 (= SVF 11 3dé);
5. 2-6. In the latter Clementine passage there is a confllation of the Aristotelian quadruple cau sality with the Stode
schema: strictly svvewtikdy and adrotsdis afnov is the efficient cause, while the material belongs Lo the dw olk
Sen or at most {ascribing a positive predisposition in material potentiality to assume its perfecting form) to the
swvEp i ofno CFL SV 11351, - The source of the Senccan inquiry is pre-Ciceronian; probably this also holds for
e Clementine interfusion of the two opposed doctrines in Seneca.
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3) Characteristic habitual dialectical refinement: solita subtilitate (§14).

4) Possibly, a probabilistic account of evidence; §10: “Fer ergo iudex sententizm
et pronuntia, quis tibi videatur verissimum dicere, non quis verissimum dica
id enim tam supra nos est quam ipsa veritas.”

The idea of the universal All, self-subsistent, all-inclusive totality of exisienss
organized as a living whole, which is the ultimate cause of the being, conscrvation ase
{relative) selt-subsistence of evervthing, is expressed in Ocellus Lucanus, De univers
natura, §§1 sqq., see esp. §11: 0 8¢ ye kdopog oinog omt Toig Ariowg kol Tob clvan we
tod opleobo kui b abtoteli elvar aitog dpa 42 davtod Gitig domt kel adtorelas
Kol Srapdvow tov wivoe aidvi, kol & adtd Tolto [toig Grlowg] Topaitios yivipews
Tijg Suepoviig Tidv v, The doctrine can be found expressly in the Peripatetic Critolass
from Phaselis (2™ century B.C.); fr. 12 Wehrli = Philo, De determinate Mundi, 9, V], 82
Cohn: td aitiov ebtd tod nuoivery vosoy Eoty, aldd kol 1o aitoy bt tob dypumes
{vpomvoy Eotiv: &l 8 Todto, Kol o ainoy abtd tob dadpgav Aty dotv oinog & &
woapog abtd tob trdpyey, £ ye kel toig dhhog Grooy aifog Gpo 0 koopos Eotv. The
World is a self-subsistent cause of the existence of all that exists.

Ocellus Lucanus and Critolaus share also the same theory on World-constitutios
there are two realms of reality, the celestial one of immutable, eternal being, consisting
quintessential aether, the fifth element; and the sublunary region of transient becoming
built from the four elements. Of and from pure impassable aether proceeds ments
existence, divine intellect, godhead: Critolaus Frs, 15-18%; Ocellus §§18-9; 36-7. The uppes
realm acts, and the lower suffers the influence of the former; the superior is causally
empowered to effect the changes that constitute the perpetual becoming of the inferios
(Ocellus §§18-9), In the peripatetic De Mundo the same notions are encountered and led
into systematic theological integration. The World, as the svstem of all that is included s
and between Heaven and Earth (391b9-10 — a Stoic formula with impeccable Aristotelisn
pedigree) is organized into a Whole by a harmonizing Power pervading all existence
(396b23-34); this 1s the cosmic cohesive cause (ovvaktuen aitie, 397h9-10). The World
in toto is the all-powerful generator of everything (397a 4-6: .10l mdaviwv yeverfjpes
Kitl IEPIKDAALOTATOY KOTPOU, Tig yap dv tin pooig Tobde kpeittov; fiv yip fv eimo ng
pépos tonv obtod). But in fact the source of all sublunary influence lies in the celestial
realms (397a B-b8: tic 82 viwv &xi pépouc Svent v ESiowBfvan ) kot olpoviy Tale =
Kol popd tay dotpey ete.). In the uppermost heaven God is enthroned, the efficient cause

¥ In Fr. 15 (from Epiphaniuz) the theories described are ascribed 1o Aristole {and affirmed to be common with
Critolaus); the formulations display Christian bias eg. shvn 88 Lépa — se. Aristotle — 8bo edopoug, thy e
wii ohv wiTo, sl Tiv pEv dv Gpbopov, tov 68 kime pHnpréy (meaning that things in the lower realm sse
continuoushy coming te be and passing away. In the same way we must take the stalement that things in the
sublunary region are proceeding unprovidentially, carried by an irrational impetus in a fortuitous course. Fos
example Fortune is the principle of events whose causes are ignored by human mind: Antiochus (see eg. Cicesn
Acagemicorum Posteciornm, 1, 29: “non numguam quidem eandem (sc. fatal series of determination) forfunam,
quo efficial mula improvisa ac necopinata nobis propter obscuritatem ignorationemque cavssarom.” CE Cicem
Tapiea, 63; Sencca Hen,, 48,3 ete, In Ocellus the formulations are more accurale: the celestial region is where the
case of becoming (eitlo yoviooog) resides, the perpefunn mobile (10 aevcimov); the sublunary districes belong
1 becoming, they form the perpetually passible (1o nemabéc) part of the World (§§12-19% To this lower regios
beelong the four elements (§520 sqq.; hence the upper realm must consist of the Aristotelian acther,
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(££ oD, 397b 14) of all things, who effects them through the instrumentality of his divine
Power (31" o, ibid.): cwtip piév yap dvieg dmdvioy doti kai yevitep v dmwedirote

am
cat- KOTH TOVHE TOV KOGUOY GUVTEAOUNEVIY O Bedc, ol iy aitoupyol kol Smudvou Chow
Kipntoy dropdvary, ahhi Suvipe ypduevoc dtphoe, &' g kol whv TéHppm Sowolvioy
poe Elven mEpYiveTaL TV PEV 0DV aveTaTe kel mpatny Edpav aitog Eluyev, notog te Si
md tobto avopeato ete. (397 20 sgg.).” Proportional to the distance from his supremest seal
al is the receptibility of the divine benefits (397b30-398a1)."" In fact, by a simple motion of
— the first heavenly sphere the divine power is transmitted to all things, imparting in them
e according Lo their essence their severally appropriate functioning: thus the complicated
[ movements that constitute the cosmic becoming are effected, as in an enormously
[T articulate mechanism (398b10-399a30). Hence, 399a30-35, étav olv & méviov fyepov
o4 6 Kol YEVETWP, dopatog dyv diip Ty Aoviopd anwivy taoy ovosl petalh ovpavol
i TE Kol YTiC peponéve, Kivelto miow &vieleybe &v kikiow kol mépamy ilowe, moté piv
Ea Apiiopivn ot 8t porvopdvy, pupieg ideng avegaivoust & Kl iy drokpirronga
The &k ping apyijc. God and his first effect are invisible and unmanitested, revealed and seen
in his works (399b10-19). Thus, tedte gpn col mepl Geol SovoesioBn, S pév dvtog
o iTpupoTaTo, KihAel 68 edmpemesTiTo, Coof] 68 dboavdrov, dpet(] 68 kputioTow, SLOTL MESY)
gim Bvnrip gicel vevopevog dladpntog dn’ adtdy tiw Epypov Dempeizo i pip mabn, wod
- Tl Bt adpog drove kai Ta S viig kel ta fv Bdam, Beol Atyort dv dvowg Epya sivan Tol
ot 0w Kbopoy énéygoviog (399b 19-25). Zeus is the World-Whole as the Orphic text reveals
rrer (OF 168.1-32, quoted vv. 1-3 and 31-32 (with variants) in de Mundo 401a28-67; cf. OF
alls 169.1-12}, but his Intellect is pure, sublimest aether (OF 168.17). The parts of the World
m are parts of his body, which have him as his truest self (Mind) for cause; 401a25-27: dg
il 82 T ity simeiy, obpinviog Te Kol piovieg (sc. & Boog dotv), maong Emdvopos dy gloedg
ol im 1 Ko ToynG &te minvtwv abtog ainog dv!! This idea of the Cosmic Whole as ultimate
sliz principle of existence (in the World as we know it) and supremest divinity (in the present
- wotld-order) has a remarkable and illustrious descent. It existed in earliest Orphism, as
o we know from the Derveni Papyrus. Tt had been articulated at least in late Presocratic
fpec Anaxaporean circles (Archelaus). It probably stemmed philosophically from Pythagorean
— speculations. And it commanded a significant Iranian, Zoroastrian connection.
sstzal
| = * This is more in tune with God's perfection, than the idea that he essentially permeates the world-whole (398al-6,
i and notice the ollowing illustration drawn [rom Persivn kingship, with the conclusion 398b4-107. CF 400b&-15, ele.
* The idea is repeated and elaborated in Ocellus Lucanus §514-16, §14: Fro i wai i &' Gk §) qibeig Beapoupdeg
mo ey Gnd ol mpetwy wei T oy (e aethereal, celestiol repion) apapei kord Adyov (1e. proportionetely)
gl SR parOpEYT Kl mpoadyous sai amy o ooy (ef, oo fenooe in Critolaos, Fro 18 ) woi figSofior Embapopevos
il T ifing cvoTaEm:,
[Ep— There is a remarkable parallelism bevween D¢ Mundo and Ocellus Lucanus, Tr. | (Tlarder, The World is
= e “ornamented” through harmony (odioms ol koi Ty Ty Sloy mheTReN.. pin SEcdopmaey dppovin, I96h23-4);
e F the divine power constitutes this cosmic harmony {.yiy 16 siooy kol Diloooey dépo (pro ailipa) Te kel faaee
" wnl ackipviy sk tov Bhov olpaviy Sesoopnoey pio du maviey Sirouso Stvopc.. v ghpmeyTn sdopoy
— Sqmovpynonse ete., b27-31), This Power belongs to God who is distinet hypostatically feom i, a2 explained above
R Similarly God is the cause of harmony, which keeps together the world in Ocellus (26.5 Harder): tév 82 siouov (se.
- sV dpporin, TeiTag G ninog o Bedg, Another example in Oeellus is house and city held together by concord
g whose cause is Law (26.5-6). In de Munde (400b13-28) also the analogy ocours (Bség for the World is like Nopos
. for the city). For other correspondences of. e.g, the argument that no part of the World can be stronger than the

whole; Ocellus §13% De Mundo 397a5-6,
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In Peripatetic and peripateticising Neo-Pythagorean sources of the Hellenistic
times (not unlikely all from the 2" century b.C.) the view is expressed of the World as
a living whole whose cause is God (pure intellection located at the aethereal uppermoss
heavenly sphere, but which by virtue of his causal agency constitutive of the entire Cosmes
is also identified to it). The immanent instrumental cause of the cosmic constitution
and preservation is God's Power pervading everything. The nexus of the idea can be
summarized thus: God is the World Whole, the entire Cosmos; His divine Nous, and so
God in a special sense, resides in the most extreme celestial orbit; His power permeates
all existence, every part of the divine body, the Cosmic Whole.

The Aristolelian ancestry of the conception is indicated by the insistence
on the bifurcation between celestial and sublunary realms, as well as by the aethercal
guintessential (extra-elemental) nature of the former region, foundation of intellection.
The crucial deviation from the Aristotelian system lies in the suppression of the absolutely
transcendent God, the pure Intellection consisting in vimog voficewms. Bul this elimination
ol diving transeendence renders possible the structural assimilation to Stoic Metaphysics
or Theory of Principles or Theology (excepting the doctrine of palingenesia, of absolute
cosmic periodicity in closed eveles): God resides in the sublimest, celestial, aethereal
fire, yet the spirit in which he consists permeates the entire material substance of the
World; this was utilized in Sapientia Salomonis. The divine Spirit of the one system {Stoic)
corresponds to the divine Power of the other (Orphic — Pythagorean — Peripatetic) =
Syneretistic processes were well under way in the 2™ century B.C.

The Aristotelian (and Old Academic but un-5toic) sharp distinctness between
the celestial and the sublunary parts of the World (characteristically manifested in the
postulation and assumption of the fifth element and corresponding to religious Astralism)
was blended with Stoic Activism in Physics (exemplified in the immanent causality
of the active principle and corresponding to Pantheism). Stoic Physics atiracted and
assimilated Aristotelian Physics, as is highlighted in the Theory of Causes. Real causality
implies primarily ability to do things; it consists in the faculty to effectuate its effeet
The basic dichotomy in the working factors of the causal nexus is that between activity
and passivity, the power o exercise influence and the capability to undergo it. The Stoic
active principle corresponds to, but does not coincide with, the formal principle as
existing in the efficient cause of the Aristotelian analysis. The fundamental difference
of the two systems lies in thal the Stoic Physics is dynamic, whereas the Aristotelian is
ieleological: according to the former, the World is the unfolding in time of the spermatic
principle, whereas in the latter it is the ontological structuring of reality between the
two poles of pure Intellect and bare matter, of which absolute Intellect exists separately

* The spiril of wisdom in Sagdentia is, strictly, atpic s tol Ssoh Adveapass (VI 25), not the Advapus ilsell
just as it is Esontpoy dxnhiburoy i 1ol Scod Evepyelng (26), It s elsewhere in the Old Testament that ‘e
is equivalent to Zowpin (of, Jeremias L1, 15). This dees not alier the observed strnciwrol correspondence; it means,
however, thal in Sapiemtia te movement has taken place towards the sharper hy postatical distinetion between God
{and his Avvreg) and divine Wisdom (with its Spirith. On the other hand mvelpo in de Mundo is associated (spart
from blowing air or wind) to the fertile, ensouled substance permeating plants, animals and all things (3%4b8-1 1L
The peripatetic character of the work prohibits the explicit identification of this Aristotelian spirit with the Stoic
spirit, whose tension (tivos) constitutes all entities in their essential peculiarity, But the structural pressure is
operaling in this divection.
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PROLEGOMENS TO THE ENIGMA OF THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE: AN INGUIRY INTD ANCIENT PHILOSOPHICAL SYMCRETISM

in itself, but Matter subsists always in some form or other, however elementary, and
is intrinsically craving for in-formation. The desire of matter for form. an ontological
arrow trom a thing to its completion and perfection, is the organizing principle of reality
according to Aristotelianism. In effect this plenipotential teleology is the philosophical
rendering of cosmogonical Eros in Orphic and other logicomythical speculations. The
articulation of reality consists in varying, orderly proceeding degrees of perfection in
a hierarchy of ends the subordinate ones subserving the higher, in a stepwise, atemporal
raising of matter through successive grades towards intellection, the supreme perfection
m which being becomes totally transparent, intelligible. The ultimate causality in the
Aristotelian System is final; in the Stoic drasiic. In the Stoico-peripatetic context, the
suppression of the final causality in the Hellenistic syncretistic theories goes hand in
hand with the abandonment of a clearly transcendent God. And in Fact he was needed
as the necessary, ultimale pole of attraction sustaining teleologically the world order,
Withoul absolute teleology, a cosmic god was more suitable for the drastic function in
world formation and preservation. With the Scepticism of the Middle and New Academ M
there was no other contender to uphold the claims of metaphysical transcendence. On the
other hand, to balance this Stoic preponderance, the temporal World-development in
closed cycles (a powerful corollary of the immanent, activity of the causal principle as
spermatic unfolding) was abandoned in favour of Aristotelian Cosmic Eternalism. { Mere
beginning in time without evolution and repetition was occasionally attempted later, but
it represenied a particular Platonic interpretation). This syncretistic tendency reacted
on Stoicism itself in the Middle Stoa.

The demand for an ultimate first Principle of Reality {not only as its absolute
beginning, but pre-eminently as its absolute ground), and celestialism (the divine nature
and efficacy of the aethereal region) were both operating in different forms in both
first syncretised systems. The immanence of cosmic causality (religiously expressed as
Pantheism) and its dynamic, drastic nature, combined with that demand and emphasis
resulted in the reduplication of divinity: there is the absolute Cause of the World's bein I
fexistence and essence) subsisting separately in itself, and a radiation, so to speak, from
it permeating the entire universe; a truly efficient and an instrumental ultimate cause
of things: God on the one hand and God’s Spirit, Wisdom or Power on the other. God
in one sense is the Totality of Existence. the World itself, since there is nothing more
potent than this Allness. But as a cause of the World, it must be - if not transcendent —
3 part of the cosmic Whole. God thus resides in the uppermost celestial region, while
the divine nasure (adopting the Aristotelian lunar borderline) extends to the entire
Beavenly realm,

s % &

In the 1* century B.C. Platonism was drawn more resolutely into the prevailing Syncretistic
modality, with the abandonment in the (Philonian fourth and, primarily, the Antiochean
fifth) Academy of its sceptical posture and the reversion to positive doctrine (Theory of
Reality), Antiochus from Ascalon presented a unified system which he considered to be the
sommon Platonicoaristotelian heritage, with Stoicism in real agreement with it, although
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verbally innovative.” The account of Antiochean Physics presented by Varro in Cicess
Acad. Post. 1, §§24-29 is thoroughly Stoic; characteristic Aristotelian influence may be
discerned in the emphatic hifurcation (presumably also localized) of the Universe inte
two portions (§24), and the corresponding equally emphatic mention of Aristotle’s fifis
element {§26), with no definite view however as 10 ils acceptance or otherwise. Natuse
is divided into two realms one efficient, the other available to the former (offering itself
to it for effectuation), owr of which latter, things are constituted (££ ot, ex eague). In the
clficient entities, that which is efTective is force; in the ones being ettected, that which &=
passive is marter. Force and matter exist never separately, but always in interpenetration
in the efficient things force prevails, while in things “offerable” or “actionable,” presenting
themselves to the exercise of influence and activity upon them, matter is more prominem
(it is subdued and kept together by a laxer spiritual tome® (§24)), The former category
involves fire and air (and acther as a scparale principal quality, if Antiochus accepts the
Aristotelian doctrine of the fifth element), while the latter consists in earth and water
(§26). These are naturally localized (upper and lower-central parts of the World), bu
apparently, not in the strict Aristotelian sense of a lunar-sphere borderline division of
the world into two fundamentally distinct regions. In this respect Antiochus is rather
more Stoic than Ocellus Lucanus, §§18-19; 36-37; although, however, he seemed to have
emphasized the preeminent providential government exercised by God on the celestial
spheres; §2%: “..quem deum appellant, omniumaque rerum, quae sunl ei subiectae, quasi
prudentiam quandam, procuraniem caelestia maxime, deinde in lerries ea, quae pertinent
ad homines.” Furthermore, Antiochus contradicted the basic Stoic doctrine that spirit (=
vis, force) and matter are corporeal even in themselves as principles (although not existing
separately the one from the other realiter).” He maintained that corporeality and quality
pertain to the composition of vis and matter (§24). Hence the first bodies are the elements
which are matter essentially characterized by a definite quality (el §26).

" Cicers, dead. Poxt.. 1, 37 {Varre expounding Antiochus speaks of Zeno's “innovations™); *haee non tam rebus
quam vocabulis commutaverat (se, denn).” Acad. Pr, 1113 (Lencollus speaks from Antiochus” point of viewy
(Plato was nal a seeplicis) “quia reliquit perfectissimam disciplinam. Peripatelicos el Academicos, nominibes
differentis, re congruentis, @ quibus Stoici ipst verbis magls quam sententiis dissenserunt.” CF. Cieern, speaking
mn his own person about Stoicism, de famibus Mol et Boa, 1V, passim, esp, $472. 73 UL 5 V 74; Twve, 5, 34
Zeno spwobilly verborum opifex; ele. The idea originally was (believed Lo have been) propounded by Polemo of
the Old Academy; upon noticing that Zeno was attending his lectures, Polemo commented on Aenn’s Phoenician
appropriatinn and transtormation of (Nd-Academic doctrines: o AavBiveig, i1 LTy, T0hg KTl Rapeispiuy
Bipa; kol ol Bypote Khérnoy, Dorwmds perapgievyig (Diogenes Laertiug VIL 25), dovasiedc s 4 mar &
triple entente: allusion (1) o the Cypriol descent of Zeno, (2) to the furtive practices of the Phoenician mercham
traders and (3) to the Semitic undertones in crucial formulations of Stoic positions. - Cn the other hand, Cicern
also holds the incompatibility between on the one hand 0ld Academic-Aristotelian and on the other Stoic Ethical
theory on fundamental issues (like how is the wise man constinmed), Acad, Pr, [ §132, — Cicero’s own opinion
cancerning Antiochus was that he taught a slightly modified Stoic doctrine, ibid: (Antiochus) “qui appellabatur
Academicus, eral quidem si perpauca mulavissel, permanissimus Stodeus™ (ef. ibid, §137: "sed ille noster est plane,
ut supra dixi, Stoicus, perpanca balbutiens™). The context of all these remarks is problems in Maoral Philosophy.

4 For a development of the Stoic theory of spiritual tension cf, A, L. Pierris, “First Principles and the Beginning
of World-Formation in Stoicism,” in K. Boudouris {ed.) Hellewistic Philosapiy, wol. 11 (Athens; International
Asgoriation For Gireck Philosephy, 1994), 149-176 (esp. Excursus 1 Ow Spiedt and Tension, 170-3),

¥ Bee A, L. Pierris, “First Principles..,” Excursus I: Matter, Body, Incorpoveals and Concepts, 159-165.

* Much has been occasionally made out of Cicero's (rather than Vareo's) apparent confusion between qualio
and gualitates, mowd and sodrmreg in 524 and 26, According fo standard Stode theory, sowdong is corporeo but
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Antiochus no doubt incorporated the Platonic receptacle-theory of matter into his
Metaphysics. In general, it is inconceivable to even attempt an Academic Eclecticism in
e theory of physical reality without taking seriously the Platonic Timaeus into account,
®deed on building the unificatory, integrative enterprise on this very foundation. There are
#zns for a conflation in the Ciceronian exposition of the previously worked out syncresis
4 Stoic and Aristotelian basic Physics with Platonic Matter-theory.

1} The looser use of qualia and gualitates, as noticed in the preceding note, may

point in this direction.

2) The peculiarity of ultimate matter in §27 is suggested by the expression
“materiam guandam.” The formula for matter, “quae tota omnia accipere
possit” points to the Platonic (Timaens 51A) oh T té@v maviov det e dvioy
Keetd iy £ontol molAdkig apopotdpata kudds pérrovel Siyuobm, Accipere
refers Lo the mavieyec, Infinite divisibility of matter must also relate intrinsically
to extension, especially as it is accompanied by an argument for the explanation
of movement without supposition of intracosmic vacuum (systematic and
accumulated as in the Atomists, or minute and dispersed as with Strato): “guae
autem moveantur, omnia intervallis moveri, quae intervalla item infinite divide
possint.” Movement in a total plenum is rendered possible by the infinitesimal
displacement of one substance by another, by one thing yielding up its place
to another in a continuous way, by a gradual removal of some quality from one
place to another.

Cicero (in the Varronian summary, dcad. Post. 1, §24) remarks that vis and
maieria never subsist in separation from each other, viewing the necessary

smssbstantial, a certain spiritual tension and vis defining a character, while moudy is manter [substance) informed
W8 Beld together by such tension. And thus Cicero makes Varro correctly equate vis and qualitas, while guafia
= e combinations of that qualitative spiritual force with matter (§28). On the other hand, in §24, he muaintains
W such o combination, i fam corpus et quasi gualitalem guondam nominabany, This is incorrect on both counts:
Sies are ot only the compounds, but vis and matler a5 well; while a quality has no matter, but is corporeal.
B8 526 the four basic qualities (heat, coldness, dryness, moisture) seem to be confounded with (he four elements
WS air, carth, water), although there obtains in Stoicism a one-to-one correspondence between the two groups.
W Sould however be noted that the Platonic space-theory of matter leaves little point to the distinction between
“a and gualitates: a certain place assumes now this and now that quality; conversely, gualia are qualities
Semded, localised. Thus the primary qualificedion of a certain space constitutes a primary body, .. a prioory
iy in axtense, and so on for secondary and I;:.Iluwing formations. When fire moves from one place 1o another,
S really huppens is that it is extinguished in the first place and kindled in the second; similarly a quality-
% may disappear [rom place A and reappear in pluce H: this ontological cancellstion and manifestation
e quality-complex is cquivalent 1o the translation in space of the vorresponding body (which s merely the
el guality-comples). The identity of the body during such transposition signifies the identity of the same
=mded quality-comples. Identity of some nen-formal and non-spatial component involved in the thing is an
s, Thus things are in flux; they are river-like. The explicit foundation of this view goes back o Fimacus; 494
Seabopdipay G0t dahn yryvipesoy, do mip, wi toito dhii th Towbtov éxdotots apocmyapeEiEn abp: 4%
8 88 dypepvipevn dei Examta ooy pavialetm vl sai fcibley drodlurm, pévov ELelv mh aposnyepEhEn
= wolio ki 16 1660 Bpoaypepivons dvdper.. S0b tabtov aboiv (s 0 TovBosc) el mpocpn oy &K
=5 Eovtiic th mupimny otk EXioot Svwipens . paiverol 58 & dksiva (re. 1 simove) ko Ghioiov.
*da-h: there are three things lo be distinguished: first, the idea; second, the homonym visible quality: 1i &
oy iuondy 18 Exedap SEDTEpo, alolijudy, pavvipTi, Egoprpévor ael, yupvdpevin Te By Ton 1 kol maie
sev dmuddipevow; third, sipe which is incorruptible. The Platonic wiwoiitov of the sensible, extended forms,
pesponds to the S10ic snef-ness (ToUTaTN) a8 principicn individuations,
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immanence of vis in the context of the general thesis affirming the localizas

of every real being. Hence, it is copulation with matter that localizes the powes.
And this notion corresponds neatly to the Timaean description of ydpa as
receptacle of, and standing basis for, the changing sensible qualities, of w6

as the localizer of becoming. 52a-b: tpitov 8¢ all yévog tv 10 Tijc Fopog e
whopéoy 00 npogdeydusvin Edpav 68 mupéyov Hou Eyel YEVESIY THOWY, mimr
8¢ pet’ avanolneiag drtov Aoyiapd ton vobiy, nuoyic motéy, Tpoc & 5 e
'vﬂr.n{'nm.'-'.,ﬂfi;u:\' Brémovies kol papey dveryaiov cived mov 10 By ey v o
TUTI:[QJ Kai hmF;{mr ABpay Tve, Td 62 piT v i) WTE Tov kat obpoviv ol
etvers. Tn facet, it is this precisely conjunction of vis and marrer that constims
body and quality: “Neque enim materiam ipsam cohaerere potuisse, si nulle
vi contineretur, neque vim sine aliqua materia; nihil est enim guod non alicss
esse cogatur, Sed quod ex utroque, id iam corpus et quasi qualitatem quondes
nominabant.” The deviation from standard Stoic doctrine involved in the ke
statement is probably significant. The interference of marrer and vis localines
being and constitutes corporealily just because it consists in the nexus of spase
and vis; to be somewhere belongs primarily to corporeality, and necessarin
follows from having space as substrate on which spiritual force (vis) exercises
its cohesive and structuring function.

If primal matter is not space, then how can the complex of idea or form and matter e
extended and in space? To reply that form involves eidetic or mathematical quantificatis

(and extension) does not solve the problem: it cannot explain real, physical extension. Ome
has to suppose therefore that matter is extended and in space, but this poses the definite
question what over and above extendedness is after all involved in matter. Passivily seems.
to be intrinsically characteristic of spatial extension, and whatever else may be thougis

constitutive of matter, seems to consist in positive ideal-formal determination, somethime
that is extrancous to first matter.

That is not, however, the Stoic line of thought. In Stoicism both spiril and mases
are, taken in themyelves, bodies and thus extended beings, although spirit is not, as suck.
substance. Space is incorporeal, and, therefore, non-being. The crux of the difference hes
consequently in the degrec of reality of space. Construing space as real, concrete beme
must lead either to its identification with matter, or to its complementarity with it as paralie
principles of reality. The first is Timaean Platonism, the second is represented by Potames
of Alexandria, the eclectic from around the end of the 1* century B.C., according to whess
{Diogenes Laertius, Proem. 21): up;n&g & Thhv Ghav TTW T iy Koi Td 1o, Tt
T2 Wl Tomov: £E ol wip ka1 by’ ob kol Tole ko £v . Place here is distinguished from
matter, and quality (vis, spirit) from the efficient cause. The Stoic (matter-molofiv) and e
Platonic (space-idea or idea exemplified as such-ness in place) system of principles s
simply combined the one by the side of the other, with bridging piece the Towiv whice
is transformed in the mowetnTeg for Stoicism, and co-ordinated to the World of 1deas s
prototypes of sensible (extended) qualities in Platonism. Potamon is a nicely characterisse
example of Prepositional Syncretism in melaphysics.
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The Polamonian quadruplism in first Principles makes clear how far the Timaean
theory of space-matter was at the centre of system-building in 1* century B.C. Antiochus
must have been instrumental in the growth of such speculations. But of course a simple
reversal to the Timaean position was no more definitive, In translocation, not only a quality
or quality-complex is transferred from one place to another, but matter is also involved.
When a bronze sphere rolls on a surface, it is not only sphericity that is manifested at
different places along the path, but a particular sphericity, this one (08¢ T1), which involves
its own particular concrete bronzeness as well. In the end of the analysis however, there is
prime matter and an organized quality-complex; what makes sueh an organized quality-
complex this ome, seems to be, as Plato indicated, the fact that it is manifested here, in this
particular place. Space appears to be the ultimate source of this-ness, as being capable
of concrete deictic particularization: rhis place. In locomotion, consequently, after all,
what moves is a such, not a this; although the proximate matter (bronze) moves along
with the sphere, the prime one (space) does not. The counter-intuitiveness of this result is
illusory; for thisness in space, here and there and distance, can operate when extendedness
1s structured, which can only be done by form: bodies in effect, as structured places,
organize the space.

But then, after all, it is being-determinations that particularize: singularity is absolute
delerminateness, a quality-complex that is unrepeatable. The principium individuationis
is absolutely delerminate such-ness; the foundation of individuality is the non-existence
in rerum natura of indistinguishability (the Stoic doctrine of arapoaiiasia). Thus, there
is no this-ness in space as such, apart from the reference to this-creating determinacies
{qualities). Hence this space is ultimately the space occupied by this entity, rather than
vice-versa, And as an entity in movement occupies different spaces in succession, its
own places are different at different times, and there is no identical this-space associated
with the identical this-entity. Consequently (adopting the Antiochean construal of the
space-matter doctrine), the notion of a particular prime matter (the prime matter of this
thing) is self-contradicrory. Prime Matter is substrate for the entire cosmic formation,
the polar complement of Vis in general. Changes within the World, seen from the point
of view of the universal Whole, are really internal reallocations of qualities in the total
space-malter continuum, which admits of parts at all only in the context of its structuring
through gualification. The Ciceronian formulations are revealing in their emphasis on the
fotalitarian inherent relationship between Vis (quality) and Matrer; §27: “sed subicctam
putant omnibus sine ulla specie alque carenten omni illa qualitate... materiam quandam,
€4 qua omnia expressa atque effecta sinl, quae tota (xfion) omnia (révre) accipere posit
omnibusque modis mutari alque ex omni parte ete,™

" The spatial order and arrangement in an entity's structure, the mulual adaptation of its parts and, in general the
organized distribution of its qualily-complex, constitutes its intrinsic waog. The idea was .:\cpuund.ui already by
Theaphrastus (Fr. 22 Wimmer = Simplicivs Corollarium de Loco, Comm. fn Arist. Phys. 6391522 pijmote ot
J‘fl"['l. l\.ﬂi} U.U I.1'\- U‘.I'._'IJ:: "'I; TUT(}; U.l"n‘ II '[|| TI!I\.\,FI Kl H‘EGEI "[[\]'I.' E}IJ_II_I.II.\,IL'I'., .'.l YETOI K'I:tm Tﬂl_ III'LII.'II 15 h'(f'l -ﬁl.ﬁ-l_].“{.]g
et & wel £ Tdv (oo Kl gurin kel Ghog tiy dvopmopepin BT f_|1|.|r1|;|_|;n ciee iy, wpnp{-m e i
Py rxl:ntm'r Kui yap TovTmy Irl_l., g ki Deme T Bapdy S mpds Thy -.MT['. oliay, 0 el Srootoy v il
miTod popg AEyETI T Exely v oikeiny LIy, Enci kol vy Toh mopetos pepdy Ecectov Emrolaeey v kol
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Of course all this is also perfectly Stoic: the clue to the underlying difference lies in
what is reported for Antiochus concerning the non-corporeality of matter and vis taken in
themselves. In Stoicism extensionality (three-dimensionality) endowed with the potency
to act or suffer (exercise or undergo an action) constitutes beingness as corporeality; so
matter is in itself imoov oibpae; sheer extensionality (the void) is a non-being. But ifmatter
is incorporeal (as in Antiochus), it must either be sheer extensionality (space as such) or
an ideal entity (something subsisting somehow not in space, although not as a separate
existence, and even il also pervading, directly or by proxy, bodily substance), Evidently,
it cannot be the latter; it must therefore be space. Correspondingly, vis in general must be
a sort of ideal reality, cven though existing inseparably from material substance, being
always in the corporeal nexus, where it assumes specificity of determination, i.e. particular
quality. This complementary ideality of the system emerges thus naturally from the space-
matter doctrine,™

ammrinae T Cowtol popoy kai 0éow. The idea was highly developed in later Athenian Meoplatonism: eg
amascius (in Simplicius, ibid., 62513 sqq.: 0 68 xetd péyelos el dyo (o Tijg olaiog Sibataai:) év Aame
yeyovey cOlh fut i dhhou dhogod iy poploy Buippren. e 82 voi aboi i pév edpoutos o) obmin, dorep
ol Epodl oo T8 THY KepaA iy fva elvi tods 88 modug wito, 1§ G drciouktoc, g TOTE v £ T ol mote
ié &y o deyopdt vy Déow Eye.. welobo 62 kéyopey éxelva kupiog, dv Th pdpe aopetétaro kel SEotmeey da
ahAfRwv., (27) Toitay ol Tiw Sleatdacoy, e <ph® moviel@e i 0 adpatoy iroviybm, pETpo muvrpopl
UTESTT... T G kard Ty 1ijg Mocwg Sdppoyw & tomog Such oikelog tdmog consists in the sifeTimpss of parts
vis-3-vis the whole (cf. 626.% sqg.). This structure is of course preserved in the main during movement, hut the
place within the Cosmic Whole which the thing occupied al a particular moment of the movement is not, — As
a generul seeount of space this relatiomal theory presupposes extension as spatial alienation and distancing of parts
{fnippugng pepdv within @ whole, We are thus hack to where we began.

% The re-emphasis on the spatial construal of matler was already operational in Hellenistic Peripalos. A finite
World with matter as space invalves the non-existence of extension outside the cosmic Whole. And this precizely
was Strato's theory, which [urther, significantly, is brought into connection with the views of the Matonizts, The
Void is congidered lo subsist in itself, only by abstraction in thought; in rerum natiea it is slways Glled with bodies;
thus it is co-extensive with the Cosmic body ay a whole. Fr. 60) Wehrli; of 82 fodpetpov nitd (s, 0 kaviv) 1
wOSpE ety roedo, kui bl Todto T pev Zoutoil qiae koviy clvin Abpoucy, merinpdaeiin S8 wind candry
el wl povy e o Emvvoin Sempeiatin dg al” adtd dyeotde, oidy Toves of odkol Ty Mgewiy guomdpey
vispdvaoL Thy Erplimaen B8 ol thy Aopupaknviy toiiTns yeviofio tijg G (Simplicius lesiifies]). Void is space
without body, and as such il is naturally nonexistent, Space as extension is always occupicd by body, and in fact is
adapted [or all sensible appesrances, Fr. 39 {again from Simpliciusk tév 58 Sinarorie hepdvooy (56 thy ohmov) ol
piv Emi Sl Sueoisg ig o A piotoring 1o kul o Hepioerog g, of 62 £ tpin, kol tedtwy of pév miven ABapopoy
with TOTE Kol GVED sipozog pivoy Bg ol mapl Anpekpiroy kol Enikoupoy, ol 3 hictque e el edbpe Spov kol
Eithdcuey mpog Exaoton g ol khzmvol tiy NThotovidy keid Aowgaemveos opioay, This suitability (Cmrndadng)
Lo every corporeal form clearly corresponds to the Platonic aoviexic, Steato, on the other hand, postulated the
existencs of vacuum within the World (Frs. 54-55), but as a remainder lefl over from the occupation of space by
bodies, since their parts do not touch among themselves through their entire boundaries, but little vacancics are
formed at the interstices, which vacancies constitute the existence of void, never xoti enow accumulated, so
to speak, in close order, bul always dispersed in tiny segments throughout the cosmic substance, Fr, 57 oi W i
o waldhou pndév el ceviy Slateivoveer, of 82 dlpouy pév xnzh eton ey elvan koviy, Tupeomappévey i
WOT pucpi popu T agps kol ol Opd kol i mopi i Toig &lowg sdpomwy, olz pilete ouppdparhn mpoa ki
(Hero Alexandrinush. CL Frs, 56; 64; 66. Strato’s mediation towards syncretistic approaches is evident also in the
emphatic employment of the power-vocabulary in the theory of first principles. Principles of nature are the qualities
(Frs. 42-44), and, accordingly, firsl principles are the primary qualities (warmith ete); these are Sovipsg which
in fact ate corporeal {oupamkni). Fr, 65a-b: 16 @ds obdE ) Depudtns ol &lim Sivepug obdzyle sopetud. Fro
B9: “huius (ve. Strato) tale decretum est: [rigidum et calidum semper in contraria abeunt, una esse non POSEUNG;
en frigidum confluit, unde vis calidi discessit... cum vis maior frigidi illata in cavernis est et Fr. 94: . Eq1 plereay
ki Anpdwmrog sl Ty Svapy S Tveiuetied pap (with reference to the Stoic spiritual tension). Bapy AT
and wwgpdrmz are Swvipe; fire and water are the substances of the corresponding powers, obaim T Seviuzeay
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PROLEGOMENA TO THE ENIGMA OF THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE: AN INGUIRY INTD ANCIENT PHILOSOPHICAL SYNCRETISM

W

Constructing the general harmony between Stoicism, Arfistotelianism and Platonism
in the framework of the 5" Academy presented two fundamental issues that have
to be coped with: one was the space-matter theory, the other Ideas as paradigmatic
essences, The rwo cardinal Timaean doctrines had to be integrated within the preworked
Stoicoaristotelian accord.

Antiochus accepied the existence of ideas as unchangeable being, discernible only
as such by the mental faculty; Mind is at bottom the sole trustworthy judge of reality;
it constitutes the criterion of truth in involving the conception of unalterable, perennial
self-identical being which establishes unmistakeable perception in the natural World of
change. Acad. Poster. 1, 30: “Mentem volebani rerum esse iudicem: solam censebant
idoneam cui crederetur, quia sola cerneret id, quod simper esset simplex el unius modi et
tale quale esset. Hane illi i6€av appellant, iam a Platone ita nominatam, nos recte speciem
possumus dicere™ (cf. Tuse. Dispur, 1, 38; Oraror, §10).1

Ideas are objects of incllection. Objects of sensation (“res cas, quae subiectae
sensibus viderentur,” dead. Post. 1, 31, drokeipeve Tl olobioes) constitute the sensible
Waorld, which is in continuous flux: this cosmic reality is therefore called opinabilis,
dofuoti. Science on the other hand resides in the concepls and reasonings of mind;
“scicntiam autem nusquam esse censchanl nisi in animi notionibus atque rationibus™
(532), Evvorot and ddvor

For Antiochus ideas and conceptions or intellections ave fundamentally the same;
or, more accurately, he concentrated on the fact that the idea as intelligible (vontév) is the
ohject and content of the intellection (vono1c) as the mental act of comprehension. This is
evident from the flow of the argument in §§31-2. In Acad. Prior. 11, 30, again in a statement
of Antiochean position, the genetic account of these intellections is given, Mind has the
power to repose and store sense-perceptions, building on whose similarities it effects
mental notions or conceptual perceptions of things: it sees them intellectually, in their ideal
content. “Mens enim ipsa, quae sensuum fons est atque etiam ipse sensus est, naturalem
vim habet, quam intendit ad ea, quibus movetur. ltaque alia visa sic adripit, ut eis statim

(E1, 49), Full Sloicism is evident both in the fact of the non-Aristulelian one-to-one correspondence between
primary qualities and basic elements, and in the understanding of qualities as tonic forees informing material
substanze. The latter distinetion betwesn Suvipsic as the qualitative contrarieties and vioim as the substances
whoze powers the qualities are (between e.g, warmth and fire, with a third entity the corporeal substance) appears
#lso in Cheellus Lucanus §20-23, Fundamental qualities as fuvipes are attested already for Alcmaion (DK 2454).
Aristatle conceptualized the general import of the meaning of power as principle of change in something else or
in itsell taken a= something clse (Meroph, 1046al0; 102005: dpm peznfiokiic — or porafned - Gy @i 6§ 0
iexhor); and this included e_g. 1) Tob Deppod Stvamns, De parr. Anisy, 65035, Bul the analysts of quality in Categ, ¥
shows however no purticular swareness of, or relevance to, the later problem-structure, In Probf, T 14, E73al1-2.
sipnTn are distinguished from the e &v wimuis Suvipsis; this is the Peripatetic rendering of the Stoic distinction
Beetween ofain and ) £y aitf Sivans: for Stoicism matter is the substance of things and powers are corporeal,
while for Peripatos, powers are immaterial and, therefore, incorporeal, since hodics necessarily involve matler,
The characteristic doctrine of a pewer permeating and fashioning the World appears in Peripatetic circles with De
Mo, 3061k 20,

"* The intellectual conception of man, e.z., controls the watoinare povasio of this thing s a man; in this way
the supposed discrepancy in the report of the Antiochean doctrine between dcad. Post., 1 30-2 and dcad, Prior, 11,
30 15 eliminated.
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utatur, alia quasi recondit, e quibus memoria oritur. Cetera autem similitudinibus construs.
ex quibus efficiuntur notitiae rerum, quas Graeci tum fvvoiag, tum rpodijyelg vocant ™

That the Platonic ideas are vofpooe was entertained already in the (middle of the
4" century B.C. Alcimos™ wrote, 560F6 §13 Jacobi = Diogenes Laertius, 111, 13; o &
Tiv eiddv Ev Exaotov didiov te kol vonpe xai tpog Tolvtowg draléc. b kai pnow (se
Plato, Parm., 132d) &v 1) pioe tag 16€ag éotivan kabinsp mupubsiyuare, i & dlie
TouTong EotkEval TohTov dpotduata kaleodte. Nonpe is related to vémowg and vonmis
in the way that conception as concepl is related to conception as conceiving and to the
coneeived, or thought is related to the thinking of thought and to the thing thought of. Is
the intellectual act vineis emphasizes the activily-aspect, vonuo the intellection ilself 2=
an achieved datum, while vontiv refers to the content of the intellection. In fundamentalis
Intellectualism as in Parmenides, thinking (to think) is identical with the object thoughs
tadTdv (. vorly w6 wol olvexey Gon vompe (28B8.34); in fact thinking is identical with
heing: 1o yép abto vosiv éotiv te kol elvat (B3). For thinking involves being, in which =
is being thought: o yitp fivev 1ol é6viog, v O RepaTICREVOY E0TIV, EDPGELS T Voek
(B8.35-6). Conversely, the idea is expressed by the saying of Metrodorus of Chios; maves
totiv, & fiv mig vorjoat (B2); thinking and being are co-implicated. Or rather, thinking i
ingrained in being; it is its luminosity, its self-revealingness, its order. In fact, being thinks
(itself) rather than it is being thought of (by something extraneous).” The intelligibility of
being (its effulgence, its order that constitutes it and makes it transparent and luminous)
constitutes intelligence, i.e. the conception of being, The mental act is grounded in being
In this perspective, Being is identical with Mind. Mind absolutely taken is the radiance of
Being (its intelligibility) considered as illuminating that out of which it proceeds. Mind &
therefore Being's revelation. When the soul receives such unveilment, it is enlightened by
mental vision: it becomes intellectual. The light proceeds from the ohjective reality to the
thinking subject. Even better: the eye that sees being is being’s own. Even more: the eve
is being itself. Mind is the light of being, the order of existence.

Plato’s speculations must have been construed in such a sense by his contemporaries.
whether or not explicitly formulated by him in these terms. Alkimos bears testimony
to this. Tdeas are vorpora (Divg Laert, 111, 13), but also vontd (§10); they are exemplars
standing in Nature (§13), they exist as real beings (§15). Individual minds (of men but alse
of all animals) identify themselves with these ideas in intellecting them, and this makes
the animal being in contact with the idea: tiva yap dv tpdrov, prol. dieadlero o e
uf) Tig idéag fpentopeva Koi mpog Tobito oV voliv guaikag sidngdre; The argument is
that every animal instinctively recognizes the individuals of its own species as well as
those appropriale for food, and this could not obtain without an awareness of essential

 Novivia for Bvvown oceurs in §12; de Fin, Bon. Ef Mal., V, 59-600; Tapica, 31; Leg, 1, 24, Notio is commoner, ssp
in Cicer's philosophical works, e.g. Acad. Post, 1, 32; 42; dead, Prior, 11, 33; 85; de Fin, ete. 1L, 33, fntelligenic
further appears occasionally, as in de Fin Erc, 11, 21: Leg, 1, 26; 27; 44; 59,

' The Sicilian historian (Zwehikd) and renowned orator who was attracted 1o Stilpe (Diog, Laertius, 11, 114)
He argued eluborately in four books To Amyaras that Plato took over from Epicharmus the cardinal tenets of his
Theory of 1deas.

2 The idea is worked out in A. L. Plerris, “Logos as Ontological Principle of Being,” in K. Boudouris (ed)), The
Philagaphy af Logos, Vol. 1 {Athens: International Association For Greek Philosophy, 1996), 156-162
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similarity among sense-objects, which implies discernment of ideal identity (§§15-6).%

struit,
i Recognition of the same presupposes reference 1o an ideal exemplar or archetype of the
£ thel essence in common by the same things.
i & If ideas are severally thought-contents and thoughts, precisely by virtue of their
v (s being archetypes of true being, the question arises, what do they constitute in their totality
il as existing in rerum natura? Again the inner tendency of the Platonic System points
oV to the identification of the World of fdeas with divine, absolute Mind, The multiplicity
io the of Ideas on the other hand requires the postulation of a second principle by the side of
of. Ts absolute Goodness (1o Ayafov): a sort of intelligible “matter” is needed, whose relationship
elf as to space-matter is left obscure and which would be essentially Evil in its dualism to the
stalist First Principle.”® And indeed Speusippus adopted different pairs of principles for each
yught: successive stratum of reality starting from (1) the unitary Avtoév and descending to the
| with World of (2) Numbers, (3) of Magnitudes, (4) of Soul, and finally of (5} sensible things
vich it (Fr. 33a-e Lang = 29-30 Taran). In the different levels of reality, there are difterent but
voill corresponding principles, corresponding dualisms, Thus, e.g. just as numbers are produced
v from the One and the Multitude (rAdj0oc), so extensional magnitudes are generated from the
. pair of the Point (like the onc) and amorphous continuous extensionality (like the discreet
hinks Multitude); Aristotle Memgh. 1085a 32: ETEED[ O (sc. ti peveln yvavvidot) &k Tig oTiypig
litv of () 8& orrypn adroig dokel elvan oty Ev ahl olov 1o &v) xud &Aing ing oleg 1o mhfboc, il
ol ou wafilons. CF Metaph., 104447-8; Topica 108b23-31. He distinguished Goodness from
being Oneness and posited the former “late™ in the ontological hierarchy, attached essentially
nceof 1o the psychic realm.” In this way, multiplicity and (mathematical) extension can exist
find is i =
sed bw 5 Aleimes” emphasis on the spontanecus recognition of similarites as conclusive argument for the exdstence
to ll';t of paradeigmatic ideas, is probably connected with the fact that Speusippus wrote exiensively (in 10 books)
on Similars (Diog. Laert, IV 5 tofig zepi 16 dpown mpoypatsiog n'4'); Frs, 5-26 Lang = 6-27 Tarén,
e €V i Aristolle emphasized the point from a different point of view. He observed that in Tieeeus Plato equates the
Farticipating Principle (o peteinnueéy or pefektioy), hence, matter, with space; he Turther remarks that in his
ancs. Aypeopn Adypoze, Plate identified the peroknmzucdy with the Great and Small (té péyn o w6 pwpdnd, In either
| case, the second principle is of the nature of Place (vomng), as it must consist in exfemsionality. Accordingly, the
m—— Flatonic theory must needs face the problem why Ideas and (ideal) numbers are not then in place, Physica 209b11-
nplars I dnd kol TTAGToy tfy Gy kol oiy popoy TanTd enene sl fv ol T ohdp erodnaeikdy wul Ty sopey
P 16: 1y ku 1 b Tpaier o it petak) v pcipee
it also Ev kol taordw, Elkov 86 pomov Exel T8 AEyov TH peTainmTiedy Kl fv tels Aeyopdvons dypdpos Bivpumore, Bpmg
k T TRty kel T epoy 1 aled drepiveco, And 210033-a2: Tdze pévro estdow, 66T mupesiivong sizcly,
n_1 o fade Ti olw Cv thme ol 6780 kol of ggiped, sirap oh pefekticdy & toros, £l1e 1oi pepdhon kol 1ol prpod Gvrog
g B ol pelsstwcot, £t iz ihyg, damep &v o Tyiaio péypapcy, To the problem posed by Aristotle, it may be added
nent = that there is the further question as Lo the relationship between the intelligible (Resp., 30%c1; 527h3), supracelestial
wvell as (Phurgelr., 24703) place (vomog), which generates multiplicity incorporead (Kbmog dodporoe, Phifebur 64h), and
: the Timacan cosmic place (the space-matter) in wlich the physical World is comstiluted,
sETilLE * For Speusippus, perlection, beauly and goodness appear “late” in the procession of reality from the Supreme
Principle, the Aloév. Aristotle Metaph., 1091333 sqq. (Fr. 34f Lang = 44 Tardn): . whkie mposkBobans tig tév
Svmu apiszng kol 10 Gyoiv kol 1o wahdv fppaiveslou CF Frs. 34a-f Lang = 43-46 Tardn, In fact there is
per s gradation in the derivalion process: heauty precedes goodness: Tamblichus De Comm. math. Scientia 1Y, 16.10
LT 304, Festa: té B2 £v ofite wokdy obe dyobov GEwy eaheiv, B th wei tod xwhed sl o0 dyefod Drepiven 2hvin
x mpOloTrg ip ot dond thy By apr T s, IREToY PEV T Koy b, Seitepoy SE kel pekpotdpay
I 1k AROoTEcY EpovTun Tiv otoeley tryeliy, The view may be probably related 1o Speusippus (as in H. 1. Krimer,
s of i Dev Lirspreung der Geistaelaphysik: Uniersuchungen sur Geschichte des Platonizwas 2wizches Platon wad Plofin
(Amsterdam: P. Schippers, 1964), 213). Perfection (and beauty) pertains preeminently 1o the realm of numbers (and
ol The geometrical structures), to the pobnuaticd. Goeodness on the other hand refers primarily to sction and presupposes

possibility of (some) change, as in Aristotle Metapf. 10782312 10 dpobide ol 1o ekoy Etcpoy, oo pév pip el év
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without involving error and evil. And indeed how could the One as the absolutely first
principle be the Good, goodness itself, without the Other Ultimate Principle becoming
Evil itself? Mind furthermore is the World of organized extension (geometrical realilies),
distinet both from the First Principle (Adwoiv) and the universal soul (o Ayafov). In
this way, the Speusippean hierarchy of reality prefigures Neoplatonic developments under
a stricter, late (but classical) Pythagorean, mathematical construal: (1) “Ev — (2) Nontdy
{Mumbers) — (3) Noepdv (Magnitudes) - (4) ‘Pupn — (5) Alofntic Koopog,

In opposition to Speusippus, the Xenocratean system was more compact.” There
arc two ultimate principles, the One and the (indefinite) Dyad. The sccond Principle
informed by the One generates the ideas-numbers, which exist primarily in soul ®

mpasa, 1 ff pokin vl By Toig dxnejrows, The difficulty that may be thought to emerge from the divine creative
activizy, which then should be considered as good (Timasus), is in the Speusippean context only apparent: cosmic
creation is 3 subjective mode of presentation, finakodieg pdpee in lect there is an atemporal constitution of the
physical World just as v the derivation af each “successive” stratum of reality, The ontological hierarchy is eternal,
not a development in time. Thus there can be little doubt that God for Speusippus is beyond goodness, which frss
“appears” in the psychic substance, and secordarily in the sensible World through its animare part (cf, Fr. 35 Lang-
Tardn: o & pém g dhoying (se. drooveriioven), de tév pév touady Zevokpiarng kel Insiommog ete, All
animals have fmmorial souls). Soul and Mature are the 4th and 5th respectively orders of Speusippean reality, And
this fits nicely with the report in lamblichus, ibid., 18.1-12 Festa: 10 82 srougsin, 62 dv ol dpbpcl, obbiéno Gnkprm
olite kuki obos dynfid & 82 1ijc swbiazng tob dvdc kol tic 1of akilong alriag g deioterm piv & mbpde,
MPETING BE év E{"l'I‘IIJIQ oi By poivetan kol ac{'z}'.kcr;, i:qm.jr']g £ T fT'I:I:II;'_CiI;_I\.' Tl VPP TS '_\.'F,:u.l_u:rpu:F'; l'l'l:"l:IiI.I:;
paveiong, £v | doodteg th by kol b kakdy, fv olg [olite] obbiv obite wloypiv domv ofite kokty: G0 St B
£v 1ol teziprons kol TEpmTong Tl muvnifzpdvol dnd iy otogsiay THY teLevTainy kokley pevialo ete. OF
Kriimer, ffidem.

* Fr. 58 Tarin: Inctartnog tiv voiv ofites o évi ofite 1 dyobi 1y adrdv, W 86 (e, 1ov Bedv elva, God is
absolute Mind, distinct from bath the "Fv and the cosmic Soul. This God is 2 living force, governor of the Universe;
Fr. 56a Tarin: “{Speusippus) vim quandam (sc. esse deum) dicens qua omnia regantur, eamgue animalem™ (¢f.
kr. 36h), He is the creator who fashions (an educative mode of expression) the World according 1o the absolute
Archetype, the Decad, the all-encompassing entity of numbers-ideas. Fr. 28 Tardn, 11 10-14: (Speusippus writes
extensively on the Decad) gumwatdmy aboiy dropnhaey kol ebeomicotdoy wy Svowy, ooy elhic T Tolg
woGpkoly AroTeliopant Ty, Sp' BruTig &l oy udy vopedvtey fj g Erwes Bep i Drappoeeny s
MOPOBEry L Oy TEAEGTITOY T Tol Tuveis Tom T #od apeckapivny. This Decad is the foundation of the number-
syslem, the casential torality of the World of Numbers-Tdeas and its condensed reality. It relates 1o the God-Mind
as the Intelligible relates 1o the Intelligence intellecting it. Absolute Mind must therefore be systematical by equated
with the organized syslem of extension and magnitudes (geometrical) as receptacle and place hrodod and Thmng)
ol numkber-ideas, corresponding 1o the Platonic tomos vomris. The Spensippean God-Nodic is thus the proximate
principle of psychic and sensible reality, as in Pimacus, 1t is significant that seeording to this analysis lite or vilal
foree “precedes™ soul in the order of reality: it pertains primarily 1o Mind and to pure extensional structuring. Such
absiract mathematization of powertul ideas, of which feature Aristotle complained severely as unduly dominating
(d-Academic thought, detracted from their relevance, occasioned the Stoic reaction, and caused more than twe
centuries of immanent Theology and physical Metaphysics.

7 This is the point of Theophrastus’ eulogy in Meraph. 6h6 sqq = Fr. 26 Heinze. All other mathematizing
Metaphysicians articulate in detail the derivation of numbers and magnitudes from first principles, but treal in
a markedly cavalier fashion physical reality. To such treatment Xenocrates presents an exemplion: vites yip
fimnvid weg Reptitnaly mopl i kiopov, dpoieg aiolnoi kai vonrd kel podnuoren voi S é0 o Gefn, His
generations apily reflect the way the principles constitute and order this World.

# Fr. 65 (Philoponus, In Ariss. De Anima 408b33): Eleyev otv (se. Xenocrates) dpubby iy v yogiv fur th
mhrjpeapn ifdw slval i gy sl Adpow e v Adyav TavToy it v Euwti] Tone Adyoug Exes, mg slmopcy
dpiipols 62 vi slbn fehouy g BipnTo, woi aotog yoiy (se. Aristotle) &v 1olg &2 gualy wkoi ob 81 of Aévovra:
THY yugiy mov 2idiy (D Aeima 429a27), Aristotle must be in this passage chiefly refering to a cheracteristic
singular doctrine, like the Xenocratean — see Number, godhead and sonl is the same exsential vealitv, Fr, 16: “estque
numerus. ut Xenocrates censuit, animus ac deus, ete.” Daemons, gond or bad, belong to the same substance; Frs.
23-25. IDeamon for each man is his soul; Frs. 81; B, Tt follows, that the Dyad (= Mother of Gods) of Fr. 15 is the
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PROLEGOMENA TO THE ENIGMA OF THE JOHANNINE PROLOGUE: AN INQUIRY INTO ANCIENT PHILOSOPHICAL SYMCRETISM

Xenocrates interpreted the Timaean psychogony as eternal generation from the One
and the Indefinite Dyad. The Principle of Infinity enters into the Platonic mixture as
divisibility (6 peprotov), which combined with the indivisible Oneness (16 apéporoy),
produces the number-system. The Second Principle enters again into the mixture as
otherness (1o Exepov) opposed to the self-identity of the One (toitov), and this synthesis
constitutes sell-movement, change-in-identity; for otherness is the principle of movement,
Just as identity is the principle of permanence. Thus the Xenocratean definition of soul is
reached: self-moving number (or vital idea), dmfpog kivolv Eautdv. Fr. 68; cf. Frs. 60-65."
Tidying up the reported formulations in Fr. 15 it may be stated that the Indefinite Dyad
is amorphous Soulness, the underlying principle of psychicality. When acted upon by the
One, it generates the intelligible World of number-ideas (6 vonriv) and simultaneously
the living, intellecting psychic essence (voiic, voepdw, yuyr ), which are but two aspects of
the same reality, distinguishable in thought as subject and object of thinking: this reality
is, in its totality, the Cosmic Soud, formed in harmony, of the Timaens,™

First numbers acting on the malerial Principle (the Indefinite Dyad, principle of
divisibility, otherness and movement) generate organized extension. Dyad and matter give
one-dimensional magnitude, Triad and matter create surfaces, Tetrad and matier produce
three-dimensionality (mathematical solids). Thus the geometrical objects are framed as
the intermediate grade of reality between the supracosmic intelligible realm and physical
existence, they constitute the celestial region; (Fr. 5; cf. Fr. 34; for the triple division of
reality see Fr. 55). Other numbers (as ideal entities and paradigmatic causes, Fr. 30; cf. Fr.
34) form with matter the variegated physical existence. As the numerical cidetic essence
becomes more complex, the resulting configurations are less able to maintain themselves
permanently in their self-identity vis-a-vis the material otherness and mobility, and this
instability makes them thus changeful. In this last function, matter is appositely called
dtévaoy by Xenoerates (Fr. 28), to highlight its unceasing, ever-flowing essential character.™

second ultimate Principle, the Indefimite Dhvad, Contrary 1o a widespread misperception pecasioned by the loose
doxographical formulaticn; for the Indefinite Dvad iz not in itself the universal soul but its principle,

® Fr. 6 oi pév viap (re. Xenocrates” followers) oddév fj yévesm ambpoi fnionebo vopilevo of] piSen tig
Bpepieon kol pepiatiic oboing dpémarey pév pip sl b S, pepotov 88 =0 thifog, &x G2 tolmey veviobo
tow dgfipdy Tob Evde dpilovtes th akibog ol T dmeypin mépag fvnibéveog, v kol dedbe kadolan aopurTow
kni Zapdtas (se. Zoroaster), & Tulopdpew Sibdokohog, TadTgy pév fxaka wofb amipod pnripa, 1 66 iy sedpe
fieh Kl Bt,'p[lm'u elvin i appiEn, doo T povid Zpoceoikao n;ie even numbers. Cf. Fr. 13: Esvoxpdrns...
e povido kil Sudbo Ooode, oy péy dg Appeve moTpog Eyowmey TS, vy Tpuusufopl:'.'lut Kul ?r']hﬂ Kt
xepirTdy ot voiie, . Tijv & G g I, prrpde Oeiwy Sy ete.). 1oltoy &2 pimn ywogiy wov pifipde shva b yip
wrvTpTuRy sl 10 kv Toy EvicTv aldtd ool &2 niveod kil todl Erépow cupppleroy, dy th pév ot wimEng apym
ki Rk, Th B poviic, yuydly yepoviva, pbiy freow 7of ieriv wni foteslo Sy fj ol kveiolon el
KL ol

W Fr 15 Sevokpdric.. Ty povido kol dedde Beong, Ty pev g appavn, totpds Spovouy TRy Ly onpavd
[l ctonemy, fvie mpomeyopsia wel Zijva ool zepeeby kel volv, Somig Eotiv aimd apivtos feog Thv 65 og
Ofkay, pnrede Oedy dikny, Tig Dmd 10w olpowin Antewe fyouudvny, Tog oty abTd wgl Toh Taovids. Aeus
Supreme (inncog Zeic) was for Xenocrates (Fr. 18) the first Principle of the unalierable, sell-identical realm {Ev
ol ket T8 @it vl domieg Eyovar), e in the World of ideas-numbers, Henee the Monad of Fr. 15 is the
abzolute Principle, the One, Correspondingly the sccond Principle is the indefinite Dvad, As formed by the One,
this constitutes the Universal Soul governing (he entire World, olprvag in the passape refers to the oulermost
celestial sphere, and connotes the cosmic Whale.

3 Ta fgvaov is the same with the Adpotog Avdg, the Second absohute Principle. The structural identification is
confirmed by the doxographical lemma faévaoy tiv iy abartdusves (se. Xenocrates) dice tod shnfous (Fr. 28,
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Mind as supreme God and ultimate Principle of realit ¥ (= the One) is bevond even
eidetic-numerical multiplicity. It is the cosmic Soul, not the extreme divine Mind, tha
contains the World of Ideas-Numbers.” This universal Soul on the other hand, permeates
the physical, sensible World (see Fr. 71; cf. Fr. 73), Since the Xenocratean suprerne Mind in
itself'is above all being -determination ( being itself the first principle of eidetic-numerical
articulation), it cannot think of any such being-determinations and eidetic-numbers.
Consequently, it poinis backwards to the Parmenidean self-intellection of di [MTerenceless
absolute being (where pure intellection coincides with pure being, and vostv is identified
with gtve); and also forward to the Aristotelian God who is pure vinmg vorjazas, because
he is pure actuality, i e. actuality without any admixture of potentiality, and the only thing
that can exist scparately from any material substrate, and thus free from any tincture of
contingency and potentiality, and thus necessary and eternal, is thought, intellection.
pure mental activity, This now intellection, in order to remain necessari ly existing and
clernal, without any complication of contingency that would compromise such a unigue
status, must think of nothing that would be so compromised by consisting in a being-
determination which necessarily involves form-in-matter. Therefore the divine m ind mus
think of nothing but itself, being thus an intellection of pure intellection, or in other words.
pure actuality by and in itself*

169,25 TTeinze). It is nod variation in the marerid, bul difference in the irformative principle, that sceounts
for the diversity in the orders of reality. The entire process may be schematized as follows: One + Maller —
Numbers (souls) Numbers + Matter — Mathematical Extension — Celestial Ohjects (other) Numbers + Matter
— Mathematical Extension — Sublunary physical realm Numbers and souls are not in themselves extended and
corporeal (Frs, 66-7). The allegorical interpretation of Homer, Hias, A, 40 (fr. 55) indicates that for Xenocrates
the same marter underlies his triple division of reality. Describing Agamemnon’s shield, Homer refers fo its silver
strap, where (v. 38) abrip &' airol / kuiveog Sk ooy, wepeiol 52 of fowv / tpeig BugTTpEPELS, dvig
alpfvor Exmegukulen The Scholia T ad Joc have Ty Ssverpating pipnuae ol sdopow enaiv sl (The
“eorrection™ o Kpérg is tolally unwarranted and unidiomatic). This feature gives substantial compactness to the
Xenocratean System, On the other hand (and under the assumption of the identity of Onencss with Goodness), the
involvemnent of the same matter in the constitution of the very first order of being, admits for the existence of evil
very “garly™ in the generation of reality (Fr. 76; of. evil daemons Frs. 23-5).

2 God-Mind as a solitary intellection without differentizted content is a doctrinal common ground herween
Xenocrates and Aristotle (God ag vimmig vorjeews) OF, supra.

™ For the Mlatonic Theory of First Principles see: A. L. Pierris, The Other Platoric Principle, in A, L. Pierriz {ed),
Aristatle on Flato: The Metaphwsical (Puestion, FProceeedings of the Symposinm Philosophice Antiguae Secumndum
Thevense (June 30-July 7, 2002, 2004), 239.9],
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