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INTRODUCTION

THE TIMAEUS AND CALCIDIUS: A SURVEY
OF THEIR HISTORY

Among the dialogues of Plato none has made a greater impact
upon the centuries of human thought than the Timaeus. This
surprising conclusion forces itself upon everyone who considers
the influence of Plato’s works through the course of the centuries
and does not confine himself to the present or to the near past.
He will see this influence pictured in the famous *School of Athens’
by Raphael, representing the old philosopher with the Timaeus
in his hands. Pointing this out, Rivaud also observes that Aristotle
paid much attention to this work and that Crantor was the first
of a whole series of commentators!). Among these are the Stoic
Posidonius and the Aristotelian Adrastus. Evidently this dialogue
made a great impression, even outside the Academy.

The cause of this is found in both the special character and the
subject-matter of the Timaeus. For whereas in his dialogues Plato
usually expresses his opinion on a few points only or not at all,
in the Timaeus he is not afraid to do so. It is true, he cautions the
readers that his argument, owing to the nature of the subject, can
only lay claim to probability,—it is only an opinion (36fa) in the
typical Platonic sense—but immediately he follows this up with
the assertion that in this respect his theory is second to none (Tim.
29C). Further, the very central problem of the subject treated is
the origin of things. The Ttmaeus may indeed be called ’Plato’s
book of Genesis’. Since he had to discuss the great problems of
philosophy in this work, it could not but assume the character
of a synthesis. And on account of this very character, the Timaceus
gradually conquered the central place in the tradition of Platonism,
both in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages.

In this tradition, Calcidius’ work, a translation of a considerable
portion of the Témaeus with a commentary on its most important
chapters, stands at the end of the western Antiquity. The historical
data about the author are extremely scarce, since the work itself

1) Platon, Euvres Complétes, t. X, texte et trad., Paris, 1925, p. 3 (Ed.
Budé).

Philosophia Antiqua, VIII b ¢



2 INTRODUCTION

is the only source of information. And even this leaves the reader
most uncertain. The title of the preface gives us the bare minimum.
The manuscripts read: O(s)sioC (h)alcidius. This O(s)sius is generally
identified with the well-known O(s)sius or Hosius, bishop of Cor-
dova, who played such an important part at the councils of Nicaea
(325) and Sardica (343). Thisis confirmed by the title of the eleventh-
century codex Excorialensis s. III, 5: Osio episcopo Calcidius
archidiaconus ). Ossius was bishop during the first half of the
fourth century (& 295-357). Calcidius must have written his
study in that period, probably after visiting the Near East in
the company of his master. As appears from his introduction the
work was commissioned by Ossius. The mystery which surrounds
the author is in sharp contrast with the fame of his book. For
centuries the West drew its knowledge about Plato chiefly from
this work. During this time Plato’s fate lay, so to say, in the
hands of Calcidius. And, in consequence, the respect paid to Plato
was shared by Calcidius. Plato chiefly meant the Timaeus, and the
Timaeus as translated and explained by Calcidius. Switalski 2)
gives some striking examples of this esteem. At times Calcidius
was extolled above Aristotle, and, as late as in 1507, he was com-
pared to Prometheus by Jacobus Antiquarius. Today the tangible
evidence of the honour paid to him is found in the great number of
Calcidius’ Timaeus manuscripts.

This state of affairs was bound to change when Plato began
to be known from other and better sources. From that time the
fates of the Timaeus and Calcidius’ work became very different.
The former lost its supremacy; more attention was paid to the
so-called dialogues of the middle period, such as the Phaedo, the
Symposium and the Republic. In this way the Timaeus was looked
upon as a work of the old period and more and more relegated to
the background. Not until recently has this dialogue begun to
draw more attention. Instances are found in the great commen-
taries by Taylor 3) and Cornford ¢), the latter masterly correcting

1) A. C. Vega, La Ciudad de Dios, 152 (1936), p. 154 ss. On the testimony
of the best manuscripts Vega and de Clercq (cp. p. 6, n. 1) write Calcidius
instead of the customary Chalcidius. Their reading is followed by the
present author.

2) Des Chalcidius Kommentar zu Plato’s Timaeus, in Bestrdge zur Geschichte
der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Bnd. I1I, Heft VI, Miinster, 1902, p. 8.

3) A. E. Taylor, A Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, Oxford, 1928.
4) F. M. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology. The Timaeus of Plato, London,

1937, 1952%
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the warped perspective drawn by Taylor. This interest is entirely
justified by the strong influence of the Timaeus on the development
of philosophy, especially Platonism. It may further increase, if the
Timaeus appears to be not one of the dialogues of Plato’s old-age,
but rather of the middle period, following the Republic. Owen 1)
and Wilpert 2) defend this with very strong arguments.

How did Calcidius fare meanwhile? Here too a distinction
should be made between esteem on account of the work’s inner
value and that on account of its historical value. The esteem of
Calcidius as a philosopher has decreased ever since the Middle
Ages. Whereas Fabricius, publishing an edition in 1718 3), was
rather favourably impressed by various parts of the text, later
historians, among whom Joh. Wrobel (1876), the last editor of
the text, showed little respect for the author’s talents. They look
upon his work as entirely dependent on others, a compilation 4).
The most unfavourable verdict, quoted in Switalski, is given by
Gercke, who speaks of a ,,radebrechenden Ubersetzung (des An-
fangs) eines griechischen Kommentars von einem nur mit Miihe
Latein schreibenden Monche”. But it should be borne in mind
that these last words do not so much concern the text as its trans-
lator.

Still, the importance of Calcidius for the history of philosophy
is beyond doubt. This statement must be considered in two ways
according to the sense of the word ’history’. If it is taken in the
meaning of the course of events, the question arises, what was
Calcidius’ influence on the further development of thought?
But history may also be taken as disquisition and knowledge of the
past. In this case we have to ask, what does Calcidius’ text, as it
has come down, teach us about the development of philosophy?
What does it tell us about the philosophy of those days? Which
data does it provide about its past?

This twofold importance of Calcidius’ text has not escaped the
attention of historians. Gilson &) stresses the great influence of

1) G. E. L. Owen, The Place of the Timaeus in Plato’s Dialogues, Cl. Qu.

47 (1953) 79-95.

2) P. Wilpert, Die Stellung des Timaeos im platonischen Korpus, in Actes
du XIe Congr. intern. de Phil. 1953, Vol. XII, p. 71-76.

3) In S. Hippolyti Operum Vol. II, p. 332. Whenever Fabricius is cited
without further details, the reference is to the text under discussion.

4) Cp. Switalski, o.c., p. 8.

5) E. Gilson, La Philosophie au Moyen Age. Des origines patristiques
a la fin du XIVe Siécle, Paris, 1952, p. 117-121I.
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this work on the philosophy of the early Middle Ages. But no
special study on this point is available; nor will it be made here.
As for the study of the text: as early as 1886 Gercke, giving such
an unfavourable verdict on Calcidius as a philosopher, wrote that
his text is a precious source of historical facts !). But sixteen years
had to pass before Switalski wrote the study cited above. And only
in 1912 Steinheimer 2) published his criticism of Switalski. In the
meantime a study appeared from the hand of Borghorst 3). Calcidius
is not his immediate subject. Hence his remarks have passed
unnoticed. But Borghorst gives important clues in the much disputed
problem concerning the sources of Calcidius. Then in 1918 Jones ¢)
published an article, in his turn attacking the conclusions of
Steinheimer. This is the last penetrating study on the subject.
But this does not mean that investigation into the Calcidius’
problem has reached its final stage. On the contrary, the views
of the various authors are diametrically opposed and, therefore,
invite further criticism. In this connexion the great interest taken
in the Plato Latinus just now is important. Professor Waszink
(Leiden) and professor Jensen (Copenhagen) have taken up the
task of editing a critical text of Calcidius ®), thereby promoting a
fresh approach of the much disputed text. For the results of former
studies have clearly shewn that only detailed work on the text
can bring a solution for the many difficulties that are arising. The
present writer was able to use the critical apparatus and the
established text which are now ready for publication. With gratitude
he recalls that they are of the utmost importance even in a study
of limited proportions.

Ever since Aristotle the problem of matter has taken up a
dominant place in philosophical thinking. In one way or another
all elements and principles of ’being’ are in connexion with it.
Matter cannot be mentioned without form, and thus to every
adherent of Platonism the question crops up about the primary
form or idea, and the Demiurge, God. The principle of matter

1) Cp. Switalski, o.c., p. 8.

2) E. Steinheimer, Unfersuchungen diber die Quellen des Chalcidius,
Aschaffenburg, 1912 (Programm des K. Hum. Gymnasium).

3) G. Borghorst, De Anatolii Fontibus, Thesis, Berlin, 1905.

4) R. M. Jones, Chalcidius and Neoplatonism, Cl. Philol. 13 (1918) 194-208.

5) The Warburg Institute. Annual Report, 1956-1957, p. 137.
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—ydpa or &vayxn—is one of the most outstanding points in Plato’s
intellectualistic and idealistic system. It is the refractory relic
of the chaos with which he is always confronted. That such a prin-
ciple lends itself to special study is obvious. And, in fact, this is
the subject of the present inquiry. It concerns the last part, the
thirteenth chapter, of Calcidius’ commentary on the Timaeus,
which deals with this central problem of matter. Calcidius entitles
this De silva; Aristotle would have called it Ilepi OMng. In view of
what has been said above, the search should be patient and minute.
But there is another reason too. The work done on other parts of
Calcidius is, in some respects, more advanced, owing to a great
many parallel passages. That on De silva has, however, not yet led
to distinct conclusions, although hypotheses are not wanting.
The crux of the matter is as follows.

THE PROBLEM

In the recent revival of the Calcidius’ study Switalski was the
first to concern himself with the place of Calcidius in the history
of philosophy and with his sources. On chronological grounds
Historians such as Bdumker!) and Prichter 2) placed Calcidius
among the Neoplatonists. The conclusion of Switalski’s study was:

“Die Urquelle fir den chalcidianischen Kommentar ist wahr-
scheinlich der Timaeuskommentar des Posidonius. Als zwischen-
glieder erscheinen uns Adrast und Albinus. Wahrscheinlich ist
es indes, dass ein spdterer Grieche, der auch Numenius benutzt hat,
einen einheitlichen Kommentar geschaffen, den Chalcidius bloss
zu iibersetzen hatte. Die Unselbstindigkeit des Kommentars
lisst es ndamlich fiir glaublicher erscheinen, dass ein Grieche, als
dass ein so unbedeutender Lateiner verschiedene griechische
Quellen benutzt haben sollte. Dem Christen Chalcidius gehort
der Bericht iiber den Stern der Weisen (c. 127) und das orige-
nistische Fragment (c. 276 ff.).

1) Cl. Biumker, Das Problem der Materie in der griechischen Philosophie,

Miinster, 1890, p. 428.
2) K. Prichter, Richtungen und Schulen im Neuplatonismus, in Genethliakon
Carl Robert, 1910, p. 155.
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Der Gesamtcharakter des Kommentars is der eines eklektischen
Platonikers des zweiten nachchristlichen Jahrhunderts.” 1)

It is worth while to go into Switalski’s work and to consider
the motives of his conclusion. After an introductory chapter
chiefly about the personality of Calcidius and the vicissitudes of
his work, the eclectic character of his commentary is discussed.
Switalski demonstrates that the keynote is Platonic and Plato
the highest authority. But he also shows that great authority is
given to Aristotle as well, while the Stoa and Numenius are not
forgotten. Switalski next discusses the question of sources. For
this purpose he distinguishes four different subjects: 1) the mathe-
matical-astronomical part (par. 8-119), 2) the treatise about fate
(par. 141-190), 3) passages of a dogmatic and 4) passages of an
historical nature. The first two parts are treated separately because
on these subjects the study of sources had already resulted in
important data.

For the mathematical-astronomical part, Switalski had access
to the studies by Martin 2) and Hiller 3). Martin had pointed out
that lengthy passages in Calcidius agree word for word with Theo
of Smyrmna. Hence he came to regard Theo as a source. Hiller had
shewn that both Calcidius and Theo were directly dependent upon
Adrastus. Switalski, in his turn, tries to prove that this dependence
covers the entire mathematical and astronomical part of Calcidius.
And on the strength of what he believes to be a Posidonian character
in some passages, he suggests that Posidonius was the primary
source for all of them.

For the part about fate, Switalski could rely upon a study
by Gercke 4). The latter had revealed the extensive similarity
between Calcidius and the Ilepi eipapuévyg by Ps-Plutarch, and,

1) O.c., p. 113. V. C. de Clercq, Ossius of Cordova. A Contribution to the
History of the Comstantinian Period, Washington, 1954, p. 72, sums up
Calcidius’ standpoint as fullows: ‘‘the general philosophical position is that
of the eclectic Platonism of the second century A.D.; the main source, ac-
cording to Switalski, is a Greek adaptation of Numenius (second century
A.D.)”. De Clercq ascribes to Switalski something he certainly does not
say. What he really says (the first part of this assertion) is not given as
his opinion.

2) H. Martin, Theonis Smyrnaei Platonici Liber de Astronomia, Paris, 1849.

3) E. Hiller, De Adrasti Peripatetici in Platonis Timaeum Commentario,
Rhein. Mus. 26 (1871) 582-589.

4) A. Gercke, Chalcidius und Ps.-Plutarch, Rhein. Mus. 41 (1886) 269 ss.



INTRODUCTION 7

further, between these two treatises and some passages of Nemesius’
treatise On Human Nature. All three, according to Gercke, had
a common source, which he tried to identify with a Platonist of
the early second century School of Gaius. Apart from this basic
conclusion Switalski does not produce much of consequence, except
that, to him, Albinus and Alexander of Aphrodisias probably
used the same source.

On the ground of some parallel texts he regards Albinus as the
source of the dogmatic passages in Calcidius. He thinks that they
may favour Zeller’s theory that Albinus also wrote a commentary
on the Timaeus, from which the Epitome is considered to be an
extract.

Finally, Switalski tries to show that the historical passages form
a unity and are dependent upon Posidonius. Here, as he acknow-
ledges himself, his arguments are far from strong. They are not
much more than suggestions, based chiefly on the well-known fact
that Posidonius also wrote a commentary on the Timaeus. The
poverty of arguments is evident from the shortness of this last
chapter (pp. 107-112). With these considerations Switalski assumes
Posidonius to be the main source for the whole Calcidius.

This conclusion was strongly attacked by Steinheimer. From
the Posidonian character in the first part of Calcidius’ book,
he argues, the conclusions may not be drawn that either this part or,
much less, the whole commentary was derived from Posidonius.
In general, he observes, if a book contains some theories char-
acteristic of another author, this does not justify far-reaching
conclusions on the whole work, for it is quite normal that, in
explaining difficult points, an author is influenced by his pre-
decessors (o.c., p. 2). As for Albinus, he believes Switalski’s opinion
to be equally rash.

Meanwhile, there is some unmistakable similarity between the
manner of Steinheimer’s argumentation and that of Switalski.
As the latter sees Posidonius everywhere, so Steinheimer discovers
Porphyry (and consequently Plotinus) behind almost every
chapter. Thus, Calcidius’ book becomes Neoplatonic and, ulti-
mately, only a translation of a lost work by Porphyry. But, one
may ask, was such a poor work worthy of Porphyry? Steinheimer
thinks it was; to him the treatise is not of inferior quality but based
on good and skilfully selected sources (o.c., p. 47). Steinheimer’s
argument is an accumulation of parallel passages all of which, in his
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opinion, point to Porphyry. To discuss them one by one would be
beyond the scope of this survey; several must be examined in
connexion with the chapter on matter. Besides, the whole of
Steinheimer’s enquiry has already been criticized thoroughly in
Jones’ Chalcidius and Neoplatonism.

Jones agrees with Steinheimer in his attitude towards Switalski,
but after this he examines Steinheimer’s arguments. He shows that
the texts of Porphyry (i.e., practically of Plotinus) quoted by
Steinheimer as the sources of Calcidius are either not identical or,
if they are, can already partly be indicated before Porphyry and
so need not have been derived from him, and are partly really met
with first in Porphyry; but on this account they need not be more
than parallel passages which do not guarantee any dependence.
Jones also notices that, unlike the Neoplatonists, Calcidius regards
matter as an independent principle. But if Calcidius, who was a
Christian, should have been a follower of Neoplatonism, he would
certainly have taken matter as a dependent principle, because this
would have been consistent with his religious convictions. He
concludes that the similarity between Calcidius and Plotinus
should rather be explained from a common source.

Although the thesis by Borghorst appeared in 1905, it remained
unnoticed and it may safely be treated outside the chronological
order. Its starting-point was an investigation into the sources of
Anatolius’ treatise on numbers. The subject had been treated by
others, among whom also Calcidius. Borghorst now argues that all
their speculations go back to a common source, namely Posidonius.
This conclusion was not surprising. Borghorst himself tells us
that he found it ready-made in Schmekel’s Philosophie der mittleren
Stoa 1); he only amplified it and gave it a more solid historical
foundation. This may be the reason why Borghorst’s work drew
little attention. Still, his considerations about Calcidius, indeed,
bring something new; for Borghorst defends the theory that Adras-
tus was the source for almost the whole Calcidius. His argument
runs as follows: when Calcidius took the first part of his work from
Adrastus, he did it with so little understanding that only two
hypotheses can be considered for the remaining portion of the work:
he took this from either Adrastus or another commentator of the
Timaeus. Since this portion has evidently a strong Aristotelian

1) Berlin, 1892, p. 424.
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character—Switalski already pointed this out—and since Adrastus
is known as an orthodox Aristotelian and the author of a comment-
ary on the Timaeus, the conclusion is obvious: Adrastus was the
source for the whole Calcidius, except, of course, for such passages
as cannot possibly be connected with him. Such are the chapters
on the Jews and on Pythagoras; for the latter Calcidius himself
gave the source, viz., Numenius ?).

The Stoic Posidonius, the Aristotelian Adrastus, the Neopla-
tonist Porphyry, or even Plotinus himself are successively claimed
to be the intellectual forebears of Calcidius. This, probably unique
situation at once raises a fundamental question: what is the cause
of such a striking divergency of opinions? Does Calcidius offer such
a medley of opinions that everyone finds in his work what he is
looking for ? Or have modern authors perhaps built their conclusions
on too narrow a basis? Have they drawn conclusions about the
whole work on a restricted number of items and then read and, if
necessary, twisted the whole text according to these conclusions;
in other words, have they passed too easily from induction to
deduction? Of all scholars Borghorst is the least blameworthy in
this respect. His argument has a very strong justification in a
strong Aristotelian strand which runs through the work and,
especially, in a long passage which, no doubt, is derived from the
Aristotelian Adrastus. Yet even here, the inductive element appears
to be rather weak. He does not explain how an Aristotelian-
informed Calcidius could profess to be a Platonist, and at least
on one very important point, viz., the theory of the soul, does reject
the Aristotelian doctrine (par. 225). This rejection cannot come
from the orthodox Aristotelian Adrastus. So Borghorst’s con-
clusion too is not sufficiently well-founded on accurate study of the
text.

The only manner to avoid this dead-lock is the method of
maintained induction by a patient and exact study of the text.
Here as elsewhere the first rule must be to explain the text by the
text itself. By constant comparison of similar and related subjects
or passages one should try to obtain insight in the content of the
whole work and in the ideas which prompted the author to write
as he wrote. Not until then external evidence, i.e., parallel texts
from others and sources, if any, can be brought in.

1) The articles of Vega are of no importance in the question discussed.
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This method may appear to be obvious. Yet to emphasize it
is not useless or superfluous. That what in theory is accepted by
everyone seems often forgotten in practice, at least in the case of
such authors as Calcidius. He is looked upon as a second-rate
thinker and, consequently, incapable of notable achievement.
Authors have discussed separate texts and looked for parallel
passages, but no one has seriously attempted to understand his
work as a whole. This attitude is very typical of an author such as
Switalski, who never gives a comprehensive survey of Calcidius’
point of view. The latter is, in a sense, oppressed by what Switalski
believed are his sources. He only comes to the fore when this
cannot be avoided; then we read: “Dem Christen Chalcidius
gehort .. .”. Switalski leaves it open that several such passages
may have been inserted by the author himself, but the question
as to the capacities which allowed him to do so is not raised. And
yet this is important indeed, for if it appears that these genuine
Calcidian elements fit well into the whole, the further question
arises whether there are any other passages due to the same. It
might then appear that one has no right to speak of ’insertions’,
but the duty to see between the sources an author whose work
reveals a character of its own. This hypothesis is still in flagrant
contradiction with the current theory. Yet it seems more logical
tostart from this assumption rather than to adhere to the custom-
ary opinion which fails to take Calcidius seriously.

SURVEY OF THE COMMENTARY AS SUCH

Although the last chapter of Calcidius’ commentary alone is the
real object of the present study, it is imperative to obtain a clear
vision on the whole work. And for three reasons: first, because of
the particular position of De silva; secondly, because of Calcidius’
method of writing, and, thirdly, because of the necessity to prepare
a background against which certain quotations from other parts
should be seen.

The Introduction—Calcidius begins his commentary with an in-
troduction deserving close attention. Here more than anywhere
else the author is speaking himself. The paraphrase of the text )
runs as follows:

1) An abbreviation, e.g. 345, 2 refers to the Calcidius edition by Wrobel,
page 345, line 2. Any figure preceded by the symbol p. refers to the present
study.
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““The Timaeus was looked upon as a difficult book also by the
Ancients, not because it was not well written (non ex imbecillitate
sermonis obscuritate nata), for who is more skilful in writing than
Plato? No, the cause lies in the readers, who have not mastered
the art displayed by Plato, the art namely of treating all questions
with appropriate arguments. In a question of stars, he takes his
argumentc from astronomy; in a question of music, his arguments
are from the doctrine of music. In this way he finds the appropriate
remedy to every intellectual ailment, as a doctor applies different
remedies according to the nature of the wound ?!) (par. 1).

Since the Timaeus discusses the universe and Plato wishes to
account for all that is in it, a great many questions are bound
to crop up, e.g., about plane and three-dimensional figures; how
the soul enters the world’s body (de incorporatione animae) and
animates it, efc. All these problems had to be treated with appro-
priate ’remedies’. That is why many people failed to understand
this work of Plato; others, experts on a special subject only discussed
what was clear to them; the largest part remained obscure (par. 2).

It is evident that this dialogue was almost exclusively written
for those versed in all sciences. These men ought to have let their
light shine upon the others but, prompted by some deplorable
kind ot jealousy, they failed to communicate their wealth (par. 3).

Since I had to oblige you, although the task is beyond my humb-
le powers 2), I was not satisfied with a simple translation. I thought
that without further comment the presentation of an obscure
original would be as vague as or even vaguer than this original 3).
I have explained the difficulties where they occurred on the under-
standing that I have only explained such difficulties which could
arise from the reader’s ignorance of special sciences. In fact, it
would have been insulting to the reader to explain what everyone

1) Calcidius uses this metaphor frequently. Remedium to him is ’argument’
or ’solution’ (70, 20; 82, 14; 88, 13; 131, 8; 213, 6; 301, 10; 359, 19). This
comparision may have been suggested by Critias 106B, where Timaeus says
that he implores the godhead to bestow upon him the best of all medicine,
viz.,, knowledge: qdpuaxov Huiv adtdv tehedrtatov xal &pLoTOV Pappdxwv
tmotiunv edybueda Stdévar.

2) Cp. 184, 24 quoad mediocritas ingenii passa est; these words occur
in an epilogue (See p. 18).

3) The same thought is found in the preface to the whole work; non solum
transtuli, sed etiam eiusdem partis commentarium feci, putans reconditae rei
simulacrum sine interpretationis explanatione aliqguanto obscurius ipso exemplo
futurum (4, 16-19).
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can find out for himself. I did not comment at all upon the simple
story at the beginning of the book (the Atlantis-myth), but thought
it my duty to say something on the whole of the dialogue as well
as on its scope and lay-out (par. 4).

The day before Socrates had discussed the State in ten books.
In point of fact, the starting-point of the discussion had not been
the State but Justice. In order to describe this virtue Socrates had
given a picture of a state governed by just laws and of another
deviating from such laws (par. 5).

After having looked for and found in these books justice in
human relations, an investigation had still to be made into natural
justice (aequitas maturalis). This task was appointed by Socrates
to Timaeus, Critias and Hermocrates. There is therefore in this book
no question of positive justice but of natural justice (non positivae
sed naturalis tustitiae atque aequitatis), which, although not written
itself, is a foundation of laws to be made and directions to be given 1).
And as Socrates, when speaking about justice among men, used the
example of the civil state, so Timaeus of Locri, a pupil of Pytha-
goras 2) and well-versed in astronomy, wanted to inquire into
justice as observed among the gods in this—what we may call—
common city or state of the sensible world (par. 6)”.

Having thus explained the ratio totius operis and the propositum
scriptorss, Calcidius now gives the ordinatio libri. It should be borne
in mind that this means the disposition of the T7maeus rather
than of Calcidius’ commentary.

In paragraph 7 Calcidius lists the twenty-seven subjects he is
going to discuss. Actually, as the commentary has come down to
us, only the first thirteen are discussed.

These are:

i De genitura mundi 3)

ii. De ortu animae

iii De modulatione sive harmonia
iv De numeris

v De stellis ratis et errantibus, in quarum numero sol etiam con-

stituitur et luna

1) tribuit ... substantiam; this expression is often used by Calcidius.
Cp. ad par. 344.

2) ex Pythagorae magisterio; cp. 119, 3-4.

3) The scheme of the book is in Latin; this will not harm comprehensibility
and promote clarity.
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vi De caelo
vii De quattuor gemeribus animalium, hoc est caelestium praepetum
nantium terrenorum

viii De ortu generis humani

ix Causae cur hominum plerique sint sapientes, alii insipientes

x De visu

xi De imaginibus

xii Laus vidend:
xiii De sitlva

This introduction provides us with the following informations.
In paragraph 4 Calcidius mentions how he generously carried out
the commission (by Ossius). Apparently the order to this work
did not stretch beyond translation. In the prologue Calcidius says
something more about this. He emphasizes that his patron and
friend had wanted to do the work himself (etusque usum a Graecis
Latio mutuandum statueras), but had afterwards entrusted his
alter ego with it propter admirabilem verecundiam ). ‘“And”, Cal-
cidius states, “‘I could not refuse this request, however difficult the
task”. The similarity between the introduction to the commentary
and the prologue to the whole work (i.e., translation and com-
mentary) is obvious. Both are from a person who pretends to have
produced something all his own, and not without difficulties.

Calcidius also alludes to former commentators. Here he asks
for our utmost attention, for they might be his authorities. What
does he say? There are comments on several parts of the Timaeus,
but no interpretation of the whole exists. People who could have
made one, neglected to do so out of some kind of jealousy. Now
what did Calcidius about this? For some subject he was able to
refer to extant commentaries—at once we think of the part derived
from Adrastus—but he himself had to see to the whole set up. Such
is the impression we receive from his own words. Once again:
Calcidius does not say that he used sources; from his words we can
only conclude to a possibility of use. But the impression that he
actually used them can only be confirmed by detailed study of the
whole commentary.

The last point to be discussed is the ordinatio libri. Calcidius
intends to give the order of the Timaeus. In fact, he gives a list

1) Ossius of Cordova is said to have been this patron. Cp. de Clercq,
o.c., p. 70-71.
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of twenty-seven subject-matters treated in that dialogue, but
there is no apparent order. The list could be the result of cursory
reading on the dialogue and the noting down of striking subjects;
some of which might be titles from works by others about the res-
pective parts of the Timaeus. However, this does not mean that
the lay-out of Plato’s work escaped Calcidius. The latter must have
had a clear insight into its structure. Therefore, a second order is
found in the commentary, based upon the structure of Plato’s
dialogue. This is Calcidius’ real order. Only in this light become two
remarkable facts understandable: 1) Calcidius treats only thirteen
chapters of the twenty-seven announced. His commentary breaks
off, because he has reached an important caesura in the dialogue.
Before he continues his comment, he wishes to know if it pleased
his patron. In the prologue he explicitly declares so (4, 19-23).
2) The thirteenth and last chapter, De silva, lends itself to a separate
treatment. The subsequent analysis of the commentary throws
light on its peculiar place.

The commentary—The Timaeus begins with a summary of an
earlier conversation, the subject of which corresponds to that of the
Republic. Then Socrates expressed the wish to see the ideal state
operating before his eyes. Subsequently, Critias tells the story,
said to have been heard by Solon in Egypt, of Athens’ far-off
days when it had been an example of the ideal state. But before
Critias gives an outline of this state, Timaeus is allowed to recount
the origin of the world and of man (T#m. 17A-27B). As he had
announced before, Calcidius passes over this simplex narratio . . .
et historiae veteris recemsitio; nor does he comment upon the first
part of Timaeus’ account, probably because it is one of the things
quae communi omnium intellegentiae paterent (71, 16). The commen-
tary begins at the moment where Timaeus opens his discourse on
proportion (T'tm. 31C). Undoubtedly this subject is one of the artes
incognitae which Calcidius thinks he should explain. Henceforth
he adheres to Plato’s text almost without a break up to 53C.

This, no doubt, most important treatise of the argument of the
Timaceus is divided into two principal parts, the division being in
47E where Plato says: “In the previous discussion the operation
of the vobg has been brought to light; now the part of avayxn comes
up for discussion”. The chapter De silva (= avayxy) thus provides
comments on the entire second part of Timaeus’ argument, whereas
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the twelve preceding chapters are given to ta St vol Sednuiovpynuéva
(47E)Y) or, to use the words of Calcidius, chapters i-xii bear upon
the things quae provida mens dei contulerit (299, 9), while chapter
xiii is about ea quae necessitas invexit.

The first principal part is, in its turn, subdivided into two por-
tions. The caesura is found in Tim. 39E. In paragraph 118 he
observes: Hactenus de mundi sensilis constitutione tractavit (184, 20).
“Up to this point Plato has spoken about the constitution of the
sensile world”’, now he passes on to the further equipment of this
world: we may add, after the constitutio munds comes the exornatio
mundi. The first part De mundi constitutione may be subdivided into
the creation of the corpus mundanum and that of the anima munds.
This subdivision is suggested by the opening words of paragraph 26:
Hinc ad animae mundi tractatum pergens (91, 6), which should
be compared with 74, 12: ut doceat mundi corpus perfectum esse.
Next follow first a consideration of the structural similarity
between the body of the world and the soul of the world under the
title De stellis ratis et errantibus, and, secondly, a treatise about the
connexion between that soul and body, entitled De caelo, or rather,
as Calcidius, imitating Plato, puts it in his text, De mundo!).
Calcidius rightly subdivides again the De exornatione munds,
namely where the Creator ceases to produce creatures himself
and leaves this task to the gods of whom He is the Maker and the
Father (T4m. 41A). Finally, in paragraph 137 Calcidius says:
Hactenus de natura daemonum, deinde de mortalium genere disserit.
Thus, Calcidius’ commentary corresponds to this scheme:

I Quae provida mens dei contulerit

I De generatione munds par.
a) De constitutione mundani corporis . . . . . . 8-25
b) De generatione animae . . . . . . . . 26-55
c) De convenientia inter animam et corjms . . . 56-97
d) De animae et corporis contunctione. . . . . . 98-118

2 De exornatione mundi
a) De natura daemonum . . . . . . . . . . . . 119-136
b) De mortalium genere . . . . . . . . . . . . I37-267

IT Quae mecessitas invexit (De silva)

1) 169, 18-19. Cp. Tim. 28B: ‘O &% ni&g odpavdg — # xbopog 7 xal &Ako &t
ot dvopalduevog pdiiet’ &v Séyoito, o006 Huiv dvopdodw.
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Within the limits of this division Calcidius introduces the subjects
he wants to discuss in the following way. The constitutio munds
is to him not a creatio ex nihilo but an arrangement of something
already in existence. Calcidius takes this as self-evident and asks
how order arose in this body of the world? This question leads
him to the problem of proportion, since Plato taught that there
is a relation of proportion between the four elements (par. 8-22).
A second problem is, how the world can be eternal, how a thing,
although made, can be eternal. Calcidius gives three answers:
1) God is the Maker (par. 23), 2) the world contains all matter
and thus no cause of destruction can come from outside (par. 24),
3) the world was made after an eternal model (par. 25).

The chapter on the generatio animae begins with an explanation
of the fact that Plato spoke about the origin of the soul, which he
only did to oblige unphilosophical minds—actually the soul is
eternal (par. 26). Next Calcidius takes in hand the difficult text
concerning the mixture of the soul. Already among the Ancients
there was a difference of opinion about the meaning of the terms
substantia individua and substantia dividua. The point namely was
whether these terms to Plato meant forms and matter or rather
the pure soul and the souls of animals and plants. Though Calcidius
does not make an explicit statement, from what follows it is clear
that he favours the second opinion (par. 54). This is moreover con-
firmed by his practice of mentioning his personal opinion at the end
(par. 27 31).

The mixing of the soul is followed by its division. In connexion
with the latter Calcidius discusses three questions in the five sub-
sequent paragraphs; one of these questions is, of course, why the
soul is divided into seven parts. His first argument is based on
authority: septem numerus laudatur a Pythagoreis ut optimus et
naturalissimus et sufficientissimus (100, 6-8). With it he connects
some reflections on the number seven (par. 36-37). In connexion
with the following text of Plato (Iim. 36A-B) Calcidius speaks
of harmony and numbers (par. 40-50). The reason for treating this
subject is explained at the end of this section: Iste enim Timaeus,
qui in hoc libro tractat, ex Pythagorae magisterio fuit, quem rationa-
biliter inducit Plato domesticis et familiaribus sibi probarionibus
utentem docere animae naturam congruere numeris, concinere etiam
modulaminibus musicae (119, 3-7).

Then Calcidius takes up the question about the real meaning of
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this mixture and division. Why this intricate construction? And
first of all, why this mixture of substantia individua and dividua?
The answer is: because they are the fundamental principles of
things. Considering that the soul must know everything and that,
according to the Pythagorean theory, knowledge is only possible
when there is equality 1), the soul must be composed of all funda-
mental principles. This is why, as Calcidius asserts (121, 8), the
nature of the soul consists of numbers, which are the principles
of things. The considerations of Timaeus on the division of the soul
derive their meaning from this identity of soul and numbers.
Calcidius summarizes his ideas and in confirmation quotes eminens
quaedam doctrina sectae sanctioris (par. 55) 2). Finally, a summary of
the whole treatise on the anima mundi follows: Ac de anima quidem
mundi ex duabus essentiis eiusdemque et item diversae naturae concre-
tione conflata, deque divisione eius iuxta rationem harmonicam,
arithmeticam, geometricam facta, quove modo natura eius numeris
sonisque conveniat satis dictum est (123, I1-5).

The relationship between body and soul is discussed in two
further chapters. The agreement between them as regards their
division (quemadmodum animae sectio sectioni caelestium membrorum
inflexionique conveniat circulorum) is entitled De stellis ratis et
errantibus ; their union, De caelo. In this part Calcidius also speaks
about Plato’s famous chapter on time and eternity (Tvm. 37D ss.).

The structure of the section De generatione mundi may be sum-
marized as follows.—The spaced titles are those of Calcidius himself
(cp. above p. 12).

I. De generatione mundi

a) De constitutione mundani corporis
o) De materiarum, ex quibus constat, germanitate, par.
siwe de analogia . . . . . . . . . ... .. 8-22

1) Est porro Pythagoricum dogma similia nonnisi a similibus suis conprehendsi
(119, 17-18). Another elucidating passage is 171, 18 sqq.: Porro quod eandem
(viz., animam) modulatam esse adserit, originem eius et quasi quaedam elementa,
ex quibus eandem inler initia constituit, vecovdatur et vepetit, ut ex ternis origi-
nibus, id est individuae dividuaeque substantiae, itemque eadem diversaque
naturis coagmentata similitudinem dissimilitudinemque rerum bomitatisque et
malitiae diversitatem, optandaeque et execrandae maturae disparilitatem facile
ipsis in rebus recognoscat, utpote quae divisa sit numeris, conposita analogiis,
stipata medietatibus, ordinata rationibus musicis scissaque adeo sexies et yursum
devincta immortalibus vinculis convenientibus diverso varioque totius mundani
corporis motui ommia scial et ommia iuxta naturam propriam adsequatur.

2) For this section see ad par. 300 (p. 123).

Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 2
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B) De aeternitate mundi
aa) quia a deo factus est . . . . . . . . .. 23
BB) quia ex omnmibus materiis constat . . . . . 24
YY) quia ad exemplum intelligibilis mundi factus est 25

b) De genitura animae mundi

«) Quare de ortu animae loguator Plato . . . . . 26
B) De mixtione et divisione animae
ax) De mixtione . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 2731
BB) De divisione
(1) De numero septem, etc. . . . . . . . 32-39
(2) De harmonia . . . . . . . . . . . 40-45
(3) De numeris. . . . . . . 46-50
YY) Quid mixtio haec dwzszoque szgm/zcent . . 5I-53
38) Conclusio et confirmatio . . . . . . . . . 54-55
c) De stellis ratis et errantibus . . . . . . . 56-97
d) De caelo . . . . . . .. ... ... .... 08118

The second part, which has been given the title De exornatione
mundi opens with a survey of what precedes: ““Above we analyzed
the way in which the Maker, God, achieved the making of the
world as a whole. There we relied upon a contemplation of nature
and upon the special sciences. And, in so far as our modest talents
permitted, we let ourselves be guided by the doctrines of Plato’ ).
Then Calcidius returns to the text of Plato, who goes on to discuss
the further elaboration of the world. The Godhead, he says, wanted
to make the world as similar as possible to the Being which really is.
In the same way as this Being contains four forms, there should be
four kinds of living beings in the universe: 1) the heavenly race
of the gods (~ fire) and the earthly beings, subdivided into 2) the
flying (~ air), 3) the swimming (~ water), 4) the living on earth
(~ earth) 2). Plato first discusses the immortal ones among them,
the fixed stars and the earth. These are the living beings which
God made Himself. By way of an appendix, he also mentions the

1) Mundi totius perfectionem ab opifice absolutam deo praeteriti operis
textu secrevimus Platonicis dogmatibus, quoad mediocritas ingemii passa est,
inhaerentes iuxta naturae contemplationem artificiosasque rationes (184, 22-
185, 1). Both the mediocritas ingenii and the rationes artificiosae recall the
introduction (par. 1 and 4).

2) From this it is clear that Plato thought the four forms or elements
also to be present in the world of ideas. Cp. ad par. 272 (p. 43).
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other divine beings: the gods of mythology and of popular belief.
To the word 3aipoveg which he uses Calcidius reacts in this manner:
“Plato does not confine himself to an argument about the living
beings mentioned but also tries to explain the nature of angels,
whom he calls daemones” (185, 17-19). The purest of them live in
the ether, the others in the air and water. For it is unreasonable
to assume that one of these elements should remain deprived of
rational beings. But Plato does not pursue this question, because
it is a matter wltra naturae contemplationem. By these last words
Calcidius intends to say that the problem is beyond the scope of
the Timaeus, the subject of which is nature. Still, this did not
prevent him from subjecting these daemones to further enquiry,
once he had discussed Plato’s text about the fixed stars and the
earth (par. 127-136). He calls this enquiry an inquisitio primariae
supervectaeque contemplationis, quae adpellatur epoptica, altior ali-
quanto quam physica (191, 13-15), thus explaining more precisely
the previous and vaguer expression wultra naturae comtemplati-
onem 1).

The treatise on the daemones is remarkable. Calcidius refers to
Plato’s *Philosophus’, i.e. the Epinomis (par. 128) 2). According to
this dialogue, he states, there are five regions in the universe: the
bighest is fire, next follows ether, also fire but a little coarser;
then come sky, water and earth (par. 129). Since both the region
of fire and the earth are populated with rational beings (gods and
men), there should be the same in the three intermediate regions.
In ether live creatures called by the Jews *holy angels’. They take
up an intermediate position between God and men 2). The angels
carry men’s prayers to God and they make God’s will known to
man; this is why they were called ’angels’ (&yyelo., messengers).
Greece, Latium and omnis Barbaria attest to this benefice, for man
stands in need of their support (par. 132). Calcidius speaks about
good and bad angels and the place where they belong (par. 133-135).
Finally, he attacks the theory that angels are souls released from

1) About this contemplatio epoptica he also speaks in par. 272 (303, 11).
See there.

2) Cp. E. des Places, S.]., in his introduction to the edition of the Epinomsis.
Paris, 1956, p. 93-94.

3) Here too we find the idea of proportion: Ut enim deus iuxta angelum,
sic angelus iuxta hominem (195, 14-15).
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their bodies. In his opinion, this is not in accordance with the
doctrine of Plato (par. 136) 1).

From the immortal creatures Plato passes over to the mortal
ones, especially man. The Godhead first made the soul of man
from the same, though less pure, mixture of which the world-soul
was made. To prevent these souls from being also immortal,—they
would be, if the Godhead had made them Himself —He ordered the
created gods to finish His work. Before doing so He placed every
soul on a star where he taught it the ’laws of fate’. These laws
lead Calcidius to a lengthy discussion of which the principal theme
is the relation between Providence and fate (par. 142-190). Only
after this praeparatio animae humanae, the children of the Godhead
appear on the scene to perform their duty. From the Father they
borrow the four elements in order to form the body. Combining
them, they provide it with the ’cycles of the soul’. In this way
man is made. Hence the title of the eighth chapter is De ortu generis
humani.

Plato shows how at first there was disorder in this new creature;
the supremacy of the rational soul was achieved slowly and with
difficulty. Commenting upon these texts, Calcidius dedicates a
special chapter to the question of the difference between the in-
telligence of one man and another, the answer being that the
supremacy of the soul is stronger in one than in another.

Paragraph 212 is a summary of this section. So far Plato discussed
the constitutio totius hominis, man as a whole; now he is going to
consider him membratim. In the same way in which he first spoke
about the world as a whole (totius mundz perfectio, 184, 22) and then
about its parts, he then examined the members of the human body
in particular, inquiring into their use. He also touched upon the
causes of sight and hearing, the use of the senses and of their
organs. Memory, dreams, visions, efc., are not overlooked. Thus
Calcidius’ summary.

The first object of study is the head. Plato asserted that it is the

1) This passage about daemones strongly reminds us of Philo (Cp. H. A.
Wolfson, Philo, Cambridge (Mass.), 1948, Vol. I, p. 366 ss.), who also seems to
follow the Epinomis in mentioning this special succession of the five regions
(ether after fire) and in attributing definite functions to angels. The Jewish
or Jewish-Christian element in this text is evident at first sight. It may
have become known to Calcidius through the intermediary of an author such
as Numenius (as in par. 55; cp. ad par. 295).
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chief seat of the soul. The statement is the occasion for a broad
digression. This question, however, is difficult to answer before
the answer is given to another one. What exactly is the soul?
The answers differ widely. There are those who follow some kind
of atomic theory (qu: dividuam fore silvae substantiam . . . , 251, 21).
They do not, of course, give a definite placc to the soul, for in their
opinion there is only one spiritus penetrating everything (par.
214-217). On the other hand, there are who think the matter of
things to be something continuous (Qu: iugem putant esse silvam
et adunatione quadam sibi continuatam, 254, 8-9)*). Of these Emped-
ocles located the soul in the blood and consequently, in the heart
(par. 218). Some Jewish texts seemn to agree with him, e.g., clamat
apud me sanguis fratris tui (Gen. 4.10). Calcidius observes that this
is correct, if it is understood as relating to the animal soul alone,
for blood is the wvehiculum inrationabilis animae. But all this
has no connexion with the rational soul (par. 219) 2). The Stoics
regard the heart as the seat of the soul but on different grounds
(par. 220). Then there is the theory of Aristotle according to whom
the soul is the prima perfectio corporis naturalis organics possibilitate
vitam habentis (258, 1-2). This theory is more fully discussed by
Calcidius. Aristotle, he observes, believes the soul to be present
in every part of the body, but its centre is in penetralibus cordis,
in the heart (par. 224). Both points in this doctrine are rejected
by Calcidius. If the soul is the forma corporis, it is something accid-
ental, a thing which appears and disappears. Thisis not what Plato
thinks the soul to be, viz., substantia carens corpore semetipsam
movens rationabilis (par. 225-229). It is true that the soul is present
in all parts of thc body, but its chief functions are thinking and
wishing. The former is the most important, so that the corresponding
part of the body, the head, should also be its most important part
(par. 230). It is the seat of the senses which are tamquam comites
rationis (par. 231). The head is round, because it has been formed
after the image of the spherical world.

Second in dignity is the heart, the centre not of the living creature
as a rational being, but merely of the living being.—A de-
scription of the structural similarity between man and the world

1) In par. 275 Calcidius is using the same division.

2) For the history of this theory cp. F. Riische, Blut, Leben und Seele,
Paderborn, 1930. The theory was also held by Philo, see there p. 394.
Of the same author: Das Seelenpneuma, Paderborn, 1933.
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follows as a kind of parenthesis!), and Calcidius explains that the
same order exists in the state (par. 233).

In imitation of Plato Calcidius now discusses sight. Naturally,
this offers an occasion for a historical survey. A following chapter,
De imaginibus, discusses dreams (par. 249-256) 2) and images seen
in a mirror (par. 257-259). This is followed by the interpretation
of Tim. 46C-E, in which Plato argued that the senses are not self-
sufficient but require a higher power, the soul, of which they are
the instruments. Finally, there is a chapter on the advantage of
sight and hearing. Sense-perception is explained in accordance
with Plato’s statements on this subject. This second part may be
summarized thus:

2. De exornatione mundi sive De quattuor animalium
generibus

a) De immortalium genere par.
«) De sideribus et terra . . . . . . . . . . . . 120-126
B) De daemonibus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127-136

b) De mortalium genere
a) De animae praeparatione -De fato . . . . . . 137-20I

B) De ortu gemeris humani
aa) De totius hominis constitutione
(1) De animae et corporis concretione . . . 202-207
(2) Quare aliv sapientes, alit insipientes 208-21I
BB) De homine membratim comsiderato
(1) De partium ordine - De capite - Quid
sit amima . . . . . . . . .. ... 213235

1) It is interesting to see how great the similarity between micro- and
macrocosmos is to Calcidius: Quare si mundus animaque mundi huius sunt
ordinationis, ut summitas quidem sit dimensa caelestibus hisque subiecta (sc.
loca) divinis potestatibus, quae adpellantur angeli et daemones, in terra vero
tervestribus, et impevant quidem caelestia, exequuntur vero angelicae potestates,
reguntuy porro terrena: prima summum locum obtinentia, secumda medietatem,
ea vero quae subiecta suntimum, consequenter etiam in natura hominis est quiddam
regale, est aliud quoque in medio positum, est tertium in imo: summum quod
imperat, medium quod agit, tertium quod regitur et administratur. Imperat
igituy anima, exequitur vigor eius im pectore constitutus, regunmtur et dispen-
santur cetera pube tenus et infra (268, 26-269, 9).

2) On this passage cp. J. H. Waszink, Die sogenannte Fiunfteilung der
Tydume bei Chalcidius und ihve Quellen, Mnem. Ser. 111, Vol. 9 (1941) 68-85.
Here too Philo’s influence seems to be a fact. As in the treatise on the dae-
mones, Plato’s Philosophus is referred to here.
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(2) De sensibus, sc. de visu et auditu . . . 236-267
(@) De visw . . . . . ... ... 236-248
(b) De imaginibus . . . . . . . . 249-259
(x) De somnizs . . . . . . .. 250-256
(B) De simulacris in speculis . . . 257-259

(c) Semsus incorporeae potentiae famu-
lantwr . . . . . . . ... ... 260-263

(d) De wutilitate visus et auditus 264-267

After this discussion of the order in the universe, in which he
passes from the macrocosmos to the microcosmos, Plato and
after him Calcidius, is now returning to the initial stage of things.
This enables him to discuss the principles, in particular the one
principle found by the Demiurge when he started his harmonizing
activity, namely matter. The reason for this peculiar arrangement
of the subject-matter is to be found in the fact that Plato only now
comes to an explicit discussion of the substructure of his system.
Therefore, Calcidius’ lengthy chapter on matter is actually more
than a treatment of one of the two principal subjects (cp. the
diagram on p. 15). It is, in point of fact, the fundamental part
of his entire commentary.
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STRUCTURE OF THE TREATISE

At first sight the chapter De silva seems to be a running com-
mentary on Tim. 47E-53C, interrupted by both historical and sys-
tematic discussions of the subject in question. Thus, from a merely
external point of view the following scheme could be drawn up:

1. Paraphrase of Tim. 47E-49A . . . . . . . . . par. 268-274
2. Historical and systematic discussion . . . . . par. 275-320
3. Paraphrase of Tim. 49A-53C . . . . . . . . . par. 321-354

A further paragraph (355) forms the link with the following part
which, although announced in the prologue (p. 4, 19), is totally
unknown.

On close consideration, however, it becomes clear that Calcidius’
division is not based on external grounds alone. Plato’s text remains
the foundation of the lay-out, as indeed the entire work is based
upon the Timaeus. In Tim. 49A Plato passes from an introductory
consideration of the subject of matter to the real treatment of the
question. Likewise Calcidius’ paragraphs 268-274 are an introduct-
ory essay and a first outline of his treatise on matter. They are
followed by both historical and systematic parts, in which the author
describes first the evolution of the philosophical doctrine and then
his own opinion. The third part verifies his theory on the basis of
the further texts of Plato. Thus, what at first sight seems to be
rather unsystematic, assumes the form of a well-founded treatment.
The above scheme, therefore, can also be worded thus:

I. Introductory paraphrase of Tim. 47E-49A . . . par. 268-274
2. Historical and systematic treatise . . . . . . . par. 275-320
3. Verifying paraphrase of Tim. 49A-53C. . . . . par. 321-354

Insight into this structure of Calcidius’ treatise on matter is,
obviously, of the greatest importance. It, at once, explains why
Calcidius approaches the same problem sometimes two or even
three times. The design of the treatise makes this necessary:
central problems had to be treated in the introduction as well as
in the systematic and the verifying parts. Needless to repeat that
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a composition of this kind urgently requires the application of the
maxim mentioned before, viz., that a work should be explained
by the work itself.

Further analysis —1. In the first section, the introductory
paraphrase, Calcidius gives a preliminary explanation of matter
itself (par. 268) and its relation to Providence (par. 269-270).
An explanatory list of some names given by Plato to matter (par.
271) follows next. Plato’s mentioning that philosophers before him
considered fire, water, earth and air to be principles—which they
are definitely not—gives Calcidius the opportunity for explaining
briefly the real nature of these principles, meanwhile paying special
attention to forms (par. 272). After paraphrasing Plato’s invocation
of the Godhead he asserts with the master that alongside the (two-
fold) species a third principle should be accepted. And after stating
this, he again affirms that this principle is very difficult to grasp
(par. 274).

2. The difficulty of understanding the real nature of matter
gave rise to the most variegated opinions. In his historical and
systematic treatise Calcidius first gives a survey of these different
opinions (par. 275), and than elaborates this paragraph historically
(par. 276-301).

Those who consider matter as generated, such as the Jews
(par. 276-278), are opposed by those who flatly deny this (par.
279-301). These opponents are, again, distinguished into two
groups. There are who regard matter as consisting of particles
(par. 279), while others think it to be a continuum (par. 280-301).
The latter are again divided into thinkers who ascribe certain
qualities to matter, for example Thales, Anaximenes, efc. (par.
280-282); the rest consider it to be entirely without qualities:
Aristotle (par. 283-288), the Stoics (par. 289-294), Pythagoras
(par. 295-299). In two subsequent paragraphs Calcidius mentions
two different interpretations of Plato. They constitute a kind of
transition to the systematic section, which follows.

This second section opens with the question which of these two
interpretations is the correct one. In answering it, Calcidius begins,
as it were, ab ovo in order to find the underlying principles. There
are, he states, two ways of reasoning, syllogismus and resolutio
(par. 302). By means of the resolutio he traces matter (par. 303);
by means of what he now calls compositio he finds the Maker and the
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model (par. 304). In order to discover afterwards whether he has
really to do with principles, he examines which qualities they
should have. Hence a short treatise ’On the qualities of principles’
leads to the conclusion that these should be simple, without quality
and eternal (par. 305-306). After pointing out that fire, earth, efc.,
do not answer to these requirements, he lays down, by means of a
remarkable argument, that the principles are threefold: deus,
stlva, exemplum (par. 307).

Now at last Calcidius ventures upon his treatise on matter:
Nunc iam de silva tractabitur. It is at this point that Calcidius’
own treatise on matter really begins. First Calcidius speaks about
the names which matter has in Plato, its variability (par. 308-309)
and its lack of qualities (par. 310). Next he defines his position
towards the Stoa. What exactly the Stoics think about matter
(par. 311); whether it is limited or infinite (par. 312); whether it
can increase or diminish (par. 313), expand or shrink (par. 314),
whether it is divisible (par. 315). After treating all these questions
he says: ‘“So our opinion that matter is not water, earth, efc.,
but a materia principalis, efc., is correct” (par. 316). By means of
analysis of the process of change Calcidius now proves that there
is such a substratum (par. 317-318). Finally, he wonders whether
matter is a corpus or something incorporeum and the conclusion
is that it is neither (par. 319-320).

3. With a verifying paraphrase Calcidius continues the text of
the Timaeus. Since he is bound to the latter, no straight line of
thought and explanation is to be expected. Matter is without form
and quality and, moreover, without motion. That, in spite of this,
it appears to be liable to change is due to an other principle, viz.,
the species. For the moment Plato does not enter into this question;
he only affirms that the three principles may be compared to father,
mother and child (par. 320-330). Calcidius, in his turn, after dis-
cussing why matter is without any quality and how it is related to
the ten categories (par. 331-336), speaks about the species. They
are the forms and their images. Do these forms exist? What is
their relation to quality and form? From Plato’s text about insight
and opinion, he concludes that there is an eternal species. Finally,
he speaks about the species secunda, the form of things (par. 337-
343).

These two kinds of species explained, Calcidius, following Plato,
returns to matter which, in the passage under discussion (52B),
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is called ydpa by Plato. After pointing out the particular difficulty
of conceiving it, Calcidius discusses the text in which this act of
cognition is described by the Greek philosopher. Then he observes
that, in spite of the difficulties, matter has such an influence on
human knowledge that we cannot imagine anything without it—
it is due to the influence of matter that we have no eye for intelligible
reality (par. 344-349).

Finally, like Plato, he repeats his opinion of the silva. He clearly
explains how he imagines the course of events ’in the beginning’,
and finishes at the point where divine Providence begins its work
(par. 350-354).

This survey plainly shows that the De s:lva is, indeed, the funda-
mental treatise of the whole commentary. The principles of things
are discussed in each of the three parts. In the systematic section
there is even a special portion *On the principles’. One is again
struck by the fact that Calcidius winds up with refering to Provi-
dence. The first part of the commentary (ch. i-xii) indeed discussed
Ta Sudk vob dednprovpympéva, which Calcidius will explain in paragraph
268 as the works of the provida mens dei. In imitation of Plato,
he returns to the point from which he started.

The outline of the whole treatise on matter is now obvious:

1. Introductory paraphrase par.
a) Outline of the treatise . . . . . . .. . . .. 268
b) Relation between matter and Providence . . . . 269-270
c) Names of matter . . . . . . . . . .. . ... 271
d) The real forms and their images . . . . . . . . 272
e) The third principle: matter . . . . . . . . . . 273
f) Intelligibility of matter . . . . . . . . . . .. 274

2. Historical and systematic treatise
a) Historical part

Survey. . . . . . ..o 0oL 275
o) Matter was made: the Jews . . . . . . .. 276-278
B) Matter was not made
aa) It consists of small parts . . . . . . . . 279
BB) It is continuous
(1) It has qualities and form . . . . . . 280-282
(2) It has neither quality nor form
(a) Aristotle . . . . . . ... L. 283-288

(b) The Stoics . . . . . . . . . .. 289-294
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(c) Pythagoras . . . . . . . . . .. 295-299
(d) Plato

(x) One interpretation. . . . . . 300

(B) The other interpretation . . . 301

b) Systematic part
o) The principles in general
aa) Two ways of arguing . . . . . . . . . . 302
BB) Matter is found by means of resolutio . . 303
vy) The Maker and the exemplar are discovered

by means of compositio . . . . . . . . . 304
33) The principles . . . . . . . . . . . .. 305-306
ee) The real principles . . . . . . . . . .. 307
B) Calcidius’ own treatise on matter
o) Its names and variability . . . . . . . . 308-309
BB) Matter without quality . . . . . . . . . 310
vy) Refutation of the Stoa . . . . . . . . . 311
33) Matter eternal and unlimited . . . . . . 312
ec) Matter without increase and decrease . . 313
{¢) Matter neither expands nor shrinks . . . 314
nm) Matter divisible? . . . . . . . . . . L. 315
00) Summarizing conclusion. . . . . . . . . 316

w) Matter the general substratum of things . 317-318
xx) Itis neither corporeal norincorporeal . . . 319-320
3. Verifying paraphrase
a) Matter without form, without quality and without

motion . . . . . . . . . . ... 321-330
b) Why matter without quality? . . . . . . . . . 331-336
c) The spectes. . . . . . . . . . . . ... ... 337-343
d) Matter itself . . . . . . . . .. ..., 344-349
e) Reference to Providence. . . . . . . . . . .. 350-354

ANALYSIS AND INVESTIGATION OF SOURCES

We now turn to a detailed discussion of the individual paragraphs
as they occur in Wrobel’s text. In several cases, however, where
his paragraphs harm correct understanding of the text, we shall be
obliged to depart from it. First a translation is given of the relevant
part of the text—if necessary expanded—next follows its inter-
pretation, first from the whole text of Calcidius, then from occasional
parallel texts. The conclusions drawn from some parts offer op-
portunities for general reflections.
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1. INTRODUCTORY PARAPHRASE

a) Outline of the treatise

[268] Next Plato states: “‘Since, apart from a few exceptions,
we have considered all that the insight of the provident spirit
has wrought, we have now to speak of the role of necessity”.
Plato who wants to explain the whole of the sensible world,
rightly states that he has dealt with almost everything wrought
by the provident spirit of God, making, as he did, the sensible
world after the image and semblance of the intelligible world.
What remains to be discussed is the role of necessity, for the
world seems to be composed of two factors: Providence and
necessity.

By the term ’necessity’ Plato indicates the Uiy, that we in
Latin can call szlva. It is out of this that the universe came into
being. It is a patient nature, because it is the primary substratum
of all corporeal (7.e. material) things, in which quality, quantity
and all further accidents show themselves. Though it never
recedes from its own being, it is liable to change in so far as it
assumes different and even opposite forms. Plato wished to give
an explanation for this (sifva), but he first explains why he
could not omit this subject.

NUNC QUONIAM Plato: Ta pév olv mapenivféta tidv elpnuévov
Ay Bpayéwv émdédeixtar Ta Six vob Sednutovpymuéva- Bet B wal
T 8 dvayxng ywopeva 16 Aoye mapabésbur (47E). SUBSTANTIAM
Cp. 345, 2 and 368, 9 (p. 221). PROVIDA MENS DEI In these words
Calcidius repeats the expression providae mentis intellectus in the
translated text of Plato on which he is commenting. There is,
of course, a difference between the two expressions which is well
qualified by the words applied by Thévenaz to Plutarch’s doctrine
of the world-soul, v¢z., a ““mythologie fabricatrice du Timée, qui est
devenue la théologie du Dieu créateur” (L’Ame du Monde, le
Devenir et la Matiére chez Plutarque, Inaugural diss., Neuchitel,
1938, p. 105). The fact that Calcidius can and does use these two
different modes of expression indiscriminately is consequent upon
his concept of Providence, formulated in his treatise on fate, in
this way: Principio cuncta quae sunt et tpsum mundum continers
regique principaliter quidem a summo deo, qui est summum bonum,
ultra ommnem substantiam ommemque maturam existimatione intellec-
tuque melior, quem cuncta expetunt, cum ipse sit plenae perfectionis
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et nullius societatis indiguus . .. Deinde a providentia, quae est
post illum summum secundae eminentiae, quem volv Graeci vocant.
Est autem intellegibilis essentia aemulae bonitatis propter indefessam
ad summum deum comversionem, estque ei ex tllo bomitatis haustus,
quo tam tpsa ornatur quam cetera, quae i1pso auctore honestantur.
Hanc igitur dei voluntatem tamquam sapientem rerum omnium tutelam
providentiam vocant homines, non, ut pleriqgue existimant, ideo
dictam, quia praecurrit in videndo atque intellegendo proventus futuros
sed quia proprium divinae mentis intellegere, qui est proprius mentis
actus et est mens dei aeterna. Est igitur mens dei de intellegendo
aeternus actus. (par. 176. As a third divine reality he also mentions
fatum taken in the sense of the world-soul (anima mundi tripartita).
He also calls this mens secunda as distinguished from the mens dei
which is providentia. Calcidius again summarizes his theory in
paragraph 188: Originem quidem rerum, ex qua ceteris omnibus quae
sunt substantia subministratur, esse summum et ineffabilem deum. Post
quem providentiam eius secundum deum, latorem legis utriusque vitae
tam aeternae quam temporariae. Tertiam porro esse substantiam, quae
secunda mens intellectusque dicitur, quast quaedam custos legis aeter-
nae. And he concludes: Ergo summus deus iubet, secundus ordinat,
tertius intimat). Whenever Calcidius speaks of mens dei or mens
provida dei, his concept of Providence should be borne in mind.

It is generally known that the concept of Providence was fully
elaborated by the Stoics. There is, however, no need to think of a
direct influence of the Stoa on Calcidius; from what follows it
will be evident that one should think rather of Numenius. Numenius,
like Calcidius, distinguished three phases in the Godhead.

AD EXEMPLUM ET SIMILITUDINEM INTELLEGIBILIS MUNDI Pre-
sently the world of ideas is mentioned, though only in passing.
According to Wolfson (Philo, Cambridge, 1948, Vol. I, p. 291),
Philo was the first to use the expression xéowog voyrée of which
mundus intellegibilis is clearly the translation. Plato used the term
{&ov vontév. This is noteworthy in an author who, also elsewhere,
seems to have been influenced—directly or indirectly—by Philo.
(See the general survey and par. 276-278.) Further the expression
ad exemplum et similitudinem is worthy of notice too. It is one of
the frequent duplicates in Calcidius, as, for instance, 345, 10 the
similar geminatio: imagines et simulacra. To quote one more in-
stance; for ’origin’ we find origo ef arx (91, 20), auctoritas et origo
(91, 17-18), pontificium et auctoritas (91, 22-23), exordium et fons
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(94, 5), originem et causam (123, 14). Calcidius is obviously very
fond of such phrases which, moreover, often afford a rhythmical
clausula.

NECESSITATEM NUNC ADPELLAT HYLEN The identification of
Aristotle’s 0Ay with Plato’s avayxn or ydpa has been generally
accepted ever since the age of Aristotle. Sometimes one gets the
impression that UMy is a Platonic term (304, 6; 336, 10, see p. 145).
The use of the term si/va throughout the present treatise is a clear
proof of the profound influence of Aristotle. QUAM NOS LATINE
SILVAM POSSUMUS NOMINARE In par. 273 (304, 4-5) Calcidius
says: quamgue tuniores hylen, mos silvam vocamus; in par. 123
(188, 11-12): Chaos, quam Graeci hylen, nos silvam vocamus. The
question should be raised whether Calcidius introduced the term
stlva himself. Nothing can be concluded from the pronoun nos;
this may mean nos Latini (as is actually given by some of the
manuscripts), in which case, as in par. 123, the Latini are opposed
to the Greeks. However, possumus may be regarded as containing
a hint of personal authorship. At any rate, no earlier use of the term
stlva for ’matter’ is known. Isidorus of Sevilla, Calcidius’ compa-
triot, wrote the noteworthy words: Hanc Uhyv Latini materiam
appellant, ideo quia omme informe, unde aliquid faciendum est,
semper materia nuncupatur. Proinde et eam poetae silvam nomina-
verunt (Etymologiae XIII 3, 1). Finally, it should be remembered
that, according to Gilson (La Philosophie au Moyen-Age, Paris,
1952, p. 118), medieval authors used the term si/va in consequence
of Calcidius. EADEMQUE PATIBILIS NATURA It seems that, under
influence of the Greek original, a second relative clause is avoided
here. One should, of course, understand quaeque est patibilis natura.
For patibilis natura compare Aristotle, De gen. et corr. 324 b 18:
H 8 UM § OMp mafnmixévy SUBIECTA CORPORI PRINCIPALITER
These words, too, strike us as Aristotelian; Phys. 192 a 31: Myw
yap UAnv T6 mpdtov Umoxetuevov éxastw. Elsewhere Calcidius says:
materiam principalem et corporis primam subiectionem (340, 13-14).
However, Calcidius may have derived this phrase from Aristotle as
a variant to Plato’s mdomne yevéoewg tmodoyn (Tim. 49A). IN QUA
Cp. 306, 1-2. Whereas just above matter was said to be that out
of which (ex qua) the world was made, it is now introduced as that
in which (in qua), as within some space, the qualities occur. The
latter version is more Platonic. According to Plato, the world is
formed by merging of form into matter. The former suits better
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Aristotle, according to whom the world is moulded out of matter
and form. QUAE CUM A NATURA PROPRIA NON RECEDAT This is
an exact rendering of T4m. 50B: Tadtov adriv del mpocpnréov: éx
Yap Thg faut¥g TO Tapamav odx EEictatar duvapews. Calcidius is
formulating this idea repeatedly: 337, 19; 343, 19-20; 35I, 9-I0
(where he translates the very text of the Timaeus), and 374, 17.
Illustrative of the difference between the Platonic and Aristotelic
views is the following text of Simplicius, In Phys. 320, 21 ss. Diels:
Mo xal ¢E OAng xal eldoug 16 oldvbetov ol Ilepimatnriol Méyoust g
cuveEadhotoupévey GAMAols TGV GTAGY &v 1]} Tob cuvbétou Yevéoer.
ol 8¢ INatwvixol THv BAnv &tpemtov Aéyoust Tolg év Tipaiw Asyopévorg
dxorovbobvreg, &v olg gmat 6 adrog 37 Abyog xal mepl T¥e To mavTa dex0-
uévng cOpaTa PUGEMG* TadTOV adTHV del TpocpnTéoy  éx Yap THg EauTiig
70 mopanav odx &fioTatar Suvapews”’ ... Stk Tobrto obv odx & Uhng
xal eldoug gaotv elvar 16 oldvletov G @i cuvalotovpévev dAANAoLs,
aM\’ eldog &v UAy. of 8t amd tob Ilepimatou ... € Ohng xal £idoug
Myouat 16 olvBeTov T¥ig Te VMg elc 16 £ldog petaBairovong xal Tob eldoug
Ohovpévov. Thus the Platonists speak about an €idoc &v UAy, the
Peripatetics of something composed &£ UAng xal etdouc. For Plato’s
viewpoint Simplicius quotes the same passage as Calcidius.
DIVERSIS TAMEN Matter remains what it is, but it assumes dii-
ferent forms in the same way as gold remains gold though it is founded
in diverse forms (cp. Ttm. 50C and Albinus, Eput. VIII 2: idiétyra
& Eew ... undt motbmmra).

This short opening paragraph of the De silva is heavy-laden.
In a few words Calcidius gives the principal characteristics of
matter. At first sight the Aristotelian doctrine preponderates:
the terms and expressions silva, patibilis, subiecta corpori principa-
liter, ex qua. On reconsideration, however, the Platonic character
proves, at least, to be equally strong, especially in the intrinsic
immutability ascribed to the silva: Evidently Calcidius wanted to
associate himself closely with Plato. The expressions which, to us,
sound purely Aristotelian, were, to him, in perfect agreement with
Plato (cp. p. 76).

That Calcidius calls matter patibilis is important for the question
whether he depends upon Plotinus, for the latter definitely asserts
that matter is drabyg (Enn. III 6, 9). Furthermore, this qualifica-
tion is also remarkable within the scope of the ideas of Calcidius
himself, for how can matter be called patibilss, if it is intrinsically
immutable? This problem must be dealt with at some length later
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on (cp. par. 309). Henceforth Calcidius asserts the mutability of
matter with great emphasis, but elsewhere he will also call it
impetibilis, an expression which can be understood in the light of
what has just been said. However, the most important thing to be
noted is this: Calcidius’ explicit assertion of the passibilitas of
matter makes it highly improbable that he is dependent upon
Plotinus.

b) Relation between matter and Providence

[269] Finally Plato adds: “For the generation of the sensible
world was of a mixed nature and was caused by cooperation of
necessity and mind”’. Therefore, since he discusses the generation
of the world and has to do this thoroughly, he is bound to discuss
the two factors contributing to it. And with this, the necessity
of a treatise on matter becomes obvious. Plato speaks about a
’mixed’ generation, because the two elements are of a different
nature; he speaks rightly of a ’generation’ from necessity and
Providence, for the world has not its origin in a mechanical mix-
ture of these two, as might be supposed from the term *mixture’.
On the contrary, the world came into being through both plan-
ning of a provident spirit and factors of necessity. In this way
Providence was the active agent, whereas matter underwent its
action and let itself be ’adorned’ willingly. The divine spirit
moulds it in such a manner that it is entirely pervaded by it,
not as forms are conferred in sculpture, where only the surface
is operated upon, but rather in the manner in which nature and
the soul pervade and animate solid bodies.

MIXTA ... GENERATIO Mepetypévy yap obv 7 Tobde Tob xdopov
yéveorg €€ dvayxmg te xal vol cuotdcews Eyewnln (47E-48A). The
ideas on which this section hinges are mixta and generatio. At the
end of the previous one, Calcidius announced that Plato was going
to give the reason why he should speak of matter. Quoting Plato’s
words, Calcidius concludes: Thus, because this is a generation in
which two different principles cooperate, Plato will have to speak
of both and, theretore, also of the silva. DE UTROQUE GENERE For
the term genus in this connexion, see paragraph 330: genera nunc
inproprie adpellans ; neque enim silva nec vero exemplum genera sunt,
sed ut adpellatio generum significet primas substantias (354, 10-12).
MIXTAM VERO GENERATIONEM Calcidius now explains Plato’s

Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 3
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text. In the words quoted mixtam should be strongly stressed; it
points to the fact that there is question of principles of a different
nature. (In the same way as we speak of ’mixed feelings’, Plato
spoke of a mixed generation’.) In order to follow the line of thought
one should hold on to the idea cf generatio. Calcidius: “‘and rightly
Plato speaks of a generation from necessity and Providence, for
we should not, on account of mixtam, think of something mechanic-
al”. In other words, Calcidius wants to show that &x évayxng e
xal vob does not only belong to peperypévn but also to éyevwify.

Although in this exegesis the text in the manuscripts is explained
satisfactorily, the question arises whether there is something missing.
The more so, since the words ex necessitate et providentia are no
literal quotation. One cannot find fault with the word providentia,
for Calcidius may safely exchange it with ¢nfellegentia; the dis-
turbing element is the absence of the idea ’generation’. This dis-
turbing element would not have occurred, had Calcidius quoted
Plato’s words literally, and coetus had formed the missing link.
It seems quite probable that Calcidius wrote it and that the text
should be read thus: recteque <ex necessitatis providentiaeque coetu,
non> ex necessitate et providentia ... However, the reading of the
manuscripts is by no means impossible; in which case the meaning
should be: recteque ex mecessitate et providentia <progemitum esse
mundum>. One may here also refer to par. 296 (325, 14): Denique
ex providentia et necessitate progemitum (sc. mundum) veterum
theologorum scitis haberi. This text occurs in the quotation from
Numenius. The observation is important, because like elsewhere,
Calcidius’ terminology shows a great resemblance to that of
Numenius. The quotation reads: Sed providentia quidem est dei opus
et officium, caeca vero fortuitaque temeritas ex prosapia silvae, ut
sit evidens iuxta Pythagoran dei silvaeque, item providentiae fortu-
naeque coetu cunctae rei molem esse constructam (327, 9-13). Anyhow,
whatever reading is preferred, the resemblance between Calcidius
and Numenius is striking. Already in the preceding section Cal-
cidius spoke the same terms: quando providis necessariisque ratio-
nibus mundi universitas constare videatur. This explanation is here
repeated. CONSULTIS PROVIDAE MENTIS In the passage trom
Numenius one finds moreover: ex providentiae consultis salubribus
(326, 6) and a little further on: et adversatur providentiae consulta
etus inpugnare gestiens (sc. mecessitas). OPERANTE QUIDEM Cp.
the following section and par. 299. PENETRATAM SIQUIDEM
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EAM USQUE QUAQUE Switalski (0.c., p. 37) discovered here
influence of the Stoics: the divine spirit (dzvina mens) pervading
the whole matter (usque quaque = 8 8\wv). He refers to Sextus Em-
piricus, Adv. Math. 1X 75 and quotes [Arist.] Ilepi xéopov 5,396 b 27:
YWV Te TGy . .. xol TOv 8hov odpavdy Siexdounce pla 7 Sk wavTwv
dunxovoa Sdvayts . . ., Tdv odpumavro xbéopov Snulovpyfoasa. Another
parallel is furnished by Diogenes Laértius VII 134; the contrast
agens-patiens is as conspicuous as in Calcidius: Soxei & adroig
dpydg elvar T6v Ehwv 3o, Td mololv xol To maAGKoV. T piv obv TaG) oV
elvar v &motov odgtay THv UAnv: Td 3¢ mololv Tdv &v adtfi Adyov
Tév Oebv. Tobtov yap Gvta &iSiov Sk TGy adtig Smutoupyelv Exacro.

Consequently the passage shows unmistakably Stoic features,
although it is not necessary to assume a direct influence. Like
the Stoic notion of Providence itself, this passage may well have
come into the text of Calcidius via Numenius, just as other texts
which precede and follow.

[270] Next Plato shows the relationship between intellect
and necessity when he says: “while intellect dominates”. There
are two kinds of domination; one is violent, like the rule of a
tyrant, the other is like the sanctitas of the Emperor. The violent
rule does not preserve the subject for a long time but ruins it,
whereas ‘‘wise domination”, as Plato says, “‘improves its sub-
ject”. In order that the world should be eternal, matter <should
not be up against a tyranny which ruins it in the long run. On
the contrary, it should be under wise ruling. This it> should
obey patiently and without demur; and it should willingly
yield to the majesty of the Maker and His wisdom. Therefore
Plato adds: “while, by means of salutary persuasion, the intellect
is continuously urging the harshness of necessity to what is
best. And since, in this way, necessity let itself be conquered by
Providence and listened to its dictates, the first beginnings of
things were brought into existence”<. The idea is here that ne-
cessity was deliberately obedient>, because there exists yet
another, less deliberate obedience, which is called error or servile
docility. And God’s work is such that it persuades by strength
and imparts persuading strength, which means that persuasion
entails strength and strength persuasion. This can be observed
in the behaviour of sensible men when they are ill: they let
themselves be burnt and cut by physicians.
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INTELLEGENTIAE NECESSITATISQUE CONSORTIUM In what pre-
cedes the question was chiefly concerned with the share of in-
tellect and of necessity, although the relation between these two
powers was mentioned. Now Calcidius dwells more fully on this
subject. DOMINANTE INTELLECTU vob 3¢ avayxng &pyovrtog (48A).
DUPLEX PORRO EST DOMINATIO Calcidius is fond of distinctions, as
appears from what follows, e.g., par. 333. ALTERA VIOLENTIOR
TYRANNICAE POTENTIAE SIMILIS Cp. 212, 23: alicuius vitii ty-
rannica dominatio. OMNE PORRO VIOLENTUM NON DIU SUBIECTUM
CONSERVAT Cp. 227, 7-10: Quae vero regumtur hac lege, ratiome,
ordine ac sine vi reguntur, wihil enmim ratione et ordine carens
non violentum; quod vero tale est, mom diu perseverat, utpote
quod comtra suam naturam distrahatur. OMNE, INQUIT Politicus

297B: ... b peta vob xai téywne Suxarbratov del Savépovreg tolg év
T} wohert 6@letv e adrolg olol Te Moy xal duetvoug éx yepbvwv dio-
teAelv. .. UT IGITUR In the concept of eternity special attention

is drawn to imperishableness, to being without end. This is clear
from the context; in our paraphrase the argument is slightly ex-
panded. Hence the approach to the problem is quite different
from that in par. 23-25 where the point at issue is the eternity
of the corpus mundanum and ’eternal’ has the meanings of ’being
without a beginning in time’. Moreover, the question of the eternity
of principles (par. 306) has no bearing on the present passage, in
which Calcidius simply presupposes the eternity of the world
(cp. 207, 16-17). MAIESTATI OPIFICIS The term maiestas re-
minds one of the expression sanctitas imperatoria used above.
By opifex Calcidius indicates the other principle, which he calls
deus a little further. More frequently he uses both terms, writing
deus opifex. SALUBRI PERSUASIONE 1@ meifewv admijv tév yLyvo-
pévov Ta mAetota émi TO PéATioTtov &yewv, Tadty xatd Talta Te Ot
avayxng Hrropévre Umd welobs Euppovos oltw xat’ dpyas cuvistato
763¢ 10 mav (48A). For the right understanding of Calcidius’ trans-
lation here it is important to note that the subiject of trahente
and dominante is the same (300, 17), viz., tntellectu. In the translation
one reads: dominante intellectu et . .. trahente (58, 15-59, 1). One
is also struck at once by the epitheton salubris to persuasio. Pl-to
simply writes ¢ metfewv. Although Calcidius’ style is usually on
the florid side, this salubris seems to be more than just a epitheton
ornans. For though Calcidius uses this adjective frequently, it also
occurs in the passage translated from Numenius, which, moreover,
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shows a striking resemblance to the present one. There we read:
ex providentiae consultis salubribus (already quoted ad 300, 9).
The further wording of this phrase also shows similarity to the
passage from Numenius, e.g., providis auctoritatibus, minus consulta
parentia, provida parentia. Hence salubris seems to come from
Numenius. However, the occurrence of the same word in the trans-
lation points to an influence of Numenius rather than to verbal
adoption. The expression rigorem necessitatis too is more flowery
than Plato’s évayxyg, but, again, this word is not a mere ornament.
As against the morigera and libens found a few lines earlier, it seems
to suggest some resistance in matter. This resistance may be com-
pared to that of the nature of difference in Tim. 35A: v Oatépou
pbotv ddouewxtov oloav elc Tadtév cuvappétrwv Bix. Calcidius uses
here the term vis. Remarkably, Numenius’ text reads not only of
obeying on the part of matter but also of resisting: consulta erus
(sc. providentiae) inpugnare gestiens (327, 8-9). Furthermore, this
twofold behaviour is combined in a text, which will appear to be
Numenian, wviz., 329, 1-4: cum divina sapientia intellegentiaque
opificis dei silvae severe atque efficaciter persuaderet praebere cultui
atque exornationi suae patientiam. So from the side of the Creator
there is persuasion, but combined with severity and even some
violence. A certain contradiction exists between these concepts and,
curiously enough, the same is met in Calcidius. An explanation of
this interesting doctrine will be attempted in due course (p. 120).
ERROR ET FACILITAS The explanation of facilitas (also used in
the prologue (3, 4)) is obvious: it denotes an objectionable in-
dulgence as opposed to the parentia provida. Less clear is error.
Perhaps the most obvious solution is to regard the use of these
two terms as one more example of geminatio, a figure so obviously
favoured by the author (cp. p. 30)—though, of course, facilitas
emphasizes the element of will-lessness, error that of disorder-
liness. One may also find a hendiadys here: facilitas erroris. UT
SIT PROVIDA PARENTIA RATIONE NIXA NECESSITAS This phrase
may be translated differently according to whether provida is
taken as a nominative, belonging to necessitas or as an ablative,
belonging to parentia. In the latter case, ratione nixa is a further
explanation of provida paremtia. One might even ask whether
this is not a marginal note inserted into the text. Anyhow, necessity
is here said to be provida, for, even if provida is to be connected
with parentia, necessity should be said to possess provida parentia.
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It may be asked whether, in Plato’s text, Calcidius has connected
Euppovog with dvayxne. This does not seem to be the case, since
providis auctoritatibus is the evident translation of Omd meBole
Eugppovog. Calcidius clearly calls matter provident, for it is wise
enough to obey a wise Maker. Above was said already libens cedat
pareatque. For the whole of this text one should, in my opinion,
think of Tim. 56C where Plato states that the Godhead “‘exactly
ordained the movements and other forces where necessity admitted
this freely or after persuasion™ (§mymep W 7T¥g &vdyxng Exoloa
newoleion te plaoig Hmeinev).

ET OPUS DEI TALE EST After concentrating upon the activity
of the necessitas, Calcidius passes on to a discussion of the other
principle which earlier was only hinted at in the words dominante
intellectu. He changes the terminology by writing deus instead of
intellectus (likewise, in the preceding chapter he wrote provida
mens dei besides providae mentis intellectus). God is said to exert
“a compelling persuasion or a persuasive compulsion” (Calcidius’
formulation is hardly more than a pun). The behaviour of matter,
when it patiently undergoes the regulating activity of God, is
compared to the behaviour of a sensible man who during an illness
submits to the painful treatment of a physician. This treatment
is described by Calcidius as wurere et secare. This combination is
found in many places, first of all in the Timaeus itself, 64D and 65B
(vopal pév xal xadoeig; mepl Tag xadoelg xai Topdg). Simplicius (In
Phys. 249, 10 ss. D.) speaks about the Oy and otépnowc as the
goyata dyaba, necessary but not desirable, as the doctor’s knife
and cauterizing (db¢ 16 BAeBéTopov xal % xaboig N latpixy). In Contra
Rufinum (I11 39; P.L. XXIII 507B) St. Jerome quotes a number
of Pythagorean theses, the first of which he also gives in the Greek
version: Quyadevtéov maoy wnyavii xal mepixomréov Tupl xal GLdNPw
. .. amd pev cdpatog véoov, and 3¢ Yuxic auabiav. This text, possibly
taken from the biography of Pythagoras by Porphyry (22; cp. P.
Courcelle, Les Lettres grecques en Occident. De Macrobe a Cassiodore,
Paris, 19482, p. 61), shows perhaps the source of this widely used
comparison. In a different connexion Seneca wrote (De Benef.
V 20, 2): Multa beneficia tristem frontem et asperam habent, quemad-
modum secare et urere. As we have observed, the two preceding
sections display a great resemblance in formulation with the passage
from Numenius. And it is remarkable indeed that this influence
even persists in the translation.
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c) Names of matter

[271] Plato continues: “If, therefore, one wants to explain
truly and faithfully how the world was brought into existence,
one should also set forth what the ’erratic cause’ of a thing is”.
Matter is here given yet another name, viz., error, on account
of its earlier wavering condition; likewise it is called necessity,
because matter is not the primary cause of the world, but must
necessarily be assumed on the basis of the materiality of things.
It is something in the nature of a conditio sine qua non.

s Quis EY 1ig olv §) yéyove xata tabra Bvrwg Epetl, pewtéov xal
76 TH¢ TAavepévng eldoc aitiag. ERRORIS NOMINE Just above matter
was said to be without error in its relation to the Godhead ; here it is
actually denoted by the term error: taken by itself it is error, being
so propter inordinatam eius antiquam iactationem. Here it is for the
first time that the idea of chaos crops up. This notion is particularly
prominent in Numenius. In the same context as the Numeniana
quoted above we read: Itaque si deus eam (sc. silvam) correxit . . .
redegitque in ordinem ex incondita et turbulenta tactatione (327, 2-4);
ordinem inordinatae confusions . . . consungens (327, 23-24); cp. also
328, 17; 329, 12-13; and 375, 14-376, 1. We touch upon a theory
already present in Plato, namely that a confusion of elements
existed before the activity of God afterwards brought order.
Baumker (o.c., p. 136) discusses the passages from Plato in detail
and, following Stallbaum, Martin and others, calls this concept
’secundary matter’. Alongside this concept of chaos or secundary
matter, there is yet another, viz., that of empty space, which
Baumker calls *primary matter’. In his opinion Plato denotes the
same by these terms, chaos being a more plastic representation of
what elsewhere is called space. One could also say that chaos
appeals more to the imagination, whereas space—which found a
continuation in the An of Aristotle—is more abstract. In order to
grasp Calcidius’ doctrine, it is of primary importance to draw a
clear distinction between these two modes of approaching matter.
Calcidius, in fact, has a theory of his own on the relation between
matter as such (= ydpa = UM\n) and chaos. The latter he sees as a
second stage of the first (cp. p. 236). In this preface, however, we
cannot as yet find anything of this typically Calcidian view. But—as
appeared already on the occasion of rigorem mecessitatis (301, 3)—
there is some inconsistency in the description of the part of matter.
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The ultimate cause of this lies, in my opinion, in Plato’s ambiguity.
In the present text the aspect of chaos prevails, and the term rigor
necessitatis is in the right place. But where matter is said to be
morigera and libens maiestati cedens, Calcidius has Plato’s ycpa
in mind, or rather the iy of Aristotle.

NECESSITATEM In passing Calcidius also gives an explanation
of this term. Matter is called necessity, because it is a conditio
sine qua non of materiality. The difference between primary cause
and conditio sine qua non is also found in Tim. 68E-69A: Aw &7
Yo% 00 altiag €ldn Siopileclar, 10 pév dvayxaiov, 16 3¢ Oelov, xal T
wdv Oeiov &v dmaoty Lqreiv xthoewg dvexa eddaipovog Biov, xad’ Soov
NR@v N ool Evdéyetar, 16 3¢ dvayxatlov éxetvawv yaptv, Aoylouevoy g
&vev Todtwv od duvata adra éxeiva £’ olg omoudalouev péva xato-
voelv 008 b Aafelv o0d &Mw¢ mwg petacyelv. In Phaedo 99B
Plato distinguishes between 6 aftiov 7§ vt and éxeiva &vev o) 76
aftiov odx &v mote eln altiov. Aristotle adopts this description of
matter as conditio sine qua non. He further defines this necessity
by speaking of ¢£ dmobésewe dvayxaiov (cp. Bdumker, o.c., p. 268).
Simplicius puts it in this way: Tolto obv dmodoxtualet (sc. Aristotle,
Physics 199 b 34) 10 dvayxaiov éml thg OMng Aeyduevov, Eyxpiver 3¢
16 &€ Omobéoeweg, 3t ol detuvust 8t odx &vev pév Tig UAne yivetar T&
ywépeva, od pévror St Ty GAnv 6 St Tive xvptwe abtiav, GAN &g 8
OAnv pévov xal 81 Shueny alriay (0.¢., p. 384, 29-32). In his enumeration
of causes existing according to Aristotle, Seneca says: prima,
inquit, causa est ipsa materia, sine qua nihil potest effici (Ep. 65, 4).

d) The real forms and their images

[272] Hence Plato returns upon his steps in order to make a
study of the principles, taking as his starting-point the time
previous to the generation of the world. He also investigates
the nature of pure and unmixed fire, its properties and passions,
and not only of fire but also of the other pure and unalloyed
elements. For all those who discussed the principles of the uni-
verse, proposed these four elements, which, on account of their
mutual mixture, received the name of the dominating element.
“But how far and from what the same elements were generated,
no one has explained thus far. Still, they spoke of fire, air, earth
and water as elements of the sensible world, as if they knew the
nature of these things in their purity, though in fact they cannot
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even be compared with syllables”. The elements of a word are
the letters, the syllables coming in the second place. This is why
Plato rightly states that these four elements of the world cannot
even be placed on a level to syllables. The first element of the uni-
verse is matter, shapeless and without quality. In order to become
’world’ matter is moulded by the intelligible forms. And from
these two, matter and form, pure and intelligible fire, and the
other four sincerae substantiae proceed. From these, again, come
forth the materials perceived by our senses, vzz., those consisting
of fire, water, earth and air. Pure fire and the other pure intellig-
ible substances are types of the bodies, called ’ideas’.

As for these ideas, for the moment Plato leaves alone the
question whether we should assume one common original form
for everything or rather innumerable forms according to the
number of things constituting the universe. Or perhaps the same
is at once one and many, as he taught in the Parmenides. The
reason why Plato avoids this question was not so much its dif-
ficulty as the wish not to insert a subject which does not belong
in the present discussion. It is a disputatio naturalis, the other
subject a disputatio epoptica. The former gives a rather uncertain
image of truth, which only allows for a certain degree of prob-
ability, whereas the latter flows from the source of purest science.

FACTO IGITUR RECURSU It is important to realize the meaning
of this recursus. In the preceding part of his argument, Calcidius
states, Timaeus has spoken of the action of the vol¢, which is Prov-
idence; this action arranged the universe, the creation of order or,
in yet other words, the generatio or constitutio munds. For his starting-
point he chose the moment—if it is allowed to use this term—at
which Providence began its task of bringing the four elements
into their correct relation (cp. 304, 17-18: Tunc ergo conpendio
principalibus materiis quattuor sumptis exaedificaverat sermone mun-
dum). Now Timaeus returns to this point and begins the inquiry
into the real status of these elements: are they really original
principles as generally assumed, or does there exist something
more fundamental? His thoughts are then turned to the pure
forms, but the problems connected with them are not developed.
Calcidius’ words Facto recursu literally occur in his translation
(59, 7): they are much closer to Plato’s text then appears from
Wrobel’s text: &8¢ odv mdAv dvaywpntéov. REDIT AD INDAGINEM
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INITIORUM  dpyag adra TiBépevor (48B) ET INCIPIT ... MUNDI
v 3 Tpd THg odpavol yevéoews . . . pisy (48B). As is evident from
what has been said so far, the sentence ’the time before the origin
of the world’ denotes the space of ’time’ preceding the moment
at which Providence began its work. At the end of this treatise
Calcidius again returns at this point. There he speaks of a time
ante mundi constitutionem (377, 8) and, as meaning quite the same,
ante mundi exornationem (377, 19-20 and 306, 22-23); see at the end
ot the tirst chapter (p. 23). QUAERIT QUOQUE The use of quoque
is remarkable: it gives the impression that the subsequent question
is not connected with the previous one, or, at least, that there is
an abrupt transition. For Calcidius this is so. He considers Timaeus’
words to bear upon the ideas immediately. This, however, appears
to be incorrect, as can be seen from the survey just given. Timaeus
asks: “what is the real status of these elements which are usually
taken as real elements?” Calcidius answers: besides the silva,
Plato also discusses naturam ignis sinceri et sine permixtione, quali-
tatem quogue corporum . . . which is definitely meant as a rendering
of Plato’s words immediately following the words quoted just now
Vv . . . wupdg U8atde Te xal dépog xal YHg puoLy Beatéov adthv xal T
7pd Tovtov by (48B). By ignis sincerus Calcidius means the ideal
fire, as appears from the rest of this section. OMNEs QUIPPE All
those who up to now discussed the principles, mistook the fire
around us for the pure fire, and so on. In reality this is no pure fire,
etc.; it is a mixture of various elements in which one element
preponderates. The mixture gets its name after this element (cp.
par. 119, 185, 12-13: quodque corpora ex maiore parte terrema ex
obtinentis materiae vocabulo cognominantur). It should also be ob-
served that Calcidius denotes the four so-called elements as materiae.
He does so in a great many places, e.g., 73, 19; 162, 29-163, I
(elementis materiisque); 205, 9-10; 243, 3, to mention only some
explicit texts. They are, however, also called corpora (302, 14;
303, I). QUATENUS PORRO viv yap o0delg mw yéveawy adtdv pepnvu-
xev, AN ¢ eldbot hp E1L woTé EaTiv xal ExaaTov adT@v Aéyopev dpydg
adra Tihépevol aToryeia Tob Tavrde, TposTixov adrtois 008’ Mg &v cuAafg
etdeowv pévov elxbrog Hrd Tob xal Bpayd ppovolvrog drexachijvar (48B).
QUIA SERMONIS Calcidius is explaining Plato’s assertion in
which, playing upon the double meaning of orotyeiov, v1z., ’element’
and ’letter’, he explains that these so-called elements are not elem-
ents (s.e., letters), nor even syllables. The most simple thing,



PARAGRAPH 272 43

which really deserves the name ’element’, says Calcidius, is matter
moulded by the intelligible form. From these two proceed the pure
intelligible substances, the ideas, which, therefore, may be put on a
level with syllables. Not until then come the materiae sensiles, fire,
earth, efc., as we know them. They were formed after the exemplars
of the ideas.

What is most striking in this passage is that the ideas appear
to be composite, viz., of matter and a species intellegibilis. As regards
this silva, one shall have to think of the silva intellegibilis of which
Calcidius speaks in connexion with the exegesis of Genesis (310, 1).
From Aristotle, however, we know already that, under the influence
of the doctrine of Pythagoras, Plato assumed a twofold principle
in the ideas. To Pythagoras numbers were the deepest essence of
things and of them unity and duality were the principles, as we read
in Calcidius himself, par. 53: Sic igitur antiquissima numerorum
natio esse invemitur omnibus rationtbus. Ipsorum porro numerorum
initia et principia sunt singularitas et item duitas, siquidem has
duas ceterorum numerorum origines esse conmstat (121, 14-17). Cal-
cidius also mentions the Pythagorean principles in the passage
translated from Numenius (par. 295). So, when Plato came to
identify his ideas more and more with numbers, he was compelled
to assume a double principle in the ideas. In this respect the following
remark of Simplicius is interesting (In Phys. 151, 6 D.): Aéye. 6
>AMEavBpoc &1t “xata [Ihdrwva mavtwv dpyal xal adtdv TéV idedv
16 te &v éomL xal ) &bpioTog Sudg, v péya xal wixpdv Edeyev, G xal
év toig Ilepl tayabol *Apiorotédne wwmuoveder”. (cp. ¢b., 229, II ss.
ad par. 320. Also W. v. d. Wielen, De Idee-getallen van Plato,
Amsterdam, 1941, passim). It does not seem difficult to establish
the origin of this theory in Calcidius. This combination of Pythago-
rean ideas must have been derived from the man from whom he
took his long Pythagorean fragment, Numenius. A strong confirm-
ation of this is found in the fact that, in this introductory para-
phrase, Calcidius again and again expresses himself in an unmis-
takably Numenian style.

It is also remarkable that Calcidius thinks that the four elements
are also present in the world of ideas. He follows in Plato’s steps
(cp. Tvm. 51C (Calc. par. 337) and 39A (see general survey ad
par. 119)). There is, moreover, an interesting text of Simplicius
asserting that Plato borrowed this theory from Empedocles:
In Phys. 31, 18 ss. D.: AM& 3% xal *Epmnedoxdtic mept te Tob vonrod
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xbopov xoi mepl Tob alobntol iddoxwv xal éxelvov Tobrtou dpyéTumov
mopadetypo Ti0épevog v Exatépp pdv dpydg xal orToyelx To TéTTHpR
tabta Tébeixe mhp dépa U8wp xald Yiv, xal wouTina altioe THV QLAlav xal
T4 velxog, ANV 81t ta piv v TR vonT® TR vonTh Evdoel xpatodueva
S puAbac pahhov ouvayesBal pnot, Ta 3¢ &v 6 alsBnTd Hmd Tol velxoug
paEAhov Saxpiveshar. & xal 6 IIAdTwv xataxorouday, 3 mpo ITAatwvog
6 Tlpatog, &v 16 mpdTey mapadelypatt 16 vonted Tas TéTTapag Ldéag
mpoUmapyetv gnot. Calcidius expresses himself rather curiously,
saying: 1gnis purus . . . ceteraeque sincerae substantiae quattuor. As he
repeatedly speaks of four elements, we cannot reasonably suppose
five elements. The simplest solution is perhaps to understand:
“pure fire and the other pure substances, four in number, viz.,
together’’. QUARUM AD PRAESENS DIFFERT EXAMINATIONEM Here
Calcidius continues his paraphrase of Plato’s text: tiv pév mepi
amavtov eite dpyny elre dpyag elre omy doxel tobTwv mépL T4 ViV 0d
pntéov (48C). UNANE SIT ARCHETYPA SPECIES (=-¢lte dpynv)
The term archetypa species reminds us of archetypum exemplum
(353, 7 and 10). Elsewhere Calcidius speaks of species principalis
(e.g., 361, 7; 363, 4-5) as distinct from a species secunda (cp. par.
337-338). The theory that there is only one idea, after which the
world is made, is suggested in Albinus, Epst. XII 3: povoyevij tov
xbopov émoinoe xal xata Tov GpBudv 13 18éa elxacpévov pix obey.
AN INNUMERABILES Seneca states that, according to Plato,
there are innumerable ideas: innumerabilia haec sunt, sed extra
nostrum posita conspectum (Ep. 58, 18), and: Talia ergo exemplaria
infinita habet rerum natura (58, 19). Aristotle also touches upon this
question in Physics I g (192 a 34). AN VERO IDEM UNUM
PARITER ET MULTA This seems to be an extension of Plato’s
elre &ry doxel. UT DOCUIT IN PARMENIDE The question ’unity-
multiplicity’ is, indeed, dominant in the Parmenides, to which
Calcidius refers in par. 335. QUAE CcAUSA DECLINANDI Calcidius
again turns to the text of which he gives a short paraphrase. The
reason was not the difficulty of the question, but Plato wanted
to avoid an insertion which did not fit in here. Why should it be
inappropriate to discuss this question here ? Because this is a treatise
on things of nature, which only give probability. The science of the
ideas, on the contrary, provides knowledge of the purest quality.
Calcidius here makes a distinction between disputatio naturalis
and disputatio epoptica. It is also found in the treatise on the
daemones: mon quo disputatio haec a philosophis aliena sit ... sed
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quod inquisitio istius rei primariae supervectaeque contemplationis
sit, quae adpellatur epoptica, altior aliguanto quam physica (191,
12-15; physica is of course the same as naturalis). Connected with
this is 195, 23-24: Quem quidem tractatum, quod sit elatior et uitra
naturae contemplationem ... (Cp. tuxta maturae contemplationem,
184, 24-185, 1). A similar expression occurs in 175, 8-10: Verum
haec disputatio, quia nihil pertinet ad naturalem tractatum, cum sit
rationalis, differetur. In this last quotation the silva is said not to
pertain to a disputatio naturalis but to a disputatio rationalis. This
seems to contradict the scope of the present section. Yet from this
text it may perhaps be concluded that rationalis means the same as
epoptica. This term is obviously a Greek loanword; it seems to
have been taken from the mysteries; émonteia is the highest degree
of initiation into the Eleusinian mysteries. The application of this
term to the knowledge of the most sublime objects of philosophy
is clear. Perhaps Calcidius also derived it from Numenius.

e) The third principle: matter

Invocation of the Deity

[273a] Plato says: “I now invoke God to save us from the
rough and tempestuous sea of this explanation”. The author
does his utmost to bring us into a pious and reverent mood
towards the Godhead, whose help he implores now that he is
setting out on the tempestuous sea of the discussion of the nature
of the silva, tempestuous on account of the new and uncommon
character of the discussion.

DEUM ERGO Ocdv 3 xai viv &r’ dpy}j Tév Aeyopévev cwtipa EE
arémov xal dnfoug dumynoews .. .Eémxakesapevor (48D). EX TUR-
BIDA ET PROCELLOSA SERMONIS IACTATIONE At first sight, one
would take this for a translation of & atémou xal &nfoug Suqyfeewc,
the more so, since it occurs in the translation (60, 7), but the re-
markable fact faces us that a little further Calcidius gives a much
more literal translation: propter novum atque insolitum . . . dispu-
tationis genus. How we are to explain this? It seems to me that
ex turbida et procellosa sermonis iactatione should be taken as a
further elaboration of the image evoked by swtfp and that the
actual translation of &£ dtémov, efc., follows in propter movum etc.
This means that, in the real translation (60, 7), the sentence has
remained untranslated from & &témov onwards. The same holds
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for the words which, further on, are rendered by Rursum ergo ab
exordio dicamus. Needless to say that, when Wrobel prints these
words as a translation, he should have done the same for propter
novum . .. genus.

To depict the discussion concerning the silva Calcidius uses the
image of the tempestuous sea. This image is customary for descript-
ions of the silva itself, especially the silva as chaos; Porphyry:
mévtog 8¢ nal Oddacoan xal xAOSwv xal mapd ITAdtwv 9 HAw cbotactg
(De antro Nymph. 34, p. 80, 1 Nauck; cp. Tim. 43A and 53A with
the comments by Calcidius: see ad par. 353; also Rep. 661E:
éxxopiofeion éx ToU mévtov év @ viv éotiv). In this connexion the
terms turbidus and tactatio are typical (cp. the discussion of par. 271
(p.- 39) where the image of chaos is mentioned).

[273b-274a] “‘Let us, therefore”, says Plato, ‘“‘make a fresh
start”. Rightly so, for above he had already discussed the two
principles, the exemplary and the corporeal, assuming that the
sensible world has come forth from these two. <Alongside the
primary form there is a corporeal form,> for what comes to be,
perishes and does not exist always and truly, is the corporeal
form. Now these bodies, (i.e., these bodily, corporeal forms,)
cannot exist by themselves, alone and without something which
appropriates them. The appropriating subject is now called
’mother’ by him, then ’nurse’, sometimes 'womb of all coming
into being’ and also ’place’. The younger Platonists call it Oy,
we call it szlva. In order to supply what was wanting, he therefore
adds the present treatise on matter to that on the principles
and says “‘a second, more detailed division should be made”.
For above two principles were mentioned; one is the intelligible
form, shaped in His mind by God, the Maker of the world, which
form Plato called ¢dea, the other being its image which is the
nature of all things corporeal.

When these bodies are considered by themselves, they seem
to possess a complete independence, but if we look at their origin,
we find that they all, like their ’impulses’, lie in the womb of
matter. Formerly Plato, for the sake of brevity, had started
from the four primary bodies and built the world in this way.
Yet, since it is proper to a philosopher to inquire into anything
connected with causes, and since reason had shewn that matter
with its susceptibility underlies the diversity of corporeal things,
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he rightly thought this very state of things to require further
explanation.

RURSUM ERGO AB EXORDIO DICAMUS maAw dpxoueda Ayew
(48E). DE UTRAQUE ORIGINE TAM EXEMPLARI QUAM CORPOREA It
is at once evident what is meant by origo exemplaris, viz., the idea.
On the other hand, the expression origo corporea might be mis-
understood as referring to matter. However the context shows that
Calcidius means the species corporeae, the forms which are present
in all things and, for the sake of shortness, sometimes called
corpora. The same wavering terminology is also found in Plato him-
self, cf. Tim. 50B: mepl 1¥¢ Ta wavra dexopévne copata gvoew.
Bidumker rightly observes: “So kann Plato unter dem Werdenden
bald die sinnlichen Dinge, bald die ein- und austretenden Formen
verstehen, die Materie als Aufnehmerin bald der Korper (50B),
bald der Formen schildern” (o.c., p. 132). QUIPPE ID This con-
text immediately reminds one of Aristotle, who, describing the
O\, started from the phenomena of change, whereas Plato did so
from the idea of pipmpa. The term corporea species is clearly Aristote-
lian (t6 #&wulov €l8og). EX EADEM ESSENTIA Cp. Tim. 50B:
Tadtdv adthv &el mpocpntéov. The second essentia seems to be super-
fluous. QUAM MODO MATREM pnmjp (50D, 5IA); ALIAS NUTRI-
cuLaM mifvy (49A, 52D, 88D); TOTIUS GENERATIONIS GREMIUM
may refer to maomg yevéoewg Omodoxy. In par. 308, where Calcidius
discusses the names of matter in detail, he gives as one of them
nutricula totius gemerationis, probably because Plato says: maomg
elvar yevéoewg Omodoynv adtiv olov Tbfvyyv. Usually, however,
Calcidius speaks of receptaculum, which is indeed the literal trans-
lation of Ymodoy#n. For locus, see the comments on par. 344.
QUAMQUE IUNIORES HYLEN, NOS SILVAM vocaMus Cp. 299, 14-I5.
Nos is opposed to tuniores not to Graecs as in par. 123. This makes
it more probable that in the present passage nos denotes Calcidius
himself. Of course, by suniores are meant Plato’s pupils, as is ex-
plicitly said in 336, 10: nomen ei (sc. silvae) dederunt auditores
Piatonis (cp. the comment ad locum, p. 145). UT QUOD DEERAT
ADDERET The above had clearly shown that yet a third prin-
ciple should be discussed; in this way an explanation is given of
the words in the Timaeus: % 8 odv albic dpyy) mepl Tob mavtdg ¥otw
pellbvag g mpbolev duppmuévy (48E). The text which follows is
again a paraphrase of Plato:
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TUNC QUIPPE RES OMNIS IN Tére ptv yop dbo

DUO FUERAT INITIA DIVISA, eldn Sethdpeba . . .

QUORUM ALTERUM INTELLEGIBILIS &v uév @¢ mapadsiyparoc

ERAT SPECIES eldoc . . . vonTOV %l del Tadr By,

QUAM MUNDI OPIFEX DEUS MENTE

CONCEPIT, EAMQUE IDEAN COGNOMINAVIT PLATO,

ALTERUM IMAGO EIUS, plpmpa 8¢ mapadelyparog debrepov
QUAE NATURA EST CORPORIS,

In quam mundi . . . Plato one finds a first indication of the theory
that the ideas are thoughts of God. We prefer to study this in the
comment on par. 339 (p. 210), where the nature of the ideas is
fully discussed in a passage taken almost literally from Albinus.
In the second addition, wiz., quae natura est corporis (above Cal-
cidius said species corporea), the Aristotelian influence appears
again for a moment. The same mixture of Platonic and Aristotelian
elements is found in other authors, such as Galen and Albinus
(cp. the comment on par. 337, p. 204). OPIFEX DEUS Cp. above
P- 36 (ad 301, 1). PORRO CORPORA Calcidius continues his ar-
gument on the subject discussed above, viz., the corpora i.e., the
imago, quae natura est corporis, the species corporea. SED sI
These words contrast with si per se ipsa spectentur, and originem
should be strongly emphasized: “if one considers the forms in
themselves, they do not seem to need anything else (perfectam . . .
habere substantiam), but it one pays attention to the fact that they
have come to be, one arrives at a different conclusion”. If I am
not mistaken, the accusative originem should be regarded as a ren-
dering of the words yéveauw &yov in the corresponding sentence of the
Timaeus (48E). It is clear once more that the first part of par. 274
should be read together with par. 273. INVENIES CUNCTA This
can be ’found’ in the Aristotelian way, ¢.e., by means of an analysis
of change (par. 317-318) or by Plato’s method, which leads to the
conclusion that the images of the ideas must be received by some-
thing (cp. above sine suscipiente essentia esse non possint). By the
scatebrae eorum (sc. corporum) Calcidius probably means the Iyvy
of the elements, about which Plato speaks in Tim. 53B and which
he there translates with vestigia. See the comment on par. 354
(p- 241). TUNC ERGO For this see what was said at par. 272
(p. 42). For sermone, cp. Ayows (Eppavicar) Tim. 49A. SED QUIA
This reminds one of the opening phrase of Aristotle’s Physics, where
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science is said to be a question of knowing # aitfawt 7 orouyeia.
SILVAE CAPACITATEM Cp. 356, 15; 175, 20-2I and the comment
on p. 63s.

f) Intelligibility of matter

[274b] It is very difficult to obtain insight into the nature
of the silva, but it is even more difficult to explain it to others.
The difficulty with principles is that they cannot be explained
by means of examples—indeed, there exists nothing that could be
used as an example. Nor can they be illustrated by means of
anything existing either, since there is nothing which precedes a
principle. The only result which one can possibly attain in this case
is an obscure and vague notion, which is not of such a nature that
one can explain simply what it is. It is, in fact, arrived at in such
a way that whatever is proper to separate things is taken away,
and only what one tries to understand is left over. In other words,
one eliminates all bodies which, in the womb of matter, are formed
in a rich variety by transition from one to another. After that,
one arrives at an idea of that empty womb itself.

DIFFICILE OPUs Calcidius again comes close to Plato’s text:
viv 8¢ 6 Adyoc Eotxev eloavayxalety yahemdy xal dpudpov eldog émuyetpety
Aéyoug éugavicar (49A). The wording of this idea reminds one strongly
of the well-known passage on the knowledge of the Maker and
Father of the universe: “The Maker and Father of the universe is
difficult to be found; when He is found, it is impossible to com-
municate knowledge about Him to others” (Tim. 28C). TALIS
QUIPPE NATURA EST INITIORUM With principles there can be
no question of an example, which is either simpler or earlier,
for, by definition, principles are both the tirst and the simplest
things. SED OBSCURA QUADAM Praesumptio seems to be a trans-
lation of mpéAndic; Calcidius uses the term frequently. From 345,
3-5 it is evident that, to him, it has the general meaning of ’intellect’
or ’knowledge’. For similar passages, see the comment on 345, 3-5
(p- 174). Luminis is, in my opinion, an intentionally vague design-
ation for the faculty of knowing. Obscura seems to refer to Plato’s
apudpbv. A apudpdv eldog will only admit of a vague and obscure
cognition. This knowledge is obtained by paying attention to the
fact that the different bodies change into another. We can, thus,
conceive a vague idea of what underlies this change by gradually
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 4
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eliminating in our thoughts all these bodily forms.—By his punct-
uation Wrobel suggests that mutua ex alio in aliud resolutione
belongs to ademptis and denotes a way of thinking. However, it
certainly belongs to formantur; Wrobel’s comma after formantur
should, therefore, come after resolutione. Calcidius uses a similar
phrase frequently: 341, 2-3; 342, 12; 345, I-2; 348, 12. From the
context of 348, 12 (par. 325), where he means the same with
mutua elementorum ex alio in aliud conversione, it will become
evident that he believes himself to be in perfect agreement with
Plato’s words; however, in that of 341, 2-3 (par. 317-318) there is
also an undeniable influence of Aristotle.

A striking parallel to the whole present text occurs in the passage
taken from Numenius; it is worth while to put them side by side:

305, 1-2 censuit hanc ipsam ratio-
nem trahendam usque ad intelle-
gentiae lucem.

305, 10-I3 ut universis corpori-
bus, quae intra gremium silvae
varie varia formantur mutua ex
alio in aliud resolutione, singilla-
tim ademptis

solum ipsum vacuum sinum spe-
culatione mentis imagineris.

328, 3-8 Idemque nudam silvae
imaginem demonstrare et velut
in lucem destituere studens de-
tractis omnibus singillatim cor-
poribus, quae gremio etus formas
invicem mutuantur et invicem
mutant,

ipsum illud, quod ex egestione
vacuatum est, anmtmo considerari

subet.

As observed above, Calcidius found the concept of bodies changing
into one another in Plato (Tim. 49B ss.; petamiartov 50B), but
here we miss the concept included in detrahere or adimere, that is,
the concept of abstraction. In Aristotle, however, this idea is very
distinct, e.g., Met. 1029 a 16-19: A& piHv &PaLpovpévou uUNxouE
xal TAkToug xal Pabouc 008tV Gpddpev Umohetmduevoy, TNy el Ti éoTt
70 6plbuevov Umd Tobrwv, dote THv UAmy dvayxy qaiveohar ubvy
obotlav oltw oxomouvpévors. The idea can easily be combined with
that of Tim. 49B ss. This dgaipeaic has also been applied by Albinus
in his investigation into the divine principle; Epit. X 5: "Eotar
3N mpdd1n pev adtod vénoig N xar’ &paipestv Tobtwv (i.e., the proper-
ties). This is particularly important, because, in other places as
well, Albinus’ discussion on the divine principle is very similar
to Calcidius’ treatment on matter, the material principle. (Cp. the
comments on par. 318 ss., p. 168 ss.) Finally, a remarkable parallel
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to the present text is found in Origen, De princ. IV 6 (33) (V p.
357 K.): ignem aérem aquam terramque mutari in semetipsa in-
vicem ac resolvi aliud in aliud elementum mutua quadam consangui-
nitate . . .

The main impression given by the whole introductory paraphrase
is that Calcidius was strongly influenced by Numenius. Again
and again his wording is that of his source. Moreover, although
he closely adheres to the text of Plato, a good number of strands
can be detected from Aristotle and Albinus. Further study will
define how the relations between them have been worked out by
Calcidius.

2. HISTORICAL AND SYSTEMATICAL TREATISE

a) Historical part

[275] In this way the following situation could arise: none of
the Ancients doubts the existence of matter, but opinions differ
about the question whether it was created (made) or not. The
greater part of those who pretend that it was infecta et innata
believe it to be continuous by nature, others, however, teach that
it consists of different parts. In this last group, some consider it
to be shapeless and without quality, others as possessing a def-
inite form. Those who take it to be continuous quarrel about the
qualities and the form of what is contained in matter and about
all the other accidents in it, vsz., whether these things proceed
from the silva itself or are brought into it by a superior power.
Their opinion will now be reviewed.

QUA RATIONE FACTUM EST Because matter is a yahemdv xal
dpudpdv eldog—ar.d hence difficult to recognize—different opinions
have been held about it. The last sentence of Plato’s introduction
gives Calcidius an opportunity for a historical digression which,
however, gradually changes into a systematic treatise. In this first
section he gives a summary of the relevant theories. As this sum-
mary is included in the survey of this treatise (p. 27), there is no
need to repeat it. CUM NULLUS EAM VETERUM DUBITET ESSE  One
might be surprised at Calcidius’ assertion that no philosopher has
doubted the existence of matter, but it should be borne in mind that
the problemn of matter was, in fact, the problem of the first material
principle of things, and that this was the central problem of ancient
philosophy. UTRUM TAMEN FACTA AN CONTRA INFECTA SIT Further
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on Calcidius says infectam sine gemeratione and in par. 276 writes
generatam instead of factam (306, 5). It is clear that he regards these
terms as identical, as is shown by 266, 6-7: similiter ergo etiam
generatum quidem, quod ex aliquo temporis imitio natum factumve
sit, ut statuam, and par. 334 (358, 24): Factum vero generatumgque . . .
All these texts prove conclusively that Calcidius does not regard
birth as a higher origin than creation, as Waszink observes with
regard to Tertullian (Tertullianus. De anima, 1947, p. 22). PLERIQUE
CONTINUAM ET IUGEM, ALII VERO DIVISAM PUTENT This same
distinction is found elsewhere in Calcidius, also in historical di-
gressions, viz., 25I, 20 ss.: Qui dividuam fore silvae substantiam
censuerunt interponentes inmenso inani modo expertia modo partes
quidem, sed indifferentes, sui similes, tum atomos vel solidas moles . . .
and 254, 8 ss.: At vero ex illis, qui iugem putant esse silvam et aduna-
tione quadam sibi continuatam ... One should also observe how
Calcidius uses the adjectives divisus and dividuus indiscriminately:
103, 26 corpus indivisum atque individuum. RURSUMQUE EORUM
This distinction will be developed in par. 279. I1I VERO, QUI
IUGEM CONTINUATAMQUE POSUERUNT This distinction is parallel
to the previous one but the formulation is slightly different. Above,
in the case of the Atomists, the point at issue is whether atoms
possess qualities or not, whereas in the present passage the question
is whether the qualities proceed from the szlva itself or are bestowed
upon it by some superior power. DE QUALITATIBUS Cp. 299, 17-
18:1n qua qualitates . . . et omnia quae accidunt proveniunt. The words
quae tbidem conformantur have the same meaning as in qua quali-
tates . . . proveniunt. For the term conformare, cp. conformationes in
353, 3 and 374, 2. Calcidius refers to the element of form. Forma
should be regarded as designing not the popen of Aristotle, but
rather the forms ascribed by Plato to the elements (cp. par. 326).
EX ALIO POTIORE NUMINE Calcidius means the same power which
he denotes elsewhere by the term providentia or provida mens des.

«) Matter was made: the Jews

[276a] The Jews think that matter was made. Their greatest
sage, Moses, they say, relied on divine inspiration rather than on
human eloquence. He began his book, entitled Genesis, in this
way, according to the version of the seventy wise men: “In the
beginning God made heaven and earth. But the earth was
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invisible and shapeless™. According to the version of Aquila the
text runs: “As the head of all things, God founded heaven and
earth; the earth was empty and nothing”. And according to
Symmachus: “In the beginning God founded heaven and earth:
the earth lay inert, confused and disorderly””. But Origen asserts
that the Jews convinced him that the translations differ greatly
from the original text which reads: “But the earth was lying in
speechless admiration”. In all this, they (the Jews) say, they
agree that matter, underlying all bodies, was generated and they
explain the terms used in the following manner.

HEBRAEI The opinion of these philosophers is discussed
by Calcidius in this way: first he gives the text which expresses
their standpoint in its different versions (par. 276a); next follows
an interpretation of the terms *beginning’ (par. 276b) and ’heaven
and earth’ (par. 277-278a), and, finally, of the term ’made’ (par.
278b). QUORUM SAPIENTISSIMUS MOYSES In the beginning of
De munds opificio (2 p. 2, 15-23 Cohn), Philo says that Moses not
only reached the highest summits of philosophy but also spoke
by divine inspiration. Also beyond the circle of Jewish scholars
Moses was highly esteemed, as appears from the famous assertion
of Numenius that Plato was a Mwuo¥c &rtilwv. UT FERUNT On
the ground of these words Mosheim (cp. Switalski, o.c., p. 3)
concluded that Calcidius did not think Moses an inspired person.
This is going too far: Calcidius refers the opinion of the Jews as an
outsider. His u# ferunt is here the same as atunt further on (306, 19).
A certain personal feeling about the text is not expressed until the
end: opinor (309, 23). His attitude towards the Jews can only be
defined by the other texts on the same subject. Calcidius frequently
quotes the opinion of the Jews as a confirmation of the theory de-
fended by himself. Hence the present instance should not be taken
as an attempt to dissociate himself from their theory. de genitura
mundi is an exact translation of I'évesig. cemsetur = vocatur (cp.
Waszink, Tert., p. 293). Calcidius uses this term elsewhere: 309, 19;
329, 15. est profatus = mpognrevoey, i.e., divina inspiratione locutus
est (cp. Waszink, ¢b., p. 468).

INITIO DEUS FECIT CAELUM ET ’'Ev &pyjj émoinoev 6 Oedg tov
TERRAM. TERRA AUTEM ERAT odpavdy xal TV Yiv: N & ¥H
INVISIBILIS ET INCOMPTA. fiv dbpatog xai dxataoxebdasros.

UT VERO AIT ACYLES ’Acyles’ (the version of the best MSS)
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still betrays the original Greek text ("AxVAnc, Latin Agquila).

CAPUT RERUM CONDIDIT DEUS ’Ev xepahaiey Exticev Oedc ouv
CAELUM ET TERRAM. TERRA POR-  Tdv olpavdv xai Guv ThHv Yijv*
RO INANIS ERAT ET NIHIL. N 8 v fv xévopa xol 0dBév.
AB EXORDIO CONDIDIT DEUS Ev dpxd - - -

CAELUM ET TERRAM. TERRA PORRO % 8¢ Y7 éyéveto dpydv xal
FUIT OTIOSUM QUID CONFUSUM-  d&duixpitov (aliz: adipetov).
QUE ET INORDINATUM.

The accuracy of the latin translations is remarkable. We have put
the Greek versions from Field’s Hexapla edition alongside. Calcidius
translates xepadatov by caput rerum (cp. the addition of munds in
de genitura mundi, 306, 7). "Extieev is translated by condidit.
Since Calcidius uses the same verb in the version of Symmachus,
it may be assumed that he had read £xtisev there too. Field does not
give this part of Symmachus’ text, but Fabricius will not be far
wrong with his version: *Ev &gy} &xtioev 6 Oedg tov odpavov xal thv
y#v. The term &pyé¢ in Symmachus, which Calcidius renders by
otiosus, also occurs in Plutarch, De Stoicorum repugnantiis, who
refers to the theory of the Stoics on matter: v O\nv dpyodv €€
gautiic xal dxivntov Omoxelobor Tals mowdtnov dmogaivovst (sc. Stoici)
(S.V.F. 11 449). See also Plut., De an. procr. 1015a: od yap olév 1¢
70 &motov xal dpydv € abtol xal dppemic altiav xoxob xal &pywv
Omotifeofar Tév IThdtwva. SED ORIGENES The preceding list of
versions has already turned the reader’s thought to Origen’s Hexapla.
The occurrence of his name proves that he was right in doing so.
But no trace is left of the translation which is supposed to have
been the correct one. The best that can be done is to explain this
version from the Hebrew, as is done by Fabricius. Origen must
have treated this question in his lost commentary on Genesis. Now
the question arises whether Calcidius copied from Origen solely
the remark about the correct translation or something more.
Fabricius believes that the present passage was entirely derived
from Origen. This indeed seems very probable, for Origen is one of
the few authors who could be regarded here as Calcidius’ authority.
Moreover, Origen is well-known for his interest in the Bible versions.
One may insist even more. Calcidius says that Origen asserts:
“The Jews have convinced me that we should read: terra autem
stupida quadam erat admiratione”. In the book in which the latter
asserts this—not in the Hexapla, for it contains only the versions
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of the text—Origen must also have discussed the other versions.
(See the comment on par. 277, where Origen himself seems to con-
firm this.) It is, therefore, almost certain that the whole first half
of par. 276 was derived from Origen’s commentary on Genests.

Calcidius writes about the opinion of the Jews as an objective
onlooker: ut ferunt. After mentioning Origen, he continues to do so:
omnia tamen haec in unum aiunt (sc. Hebraei) concurrere, and further
on: sic probant (310, 3) and adferunt (310, 8). What is more obvious
than to add to these words: ““as I find in Origen”.

[276b] ’Beginning’, they say, has no temporal meaning, for
before the ordening of the world there was neither time nor
succession of day and night, the very things by which time is
measured. Besides, ’beginning’ has more than one meaning.
Solomon, for instance, says: YThe beginning of wisdom is the
worship of God”, and ‘““The beginning of a good way is to do
right”. And in his hymn on wisdom the heavenly author says:
“The beginning of live is bread, water, a vestment and a house
to cover privy parts”. In these texts the term ’beginning’ has
not the same but various meanings. Yet there is one beginning
of everything about which Solomon in the Book of Proverbs
says: “‘God created me as the path along which he wanted to go
in order to rely on it in performing his divine works. He made me
before the origin of the world and the earth, before he founded
the deep and caused the sources to flow and the mountains to
rise”. He clearly indicates that God, first, created divine Wisdom
and afterwards heaven and earth, and that divine Wisdom is
the origin of the universe. Thus Wisdom appears to be made
by God, but not in time, for there cannot have been any time
in which God was without Wisdom. That man comes to knowledge
of God before he comes to Wisdom is necessary on account of the
sublimity of His nature. First we know the owner of a thing
(God) and only then the thing itself (Wisdom). It is in this way
that we should understand the term ’beginning’.

INITIUM MINIME TEMPORARIUM Calcidius excludes the most
obvious meaning of ’beginning’. The word can have no temporal
meaning, for time did not exist before the ordering of the world
(xbopog); here there is only question of the phase anfe mundi
exornationem (cp. p. 239); cp. Calcidius par. 105 (173,17 ss.: 7ec-
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teque uno eodemque momento mundus exaedificabatur semsilis et
dierum noctiumque instituebantur vices . . . and also par. 23 (89, 1):
Par enim et aequaevum natale naturae ac temporis.

The further course of the argument could be sketched as follows:
’Beginning’ cannot be taken in a temporal sense. But, as the Jews
say, that is not necessary either. From the Bible it is clear that the
term ’beginning’ may have various meanings, although the same
source admits that there is one beginning of all things, v:z., Wisdom.
Solomon points out: “God created me as the path he wanted to go™.
Hence Wisdom was created first and everything else afterwards.
Evidently there can be no question of a creation in time, since
there would have been a time in which God was without Wisdom.
This is impossible.—The fact that human thinking distinguishes
between ’earlier’ and ’later’ in these matters is caused by the sub-
limity of the object not by a really existent before and after.

INITIUM SAPIENTIAE TIMOREM Prov. g, 10 ’Apyn cogiag @bBog

DOMINI FORE xuptov (cp. I, 7).
INITIUM SAPIENTIAE CULTUS Prov. 1,7 EbcéBeix 3¢t elg Ocdv
DEI dpy” alobhoewe.
INITIUM VIAE BONAE ACTUS Prov. 16, 7 *Apyn 6300 dyabijc
IUSTUS 76 Totely Sixata.
INITIUM VITAE PANIS ET AQVA  Sirach 29, 21 ’Apyn fwfic 33wp
ET TUNICA ET DOMUS IDONEA xal &pTog xal ipdTiov xal
VELANDIS PUDENDIS olxog xaAdTTWV aloyn-
pogbvny.

QUIPPE IN HIS The one point we miss in this list of texts bearing
on the meaning of &py is an answer to the obvious question: what
is the difference between these ’beginnings’ ? Basilius has another
digression on the term dpy# (there, however, taken in a temporal
sense). It is clearly based on Aristotle Met. IV 1 (1012 b 34 ss.),
where Aristotle explains its different meanings. To each of them
Basilius adds an example from the Bible: Aéyetat utv odv dpy) xal
N mpaytn xivnorg: dg, Apyd 6300 dyalijc 0 moielv Sixawa. *Amd yap
Tav dixalwy mpakewv mpddtov xvodpela Tpde TOV paxdprov Plov. Aé-
yetow 88 dpyn xob 80ev yiveral Ti, Tob Evumdpyovrog adtd g énl olxlag
Oepéiog, xal émi mhotov # Tpdmic, xaBd elpntan, "Apyh coplag, pbBoc
wuplov . .. (Basile de Césarée, Homélies sur I’Hexaéméron, 16A,
éd. St. Giet (sources Chrétiennes), p. 108). The text confirms
the supposition that Origen gave a similar explanation, from
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which the text of Calcidius may be an abbreviation EST TAMEN
UNUM RERUM OMNIUM INITIUM With this antithetical transition
(diversa et multiplex - unum) suddenly quite a different question
is raised: what is this 'beginning’?

CREAVIT ME DEUS PROGRESSIONIS Prov. 8, 22-25 Kipiog éxtioéy
SUAE SEMITAM, CUI NITENS EFFI- M€ &pxnv 03@v avtol elg
b4 N 3 ~ \ -~ e~
CERET OPERA DIVINA, CONSTITUIT- SPT® UTOU, Tpod mov alwvoq
E0epeivoéy pe év dpyji, mpd
QUE ANTE ORTUM MUNDI TERRAEQUE

700 TV YTV ToLijeat xal Tpd Tob
ET PROFUNDI FUNDATIONEM, ANTE T&G &ﬁl')O'O'OUQ TCOL'?]GG.L, pr ol

TRACTUS FONTIUM AGGESTIONESQUE  mooefeiy g Tydc Tév 08¢~
MONTANAS Twv, Ttpd 1o 8pn Edpachijval.

This text was frequently used. Tertullian gives a similar argument
in Adversus Hermogenem, opposing the thesis of Hermogenes that
the world was made by God from pre-existing, uncreated matter.
Tertullian argues: If God needed some matter in order to make the
world, he had at his disposal a material much more sublime and
more apt than the matter of the philosophers, viz.,, Wisdom. This
may rightly be called the source and origin of everything, ’the
matter of matters’, not matter with all kinds of defects—here
Tertullian enumerates some qualities of the UAn—but matter in
perfection. (Quis non hanc potius omnium fontem et originem com-
mendet, materiam vere materiarum, non fini subditam, non statu
diversam, mon motu inquietam, non habitu informem, sed insitam
et propriam et compositam et decoram ... ed. Wasz. p. 34, 22-25).
From Prov. 8, 22 Tertullian concludes to the evidence that this
Wisdom of God was made; a fortiori everything else outside God
was made, and, therefore, there can be no question of unmade
matter. The similarity between Tertullian’s argument and Cal-
cidius’ theory of the Jews is evident.

Immediately the question arises what Origen thinks of this
theory. Does he also speak of Wisdom? He does and—just as
Tertullian—identifies it with the Son of God, Christ. Thus in
De princ. 1 2 (Ilepi Xpiotob): “Wisdom originated but without a
beginning in any sense whatsoever; it is the unigenitus dei filius.
This Wisdom is generata not creata or facta”. So Origen really
distinguishes between genmitus and factus (cp. the vyevwnfévra od
nownBévra of the old Symbola Fider). So far there is no great re-
semblance between Origen and Calcidius. Next Origen asks how
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then Prov. 8, 22 can speak of a Wisdom which was made, since
it says: Creavit me deus ... “Wisdom can say this”, he observes,
“on account of the foreshadowings of the things present in it”.
In other words, speaking of me, Wisdom indicates the images of
the things within itself. Hence these may also be denoted by the
name *Wisdom’; and, consequently, there are both a infecta and a
facta sapientia?).

According to Evans, Tertullian gives the same interpretation of
this text in Adv. Prax. 6. (E. Evans, Tertullian’s Treatise against
Praxeas, London, 1948, p. 217: “In the present passage he interprets
evep this primary generation as a generation not of Wisdom itself
but of the projected world in dei sensu, so anxious is he to maintain
that Wisdom itself is coeternal with God”.) Nothing is more obvious
than to assume that Wisdom, about which we read in Calcidius,
is the same as the ’second’ sapientia of Origen. In this place Origen
possibly did not mention the unigenitus dei filius (i.e., the first’
sapientia). It is also possible that Calcidius’ text is a shortened
and simplified reproduction of Origen. In favour of this second
alternative is the other possibility of abbreviation by Calcidius
referred to above (p. 56-57).

Attention should also be drawn to another text of Calcidius
(par. 23), where he speaks of origo non temporaria, a subject not
very different from the present one, the initium non temporarium.
There Calcidius tries to explain how the body of the world was
made and yet is eternal. He argues as follows: in nature everything
has a beginning and an end, for nature is as old as time (aequaevum).
But things are quite different with the works of God: their origin
is beyond understanding. Here one cannot speak of time of origin,

1) Propter quod nos semper deum patvem novimus unigeniti filii sui, ex ipso
quidem mati et quod est ab ipso trahentis, sine ullo tamen initio, non solum eo
quod aliquibus temporum spatiis distingui potest, sed me illo quidem quod
sola apud semet ipsam mens intueri solet et mudo, ut ita dixevim, inmtellectu
atque animo suspicari. Extra omne ergo quod vel dici vel intellegi potest initium
gemevatam esse cvedemdam est sapientiam. In hac ipsa ergo sapiemtiae sub-
sistentia quia omnis virtus ac deformitas futurae inevat creaturae, vel eorum
quae principaliter existunt vel eorum quae accidunt consequenter, virtute prae-
scientiae praeformata atque disposita. Pro his ipsis, quae in ipsa sapientia
velut descriptae ac pracfiguratae fuevant, creaturis seipsam per Salomonem
dicit creatam esse sapientia ‘‘initium viarum’ dei contimens scilicet in semetipsa
universae creaturae vel imitia vel rationes vel species. Cp. I 4, 4. It is re-
markable that in the translation of Prov. 8, 22 by Calcidius the word initium
does not occur, whereas he announces it with the words: Est tamen unum
rerum initium.
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but at the most of a cause. For, just as the things of nature have
their origin in seeds, so the things of God arise from causae, quae
sunt perspicuae divinae providentiae. Therefore, one should not
speak of an origo temporaria but of an orige causativa. I wonder
whether to Calcidius these causae were not identical with the
sapientia discussed in the present passage. This would confirm the
opinion that here the second sapientia is meant. One should also
note that par. 23, like the present text, does not refer to the ideas.
Is this because Origen did non mention the ideas in this context?
Perhaps the clue is found in Origen’s statement on the word of
Christ non sum ex hoc mundo (Jo. 17, 14 and 16). He writes: Cuius
mundi difficilem nobis esse expositionem idcirco praediximus, ne
forte aliquibus praebeatur occasio wllius intellegentiae, qua putent
nos imagines quasdam, quas Graeci i3éag nominant, adfirmare: quod
utique a nostris rationtbus alienum est mundum incorporeum dicere,
tn sola mentis fantasia vel cogitationum lubrico consistentem (De
princ. 11 3, 6 p. 121, 26-122, 4 K.). This should be combined with
what is said in his preface to De princ. ch. 8-9. There he emphatic-
ally rejects the asdpatov (i.e. tncorporeum) of the Graeci. Origen
seems to combat the concept of a mundus incorporeus outside God
and apparently takes the world of ideas of the philosophi Graec:
as such. NEQUE ENIM FUERIT Cp. Origen, De princ. 1 2, 3 p.
30, 19-31, 4 K.: Qui autem initium dat verbo dei vel sapientiae dei,
tntuere me magis in ipsum ingenttum patrem impietatem suam tactet,
cum eum neget semper patrem fuisse et genmuisse verbum et habuisse
sapientiam in omnibus anterioribus vel temporibus vel saeculis, vel si
quid illud est quod nominari potest. This is exactly what Calcidius
says. Origen, too, takes his starting-point from the concept of
initium. A similar text is found in De princ. I 2, 2 (p. 29, 3-6 K.).
QUODQUE DEUM Evidently the argument runs as follows: Yet it
may seem that God’s Wisdom is posterior to God Himself, because
the human mind first attains to a knowledge of God, and only
then to a knowledge of His Wisdom. However, question of a
difference in time is in the human mind alone, not in the relation
between God and His Wisdom. In Origen (p. 58 n.) sapientia is
said to have no beginning whatsoever, ne tllo quidem quod sola
apud semet 1psam mens intuers solet et nudo, ut ita dicam, intellectu
atque animo suspicari. These words seem to refer to the same pro-
blem and to clash with the theory of Calcidius. One should, how-
ever, remember that Origen is speaking of the ’first’ sapientia and
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Calcidius, as it seems, of the ’second’. The general impression of
par. 276 is that the argument of Calcidius is nearer to that of
Origen than appears at first sight.

[277-278] *Heaven and earth’

(2771 Now we should see which heaven and which earth the
Bible is speaking about. Those who are satisfied with a confused
concept think that the heaven we see and the earth which carries
us are meant, but those with a deeper insight say that this heaven
was not made in the beginning but on the second day. For in the
beginning light was made and called ’day’, and after it this
heaven which God called 'firmament’. On the third day, after the
removal of waters, the dry land appeared and this was called
’earth’. From this it is clear that in the passage quoted it is not our
heaven and earth that are meant but other things which are
older and should rather be perceived by the intellect than by
the senses. Thus the Bible testifies that the true heaven is some-
thing different from the firmament, and, further, that the earth
meant here is something different from the dry earth which
appeared on the third day.

This perfectly clear argument, based on Genesis, is also found
in Origen, De princ. 11 3, 6: Ex illius namque terrae nomine etiam
hanc nostram, cui *arida’ prius nomen fuerat, cognominatam volunt,
sicut et ’firmamentum’ hoc ’caelum’ illius vocabulo nuncupatum est.
Verum de huiuscemodi opinionibus plenius in illo loco tractavimus,
cum requireremus, quid esset quod ’In principio fecit deus caelum
et terram’. Aliud enim ’caelum’ atque alia ’terra’ indicatur esse quam
tllud ’firmamentum’, quod post biduum factum dicitur, vel ’arida’
quae postmodum ’terra’ nominantur. In my opinion, Origen refers
to the passage from which Calcidius’ par. 276 was derived. It should
be noted that Origen, too, first mentions the authors who, in his
opinion, tumultuario contenti sunt intellectu. In De princ. II 9, 1
he gives the second theory: Certum est enim quia mon de ’firma-
mento’ neque de *arida’ sed de illo caelo ac terra dicatur, quorum caelum
hoc et terra quam videmus vocabula postea mutuata sunt. In the last-
mnentioned passage Origen already hints at the real meaning of
these terms, a solution which Calcidius expresses in the words
intellectu potius quam sensibus haurienda.
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[278] What kind of heaven did God create before the rest,
and what kind of earth? Philo thinks that they are immaterial
and intelligible creatures, ideas and models of both this earth
and the firmament. “After all”, he says, “God first created in-
telligible man, the prototype of the human race, and only after-
wards bodily man”. Others take it that the prophet, knowing
that all things have a double feature, viz., an intelligible and a
sensible one, indicated the qualities of the two natures by the
terms ’heaven’ and ’earth’, by ’heaven’ the immaterial nature,
by ’earth’ that which is the substance of bodies and which the
Greeks call Uay. This interpretation is supported by the text
which follows immediately: ‘‘the earth, however, was invisible
and shapeless”. This must refer to corporeal matter, the primary
substance of the world before it assumed various forms shaped
by the skill of the divine Maker. During this phase it was still
without colour or quality, and that what is in such a condition
is certainly invisible and shapeless. It is also called “‘empty
and nothing”, because, although a recipient of all qualities, it
possesses no quality of itself. Matter as the recipient of all acci-
dents is called ’empty’ because, as it seems, it can never be
filled up. It is called ’nothing’ because of itself it is devoid of
anything. Symmachus calls it “inactive and disorderly”; ’in-
active’, because of itself it cannot do anything; ’disorderly’,
because it has the aptitude of being ordered by the Creator
of the world who decorates it. The expression ‘“‘speechless with
amazement” points at a certain similarity to a soul, for, as these
words express, it was struck with amazement by the majesty of
its Maker and Creator.

But if God made a corporeal matter which once was shapeless
and which the Bible calls ’earth’, there is seemingly no
reason for doubting that there is also an intelligible matter
of immaterial nature, which is indicated by the name
’heaven’.

It is made and made in such a way that now exists what did
not exist. This is posed by them in this way: A mortal workman
obtains his material from another workman, the latter receives
it from nature, nature from God, but God from nobody, for
there is nothing before God. He, therefore, made sufficient
material for the making of the world. They adduce many other
arguments all of which we cannot discuss.
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PHILO It is true that, according to Philo, Genesis 1, 1, descri-
bes the creation of the xécpog vonrés (see the comment on 299,
10-11: intellegibilis mundi, p. 30), which God created first as the
model of the sensible world. God knew, Philo says, that without
the example of a beautiful world the world could not become beauti-
ful; De opif. mundi 3, 15-4, 16: ‘Exdcty 8¢ tav fuepdv dméveruev
Evia TGV TOD TavtOg TUNRATOV THY TpwTny OmekeAdpevos . . . Tlepiéyer
yop (sc. M) mpd™) Nuepd) TOV vonTdv xbopov EEatpeToy, Mg 6 mepl adriic
Aoyog pmviet. Ilpohafiv yop 6 Oedg &re Oedg 8Tt pipmpa xoahdv odx
&v mote yévorto Siya xahol mapadelypatog, 008¢ i T@V alchnTdv dvu-
maitiov & un mpdg dpyétumov xal vontiy idéav dmewxovichy PouAnbeic
Tov Gpatdv xb66pov Toutovi dnuovpyTicar mpoeketdmov TOV vontéy, Tva
YPOWEVOG Gowpdtey xoi Oeoetdeotate mapadeiypatt TOV GwpaTiNdV
dmepyacnrTat, TpesBuTépon VEMTEPOY dTELxbVIoUX, TosaUTa TeptéEovta
aloBnta yévn 8camep &v éxeiver vonta. All terms used by Calcidius
are present: carentes corpore ~ dcwuatew; tntellegibiles ~ vontév;
tdeas ~ 13éav ; exemplaria ~ napadelyparoc; archetypum ~ doyétumov.
See also De confusione linguarum 34, 172: dia tobtwv 16V duvapewy
doWUATOG Xab vonTdg Emayy x66uoc, TO ToL Qatvopévou dpxéTumov,
{1déaic dopatolg oustabeic, domep olrog cwpacty dpatoic. Philo finds
a confirmation of his theory in the fact that Holy Scripture de-
scribes the creation of man twice: Gen. 1, 27 and 2, 7. He brings the
former in connexion with the creation of the intelligible man, the
latter with that of corporeal man; De opif. mundi 46, 134: 6 pév
yap dramiaclels alobnroc #0n peréywv mobtnrog . .., 6 3¢ xata THV
eludva I8¢ Tig ) Yévoc 7) oppayic, vontde, dcwpatos, olre &ppev olte
0%)v, &pBaproc @voer. With good reason, therefore, Calcidius also
mentions man together with heaven and earth. ALII NON ITA
Another group of Jews is against Philo. According to them, the
prophet (i.e., Moses) means the two features proper to all things.
By ’heaven’, they think, he means natura incorporea, by ’earth’
matter. What exactly is this natura incorporea? Since it is opposed
to matter, one is inclined to think of the element of form in things,
especially of the ideas. But the answer depends on the interpretation
of Quod si facta est ... (309, 22). Calcidius first shows how the
Jews see their interpretation of ’earth’ confirmed by the second
phrase of Genesis in its different versions. QUAE SUBSTANTIA EST
CORPORUM Elsewhere matter is called prima subiectio corporum (see
the comment on 299, 16, p. 31). Substantia here obviously means
the same as the Greek Omoxeipevov (cp. ad 368, 9 p. 221). See also
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309, 7-8: vetus mundi substantia. QUAM GRAECI HYLEN VOCANT Cp.
299, 14; 304, 6. TERRA AUTEM ERAT INVISIBILIS ET INFORMIS In
par. 276 Calcidius reads incompleta instead of informis. In De princ.
IV 4, 6 (33) Origen says: Quam plurimi sane putant ipsam rerumma-
teriam significars in eo quod in principio Genesis scriptum est a Moyse:
“In principio fecit deus caelum et terram, terra autem erat invisibilis
et incomposita” ; *tnvisibilem’ namque et 'incompositam terram’ non
aliud evs Moyses quam informem materiam visus est indicare. This is
very similar to the present passage from Calcidius. Plurimi leaves
room for a different opinion, which would be Philo’s. Of course,
these plurimi are the aliz of Calcidius. The question who they
actually were again remains unanswered, but they must be the
other Jewish philosophers. SILVAE CORPOREAE is opposed to the
silva intellegibilis or incorporea about which there is question
below (p. 64). VETUS MUNDI SUBSTANTIA Cp. quae est substantia
corporum (309, 5). DEI OPIFICIS This expression so often met with
in Calcidius (cp. ad 301, 1) is also found in (the translation of) Origen.
On' the creation of matter he writes: Et miror quomodo isti culpent
eo0s, qui vel opificem deum vel providentiam huius universitatis negant
(De princ. 11 1, 4). It should be noted that in the first chapters
of Calcidius’ treatise De silva, deus opifex and providentia are
interchangable terms. In the same text Origen speaks about matter
secundum propriam rationem, i.e., without qualities. This is exactly
what Calcidius writes. Origen adds that matter actually is nowhere
found without quality; Calcidius says the same in par. 3I0.
Further on he often speaks about matter as being without quality
or form. INANIS PORRO ET NIHIL Matter is receptive of every-
thing (receptrix = dmodoyn, Tim. 49A; Calcidius often uses the term
receptaculum) and so has nothing of its own. CUNCTA QUAE AccI-
DUNT Cp. omnia quae accidunt (299, 17). Matter seems never to
become filled up, hence it is ‘'empty’. OTIOSA VERO ET INDIGESTA
Matter is otiosa because it is no active principle, and indigesta be-
cause, although disorderly, it has the aptitude of being ordered by
the Creator. OPPORTUNITATEM SUSCIPIENDI ORDINIS Cp. 344,
25-26: Vim nunc adpellat opportunitatem silvae vultus induends,;
356, 3: opportunitatem facilitatemque formabilem; 375, 11: naturalis
opportunitas ad motus stationisque perceptionem; 376, 14: esse in
stlva potentiam opportunitatemque formarum recipiendarum; 377, 25:
ex opportunitate providae ordinationis; 378, 2: cum naturali opportu-
nitate suscipiendae pulchritudinis. In 304, 22 there was question
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of capacitas silvae (cp. also 356, 15 and 375, 20). STUPIDAE VERO
EX ADMIRATIONE As this reading must have been in Origen, its
explanation—and, for that matter, the whole preceding part—
must have been taken from him as well. “Matter was speechless
with astonishment before the maiestas opificis”. This terminology
reminds one of par. 270: sed ila victam, ut maiestati opificis libens
cedat . .. (301, 1). This, in its turn, refers to the passage from
Numenius (p. 120). QUOD SI FACTA After demonstrating in an
elaborate way how authors find support in the various translations
of Gen. 1, 1 for their interpretation of the term ’earth’, Calcidius
returns to the explanation of the term ’heaven’. He had already
called it ncorpoream naturam (309, 4), which is now interpreted as
intellegibilis silva incorporei gemeris. The meaning of the passage,
at first sight fairly difficult to understand, may be paraphrased as
follows. “If the term ’earth’ denotes corporeal matter, the term
’heaven’, in our opinion, may be interpreted as ’intelligible, incor-
poreal matter’; both are to be regarded as created by God”. Two
details are noteworthy here, namely the fact that the author himself
comes forward (opinor) and, furthermore, the concept of an in-
corporeal matter. As to the first point, one may be inclined to find
in this passage a further argument independent from the opinion
of the ali just reported. However, one detail warns us to be caut-
ious, vi2., the circumstance that in par. 280 (311, 8) Calcidius uses
the same opinor in a passage evidently borrowed from Aristotle.
It is, therefore, reasonable to suppose that in the present passage
this verb is added to an account of Origen’s opinion. Indeed, much
speaks in favour of this hypothesis, for it is almost certain that
Origen said something about this natura incorporea. The structure
of the argument presupposes this. That Origen did defend such a
theory may be inferred from his assumption that in the Leginning
God created a sufficient amount of matter and spirit. In De piinc.
IT 9, 1, discussing the text of Sap. 11, 20 dM\& mdvra pérpe xal
aptBud Siétabag he writes: porro autem sicut et scriptura dicit numero
et mensura universa’’ condidit deus, et idcirco *numerus’ quidem recte
aptabitur rationabilibus creaturis vel mentibus, ut tantae sint, quantae
a providentia dei et dispensari et regi et contimers possint. *Mensura’
vero materiae corporali comsequenter aptabitur; quam utique tantam
a deo creatam esse credendum est, quantam sibi sciret ad ornatum
mundi posse sufficere. Haec ergo sunt quae in initio, id est ante omnia,
a deo creata esse aestimandum est. Quod quidem etiam in illo initio,
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quod Moyses latentius introducit, indicari putamus, cum dicit:
“In principro fecit deus caelum et terram”. As regards corporeal
matter, Calcidius’ terminology is in complete accordance with that
of Origen. Yet, while Origen speaks of creaturae rationales vel mentes,
Calcidius uses silva intellegibilis. This expression does not occur
elsewhere in Calcidius but in par. 272 a passage is found where the
existence of such an intelligible matter seemed to be presupposed.
In that passage an influence of Numenius was evident (cp. p. 43).
This leads to the supposition that in the present passage Calcidius
reports the doctrine of Origen but in a manner which betrays the
influence of Numenius. That Calcidius is, indeed, working upon
material from Origen is also shown by the words soon following:
ipse (sc. deus) igitur silvestras inpensas mundi fabricae sufficientes
utilesque comstituit. They contain the typically Origenian idea of
the ’sufficient material’.

FACTAM VERO Finally, Calcidius reflects upon fecit in Gen. 1, 1.
The Jews interpreted this term as referring to a creatio ex nihilo
and they explain it in this way: “The human workman receives
his material from another workman (e.g., the carpenter from a
forester), the latter from nature, nature from God, but God from
nobody, for there is nothing earlier than God. He himself has made
the material in sufficient quantities”. As already stated, this last
idea strongly reminds one of Origen, who also defended a creation
out of nothing, and it may be assumed that the argument too is
derived from him. Similar sounds can be heard in Theophilus,
Ad Autol. 1T 10: “And in the first place they (the prophets) have
taught us unanimously that He made the universe out of nothing.
For nothing was equal in time to God”, and ¢b. 24: “For when a
craftsman has received his material from someone, he makes out
of it whatever he wants. But the power of God is shown by this
that He makes whatever He wants out of nothing” (Quoted by
J. H. Waszink, Tertullian, The Treatise against Hermogenes, London,
1956, p. 10). Tertullian only accepts an existence of matter, if it
is regarded as identical with God’s Wisdom. It is for this reason
that he attacked Hermogenes’ theory about eternal matter, and so
he, too, actually assumed a creatio ex nihilo. Speaking of matter in
connexion with God is according to Basilius (o.c., p. 144-146) an
anthropomorphism. Needless to repeat that Calcidius also found
this theory in Origen.

If the given interpretation is correct, we have in par. 276-278
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 5
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a passage derived from Origen—most probably from his commentary
on Genesis—but re-interpreted by Calcidius in a Numenian sense.
If so, this text gives us a first inkling of Calcidius’ method of work-
ing. Numenian influence occurs in other texts of Calcidius on the
Jews (see ad par. 295 and 299). In point of fact, Numenius’ respect
for the doctrine of the Jews is well-known. Of course, it is out of the
question that Origen should have influenced Calcidius through the
intermediary of Numenius; Numenius lived before him. Therefore
we have to assume a direct influence of Origen on Calcidius, the
latter interpreting his source in a Numenian fashion, at least in
some passages.

B) Matter was not made

aa) It consists of small parts

[279] The opinions of those who say that corporeal matter
has not been generated must still be studied. Their theories are
equally divergent. Some say that matter displays some coherence,
because it consists of particles, sooner perceived by the in-
tellect than by the senses, which are mutually connected, placed
in some position or other and have a certain shape; thus Demo-
critus and Epicurus. Others, such as Anaxagoras, say that the
particles also have some quality, but the latter thinks that the
nature and the peculiarity of all matters are contained in each
particular kind of matter. Others, again, think that matter with
its fine structure is formed by the smallness of the indivisible
particles; thus Diodorus and some Stoics. The union and separa-
tion of these particles is said by them to be accidental. Since
there are unnumerable theories of this kind, I omit them.

CorPOREAM SILVAM There will be no more question of intelli-
gible matter (cp. 309, 225s.). QUORUM AEQUE DIVERSAE OPI-
NIONES SUNT In par. 275 Calcidius enumerated various theories
of those who think matter continuous. Here it appears that among
the ’Atomists’ the divergences are just as gieat. TEXTUM EIUS
ET QUASI CONTINUATIONEM These words seem to take a stand
against those who think that matter, since it gives the impression
of being continuous, is continuous in reality. There is only a quas:
continuatio, these authors say; in actual fact matter is a texture
(textum) of small particles. These words at once show from which
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angle Calcidius approaches the different points of view. His atten-
tion is concentrated not so much on the way in which these philo-
sophers explain the qualities—though these may be discussed
indirectly—but rather on the way in which they explain the ap-
pearance of continuity in matter. In this context reference should
be made to Aristotle’s Phys. 203a 22-23, where Aristotle says about
Anaxagoras and Democritus: 1§} apfj ovvexéc 6 &metpov elvan paotiv.
QUAE INTELLEGANTUR POTIUS QUAM SENTIANTUR Cp. 363, I19:
intellectu potius quam sensibus adsequenda and the comment on that
text (p. 214), and further Aétius, Plac. I 3, 18: *Enixovpog . . . xata
Anudxrprtov @uhocopicag Epn TAG dpYds TGV Svtwy chpata AdYw
Bewpnra. In the description of the theory of Anaxagoras there is
question of particles, & #v Aéyw Oewpyra pépux (2., 13,5). IN
ALIQUO MODO POSITIS ET ALIQUATENUS FIGURATIS Speaking about
Leucippus and Democritus, Aristotle mentions three causes of
difference between the &rtopa, viz., oyfjud 1e xal Ta€wv xai Oéowv
(Met. 985 b 14). In Phys. 184 b 15 ss. he only mentions the dif-
ference in oyfpa and eldoc. Since this text appears to me rather
important for the distinction made by Calcidius in these para-
graphs, it is quoted in full: *Avdyxy; & #jror plav elvan v &pyiv 3
mhetoug, xal el plav, fror dxivyrov (&g pnor Iapuevidne xai Méhooog)
7 wvoupévny (domep ol uoixol, ol pev dépa @aoxovteg elvawr of 8¢
08wp Ty mpaTVv dpy7v) - el 8¢ mAeloug, i) memepaouévag 7 dreipous:
xal el memepacpévac mhetoug 8¢ widc, # SVo ¥ tpels ) TérTapac A &Ahov
Twva dptBpbv- xal el dmeipoug, #) olrwe domep Anpdxprtog, 0 Yévog &v
oynuatt 8¢ <Sixpepoboug>, 7 elder Sapepoboag I xal évavtiag. UT
ANAXAGORAS Cp. Aétius, Plac. I 3, 5: “Oru év 1§} Tpo]j 1) mpocpepo-
pévy mavta €oti Ta Gvta, xol éx TéHV vrwv mavta abfetat. ALII
PROPTER EXIGUITATEM According to others, the subtlety of struc-
ture—this quasi continuatio, as one could say—is due to the exi-
guity of the individua corpora. Individua must here have the sense
of ’indivisible’, as is clear from a parallel text in Sextus Emp.,
Pyrrh. Hypost. 111 32: Anubdxpiroc 8¢ xal *Emnixovpog dtépoug, *Ava-
Eaydpag 8¢ 6 Khalopéviog dpotopepetag, Atbdwpoc 3¢ 6 Emundnbeic Kpbvog
E\ayiota (~ exiguitas) xal dpepd (~ individuorum) copata. ..
A similar report occurs in Adv. Math. IX 363 (see p.69). That we
have here a common doxographical report is evident; both the
Historia Philosophiae by Galen and the Placita by Aétius give
the same formulation of the theory of Diodorus, the latter even
twice. Galen, n. 18 (Dox. Gr. 611 D.): Awbdwpog 8¢ & Kpbvog



68 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

gmuxexdnuévog dpepd) xal EAdyiota cwpata. Plac. 1 3, 27 (Dox. Gr.
289): Awbdwpog énixdnv Kpbvog ta apeph copata dmepa, & & adra
Aeydpeva xai éAdyiota and I 13, 3 (Dox. Gr. 312) Eevoxpatng xai
Abdwpog qpep Ta Ehdyrota @ptlovro. ET NON NULLI STOICORUM
This addition is just as unusual as all the previous data are com-
mon, for the Stoics are not mentioned anywhere in the parallel
passages relating to Diodorus. According to all, the Stoics considered
matter to be continuous. Calcidius himself says the same in his
lengthy discussion of the Stoic view of matter in par. 289-294
(See also the beginning of par. 280). Here, however, Stoics are
mentioned who pretend that matter consists of an infinite number
of indivisible particles—smallness seems to be their only charac-
teristic—which assemble or separate fortuitously. Biaumker (o.c.,
P- 342, n. 5) speaks of “‘eine unorganische Verbindung der stoischen
mit der epicureischen Lehre”. The ’inorganic’ factor in the combi-
nation is, of course, to be found in the element of chance which has
taken the place of the Stoic providentia. (Biaumker is certainly
wrong when he says that Calcidius lists Diodorus among the non
nulli Stoicorum; he mentions him separately. This Diodorus was
one of the masters of Zeno of Citium (See P.W. V 705).)

Elsewhere Calcidius gives yet another list of adherents of ’corpus-
cula-theories’; among the philosophers named above he includes
Empedocles. Another difference occurs in the latter passage where
there is no question of non nulli Stoicorum but simply of Stoici.
This second list is entered in the passage of the yéugpot, the 'rivets’,
by means of which, according to Plato (T%m., 43A), man was built
up by the lower gods. Calcidius explains how these rivets are to be
understood: *Invistbiles’ porro ’coniunctiones gomphos’ adpellat, vel
minorum corpusculorum coacervationem ut Diodorus, vel eorundem
stmilium inter se comglobationem formabilem wut Anaxagoras, vel
supra dictorum multiformem inplicationem ut Democritus et Leucippus,
vel interdum concretionem, interdum discretionem ut Empedocles,
concretionem quidem amicitiam, discretionem porro et separationem
inimicitiam vocans, vel ut Stoici corporum diversorum usque quaque
concretionem. Quorum omnium quendam mnodum concatenationemque
dicit esse tn minutis solidisque corpusculis, quae gomphos cognominat
(par. 203; 243, 19-244, 5). Reading this one wonders what exactly
these gomphi are. Are they corpuscula, as Calcidius says at the end,
or comiunctiones, as he says earlier on? The answer is, of course,
that they are both. They are corpuscula in so far they form com-
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binations. One may also say that ’combination’ is to be taken
in the sense of what we call ’a chemical combination’. When
at the end of this quotation there is question of minuta et solida
corpuscula, the doctrine of the non nulli Stoicorum of par. 279
comes, naturally, to the fore. Who were they? Did some Stoics
follow Diodorus in this respect rather than his pupil Zeno? The
answer can only be guessed at. Still, another solution is equally
possible. Everyone will be struck by the fact that in the list just
quoted the last two mentioned, Empedocles and the Stoics, do
not really belong there. The text of Sextus referred to, wviz.,
Adv. Math. IX 363, runs in this fashion: Ot 3¢ mepi *Epnedoxhéa xal
ol amd T¥g Trodc YHv xal 0dwp xal dépa xal mhp (Téooapa Yap TAVTWY
pulopata TpdToV dxode . . .). Anudxpitog 3¢ xal *Enixovpog &tdpouc,
el un ... "Avafaydpag 3¢ &6 Khalopéviog duotopepetag, Atédwpog
3¢ 6 émuadmBeic Kpbvog daytota xal dpepd] sopara. Inverting the order
of these authors, it agrees exactly with that given by Calcidius
in par. 203. The one difference is that Calcidius mentions Leucippus
instead of Epicurus. The assumption, therefore, that Calcidius
took the enumeration in par. 203 from a similar source is perfectly
admissable. He thus ranked the Stoics with the Atomists. What
has happened in par. 279? We venture to suppose that, at second
thought, Calcidius reasoned: I cannot possibly write ‘‘Diodorus
and the Stoics”, because the Stoa is of a different opinion. So it
can only have been some of the Stoics who held this view. Empedo-
cles was left out, because he was yet coming up for discussion.
In this supposition the formulation non nulli Stoicorum must have
been conceived by Calcidius. He brought different sources into
accord with each other. This explanation is strongly supported by
the fact that the other data in this section (par. 279) agree with
those in other sources.

BB) Matter is continous
Transition

[280a] Those, however, who profess that the constitution
of matter too is a work of Providence, think that it is a contin-
uous whole from beginning to end. But for the rest opinions
vary greatly among all philosophers involved, viz., Pythagoras,
Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics. However, they all consider
matter to be shapeless and without quality.



70 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

Qul TAMEN Now that Calcidius passes from the 'Atomists’ to
those who might be called the ’Continuists’, the following trend
of thought—also on the ground of the distinction made in par.
275—would be expected. ‘“We now come to the philosophers who
take matter to be continuous. Some reason that matter possesses
qualities of itself (for instance, Thales c.s.), whereas others deny
this and think those qualities and forms to have come from some
different principle”; ex aliqguo potiore numine, Calcidius par. 275,
which equals his providentiae opus here. But what does one actually
find? Calcidius continues: Qui tamen providentiae opus pronuntiave-
runt. In this way, it seems, he connects the doctrine of Providence
with that of continuity, thereby contradicting what is said in par.
275. He distinguished the ’Atomists’ from the ’Continuists’ and
subdivided the latter into two groups, and only the second group
appealed to another principle. Here he distinguishes the ’Ato-
mists’ from the thinkers qui providentiae opus, elc., seemingly
suggesting that all ’Continuists’ profess the doctrine of Providence.
However, this is not Calcidius’ real thought. By qu: tamen provi-
dentiae opus, etc. he does not mean all ’Continuists’ but only
Pythagoras, Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics. These alone are
singled out as opponents of those who ascribe quality to matter.
This train of thought is tortuous and illogical, but it can be explained.
Calcidius, eager to raise the question of Providence, creates a
contrast between the theories coming up for discussion and those
already discussed in which both the union and the segregation of
the particles were said to be fortustus.

The stlvae constitutio is probably identical with the initial stage
of the constitutio mundi, the conferring of the first forms and quali-
ties on matter. Therefore, he stresses that these too are the result
of Providence’s activity. In other words, Providence did not be-
come active at a second stage of the constitutio mundi. This would
confirm what is said just now, vsz., that Calcidius here only means
Pythagoras, Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics, and not Thales c.s.
AB EXORDIO USQUE AD FINEM At first sight this wording expresses
the continuity in time, but Calcidius definitely means a conti-
nuity in space. It is worth noting how emphatically matter is pres-
ented as an independent reality, as was always done by the Stoics.
Another resemblance to the Stoic doctrine of matter lies in the
stress on its unity (umam, cp. 321, 16: unamque eam . . .; 322, 12, 14:
unum). PYTHAGORAS, PLATO, ARISTOTLE, SToICI Calcidius lists
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the names in their historical sequence, but in the discussion of
their views in par. 283-301 the order differs: Aristotle, Stoics,
Pythagoras or rather Numenius’ interpretation of Pythagoras and,
finally, Plato. Since Calcidius’ chief aim is to interpret Plato, his
theory concludes the discussion. But Numenius is really the last
author treated by Calcidius. From what has been said above, it is
only logical that this author is treated in the last place but one.

(1) Matter has qualities and form

[280b] Others gave matter a form, such as Thales, who is
said to have been the first to investigate the mysteries of nature.
Thales asserted that water was the beginning of all things.
He did so, I think, because he saw that all food consumed by
living creatures is damp. The same idea is found in Homer where
the poet says that Oceanus and Tethys are the parents of what-
ever came into being, and also where he says that the gods swear
by water—which, however, he himself calls Styx. Homer did this,
because he believed that honour is due to what is oldest and
because, in his opinion, nothing is more venerable than the oath.
But according to Anaximenes the principle of everything is air,
also of water. He, in his turn, disagrees with Heraclitus who con-
siders fire to be the origin of things. So all these philosophers,
putting first water, air or fire, think that the principle is in
motion.

[281] However, others defend that matter is immovable and
made as one big whole out of everything. They think that the
universe is something immovable without a beginning or end;
thus Xenophanes, Melissus and Parmenides. But Parmenides
says that this whole, comprising everything, is perfect and lim-
ited, Melissus that it is undefined and unlimited.

(282] The teaching of Empedocles is this: matter is varie-
gated and multiform, sustained by four roots, vsz., fire, water,
air and earth, from which now a union now a separation of
all bodies come forth. The union he calls friendship, the separation
discord. These, I think, are the philosophers who say that matter
has form, qualities and body.

ALII FORMAM DEDERUNT Calcidius now discusses those who in
par. 275 were denoted by the words utrum ex silva proveniant (sc.,
qualitates et forma). Although he did not divide them into groups
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there, he yet had a distinction in mind, which he indicates during
the discussion. This grouping is:
a) Matter is uniform
a) in motion: Thales, Anaximenes, Heraclitus
B) immovable: Xenophanes, Melissus, Parmenides
ax) limited: Parmenides
BB) unlimited: Melissus.
b) Matter is pluriform: Empedocles

uT THALES What Calcidius says of Thales agrees strikingly with
Aristotle’s Met. 983 b 18-33: 16 pévror mAT00g xai 16 €l80g Tig TotadTng
dpy i ob T6 adTd mavTeG Aéyouot, dMA& Badic piv 6 THg ToladTg dpxNYdS
prhocoplag Bdwp gnotv elvar (3td xol THv Yiv &9’ Udatog amepivato
elvar), AaPov lowg Ty OméAnPiy Tadmnv x Tod TavTeV 6pdv THV TPOPNY
Oypav oboav xal adtd 16 Oeppdv éx TodTou yiyvépevov xal todtey Lév
(16 & 2E o yiyvetan, TobT EoTiv dpy mavTwy) . . . elol 8¢ Tiveg ol xal
Tob¢ TapmaAalovg xal TOAD Ttpd e Viv yevécews xal TpdToug Beoroy)-
cavtag oUtwe olovrat mepl Ti)g pvoews bmohafelv: *Queavéy e Yap xol
Tx0bv énoincav tijc yevéoews matépag, xai Tév 8pxov TéV Oedv Bdwp,
v xahovpévry O adTdY Ltdye: TUMOTATOY Py Yop TO mpeaPiTaToy,
8pnog 8¢ 16 mmdTatéy éotw. Calcidius’ distinction in these para-
graphs is, to some extent, included in the first words: 6 pévrot
nA0o¢ (uni- or pluriform) xal 76 eldo¢ (water, air or fire). The
opinor deserves attention. One might suppose that Calcidius for-
mulates his own opinion. But on close examination this opinor
turns out to be no more than a translation of Aristotle’s {owc.
From this practise of Calcidius an important conclusion could
be drawn in 309, 23 (cp. p. 65). Aristotle alludes to Homer, but
Calcidius mentions him explicitly. In connexion with the yévesic
TGV &wv mavtwv Plato too mentions Oceanus and Tethys (T heaet.,
180D) and uses the same mapradaioug of Aristotle (cp. Ross ad
Met. 983 b 27). The texts referred to here are: E 201 (and 302)
*Qxeavév 1€, Oedv yéveow, xal pnrépa Tymldv (cp. Sextus Emp.,
Pyrrh. Hypost. 1 150; see also Diels, Dox. Gr., s.v. Tethys in the
index), and

O 36-38 lotw viv 168c yola, xai odpavdg edpdg Umepbe

xal 16 xareBépevov Ltuydg U8wp, 8¢ te péyratog
dpxog dewvdtatde Te méAer paxdpeoot Heolot.

The translation of xai tév 8pxov Tév Beddv B8wp, xTA., especially of the
accusative U3wp is strikingly literal. The argument is: Swearing
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is the highest form of homage, which should be paid to the oldest
being. Since the gods swear by water, therefore water is the oldest
being, i.e., the principle of things. AT VERO ANAXIMENES Cal-
cidius evidently summarizes, otherwise his argument would not
take the curious turn: “Thales thinks water to be the first principle,
but Anaximenes does not agree with Heraclitus”. Perhaps this
passage is no more than a paraphrase of Aristotle, Met. 984 a 5-8:
Avarpévng 8 dépa xal Avoyévng mpbrepov Udatog xal paAiet dpyiv
Théaot T@V anA@V cwparwy, "Irtmacoc 8¢ mlp 6 Mertamovrivog xad
‘Hpduderrog 6 ’Egéotoc. There is, indeed, a striking similarity between
the short additions et ipsius agquae and mpérepov 8atoc. From the
difference in the number of authors we may suppose that Calcidius
used an intermediate source. For the expression caput rerum, see
Aquila’s translation of Gen. 1, 1, where caput rerum was the trans-
lation of ’Ev xepahaic. OMNES HI As often, Calcidius gives the
actual scheme of groups at the end. SUNT TAMEN QUI INMOBILEM
Here too reference should be made to Aristotle’s Metaphysics,
v1z., 986 b 10-24 elol 3¢ Tiveg ol mepl TOL TavTdC GG Wids obong loews
ame@nvovTo, Tp6ToY 38 00 TOV adTOV TAVTEC . . . xELVoL WeV Y&P TTPOCTL-
Oéact xivnowv, yewdvtée ye 16 wav, obrtol 8¢ dxivyrov elval Qaatv-
o0 wiv dAA& 106607V Ye olxeidv Eott Tf) viv oxéder. Iappevidne pev yap
Eouxe 100 xata TOV Adyov évde dnteclal, MéAiooog 8¢ Tob xata Ty GAny
(30 xal 6 pév memepacpévoy 6 8 &mepdy oty elvar adtéd)+ Eevopavg
3¢ mpéitog TovTwv évicag (6 yap Ilappevidne tobrtov Aéyetan yevéshar
pabntic) odbev Siecapivicey, 008t Tig plsews TolTwY cOdeTépa Foixe
Ouyetv, aAN elg tov 8hov odpavdv amofBrédac To &v elvai pnot Tov Oedv.
Calcidius describes the difference between Parmenides and Me-
lissus in the same way as Aristotle. In the formulation of the
similarity between the respective doctrines (et eandem ex omnibus
in unam molem redactam) more attention, it seems, is paid to the
doctrine of Melissus than to that of Parmenides, for the latter
teaches a unity xata 16v Adyov, the former a unity xata v SAyv.
This is why Calcidius treats of Parmenides in some kind of addendum,
that is after the discussion of Xenophanes (who, according to
Aristotle, did not speak about the nature of the unity at all), and
Melissus. From par. 350 (373, 19-20 alii sola intellegibilia, ut
Parmenides) it appears that Calcidius was positively acquainted with
the latter’s doctrine. EMPEDOCLES Aristotle mentions Empedo-
cles in Met. 984 a 8-11 and 985 a 23-24, but Calcidius shows a
greater similarity with Aétius, Plac. I 3, 20: EunedoxAijc Mérwvog
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*Axpayavtivog tértapo piv Myel ortouysla, mop dépa Udwp Yiv, Vo
Ot dpyixag Suvaperg, @uhlav te xal veixog: Qv %) pév €oTv EvwTixd), TO
3¢ Jumpetixdv. gnoi O olrtwe: téocapa TéY mavTwy pllopata TpdTOY
axove. It is interesting that Calcidius translates the poetical pu{ci-
uata literally by radicibus. The same details are also found in Sextus
Emp., Adv. Math.1X 362 and X 315-317. They are evidently well-
known doxographical details. In the text quoted on p. 68 Cal-
cidius also mentioned Empedocles; instead of discretio and discordia
he there uses separatio and inimicitia. HI1 SUNT This final clause
contains a surprising element, viz., the words e corpus. By now we
are well enough acquainted with Calcidius’ style to know that at
such unexpected turns the context should be examined. And, indeed,
the context, again, furnishes the solution: et corpus is set against
stne consortio corporum in the first period of the subsequent para-
graph. Likewise the unexpected providentia (310, 23) was set against
fortuitus two paragraphs earlier. But, as in this case something
more should be said about this distinction, since both expressions
are inaccurate. Not all authors discussed above hold that matter
is a corpus nor do all those to be discussed hold that it is incorporeal.
For instance, among the former is Parmenides of whom elsewhere
(373, 19) Calcidius himself says that he held the universe to be
intelligible and hence incorporeal. And among the latter are the
Stoics about whom Calcidius shows that, to them, matter and even
God are corporeal. This apparent inconsistency betrays a lack of
mastery of the subject. Fond of making distinctions, Calcidius
must have wrongly elaborated or abbreviated his source. Mean-
while, it is perhaps possible to trace his train of thought. Although
intent upon an adequate distinction, his attention is drawn so
much to the theory of Aristotle, that he writes sine consortio cor-
porum. This expression indeed holds for Aristotle, but not for all
subsequent authors. Nor did the Qu: famen providentiae opus
in par. 280. The words et corpus were added in order to stress the
distinction.

The general impression of the paragraph concerning the Pre-
Socratics is that of a strong agreement with the well-known doxo-
graphical details. For the greater part Aristotle is their source.
The main activity of Calcidius is a not always successful attempt
to give a more systematic distinction.
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(2) Matter has neither quality nor form

(a) Aristotle

[283] But of those who, rejecting the occurrence of qualities
and a form in matter, conceive it by itself without any form
of corporeality, Aristotle admits three principles of material
things, viz., matter, form and privation. He studies each of these
separately, although he states that the one cannot exist without
the others. He says that the world is without beginning or end
but that divine Providence gave it eternal existence. Because his
opinion is both famous and very suitable for pondering upon
Plato’s doctrine, we should not pass it heedlessly.

But first, I think, the argument of the old philosophers should
be explained, who asserted that nothing of what exists came
to be or will perish. They argue in this way: “If a thing comes
to be, it arises from either nothing or a thing already existing.
Neither is possible: it can spring from no existing thing, because
what already exists cannot again begin to exist, for what comes
to be does not as yet exist. Nor can it come from what does not
exist, for whatever comes to be needs something underlying
from which it arises. Hence nothing comes to be. Nor does any-
thing perish, for what perishes is dissolved into either a remnant
or nothing. But neither is possible, as will soon appear. So nothing
comes to be and nothing perishes. Now, why can it be said
<what above is left to be proved> that what exists or perishes
cannot be dissolved into nothing? The reason is that, in this
case, the same thing exists and perishes: for if it is not dissolved
into a remnant it will at once exist and not exist, which is im-
possible. On the other hand, if what dissolves becomes something
else, it perishes and does not perish, which is equally impossible.

AT VERO The absence of the antecedent of this relative clause
(one would expect : At vero ex eorum numero, qui . . .) seems to be due
to the Greek doot, which is more easily used without an antecedent.
Three properties (which below Calcidius mentions quite frequently)
of matter are mentioned: it is lack of 1) qualities, 2) form, 3) body.
The formulation of the third property is peculiar: alongside de-
trahunt ei qualitates and informem constituunt one would expect
et sine comsortio corporum eam esse dicunt, si sola per semet ipsa
mente consideratur. This is what Calcidius wants to say, but the two
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thoughts are rather awkwardly expressed in a single phrase. At-
tention should also be paid to the expression mente intuentur,
which reminds one of what is said above about the way in which
matter can be known (par. 274b, p. 50). This mental process is
certainly in his mind when he says: “they grasp it by itself alone™.
Mente intuentur reminds one of speculatione mentis imagineris
in 305, 13; also cp. 328, 7: animo comsiderari. SILVAM SPECIEM
CARENTIAM They are expressly mentioned in Met. 1070 b 18-19

. Qomep el Tig elmor 81u dpyol elol tpelg, 1o €ldoc »al 7 oTépnoig
xal %, O\, and in  Met. 1069 b 32-34 he says: tpla 89 Ta afrie xol
Tpele ol dpyal, dvo wév N évavrimwotg, A T0 wév Adyoc xai eldog T6 8¢
atépnolg, tO O& tpitov W UAv. LICET PROFITEATUR That these
principles cannot exist by themselves is discussed in De gen. et corr.
329 a 24 s. in this way: nuels 3¢ papév uev elval Tiva GAMY TGV GORATOV
Tov alofntdv, A& Tadtny 0d yweloTiy, GAN del pet EvavTimeee,
&€ fig ivetar T xahodpeva aroryeta (cp. Zeller IT 2, p. 324). DIVINA
PROVIDENTIA Needless to say that this formulation is not from
Aristotle, but from Calcidius, or rather from Numenius, on whom
he depends in several other passages where there is question of
Providence. For the rest one finds here a correct explanation of
Aristotle’s doctrine in Phys. I 8-9. The greater part of the following
treatise is taken from it.

CUIUS SENTENTIA Aristotle’s opinion is discussed because ‘‘it
is so suitable for a close study of Plato’s doctrine”. Calcidius’
purpose is to interpret the doctrine of Plato, and no more. Aristotle,
to him, is only important in so far as his treatment of the problems
can increase understanding of Plato. Indeed, Calcidius sees Aristotle
in the first place as an awuditor Platonis (336, 10) and, for this
reason, regards him as not opposed to Plato but rather as following
in the same line. Henceforth there are more than one opportunity
to elaborate this point.

PRIUS TAMEN Videtur might appear to refer to some initia-
tive of Calcidius himself, but what follows is an almost literal
rendering of the argument by Aristotle in Phys. I 8. Two similar
cases are noted in 311, 8 and 309, 23, in connexion with opinor.
Again this shows the author’s method of procedure. Material from
others is assimilated and occasionally adapted for his own way of
thinking; see, for instance, above in divina providentia (312, 16).
A comparison between Aristotle and Calcidius produces this result:
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PRIUS TAMEN EXPONENDUS VIDETUR  Zntolvteg Ya&p o Xata& @t-
PHYSICORUM VETERUM SYLLOGISMUS, Aocoglav mp@Tol ThHv dA%-
Octav xal v @boy TV

Evtwv. ..
QUI ADSERIT NIHIL EORUM xat pact obte ylyveoOau
QUAE SUNT GENERATUM ESSE 7@y 8vtwv oddty
NEC PERITURUM FORE. otite pbetpecbat
FORMULA SYLLOGISMI TALIS EST:
SI QUID FIT, ID NECESSE EST dte TO dvayxaiov pév elvar
VEL EX EO FIERI QUOD IAM yiyvesOar 7 yiyvépevov
EST, VEL EX EO QUOD NON EST. 3 € Bvroc 7 é&x py 8vrog,
UTRUMQUE AUTEM INPOSSIBILE: éx 3¢ TolTwv dugotépwy
DE EXISTENTE QUIDM, adivatov elvat- olte yap 7o

QUIA QUOD IAM DUDUM EST FIERI &v yiyveoOat (elvar yap #37)
AD PRAESENS NON POTEST; ID
ENIM QUOD GIGNITUR NONDUM EST.

NEC VERO DE NON EXISTENTE, Ex 1e pi) 8vroc o0div av
QUIA NECESSE EST EI QUOD FIT yevéoOar - Omoxetobar yap Tt
SUBESSE ALIQUAM MATERIAM deiv.

EX QUA FIAT.
NIHIL ERGO FIT.

The similarity is so striking that no doubt is left that Calcidius
translated Aristotle, wherever he may have found his text. Calcidius’
verbosity, of course, harms in no way this statement. This is quite
obvious when comparing the text of the Timaeus with his Latin
version. The real difference lies in the fact that Calcidius (or his
source) also elaborates the impossibility of destruction, a point
which Aristotle omitted, because it was easily proved from his
preceding argument. Calcidius again admits two possibilities:
What perishes is dissolved into a remnant, or into no remmnant at all.
Both suppositions are impossible, ‘‘as we will prove”, says Calcidius.
Then he draws the conclusion that nothing begins to exist or
perishes. He continues: Why can one say that there is no question
of a real destruction into nothing? The reason is the implication
that the same thing exists and perishes. This is proved then for
the two possibilities distinguished above, viz., a dissolution into
nothing or a dissolution into something. In the first case, Calcidius
says, there would be being and not being at the same time, since
something would dissolve into nothing. In the second
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case destruction and no-destruction would exist at the same time,
since something would dissolve into something, and so would
not perish. The second argument, obviously, starts from the
same a priors as the first. Similar digressions must have been rather
frequent in Aristotelian literature. Aristotle himself points the
way: xai oltw 8% 16 Epekiic oupPaivov abEovreg (2b.).

[284] By means of this argument the old philosophers tried
to prove that neither coming-to-be nor destruction exists. But
Aristotle makes distinction in this argument, having shewn
first, that the terms to-exist and not-to-exist, to-become and
to-perish have a double meaning. There is, indeed, a becoming
with regard to the nature of a thing and with regard to an acci-
dent, for instance in the case of a sick musician recovering from
his illness. Nature here is ill and recovers, but this happens not
because the subject is a musician; it is accidental to his being
a musician, for it was accidental that the musician was ill.
The same holds for destruction: if a white object of a foot high
changes into (lit.: perishes into) a black one, in principal it
undergoes a change of essence, because it is white. But it under-
goes this change accidentally in so far as it is a foot high. Therefore,
when we say that the musician is recovering, his recovery happens
accidentally, for he recovers indeed. If we say: he is ill, his nature
suffers. And again, if we say: the white object of a foot high
perishes because it becomes black, we say that this happens
accidentally; if we call it white, we speak of the nature.

Therefore, when we say that something arises out of non-
existence, the non-existence is twofold. First, non-existing of
the nature, and in this case what has been said is impossible,
vi2., that out of what does not exist at all something would arise,
so that it really exists. Secondly we speak of non-existing with
respect to an accident, vez., if what becomes, becomes in the sense
of becoming different from what is was before, and thus acquiring
something more than what it had by nature. For instance, when
a statue arises out of a shapeless mass. Bronze is shapeless by
nature, the shape impressed on it by the artist arises out of
not-being; therefore we say that it arises accidentally. It is also
possible that something else arises out of an existing
thing; but this only happens accidentally, for instance, when a
grammarian acquires the science of medicine. For here a man,
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expert in one science, becomes an expert in another branch too.
Consequently, we also speak of a thing perishing and dissolving
into something else, not in the proper sense but only by accident,
for instance, when a statue of father Liber is altered into one
of Apollo. In this case also the shape seems to alter into another,
not in the proper sense, but only accidentally. In the same way,
an existing thing can perish and dissolve into a non-existing
thing, but not to such an extent that this destruction implies
total annihilation, ¢.e., that what existed before does not exist
any more.

The interpretation of this paragraph is greatly facilitated by
our knowledge of Aristotle’s text to which Calcidius refers. He
evidently continues his comment of Physics I 8. Aristotle, after
demonstrating how earlier philosophers came to regard all coming-
to-be and passing-away as impossible, expounds his conflicting
view (191 a 34 ss.): “Our explanation on the other hand is that
the phrases ’something comes to be from what is or is not’ and
’what is not or what is does something or has something done to
it or becomes something whatever’, are to be taken in the same sense
as ’a doctor does something or has something done to him’, and
’is a doctor or becomes something else’. These expressions may be
understood in two ways. The same holds for ’from being’, and
’a being acts or is acted upon’. A doctor builds a house, not gua
doctor but gua builder; he turns gray, not qua doctor but gua being
dark-haired. On the other hand, he doctors or fails to doctor qua
doctor.” A similar distinction, Aristotle continues, must be made
in the question whether what is and what is not comes to be, for
two things can be meant: what is and what is not, as such and
not as such. The difference is this: in the case of the doctor both
changes are possible, whereas what is and what is not can only
undergo a change not-as-such, xaza cuuPefnxée, as Aristotle says
in 191 b 15—in the first case the adverb xupiwg is used (191 b 7).

In this argument Aristotle finds the starting-point for solving
the problem of change in the way in which we use to speak about
things. In 191 b 2 he says: uy&¢ Myerar. Without further comment
he passes from the order of speaking to the order of being. In other
words, his analysis of change is, in fact, an analysis of the speaking
about change which, in its turn, is the expression of thought. In
exactly the same way he begins in Physics I 7 from the various
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ways of speaking in order to reach his fundamental thesis, v:z.,
3t T del OmoxeloBar 6 yryvéuevov: every kind of coming-to-be
requires an underlying something (190 a 14-15; further 190 a 34;
190 b 10; 191 a4-5, 16-17, 31). Thus the value of Aristotle’s
doctrine on matter is immediately dependent on the question
whether passing from the order of speaking (or thinking) to that
of being is admissible.

Calcidius renders Aristotle’s argument in this way. Aristotle
distinguishes saying that the terms ’being’, ’not-being’, ’coming-
to-be’ and ’passing-away’ can have two meanings. One may speak,
for instance, of a coming-to-be secundum naturam and a coming-
to-be ex aliqguo accidenti. These terms, obviously, are the Latin
translation of Aristotle’s xvpiw¢ and xata cupPePnréc. Next Cal-
cidius, like Aristotle, gives a further explanation of (our speaking
about) some concrete processes of change. The proposition 'A
musician recovers not gwa musician but gua patient’, which is
purely Aristotelian (cp. 191 b 5: & latpdc . .. Aeuxdg ylyvetar ody §
latpdg &N’ 7 uéhag), is rather awkwardly expressed by guod quidem
ex natura est, aegrotat et convalescit, non tamen quia musicus est;
ex accidenti porro, quia musicus est (the example reminds one of the
pouoixdg &vBpwnog in Physics I 7). In the same way Calcidius treats
a second example which bears upon not coming-to-be but passing-
away. That Calcidius, too, finds no difficulty whatever in passing
from the order of speaking to the order of being is shewn by his
further explanation: Cum igitur dicimu s musicum convalescere,
tunc quod f1it ex accidenti fit. It is self-evident to him that this
speaking ex accidenti has its real counterpart in a coming-to-be
ex accidents; cp. his words quia provemit wut convalescat. Now in
coming-to-be as such, Calcidius continues, the same distinction
can be made between fier: secundum naturam and fieri ex accidents.
However, a coming-to-be as such (secundum naturam) is impossible,
since this would mean that something comes to be out of nothing.
This contradicts the fundamental principle 8et T YmoxeicOau.
On the other hand, coming-to-be ex accidenti is quite possible.
Calcidius quotes the well-known example of the shapeless bronze
made into a statue, an image used by Aristotle in the same context
(190 a 25). In this process something comes to be out of something
which did not yet exist, but it does so ex accidenti. Similarly,
something can come-to-be from something already existing, but,
once more, this is a coming-to-be ex accidenti, as is the case with
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somebody who possesses a certain faculty and acquires another.
Finally, it is possible to speak of a passing-away into something
else or into nothing, but again only a passing-away ex accident:
can be meant.

In general Calcidius’ wording in this paragraph is far from clear.
For instance, in 314, 2-4: Rursum cum dicimus candidum tllud
pedalis mensurae corrumpi, quia convertatur in nigredinem, hoc ex
accidenti dicimus fieri. The noun candidumis superfluous, for speaking
about something white becoming black implies a judgment ‘uxta
naturam. Calcidius says this himself in the phrase immediately
following: cum vero candidum cognominamus, naturam eius exprimi-
mus. In spite of this, Calcidius stuck to the train of Aristotle’s
argument which is ultimately based on the axiom 3¢t Tt droxetoDat.

[285] So this is one way in which, according to Aristotle,
it is possible <to say> that something begins to exist out of
something that is, or out of something that is not, and also
that something dissolves either into something else, or into nothing.
Another way is to say of a thing that it exists and does not
exist, viz., if a thing that will certainly come into being, when its
realization takes place, is said to be, though its coming into
being has not yet taken place <and, therefore, it does not yet
actually exist>. Of all these things we say that they exist in
possibility, because their existence is presumed on account of
this possibility, in the same way as we say that bronze is a possible
statue, though at the moment it still is a shapeless metal. Thus
it is a statue and it is not: it is a statue, because it can become
one, but it is not a statue, because the realization has not yet
taken place. And in the same way it exists to some extent and
to some extent it does not exist, and from what to some extent
exists something can arise ; in the same way something can dissolve
and perish into something that to some extent is not. So there
do exist a coming-to-be and a passing-away.

UNA IGITUR HAEC RATIO EST It is, again, clear, how closely
Calcidius follows Aristotle. In Phys. 191 b 27 the latter continues:
elc ptv 87 tpbmoc obrog, and, without elaborating this first ratio,
as does Calcidius, he adds: &\\og & 81t évdéyetar Tadta Aéyew xata
v Sdvapty xal Ty Evépyelay - Tolto 8 &v &\hog SidproTar St dxpifBetag
palov (A clear explanation of the same is in Met. 1069 b 15-19:
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 6
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énel 82 Surtdv 16 dv, petafdiher miv Ex Tob Suvaper vrog elg TO évep-
yeta 8v (olov &x Aeuxol Juvaper elc To évepyeta Aeuxdy, dpolwg 8¢ xal
&’ adEnoewg xal phicenc), dote 0d pwévov xata cupBefnxnde vdéyetar
YiyveoOor &x pi 8vrog, dM& xoi €€ &vroc yiyveron mavta, duvapet
pévrol Bvtog, éx un 8vrog 3¢ évepyela. So there are two ways of be-
coming: 1) out of what is not, but only per accidens; 2) out of
what is possibly. In Calcidius corresponds to this the beginning of
the second phrase Alia vero ratione and, further, the terms effectus
and posstbilitas. For the rest Calcidius is, again, more diffuse and,
discussing the subject in a different way, he certainly is not clearer
than Aristotle. UT CUM AES is a stereotype example in this
matter, e.g., Phys. 190 a 25; Met. 1013 b 6-9; De gen. an. 724 a 23;
Polit. 1256 a 9-11; see also Biaumker, o.c.,, p. 252, n. 3. ALIQUA-
TENUS EST, ALIQUATENUS NON EST What was just said about
definite forms of being (est statua et non est statua) is now applied
to being itself (est et non est).

In general, this paragraph has the same characteristics as the
preceding one: arduous and verbose, it clarifies in no way Aristotle’s
words; there are, however, no striking inaccuracies.

[286] Because we thought these things necessary for an ex-
planation of Aristotle’s doctrine concerning the principles of
things, which includes matter, we have been careful to treat
them first. Aristotle’s own words show the need for doing so,
for he argues thus: “We think that matter should be distinguished
from privation, in the sense that matter is not something existing
by itself but rather accidentally, whereas privation is non-
existing in the proper and absolute sense; and, furthermore,
that matter has something which approaches essence, while
privation possesses no essence at all. According to others, he
says, privation and matter are the same, but they are wrong,
for they call it small and great’ and reduce two things to be kept
separately, to one and the same thing; and they think that one
thing underlies all corporeal things. For although they divide
it into a bigger and a smaller part, so that there are two, yet
only one thing is indicated of this duality, the other is omitted.
For matter is, like a mother, cooperating in the formation of
bodies, but privation does not cooperate in the formation;
it hinders rather and thwarts it, for as the form is divine and
desirable, privation contradicts it, while matter, yearning for
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form and adornment, desires it by its own nature. Further, if
privation should desire the form, it would needs desire its own
opposite, and every opposite entails destruction <of its opposite>.
Therefore, privation will not long for <the form, since this is>
its ruin. Nor does the form long for itself, for it is a full and per-
fect good, and whatever longs for a thing must lack something.
<Still there must be something which yearns for the form.>
So only mat.er can desire adornment, just as the female desires
the male, and what is shapeless longs for beauty. Meanwhile,
the shapelessness of matter is accidental rather than essential
to it.

No doubt, matter comes to be and perishes. When it comes
to be, it exists to some extent, and when it perishes, it does to
some extent not exist; and its ruin proceeds from the privation
which is inseparable from it. Matter itself is potentially immortal
and without a beginning, not by nature, because it was necessary
that, underlying all things which come to be, some older substra-
tum should exist from which things could arise and come-to-be.
Now such is this nature of matter. Therefore, matter necessarily
existed before it originated, because everything else arises out of
it; and if a thing dissolves and perishes, it must finally return
to this substratum: consequently it will also have perished
before its ruin and dissolution.

First of all Calcidius’ translation should be compared with the
text of Aristotle, Phys. 192 a 3 ss.

NOBIS ERGO VIDETUR DIVIDUA Nuele pev yap Ohpyv  xad

ESSE SILVA CARENTIAE,
ITA UT SILVA NON SIT EXIS-

TENS QUID, SED EX ACCIDENT],
CARENTIA VERO PRINCIPALITER

ET OMNINO NIHIL,

ET SILVA QUIDEM PROPE HABEAT
ESSENTIAM, CARENTIAE NULLA PROR-

SUM SIT SUBSTANTIA.

otépnow Erepbv papev elva,
xal TobTwY T6 pév odx dv elvan
xata cupPePyxds, ™V OAyy,
v 8¢ otéonow xab admiy,

xal Th pév &yyle xal odotav
e, Ty UAny, Ty 3¢ orépnoy
00dapédg*

Thus far Calcidius follows Aristotle’s text closely. There is a

change now.
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ET ALIIS, INQUIT, VIDETUR CARENTIA of 3 716 un & 70 péya

ET SILVA UNUM ESSE NON RECTE xoi O pxpdv dpolwg,
SPECTANTIBUS, CUM IDEM BREVE H 16 ouvvapodrepov H o
ET GRANDE COGNOMINENT DUASQUE ywplg E&xdtepov. (OOGTE Tav-
RES SEPARATIM SPECTANDAS IN U- TeAdg Etepog 6 Tpbmog olTog
NAM EANDEMQUE REM REDIGANT t¥c Tptadoc xdxeivoc. péypt
pév yap debpo mpoiiAov,
ET UNUM ALIQUID SUBIACERE &t el mwa Umoxetofar
CORPORIBUS PUTENT. pbov, Tadbtyv pévror  plav
TCOLOUGLY *

The translation differs considerably from the original, although
Aristotle’s argument is sufficiently explained. Still, Calcidius may
rot have fully understood the terms. Aristotle observes that there
are others who call 16 u3 év by the name of 16 péya xal 6 pixpév.
To him, 76 wy 8v implies two things, as he observed above. Instead
of 76 un 8v Calcidius mentions privation and matter. He does not
say at once that others call them ’the great and small’ but puts
it in this way: ““Others think privation and matter to be one, but
they are wrong, for they call it the great and small”. To this he
adds: “And they make a unity of two things which should be
considered apart”. One wonders whether this degression is an
incorrect rendering of Aristotle’s % 16 cuvapgérepov # 16 Ywplc
éxatepov, which includes the concepts ’apart’ and ’together’. At
the same time he adds what Aristotle states at the end of the passa-
ge, viz., that these authors think one principle to underly the bo-
dies. But Aristotle says it differently; having stated that his
opinion differs from that of these authors, he adds: they have
not yet got beyond the idea that something must underly things
and so make one principle of it.—One might say that Calcidius’
rendering of Aristotle has come right by accident. He gives a correct
translation of the following:

QUI ETIAMSI DIVIDANT MAIUS xal yap €l Tig Suada
ILLUD ET MINUS, UT SINT DUO, motel, Aéywv péya xol pixpdv
AEQUE EX HAC DUITATE UNA RES adtiy, odbév Hrrov Tadtd

SIGNIFICATUR, ALIA INTERMITTITUR. motel - Thvyap Etépav mapeidey.

The question why matter and privation are two different things
is raised next.
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SIQUIDEM SILVA TAMQUAM MATER N wév yap Omopévousa guv-
CORPORUM FORMATIONI ADIUMENTO  attiet T} Lop@f) TGV YLyvopévemv
EST. gotly, Gomep pnme®

e $] e ~ ~ 3 ’ A
N & érépa polpa THg EvavTiwGEWG TOMA-
xig &v pavrachely T® wpdgs TO xaxomoldv
)~ 3 ! M A 3 DN \
adtiic atevilovtt Ty Savoray o0 elvar 1o
TP ATTOY.

CARENTIA VERO NON ADIUVAT FORMATIONEM,

SED POTIUS INPEDIT AC RENITITUR:

Calcidius deviates from Aristotle in describing the behaviour of
privation. “If”, the latter says, “we turn our attention to the
xaxomotéy in privation, we might think that it does not exist at all”.
Calcidius does not say anything of this xaxomotév (at the most an
allusion to it could be seen in inpedit ac renititur, but these words
certainly do not express Aristotle’s intention. See, however, par.
288). He only adds that what applies to privation does not apply
to matter. This actually shows that the train of Aristotle’s argument
was not clear to Calcidius, for, whereas the former tries to make
the existence of privation pleusible, the latter speaks of it as of a
certainty. The addition also changes the connexion with what fol-
lows. Aristotle stated the impression that privation does not exist
at all, but, in his opinion, this impression is wrong. For—as we may
summarize his argument—on the one side there is something divine,
good and desirable; on the other there are the two principles. Of
these one is said to be contrary to this divine and good thing, the
other to yearn for it by nature. Calcidius regards the genitive
absolute 8vrog yap Tivog Belov as indicating the cause of what follows,
and he takes the whole as explaining the assertion added by himself.
His argument, therefore, is this: “Being opposed to form, privation
counteracts formatior, asitis contrary to form, since form is some-
thing divine and desirable”. However, Aristotle does not think of
establishing the causal nexus. He rather states a fact.

To bring Calcidius’ text more into accord with that of Aristotle,
a comma should be placed after carentia in 317, 4 instead of a full
stop. In this way we bring silva vero. .. on a level with what imme-
diately procedes, just as in Aristotle. In Calcidius this part of the
sentence then depends on quatenus quia, explaining the fact that
matter also cooperates in formation. Although Calcidius creates
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some further relationships in the text he cannot be said to contradict
Aristotle’s doctrine. The text runs:

QUATENUS QUIA, CUM SPECIES Bvrog yap twog Oelov xal
DIVINA RES SIT ET ADPETIBILIS, ayaBolb xol épetod, TO pév
CONTRARIA EST EI CARENTIA, évovtiov  adt® oapev elva,
SILVA VERO ADPETIT FORMAM ET 10 3¢ & mépuxev éopleclan
INLUSTRATIONEM CUPIDAQUE EIUS xai Opéyecfat adTol xata
EST IUXTA NATURAM PROPRIAM. v adTob Ppiauy.

In what follows Calcidius indeed complies with the doctrine of
Aristotle but, again, he construes his own argument, the structure
of which differs considerably from his model. According to Aristotle,
the authors mentioned (.e., the defenders of the theory concerning
the great and small’) actually pretend that the contrary principle
desires its own destruction. Starting from the thesis that things have
some yearning for form, he argues as follows: “Form in itself
cannot desire anything, for it does not lack anything, nor can the
contrary principle (for contrasts destroy each other). So only the
third principle, viz., the 9\, can desire something. (Hence such a
third principle exists)”. Calcidius formulates this argument dif-
ferently. He takes t4 évavtiov in another sense than Aristotle.
He translates it with contrarietatem suam, but with & évavriov
Aristotle means the same carentia which, in Calcidius, is subject
of the phrase. Furthermore, Calcidius at once combines the two
passages in which Aristotle uses évavriov 192 a 19 and 21).

PORRO CARENTIA SI ADPETAT FORMAM, 7toi¢ 3¢ cupufaiver 7o

ADPETERE EAM NECESSE EST CONTRA-  &vavtiov dpéyeslar T¥¢

RIETATEM SUAM. adtol @Bopac.

ET OMNIS CONTRARIETAS INTERITUM

ADFERT: MINIME IGITUR INTERITUM

SUUM CARENTIA DESIDERABIT.

NEC VERO SPECIES SE IPSAM POTEST xaitot ofite adtd adrod

CUPERE, EST ENIM PLENUM ET PERFEC- olév te églecfar 16 €lSog

TUM BONUM. ET OMNE QUOD DESIDERAT &t 76 @i elvan évdeé,

IN INDIGENTIA POSITUM EST. ofte 0 évavriov (pOapre-
x& yap GAANAWY Ta évavria),

Et omnis contrarietas interitum adfert is the translation of what
Aristotle placed at the end. The conclusion drawn by Calcidius
(minime igitur interitum suum carentia desiderabit) seems strange.
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One would expect: minime igitur contrarietatem suam carentia
desiderabit. The argument can be corrected by reading awutem
instead of igitur and by assuming that the actual conclusion is
omitted as self-evident. Still, it is highly questionable whether the
text should be altered. It seems more plausible that the structure
of Calcidius’ argument is, in fact, defective, the more so because the
words interitum suum carentia desiderabit strongly remind one of
Aristotle’s: 16 évavriov dpéyeodar T adrob gbopag. Finally, Calcidius
agrees with Aristotle in asserting that matter remains the only

thing able to yearn for the form:

SOLA ERGO SILVA EST QUAE CUPIT
INLUSTRATIONEM, PERINDE UT FEMINEUS
SEXUS VIRILEM ET DEFORMITAS PULCHRI-
TUDINEM, ITA TAMEN, UT DEFORMITAS
SILVAE NON EX NATURA SED EX ACCI-
DENTI SIT.

In what follows Calcidius goes astray:

QUAE SILVA FIT ET CORRUMPITUR
CERTE, CUMQUE FIT, EST ALIQUATENUS,
ET CUM DISSOLVITUR, NON EST ALIQUA-
TENUS CORRUPTELAQUE EIUS PROPTER
INDIVIDUAM CARENTIAM PROVENIT.
IPSA VERO POSSIBILITATE, NON NATURA
INMORTALIS EST AC SINE GENERATIONE,
PROPTEREA QUOD NECESSE ERAT

IIS QUAE NASCUNTUR SUBIACERE ALI-
QUID ANTIQUIUS, EX QUO FIERENT
ATQUE AD GENERATIONEM VENIRENT.

aa& Tovt EoTwv 7 UMy,
Gomep dv el B

&ppevog xal aloypdv xarob+
AR o0 xaf’ adtd aloypby,
GG xata cupPePrxde, 008
07, e xata cupBePyn-
xb¢.

pOeclperan 3¢ xal ylyverar
Eotu pdv &g, ¥om & ¢ ob.
ag piv yop 16 &v @, xald’
abtd @letpetan (6 yap phet-
pbuevov &v Todte Eatly, 7
otéprnoig) - &g 88 nata 8-
vapty, o0 xaf’ abtd, N
&pBaprov

xal dyEvnTov dvayry

admnv elvan. elre yop é-
ylyvero, bmoxeiohal Tu det
mpdtov &€ ob évumdp-
YOVTOG.

Aristotle: ““Of coming and ceasing to be (of the OA») there may

be question in one sense and not in another. In so far as it (viz.,
1 OAn) has anything in itself, it perishes as such, for what perishes
is exactly in it, viz., privation. But on account of its potentiality,
it does not perish as such (after od xaf’® adté supply ¢@Oeiperar),
but it must be imperishable and without a beginning. For if it
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would begin to be, a substratum would be needed out of which it
could arise and which could be permanent”. In the first phrase
Calcidius seems to place a colon after yiyvera:, thus obtaining two
propositions with Uy as presupposed subject. In the second he sees
an explanation of the first one and an expression of the theory
which was explained in paragraph 285: est aliqguatenus . . . non est
aliquatenus, possibilitate.

TALIS EST PORRO HAEC NATURA: Tobto & Eotiv adth 7 @log
NECESSE EST IGITUR FUISSE wot’ Eotar mplv yevéshar
SILVAM ANTE QUAM FIERET, (Méyw yap OAqv 16 mpdrov
SIQUIDEM EX EA FIUNT Omoxeipevoy éxaote, &§
CETERA, ob yiyvetai T &vumapyovrog

SIVE QUOD DISSOLVITUR ET PERIT p¥ xata cupPePnudc)-
AD HANC EANDEM NATURAM POSTREMO eite ¢Ocipetor, elg tolto
REDEAT NECESSE EST: ERGO ETIAM agtfetar Eoyatov, &ote
CORRUPTA ERIT ANTE CORRUPTELAM  &¢Oappévy Eotar mplv
DISSOLUTIONEMQUE. pOapTivact.

Calcidius indicates the reason of the first paradoxal statement
rather succinctly and vaguely. Only at the words sive quod dis-
solvitur it is fully apparent to what extent Calcidius distorted
Aristotle’s text: a mechanical translation of eite ¢Oeiperar refers
to the preceding eirte yap &yiyveto but this is lost in the confusion
created by the translator.

This translation does not impress one. Only a very small portion
of it can be taken as a real translation of Aristotle. And if one would
prefer to regard it as a paraphrase—which, however, does not seem
to have been the purpose of Calcidius—it is scarcely a clarifying
one, the more so, since certain details of Aristotle’s argument are
incorrectly presented.

[287] In support of his theory, Aristotle says this about the
principles and the nature of matter; but because his words are
rather obscure, they need, I think, some further explanation.
According to Aristotle, there are three principles of things, viz.,
form, matter and privation. Form is praised by him as a divine
being, equal to the allhighest God, resting on the complete and
perfect Good, and, for that reason, desirable. What now is that
which desires? Form does not desire itself, he says, for it does
not lack anything in order to possess perfect beauty, while desire
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is only present in beings which lack something. Nor does privation
desire form, since in that case it would desire its own destruction:
for privation is eliminated by the accession of form and does not
remain what it was. So the one possibility is that matter desires
adornment and embellishment ; for it is misformed not, however,
by nature but by privation. For the ugliness of matter consists
in this, that matter is deprived of adornment and form; thus it
will be bereft of form, like a woman without a husband. “And
for that reason”, he says, ““it desires form just as the female
desires the male’’, and because it lacks form it yearns for form and
adornment. At the same time, it wishes that what is in it as a
result of privation should perish and disappear. For both form
and privation are contrary and contradictory to each other;
if one of them gets the upper hand, it eliminates the other.

He says that this desire is rot the same as that of living
creatures. But as we say that a thing that begins to be made,
desires completion, so, I think, matter desires form; for it can
only flourish, if form joins it.

HAEC ARISTOTELES There is a distinct dividing line in the
discussion of this passage of Aristotle. From 312, 19 on Aristotle or
one of his commentators spoke all the time; here Calcidius comes
to the fore, so that the passage which follows is on a level with
the introduction (312, 10-19). As there, the assertion that Aristotle
assumed three principles is basic. SED QUIA OBSCURIOR SERMO EST
About obscuritas, cp. the comment on par. 322 (p. 176). TRES AB EO
Cp. 312, 13. SPECIEM LAUDAT Calcidius comments on Phys.
192 a 16 s. 8vrog yap Twvog Oetov »al dyabob xai épetob which he had
translated by cum species divina res sit et adpetibilis, leaving out
the xal dyafob (317, 3). After the observations above (p. 86)
about the translation, only one point remains to be discussed,
viz., the fact that from the text of Aristotle Calcidius reads a
qualification of the species, not only as a divina res but even as
“a divine thing similar to the highest God” (summi dei similem
divinitatem). Thus, in a sense, the form becomes a second divinity,
and this qualification reminds one immediately of the secundus
deus in par. 176, who is said to be identical with providentia or
provida mens dei. Moreover, pleno perfectoque nixam bono should be
compared with what follows in par. 176: estque e (sc. 1& v&) ex
illo (sc., deo) bomitatis haustus, quo tam ipsa ornatur quam cetera,
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quae 1pso auctore honestantur (226, 10-11; cp. above p. 30). The
function which Aristotle is said here to attribute to the form is
exactly the same as that of the providentia—.olg (mens dei) in
paragraph 176. One is, therefore, justified in assuming an identity
between the species of par. 287 and the providentia—mens (in-
tellectus) des of par. 176, which in its turn is identical with the ideas
(par. 304; 333, 6-7: opera vero etus (sc., opificis dei) intellectus eius
sunt, qui a Graecis ideae vocantur ; cp. the discussion on this point,
p- 135). Now the entire discussion of the essence of Providence in
par. 176 was clearly based on the treatment of this subject by Nu-
menius (p. 30). Therefore, again, just as in the discussion on the
Jews (cp. p. 65), Aristotle’s doctrine is interpreted in the spirit of
Numenius. Cp. mente intuentur (312, 12; p. 76). PROPTEREAQUE
Wrobel’s version makes the text unintelligible; his comma after
deformatate should be either placed after cultum or omitted. Silva
is the subject of both sit posita and the whole period; formam et
cultum are the object of a adpetit to be repeated. CONTRARIA
SIQUIDEM Calcidius touches upon one of the basic ideas of Aris-
totle’s doctrine; cp. in the text quoted: # & érépa polpa THg Evavrim-
cewg (192 a 14), 16 évavriov (2., I9, 21).

CUPIDITATEM VERO A negation like the one ascribed to
Aristotle does not occur in the Physics discussed here. Yet one
probably should not look for it elscwhere. The one word perfectio
actually is the clue. It is a truly Aristotelian concept, viz., téhoc;
the eldo¢ is a tého¢ and if matter desires for the el8og, it consequently
desires for completion. Therefore, the desire present in matter is
like the desire of what has begun for completion. This explanation
of the ’desire present in matter’ is put into the mouth of Aristotle.
(Places for eldo¢ = téhog: Met. 1015 a I1; 1041 b 1; Phys. 199 a 32).

(288] So, according to Aristotle, form is that which exists
really and in the proper sense. Of matter he says that it exists
by accident, because by nature it is the recipient of form. Finally,
there is that which in the proper sense and really does not exist,
viz., privation. Non-existence only applies to matter accidentally,
in so far as it suffers something which does not exist in the proper
sense, v1z., privation. So in one sense matter exists, in another it
does not; something may arise out of it, as out of a thing that
does not exist, though not in the same but in a different sense.

Hence we must say that not matter is evil and the principle
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of evil, but privation, for the latter is the shapelessness, ungrace-
fullness and ugliness of matter, and therefore evil. This is also
why Aristotle defines or rather calls matter a ’bodiless body’,
because it is a potential body, not actually and really.

This is Aristotle’s opinion about matter. He adds that Plato
has only nominally touched upon these three principles, in reality
indicating only two principles of corporeal things, viz., the form
and the ’great and small’, viz., matter. ““So these are not three”,
he says, ‘‘but two principles, form and matter”, the latter he denies
any existence by nature. “‘Or if”’, he continues, ‘‘we should under-
stand the ’great and small’ to be privation, then matter is omitted
and, again, there are only two principles, véz., form and priva-
tion”.

ERGO IUXTA ARISTOTELEM Calcidius summarizes the respective
relation of form, matter and privation with existence. Wrobel
causes confusion by writing rursum of 319, 9 in lower case and ex
in 319, 10 with a capital. It should be the other way round, for the
rursum . . . is on a level with Ergo tuxta (319, 6); Ex accidents . . .
with ex accidenti (319, 7). ERGO SILVA Cp. aliquatenus est, ali-
quatenus non est (315, 16-17 and 317, 15-17). CONSEQUENTER ERGO
Calcidius concludes that, therefore, not matter but privation is the
source of evil. This is inferred frora the fact that, contrary to priv-
ation, matter is not simply non-existent; in other words, to him,
the idea of evil is connected with non-existence. Actually, Calcidius
says so himself: haec (carentia) est enim informitas et nullus cultus
et turpitudo silvae, proptereagque etiam maleficentia. Compare with
this 329, 19-20: Malitiam porro atunt virtutis esse caremitam, ut
informitatem, inopiam, intemperantiam. In fact, Calcidius may have
read this in Physics I 9, which he left untranslated above (see p. 85),
viz., 192214 ss.: 7 & érépa polpa Thg Evavridoewg TOMAXLG &v
pavracdetn 16 mpds TO xaxomoLdv adriic drevilovrt Ty Sdvoray
008 elvar 70 maparwav. Here too there is connexion between evil
and non-existence. The xaxomotéy is found in Calcidius’ maleficentia.
It may be that this is an elaboration of Calcidius. CORPUS IN-
CORPOREUM In De anmima 409 b 21 Aristotle really spoke of a
cdpa dowpatdtatov, but in this context there is no question of
the OAv. UT POSSIBILITATE Cp. par. 285 and 320; also De
gen. et corr. 329 a 33: 14 Suvapet cdpa alobntédv. HAEC ARISTOTELIS
Concluding his treatise with the words: Haec . . . sententia, Calcidius
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adds a remark which is no more than a further explanation of
Physics 192 a 10 ss., where Aristotle says that Plato has overlooked
one of the three principles, in whatever sense his ’great and small’
may be understood. Nisi quod certainly translates the Greek
Ay 81u (cp. Physics 187 a 18, also in connexion with this theory of
Plato). The manner of expression is not always correct : Aristotle could
scarcely have said that Plato only mentioned the three principles
(nominibus tantum attigisse): what he said is that Plato used three
names, viz., form and ’the great and small’. Next Calcidius elaborates
the point that, to Aristotle, Plato at all events overlooked one
of the principles: either matter or privation (tiv yap érépav map-
eldev 192 a 12). He gives the impression of quoting Aristotle
literally but the elaboration is his own work. ET SILvA
A striking parallel of these words is 175, 1-3: vel cum idem Plato
stlvam esse dicit in nulla substantia, propterea quod nulla silvestria
habeant wllam perfectionem, which is an obvious allusion to Tim.
50E: Awd xal mavtwv éxtdg elddv elvan ypemv 1o T mavrta éxdeEdpevov
év adtd yéwn, for perfectio renders eldoc, as we saw above. To my
knowledge, Aristotle has nothing where Plato is said to describe
matter in this way. Hence it is more than doubtful whether Cal-
cidius had a definite text in view. In the light of the parallels just
quoted one would like to think here of a formulation by the author
himself. Above Calcidius evidently appropriates Aristotelian data,
for the text continues: dum enim sunt adhuc silvestria, informia sunt
ac sine ordine ac specie, ut saxa ; quorum tamen est naturalis possibilitas,
ut accedente artificio simulacrum fiat vel quid aliud huius modi. Quod
vero sola possibilitate et sine effectu videtur esse, minime est, utpote
carens perfectione (175, 3-6). Both the present text and the parallel
seem to be based on Physics I 8-9. Hence quam (ait) ex natura nullam
habere substantiam may be taken for a formulation by the author
himself, as it does not occur in Aristotle.

The conclusion is that the whole passage on Aristotle (par.
283-288), a fairly faithful rendering of his thoughts, is provided
with an introduction and a final reflection. These seem to betray
some influence of Numenius. The description of Aristotle’s doctrine
may have come to Calcidius through a commentator: involuntarily
one thinks of the orthodox Aristotelian Adrastus from whom
Calcidius has borrowed so much elsewhere. Calcidius’ translation
of Aristotle occasionally betrays a dubious mastery of the subject.
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(b) The Stoics

[289] The Stoics also reject the idea that matter came into
being. They rather regard matter and God as the two principles
of everything existing, vzz., God as the Maker and matter as that
which undergoes the making. In their opinion, both Maker and
matter have the same essence (for they are corporeal) but a
different power. One principle is God because He operates, the
other matter because it comes into existence. Explaining their
opinion will not be without advantage.

They state: as all copper things are copper and all silver
things silver, so all corporeal things are matter, since the con-
dition of all other things is like that of copper or silver things.
For one thing is more material than the other, one is more corpo-
real than the other, but all have the one underlying and com-
mon matter as their principle. And as a statue, though being a
moulded body, has the earlier substance of bronze as its sub-
stratum, so bronze, which is an unmoulded body yet not without
quality, has a still earlier substance as its substratum, vz, a
continuous body without quality, entirely passive and changeable.
This they called matter and also essence, and defined it as follows:
essence and matter is *that which is the substratum of all bodies’,
or ’that from which all bodies come forth’ or ’that in which all
changes in the sensible world occur, while that’ itself perseveres
in its own condition’. And also: ’that which underlies the corpo-
real things possessing qualities, whereas it is by nature without
quality itself’.

STOICI QUOQUE ORTUM SILVAE REICIUNT This was the first cri-
terion for the disposition (¢ngenitus-ortus). In De princ. I1 1, Origen
attacks those, qui dum deum mundi opificem et providentem autu-
mant, materiam (tiv &rowov GAnv) tngenitam esse affirment (cp.S.V.F.
IT 304); by which, undoubtedly, he thought of the Stoa. QuUIN
POTIUS Aét. Plac.13,25: Zivev... dpyas pév tov Oedv xal v OAyy,
Gv 6 pév éatt Tob Totely altiog, ) 8¢ Tob maayew. Simplicius, In Phys. 25,
15 ss. D.: xal 1&v memepaouévag (sc. Asybvrwv dpydg) ol piv ddo dg
IMappevidng . .. 3 ¢ ol Zrwixol Oedv xai GAny, ody ¢ aToryeiov dn-
Aovott Todv Oedv Myovreg, AN g to piv morobv 6 3¢ mdoyov. For
ut opificem see the above quotation from Origen, further Sextus
Emp., Adv. Mathem. IX II: 0d piv dAA& xai of dmd T¥g Ztodg dbo
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Myovteg apyds, Oedv »al &wotov GAxy, Tov pév Bedv moielv dmelpact,
v 8¢ OAnv maoyew te xal tpémecloar. UNA QUIDEM ESSENTIA Aris-
totle ap. Euseb. Praep. Ev. XV 14: dpyac CAqv xal Oedv, &\’
oltog (s¢. Zyvwv) &popw copatd enotv elvar, xoal T6 mololv xal TO
naocyov. Alexander of Aphrodisias attacks the Stoic theory that
both principles, God and matter, are corporeal (S.V.F. II 310).
Plutarch also states that, according to the Stoa, God and matter
alike are corporeal. QUIA FACIAT, DEUM, QUIA FIAT, SILVAM FORE
Seneca, Ep. 65, 23: Nempe universa ex materia et ex deo constant.
Deus ista temperat, quae circumfusa rectorem secumtur et ducem.
Potentius autem est ac pretiosius quod facit, quod est deus, quam
materia patiens des. QUORUM AB RE What precedes was a general
introduction similar to the preface (312, 10 ss.) of the treatise on
Aristotle.

AIUNT ENIM Calcidius refers to the well-known argument of
the Stoics (cp. Bdumker, o.c., p. 330) but fails to express himself
clearly: “‘as all copper things are copper and all silver ones silver,
so all bodily things are material”’. The second half of his simile
should have been an argument: “so all bodily are body; body we
call matter’, so matter is a body”. The difference between things
can, ultimately, be reduced to being body in a greater or lesser
degree (corpulentior = cwpatixwrepog). This is illustrated in the
example of the bronze statue which Aristotle uses in a somewhat
different way. This statue is a corpus formatum (et qualitate praedi-
tum). Its material is bronze, a corpus informe sed compos qualitatis,
which, based in its turn on matter, is corpus alone. Thus the three
degrees in corporeality are : I) corpus, 2) corpus compos qualitatis,
3) corpus formatum. Of mere corpus Calcidius says that, according
to the Stoa, it is cohaerens sine qualitate, patibile totum et commutabile.
COHAERENS = continuus Cp. par. 275. SINE QUALITATE = &motoq.
The formula of the Stoa is oépa &motov (cp. Baumker, o.c., p. 333).
PATIBILE TOTUM ET COMMUTABILE As to the relation of this phrase
to ipso statu proprio manente which occurs further on, we may refer
to the discussion of par. 268 (299, 18): cum a natura propria non
recedat (p. 32). The solution given there also holds for the present
passage on the Stoa. SILVAM SIMUL ET ESSENTIAM Aristotle also
speaks of matter as odoix but with some reserve, Met. 1029 axs.:
pahota yap Soxet elvar odola 76 Umoxelpevov mpdtov. Towolrov 8¢
tpémov pév Tva N UAn Méyetar ... For the Stoa odesla is the mere
essence of things. (The contrast mowlv-mdoyov too is primarily
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Aristotelian but also used by the Stoics in their own way. Baumker
says (o0.c., p. 331): “Wihrend aber Aristoteles die Materie in erster
Linie im Gegensatz zu der bestimmenden Form betrachtet, neben
welchem Gegensatz der des Aktiven und des Passiven erst in zweiter
Reihe inbetracht kommt, liegt bei den Stoikern die Sache umge-
kehrt. Weil ... der Begriff der Formalursache ihnen in den der
thatigen Kraft sich auflost, so ist ihnen die Materie vor allem das
Leidende”. Cp. J. Moreau, L’ Ame du Monde de Platon aux Stoiciens,
Paris, 1939, p. 135, n. 10). For the odsix of everything is s@px, is
Ony. (Diog. Laért., VII 139: mjv &motov odstav, thv Oanv S.V.F. II
300). HACTENUS DEFINIENTES Calcidius gives four definitions,
the first three of which seem to belong together. One may even feel
inclined to add #pso statu proprio manente to these three definitions,
which may be a threefold attempt to express the same thing, though
each has its characteristic. QUOD SUBIACET CORPORI CUNCTO
reminds us of Aristotle’s Omoxetpevov mpétov (cp. p. 3I). EX QUO
SUNT CUNCTA CORPORA This is, of course, the ¢£ o0 of Aristotle.
See also Diog. Laért., VII 150: Ay 8¢ éot € Hc 6TidnmoToly yivetar
(S.V.F. II 316). IN Quo Here one thinks of the Platonic év §.
As in the passage just quoted one is strongly reminded, again, of
Calcidius’ own description in par. 268, which was founded on Plato’s
words (Tim. 50B: Tadtdv adthyv del mpoopntéov” &x yap THg Exutyg Td
maparav odx EEiotarar duvapenc), which correspond to ¢pso statu pro-
prio manente. This does not support the possibility just considered
that these words should also be connected with the preceding
descriptions. I1TEM: QuOD SUBDITUM This definition difters from
the previous one by considering matter in its relation to quality.
It is remarkable that the De oratione of Origen has a similar series
of definitions, ascribed there to ‘‘the authors who think that the
copata come in the first place and the doopata in the second”.
This clearly points to the Stoics: Totg 8¢ érmaxohovbnrixny admy elvan
voptfoust (sc. Thv Tév dcwpatwy odolav) mwponyovpévyy 8 Tiv THV
copatwy dpot adtic obrol elol: odasta éotiv M) TPy 1AV Svtwy UAy
xal €€ g ta Evra: ) T@V copdtwv GAn xal €€ fig Ta copata: B TGV
dvopalopévov xal €€ fic ta dvopaldpeva - 3 6 TpddTov HdaTATOV &TTOLOV*
3 10 mpolgLoTapevoy Toig obow: 3 16 maoag dexduevov TaG ueTaPBolds
7€ xal dAhotdoets, adtd 8 dvorholwtov xata Tov Idtov Adyov- 9 1o Hmo-
pévov mioav dMofwewy xal peraBornv (S.V.F. II 318). The fact
that both Calcidius and Origen give a series of Stoic definitions is
remarkable indeed. Moreover, there is a similarity in many details.
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In Origen too, the last two definitions are strongly Platonic in their
formulation, especially the last but one (dvaloiwtov xata Tov
{8ov Adyov). Furthermore, in Origen these definitions are descrip-
tions of the concept odsia. Up to a short distance before these defini-
tions, Calcidius was continuously occupied with the concept silva
(= 9»n) but just before he comes to these definitions, he suddenly
introduces the term essentia (= odeia). And just like Origen he
begins his definition with Essentia . . . Still, the similarity between
Calcidius and Origen is not such that it compels one to assume direct
dependence. A common source, Numenius perhaps, is much more
obvious. This assumption is supported by what follows.

[290] However, a great many (Stoics) distinguish between
matter and essence, as did Zeno and Chrysippus. ‘“‘Matter”,
they say, “‘is that which underlies everything possessing quality,
whereas essence is the primary matter or ultimate basis of every-
thing, which by itself is without appearance and form. Thus, for
instance, bronze, gold, iron and such like are the matter of all
things made from them, but not their essence, whereas that
which is the cause of the existence of these and everything else
is indeed the substance (z.e. essence)”.

By itself the circumscription of the term si/va might also include
the essentia. The examples, however, clarify the author’s intention.
Cp. Diog. Laért., VII 150: odoiav 3 gact t@v &vrwv amdvtwv mhv
mpaTyv UAnY, &g xal Xpdetrrog &v o) mpadTy TéV Quotkév xal Zivay. TAn
3¢ &otwv &€ W oTdnmortolv yiverar (see ad 322, 15, p. 100). Zeller
(Die Philosophie der Griechen II1 1, p. 98) thinks that this
distinction was not usual.

[291] A great many (Stoics) also distinguish between matter
and essence in this way: “Essence”, they say, “is the foundation
of a work, so that we may rightly speak and think of an essence
of the world, but of matter we speak with respect to the Maker,
because He moulds and forms it”.

According to these authors, the two terms denote the same
reality but seen from different viewpoints. It is essence’, if seen as
fundamentum operis—perhaps definable as ’that out of which some-
thing is made’—but it is *matter’, if seen as ’that by means of which
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the Maker operates’. In other words, seen from the work it is
essence, seen from the Maker it is matter. This distinction occurs
in Arius who ascribes it to Posidonius: Sixgépetv 8¢ Tiv olotav T¥c
O\ng, Ty <admv> oloav xata THv Vmbotacty, émuwoia pévov (Epit.,
fr. 20, Dox. Gr. 458. Maybe the terms fundamentum and contem-
platione in Calcidius reflect dméstacic and émwola in this text).

[292] Zeno further says of this essence that it is limited and
the one common substance of all that exists. It is also divisible
and totally variable, for its parts are always changing, but they
do not perish in the sense of passing from existence to nothing-
ness. But just as in the case of innumerable different forms, for
instance those of wax <none of these forms being proper to wax>,
so, in his opinion, matter, the basis of everything, has not a
single form or shape of its own nor by itself a single quality,
yet it is always inseparable from one quality or another. And
because it is without origin or end—for there is no question in it
of arising out of nothing nor of passing away into nothing—,
from eternity it is not without a spirit and a power which with
reason is at times moving it as a whole, at times only as a part
of it, and which causes the so frequent and violent changes in the
universe. Moreover, this driving force is, in his opinion, not nature,
but a soul, and a rational soul at that, which bestowed life upon
the sensible world and equipped it with the beauty which now
adorns it. They call the world a blessed being and God.

DEINDE ZENO Everything in this section is given as Zeno’s
theory but, in fact, it is the general doctrine of the Stoa. Calcidius
knows this, which is evident from the unexpected plural appellant
at the end. Calcidius uses the Stoic term for *matter’, viz., essentia,
as explained shortly before (p. 96). FINITAM According to the Stoa,
the world is limited and surrounded by the boundless empty space,
the void (S.V.F. 1 94-96; 11 534 ss. Finitum esse mundum et unitum,
sed circumdatum inani infinito; 111 32, 43 (Antipater)). The world
with the void they called 16 =av, the world without it 16 &Aov;
Aét., Plac. 11 1, 7: Oi Zrwixol Suxpépey 16 mav xal 10 Shov+ way pév
yop elva T oV 16 xevd) & drelpe, Bhov 3¢ ywplc Tol xevol Tov xbopov.
(S.V.F. 1II 522; also see tb., 523-525, and the references given
in the comment on par. 293 (p. 100)). UNAMQUE In the texts just
quoted the unity of matter is either expressed or implied (see S.V.F.
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 7



98 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

III 530-533). COMMUNEM ... SUBSTANTIAM Already in par. 291
Calcidius used the term subsfantia instead of essemtta. DIVIDUAM
This time, of course, the term should not be taken as in 305, 18,
where it means divisam. Here it is ’divisible’. This divisibility is a
result of the corporeal nature of matter, as Chrysippus had already
made out; cp. Stob., Ecl. I 142, 2: Xplboinnog Epacxe Ta copata
elg &neigov tépveshar xal T Tolg owpaot wposeotxdra, olov Emipavetay
(S.V.F. Il 482; see also ib., 483-491 and Calc., par. 315). USQUE-
QUAQUE MUTABILEM Aét., Plac. 19, 2 (Dox.Gr. 307): Ot. .. Zrwixol
TpenTHY ol dAAotwTiv xal petalinThy xai pevstiv Sdmv 8 8ing
(= usque quaque) thv SAqv. See also S.V.F. II 309. Baumker (o.c.,
339) observes that in the doctrine of the Stoics the mutability of
matter is more emphasized than ir Aristotle. Considering their
concept of matter this is obvious. Yet they agree with Plato when
he says that matter ¢n statu proprio manet (see 320, 23 and the
comment p. 95). PARTES QUIPPE C(Calcidius explains how this
mutability must be understood. A change of all matter is impossible,
only one of parts. This same idea is expressed by Stobaeus, who also
studies the divisibility of matter; S.V.F. II 317: Suxfpecwv 8¢ xal
alyyvowy émdeyouévny (sc. Thv GAnv) xata pépy, dote phopac ylyveohar
oV pepdv ele Tiva od xata Saipeoctv <pwbévov>, dAha xat’ &vakoytav
T ouyyboer Twév yryvopévey Ex tvev. SED UT  Cp. the example
of gold in Tim. 50AB. sic NEQUE Cp. par. 310 (337, 2ISss.):
Etiam hoc communiter ab omnibus pronuntiatur silvam sine qualitate
esse ac sine figura et sine specie, non quo sine his umquam esse possit,
sed quod haec ex propria matura mon habeat; see the comment p.
15I. CUMQUE TaM Calcidius makes the Stoics say: ‘‘Since
matter is without beginning or end, 7.e. eternal, the other principle—
its existence is supposed without any proof here, as in par. 293
(323, 3-5)—is eternal as well”. Thus the stress is on ex aeternitate.
SPIRITUS ET VIGOR i.e. mvebpa xal tévog (Cp. S.V.F. II 439 ss.).
Qul MOVEAT Here, it seems, Calcidius alludes to the well-
known theory of Zeno about a periodic recurrence which is manifest
in both the cosmos as a whole and its separate parts. Hence the
last words must refer to the ecpyrosis. spiriTuM This principle,
Calcidius warns us, should not be taken for nature: it is a rational
soul—hence he said: gui moveat rationabiliter—pervading the cosmos
and moulding it (cp. J. Moreau, L’Ame du Monde, p. 158 ex.; see
also S.V.F. 11 1047). Spiritus seems to be a term of Cleanthes not
of Zeno. In Apol. 21 Tertullian says: Haec Cleanthes in spiritum
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congerit, quem permeatorem universitatis affirmat. Already Verbeke
(Kleanthes van Assos, Brussel, 1949, p. 188) thought that Calcidius
does not restrict himself here to Zeno’s theory. This also appears
from the plural appellant (322, 10). For vivificans cp. 300, 14-15:
sed perinde ut natura atque anima solida corpora permeantes universa
vivificant. There too natura and anima are mentioned as two real-
ities. exornaverit . .. venustatem. The terms used by Calcidius
here strongly remind one of the terminology in par. 295 (Numenius)
and 354. BEATUM ANIMAL ET DEUM The world is called 8eé¢ in
Plato’s Timaeus 34B: tov ... écbpevov Oeév and a little further:
Awr mavra 87) tabta eddaipova Oedv adtdv Eyewwisarto. For the Stoa,
cp. S.V.F. II 528: "Ohov 8¢ tdv xbopov abv Tolc éautod pépest mpoca-
yopebovat Oebv - Tolrov 8¢ &va pévov elval Qact xal memepacuévoy
xal {&ov xal atdiov xab 6 e év, and finally Plutarch in De Stoic.
repugn. : Bedv Tolvuv voobpey {dov paxdaprov (ib., III 33, p. 249).

[293] Thus, according to the Stoa, the body of the world
is limited, is one, is a whole and is an essence: a whole, because
it does not lack a single part ; one, because its parts are inseparable
and together form a coherent whole; an essence, because it is the
primary matter of all bodies, (through this primary matter,
they say, all-penetrating reason passes as seed passes through the
genitals, and this reason, in their opinion, is the Creator Himself),
a coherent body, without quality, entirely passive and variable:
such, according to them, is matter or essence. It changes but does
not perish, neither wholly nor partly, for all philosophers agree
that nothing arises out of nothing, nor anything passes away into
nothing, (for, although all bodies are subject to some process of
decomposition, matter always exists as well as the Maker God,
that is reason, in which [whom] it is fixed at whatever time
anything arises and perishes). And so we can only speak of arising
out of something that exists and of perishing into something
that exists. Meanwhile, the things immortal, vs2., that by which
a thing arises and that out of which it arises, remain.

ERGO CORPUS Calcidius draws conclusions from what precedes.
Like the treatise on Aristotle the present one on the Stoa consists
of three parts: 1) introduction (par. 289a), 2) explanation of the
doctrine (par. 289b-292), 3) conclusions (par. 293-294). The
similarity in formulation is striking: Ergo iuxta Aristotelem . ..
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(319, 6) and E7go . . . 1uxta Stotcos. CORPUS UNIVERSUM = 76 8hov,
which here is the same as % O\y; see ad 321, 15 (p. 97). DETER-
MINATUM EST ET UNUM ET TOTUM ET ESSENTIA Diog. Laért., VII
150: odpa 3¢ 0Tt xat’ adtoug N oVoia xal memepacpévy,
xaf& @now Avrinatpoc &v deutépey mepl odotag (S.V.F. III Ant. 32)
and ¢b., 140: €v o Tdv xbopov elvar xal Tobtov Temepacuévoy
(S.V.F. III Ant. 43). TOTUM is probably the translation of 8\ov,
which is constantly in the mind of the Stoics. Calcidius explains
it in the following way: outside it there is nothing, it does not lack
anything. There is only empty space outside it, as we saw.
UNUM AUTEM It forms one whole; there is no empty space in it;
for cohaerent, see cohaerens in 320, 18 and 322, 18. ESSENTIA VERO
essentia = substantia == the Stoic obsiax. After par. 290 the ex-
pression princeps silva is not surprising. The essentia is the primary
matter; cp. also Arius Didym., fr. 20 (Dox. Gr. 457 s.) in Stob.,
Ecl. T 322 (about Zeno): odstav 8¢ elvar v Tév 8vrev mdvrwv
mpwTyv UAvv; 324 (about Chrysippus): tév xata moibtyra OLota-
pévev Tpaytny YAy (sc. Thv odatav elvan). Simplicius, In Phys. 227, 23:
mpwricty OMn; cp. Biaumker, o.c., p. 331, n. 1. PER QUAM This
ratio is another term for spiritus in the previous section, which
spiritus already appeared to be a anima rationalis. With the adject-
ives solidam atque universam Calcidius seems to indicate that this
ratio pervades everything; perhaps it is the Latin rendering of
&hov 8¢’ 8hov or xpiaig 3L rov, often read in Stoic texts, for instance,
SV.F. I 102: Ty 8 xpacw yivesBar 13 elg &AAnha t@v orouyeiwy
petafolj), copatog Ehov 3’ 8hou Tivdg Etépou Srepyopévou (Cp. Moreau,
o.c., p. 160ss.). PERINDE UT Evidently this is the translation
of domep &v 1Y) yovij 16 oméppa mepiéyetan (Diog. Laért., VII 136),
which, however, means: ‘““as seed is everywhere in the seminal fluid,
so ratio is everywhere in the world”. Calcidius misunderstood
this example, as Moreau pointed out (0.c., p. 167). QUAM QUIDEM
For the Stoa ratio=deus opifex (see below). COHAERENS VERO Liter-
ally 320, 18-19. SILVAM SIVE ESSENTIAM Cp. stlvam simul et essentiam
(320, 19-20). QUAE VERTATUR Cp. 321, 18. Again the great dogma
philosophorum ommium is mentioned. LICET ENIM In the last
words there is an intimation of fate. To the Stoa God, reason and
fate are only different modes of considering the same reality;
Stob., Ecl. 179: Xpbointmog Sbdvapv mvevpatixiy thv odotav ¢ elpop-
uévnc (then Chrysippus’ own words follow)- Eipappévy éotlv 6 Tod
xbopov Aéyoc . . . §) Aéyog xa@’ 8v Ta pdv yeybvota yéyove, T 8¢ yivdpeva
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yivetar, T 8¢ yevnobueva yevioetan (S.V.F. II 913); see also Arius
Didym., Epitomes, fr. phys. 29: xaf 8oov 8¢ elgopéve Aéyo
mavtae dtowxel dmapaPatwg €€ didlou, mpocovoudlecBar elpappévny
(S.V.F. II 528); Aét., Plac. I 27,6: ’Avrtinatpog 6 Zrtwixdg Oedv
dmepaivero v elpappévnyy  (Antipater fr. 35). INMORTALIBUS
PERSEVERANTIBUS As an illustration of this text may be taken:
S.V.F. II 1047 (Alex. Aphrod.): paAista & év 1) éxmupdoet paivetar
xat’ adrove 6 Oede T UAng eldoc dv, elye &v T¢ mupt, 8 pévov éori xat’
adrodg TéTe, N UAn xal 6 Oedc o@fovrar wévor. Nobody will fail to
notice how this summary is greatly superior to that of the preceding
section.

[294] The Stoics also criticize Plato for saying that, because
exemplars of all things exist of old in another sublime and most
excellent substance, the sensible world was made by God after
an immortal exemplar. In their opinion, no exemplar is needed,
because a fertilizing reason, pervading an entirely susceptible
nature, brought the whole world and all that it contains into
existence.

This is what the Stoics say about matter and the principles
of things, partly basing themselves on Plato, partly expressing
thoughts of their own. And thus it is easy to understand that they
conld not have an inkling of a divine power and an incorporeal
being more powerful than all bodies, more powerful even than all
seeds. It is in this way that they arrived at the impious opinion,
viz., that God is identical with or even an inseparable quality
of matter, that He passes through it as seed through the geni-
tals, and that He is both origin and cause of everything that
comes into being, not only of what is bad but also of what is
shameful and obscene, and that He does and suffers everything,
even what is shameful. The ugliness of this doctrine will be more
patent still after the explanation of Plato’s doctrine.

REPREHENDUNT ‘‘The Stoics”, Calcidius says, ‘“‘blame Plato
who, on account of the existence of a sublime reality containing
within itself the exemplars of everything, assumes that the world
was made after an immortal example, for, so they say, no example
was needed for the creation of the world. SEMINUM RATIO seems
a variant of the well-known ratio seminalis. It mostly occurs in the
plural as a translation of Aéyor emeppatixot, but the singular is also
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found, for instance in Diog. Laért., VII 136: xoi domep v T} yovi
70 oméppa mepéyetar, obtw xal TubTov (SC. TOv Oedv) omeppatixdv
Adyov Bvta T0b xéopov . . . However, seminum ratio may also be taken
in the sense of ’a systen of seeds’. In which case Calcidius must have
taken the metaphor in a concrete sense; the accent, then, is on
seminum rather than on ratio. The words vel etiam seminibus effi-
caciorem (323, 19) dcfinitely - favour the latter interpretation.
HAEC STOICI DE SILVA Once more a similarity with the passage
on Aristotle should be noted: Haec Aristotelis de silva sententia
(319, 20). As there, Calcidius continues here with a criticism of the
relevant doctrine. PARTIM A PLATONE USURPANTES, namely that part
in the Stoic doctrine which is in accordance with Plato’s doctrine,
or rather with Calcidius’ explanation of it. PARTIM COMMENTI
These are the points which the author attacks in the Stoa. Of course,
these words primarily reflect upon the doctrine on the Godhead;
in Calcidius’ opinion the Stoics did not arrive at anything beyond
what is corporeal. PROPTEREAQUE FACTUM In the text just
quoted (S.V.F. II 1047, p. 101) the Godhead already appeared to be
e UAng eldoc; heuce the aydpiotos (inseparabilis), which Aristotle
always ascribed to matter and form, is also found here. One can
also refer to S.V.F. II 308: &Awv 88 xai momTixiyv utv altiav dmolet-
mévtoy, dyopLoTtov 3¢ Tadtyy Ti OAne, xabdrep oi Zrwixol pév batepoy,
&M\ot 3¢ Tiveg o adTol (sc. Aristotele); ib. 307 ol 3 amd THe Lrodg
elvon pév, dydprotov 8¢ Ogestavar T UAng. The qualitas inseparabilis
may be explained from the fact that quality and form (el8og) are
identical to the Stoics. Another illustration is found in Plotinus’
Enn. 1{ 4, 1, which attacks the relevant tenet: téhog 8¢ xai adtdv
wov Bedv OAnyv tabdmyv mec Exovsav elvar (cp. ad. par. 308, p. 147).
For inseparabilem see 322, 1 inseparabiliter. EANDEMQUE PER
sILvAM Cp. 322, 15: per quam ire dicunt rationem solidam atque
universam, perinde ut scmen per membra genitalia, and also the texts
in von Arnim (S.V.F. II 1028 ss.) under the siguificant title: Deum
esse corpus (spiritum per ommem materiam percurrentem). ET OMNIUM
Calcidius now attacks the doctrine of the Stoa by means of deductio
ad absurdum. 1 found this deductio in no other source, although it is
quite obvious (cp. Calc.. 192, 21-22). curus OPINIONIS Cal-
cidius refers to a refutation of the Stoa still to come. He probably
means par. 308b ss., especially par. 311.

The structure of the treatise on the Stoic doctrine is strikingly
similar to that of Aristotle. Since a certain number of Numenian
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elements occur in the latter it is obvious that one looks for them
again. So far no decisive indication of such an influence has been
found. This is now furnished by the opening phrase of the next
section. Calcidius says: Numenius ex Pythagorae magistevio Stoicorum
hoc de initits dogma refellens . .. So Numenius did refute the Stoa,
and more traces of this follow. It seems clear enough that Numenius
also explained and refuted the other tenets of the Stoa, and that
Calcidius derived the material of these paragraphs from him.
Because of the Numeniana in the paragraphs on Aristotle one may
go further and assume that Numenius was Calcidius’ doctrinal source
for his reflections both on Aristotle and on the Stoa. It is, of
course, impossible to define the extent of the dependence but a
dependence upon Numenius for the paragraphs on Aristotle and the
Stoics can no longer be denied.

(c) Pythagoras

[295] Now the doctrine of Pythagoras must be discussed.
The Pythagorean Numenius attacks this Stoic doctrine of the
principles on the basis of the doctrine of Pythagoras (with
which, in his opinion, Plato’s doctrine is in complete accordance),
and he says that Pythagoras calls the Godhead the monad,
matter the dyad. Now, according to Pythagoras, in as far as this
dyad is indetermined it did not originate but in so far as it is
determined it has an origin. In other words: before it was adorned
with form and order, it was without beginning or origin, but its
generation was the adornment and embellishment by the Godhead
who regulated it. Since, thereforc, this gencration is a later event,
the unadorned and unborn substance should be held to be as old as
God by whom it was regulated. But some Pythagoreans misunder-
stood this theory and came to think that also this unqualified and
limitless dyad was produced by the only and alone monad and
that, thus, the monad abandoning its own nature assumed the
appearance of the dyad. But this is wroug, becausc in this case
that which was, the monad, would cease to exist and that
which was not, the dyad, would come into being, and God
would be changed into matter and the monad into the unqualified
and limitless dyad. Even to people of mediocr: education this is
obviously impossible. Finally, the Stoics say that matter is
determined and limited by nature, but Pythagoras that it is
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undetermined and limitless. Where the former think that what
is limitless by nature cannot be reduced to order and measure,
Pythagoras asserts that this is exactly the power and might of
God alone, viz., that He can easily do what nature cannot do,
since He is mightier and more sublime than any power and that
nature itself derives its strength from Him.

NUNC IAM PYTHAGORICUM DOGMA RECENSEATUR It is remark-
able that only now Calcidius comes to discuss the doctrine of Pytha-
goras, whereas all the other philosophers (except, of course, Plato)
were treated in their historical order. This departure from the
scheme is not sufficiently explained by the fact that not the doc-
trine of Pythagoras himself but that of Numenius is reported. The
only possible explanation is that Calcidius thought the doctrine
of Pythagoras particularly important. NUMENIUS EX PYTHAGORAE
MAGISTERIO The expression ex Pythagorae magisterio is to be
noted, for one must not forget that Calcidius comments upon the
Timaeus. Now the man after whom this dialogue is called, was also
ex Pythagorae magisterio, as Calcidius has said in the introduction.
And elsewhere: Iste enim Timaeus, qgui in hoc libro tractat, ex Pytha-
gorae magisterio fuit (119, 3). This circumstance points out that the
Pythagorean doctrine, now to be explained, is of special importance
to Calcidius, and that this is why he discusses it last, immediately
before the doctrine of Plato himself. This fits precisely into Cal-
cidius’ scheme; the opinion which he considers to be the right one
is at the end (see par. 30I; 30-3I; 226 ss.).

A particularly interesting question is whether Calcidius trans-
lates literally or rather freely with a personal rendering of the Neo-
Pythagorean ideas. The former alternative appears to contain the
truth. First, Calcidius frequently uses the oratio obliqua; secondly,
Numenius’ name is mentioned four times and, thirdly, the style
of this passage differs from Calcidius’ usual way of writing. It
recalls more than once (especially in par. 298) what Leemans
(E.-A. Leemans, Studie over den Wijsgeer Numenius van Apamea,
met witgave der fragmenten, Mémoires Acad. Royale de Belgique,
ITe Sér. T. XXXVII, Bruxelles, 1935, p. 19) characterized as typical
of Numenius: ‘“The language is full of images, somewhat turgid,
the construction often mannered, the style verbose” (cp. ¢b., p. 22:
“Synonyms with unnoticable difference in meaning are constantly
juxtaposed”). Finally, the dependence on Numenius is confirmed
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by the words ut in Timaeo loquitur Plato (327, 3); Borghorst (o.c.,
p- 37) already observed that this remark is quite out of place in
a commentary on the Timaeus, unless Calcidius is translating
literally or, at least, closely following a text which formed no part
of a commentary on this dialogue. CUI CONCINERE DICIT DOGMA
PLATONICUM In Numenius’ doctrine this statement is of the greatest
importance, on account of his theory concerning a gradual decrease
of the knowledge of Truth in the course of history. A philosopher’s
greatest merit is to preserve parts of Truth in spite of everything.
Numenius says this of Plato who, because of his adherence to the
older philosopher Pythagoras, has preserved so much of the Truth.
‘Going back’ (dvaywpficacOat) in time as much as is possible is
necessary to him who occupies himself with philosophical problems.
He should not restrict himself to studying the arguments of Plato
and Pythagoras but, even more, what “famous old people—who
were nearer to Truth—taught in their mysteries and sages” (cp.
H. Ch. Puech, Numenius d’Apamée, in Mélanges Bidez 11, Bruxelles,
1934, pP- 745-787). The reference to the veferes theologi in par. 296
should be seen in this connexion.

Numenius undoubtedly derived much from Plato for the de-
scription of Pythagoras’ doctrine. The usual description of Py-
thagoras’ doctrine in Antiquity must owe as much to Plato’s
system as Plato actually owed to Pythagoras. (The same applies to
the influence of the Stoics on what they present as the doctrine
of Heraclitus; cf. Moreau, o.c., p. 158). However, this influence
of Plato on Numenius is not yet a reason for calling Numenius a
Platonist, as Zeller did on the example of Jamblichus and Proclus.

AIT PYTHAGORAN It has been said above (p. 43) that Calcidius
mentions numbers as the essence of things, and the monad with
the dyad as the principles of these numbers. Furthermore, in par.
39, discussing the diagram of numbers in T4m. 35E, where the figure
I is at the top, he identifies the monad with God, saying: nullam
dico aptiorem esse figuram quam est haec, in qua singularitas cacuming
superinposita summitatem atque arcem obtinere comsideratur, ut per
eam velut emissaculum quoddam tamquam e simu fontis peremnis
providae intellegentiae quasi quidam largus amnis effluat, ipsaque
singularitas mens sive intellegentia vel ipse deus opifex intellegatur
esse. It is quite clear that all these texts have a Pythagorean origin;
Switalski (o.c., p. 42) already noticed this with regard to par. 53-55,
the content of which he, too, derived from Numenius. The termin-
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ology also shows features which are known to be Numenian
(ad par. 268, p. 30). Switalski (/.c.) sces this influence of Numenius
also in the fact that in par. 55 Calcidius, touching upon the doctrine
of the Jews, denotes it with the words doctrina sectae sanctioris.
These words suit Numenius, who had a greater estcem for the
Jewish doctrine than the Christian Calcidius who himself would
not have introduced here this comparison !). Moreover, in a similar
passage in par. 300 concerning the two world-souls, Calcidius again
draws support from the doctrine of the Jews. All these passages
are mutually connected and cvidently derived from Numenius.

In the fragments of Numenius himself one also finds the monad
and the dyad as the principles of things, there connected with the
doctrine of the threefold godhead (already met with in Calcidius,
see ad par. 268, p. 30): Eusebius, Praep. Ev. XI 17, p. 536D (Lee-
mans, fr. 20): ‘O Oedc ¢ udv mpdTog &v Eautd v éaTv &mwholg S TO
EaVT oUYYLYVOUEVOG Stdhou wh mote elvan Suapetds- 6 Oedg pévror 6
debrtepog xal Tpitog éativ elg: cuppepbuevog 8¢ Ty OAy duadt obey Evoi
pev adtny, oxiferar 8¢ Om’ adric.

It is frequently said that Pythagoras taught this doctrine of the
monad and the dyad, but onc wonders how far its application,
as defended here, is derived from other philosophers, especially
Plato. In this connexion Zeller (o.c., III 2, p. 129) remarks: “Den
alten Pythagoreern hatten in dieser Beziehung die Zahlen und die
Elemente der Zahlen geniigt ; die neuen fiihren sie selbst auf hohere
Ursachen zuriick. Auch sie zwar sehen als die allgemeinsten Prin-
cipien die Einheit und die Zweiheit, welche letztere, nach dem Vor-

1) Switalski observes that Calcidius uses the words ‘uxta effigiem without
any coherence. In my opinion, in this text is an unexpected example of
Numenius’ method of talking about Jewish data, combining them with
those from other sources. Numenius presents the Jews as maintaining that,
after making the sensible world, God created the human body by taking earth
and moulding it after the examnple (cuxta effigiem) of the sensible world.
Here he clearly has in mind the parallelism between macrocosmos and micro-
cosmos, probably thinking that in this way one can explain Gen. I 26:
mwotompey &vBpwmov xat’ elxdve Huetépav xal xat’ dpolmatv. This interpretation
is justified by what follows. Numenius says: God took man’s life from the
stars (vitam vero eidem ex comvexis accersisse caelestibus), but afterwards
breathed into him the rational soul (postque intimis eius inspirationem proprio
flatu intimasse, inspivationem hanc dei consilium animae rationemque signifi-
cans); just like he represents God as taking life from the stars, he lets Him
mould the body after the example of the cosmos—a clear combination of
Platonic and biblical data. It is typical of Calcidius that he copied this
interpretation without introducing the Christian point of view.
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gang der alten Akademie, die unbestimmte Zweiheit genannt wird.
Aber ist schon dieses, wie Moderatus selbst anerkennt, streng
genommen ein Hinausgehen iiber die urspriinglich pythagoreische
Lehre, so erweitern sich thuen iiberdiess jene beiden Begriffe zu
metaphysischen Kategorien von der allgemeinsten Bedeutung.
Mit dem Namen der Eiuhcit soll der Grund alles Guten, aller Voll-
kommenheit und Ordnung, alles dauernden und unverianderlichen
Seins bezeichnet werden, mit dem der Zweiheit der Grund aller
Unvollkommenheit und Schlcchtigkeit, aller Unordnung und alles
Wechsels: jene wird der Gottheit, dem Geiste, der Form, diese der
Materie, als der Wurzel alles Ubels, gleichgesetzt . And further on:
“Von Plato haben unserc Pythagoreer auch ihren Begriff der Ma-
terie entlehnt”. This Platonic influence can also be traced in the
formulation by Calcidius (Numenius), saying: ‘‘Pythagoras calls
the godhcad the menad”. In Aétius Plac. 1 7,18 we read:
Mubayopag T@v dpydv Thv wovada Oedv xal tayabév, 7.e., Pythagoras
called the monad God! These seemingly parallel texts betray an
entirely different train of thonghts: the monad is God—God is the
monad. (For Plato’s doctrine sec W. v. d. Wielen, De Ideegetallen
van Plato, Amsterdam, 1941: C. J. de Vogel, Problems concerning
later Platonism, in Mnem:. 1G4, p. 197-21G. See also the quotation
from Simplicius, above, p. 43). QUaM DUITATEM Numenius
broaches the subject whether matter was gererated or not. He
distinguishes between matter in an unarranged state and matter
in an ordered state. In an imarranged state it is aequaeva deo.
Thus, Numenius belongs to the philosophers who took the secondary
matter (i.e., the chaous) of the Timacus as a concrete thing. Before
God ordered the world, there was a disorderly matter, a chaos.
Whether this is a ‘before’ of timne does not appear from Numenius.
Atticus is much clearer; with Leemans we may refer to Proclus,
in Tim. 1 283, 27D: 6 pév minpperéc xal ataxtwg xwvodpevov (Tim.
304) elvar dyévntov, Tdv 8¢ xbopov amd ypbdvou yevntév; especially
clear is Plut., De an. procr. 1014A-B: Bértiov odv [Ihdrww metbopévoug
Tov pdv xbopov md Oeol yeyovévaw Méyswy ... v & odelav xal GAny,
EE fic yéyovev, od yevopbvny &N Omoxelpévnyv del 6 dnuiovpyd elg
Swrbeoty xal vaEtv iy xal mpdg adtov EEopolwoy ¢ Suvatdv FHv
dumapacyeiv. od yxp éx Tob pn Bvrog i Yévesic GAN éx ToU Wi xaAde
und’ ixavéc Exovros . . . axoopia yap fiv 1o Tpd THc Tob xbaLoL YevéoEWC.
See further: Apuleius, p. 91, 12, Thomas; Albinus, p. 109 Hermann;
Bidumker, o.c., p. 143 ss. HOC ST For the terminology, cp. 300,
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11.24; 322, 8-9. AQUAEVUM DEO So, alongside God, matter
exists from all eternity. Calcidius adopts this standpoint. Another
Christian, vzz., Hermogenes, agrees with him as appears from
Tertullian, Adv. Hermog. 4, 4: materiam parem deo infert, which is
much the same as the aequaevum deo in the quotation from Numenius.
SED NON NULLOS In Pythagoreism there existed alongside each
other a dualistic and a monistic theory. According to Numenius,
the adherents of the latter misunderstood the vim sententiae (i.e.,
the theory that matter was generated). This monistic view is
known from elsewhere. Diog. Laértius states that Alexander
Polyhistor tound it in some Pythagorean memoirs. This theory
teaches ’Apytv pév amavrwv povada, éx 8t Tig povadog dbpoTov
duada, wg &v OAny tf) povad aitie vt Smosthvar (VIII 25. As Festu-
giére, La Révélation d’Hermés Trismégiste IV, p. 37, n. 37, rightly
observes, such texts as Sextus Emp., Adv. Math. X 281: twig &
amd &vog onueiov 16 odpa pact cuvistashur should not be quoted).
This monistic theory seems to have been wide-spread. In addition
to the passages quoted Leemans cites a fragment of Philolaus
(Diels, Fragm. der Vorsocr., fr. 8, I 312) and texts of Eudorus and
Moderatus (Simplicius, In Phys. 181, 17 and 231, 5). Bdumker
(o.c., p. 395) shows that Nicomachus drew the conclusion that
unity (povég) should not only be called form but, to some extent,
also matter; it is also &poevébnrug (Festugiere, o.c., p. 43: ‘“‘La mona-
de dpoevébnhuc”. The whole of his chapter III, which bears the
title “L’un transcendant a la duade matiére” gives important
texts) and Oedc xal OAn 3¢ mwg as Zeller (o.c., p. 130, n. 4) quotes
from Nicomachus. NoN RECTE This monistic theory is in conflict
with the old thesis—frequently repeated by Calcidius—that there
is no room for a coming-to-be or perishing as such; so no dyad
can arise from a monad. ‘“This is clear even to a man with little
understanding”. Once again, one is reminded of the fact that
Calcidius rejects the doctrine of the Jews that matter was created,
but follows Numenius and all other Greek philosophers. DENIQUE
sTo1cOs For the doctrine ot the Stoics see 321, 15 and 322, 11-12.
CcUMQUE ILLI The statement of the Stoa attacked by Numenius
(Pythagoras) runs as follows: What is infinite by nature cannot
be ordered. The statement is rather unusual. Cleomedes (S.V.F.
II 534), however, writes this: o0 pnv &mepbdc ye, WM& memepacpévog
gotiv (6 xbopog), ¢ TolTo dihov Ex Tob Umd ploews adrdv Srotxeicha.
Armeipov pdv yop 0d8evde lotv elvar Suvartdv: el yap xataxpatelv
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v pborv obtwvde ety (Circul. doctr. 1 cp. 1, p. 1 Bake). What Cleo-
medes means is this: ““Nature must dominate (in a way, embrace)
that of which it is the nature; what is infinite cannot be embraced.
Hence there is no nature of something infinite”. This conclusion is
also expressed by Numenius. But he does not speak of *what is
infinite’, but of ’'what is infinite by nature’. This is not really differ-
ent, but one may ask whether Numenius (or Calcidius) did not
think of a text like that of Cleomedes and take the term ’nature’
in a different sense.

The argument ascribed by Numenius to Pythagoras (solius hanc
dei fore virtutem) is similar to that of the Jews in paragraph 278.
There the question was about a creation out of nothing, without
pre-existing matter; whereas all other things—even nature itself—
receive matter from something else, God does not receive matter
from anywhere. Could Numenius here derive his argument from
a Jewish-Christian source? Anyhow, this kind of argument cannot
have impressed the Stoics greatly, for it is based on the supposition
that God is transcendent with respect to nature (ut qui sit omni
virtute potentior). Calcidius himself observed (322, 17-19) that the
Stoa is incapable of such a thought. ET A Quo Cp. the statement
of the Jews just quoted where it is said that nature receives matter
from God; here it receives power from him.

[296] Thus Pythagoras also thinks, Numenius says, that
matter is fluid and without qualities; in his opinion it is not
what it is according to the Stoics, viz., something intermediate
between good and evil, which they call ’indifferen t’, but, on the
contrary, absolutely harmful. For to him, as to Plato, God is the
principle and cause of all good, matter of all evil. However, that
which proceeds from form and matter is indifferent: so not
matter but the world being a mixture of the goodness of form
and the badness of matter is indifferent. Not without reason
do the old theologians think it to have been generated out of
Providence and necessity.

IGITUR PYTHAGORAS Numenius ascribes the idea of the chaos to
Pythagoras: hence ¢gitur. Plato held this too: hence quoque. Fluidam
is the typical word for the condition of matter. Leemans refers to
another text of Numenius: motapds yap % O\ pocddne xai dEdppomog
(fr. 12). One may also quote from Macrobius, In Somn. Scip.:
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. .. stlvestrem tumultum, id est, Shnv influentem (test. 47, p. 107, 14-15);
and also: materialis influxio ... Haec est autem hyle (b., p. 108,
14-15). Further, fr. 17: el 8 6 odpa fet (0., p. 163, 13); fr. 27:
olov Umép vemq éml Baddrtng, g UMne. It is a frequent metaphor in
Calcidius (see par. 353). For the Pythagoreans the following
quotation will do: ot amd .. . [Tubayépou Tpentiv xai dMAcLTHY xal
petafAnymiyv xal pevotiy . . . v OAnv (Aét., Plac. 1 8, 2 = Xepocrates,
fr. 28 Heinze). Leemans is correct in observing that this text points
to the antiquity of this metaphor. As already observed, one needs
only to think of Plato’s secondary matter. SINE QUALITATE Aris-
totle, Plato, Pythagoras and the Stoa agree on this point (see ad
312, 10, p. 75). How is noxza to be combined with this? Chrysippus
bases the indifference of matter on the lack of quality of matter, as
we shall see. NEC TAMEN Chrysippus (Plut., De comm. notit. 1076
C-D) teaches: od yap 9 ¥’ UAn 16 xaxdv €€ éavtyjg mapéaymnev+ &motog
Yyap éott xol Tacag Soag déyetar Stapopdg b ToL xivolvrog AdTHY .

Eoye. Perhaps Numenius reacts against these words, according to
Leemans. The latter adds: Materiam fontem esse malorem iam veteres
Pythagorei adserunt (Dox. Gr. 302), quibus consentiunt omnes Pla-
tonici et Pythagorici recentiores. With the stress on the contrasts
deus-silva, bonum-malum this theory, obviously, fits into that of
Pythagoras. Numenius explicitly formulated this. UT ETIAM PLATONI
VIDETUR The locus classicus is, of course, the text on the bad
world-soul in the Laws, to which Numenius is soon to refer (326,
12 ss.; cp. 328, 19). Moreover, there was to him already a hint in
avayxy (necessitas); Calcidius spoke of #igor mecessitatis (301, 3).
In par. 298-299 Numenius studies the condition of matter, referring
to the Timaeus. Aristotle emphatically takes 16 xaxomoiwbv away
from matter, which implies that he ascribed the other opinion to
Plato, as Numenius does here. It is confirmed by Met. 988 a 14-15:
v 7ol €l xal Tob xaxd¢ alriav Tol atouyetorg (i.e., 1o & xal N dudc)
amédwnev Exatépoig éxatépav. AT VERO Suddenly species appears
here instead of deus. This fits in whith the doctrine of the Stoa,
although it is also found in the comment on Aristotle: Speciem
laudat ut summi dei similem divinitatem (318, 4-5), a text which
reminded us of Numenius. Species is voig, a term which Numenius
applies to the godhead, also the highest God. (Cp. Procl., In Tim.
I1I, 103, 28 (Leemans, fest. 25), where there is question of the first,
second and third voic, evidently a pointing to the three phases of
the godhead. Here Numenius differs from Calcidius, who (par.
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176, see ad par. 268) speaks of the second God as vol¢ and thus
seems to favour Plotinus, who beyond the voi¢ postulates a higher
supranoétic God). NON ERGO Matter is bad, the species is good.
This sounds like Plato’s speculation on the good, but it recalls
above all what Calcidius says in par. 176 (cp. ad par. 268, p. 30)
about the providentia or volc, the second God, who, as seen just
now, is connected with the species: Est autem intellegibilis essentia
aemulae bonitatis propter indefessam ad summum deum conversionem
estque ei ex illo bonitatis haustus, quo tam ipsa ornatur quam cetera
quae 1pso auctore honestantur. Since Numenius speaks about the
speciet bomitas, it is certain that also in the passage quoted—a
passage from a paragraph full of reminiscences of Numenius—
the term bonitas is due to him. DENIQUE EX The appeal to ’the
wise men of the past’ is, obviously, important in Numenius’ doc-
trine (see p. 105). Leemans mentions Moses, Orpheus, Pythagoras,
Pherecydes and Homer. But if names are to be listed at all, that of
Hesiod should certainly be added. However, although Leemans’
names are to be included among these veteres theologi, a more
general statement is to be preferred. It could be worded in the way
this was done by Plutarch, Puech, o.c., p. 771: napmadatog . . . éx
Beorbywv xai vopolerdv ... 86Ea ... odx &v Abyoic pbvov odd é&v
pnpatg, @A & e tedetaic Ev te Ouolag xal BapPaporg xai “Elnot
moMayob Teptpepopévy (De Iside 369 B). In all these systems Nu-
menius found the dualism expressed, in his conviction, by Plato’s
words &€ avdyxnng te xal vob.

[297] So the Stoics and Pythagoras agree that matter is
shapeless and without quality, but, according to Pythagoras,
it is also evil, while, according to the Stoics, it is neither good
nor evil. And when on their further journey, so to say, they
meet with evil and are asked: “where does evil come from?”,
they indicate some perversity as its source. However, they yet
fail to explain the origin of this *perversity’ itself, because, accord-
ing to them, there are two principles of things, v#z., God and
matter, God being, in their opinion, the highest and supereminent
Good, whereas matter is, according to them, neither good nor
evil. Pythagoras, on the other hand, is not afraid to side with
truth, although this compels him to make assertions which arouse
astonishment and clash with the opinions of people. For he says
that the existence of Providence is necessarily connected with
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evil, because it co-exists with matter which is affected with evil.
Now if the world was made out of matter, it was certainly made
out of some evil nature existing of old. This is why Numenius
praises Heraclitus for blaming Homer, because the latter wanted
the extinction and destruction of the evil in life and did not under-
stand that, in doing so, he wanted the destruction of the world,
because in that case the source of evil, v:z., matter, would be de-
stroyed. Plato is praised by Numenius for assuming the existence
of two world-souls, a beneficent one and an evil one, v7z., matter.
Although the latter is moved to an fro in a disorderly fashion,
it must yet, because it is moved by a force of its own and from
within, have a life of its own and be moved by a soul, in the same
way as this is the case with all things moved by themselves.
Matter is also the maker and protector of the passive part of the
soul in which there is something corporeal and mortal and similar
to a body, as the rational part of the soul has its maker in reason
and in God. Now this world was made out of God and matter.

SILVAM IGITUR Calcidius again formulates the theory of the
Stoa. This nec bonam nec malam is also rejected by Tertullian as the
doctrine of Hermogenes. He connects it with Hermogenes’ quali-
fication of matter as nec corporalem nec incorporalem, which is also
found in Calcidius (cp. par. 319-320). Tertullian says: Nam sicut
nec corporalem nec incorporalem infers materiam, ita nec bonam nec
malam adlegas (p. 56, 18-20 Wsz., cp. Vig. Christ. 9 (1955) p. 132).
These qualifications are, of course, a further explanation of informis
et sine qualitate (&movog). DEHINC TAMQUAM The wording of the
text is uncertain but not its meaning. In a remarkably vivacious
style Calcidius explains the Stoic answer to the question: What
then is the origin of evil? They ascribe it to some ’perversity’,
but, when asked the origin of this ’perversity’, they have no answer.
And with good reason, for they only know two principles, viz.,
God and matter (see par. 289 ss.) neither of which is evil. In par.
298 Numenius returns to this 'perversity’. SED PYTHAGORAS Py-
thagoras is said to offer a better solution which, however, is in
conflict with current opinions. He says that, if Providence exists,
evil by nature must exist too. Calcidius (less probably Numenius)
abbreviated the argument which, if completed, would have been:
propterea quod providentia existente silva sit necesse est et eadem sit
malitia praedita. In its actual form the reason looks like a petitio
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principid. This Pythagorean theory is also in Aulus Gellius, who
quotes the following from Chrysippus’ Ilepi mpovoiag, book IV:
nihil est prorsus istis’ inquit *insubidius, qui opinantur bona esse
potuisse, si non essent tbidem mala. Nam cum bona malis contraria
sint, utraque necessum est opposita inter sese et quasi mutuo adverso
quaeque fulta misu consistere; nullum adeo contrarium est sine con-
trario altero ... Proinde’ inquit *homines stulti cur mon hoc eliam
desiderant, ut veritas sit et non sit mendacium? Namgque itidem sunt
bona et mala, felicitas et infortunitas, dolor et voluptas. Alterum enim
ex altero, sicuti Plato (Phaed. 3 p. 60B) ait, verticibus inter se con-
trariis deligatum est; si tuleris unum, abstuleris utrumque’ (Noct.
Att. VII (VI) 1, I, p. 281-282 Hos.). The same argument is men-
tioned by Plotinus in his treatise wé0ev T xaxd; as an utterance of
Socrates in one of Plato’s dialogues. This probably refers to the
much quoted passage in the Theaetetus, 176B: 1& yap xaxa elvat
dvayxy;, émeimep todvavtiov Tt det elvar 16 dyabe (Emm. 1 8, 6, 16
Biéhier). PROPTEREAQUE NUMENIUS This remark of Heraclitus
is in Aristotle, Eth. Eud. 1235 a 25 ss.: ol 3¢ ta évavtia @iha, xol
‘Hpdderrog mmipd t@ moioavtt ‘¢ Epig €x te Oedv xal avlpomwv
amérorzo’ 1) od yap dv elvar appoviav i 8vrog 6Eéog xal Papéoc,
oddt o Qo &vev Onheog xal &ppevog Evavtiwv 8vtwv. Cp. Plut., De
Is. et Osir. 48, 370D ; Simpl., In Arist. Cat. 412 Kalbfleisch; see G. S.
Kirk, Heraclitus, The Cosmic Fragments, Cambridge, 1954, p. 242 ss.;
see also Badumker, o.c., p. 145-146. PLATONEMQUE The passage of
Plato is well-known: Leges, X 896E: uiav 3 mielovg; mAeiovg: éydd
Omép 6p@v dmoxpivobpat. Suotv pév yé mouv Elattov pndév Tbdpev,
Thg Te edepyéTidog xal THg Tavavtio Suvapbvne epyalecdat. Calcidius
refers to it in par. 300. SCILICET SILVAM Theiler prefers to read
stlvae. Although this scems reasonable, at first sight, the accusative
stlvam must be preserved, since what follows: gquae . .. necesse est
can only refer to silvam, not to silvae animam. Calcidius (or already
Numenius) says that there are two world-souls, a beneficent and
an evil one. He only describes the latter; but the former is defined
as the ratio ac deus by what follows. Had Calcidius been explicit,
he would have written: wunam beneficientissimam, scilicet deum,
malignam alteram, in which case one would automatically supply
scilicet silvam. The final observation of this section: Porro ex deo
et silva factus est iste mundus goes well with this. Moreover, in this

1) Leemans refers to Od. 13, 46 but Aristotle quotes Iliad 18, 107 literally.
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 8
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train of thought there is some kind of identity between silva,
silva animata and anima silvae, as was already observed by R. M.
Jones, The Platonism of Plutarch, 1916, p. 87. QUAE LICET All
self-motion proceeds from a soul. Leemans rightly refers to Plato,
Tim. 30A and Phaedr. 245E, to Plut., De an. procr. 1014C and
Quaest. Plat. 1003A, and to Atticus, ap. Procl. In Tim. 1 382, 3-4D:
el 3¢ &raxtoc N xivnotg, &nd dtaxtov Yuyiic. See also ad par. 300-301
(p- 123). QUAE QUIDEM The doctrine underlying this statement
is that there are two souls in the macrocosmos, a good one (=
ratio ac deus) and an evil one (= silva). In the microcosmos, i.e.
man, the rational part of the soul corresponds with this ratio ac
deus from which it draws its origin, whereas the part which is
subject to the passiones corresponds with and springs from matter.
The latter is understood to be that part of the soul which, according
to Plato (Tim. 69D, cp. also 42D), created by the lower gods, was
added by them to the rational part. It is considered to be the source
of ¢ra and cupiditas which elsewhere (par. 232-233) Calcidius calls
vitiosae partes animi.

It is generally known that Numenius did not speak of two parts
of the soul but of two different souls, in both the world and man.
One must, therefore, assume that Calcidius modified Numenius’
doctrine in order to make it fit in with his own concept of the
human soul. He believed the soul to be a unity. Hence he sub-
stituted two parts of the human soul for the two souls mentioned by
Numenius. On one occasion (293, 20) he even speaks of a pars
patibilis rationabilis animae. This, at first sight, surprising ex-
pression is easily explained from his former discussion on the soul
in par. 53-54. Considering the human soul as a unity, he calls it
rational a parte potiori, in exactly the same way as, at the beginning
of par. 54, he calls the world-soul rationabilis. This he asserts to
consist of a purely rational and a 'material’ part, the anima stirpea.

[298] So, according to Plato, the world received its good
things from the munificence of God as a father; evil clung to it
through the evilness of matter, its mother. And thus we under-
stand why the Stoics vainly put the blame on a certain *perversity’
when they say that things happen by virtue of the stars. Now
the stars are bodies (viz., heavenly fires), and of all bodies matter
is the foster-mother, so that also the unhappy confusion caused
by the movement of the stars seems to originate from matter,
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in which there is much instability, blind impetuosity, change and
arbitrary recklessness.

Therefore, if God has improved matter, as Plato says in the
Timaeus, and ordered from a state of being tossed about in great
confusion, it is evident that this confused instability of matter was
the result of some chance and unlucky fate and not of the bene-
ficial plans of Providence. That is why, according to Pythagoras,
the soul of matter is not devoid of substance (a non-entity), as
most people thought, and why it resists Providence, always
ready to thwart its plans through the power of its perversity.

Now, Providence is the work and the activity of God, whereas
blind and casual arbitrariness comes from matter. Hence it is
clear that, according to Pythagoras, the mass of the universe
came from a cooperation between God and matter, or between
Providence and chance; and further that, after matter had
received its adornment, it became the mother of corporeal and
generated gods. Its condition is good to a high degree, though
not entirely, since the evilness inherent in its nature could not
be removed throughout.

IGITUR IUXTA PLATONEM The sentence opens with sgitur be-
cause it explains umnam beneficientissimam, malignam alteram; it
confirms the explanation (p. 113) which led us to maintain the
reading silvam of the MSS; compare par. 330, where Calcidius
discusses T4m. 50D, a passage, in which Plato uses this comparison
himself. Leemans mentions another source, the Politicus 273B-C:
mapd wév yap Tob cuvbévrog mavta xaAa xéxtirar, mwapa 8¢ ThHe Ep-
npoclev Eewg Soa yahema xal &duxa. He also refers to Origen Contra
Cels. IV 65 (355, 16). Of course, Calcidius has in mind T7m. 30A,
to which he refers below. Qua RATIONE From the clause cum
.. . dicantur it seems that, to the Stoics, the ’perversity’ mentioned
is produced by the movement of the stars. This is confirmed by a
passage in the treatise on fate: Unde ergo mala? Motu stellarum
causarum. Sed ipse motus unde? (par. 174). This is precisely the
same thought met with in par. 297. Numenius shows that, since
the stars themselves consist of matter, it is quite useless to appeal
to their perversity without indicating its basis.

The doctrine ascribed here by Numenius (or Calcidius) to the
Stoa is remarkable. There are, indeed, a few other data which show
a certain similarity to it, but I know of no real parellel texts.
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Leemans refers to par. 292, where, he says, Calcidius translates
dwxotpoey (which, indeed, may be rendered by perversitas) with
perversio. However, in par. 292 one reads conversio rather than
perversio. Probably Leemans has in mind par. 165, where Calcidius
speaks of the causes of error by which man comes to evil. By nature,
he says, man strives after what is good; only through an error
about what is good he comes to aspire after evil. He continues:
Est erroris causa multiplex. prima, quam Stoici duplicem perversionem
vocant. haec autem nascitur tam ex rebus ipsis quam ex divulgatione
famae. However much this term is like the one under discussion,
the texts in which they occur refer to entirely different things.
In par. 165 there is question ot the cause of evil acts, which is
found in human behaviour itself, whereas in par. 297-298 there is
question of evil in general. the cause of which is found in a thing
beyond human reach, v:z., the motion of stars.

Fabricius refers to Aulus Gellius who, again (cp. p. 113), cites
Chrysippus’ Ilept mpovoiac. The cause of (evidently moral) evil is
found in some scaevitas in the spirit of some people which impels
them to sin. In this way Chrysippus tries to combine the imputability
of human actions with the theory on the domination of fate. The
similarity between this text and Calcidius’ par. 165 does not go
beyond the fact that both the perversio and the scaevitas fulfil
the part of a deus ex machina ). Apart from this, the perversitas
under discussion is something quite by itselt. oMNIUM QuiPPE For
nutrix, cp. Tim 49A and 52D. EX siLva Matter is the nurse
of all disorder. What was said above of Numenius’ style is partic-
ularly relevant in the present passage. For praesumptio, cp. 349, 14,
p- 184. 1TAQUE sI In connexion with the subordinate clause (uf
... Plato) Borghorst observes: quippe e quibus (sc. verbis) luce
clarius elucet Chalcidium, ut solent conpilatores, ea transscripsisse

1) The complete text may confirm this: Quamquam ita sit, inquit (sc.
Chrysippus), ut ratione quadam necessaria et principali coacta atque comexa
sint fato omnia ingenia, tamen ipsa mentium mnostrarum proinde sunt fato
obnoxia, ut proprietas eorum est ipsa et qualitas. Nam si sunt per naturam
primitus salubriter utiliterque ficta, omnem illam vim qua de fato extrinsecus
ingruit imoffensius tractabilius transmittunt. Sin vero sunt aspera et inscita
et yudia nullisque artium bonarum adminiculis fulta, etiamsi parvo sive nullo
fatalis incommodi conflictu urgeantur, sua tamen scaevitate et voluntario impetu
in assidua delicta et in ervoves se ruunt. Idque ipsum ut ea ratione fiat, naturalis
tlla et mecessaria rerum consequentia efficit, quae fatum vocatur. Est enim
gemere ipso quasi fatale et consequens, ut mala ingenia peccatis et erroribus non
vacent. (VII (VI) 2 I p. 284 Hos.). Fabricius says: scaevitas i.e. oxabryg.



PARAGRAPH 298 117

non considerantem, guomodo illa temperando redderet idonea ad suum
propositum (o.c., p. 37). It is evident that Calcidius here translates
Numenius literally, otherwise he would have realized that the
clause was out of place in a commentary on the Timaeus itself.
A similar phrase occurs in the treatise on fate, where he also followed
Numenius closely, as will be shewn in the introduction to the edition
by Waszink-Jensen: Quae cuncta manifestius in Timaeo digerit
(205, 3). In the present text Numenius refers to Tim. 30A: obrw
3 mav 8oov fiv dpatdv mapahafBav ody RHouyiav &yov dAA& xtvoduevov
TANUREAGG xal ataxTws, elg ek adtd fyayev éx ti¢ arafiac. For a
moment one wonders what exactly Numenius wants to demons-
trate. This is shewn by what follows: from the fact that God halts
disorder and creates order, it is clear that disorder did not proceed
from the divine principle, vzz., Providence. Hence another principle
in self-motion must exist, and therefore animated (so anima silvae
neque sine ulla substantia est). In other words, arimated matter
actually exists, not a mere Aristotelian dvapic (cp. Leemans).

The idea that matter opposes Providence is (as Leemans (o.c.,
P- 95) observes) also found in Porphyry, De antro Nymph. 5, p. 59
Nauck: ... 10 dpydv xal avrtitumov mpog 16 eldog. But the Laws of
Plato are a more obvious source, for the evil soul postulated by
Plato there is quite naturally interpreted as the soul of matter, thus
leading to Numenius’ concept (cp. Plut., De an. procr. 1014D-E,
where Leges X (896D ss.) is quoted). Finally, the stague is not
entirely conclusive here, but rather leads back to the argument,
interrupted by the digression on the doctrine of the Stoa. EX
PROVIDENTIAE CONSULTIS SALUBRIBUS In the comment on par.
270 reference was made to these words. The same holds for et ad-
versatur providentiae consulta eius inpugnare gestiens malitiae suae
virsbus. The present passage is proof that these expressions were
actually used by Numenius. MALITIAE SUAE VIRIBUS If I am not mis-
taken, Numenius did not consider this malitia to consist exclusively
in the disorderliness of matter: vires rather points to the concept
of a will present in matter or rather in its soul. This opposes the
regulating activity of Providence and strives, at all costs, to main-
tain the original disorder. Here is an unmistakable influence of
Oriental dualism. SED PROVIDENTIA Two powers have come to
light: a beneficent one, Providence, and an evil one, the soul of
matter. Numenius now comes to the final statement that this
Providence is God’s activity, whereas the disorderliness stems from
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matter, the latter statement being, of course, a repetition. And he
concludes: it is clear that, according to Pythagoras, everything
came into being by the cooperation between God and matter, or,
in other words, between Providence and chance. This conclusion
reminds one of necessitatis intellegentiaeque coetu in par. 270, which
translates Tim. 48A & avayung e %ai vob cvotacewg and, in a
second quotation almost immediately following, is modified by
providentia instead of intellegentia (cp. also 325, 15 and 328, 9-10).
Calcidius did so under the influence of Numenius (p. 34). SED
POSTQUAM After contrasting the principles, Calcidius explains
the behaviour of matter once Providence begins to act. Matter,
just now termed corporum nutrix, becomes the mother of what
Calcidius calls corporei et nativi dei. With this he undoubtedly
means the material world as it is ordered, that is, the cosmos in
the strictest sense of the word. For this remarkable terminology,
one may, with Leemans, refer to Tim. 40D where there is question
of 1o mepl Tév Bedv dpatdv xal yewntdv elpnuéva (cp. 43D) and to
Euseb., Praep. Ev. XV 22, p. 825D Beodg dpatode, fhov xai cernvny
xal Tobg Aotrodg dotépac. FORTUNAM VERO From corporer et nativi
dei one might surmise that matter lost entirely its character of
disorderliness and resistance to the ordering activity of Providence.
This, however, is not the case; the naturale vitium of matter never
disappears entirely. Providence can only drive it back as much as
possible. That evil cannot be eliminated is implied by Plato, Tim.
30A: Boulnbelc yap 6 Bedg dyaba piv mavra, @habpov 8¢ undév elvar
xoata SO0vapev, and in the §; duvarév of 53B; in 48A he says:
T& wAelota éni 16 Béhtiotov &yew and in 69B: doxg Te xai
&my Suvatdv Fv dvdhoyo xal obupetpa elvan. This idea is found in many
places. Leemans quotes Plutarch, De Is. et Osir. 48, p. 37B; De an.
procr. 1015B and C. In this context the image found in Laws X
(896D s.) should, again, be borne in mind. This passage is the
fons et principium of all statements where Plato discusses the evil
soul which can never be ordered entirely.—In par. 299 Calcidius
discusses the mutual relation between matter and Prov-
idence.

Since silvae anima is almost the equivalent of silva, silvae anima
neque est sine ulla substantia (327, 7) is practically silva non est sine
ulla substantia. Thus it becomes diametrically opposed to the
doctrine of Aristotle, as referred in par. 288 (319, 24): ... silva,
quam ait ex natura nullam habere substantiam.
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[299] So, by His miraculous power, God adorned matter and,
in every way, corrected its faults, without, however, destroying
them entirely, thus preventing complete destruction of the nature
of matter. Yet He did not allow them to grow and expand far
and wide, but preserving its nature, capable of changing from a
troublesome to a favourable state, He totally changed its con-
dition, adorning and decorating it by joining order with disorder,
measure with measurelessness, and adornment with ugliness.

Finally, Numenius says—and rightly so—that things which
have come into being without defects are found nowhere, in
neither the actions of man nor nature, in neither the bodies of
animals nor trees, plants or fruit, not in the air nor in water, not
even in the firmament, since everywhere something of a lower
order is, as a kind of contamination, mixed up with Providence.
And when, then, he wants to show and, as it were, bring to light
an image of naked matter, he says that first all bodies, which in
the womb of matter exchange and cause alteration, should be
taken away one by one. Secondly we should contemplate in our
mind that which has been made void by this removal: this he
calls matter or necessity. From this and from God, in his opinion,
the structure of the world came into being, God acting with
persuasion, necessity obeying Him. This is what Pythagoras
asserts about the principles of things.

DEUS ITAQUE It is only now (cp. the comment on par.
298: sed postquam silvae ornatus accesserit), that Numenius (or
Calcidius, if he abbreviated Numenius) mentions the author of
this adornment’. Once more his verbosity should be noted. For
non interficiens, cp. what in par. 297 he took from Heraclitus.
UT MANENTE NATURA Ut? seems to be a rendering of Greek ¢
with participle (&g pevodone @doewc). INLUSTRANDO ATQUE OR-
NANDO terms often used by Calcidius. NON IN ARTIBUS HOMINUM,
NON IN NATURA, NON ... Leemans: Eiusmodi enumerationes Nu-
menio minime displicuisse videntur. Aeris series and aquae tractus
are poetical denotations of air and water (cp. fractus fontium,
307, 13). So is praculum, denoting ’expiation’ as well as "that which
requires expiation’, ’sin’; hence our translation ’contamination’.
IDEMQUE NUDAM In order to grasp matter it is necessary, first,
“to think away all bodies (z.e., the *corporeal forms’, cp. the com-
ment on par. 274, p. 48), which in the womb of the silva are always
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changing from one to another”, and then ‘‘to contemplate the
empty residuum, left over by this process of abstraction (egestio)”.
This method is precisely the one indicated in par. 274 by Calcidius
for the understanding of matter. Particularly welcome is the ex-
plicit mention of Numenius (Idemque, referring to Numenius in the
preceding sentence), which makes it certain we have the genuine
doctrine of Numenius both here and in par. 274 (see also p. 50).
This strongly confirms the thesis that, in his treatise on matter,
Calcidius constantly follows Numenius. In the comment on par.
274 it has been pointed out that this approach to the knowledge
of matter has features present in Aristotle and even in Plato.
Plato speaks about the interchanging of bodies; Aristotle knows the
method of a&gaipeoig (see also Albinus, Epit. X 5). Still, animo
constderare which occurs again and again is from Numenius. In
312, 12 it is even unexpectedly (cp. ad loc., p. 76). DEO PERSUA-
DENTE, NECESSITATE OBSECUNDANTE The verb persuadere fits well
into Numenius’ doctrine. It was also used by Calcidius in par. 270:
ut vt persuadeat vimque inroget persuadentem; hoc est ut persuasio
vim et vis adhibeat persuasionemn. Obsecundare is rather surprising.
In the preceding paragraph matter was said to resist the plans of
Providence: adversatur providentiae consulta eius inpugnare gestiens
malitiae suae viribus. These statements on the behaviour of matter
seem to be contradictory. Calcidius’ treatment of the relationship
between God and matter showed a similar contradiction. In par.
270 he writes about matter: nec adversum exornationem suam
resistentem sed ita victam ut maiestati opificis libens cedat pa-
reatque etus sapientiae, and: oportuit silvam ei morigeram parentemque
subdi. On the other hand, he speaks about a 71 gor necessitatis
(303, 3)- The difference between Calcidius and Numenius is that the
former stresses the pliability, the latter the recalcitrance of matter.

This state of affairs can be explained in two ways: 1. Calcidius
copied the real contradiction of Numenius’ system. But since he
tries to free matter from disorder and evilness (see par. 301),
pliability was stressed rather than recalcitrance. 2. Since in Calcidius’
rendering of Numenius obsecundante is the only word implying
submissivenes, this word may be an interpolation. Due to his con-
cept of matter Calcidius was compelled to assume some sort of
submissiveness, not found in his source. HAEC EST PYTHAGORAE DE
ORIGINIBUS ADSEVERATIO See the similar endings of the reports on
Aristotle and the Stoics: Haec Aristotelis de silva sententia (319, 20)
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and Haec Stoici de silva deque initiis rerum . . . (323, 15-16). But
here Calcidius adds no explanation, as he did previously.

This passage on Pythagoras, actually copied from Numenius,
occupies a central place in Calcidius’ treatise. Meanwhile, the
manifold ramifications of the relationship between Numenius and
Calcidius can only be described and understood after a comment
on par. 300-30I.

(d) The opinion of Plato

() One interpretation

[300] Plato’s opinion on this subject remains to be discussed.
His disciples are found to interpret it differently. There are those
who say that Plato considered matter to be made, but they rely
more on words than on reality. Others say that it had no origin
but possesses a soul, since Plato said that before its adornment
it fluctuated in an unsteady and disorderly motion, while in-
trinsic motion is proper to living <and, therefore, animated>
things. And that is why, also elsewhere, he frequently said that
there are two world-souls, an evil one sprung from matter and a
good one drawing its origin from God. Since there are good and
evil things, the good ones are bestowed upon the world by the
good soul, the evil ones by the soul of matter. For «it is clear
that such a soul of matter really exists, because> divine wisdom
and the intellect of the divine Maker persuaded matter in a
severe and effective way to behave patiently with regard to its
adornment and decoration, and a patient behaviour can only be
imposed on animated and living beings.

The Jews agree with these authors, saying that God gave man
a soul through divine inspiration—this they call reason and
rational soul—but that He gave the mute animals living in the
fields an irrational soul derived from matter, when the living
and animated creatures had, at His command, come from the
womb of the earth; the serpent who enticed the first human
being into the snares of his evil advice must have belonged to
the latter.

SUPEREST IPSA After Aristotle, the Stoics and Pythagoras
follows Plato. However, the present discussion of Plato’s opinion
is quite different from the three preceding ones. This, after all,
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was to be expected, for the establishment and interpretation of
Plato’s opinion is the real subject of the treatise De silva, the com-
mentary on what Plato’s Timaeus says about matter. Therefore,
the two subsequent paragraphs (300-301) can be considered as
either forming part of the historical section or introducing the
systematic one. Anyhow, if the transitional character of these
paragraphs is duly taken into account, the division actually
made is of minor importance. QuUAM DIVERSE The standpoints
mentioned here may be summed up as follows:

1) matter was made
2) matter was not made
a) matter is animated
b) matter is not animated.

QUIPPE ALIl The question who these ali7 are can only be answered
by a considering the whole paragraph. This contains the standpoint
of Numenius, formulated somewhat differently, confirmed by the
doctrine of the Jews. At the beginning of Numenius’ record of the
doctrine of Pythagoras (324, 11-15), reference is made to authors
who accept an origin of matter, viz., the *monistic school’ of Pytha-
gorism. No doubt the same are meant here. This is confirmed by
the text itself, for verba quaedam potius guam rem secuti in the present
passage (328, 14) is only a different wording for vim sententiae non
recte assecuti (324, 12). In both cases it is said that this group of
philosophers misunderstands the thesis that matter was generated.
ALl VERO The doctrine of the other aliz is identical with that
of Numenius. Again, the existence of the evil soul of matter is
inferred from its disorderly motion, and, once more, there is a
reference to Plato’s Laws, or rather to his frequent teaching on this
subject. The construction of the phrase Existentibus . .. is some-
what intricate, since Calcidius says too much at once. Hence the
conjunction cum received a pregnant meaning, which must be
translated with a paraphrase.

In general the *Numenian’ ideas are set forth, but the argument
reaches a statement which, though fitting in with what precedes,
is not in the Numenius’ passage, viz., “‘If God, in treating matter,
was using persuasion, matter must necessarily have a soul, for only
animated beings can be persuaded”. The term persuadere reminds
one of Numenius, so does cultui atque exornationi. For the con-
nexion between severe and persuadere, see p. 120. So one may



PARAGRAPH 300 123

assume that in the present passage Calcidius did not add an argu-
ment of himself but only borrowed from Numenius. QUIBUS HEBRAEI
Attention should be given to this quotation of the opinion of the
Jews, for elsewhere (par. 53-55, p. 17) Calcidius cites the Jews for a
similar question concerning the nature of the soul. Since the in-
fluence of Numenius was undeniable there, this new instance, again,
confirms that we still have to do with the same author.

Here, on the authority of the Jews distinction is made between
the human soul and the soul of animals. In par. 54-55, on the same
authority, the existence of two souls in man is defended. These
two theories are in fact identical, for the first human soul of par.
53-54 is the same as the anima rationabilis ex inspirvatione divina
in the present passage, whereas the second furnishes man with the
vitales vigores, qui sumt communes hominibus et bestiis, stirpibus
etiam. This same theory on a double soul in man occurs in par. 209
with the addition that the soul of the animals is in the blood. Nu-
menius certainly derived these Hebraica from Philo who expounded
a similar theory (cp. Switalski, o.c., p. 42 ss., and the works by
Riische quoted in the survey (p. 21)). We already saw how Nu-
menius fitted these Hebraica into his own theory (p. 106, note 1).
It is true that there are divergences from Philo, who rejected that
the soul which is essentially blood originated ex silva(e anima);
to him matter possesses no soul. However, quam rationem et animam
rationabilem adpellant may still refer to Philo.—The serpent
of Paradise illustrates the evilness rather than the irrational
nature of this soul. This passage refers to Gen. 2, 7: xal Emhacev 6
Oede tov &vbpwmov xolv amd g Y xai éveqioneey elg 10 mpdowmov
adtob mvouny Lwfc xal éyévero 6 &vlpwmog elc Yuyiy Ldsav; I, 24: xai
elnev 6 Oedc "Efayayéro 7 vi duylyv {doav xata yévoe, terpamoda,
xtA.; 3, It ‘O 8¢ 8pig Av ppovipdrtatog mavrwy T@v Onplwv, xTA.

The examination ot par. 300 has shewn that it is full of Numenia-
na. Their wording, however, is slightly different from that of the
preceding paragraphs which were a direct translation by Calcidius
of Numenius himself. Its interpretation of Plato’s doctrine is
ascribed to one of the great schools of auditores Platonis. This
means that in Numenian terms Calcidius reproduced the theory
of a definite group of Platonists. It is evident again how far-
reaching the influence of Numenius was on Calcidius. But it had
its limits. In the next paragraph Calcidius rejects Numenius’ view
that matter has a soul of itself.
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(8) The other interpretation

[301] There are also who think that, according to Plato, this
disorderly and confused motion is not present in matter but in
the materials and bodies alone which are called ’principles
and elements of the world’. For if matter is without form or order,
it is, of course, by nature without motion, and not only without
motion but also without change, for in this case matter will not
change but the bodies in which the qualities are present. Since
it is without motion, it is then also without a soul.

Moreover, the evilness <which matter is generally assumed to
possess> consists, according to these Platonists, in lack of good-
ness, as is also the case with shapelessness, helplessness and
measurelessness<, the essence of which only consists in lack of
form, efc.>. And so it happens that, by adding a negation to the
names of virtues, their opposites are indicated, as, for instance,
imprudence imjustice and imexperience. And this is the
dissension among the Platonic philosophers.

NEC DESUNT QUI PUTENT Those who find the source of the dis-
orderly motion of matter in matter itself, particularly in its evil
soul, are opposed by others who see the source of this disorderliness
not in matter but in the bodies that enter into it, viz., the so called
elements, which Calcidius often calls materiae (p. 42). How this
theory must be understood will appear in par. 352, where Calcidius
himself will defendit. QuippEsl The argument is this: “if matter
has neither form nor order, it has neither motion nor change”.
Evidently this is based on the idea that matter is a purely negative
essence from which every predicate should be taken away. Starting
from the idea that snmobilis is a rendering of éxivyrog, which means
both ’immovable’ and ’motionless’, the term is translated by
’without motion’. This translation seems to fit better into the pre-
sent context. However, in the comment on par. 329, immobility
will also appear to be said about matter. MALITIAM PORRO The
evilness which, in the opinion of the authors discussed, is directly
connected with matter resides in its disorderly motion. Therefore,
after the previous statements the question what is the nature of this
evilness of matter must come up. If it is true that there is no motion
in matter, this evilness cannot exist in disorderly motion either.
The answer is quite in line with what preceeds: evilness is something
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essentially negative; it is no more than the absence of goodness.
PROPTEREAQUE VIRTUTIBUS An argument from language is added
here. By orationis pars negativa Calcidius means the prefix in-.
Contra means ’the opposite’, so conira quam virtutes must mean
’the opposite of virtues’.

In explaining this theory in par. 352 Calcidius compares matter
with stagnant water into which pebbles are thrown. The water
is the image of matter by itself, the pebbles are the bodies coming
into matter. Matter by itself was neither in motion nor in rest
(neque stabat meque movebatur); the bodies caused the (disorderly)
motion. Therefore, this motion is not proper to matter but a motus
alienus. One may also ask whether Calcidius, agreeing with the first
part of the Platonics’ theory of par. 301, also accepts their views
on the evilness of matter, for he does not mention the subject any
more. His silence would be difficult to understand had he not agreed.
Moreover, in the explanation of the doctrine of Aristotle (319, 14-16)
the idea that evil is something negative was in the background as
self-evident.

HAEC ... EST DISSENSIO PLATONICORUM PHILOSOPHORUM The
important question is: who are the Platonici philosophs followed by
Calcidius? Steinheimer at once answers too hastely: Plotinus.
Calcidius, he says (o.c., p. 40), evidently follows an authority, later
than Numenius and, moreover, the theory that evil is the absence
of good is proper to Plotinus: Enn. 111 2, 5: 8Awg 8¢ xaxdv EMedy
Tob dyafod Oetéov. Steinheimer might also have referred to Enn.
I 8, 3, which contains a parallel with the examples of Calcidius:
"H37 yap &v Tig elg Evvoray fjxor adrob olov dpetpiay elvat mpdg pétpov xal
&mewpov mpds mépag xal &veldeov mpds eldomoinTindy, xTA. On the other
hand, Borghorst thinks that par. 300 and 301 are still derived
from Numenius. His argument (o.c., p. 37) is based on data from
par. 300 only, a section which, indeed, is wholly Numenian (the
evidence is, in fact, much stronger than Borghorst suggests).
However, we think it improbable that Calcidius found the opinion
which clearly deviates from the concept of matter held by Numenius,
in Numenius himself. At any rate, nothing in the present text
points in this direction. One should assume rather that, at the end
of the entire dissertation, Calcidius expounds and accepts an
opinion which is opposed to Numenius.

But what about Plotinus? Can he be taken as the source of Calci-
dius? If this were possible, the problem of Calcidius would come
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in an entirely new light. Plotinus, not Numenius, would be the last
source used here by Calcidius. The doctrine of evil as something
purely negative is, indeed, Plotinian, but the rest of the concept
shows little of Plotinus. To mention only one detail, the latter asks
how evilness of matter can be combined with its lack of quality;
Enn. 18, 10: "Anotog 8 odoa médg xaxy; Nothing of the kind is found
in Calcidius. Nor is, on the other hand, Calcidius’ theory of the two
phases in matter (first half of par. 301) found in Plotinus. These
considerations would not carry much weight, if the theory concern-
ing evil as something negative would be proper to Plotinus. But
it is found already before him, namely in an author mentioned
by Calcidius himself, Origen. As if it were the most common thing
on earth the latter says: Certum namque est malum esse bono carere
(De princ. 11 g, 2, p. 166, 1-2 K.) 1). As noted on p. 91, this theory
could be inferred from Physics, 192 a 14 ss. Anyhow, one is not
obliged to regard Plotinus as Calcidius’ authority on the sole
ground of an agreement between them on this particular issue.

Does the rest of par. 301 bring us closer to the source of this
theory, viz., the differentiation between matter by itself and matter
in disorderly motion? If I am not mistaken, Hermogenes taught
a similar theory, for Tertullian reproaches him for ascribing to
matter a inconditus et confusus et turbulentus motus, like the movement
of boiling water in a kettle, and, on the other hand, for calling
matter equilibrious (aequalis momenti habens motum) and neque
ad bonum neque ad malum vergens 2). Is this what Tertullian saw as
an inconsistency really inconsistent, or rather a twofold way of
looking at matter, viz., as matter by itself and as matter in disorder

1) To Origen evil is ethical evil, which is a voluntary turning away from
good. Accordingly, he does not believe matter to be evil. See Hal Koch,
Pronoia und Paideusis. Studien uber Ovigenes und sein Verhdltnis zum Plato-
nismus, Berlin u. Leipzig, 1932, p. 107 ss. To Calcidius this evil is ontological
evil, but his examples clarify that his concept is derived from the idea of
moral evil. In this respect, he is again closer to Plotinus about whose concept
of evil Carl Andresen (Logos und Nomos. Die Polemik des Kelsos wider das
Christentum, Berlin, 1955, p. 71, n. 65) says: ‘“Mit Recht macht Wilhelm
Thoémme in seiner Ubersetzung der Konfessionen (Ziirich) S. 433 A. 1 zu
S. 180 darauf aufmerksam, dass auch die Losung Plotins, das Bose als
privatio boni zu definieren, an einer gleichen Vermengung des Ontischen und
des Ethischen leidet; zur Sache R. Jolivet. Le Probléme du mal d’apres
S. Augustin, Paris, 1936”.

2) Adv. Hermog. 41, 1, p. 60, 16-22 Wsz.: Revertor ad motum, ut ubique
te lubricum ostendam. 'Inconditus et confusus et turbulemtus fuit materiae
motus’; sic enim et ollae undique ebullientis similitudinem opponis. Et
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after receiving the elements? If the latter be true, it would be a
theory much like the one Calcidius ascribes to a group of Platonists;
Hermogenes too was a Platonist. This interpretation of Hermogenes
provides a solution of another problem which has often occupied
the interpreters of Tertullian, vzz., how these two different assertions
of Hermogenes in Tertullian should be explained (Art. ’Hermogenes’
in Herzog-Hauck, Realenzyklopddie 7 (3. ed. 1899) p. 757; cp.
Waszink, Tertullian, The Treatise against Hermogenes, p. 7, 95).
The differences, however, between Hermogenes and Calcidius
should not be overlooked. To the former matter by itself is neither
good nor evil, while its evilness consists in the disorderliness after
receiving the elements. To the latter matter as such is evil. If the
interpretation offered here is correct, the distinction between two
phases in matter was made before 207 A.D., the year when the
Adversus Hermogenem (Waszink, o.c., p. 13) was published and—
what is equally important—at least at the same time as Numenius.

In conclusion, the authors of par. 301 were not necessarily
posterior to those of par. 300. The group of Platonists who deviate
in one respect from their colleagues, vzz., in regarding the disorderly
motion of matter as not inherent in matter itself, must also have
other views on the evilness of matter. Calcidius adopts their opinion,
thereby deviating from Numenius. Nevertheless although Calcidius
rejects Numenius in this important question, the two authors remain
closely connected. Calcidius’ deviation is restricted to theoretical
issues. In practice he speaks about matter in much the same way
as Numenius. This attitude of Calcidius underlies his remarkable
assertions concerning the submissiveness and the recalcitrance of
matter (p. 120). In Calcidius’ opinion matter is less refractory
than in the fragments of Numenius. It is the natural consequence
of the view expressed in the present passage, that matter as such
has no disorderly motion. The conclusion, therefore, is that, in
spite of his close adherence to the doctrine of Numenius, Calcidius
preserved a certain independence and was not the homo unius libri
which he is often said to be. But he could be reproached in the same
way as, about a century earlier, Tertullian adressed Hermogenes:

quomodo alibi alius a te adfirmatur ? Cum enim vis materiam nec bonam nec
malam inducerve. ’'Igitur’, imquis, ’subiacemns materia aequalis momenti
habens motum neque ad bonum neque ad malum plurimum vergit. Connected
with this is Tertullian’s observation that Hermogenes says, at one time,
that matter is evil (malam esse materiam, p. 27, 9-10 Wsz.) and, at another,
like here, that it is neither good nor evil (cp. p. 56, 19-20 Wsz.).



128 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

eamque (sc. materiam) adicis sectari informitatem, dehinc alib
destderare componi a deo (Adv. Hermog. 42, 1, p. 62, 11-12 Wsz.).

In his theoretical considerations Calcidius tries to take away
from matter all evilness and recalcitrance against the activity of
Providence. This attempt must perhaps be seen as a reaction
against the extreme dualism of Numenius. In par. 252 he says
about matter: neque stabat neque movebatur. But when he—in prac-
tice—is speaking about the relationship between matter and God,
he comes nearer to Numenius and leaves room for the idea of
chaos, so prominent in Numenius’ system. Thus, even where he
deviates from the theory in his source, he follows this source in
practical issues.

In many other points he tollowed his author unconditionally,
especially his view on the cognoscibility of matter and on the
activity of God. This leads to the conclusion that Numenius was
Calcidius’ main authority, and that the influence of the Platon-
ists of paragraph 301 must be regarded as secondary. This Numen-
ian influence extends itself even to the explanation on the doc-
trines of others, such as Aristotle. And it is for all these reasons,
that Calcidius’ work has these strong Numenian features.

b) Systematic part

«) The principles in general
aa) Two ways of arguing

[302] We shall now consider which of these theories is, in
our opinion, the best, the best suited to the search of truth,
and most worthy of so great an author’s wisdom.

Whenever a problem is proposed, two kinds of argument are
possible. The first establishes what is later on the ground of what
precedes; this is the method proper to syllogism, in which
(Calc.: ’for’) the things assumed, also called elements, precede
the conclusion. The second gradually proceeds from what is
later to the disquisition of what is before; and this kind of argum-
ent is called resolutio. Since there is question of the first princi-
ples here, that is of things which existed before everything else,
we must use here the method of resolutio.

It is an established fact to everyone, whether a philosopher
or not, that there are senses and intellect in us, and that these
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two are not identical, and, consequently, that because they are
different themselves, their effects are also different. Therefore,
there must be things which can be perceived by the intellect
and the senses. Thus there exist sensible and intelligible things.
Intelligible things are such as are perceived by the intellect by
means of a rational investigation, sensible things are such as are
perceived by means of a non-rational view (opini0), which results
in an uncertain opinion (optni0). The former exist from eternity
without beginning, the latter are temporary and begin in time.
These, from our standpoint, are primary, but in essence secondary,
while the intelligible things are primary in essence, but secondary
from our standpoint. Therefore, when a man in his argument
ascends from the things which, seen from our standpoint, are
primary to those which, from our standpoint, are secondary,
he uses resolutio, for starting from things that are unreal but
rather images of real things, he arrives at things which are the
principle and cause of things that have a real existence.

Nos TAMEN From the comparatives it is evident that Calcidius
only speaks of the paragraphs 300 and 301, that is, of the two
interpretations of Plato, not of the theories on matter discussed
before. In this way, the paragraphs 300 and 301 are clearly given
an outstanding position; once again, they constitute a transition.
The influence of Numenius on them is amply discussed on p. 127.

EST IGITUR PROPOSITARUM QUAESTIONUM DUPLEX PROBATIO In
order to understand the turn in Calcidius’ argument, it should be
observed that he is approaching a subject which he evidently wants
to study thoroughly. He discusses the principles in general and
next matter, but before touching the actual subject, he examines
the tools to be used, namely the different ways of arguing. There
are two methods: syllogism and resolutio. The syllogism starts
from what was before in order to arrive at what is later; the
resolutio starts from what is later in order to trace what was betore.
Now, because principles are implied, ¢.e., things that are prior to any-
thing else, there can only be question of resolutio. The meaning of
’what is later’ and ’what was before’ forms the subject of this
paragraph. Calcidius might have declared: “by ’what is later’ are
meant the sensible things, by ’what was before’ the intelligible,
for, although, from our standpoint, the sensible things are primary
and the intelligible secondary, the situation is just the reverse”.
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 9
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However, Calcidius wants to treat the question more thoroughly,
incidentally proving that sensible and intelligible things do exist.
SYLLOGISMUS - RESOLUTIO The term resolutio is abnormal; be-
side ’syllogism’, one expects ’induction’ (cp. Arist., Topica 105 a 10;
for culoywsuéds also Anal. Priora 24 b 18. Fabricius observes:
“Analytica per Emaywyny sive inductionem probatio”. Switalski (o.c.,
P- 26, note) refers to Eth. Nicom. VI3 (culoyiopés an? éraywyy),
but notes: “Die resolutio des Chalcidius ist aber, wie c. 303 und
304 zeigen, nicht sowohl die éraywyn des Aristoteles, als vielmehr
die dwipeaic (compositio c. 304 = ouvaywyy) des Plato”. However,
the Swxipesic of Plato is not, like the resolutio in Cuicidius, a re-
gression from what is perceptible by the senses to the intelligible.
In this respect the resolutio is much like the érnaywyy, Aristotle’s
induction, but this is the only point of agreement, as will become
clearer below. QUAE ELEMENTA VOCANTUR Of course, the principles
are meant, which are assumed to exist (acceptationes). The use of
elementa may have been suggested by Physics 184 a 23: 1& arouyein
xal af &pyat, from which, in fact, Calcidius derives his argument.
For the typical use of remedium, see the introduction to Calcidius’
commentary (par. I, p. II). CERTUM EST The argument runs as
follows: the senses and the intellect are two different things;
therefore, the sensible and the intellectual perceptions (effectus)
are different as well and, consequently, the things perceived sensibly
or intellectually differ: finally, therefore, sensible and intellectual
things exist. A well-known passage of the Timaeus (51D-E) de-
monstrates the existence of the forms on the ground of the difference
between volc and 36Eax danb7e. Calcidius comments on this text in
par. 340-342. The same argument also occurs in Albinus (IX 4);
it is a theme which Middle Platonism elaborated in various ways.
In Calcidius it is not meant as a proof for the existence of the
forms, but an argument in which he opposes the sensilia to the
intellegibilia. ET INTELLEGIBILIA The definition of these two
concepts is based on Tim. 28A, where Plato defines ¢ &v and
76 yiyvbpevov: To pév 3N vonoel pueta Adyou mepAnmtéy... 16 & ad b€y
pet’ alobfcewg drbyov Sofaotév (cp. 28C). The present phrase
may indeed be regarded as a translation of the Greek. The twice
occurring opinto translates 36Ey . . . doEaotév. Only aloByaig is left
untranslated. For rationabili indagine, cp. 365, 11-12, where Cal-
cidius comments upon Tim. 51D referred to: imtellegens fidem
rerum rationis habet indagine conprehensam; (rationis indago seems
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to be the translation of Aéyog). Similar formulations in: Apuleius,
De dogm. Plat., 1 6: At altera opinione sensibili et inrationabili
aestimanda est (Ed. Thomas, p. 88, 6-7); Albinus IV 8: tév pév
vontdv xdopcy xpiver vénolg peta Adyou, Toutéetiv odx &veu Adyov,
Tov 3¢ alolrntov 6 SofaoTindg Adyog odx &vev ailoBisews. Clearly this
was a central theme in Middle Platonism. 1LLA QUIDEM To state
that in this thoroughly Platonic context Calcidius framed his
argument in an Aristotelian manner might be surprising. But
evidently Calcidius’ argument is based on Physics 184 a 16 ss.:
mépuxe 8¢ Ex TEV Yvopluwtépwy Nuiv 7 630 xal capestépwv éml Ta
caéoTtepa T]) POUGEL xal YVOPLLMOTEPX® 00 Yap TadTE KUY TE YVAOPLUL
xol &TAGG. Sibémep Gvdyxny TOV TPOTOV TOUTOV TPOXYELY €X TV ACAPEG-
tépwv pév 7 pbost Nuiv 8¢ cagpestépwy éni Ta capéotepa TY) PooeL xal
yoppotepa. Eott § Nuiv 10 TpdTov dHAa xal Gugl To cuyxe Léva
palhov- Uotepov & éx tobtwv ylyvetar yvopipo Th orouyela xal ol
dpyai Sratpolor Tabrta. 3id éx T@v xabbéhov éml ta xal Exacta el
mpoiéva: O Yap 8hov xata v alebnoy yvopLudtepov, 16 8¢ xabbérov
8hov Tl EoTi moMA& yop mepthapBaver 6¢ wépn 16 xabBbrov. mémovle St
Tadtd TolTo Tpdmov Tiva xol T dvbpata mpde Tov Abdyov. Attention
should be paid to 3atpobot Tabre, 7.e., “‘for those who use Sixipeois”.
This Stawpeiv was, undoubtedly in Calcidius’ mind, when he called
his second kind of argument resolutio. Elsewhere (333, 10) he also
uses dissolutio, which is still nearer to the Greek term. The close
connexion with this passage from Aristotle is confirmed by the
initia causaeque, which are the translation of ta otouyeio xal ai
dpyat. However, Aristotle’s Suawpetv and the resolutio or dissolutio
of Calcidius do not mean the same. Like the terms 1 xa86iov and
Ta xaf’ Exaota, Swxipeiv seems to have a special meaning, found
nowhere else (cp. Ross ad loc.); the exact sense of resolutio must
be found in its application.

BB) Matter is found by means of resolutio

(303] Everything perceived by the senses is near to us, vzz.,
fire, air, earth and water, but the things composed of these
elements are nearer, and nearer still are our own bodies. In our
bodies there is something contiguous and solid, visible and warm.
Now, nothing is contiguous and solid without earth nor is ary-
thing visible and warm without fire; so within us there are both
earth and fire. There is also something like breath, because
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breath is found in the veins, which are also called arteries, and
also something damp, and humidity cannot exist without water
nor breath without air. But if all these things are parts of a body,
there must also, as we said above, exist a reality of which these
things are parts, viz., the body of the universe.

So in this body of the universe there are fire, earth, the other
materials and, finally, their harmonious composition consisting
of forms and qualities: of fire, its lustre, levity, colour and
shape; of earth, its dryness, weight and shape. Likewise the
materials between fire and earth should have definite, natural
qualities. If, by means of our intellect, we wish to take away these
qualities and quantities, these shapes aad figures, and then
consider what keeps all these things inseparably together and
contains them, we shall find that there is nothing else than that
what we are looking for, ¢.e., matter, and herewith we have found
the material principle. This then is one of the two possible
methods of arguing, called resolutio.

The explanation of the present section must begin at the end.
The proper act of resoiutio is expressed by Si ergo has qualitates
et quantitates ... volemus ratiomne animzi separare, tum de-
liberare, quid sit tllud . . ., which words remind one of the passages
about the cognoscibility of matter: hoc est ut universis corporibus,
quae intra gremium silvae varie varia formantur mutua ex alio in
aliud resolutione singillatim ademptis solum ipsum vacuum sinum
speculatione mentis imagineris (305, 10-13); ... tpsum illud, quod
ex egestione vacuatum est, animo considerari tubet (328, 6-8); and
the short reference to it in: Af vero qui . . . sine consortio corporum
solam per semet ipsam mente intuentur (312, 10-12). Cp. Denique si
mentis consideratione volumus ei haec adimere (338, 1-2) and sinceram
stlvam, quae concursw variorum corporum tegitur, ab eorundem
corporum permixtione sollertia mentis distinguere (351, 5-7). Quae. ..
modo separare animo videbamur a silva (332, 19-20). This resolutio
is the mental process mentioned already several times as mainly
derived from the &qaipesic of Aristotle but containing also a
Numenian element in animo considerare. The combination of &pai-
peag and animo comsiderare got its name from the former (see ad
par. 299, p. 50. In par. 274 the same term resolutio was used for
the corresponding process in reality).

This leads to a remarkable discovery. The resolutio is not a type
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of logical argument at all. An argument proves that a thing is,
whereas the resolutio shows what a thing is. And, indeed, re-reading
the passage in which Calcidius applies the resolutio (322, 9ss.),
it is quite obvious that no argument is involved. The genus proba-
tionis which one would expect here, turns up in par. 317-318. It is
the argument which, on the ground of an analysis of change,
concludes to a permanent matter underlying the change. This is,
moreover, an implicit confirmation that in the present text some-
thing else is meant, even though at the end Calcidius affirms:
et hoc quidem est unum duarum probationum genus.

In this resolutio Calcidius gives his own interpretation of the
words of Aristotle: dnd t@v yvepipwtépwy Nuiv elg Td YvwpLpdTEpn
1} gboet. It is a thinking rather than a reasoning from what is later
to what was before. In Calcidius’ opinion this resolutio was already
used by Plato himself (p. 182). And for this he could have cited
Albinus, who in his Ilpokeyéueva 1¥¢ IThdtwvog prhocoplag wrote:
t® dpatpnTind xéypnran év Twale, m™pdv xal edploxwv Thv
UMy éx i apapéoeng mavtwv tév etdév (Plato, Ed. Hermann,
VI, p. 222).

The rest of the section was written by Calcidius in order to reach
a point where the resolutio could be applied. The manner, in which
he did so, is curious. Instead of taking the sensible world with its
qualities and forms as evidence, he argues to the existence of a body
of the universe, starting from the human body. In the first phrase
Calcidius, speaking about things which are ’nearest to us’, creates
the impression—and perhaps he had it himself—that he is applying
the resolutio. Instead, he elaborates an argument from the micro-
cosmos to the macrocosmos which seems to come from another
context, v1z., with a philosophical discussion on the existence of the
world as one whole. In Calcidius’ context this is out of place.—
The doctrine of the macrocosmos—microcosmos occurs also else-
where in Calcidius’ commentary. In par. 202 after contending that
the human body consists of water, air, earth and fire because of its
properties, he continues: Unde opinor hominem mundum brevem
a veteribus adpellatum. The passage Est igitur in corporibus nostris
contiguum quiddam, efc., (311, 15 ss.) certainly depends on Plato,
Tim. 31B: ywpioBiv 3¢ mupdg 0ddtv &v mote dpatdv Yévorto, 008E dmrdy
&vev TwdC oTepeod, oTepedv Ot odx &vev yi¢. The same argument
occurs in Calcidius, par. 243, where the human body is discussed as
microcosmos. For inseparabiliter, cp. 322, 1 and the comment p. 151.
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vy) The Maker and the exemplar are discovered by
means of compositio

[304] Let us now consider the other form of argument called
compositio, for compositio follows resolutio as union follows sep-
aration. Let us give back to matter the things, viz., genus,
quality and form which our thoughts have separated from it
just now, and let us restore them, as it were, to their places,
doing so not in a disorderly and arbitrary fashion but elegantly
and in an orderly manner. Now order cannot exist without
harmony; harmony is the companion of analogy, to analogy
is coupled reason, reason is found to be inseparable from prov-
idence, and providence is not without intellect nor intellect
without mind. Thus God’s mind modulated, ordered and adorned
the whole body of the world. So, finally, the divine principle, 7.e.,
the Maker is found. The Maker, again, works and adorns every-
thing according to the rational power and the majesty of His
works. His works, however, are His concepts which the Greeks
call ideas. Now the ideas are the exemplars of all natural things.
And thus, in the third place, the exemplary principle is found.
In conclusion, matter is found by means of the law and method
of analysis (d¢ssolutio); God, the Maker, Himself by means of the
laws of composition (compositio) and the exemplar by God’s
works.

NUNC ILLUD ALIUD sc. genus probationis. In par. 302 this second
method of reasoning is called syllogismus; here it is given the name
compositio. In Calcidius’ eyes the two terms are equivalent.

The present paragraph can be divided in two parts. First Calcidius
explains the term compositio; after that, beginning with the words
Ordo autem, he gives an argument. According to Calcidius, compositio
is the process of mentally re-building the world, just as resolutio
was that of analysing it. Describing the process of compositio,
Calcidius comes to speak about order; this order is the starting-
point of a real argument.

If I am not mistaken, Calcidius was lead to these concepts of
resolutio and compositio by a text such as that in Albinus X 5.
Describing the second method of &vdlusig, Albinus says that it is
an ascending from what is later to what was earlier (Calcidius’
resolutio), and that after this analysis one arrives cuvBetix® Tpéme
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at what was sought, Epit. V 5: Td 8¢ debrepov eldog t¥ic dvarbsews
Totobtédv Tt EoTw: UmotifeoBar det T {yroduevov, xal Oewpeiv tiva
éotl TpbTepa adTol, xal TalTa &mwodeuxviel dmd TdV Votépwv Eml Ta
npdrepa avibvra, Ewg dv ENDwuev éni 16 mpdTov xal Gpoloyodpevov,
amd 3¢ vobtou apEapevor &ml 1O {nmroluevov xatehevcdueba cuvle-
& tpéme. Calcidius has identified the Aristotelian apatpeotc
with this Albinian évalvaig and culoyiopds with cuvBnrixde Tpbitoc.
This last identification explains Calcidius’ translation compositio
(c9vlesic) as an equivalent of syllogismus.

These concepts of resolutio and compositio reveal a certain lack
in Calcidius’ abstract thinking. Limited by the visual presentation
of the mental process, his terminology is bound, not to say, domi-
nated by the descriptive activity of analysis and synthesis. For
separare animo see the quotations on p. 132. Evidently the re-
solutio occupies a central place in Calcidius’ thought. cuM cuLTU
ET ORDINE reminds one of congrua et moderata concretione in par.
303 (332, 15). ORDO AUTEM Here begins the argument. It is the
well-known reasoning ab ordine ad ordinatorem, but given in great
detail. The conclusion: “and so the mind of God has ordered every-
thing” would have been more correct in this way: “and so a mind
has ordered everything, and this mind cannot be but the mind of
God”. INVENTA ERGO EST DEMUM OPIFICIS DIVINA ORIGO Cp. 332,
14: Inventa igitur est origo silvestris. Both times also the term origo.
See also 333, 8-9. OPERATUR PORRO OPIFEX Calcidius argues from
the Maker to the exemplar. Whereas above the form was striking,
here the content of the argument is remarkable. ‘“The Maker
makes everything in accordance with His rational power and the
majesty of His works. His works are the concepts which the Greeks
called ideas”. The ideas are looked upon as the thoughts of God
(cp. A. N. M. Rich, Mnem., 1954, p. 123-132). More striking still
is the concept of *works of God’, to which are attributed rational
power and majesty. The term opera de: makes one think of the
creation; Calcidius also knows this idiom: E! mundus sensilis opus
dei est (89, 20). But at another place, where he is not specially
thinking of the creation, he says: Porro optimum dei opus est id
quod intellegit (292, 20). This brings us close to the present text.
An explanation of this fairly surprising turn in Calcidius’ argument
is found in the following words of Albinus (X 3): xutdv dv odv xai
T Eoautol vonpata el vooln (sc. 6 Oedg) xal adrtyn N évépyera
adtob {8éa Vmapyer. Evidently, Calcidius saw something
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important in this opera des, a kird of technical term. To us it rather
disturbs the argument.

Calcidius maintains the idea of God creating while looking at
the ideas, although, at the same time, these ideas are His thoughts.
The supposition that Albinus influenced Calcidius is confirmed by
the fact that the former also looks upon the ideas as God’s thoughts.
In par. 339 Calcidius almost literally renders Albinus’ &t 8¢ %
13 ¢ pev mpdg Oedv vémorg adtob (Epit. IX 1; cp. IT 2; IX
1-3).

In par. 330 (354, 28-355, 1) one reads: . . . tdean, quae intellectus
det est aeternus aeterni (cp. 363, 7 and 366, 13). With this should,
again, be connected the passage on Providence in par. 176. This
second stage in the godhead (cp. ad par. 268) is not called Providence,
because He foresees future events and understands them, but
quia proprium divinae mentis intellegere, qui est proprius mentis
actus et est mens dei aeterna. Est igitur mens dei de intellegendo
aeternus actus. So there is question here of mens dei (cp. 333, 3)
which is an aeternus actus. Providentia is God in so far as He thinks
Himself. But this is identical with the idea which is intellectus dei
aeternus aeterni. Hence the terms ¢deae and providentia stand for the
same reality. But Calcidius fails to explain how this identity should
be imagined. 1GITUR siLvaM The conclusion is remarkable for
more than one reason. First, for the term dissolutio instead of
resolutio, which, maybe, is influence of the Swupolor in Physics
184 a 22-23 (see p. 131). Secondly, Calcidius seems to imply that
there are three ways of arguing, for he states: by means of disso-
lutio we found matter, by compositio the Maker and ex operibus des
opificis the exemplar”, as though ex operibus were a special way
of reasoning. One would have expected: ‘‘by resolutio we found
matter, by syllogismus the Maker and the exemplar”, but the use
of the term compositio evidently excludes the reconstruction:
“by compositio we arrive at the Maker and the exemplar”. This
confirms our opinion concerning the meaning of compositio, i.e.,
that it is used not for a real argument but rather for an introductory
mental process. Now Calcidius does not use such an introduction
when investigating the third principle, v:z., the exemplar. Hence he
was compelled to add something like ex operibus porro ... to
the words suxta compositionis vero praecepta ipsum opificem
deum.
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33) The principles

[305] And because all these are principles, we must, all over
again, discuss the principles. Now a principle is, first of all, a
limit after which comes everything beginning from that limit.
And because every principle, being an origin, precedes the coming
into existence of things, it must be simple, without quality, and
permanent. If the principle is not simple, it will be the same as
the things proceeding from its substance. Thus the principle
would not differ from the rest, even if one assumed priority in
time, for the thing coming after the principle also exists from a
certain time; but it is quite impossible that there should be no
difference. So the origin of things is simple. Nor has it any quality,
for if a quality is ascribed to it, it will, I think, be something
composed of matter and quality, for everything possessing a
quality has such a nature. Thus the principle is without quality.

ET QUONIAM Calcidius attempts to treat the problem thorough-
ly. “The question is about principles, so one should first consider
their requirements. Then one can see whether the so-called elements
(fire, water, efc.) are principles. It is evident that they are not, but
God, matter and the examples are”. This is the content of the argu-
ment in par. 305-307. This train of thought has something illogical.
First, the realities found are principles and, afterwards, they have
still to be found. Calcidius probably regarded this argument as a
contirmation of the preceding one. EST IGITUR INITIUM This de-
finition of initium, especially striking on account of the term limes,
is wholly explained from Aristotle: Primus ..., post quem sunt
cuncta from Met. 1013 a I7-1Q: TxG@V pev o0V xowdv T&V &Y &Y
6 modvtov elvar &ev 7 Eomwv A yiyveror 3 yiyveoxetar (cp.
1012 b 34). limes is the translation of td mépag: % uiv yap &oxy
mépag v (¢b., 1022 a 12). SIMPLICEM, SINE QUALITATE, PERPE-
TUuAM Calcidius mentions three distinguishing features of matter;
the first two are discussed in par. 305, the last in par. 306. sI
SIMPLEX NON ERIT The argument is: “If the principles are not
simple, the only distinction between principles and ’the rest’
(cetera) is not more than one of priority and posteriority. This is
not really an essential distinction and, therefore, impossible’.
NEC HABET QUALITATEM The concept of simplicity implies being
without quality. The division into paragraphs, at first sight un-



138 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

fortunate, is quite correct. It would be incorrect to treat each of
the three characteristics of the principles in a separate chapter:
the first two are intimately connected.

[306] The eternity of a principle is proved in the following
way. If it were not eternal, it must have existed from a definite
time; if so, the cause of its existence must necessarily precede
the origin of the principles, and so there is something preceding
the principle. But that a principle should precede another princi-
ple is a foolish thought, so the principle of things is eternal. It
is also immortal, for if it is perishable, it will have no possibility
of perishing, since it cannot be dissolved into something simple
nor into something composite. It cannot be dissolved into some-
thing simple, because the principles alone are simple; hence the
principle would be dissolved into what it is itself, and in this way
there would be a restoration rather than destruction. But the
principle cannot dissolve into something composite either, for
in that case it will be kept in existence by the composite things
themselves, and so there will be no question of a dissolution, for
everything composite consists of the very combination of simple
things. Nor is a dissolution into nothing possible, for there cannot
be anything that is nothing. At any rate, if,’as Plato says, the
principle perishes, it will not come to new life through anything
else nor will anything else arise from it. Thus we find that the
principle of things is immortal.

AETERNUM QUOQUE From the argument itself, Calcidius appears
to take aeternus in the sense of ’not having become’, ’without a
beginning’ (&yévnroc). As in par. 305 he connected simplex with
sine qualitate, he now connects inmortalis with aeternus (inmortalis =
&0Bdvatog or &ebaptoc: cp. the text from the Phaedrus quoted below).
NAM SI NON AETERNUM Again a argumentatio per absurdum as in
par. 305: “We should be obliged to assume the existence of the
principle of a principle”. The same idea is found in Aristotle,
Physics 189 a 30: Eotar yap apyn THe dpxiic. Met. 1000 b 26: dote
ovpPaiver TéV dpydv Etépac dpyas elvar mpotépag, Todto & dddvartov
(cp. Basilius, In Hexaém. 16D: *Apynv 8¢ dpyiic émwvoelv mavtelde
xatayéhastov). NAM SI ocCIDUA This argument, too, has a typ-
ically Aristotelian flavour. As regards its form, Calcidius omits a
negation in the first part of the dilemma. Fabricius observes:
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accipiendum est ac si scripsisset: non in simplex. Something similar
is found in Physics I 6, where Aristotle argues that there can be
neither one nor an infinite number of principles; explaining this he
says: plav (sc. dpynv) pév yap ody oldv te, 81i ody &v ta évavria, dnelpoug

> &1 ... (189 a 12-13). Here the negation is missing in the second
part (&meipoug &’). Calcidius does the same in 341, 13 (... neque
. . . est in terra nec tam in aqua; in terra quidem, . . . ) and 362, 12-15
(Atque ut animam neque animatam dicimus neque exanimem -
animatam gquidem ideo . . . , exanimem vero quia . . .). The argument
is by no means simple. The point is that with principles there can
be no question of dissolution into something simple or composite,
nor into nothing. Dissolution into something simple is impossible,
because in that case one would have to speak of restoration rather
than destruction (cp. 9o, 16-17, where a tactura actually is a
recreatio; see also par. 118 ex.). In fact, simplicity is one of the
characteristics of any principle, so that a dissolution into something
simple would mean a return to itself. This excludes destruction.
Moreover, dissolution into something composite is equally impossible,
for this would not mean destruction but composition, since the
principles are kept together in composite things. As in the first case
’dissolutio’ would be recreari, so in the second it would be contineri
or a comnexio. Finally, the third possibility, viz., a dissolution into
nothing, is to be rejected, by Calcidius, on the basis of the well-
known Aristotelic argument (cp. par. 283). CERTE, UT AIT PLATO
Calcidius refers to Phaedrus 245D: dpy¥c yap &%) amolopévng obre
adth mote &x Tou obrte &Aho EE éxelvng yevnoetar. This text occurs in
a passage on the immortality of the soul, where Plato speculates
on the concept &pyn: dpyxmn 8¢ dyévnrov. & dpyiic yop dvayxn miv 1o
yryvopevoy yiyvesOar, adtiyv 8¢ pnd’ & &vés- el yap &x tou dpy) ylyvorro,
odx &v Tt Zpym ylyvorto. Enedy) 88 dyévntédy Eott, xal &SiapBapTov adrd
avayxy elvar. Various themes of this text are used by Calcidius:
apyn = tmitium; &yévnrog - &diagbaptoc = aeternus - inmortalis.
Yet his argument differs plainly from Plato’s and rather shows
Aristotelic features. It is a Platonic concept but elaborated #modo
Aristotelico. This Aristotelic treatment becomes still more evident
when elsewhere Calcidius is seen to translate Plato’s text, showing
himself well acquainted with its wording: Initium porro sine ortu,
quando quae gignuntur ex initio creantur, ipsum porro ex nullo initio.
Nam si ex aliquo, initium nonm erit imitium, quando cuncta quae
gignuntur ex imitio sint oportet. Et quia caret generatione, caret etiam
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morte. quippe initio sepulto meque ipsum ex aliquo reparabitur nec
quicquam ex eo (125, 5-12). The same text from the Phaedrus is also
used by Albinus in his chapter on the immortality of the soul:
dpym 8¢ dyévnrov xal dvdreBpov (XXV 4). However, for the rest he
does not come nearer to the text of Calcidius.

ee) The real principles

[307] Now that we have explained what a principle is and of
what kind it is, the next step is to see whether fire or earth or
one of the other so-called elements is a principle. In my opinion,
none of them can be said to be so, for not one of them is simple.
They are bodies composed of various materials and natures.
And from what has been said it is clear that a principle must be
simple.

After discussing this point, it has to be proved that there are
two principles of things, one opposed to the other, for this is
the opinion not only of Plato but also of the earlier philosophers
who agree on this point without exception. Some of them take
heat and cold as principles, others humidity and drought, others
find it in concord and discord or in unity and multiplicity, and
in equality and inequality, as Pythagoras did—they all agree on
the contrast between the principles but disagree whether these
are eternal or temporal, incorporeal or corporeal; and one of
them is presented as something active, the other as something
passive. It is also necessary that principles do not arise from some-
thing else nor from one another; on the other hand, everything
must derive its being from them.

What we indicated just now as ’something active’ is God,
and what as ’something passive’ is bodily matter. But because
the active principle, when in action, looks at an exemplar, the
necessity of a third principle is thus stated, and so there are
three principles, v#z., God, matter and the exemplar. God is the
first moving active principle; matter is that from which, as the
primary source, everything that comes into being arises.

QUIA IGITUR, Calcidius studies whether the so-called elements,
water, earth, efc., are real principles. He must, of course, state that
they are not, the reason being that these so-called elements are not
simple. Although this is clear, the explanation of this non-simplicity
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is noteworthy. One should expect: ““Since they are composed of
nature (matter) and qualities”, but Calcidius says: ex diversis
materiis naturisque concreta sunt corpora. He probably wishes to
convey that fire, earth, efc., as they exist in the world never consist
of mere, fire, efc., but are mixed with other materials (naturae is
equivalent to materiae, cp. 334, 17-18: ex simplicium naturarum
conexione, where maturae also clearly means elementa, materiae;
cp. p- 42). Pure materials are only found in the world of ideas,
cp. 302, 18: ignis purus et intellegibilis ceteraeque sincerae substan-
tiae). HIS ITA DIGESTIS The argument takes an unexpected turn.
The question to be answered is: what then are these principles?
Calcidius might have continued: “Witness all philosophers, there
are two principles, fundamentally opposed to each other. Different
philosophers found this opposition in different materials and pow-
ers”, efc. This is the actual content of the argument, but Calcidius
gives the impression that he produces another proof for this thesis;
he says: His ita digestis demonstrandum est duo esse initia
rerum. This demonstration is no more than a reference to the
consensus doctorum. The curious structure of the argument is best
understood, if seen against the background of the source from
which it was derived, viz., Aristotle. ET HAEC CONTRARIA One
of the fundamental theses in the system of Aristotle is the oppos-
ition of the principles; navreg 8% Tdvavtia dpyxs motobaty, he says in
Physics 188 a 19, referring to the unanimous doctrine of the
earlier philosophers. Calcidius not only follows him but, on close
inspection, only paraphrases or even translates Aristotle. The latter
Says: mAvTeG Y&p T oTolyela ol TAG UM adT@v xahovpévas &pyds,
xalmep &vev Aéyou TiBévreg, Suwg Tavavtia Aéyousty, domep O’ adtiig
g ddnbetag dvayxasBévres. Spépoust 8 IAMAA@Y T Todg udv Tpbrepa
Toug & Uotepa Aapufavery, xai tobe pév yvopipdtepa xatd Tdv Abyov
Tobg 3¢ xata THv alobnow (ol pév yap Oepudv xai Juypdy, ol & Sypdv
xal Enpbv, &repor 3 mepitTdv xal &pTiov A veixog xal uAiav abtiog
TiBevran V)¢ yevéoewe (188 b 27 ss.). Most of the contrasts enumerated
by Calcidius occur in this text; those still wanting are found further
on: xai owxe mahora elvon xal adtn 7 868, 8tu 16 &v xal drepoyy) xal
Eewig dpyal t@v vty elotl, TR od Tov adtdv Tpbdmov, GAN’ ol uiv
apyatot Ta 800 utv morelv o 8¢ &v maayew, TGV & Votépwy Tivig Todvav-
tlov 16 pév & moielv ta 3¢ dVo macyew ast wirhov (189 b II ss).
Aristotle observes: &tu puiv obv évavriag det tag dpyog elvar, pavepdv
(189 a 9-10). Calcidius says: Quorum omnium sententiae de contra-
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rietate initiorum concinunt, but Aristotle already pointed out some
differences. Then Calcidius copies word for word a few lines from
the beginning of Aristotle’s historical treatise;

OPORTET PORRO INITIA NEC EX ALIIS ULLIS  Jel yap To¢ Gpyag WiTe

REBUS ORIGINEM TRAHERE NEC EX SE ¢E drov elvor pnte
INVICEM CONSTARE, QUIN POTIUS OMNIA 2E &\\wv, xal éx Todtwv
EX ISDEM SUBSTANTIAM MUTUARI. mavta (188 a 27-28).

The manner in which the source is used is remarkable. Calcidius
seems to be so absorbed by the consensus doctorum that he forgets
the rest of the argument provided by Aristotle. The phrase guorum
alterum, efc., must be connected, not with what immediately pre-
cedes but with the statement that, according to all ancient phi-
losophers, there are two opposed principles. The contrast faciens
- patiens (see p. 35) is also in Aristotle; for the Stoics it is even
the principal contrast. It was much worked upon by other authors
and so it proves a very fertile idea (Philo, De opif. mundi 2, 8 (I,
p. 2, 18-19 Coh.): &yve &%) (sc. Mwuc¥c) &1t avayxadtatév ott év
Tolg olot 10 pev elvar Spactipiov aitiov 16 8¢ malnrév. Basilius, In
Hexaém., p. 148 Giet: *Enel droxpivéshwoay Hplv, mig Aot ouvé-
Tuyov % Te SpaaTind) Tob Oeob Sdvapre xad W mabnTinn @boig 1¥g UAxg).
Quop IGITUR Without further introduction Calcidius establishes
that the faciens is God and the patiens matter, as above simply
substituting mens de: for mens; and he continues: ‘“‘but there must
still be a third principle”. The proposition is, indeed, surprising
after the statement concerning the contrasting character of only
two principles. Calcidius may have felt safe because of Aristotle,
who states in 189 b 16-18: 16 pév obv Tpta paoxew & oToryelx elvan
& te Toltwv xal éx TololTwV &AWV Emioxomobat d6Eetev dv Exetv Tiva
Ayov, domep elmopey, 16 8¢ mhetw tpiwv odxéti. But the latter refers
to a different trias, viz., O\, otépnoic, popey. However, it is not due
to Aristotle that Calcidius adds this third principle here, but to
Plato, whose doctrine emphatically requires an exemplary cause.
In Calcidius’ summary, however, it is obvious that this third princi-
ple did not fit into the discussion. Here Calcidius explains only
the first two principles: God and matter. In the description of the
former the Aristotelian substructure of the argument comes again
to the surface, when God is said to be the origo primaria moliens et
posita in actu, 1.e., the first Mover and o évepyeia &v.

Calcidius fails to give the exemplary principle the central place
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which it has in Plato’s system. According to Plato, the ideas are
discovered first, then matter and, finally, God as the one who
brings the connexion between these two powers (cp. Baumker,
o.c., p. 114). In Calcidius the ideas are scarcely more than an
addition mentioned for the sake of completeness. They are by no
means an integrating part. If their occurrence in his system pre-
senting itself as Platonic had not been absolutely necessary, the
ideas would have been omitted. In par. 304 the same thing occurred:
here, too, the argument in favour of the existence of ideas had the
character of a Platonic addition in a thoroughly Aristotelian treat-
ise.—Deus et silva et exemplum:. The list of the three principles of
Plato is quite frequent, e.g., Aét. I 3, 21: ITAavwv ... Tpeic dpyde, Tdv
Bedv v Uanyv Ty 18éav. See Biaumker, o.c., p. 114, note 2.

The end of the introduction to Calcidius’ treatise on matter is in
sight. The whole dialectical apparatus has evidently been derived
from Peripatetic sources; naturally one is led to think of Adrastus
(cp. p. 92). Calcidius had considerable difficulties in handling
these Peripatetic arguments and concepts. He handled them in a
manner quite bis own.

B) Calcidius’ own treatise on matter
aa) Its name and variability

[308] Now at last we are going to discuss matter, which
Pythagoreans, Platonists and Stoics unanimously consider to
be the origin of things. It has, however, received its name from
the pupils of Plato. Plato himself never used the name of matter
(0An), but a great number of other names in order to explain its
nature, since he wanted to quicken in us somehow a concept of it,
on the basis of either its own nature or the affections and emot-
ions of our souls. On the basis of its own nature he calls it *the
first matter’, something ’resembling a soft yielding matter into
which seals are pressed’, ’the receptacle of things’, and occasion-
ally ’mother’ or ’nurse of all generation’. He starts from the
affections of those hearing about it, when he says that it is
’something to be grasped by means of bastard concept’ and
*palpable without being noticed by those touching it’.

All authors mentioned above agree that matter is wholly
variable and convertible, but they give different explanations
of its conversion and mutability. Some of them think that matter
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changes and assumes qualities by its own nature, because the
result of alteration is only a change of quality, which quality,
in their opinion, is nothing else than matter in a different state.
We, on the other hand, do not agree that matter and quality are
the same, for one of them is, as it were, the underlying material,
the other an accident to that material. And this proves that matter
is passive, for it is due to change that it assumes difterent qual-
ities.

NUNC IAM DE SILVA TRACTABITUR After discussing the principles
in general, Calcidius finally comes to matter itself. Pythagoreans,
Platonists and Stoics agree on both the existence of matter and its
mutability, although they disagree on the meaning of the latter.
The terminology of matter differed considerably. PYTHAGORE],
PLATONICI, sTOICI The doctrines of the different schools have
already been discussed. The absence of Aristotle is remarkable;
the explanation is found in what follows. NOMEN VERO The name
stlva = Uz for matter was invented by Aristotle. Due to his in-
fluence the term UAn had soon become generally accepted. So
Calcidius can say that the name comes from the auditores Platonis;
after all, Aristotle was an awuditor Platonis himself. If I am not
mistaken, Calcidius already included him among the Platonics
in the preceding phrase. In par. 273 (304, 4-7) he says: Quam modo
matrem, alias nutriculam, interdum totius gemerationis gremium,
non numguam locum adpellat (sc. Plato), quamque tuniores hylen,
nos stlvam vocamus. Plato, iuniores and nos, all clearly form one
group. Since, on the one hand, the term Ay reminds one strongly
of Aristotle and, on the other band, his name is strikingly absent
from the list of philosophers, Calcidius must indeed have reckoned
Aristotle among Platonici. Hence he saw the relation between Plato
and Aristotle in a different way than we do. And this explains why
he mixed Aristotelian elements in his, officially, Platonic treatise.
An indication of this attitude occurs in par. 283 (312, 17-19) where
he says about Aristotle: Cuius sententia cum sit praeclara et nobilis
et ad Platonici dogmatis considerationem satis adcommodata, non
otiose praetereunda est. This attitude, moreover, is in complete
agreement with the common practice of Middle Platonism, except
for such ’strict’ Platonists as Atticus. In order to achieve a com-
plete reconstruction of Plato’s system, Middle Platonists elaborate
their accounts of Plato’s statements with a number of Peripatetic
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tencts. Indeed they regarded the latter as in perfect agreement
with Plato’s own doctrine and, therefore, as a perfectly justified
supplement tu what they believed Plato had non treated in detail
(and what, i fact, he had not treated at all), in particular logics. They
never seem to have realized for a moment that, in doing so, they
enlarged Plato’s doctrine with corpora aliena (cp. A.-]J. Festugiére,
Larévélation d’ Hermés Trismégiste, 11 341 ss. and J. H. Waszink, Der
Platonismus und die altchristliche Gedankenwelt, in Entretiens Fon-
dation Hardt, 111, Genéve, 1955, p. 146-147). Hence Calcidius must
have looked upon the Timaeus commentary by the Peripatetic
Adrastus as a primarily ’Platonic’ book, and, for that reason, may
have used it without scruple for his own commentary. I1PSE ENIM
NUsSQUAM According to van Straaten (Stud. Cath. 27 (1952) p. 242)
a text of Hermodorus transmitted by Simplicius (I Phys. 247, 30 ss.)
would reveal that Plato already used the term 0An. However, the
fact that Hermodorus used this term in order to explain Plato’s
doctrine, does not prove that Plato himself used it. Nor may this
be concluded from the words of Aristotle in Physics (209 b 11-13):
316 xal [idrowv v HAnv xal Thv yopav Tadtd gnoty elva év ¢ Tipale -
T Yap peToAnmTINdY ol THY ywpav &v xal tadrdv. Since Aristotle cited
the book in which Plato explains this doctrine, the meaning of his
words can be ascertained. It appears that in the T¢maeus Plato did
not use U\y in the sense meant here. When he used it, it means
’subject-matter’, material. After discussing the principles (not
only the ydpa), he says: “now we have our material together”;
Tim. 6gA: "O7’ odv 8 ta viv ola Téxtosty Hulv OAn mapaxettar Ta TGV
altiwv yévn dwhiopéva. Thus Aristotle explains Plato’s doctrine
with his own term which, to him, is synonymous with 16 petadnn-
Tuzév. The quotation of Hermodorus, who indeed was one of Plato’s
immediate pupils, shows that the term UAn = ’matter’ was accepted
in the school of Plato at a very early date. SED ALIIS MULTIS
Calcidius divides the names which Plato had given into two groups:
1) those based on the nature of matter, 2) those which ’are connected
with the passiones commotionesque animorum nostrorum’ —evidently
he means ‘names denoting the reaction of our mind on this reality’,
or names denoting how matter is known by us. In the first group
are: prima materia; simile quiddam mollis cedemiisque materiae, in
quam inprimuntur signacula; revum receptaculum; mater; nutricula
totius generationis; in the second group: adulterino quodam intellectu
recordandum ; contiguum sine tangentium sensu. Calcidius’ use of the
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 10



146 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

word *names’ of matter is rather curious; the term is taken in a very
broad sense. For this reason perhaps he used the very rare word
nuncupamentum (not found in Lewis and Short). The first denom-
ination is prima materia. If Calcidius himself had not stated that
Plato did not denote matter by silva (= G\»), one would have been
inclined to see the words prima materia as a translation of mpaym)
UAn. A clue to their actual meaning might be found in the two words
et item. They are often used by Calcidius and always combine two
ideas or words closely connected with each other: for instance, unum
et ifem multa (335, 14), fundi et item contrahi (339, 19), pictoria et
item fictoria (354, 6); cp. 91, 17; 121, 6-7; 144, 15; 201, 13; 230, 13;
238, 7, 261, 2 ss.; 263, 8; 266, 17; 279, 15; 357, 19; 367, 17. Probably
et item is a translation of the Greek te xai. Thus prima materia may
be closely connected with simile quiddam ... signacula. This last
’name’ is rendering of éxpaysiov. In 35I, 16-17 the translation
of this Greek term is exactly the same. Now the word materia also
occurs in the present description. Hence Calcidius can easily say:
“Plato calls matter materia, i.e., the matter out of which everything
was made”’, and than add himself: ““and this is the first matter, the
prima materia’. Aristotle’s term mpdtn UAn may well have prompted
Calcidius to this addition although prima materia is not its trans-
lation but silva.—Some, not the best manuscripts, read primo
instead of prima. If this is correct, Calcidius has not made the ad-
dition just discussed, and the two ’names’ are even more closely
connected, but this version can scarcely be accepted, since Calcidius
uses the term materia principalis in another place (340, 13-14)
where it is the same as materia prima. So prima materia was indeed
a fixed term.

The other names offer fewer difficulties: receptaculum = Smo-
doxn (5IA, cp. 49A); mater = unthp (5IA, cp. 50D); nutricula
totius generationis: in par. 273, where Calcidius gives a similar list
of names for matter, he writes: totius generationis gremium, which is
the translation of Tim. 49A: maong .. yevéoews Vmodoynv. Now
Plato adds there olov m04vyv which explains Calcidius’ present
formulation here. For 167wy also see Tem. 52D, 88D.

The two qualifications based on our grasp of matter are amply
discussed by Calcidius in par. 345 ss., where he comments upon
relevant passages of the Timaeus. For the entire series of names one
may also refer to Albinus, VIII 2: Tabmyv 7olvuv éxpayeibv te xal
mavdexts ol Tl xal pntépa xal ydpav dvopaler xal Hroxetuevov
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amtéy te pet’ avarohnoiag xai vé0e Aoyiopnd Anmrév. By means of a
quotation from Pseudo-Plutarch Fabricius demonstrates the in-
fluence of Plato’s terminology: A Platone habuit Aristoteles, quando
docuit Ghnv &motov pév 8cov émt 1f) idla @loer, deEapévny 8¢ Tév eldwv
olov Tl xal éxpayetov xal untépa yevéabar (Plut. Lib. I De Placitss,
c. 9).

OMNIBUS VERO Pythagoreans, Platonists and Stoics agree that
matter is entirely changeable, but they explain this fact differently.
According to some, the variability of matter consists in the loss
of its own nature (ex propria ratione converti); to them, change is
receiving other qualities, which are only a certain shape and a
certain aspect of matter, so that in reality matter and quality are
identical. Calcidius takes his stand against this theory: nobis autem
nequaquam placet eandem silvam esse et qualitatem. In his opinion,
matter is like a foundation or a substratum, and quality is some-
thing added to it; the variability of matter consists in the fact that
it accepts these qualities; hence it is patibilis. The authors meant
here are the Stoics. In par. 311 he states: “If forms and qualities
are contained in matter itself, as the Stoics think, (the concept of)
matter is superfluous”. (Also see par. 321 and 325). If, there-
fore, Calcidius opposes the Stoics, he follows the opinion of
the others, wiz.,, the Pythagoreans and Platonists (including
Aristotle). '

Calcidius’ explanation of the Stoic standpoint will partly be
discussed in the comment on the passibilitas of matter (par. 309).
Meanwhile, reference must be made to Sextus Emp., Adv. Mathem.
X 312: &E dmolov pév odv xai &vog cdpatog TV TéY Shwv desToAvTo
yéveowv ol Zrwixol: &pyl) yap T@v 8vrwv xat’ adtods €0t % &motog
A xal 8 8Awv Tpemty;, petafarrobong 8¢ Tadtng yiyvetar T& Tédoapa
oroeta (S.V.F. II 309; cp. II 305). The Stoics, according to him,
defend here one changing matter; its very change makes things
come into existence. To Calcidius’ own opinion, which is scarcely
more than a petitio principii, a return will be made in par. 309.
For the moment we refer to Plotinus, Enn. 1 8, 10: Zupfefnidg odv
70 motdv xal &v &AA@* 7 32 UAn odx &v &AAw, ddA& T moxeipevoy, xal To
ouuPeBrxds mept adté (Steinheimer, o.c., p. 41). The fact that Cal-
cidius gives little attention to the argument by Plotinus does not
favour the supposition of his dependence upon Plotinus. Moreover,
one may assume that the present criticism of the Stoic doctrine
was a fairly general topic.
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[309] Moreover, change takes place in matter but without
matter undergoing any change itself; that what changes is the
qualities present in it and contained by it. For, if matter itself
changes, it must needs change into something else and so cease
to be matter. Now this is certainly wrong, for just as wax,
fashioned in different shapes, does not change itself but only in its
shapes—in itself it remains what it is, for the shapes are not wax
itself—so I think, it is right to call matter passive, since it changes
in form and shape without abandoning anything of its nature.

The train of thought is clear: change does not affect matter itself,
it is restricted to qualities. If matter could change at all, it would
be matter no more. It is the same as with wax which, moulded into
various shapes, remains wax; so matter assumes various forms but
remains what it was. Because of this condition, matter is rightly
called passive. The last two thoughts are muddled in Calcidius,
so that the phrase sic opinor . .. is distorted. One might also say
that sic opinor refers to the part of the sentence ending at recedat,
not to the whole of it.

Calcidius particularly wishes to stress that silva est patibilis—else
why the repetition? To Steinheimer believing Calcidius to be de-
pendent upon Plotinus, who calls matter &rofvc, this stress creates
a difficulty. He sees opinor as a sign of uncertainty in Calcidius.
I cannot agree with this interpretation. This verb indicates that the
question is still under discussion. Moreover, whenever Calcidius
uses opinor, he is generally quite sure of his point (cp. e.g., 309, 23;
319, 4). It cannot, therefore, be denied that Calcidius considers
matter to be patibilis. In point of fact, this was already evident from
the first section of his De silva, where matter is described as
eademque patibilis natura, quippe subiecta corpors principaliter, 1n qua
qualitates et quantitates et omnia quae accidunt proveniunt. quae cum
a natura propria non recedat, diversis tamen et contrariis speciebus
eorum quae intra se recipit formisque variatur. The agreement in
terminology is striking: sic opinor silvam quoque formis figurisque
variatam, cum de sua condicione minime recedat, recte patibilem dics.
As already seen (on par. 268 p. 32), Calcidius closely agrees with
Plato: matter is the yopa which assumes everything without
undergoing change in itself.

On the other hand, patibilis does not seem to fit into this concept
of matter, for one might say as well that matter is not affected and,
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therefore, entirely *impassive’. And to stress the point still further,
elsewhere Calcidius himself says: Nam ipsa ex natura sua inpetibilis
est mec ullam fert perpessionem (375, 2-3; cp. inpetibili felicitate
(106, 2-3); in 194, 25 he uses the term inpatibilis: cum sit inmortale
animal et inpatibile . ..); and in par. 319 he explains: quando
passionem quoque ipsam, quae propria etus videtur, adimimus, ideo
quod numquam ex propria condicione desciscat, sed alits, id est
corporibus intra eam perpetientibus, illa consors perpessionis putetur
(343, 19-22). With regard to this last text Steinheimer, of course,
says: “So, according to Calcidius, matter is not patibilis after all
and, therefore, he seems to agree with Plotinus. But this fails to
explain Calcidius’ repeated and explicit assertions that matter may
be called patibilis. Steinheimer insists (o.c., p. 45) that this is an
addition by Calcidius himself (“‘eigene Zutat), but then the
purpose of this addition must be explained which, from the stand-
point of Plotinus, is quite impossible. The idea that Calcidius re-
presents the period before Plotinus when the Platonists were still
wavering between patibilis and inpatibilis, is much more plausible.
Meanwhile, Steinheimer refers to a striking paraliel of Calcidius’
quam quidem qualitatem nihilo minus esse (sc. secundum Stoicos) silvam
in alio atque alio habitu (337, 4-5) in Plotinus: Kn! ol pév copata wévov
7o vt elvo Bépevor nal Ty odolav v Tobrowe piav e THv GAnv Aéyouot
xal tols orouyelog broBeBAfiohar xal adthv eivar v odotav, Ta 8 &I
mavta oflov mabn tadtng xal mwg Epovoay adTv xal T ororyela elvan
(IT 4, 1). And he continues: Kai 8% xal todpdor xul péypr Oedv admiv
&yew xoi téhog 8% xal adtov ToV Oedv GAny TadbTyv mwg Exovoav elvat.
In the continuation of this text, not cited by Steinheimer, it is said
that, according to the Stoics, even God is Ay wwe Exovea (Calcidius
would say silva in aliquo habitu) and this, indeed, may be regarded
as a parallel of par. 294 : proptereaque factum ut opiniones incurrerent
inpias, deum scilicet hoc esse, quod silva sit, vel etiam qualitatem
inseparabilem deuwm silvae (323, 19-22). See also Enn. VI 1, 27:
‘O yap Bedc adrolg edmpemelag &vexev émelcayeTal Tapd TE THG UANG
Erov 1o elvae xal odvletog xal Gotepog, padiov 38 UArn mewg Eyouca.
None of these texts, however interesting as parallels, will ever
prove a dependence of Calcidius upon Plotinus. Much more
plausible, indeed, is the possibility of a dependence of both Plotinus
and Calcidius upon a third person, Numenius. The latter strongly
and continuously opposed the Stoics (par. 295-299). We suggested
the possibility that the entire treatise on the Stoa (par. 289-294),



150 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

including par. 294, was borrowed from Numenius (p. 103). Anyhow,
the latter appears to be the obvious common authority of both
the present passage and the parallels occurring in Plotinus.

For the first part of the present paragraph (337, 11-14) Stein-
heimer refers to Enn. II 4, 6: &stwv €l8oc petafory; €€ idoug Etépou.
Méver 3¢ 16 deEapevov 1O £ldoug ToU yevopévou xal dmoPaAdy Batepov.
This text occurs in an argument in favour of the existence of the
UM by proving that something underlies the sopata. But this is
quite different from what Calcidius defends, v7z., that matter always
remains unchanged and unaffected by the changing qualities.
At Quippe si ipsa mutabitur . . . Steinheimer refers to Enn. II1 6, 10:
"Ereira el maoyet 7 UAn St 1t Exewy adtiy éx Tob waboug 7) adtd v wabog
7 €répwe Siaxelofar 7 mpiv eloeBelv el adtiv 16 maboc. *Emiobong
Tolvuy &M\nc pet’ éxelvyv modtyTog odxétt UAn Eotar 1O Seyduevov,
dMA& mota UAx. The argument is this: “If matter undergoes something,
it must receive something, either this mafog itself or a condition
different from its former condition. Now if another quality is added,
matter will no longer be matter alone but matter with a definite
quality”. Plotinus is here drawing another conclusion from an idea
such as that given by Calcidius. Hence Plotinus cannot be a source
of Calcidius; what is more, one cannot even speak of a real parallel.
On the other hand, a convincing one is furnished by the other text
cited in Steinheimer, viz., Enn. II1 6, 18: od yap dbvatar &\o Tt
7 & Eot yevésOar. This, however, is an Aristotelian idea: there can
be no question of a coming into existence secundum naturam (cp.
par. 284). The fundamental source of the present section remains
Tim. 50B: ‘O adrdg 8% Adyog xai mepl tiig To mavra Seyouévne om-
pate gdoewe. Tadtdv admiv del mpoosprmtéov: éx yap Tig Eavtig 1o
mapamay odx &Elotatar Suvapews. Reference to it was already made
in the comment on par. 268 (p. 32).—The example of wax is in
Tim. 50E : &aot te &v Tiowv TEHV padaxdV GYNLATE ATOUATTELY ETLYELPOVGL
. .. Albinus discusses this passage at length and adds éx x#pov #
mqhob (VIII 2). The comparison with gold in Tém. 50A-B has the
same purpose as that with wax, which, in its turn, is used by
Plotinus in Enn. 111 6, 9.

BB) Matter without quality

[310] All these philosophers also declare unanimously that
matter is without quality and without figure or form, not that it
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could ever exist without them, but it does not possess them by
itself; it accompanies rather then posseses them. If then we want
mentally to take away from it these things without which it
cannot exist, we are able to give it the possession of them all,
not in reality but in possibility. There are, however, two kinds
of possibility: one, as when we say that seed hides the full-
grown body and, therefore, is the living being in possibility;
another, as when we say that ’that which in itself has as yet not
what it is going to be but can assume forms and qualities from
outside’ is in possibility that which it is not yet, as, for instance,
a shapeless mass of bronze or wax before it receives a form by
the artisan’s work.

ETIAM HOC All philosophers concerned agree that matter is
changeable; they also say that matter has neither qualities nor
forms. However, in order to prevent misunderstanding, Calcidius
adds at once that matter never occurs without qualities. He then
tries to explain this by means of the concept of possibility.

The doctrine that matter is without any quality was quite
common since Aristotle. In his summary of Plato’s theory on the
OAq (the Aristotelian term) Albinus says that it admiv 8¢ %af’ adthv
&poppdyv Te Omapyety xal &motov xal dvetdeov (Calcidius: sime figura,
sine qualitate, sine specie), avapottopévny 8¢ T TolUTH xal €xTu-
movpévny xafamep Expayelov oynuatilopévny Omd TobvTwy, wndtv idiov
oxue Exovoav pndt modmra (VIII 2). The Stoics also accepted the
&motog, notwithstanding the fact that, in their view, matter is a
body (c&pa)!), and the qualities are more intimately connected
with matter than in the opinion of the others; see par. 308 (for this
common doctrine Steinheimer refers to Enn., Il 4, 14; 1 8, 10;
II 4, 8).

For the theory that matter is never without qualities, reference
should, first of all, be made to Aristotle, e.g., De gen. et corr., 320 b
17: #) O\, v 008émot’ &vev mdboug olév Te elvar 008 &veu popeijc . . .
It is the well-known dydpiotog, already seen occasionally (insepa-
rabiliter 322, 1; see the comment there). This idea, too, became

1) This is why Galen in De qualitatibus incorporeis attacks the Stoics.
“Zadua’”, he says, ‘“‘implies weight; therefore, if matter is a o&pe, it is not
simple. Moreover, every o&pa is limited; therefore, if matter is a odpa,
it also has shape, a oyfjua’”. See S.V.F. II 323. Calcidius discusses this
subject in detail in par. 318.
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common property of the philosophers. Steinheimer refers to Enn.
IT 7, 2: 0d8apob GAn xeviy morbtyrog, and II 4, 5: o0ddémote yap dvev
pop9ic. Origen, De princ. 11 1, 4 (V, p. 110, 4-6 K.) is elucidating:
Haec tamen materia quamuvis, ut supra diximus, secundum propriam
rationem sine qualitatibus sit, numquam tamen subsistere extra quali-
tates invenitur. Calcidius’ words in this section show a strong
similarity to a passage of Origen, where the latter explains the
doctrine of the Stoics. (That the Stoics held this theory, also
follows from Calcidius’ words.) This passage deserves more atten-
tion, because it follows that in which Origen lists the Stoic defi-
nitions of odata, quoted in the comment on par. 289. His words are
(De orat. 27,8, Vol. 11, p. 368, 1 ss. K.; S.V.F.1I 318) : xata toVroug 8¢
(sc. Stoicos) 7 odeota éotiv &mordg Te xal GoynUATIOTOS Xtk TOV Ldtov
Adéyov, and a little further on: o038 Twvog yap TodTwv xata ToV Ldtov
Adyov petéyewv Qaolt THv odatav, del Ot Twdg adTdv &ymptotov elvat.
And, as though confirming our suspicion of affinity, Origen contin-
ues: malnmiv 3t 008y FrTov xal émidex TNy TAG@HY TGV T TOLOUVTOG
gvepyetwv, A¢ av éxeivo molfj xal petafardy. “ Yet according to them
it is maBnty”’, Origen says; Calcidius: patibilis. Since a considerable
part of Origen’s sources is found in Middle Platonism (cp. Hal
Koch, Pronoia und Paideusis, p. 129), the idea that Calcidius de-
pended on Middlc Platonism in general and on Numenius in partic-
ular finds here a new confirmation. DENIQUE s1 Matter being
affected with qualities, but having no quality as such, Calcidius
now studies the question of the relationship between matter as
such and its qualities. Matter possesses qualities in possibility
(possibilitate). Calcidius expresses himself in an awkward, not to
say clumsy manncr. Instead of speaking of ’matter as such’, he
seems to think that its existence must be proved. It looks as though
he is again applying his resolutio (cp. 332, 9: st ergo has qualitates . . .
volemus ratione animi separare; the volemus has a parallel in the
volumus of the present passage). This undeniable clumsiness is due
to the fact that his sources provided him with only a restricted
number of arguments which he used as much as possible, not sel-
dom in contexts where they are entirely out of place. Steinheimer
quotes a good parallel from Enn. II 4, 4: €l yop ©6 v@ dpéhorg v
mouthiav xol Tag poppag xal Tobg Adyoug xal Ta vorpata, T0 Tpd TodTwy
&poppov xal &bptoTov . . .

POSSIBILITAS AUTEM Calcidius distinguishes in the same way as
Aristotle what is called by the commentators a potentia activa from
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a potentia passiva (cp. E. J. Dijksterhuis, De Mechanisering van het
Wereldbeeld, Amsterdam, 1950, p. 21). For Aristotle see, for instance,
Met. 1019 a 15 ss., 1046 a 6 ss. (Baumker, o.c., p. 223-224). Plotinus
writes a complete treatise mept Tob duvaper xai évepyeia (Enn. II 5),
in which he distinguishes between 6 Suvape. and ¥ Sdvauig, that
which is potentially and potentiality itself (cp. Baumker, o.c.,
p. 407). Calcidius has nothing like this. The slight similarity
between the arguments of these two authors is a matter of course,
but Plotinus gives a penetrating analysis of all relevant problems,
whereas Calcidius only refers to a generally-known distinction.
It is also noteworthy that Calcidius is so absorbed in this problem
of the possibilitas that he forgets to say, which kind of possibility
actually belongs to matter. Obviously, this is the passive possi-
bility, as appears from the example of wax in the previous para-
graph. Aristotle has frequently connected the concept of ddvapig
with matter: Dean. 412 9: €618’ 7. . . UAn ddvaprg ; for other passages
see Baumker (o.c., p. 224, n. 4). Finally, Calcidius seems to refer
to the same discussion of potentiality in par. 107: vel cum idem
Plato silvam esse dicit in nulla substantia, propterea quod nulla
stlvestria habeant ullam perfectionem. dum enim sunt adhuc silvestria,
informia sunt ac sine ordine ac specie, ut saxa: quorum tamen est na-
turalis possibilitas, ut accedente artificio ssmulacrum fiat vel quid aliud
huius modi. quod vero sola possibilitate et sine effectu videtur esse,
minime est, utpote carens perfectione. Verum haec disputatio, quia nihil
pertinet ad naturalem tractatum, cum sit rationalis, differetur (175,
1-10). Once more, it is evident that matter has a potentia passiva.

vy) Refutation of the Stoa

[311] Therefore, if forms and qualities are enclosed in matter,
as the Stoics think, a regulating activity of the Maker is super-
fluous; but in my conviction, there must be a moulder of matter,
as the Stoics themselves affirm. Hence the Maker impresses
shapes into matter as into shapeless bronze or wax, and thus
He must exist because the doctrine requires it.

QUARE The conjunction here is by no means self-evident. It
seems to be the result of this reasoning: matter has been shewn to
possess a passive potentiality as to forms and qualities. Hence (quare)
there must also be an active principle imparting these forms and
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qualities. But if matter is said to enclose them in itself, such an
active principle automatically becomes superfluous. UT sToICIS
VIDETUR At last Calcidius mentions his opponents by name. He
will do so again in par. 321: Quam quidem receptaculum eorum ad-
pellat, quia mon ex gremio silvae gemeratae species florescunt, ut
putant Stoici, sed extrinsecus obvemiumt ut in cera signacula (also
see par. 325). In both cases his criticism of the Stoa is the same as
in par. 308, but the form is different. Steinheimer quotes Enn.
IT 4, 7: €l odv mpbrepov vayxn Tév Snuiovpydv elvar, Tt Eder T €idy
xata opixpa &v 1f) UAy elvar. However, Plotinus’ argument is the
very opposite of Calcidius’. Plotinus says: “If we are to accept the
existence of a demiurge, why, then, those eldn xatd opuxpd in
matter?”” This expression is, if I am not mistaken, a rendering of
the Stoic term Adyot oneppatixot. The argument of Calcidius is this:
“If matter has all these qualities by itself, why then are we to
assume a Maker?”—""But the existence of a Maker is necessary,
as the Stoics themselves admit, so the doctrine requires a Maker
who confers a form upon matter, by itself shapeless”. Steinheimer
quotes Enn. 11 5, 3: 16 yap Suvaper Boddetar Etépou Emebévrog elc
évépyetav &yeosOor. Can this still be called a parallel? Both Calcidius
and Plotinus attack the Stoic doctrine, but each in his own way.
For instance, Plotinus says: 6 yap Oedc adtoig edmpemeiag Evexev
¢retoayerar (Emm. VI 1, 27, cited p. 149). Calcidius says: ¢psi
etiam Stoici sanciunt (opificem). The details of the arguments are
strongly in favour of a relationship, but not of a dependence of
Calcidius on Plotinus. A common source seems to be the obvious
solution and this once more makes one think of Numenius. The
difference between these two authors who use the same material
is striking indeed. Calcidius gives the impression of being bound to
his sources; Plotinus moulded his data into an original synthesis.

38) Matter eternal and unlimited

[312] There exists a similar unanimity about the eternity
of matter, for they think that it is everlasting because it is the
summit and origin of things. But there is no unanimity at all
on the question whether it is limited (that is, circumscribed).
<In reality the point is clear;> for what is, circumscribed must
necessarily have a definite size: now size belongs to a line, a
plane or a body, and all these things have their own shape,
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whether they are two- or three-dimensional. Now form is a kind
of quality; theretore, if matter is limited, it will have a quality
and a form by itself. But it has clearly been shewn that matter
has neither form nor quality; therefore, it is infinite and entirely
unlimited, not in the sense of extending immensely, vastly and
unsurpassably, but unlimited as things that can be circumscribed
by a limit but have not yet been limited mentally. And in the
same way as we say that it is without quality or forrn, it is also
unlimited in the sense that, before its adornment and as
long as it is still matter, it is not actually circumscribed by a
limit.

NIHILO MINUS The third point unanimously accepted by philo-
sophers is the eternity of matter, 7.e., illimitability in time. They
are, however, not unanimous on illimitability in space. Yet the
existence of illimitability in space is self-evident (Calcidius omits
this point in his argument,) for limitability means shape, and shape
means quality. Therefore, if matter is limited, it would have this
quality of itself. Now principles have no quality whatever (par.
305), so matter must be unlimited, in the sense not of *being ex-
tended infinitely’, but of 'not yet limited before its moulding’,
which means that it is limitable.—For perpetuam, cp. 333, 17.
ARX ET ORIGO Calcidius is fond ot such phrases: fons et initium
(125, 5), exordium et fons (97, 7); see also 91, 17-18; 91, 20; OI,
22-23 etc. They will be listed in the edition Waszink-Jensen.
MAGNITUDO AUTEM Steinheimer refers to Enn. IT 4, 8: péyebéc te
el Eyer, avaynn xal oxHue Exetv.  QUAE INFORMIS Here Steinheimer
quotes Enn. II 4, 6: % 8¢ (sc. 6An) xata 16 Omoxeipevov ddpiatov, &1t
un eldo¢ and II 4, 15: *Avdayxn toivuv Tiv OAnv T &merpov elvar.
These texts cannot be regarded as parallels. The latter is quite
different from what Calcidius says, as is already evident from the
article 6 before &reipov: to Plotinus matter is infinity itself. On the
other hand, a most important parallel is furnished by the text of
Galen (see p. 151), where the identity of the philosophers who
think matter limited, comes to light. Once more, they are the
Stoics, who regard matter as a s&ua (cp. par. 289) and hence as
something limited. Now Galen argues: el 8t memepacpévnyv elvai
pact (sc. ol Ztwinol) xal mépaar xexpnuévry, xai oyxijua by g
txéxtnro, &tomov ydp €oT. Idlowg mepavépevov obpax mépact pi weta
CYNLATOG TAVTWG URdpyeLy, €l xal Wi ouvooito Tobt adrd xaf’ Omé-
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Oeowv 1)+ dote el mepl GAny v 1ab0’ dmep vy mavra, tabta & Eoti,
xafamep adrol pact, sovppata, obte &motog Hv dnhady olite amry) (S.V.F.
IT 323). Here the whole problem is expounded adequately. Mean-
while, Steinheimer could have cited much better parallels from
Plotinus, for instance, Enn. II 4, 1: 836t 8¢ xol cdpa adty) &motov
adtd odpa Myovres: xal péyeboc 8¢. Both Plotinus and Calcidius
argue against the Stoa. But the manner in which they do so is quite
different and nothing points to a dependence one way or another.

INFINITA PORRO “‘Not infinity in the sense of infinite exten-
sion”, as Calcidius is quick to declare. He follows Aristotle: De
gen. et corr. 318 a 20: xat’ &vépyelav piv yap oddév €oTiv &melpov,
who, moreover, contrasts this with a potential infinity in the sense
of infinite divisibility (Suvauer & éni v dwxipestv, 2b.; about this
see the comment on par. 315, p. 159). In this point, however,
Calcidius does not follow him, nor does he distinguish between actual
and potential infinity as did Aristotle in Physics 206 b 14-15,
where ’potentially infinite’ is equivalent to ’inexhaustible’. He only
says that matter is unlimited in the sense of *not yet limited’, *poten-
tially limited’ not ’potentially unlimited’. All thisamounts to ‘‘matter
is unlimited in the sense that as such it has no limitations; it is not
yet vallata’. And because a ’matter as such’ does not exist in
reality, he adds mentis consideraiione—it is as though he just adds:
““this is no more than an activity of the abstracting intellect” (see
in par. 310: mentis consideratione, cp. p. 152). That this is really
what Calcidius means to say is proved by the striking parallel a
little further on: velut nondum ante exornationem dumque adhuc
silva est fine circumdatam. A similar idea is in Aristotle, Physics
204 a 5-6: & mequndg Eyewv un Exer diékodov 7 mépag. In imitation of
Aristotle, Plotinus also rejects an existence of the actual infinity.
Steinheimer rightly refers to Enn. II 4, 7: el oltwg &rewpov, dg
adiekiTov, &g odx Eott Towobrtév Tt v tolg olor ... The &diekityrov
reminds one of insuperabiliter porrecta.

In non ut quae inmense Calcidius opposes such opinions as given
by Apuleius: infinitam vero idcirco quod ei sit interminata magnitudo,
nam quod infinitum est, indistinctam magnitudinis habet finem atque
tdeo, cum viduata sit fine, infinibilis recte dici potest (De dogm.
Platonis I 5, p. 87, 6-10 Thomas). Calcidius’ infinsta has the same

1) “Even though one may exclude this from one’s thought”, i.e., “‘though
one can consider it separate from this”. Galen must have in mind the
kind of abstraction which Calcidius uses again and again.
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meaning as finibilis. Hermogenes called matter infinita; but Ter-
tullian’s refutation of this statement reveals no special relationship,
except for the distinction between infinity in time and infinity in
space (Adv. Hermog. 38, 1, p. 58, 10 ss. Wsz.).

ee) Matter without increase or decrease

[313] ‘‘Matter is neither liable to increase nor to decrease”,
they say.—Rightly so, because this would mean that something
could come into existence out of nothing or perish into nothing,
both of which are impossible. That which increases grows by
addition of size, and, apart from matter, there is, in my convic-
tion, nothing from which such an increase could be derived or
into which ’that which flows away from matter’, matter thus
being emptied, can be received (lit.: diminished).

This passage may be summarized as follows: “matter cannot
become larger or smaller, because it is itself the basis of every in-
crease and the terminus of every decrease”. Calcidius’ argument
concerning increase may be formulated in this way:

I a Quod- augetur, accessu magnitudinis crescit.
b Practer ipsam silvam nihil est, ex quo fiat accessio.
¢ Ergo: silva ipsa si augetur, ex nihilo fit accessio.

2a =1Ic
b Sed ex mihilo mon aliquid subsistere potest (et igitur nulla inde
accessto venire potest).
¢ Ergo: silva augeri non potest.

With regard to decrease, Calcidius uses a similar argument but
expresses himself somewhat inaccurately. He intends to say:
““decrease occurs by the recession of size, but nothing can recede
into anything else but matter; so matter itself cannot decrease”.
A more correct formulation would have been: vel in quod id, quod
ex silva (eam inaniens) defluit, defluere potest. The thesis underlying
this argument is Aristotelian, as was shewn in the comment on
par. 283 (p. 77). Here too Steinheimer quotes Plotinus saying:
o0 yap TavteAnc Tob petaBdrovrog N @lopd - 7 Eotar Tig odotx elg T
uh &v dmolhoupévy e 008 ad Té yevbpevev éx Tob mavteAdg pn Evrog
elc 70 8v &avlev (Emn. II 4, 6). But this thesis was so generally
accepted that its occurrence in two authors has no particular
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force of argument. (The other text quoted by Steinheimer (II 4, 9)
shows some verbal similarity to the corresponding passage in Cal-
cidius, but refers to quite a different question, viz., the relation
between matter and quantity).

Needless to say that the problem, raised in this as well as in the
two subsequent sections originated in Stoic circles, for it bears
upon typically material qualities. According to the Stoics, matter
is a body, something material. The very words of Calcidius show
that no real dissension existed on the point that matter neither
increases nor decreases. Hence the Stoa must also have agreed.
This conclusion is confirmed by the sources: Stobaeus, Ecl. I 133, 6
W. (Arii Did., fr. Phys. 20 Diels; S.V.F. II 317): Xpustnmov Ztwixod.
Tav xata mobmyra SLotapévey mpoTyy GAnv: Tadtny 8¢ dtdiov, olite
alEnow olte pelwov bmopévousav, and S.V.F. I 87: Zivwvoc. Odatay
3¢ elvar v Tév Svtwv TavTwv TpdTYY GAYY, Tabtyy 8¢ macav &tdiov
xal obte mhelw ywopévny olre érattw, and ¢b. (ex Diog. Laért.,
VII 150): % pév obv 7Tév Bhwv olte mhelwv olte ENdTTWY
yiveta.

L) Matter neither expands nor shrinks

(314] There are who think that matter expands and shrinks.
But a thing cannot expand (lit.: ’flow out’) without humidity
nor shrink without contracting. Neither of these lacks quality,
and matter has none. Hence matter does not expand as something
liquid nor shrink as something contractible.

sUNT Qu1 Fabricius rightly notes where the divergence of opin-
ions lies: Stoicorum haec opinio. Calcidius refers to the same
doctrine, namely that there are contracting and expansive forces
in the universe, the result of which is a process by which matter
grows thinner and denser (cp. Baumker, o.c., p. 351, 369). Stein-
heimer quotes Enn. II 4, 9, but Plotinus discusses a different pro-
blem. He also refers to Enn. II 4, 8, where Plotinus says that matter
is neither solid nor aery (od muxvdv ody &parév). This is a very
different question from the one treated by Calcidius, that matter
is liable to expansion or shrinking. Steinheimer attached more
significance to the wording of the two passages than to their real
meaning and content.
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vm) Matter divisible?

[315] There are also who believe that matter is infinitely
divisible. But whatever is divided (lit.: ’cut’) will be composite,
not simple, and in a definite place; this is a quality of quantity;
hence matter will not be divisible, for it lacks both quantity and
quality, though it accompanies them. But if, considering that
bodies with quality and quantity, which are contained by it,
can be divided, we say that matter itself can be divided together
with these bodies, this will not be an unreasonable or an incon-
venient presumption.

SUNT ITEM QUI PUTENT INFINITAE SECTIONIS PATIBILEM SILVAM
By ’potentially infinite’ (see ad par. 312, p. 136) Aristotle meant to
say that everything material is infinitely divisible. The problems
arising from this are treated by him in De gen. et corr. 316 a 14 ss.
The Stoa defended this theory, for, to them, matter is a copa:
Cp. par. 292 dividuam et usque quaque mutabilem (321, 17); see
Stobaeus, Ecl. I 142, 2 W. (S.V.F. 11 482): Xpioirnrog Epaoxe Ta
copata elg &merpov tépveoshar xal t& Tolg cdpact mposeowxbdta, olov
¢meavewav. Diog. Laért., VII 150: xat mabyth 8¢ éatv (sc. 7 odota)
¢ 6 adtég gnowv (sc. Apollodorus év 13 puoixij). el yap fiv &rpemntog
odx &v Ta ywépeva 2§ adtiic éyiveto. Evlev xdxohoubeiv dg 7 Te TopN
el &merpdy otwv. . . See also S.V.F. Il as far as 491.—To the passage
of Calcidius Steinheimer compares Enn. III 6, 12, where Plotinus
wonders: &AX’ §zav Sronpeby) TL odpa, TS 00 %ol adT (SC. N VAN) SipenTan ;
xal memovBéTog Exetvou @ dippficlat, még 0 xal adth T@® adTd TolTw
rmafnpat mémovbev; This, indeed, is the question under discussion
here, but the answers to it as given by Calcidius and Plotinus are
very different. The former says: “There can be no question of a
real division of matter, yet we say that matter is divided when the
bodies contained in it are divided”, but Plotinus maintains:
*H =l xwhder 18 adtd) Aoye Toldte xai plelpat Aeybvrag: mae pOapévrog
7ol ocdpatog oox Epbaprar; In other words, “‘if we say this, we might
as well contend that matter perishes when the body perishes”.
And he continues: "Ett Aextéov toaévde yap elvar xal péyeBog elva,
6 8¢ pi) peyéler 0dd¢ ta peyéBoug by Eyyiyvesbar xal Ehwe 8% &
ph oopatt unde ta cmpatog mdbn Eyylyvesbar: dote Eoor mabyrhy
molobot xal cdpa ouyywpeitwoav admiv elvar. Thus: ““a thing which
is not a body does not have the mdfn of a body either; anything
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which is mafnrév must be a body”. So Plotinus simply persists
in what Calcidius puts forward as a premise but omits to carry
through to its logical conclusion. This striking parallel reveals the
points of view of the two authors to the question whether matter is
passive. Plotinus is radical: () dnaffc ot (this is also stressed
in the text just quoted: mafriéc = esdpa). Calcidius also knows
that in reality matter is not liable to waly (:npetibilis), yet he he-
licves one may say that silva patibilis est (cp. ad par. 309, p. 148).
Steinheimer only saw the similarity in the presentation of the
problem, not the difference in the solutions. However, this last
issue is decisive; everything points to a stage before Plotinus.
Calcidius really hesitates between two thoughts, whereas Plotinus
makes a clear choice.

Now the interesting fact is that one finds a similar attitude to a
similar question in Numenius. The latter answers the question
whether the soul is tridimensional in this way: “it is not such by
itself, but xate supPefnxdc, that is, because of the body in which
it is”: T} Quyfi »ab Eavtiv pév mpdoeott TO ddidoTaATOV, HATR GUW-
Befruds 3t e &v & éott Swwotatd Gvit ouvlewpeitar xal adTh TELYT
dwwotaty (Nemesius, Ilepi pdcews avbpirmou, p. 69, Matth.; Leemans,
test. 29). (The term ouvbewpeitar reminds one of fingamus and prae-
sumptio in Calcidius). This parallel is highly important: in one case
there is a concession to the tendency to make matter corporeal, in
the other a similar concession to making the soul coiporeal. Both
are the results of the same line of thought. If it is borne in mind
that Numenius certainly was one of Calcidius’ main authorities,
the conclusion is imperative: Calcidius’ standpoint in this question
was inspired by Numenius.—Hermogenes also thought matter
dispartibilis (Tertullian, Adv. Hermog. 39). In Tertullian the
argument fits into a different type of discussion, but its presence
shows that the problem was a common one in Middle Platonism.—
Some particulars: comitetur (340, 8), cp. 337, 24-338, I. Praesumptio

(340, 11), cp. 305, 7 and 345, 5 (P. 174).

66) Summarizing conclusion

[316] Thus our opinion that matter is not fire, earth, water or
air, but a primary material and the deepest foundation of cor-
poreal things is correct. By itself it has no quality, form, quantity
nor figure, but all these are connected with it by the power of
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the Maker in order that both the whole body (z.e., the universe)
and every separate thing have their perfection, and all things
have their variety in common.

RECTA EST Calcidius now draws his conclusion from what has
been said before. He repeats par. 307: arbitror quippe monm recte
horum quid initium putari. haec emim omnia minime simplicia.
This thesis has now been proved to be correct. MATERIAM PRIN-
CIPALEM Cp. primam materiam (336, 16; see Zeller, II 320, n. 2).
ET CORPORIS PRIMAM SUBIECTIONEM Cp. 299, 16 subiecta corpor:
principaliter; 306, 20; 341, 2; 342, 13; 345, 17-18; 361, 5-6, I2.
The statement that neither earth, not fire, efc., are real principlesis
based on Tim. 5IA: pnrépa xai dmodoxnv unte Y7v unte dépa unte Top
phte Gdwp (cp. 358, 27). As parallel texts may be quoted the passage
of Apuleius already cited above: non ignem neque aquam nec aliud
de principiis . . . and Albinus’ Epit. X 8; Albinus asserts that God
is not a edpa: if God were a oépa, He would be corporeal and so be
fire or earth, efc.; but, Albinus says, &aotév ye 100twv 0dx doyixdv:
these do not possess the character of dpyn. To Calcidius water,
earth, air or fire are not principles: the principle is an elementary
matter, the first foundation of all that is material. This is his con-
clusion in par. 316. But realizing that he simply presupposed the
existence of this materia principalis, he must still prove it. This is
now done modo Aristotelico, that is, by means of an analysis of

change (cp p. 133).

w) Matter the general substratum ot things

(317a] It is easily proved that matter is really the tinder
and the deepest foundation of all that is corporeal, namely from
the change of the elements into one another and from the un-
stable alterations of qualities.

QuoDp VERO In the light of the explanation just given the in-
troductory phrase might be translated in this way: “That such a
prima subiectio really exists, appears from ...”; sit would then
have the meaning of existat. Although this would render the meaning
of the following passage (par. 317-318), yet silva must be supplied
as the subject of sit, in other words, si must be a copulative verb.
Calcidius has said: ‘“Matter is not water, efc., but prima subiectio” ;
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 1
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and he continues: “That it really is prima subiectio is evident
from . ..”. This formulation suggests that the existence of matter
is taken as an established fact, and that here only light is shed on
one of its aspects, just as in the preceding sections. But from the
content it is evident that what is given is an actual proof for the
existence of matter. Both the formulation of the introduction and the
place of the argument suggest that Calcidius did not realize at all
or insufficiently the purpose of the argument. One might say that
feeling the necessity of a discussion on this subject, he inserted
an argument already promised but not given in par. 302.

Some details: FOMES As tinder is the material to catch fire,
so matter is the material to receive the elements, fire, water, efc.
(see Fabricius, ad loc.) ; elsewhere Calcidius uses fomenta generationis
(61, 15, cp. 348, 13). For the combination fomes et prima subiectio
see 338, 19 (p. 155), where Calcidius’ partiality for such phrases
isnoted. EX ELEMENTORUM IN SE CONVERSIONE MUTUA Further on
(342, 12) one reads in illa corporum mutua permutatione. This text
reminds one of 305, 11: mutua ex alio in aliud resolutione; in both
cases the same phenomenon is discussed, on which Calcidius founded
his resolutio in par. 274, 299 and 304, and which now serves as a
basis for an Aristotelian argument. Meanwhile, it will become
clear that he considered it to occur already in Plato (see ad 346, 23,
p. 177). The term inconstants is also found in 345, 1-2: 0b inconstan-
tem eorum mutuamque ex alio in aliud comversionem, which is an
evident parallel of the present passage. The instability of change in
qualities is stressed by the author in order to show that matter
by itself has not a single quality.

[317b] Now earth has two qualities of its own, vzz., cold and
drought.—Let us now pretend that earth can partly change into
another element—. In water, too, we find two qualities, wiz.,
humidity and cold. The quality proper to earth is drought, that
to water humidity, whereas the nature of cold is common to both.
So, when earth flows out and is partially changed into water,
drought will change into humidity; but cold, which is common
to both elements, remains in its own state, for it is no longer in
earth and not yet in water: not in earth because what changes
ceases to be earth, but not in water either because, while the
change and transition are taking place, it is as yet not wholly
and perfectly changed to the new state, i.e., it has not yet come
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to the nature of water. The only possible conclusion is that cold
must be somewhere else, for it cannot exist without a subject.
Now reason affirms that this something can only be matter.

[318] Air, we continue, has two qualities, v¢z., warmth and
humidity. It appeared that two qualities are also found in water,
viz., humidity and cold. Here again there will be qualities which
appear to be contrary, viz., cold in water and warmth in air;
but humidity is common to both. So, when water changes into
vapour and, during this change, that which has evaporated is
absorbed and maintained by air, then, I think, cold changes into
warmth, but the common humidity remains, not, however, in the
womb of air nor in that of water. Yet it must be somewhere:
hence it must be in matter. In the same way, fire has two qualities,
viz., drought and warmth; air, however, as we saw just now, has
warmth and humidity, so these too have a common quality,
warmth. The characteristic quality of fire is drought, that of air
humidity. When, therefore, air becomes fire and partly changes
into the nature of fire, humidity changes into drought, but
warmth, their common quality, will not remain in fire nor in air,
yet it cannot be nowhere. Hence it will remain in matter. From
all this it is evident that in this mutual change of bodies one
discovers that matter is the oldest and deepest foundation, like
soft wax, in which imprints are made, or a common womb of
everything generated.

The argument strongly reminds one of a passage from Aristotle’s
De gen. et corr. The most important common trait is the attribution
of twofold fundamental qualities to the four elements; 330 b 3 ss.:
76 pdv yop mhp Oepudv xal Enpbv, 6 8’ dnmp Beppdv xai dypdv (olov atuic
yap 6 dnp), 16 & 08wp Quypdv xal bypbv, N 8 yH duypdv xai Enpév.
Moreover, there is the common idea that in each case one of the
two qualities is more characteristic of that element: od piv W
amAd¢ Ye tértapa 8vta Evdg Exactédv €oti, YR piv Empol paliov 7
duypob, B3wp 8¢ Yuypob padkov A Gypod, dnp & Gypob wariov # Oepuob,
nlp Ot Oeppob paMov 3 Exmpob. Aristotle shows how all elements
change into one another; 331 a 12 ss.: 87t ptv obv &mavra mépuxev
elg &MAa petafdddety, avepbv: N yop Yéveoig elc evavtia xal &€
gvavtioy, ta 8¢ ortouxeia mavra Exel évavriwow Tpdg &AAMAa da Td
tag Swxpopag évavring elvan ol pdv yap dppdrepar Evavriat, olov mupl
xol 08att (v pdv yop Enpdv xal Beppdy, 16 & bypdv xal Juypdv), Toig
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& 7 Erépa pbvov, olov dépr xal B3att (T& pev yop Oypdv xai Beppdv, Td
3t Oypdv xal Quypdv). dote xabBbrov pdv pavepdy, &ti mav éx mavrdg
yiveoOar méquxev, #0n 8¢ xal’ Exactov 00 yahemdv ideilv midg: Emavra
utv yap €€ amavrwv Eotar, Soloer 8¢ 16 OdtTov xal Ppadirtepov xal
T& pdov xal yoemmrepov: 8oa udv yap Exer odufora mpdg &AM,
Tayeio Todtwv 7 petafactg, o 3 wi) Exer, Ppadeta, St o piov elvar
76 & % Tta woMha petafaddery, olov éx mupde pév Eotar dip Batépou
petafadrovrog (Td pdv yop fv Beppdv xal Enpby, 16 8¢ Oeppdv xal Sypby,
dote dv xpatnif) T6 Enpdv Omd Tob bypol, dnp EoTar). waAw 82 &€ dépog
08wp, &av xpatndfi ©0 Oepudv 4md 7ol Juypol (td uiv yap Hiv Bepudv
xoal Uypdv, t6 8¢ Juypdv xal bypdv, dote perafddrovrog Tob Oeppod
G8wp Eotar). Tov adrdy 8¢ tpomov xal & U8wrtog Y xal éx yig mlp-
ExeL yop &ppw mpdg dupw odpfBola - 6 pdv yap G8wp Sypdv xai Yuypedy,
N 88 YH duypdv xal Enpby, dote xpatnBévrog Tob Vypod Y Eorta. xal
oAy Emel 1O pev wop Evpodv xad Oeppdv, 7 88 vi uypdv xal Enpdv, Eav
Oapf) T Puypdy, mlp Eotar éx Yic. Nobody fails to see the connection
of this text with the argument of Calcidius. Yet there are also
differences. Aristotle wishes to prove something different from
Calcidius: the former stresses that everything changes into every-
thing, whereas the latter proves that underneath this change there
exists matter. One may say that Calcidius has added an idea found
elsewhere in Aristotle: &t et 7t del OmoxeioOar (Physics 190 a 14;
cp. the comment on par. 284). But there is more in Calcidius. He
does not just say: ‘‘there must be something underlying this
change” but repeats again and again: ‘“cold, efc., must be some-
where” or “it cannot be nowhere”. In this he joins Plato himself.
This, again, shows, how closely Plato and Aristotle are connected
in his eye.

The explanation of details is facilitated by the fact that the same
thought occurs throughout this passage. aliguatenus (341, 10;
342, 8) =ex aliqua parte (341, 5). in terra quidem (341, 13): as in
334, 14 (in simplex, cp. p. 139), the negation is missing; esse in
terra means ’to be earth’ in the same way as in nulla substantia
esse (175, 2) means ‘not to be a substance’ (cp. ¢n substantia positum,
203, 23; 264, 23). Or should ¢n terra be deleted? In this case its pre-
sence may be explained by the twofold ¢» terra in the preceding line.
resoluta (341, 24-25) reminds one of resolutiome in 305, 12, efc.;
for vapores, see olov dtuic yap 6 dip in the text of Aristotle just
quoted (330 b4) OPINOR (342, 1) The same is used elsewhere,
when it was, in fact, borrowed from others (cp. 309, 23; 31I, 8;



PARAGRAPH 3IQ 165

337,18). in naturam ignis (342, 8): cp. in aquae materiam (341, 17;
cp. p. 124). The observation at the beginning of par. 317 (—Let
us ...—), seems to refer to the well-known question whether all
elements change into one another or an exception must be made for
the element of earth (cp. p. 180).

Already in par. 302-304 (resolutio—syllogismus) the Platonic
line of thought was weak: matter being the dominating concept,
the ideas were no more than accessories. In the present argument
on the existence of matter, the Aristotelian trend is again strong.
Nevertheless, Calcidius remains convinced that he is actually inter-
preting the doctrine of Plato. Still, in several places the influence of
Numenius is visible from whom, as it seems, Calcidius’ concept
of matter was derived. The Aristotelian part of the argument may
have reached Calcidius through Numenius. This is almost certain
in the case of the resolutio (cp. p. 132) and might well be true for
his concept of the relation between the doctrines of Plato and
Aristotle. However, Albinus should not be forgotten either, as will
be evident from what follows. Nor should Adrastus remain un-
mentioned, for it is just possible that he too contributed to Calcidius’
work (see ad par. 383-388).

xx) Matter neither corporeal nor incorporeal

[319] After discussing these problems, we have now to consider
whether matter is a body. In my opinion, we cannot simply call
it either a body or something incorporeal, but we must say that
it is potentially both corporeal and incorporeal. [1] What is
properly called body is composed of matter and quality; but
matter does not consist of matter and quality; therefore, it is
not a body. [2] Next, no body is without quality; but matter
by itself is without quality; therefore, it is not a body. [3] More-
over, all bodies have a shape; but matter by itself is shapeless;
therefore, it is not a body. [4] Then, every body is defined and
limited; but matter is indefinite and unlimited; therefore, it is
not a body.[5] Moreover, we can place all kinds of body in cate-
gories. Thus we call a body ’essence’, because, at different mo-
ments, it can sustain opposed qualities, one of which must
necessarily be found in it. We call it ’quantity’, when it has
length, width and thickness. We also say that it has ’quality’.
Comparing it with another body, we say that it is larger, smaller
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or alike, which comparison the Greeks call npé¢ 7; for what is
larger cannot be conceived without being compared with what
is smaller, nor what is alike without comparison with something
else which is alike; and in this way we also derive the other
qualifications (of bodies) from the categories. But we take away
all this from matter, even its passivity seemingly proper to it;
and we do so, because matter never loses its own condition but
only gives the impression of undergoing things, when other things,
vi2., bodies, undergo them within matter. In short, its passivity
is such that it does not change into something else; but, since
it takes up things liable to change, it is incorrectly thought to
undergo something. <Therefore, it is not a body.> [6] Finally,
just as God, the first operating and creating principle, is not a
genus nor subject to any genus, likewise the first passive prin-
ciple, matter, the other origin of things, is neither a genus nor
subject to any genus. And hence, because it is a principle, we
cannot think of anything earlier. [7] This being so, a body is
perceived by the senses, but matter is not perceived by the
senses; therefore, matter will not be a body. [8] And also matter
is something simple and not composite, but a body is not simple
and is composite; therefore matter is not corporeal.

[320] But I say that it is not incorporeal either, [1] for
whatever is incorporeal cannot undergo anything corporeal and
can never become a body; but matter, provided with qualities,
quantities and figures, and decorated with every adornment,
became body and world by the action and operation of the
Maker; therefore, it is not incorporeal either. [2] Next, if it is a
body, it can be perceived by the senses; but it cannot be perceived
by the senses; therefore, it is not a body. But if it is incorporeal,
its nature is intelligible; but it is not intelligible; therefore, it
is not incorporeal. Hence it is correct that we call it simply and,
in accordance with its nature, neither corporeal nor incorporeal,
but potentially both a body and not a body.

QUIBUS ITA DECURsIS Calcidius broaches the question of the
real foundation of all the preceding problems, viz., the question
whether matter is a body. The Stoa answered in the affirmative;
their doctrine on matter hinges on it. But Calcidius disagrees.
To him matter is not a body, but at once he adds “nor is it incor-
poreal”. What is it then? “It is potentially both corporeal and
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incorporeal”. The first part of this assertion is also found in Aris-
totle. In De gen. et corr., the book from which the greater part of the
preceding sections was borrowed, he says: mpétov piv 16 Suvdper
copa alohntdv dpyn, debrepov & ol Evavtimeeis (329 a 32-33). (For
matter as the first principle see p. 143.) But Aristotle is silent
on potential incorporality. Calcidius, denying the actual incorpor-
ality, affirms that it is potentially incorporeal.

The thesis that matter is neither corporeal nor incorporeal is not
original. A strong similarity with Calcidius’ thesis is in Albinus,
Epit. VIII 3: vowadtn & oloa (sc. ) UAn) obre cidpa dv eln obte dod-
patov, uvapet 8¢ edpa. (The addition of Suvapet dodpatov would make
the resemblance perfect.) Next, Apuleius wrote: sed neque corpoream
nec sane incorpoream concedit esse (De dogm. Plat. 1 5 p. 87, 10-11
Thomas). Finally, about the doctrine of Hermogenes Tertullian
states: Prima, inquit, facie videtur mobis incorporalis esse materia,
exquisita autem ratione recta invemitur meque corporalis neque in-
corporalis (Adv. Hermog. 35, 2, p. 54, 19-20 Wsz.). All this gives
the impression that the doctrine under discussion was fairly
common in Middle Platonism (cp. J. H. Waszink, Vig. Christ. g
(1955), p- 132).

The typical feature of Calcidius’ theory is that matter is potent-
ially incorporeal. This statement should probably be connected
with his former ones concerning a twofold matter, a so-called
stlva corporea and a silva intellegibilis (see ad 301, 1 and 302, 15-17,
P- 43). Just as the silva corporea is potentially corporeal, so the
stlva intellegibilis is potentially incorporeal (=intelligible). This
point will be discussed below.

Plotinus again gives a clear and emphatic answer: ‘‘matter is
incorporeal” (Enn. II 4, 9: dodpatog 88 xal 7 UAy). As elsewhere
Steinheimer tries to minimize the difference between Plotinus and
Calcidius: ““Plotin begniigt sich damit nachzuweisen, dass sie nicht
korperlich sei. Diesem Nachweis widmet auch Chalcidius das um-
fangreiche Kapitel 319, wogegen der Beweis, dass sie nicht un-
korperlich sei, kurz in c. 320 abgetan wird. Hat nun auch Plotin
sich nicht mit denselben Worten dariiber ausgesprochen, so ist
doch ein Widerspruch zu seiner Lehre hierin nicht erhalten, da er
jede Realitit der Materie verneint, ihr aber die Moglichkeit alles
zu werden einrdumt” (o.c., p. 45). Yet, even if it were true that there
is no contrast between the two standpoints—Steinheimer rather
simplifies the problem—, the fact remains that because ot the differ-
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ent formulations a dependence of Calcidius on Plotinus is, indeed,
far less likely than Steinheimer presumes. The former treats this
question in the same way as is done by some Middle Platonic
authors. Hence we rather think of a dependence on this school.
Moreover, Albinus, who comes nearest to Calcidius in formulation,
also provides material points of agreement with Calcidius, e.g.,
Epit. X, where the attributes of another principle, viz., God, are
discussed. Another point of agreement is mentioned in the dis-
cussion of Calcidius’ resolutio (par. 274, p. 50).

QUIPPE QUOD Calcidius proceeds by demonstrating that matter
is not a body. The first three arguments are not very impres-
sive:

1) Body is matter and quality; matter is not matter and quality;
matter is not a body. —Once the qualities as explained by Calcidiusin
337,6-8 (p. 137) are accepted, this argument is conclusive. It should
be compared with what Albinus (X 7) produces in order to prove
the incorporality of God: el yap oépa 6 Oede, €€ GAng dv eln xal eldoug-
S 16 maEv odpa cuvddaspa Tt elvan Ex Te UAng %ol Tob oUv adt]j etdoug
... &romov 8¢ Tov Oedv & Uane elvar xal eidouc: od yap Eotar amhoi
008t dpynds: dote dompatog &v el 6 Oedc. Steinheimer quotes
Plotinus, Enn. 1I1 6, 7: "Eoti pév olv dowpatoc, éneimep 16 obpa
Gotepov xal advletov, xal adty) per’ &Mov motet cdua, but there is a
fundamental difference. Calcidius does not maintain that matter is
incorporeal. The line of thought is, indeed, the same but, by itself,
does not favour a dependence of Calcidius on Plotinus.

2) No body is without quality; matter is without quality;
matter is not a body. — This reasoning is the same as the preceding
one, only the form has been changed: instead of ‘““body is always
matter and quality” Calcidius starts from the major “‘body is never
without quality”. Steinheimer refers correctly to Enn. II, 4, 8:
Ko &1 pdv pi) dua, elmep &motog, 3hov - ) mordmra &et. Undoubtedly,
in various forms this argument had often been used against the
Stoa. Actually all present arguments of Calcidius are based upon
the principle of the simplicity of matter.

3) All bodies have shape; matter has no shape; matter is not
a body. — Usually Calcidius takes quality and shape together.
Here they are taken separately, probably in order to make the
series of arguments more impressive. Geometrical figures, as every-
one knows, have a very important place in Plato’s philosophy; it
may be for this reason too that they are used here. Steinheimer
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mentions Enn. 114, 13: “H 1e 316m¢ t¥ic BAng 0d popey. Such parallels,
however, are no proof for a dependence.

4) All bodies are finite and limited; matter is infinite and un-
limited; matter is not a body. — In par. 312 Calcidius discussed
whether matter is limited. The limitation of all bodies is a well-
known point in the doctrine of Aristotle (cp. p. 136). The text
quoted by Steinheimer (Enn. III 6, 16: &v 8¢ tfj OAn 003t 16 odx
apuwptopévov: od yap cdua) is not relevant.

5) All bodies can be classified under the categories; but matter
can not; matter is not a body. — The fifth argument is here re-
duced to its simple proportions. Calcidius greatly elaborated the
mator and minor but failed to give an explicit conclusion. The form-
ulation of his argument has some remarkable details. One can
follow him when saying: dicimus corpus essentiam; but when he
continues: tdem hoc dicimus quantitatem, one would add habere
rather than esse. What he wants to say is, of course: “we say that
a body has a definite size”. The categories will be fully discussed in
par. 336.

The elaboration of the minor ‘“we deny matter all categorical
qualifications” leads to an old problem. But what then about
passio, since, to Calcidius, matter is patibilis? The solution is
that there is no real pati, but matter may be called ’passive’ in so
far as change of qualities occurs. (See the remarks on p. 148-149;
also p. 159-160 on secabilis). In this way Calcidius may say: ‘“‘we
even take away from matter its seemingly own passio (we call it
’passive’), because we think that it never relinquishes its proper
condition”. Calcidius’ conclusion clearly presupposes the passio
stlvae. He persistently speaks of passio silvae and patibilis in spite
of the fact that, strictly speaking, this is incorrect; and he says so
himself.

6) The reasoning which follows now is more difficult. Calcidius
wants to say: like God, the other principle, viz., matter, is not a
genus nor belongs to any genus. In other words, a principle is a
thing that cannot be classified at all and, for that reason, cannot
be said to belong to the genus ’body’. So matter is not a body.
One may also say: If matter is assigned to the genus ’body’, we
suppose that there existed something prior to matter. In conformity
with this Calcidius adds: ““And since it is a principle, therefore, we
should not think of anything prior”.

The assertion that matter neque genus est neque ulli subiacet
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geners recalls a text of Albinus, stating that God olte yévog éativ
otite eldoc olite Suxpopd. — eldog and Swapopa fall under (subiacent)
the yévoc and, therefore, are understood in the statement neque
ulli subtacet generi. And now one also understands why the argument
opens with: like God, matter is ... This reference to the divine
principle finds its explanation in Albinus, whose speculations about
God Calcidius had constantly in mind here.

7) A body is perceptible by the senses; matter is not perceptible
by the senses ; matter is not a body. — This argument is quite clear;
with Steinheimer one may refer to Enn. II 4, 12: aipety) odoa od
talc aloOioeow ... 8tv unde cdpa. Still, the words Quae cum ita sint
present a problem. What has this argument, which is quite sufficient
in itself to do with the previous one? If I am not mistaken, Calcidius
saw the minor in the latter (matter is a principle) as a philosophical
premise to the present minor.

8) Matter is simple; a body is not simple; matter is not a body. —
At last the principle argument turns up. Albinus said: od yap
Eotar amholg olite dpyixde. See p. 168. Steinheimer also refers to
Plotinus, Enn. II 4, 8: Aetl 8¢ adtiv w3 cdvletov elvar, dAha dmholv
xal &v Tu 1§} adtic pboer. However, such parallels can never prove a
dependerce.

The following arguments are meant to prove the second part
of the thesis, that matter is not incorporeal either.

1) What is incorporeal can never become corporeal; matter can
become corporeal; matter is not incorporeal. — The language of
Calcidius is over-stressed : omns cultu convenustata, cp. pulchritudinis
ac venustatis (378, 2). For effectu opificis, cp. deus, qui primitus
operatur ac facit (343, 25), opifex igitur silvae ... (338, 15) elc.

2) If matter is incorporeal, it is intelligible; matter is not in-
telligible ; matter is not incorporeal. — As a confirmation Calcidius
repeats the seventh argument of the preceding section. How he
can speak of both a silva intelligibilis and a silva corporea has been
explained (p. 43). The question how ’not intelligible’ matter can
nevertheless be known will be answered in par. 345 ss. Calcidius
concludes his series of arguments by stating his thesis once more.

As has been observed, a few parallel texts are found in some
Middle-Platonic authors, but none of them defends the interesting
doctrine of ’what is potentially incorporeal’. After Calcidius this
was done by Simplicius (I# Phys. 229, 11 ss.) who in other details
too shows a great similarity with the present section. Among other
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things, Simplicius proves that matter is not a body, saying that
this theory was also held by Plotinus. He fully elaborates this
thesis and, like Calcidius, concludes again and again: so matter is
not a body. He continues: ¥ %Ay né¢ v eln Svvapet dodpa-
Tov; dvayxy Ot Tolro, elmep xal dowpatwv elddv éott N UAn Omo-
dextind). el 8¢ dodpatog odoa Suvapet Aéyetan, lotéov BTl xal O &od-
patov ody O¢ Optouévy Tig PUcLs, GAN G¢ AmdPaols TOU GOUATOS
Aéyetar. By these last words Simplicius also tries to explain dew-
patog, which is not done by Calcidius. However, the striking
similarity between the speculations of Calcidius and those of Sim-
plicius naturally suggests that both authors were dealing with some
locus communis from the Peripatetic School. Although this does not
necessarily mean that Calcidius borrowed from an Aristotelian,
the possibility should not be dismissed a priori, since elsewhere
Calcidius derived so much from Adrastus. (His Aristotelian passages
are collected by Borghorst, o.c., p. 33 ss.) On the other hand, he
may just as well have found this Aristotelian passage in a Platonic
author (cp. p. 144).

With this Calcidius’ own treatise on matter has come to its end.
In many places his arguments show an undeniably Aristotelian
character. Like many other Middle Platonists, he owes his dialectical
material to the Peripatos. With many other Platonists he regarded
Aristotle’s works as a both adequate and complete commentary
on the works of his great teacher and predecessor. Obviously many
ideas of master and pupil were muddled up.—Calcidius was a fierce
opponent to the Stoa; the climax of his opposition is in par. 319.—
The similarity between Calcidius and Plotinus is consequent upon
the fact that both studied the same subjects; a dependence of
Calcidius on Plotinus is out of the question. Calcidius’ philosophy
reflects a stage of Platonic thinking prior to the Enneades. His
standpoint in the question whether matter is patibilis is typical of
this stage; it holds the middle path between two opinions.—
Numenius was Calcidius’ principal source. He set himself to attack
the Stoa violently. The Aristotelian features are typical of Middle
Platonism in general; and Calcidius may well have borrowed these
from Numenius. Still, an influence of Albinus must be taken into
account. Calcidius’ wavering as to the questions whether matter is
passive and divisible has a remarkable parallel in Numenius’
attitude towards the question whether the soul is tridimensional.
By themselves matter is neither passive nor divisible, the soul not
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tridimensional. But they can be said to be so because of what
comes to them.

3. VERIFYING PARAPHRASE

What follows is a continuous commentary on the remaining
text of the Timaeus. It was written evidently as a confirmation
to the theories proposed earlier. Hence the references to the
previous paragraphs must necessarily be numerous. Since the
development of the subject-matter is bound to the Timaeus, it
is less systematic than the previous part. A certain main division
can, however, be drawn up in this way: a) discussion of the charac-
teristics of matter; it is «) without quality, ) without motion;
b) the reason why matter lacks quality; c) the origin of the charac-
teristics, 7.e., the species; d) matter in itself; e) matter with
reference to Providence.—In between occasional passages do not
fit into this scheme; they are to be regarded as digressions inspired
by Plato’s text.

a) Characteristics of matter

o) Matter without form and quality

[321] Since our penetrating dissertation has exhausted what
we intended to discuss in accordance with the authoritative
doctrine of Plato, a return must now be made to the comment-
ary of the text of his dialogue. Now Plato says: ‘“How are we
to consider its power and its nature?”’ By ’power’ he understands
the ability to assume a certain outward appearance, for matter
possesses outward appearance, changing qualities and quantities,
not actually but potentially, as is clear from their unstable and
mutual change into one another. By *nature’ he means its essence,
and rightly he speaks of ’considering’, for it is impossible to
judge about the real essence of matter with some insight acquired
by either the senses or the intellect. It is as a vision in a dream:
the more we want to grasp the vision, the sooner it slips away.
“In my opinion”, Plato says, ‘“matter is, like a nurse, the recip-
ient of all that comes into existence”. All that comes into
existence must necessarily exist from a definite point in time:
therefore, mortal things are likenesses and images of the immortal
and really existing things, but they obtain their existence and
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reveal themselves in matter, thus producing in us the idea of
matter. Plato calls matter their ’recipient’, because the forms do
not come forth from the womb of matter, as the Stoics think,
but rather come to it from outside, like an impression in wax.
And he calls it ’nurse’, because it carries on its own shoulders,
as it were, the offspring of another, for it offers them only support.

IUXTA PLATONICI DOGMATIS AUCTORITATEM In par. 119, also the
transition to a new part, Calcidius writes: Mundi totius perfec-
tionem . .. praeteriti operis textu secrevimus Platonicis dogmatibus
inhaerentes. See the comment on auditores Platonis (336, 10).
ORATIONIS Cp. 346, 1; see also Galen, Compendium, p. 34, 17
(Ed. K. and W.); Calcidius returns to the dialogue at the point
where he left it in par. 273. AIT ERGO Calcidius evidently follows
the version tiv’ odv &yov Sdvapty xal @dotv adtd dmodnmréov;
in the Budé-edition: xatd @boww (49A). VIM NUNC ADPELLAT
In par. 310 Calcidius spoke about a twofold possibilitas, his trans-
lation of the Aristotelian term 3dvapic; now he explains the same
calling it vis. It is, in his opinion, the aptitude to adopt all forms,
and, therefore, the passive possibility (non effectu sed possibilitate).
For the term opportunitas, cp. 309, 17: opportunitatem suscipiends
ordinis; and the comment (p. 63); especially 376, 14: potentiam
opportunitatemque formarum recipiendarum, where opportunitas and
potentia are equivalent. Alongside these terms, also one finds capa-
citate (356, 15). Calcidius does his best to minimize the active
character of the term vss. The same tendency is seen in his inter-
pretation of cupiditas (silvae): cupiditatem vero negat esse talem,
qualis est animalium. Sed ut, cum quid coeptum atque inchoatum est,
dicitur perfectionem desiderare, sic, opinor, etiam silva speciem cupit
(319, 1-4). Meanwhile, these texts show how difficult it is to main-
tain consistently the concept of pure potentiality. vuLTUS
Cp. 355, 18-19; 363, 4. OB INCONSTANTEM Cp. 341, 2-3; 305, II;
328,5-6; 346, 23-24; 348, 11-12. For tnconstantem, cp. 341, 3 (p. 162);
one reads: nulla ... certa et stabilis proprietas in the translation of
Tim. 49B (346, 21). NATURAM VERO Cp. 299,17 mundi sensilis
explanaturus omnem substantiam. By substantia Calcidius evidently
means ’essence’; cp. 92, 18-19: Docet nos substantiam sive, ut Cicero
dicit, essentiam . . .; 348, 26: nam essentia quidem alicuius rer sub-
stantia est. For the different meanings of this term see the comment
to par. 344 (p. 22I). RECTEQUE ETIAM PUTANDUM Calcidius
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clearly wishes to say: ‘“Matter cannot be grasped distinctly by
either the senses or the intellect” (cp. 346, 9-11; 359, 7 ss.; 371, 1-2).
This is discussed extensivily in par. 345 ss. The verb praesumere
is used repeatedly; 315, 12: praesumpta eorum existentia; 330, 20:
quae inrationabily opinione praesumuntur ; also see 370, 19. The cor-
responding noun praesumptio also occurs; 305, 7: obscura quadam . . .
praesumptione ; 340, 10-11: non .. . abhorrens a ratione vel inconveniens
praesumptio; also 378, 9. The verb praesumere with its fairly wide
meaning should here be translated by ’to grasp’, ’to acquire the
knowledge of’. This knowledge may be of a different character:
vel ex semsu cognita vel ex ratione intellecta. The Greek equivalent
npédnic is already mentioned (p. 49). QUIPPE UT SOMNIUM
In Tim. 52B Plato compares the concept of the yopa with a vision
seen in a dream. Although the comparison differs, this passage in
Plato suggested the comparison to Calcidius. OPINOR, INQUIT
Tim. 49A: 7touavde pahota waone elvar yevécews Gmodoylyv admiyv
olov T07vyv. Fabricius thought that Calcidius read olpa instead
of elvaw. But opinor must be taken as a rendering of touavde paiiora.
OMNIA QUAE GIGNUNTUR As above, Calcidius explains ipsa verba
Platonis. Wrobel apparently failed to see that the words omnia quae
gignuntur are a quotation. They give Calcidius the opportunity
for remarking on the temporal limitation of things. “Everything
that comes into existence necessarily exists from a definite point
in time, hence these things are mortal !) and images of the immortal
things possessing the real existence. These images acquire an existence
of their own in matter, and thus produce in us the idea of matter”.
This approach to matter is considerably more Platonic than usual
in Calcidius. The idea of the eternal image prevails. The represent-
ation needs something in which it is represented (as a projected
image is seen upon the screen). So far matter was traced by analysis
of change, and even though finally the Platonic idea of ’space’
crops up for a moment, the approach was quite Aristotelian.
SIMULACRA ET IMAGINES In 299, 10 divine Providence makes the
world ad exemplum et similitudinem intellegibilis mundi. Here a
divine Maker is not mentioned. ACCIPIUNT AUTEM SUBSTANTIAM
This assertion admits a twofold interpretation: 1) the images
receive a substratum (dmoxeipevov) or 2) they receive their existence,

1) Sunt evgo mortalia may be either a scribal error (a kind of homoiote-
leuton) or one of Calcidius’ many contractions for sunt ergo mortalia; et
mortalia sunt ..
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their being in matter. These concepts are not far apart, but never-
theless different. In par. 307 it was said of the principles: omnia
ex 1isdem substantiam mutuar: (336, 1). Substantia here must be
given the second meaning; the present text perhaps has the same
sense; Cp. 354, 15-16: in hac (sc. silva) quippe species dissolubiles
substantiam sortiumtur. For the different meanings of substantia
see ad par. 344 (p. 22I). QUIA NON EX GREMIO The stress is on
ex. Matter is lotius gemerationis gremium (304, 5), but the species
do not proceed from this womb, they arein it (cp. 304, 7; 351, 14 ss.;
354, 20). UT IN CERA SIGNACULA Cp. 336, 16-17; 338, 10; 342,
13-14, and the translation of T7m. 50B in 351, 15-17. NUTRICULAM
VERO Matter carries the qualities derived from elsewhere as a
nurse carries somebody else’s child; QuipPE NIHIL Cp. 299, 16;

300, 20; 340, 14; 342, 13.

[322] Then Plato continues: ‘“And what is said of it is indeed
true, but, as it seems, has to be said more distinctly”, for what
is said in accordance with truth is not, for that reason, automatic-
ally said distinctly and clearly. There are indeed many correct
but obscure expositions. Now obscurity may rise from the purpose
of the speaker, as will happen occasionally, from a deficiency in
the hearer or from the nature of the matter under discussion.
It is due to the author, when he intentionally disguises his sub-
ject, as Heraclitus and Aristotle did, or when his treatment of the
subject is defective. It is due to the hearer, when either unheard
of and unusual things are said or the listener is too slow-witted.
Ang, finally, it is due to the subject itself, when it is such as that
which we are discussing now, vzz., when it is of such a nature that
it can be perceived by neither the senses nor the mind, since it is
without any form, quality and limit. But Timaeus, who speaks
here, is not an incompetent speaker, nor are his listeners slow of
mind; so there only remains the possibility that the subject itself
is difficult and obscure. In fact there exists nothing more difficult
to explain than matter, and thus it is why everything said about
its nature, although said in full agreement with truth, is not
expressed clearly and distinctly. Finally, Plato mentions the
cause of this difficulty when saying: ““It is, however, so much more
perplexing, because the mind’s eye necessarily becomes confused
in advance and uncertain of both fire and the other materials,
wondering why water is better called and thought water than
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earth, since there is no certain and stable quality in the bodies
denoting the nature proper to everything”. He takes up the
question from the issue of the mutual change of the elements
into one another.

DEINDE PROSEQUITUR Tim. 49A: elpnton piv odv 1dhnBéc, ¢t 8¢
&vapyéatepov elnelv mept adtob. ORATIONES Cp. 344, 23. NASCITUR
QuipPE Calcidius takes the opportunity to make a digression on
obscurity. Many such digressions are found in this part of his book,
giving the impression that he wishes to elaborate this part and to
add new material. Obscurity, he says, may arise from three sources.
First from the author; here again there are two possibilities, in-
tentional obscurity and obscurity resulting from incapacity. He
gives two instances of intentional obscurity : Heraclitus and Aristotle.
It is a well-known fact that in Antiquity Heraclitus was considered
to be obscure (cp. Uberweg-Prichter, Die Geschichte der Philoso-
phie 1, Berlin, 19262, p. 55). The mention of Aristotle in this con-
nexion, as Fabricius notes, goes back, without doubt, to the story
told by Aulus Gellius in Noctes Atticae XX 5. Alexander wrote the
following letter to Aristotle: “You were wrong to publish your
dxpoaTtixol Adyo; for now there is no longer any difference between
those who were your pupils and those who were not”’. Aristotle is
said to have replied that his lectures were both published and un-
published, since they could be understood only by those who had
been his hearers; hence the opinion that Aristotle purposely ex-
pressed himself obscurely. Galen, Compendium Ib (p. 34, Kr. and
W.) speaks about the conmstricto et obscuro sermome Aristotelss.
Fabricius quotes some texts of Cicero showing some similarity
with Calcidius’ text. In De fin. II 5 Cicero states, that there are
two occasions when one is allowed to speak and be misunderstood:
st aut de industria facias, ut Heraclitus, cognomento qui oxotewvég
perhibetur, quia de natura nimis obscure memoravit; aut qguum rerum
obscuritas, non verborum, facit ut non intellegatur oratio, qualis est
in Timaeo Platonis (cp. Acad. Prior. II 3). On the matter of
obscurity, Plato’s Ttmaeus seems to have been as famous as Hera-
clitus. At the beginning of his commentary Calcidius noticed that
obscurity was not a question of imbecillitas sermonis but arose out
of the subject (69, 13-14). The other two sources of obscurity are
easily understood without comment. uT NEQUE Cp. 345, 3-5
(p- 174). utpote carens forma, sine qualitate, sine fine, cp. 356, I1I-12.
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SED NEQUE TIMAEUS The obscurity not being the fault of speaker
or listeners (Socrates, Critias and Hermocrates, cp. par. 6), the
subject-matter itself must be the cause.

EST TAMEN ARDUUM EO MAGIS, yoaAemdv 3 &Mhwg te xal Suétt mpoa-
QUOD PRAECONFUNDI MENTIS mopn0fjvar mepl mupds xal &V peta
ACIEM NECESSE EST ET AESTUA-  Tupd¢ avayxatov To0Tou yaptv* Tod-
RE TAM DE IGNI QUAM DE CETE- Twv Yap eineiv &xacrtov Gmolov 8v-
RIS MATERIIS, QUI MAGIS AQUAM  tw¢ B3wp e Myew pahiov 3 mtdp,
IURE AQUAM DICI PUTARIQUE xal 67otov 6Ttobv paMov 7 xad &mav-
OPORTEAT QUAM TERRAM, CUM ta %0’ &xaatév t¢, olrwe dote Tivi
NULLA SIT CERTA ET STABILIS mot® xol Befaiey yphoashur Adye,
PROPRIETAS CORPORUM, QUAE yahemév. I1é¢g odv 3 Tobt” adtd xad
CUIUSQUE INDICET NATURALEM %) xai Tt wepl adt@v eixbrwg Siamo-
GERMANITATEM. pnbévrec dv Aéyowpev; (49 A-B).

Up to todtwv yap the translation is literal; praecomtundi renders
mpoamopnijvan. A creature of habit, Calcidius again uses synonyms:
praeconfunds . . . et aestuare; dici putarique. Further on, he renders
Plato’s words according to their general sense alone. Thus he speaks
of certa et stabilis proprietas, where Plato said miet@ »al Befate Abye.
RECIPROCA DE ALIO IN ALIUD ELEMENTORUM CONVERSIONE This
conversio ex alio in aliud is repeatedly mentioned by Calcidius: see
ad 341, 2. From this reference it is evident that, with his resolutio of
undeniably Aristotelian character (cp. p. 131), Calcidius imagines
that he stands firmly on Platonic ground.

[323] ““To begin with water, which”, Plato says, ‘“we ment-
ioned just now: when it congeals to ice, it appears to us at least
as a stone and a body with the solidity of earth and not fluid at
all”. Accurately and carefully he says *appears’, for water, when
it congeals and becomes earth, does not persevere in its own
nature—for water is wet,—but its substratum, matter, assumes
an opposed nature, dryness, and becomes earth by change, and
because its appearance suddenly changes and its state becomes
different, it ’appears’ as something which it was not before.

However, Plato speaks of water congealing to stone <and not
to earth>, because in icy and cold regions water, which has long
been solid, does change into stone: it is called crystal by the
Alpine tribes in the Raetian mountains. There is also a town in
Asia Minor, Tripolis, which is filled with steam of immense

Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 12



178 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

heat. Poured into various forms, it solidifies and is made into the
shapes of grapes and other fruit. How these things happen he
tells in what follows.

PRINCIPIO UT Tim. 49B: mpdtov pév, & &%) viv 68wp dvopdxauev,
mpyvopevoy ¢ Soxobuev Alfoug xal yijv yiyvépevov Spddpev. With
cusus modo fecimus mentionem Calcidius appears to translate § &)
viv Bdwp awvopaxapev. With these words Plato, however, intended:
“what just now we still called water”. According to Fabricius,
apparet is meant to be the translation of ¢ doxobuev. It is prob-
ably more correct to say that it translates @¢ Soxobuev . . . dpdpev;
in Plato’s text c¢¢ doxolpev is, of course, to be connected with
mnyvopevoy; Calcidius apparently has not seen this. minimeque fusile
is a typical Calcidian elaboration. ACRITER ET NIMIUM VIGILANTER
Upon the doubtful interpretation of apparet Calcidius bases a
reflection intended to confirm his theory on matter. The explanation
of apparet is curious. One expects the reason for this verb immediate-
ly after quippe, in the first part of the period. But, in fact, this part
gives something which is not the reason. This, actually follows later
on in the second part. Consequently, guippe refers to this. The
second part, however, begins with sed quod, which guod must be a
causal conjunction, in the text handed down. The difficulty would
vanish if guod was not a conjunction but a relative pronoun. And
Calcidius apparently meant this. The immediately following ea
guae must be a marginal gloss, come into the text, because someone
either wished to warn the reader that guod should not be read as
a conjunction but as referring to matter (guod subzacet), or wrongly
read it as a conjunction, thus missing a subject for subiacet. Once
ea quae is removed, quod subiacet obtains the same function as agua
in the first part of the period. Calcidius’ words may then be para-
phrased as follows: Plato accurately says *has the appearance of’,
for in the process of change, on the one hand, water becomes earth,
and thereby disappears; but the matter underlying it remains and
can be said 'to have the appearance of’ another element. NON IN
SUA NATURA PERSEVERANS This in opposition to matter, which is
always in propria natura perseverans (337, 17, Cp. p. 150). SIQUIDEM
EST HUMIDA As appears from the interpretation above, this is the
explanation of the words non in sua natura perseverams. SED
AQUAM IN SAXUM The important word is saxum. One wonders why
Plato speaks of water congealing to stone and not to earth or why
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stone at all, since he says AtBoug xai y¥v. Calcidius believes Plato
to be speaking of a well-known phenomenon whereby water
appears to change into stone. CRYSTALLUS The belief that
crystal comes from ice and snow is found in several places, for
instance, Seneca, Nat. Q. 1II 25; Pliny, Hist. Nat. XXXVII 2, 9,
followed by Isidorus, Etym. XVI 13—while in Stlvae 1 2, 126
Statius states raraque longaevis nivibus crystalla gelari. Aulus
Gellius says that in one of Aristotle’s works there is: solidius
latiusque concretam esse eam (sc. aquam), quam Graeci xpdotaihov
adpellant (Noct. Att., XIX 5, 5). One notes that in almost all these
texts the Grecks are mentioned as those who gave the name.
Kpbatadrog was thought to be derived from xpdog (ice), as Hermolaos
observes (Pliny, loc. cit., cp. ed. L. G. F. Franzius, Leipzig, 1788,
tom. X, p. 20). Calcidius, however, disagrees: he states that it is
called chrystal by the Alpine tribes in the Raetian mountains.
The Alps are mentioned in this connection by Pliny and Isidore
but not the Raetian mountains. These differences indicate another
source, where Calcidius may also have found the second phenome-
non, viz., the petrifying of boiling steam in Tripolis. Similar phenom-
ena are also mentioned by Pliny (XXXI 2, 20), but he describes
them quite differently. quae supposes an antecedent agua. The
concept agua dominates the entire passage, for there is question
of water changing into stone. missa in formulas may be an indi-
cation of some kind of industry. bpIcTURUs ERIT Calcidius
probably refers to the text of Plato which he discusses more fully
in par. 325.

[324] Plato continues his discussion, and having said that
water changed and became earth, he now states that finally
‘““this same water, when evaporated to smoke, mixes with the
rarity of air, and that air, in its turn, burns and changes into
fire”. Next he shows that the coming into existence of the ele-
ments and their change from one into another is performed in a
cycle in which “fire gives up its own subtlety and assnmes the
conditions of air. This, again, first condenses and accumulates
in mists and clouds, and then, after the mass (of the cloud) has
been desolved and become liquid, flows away in rains. From
water again come solidity and stones”.

Thus according to this cycle earth, too, appears to change into
other elements; for, if earth alone does not change, eventually
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everything will become earth, since all other things will change
into it, and earth itself will not change into anything else. But
because proof is provided by visual observation, and earth has
never been seen to change into water or any other element,
Plato abstained and shrank from the assertion that earth changes,
lest he would seem to come into conflict with the senses.

NUNC EXEQUITUR Plato’s text runs as follows: mxduevov 8¢ xal
Sraxpivbpevoy ad TadTdv Tobro Tvebua xal dépa, cuyxavbévra 8¢ dépa mlp,
dvaraiy 8¢ cuyxrptléy xal xatacPechiv el idéav te dmidv abbig dépoc whp,
wol Ty GEpor GuVLEVTE Xl TTUXVoLUEVOY VEPOg xal SpbyAny, Ex 8E TodTwv
&tu padov oupmhovpévav péov B3wp, &E U8atog 8t yHv xal AtBoug albig
(49C). Calcidius’ wording of this paragraph is quite different from
that of the ’official’ translation (61, 5 ss.), but both are a correct
rendering of Plato’s thought. GYRIS ET ANFRACTIBUS In the
commentary this typically Calcidian combination is frequently
found: 123, 16; 170, 22. These terms belong especially to astronomy:
cp. 170, 22; 128, 18; 132, 17; 167, 25-26; 180, 19; 182, 9-10; 187,
9, 18; 207, 5; 273, 13. In his translation Calcidius appears to
suggest a complete circular course between the elements; hence he
concludes: igitur secundum hanc orbitam rationemque circuitus
(again a doublet). He was bound to give this point much attention,
for no one reading Plato’s text carefully could fail to see that the
cycle was incomplete. ‘“But”, Calcidius says, “this does not mean
that Plato did not assume a complete cycle: in the present passage
he only wished to avoid a conflict with our common experience,
which does not know a change of earth into something else. That
the cycle must be complete is evident from the fact, that otherwise
everything would finally become earth”. Once again Calcidius
explains Plato’s doctrine in an Aristotelian sense, so much so that
he even contradicts Plato, for from Tim. 54B-D it is clear that,
for the latter, earth cannot change, because the geometrical figure
of the element of earth cannot change into the figure of other
elements (cp. Galen, Compendium Xb: Deinde postea tria (horum)
elementorum inter se commutary exposuit, terram autem in statu suo
firmam et inmutatam perseverare (Ed. Kr. and W., p. 60). This is
confirmed by Aristotle, De gen. et corr. 332 a 27-30: avayxyn Totvuv
7 del pévovra xal dpetafinta elg &N, ) petafdihovra, xal A dravra,
A ta pev ta & o, domep év 16 Tipalo Mrartov
Eypaev. Aristotle rejects this, putting forward his own view,
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shared evidently by Calcidius: &ote pavepdv 81t xhxdhe e Eotar %)
Yéveoig toig dmioig cwpaot (2b., 331 b 2-3). The argument given by
Calcidius may also be found in De gen. et corr. 332 b 5ss., where
Aristotle states that there cannot be a dpy¥ among the elements,
because in the end everything would be either fire or earth, efc.
Aristotle also appeals to experience to support his thesis; 7b.,
331 a7-9: 'Enel 8¢ Subpiotar mpbrepov, 8Tt Tolg dmhols cwuact &E
ARV N Yéveots, dpa 88 xal xata Tiv alofnowv paivetar yryvépevy;
tb., 331 b 24-25: Sporoyoupévy 8¢ xai T alcBfoet 7 Tob TLPd Yéveatc.
Calcidius, on the other hand, states that, appealing to the same
experience, Plato rejected the complete cycle. But as has been
noted, he did so because of the geometrical figure of earth.

(325] Plato, however, goes deeper into this mutual change
of the elements, saying: ““And if the materials thus lend to each
other, in some kind of cycle, the kindling forces of generation
and do not persevere in the same form, how can a certain idea
of them be formed, free of all doubt? Surely none”. Just so;
for let us image that this fire (i.e., of our sensible world) is pure
fire unmixed with another element, as Heraclitus thinks, or pure
water, as Thales believes, or pure air, as Anaximenes presumes;
“if’, he says, ‘““we take these things to be always the same and
immutable, we shall get muddled in many inextricable errors”.
Hence one ought not to agree easily with regard to such natures,
nor at once take for certain, what seems to be no more than a
probability. So what can guard us from error? The following
argument can: that there is essence and also quality, and that
these two are different. Essence is the substance of a thing,
quality that which comes to and appears in things, having a
substance. When now we observe, as always whenever we look
closely into that part of nature (viz., the elements), and see that
a part of it departs from itself and changes into another material,
e.g., fire, we shall not denote this material, as something stable
and unchanging, with a definite pronoun, such as ‘this’ or ‘that’—
for these pronouns denote an essence—but, in denoting them,
we shall use rather that pronoun proper to quality, not ’this’
but ’such’, not ’that’ but ’of this or that nature’. For with fire
the change undergone is not loss of essence but of quality. When
fire becomes air, it changes into a different or opposite material,
for it is certain that the essence in itself has nothing opposed to
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itself: rather opposite things are turning round the same essence.
Thus the change and variation affect not the essence but the
quality, in which both variety and opposition are found. It is
the same with the other elements; none has an essence of its
own, and we always use the demonstrative pronouns referring
to essence rather than those relating to quality by sheer force of
habit. These four bodies are in a perpetual and ceaseless flux;
they change by variation before they are given a name, like a
mountain stream driven on by some irresistible force.

SUMPSIT TAMEN At the end of par. 323 Calcidius remarks that
Plato has yet to enter into the details of this question. These are
now discussed. His actual words are: ‘“He has, however, taken in
hand something else in order to ...”. DE MUTUA ELEMENTORUM
EX ALIO IN ALIUD CONVERSIONE Cp. 346, 23-24: Initium quaes-
tionis adripit ex reciproca de alio in aliud elementorum conversione,
which refers to those passages where be discusses the way leading
to knowledge and in so doing assumes that this way was already
indicated by Plato in the present passage. AIT ENIM Tim. 49C:
xhxdov e obrem Sradidévra elg EAANAa, O¢ patvetar, Ty yéveou. Calcidius’
translation is fairly accurate: wddov = circuitu; tiv yéveow is—
in a way typical of Calcidius—rendered by vires fomentaque genera-
tionis. Mutuari may be taken as a translation of dix8186vra, though,
properly speaking, it means ‘to borrow from’. Here, however, this
is impossible because of the words invicem sibi. By vires fomentaque
generationis Calcidius must intend matter, for the elements, in a
way, pass this on to each other. Vires recalls 344, 24, where vis
is the equivalent of possibilitas or potentia. When in par. 353
(376, 16-19) it is said that there are many possibilities in matter,
the explanation of the plural vires is therefore given. For fomentum
one may think of fomes (341, 1), which has also become a plural
under the influence of vires. The rest of the translation is a somewhat
free adaptation. Plato says: Ofrw 3% tobtwv oddémore tév adrdv
Exdotov pavtalopévawv, molov adtdv dg dv 6Tiolv ToUTo xal odx &Aho
maytog duayvptlbpevog odx aloyuveital Tic Eautéy; odx Eatv. Calcidius
does not, like Plato, combine the first part (xdxdov te ... yéveow)
with what precedes but with what follows. MERITO. FINGAMUS
ENIM These words of Calcidius are only an elaboration of
the quotation from Plato just given. “Who will not feel ashamed
when he asserts that anything whatsoever is such and nothing else
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and when he sees, at the same time, that it has been changed into
something else ?”> So Plato says that of the things perceived by us
not one is properly speaking permanent and always the same.
Calcidius amplifies this idea thus: “Let us assume that this our fire
(t.e., perceptible by our senses) is really something permanent,
(he actually says: ‘““‘that this our fire is pure and without mixture
of any element”), as Heraclitus says, or water, as Thales, or air,
as Anaximenes says, how can we then avoid getting entangled in
numerous inextricable problems. For then we should assume that
this our fire, efc., is always the same and invariable”. In this case
fire, water and air, as we know them, would have the properties
which are characteristic of the ideas. Evidently Calcidius is thinking
of the ideas here, hence the words: sincerum et sine ullius materiae
permixtione. The ideal fire, eic., is pure (Ignis... purus et ceterae
sincerae intellegibilesque substantiae (302, 20-21)), whereas the four
materiae, i.e., the four elements as we know them, are not pure but
blended ; they are called fire, efc., after the element which predomi-
nates in the mixture: guattuor ... materias . . ., quae concretione mutua
ex maioris atque obtinentis materiae vocabulo cognominatae sunt
(302, 4-6). This last text also shows that materia in Calcidius
means ‘element’ (cp. p. 42). This is also clear from ¢n aliam materi-
am and in diversam conmtrariamve materiam in this same paragraph
(348, 30; 349, 8). Needless to say that the rendering of Heraclitus’
teaching: esse hunc ignem sincerum et sine ullius materiae permixtione
is an anachronism. QUID EST Calcidius gives the solution In so
doing he anticipates Plato’s text he translates in par. 326. For the
use of the pronouns this section is, therefore, referred to. Quo-
NIAM EST ESSENTIA The theory formulated by Calcidius is once
more that of the real difference between essence and quality. As
previously (par. 308, 311, 321) he is attacking the Stoics. The
identity of essemtia with substantia has already been mentioned
ad par. 321 (p.173). PROVENIT Cp. 299, 17: in qua qualitates. ..
provemiunt; 314, I: provemit ut convalescat; 320, 22: in quo pro-
veniumt rerum semsibilium commutationes. S1 OBSERVEMUS Here
Plato’s text should be compared (49D): &el § xaBopduev. UT PUTA
IGNEM d¢ wop. The mood of the whole of this phrase suggests
that it is the translation of a potential Greek clause: si observemus
... non monstremus ... sed utamur ... NEQUE ENIM IGNIs If fire
changes, there is no loss of essence (which would be the case, if fire
were the essence of everything) but only of quality. ET Nos
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PRAESUMIMUS ‘“‘In discussing these things the idiom is incorrect,
for demonstrative pronouns are used without further reflection™.
This *use without further reflection’ is the rendering of praesumere, so
the meaning of this verb here is quite different from that found in most
other places (see ad 345, 5, p- 174), but it has a parallel in u¢ libet
exagitata praesumptio (327, 2). SEMPER ENIM Finally, Calcidius
compares the constant change of the elements with an ever flowing
river. This comparison was undoubtedly inspired by Plato, for in
his description of the union of soul and body the latter says about
the meplodor of the soul: Al & elc motapdv €v3eBeicar moAdv olr’
éxpdtouv obt’ éxpatobvro (Tim. 43A). Calcidius translates this with:
circuitus porro, ut torrent rapido defluoque obligati, and as an ex-
planation he adds: Torrentem vocat silvam corpoream, propterea quod
fluere non desinat neque umquam maneat in certa et in stabili constantia
nec teneatur (244, 13 ss. . Circuitus is also used by Calcidius in 348, 13;
also see torrens in 349, 19; fluunt 349, 17; certa et stabili reminds
one of certa et stabilis in 346, 21, cp. 348, 16; see also par. 353).
PRIUSQUE EX Cp. Tim. 50B: & ye perald tibepévov peraminrer,
which in Calcidius’ translation becomes: mox et inter ipsa verba
responsionis migrante (350, 17).

[326] “‘Hence”, he says, ‘“this fire, which, as it were exuding,
dissolves into the airstream, since it is unstable and variable,
and has no constant nature, should be regarded not as fire but
as something fiery, nor should water, which through evaporation
turns into air, be called a liquid but something wet, and so on”.
And he continues: “But that in which all these things seem to
originate and finally to be dissolved and in which, by destruction,
they change into different forms, viz., matter, this alone can be
denoted by a definite pronoun, and of this alone ’this’ or ’that’
can correctly be said”. Indeed, this alone can always be denoted
with a definite name, since, without quality or form, it does not
undergo any change into opposed qualities or other forms, and
always remains the same. In order to dispel any possible shades
of doubt, he uses a clear and distinct example. He pictures ‘‘an
artisan fashioning without interruption shapes from the very
same gold”, now a pyramid, and suddenly from that an octahe-
dron, then, quicker than thought, an icosahedron, a cube,
triangles, quadrangles, a hemicycle and a cycle. ‘“‘If then someone
should pick out a certain figure and ask what it is, then”, so he
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‘states, “‘the answer should be, ’gold’, because, if the answer is, ‘a
pyramid’, this figure would immediately and by the answer itself
change into something else, and the person who gave the answer
lie”. In the same way, it is not said of fire which has the shape of
a pyramid that it is fire, but that it is either a fiery part of matter
or a fiery quality; similarly of air not that it is an octahedron
but ’vaporous’ matter, and water and earth not an icosahedron
and a cube, but, for the former, liquid, and for the latter, earthly
solidity of matter.

ITAQUE, INQUIT With a somewhat flowery style and not very
literally Calcidius translates Tim. 49D: del & xafopduev &\hote
&Y yuyvbpevov, G Thp, A ToUTO GAAG TO TOLOUTOV EXAGTOTE TPOsA-
yopebey Top, wndt U3wp ToUTo &Mk TO TotoUTov def. SIMILITER
CETERA Calcidius gives no further explanation; he has already
done this in par. 325. For Plato says: undt &\\o moté¢ undtv dg Tiva
Eyov Befadtyra, 8o Seuxvivree 16 ppatt 1@ T63e xal TodToO
npooypdpevol dnholv Nyoduedd T+ pebyer yap ody Omopévov THv Tod
763e xal ToUTo i THv Tob dtv xal mAcav Son péwvipa dg vra
adra évdelxvutar @actc. "ANG tabta piv Exaota pl Aéyew, 1o 8¢
ToLolTovV &el mepipepbuevoy Guotov Exdotou TépL xal GUUTAVTWV
olte xadely, xod &%) xal whp 16 did mavrdg TotolTov, xal &mav Scovmep
dv &y Yéveow. ET EXEQUITUR Tim. 49E: év & 8¢ éyyiyvbpeva del
Exaora adtdv pavraletar xal mahwv éxetfev dmélutar, wévov éxeivo
ol Tpogayopedety T TE T0 U T o bl Td T 6 & € wpoo pwuévoug dvbpartt.
NEC ... PATITUR See ad 343, 18ss. (p. 169). SEMPER EADEM
MANET Cp. par. 329 (p. 190). NATURALIS OBSCURITAS Cp.
359, 9: propter silvae naturales tenebras. Later on, Calcidius compares
the grasping of matter with the perception of darkness (369, 17 ss.,
pP- 224). IUBET CONCIPERE ANIMO ET INFINGERE COGITATIONE
Again a doublet. Calcidius renders the following words of Plato:
YEr. 8¢ capéotepov adrob mépt mpoBupntéov albig elnetv. El yap mavra
T oYNpaTa TAGoUG €x YPuGol wAdtv petamAdTTwv Tadolto ExacTa Elg
&ravra, detxvivrog 87 Tvog adtdv &v xal Epopévou ti mot’ Eatl, paxpd
mpde dAnberav doparéatatov elmelv &1u ypuode, 16 8¢ Tplywvov o Te
&\a oxfuara éveylyveto, undérote Myew tabrta O¢ dvra, & ye petakd
Tlepévov peraminrer, G dav &pa xal 16 ToloUtov pet’ dapadetag E0éAy
déyeolal tivog, dyamdv (50A-B). Mentioning ’different forms’,
Calcidius digresses, evidently recalling the figures which Plato
assignes (53D ss.) to the four elements: fire = pyramid, air =
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octahedron, water =icosahedron, earth =cube. He adds more
figures, beginning with the triangles, evidently because Plato says:
70 8¢ tpiywvov Soa e &M oxfuata. At the end of the quotation he
applies this text to the problem under discussion: a piece of gold,
which at a given moment looks like a pyramid, is not designated
a pyramid, but gold (in the shape of a pyramid). Thus one should
not speak of fire, but of a fiery (= pyramidoid) form of matter or of a
fiery quality (of matter); the correct formulation would have been
’matter in fiery quality’. Nor should one speak of an octahedron
but of a ’breathlike (spirabilis = octahedral) matter’, and further,
of the ’liquid and earthly solidity of matter’ (terremae soliditatis
corpus). Calcidius might also have said simply umecta et terrena silva
(cp. 374, 14-15, p. 233; umectatam modo, modo ignitam), but soliditas
denotes the special character of water and earth as opposed to that
of air and fire, viz., solidity.

[327] And now one should not think that what Plato here
discusses is merely a choice of appropriate terms. On the con-
trary, he does his best to accustom us, through our acuteness of
mind, to the practice of detaching pure matter, covered up by a
variety of materials, from the confusion of those bodies. For he
states: ‘““Exactly the same condition, hard to explain, occurs in
the nature which assumes all the forms of the materials, for it
does not in the least depart from its own condition; indeed it
receives all things, without appropriating a single form from
them”. The bodies, therefore, are shaped, but matter is shapeless.
“And”, he says, “‘although what is accepted within its womb is
formed” —in keeping with what was said above : *what is accepted’,
for this was called ’receptacle’ of all bodies—, it itself remains
without form and is used as a soft, plastic material, in which
various imprints are made”. It is evident that there are certain
soft materials which, yielding to the impressions of different
seals, take up and retain the imprints a long time, as when
someone stamps wax, lead or silver all over. Like matter, the
wax itself will be without form but have innumerable forms
arising not out of itself but from elsewhere. With good reason,
therefore, and rightly the nature of a soft and plastic material
is compared to corporeal matter stamped all over with the forms
of bodies.
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SOLLERTIA MENTIS DISTINGUERE Again the resolutio is meant.
See 305, 13: speculatione mentis; 312, 11-12, and the parallel places
mentioned ad loc. (p.50and 132). AIT ENIM Tim. 50B: ‘O adrdc
3% Méyog xal mepl THe T vt deyopévrg chpata picews. Tadrdy adrnv
del mpoopnréov: (This short phrase is not translated by Calcidius)
&x yop THg &autig TO mapamav odx EEicTatar Suvapewc—déyetal Te
Yap Gel T& TavTa %ol Lop@ny oddepiav ToTe 00devi Tév elotévtwv dpotav
elAnpev oddapf) oddapdg. In this text Calcidius found the correct
description of Plato’s concept of matter. He referred to it already
in the first section of this treatise and returned to it again and again
(see the comment on par. 268, p. 32). CUMQUE INTRA GREMIUM
The words eadem . . . trahit, which, except for the parenthetic clause,
also occur in the translation proper, are a rendering of the words
éxpayelov yap pioet mavti xetton (Tim. 50C); the first name of matter
was also derived from it in par. 308 (336, 15-18, p. 146) : ex natura qui-
dem propria primam materiam nuncupans et item simile quiddam mollis
cedentisque materiae, tn quam inprimuntur signacula (cp. 353, 14-15,
P- 190; 354, 4, P- 19I). Another name mentioned was receptaculum;
Calcidius draws attention to this in his translation guae recipiuntur,
see par. 321 (345, 13), and the comment on p. 175). The term wusus,
too, asks for comment (351, 16 and 23). One would expect Calcidius
merely to state: “matter is like a soft material”; instead he says:
““the usus silvae is similar to a soft material”. One might be inclined
to translate this by ‘“the employment of matter is the same as that
of a soft material”’, thus indicating God as the one who employs
matter. However, a different solution is offered by the last phrase
of the paragraph, where Calcidius once more says the unexpected
““a soft material is like matter” rather than: “Matter is like a soft
material”’. Now, since Calcidius states here: “‘the natura of a soft
material is like the usus silvae”, one is given the impression that,
alongside usus silvae, natura silvae might have been used as well,
and that, therefore, usus should to some extent be taken as the
equivalent of natura. One may think of the following development
of meaning: 'use’, ’usefulness’, *useful nature’, *nature’.

The general content of this section, namely that matter is un-
changeable in itself but assumes various forms, occurs repeatedly,
e.g., 342, 11-15; (compare: Ex quo perspicuum est with Per-
spicuum est in 351, 18 and 345, 13-18, p. 175). See also Albinus,
Epit. VIII 2, who also treats about the subsequent comparisons.
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[328] Plato has also spoken of wax in the Theaetetus, when
discussing the causes of the different strength of memory in
men, namely the stronger and weaker memories. He said that
in the minds of men there is a faculty very much like wax, which
makes some people keen of comprehension and quick of learning
but soon forgetful; it makes others slow of learning but of good
memory, and others, again, so gifted that they are both quick
to learn and slow to forget. For those in whom this wax-like
faculty, which, he says, Homer called 16 ti¢ Juyis »éap, is more
liquid and thin, learn easily but they soon lose what they have
learned, since the impressions disappear because of the extreme
softness of the wax. On the other hand, if the wax of the mind is
rather solid, it scarcely receives the forms impressed unto it,
but once this has been done, it retains those forms laboriously
impressed a long time, because they are printed into a hard
material. The third case is one of divine blessing, namely when
the wax-like material is so compact that it neither rejects the
forms nor opposes the impression of what is stamped on, and yet
it does not receive them in so unstable a foundation that the
impressions are vague and invisible.

SED DE CERA This section is a typically Calcidian digression.
Plato’s text (Theaetetus 194C-E) runs: “Orav pév 6 xmpbc tov &v 1)
Juxii BaBbc Te xal moAbg xal Aetog xai petpiog dpyaopévos i, Ta tbvra
S Tav aloBfoewy, dvonpavdueva, el Tolto 16 Tiig Yuxic xéap, & Epn
"Ounpog aivittépevog THv 10D xnpob Spobtnta (= cerae similitudo,
352, 10-II, 17), T6te pév xai ToVtorg xaBapa T oMuela Eyyryvopeve
%ot ixavédc Tob Pdboug Exovra ToALypdvia Te YiyveTar xal elolv of Totoltol
npdTov ptv edpadeic, Emerta uviuoves (the third group of Calcidius) . . .
“Orav totvuy Aaotdv Tov 16 xéap ), § 87 Empvecey 6 mavra Gopdg ToLTAS,
7 8rav xompddeg xal uN xabapol Tl xnpod, ) Gypdv 6Pbdpa ) GxAnpdy,
v pdv Oypdy, eduabeic piv Eminopoves 8 yiyvovrar (the first group),
Qv 8¢ oxdnpby, tavavtia (the second group).

B) Matter without motion

[329] Because he has made it clear that matter is without
form and without quality, he now takes upon himself to show
that it is also without motion, saying ‘it is moved and formed by
things penetrating into it” of various characters, since of itself
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it has no more motion than it has form, but that “it is moved and
formed in different ways by species having forms”. Therefore,
matter always remains in such a condition. The prototype, too,
v1z., the idea which exists of everything that has come into being,
always remains true to its own nature. In the same way God,
the Maker, remains eternally. But the images of the prototypes
which present themselves to matter are not permanent, for they
change constantly and unceasingly in a perpetual succession
of dying and being born on account of the inevitable necessity
of a certain nature. Hence Plato says that matter ““is set to receive
the images of things”. His use of ’set’ is excellent, for by nature
it is motionless but moved by the coming and going of the species
which enter and confer a form upon it; and in its turn it moves
these species, as Plato will show further on. Although, therefore,
it is always the same and unchangeable, he rightly states: “yet,
because of the coming together of multiform species, it seems
to assume various forms. But the species which present themselves
to matter, dissolve and perish in it, are images of the eternal
and immortal species” —viz., of those which we call ideas—‘‘and
they are formed by them in some wonderful way’’, namely after
the image of the exemplar mentioned. “In a wonderful way”,
because it is difficult and inexplicable to imagine how a true
image is formed from the pure ideas in things which come into
being, whether this happens as with the imprints in soft materials,
as we discussed previously, or as when the outlines are conveyed
from an example to suitable materials, as is done in painting
and sculpture.

NUNC QUONIAM Calcidius indicates the division now being used,
for the fact that matter lacks both form and quality has indeed
been the subject from par. 321 onwards. INMOBILEM QUOQUE In
par. 301 inmobilis was translated by *without motion’. In the context
it was the most obvious translation, and there was room indeed for
the assumption that the Greek original had dxivytoc. However,
the translation ’immovable’ is also in accordance with the theory
of Calcidius, even though a little further on he says (silva) movetur
(353, 17). For with motion it is the same as with all affections of
matter: by itself it is not open to them, but motions and changes
do occur in it, and in so far he can say: silva movetur, silva mutatur,
variatur (299, 20). Nevertheless, when Calcidius puts stlva mutatur
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alongside silva inmutabilis est, silva movetur alongside stlva inmobilis
est, and, what actually includes everything, silva patibilis est
alongside silva inpetibilis est, one wonders whether all these are
only seeming contradictions. The answer must be in the negative:
it seems that what here comes to light is Calcidius’ incongruous
presentation of matter, which he found in Aristotle.

In connexion with Tim. 50C, xwobuevév 1e xai Srxoynuotils-
pevov H7td Tév elatdvtwy, paivetal 8¢ 8u” Exelva &Ahote dAhotov, Calcidius
poses the question whether matter has motion. In the course of
the translation he observes that with motion it is the same as with
forms: matter, having nothing of itself, does not have motion
either; it “remains unmoved by itself’. He now goes further into
the meaning of this 'remaining’. MANET ERGO Matter remains.
Calcidius has been hammering on this point from the first section
(299, 18). As for the other principles, they also remain: Archetypum
manet, deus opifex manet. So the three principles (par. 304, 307)
are of a permanent nature. The source of change then lies in the
images of the prototypes: for they are incessantly coming and going.
The reason given, ob inexcusabilem naturae cuiusdam necessitatem.
This is the only explanation Calcidius can give. Probably he is
thinking of the Platonic concept of avayxy (cp. 299, 14 and 301, 18).
With naturae cuiusdam he seems to introduce a fourth principle,
about which nothing further is heard (cp. 354, 19 and 23; also see
ad par. 352, p. 193 and 237). The method of expression here is
well-known: IN TALI FORTUNA ET CONDICIONE the Calcidian doub-
let. ARCHETYPUM Cp. 303, 3. MANET IN SUBSTANTIA PROPRIA
Cp. 299, 18: cum a natura propria non recedat (silva) IDEA See
ad line 23. QuUAM 0B REM Calcidius returns once more to the text
éxpayelov Yap PUcGeL Tavil xettat, paying special attention to the verb
xettaw. For the rest of the translation, cp. 351, 12-17, p. 187.
ET EASDEM INVICEM MOVET SPECIES Calcidius refers to Tsm. 52E:
wwvoupévyy & ad mahw éxelva oeterv, which words he explains in par.
352: as stagnant water is set into motion by the throwing of a
pebble, and, in its turn, moves the pebble, so matter is set in motion
by the species, and, in its turn, moves the species. It is remarkable
how after all this Calcidius can maintain that matter is without
motion. RECTE ITAQUE For the combination inmobilis - inmuta-
bilis, cp. the comment on par. 301 (p. 124). VIDETUR TAMEN Tim.
50C: qatvetar 8% 3¢’ éxeilva &Aote dAhotov: Ta 3¢ elowbvra xal &Edvra
10V Svtov el mpvpata, Turwdévra arn’ adtév Tpémov Tiva ddeppactov
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xal Oavpaotédv. COETUM Cp. 360, 2; 375, I. QUAS IDEAS VOCAMUS
Cp. 303, I; 304, 12; 308, 17 (Philo); 333, 7-8; 354, 2, 18, 28; 359, 8;
367, 25; 370, 21; 373, 22. I1UXTA MEMORATI VIDELICET EXEMPLI
CONSIGNATIONEM; these words are a reminder that the images
resemble the exemplars 'referred to’ (cp. memoratae species, 354,
25). MIRO AUTEM MoDO Calcidius explains the words miro modo
by stating that it is virtually impossible to imagine how these
images come into being. He mentions two possibilities of presenting
these things. The first (the imprint in a soft material) is clearly
derived from Plato’s text ; the second refers to a painter or sculptor,
imitating or copying an example, who conveys the outlines of this
example to his material, a canvas or a stone. Calcidius may have
been thinking of Plato’s Demiurge, who creates the world looking
at the ideas (Tvm. 29A). This passage is in 333, 5 ss.; 336, 3-4, and
particularly in par. 338; also cp. 300, 13-14. As for the mode of
expression, it should be noted that difficile est mente concipere
may be used but not inexplicabile est mente concipere. In the trans-
lation I have, therefore, taken imexplicabile separately. It seems
that Calcidius has fallen victim to his predilection for doublets.
SICUT SUPRA DICTUM EST refers to 351, 15-17 and also to 353, 14-15.

[330] Therefore, Plato defers the treatment of this subject
for the moment, in order to take it up in due course, and he
enlightens the mind by representing the matter in such a way
that three kinds [genera] are seen.—He now takes ’kinds’ in a
figurative sense usir.g it to denote first substances, for neither
matter nor the example are kinds. “They are”, he says, “first
that which comes into existence and originates”—usz., the
generated species which originates in matter and dissolves in it—
““secondly that in which it originates’ —this ’in which’ is matter
itself, for fleeting species acquire their being in this—"“and,
thirdly, that to which originating things owe their likeness”,
viz., the idea which is the exemplar of all things produced by
nature, namely those things which are enclosed by matter as in
a womb and which are said to be the images of the exemplars.
Next he clarifies the problem by a manifest example, for he
compares that which receives the species to a 'mother’, matter of
course—-for matter receives the species offered by nature; that
from which the image is derived to a ’father’, namely the idea—
for the species mentioned owe their likeness to the idea; and
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that which originates fromn these two to a ’child’, vsz., the generated
species—for this stands between the really existing nature which
is constant and always the same, 7.e., the idea, the eternal in-
tellect of the eterral God, and that.nature which indeed is but
not always the same, viz.,, matter; for matter by itself is not
among the things that are, because it is eternal. Therefore, that
which stands between these two natures is not really existing.
Since it is the image of what really exists, it seems to exist to
some extent; but since it is not permanent and undergoes
change, it does not exist in reality, as the exemplars do; for
these indeed enjoy true and unchangeable existence. Hence
there are the three following realities: that which always is, that
which always is not and that which is not always. It is not sur-
prising, that one example is found to differ in some respect from
the other, because a comparison is made on account of a likeness,
and likeness is a combination of similarity and dissimilarity.
Therefore, if in such matter one finds a similarity, be it only a
superficial one, one ought to grasp it for the sake of the clarifi-
cation of the intellect.

QUARE DIFFERT In the previous paragraph the problem of the
relation between the ideas and their images came up for a moment;
from this it is clear that, according to Calcidius, the problem is a
particularly difficult one. “It is for this reason”, he now states,
“that Plato momentarily puts this question off in order to return
to it in due time (51C, par. 337); presently he restricts himself to
giving a preliminary survey and elucidating comparison”. AD
PRAESENS ’Ev ¥ odv 1@ mapévrt (50C). DISTINGUIT INTELLECTUM
Distinguere here means ’to elucidate’; ’imtellectus =’concept’;
cp. intellectus dei (333, 8; 354, 28), *the concepts of God’. So literally
he says: “he elucidates our intellect by ordering our thoughts”.
These words seem to be a paraphrase of Plato’s ypy. .. 8tavon8fjvar
(50C). TRIA GENERA Plato: yéwy...tpirta (50C). Calcidius promptly
remarks that genera should not be taken in a technical sense here
and adds this explanation: ‘“‘matter and example are not genera”.
About the third principle, viz., God, he has already said: neque
genus est neque ulli subiacet genert (343, 26). Genera should be taken
here in the sense of ‘first substances’. The argument runs as follows:
genus is above species; on account of this *being above’, principles
may also be indicated by this term, for principles are above every-
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thing. It is in this way that genera becomes equivalent to dpyat.
This is why Ifabiicius refers to Timaeus Locrensis 7 (97E): dpyal
pev GOV &Y yewopivey @ pev Uroxelpevov & Gha, dg 8& Adyoq poppig T
eldog. Cp. W. Theiler, Dre Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus, Berlin,
1930, p. 7. ILLUD QUIDEM 76 pév yityvépevov (50D), see ad 304, 15
(p 48) and 361, 13ss. (p. 204). GENERATA VIDELICET SPECIES
Cp. gemeratae species (345, 14; 354, 26) QUAE IN SiLvA Cp. 353,
20-22: at vero quae obvensunt silvae species et in ca dissolvuntur ac
pereunt; see also 353, 10-12. ITEM ILLUD Tim. 50D: 16 & &v &
Ylyvetar. SUBSTANTIAM SORTIUNTUR Cp. 345, II: accipiunt au-
tem substantiam wn silva and 336, I. This text confirms the sup-
position, that in the text quoted substaniza means ’existence’, for
sortiuntur substantiam here is a paraphrase of in quo gignuntur.
TERTIUM PRAETEREA Plato: 16 5 dev dpoporodpevov pletar 16
yryvépevov (50D). Again a doublet: tra.ut mutuaturque, as further on
quadam comparatione atque exemplo. QUAS NATURA PROGENUIT Here
natura again comes upon the scene as a dea ex machina. Calcidius
has already spoken of imexcusabilis naturae cuiusdam necessitas
and will speak of a natura proditas species. As observed already
(p- 190), he stealthily introduces a fourth principle; this introduction
is in itself a proof of the impossibility to explain the changes of
things by means of the ’official’ three principles, each of which is said
to remain (manet). DEINDE EVIDENTI Tim. 50D: Kal 37 xai
mpocekacat Tpénel TO udv deydpevov untel, 6 & 80ev matpi, THv 8¢
perabl Tovtwy picty éxyévew. The words quod percipit and illud vero
ex quo should also be taken as translations. MATRI, VIDELICET
SILVAE The continuation of the case of matri in silvae is of
interest; equally patri, hoc est ideae and proli, gemeratae scilicet
speciei; also in ¢d est silvam a little further on. For memoratae
species, see memorati exempli (353, 25). EST ENIM Cp. 353, 7:
Archetypum quogue exemplum manet in substantia propria; also see
the passages ad 353, 23, p. 19I; especially 333, 8: Opera eius vero
intellectus eius sunt, qui a Graecis tdeae vocantur. E1 INTER EAM
NATURAM Calcidius asserts the very opposite of what he had
said earlier: cum cadem sit semper. Besides, in 355, 9 he will say
of matter that it is that guod semper non est, which again contradicts
quae quidem est in the present text. Yet, probably these statements
were not regarded as contradictory, because Calcidius himself
believed to be justified in qualifying matter as both patibilis and
inpetibilis. As he had said silva variatur, movetur (par. 329), he here
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 13
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says: quae est quidem, sed mon eadem semper; on the other hand,
the phrase cum eadem sit semper is in keeping with quae cum a
propria natura non recedat. The two statements can be combined
in the assertion that matter is always the same, but that its ‘being’
is a potential one, and that, in so far, it is right to say: quod semper
non est. For matter always remains what it is (semper non est),
but, on account of the addition of qualities *from without’, it may
also be said that it is (quae est quidem). Doubts have already been
expressed concerning the question whether Calcidius’ opinion
contains a seeming rather than a real contradiction (cp. p. 190).
QUIPPE HAEC ..., CUM SIT AETERNA He explains the preceding
words thus: “of itself matter is nothing of all that is seen in it and
which actually exists and which, therefore, gives it an ever changing
appearance (non eadem semper), because it is eternal (quae est
quidem)”. So both the context and the manuscripts compel ore to
accept the reading sé#¢ and not with the old editions sint. ERGO
QuoDp He speaks of the images which continually change into one
another, and thus show that, unlike the exemplars, they are
not really existent. ILLA QUIDEM Cp. 353, 22: aeternarum atque
inmortalium specierum simulacra. ERUNT IGITUR TRIA HAEC: QUOD
SEMPER EST (i.e.,ideas), ITEM QUOD SEMPER NON EST (z.e., matter),
DEINDE QUOD NON SEMPER EST (i.e., images). Thus ideas and matter
have semper in common. NEC VERO Referring to the comparison
made by Plato about the relation father-mother-child, Calcidius
notes that finally every comparison comes to a full stop but should
not, however, be despised on this account. In exempla exemplis the
two notions of a comparison are indicated.

b) Why matter without quality

[331] He next states: “It is impossible that a single aspect,
containing all forms and features, displays the appearance of the
universe, everywhere so richly variegated, unless a basic, formless
womb of corporeal things underlies them all, just as in pictures
a first coat of neutral tint carries the light of the colours”.
Plato gives the reasons why matter is necessarily without quality.
When a work has to be made which in every respect lacks nothing
in pure and perfect beauty, an example after which it is made
should be at hand and then not only a very good, not to say
excellent maker, but also a material from which that work has
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to be made. Matter is suitable, if it is pliable and can be moulded.
This will be so, if it is pure and without any quality, for if it has
a quality of its own, this will be an obstacle to other qualities,
and, in particular, if various and manifold qualities have to be
impressed upon it, not only manifold qualities, but even all
forms and figures. Therefore, since matter embraces all figures,
all colours and all other qualities, yet none of itself, Plato rightly
calls it first *without form’, then *without any figure’, and some-
times *without quality’, not in the sense that it once possessed
and lost them, but that it could have had them, because it is
endowed with the faculty to receive lustre and adornment.
Similarly, a stone which has not yet received form through the
activity of an artist but can receive it is called ’formless’.

DEINDE AIT Tim. 50D: vofjoal te ¢ odx v &Mwe, éxtumdpartog
Eoealar uélovros tdelv mouxidov macag motxthiag, ToOT adTd Ev & éx-
Tumolpevoy évictatal Yévort &V THPEGXEVAOUEVOY €D, ANV &uoppov
Ov éxetvov anacdv tév 0edv 8oag puéhhor déyesbal mobBev. The trans-
lation is more to the spirit than to the letter. Facies Cp. 358,
11. VULTUS Cp. 344, 27; 363, 4. INFECTIO This term can mean
*colouring’, cp. 214, 2 infectio vultus et coloratio, where Calcidius’
liking for doublets helps the translation. Here, however, it should
be taken ir the more nominal sense of ’colour’ or ’tint’, although
’colourless tint’ is, strictly speaking, a contradiction. Hence it is
translated as ’neutral’. Calcidius read Plato’s argument as follows:
“if the world is one imprint (una facies), i.e., one matter formed on
all sides, that matter must be formless by itself”. If there were more
than one matter, this argument would not be applicable; hence the
emphasis on uma. NUNC PRAESTAT Calcidius might have put
briefly : “‘matter should be able to perform its function™, but, since
he is fond of starting a discussion ab ovo, a preamble explains what
is generally necessary for the accomplishment of a work of perfect
beauty. The requirements are an example, a very good maker and
an appropriate material (silva atque materies; the real Calcidius!
He does not say materia, since this term is too strongly associated
with the meaning ’element’). Not until then does Calcidius mention
what requirements matter should reach. It is noteworthy that the
exemplum receives no further qualification, whereas the maker
should be optimus et praestantissimus—in Plato Calcidius might
have read that the example, too, should be sublime (Tim. 29A).



196 THE “REATISE ON MATTER

One wonders whether hefore or aiter exemplum an adjective is
missing in the manuscripts. MATERIES, EX Qua Once again a
concept of matter occurs which is different from that in the pre-
ceding paragraphs. There the concept of ycpa is found, the ’place
into which things enter’ (par. 317s.; 322 ss.), whereas matter is
here described as the material out of which things are made (¢
¢ ob; see the comment on 299, 15, p. 31). The latter is, of course,
the Aristotelian (and Stoic) concept, the former the Platonic.
OPPORTUNITATEM FACULTATEMQUE Again a doublet. See the
note ad 344, 26 (p. 173); for facilitas, cp. 301, 7 (p. 37). IN-
FORMEM ... MINIME FIGURATAM, SINE QUALITATE Tim. 50D:
&uopgov dv éxeivwv amacdv T@v dedv; 50E: mavrwv éxtdg eldév.
Calcidius evidently uses the triad: dvetdeoc, &popeus, &motag, so often
mentioned in Middle Platonism; cp. Albinus, Epst. VIII 2: admny
3t %ol abthv &popedv Te Vmapyely xai &molov xal dveideov (cp. 364,
I1I-12). NON QUO HABUERIT One more attempt to maintain the
idea of a pure potentiality. capaciTas Cp. above the note on
opportunitas.

[332] He concludes that all that must take up forms well
and aptly, should be formless and free from everything it is
going to take up, i.e., it should be without figure, colour, odour
and the other qualities belonging to a body. “For”, he states,
“if the recipient is like one of the things it takes up within itself,
then, if afterwards something occurs to it which is unlike those
things to which it is like, then, I think, there will be a discord
between its own aspect and that of the body entering, and so it
will express no simnilarity at all”. He is trying to express this:
if matter or the substance of everything is water, as with Thales,
it will certainly have the qualities belonging to its nature, which
never leave it; but if it, to some extent, must relinquish its own
nature and become fire, it will certainly assume again the qual-
ities of fire. Humidity and fire are opposed qualities, since humid-
ity and cold are proper to the one, drought and warmth to the
other. Therefore, he states, these diverse and opposed things
will not allow the qualities of the other to express themselves
properly, because heat fights cold and drought ultimately de-
stroys humidity. To quote another example, if something is white,
e.g., white-lead, and must be changed into another colour, either
a diverse one, such as red or yellow, or an opposed one, such as
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black, then the whiteness will not allow the new colours to remain
full but, by mixing itself, adulterate them.

ET CONCLUDIT Tim. 50E: "Opotov yap dv Tév émeisibvtov Tuwi
Ta g dvavting T& Te TYG TO TapaTay &AAYG voews 66T EADot Seydpevoy
xaxdg &v dpopotot, Ty adTob mapeppaivov EPv. Awd xal TAVTLY ExTdG
elddv elvar ypedv 10 T& mavra Exdebbpevov &v abTy Yévy. DISSIMILE
is a general term for ta t¥c évavriag & Te THE TO Tapdmav &N
pboewe. In the next paragraph, Calcidius distinguishes between
contrarium and diversum, and gives a full explanation of these terms.
SILVA SIVE SUBSTANTIA In such a theory as that of Thales, mat-
ter should be called ’substance’, as was done by the Stoa (321, 8 ss.,
P. 96 s.). Elsewhere Calcidius states that it is snter nullam et aliqguam
substantiam (359, 4-5, p. 200); he even gives this as the translation
of Plato’s text. THALES Cp. 348, 19, p. 183. HAEC ERGO, INQUIT
This is not a translation but a free rendering of Plato’s train of
thought, as frequently given by Calcidius, even in the translation
proper. Pallor translates yAwpétng.

(333] What is the meaning, someone may ask, of this division
into diverse and opposed colours? Such things as are most
distant from one another, though within the same genus, are
opposed, as, for example, white and black, which belong to the
one genus of colours. But within this genus these two are the most
apart,—nearest to white is what is called yellow, further away
red, still further dark blue, and furthest black. Thus white and
black are not called diverse but opposed, because the distance
between them is greatest. Thus opposed things are, in fact,
greatly separated from one another, yet they are not quite alien,
for their genus makes them, as it were, related to each other and
this genus, as is said already, is colour. Things, however, which
are called diverse are entirely distant from each other by nature,
such as whiteness and sweetness, blackness and odour: the first
items in each group belong to the genus ’colour’, the others to
the gemera ’juice’ and ’vapour’, and, for that reason, they are
perceived by different senses.

Therefore, in order that matter, underlying all this, can show
these aspects in their genuine and unadulterated form, it must
have no quality of itself.
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In this paragraph Calcidius again reveals his liking for digres-
sions. His writing is far from lucid. In fact he uses two different
meanings of the term ’diverse’ without saying so, and probably
without realizing it. He begins with the difference between
*diverse’ and ’opposite’ colours, discussed in par. 332. He explains
what are ’opposite’ colours, the implication being that the other
colours are only ’diverse’. However, when he explains the term
*diverse’, he asserts that ’diverse’ is that which does not belong
to the same genus at all. Clearly Calcidius does not realize that, if
this is the only meaning of the term ’diverse’, there could be no
question of ’diverse colours’. Meanwhile, one can understand how
Calcidius arrived at this interpretation. In the text already quoted
Plato puts ta i évavring (pdoewc) against ta te T¥g 0 mapdmay
&g @loewe, t.e., conlraria against things which are totally dif-
ferent.

In this section the Aristotelian influence is most apparent,
as is always when there is question of distinctions and argument-
ations. For example, the introduction of the concept genus is
clearly Aristotelian. The same is true for the definition of contraria:
gvovtia Aéyetar ... T TAeloTov Stxpépovta TGV Ev TP adT@ yével
(Met. 1018a 25; in 1057 b 8 Aristotle also quotes the opposition
’white - black’). The two concepts of diversa are also in Aristotle,
Met. 1018 a 12: Awdgopa 32 Myeton 86" Evepa Eot T6 adtd Tt vrar, W)
pévov aptBud, GAN 7 elde 3 yéve 9} avadoyia. €1t Gv Etepov TO Yévoe, ral
T &vavtia, xol Soo Exer &v T} odola v Erepénra. (cp. Cat. 6a 17;
Eth. Nic. 1108 b33). ET ITEM See ad 336, 16 (p. 146). UT
IGITUR For a moment Calcidius returns to the subject itself,
then passes on to the illustration given by Plato. INTERPOLATAS

Cp. 357, 17.

[334a] This same, which he asserts in general, he now intends
to prove in particular with various examples: “The makers of
scented ointments do not wish that the material which they
perfume has scent of its own, so that it can receive the scents
unmixed and pure. Also the silversmiths, wishing to impress
shapes upon shapeless silver, first smooth the surface so that the
pure forms of the figures can be printed in the soft and pliant
material. In the same way”, he states, ‘‘that which is to receive
the forms of all figures should be prepared pure and without
quality”.
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Tim. 50E-51A: xafamep mepl Ta dhetppata O6mboo 0@ TéyvY
pwnxavidvrar mpdtov TobtT adTd Gmdpyov, Tololow 8Tl palieTa &ddy
v dekbpeva ypa tac dopag: oo Te Ev TIoW TEY poAax&V GYNUETA
amopatTEly EmMiyelpobol, TO Tapamav oyfje oddEv Evdrdov Omapyetv
¢ddot, mpoopahdvavteg 8¢ &1L Aetdtatov dmepydlovrar. Tadtdv odv xal 16
TA TGV TAVTWY del Te $VTWV XaTA TEV EXUTOD TOARAXLG GPOULOLOMLATA
*oh@¢ péMhovte déyeclar Tavtwy Extdg adTd TpooNxEL TEPURévaL TGV
elddv.

[334b] By ‘“‘the living being come into existence, born and
visible” he indicates the sensible world. He calls matter its
’mother’ and ’the receptacle of the bodies’ for the reason given
above, but <he adds> ““that it cannot truly be looked upon as
earth, water, fire or air’”’, since these are bodies, but that which
comprises all these things is “‘an invisible species and a formless
capacity, which is between nothing and something in a wonderful
and incomprehensible way, not quite perceptible by either the
senses or the intellect™.

FACTUM VERO Strictly speaking a new paragraph should begin
at this point; at any rate, some confusion may arise, if it is not
realized that Calcidius interprets the following part of the text of
Plato, viz., Tim. 51A: Awd 80 thv 100 yeyovértoc Gpatol xai Tavreg
alolntod pytépa xal Omodoynv wite Yiv unte &épa pNTe Wop WATE
03wp Mywpev . . . He trarslates the first words: Ideoque facti generats
vistbilis animalis matrem (64, 14). Wrobel has wrongly printed
matremque as Plato’s words and not Factum . . . As for the translation,
the following observations are to be made: 1) because of the absence
of the article in Latin, Calcidius was obliged to add something
like animal. 2) Factum generatumque seems to be another Calcidian
doublet. Perhaps the author indirectly reveals his Christianity;
in the Council of Nicaea, presided over by Ossius, yevwnOévra od
wowmBévra was added to the Credo, and these terms were frequently
used together. 3) xai wavrwg alobntob remains untranslated but is
commented upon by the words: vuit intellegi sensilem mundum.
OB RATIONEM SUPRA DICTAM Cp. 345, 13; 351, 12 ss., p. 175 and 187.
There is only question of receptaculum, but mater and receptaculum
belong together, as appears from the imagery in 345, 14: quia non
ex gremio sitlvae. NEQUE TERRAM Cp. 340, I2-I3, p. 16I. HAEC
QUIPPE Plato’s text: &\’ avépatov eldbc Tt xai &poppov, mavdeyés,
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petarauPavov 8 dmopdrtatd 7y Tob vonTol xal Susahwrératov adrd
Myovreg o {eucbucba (5TA-B). That Calcidius speaks, somewhat
surprisingly, of matter as a species, is explained by Plato’s 186¢ 1.
Clearly he takes mavdeyéc as a noun and &popgov as its adjective.
For the rest of the Greek text he gives an interpretation rather
than a translation. NEC PLANE SENSIBILEM See par. 345. NEC
PLANE INTELLEGIBILEM See par. 346-347 (cp. 345, 3-5; 346, 9-
II). INTER NULLAM ET ALIQUAM SUBSTANTIAM These words are
Calcidius’ own interpretation; they remind one of such pronounce-
ments as quod semper non est and quae est quidem sed non eadem

semper (355, 9-10; 355, I-2, P. 193-194).

[335] These problems he discussed more fully in the Parme-
nides where he inquired into how far the existing things share
a likeness with the ideas. This is a difficult question because of
the obscurity inherent in matter. Matter not only evades per-
ception of the senses but also investigation of reason and scrutiny
of the intellect. For, if the investigation attempts to consider
matter by itself and without the accompaniment of the bodies
which it takes in, it seems to be almost nothing; whereas, if
matter is taken together with these bodies, it does not show its
proper nature, and then is something lying between the senses
and the intellect, neither wholly sensible nor quite intellectual,
but something which must be known by a mental activity of
such a nature that he who touches it feels nothing, and he who
mentally elaborates its concept “‘seems to have penetrated it by
a kind of bastard reasoning. Therefore, the only means to reach
matter is by regarding fire as a part of it that has become fiery,
water as a part that has become liquid”, and the rest in the
same manner.

HAEC OPEROSIUS IN PARMENIDE On the basis of these words
one would presume that Plato’s Parmenides discusses the intricate
process of the knowledge of matter. This is not so, nor is it likely
that Calcidius thought so. Haec should be regarded as equivalent
to talia, viz., ‘“similar difficult things”. Calcidius reveals this
meaning by the words cum quaereret . .. similitudinemn. The ideas
expressed herein come from the following passage (Parm. 132D):
aW’, & Iloppevidn, pahoto Euorye xatapaiverar OOe Exewv. ta pév
eldn rabra, domep mapadelypata, Eotavar &v tfj @lboer, T 8 &Na
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Tobtorg owévar xal elvar Gpordrata: xal N wébebic alrm Toig &\hoig
yiyveoBar tév eldwv odx &M Tig ) elxachivar adrotc. Calcidius also
referred to the Parmenides in par. 272 in connexion with the
question as to the number of ideas. PROPTER SILVAE NATURALES
TENEBRAS Cp. 346, 8-10, where the various causes of obscurity
are discussed. He states that obscurity arises because matter cannot
be known through either the senses or the intellect. This is exactly
what he now discusses. All passages about the intelligibility of
matter may be recalled (305, 7 ss., see p. 50). A text from Ter-
tullian’s Adv. Hermog. (28, 1, p. 45, 20-21 Wsz.) may also be of
interest: quia etsi temebras wvolet in substantia fuisse materiae.
NIHIL ESSE PROPEMODUM Cp. 359, 4: inter nullam et aliquam sub-
stantiam; 355, 9-I0: quod semper non est. UT QUI CONTIGERIT EAM
NIHIL SENTIAT These words are apparently the translation of Tim.
52B: pet’ dvauoBnoiag dmrév; in par. 345 a somewhat different one
is given: ipsam sine tangentis sensu tangi. That Calcidius had Plato’s
text before him is evident from the words which follow immediately
adulterina quadam ratione. These are the translation of the sub-
sequent words of the Timaeus. For the two formulas, see the com-
ments on par. 345-347 (pp. 221-228). SOLUM ERGO REMEDIUM
Tim. 51B: Kab’ 8oov & éx t@v mpoetpmpéveov Suvardv Epueveisba Tiig
puoewg adtol, )Y &v Tig dpbbTata Aéyol: mUp udv éxdaortote adTol To
menupwpévov pépog paiveshal, 16 8¢ Oypavlev B8wp, YHv Te xal dépa
%0 8oov Av ppnuata tobtwy déxnrar. For remedium see ad par. 1
(p. 11).

The next question is: but what then is matter? Everything
existing can be classified in the categories. What is the relation of
matter to the categories?

[336] Now, in how far does the nature of matter comprise
all ten genera (categories)? I believe, it is ’essence’ when, by
entering it, the forms have made it appear to be something, for
instance, a man or a house or one or another of the animals,
trees or plants. It is *quality’ when, by being heated or coloured,
it assumes some quality; ’quantity’ when it is changed by the
increase or decrease of bodies; *npéc v’ (relation) when, in some
form or appearance, its magnitude or exiguity is compared to the
magnitude of something else; where’ when it is limited and
receives shape, for then it is thought to be in a place; *when’
when the rotation of the world has made it grow in time; "location’



202 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

when it is arrayed among the primary bodies, called elements,—
the earth, according to our computations, being situated in the
centre of the cosmos and fire above, occupying all high places
everywhere; ’possession’ when we say that the world has not
only a soul but also a reason and an intellect; ’action’ when
matter moves the forms within itself; ’passion’ when, in its turn,
it is moved by the moving forms.

QUATENUS IGITUR In Caf. 1 b 25ss. Aristotle enumerates the
categories. Calcidius keeps the same sequence but interchanges
quality and quantity; in par. 319 he completely conforms to Aris-
totle’s order: Tév xara undeploav cuumroxiv Aeyopévawv Exactov frol
odolav onuaiver 3 mocdv §) mowdv #) mpbg TL A ol A motd ) xelobon F
Eyew %) morelv ¥ maoyew. ot 88 odotla pév i THTw elnelv olov &vbpwmog,
irmoc xtA. When the way in which Calcidius brings matter under
the ten categories is seen, it appears to be, as Fabricius says: non
actu tamen illa silvae insunt sed potemtia, or non effectu sed possi-
bilitate (338, 2-3; 344, 27-345, 1). Just previously, viz., in par. 319,
Calcidius observed that, unlike all corporeal things, matter cannot
possibly be brought sub categoricam adpellationem. As to the category
of passio he observed that, though this, too, should be ’detracted’
from matter, matter, nevertheless, is thought to share it, because it
is shared by the bodies present in it. Now the same reasoning is
applied to all ten categories.

Some particulars: The term genera for the categories occurs more
frequently. Zeller (II 2, p. 49, note) observes that, besides the
title xatyyopiar (which may be genuine, though there is no certain
proof), one also finds ITepl Tav déxa yevayv, Ileptl T@v yeviy Tob Bvrog,
Koatnyopiat fror mepl tév déxa yevixwrdtwy yeviv. The term essentia
is discussed fully by Calcidius in par. 226, where he also uses
substantia (cp. 345, 2, p- 173). For coetu, cp. 353, 19-20 ob specierum
multiformium coetum, where coetus translates &’ éxeivwy, which itself
refers to 6md tév eloévrwv. This last word provides the explanation
of the present use of coetus. For esse ac videri, cp. 71, 2: Ex quo
adparet hoc opus illis propemodum solis elaboratum esse ac videri,
qui ... (cp. p. I1I). vel hominem vel equum, the very examples
quoted by Aristotle. Calcidius elaborates further; cp. 327, 27 ss.:
non in artibus hominum, non in natura, non in corporibus animalium,
nec vero in arboribus aut stirpibus. posiTio This category
is ofter; denoted by situs, cp. Tertullian, Adv. Hermog. 38, 1, p. 58, 4
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Wsz. De situ materiae. HABERE ... FACERE ... PATI Usually
nouns are found here: habitus, actio, passio (cp. 343, 19). In the
case of habere, Calcidius is lead into an error, since the Greek ¥yewv
has the meaning here of #xew with an adverb, ’to be in a certain
condition’, so that the correct translation would have been se
habere; Aristotle states: &yew 3¢ olov Omodéderar, dmhotar (¢0.);
Calcidius’ mistake is due to the fact that this comment is open
to both explanations.

Calcidius’ handling of the category mowiv asks for attention.
The question arises how matter, this merely potential being, can
be said to act. Moreover, although elsewhere the bodies are always
the real subject, here matter itself is involved: cum eadem silva
intra se movet species. How can this be said of matter? Calcidius
has already given the answer earlier, viz., 353, 17 (p. 190): et easdem
invicem movet species (cp. 376, 9, p. 236). What was noted there
(p- 190), also holds here: a pure potentiality of matter cannot be
maintained throughout, because it leads to many contradictions.

It has been shewn (p. 169) that in par. 319 Calcidius expressed
himself inaccurately; of matter it can be said: essentia est, but not
that it is a quantity. The probable reason for this formulation is
that the Greek text has mosév gott efc., in which Calcidius changed
the adjectives into substantives.

Finally, an observation made by Albinus is of importance (Epst.
VI 10): Kai pév tac 8éxa xatnyoptag & te t6 INapuevidy xal &v &g
Onedetbe. Concerning this R. E. Witt (Albinus and the History of
Middle Platonism, Cambridge, 1937, p. 3) says: “Incidentally this
is an excellent illustration of a tendency, which we shall be con-
stantly encountering, to expound the Platonic philosophy in terms
of later systems”. Perhaps it is even more correct to say that
Aristotle’s works were not unfrequently regarded as expressing
more systematically Plato’s ideas than Plato’s works themselves.
However, one needs not assume that, because of its markedly
Aristotelian character, this text must have come from a Peripatetic
source.

c) The species

[337] Then Plato continues: “Is there a fire which is set
apart and out of reach?” Only now he begins to discuss these
things. He wishes to show that the fire perceived by us is the
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image of the intelligible fire just mentioned and that, in the same
way, our earth is an image of an intelligible earth, as also the
other forms; that, in short, everything which we see is the image
of other invisible forms, and that the latter, in their turn, are
the exemplars of the former. We must, therefore, state briefly
what is to be said of the exemplar. When discussing matter, we
said that it is the primary foundation of the coming into existence
of all natural things, so now the exemplar should be said the
primary form. Every material is an object for an artisan, as
bronze is for the sculptor, and wood for the shipwright. But
these are not primary objects, since they are the products of
other techniques, viz., bronze of mining, wood of hewing and
pruning. Ultimately, the earth underlies all this, matter underlies
the earth, but under matter there lies nothing. Therefore, matter
is rightly called the ’first foundation’. In the same way a double
form can be seen in the exemplar of things: the form by which
matter is decorated, and, alongside it, that form after the image
of which the form conferred wpon matter is made. The form
impressed in matter is the second form, the first is the one after
the image of which the second has been made.

DEINDE PROGREDITUR Tim. 51B: dpa &ott T Ttlp adtd €¢° Eautod
. ..; Calcidius referred to this in 354, 7: Quure differt ad praesens
tractatum hunc suo reservamns loco ac tempori (p. 192). QUOD
INTELLEGIBILIS The idea set forth by Plato is indeed, as Cal-
cidius states: “In the intelligible world there must be fire, water,
efc., just as in the sensible world”. We already referred to the
remarkable passage in Simplicius (I» Phys. 31, 18 ss., p. 33-34)
where this theory is traced back to Empedocles. For the description
of Plato’s standpoint, the text from the Parmenides mentioned
above (p. 200) is important.

In par. 272 Calcidius already writes about the intelligible fire;
he even proves it to be composed of two principles. ATQUE uUT
DE SILVA This is the main theme of the treatise on the species
which follows: ’its condition is the same as that of matter’. For
esse eam principaliter subiectam and further on principalis subiectio,
CP. 340, 13-14: materiam principalem et corporis primam subiectionem
and the comment to that passage on p. 161. OMNIS QUIPPE MATERIA
Cp. 310, 3 ss., p. 65. EODEM IGITUR MODO The influence of Aris-
totelism on the terminology (species secunda, species prima) is
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unmistakable. However, since Aristotle’s doctrine on the el8og
had been adopted by Middle Platonism with one important modifi-
cation—for Aristotle accepted only one eldo¢—, one cannot state
dogmatically that here Calcidius uses a Peripatetic source. The
present text serves as a further illustration of the statement made
by Kraus and Walzer in the text quoted above, vsz., that various
authors have combined the doctrines of the two philosophers by
adding the Aristotelian forma to the Platonic ¢dea (o.c., p. 9).

(338a] This will, in fact, become clearer, if considered with
the aid of a comparison. Just as there is one form of ivory in the
statue of the Capitoline Juppiter, and another, fashioned by the
artist Apollonius in his spirit, to which he directed his mind when
executing the ivory—and of these two forms the latter is
prior to the former-—, so also the form which has adorned matter
is second in dignity, whereas the other, after which the second
form was made, is the primary one, which is now under discussion.

SED NIMIRUM This passage illustrates the preceding discussion
and should be detached from what follows. The division of the
paragraphs is inexact, as is obvious from the sequel. One may
compare Seneca, Ep. 58, 20-21 with the passage translated : Quartum
locum habebit €ldoc. Quid sit hoc eldoc, attendas oportet et Platoni
imputes, non mihs, hanc rerum difficultatem. Nulla est autem sine
difficultate subtilitas. Paulo ante pictoris imagine utebar. Ille cum
reddere Vergilium coloribus vellet, ipsum intuebatur. Idea erat Vergilii
facies, futuri operis exemplar. Ex hac quod artifex trahit et operi suo
imposuit, €ldoc est. Quid intersit, quaeris? Alterum exemplar est,
alterum forma ab exemplari sumpta et operi imposita. Habet aliquam
faciem exemplar ipsum quod intuens opifex statuam figuravit: haec
idea est. Etiam nunc, si aliam desideras distinctionem, €l8oc in opere
est, idea extra opus, nec tantum extra opus est, sed ante opus. What
Seneca calls el3o¢ is here the species secunda ; the idea is the exemplar.
In Seneca’s comparison this exemplar can be seen: it is Vergil’s
face; in that quoted by Calcidius the exemplum cannot, hence
haurire animo ; the differences, however, are irrelevant to the actual
comparison. (In 94, 4 ss. Calcidius combines these two images:
num speciem intellegibilis mundi, ad cuius similitudinem formas
mente conceptas ad corpora transferebat. This is surprising, to say
the least, in an author who already sees the intellegibilis mundus
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as the intellectus dei.) Seneca’s last remark ante opus recalls anti-
guior in 361, 23. Behind these comparisons is, no doubt, the image
of Plato’s Demiurge who fashions the world with an eye to the
eternal things.

On this example Borghorst (o.c., p. 35) observes: cum neque de
Apollonio artifice neque de hac statua quidquam certe traditum sit,
non temerarium est conicere utrumque satis incognitum. He suggests
too that Calcidius may have romanized an example about the
statue of Zeus by Phidias. Switalski (o.c., p. 3, n. 1) states: “Eher
gegen eine Bekanntschaft mit Rom scheint die Erwihnung der
elfenbeinernen Statue des Juppiter Capitolinus zu sprechen”.
One could accept the first suggestion, but the latter conclusion is
historically unsound. speciem eboris polire, a proleptic accusative
like viam munire.

[338b] Of matter we also said that it is without quality. In
the same way we shall say that the primary form has no quality,
and yet it is not deprived of it: for everything having quality
must have quality in itself, but the primary form has no quality—
it is indeed without a nature in which quality can rest. Thus it
has no quality <but yet it is not deprived of quality>, for one can
only speak of privation, if a thing has not what it should have.
But as one cannot speak of an intrepid stone, because a stone
by nature cannot be afraid of anything, so it cannot be said
of the primary form that it is deprived of quality, because, on the
one hand, its nature is alien to quality and, on the other hand,
it is itself the cause that other things are endowed with quality.
And just as of the soul cannot be said to be animated nor in-
animate—not animated, because the soul does not need protection
of another soul, not inanimate, because it itself causes life in
other living beings—, so one looks upon matter as neither material
nor deprived of matter: it is not called material, because matter
does not need other matter, and not deprived of matter, because
all material things are what they are through it [339a] And there-
fore, one must think of the primary form in just the same way,
that is, one regards it as neither endowed with nor deprived
of quality.

It was also said of matter that it is without form <; likewise,
it will be said that the primary form was not formed> but is not
without form either. Everything that has been formed must be
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composed of that which shares in the form and that which can
be shared; as, for instance, a statue. That which shares is the
bronze, that which is shared is the imprinted form; but the form
is simple, not composite. Therefore the form is said to be neither
formed nor without form, for, through it, all other things formed
have a form.

In the translation some changes and additions are included which,
in our conviction, are required by the context. First the division
in paragraphs: it is clear to the reader that there are two parallel
arguments, both beginning in the same way: Rursum silvam
dicebamus (362, 1) and Rursum silva dicebatur (362, 21). The current
division into paragraphs is inadequate, for the first sentence of par.
339 is actually the conclusion of the first argument. Moreover, in
the manuscript tradition, the second argument contains some
assertions which are patently absurd. The parallelism of the two
arguments enables one to restore the original text.

To begin with a small detail of text criticism. The first dicebamus
is immediately followed by another. Calcidius states that the form
neither has nor lacks qualities. He has still to discuss this, hence
the second dicebamus should be rejected, and dicemus of the best
manuscripts accepted. RURSUM SILVAM As for the content, again
matter is the starting-point of the argument but scarcely more.
Of matter he implies that it is without quality (inops qualitatis),
but of form that it is neither with nor without quality, which is a
very different thing. The real parallel with this assertion about
form is found in 362, 15: sic stlvam quoque neque silvestrem putamus
nec stlva carere. The argument is as follows: “if a thing is to be
endowed with qualities, then, as the words themselves say, there
are two things: something in which the qualities are and the
qualities themselves. In the case of forms (the ideas) there is no
such thing. Therefore, they are not endowed with quality. No more
can be a question of their being deprived of qualities (Switalski
rightly saw that this link was left out in the transmission of the text
(o.c., p. 104)), for this means that the form should have them but
actually has not. But this is not the case”, Calcidius continues with
two illustrations. “A stone cannot be called intrepid, because this
adjective is not applicable to it, nor can the species be said to be
endowed with quality, because this has nothing to do with species.”
It looks as if Calcidius realizes suddenly that his last statement
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is inaccurate, and adds: “‘and because it is itself the cause of every
quality”. This addition makes it clear that the meaning of *having
nothing to do with it’ is quite different from that used of the in-
trepid stone and that the comparison is not apt. Had Calcidius left
out this example he might have said more briefly: “Here there can
be no question of a privation of quality, because the form itself
is the cause of every quality”. The following illustration makes
it perfectly plain: “‘a soul cannot be said to be animated, in other
words, that it is endowed with another soul, nor can it be said
inanimate, for ultimately it is the cause of the existence of every-
thing animated. No more can matter be said to be material (endowed
with matter) or to be deprived of matter; nor can form be said to
be endowed with qualities or to be deprived of it””. This thesis
(neque qualitate praedita neque sine qualitate) reminds one of Albinus’
statement ahout God: "Appnyroc & éoti xal v& wéve Anmrég, g
elpnran, Enel olte Yévog oty ofte €ldog olte Suapopd, GAN 003E cupBERNHé
TL adTE oBte raxdv (o) yap Oéuig Tobro elneiv), olite dyabév (xata peto-
Y Yap Twvog Eorar 20tog xai pahota ayaBétytog), olite ddidpopov
(0932 yap TobTo aTa TH Evvoray adTol), 0B Te motdv (0d Yap morwbév
gott xal OO TodTYTOG ToLolTOV AmoTeTEAEGWévoY), o Te A Twotoy
(00 yop Eotépmror Toh mowdy elvar EmPddhovrdc Tvog adTE TroLol)
(X 4; see par. 319) The agreement is perfect. Albinus’ words
about the divine principle are applied by Calcidius to the principle
of form. The second example put forward by Calcidius, that the
soul cannot be said to be ecither animated or deprived of a soul,
is also found in Nemesius, De nat. hom. 2: &romov 8¢ xal 16 &Juyov
xol 0 Epduyov Aéyewy v Yuynv (cp. Tertullian, De anima, ch. 6, 1,
ed. Waszink, p. 132). RURSUM SILVA NON DICEBATUR After
discussing quality, Calcidius now discusses form. The version of the
manuscripts runs: Rursum silva dicebatur informis sed nec informis.
This is, first of all, a flagrant contradiction, and, moreover, untrue;
for matter was called ¢nformis and nothing else. The editions have
altered the text somewhat and read: Rursum silva non dicebatur
formata sed nec informis. This correction plays down the contra-
diction, but still does not agree with Calcidius’ previous teaching;
secondly, the change is not supported by manuscript evidence;
thirdly, it does not solve several other problems in this passage.
The solution of this textproblem is given by the study of the
text as a whole. To begin with the most obvious mistake, by way
of conclusion, the last sentence runs: ‘“matter is said neither formed
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nor without form, for all that has been formed owes its form to it”.
It is evident that it is not matter which is the formative principle
but the species, the form. Moreover, one may also refer to the parallel
passage in the first argument: “form cannot be said to be without
quality, for it is itself the cause of things having quality”. Thus in
363, 2 species should be read instead of silva. The way to the so-
lution is now open. If in 363, 2 the species is mentioned in a con-
clusion, it must have received previous attention. The argument,
as it stands, is entirely about the si/va. The beginning is correct,
namely that, as in the first argument, Calcidius starts from matter.
The question then arises: Where does Calcidius pass from matter
to form? There can surely be no doubt about this: as in the tirst
argument, this transition must have been made almost immediately,
actually in the first phrase, which is incomprehensible as trans-
mitted by the manuscripts. Owing to the parallel argument of the
first reasoning, the text can be restored with reasonable certainty.
Above Calcidius said: Rursum silvam dicebamus esse inopem quali-
tatis, dicemus etiam principalem speciem neque qualitate praeditam
neque sine qualitate. He must have stated in a passive tense:
Rursum silva dicebatur informis <, dicetur etiam principalis species
non formata>, sed nec informss, a fact evident from the conclusion
just mentioned: propterea igitur species megatur esse formata, nec
vero minime est formata.

Finally, the present text still poses a third problem, namely the
meaning of quae res in 363, 1. One would like to combine it with
impressa forma, but why then guae res and not simply guae?
Besides, simplex et incomposita are adjectives specific to principles,
and, as one saw, the impressae formae do not belong to them.
In the restored text Calcidius argues that the species cannot have
been formed, for ’formed’ presupposes composition. One expects
him to say that the species is not composed but simplex and in-
composita, and to read: sed species est simplex et incomposita.
Since the words quae res and sed species are abbreviated in the
manuscripts the corruption is easily explained paleographically.
Its genesis, one suggests, was as follows: In 362. 21 the transition
to species must have fallen out by a kind of homoioteleuton. Owing
to this, an early reader, no longer understanding the abbreviation
of sed species in 363, 1, changed it into quae res. And in agreement
with that he changed the later species into stlva. For to him, how
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 14



210 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

could there suddenly be question of species, when the whole
argument seemed to refer to the silva.

Some details: EX PARTICIPANTI ET EX PARTICIPABILI A trans-
lation of the Aristotelian term t6 peréyov and t6 pereybpevov (cp.
Met. 990 b 30-991 2 3). VULTUS Cp. 344, 27; 355, 18-I9. ANI-
MATAM ... EXANIMEM (362, 13-14) Cp. the comment on 334, 15,
p- 139

Calcidius repeatedly refers in the present treatise to his discussion
of the silva. In both passages reminiscences of Albinus’ treatise
about God can be heard, especially in that about the species.
Perhaps one may conclude that Calcidius’ reflections on matter
were inspired by Albinus’ discussion of the third principle, God
(Epit. X). Probably he first applied Albinus’ argument to the
species and then to the silva. The evidence of Albinus’ influence
upon Calcidius is seen in the following text.

(339b] Therefore, to state it graphically, from our standpoint
the primary form is the first intelligible thing because we have
an intellect; from God’s standpoint it is the perfect thought
(idea) of God; from the standpoint of matter it is the measure
of bodily and material things; considered in itself it is an un-
bodily substance and the cause of all things deriving their likeness
from it; seen from the cosmos it is the eternal exemplar of all
that nature has produced; and to formulate it in a few words,
the primary form, which is the idea, is defined as an immaterial
substance, without colour or figure, intangible, but to be grasped
by the intellect and the cause of all that owes its likeness to it.

Of the two descriptions mentioned the elaborate one corresponds
entirely with that given by Albinus in Epst. IX 1. In the following
survey the order found in Albinus is adapted to that given by
Calcidius. The more extensive Latin text is the result of Calcidius’
liking for elaboration.

EST IGITUR PRINCIPALIS SPECIES, (1) &0t 3¢ 7 18
UT CUM ALIQUA DICATUR EFFIGIE

IUXTA NOS QUIDEM, (3) ®¢ 3¢ mpde Nudic
QUI INTELLECTUS CONPOTES SUMUS, vontdv mpdTov

PRIMUM INTELLEGIBILE,
IUXTA DEUM VERO (2) d¢ pev mpog Oedv
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INTELLECTUS PERFECTUS DEI, vémeig adtod

IUXTA SILVAM MODUS MENSURAQUE (4) ¢ 32 mpdg mhv UAnv puétpov
RERUM CORPOREARUM ATQUE

SILVESTRIUM,

IUXTA IPSAM VERO SPECIEM (6) ¢ 8¢ mpdg abThy
INCORPOREA SUBSTANTIA CAUSAQUE gEetalopévn odola
EORUM OMNIUM, QUAE EX EA

SIMILITUDINEM

MUTUANTUR,

IUXTA MUNDUM VERO EXEMPLUM (5) ¢ 3¢ mpdg tév alchnrov
SEMPITERNUM OMNIUM, QUAE NATURA xbopov Tapaderypa
PROGENUIT.

conceptim is opposed to cum aliqua effigie; primum intellegibile
is Plato’s mpd&vtov vontév. For perfectus intellectus dei, cp. 333, 7
and the comment p. 136. causaque eorum omnium: Calcidius repeats
this in the shorter formulation. Of course, the species secundae
are meant. SINE TACTU, INTELLECTU TAMEN This in opposition
to the cognoscibility of matter (see par. 345-347). For other pas-
sages about the idea see ad 353, 23 (p. 191).

[340] Plato himself explains that the species exists from
eternity when he says: “If insight and true opinion are two
things, they must exist by themselves, perceptible by the in-
tellect rather than the senses; but if, as some people think,
true opinion differs in no way from insight, then all that is
perceived by the senses of the body must be regarded as certain.
But I think one must say that they are two things, because they
differ greatly: for the one becomes known to us by instruction,
the other by persuasion; the one always in connection with true
argumentation, the other without any argumentation at all.
Moreover, the one cannot be shaken by persuasion, whereas the
other is always wavering, uncertain and open to refutation; and,
furthermore, true opinion is shared by everyone, whereas insight
is possessed by God and a few very well-chosen men”.

Plato makes a fourfold distinction between insight and opinion
when he teaches that 1) one of them, viz., insight, is produced by
instruction, the other by mere persuasion; 2) one is connected
with true arguments, the other without any examination by
reason; 3) one of them cannot be shaken by persuasion; 4) one,
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i.e., opinion, is shared by all, while insight is the property of
God and a very small number of select men alone.

If the difference between insight and opinion is so great, there
must also be a great difference between the things pertaining
to them; these are the intelligible genus and that which allows
for opinion. Therefore, Plato rightly says: ‘‘there is one species
all by itself, without origin or end, receiving nothing into itself
and entering nothing, invisible and imperceptible”. This is the
species of the insight, called ’idea’, and hence it is exemplar.
But, this time, he does not doubt—as he did earlier—that he does
not presume in vain the existence of this intelligible form, the
images of which are sensible, and that, perhaps, it is no longer
a question of mere words.

[341] Nor does he hesitate to explain this by means of syl-
logistic arguments. Taking care, on the one hand, not to leave
anything unexamined, and, on the other, not to add a flow of
irrelevant words to a treatise already profuse in itself, he removes
all doubt with a brief syllogistic argument, and thus arrives
methodically at a syllogism. This syllogism runs as follows:
between the man who has insight and the man who has a true
opinion, there is the difference that he who has insight has a
certainty about things which he has learned from investigation
based on reason. Reason, once confirmed, becomes insight, and
science and wisdom are connected with the latter. Therefore,
because he knows what he understands, the man with insight
will not change his opinion through verisimilar persuasions, and,
a man endowed with knowledge, he can give an account of what
he understands. On the other hand, he who has a true opinion
can give no reason for it, because he relies solely upon a mental
fashion, without reasoning or discipline, and occasionally, a wa-
vering and doubting man, he will change his opinion through
false persuasion, because no solid argument supports him.
Plato expresses it in this syllogism: “‘If insight and true opinion
are the same, then all that is perceived by means of the body
is certain and will be undoubtedly true; but if true opinion is
inferior to insight these will not be the same but rather two
different things, and then the things perceived by the senses and
those by the intellect will also differ. And if the things perceived
by the senses and those by the intellect are different, then it is
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necessary that intelligible forms should exist, which are called
ideas. Not everything that is perceived by the body is true and
certain; therefore, the ideas do exist.

As these two paragraphs belong together, they must be studied
as a whole so that the structure of the entire passage becomes clear.
At first sight it looks as though Calcidius is harping on the same
theme and his argument makes no progress, but this is not true.
Calcidius begins with a translation of T%m. 51D up to the end of
51E, where Plato enumerates four differences between vol¢ and
d6Ex. He only examines the last part bearing upon the fourfold
distinction. He continues the translation, and with Plato asserts
that there must exist species intellegibiles. At this stage he returns
to the syllogism, the first part of the translated text, and para-
phrases it together with the preceding introduction in Plato
(51C). In the form of a syllogism this paraphrase repeats the text
quoted at the beginning of par. 340. QUOD VERO HAEC SIT EX
AETERNITATE These introductory words are misleading, for the
reader might suppose that Plato intends to discuss the eternity
of the ideas. Instead the conclusion is: sunt igitur ideae. Thus what
is demonstrated here is the existence not the eternity of the ideas.
The existence of the ideas has, in fact, not yet been proved. After
the preceding reflections the reader may be inclined to forget this,
and, Calcidius, no doubt, did not realize it himself at the beginning
of this paragraph. A similar state of affairs is found in the treatise
about matter, where the actual proof of the existence of matter was
only furnished towards the end, in par. 317. Here too Calcidius
began as if he intended to discuss a property of matter. The parallel
is too striking to be accidental. The fact that he discusses the eternity
of the ideas first is probably due to 1) the eternity of the ideas came
to his mind once he had mentioned their simplicity (and with it
their being deprived of all qualities); for, as he expounded in par.
305-307, the principles are simple, without quality, and eternal;
2) Plato’s words in 52A: dyévwqtov xai dvédrelpov. SI INTELLECTUS
Tim. 51D-E: El pév voc xal 36Ex ddnbg éatov dbo yévy, mavramasty
elvoe %0’ adta tabra, dvalobnra 59’ Hudv eldy, voodpeva uévov: et &,
d¢ miow abvetar, d6Ex ddnbic vol Sixpéper Td undév, mavd’ émés’ ad
e 100 owparos alcBavépeba Betéov Pefarbrate. Ado 3N Aexréov
dxelvw, duéTL yowplg Yeybvatov dvopolwg te Exetov. T pdv yop adrdv
N NdayTig, 10 & Omd mebolg Nuiv Eyylyverar: xal Td pév del per’
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arnbole Abyou, T6 8 &hoyov: xai T wev dxivnrov melbot, T 8¢ peta-
TELeToV: xal Tob pév mavra &vdpa petéyewv patéov, vob Ot Oeolg, dv-
Opoymwv 3¢ yévog Bpayd Ti. INTELLECTU POTIUS QUAM SENSIBUS
ADSEQUENDA Cp. 308, 11 (p. 60); 310, I3 (p. 67); 366, 20 (p.
217). QUADRIFARIAM DIVIDIT As already noted, Calcidius only
discusses the last part of Plato’s text—a discussion which is little
more than a different wording of the text. Quob si HoRuM Cal-
cidius draws the conclusion: ‘“‘there exist a genus intellegibile and a
genus opinabile”’. He follows it up with the relevant text of Plato:
Tobrwv 8¢ olrwe éxévrwv (Calcidius has said this more extensively
in Quod si ...) dpohoymréov &v pev elvar 18 xata Tadra eldog Eyov,
dyéwnrov xal dviheBpov, olite elg Eautd elgdeyduevov &Mho &\robev
otte adrd elg &Aho mou lbv, dbpatov 8 xal &Mwe dvaisBntov. Then he
gives a further explanation: inmtellectus species, quae idea dicitur,
est: igitur exemplum. Finally he notes that Plato doubts no longer,
as previously (&pa Eotiv Tt TWhp adtd €9’ fautol;). From here on he
appears to paraphrase Plato’s text once again, for ne forte ...
gquam verba is almost a literal translation of 51C: d\\& patnyv éxaoc-
tote elval Tt papev eldog ExdaTov vontéy, T6 & 003tV &p’ Hiv ANV Abyoc
(tor praesumatur, see 345, 5, p. 174). Thus, re-reading the text
he comes to the part already translated in the first part of this
section. ID TAMEN IPSUM The structure of these paragraphs sug-
gests a repetition of the previous paragraph. But, whereas in the
latter there was at first the question of the preamble of the ar-
gument, Calcidius now submits the argument itself to a closer
examination, ending in the formulation of the syllogism. QUIPPE
CAVENS Calcidius still follows Plato’s text: ofite oldv 3% 16 mapdy
&xprrov xal adixactov dpévra &Etov pavan Suoyupilbuevov Exev obrwg,
o1’ émi Abyou phxer mapepyov &Moo pijxog émeuBintéov (51C). SYL-
LOGISTICIS COMPENDIIS By a short cut (Plato: 3uwx Bpayéwv),
Calcidius states, Plato arrives methodically (ductu et via) at the
syllogism itself. These compendia syllogistica are constituted by
what is said in Etenim . .. sustentat. The chief content of par. 240
is repeated once again. CONFIRMATA PORRO RATIO FIT INTELLECTUS
Reasoning, the argument receives its confirmation in the under-
standing (intellectum adpellat . .. motum animi conprehendentem’ (366,
5)), and thus it becomes intelligence or insight; to this insight
belongs scientia (= émom)un) also called sapientia. For eademque,
cp. 299, 16. ITAQUE PLATO Calcidius finally formulates the
text with which he began. He changes the order of Plato’s text
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and amplifies it slightly. A similar argument is found in par. 302:
Certum est siquidem apud omnes . .. esse in nobis sensus, esse etiam
intellectum et haec esse non eadem sibi: etc. The antithesis scientia
- opinio occurs frequently: 124, I; 172, 11 ss. (translation of Tim.
37B-C); 244, 8; in 201, 22 ss. the concept of sapientia is found.
Evidently the argument had become a locus communis to such an
extent that its occurrence in Albinus (Epit. IX 4, see ad par. 302)
hardly carries any weight in the question of dependence of Calcidius
on Albinus.

After the rather cumbersome treatment of the subject in par.
240-241 one is somewhat surprised to read in the first sentence
of par. 242 that ‘‘the previous compact discussion necessitates a
further elaboration”. The study of par. 242, however, reveals
that Calcidius has read something else into Plato’s words, not
yet discussed, and this is the reason why he wishes to go further
into the question.

(342] What has been compressed within the narrow compass
of a syllogism requires elaboration. By ‘insight’ Plato understands
the comprehending activity of the mind. In most of his other
books, most clearly the Republic, he compares this with opinion.
He divides insight into ’knowledge’ and ’memory’; he divides
opinion similarly into ’belief’ and ’fancy’, connecting each of
these four concepts with the things pertaining to it: knowledge
with the lofty things preceived only by wisdom, such as God
and His thoughts which are called ideas; memory with things
requiring deliberation, 7.e., such things as are required by artificial
laws and theories; belief with the sensible things, those which are
perceived by the eyes, the ears and the other senses; and fancy
with the imaginary and fictitious things, bodies shaped after
the example of real figures but not perfect and alive.

All these things by themselves, he states, ‘““are perceived rather
by the intellect than by the senses”, because none of the four
is within the reach of the senses but one distinguishes between
knowledge and opinion and the rest by means of the mind.

SED, OPINOR, EXPLANARI The passage poses the question what
exactly Calcidius intended to prove by this exposition. He states
that it explains what precedes, but one cannot help wondering,
what he is actually explaining. One may suppose that this para-
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graph is another of his favourites, and that he inserts it here as a
quasi-explanation of what precedes, but this is not the case.
He really wishes to explain (a part of) Plato’s text at this point,
a text which, for the most part, he misunderstands. The actual
wording of this paragraph must be considered first. INTELLECTUM
ADPELLAT Calcidius tries to say that by emfellectus the act of
understanding is meant: vol¢ is here vénoig. IN POLITIA Two
passages are of importance at this stage, viz.,, 533D, where Plato
gives the fourfold distinction quoted here, and 509D ss., where the
object of the four *ways of knowing’ is stated. The latter has not
been mentioned by Switalski (o.c., p. 100). SECAT ENIM ’Apéoxet
yobv, fv & éyd, domep 6 mpbrepoy, TV pév TPAOTHV Wolpay ETGTHUYY
xodelv, dedrepay 8¢ Sudvorav, tplrny 3¢ wlotv xal elxaotav Tetdprny:
xol ouvappbrepa pdv tabta d6Eav, ocuvappdrepa & Exeivo vénouv.
I believe that this last word suggested to Calcidius his remark
about intellectus above.

In this quotation recordatio translates diavoia, aestimatio eixaota.
Calcidius’ idiom, especially recordatio, is peculiar. As has been seen
already, Plato in 509D mentions the objects of the four ways of
knowing, beginning with the last. The eixacta has for its object the
elxbvee, t.e., shadows, reflections in water, efc.; Calcidius states:
aestimationem (adcommodat) fictis commenticiisque et imaginariis rebus,
quae tuxta veros stmulata vultus corpora tamen perfecta et viva non
sunt. Iliotig refers to that of which the eixévec are reflections, name-
ly, animals, plants and all created things; Calcidius: credulitatem
porro sensibilibus . . . Plato describes in detail the objects of Suivoua,
on which the partner in the discussion finally notes: pavlave . .. &t
7o Oed talc yewpetpinag te xal Tale Tadtng ddehpaic Téyvorg Aéyelg
(511B). Calcidius writes: recordationem vero rebus deliberativis, hoc
est 1is quae praeceptis artificialibus et theorematibus percipiuntur.
The last way of knowing teheutd eic €idy (511C). Calcidius gives as
object : deus et intellectus eius, quas ideas vocamus ; this is, of course,
the Platonic idea which he has described in his own way (see the
comment on 333,6 and 363,7). The conformity with Plato’s
text is striking and much nearer than with that of Albinus, Epit.
VII 5, referred to by Switalski (o0.c., p. 100): dd\A& 36Eav pev T&V
cwpdTev @aty, EmoTNuny 38 Tév TpATWY, Stdvotay 3 TdY pabnudrwvy.
TtOeran 32 1l xal miotiv xal elxastav, Todbrwy 8 Ty wév wletv Tav aloln-
Tav, THv 8¢ elxactay Tév elndvov xal elddrwv. Albinus first makes a
triple distinction, to which he is clearly lead by 511D: d¢ pera&d



PARAGRAPH 343 217

T 36Eng Te xal vob Thv Sudvolav oboav, but he replaces vol¢ with
¢motmuy. In the last part, which is nearest to the text of Calcidius,
he speaks of nigtic and eixasia but does not (explicitly) mention
these two as a subdistinction of 36£x. QUAE CUNCTA DICIT “‘Of
all this he says that by itself it can be perceived by the intellect
rather than by the senses”. This surprising twist in the argument
reveals what Calcidius is aiming at. He has obviously in mind the
beginning of the quotation in par. 340: Si intellectus itemque vera
opinio duae res sunt, necesse est haec ipsa per semet esse intellectu
potius quam sensibus adsequenda; the verbal concordance is perfect.
Calcidius meant haec ipsa to refer to intellectus et vera opinio, where-
as for Plato these terms refer to the ideas. In the present section
he first subdivides this intellectus and opinio, stating: “all these
distinctions are things which are rather perceived by the intellect
than by the senses: this is what Plato intended to say here”.
The actual text runs as follows: Quae cuncta dicit per semet
esse intellectu potius quam sensibus adsequenda, quia nihil ex
his quattuor sub semsus nostros vemit, sed tam scientiam quam
opinionem et ceteras mente discernimus. When one appreciates
how peculiar the content of the text becomes in this way, it is
understandable why Calcidius wrote paragraph 342 as an ex-
planation. Actually he himself did not understand the passage,
though, generally speaking, he remained true to Plato’s thought.

[343] ““But if, as it seems to some”, he says, ‘‘true opinion
differs in nothing from insight”. Just so; for many groups of
philosophers have certainly considered bodies to be the principles
of things. Placing the intelligible genus, that is the ideas, almost
before our eyes, Plato says that it is “‘an intelligible form, im-
perceptible for the senses, standing by itself, without origin or
end, receiving nothing within itself nor passihg over into any-
thing else, invisible and impalpable, only perceptible for the
attentively looking mind”. He adds: ‘““and what comes in the
second place is originated, perceptible by the senses, in need of
support, appearing in a certain place and hence disappearing
again through change and annihilation, knowable by the senses
and the opinion”. Here he wishes to give an idea of the second
species, which comes into being, when the artisan fashions the
lines of a future work in his mind and, keeping the picture within
him, fashions from this example that which he has set himself
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to make. Of this he says: “that it appears in some place, and
disappears from there through change and annihilation”. Ex-
cellently said; for the demolition of a statue is always coupled
with the destruction of its form, and the same holds good, when it
is recalled and returns in the shape of another statue.’Perceptible
by the senses’, he calls this form, because the form impressed
into the work is seen by the eyes of the onlookers; ’knowable
by opinion’, because the maker’s mind does not convey this
form from a fixed example but draws it from his own mind to
the best of his ability.

SIN VERO Calcidius dwells still briefly on Tim. 51D. MULTAE
QUIPPE SECTAE The Stoics are certainly intended. With Fabricius
one includes Democritus and Epicurus. CUMQUE INTELLEGIBILE
Again Calcidius quotes Tim. 52A, a passage already given in par.
340. The translation is extensive, because at the end Calcidius also
translates the words: tolto & 87 vénoug eldnyev émioxomely CONSE-
QUENTER ADDIT Tim. 52A: 76 8¢ dpdovupov 8potdv te xeive dedtepoy,
alofnrdy, yevwnrdy, mepopmuévov del, yiyvéuevév Te & Tt Téme xad
mahy  Exelbev dmoMduevov, 86Ey uetr’ aloBioewe mepAnmrév. IN-
TELLEGIBILE GENUS Cp. 364, 18: intellegibile genus (p. 214).
Evidently Calcidius takes megopnuévov in the sense of ’supported’
(sustentabile), not of ‘'moving’. CUM OPIFEX ... LINEAMENTA Cp.
354, 4-6: An ut cum de exemplo lineamenta, etc. CONCIPIT ANIMO Cp.
361, 22: hausit animo ; 304, 10-12: intellegibilis . .. species, quam mundy
opifex deus mente concepit. EFFIGIE INTUS LOCATA Cp. 361, 24:
antiquior. OPINIONE VERO NOSCENDUM From the way in which he
expresses himself one concludes he is not thinking of the divine
but of the human maker. He speaks of an artist who makes a statue
after a conception he has formed—which for him, of course, is not a
certum exemplum—a statue, which, therefore, is an object of opinio,
not of intellectus. In other words, he has a particular kind of species
secundae, viz., the human ones, in mind, and not the species secundae
in general. The secundae species made by the divine opifex would be
more correct. Evidently Calcidius’ only concern is to put the
'second form’ on a lower level. EX PROPRIA MENTE HAUSTAM
Like 361, 22: hausit animo.
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d) Matter in itself

Calcidius first spoke of the characteristics of matter. This led
him to the first and the second species. Afterwards he returns to
matter. Tertium gemus esse dicit locz: he now discusses not the
characteristics of matter but matter itself.

[344] ‘‘The third genus is that of place”, according to Plato.
I think that he called matter ’the third genus’ on the ground of
dignity. The second form, the one which comes into being, owes
its existence to the primary form, being eternal, without an origin
and denoted by the name ’idea’; matter, coming last, owes its
existence to the form which has come into existence. He calls it
*place’ because it is, as it were, a kind of space which takes up
the images of the unbodily and intelligible forms; *always the
same’ because it either is without origin and end, or must be the
place, the abode and, as it were, the receptacle of the corporeal
forms. These are the limbs of the world which, in the opinion of
almost everyone, is indissoluble and eternal: ‘‘therefore, it is
immortal itself and a four.dation to all that arises in its womb”.

TERTIUM GENUS ESSE DICIT LOCI Tim. 52A: tpitov 8¢ ad yévog
dv 10 17 ypag. For the term genus, see ad 354, 10 (p. 192). That
there must be a third principle besides the first and the second form
was already said by Plato in 48E. Calcidius discussed this text in
par. 273, where he also mentioned the term ’'space’. PUTO ENIM
The first part of this assertion (Quippe . . .) is self-evident, but the
second (Stlva demum . . .) is quite uncommon. By substantia prob-
ably ’existence’ is meant. Calcidius then continues that matter
cannot exist before the species come into it, for matter cannot exist
without form; cp. 337, 22-23: non quo sine his umquam esse possit;
see par. 349 especially. Thus the assertion that the "imagines et
simulacra vere existentium in silva substantiam acciprunt’ (345, 10-11
and 336, 1) is in complete accordance with the statement that
matter only exists through form. Matter gives existence to the
species by providing them with a foundation, and the forms, in
their turn, give existence to matter, because matter can only
exist with form. Here is the Aristotelian theory that matter and
form are no entia quae but emtia quibus. SINE ORTU ET AETERNA
Cp. 364, 20; 367, 3. IDEAE Cp. 353, 23 (p. I9I). AT VERO LOCUM
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Calcidius interprets the term lJocus as ’space’ in full agreement
with Plato’s ydpa; that this is identical with Uiy, is obvious to him.
In Aristotle one reads (209 b 11-12): Aw xad IThdtwv Thv Odnv xod
T yopav Tadté o elvar &v 1 Tiatew. See 304, 5-6: non numgquam
locum adpellat; 373, 22-374, 1: locum autem silvam. Reference to
Simplicius is apt, In Phys. 231, 37: olov y®pa T@v yevtév Te ol
aloBnrév. The aloOnra are the simulacra specierum incorporearum.
SEMPER EANDEM Matter is said to be ’always existing’ either be-
cause it is without origin and end or because it is the foundation of
an eternal world. This turn of the argument is not surprising it it
is appreciated that Calcidius is explaining Plato’s text: dei (semper
eadem) ¢Bopav ob mpoodeyduevoy (vel quia sine generatione et inter -
Ttu) €pav 8 mapéyov Sox Exe. yéveow maow (vel quia necesse est
eam locum statiomemgque...). QUAE SUNT MEMBRA MUNDI
The qualification of the forms as ’limbs of the world’ is obvious;
forms give matter a figure: they are, to some extent for the world,
what the limbs are for the body. When in T4m. 33B ss. Plato remarks
that ““the body of the world needs no limbs”, he speaks about an
entirely different thing. MUNDI ... INDISSOLUBILIS ET AETERNI
In par. 23 Calcidius discussed why the world, though created, can
be eternal. This is possible, because its Creator God does not operate
in time. The eternity of the world was the almost general opinion
from the time of Aristotle. Such a theory clashed with Plato’s
statement that (the soul of) the cosmos came into being (yevnréc).
Plutarch and Atticus harmonized the two by taking &yévnrog to
refer to the mass of the world when still in disorderly motion and
yewntédg to the world as an orderly whole. PROPE was probably
added by Calcidius with the Jews in mind. Those texts of Plato
which seemed to point to another direction were interpreted in
an Aristotelian sense. At indissolubilis Calcidius may have recalled
Tim. 41A, where the Maker of everything tells the lower gods that
the works of his hand cannot be dissolved save by his consent.
But although all bound can be unbound, it would be the deed of a
wicked man to dissolve what is beautiful and good: theoretical
dissolubility goes with practical indissolubility. IPSA ERGO
INMORTALIS After the interpretation of Plato’s words their
translation follows once more. In Calcidius the translation usually
precedes the interpretation. Concerning the two last words the
manuscripts vary. Wrobel conjectures dat substantiam: matter
bestows ’existence’ to the second forms, in the same way as seen
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before (silva demum ex nativa specie sumit substantiam). However,
if this reading were correct, one would expect ¢n suo gremio instead
of in etusdem gremio. Most MSS read datur substantia which signifies:
matter is given as a substratum (Smoxeipevov) to the species secundae.
Hence substantia has the following meanings: I) substantia =
essentia = natura (odola), cp. 345, 2 (p. 173); 2) substantia =
existence (dméoracig), cp. 345, II; 368, 1 (p. 174 and 219); 3)
substantia = substratum (dmoxetuevov), cp. 368, 9. In the first
case one speaks of the substantia silvae; in the second: matter
gives existence to the species and vice versa, in the third: matter
is the substratum of the species.

Par. 345-347 Calcidius now analyses the act of knowing with re-
gard to matter. Since the order of being and the order of knowing
run parallel in Calcidius’ opinion, this analysis leads him to a better
understanding of matter itself. The starting-point is Plato’s text:
adtd 3¢ pet’ dvaoBnoiag amtdv Aoyioud vt vébe (52B).

[345] Then he continues saying, with wonderful insight, that
“matter is touched without the touching man perceiving it”.
Everything that is touched is sensible and an object of the senses,
and thus everything that is touched must be perceived by sensible
perception. How then can we say that a thing can be touched
that is untouchable by nature?

Now consider the depth of intellect and the conciseness of
words which express the suspicion of his mind on matter. No
doubt, everything that has the semblance to another thing is
knowr by means of its resemblance. Therefore, as the knowledge
of something certain and definite is certain and definite, the
suspicion concerning something uncertain and indefinite must
be uncertain and indefinite. Therefore, since perception is the
perception of certain and definite things, viz., of things having
form and quality, the knowledge of these things must be certain
and definite. But matter is something indefinite, for by nature
it is without a form and a figure. Hence the imagination is not
by perception of it, and thus it is *without perception’.

Yet there is some superficial contact but no real touch, and
this with the bodies in it rather than with itself. When these are
perceived, the feeling arises that matter itself is perceived, because
it seems to be formed by the species it takes in, whereas, in reality
it is formless. And thus the perception of the forms present in
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matter is clear but that of matter itself, which underlies these
forms, is obscure, and a co-perception rather than a perception.
Therefore, since not matter itself is perceived but what is of matter,
and since it only seems to be perceived together with the material
things, there arises such an uncertain sense. And, consequently,
it is well said that “‘matter is touched without being perceived
by the man who touches it”, for it is not really touched. It is
exactly as when someone says that darkness is seen without
being perceived, for the eyesight of one who sees darkness does
not perceive in the same way as when he sees the usual coloured
and bright things. On the contrary, there is an opposite effect;
there are a loss and privation of all that the eyes see—for darkness
is without colour and brightness of light; the eyesight cannot
grasp any quality of darkness but it can suspect what is not
rather than what is; and, seeing nothing, it thinks that it sees
the very thing which it does not see, and it thinks that it sees
something, whereas it does not see anything—what kind of seeing
can there be in darkness? But, since the nature of the eye is to
distinguish colours, I think that, trying to perceive that which is
colourless, it has the suspicion of perceiving darkness. In this
way matter too is tangible, because one gets the impression that
it is touched, when that which is touched first of all comes within
reach of the senses. However, contact with matter is accidental;
it is untouchable itself, because it is perceived by neither the
sense of touch nor the other senses.

The distinction of this long-winded paragraph is as follows:
1) Explanation of the question (368, 10-15); 2) Explanation of
the first part of Plato’s words: sine sensu (368, 15-369, 4); 3) Ex-
planation of the second part: ipsam tangi (369, 4-16); 4) Com-
parison (369, 16-370, 1); 5) Conclusion (370, 1-6).

1. DEINDE PROGREDIENS The train of thought, which is some-
what intricate, is: Plato uses a wonderful expression, viz., ’contact
without perception’. Why is this wonderful? What is touched is
sensible; so what is touched is susceptible of perception. And now
Plato says: ’contact without perception’. Then there must be
question of an exceptional kind of contact here. How can a thing,
which by itself is intangible, be touched? (comtiguus here means
is qui contings potest, cp. Thes. L.L. IV 698, 83-699, 9). After in-
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dicating the way to a solution in the last question, Calcidius dis-
cusses Plato’s formula stage by stage.

2. VIDE ALTITUDINEM ‘‘Look how pointedly Plato puts it and
reveals his suspicio concerning matter”. Suspicio is, as will appear
later on (371, 2-3, p. 227), the technical term whereby Calcidius
indicates the cognition of matter. To prove this, Calcidius begins
from the statement that a semblance is known by means of that
which it resembles. In par. 51 he calls it a Pythagorean theory:
Est porro Pythagoricum dogma similia mon misi a similtbus suis
conprehends (par. 51 is perhaps Numenian, cp. p. 43). This state-
ment is also found in Aristotle: yiyvaoxeoOar yap 16 oot o Eupotov
(De an. 404 b 26-27). Albinus too mentions the Pythagoreans as a
source: 7 yap T& Opoiey 0 Suctov yveplletar, d¢ Toig ITuBayopetorg
gpéoxer (Epit. XIV 2). For a short summary of the history ot this
theory see: A. J. Festugiére, Contemplation et Vie Contemplative
selon Platon, Paris, 1936, p. 107-110; Uberweg, o0.c., p. 95). This
principle is, in all probability, mostly understood in this sense:
“things (e.g., fire) are known by means of corresponding things
(for instance, fire, which is the essence of the intellect), whereas
Calcidius says: ‘“‘by means of a corresponding act of knowing”.
He argues: ‘‘certain things are known by means of a certain, un-
certain things by means of an uncertain act of knowing”.—He
denotes this uncertain act by the term suspicio. Perception (sensus),
however, is a certain act of knowing, because it has certain things
as its objects. Therefore perception of matter is impossible, since
matter is not a certain thing. Knowledge, therefore, of matter—
Calcidius here uses ¢maginatio—is not perception. Hence Plato
rightly says: sine sensu.

3. FIT TAMEN Yet there is something like touching, though
without contact. How can this be? The solution given here runs
parallel to that of the categories in their relation to matter: what
is really touched is that which is in matter and in this way there
arises a suspicio that matter itself is touched. There is a real sensus
of the things present in matter, but a con-sensus of matter, in the
literal sense of ’co-perceiving’, and so Plato rightly says: sine
sensu tangitur.

4. NoN ENIM The touching of matter is the same as the
seeing of darkness. There is no question of a real perception
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here, yet we believe we see what actually we do not see. The
translation of nihilque videns id ipsum sibi videtur videre quod
non videt has been taken as meaning the same as the following
et videre se aliguid putat, cum mihil videat. In this case gquod is a
relative pronoun. It may also be read in the sense of ’the fact
that’. Then we ought to think that we see the very fact that we
do not see. This interpretation does not appear to be very plausible.
Tertullian sees it differently, Adv. Hermog. 28, 1 (45, 22-23 Wsz.):
Etiam homini tenebrae visibiles sunt—hoc emim ipsum quod sunt
tenebrae videtur—, nedum deo. The use of the comparison with seeing
darkness was suggested to Calcidius once he had spoken of the
stlvae naturales tenebras (359, 9-10, p. 201). This comparison of
matter with darkness was again obvious because of the Aristotelian
theory that év... 1@ oxéte Ta ypdpara ypoav Suvapet pév Exety, vepyeta
3¢ undapdg (cp. Aét. Plac. I 15, 10), for in this way matter has
qualities potentially but not in reality. The comparison is also found
in Plotinus (Enn. II 4,10): Kol taya elc Tobto BAémwy 6 [Thdtwv v60e
Aoyopd elne Aqrriy elvan. Tig odv % dopiotia Tig Yuyic; "Aga mav-
TeMg &yvorx g dmovsta; “H &v xatapacer tivi 16 ddpiatov, xal olov
0@0oApd 1O oxdtog UAn dv mavtdg Gpatod ypmpatos, odtwg odv xal
Juy) dpehobon boa &ni toig alolintoic olov @dc T6 Aoty odxétt Excuca
oploar oporobrar T Efer T &v oxdrew Tadtév mwe Ywopévy téte
7% 6 olov 6pF (cp. I 8, 9). On close examination, one realizes that
in Plotinus the comparison is worked out in greater detail than
in Calcidius. What darkness is for the eye, the Oiy is for all
colours; remove all colours and darkness alone remains. If, in
this way, the mind takes away the forms of things, it keeps
nothing of what is definite and has a form, and becomes like the
eye gazing into darkness. Furthermore, Calcidius is speaking of
sensual perception, whereas Plotinus of mental knowledge, due
to the fact that he takes Plato’s words pet’ avauoOnoiag arnrdv hoyioud
v60e as a whole. They are actually meant so, whereas Calcidius
divides the passage into two, and interprets them as if they denote
two different acts of cognition. In other words, Calcidius gives an
interpretation as if the text reads a xai between the two. It is re-
markable that this is found in Albinus, Ept. VIII 2: Tabmy (sc. Ty
UAqv) Totvuv éxpayetov . . . xal Omoxetpevoy antév te petr’ dvarcOnotag
xal v60w Aoyioud Anmrév. Albinus, therefore, would appear to be
Calcidius’ source for this interpretation.
5. sIC IGITUR This is now self-evident.
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[346] And unsatisfied with this exact formulation, he added
that matter can be perceived “by means of a sort of illegitimate
or bastard thinking”. Everyone knows that all children are
natural, but both the Greeks and ourselves give a different name
to the legitimate and the illegitimate. The legitimate the Greeks
call yvfiorot, the illegitimate véor.

[347] ...just as <consonants> without vowels are mute, but
in combination with vowels contribute something and have a
genuine sound. However, the assertion that matter is infinite
and uncertain is certain. Hence Plato rightly believes that matter
is perceived by means of illegitimate and false thinking, and by
opinion rather than by insight, as its nature is perceived by a
combination of right reasoning and of false and confused insight.

Thus these three essences are different and are discussed
separately: the idea is the intelligible form, since it is grasped by
pure insight; the temporal form can be perceived by opinion
and hence it is ’opinionable’, but matter is comprehendable by
neither insight nor opinion, because it cannot be perceived in any
way by either the intellect or the senses, but it can be suspected
—now suspicion is a kind of illegitimate or bastard thinking.

NEC CONTENTUS From the conclusion Recte igitur notha . ..
(370, 16) and the one at the end of par. 347 it is clear that par.
346 and 347 belong together. This observation is useful when one
begins to speculate what the lacuna must have contained. It is also
very important for a correct understanding of the text that no
comma is placed after ratiocinatione (370, 8), as does Wrobel
following Fabricius; opinabilem is, in all probability, a rendering
of the Anrntév in Albinus, and so, to the author’s reasoning, must
have belonged to the quotation; otherwise Calcidius once again
credits Plato with what he did not say, viz., silva est opinabilis (i.e.,
without the addition of notha ratiocinatione). Remarkable, too,
is the use of the term ratiocinatio for royiopéc; however, in 371, 3
Calcidius also uses ratio as an equivalent; this has been translated
by ’thinking’.

It is not easy to set down the train of thought in this passage,
particularly because of the lacuna which occurs at the division
between par. 346 and 347. Calcidius clearly explains the concept
nothus (notha et adulterina is another doublet). First he narrates the
origin of the metaphor: “They are all known as children but some
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 15
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are called legitimate, others illegitimate. In exactly the same way
distinction is made between legitimate and illegitimate ratiocina-
tiones”. Of course, Calcidius now explains in what this illegitimacy
consists, but here the text is wanting; it begins again in the middle
of the explanation. The obvious method is to reason backwards
from the conclusion: Recte igitur notha est ... (370, 16). Why is
there a ratiocinatio notha? Because matter is perceived by a way
of thinking that is a combination of ratio recta and non rectus
confususque intellectus. One already grasps the metaphor Calcidius
has in mind: as a bastard is the offspring of an illegitimate connex-
ion, so an illegitimate connexion exists between recta ratio and
non rectus confususque intellectus in the perception of matter. This
leads to the meaning of recta ratio. Calcidius says this previously:
Oratio tamen de silva infinitam eam et incertam esse adserens certa est.
One can now guess what the lacuna contained: from tamen it is
evident that the other element, viz., the non rectus confususque
intellectus, must have been discussed there. Calcidius no doubt
observed that matter is not perceptible by means of the intellect
but indirectly by means of the forms that are present in it, so that
a vague idea can be obtained, just as the sound of consonants can
only be perceived through the vowels.

To explain this in a more ordered fashion, one must presume
that the lacuna was more extensive than is usually believed. Fa-
bricius’ enumeration of the content is too short and wrong: Intercidit
sententia qua Chalcidius rationes inter opinionem et rectam rationem
intercedentes cum rationibus inter consonantes vocalesque extantibus
comparavit. Furthermore, the trend of thought is so compact
that it leaves no room for a new section. The following reconstruct-
ion is put forward: After establishing that the Greeks call legitimate
children ywfotor and illegitimate ones véfo:, Calcidius must have
continued: ‘“‘Illegitimate are the children born from an illegitimate
connexion—he may also have spoken here of a rectae et non rectae
partis consortium. Now, on the one hand, matter is perceived by
means of a non rectus et turbidus intellectus, for it cannot be per-
ceived in itself but only by means of the forms present in it, just
as consonants are mute by themselves but make themselves heard
in combination with vowels. On the other hand, there is a certa
ratio, viz., the statement that matter is unlimited and uncertain.
Now the combination of this certa ratio and non rectus et turbidus
imlellectus constitutes a notha ratiocinatio”. Thus the trend of the
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argument has become clear; however, the established data are in-
sufficient to allow of a Latin restoration of the text.

The comparison of the vowels and the consonants is also in
Simplicius, In Phys. 523, 24 ss., when discussing the notion of
’space’ he says: xai xa0’ adrd pév odx Eoti adtdv vofjoar, elmep 8¢ &pa,
ued’ étépouv domep TolG TEHV dphvmy xahovpévous PBbyYoUG: peTa yap
700 & 6 Tob P xal 6 Tob y dHrog. For mixtae, cp. mixta generatio in par.
269. Oratio is here equivalent with ratio. One wonders whether the
latter should be in the text. OPINIONE POTIUS QUAM INTELLECTU
CERTO The very opposite statement was made when there was a
question of the ideas: intellectu potius quam sensibus (sensus and
opinio belong together). The use of opinio in connexion with matter
is noteworthy; this word evidently denotes everything that is not
intellectus certus, and, therefore, includes what elsewhere is denoted
by suspicio. Cp. opinabilem 370, 9, but also the end of par. 347:
stlva porro meque intellegibile quid neque opinabile, quia meque in-
tellectu meque semsu conprehendatur. PRAESUMATUR Cp. 345, 5
(p. 174). consorTiO Cp. intellegentiae necessitatisque . . . consortium
(300, 16).

Finally, Calcidius surveys the three genera, which before (354, 12)
he had called primae substantiae:

1. tdea puro intellectu comprehenditur  intellegibilis
2. species nativa opinione perceptibilis opinabilis
3. stlva neque intellectu neque sensu suspicabilis

It is clear that suspicio is indeed the typical kind of cognition
by means of which matter is perceived, viz., notha ratiocinatio,
which is the Aoyiopds vé0oc mentioned by Plato, and which Calcidius
may have interpreted as Albinus. Naturally this passage of Plato
has beer subjected to many speculations; cp. the texts of Plotinus
quoted before (p. 224).

The list of these three primae substantiae, vévn by Plato and genera
by Calcidius, raises another question, namely their relationship
with the three principles which are generally considered to be the
principles of Plato’s philosophy, discussed earlier by Calcidius.
In the first list (God, matter, exemplar) a marked influence of a
systematic interpretation of Plato’s philosophy by the school of
Aristotle is found. More than once there is an entirely unplatonic
line of thought, especially in regard to the ideas (p. 143). Here
Calcidius is obliged to follow Plato’s thought closely. Plato does not



228 THE TREATISE ON MATTER

enumerate fully the principles but mentions only those which are
important for the subject under discussion; therefore, the ideas
come first, next the images, and then matter, whereas God is not
mentioned at all. The images, the species secundae, depend on the
species primariae, and cannot really belong to the principles. What
occupied only a secondary place in Plato (the species secundae),
becomes a real principle in Aristotle, viz., the €l8oc. On the other
hand, what counts as a real principle in Plato, the i8¢, is rejected
by Aristotle as superfluous.

(348] He continues, penetrating more deeply into the argum-
ent which he has started, and says: “When, then, we con-
centrate our attention on it, we experience the same as when we
are asleep. For we believe it necessary that everything which
exists should be in some place and occupy some space”. When
considering the nature of matter, our uncertain and dark state
of mind is compared by him to vain dream visions and to an
opinion based on the senses. For when we see or touch a body,
we cannot avoid perceiving it together with the attending space
and place—indeed no body can be perceived without space or
site. For this reason Plato says that we are so used to this cus-
tomary and widespread opinion that, when considering intelligible
things, we <automatically> think that they are in some place and
in a certain site, just as the body of the world, which is situated
in the space filled up by the mass of the world and occupies the
place adorned by the forms of bodies perceived by us, namely
matter. Since we see that space and place divide the parts of
which it consists, we think that all that exists is similarly in
definite spaces and places. And this is why, when someone says
that there must be a substance without place and space, a
substance existing ’neither on earth nor in heaven’, we think
that he talks of miraculous things and vain, mental fantasies.
For a long time already, nay, from the beginning of our life,
a prejudice has been formed in us that everything that exists
is corporeal, and that nothing is deprived of an essence subject
to the senses, because we trust our senses which are perceivers
and, as it were, defenders of what is corporeal.

PERGIT ULTERIUS Plato’s text runs: npdg & 8% xat dveipomorolpev
Brémovteg xal papev dvayxatov elval wov 16 dv dmav &v T Téme xal
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xatéyov ywpav twa (52B). By these words Plato means: when
looking at matter, we get, as it were, into a state of dreaming (we
are under a kind of narcosis) and think that all that exists must
needs be in a place”. Likewise he will state: ‘“‘nothing exists which
is nowhere and, therefore, no reality exists by itself”’, i.e., no ideas.
What did Calcidius read into this text? The words insistitque
probationi coeptae show that, in his opinion, this text is the contin-
uation of an argument. In Plato hardly any argument is found at
this juncture: he makes a statement, vsz., that our customary re-
presentation of matter threatens to influence the whole of our
thinking. Calcidius wrongly regarded this statement as an argument
for the existence of matter. In translating it is already noticable
that Calcidius failed to understand Plato’s text correctly, for how
can putamus enim be an explanation of what goes before ? Whereas
Plato states that the uncertain and dim perception of matter brings
us into a state of dreaming or intoxication, so that we think, efc.,
Calcidius remarks: ‘“‘this perception is compared by Plato to vain
dream-images and to an opinion arising from the senses”. Calcidius
compares the perception with what in Plato is the result of it.
The words et opinions in particular show the confusion in his inter-
pretation. Even in the rest, the meaning of the text is quite dis-
torted: to put it briefly, Calcidius identifies the intentio incerta et
caligans (= suspicio) with vana somnia, and these with the opinio.
From the last identification one can understand better how in par.
347 heis able to use opinio as a way of knowing matter. ETENIM CUM
corrUs Calcidius now explains this opinio, and in so doing returns
onto the right track: he shows that one cannot think of anything
without connecting it with space: this is why the res intellegibiles
are imagined to be in a place, and why it is surprising to hear that
there is a reality which ““does not exist either on earth or in heaven”.
Plato: 6 8 pAt’ &v Yfj wire mou xat’ odpavdv oddtv elvar (52B).
LOCUS, REGIO, SEDES. The same reality expressed in a different
way. MUNDANA MOLES Cp. 303, 5; 3II, 20; 327, 13. Exornata,
the usual term: 300, 11; 306, 23; 309, 18, eic.

[349] And be concludes: “On account of this disfigurement
and others of a kindred character, we do not even arrive at a
suspicion and consideration of that real nature which exists
and is, in fact, continuously awake; and all this owing to such
dream visions™. By this ’sleepless and wakeful nature’ he denotes
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the intelligible and incorporeal principle which is always the same
and ranks first among all things existing, without origin or end,
unchangeable, without any communion with the sensible world,
perceptible by the pure spirit, vi2., God and His thoughts, the
intelligible and incorporeal forms. There are those who deny the
existence of these forms, a denial due to their deep slumber.
And when somebody wakes them up to a real and by no means
somnolent consideration of the eternal and immortal things,
they are indignant and take it ill, just as the prisoners in the
Republic who are incarcerated in the eternal darkness of the cave,
dim with dense shadows. But those who, although with great
effort, rescue themselves from their deep ignorance arise from
darkness to light and yearn for the clarity of knowledge and
truth. They are not annoyed that men of outstanding culture
distinguish between sensible and intelligible reality, and that they
show their teaching that primary forms are the principles of things
or that the exemplars are provided with real essence, for these are
not made after the example of anything else, because there is
nothing prior to the principles. But images of exemplars must,
because they are made after exemplars, derive their existence
from something else, just as the natural figure of Socrates is,
in relation to a statue of him, as it were, its ’primary’ form.
An image, however, made by the artist’s hand and fashioned in
accordance with the primary form, will fall short of its definite
perfection, if it has no matter—for a picture this is colours, for
a statue, clay, bronze and other like materials. Thus, since the
sensible forms are also images of the intelligible forms, as we
have already often said, and since they derive their existence
from the intelligible forms, not only their existence but also their
likeness, they need, in my opinion, matter in order to arise in it
and acquire existence in it.

ET CONCLUDIT Tim. 52B: Tobta 87 mavra xai todtwv dAAa adehpa
xal mepl THv &umvov xoi dAnB@c piow dmdapyousav bmo TadTng TG
dverpidEewg od Suvatol yryvopeba Eyepbévreg Soptldpevor TaAnBec Aéyev.
OB QUAM DEPRAVATIONEM Calcidius gives talra &% mdvra xal
Tobtwv &\ &adedpd a causal meaning, thus making Plato say already
what he actually states in Omd tadtng g dverpddEewe. Plato really
intended: “In this and kindred points”. EXSOMNEM PERVIGI-
LEMQUE NATURAM Another of the frequent doublets in this sec-
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tion. The world of ideas is ot course meant here. The definition given
recalls 364, 19 ss. (p. 214) and 367, 2ss. (=Tim. 52A, p. 218).
For genus =’principle’, cp. 354, 9-12 with the comment (p. 192).
DEUM VIDELICET ET COGITATIONES EIUS Whereas in the last
sections Calcidius mentioned regularly the species primariae, etc.,
as the genus intellegibile, he now suddenly speaks of deum et cogi-
tationes erus; one enters in that stage of the interpretation of Plato
in which the ideas have become identified with the thoughts of
God, and thus are considered the ideal reality. This identification
represents Calcidius’ own opinion; see 304, 10-12: infellegibilis . . .
species, quam munds opifex deus mente concepit, eamque idean cogno-
minavit Plato, and other passages concerning the ideas, p. 19I.
intellegibiles atque incorporeae species, is, therefore, the explanation
of cogitationes eius. CONTEMPLATIONEM ... MINIME SOPORATAM
Again there is the parallelism between the order of thinking and that
of being. Contemplatio minime soporata corresponds to natura pervigil.
Calcidius adopts the well-known comparison of the cave-dwellers
from the Republic (514A ss.) and again affirms the existence of a
species archetypa (cp. 303, 3; 353, 7; 373, 4) which, being a principle,
owes its existence to itself. IMAGINEsS VERO This is a paraphrase
of Tim. 52C: ¢ elxéve pév ... SUBSTANTIAM MUTUENTUR This is
discussed in par. 344 but more elaborated here: the images (there
called species secundae) on the one hand owe their existence to the
primary forms, the ideas, but on the other hand need something
in which they can subsist. ““... without matter the image will
fall short ot a certa perfectio” ; the formulation is somewhat strange,
since perfectio refers to the formal principle alone. Further on Cal-
cidius expresses more plainly: in silva species substantiam sortiuntur,
in other words, they get a firm foundation ir matter (see par. 344
with the comment, p. 221).—For the example of Socrates and his
image see p. 205, where Seneca takes Vergil as an example. It is
inaccurate to consider colours as matter, just as he does with
bronze and clay; it would have been more exact to say ’paint’.
SICUT SAEPE DIXIMUS Namely in all passages about the species,
e.g., par. 273, 302, 304, 307, 337-339. In these sections Calcidius
continuously repeats himself.

[350] Subsequently Plato brings his own authority into the
question, saying: ‘“My opinion is this: there are and there were,
even before the adornment of the sensible world, these three
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things: that which exists, space and generation”. He states his
opinion clearly, and rightly so; for none of the Ancients had thus
far observed these three. Most of them thought that there exist
only sensible things, as Empedocles; others, that there are only
intelligible things, as Parmenides, but no one soever had con-
ceived any idea of matter, as he said himself above. By ’that
which exists’ he wishes to denote the idea or the intelligible form,
by ’space’ matter, and by *generation’ the quantities and qualities
and the other sensible shapes. He names *that which exists’, be-
cause it exists by itself and, at the same time, causes the existence
of other things; ’space’, because matter is the receptacle of bodies,
qualities and the other sensible things; and ’generation’, because
these things do not remain for a long time in the same state,
but are always succeeding one another.

DEINDE INTERPONIT Tim. 52D : Obrog pév olv 87 mapa T éuic
¢Ngov Aoyiolels év xepadaie dbohes Adyoc, &v Te xal ywpav xal
yéveawv elvar, tpia TpLyf), xal mplv odpavdy yevésOar. NULLUS QUIPPE
VETERUM Cp. the translation of 48B in par. 272: nemo usque
adhuc dixerat. EMPEDOCLES, PARMENIDES See the comment on
p- 73- The choice of Empedocles as the champion of the thesis
that everything is sensible is probably due to the fact that this
author first formulated the theory of the four elements. IDEAN
SIVE INTELLEGIBILEM SPECIEM See 372, 13 (p. 23I). CONFORMA-
TIONES Cp. 306, 1-2: disceptent inter se de qualitatibus formaque
eorum quae tbidem conformantur; 353, 3 (translation of Swxoympate-
Céuevov). GENERATIONEM In 378, 21 Calcidius uses the term
genitura and says: genituram . . . adpellat ipsam formam et effigiem.
LocuM Cp. 304, 6; 368, 2-4 with the comment (p. 219). RECEPTACU-
LuM Cp. 342, 15 (p. 163); 345, I3 (P. 175). NON DIU PERSEVERAT
Cp. 367, 13 ss. The coming and going of these forms was constantly
stressed by Calcidius, whereas of matter is said in 337, 17: 1psa in
propria matura perseveranite, and in 341, 12: perseverat in statu
proprio. Here, too, familiar statements are frequently found.

[351] ‘“‘Therefore”, he says, “when the nurse of generation
is now made wet, now fiery, and also assumes the forms of earth
and air ...”. He calls matter ‘the nurse of generation’, because
everything which comes into existence goes back to the primary
materials and the primary materials are finally indebted to
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matter, since matter is the nurse of them all and sustains them.
“When it is now made wet, now fiery.” Rightly said; not matter
itself is made wet or fiery, or undergoes any alteration,—for
matter is entirely immutable and does not relinquish its own
nature,—but because it receives qualities and quantities of
humidity and warmth, it is thought to become wet and fiery.
Plato even explains this more clearly when he adds: “when it
receives the forms of earth and air and undergoes the further
affections inherent in these”. With good reason he says this,
for these qualities do not only become wet and warm, but also
dry and cold and whatever of the kind comes to them. “Under-
going the affections inherent in it”, because it receives a form
and a figure in consequence of the occurrence of bodies possessing
form, for of itself it is impassible and not susceptible to any
affection.

IGITUR GENERATIONIS Tim. 52D: 1iv 8 8% yevéoewg Tibnvny
bypatvopudvny xal Ttupovpévy xal Tag Yig TE %ol dépog Lop@ac deyopévry.
Calcidius quotes a part of the phrase, which he explains almost
word for word. GENERATIONIS NUTRICULAM Cp. 345, 16-18 (p. 175).
Everything existing can be reduced to the primary materials
(water, earth, air and fire; for the term materiae principales, cp.
P 183, ad 348, 18), and these in their turn to matter. UMECTAM
MODO, MODO IGNITAM Cp. 359, 20-22 (p. 200), where Calcidius
quotes a kindred text. One is immediately confronted with the dif-
ficult subject of the affections of matter. One may speak of a silva
umectata, like Plato, but at the same time the thesis non ipsa silva
umectatur must be maintained. A full discussion of this question
was given in the comment on par. 309 (pp. 148-149, cp. also pp.
159-160). The terminology is the selfsame found previously:
incommutabilis, cp. 353, 19; nec declinat a natura sua, cp. 299, 18;
quae recipiat, cp. 337, 9: quae susciprat, and the term receptaculum;
wumectart atque igniri putatur, cp. 343, 22: illa consors perpessionis
putetur. EXPLANAT EVIDENTIUS Plato: xal tag Yy¥g te xal d&épog
poppac dexoubvyy, xai 8oa &MAa Tolrtowg malbn ocuvémetar mdoyovcAv.
PERPETIENTEM Cp. 343, 22. RATIONABILITER Calcidius explains
the first part of the quotation: the qualities (one would rather have
expected matter to be the subject of the phrase) not only become
wet and warm but also dry and cold; that is why Plato also mentions
earth and air. CETERAS PEDISSEQUAS The explanation is in
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accord with that discussed in par. 309. CONVENTU This noun
indicates the same as the coetus (353, 20 and 360, 2), the further
combinations of the four elements. INPETIBILIS See ad
par. 309 (p. 149).

This section, too, is almost word for word a repetition of the
previous discussion (especially par. 309). The present passage
confirms both the interpretation of and the objections to that
discussion.

[352] Next Plato says: “Because of itself matter is neither
provided with similar powers nor with balanced faculties, nothing
is balanced in it”. Now, eliminating as it were God the Maker,
he considers matter twofold, v:z., before and after the qualities
are received. Before sharing the qualities, matter was, in my
opinion, neither at rest nor in motion but had a certain natural
ability to receive rest and motion; after taking up the qualities,
thus being decorated and made a perfect body by God, it assumed
its tasks of motion and rest, in order to fulfil them at various
moments. Thus in order to indicate the cause of its motion,
he says that ‘“motion originally arose in matter by the throwing
in and the preponderance of the bodies, which lean now to one
side now to the other, but that this motion was still unstable and
like a stream”, because unsteady matter, being depressed here
ar.d raised there, moved to and fro, and its whole capacity moved
in an unbalanced and confused fashion. Thus it happened that
most authors thought this disorderly motion to be in the interior
of matter itself, proper to it and resulting from the nature, where-
as, in fact, it is an impulse from outside; and, besides, they
thought it to be animated and living. Thus the occurring motion
was foreign, but its confused character and disorderliness came
about in accordance with the nature of matter, supplying an
unstable and trembling base, since of its own it lacked equal
forces or balanced faculties, and since nothing equal in it could
restrain the fluctuation and preponderance of the bodies. But
as the surface of stagnant water is motionless, until an object
of sufficient weight is dropped into it, then there is first only a
beginning of motion, but next, when the whole element has got
into motion, not only the mass of water is moved but, in its
turn, it also moves that which has fallen into it and is the cause
of motion, thus in the same way, matter is not only moved in
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all kinds of ways when the bodies have caused the first motion,
but in its turn it also moves the bodies which cause it.

DEINDE AIT Tim. 52E: 8ux 8¢ 6 und’ opoiwv Suvapewv unte
looppbmwv gunipmiachor xat’ 0ddtv adt¥g looppomelv, AN dvopdiwg
mavty voahavrovpévny coeieslor pdv O’ éxeivev adtiv. This text of
Plato, which speaks of a ’filling up’ of matter and of a ’fluctuation’
as its result, leads Calcidius to make a distinction between matter
before and after its ’filling up’. Matter is ’filled up’ with qualities
(later it will be seen how this is understood); but the author of this
*filling up’ remains entirely in the dark; this process is considered
to be prior to the intervention of God.

To begin with Calcidius’ translation. It is divided into two:
375, 4-6 and 375, 15-18; actually it is more of a paraphrase than
of a translation. According to Calcidius, Plato says that matter of
itselt (privatim) is unbalanced—this adverb is an addition by Calcidi-
us. Explaining the first part of the translation, he says: NUNC
1AM VELUTI Actually, God is not mentioned in the whole of this
passage: the ideas were the highest principle; however, for him
the ideas are the thoughts of God. What he actually intends to say
is probably this (see also below): ‘“we are now considering matter
in the stage before the divine intervention”. Cp. ante mundi exor-
nationem 377, 19-20. ET ANTE CONSORTIUM This is the condition
of matter merely by itself: neque stabat neque movebatur. The form-
ula reminds one of neque corpus mneque incorporeum quiddam in
par. 319-320. And as possibilitate corpus et idem possibilitate non
corpus was added to this, it may be stated: possibilitate stans et
possibilitate se movens, for Calcidius speaks of a naturalis opportunitas
ad motus stationisque perceptionem. From what tollows one realizes
that Calcidius imagines this as a motionless but easily movable
mass: ‘motionless’ =: non movebatur, ’easily movable’ = non stat,
that is, it is not a stable something. NATURALIS OPPORTUNITAS Cp.
344, 26 with the comment (p. 173). PosT QuALITATUM The text
should be studied clorely. It does not say that matter comes to
share the qualities o1 God, but rather that it was ordered by God
after it had come to acquire qualities. This acquisition of qualities
takes place before God’s intervention, and, for that reason, its
cause must remain unknown. Calcidius compares the *dropping’ of
qualities into matter with the dropping of a pebble into stagnant
water; later on vestiges of fire, water, efc. are dropped into matter;
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therefore, the qualities here are the vestiges or traces of qualities.
SILVAE PRIMITUS This is the rendering of d\\’ dvwpdiwg mavry
Tahavrovpévy oetecBar piv On’ éxelvev adtiv. In this way the first
motion of matter arises, which by the nature of matter must be
disorderly. FLucTul SIMILEM Cp. 377, 2 (p. 238): veluti in euripo
fluctuante. INORDINATUM MOTUM Cp. 329, 12: inordinatum illum et
tumultuarium motum (p. 124). Calcidius remarks that there were
men who thought this disorderly motion arose from matter itself.
He certainly has in mind Numenius, whose opinion is summed up
in par. 297 (326, 15), whereas in par. 301 reference is made to the
other Plato interpretation which squares with his own opinion.
Thus on this point Calcidius departs from Numenius (see the
comment, p. 127). QUOD PRIVATIM A literal quotation (cp. 375,
4-6). SED UT STAGNIS Calcidius gives an image which serves as
an explanation of Plato’s words: xtwoupévny & ab mdhwv éxelva cetetv
(52E). One is struck by the phrase ex initio corporum sumpto motu:
“after deriving the motion from the beginning which is the bodies™;
corporum must be an explicative genitive: the bodies are the begin-
ning of motion. ’Bodies’ replace what was hitherto denoted by
’qualities’. Calcidius explains ’bodies’ further by speaking of
vestigia corporum, 'vestiges of bodies’; see par. 354 (p. 241). VERUM
IPSA (sc. stlva) Cp. 353, 17: et easdem invicem movet species and
360, 16-17: cum eadem silva intra se movet species. In this parallel
passage there is a question of species which is, of course, exactly
the same as qualitates, corpora and vestigia corporum (cp. p. 203).

Thus the first motion arose in matter. It was a chaotic movement,
caused by the *dropping’ of ’vestiges of bodies’, ’qualities’ or what-
ever they may be called into matter in the same way as a pebble
is dropped into water. The addition that matter, in its turn, moves
the qualities, has probably been made for the purpose of posing
some kind of chain-reaction. Itis found, of course, in other Platon-
ists, e.g., Albinus, Epit. XII 2: ... dAbywg 8¢ xal dpérpwg oetovra
te Ty UMy xal mpde Tadtng cerdpeva (sc. ta arouxeia). (Cp. XIII 3
Tobtorg odv o 10l Beol ) GAn Tumwbeion éxtveito putv T6 mpdtov Tolg
Iyveot dtaxteg, elta Hmd Tob Oeob wpdg Takw #yby. Calcidius says that
this motion occurred before the ordering activity of God; but in
Albinus these tyvy are also the result of God’s activity.) Thus, this
author does not make the distinction between matter as such and
matter in disorderly motion. Calcidius, on the other hand, has given
chaos a distinctly separate place in the development of things. One
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wonders who or what caused this motion or rather so-called drop-
ping of the bodies. At the very moment of the first motion and the
first phase of the bestowing of forms on matter, Calcidius leaves
one in the dark, or rather introduces a new principle, as he did in
353, 13, 354, 19 and 23 (p. 190 and 193), where he suddenly intro-
duced a natura. A hint of a distinction as made here may be found in
Adv. Hermog. 41. Tertullian blames Hermogenes for, on the one hand,
ascribing to matter a inconditus et confusus et turbulentus motus,
and, on the other, stating that matter has a motus aequalis moments,
which he is said to have explained further by the words moderatio
et modestia et tustitia motationis neutram in partem inclinantis. This
comes very near to Calcidius. Perhaps Hermogenes made a similar
distinction to Calcidius, and therefore Tertullian’s reproach is not
quite justified. (This may be the interpretation of these noteworthy
Tertullian texts; cp. J. H. Waszink, Vig. Christ. 9 (1955), 133.)
Once more Calcidius’ doctrine takes one back to Middle Platonism.

[353] He indicates further that such a motion does not bear
upon the coming into existence of things but only upon the change
of the bodies, for he says: “‘owing to this stream, the confused
materials were carried in different directions and separated from
each other”, i.e., divided. Thus ke clearly shows that matter has
not one potentiality or ability for the reception of forms but
various ones; for if matter has only one potentiality, it would
always be the same thing, but now, because it changes into all
qualities and figures, and becomes everything, it is necessary that
its potentialities and abilities to various types of change should
be understood beforehand.

Next he explains by a clear example what he means when
he separates the four materials from each other, viz., fire, earth
and the others, and states that the cause of this separation is
found in the fluctuating motion of matter, “just as in the cleaning
of corn”. We know, indeed, that of old there are certain, what the
poets usually call ‘weapons of Ceres’, whereby that what is
reaped is separated ; the grains of corn are driven into one direction
by moving and shaking, the chaff into another by throwing it up;
“and what is light flies away, what is heavy remains”. “In this
way”, he says, ‘“‘these four first bodies are swayed to an fro,
as in an eddying strait, and finally ’separated’ according to
kinds”’; with ’strait’ he means matter, with ’separation’ the
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special place allotted by divine Providence to every element.
This regulation namely, takes place in order that the confusion
and disorderliness arising from the coherence of various materials
would not remain, as it had been before the ordering of the world.
This, he says, was the condition of the world before the universe
acquired splendour and beauty by matter’s adornment.

TALEM PORRO MOTUM This first motion does not contribute to
the coming to existence of anything; its purpose is the separation
of the elements. Calcidius refers to Plato’s words: Ta 3¢ xtvodpeva
&M &\hoae del pépecdar Sraxpvépeva (52E). He sticks to the image
of fluctus. Quo pacto Calcidius explains n diversa, and be-
ginning with Deinde (line 19) discusses discerni a se. Since the
motion of these elements moves in different directions, matter
clearly has several potentialities. This statement may seem strong
at first sight. One is inclined to think: “does not the cause of this
variety rather lie in the forms, the qualities, otherwise called
*vestiges of bodies’?”’ It becomes more intelligible, however, when
further on it is seen that these vestigia corporum are in reality
nothing else than potentiae rerum (377, 17). Thus the gqualitates
mentioned by Calcidius become vaguer and vaguer. DEINDE MA-
NIFESTO The example is a winnowing basket. Plato: &omep Ta
Omd tév mhoxdavey te xal dpydvewv T@v Tept THY Tob oiltou xabapov
(52E). ARMA CEREALIA Verg., Aen. I 177-178: tum Cererem cor-
ruptam undis Cerealiaque arma expediunt. QUAE MISSA ERUNT It is
taken that originally there was messa: the whole context demands
it. ET LEVIA Plato: oeibpeva xai dvahixvopeve ta udv muxva xol
Bapéa &A1, T 88 pava xal xobga elg Etépav (Ler pepbueva Edpav (53A).
SIC, INQUIT Plato: tére obrew ta térrapa yévy cetbpeva Omd Tig
dekapeviic, xvoupévng adtiic olov dpydvou celopdy Tapéyovrog, T wev
dvopotdtata TAeloTov adta &P’ adtév Spllery, Ta 8¢ dpotbrata pediota
elg TadTdv cuvebely, i 3 xal ydpav Tabto &M &Ayv Yoyetv. Hence-
forth Calcidius paraphrases rather than translates. VELUT IN
EURIPO He translates the words olov épyavouv ceioudv mapéyovrog
in his own way. Instead of Plato’s image he gives the one constantly
in his mind, namely the stream (fluctus, here euripus). GENE-
RATIM SECERNUNTUR This is the short rendering of o uv dvoporé-
Tata. EURIPUM QUIDEM Efpumog is, in actual fact, the strait
of Euboea with its eddying water, (cp. Arist., De mundo 396 a 5;
Strabo 403: mepl T¥i¢ mahppolag Tob Edpimov (Borghorst, o.c., p. 62))
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and is, therefore, a very good image of matter in disorder. This term
is found in Maximus of Tyre in a similar context: ndv yap cdpa pet
xal pépetar 6E€wg, Edpimou Sixny, &ve xai xatw (X 5¢ in the speech
El ai pabnoeic dvapvioeg). The stream-image, found frequently
throughout Greek philosophy, goes back very likely to Heraclitus’
navta pet. According to Aristotle, Plato followed Heraclitus in
respect of his vision of sensible things: alcOntav del pebvrwv (Met.
987 a 32). Albinus says: mafytixa yap T& cdpata xal devota xal odx
del xata T& adta xai woadrwe Exovra (Epit. XI 2, cp. I 2). Calcidius
uses the same image in his comment on Tém. 43A, where Plato
uses mwotapbc. He says (244, 15-17) : Torrentem vocat silvam corpoream,
propterea quod fluere non desinat neque umquam maneat in certa et in
stabils constantia nec teneatur (cp. ad par. 325 (349, 17-20, p. 184).
About the creation, that is to say the ordering of soul and body—
a very important parallel to the ordering of the world, as will
appear—he states: fuisse enim semper tam animae quam corporis
vim, mec deum ex 1is quae mon erant fecisse mundum, sed ea quae
erant sine ordine ac modo ordinasse. Itaque potius ea quae existebant
exornasse, quam generasse quae non erant. inordinatos quippe animi
errvores et agitationem fluctibus similem intellectu adsignato ex in-
ordinata tactatione ad ordinem redigisse. corporis etiam motum in-
stabilem salubri (cp. 301, 2, p. 36) moderataque agitatione fremasse
(95, 18-96, 1). SECRETIONEM refers to secernuntur. DIVINA PROVI-
DENTIA Separation implies some kind of ordering; that is why
Providence is introduced, in perfect accord with Tm. 30A: elg ta&w
adtd Hyayev éx tijg drafing (see the quotation from Albinus, below).
SEPARATUS Cp. 376, 13 and Tert., Adv. Hermog. 29, 6 (p. 48, 7)
Wsz.): eam (sc. terram) ... quam deus cum caelo separavit. ANTE
CONSTITUTIONEM MUNDI Cp. 301, 24-25: ex eo tempore, quod prae-
cedit ortum generationemque mundi, which referred to Plato’s words:
7pd ¢ odpavol yevésewe (48B). In Albinus the same statements
about matter in disorder are found and in a similar context:
v (sc. OMnv) drdxtog xol TANUEEA®SE xvoupévyy Tpd Tig odpavod
yevéoewe éx thic dtaflag mapadafov mpde v dployv Hyaye TaEw
(Epit. XII 2). HANC AIT FORTUNAM Everything discussed until
now is prior to the exornatio mundi (what Calcidius called con-
stitutio mundi), and also thus to the intervention of Providence
or God. Meanwhile it is not easy to determine exactly where the
activity of Providence begins. Calcidius mentioned Providence
shortly before when speaking of the division of elements. This is
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understandable because there is already a question of some ordering.
EXORNATA PRIUSQUAM is the rendering of Plato’s mplv xal 76 mév
¢k adtdv Siaxooundiv yevéoha.

e) Reference to Providence

[354] ‘“‘But when”, he says, “it was his pleasure to order
everything”. Here he means the provident will of God, whom it
pleased first “‘to continue the formation of fire, earth and water”
not as they are now but “scanty vestiges of them”. A vestige of
fire is not as yet fire, and the vestiges of the other bodies are not
as yet the bodies themselves: a vestige, to be sure, indicates the
potentiality of a thing, not the thing itself; and much less the
word ’vestige’ signifies body. Hence matter was thus a vestige
of body before the adornment of the world. “In that squalor and
deformity”, he states, “apparent in that in which divine Provi-
dence is wanting”. Rightly so; for what can be beautiful or
graceful that is deprived of divine attention? Therefore, since the
elements were still orderless and confused, matter in that con-
dition was not as yet a cosmos nor beautiful ; these only came to it
through its capacity of being ordered by Providence.

Hence there was the underlying matter with its natural
capacity for receiving beauty and gracefulness, and also there
were the potentialities or vestiges of the four bodies, which were
still confused and not ordered. Now, when God wished, he arranged
and ordered all this and, by means of figures and qualities,
adorned this immortal being, which is the sensible world, in
accordance with fixed and everlasting considerations. He further
orders us to believe that all that is made is made excellent by
God’s mind and will, and he asserts that nothing is more in
accord with truth than this belief.

SseD UBI The entire text, which Calcidius quotes in parts,
runs as follows: éte & émeyeipeito xoopeicbor t6 w&Ev, Tlp mMpdTOV XAl
08wp xal YNy xal dépa, Txvn ptv Eyovra adtdv &tre, Tavranast ye wiv
Sraxetpeva domep elxde Exewv dmav Srav dnj) Twvog Oeb, obtw &) Tére Te-
puxdta Tabta Tpdrov Sieoynuatiocato eldeat te xal dptbuoic (53A-B).
DEI VOLUNTATEM A more personal approach than providentia divina
(cp. par. 268, p. 29). cul cuM PLACUISSET The difficulty of
this text lies in the verb: all manuscripts—also in the translation
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proper (69, 1)—read continuasse. Rigaltius conjectures concin-
nasse, because he naturally regarded comtinuasse as senseless.
However there is no doubt that one must follow the manuscripts
on this point; the meaning of the text, I believe, is this: “and
first of all he continued the formation of fire, earth, etc.”, or “he
completed the formation of fire, earth, efc.””; for vestigia of these
bodies were already in existence. This is a good rendering of Plato’s:
mop mpdTov xal Udwp ... deoynuaticato: “he thoroughly formed
fire, water, efc.”’; and, like Plato, Calcidius adds as a correction:
““that is to say, the vestiges of fire, water...”. QUIPPE VESTI-
GIUM Again the Aristotelian concept of 'potentiality’ comes up,
and in this way Calcidius once more tries to combine Plato and
Aristotle. 1IN Eo, INQUIT This is again the idea of chaos;
it is interesting to see how the ideas of potentiality and of chaos
can belong together and even be one and the same thing. On the other
hand, a tension arises between them, when in 377, 20 ss. there is
first a question of squalor ac deformitas, and further on this same
matter is said to be endowed cum naturali opportunitate suscipiendae
pulchritudinis ac venustatis. It has already been seen that Calcidius
tried to find a solution for this ambiguity by distinguishing two
stages in the development of matter, but one feels that he cannot
actually maintain this distinction as already seen in the historical
part (cp. ad par. 299 and 301, p. 120 and 127). The ultimate reason
for this problem is, of course, that Calcidius wrongly interprets the
image of chaos as a concrete thing, that is, as a real stage in the
development of matter. CUM NATURALI OPPORTUNITATE See ad 344,
26 (p. 173). POTENTIAE SEU VESTIGIA. The two definitions of
matter, the Aristotelian (’potentiality’) and the Platonic (’chaos’),
in one breath. CERTIS RATIONIBUS' Plato: eldest xal dpiBuoic.
OMNIA PORRO Tim. 53B: ©6 8¢ ) Suvatdv ¢ xahota &gtota TE
€ ody, oltwg éxbvrav Tov Oedv adra ouvieTdval, Tapk TAVTA NIV GOC
ael ToUTo Aeybpevov dmapyétw. PRAESUMERE, PRAESUMPTIONE The
familiar terms, cp. 345, 5; the further terminology of this section
also looks familiar.

A general survey of the theory about matter developed by Cal-
cidius in the last paragraphs should now be sketched. Matter by
itself is neither in motion nor in a state of stability, but it has a
capacity to both. One may call this the logical approach to matter,
in which Aristotle’s concept of potentiality prevails. Alongside,
Philosophia Antiqua, VIII 16
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one finds an approach by means of the representation of chaos. Calci-
dius imagines that the corpora are dropped into matter and, in this
way, cause a disorderly motion. In this second approach a special
stage in the development of matter is assumed. Next Calcidius
explains these *bodies’ as {yvy, *vestiges of bodies’, or also as poten-
tialities in which the logical approach returns. The subsequent stage
of ordering is the work of divine Providence. The most remarkable
point in the attitude of Calcidius is the continuous swaying, as it
were, between Plato’s concept of chaos and Aristotle’s idea of po-
tentiality. He believes he has found a way to combine these two
fundamentally different concepts by making a distinction be-
tween two stages of matter. Even in this combination one notices
his wavering, particularly in the second stage, for the concept of
potentiality penetrates into the representation of chaos.

As for his reference to Providence, Calcidius, like Plato, has arrived
at the point from which he started, for in the first part of Timaeus’
speech (Calc. par. 8-267) & 3ia vob dednuiovpynuéva were discussed

(cp. p. 23).



CONCLUSION

Since Calcidius is first and foremost a commentator on Plato, a
correct understanding of his theory on the central problem of
Greek philosophy, matter, must begin with the relevant doctrine
of Plato himself. Although, properly speaking, Plato had no idea
of ‘matter’, he yet had a twofold concept of that which Aristotle
called by this term. First, Plato thought of matter as empty space
(xopa). Most philosophers before him had attempted to detect the
material from which the world was made by pointing to one or
more elements. Plato went much further into this subject. From the
constant change of these so-called elements he deduced their
dependence upon a single, all-comprising reality, 'that in which
everything is’. To him this was space. The prominence given to this
category was the result of analyzing thought, though space belongs
to the world of observation. Along with this, Plato represents
matter as chaos. This concept was very old: the ordered world, the
cosmos, inspired the idea of an earlier disorder, out of which order
had to rise. Originally, therefore, the chaos is a product of anti-
thetical thought. But gradually it captured the imagination and the
philosophical concept was developed with details of the visionary
and imaginary world. The relation between these two concepts
of matter in Plato is probably as Baumker suggested, namely that
chaos should be taken as a practical illustration or image of space.
Thus space and chaos are two terms representing the same reality.

Plato’s y@pa found its continuation in Aristotle’s UA\». Aristotle
was convinced of this; he himself gives the impression that Plato
had already used Ay for the principle in question. In Aristotle this
principle changes from space in which (16 év &) to ’materials
out of which’ (16 & o0). In elaborating this idea Aristotle’s
great discovery was the concept of potentiality: when everything
comes forth from everything, there must be something underlying.
This may become anything but by itself is not yet anything; it is
mere potentiality (“Hypostasierung der Moglichkeit”, Baitimker,
P- 253). In the Ay the xdpa lost its image-character and became a
purely mental concept. In this way Aristotle gave free scope to his
dialectical disposition and posed ’something which by itself is not
real but may become everything’.



244 CONCLUSION

The doctrine of the Stoa is adequately expressed by céua &motov.
Matter is corporeal, a s@ua. The Stoa does not go all the way with
Aristotle; it refused to take matter to be potential in so far as it is
corporeal. For the rest, it denies matter all definitiveness and all
quality, hence &rotov. The Stoic concept comes nearer to the world
of imagination. In this theory the chaos may be taken as something
perfectly real. It is in this chaos that Providence created order.
Aristotle’s doctrine had little room for the idea or rather image of
chaos.

Calcidius moves away from the Stoa, attacking it at every turn.
He rejects completely the corporeality of matter. Moreover, he
tries to combine Plato’s two concepts of matter in a remarkable way.
Space and chaos are two different stages in the evolution of matter;
the former is matter as such, the chaos matter put in disorderly
motion by ’vestiges of bodies dropped’ into it. The concept of space
is elaborated in a markedly Aristotelian way. Space is identified
with UAy, with that which is merely potential. Meanwhile, Plato’s
idea of space appears occasionally. Thus from the very first para-
graph of this commentary, the Calcidian silva has the character of
both ’space in which’ and *matter out of which’. Retaining, occa-
sionally, the Platonic #» gua, Calcidius keeps, to some extent, free
from the ‘merely possible’ which, in the long run, cannot be main-
tained.

Each of the three parts of the treatise reveals in its own way the
author’s approach to the subject. The introductory paraphrase is
marked by a predominance of the concept of chaos, a concept which
proves to be no more than a second stage in the evolution of matter.
The idea of potentiality prevails in the theoretical part, which
introduces a purely dialectic method of arguing borrowed from
Aristotle. Calcidius looked up to him as the scholar who gave
Plato’s ideas a theoretical foundation. In this part he opposes the
Stoics in particular. He regards their theory as a cheapening of
the pure concept of matter and, for that reason, constantly defends
matter as a mere potentiality. In the third part, a verifying para-
phrase of Plato’s text, the Platonic concept of matter as space is
naturally prominent. The materialization of the concept of matter
which set in after Aristotle found its strongest defender in the Stoa.
With the aid of the new dialectics, Calcidius returned to Aristotle’s
matter. He did his utmost to take away everyvthing definite from
matter. Always ’dematerializing’ it with Aristotle’s potentiality, he
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virtually made Plato into the real originator of the immaterial con-
cept of matter. This idea became deeper in Plotinus who saw matter
as the incorporeal background against which reality is set. After
six centuries Plato’s vision had returned once more in a subtle
and discriminating thought.

Matter is not the sole topic in the Calcidian De silva. The two
other principles of Platonic philosophy, God and the ideas, the
latter identical with God’s thoughts, are frequently discussed.
But nowhere in this commentary are they moulded into a philosophic
system. Calcidius studied matter, ideas and God, but they remain
apart, and the author failed to see or at least to present them
as the three principles of one universe. Typical is paragraph 329
where the threefold verb manet places the principles rigidly side by
side and without mutual relationship. The one motion in this
system comes from the images of the ideas, from that which,
strictly speaking, does not exist. The images alone are the life-
lines between these static principles. But no explanation is forth-
coming as to how the connections are achieved nor how motion
originates in matter. Alongside this system, if one may call it thus,
of rational thinking, Calcidius presents another view equally im-
portant, built up from the world of imagination: the Demiurge
creating the universe as the image of the everlasting reality and the
result of his contemplation. The poverty of Calcidius’ commentary
becomes apparent when compared with the work of Plotinus.
Both had the same material of Middle Platonism at their disposal.
But the former did not go beyond filling a disorderly storehouse of
knowledge where the latter built a new, harmonious and dynamic
construction, a considerable advance in the development of ancient
thought.

No single name can be put forward with certainty as the source
of Calcidius’ work and several must be ruled out. Plotinus cannot
be considered and Calcidius’ opposition to the Stoa excludes Posi-
donius. Thus the opinions of both Steinheimer and Switalski are
discontenanced. Numenius, on the other hand, has come into the
foreground after close scrutiny. The starting-point and basis of
this discovery is a lengthy verbal quotatior: from which numerous
threads led throughout the commentary. Two further weighty
arguments appear. First, in his historical survey Calcidius left the
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discussion of Numenius to the last, thus implying, as was his habit,
a special esteem for this particular author. Secondly, his fierce oppos-
ition to the Stoa is consistent, step by step, with that of Numenius.
Yet Calcidius did not follow Numenius in everything. He rejected
his simple idea of matter as chaos. Instead he admits the two stages
of matter as such and matter in disorderly motion, which is chaos.
Calcidius states that here he follows other Platonists. One might
think, at this juncture, of Albinus from whom Calcidius borrowed
much material. For this particular instance, however, the comment-
ary does not justify such an assumption. But it is more or less
certain that Calcidius shrank from the over-stressed Eastern dualism
of Numenius. The two stages in the development of matter, tem-
pering this dualism, may well be the result of a more Western, not
to say, Christian attitude, already detected in what Tertullian
presents as the teaching of Hermogenes. Although this theoretical
aversion to Numenius cannot be denied, in practice Calcidius follows
him closely. Thus the overall character of Calcidius’ commentary
is determined by a markedly Numenian approach to different
sources which the author himself seems to recall in his introduction.

Tbe markedly Aristotelian character of several Calcidian pas-
sages appears tosupport Borghorst’s arguments in favour of Adrastus
as the main source, particularly since the extensive astronomical
and mathematical discussions in the commentary were certainly
taken from this author. Much of Aristotle’s dialectic material,
however, had long since been adopted by the Platonics. This fact
alone explains sufficiently the Aristotelica in Calcidius. He may
have found them in any of his other sources, Numenius, Albinus
or one or another of the Middle Platonists whose name he does
not mention; cp. also infra.

The study of text and sources of Calcidius’ commentary leaves
unanswered a final question: how did Calcidius acquire his actual
Greek texts? An obvious reply is that he accompanied his bishop,
Ossius, to the Near East and there gathered his material. Two
main suppositions as to the form this took can be made: 1) Calcidius
collected separate works of authors, such as Numenius, Albinus,
Adrastus, Origen; 2) he found one text based already on a combi-
nation of these authors. The first supposition is rejected by most
scholars. They do not believe Calcidius capable of compiling an
original work. This judgment, however, based solely on the com-
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mentary itself, is scarcely more than a petitio principii. Moreover,
Calcidius seems to refer to a diversity of sources (see p. I13).
According to the second, Calcidius translated a single Greek text
and added some details for his Latin readers. Although the present
author is not inclined to minimize Calcidius’ own work, he cannot
overlook the facts in favour of this supposition. Who then was
the author of such a Greek text ? He must have been a Platonist, an
author of a commentary on the Timaeus, an admirer of the Aristo-
telian way of thinking and a follower of Numenius. The name of
Porphyry comes naturally to the fore. He did, in fact, write a com-
mentary on the Timaeus, and, moreover, a treatise Ilepl OAvg,
which could explain Calcidius’ lengthy paragraph on this subject.
He too studied the logics of Aristotle and wrote on the categories,
providing a possible explanation for Calcidius’ Aristotelica and his
threefold digression on the categories (par. 226, 319, 336). And
lastly, he was accused of transcribing Numenius which might
account for the strong Numenian features of Calcidius’ work
(Proclus, In Tim. 1 77, 22-24: ... 6 pu\doogpog Iloppiprog, &v xal
Oavpaceey &v Tig, €l Erepa Aéyor tiic Nouvunviov mapadéoewrg). But
even if one accepts a Porphyrian commentary as the main source
of Calcidius, the results of the foregoing study remain the same:
Calcidius’ commentary represents a pre-Plotinian stage in the
evolution of Platonic thinking. If Porphyry did write a work upon
which this Calcidian pre-Plotinian commentary is chiefly based, it
must have been a compilation of the kind by no means unusual in
Porphyry’s work.



SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
TO THE PHOTOGRAPHIC REPRINT

The present reprint offers an opportunity for drawing attention
to the progress in the Calcidius study and for restating my view-
point on the sources of Calcidius’ De s¢lva in the light of new data
provided by this progress. A more up to date and fresh approach
to its text may thus be welcome.

Research into Calcidius’ work has developed considerably during
the last five years. The name that stands out here is that of Professor
J. H. Waszink whose monumental work !) must be seen as a lasting
foundation for any study concerned with the subject. In addition
to a critical apparatus, based upon an overwhelming number of
manuscripts, it contains an exegetical apparatus revealing the
author’s extraordinary familiarity with the whole field of ancient
philosophy. Moreover, the author’s introduction to the text dis-
cusses alongside the problems of authorship, of the manuscripts
and of the division of the work, that of the sources of Calcidius.
Anyone studying this extensive account will appreciate not only
the wealth of knowledge and the caution of this search but also that,
in many places, Waszink touches upon the study here reprinted
and completed 2). Before considering or discussing the questions
raised on this point, the following must be stated. Although it is
true that the results of my study were available to Waszink as a

1) Timaeus a Calcidio translatus commentariogue instructus. In societatem
operis coniuncto P. J. Jensen ed. J. H. Waszink, Londinii et Leidae, In aedi-
bus instituti Warburgiani et E. J. Brill, 1962 (Plato Latinus IV). As this
work is mainly by the hand of Prof. Waszink (see p. CLXXXI), especially
those parts of interest here, I intend to refer to it under his name without
any further additions or explanations.

2) A few articles have moreover appeared that are indirectly concerned
with Calcidius, e.g., W. Theiler, Einheit und unbegrenzte Zweiheit von Platon
bis Plotin, in Isonomia. Studien zur Gleichheitsvorstellung im griechischen
Denken, Berlin, Akad. Verlag, 1964, pp. 89-109. The same author adds a note
to his Plotins Schriften, vol. 111b, p. 384 s., which bears upon the explanation
of a passage in Calcidius c. 338, referring to a certain Apollonius who is said
to have made an ivory statue of Jupiter Capitolinus. At an earlier date
alrcady both Theiler (Die Vorbeveitung des Neuplatonismus, Berlin-Ziirich,
Weidmann, 19642, p. 17) and Borghorst (scc p. 206) recorded their suspicion
that this passage ‘romanized’ an earlier Greck text, speaking of the statue
of Zeus by Phidias.
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preparatory work, it is equally obvious that the latter would not
have been written in the manner it actually was done without
the continual guidance and support of him whose insight into the
problems about and around the text by Calcidius is second to none.
It is my pleasure to thank him once more for his supervision and
assistance.

On the question of the sources of Calcidius’ De silva, Waszink’s
opinion agrees, in general, with that defended by me. As his inquiry
is concerned with the entire output of Calcidius, it is, obviously,
more broadly based. In one point, however, it is also considerably
more penetrating and profound, namely on the influence from
Porphyry. Towards the end of my study the possibility was put
forward, in general terms, that the latter was the principal and
direct source of Calcidius. This had to be a Porphyry who was
strongly Numenian or, in still more general words, strongly Middle-
Platonic, revealing little or no influence of Plotinus!). Now
Waszink presents a minute search as to the influence of Porphyry
upon the whole of Calcidius’ work 2). In doing so he outlined more
clearly the problems of the sources of the chapter De silva.

On the basis of the new data thus obtained and of a renewed
study of the text on my part, I have arrived at the following con-
cepts on this issue. The chapter De silva which consists of three
portions (see p. 24)—an introductory paraphrase, an historico-
systematic part and a verifying paraphrase—reveals a clear trans-
ition stage in cc. 300-301. In these chapters one finds oneself
in the second portion, precisely on the dividing line between the
historical and the systematical parts. That what precedes these
chapters shows clear Numenian features. Starting from the pas-
sages immediately preceding (cc. 294-299), in which the teaching
of Numenius is discussed in his own words, I was able to point
out many places in the previous part (c. 268 ss.) of the commentary

1) In areview of my book E. Mensching (Gnromon 34 (1962), pp. 687-692)
appears to have overlooked this explicit restriction. He maintains that my
Porphyry-hypothesis is at variance with the part in which, against Stein-
heimer, I reject an influence of Plotinus upon Calcidius.—Both Waszink
(o.c., p. XCs.) and H.-Ch. Puech (ibid.) admit that Porphyry, indeed, wrote
works in which the influence of the Middle-Platonici was greater than
that of Plotinus.

2) Waszink continues the search still further in the first volume of his
Studien zum Timaeus Kommentar des Calcidius, Leiden, Brill, 1964, in which
the first portion of Calcidius’ commentary is scrutinized. Adrastus and
Porphyry appear to be the principle sources.
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that were formulated in the same or almost the same wording.
One encounters a strongly dualistic doctrine about God and matter,
the latter having a dynamic character, just as Numenius?) is
known to have defended. The image of the chaos dominates in this
first part of Calcidius’ commentary.

The part after c. 301 presents a much less dynamic concept of
matter in which the Aristotelian idea of the abstract $An dominates,
this in its turn being the continuation of the ydpa idea of Plato.
It also contains a purely rational approach to matter, a struggling
with the dmotdtng, just as it is found in such philosophers as Albinus.
The influence of Aristotle is also comparatively strong in the
treatment of other problems.

As for the transition found in cc. 300-301: the former states that
there are two ways among Plato’s interpreters which merit the
attention ;—it should be borne in mind that the Plato interpretation
is the subject matter. The first of these is given in c. 300; and it is
clearly the one advocated by Numenius. Subsequently and as a
confirmation of this interpretation reference is made to the doctrine
of the Hebraer (see below). In the next chapter 301 Calcidius gives
the second interpretation. This entails that in the chaos, 7.e., in the
orderlessly moving matter, distinction is to be made between matter
as such and its movement. Matter as such is without movement,
in the same manner as it is equally without form or order. The
orderless movement comes from the elements thrown into matter.
(Plato, Tvmaeus 53A speaks of iyvy.)

Obviously, the question now arises what about the evil that,
according to the opinion cited in c. 300, is inherent in matter
(conceived in the sense of orderlessly moving matter). Calcidius
answers: Malitiam porro aiunt virtutis esse caremtiam (p. 303, 4
Wsz). This means being evil is, according to these authors, some-
thing negative. And thus, one may add, there is no reason what-
soever for not locating this evil into matter. The correctness of this

1) Numenius’ name is often mentioned in this part of my treatise. Yet
Mensching (arz. cit., p. 688) presents a peculiarly inaccurate picture, stating
that, ultimately, I adscribe everything to Numenius. On several points of
detail I can agree with the reviewer but on that of the ‘sources’ of Calcidius
he, definitely, misrepresents the principal issues of my opinion (see also
note 1, p. 249). Indeed, he has already confessed (see Gnomon 37 (1965), p. 33)
that, actually, he gave very little attention to the part of my book which
treats of Calcidius’ doctrine. Yet, this part is, by far, the most important.

With regret one must point out that such a manner of reviewing merits
no admiration.
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interpretation also results from the explanation: ut informitatem,
etc., for informatas is ‘the’ characteristic of matter. Hence, Waszink
(o.c., p. XLII and LXXXIX) is, to the best of my knowledge,
mistaken in stating that Calcidius rejects the malignitas silvae,
while in actual fact he defends in c. 352 s. the opinion given in c. 301,
although without speaking of the malignitas silvae. It is true that
he rejects the Numenian opinion of malignitas silvae, i.e., the
doctrine that evil originates in the indiscriminately moving matter.
But he does not reject matter as the source of evil. On the other
hand, this interpretation confirms Waszink’s belief that Porphyry
was the source of Calcidius; for which see below.

It must be clear to any student of the subject that these chapters
300-301, especially the latter, are of the utmost importance for
identifying the source(s) of Calcidius. For it is quite obvious that
after the historical survey the author himself is speaking again.
He indicates two ways of Plato interpretation; the first (c. 300)
is that by Numenius, who had such a profound influence upon
the first portion of the treatise De silva, the second (c. 301) is
by an author or authors whose interpretation must be related to
some chapters in the second portion (especially cc. 352-353). The
immediate question therefore arises: Which interpreters had Cal-
cidius in mind for this second way?

Waszink has indicated the way here to a new solution. Because of
two texts by John Philoponus, De aeternitate mundi VI 14 and XIV
3, he believes to be able to establish that Calcidius, by distinguishing
between matter as such and matter brought to orderless movement
by the elements, follows in the footsteps of Porphyry !). One may
see this hypothesis confirmed by the fact that the theory propounded
in c. 301 is a further development of the Plato interpretation given
in the preceding chapter. As the latter presents the concept of
Numenius, Porphyry, who lived after him and showed interest in
his concepts, seems to be a likely candidate for the former. And a
further confirmation of the hypothesis lies in the content itself,
viz., in the idea of matter being the source of evil. To the authors
mentioned in chapter 3o1—and Calcidius, as said before, reckons

1) It is noteworthy that Proclus, like Calcidius (and Porphyry), disting-
uished between matter as such and its orderless movement; De mal. subs.
X 35, 3-4 00 ydp dort § e A xal v mANupeAdS xal drdxTwg xvodpevoy TadTéV.
But to him the source of evil is found in the latter rather than in the former.

Cf. F. P. Hager, Die Materie und das Bose im antiken Platonismus, in Museum
Helveticum 19 (1962), p. 97 ss.
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himself among them—matter is evil in a negative sense: virtutis
carentia. Yet from the examples cited by Calcidius (p. 303, 4-5 Wsz:
ut informitatem, inopiam, intemperantiam) one must not think of
this virtutis caremtia as only moral evil. My appeal, therefore, to
Origen (p. 126) in order to show that this doctrine existed before
does not suffise. One should rather search in the direction of Plo-
tinus. And Enn. 111 8, 3 (see p. 125) offers a very suitable parallel.
This virtutis carentia may well be seen as the translation of Eeig
7o &yaBoU, which is the definition of evil in Enn. III 2, 5 (see p.
125). Thus the text of Calcidius c. 301 could easily be understood
in a Plotinian sense 1).

Furthermore, it appears a prior: likely that this Plotinian concept
of matter came to Calcidius via Porphyry. This is not incompatible
with the fact that we possess a text by Porphyry suggesting a
slightly different idea of matter. In Sent. 20, namely, the My is
characterized as dA70uvodv pi) 8v and ENewic Tavtdg Tod Bvrog 2).
To Plotinus however it is a pn 8v in the sense of étepov Tob 8vrog,
hence a relative not-being 3); and it is €ewic 00 dyabol rather
than mavtdg 1ol 8vrog. Still, it is quite possible that elsewhere
Porphyry used a formulation more similar to that of Plotinus.
The Porphyry texts cited by Waszink from John Philoponus (p.
251) presuppose already a less negative concept of the UAx.

In the light of these considerations one may safely accept that
in c. 301 Calcidius presents the opinion of Porphyry and hence
that the latter was his direct source. And when later on (cc. 30z ss.)
a concept of matter occurs that could well be derived from the same
Porphyry together with several Aristotelica which, we know, had
the same author’s attention, the conclusion must be that these
chapters (302 ss.) too had Porphyry as their principle source.

Waszink 4) made an interesting discovery about one of these
Aristotelian elements. It concerns the process of knowledge, called
resolutio by Calcidius, which is clearly based upon the Aristotelian
apatpesic (see index, s.v. resolutio). This process is also mentioned
in the first Homily on the Hexaémeron by Basil the Great. He states
there that, when during the search for the so-called 5Ay, one mentally
takes away the properties of the things, the abstraction does not

1) On Plotinus’ concept of matter see Hager, art. cit., p. 85 ss.
2) See Waszink, Studien, p. 51, note 1.

3) See Hager, art. cit., p. 86.

4) Calcidius, p. CIII, note 1.



CALCIDIUS ON MATTER. HIS DOCTRINE AND SOURCES 253

lead to a 9y but to nothing. In Hexaém. 21A: Eic 008%v yap xoton-
Eewc, Exactyy t@v évumapyovedv Vrelatpeiolar 6 Adyw merpdpevoe.
Waszink now draws the attention to a scholion to this text which
reads: todte 16 Emiyeipnpatt éxpnoato Ilopplpiog &v tolc mepl GAne.
Although this resolutio also occurs in Albinus and Numenius (see
p- 50), the explicit quotation of Porphyry in the scholion renders the
text exceptionally important and interesting; it strengthens the
probability that Porphyry here was Calcidius’ source ).

For c. 300 and those preceding the following argument appears
rather obvious. As this portion has a strong Numenian flavour and
Porphyry is known to have been much influenced by Numenius
(see p. 247), the former was also the principle direct source of this
part of Calcidius’ commentary. Waszink, indeed, accepts this view
but makes an exception for the passage in which the doctrine
of the Hebrae: is cited as confirming the Numenian interpretation of
Plato’s doctrine. To him the manner in which this doctrine is dis-
cussed seems to be incompatible with Porphyry’s attitude towards
the Jews. And as Numenius is known to have been favourably
inclined towards the Jews, these Hebraica fit well into a text by
Numenius.

Waszink’s interpretation, however, has a peculiar implication.
For, in these circumstances, Calcidius would have taken the
Numenian elements from Porphyry, except for these Hebraica
which he took directly from Numenius. This is scarcely acceptable.
If the latter, as they stand in Calcidius, cannot come from Porphyry
and, consequently, must have been taken directly from Numenius,
we must, I believe, also agree that the former, the Numeniana,
were derived from Numenius himself, this means, we must regard
Numenius to be the direct source of both the cc. 295-299 and the
influence the Numeniana had upon the preceding portion of De silva.

There seems to be one difficulty against this supposition. It
compels us to accept that Calcidius abolished here his custom-
ary method of never mentioning his immediate spokesman; for,
in fact, Numenius 'name occurs five times in the cc. 295-299.
Waszink regards this feature as decisively against the acceptance

1) It is doubtful, however, whether one may take it that Porphyry, like
Basil, believed the application of this dealpeotc ‘to lead to nothing’. Strictly
speaking the text only establishes that Porphyry also applied this technique
(rodte 16 émyetpuatt). Even though a text such as Sent. 20 seems to suggest

a similar conclusion, because of what has been said above great care should
be taken against generalisation.
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of Numenius as the direct source of these chapters!). Still, this
kind of reasoning is rather dangerous. Waszink himself is obliged
to make an exception for Origen. There would have been a special
cause for explicitly naming this immediate source, the fact
namely that Calcidius was a Christian. But could there not have
been an equally special reason for mentioning Numenius ? In
point of fact, his name occurs exclusively in the historical survey,
notably in the discussion of the teaching of the Pythagoreans. Is
one not allowed to suggest that, as so little was (and is) known of
Pythagoras himself, Numenius was, at least to Calcidius, the
Pythagorean par excellence and that, in this particular instance,
he wished to cite his name in the same manner as he did earlier
on those of Aristotle, Zeno and Chrysippus? Outside this historical
passage, t.e., in those places where Calcidius speaks for himself,
the name of Numenius is notably absent. And this is at once note-
worthy in c. 300. For here, immediately after discussing Numenius’
doctrine (cc. 295-299), the same is again mentioned yet without
a name.

Thus, to me, it does not seem to be so impossible that Numenius
is the principal and direct source of the first portion of De silva;
Porphyry can only be reasonably accepted as Calcidius’ spokesman
here when the Hebraica are his too. If the latter is not acceptable 2),
one must suppose that in c. 3or Calcidius changes, so to speak,
from the authority of Numenius to that of Porphyry. But no
obvious reason for such an action has as yet been suggested. Still,
whatever opinion one follows, in either it must be taken that in
cc. 295-299 we are dealing with pure Numeniana 3).

Chapter 300 is not the only place where the doctrine of the Jews
is quoted at the end of an historical survey and as a confirmation
of a certain point of view. The same happens in c. 55. As it
occurs here too in a Numenian context and, moreover, the problems
in both cases show great similarity, it seems worthwile considering
the questions concerning this subject matter.

First of all the text of c. 55 (p. 103, 1-7 Wsz) 4): Quod quidem verum

1) Further details in Waszink, Studien, p. 24-5.

2) The proof, for that matter, has still to be provided.

3) See Waszink, Studien, p. 25, note 2. See E. R. Dodds, New Light on the
““Chaldaean Ovracles’’, in The Harvard Theological Review 54 (1961), p. 270.

4) On p. 106, note 1, it has been pointed out how different places of this
text show traces of an elaboration by a Greek philosopher.
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esse testatur eminens quaedam doctrina sectae sanctioris et in compre-
hensione divinae res prudentioris, quae perhibet deum absoluto illustra-
toque sensils mundo genus hominum instituentem-corpus quidem etus
parte humi sumpta iuxta hanc effigiem aedificasse formasseque,
vitam vero eidem ex convexis accersisse caelestibus postque intimis
etus inspirationem proprio flatu intimasse, inspirationem hanc des
consilium animae rationemque significans.

This text is found at the end of a discourse on the origin of the
(world) soul, in which, especially, Plato’s well-known passage on
the mixing of this soul (T¢m. 35A) drew Calcidius’ attention. In
the chapters with which we are concerned here (cc. 29-31 and
54-55), he discusses the question of how to understand the indivis-
ible and divisible odsix which the Demiurg uses at this mixing.
According to one opinion the two odsiow indicate the species intel-
legibilis mundi and matter. According to another the indivisible
obeta stands for a anima eminentior, quae nully sit incorporations
obnoxia, a higher kind of soul which, therefore, never has to descend
into a body. With the divisible obsix is meant the anima stirpea
which contributes the powers of life to plants and animals ).
To confirm the correctness of the latter opinion reference is made
to the doctrine of the Jews; the terms vita and ratio are here the
core of the matter.

There are three obvious reasons for suspecting the influence of
Numenius in this passage: a) Numenius. himself speaks of two
souls; b) the terminology is similar to that of Numenius; c) the
confirming Jewish doctrine is brought in here as well as in c. 300
where Numenian teaching is patent.

One might object that there are also differences between the two
passages. For in ce. 295-299, the obviously Numenian passage,
and in c. 300, in which his opinion is, again, outlined and the Jewish
doctrine cited in confirmation, the points at issue are the good and
evil souls; the serpent, according to those Hebraer, illustrates this
evil. In c. 55, however, the evil soul does not seem to come up for
discussion; the anima stirpea, here termed as wvita, has not the
character of an evil soul. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the
text just quoted is followed by: Et ratio dei deus est humanis rebus
consulens, quae causa est hominibus bene beateque vivendi, si nom
concessum stbi munus summo a deo neglegant (p. 103, 7-9 Wsz).

1) One thinks here, on the one hand, of the volg of Plato, on the other of
the anima as the principle of life.
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No explanation is given for the origin of this nmeglegere, of this
neglecting. Yet an opposition to the ratio principle is also patent
in this text. And below it will become obvious that the seemingly
quiet anima stirpea in c. 31 is suddenly given a restless character,
precisely in the passage that strongly reminds one of Numenius.

According to those referred to in c. 31 as defending the doctrine
of the dual soul, the Demiurg, taking that excellent soul, joined it
with the anima stirpea to make, in this manner, a bodily creature
gifted with reason, that could understand the wonders of the
creation and glorify the Creator (see p. 79, 19-23 Wsz). But, the
opponents say, how is it possible that a anima stirpea existed before
there were any plants etc.? The answer is: the objection pre-
supposes that there was a time when the anima stirpea did not
exist but was later created by God. This is incorrect. For to create,
indeed, means to order what was orderless rather than to make out
of nothing 1). Fuisse enim semper tam animae quam corporis vim nec
deum ex his quae non erant fecisse mundum, sed ea quae erant sine
ordine ac modo ordinasse (p. 80, 20 - 81, 1 Wsz). Then Calcidius
continues thus: staque potius ea quae existebant exornasse quam
gemerasse quae non erant, inordinatos quippe animsi errores et agitatio-
nem fluctibus similem intellectu assignato ex imordinata iactatione
ad ordinem redegisse, corporis etiam motum instabilem salubri modera-
taque agitatione frenasse et eidem formam et figuram congruam et
convenientem ornatum dedisse (p. 81, 1-6 Wsz). This description
strongly reminds one of the Numenian passage (see Waszink,
Calcidius, p. XLIX). The anima stirpea has here obtained all the

1) The ease with which Calcidius, here and elsewhere, dismisses the
creatio ex mihilo and accepts an eternal matter alongside God remains one
of the great problems in his work. It is as though he totally failed to realize
that this was a controversial issue of the first order between the official
doctrine of the Christian Church on the one hand and a number of philo-
sophers and heretics on the other. In this connection it may suffice to mention
Tertullian’s fierce opposition to the gnostic Hermogenes who came very near
to the ‘pagan’ idea. Calcidius’ attitude strikes one the more so, when it is
borne in mind that even Neo-Platonici gradually developed a monism which,
e.g., in Proclus, took the form of creatianism. In rem publ. I 37, 27 Kr. xal #
OAn mapiixtat 0ebé6ev dg dvayxala td xboue (see Hager, art. cit., p. 97).
Our situation becomes still more astonishing since R. Beutler, Art. Porphy-
rius, P.W., XXII, Kol. 303, wrote that ‘“P. scheint der (sonst christlichen)
Ansicht einer Schopfung aus dem Nichts nahezukommen” (see Waszink,
Studien, p. 51, note 1). If then one has to accept an influence of Porphyry in
Calcidius, and this seems to be the case, the work of the former must also
have propounded a different opinion. In actual fact, earlier on we were
brought to such a supposition (see p. 252).
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features of the orderlessly moving amima silvae of Numenius.
When, therefore, we observe how this idea is being confirmed by
the teaching of the Jews, just as in c. 300, the obvious conclusion
must be that we are dealing with a Numenian piece of writing.
And, if one must accept that Porphyry could not have cited this
teaching, the only way open is to infer that here too Calcidius took
both the Numeniana and the Hebraica directly from Numenius.

There still is the article by Beutler !) which I failed to quote when
discussing the cc. 295-299. He argues that these cc. 31, 54-55 were
derived from Plutarch rather than from Numenius. Waszink
rightly protested against this (Calcidius, p. L-LIII). To his criticism
a few remarks may be added.

After having agreed with Beutler’s statement that the teaching
of these two philosophers show many points of contact, Waszink
presses the matter of the divergences. To Numenius, he says, silva
and stlvae anima are the same, this being the reason why he does
not distinguish between matter and its orderless movement.
Plutarch, on the other hand, does so. To him matter as such is
without quality (&rotoc) ; it has no movement, since this is something
of a soul. Hence the orderless movement of matter can only be
explained through an (orderless) soul in matter; this soul also is
the origin of the evil. Waszink’s conclusion that, therefore, the
doctrine of Numenius and Plutarch differ appears to be correct.

But now one may also ask: what is the relationship between
Plutarch and Calcidius? The latter too, in c. 301 ss., distinguishes
between matter as such and its orderless movement, thus dissociat-
ing himself from Numenius. Does he now follow Plutarch? The
answer must be to the negative, for Plutarch seeks the source of evil
in the orderless movement of matter, Calcidius however in matter
itself (evil indeed is virtutis carentia). Nevertheless, it must be
emphatically stressed that the departure from Numenius’ teaching
is not at all noticeable in the cc. 31 and 54-55. And Waszink is
quite right in assuming an influence of Numenius, in this particular
instance, rather than of Plutarch.

When, however, he states that the text Fuisse enim semper tam
animae quam corporis vim is incompatible with Plutarch’s teaching,
because he defends a creation of the cosmos in time—in the sense
that fuisse . . . semper would have no place in Plutarch—I feel this

1) Numenius, P.W. Suppl. VII, 1940, Kol. 664-678.
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to be incorrect. To Plutarch the cosmos has, indeed, its origin in
time, but the dxoopia, the core of our text, has not. Waszink himself
quotes (p. LI) an interesting parallel for the words animae et
corporis vim: De Is. et Os., 49: Meperypévn yap tobde 7ol xbopov
Yéveois xal clotactg €€ evavtiwv, od unv icocleviv duvdpcwy, A
i Beltiovog TO xpatog Eotive dmoréobar O THV @addny mavrtamacv
adbvatov, TOAANY pev éumepuxviav T& ocOpati, WOAARV 8¢
) vyl tod mavtdc xal mpdg tHv Pehtiove el Sropoyoloav.
Here one finds precisely that ‘force of soul and body’ which opposes
the better principle.

One would rather prefer to see Calcidius’ subsequent distinction
between animi errores and motus instabilis corporis, both of which
must be arranged and ordered, as unconformable with Plutarch.
For every movement, to him, is something belonging to a soul. If,
therefore, the animi errores—obviously identical with ‘irregular
movement’—are here discussed first, what then is the meaning of
those motus corporis? Motus indeed is something of a soul. To
Plutarch there is dxocspix in the body before it is fashioned to order.
But this consists of being without form and order; and there is no
question here of movement. Only for the soul the dxooplx lies in the
orderless movement. Plutarch is most definite on this in De animae
procreatione in Timaeo 1014B: dxoopla yap fv T wpd T ToU xbopoVL
vevéoewg: axoopla 8 odx dodpatog od8 dxivnroc 008" &uyog &N’
&poppov pev xal dobvetatov 70 copatixdv EumAnxtov 3§
xai &Aoyov 16 xivyTixdv Eyoucsa: tobto 3’ Hv avappoctia
Juyic odx E€yodenc Abyov (ed. Hubert, p. 148, 13-18). Still,
since in the text just quoted from De Is. et Os. Plutarch speaks of a
dYvapig in the soul and in the body, one should be warned against
asserting on too flimsy evidence that this or that does not fit into
Porphyry’s teaching. One may more safely defend that among
philosophers supporting a strongly dualistic system, obviously, a
great number of possibilities exists of agreement and similarity of
expression ). This does not alter the fact that Calcidius should here
be judged as being dependent upon Numenius, though for other
considerations explained above.

1) It has been said already that Calcidius follows a less dualistic theory
in c. 301 ss. On p. 246 I suggested that he did so because of his Christian
conviction. In view of his attitude towards the problem of creation this
seems to be untenable. It should rather be ascribed to the influence of

Porphyry.
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Finally, Waszink asks himself whether perhaps the other inter-
pretation of the indivisible and divisible odota, cited by Calcidius,
comes from Plutarch. In this concept the indivisible odsia stands
for the species intellegibilis munds, the indivisible odoix for matter ).
To confirm this he quotes De an. procr. 1022E: <td pév duépiotov
xal del> xata Toadta Exov ¢ popenyv xai eldog, T 8¢ mepl T cAdPATA
yiyvéuevov peptatdv O¢ Gmodoynv xai UAnv. He overlooks, however,
the article &¢, for Plutarch himself states a few lines below: ot 32
copatny &Eobvreg OAnv ovpplyvuelon T} dpeplote Siapaprtavoust
(x022F).

These remarks on details should not obscure the principal fact
that I fully agree with Waszink’s final conclusion 2).

1) Waszink, Calcidius, p. LIII, line 26, read dividua instead of the slip
stirpea.

2) Iam grateful to FrS. J. P. van Dijk, O.F.M., for the English translation
of these notes.
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