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INTRODUCTION

These two volumes collect the work of twenty-two scholars from ten different
countries presented in a seminar, “Rethinking Plato’s Parmenides and Its Platonic,
Gnostic and Patristic Reception,” that was held during six annual meetings of the
Society of Biblical Literature from 2001 to 2006 and that has broken new ground
on several fronts in the history of interpretation of Plato’s Parmenides. There was
also a special conference, “Mittelplatonisches im nachplotinischen Diskurs bis
Augustin und Proklos,” held at the end of July, 2007 in Tiibingen, Germany, orga-
nized and hosted by Volker Drecoll, whose results were published in the Zeitschrift
fiir Antikes Christentum (ZAC) 12, 2008. Four of those papers have been included
in vol. 2 of this collection by kind permission of the editors and publisher (Walter
de Gruyter) of ZAC.

Two of the most impressive features of this extended enterprise have been
the excellent, free spirit of international collaborative scholarship, still quite rare
in the Humanities, and the dedicated commitment of our small community to
sustain the project over what has effectively been a six-year period. Since not only
Plato’s Parmenides itself but also the various traditions or instances of its inter-
pretation are difficult and highly complex, we provide here a detailed survey of
the contents of the two volumes so as to make this collaborative, interdisciplinary
work as accessible as possible to students and scholars in many fields.

The overall theme of vol. 1 is the dissolution of traditionally rather firm
boundaries for thinking about the tradition of Parmenides interpretation from the
Old Academy up to and including the beginnings of what has become known
as Neoplatonism. The volume suggests a radically different interpretation of the
history of thought from Plato to Proclus than is customary by arguing against
Proclus’s generally accepted view that there was no metaphysical interpretation
of the Parmenides before Plotinus in the third century c.E. Instead, this volume
traces such metaphysical interpretations, first, to Speusippus and the early Pla-
tonic Academy; second, to the Platonism of the first and second centuries C.E. in
figures like Moderatus and Numenius, who began to uncover various metaphysi-
cal realities in the “hypotheses” of the second part of the Parmenides; third, to the
emergence of an exegetical tradition that read Aristotle’s categories in relation to
the Parmenides; and fourth, to important Middle Platonic figures and texts. The
volume also casts further doubt upon several commonly held theses: 1) it pro-

-1-



2 PLATO’S PARMENIDES, VOLUME 1

vides evidence to suppose that the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides
(attributed for the last forty years to Porphyry, but perhaps even pre-Plotinian) is
probably itself dependent upon an earlier, now lost, commentary or commentar-
ies available to both late-second- and early-third-century Gnostics and Platonists;
2) it suggests that the “Middle Platonic” provenance usually assigned to Mod-
eratus’s “Neopythagoreanism” (via Porphyry’s testimony in Simplicius) has
undergone interpolation with a much later Neoplatonic set of ideas; and 4) it also
shows that, despite the undoubted importance of Plotinus, the traditional view of
Plotinus as the “father” of Neoplatonism and “originator” of the doctrine of the
three “Ones,” should be seriously rethought on the basis that not only Plotinus,
but also Gnostic and Platonic thinkers that preceded him, seem to be the joint
inheritors of a tradition that may well go back to the early Academy.

Volume 1 focuses on the earlier period from Plato and the Old Academy up
to Middle Platonism and Gnosticism, with a critical eye upon direct or indirect
testimonies from the later Neoplatonists and others. Volume 2 first examines the
Neoplatonic tradition itself from Plotinus to Damascius and then takes a broader
comparative view of the reception of the Parmenides by such important figures as
Philo, Clement, and certain other Patristic authors up to Pseudo-Dionysius.

VOLUME 1: PLATO’S PARMENIDES: HISTORY AND INTERPRETATION FROM THE
OLD ACADEMY TO LATER PLATONISM AND GNOSTICISM

SECTION 1: PLATO, FROM THE OLD ACADEMY TO MIDDLE PLATONISM

Kevin Corrigan sets the scene by problematizing the place of the Parmenides in
Plato’s writings and by providing an overview of some of the major interpreta-
tions ranging from the time of Proclus’s Commentary on the Parmenides to
contemporary scholarship. Corrigan suggests that, despite Proclus’s apparent view
that there were no metaphysical interpretations before Plotinus, the intrinsically
thought-provoking nature even of an aporetic dialogue such as the Parmenides
(when put beside its earlier counterpart dialogue of ideas, the Symposium) makes
it unlikely that such metaphysical interpretations arose only in late antiquity,
especially when one considers hints of such interpretations in earlier authors: in
the “episodic” system of Speusippus, in Moderatus, Eudorus, and Nicomachus of
Gerasa, in the apparently pre-Plotinian Sethian Platonizing Gnostic texts, and in
Middle Platonic thought in general, especially the Anonymous Commentary on
the Parmenides, attributed to Porphyry by Pierre Hadot, but possibly composed
even earlier than Plotinus.

There then follow three different perspectives on Speusippus. Gerald Bech-
tle asks what “points of contact” between Plato’s Parmenides and Speusippus’s
metaphysical system might have meant, especially since such points of contact
do not necessarily imply a paraphrase or a definite system of principles in either
Plato or Speusippus, and since such contact may have been bidirectional, as has
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been proposed by Andreas Graeser, who has hypothesized that Plato wrote the
Parmenides as a reaction against Speusippus’s theory of principles. Bechtle then
undertakes a brief reconstruction of Speusippus’s doctrine of principles (the One
and Multiplicity) on the basis of both Aristotelian material and later Platonist
texts. He argues that the tenet of the One as smallest principle does not neces-
sitate a view of the One as deficient negativity or as (Neoplatonic) transcendent
non-being or beyond-being, but it should rather be interpreted in a neutral way
according to which the One is not any determinate being in the stereometric,
planimetric, linear, or mathematical dimensions deduced from it. He concludes
that there are clear links between Speusippus’s metaphysics and the Parmenides.
First, the dichotomic method of the second part of the Parmenides and Speusip-
pus’s equally exhaustive diairetic semantics are conducted exactly on the same
logical principles. Second, the first and third Parmenidean deductions (about the
one in relation to itself and the others in relation to the one, on the hypothesis
that the one exists) and Speusippus’s views on the relation between the one and
the many are genuinely comparable and concern exactly the same topic, namely,
they explore possibilities of how to conceive and render functional the principles
necessary to explain how all of reality comes about.

Luc Brisson tackles the question from a different perspective. He starts with
a fragment attributed to Speusippus in the Anonymous Commentary on the Par-
menides. By means of a critical analysis of texts in Damascius, Proclus, Ilamblichus,
Porphyry (as attested in Cyril of Alexandria), and Plotinus that seem to refer to it,
Brisson, following Carlos Steel, argues that this fragment does not go back to the
historical Speusippus, but instead derives from a Neopythagorean apocryphon
that reveals a Neopythagorizing interpretation of the Parmenides proposed in
the first two centuries C.E. that is used by the Neoplatonists (perhaps Amelius or
Porphyry) to interpret the first series of deductions of the second part of the Par-
menides. We are therefore deprived of what looked at first sight to be quasi-direct
access to Speusippus himself even though tantalizingly closer to relatively early
Parmenides-interpretation, albeit through the lens of Neoplatonic spectacles.

Finally, John Dillon argues that an ontological interpretation of Plato’s
argument in the second hypothesis (about the generation of number at Parm.
142d-144a, and especially 143c-144a) may have been behind Speusippus’s theory
about the way the universe is generated from a radically unitary and simple first
principle, and that this theory has actually left traces in Plotinus’s doctrine of
numbers in 5.6 [34]. This view seems, on the one hand, to contradict the consen-
sus (based on Proclus) that earlier generations of Platonists took the Parmenides
simply as a logical exercise, but, on the other hand, to render Moderatus’s deriva-
tion of a system of hypostases from the first three hypotheses of the Parmenides
more comprehensible.

What ultimately interests Plotinus is an insight derived from Speusippus,
namely, that the first product of the union of the primal One and Multiplicity is
not the Forms, but Number. Being is prior to Number (as against Speusippus),
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but Number is prior to beings or the multiplicity of the Forms (as Speusippus
asserted). Plotinus finds room for forms as well as numbers, whereas Speusip-
pus wanted to relegate forms to the level of the World Soul. However, if we are
prepared to suppose that Speusippus assigned an ontological value to the first two
hypotheses, then we may well go further (on the understanding that we cannot
know definitively whether or not this was actually the case) and suggest that,
since Speusippus seems to have posited a five-level universe, he probably took the
first five hypotheses as representing levels of reality, while the last four hypotheses
simply reinforced—in negative terms—the necessity of there being a One. Hence
the matching of the first five hypotheses with levels of reality is an entirely plau-
sible interpretation as early as Speusippus, Plato’s own nephew.

The three following contributions that make up the first major section of vol.
1 broaden the focus so that we can see some of the deep complexities of interpre-
tation involved in our assessment of the historical period between the times of
Speusippus and Moderatus.

Thomas Szlezdk explores the question of the indefinite dyad in Sextus
Empiricus’s report at Math. 10.248-283, setting forth initially good reasons for
considering this report to be a Neopythagorean version of an older report on
Plato’s famous lecture, “On the Good” How does this relate to the interpretation
of the Parmenides that we find in Simplicius’s quotation from Porphyry’s testi-
mony on Moderatus’s thought, which looks like a Neopythagorean anticipation of
the Neoplatonic hierarchy of hypostases? In the Sextus passage, the monad and
indefinite dyad are said to be the highest principles of all things (numbers, lines,
surfaces, geometrical bodies, the four elements, and the cosmos). But the indefi-
niteness of the dyad is neither explained nor really employed in the generation
of numbers and things, suggesting that we have a doxographical report that was
not really understood philosophically. By contrast, Plato’s Parmenides is philo-
sophically thorough, but the indefinite dyad is never mentioned; yet in a thinker
such as Plato, who does not care about terms so much as about what is really at
stake, the intended point—that the cooperation of two components is necessary
for anything to come into being—may nevertheless be legitimately recognized in
the Parmenides.

In the history of scholarly criticism, hypotheses 4 and 7 have been related to
the indefinite dyad (of the Unwritten Teachings), ontologically in 4 and episte-
mologically in 7. But hypothesis 3 is more revealing, since the nature of the “other
than the one” reveals itself as unlimitedness, and in hypothesis 2 the doubling of
the existent one has also been seen as referring to the indefinite dyad; the resul-
tant doubling of every “part” yields an indefinite multiplicity (143a2) applicable
to both intelligible and sensible realms, as Aristotle attests. And even in the first
hypothesis, to deny the dissimilarity of the one would be akin to distinguishing
between first and second principles. So the Parmenides shows us how we are to
think of the initially puzzling idea of an indefinite dyad, but we need other dia-
logues such as the Republic and Timaeus to arrive at the concept. Sextus’s report
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is Platonic and must be very old because of its explicit use of the term “indefi-
nite dyad” and it is certainly complementary to the Parmenides. So this provides
a necessary caution that the whole of Plato’s philosophy cannot legitimately be
deduced from a single dialogue, especially if that dialogue does not provide the
key to its own decryption.

Very much in tune with Szlezak’s view but in a different key, Zlatko Plese
gives a powerful sense of the different options available for Plato-interpretation
in the first and second centuries c.E. from Plutarch’s dialogue The E at Delphi, in
which Ammonius, Plutarch’s teacher, is given a major role in praise of the highest
God. Is Ammonius a character expressing Plutarch’s own views, or is he a his-
torical personality reflecting the monistic tendencies of Alexandrian Platonism,
such as the derivational monism and the one beyond being of Eudorus? Plese
rejects both of these possibilities as unwarranted by the text and argues instead
that Ammonius’s speech is a sophisticated treatment of Platonic dichotomies
(Being/Becoming, thought/sense-perception, eternity/time) from the Timaeus,
Sophist, Philebus, Cratylus, and Republic, within which earlier compatible Pre-
Socratic theories are integrated and strong resemblances to the Parmenides can be
detected (e.g., Ammonius’s abrupt introduction of “otherness” in the light of Par-
menides 143a4-b8 and in the very setting of Plutarch’s dialogue, with its equation
of Parmenides with Ammonius and Socrates with Plutarch). Ammonius’s views
are not out of step with those of Plutarch. The history of Platonism is marked
by its cleavage into two different traditions: one dogmatic, reaching back to the
Old Academy, and the other skeptical, initiated by Arcesilaus. What we find in
Ammonius’s speech is Plutarch’s passionate homage to the continuing unity of
those traditions and their common opposition to empiricism.

To conclude the first section of vol. 1, Noel Hubler casts serious doubt upon
E. R. Dodds’ famous claim that the first-century Neopythagorean philosopher,
Moderatus, had anticipated Plotinus’s supposedly unique theory of hypostases by
developing a theory of emanation through a series of three Ones. Hubler argues
that, in basing his claim upon a single passage in the sixth-century commentator,
Simplicius, Dodds failed to take into account Simplicius’s own stated preference
to supplement, clarify, or apply descriptions designed to deny the application of
physical attributes to the intelligible realm of Neoplatonic metaphysics. In his
analysis of Simplicius’s text, Hubler argues that Simplicius’s Neoplatonist sum-
mary and Porphyry’s own apparent version of Moderatus cited by Simplicius
recount two different theories, Porphyry’s version being consistent with other tes-
timony he provides about Moderatus and with what we know from other sources
about the Neopythagoreanism of Moderatus’s time. In sum, a textual source long
thought to be definitive for our reconstruction of the history of thought turns out
to be a figment of Simplicius’s Neoplatonic imagination.

We may add, however, that the problem of the origin of the supposed Neo-
platonic hypostases very much remains at issue, for Plotinus himself makes no
claim to originality for his thought and asserts that his only innovation was the
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theory of the undescended soul (5.1 [10], a theory rejected by Iamblichus and
the later Neoplatonists anyway). So if not Plotinus, and if not Moderatus or other
Neopythagoreans of the first century, then where did the theory of three Ones
become mapped onto, or out of, the first three hypotheses of the Parmenides?

SECTION 2: MIDDLE PLATONIC AND GNOSTIC TEXTS

The second major section of vol. 1 brings us into direct contact with one of the
major revolutions in recent times in our ways of analyzing and categorizing
ancient thought. Scholars have typically tried to separate Platonism from Gnosti-
cism just as they have also tried to distinguish rational philosophy from irrational
religion. The picture that has recently emerged and that will appear clearly to the
reader of both volumes is much more complex, for with the discovery of the Nag
Hammadi texts, and especially, for our purposes, the Sethian Gnostic “Platoniz-
ing” texts (Three Steles of Seth, Allogenes, Zostrianos, and Marsanes), we are in
the presence of a highly sophisticated religious, soteriological Platonism with
complex triadic and even enneadic structures, a “Platonic” competitor of early
Christianity with equally strong Jewish roots that antedates not only Iamblichus
and Proclus but also Plotinus and Porphyry. In this “Gnostic” Platonism, as in
other strands of a very complex overall Platonic tradition, religion and philoso-
phy are interwoven. Moreover, as we shall see below, there are no hermetic seals
to compartmentalize strands of this complex tradition that we have hitherto
regarded as separate. These different texts reflect upon, and speak sometimes to
one another in unexpected ways.

In the first presentation of the second section of vol. 1, John Turner argues
that with the Platonizing Sethian treatises we are at the cusp of a shift from what
is known as Middle Platonism, for which the principal Platonic dialogue of ref-
erence is the Timaeus, towards the Neoplatonism of later times, for which the
Parmenides and Symposium (and the three kings of Plato’s Second Letter) assume
greater importance. This shift can be seen already during the first and second
centuries in Platonists like Moderatus and Numenius who were attracted by the
Neopythagorean doctrines of Eudorus and Thrasyllus, aspects of which probably
go back to Speusippus. As a result, various expositions and lemmatic commentar-
ies like the Turin Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides began to uncover
the various metaphysical realities in the hypotheses of the second part of the
Parmenides. In the case of the Sethian treatises, the Unknowable One, clearly
beyond being, is described in negative terms derived from the first hypothesis,
from which the Barbelo Aeon emanates as a divine Intellect in a sequence of Exis-
tence, Vitality/Life, and Mentality/Intellect roughly parallel to the unfolding of
the second One from the first One of the Anonymous Commentary. In addition,
the negative theologies of these texts in relation to the Unknowable One (vari-
ously characterized in different Sethian texts) are based upon common sources,
probably Middle Platonic epitomes of or commentaries on the Parmenides, one
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of which is shared by Allogenes and the Apocryphon of John, and another by Zos-
trianos and Marius Victorinus (first detected by Michel Tardieu and Pierre Hadot
in 1996), thus providing incontestable proof of a pre-Plotinian theological inter-
pretation of the Parmenides’ first hypothesis and suggesting an interpretation of
the second hypothesis as the emergence of a second from a first One.

All of this suggests that expositions or commentaries on the Parmenides were
available in the late-second or third centuries; that they were used by the authors
of Zostrianos and Allogenes, works known to Plotinus and Porphyry; that they
were Middle Platonic works; and that in this milieu the Anonymous Commentary
may well be pre-Plotinian (as Bechtle and Corrigan have suggested), especially
since the Anonymous Commentary appears to depend, in part, not only upon
the apparently late second-century Chaldean Oracles but also upon the source
common to both Victorinus and Zostrianos.

This web of intertextual affiliations, therefore, provides an entirely new view
of the history of thought, compelling the modification of Willy Theiler’s long-
standing hypothesis, namely, that every Neoplatonic, non-Plotinian doctrine
simultaneously in Augustine and in a late Neoplatonist author must come from
Porphyry. The Trinitarian theology of Marius Victorinus may come via Porphyry,
but it is based not exclusively in Neoplatonism but in Middle Platonic thought
such as that of the Platonizing Sethian treatises.

There follow two presentations that take a more cautious approach to some
elements in this overall picture. Johanna Brankaer argues by means of a com-
parative analysis of the Sethian Platonizing texts that, while oneness is certainly
applied to the supreme entities, there is no developed henology such as we find
in Plotinus. The articulation of the one and the many is common to both the Par-
menides and Sethian speculation, but oneness is often connected to Being rather
than to a One “beyond being” What we see in the Gnostic texts, therefore, is a
sophisticated adaptation that recalls Platonic and Neoplatonic texts, but is really
transformed to the different purpose of a soteriological system.

Volker Drecoll next undertakes to analyze one of the common sources men-
tioned by Turner above, namely, the source common to Zostrianos and Victorinus
(on the assumption that this must have been a Greek text) and argues, on the
basis of comparison between the two texts, that there is a surprisingly small list of
common expressions and even that these might simply reflect common currency
of the day. He therefore suggests that the Tardieu-Hadot hypothesis should be
reconsidered in the light of other possible hypotheses: 1) Abramowski’s hypoth-
esis that behind the parallel sections there was a common source produced by
a crypto-Gnostic Nicene circle at Rome that Victorinus used without knowing
its Barbelo-Gnostic origin. Drecoll rejects this, however—on the grounds that
we have virtually no evidence for such a circle—in favor of the easier hypoth-
esis, namely 2) that Victorinus read Gnostic texts but was perfectly capable of
rejecting Gnosticism, and so presented us with a patchwork of different sources,
including Gnostic sources, just as Plotinus read Zostrianos without becoming a
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Gnostic. But 3) did Victorinus use the Greek Zostrianos or a text dependent on
it, perhaps a Neoplatonic text with the Gnostic myths and images expurgated or
a Coptic version that could have changed the Greek source? Drecoll concludes
therefore that we know too little to assume an unknown common source (though
it certainly looks like a plausible solution) or to use this assumption to infer a pre-
Plotinian date for the Anonymous Commentary. There may have been a common
source, but we cannot exclude other possible alternatives.

In the following presentations, we now move to detailed comparative anal-
yses of some of the major texts in question, most of them definitely Middle
Platonic, but at least one—the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides—
whose attribution oscillates back and forth, as it were, between Middle Platonism
and Neoplatonism according to the eye of the beholder. First, John Turner and
Luc Brisson undertake comparative analyses of the Chaldean Oracles, Gnostic
texts ,and the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides. Turner highlights
some striking structural similarities in these texts on several different levels: First,
the six-level system of the Chaldean Oracles is similar to the schemes of Sethian
texts. Second, the enneadic structure that Hadot discerns (on the basis of John
Lydus) in Porphyry’s interpretation of the Oracles is strongly reflected not only in
Allogenes’ portrayal of the Invisible Spirit’s Triple Power, namely infinitival Exis-
tence, indeterminate Vitality, and determinate Mentality, as an enneadic sequence
of three emanative phases in which each term of the triad sequentially predomi-
nates and contains the other two within each phase of its unfolding. Third, there
are striking structural and functional resemblances between the Chaldean Hecate
and the Sethian triple-powered One and also between the Sethian Aeon of Bar-
belo and the three phases of Hecate’s existence as prefiguration, source, and place
of the instantiation of ideal multiplicity. Turner concludes, therefore, first, that
the Sethian authors seem familiar with Neopythagorean arithmological specula-
tion, with the Being-Life-Mind triad perhaps derived from Plato’s Sophist, and
with the implied metaphysics of the Oracles and, second, that the Being-Life-
Mind triad, despite differences in nomenclature, functions in very much the same
emanational context in the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides as in the
Sethian texts, with the major difference that the Sethians (except for the Three
Steles of Seth) locate the triad at the level of the first One and see it as the origin
rather than the result of the emanative process.

What was therefore thought to be much later in the history of thought,
namely, the theory of emanation, and the development of progressive enne-
adic structures comprising triads, turns out to be earlier, at least as early as the
late-second or early-third century. This provides a very different view of the devel-
opment of Platonism in a more amorphous and cosmopolitan environment.

Luc Brisson undertakes a similar comparative study on the basis of folios 9
and 10 of the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides (in relation to the first
hypothesis) which he argues reveal a Neoplatonist critique of the Chaldean posi-
tive claim that we can know God. Since God is not an object, only in unknowing
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does the soul experience something of God. Unlike the Gnostics, we cannot
claim to know either God or the mode of procession. Such a critique (undertaken
in part via a critique of the Stoic criterion of truth) might be taken as evidence
of a pre-Plotinian date for the Commentary, but Brisson holds to a post-Plotin-
ian authorship since this critique implies that the One of the first hypothesis is
beyond being and because it presupposes knowledge of 6.1 [10].8. Brisson draws
two conclusions: First, he locates the shared source of Victorinus and Zostrianos
in the Chaldean Oracles’ description of the Father (frg. 3, 4, 7), which in turn had
been influenced by Plato’s description of the One in the first hypothesis of the
Parmenides (142a). Second, he proposes that an earlier commentary on the Par-
menides must have existed at the end of the second century, one that turned the
first God into an Intellect—that is, determinate Being that was somehow assimi-
lated to the first One of the Parmenides—and claimed that God could be known,
if only indirectly. For the possibility of this knowledge, the authority of the Ora-
cles was invoked. This positive commentary was cited by Zostrianos, criticized
by the Anonymous Commentary and available, directly or indirectly, to Marius
Victorinus.

Gerald Bechtle opens up a different avenue of inquiry: the relation of Platos
Parmenides and Aristotle’s Categories. Starting from Hadot’s monumental work,
Porphyre et Victorinus (1968), and his collection of Porphyrian texts in Victorinus
in vol. 2, Bechtle focuses upon group IV of those texts and particularly Hadot’s
insight in pinpointing a relation between the extant fragments of the Parmenides
Commentary and the exegetical tradition regarding Aristotle’s Categories. He
poses the broader questions, where do the surviving bits of the Anonymous Com-
mentary on the Parmenides fit into the Categories-related tradition? and can the
latter cast significant chronological light upon the former? But he focuses here
upon the well-established intertwinement of the two exegetical traditions by the
end of the second century C.E., so standard in fact as to be mentioned casually in
Alcinous’s Handbook. Is there evidence, then, for the metaphysical relevance of
the categories before Plotinus? The already established metaphysical discussion
of Aristotle’s categories in Plotinus and Lucius and Nicostratus is confirmed by
Simplicius and Porphyry, as well as by Plotinus himself. Indeed, nine of Aristotle’s
categories can be found in some form in Plato’s Parmenides, and the five greatest
genera of the Sophist even more so. Bechtle then goes on to uncover a tradition of
reading Aristotle’s categories into the Parmenides in different ways on the part of
Clement, Alcinous, Atticus, and Proclus, a tendency, he notes, that goes back to
Nicomachus of Gerasa. This is an important project that is part of the unfinished
work of the Parmenides seminar that needs to be extended to a study of the Stoic
categories (as Bechtle has outlined elsewhere) and of Porphyry’s Isagoge as well as
its appropriation by Patristic authors, particularly the Cappadocians.

The question of the date of the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides
has been much debated, with Bechtle arguing for Middle Platonic authorship,
Corrigan attributing it to a member of the school of Numenius (perhaps Cronius)
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and Brisson suggesting at one point that it may have been authored by Numenius
himself. On the other side, there are many advocates of the Hadot thesis (that it is
by Porphyry), among them Dillon and, for the most part, Brisson. Volume 1 ends
on a slightly agnostic note, but one that tends to favor authorship either contem-
porary with or after Plotinus.

Alain Lernould focuses on the tension implicit in the Anonymous Commen-
tary to preserve the One’s transcendence and yet to make it an entity that knows
and that is not nothing. In particular, he examines fragments 1 (folios I-1I), 2
(folios ITI-IV), and 4 (folios IX-X together with the major contemporary trans-
lations). He concludes, against the views of Bechtle, Corrigan, and Turner, that
the Commentary must be after Plotinus (since, for example, in fragment 1, philo-
sophical prayer, as an ascent of the mind to God conditioning the possibility of
scientific discourse about God, is a specific feature of post-Plotinian Platonism).
It is instead closer to Damascius than to Proclus, for the author suggests, not that
we should rely on our concepts before negating them, but that we should not rely
on our concepts at all, no matter how elevated, since these necessarily relate to
what is immediately after the One, that is, the Chaldean triad of Father, Power,
Intellect—a position closer to that of Damascius.

Volume 1 concludes on a historical knife edge, as Luc Brisson continues
what has become his own extended commentary on the Anonymous Commentary
with an analysis of folios XI-XIV in terms of Numenius’s First and Second Gods
and the second hypothesis of Plato’s Parmenides. The anonymous commentator
distinguishes two moments in Intellect, the first a state of absolute simplicity in
which it seems to be blended with the One itself and the second a state in which
it emerges from itself to return to itself fully as Intellect. This is a view that recalls
that of Numenius, which Plotinus once appeared to accept (3.9 [13].1.15-18), but
later in his treatise against the Gnostics (2.9 [33]) rejects. While Brisson does not
take this as evidence for Porphyry’s authorship of the commentary, he sees the
commentator trying to account for the procession of Intellect from the first One
into the second, yet remaining in its cause; he thus aligns himself with Plotinus
in the process.

VOLUME 2: PLATO’S PARMENIDES: ITS RECEPTION IN NEOPLATONIC, JEWISH,
AND CHRISTIAN TEXTS

Volume 2 is divided into two sections: first, Parmenides interpretation from Plo-
tinus to Damascius and, second, the hidden influence of the Parmenides in Philo,
Origen, Clement, and later Patristic thought.

SECTION 1: PARMENIDES INTERPRETATION FROM PLOTINUS TO DAMASCIUS
Matthias Vorwerk opens the volume with an overview of the scholarly state of

the question on the origin of the Plotinian One from Dodds (1928) to Charrue
(1978). He argues that in the crucial and only text (5.1 [10].8) where Plotinus
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introduces, as a correction to Parmenides himself, the differentiation of three
degrees of unity from Plato’s Parmenides that corresponds to his own three
hypostases, he mentions the Parmenides only last in a series of Platonic texts
and does not present it as the key text for his three hypostases. In fact, 5.1 [10].8
shows instead that Plotinus developed his system of hypostases or “natures” from
a series of other Platonic texts (Letters 2.312e and 6.323d; Timaeus 35a-b, 41d;
Republic 509b), showing considerable skill in interpreting them as complemen-
tary, that is, by subordinating Demiurge and Paradigm to the Good in tune with
most Middle Platonic philosophers. Why, then, was Plotinus reluctant about the
Parmenides? This is probably because the first three hypotheses cannot be inter-
preted systematically to correspond exactly with the three hypostases. They are
introduced therefore to provide additional support for his interpretation and also
because they provide a powerful conceptual source for thinking about the one
and the many.

On the basis of Proclus’s Commentary on the Parmenides, Kevin Corrigan
gives an overview of the interpretations of all (whether 8, 9, or 10) of the hypoth-
eses of the second part by Amelius, Porphyry, ITamblichus, Theodorus of Asine,
Plutarch of Athens, Syrianus, and Proclus, and then provides a reconstruction of
what Plotinus’s position might have been despite the absence of direct evidence
that Plotinus held an interpretation of any hypothesis beyond the first three. By
means of small linguistic hints scattered throughout the Enneads and of compari-
son between Amelius and Porphyry, Corrigan argues that while Plotinus clearly
did not care to make any systematic correspondences between hypotheses and
their supposed subjects, he probably held an 8-9 hypothesis view, in between the
positions of Amelius and Porphyry, but perhaps more complex. That is, like Pro-
clus, he would not have needed to take hypotheses 6-8 or 9 to refer to actual
realities, since what appears to be at issue in them are the negative discourses of
quantity, matter, and so on. He concludes by pointing out in comparison with
Plotinus and Porphyry that Hegel’s later treatments of this topic in different
works allow for both a metaphysical interpretation and a logical schema of pos-
sibility: thus the negative hypotheses constitute vanishing fields of discourse in
which self-identity is dissolved. In this respect, Plotinus, Proclus, and Hegel seem
to bear comparison.

Luc Brisson next broadens the focus to give us an unusual look at the human
circle of Plotinus’s intimates and associates, the roots of this circle in Middle
Platonism, and its later opposition to Iamblichean theurgy through the figure
of Porphyry. The evidence tends to show, he argues, that Longinus and Origen
the Platonist (who had studied with Plotinus under Ammonius) defended an
ontological or “being” interpretation of the second part of the Parmenides. If the
Firmus mentioned in the Life of Isidore is Castricius Firmus, this means that some
in Plotinus’s own school were opposed to his new transcendent interpretation
of the first hypothesis. In 5.1 [10].8, for instance, Plotinus relies no longer on
the Timaeus but finds the principles of his exegesis in the Parmenides. The six
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fragments of the Anonymous Commentary reflect a similar historical situation,
namely, they are in between Numenius (and Neopythagorean inspiration) and
Theodore of Asine who reuses the Commentary’s doctrines. The author could well
be Porphyry or Amelius. But Iamblichus rejects its audacious aflirmation of the
absolute transcendence of the first One coupled with the immanence of relative
things preeminently in the first. In his promotion of theurgy, Iamblichus subse-
quently elevated the entire hierarchy of gods by one rank and broke the limits
of the Parmenides because his ineffable One beyond the One fell outside Plato’s
hypotheses and therefore outside the text of Plato. Armed with his edition of Plo-
tinus’s works in his final years, Porphyry was therefore led to oppose the spirit of
Greek rationalism to Tamblichus’s break with that spirit.

This is a plausible picture, but is it right? Vorwerk would not agree with its
analysis of 5.1 [10].8, and there is much evidence in pre-Plotinian periods for a
One that is beyond being in some sense or other, as we have seen.

Tuomas Rasimus provides a groundbreaking alternative view by arguing
against Hadot’s attribution to Porphyry of 89 fragments of clearly Platonic techni-
cal metaphysics found in Victorinus’ trinitarian treatises and in the six fragments
of the Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides (taking full account of the ear-
lier work of Bechtle, Corrigan, and Turner) and by suggesting instead something
that has hitherto been unthinkable, namely, that the authorship of the latter is
more likely to have been Sethian Gnostic. Many of the ideas contained in the
fragments of the Anonymous Commentary are better attested in Sethian texts
than in the undisputed Porphyrian material and many of the supposed Porphyr-
ian features (e.g., intelligible triad identified with the highest One; distinction
between infinitival and substantive being; juxtaposition of paronyms, etc.) are
already found in pre-Plotinian Gnostic sources, that is, in the Apocryphon of John
and the possibly common, likely Gnostic, source behind Zostrianos and Victo-
rinus. Some evidence even suggests that Porphyry cannot be the author of the
Anonymous Commentary on the Parmenides. Indeed, as Serge Cazelais (2005) has
shown, the expression, 6 ént mdow 0edg, which occurs three times in the Com-
mentary and six times in the undisputed Porphyrian evidence—and which Hadot
took to be a veritable signature of Porphyry—occurs at least eighty times in the
writings of Origen of Alexandria. The Platonizing Sethian treatises show a good
doctrinal match with the fragments of the Commentary. The Apocryphon of John
shows similarities with the Chaldean Oracles and even betrays signs of the use
of Stoic physics in the service of Platonic metaphysics similar to that Hadot has
claimed for Porphyry.

At the very least, then, we have to reassess Hadot’s theory and the role of the
Sethian Gnostics in the development of Neoplatonism, since the evidence shows
that it was the Sethian Gnostics rather than Porphyry who were the innovators.

Is such a thesis really defensible? Certainly, the preponderance of evidence
supports it. Furthermore, if it is possible for Victorinus or Plotinus to read Gnos-
tic texts and not become Gnostics, then it is even more plausible for a Gnostic
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of considerable sophistication, and perhaps with intimate knowledge of a school
such as that of Plotinus, to write a commentary for a different “Platonic” audience
on a work of crucial importance to both groups. If Mozart could write the Magic
Flute, then a Sethian Gnostic could have written a lemmatic commentary on the
Parmenides.

So also Volker Drecoll takes up the question of Hadot’s attribution of these
eighty-nine fragments in Victorinus to Porphry and provides a detailed analysis
of Victorinus’s use of sources in the Ad Candidum, Adversus Arium 1B, 3, and 4.
He concludes that there is no evidence for a single source and therefore no war-
rant for supposing that Victorinus at every point must be dependent on Porphyry.
Drecoll and Rasimus together therefore indicate the need for a complete rethink-
ing of these issues (and see Edwards below).

But we leave the Anonymous Commentary still poised between Hadot’s thesis
and its revision, a fitting way of representing the state of the question in con-
temporary scholarship, for Luc Brisson goes on to unpack vestiges of a logical
interpretation in folios 7-8 of the Commentary that he interprets (within the
historical schema of Proclus’s Commentary) as a training for dialectic by means
of a logical exercise that must be seen, in the manner of Aristotle’s Sophistical
Refutations, as an exercise for escaping sophism. From Iamblichus on, this inter-
pretation was opposed by what became in Proclus the dominant interpretation of
the Parmenides as a treatise on theology. In Brisson’s view, to write such a com-
mentary as the Anonymous Commentary is impossible without a library, senior
philosophers, and a deeper commitment to a theological reading; this is impos-
sible outside a scholarly context similar to that of the school of Plotinus.

The concluding papers of section 1 of vol. 1 concern some of the fascinating
developments in later Neoplatonism: in Iamblichus, Syrianus, Damascius, and
Simplicius, with the presence of Proclus, of course, everywhere.

John Finamore reconstructs from fragments of Iamblichus in Damascius
and Proclus Tamblichus’s unique interpretation of the Parmenides’ third hypoth-
esis as concerning not souls, but superior classes of beings (angels, daemons,
and heroes). He interprets this as resulting from Iamblichus’s interpretation of
elements in the Phaedrus myth and of Diotima-Socrates’ representation of dae-
mons as two-way messengers between heaven and earth in the Symposium; and
he argues that it reflects lamblichus’s peculiar view that there is a class of purified
souls that can descend and yet remain unharmed. This interpretation, rejected by
the later Neoplatonists, nonetheless allowed Iamblichus both to follow Plato (per-
haps disastrously in the view of Porphyry and others, as Brisson argued above in
“The Reception of the Parmenides before Proclus”) and to create a working doc-
trine of theurgy in which each class of soul played a different role.

John Dillon explores the startling exegesis of the Parmenides’ second hypoth-
esis by Syrianus, Proclus’s teacher, and his insight that each of the fourteen distinct
propositions constituting this hypothesis corresponds to a separate level of entity
within the intelligible world: three triads of intelligible gods, three triads of intelli-
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gible-intellective gods, an intellectual hebdomad (two triads and a seventh entity,
the “membrane”). If we count each triad as a single unit, this results in nine units.
Syrianus therefore adds another five: hypercosmic gods; hypercosmic-encosmic
gods; encosmic gods; universal souls; superior classes of beings (angels, daemons
and heroes, not—like ITamblichus—to be ascribed to the third hypothesis). This
gives a total of fourteen to correspond to the fourteen propositions of the second
hypothesis. What possible justification could Syrianus have found in the text? Ina
fascinating analysis, Dillon articulates a plausible justification for the entire struc-
ture that reveals a blueprint for the structure of both the intelligible and sensible
universes.

Sarah Abel-Rappe then goes on to show how Damascius’s treatment of the
third hypothesis correlates with the way the Neoplatonists see the soul and its
multiple configurations as the foundation of a “way of seeming” that is the ulti-
mate subject of Damascius’s Commentary on the Parmenides. If soul is the entry to
non-being and the last four hypotheses are way-stations on the path to complete
unreality, then the entry into the dimensions of soul begins in the third hypoth-
esis. Unlike Iamblichus, for whom the soul’s helplessness necessitates divine
assistance, the soul is instead a self-mover that is nonetheless capable of altering
the quality of its essence and so of its very identity by the focus of its attention
and its capacity to experience time in different ways (instant-time and now-time).
On the one hand, the individual soul is a modality of intelligible seeing. On the
other hand, it is the gateway to Plato’s own “way of seeming.”

Finally, to conclude section 1 of vol. 2, Gerald Bechtle explores what it means
to metaphysicize the Aristotelian categories. If the categories link language and
reality and if they imply not only the ten most general classes of being but also the
movement from the physical to the metaphysical (a movement unsupported by
Aristotle’s Categories on its own), then their application to divine things is under-
standable. Moreover, in the tradition of Categories exegesis, this application paved
the way for their application to properly Christian theological entities (praedi-
catio in divinis), not simply in Boethius but even earlier with the Cappadocians
(as Radde-Gallwitz’s Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and the Transformation
of Divine Simplicity [Oxford: Oxford University Press, forthcoming] also makes
clear). What does this metaphysicizing in Simplicius mean? Simplicius chooses to
comment on the Categories and not the Parmenides, thereby reversing an entire
Platonic tradition. So Bechtle examines the only two passages where Simplicius
refers to the Parmenides and shows that while Simplicius himself does not refer
the categories to anything other than sensibles as they are signified by words,
nonetheless, in relation to his source, probably Iamblichus, he sees the One of the
Parmenides, running through the different hypotheses/hypostases, as everywhere
expressive of the community and continuity of the categories, whether applying
to all of them vertically or only to one horizontally. Simplicius, by means of Tam-
blichus, therefore, reinvigorates a pre-Plotinian tradition that goes back at least as
far as Alcinous.



INTRODUCTION 15

SECTION 2: THE HIDDEN INFLUENCE OF THE PARMENIDES IN PHILO, ORIGEN,
AND LATER PATRISTIC THOUGHT

In the papers of section 2 of vol. 2, on the Parmenides in relation to Jewish and
Christian thought, we move from Philo and Clement through Origen and the
Cappadocians to Pseudo-Dionysius, an examination, as far as we know, never
before undertaken in this form.

David Runia points out that Philo never mentions Plato’s Parmenides and that
the Timaeus trumps any possible influence from the Parmenides we might try to
find in Philo. Whittaker and Dillon suppose the influence of the first hypothesis
at work in Eudoran, Philonic, Clementine, and Hermetic texts, but it is difficult
to confirm this in Philo’s well-known negative theology and also in what may
appear to be the dialectical categories of the Parmenides (e.g., whole-part, limit-
unlimited, etc.) in Philo’s doctrine of creation. Clement of Alexandria, however,
is different, despite the absence of explicit references to the Parmenides (except
implicitly in Stromateis 5.112.2). In two passages (Stromateis 5.81-82 and 4.156)
he uses the dialectical argumentation of the first hypothesis to develop a negative
theology of absolute transcendence and of both the first and second hypotheses
to develop a positive theology focused on the Son. Thus, the problem of the one
and many is given a new theological solution that does not involve a hierarchy of
gods.

Mark Edwards, in a groundbreaking work very much in tune with that of
Tuomas Rasimus above, examines two topics: the use of a formula dppnrog kai
axatovopaotog and the provenance of the Anonymous Commentary which uses
the phrase. In the case of the formula, only Philo and Origen juxtapose the terms,
but Christians could make use of privative terms without being driven to the anti-
nomian logic of the Parmenides. In the case of the latter, however, if we cannot
accept that the Being-Life-Mind triad antedated orthodox Platonism, but must
have been an invention of Porphyry somehow intuited from the Chaldean Oracles
and Plato’s Sophist, then the Zostrianos we possess must be a secondarily doctored
text. On the other hand, if reflections on the first and second hypotheses can be
found in Allogenes, then perhaps such reflection is more Christian than Platonist.
Is there any trace of Christianity then in the Anonymous Commentary? The for-
mula dppnrog kai dxatovopaotog found in Origen and Philo appears only in
the Anonymous Commentary and in no other pagan text—a little like the “god
over all” formula that is more characteristic of Origen than of Porphyry. So the
author of the Commentary was perhaps a Christian or someone who occupied
an intellectual hinterland, unknown to Irenaeus, of free trade between paganism
and Christianity. If we cannot accept that a Christian of the second century might
comment on Plato, then we should read the puzzling version of a passage from
the Republic in the Nag Hammadi collection (NHC V1,5) that no one quite knows
how to classify.
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Edwards’s second contribution poses the broader question what “depen-
dence” really means when we uncritically call someone like Origen a “Platonist”
and he rejects many facile characterizations or caricatures of what such depen-
dence might mean, making us more aware that apparent similarity of phrase,
doctrine, text, or even quotation is no guarantee that we do not actually encoun-
ter radical difference. We include this essay in this volume as a necessary
corrective to seeing Platonism or even anti-Platonism everywhere or to char-
acterizing thinkers like Philo and Origen as Platonists and then, as is often the
case, reducing unique forms of thought to adjectival denominationalisms. Even
in cases where we can detect traces of the use of or meditations upon Platonic
dialogues such as the Parmenides or Timaeus, these may be in the service of an
entirely different universe of reference.

Jean Reynard then gives us a fascinating tour of the possible presence or sig-
nificant lack of the Parmenides in Gregory of Nyssa and his older brother, Basil of
Caesarea. We can suppose direct or indirect influence of the Parmenides in Greg-
ory’s discussions of participation, virtue, unity of God yet plurality of hypostases,
Christology, Gregory’s peculiar theory of humanity and individual human beings,
negative theology, and view of motion. But we cannot say for certain whether or
not this is the case. Basil seems more promising because of his early connection
with Eustathius of Cappadocia, a pupil of lamblichus, and because of his youth-
tul, disputed work De Spiritu, which shares strong links with Plotinus. But why is
there such complete silence about the Parmenides? Reynard argues cogently that
this was not because Basil and Gregory did not have the dialogue in their manu-
als, but because Iamblichus’s Neoplatonic interpretation influenced and shaped
Neo-Arianism, Aetius and Eunomius in particular, and so Iamblichean Neopla-
tonism represented a hard-line form of Neoplatonism that had to be rejected.

Kevin Corrigan takes up the same issues in a different key and argues that
the shadow of the Neoplatonic hypostases and the hypotheses of the Parmenides
(as explicitly connected by Plotinus in Enn. 5.1 [10].8—a work certainly read by
Basil and Gregory of Nyssa) can be seen generally in Basil's De Spiritu Sancto,
more prominently in Athanasius’s Adv. Ar. 1.18, and conspicuously in Gregory
Nazianzus’s Third Theological Oration, where we can clearly detect a complex
meditation upon the second hypothesis of the Parmenides partly through the lens
of language from Resp. 8.545c—d and the dispute of the one with itself. The Trin-
ity, Gregory argues, cannot be split from itself or become perfect by addition. It
is perfect already by virtue of something like the Plotinian principle of synneusis.
Thus Athanasius and the Cappadocians are concerned 1) to distance themselves
from the Neoplatonic hypostases in the concrete knowledge that they are derived,
in part, from Plato’s Parmenides; 2) to show that the Trinity cannot be conceived
as functioning like some second hypothesis either by addition or by being quali-
tatively or quantitatively cut up into plurality; and, 3) to indicate (especially in the
case of Gregory of Nyssa) that while the overall Neoplatonic worldview obviously
has to be rejected, there is nonetheless a triadic causal procession of sameness
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and otherness in Plotinus and Porphyry that results in the hypostases or indi-
vidual persons, as it were, being substantially included in divine substance rather
than being severally distributed into a hierarchy of different substances. Corrigan
therefore concludes that the fourth-century Fathers were well aware of the second
part of the Parmenides and that, in fact, this text was an indispensable backdrop,
however indirect, for the formulation of Trinitarian theology in this century.

The strength and persistence of this hidden tradition of Parmenides interpre-
tation is taken up by Andrew Radde-Gallwitz in the closing contribution of vol.
2 on Pseudo-Dionysius (or Denys the Areopagite) and the problem of contra-
diction, a problem also to be found in the Buddhist tradition as Radde-Gallwitz
illustrates in his epigraph, a tetralemma from the third century c.E. philosopher
Nagarjuna, which seems, like the language of Denys about God, to undermine
the laws of non-contradiction and excluded middle. As we have seen in the earlier
Patristic tradition, the Parmenides’ first hypothesis leads to negative, the second
to positive, theology. Denys, of course, cannot divide levels of Divinity like the
pagan Neoplatonists and so must apply the two hypotheses to one God, but in
what sense? To different aspects or moments of God (abiding and procession) to
avoid contradiction, that is, a causal interpretation? Or to God in the sense that
such language is not subject to either law, that is, a transcendent interpretation?
Both solutions have been adopted by modern scholarship, but which is right?

If the causal interpretation is right, does such language name intrinsic prop-
erties or not? Proclus says they do not; they only name the relation of other things
to God. But Denys appears to hold that they do name intrinsic properties or a
diversity unified in God that he illustrates by means of a sun image (Republic 7)
similar to Socrates’ day analogy in the Parmenides, which seems a red herring
since it explains only the simultaneous participation of many things in Being, not
a diversity of unified divine properties. Denys, however, seems to mean that God
contains causes that appear merely relative. But how, since he also denies every
predicate he affirms of God? Radde-Gallwitz’s solution is that the causal interpre-
tation, instead of contradicting the transcendent interpretation, actually implies
it. The laws of non-contradiction and excluded middle do not apply in theology.
So we have in Denys a kind of ouroboric maneuver by which positive and nega-
tive theologies live only by ending in their own destruction.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, then, let us briefly sum up some of the major results of these two
volumes:

1) The preponderance of evidence overthrows the standard view, proposed
originally by Proclus, that there was no metaphysical interpretation of the second
part of the Parmenides before Origen the Platonist. It is more reasonable to dis-
cern such an interpretation going back to Speusippus, Plato’s nephew and heir,
approximately five hundred years and more before Origen.
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2) At some time before the end of the first century c.E., someone in the
Platonic-Neopythagorean tradition also came to the conclusion that Plato was
presenting in the Parmenides a blueprint for the structure of reality. Even if we
cannot be certain that Simplicius’s account of Porphyry’s report of the doctrine
of Moderatus on the three ones is not simply Simplicius’s interpolation of his
own Neoplatonic views, nonetheless, the notion of a one in some sense or other
beyond being must be pre-Plotinian since it goes back 1) to Sextus Empiricus’s
very old, Platonic account of Plato’s last lecture, 2) to Speusippus’s view of the one
as the smallest principle beyond being from which all the dimensions of beings
can be deduced, 3) to Alexandrian Platonism, especially Eudorus, and 3) to the
Unknowable One of the Sethian treatises—not to mention 4) to Plato’s dialogues
themselves, including both the letters associated with his name and the early
accounts of the unwritten teachings.

3) The evidence suggests that expositions or commentaries on the Par-
menides were available in the late-second or third centuries, that they were used
by the authors of the Sethian treatises, Zostrianos, and Allogenes, works known to
Plotinus and Porphyry, and that they were generally Middle Platonic works.

4) In the case of the Sethian treatises, the Unknowable One, clearly beyond
being, is described in negative terms derived from the first hypothesis, from
which the Barbelo Aeon emanates as an Intellect in a sequence of phases desig-
nated as Existence, Life, and Intellect in a way roughly parallel to the unfolding of
the second One from the first One of the Anonymous Commentary. In addition,
the negative theologies of these texts in relation to the Unknowable One are based
upon common sources, probably Middle Platonic epitomes of or commentaries
on the Parmenides, one of which is shared by Allogenes and the Apocryphon of
John, and another by Zostrianos and Marius Victorinus, thus providing incontest-
able proof of a pre-Plotinian theological interpretation of the Parmenides’s first
hypothesis and perhaps even an interpretation of the second hypothesis as the
emergence of a second from a first One.

5) Analysis of Victorinus’s use of sources shows that Victorinus does not use
a single source, whether derived from Porphyry, as Pierre Hadot supposes, or
from someone else.

6) Contemporary scholarship on the Anonymous Commentary remains
divided as to its date and authorship, as the reader will see throughout. Luc Bris-
son argues powerfully and consistently for a Plotinian or post-Plotinian author,
Amelius or Porphyry. Gerald Bechtle, Kevin Corrigan, and John Turner have
argued (elsewhere) for Middle Platonic authorship. A serious alternative has been
proposed for the first time in vol. 2 on the basis of what seems to be the best
interpretation of the strongest evidence. Tuomas Rasimus proposes a Sethian
Gnostic and Mark Edwards a Christian author (in what almost amounts to the
same thing). Before now such views were virtually unthinkable, but, we suggest,
this will be a benchmark for future scholarship and the case of note either to
reject or to explore further.
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7) Indeed, the Being-Life-Mind triad, one of the most characteristically
Platonic-Neoplatonic triads in the history of thought, and a triad partly derived
from Plato’s Sophist and the Chaldean Oracles, was most probably developed in
large measure by Sethian Gnostic thinkers.

8) Despite the undoubted importance of Plotinus, the traditional view of
Plotinus as the “father” of Neoplatonism and the “originator” of the doctrine of
the three “Ones,” should be seriously rethought on the basis that both Gnostics
and Platonists seem to be the joint inheritors of a tradition that may well go back
to the early Academy.

9) Parmenides interpretation and the Categories exegetical tradition are in
important ways intertwined and Gerald Bechtle has uncovered a tradition of
reading Aristotle’s categories into the Parmenides, in different ways, in Clem-
ent, Alcinous, Atticus, and Proclus, a tendency that goes back to Nicomachus of
Gerasa and assumes a different nuance later in Simplicius. This interwoven tradi-
tion is of major importance for the development of Christian thought.

10) The shadow of Parmenides interpretation looms large over the early
Christian developments of both negative and positive theologies and plays a cru-
cial, if often unspoken role, in the later need to combat hard-line lamblichean
Neoplatonism, reflected in Neo-Arianism, as well as in the development and for-
mulation of Athanasian-Cappadocian Trinitarian theology, where it proves to be
decisive. The Parmenides emerges from the shadow with new heuristic clarity in
Pseudo-Dionysius’s rethinking of cataphatic and apophatic theology.

Finally, we thank all the participants of the seminar, including our hosts
in Tiibingen in 2007, Volker Drecoll and Luise Abramowski. We are grateful to
Alexander Cooper, a doctoral student in Philosophy at Emory University, for his
translation of Thomas Szlezdk’s contribution, to Michael Chase of CNRS-Paris for
his translations of the contributions of Luc Brisson, to the editors of Zeitschrift
fiir Antikes Christentum and to its publisher Walter de Gruyter for permission to
reprint four papers from their edition of the Tiibingen conference, and to Billie
Jean Collins at SBL Publications for her encouragement and help. The Graduate
Institute of the Liberal Arts and the Fox Center for Humanistic Inquiry at Emory
University have provided much needed support, as has also the Research Council
of the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. We thank them warmly.
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1
THE PLACE OF THE PARMENIDES IN PLATO’S THOUGHT
AND IN THE SUBSEQUENT TRADITION

Kevin Corrigan

1. THE IMPORTANCE OF THE QUESTION

Why should the question of the place of the Parmenides in Plato’s thought be
problematic and why should it be important? The question is problematic for
two major reasons: 1) Nothing in a Platonic dialogue is ever quite as simple as it
seems. For one thing, Plato himself never makes a participant appearance (except
for two mentions in all the dialogues), and so we cannot easily determine what
we can meaningfully ascribe to Plato as his “own thought. For another, like so
many of the early dialogues, the Parmenides is aporetic in that it appears to reach
no conclusion whatsoever. Furthermore, the relations between the various parts
of the dialogue are not at all clear: how, for instance, the framing structure of the
dialogue is related to the conversation with Zeno or to the critique of forms in
the exchange between Socrates and Parmenides, and, above all, how all of this
is in any way to be brought into the perspective of the final part which has vari-
ously been regarded as tortuous intellectual gymnastics, dry dusty argumentative
chains, or replete with theological significance. In sum, if the meaning of the dia-
logue remains opaque and if the very notion of “Plato’s thought” is an abstraction
from the dialogue form that is its proper setting, then to place the Parmenides
even in a fairly well-recognized structure is fundamentally problematic. 2) We
might also ask what is the relation between Plato’s Parmenides and the philoso-
pher Parmenides himself. Why, for instance, should Plato choose Parmenides
and not Heraclitus, Xenophanes, or Empedocles? Gorgias and Protagoras have
their place in Plato’s dialogues, and Anaxagoras gets treated in the latter part of
the Phaedo. So what is the precise point of a supposed meeting with Parmenides
and Zeno, the historical basis of which seems to receive convoluted confirmation
in the introduction? And what is the significance of the Parmenides” early subtitle
“On Forms”? None of these questions yield easy or immediate answers. And this
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too renders any question of the place of the dialogue in Plato’s thought even more
problematic.

Why then should this question be important? So many Platonic dialogues
have been influential in the sense that they have given rise to almost entire tra-
ditions of interpretation and creativity. The Symposium and the Phaedrus, for
instance, have informed the whole history of thought and even little bits of the
Symposium, to mention but one example, have proved definitive even for modern
thought: Aristophanes’ speech and Freud’s development of the theory of Eros and
Thanatos drives in Beyond the Pleasure Principle, for instance. The Timaeus, one
may argue, has been even more form-creating for the history of physics, from
generations of exegeses of the Hexaemeron to our contemporary understanding
of quantum physics and the subatomic world, an understanding that looks so
much more like Plato than did the post-Newtonian mechanical universes of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The Parmenides is in a similar position, for
its influence—in one way or another—appears to have been decisive for develop-
ing the very character of later Platonism from the early Academy through Middle
Platonism to Neoplatonism, a tradition that might claim a relatively continuous
heritage right up to the nineteenth century when the supposed “ancient” Plato
became finally separated out as the new “modern” Plato from his mystical Neo-
platonic swaddling clothes, apparently to be understood henceforth on his own
terms. This is, of course, a noble and thoroughly worthwhile project, but in con-
text it raises the following important questions. What is it about the Parmenides
that was so important for subsequent Platonism that this Platonism could not be
defined without it? To the degree that an influential text and its subsequent his-
tory cannot be entirely distinguished, surely subsequent Platonism characterized
by that text will have something important to tell us about the nature of the text
itself, particularly if that text seems to define the very essence of Platonism itself?
Hegel, for instance, regarded the Parmenides as the consummate manifestation of
the Platonic dialogue. Why should this be so, if the Parmenides is so enigmatic?

In sum, then, the question of the place of the Parmenides in Plato’s thought
is important because any answer, however partial or unfinished, to this question
will shed new light upon one of the great mysteries of that thought: a perennially
puzzling dialogue from the master of dialectical disguise as well as entire tra-
ditions of later thinking apparently dependent upon it (many of them implicit,
e.g., Gnostic, Patristic, Middle Platonic) that thought of their own metaphysics as
formed in the crucible of this dialogue to some major degree.

2. APPROACHES TO THE PROBLEM

Here I will take up the questions before us from three different perspectives: first,
I will indicate what internal evidence there is from the dialogues about the place
of the Parmenides and what this may or may not suggest about a supposed train
of “thought” from the “middle” to the “later” dialogues; second, I will outline
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some of the major kinds of interpretation of the Parmenides over the past two
and a half thousand years in order briefly to suggest some of the strengths and
weaknesses of each; and third, more specifically, I will focus briefly upon the ear-
lier tradition, from Speusippus to Proclus, to see if some provisional conclusions
might at least be outlined for the larger project.

In one, very simple way, the question of the place of the Parmenides in Pla-
to’s thought is rather easy to answer. The Parmenides, Theaetetus, Sophist, and
Politicus are clearly meant to be read together, whether or not this is the order
of their composition, and whether or not bits of the Parmenides, for example,
the first (i.e., introduction and conversations between Socrates, Zeno, and Par-
menides) and second parts, were written at different times and then (artificially)
put together, as has been supposed. It would also appear that they are meant to be
read in the above order, for in the Theaetetus (183c) and Sophist (217¢) Socrates
mentions his meeting long ago with Parmenides; in the Sophist the three speak-
ers of the Theaetetus meet again “according to yesterday’s agreement”; and the
Politicus begins with explicit references to the Sophist and includes others at 258b,
266d, 284b, and 286b (Guthrie 1978, 5, 33; Dies 1932, xii). Needless to say, this
internal evidence has often been disregarded (whether by Aristophanes of Byzan-
tium (257-180 B.c.) who preferred an arrangement of the dialogues by threes and
left the Parmenides and Philebus out of the order, or by Derkylides who preferred
to arrange the dialogues in tetralogies and placed the Parmenides and Philebus
after the Cratylus, Theaetetus, Sophist, Politicus, or by Schleiermacher who pre-
ferred a pedagogical order with the Parmenides very early.

Beyond this, we can be sure of very little (and perhaps not even of this). Guth-
rie arranges the Parmenides after the Cratylus, which many previous critics had
believed to be earlier than the Phaedo, Symposium, Republic, and Phaedrus, but
again the aporetic nature of this dialogue about the relation of words, things, and
their essential natures provides no firm support for either supposition (though
such an examination may well be thought a fitting prelude to the Parmenides)
(Guthrie 1978, 5, 1-30). Brandwood concludes, on the basis of stylistic evidence,
that the Parmenides should be located somewhere in the middle to late period
and, on the balance of evidence, that it should rather head the series of middle
dialogues than close it (Brandwood 1990, 85). What exactly this means is not
entirely clear. However, it is not even safe to suppose that the Parmenides follows
the four great earlier middle dialogues (i.e., the Phaedo, Symposium, Republic, and
Phaedrus—whatever we are to suppose about them or about their composition,
particularly in the vexed case of the Republic) or to suppose that it looks for-
ward, as we have seen, to the Theaetetus, Sophist, and Politicus. With regard to
the middle dialogues, for instance, G. E. L. Owen has argued with some cogency
that the Timaeus and Critias complete the work of the Republic group and should
be dated even before the Phaedrus (Owen 1965, 313-38)—a thesis rejected by
Cherniss (1965, 339-78). With regard to the later dialogues, Kenneth Sayre has
more recently argued that the kind of dialectic we find in the Parmenides does
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not appear there full-blown as if for the first time. Dialectic by negation appears
first in the Sophist, later in the Politicus, and is finally developed as Plato’s most
powerful dialectical tool in the Parmenides—all of which evidently supposes a
different chronology of the later dialogues (Sayre 2007).

3. FIVE INITIAL QUESTIONS

Can we say anything about the place of the Parmenides from its internal content
and its apparent relation to other dialogues? We may set out part of what we can
say as an initial set of questions.

First, the frame of the dialogue is striking: a narrated dialogue that we hear
from a certain, rather shadowy Cephalus, who heard it from a certain Antiphon,
who in turn learned it by heart from Pythodorus, who actually witnessed the
meeting between Parmenides, Zeno, and Socrates decades before. The name,
Cephalus, cannot but remind us of the different Cephalus in the Republic, but
this thrice-removed narrative form is shared by only one other dialogue, as far as
I know: that is, the Symposium. Why should this be so and why the onion-skin
form of narration?

Second, Socrates’ position as the mature interlocutor is taken by Parmenides,
a displacement surely of some significance since it foreshadows the entry of the
Stranger and Socrates’ disappearance in later dialogues. Why should this take
place here in the Parmenides for the first time, if we accept the predominant chro-
nology we have outlined above?

Third, why are there two major parts connected by brief transitional sec-
tions: 1) 126-137¢7 and transition: 135¢8-137¢3; 2) 137c4-166¢5 (though there
are many different suggestions as to where to end the first part [see Bechtle 1999a,
71]). What weight should we put on each or both? Should we follow one sort of
interpretation that puts more emphasis on the first part or exclusive emphasis
upon some of its problems (like self-predication and the third-man argument)
or if the second major part is either unfathomable (for many interpreters, if not
most readers) or to be dismissed as eristic gymnastics, should we seek the inter-
pretation of the whole work and its problems from what “Plato” says in other
dialogues? Both approaches are obviously lopsided, as would also be (presum-
ably) their corollary that we seek for the interpretive key exclusively in the second
“most intractable” (Meinwald 1992a, 4) part, which on the surface has seemed
to many commentators to contain embarrassingly bad arguments systematically
arranged so as to yield apparently contradictory results. Surely, however, the
second part, no matter how difficult, must address the problems raised in the
first, as Parmenides himself indicates to Socrates? Here again, surely, the problem
of the frame would seem to have something to do with the problem of the relation
of parts, and any interpretation would have to be holistic and comprehensive, one
might argue, but open-ended, since clearly the enormous difficulty of the second
part literally drives the reader back into the frame and the first part. Why this
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should be so is evidently a pressing problem. On the other hand, we could even
suppose—with Gilbert Ryle—that the two parts might in fact not be connected.
Since the first part is in indirect speech and the second in direct speech, we may
imagine Plato bringing down from his shelf one part or the other to link them
together with “some, but not all, of the needed continuities” (Ryle 1965, 145).

Fourth, in the exchange between the young Socrates and the venerable Par-
menides, Socrates’ statements are generally agreed to be reminiscent of views
expressed in the Phaedo and Republic, views thought to represent “Plato’s theory
of forms” (but omitting among other things, as Guthrie observes, the comple-
mentary doctrine of the human soul as immortal and intermediary between
forms and the visible world). Yet Socrates fails to maintain these views in the
Parmenides and falls into perplexity; and the general conclusion of the first part
is that without the forms there can be no dialegesthai (Parm. 135b)—whatever
dialegesthai is to mean (and presumably no firm answer could be given that did
not take account of dialectical method in Republic 6-7 and the critique of writing
and the two logoi in the Phaedrus)—and thus probably also no philosophy either
(see Bechtle 1999a, 71).

The criticism of the theory here has led some commentators to suppose that
Plato either abandons forms as transcendent paradigms (e.g., Ryle 1965; Wein-
gartner 1973) or now requires forms only to be class-concepts or universals (e.g.,
Rist 1970, 227); or again that he suddenly realizes Platonism to be misguided or
even that he remains unaware of the supposedly fatal consequences of his own
criticisms (e.g., Runciman 1965, 151-53). Ryle’s view, in part, prompted Owen
(1965) to date the Timaeus, with its evident espousal of Form Paradigms, closer
to the Republic so that he could dispense with a theory of Forms in the late dia-
logues. Yet, as Guthrie argues (1978, 5:59-60), the later dialogues hardly support
the thesis that Plato abandoned his view of transcendent forms and, as Constance
Meinwald points out (1992b, 367), “passages from other dialogues do not contain
evidence that Plato thought they had anything to do with the problems of the
Parmenides. So does “Plato” change his mind or not? And how might one reply
to Parmenides’ criticisms? According to Cornford, the criticisms are directed
not against Plato but against Eudoxus or by Megarian or Eleatic critics that Plato
wanted to take account of (Cornford 1939, 86-87, 101). According to Guthrie, the
second part of the dialogue shows that Forms can admit contrary predicates and
combine with each other and meets the challenge of reconciling their transcen-
dence with their “association” with the sensible world (1978, 5:57-60). According
to Brisson, the second part presents a practical demonstration designed to give
the young Socrates the tools necessary to defend the doctrine of Forms in relation
not to the Neoplatonic One or Intellect but to the universe or the “all” considered
as a unity or a plurality (1996, 82-107; on this see further below).

Here Brisson observes: “On pourrait déceler la une hiérarchie de categories
utilisées en cosmologie” (1996, 83). One might suggest that this more historically
Parmenidean notion of the “all” is not incompatible even with much later views
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such as Plotinus’s notion of intellect in the broader sense, a notion that includes
intellect and soul and everything else too, even bodies and matter in Enn. 6.2
[43].21. Of course, the distinction between intelligible and sensible realities is
Platonic, not Parmenidean; but the cosmological and the metaphysical surely go
together whether one deals with the “historical” Parmenides, Plato’s Parmenides
or Plotinus’s inclusive notion of intellect or the “all. If the second part of the Par-
menides is to provoke us to think, then the dialogue of forms, as it were, perhaps
operates on several levels simultaneously.

Fifth (and finally), the dialectical method displayed in the second part
applies a gymnastic exercise to Parmenides’ central principle, that what is, is one,
an exercise consisting (after the manner of Zeno’s argumentation) of sections of
argument arranged so that the conclusions of the first section contradict those
of the second. The actual number of these “hypotheses” or “series of deductions”
(Brisson 1996, 83) is still much debated and their purpose even more so. In fact,
do they have any purpose? How could they represent actual views of Parmenides
and Zeno? Do they not simply destroy or rupture not only the extremely fragile
“historical” frame of the dialogue but also its highly unstable “rational” frame?
Why then should the complete subversion of any strict meanings in the dialogue
be possible in this striking fashion?

These five sets of questions represent only the tip of an iceberg (I cannot
here, for example, tackle other questions such as the generation of numbers in
the second part), but any interpretation should probably attempt to grapple with
them. They may in fact have very reasonable answers, but preliminary sugges-
tions or trajectories of thought towards answering them must be left until we
have examined briefly something of the history of interpretation of the Par-
menides itself, for even a small portion of that history will get us closer to a better
understanding of the problems of the dialogue and its first thousand years of
interpretation.

For Hegel, the difficulty of the Parmenides (as of the later dialogues in
general) is that it represents dialectic (“simple thought determinations without
imagery;” Lectures on the History of Philosophy 1955, 1:88) as a movement through
“pure notions” (2:48-49), but represents them negatively and not in their unity,
or “as the negation of the negation, expressive of true theology” (2:59-60). None-
theless, just as the Timaeus represents the essence of Platos natural philosophy,
and the Republic his ethics, so in Hegel’s estimation—despite his contemporaries’
dismissal of Neoplatonist views as “wild extravagances,” the Neoplatonists, and
Proclus in particular, rightly regarded “the result arrived at in the Parmenides as
the true theology, as the true revelation of all the mysteries of the divine essence”
(2:60)! Compare Guthrie: “that the dry antithetical arguments of the Parmenides
about the One, sophistic in form at least and inseparable, one would have thought,
from fifth—fourth century controversy, should have been seen as an exposition of
the sublimest truths of theology, is surely one of the oddest turns in the history of
human thought” (1978, 5, 33-34).
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4. SOME MAJOR PROPOSED INTERPRETATIONS

One may usefully provide a sketch of at least ten major interpretations of the pur-
pose and goal of the Parmenides starting from the time of Proclus:

Al a) logical exercise, polemic; b) argumentative, polemic/expository

A2 logical, propaedeutic;

A3 metaphysical enquiry into being;

A4 metaphysical enquiry into everything that gets its reality from the One,
an enquiry on many different levels;

A5 demolition job against Megaric and Eleatic adversaries (modern version
of Al);

A6 game, exercise, logic-chopping (another version of A1, if not A2 which is
more like Cornford’s or even Guthrie’s views);

A7 an expression of Plato’s own spiritual crisis;

A8 neither logical nor metaphysical, but historical;

A9 comprehensive interpretation based on the distinction between absolute
and relative predication;

Al0 amovement from the naturalist to the ideal plane based upon the unwrit-

ten teachings;

Proclus, in fact, lays the foundation for a very reasonable history of interpretation
in his Parmenides Commentary (630.15-645.81) by distinguishing between four
basic kinds of interpretation:

Al aand b) Two first logical types that see the goal of the dialogue as a) either
logical exercise (yvuvaoia), according to some interpreters, or b) argumentative
(Aoywkov) in several different ways, according to others, with the overall aim of
polemic against Eleatic metaphysics. In the case of the former, logical exercise,
Proclus argues that such interpreters fail to take sufficient account of the very
ancient subtitle “On Forms”; in the case of the latter interpretation, argumenta-
tion, Proclus argues that these interpreters fail to notice the dialogue’s emphasis
upon theory or insight into things (tnv 1@v npaypdtwv Bewpiav). Here, by con-
trast with the “logical exercise” interpretation, there does seem to be a deeper
expository purpose at work, for Proclus observes that some of these interpreters
suppose that “Plato wrote it against it Zeno, to put to the test the working of his
subtle new methods of argument on a more difficult theme, that of the intelligible;
for Zeno had been occupied with applying these techniques to the sense-world”
(631.15-19). Proclus does not specify who held such views in antiquity but, as
Bechtle suggests, the most reasonable starting point is with the philosophers of

1. See Proclus, In Parm. 1051.34-1064.12; Saffrey and Westerink 1:Ixxv-Ixxxix.
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the sceptical New Academy. Certainly too, this view is common in the contem-
porary world.

A2) A second logical type (633.12-635.27) that sees the second part not as
polemic but as instructive and preparatory, as a means of learning the technique
of argumentation, formulating Platonic positions, rebutting objections and so
on. Again, Proclus does not give names, but Alcinous (Didask. 6 and Intr. 3) and
Thrasyllus (Diogenes Laertius, Lives 3.58) held such views, as Bechtle points out,
and again there are modern variants on this theme.

A3) A metaphysical interpretation (635.31-638.2), according to which the
aim is to expound the truth about being (in Parmenides’ sense) by accepting
some of the hypotheses and rejecting others, for example, by rejecting the first
hypothesis as having no subject matter and seeing the second hypothesis as the
real subject of the dialogue. As Dillon remarks (Morrow and Dillon 1987, 8), the
best candidate for this view is Origen the Platonist (and certainly no one in antiq-
uity later than Plotinus). Again, there are modern adherents (Halfwassen 1992,
270 n 18; Bechtle, 1999a, 75).

A4) Finally, a second metaphysical interpretation (638.2-640.16), accord-
ing to which what is under examination is “all things that get their reality from
the One” (638.19-20: mept anaviwy T@OV 4o Tod £vog brmootdvtwy) in differ-
ent ways according to different hypotheses, the first hypothesis concerning the
negative theology of the One and so on down the chain of being in the follow-
ing three hypotheses until we come to the final four hypotheses (if the One is
not), which may be given, according to Proclus, a positive interpretation (e.g.,
by Amelius, Porphyry, and Iamblichus: In Parm. 1052.31-1055.25) or a negative
interpretation “as refutations of false arguments which thus negatively confirm
the necessity of an absolute principle like the One” (Bechtle 1999a, 76). This is
the view of Proclus himself (In Parm. 1055.25-1057.5) and also of Theodorus,
Plutarch, and Syrianus (In Parm. 1057.5-1064.12). A4) is therefore, the “typical”
Neoplatonist interpretation (which also has modern adherents, see Halfwassen
1992, 274 nn. 30-31; Bechtle 19994, 76). And in relation generally to A4, two fur-
ther modern interpretations among many others (e.g., Sayre 1983: M. H. Miller
1986; Turnbull 1998) for a positive metaphysical reading are worth adding: those
of Constance Meinwald (A9) and of the Tiibingen school (A10), interpretations
very different in character.

Several notes should be added to this picture of A1-A4.

a) First, Proclus’s apparent view that there is no metaphysical interpreta-
tion of the Parmenides prior to Plotinus seems unlikely, for surely the “episodic”
system of Speusippus requires just such an interpretation, as do a) what we know
of Moderatus, Eudorus, and Nicomachus of Gerasa, b) the Sethian Gnostic “Pla-
tonizing texts,” which appear to be pre-Plotinian, c) Middle Platonic thought in
general and especially the Anonymous Commentary attributed to Porphyry by
Hadot, but probably Middle Platonic (Bechtle 1999a; Corrigan 2000). It is equally
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reasonable to suppose therefore that traditions of substantive interpretation, in
one sense or another, go back even to the Old Academy.

b) Second, the weakness of the polemical interpretation (A1) or of modern
views of the Parmenides as a series of largely fallacious contradictions designed to
parody the sort of logical deductions proposed by Zeno or Euclides—a demoli-
tion job against Megaricizing and Eleaticizing Plato’s adversaries (A5)—is that
it trivializes the playful but serious form of the “question mark” itself that the
dialogue represents, quite apart from the question of the appropriateness of put-
ting such a polemic into Parmenides’ own mouth. A2 is more reasonable, but its
weakness may perhaps reside in the nice, tidy distinction it supposes between
preparatory gymnastics and substantive philosophy. In one sense, (that of the
Phaedrus’ criticism of writing), all written dialogues are preparatory instruments,
yet surely this does not prevent them being substantive in principle. A2, there-
fore, in modern times tends to devolve into the view that the Parmenides is a pure
intellectual game, a sly scholastic exercise or just logic-chopping (A6), a view that
contrasts with another modern interpretation of the dialogue as an expression
of Plato’s own spiritual crisis (and rejection of the theory of Forms; Ryle 1965)
and therefore as a form of self-criticism (A7). Guthrie does not accept exactly
A2 or A6 (and certainly not A7) because his interpretation is more subtle (and
positive; see Guthrie 1978, 5, 56-57), but gymnastic emphasis in the text leads
him to adopt a no-nonsense view: “as a verb or noun, the word ‘exercise’ (gym-
nazo, gymnasia) is used five times to describe it (sc. the second part), and it is
strange that some have seen in the coming section a promise of more” (1978, V,
53). Guthrie’s point is telling, but strictly speaking it could equally be applied to
the kind of exercise involved in the dialectical mathéma of the good in Republic 7
(e.g., at 526b), which plainly does not preclude more substantive content beyond
the positive outcome Guthrie envisages. Cornford’s interpretation is more posi-
tive than that of Guthrie, but he sees the Parmenides as an exercise in the different
meanings of the terms “being” and “one” and as a kind of “think for yourself if
you can” exercise; and this is true enough, one might argue, of the dialogues, in
general.

c) Third, on the view of A4, the hypotheses are divided into two groups, five
affirmative and four negative as in the following schema (in which I follow Bris-
son’s line numbering amended to fit the schema of Diés 1932, and Séguy-Duclot,
1998, on which see immediately below):

A. Affirmative

I ei hen estin 137¢3
1I hen ei estin 142b3
111 to hen ei estin  155e4
v hen ei estin 157b5
A% hen ei estin 159b2
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B. Negative

VI hen ei me estin 160d3
VII hen ei me estin 163b7
VIII  hen ei me estin 164b4
X hen ei me estin 165c2-3

Some modern scholars (e.g., Diés and Séguy-Duclot) follow the nine hypotheses
division, others like Amelius and Cornford find only eight—a problem undoubt-
edly rooted in Plato’s text itself, which gives some support to both possibilities,
though the overall structure may favor eight—as for example does Scolnicov
(2003), according to the following schema:

1. Affirmative: if the One is:

1. consequences for the One in relation to itself 137c-142a6
2. consequences for the One in relation to the others 142b-157b4
3. consequences for the many in relation to the one 157b-159a9

4. consequences for the many in relation to themselves ~ 159b-160b3

II. Negative: if the One is not

5. consequences for the one in relation to the others 160b-163b5
6. consequences for the one in relation to itself 163b-164b3
7. consequences for the many in relation to the one 164b-165el

8. consequences for the many in relation to themselves ~ 165¢-166c6

Brisson (A8), in a series of articles and at least two books over a thirty-year
period, has reluctantly rejected the Neoplatonist view (A4) in favor of a more
neutral interpretation, arguing that the triton ... to hen ei estin ei at 155c4 does
not refer to a third hypothesis, but to a division of the second hypothesis into
three parts (Brisson 1994 [2nd ed. 1999], 46). He therefore holds to only eight
hypotheses and develops an interpretation that plumps for neither a logical nor a
metaphysical interpretation (1996), but one “foncierement historique,” according
to which the second part presents not a description of the universe, but the theo-
retical “armature” on which Parmenides’ and Zeno’s conception of the universe
rests. Socrates finds himself in the dilemma that either sensible things participate
in a part of the form or they don’t, and if they do, then they must participate in
a part of the form or the whole. If not the second, then the first, but Socrates is
not ready to take up the question yet and so needs “dialectical training” (Brisson
1996, 106). Like R. E. Allen (1983), Brisson situates the Parmenides against the
background of Plato’s later writings, where these difficulties will be in part solved
by the Timaeus’s view that sensible things have a relative existence between forms
and the chéra. In general, therefore, Brisson insists on the historical situation of
the dialogue and particularly upon the poem of Parmenides himself where he
speaks not of the being of the One, but of being or “the all,” prior to the Platonic



CORRIGAN: THE PLACE OF PARMENIDES IN PLATO’S THOUGHT 33

distinction between the sensible and the intelligible. He therefore rejects the Neo-
platonic interpretation that makes hen the subject of esti and takes hen to be an
attribute of esti instead so that the hypothesis ei hen esti means “if the world is
one” and does not refer to any metaphysical entity or even to a Form, but to the
one whole that is the world.

Brisson’s neutral thesis (perhaps somewhere in between A2-A3 but neither
of them) is attractive, especially since it is based on a balanced reading of the
whole dialogue and an intertextual view of the middle to late dialogues. If A8 has
any weaknesses at all, perhaps they may lie in the consideration (i) that A8 doesn’t
really read the Parmenides fully against the background of the earlier “middle”
dialogues, (ii) that a more substantive interpretation should still perhaps not be
eliminated, for the “series of deductions” challenge one to read them singly and
together in different ways and they also foreground the problem of the level of
interpretation or the question of what “universe” of discourse is at stake and (iii)
that the ambiguities of the ei hen esti cannot and should not be eliminated in a
Platonic dialogue.

d) Finally, in relation generally to A4, we may add as positive metaphysi-
cal readings two further modern interpretations among many others (e.g., Sayre
1983: M. H. Miller 1986; Turnbull 1998; and Sayre 2007): those of Constance
Meinwald (A9) and of the Tiibingen school (A10), interpretations very different
in character.

Meinwald (1992b, 367) argues that the second part of the Parmenides dis-
plays a distinction between two kinds of predication, pros heauto and pros ta alla
predications, by which we can see that the exercise consists of good arguments
to conclusions, not contradictory at all (Meinwald 1992b, 367). According to
Meinwald, the use of two senses of “is” with participation, what she calls “tree”
predication (pros heauto) and “ordinary” predication (pros allo) gives us a new
reading of the whole dialogue in a fuller and more comprehensive fashion and a
way of relating it to the later dialogues. Turnbull (1998) takes her to task (along
with Cornford, Sayre, and M. H. Miller) for not making a serious effort to fit the
Parmenides into the pattern of Plato’s later thought (Turnbull 1998, 199), but in
fact Meinwald is attempting to do just that and her interpretation is attractive.

Modern interpreters of the Tiibingen school, by contrast, conceive the Par-
menides to be a reflection of Plato’s unwritten teachings, which are indispensable
to making sense of the dialogue. According to Giovanni Reale’s view (1997), for
instance, neither the monistic conception of the Eleatics nor the purely plural-
istic position of the Atomists can survive scrutiny. What emerges instead is a
synthesizing middle way between monism and pluralism, which admits a bipo-
lar structure of reality headed by the two principles, the One and the indefinite
dyad. The Parmenides, therefore, moves dialectic from the naturalist Eleatic plane
to the realm of ideas and suggests that the relation between sensible things and
forms ought to be reexamined in the light of the bipolar structure of unity and
plurality. While there is much to be said for A10 (i.e., it tries to take account of
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all the available evidence), it seems to take the play out of Plato and to impose a
blueprint from outside of the dialogues to explain everything in them, thereby
rendering them sometimes shadows of an external structure. The play of textual-
ity and intertextuality is lost or seriously diminished. Against A10, therefore, if
not A9, the Neoplatonist reading itself may well seem preferable, even perhaps
for its perceived playful extravagances.

On the whole, however, one may quite reasonably argue (in relation to the
perspectives of A3, A4, A8, and A10) that a major consideration of the questions
of being and unity, forms and sensibles, in relation to the paradigmatic figures
of physical-intelligible monism (Parmenides and Zeno), makes good sense for
Plato to undertake after the earlier middle dialogues, in which we see Socrates
immersed (and yet never entirely so, of course) in the movements of life and
death (i.e., Phaedo, Symposium, Republic, and Phaedrus) and in the oscillation
between names, things, and their significations or lack of them (Cratylus). What
would dialectic look like, as it were, from the side of unity and being as opposed
to the conversational movements towards ideas, through ideas and voices of the
earlier dialogues? Hegel’s interpretation too, that in the Parmenides we have a
negative representation of dialectic, is perhaps not far from the point, even if it
is wrapped up in the identity and difference of his own conception of dialectic,
which, incidentally, he developed anyway from Resp. 8 (see 563e-564a).

The Parmenides, in sum, therefore, tends to yield at least twelve basic, general
and specific interpretations:

Al a) logical exercise, polemic; b) argumentative, polemic/expository

A2 logical, propaedeutic;

A3 metaphysical enquiry into being;

A4 metaphysical enquiry into everything that gets its reality from the One,
an enquiry on many different levels;

A5 demolition job against Megaric and Eleatic adversaries (modern version
of Al);

A6 game, exercise, logic-chopping (another version of Al, if not A2 which is
more like Cornford’s or even Guthrie’s view);

A7 an expression of Plato’s own spiritual crisis;

A8 neither logical nor metaphysical, but historical;

A9 comprehensive interpretation based on the distinction between absolute
and relative predication;

Al0 a movement from the naturalist to the ideal plane based upon the

unwritten teachings;
And we may add:

All the view more common in the nineteenth century that the dialogue
could not be authentic or at least that its authorship is dubious and;
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Al2 the view of Hegel that it represents the apogee of Platonic dialectic but
in negative form.

5. TOWARDS A SOLUTION

Out of this rather bewildering variety (very far from being complete), let me
make the following suggestions:

a) First, there is a real need for a close reexamination of the early history of
interpretation from Aristotle and Speusippus to Proclus and Damascius, partly
because Proclus’s account of the early history is sketchy and because it leaves out
too much of critical importance and partly because our contemporary accounts
have also naturally been partial to the orthodox side of the Platonic equation,
omitting the hidden, implicit appropriations that we find clear evidence for in
Gnostic texts and perhaps also in Patristic texts (e.g., the Cappadocian Fathers,
especially Basil and Gregory of Nyssa, not to mention Philo and Origen).

b) Second, as the frame, the transposition of Parmenides as major interlocu-
tor for Socrates, and the critique of forms strongly indicate (see above section 4
a, b, and d), the Parmenides has to be read not only as a comprehensive whole in
itself, but intertextually against the background of the earlier middle dialogues,
particularly the Phaedo and the Republic (in the case of the forms), and even more
so, I suggest, the Symposium (in the case of the frame and the transposition),
since there is only one dialogue before the Parmenides in which Socrates appears
partly in minor key and that is the Symposium, as the junior interlocutor to the
(ever so delicately fictional) figure of Diotima and, more deeply, as an apprentice
in pursuit of the beautiful. This transposition and the theme of apprenticeship
in the Symposium clearly pave the way for the presentation of the Parmenides,
just as the figure of Diotima, the Mantinean stranger-woman, foreshadows the
emergence of strangers in the later dialogues. So too does the speech of Socrates-
Diotima, a speech that is a dialogue of ideas composed indirectly from no single
conversation (as Socrates observes) and one that is strictly speaking outside the
framework of the Symposium’s own synousia—so too does Socrates-Diotima’s
speech anticipate the far sparser dialogue between ideas that is the second part of
the Parmenides.2 By “sparser,” I mean that whereas in the Symposium myth and
character (Eros, Penia, Socrates and Diotima—eventually disrupted by the entry
of Alcibiades) are integral parts of what is essentially a dialogue of ideas, in the
second part of the Parmenides the dialogue is a directly intelligible presentation
in the direct speech of a philosophical present in which we lose sight (almost)
entirely of the characters of Parmenides and Aristotle and in which Socrates dis-
appears. The question of the frame is too complex to be taken up here, and my
point anyway is more restricted, namely, i) that the Parmenides has to be read

2. On the Symposium generally see Corrigan and Glazov-Corrigan, 2004.
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intertextually against and into the background of the earlier middle dialogues as
well as forward into the Theaetetus/Sophist progression which appears to refer to
it; ii) that since the frame, the critique of forms, and the second part call them-
selves into question, while indeed the dialogue has to be read as a whole, it cannot
be represented as a closed rational system, for its very nature is fundamentally
subversive; but just as intratextuality in the case of the Parmenides means that we
have to read it forwards, backwards, and sideways, so intertextuality would seem
to demand a radical open-endedness and provisional character that both resists
overdetermination of the text and yet provokes it. A finite range of interpreta-
tion is therefore natural for such a text, but it is a range that cannot exclude what
appear to be the metaphysical interpretations of a Speusippus, Moderatus, Ploti-
nus, or Proclus. This is another strong reason for a reexamination of the earlier
tradition.

c) Finally, if the above makes sense, then the fundamental importance
of the second part of the Parmenides for its apparent earliest manifestation in
Speusippus’s multilayered, episodic (according to Aristotle) universes may per-
haps emerge more clearly as trajectories of possibility or different universes of
discourse that foreground the problem of how to interpret, how to read, and at
what level to situate representations of ideas bound together in argumentative
form. Representations cast light or shadows in at least two different dimensions:
1) in the direction of their potential logical deconstruction—their coming apart
at the seams as it were—and of their disappearances into the great, but long van-
ished bedrocks of time and place (e.g., Parmenides and Zeno, but two figures who
are still capable of initiating living dialogue into their “future”), on the one hand,
and 2) in the direction of their various imaginative possibilities, on the other. If
the Platonic Parmenides is playing a “serious game” (6Awg SfjAo¢ €0tV SvTwg
npaypatetddn madiav mailwv kai 8 avtiig 68edwv Tig PHoews), as Proclus
claims (In Parm. 1051), and if the troublesome but serious function of contrary
impressions is to call upon or wake up thought, as Socrates famously claims in
Republic 7 (523e), then we might reasonably suppose that both above tendencies
must have been at work in the first thousand years of interpretation after Plato,
despite the silence of Proclus—tendencies that spring naturally out of the many-
layered, highly deceptive, open-ended texts of the absent Plato himself.
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SPEUSIPPUS’S NEUTRAL CONCEPTION OF THE ONE
AND PLATO’S PARMENIDES

Gerald Bechtle

I. PRELIMINARIES

Right from the outset I should make it clear that I do not wish to presuppose
a priori what this paper first needs to argue for by means of detailed compari-
son, namely, the existence of a relation between the Platonic dialogue Parmenides
and any Academic! first principles, for which our main and most direct source
is Aristotle. I speak of “Academic” rather than “Platonic and Academic” or “Pla-
tonico-Academic” principles because for the sake of clarity I prefer to leave out
of this paper the tricky questions concerning the relation between, on the one
hand, the dialogue Parmenides and, on the other, Plato’s own so-called unwritten
doctrines, which are usually considered to be the decisive source of information
about the Platonic first principles. Of course, provided that we can show that
there is a relation between this dialogue and the Academic first principles, it has
to be admitted that one of the consequences certainly would be that there must
be some connection also between the Parmenides (and other dialogues) and the

I would like to acknowledge the Swiss National Science Foundation’s financial support.
This paper could not have been accomplished without it. Thanks to the Alexander von Hum-
boldt-Foundation I was able to deliver (in French) a draft version of this paper at the University
of Lille ITI. I would like to thank André Laks, Alain Lernould, Christopher Rowe, and all the
others present for the discussion and their remarks. But above all, I should like to thank Jona-
than Barnes whose generous written comments have helped me to improve both the structure
and the contents of this paper.

1. In order to impose reasonable limits upon this paper I confine myself for the most part
to Plato and Speusippus and therefore mean above all Speusippus and those who by and large
accept his opinion (disciples or colleagues) when speaking of “Academic” in this context. If I
nevertheless continue using this term here it is because its more inclusive meaning is sometimes
more appropriate.

-37-
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body of indirect evidence called the “unwritten doctrines.” For it is unlikely that
the Academic conception of first principles has nothing to do with Plato’s own
doctrine on this point. But even though it may seem fairly clear that the Pla-
tonic conception of first principles as transmitted in the indirect evidence has
something to do with the corresponding theory of Speusippus and others in
the Academy, the main problem as to the exact nature of the link between the
Parmenides and the unwritten doctrines should remain an open question here.
Otherwise there is too much risk of importing information from our evidence on
the notoriously problematic unwritten doctrines into our debate about the influ-
ence of the Parmenides (and not of the unwritten doctrines) on the Academic
first principles. This in turn would undermine our wish to make some real prog-
ress in determining the exact role of the Parmenides. Therefore we should first of
all try to keep separate things separate and not flesh out the dialogue with this
indirect evidence.

Also, I believe that one should generally refrain from amalgamating the prob-
lem of Platonic with that of Academic principles, since we know that Plato and
Speusippus differ greatly in their responses to many philosophical questions (e.g.,
Speusippus mathematizes the whole of reality while Plato works with the con-
cept of ideas). Hence there is no reason why these two philosophers should have
identical opinions as to the problem of principles.2 This does not mean, how-
ever, that they are not concerned with the same philosophical questions or that
dialogues such as the Parmenides and the Philebus are unrelated to Speusippus’s
theory of first principles, to the contrary, as I shall try to show. But what we ought
to realize is that these relations, which go back to discussions between Plato and
some thinkers of his circle such as his successor Speusippus, do not at all preclude
that Plato and Speusippus, for example, exchange? critical arguments as to which

2. I think their conceptions as regards first principles are really quite different, the most
conspicuous of these divergences being Speusippus’s negative theory that seems to take the
principle(s) as minima in some way, which seems to be in conflict with Plato’s more positive
conception of transcendence. See below for a fuller treatment of this point.

3. I speak of an exchange because it might for the moment be the safest and most natural
hermeneutic procedure to suppose that a kind of two-way traffic runs here: on the one hand,
Speusippus can be seen as developing (or changing) some of his master’s suggestions, while at
the same time Plato also reacts to Speusippus’s (and other pupils’) arguments and discusses them
in his own works. See, e.g., Graeser (1999, or 2004, 177-84), who has maintained for many years
that the Parmenides is written by Plato in order to react against Speusippus’s theory of princi-
ples. In particular, one could, according to Graeser, hold that in the first hypothesis Plato wishes
to point at problems inherent in both one conception that takes the principles as uncoordinated
with their “products” and another one that takes them as part of the reality they generate. Hence
it seems most useful to work out first of all various relevant points of contact in order to grasp
better the nature and the extent of the doctrinal relations between the Parmenides and the Old
Academy/Speusippus. This is difficult enough. To decide which way the traffic runs in each case
is an even more delicate problem and it might suffice to say that the cliché of the disciple follow-
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response should be adopted to a given philosophical problem or question. Thus
we should not expect unanimous conclusions or solutions of major problems. It is
more likely that we find both some important points of contact (concerning ques-
tions that also presuppose the comparability of certain foundations such as the
postulation of a One and an indefinite dyad) and significant disagreement (con-
cerning the answers). This is why a topic such as the one announced in my title
is relevant at all. For the historical reality lies certainly beyond the extremes of a
Speusippus paraphrasing such texts as the Parmenides or, alternatively, a Plato
endorsing without major reservations his nephew’s ideas in some of his dialogues
(which can theoretically not be excluded). Equally unlikely is the possibility that
there is no relevant connection between the writings of both philosophers, as I
hope will become obvious in this paper. As far as possible, we should therefore try
to be clearer about the exact nature of the doctrinal relations between Plato, here
in particular the dialogue Parmenides, and relevant members of the Academy. If
this preliminary enterprise is successful, one may proceed and consider the rela-
tion between the Parmenides, other dialogues and the indirect evidence (without
previously fleshing out the former with the latter), so as to compare more fully
the Platonic and Academic theories of first principles. In this sense the present
paper is to be considered as merely a first step towards such an end.

In order to avoid any misunderstandings, the following remark should be
made at this point. To hold, first, that there is a relation between the Parmenides
and the Old Academic principles and, second, that this relation may involve some
comparability of Platonic and Academic first principles does not commit one
to the opinion that the Platonic Parmenides (more specifically, its second part,
which I wish to focus on) exposes or can be read as implying Plato’s own positive
theory of first principles in any dogmatic way. An example of this way of interpre-
tation would be that of later Platonist philosophers, and I am not sure whether it
can really be justified. Without being able to say what the Parmenides is exactly
about, I nevertheless try to show that—in a fairly aporetic manner—the dialogue
probably explores various possibilities and impossibilities of conceiving of such
things as the One and the dyad and that therefore this dialogue is of relevance
also to Speusippus’s theory of principles. I do not think that Plato comes to any
definite conclusions in the Parmenides as far as these principles are concerned,
and if he had come to any, I doubt that they would have been the same as Speu-
sippus’s, who seems much more determined and even dogmatic in his approach.
But according to what is set out above, I do think both philosophers are involved
in an active and critical debate and are therefore concerned with the same ques-
tions or problems regarding the first principles.

ing his master and uncle in all important points of doctrine has a priori no greater credibility to
it than the suggestion that Plato reacts to some of Speusippus’s tenets.
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I1. SHORT EXCURSUS ABOUT METHODOLOGICAL POINTS OF CONTACT
BETWEEN SPEUSIPPUS AND THE PARMENIDES

As to the question whether there are other philosophical doctrines apart from
the theory of principles for which comparable material exists both in Plato’s dia-
logues and in Speusippus, I merely wish to hint at the underexplored question of
methodology. What is most striking is that the dichotomic method of the second
part of the Parmenides (if the One is/is not, what follows for the One/the others,
in relation to the One/the others), which aims at exhausting all possibilities, may
well remind us of Speusippus’s equally exhaustive semantics, as it is dihairetically
classified (all words can be divided in tautonyms and heteronyms, the tautonyms
can again be divided in homonyms and synonyms, etc.). For the fundamental
working principle of Speusippus’s methodology? is the “same (identical) - other
(different)” (tadtév - Bdtepov) distinction, which both structures the whole of
the Parmenides and even plays an explicit role as predicated of the One at 139b4-
e6 (the One will neither be identical to another or to itself, nor different from itself
or from another) and at 146a9-147b8 (the One must be identical to itself and dif-
ferent from itself, and identical to the others as well as different from the others),
and as predicated of the others at 159a6 (the others [than the One] are both
identical to and different from each other; see also 164a2-7; 165d4-5; 166b4-5).
Also, Speusippus seems to take a second step by working with a derived version
of this distinction, that is, “similar — dissimilar” (6potov - diagopov [avépotov]),
equally familiar from the Parmenides (139e7-140b5; 147c1-148d4; 158e1-159a6;
159e2-160a3; 161a6-c2; 164a2-7; 165c6-d4; 166b3-4 [i.e., it is present in all
eight deduction series]). The great methodological relevance of the primary and
basic binary distinction “same (identical) — other (different)” for the whole Aca-
demic—and thus also Speusippus’s—philosophy is suggested, for example, by
Aristotle (Metaph. 1003b35-36 and 1004a18-19; 21-22; see also 1054a29-32) or
by Hermodorus® (apud Simplicius, In phys. 9:247,30-248,20 Diels) where beings
are divided into t& ka®’ adtd and T Mpog €tepa, the latter being subdivided

4. See frg. 68a Taran = Simplicius, In cat. 38,19-24. One of the major contributions to
Speusippus’s semantics remains, despite some general shortcomings of his monograph (see,
e.g., the reviews by Edmunds [1974, 201-2] or Szlezak [1974, 453-55]), E. Heitsch (1972, in
particular 49-60, section 7), attempts to outline the history of homonymy from Homer to
Sophonias. For more literature and a good summary of some of the problems involved in this
context (method and semantics), see Metry 2002, 102-10. To my knowledge, the link between
the method of the Parmenides and the Speusippan methodology, as applied to his semantics,
does not seem to have been hinted at yet, let alone explored.

5. At least two of his lost works must be mentioned in this context: the treatise On Similars,
in ten books, and Divisions and Hypotheses Relating to Similars.

6. For further references concerning the categories of “absolute” and “alio-relative” see the
informative note of Metry (2002, 145 n. 138).
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into t& mpog €vavtia and ta mpdg 11, the latter being in turn subdivided into ta
wplopéva and ta doplota (Simplicius, In phys. 248.2-5). Aristotle, in the pas-
sages just cited (in particular Metaph. 1004al, 10), makes it especially clear that
the basic methodological distinction “same (identical) — other (different)” and
its derived versions are of course dependent on the two fundamental principles
€v and mAfBog (thus opting for Speusippus’s terminology). Furthermore, since
for Speusippus the basic methodological distinction is valid for and applicable to
all possible ontological levels, it is consistent that the universal categories “same
(identical) - other (different)” themselves completely transcend these ontologi-
cal levels; being logical categories, they are thus desubstantivized. Unfortunately,
we cannot pursue this topic further and have to leave aside here the possibility
of a relation between the Parmenidean and the Speusippan methods, intriguing
though it may be.

What I wish to deal with in this paper, then, is first of all the question of
whether there exists a relation between the Platonic dialogue Parmenides and
any Academic (above all Speusippan) first principles (which I think is a prob-
able option) and, if yes, of what kind it is, that is, which doctrinal aspects such a
relation comprises, and how they are related in terms of similarities and dissimi-
larities. This question can only be decided through careful argumentation and
a positive response to it should, as I said, not be taken for granted.” In order to
carry out this project we should now turn to a relatively brief reconstruction of
Speusippus’s doctrine of first principles, which is indispensable in order to have
some idea of what we are looking for in the deduction series of the Parmenides.

III. SPEUSIPPUS’S FIRST PRINCIPLES: GENERAL PROBLEMS

There are many and often insoluble problems attached to attempts at reconstruc-
tion of virtually any aspect of Speusippus’s philosophy, for it is well-known that
we do not have much more than some traces of what must once have been a very
large ceuvre.® Additionally, these traces—given that we find the most important
of them mainly in Aristotle—are often very difficult to understand conclusively
because of their integration into Aristotelian philosophy. This means that it is
hard to penetrate to the actual Speusippan core of any of these extracts. Also
later, for example, Platonist, testimonies are far from providing us with clear-cut
and unambiguously transmitted fragments and also bring problems of their own,

7. It often seems as though either a positive or negative response concerning the existence
of a link between the Platonic dialogue Parmenides and the Academic first principles is used as
a kind of axiom or guideline for further interpretation that needs no additional examining in
itself.

8. See test. 1.35-66 Taran = Diogenes Laertius 4.4-5; according to Taran (1981, 191, 198-
99), the already long list Diogenes gives in this passage is very incomplete. At any rate there are
numerous problems in the textual transmission of this list of Speusippus’s works
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so that it is always necessary to understand prior to the testimonies/fragments
themselves the contexts in which they are embedded. Therefore it is practically
impossible to establish a definitive account of Speusippus’s theory of first prin-
ciples, and we must be content with achieving a reasonable amount of probability
as far as the overall picture of this theory is concerned. In this respect, the fact
that we adduce for the sake of comparison the Platonic Parmenides might on the
one hand complicate things further. But on the other hand it might also be con-
sidered as hermeneutically helpful in providing an additional criterion against
which the overall probability of the Speusippan conception of first principles can
in some way be measured, provided that the relevance of this comparison and
therefore a certain relatedness between the Parmenides and the Speusippan first
principles is accepted beforehand.

Let us now proceed to an analysis of some relevant texts concerning Speu-
sippus’s theory of first principles. This analysis has to leave aside here other
interesting aspects of Speusippus’s philosophy raised in these texts. Furthermore,
it cannot even give a complete account of Speusippus’s theory of first principles
but has to concentrate on elements useful for our comparative purposes. In my
opinion, enough material comparable with the Parmenides can be found in these
texts and therefore some relation between the dialogue and Speusippus’s doctrine
must exist.

A few words about the most problematic of these texts: the last decades have
seen a very lively discussion about specific later Platonist material that seems to
confirm and elucidate further some of the information about Speusippus’s phi-
losophy (and also about his conception of two first principles) as found mainly
in Aristotle.? The most hotly debated question concerning this material is how

9. This discussion has been kicked off by Merlan (1968), who identified a long passage
in chapter 4 (15,6-18,12 Festa) of lamblichus’s De communi mathematica scientia as being a
Speusippus fragment. This text, not accepted by Taran as a source for the reconstruction of
Speusippus’s tenets and therefore not forming part of his testimonia or fragmenta, receives an
in extenso treatment by him on p. 86-107 of his edition. Another very problematic text usually
added to this discussion is frg. 48 Taran = Proclus, In Parm. 38,32-40,7 Klibansky-Labowsky
(=2.501,61-67 Steel), a text that, though constituting an actual fragment in Taran’s edition (the
name “Speusippus” is actually mentioned), can according to him not be used in order “to recon-
struct the doctrine of Speusippus and/or that of Plato and the early Pythagoreans” (Speusippus
of Athens, 356). In this context it is astonishing that two other Platonist texts, frg. 49a and b
Taran, discussed below, seem to pose virtually no problems at all, although, to my mind, they
underline the drift of some of the doctrines about the One found to be unacceptable in both the
Tamblichus and Proclus texts, i.e., especially the One’s negativity that excludes it from the subja-
cent ontological levels and therefore from being, making it something beyond that (though not
positively so). As far as the relation Speusippus/Parmenides is concerned, it may be of relevance
to note that out of the four Platonist texts just mentioned (Iamblichus, Comm. math. sc. ch.
4; frg. 48, 49a, 49b Taran), which, I believe, transmit important testimonies on Speusippus’s
theory of first principles, two are from actual commentaries on the Parmenides (the anonymous
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much of it, if anything at all, goes back to Speusippus (else it would be an expres-
sion of the tenets of the later philosophers who transmit this information, or of
their sources), and, provided that there is a Speusippan core in this material,
what would follow therefrom in terms of doctrine for Speusippus. I should say
that, for the following reconstruction, I accept the most important parts of this
information as genuine.!0 For I remain convinced by the strong parallels between
the Aristotelian material and the Platonist texts, parallels that are most naturally
explicable if they go back to one author, that is, Speusippus. Certainly we do not
know of any other ancient philosopher who holds doctrines of the sort we find
here. Thus the following reconstruction is never based solely on the Platonist
material, and each important point of Speusippus’s doctrine can be attested from
Aristotle as well, even if less fully and directly developed.

>

IV. SPEUSIPPUS’S “NEGATIVE” CONCEPTION OF THE ONE IN PARTICULAR,

AND THE PRINCIPLES IN GENERAL1!

There are two passages in particular that are significant in our context. Before
quoting them, I wish to insist on the obvious but important fact that very often
our testimonies might draw conclusions that their authors considered to be a
logical continuation of Speusippan ideas, or otherwise warranted. Such draw-

Taurinensis and Proclus), one is from a treatise closely related to a Parmenides commentary
(Damascius) and the passage in Comm. math. sc. I have shown to be relevant in the context of a
Parmenides interpretation (Bechtle 1999a, 390-91).

10. In an earlier work (1999b, 74-75), I explained the reasons for accepting only Comm.
math. sc. 15,6-17,29 as Speusippan, but not 18,1-12, which is most probably a summary writ-
ten by Iamblichus (by the way, the passage at 18,13-23 does not form part of this summary
nor does it have a summarizing function). Furthermore, in the case of both Comm. math. sc.
and Proclus’s Parmenides Commentary (frg. 48 Taran = Proclus, In Parm. 38,32-40,7 Kliban-
sky-Labowsky) one cannot, I hold, isolate the Speusippan core of the transmitted texts without
analyzing first of all the Platonist contexts of these “fragments” in order to understand how
much of what we take to be Speusippus can really be claimed for him, and in what way exactly.
Tamblichus certainly adapts his source’s text to fit into his context, which makes it difficult to
accept every single word as original Speusippus (even though I am confident that the essentials
of the doctrines presented are Speusippan). And in the case of Proclus, we need to be clear
about not only the Proclan context, which I think is possible, but also whether the Speusip-
pus citation reflects Speusippus’s own doctrine or whether it should be counted as a report of
Platonic doctrine. This latter question is to my mind a very difficult one, especially as a parallel
text in Theophrastus (Met. 11a27-b7) seems to present explicitly Platonic, and not Speusippan
material (for 11a18-26 is a Speusippus fragment: frg. 83 Taran). It is therefore with proviso that
I give in the rest of my paper references to these two passages. Nevertheless I think that at least
some of the material contained in these two texts probably reflects also Speusippan doctrine,
which is, however, read with a Platonizing overtone (especially concerning the transcendence of
the One-principle whose formulation seems too positive to be Speusippan).

11. For the following section I selectively draw on Bechtle 2002, 281-306.



44 PLATO’S PARMENIDES, VOLUME 1

ing of conclusions is neither dishonest nor even poor reporting, for one wants
to say what Speusippus thought, a task that involves far more than a repetition
of the words he himself set down. The stranger the doctrine, the more neces-
sary it will be to elaborate its consequences. It is very rare that an ancient author
indicates that he is elaborating rather than citing or paraphrasing. Unsurprising
as all this is, it means for us historians that we should always be very cautious
when we evaluate this embellished Speusippan (or other) material. We must (or:
can) therefore allow for a certain degree of incoherence or even contradiction in
these reports, which requires an (interpretative) effort at recovering Speusippus’s
thought from them.

First, a passage from Damascius (frg. 49a Taran = Damascius, Princ. 1:3,9-11
Westerink-Combés):

9 o0 yap &v wg éNdxioToy, kabamep 6 Enedoinmog ESoke
10 Aéyerv, AAN &v G TAVTA KATATLOV- Tf) Yap £aVTOD AAO-
11 T TAvVTA OVVAVEAVGEY, Kai €V TA TavTa £Moinoey.

Second, a passage from the anonymous commentator on Plato’s Parmenides
(frg. 49b Taran = Anon. in Parm.1.17-24):

17 oikela odv adtn ma-

18 o®v T@V EANAwV TIpOoNYopLOV T £l -

19 o1 0e® kai T<..> MePL AOTOD <.....> OVY-

20 @ulog, &i pn T1g Sti opkpOTNTA DoTEp Xmev-

21 ourmog kai T TipaAog avovt <. > av <.. > ag T St-
22 & TO AL OUIKPOV Kal [ S<LalpeToV el>vat

23 kata@épotto £mi mpdypa AANOTPLOTATOV TOD

24 Beod dxoboag TO E<v>.

In both texts we deal with the doctrine of the One’s minimalism as upheld by
Speusippus (who is named in both texts). This minimalism, taken at its face
value, only means that the One is a smallest of some sort, an é\dylotov, as Dam-
ascius says. Now if we look at the context in which this Speusippan doctrine is
inserted (in particular Anon. in Parm. 1.3-2.15), we realize that the anonymous
commentator means that Speusippus calls the highest principle “One” because
of smallness or indivisibility (10 mévv opkpov kai pur| Statpetov eivar 1.22) and
that this implies a deficiency of its nature (St mapéAhenytv tiig voewg 1.5), the
absolutely non-existent (10 undapfj undapdg dv 2.6-7),12 or a kind of empti-

12. The idea that indivisibility (aSiaipetov) entails non-existence/non-being with respect
to the One is reported by Aristotle in the context of the Zenonian axiom that that which neither
makes things greater by being added to them nor smaller by being subtracted from them is not
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ness (kévopa 2.15). Of course he rejects this opinion because he thinks that it
is diametrically opposed to God’s infinite power and causal role (1.25-27 and
passim), which excludes the inferior notion of a principle so small that it is lack-
ing, therefore being imperfect and deficient. In a similar way, the Damascian text
also rejects the One’s superlative smallness, attributed to Speusippus, because
it would imply that the One could not absorb and assimilate the All. This once
again hints that the citing author, Damascius, conceives of this extreme smallness
(éNdxwotov) as of something imperfect, or deficient; for a One so characterized
cannot possibly constitute Damascius’s One-All, &v évta, which is one, simple,
first, and the origin of all things. If we try to determine more closely exactly what
the One’s deficiency implies, then these two testimonies seem to hint at a lack
of being, an idea that is brought up already by Zeno, but is rejected, in its Zeno-
nian form, by Aristotle on the grounds that something indivisible and smallest
(like a Pythagorean monad) still makes a thing mAeiov and therefore must exist.
Thus Aristotle probably does not think—this should be said by anticipation—
that Speusippus’s One could really be such a monad. For the non-being of the
Speusippan One speaks against it according to Aristotle’s own criteria, who does
not present Speusippus’s doctrine in the way he refutes the reductio ad absurdum
implied by Zeno. Instead of arguing that the Speusippan One should be existent
after all, Aristotle is concerned with showing that, by all means, a conception
like the Speusippan non-being, a seed-like One that is the origin of everything is
completely absurd (and cannot be rectified by conceiving of it as existent, like a
Pythagorean monad). And the reason for this is that non-being is what primordi-
ally characterizes Speusippus’s One, which means that Speusippus himself must
have insisted on this point. And to Aristotle such a principle cannot work, is defi-
cient, and represents an absurd construction.

Both the anonymous commentator and Damascius thus agree on the fact that
Speusippus’s smallest One is somehow negative (in a pejorative sense), or defi-
cient, and therefore must be rejected. This reading constitutes a first possibility of
understanding Speusippus’s One-principle, from which a second, Neoplatonizing,
and a third, “neutral,” reading must be distinguished. In what follows I will argue

a being, because obviously being is a péyeBog (see Metaph. 1001b7-10 and also the following
lines, in which Aristotle shows against Zeno that adding something indivisible does perhaps
not make a thing greater [pei{ov], but more [m\eiov], and that therefore the indivisible must
be something and can very well exist). This implies that the One attacked by Zeno is not just
indivisible but a small indivisible (as in the anonymous commentator: 10 Tévv GlUKpOV Kal )
Stapetdv), which is the reason why one usually thinks that Zeno criticizes here the Pythago-
rean conception of monads/units. And since the claim of a Pythagoreanizing Speusippus is a
traditional one (since Aristotle) it is not astonishing that we find this old Zenonian critique
here once again, as mediated by Aristotle. Hence there can be no doubt that the anonymous
commentator is at least indirectly under the influence of this Aristotelian passage from the
Metaphysics here.
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for the third as the most probable reading. Concerning the first way of under-
standing Speusippus’s doctrine, I stated in an earlier work that it is indeed likely
that the anonymous commentator and Damascius just repeat in the context of
their own philosophy a well-established traditional opinion about Speusippus’s
supposed doctrine of the One. As to the origin of this tradition, it is probably
sufficient to turn to Aristotle,!3 who must have been the initiator of that specific
doxographic version concerning Speusippus. The most likely scenario is that after
Aristotle the specific doctrine of the One’s smallness becomes for the later Pla-
tonists the standard reference for what is not acceptable when trying to come to
grips with the One, probably because it implies a lack of being. It almost seems
to serve as a rhetorical antithesis that hammers home these philosophers’ own,
and opposite, point. This makes it likely that a certain degree of exaggeration and
one-sidedness should be allowed for, present certainly already in Aristotle and
perpetuated by the later Platonists. Therefore it can be claimed with good reason
that the true Speusippan core of these texts is not quite as wrong as they suggest.
It is particularly comprehensible that the claim of inferiority or deficiency implied
in these reports goes back to material in Aristotle and his way of presenting this
material. But to realize this is not the same as committing oneself to the opinion
that historically Speusippus cannot have conceived of his One as a smallest (he
probably held this opinion in some form), though we should doubt the possibility
that Speusippus’s One really is a completely immanent Pythagorean monad.!4 For
if the reason for the Aristotelian rejection of the kind of smallness that character-
izes the Speusippan One really is the lack of being (its seed-like character), then
the Speusippan One cannot be a Pythagorean monad that to Aristotle is a being.
Aristotle of course wishes to convince his audience that if Speusippus really held
that the One is an é\dxtotov, then this would make the One inferior or defi-
cient, which leads to absurdity both for him and the later Platonist philosophers.
But there is quite a step from superlative smallness or minuteness to deficiency
and it might be argued that Aristotle thinks that this inference is warranted, but
that Speusippus needs by no means think so himself. For the tenet of a small-

13. See in particular Aristotle, Metaph. 1056b5 (10 yap &v OAiyov fj OAiya éotau); frg. 39.9-
10 Taran = 1087b32 (¢otau yap 10 €v dAiyov). See also passages such as 1084b27-28 (¢k Tod
é\ayiotov T dvta cvvetiBeoay, sc. the Atomists, and the Platonists alike) and 1088b9 (<to>
O\iyov, olov 1} Sudg [l yap moAY, 1o &v &v OAiyov ein]).

14. Theophrastus, Caus. plant. 1.1.1.12-16 also feels the need to distinguish carefully,
when talking about the first and most important (mp@tov and kvpidtatov), here seed (oméppa),
between what is merely undeveloped (seed) and what is inferior, or deficient (seed that would
not be capable of producing; for it would then be in vain, but nature does nothing in vain,
especially when its first and most important things, seeds, are concerned): seed is merely unde-
veloped, not imperfect. A discussion of the passage can be found in Merlan 1968, 105-6. No
doubt Speusippus is capable of making such a distinction, too, despite what Aristotle seems to
suggest.
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est principle does not automatically lead to deficient negativity and therefore to
incoherence. In order to understand what Speusippus means by éAdxtotov and to
penetrate to the true Speusippan core of this doctrine, it is important to see what
it implies in terms of content. For this we have to gather a little more information
concerning the One.

Speusippus in all probability works with a concept of two first principles.
His system is essentially dualistic: in addition to the One there is the opposed
principle of multiplicity, mAfj8og, or multiplicity fout court, which has, at least for
the most part, the same status as the One, from which it is independent.1> These
principles’ function can only be understood in relation to the reality of which
they are supposed to be principles. If we take for granted that that reality is co-
extensive with being, then Speusippus’s conception seems to be that the entities
responsible for originating being cannot themselves be. That is to say, they cannot
be determinate, existent things if what they originate is existent.1® Such a theory
partly avoids, or at least partly restates several problems that are usually involved
when inferior ontological levels have to be derived from superior ones, on which
they somehow depend.!7 If we interpret this conception with regard to the One’s

15. See frg. 38 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1092a35-b3; frg. 39 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph.
1087b4-9, 26-33; frg. 40.1-5 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1085b4-10; frg. 45a.4-6 Tardn = Aris-
totle, Metaph. 1091b30-32; frg. 46a.1-2 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1075a32-33. In all five
passages Speusippus’s conception is compared to the Platonic one. See also frg. 48 Tardn = Pro-
clus, In Parm. 38,32-40,7 Klibansky-Labowsky and Comm. math. sc. 15.6-11, 15-17 and the
passage Theophrastus, Met. 11a27-b7 (i.e., the text just after frg. 83 Tardn = Theophrastus, Met.
11a18-26): both of these texts should be mentioned in this context since their explanation of
the necessity of a duality of principles (with a “strong” mAfj@oc-principle) works especially well
from the Speusippan point of view, which implies a very reduced One. The fact that the genesis
of being seems to start with and from the One (F 29a.3-8 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1028b18—
24: ... Znedommog ... &nd 1od £vog apfdpevog ...; see also passages like frg. 34.2-4 Tardn =
Aristotle, Metaph. 1083a21-24; frg. 44.9-10 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1091b2-3; frg. 45a.2-3
Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1091b23-25; frg. 48 Tardn = Proclus, In Parm. 38,32-40,7 Kliban-
sky-Labowsky) and that therefore also the reduction process must end with the One should not
lead one to postulate an overall monism of any form for Speusippus, since the opposed mAf{f0g-
principle can in no way be derived from the One. Nevertheless it has to be admitted that since
the non-temporal beginning of all genesis “starts” with the One it might be considered to have
a special status as representing the very beginning of it all (cf. the formula “the One itself”; see
also note 17). On Academic monism/dualism see also Metry 2002, 181-82.

16. The (onto)logical difference between principles and principiated (elements and that of
which they are elements, i.e., that which is composed by them) is brought out by, e.g., Aristotle
in passages such as Metaph. 1070b5-8, 15-16, 1088b4-5, Eth. eud. 1248a27-28, and perhaps
also by Theophrastus, Met. 11a27-b1.

17. E.g., the problems of how to make sure that a derived subsequent level is not identical
to the superior one; that its dependence on or participation in the superior level does not lessen
the latter; or, finally, that the second principle retains its primary role within the duality of high-
est principles.
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(and the mAf{Bo¢’) superlative smallness or minuteness, it could mean that the
One-principle is so small that it excludes itself from what it produces (i.e., of what
it is a principle), which means that the higher an ontological level is, the “smaller,”
less complex, and less additive it must be, so that the highest ontological level
depends on that which is the smallest, least complex, and so on, to the point of
no longer being even of the same kind, no longer being “ontic” anymore, that
is, simply not being any more. Thus Speusippus probably holds that the highest
principle has to be non-being in order to produce being, but this non-being is
achieved by successive reduction and only represents the culminating point of
this analytical process so that by no means is there any “natural deficiency” or
inferiority implied in such a non-being principle.18 For in order to be deficient
and inferior to being, the principle would somehow have to be less than being,
or its contrary, whereas the extreme point of the reduction process is just neutral
non-being as the summit of the “simplification” of being. This kind of negativity
is therefore not pejorative at all because non-being in this sense only means pure

18. For the non-being One see in particular frg. 43 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1092al1-17:
ok 0pBdG §” dohauPavel 008’ €l Tig [sc. Speusippus] mapetkdlet TAG TOO AoV ApXAG TR TOV
{dwv kol QUTOV, 6Tt ¢E dopioTwy dTteA@V Te del T TeleldTepa, S1d Kai £l TOV TPWOTWY OVTWG
Exetv enotv, dote undé 6v 11 elvau O Ev adT6. €iot yap kal EvtadBa téketan ai dpxai ¢§ Ov TavTar
dvBpwmog yap &vBpwmov yevva, kol ovk éomi 10 omépua mp@tov. Equally clear is the parallel
in Comm. math. sc. 15,7-10. But other parallels are more problematic, this time because they
bear too positive an overtone; see in particular frg. 48 Taran = Proclus, In Parm. 38,32-40,7
Klibansky-Labowsky (10 &v yap BéAtiov/kpeltTov ToD 6vTog fiyodpevol kal d¢’ od T 8V, ...)
and Comm. math. sc. 16,10-11 (... o0 kahoD kai T0d &yabod dmepdvw ...). But here again I
think, first, that we need not claim that every single terminological detail is original Speusip-
pus and, second, that our testimonies might draw conclusions that their authors considered
to be warranted: to them, if non-being can cause being, then certainly this cause is different/
beyond/transcendent of that which it causes, which is why it is not even being (thus Iamblichus
has no problem summarizing at Comm. math. sc. 18,1-3 both passages 15,7-10 and 16,10-11,
transcribed by him, using the words t& 8¢ ototxela ... 008émw OdpyeL oTe Kakd oBte dyadd).
Speusippus, however, may only maintain that such a cause cannot be at all of the same kind as
that which is caused, without introducing, indeed avoiding, any axiological or transcendence
criteria, at least insofar as they are used in a strong sense and are thus supposed to reveal the
real nature of such a cause. Thus we might have here to a certain extent some later Platonist
interpretation, and one that is not far-fetched or fantastic, but Platonizing in the sense of being
closer to some aspects of Platos (rather than Speusippus’s) theory of principles, with which that
of Speusippus is to be combined. If however Iamblichus were forced to read Speusippus here
the way we do, not being allowed to Platonize, he would perhaps reject the Speusippan view
in the way Damascius and the anonymous commentator on the Parmenides do, taking neutral
non-being for a kind of deficiency and thus following Aristotle. But of course, the doctrine of
non-being is much easier to integrate into the Platonist system (utilizing a distinctly Platonic
concept of transcendence), whereas the tenet of superlative smallness (though for Speusippus
these doctrines are intimately related) poses a problem impossible to resolve, especially as it is
read by the Platonists in an Aristotelian frame of mind.
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potentiality. When we are asked the question how it is possible for a principle that
is removed as much as possible from the fullness of what it brings forth—that
is, from (mathematical) being—to produce this fullness, then we are referred to
the idea that such a principle is because of its very potentiality able to contain
this being in a nuclear and very compressed form, like a seed.!? I think it is not
problematic to assume that a principle capable of such a performance should not
be of the same stuff as that which it brings forth. It might instead be considered
a prerequisite of being a principle that it not be that which it originates, so that
a principle that is to create being has to be non-being in some sense. This non-
being, derived from quantitative smallness, is not the deficient kind of non-being
that Aristotle implies, else we could not make sense of our remaining—mostly
Aristotelian—information on Speusippus’s first principles. And it is also not a
transcendent non-being in either the later Platonists or in any idealistic sense of
“transcendent,”20 else they would not reject Speusippus’s thought the way they
apparently do.2! Instead this “neutral” way of reading “non-being” presents us
with another, alternative way of comprehending Speusippus’s theory. A natural
consequence of these lines of thought is of course the tenet of the non-goodness
of the principles: if generated being is good (and beautiful, etc.), then its prin-
ciples cannot be good (beautiful, etc.), too.22 Again, this does of course neither
mean that the principles are bad (ugly, etc.),?3 nor that they are “the Good” tout

19. Thus non-being implies for Speusippus the conception of potentiality/seed: see above
all frg. 42a Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1072b30-1073a3 and frg. 43 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph.
1092al1-17. Aristotle’s own viewpoint is best exposed in Metaph. © 8.

20. A more ordinary sense of “transcendent” might nevertheless be acceptable in the con-
text of Speusippus’s highest principles.

21. As we have already seen an alternative to outright rejection would be to Platonize
Speusippus’s thought by introducing or suggesting a more idealistic concept of transcendence.

22. Apart from passing references to Speusippus such as Aristotle, Metaph. 1092a9 (just
before frg. 43 Tardn = Aristotle, Metaph. 1092a11-17), see above all frg. 42a Taran = Aristotle,
Metaph. 1072b30-1073a3; frg. 44 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1091a29-b3; frg. 45a Taran = Aris-
totle, Metaph. 1091b22-26 and 30-35; frg. 46a.5 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. 1075a36-37; Comm.
math. sc. 16,10-14.

23. As causative of beauty in numbers the One is certainly neither ugly nor bad itself. This
point is clearly (again with too positive an overtone) brought out in the lamblichan testimo-
nium (cf. Comm. math. sc. 16,2—4: i yap O kai Ty 10D £vOG TIg PUOLY EMav®y TVy)&voL 8t
aOTApKELQY Te Kal TO KAA@V Tvwv €V Tolg apiBpoic aitiov eivar ...). And, of course, even the
nAfBog-principle is neither bad nor ugly according to Comm. math. sc. 15,23-24 (kaxov 8¢ §j
aioxpov 10 TolodTOV 00 TIpOTiKOV iowe éoTi TBéva ...); 15,26-27 (obte yap €v Toig dANotg TO
T0100TO YévOog €ig kaknv poipav eiwBapev TiBévar ...); 16,1-2 (dote moAlod Séov &v €l kakdv
npocayopedecat avto); 16,4-9 (dg ovk dAoyov &v €in Aéyetv TO Kakov fj TO aloxpov SekTIkOV
KT QUOLY TOD TOLOVTOL TIpdypatog [sc. the One/formal principle] eivay; 00 yap &v Ett mavtn
ovpPaivot YektoOv eivar TO kKakoOVv Kai TO aioxpov, einep 10 Sextikdv TIvog émawvetod [sc. the
One/formal principle] kai avtd Sl Emarvetov Tpooayopevety). But the fact that it is even envis-
aged that the material principle could be praiseworthy (énaivetov), particularly when taken
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court (the £v is not the &yaB6v);24 instead “good” simply cannot be predicated
of them, just as “being” cannot be predicated of them because it is not in these
principles’ nature to be good, or just to be. It is obvious that the doctrine of non-
goodness as such is diametrically opposed both to Plato and to any orthodox
form of Platonism. For these reasons, I think it is very problematic to defend with
regard to Speusippus the second, Neoplatonizing, understanding of the One-
principle, which reads “non-being” in the sense of “metaphysically transcendent
of being” And since the first, “pejorative,” reading, which takes non-being as if
the principle were deprived of or lacking being, seems also to be out of the ques-
tion, our way of interpreting the evidence appears as a necessary third possibility
of understanding Speusippus’s first principles.2>

together with the passage 15,27-29 (... éoTtv &te 8¢ 10D peyalomnpemnodg kai éevbepiov petd
TOLOTNTOG CLUTAEKOUEVOV TIvog TO péya [sc. the material principle; for the One is the small-
est] aitiov Aéyorpev av iowg aAnBevovteg), can only be understood if it is linked to passages
such as frg. 48 Taran = Proclus, In Parm. 38,32-40,7 Klibansky-Labowsky or Theophrastus,
Met. 11a27-b7 (especially 11b5-7). For there the role of the material principle is described in
conspicuously positive terms: without it, i.e., only with the One, there would not be any genera-
tive process or coming into being.

24. Frg. 47a Taran = Aristotle, Eth. nic. 1096b5-8 (the Speusippan One is placed in the
ovorotyia of goods) might well be partly responsible for some of the “positive overtones” in our
testimonies concerning the Speusippan One. But even if this positive appreciation of the first
principle might therefore to a certain extent go back to Speusippus himself (we also should not
forget that the generative process takes its departure point from the One), this does not mean
that the One is good or the “Good” in any significant sense (perhaps some part of its role for
others is expressed in the ocvototyia classification, but certainly nothing is implied about the
true nature of the One).

25. Regarding my point that “good” simply cannot be predicated of the principles, and yet
that the principles are, of course, not therefore bad, Jonathan Barnes asks me two questions:
“(i) This is different from the “Platonist” interpretation of the non-being of the principles; but
is it incompatible with it? More precisely, isn't the “neutral” view a presupposition of the Pla-
tonist view? (ii) Why or in what way is “good” non-predicable of the principles? Various bits
of contemporary philosophy make me think that you mean that it makes no sense to say “This
principle is good” (or ... bad”), just as—allegedly—it makes no sense to say “This number is
green” (or “blue” etc). Such a predication would be a “category mistake” On the other hand, I
also can’t help thinking of the late Platonist view on genera and divisive differences: animal, say,
is not rational (nor yet irrational)—not because it makes no sense to predicate rationality of
animal but because animal is, potentially, both rational and irrational. I confess that the second
of these two notions seems to me pretty close to a contradiction; and I wonder if the first finds
any antique echoes?” I would reply to this as follows: “The “neutral” view (i.e., “non-being” not
opposed to “being” as “bad” would be to “good”) is not as such, I think, incompatible with the
Platonist view (“non-being” means “beyond being” in a positive sense). But since the neutral
view seems, in Speusippus’s case at least, connected to the theory of the principles’ non-good-
ness it is un-Platonist at least in this sense. For the Platonist non-being (i.e., the “beyond being”)
is closely connected to the “Good’ Of course, you could say that the Platonist “Good” really has
to be non-good because it is beyond the opposition of good and bad (thus it would indeed be a
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Speusippus’s concern with reducing his principle(s) to utter smallness or
minuteness in order to have a new starting point that is not a part of being can
be well explained by the background of Speusippus’s mathematizing project. The
highest levels of Speusippan reality are occupied by mathematicals, the lower
ones by the soul and sensibles/bodies. It is obvious that we make geometricals
smaller if we move from stereometric (tridimensional) to planimetric (bidimen-
sional) and eventually to linear (unidimensional) entities. Arithmeticals can be
considered to be even “smaller” since they no longer have dimension at all.26
Beyond numbers we do not have any more “reduced” mathematicals, and since
mathematicals are already the highest form of being for Speusippus, a further
reduction does not yield another level of beings or existents (logically the number
one, the monad, must then be the smallest being), but rather of non-existents,
with which the reduction process comes to an ultimate end: smaller than smallest
(non-existent) is not possible. For Speusippus, this level is therefore a plausible
one for positing general principles of all that is, themselves beyond that which
is, because they are not part of that which is. “Quantitative” (i.e., concerning
mA00¢) smallness seems to correspond in this case to implicit greatness or supe-
riority in dVvag, with the principles marking the extremes in both cases (they
are the “quantitatively” smallest, especially as non-existents, as well as the greatest
in terms of SOvayug).

This overall picture of Speusippus’s minimal One, as I argue, nevertheless
leaves traces in the later Platonist authors’ own system. First, it should be said that
their understanding of “smallest” in this context, and therefore their rejection of
Speusippus—both based upon Aristotle—depends on one account on the fact
that the term “smallest” is taken with reference to S0vaug. But the interpretative
possibilities inherent in the distinction mAfjfog/80vayug can be used, and indeed
are used, to resolve the—apparent, since induced by Aristotle—controversy
between the Old Academic philosophers and the later Platonists that is already

category mistake to predicate either “good” or “bad” of the “Good,” i.e., the principle). And that
is where Platonists and Speusippus would agree. But just as a Platonist in a Parmenides context
wouldn’t say that the first principle is the “Being,” and instead prefers to talk of “non-being,’
Speusippus wouldn’t even say that it is the “Good,” preferring the concept of non-goodness
(although this, like the “Good,” implies that we are beyond the opposition of actual “good” and
“bad”; also note that he does not say “non-badness”). So perhaps one could say that Speusippus
was more consistent than the Platonists when he joined “non-good” to “non-being,” something
the Platonists would not express that way (because of their peculiar interpretative approach
to Plato). But I agree that Speusippus is much closer to the Platonists than Damascius and the
Anonymous Commentary, both following Aristotle, seem to think.

26. I must admit that taking away dimensions is not the same as making things smaller. In
particular, it does not make sense to suggest that the number 57,896,432,109 is smaller than a
pyramidal solid. But my point here is historical and there are passages in lamblichus (and also
elsewhere) that strongly suggest a connection between augmenting smallness (to the point of
maximal reduction of greatness) and reducing dimensions.
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foreshadowed by the formers’ philosophy, properly reconstructed. But once this
is clear, there is, on another account, still a problem, though not dependent on
Aristotle, which concerns Speusippus’s and the later philosophers’ diverging con-
ceptions of transcendence. It is astonishing that they consider Speusippuss One
as in conflict with (and therefore basically comparable to) their own super-princi-
ple characterized by infinite power and by its role as cause of everything existent.
For this “super-principle” is only a secondary and already dyadic moment that in
the Platonists’ system is characterized positively (the One insofar as it is relevant
to others) as infinitivally being. But Speusippus’s not even existent One seems,
despite its implicit great SVvapig, more comparable to these later philosophers’
first One, that is, the One as it is in relation to itself. Nevertheless it can be shown
that the Speusippan One is by most prominent later Platonists taken to be com-
parable to—this is why it cannot be accepted in the end—the active principle that
pre-contains everything, something that even in a “quantitative” sense is—not a
smallest, but a greatest and largest as encompassing all determinate being and
being itself infinitivally. All of this consequently leads these philosophers to reject
Speusippus’s notion of—even if only “quantitative”—smallness with reference to
the One. The reason for this later identification with the positive principle must
probably be sought in the fact that the Speusippan principle is opposed to a
dyadic principle, so that it is out of the question for a later monistic Platonist to
place such a principle at the summit of a system in which there is only one prin-
ciple and not a duality of principles. Thus a place for the Speusippan principles
must be found just below the highest later Platonist principle. There, however, the
simple, but great and all-encompassing second moment or henad contradicts the
smallness of Speusippus’s One.

V. SPEUSIPPUS AND THE PARMENIDES
1. THE ONE-PRINCIPLE

Let us ask our question again: are there any similarities between this Speusip-
pan theory of principles and the Platonic Parmenides? Or, in other words, is
the Parmenides about the same kind of topic as the Speusippan theory, that is,
the problem of how to conceive of principles that will satisfactorily fulfill their
function as principles? We have systematically distinguished three possibilities
of conceiving of Speusippus’s principles: 1) the “pejorative” reading, which attri-
butes to Speusippus deficient or imperfect principles that actually “lack” being;
2) the positive reading, which claims for Speusippus highest transcendent prin-
ciples that are beyond and above (bnép) being; and 3) the neutral reading, which
attributes to Speusippus functional principles that are simply non-being because
what is originated is being. Of these possibilities, the third is, according to what
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precedes, the most probable one.2” But what is its relation to the Platonic Par-
menides, if there is any?

First of all, I think we need not presuppose that Plato discusses himself a
full-blown theory of metaphysical principles in the Parmenides in order to have a
link to Speusippus. All that is required is that we admit that Plato explores logical
possibilities of such causally fundamental things or concepts as (1) the One and
(2) the many/others, which are the logical subjects of our series of eight deduc-
tions in the second part of the Parmenides. We can leave open the exact status the
One and the others have for Plato in the Parmenides. But what is clear is that they
are the subjects of the deduction series since results are derived for them, that is,
both for the One and for the others, in as complete a manner as possible. Thus
in relation to the One and to the others, we have all four possible combinations
(i.e., for the One in relation to the One, for the One in relation to the others, for
the others in relation to the One, for the others in relation to the others). These
results are derived each time on the hypothesis that the first of the subjects, that
is, the One, either is (the first four deduction series) or is not (the last four deduc-
tion series), so that we have a total series of eight deductions. Thus the One (in
particular) and the others are clearly the center of philosophical interest and must
be very important things or concepts. And since all predicates (inclusive of being,
which is the primary predicate because it is either attributed or not attributed
to the One in each of the eight premises of the deduction series) are discussed
with respect to them, as subjects, they must be something other or of a different
kind than any potential predicates. Thus before any predications there are just
two things, or concepts: the One and the others. Logically they can thus be taken
as the very beginning of our discourse; they are the first things given from which
our argument starts, provided that the One either is, or is not, which is the prem-
ise in each case.

In this (logical and/or metaphysical) sense, then, the One and the others are
apyai, beginnings or principles, in the Parmenides. The dialogue’s second part’s
main concern thus seems to be to consider possibilities of how these principles
are to be conceived so as to be workable, that is, functional as principles. As we
have seen, this is a concern shared by Speusippus, who reflects upon the condi-
tions that need to be fulfilled if the principles are to work. I am not sure if Plato
arrives at any definite results in the Parmenides as to what is possible and what
is impossible concerning the conception of these principles, and I am even less
certain about what these results would be if there were any definite ones. But it

27. Armstrong (1967, 21-22 and note 1) also thinks that Speusippus “may have asserted
that his One was prior not only to the Good (which is fairly certain) but to being, [and] was not
existent” (Armstrong here refers to Aristotle, Metaph. 1092a14-15: dote punde dv T eivat 1
&v avto), although he says in the footnote to this that “there is reason to doubt whether this is
Speusippus’s own teaching or a conclusion drawn from his premises by Aristotle”
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seems that Plato lays out the material that must be the basis for any further dis-
cussion of this topic. And one can argue that Speusippus (and others) take up the
challenge and elaborate the topic further, giving a response that somehow takes
the exploration of the Parmenides into account. Granted that we have in Speu-
sippus’s theory of principles an account that so reacts to Platonic material in the
Parmenides, the question is whether further details confirm that what Plato treats
in the Parmenides as “the One” and “the others” is comparable to the Speusippan
principles of One and multiplicity, mAf60og.

To answer this question we should revert to the three possibilities of con-
ceiving of principles given above. We have rejected the first two with regard to
Speusippus in order to accept the third, which seems reasonable after consider-
ation of the evidence relevant to Speusippus. All three possibilities can, as far as
the One is concerned, be taken as an interpretation of the first deduction series of
the Parmenides. The first deduction is, as we know, an attempt at determining, on
the hypothesis that the One is, what follows for the One in relation to itself. The
possibility of a deficient first principle lacking being is a conclusion easily drawn
from a prima facie reading of the Platonic text. For the first deduction makes a
point about eight topics or items that must all be denied with respect to the One,
which is taken to imply that nothing at all can be truly affirmed of this One, not
even being in any sense. For from the fact that the One is (defined as being) only
and simply one, and therefore in no sense many or a whole of parts, (137c4-d3)
follows successively that it is without (1) limit (137d4-8: &netpov), (2) extension
or shape (137d8-138al: &vev oxnpatog), (3) place (138a2-b6: ovk dpa éoTiv TOL
10 €, pite év adT® pnte év AAAw €vov), (4) motion and rest (138b7-139b3: olite
£€oTnkev ovte kiveitat), (5) sameness and difference (139b4-e6: obtw &1 €tepdv
ye fj TadToV 10 v 00T’ v abT® 00T’ &v £Tépw €ln), (6) similarity and dissimilar-
ity (139e7-140b5: olte Gpa Spotov obte dvopotov obl’ £Tépw obTe EavTd AV €ln
10 £€v), (7) equality and inequality (140b6-d8: obte icov obte dvicov éotat obte
¢aut® obte GAAw), (8) temporal relations/order (140e1-141d6: 008¢ &pa xpdvov
avT® pETeoTy, 008’ EoTLy €V TIvt Xpovw). From this it follows that the One in
no way partakes of being (ovoia) and thus in no sense is, not even being one
(141d7-142a8). The conclusion that even being cannot be attributed to the One
is sound, considering the definition at the outset that the One is truly one, in no
sense many, thus being nothing else whatsoever (and not even being, nor a being/
entity, not even a non-existent one), but only “one” The hypothesis from which
the whole deduction starts (“if the One is”) is thus contradicted, since the One in
no way is. Hence Plato says that on the hypothesis that the One is, for the One in
relation to itself, it follows that it in no sense is.

The first way (corresponding to the first of the three possible conceptions of
principles as distinguished above) of reading this conclusion is that the One, as a
principle, apparently lacks being, and therefore is deficient since it cannot be said
to “be” one. For a One that cannot be said to “be” one, but can only be said “one;
is deficient from a (common sense) point of view that requires being for a One
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that is supposed to fulfill some function like that of a principle: without a One that
“is” one, there is no proper principle because there “is” no One. To conceive the
principle “One” without being necessarily leads to a minute or deficient principle
at best, or even to no principle at all, since there “is” not such a principle.28 This
first possibility of reading the Parmenides is not, I think, the Speusippan reading.
But a reading of the first deduction series of the Parmenides it nevertheless is, so
it is not astonishing that this reading could have been suggested as representative
of the Speusippan conception, provided that Speusippus’s One-principle actually
corresponds to something like the One in the first deduction series.

The second way (corresponding to the second of the three possible concep-
tions of principles distinguished above) of reading the conclusion of the first
deduction of the Parmenides is the later Platonist interpretation, also called the
“Neoplatonic” interpretation. The conclusion—that the One in no sense is—must
according to this standpoint be read so as to yield the metaphysical transcen-
dence of the One over being (the One would thus be above and beyond being). I
think it is unlikely that we can read our evidence in such a way that Speusippus
in dealing with the Parmenidean problems already holds this view in a way that
would prefigure its later Platonist form.

Instead, Speusippus may have tried to solve the Parmenidean dilemma of
how to conceive of a fundamental principle “One” that in no way can be said
to be by taking this denial of being quite literally as “not-being” and making it
equivalent to the nature of this principle: to be One thus means quite simply “not
to be” That the nature of the One is only “one,” but not “being” in any sense (since
this would be in conflict with the One’s oneness and utter simplicity), implies
that “not-being” may be taken to express the same characteristic as “one” Thus
“not-being” does not attribute anything second to the One, like “being,” but is
identical to the utter simplicity that the One of the first deduction is supposed
to have. Playing the role of One and of a principle thus means for Speusippus
not being an originating principle. If this, that is, all other things apart from the
principles, is being, then the One (principle)—as well as the second principle—is
simply not-being. Speusippus may thus have prepared the way for what is later
known as “negative theology,” and perhaps even for the second and Neoplatonic
way of understanding the One and the first deduction of the second part of the
Parmenides. But this third Speusippan understanding is nevertheless a unique
and independent interpretation, which has the merit of making sense of the

28. One may object (rightly, I think) that the first way of taking Plato’s conclusion evidently
leads to the denial of any principle, and that it does not at all suggest some sort of deficient
principle. Thus the “defective” interpretation of Speusippus would not have anything to do
with Plato’s Parmenides. But the fact remains that Speusippus’s “deficient” principle turns up in
Damascius and in the Anonymous in the context of an interpretation of the first hypothesis of
the Parmenides.
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paradoxical situation of the first deduction in a fairly straightforward and philo-
sophically credible way that plainly avoids the absurd conclusion (inferiority, less
than being) we are confronted with if we are to accept the first way of reading the
conclusion of the first deduction.

2. THE MULTIPLICITY-PRINCIPLE

But there is not only the One in Speusippus’s theory of principles. We have seen
that the principle of multiplicity or mAfjfog-principle plays a basically equally
important role so that Speusippus’s conception must be characterized as dualistic.
Again the question should be asked whether somewhere in Plato’s Parmenides
material comparable to this specific Speusippan principle can be detected so that
we would find in both places reflections on possibilities of conceiving of a func-
tional second principle. If this question can be answered in the affirmative, then
the possibility that Plato’s Parmenides and Speusippus’s theory of principles are
concerned with comparable questions would become even more likely.

As far as the details of Speusippus’s design of the second principle are con-
cerned, it is perhaps sufficient to point to the accounts in the literature that stress
both the proximity of the Speusippan principle to the Platonico-Academic mate-
rial principle, habitually known as the “indefinite dyad,” the “great-and-small,” the
“unlimited,” and so on, and Speusippus’s own contribution that can best be seen
in his designation of this principle as “multiplicity;,” that is, tAfj8og. This latter
term stresses the mAfjBo¢’ character both for itself (absolute) and for others (rela-
tive), namely, first, its being opposed to and other than the one and only One and,
second, as principium individuationis.2® This principle in its absolute aspect is
multiplicity in general, multiplicity fout court, and not any specific form of multi-
tude; thus it is opposed to unity in general, that is, to the One. And we know that
Speusippus needs both these principles and some interaction between them—
making the mAf00g relative, in order to start off the individuatio—for being, that
is, mathematicals, to come about. It is exactly this topic of how to conceive of
multiplicity in general, multiplicity as such (i.e., absolute), in its opposition to
unity taken by itself (i.e., absolute), together with the problem of the relation
between the two (that is to say the relation of the many/the others to the One)
that is discussed above all in the third deduction series (157b6-159b1) of the Par-
menides’ second part. More specifically, the third deduction is the obvious place
to look for the second principle and its double, absolute/relative aspect, since—in
the context of this argument, if we want any results for a second principle after
the One, the hypothesis that the One is means that basically the second principle
cannot be discussed alone, without presupposing the One and that the One is—it
derives results for the many/the others (the second principle) in relation to the

29. For a recent account and more literature on this point I refer to Metry 2002, 125-28.
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One. Thus the third deduction informs us above all about the others’ relation to
the One, features that the others display in relation to the first principle. These
features comprise both the absolute and the relative aspect of the others, since
both are relevant only with respect to the One (in this sense the others can be said
to be both unlimited and limited etc.). The others are thus looked at with respect
to their role as 1) a principle other than the One-principle and 2) a principle for
the whole of reality. This latter point implies that the others (as a “plurality of
other ones” according to Cornford’s expression) display unity and are themselves
unified/one (both as a whole and individually), when considered as involved with
the One serving as the other principle.39 Without involvement in the latter (but
still taken in relation to it) the others cannot be a principle of derived reality, or
anything determinate at all, like a definite plurality (i.e., with units or unity). For
they are in this case purely unlimited multitudes or stuffs, dneipa wAf0et (since
that is what they are when taken by themselves, being just a principle other than
the One), or mAOn. And even the smallest bit of them is not one but mAffog,
that is, &neipov mAf0et.31 This is what it is to be multiplicity in general, that is,
the principle in an absolute sense conceived before any principiated being and
before any participation or involvement of the One. Therefore the others’ relation
to the One is vital: they could not be determinate or “limited” others,32 that is to
say they could not play the role of an organized principle of multiplicity without
participating in/presupposing unity in some sense. Various scholars have given
basically comparable accounts of what is going on in the third deduction of the
Parmenides33 and most of them34 have also realized how close these “others”—
after the abstraction of the One (158b-c)—are to the “unlimited” of the Philebus
and to what is known as the great-and-small or indefinite dyad, so that we can
expect to obtain some information on the Platonic material principle also here in
the Parmenides.

With regard to Speusippus’s theory of principles and its link to Plato’s Par-
menides, according to what has been said we should keep in mind the common
account of a radical opposition between the principles (in the large, not strictly
metaphysical sense) of £v and mAf0og, the latter being as such pure multitude,

30. Parm. 157b6-158b1.

31. Parm. 158b1-c7. “Illimité en pluralité” (and not “illimité en nombre”) is the translation
of Brisson (1994, 213-14; see his explanation in note 391 on p. 277: “pluralité, qui ne peut étre
nombrée” must be understood here).

32. Parm. 158c7-d8.

33. See Cornford 1939, 204-13; R. E. Allen 1983, 268-73; Sayre 1983, 62-67; Meinwald
1992a, 131-39. See also Bechtle 1999a, 210-14. To be sure, there are important differences
between these authors, e.g., concerning the precise identification of the One and the others, but
their analysis of the structure of the argument of the third deduction seems to me similar.

34. The exception is Allen who thinks that the similarities between the Philebus and the
third Parmenidean deduction do not reflect a doctrinal continuity.
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without any unity. As in the case of the One, so also for the second principle,
one may point at both the verbal and doctrinal parallel between Speusippus and
the Parmenides. For we have both in the third deduction of the Parmenides and
in Speusippus a conception of mAfjfog that dispenses with all unity whatsoever,
amounting to something like multiplicity or multitude tout court, with absolutely
nothing “one-ish” about it. In both authors the gap between the two principles—
both of which cannot, however, be thought one without the other—must in a
next step be bridged in such a way that the unlimited multiplicity is somehow
combined with unity so that a determinate plurality or limited multitude (the
principium individuationis or principle of mathematical reality in Speusippus,
the plurality of other ones, or just the determinate/limited others, in the Par-
menides) can be conceived. The principles thereby become relative because they
are involved with each other.

It is easy to see now why Speusippus’s second principle (in its absolute
aspect) has often been compared—rightly I think—to the Platonic indefinite
dyad. But it has to be said that the Parmenides is usually much less discussed
in this context than the Philebus or Aristotle’s testimonies about the Platonic
material principle. In contrast, I hope to have shown how the Parmenides and
the third deduction in particular can reasonably be said to be about the same
philosophical topic as Speusippus’s mAf|fog-principle and that therefore a detailed
comparison of all the texts relevant to the second principle would make sense.
Of course, such an enterprise would have to take account of much more mate-
rial than presented here concerning the Old Academy, and of all our evidence
on Plato (the dialogues and the indirect testimonies). But for the time being, it
may suffice to realize that, according to what has been set forth, on the one hand,
the first and the third Parmenidean deduction (about the One in relation to itself
and the others in relation to the One, on the hypothesis that the One is), and on
the other, Speusippus’s theory of principles, are comparable and even concern
the same topic. For they explore possibilities of how to conceive of, and render
functional, the philosophical items, that is, principles, that are needed to explain
the coming about of reality.
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THE FRAGMENT OF SPEUSIPPUS IN COLUMN | OF THE

ANONYMOUS COMMENTARY ON THE PARMENIDES

Luc Brisson

After a translation of the first column of the Anonymous Commentary on the Par-
menides, where some lines mention a doctrine attributed to Speusippus, I will
propose a commentary on these few lines which, following C. Steel, I will try to
show to be a later fabrication.! If this is right, it means that the commentator is
criticizing a Neopythagorizing interpretation of the second part of Plato’s Par-
menides, proposed in the first two centuries C.E.

TRANSLATION

[1] ... he who suspects that? misses the correct viewpoint. For although the god
who is above all beings? is unspeakable and unnamable to the highest degree
[5], it is nevertheless not through some defect in his nature that the notion* of
one applies to him. For this notion allows us to separate all plurality from him,

1. This article is a critical response to Bechtle 2002.

2. The verb is kaBvmovo@v. I believe the expression of the argument on the knowledge of
the One, which has just been developed and which we have lost, can be found in Damascius:
“in the same way, to be sure, as by the straight we are said to know what is twisted, so by what
is knowable we suspect (kaBvmovoodpev) the unknowable. Nevertheless, this is still a matter of
knowledge. (Damascius, Princ. 1:83,19-21 Westerink-Combes).

3. See Anon. in Parm. 1.18 and 10.14 and Porphyry, Abst. 1.57; 2.34, 49; 3.5. See also ibid.,
Vit. Plot. 23.16. Obviously, the first god, the One.

4. The évvouau are the innate notions awakened by the effort of rising back up to god. This
is an adaptation of a Stoic doctrine. See Plotinus, Enn. 5.3 [49].10.41 and Porphyry, Sent. 26:
“As for non-being, one type we engender when alienated from being, the other we acquire a
preconception (npogvvooduev) of when cleaving close to being. For if we should by chance be
alienated from being, we do not have a preconception (npoevvoodpev) of the non-being which
is beyond being, but we engender non-being as a bogus experience, which happens to someone
who has departed from his proper state” (26.1-5, trans. Dillon).

-59-
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all composition and all variety, and to conceive that he is simple, that is, that
there is nothing before him and that this one is somehow the principle® [10]
of the other things.® To be sure, if they were completely dispersed and isolated
from one another, and if, from one single thing, they had become a plurality and
a multitude, rejecting what they had been previously,” the other things would
not even be a plurality.® For if it so happened that the very thing? that plays the
role of a border [15] were taken away from them, they would be without limit
and determination, and would no longer be in any way;!0 if this were so, they
would no longer exist as beings. Among all others, this appellation is the one
that is appropriate to the god who is above all beings, and ... with regard to him
...it is suitable, [20] as long as one <does not do what Speusippus does>!! and
<sees in the One only the> ... and because of its smallness!2 and its indivisibil-
ity, one lets oneself be brought when hearing the word “ one ” toward that which
is most alien!3 to god.14 For if <we apply to him> the notion of One, [25] it is
in order to make understood his infinite power, the cause of all beings and prin-
ciple of all the things that come after him, because this power refuses ... and it
leaves behind it [30] even the notion of One, not because of the smallness <that
it would imply>, ... but because of the radical strangeness of this inconceiv-
able hypostasis,15 which has nothing to do with plurality, activity, intellection,
or simplicity, or any other notion that could be associated with it, because it is
superior to them and is considered as such; or else perhaps precisely because of
a certain smallness that escapes our conception because of its scantiness. 16

COMMENTARY

Since the lines that mention Speusippus are gravely damaged, and since I refuse
to fill the lacunae and correct the text as it stands, I will try to reconstruct the

5. The ancient Greek term here is apyn.

6. The formula t& dAAa goes back to the Parmenides, where ta &ANa are opposed 10 £v,
perhaps in the context of an ontological interpretation.

7. That is to say, “one”

8. There is a textual problem here. I shall not fill the lacuna.

9. That is to say, in arithmetic (the number one) and in geometry (the point).

10. All multiplicity must be made up of basal units and be expressed in a number which
thus gives it an overall unity. If the one does not exist, no multiplicity can exist, for it no longer
has a basal unity nor an overall unity. See also Plotinus, Enn. 6.9 [9].1.3; 3.8 [30].10.16; 5.3
[49].15.11-15.

11. Speusippus, frg. 49b Tardn = 61 Isnardi Parente.

12. ... 8 opkpotnta. From the viewpoint of geometry we might think of the point, to
which the one corresponds in the context of arithmetic. See also Plotinus, Enn. 6.9 [9]. 5.1-16.

13. That is, matter.

14. That is, the One.

15. That is, the One since Plotinus.

16. This is how I understand 8t OAryoTnTaL.
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incriminated doctrine through recourse to the testimony of Damascius, Proclus,
Tamblichus, Porphyry, and Plotinus, all of whom seem to refer to it.

Let us begin with Damascius. Two passages from his Treatise on First Prin-
ciples seem to allude to this doctrine.

Next, the one, for its part, is not one of the many; otherwise, it too would contrib-
ute to the constitution of the many, as does each of the other things. Yet however
many things the many are according to some kind of division, so many is that
one before the division, because of its complete indivisibility. For it is not the
one in the sense of an absolute minimum (¢\&xiotov),!” as Speusippus seemed
to say, but it is the one in the sense that it has absorbed all things.18 Indeed, it
has resolved all things in its simplicity, and has made all things one.!® This is
why all things proceed from it,20 because it is all things before all things.2!

This passage has a parallel a bit further on in the Treatise on First Principles:

So it is by no means the one, if we are to speak truly. But <we call it the all> in
order that we may conceive not the least (un 0 éAdxiotov évvodpev), but that
which is most inclusive and greatest—not in the sense of the world, but that
which is simplest of all; nor in the sense of something in the world, such as the
outer edge of the sphere of fixed stars, but in the sense that all things are dis-
solved into its simplicity, and no longer wish to be all things.22

The exposition of Speusippus’s interpretation of the one and its refutation by
Damascius in these two passages correspond to the position criticized by the
anonymous commentator on the Parmenides: the one in the sense of an absolute
minimum is appropriate to god, because it makes it obvious that god is alien to
all multiplicity. Yet Damascius criticizes Speusippus’s position as follows: the One
must not be understood in a negative but in a positive way, because in it, as in the
Orphic Zeus, all things are present, since it is the source and principle of all other
things. To which fragment of Speusippus, however, could such an interpretation
possibly refer?

17. On the level of arithmetic, it is the smallest number, while on the level of geometry,
where the one corresponds to the point, it is the smallest magnitude.

18. An allusion to the Orphic Kronos who swallows his children (Phanes, Orph. Frag. 146
Kern = 200 III, V Bernabé), and especially to the Orphic Zeus (Phanes, Orph. Frag. 82, 129, 167
Kern = 129 II, 240 I, 241 I, II Bernabé) who, by swallowing Phanes, swallows all things before
returning them to the light, by producing our world.

19. Speusippus, frg. 49a Taran = 60 Isnardi Parente = 36 Lang.

20. See the “Orphic Hymn to Zeus” (Orph. Frag. 163 Kern = 243 Bernabé¢).

21. Princ. 1.1, 1:3,4-12 Westerink-Combés.

22. Princ. 1.62, 1:93,15-21 Westerink-Combes.
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We find an allusion to this interpretation attributed to Speusippus in the final
section of Proclus’s commentary on Plato’s Parmenides,?3 which has been pre-
served only in the medieval Latin translation by William of Moerbeke.24

If the One is prior to and cause of being, then, according to its own existence,
it is itself not being, though constituting it, and it does not participate in being.
And that is what we were searching for. For if the first One were to participate
somehow in being, even if it were superior to being and producing it, it would
be some One, taking up the existence of being. For since it is not some One,
the One surely will not be the cause of being, but of all things, though of being
before the other things. And if it is necessary for each thing to participate in
its cause, there will exist some other One, belonging to being, making it exist
from the simple One. That is also what Speusippus says, reporting the views of
ancient men.2°

For considering the One as superior to being and as that from which being
comes, they delivered it even from the relation a principle has. Assuming that,
if someone were to posit the One itself, grasping it in thought as separate and
alone by itself without the other things (si quis le unum ipsum seorsum et
solum meditatum sine aliis secundum se ipsum suadere, nullum alterum
elementum ipsi apponens = & g 10 v avTd XWPIG Kai povov Siavoovpevog
dvev T@V AV ka adto T10ein), and did not add to it another element, noth-
ing of the other things would come to be, they introduced the Indefinite Dyad
as principle of being.26

So he too witnesses that this was the opinion of the ancients about the One,
that it has snatched itself up beyond being and that after the One comes the
Indefinite Dyad. In this section also Plato reveals that this One is beyond both
being and the One in being and the whole One being. In the second hypothesis,
he will call the One being a sort of whole, being composed of dissimilar ele-
ments, namely the One and being, beyond which he says is the One itself.2”

Upon reading this fragment of Speusippus replaced within its context, we may
note the following two points. 1) Speusippus adopts a doctrine that comes from
elsewhere, quite probably from the Pythagoreans.2® This does not initially pose
an insurmountable problem for the authenticity of the fragment, for we know
that Speusippus was interested in the doctrines of the Pythagoreans, especially
concerning number. 2) However, an attentive reading of the Latin translation
placed in parallel with a Greek text obtained by retroversion makes the Neopy-

23. For what follows, see Steel 2002, 469-76.

24. See Klibansky and Labowsky 1953.

25. This must be the Pythagoreans; see the remarks by Steel (2002, 472), on antiquis
(= toi¢ malatoig [avSpaat]).

26. Speusippus, frg. 48 Taran= Isnardi Parente 62.

27. In Parm. 38,22-40,7 Klibansky-Labowsky = 3:288.8-290.5 Steel 2007-2009.

28. On this type of interpretation, see Romano 2002, 197-248.



BRISSON: THE FRAGMENT OF SPEUSIPPUS 63

thagorean and consequently Neoplatonic tenor of the alleged fragment apparent.
This is illustrated by the beginning of the fragment: Le unum melius ente (kreitton
toti 6ntos) putantes et a quo le ens (¢§ adToD 10 6v). The expression kpeltTov TOD
8vtog is found in Proclus,2? and ¢§ adtod 1o &v in Plotinus.30 The clause unum
melius ente (kpettTov Tod 6vtog) is contradicted by Aristotle in fragment 42: “All
those philosophers who, like the Pythagoreans and Speusippus, consider that
the most Beautiful and the Best are not in the principle, on the grounds that the
principles of plants and animals are causes, whereas the beautiful and the perfect
are found only in derivative entities, do not have a correct view”31 Moreover, the
formula (2§ avtoD 10 &V) is contradicted by the information according to which
the Indefinite Dyad is entium principium. What is more, for Aristotle the one and
duality do not engender being, but numbers, and since numbers take the place of
Forms in Speusippus, the reasoning was developed by saying that numbers enable
the appearance of the rest of beings. This, however, is a debatable extrapolation.
From this point forward we are in doubt, but we cannot conclude to an adapta-
tion before we have accumulated more proofs.

The element that denounces the fabrication is found in the reading liberaver-
unt at the end of the first sentence of the fragment: “they delivered it even from
the relation a principle has; et ab ea que secundum principium habitudine ipsum
liberauerunt. The corresponding verb to liberauerunt in Greek is dmaAldcow. But
this verb is found in a similar context in the De communi mathematica scientia
attributed to lamblichus.32 For Jamblichus, mathematics is subdivided according
to its subjects. The subject of arithmetic is quantity, of which there are two types:
on the one hand, there is quantity in itself, free from all relation with something
else (T)¢ Mpog Ao Twg amelhayeuévov oxfoewg), for instance the even and
the uneven, and, on the other, there is quantity in relation to something else, for
instance, the similar and the dissimilar. The first branch of the dichotomy cor-
responds to the position that Speusippus is supposed to have maintained in the
above-mentioned fragment.

Consequently, the One is cut off from all relation with what follows it, as is
explained in the continuation of the fragment: (si quis le unum ipsum seorsum
suadere, nullum alterum elementum ipsi apponens = €l TG T0 &v Ywpic kai povov
Stavoodpevog dvev Tov dAAwy kad’ avto Tiein).

This is an adaptation of Parm. 143a6-9:

29. Proclus, Elem. theol. 138,13 Dodds and In Parm. 6.1039.23 Cousin = 3:2.6 Steel, 1040.2
Cousin = 3:2.11 Steel, 1073.3 Cousin = 3:43.17 Steel; In Tim. 2.162.24. In his new retroversion,
C. Steel has printed &g’ 00 10 dv, also found in Plotinus, Enn. 1.6 [1].7.10.

30. Plotinus, Enn. 6.5 [23].12.24-25.

31. Speusippus, frg. 43 Taran = Aristotle, Metaph. A.7.1072b30-34.

32. Comm. math. sc. p. 30.9-10; see In Nic. arith. 8.9-11 Pistelli 1894.
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PARMENIDES — Well then, this one (¢v), which we say participates in being,
if, in thought, we take it in itself alone, independently of that in which, we say,
it participates (uetéxewv), will this one in itself, too, appear as one or as many?

YOUNG ARISTOTLE — One, at least in my view.

Although we are now at the beginning of the second series of deductions of the
second part of Plato’s Parmenides, this remark may be valid for the One of the
first series of deductions in general.

But how are we then to explain that the other things come from the One,
which is so radically separate? The answer follows: nichil utique fiet aliorum,
interminabilem dualitatem entium principium inducens. The clause is very hard to
understand. The strangest question is the following: why would Proclus speak of
the Indefinite Dyad as “the principle of beings (entium principium),” since what
precedes leads us to think that there are two of these principles, the One and
the Indefinite Dyad? This is why Tardn (1981, 354-55) suggested the hypothesis
of a corruption of the text. Secondly, this is the only fragment in which Speu-
sippus considers the One and the Indefinite Dyad as principles, rather than the
One and Plurality (mAf}00¢). In Speusippus, according to Aristotle, the One and
plurality are the principles of numbers, not of beings (frg. 39 = Aristotle, Metaph.
N1.1087b4-9 and 26-33). The interpretation given here is more akin to Xeno-
crates than it is to Speusippus.

At this stage, one might still think that in order to develop his doctrine,
Speusippus borrowed from Plato and answered Aristotle. In this case, however,
why did he insist on tracing this doctrine back to the Pythagoreans? Such a refer-
ence to the Pythagoreans makes a borrowing from Plato and Aristotle unlikely.
There remains the solution, proposed by C. Steel, which seems to me the most
likely. This fragment is a Neopythagorean apocryphon used by the Neoplatonists,
and it is this apocryphon that is criticized by both Plotinus and Porphyry.

Cyril of Alexandria reports the following testimony from Porphyry:

Porphyry says in the fourth book of his History of Philosophy that Plato not only
professed a god who is one, but that he even expressed himself with regard to
him, [saying] “that one could not attribute to him any name, that no human
knowledge could grasp him, and that what are called his ‘appellations’ are predi-
cated of him improperly on the basis of inferior beings. If, however, one must
absolutely have the audacity to utter one of the names from here down below
with regard to him, then one must rather attribute to him the appellation of One
and that of Good. The former appellation manifests his simplicity and conse-
quently his self-sufficiency; in fact, he needs nothing, neither parts, nor reality,
nor powers, nor activities, but he is on the contrary the cause of all things.”33

33. Cyril of Alexandria, Against Julian 1 (PG 76, 549a5-b6) = 220F Smith = frg. 14a Jacoby
=15 Segonds (see the translation with commentary in Segonds 1982, 189-90).
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As Pierre Hadot has already remarked (1968, 1:112 n. 3), it is hard not to see the
numerous points of similarity between this passage and several lines of the first
fragment of the Anonymous Commentary.

In Plotinus’s ninth Treatise (Enn. 6.9 [9]1-8), the critique is even more pre-
cise:

— In what sense, then, do we use “One,” and how can we accord it with our
intellection?

— We must understand “one” in more numerous senses than those that make
us say that the unit and the point are made “one.” For in both these cases, the
soul, by removing magnitude and numeric multiplicity, reaches what is smallest
(opkpotatov), and then relies on something that is indivisible, but which was
in the divisible and is in something else, whereas the One is neither “in another”
nor in the divisible, nor is it indivisible like that which is smallest. Indeed, it is
the greatest thing of all, not in size, but in power, so that even its lack of size
depends on its power.34

According to Plotinus, the kind of unity possessed by the one on the mathemati-
cal level (the unit) or on the geometrical level (the point) has nothing to do with
what characterizes the One and indicates its absolute simplicity, which makes it
different from all things.

Hence the following conclusion. In the first fragment of the Anonymous Com-
mentary on the Parmenides, a Neoplatonist who could be Amelius or Porphyry
takes up a critique formulated by Plotinus against an interpretation attributed to
Speusippus, according to which the One is described negatively in the first series
of deductions of the second part of the Parmenides, because the one is a mini-
mum on an arithmetical, geometrical, and even physical level. An attentive study
of the fragment and the testimony that ascribe this interpretation to Speusippus
reveals the fraudulent character of the fragment. It follows that the position criti-
cized in the first column of the anonymous Commentary does not go back to the
historical Speusippus, but to an apocryphon placed under the name of Plato’s suc-
cessor at the head of the Academy. The commentator is therefore criticizing, from
a Neoplatonic viewpoint, a Neopythagorizing interpretation of the Parmenides
proposed in the two first centuries C.E., and using this apocryphon to interpret the
first series of deductions of the second part of Plato’s Parmenides.

Translated by Michael Chase, CNRS

34. See Aubry 2006.






4
SPEUSIPPUS AND THE ONTOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION

OF THE PARMENIDES

John Dillon

One of the ways, I think, in which the speculations attributed to Plato’s immedi-
ate successors in the Academy, Speusippus and Xenocrates, can most profitably
be considered is as interpretations (however bizarre or perverse they may some-
times appear) of various of Plato’s later dialogues, and in particular the Timaeus,
Philebus, Sophist, and Parmenides.! My concern on this occasion is to focus on
the possibility that certain key elements of Speusippus’s metaphysics are based on
an ontological interpretation of the hypotheses propounded in the second part
of the Parmenides. In particular, I am interested in exploring whether he may
have based his doctrine of the derivation of number from his first principles of
One and Multiplicity on the account of the generation of number at Parm. 142d-
144a—and, if so, whether these speculations of his may have left some traces in
Plotinus’s doctrine in his tractate on numbers (Enn. 6.6 [34]).

One of the notorious “facts” about Speusippus’s metaphysics derived from
the tendentious testimony of Aristotle is that he abandoned the Platonic forms
(or rather, form-numbers) in favor of mathematical numbers, whereas Xenocrates
conflated mathematical numbers with form-numbers,2 but I would maintain that
these Aristotelian testimonies have to be taken with many a grain of salt, as con-
stituting, at the least, gross oversimplifications of the positions of both Speusippus
and Xenocrates. It is more profitable, I would suggest, to begin from a sympa-
thetic postulate as to what problems Speusippus felt himself to be presented with

1. This is not to suggest, of course, that the dialogues were the sole source of inspiration
for these men. We must also assume a vigorous tradition of oral debate within the Academy.
But interpretation of these dialogues in particular does seem to have been important. I have
advanced this view at some length in Dillon 2003.

2. This is what seems to emerge from Metaph. M.6.1080b11-30 (= Speusippus, frg. 33
Taran). Aristotle refers to the form-numbers here as i§éai, but the context shows that he is
thinking of types of number.

-67-
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in working out the implications of the Platonic position, and then to consider
how he might have gone about solving them, consistent with such other (non-
Aristotelian) evidence as we have; only then should we turn back to Aristotle,
to see if his account could be viewed as a plausible “dialectical” distortion of the
position we have arrived at.3

My reconstruction of Speusippus’s position is, I must admit, dependent to
some extent, though not by any means entirely, on acceptance of a key piece of
evidence which is controversial, that is, the contents of ch. 4 of Iamblichus’s De
communi mathematica scientia. That this can (whether directly or indirectly)
reflect nothing other than the doctrine of Speusippus is something that I have
argued previously (Dillon 1984), in opposition to the scepticism of Leonardo
Taran.* The relevant part of the chapter runs as follows:

Of mathematical numbers® one must postulate two primary and highest prin-
ciples (&4pxai), the One (which should not even be called existent, by reason of
its simplicity and its position as principle of everything else, a principle being
properly not yet that of which it is the principle®); and another principle, Multi-
plicity (m\jfog), which has the capacity in itself to generate division (diairesis),
and for which for this reason we might, if we are to give the most suitable pos-
sible characterisation of it, liken to a completely fluid and malleable raw material
(0ypd vt mavtanact kal edmAadel VAn). From these there arises—that is to say,
from the One and the principle of Multiplicity—the first class (of beings), that
of numbers, from both of these when combined in accordance with a certain
degree of persuasive necessity (petd Tivog mbaviig &véykng’); and one must say

3.1 am much indebted, in this investigation, to the thought-provoking article of Jens Half-
wassen (1993), though I would phrase my conclusions somewhat more cautiously. Also useful
has been Dancy 1991,

4. Expressed most fully in a section of the introduction to ch. 5 (“Speusippus, Aristotle and
lamblichus”) of his Speusippus of Athens (1981, 86-107).

5. “Mathematical numbers” are mentioned here, I would suggest, simply because that is
what lamblichus is concerned with in this treatise. Speusippus did indeed hold that numbers are
the first product of the union of his two principles, but he would have included all other things
as well in this general assertion.

6. This is an important principle of Speusippan metaphysics, echoed in the passage of Pro-
clus which introduces Speusippus, frg. 48 Taran (discussed below), and also, polemically, in a
passage of Aristotle (Metaph. A.7.1072b30-1073a3 = frg. 42 Taran), which accuses Speusippus
of denying goodness and beauty to the first principle, on the ground that it is the “seed” of those
qualities in all other things, and so cannot possess those qualities itself.

7. This seems like a rather arcane reference to Platos language in Tim. 47e-48a, about the
persuasion of necessity by reason. If so, however, Speusippus is giving the concept a different
twist—the rational persuasiveness inherent in the system he is presenting has itself the force
of necessity! This has some relevance, I think, to a point made by Carlos Steel (2002; discussed
below) about the apparent “misuse” by Speusippus of a line from the second hypothesis of the
Parmenides in the passage from Proclus to be examined in a moment.
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that, for each of the numbers as it goes forth, this natured provides every divi-
sion for every number and, to speak generally, magnitude (uéye8og),? while the
undifferentiated and indivisible principle, by impressing itself, stamps out each
of them so as to be of a certain quality (10 8¢ olov eivan), and again determinate
and one.

We seem to have here a description of the generation of number, and of the indi-
viduation of entities, linked to a process of division. In connection with this, I
would like to adduce a curious notice of Proclus in his Commentary on the Par-
menides (38,32-40,7 Klibansky-Labowsky). He is completing the exegesis of the
first hypothesis (on 141le), and producing proofs that the primal One cannot
participate in Being. In this connection, he introduces a distinction between this
One and the “one” of the second hypothesis which does participate in Being—
and, a propos of this, adduces a passage from a work of Speusippus (whom he
has mentioned nowhere prior to this) on the relation between the One and the
Indefinite Dyad.

The question we must ask ourselves is why he should think that Speusippus’s
views on this latter question should have any relevance to the former topic. First
of all, let us consider the passage:

For if the first One participated in Being in some way, although it is higher than
Being and produces it, it would be a one which took over the mode of reality
which belongs to Being. But it is not a one, and it is the cause not just of Being
but of everything, though of Being before the rest. And if everything must par-
ticipate in its cause, there must be a “one,” other than the simply One, in which
Being participates; and this “one” is the principle of Beings. This is also what
Speusippus says, presenting his views as the doctrines of the ancients:10

For they held that the One is higher than Being and is the source of Being; and they
delivered it even from the status of a principle. For they held that, if one postulates
the One, in itself, conceived as separated and alone, without anything else,!! with

8. That is, the principle of multiplicity.

9. Presumably by this is meant something like quantitativeness (t6cov); cf. motov below,
as being the contribution of the One.

10. That is, the Pythagoreans. Speusippus, indeed, may be regarded as the father of
“Neopythagoreanism,” in the sense of the manoeuvre of referring Platonic doctrines (or one’s
own interpretation of Platonic doctrines) back to Pythagoras. I accept, by the way, a small emen-
dation proposed here by Carlos Steel, in the article mentioned above (n. 8). It does not greatly
affect the sense, but it eliminates an oddity in Proclus’s phraseology, which is welcome.

11. As Steel (2002) acutely observes, this phrase is only a light adaptation of a phrase from
the second hypothesis of the Parmenides (143a6-9). He triumphantly seizes on this, however, as
a proof that the Proclus passage cannot be genuinely Speusippan. I would say, on the contrary,
that Speusippus might naturally be expected to have the text of the Parmenides very much in
mind, even as he seems to have the Timaeus in mind in the De communi mathematica scientia
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no other element added to it, nothing else would come into existence. And so they
introduced the Indefinite Dyad as the principle of beings.12

So he too testifies that this was the opinion of the ancients about the One; it is
snatched up beyond existence, and next after it comes the Indefinite Dyad.

Why, as I say, does Proclus think Speusippus’s view of the role of the Dyad rel-
evant to the exegesis of the “one” of the second hypothesis of the Parmenides? In
the passage that he quotes, what we observe is that “the ancients” first describe
the One “in itself” as being very much the One of the first hypothesis. When it
becomes apparent that from such a One nothing else whatever can arise, they
then adduce another entity with all the opposite characteristics, and from the
action of the One on that they derive the essential structure of the universe. The
disturbing, but it seems to me unavoidable, conclusion that one must draw from
this is that Speusippus not only adopted a “metaphysical” interpretation of (at
least) the first and second hypotheses of the Parmenides, but took the subject of
the second to be the Indefinite Dyad—or rather, to be a portrayal of the inter-
action of the One with the Dyad to generate, first, Number, and ultimately the
whole ordered universe.

This conclusion is disturbing, first, because a metaphysical interpretation of
the second part of the Parmenides (as opposed to the idea that it is some sort of
logical exercise or jeu desprit) is not meant to antedate Plotinus, or, perhaps, the
Neopythagorean strand in Middle Platonism represented by such figures as the
first-century c.E. Moderatus of Gades.!3 This conjecturel4 would carry the inter-
pretation right back into the Old Academy, to a man who should have known
pretty well what the Master himself meant by it. But secondly it is disturbing
because the second hypothesis does not seem at first sight to concern the action
or nature of an Indefinite Dyad.

If we turn to Plotinus, after all, we seem to observe that he considered the
subject of the second hypothesis to be Intellect, as One-Being, being a whole of
parts, and a unity embracing multiplicity (see, e.g., Enn. 6.1 [42].4-7). However,
when one looks more closely at Plotinus’s concept of Intellect and in particular its
(theoretical or logical) genesis, as set out, for, instance, in Enn. 2.4 [12].1-5), we
observe a curious thing. At the back of the concept of Intellect there actually lurks
the Indefinite Dyad, as “intelligible matter” (bAn vontr). Even in 5.1 [10].5.3-9,
we find a very significant passage, which seems to me to show that Plotinus has

passage quoted above (see n. 8). But then Steel would have his doubts about the De communi
mathematica scientia passage as well!

12. Speusippus, frg. 48 Taran.

13. This is the conclusion come to by E. R. Dodds, in his ground-breaking article “The
Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic ‘One” (1928).

14. Which is essentially that of Jens Halfwassen (1993), to give credit where it is due.
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very much in mind what I would see as a Speusippan scenario. He has been lead-
ing us upwards, from the physical world to the One, and he has just ascended
from Soul to Intellect, which he describes as “the god which is over the soul”:

Who is it, then, who begat this god? The simple god,!> the one who is prior to
this kind of multiplicity (mAf}00¢), the cause of this one’s existence and multiplic-
ity, the maker of number. For number is not primary: the One is prior to the
Dyad, but the Dyad is secondary and originating from the One, has it as definer
(6ptotrc), but is of its own nature indefinite; but when it is defined it is already a
number, but a number as substance (ovoia). (trans. Armstrong)

If we now turn to consider what is being set out by Plato in the second hypothesis
from this rather unfamiliar perspective, we can, I think, understand how it could
be seen as portraying the action of a One on a Dyad, or alternatively the effect of
a Dyad on a One. We start, at 142bc, with the principle that the postulation of the
One as existing immediately involves the importation of duality, as “unity” is not
identical with “being,” nor “being with “unity’: each must therefore participate in
the other, and the One, thus viewed, becomes a whole of parts. Further, each of
these parts must contain the two components of unity and being, and thus can be
divided further (142cd).

It might seem that, in consequence of this, “what is ‘One Being’ must be
unlimited in multitude” (143a2). But in fact that is not what emerges. What we
see instead is the generation of Number (143c-144a). From juggling with the
terms “one,” “being,” and “different,” we derive, first, the idea of a pair of entities,
and so of duality, and then we can build on that:

And a pair that can properly be called “both” must be two. And if a pair of things
are two, each of them must be one. This applies to our terms: since each set
forms a couple, each term must be one. And if so, then, when any one is added
to any pair, the sum will be three. And three is odd, two, even. Now if there are
two, there must also be twice times, if three, three times, since two is twice times
one and three is three times one. And if there are two and twice times, three and
three times, there must be twice times two and three times three. And if there are
three which occur twice and two which occur three times, then there must be
twice times three and three times two. Thus there will be even multiples of even
sets, odd multiples of odd sets, odd multiples of even sets, and even multiples of
odd sets. That being so, there is no number left, which must not necessarily be.

Therefore, if a One is, there must also be number. (trans. Cornford)

I quote this at some length, as I regard it as a passage of great importance for the
understanding of how Speusippus generated his universe. The first consequence

15. That is, the One, as subject of the first hypothesis.
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of the union of the One with Being is a process of dyadic division, addition
and multiplication that leads to Number. There is still “an indefinite multiplic-
ity of beings” (mAfjfog dnetpov TdV Svtwy, 144a6), but it is now numbered and
ordered. Number is dmetpog mAri0el, because the number series is infinite, but it is
no longer chaotic; it forms the basis for an ordered universe.

Let us turn back now briefly to Comm. math. sc. 4. At the end of the passage
quoted above, we note that the principle of multiplicity (“this nature’) “provides
every sort of division” for every number, while the One, imposing on each of
them o@payic and a Tonog (¢mogpayilopévny dnotvmodv),l6 gives each number
a particular quality, and renders it determinate and one (@ptopévov kai €v). It is
just this process, I would suggest, that is being portrayed in the second hypothesis
of the Parmenides.

These conclusions, however, as I say, may prove to be rather disturbing. The
general consensus, after all, seems to be that earlier generations of Platonists took
the Parmenides simply as a logical exercise (and that they were right to do so).
Proclus, in his commentary (pp. 630, 37-635, 27), in his survey of past opinions
on the subject matter of the dialogue, begins with the view that it is “a logical
exercise” (Aoyuwkn yvuvaoia), and that it is directed against Zeno, to show that
Plato can do a better job of producing contradictions about unity than Zeno can
about multiplicity. And indeed from the little evidence we have as to mainline
Middle Platonic views such a judgement seems to be confirmed. Albinus in his
Isagoge (ch. 3) presents it as an elenctic dialogue, while Alcinous, in the Didaska-
likos (ch. 6) treats it as a logical exercise, discerning in the first two hypotheses in
particular most of the figures of the (Aristotelian) syllogistic.

On the other hand, if we turn to what one may term the “Pythagorean wing”
of the Platonist tradition, in the person of the early-second century Moderatus of
Gades, we find a different picture, as E.R. Dodds (1928) was the first to show. We
do not, admittedly, see much trace of Moderatus’s exegesis of the depiction of the
generation of Number in the second hypothesis, but it is plain that from a consid-
eration of the first three hypotheses of the Parmenides (in the ancient reckoning)
he derived!” a system of hypostases that appears to anticipate that of Plotinus—
a series of three “Ones”—that are derivable from the contents of the first three
hypotheses respectively. The middle “One” is declared to be “truly existent (dvtwg
6v) and object of intellection (vontév),” and to be the realm of the Forms. This is
in itself has nothing to do with number, but elsewhere!® Moderatus is reported

16. Both these verbs are Platonic, but it is a little disturbing that drotvméw is only found
otherwise in much later Greek in the active—in Plato it is always middle. It is interesting in this
connexion that, in an important passage of Enn. 6.6.10.1-4, to be discussed below, Plotinus
characterizes the One-Being, in its initial aspect (“at rest,” £€51(g), as a TpoTVNWOLG of T& dvTaL.

17. As reported in an important passage of Simplicius, In phys. 9:230,34-251,5 Diels, where
Simplicius himself is quoting from a work of Porphyry’s On Matter.

18. Apud Stobaeus, Anth. 1.8.1-11 = 21 Wachsmuth.
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as declaring number to be “a system of units, or a progression of multiplicity
(npomodionodg mAnBovg) beginning from unity, and a regression (&vanodiopdg)
ending in unity”’!? This, again, is not very specific, but can, I think, be taken with
reasonable plausibility as an extrapolation of the description of the genesis of
number in Parm. 143c-144a.

We must bear in mind, however, that Moderatus (as we are informed by
Porphyry in his Vit. Pyth. 53) assumed an attitude of rather aggressive Pythago-
reanism, criticizing Plato and his followers for stealing all Pythagoras’s best ideas
and leaving the Pythagoreans merely with “what was superficial or ridiculous,”
so that he is more likely to be basing himself on interpretative works of the real
founders of Neopythagoreanism, Speusippus and Xenocrates, who were happy
to father their theories on Pythagoras, than upon an unvarnished consider-
ation of Plato alone. Encouraged by them, however, he could come to regard the
exposition of “Parmenides” in the second part of the dialogue as a revelation of
Pythagorean esoteric wisdom. If we may assume that Moderatus had some access
to the speculations of Speusippus, in particular, on the question of the mechanics
of the generation of numbers from the One and primal multiplicity, then his posi-
tion becomes more comprehensible.

If we turn back now to Plotinus, and specifically to Enn. 6.6, we find an
interesting situation.?0 The treatise On Numbers is primarily concerned with
the problem of the proper status within the cosmos of the second principle of
Pythagoreanizing Platonism (and of Plato’s so-called “unwritten doctrines”), the
Indefinite Dyad, or, in Speusippus’s terminology, Multiplicity (rAf605).2! Ploti-
nus begins (ch. 1) by raising the question whether Multiplicity, insofar as it is a
falling away from the One (which is to be identified with the Good) in the direc-
tion of infinity and indefiniteness, is as such evil. The answer is that it would be,
were it not in fact constantly being delimited and made good by the imposition
of Form.

19. It is not quite clear to me here, I must say, what Moderatus has in mind by the phrase
avanodiopdg eig povéda. Does he mean a regression to the monad itself (which does not convey
much sense to me), or might he rather mean that each distinct number is formed by a process
of reversion upon itself, which then forms a unity? The idea would then be that the number five,
say, would be formed by a sort of “reversion,” which constituted a pentad as a unity. Unfortu-
nately, there is no guidance to be derived from this rather bald doxographic text.

20. I should specify here that I do not wish to maintain that Plotinus had firsthand
acquaintance with the writings of Speusippus (although he could well have had, after all, if Tam-
blichus did), merely that he is reflecting a tradition of exegesis that can be traced back to him.
More probably his immediate sources are such Neopythagorean authorities as Moderatus and
Numenius, whose works we know from Porphyry that he made use of.

21. This has been well dealt with by the CNRS team, Janine Bertier et al. (1980), but has
also received attention from H.-J. Kramer (1967, 292-311).
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This leads (ch. 2) to a puzzle as to what Plato can have meant by talking of a
“number infinite in multiplicity” (&neipog dptBuog mAnBel), or, as Plotinus terms
it, “number of infinity” (4pOuo¢ Tijg dmelpiag) at Parm. 144a6.

This is, I fear, a case of later exegesis making rather too much of the text it is
faced with, though with creative results. What Plato actually seems to have meant
is simply that, once you start the process of division, you cannot logically stop
before you reach the indefinite (rather than strictly infinite) plurality of individ-
ual beings. However, Plotinus, taking the expression dnetpog dptOpog in its strict
sense as a paradox, makes it the basis, in this and the following chapter, for a
penetrating analysis of the nature of number. Number, he reminds us, only arises
when limit is imposed on multiplicity, and that is what happens, both in the intel-
ligible world and in the sensible, in spite of the great multiplicity of individuals.
There is multiplicity, and even infinity (dmetpia), in the intelligible world, but it is
not an evil thing (kakov),

because the multiplicity is unified and not allowed to be altogether multiplicity,
being a one-multiple (v mAf0o¢). And because of this it is less than the One,
because it has multiplicity, and in so far as it is compared with the One, it is
worse; and since it does not have the nature of that One, but has gone out from
it, it has been diminished, but it keeps its majesty (t0 oeuvov) by the one in it,
and it turned back its multiplicity to one and there it stayed. (6.6.3,4-10)%2

Speusippus too was anxious to maintain that multiplicity was not evil, and this led
him to assert that the One was not good, or rather that the concept of goodness
was not relevant to the One.23 Plotinus, like all Platonists subsequent to Speusip-
pus, is firmly committed to the goodness of the One, so that he must provide a
different reason for the non-evilness of multiplicity, and this he discerns in its
submission to limiting by the One. However, Plotinus and Speusippus would be at
one in seeing this process of limiting as in the first instance generating Number.

The next five chapters of the tractate are not fully relevant to our theme,
since they dwell on various preliminary or peripheral topics, largely devoted to
countering the vulgar opinion that number supervenes upon things and is pos-
terior to them. Only in ch. 9 do we reach the central question, at precisely what
stage in the development of the intelligible universe are we to place the genesis of
number? It is here, I think, that we may discern Plotinus, in his meditations on
the second hypothesis of the Parmenides, approaching very close to the problem-
atic of Speusippus.

The problem, for him as (I think) for Speusippus, is to decide “whether Being
(ovoia) generated Number by its own division, or whether rather it is Number

22. We see here Plotinus making use of the concepts of reversion and remaining
(¢uotpo@r) and povny) to characterize the process of the limiting of multiplicity.
23. Comm. math. sc. 4:15,23-17,1 Festa.
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that introduced division into Being (9.1-3). In other words, which is the more
basic concept, Being or Number? Plotinus sees the two entities as very closely
allied, but concludes (9.10-13) that, after all, Being is prior to Number, in the
sense that it is the addition of Being to One (at the beginning of the second
hypothesis), and then the distinguishing of One from Being, that produces the
initial concepts of “one,” “two,” “three,” and thence, by stages, the whole sequence
of natural numbers (see Parm.143de)—but Number must in turn be taken as
prior to the multiplicity of “beings” (t& 6vta), that is, the Forms.

It is this priority of Number to the Forms that is the important principle:
Number is inherent in Being, in its capacity as generator of the Forms, and the
intelligible world. In a notable phrase at the beginning of ch. 10, Plotinus declares
number to be “Being at a stand”(or “at rest”) in multiplicity (¢0T®G ... TO OV év
TAn0eL aptBpdg),24 which 1 take to mean that Being in its essence, even prior to
its activity, contains the seed of multiplicity inherent in it, which will express itself
as number as soon as it turns to the generation of beings (all this, of course, to
be conceived as a purely logical, not a temporal, process!). Plotinus goes on to
describe Being, in equally remarkable language, as “waking up to many-ness”
(oAb pév fyeipeto), but being still at this stage “as it were, a preparation for beings
and a preliminary sketch (npotVonwotg). Through all this obscurity of expression,
however, shines the insight, derived ultimately, I would maintain, from Speusip-
pus, that the first product of the union of the primal One and Multiplicity is not
Forms, but Number. Where the two thinkers differ is in that Plotinus, following a
long tradition in Platonism subsequent to Speusippus, wishes to find room at this
same level of reality for forms as well as numbers, whereas Speusippus seems to
have been prepared to relegate forms as such to the level of the World Soul (with
whom he will have identified the Demiurge of the Timaeus).

We are not therefore concerned, as was Plotinus, with the problem of the rela-
tionship between forms and numbers; our only concern is with the relationship
of number with Being itself, and its role in the production of the universe—the
topic being alluded to in the mysterious Speusippan passage from Proclus’s Com-
mentary on the Parmenides quoted above. How far Plotinus’s speculations can be
drawn upon to throw light on the theory of Speusippus is a question, of course,
on which I would not wish to be too definite. Part of Plotinus’s distinctive genius,
I believe, is to pursue with much greater rigor issues in Platonism that had been
left, to all appearances, quite vague by his predecessors. Precisely how the One
interacts with the Indefinite Dyad, or Multiplicity, to generate the world, is one of

24. Theiler (Harder, Beutler, and Theiler 1964), we may note, takes exception to what he
sees as the oddity of this expression, and would emend £¢0twg to the harmless éotw), but I think
that he misses the point here. Plotinus seems to me to be making a distinction (borrowed, per-
haps, from Numenius) between Being “at rest” and Being “in motion,” as it activates itself to
generate the Forms.
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those problems. Clearly Speusippus addressed this problem, and put forward the
creation, and then the productive activity, of Number as a solution, and I consider
it probable that Plotinus had some access, probably indirect, to his speculations.
But Plotinus’s particular proposals are very probably his own. That said, however,
I feel that the following passage from later in 6.6 [34].9.23-32, throws some light,
not only on the doctrine of Plotinus, but also on that of Speusippus:

Number as a whole, therefore, existed before the beings themselves.2? But if it is
prior to the beings, then it is not itself to be counted among the beings. Rather
what we should say is that Number is in Being, not as being the number of
Being—for Being is still at that stage one—but rather the power of Number, sub-
stantially existent as it is (bnootdoa), divides Being and makes it, so to speak, to
be in labor with (®8ivev) multiplicity. For Number will be either the substance
(ovoia) or the activity (évépyeta) of Being, and the Absolute Living Being and
Intellect are Number. May we not say, then, that Being is Number in a unified
state (Ivwpévog), beings are Number in its developed aspect (¢§eAnAtypévog),
Intellect is Number moving in itself (v éavT® kivodpevog), and the Living Being
comprehensive Number (4piBuog meptéxwv).26

This is a remarkable assertion of the basic function of Number in the creation and
administration of the intelligible world.2” The verb éEeAitterv is used repeatedly
by Plotinus for the process of an hypostasis “unfolding” into its component parts,
or into what is below it,28 and that is the function that Number performs here. It
is presented as the évépyeia of Being, its self-actualizing activity, without which
the intelligible world would not have come into being.

This is all rather more sophisticated than anything we know of Speusippus’s
theory, one must admit. In the passage quoted, at the outset from Comm. math.
sc. 4, all we learn is the role of Multiplicity in generating Number, not Number’s
role in generating either individual numbers, or the level of reality below it (which
in Speusippus’s system is that of geometricals). But it was never my purpose to

25. Ta 6vta, the contents of the intelligible world—for Plotinus the Forms, for Speusippus
the whole system of natural numbers.

26. This appears to be a reference to a number that includes all other numbers, which
would be the number proper to the intelligible universe. Speusippus, we know (from the extract
of his treatise On Pythagorean Numbers, preserved in the pseudo-Iamblichean Theol. Arith.
82,10-85,23 = frg. 28 Taran), identified this number simply as the decad, and there is some evi-
dence, from various references made by Plotinus in the course of this treatise (e.g., 6.6 [34].10.
33-39; 14,44-50), that he may have accepted that.

27. Repeated, in slightly different terms, in 6.6 [34].15.24-29. There, Being is described as
“producing the beings when moving according to Number” (ktvodpevov kat’ aptbuév).

28.E.g., 3.7 [45].11.24: the logos in Soul “unrolls” what is at rest in Intellect; 3.8 [30].8.34:
Intellect “unrolls itself” while contemplating the One; 5.3 [49].3.5: the Sidvowa “unrolls” an
image presented to it by gpavrtacia.
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attempt to extrapolate back to Speusippus anything like the full complexity of
Plotinus’s reasonings. All I wish to suggest is that an ontological interpretation of
Plato’s argumentation in the second hypothesis of the Parmenides may have been
behind the theorizing of Speusippus in the Old Academy on the mode in which
the universe is generated from a radically unitary and simple first principle, as it
was behind that of Plotinus in the third century c.E.

If, however, we are prepared tentatively to postulate that Speusippus assigned
an ontological value to the first two hypotheses, the question inevitably arises as
to what his attitude was to the rest of them. One cannot, it seems to me, just leave
it at that. There are, after all, three more “positive” hypotheses, by the ancient
reckoning (taking the “corollary” to Hypothesis 2, Parm. 155e-157e, as the third,
as was done by all ancient Platonists);2? and then there are a further four “nega-
tive” ones. What ontological values, one wonders, could Speusippus have assigned
at least to the remaining three “positive” ones?

We are admittedly here deep in conjectural territory, but there are possibly
some clues to be discerned. Since Speusippus seems to have posited a five-level
universe (if we may draw this conclusion from the very elliptical mention of “the
fourths and fifths,” among which evil may first be discerned, in Comm. math. sc.
4:18,9-10 Festa),30 it might follow that—Tlike the later Neoplatonists, at least, such
as Syrianus and Proclus—he took the first five hypotheses as representing levels
of reality, while the last four did not, but simply reinforced negatively the neces-
sity of there being a One.3! The fact that the fourth and fifth hypotheses concern
the consequences for “the Others” of there being a One makes it easier, I think, to
see these two as concerning various types of physical individual.

However, I raise these possibilities only to indicate that someone, even in
the period of the Old Academy, would not be entirely bereft of arguments if he
wished to match at least the first five hypotheses with levels of reality. Whether

29. This, it will be recalled, concerns an entity that is both one and many, exists in time,
and is subject to (at least spiritual) motion and change—a description that fits the Platonic soul
passably well.

30. Speusippus has just declared that there is nothing either ugly or bad (ov8¢v ovte
aioxpdv éotty obte kaAdv) in the higher levels of the universe, i.e., those of the One, Number
and Being—and, by implication, Soul, which is not here mentioned—“but only at the lowest
level, among the fourths and fifths, which are combined from the lowest elements, does evil
come into being. It is by no means clear what these fourth and fifth levels of reality are meant
to be, but I have suggested, in Dillon 2003, 54-55, that they might represent the animate and
inanimate physical realms respectively (heavenly and sublunar realms will not do, I think, as
there is surely no evil in the heavenly realm).

31. The earlier generation of Platonists after Plotinus, we may note, Amelius, Porphyry,
and Iamblichus, tried to assign levels of reality to all nine (or in Amelius’s case, eight) hypoth-
eses, with fairly bizarre results; see Dillon 2002a. As for Plotinus, we have no idea what he did
with anything lower than the third, and even its identification with the Soul is based largely on
one passage only, Enn. 5.1.8.
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Speusippus actually did this we cannot know. My chief purpose here is merely to
argue that such an ontological interpretation of the first two hypotheses provides

a plausible theoretical underpinning for what we otherwise know of Speusippus’s
metaphysics.



5
THE INDEFINITE DYAD IN SEXTUS EMPIRICUS’S REPORT

(ADVERSUS MATHEMATICOS 10.248-283)
AND PLATO’S PARMENIDES

Thomas A. Szlezdk

1. THE PROBLEM

Sextus Empiricus’s report in the tenth book of Adversus mathematicos about a
theory of the principles of all things, which the Pythagoreans are supposed to
have held, is one of the most problematic texts in the history of ancient phi-
losophy. This text was considered unproblematic as long its ascription to the
Pythagoreans was not in doubt. It was therefore given authoritative philosophical
consideration as a source for Pythagorean philosophy equal to Aristotle’s report
in the Metaphysics! in the first volume of Hegel’s “Lectures on the History of Phi-
losophy” (1955, 1:238-50).

The unproblematic use of this text as a critical source came to an end when
it was realized that Sextus reports things that other sources attribute to the Old
Academy and thus indirectly to Plato himself. In this vein, Richard Heinze wrote
about the doctrine of categories of Xenocrates in 1892 (Heinze 1965), and deter-
mined that it was very close to Hermodorus’s testimony about Plato—and also
to Sextus Empiricus 10.263-269, a passage that for Heinze shows “how closely
certain tendencies of Neopythagoreanism were connected to those of the Old
Academy” For Heinze this was “a fact, which is not yet acknowledged widely
enough” (1965, 38).

This has changed radically in the 117 years since Heinze. Paul Wilpert, in an
essay from 1941 (1972, 172-80, 187-97), emphasized the agreement of Sextus’s
report not only with Hermodorus,? but also with the classification of categories

1. Aristotle, Metaph. A5.985b23-986b8 and 987a13-28.
2. See below n. 10.

-79-
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in Alexander of Aphrodisias’s commentary on the Metaphysics (56,13-21 Hay-
duck) which the commentator explicitly traces back to Aristotle’s transcript of the
ITepi téyaBo0. The following year, Wilpert gave a detailed interpretation of the
entire report as a fragment from Aristotle’s Ilepi tayafo0.3

Because of its delayed publication, H. Cherniss (1944) could not have known
of Wilpert’s analysis when he wrote his extensive book about Aristotle’s criti-
cism of Plato; for his own purposes Cherniss merely drew on Sextus’s report for
particular linguistic peculiarities and as a Neopythagorean parallel to the clas-
sification of categories in Hermodorus.# He did not attempt a source-critical
analysis. His assessment probably would have been the same as that of G. Vlastos,
who radically challenged the applicability of the report as a testimony of Platonic
philosophy (1963, 644-48). Wilpert’s claim that the entire report was from the
ITepi TayaBod was assessed differently by Werner Jaeger, Hans Joachim Kramer,
Walter Burkert, Willy Theiler, and Konrad Gaiser, who highlight the linguistic
and factual revisions from the Hellenistic period, but do not doubt that the core
is Platonic.” Burkert saw in Sextus’s report “an exact transcript of the lecture On
the Good”® Concerning the question whose transcript could have been the last
source, Theiler, like Wilpert, tended to name Aristotle (Theiler 1965, 208-9).

The obvious and most important reason against attributing the theory of the
“principles of all things” (of the t@v 6Awv dpyai; Sextus, Math. 10.262) as pre-
sented here to Plato is undoubtedly that the text itself names a different origin:
Pythagoras or, respectively, the Pythagoreans or their successors.”

But what does “Pythagorean” mean in the post-Platonic era? Everyone knows
that Plato had Socrates—as a character in the dialogues—present his own philo-
sophical concerns in his early and middle works. And as is well known, he did
this with such dramatic intensity that to this day, especially in the early works, it
is not easy to separate the specifically Platonic from the supposedly Socratic. At
least nowadays there is a consensus that the doctrine of the Forms, always pre-
sented by “Socrates,” is completely Platos. Plato employed a similar camouflage
in his late works: he presents the dialectical-methodological aspect of his philoso-

3.1949, 128-21. (The book was written in 1942, but was not published until 1949, due to
a paper shortage at the time.)

4. Paragraphs 258, 265, 268, 271-273, 272 and 281 of Sextus’s report are cited very spar-
ingly by Cherniss, merely as proof for his interpretation (1944, 503, 170 n. 96, 286 n. 192, 287 n.
192, 256 n. 166, and 396 n. 322).

5. The most precise analysis to date is provided by Gaiser (1968, 63-84; 2004, 240-62).
Detailed information on the evaluation of the report in the scholarship is offered by Gaiser
(1968, 64 with n. 83,73 with n. 95-101; 2004, 240 with n. 83 and 250-51 with n. 95-101).

6. Burkert 1972, 94: “und doch liegt eine genaue Nachschrift von ITepi tdyaBod
zugrunde”

7. 6 ITuBayopag 261, oi mept (tov Zdptov) IMubayodpav 248, 250, oi [TvBayopikoi 255, 262,
282, TIvBayopik®v maideg 270.
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phizing in the dialogues Sophist, Statesman, and Parmenides through the visitor
from Elea and Parmenides, the main characters in these dialogues, while his cos-
mology and his view of the dpyai—insofar as these enter into the dialogues—are
put into the mouths of the Pythagorean Timaeus and “the people of old,” who are
easily recognizable as Pythagoreans in the Philebus (16¢). Undoubtedly, on essen-
tial issues, Plato was adopting Eleatic and Pythagorean approaches. However, the
way that Plato and, along with him, the Old Academy interpreted themselves, or
rather presented themselves as the heirs of Pythagorean wisdom, goes far beyond
what would have been required for intellectual honesty.8 The consequence of this
was that, just as the Platonic doctrine of the Forms could appear to be “Socratic,”
so the Platonic theory of principles could appear to be “Pythagorean” The Acad-
emy, having become “skeptical’ by the third century, certainly did not want to
burden itself with the dogmatism of the doctrine of principles; thus Burkert sus-
pects that it was at that time that this theory got the label “Pythagorean,” which
it still has in Sextus (Burkert 1972, 94). This is quite plausible, although Gaiser’s
suggestion—that, in the light of Burkert’s own exposition of the “Pythagorization”
of the Old Academy, the integration of the doctrine of principles into the tradi-
tion of this “school” could undoubtedly have been possible before the skeptical
turn—is also noteworthy (Gaiser 1968, 73; 2004, 251).

The justifications we have for affiliating Sextus’s report with Plato can be
summarized briefly:?

1. The names of the principles are £€v and dopiotog dvdg, which according
to Aristotle are Platonic, not Pythagorean (Metaph. A6.987b25-27).

2. The reduction of the categories to these principles (Sextus Empiricus
10.263-275) is attested to as Platonic by Hermodorus’ fragment in Sim-
plicius, as well as by Alexander of Aphrodisias.10

3. The reduction of the dimensions to these same principles is attributed to
Plato by both Aristotle and Alexander.!!

4. 'The structure of the report: the (twofold) description of the ascent to the
principles is followed by a descent from the principles to the things; the
whole report has three parts, like Aristotle’s ITepi tdyaBod, and there is
evidence that the discussion of opposites was in book 2,12 while in the

8. The connection of the Platonic Academy with Pythagoreanism is presented and ana-
lyzed in detail by Burkert (1972, 53-96).

9. The list follows Gaiser 1968, 70-71; 2004, 248-49, who also makes use of the conclu-
sions of Wilpert 1949 and Heinze 1965.

10. Hermodorus, cited in Simplicius, In phys. 1:247,30-248,15 Diels = test. 31 Gaiser 1963;
Alexander of Aphrodisias, In metaph. 56,13-20 Hayduck = test. 22B Gaiser.

11. Aristotle, Metaph. M.9.1085a7-14; A.9.992a10-13 and often beyond this; Alexander of
Aphrodisias, In metaph. 55,20-56,5 Hayduck = test. 22B Gaiser 1963.

12. Gaiser 1963, test. 39B, 40B.
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present scheme it would belong (if the categorical reduction were per-
formed more broadly) to the categorical reduction and, as such, to the
middle part.

5. In the introductory part of the report (10.249-257) several motifs
appear, which can also be found in Tim. 48a-c.13

These agreements doubtlessly carry more weight than the objection that the
report itself claims to be “Pythagorean”—which, as Wilpert realized even before
Burkert, means little—and even more weight than the fact that the report is
revised linguistically and with respect to its content. The revisions mostly have
to do with inserting doxographical claims about other “schools” and positions.
Konrad Gaiser has quite convincingly shown that these references, which prob-
ably also include the section on the Platonic forms (10.258), can be taken out
without forfeiting the development of the thought.14

Thus, we have good reasons for considering Sextus’s report as a “Neopythag-
orean” version of an older report on Plato’s lecture “On the Good.”

The interpretation of the Platonic Parmenides that we find in Simplicius’s
quotation taken from Moderatus, and that seems to contain the key to the Neo-
platonic hierarchy of hypostases is also considered to be Neopythagorean. This
raises the question of whether one might be able to find a connection between
Sextus’s report and the Parmenides, or a certain interpretation of the Parmenides.
Clearly the challenge stems from the fact that there is no clear reference in the one
text to the other, nor an easily recognizable concurrence. I intend to determine
the position of Sextus’s report relative to Plato and Neoplatonism more precisely
by considering the doptotog Svdg in both texts.

2. THE INDEFINITE DYAD

We first encounter the indefinite dyad at the end of a drawn out ascent from the
corporeal to the incorporeal (from the cwpata to the dodpatov). In this context
we find the remark that not everything which, being incorporeal, is ontologi-
cally “prior” to the corporeal, is to be considered on that account an element
and first principle: although Plato’s Forms exist before bodies (npovgestaotv
TOV owHATwWV), they are not something ultimate, since they partake of numbers,
which thus transcend them (®dote eivai Tt énavaPePnrog adT®V Tfig LTOCTACEWS,
10.258). This is followed by a second ascent to the numbers, beginning from
physical bodies. These are preceded by three-dimensional (geometrical) bodies,
which are preceded by planes, which are preceded by lines. But before lines one
has to consider numbers (even the simple line connects two points). All the num-

13. Gaiser 1968, 71; 2004, 249.
14. Gaiser 1968, 76-78; 2004, 254-56.
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bers, however, fall under the &v, since every number is one number (260). In this
way “Pythagoras,” the text asserts, arrived at the conviction that the monad is the
principle of things. By partaking of it, everything is called one (261).

Thus far, the reduction of the physical world to its principles through dimen-
sions and numbers has led to only one principle. A second is now introduced,
in that the monad is considered with respect to the oppositional pair of identity
—difference (a01oTNG - £TepoTng). In light of its identity with itself the monad
is simply the monad, but added to itself in accord with étepotng, it brings forth
the so-called dd6pootog Svdg. It is called this, however, because none of the def-
inite dyads are identical to it (261). The second principle is thus brought forth
(amoteleiv) by the first due to a difference (otherness). The text does not tell us
where this étepotng itself comes from. All definite dyads partake of the dyad as
principle, and this is why it is called “indefinite dyad”—but according to this, the
monad would have to be called the “indefinite monad” as well. The two princi-
ples explain the countable units and the definite dyads in the world—how far the
totality of things is supposed to be explained (the ai T@v 6Awv dpxai were being
sought; 254) is not made clear.

In §270 a new line of reduction begins, because the Pythagoreans exhibited
their principles in many ways (mowilwg). An arrangement (classification) of all
things into ka6’ avtd (that which is “in itself”), kat’ évavtioow and mpog Tt dvta
(263-265) leads to the same principles. The genus (yévog) of things that are “in
themselves” is the €v (270). The opposites all fall under the most fundamental
opposition “equal - unequal” (icov - &vioov), where the equal is to be counted
under the v (since the One as the first is equal to itself [275]), while the unequal
falls under excess and defect (under Omepoxn) kai EAXewyig). This conceptual pair
serves at the same time as a generic term or genus (yévog) for all relativa (273).
Since the first excess and defect takes place between two things—the surpassing
and the surpassed—this y¢vog again leads to the indefinite dyad. Again, the char-
acter of indefiniteness in this dyad is neither deduced nor explained.

It is stated, probably in a summary of both sequences of reduction, that the
monad and the dépooTtos uds have shown themselves to be the highest dpxai
of all things (276).

What follows is a deduction or construction of things from first principles,
during the course of which numbers are the first product. But not all numbers,
since the number 1 seems to be brought forth by only the first monad (276). To
begin with, for its doubling the number 2 is missing and with it the “twice,” 8is. In
contrast to §261, where identity and difference, adtédTtns and étepdtng, simply
existed in addition to the monad in order to generate the dyad, here there is an
awareness that at first nothing can exist besides the principle of oneness. How-
ever, the consequences of this are not drawn out consistently, since otherwise the
number 1 (0 €v Toig dptBuoig €v) could not exist independently from the second
principle. This is only used for the generation of the number 2, from which the
dig, the “twice,” is derived. Following a train of thought one would expect, this
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“twice;” 8ig, which comes from the second principle, should produce the number
2 from the number 1. Instead of this, and probably accurately with respect to the
Platonic generation of numbers, the definite number 2 is brought forth through
the indefinite dyad and the monad (276). The exact role of the principle of one-
ness is only specified in the subsequent generation of further numbers: tod pév
£VOG Ael TepaTodVvTog, Tig 8¢ dopioTov duddog Svo yevvwong (277). Although &v
is used here instead of povdg (the term usually used in this text to designate the
first principle), one must assume, because of a very similar statement in Aristotle,
that here the function of both principles is designated: the one limits, the indefi-
nite dyad duplicates, and this continues to infinity (277). According to Aristotle,
the Platonic d&dplotog Svdg is “two making” and multiplying: “what it grasped, it
made into two,” ToD yap AneBévtog fjv Svomotdg (1082a14-15; see also 1083b36,
as well as 1083a13).

Finally, it is also mentioned at the end of the report that the current of
Pythagoreanism mentioned first (in contrast to a second current, which explains
the dimensions through the “flow” of the point) explains everything from two
principles, namely, the monad and the indefinite dyad: first numbers, then lines,
surfaces and (geometrical) bodies (282). This leads on to the generation of the
world, which is touched upon in a very summary way: the four elements, the
cosmos, and the harmony that determines it and, in turn, is based on numerical
proportions (283).

These are the passages on the indefinite dyad in Sextus’s report.

This Principle is here a product of the first monad, and in this respect the
entire design is to be called “monistic” Yet the derivation from the monad (261)
is philosophically unsatistying, since the opposition of avtdtng — £tepoTng is
already presupposed, which, in all reality, robs the indefinite dyad—as something
generated—of the characteristic of being an ultimate principle. The characteristic
of the “indefiniteness” of this dyad is neither explained (except in an unsatisfy-
ing way in 261), nor is it employed in the generation of either the numbers or
later things. One gets the impression here that a concept that was not understood
philosophically is being carried along doxographically.

With respect to the generation of the indefinite dyad from the monad (or the
one), Sextus’s report is in agreement with the “Pythagorika Hypomnemata,” which
Alexander Polyhistor read, with Eudorus in Simplicius, and with Moderatus.1>

One could call this kind of monism of principles “Neopythagorean.”

All four texts—Sextus Empiricus, the Hypomnemata, Eudorus and Modera-
tus—have this in common: they are strongly abridged doxographical reports and

15. Alexander Polyhistor cited in Diogenes Laertius 8.25: ¢k ¢ Tf¢ povadog Ty doptotov
Svdada. Simplicius, In Arist. Phys. 181.10: wg &v kai T DAnG kai T@v Svtwv mavtwy ¢§ avtod
(sc. ToD £€vog) yeyevnuévwv. Moderatus cited ibid. 231.7-10: 6 éviaiog AOYoG ... Katd 0TépNOLY
abTob £xWPNOE THY TOCOTNTA TAVTWY AVTHY 0TEPioag TOV abTod AOywv Kol €iddv.
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they take very clear positions on central questions, but without giving reasons
that can be understood philosophically.

3. THE INDEFINITE DYAD IN PLATO’S PARMENIDES

In this respect, these texts stand in stark opposition to Plato’s Parmenides. It is
never stated unambiguously here what the actual object of the statements is, even
though the steps by which the conclusions are reached are detailed and under-
standable.

Nowhere in the Parmenides is the &opootog dvag mentioned. If we were
dealing with any other thinker, this fact alone would put an end to the inquiry.
But not so in the case of Plato: he warns the reader not to get hung up on the
ovopata. Establishing a fixed terminology was far from Plato’s intention. The
choice of words is nowhere of concern to him; he is only concerned with under-
standing the intended subject.!® This entitles us to search for the thing designated
by the expression d0ptotog Svdg in the Parmenides, even in the absence of the
term itself.

In fact, many passages of the Parmenides have been claimed for understand-
ing the indefinite dyad of the Platonic doctrine of principles. I will briefly discuss
those of which I have become aware in this context.

Two lines of argumentation (or “hypotheses”),17 that deal with the “others
than the one” (tdA\a 0D évdg), could be understood as descriptions of the aoris-
tos dyas according to its own nature.

1. Supposing (hypothesis) that the one is not (ei ur ot T €v, 160b5) or that
one is not (&v &i ur €ott, 164b5) it is shown in the seventh deduction (“hypoth-
esis”), that “the others” would then seem to have all qualities without actually
having any one quality. If one is not, then the “other” things would be others for
each other, because they could not be other than the one. Thus they could only
be grasped, that is, “thought,” kata mAn0n, or as dykot (masses), each of which
would merely appear to be one, but under closer inspection would dissolve into
other, smaller §ykot: €kaoToG ... 6 dyKkog adT@V dmelpdg éott TANOeL. (164c8-d1)
This multitude of “masses,” which lacks unity will also appear to have a number

16. See, e.g., Charm. 163d; Men. 87bc; Resp. 533e; Theaet. 184c, 199a; Pol. 261e.

17. It is well known that Parmenides only investigates two hypotheses in the dialogue
named after him: that one (or the one) is and that one (or the one) is not. From these sup-
positions, conclusions are drawn from closed chains of reasoning for the one and for the other
than the one, first with respect to each in its own terms, then in relationship to the opposite
concept, which leads to a total of eight such sections. Yet it is customary to call these lines
of argumentation or deductions (of consequences from the original supposition) “hypotheses,”
as if Parmenides were working with eight hypotheses, or—if one counts the corollary 155e—
157b—even with nine. Mindful of this misleading, but sadly widespread usage, the lines of argu-
mentation will occasionally be called “hypotheses” here as well.
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and, furthermore, determinations such as “even/uneven” or “equal,” although
there will only be the appearance of equality (pdvtaoua icotnTog, 165a5). Seen
in relation to one another they will seem limited, without having beginning, end,
and middle, since, of course, one cannot grasp anything precisely, because there
is no unity anywhere. Whatever part of the dv one takes in thought (6 av Tig
Aapn i Stavoiq, 165b5) is again dispersed into masses (8ykot) without the one.
From a distance such things may appear to be one; but when closely and clearly
perceived (60&0 voodvti) each individual thing shows itself to be an indefinite
multitude (mAri0eL dmelpov €v Ekaotov gavijvat, 165¢2). Also likeness and unlike-
ness will apply to these things, but only apparently so. Yet unlikeness there will be
only because of the appearance of difference (1¢ tod £étépov pavtaopatt, 165d1;
“this semblance of difference” Cornford 1939). All in all, if the one does not exist,
but plurality does (el £évog pr dvtog moAld €otwy, 165d8), then “the other” will
appear to contain all contradictory predicates.

This “hypothesis” thus reckons with a plurality (moAAd, 165el) that cannot
clearly be grasped anywhere and eludes thought. Attempts at grasping this
are mentioned three times (8tav ti¢ Tt Aapn tfj Stavoiq, 165a7-8, b5-6, see
also164d1-2), and every attempt fails: this multitude eludes thought, which
&yyvBev 8¢ kai 0&b vowv (165c1-2) seeks to grasp something determinate and
unique, but instead is offered an dnepov mAfBeL. It also seeks to grasp sameness
and difference, but is only offered the gpdvtaopa icotnTog, or étepoTnTog. (165a2,
d1) This indefinite multitude, thus, only offers appearance and is not accessible to
thought—is it perhaps antov Aoylopd tvi vob®, Loyig motov, as it is said of the
xpa in Timaeus (52b2)?

Still, it is not simply nothing, since mdv 10 8v (165b5) disperses here when it
is more closely grasped—this only apparently determinate multitude does have
some kind of being after all.

2. These “others than the one” (tdA\a oD £vdg, 165¢5) of the seventh deduc-
tion (“hypothesis”) do not partake of the one, because it does not exist. The
“others” can also be without the one supposing that while it is, it is strictly sepa-
rated from the other things (xwpig 10 &v T@v &AAwv, 159b6). This is rehearsed in
the fourth deduction (159b-160b). In this option the other things do not par-
take of the one in any way (159d1) and, consequently, do not have a one (008’
€xeL €v £avToig €v 000£V, 159d3-4). But then they are not many either, since they
would have to be parts of a whole, which is not possible if the one is completely
separated from them (159d4-7). In the same way, number, and determinations
such as like/unlike, identical/different, moved/unmoved, etc. do not apply. All in
all, they will not be able to exhibit any of these determinations, since this would
already imply partaking of a one, or two, or three (159d7-160b1).

Is the same thing being described in the seventh and fourth deductions? In
both cases the “other things” are considered by themselves without the one. In
each case, the presupposition is a different one—in the one case, the one does not
even exist; in the other, it does exist, but remains separate. On the other hand,
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the situation seems to remain the same for the other: it is completely left to its
own resources; it is completely without the one. The result, however, does not
appear to be the same: in the one case an “other;” that is neither one nor many,
nor anything else, remains completely undetermined and undeterminable; in the
other case there is an “other” that can never be one, but which is not denied its
multiplicity and has not too few, but rather too many determinations—although
only apparently so. In actuality the “other” of the seventh deduction also has no
determination either. Both considerations of the other “by itself;” that is, without
connection to the one, might be demonstrating two aspects of one and the same
substrate. In the fourth deduction the question is, what “the other than the one” is
without the one and, of course, the answer is that is has no determination. In the
seventh deduction the question rather seems to be what it is that thought grasps
when it sets aside the one and turns to the “others than the one” exclusively, “by
themselves” The answer is, that the Stdvola now finds everything in the “other”;
this is, however, only apparently everything, and so is actually nothing. Perhaps
one could say that the aoristos dyas is being considered ontologically in the fourth
deduction, and, in comparison to the existing one, reveals itself as undetermin-
able and as such not existing—but without being the pure nothing of the eighth
deduction. In the seventh deduction—perhaps—one could see the same aoristos
dyas considered gnoseologically: then it “is” everything, but only apparently so,
since, as long as it is by itself, it is lacking the one, which would make of one of its
possible determinations an actual one.

3. So much for the “other than the one,” considered by itself. However, the
third “hypothesis,” which assumes the one as being (¢v i €otwv, 157b6) and con-
siders the consequences for the other in light of this presupposition, insofar as
it is not separate from the one, but rather partakes of it, is possibly more reveal-
ing. This gives rise to the conception of the “other than the one” as one complete
whole, which has parts (157e4-5). That this whole, because of its completeness
and unity, has made many interpreters think of the cosmos is not surprising. That
the parts of this whole, in turn, are each many (158b1-4) corresponds to this idea
nicely.

At 158b5, Parmenides now takes up the way in which the multitudes can
come to partake of the one (puetahapPavet). At the moment at which they come
to partake (petadapPdverv), the multitude does not yet have the one: there are
TARON év oig TO &v olk €vi (158c1). Even the smallest part, were we able to sepa-
rate it in thought (7] Stavoiq, 158¢2), would be mAf{fo¢ (158c4). This is followed
by the decisive, and surprisingly clear statement: if we consider “the nature other
than the Form” always by itself, then whatever part of it we take into consider-
ation will be dnetpov mAnBet (158c5-7). When such a thing becomes a part of a
whole, it will receive mépag with respect to other parts and the whole. The nature
of the “others than the one,” by itself, only gives them damneipia (158d6, e2), but
through a communion (kowwvnodvtwv) of the one with the “others than the
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one” something more comes to be (étepov 1), which provides them with limit in
relation to one another (158d3-5).

Here, too, “the other than the one” is first considered by itself, namely in
that moment in which it attains oneness. Here its own nature reveals itself, 7
£aVT@V @UOLG (158d6, see also katd Thv éavt@v @VOLY, 158¢2), and this nature
stands for ametpia, unlimitedness. This is clarified even further by the opposition:
avTy ka® adThV TV ETépav eVotv Tod eidovg (158¢5-6). The other than the one
thereby has an ascertainable nature—the word ¢Vo1g is used three times—even
if it can only be defined in contrast to the Form (gidog). Limit and Form come
from the one, which “communes” with the other. If in conclusion it is said that
the other than the one is both as a whole and in its parts unlimited as well as par-
taking of limit (158d6-8), it is clear that this refers to the two levels of a yéveoig;
prior to partaking of the one, the other is without limit; afterwards it has both
limit and form; it does not have the two contradictory determinations at one and
the same time.

4. The doubling of the existing one in the second “hypothesis” has also been
seen as referring to the aoristos dyas. Here the &€v and 8v are considered parts,
topua, of the &v &v, which in this way becomes a whole, 6Aov (142d1-9). The two
parts of the existing one, in turn, are each one and existing, so that again each
part is composed of at least two parts (142e4). Since this consideration applies
to every new “part,” the existing one unexpectedly turns into an indefinite multi-
tude, dnetpov 10 mAfB0g (143a2).

Since Aristotle explicitly asserts that both of Plato’s principles are effective
in the intelligible as well as the sensible realms,18 those interpreters who find the
main features of the realm of the Forms in the second deduction, see the aoristos
dyas here as the intelligible matter of the Forms. Doubling (as a specific effect of
the dyad, which continuously “makes two”) can certainly be found here; and the
indefiniteness of the result is also accentuated. Some will object that there is no
reference to the concept of matter or the “other than the one” Others will insist
that the formulation underlying the whole deduction at least suggests some-
thing like a principle opposed to the one: €01t 8¢ 00 16 aVTO § Te ovoia Kai TO
£€v (142d2-3). The nonidentity or difference of being and the one presupposes a
principle of difference.

5. Lastly, let us take a look at the negation of the determinations peifov
kai éhattov of the one in the first “hypothesis” (140b-c). The one can be nei-
ther the same as itself, nor different from itself, since then it would have to have
the same measure, or the same measures as itself or the others. It cannot be the
same, because it does not partake of sameness. The exclusion of difference fol-
lows from the exclusion of “greater” and “less”—we are reminded of Aristotle’s

18. Aristotle, Metaph. A.6.987b17-22, 988a7-14.
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assessment that for Plato the second principle was also called the &vioov.1? That it
is the nature of this principle to fluctuate or oscillate between the more and less,
the excelling and being excelled, between the large and the small or the péya kai
ukpov, is sufficiently well known. Denying the dissimilarity of the one would,
thus, be akin to distinguishing between the first principle and the second. (A pos-
sible objection to this tentative interpretation would be that paragraph 140b6-d8
does not indicate that it is supposed to be of such fundamental significance.)

4. THE INDEFINITE DYAD AND PLATO’S METAPHYSICS

The aoristos dyas is perhaps the most difficult concept of Platonic metaphysics,
and the problem that this concept offers is perhaps the most controversial and, at
the same time, the most important problem for interpreting Plato.

It is easy to reach a consensus on the fact that for Plato the Form of the Good
was the presuppositionless Tod avtog dpyr (Resp. 511b2). Yet at the same time
the Republic states very clearly that it would be wrong to consider God the cause
of bad things in the world: for these other causes must be sought (t@v 6¢ kak@v
AN drta Sel {netv ta aftia, 379¢5-6).

Is the aoristos dyas, which we only know from sources outside of the dia-
logues, this other cause? Aristotle affirms this with all the clarity one could wish
for in many places.20 Is he contradicting what is said in the dialogues then? By no
means, since no place in the dialogues claims to name the last cause of evils.

The Timaeus speaks of a further cause (in the Aristotelian sense) besides the
activity of the demiurge, who is dyafoc. This other cause is the xwpa, but it is
certainly not easy to equate this with the aoristos dyas. The xdpa is not at the
same time the material principle of the intelligible realm, as Aristotle claims the
dyad to be.2! But it seems one must view the xdpa as a version of the dyad, effec-
tive in a subsection of reality.

As long as we only look to the Parmenides, we cannot arrive at the concept of
the aoristos dyas. But if we already know from other texts how we are to think of
the initially puzzling idea of an indefinite dyad, then we find quite a bit that cor-
responds to it in the Parmenides.

Absolute certainty that we are onto the second principle of the dypaga
doypata in a written dialogue, here, cannot be ascertained, because the second
part of the Parmenides passes itself off as mere “gymnasia” (135d3-7, 136¢4-5).
Whatever this might mean positively, this much is clear that this does not prom-
ise an analysis of things down to their principles, nor a deduction or construction

19. Aristotle, Metaph. N.1.1087b9-12, 1088a5; N.4.1091b35, N.5.1092b1, see also
M.7.1082a23-25.

20. Aristotle, Metaph. A.6.988a14; A.10.1075a35; M.8.1084a35.

21. Aristotle, Metaph. A.6.988a12-14.
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of the world from these principles. Exactly this, however, is what Sextus’s report
intends to offer in an abbreviated form. And this report also turns out to be Pla-
tonic, not Pythagorean, exactly because of the use of the term aoristos dyas.

5. THE COMPLEMENTARITY BETWEEN SEXTUS’S REPORT AND THE PARMENIDES

The enigmatic, dialectical dialogue and the quite straightforward doxographical
report somehow complement each other regarding the aoristos dyas:

o The report, which aims to be an exposition of the dpyai T@v 6Awv, and
which conceptually and in its thought process is reminiscent of the ITepi
téyabod, makes use of the idea of an indefinite dyad (&optotog Svdg),
and this can be seen as evidence for its Platonic nature. Nowhere, how-
ever, does it make this idea philosophically intelligible.

o The dialogue, which does not promise at any point to disclose the prin-
ciples of things, has several passages that make it possible for us to
understand what the inner nature, the essence of an étépa @vo1g T0D
€idovg (“of a nature other than the form”) might be, and to understand
that the communion of two components is necessary for anything to
come into being. But exactly what comes to be is not ontologically clas-
sified in an unambiguous way, nor are we told what the best term for
that “other nature than the form” would be. It should also be clear that
the derivation of the “other nature than the form” from the one—that is,
the typical “Neopythagorean” and Neoplatonic monism of principles—
could have no place in the Parmenides.

One does not get the impression that Sextus’s report is indebted to the way of
thinking and manner of presentation in the Parmenides. The report’s core must
be old. It divorces the doctrine of the Forms, as Platonic, from the search for the
principles of the “Pythagoreans,” divorcing, in fact, the dialogues of Plato from
his theory of principles. That one could attain the doctrine of the principles and
unveil Plato’s entire ontology using one dialogue, say the Parmenides—as seems
to be the case in Moderatus’s report—was certainly far from the intention of the
author of the core of Sextus’s report. Modern speculations that all of Neopla-
tonism could possibly be based on a (mis-)interpretation of the Parmenides are
hardly credible.

In searching for Plato’s second principle—for the AN’ dtta aitia responsible
for bad things—we encounter texts, which according to their letter and spirit,
are miles apart from each other. It is pointless to insist single-mindedly on the
authenticity of the Parmenides and to turn the later revision of Sextus’s report
against it. Both texts are Platonic in what they present, even if they differ in inten-
tion and strategy. Furthermore, the “gymnasia” for the inexperienced Socrates
and the even more inexperienced young Aristotle cannot be viewed as the only
authoritative pure source for Platonic philosophy, so long as it does not provide
us with the key for its own decryption.
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That we conceive of the aoristos dyas in such completely different ways surely
has something to do with the contingencies of the tradition, but perhaps it also
has to do with the étépa @io1g itself; only the person who hopes to find this in
one guise alone, forgets that it is other than the Form, that is, other than what is
clear and unambiguous.

Translated by Alexander G. Cooper, Emory University






6
PLATO AND PARMENIDES IN AGREEMENT:
AMMONTIUS’S PRAISE OF GOD AS ONE-BEING
IN PLuTARCH’S THE E AT DELPHI

Zlatko Plese

INTRODUCTION

Plutarch’s dialogue De E apud Delphos (The E at Delphi) is one of his better-
known philosophical works, primarily because of its sublime encomium of God
delivered by Ammonius, the Platonist from Alexandria and Plutarch’s teacher
(kaBnyntic).! Ammonius’s discourse concludes a series of solutions aimed at
elucidating the meaning of a letter “E” erected on the Delphic temple of Apollo.
The final position assigned to the speech seems to indicate Plutarch’s endorse-
ment of its central tenets. Although there is some truth to recent claims that
Plutarch, allegedly the follower of the sceptical Academic method of argumenta-
tion, thought that argument on either side was the best method for philosophical
inquiry (Brittain 2001, 227-28), it is also true that his more elaborate treatises
do not lead to an aporetic impasse. Rather, they tend to move, in a slow-building
crescendo, from weaker solutions to that which possesses the highest degree of
probability (miBavdtng). As befits a dogmatic Platonist feeling the pressure of Pla-
to’s ultimate authority, Plutarch considers as most probable that solution which
stands in agreement with Platonic philosophy. Ammonius’s speech outweighs on
this criterion all other explanations of the Delphic inscription. Grounded in Pla-

1. For Ammoniusss life and career, see the prosopographical study by Jones (1967); on the
Academy at the time, see Glucker 1976 and Donini 1986. Ammonius’s connection with the Ptole-
maion-Diogeneion, a gymnasion at Athens, where he might have served as a strategos in charge of
the ephebes studying liberal arts, was recently explored by Brenk (2007a, 24-30, and 2007b). Among
the recent analyses of Ammonius’s speech, see especially Ferrari 1995, 38-68, Moreschini 1997, Teo-
dorsson 2001, Dillon 2002b, Zambo 2002, 116-27, Hirsch-Luipold 2005, and Brenk 2005.

-93-
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to’s celebrated distinction between intelligible and perceptible reality, it furnishes
a final verdict beyond which rational investigation ({fitnpa) cannot proceed.

The problem with Ammonius’s winning argument is that it seems somewhat
atypical of the metaphysical system that Plutarch develops in his other philo-
sophical writings. Plutarch usually embraces the Old Academic doctrine of the
two supreme principles, the One and the indefinite Dyad, from which a multi-
layered reality gradually derives (Plese 1999). Ammonius’s praise of God yields a
somewhat different model. It operates on a simple Platonic dichotomy between
Being and Becoming, and it identifies the supreme God with Being and One.
The Platonic ideas play no role in this system, just as there is no explicit mention
made therein of Plato’s intermediate soul-level. For these reasons, scholars have
often argued that Ammonius’s portrayal of God as One-Being reflects his genuine
philosophical position, a sort of homage to a monistic current of Platonism in his
native city. The main representative of this dogmatic current, commonly labeled
as “Neopythagorean,” was Eudorus of Alexandria who, towards the end of the
first century BC.E., apparently reinterpreted the traditional Platonic dualism of
first principles in a monistic mold, perhaps as a result of his metaphysical reading
of Plato’s Parmenides.?

The present study proposes to reexamine the alleged link between Ammo-
nius’s exalted praise of God as One-Being and Eudorus’s derivational monism
by pointing to other sources that might have played a more important role in
articulating Ammonius’s position. Among these sources, one neglected pas-
sage from Plutarch’s anti-Epicurean treatise Adversus Colotem (Against Colotes)
deserves special attention. The appeal of this passage, in which Plutarch defends
the historical Parmenides against Epicurean attacks and relates his ideas to Plato’s
philosophy, lies in its lexical and conceptual affinities with Ammonius’s discourse.
These affinities, if proven true, may seriously undermine the whole “Alexandrian
hypothesis” and bring forward some other important lineages, including that of
Parmenides and Plato’s eponymous dialogue.

STRUCTURE OF THE DIALOGUE: PLATO’S UPWARD PATH OF GENERALIZATION

Unlike the other two “Pythian dialogues,” viz. De defectu oraculorum (Oracles
in Decline) and De Pythiae oraculis (On the Pythian Oracles), where the central
issues in dispute are particular empirical phenomena that have to be explained by
deductive demonstration (&nddei&ic; Plese 2005), The E at Delphi is an upward-

2. Testimonia and fragments are collected in Mazzarelli 1985. For Eudorus’s role in the
development of “dogmatic” Platonism and the role played by Aristotelian tradition in this evo-
lution, see Rist 1965; Kalligas 2004; Bonazzi 2005, 2007; for Eudorus’s hypothetical involvement
in the “Pythagorazing” interpretation of Plato’s Parmenides, see Tarrant 1993, 161-73, and
Romano 2002, 221-24.
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moving investigation into the meaning of a religious symbol. Whereas in the
former two cases the quality of individual arguments is tested on the probability
of their starting hypothesis and on the amount of verifiable evidence, the value
of each proposed solution to the letter E is measured by the progress it makes
from effects to the ultimate noetic cause. The dialogue is, in short, a sequence of
upward moves, similar to the upward path of generalization in Plato’s Symposium
or Republic, from the antiquarian and astrological explanations to those grounded
in semantics, propositional logic and arithmology, all of them ultimately tran-
scended by Ammonius’s Platonizing insight into the symbol’s focal meaning. The
letter E erected on the pronaos of Apollo’s temple, symbolizes neither the famous
five wise men, as suggested by Plutarch’s brother Lamprias (E Delph. 3.358D-
386A), nor the sun that, in the opinion of the “Chaldaean stranger,” occupies the
same second position in the Chaldaean planetary order as “epsilon” among the
Greek vowels (4.386A-B). The mysterious E cannot stand for the interrogative
ei, “whether,” which Nicander the Delphic priest rightly claims to be a charac-
teristic mark of petitions submitted to the Pythian oracle (5.386B-D). Nor can
the symbol be reduced to a hypothetical conjunction ei, “if,” a trademark of the
divinatory art which, according to Theon’s “dialectical” (Stoic) argument, has the
structure of the hypothetical syllogism (6.386D-387D). Even the ensuing investi-
gation by the youthful Plutarch, at the time “passionately pursuing mathematical
studies” (7.387F) into the mystical properties of the numeric value of E (five), fails
to do justice to the power of the symbol (8.387F-16.391E). As Ammonius states
in a brief critical comment on his student’s ambitious proposal, any search for the
hidden numeric aflinities between various aspects of reality always remains an
arbitrary guess:

I will only observe that any one of the numbers will provide not a few points for
those who choose to sing its praises. (17.391E-F)

Still, Ammonius is obviously “pleased at the course the conversation is taking”
(17.391E). His inexperienced pupil has brought some serious philosophy into
discussion, moving with a youthful ease from Xenocrates’ idea-numbers and the
Stoic version of Heraclitus to “the wiser people” (theologians, literary authorities
of the past, Aristotle), and ending his argument about the omnipresence of the
number five with an overly formalistic harmonization of Plato’s fivefold classifica-
tions from the Timaeus, Sophist, and Philebus. The stage is now set for Ammonius
to move further and go higher.

FORM AND ARGUMENT OF AMMONIUS’S DISCOURSE OF PRAISE

Ammonius’s speech is an encomium with the structure of rhetorical argument
(¢myeipnua). It opens with the rebuttal of all preceding solutions and then puts
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forward a concise provisory solution, supported by the epigraphic evidence at
hand:3

In my opinion, the letter signifies neither number, nor rank, nor conjunction,
nor any other incomplete part of speech. Rather, it is a self-sufficient expression
of greeting and addressing God: once pronounced, it brings the speaker into
apprehension of God’s power. For God, as it were, addresses each of us enter-
ing here with his “Know Thyself” (yv@01 cavtdv), which must mean the same
as “Hail” (xaipe); and we, in our turn, answer God back with “Thou Art” (eD),
rendering to him the designation which is true and unerring, and which alone
belongs to him and to no other—that of Being. (17.391F-392A)

Taken in conjunction with the other famous temple inscription (“Know Thy-
self”), the Delphic E turns out to be the formula of greeting the lord at Delphi.
Ammonius here tacitly assimilates Apollo to the highest god—an unwarranted
assertion that will receive due attention only towards the end of the speech
(20.393B-21.394B). What Ammonius undertakes to prove first is that the des-
ignation of Being befits the highest God best. The central part of the speech
(18.392A-20.393B) provides a series of affirmative and negative arguments in
favor of this designation.

The first argument is from the opposite. Being is the only designation worthy
of God because “all mortal nature,” belonging as it were to the realm of Becoming,
“has no part whatsoever in what really is, but having come to be in the middle
of generation of corruption, presents but an apparition and a faint and unstable
image of itself” (18.392A-B). The argument stems from Plato’s hypothesis about
two separate orders of reality in the Timaeus (27d-28a):

What is that which always is (16 6v dei) and has no coming into being, and that
which is always* coming into being and never really is? The former is apprehen-
sible by the mind with reason, and is always (&ei) the same. The latter, again, is
opined by opinion combined with non-rational sense perception, and it keeps
coming into being and passing away, but never really is.

It is important to state from the very outset that Ammonius does not postulate
God’s absolute transcendence. He views God as coextensive with the real Being
from the Timaeus and does not extol him above Being. And when he next asserts

3. Ammonius’s discourse of praise is arranged into a set of carefully patterned cola and
commata, written in a sententious style that favors parataxis, poignant antitheses, occasional
insertions of wise sayings (yvpat), and the climactic progression of arguments. As the occa-
sional “colometric” rendering of the selected passages hopes to show, all these features give
Ammonius’s speech a certain rhythmical lilt and an almost poetic flavor.

4. This “always” (dei) is not present in all manuscripts, and is also omitted by Proclus and
Simplicius.
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that “we have no part whatsoever in what really is” (18.392A), he does not wish
to argue that God cannot be known and attained by our intellect. Rather, he says
that we have no part whatsoever in Being insofar as we are confined by our cor-
poreal nature to the fleeting realm of perceptible phenomena and insofar as we
base our opinions solely on sensory experience and empirical data. “We” cannot
“attain the absolute clarity” (tfjv dyav évapyetav)” in the Heraclitean flux of
fleeting appearances—both on account of the innate fallibility of our senses and
because “so sharp and so swift is the change” that no one can “grasp mortal nature
twice in the same disposition” (18.392A-B).

Ammonius’s critique of perceptual impressions and their “absolute clarity”
sounds like an endorsement of the anti-empirical arguments put forward by the
sceptical Academics. As he states in the concluding lines of the argument “from
the opposite,”

But if one does not remain the same, then one also is not, but changes precisely
insofar as becoming one from the other. And it is our sense perception that, by
its ignorance of what is, falsely tells us that what appears is. (18.392E)

Yet such a sceptical stance toward sense perception does not entail the rejection
of any truth-value assigned to impressions. Ammonius refutes only the “absolute
clarity” of such perceptual impressions, as advocated by Stoic philosophy, hinting
thereby at their limited value in shaping provisional beliefs about the physical
world. This is certainly not a call to uphold Arcesilaos’s universal suspension of
judgment (émoxn), which could easily bring about a complete denial of percepti-
ble reality. Ammonius is a dogmatic Platonist who accepts the realm of Becoming
and of objects present to the senses, but only insofar as clearly distinguished from
their noetic model, the realm of Being.” It is to this realm, assimilated to the high-
est God, that Ammonius now turns:

What, then, is real Being (Tl oDV dvtwe 8v £0T1)? It is the eternal, unbegotten,
and imperishable, to which no time (xp&vog) ever brings change. (19.392E)

5. This is, of course, Plutarch’s own view, most clearly laid out in Against Colotes (15.1116A-
B; trans. Einarson-De Lacy): “But he who supposes that these (sense-perceptible) things exist by
participation and fall far short of what forever is (tod dvtog dei) and gives them their being (10
eivat mapéxovtog), does not overlook what is perceptible, but rather does not disregard what is
intelligible. He does not deny the world of becoming and objects present to senses, but indicates
to those who can follow that there are other things more stable than these and more enduring
with regard to being, for they neither come to be nor pass away nor suffer change. And fixing
the difference more exactly by his use of term he teaches them to call the one kind things that
are and the other things that come to be”
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Both the definition of what really is and the ensuing discussion of time draw
again rather heavily on the Timaeus—more specifically, on the famous section
(37¢-38c) where Plato distinguishes between the eternal nature (aidviog @V o1g)
of the living Being and time as its everlastingly (&iSto¢) moving likeness. It is hard
to find in these lines any “Neopythagorean” contribution to this classic Platonic
dichotomy. The most curious innovation here is that Ammonius discusses the
Platonic concept of time and its measurable aspects (past, present, future) in the
Stoic terms of continuity and infinite divisibility:

For time is a thing that moves, to be imagined along with matter, ever moving
and retaining nothing, a sort of receptacle of becoming and passing away. Of
time we use the words “after” and “before” as well as “shall be” and “has been”—
each on its face an avowal of its non-being. For to say of a thing that has not yet
come into being, or that has already ceased from being, that it is, is ridiculous
and absurd (see Tim. 37e-38b). As for the expressions on which we base our
notion of time to the uttermost, to wit “it is at hand,” and “it is present,” and
“now” (vOv), this again our reason, when fully pressed, brings all to nothing. For
it (i.e., “now”) is squeezed out into the future and into the past, just as the ray
of light disperses before the eyes of those wishing to see it. And if it is true that
nature, which is measured, is in the same condition as time which measures,
then nothing in it abides or really is, but all things are coming to be and passing
away according to their relationship with time (E Delph. 19.392E-393A)

In his polemical tract De communibus notitiis adversus Stoicos (Against the Stoics
on Common Conceptions) 41.1081C-42.1082D, Plutarch criticizes the same con-
cept of time that he now puts into the mouth of his teacher. The reason for which
Plutarch as a Platonist rejects the Stoic view are rather obvious. First, time for the
Stoics is an incorporeal “extension of bodily motion” and therefore an “acciden-
tal” attribute without “substance and potency” (Quaest. plat. 8.4.1007B), which
contradicts Plato’s affirmation of the reality of time, “created together with the
heavens” and presiding over their everlasting duration (Tim. 38b-c). Secondly,
time for the Stoics is an infinitely divisible extension, as are bodies in motion that
it measures, which implies that no time is exactly “present” and that there is no
such thing as a single indivisible “now” (Comm. not. 41.1081C-1082A).6 Why,
then, does Ammonius resort to the Stoic conception of time as a continuum? Par-
adoxically, because it is precisely this continuist view that confirms Plato’s verdict
in the Timaeus that only past and future are the constituents of time (37b-38c).
The indivisible now is not the specious present; it is not a point on a time line,
nor is it a limit of becoming.” The now belongs not to time but to God qua real
Being, which is eternal and to which, as Ammonius says, “no time (xp6vog) ever

6. For a detailed discussion of the passage, see Babut 2002, 328-38.
7. See Aristotle’s Physica (Physics), books 4 and 6.
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brings change” (E Delph. 19.392E). To be eternal is to be in the now—“timeless,
changeless, and undeviating” (20.393A). Just as, in his analysis of the perceptual
world, Ammonius has resorted to the authoritative judgment (xpiotg) of Hera-
clitus (18.392B-C), so he now seems to invoke Parmenides and his description
of “what is” as being “now all together” (B 8.5-6 Diels-Kranz) in order to put
forward the idea of non-durational eternity:

But God is, if this needs to be said,

and is for no fixed time (kat’ o08éva xpovov) but for eternity (katd Tov
aiva)

that is changeless, timeless, and undeviating,

to which nothing is prior or subsequent,

no future or past, no elder or younger.

But He, being One (glg dv),

has filled “always’ in a single “now’ (€vi T® vV TO del memAnpwke).

Only what is in this manner really is,

and not what has come to be or will be,

not what has begun or will cease.? (20.393A-B)

To be in the “now” excludes temporal duration as well as plurality measured by
time. God qua real Being is therefore One, or the One, timeless and indivisible:

Thus, therefore, we ought to greet Him in reverence

and thus to address him as “Thou Art (g]),

or even, by Zeus, as some ancient people did (t@v mtaAa®dv),
“Thou Art One” (& &v).

For the divine (10 B¢eiov) is not plurality

as each one of us, a variegated and gaudy mélange

made up of a myriad of ever-changing states.

Rather, Being must be One (&v eivat 8¢l 10 dv),

just as the One must be Being (domep 6v 10 €v);

whereas Otherness (¢1epotng),

by virtue of its difference from Being (Stapopd tod évtog),
moves outward (¢§iotatat) to produce Non-being. (20.393B)

The most interesting feature in the above passage is the alternating use of gender,
masculine and neuter, to designate the divine principle: both &v and ¢ig, both 8edg
and O¢iov,? and both the neuter v and the masculine @v. The same strategy of

8. Tim. 38a.
9. The same alternation in gender can be found in the Timaeus, but the masculine form, 6
Vedg, prevails over the more generic 10 Oeiov (76b2, 90cl); see also Donini 1992, 298.
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conflating ontological and theological categories has already been deployed in the
opening sections of the speech, where Plato’s realm of Being counter-predicates
with God (17.392A) and that of Becoming with “all mortal nature,” including
“us” humans (18.392A-E). In a similar vein, Ammonius also employs “being”
and “one” as both adjectives (dv, £€v) and substantives (16 dv, 10 €v), denoting
respectively the attributes of God and the self-subsistent ontological categories.
The fluctuation is intentional, and it appears to reflect Ammonius’s (and Plutar-
ch’s) non-committal attitude towards the problem, hotly debated among Plato’s
ancient interpreters, of the ontological status of the divine intellect vis-a-vis the
intelligible realm of the ideas.10

Curious, too, is the concluding clause, with its abrupt introduction of
“Otherness” (£1epdtng), the contrary of One-Being, which “moves outwards”
(¢&iotartau) to generate Non-being. The conjunction of Otherness and Non-being
calls to mind Plato’s Sophist and its definition of “the Other” (Bdtepov) as one of
the “most important kinds” (uéytota yévn), which, together with Being, “per-
vades the whole field of ideas” (255¢), “making each one of them different from
Being as a thing that is not” (éxactov ovk Ov moiet, 256d). In his other works,
Plutarch comments on this differentiating power of “the Other;” or “Otherness”
in the realm of ideas. Thus, in his Oracles in Decline (Def. orac. 34.428C), he
portrays “the power of the Other” as “producing among the intelligible beings dis-
similarities in relation and form that are greater than distances between bodies”
Moreover, in his commentary on Plato’s account of the generation of the world
soul in the Timaeus (35al-b4), he emphasizes the “dyadic” character of Other-
ness, calling it “the principle of differentiation and dissimilitude (&pyn Stagopdg
Kai dvopotdtntog)” in a complex mixture that makes up the cosmic soul (An.
procr. 24.1024D-E). Ammonius, however, does not pursue the same line of argu-
mentation, for “Otherness,” as he interprets it, does not exert its differentiating
power among the ideas or at the soul-level. As in the other parts of his speech,
so here, too, he remains loyal to a simple binary model from the Timaeus, built
on the distinction between what really is and what incessantly becomes, and so
confines the role of “Otherness” to the realm of Becoming. The Non-being that
this “Otherness” generates is therefore not an idea “different from that of Being,”
as in the Sophist (258b-c), nor is it “not-being” in the sense of not existing at all.
Rather, Non-being is the ever-changing realm of Becoming, or the phenomenal
world, “clinging somehow to existence” (Tim. 52c2-5) yet devoid of the selfsame

10. The relationship between the intelligent divine cause and the intelligible forms is a
problem that Plutarch tackles throughout his philosophical corpus, on which see Ferrari 1995,
1996, and 2003. However much his views differ from one treatise to another, Plutarch never
subordinates his supreme God to the forms. He places God firmly “among the intelligible enti-
ties” (Quaest. plat. 2.2.1002B), identifying him with “the best of the intelligible and eternal
beings” from Plato’s Tim. 37a.
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stability and timeless eternity characteristic of the true Being. As Plutarch states
in his anti-Epicurean treatise Against Colotes, commenting on Plato’s manner of
speaking about “what-is-not,”

For Plato, there is a world of difference between “is not” (10 pn eivat) and “is
non-being” (tod pn 8v eivar). For the former indicates the denial of all being
(ovoiag mdong), and the latter the otherness (étepotnta) of the partaken in and
the partaker, one that later thinkers posited as a mere difference (Stapopév) of
genus and species or between peculiarly qualified things and those commonly
qualified. . . . But the relation of the partaken in to the partaker is that of cause
to matter, model to copy, and power to effect. And it is precisely by this relation
that the absolute and always identical differs from what is caused by something
else and is never the same. For the former will never be non-being nor has
ever come to be so (o807 £otal moté | 6v obte yéyove), and is therefore fully
and really being. The latter, in turn, has no firm hold even on such participa-
tion in being as it incidentally has from something else, but departs from itself
(2€iotatal) on account of its weakness; for matter glides round its form (tfig
BAng mepl 10 £ld0g dAoOavovong)!! and admits into its image of being many
effects and changes that lead to its disorderly movement. (Adv. Col. 1115D-F)

Towards the end of his speech (E Delph. 20.393B-21.394C), Ammonius sets out
to prove his second starting premise, namely that Apollo is the same as the high-
est God. The opening argument is etymological (20.393B-C): the name Apollo
means “not-many” (the privative &- and oAA&),12 and the two traditional cultic
designations of the Delphic god, viz. Tjtog and ®oifog, symbolize, respectively,
his unity (eig kai povog) and his unpolluted purity (10 kaBapov kai &yvov). The
next argument proceeds in a typical “zetematic” fashion, by stating and criticizing
two unsatisfactory views of Apollo and by arguing for a compromise solution.13
The first view identifies Apollo with the sun, and is commendable for its reveren-
tial attitude towards Apollo, but it is ultimately unsatisfactory for not discerning
between the “image” and its intelligible archetype—that is, between the sun’s
“generative force” and “the goodness and blessedness” of the superior godhead
(21.393C-D).14 The second view assimilates Apollo to the Stoic deity, and is to

11. See E Delph. 18.392D: “No one remains nor anyone is, but we are becoming many,
inasmuch as matter is driven around some single apparition and a common mold” (mepi &v Tt
Qavtaopa kai kowvov gkpayeiov DAnG meptedavvopévng kai OAoBavovong ).

12. As pointed out already by Plato, Crat. 405; In his tract De Iside et Osiride (On Isis and
Osiris), Plutarch refers to this etymology as “Pythagorean” (Is. Os. 10.354F and 75.381F).

13. For Plutarch’s dialectical handling of a zétéma, viz. his searching for a compromise
solution between two extreme positions, see Mansfeld 1992, 279-95.

14. Plutarch’s solution to the relationship between God (Apollo) and the sun clearly finds
its inspiration in Plato’s famous analogy between the form of the Good and the sun from Resp.
7.507b-509¢. See 509b: “The sun not only furnishes to what is seen the power of visibility, but
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be completely rejected for making God immanent to Becoming and subject to
“degeneration and change”—for such experiences befit “some other god, or rather
‘daimon, who has been set over dissolution and generation” in the sublunary
realm (21.393D-394A). The compromise solution, then, is that Apollo is the
highest God, best described as a One-Being, and that the physical word, or the
realm of Becoming, is ruled by two opposite powers: the life-giving sun as the vis-
ible image of God’s regulating beneficence, and the sublunary daimon in charge
of phenomenal flux.

“PANEUDORISM”—THE PYTHAGORIZING ELEMENTS IN AMMONIUS’S SPEECH

The ensuing source-critical reconstruction of Ammonius’s discourse of praise
begins with a brief summary of the way in which his argument proceeds:

(1) The Delphic “E” designates the highest God.

(2) For Being is a par excellence designation of God.

(3) “All mortal nature,” or the realm of Becoming, is subject to constant
change and thus has no part in real Being.

(4) Being is attainable by the mind with reason, whereas Becoming is the
object of opinion grounded in sense perception.

(5) Since the realm of Becoming is in perpetual flux, our perceptual impres-
sions of its ever-changing constituents cannot attain absolute clarity and
therefore cannot serve to secure any rational knowledge.

(6) Inasmuch as it has no part in real Being, the realm of Becoming is Non-
being.

(7) Real Being “is,” while “was” and “shall be” are appropriately said of
Becoming; the former is therefore eternal, and the latter is everlastingly
moving in time.

(8) Time implies everlasting duration and plurality, while eternity implies
indivisible unity and timeless “now.”

(9) God qua real Being is therefore One, or the One, timeless and indivis-
ible.

(10) The realm of Becoming derives from Otherness, the contrary of One-
Being, and is therefore Non-being in the sense of being different from
One-Being.

(11) Apollo is the same as the highest God, for his name and cultic epithets
emphasize unity and deny plurality.

also provides for their generation and growth and nourishment (tfyv yéveow kai ab&nv kai
TPOQNV), yet is not the same as generation.
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(12) There are two opposite forces at work in the realm of Becoming: the gen-
erative power of the sun, the image of God’s providential beneficence,
and the sublunary daimon concerned with destruction and generation.

Ammonius’s argument has the structure of a normal epicheireme: proposition,
warrant, backing or elaboration, and confirmation. In (1), he provides a solution
to the problem under investigation ({fitnua), that is, the meaning of the Delphic
E. He derives this solution from an equivalent yet more general proposition,
given in (2), that God is Being par excellence. The principal warrants in support of
Ammonius’s claim are taken directly from the Timaeus: the disjunction of Being
and Becoming in (3), of intellection and sense perception in (4), and of eternity
and time in (7). Each warrant is further elaborated, and their inherent obscuri-
ties elucidated, through the intercession of compatible texts borrowed either from
Plato’s own corpus or from past and contemporary philosophical and religious
traditions. Thus, in (5), the epistemological status of the realm of Becoming is
clarified both by genuine sayings of Heraclitus and by other Heraclitean-sound-
ing analyses of phenomenal flux, including the Academic view of the limited
value of perceptual impressions. The incompatibility of Being and Becoming,
forcefully put forward in (3) and further radicalized in (6) with the equation of
Becoming with Non-being, sounds like a Parmenidean revision of Plato’s state-
ment in the Timaeus that the sensible world of becoming has no real being and
yet is said “somehow to cling to being” (52a1-d1).1%> But (10) provides an impor-
tant corrective to this radical disjunction by relating Non-being to Otherness,
probably by reference to the Sophist and, perhaps, as will be suggested below, to
the Parmenides. In addition, (12) even argues, on the strength of the sun-analogy
from the Republic, that Becoming, or at least its upper domain, does take part in
Being through resemblance and imitation. The claim made in (9) that Being and
One are coextensive in God may be borrowed from Parmenides (B 8.5-6), if not
from Plato’s eponymous dialogue. Parmenidean, too, seems the equation drawn
in (8) between eternity and “a single now”—probably an attempt to resolve Plato’s
ambiguous use of the term “always’ in the Timaeus (37c-38c), where it denotes
both everlasting duration and timeless eternity.16

If the preceding analysis is correct, then Ammonius’s encomium of God
is a theologically tuned version of the nascent “dogmatic” Platonism, increas-
ingly interested in the otherworldly aspects of Plato’s philosophy as found in the
Republic, the Sophist, the Timaeus, the Philebus, and probably the Parmenides.
The salient features of this “dogmatic turn” are all visible in Ammonius’s speech,

15. See also Resp. 5.478d-e, which argues that becoming, since both is and is not, is inter-
mediate between being and absolute not-being, and therefore participates in both.

16. For a brief but important discussion of the Parmenidean themes in Ammonius’s
speech—“dieser sehr parmenideische Seiten”—see Vogel 1983, 284-85.
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from a forceful assertion of God’s transcendence and a thorough reevaluation of
the ontological status of the Platonic ideas to an ambitious intertextual reading
of the Timaeus. It is therefore not surprising that modern source-critical stud-
ies of Ammonius’s philosophical position tend to follow a trace that leads to the
“revival” of Platonism in his native city at the turn of the common era.

Most source-critical reconstructions of Ammonius’s speech propose the fol-
lowing set of assumptions:

(1) Ammonius’s position is somewhat atypical of Plutarch’s.

(2) Ammonius is consequently not just a persona in the dialogue reflecting
Plutarch’s views, but rather from a historical personality defending his
own position.

(3) Ammonius did not derive this position primarily from his own direct
study of Plato and other ancient sources, let alone from conversations
with friends or school lectures, but from a single intermediary source.

(4) Direct information on Greek sources for first-century c.e. Platonism
before Ammonius is scarce.

(5) Still, there is one source that, albeit in a deplorably fragmentary state,
shows striking doctrinal correspondences with Ammonius’s philosophi-
cal position.

(6) This single source is the metaphysical doctrine of the “Pythagorizing”
Platonist Eudorus of Alexandria, whose basic outline is available in
some of the twenty-two fragments explicitly attributed to him.

(7) There are other texts, not directly accessible to Ammonius, which bear
strong resemblances, even in matters of detail, with his position. Even
though these resemblances betray no textual parallels with the extant
fragments of Eudorus, their markedly “Pythagorean” ring makes a
strong case for Eudoran authorship.17

17. See especially Whittaker 1969a, who points to such common features in Ammonius’s
praise of God as One-Being and Eudorus’s metaphysical scheme as the coextension of unity and
being and the identification of a personal deity with an impersonal principle. He moves next to
Seneca’s Ep. 58, an interesting medley of Platonist and Stoic ideas, which enumerates six different
modes, or perhaps even grades, of being (58.16-22a), divided according to Plato’s disjunction of
being and becoming. The classification proceeds in a descending degree of genericity, from the
highest genus, viz. “what-is,” or the generic “living being from Plato’s Timaeus,” followed by god,
“being par excellence,” the Platonic ideas, and the Aristotelian immanent forms, down to sensi-
ble existents, which “are not in a strict sense,” and the Stoic quasi-existents. Whittaker does not
comment on Seneca’s second mode, which evokes Ammonius’s equation of God and Being, but
moves on to Seneca’s ensuing description of the sensible world (58.22b-24), organized around
the same cluster of themes as Ammonius’s account: the contrast between god’s unchanging real-
ity and human mutability, and the “theme of the ages of man.” This particular combination
of themes, as pointed out already by Theiler (1964), is “a Middle Platonic commonplace;” but
Whittaker goes even a step further and argues, primarily on the basis of Ovid’s Metamorphoses
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One of the extant fragments from Eudorus’s works, a quotation from Simplicius’s
commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, reveals a metaphysical stance that seems espe-
cially close to Ammonius’s position:

One must say that the Pythagoreans teach that on the highest account the One
is principle of all things (16 &v dpxnv T@v mavtwv), but on the second account
there are two principles (8vo dpxdg) of what is produced, the One and the
nature opposite to this (trv évavtiav tovtw @votv). And ranked below these are
all things thought of as opposites, the good under the One and the bad under
the nature opposite to this. For this reason, these two are not fully principles
according to these men. For if each is principle of a different set, then they are
not common principles of all things, as the One is ... Hence they said that even
in another way the One is principle of all things, insofar as both matter and
all beings have become out of it (g &v kai TG DANG kai T@OV dviwy mavtwy €§
avtod yeyevnuévwv). And this is also the supreme God (t0v vmepavw Oedv):
the first is named ordered, definite, known, male, odd, right, light, and its oppo-
site disordered, indefinite, unknown, female, left, even, darkness. I therefore
assert that the followers of Pythagoras have posited the One as the principle of
all things, but in another way introduce two highest elements (8§00 & dvwtdtw
ototyeia) and call these two elements by many names ... So there is the One
as principle, and there is the One and the indefinite Dyad as elements (wg 6¢
otolyxela 1o v kal 1} AdpLoTog dvdg), both Ones being in turn principles (dpxai
dpew v Svta méAwy). And it is clear that the One that is principle of all things is
different from the One opposed to the Dyad, which they also call Monad (6 kai
povdda kakodow). (Simplicius, In Arist. Phys. 9:181,10-30 Diels = frgs. 3-5
Mazzarelli).

The doctrine that Eudorus attributes to the followers of Pythagoras results from
an interesting experiment aimed at subsuming under a higher unity the dual-

istic metaphysics of the Pythagoreans, of Plato’s “unwritten doctrines,” and of
the Old Academy. A similar monistic hypothesis is available in an excerpt from

15.176, for a “Pythagorean” context of the theme of the four ages of man, corresponding to the
four seasons, in combination with Heraclitean formulations” (p. 191). Combined with Ammo-
nius’s “Pythagorean” etymologies of Apollo’s name and epithets, Seneca’s Letter 58 warrants the
hypothesis of “some common Pythagorean source” (p. 192), most likely Eudorus. The problem
with Whittaker’s source-critical reconstruction is that Seneca nowhere refers to the theme of the
four ages of man, and that neither he nor Ammonius relates this theme, as the “Pythagoreans”
allegedly did, to that of the four seasons. In the end, the only “strong” resemblance between
Seneca’s brief account of Plato’s phenomenal flux and Ammonius’s more elaborate counterpart
is the prominence of Heraclitus and his imagery, especially the “river” fragment (B 49a Diels-
Kranz). To make this linkage and construe an argument from there, one did not have to resort
to some specific “Pythagorean” source or to a Middle Platonic manual—one could simply read
Plato’s Cratylus (440a-d) or immerse oneself in the Theaetetus (esp. 152c-153d). For Seneca’s
Epistle 58, see, e.g., Donini 1979, Sedley 2005, and Inwood 2007.
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Alexander Polyhistor’s Pythagorean Notebooks, preserved in Diogenes Laertius
(8.25), which opens with a blunt assertion that “the first principle of all things
is the Monad (povdg),” and that “out of the Monad the indefinite Dyad comes
to subsist as matter (wg &v DAnv Tfj povadt aitiw Svtt Yootiivar) for the Monad
which is cause. To this derivational model, in which the Monad functions both
as principle and as joint cause of creation with the Dyad, Eudorus gives a dif-
ferent spin. In his version, the Monad has no longer two functions but evolves
into two separate Ones—the first One as a transcendent source of all things, and
the second One as internal principle, or “element” (ototxeiov), acting upon the
dyadic substrate.!8 Considering Eudorus’s well-attested exegetical preoccupations
with Plato’s work, it is plausible that his triangular solution to the ambiguous
status of the Monad in Pythagorean Notebooks owes a great deal to Plato’s tri-
adic arrangements in the Timaeus (God—“forms and numbers”—“space” and the
“errant cause”)!® and in the Philebus (Mind or God—Limit—Unlimited).20 The
same reliance on Plato’s authority could also explain Eudorus’s equation of the
first One with “the supreme God” (6 vmepdvw Bedg).

Back to Ammonius, his speech does indeed reveal some affinities with Eudo-
rean metaphysics. He identifies the One with God, too, and he posits a “dyadic”
principle, which he calls “Otherness” (¢1epdtns), as principle in charge of the
realm of Becoming. But Ammonius’s schema of principles is not triangular,
for he nowhere singles out the second One as joint cause with Otherness. It is
true that on one occasion (E Delph. 21.393E-F) he refers to the supreme God as
actively involved in the ordering of the cosmos— “binding together its [material]
substance (Todto ovvdel Thv ovoiav) and prevailing over corporeal weakness
tending to destruction”?!—but he does not hypostasize God’s regulating func-
tion into a separate principle immanent to creation. Furthermore, Ammonius
repeatedly identifies the supreme God with One-Being, in contrast with Eudorus
who posits his first One as above “all beings.” Finally, the ontological status of
Ammonius’s “dyadic” principle, which he calls “Otherness” (étepdtng), is marred
by non-Eudorean ambiguities, in that it is either an independent principle, a vari-
ant of the Old Academic Dyad, or, alternatively, derives from the duality of One
and Being immanent in Ammonius’s God. For Eudorus, in contrast, the Dyad
proceeds from the One that is single, beyond Being, and devoid of any inherent
duality.

Ammonius’s position thus turns out to be significantly different from Eudo-
rus’s own. Those wishing to pursue “Pythagorean” connections should perhaps

18. Note that, in Eudorus’s account, the Dyad is defined as “element” (ototeiov), but the
second One as both “element” and “principle” (apyn).

19. Tim. 47e-53e, esp. 53a2-d7.

20. Phil. 26e-30e.

21. Cf. Tim. 32b8-c4 and Plutarch, An. procr. 9.1016F-1017A.
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look elsewhere—for example, to the aforementioned derivative dualism of Alex-
ander’s Pythagorean Notebooks and, even better, to the account of Platonic and
Pythagorean principles in Sextus Empiricus (Math. 10.248-284), where “Pythag-
oras” is credited with the following derivative scheme:

Pythagoras declared that the Monad is principle of beings (apxfv ... T@v dvtwv
v povada) and that each being is called “one” by partaking of it. Now this
Monad, when conceived in its sameness (kat’ adTOTNTA PV EAVTHG VOOLUEVNV),
is conceived as Monad, but when by virtue of otherness it is added to itself
(¢movvteBeioav § tautf) kab étepotnTa), it produces the so-called Indefinite
Dyad.... Thus, there are two principles of beings: the first Monad, by partaking
of which all measured units are conceived as monads, and the indefinite Dyad,
by partaking of which the individual even numbers are dyads.

The passage first posits the Monad in its “sameness,” a transcendent principle
admitting nothing and partaking of nothing, and then, in an anamorphic shift
of perspective, considers the same Monad in its “otherness,” as the beginning
and measure of the numbers (“beings”) defined as the measured pluralities of
units (“monads”). This “otherness,” of course, is not the “nature that pervades
all ideas,” as in the Sophist (255d-e), let alone the “otherness” (10 €tepov) from
the Parmenides (143a-b), which proceeds from the duality of One and Being
and entails, in turn, the generation of the number series. Rather, it stands for
the capacity of the Monad to withdraw from its own nature, to posit itself in its
oppositional determination, and to duplicate itself, or “be added to itself,” under
the guise of duality.22 Needless to say, such a view of “otherness” ill accords with
Ammonius’s own. Plutarch’s teacher describes “Otherness” as “moving outward
s0 as to produce” the phenomenal flux as “Non-being” (E Delph. 20.393B), not
the Pythagorean series of numbers qua “beings” Furthermore, his “Otherness” is
not the self-duplicating power of the Monad, but either an independent “dyadic”
principle or the first manifestation of the duality of One and Being inherent in
the supreme God.

All in all, Ammonius’s doctrine of first principles seems more indebted to
Plato than to various metaphysical systems attributed to “Pythagoras” If Ammo-
nius is indeed a historical representative of the renewal of dogmatic Platonism in
Alexandria, then his reworking of Plato’s metaphysics should be kept apart from
those conducted under the banner of Pythagoreanism, including the one pro-
pounded by his compatriot Eudorus.

22. See Numenius, frg. 52 des Places, and his critique of the “incorrect” procedure of “cer-
tain Pythagoreans,” who derive “the indeterminate Dyad” from “a single Monad, when it retires
from its own nature and migrates to the accidental state of Duality” (illam indeterminatam et
immensam duitatem ab unica singularitate institutam recedente a natura sua singularitate et in
duitatis habitum migrante).
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AMMONIUS’S DISCOURSE AS AN HOMAGE TO PLATO AND PARMENIDES

The source-critical arguments for the Eudorean background of Ammonius’s
discourse in The E at Delphi rest on the assumption that its central tenets are
somewhat atypical of Plutarch’s own positions. 23 The speech exalts the supreme
God as both Being and the One, which seems to run counter to Plutarch’s com-
mitment to the Old Academic doctrine of two antithetical supreme principles.
The speech is also curiously silent about the realm of ideas and about the inter-
mediate soul-level, both of which figure prominently elsewhere in Plutarch’s
philosophical opus. But there are some important yet neglected passages in Plu-
tarch’s anti-Epicurean treatise Against Colotes that show striking similarities with
the substance and tenor of Ammonius’s speech, thus posing a further challenge to
the hypothesis of its independent “Alexandrian” (Eudorean) background.
Against Colotes is a reply to an otherwise unknown invective by Epicurus’s
younger contemporary against Arcesilaus’s thesis that neither reason nor the
senses constitute the criterion of truth. Colotes’ main purpose was to show that
the rejection of the Epicurean view that knowledge derives from the clear evi-
dence of the senses entails the inability to deal with external objects in a consistent
fashion and so to act wisely in the world. Besides Arcesilaus and his Academic
followers, “those who suspend assent on all matters” (Adv. Col. 24.1120C-D),
the targets of Colotes’ attack were all those philosophers who, even though fail-
ing to uphold universal émoxn, still maintained that the senses were fallible and
unable to secure true knowledge—to wit, Democritus, Empedocles, Parmenides,
Plato, Socrates, Stilpon, and the Cyrenaics. Among these opponents, Parmenides
is credited with the most radical anti-empiricist stance; for, according to Colotes,
his contention that “Being is One” does not merely cast doubt upon the evidence
of the senses, but entails a total “denial of the plural and perceptible” (13.1114E).
Plutarch tends to divorce Colotes’ claims from their original context, making
it difficult to ascertain their underlying argumentation. But what he seems to have
found particularly irksome in Colotes’ attack on Parmenides is that it had invoked
Plato’s critique of Parmenides in the Sophist—for it is in the Sophist that the
Stranger blames Parmenides for positing One-Being as the only real thing and for
dismissing all perceptual phenomena as thoroughly non-existent and false (Soph.
237a-b, 244b-235e). Plutarch replies that Parmenides’ “contention that Being is
One was no denial of the plural and the perceptible, but an indication of their
distinction from what is intelligible” (Adv. Col. 13.1114E-F). He clearly interprets
Parmenides here through the Platonic dichotomy of Being and Becoming, draw-

23. See, e.g., Donini 1986; Dillon 1996; 190-91; and Brenk 2007, 18. A good survey of the
scholarly disagreement over the status of Ammonius—a character in the dialogue expressing
Plutarch’s own views or a historical personality reflecting the monistic tendencies within Alex-
andrian Platonism—can be found in Moreschini 1997, 12-30.
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ing primarily on the same Platonic dialogue as his opponent, but emphasizing
the section (Soph. 246b-c, 248a-249d) where the Stranger turns the tables, so to
speak, and praises Parmenides as the precursor of “the friends of ideas”—those
who “distinguish between Becoming and Real being” (248a). Plutarch’s defense of
Parmenides unfolds in the following fashion (Adv. Col. 13.1114B-F):

By saying that the All is One (Soph. 244b), Parmenides has somehow prevented
us from living (in Colotes’ opinion).... But Parmenides for one abolished neither
fire nor water ... since he has actually made an “ordering” (8tdxoopov B 8.60
Diels-Kranz), and by blending as elements the light and the dark produces out
of them all perceptual phenomena (B 8.53-61; B 9) ... But even before Plato and
Socrates he saw that nature has in it something opinable (§ofaotov, see B 1.30-
32; B 8.51-52) and again something intelligible (vontov, see B 8.50-51), and that
what belongs to the realm of opinion is inconstant and passes through a wide
range of accidents and changes. And since for sensation it grows and decays and
differs for different persons and is not, even for the same person, always the
same, whereas what belongs to the intelligible realm is another kind—for it is,
to quote Parmenides’ own words, “entire, unmoving, and unborn” (B 8.4), and is
“like itself” (B 8.22) and “enduring in what it is” (B 8.29-30)—Colotes quibbles
about the language and attacks the manner of expression, not the matter, when
he says that Parmenides simply abolishes all things by laying down a One-Being
(t@ &v dv vroTiBeobat).

Parmenides however abolishes neither the one nature nor the other, but
gives each its due. He assigns what is intelligible to the idea of One and Being,
calling it Being (B 6.1; B 8.19) because it is eternal and imperishable (B 8.3) and
One because it is uniform with itself and admits of no difference (B 8.5-6, 22,
29-30), while he assigns what is sensible to that nature which is in disordered
motion (see B4; B 12.4; B 19).

Of these we may further observe the criteria: “the unerring heart of most
persuasive Truth” (B 1.29), which deals with what is intelligible and forever
unalterably the same, “and man’s beliefs, that lack all true persuasion” (B 1.30)
because they consort with objects admitting all manners of changes, accidents
and irregularities (see Soph. 248a, Tim. 27d-28a). Yet how could he have left
us with sensation and belief, if he had left us with no object of sensation and
no object of belief? The question is unanswerable. No, since real Being should
persevere in being, whereas these things that meet the eye now are, and now are
not, forever departing from themselves (¢§iotatat & det) and taking on another
nature, they required, so it seemed to him, a designation differing from that
which is applied to the first, which always is. Thus his contention, that “Being is
One” (B 8.5-6), was no denial of the plural and perceptible, but an indication of
their difference (Stagpopag) with regard to the intelligible. Plato, too, in convey-
ing this distinction even more clearly in his theory of ideas, has afforded Colotes
an opening for attack.
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This Platonizing interpretation of Parmenides’ ontology reiterates almost verba-
tim some of the central themes and preoccupations of Ammonius’s speech. The
most obvious links between the two are as follows:

(1) Both situate Parmenides’ ontology within the Platonic dichotomy of
Being and Becoming.

(2) Following Parmenides and Plato, both speak of two contrasted kinds of
cognition, each related to its particular referent—sensation and belief to
Becoming, intellection and reason to Being.

(3) Both adopt Parmenides’ rigid conception of Being as One and consider
the two as mutually coextensive.

(4) Both emphasize the Parmenidean rejection of any plurality from the
One-Being.

(5) Both accept Parmenides’ analysis of the phenomenal world in terms of
two opposite “forms” or forces—the light and the dark in Plutarch’s sum-
mary of Parmenides, and the Apollonian sun and the sublunary daimon
in Ammonius’s speech.

Oddly enough, Ammonius’s speech goes even further than Plutarch’s account of
Parmenides in exploiting Parmenidean themes, most notably the Eleatic argu-
ment that no past or future can be distinguished from “a single now” (E Delph.
20.393A) in which the eternal One-Being resides (cf. B 8.5-6). At the same time,
Ammonius’s speech appears more interested in offering the Platonizing correc-
tives to some glaring deficiencies of Parmenides’ system. Thus, besides equating,
like Plutarch in Against Colotes, the Parmenidean Non-being with Plato’s realm
of Becoming, it also identifies the Eleatic One-Being with God, most likely in
accordance with Plato’s verdict in the Sophist (248e-249a) that “the perfect Being”
must be endowed with both “life and thought” and cannot “stand immutable in
solemn aloofness, devoid of intelligence” (vovg).

If the above analysis is correct, then Ammonius’s speech in The E at Delphi
represents a sophisticated and rhetorically structured elaboration of the central
Platonic dichotomies—Being vs. Becoming, intellection vs. sense perception,
eternity vs. time—effected through the intercession of compatible theories among
the Presocratics. Thus, in his discussion of the realm of Becoming, Ammonius
resorts to Heraclitus’s description of the phenomenal flux; and when he analyzes
the divine domain of the unitary Being, he draws on Parmenides’ ontology as
interpreted by Plato in the Sophist.

It is much harder to assess Ammonius’s indebtedness to another aporetic
dialogue of Plato where Parmenides figures as a leading dramatic character—
namely, the Parmenides. Nowhere in his speech does Ammonius refer directly
to particular sections or arguments of this work—but he is, in general, rather
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reluctant to quote Plato’s statements from other dialogues.24 Yet this need not
mean, to be sure, that Ammonius makes no allusion to the Parmenides, in the
same way in which he makes use of some central notions and terms from the
Sophist and the Timaeus without referring explicitly to their full-fledged asser-
tions. One such possible terminological echo has already been discussed—that
is, Ammonius’s abrupt introduction of “Otherness” (¢1epdtng), the principle of
“Non-being,” immediately following his claim that Being and One, the essential
predicates of the supreme God, are mutually coextensive and counter-predica-
ble of each other (E Delph. 20.393B). Such a close contextual proximity of One,
Being, and Otherness, brings to mind the argument of the second deduction of
the Parmenides’ first hypothesis, where Parmenides sets out to prove that his
One-that-is, insofar as it partakes of Being, postulates a third concept, Otherness
(10 €tepov), by means of which one can apprehend the difference between One
and Being (143a4-b8):

—Well, then, proceed even in this way. —How? —Do we say that the One par-
takes of Being (ovoiag), and therefore is? —Yes. —And for this reason, the One
that is (10 &v 6v) appeared many? —Even so. —Then what of this? The one
itself (a0t0 10 £v), which we say partakes of Being, if we take this in thought
by itself alone, without that of which we say it partakes, then will it appear to
be one only, or will this very thing also appear many? —One, I should think.
—Let us see, then. It is necessary that its being should be one thing and it itself
another, if indeed the One is not Being, but rather as One partakes of Being. —It
is necessary indeed. —Therefore, if Being is one thing and the One is another,
it is neither by virtue of being one that the One is different from Being, nor is
Being other than the One by virtue of being itself, but rather they are different
from each other by virtue of the different and other (t® £étépw te kai GAw).

24. See Brenk 2005, 32: “Significantly, Ammonios never cites Plato except for the rather
banal assertion that “everything of a mortal nature is at some stage between coming into exis-
tence and passing away” (Phaidon 95E). Regarding the explicit references to the Parmenides
in Plutarch’s other works, it is a well-known fact that, in his preserved literary corpus, there is
but a single unambiguous reference to Plato’s aporetic dialogue—viz. On Brotherly Love (Frat.
amor. 12.484E-F), where Plato is said to “have made his brothers famous by introducing them
in the fairest of his writings, Glaucon and Adeimantus into the Republic, Antiphon the Young-
est into the Parmenides” Besides this high praise for the literary value of the Parmenides, there
is another possible allusion to Plato’s dialogue, more specifically to a passage from the section
discussing the dilemma of participation (131b3-5), in Quaest. Plat. 3.1002D (see Cherniss 1976,
1:45), but the verbal agreements are rather superficial and cannot prove a direct influence.
Finally, it has been argued that the above quoted reference to Colotes’ claim that “Parmenides
simply abolishes all things by laying down a One-Being” (Adv. Col. 13.1114D) is a “Platonic for-
mulation,” which “is in the Parmenides (142d3-4)” (Einarson and De Lacy 1967, 168), but this
formulation might just as easily have come from the Sophist (244b-c).
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—Entirely so. —Thus, the other (Otherness) is not the same as either the One or
Being.—How could it be s0?2>

Another possible echo of the Parmenides pertains not to the philosophical content
of Ammonius’s speech, but rather to the dramatic characterization of the pro-
tagonists in Plutarch’s dialogue. The E at Delphi is set in 67 .E. during Nero’s visit
to Greece, some thirty years before the date of its composition, just as the Par-
menides recounts the historical meeting between Socrates, Zeno, and Parmenides
well over fifty years after the event. Both works suggest that their central charac-
ters—Parmenides and Ammonius, respectively—have been dead for some time,
giving their words and ideas an aura of timeless relevance. Finally, both dialogues
create a dramatic tension between the old teacher of wisdom and his youthful
apprentice. Socrates and Plutarch are equally inventive and imaginative, but they
both tend to leap to unwarranted conclusions and so cannot defend themselves
against the respective criticisms of Parmenides and Ammonius. It is therefore
very hard to resist the impression that the contrast set in The E at Delphi between
Ammonius and his ambitious pupil owes something to the Parmenides, “one of
the fairest of Plato’s writings” in Plutarch’s own opinion (Frat. amor. 12.484E-F).

CONCLUSION

The results of the preceding analysis of Ammonius’s praise of the highest God qua
One-Being can be summarized as follows:

(1) Ammonius’s encomium is a rhetorically articulated investigation
(zétéma) into the meaning of the Delphic E.

(2) The solution to the problem under investigation, viz. that the Delphic E
designates the nature of God qua One-Being, takes as its starting point
the Platonic disjunctions of Being and Becoming, of intellection and
sense-perception, and of timeless eternity and temporal duration.

(3) In describing these two contrasted domains of reality, Ammonius draws
on Plato’s Timaeus, Sophist, Philebus, Cratylus, Republic, and possibly the
Parmenides, but he also resorts to the views and arguments of the Preso-
cratics—of Heraclitus in the case of Becoming, and of Parmenides in the
case of Being.

25. If Ammonius indeed has in mind here this section of the Parmenides, then he (and
Plutarch) would be the earliest representative of the school of thought that posited Parmenides’
One-Being as the principal subject of the dialogue’s hypotheses. For this type of interpretation,
see Proclus’s In Parm. 1:635.21-638.10, who later relates it to Origen the Platonist, the pupil of
Ammonius Saccas (6:1064.21-1065.5).
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(4) By adopting Parmenides’ conception of One-Being, Ammonius excludes
plurality from his portrayal of the higher realm and suppresses any ref-
erence to the Platonic ideas.

(5) At the same time, Ammonius embraces Plato’s critique of the immobil-
ity of Eleatic “Being,” as put forward in the Sophist, and identifies his
One-Being with the divine intelligence, or God.

(6) Ammonius’s conception of God qua One-Being owes little or nothing to
the Pythagorizing Platonism of Eudorus.

(7) There is no compelling reason to assume that Ammonius is just a char-
acter in the dialogue and a mouthpiece of Plutarch’s own views. But if
Ammonius is indeed a product of Alexandrian Platonism, then one
needs to redraw the history of Platonism of Alexandria and allow for the
existence of a non-Pythagorizing dogmatic current in it.

(8) The claims that Ammonius’s stance is atypical of Plutarch’s own have
no solid ground. Ammonius’s omission of the Platonic ideas from his
account of God as One-Being accords rather well with Plutarch’s ten-
dency to consider them as subordinate to the divine intelligence, and
even to assign their paradigmatic function directly to God. This ambig-
uous attitude towards the Platonic ideas probably reflects Plato’s own
rejection of ideas as paradigms in his later dialogues.

(9) Ammonius’s interpretation of the Delphic “E” is an interesting blend
of various philosophical currents that Plutarch himself viewed as con-
stitutive parts of a unitary Platonist tradition.2¢ In Plutarch’s opinion,
this tradition encompasses even some pre-Platonic philosophers, from
Pythagoras and Socrates to Heraclitus and Parmenides, whose seem-
ing incompatibilities were first brought into agreement by Plato’s dualist
scheme of Being and Becoming. The ensuing history of Platonism, as
Plutarch sees it, is marked by its cleavage into two currents: dogmatic,
which started with the Old Academy, and sceptical, initiated by Arcesi-
laus. The representatives of the sceptical current focused on Becoming,
or the realm of sensory perception, and advocated probable philo-
sophical views; the dogmatic or rationalist current, on the other hand,
accepted the noetic realm of Being, God, and the immortal soul. Yet
in spite of their important epistemological differences, these two cur-
rents, still according to Plutarch, never abandoned Plato, their venerable
authority, and never fully parted their ways. What united them was their
common opposition to empiricism. Probably under Ammonius’s influ-
ence, Plutarch regarded himself as the heir of both traditions. This is
why, in The E at Delphi, these two traditions play an equally important
role: Heraclitus as well as Parmenides, Academic probabilism as well as

26. As Plutarch makes it clear in Against Colotes; see especially Donini 2002.



Plato’s and the Old Academic dogmatism. Ammonius’s speech is thus,
above all, a passionate homage to the thesis of the unity of Platonism.2”

27. See Numenius, frg. 24 des Places, who counters this claim about unity with his critique
of the sceptical Academy for abandoning Plato’s genuine doctrines.
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MODERATUS, E. R. DODDS, AND THE DEVELOPMENT

OF NEOPLATONIST EMANATION

J. Noel Hubler

In 1928, E. R. Dodds rewrote the history of Greek Philosophy by arguing that
Moderatus, an obscure Neopythagorean philosopher of the first century, had
anticipated the celebrated emanation system of Plotinus by two centuries (1928,
129-42). Dodds claimed that in the course of interpreting Plato’s Parmenides,
Moderatus developed a theory of emanation through a series of three Ones. Fur-
ther, Dodds claimed that the three Ones were identified in terms that accorded
with the three hypostases that were the ultimate principles of Plotinus’s metaphys-
ics. Dodds thereby managed to strip from Plotinus the credit for his innovations
and placed Plotinus within a long tradition of interpreters of Plato’s Parmenides
alongside Moderatus. Dodds’ claims have been very influential in subsequent his-
torical accounts.!

Unfortunately, Dodds’ claims rest on the thinnest textual evidence, a single
passage from the sixth-century commentator, Simplicius (In phys. 9:230-231
Diels). A close examination of the thin textual evidence does not support Dodds’
claims about Moderatus’s anticipation of Plotinus’s theory of emanation. For
Dodds failed to take into account Simplicius’s methods of interpretation and the
potential for Simplicius’s own supplementation of the textual tradition. He failed
to take into account further textual evidence about Moderatus’s teachings from
sources earlier than Simplicius, including references in Porphyry, Stobaeus, and
Syrianus. Finally, he failed to take into account the historical context of Mod-
eratus’s first-century Neopythagoreanism. Once we take into account Simplicius’s
methods, further textual evidence from Moderatus, and other Neopythagoreans,
a different reading of Simplicius’s account of Moderatus’s teachings emerges—one

1. Festugiere 1954, Merlan 1967, and Dillon 1996 each followed Dodds. Dillon concluded
that the teachings of Moderatus preserved by Simplicius anticipated all the distinctive features
of Neoplatonism and “all this seems to deprive Plotinus of the chief innovations in Platonism
for which he is known” (1996, 349).

-115-
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that places Moderatus squarely within the tradition of Neopythagoreanism. Then
the Neoplatonist anticipations that Dodds attributes to Moderatus are much more
plausibly viewed as Simplicius’s own transformation of his source through his
own hermeneutical methods, which are less than historically reliable and com-
promise Simplicius as a historically reliable witness.

1. SiMPLICIUS’S HERMENEUTICS

Before embarking on an examination of Simplicius’s hermeneutics, it should be
noted that there has been much study of Simplicius’s methods since the time of
Dodds. No longer is Simplicius viewed simply as a repository for testimonials
about Presocratic and Hellenistic philosophers. His methods of commentary and
his thought have been studied in their own right. Garrett has shown how Sim-
plicius’s own philosophical speculations about space and matter contributed to
his readings of Plato and Aristotle on the same subjects (Garrett 1994, 384-85).
Stevens (1990) and B. Miller (1983) have both demonstrated how Simplicius’s
own Neoplatonism influenced his understanding of Parmenides.2 Each of these
historians based their arguments largely on examinations of specific cases of inter-
pretations that Simplicius offered in comparison with their own views of what the
passages mean and in comparison with Simplicius’s own teachings. Such studies
are extremely important, but a more systematic method is available, thanks to a
very revealing passage in which Simplicius explains the kind of hermeneutics he
rejects and the kind he admires.

In his Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics, Simplicius explains that there are
two kinds of exegetes of Parmenides. There are those who merely look to the sur-
face of the text and then there are those who understand the deeper meanings.
The two types of exegetes bear similarities to the two types of Presocratic Philoso-
phers that Simplicius distinguishes earlier in the same discussion,

Thus, some look to the noetic order, while others look to the sensible. Some
seek the proximate elements of bodies, while others seek more fundamental
principles. Some grasp what is more particular, while others grasp what is more
universal than the elemental nature. And some seek the elements only, while
others seek all the primary and secondary causes.

Obtwe odv oi pév eig vontodv, oi 8¢ eig aioOntov diakoopov dpopdvTed, kal oi
P&V T TpOOEXT) OTOLKEIR TV CWHATWY, o 8 T dpxoedéatepa (nTodvTeg, Kol oi
HEV UEPIKWTEPOV, 0L 8¢ OMKWDTEPOV TAG GTOLXELWSOVG PVOEWS KATASPATTOUEVOL,
Kai oi p&v Tt otoixeia novov, oi 8¢ mdvta T& aitia Kai ovvaitia {nrodvteg
(9.36.15-19).

2. Similarly, Henry Blumenthal (1987) has shown how Ps-Simplicius’s Neoplatonic under-
standing of the soul contributed to his interpretation of Aristotle’s De anima (Soul).
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Thus, there are philosophers who look only to the sensible world of divisible parts
and the elements. Then there are philosophers who look beyond the sensible
realm to the noetic realm and understand the causes behind the world of appear-
ance.

Simplicius then distinguishes exegetes of Parmenides in much the same way.
Even though in the present context he is discussing specifically the interpreters of
Parmenides, he applies similar exegetical considerations to other thinkers as well.
He distinguishes a first class of exegetes:

Some of those who attend to the more superficial find an apparent contradiction
that they discuss in their works, while the ancients are accustomed to declare
their own views enigmatically.

TOV émmolaldTepoV dKpowEVWY 0DTOL KNJOHEVOL TO Qatvouevov dromov év
101G AOYOLG avT@V SLedéyxovaty, aiviylatwddg iwbotwy TV malat@dv Tag
¢aut@v anogaivesdat yvwpag (9:36,28-31 Diels).

The first exegetes are able to produce contradictions in the texts they interpret
because they fail to look beyond the surface of the text. They fail to recognize that
the ancients speak enigmatically in a way that hides their true meaning.

On the other hand, Simplicius distinguishes exegetes, such as Plato and
Aristotle, who recognize the depth of a writer such as Parmenides. In their inter-
pretations they overcome objections to Parmenides’ thought,

Now they sometimes fill in that which is left out, sometimes clarify that which is
stated unclearly, sometimes determine that which is spoken concerning intelligi-
bles as that which cannot be fitted to things in nature, as in the case of the things
said of the one and unmovable being, and sometimes they reveal interpretations
that are easier than the surface readings.

Kal oDToL 0DV TMOTE WEV TO Tapaleelpupévov aAvanAnpodvteg, mote 8¢ 1o
doa@g elpnuévov cagnvifovtes, mote 8¢ O €Ml TOV voNTOV eipnuévov g
un Suvapevov Toig PUOLKOIG EQappoTTey Stakpivovteg WG Emi TOV €V TO OV
Kal akivntov Aeyovtwy, moté 8¢ Tag evkolovg ékdoxdg TV émmolaloTépwy
npoavactéAovteg (9:37,2-6 Diels).

Following Simplicius’s division of philosophers, let us call the two types of exe-
getes of the sensible and exegetes of the noetic. From Simplicius’s description,
we can distinguish four types of activities in which the exegetes of the noetic
engage:

1) They supplement what is left out of the text.

2) 'They clarify what is stated unclearly.

3) They apply descriptions that do not fit the physical world to the intel-
ligible.
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They find easier interpretations than the surface reading.

We can find clear examples of the first three practices in Simplicius’s commentar-
ies and thus show a close connection between his exegetical reflections that we
have been examining and the exegetical practices that he either praises or engages
in himself. It is more difficult to find examples of the fourth practice of preferring
the easier reading since it is formulated so much more vaguely. It would be hard
to pin down an exact example. Now to the first three methods:

1)

2)

3)

As an example of the supplementation of that which is left out, in his
Commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo (Heavens), Simplicius praises Aris-
totle for supplementing Empedocles’ description of the roles of Love
and Enmity in his cosmology. Empedocles expressly states that Enmity
causes division but leaves out (mapaleinet) any reference to the activity
of Love,

Therefore, he says, Empedocles left out the composition of the elements
by Love, that is he did not credit it with cosmic production, but credited
Enmity with its dissolution.

<816>, pnoti, <kai’EpnedorAig mapaleinet v émi tfjg PAdTNTOG> StdBeoty
T@OV oTolXelWwY, TOLTEGTIY OV TaAOTNV aiTidtal Tfg Koopomotiag, AAX TNV £mi
100 Neikovg Stakptotv (In cael. 7:590,24-27 Heiberg).

Simplicius says that commentators do well to understand what is left
out (591,1-2). If Enmity divides, then Love must bring the elements
together into order.

Simplicius cites different types of clarification in his commentaries.
Clarification can be accomplished through the definition of terms.
Simplicius cites the example of Alexander Aphrodisiensis achieving a
clarification of the notion of rectilinear motion in relation to circular
motion by defining “up” as away from the center of the universe while
defining “down” as toward the center (In cael. 7:15,5 Heiberg). Clarifica-
tion can also be achieved by making proper distinctions. Simplicius says
Alexander does well to distinguished the different types of motion and
thereby clarify what Aristotle had said about motion and the category of
relation (In phys. 10:835,11 Diels).

Simplicius makes reference to Parmenides’ poem in which he describes
Being as one and motionless. Since the physical world is not motion-
less, Simplicius concludes that the one Being that Parmenides describes
cannot be the physical world, but must be intelligible Being (In phys.
9:39,25-26 Diels).
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Thus, Simplicius seems to follow a strong principle of charity in interpretation. If
the surface interpretation leads to difficulties, he suggests that the exegete should
look to the deeper, noetic meaning of the passage. But what results is a herme-
neutic of harmonization, since any surface difficulty in applying statements to the
physical world allows Simplicius to invoke a hidden reference to the intelligible
realm of Neoplatonic metaphysics.

In fact all of Simplicius’s guidelines for exegesis are problematic, with the
problems growing as one proceeds through the list. To supply what is left out is
often necessary in exegesis, but not unproblematic. To define terms and to make
relevant distinctions is also sometimes necessary, but the historian must recog-
nize that the author does not always use terms in a consistent, well-defined way.

Under guideline three, things become much more problematic, for guide-
line three, if followed rigorously, allows the import of Neoplatonic teachings into
every text that cannot be understood on its surface. For one is allowed and even
encouraged to read any text that does not fit the physical world or leads to contra-
dictions as referring to the noetic realm.3

This is precisely what happened in Simplicius’s own reading of Moderatus.

2. Two TESTIMONIES

In his extant writings, Simplicius refers to only a single passage from Moderatus.
He does so as he is developing his own theory of matter as indefinite quantity.4
Simplicius relies on his information about Moderatus from a passage he has
gleaned from Porphyry. Simplicius’s account of Moderatus can be clearly divided
into two parts, one part that he recounts in his own voice and another that he
attributes to Porphyry. Before he quotes Porphyry, Simplicius gives his own sum-
mary of what he takes Moderatus’s metaphysical hierarchy to be. For simplicity,
we will refer to the two parts as Simplicius’s testimony and Porphyry’s testimony
(remembering that Porphyry’s testimony is mediated through Simplicius).

In his article, Dodds takes both Simplicius’s and Porphyry’s testimonies to be
faithful accounts of Moderatus’s teachings. He thinks Simplicius’s testimony pres-
ents Moderatus’s own interpretation of Plato’s Parmenides. But only Porphyry’s
testimony should be taken as Moderatus’s own, for linguistic, doctrinal, and her-
meneutical reasons.

Simplicius begins by crediting the Pythagoreans as first to think of matter as
indefinite extension. The passage reads,

3. On Simplicius’s tendency to harmonize the Greek philosophical tradition, see Sorabji,
1991, 147. Regarding the general unity of Greek thought, Sorabji says that “Simplicius argued
for the same general unity in order to rebut Christian charges of contradictions in pagan phi-
losophy”

4. On Simplicius’s teaching, see Sorabji 1991, 148-65.
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It appears that the Pythagoreans were first among the Greeks to hold this opin-
ion, and after them Plato, as Moderatus recounts. For he declares that according
to the Pythagoreans, the first One is above being and every essence. He says that
the second One, which is true being and intelligible, is the forms, while the third
One, which is psychic, shares in the One and the forms. He says that the final
nature from this, which belongs to sensible things, does not even share in the
forms, but rather is ordered by the reflection of them as a shadow of the matter
that is in these things. Matter belongs to what is not, but at first is in quantity
and is even further inferior to it.

And Porphyry writes these things in the second book of his work On Matter,
citing Moderatus, saying, After the unified logos purposed—as Plato says some-
where—to bring about the generation of beings from itself, it withdrew through
its own deprivation, taking away its own logoi and forms from the very quantity
of all. He called this quantity formless, undivided, and shapeless, yet it receives
form, shape, division, quality, and every such thing. It seems, he says, that Plato
called this quantity many names, saying it was the “all-receiving” and without
form, “invisible,” “partaking in the noetic in a most perplexing way,” “barely
apprehended by illegitimate account,” and everything of the like. And he says
that this quantity and this kind (that is understood by the deprivation of the
unified logos that contains every logos of beings within it) is the model for the
matter belonging to bodies. He said that the Pythagoreans and Plato called
matter quantity, not quantity as in form, but quantity by deprivation, loosing,
extension, severance, and deviation from being. Therefore, matter appears evil
because it flees from being.

Tadtnv 8¢ mept tiig VAng v dmdvolav €oikaoty oxniévat TPOTOL HEV TV
‘EAMpvwv oi TTuBayodpetol, peta § €keivovg 6 IINdtwy, g kai Modépatog ioTopel.
00ToG yap katd tovg ITvBayopeiovg TO uév mpdtov év OEp 1O elvan kol TacAV
ovoiav dnogaivetal, 10 8¢ devtepov €v, dmep €0Tl TO GVTWG OV Kal vonTov, Td
€i8n @noiv ival, T0 8¢ tpitov, Smep 0Tl TO YUXIKOV, LeTEXELY TOD £VOG Kal TV
eid@v, v 8¢ amd TovTOV TEAevTaiav gvov THV TV alcOntdv odoav unde
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éviaiov Aoyov voovpevov Tod mavtag Todg Aoyovs TV SvTwv v £auTd
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anogevyovoa. (In phys. 9:230,34-231,21 Diels).

The vocabulary of the two testimonies differs dramatically. In the first testimony,
Simplicius recounts Moderatus’s teaching in terms of three different Ones. In the
second testimony, Porphyry recounts Moderatus’s teachings in terms of a unified
logos, other logoi, and forms. A close analysis also reveals that the doctrines of the
two sections are very different. Simplicius gives a summary of a very Neoplatonist
theory of emanation from the highest One. Porphyry recounts a very different
story in which a primordial unity divides itself, keeping to itself all definite logoi
and forms, while leaving behind indefinite quantity. After a closer examination
of the differing vocabulary and teachings of the two sections, and knowing Sim-
plicius’s desire to read his sources noetically and in the way most amenable to
Neoplatonism, it seems best to take the first part as Simplicius’s own Neoplatonic
noetic reading of the passage that he has received from Porphyry and to take the
second attributed part as the more historically accurate reading of Moderatus that
was preserved by Porphyry.

First, let us consider the vocabulary of the two testimonies. Simplicius’s tes-
timony clearly uses the language of Neoplatonism in general and of Simplicius in
particular. Simplicius identifies the first, second, and third Ones, as

First One: the One above being and every substance,
Second One: the One that is true being and intelligible, in which are the forms,
Third One: the psychic One that participates in both the One and the forms.

Finally, he identifies nature that belongs to the sensibles. It does not share in the
first three, but is ordered by their reflection, and as a shadow of matter.

The language used to describe the Ones in terms of being, the intelligible, the
forms and the soul is all Neoplatonic. The description of the sensible realm as a
reflection of the forms is characteristic of Simplicius’s diction. In his Commen-
tary on Aristotle’s De caelo, Simplicius refers to the common features in the world
of change as being reflections of noetic forms, “just as when one sees a face in a
river that constantly flows” (In cael. 7:599,24 Heiberg). In his Commentary on
the Categories, he claims that prime matter receives reflections of Being (In cael.
In cat. 8.113.2-4, Kalbfleisch). The Neoplatonist Proclus also uses the language of
reflection to describe participation in the noetic realm,

Then let it be said that participations in the noetic forms are like reflections in
a mirror.
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AeyéoBw pgv odv kol 6Tt TaiG €lg TO KATOMTPOV €UPaceoty éoikaoty ai TV
voep@v eid@v pedeeis. (Proclus, In Parm. 839,20-22 Cousin)

Damascius also refers to forms in matter as reflections (Proclus, In Parm. 144.26
Ruelle).

As for the term shadow (okiaopa), commentators have mistakenly said that
Moderatus taught that matter was some sort of shadow cast from the formal
realm. The interpretation is based upon a mistranslation, for in the last line of
Simplicius’s testimony, matter stands in the genitive case, while shadow is accusa-
tive.

He says that the final nature from this, which belongs to sensible things, does
not even share in the forms, but rather is ordered by the reflection of them as a
shadow of the matter that is in these things. Matter belongs to what is not, but at
first is in quantity and is even further inferior to it.

ThHv 8¢ &nd TovToV TeAevTaiav QOO THY TOV aioOnNTtd@v odoav Unde petéxety,
A& kat Epgaoty éxeivov kekoopfobat, TG €v avToic BAnG Tod uf dvtog
TPWOTWG £V T 00D GvTog 0Bong okiaopa kal €Tt udAhov vroPePnkrviag kai dmd
TovTOV.

Therefore shadow is not predicated of matter, but it is instead predicated of
nature, also in the accusative. It is predicated of nature through indirect discourse
and is therefore in the accusative case. The indirect discourse is governed by the
verb “he says” (pnoiv) that governs the clauses about the second One, the third
One, and final nature in Simplicius’s testimony. Therefore, nature, not matter, is
the shadow.

The description of nature as a shadow is characteristically Neoplatonic.
According to Simplicius, nature does not directly share in the formal realm, but
nature is a more distant likeness of the realm of the forms (In cat. 113,3 Kalb-
fleisch). Similarly, in his Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima, Ps.-Simplicius
refers to sensible forms as the images and shadows of true beings (In de an.
11:72,27 Hayduck). Olympiodorus echoed the point in his explanation of Plato’s
notion of matter. Olympiodorus claimed that Plato called forms in matter “shad-
ows” (oktdg) of the ideas in the noetic realm (In Alc. 212 Westerink)—most likely
an interpretation of Plato’s myth of the cave in the Republic (7.532b). Plotinus
himself referred to the physical cosmos as a “shadow and an image” (Enn. 3.8
[30].11).

Simplicius’s use of the verb vmoPaivetv to describe the descent from and infe-
riority of the material realm is typically Neoplatonist.” Plotinus first described the

5. Festugiére (1954, 23n) points out the technical Neoplatonist use of the term: “Omofaivery,
onoBaoctg sont techniques dans le néoplatonisme pour désigner la dégradation successive des
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term UmoPaoig to describe the descent and inferiority of matter:

The lowest being comes about through constant descent (broBdoet) and falling
away (bmootdoet) and after it nothing else is generated. This is evil.

T} del dmofacet kal dnootdoel, TO éoxaToV, Kai (ed’ & ovk fv £tL yevéoOat
O0TIO0DV, TODUTO eival T kakov. (Enn. 1.8 [51].7.19-20)

The lowest nature that Plotinus describes that is unproductive of anything else is
matter. Subsequent Neoplatonists followed suit and used vnéBaoig to describe
the descent from the unity of the One into the plurality of the physical world.
Proclus states:

Therefore, there is one chain just as there is one order, which as a whole follows
a descent from the monad into plurality.

810 kal pia oepd kai pia téafig, fj GAn mapd tig povadog Exel Thv eig T TA{Bog
onoBacy- (Elem. Theol. 21,5-6 Dodds)

The notion was one of the central features of Neoplatonic metaphysics and can be
found throughout Neoplatonic literature.®

Simplicius’s account emerges as very Neoplatonic both in language and con-
tent.

In contrast to Simplicius’s testimony, Porphyry uses strikingly different lan-
guage in his testimony. The highest principle is not the One, but the “unified
logos. It is very difficult to identify the unified logos with the One above all being,
since it is not absolutely simple. It is unified and hence composite. Also it con-
tains a plurality of forms and of logoi and it is able to divide itself. Perhaps we
can supplement Porphyry’s testimony and supply a higher One above the unified
logos. Then to follow Simplicius’s interpretation, the unified logos is at the level of
the second One. It is the intellectual principle that contains forms. But Porphyry
recounts that the unified logos desires to produce beings from itself. Again the
language is completely different from Simplicius’s account, where being is identi-
fied with the second One, not with its product. Finally, the unified logos departs
and leaves quantity behind, deprived of all forms and logoi. None of the language
of withdrawal or deprivation within the realm of the forms is Neoplatonic.

On the other hand, Numenius of Apamea, probably writing a century after
Moderatus, takes time to criticize fellow Pythagoreans for teaching a doctrine
that is reminiscent of Moderatus’s theory of withdrawal. He says,

étres dans une méme oelpd.”
6. See also Porphyry, Sent. 11 Lamberz; Damascius, In Parm. 88.22; 303.5 Ruelle 1899;
Simplicius In de an. 11:39 Hayduck; and Priscianus, Metaph. Theophr. 27 Bywater.
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But several Pythagoreans are said not to have followed the force of reason and
thought that even the indeterminate and immeasurable duality was established
by a single unity as it withdrew from its own nature and departed into a state of
duality.

Sed non nullos Pythagoreos vim sententiae non recte adsecutos putasse dici etaim
illam indeterminatem et inmensam duitatem ab unica singularitate institutam,
recedente a natura sua singularitate et in duitatis habitum migrante. (Wrobewl
1876, 324)

Numenius claims that misguided Pythagoreans seek to derive the two Pythago-
rean principles of the One and the infinite Dyad from a common singular source.
The source departs from its singular nature and migrates into duality. For the
sake of polemics, Numenius may be misstating a position similar to Moderatus’s,
for as it stands, the passage makes little sense. If the singularity departed from its
own nature and migrated into duality, then it would no longer be a singularity
and no singularity would remain as a principle opposite the infinite dyad. The
withdrawal makes more sense if the singularity withdrew and left behind a dual-
ity rather than itself migrating into duality. Hence a singularity would remain. So
also proceeds the production of quantity in Moderatus’s theory.

Taken overall, the language of Simplicius’s testimony is Neoplatonic while the
language of Porphyry’s is very different and retains echoes of Pythagoreanism.

3. CONCEPTUAL DIFFERENCES

Clearly, the differences in language at least raise the suspicion that Simplicius is
rewriting what he found of Moderatus in Simplicius’s own terms. But the differ-
ences are not merely linguistic. The teachings of the two passages are incompatible
with each other and the words that are chosen point to deep differences in con-
ceptual frameworks. First, other reports about Moderatus indicate that he taught
that the principles were forms, not numbers, as did more traditional Pythagore-
ans. Second, Porphyry’s testimony does not read at all like the emanation account
that Simplicius attributes to Moderatus. Rather, it reads like a very traditional
fissure account, whereby opposite principles are generated from the self-division
of the first principle. Such fissure accounts were common before and during the
time of Moderatus and are attributed specifically to the Neopythagoreans.

The differences in the vocabulary of the Simplicius and Porphyry testimo-
nies take on added significance when we consider the other surviving account of
Moderatus’s teaching that we have from Porphyry. It is found in Porphyry’s Vita
Pythagorae (48-53). There Porphyry explains that Moderatus reinterpreted tradi-
tional Pythagoreanism. According to Porphyry, Moderatus taught that the true first
principles were logoi and forms and that Moderatus claimed that the earlier Pythag-
oreans had only used numbers as a teaching device to describe logoi and forms.
They used numbers as figures to explain about incorporeal forms much as a geom-
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eter uses a picture of a triangle to teach about the incorporeal form of a triangle.
Moderatus therefore thought that the true first principles were logoi and forms,
not numbers. The two accounts from Porphyry, one in Simplicius's Commentary
and one in the Vita agree: Moderatus explained the origins of the universe in
terms of logoi and forms. The testimony of Simplicius makes an important inver-
sion. He takes the account in terms of numbers to be more fundamental. In a
further difference, according to the Vita, the numbers that Moderatus said were
used as an illustration of forms and logoi were one, two, and three, not the first,
second, and third One of Simplicius’s testimony.

We possess two further textual witnesses that confirm that Moderatus
departed from earlier Pythagoreanism by relegating numbers from the ranks of
first principles. From the fifth century c.E., both Syrianus and Stobaeus record
that Moderatus took numbers, including the one, to be derivative from the
monad. According to Stobaeus, Moderatus taught that “number is a system of
monads. Monads form the limit for quantity, because “when quantity is deprived
of every number as plurality is reduced by subtraction, it takes on solitude and
stasis” (Stobaeus, Anth. 1.8). According to Moderatus’s etymology, solitude and
stasis are the sources for the word monas, as monas is derived from the words to
remain (pévewv) and alone (Lovog). Thus, monads are the most basic quantity and
the source of numbers.

Syrianus’ testimony also confirms that Moderatus took the monad to be prior
to the one. According to Syrianus, Moderatus said that the one was a principle,
but he derived it from the monad, which was temporally prior to the one, even
though it was later in account (In Metaph. 6:151,26 Kroll 1902). For the monad
was generated prior to the one, but the one functioned as a formal cause for the
monad, presumably by giving it numerical form. Nevertheless, the monad was
prior because it underlies number as if it were matter.

What we learn from Porphyry’s Vita, Porphyry’s testimony in Simplicius,
Syrianus, and Stobaeus forms a consistent picture of Moderatus’s metaphysics.
In fact the different witnesses serve to illustrate one another. According to Syri-
anus, number is to form as the monad is to matter. Although this is difficult to
understand on its own, it becomes clearer when we consider Stobaeus’s claim
that Moderatus took number to be a system of monads. So number emerges as
a structure imposed upon underlying monads, very much like a form-matter
relationship. In Porphyry’s testimony in Simplicius, we learn that quantity is
the paradigm for physical matter. Again, on its own it is very difficult to under-
stand. But when we compare Syrianus’s claim that the monad serves as matter for
number and when we consider Stobaeus’s claim that the monad is the most basic
quantity, we can see that quantity is ultimately the material for numbers. There-
fore, quantity acts as prime matter for numbers in a way that can be seen to serve
as the paradigm for physical matter. Finally, when we compare all four texts, we
see that number is not as basic a cause as are forms such as quantity. Number is
derivative. Therefore, through his claim that numbers were merely used to illus-
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trate more fundamental formal principles, Moderatus was not merely disputing
terminology, he was fundamentally rewriting Pythagoreanism.

In addition to the prioritization of forms and logoi, there is another funda-
mental conceptual difference between Porphyry’s and Simplicius’s testimonies.
According to Simplicius’s testimony, Moderatus taught something that very much
looks like a Neoplatonist hierarchy of the universe, while Porphyry recounts a
story of cosmogenesis by way of division. Simplicius’s account begins with the
highest One above Being, continues to being and intellect, then to the soul and
terminates in the sensible realm. The sensible realm is distinct from the realm of
being. It does not participate in the forms as does the psychic One. Rather it is
merely a reflection of the forms.

In his testimony, Porphyry recounts a story that fits neither Neoplatonism
nor Simplicius’s Neoplatonist recounting of Moderatus. In Porphyry’s testimony,
everything originates from the unified logos that contains all the logoi and forms
within it. It is not absolutely simple as is the Neoplatonic One.

Furthermore, the account that Porphyry gives about Moderatus is not at
all an account of Neoplatonic emanation. He tells the story of cosmogenesis
through a fissure of the primordial being. Emanation accounts tell of a prog-
ress out from an original source. Each stage proceeds from a higher principle.
The stages proceed from top to bottom. By contrast, in fissure accounts the pri-
mordial being somehow divides itself into two opposite principles. Thus, unlike
emanation accounts, the primal being undergoes a change. After its division, the
primal being leaves behind opposite principles, whose interaction then leads to
production of subsequent beings that exist somehow between the two opposite
principles. Many times the two principles are presented as the spatial containers
for the world.

Moderatus had many predecessors who taught fissure theories. Fissure
accounts were common throughout the ancient world. They can be found in the
Atum theology, recorded as early as Middle Kingdom Egypt in the Coffin Texts
(approximately 2040-1640 B.C.E.). According to the myth, Atum creates Shu, the
God of air, in order to differentiate himself from Nun, the precosmic sea and
create an open space for the creation of the world.” A fissure account is also found
in the Babylonian Enuma Elish, where creation begins once Tiamat and Apsu (salt
and fresh water) are separated.® The Enuma Elish dates to approximately 1100

7. Coffin Text 80 (de Buck and Gardiner 1935, vol. 2). The earliest Egyptian accounts of
creation are recorded in the Pyramid Texts of the Old Kingdom ca. 2600 B.c.E. In them, Atum
first produces Shu and Tefnut (air and moisture) by expectoration or ejaculation. Shu the male
and Tefnut the female then give birth to Geb and Nut (earth and sky) who are also male and
female respectively. They in turn give birth to Osiris and Seth, Isis and Nephthys, the parents of
all the Pharoahs. See J. P. Allen 1988.

8. Enuma Elish 1.1-12.
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B.C.E.? In the Greek world a fissure account can be found in the cosmogenesis
story of Hesiod, which commences with the division of Ouranos from Gaia.l0
Anaximander taught that creation began by the separation of a pre-cosmic egg
from the infinite (A:10.83 Diels-Kranz). Division and separation play important
roles in many of the early Greek Philosophers!! and continue with Stoic cosmol-
ogy.12

A fissure theory is well suited as an adaptation to the cosmogenesis that
was taught by earlier Pythagoreans, since they taught of genesis from opposite
principles.!3 Fissure theories explain the source from which opposite principles
arose. Fissure accounts then can continue quite consistently with the same cos-
mogenesis that is presented by the opposite-principles theory. Moderatus seems
to be at the forefront of a movement to find an earlier principle that gave rise to
the opposite principles of Pythagorean teachings and to spell out how it gener-
ated the opposite principles. He seems to have relied on a long tradition of fissure
accounts to do so.

Porphyry’s testimony reads like a fissure account and shares its logical struc-
ture. The generation of being begins with the division of the unified logos. The
unified logos withdraws and leaves quantity behind, deprived of all other forms.
Quantity therefore originally existed within the unified logos before it withdrew.
The division of the unified logos leaves quantity deprived of all forms and as
formless quantity it becomes the model for physical matter. Moderatus’s point is
very difficult to understand, since it is hard to comprehend privation as a model.
But Moderatus tries to explain that it is a model through privation by its “loosing,
extension, and severance” all of which describe some sort of rupture from the
original unity of the unified logos.

In addition to the division of the first principle, Moderatus’s account shares
much with other fissure accounts. The product of the fissure represents two
extremes, the forms and logoi, on the one hand, versus formless quantity, on the
other. These two then become the principles for the cosmos as a whole. In an
important departure from other fissure accounts, the two principles are not the
physical container for the world, but they do serve as a model for space. So Mod-
eratus transfers the fissure account to the intellectual realm of the forms.

On balance, Porphyry’s testimony does not resemble the Neoplatonist sum-
mary that Simplicius gives of Moderatus’s teaching either in language or content.

9. On the date of the Enuma Elish, see Lambert 1965, 297-98.

10. See Cornford 1965, 194-95.

11. For example, Anaximenes teaches that air is separated into earth on one side and fire
on the other, A.5.91 Diels-Kranz.

12. See for example, Diogenes Laertius 7.142, where at the beginning of the cosmic cycle,
fire converts to air and then to water. Then out of the precosmic waters, earth condenses and
the lighter elements are rarified.

13. For the Pythagorean table of opposites, see Aristotle, Metaph. A.5.986a23-26.
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It is clear that Simplicius’s and Porphyry’s testimonies recount two distinct the-
ories. Porphyry’s version is consistent with the other testimony he provides us
about Moderatus in his Vita Pythagorae. Simplicius’s version is not. Porphyry’s
version is also historically consistent with what we know from other sources
about the Neopythagoreanism of Moderatus’s time and with his predecessors.
Once again, Simplicius’s version is not. Therefore, contra Dodds, Simplicius’s tes-
timony should not be taken as an accurate historical rendering of Moderatus’s
own teaching. Rather it should be taken as Simplicius’s own contribution. First
Simplicius clarified Moderatus’s teaching by translating it into Neoplatonist ter-
minology. Then he supplemented it by adding a fuller account of the noetic realm
than Moderatus had given. He supplied references to the One above the unified
logos and he filled out the noetic realm with a reference to the Psychic one not
supported in his source. In the process, Simplicius transformed what was his-
torically a Neopythagorean teaching into a Neoplatonic teaching. It would be a
mistake on our part to follow his lead.14

14. I wish to thank Philippe Hoffmann and John Finamore for the very helpful comments
they provided during readings of earlier versions of this paper at annual meetings of the Society
of Biblical Literature and American Academy of Religion.
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THE PLATONIZING SETHIAN TREATISES,
MARIUS VICTORINUS’S PHILOSOPHICAL SOURCES, AND
PRE-PLOTINIAN PARMENIDES COMMENTARIES

John D. Turner

THE NAG HAMMADI LIBRARY AND THE SETHIAN TREATISES

No fewer than eleven of the fifty-three Coptic treatises discovered in 1945 near
Nag Hammadil! in Egypt fit the designation “Sethian Gnostic” (Turner 2001, 57—
92). They reveal the existence and nature of a hitherto unrecognized religious
competitor of early Christianity. Sethian Gnosticism is presently the earliest form
of Gnosticism for which we possess a great deal of textual evidence.? It appears to
antedate and form a partial source for another equally well-documented form of
Gnosticism, the Christian school of Valentinus (120-160 c.E.) and his followers.

1. Its original 1253 written pages (about 1153 survive) contained 53 original treatises
of which 41 were previously unknown. See Robinson 1979, 206-24; 1981, 21-58; and most
recently, 1997, 3-34.

2. It had its roots in a form of heterodox Jewish speculation on the biblical figure of
Sophia, the wisdom by which God created, nourished, and enlightened the world. The Sethian
Gnostics distributed these biblical functions of Sophia among a hierarchy of feminine prin-
ciples. The two most important were 1) a transcendent divine Mother called Barbelo, the First
Thought of their supreme deity, the Invisible Spirit; and 2) a lower Sophia ultimately respon-
sible for both the creation of the physical world and the incarnation of portions of the supreme
Mother’s divine essence into human bodies, often by the instrumentality of her offspring, the
world-creator Yaldabaoth-Saklas. Salvation was achieved by the supreme Mother’s reintegra-
tion of her own dissipated essence into its original unity. These figures and events were linked
together in a mythical narrative inspired by the two great protological texts of the period, the
biblical book of Genesis and Plato’s dialogue the Timaeus. In fact one might say that the Sethian
picture of the world resulted from the interpretation of the biblical protology of the book of
Genesis in the light of the Platonic distinction between an ideal, exemplary realm of eternal
stable being and its more or less deficient impermanent earthly and changeable copy.

-131-
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THE PLATONIZING SETHIAN TREATISES

Despite their shared features, one may bifurcate these eleven Sethian treatises
into two subgroups precisely in view of the path to saving enlightenment offered
in each. For the larger and probably earlier group of treatises—the Apocryphon
of John, the Trimorphic Protennoia, the Apocalypse of Adam, the Hypostasis of the
Archons, Thought of Norea, Melchizedek, and the Gospel of the Egyptians—saving
enlightenment is conferred through a biblically inspired horizontal sequence of
temporally successive earthly descents on the part of a heavenly savior/revealer
sent by the divine Mother of the All to awaken humans to the nature and reality
of the upper world. The other group—consisting of the four treatises Zostrianos,
Allogenes, the Three Steles of Seth, and Marsanes—conceives saving enlighten-
ment to be achieved through a Platonically inspired vertical ascent of a visionary
through a succession of supramundane realms and mental states during which
one becomes assimilated to ever higher levels of being and insight.3 For reasons
that will become apparent, these four treatises form a distinctive group that can
be called “the Platonizing Sethian treatises.

Each of the Platonizing Sethian texts commemorates the ecstatic ascent of a
single exceptional individual such as the biblical Seth, Zostrianos (son of Iolaos,
the alleged uncle or grandfather of Zoroaster), Allogenes (“one of another kind or
race;” a play on Seth as the onépua €trepov of Gen 4:25), or Marsanes (who may
have been a contemporary Sethian prophet). The various stages of these ascents
are articulated according to ever-ascending levels of transcendent being whose
ontology is typical of contemporary Middle Platonic metaphysical treatises. The
metaphysical hierarchy of the Platonizing Sethian treatises is strikingly similar,
consisting of four ontological levels. Uppermost is 1) a supreme realm altogether
beyond being occupied by the Triple Powered Invisible Spirit; below this one
finds 2) an atemporal, intelligible realm of pure determinate being occupied by
a tripartite divine Intellect, the Aeon of Barbelo encompassing three subaeons:
Kalyptos, Protophanes, and Autogenes. In turn, Autogenes presides over the Four
Luminaries who govern the Self-generated Aeons that contain the souls of those
who have achieved complete enlightenment and eternal stability. Below these are
3) three lower psychic realms—the Repentance, Sojourn, and the aeonic Anti-
types—characterized by time and motion, that contain souls still in the process of
transmigration. Finally, at the bottom of the hierarchy lies 4) the physical realm
of “Nature. In this scheme, Sethianism has become a form of mythological Pla-
tonism.

3. Ultimately inspired by a combination to Theaet. 176b with the vision of absolute Beauty
in Plato’s Symp. 210a-212a and of the true light in the parable of the cave in Resp. 7.514-517a,
and perhaps even the vision of Parmenides (frgs. B 1-18, 227-46 Diels-Kranz). See Turner
1980, 341-51.
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THE PLATONIC MILIEU OF THE PLATONIZING SETHIAN TREATISES

Among all eleven Sethian treatises, three can be rather precisely dated. One of
these is a version of the Apocryphon of John, whose introductory theogony and
cosmogony was summarized by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 1.29) around 175-180. The
other two are the two Platonizing treatises Zostrianos and Allogenes. In his Life of
Plotinus 16, Porphyry tells us that these two apocalypses (and perhaps also a ver-
sion of Marsanes) circulated in Plotinus’s philosophical seminar in Rome during
the years 244-265 C.E., and that one in particular, Zostrianos, was scrupulously
critiqued by Amelius and himself.# The record of Plotinus’s debates with the
proponents of these treatises is contained in his Groffschrift, an originally con-
tinuous treatise that included Enn. 3.8 [30]; 5.8 [31]; 5. 5 [32], and 2.9 [33], whose
concluding section contains Plotinus’s own antignostic critique, some of whose
details are clearly directed at Zostrianos.

4. “There were in his time many Christians and others, and sectarians who had abandoned
the old philosophy, men of the School of Adelphius and Aculinus who possessed a great many
treatises of Alexander the Libyan and Philocomos and Demostratos and Lydos, and used to
quote apocalypses by Zoroaster and Zostrianos and Nicotheos and Allogenes and Messos and
other people of the kind; they deceived themselves and many others, alleging that Plato had not
penetrated to the depths of intelligible reality. Plotinus hence often attacked their position in his
lectures and wrote the treatise to which we have given the title Against the Gnostics; he left it to
us to assess what he passed over. Amelius went to forty volumes in writing against the book of
Zostrianos. I, Porphyry, wrote a considerable number of refutations of the book of Zoroaster,
which I showed to be entirely spurious and modern, made up by the sectarians to convey the
impression that the doctrines which they had chosen to hold in honor were those of the ancient
Zoroaster” (trans. Armstrong with slight modifications).

5. In particular, Michel Tardieu (2005) has plausibly shown that Plotinus actually cites
Zost. VIIL.9.16-20 in Enn. 2.9 [33].10.19-33; see also my own comments in my Commentary
on Zostrianos in Barry, et al. 2000, 513-14; see Appendix 11 (pp. 172). While Plotinus does
not seem to attack the general schema of the either the unfolding of or reascent to the divine
world offered in the Platonizing Sethian treatises, nonetheless he accepts and rejects certain
specific elements. He voices no objection to their designation of the supreme deity as the Invis-
ible Spirit, nor to Allogenes’ notion of learned ignorance (Enn. 3.8 [30].9-10; NHC XI.59.30-32;
60.8-12; 61.2-3; 61.17-19; cf. Porphyry, Sent. 25-26; Anon. in Parm., frgs. Il and IV), nor to
the notion that spiritual beings are simultaneously present in their entirety as “all together” in
the Intellect (Enn. 5.8 [31].7-9; Zost. VIIL.21; 87; 115-16), nor the idea of the traversal of Life
from the One into the Intellect (Enn. 3.8 [30].11; 6.7 [38].17; Zost. VII1.17.6-22; 66.14-67.3;
Allogenes X1.49.5-21). On the other hand, Plotinus rejects: (1) the strong partitioning of Intel-
lect (Enn. 2.9 [33].1; cf. 3.9 [13].1) in the manner both of Numenius and of Zostrianos and
Allogenes; (2) the idea that Sophia is derivative and alien (Zost. VII1.9-10; cf. Enn. 5.8 [31].5), or
that Soul or Sophia declined and put on human bodies (cf. Zost. VII1.27.9-12), or that Sophia
or the mother illumined the darkness, producing an image in matter, which in turn produces
an image of the image (Zost. VII1.9.17-10.20 and Enn. 2.9 [33].10.19-33; 11.14-30; but see
Plotinus’s own version of this in 3.9 [13].3); (3) the idea of a demiurge revolting from its
matter and whose activity gives rise to “repentances” (uetdvotat), “copies” (dvtitvmot) and
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With the Platonizing Sethian treatises, we are at the cusp of the shift from
what is known as Middle Platonism to the Neoplatonism of Plotinus and his
successors.® For the Middle Platonists, the principal Platonic dialogue of refer-
ence was the Timaeus, interpreted to reveal three fundamental principles: 1) The
supreme principle was God, identified with the supreme Form of the Good from
the Republic and the demiurge of the Timaeus conceived as a universal Intellect.
2) Next was the Paradigm of the Timaeus, conceived as the intelligible realm of
Forms, perhaps identical with God’s thoughts, existing either within the divine
Intellect or occupying a distinct realm external and subjacent to it. By contem-
plating these, God confers order upon 3) the third and lowest principle, Matter,
a pre-existing stuff mysteriously agitated within its matrix, the receptacle of the
Timaeus.”

NEOPYTHAGOREANISM

Sometime during the first and second centuries, Platonists like Moderatus of
Gades and Numenius of Apamea were attracted by certain Neopythagorean
doctrines espoused by such figures as Eudorus and Thrasyllus, aspects of which
probably stemmed ultimately from Old Academicians like Speusippus. They
were led to reconcile Old Academic traditions about Plato’s actual and reputed
teaching concerning the origin of universal multiplicity from the interaction of
two supreme principles, the Limit and the Unlimited of the Philebus® with Par-

“sojourns” (mapownoelg), Enn. 2.9 [33].6; the “alien earth,” 2.9 [33].11; cf. Zost. VIIL.5.10-29;
VIIL.9-16; XII1.4-21); (4) the unnecessary multiplication of Hypostases; (5) the notion of
secondary “knowledge of (a yet higher) knowledge” (Enn. 2.9 [33].1; cf. Zost. VIIL.82.1-13;
119.12-13), and; (6) magical incantations (Enn. 2.9 [33].4; cf. Zost. VIIL.52; 85-88; 127; Allo-
genes X1.53.32-55.11; Steles Seth VI1.126.1-17; Marsanes X.25.17-32.5). In general, Plotinus’s
objections to Gnostic cosmogonies are based on his perception that they feature entities (such
as Sophia or a world-creator) that produce inferior products by failing to adequately contem-
plate superior entities, thereby introducing discontinuities into what ought to be a continuous
ontological hierarchy. Unfortunately, the doctrines criticized by Plotinus in the GrofSschrift may
not always provide evidence sufficient to identify his opponents with any precision, since he
may have in mind doctrines of several such opponents, not only those of the Sethians, but also
of Valentinians, Christians, or even Numenius and his followers. It is likely that these gnostic
proponents continued to be Plotinus’s subtextual interlocutors up through his very latest trea-
tises (at least through Enn. 1.8 [51]).

6. See, e.g., Brisson 1999a, 173-88; 1999b, 145-69.

7. Thus Aetius, Plac. reliq. 288,1-6 Diels 1879 (= Stobaeus, Anth. 1.10.16a5 Wachsmuth):
IM\atwv > ApioTwvog Tpeig apxag, TOV Bedv TV dANY TV idéav, Ve’ 0d ¢€ 0D mpog 8. O 8¢ Bedg
VOUG £0°TL TOD KOO0V, 1| 8& DAN TO Drokeipevov yevéoet kai gBopd, idéa 8¢ odaia dowpatog &v
TO1G vorjpact Kai taig gpavrtacialg Tod Oeod.

8. Or in Aristotle’s terminology, the One and the Great and the Small, or the One and
the Indefinite Dyad.
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menides’ monistic doctrine of the ultimate unity of all things in the One. From
this they concluded that the multiplicity of both ideal and sensible realities was
derived from the interaction of a transcendent Monad and Dyad, whose origin
was in turn attributed to a supreme One beyond them.?

It is at this time that the Parmenides, with its thoroughgoing exploration of
the nature of ultimate Unity, gradually comes to supplement or even supplant
the Timaeus as the primary dialogue of reference in the search for ultimate prin-
ciples.10 The “hypotheses” occupying its second half could be identified with a
Neopythagorean hierarchy of hypostatic principles:!! 1) a supreme One beyond
being; 2) a second One or Monad, paradoxically conceived as a static one-in
many, a dyad of unity and determinate being-in-plurality identified as a Middle
Platonic Intellect containing multiple Forms; and 3) a third hypostasis!2 where
multiple otherness undergoing change merely participates in unity and thus can
account for the motion typical of Soul or the sensible universe, and so on, ending
with the realm of pure disordered matter, identifiable with the Timaeus’s recep-
tacle. Such an “episodic” scheme appears to have been anticipated already in the
Old Academic thought of Speusippus.!3 The three highest of these hypostatic
entities could also be recognized in the three kings mentioned in the pseud-
onymous second Platonic Letter (Ep. 2.312e), perhaps composed in these same
Neopythagorean circles during the first century.

9. See Festugiére 1954, 36-40; Kramer 1967, 320-21, 330-35; Rist 1965, 329-44, and
passim; Dillon 1996, 120-21, 126-29, 342-61.

10. See, e.g., Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1:7-8.

11. Such as those attributed to Eudorus, apud Simplicius, In phys. 9:181,10-30 (Diels)
and Alexander Polyhistor apud Diogenes Laertius 8.24.7-25.10, and perhaps the testimonia on
Archaenetus, Philolaus, and Brotinus apud Syrianus, In metaph. 165,33-166,6 (Kroll 1902) and
Pseudo-Archytas apud Stobaeus, Anthologium 1.41.2.1-50 = 1:278-79 (Wachsmuth).

12. Taking Parm. 155e5 (£11 81} 10 Tpitov Aéywev) as designating a third hypothesis rather
than as part of the second hypothesis.

13. See Aristotle, Metaph. N.1090b19-20. Iamblichus, Comm. math. sc. 4 (15,5-17,23
Festa) attributes to Speusippus a five-level universe: the transcendent principles of One and
Multiplicity (Platos Indefinite Dyad?), the determinate being of the mathematicals and geo-
metricals, the world soul (third level) and the sensible world, both animate (fourth level) and
inanimate (fifth level). According to Dillon in this volume (p. 69), Proclus’s (In Parm. 7,38—
40 Klibansky-Labowsky = frg. 48 Tardn) citation of Speusippus’s testimony concerning the
“ancients” (i.e., Pythagoreans), who held that “if one postulates the One, in itself, conceived
as separated and alone, without anything else, with no other element added to it (cf. Plato,
Parm. 143a6-9), nothing else would come into existence; and so they introduced the Indefinite
Dyad as the principle of beings,” shows that already Speusippus had adopted a “metaphysical”
interpretation of the first and second hypotheses of the Parmenides. He regarded its second
hypothesis as “portraying the interaction of the One and the indefinite Dyad to generate first
Number, and ultimately the whole ordered universe” according to the process depicted in 143c—
144a, where “the union of the One with Being is a process of dyadic division, addition and
multiplication that leads to Number”
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MODERATUS

Thus, according to Simplicius (In phys. 9:230,34-231,5 [Diels] in part citing
Porphyry’s lost treatise On Matter), Moderatus of Gades proposed a hierarchy
of four entities: 1) a First One beyond being who actually seems to be generated
by 2) a Second One that—according to Porphyry—is a “unitary Logos” that initi-
ates ontogenesis by depriving itself of the unitary aspects of its multiple Forms.14
Apparently, this self-deprivation yields not only the transcendent unity of the
First One, but also makes room for pure indeterminate Quantity—perhaps the
mere plurality of the Forms—deprived of all unity and determinate proportion
as a sort of relative non-being that could be identified with the receptacle of the
Timaeus.1> Next, there is 3) a third entity that merely participates the first two and
thus is both one and many, perhaps identifiable as the cosmic Soul (or the sensible
cosmos itself), which is apparently followed by 4) a fourth realm as the sensible

14. Simplicius, In phys. 9:231,7-10 (Diels): “The Unitary Logos (i.e., the “second One) ...
intending to produce from itself the origin of beings, by self-deprivation made room for [ms.]
Quantity (moodtng), having deprived (otepioag) it (Quantity) of all its (the Unitary Logos’)
proportions and Forms.” The entire passage is cited in Appendix 1 (p. 161). By retracting unity
from the multiplicity of the Forms conceived as a prefigurative quantity already seminally pres-
ent in itself, the un