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APPENDIX 1
ON GREEK RATIONALISM

A. Ancient Greek Metaphysics

It is of the essense of Metaphysics to question the “given” and to
ask for its adequate explanation. Such an investigation, ontologically
and objectively conceived, takes the form of an inquiry concerning the
ultimate principles of what, as given, bears the marks of unself-
explainability by reason of its metaphysical defects, and its consequent
“opacity” and resistance offered to Reason’s attempt to comprehend it.
It is therefore evident that to ask for the principles and for the
ontological explanation of the given, presupposes a clear awareness of
the non-ultimate, non-fundamental character of the latter. But this
awareness grounds also on the reflective level the quest for what is
really real (6vrws dv ), in the sense of that whose transparency, as it
were, to Reason provides a safeguard for its metaphysical
blamelessness. Thus it is seen that the same intellectual (and spiritual)
dissatisfaction with the given lies at the basis of both the inquiry for
the first principles and the search for the true reality. To take the
principles as more real than that which is derived from them is but the
natural conclusion of the line of thought traced above.

These systematic connections found their manifestation in the
history of Greek metaphysical speculation. This began and proceeded
as an inquiry for the first, ultimate principles, developing both in a
naturalistic (Ionian ¢voikol ¢tAdoogor) and in a more properly
metaphysical context (Pythagoreans). It belongs to Eleatic Philosophy,
and to Parmenides in particular, the honour for bringing sharply to
the foreground the necessary presupposition of every inquiry after first
principles: namely, the acknowledgment of the ontological

defectiveness of the World as given. They detailed these defects of
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apparent reality, and they posited what is free of such blemishes as the
only genuine reality. But they applied their newly gained higher
philosophical awareness in too one-sided a way, rendering the cleavage
between really real and apparently real unbridgeable, thereby
abolishing the possibility and the point of a search for first principles.
To put it paradoxically, they conceived so absolutely and exclusively
the reality of the principle that its claim to be a principle was
abrogated.

With Plato came the synthesis of the two previous moments. To
search for the first principles of the given is both to admit some sort of
reality for it and to deny the metaphysical perfection of the ultimately
real from it. In effect we are encountering the existence of the
defectively real. Hence the stratified view of reality and the hierarchical
derivation of the lower from the higher.

* ok

The quest for ultimate ontological explanations and the search for
the really real are the two cardinal preoccupations of ancient Greek,
and, mutatis mutandis, every genuinely metaphysical speculation.
Such investigations are intrinsically interconnected.

For an inquiry concerning the first principles of the “given” (the
world as given to us) presupposes, ultimately, an intellectual
dissatisfaction with the given, the discernment of certain metaphysical
defects, so to speak, in its reality. And the existence of such ontological
blemishes is not compatible with the metaphysical perfection of
absolute reality. But although systematically inseparable, the one or the
other of the above enterprises may be one-sidedly emphasized in a
historical context. Eleatic philosophy represents the moment of the
complete, reflective awareness of what is necessarily presupposed by
every search for first principles - namely the unsuitability of the given
to fill the place of the genuine and self-explainably real. They applied
this their higher philosophical awareness in a too one-sided way, by
conceiving the search for the really real in such an absolute way that
the inquiry about the first principles became for them irrelevant and
impossible. But their position was a challenge which had to be taken
into account and answered before further progress in metaphysical

speculation could be achieved. And this was the light in which Plato
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viewed it when he offered the requisite higher synthesis by his notion
of stratified reality.

Now the two main and fundamental defects in the given for the
Eleatic philosophers were multiplicity and movement or change. The
reason why these are indeed metaphysical defects is that they both
presuppose, they thought, non-being, negation of being. And it is
inconceivable that the absolutely real should necessitate a
contradiction, namely the being of the non-being, the existence of the
negation of existence.

For Plato, there was a powerful reason why the Parmenidean
analysis should be erroneous somewhere. For in his World of Ideas he
was able to restitute the Ideal perfection and reality of what was in the
actual world defective and only apparently real; and in noetic intuition
he also discovered perfect activity. He could not view the supreme
beauty of the Ideal World and its contemplation as unreal, solely
because multiplicity and activity were to be found there. These results
of the Dialectic seemed to him unexceptionable; and yet “father
Parmenides” was there offering his formidable challenge. Plato was not
the man to shrink from plunging deeper and deeper till he was able to
find a secure bedrock. He knew well that to have a reason why the
Parmenidean analysis must be somehow not entirely correct was not
to answer the Parmenidean challenge and to show its incorrectness.
And nothing short of this, of course, is satisfactory in philosophy -
unless we are to confine this supreme, ultimate science to merely a just
adjudication between competing plausibilities. Plato’s final solution of
the crucial problem consisted in this: what really is presupposed by
multiplicity and activity is not absolute non-being but otherness. This
is what made him a dualist and a metaphysical Pythagorean. There are
two ultimate principles, both engendered by an initial positing;: the
posited and the rest (whatever indiscriminately and indefinitely else).

Aristotle had no need to invoke the blameless reality of an Ideal
World against Parmenides; he boldly affirmed the undoubtful reality
of the actual, given World. He also complained that the Platonists
acceded to an unwarranted extent to Parmenides’ demands by
conceding that if there were to be multiplicity and movement of any
sort, non-being must exist. Probably, therefore, he considered Plato’s
solution of the indefinite Dyad and Otherness as, in effect, different
names for the Parmenidean Non-being. His own answer as to
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multiplicity is grounded on the distinction between substratum and
form borrowed from Plato: to be one in form is not incompatible with
a multiplicity of concrete individuals: one form just is many
individuals. Unicity of being does not entail the existence of only one
being, of only one existent. And besides even the unicity of being as
such is denied by the doctrine of the categories and the focal meaning.

This answer only shows the a-posteriori, “descriptive” character of
Aristotle’s thought. For metaphysically speaking, the solution leaves
much to be desired. Why is it that unicity of form can degenerate into
the multiplicity of its exemplifications? And why are there many
forms? Both questions, seem to be answered in Aristotle’s system by
the existence of matter; which is but the analogue of Plato’s Indefinite
Dyad and Otherness. And the divine Nods is but the counterpart of
the Platonic One - so that structurally Aristotle is moving on Platonic
lines, indeed in a very similar way to that of Xenocrates, and the real
difference is between the abstract - metaphysical thought of Plato and
the more concrete - quasi-naturalistic - physical thinking of Aristotle.

So much with regard to multiplicity. If we turn now to movement
we encounter a similar situation. Movement is grounded on matter for
Aristotle; and on otherness for Plato. But activity, évépyeta, is not qua
evépyera grounded on matter for Aristotle (though it is so qua
particular évépyewa - forms being inherent in 9An) - and this is the
result of confusion, or rather of frustration. Consider a perfect
Aristotelian évépyeia, seeing, for example. It is an entire whole at each
moment. But what makes it continue the next moment? In so far as it
is repetitive it presupposes and is grounded in otherness. It fails to
continue in actuality, when it fails to do so, because of matter; but
what makes it continue, if it continues? Clearly, either something
external, or something internal to the single moment’s state. If
something external, that cannot be either 8dvauis - UAn or évépyewa at
pains of a regressus ad infinicum. If internal, again this cannot be
either UAn or, at pains of contradiction, évépyeta. It must by then be
something static, a principle of containment and finitude,
transcending even évépyewa. This is quasi-recognized by Aristotle in
his notion of the divine intellect - but here his confused notion of
eternity makes the effort abortive.

So it is clear that the great division is not between kivnois and
evépyewa in the Aristotelian sense (real and important as their
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distinction is), but that between repetitive activity or succession and a-
temporal activity without need of continuation. This is much better
caught by Plato’s division of three kinoeis (ideal - psychic - sensible)
than by Aristotle’s major distinction. And this is not to mention his
specific difficulties in the theory of movement, which are caused by his
having postulated as principles 8vauis and évépyeia instead of Siva-
pts and ordots. For from 8dvauts and ordots we have both
movement and évépyewa very easily - whereas to have kivnous from
Svvauis - UAn and évépyeia is impossible. But with ddvauis and ora-
ows we approach the old Pythagorean dualism of dmreipov and mépas,
provided we ascend from the notion of 89vapuis as mere (passive)
potentiality to that of plenipotential might, the power of existence.
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B. The Metaphysics of Change

Parmenides deduced the nonexistence in reality of movement and
change from the very beingness of Being. Absolute Being or being in
so far as it is (and there is no other way or respect in which being can
be - and therefore can be considered or conceived to be; Being can
only be, as it were), entails the nonexistence of any ontological
negativity within itself, and thus the absence of any distinction. But
change necessarily presupposes distinctions in quality, quantity, space
and time. Therefore there can be no change in real Being. This in its
bare essentials is the Parmenidian position with respect to movement
in general: change is simply impossible in truth and true being.

But in appearances there is change: change does appear to be. For it
to be possible in appearances, there must exist an apparent, but unreal,
ultimate dualism. And Parmenides saw this apparent but unreal
dualism as a projection of the true but vacuous pseudo-opposition of
Absolute Being and Nothing: this is what in effect he tells us towards
the end of the 8th fragment. It is true he strongly suggests there a
“subjectivistic” interpretation of his move: it is human belief and
deception, human “imposition” and “naming” which “causes”
appearances. It is not unlikely that such might have been his view if
expressed in modern and misleading terms; for it does not seem that
he wanted to envisage a stratified pattern of reality, with levels and
degrees of reality objectively and ontologically subsisting
independently of human perception and conception. An “inferior
reality” existing in itself would rather be an anathema for him. But
then again it all depends on how one is construing “existing in itself”
in this connection.

One may well believe au fond that what I have written above about
the possibility of a “subjectivistic” interpretation of the Parmenidean
appearances is the outcome of residual mixtures still existing in us,
between the modern and the ancient modes of thinking about these
matters. Consider the following formulation: There is only one reality,
that of absolute Being. To this being there is opposed in unreal
opposition an absolute nonexistence - Nothing. The correct way to
formulate this sham opposition is by saying that nothing opposes
Being. It is wrong to take this proposition with the “nothing” as
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metaphysical subject: Nothing opposes Being. But nonetheless the
deceptive metaphysical opposition constitutes an apparent dualism.
Materially and, so to speak, physically manifested or expressed this
unreal opposition takes the form of the opposition between 78p and
voé (end of Fr. 8), Parmenides’ two principles necessary for the
“construction” of the World of appearances.

Now to say that deception and appearance presupposes a
perceiving subject in which they subsist, is to commit what I shall call
the modern fallacy. (Consider the Indian thought in this connection).
Deception and appearance have their foundation “objectively” (so to
speak, in modern parlance), though un-really, in the above mentioned
sham opposition. The pseudo-opposition is really nonexistent; and
appearances are really nothing, while they are apparently something.
You see here all the “problematique” which takes a new, developed
form in Plato’s magnificent system.

For I believe that Plato’s thought is more in tune with the spirit of
the Parmenidean Truth - than the rather avid and fossilized Eleatic
thought of Melissus and Zeno. This Eleatism refuses to follow the
natural, organic development of Parmenides’ seed and concentrates
instead on its negative aspect exclusively. It desires to prove the
inherent contradictoriness, and therefore the ontological impossibility
as a reality, of the sensible World rather than demonstrate the essential
absence of such contradictoriness (together with what such absence
entails by way of positive characteristics) from the world of True
Being: it is a matter of significant emphasis. People reacted to the
Parmenidean thesis with the commonsensical, ignorant
unbelievingness founded on a “re-affirmation” and re-exhibition and
re-manifestation of the (apparent) reality of the empirical world. And
Parmenides’ followers tried to combat directly the claims of that world
to the honour of reality, rather than concentrate in establishing and
reproducing the true characters and nature of absolute being thereby
indirectly (in an almost by-the-way manner), showing the nullity and
voidness of that World’s claims. The followers cannot occupy for long
the high, vantage point of the leaders soaring mind - usually.

But, on the other hand, the Eleatics’ subsequent attitude
encouraged the investigation of movement and change not only or
primarily in its presuppositions (like the Parmenidean attitude - cf.
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Plato, Platonism and Neoplatonism versus Aristotle), but also in its
intrinsic, peculiar character and nature as movement and change, in its
in-itself-ness and (&u677s.

The essential core of the problem of change is clearly manifested in
the third of Zeno’s arguments against movement!, Fr. 27 (Aristotle
Physics 79 239b). In formal clarity, the difficulty can be expressed
thus: something is A at time t,, and the same is B at another, let us say
later, time t;.* (A and B can be states or places or qualities or quantities
- any definite character whatever). This is the first element in the
essential nature of movement. But it is very important to observe that
there is another one, necessary for the construal of the ordinary notion
of movement: not only the thing is in different “states” at different
times, but it passes, it flows from the one to the other. (This is the
moment captured and promoted as the single essential fact of the
World by Heracleitus). It must be kept very clearly in mind that
difficulties relating to change may stem and be founded on either of
those elements. Thus Parmenides found contradictory the former one
in its presuppositions, in so far as absolute being was concerned. And
Diodorus Cronos the Megaric (Megaricism continuing Eleatism)
accepted the former feature while strictly condemning the second as
ontologically incomprehensible (v. Sextus, adv. Math. X 85).
Historically speaking, the explanation for this choice rests on the fact
that later Eleaticism exploited the difficulties residing in the second
element of flow; the philosophical attempt to really understand the
felt® necessity for the “flow” element resulted in the concept of the
continuum?,

The notion of a continuum represents the attempt to capture and
articulate philosophically the perceived, or rather felt, element
mentioned above: the flow or transition from something to
something. In any transition there are “states” or points of halt, and
there is flow; there are frozen “instantanees”, and there is a continuous
vanishing away of the former into the later. Both these factors are
necessarily implicated in the unperverted common and natural sense
(kowat évvorar ). But how can Reason “comprehend” their curious
combination - here is the crucial problem. Heracleitus negated the
existence of any frozen component - this is the essence of his World-
view. Some (at least) Megarics accepted differing “states”, but
ostracized all flow. Bergson moves in a clearly Heracleitian
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atmosphere. Indeed Bergson (freed from the dose of “subjectivism”
indispensable for a modern mind) is an excellent guide for a
substantial understanding of Heracleitus.

Take the flow as the primary reality. Conceive of it as a continuous
melting away of the “earlier” into the “later”. Negate the real existence
of any “frozen moments” within that flow: what appears as an
“instantanee” is really a bit of flow, a very small bit of flow, so small
that it is imperceptible to our gross sense-organs. There is not even any
“now”, but what comprises a small duration.

This is Bergson® - and it is already an attempt at articulating the
“feeling”, as it were, of flow. It is also Damascius, even in respect of
time. It is furthermore a quantum theory of reality. But one need not
go even so far as this: one has only to stick to the view that in flow
there is no frozen element really incorporated within it and
constitutive (at least partly) of it. Zeno tried to show that if we begin
from the naturally assumed existence of determined, definite, un-
flowing states, then we cannot really understand the flow. Heracleitism
may be seen as conceding the force and validity of the inference, but
denying its antecedent premise. Aristotle is, on the other hand,
denying the validity of the inference itself.

Let us consider the essence of the problem of the continuum in
change. (It is in substance, as above noticed, clearly manifested in
Zenos third argument against movement). If movement consists in, or
at least comprises really and essentially, “states” of rest, then what is
that which constitutes the substitution, as it were, of the previous state
by the following one with preserved identity? If a movement (in the
sense of flow) then again the problem is to be posited on the new level
- and so on, ad infinitum. If a resting state - this is blatant
contradiction®.

From this dilemma all philosophical positions may be seen to arise
as from their common matrix. Megarics (and strangely Damascius, at
the other end) agree that the first option is impossible, but then they
have to accept abrupt, inexplicable change-without-flow: they do away
not with everything which is not rest and stability, but only with flow
as an alternative to rest.

Trying to cope with the first option is by far the dominant
tendency. However there are, basically, two different ways of coming
to grips with it, represented respectively by Plato and Aristotle. All
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subsequent thought down to our own day is embedded in the
Aristotelian way of handling the problem, and it is therefore very
difficult to understand the Platonic position without interpreting and
expressing it in an Aristotelian framework, thus distorting it.

In a word, Aristotle accepts the regressus ad infinitum contained in
the first alternative, but denies that it constitutes a regressus ad
absurdum. Yes, between any two resting “states” (embedded in a
movement) there is flowing un-rest’. But Aristotle knows that an
actual progress to a real, actual infinite is absolutely impossible - there
is no such thing as an actual indefinite or infinite. Hence he invokes
his cherished notion of potentiality: a flowing continuum does
comprise an infinite® number of “resting places”, but it comprises
them potentially (though really), not actually. A potential resting place
does emerge as an actual resting place under circumstances which
actualize its potent implicit resting-ness, so to speak. The resting places
in a movement are categorically different from the flow which
constitutes the essential nature of the movement; and flow takes place
when the resting places comprised in it are not actual wépara - only
potential stoppages. The clear apprehension of that categorical
difference makes Aristotle establish his two categories of oietv and
maoyew beside the other ones (and as against merely introducing
kivnos as a third mode of being as it were). Flow is a further element
of reality, of the content of reality, in spite of its comprising, and in a
sense consisting of, “resting places”.

This last remark gives us the clue for a more correct appreciation of
the Platonic position, a higher one. Plato saw clearly that movement as
Flow cannot be reduced in whatever way to Rest. But he penetrated
into the root of the problem: even supposing that one can dissect flow,
and can cut “instantanees” in it, the resulting “resting places” (whether
actual or potential) are not in their nature and essence the same with
Rest, or even with these same resting places as they would have been
outside the flow of movement - to put the matter in an impossible but
significant way. There is all the difference in the World between real
Stability and Rest-in-the-context-of-Movement - whether potential or
actual (yet apparent, not Real) Rest, I repeat. And this difference is not
something superadded to a content so that it can be at times and in
certain respects Stable, while at other times or in different respects
simply Resting, actually or potentially. Ideal things cannot but be
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eternally stable, while things of this world cannot but be in flow with
actual or potential resting places being the faint areikaopara of Ideal
stability. Here we are in Heracleitean flow; above in Parmenidean
“Rest”. There is an absolute opposition between Flow and Rest - and a
relative one within flow, just as there is a relative one within Rest! (cf.
in the Sophist the doctrine of the life and movement of true being, i.c.
of the idea).

One sees the higher character of Plato’s position. It is not that Plato
would restrict this World to only continuous Heracleitean flux: in
Philebus he indicated all the essentials for an analysis of this World’s
movement lacking nothing from Aristotle’s complex account, and
superior to it in that he co-ordinated in his analysis things and
processes of this world here with ideal (= truly real) facts and factors.

Nor did he stop there. The antithesis of Flow and Rest as
exemplified within Flux posits a further problem. If one is misled (by
Aristotle’s denial of the existence of any higher World of Ideal
Essences) into taking that antithesis as the true and only real
opposition between Rest and Flow, then one faces a more serious
problem than the initial regressus ad infinitum. And this is what Plato
indicates in the third hypothesis of Parmenides. Suppose one
construes movement along Aristotelian lines. Then either one opposes
Rest to it, in an important and metaphysically significant way, as being
outside Flow, in which case one faces the higher-order problem of the
transition from that Rest to Flow and vice-versa; or one accepts that
Rest in this world belongs essentially to Flow, and can only be taken as
an apparent halting of the process of flux which constitutes the very
“essence” of our empirical reality - which is the Platonic position.
There is no real Rest, no Rest outside flux, in this world.

Now one may ask why Aristotle should disagree with these results;
or, in other words, in what sense can we discern a real and significant
disagreement between Plato and Aristotle in this matter. The answer is
that, of course, in so far as Aristotle sees the Truth, he does not and
could not disagree. But the point with really great philosophers is that
their disagreements concern all-important but very subtle differences
of perspective and significant formulation. Of course all of them are
right; and yet simultaneously there is gradation of being-intelligibility,
one sees and adequately formulates more than the other. Thus here we
may say that Aristotle himself saw rest in this World as the temporary,
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sudden and partial emergence in actuality of what lies embedded in
potentiality, namely of eternal, unchanging forms, under the influence
of the final causality of the only actually eternal (to put it
paradoxically) Form. To that extent he subscribes to the Platonic
position - I mean as to the “temporary emergence” e€aidvms factor.
But he also implicitly presupposes that the antithesis between Rest and
Flow as exemplified in this World is the real antithesis between them:
and this is false, simply and absolutely. It is thus with Plato and
Aristotle: the former may often appear in the wrong in matters of
detail or of parts, whereas Aristotle is always persuasive and apparently
incorrigibly correct in this field; but Plato is never wrong in matters of
fundamental importance and pertaining to the whole, in matters
where Aristotle is often either less adequate or misleading.

NOTES

1. It should be noted that locomotion is usually taken as standard example
because it exemplifies all relevant difficulties in a particularly clear-cut and
easily graspable way. Whatever is said of it, applies, of course, mutatis
mutandis to all change of whatever kind.

2. To introduce time-distinctness is one way of resolving an ontological
contradiction - as Plato clearly saw: e.g. Parmenides 155¢. We still try to
accept negativity without formal contradiction!

3. Movement is “perceived” as flow - basically. What is “sensed” may be
succeeding states or stages, but the perception and the inarticulate, “natural”
notion is one of flow, of running, of a continuous process of fading away and
simultaneously emerging (cf. Bergson’s notion of duration).

4. Not that the problems relating to the continuum concern exclusively
movement and change; but movement and change provide the, so to speak,
physical manifestation of the abstract notion of the continuum. Compared
with them, the continua of space and time are less concrete and perceptible,
and, in a sense, more derivative. The most concrete flow, is the “physical”
flow of Heracleitus, Aristotle’s movement.

5. Itisalso in, at least, the followers of Heracleitus. Cf. Plato, Theaetetus.

6. Mutatis mutandis, the same type of argumentation is applicable to the two
other continua intrinsically connected with that of movement, those of space
and time.
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7. Proclus formalizes beautifully the core of the problem when he proves as
propositions 26 and 27 of his Elementatio Physica both that 7av 76 kwoi-
pevov kexivnrar mpéTepov and wav TO kekwnuévov ékivelTo mpdTEPOV.
Apply this to “stages” in a movement successively approaching the beginning
and you have vividly portrayed all the horrors of the continuum.

8. Their infinity is of course necessitated by the assumption that between any
two given resting places in a continuum, there are further resting places.
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C. On the Great Problem

With his theory of Matter, Form and 2répnots and the collateral
theory of dvvauis and *Evépyea, Aristotle claimed to have provided
the foundation of “Physics” towards which the entire preceding
philosophical speculation on Nature was unconsciously aiming. This
he makes clear in Book A of the Physics (significantly entitled Ilept
Apyv in the ancient lists of his works and in some manuscripts as
well), where he develops especially the former aspect of the theory,
reserving the analysis of the deeper 8vauis - évépyeia dimension for
Metaphysics, ©. He also emphasizes there that his analysis not only
supplies the true principles of this world, but also constitutes the only
conclusive reply to those tendencies which will dissolve this World
into either ontological Nothingness or noetic incomprehensibility i.e.
Unintelligibility - much the same thing for the Greek Mind,
immersed as it was in reality. Read esp. chapters 8 and 9 of Book A - in
8 presenting his solution of the Eleatic challenge, in 9 differentiating
his position from the Platonic semi-solution, as he sees it.

Now the main essential characteristic of the World, as we have
found ourselves in it, is change, yéveous (in the category of substance
or in any other category), becoming. And that was what philosophical
speculation attempted to explain from Thales onwards. Two types of
thought developed in that endeavour: the Ionic and the Italo-Sicilian,
Magna Grecian. Both were of the experience-cum-insight nature, but
the former relied more on experiental analogy, whereas the latter was
ultimately based on symbolic insight. They correspondingly evolved
two general kinds of explaining Becoming: the model of
transformation and the model of Generation. The first concentrates
on the observation of things or substances giving place to others as the
perennial process of nature (water being made air; wood being made
fire and then smoke; earth being dissolved or water crystallizing etc.);
the later sees everywhere copulation, impregnation, birth. Ultimately,
the former requires a first, Primal Substance out of which (and there
were various ways of analysing this fundamental mode of
transformation) everything comes, while the second presupposes a
final, irreducible Contrariety: hence, the Ionians cultivated a monistic
“materialism” (in Aristotle’s sense of “matter”), whereas the
Pythagoreans developed a symbolo-idealistic dualism.
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But the Eleatics came with the radical alternative of an
uncompromising, strict rationalistic conceptualism, affirming in one-
sidedness the peculiarly Greek character in thought to the exclusion of
everything else. And they boldly affirmed regarding the topic in
question, that the very notion of Becoming is unclear, confused and
contradictory (rationalistically defective), and that therefore the reality
of becoming is imaginary and impossible. For they asked, in essence,
How can there be Becoming; if there is Being? For since becoming is
becoming being so to speak (what is becoming X is X once the process
of becoming has terminated), neither Being can be in a state of
becoming (since it already is), nor Non-Being (since Non-Being or
Nothing can become No-thing). Neither being nor non-being can be
becoming. One can vary the formulation of the dilemma, but the
essence remains the same: Mind cannot perspicaciously understand
Becoming.

I emphasized in the Eleatic basic question above the clause: if there
is Being. For this is an indispensable presupposition. Mind does
understand (the claim is) Being, and also Non-Being. Given this, one
fails to “penetrate” rationalistically and render conceptually
transparent the idea and phenomenal reality of Becoming: for neither
Being, nor Non-Being, can have a past or a future different from
themselves; they are incapable of history. We thus naturally
understand the type of position which, basing itself on Heracleitus,
abolished Being in order to keep Becoming: hence the continuous-
flux views of the world.

But this development of Heracleiteanism could not be received
with anything like satisfaction by the Greek Mind, archetypalistic and
Normalistic as this was. In fact, as Plato profoundly observed (in
Cratylus especially), our predicament seems to be that Becoming (if it
is real in any way) presupposes Being as its determinative - and yet, as
Eleatism maintained, it was incompatible with it. An explanation of
Becoming should be found which will not impair the unimpeachable
credentials of Being as superior Reality.

I shall not analyse here Plato’s complex solution to the Great
Problem (in association to the akin question about Multiplicity and
the Oneness of Being); it goes deeper than Aristotle’s and it utilizes
three central notions: Otherness, Indefinite Dyad (esp. as exemplified
in More-and-Less), Receptacle (Aristotle’s criticism of the Platonic
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theory in Physica A.9 is elementary and very misleading). Aristotle’s
answer, when formulated in terms of the 8dvaus / évépyera
distinction, is fundamentally this: Being comes from Non-Being, but
not from Non-Being simpliciter; non-actually-being-X (which is the
orépmots of X) changes to actually-being-X in that potentially-being-
X (the 9An) becomes actually-being-X.

It is to be emphasized that mere multiplicity of being does not
suffice to explain Becoming: one cannot simply say that being-Y
becomes being-X, and that therefore the main trouble with the Eleatic
question with which we began is its non-specification of the content
of being involved. This can never do: for the main point now is not
whether there are many contents of being so that it may be possible for
one of them to change to another to begin with, but that there is no
reason whatever in being-Y qua being-Y which can make it change to
X - no reason, that is, in so far as strict rationalism is concerned. We
must find a ground for the change in being-Y itself, we must
rationalistically explain the change and not merely affirm or postulate
it from experience, or commonsensically justify it (the general type of
this justification being that of a law in modern science: X always
succeeds Y).

X kX

We now come to the Megaric position in Metaphysica ©.3. Its
substance is succinctly put by Aristotle, 1046b29-32: eioi 6¢ Twes ol
daow, oiov o Meyapikol, 6Tav evepyf) wévov ddvacbar, STav 8¢ un
E,Vep'y'ﬁ Ol’) Sljvaoeal,, OEOV 'T(‘)V I.L%] OzKOSO[.LOﬁVTa Olj Sl;VaO'HO.L OZKOSO—

-~ 3 \ \ b ~ 1% b ~ 3 ’ \ A -~
LELy, G,A}\a TOV OLKOSO’LOUVTG oTav OLKOSO’LT]' ouoLws 86 KOl €TTL TWV
) . . . .
aAAwv. Power to do something really exists when, and only when, it is
actually exercised. Potency and corresponding activity go necessarily
together in rerum natura. Their separation is a mental trick. Now
what was the Megarics’ real point in maintaining such a counter-
commonsensical view? Naturally their purpose was to discredit the
Aristotelian theory on this very crucial topic - we may imagine
Eubulides or Alexinus (who wrote against Aristotle) severely criticising
his views on the matter. But what was their positive point? I think the
following.
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Take something which we would say ordinarily has the power to
do (or suffer or be or whatever) X. So we claim that it can do X. Now
suppose that it is not, in fact, doing X, and ask: Why is it not doing X?
The general form of a rationalistically acceptable answer to that
question must be: Because something is prohibiting it, is impeding
and blocking the exercise of its power (be it even its own will, if it is a
person). For an (essential) power (in a thing) will exercise itself, and
the thing will be accordingly projected in existence, unless it is
hindered and prevented from doing so by some appropriate greater
force capable of annihilating it. So we must postulate some restrictive
factor, some cause which in fact cancels the natural propensity of a
power to exercise itself and produce its proper result. For the crucial
point is this: a real potency is not a dead susceptibility, not a A7 émi-
Tn8eléTns in a neutral or negative sense (as a conditional capability if
something else acts). It is rather a spring which must necessarily pour
out its water, a fire which must necessarily heat or be extinguished: a
power must necessarily manifest itself, act in accordance to its nature,
produce its proper results - live as a power. A power will exercise itself
continuously - if nothing prohibits, not if something else permits. The
sufficient reason for the exercise of a true power must reside in itself,
not in something else.

Starting from such a notion of a positive (in a real sense, not in the
aseptic Aristotelian sense of 8vauis 700 moielv) power, we will say
that it is not the reason for its activity which should be looked for
outside its own nature, but the reason for its inactivity. Suppose that
the latter situation obtains. The potency is impeded in its self-effective
manifestation by some external factor or factors. Now ask: In such a
case, can the thing which has that potency act in accordance with it?
The answer is no - for if it could, it would, given the necessary activity
of a real power. The thing then cannot do-X in the circumstances: its
power is checked, and, for the time being, cancelled. So, if we still
persist in saying that the thing is nonetheless capable of doing-X, that
it can do X, that it still has the power to do X - we are following
ordinary turns of expression without rationalistically approved
meaning. The conceptually clear thing to say is that the thing cannot
then do-X. For a power which cannot exercise itself is no real power,
has its capacity (and, therefore, its essential nature) removed, so to
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speak, for so long as the cancelling force prevails upon it. For a power
without its automatic and necessary capacity to act, is power only in
name: if you call it power in its time of compulsory inactivity (for, I
repeat, this is the all-important point: there is no self-originating
inactivity in a power), you call it so not cvvwviuws but mpos-év (to
use Aristotelian jargon!): what you really mean (in a clear way) is that
the thing will act again in the future in accordance with the power in
question, that it will possess again the power in its full and primal and
focal sense - which is: the source of a self-originating, necessary
activity.

This, I believe, is the essence of the matter. The history of the word
Stvacfou, Stvaus from Homer onwards testify to it. It always meant
something very positive, and was always conjoined closely with the
corresponding exercise of the power. It began with meaning the actual
might of a man. Senses and uses like 7 8dvarar a word (= its
meaning), the geometrical 8vaus etc. highlight the point: if X &dva-
7w Y, then X and Y can be interchanged in rerum natura, in that they
either both occur or none does, X can and will effect Y, the emphasis
being in the causality of X. To this extent Hartmann is right.
Following a hint by Hartenstein, Hartmann gave a mechanical
explanation (in the European sense of the word) whose important and
(so far as it goes) valid point is this: an actuality is caused by a set of
causes, just as everything has its cause. The set of causes which render
an actuality actual, are the powers producing it. Only the full cohort of
these powers can really effect that actuality - any single one of them is
insufficient to the task. Hence each one alone cannot effect the entire
work by itself; once the chain of causes is completed, the effect follows
automatically and necessarily. Its posibility is full and real only upon
that completion which safeguards the immediate actuality; before that
completion its possibility is not full and real. - This seems to be the gist
of Hartmann’s argument. Besides everything else, he sees the matter
from the point of view of the cause-effect syndrome, and esp. from the
point of view of the effect as being framed within that syndrome - not
of the thing which has the (sovereign) power to do or be something.

Aristotle’s criticism - deducing droma (but évéofa droma, so to
speak, not rationalistic impurities!). Al: 1046b33-1047a4; A2: a4-7;
A3:27-10. B:al0-17. In effect:
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Al: 65Aov yap 87t 008’ olkodduos €oTar éav i oikodopd (o yap
otkoduw elvar 76 duvard elvai éoTwv olkodouelv ), opolws b¢ kal
€l TOV AAAwY TeXVOV. €l 00V adUvaToV TAS TOUTAS EXE TEXVAS

\ 4 \ \ 4 \ \ Y \ / /4
w1 pabévra more kat AafBovra, kal ui éxew un amoPalévra moTé
(7 yap Ay 1) mabew Twi 7 xpdvw: od yap 67 Tod ye wpdypaTos
dlapévros, del yap éoTw ), 6Tav mavonTal, ovy €fel TV Téxvy,

/ 3y 3 \ 3 / -~ 4
maAw 8 e0Bds olkoSouroel Tds Aafdv;

A2: kal Ta dipuya 81 opolws: oUTe yap Yuxpov ovTe Beppov ovre

\ y 14 bl \ SN\ v \ bl / ¢/ \
YAUKD oUTe GAws alobnTov odlbev éoTau wi aicbavouévwv: wore Tov
Ipwraybpov Aéyov cupBricerar Aéyew adrols.

A3: aAda pn 008’ alobnow ée 0ddév av uy aicbdvnrar und’
bl -~ bl 5 \ \ \ ¥ )4 \ \ \ @ /
€vepyT). €L obv TUPASY TO 1) Exov Sifv, Tedukos O¢ kal O6Te Téduke
Kal €71 OV <Tpémovs, ol adTol Tudlol égovTar ToAAdkLs THs Nuépas,
Kkal kweol.

B: €7t el advvarov 76 éoTepmuévov Suvduews, To wi yryvduevov

3 U v /4 \ L) U /’ 3 4 N 3
advvarov éoTau yevéohar 76 8’ advarov yevéobar 6 Aéywv 1) elvaw
N Y / \ \ k] U -~ bl / ¢/
7 éoealar fedoerar (76 yap advvaTov TodTo éonuaiver ), WoTeE
odToL ol Aéyor é€aipodiot kal kivnow kal yéveawv. del yap 76 Te
€oTnKos €oTéeTar kal TO kabnuevor kaledeiTar o yap avacTioe-
Tou av kabélnTar addvarov yap éoTal avaoTival 6 ye w1 StvaTar
avacTivat.

How could the Megarics respond to these points? Briefly as
follows:

Al: Is the man oikodépos when he is not actually building? It
depends on what one means by the word. If one signifies the
possession of the full-blown power to act - then no; if one means only
certain (however important and essential) prerequisites for that full
power and its consequent actualization - then maybe. The point being
that you must keep apart ordinary usages and meanings on the one

and, and precise, rationalistically adequate ones on the other. - a
hand, and tionalistically adequat the other. - What
follows in A1 depends on taking too seriously ordinary senses, the
Megarics would say.

A2 is very “sophistical! Fire, e.g., will keep heating whether there is
or is not a percipient being around to be affected by it in the form of
feppdv. The problem whether the aloOnrdv exists as such even in the
absence of alobinous, or the émorndy in the absense of émoriun is
also raised in Categoriae 7b15-8a12. Simplicius despairs about the
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whole matter - it is so clear and yet Aristotle makes such a fuss about
it. Simplicius (In Categoriarum p. 193.33-194.8 Kalbfleisch) observes:
XP7) LEVTOL YIWOKEW OTL OUK GPECKETAL TOUTOLS TOUS ETTLYELPTIUATLY
(in the quoted passage of the Cat.), 86 kal ouvexds 76 Sokety mpocé-
bmrev (!). Ilpbyepov ¢ Aéyew mpos v évoTaow kowds wév, 8T
W) ovoms emoTiuns undé aicthioews Ta wev vmokeipeva els Yvdow
Tols émaTiuoow kal aloOnTikolis elvar o kwAveTal, émaTnTa b¢
o0k €oTiv 0Ud¢ alotnTa ovde yvwaTd SAws. BéATiov 8¢ adTos kal
mpaypaTewwdéaTepov ev Tois Mera Ta duoika mepl TovTwy duaTdT-
TeTaL, €v ofs ¢mow Ta uév évepyela aiotnra Tals évepyeia aiothioe-
ow, Ta 8¢ duvduel Tols Suvdpel: TeAewoTépas 0 olons THS KaTA
TabTa TAV amopnblévTwy Adoews kal Seouévns THs mepl TAV
SuvaTdv dwakploews, avefdAero viv adTny ws eloaywykny moloU-
wevos didackaliov (/). That solution would be nice, if aiotnrév etc.
did not already incorporate the notion of possibility: aiocfyrov is not
the object of an actual perception - but of a possible one. Anyway the
whole issue is much fog and noise with little substance. Interestingly
though, Simplicius naturally connects the issue with the 7ept T@v
Suvardv Sidackaliav, a grave and difficult subject, 77s mepl
Suvardv yalerwrarns bewplas (op.cit. p. 196.7). In his concluding
remarks (op.cit. pp. 195.31-196.33) on the above mentioned passage
in the Categories, Simplicius (drawing on some unidentified source,
Proclus?) distinguishes three meanings of the dvvarov. 1) uévy or
JuA) or omowavodv émrndeldTs, sole or bare or of whatever kind of
suitableness, tendency, liability or aptitude. This sense Simplicius
associates with Philo (of the new Academy), p. 195.34, 196.20 and
with the “ancients”, ot apyaiot p. 196.20, ot radawoi p. 195.24. He
explains it by 70 éyov apopuny dore dvvacbar yevéolou, what has
the basis so that it can come into being, p. 196.24-5. 2) akwAvTos
emrndeléTns, unhindered aptitude (p. 196.2), which he explains by
kal’ 6oov médukev elvar kalh’ éavTo undevos pavepod kwAvpaTos
eviorauévov (cf. 196.3-4), something is capable of being (Svvardv )
so far as it has the nature in itself to be, no apparent hindrance
standing in the way. (A Stoic use). 3) The Diodorean sense: something
is really possible if it obtains or, at least, will obtain. This is to judge
possibilities by present or future actualities; as Simplicius puts it, 77
ékfdoe kpiveolar 76 duvardy, decide what is possible by the

outcome, the issue, by the event (cf. p. 196.4-6; 18; 22). The
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adherents to the Diodorean acceptation will not permit something to
be called possible unless it is going to be translated into actual fact, éav
un) mAvTws peAA els épyov evapyes mpoywpnoew (196.18-19).

The Megarics have a stricter sense of possibility than Diodorus,
whose signification is an obvious relaxation of the Megaric construal.
Aristotle in the Metaphysics passage criticizes the Megarics on the
count that, according to their understanding of possibility, things
would not possess perceptible qualities unless there was a percipient
subject actually perceiving them, which would validate Protagorean
subjectivism. He thinks that he himself can avoid this absurdity by
taking dvvarév in a sense which allows for the possibility of
perception in the absence of actual perception. This he believes
permits him to accept perceptible qualities without perception. But as
Simplicius is keen to observe, this is really beside the point (ibid. p.
196.27 sqq.). For perceptible qualities in things would require
according to this logic possible perceptive subjects, just as perceived
qualities require actual perceiving subjects. Hence, we are condemned
to Protagorean subjectivism once more. The truth is that the seeming
crux rests on a confusion. If we accept the bare-aptitude conception of
possibility, then there is no problem in admitting perceptible qualities
in things in the absence of percipient subjects. Again if we understand
possibility in the strict Diodorean, or stricter Megaric, sense, then the
qualities of things are not perceptible unless there are, or will be,
percipient subjects. But still in this case, the qualities of things can be
just as they are in our perceptible world. There could be hot and red
things just the same. Nor do we need to introduce then some
distinction between necessarily perceptible qualities like heat and
redness on the one hand, and underlying properties (like, say,
configuration and movement of atoms) which explain the perceptible
qualities on the other. For such properties as the latter ones are also
perceptible, in the same sense. The point is rather, that in either
construal of possibility there is no real problem with the perceptibility
of reality. It is only when one mixes the senses and switches to and fro
between them that the problem arises. And this is precisely what,
according to Simplicius (op.cit. p. 196.19 sqq.), some interpreters
accused Aristotle of just doing: Spa odv 6mws dromov wdoyovow ol
KplvovTes wev 76 SuvaTov kaTd TOV avTov Tols apyalols TpoTov,
Ka'T& T';]V C;WOLaVOGV éﬂtTT]SeLéTT]Ta, (I)O’WGP C; @l:)\wv, (iTrOpOﬁVTﬁg
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8¢ mpos avTov (sc. Aristotle) vdv (sc. in the passage from the
Categories in question) kata Tnv dwodwpov évvorav adTH (pro
TavTy) 71 ékPacer 7o SuvaTov kplvovTos (sc. Aristotle), kal ws
evoTaow mpos TavTny (sc. that Diodorean acceptation of possibility)
kopilovros (so with all mss. against Brandis and Kalbfleisch’s
miscorrection to kopi{ovTes) T6 TO émaTYTOV WS €mMOTYTOV €lvar
um otoms émarnuns. That is, they wonder at Aristotle who now
behaves as if he would judge about the Suvarév similarly to Diodorus,
and so adduces as a counter-reason the existence of émoryrdv in the
absence of émorrun. They think, that is, that of course the émorn-
TOV qua €moTYTOV exists without émoTiun, and nobody would
make a great point out of this unless he had Diodorean ideas in his
mind.

A3 is also typical. Aristotle plays with his own definition of
TuPAds, which reflects (and is meant to reflect) ordinary usage, not
rationalistically expurgated signification.

B is no more real and relevant. If something cannot do X at a
certain time, how can it do it at any other time? Well, how can it in
ordinary parlance, or in Aristotle’s system? The “impossibility”
involved is no genuine problem here. To use his own terminology,
Aristotle takes something relative (adtvarov yevéobaw viv ) as amAds
(addvarov yevéobar simpliciter). If his problem is the general
metaphysical one of change - then it is he who should give an answer
to the Megarics, not they to him. They either denied change all
together, or accepted differing things- and World-states without
pretending to understand how they were effected, followed each other
or were interconnected (Diodorus memorable and momentous view -
kekivnTal but not kweirad).

Aristotle emphasizes that, in his view, the Megaric position implies
the overthrow of a mighty distinction, that between potency and
actuality. 1047a17-20: éxetvor 8 ot Adyol dvvauwy kal evépyetav
TavTO ToLodow, 810 kal 00 wikpov Ti {nrodow avaipetv. That he who
holds the Megaric view must identify potency and act is, naturally, a
non-sequitur. For suppose a power eternally and uninterruptedly and
necessarily activated - can we not make the distinction there? Aristotle
hesitated with regard to eternal activities, whether they involve a &dva-
wis. But there is no foundation for such hesitation - unless one has in
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his mind a A7) émrndedrns (or adopur) eis 76 Stvactou yevéobar)
as the paradigm-case of dynamis.

After his criticism of the Megaric theory concerning possibility,
Aristotle draws his conclusions (1047a17 sqq.). He explicitly affirms
that something can be possible without actually being, can actually be
while being possible that it is not. And this he insists is valid in all
categories (1047a22-24). In fact he holds the view that possible is
what is not, directly or by implication, impossible. His definition runs
thus (1047a24-26): éou 8¢ duvatdv TobTo b éav vmdpéy 1) évépyeia
0d Aéyetar éxew TN Svvauwy, ovbev éoTar advvaTov. He gives as
example the case of possible sitting, and then generalizes (1047a26-
29). It is possible that one may sit, if his sitting implies no
impossibility. Different senses may be distinguished in this definition:
e.g. (a) a plant can not sit; (b) a serpent cannot sit; (c) an animal with
no high differentiation between front and hind legs can not sit; (d) a
man bound in chains on a bed, or incapacitated by sickness to raise
himself from bed, cannot sit. One may account systematically for such
and other variations on Aristotelian principles, unperturbed by
modernistic nightmares about logical and physical impossibilities.

This is the view directed by Aristotle against the Megaric position.
And it is precicely the view against which Diodorus directed his Kuvpt-
evovta, sc. Adyov, his Master Argument. For Diodorus it was not
enough to say that possible is that whose actuality implies no
impossibility. As he would also not accept the Megaric position as too
restrictive, he devised the Master Argument so as to establish a realistic
construal of possibility as that which is either present or future
actuality. He conceded to Aristotle against the Megarics that
something may be really possible without being actually the case. But
he denied, against Aristotle, that something could still be possible even
if it was never to be actualized. For him this would subtract from
possibility all connection to reality, and leave it as a phantasm of the
imagination. A possibility must be sometime realized if it is realizable
(and hence real possibility) at all. Otherwise, Aristotle’s definition
would be empty verbiage. The ultimate criterion that no impossibility
follows upon the hypothesized realization of a possibility is precisely,
according to the Diodorean logic, that it is realized at some point of
time. Barring this, one may always suppose some hidden impossibility
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(of one kind or another) which prevents the realization of the
theoretical possibility. There is much point in this conception. For a
real possibility represents the tipping of the existential scales in one
direction rather than in another. Just as there is for Aristotle himself a
tendency (a «longing») of matter to assume positive form rather than
to be deprived of it, to have the privation of the form. This
constitutive ontological aptness of a real possibility to be activated as
full existence must be somewhere, sometime translated in actual fact -
over the vast expanses of space and time there can be no reason
annuling its realisation apart from some manifest or occult
impossibility. For Diodorus therefore the very logic of Aristotle’s thrust
must lead to his reformed definition of possibility. And indeed the
Master Argument is framed with the logic of that thrust in mind.

In fact, Aristotle takes a small, preliminary step in Diodorus’
direction. He makes clear that one is not justified to use the formula
«it is possible, yet will not happen» in a way that will virtually make
redundant the notion of impossibility. We must distinguish
possibilities that will not be actualized, from impossibilities which will
never be actualized precisely because they are impossibilities. So in the
sequel of @3 he explains; ©, 4, 1047b3 sqq.: pavepdv 6i ovk évdéxe-
Tou aAnbes elvar 70 elmety 6T SuvaTdv uév Todl, odk €oTar 8¢, doTe
T(i dsleaTa GEVC.L 'Tale'!] 8La¢€15y€LV' Aé'yw 8% OfOV GI’,, TLS d)af”f]
Suvarov Tny duduerpov perpnlfvar o wévror perpnbioecbor (he
means that the diagonal of a square is incommensurable to its side) - 6
w1 Aoyilbpuevos 6 advvarov elvar - 61 0dfev kwAdel dSuvardy T by
elvau 7 yevéolou pn elvar und’ éoeclblar. AAA éxelvo avaykn éx TGV
KEL}.LGIV(UV, €z Kal\, 1577'060({/.1169(1 Gz\VaL ';) ')/Gj/OVéVaL 8 Ole gO'TL }.LéV
Suvarov 8¢, 8Ti odlév éoTar advvarov: ouuPriceTal 8¢ e, TO yap
petpeiobor advvarov.

It is however erroneous of course to say that Aristotle agreed with
Diodorus in that the possible must be actualized if it is really possible.
A log of wood can be burnt even if it never does. In 1047b3-6, all the
emphasis falls on do7e Ta addvara... etc. We cannot say that some
potency will not be actualized in such a way as (= if by saying what we
do we thereby mean) not to leave any room for real impossibilities. In
some cases according to Aristotle we can indeed further demonstrate
that something must be actualized if possible at all - as in De Caelo.
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But these are special cases having to do basically with the eternity of
the world (v. de Caelo, 12).

There are Aristotelian hints everywhere in the Diodorean sense.
One is unavowed, but clear. Impossibilities are never to be realized
because they are impossibilities. Situations will never be realized if
their realization would involve impossibilities. Such situations are not
real possibilities. What hinders a real possibility from being ever
realized is not some impossibility. It can only be a stronger possibility
that excludes it from actualization. Aristotle’s theory seems committed
to the idea of a graduated field of possibilities, of degrees of possibility.
But possibility so weak that it can never be realized, how much of
reality may it possess? And if what makes the obtaining of a situation
unavailable is impossibility, how near to impossibility is that weakest

possibility?
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D. Greek Rationalism and the Megarics

Greek Rationalism is founded upon the innate belief that pure
thought is intrinsically «in tune» with objective reality, and that its
natural movement intrinsically represents and follows the structures
and rhythms of that reality. The clarification and articulation of that
belief provides the starting point (and in most cases the focal point) of
all major intellectual and philosophical developments in Ancient
Greece.

The self-awareness of mind in connection with the said belief
comes in a striking form with «father» Parmenides, whose paramount
significance Plato saw, though Aristotle did not sufficiently appreciate
it. Not that the belief itself (and with it Greek Rationalism) comes into
being with Parmenides. It is, on the contrary, at work from the very
beginning of Greek speculation on things - in fact it influences the
formation and elaboration of even the myths themselves on Greek
soil. To give a major philosophical example, Heracleitus’ éuvds Adyos
is the law of the Universe, inviolable and universal, the “measure” of
the common principle of all things - our souls included. V. (in this
sequence) Frs. 30; 31; (cf. 90) - 15 25 114 (113); 175 725 89; 73 - 113;
45;101; 115. (And v. the very good account by Sextus in A.16).

One finds here, fully developed, the fundamental elements of
rationalism: (1) that there is in Man a principle of understanding
(vobs, Adyos, ¢pévmots in pre-classical terminology) which is akin (“in
tune” intrinsically as I said above) and even somehow identical (just in
order to be objectively akin) to the principle of things. (2) That the
operations of that principle of understanding are usually hindered, so
that very few can attain to the truth and reality of things, in their
objective universality; the many are continuously imprisoned in
subjective, individual, personal divergences and perversions. Various
philosophies conceive and analyse differently that identity and these
obstacles (and prescribe different methods and procedures in
removing the latter and reaching the full implications of the former),
but a crucial step has been taken where (1) and (2) are to be found.

What is then the {6wov of the Parmenidean type of strict
rationalism so influential afterwards? Let us study pre-Parmenidean
philosophical thought. Man sees and hears and senses and feels the
World. Man remembers and imagines, avraleras, i.c. sees with his
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mind’s eye, so to speak, things absent now but experienced before.
Man keeps many things together in mind. Man notices similarities,
differences, patterns of structure or succession. From such 7piBai,
éumepion are formed, and these crystallize themselves around certain
beliefs or “Oewpripara” Sofaotikd but not émarnuovixd as yet.

These formations and crystallizations are guided by a most
powerful drive in the soul of Man. This drive itself is based on an
inherent capacity that he possesses - immeasurately more significant
than the abilities above enumerated, which themselves separate
himself from dAoya animals: this is the ability to be puzzled. He
wonders - in awe, in fear, in terror, or in pleasure and admiration, it
does not matter. The capacity to be puzzled is the root of the desire to
understand, the drive to ask «why».

But what does Man expect as an answer to such questioning, what
will satisty his burning need to understand, what can resolve his state
of ontological amopia? Basically, what Man wants is - ORDER. He
accepts as the solution to his problems what exhibits things in
connectedness. He absolutely and implicitly believes in the existence
of an order in things, and of an «organic» principle of such order; and
he also knows that he possesses the power to see that order in various
degrees of breadth, depth and clarity. And all this because he is, and he
recognizes himself as, order. His inner joy and elation at the discovery
of the least piece of connectedness in the world is such that very often
he is tempted to rush to conclusions and to hurriedly impose
(artificial) patterns (objectively nonexistent) on reality.

From the observation and awareness of the first elementary
uniformities in the World on which to base even his physical
subsistence and preservation, up to the vast metaphysical syntheses of
Proclus and Damascius, to explain is fundamentally to systematize.
One understands something when one exhibits it in its connectedness
to the rest of relevant things, when one provides its natural context,
when one sees the order to which it belongs organically, when one, in
a word, locates it in reality. To be (spiritually) puzzled is to be in front
of something without apparent connections, to confront a
particularity, an individuality as such.

Now there are different levels, and different kinds, of such
connectednesses (objectively founded and systematically articulated)
as seen and conceived by Man. Firstly, the connection may amount to
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mere uniformity, to sheer factual correlation: that X and Y are found
together or in (more or less) definite succession. Such patterns, when
discovered, represent the coagulation of protracted éumerpia into
nuclei of “doxastic” belief, as I indicated above. Cardinally useful as
they are, they cannot soothe, let alone fulfill, Mans desire, nay need, to
know why. The reason for this failure is easy to see: the primal wonder
at the initially unapprehended connectedness of X, the ontological
puzzlement, that is, at its apparent isolation and particularity, is simply
substituted by the puzzlement at the mere fact of the discovered
correlation. There is a way of trying to rectify this second-order
puzzlement by organizing the observed uniformities, by discerning
patterns of higher uniformity among such correlations, by subsuming
lower “laws” (in the modern physical sense of the word) to higher and
more general ones. This is the way of modern science. But so long as
connectedness remains a mere fact; so long, that is, as it is extrinsic to
the nature of the connected items and, therefore, can only be
“justified” and itself explained, if at all, by recourse to a higher, equally
opaque, correlation alone, instead of emerging out of the very nature
of the connected things, constituting and reflecting this nature - so
long as the uniformity gives rise to nothing more than a bare
description, man is not satisfied that he has really explained anything.
And although even the bare description of a connectedness is a sort of
first level explanation (so potent is man’s need for order), yet even
modern science explains only quantities and the quantitative aspect of
the World at most: for it is only with quantity that scientific Laws
stand in intrinsic relationship - not with the entire nature of things.

To truly understand a connection as an answer to a “why”, is to
understand the nature of the connected, and vice versa; only then a
description becomes also an explanation, whether one may choose to
formulate this transition as a movement from mere facts to their
significance, or as a discovery of deeper and deeper lying essential facts.

Setting factual correlation aside then, real “understanding” falls
into two categorial types. I call the one symbolic (or intuitional) and
the other conceptual (or mathematical). Through continuous 7pi57,
experience, “doxology” and “description” the mind sees now and then
(or rather is struck by) light. It sees a connection and thereby
heightens and sharpens and clarifies its understanding of the nature of
the things concerned. One notices, for example, that the sperm is
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liquid and warm; one observes the watery secretions of the uterus; one
further is aware of the luxuriating exuberance of warm and moist
climates or places; one discovers that food has to be liquidated in order
to be assimilated by animals and plants alike; one is fully conscious of
the importance of rain in agricultural affairs; one sees everywhere earth
circumscribed by immense masses of water; one lives with the
experience of a whole country being the “gift” of a river. The wise man
notices these facts; and, one day, he connects their diversity - he binds
them with a principle - the Principle of Moisture as the source and
preserver of Life. He may go further, by connecting further
experiences, and see water as the primordial source of everything. This
is what I call symbolic, intuitional thought; one operates with things
rather than with concepts; o, if you like, one lets the notions grow out
of things and of man’s immediate experience of nature in all its aspects.

In what does the difference between “symbolic” and “correlational”
connectedness consist? Indeed, in what I said previously that mere
uniformities fail. So long as you simply know that if you water it, the
plant will grow, you understand nothing properly speaking. But if you
have attained to the insight indicated above, your way of looking on
plants is changed: you see in them the working of Moisture, you see
them as particular products of the same primeval sperm which, in an
eternal spasm of divine ejaculation created and creates the entire
World. And so on. Instead, to give a lower level example, of asking
why such and such a solid substance is obnoxious to man when taken
as food, you rephrase the question: whether such and such a substance
is not liquified in man’s digestive system or whether in liquid form it
acts adversely on some human constituent humours. You have an
important direction to look at, and discover further connections,
which could not even be imagined unless you understand digestion as
presupposing liquidation. Particular views, general ideas and entire
attitudes and ways of looking on things and feeling them - depend
absolutely on whether you share the insight into the Principle of
Moisture, and to what extent and in what way.

Ionic philosophers, Pythagoreans and Heracleitus work mainly in
the same mode of thought. The Mind is in continuous contact with
the World; it wants insight, through experience. And then Parmenides
comes, and with him the self-awareness, and consequent
emancipation of Mind from the World as it is given to us through our
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total beings. The Mind discovers that it can withdraw from that
contact entirely from time to time, and still be operating meaningfully
to its own satisfaction. We can call the phenomenon objective
Intellectualism, or perhaps transcendental objectivism - to contrast to
the previous stage of, so to speak, (naive or) absolute objectivism (just
as the modern mind moves from the absolute subjectivism of
Descartes to the transcendental subjectivism of Kant). The point is:
the mind discovers that it can work alone, shut in, as it were, with its
concepts. Parmenides calls this working of the mind by and in itself -
voeiv; and he claims that this voeiv is ingrafted in (real) reality, indeed
identical with it: in the immortal words of Fr. 8.34-41.

Another dimension of thought has been opened, or rather pursued
in isolation. One looks into Aéyou rather than onto mpdyuara for the
truth of reality - this is the full import of Plato, Phaedo, 99d-100a.
(And notice the highly significant remark Respublica E, 473a). Now
for the mind to work by itself, is for it to work with concepts. But the
relationships of concepts are “logical”: incompatibility (or coherence)
and implication (or presupposition). To search reality in their “logical”
way (this “logical” is not formal-logical - in fact the relationships I
mentioned depend on the precision of the content of the concepts
involved!) is to make these relationships the fundamental fabric of
reality (given the identity or affinity of voeiv and elvau).

This mode of “logical” thinking I call mathematical, because it is
exemplified in paradigmatic fashion in Mathematics. (You see there
clearly that there is nothing “formal” - logical in this “logical”
processes: the mathematical notions do have precise content). This is
the profound point of Plato’s insistence of Mathematics as a
preparatory study (after grammar and music and before philosophy).

The two modes of thought that I have adumbrated never exist
absolutely apart. It is a question of direction or (pre)dominance. In
fact from Plato onwards, the main philosophical tradition is occupied
with a continuous attempt to blend the two together - symbol and
concept - with both insight and rigour. This is the peculiar problem of
true Platonism?. In fact Parmenides himself presents the first
combination side by side (though not in fusion) of the two modes: the
second part of his work reconstructs the world in physico-symbolic
terms, although the “logical” clarifications of the first part have an
important bearing in the conception of the two supreme principles of
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the World as we found it through our whole existence (and not by
sheer intellectual thinking).

Parmenides’ discovery of the (possibility of the) self-sufficiency of
mind in thought must have immediately generated fierce opposition.
The opposition must have included both reactionary and progressive,
«enlightened» philosophers: both Empedocles and Anaxagoras, for
example, de facto ignore him. Zeno ran to the defense; Plato describes
the whole situation excellently: Parmenides 127d-128e. With Zenos
negative approach, dialectics as the means of destroying views and
beliefs “logically” emerges - for Aristotle Zeno is the founder of
dialectics (Diogenes Laertius VIII, 57; IX, 25; cf. Sextus Adv. Math.
VII, 6-7). Dialectics here is the method to combat and support views
by reasons (Adyovs ), in the mathematico-logical sense above
indicated (i.e. through incompatibility and implication).

But what is the further significance of all this? What is the
fundamental difference between Plato and the Platonists (as reformed,
revisionist Parmenideans) on the one hand and Zeno and the
Megarics (as orthodox successors of Parmenides and Eleatism) on the
other? Let us define rationalism as the view that truth is attained by
the Mind when it is drawn back into itself. Both Plato and Zeno are
then rationalists. But the former allows the entire field of experience-
cum-insight to be there, so to speak, when the mind performs its
“logical” operations; the latter excludes it. So, the difference hinges on
how one understands “the mind by and in itself”. In fact there is the
possibility (and actuality) of an entire gradation in the relative
positions and attitudes.

The Eleatic School, and to a somewhat lesser degree the Megarics,
represent the purists, so to speak, of rationalism, the Puritans of the
new Religion of Reason. Their strict rationalism will not allow any
influence from traditional thought - sense and symbol, experience and
insight. Everything has to be determined through and by “logical”
operations - ultimately through conceptual coherence and
presupposition. But the pure is usually poor in variety, and the purists
often are poor in material. And so with rationalism. Man’s entire
apparatus of notions is the more or less natural outgrowth of Man’s
total existence in the World, and thus reflects the mind’s natural
adaptation to that World, as we have found ourselves in it. The entire
conceptual system has been evolved along the direction of experience-
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plus-insight, and not as a rigorous “logico’-mathematical
systematization. Now, once rationalism is discovered the following
three options are open - and had been severally taken:

Either one still starts with traditional methods of experience plus
insight and the entire wealth of Man’s “conceptual” apparatus - mostly
(Aristotle, Stoics etc.) with to a large extent subdued or at least implicit
the symbolic dimension and those portions of the universal awareness
which are usually absent from ordinary consciousness in “developed”
times (poetic and religious experience, magic) - and endeavour to put
it into rationalistic order.

Or one discards all this as worthless pAvapla coming from mind’s
operations when it is contaminated through its contact with the
World of experiences (and therefore when it sees insubstantial
appearance and not true reality) instead of staying within its
innermost retreats - in which case one will insist that not only the
operations of the mind must be pure, but the very concepts used must
be purified too, providing therefore a meagre basis for one’s positive
doctrine: for only the most general of the already available conceptions
could enter the chaste gates of Intellect-in-itself, as possessing the least
specific contact with the world of experience, so that the Mind can
accept them as valid even away from that World in the altitude of pure
intellect (the Mind can give content to them from out of itself; so to
speak). To the paucity of positive doctrine there corresponds in this
attitude an emphasis on the “logical” criticism of all conceptions and
arguments not passing the severe test of purity in content (=
transparence to Nods as such, in the sense that Mind can generate
them by itself when in itself) or the second test of integrability within
a rigorously and mathematically organized system according to the
principles of coherence and strict logical presupposition.

Or, thirdly, you have the extraordinary belief that experience and
insight (with less or more of poetico-religious symbolism) can and do
form themselves (if developed to the utmost) into a system satisfying
rationalistic criteria - and that mind in its essence (that is divine mind,
as really separate from matter) can produce out of itself that very
system in all its variety and multiplicity: and then you are basically a
Platonist.

In strict rationalism, the negative aspect of “logical” criticism
(directed against as much ordinary notions and thinking as against
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philosophical views stemming from a different mode of thought) is
bound to be always singularly prominent; hence pure rationalists
cultivate paradoxes, sophisms, elenctic arguments - dialectics in
general as the art of refutation and Eristics. The paucity of their
positive doctrine can be sometimes relaxed (as in Diodorus, perhaps in
other Megarics, certainly in the case of the ¢idos Tdv eiddv, Stilpo
and the Eretrian Menedemus - or, to move in another direction,
Melissus and the Atomists, whose theories are derived, correctly, from
the Eleatic philosophy, and to whom Diodorus’ views approximate as
to the minuscule, elementary particles of matter). But that paucity
may increase as well - up to the disappearance of all positive doctrine.
It cannot be accidental that Pyrrho the Sceptic is associated with these
elenctic philosophies; and Arcesilas of the novel Academy was also
connected by Timon to Menedemus and Diodorus as well as to

Pyrrho (Diogenes Laertius IV 33), while the verse:
7TP60'0€ de(UV, (!)/WLUGEV Hljppwv, ‘I.LG,O'O'OS ALéSOJPOS

not only gives in a nutshell the fundamental problem of Arcesilas’
philosophical personality, but also significantly makes Diodorus the
bridge, so to speak, between the transcendental and partly
unformulatable “dogmatism” of Plato on the one hand and the
immanent scepticism of Pyrrho directed against the easy, “physical”
certainty of, e.g., the Stoics on the other. So, for instance, Menedemus
the elenctic and eristic Eretrian philosopher (cf. e.g. Diogenes Laertius
I 134-5; 130), is said by Heracleides that év pev rots 8éyuact I1Aa-
Twwikov elvar avTdy, duamallew 8¢ Ta SialexTikd (135). Many able
dialecticians are capable of (and prone to) using their etpeairoyia
against those who from dvawofnoia are likely to laugh at their inner
beliefs and higher wisdom!

The Zenonian and Megaric éAeyyou (utilised afterwards by both
the Pyrrhonian and the Academic Sceptics) aim to bring into focus the
fact that some very pervasive and very important (ordinarily and
philosophically) notions, whose very simplicity and clarity causes their
validity to be taken automatically for granted - that such notions
generate “logical” problems and therefore should be rejected according
to strict rationalism. (They correspond to the “paradoxes” of modern
mathematical logic).
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Take the mapaAday (version) of the kepariTns in Diogenes
Laertius II 135: “Have you stopped beating your father?” If yes, then
you were beating him before; if no, you still beat him. Now take the
question seriously’. It is grammatical and meaningful. It is cast in the
form appropriate to a yes or no answer. (And every possible question
with its answer can be put into such form). So why is it that it is not
really susceptible of a simple yes or no answer? Are you prepared to
accept that not all grammatical and meaningful questions of the
proper form are susceptible of a yes-or-no answer? There are two ways
out of the difficulty. Firstly, one may say that stopping doing X
presupposes doing X (before one stopped), and so does equally not
stopping doing X; therefore questions with such presuppositions,
although grammatical and meaningful, cannot be answered with a
yes-or-no, because either answer involves a common affirmation
(namely doing X). Now this solution of the paradox consists actually
in the postulation of an anomaly with regard to the rationalistically
transparent rule: all grammatical and meaningful questions of the
proper form can be answered with a yes-or-no%; and the only
justification, or rather, as the strict rationalist will say, excuse for
postulating this anomaly is that the notion of stopping generates
“logical” problems. Why then not rather condemn the notion instead
of challenging the self-evident rule? Besides, even that first anomaly is
not the only one. We must say further that stopping and not stopping
are not contradictories (for both entail doing the relevant action in the
past and unless this doing is necessary, the former cannot be
contradictories); and we have thus the second anomaly, a systematic
exception to the rule that contradictory notions are formed by simple
negation. Furthermore, secondly, there is an alternative solution of the
difficulty: we can answer no to the initial question, and if our
interlocutor deduces “therefore you still beat your father”, we can
reply: No; not stopping to do X does not necessarily entail doing X,
for it is compatible with never having done X as well. This solution is
more “tidy” rationalistically, and is preferred by Alexinus in Diogenes
Laertius II 135 (Menedemus’ repartee there is aimed at a different
target!). But the very possibility of two alternative solutions, both
acceptable to mind-in-the-world, of the difficulty exemplifies the
rationalistic defects of such an ordinary and innocent notion as
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stopping. And the same applies to the notion of loosing in the
standard kepariTns (v. Diogenes Laertius VII, 187).

With the owpeirns® (Diogenes V1I, 82; Cicero Academicall, 49) -
or its opposite form, the adarpds (cf. Horatius Epistolae 11, 1, 45) -
we are into deeper troubles. In fact this argument reduced Chrysippus,
one of the supreme dialectians®, to literal silence - so that the sophism
was as a consequence also called jouyalwv! See the already indicated
passage in Cicero, Academicall, 91 sqq. - a very instructive one (Cf.
Sextus, Pyrrhonianae Hypotyposeis 11, 253; Adversus Mathematicos
VII, 416 - for further references on the cwpeirns and Jevdduevos v.
Pease’s edition of Cicero's De Divinatione pp. 364 sqq.). The Soreites
is really unanswerable. And it does not affect only that group of
concepts which, depending on some amount for their meaning, carry
no precise implications as to its determination (cwpds, parakpds,
mAodaios etc.); it can be extended to cover all pairs of opposites
susceptible of more and less. (As against, I mean, oppositions where
the Norm is contrasted to everything out of the Norm, like loov - aw-
oov etc.). For one cannot specify a point at which the little becomes
large, or the few, many. And if one says that these notions are vague to
various degrees or blurred; this is first of all only to name the difficulty:
for how can we employ such notions, or describe situations, and
communicate such descriptions with vague concepts at all? How can
such concepts exist and be conceived at all? Meaning is always definite
- it may be only more or less general but aways precise. (A Megaric
doctrine was that it may be unclear what the meaning of an expression
as used by somebody is, but the meaning itself cannot but be definite).
Further, the Soreites destroys one of the two opposite concepts once
you begin with the other one; and since you can do it either way, it
destroys the very foundation of the distinction. The necessity to use
such concepts clashes with the very simple, clear and elementary
procedures like adding one and repeating the question: these
procedures are rationalistically duwpot, blameless. Should we then
abandon their absolute validity, qualify them, and say that they do not
apply to a large body of concepts? Why not discard the concepts rather
from the noetic apparatus of a true apprehension of real reality? This
is, again and again, the point of Megaric elenctic processes. And it is a
point valid today as then. It constitutes the Parmenidean heritage.
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With Diodorus’ Master Augument or the Dominator, o Kvpt-
edwv (sc. Adyos) (SVF II 283 = Arrianus, Epictet. Dissert. 11 19, 1
sqq.), we enter the higher ground of positive dialectics. Consider the
following three statements:

1 ) Tav Wape)\”q)\u%g dA‘r}@%g dvayKa?oV elvar
2 ) addvarov duvatd ‘un)] arxoAovlely

3) SUVU.T(;V €,O'TL 8 ‘LLT}TE gO’TL ‘LLﬁTG éIO'TG,L.

Diodorus maintained that (1), (2) and (3) are inconsistent, and
that, therefore, one at least must be false.

Take any past event, say, the sack of Troy. Since it happened it
cannot be undone: its reality cannot be annihilated, nor the truth of
the corresponding proposition can be changed to falsehood. This
immutability makes the event necessary. Now take a time before that
event. And suppose an oracle said then that Troy will fall. Was it
possible that the oracle might be false? Suppose it was; suppose, i.e.
that the non-fall of Troy was then possible, despite the fact that this
event did not happen after all (since its contradictory, the fall of Troy,
did happen). This is what (3) allows us to say. But then, when Troy
fell, a supposed possibility (the non-fall of Troy) changed its modal
nature from possibility (because of (3)) to impossibility (because of
(1)) - since the fall of Troy cannot be annihilated. And this contradicts
(2). Q.E.D.

Diodorus considered his Dominator as irrefutable. Subsequently,
philosophers, particularly Stoics, seem to have considered his claim as
valid. Thus Cleanthes and Antipater for example, accepted (2) and (3)
but were forced to negate (1). On the other hand, Chrysippus
admitted (1) and (3) and rejected (2). Diodorus used the Dominator
to refute (3), since he viewed (1) and (2) as evident. He also in all
probability went further and might have accused Aristotle of
inconsistency. For Aristotle apparently accepted (1): in de Caelo A, 12,
283b13-4, he maintains that ovdepia yap dvvauts 7ol yeyovévar
€oTiv, aAAa Tob elvau 1) égeclou. V. also Ethica Nicomachea 1139b7-
8; Rhetorica 1418a3-5. He also insisted on the principle of the
unchangeability of modality, i.e. (2); cf. e.g. de Caelo, 281b15: oup-
Baiver 8’ advarov € aduvdarov. As analysed above, this principle
forms the very point of Aristotle’s definition of possibility in
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Metaphysica, ®3, 1047a24-6: possible is that which, if posited in
actual reality, no impossibility follows, but only possible things. In ©4,
1047b3 Aristotle expresses precisely the principle in question: el 6¢
€oTL 7O elpnpévor 76 duvaTov 1) dkoAovlel, i.e. possibility is essentially
characterized by its being followed by possibilities, by no impossibility.
This interpretation of a passage which has even been declared corrupt
(Zeller, Jaeger) is the one best supported by what follows in Aristotle’s
argument, avepov 671 ovk évdéyerar etc., 1047b3 sqq. The
alternative one, advocated by Alexander Aphrodisiensis and Bonitz,
consists in understanding évépyewa as the subject of akoAovbet, and
construing: “the possible is that upon which actuality follows”. This
view (to which Ross also subscribed, although he rejected the
concomitant interpretation of Fw dxolovfet as impossible for
grammatical reasons) is patently mistaken: it does not belong to
Aristotle, but to Diodorus, in fact is the precise point of Diodorus’
attack on Aristotle in this connection. The view rests on a
misunderstanding of the Aristotelian argument that follows in ®4, on
which, and on whose correct understanding, v. my explanation supra.
(Ross 1 akoAovbet on the strength of ms. ] is so very weak that it
cannot be by Aristotle). - The principle of the collocation of modalities
is further analysed by Aristotle in ®4, 1047b14-30 (cf. Analytica
Priora 34a5 sqq.), where it is extended to more than one situation.
Having satisfactorily shown that Aristotle accepts (1) and (2),
Diodorus would have triumphantly accused him for inconsistency in
accepting (3) as well, instead of negating it with Diodorus, and
affirming that in order for something to be possible, it must be actual

sometime’.

What I said on p. 457 about the Megaric doctrine on the meaning
of expressions refers chiefly to SVF II Fr. 152 (Chrysippus) =
Diodorus 111, K. Déring, Die Megariker, 1972, from Aulus Gellius
(on Diodorus): Chrysippus ait, omne verbum amgiguum natura esse,
quoniam ex eodem duo vel plura accipi possunt, Diodorus autem, cui
Crono cognomentum fuit “nullum”, inquit, “verbum est ambiguum,
nec qusiquam ambiguum dicit aut sentit, nec aliud dici videri debet,
quam quod se dicere sentit is, qui dicit etc.”. Chrysippus maintained
that every word and expression is (potentially) ambiguous (= can be
understood in different ways), because by nature it can be taken to
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mean different things; this possibility lies in the nature of words
(although words signify ¢ioer according to the Stoics - v. Fr. 146
Chrysippus; in which case the possibility of misunderstanding should
be founded on the nature of man rather than on the nature of words.
Another typical Stoic problem). Diodorus’ view is worthy of much
attention: everyone knows what he means in saying something and
the expression he uses means (then and there) for him what he is
meaning; so that if someone else takes the formulations in a different
sense (and he also necessarily thinks one definite sense, albeit a
different one, in taking them in whatever way he takes), it is not that
the words as uttered then and there have two meanings (for they have
just that meaning that the utterer means when he uses them), but
rather that the utterer formulates and conveys his meaning obscurely.
Someone may be inclined to pronounce this sheer sophistry. Why on
earth should one refuse to accept that two senses belong to those
words when uttered in such circumstances - one meant by the hearer,
the other by the utterer? The answer is this: Diodorus of course accepts
that in our case the utterer means one thing and the hearer
understands another as being meant.

But what this at most implies is not that two things are meant by
the words on this occasion, but rather that if the hearer had used these
words to mean anything, he would have meant something different
from what is meant on the occasion. And since even this subtlety will
more likely be accused as sophistry - the further point is this: for
Diodorus words do not mean by themselves; the mind means things
and he uses words to express and convey its meaning. The words are
nothing more than tools to be used at the mind’s will. This Diodorus
tried to emphasize deliberately in a striking fashion - v. Déring, Die
Megariker, Frs. 112, 113, 1148. The point being that words are mere
sounds; that the mind means with them what it wants. So Diodorus
Suémaile Tovs THs ypapparikiis dopiopovs (Fr. 113). He further
would do away with all the weight of cuvrfeia, the meaning of word
as determined by common usage. It is all part of the strict rationalism
he observed: Nothing has any importance or significance or
precedence before vods as this works in and by itself. Discrediting the
senses, experience, common notions, ordinary language - and all
philosophies that will take such confused impurities seriously or even
as a starting point in truly understanding (voetv, intellecting) reality -
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is part of one and the same attitude: truth is the business of Mind-in-
itself, and nothing else: As Aristocles the Peripatetic (Fr. 23) shows,
one can clearly see the connection between methodological
rationalism and the doctrinal content of the Rationalists’ positions.
The Megaric puzzles can be made or understood as a game only by
innocent souls, naively ignorant of the power (the “tyranny”) of
Reason - not surely by people who would commit suicide when they
cannot resolve an argument according to their own principles’. There
are two serious ways of using them: either as a way of destroying the
credibility of everything - including Reason (let us call this the
Pyrrhonian way); or as a way of highlighting that everything outside
mind (including mind-as-existing-and-working-in-the-World-as-
given-to-our-total-being) does not conform to the rigorous standards
of truth imposed by Mind-in-itself. Chryssipus knew that the latter
was the important point of the Megaric épwrnuara, v. SVF II Fr. 270
(= Plutarch de Stoicorum Repugnantiis, 1036E): émel kal ol kata 7
ovvilflelav kaTalapBdvovres kal Ta alonra kal Ta dAAa ék TGOV
alothjoewv padiws mpotevtar TadTa, kal Hmo Tdv Meyapukdv épw-
TYRATWY TEPLOTWEvoL Kal U AAAwY TAeWbvwy kal SuvapikwTé-
pwv épwrnudTwy. Notice of Ty cvvileiav kaTadapSdvovres (the
Stoic technical term for secure and certain comprehension of the
object, kaTdaAnis) kal Ta aiclnrd etc. Chrysippus considers
evidently his own criticism of ordinary conceptual tools as more
articulate and powerful (mAeldvwy kal Svvapikwrépwy épwTnud-
Twv ) than Megaric paradoxes. Despite his own castigation of Stilpo’s
and Menedemus’ arguments, and his low opinion of their
performance (7@v uev mayvrépwy - thicker - 7@v 6’ ekpavds cogi-
{opévwr - pursuing manifest sophisms), what he says there (1036F =
Fr. 271) about Stilpo’s and Menedemus’ adofia (fall into obscurity) in
his times does not refer to the Megaric puzzles themselves: Carneades
was still using them against Stoicism (see the references for the Zwpei-
775 - in fact the whole section of Cicero, AcademicaIl, 91 sqq. springs
from an Academic opponent of Stoic formal logic: it is clear, the
challenge is to those who build elaborate dialectics and a system of
formal logic, whose entire edifice is threatened by such so called
“sophisms”, in fact paradoxes and puzzles. And Chrysippus wrote a lot
against particularly those sophisms, just as he also elaborated sustained
criticisms against commonsensical notions and ordinary conceptual
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frameworks. In the case of cwpeiTns we know that he, as we saw, de
facto confessed to be unable to solve it logically. (For it must be
stressed that the ancient philosophers took very seriously these
“sophisms” in general). Chrysippus remark on the change of fortunes
of Stilpo and Menedemus with respect to their fame, or rather
celebrity, must refer (to the extent that it is not a polemical
exaggeration) to the fact that negative dialectics and elenctic evpeotdo-
yia, if not accompanied by solid positive doctrine (or if such doctrine
is allowed to fall into the background or even to disappear apart from
the occasional lip service ritual), can perhaps thrust someone into
meteoric fame for a while (Stilpo’s case - the ‘EAAas 6An exwdivevoe
Movyapioar because of him), but is not the stuff out of which valuable
achievements, permanent contributions and eternal reputations are
really made. The point of the negative dialectics must always be
emphasized: that it is destructive of everything not conformable to the
high standards of Reason - and that it is only a negative support for the
positive, rationalistic doctrine - just as Zeno did for Parmenides
according to Plato’s account.

One more word on what I said above on p. 457 concerning the
Soreites. It must be emphasized that reality itself cannot be vague, or
blurred, or imprecise - even abstract or general reality is definite in its
determination of its content. And for an adherent of “objective
intellectualism” neither can vofjpara be anything but definite in
determination (however abstract or general) - at any rate when vods
thinks by itself; for voeiv is elvat. So in fact if one tries to remove the
puzzle of the Soreites by saying that terms like “few” etc. are vague or
blurred or imprecise and that there is no harm in that; we shall reply
that first of all such terms are not at all homogeneously vague etc. to
begin with: we know very well in most cases whether an aggregate of
Xs is few or many Xs; it is only in some (“intermediate”) cases that the
indecision sets in; it is as if these terms were blurred at the boundaries
of their applicability, so to speak. Now that indecision cannot be due
to reality itself: for since reality is definite, and meanings are so too (at
least so far as they are rationalistically passable), if terms (and our
ordinary notions) were equally definite in significatory power, no
possible case could be indeterminate or uncertain as to the
applicability of those terms to the realities concerned. So the defect
must lie with the terms. And in fact we can see why. For to call a
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collection of Xs “few Xs” is a rough, imprecise (not general in the sense
that “general” signifies a precise, but abstract, content) indication of
their number: if there are 5 Xs in the collection, the proposition
describing adequately the fact is that there are 5 Xs and that is the end
of it; nor can there be any doubt as to the applicability or not of the
term “5” to any conceivable given collection of anything (provided
that “anything” is determinate itself!). So “5” is a term corresponding
to reality, and rationalistically “passable”. - And if one says that the
statement “there are a few Xs” signifies more than a rough indication
of number since it normally implies the existence of some point of
reference (stated or unstated) as well (like “high temperature” with
regard to either a man’s temperature or the temperature of the
atmosphere etc., when the reference is to the temperature of man’s
healthy condition or to the temperate or average or spring temperature
of the air respectively), even then the real fact of the case is that the
temperature of A is X and that the normal temperature of As is Y
(something to be determined by the nature of A whether we can
establish it exactly or not). - In conclusion, terms which by
rationalistic elenchus are shown to be vague and blurred may serve
their practical purposes in ordinary life, but they cannot correspond to
and signify true reality. The “sophism’s” function is to bring forcibly to
our attention such fundamental defects in our common terms and
(ordinary) conceptions.

The Pevddpevos is another logical puzzle reappearing in modern
foundations of logic under the appellation of the paradox of self-
reference. (A says “I am lying”. If it is true that he is lying, he is
speaking the truth; and if it is not true that he is lying, then he is
saying truth when he says that he lies. In short if what A says is true,
then it is false; and if it is false, it is true. Or if A lies, he is speaking the
truth; and if he speaks the truth, he is lying.) V. Cicero Academica I1
95. And in 95 and 96 sqq. it is made clear that the argument was used
against formalized dialectics (logic). If; as the Stoics were maintaining,
the following sequence is valid because of its form (in fact it was the
Stoic first Tpémos of general syllogistic form), then how can you deny
the validity of the evdépevos which can be put into the same form?
The first Stoic mode of inference is like: si dicis nunc lucere et verum
dicis, lucet; dicis autem nunc lucere et verum dicis: lucet igitur. But
take the formally equivalent inference: si dicis mentiri verunque dicis,
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mentiris; dicis autem te mentire verumque dicis, mentiris igitur. Here
we are implicated in explicit contradiction. If you say that in this case
it is different, because it involves the odd assertion of one’s lying - you
admit ipso facto that validity is not confined to logical form alone, but
has also to do with the content and the circumstances of the
proposition - nexus involved. In either way the reduction of syllogistic
validity to a science according to formal rules is rendered impossible.
This is the major point. (See the two parallelisms in form in §96). And
it is made explicitly clear by the Academic source of Cicero in the
mentioned passage.

The seriousness with which philosophers were discussing these
puzzles in antiquity is amply testified (see e.g. Pease’s edition of De
Divinatione p. 365a). Some ultra-formalists apparently decided to
accept the logical force of ihevdépevos and maintain that in some cases
one may be speaking simultaneously truth and falsehood! This is how
I suggest we should understand Chrysippus’ book mpos Tovs vouilo-
vras kal Pevdij kal aAn07 elvar, Diogenes Laertius VII, 197 (= SVF
II, Fr. 15) for it is inserted (in a catalogue which is explicitly composed
mpos eldos avaypad, a list according to the kind of subject, ibid.
189) between many works devoted to the examination of this baffling
“sophism”. If I am right, these people were prepared to accept that the
law of contradiction is not universally valid - just as Epicurus (with his
fierce distaste of, and attack on, dialectics as a formal science)'?
rejected the absolute and universal validity of another law of Formal
Logic - that of the excluded middle (i.e. it is necessary that either p or
not-p) - in order to avoid the fatalistic implications of singular future
disjunctions!?.

It is instructive to see how Aristotle coped with the ev8uevos-
type of “sophism”. In Sophisticac Refutationes 25 he gives his remedy,
which consists (as only to be expected) in making the distinction
between elvar amAds and elvar kard Ti. (So, in the Yevdopevos-case,
between amAds Yevdrs and 1) Yevds or aAnbhis). Now it is true
that Aristotle has in mind there rather the older form of the evddpe-
vos, one nearer to the supposed original dictum of Epimenides from
Crete, “All Cretans are liars”; I mean some habitual liar who says on
one occasion “irevdopar”. I do not feel that Aristotle has in mind the
“reflexive” power of the purely logical form of JevdSpevos’. (Cf. the
examples of 7elfecfar and emoprnoew; they are not reflexive, self-
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referential). Even so, the type of solution is characteristic. Aristotle,
before arguments highlighting the logical untidiness, so to speak, of
ordinary notions and common conceptualisations, replies by restating
the rationalistically defective, given notions in articulated, clarified and
coherent way. Their logical impurity has thus been expurgated. This
provides the key to all his “solutions” of such difficulties. So it is with
De Interpretatione 9 as above mentioned. So with the problem of
continuum too. See Zeno’s four arguments against movement
(Physica V1, 9. 239b5 sqq.), esp. the third one, which brings most
clearly into prominence the inner core of the problem. Notice the
vigour of Zeno’s argumentation in its inescapable procession. (We
should read in 239b5 sqq.: € yap alel, dnoiv (sc. Zeno), Npeuet wav
7 kwetTau, peuet 6¢> (Lachelier) 6rav 1) kara 70 loov, éoTw 6 alel
70 Pepduevov év T viv <kara 70 ioov> (Zeller following the
corrector in F), axivnrov mv depopévmy elvau siordév (with Ritter);
or: npepet wav kov (pro 1) kwetrar (Emminger, Diels, Cornford, with
verbal modifications) 6rav Fq etc. without any other change). The
point is that at any particular moment the arrow occupies a definite
place and therefore cannot be moving, since nothing moves which
occupies a definite place (whatever moves, moves in a space which is
larger than its own proper space; the point is made explicitly by
Diodorus as we shall see). And if it does not move at any moment,
how can it move over a period of time? Upon this Aristotle remarks
that time is not an aggregate of moments, is not constituted by
moments. Rather it is something whose parts are of the same nature as
itself (i.e. have duration), moments being not parts but limits of parts,
or cuts and discontinuities into that duration. This duration is then a
continuum: for given any moment, there is no next moment to it. For
suppose there is: either between the two moments there is some time
however small or not. If not the two moments coincide; if yes, then
there is duration between them and it can be divided; at the dividing
cut you have a limit, i.e. 2 moment, and so the second moment was
not, after all immediately next to the first one. Which contradicts the
hypothesis. Hence the hypothesis is impossible since self-
contradictory, and therefore false, unreal. (To that extent all thinkers
are strict rationalists).

The point of the Aristotelian solution is to make a moment a, so to
speak, fleeting moment, something which a thing cannot be properly
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said to be in, but rather to pass through, as it were, something which
lapses, which passes away the very “moment” that it becomes,
something that gives way to other moments by its very evanescent
existence. So really the fault with Zeno’s argument above, according to
this view, is that at any moment the arrow is not at rest despite its
being in a certain, particular space, simply because it passes through
the space and by the moment, so to speak. In effect, we see, we have at
bottom the commonsensical answer, that, somehow, the flying arrow
at any given moment is neither at rest, nor actually does it move
during that moment (for there is no duration in a moment, rather
duration is potentially or actually limited by moments), but rather is
in a state of movement all along and is passing by that moment. Of
course the point of Zeno’s question is precisely whether we can form
any definite conception of this third possibility, whether a
noncontradictory, rationalistically transparent notion of the
continuum can be formed, whether, that is, this idea of ours
corresponds to true, absolute reality, or is rather a set-up, imagined
(rather than thought) solution aiming at giving credibility to the ways
of our ordinary “thought” on, and of, and crucially in, the world.

Now there are higher-order questions to be solved as well - like the
Iamblichean one of how is it that a momentary state is stamped as a
state of movement in that case? For something must intrinsically
differentiate it from a corresponding, identical in content, state of rest.
But leaving this realm of higher Metaphysics out of the current
investigation, let us observe that the continuum met strong opposition
in the Academy as well, particularly in the person of Xenocrates. In his
case, his resistance was purely metaphysical, but Diodorus joined in
and utilized the negation of continuum in his negation of movement.
The crucial point in such opposition is to challenge the following
clause used in the argument establishing that there can be no
immediately next point to any given point in a linear continuum: “if
yes, then there is duration between them, and it can be divided”.
Those opponents say in effect basically yes, there is duration between
any two moments of time, but not all duration can be divided: there is
a minimal, elementary duration which is undivided and indivisible,
dropos. And what can be said of time, must be said of the two other
continua (as Aristotle had observed their close correspondence):
extension in space (and body) and movement. So we have the
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Xenocratean doctrine of dropa ueyédn. Those Diodorus called
auep?). The point is evident: they have no parts. Not all duration,
extension, movement can be divided: there are elementary parts of
them without parts. The idea of continuum has thus collapsed 3. We
avoid the absurdity of having to accept a serial sequence of entities of
which we cannot speak of the immediate next to anyone among them.
And we do away with all that “symbolic” talk of fleeting, evanescent
entities passing by, or of us and things passing through them, being
and not being in them simultaneously.

Diodorus is reported chiefly to have postulated the existence of
auepn) cwpata (Frs 116-118, 120). But Diodorus’ rationalism could
not have been contented with a merely physical atomism. In Fr. 119 it
is uéyetlos in general (not only corporeal being) which is claimed to
have minimal parts without further parts; and, more importantly, in
Fr. 123.4 we have the crucial inference (only to be expected): 76 yap
auepés odpa opeirel ev auepel TéTw mepiéxeatar. For suppose the
place occupied by an duepés odpa was not duepijs; then the body
also could be divided along the division of the parts of the space which
it occupies - and so it would not have been auepés cither. Besides
Diodorus used the doctrine of duepdrns™ essentially in the proof of
his thesis kex{vnobfou but not kwetrar - v. Fr. 123 sub in. and more
particularly Fr. 125. Take any aueprjs Témos (a partless place) and its
next one; and suppose an apepés odpa occupies the first of these
Témor. Now this apepés odpa cannot be so to speak in transition
from the first space to the second: for if it was, it would have to occupy
part of the first and part of the second with two parts of its own (since
its extension is exactly commensurate with one apepns 7émos): and
this is patently impossible. Therefore it must either occupy the first
place, or the second - and there is no other alternative. So either 7pe-
et or kexlvyTau, but it cannot be that it kwetau: it is either at rest
(and has been at rest), or has already be moved (and is now at rest,
although in a different condition of rest than the previous one); in any
case it cannot be in movement. You cannot catch being in movement;
you can only experience differing states of rest. Now, further, the
elementary jump presupposed by this theory must take part in an
elementary time; for if time was continuous, movement would have
been also (as Aristotle has shown). But movement is taking part jump-
wise, and so time must also be discreet. The elementary indivisible
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time duration in this Quantum theory of Movement, Space and Time
is Platos é€ai¢vns - and this is Damascius’ central line of approach
with regard to time.

Notice the cohesive unity of the various doctrines of a strict
rationalist. Diodorus seems to have been a second Parmenides, in that
he also promulgated a closely-knit positive doctrine on which he laid
great emphasis; his use of dialectics was equally positive.

The more rigorous argument explained above also had a more
general form - relating to bodies not elementary and the place which
they fully occupy. This was looser (Fr. 128). There was a simpler
argument in Fr. 129 for composite bodies, otvlera oypara. To these
Diodorus added a final argument against movement utilizing a
distinction introduced by him between movement kar’ émukpareiav
and movement ka7’ elAikpiveiav, between, in other words, things
being prodominantly and completely in movement!®. This last
reasoning illustrates revealingly the ways of Greek rationalism in its
puristic acceptation.

The argument runs thus (Fr. 119 Déring = Sextus Empiricus,
adversus mathematicos, X 112-118 = II F14 Giannantoni). Assuming
that movement exists, a thing can move either wholly and by all its
parts, or predominantly, i.e. by most of its parts. (If fewer parts of a
thing are moving while most of them are in rest, then the thing cannot
be said to be in movement at all: it mostly rests). Under the hypothesis
of movement therefore, and since things are composite beings, there
would be two types of movement, one kat’ elAikpiverav (absolute,
unmixed), the other ka7’ émkpareiav (predominant, prevailing)
respectively: in the former all parts of the thing are moving, in the
latter most of them are. With these presuppositions, the reasoning
takes the following schematic form:

Stepa.  The movement ka7’ elAwkpiveiav presupposes
movement K(IT, €’7TLKP(£T€L(1V.

Stepb.  The movement kar’ émkpdreiav is
nonexistent, being impossible.

Stepc.  Hence, the movement ka7’ eldikpiveiar is
also nonexistent, as impossible.
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It follows that there is no movement in reality. Step c follows
directly upon a and b.

Step a is relatively evident. In matters involving gradual processes,
to be wholly X presupposes being partly and mostly X. Like, for
instance, in order for something to be wholly heated it must first
become partly heated, and something whitened passes over from the
condition of mostly white to that of fully white. Movement is the very
essence of a gradual process. Hence the movement kar’ émikpdreiav
is presupposed by the movement kar’ etAwkpiverav. (The two
examples given by Sextus refer to moAuds, white or greyhaired man and
owpés, heap. The latter is inapposite: it cannot come from Diodorus).

Step b constitutes one of Diodorus’ instances of force majeure in
ratiocination. Take the minimal composite body susceptible of ka7’
emkpaTeiar movement: a body consisting of three apepd), two of
which are moving, one stationary. (Of course the distinction kat’ émt-
kpdTeaw kat’ elAkplvewav is inapplicable to duepd)). This body then
is moving ka7’ émkpdreiar, and, therefore, is in movement: for there
are two kinds of movement, as we have accepted (129.4 sqq). Now if,
to a body consisting of three auepd} (which body is moving) we add
one more duepés not moving - the resulting body must be moving
also; for one apepés cannot prevail upon a condition under which
three apepd] exist, so as to change it. And then the argument goes on
as Sextus describes. (Sextus Empiricus, adv. math. X, 116-7 =11 F
14.22-36 G.): ovkodv €l mpooleinuev TérapTov duepés akuwntilov
TOUTW TQ CWUATL, TAAY YeVTeTAL KIVNOLS. €lTTEP YO TO €K TPLODV
AUEPDY TUYKelUEVOV DU, OUELY eV KIVOUUEVWY, €VOs B¢ aKkvnTi-
fovTos, kweiTat, kal TeTdpTov TpoaTelévTos auepods kivnoeTal:
loxvpéTepa yap Ta Tpl auept), pell’ dv mpérepov éxwveiro, Tob mTpo-
orelévTos évds dpepods (so far I have set and explained the argument
above; and then:) aAA’ elmep 70 €k Tecodpwy auepdv cuykeipevor
@A KIeTAL, KWVTOETAL KAl TO €K TEVTE" LoYUPSTEPQ YAp €TTL TA
Téooap’ auept), ued’ v mpdrepov ékwveito, Tob mpooTedévTos dpue-
pobs. Kal €l TO €k TOV TEVTE CUYKELLEVOV KIVELTAL, TAVTWS Kal
ékTov mpoceABSvTos apepols KivnoeTaL, LoYUPOTEPWY GVTWY TODV
méVTE TAPA TO V. Kal OUTW WeXpL UUpPLwY ApepDV TPOEpYETAL O
Aiédwpos Sewvis, 611 avvméoTaTds €oTiv 1) kKT émkpdTeay Kivy-
ois* dromov ydp, dnol, 70 Aéyew kar’ émkpdTeiav kivelobar cdpa
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éd’ ob évakioyila évaxéoia évevrkovTa okTw akwnTilel dpueps) Kal
8o pdvov kwelTar. doTe ovdev kat’ émkpdTeiav kweiofar. The
follow up in this reasoning is this: Having established that the body
consisting of four auepd), two of which are moving and two being in
rest, must be considered as moving ka7’ émikpdrelav, we assume one
more unmoving auepés being added to the compound. Now this new
complex will have to be also in movement ka7’ émuparear: for so it
was the previous system of four auep), and a state of affairs obtaining
in four quanta of magnitude cannot be prevailed upon by the opposite
state of just one such quantum. And so on. But then we reach the
conclusion that, say, 10.000 auep?} can be in movement ka7t émikpd-
Tetav when 9.998 of them are standing still, while just two are
moving, which is absurd (dromov ). Hence a movement kar’ émikpd.-
Tewaw is nonexistent (avvmrdoraros ). Hence nothing moves kar’ émi-
kpaterav. The argument of step b is a reductio ad absurdum
invalidating the very concept of a movement ka7’ émikpdreiav and
cancelling its reality. (Of course, the above indicated process can
continue indefinitely).

Now someone may object: But the three auep) are not moving, all
of them; only two are moving; so if one adds to the one already at rest
the additional resting one, we have two moving particles and two
resting; which means that the body consisting of the four duep is not
moving, not even kar’ EmMKPATELV.

What would Diodorus respond to this? Simply, that our notions
are not precise, and our logical inferences do not restrict themselves to
the relationships existing between precise notions, but tacitly import
into the concepts connotations and implications which they
indistinctly bear by reason of their “ordinary” origin (in the sense in
which I have explained the origin of experience-plus-insight type of
thought), which is exactly what we should not do if we wish to think-
in-reality, think “mathematically”, think with the mind by and in
itself. To explain in the present context: either the notion “kar’ émi-
kpaTewav kivnols” means something precisely or not. If it means, then
it must signify a condition which obtains for the whole body, and not
only for these parts of it which are in absolute movement. For these
parts if taken separately each one by itself are in movement in the
undifferentiated, yet absolute sense in which an duepés can move'®;
and if taken exclusively as a whole they move kat’ eldwkpiveiar since
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all of them move absolutely. So if, according to our hypothesis, «ivy-
ois kat’ émkpdTeiar is to be differentiated at all from kivnous kar’
elAikpivelar, it must be referred to the entire body comprising all
particles moving and unmoving (most of which are moving absolutely,
while the rest are resting). It is immaterial for the strict rationalist, that
this state of affairs obtaining for the entire body, obtains by reason of
the fact that the greater number of this body’s particles belong to a
sub-whole which as a whole moves ka7’ elAikplverav. In fact this is
what it is to think precisely and mathematically (in Parmenidean
manner): the sub-whole moves ka7’ elAikpiveiav; the whole moves
kat’ emkpaTeiav; and the second is the case because of the former.
That this last is the case does not imply that the kar’ émkpareiav
kivnots is not a condition pertaining to the entire body; in fact if it
was to be restricted to the sub-whole, the very distinction between
kat’ etlikpiveiav and kat’ émkpdreiav movement would collapse.

So it is the entire body which moves ka7’ émkpdreiav. And if this
movement is a movement (and not a confused notion of our ordinary
thinking imagined to make a fictitious way out of our difficulties and
puzzles regarding movement!”), and a real state of affairs pertaining to
the entire body, it cannot be changed (for a body of three auep?) by
the addition of a resting auepés. For the condition of one apepés
cannot prevail on the opposite condition of three auep] taken as a
whole. And so on.

It must be stressed that this argument depends on the hypothesis
that there is movement, and that there obtains consequently that real
distinction in movement which it utilizes'8. The argument shows that
the hypothesis leads to absurdity: it is a reductio ad absurdum. On the
contrary the main (and euSpibhs, Fr. 123.1) argument employing the
auepd] is a positive argument whose conclusion establishes that «ivy-
ous is impossible, but kekwijobar possible; which conclusion is
accepted by Diodorus according to all our evidence. And so he must
have accepted the necessary premise of that conclusion in the main
argument: that there are minimal magnitudes.

Significantly, the second independent Diodorean argument against
movement (namely the one utilizing the distinction between the two
kinds of movement) also rests definitively on the doctrine of auep?.
For step b in it starts with the supposition of the minimal compound
thing in movement ka7’ émkpdreiav: one consisting of three duepd),
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two moving one resting. An auepés can either move absolutely or rest
absolutely: having no parts it cannot be anything partly. This therefore
supplies the secure foundation on which we may build the argument.
Without the theory of apep?), we could not form a precise idea of
what movement ka7’ émkpdrewav is. For to say that most parts of a
body are moving means nothing precise if there is no way to know
what exact condition as to movement and rest these parts are really in.
The presumed moving parts could really be moving absolutely,
themselves moving ka7’ émikpdTeiav, or even resting kot €mikpd-
rewav. It is clear therefore that the Quantum Theory of Magnitudes is
an indispensable tool in Diodorus’ onslaught against movement. This
theory was part of his positive doctrine.

And of course this is what all our sources say. I would not have
made this obvious point, but for the claim of so many modern
interpreters, who in their astounding incomprehension of ancient
thought and logicality think (Déring naturally included) that
Diodorus did not believe in auepd really, but used their existence as a
hypothesis'? in order to refute k{vnais! The sheer illogicality of the
notion is incredible. How can a refutation work through a false
hypothesis, when the hypothesis is essentialy involved in the
argument. An argument whose conclusion does not contradict its
premises (any argument, that is, other than a reductio ad absurdum) is
such that if you accept its validity and its conclusion, you cannot but
accept the premises as well. This from a logical point of view. But of
course the main point is the intrinsic need of the apepd for the
doctrine of kexivnTar but not kwetrat, and for the attack on the
continuum. A single, important line of thought connects Eleatism,
Atomism, Heracleides Ponticus (and his dvappor dykot) and
Diodorus’ auepd.

Particularly characteristic of the contrasting methodological
attitudes and material views involved is the altercation between
Diodorus and opponents of his thesis “kexivnrac but not kwetrad”.
Some impugned it directly. They objected that if the proposition that
something has been achieved (a ovvredeoTikdy) is true, then the
proposition that something is being achieved (a mapararikov ) must
have also been true. For achievement is the end and limit of an
endeavour. It cannot consequently be without the latter’s becoming.
As Sextus Empiricus reports the objection (adv.math. X, 91-92 = Fr.
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123 Déring = I F 13.22 sqq. Giannantoni): kal 87 éviow pev adiva-
Tov elval pact TAV cuvTeeoTikdY aAANODY SvTwy evds) Tvyydvew
T4 TAPATATIKA TOUTWY, AAN” AAN0T kabeoTdvar, kal Pevddv SvTwy
avaAdyws fevdd). ob yap €oTi TL mépas, E0TL KAKELVO, Kal TOD T
dvTos ovk av eln TL mépas. €l 8¢ mépas UThpye ToD TAPATATIKOD TO
ouvTeAeaTIkY, Avdykn dpa ToD cuvTeAeaTKOD GV TOS, O O7) Tépas
€oTw, elval Kal TO TAPATATIKOV 00 TOUTO TéPas €TV, Kal ws ovOEV
€oTi 70 yeyevijobou cvvTedeaTikov un) dvros aAnbods Tob yiveshau
mapaTaTikod, kai ov Tpémov ovdév éoTi TO epldplon cuvTeAeaTIKOY
w1 mpovmapéavtos Tob pleipeaboun waparaTikod, oUTws adivardy
€oTi, un) Svros aAnbods Tob kwelobar maparaTikod, aAnbes elvar TO
kekwfobar ovvTedeoTikéy. The formulation and its phraseology
(mapaTaTikdy - cvvTeAeoTikdv ) clearly smell of the grammatico-
formal type of Stoic Logic. It is based on the grammatical distinction
between mapararikos (past tense) and mapakeipevos (perfect tense)
formalized in logico-propositional shape. Diodorus pays them back in
the same coin. His refutation consists in concocting examples which
satisfy his opponents grammatico-logical rule and yet prove to be
exceptions to it - as is succinctly described by Sextus, Fr. 123.34-52 =
Sextus, adv.math. X 97-98, 101 =11 F13.33-60 G.

Diodorus’ counterexamples are of two types. The first is made by
the conjunction of two states of affairs obtaining at different times, say
state S, at time-interval At, and S, at a later time-interval At,. Now
the proposition “S; and S, obtain” is manifestly always false: for when
S, obtains S, does not yet obtain, while when S, obtains, S, obtains
no more. But of course at any time later than At), the proposition “S,
and S, have obtained” is patently true. The former proposition is a
mapaTaTikov as the objecting logicians would call it; the latter is a
ouvTeleaTikéy; which shows that a cvvredeorikdy can be true, when
the corresponding mapararucdy is false. Apparently, one of Diodorus’
concrete counter examples referred to Helen’s three marriages. It is
now true to say that “Helen had had three husbands”; but it is always
false to say that “Helen has three husbands”; for Menelaus, Paris and
Deiphobus succeeded each other as spouses of the Trojan War’s femme
fatale.

The other type of Diodorus’ counter examples is constructed by
taking a cvvredeoTikéy (describing a final state of affairs, an
achievement, an end) and then considering as corresponding wapara-
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Tucév not a description of the process of attaining that end, but the
description of the final state of affairs itself as an enduring event. For
example (Sextus Empiricus, adv.math. X 101 = Fr. 123 Déring = II F
13.49-55 G.), Diodorus took the case of a ball being thrown up to the
ceiling of a hall. The ball reaches the ceiling, is in touch with it
momentarily, and then starts to fall again to the floor. Take the cvvre-
Aeorucéy “the ball touched the ceiling”; this is true, from the moment
the ball gets in touch with the ceiling. The strictly corresponding
mapaTaTikov is not “the ball moves towards the ceiling”, but in fact
the statement that “the ball touches the ceiling”; and this is false while
the ball goes up to the ceiling. Here then, argued Diodorus, you have a
true ovvTedeoTikdy, with false its corresponding rapararukév, which
mapaTaTév furthermore is true, if at all, paradoxically at one single
moment of touch. But even this is anomalous. (a) It is not a real
mapaTaTikév then, being a momentary event. (b) With the quantum
theory of time, a momentary event is an imprecise conception, and
the state of affairs described is either unreal or a fact obtaining for the
minimal length of time. The latter possibility cannot easily pass in the
present case: for why, and by what force, is the ball in touch with the
ceiling for a certain duration of time, however small? Given, therefore
Diodorus” temporal, spatial and physical atomism, the mapararcéy
in question is never true. And this answers the rejoinder reported by
Sextus against Diodorus’ counter example (Sextus Empiricus, op. cit.,
X 102).

One may reply similarly to the objections against the first type of
Diodorean counter examples. Such objections are mentioned by
Sextus op.cit. X, 99-100. In effect, the objections appeal to
commonsensical plausibilities while simply trying to formulate them
in logical patterns. For instance, suppose a man married last year and
another this year. The ovvreAeorikdy “these men married” is true
from this year onwards. But the mapararikéy “these men marry”,
argues Diodorus, is never true. Now you can “explain”, as Sextus does,
that there are two ways of construing the statement that “these men
married”. One is indeed to mean that both these men married
simultaneously. But another is to take it as signifying the conjunction
of two independent facts, that one man (A) married and the other
man (B) married. The corresponding mapararikd in this lacter
acceptation would then be “A marries” and “B marries”, which are
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both true. Hence their conjunction would also be true. Of course the
separate statements are not true simultaneously: and hence their
conjunction is never true. Which was Diodorus” point. The objection
is founded on a Formalism alien to the spirit of Greek Rationalism. It
lays stress on the formal patterns and relationships of statements,
ignoring the nature and character of statements, ignoring the nature
and character of their conceptual content. On the contrary, Greek
rationalism not only insists on the formal structure of statements and
the inferential rigour in their interconnections; but also focuses, even
more so, on the precision and transparency of the concepts employed
however abstract they may be. It is certainly an intrapropositional, as
well as an interpropositional logic. Moreover, to use modern
approximate parallelisms, Greek rationalism in general and Megaric
logic in particular, is intuitionistic rather than formalistic?®, without
being less strict for that matter. It relates to the rigorous observance of
few, natural rules.

Let us now turn to Diodorus” doctrine of possibility. Anything
whose reality cannot be cancelled (and indeed this is a tautology for a
strict rationalist, for reality cannot be annihilated if it is really real) is
ontologically necessary, since it is immutable, v. Fr. 132A and esp. sub
fin. The past is immutable and thus necessary. Past and future are
relative, depending on the continuously changing point of view,
represented by the limiting present, merely, and therefore only
partially and relatively real: the point being that even accepting time as
a reality (with Diodorus), the distinction of past and future is not
absolute, as can be shown by the mere fact that future becomes
continuously past; and when something changes from X to its
opposite without any intrinsic change having been effected in itself,
then X-ness can at most have a relative reality, by which I mean an
“existence” founded on something truly real, but not itself really real;
thus in our case past - future is founded on the objective (once we
accept time) relationship of temporally prior and posterior. Past and
future being thus not absolutely real (depending as they do on the
present point of view which is continuously changing), they cannot
affect in any real way the modal status of temporal events (any more
than this can affect any real characteristic of events or their nature). So
if the past is necessary, so is the future - only we do not usually know
the future and this is the only (and this subjective) difference.
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Reality is possible and necessary, as well as real (so to speak), and
that is all. So, for Diodorus the possible is what either has been already
realized or what will become realized?!, i.e. the entire spectrum of
reality, the sum of part and future events (for their distinction is
ontologically immaterial), whatever happens along the line of time -
and nothing more, for there is nothing else.

Compare this with the formulas in Fr. 138.9-12D. = I1F28. 11-
14G (Boethius): Diodorus possibile esse determinat, quod aut est aut
erit, impossibile quod cum falsum sit, non erit verum, necessarium
quod cum verum sit non erit falsum, non necessarium quod aut iam
est aut erit falsum. Necessary is what, holding good up to now, will
never prove false (like 2+2=4, or that mankind is not to be
extinguished - if it will not be extinguished, or that apep# cannot be
destroyed, or that Troy fell to the Greeks etc.). This is formulated in
terms of truth or falsehood (and so normally with reference to
propositions rather than corresponding realities) but the difference is
systematical, and a matter of view-point so to speak: a proposition is
true when the content described is real, obtains in reality. Changing
the formulation accordingly, we can say that necessary is what is, and
will always be, the case. That includes past events and general facts
valid for all time. Diodorus’ conception of the possible (either is or will
be the case) is meant to exclude universal facts, and to comprise future
events (although unknown), which latter are (if I am right) excluded
from the notion of necessity (in this narrow sense). On the other
hand, what will happen is necessary, since a state of affairs cannot
change modality, first being (merely) possible and then becoming
necessary. Since possible is now what is the case or will be, once the
point of view of the limiting present (now) is removed, the possible
coincides with the necessary and both with the real. The difference is
that with regard to most future states of affairs, we do not know
whether they are going to happen, i.e. we do not know whether they
possess the power to exist. It is just the same in effect to say that we do
not know the possibility of such states of affairs, or their reality, or
their necessity. As Cicero puts it, the immutability of truth-value, i.e.
the necessity of past events is evident; not so with the future ones; de
fato 9, 17: nihil fieri, quod non necesse fuerit, et, quodquid fieri
possit, id aut esse aut futurum esse, nec magis commutari ex veris in
falsa posse ea quae futura, quam ea, quae facta sunt; sed in factis
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immutabilitatem apparere, in futuris quibusdam, quia non apparet, ne
inesse quidem videri etc. The bottom line is that (op.cit. 7, 13):
quicquid futurum sit, it dicit (sc. Diodorus) fieri necesse est, et
quicquid non sit futurum, id, negat fieri posse.

To Diodorus’ idea of possibility as most rigorous, Philo’s is
contrasted as the least demanding, while the Stoics occupy an
intermediate position, namely assumed to hold that the possible is
what both possesses the natural émirndeidrns required by Philo, and
for which there is nothing external which precludes the realization of
that internal disposition or capacity. It is instructive to ask here the
question: what would Aristotle say in this connection? I believe he
would reply with one of the standard tricks: the piece of wood at the
bottom of the ocean is and is not combustible, dAAws kai dAAws. As
that particular piece of wood it cannot be burned in the
circumstances; but as a piece of wood in general it does possess the
capability to be burned; ofiTe ydros oUre {nuid as it is proverbially
said in modern Greek.

Diodorus” notion of possibility is stringent enough compared to
the Stoic and Philonian. But the properly Megaric one was even
stricter. For they would not allow the second clause in Diodorus’
definition “which is actual or will be actual”. For them possibility is
restricted to actual reality, so far as it is actual, v. Fr. 130A and B. So
that these Frs. cannot belong to the Diodorean doctrine®?. The view in
the fragments must represent the ideas of the older Megarics, ot mepl
EvkAeidnp as Alexander says. In fact we can reconstitute three steps in
a process similar to that which I delineated above regarding the 3rd
Zenonian argument against movement.

(a) The older Megarics say that possible is only the actual, when
and qua actual. Aristotle, among other arguments in ®3, which the
Megarics would accept without embarrassment, has this additional
one.

(b) 1047a10 sqq. If impossible is what lacks the power to exist (e
advvaTov 7o éoTepmuévov duvduews ), then what is not already in
existence cannot come into existence (76 1) yevéuevov?> advarov
éotar yevéobau ) - for since it is not in actuality, it is not even in
potentiality towards existence, in accordance with (a) - and, therefore,
it will not come into existence ever (76 8’ adtvarov yevéolou o Aéywv
7 elvar 7) éoceclar hedderan ). Aristotle explains that od7ot ot Adyou
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efarpodiot kal kivnow kal yéveow - everything, as he goes on to
illustrate by means of his ordinary-language examples, will be in
perpetuity as it is in any given moment, all moments of present being
exactly identical, and the flow of time being virtually annulled. Now
this is exactly the picturesque portrayal of an eternally frozen world
with many but incommunicable realities - tantalizingly near to the
world of the ¢idow 7@dv eiddv in the Sophist!

(¢) But Diodorus thought that he should allow (since they were all
more or less accepting in the end time as reality - again most clear on
this was father Parmenides with his denunciation of temporality from
true being) for things to happen in the world although without
movement (the world-history as a sequence of discret photographs,
instantan¢es without cinematic flow) - so he effectively reversed
Aristotle’s statement in 1047a12-13 and defined the possible as that
which either already is the case or will be the case. In fact, it would
appear that Diodorus took over something else as well from this very
Aristotelian passage: 1047a24-26, in effect, that the realization of a
possible must not result in any impossibility, which is in essence: adv-
vaTov Suvatd w1 akodovlelv, esp. as used in the kvpiedwv, the
Dominator. For if the Fall of Troy is just as possible before it happens
as is the non-Fall of Troy, then by the realization of the former
possibility something impossible is being brought about - namely the
non-Fall of Troy, which, (once the Fall has occurred) is henceforth
impossible. And this contradicts the Aristotelian dictum - hence (for
Diodorus) we must abandon the equal and (ontologically) indifferent
possibility towards the Fall and the Non-Fall of Troy. Possibility is so
very laden with necessity that it will have to be realized - sometime.
Possibility is a real propensity to be, not an indifferent capability to be
or not to be. (This explanation of the kvpiedwv, is a rephrasing
according to Aristotle’s definition of the possible here). In fact,
however, 1047b2 sqq. is simply Aristotle’s warning that one must not
misunderstand his position as implying that anybody could make
everything (even downright impossibilities) possible, by claiming in
each case: it is possible, but it will never happen.

One more word on Frs. 136 and 137. It concerns the question of
possibility as applied to knowability, to what can be an object of
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knowledge, as above discussed. Diodorus would not call any reality
emoTrnTév if there was not the real possibility of an actual emornun,
of a mind knowing it. For émornrdév does not denote a Ay émvrn-
Seté7ms, but the real possibility (= the past or future actuality) of the
reality being in actual fact the object of knowledge. I mention this in
order to connect it with the issue regarding Stilpo’s avaipeois eiddv
refutation of eidetic forms (Fr. 199 Déring = II O 27 Giannantoni =
Diogenes Laertius II 119): Sewds 8 dyav &dv év Tots épioTuxols avi-
pet kal Ta €ldn, kal éEXeye Tov Aéyovra dvbpwmov elvar undéva- olire
yap Tévde Aéyew oUre T6vde. Ti yap udAdov Tovde 7 T6vde; ovd’ dpa
Tévde. kal mdAw 76 Adxyavov ovk €0t 7O Sewkvipevov: Addyavov pev
yap v wpo puplwv érdv: odk dpa éoTl TobTo Adyavov. Stilpo
impugned in effect the validity of an assumed relationship between
generic (abstract) and concrete reality. He argued that there is no
referent for a common name, like man or vegetable. When one uses
the word “man”, nothing is denoted: for why should this man be
referred to rather than that man? Hence no man is signified. And how
could this man be denoted? Man in fact existed a myriad years’ age;
hence the referent of “man” cannot be this man. Therefore not any
could be referred to. Hence the assumption of a generic, abstract
content of being as the referent of a common name, i.e. the hypothesis
of an €ldos as the denotee of such a name, is null and void according
to Stilpo, since there is no way to relate it to the existence of particular,
concrete individuals. An abstract (or ideal) (content of) reality is eldos
when it actually enters into the exemplificatory relationship with the
singular individuals or particulars exemplifying it. If the reality of that
relationship is cancelled, the mere fact that those abstract contents
could (by virtue of their nature) enter into such relationships does not
make them €ldn, though it leaves to them their Ideality. The avaipeots
of etd@v is like the avaipeois of an émornrov which is not as a matter
of fact to be knowny; it leaves the reality intact, and also even the
abstract (or rather A7) émirndeiérns to enter into the relationships
of exemplification and knowledge respectively: but this is not, for a
strict Rationalist, true ontological possibility as real power.

We may here take a synoptic view of the various acceptations of
possibility in ancient philosophical thought, ordered in a decreasing
degree of stringency.
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1. dvvarov (= éxov Sdvauw ) Stav 8pd.

Possibility is real, sovereign power to be or act. Nothing can hinder
it from being or acting in its natural way. Thus, a real possibility
exists when it is actually realized, for it is then, and only then, that
its sovereign power to be or act in its proper way is fully
manifested.

This is the old Megaric position, congruously to Plato’s dictum
that being is defined by power (Sophist, 247d).

2. dvvardy is what éor 1) éorar.

This is a relaxation of (1) without abandoning its basic point. The
power to be or act which constitutes a real possibility is such that it
can ensure its actual manifestation, and thus the actual realization
of the possibility involved, at some time or other. If this possibility
has not materialized as yet, it must then be activated sometime in
the future.

This is Diodorus’ theory.

3. Possible is what (a) is intrinsically capable of actualization and (b)
nothing (physically) hinders externally its actualization.
Stoics ~ Chrysippus.

4. Possible is that state of affairs whose actual realization involves no
(logical and ontological) impossibility.

Aristotle’s view.

5. dvvatév corresponds to what has the A7) émirndeldrns to be,
the bare and mere capacity to be the case. Possibility as a simple
appropriateness to actual existence.

Philo’s acceptation.

One point regarding the Diodorean theory of cuvvnuuévov
(= conditionals, “if-then” propositions). The fullest and clearest
analysis is to be found in Fr. 142D = II F 20G = Sextus Empiricus,
adv.math. VIII 112-117. (The contrast of Diodorus’ and Philo’s
respective positions is illuminating). He wants to make a conditional
the statement of a real (and therefore necessary) connection between
the protasis and the apodosis, so he defines it as true if and only if it
cannot begin with a true protasis and end up with a false apodosis
under any circumstances (o0Te évdéxerat oUTe évedéyero = neither
under the actual nor under any circumstances; this absolutist sense of
the imperfect (cf. 70 7i v elvau) is clear from what our sources say).
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Philo has again the formalistic notion of conditional which in modern
logic is called paradoxically “material implication”, while Diodorus’
view approaches nearer to what is characteristically called “strict
implication”.

Diodorus relaxed in important respects the severity of the Eleatic
doctrine - though not the rigorousness of strict rationalism. But
precisely herein lies an important message. If the metaphysical
foundation of strict rationalism is forgotten or allowed to remain out
of sight (and by that foundation I mean the theory of being that
proceeds from the revolutionary insight into Mind as it is in and by
itself, and in the consequent possibility of Thought Pure, unalloyed
from contamination by the habits - “practical” or World-oriented, so
to speak, in an important sense - of ordinary thinking) - if this
foundation does not remain at the center of rationalistic speculation,
then the philosophy of strict rationalism runs the danger of becoming
just a rigorous game, unpersuasive (though subtle) even to the mind as
such. Not that powerful arguments cannot be found in these cases,
arguments which exhibit the defects, inadequacy and incoherence of
commonsensical notions, ordinary thought-processes and ordinarily
achieved views; no, much more, even penetrating doctrines which
provide valuable insights into the nature of reality must be expected to
exist in philosophies where unflinchingly and inexorably precise
thinking is habitually practiced. But if the foundation that I
mentioned is lacking, a certain (more or less pronounced) want of that
very character is felt, which constitutes the war-cry of strict
Rationalism: Coherence. It certainly is bound to exist in so far as the
expounded doctrines themselves are concerned; but somewhere the
lacunas will gape open. Is it accidental that in the entire extant amount
of information concerning Melissus nothing is said about Nods, and
about the way in which pure Thought (which constitutes his
arguments) relates to the content of these arguments - with the
concepts and inferences contained or arrived at in them? Is it
accidental that though he denied that his Being possessed body (30B9
DK), yet he certainly used phraseology which partly justifies Aristotle
to claim that he understood the Eleatic One-Being ka8’ UAnv rather
than kar’ eldos? Is it accidental that he certainly must have provided
the transition from Eleatism to Atomism, esp. with the relative
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emphasis that the notions of kevdv / mAfpes (void / full) have in his
thought, and in the use of these notions in a proof of the nonexistence
of movement (30B §$7-10; cf. Aristotle, De Melisso, esp. 976b12-14:
akivnrov 8’ elvai ¢now, el kevov un éoTw: dmavTta yap kwetobau
73 ANdTTew Témov, and following)?4?

And so with Diodorus. He lies in the same line which from
Melissos goes to the Atomists. He accepts the apepd) (rather like
Xenocrates) in order to destroy the continuum and the scandal this
latter poses to pure Thought (this scandal consisting in its not being
transparent to it) - not in order to validate the multiplicity of beings
(all of the same beingness, so to speak, i.e. 76 mAfjpes, 70 vaoTov, - in
absolute opposition to the kevév) and, (together with the postulation
of the existence of Non-being in the physical form, or rather
formlessness, of the kevév) to justify the existence of movement. These
latter motives are those of the Atomists. The existence of the kevov he
denied, as we are incidentally but fortunately explicitly told in Fr.
143.3-5. But the multiplicity of being he accepted in the doctrine of
apept). And these auept} do have body and extension. Do they have
any other characters - primary or secondary? They seem to be for him
more of the nature of a logical desideratum. We seem to end up with a
world of auepd] fully packed up so to speak, without intervening
empty space. But how are we to conceive of it? And what about voiis?
The vigour of strict rationalism cannot be merely a question of
mathematical precision in thought. The rigour and precision must be
noetic, everything must be transparent to pure Reason. And surely
Diodorus’ minimal bodies are not as such, from what we do and can
reasonably know at least.

Diodorus, to judge from what we know and can guess, is a figure
in, and of, his own?>. We must treat him separately from the rest in so
far as his positive doctrine is concerned - and crucially for the reason
mentioned above. We do not find in him the required logical-noetic
nature of the doctrines as well - but only the logical (in the strict
rationalistic sense) type of thought.

Setting aside Diodorus, how do the other figures associated with
the Megaric School distribute themselves? It is clear that what the
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Anonymous of the Theaetetus Commentary says in Fr. 37D =11
A26G must have been roughly correct.

0 [8 EJorcAeldns Tdv eX-
Mo Jyipwy Fv Zwrpa-
TV Kkal Np&év ye

7[7 s dvopacbeions
Meyapwciis aifpé Joews, 1j-
Tis UoTepov éyéveTo

cgopioTikwTépa.

(Cf. Strabo IX 1, 8 = IT A 29G. Others were put all on the same
indiscriminate heap, less probably, v. e.g. IIA 27G; cf. IIA 28G).
Eubulides and Alexinus for instance seem to have devoted themselves
to sophistical elenchi, while they were also given to the peculiarly
Greek vice of speaking ill of and calumniating one’s opponent. They
seem not to have spared attacks on one another as well among
themselves, Fr. 83 D = IIC6G (cf. Fr. 73D. = IIC1G.); Fr. 88.22 sqq.
D. = IIC12.27. However given the state and scope of the extant
evidence, we must associate all these as a group with Euclid®®, and
speak of the circle and successors of Euclid on the one hand - and
Stilpo (synchronizing with Diodorus) on the other. To which we must
finally append the Eretrian school, that is, from what we know,
Menedemus.

Schleiemacher first recognized in the ¢idor 7dv eiddv the
Megarics.

In the Sophist, Plato inquiring about v and w1 év, first complains
about preceding philosophers (242¢-243a) in general (significantly
including Parmenides himself specifically in the censure); then briefly
criticizes (243b-244Db) all the doctrines based in experience-cum-
insight-cum-symbolism type of thought (cf. uofov Twa ékaoros etc.
242¢ sqq.); and then finally turns to Parmenides (244b-245¢), while
he had already mentioned Xenophanes (and, surprisingly, even earlier
representatives of the Elean “tribe”, 76 8¢ map’ nuiv "EAarwkov ébvos,
amo Hevopavous Te kal €t mpéolev apéapevo, 242d) in the former
group of thinkers. De facto he confirms the great division: all the
previous philosophers belong to one or the other of my two modes of
thought. On the one side fall all excepting Parmenides; on the other
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lies Parmenides. The fact that even Xenophanes belongs to the former
group indicates that the dividing line is not whether one accepts
multiplicity or unity as the basic fact of reality, but rather the type of
thought involved, although this refers also to its content and the
character of precision and logical transparency it has got to have in
order to satisfy the strict rationalistic criteria of reality. In Parmenides
the unity of being emerges with logico-ontological reasons, unlike the
physical interpretation of world-wholeness associated with
Xenophanes.

We should then understand 245e as referring to just that division
between looser and stricter intellectual thinking. For we read: Tods uév
Tolvvy SuakpiSoroyouuévouvs Svros [Te [ mépt kai i (sc. StakptBodo-
youuévous rather than 6vros). Taking therefore the pu1 with the ia-
kptBoloyovpévous instead of with the dvros, we understand ot bua-
kpiBoroyoduevou as referring to Parmenides (and Parmenidean
Eleaticism), while oi 1) are all the rest. Anyway Plato must here refer
to the preceding survey of all previous philosophers. Then
immediately afterwards ot dAAws Aéyovres (245¢) are contrastingly
introduced - proximate in time and contemporary philosophers now. I
believe therefore that the yryavropayia described in 246a sqq. among
this new group of dAAws Aéyovres is between the atomists
(Democritus eminently) and the ¢idow 7dv €6 (the former’s views
246a-b, the latter’s 246b-c; cf. 246c9-d2).

Plato turns to the materialists first (246d sqq.). He assumes some
of them as more civilized than their species usually is and he addresses
himself to such interlocutors (246d-¢). These “kinder”, more gracious
materialists concede to the existence of some little vestige in the reality
of immaterial existence (247c9-d1). And he thinks that he can make
them agree to a definition of being that will make it consist in power
(247d-¢).

Plato then turns to the other army in the Gigantomachy; he calls
them ¢idow 7@V elddv (248a3). Their characteristic point in so far as
Plato wishes to argue with them is (248¢) that they deny the Sdvauis
70D ToLely kal maoyew of the ovoia, and this, as becomes clear from
the sequel (esp. 249a-249b), because they will not accept movement
of any kind in true being. Plato infers that they are bound to deny
therefore life and soul and mind of what is perfect being - as he puts it
magisterially (248¢7-249a2): 7{ 8¢ mpos Aids; s aAnlds kivnow kol
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lwny kal vy kal ¢pdvmow 1) padiws mewolnodueba Td
mavTeAds vTL un mapetvat, unde {fv adTo unde dpoveiv, AAAa
Teuvov Kal dylov, vodv ovK éxov, akivnTov €aTos eivai; IlavreAds
ov is perfect being (‘= évrws v ), not the totality of being. By refusing
to accept any (sort of) movement, action and passion in the case of
what is perfectly and completely, they to be consistent cannot admit a
perfect being endowed even with mind, since intelligence and
knowledge consist in the interaction with other being than the
knowing, intelligent subject (the main counter example to their thesis,
248c¢-¢). Acknowledging the incidence of intelligence in the realm of
perfect being (= true being), one has to admit of movement as well in
it (249a-b). For, 249b5-6: cuufaivel 8 odv, b Oeaitnre, dkuwiTwy
7€ SvTwy «mdvTwy> (with Badham) vodv undevi mepl undevos elvau
undapod. Equally, intelligence is annuled if everything is in perpetual
flux (249b8 sqq.). So we need both rest and movement in true being
(249¢-d and following). Which leads to the development of the theory
of the kowwvia elddv, as against a vision of immutable,
incommunicable entities like the one of the ¢ido 7dv elddv (252a7-
8; 251d5-6). It is these pidoL 7@V elddv therefore that would not
allow a communication among €id7 to be expressed in the language as
well, prohibiting all expressions predicating, say, goodness of a man,
and only allowing tautological predications of the form “the man is
man”, “the good is good” (251b9-c2). They are ot undev édvres kot-
vwvig mabniuatos érépov OdTepov mpocayopevew (252b9-10). These
are, of course, the ones who were initially described (246b) to hold the
view of a multiplicity of intelligible and incorporeal €ldn as true
substance and perfect being (vonra drra kal acwpara €dn Pualo-
pevor Ty aAnbwny ovolav elvar ). These same philosophers use
reason to break up into small pieces little by little “their (opponents’)
bodies and what they call truth”, in Plato’s inimitable turn of phrase;
246b9-c2: Ta. 8¢ éxelvwr cwpaTa kal TN Aeyouévny VT AVTOV
aAifeiav kata oukpa Siabpadovres év Tois Adyois yéveow avt’
ovoias pepopévny Twa mpooayopevovaw. This is an apt description
of late Eleatic and Megaric arguments against the continuum and the
concomitant commonsensical notion of full and hard corporeal
substance. ‘H Aeyopévn v’ adTdv "AAjbea seems to refer to a
certain vogue in calling one’s main work embodying his speculations
on reality AAjfeia (Protagoras, Antiphon the Sophist, Antisthenes,
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Simmias of Thebes, and even the first part of Parmenides’ poem are
cases in point). The doctrine of tautological predication as the only
valid one, which is ascribed by Plato to the ¢idot 7dv €l6&v, is the one
known to be held by Antisthenes (V' A 152 Giannantoni = Aristotle,
Metaphysica, A 29, 1024b26-34) and Stilpo (Fr. 197D. =11 O 29
G.). Simplicius associated this view with the Megaric School in general
(Fr. 198 D. =11 O 30 G.). Antisthenes had drawn from this thesis the
impossibility of definition as well as of argumentative opposition and
of falsehood in statements (what one means is what one can mean and
this is being, in effect a tautological predication). But Antisthenes, of
course, could not be (and considered to be by Plato) a ¢idos 7&dv
€t6&v. This leaves us with Megarics as candidates. Which fits nicely
with the progress of the argument in the Sophist as above delineated
for the relevant section. For Parmenides’ unitary position is criticized
(244b-245¢) before Plato turns to the Gigantomachy (246a sqq.).
And just as the Materialists of the Gigantomachy correspond to the
non-Parmenidean majority of the Presocratic philosophy, so the iAol
T&V €00V seem to descend from Parmenides’ strict rationalism, only
relaxing his rationalistically unsustainable rigorous monism. For Platos
indicative criticism exemplified in the passage mentioned above and
elsewhere is of the strictly rational type, not of the mixed and
empirical kind.

Now it is true that Euclid apparently held the full Parmenidean
doctrine - moAAa vdéuara - one reality. Cicero in fact connects
explicitly the Megarics (indeed Eucleid specifically) with the Eleatics in
one line of spiritual descent; Academica Priora 11 42, 129:
Megaricorum fuit nobilis disciplina, cuius ut scriptum video, princeps
Xenophanes, quem modo nominavi, deinde eum secuti Parmenides et
Zeno, itaque ab his Eleatici philosophi nominabantur. Post Euclides,
Socrati discipulus, Megareus, a quo idem illi Megarici dicti etc. (Fr.
26aD. =T A 31 G.). And so Diogenes Laertius II 106 (= Fr. 24 D. =
IT A 30 G.): od7os (sc. Edxeidns) Ta [lapuevideia perexepilero,
kal ot arr’ avrod Meyapuol mpooryopedovro. His chief doctrine is so
expressed by Diogenes Laertius loc.cit.: od7os ev 76 ayabflov amepai-
veTo moAAols GVéuact KaAoUpevor: oTe wev yap ppdvnoy, oTe dé
Oeév, kat dAAoTe vodv kal Ta Aourrd. Ta & dvTikelpeva 7 dyadd
avypet, un elvar packwv. (Cf. Cicero, loc.cit.). This suggests a
Parmenidean theory, with one homogeneous reality (total, complete



ON GREEK RATIONALISM 489

being), only differing in, and bearing many, names. The rest is
unreality, it was cancelled by Eucleid as nonexistence. For the exact
Parmenidean ancestry of such a view v. Parmenides 28B8.36-41:

bl \ \ N v N Y
ovdev Yap <> EGTLV 1) €ECTAL
dA)do deef Tob €6vTos, émel 76 Ve Moi‘p’ e’wéS‘qo‘ev
obAov aklvnTov T & CTd VT § &
NTOV T €UEVaL” T TOVT ovo,u( a) eoTad,
e \ 14 /’ 3 3 -~
oogoa ,BPOTOL kaTélevro memrolléTes elvar az\n@v],
! ’ \ 3 !’ \ S !’
ytyveoeat 7€ kal SA oo, elval Te kal ovyL,
\ ’ k) ’ ’ /’ \ k] ’
kal Témov AANdoTew Sid Te Xxpoa ¢av0v apetﬁew.

To such a nominalistic view of the apparent multiplicity of true
reality (one being - many names) is addressed Plato’s criticism in the
Sophist, 244b-d, to be found precisely in the context where his
criticism of Parmenides prepares the way for the second party in the
novel Gigantomachy, namely the army of the ¢idot 7dv elddv who
are therefore Plato’s contemporary descendants in the Eleatic line. A
further step in this direction is taken, it would seem, by Menedemus
and the Eretrians. The concept “one thing - many names” is applied
by him to virtue specifically, not to the complete being in general. So
I F 17 G.: Mevédmpos peév o €€ *Eperplas avnpel Tdv apetdv kal
70 mAfos kat Tas dadopds, ws pids oloms Kal Xpwiévns ToAAots
ovopaot: To yap avTo cwdpootvny kal avdpelav kal SikatooUvny
Aéyeabar, kabdmep Bporov kat dvBpwmov. The Eretrian School
appears to have held in some form the ¢idot 7@V elddv type of
theory: being is segregated in a number of independent entities, each
with the character of true Eleatic being. IIL F 19 G.: ot 8¢ éx T1)s *Epe-
Tplas obTws Ty dmoplav (sc. making many out of a unitary being)
épofribnoav ws Aéyew undév kara undevos karnyopetofar, GAN’
av76 kal’ avTo éxaoTov Aéyeotla, ofov o avlpwos avlpwmos kal
70 Aevkov Aevkov. This seems to imply a strict incommunicability of
being with being, in the manner of the ¢idoL Tdv etddv. As Aristotle
puts it (Physica A, 2, 185b32 = II F 20.6 G.: ws povayds Aeyouévov
700 évos 7 o0 6vros. Cf. III F 18.4-6 G. But in fact Menedemus
accepted statements that go beyond strict tautological predication (or
perhaps we should say strict tautology, of the form ¢ dvfpwmos
dvbpwros, without the copulative éo(). Thus he would accept simple
positive statements as against compound ones (conjunctions, for
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instance, or conditionals). III F 18.7-9 G.: avyjpet 8¢, daci, kai Ta
amodarika 7@V aéwwpdTwy (the formulation is Stoic), karadarika
Tilels kal ToUTwWY T4 ATAG Tpoodexduevos, TA oDk ATA AvripeL,
Aéyw 6¢ ouvnpupéva kal cvpumemAeypéva. His concept of a simple,
affirmative statement that goes beyond tautologies or tautological
predications is illustrated by Aristotle’s example: 0 avfpwmos AeAev-
kwtat or 6 dvbpwmos Badile. Physica A, 2, 185b25-31 = II F 20.1-6
G: ébopuPoivro 6¢ kal ol UoTepol TGV apyalwy 6Tws 1) Aua yévn-
TaL adTols 70 avTo €v kal moAAd. Ao ol pev 76 éorlv ddetdov,
domep Avkddpwv (saying for instance o dvlpwmos Aevkds, not
Aevkos €oi), ol 0¢ T Aééw perepptBuilov, 61 6 dvbpwmos o Aev-
Kk6s €aTw aAAa AeAedkwTat, 0vdé Padilwv éotiv ara Badile, iva
W1 moTeE TO é0TL TPOoTATTOVTES TOAAA €lvaL TOLDOL TO €V, WS
povayds Aeyouévov Tod €vos 7 Tod dvros. (Philoponus in his
commentary on this text informs us that it was Menedemus who
reformed ordinary statements in accordance with his theory. V. loc.cit.
1. 7-10). The Eretrian construal of such simple, affirmative statements
seems to have been that an instance of a quality or action (Aevkév,
Badilew ) exists in a proper concrete being (in a first substance
Aristotle would say). There is no general quality like whiteness but
concrete whiteness adhering to a substantive being, like a concrete
man. So Simplicius in Aristotelis Categorias, p. 216.12-4 = II F 19.6-
8 G.: 810 kal ot amo THs Eperplas avypovv Tas modTnTas ws
00dauds éxoloas TiL KooV ovoL®OeEs, €v O¢ Tols kal ékaoTa Kal
owbérois vmapyovoas. This adherence or inherence of an instance of
concrete whiteness onto a concrete being was probably expressed by
Menedemus by the simple, affirmative, non-tautological statement 6
avbpwmos AeAevkwTau. It is a far cry from Parmenides, no doubt, but
the logic of development is unmistakable, and can be set out into the
following scheme:

I)  One being - many names. Parmenides - Eucleid. All predication
is nominal (Ontological Nominalism): the real fact underlying
every such predication is that being is being.

II) Many beings incommunicable to each other. ¢idot 7dv etddv
Stilpo, Antisthenes. Valid predication is only the tautological one:
the A is A, where A is a complete being existing in itself and
separately from other, and different, complete beings B, C etc.
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III) Many substantive beings, incommunicable to each other, but
with qualitative modifications consisting in the adherence or
inherence of concrete qualities to the substantive full being.
Menedemus. Valid predication is the tautological one and also
simple affirmative statements of the form A is x-modified, where
A is full being and x a quality. Probably for Menedemus A must
be a concrete individual and not a character existing in itself as in
II. Although we should not overdo such a distinction in the
context of ancient thought (pace Aristotle)?’.

The idea leading to such a line of development from Parmenidean
Eleatism, and also to the line that had been followed by Atomism and
Particularism from the same source, is explicitly mentioned and
analysed by Melissus, 30 B8 DK. In a nutshell, the idea amounts to
this striking insight: el moAAa €lm, TowadTa xp1) elvai, olév mep 76 év.
(ibid. 1 p. 275.7-8). If there were really many beings with full
existence, they would have to be like the Parmenidean One. The
passage (with Simplicius preserving it) runs thus: eimawv yap (sc.
Melissus) mept 700 dvTos 671 év éoTL kal dyévimTov Kal akivnTov Kal

\ ~ 4 3 y ¢ ~ ~ 3 / < /’
pndevi kev®d Sieldnuuévov, AAN’ GAov éavTod mATipes émdyer ‘uéyt-
aTOV eV obv onpuelov oUTos 6 Adyos, 6T ev wovov éoTw (namely the
strict Parmenidean proof) - arap kal 7ade onueia (i.e. indicative
arguments). el yap v moAAd, Toladra xpn avTa €lval, olév mep éyw
Pt 70 €v elvar. el yap €T Yi) kal Udwp kal dnp kal Tip Kkal oidmn-
pos kal xpvads, kail 76 wev {Gov 76 8¢ Telvnrds, kal pélav kal
Aevkov kal Ta dAAa, 6oa paciv ol avlpwmor elvar aAnli, el 67
TadTa €0, kal Nuels Splds opduev kal akovopev, elvar xpm
ékaoTov TobTOV, 0l6V TEp TO TP@DTOV €d0fev Muiv (i.e. each one of
the putative realities, if it were a true and complete being, should be
always as it appeared to us in our first encounter), kal w7 perami-
mrew unde ylveclar éTepoiov, aAla del elvar ékaoTov, olov mép
3 ~ / 3 ~ ¢ A~ \ U \ /. ~ \
éoTw. viv 8¢ papev dplds opav kal arovew kal ouviévar: Sokel be
e . / \ \ / \ \ \ \ \ \
nMLV TO T€ QGPMOV ¢UXPOV ’)/LVGO’@GL KoL TO ('[‘UXPOV OGPlJ«OV Kol TO

\ \ \ \ \ \ \ \ -~ 3 /
okAnpov padbaxov kal 76 parbakov ckAnpov kat 7o {Gov amobvi-
okew kal éx un {dvros ylveobar, kal TadTa wavra éreporodobad,

[ 5 [P QA 13 ~ 5 5 s o ’
kal 6,7t hv Te kal 6 vOv ovdev opolov elvat, AN’ 8 Te oidnpos
okAnpos éwv 7O SakTUAw kaTatpifectou cpovpéwv, kal ypuads kal
Albos katl dAAo 6,7t loyvpov Sokel elvar av, €€ UdaTds Te Vi kal

Xvp %
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Alflos yiveaOar woTe oupPaiver urre opav wite Ta SvTa ywwokew.
3 /7 ~ 3 /’ 3 ~ 4 \ 3 \ \
o0 Tolvuv TadTa dAATAoLs opodoyelr pauévois yap elvar moAAa kal
didia kal €ldm Te kal loyvv éxovTa, mdvTa éTepootofal Muiv Sokel
KOl JLETATITTEW €K TOD EKATTOTE OpwLEVOV. OfjAov Tolvuy, 6Tt 0UK
bl -~ 4 -~ k] A ~ \ -~ ~ 3 k] \ N
0pOds éwpdper 00de éxetva moAda Splds Sokel elvar: od yap av
perémmrtev, el aAnfi jv- AAN’ v ofdy mep édékel €kaaTov TowobTOV.
70D yap €6vros aAAnbiwod kpeiooov ovdév. My 8¢ peTaméon, TO wev
3\ 3 /7 \ \ > 3\ I4 4 3 bl \ ¥
€0V amA€eTO, TO O¢ OUK €OV YéyoveV. oUTwS 0LV, €l TOAA. €T, ToL-
adra xp) elvae, ofov ep 76 €v.

This is strict rationalism. Melissus uses the argument to denounce
the possibility of the multiplicity of being as a self-contradictory
notion. But one could use the same analysis in order to posit the
existence of a multiplicity of true being. What Melissus envisages in
fact is much like the doctrine of the ¢pidol 7@V etd@dv: many beings,
each eternal, unalterable, impassible, uncommunicable with a definite
character (eldos ) and might of identity in existence (toxds ). Herein
the lines of development above described begin. One can understand
the corresponding philosophical theories as resulting with the
application of the principle of strict rationalism in that sense.

NOTES

1. Asa matter of most important fact one sees those ancients who rigorously
insist on the purity of “mathematical” thought, usually attack formal logic.
See the very significant development in Cicero, Academ. Pr. 11 §§91-98.

2. There is a remarkable and close enough correspondence with Hippocrates’
‘position in [ept apyains inrpikfis: he supports the traditional methods (by
accumulated experience and insight) against some novel tendencies to work
through very general “hypotheses” as to the nature of man and disease. But
here the question mainly concerns rather the “hastiness” in logical reasoning
chastised by Plato in Philebus (16¢-17a). It applies to every kind of thought.

3. Ifyou say “But I did not beat my father at all” - this is irrelevant. We all know
(and the elenctic philosopher as well) that this is precisely the problem. To
call attention to it, or to name it (the favourable Aristotelian practice), does
not solve it.

4. Naturally, further explanation may be required sometimes, but the basic
correctness of the yes-or-no answer is not challenged.
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5. It is significant that almost all of these eristic arguments are associated with
Eubulides, the acerbic critic of Aristotle (Diogenes II, 109; Aristocles in
Eusebius Praeparatio EvangelicaXV, 2, 5).

6. Characteristically Chrisippus wrote many works attempting to solve these
sophisms, among which one relating to cwpeirns. V. Diogenes VII, 196-
198. He evidently thought it necessary to answer these objections to the
formalization of logic and the “physicalization” of knowledge that he, and the
other Stoics, effected.

7. Diodorus Dominator, in its wider significance for the philosophical theory of
modalities, is the subject of Jules Vuillemin, Nécessité ou contingence: I’
aporie de Diodore et les systémes philosophiques, 1984. The study is
obfuscating.

8. Fr. 115 is to the same point. I subjoin a few words because of Déring’s
remark: ridetur auctor etc.! [lpordrrerar 76 dvoua - in the enumeration of
the uépn Aéyou: dvoua, pfina, odvdeouos etc. The noun takes precedent
because in a broad sense every word is an dvopa, since every word signifies
something, has a sense - onuaive, is onuavrikdy. Zvorarikéy means
constitutive of onuacia in a context with other words: like a otv8eouos, say.
Diodorus’ point is, of course, higher: not only all words have a sense and do
signify (and therefore bear important to the paradigm case of signification:
naming) but they can signify what we choose to signify with them. Read ...
7oV olkérny «AvTod» kaleiv (he called him by the adverb or the genitive!)
Or ... AUTOD <LeV> KAAEW Of ... abToD «ToD» KaAel etc.

9. When Plutarch says (Fr. 197 = Plutarch, Adversus Colotem, 22, 1119C sqq_.)
about Stilpo, dv 8¢ mailwv (sc. Stilpo) kal ypduevos yéAwTt wpds Tods
cgopioTas Aoyaplwv mpoéBadder adtols, is of course a rhetorical
exaggeration in contrast to the other aspects of Stilpo - for Plutarch gives the
point of the paradox castigated by Colotes in the sequel. Besides, notice that
he charges against Colotes that he concentrated on just one such puzzle kal
mpos ToiTo undev elrwv pundé Adoas Ty mlblavédrnra; Plutarch’s is
precisely the attitude of the Greek Rationalist: if you do not like it - solve it!
You cannot simply dismiss it émdywv Tpaywdiav, by acting a (tragic)
theatrical performance (1119C-D). Stilpo’s paradox selected by Colotes for
theatrical criticism consisted in the rationalistic impossibility of predicating
of a subject anything different from itself (Cf. op.cit. 1120A-B). And
Colotes’ repartee simply assailed it on the basis that such a view would make
human life impossible. For rhetoric substituting philosophical argument in
this cheap way v. Colotes’ quotation in Plutarch op.cit. 1120D. And
Plutarch’s turning the tables against him, with much more point, v. ibid.
1119D-E
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10.

11.

Stilpo was an able dialectician with immense influence, or at least he was very
fashionable, during his lifetime; all (philosophical) Greece almost turned
Megaric: TogodTov 8’ evpeciroyia kal codioTela mpofjye Tovs dAAous,
coTe pikpod Sefioauw maoav Ty ‘EANdSa ddopdoav els avTov peyaploat;
Diogenes Laertius II, 11, 113.

The anecdotal story of Diodorus Cronos” death runs thus (Diogenes
Laertius, II, 10, 111): while he and Stilpo were residing in Alexandria, at
King Ptolemy’s Soter Museum, Stilpo proposed to him some paradox (logical
puzzle) for solution. Upon his inability to resolve the issue satisfactorily, he
was censured by the King and scoffed at with the surname Kpévos, implying
in this context dotage and ancient outmoded ways. He left the symposium,
wrote a treatise on the proposed paradox and died of grief.

We must carefully distinguish, in the context of the present
discussions,Dialectics in the Stoic Sense as the Science of Formal Logic
principally, and Dialectics as one of the names associated with the Megaric
school, as the ability and knowledge to manipulate arguments in accordance
with the principles of pure Reason.

The problem discussed already by Aristotle in De Interpratione 9. Briefly:
Aristotle accepts that it is necessary that either A or not-A (where A is a future
event), but thinks that this does not entail that it is necessary that A or
necessary that not-A. Epicurus in the passage Academica Il 97 and de Fato
ch. 9 thought exactly that in reality the former entails the latter, so he rejected
the former for future singulars. Diodorus (see the entire development in de
Fato chs. 6-9. In fact there Cicero or his source accuses Chrysippus of virtual
incoherence for not going all along with Diodorus, but wishing to maintain
that future events are not altogether necessary) maintains that whatever is
going to happen in the future, when it happens, is immutable in its factuality
and therefore necessary; and since it is necessary once it lies in the past, it
must have been necessary even before it occurred, since otherwise the modal
nature of a fact would have to change from mere possibility to necessity
(which is impossible according to the principle of homogeneity in modality
of all inferential sequences of facts). And this alteration in modality he would
not allow (in fact true possibility for him was real and necessary). See the
analysis of the kuptedwv (the Dominator) above. So Diodorus accepted that
one of the two propositions «A will happen» «A will not happen» is true, and
even necessary, in the past, today, when it happens (or not happens), in the
future, and in all eternity. (A very powerful logically position!). Aristotle
denies that either of the two alternatives is true or false today. Chrysippus is
exercising himself in the useful Stoic way in futile sophistry, correctly
castigated by Cicero de Fato, ch. 8. He would keep all ordinary conceptual
content in formal patterns according to reason.
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12.

13.

The Scholia ad. loc. first explain the passage in 180b2 sqq. as referring to
cases of different respects or parts or senses in which a proposition is true or
false (like calling the eye white, which is partly true - or the Aethiopian black
which is true amAds, but then he does have some white spots, in the eye, so
it is 77 pevdrs) - and then give as an alternative the strict, reflexive, self-
referential logical form of yrev88pevos. My view above is, I think, the correct
one as against both these alternatives.

There is one final devastating difficulty of the continuum theory in
connection with movement - namely Plato’s point in the 3rd hypothesis of
Parmenides. For let us accept for a moment and for the argument’s sake some
state of movement through the moments and places while something is in
movement. You can say “symbolically” that it slides over them, and is not
strictly in any one of them. But how is it set in motion in the first place? Or
what happens when it stops? There is no smooth sliding there over things
fleeting or not, but an abrupt transition to a contrary state of being
altogether. If there is a moment in which a thing begins to move (i.e. if the
change in state from rest to movement happens at that moment), then the
moment must have a duration in order to accommodate both states in
succession. If it is not possible to speak of it being at rest and then, at the
immediately next moment, moving (such a possibility being barred by the
very nature of the continuum), it is equally impossible to consider any
duration obtaining between the state of rest and the state of movement. So
we cannot conceive at all of this change of state, according to the doctrine of
the instantaneous moments which succeed and do not succeed one another
in order.

Diodorus utilized this point as well - Fr. 126. The é€aivns of Plato, implies
a jump, a sudden fundamental change, not a smooth gradual transition. He,
more probably perhaps than not, did not consider such a jump occurring in
a moment of time without duration. After all he denied the mathematical
assumption of geometrical points. But he might have left the temporal
question unspecified. In any case, Diodorus” doctrine of kex{vnrar but not
kwetTaw makes all movement (and not simply the transition from rest to
movement and conversely) a series of such small jumps. And very
significantly, this is the direction in which Damascius (in commenting on the
3rd Parmenidean Hypothesis) moves in his analysis of movement and of
magnitude (extension, duration). Damascius proposed an explicit Quantum
theory of Time, just as Xenocrates and Diodorus have expounded a
Quantum theory of Space (and Diodorus probably of Time as well). Given
the awareness of the necessary coimplication in the natures of time, space and
movement (something sharply emphasized already by Aristotle), the
tendency would be to apply the same fundamental analysis to all three.
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14. This doctrine itself we are not told in the meagre extant fragments how he

15.

defended, apart from Fr. 119 where one of the arguments was from the

existence of a minimal alo0n7év to a minimal péyebos. But as I have

indicated above, I believe the real point of the doctrine, for Diodorus as for

Xenocrates, was to counteract the absurdities (as they had appeared to strict

rationalism) of the continuum hypothesis.

Thus perhaps we may, with Zeller (followed by Déring), distinguish four

Diodorean arguments against movement: (a) what I call the most potent one

and exactest employing the doctrine of the auep?j (Fr. 125 and 123 sub in.);

(b) its general form, Fr. 123.9 sqq.; Fr. 124; 128; which is the common

Zenonian argument (well known - 7epipopyrinds Adyos Fr. 123, 9); (c) the

one in Fr. 129, 3-4; and (d) the one udilizing an inferred distinction of the

supposed movement in ka7’ émkpdrewar and kat’ elAikpiverar.

Here are the arguments, as reported by Sextus Empiricus:

(a) 70 yap év T® TpWTW duepel TOTW TepLeXSEVOY Guepes TDLA 0D
KwelTaL: mepielyeTo yap év 7H dpepel Témw Kal ékmemAnpikel TobTOY.
Ka". WdALV' 7'6 €,V T(/LIA) 861}7’6’/)(,9 157TOK€[‘U,€VOV Ol’/ KLVelTaL: KEK[V?’]TG,L ')/&P
';IIST]. GZ 8% ‘LL'Y}TE E’V 7'(:(:) 7Tp(l’)7'(.£) T(\) KLVOI;I.LGVOV KLVELTaL G’(ﬁ, 30'0]/ é’O'TLV G’V
T TpWTW PAT €V 7&D Sevtépw, Tapd. 8¢ TabTa TpiTos oUk émoelTal
Témos, ob kwveitar 76 Aeyduevov kwelobar. (For the analysis see above).
Fr. 125 = Sextus Empiricus, adversus mathematicos X, 143 = I1 F 15
Giannantoni.

(b) €l kwetral i, frou év ) éoT TéTW KielTaL, T) €V & 0UK €T oliTe B¢
&v & éoTw (pevet yap ), obire ye év & un éoTw (Tds yap dv évepyoin
TL év ékelvw, év @ undé T apx v éoTwv; ), ovk dpa kiwveltal Tu. Fr. 124
= Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhonianae Hypotyposeis, 11, 22,242 = 11 F 17
Giannantoni. V. also Fr. 124 = Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrh. Hypot. I1I 10,
71=1TF 16 G.

(c) edbéws ydp, ¢mot, T6 Kivodpevov év Tédmw éoTw, 76 8¢ év Témw OV 00
kwelTar 76 dpa kivodpevov ob kwetrat. Fr. 129.3-4 = Sextus Empiricus,
adv. math. X 112 = 11 F 14.5-6 Giannantoni.

Zeller (followed by Déring) thinks that we have here three distinct

arguments. And Sextus indeed mentions (¢c) in the context of different

arguments against movement, different from the éuBpif7s analysis which is

based on the Quantum theory of partless quantities (I F 13.2 sqq. G. and II

F 14.1 sqq. G). Even though by dAAovs Twas Adyous oty ofirws éufBpibets

(sc. as the basic one) aAAa codroTikwTépous, he means principally (as is

clear from the sequel in II F 14) the argument employing the distinction

between mostly / completely in movement. In any case (a), (b), (c) are clearly
cognate and differ rather in the degree of precision and exactness displayed.

In fact it is very instructive to notice in the reverse succession ((c) ((b) ( (a)),
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16.

17.

18.

19.

how the strict rationalist creates amopiat and elenctic refutations against
ordinary thinking and its common conceptual apparatus. One begins by
feeling that to be in place at all is somehow inconsistent with movement; one
formulates his rationalistic feeling in (c). But then the philosopher
proceeding from ordinary thinking replies: Well, what is in movement is not
in one single place, but passes through a succession of places, it flows through
them. Then the strict rationalist (Zeno) makes his argument more precise
(b): Take any moment, in such a construal, in this supposed movement;
surely the moving body is then and there in a single place commensurate to
its extension; and it cannot be moving in the same place, nor can it be
moving in the space in which at that moment it is still not yet in at all. Then
another opponent again objects: all right, but the moving body at any
particular moment is not strictly speaking in the place it happens to occupy,
nor is it again outside it in a different place - it is just passing through it it
glides over a continuum of space in a continuum of duration etc. (This was
explicitly argued by some philosophical adherents of imprecise
commonsensicality as noted by Sextus, adv. math. X, 94: wapdoov 6 kivov-
pevov oliTe év & €oTL TéTW KivelTal oUTe év ) un 0T, AAXG KaT dprcpo-
Tépwv, Tob Te ap o kwelTau kal ToD eis 6v). And then the strict rationalist
(Diodorus now) comes with (a), as I analysed it above. To give a precise sense
to those symbolic ways of speaking (flowing, gliding) one will have to say
that the thing in movement is at each moment partly in one place and partly
in another. Which construal and contention Diodorus then proves
impossible by means of the theory of dp.epf), of partless quantities.

And it is a hypothesis, of course, that it can, for Diodorus naturally denies it.
But the argument is a reductio ad absurdum. If there were movement, an
auepés could only move absolutely, since it has no parts.

If it were such a confused notion, it could not signify anything real, and
Diodorus’ opponent would then have already de facto admitted Diodorus’
view: that the notion of ka7’ émikpdreiar kivnots is incoherent, and the
corresponding supposed reality avvmdoraros (which is the conclusion of
step b).

Notice that Diodorus does not make a third distinction to correspond to a
body in which a few duep# are moving while most are resting: “partly but
not mostly moving”. For evidently this would be a case of “mostly in rest” in
real terminology. Just as a body in which black predominates over white
(dark gray, say) should not be described as “a little white”, but rather as
“mostly black”. Cf. supra in the text.

They say, “as a logical hypothesis and not as a physical, atomistic doctrine”.
Their distinction, and their problem! Besides have they not heard of the
Xenocratean “logical” atomism? Or of the unanimous ancient traditions that
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

the very Atomists represented a development of Eleatism - mediated through
Melissus who interpreted the Parmenidean One-Being ka0’ §Anv rather than
ka1’ €ldos as Aristotle put it?

To illustrate with reference to the objections to Diodorus’ doctrine “kexivy-
Tau but not kweirar” detailed above, and to his counterexamples, the point
is: the formal logician has not the right to complain for the far-fetcchedness of
the proposed counter-examples, nor can he consistently answer them by
having recourse to their (commonsensical) absurdity - which in any case
relies on their content as well. What really happens is this, the “formalists” try
“indicatively”, so to speak, to generalize from ordinarily valid thought
processes to their general types or formal patterns; the strict rationalists
conceive of only precise notions (in their content) and the rigorous
relationships that they enter by reason of their precise content.

“Realised” ~ éxffjvar as in Fr. 136, Fr. 137.18 sqq. (in 1. 21 read évvoiav
adTh) 71 éxPdoe 76 Suvardv kpivovTos (sc. Tob diodcipov) etc.).
Accordingly they have been reallocated by Giannantoni under Eubulides in
the context of the Aristotelian objections against the Megarics (Quid
Aristoteles Megaricis opposuerit).

Tevépevov (the reading of EJ) is better than ytyvduevov (AP). It is not a
question of becoming, but of a power to exist which has already proven itself,
so to speak, by being materialized.

The atomists accepted the reasoning: movement in space presupposes kevév -
and so, instead of denying the existence of movement, accepted the existence
of kevév (cf. e.g. Melissos, A8). Interestingly, the connection between
movement and void was utilized to illustrate the truth-values of the “if-then”
conditionals (and to explain the differences in the acceptation of such cvvmu-
wéva. Cf. e.g. the Diodorean fragment Fr. 143 D. = Il F 22 G. Take the
conditional “el o kivnos, éoTi kevdv”. For Epicurus this is true as both its
antecedent and its consequent are true. Peripatetics hold it to be false since its
protasis is true, but its apodosis false. Diodorus, on the other hand,
considered it to be true, as both antecedent and consequent are, according to
him, false and such that under no circumstances the former could be true
while the latter false. (Cf. for the last point II F 20 G.).

In fact, he is significantly, by reason of origin and residence separated from
the real Megarics. He was born in Jasus (on a small island off the coast of
Caria) and mostly dwelled in the court of Ptolemy Soter (Callimachus’
epigramm testifies to Diodorus’ long stay there). Stilpo was the brilliant
visitor when the famous incident which caused Diodorus’ suicide occurred;
so that one can understand the shame of the resident philosopher - to be
humiliated in his own dialectical game in front of the king, who apparently
was not very kind to the philosopher of his court! In fact I suspect that
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26.

27.

Diodorus may not have stayed at all (or not for long) in Greece. His (only)
teacher is reported to have been Apollonius Cronos from Cyrene (who
probably went to Megara and heard Eubulides, but then equally probably
returned to Alexandria near his country); Zeno the Stoic is mentioned as
pupil of Diodorus - in Athens probably, where also Philo was his pupil. But
in general the connection with Megarics is not particularly strong.

We must not underestimate the elenctic, eristic moment as present right
from the beginning, in Eucleides himself - v. Fr. 9 D. = Il A3 G. = Diogenes
Laertius II, 30: opcv (sc. Socrates, no less judge) 8 EdxAeidny éomovdakéra
mepl Tovs éplaTikols Adyous, “d EokAeldn”, édn, “codioTais pmev Suvjoy
xphiotat, avlpwmois 8 0ddauds.” dypnoTov yap deto elvar T mepl
Tabra yAoypodoyiav. But, on the other hand, to Euclid are not ascribed
Aéyou dtadexTikol - most of them are attributed to Eubulides, Diogenes
Laertius II, 108.

Much has been made occasionally of this distinction, understandably in
connection particularly with Aristode. Cf. e.g. Wolfgang-Rainer Mann, The
Discovery of Things, 2000. The subject is treated fully elsewhere in this
work. Briefly, here, two points. First, in ancient thought one did not so
sharply distinguish ontologically between “this man” and “this white”.
Second, to the extent that such a distinction was validated, it was normally
accounted for by the distinction between essential and accidental, and not by
the one between substantial and attributive in our ontological construal of
this antithesis. In other words, thinghood is constituted by an existing
essence (with its accidents), not basically by some subjects “possesing”
properties essential and accidental. Or if we will talk of such a subject, this is
space (Plato) or something defined merely by a tendency or potentiality
(Aristotelian matter). Failure to appreciate the modalities of ancient thinking
in this crucial matter result in an intellectual cul-de-sac. Cf. the penetrating
and very useful non-starter, D.W. Graham, Aristotle’s Two Systems, 1987.
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E. On Indivisible Lines and Durations

Aristotle put his finger on the real core of the trouble about dropa
weyétn (uéyebos being something almost ex definitione ovveyés) in
that most important first book of Physics, known in antiquity not
without reason as Ilept ’Apyxdv. The crux of the matter is laid down
in A.3.187al-3: évioL &’ évédooav Tois Adyois aupoTépots, TG wev
OTL TAVTA €V, €l TO OV €V OMUAlVEL, OTL €0TL TO W) OV, TA O¢ €k TH)S
SiyoToplas, dropa momjoavTes peyédn. To the force majeure of the
two main Eleatic arguments, some philosophers, conceding their
validity and power, negated their vital premises and presuppositions.
Thus to escape from the argument that derives the unity of being and
the nonexistence of real multiplicity from the nonexistence of non-
being, they accepted the existence of non-being. And faced by the
argument (of inescapable, as they thought, cogency) that infers from
the indefinite progress of the process of halving any given magnitude
(dichotomy) the existence of the continuum (with the paradoxes that
it carries with it), some accepted the existence of indivisible or
undivided magnitudes. We have discussed the first point above, as
manifested in the relationship between Parmenides and Plato and,
with particular clarity, in the lineage Parmenides - Melissus - iAo
7@V eld@v - Megarics - Plato. Now we are concerned with the second
point, about 8uyorouia. As it is made clear from Simplicius’
commentary ad loc. (and the other comments edited by Brandis) the
matter was already clearly peceived in antiquity to stand thus: Zeno’s
ultimate principle was that the real cannot be contradictory; if
therefore a putative reality is shown to be contradictory, it follows that
it cannot be (really) real. (We meet precisely the same form of
argument explicitly invoked by Bradley). Thus, Zeno tried to deduce
various contradictions about what people usually hold as realities - the
many things of the empirically perceived World. The particular
argument which is connected with the matter at stake is this: take one
empirically perceived, physical, concrete thing; it necessarily has uéye-
flos (it occupies some portion of the space; it is extended); now any
péyebos can be divided into parts; therefore the one thing is also
many, that is as many, as its parts are - here we have a first
contradiction. But Zeno seems to have proceeded further; it is not
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only that any one physical thing is also many; it is also that we can
never say exactly how many things it is. For each of its parts can be
divided further on indefinitely (since uéyebos is ovvexés). Therefore it
is not only that taking some things which appear to be one, we
sometimes discover that they really are many; that would have been
harmless; but the point is that with every conceivable physical thing it
is both one and (indeterminately) many. And this was held by Zeno to
be an inescapable contradiction.

This decomposition of physical, extended being as such seems to
render evanescent its reality. For Reason demands some end to that
process; Reason demands a unity; or, in the absence of unity, a
definite, determinate (even if unknown, or unknowable) multiplicity
which, precisely qua determinate, reposes on ultimate absolute
(indivisible) unities. (It is this annihilation of material being also
which is meant by Plato in Sophist, 246b-c, as above analysed).

What can be said about this powerful form of argumentation? The
answers given to it in antiquity fall under the following types. (I do
not count here the full acceptance of the conclusion - the Eleatic
point).

I) The first response is to accept the force and validity to the
argument (év8(dw 7@ Adyw, as Aristotle poignantly puts it); but to
deny the conclusion by denying one of the premises of the argument,
namely that one can proceed with the division of péyebos indefinitely.
This type of theory maintains that, if it is for material things to exist,
then their divisibility must be limited; there must be something
indivisible in the end.

This type of view is further subdivided, I think, into roughly the
following positions:

a) Those who posit indivisible bodies, minimal material things, in
the end of the analysis, like the Atomists. The important thing is that
they need not maintain that extension qua extension is not
indefinitely divisible; it suffices if there is a limit in the decomposition
of physical things, if there are certain ultimate minuscule bodies
indivisible physically dua ouikpdrnral. And this supposition of
ultimate material atoms seems to have been the position of the
Atomists; for them each atom was just like the Eleatic being, it was
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mdvTy ov, and not w7 6v - only that they interpreted it
materialistically: wdvry 8v was the mAfjpes, that which is without any
pwyu (crack) as it were through which their not-being, i.e. the kevov,
might enter. There were variant forms of such a doctrine of material
corpuscularity of such a theory of particles, of the view that being is
discreet, and matter’s texture is fundamentally molecular. One sees
here precisely the same model interpreted metaphysically by the
Eleatic progency (¢idor 7&dv eiddv some Megarics) and
materialistically and physically by the Atomists.

The Atomic position is not very solid. Already Aristotle had shown
the way to confute it - that it reappeared in Epicurean philosophy is
one of the many retrograde characteristics of the Hellenistic thought.
(Ct. A.L. Pierris, Hellenistic Philosophy: Continuity and Reaction in
an Oecumenical Age, in K. Boudouris (ed.), Hellenistic Philosophy,
vol. I, pp. 133-55). In short the demolition works like this: take one of
the dropa cwpara. It is extended (as material, physical being; i.e. as
body) and hence it occupies space; now the space, as pure extension, is
indefinitely divisible; take then the space occupied by an atom and
divide it, say, into two parts; you cannot say that the whole atom is on
one of the two sub-spaces; it must occupy both of them, partly being
in the one, partly in the other; hence the atom has parts; hence it is
divisible - whether it can be divided physically or not, it is divisible
metaphysically. Quod erat demonstrandum.

b) The stronger, “metaphysical” version, of the (I) type of response
to Zeno's argument would be to claim that even the peyéth, as such
are not definitely divisible. This view is ascribed to Xenocrates, who
postulated arduovs ypappds (ypapual are the primary peyét as it
were according to this view, being in one dimension what emddveiar
2 are in three).

Xenocrates’ position is untenable, as a theory about peyéfn as
such, that is, as a mathematical theory? - and as such it was proposed
(unless one (mis)interprets him in the Neoplatonic way (v. n. 1)).
Aristotle argued against his contemporaneous Head of the Academy
without mentioning him, ex professo in the initial chapters of Book Z
of Physics*. The substance of the reason against it is given in a short
passage right at the beginning of the Book (231a21-b18), in the
typically disorderly Aristotelian way (what follows is supplementary, in
a sense which is made most clear by 231b18-20).

are in two and cwpara
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My constructive reconstruction of Aristotle’s “deep” reasons against
the Xenocratean theory is, in brief, this: Suppose a line is divisible into
a (definite) number of dropot ypappal, and is composed out of
them. An dropos ypappur must be dueprs - otherwise it would be
divisible®. Take one of these. And ask how is it combined with its
neighbouring one (since there is a definite, however large, number of
them, there must be a preceding or a next drouos ypauu to each one
of them); the possible answers are the following, each leading to an
absurd consequence according to Aristotle:

1) There is no contact between two consecutive dropot ypaupual.
But then the line composed out of them cannot be cvveys, for in a
ovveyés magnitude, between any two parts of it not in contact there is
always another part of it. And it has been assumed that lines (except
dropou lines) are ouvey7®.

2) The one contacts the other’. But to contact is to have the
respective mépata at the same place; now if something has mépas, it
must have something which meparotTar by the mépas - and hence it
must be composite.

These are at most verbal reasons®. That is why we must move to
the realm of mathematics in order to be able to combat the view. And
here the Iepi arduwv ypapudv is valuable for it proposed to refute
that there are dropot ypappal simpliciter - without restrictive and
convenient conditions (like assuming in effect definitions of the
magnitude which make it cuveyés in the sense of excluding as above
the existence of atoms of magnitude). Reasons against the
Xenocratean doctrine are given in the middle portion of the tractate,
969b26-971a3; and all of them, directly or indirectly, in one way or
another, move on the mathematical level. Many of them can be
answered by the adherent of the drouot ypaupal, quite easily; others
require a special inquiry. I shall give two examples, one of each
category, to explain roughly what I mean.

The more easily answerable objection - take three elementary lines
and form an ioémAevpov Tplywvov with them as sides, so:
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B A r

Now draw the perpendicular from A to BI, i.e. AA. It is a
geometrical truth that AA < AB and that BA is half the BI. But AB
and BT are the elementary, auepets lines, nothing can be shorter than,
or half of, them.

Now this objection may be countered thus: the triangle formed by
the elementary lines is an elementary triangle; i.e. it presents itself as a
surface unit, just as the atom line is a unit of linearity. Nothing can
“happen” in the inside of such elements or quanta of magnitude, for
there is no real inside.

An apparently (mathematically) unanswerable objection. Every
line (except an dropos line) is divisible in two two equal parts. This is
presupposed in all geometry - a universal, indisputable presupposition.
But now take a line composed of an odd (7eptr7ds ) number of
elementary lines, say 9. Obviously it cannot be divided into two equal
parts for then one elementary line would have to be halved, 4 1/2 + 4
1/2 = 9. However, without the principle of the divisibility of any
(complex) line into two halves geometry could not be demonstrable as
awhole.

I cannot see how this can be answered, except by accepting that
mathematical geometry as practised is an approximate science.
Halving the line of 9 atoms of magnitude, would give in reality 5- and
4-atom parts, just as the rigorously constructed semitone in Acoustics
is not half of the tone, but is rather expressed by the ratio 256 : 243
which is derived naturally from the structure of the harmonious
octave. (Cf. e.g. A.L. Pierris, Value and Knowledge: The Philosophy
of Economy in Classical Antiquity, pp. 346-8, n. [14]). This is in tune
with stricter and simultaneously more natural Pythagorean
mathematics. The musical part of the theory was utilized by Plato in
the psychogony of Timaeus, 36B, where the secret semitone of 256 :
243 is specifically mentioned.
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Before finishing this (b) section of the (I) type of response, what,
we may ask, is Plato’s position as to the matter? But previous to that,
we must always look for the Pythagorean views on any matter
concerned. Now Aristotle reports a Pythagorean doctrine which, I
think, lies at the root of all the I-type developments. See, mainly,
1080b16-21 (and cf. 1083b8-18). In the former passage Aristotle
succinctly explains: kat ot [Tvbaydpeio 8’ éva. (sc. they posited one
kind of number), Tov pabnparikdy, mAny od kexwpiopévor, AN’ ék
TovTou Tas alobnras odolas cvvesTdvar daciv: Tov yap GAov
ovpavov kaTackevdlovow €€ apliudv, mANy ov povadikdv, aAAa
Tas wovadas vmolauSavovow éxew uéyellos: Smrws 6¢ TO TPHTOV €V
owvéorn éxov péyetlos, amopetv éoikaaw. They conceived numbers as
the very constitutive substance of physical things (not as a mere
paradigm) - and since numbers are composed by units, they conceived
of numerical units as somehow extended, in order to account for the
extension of the physical things. But, Aristotle adds, they could not
explain how the first One, the first number as material unit, was
extended, in the first place. One can see here the primitive core of all
subsequent troubles, from which there sprang both the (a) and (b)
types of development. The aim was to have an arithmetical geometry
as well as a geometrical arithmetic.

For Plato we have the valuable 992a20-23: Tod7w peév odv 76
yéve (the genus of points, orvypal) kat Siepdyero IINaTwy ws dvr
yewpeTplkd 6oypatt, AAX’ éxdAel apymy ypauuds - To0To 8¢ moA-
Adkis érifed - Tas ardpovs ypapuds. There can be no doubt as to the
significance of this report. Alexander’s interpretation (the same as
Asclepius’) is correct. Plato thought the existence of points was
nothing more than a geometrical dogma, in effect a “working
hypothesis” as it were, or rather worse than that, just an expedient
“trick” without any reality to answer to it”. He of course admitted that
there is a principle of lines - but such a principle was not a point, but
what in many cases he called “dropos ypauun°.

This squares perfectly with what we are taught in Timaeus'!.
There are certain (two) elementary triangles out of which the elements
are constructed, and therefore the material world in its entirety. These
two fundamental kinds of triangles are the following;
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A r A I’

A=A" =90° (8p01) ywvia ); AB=AT (loookelés ); (B'T")=2(A’B’),

-~
in which case A’B’T” = 60°.

Now, although this doctrine agrees as to the general nature and
import with the doctrine of dropor ypappal, yet if one tries to trace
in detail the correspondence serious difficulties arise, whose solution
sheds clear light on the non-mathematical significance of the doctrines
in Plato’s eyes, if we take ordinary mathematics as the standard of
judgement. But of course Plato believed in stricter, superior,
Mathematics, in essential connection with Dialectics as the theory of
the (mathematical) principles of reality. In many places he emphasizes
the distinction; e.g. Politicus, 284d-e; Philebus, 56¢-d; €; 57b-c; d-e'2.
For suppose AB = AI' = A’B’" = a, and also suppose that these are the
elementary, droupot, lines. Now obviously BI, A’T” and B'T” are
greater than a, the dropos ypapu), but not twice as a (except B'T”) -
therefore they must be one a and a part of it, which is impossible, a
being the dropos ypauu. Further, it can be shown that (BI') and
(A’T”) are incommensurable with a.

What is to be said as to this impasse which is irritating because one
feels that it must amount to nothing au fond! This is what I would
suggest: the drouos ypapuu is not a mathematical line like all others -
it is the principle of lines. The difference between the two triangles
drawn above does not consist in the different length of their respective
sides but in the fact that a different form has seized three elementary
lines, all six of them derived from the principle of all lines - the dropos
ypaupn. In this way they cannot be broken; and the elements
constituted thereby cannot be dissolved. The fundamental structure of
this Kéopos would then collapse, pulling with it the entire physical
World, and we would have a relapse into that absolute disorder which
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preexisted and preceded logically, ontologically and / or
chronologically the imposition of order. That very imposition of order
is effected by certain “injections” of definite correlations, of
harmonious ratios, of order at the foundations of the fabric of the
World. Such injections of order are the indivisibility of AB, AT, BI,
A’B’, A’'T”, B'T” - and in this consists their being images, as it were,
of the Principle ("Aropos I'papu ), not in that they are equal in
length to it and among themselves in an ordinarily geometrical sense.
A’T” is incommensurable with A’B” - all right, but it is made so by
the requirements of the form which grasps three images of the dropos
ypauur) and makes out of them a definite kind of ckaAnvov Tpiyw-
vov as a pre-elemental atom constituting the world-elements. A'T”
obeys the requirements of the reigning form and is made what,
according to that form, it should be. But as a side of an elementary
triangle it is just an image of the drouos ypauu), and therefore an
dropos ypauu itself, as A’B” was ex hypothesi.

There is more to be said for the fuller articulation of this kind of
approach, but this, I think, is the substance of it!?.

IT) Aristotle brings in the new moment to this “problematique” by
his usual panacea - the distinction Suvduer - évepyeia. See, e.g., the
very instructive passage in Physics Book A, 185b25-18a3: éfopu-
Botvro 6¢ kal ol UoTepol TGV apyaiwy (i.e. those that followed the
Parmenidean dramatic turn to absolute thought and absolute reality)
oTws W) dua yévnTalr avTols 7o avto ev kal moAAd. (He gives some
quite later examples) ...évradfa 8¢ 76m fmdpovy, kal woAdyovy 16
€v moAAa elvar - chomep ovk évdexduevov TadTOV €v Te kal moAAA
elvau, w1 7’ avTikelpeva 6é: éoTi yap TO €v kal SuvdjLel Kal EvTeAe-
xeta. Typically Aristotelian in every respect. He believed that so long
as ovvexés was actually undivided, it was actually one, and only
potentially many, since it is divisible; and this, he thought superficially,
is no contradiction - Zeno is therefore silenced.

Afterwards, this was generally accepted. Only in Neoplatonism the
emphasis lies primarily on combining the different viewpoints. One
accepts Zeno's argument in toto; one agrees that therefore physical
reality cannot be real reality. But now between absolute reality and
nothingness we have learnt to posit various grades of inferior reality.
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Reality is graduated. So, arguments like Zeno's are now taken to prove
the vdewuévn reality of material existence, rather than its total
unreality. But at bottom the idea is “Aristotelian’: if physical things are
év and moAAd, they are so dAAws kat dAAws. They enjoy enough
unity not to be submerged into absolute Nothing; and still they are
vitiated by enough chaotic multiplicity, not to be able to keep on the
level of true being.

Before turning to Damascius’ very singular doctrine, let it be
observed that whatever was said above was concerned with extension
and magnitude - spatial. Now this is one of the two great categories of
fundamental ocvvey); the other is temporal duration on the one hand
and movement on the other as a third associated kind - movement
and change involving necessarily and essentially time whether they
also necessarily entail change in place - which is true in locomotion
and, for Aristotle, for any other change that, for him, involves
necessarily locomotion as the primary change.

Aristotle emphasized the absolute correspondence between the
extensional and durational categories of ouveyés. For instance see the
argument in Physics, Z, 233a13-b15 (esp. 23a21-34) against Zeno’s
contention that if there is an infinite number of divisions between any
two points A and B, and if a moving body transverses the distance
from A to B in finite time, then it is possible to go through an infinite
number of places in a finite time - which is absurd. Aristotle is
answering that in the sense in which the spatial distance from A to B
includes an infinite number of places, it is also true that the time taken
by the moving body to transverse that distance involves an infinite
number of time-divisions; and in the sense that AB is finite, just in the
same sense the said time interval is finite - and in answering this
Aristotle emphasizes strongly the absolute congruence of the structure
of the continuum in both its extensive and durational forms.

But a major difference between these two forms comes into view as
soon as we observe that parts of the spatial continuum (and of what
occupies space continuously, i.e. matter, for all ancient philosophy
excepting the various kinds of Atomists) coexist - whereas the parts of
the temporal continuum (and of that which occurs in it, namely
movement as a process) cannot coexist. In fact Aristotle himself had
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raised serious doubts about the existence and reality of time in Physics
A, 10, and left them unanswered, unlike what he did with the
corresponding amopiar as to the existence of Témos. This fact is duly
emphasized by Simplicus'* and before him by Damascius!?, possibly
by Iamblichus as the ultimate source in this line of thought'®.

The main point of Aristotle’s!” dmropiat about the existence of time
in the beginning of A, 10 is this: the past does not exist any more; the
future does not exist yet; the present is not a part of time but a limit; if
that of which a limit is the limit does not exist, nor does the limit
really exist; the present is the limit of past and future; from which
propositions there follows that neither the past, nor the future nor the
present exist - and hence that time does not exist at all. The second
aporematic course (from 218a8 sqq.) relates to the status of the vov
(which is the only thing in time which can exist properly speaking if
anything can) showing that it can neither be the same throughout the
flow of time, nor different at each moment. This latter development
cannot be met, as it might appear in the first place, by the general
observation that after all everything in this World labours under the
same predicament: it continually ylyverar kai dleiperar, yet it has
some ddveov stability coming down from its eternally immutable
archetype. For there is something characteristically peculiar in the
application of this trite thesis to the temporal field. The present cannot
be easily conceived either as the standing point through which the
flow of time passes; nor as the moving point gliding on the immutable
extent of all time. Both construals are counterintuitive: the former
because the present is experienced as continuously changing; the latter
because it presupposes the existence of time as a whole. However, there
are rationalistic ways to come to grips with these difficulties. While the
really formidable objection is the former one relating to the
nonexistence of time. How can it be answered? This is the first
prerequisite for any adequate theory of Time.

A second prerequisite comes into light through Damascius’
penetrating discernement of a fundamental disanalogy between
extension and duration. In the former there is no real objection to
have a through and through continuity, since all the continuously
interpenetrating (as it were) parts are coexistent'8. But in duration we
have to do essentially with passing from one stage to another whereby
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the former is extinguished and the latter comes to exist. So we have a
real and actual division at each moment; the division is effected a parte
rei at each successive moment. Thus we cannot escape by invoking the
distinction between potentiality to be divided and actual division,
between divisibility and dividedness; in a certain sense if time is
indefinitely divisible, then it must be actually if successively divided
into an infinity of elements - and this must obtain at every moment!°.
But then how can time proceed from any moment to any other? How
can it do that if this would necessitate the execution of an infinite
number of steps in actuality? Since the division of time by the present
is actual, there must be an actual next to every moment of time,
contrary to the continuum-hypothesis. And indeed how could even
an infinite number of momentary viv constitute ever a single step
onwards? Damascius, op.cit. p. 236.13-5 Ruelle: ... o0 kara Ta viv
TPOKSTITEL 6 XPpGVOS* 008E yap Av Tpoékofev amelpwy SvTwY del
7&v vov. And yet this step has to be taken - if time is to move -
nothing similar happens with spatial extension; co-existence there
solves (or so it appears) the problem - or rather no problem is posited
atall.

Mutatis mutandis, the same holds for movement of any sort.
Therefore time and movement must proceed stepwisely, kaf” dAuara
if they are to proceed at all?.

But on the other hand ypévos (and kivnois) are ouveyd as well.
Any time interval is divisible indefinitely, must be so because of its
very essence - there is no escape from this fundamental intuition. This
is why Damascius calls the time ocvveyés and duwpiouévor uéyetlos -
as distinguished from the extensional puéyeflos, the aAnfds ocvveyés.
But how are these contradictory characteristics to be combined? Here
clearly emerges Damascius’ originality. The Xenocratean tendency was
to make a ovvexés?! out of duepsj; Damascius makes it out of units
which are cuvey#) within themselves as it were, but consecutive, duwpt-
ouéva, the one upon and from the other. This ingenious theory is
hinted at in a few words in 236.10-11. Time is cuveyms kal duwplopé-
vos, AAX’ oUk €k LepdV auepdv, AAA’ ék dtaoTaT®dV Siwplouévawy
ovykelpevos. The classical tendency to break the continuity of
extension with the assumption of partless elemental parts of
magnitude is rejected. Instead, where continuity cannot apply because
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of an Aristotelian actual rupture of its cohesion, then the elemental
atoms of time possess parts, being extended intervals. Time is a
disrupted continuum, whose continuity exists only in its atoms. These
atoms are the units of time, and consequently, of movement. And
these units are the uérpa, the ultimate measure, of ypdvos. Such a unit
is each vov. In order to be a unit, it has got to be elementarily
extended.

This theory meets then perfectly the second requirement, i.e. that
we must account for the possibility of passing from one stage to
another, and therefore of actual division at each step. It also solves our
difficulties about the existence of time - in fact, according to
Damascius, it is the only way of meeting the first above mentioned
requirement??. The present is an interval of time in fact, no mere limit
- and it exists all at once, tangibly, as it were, thereby illustrating its
descent from eternity which is the source of all time. And this
extended vov?3 is the portion of time which exists fully at each
(ordinary) moment®4,

Before settling the last question as to how exactly Damascius is
conceiving of these divisible atomos or divisible undivided units of
time and movement, it is highly important to observe that Damascius
thinks that in his solution he is in agreement with Aristotle. See
236.15-16 (in the passage quoted in n. 20) and apud Simplicius
796.32-797.13%°. Damascius had probably in mind chapter 10 of
Aristotle’s Physica, Book Z, just after the discussion of Zeno’s
arguments against kivnos. See esp. 241a6-26, in particular such
expressions as 241a6-7 (éru 8¢ kal ék TGVOe pavepov 6T olTE OTUY-
pny obr’ dAAo adiaipeTov ovdév evdéyerau kwetobar ) or 15 (€71 6’ et
amav év ypdvw kweltal, év 8¢ 7@ vov unbév ). This is the nearest I
think to his view. But if so, he chose not to notice that Aristotle draws
there from the impossibility of passing flow and movement in a
moment, in a viv as mépas, just the opposite of what Damascius is
inferring, namely that change and passing from one stage to another is
ovvexés (cf. 235b24-25), not that it is executed stepwisely. Obviously
Damascius thought that it is impossible for Aristotle to blunder so
badly?®, that he ought to have meant what Damascius says®’. Of
course Simplicius correctly detects the pious fraud - see 797.26 sqq.
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And now I come to the final question proposed above. What about
those elemental units and ultimate measures of time which are the
core of Damascius’ singular theory? We have seen that they are
divisible as such and yet ultimate undivided atoms. How are we to
combine these characteristics? Damascius’ answer is briefly indicated*®
in 242.9-20: TadTa 8’ odv Ta dApata (i.e. the elementary, unitary
steps of time, the time-quanta), pérpa Gvra ypovika dnuiovpyikals
Topals Siwplopéva kal TavTy ye auéploTa kai GAov opod EkaaTov,
T émloyeow Tob mopevouévov ypévov paréov évdelkvuoltar, kal
viv kadelobal ovy ws mépas ypévov aAX’ ws ypdvov auépioTov
Smuiovpykds, €l kal TH) NueTépq emwoliq SiaipeTdy, kal ToOTOo ém’
dmepov. "Emel kal wav odpa ém’ dmewpov Suarperdy, AN’ eloly dué-
pLoToL dnuiovpyikal Topal T@V cwpdTwy (sc. the physical atoms,
e.g. the Platonic elementary triangles). Auélet kai Ta dApara 7is
yevéoews (the steps of becoming) Towadra (sc. like the physical
atoms) Av €in yevnTd- €l yap yevnTa, ém’ dTeLpov uepLoTd. oUTw B¢
o0k dv mpoéAboL moTe els Tédos 1) yéveotis. Ao TS dApa THs yevé-
Tews AyevnTOV €0TL, KAT AUTNV Y€ TNV CUVAIPETY THS TPOKOT TS
(the bringing-together of the progression). 4o kat ov Aéyerau (sc. the
elemental step of becoming) ws mpds Ty otvlerov ék TGV aApndTwy
yéveow (the becoming is a sum of elementary step-beings), comep
kal 76 dApa Tob xpdévov viv ovoudleTar ws mpos TOV xpévov, 65
€oTw €k TAOVOE TAV aApdTwy olvberos (a time interval is a sum of
elementary temporal quanta, the atom-unit-steps which measure the
quantity of temporal extension). And if I am right, this Damascian
answer is precisely in the Platonic spirit of my development in pp. 93-
4 above. This is the crucial point. The formation of this world implies
the injection of order and stability about which I have spoken. At the
fundamental level of existence, this injection consists in the imposition
of an indivisibility (in imitation of the mavreAns apepiorérns of the
higher realities) upon what is in itself divisible indefinitely. This is part,
a fundamental part, of the imposition of order upon the initial
disorder. So far as the World exists (that is, forever), as long as the
demiurgic activity of the higher reality is exercised on matter, these
elementary atomic units (particles) of time cannot be broken down -
they “were” divisible in themselves, but now they are divisible only in
our thought. God’s power has seized them, and the inflexible law of
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his creative reason strengthens them into unbreakability: it is only thus
that orderly development, indeed development at all, is made possible.

That this is the right interpretation gains some secondary
confirmation through 242.14 sqq., where Damascius claims the same
theory for spatial and bodily extension, something which is not
necessitated by the above-mentioned essentially differing characteristic
of duration vis-a-vis spatial extension (namely the non-coexistence of
parts in the temporal dimension), but which obviously comes fresh
from an interpretation of Timaeus, in the spirit of what I expounded
above (as is evidenced by the very phrase employed, dnuiovpyikai
Topal, “creative cuts’, i.e. definition through marking of limits,
border-drawing, delimitation of the boundary of things).

With Damascius we reach the final shoot of Strict Rationalism, the
end in the ancient world of a line that starts with the Parmenidean
insight®. Only here Strict Rationalism has grown into an immensely
articulated system that can satisfy both prerequisites for ultimate
knowledge: the rationalistic demand for lucidity in content and rigour
in reasoning; and the pragmatic demand for full acceptance, in the

appropriate modality, of all reality as given.

As for Simplicius, and his admirable Corollary, he cannot agree
with the Damascian peculiarities and idiosyncrasies - as he views them.
He remains a stout, most orthodox Aristotelian. See for instance
775.3-12%%. But above all see his concluding remarks, from 798.9
onwards to the end. It is a first-class blunder of Diels, that he ascribes
all these final pages from 797.36 onwards to Damascius (ending with
800.16). In fact the Damascian quotation ends with 798.93!. What
follows is inconsistent with the Damascian positions as explained by
Simplicius previously and as contained in the In Parmenidem passages
contained in Damascius’ interpretation of the last order of the Second
Hypothesis in Parmenides; Simplicius justifies the purely Aristotelian
standpoint of an absolute continuity of all extensional and durational
peyéfn’?. Besides it would be awkward, indeed absurd, to say what
Simplicius says in 800.19-21 (aAX’ 67w TadTa pr) apkel TAV elpnpLé-
vwv, vTuyyavétw 7O Tod drdooédov dapackiov Ilepl xpdvov
ovypapparos ) just after he has given a singularly long quotation
from that same book, referred in this passage, which contained the
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account of the solution of the Aristotelian amopiat as to the existence
of time.
Simplicius viewpoint can be seen encapsulated in 798.26-799.10.

NOTES

1. The expression is Simplicius’, Commentary in Physica, 142.16 sqq. (Diels)

(= Xenocrates Fr. 47), where he unsuccessfully tries to apply it to Xenocrates’
position. If T am right in distinguishing (a) from (b) in the way I do, it is clear
that Simplicius’ defense is inapplicable to a Xenocratean type of doctrine, but
could be promoted by an Atomist, when appropriately modified.
All the Neoplatonists so far as it is known (pace Damascius) took for granted
the Aristotelian position on the matter (in this as in so many other topics). It
is very instructive to observe the various types of rescue operation undertaken
by them on behalf of Xenocrates - always on an Aristotelian understanding of
the whole question. See Porphyrius apud Simplicius In Phys. 140, 6 sqq.
Diels (=Xenocrates Fr. 45); Proclus, In Timaeum, p. 215e¢ (=Xenocrates Fr.
46) and Syrianus, In Metaph., 902b18 Usener (=Xenocrates Fr. 46). In
Heinze’s Xenocrates pp. 173-8 one can find collected all important passages
on the matter.

2. Xdpara may be mathematical, without matter (a mathematical cube for
instance) or physical, complete bodies. Some of the ancients did not pay
much regard to this distinction, it would seem, but most of them expressly
utilized it.

3. Aristotle’s notorious dictum hits the mark in this respect: Xenocrates (who is
meant without being mentioned) treats of pabfnuarikd, od pabnuarcds
(Metaphysica, 1080b28).

4. There is absolutely nothing in the Ilepi arépwv ypapudv which could not
come from Aristotle. Indeed unless one sees some really powerful argument
for doubting its authenticity, one should rather consider it as his own.

5. Already this seems to invite further comment. If I am right Damascius may
be said to deny, in a sense, this very assertion. See below.

6. Cf e.g. 231a24: addvarov é¢ aduarpérwy elval Ti ovvexés, ofov ypauuny ék
OTLYUDV.

7. Aristotle distinguishes habitually (and here, too) that which is in
continuation of another (ouvexés ) from that which is in touch with another
(dmreras ), and both from that which is numerically consecutive or next
after another (égels ) - and the argument in (2) is pursued as to both the
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members of the first division, but the complication is really irrelevant as to
the structure of the argument here. What is important, though, is why, then,
does Aristotle think that the distinction employed here between cuveyés and
amrépevov can help us understand the essential nature of the continuum as
against that of a whole with consecutive parts in contact with each other. The
passage in question runs thus (Z, 231a 21-3): €l 8’ éori ouveyes kal amTdue-
vov kal épeéts, ws duwpioTaw mpdTepov (v. 227a10-13; 216b23; 34; 227al),
ouvext) uev Av Ta éoyata €v, amTopeva 8 dv dua, épeéns 6 v undév
petad ovyyevés etc. Now how can the assumed fact that in the case of a
continuum, parts which are in continuation of each other have their
appropriate ends coalescing, whereas in the corresponding situation with
consecutive parts of a whole in contact with each other, their appropriate
ends are (merely) coinciding, how can this disparity be supposed to account
for the specific nature of the continuum? Is it that the continuum is more
cohesive than the Whole-with-parts-in-touch? (Cf. 227a21-7). That it is
“unbreakable”, since the ends of its parts do not simply coincide, but are
“one”? Presumably, Aristotle’s idea is that once the parts have suffered odudv-
ous of their ends, there is no way of separating them any more than any other
possible parts of the whole-entity, even those produced by cuts within the
initial parts. But how would even this help us in arguing against the
supposition, say, of indivisible, atomic lines? We may accept that there is a
fusion of them into an ordinary line, with their ends in oUudvots, not merely
touching. One suspects that it is against such a Xenocratean view that
Aristotle introduces the distinction between ogvveyés and amrduevov. But a
problem does not disappear when you name it.

8. And even worse! He says (231a28): o0 ydp éoTw éoyartov 7ol duepods
008év+ érepov yap 16 éoyaTov kal ob éoyaTov. Right as to the second
phrase; but he himself always maintains that the wépas is not a uépos of that
of which it is a mépas. So nothing hinders an duepés from having a mépas -
unless you project the commonsensical notion of line unto the dropos line.
What is really at work here is that we cannot imagine any magnitude,
however small, which has limits and which is not further divisible; but this
inability to imagine it is not due to any nonsense about its having limits, but
to the strong intuition bare and blunt that whatever is extended is
indefinitely divisible - that is the point of it, and that is what the doctrine of
the individual atomic lines contests.

9. In Modern Mathematics, for many centuries such a useful figment was the
notion of infinitesimal (dmwetpoordv ) - which in the past century was
discarded and substituted with more scientific and correct conceptions. But
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10.

11.
12.

13.

it served in the development of mathematics just as well as (perhaps,
historically speaking, better than) the more correct conceptions would have
helped.

An interesting testimony is Plutarch’s treatment of the question why Plato
did not give an elementary shape as the element of all mepipeps) oyruara
kal kukAikd, just as he did for the ed0dypappa, while he admitted the
fundamental division of all lines into edfeiar and mepipepeis (Zrrmua £, in
Platonicae Quaestiones). He argues in effect (see §§2, 3 and, especially, 4)
that the mepipepeis ypappal (like the circumference of a circle) are made up
of small ed@dypappor (dropor), and therefore need no special principle for
them.

53c-55c¢.

As to Xenocrates, he maintained that the mathematicals are identical with
the ideal numbers and magnitudes. It is not surprising therefore (it is indeed
the peculiarity of his theory) to find everywhere in his views that tension
between the purely mathematical and the metaphysical viewpoints which
made Aristotle say that he spoke of pabnuarika od pabfnuarikds. In a
certain sense Xenocrates goes back to primitive Pythagoreanism - but with all
the subsequent elaborate techniques. It is an extremely important
phenomenon of the History of Ideas in general, a type of degeneracy
perhaps, whereby the entire developed apparatus of a sophisticated age is
brought to bear and support elaborately a more or less “archaic” position.
The most extreme example in the domain of ancient thought is lamblichus.
One should carefully distinguish this type of view from that other which
reinterprets, and therefore “explains away”, the old Idea in terms of the new,
sophisticated consciousness. No, in the standpoint I mean, the whole of the
highly perfected network of methods and results of the later age is simply
used as a means, as a weapon and implement to re-establish the perhaps
antiquated Idea in its very “archaic” peculiarity - not as helping to bring out
the analogy or correspondence of the Idea with its modern “equivalent”.

If I am roughly right in the above solution, then one also sees the core of
truth in the Neoplatonic rescue operations signalled above (n. 1).

This issue belongs to the crucial nexus of problems relating to the construal
and relationship of ideas, ideal numbers and mathematical numbers and
magnitudes in Plato’s higher metaphysical doctrine, and in its reception in
the Old Academy. For a systematic treatment and my solution to this famed
Gordian knot, v. ApostolowPierris, The Other Platonic Principle, in
Apostolos L. Pierris (ed.), Aristotle on Plato: The Metaphysical Question,
Proceedings of the Symposium Philosophiae Antiquae Secundum Therense,
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14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

June 30™-July 7, 2002, Institute for Philosophical Research, Conference
Series, vol. 11, pp. 239-291.

V. Corollarium de Tempore 795.27 sqq. Diels. Simplicius adds that no
commentator supplied the want by providing the Adoes of the relevant dro-
P{al.

V. Simplicius, Cor. de Temp. 796.26 - cf. Damascius, in Parmenidem $390.
This is the point of the twelfth Damascian dmopia, §378 p. 229.23-4 Ruelle:
Avodéxarov, ds éaTiv 6 xpdvos, 6Te TO pév Soov éoTiv odk éoTw XpSVOS
(being a limit of time as an instantaneous present), ofov 70 vdv, 6oov 8¢ xpo-
vos, To070 ok éoTiv; Damascius answers that this fundamental Aristotelian
problem can only be solved by his theory of a durational present, an atomic
measuring unit of all temporal magnitude.

This I infer from the fact that Damascius’ solution is given by lamblichus
according to Simplicius op.cit. 793.22-23. But since Simplicius seems there
just to recapitulate what lamblichus said in the immediately preceding
quotation, and since I also think that there lamblichus meant to apply his
remarks about the duepés vov not to a portion of present time but to the
transcendent principle of the immanent viv which, running through time as
an unbroken thread, maintains the order of time kata 76 mpérepov kal
vorepov (cf. the developments in Simplicius’ commentary on the
Categories) - for these reasons I am inclined to think that lamblichus’ point
was different; which, on the other hand, does not exclude the possibility of
Damascius being inspired by the corresponding lamblichean doctrine,
though I would connect with that the other (no doubt again related)
Damascian doctrine to which Simplicus feels so much opposed, v. op.cit.
775.31-34, and the whole subsequent development of Simplicius’ objections
to the Damascian view that time exists also in its entirety, so to speak all of it
together - as if not év 8te£86w, not sequentially, with only the present in each
case actually existing. (This aspect, by the way, is extremely useful in the
treatment of the question of aldv and ypévos in Aristotle). See the
Damascian quotation 780.20 sqq., esp. 780.33-781.13, and the following
objections of Simplicius.

But notice that disquieting kal 8ia T@v ééwrepikdv Adywv in 217b31.

V. Damascius In Parmenidem 236.24-25: 76 6¢ aAnfiids cvveyés T péyelios
€,O'TLV 013 Ka,‘. 7‘] GUVéXGLa 8A7] Oe}LOﬁ 0130'0. WaPaLTEETaL T(‘)V SLOPLO'[.L(\)V. ALOPL—
oués here is a technical term referring to the Siwpiopévov péyellos as
opposed to cvveyés. We have a Suwpiopévov péyellos where there is an
épef s as Aristotle says, where between two consecutive parts there is no part

of the same kind.
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19.

20.

21.

This is the deep sense of op.cit. 236.11-12: éorw yap ovvleros (sc. time),
s pnoL Zrpdrwy, ék pepdv wi) pevévrwy: TadTy odv ék Suwpiopévawr.
The lapse of time, with the flux of its parts, makes them form a discreet field,
destroying temporal continuity: the passing away of each part in turn marks
its boundaries by actual division. All parts of time succumb to this fate. Thus
the continuity of time is broken.

As to Strato, he was ingenious, but in the characteristic Peripatetic way. See
his theory of time, apud Simplicus, 788.36 sqq.

See 236.13-16. After pointing out that time is not progressing through the
vov for the fundamental reason explained above, Damascius adds: ’AAX’
omep 1) kivnos mpokdmTel (sc. the time) StaocTyuarikds, AAA 0d kaTad
onuelov (not by the momentary present), dAX ofov kara dApara, ws éAeye
Kal‘. HPLGTOTE,AT]S (?!), OﬁT(US dVé.yK'T] Kal\. T(‘)V XpéVOV K(IT& I.LéTpa 6’)\0. TTPOo-
Paivew 4 petpnrikd T@V aAudTwy yiveraw Tis kifoews. Time does not
strictly speaking flow but jerks its way on stepwisely, the quanta of time being
these elementary intervals or steps, the natural units of time, which measure
the progress of time, but also the similarly stepwise process of movement.
(That Aristotle held such a view is idiosyncratic indeed, on Damascius’ part).
And see esp. 236.21-25 where the whole nexus is succinctly put. «Zvveyile-
Taw» means the movement is made ouveyés; this is done by the spatial
extension of the body moving, and of the transversed distance. «dwopilerai»
means the movement is made Swwpiopévov péyefos as well; and this is done
by its being Suakomrouévm; for there is disappearance of the previous state
and appearance of the new, hence interruption and division a parte rei,
whether we wish it or not, whether we consider it thus or not. This is the
(latter) passage: AAA oUTw, dain Tis dv, kal 1) kivnois éoTar cuvexns Kal
Siwptopévn, 87i ovde TadTns Ta pépn péver (like in the case of time); %
dAnbes To0Td éoTi ouveyilerar yap Do Tob opaTos €’ ob Te kal ob 1
kivnots, SwakorrTouévn 8¢ SopilerTar Tols éavrols dApao: 76 8¢ aAnlds
O'UVGX%Q Tl} [J.é'yGeég G’GTLV 013 Kal‘. 7} O'UVG’XELCI (5’)\7} 6[.1406 OﬁG‘a WaPaLTGETaL
76v Stoptopdy. Damascius accepts the continuity of space and body. For him
the crucial factor is the coexistence or not of the parts of a putative
continuum. When they coexist, they can hold together in the high cohesion
of continuity. This cannot be if parts come into being and pass away
continually: for this destroys their cohesion, by actually breaking it up at
every moment.

For to this extent, I do not think that Aristotle wilfully misrepresented his
adversaries when he objected to the view that a suveyés cannot be made out
of apepd). This view was probably their view, they would not rather deny that
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22.
23.

24.

25.

peyédn (apart from the constitutive dropa) are cuvey. To be conceded, this
is not certain. In any case, however, the statement in the text holds good, for
irrespective of what, say, Xenocrates has thought, in effect his view was
bound to be taken in this way, for most people could not suffer to alienate
themselves from the fundamental intuition that extension and duration are
indeed ouvex.

See n. 15.

To be distinguished from the é€aivns of the 3rd Parmenidean hypothesis;
the extended vov is, for Damascius, the viv occuring at the end of the 2nd
hypothesis.

There is another Damascian doctrine which is calculated also to meet a more
fundamental dopia as regards the existence of time. For we cannot after all
help asking: do really the past and the future not exist? Not at all? Is the
existence status of something that did happen in the past exactly the same
with something which did not happen, or even with something which might
have happened but was prevented from happening? Is it not the whole time a
“well-rounded whole” like the whole extension? Is it not a certain unity, and
therefore a kind of existence, in the divine eyes? Such movement of thought
lies perhaps at the bottom (there are, of course, “rationalistic” reasons for it, as
detailed by Simplicius!) of that other peculiar Damascian view, to which
Simplicius was so opposed, and according to which Time has, at a higher
level, a simultaneous existence - an existence lying between eternity (aicv )
and time in flow, in successive realization (ypévos év b1e€68w ), time in part-
after-part-succession. Cf. n. 16.

Here is the Damascian quotation from Simplicus de tempore, loc.cit.: fav-
pdlw 8¢ éywye (Damascius is speaking) wds v pev Zivwvos émAdovra
Adyov, ws ob kaTd Ti ddiaipeTov ThHs kwijoews émireAovpévns, dAAA kald’
SMov Bijua (i.e. stepwisely) mpokomrrodons abfpodorepov (i.e. all together as a
whole at the same time), kal odk el 76 TjuLov Tpod 700 SAov, AAAL ToTe Kal
SAov kal uépos ofov vmepaAlopévys (when movement jumps over and
oversteps a limit by the step it takes in its progression). od cvvevénoav 8¢ oi
76 adiaipeTov puévov vov elvar Aéyovres T0 adTo Kkal éml Tod xpSvov Gup-
Baivov dre cuvdvTos del TH) kiwfioe kal olov cupmapabéovros, oTe kal
ovufmparilovros SAw mdiuart cuvexel kal ob kaTd <> vDv SiefidvTos
ém’ dmepov (time going together with movement step by step (Bfua ) and
jump by jump (7hénua ), not flowing in an infinite sucession of
dimensionless presents), kal TadTa Kw'ﬁcrewg ‘uév 01’)'0715 évap'yoﬁg év Tols
mpdypaot, 7o ApioTorélovs obTw SetkvivTos Aapmpds, 6T 00OV év TR

vbv KkwelTar o0dé petafdAderar (indeed - but Aristotle does not infer from
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26.

this what Damascius takes as rationalistically necessitated, namely that the
process of movement is being constituted stepwisely, by means of jumps, of
quanta of movement), GAA’ év ToUTw uév (sc. in the present, 76 viv) kekivn-
Tau kal petafBéfAnrar (the Diodorian position!), peraBdAAerar 6¢ kal
KwelTaw TAvTws év xpbvw (the Aristotelian thesis). 76 yodv dApa T k-
oews wépos bv kwjoews T €v T7H Kkweiolau, ovk év TG viv EoTan KwoUe-
vov, 008€ <év> w1 évesTdOTL Xpovw T8 ye éveaTds. doTe év b kivnoLs 1)
éveoTdoa, xpovos obTés éoTw 6 éveoTws dmelpos v T Sarpéoer dmeipov
01’1/0'779. éKdTGPOV ')/dp O‘UVGXE’S‘. TaV Sé O‘UVGX%S 6’77', C’I’JTGLPOV SLGLPGTév. (The
Damascian thesis that the particles of time (the atoms of duration), in which
the elementary steps of movement take place, are themselves divisible
indefinitely as durations although undivided according to the obtaining
cosmic constitution).

Damascius correctly emphasizes two relevant Aristotelian theses: that
movement does not take place in the indivisible present (76 viv ); and that
the texture of movement, space and time is one and the same. But he draws
the conclusion according to the principle of Strict Rationalism, whereas
Aristotle follows the dictates of Empirical Rationalism.

Notice that in ll. 8-9 Damascius accepts both opposing views of Diodorus
and Aristotle, by harmonizing them.

For what else are you saying if you deny that xivnots is effected in a moment
than that it requires a unit of time for a unit of movement to be realized?
What else does it mean to say that the kivnots takes place ovveyds and not
8 dApdrwy, than to claim that it must happen in vov after vov? Is not at
work here the phantasm of the infinitisemals? But Aristotle’s attitude in such
matters is wonderfully and frankly confessed in a most significant passage -
Lep! drdpcwv ypauudv 969b3-6: AAN’ dromov lows 76 pn Svvauévovs
Aljelv T(‘)V Aé'yOV SOUAGéELV Tﬁ do’eGVE{q, Kaz 7TPOU€§a7TaTaV éaUTOl‘)g ‘LLG[CO—
vas amdras, Bonbodvras 74 advvauia. This is an explicit rejection of the
principle of Strict Rationalism. If we are unable to refute an argument and
solve a problem, we should not acquiese in our inability and accept its force
because we cannot impugn its cogency. As long as we have intuitive or
otherwise obtained certainty as to the truth of a given state of affairs,
rationalistic reasoning against them (especially the one involving the
detection of contradictions in their make up) is to be held as mere logical
paradoxes or puzzles awaiting dissoluion. If we are unable to do just this, we
should not aggravate our failure by compounding it with deceptive
constructions whose only effective purpose can be to justify our weakness by
proclaiming our perplexity an ontological nexus of binding value impelling

convinction.
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27.

28.

29.

30.

For a clear cut instance of such an attitude v. Damascius apud Simplicius
780.20-781.13. Here Damascius draws on the difference between the noetic
Immovable Mover and the celestial Fifth Substance in order to force upon
Alexander of Aphrodisias and Peripateticism a distinction between two senses
of everlastingness (76 del ). He then further utilizes this distinction in order
to support his characteristic theory that between true eternity and the time of
this world of becoming which is always in the process of coming to be and
passing away, there is an integral of time subsisting simultaneously in its
entirety. This he seems to consider valid Aristotelian interpretation. Cf. for an
analysis of Damascius’ thesis, Simplicius, op.cit., p. 779.12 sqq. For the
“sane” Aristotelian-like answer provided by Simplicius, see what follows upon
that passage, the Simplician criticism, that is, of the Damascian peculiarity.
But Damascius in the issue at hand could not see any other alternative than
the two implied in n. 26 above - see In Parmenidem 242.5-6: kal Tad7ys (sc.
rest no less than movement) yap 7 yéveois 8 aAudrwv: dAAws yap odk
G’VBE’XGTO.L 7TPOK67T7'ELV, GZ Kaﬂi Td (iSLé.O'TaTa ')/[’}/VOLTO 7} WOPG{G.. A prOCCSS
progressing by dimensionless moments is an impossibility. No amount of
dimensionless entities can create dimension and interval - exactly as Aristotle
clearly saw and analysed it; another point that would have convinced
Damascius that his theory captures the spirit and the presuppositions of the
Aristotelian view.

Probably the full analysis was given in his Commentary on the Timaeus and
in his treatise on Xpdvos.

It is characteristic that Damascius will even harmonize Diodorus’ theory of
movement with standard Aristotelianism (cf. n. 25), without explaining the
Megaric standpoint away.

This is the orthodox passage: domep 8¢ 1) kivnois ob kata Ta duepd) yiverar
(Oljsé 'ydp O'l;'yKELTaL G’K KLVT”.L(iT(UV OljSé 75 'ypa‘LL‘LL'T\} éK CTTL')/‘LL(;)V, (iA)\d Td
pev mépata kal Ths ypappis kal THs kiwioews dpuepi éoTi, Ta 8¢ wépm
adTdv é¢ dv olykeital cuvexs SvTa ovk éoTiv dueph AAAG pepoTd ),
olTw 8¢ kal Tod xpbvov Ta pév ws mépaTa Ta VOV duepd éoTi, TO 8¢ Ws
wépm oDKéTL. cuvexs yap WV 6 xpévos duatpolueva €xel kal avTos T pépm
€zg (iE;. 8LaLP€T(i. (;30'7'6 KaV G’V UUVEXEE Poﬁ ﬁ ﬁT€ KlfV‘T]O'LS Ka,‘. 6 XpéVOg, Ole
élO'TLV (iVUWéUTaTa, dAA, E’V TL?) ')/LIVGO'eaL 7'6 El’:\val gXEL' Ta Sé ')/LIV€O'0aL Ol; 7'6
w1 elvaw amAds éoTw, AAAG TO dAAoTe év dAAw péper Tob elvau ddioTa-
obau. Typical Aristotelianism with a touch of Timaean Platonism in the last
sentence. You analyse, you keep to the ordinary, commonsensical intuition,
you name the problem - you have solved it by describing its texture.
Damascius would accept the earlier part of the passage, and then draw the
rationalistically necessitated inference which goes counter to the common
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31.

32.

understanding of the phenomenon. For him év 7® yivesOar 76 elvaw éyewv is
just a name for the difficulty.

Even Simplicius’ expression in 798.9 testifies to this obvious fact: rodrwv odv
kaAds elpmuévwy, Le. these, the preceding Damascian remarks, having been
well said, etc.

He maintains the exact opposite of the Damascian thesis, formulated in
almost the Damascian terms: 798.23-26: ypdvos 8¢ 6 o¥pmas éoTwv évde-
Aex@s péwy domep kal 1 kivnos, kdv dmodafwv Tov évesTdTA Ws Evep-
yela Tois éxarépwlev meparoiuevov abpdov ooy (if time will comprise a
durational present bounded in actuality by two viv at its two limits - which is
in effect what for Simplicius the Damascian theory of the present amounts to

. . . 3 ’ \ ~ 7’ 3 3 -~ /. M M
- time will stand still) dmrwAéoas 76 Tod ypévov eldos év 7& yiveohau (i.e. in
\ ol y e’ \ e 7 . . .
the flow) 76 elvar éxov, domep Kal 1) kivyots. Similar remarks to those in n.

30 apply to this argument.



