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Augustine testifies to the laudatory acceptance that the striking beginning
of the Fourth Gospel found among some (Neo)platonic circles. One such
philosopher suggested its emphatic imprint on high places in all Churches
(Augustinus, de Civ. Dei, X, 29, I, p. 450.33-451.5): “Quod initium sancti Evangeli
cui nomen est secundum Iohannem, quidam Platonicus, sicut a sancto sene
Simpliciano, qui postea Mediolanesnsi Ecclesiae praesedit Episcopus, solebamus
audire, aureis litteris conscribendum et per omnes Ecclesias in locis eminentissimis
proponendum esse dicebat”. In fact Amelius, of the Plotinian group, commented
on the Iohannine Adyoc-doctrine (albeit referring to the Evangelist as “the
barbarian”), giving a significant formulation of its content. Eusebius, Praeparatio
Evangelica, X1, 18-19, 540A sqq. The Amelian quotation runs as follows: Kai o0tog
aoa v 0 Adyog ka@’ Ov atel OvIa T Yivopeva €yiveto, we av kat 0 ‘HodkAertog
aflwoete, kat vi) AU Ov O PaoPagog d&tol v ) e apxne talel te kat alila
kaOeotnkoTa TEOG OeoVv elval, kat Oeov etvar 0L’ o0 mavO’ anAwg yeyevnodar
€V @ TO Yevopevov Cwv kat Cwnv kat Ov medPukéval, Kat eig T COpaTa TUnTewy
(sc. Tov Adyov), katl odgoka évovoapevov pavialeobat &vOowmov, HeTa ToL KAl
TNVIKADTA OEKVVELY TNG PUOEWS TO HEYAAEIOV" AEAEL Kal avaAvOévta maAy
amoBeovobal, kat Oeov etvat olog 1V TEO TOL €l¢ TO OWHA KAl TV oK Kol
tov avOowrov kataxOnvail (A fairly orthodox exegesis but for the explicit
Docetism of the Logos-incarnation). Eusebius mentions the passage in his account
of the Second Principle of Reality, immediately after he has elaborated on
Numenius’ position, and re-affirmed the presumed affiliation of Platonic and
Hebrew wisdom. It is very likely that Amelius himself connected his own analysis
with Numenian theory and the Johannine doctrine [1]. The point of the Evangelic
attestation in Amelius must had been the identification of a particular entity in his

system with the Heracleitean and the Iohannine Logos: kai o0toc dpa nv 0 Adyoc



ka0’ OV alel Ovta tax yYivopeva €yiveto, wg av kat 6 ‘HodrAertog a&woke, katl
vi) At 0v 0 PBaoPagog a&iot etc. The world-creative function is to be explained.
Cosmic Creativity belongs primarily to Intellection (Novg), for it presupposes a
plan of the object to be produced: creation of a thing is the process whose reverse
constitutes the thing’s real analysis, an objective understanding of its nature.
Knowledge is the ground of Creation. The Platonic Timaeus provides a classic
formulation of this insight. And indeed Proclus explains the Numenian and
Amelian interpretations of the creative Principle as differing construals of the
Timaean statement (39E): jtep ovv voug évovoag éag tw 6 €éotv Loov, olal te
évelol kat 6oat, kabopa, Tolavtag kat tooavtag dievor)0n detv kat tode (sc. this
physican and sensible World-Animal) oxetv (In Tim. Comm. III, p. 103.18 sqq.
Diehl). Now Amelius posited three demiurgic Noeg (Intellects), tov dvra, Tov
&xovta, 10V 0pwvta, corresponding to the 6 €otiv Cwov (being in itself as an
organic whole), évovoac idéag (the eidetic articulation of being) and kaBooa (the
intellectual “seeing” of the ideas), i.e. Novg as pure being and intelligibility (of
Being); as having the forms of being; and as seeing (intellecting) the ideal content of
being. In this triadic analysis of intelligibility and intellection (being, possessing
being as structured definite determination of being and seeing being; or being as
an ultimate fact of existence, as being had as a definite determination of being, i.e
as being something, and finally as being seen), Amelius considered the first
member as demiurgic par excellence (ibid.; OF Fr. 96 Kern).

But in Neoplatonism Aoyoc is essentially associated to the psychic
hypostasis, in contradistinction to the noetic principle to which it is subordinated.
And it is from the Universal hypercosmic Soul that the particular psychic entities
descend into the World according to Amelius; Stobaeus, Eclogae 1, 49, 39, I p. 377.11
Wachsmuth: (ITept dixdpopag kabddov twv Ppvxwv from Iamblichus’ ITept Puxng)
IMAwtivog pév kat ITopdpvolog kat ApéAlog &mo g VTEQ TOV 0LEAVOV PUXTS

Kal m&oag émiong etoowiCovory eig tx owpata. In fact Amelius held (or tended



to hold) the singular doctrine that all psychic substance, all souls, are really at
bottom not only essentially homogeneous, but also numerically one (ibid. 1, 49, 37 p.
372.10-12; 25-6) differing only and simply in accordance with varying relations
and positions (oxéoeol kai katata&eowv, I p. 376.3-4). This fits nicely into the
Amelian account of the Johannine prologue: everything that comes to be is a being
and exists, has life and is living, by being in the Logos principle; év @ t0
vevopevov Cwv kat Conv kal ov medukévat It furthermore provides the
foundation for an explanation of the Incarnation of the eternal Soul-Logos itself in
an individual: all particular souls are identical with the Universal Soul; in that
unique case the fullness of the hypercosmic powers was also actually preserved
undiminished (t0 mTANEwua ¢ OedTNTOC).

The likelihood is thus substantial that Amelius identified the Johannine
Logos with his Universal Soul. That he invoked the Heracleitean (and, he might
have added, as an elaborate version of divine immanent causality, the Stoic) Logos
as ontological principle of reality points in the same direction: in Stoicism this
Logos, the aboriginal pure active reality, produces, by its own tensional
transformations according to its own law, the cosmic whole; everything has its
existence grounded in Logos, is a tensional (tovikdg) Logos-modification
according to a spermatically pre-existing pattern in Logos itself, subsists therefore
in Logos. This accounts for the év @ moment, which, significantly, from the
Johannine «&v avt@ Cwn 1v etc» becomes the explicitly sweeping «év @ 70
yevouevov Cov kal Cwny xal ov mepvrévar». The o ov would also, in the
Neoplatonic setting, suggest instrumental efficiency rather than veritable creative
causality. It is true that the ka0’ 6v mentioned in the beginning of the quotation
suggests the archetypal principle, probably the second Amelian Demiurge (tov
é¢xovta, i.e. the divine Intellect qua possessing the ideal articulation of reality, the
structured determinations of being); but the Heracleitean invocation in

exemplification of this ka0’ 6v redresses the suggestion. Philo illustrates well the



prepositional Metaphysics in De Cherubim, 35 (§§124-127); 125: to0g YotQ T}V Ttvog
vYéveotwv moAAa det ovveADely, T0 VP’ 0D, TO €€ 00, TO OL’ 0D, TO L’ 0" KAl €07TL TO
puev 0P’ o0 TO altiov, €€ oL de 1) VAN, dL 00 0¢ 10 €pyaAelov, dOL' 0 d¢ 1 altia. In
cosmic creation 0’ o0 is God, dt" 00 His Adyoc. Cf. Seneca Epistulae, 65, 8, where
two more causes are introduced, in quo as the form and ad quod as the
paradeigmatic idea; while one is suppressed, the instrumental 6¢’ 00. Finally, that
this Logos is God connects with the view that all incorporeal substance from
supreme Godhead to particular soulness, is homogeneous (Stobaeus, Ecl. I, 49, 32,
I p. 365.7-21). According to Iamblichus, Amelius stands “unfastly” on this doctrine
which in effect maintains that vov kait Oev kal TV KQeITTOVWY Yevwv 0VdEV 1
Ppoxn dlevrvoxe kata ye Ty 0Any ovoliav (especially therefore as Supramundane
universal soul). The theory cannot be immediately reconciled with the strict
Subordinationism in the derivation of reality (One-Mind-Soul), and Iamblichus
brings emphatically to the surface the underlying tension in the Plotinian-centered
position. The situation reproduces the then contemporary Trinitarian
controversies (which however resolutely left the psychic factor outside the
compass of essential divine spirituality) [2].

The é¢v @ motive (the idea that all created existence is substantiated in a
certain ontological principle) points in the first place to the Platonic cosmic soul;
Timaeus 34b-c; esp. 36d-37a: émel O& KATA VOUV T CLVIOTAVTL Toa 1) TS PUXNS
oVOTAOLG €YEYEVNTO, HETX TOUTO TAV TO OWHATOEWES EVTOC aVTIGC ETEKTALVETO
Kal HéOOV HEOT) ouvAYAYWV TQOOTQUOTTEV... KAl TO HEV O] OWUX OQATOV
0VEAVOD YEYOVeV, AT O& AOQATOG HEV, AOYLOHOV d¢ HETEXOLOA KAl AQUOVIAG
Puxr), TV vontwv del e Gvtwv VMO TOL Q&ELOTOL AploTn Yevouévn Twv
yevvnOévtwv [3]. This would make the universal soul the first-born of God, the
ITowtdyovog. On the other hand, in the Alexandrian Hellenizing Judaism there
has been evolved the idea of divine Logos as tomoc idewv and vorntog Koopoc.

Philo, De opificio Mundi, §20: 009’ 0 €k TV dewv Koopog dAAov av €xoL ToTov 1



tov Oclov Adyov tov Tavta dakoounoavtar €mel TG av el TV dLVAHEWV
AaVTOL TOTOG €TEQ0G, OC YEVOLT AV IKAVOS 0V Aéyw maoag AAAX Hilav dkQAToV
nvtvovv déEaoBat te kat xwonoay, 8§36, I p. 11.5 Cohn; §25, I p. 8.2: 1) doxétvmog
odpoayls, 6v dapev vontov elvar KOOHOV, avTOC Av &l TO AQXETLTOV
TAQAdELY A, Wéa TV Wewv, 0 Oeov Adyoc; §24: oVdEV v €TeQoV elmoL TOV
vontov Koopov etvar 1) ®eov Adyov 101 kKoopomowovvtog (an emphatic
affirmation of the inherent creativity of Adyog, and His essential orientation
towards creation, essentially in his capacity as comprising the archetypal
articulation of all being, precisely as being témog dewv). The divine Adyoc is the
place of the Intelligibles, the incorporeal powers of God; De Somniis 1, §62, III p.
218.12: (tomoc) 0 Belog Adyog, OV ékmemANowkeV 6AovV L' OAWV ACWUATOLS
duvapeov avtog 0 Oeoc. The Adyog is the House of God; De Migratione Abrahami
§4: kal Yo TOV Twv OAwv vouy, tov Bedv, olkov éxev Gpnot Tov éavtov AGYyov.
(Cf. Job XXVIII, 23: 6 ®eog €0 ovvéotnoev avtg (sc. ¢ Lodiag) trv 6ddv, /
avTog 0¢ oidev Tov ToTov avtnc). In the last Philonian quotation there clearly
emerges the underlying ontological pattern of divinity: God is the universal Nous
of all existence; His Logos is the House of His ideas of reality.

The ontological In-being requires inherence of the 6 éoTwv év Tve in 70 év @
oty ti. When Seneca enumerates the types of cause, adding the Platonic
paradeigmatic to the Aristotelian four, he distinguishes the (immanent) formal
from the (transcendent) archetypal by calling them id in quo and id ad quod
correspondingly; Epistulae Morales 65, §8. There has been a shift in the emphasis
and a reversal of the direction in the relationship between the formal principle of a
thing and the thing itself: still the form is in the thing in a certain sense, but the
constitutive connection is that the thing is in its formal principle. That X is in Y
accordingly represents the other side of the fact that Y permeates X, constitutes
and holds it together. The immanence of the Stoic divine Spirit in the World may

be also formulated as the In-being of the Cosmic Whole in Spirit.



In the Sapientia Salomonis (an Alexandrian Judaic tract, probably from the
second half of the 2" century B.C., belonging to the Greek Canon of the Old
Testament) divine Wisdom functions similarly to the Stoic universal Spirit. The
divine Spirit blows everywhere, is omnipresent (XII, 1), it fills the Universe and
keeps the whole of existence integrated (I, 7); this omnipotent, omniscient,
intellectual, hypersubtle, active spirit of sacred purity constitutes the substance of
Wisdom, the only-begotten of its kind from God; VII 22-3: éotwv yap év avt (sc.
) Xodia) ITvevpa voepdv, &ylov, povoyevéc, moAvpeQés, Aemtov, evkivnTov,
toavov, AuoAvvtov, oadéc, amqpavtov, Gudayabov, 0ED, AkwAvtov,
eVEQYETIKOV, PLAGVOowmov, BéBatov, aoparéc, Auéouvov, TavTodUVAUOV,
TAVETIOKOTOV, KAl OlX TAVIWV XWEOLV TIVELHATWV VOoeQwV Kabagwv
Aemttétatwv. (The form of the recitation coincides with that at the ritual Orphic
hymns; a multiform description of the elusive essence of the reality involved). The
Wisdom is the universal Artificer (VII, 22), present when God created the World
she knows the ways and works of God (IX, 9), which are her own as well (XIV, 5;
2), principle of their generation and leader of their existence (VIIL, 12) under God’s
guidance (15). Wisdom is of holy and unsullied substance, most volatile, she
pervades and penetrates everything, being as an exhalation of God’s Power and
an overflow of omnipotent glory unadulterated and chaste, a radiance of eternal
light, image of divine Goodness and spotless mirror of divine Activity (VII 24-26).
Wisdom is one but able to do everything, self-contained, self-residing and yet
effecting all change everywhere (27), she permeates the Universe and governs all
existence to the best end (VIII, 1). Wisdom is the prophetic Spirit (e.g. VII, 27; cf.
Job, XXXII, 8); she is further associated with God’s Adyoc (IX, 1-2): O¢é... 6
momoag T MAVTA &€V AOYw OOV Kal T 0oPlax 0OV KATACKEVATAS AVOQWTOV.
The expression év Adyw corresponds systematically to év ioxvi, év cogia, év
ovvéoel, as in Jeremias, LI, 15: mowwv ynv év 1M loxOt avtov, Etolpdlwv

OLKOVHLEVTV €V T1) ooPiax aVTOV, €V TI) OLVETEL AVTOL EEETELVEV TOV 0VEAVOV (the



same in X, 12). In Proverbs 111, 19-20, the organic dative is employed instead of, and
together with, the év-formula: 6 ®coc 11 codia EéOepeAiwoev TV ynv, 1tolpacev
d¢ ovoavovg ¢povioer év aioOnoer aPfvooor éopaynoav etc. The divine
instrument of creation is that in which created being is sustantiated.

The preeternal existence and instrumental, harmonizing creative function
of Zodia is manifested in her self-declaration, Proverbs VIII, 22-31 (notice §30:
Nunv mag avtw apuoCovoa). Her omnipresence is also attested there, §2. In
Sapientia, however, Wisdom is virtually identified with the Stoic World Soul, the
divine Spirit permeating all universe. (The Stoic influene promoted also the
explicit identification of Wisdom with Logos). The position of Sapientia may be
described as a coupling of the Stoic Logos — Old Testament Sophia with a
transcendent God; or, alternatively, seen from the other end, as a Stoic divine
spirit-cosmic soul construal of the instrumental cause in Old Testament Creation.
The Stoic world-structure adapted readily itself to the requirements of a
philosophical Old Testament exegesis: one had only, in effect, to interpret the God
— Spirit — Logos - Cosmic Soul - Active Principle of Stoicism as divine Sophia,
God'’s noetic Logos and creative Power substantiating in itself all created esistence.
In fact, the Stoicisation of the Sapientia went so far as to assume a pre-existing
formless matter out of which (¢€ o0) God fashioned the World; XI, 17: ov y&o
NTIOEL 1] TTAVTODVVAOS OOV XelQ / kal KTioaoa TOV koouov € dudppov UAnG etc.
This matter would correspond to the absolutely passive principle of the Stoic
System. The idea answered nicely to the watery abyss over which the spirit of God
brooded in the beginning of things (Genesis I, 2).

$oht

The Stoic predominance in theological speculation of the Hellenistic Age
was challenged in the first century B.C. by the reemergence of Platonic thought in
the fourth (Philo Larisaeus) and fifth (Antiochus from Ascalon) Academies, of

Aristotelianism (Andronicus) and of Neopythagoreanism. The new tendency had



also repercussions on Middle Stoicism (esp. Poseidonius). Seneca (Epistulae
Morales, 65) distinguishes two theories of Causes, one orthodox Stoic (§§2-3), the
other standard Aristotelian (§§4-6) to which it is added the Platonic archetypal
idea (§7). This latter complex of Aristotelian physics and Platonic metaphysics (the
quintocausal theory) is ascribed to Plato [§8: quinque ergo causae sunt, ut Plato
dicit: id ex quo (matter), id a quo (efficient cause), id in quo (form), id ad quod
(idea), id propter quod (final cause): novissime id quod ex his est], although
considered as common or conjoint opinion of Plato and Aristotle (§11). The theory
is critisised from a Stoic point of view (§§11-14). [4]. Significantly, it is associated
to:

1) A thoroughly pantheistic doctrine: the general cause of everything is the
World-totality itself. §14: illud vero non pro solita ipsis subtilitate dixerunt, totum
mundum et consummatum opus causam esse: multum enim interest inter opus et
causam operis.

2) The so-called “Middle Platonic” view of the paradeigmatic ideas as
thoughts in (the mind of) God; §7: haec exemplaria rerum omnium deus intra se
habet numerosque universorum, quae agenda sunt, et modos mente conplexus est:
plenus his figuris est, quas Plato ideas appellat, inmortales, inmutabiles,
infatigabiles.

3) Characteristic habitual dialectical refinement: solita subtilitate (§14).

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

The idea of the universal All, self-subsistent, all-inclusive totality of
existence organized as a living whole, which is the ultimate cause of the being,
conservation and (relative) self-subsistence of everything, is expressed in “Ocellus
Lucanus”, De universi natura, §§1 sqq., v. esp. §11: 0 d¢ ye kOOpOG alTlOg €0TL TOLG

&AAoLg Katl ToL elvatl kal Tov 0@leobat kat Tov avToTeAT] elvar avtog doa €€
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£UTOL AIOLOG €0TL KAl AVTOTEANG KAl OIAHEVWV TOV TTAVTA alwva, Kol O avTo
TOUTO [T0lg AAAOIC] Ttapaitiog yivopevog g dapovng twv 6Awv. The doctrine
can be found expressly in the Peripatetic Critolaus from Phaselis (24 century B.C.);
fr. 12 Wehrli = Philo, De determinate Mundi, 9, VI, 94 Cohn: 10 aitiov ab1® 100
vyliatvely &vooov €0y, AAAX Kal TO aitiov avt@ TOL AYQUTIVELV AYQUTIVOV
g0tV €l D& TOUTO, Kal TO altiov avte Tov DTAQXEW AWV oty aitioc O 0
KOO L0G a0T@ TOL VTAQXELY, €l ye kal toic dAAoic dnaoty: &tdlog &pa 6 KOTHOG
¢otwv. The World is a self-subsistent cause of the existence of all that exists.

Ocellus Lucanus and Critolaus share also the same theory on World-
constitution: there are two realms of reality, the celestial one of immutable, eternal
being, consisting in quintessential aether, the fifth element; and the sublunary
region of transient becoming, built from the four elements. Of and from pure
impassible aether proceeds mental existence, divine intellect, godhead: Critolaus
Frs. 15-18 [5]; “Ocellus” §§18-9; 36-7. The upper realm acts, and the lower suffers
the influence of the former; the superior is causally empowered to effect the
changes that constitute the perpetual becoming of the inferior (“Ocellus” §§18-9).
In the peripatetic De Mundo the same notions are encountered and led into
systematic theological integration. The World, as the system of all that is included
in and between Heaven and Earth (391b9-10 — a Stoic formula with impeccable
Aristotelian pedigree) is organized into a Whole by a harmonizing Power pervading
all existence (396b23-34): this is the cosmic cohesive cause (cvvextikn aitia, 397b9-
10). The World in toto is the all-powerful generator of everything (397a4-6: ...tov
TIAVTWV YEVETNPOC KAL TEQIKAAAETTATOV KOOMOV, TG YaQ &v &in pvolg Tovde
KQE(TTWV; )V YaQ av elmot tig, uépoc oty avtov). But in fact the source of all
sublunary influence lies in the celestial realms (397a8-b8: tig d¢ Twv €mi pépouvg
dvvaut’ av EElowOnvaL ) kat ovpavov ta&el Te kat Gooa Twv doTtowv etc.). In
the uppermost heaven God is enthroned, the efficient cause (¢€ o0, 397b14) of all

things, who effects them through the instrumentality of his divine Power (dt" o0,
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ibid.): OWTNE HEV YOO OVIWS ATIAVTWV €0TL KAl YEVETWQ TWV OTWOONTIOTE KATK
TOVOE TOV KOOUOV oLVTEAOLUEVWY O Belg, OV UMV aUTOLEYOL KAl ETULTTOVOL
Cwov kAapaTov VTOREVWY, AAAX dLVAUEL XOWHEVOS ATOUTW, 0L NG Kal TWV
TOEEW dOKOVVTWYV elval TEQLYIVETAL TV HEV 0DV AVWTATW KAl TOWTNV £doav
avtog  €Aaxev, Umatog Te dwx tovTo wvopaotal etc. (397b20 sqq.) [6].
Proportional to the distance from his supremest seat is the receptibility of the
divine benefits (397b30-398al) [7]. In fact, by a simple motion of the first heavenly
sphere the divine power is transmitted to all things, imparting in them according
to their essence their severally appropriate functioning: thus the complicated
movements that constitute the cosmic becoming are effected, as in an enormously
articulate mechanism (398b10-399a30). Hence, 399a30-35, 6tav ovv 0 maviwv
NYEUDY TE KAl YEVETWP, AOQATOC WV AAAW TATNV AOYLOU@ onunivr mdor) Gpovoet
HeTAlL 0VEAVOL TE KAl YNG PeQOUEVT, KIVELTAL TTAOX EVOEAEXWS €V KUKAOLG Kl
népaowy dlog, moté pev apaviCopévn mote d& Ppawvouévr, pvolag wéag
avadaivovod te Kal A amoxpuTTovoa €k piag doxne. God and his first
effect are invisible and unmanifested, revealed and seen in his works (399b10-19).
Thus, tavta X1 kai mept Oeov dixvoeloDal, dDUVAEL HEV OVTOG LOXVQEOTATOV,
K&AAeL d¢ evmpemeotaTov, Cwr) 0¢ abavdtov, apetn d¢ kpatioTov, didTL MAOT)
Ovntn Pvoel yevouevog abewontog &’ avtwv TV éQywv Dewpeltat. 1a yap
TadOn, kat o O’ A€Q0G ATIAVTA KAl T €Tl VNG KAl T év 0dart, Ocov Aéyolt’ dv
ovtwe Epya eivar tov tov koouov éméxovroc (399b 19-25). Zeus is the World-
Whole as the Orphic text reveals (OF 168.1-32, quoted vv. 1-5 and 31-32 (with
variants) in de Mundo 401a28-67; cf. OF 169.1-12), but his Intellect is pure,
sublimest aether (OF 168.17). The parts of the World are parts of his body, which
have him as his truest self (Mind) for cause; 401a25-27: wg d¢ TO AV €lTELY,
0VEAVIOGS T Kal XOOVIOg (sc. 6 Bed¢ €0TLV), TAONG €MWVLHOG WV PLOEWGS TE Kal
TOXTG Ate tavTwy avtoc aitioc wv. [8]. This idea of the Cosmic Whole as ultimate

principle of existence (in the World as we know it) and supremest divinity (in the
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present world-order) has a remarkable and illustrious descent. It existed in earliest
Orphism, as we know from the Derveni Papyrus. It had been articulated at least in
late Presocratic Anaxagorean circles (Archelaus). It probably stemmed
philosophically from Pythagorean speculations. And it commanded a significant
Iranian, Zoroastrian connection.

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

The Aristotelian ancestry of the conception is indicated by the instistence on
the bifurcation between celestial and sublunary realms, as well as by the aethereal
quintessential (extra-elemental) nature of the former region, foundation of
intellection. The crucial deviation from the Aristotelian system lies in the
suppression of the absolutely transcendent God, the pure Intellection consisting in
vonotc vonoewc. But this elimination of divine transcendence renders possible the
structural assimilation to Stoic Metaphysics or Theory of Principles or Theology
(excepting the doctrine of palingenesia, of absolute cosmic periodicity in closed
cycles): God resides in the sublimest, celestial, aethereal fire, yet the spirit in which
he consists permeates the entire material substance of the World; this was utilized
in Sapientia Salomonis. The divine Spirit of the one system (Stoic) corresponds to the
divine Power of the other (Orphic — Pythagorean — Peripatetic). [9] Syncretistic

processes were well under way in the 2°¢ century B.C.
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The Aristotelian (and Old Academic but un-Stoic) sharp distinctness
between the celestial and the sublunary parts of the World (characteristically
manifested in the postulation and assumption of the fifrth element and
corresponding to religious Astralism) was blended with Stoic Activism in Physics
(exemplified in the immanent causality of the active principle and corresponding
to Pantheism). Stoic Physics attracted and assimilated Aristotelian Physics, as is
highlighted in the Theory of Causes. Real causality implies primarily ability to do
things; it consists in the faculty to effect its effect. The basic dichotomy in the
working factors of the causal nexus is that between activity and passivity, the
power to exercise influence and the capability to undergo it. The Stoic active
principle corresponds to, but does not coincide with, the formal principle as
existing in the efficient cause of the Aristotelian analysis. The fundamental difference
of the two systems lies in that the Stoic Physics is dynamic, whereas the
Aristotelian is teleological: according to the former, the World is the unfolding in
time of the spermatic principle, whereas in the latter it is the ontological
structuring of reality between the two poles of pure Intellect and bare matter, of
which absolute Intellect exists separately in itself, but Matter subsists always in
some form or other, however elementary, and is intrinsically craving for in-
formation. The desire of matter for form, an ontological arrow from a thing to its
completion and perfection, is the organizing principle of reality according to
Aristotelianism. In effect this plenipotential teleology is the philosophical
rendering of cosmogonical Eros in Orphic and other logicomythical speculations.
The articulation of reality consists in varying, orderly proceeding degrees of
perfection, in a hierarchy of ends the subordinate ones subserving the higher, in a
stepwise, atemporal raising of matter through successive grades towards
intellection, the supreme perfection in which being becomes totally transparent,
intelleigible. The ultimate causality in the Aristotelian System is final; in the Stoic

drastic. In the Stoico-peripatetic context, the suppression of the final causality in
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the Hellenistic syncretistic theories goes hand in hand with the abandonment of a
clearly transcendent God. And in fact he was needed as the necessary, ultimate
pole of attraction sustaining teleologically the world order. Without absolute
teleology, a cosmic god was more suitable for the drastic function in world
formation and preservation. With the Scepticism of the Middle and New Academy
there was no other contender to uphold the claims of metaphysical transcendence.
On the other hand, to balance this Stoic preponderance, the temporal World-
development in closed cycles (a powerful corollary of the immanent, activity of
the causal principle as spermatic unfolding) was abandoned in favour of
Aristotelian Cosmic Eternalism. (Mere beginning in time without evolution and
repetition was occasionally attempted later, but it represented a particular Platonic
interpretation). This syncretistic tendency reacted on Stoicism itself in the Middle
Stoa.

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

(adopting the Aristotelian lunar borderline) extends to the entire heavenly realm.
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%5454

In the 1% century B.C. Platonism was drawn more resolutely into the
prevailing Syncretistic modality, with the abandonment in the (Philonian fourth
and, primarily, the Antiochean fifth) Academy of its skeptical posture and the
reversion to positive doctrine (Theory of Reality). Antiochus from Ascalon
presented a unified system which he considered to be the common
Platonicoaristotelian heritage, with Stoicism in real agreement with it, although
verbally innovative [10]. The account of Antiochean Physics presented by Varro in
Cicero Acad. Post. 1, §§24-29 is thoroughly Stoic; characteristic Aristotelian
influence may be discerned in the emphatic bifurcation (presumably also
localized) of the Universe into two portions (§24), and the corresponding equally
emphatic mention of Aristotle’s fifth element (§26), with no definite view however
as to its acceptance or otherwise. Nature is divided into two realms one efficient,
the other available to the former (offering itself to it for effectuation), out of which
latter, things are constituted (£€ o0, ex eaque). In the efficient entities, that which is
effective is force; in the ones being effected, that which is passive is matter. Force
and matter exist never separately, but always in interpenetration: in the efficient
things force prevails, while in things “offerable" or “actionable”, presenting
themselves to the exercise of influence and activity upon them, matter is more
prominent (it is subdued and kept together by a laxer spiritual tone [11] (§24)).
The former category involves fire and air (and aether as a separate principal
quality, if Antiochus accepts the Aristotelian doctrine of the fifrth element), while
the latter consists in earth and water (§26). These are naturally localized (upper
and lower-central parts of the World), but, apparently, not in the strict Aristotelian
sense of a lunar-sphere borderline division of the world into two fundamentally
distinct regions. In this respect Antiochus is rather more Stoic than Ocellus

Lucanus, §§18-19; 36-37; although, however, he seemed to have emphasized the
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preeminent providential government exercised by God on the celestial spheres;
§29: ...quem deum appellant, omniumque rerum, quae sunt ei subiectae, quasi
prudentiam quandam, procurantem caelestia maxime, deinde in terries ea, quae
pertinent ad homines. Furthermore, Antiochus contradicted the basic Stoic
doctrine that spirit (= vis, force) and matter are corporeal even in themselves as
principles (although not existing separately the one from the other realiter) [12]. He
maintained that corporeality and qualityness pertain to the composition of vis and
matter (§24). Hence the first bodies are the elements which are matter essentially
characterized by a definite quality (cf. §26) [13].

Antiochus no doubt incorporated the Platonic receptacle-theory of matter
into his Metaphysics. In general, it is inconceivable to even attempt an Academic
Eclecticism in the theory of physical reality without taking seriously the Platonic
Timaeus into account, indeed on building the unificatory, integrative enterprise on
this very foundation. There are signs for a conflation in the Ciceronian exposition
of the previously worked out syncresis of Stoic and Aristotelian basic Physics with
Platonic Matter-theory.

1) The looser use of qualia and qualitates, as noticed in the preceding note,
may point in this direction.

2) The peculiarity of ultimate matter in §27 is suggested by the expression
“materiam quandam”. The formula for matter, “quae tota omnia accipere possit”
points to the Platonic (Timaeus 51A) T tat TV MAVTOV Qel TE OVIWV KATO TIOV
EOVTOL TIOAAAKIS dpopotwpata kaAwsg HéAAovTL 0éxeoOat. Accipere refers to the
ntavdexéc. Infinite divisibility of matter must also relate intrinsically to extension,
especially as it is accompanied by an argument for the explanation of movement
without supposition of intracosmic vacuum (systematic and accumulated as in the
Atomists, or minute and dispersed as with Strato): quae autem moveantur, omnia
intervallis moveri, quae intervalla item infinite divide possint. Movement in a total

plenum is rendered possible by the infinitesimal displacement of one substance by
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another, by one thing yielding up its place to another in a continuous way, by a
gradual removal of some quality from one place to another.

3) Cicero (in the Varronian summary, Acad. Post. I, §24) remarks that vis and
materia never subsist in separation from each other, viewing the necessary
immanence of vis in the context of the general thesis affirming the localization of
every real being. Hence, it is copulation with matter that localizes the power. And this
notion corresponds neatly to the Timaean description of xwoa as the receptacle of,
and standing basis for, the changing sensible qualities, of Td7to¢ as the localizer of
becoming. 52a-b: toltov d¢ av yévog Ov 1O NG XWoac del, GpOogav ov
TEOODEXOUEVOVY, €Doarv O TaRéXOoV Ooa €XeL YEVEOLV TIAOLV, aUTO D& HET
avawoOnotlag antov Aoywope tvt vobw, HOYISC mOoTOV, TEOg O O Kal
OVELROTIOAOVHEV BAETTOVTES Kal papey Avaykalov elval mov to OV amav €V Tt
TOTIW KAL KATEXOV XWOAV TVQ, TO O& T &€V Y1) HIJTE TTOL KAT OVEAVOV OVEV
etvat. In fact, it is this precisely conjunction of vis and matter that constitute body
and quality: Neque enim materiam ipsam cohaerere potuisse, si nulla vi
contineretur, neque vim sine aliqua materia; nihil est enim quod non alicubi esse
cogatur. Sed quod ex utroque, id iam corpus et quasi qualitatem quondam
nominabant. The deviation from standard Stoic doctrine involved in the last
statement is probably significant. The interherence of matter and vis localizes being
and constitutes corporeality just because it consists in the nexus of space and vis; to
be somewhere belongs primarily to corporeality, and necessarily follows from
having space as substrate on which spiritual force (vis) exercises its cohesiveand
structuring function.

If primal matter is not space, then how can the complex of idea or form and
matter be extended and in space? To reply that form involves eidetic or
mathematical quantification (and extension) does not solve the problem: it cannot
explain real, physical extension. One has to suppose therefore that matter is

extended and in space, but this poses the definitive question what over and above
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extendedness is after all involved in matter. Passivity seems to be intrinsically
characteristic of spatial extension, and whatever else may be thought constitutive
of matter, seems to consist in positive ideal-formal determination, something that
is extraneous to first matter.

That is not, however, the Stoic line of thought. In Stoicism both spirit and
matter are, taken in themselves, bodies and thus extended beings, although spirit is
not, as such, substance. Space is incorporeal, and, therefore, non-being. The crux of
the difference lies consequently in the degree of reality of space. Construing space
as real, concrete being must lead either to its identification with matter, or to its
complementarity with it as parallel principles of reality. The first is Timaean
Platonism, the second is represented by Potamon of Alexandria, the eclectic from
around the end of the 1t century B.C., according to whom (Diogenes Laertius,
Proem. 21): apxag te twv OAwv Vv te VANV kal TO MOOLV, TOOTNTA TE Kal
TOTIOV" €€ 0L Yo Kat OGP’ oL katl molw katl €v @. Place here is distinguished from
matter, and quality (vis, spirit) from the efficient cause. The Stoic (matter-rtolovv)
and the Platonic (space-idea or idea exemplified as such-ness in place) system of
principles are simply combined the one by the side of the other, with bridging
piece the mowovv which is transformed in the mowotnteg for Stoicism, and co-
ordinated to the World of Ideas as prototypes of sensible (extended) qualities in
Platonism. Potamon is a nicely characteristic example of Prepositional Syncretism
in metaphysics.

The Potamonian quadruplism in first Principles makes clear how far the
Timaean theory of space-matter was at the center of system-building in 1%t century
B.C. Antiochus must have been instrumental in the growth of such speculations.
But of course a simple reversal to the Timaean position was no more definitive. In
translocation, not only a quality or quality-complex is transferred from one place
to another, but matter is also involved. When a bronze sphere rolls on a surface, it

is not only sphericity that is manifested at different places along the path, but a
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particular sphericity, this one (t0d¢ tt), which involves its own particular concrete
bronzeness as well. In the end of the analysis however, there is prime matter and
an organized quality-complex; what makes such an organized quality-complex this
one, seems to be, as Plato indicated, the fact that it is manifested here, in this
particular place. Space appears to be the ultimate source of this-ness, as being
capable of concrete deictic particularization: this place. In locomotion,
consequently, after all, what moves is a such, not a this: although the proximate
matter (bronze) moves along with the sphere, the prime one (space) does not. The
counter-intuitiveness of this result is illusory; for thisness in space, here and there
and distance, can operate when extendedness is structured, which can only be
done by form: bodies in effect, as structured places, organize the space.

But then, after all, it is being-determinations that particularize: singularity is
absolute determinateness, a quality-complex that is unrepeatable. The principium
individuationis is absolutely determinate such-ness; the foundation of individuality
is the non-existence in rerum natura of indistinguishability (the Stoic doctrine of
anapaAAalia). Thus, there is no this-ness in space as such, apart from the
reference to this-creating determinacies (qualities). Hence this space is ultimately
the space occupied by this entity, rather than vice-versa. And as an entity in
movement occupies different spaces in succession, its own places are different at
different times, and there is no identical this-space associated with the identical
this-entity. Consequently (adopting the Antiochean construal of the space-matter
doctrine), the notion of a particular prime matter (the prime matter of this thing) is
self-contradictory. Prime Matter is substrate for the entire cosmic formation, the
polar complement of Vis in general. Changes within the World, seen from the
point of view of the universal Whole, are really internal reallocations of qualities in
the total space-matter continuum, which admits of parts at all only in the context
of its structuring through qualification. The Ciceronian formulations are revealing in

their emphasis on the totalitarian inherent relationship between Vis (quality) and
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Matter; §27: sed subiectam putant omnibus sine ulla specie atque carenten omni illa
qualitate... materiam quandam, ea qua omnia expressa atque effecta sint, quae tota
(maoa) omnia (Téva) accipere posit omnibusque modis mutari atque ex omni parte
etc. [14].

Of course all this is also perfectly Stoic: the clue to the underlying difference
lies in what is reported for Antiochus concerning the non-corporeality of matter
and vis taken in temselves. In Stoicism extensionality (three-dimensionality)
endowed with the potency to act or suffer (exercise or undergo an action)
constitutes beingness as corporeality; so matter is in itself dmowov cwua; sheer
extentionality (the void) is a non-being. But if matter is incorporeal (as in
Antiochus), it must either be sheer extentionality (space as such) or an ideal entity
(something subsisting somehow not in space, although not as a separate existence,
and even if also pervading, directly or by proxy, bodily substance). Evidently, it
cannot be the latter; it must therefore be space. Correspondingly, vis in general
must be a sort of ideal reality, even though existing inseparably from material
substance, being always in the corporeal nexus, where it assumes specificity of
determination, i.e. particular quality. This complementary ideality of the system

emerges thus naturally from the space-matter doctrine [15].

Fkx

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

Antiochus accepted the existence of ideas as unchangeable being,

discernible only as such by the mental faculty; Mind is at bottom the sole
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trustworthy judge of reality; it constitutes the criterion of truth in involving the
conception of unalterable, perennial self-identical being which establishes
unmistakeable perception in the natural World of change. Acad. Poster. 1, 30:
Mentem volebant rerum esse iudicem: solam censebant idoneam cui crederetur,
quia sola cerneret id, quod simper esset simplex et unius modi et tale quale esset.
Hanc illi idéav appellant, iam a Platone ita nominatam, nos recte speciem
possumus dicere (cf. Tusc. Disput., 1, 58; Orator, §10) [16].

Ideas are objects of inellection. Objects of sensation (res eas, quae subiectae
sensibus viderentur, Acad. Post. 1, 31, vmokelpeva taic aloOnjoeot) constitute the
sensible World, which is in continuous flux: this cosmic reality is therefore called
opinabilis, dofaotr). Science on the other hand resides in the concepts and
reasonings of mind; scientiam autem nusquam esse censebant nisi in animi
notionibus atque rationibus (§32), &vvoiar and Aoyot.

For Antiochus ideas and conceptions or intellections are fundamentally the same;
or, more accurately, he concentrated on the fact that the idea as intelligible
(vontov) is the object and content of the intellection (vonoic) as the mental act of
comprehension. This is evident from the flow of the argument in §§31-2. In Acad.
Prior. 1I, 30, again in a statement of Antiochean position, the genetic account of
these intellections is given. Mind has the power to repose and store sense-
perceptions, building on whose similarities it effects mental notions or conceptual
perceptions of things: it sees them intellectually, in their ideal content. Mens enim
ipsa, quae sensuum fons est atque etiam ipse sensus est, naturalem vim habet,
quam intendit ad ea, quibus movetur. Itaque alia visa sic adripit, ut eis statim
utatur, alia quasi recondit, e quibus memoria oritur. Cetera autem similitudinibus
construit, ex quibus efficiuntur notitiae rerum, quas Graeci tum évvolag, tum
oA Pelg vocant. [17]

That the Platonic ideas are vonjuata was entertained already in the (middle

of the) 4" century B.C. Alcimos [18] wrote, 560F6 §13 Jacobi = Diogenes Laertius,
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III, 13: ot d¢ twv eldWV &v €kaotov aldOV Te Kal vonua Kol meog ToUToLS
amaBéc. do kat ¢now (sc. Plato, Parm., 132d) &év 1 Pvoel tag Wéag éotdvatl
kaOamep napadeiypata, oo O dAAa TAVTAG €0kEVAL TOUTWV OHOLOUATX
kaOeotwta. Nonua is related to vonoic and vontov in the way that conception as
concept is related to conception as conceiving and to the conceived, or thought is
related to the thinking of thought and to the thing thought of. In the intellectual
act vonoiwc emphasizes the activity-aspect, vonua the intellection itself as an
achieved datum, while vontév refers to the content of the intellection. In
fundamentalist Intellectualism as in Parmenides, thinking (to think) is identical
with the object thought: Ta¥vTOV... voelv te kai obvekév éott vonua (28B8.34); in
fact thinking is identical with being: t0 Yo avto voetv éotiv te kat etvat (B3). For
thinking involves being, in which it is being thought: o0 Yo &vev Tov €0vtog, €v
@ mePatiopévov 0Ty, evEroelc o voelv (B8.35-6). Conversely, the idea is
expressed by the saying of Metrodorus of Chios: mdvta éotiv, 6 &v TS vorjoat
(B2); thinking and being are co-implicated. Or rather, thinking is ingrained in
being; it is its luminosity, its self-revealingness, its order. In fact, being thinks
(itself) rather than it is being thought of (by something extraneous) [19]. The
intelligibility of being (its effulgence, its order that constitutes it and makes it
transparent and luminous) constitutes intelligence, i.e. the conception of being.
The mental act is grounded in being. In this perspective, Being is identical with
Mind. Mind absolutely taken is the radiance of Being (its intelligibility) considered
as illuminating that out of which it proceeds. Mind is therefore Being’s revelation.
When the soul receives such unveilment, it is enlightened by mental vision: it
becomes intellectual. The light proceeds from the objective reality to the thinking
subject. Even better: the eye that sees being is being’s own. Even more: the eye is
being itself. Mind is the light of being, the order of existence.

Plato’s speculations must have been construed in such a sense by his

contemporaries, whether or not explicitly formulated by him in these terms.
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Alkimos bears testimony to this. Ideas are vonuata (Diog. Laert. 111, 13), but also
vontd (§10); they are exemplars standing in Nature (§13), they exist as real beings
(§15). Individual minds (of men but also of all animals) identify themselves with
these ideas in intellecting them, and this makes the animal being in contact with
the idea: tiva Yoo av ooV, dnot, dteowleto tax Lwoa pn) T1¢ i6éac épanToueva
KAl OGS TOVUTO TOV vouv ¢uotkwe eiAngota; The argument is that every animal
instinctively recognizes the individuals of its own species as well as those
appropriate for food, and this could not obtain without an awareness of essential
similarity among sense-objects, which implies discernment of ideal identity (§§15-
6). [20]. Recognition of the same presupposes reference to an ideal exemplar or
archetype of the essence in common by the same things.

If ideas are severally thought-contents and thoughts, precisely by virtue of
their being archetypes of true being, the question arises, what do they constitute in
their totality as existing in rerum natura? Again the inner tendency of the Platonic
System points to the identification of the World of Ideas with divine, absolute Mind.
The multiplicity of Ideas on the other hand requires the postulation of a second
principle by the side of absolute Goodness (t0 Aya0Oov): a sort of intelligible
“matter” is needed, whose relationship to space-matter is left obscure and which
would be essentially Evil in its dualism to the First Principle [21]. And indeed
Speusippus adopted different pairs of principles for each successive stratum of
reality starting from (1) the unitary Avtoév and descending to the World of (2)
Numbers, (3) of Magnitudes, (4) of Soul, and finally of (5) sensible things (Fr. 33a-e
Lang = 29-30 Taran). In the different levels of reality, there are different but
corresponding principles, corresponding dualisms. Thus, e.g. just as numbers are
produced from the One and the Multitude (An0og), so extensional magnitudes
are generated from the pair of the Point (like the one) and amorphous continuous
extensionality (like the discreet Multitude); Aristotle Metaph. 1085a32: étegot d¢

(sc. T peY£€ON yevvwol) €k NG oTypng (1] 0& oTyur) avTolg doKEL elvat ovX v
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AAA" oiov TO €V) kal AAANG UANG oiac 10 mMANO0g, AAA™ o0 mAn0ovs. Cf. Metaph.,
1044a7-8; Topica 108b23-31. He distinguished Goodness from Oneness and posited
the former “late” in the ontological hierarchy, attached essentially to the psychic
realm [22]. In this way, multiplicity and (mathematical) extension can exist
without involving error and evil. And indeed how could the One as the absolutely
firat principle be the Good, goodness itself, without the Other Ultimate Principle
becoming Evil itself? Mind furthermore is the World of organized extension
(geometrical realities), distinct both from the First Principle (Avtoév) and the
universal soul (t0 Aya00ov) [23]. In this way, the Speusippean hierarchy of reality
prefigures Neoplatonic developments under a stricter, late (but classical)
Pythagorean, mathematical construal: (1) "Ev — (2) Nontov (Numbers) — (3) Noeoov
(Magnitudes) — (4) Wuxn — (5) AtoOntoc Koopoc.

In opposition to Speusippus, the Xenocratean system was more compact
[24]. There are two ultimate principles, the One and the (indefinite) Dyad. The
second Principle informed by the One generates the ideas-numbers, which exist
primarily in soul [25]. Xenocrates interpreted the Timaean psychogony as eternal
generation from the One and the Indefinite Dyad. The Principle of Infinity enters
into the Platonic mixture as divisibility (t0 pepiotov), which combined with the
indivisible Oneness (10 apéplotov), produces the number-system. The Second
Principle enters again into the mixture as otherness (10 €tepov) opposed to the
self-identity of the One (tavtdv), and this synthesis constitutes self-movement,
change-in-identity; for otherness is the principle of movement, just as identity is
the principle of permanence. Thus the Xenocratean definition of soul is reached:
self-moving number (or vital idea), dptOuoc kwovv éavtov. Fr. 68; cf. Frs. 60-65
[26]. Tidying up the reported formulations in Fr. 15 it may be stated that the
Indefinite Dyad is amorphous Soulness, the underlying principle of psychicality.
When acted upon by the One, it generates the intelligible World of number-ideas

(to vontoév) and simultaneously the living, intellecting psychic essence (vouvg,
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voeov, Ppuxn)), which are but two aspects of the same reality, distinguishable in
thought as subject and object of thinking: this reality is, in its totality, the Cosmic
Soul, formed in harmony, of the Timaeus [27].

First numbers acting on the material Principle (the Indefinite Dyad,
principle of divisibility, otherness and movement) generate organized extension.
Dyad and matter give one-dimensional magnitude, Triad and matter create
surfaces, Tetrad and matter produce three-dimensionality (mathematical solids).
Thus the geometrical objects are framed as the intermediate grade of reality
between the supracosmic intelligible realm and physical existence, they constitute
the celestial region; (Fr. 5; cf. Fr. 34; for the triple division of reality v. Fr. 55). Other
numbers (as ideal entities and paradeigmatic causes, Fr. 30; cf. Fr. 34) form with
matter the variegated physical existence. As the numerical eidetic essence becomes
more complex, the resulting configurations are less able to maintain themselves
permanently in their self-identity vis-a-vis the material otherness and mobility,
and this instability makes them thus changeful. In this last function, matter is
appositely called 10 &évaov by Xenocrates (Fr. 28), to highlight its unceasing,
everflowing essential character [28].

Mind as supreme God and ultimate Principle of reality (= the One) is
beyond even eidetic-numerical multiplicity. It is the cosmic Soul, not the extreme
divine Mind, that contains the World of Ideas-Numbers [29]. This universal Soul
on the other hand, permeates the physical, sensible World (v. Fr. 71; cf. Fr. 73).
Since the Xenocratean supreme Mind in itself is above all being—determination
(being itself the first principle of eidetic-numerical articulation), it cannot think of
any such being-determinations and eidetic-numbers. Consequently, it points
backwards to the Parmenidean self-intellection of differenceless absolute being
(where pure intellection coincides with pure being, and voetv is identified with
eiva); and also forward to the Aristotelian God who is pure vénoig vorjoewg,

because he is pure actuality, i.e. actuality without any admixture of potentiality,
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and the only thing that can exist separately from any material substrate, and thus
free from any tincture of contingency and potentiality, and thus necessary and
eternal, is thought, intellection, pure mental activity. This now intellection, in
order to remain necessarily existing and eternal, without any coimplication of
contingency that would compromise such a unique status, must think of nothing
that would be so compromised by consisting in a being-determination which
necessarily involves form-in-matter. Therefore the divine mind must think of
nothing but itself, being thus an intellection of pure intellection, or in other words,
pure actuality by and in itself.

For the Platonic Theory of First Principles v. my essay “The Other Platonic
Principle” [30].
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NOTES

[1]. Amelius was a particularly close student of Numenius. He collected,
edited and commented on the latter’s literary remains. Porphyrius, Vita Plot., 3, 43-
5: prAdomovia d¢ VmeEPaAAOUeEVOS TV KaO avTOV MAVTWV dX TO Kal oxedov
navia ta@ Novunviov kal yoddat kal cvvayoayelv kal oxedov to TAEloTa
éxpaOetv. He was in fact considerd a specialist on Numenius. When in Athens
there grew the notion that Plotinus was merely adapting Numenian views with
the addition of mere platitudes and insignificant details, Amelius undertook to
defend his friend with a work entitled: Ilept Tng kata ta doypata tov IAwtivov
1eog Tov Novurviov daxdpooag (ibid. 17).

On the other hand, Numenius utilized in his theological speculations the
wisdom, symbolism and sacred rites of the oriental eminent nations (among
whom he mentioned, Brahmans, Hebreus, Magians (Iranians) and Egyptians), as
agreeing with the Platonic spirit. Fr. 1a (des Places): ...¢mikaAéoaocOat d¢ ta €0vn
T €VOOKLHOVVTA, TEOOPEQOHEVOV AVTWV TAG TEAETAG Kal Ta dOyHaATA TAG TE
opvoelg ovvteAovpévag IAdtwve opoAoyovuévawe, Omooag Boaxpaves kal
Tovdaiot kat Mdayot kat Atyvmtior dié0evto. He employed the allegorical method
(toomtoAoynoat) in interpreting passages from the Old Testament (Frs. 1b, 1c and
9); Origenes in fact commented favourably on these analyses, Fr. 1c: ...xal ovk
ambavws avta teomoAoyovvta (sc. tov Novunviov). Numenius allegorized
even a story from the New Testament without mentioning the name of Jesus (Fr.
10a), just as Amelius referred to the Johannine Gospel by calling its author o
paopagoc.

[2] Presumed or postulated homogeneity of the incorporeal realm blurs the

essential distinctions between divinity, noeticity and psychicality. The inner
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gradation of spiritual reality must then be in consistency accounted for by varied
degrees and kinds of failure, of defection from the pleromatic perfection of absolute
existence. Such was typically the Origenistic position; De Principiis II, 1, 1, 1 p. 107
1-18 Koetschau; 1II, 8, 3 pp. 158.17-161.15; I, 8, 1, pp. 95.14-98.5. The theory, by
emphasizing Logos as mowtotokog maong ktioews, involved an Areianizing
tendency. Catholic Christianity affirmed an unbridgeable gap between divinity (to
which Logos and Holy Spirit were included) and the rest of existence, while post-
Plotinian Neoplatonism insisted on the distinct self-contained subsistence of all
discernible ontological steps in reality connected by a metaphysical chain of being.

[3] Here the basic demarcation line between eternal being and engendered
existence is drawn in the psychic subsistence.

[4] The cardinal point of the criticism is the distinction between true cause
and necessary condition. The latter includes time, place, movement and a host of
circumstances that are required or must obtain in order for the effect to be
realised. True causality on the other hand resides in the creative faculty, the power
to effect something; ultimately the real, universal cause is God as the efficient
reason, moOuTkoG Aodyog, ratio faciens (§12). All else contributory factors are
dependencies of the genuine potency which makes things: the form is rather part
of the cause; the archetype instrument of it; the purpose supervening efficiency
(8813-14).

In Clemens Alexandrinus (Stromata, VIII, 9) and in Cicero (Topica, §§58-64;
cf. R.E. Witt, Albinus and the History of Middle Platonism, pp. 39-41) there occur
basically Stoic identical analyses in the Theory of Causality which bear directly on
the issue at stake. In Topica §58 there are distinguished two general kinds of
causes, that which possesses in itself the power to constitute a certain effect, and
that which, although it lacks such efficient nature, is indispensable in the
origination of the effect (sine quo non, wv odvx dvev); such are the immediate

material substrate, space, time, instruments, preparatory or antecedent causes, fate
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(§59). The former type of real efficiency is also subdivided into self-sufficient
effective causality with no need of subservient factors on the one hand (avtoteAn,
ovvekTika aitw), and adjuvating causes, §60 (ocvvaitia). V. Stromata, VIII, 25, 1-4
(= SVF 1I 346); 28, 2-6. In the latter Clementine passage there is a conflation of the
Aristotelian quadruple causality with the Stoic schema: strictly ovvektikov and
avtoteAés aitwov is the efficient cause, while the material belongs to the wv ovx
avev or at most (ascribing a positive predisposition in material potentiality to
assume its perfecting form) to the cuvepya aitia. Cf. SVF II 351. — The source of
the Senecan inquiry is preciceronian; probably this also holds for the Clementine
interfusion of the two opposed doctrines in Seneca.

[5] In Fr. 15 (from Epiphanius) the theories described are ascribed to
Aristotle (and affirmed to be common with Critolaus); the formulations display
Christian bias (e.g.: elvat 0¢ Aéyet — sc. Aristotle — dV0 kKOOHOVG, TOV AVW KAl TOV
KATw, KAl Tov pev avw adpOagtov, tov 0¢ kdtw pOapTtdv (meaning that things in
the lower realm are continuously coming to be and passing away. In the same way
we must take the statement that things in the sublunary region are proceeding
unprovidentially, carried by an irrational impetus in a fortuitous course. For
example Fortune is the principle of events whose causes are ignored by human
mind; Antiochus (v. e.g. Cicero, Academicorum Posteriorum, I, 29: non numquam
quidem eandem (sc. fatal series of determination) fortunam, quo efficiat multa
improvisa ac necopinata nobis propter obscuritatem ignorationemque caussarum.
Cf. Cicero, Topica, 63; Seneca Ben., 4,8,3 etc. In “Ocellus” the formulations are more
accurate: the celestial region is where the cause of becoming (aitia yevéoewq)
resides, the perpetuum mobile (t0 aewivntov); the sublunary districts belong to
becoming, they form the perpetually passible (10 aeima®éc) part of the World
(8§818-19). To this lower region belong the four elements (§§20 sqq.); hence the

upper realm must consist of the Aristotelian aether.
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[6] This is more in tune with God’s perfection, than the idea that he
essentially permeates the world-whole (398al-6, and notice the following
illustration drawn from Persian kingship, with the conclusion 398b4-10). Cf.
400b6-15, etc.

[7] The idea is repeated and elaborated in Ocellus Lucanus §§14-16. §14: ¢tt
d¢ kat OAn dU OANG 1) PLOIC OewWQEOLHEVT] TO OLVEXEC ATIO TWV TOWTWV KAl
tuwtatwyv  (the aetherial, celestial region) adawel xkata Aoyov (ie.
proportionately) dmopagatvopévn kat mpooayovoa émi av to Ovntov (cf. To
Ovnrtov in Critolaus, Fr. 15) kat dtéEo0dov ETdeXOHEVOV TNG WIS CLOTATEWG.

[8] There is a remarkable parallelism between De Mundo and Ocellus
Lucanus, Fr. 1 (Harder). The World is “ornamented” through harmony (o0twg
oLV Kal TV TV OAwv cVotaowv... pia dlekoounoev aouovia, 396b23-4); the
divine power constitutes this cosmic harmony (...ynv te maoav kat O&Aaocoav
aéoa (pro atbépa) te kat fALOV kal oeANVNV Kkal ToV OAOV 0VEAVOV dLEKOOUNOEV
tia 1) dux TavTV dujkovoa dVVAULS... TOV CUUTTAVTA KOOHOV dNuiovgyrjoaoa
etc., b27-31). This Power belongs to God who is distinct hypostatically from it, as
explained above. Similarly God is the cause of harmony, which keeps together the
world in Ocellus (p. 26.5 Harder): tov 8¢ k6opov (sc. cuvéxet) agpovia, Tavtag d
altiog 0 Oedc. Another example in Ocellus is house and city held together by
concord whose cause is Law (p. 26.5-6). In de Mundo (400b13-28) also the analogy
occurs (BOeog for the World is like Nopog for the city).

For other correspondences cf. e.g. the argument that no part of the World
can be stronger than the whole; Ocellus §13; De Mundo 397a5-6.

[9] The spirit of wisdom in Sapientia is, strictly, dtuic trnc tov Ocov
Avvapuewc (VII, 25), not the Abvapug itself, just as it is écomTEov dknAwTOV NG
tov Ocov Evepyelag (26). It is elsewhere in the Old Testament that Toxvg is
equivalent to ol (cf. Jeremias LI, 15). This does not alter the observed structural

correspondence; it means, however, that in Sapientia the movement has taken
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place towards the sharper hypostatical distinction between God (and his Avvapic)
and divine Wisdom (with its Spirit). On the other hand mvevpa in de Mundo is
associated (apart from blowing air or wind) to the fertile, ensouled substance
permeating plants, animals and all things (394b9-11). The peripatetic character of
the work prohibits the expliit identification of this Aristotelian spirit with the Stoic
spirit, whose tension (tovog) constitutes all entities in their essential peculiarity.
But the structural pressure is operating in this direction.

[10] Cicero, Acad. Post., I, 37 (Varro expounding Antiochus speaks of Zeno's
“innovations”): haec non tam rebus quam vocabulis commutaverat (sc. Zeno).
Acad. Pr., I 15 (Leucollus speaks from Antiochus” point of view): (Plato was not a
scepticist) quia reliquit perfectissimam disciplinam, Peripateticos et Academicos,
nominibus differentis, re congruentis, a quibus Stoici ipsi verbis magis quam
sententiis dissenserunt. Cf. Cicero, speaking on his own person about Stoicism, de
finibus Mal. et Bon., IV, passim, esp. §§72, 73; 111, 5; V 74; Tusc., 5, 34: Zeno ignobilis
verborum opifex; etc. The idea originally was (believed to have been) propounded
by Polemo of the Old Academy; upon noticing that Zeno was attending his
lectures, Polemo commented on Zeno’s Phoenician appropriation and
transformation of Old-Academic doctrines: o0 AavOavels, @ Znvov, Ttalg
Knmaialg  magelogéwv  Ovpalg  kal ta  doypata  KAEMTwv.  Powvikikwe
uetapdevvog (Diogenes Laertius VII, 25). «@owvikik@ws» is a mot a triple entente:
allusion (1) to the Cypriot descent of Zeno, (2) to the furtive practices of the
Phoenician merchant traders and (3) to the Semitic undertones in crucial
formulations of Stoic positions. — On the other hand, Cicero also holds the
incompatibility between on the one hand Old Academic-Aristotelian and on the
other Stoic Ethical theory on fundamental issues (like how is the wise man
constituted), Acad. Pr., II §132. — Cicero’s own opinion concerning Antiochus was
that he taught a slightly modified Stoic doctrine, ibid.: (Antiochus) qui

appellabatur Academicus, erat quidem si perpauca mutavisset, germanissimus
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Stoicus (cf. ibid. §137: sed ille noster est plane, ut supra dixi, Stoicus, perpauca
balbutiens). The context of all these remarks is problems in Moral Philosophy.

[11] For a development of the Stoic theory of spiritual tension v. A.L.
Pierris, First Principles and the Beginning of World-Formation in Stoicism (esp.
Excursus III: On Spirit and Tension) in K. Boudouris (ed.) Hellenistic Philosophy,
vol. II, Athens 1994, pp. 149-176 (esp. pp. 170-5).

[12] V. A.L. Pierris op. cit. Excursus I: Matter, Body, Incorporeals and Concepts,
op. cit. pp. 159-165.

[13] Much has been occasionally made out of Cicero’s (rather than Varro’s)
apparent confusion between qualia and qualitates, mowx and mowdtnteg in §§24 and
26. According to standard Stoic theory, mowotng is corporeal but unsubstantial, a
certain spiritual tension and vis defining a character, while mowv is matter
(substance) informed and held together by such tension. And thus Cicero makes
Varro correctly equate vis and qualitas, while qualia are the combinations of that
qualitative spiritual force with matter (§28). On the other hand, in §24, he
maintains that such a combination, id iam corpus et quasi qualitatem quondam
nominabant. This is incorrect on both counts: bodies are not only the compounds,
but vis and matter as well; while a quality has no matter, but is corporeal. In §26
the four basic qualities (heat, coldness, dryness, moisture) seem to be confounded
with the four elements (fire, air, earth, water), although there obtains in Stoicism a
one-to-one correspondence between the two groups.

It should however be noted that the Platonic space-theory of matter leaves
little point to the distinction between qualia and qualitates: a certain place assumes
now this and now that quality; conversely, qualia are qualities extended, localised.
Thus the primary qualification of a certain space constitutes a primary body, i.e. a
primary quality in extenso, and so on for secondary and following formations. When
tire moves from one place to another, what really happens is that it is extinguished

in the first place and kindled in the second; similarly a quality-complex may
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disappear from place A and reappear in place B: this ontological cancellation and
manifestation of the quality-complex is equivalent to the translation in space of the
corresponding body (which is merely the extended quality-complex). The identity
of the body during such transposition signifies the identity of the same extended
quality-complex. Identity of some non-formal and non-spatial component
involved in the thing is an illusion. Thus things are in flux; they are river-like. The
explicit foundation of this view goes back to Timaeus; 49d: aet O kaBoQwpev
&AAote AAAN yryvopevov, wg mLQE, UT] TOUTO AAAX TO TOLOVUTOV €KAOTOTE
TIOOOAYOQEVELY TTVQ: ...49% €v @ d¢ €yyryvopeva del ékaota avTwv pavtaletal
Kal TAALWY ékelfev ATOAALTAL HOVOV €KELVO AD TTOOOAYOQEVELV T(W TE TOVTO KAL
T TOOE TIEOOXQWHEVOLS OvouaTL... 50b ...tavTov avt)Vv (sc. TO Tavdexég) Ael
TQOOQNTEOV" €K YAXQ TNG E€AVTNG TO TAQATIAV OVK E&lotatat OUVAHEWS
~.patvetal 0 dU €ketva (sc. T eloovta) aAdog aAAotov. V. 52a-b: there are
three things to be distinguished: first, the idea; second, the homonym visible
quality: t0 d¢ opwvvpov Gpowdv te Ekelvew devtegov, aloOntov, yevvntov,
TEPOQNUEVOV AEL YLIYVOUEVOV TE €V TIVL TOTW KAl TAALY €KelOeV ATTOAAVHEVOV;
third, ywpa which is incorruptible. The Platonic ToiovTov of the sensible, extended
forms, corresponds to the Stoic such-ness (towovtdéTNG) as principium
individuations.

[14] The spatial order and arrangement in an entity’s structure, the mutual
adaptation of its parts and, in general the organized distribution of its quality-
complex, constitutes its intrinsic tomoc. The idea was expounded already by
Theophrastus (Fr. 22 Wimmer = Simplicius Corollarium de Loco, Comm. In Arist.
Phys. p. 639.15-22: unmote ovk €0tt kB’ adTOV ovoia T TOTOG, AAAX T TAel
Kal 0é0el TV OWHATWV Aéyetal KAt Tag GpUoels Kat SUVAELS, Opolwe O¢ Kal
Eml twv Cowv kal Gutv Kat OAWS TV AVOHOLOUEQWY elte EpPUXWV elte
aPpOxwv, Eproodov d¢ TV GUoLY EXOVTWV. Kal YaQ ToVTwV TA&LlS TIc kal Oéoig

TV HEQWV €0TL MQEOS TNV OANV ovolav. do kat ékaotov év T alToL XwWoa
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Aéyetal T €xewv TV olkelory TAELY, €TTEL KAL TV TOL OWUATOG HEQWV EKATTOV
¢rumodnoetev av kat anawtmoete v Eavtov xweav kat Béowv. The idea was
highly developed in later Athenian Neoplatonism; e.g. Damascius (in Simplicius
op.cit. p. 625.13 sqq.): 1) d¢ kata péyeOog kat dykov (sc. TNg ovoiag didotactc) év
OéoeL yéyovev evOUG dux TV dAAOL AAAAXOVL TV poQlwV dagoupry. duttr) d¢
Kal avT) 1] Hév oOPPULTOC T1) OVOLA, WOTEQ TOV €U0V OWHATOS TO TNV KEPAAT|V
Avow etvat Tovg d¢ OdAC KATw, 1] 0 €MElTAKTOG, WC TMOTE HEV €V T1) OlKix, TOTE
d¢ &v ) ayopa TV Oéowv Exw... keloOat d& Aéyouev €kelva KLRLWS, WV T
oot TaQATEéTATAL KAl OléoTtnkev A AAANAwv... (27) TovTWV 0LV TV
Otaotacewy, tva <UI> MAvVTeAQ@S el TO aoglotov UmevexOwaol, uétpa ovvaywya
vméoTn)... ¢ d¢ kata TNV TN Oéoewc diappiyy 0 ToToc. Such oikelog TOMTOG
consists in the ¢vOetiouoc of parts vis-a-vis the whole (cf. p. 626.5 sqq.). This
structure is of course preserved in the main during movement, but the place
within the Cosmic Whole which the thing occupied at a particular moment of the
movement is not. — As a general account of space this relational theory presupposes
extension as spatial alienation and distancing of parts (dikooupic pepowv) within a
whole. We are thus back to where we began.

[15] The re-emphasis on the spatial construal of matter was already
operational in Hellenistic Peripatos. A finite World with matter as space involves
the non-existence of extension outside the cosmic Whole. And this precisely was
Strato’s theory, which further, significantly, is brought into connection with the
views of the Platonists. The Void is considered to subsist in itself, only by
abstraction in thought; in rerum natura it is always filled with bodies; thus it is co-
extensive with the Cosmic body as a whole. Fr. 60 Wehrli: ot d¢ iocouetpov avto (cs. T0
KEVOV) T@ KOOUIK@ CWOUATL TOLODOL, KAL OLX TOVTO TI) UEV €AVTOL PUOEL KEVOV
eival Aéyovol, memAnowoOatl d¢ avtd cwHATWVY Ael, Kal HOVN Ye TN €mivola
OewpeloBat wg kab' adto VPeotws, olov Tveg ol moAAol twv TTAatwvikwv

dAooddPwv yeydvaol Tov XLrodtwva 0¢ olpat tov Aappaknvov tadtng
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vevéoOal tng d0&nc (Simplicius testifies). Void is space without body, and as such
it is naturally nonexistent. Space as extension is always occupied by body, and in
fact is adapted for all sensible appearances. Fr. 59 (again from Simplicius): Twv d¢&
dLAOTATOV AEYOVTWV (SC. TOV TOTIOV) Ol HEV Tl DVO dLEOTWS WS O AQLOTOTEANG
te kal 0 ITeplmatog &mag, ot d¢ €mi Toia, Kal TOVTWV Ol HEV TAVTY) AdLkPpogov
Kal ToTe KAl AveL oWHATOS Hévov g ot Ttept Anpokottov kat Emikovpov, ot dé
dlkotnua Kal del owua €Xov kal émutndelov mpoc EKaoTov s ol KAEWOL TV
[Matwvikwv kat 6 Aappaxnvog Xrodtwv. This suitability (émitndetotnc) to
every corporeal form clearly corresponds to the Platonic mavdeyéc.

Strato, on the other hand, postulated the existence of vacuum within the
World (Frs. 54-55), but as a remainder left over from the occupation of space by
bodies, since their parts do not touch among themselves through their entire
boundaries, but little vacancies are formed at the interstices, which vacancies
constitute the existence of void, never kata ¢pvowv accumulated, so to speak, in
close order, but always dispersed in tiny segments throughout the cosmic
substance. Fr. 57: ot pév yap to kaboAov pundev etvat kevov diatelvovtal, ot d¢
aBpovv péV kata LOWV UNOEV elval KeEVOV, MAQECTIAQUEVOV O KATA HIKQX
HOOLX T Q€L Kal T VYO Kal TQ TLEL Kal Tolg AAAOLG oHaoLy, oig HAALoTa
ovppépeoBat mpoonket (Hero Alexandrinus). Cf. Frs. 56; 64; 66.

Strato’s mediation towards syncretistic approaches is evident also in the
emphatic employment of the power-vocabulary in the theory of first principles.
Principles of nature are the qualities (Frs. 42-44), and, accordingly, first principles
are the primary qualities (warmth etc.); these are dvvaueirc which in fact are
corporeal (cwpatwkal). Fr. 65a-b: ...t0 pawg ovdE 1) Oepudtnc 0Vd™ AAAT dLVAULG
oLdepla cwpatikn. Fr. 89: huius (sc. Strato) tale decretum est: frigidum et calidum
semper in contraria abeunt, una esse non possunt; eo frigidum confluit, unde vis
calidi discessit... cum vis maior frigidi illata in cavernis est etc. Fr. 94: ... Xtoatwv

Kal Anuokoltog xat v dvvauy copar Tvevuatikt) yao (with reference to the
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Stoic spiritual tension). @epuodtnc and Puxpotng are duvapels; fire and water are
the substances of the corresponding powers, ovoiat twv dvvapewv (Fr. 49). Full
Stoicism is evident both in the fact of the non-Aristotelian one-to-one
correspondence between primary qualities and basic elements, and in the
understanding of qualities as tonic forces informing material substance. The latter
distinction between dvvapelg as the qualitative contrarieties and ovoiat as the
substances whose powers the qualities are (between e.g. warmth and fire, with a
third entity the corporeal substance) appears also in Ocellus Lucanus §§20-23.

Fundamental qualities as duvapelg are attested already for Alcmaion (DK
24B4). Aristotle conceptualized the general import of the meaning of power as
principle of change in something else or in itself taken as something else (Metaph.
1046a10; 1020a5: aoxn petaBoAng — or petafPAntikn — év dAAw 1 1) &AAo); and
this included e.g. 1] Tov Oeppov dVvVaig, De part. Anim., 650a5. But the analysis of
quality in Categ. 8 shows however no particular awareness of, or relevance to, the
later problem-structure. In Probl., I' 14, 873al1-2, copata are distinguished from
the ai év avtoic duvapelg; this is the Peripatetic rendering of the Stoic distinction
between ovoia and 1 év avtr) dvvapug: for Stoicism matter is the substance of
things and powers are corporeal, while for Peripatos, powers are immaterial and,
therefore, incorporeal, since bodies necessarily involve matter.

The characteristic doctrine of a power permeating and fashioning the World
appears in Peripatetic circles with De Mundo, 396b29.

[16] The intellectual conception of man, e.g., controls the kataAnmTun
davtaoila of this thing as a man; in this way the supposed discrepancy in the
report of the Antiochean doctrine between Acad. Post., I 30-2 and Acad. Prior., 11, 30
is eliminated.

[17] Notitia for évvowx occurs in §22; de Fin. Bon. Et Mal., V, 59-60; Topica, 31;

Leg., 1, 24. Notio is commoner, esp. in Cicero’s philosophical works, e.g. Acad. Post.,
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I, 32; 42; Acad. Prior., 11, 33; 85; de Fin. etc., III, 33. Intelligentia further appears
occasionally, as in de Fin. Etc,. 111, 21; Leg., I, 26; 27; 44; 59.

[18] The Sicilian historian (ZikeAikd) and renowned orator who was
attracted to Stilpo (Diog. Laertius, II, 114). He argued elaborately in four books To
Amyntas that Plato took over from Epicharmus the cardinal tenets of his Theory of
Ideas.

[19] The idea is worked out in A.L. Pierris, Logos as Ontological Principle of
Being, in K. Boudouris (ed.), The Philosophy of Logos, Vol. 11, 1996, pp. 156-62.

[20] Alcimos’ emphasis on the spontaneous recognition of similarities as
conclusive argument for the existence of paradeigmatic ideas, is probably
connected with the fact that Speusippus wrote extensively (in 10 books) on
Similars (Diog. Laert., IV 5: t¢ meot tax Spowx moaypatelag a'-1'); Frs. 5-26 Lang
= 6-27 Taran.

[21] Aristotle emphasized the point from a different point of view. He
observed that in Timaeus Plato equates the Participating Principle (to
petaAnmTikov or peOexteov), hence, matter, with space; he further remarks that
in his Ayoada Adyuata, Plato identified the petaAnmrkov with the Great and
Small (to péya kat 10 pikedv). In either case, the second principle is of the nature
of Place (t6moc), as it must consist in extensionality. Accordingly, the Platonic
theory must needs face the problem why Ideas and (ideal) numbers are not then in
place. Physica 209b11-16: 010 kat IAdtwv 1) v DANV Kat v xweav tavtod Gnov
etvat v 1o Tiyade: TO Yoo HETAANTITIKOV KAl TNV XWoav €V Kal tavtov. dAAov
O& Tpomov ékel TE Aéywv TO UETAANTITIKOV Kal &v Tolc Aeyouévols dypagolc
doyuaotv, 6uwc tov TOTIOV Kal TNy xwpav to avto aneprvato. And 210b33-a2:
ITA&TwvL pévtot Aektéov, el del TaRekPBAVTAG elmely, Dl Tl OUK €V TOTIW T €10M
Katl ol aplOpol, elrteQ O peBeKTIKOV O TOTOG, €lTE TOL HEYAAOL KAl TOU HIKQOV
Ovtog tov pebextikov, eite t¢ VANG, womep &év o Tpalw véyoadev. To the

problem posed by Aristotle, it may be added that there is the further question as to
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the relationship between the intelligible (Resp., 508cl; 527b5), supracelestial
(Phaedr., 247¢c3) place (t6émoc), which generates multiplicity incorporeal (x0opog
dowuatog, Philebus 64b), and the Timaean cosmic place (the space-matter) in
which the physical World is constituted.

[22] For Speusippus, perfection, beauty and goodness appear “late” in the
procession of reality from the Supreme Principle, the Avtoév. Aristotle Metaph.,
1091a33 sqq. (Fr. 34f Lang = 44 Taran): ...aAAa mpoeABovong g twv Oviwv
PLoews kal 10 ayabov katl 10 kaAov eudatveoBal. Cf. Frs. 34a-f Lang = 43-46
Taran. In fact there is gradation in the derivation process: beauty precedes
goodness; lamblichus De Comm. math. Scientia IV, p. 16.10 sqq. Festa: 10 d¢ &€v oUte
KaAOV oUte ayabov &&ov kaAetv, dix 1O Kal TOU KAAOL kKat Tov ayabov
UTeQdvVW elvar TEOIOVONG YAQ TOQOWTEQW ATIO TWV &V AQXN TS PLoEwS,
TIOWTOV HEV TO KAAOV EPAvn, deUTEQOV dE Kal HAKQOTEQAV ATIOOTATLY EXOVTWV
TV otolxeiwv Tayabdv. The view may be probably related to Speusippus (as in
Kramer, Der Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik, p. 213). Perfection (and beauty) pertains
preeminently to the realm of numbers (and geometrical structures), to the
naOnuatika. Goodness on the other hand refers primarily to action and
presupposes possibility of (some) change, as in Aristotle Metaph. 1078a31: ...t0
ayabov kal TO KaAOV €TEQOV, TO UEV YAQ A&l &V Tpacel, TO & KAAOV Kal &V Toig
axwnroic. The difficulty that may be thought to emerge from the divine creative
activity, which then should be considered as good (Timaeus), is in the Speusippean
context only apparent: cosmic creation is a subjective mode of presentation,
daokaAlac xdowv; in fact there is an atemporal constitution of the physical
World just as wv the derivation of each “successive” stratum of reality. The
ontological hierarchy is eternal, not a development in time. Thus there can be little
doubt that God for Speusippus is beyond goodness, which first “appears” in the
psychic substance, and secondarily in the sensible World through its animate part

(cf. Fr. 55 Lang-Taran: ...ot d¢ péxot ¢ adoyiag (sc. anaBavatiCovov), ws Twv
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pev maAalwv Eevokodtng kal Lrtevotnniog ete. All animals have immortal souls).
Soul and Nature are the 4th and 5th respectively orders of Speusippean reality.
And this fits nicely with the report in Iamblichus op.cit. p. 18.1-12 Festa: tx d¢
otolxela, €€ v ol aplOpol, ovdEéMW VTTAQXEL 0UTE KaAd oUTe ayaOd: €k de g
ovvOéoews TOL €vog kal TG Tov MANOovs aitiac VANG Vdlotatar pev 6
aplOpog, mEwtols O¢ €v TovTolg TO OV dpatvetat kal kdAdoc, édpe&ng éx twv
OTOLXElWV TV YOXUUWVY TNG YEWUETOLKNG ovolag dpavelong, &v 1] woavTws To
OV Kal T0 KaAov, &€v oig [oUTe] oVdEV 0oUTe aloxQOV 0TIV OUTE KAKOV' €T
EoXATw O& &V TOIC TETAPTOLC Kal TEUTITOLC TOLG OLVTIOEUEVOLS ATIO TV
otolxelwv v tedevtaiwy kakiav yevéoOat etc. Cf. Kramer, loc.cit.

[23] Fr. 58 Taran: XmeVOLtmOg TOV VOUV 0UTE TQ éVi 0UTE TQ AYab@ TOv
avTov, Wwlodun O¢ (sc. tov Oeov etvat). God is absolute Mind, distinct from both
the “Ev and the cosmic Soul. This God is a living force, governor of the Universe;
Fr. 56a Tardn: (Speusippus) vim quandam (sc. esse deum) dicens qua omnia
regantur, eamque animalem (cf. Fr. 56b). He is the creator who fashions (an
educative mode of expression) the World according to the absolute Archetype, the
Decad, the all-encompassing entity of numbers-ideas. Fr. 28 Tardn, 1l. 10-14:
(Speusippus writes extensively on the Decad) ¢puowwtdtnv avtnyv anopatvwv
Kal TEAEOTIKWTATNV TWV OVIWV, 0OV €00C TL TOIC KOOULKOIS ATOTEAETUAOL
TEXVIKOV, €O Eautng AAA’ oUX NHWV VOULOAVTIWV 1) @ €tuxe Oepévov
VTAQYOLOAV Kl TAPAdELYUX TAVTEAECTATOV T TOV TMAVTOC Tointl] Oew
nipoexketpévny. This Decad is the foundation of the number-system, the essential
totality of the World of Numbers-Ideas and its condensed reality. It relates to the
God-Mind as the Inelligible relates to the Intelligence intellecting it. Absolute
Mind must therefore be systematically equated with the organized system of
extension and magnitudes (geometrical) as receptacle and place (Ortodoyr| and
to1oc) of number-ideas, corresponding to the Platonic tomog vontoc. The

Speusippean God-Noug is thus the proximate principle of psychic and sensible
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reality, as in Timaeus. It is significant that according to this analysis life or vital
force “precedes” soul in the order of reality: it pertains primarily to Mind and to
pure extensional structuring. Such abstract mathematization of powerful ideas,
of which feature Aristotle complained severely as unduly dominating Old-
Academic thought, detracted from their relevance, occasioned the Stoic reaction,
and caused more than two centuries of immanent Theology and physical
Metaphysics.

[24] This is the point of Theophrastus’ eulogy in Metaph. 6b6 sqq. = Fr. 26
Heinze. All other mathematizing Metaphysicians articulate in detail the derivation
of numbers and magnitudes from first principles, but treat in a markedly cavalier
fashion physical reality. To such treatment Xenocrates presents an exemption:
o0TOG YAQ AMavTd Twe TeQrtinoty mepl TOV KOOHOV, Opolwg altoOnta kal
vonta kat pabnuatika kat €t o1 ta Oela. His generations aptly reflect the way
the principles constitute and order this World.

[25] Fr. 65 (Philoponus, In Arist. De Anima 408b32): ...éAeyev oLV (sc.
Xenocrates) AQLOHOV HEV TV PuXTV OLX TO TANEWHA €DV elvat TV PLUXTV Kal
AOYoU" €K TV AOYWV TIAVIWV YAQ €V €auTi) ToUG AdYoug €Xel, WG elTtOpeV:
aptOpovg d¢ tax eldn ékaAovv wg elpnTal, kal avtog Youv (sc. Aristotle) év toig
€Enc Pnotv «kat €0 dn ot Aéyovteg Vv Yvxnv ToMoV eldwv» (De Anima 429a27).
Aristotle must be in this passage chiefly refering to a characteristic singular
doctrine, like the Xenocratean. — Number, godhead and soul is the same essential
reality; Fr. 16: estque numerus, ut Xenocrates censuit, animus ac deus, etc.
Daemons, good or bad, belong to the same substance; Frs. 23-25. Deamon for each
man is his soul; Frs. 81; 83. It follows, that the Dyad (= Mother of Gods) of Fr. 15 is
the second ultimate Principle, the Indefinite Dyad, contrary to a widespread
misperception occasioned by the loose doxographical formulation; for the

Indefinite Dyad is not in itself the universal soul but its principle.
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[26] Fr. 68: ol pev yao (sc. Xenocrates” followers) ovdev 1) Yéveowv aptOpov
dnAovoBat vouiCovot ) pifel TG duepioTov KAl LePLOTNG ovolag duéptotov
pév yap eivat to év, peplotov ¢ to mAnOog, £k d¢ TovTwV YevéoOat TOv AQLOpOV
oL £vog 6piCovtog T0 AN00G kal T amepia mépag évtibévtog, fjv kal dvada
kadovow dopiotov. kat Zapdtag (sc. Zoroaster), 6 ITvOayopov dwaokaAog,
TAOTNV HEV EKAAEL TOD AQLOHOD pntéoa, TO O €v matéoar d0 kal BeAtiovag
elvat twv apOuwv, doot T HovAadL Tpooeoikaot (i.e. even numbers. Cf. Fr. 15:
EeVOKQATNG... TNV HovAda Kal dvdda Oeolg, TNV HEV WG AEQEVA TATPOC
E¢xovoav TAELWV... fVTIVa TROOAY0QEVEL KAl ZNVa KAL TEPLTTOV KOl VOUV... TV
0¢ d¢ we ONAewav, untpog Oewv diknv etc.). TovTOV dO¢ PrTTW YLXTV TOV AOLOUOV
elvar TO YOO KIVNTIKOV Kol TO KIVNTOV EVDelv avT@’ TOL O TavToD KAl ToD
ETEPOV CLUULYEVTWYV, OV TO HEV E0TLKIVNOEWS APXT) KAl UETAPOATC, TO O povig,
Puxn v yeyovévair pndev Nrtov Tov lotdvatr xat otacOat dvvauwv 1) tov
KveloOal kal KIVeELV odoa.

[27] Fr. 15: EevokQAtng... TV povada kal dvada Oeolc, TNV HEV @G
AQQEVA, TATEOG EXovoav TAEW &V ovpavw Paclevovoav, TVTLVQ
TIEOOAYOQREVEL KAl ZNVa KAl TEQLTTOV KAl VOUV, O0TIS 0TIV avT@ TwTog Oedc:
v d¢ wg OnAewav, punteog Oewv diknv, TNG VMO TOV 0LEAVOV ANEewg
Nyovpévny, ATic éotv avt@ Puxn Tov Tavtoc. Zeus Supreme (Vmatog Zevg)
was for Xenocrates (Fr.18) the first Principle of the unalterable, self-identical realm
(¢v TOlG KT T ALTA Kol woaVvTwg €xovat), i.e. in the World of ideas-numbers.
Hence the Monad of Fr. 15 is the absolute Principle, the One. Correspondingly the
second Principle is the indefinite Dyad. As formed by the One, this constitutes the
Universal Soul governing the entire World; ovpavog in the passage refers to the
outermost celestial sphere, and connotes the cosmic Whole.

[28] TO dévaov is the same with the Adgiotog Avdg, the Second absolute
Principle. The structural identification is confirmed by the doxographical lemma

...0évaov v VANV ailvittopevog (sc. Xenocrates) ota tov mAnOove (Fr. 28, p.
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169.23 Heinze). It is not variation in the material, but difference in the informative
principle, that accounts for the diversity in the orders of reality. The entire process
may be schematized as follows:

One + Matter = Numbers (souls)

Numbers + Matter - Mathematical Extension — Celestial Objects

(other) Numbers + Matter - Mathematical Extension — Sublunary physical realm

Numbers and souls are not in themselves extended and corporeal (Frs. 66-
7). The allegorical interpretation of Homer, Ilias, A, 40 (fr. 55) indicates that for
Xenocrates the same matter underlies his triple division of reality. Describing
Agamemnon’s shield, Homer refers to its silver strap, where (v. 38) avtao ém’
avToL / KvAaveog EAEAKTO dRAKWY, kKedaAal dé ol Noav / toels apdloToedéeg,
&voc avyévoc éxmepuxviar. The Scholia T ad loc. have: tavtnv Eevokpatng
Hipnua tov koéopov ¢notv  eivat. (The “correction” 6 Kpatng is totally
unwarranted and unidiomatic). This feature gives substantial compactness to the
Xenocratean System. On the other hand (and under the assumption of the identity
of Oneness with Goodness), the involvement of the same matter in the constitution
of the very first order of being, admits for the existence of evil very “early” in the
generation of reality (Fr. 76; cf. evil daemons Frs. 23-5).

[29] God-Mind as a solitary intellection without differentiated content is a
doctrinal common ground between Xenocrates and Aristotle (God as vonoig
vonjoewc). Cf. supra.

[30] Apostolos Pierris, The Other Platonic Principle, in Apostolos L. Pierris
(ed.), Aristotle on Plato: The Metaphysical Question, Procceedings of the
Symposium Philosophiae Antiquae Secundum Therense, June 30 — July 7%, 2002,
2004, pp. 239 - 91.



