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A.L. PIERRIS

FIRST PRINCIPLES AND THE BEGINNING
OF WORLD-FORMATION IN STOICISM

There are two aspects of the World, one terrible, the other glorious; both
awesome, hence sacred. The former is characterized by the manifested enormi-
ties of irresistible power; the latter by the shining splendour of superlative beau-
ty. Combinations of the two elements confirm their crucial contrariety, each
possessing in its own way an image of its opposite. There is certainly luminous
power: but it consists in the attraction exercized by excellence and perfection; as
there also exists dark beauty; but it is the constructive aspect of illimitable force.
Furthemore, the differentiation of the two fundamental modes of appearances in
the World should not be confused with the distinction of the hostile from the
friendly to man. At the deeper experiental level there is simply blinding and
suffocative darkness on the one hand, the abysmal secrecy of the World; the
clarity and openness of light on the other, the visionary flowering of the World.
The mystery is opposed to revelation, concealment to manifestation. Man in-
stinctively shudders at the one, gladdens at the other. There is immediate affec-
tive response to that opposition. But often the dreadful mourishes and protects,
while the exalted exposes and destroys.

The processes in the bowels of Earth and the inside of woman are occult and
all-potent. Birth and Death (primal, ultimate realities of might and hiddeness,
terrible visitations par excellence), are associated to the secret of the cosmic
Womb. The chthonic experience emerges, as the primeval, immediate response
to the fearful is thus articulated. By contrast, the workings in the clear air, above
Earth and high up in the serene Sky, as well as the purposeful functioning, the
excellences and achievements of man are conspicuous, transparent, lucid. Won-
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drous beauty is their characteristic, rare or frequent consummation. The ra-
diance of the World thus develops into the celestial, olympian experience.

The terrifying power of productivity belongs to the chthonic; the play of
perfection to the olympian. Both are required for a stable, harmonious offspring.
Left in itself the prolific fertility of the dark womb is spent in abortive malfor-
mations, in chaotic outbearsts of procreation and annihilation, shooting forth
and reabsorbing back. It needs olympian order for a true Kéopoc to be crystal-
lized out of such lawless, blind creativity. Thus wild nature is cultivated. Earth
requires the regularity of the cosmic cycles of seasons and months, of day and
night, of wind and calm, rain and sunshine, in order for its fecundity to bear
fruit. And similarly female fruitfulness wants male seed so that it may take form
and engender a perfect new being.

Divine presence is ubiquitous in the world for the natural man. Everything
lives. This implicit organicity of being makes the biological model paramount in
corresponding explanations of the causal nexus in the derivation of reality from
first principles. Creation is a sexual act. It thus consists in the coition of male
with female. :

The underlaying sacral experience of the World as alternatively terrible and
glorious on the one hand; and logicomythical associations and meditations on
cosmic structure, function and causality in whole and in parts along hylozoistic
lines on the other; combinedly operating resulted in the conception of two prin-
ciples of reality, one male, luminous, celestial, orderly, the other female, dark,
chthonic, tumultuous. The two principles are not in eternal strife and segrega-
tion, but in necessary conjugation and cooperation to the best end. This is the
substance of Greek speculative dualism. -

Its first conceptual, systematic articulation in early Pythagoreanism em-
ployed the opposition of ITépac-*Ansipov to express that ultimate bipolarity.
Limit and definiteness well capture the essence of the form-imposing principle; .
and so Indeterminateness and Infinity reveal the character of the unruly princi-
ple of productive dynamism in its turbulent agitation susceptible of multiple
determination, and thus of specific progeny. :

With the advent of Classicism three connected developments make them-
selves emphatically felt in the theory of the first principle of reality. Oness an
increased “‘scientifization” in later Pythagoreanism of the primarily symbolic
mathematics of the earlier, archaic, school. The other is a certain intensification
of the patriarchal feeling in Hellenism, with its biological correlative: enhancing
the contribution of the male in conception to the detriment of the feminine role.
The olympian and chthonic factors of reality tend to be 'viewed as more and
more apart from each other, as less and less interconnected, which facilitates the
relative undervaluation of the latter in a culture predominantly captivated by the
splendour of beauty. A third, and most disorienting, is the superimposition of a
Zoroastrian type of antagonistic dualism between good and evil upon the Greek
collaborative one between luminous order and dynamic fertility. The second
principle begins to assume an inherent colouration of badness.
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All three express in effect intellectualistic rationalizing interpretations of real-
ity; they represent corresponding magnifications of the role of Ilépac in the
constitution of the World. All can be seen operating in Timaeus. 1) The second
principle is conceived as space unorganised, which by being informed through
elementary surfaces (two kinds of basic triangles) and the regular solids com-
posed out of them, is rendered the ordered, dimensioned, co-ordinated and
measurable mathematico-physical space of sensible World; the geometry of or-
dered space determines also and constitutes the elements of physical nature, fire,
earth, water, air and aetherial sublimity. Aristotle indeed mentioned that one of
the ways by which the pythagoreans endeavoured to construe the constitution of
the primal One out of ITépag and “Ameipov was “by planes”. 2) “Matter” is
really nurse to the becoming, rather than true mother. It sustains sensible being
in existence. It is a receptacle of images. It is in fact mere metaphor to suggest
that the mirror engenders and procreates the images it reflects. However, it is
significant that in the pythagorean picture, although mathematicized, the moth-
erhood of matter is maintained: the elements are certain definite organizations of
space, and are thus born from it. It is matter which, being informed, becomes
definite beingness. The mathematical model clashes irremediably with the image-
model, and the Mother-picture with the Nurse-picture. In contemporary biologi-
cal thinking we discover the same confusion. The male sperm is what, by being
located in the womb, feeds upon the uterine fluids, and is thus transformed into
a developing embryon. The offspring is more begot by a father than given birth
by a mother. Motherhood is virtually reduced to pre-natal Nursehood. The long-
term implications of such shifting emphases are colossal: are we more children of
a celestial Father than of a terrestrial Mother? 3) The negative features of the
second principle tend to be exclusively stressed. It is recalcitrant to the imposi-
tion of order, a continuous, anomalous *‘shaking” that destabilizes all concrete
regularity, and renders it precarious and fleeting. The World is in perpetual flux,
and what there exists of stable normality pertains to general lawfulnesses and
entire wholes. Matter tends to be conceived as warring against harmonious order
and luminous beauty; wherein lies the fatal origination of the idea of its malignity.

With mathematics becoming first, foremost and only philosophy (as Aristotle
complained regardmg Old Academy) the two principles are accordingly mathe-
maticized as, first, One and, second, Indefinite Dyad, or More and Less, or
Large and Small, or Many and Few etc. The bias is already found in Philebus,
although the initial pythagorean formula of II€pag - "Ameipov is there retained.

Aristotle was, firstly, resolutely against the relevance of mathematical science
in any philosophical discipline. Regarding the second factor, matter, as the se-
cond principle, involves potentially the form; in the presence of a thing actually
determined accordingly, and if acted upon by it in the manner and circumstances
appropriate in each case, form is actualized, and matter actively manifests the
same content of being that inhered according to a different mode of existence
(i.e. potentially) before in it. We do have a conjugation of the two principles
form-in-actuality and matter, to produce a new being similar to the former, the
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father of the ontological marriage; we also do find the other principle as mother,
and not as mere nurse alone. But the procreative, mighty dynamism of the se-
cond principle, essential characteristic of the archaic conception, is repressed:
adaptability and a certain readiness and preparedness to assume form substitute
the plenipotenial generativeness of the Womb of all existence and being-deter-
mination; archetypal positive power gives place to passive potentiality.

As to the third feature. It is the privation of the form, to be distinguished
from what is deprived of (i.e. matter), that is bad. Upon the assumption of form
the former is annihilated, while the latter is preserved in the compound, as the
substrate of form. Matter is not adverse to form-actuality; on the contrary, it
requires, it “desires” its own entelecheian in-formation. Matter is potentially
good; actual form, as goodness at work, extinguishes the badness of privation.

The aristotelian solution of the problem of evil expresses a moderate resist-
ance to the “Zoroastrization”, so to speak, of Greek dualism, but is also an
example of the formalism which hellenistic thought was so decisively against.
Matter with or without the form is just the same entity with the same intrinsic
peculiarity; for if it can gain form, it may loose it, or assume some gther. It is
this capacity of multiple determination, this being the fruitful matrix of prolific
issue, that constitutes metaphysical “femineity”. By giving birth to a child, the
female becomes mother, but as actual mother she preserves the indeterminate
capability of a new birth - determination just as before; in this essential charac-
ter, she remains always a virgin. Privation (as absence of a specific being - de-
termination) is just as constitutive of motherhood as of virginity. If, consequent-
ly, privation is evil, matter is intrinsically evil. And how can then evil desire or
attain goodness? Nothing is therefore being really solved by the aristotelian tac-
tical move.

In Stoicism the two principles are conceived as absolute Activity or Agency
and absolute Passivity or Submissiveness (totoby - ndoyov). This is a conceptual
rendering of the speculative Male - Female opposition, and meant so: duplicis
sexus numina esse dicuntur, ut cum in actu sunt mares sint, feminae cum patien-
di habent naturam. The male acts upon the female, the female suffers his action,
and thus offspring is generated and things come into being. We encounter here
the second thoroughly physical interpretation of the logico-mythical archétype
since early Pythagoreanism. The new bipolarity is not equivalent to the aristote-
lian actuality - potentiality distinction. We saw just above that the second prin-
ciple must keep its nature during and after in-formation; but potentiality is can-
celled when actualized. Passivity on the contrary remains. Nor does the Stoic
contrariety coincide with the form-matter apposition. Action for the Stoics im-
plies pervading something and moulding it from within according to the permea-
tor’s own generative power. Stoicism explicity rejects the constructionist and
manufacturing model as external and mechanical, in divine causality and in all
natural workings; this is in tune with the archaic organic conception of the
World. But both the efficient and the final causes are external to their effect,
though in specific senses consubstantial with it, for Aristotle; while so-called
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formal cause is no proper cause at all with distinct action on its own matter in
his system. However, although the Stoic construal of the ultimate opposition
and conjugation satisfies better the natural requirements of organic generation
as condensed in the fact that what is born comes out of the female; dynamism
nonetheless is subtracted from the second principle; it is now the absolutely
pliant object of the acting power.

For mathematization there can be, of course, no question in Stoicism. Nor
really may one entertain notions concerning any fundamental badness and
wickedness of matter. The very passivity of matter, its absolute docile yielding
and submissiveness, its total lack of resistance to the plastic potency of the di-
vine spirit, entirely exonerates it from whatever responsibility for the existence of
evil in the World. Defect and depravity are due solely and unequivocally to
God’s action; but they are always the necessary and unavoidable consequences
of a greater good and perfection.

In one respect Stoic matter even exhibits the dynamism of the primeval se-
cond principle; it is the substance of things (obcia), what sustains existence,
what raises being above nothingness. The power to exist is vested in matter;
while the potency to exist in specific being-determinations, to be such-and-such,
is founded on the active principle. Matter-substance thus corresponds to the
éotd of Philolaus, the unknown givenness and fact of being, what is presup-
posed by all limiting and indefinite things in the World, and of their blending
constitutive of the cosmic harmony. Plato’s dimly conceivable space-receptacle is
another strained variation on the same theme. From the three features of classi-
cal dualism, Stoicism negates resolutely the first and 'third; but it labours under
the acceptance of the second -with typical boldness.

Both principles, what falls under them in each case, all being, is corporeal.
Only bodies can act and be acted upon. And what is deprived of these functions
* is a non-being. The incorporeal is inert and idle, unparticipating in, and unpar-
ticipated by, the peculiar functions of existence. Such incorporeals are space as
extension (vacuum if unoccupied, place if occupied) and time as duration. Exact-
ly what are derived from, or secreted out, of early pythagorean "Amnzgipov, and
inhaled into the World together with spiritual Breath. In Stoicism spirit (and
soul in particular) ddes not proceed from the Indefinite but belongs to the divine
active principle, whereas space and time are incorporeals, non-beings, and thus
pertain to Infinity.' '

The ultimate substance of reality in itself, the absolute datum of beingness, is
corporeality as such, body without qualities but of a certain quantity and with
- limits; for body is finite and limited, just as the incorporeal is in itself infinite.
The limit is not a body, not corporeal, it is therefore a non-being. While we thus
can limit being by its opposite, it is impossible that non-being could be limited
by non-being. Non-being is limited, not in itself, but as being occupied (through
being filled) by a being (a process, event or thing as the case may be). The
resistance or rather *‘contrapression” (dvtitonia) of matter is, of course, no real
power of repellance, of thwarting the fashioning operations of the active princi-
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ple; it is not even inert withstanding effective in-formation. It is simply the posi-
tive aspect of matter’s passivity, that is, of its readiness to assume form. It con-
stitutes its capacity to be in-formed. Without évtitunia, no tonoc could have
been impressed on it; it could have been substrate to nothing, it would be no
matter at all. Matter without évtitunia is incorporal non-being, evanescent no-
thingness.

- Matter in itself is thus a qualityless body of a certain determinate quantity,
which can of course occupy more or less space depending on its state and condi-
tion. But left in itself, it would be dispersed into the infinite vacuum, virtually
dissappearing under a chaotically progressing uncheckable and unending opera-
tion of division and segregation. The void would break it again and again; non-
being would devour being. For as the Pythagoreans discerned, it is the void that
dissevers corporeality from itself, emptiness that dissolves the fullness of being
into nothingness.

But what was by the Pythagoreans attributable to the disorderly action of
Infinity, it may not be so explained by the Stoics. For void, as incorporeal non-
being, cannot act it whatever way, cannot effect anything; in fact it is Jess than
passivity, it cannot even suffer anything. It is therefore, on the contrary, an
internal, inherent condition of matter that should lead to that self-annihilating
dispersion into nothingness, if not checked by the appropriate agency. And in
fact it is the very nature of matter, its passivity and passibility, that involves
intrinsic divisibility, which, nothing hindering, will set the process of division
operating ad infinitum.?

Thus Being as Substance and Substrate, Foundation or Root, requires for its
preservation in existence Being as Cohesive Action. Passivity must be coupled to
activity in order that substance remains unified, and thus capable of further
assuming the variegated adornment of qualities, and so, finally displaying the
full cosmic phantasmagoria.

Just as primary passivity is divisibility, so primary activity is unification. The
principle of divisibility is matter; the principle of unification is immaterial body.
It must be immaterial in order not to partake in passivity and divisibility; it must
also be corporeal so that it can act upon matter and unify it. This immaterial
corporeality is the quintessence of divinity. “

Matter and divinity are never separated; they form together the primal divine
being. Nor can they subsist separately: we saw the fate of matter if left to itself.
Divinity on the other hand, as cohesive activity, cannot subsist without some-
thing on which to exercize itself; it requires a substance to work on it. Thus
while matter provides the root to, and represents the mother of, real existence,
divinity makes out of that qualityless material substrate something determinate
and capable of an identifiable, sustained being; it therefore plays the fatherly
role of the principle of order. We encounter here one aspect of the chthonic-o-
lympian, female - male archaic antithesis. We find also prefigured the neoplaton-
ic distinction between being and unity or one -ness, &v and &v, dvia and &vadec:
the substance of reality is noetically distinguished from its unification, which is a
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divine operation on the substantive material ground of existence resulting into
full being.

~ Matter and divinity are 1ndlssolubly coexisting and interpenetrated, divinity
thoroughly permeating matter. There is thus in the beginning just a single divine
being. Internal processes in it must account for the entire cosmic reality. Jonian
Monism is thereby coherently juxtaposed on Pythagorean Dualism.’

‘Greek Dualism has been applied thrice in the Stoic theory of first principles.
First, there is the opposition between Being and Non-Being. Being is finite, Non-
Being infinite, similarly to the early pythagorean construal. Moreover, space and
time belong to the second principle in both systems, but spirit significantly is
dissociated from it in Stoicism. This highlights their differences. To Pythagorea-
nism Infinity is the dark, chaotic expansive dynamism of fertility; it is the fecund
principle of procreation, of extension, duration, self-movement (space, time,
soul); against it Limit is static, luminous, self-centered determinateness. If power
may be properly attributed to limitation, it is the circumscribing potency of iden-
tity, not the creative force of otherness and infinity. Finiteness merely controls
the mighty outbursts of indeterminacy, fastens piecemeal its inexhaustible
strength, impedes, so far as it is possible, its formidable destructive aspect. But
for Stoicism, full dynamism belongs exclusively to being, while Infinity, as non-
being, is absolute inertia and responsivelessness incapable of all action or pas-
sion. We discern here the physical interpretation of Parmenides’ ontology (as
against his “doxology’’, which is closely pythagorean) that we also find in Atom-
ism (see notes EXCURSUS II). ‘

But what holds together atomic being; Why is not the void penetrating into
the atoms, and dissolving their fulness, as it did to Being at large? Old pre-epicu-
rean atomism founded eventually the indivisibility of atoms on their partless-
ness. But that involved it in all the perplexities regarding elemental (indivisible)
atomic magnitudes. The Epicurean position abandoned the idea of partless, in-
divisible atoms; but there is then in fact no satisfactory explanation for the initial
question: the principle of sufficient reason is virtually abolished in this case. The
impasse of Atomism brings us back emphatically to the fundamental difficulty:
how can inert, inactive and impassive non-being threaten the integrity of being
at all? (see notes EXCURSUS II).

The Stoics solved the crux by a second application of duvalism. This time,
being itself was distinguished into a (purely) active and a (merely) passive pole.
The common speculative, primeval contrariety was once more invoked, but
again transformed. The male, luminous principle of order was made the source
of all meaningful change and organic development, while dark, productive
chthonicity was reduced to passive availability and readiness for shaping in-for-
mation. Form is now conceived dynamically, in spermatic fashion, as immanent
efficient causality. The actuality-potentiality aristotelian apparatus looses its sig-
nificance. The seed is both potential, in that the perfect development of the being
has not yet been unfolded; and actual, as it is the causal source and efficient
active principle of all growth and evolution. What is potentially is the cause of
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its actuality, not its mere presupposition, and potency Is the cause of its activity,
not its mere predisposition.

The cohesive action of divinity is manifested as a T0vog holding together
substance in a unified whole: a tension that, stretched throughout substance,
keeps it united as an integrated continuity. It runs through it, permeating it
thoroughly (see notes EXCURSUS III). Two moments are distinguishable in its
functioning: on the one hand it extends to all parts and portions of the sub-
stance, leaving nothing unpervaded, constituting the magnitudes and qualities of
the whole and its members; on the other, it falls back to itself, it focuses on a
center, it “‘concentrates’’ founding the existence, oneness and substantiality of
keing. These are the two tovikai Kivijoeig, one outward, one inward: in this way
also every thing possesses a capital, principal part, t0 fyspovikdv, as central
seat of tévog: there must needs be a salient, focal point on which the entire

- closely-knit network of ontological consistency is fastened. The old emphasis on
a privileged, vestal point in pythagorean and orphic cosmogonies suiting their
embryological patterns of world-formation, is given here a more spiritual turn;
but is also retained in its pristine force: for the central principle of a thing’s
being is also the beginning of its generation, its real inception. Herein lies the
third application of (Pythagorean) Dualism in Stoic Fundamenta] Physics oper-
ating within active beeing as such itself with its opposite tentional movements,
and manifested in the substance - qualification and center-whole organic polarities.

Where the Theory of Principles ends, Cosmogony begins. The two ultimate
principles, absolutely active being and absolutely passive being, are never in iso-
lation; they necessarily coalesce. What exists primarily is divine substance, their
total blending. This is of course no ideal abstraction but tangible, specific, cor-
poreal reality, the purest and most powerful form of being. For tévog in unify-
ing substance imparts on it a certain peculiar quality, a “suchness” (totov-
t611G); the compound is an idiwg no1dy, a thing qualified to its utmost determi-
nateness, with no unspecified generality remaining open in it. Quality is a partic-
ular way of holding together the substance, is a t6voc of such and such a des-
cription. Significantly, the principium individuationis in Stoicism is not “‘this-
ness” but (absolutely determinate) “suchness” there are no, and cannot be,
individual things exactly alike, indistinguisable (@rapddraxta). The individuali-
ty of a thing is grounded on its peculiar character. What takes so much matter,
and forms it in such a particular way, is the same tonic principle holding togeth-
er an identical entity.

The purest and mightiest form of being is primordial Fire, and this is the
spermatic Reason of the World. Fire can consume everything, but, as vital
warmth, is also the principle of life. Depending on its kind and intensity, it may
reduce a thing to empyrean sublimation, and assimilate it by using it as food, or
alternatively cause its growth and perfection. It transforms whatever encounters,
burning it if violent, ripening it if moderate, softening it if gentle: nothing re-
mains unaffected by it. It is the most drastic being, ultimate principle and condi-
tion of all coming into being, change and passing away.
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This primal Fire corresponds to the pythagorean One (fiery too), first and
mighty offspring of I1épag and “Ameipov (the conceptual equivalent of orphic
primigenitus), first harmonious adaptation of the two ultimate principles accord-
ing to Philolaus. The pythagorean primal being is central fire, located at the
middle of what is to become orderly World; the Stoic one is fire extending to
vast regions of space, greater than the cosmic whole. Pythagoreanism stays faith-
ful to the embryological pattern of world-creation. Limit imposes little by little
more and more order on more and more extended portions of Infinity; this
process constitutes the organic growth of the World, from the central fire to the
entire dtaxdounocic. But in Stoicism the development meets no resistance; no
recalcitrance has to be overcome. The external second principle, the infinite va-
cuum, can neither promote nor obstruct the cosmic processes, whether actively
or passively. As to the internal second principle, this pure passivity simply pro-
vides the ground for the unimpeded exercise of the divine action. Stoic cosmog-
ony consists correspondigly in the consolidation of the primal Fire, rather than
in its spreading of influence.

Primal Being is not static, but preeminently drastic. The prototype of natural
activation, orderly and purposeful, is felt to reside in the seed. The Stoic cosmic
fire is, therefore, like the pythagorean and the heracleitean, spermatic. Unlike
the pythagorean, but like the heracleitean, it has not to cope with an external
dynamic second principle which must be forcibly subdued at every moment of
the ordering process. It proceeds unopposed. It involves the law as well as the
matter of its development, as there is only non-being beyond it. It is protean
indeed; Ipwteds 6 Zebg. ‘

The seed is archetypically potent, a paradigme case of physical mighty pow-
er. With an immanent causality it irresistibly realizes the entire development of
the being that comes out of it. There is absolute consistency in this process and
its product, total congruity of parts and whole, complete purposefulness in the
concatenation of causes and effects, perfect adaptation of means and ends to-
wards the attainment of the best integral result. Therefore the germ is rational in
nature, reason being the principle of objective coherence and teleological dispo-
sition in reality.

The primal Fire being spermatic and rational, it is demiurgic: it proceeds to
the orderly formation of the World out of itself. But before it can effect that, it
must assume the form of actual semen; fluidity being considered a necessary
prerequisite of organic generation, as appropriately yielding and compliant sub-
strate of in-formation, as alimentary matter for assimilation and growth. Thus in
a first stage of preliminary cosmogony, the preelemental Fire, as Radiance
(odyn) according to Chrysippus, transforms itself through Air into Water (or
rather the divine tévoc in it enacts that) and finally permeates the archetypal
liquid as seed in semen (ornéppo &v tij yovil). The transformation, expressed
physically, is realized katd cdotacty, through condensation. The tévog deflexes
itself, so to speak, and slackens its grip on the substance it unifies, in order to
make it more resistant, and thus apt for the moulding of a fully developed Cos-
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mos. This appears to have been the standdrd construal of such precosmogonical
metamorphoses. Cleanthes on the other hand had kept closer to the‘imagery of
real fire. According to him the primal being was flame (¢pA6E), as distinct from
the Chrysippean Brilliance (adyr]). When all has been consumed by fire at the
universal conflagration destroying the World, without other matter left to feed
upon, fire begins to be itself extinguished, the vanishing process being carried
from the cosmic center towards the periphery. Thus by degrees, gloomy air fills
the universe till primeval fire has been withdrawn to its inalienable place, the
" aetherial confines of the World: the air, essentially cold achrding to the Stoics,
is further condensed and thus liquefied, as is well observed in the vast subterra-
nean caves. This fluidity, final product of fire extinction, is now offered as ap-
propriate nutriment to the residual fire at the universal limits, which, feeding in
its turn on that liquid matter, begins to aggrandize itself once more, permeating
the darkened cosmic regions, proceeding methodically and congruously (683 xai
oupedvec) to the regeneration of the World in a new cosmic-period, just as
living beings evolve out of their respective seeds in repeated cycles of birth and
annihilation. The difference being that whereas in the case of specific categories
of things the cycles do differ among themselves as there obtain varying“external
circumstances of their realization; with the entire universe the cycles are neces-
sarily identical as there is no being beyond it to influence them differently ac-
cording to its differing condition or disposition.

Dio Chrysostomus reports a bold logicomythus, a “wondrous tale sung by
the Magians during unspeakable ceremonies in honour of Zeus”. It is a remar-
kable piece of Stoicism poetically expressed, with Gnostic undertones and bar-
baric splendour, not circumspectly but audaciously proclaimed. I shall confine
myself to the cosmogonical part of it. The God, having reduced everything to
itself, extends sphaerically to vast regions of the Universe. He is in utmost rare-
faction (consistent with cohesion), purest, immaculate Shining (adyn). In this
state of unsullied sanctity he conceived a desire for his Lordship over the World,
and thus the motivation was stirred in him to generate the cosmic Whole
(dpunacev tni 10 yevviv... xai dnpiovpyeiv 1oV Svra vy xS6opov). This impulse
was a lightning, of light contaminated however with no shade of sordid dar-
kness. Yet it constituted a pristine consolidation of the extreme sublimation of
radiance into the tighter rareness of illumination. Having changed from sheer
brilliance into light, he bethought of Aphrodite, of sexual union and procreation
with a view to creation; he smoothened, soothed and becalmed himself, he re-
laxed his all-comsuming severity of nature by becoming pneuma, aetherial spirit,
fiery breath of a mild fire, and thus he copulated with aerial Hera, herself a
further quenching condensation and cooling of his substance, whereby the cos-
mic semen was secreted, the seed of the Universe (dpinot v ndcav 10d navidg
yovi}). This is the sacred marriage of Zeus to Hera, celebrated by sages in ineffa-
ble rites. The semen is the liquefaction of all substance (odoia), the seed of
everything. For the first time now, there appears some actual distinction of the
divine from the material; the former, permeating the second, like the procreative
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efficacity of spirit in semen, can mould and form it into a Cosmos, as it is
smooth and soft and promptly yielding to the drives of the spermatic Law. This
is why the primal divine Being had to be self-transformed into cosmic seed in
order for the formation of the World to be able to begin.

There is no mistaking the Stoic, and indeed Chrysippean, basis and coloura-
tion of all this. The primal being as adyr, ultimate refinement of Splendour, was
characteristic doctrine of his. He did expound at length the symbolism of the
coition between Zeus and Hera in precisely cosmogonical context and pattern.
He was characteristically, perhaps excessively, given to the cvvoiksidoeic of
multifarious mythical and poetical ideas with his theories.

With the universal semen, the hesiodean Chaos according to the Stoics, the
stage is reached where Cosmogony proper cdn start. The cosmic cycle thus
commences, which from the same seed unfolds in order, with providential prede-
termination, the same entire finite organism of the World in the midst of infinite
non-being, again and again and again, acon for aeon, sempiternally.

NOTES

1. EXCURSUS I: MATTER, BODY, INCORPOREALS AND CONCEPTS

Substantiality for Stoicism consists in materiality. The substance of things is that which sustains
them in.;xistence, their substrate; that out of chich they are made, their matter. The substance of the
World is prime matter, the ultimate substrate, the passive principle. SVF 1. 85 (10 uiv obv ndoyov
elvat mv dnotov odolav v bAnv); I 87: obolav 8¢ elvar v tév dviev mdviwy tpdtny Gy,
Tadtnyv 8¢ ndoav didiov ete. 1T 316; 317; 318; 323; 380 (v név odoiav xai v GAnv besatdvar taic
rowdmaiv); 599(odoiav e yap toig ywvopévorg dpestdval Sei, nepukviav Gvadéysobot tag uetafo-
Adg mdgag). Very clearly Chalcidius Comm. In Tim. 288 Mullach (= SVF I 86): Silvam quippe dicunt
(sc. plerique ut Zeno et Chrysippus) esse id quod subest his omnibus quae habent qualitates, essenti-
am vero primam rerum omnium silvam vel antiquissimum fundamentum earum, suapte natura sine
vultu et informe: ut puta aes, aurum, ferrum et caetera hujus modi silva est eorum, quae ex iisdem
fabrefiunt, non tamen essentia. At vero quod tam his quam ceteris ut sint causa est, ipsum esse
substantiam. Cf. Ibid. 290 M (= SVF I 88): deinde Zeno hanc ipsam essentiam ... unamque eam
communem omnium quae sunt esse substantiam. §289M: essentiam quidem operis esse fundamen-
tum, ut numdi esse merito dicatur, atque existimetur, essentia. §287M: Quarum (sc. all specific mat-
ters in the World) tamen exordium esse unam quandam antiquiorem communem omnium silvam...
(every matter) habere dicunt subjectam praceuntem substantiam, eamque esse corpus cohaerens sine
qualitate, patibile totum et commutabile, quod silvam simul et essentiam appellant, hactenus defi-
nientes. Essentia et silva est quod subjacet corpori cuncto; vel ex quo cuncta sunt corpora; vel in quo
proveniunt rerum sensilium commutationes, ipso statu proprio manente. Item, quod subditum est
corporibus qualitates habentibus, ipsum ex natura propria sine qualitate. ]

Stoic oboia corresponds to, and ultimately stems from the Philolaean &otd. It is in both cases
that to which the existence of things is due, the fact of their existentiality, what makes being stand up
(iotacbai) in existence (Cf. the Swappa tfig bnootdoswe; Simplicius In Phys. 109.32 = FV 30B 10).
Significantly 'Eotd was associated to the Dyad in the Pythagorean ‘Igpdc Aéyoc (Nicomachus
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apud Photius Bibl. cod. 187 p. 143a = Theslefl, The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period, p.
166.2). Philolaus FV 44 A9; BI, 2, esp. 6. Cf. A.L. Pierris, Origin and Nature of Early Pythagorean
Cosmogony, in K. Boudouris (ed.), Pythagorean Philosopy, Athens 1992, n. 52. Philolaus divinis;d
the fact of existence into a female deity; cf. BavBd, Anud AdEd ete. and the Empedoclean Ko
hote, Puod, Kiva, Meywotd (B 122-3).

The substance of being (of which is), 1} 0doia toi dvroc, consists in its material substrate, in that
which grounds and establishes its existence. Correspondingly beingness consists in corporeality. All
being, including the Principles of Being (16 mowbv and & mdoyov), is corporeal. Thus for matter
and the passive principle: SVF 1 359 tadtév oépe xal oboiav dpuldpevor; (this is not exactly
correct in that there exists immaterial corporeality, that of the divine principle. But on the other
hand all existence is substantive and material, it is nerowspévn odoie, as the two principles cannot
exist separately). II 325 of Erwixol odua v 0Anv drogaivovtar IT 326 16 dnolov o@po TV
rpatictny GAnv, CL. 11 305; 309; 310; 315; 387 (ndiv & xvobpevoy odpa). — Equally corporeal is
the active principle: II 44 ndv y&p 16 mowiv o@pd ¢otiv (also IIL Antipater 16; Archedemus 6); 11
363; 387: mdv yap t0 Spdv # xai wotobv odya, niv 16 Kvodv kail dvoyrobv odpd tot. I1. 336 Kai
w0 pEv ditiov dv xal adpa ete. Also 1 89. Cf. T 146 (Augustinus Contra Acad. 111, 17, 38 nihilque in
¢o (sc. mundo) agi nisi corpore) I1. 313 1ov Bedv dpyrv Svta odpa voepdy; 1T 1028-1035. — What
acts and what is acted upon can only be body; I 90 nec vero aut quod efficeret aliquid aut quod
efficerctur, posse esse non corpus. V. esp. 1 98: dpyag GANv kai 8edv- &AX” obrog (sc. Zeno) duew
oduard pnow elvar kai 10 rowodv kai 16 rdoyov. — In Diogenes Laertius VII 134 we should
evidently read ¢Ahd kai odpera elval 1ag dpydg xai Guépeovg with the mss. contra the GAAG Kol
dowpdrovs of Suidas s.v. dpyry (Cf. H.J. Kriamer, Platonismus und hellenistische Philosophie p. 108
n. 3). — Beingness consists in corporeality (II 329 1 §v xatd copdtev pévev Aéyeodar, CL 11 319;
320). The reason being that only bodies can act or be acted upon; II 525: dvra ydp udva td ocduara
xadobotv, Eneidtf Svrog 16 moweiv 11 kai mdoyew. 11 363: 10 dobpatov xat’ adrodg olite toglv T
néguiev ofte ndoyerv. It is the old provisional platonic definition of beingness in Sophistes taken
seriously (247 d-e): Méyw 87 10 xai dnoravodv tva kexTnuévoy SOvapy €l gig 16 nowelv Exgpov
oTobv neQurog elt” eig 16 nabeiv kal omkpdTatoy H1O TOb PavAotdtov, Kav £ pévov gig dnak,
niv o010 Svrwg elvar tifepar ydp Spov Spileiv td dvra é¢ éoriv odk dAdo T mArjv Svvaurg, The
origin of the proposed definition lies in archaic modalities of thinking, especially in connexion with
the hippocratic teaching; cf. Phaedrus 270 ¢-d. — The Stoic theory of causality is succinctly put by
Sextus Empiricus SVF 11 341 (n6v aitiov odpd paot odpatt dompdrov Tivog aitiov yiveoBm etc.)
V.11 336, 1 89; cf. IT 345; 349 Sextus Emp. Pyrrh. Hyp. 111 14: of uEv mpoonyopidv aitiov gival 1
aitiov pdokovieg, olov Tfg yooeme, ol 5 Katnyopnudtwy, olov tob yeiobar. — There can be no
real relationship between bodies and incorporeals, not even contact or separation; SVF I 518 (o08¢v
dodpatov cuprdoyel cdpat 0vdE dompdty ohpua, GAAY cdu ohpgty) II 792; 11 790 0ddiv dod-
patov and odpatog ywpiletar obdE yap Epdmretar COMATOS GOOUATOV.

Being is corporeal and the incorporeal is non-being. But both, as concrete realities, are something
(). Whatness is predigated of both being (body) and non-being (incorporeality). SVF 1T 329; 334.
But common entities, as logical content of general notions (universals), are neither (corpo'?cal) be-
ings, nor {incorporcal) non-beings; they are not-somethings (ofitiva), as they are not fully determi-

" nate concrete realities. SVF 11 329 Zvvoripata =t& kowvé in 11 278 = @ovidopata dwevoiag (intellec-
tual imaginables) in I 65; they correspond to imaginary pseudorentities, IT 332. They also comprise
the meaning (as distinct from the reference) of proper names, i.e. that which the speakers of a certain
language, but not the non-speakers, understand on hearing the name (SVF II 166), namely the not
absolutely determinate content of the imagination which is formed in mind in the absence of a
concrete being when we think of it. The same holds a fortiorf in the case of (general) concepts. Of
course the thought of it, as a modification of the mind, is fully determinate and concrete. (Seneca Ep.
58, 15 seems to represent a less accurate and rigid formulation of Stoic theory tending to virtually
confound the real non-being of specific incorporeals with the general unreality of oftiva and &vvor)-
pata, of universals and imaginary concoctions. All these are then considered to be dohuaty by

contrast to true bodily being). The following scheme apparently represents the stricter Stoic division
of what can be thought:
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[What can be thought is hardly nameable realiter since it may be non-some-thing, although it is not
(absolute) nothing. Some referred to this abstraction as oneness (¢v, SVF I 329); but genuine one-
ness pertains to the cohesion of real being alone].

gvvonua - o
cowvdy -
eavtacpa Siavolag

copa, Gv dodpotoy, un-8v

The &vvénpa is really non-what, olit1, but quasi-something, doavei 1 (1 65; esp. Diogenes Laer-
tius VII 61). — It all breaks down to the relation between Aextd and gvvoripata. In strict sense they
are distinct (Cf. SVF I 168). “Sayable” (Lextdv) is what subsists as object of a logical imagination,
i.e. of an imagination that can be expressed in (complete or incomplete, i.e. full blown or merely
predicational without subject determination) propositional form; SVF 187 (= Sextus adv. math.
VIII 70): Asktov 8¢ mdpyev paoi 0 kata Aoyikiv gavraciay bopiordusvov: doyiknv 8¢ sivar
pavraciav ke’ v 10 pavrachiv Eott Adyw nupactijcal. Also II 181, Cf. II 87: voeltar 8¢ kai
xavd perdfacty tive, d¢ td Aextd, kal 6 1énog. Accordingly, there are two kinds of hektd, avro-
Telf] (what is said in complete Aéyot) and &AAunii (what is said in elliptical or deficient A6yor): the
distinction corresponds to that between full propositional forms esp. of the simple subject-predicate
— type (Socrates runs) and incomplete propositions or predicates (e.g. runs). SVF 181-188; 488 etc.
Cf. esp. Diogenes Laertius VII 63 sqq. Substrate, matter, substance on the one hand; quality and the
fully determinate concrete being (i5iwg mowév) on the other; are real bodies, ie. genuine beings. But
while whiteness and prudence are bodies (as they consist in spirit being modified in certain ways and
in substance being modified accordingly), being white or prudent, or that Socrates is white or pru-
dent are not beings, although they essentially relate to beings, i.e. to Socrates, Socrates’ whiteness
and prudence. They are analytical reasonings — out of an i8imc wotdv into its constituents, whether
by reference specifically to it (in the latter case) or not (in the former). Such logical unfoldings
(complete or partial) are true or applicable when there obtains (tvyydvov, 11 166) a corresponding
unified physical being, just as space, €.g., is filled up when occupied by physical body. The kextd are
thus incorporeal but somethings. In contradistinction to the Aextév, the gvvénua is the content of
mental imagination, of a mental grasping, not yet considered in the concatenation of a Adyog; SVF 1
65 (vvémpa is the i8éa, the common content of what is subsumed under a universal), characteristi-
cally Diogenes Laertius VII, 61: Evvonpa 88 ot paviacpa Siavoiag, obtt 11 dv obite o6y, doavel
8¢ 11 8v kol doavel notdy, olov yiverm dvatdropa inmov kai p1} mapdvtog. Bereft of the determin-
ing propositional concatenation concepts in isolation become indefinite by loosing their expressed or
implied tie to a specific full corporeal being; they thus are rendered non-somethings. We may there-
fore distinguish: 1) whiteness as a quality and therefore a bodily existence; 2) being white or that it
(A) is white, which are incorporeal obtainabilities so to speak, occupied by corresponding corporeal
beings when there obtains that they are white; 3) the spoken or written expressions “whiteness”, “is
white” etc., which are bodies; 4) thoughts of whiteness, or of that (it) is white, or of being white, or
of the corresponding expressions, which as mind actually modified in specific ways, are really bodies,
5) and finally the logical content of such thoughts, i.e. the corresponding concepts, which are neither
bodies, nor even incorporeals, in that they are Jess than the aforementioned obtainabilities, and more
distant from concrete and substantive existents. The logical content of such mental graspings, the
meaning intended, is a universal as such. On the other hand such mental graspings can occur, in
beings endowed with the faculty of reason; SVF II 83: 011 3” twénpa pavroopa Swxvolog hoyikod
Ldovr 16 yap gdvraopa, Eneiddv Aoysi npoominty oy, téte vvénpua xoheitar, eiingog tobvo-
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pa mopd tob vob ete. This provides the transition to the looser, wider sense in which both évvorjpata
and Aextda are of the same kind and need not be separated as oUrive on the one hand and dodpara
but 7ivd on the other respectively. (So, apparently,. Sextus Empiricus in II 166: cf. 167. But the
account is confused. He utilizes the regular propositional explanation of Agktév; but his exampie is a
proper name, The sense of a proper name (as distinct from its reference, and also from the actual
impression on the soul of its object when it is present — its drotémwpa, not its dvatimwua) is
common meaning and a general entity, since it is not absolutely concrete and determinate.

There are four kinds of Stoic incorporeals: sayables, void, place and time. SVF 11 331 (= Sextus
adv. math. X 218): tdv yap nivdv gact ta piv elval oopate t6 88 dodpate, t@v 8 dowpdtov
téooapa €101 katapiBpobvial dg AexTov kai kevov kal Térov xai ypdvov — On Aextd cf. also 11
132; 170; 335. As they are dodpata, they cannot act on our mind when they are logically imagined
by us; on the contrary it is our fyygpovikév which so to speak imaginizes itself on them; SVF 85:
Evvia 0¢ (sc. TBV pavraat@v) towettny Exel pUoty, 100 HYEUOVIKOD & aUTolE GUVTAGLOLREVOL Kol
oly vr’ avtdy, dnold éon td dodpata Aextd. — And in general, SVF 85: td doduara ob gowel 1t
000¢ pavractol judc, aAA’ jucic éouev of ér’ éxeivorg pavracioduevor. V. Sextus Empiricus adv.
math. 406-410. — For the distinction xevdv, témog v. SVF 11 503; 504; 505; I 95; <f. 11 507. * Aca-.
patov 6 kevov 1 950 1T 543 (= Diogenes Laertius VII 140); 11 535; 541: " Avayxaiov toivuv elvai
g Ondoraoty kevoD. “"Eott Oe arhovotdtn 1) adrol Enivowr, doopdton te kai dvagoic dvioc, kal
olite oyfina Exovrog obte oxnuatioutvov, xal ofte Tt adayovrog olits motobvroc, Grhidc 8t odpa
déyecbor ofov te dvrog. There is sharp distinction in Stoicism between matter (pure passivity) and
space (incorporeality as absolute inactivity and impassivity). The Platonic Timaeus model is.totally
inapplicable. — Time is incorporeal. II 331; 520; 521 (Proclus in PL Tim. p. 271 Diehl: &v yap fv 1dv
map’ adtolg dowudrwy 6 ypdvog, & 81 xatareppdvrrar map’ abroig d¢ ddpavii kai odx Svra xai
év Emvolatg bptordpeva yideic); 335. — An isolated Stoic voice (of mepi tov Baotreidny) negated
the reality of incorporeals; SVF III p. 268.7 = Sextus Emp. adv. math. VIII 258: dpduev 8¢ d¢ elol
Tiveg ol dvnpmioteg v dnapliv tdv kextdv, xai oby ol E15p6dokor pévov, ciov of *Entkotpetot,
éMha xoi of Zrwikol, d¢ ol nepl t0v Baoiheidnyv, olg &5oée undév eiva: doduarov. But this is
extremely uncharacteristic, although there were available various ways of reducing the quasi-being-
ness of the Stoic dodpata into more solid existences (thoughts, attributes of bodies, celestial or
general movement).

The distinction between corporeality and materiality, the nature of bodily existence and the in-
trinsically connected problem of physical resistance in real beings (Gvtironia) is 2 major crux in Stoic
Physics. The principle of passivity is matter, the drotoc odoia, SVF I 85 = 493 = M 300 = III
Archedemus 12 = Diogenes Laertius VII, 134; II 301; 318. Cf. 11 313; 1168: 309; 374 (npdrov dmoxei-
uevov 7 Grotag UAn); 380; 580; I 86. Since oboia is necessarily corporeal, matter.is quality - less
body, dnowov odpa, IT 320; 326. In itseif it is absolutely bereft of all quality, yet it is always with
some quality; 1, 88 (= Chalcidius Comm. in Tim. 290 Mullach): sed ut innumerabilium diversarum,
etiam cerearum figurarum, sic neque formam neque figuram nec ullam omnino qualitatem propriam
fore censet (sc. Zeno) fundamenti rerum omnium silvae, coniunctam tamen esse semper et insepara-
biliter cohaerere. alicui qualitati. — Plutarch’s criticism in De Comm. Notitiis 50 (1085E ~ 1086B)
directed against the compatibility of the twin Stoic doctrines regarding the qualitylesness of matter
" and the corporeality of qualities, is external to the system. Materiality and corporeality do not coin-
cide in Stoicism: the divine spiritual agency that forms Ur-matter Js corporeal, yet immaterial; but it
is intrinsically connected to matter, permeating it thoroughly. The alleged Stoic response (SVF II
380) to the plutarchean criticism (1086A-B), to the effect that ultimate substance is called dmnolog ody
&1t mdong Eotépnrar modtntog AL ST mdong Eyet tdg nowdtitag, cannot be genuine. For, in-
deed, all qualities inhere spermatically in the prima! being composite of Ur-Matter and Ur-Spiritus,
in the divine agency together with its substantial foundation, but not in the rphtn BAn itself; unless
one injects aristotelian phraseology into the Stoic position, and speaks consequently of a potential
inherence in matter of all the forms which it is capable of assuming. — Corporeality consists in
tri-dimensionality; body is something extended in three dimensions (SVE II 357; 358; III Apoliodo-
rus 6: odua 8’ Eoti... 16 Tpiyf Staotatdy, eig pijkog sig nhdtog sic BéBog. Tobro 8¢ xai orgpedy
odipa xakettar). " Aviitunia belongs not to corporeal being as such, but to substance and matter, or
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rather to the being composed of spirit and matter. But then body and space exhibit the same essential
character, extensionality, and this consequence was precisely what was imputed on the Stoics; 11 502.
A verbal paradox was also drawn fromit: if extension essentially characterises both body and space,
and if space is receptive of body, then dimensionality is receptive of dimensionality; I 536 p. 171. 20.
In fact Chrysippus himself declared the similarity of geometrical magnitudes and time, that is of
spatial and temporal extension, to corporeal nature in respect of the fundamental feature of exten-
sionality, namely divisibility; IT 482: Xpbotnnoc Epacke td oopara i Greipov téuveabar kei é
roic cdpact npoceowcdra, olov Empdveiay, Ypapurv, ténov, kevdy, ypévov. The difference lying in
that substance is body with the capability of undergoing the action of another (and as a result of this
is material resistance constistuted); while divinity is body with the power to act on another (and this
Is what its essential pervasiveness effects). Space on the other hand and mathematical extensionality
is body neutralized so to speak, deprived of its inherent power to act or suffer. The triple distinction
among spatial non-being, corporeal being and (material) substance makes clear that it is material
substance that is dvrirunric; SVF 1T 320 (Plotinus). This accounts for its passivity, the capability to
be qualified at all. Thus it is not strictly correct when it is affirmed in Il 381 (from the de qualit.
incorporeis ascribed to Galen) that tof oduarog tobtov pov elvai gactv, 10 tpiyfj Swuotatdv petd
gvriumiag. But the context makes it clear that the question is about material substance vis-a-vis
qualities. As to the other similar testimony in 1I 501 (Sexths Empiricus adv. math. X, 12): é témoc...
t6¢ tpel Eywv dwnotdoeig, piikog Pdbog mhdtog, ywpic dvrituriag: tolto yap idiov v odparog.
But here again what is meant by o®pa is material substance. Besides the passage X 7-12 (reproduced
by von Arnim as II 501) is definitively peripatetic and has only indirect relationship to Stoicism, as
can be seen even by the Aristotelian interpretation of the Hesiodic chaos (§ 11) as space-receptacle
(xdog Aéyav 10V xwpnTikdv tdv Awv 1émov). The Stoics characteristically construed Chaos as the
yvoig of the fluid substance; I 103; 104; II 564; 565; 437. — Matter does not hinder the operation of
the active principle; it is absolutely yielding to the formative agency of divinity. It possesses just the
appropriate resistance required for the working on it of the creative force. Cf. SVF II 343: copatikig
& molobvra wolelv kol 10 ndoyovta ndoysv’ dBicpol yap dedénton kal dvritunriag xai Enepeiceng
xai obx &Ahag yéyovev. Matter without dvrirumia (and not held together by its opposite pole of
divine tensional corporeality} would turn in to mere incorporeal (inactive and impassive) space. On
the other hand material resistance is due to the spiritual tension, grasping and unifying it. Matter has
as muéh gvrituria as is determined by the way that spirit holds it together, i.e. by its proper quality.
And that stength of dvrituria is in each case of the degree required for the necessery realization of
the overall plan of fatal cosmic lawfulness. Least resistance is offered by matter when Godhead is
alone as the sole existence without shaped -World; just as aetherial fire is the subblest body in the
present state (SLaKOGpT\Gu;) Least resistance implies' maximal cohesive power. On this Stoic paradox
cf. Excursus IV, .

The passivity of being, of material existence, the ground of all change is manifested in only two
ways; substance can suffer either division or confusion (whereby its distinctive character is merged
with that of ‘another into something new). Confusion refers to parts of the total substance, and
presupposes a formed World. Division is primary, in that it affects in principle even primal being and
the entirety of substance. It pertains to substantial being as such. II 317: tadtnv 8% (sc. v npoTyv
UAny) @idiov, obte abinowv olite petwowv dropévovoayv, diaipeov 8¢ xai obyyvov Emdeyopévny
katd pépm etc. I 87: td 8& népn radtng (sc. tiig npdng BAng) odx dei tadrd Swopévery AL St~
peiofo xai ovyysicGar. 11 318: 8t° hwv e petafintiv kol 8° SAwv Sarpertv Aéyovor efvar,
kol néoav obolav ndoy ovyyeioBut §dvacbal, rjvapévnv pévtol. The last clause emphasizes the
actual cohesion, continuity and unification of all substance always. V. II 424; 543; 546: absolute
cohesion of a continuum, total absence of void from being, universal cupndBsia and organic con-
nectedness of all the parts within one whole — these three doctrines go together. — The division of
corporeal being proceeds ad infinitum; 11 482: Xpboirnog Epaoxe 10 odparta i Gnetpov tépvecbar
kol & tolg odpaol rpoocoikdta, olov Emaedvelay, ypapuriv, 1énov, kevéy, ypdvov. Ibid. (= II1
Apollodorus 4 = Diogenes Laertius VII, 150): xoi adntr 82 2atwv (sc. 1 ovola)... el yap fv drpe-
TTog, odK &v td yivépeva EE abtfic kyiveto. Evlev kdx<<olouvB>elv (with von Arnim) d¢ #f te Topn
elg Gnepdv torv (fiv <odk> dnerpdv gnow & Xpooinnog (thus it should be read against von
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Arnim’s construal) o0 ydp Eoti t1 dnetpov, gig 6 yiverar ) topn dAd” dratddnxroc o), kol T6c
kpdoeig 8¢ Sidhov yiveoBar. Division ad infinitum means unceasing, neverending division, not infi-
nite division ‘concluded (Division ad infiniturn renders possible the xpdoic 81° Swv, the mutual
complete interpenetration of two or more distinct bodies). — The division of body, if actually carried
on unimpeded, annihilates being, by the resulting dispersion of it into the unlimited emptiness of
Infinity, into the swallowing vastness of non-being. — Poseidomus’ theory concerning four kinds of
generation and destruction, one (éAloimoig) applying to substance, the rest (Swaipeoig, ovyyvog,
avalootg = EE Shwvy to 18iwg motév (Areius Didymus Fr. 27, Dox Gr. p. 462 = Fr. 96 Edelstein
-Kidd), is the unsatisfactory result of a syncretistic manouevre.

The passivity of matter grounds its changeability. I1 301: Tjv 8% (Anv ndoystv e kol tpénecbar.
305: rpertiy kai Ghhowwtiv kal pevotnyv (sc. v DAnv elvay). 309: §1° Shav tpentyy. 324: Tpentiv
xal GAowwthv Kai petafintiv kol pevotv Sinv 81° 6Ang v SAnyv, 1107: materiam enim rerum
ex qua et in qua omnia sint, totam esse flexibilem et commutabilem etc. — Change in being can be in
general of only two basic kinds: either being suffers in the substance or alters in quality. Substance
consisting in material corporeality, it is affected solely by division; while alteration in quality ulti-
mately reposes in fusion with a different being resulting in a new characteristic. Confusion of sub-
stances and qualitative change (as well as blending) are made possible through the divisibility of
matter. I 473 (Alexander Aphr. de mixtione p. 216.22 Bruns = p. 116 Todd): tdc 8¢ tvac ovyydoser
(sc. yiveoBat) 817 Shov 16V e 0bOLBY adTdv Kol Tdv Ev adtalg noloTiTay cuupsipopévey GAAY-
Aatg, ag yivesbai gnow (sc. Chrysippus) &nl tdv latpiedv goppdkmvy, katd odpebapoty THV [iy-
vupévav GAlov Tivog B abtdy yevvaouévou odpatog. 11 471: v 8¢ olyyvov 800 <i> kai nhet-
Gvov ooty nept T8 odpata petafodiy sig Erépag Srapepoiong Todtav toldTrToc YEvesty ete.
This fusion of different qualities into a new one presupposes the total interpenetration of the merging
substances, their dvrinapéxraaic (mutual co-extension), whereby each pervades thoroughly the other
down to every part of it however small. II 472: Zoyyvoug 3 ot pBopd tév $E &pyfic moloTriTey,
mdot toig pépeotv dvrinapextetvouévay, elg Swupepodong pilg yéveowy etc. Indeed such interpene-
tration of bodies (i.e. of substances and qualities) takes place in blending as well (xpdoig, pitic)
where there is no destruction of qualities and emergence of some new one, but a commingling that
leaves its constituents unchanged; 11 473 (Alexander Aphr. ep. cit. 216.25 Burns): tdg 88 tivag yive-
ofat pikerg Aéyer, 31”0 Shov Tv@v odowdv te xal THV ToNTOV TOLOTTTWV GAVILEPEKTEVOUEV®Y
dAsihaig petd Tob tag &¥ dpyfig ovoiag te kai todTtag ohley Ev i piget 18 o1@8e, fiv tiva t@v
piewv xkpdow {8img elvar Aéyer etc... (217.9 Bruns) rijv 82 TOLRUTIIV GVTLIApEKTQoLY T@V Kipva-
Hévov drodapfdvet yiveofa yopouviwv 81” dAdidov tév Kipveuévov copdtov, dc pundév udpiov
v abroic eivar pij pstéyov ndvrov tév &v td o100t piyuatr odxitt yap &v, & pn Todro £in,
xpaowv dAAG mapdfecty 16 yivépevov eiven (cf. 11 471; 472), — Full corporeal interpenetration was
the crux of Stoic natural philosophy. Alexander Aphr. op. cit. 226.34 Bruns $qq. (SVF 11 475), esp.
227.10: todrov 8¢ tob odua xwpelv Sid cdpatog, L’ ob oyedév mhomng tfi¢ puoloAoyiag avtoig
dviiptntal td meicpate. — Such mutual co-extension of substances and body-going-through-body
are possible because of matter’s infinite divisibility. Therefore all physical changefulness is, reduced
ultimately to the primal passivity, divisibility. And this is as it should, since the fulness of being
consists in corporeality, and (tridimensional) extensionality is of the essence of corporeality, — Lo-
" comotion (movement in spack) is also endently reducible to division of matter in a system emphasis-
ing the absolute cohesion of substance. Material divisibility is what makes possible for the divine
Spirit to realize the oneppaticoi Adyol of being..

All change, passivity itself, presupposes divisibility. We are thus led irresistibly to the central
question of Stoic Physics: What keeps being together? Why is there being rather than non-Being?
Why does Being not disappear into Non-Being? Infinity as the terrible womb of cosmic fertility,
passing through well-defined stages (v. Excursus I to A.L. Pierris, Hellenistic Philosophy etc. in the
present edition), has reached its climax of ontological negativity: it is absclute non-being, totally
bereft of all quality, character and substance, something entirely inert, inactive and impassive, Des-
pite such existential neutrality, it yet constitutes the sole danger to Being; not because of any influ-
ence exersized on it by commission or omission, but simply by reason of its capacity to accept and
receive the disintegration of Being; which again is due to two factors; first, to a certain similarity
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between being and non-being, between body and void: namely extensionality; and, secondly, to the
passivity of the substantial aspect of being (matter).

2. EXCURSUS II: ON THE COHESION OF BEING AND ON THE EXISTENCE OF NON-BE-
ING -

Pythagorean Dualism consisted initialy in a speculative elaboration of deep pristine religious
experiences concerning the antithesis between Male and Female (Heaven and Earth) as principles of
reality, between the Olympian and the Chthonic as poles of existence. Vid.A.L. Pietris, Origin and
Nature of early Pythagorean Cosmogony, in K. Boudouris (ed.) Pythagorean Philosophy, 1992 pp.
126-62. The logicomythical nature of that dualism tended later, in classical times, to be oversha-
dowed by a mathematical model, which however kept more or less emphatically its symbolic under-
tones. The pythagorean nature of the dualism in the second part of Parmenides’ poem (28B8.53-61)
is clear. Cf. A.L. Pierris, op. cit. p. 130, nn. 270-28. But a distinct parallel line of development was
instigated when the Theory of Being conceived by pure thought in the first part of the poem was
itself considered as an extreme and absolute case of Dualism. It is for this reason that the analysis of
(absolute) being in the first part of Parmenides’ poem is directly connected to Atomic, Epicurean and
Stoic Physics. For the crux of the argumentation lies in the emphasis on the absolute cohesion of
being. And on this theme does the entire Ontology ends, with a detailed, positive description of
beingness. Being as such is an absolute; there exists no more or less density of being; for neither is
there non-being that would divide being from being, or prevent being from reaching being, thus
creating anomalies in distribution; nor does being exist in a way that allows difference of being-con-
centration; for being is inviolable: nothing can be substracted from it somewhere and be added to it
elsewhere (B8.44-48). As there is not more or less being here or there (no different density or rarity),
being homogeneously attaches to being, and it is not severed from itself, it does not present occasion
for whatever differentation of part from part; this absolute homogeneousness makes it a uniformly
unified continuum (B8.22-25). Being stays with itself in itself, and thus remains steadfastly firm and
everlasting (B8. 29-30). It is unmoved and changeless (B8. 26; 38): its necessary homogeneity pre-
cludes the possibility of alteration. Being is equal to itself in every respect (and direction), and thus
lies h&mogeneously within its limits (B8.49). For a limit it has, otherwise it would stand in need of
something else; but there is nothing beyond it - or, alternatively for Parmenides, there is only non-be-
ing beyond it (B8.32-37). Thus we get, by rounding it all up, the famous positive image of being
(B8.42-44):

abtap £mel meipag mopotov, tetelsopévov Eoti
ndvtobev, edxdxhov ceaipng évariyxiov Oy,
peogdfev icomodég mavty.

The whole argument from B8.22 to the end of the first part centers therefore round continuity and
cohesion. Most relevantly for the Stoic position sounds the succinct formulation, in B4:

reboe &' Supmg dnedvio vée mapedvta PePaing
ob y&p drotunéer 10 EOV Tob £b6vtog Eyecbat
obte okidvduevov mdvty mdviog katd kéopov
obite ouvicTapevov. -

Mind discerns the co-presense of being with being; there can be no scattering, nor compression of
being. — The inviolability (6cvAiov) of Being (which comprises its unbegottenness and imperishabili-
ty elaborated in the former section of the first part, BS8.1-21), finds logicomythical expression in
repeated statements of sacred Necessity, Fate, Justice prohibiting Being from being otherwise than
uniform Being. Thus (B8.37-8): 16 ve (sc. Being) Moip” énédnosv/obhov dxivntév T° Epevar or (BS.
30-1): kpotepty y&p *Avaykn/ neipatog &v Seopoiow Exet, 6 pv (sc. Being) duoig Eépyer or (BS.13-
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5): 10D ivexev obite yevéobar/obt® SAAuohal dviixe Aikn yoAdoaoa RESNOIV/ AL Eyen of. B8.26-7:
adtép dxivntov peydlov Ev neipoot Seoudv/ oty dvapyov, Gnavotov etc.

There is emphatic use of vocabulary signifying binding, tying, fastening, shackling, bonds,
fetters. The question is precisely the one confronting Stoic Physics: what keeps being together?
What makes so that &v 2dvtt neAGCEL; (B8.25). Parmenides answered that the necessary homo-
geneousness of being renders it inviolable: o38: Statpetédy Eomwy, Enel may Eoriv Syoiov (B8.22:
cf. 8.44-49), The absolute uniformity of being, on the other hand, presupposes, as Parmenides
very clearly saw, the absolute non-existence of non-being. If non-being exists in whatever way,
then it can break up the continuity of being and disperse it into the vacuum (cf. B8.46-7) just as
the Pythagoreans admitted to be the case (58B30: xai 10 xevéy & Sropiler 1ag guoew, de aition
dvrog 100 kevod ywpiouod Tvog 1@v Egebiic xal Siopicewc: .. xai KeVoV, § diopiler Exdotwv tag
Ydpag Gef), although they counterbalanced this effect of Infinity by the corresponding action of
Limitation, If non-being exists in whatever way, it can also allow a greater or lesser concentration of
being in different respects or places by intermingling with it. The idea was already expressed in a
pythagorean setting, V. Xuthus FV 33 (= Aristotle Phys. 216b22). For Parmenides there is Jjust
(ungradated) fullness of being (ntiv 8" Eumhedy oty &6vrog B8.24), one continuum of it (Bv, ovveyéc
B8.6; 008" ¢rédeaov should of course be read in 8.4). In Melissus it is found an explicit articulation
of the idea that the non-existence of void (= non-being) entails Immoveability (in respect of locomo-
tion) and uncheangeability (in respect of condensation and rarefaction) of being, and, therefore, one
absolute fullness of being (mAéwy, mMipec); FV 30 B7 §§ 7-10: 008: xevedy EoTv 0UBEV' 16 yap
KEVEOV 00SEV EGTiv 0bK &V 0bY €ln 10 ve pndév. 008 Kveital (sc. 10 &v)... mukvov 82 xai dpatov
ovk dv &in. TS yap &patdv odk dvuotdy mAéwv elvar duoiag @ moKVE, AL’ 131 1 dpaidv ye
kevedtepov yiverm tob mukvod. Kpiow 8¢ tabmy xpf motioacfor 100 mhéw xai tob un mhéo: si
pEv obv yopel 1 f elodéyetal o0 nhiwv: el §& unte ywpel prite elodéystar, mhéwv. *Avdykn tofvoy
mdéwv elvar, &f kevéy un Eouiv. If emptiness does not exist, then being is absolute fullness. Non-be-
ing is totally excluded from reality and the realm of existence, and Dualism of whatever form totally
abandoned in favour of absolute Monism. — But in this determination Eleatism remained an isolat-
ed exception (disregarding its repercussions in some minor Socratic Schools). The first part of the
parmenidean poem was normally considered as an extreme form of Dualism, and, therefore, the
entire force of the question “What keeps being at all together?” was acutely felt.

Beingness for the archaic experience of reality is inseparable from corporeality. Being enjoys full
physical existence; to be is to make some difference, to have some impact on the World. To make its
presence felt, being must exercise some influence or at least exhibit the marks left by the operation of
another existence on its face; it must respond possitively or negatively, by action or passion to the
surrounding cosmic environment, to the World — setting into which it takes functionally part. Such
response, active or passive, evidently presupposes body in the pregnant hylozoistic pre-classical
sense. Body is the repository of power; disembodied existence is evanenscent substaritiality melting

evident from the Atomistic application of Eleatism. As Aristotle diagnosed, it was thought that if
Parmenidean non-being existed somehow, then being is many beings, each consisting in a full plero-
ma of substantiality, such as the One-Being-Absolute would be, if Non-Being did not exist, Atomic
Being is indivisible now, unscatterable. But why? Why was not the operation that dispersed the
One-Being into units of being repeated within each unit? Eventually the answer was a “must” inex-
plicable: divisibility must Stop somewhere in order for being to exist at all. But it has also been tried

to the main problem in Atomism archaic, classical and hellenistic, Thus Plutarchean Epit, I, 16, 2 (cf.
Stobaeus Ecl. 1,. 14, 2) = Dox. Gr. p. 315 = Democritus A 48: of Tdg dtdpovg, nepi 1 duepty
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{otacBat xai pn elg dneipov elvar T1iv toprjv. Leucippus A 13 (Simplicius in Phys. p. 925.10): oi 8¢
tii¢ &’ dmepov topfic dneyveokdteg, dg ob duvapévav fHudv én’ dneipov tepsiv kal £k tovtov
niothoacdor 10 dxotdinkrov 1iig Toufig, &€ adipétav Eleyov dpeotdvar 10 cduata kal sic 4o~
aipeta SrarpeloBar. mhnv St Asdxirnog puév xal Anpdkpirog ob pdvov tiv dndbeiav aitiov toig
npdTolg cdpact 1ob U dotpelobor vopifovorv, dALL kol 10 outkpdv. xai duepéc. Smallness as
reason why beings are indivisible was probably the initial Leucippean conception (FV 68A 49: viot
8¢ OO ouikpétyTog Gdaipeta — sc. 16 copata ¢ wpdta —, kabdnep of nepl tdv Asdkimnov).
Consonantly to this it was held that the atoms were imperceptible, because of their extreme smaliness
(68A37). But Democritus directly contradicted atomic smallness; he held emphatically that there
could be an atom of the size of the World (68A47: 8uvatov <8’ > elvar koouraiav drdpysiv dtopov.
In any case he advocated the existence of very large atoms (Bishop Dionysius apud Eusebius Praep.
Evang. X1V, 23 (773b): 6 8¢ xai peyiotog elval tivag dtdpovg 6 Anpdkprrog dmédapev). It is there-
fore inaccurate to attribute to Democritus the idea that all atoms must needs be imperceptible
(68A37). To speak of indisoluble firmness (&Autog oteppdTng) as cause of atomic unbrokenness is to
evade the real issue. (Cf. Diogenes Laertius IX, 44: dnep (dtopa) slvor dnadf kol dvailoiato did
v oteppdnta. But the view was characteristically attributed to Epicurus: FV 68A49: dnadfj §°
brotifevrar T4 odpatae elvor T npdTar tveg pEv adtdv dnd oxdnpdnroc d6pavaora, kabdnep ol
nepl *Emnixovpov, Evior 8¢ 0né ouikpdrnrog ddicipete, kabdnep ol mepi Aedanmov). Simplicius
gives a general explanation as to why, according to old Atomists and Epicureans as well, the atoms
are indivisible (d8iaipeTor) and impassible (dnudelc): d16 10 vaordg glvar kel duoipovg 1ol kevol:
v y&p draipsoy xatd td kevov to &v 10l cdpaot Eheyov yivesBot (67A14). This is in substance
the parmenidean aetiology (applied in a quasi-melissean sense; 30B8 §§2; 6: i moALd €in 101000
o7 elvar 016v nep 10 Ev). But since the real existence of non-being has broken the all-unity of being
into many beings, what can prohibit the repetition of such breaking up (especially in view of the
intrinsic divisibility of corporeal and spatial extension, which'is but its potentiality)? It is evident that
Atomism is necessarily driven towards the hypothesis of partless atoms however large. Bishop Dio-
nysius apud Eusebius Praep. Evang. XIV 23 (773b) assigns the introduction of the notion of partless
bodies (Gpepii ohpata) to Diodorus Cronus, and, under the appellation of solids without inerstices
or joints {(Gvappot dyxot) to Heracleides Ponticus: oi 8¢ td¢ dtdpoug perovopdoavteg duepti paciv
elvar-odpata 1od ravidg pépr, & dv ddwaipétov Sviov cuvtibetat 14 ndvta kai eig & Sakdetat.
Kai tovtov gact t@v duepdv dvopatonotdv Aéduopov yeyovévar Svoua 8¢, paoiv, adtoig dAlo
*Hpaxheidng 0épevog Ekdleoev <davdppoug™> Sykovg, map’ ob xai "AckAnmdadng ¢ loatpdg Exhn-
povéunce 10 Svopa. Cf. Sextus Empiricus adv. math. IX 363; X318; Pyrrh. Hypot. 111 32; adv.
math. X 85-6; 115 sqq. (v. 112); 143; Chalcidius Comm. in Tim. CCI Mullach. It is likely, however,
that what Diodorus originated was a theory combining partless elementary bodies (atoms) with
indivisible magnitutes (cf. Sextus adv. math. X 85-6). Democritus, on the other hand, would have
thought of physical partlessness as an explanation of atomicity. Atoms, differing in size, and however
large, are not made up of parts, i.e. of beings co-agglutinized, so to speak, together. Thus they do not
have interstices and joints within themselves (they are dvoppa cdpota) and are, thus, true elements
of existence. The influence of the parmenidean ontology is paramount. — For Atomism, the exist-
ence of the void is affirmed: xevov ydp elvai, Aristotle, de gener. et corrupt. 352a31. This kevév is
u1j 8v (Democritus A38) and 006év and dmeipov (A37). In fact Aristotle explicity connects the exist-
ence of multiplicity, movement, generation, destruction and change in being with the existence of
non-being. He refers back the exposition of Atomism to Eleatism (op. cit. 324b35). Multiplicity and
movement depend on the existence of the void. This proposition is accepted by both Schools. For the
former (325a2 sqq.): &vioiwg yap tdv dpyaiwv Edole 10 &v ¢€ avdyrmg Ev elvar kal dxivntov: 10 piv
yap kevov ok v, xivnBijvar 87 odk dv dVvachar py Sviog kevol xeywpiouévou, 003’ ab molid
glvar pn Svrog tob Sisipyovrog etc. For Leucippus (325a26 sqq.): toig 6% 19 &v xataokgvalovov
(i.e. with the Eleatics he agreed) d¢ odk v kivnowv oboav fvev kevod, 10 1¢ kevav pij dv kai 1ad
6vtog 00ty p7 By pnowv elvar 1o yap xoping 8v maumdipes Ov. *AML’ elvan 16 toobtov ovy Bv,
dAL” Gmerpa 10 TAT00G... Tabta 8 &v 16 kevd pépecBar (kevov ydp elvat) etc. And very revealingly, |
Met 985b4 sqq. (= 67TA6): Astrimnog 8& kol 6 Eraipog abTod Anpudrpitog ororgela piv 10 mAfpeg
xai 10 kevov slval pact, Aéyovieg T pév Bv 10 8¢ prj dv, tobtov 8¢ 1 piv mAdpec kal orepedy, 10
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v, 10 8& Kevov kod pavdv, 10 un dv' 610 xal ovhév HEALOV T0 Bv 105 ) Svrog efvai paciv, dn
008¢ 16 kevdy <Elartov> rop oduarog, — The principlés of all existence are according to Atom-
ism, the &topor (sc. odoi, or dropa sc. ghpata) and the xevéy (Diogenes Laertius IX, 44); of,
Democritus B9: vépe yAuvko etc. . Etef] 8¢ dropu kai xevéy (also B125; 117; ¢f, Leucippus A32). The
dtopa are the real @bo1g (B168; AS8), the fullness of being (vastéy = mAiipeg = Sév = Bv = gre-
pedv, Leucippus A8; cf. Ald: 10; 115 12; Democritus A37; 38; 40; 44; 45; 46; 47; 125 etc.): w0 yap
xvplug Sv waumdiipec Sv, Aristotle de gener. et corrupt. 325a27. The antithesis of principles was that
between fullness (vastév) and emptiness (kevév) of being (A46), presence and absence of being. In a
sense the void is the space as emptiness receptive of ful] being (68A37). — The return to pythagorean
dualism, but in terms of parmenidean oatology, determined the fundamental Dpositions of Atomism.
Thus Thrasylus (Diogenes Laertius XI 38) maintained the close affinity of Democritean theory to
Pythagorean doctrine: Soxei 5¢ Inlotig yeyovivar (sc. Democritus) t@dv Mubayopidv- aAAG xai
avtob MuBayspoy Hépvitar Baupdlov adtov dv ™ Spovipy ouyypdppatt (entitled Mubaydpnc,
Diogenes Laert. 1X 45). ITdvra o¢ doxeiv napd tovrow Aefety, xal adtodb §° v dxmxoévar, &i ury o
BV ypovev Eudyeto. Tldviog pévror 1@y Hubayopikav tivoe dxotoat oty adrov Madkoc 6
Pnyivog xatd tovg abrovg xPévoug abt@ yeyovic. Dnoi 8¢ kai "AroArédwpog 6 Kuluenvog ®iro-
Ao adtdv ouyyeyovévar. In fact the atomistic rendering of Pythagoreanism under Parmenidean
perspective is attributed to Ecphantus, 51A1-2. And note, Aristotle De coelo 303a8: TpéTOV Ydp TIvY
xai obrot (sc. Leucippus and Democritus) ndvta 16 $vea notoboty dptbuodg xal ¢ dpiudv. As is
said of Ecphantus (foc. cit.); TG yap mubayopikdc Hovadag obrog npdtog aneprivato copatixdc,
“i.e. indivisible units of being.

For Democritus atomic indivisibility was physical, as is clear from his postulating atoms of var-
ious sizes, and, indeed, of possibly huge dimensions. The partlessness of such physical elements
consisted precisely in the fact of their elementarity, i.e. of their not being made up from lesser
particles coglutinized, so to speak, together. This explained the lack of inner intersticial divisions
segregating the cohesion of being within each atom (just as with the dvappot Syxor of Heracleides

being by invoking any Physical indivisibility of space? Especially as the object of (true) noetic
thought is (genuine) being (28B3: 16 ydp aito vosiv oty 7€ kel sivar); thought is alwa ys of what it
is, since it is articulated in being (28B834-6): tadtov §° dori VOELV ¢ xai ofivexey toti vénpa. /ob
Yap dveu tob Eovrog, év @ repatiopévoy écriv,/el’)pn’calg 10 voely), In the thorough Aristotelian

who (de Coclo 303a$) gaoci yap elvon g TPATY pEYiln A Ber piv dreipa peyéler 5¢ déraipeta.
— That Democritus was fully conscious of the mathematical implications of his physical theory is
indicated by the fact of devoting two books on this subject, in his work entitled Iepi dAdywy

of the atomic beings, as physical darum that would account for mathematical irrationality. — Aristo-

tle certainly includes the Atomists among his “£viot” who succumbed to both the powerful eleatic
arguments: first, that unless there exists the non-being, being must be one; and, second, that unless
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there exist indivisible magnitudes, being will be dissolved into insubstantial nothingness (Phys. 187
al; cf. FV 29A 22; 23). — Persisting in Eleatism, one is inevitably led ultimately into the postulation
of the fncorporeality of being. Thus Melissus, 30B9; for corporeality entails extendedness, and this in
its turn part-possession and divisibility. Melissus, it is true, accepted unlimitedness for true being (B2;
4), from which indeed he deduced the oneness of absolute being (BS; 6). Furthermore, he affirmed of
being that it is infinite with regard to magnitude (B3: AL’ domep Eativ Gel, obte xai 10 ufyeboc
drgipov dei ypn} elvar). But how can being be simultaneously unlimited in magnitude and yet incor-
poreal? Simplicius explains (In Phys. 109.32 = 30B10): uéyefog 8¢ 0V 16 Sraorardv proty adTog yap
ddiaipetov 16 dv Seikvoorv... GAMG uéyshoc 10 Siapua abtd Aéyer tijg bnoordoews. (And similarly
op.cit. 109.29 = B3). But Melissus’ argumentation in B2-3, directed as it is against early Pythagorean
Cosmogony (cf. A.L. Pierris op. cit. pp. 135 sqq.) of an embryogenetic World-formation, presup-
- poses extensional infinity; the eternal cannot have an inception at this point, development in all
dimensions, and such and such limit (&px1i, péoov and népag or tehevt according to the standard
formula). Infinity is deduced from eternity. And precisely this deduction is castigated by Aristotle
(Soph. Elench. 167b13; 168b35 = Al10; cf. All). Besides, Melissean Being is fullness, mhéwv, stuffed
s to speak up completely (B7 §§ 9-10; § 9... ¢ p&v obv yopei 1 elodéyetar, ob mhéov: i 8¢ prjte
xopel prite elobéyetal, mhéwv); it cannot thus be Space. We end up thus with a Being which is
infinitely extended, all-inclusive and one (rdv B2 ad fin.; §v), absolutely full and incorporeal, all at
once. One universal, partless atom is the solution of the riddle. It is incorporeal as it does not share
in the essential character of corporeality, divisibility in parts. Simplicius (supra) was right to construe
Melissean incorporeality as, basically, indivisibility; only he anachronistically interpeted the magni-
tude involved as non-extended swelling of existence out of nothingness, 8lapue t7j¢ Smoordoswe. He
should have spoken of the unaffectible infinite plenitude of existence.

In Epicureanism we meet a refusal to proceed to an ultimate explanation of the existence of
being. What really exists is bodies and space; ad Herod, 39-40; ad Pyth. 86; Sextus adv. dogm. 111,
333; Plutarch adv. Colot. 1112E. Bodies are either compositions of elementary particles or elemen-
tary bodies (ad Herod. 40). These latter are fullnesses (peotd § 42) indivisible and unchangeable,
otherwise being would be dissolved into nothingness (ibid. 41); tabto-é Eotiy dropa kai duetdfin-
T, ginep pn) uédder ndvra &l 1o pn v glupriceobar, GAL’ ioydovea bropevely &v taig Stakdoeot
6V ovykpiceav thiipn v pioty dvta xal odx Exovia Smy § drwg drodvbricetan, date tdg dpyac
drdpobe dvaykaiov sfvar cwudrav pioeig. Cf. § 54: al 8¢ dropot 008Ev petapdiiovoty, gnerdrimep
del 11 bropévewy év taig Sakiceal tdv ouykpicewy oTepedy Kai &drdAvtov, & tig petafordg odk
elg 6 p1y 8v motfoztan 008 &k tob p1j 8viog, GAAL KoTd uetubéoeig <uvav>> etc. (cf. Lucretius I,
551 sqq.). Division ad infinitum of bodies is negated; even a mental passing to continually less and
less parts of a body is deemed impossible by Epicurus; ad Herod. 56-57. — There are minimals in
sensation. These bear a resemblance to larger, compound bodies, in that one may conceive a mental
passing (petdfaoic) from one part of them to another; yet they are dissimilar to the latter, since, if
we (relying in the former similarity) attempt to introduce a division within them, and segregate two
parts on either side of the cut, we end up with holding in perception sensibles equal to the initial one
from which we started (§ 58). — To such perceptible minimals with unseparable, ungraspable parts,
each as it were equal to the whole, there correspond the ultimate atoms of reality. These elementary
particles of true being do have in a sense parts (since they do possess and vary in magnitude cf, 55-6),
but such parts as cannot be grasped in themselves, and thus not quite real ones. Some among the
atoms are true minimals in extension, and these constitute the limits of things and their units of
measurement; but thése cannot on their own form complete bodies (§ 59). They may be the genuine
dpepdi and absolute dpstdfara, if we read Guepij (instead of the possible dpuyd) in 59.5 with von
Arnim, and épetdBata (in place of dperdBola) in 59.8 with Usener. — Void is the incorporeal in
itself, what cannot act or undergo any influzence, § 67. Its only property is intangibility (intactus,
Lucretius 1, 454). — There must be &topo if being is not to disappear into nothingness. But what
holds together these i{]divisibles? Plutarchean Epit. I, 3, 18 = Stobaeus Ecl. 1 10, 14; gipntal 3¢
Gtopog oby, 81t Eotiv Elayiotn, AL’ 8Tt ob SHvatal TunBfjvar, dnabhg odoa xai duétoyog kevod.
Simplicius, In Arist. Phys. 231a21 (925.13 Diels), claims that Epicurus abandoned the old atomistic
explanation of the indivisibility of the elementary particles in terms of partlessness, because of the -
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severe Aristotelian critique against that notion, — Atomic indivisibility is, therefore, for Epicurus
simply a datum of reality, the simplest and most natural physical theory of first principles consistent
with experience. - - - - - s : .

The infinite multi-dynamism of fertility had to be conjugated in Pythagoreanism to the principle
of Finiteness in order for the World not to collapse into chaotic eruption of uncontrollable power.
With Eleatism, the terrible cosmic Womb became the impotent Abyss of Nothingness. Atomism of
all sorts (Old Academy as well and logically-minded Socratic Schools) rehabilitated the second prin-
ciple as u1j 8v in existence; but they could not satisfactorily explain why being, once broken up from
its absolute Oneness by reason of the existence of non-being, would not disintegrate completely into
that inert Infinity. Stoicism reverted to the cohesion of all being, but discovered that non-being, even
existing, cannot threaten the integrity of being from outside. Yet internal danger there lurks, because
of the very corporeality of being, and, conscquently, of its divisibility.

3. EXCURSUS III: ON SPIRIT AND TENSION

The substance (substrate, matter) of all being is without quality but of a definite quantity. SVF I
87: odoiav 8t elval tv 16V dvtev ndviev npdtnv ARy, Tadtny 8¢ ndoav didiov kai obte mhsie
yryvopévny obte Eddta. 11 316; 317. Plotinus in 11 320 assumes that the total material substance has
a definite magnitude as well: 8156001 8% kol o®pa abrf —sc. f SAg— dnolov adrd chpa Aéyovieg:
xai péyebog 8¢, But this is inaccurate; the actual size of the substance depends on its condition. 1t is
different, for example, at the beginning of the World-formation, and different in the present deve-
loped cosmic state. What the Stoics affirmed was that the quantity of matter s constant, as matter
cannot be created ex nihilo, nor disappear in nothingness. So Origenes (in SVF 318) is nfore exact
when he states: GAL" 008 péyeBog dmotetaypivoy gyovoa (sc. matter). — The definite quantity of
material substance makes it finite. I 88 (Chalcidius): Deinde Zeno hanc ipsam essentiam finitam esse
dicit unamque eam communem omunium quae sunt esse substantiam etc. III Antipater 32 = Apollo-
dorus 4 = Diogenes Laertius VII, 150: odpa 8° ton kot adrove 1 odoia xai rnengpacuévn. Cf, I
323. In general, IT 603: nav odua nemepacpivov elvat Aéyovstv. Chrysippus elaborated the general
necessity, IT 503: 16 pév obv kevov dneipov slvar AéyeoBar 6 y6.p Extdg 100 Kéopov totobt’ glva,
tov 3¢ 1m0V (ie. space actually occupied by bodily substance) TENEPOTUEVOV S1d TO undiv odpa
anepov eivar. Kabdnep 8¢ 10 owparicov nerepacpivoy elver, obtwg w6 doduarov dreipov, & 18
Yap xpdvog dretpog kai 16 Kevov. "Qamep yap 10 undé Ev (or undiv)y toi &vog (thus it should be
read in place of the mss. undtv o0t &v or pndév Ev and the vulgate since Canter undév "068‘sv) totl”
nEpag, obtwg of ye (for the transmitted: 086¢) 100 pndevdc (sc. kol népag 1o undt €v), oldv Eott 10
kevov. Katd yap v abrob dndotaciv dnerpdy Eoti mepatobtar §° ab tobto Exminpovpevov (i.e.
when it is filled up by full corporeal substance) tob 8% nAnpodviog Gpbévtoc odx Eomiv adtod
vofisat népag. The limit of corporeal being for the Stoics is not a being; the népag is not body; I1
487, 1t is unSév, 11 486. It subsists only mentally (xat’ ¢nivotav) not in rerum natura (11 488). It may
be held that népag is not even any incorporeal existence like space or time, because these are ex-
tended, and thus akin to real being. What in reality bounds being is the non-being enveloping it;
conversely what bounds non-being is being which limits non-being by occupying so much of it. Of
course, strictly speaking, the vbid cannot limit, as it cannot act at all. The spirit in substance unites
and limits it by giving it a quality apt to occupy a certain amount of space. Under this alternative,
the text above would run: donep yap o undE Bv 0bdevig Eot népac, ottaxg 0082 100 undevdc, oldv
2ot 16 kevéy, — Exactly analogous reasoning applies to temporal extension and events occuring, or
entities enduring, in it. -—The archaic opposition between mépog and &ncipov physically construed is
recaptured in the Stoic arch-contrariety between being and non-being. This is germane to atomistic
applications of Eleatism. — A finite World engulfed in the infinity of Void: 11 528; 534; 535; 536;
537; 538; 539; 543; 534; 195; 96; Diogenes Laertius VII 140; 143; 150.

This is a typical Pythagorean conception, Vid. A.L. Pierris op. cit. pp. 137-8, nn. 88-98. Cf. with
regard to the infinite Void engulfing the World, SVF II 94: (6 KevoV) Keywpiouévov xal a8pdov
elvar kaf’ abtd, mspiéyov 1ov obpavéy, B¢ mpdtepov piv dovio Tiy dpyaiov Tivig, petd 8% tabta
ol mepl Zrivava 1ov Kitiée, The Gpyaiot meant here are precisely, principaily, the early Pythago-
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reans, as is explicitly observed by Philoponus in Ar. Phys. p. 613.23 (= SVF 1 96). — Cf. on the
subject, SVF I 95; 11 535; 538; 539; esp. 543; 619; 503; 609; etc. — There is no void in the World, only
continuous corporeal fullness of being; cf. I 95; 11 424; 477 502; etc. — Thus the totality of being
(the World) exists in the midst of the infinity of non-being (the Void). The Void really exists (cf. I}
502) — In one sense the Universe (16 néiv) is the World, in another it is the system of the World and
the encompassing Void; Apollodorus 9, I1T p. 260. 24. Some reserved «t6 wéiv» for the latter sense,
while employing “td 8\lov” in the former; II 522-525.

Finite, unified corporeal substance in the midst of infinite empty Space; Being kept together in
the midst of Non-being. Bodily fulness and substance without any intermixture of void and non-be-
ing. The aboriginal fear of what-is to become annihilated by being dissolved in the horrible chaos of
what-is-not does not in fact turn into actual realization: there obtains a cohesive power keeping being
together and upholding it in existence as full substance; such is the divine Spirit. SVF II 473 (Alex-
ander Aphr. de mixtione p. 216.14 Bruns = p. 114 Todd): Eot1 82 1| Xpuoinmov $8ka nepl KPACEWG
fide" fjvdodar pév dmorifetar Trjv olumacay obaiav, aveluards nivog Std rdong edtic Sijrovroc,
09’ ol ouvéystal te koi cuppéver kol cupmabéc 2oty abTd 16 ndv. IT 533 (Proclus In Plat. Tim.
I38E Diehl): and tob fiviobat v odoiav, tovtéon tiv SAny, odpa oboav. No void exists in the
World; IF 543: &v 8¢ 16 Kéopw undiv elvor xevév, 6AL" fviodat adtév: tobro yap dvaykdley v
t@v obpaviav mpd¢ 1d Eniyeia alpnvolav kol cuvtoviav. 11 544 (cf. 545). 546: obts pny O’ Evog
tévou Guveyopivon adtod kai Tob mvedpatog pury 8t Ehov Sviog cupguobc, oldv ' dv v fAuiv
bpav 1j diodewv. 1013: fvwpévov 1 odpa & Kéopog (otite §& &x ouvantopévay obte Ek Srecthrwv).
447. 448 (&v 11 ouvéyel oV e ohvorov Kbopov dpa 1oig &v adtd). 470. 441 10 ndv nvidobai t& kol
ouvéyeobor, nvedpatés Tvog 316 mavtdg Sirjkovtog abtod. — The idea is very clearly articulated by
Cleomedes in response to Peripatetic criticism. SVF II 540 (= Cleomedes Circul. doctr. Lip 7
Bake): Aéyetan kdxeivo bn” adtdv (sc. the Peripatetics) ég ei v 2o 100 Kéopov KEVOV, YEouévn
81" avrod 7.ovoia, &n’ dneipov Sieokeddobn v xai dieoropmictn. *AAAG, prigopev, d¢ und
tobto dbvatar nobelv: Eiv ydp Exer tiv ouvéyouoay abdtiv kal cuvnpotoav, Kai o pEv nepyov
avtiv kevov 003Ev molel (as being incorporeal), adth §” brepBarlodon Suviper APOUEVT cuvTY pel
Eavtiv, ovateAhopévn e kail TdALY yeouEvn &v adtd Katd TG puoikac abtiig petafolrdg, dAlore
pév eig ndp yeopévm, dAlote 8¢ kol mi xoopoyoviav dppdoa. Even Alexander Aphrodisiensis
(apud Simplicius in Arist. Phys. p. 671, 4 = II 552) accepts so much: & 8% Aéyovoty &t ¢ Ecwe
2ils a{itﬁg abtov (sc. 1ov Kdopov) suveyodong péver, mpog piv 16 pr okeddvvuobul adtod td pdpia
xai Sieandobal kai dAlo dhhayob pépesbar cuvepyoin dv Tt lowg 1 €15 etc. Il 441 108 un Siani-
nrsty, dALd cuppuévely 16 odpota aitiov 1 covéyxov adtd nvebua. Very characteristically, 439 (Gal-
en VII p. 525 Kithn): nowelv 8° &ig &autd Aéyewy driobv §i dvepyeiv sic tavtd napd v Evvolav
Eotv' olitwg obv xal ouvéyety Eavtd. kai yap of pdliora elonynodusvor T}V OUVEKTIKT}Y SUvapuy,
g ot Erwixol, 10 pkv ovvéyov Eepov motobot, 6 ouvexdusvov §¢ Gilo® T piv VAP TVEVHOTIKTY
ovoiav 0 cuvéyov, Tiiv 8¢ DAikTv 10 cuveydpevov. 440 (id.) dnav 1o v Epacay aitiag dciobat
ouvektikfg &l 16 elvar. All being needs a cohesive cause to keep it in existence. The Spirit, too, as a
being, and indeed a corporeal one, presupposes a cohesive faculty for its existence. Only, it itself
possesses that power, or rather is essentially characterized by the power to hold together first itself,
and then the material substance which it permeates. Galen clearly states as much in 440; in 439 he is
arguing ad se ipsum. What keeps together the entire World and all its parts is the one divine spirit (II
448; 447). However, in the elemental constitution of the World, the light and £irova elements (fire
and air) play the role of Spirit as against the heavy and &tovo ones (water and earth) which succumb
to their action (cf II 418; 439; 440, p. 145.1; 444; 443 p. 146.14). In fact, fire and air in combination
are akin to the aetherial Breath which is the primal being, Godhead alone, spirit and first matter in
their necessary copulation.

The cohesive power of the divine Spirit is realized as a tension (vévog) permeating material
substance and holding it together. Just as this t6vog in general constitutes the substance into full
being, so its particular disposition impresses on matter definite qualitative being-determinations.
SVF II 318: & yap ovvdv abtd (sc. tf odoiq) tévog kal 81 hav keyopnkde rdorg te ro1dTHTOg
kol t@v nepi abtrjv aiviov fiv olkovomdv. 310: pepiyBar tij GAg Aéyewy tov Ocdv, Sid naong adtiig
duirovta, kel oxnuerifovia kol poppodbvia kai koouonolodvra TovTe 1§ TpSng (i.e. through his
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pervading the passive principle). — Divinity, that is the power of activity and causality, consists in
spirituality. IT 340: oi Troixkol mdvta o oitia copatikd (perhaps we should correct with Diels to
rvevpatid, adding in the following clause something like <rommixd>>) nveduata ydp. I 88: non
deesse ei (sc. matter) spiritum ac vigorem ex acternitate, qui moveat eam rationabiliter etc. 1 533
haec Cleanthes in spiritum congerit, quem permeatorem universitatis affirmat. II 473 (Xpvoinmov
86€0): fivdobau piv drotiBetar triv obpnacay obsiav, rvsduards tivoe Std rdang abtiic Stjxovrog
ete. 11 441, Alexander Aphr.” eriticism in de mixtione X (223.6 - 224.27 Bruns) is directed precisely
against the idea that divine causality resides in spirit. When in the course of his argumentation he
objects to the derivation of spirit from fire and air (224.14 Bruns = II 422), he evidently confuses
what pertains to the fully developed World, and as such is created in each World-cycle (i.e. the
elements) with what is eternally existent and causes cosmic formation. That the eternal divine spirit

(principle of causality) is distinct from the four elements of the created Universe, or of any combina-
tion thereof, probably accounts for its identification with the aristotelian fifth element in the pneu-
" matic medical School, as Galen reports (introd. sive medicus X1V 698 Kiihn = SVF I 416): xora 8¢
0V " AbBrivatov atotyeia dvBpdrov od té téooepa npdta cdpata... GAL’ af TOLOTNTEG AOTMV.., BV
dVo pEv 1a moTicd aitia brotifetar, 1o Bepudv xai 16 Yoy pdv, 8bo 8¢ drikd, 10 Enpov kai 1o
UYpov, Kai wéuntov mapeiodyer katd tov¢ Lrwixole 16 Sifixov Sia ndvrwy nvedua, be’ ol 1d ndvra
ouvéyeoBat kal dioikeioBal. This is typical syncretizing in the manner of the Middle Stoa. The
genuine Stoic factor in it is the view that the celestial acther of the World is consubstantial with the
primal being. But the Spirit as active Principle that forms (first) matter into primal being and aether
is something distinct. Yer as the active principle transforms itself, so is the matter qualified. There is
thus systematic ambiquity between spirit as Active Principle and Spirit as primal Being. Lack of
sufficient awareness of that ambiguity is also betrayed (although “npwtéyovov™ refers to the first
offspring of the two principles) in the doctrine of the dpxnyov kai mpwréyovov mveDpa 10 mpdToy
according to the Galenian Ef {dov 16 kara yaorpde (XIX 160 Kihn = SVF II 638; nevertheless the
formulation there is rather more hylozoistic than the Stoic dualism would fully approve; but it stems
from the medical Stoicism of the preumatic School): Kéopog toivuy éotiv cbornpa £ odpavod kai
Yii¢ xai tdV petald pvoewvy, <mupdg> xai B3atog Kkai &épog (this is how the lacuna in the text ought
to be filied; between celestial, aetherial quintessence and earth there lie the other elements, fire, air
and water; Cf. for the genuine Chrysippean position II 527) kai 6 8ifikov Eyov 81d TdvTOV adTEY
Gpynyov kai mpatéyovoy nvebua, émep xalobot maidee pthocdeev f| woxdv 1§ povada 1 dtopov
(this “&@ropov™ should not be athetized with von Arnim; the spirit of divinity as well as the entire
cosmic substance it unifies is an unbreakable continuum of full being without any emptiness) §j dp 9
Spovipeg ¢ yéver mvelpa 16 mpdtov etc. (the primeval spirit homonym to the breaths and winds
and blows and fiery, aetherial spirits of the developed World). — Stoicism however accepted funda-
mentally the {our-element theory of Cosmos (cf. 1I 417). Spirit in the existing World is aetherial
substance, fiery air or breath of fire (cf. 11 442). Such is also the Ur-Spirit as primal existent, divine
spirit in first matter: its substance is a fiery blow. That this is not the divine principle itself is evident
from the fact that it is not existing without interruption. Even momentarily it is extinguished,when
God turns its proper aetherial substance in totally liquid semen at the preparatory stages of Cos-
mogony.

" The divine spirit consists in'a tension (tévog). SVF 11 441 (8eopdg mvebpatog): tic Yép xai 6
TOVOg 1O Tvedpatog, He’ ob cuvdolpeve (sc. T8 chpata) THV ¢ cuvéxeLay Eyet Ty nPA¢ 6 olkela
HEPT xal ovviintan Toic rapakeiptvoig; 447: 6 Sirjcav TVEVRATIKOG T6VOS Kol cuviywy tov Kéo-
Hov. 546: obte pq b9 Evog tévou guveyopévoy abtob (sc. the World) xai tob nvedpatog ur S’
Shou Svrog cuppuoic etc. 1 497: oy By ©f Tév Shwv odoig tévoy un rodecOar. 1 514: “Hpokhfig §°
EoTiv § &v toig 8hoig T0vog, kab’ v 7 plotg loyupd kai kpatatd Zotiy, aviknrog xai angprytvntog
obaoa, petadotiese loybog xai toic kata Hépog kal Ghifc Omdpyov. 11 318: 6 cuvey adTij (sc.
matter) tévo¢ kai §1° SAwv KexwonKag ete. Cf. 444; 785; 455, — Cleanthes seems to have been
particularly prone in widely utilizing the notion of ovog; v. 1 563. ¢f. II 877; 11 473; 11 457; etc.

According to Chrysippus (active) being is the dynamic spirit with its two inherent tonic (tension-
al) movements, inward and outward (11 471): Xpbournog 82 1010076V Tt dieBeParobro- sivar 16 Sv
nveiua kvolv Eauto kai &€ adrod (cf. 11 442 p. 146.10). I1 441: 16 nav fvdolai e kal cuvéyechar,
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nvedpatég Tvog Sid tavtdg dujkovog adtob... Tig yap xal 6 tdvog tod nvedpatog, B9’ ol Guvdos-
peve Ty T UVEYELay Eyel TRV Tpog 6. olkela pépn kol cuviiTral Tol¢ mupakelpivorg;... tob pn
Sanintewy, GAAG ovppévery 16 odpate ditiov o ouviyov adtd mvebpa. This Spirit keeps itself
together, being thus also the principle of cohesion of all substance; the idea is expressed with refer-
ence to the spirit and fire of the existing Cosmos, of the vbv diexdounotc. — The characteristics and
qualities of substance are just so many modifications of spirit. 1T 379: v mowdtnta elvar avedud
nwg Exov 1j §Anv mwg Eyovaay, Spirit being disposed in a particular way causes matter’s disposition
in the same manner, and thus the corresponding quality may be conceived as a particular disposition
of either the active spirit or the passive matter. II 389: nvevpotikn 1 oboia Eotal thv capaTiK@Y
nowotytov. Concrete spirits in the developed World are of an airy nature, being airy tensions, IT 449:
xaitot mavrayod tv Any dpydv € tavtiig xai dxivntov drokelobar taig nodtnow drogaivouat,
146 & mowétntag mvebuata oboag kal tévoug depddels, oig Giv dyyévavian pépeot tig GAng eido-
notelv Ekaota wal oynpatifsiv. The spiritual tension, expressed as outward and inward tensional
movement of the spirit, constitutes the magnitudes and qualities on the one hand, the unification and
existence on the other, respectively, of the thing to which it belongs, II 451: tovixiv Tva elvar
xivnow mepi 1@ odporta £ig 10 giow dua Kivoupédvny kai sic 16 EEw" kal v piv elg o ELo peyedav
xal wototitev dnctehectikiv elvar, v 8¢ &ig 10 clow tvdoseg kai odoiug (cf. I 452). The
movement to the interior is what prevents the dispersion of being into the Void; it keeps together the
being of the spirit itself, it sustains it in one-ness and existence. The outward movement makes the
spirit extend to the entire substance (matter); this extension does not progress indefinitely as it is
counterbalanced by the inward movement which also continues unceasingly; thus substance is also
kept together (cf. II 442, p. 146.8). The particular way in which the spirit unites matter, and the kind
of the corresponding outward tensional movement impart on substance its individual quality, and,
hence, size. For the tovikai xivijoeic v. further II 448-453. There are two opposite such movements
in each thing, which, as a result of their combined operation, leave it unmoved, but impart on it the
cohesive tension; 11 450; cf. 456; 455. — Galen (in II 450) raises the question whether the thing is
actually moving along the two opposite directions in a continual succession of small, jerky move-
ments cancelling each other by transposing the thing. alternatingly in opposite senses, or whether the
thing really remains in the same place, the two opposite “tertsional movements™ being rather powers
exerc121ng opposite influences without realizing themselves as actual alternating transpositions. The
Stoics seem to have adopted the former construal (II 864; and so Simplicius in II 452 speaks of
Sbvauty 7j pdAdov kivnoiv); which appears consonant to their general rigorously realistic stand-
point. — The opposite tensional movements are one inward, the other outward, the former constitu-
tive of the thing’s existence, oneness and determinate beingness; the latter of its size and quality; II
451; 1 452: ddvop 1j pdddov kivnow tiv gavetiknv kai mukvetikrjv tibevia (rarefying and con-
densing), v uév éni td Eow, tiv 8% &ni 14 o xal v piv 1od elvai, v 8t tob mowdv sivan
aitiav. Cf. II 471 p. 152.31 sqq. 466; 458.

The function of the two opposite tensional movements has been described basically above. The
inward movement tends to compress, the outward to swell; thus they are called condensative and
rareficatory. The inward, if alone it existed, would reduce the spirit to a focal point; if the outward
movement operated on its own, it would dilute being into infinity. We recover here a third applica-
tion of Pythagorean dualism, now within active being itself. For all determinate being is caused by
the active principle; the passive one is the perfectly yielding receptacle of the former’s activity. Cf. 11
551 p. 174.27 (Chrysippus): 6m toig eig 10 abdriic ptoov 1 oboia kai taig &nd Tob adtiig uéoov
Srowksitar [xai] ovveyéol (or better: xai ouvéyetar) xvijoeot: In the central point (népac) and the
infinite expansion (&ncipov) we recognize the Pythagorean original dualism.

A major crux in Stoic Elemental Physics is presented by the apparent contradiction between the
intensity of the spiritual grasp on matter and the density of the thereby constituted notd odoia. For
as fiery acther is the proper form.of substance for materialized divinity, it must be characterized by
the strongest possible cohesion and unification, and possess the mightiest cohesive and unifying
potency; which appears paradoxical. The difficulty is connected to the Stoic doctrine of dvritunia;
for the more resistant body would seem to be endowed with greater degree of cohesion {(cf. Excursus

I).
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Thus the elements essentially consist in varying degrees of condensation of prime matter. When in
Exnbpooig matter has been all transformed into the fiery-aethereal substance of divinity, it occupies
- vast regions of space, immensely larger than the extent of the actual World-Siaxéopnorc. 11 §19; 609;
610. V. Plutarch de comm. notitiis, 35, 1077A 5qq., the last part of which is in 11 618 (cf. also IT 744),
where read: dALd tob ye Kéapou nhéov (with Pohlenz instead of mdAtv) 16 1hp, § ontpua Aéyovov
elvat, xai petd v Exnipwoty elg oméppa petéPare 1ov Kéopoy Ex Bpaxutépov cépator kai
Syxou ybotv Exovia modiiv xai 10b kevod npocemAaufdvovia ydpav dristov Emvepopévny i
adfioer yeyvaptvou 8 abbic (sc. toi Kéopov) droympsiv 1o uéyebog kai guvorioBdverv, §u-
opevng xul cuvayoptvng tepi v yéveou el Eavtiv T OAng. V. Philo de Aetern. Mundj 99-103;
cf. SVF II 611. — And in general, II 406: the elements change to each other xvoeai 1€ tiot kol
miAtjoest. To the compression (niknoig) corresponds the condensation (abotooig), 11 413 p. 136.20
sqq. (cf. 471 p. 152.37). — That water is substance in greater consolidation than fire seems to contra-
dict its being less active, and thus Jess forcibly mastered by divine spirit. The objection has thus been
raised (Galen in SVF II 440) that it is absurd and contrary to common experience to consider what is
hard, resistant and dense in need of cohesion; and even more absurd and repugnant to see in what is
loose, soft and yiclding the cause of cohesion. But the paradox is only apparent. For the more perfect
penetration of the divine spirit in matter occurs when the substance is more pliable, more tense and
elastic and thus more active; while slackness, relaxation and unstretchedness are the cause of in-
creased resistance, and thus less compliance to the working of spirit. Cf. II 444: yfiv pév Yap @act
xoi 68wp 098’ tautd cuvéyey oBh’ Etepa, nvevpatikiic 8¢ Hevoyfl xai mupddovg Suvdueng v
Evémto Stapouidtrey: Gépa 8¢ kol nip abtdv ©° elvar 81 sdrovigy ExTikd, kai toig Suaiv éxeivolg
EyKekpauéva Tovoy mapEYE xai 16 pévipov kol obot®deg. 1T 473 p. 155.33: xai tGiv gtorxgiov...
800, 10 15 ndp xoi 1dv Gépa, Aertopepdi € xai xolpa kol eirova Svra S1d tdv &Y%o, Yfig te xai
Bdatog, nuyopepdv xai Bapéev kol drévmy Svrawv, Swaneportnévar Gha §1° Srov, oglovia v
otxeiov ooy kai cuvéyelay add te wod Exelva. Plutarch de primo frigido, 11: (4 mfj&1c) nébog pév
tonwv $8atoc, Epyov §° 8£pog adTd pEv yip ke’ Eavtd o Udap eddrdyurov kai Grayic xal dod-
otatdy iotiy, évreivetar 8¢ xal cuvdyetal 1§ dép: oELyyousvov dno Yyuypdtnrog ete. Since there
can be no more tightening than that which obtains in the primal being, World-formation requires a
comparative relaxation of the supreme tension, resulting in more solid and resistant beings. These are
things more frangible, less spiritual. — The first change from (aetherial) fire to (fiery) air is thus
described in Dio’s logicomythus (= SVF II 622): pvnobeic (sc. the pure Godhead) 8¢ TAppoditng
xal yevéoeng énpdive xai avijke abTdyv, kai moAd tob 9ot droaPioag eic dépa nUPOdN TpéneTar
mupds fniov ete. The descent in the ladder of elements consists in gradual “mollifying and relaxa-
tion” of the initial severe tension. The grosser the material substance the more resistant it is, which
means, the less potent to permeate the foreign entity, act on it and assimilate it or impart an impres-
sion and character on it; thus naturaily, the less mastered and stretched by divine spirit, the further
away from' God’s own form of matter, _

Spirits are particular dispositions of the eternal, divine Spirit. Such spirits constituting the being
of the things in the World arc distinguished into (yihai) EEsrg, pboe, wyoyal, corrésponding«-to the
triple division of reality into inanimate entities, plants, animals (I1 715; 716; 718; 1013). Nobg is
added as a fourth item to account for beings endowed with reason, I 158: g ndong oboiog me-
Portniévar tov Oedy nBepévorg kai mod piv elvon vobyv, mol 82 yuytv, 1od St vo1Y, mod 8¢ B,
Ct. H 459; 460; 453, “Holdings” or “graspings” (Efeic) are spirits keeping together substances in
concrete being, II 368: cdpata fvopéva Méysobat Soa Hmd niég EEwg xporeital, olov AiBog, Evhov

-

Emoaveiag dvakdpntet rdhwy, ypig &v éni 1ov adrov dolentar témoy, 4o’ ob o p@ToV ¢ puridy.
"E&eng & cuveyric -0bt0¢ Siavdog d9Baptog. Again the interaction of the two opposite tensional
movements), For these “holdings™ that hold together the substance of things v. IT 540; 473 p. 155.
29; 1013 p. 302.19; 36; 716; 474; 391 p. 129.14. The Eeug, as spirits;'are also described as “airs”; IT
449: 008kv §Aho tag &g TN dépac elvai pnow (sc. Chrysippus) O10 todtav Yap GuvéEyeTon 14

coputae kol toi mowdv Exactoy elvar @V Eet ouveyoubvav 6 owvéywv aitiog difp éouy, v
oxAnpdryTa ey év OWTipe, TukvétnTa 8 fv Aibw, AgvkdtrTa 87 év dpypw xalobor, — Strictly
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speaking, the spirits and qualities are £xtd (things that can and are being-had), not Eetc-(havings),
although they may be called &Ee1g, too, in the sense of “possesions” instead of “possesings™. Thus 11
391.p. 129.11-12; 390 p. 128.28. The point was that spirits were substances and bodies, while holdings
and havings are doduata; II 461. Another example of Stoic recherché discriminations. Arcesilas’
joke in Athenaeus X 420d derides such affectatious niceties; turning to his pupil who failed to perco-
late the wine, observed that he, no better than himself, cannot perceive the (Stoic) good, adding: ol
8¢ dmelBdv rd Exra Tplma, i.e. perforate what the Stoics hold, cohtrary to common belief and
notion, to be corporeal, their famous &xtd; i.e. an impossible thing. Cf. the proverb kéyypov tpuriv,
boring the millet, said of a vain and useless occupation.

4, EXCURSUS 1V: PRINCIPLES, UR-ELEMENT AND ELEMENTS

That there is a single, unified entity out of which the entire World is developed; and that there are
two principles of being, activity and passivity, inseparable, constitutive of all existence; these two
facts are perfectly consistent. Such dualistic monism characterizes Stoicism, and is reflected in the
Stoic distinction between principle (dpy1j) and element (orotysiov) of being. Thus very clearly it is
stated by Aristocles (SVF.I 98): Zroiyeiov elvai pact td@v Sviwv 16 ndp, xaddrep ‘Hpdxhewtog,
tobtov 8’ dpydg GAnv kai Bdv, dg IMAdtwv. &AL obrog (sc. Zeno) duew cdpatd enoty slvar, xai
70 rotolv kal 16 mdoyov, Exeivou (sc. Plato) 10 npdtov nolodv oitov dodpatov elvar Aéyovrog.
Ensita 88 xai watd tveg eipapuévoug ypdvoug ExmupolbcBar Tov clpmovia kéopov, el’ albic
ndhv SwakoousioBat. 0 pévror npdtov ntp elvor xabanepel Tt onéppa, @V dndviov Fxov Tolc
Adyoug xal Tdg altiag whv yeyovétav kol tév yiyvoptvev xal tév Eoopévev etc. — Galen employs
the distinction in an aristotelianizing, syncretistic manner (drawing probably on Poseidonius). Fire is'
an element, but its substrate and quality (matter and heat) are principles (cf. IT 320 p. 115.20; Ploti-
nus: xoi ndg Exovoav adtiiy — sc. v BAnv — xai t& otowyeia slvay); fire is more or less homo-
geneous with the things whose element it is, while matter and heat are categorially different from that
whose principles they are (SVF II 408): &v tovte yop xai Sujveyke ototyelov dpyfic, &v td tag ptv
&pxdg ovk £§ avdyxng dpoyevelg elvar toig mpdypaoiy, dv dndpyovoy dpyal, 0 8¢ oroyeie
ndviwg dpoyevi]. Or, in other words, the element is that into which something is really divisible, as
an ultimate physically identifiable part of it, whereas principles are distinguished even within an
dctually indivisible entity, really indeed, but merely in thought, without any implication of genuine
Separability (II 409): 4AAa [3&] 800 mpdypatd tott pavepds GAAHihov Swagipovra, 16 piv Etepov
Ehdyrotov péplov tob Shov, 16 3k Etspov eic 8 SiEhy Tig kat’ Erivolay adtd Todto <td> Eldyio-,
Tov etc. Principles, contrary to elements, cannot exist in themselves but only in combination. —The
Chrysippean doctrine of the elements is clearly set out by Areius Didymus fr. 21 (Dox. Gr. pp. 458-9
= SVF II 413). It coheres with Aristocles’ account, supra. There are the four elements .E dv ouvi-
otacBo mévta ...xal sig tabra Swakdecar, IT 413 p. 136.8. But fire is the element par exceflence (p.
136.11) xat’ EEoynv otoryelov AéyeoBat Sud 10 £ abtol mpdtov & hownd cvviotachu katd leta-
PoAiiv xod eig abtd Eoyatov mdvia yedpevo Swudvecbar, tobto 8% pn Embdéyecbar thv elc EAko
xVotv §j avdrucuy, fire being the primal existence constituted by the two inseparable principles, i.c.
material substrate and divine spirit. From the primal fiery being, there are formed the four cosmic
elements and then the entire Siaxéopnoig, according to Stoic cosmogony; cf. e.g. 11 327 quoted
infra. Chrysippus distinguished three senses of *“clement”, the basic one, the one according to which
elements are the four empedoclean puldpata, and, thirdly, that of the things out of which others are
made in each particular case. (I read in p. 136.33 e.g.: xard tpitov <8&> (with Meincke) Adyov
Agyeta orovyelov <mlv 1o 2E ob Etepdv T ovvictatar. Kupiog 53 atoryelov elvar> ete.). As com-
mon factor appears the notion of real divisibility and actual division in the nature of things. But the
basic meaning is given thus (p. 136.34): <Kvpiag 8¢ arowyeiov> elvar 8 npdtov ouvécrrev ofitwc,
dote yéveorv 8186var dp’ adroll 08¢ uéxpr tédovg, Kal & Exeivou tiiv dvdAvaty Séyecbar sic davro
tfj poig 66§ (The “similar way” of constitution and resolution, of creation and destruction, points
naturally to the heracleitean dictum 666¢ Gve xai kdrw pia xai dutri). “O rpdrov ovvéoTnke refers
to the constitution of the Ur-Element, of the primal being, out of matter and spirit, of ndoyov and
rotodv, of substance and divinity; and the following description expresses the spermatic origin and
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development of the World. Cf. II 327 p. 116.36: t¢ aifépiov &1j éxsivo nip, b’ ob paoct Td ¢
ototyeia kai tov Kdouov yeyovévar V. eg. I 102. — For a simpler formulation of the general
notion v. IT 580 p. 180.5: ot 62 atotyelov £ o0 npditov yiverar td yivdueva xal eic 6 Eoyarov
dvaddetar. — The exposition of Stoic Physics (according to Diocles Magnes) in Diogenes Laertius
begins with a brief statement of the theory of principles, which is followed by the distinction between
dpy1i and oroiyeiov (VII, 134 = SVF II 299): Siapépetv 8¢ paocty dpydc xai ororyeia tac puév yap
elvat dyevijrovg <xeil> dpBdprovs, td 8¢ otoiyeia xata Tijv éxnvpowcty pfeipeodar dALG Kai
oduare (so must be evidently read) sival tag dpydg xai dudpeoug, té 88 pepopedcdar. Reference to
the primal being is here implicitly included because of its consubstantiality with the aetherial fire of
the actual dtakéopnoig. (In any case, the aboriginal fiery being is extinguished temporarily after the
universal conflagration as God turns the entire substance into liquid semen). The principles are
without form, as every quality is a particular disposition of being; quality appears with full, compo-
site being, therefore first with the elements (cf. IT 327 p. 116.34), and in particular with the element
xot’ Egoxty, ie. fire, the divinc body. God and Spirit, strictly speaking, is the active, Principle. But
God and Spirit has a material body, and this is aethereal fire. (This body is the entire substance at
conflagration, while it is restricted to the celestial part of it in the state of draxéounoig, The body
meant here is God’s proper body; for God as divine Spirit pervades everything at all times). As the
active principle always permeates the available material substance, “God” and “Spirit” may also be
called the necessary conjugation of the two principles, the primal complete being or the heavenly
aether depending on the existing state of being. Thus God is Fite or fiery Artificer or intellectual
Fire. SVF II 1045: O & Zedg fipiv (sc. toig dnd Irodic) obtoc o T pév abtod gboet xphpevog Ev
éomt péya adp kol ouveyés ete. 1050 abp voepov 6 Osde diSiov. The divine spirit is fiery (443). II
323a p. 116.13: Getov nip. 423: ignem deum esse. [ 157: Zijvov 6 Zroixog vobv kéouov miptvov (sc.
Beov aneprivaro). II 618: 16 dvactotysidoay thv Staxdounaty (i.c. the former cosmic Whole) eic
avto nip. Cf. I 107; 512. The spiritual tension is a stroke or blow of fire (1 563, quotation from
Cleanthes: nAny1) mupoc 6 tévog éoti). 1T 1027 very succinctly: Of Zroixoi vogpdv fedv dropaivov-
tat, whp texvikdv, 636 Padilov ini yéveswy Kdopov, EPTEPIEANQOG TavVTOG TodG omEpUaTICOUC
Adyoug, xal’ olig Exaota kad’ eipapuévny yivetar xat mvebua pgv diijkov 8t” Ehov tob Kéopov,
ta¢ 8¢ mpoonyoplag petakapBhvov katd tag Thc GAne, St ¢ Kex@pmke, tapeArdtsac. Cf. 1026;
423. The divine essence is spiritual and fiery, an aetherial fire (Cf. e.g. T 596 p. 184.4). 1 127
Beppaoiav 8¢ kal nmvebua Zrivov 10 adtd giva onowv. Aetherial Fire or living fiery Blow incorporat-
ing the Law of its development and the Reason (Adyog) of all existence: ITop dsilwov antépevoy
pétpe kal ofevviusvoy pérpa.
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