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Giulia De Cesaris
Abstract:

Aristotle’s account of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ Metaphysical and Epistemological
Theories

This Ph.D. thesis aims at a novel reconstruction of the metaphysical and epistemological
theories of the first two successors of Plato, Speusippus and Xenocrates. By advancing a
new methodology for the selection and evaluation of the evidence and putting it to the test,
this thesis will offer a picture of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theories as grounded in the
privileged testimony of Aristotle.

The Early Academy has always been a riddle and a challenge for modern scholars.
Indeed, for Plato’s immediate successors, Speusippus and Xenocrates, the sources at our
disposal do not often encourage the project of a coherent reconstruction of their thought.
Any exegesis of them faces the following difficulty: on the one hand, the earliest preserved
chronological sources approach their doctrines polemically; on the other hand, later
testimonia are to be found in authors who appropriated and reshaped Early Academic
doctrines in their own philosophical frameworks.

Through an in-depth analysis of Aristotelian testimonia, this thesis will show that
Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines can be better understood in the context of the
Academy, and, in particular, with respect to the discussions undertaken with Aristotle. By
exposing a set of problems the two philosophers target in order to defend Platonic theories
from the inconsistencies detected by Aristotle, Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ Platonic
inheritance is finally revealed.
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Introduction

Speusippus and Xenocrates: a riddle yet to be solved

Over the past three years, it has often been complicated to explain to my family and
friends why | chose as the focus of my doctoral thesis two philosophers they had hardly
heard about: Speusippus and Xenocrates. When they could not remember their names, or
they were making fun of how weird these sounded, my approach was consistent: | was not
recovering the doctrines of two unknown philosophers from oblivion, but | was restoring the
doctrines of the first two successors of Plato, and | was doing so by means of Aristotle. This
apologetic strategy left me quite uncomfortable: in order to justify my interest in the Early
Academy and the significance of my choice, | was relying on two names everybody would
immediately recognise: Plato and Aristotle. My embarrassment for the answer is motivated
by how unfair I believe this strategy is. In fact, the general assumptions motivating this thesis
arise precisely out of the opposite beliefs. Namely (i) that we still have much to learn about
Platonism as a tradition, and about the discussions taking place inside and outside the
Academy — in particular with Aristotle; and (ii) that an effective way to start filling such a
gap consists in a novel reconstruction of the doctrines of Speusippus and Xenocrates, the

first two scholarchs of the Academy after Plato.

Given these assumptions, this thesis aims at developing a novel picture of Speusippus’
and Xenocrates’ metaphysical and epistemological doctrines, obtained by advancing a new

methodology for the selection and evaluation of the evidence, and putting it to the test.

This objective emerges out of the following considerations, each of which will be dealt

with in the course of this introduction:

- Despite the precious pioneering work of Isnardi Parente and Taran, the
picture of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines one can gather from their
collections of fragmentsi is far from unitary and comprehensive. This is probably

part of the reason why these collections are usually referred to by scholars only when

1 Despite Barnes’ invitation to ‘all good scholars’ to ‘join pedants like me in fighting’ against the loose usage
of the word fragment (1983: 308), I will use the term loosely throughout the thesis, whilst dealing with
testimonia exclusively.



referencing specific fragments but are often underutilised when it comes to providing
a more general picture of the doctrines of Early Academic philosophers.

- There is need for a new methodology: previous methodological approaches
(never thoroughly accounted for in the collections of the fragments) have often
resulted in an inconsistent use of interpretative and methodological criteria.

- There is an insufficient understanding of what Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’
Platonic legacy amounts to: Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ Platonic legacy has been
usually understood on the basis of a continuity or discontinuity with Plato’s
doctrines. However, this approach does not allow us to do justice to individual

philosophical reasons for preservation or rejection of Plato’s tenets.

The lack of a global picture

When | was first exposed to the material, | realised that, apart from established editions
of the fragments published in the 1980s and Dillon’s influential monograph on the topic,2
new research about the first successors of Plato in the Academy was all but absent. Curiously
enough, studies on Middle Platonism and Neoplatonism underwent an opposite trend, and
they have been much more prolific in the past years. This silence can be explained by many

factors.

One reason for this neglect is surely linked to the complexity of the material at our
disposal and a result of the absence of direct evidence; original material about Speusippus’
and Xenocrates’ doctrines is, in fact, extremely limited.s Moreover, this difficulty is
exacerbated by the fact that evidence about Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines has been
transmitted by a surprisingly dichotomous reception.s For both philosophers, the evidence
preserved by Aristotle is mainly polemical and often does not address them by name.s This
aspect obviously implies that the identification of the passages where Speusippus and
Xenocrates are referred to, needs to be brought forward a) by relying on commentators and

scholia who identify the philosophers behind Aristotle’s claims; and b) through a chain of

2 Dillon (2003).

3 For Speusippus, genuine evidence is probably to be limited to the verbatim fragment quoted by ps-lamblichus
in his Theologoumena (Ps-lambl., Theol. Arithm. 61ff = fr. 122 IP1); for Xenocrates, almost all evidence comes
from late sources; moreover, the fact that (i) his doctrine is considered akin to that of Plato, and (ii) that Aristotle
never mentions him by name, renders the attempt to recover his doctrine particularly difficult.

4 This is especially true for Speusippus.

5 Speusippus is explicitly referred to by Aristotle twice in the Metaphysics (frr. 48 and 53 1P1) and twice in the
Nicomachean Ethics (frr. 63 and 108 IP1, although I will not take these latter fragments into account, as
Speusippus’ ethical theory does not constitute the focus for this thesis), while Xenocrates is never named. It is
also interesting that of the four times Aristotle mentions Speusippus, in two (frr. 63 and 53 IP1) he is associated
with the Pythagoreans.



inferences based on the content of identified passages.s In turn, this complicates the
assessment of later evidence, which, on the other hand, is preserved by diverse authors
(mainly Middle Platonists and Neoplatonists) whose sources are not always clearly
traceable.7 In the case of Xenocrates, the assessment of the sources is even more problematic.
Not only does Aristotle never mention Xenocrates by name, but he also often associates
Xenocrates’ and Plato’s views: when the two positions are combined with formulas such as
‘those who posit the Forms’, attempting a disctinction between them is further complicated.s
In these and similar cases, the most immediate option is to rely on the information preserved
by later authors and scholia. What constitutes a problematic aspect of the collections,
however, is precisely that the assessment of later evidence sometimes influences the
treatment of the material preserved by Aristotle. This is particularly clear when the content
of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines preserved by late authors is not paralleled by
Aristotles but it is used to identify other references in Aristotle’s texts. These interpretative
decisions obviously have an impact on the overall picture of what Speusippus and
Xenocrates one can gather from the collections, although the impact is not always
immediately detectable for a reader who is unacquainted with the material. In order to give
measure of what this means, | will provide a brief example.

In the Supplementum Academicum,io Isnardi Parente adds to her collection of Speusippus
an Aristotelian passage from the De Caelo (3.4, 303a29-b3=fr. 122a IP2). The passage reads

as follows:

[FR. 122a IP2] Again, even their theory (viz. of the atomists) does not seem to demand
an infinite number of elements. Bodies, they say, differ on account of differing shapes,
but all shapes are constructed out of pyramids, rectilinear from rectilinear and the
sphere from its eight parts.i1

6 See Dancy (2016: SEG, Speusippus): ‘“The method followed in the reconstruction of Speusippus’ views is a
matter of chaining: we start from our two anchor texts, and look for other passages in which the views ascribed
to him in them are under discussion. Those passages will sometimes bring in new views; we then ascribe those
views to Speusippus, and go looking for passages in which those views seem to be alluded to. No one needs to
be told how tenuous such chaining is: each link is weak, and compounding probabilities would tell us that a
chain of this type is actually weaker than its weakest link. But chaining in that way is all we can do. Fortunately,
it results in a fairly coherent picture’. Similarly, for Xenocrates, Dancy (2017, SEG, Xenocrates) writes:
‘Reconstruction of Xenocrates’ views turns, as in the case of Speusippus, on Aristotle, and, again as in the case
of Speusippus, this is made the more difficult by Aristotle’s frequent failure actually to name Xenocrates when
talking about his views. In fact, Aristotle never mentions Xenocrates by name in discussing his metaphysical
views’.
7 As, for example, determining the ultimate source for Proclus’ material in the In Euclidem (frr. 35, 36, 37 IP),
or the source for Xenocrates’ definition of Form as ‘paradigmatic cause of whatever is always composed
according to nature’, (aitio TopadelypatiKg T@V KoTd OV del cuvésTtOTov, fr. 14 IP).
8 See, e.g. Xenocrates, fr. 25 IP (=Avrist., Metaph. Z11 1036b12-7): t@v tag idéag Aeyovimv.
9 Among many examples, lamblichus’ definition of Speusippus’ soul (fir. 96-97 IP1), or Xenocrates’
demonology (frr. 133-147 IP).
10 Isnardi Parente (1995: 264-265).
11 Fr. 122a IP2: €11 000¢ katd v To0T@v DTOAYY 00&etev v dmelpa yiyvecoOar Td otovyeia, simep ta pev
OOUOTO JOPEPEL OYNUACL, TH Of GYNUATO TAVTO GUYKELTOL $K TUPORId®V, T0 pev gvobuypappo €§
evbvypaupv, 1 8¢ opaipa €€ dktd popiov, transl. Guthrie.
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Isnardi Parente is careful in stating that any identification cannot but remain hypothetical,
although a) she sees no reason for someone to reject the attribution, provided that the
verbatim quotation in ps-lamblichus’ Theologoumena Arithmeticae [FR. 122 IP4], is
accepted as authentic as well;12 and b) she uses the fragment in order to identify principles
for Speusippus’ soul.13 The passage is certainly evocative, but especially so, if taken without
consideration of its context. Indeed, the Aristotelian passage affirms that the number of
elements cannot be infinite because bodies differ in figure and ‘ta 8¢ oyfuata whvta
obykerton €k Topouidowv’, namely, all figures are composed out of pyramids. The reference
to Speusippus is identified on the basis of the verbatim fragment in ps-lamblichus’
Theologumena [FR. 122 IP1] where, according to Isnardi Parente, the pyramid is granted a
great prominence. This assumption is, in the first place, disputable. It is true that a long part
of the quotation in [FR. 122 IP1], is devoted to the construction of pyramids (considered as
the first solids), but not only do pyramids play a role in Plato’s Timaeus as well — the text
which is quoted the most in the De Caelo —,14 but they occur again in another passage of the
De Caelo,15 where both Democritus’ and Plato’s elements are the target. More strikingly,
Isnardi Parente does not mention the context where the passage of the De Caelo is preserved,
namely within a longer criticism addressed precisely against Democritus and Leucippus. It
is true that, in the course of his criticism, Aristotle had compared Democritus’ and
Leucippus’ theory to that of those people who say that everything that exists is numbers, or
(originates) out of number (tpémov yép Tiva koi 00Tol ThVTO T dvTo To1odoty Apdpovg Kai
¢€ apdudv)..e However, the comparison cannot substantiate the reference to Speusippus:
one the one hand, people described as those who believe that all things are numbers can most
likely be identified with the Pythagoreans; on the other hand, the only items called ‘elements’
in Speusippus’ system appear to be primary principles, and we have no clue what the details
of Speusippus’ interpretation of the elements in the Timaeus were. Moreover, no extant
fragment concerning Speusippus bears witness to an infinity of elements in his system, an
attack which seems to be more comprehensible if directed against the atomists (or Plato and,
possibly, Xenocrates). Accordingly, although a theory of pyramids is attested by the

fragment in ps-lamblichus, the comparison with the fragment in the De Caelo cannot be

12 Fr. 122 IP1.

13 Although the quotation preserved by ps-lamblichus (fr. 122 1P1) can be interpreted within a cosmological
framework, nothing in the quotation refers explicitly to the soul, and the only reference to cosmic bodies (viz.
not to the soul) appears in the brief resumé preceding the citation, which clearly preserves material re-
elaborated in a Neoplatonic context.

14 See Johansen (2009: 9, n.1). For a more wide-ranging comparison of the De Caelo with the Timaeus see
Solmsen (1960).

15 De Caelo, 3.8.

16 De Caelo, 3.4, 303a8-10.



considered as conclusive, especially insofar as it is part of a broader criticism against
Democritus and Leucippus.i7 Although Isnardi Parente does not insist on specifically
identifying Speusippus in the passage, her interpretation of it strongly influences her reading

of Speusippus’ soul, which is presented as less problematic.1s

It is true that such methodological issues and interpretative decisions are probably
congenital to any edition of fragmentary materialio and this should not lead us to
immediately suppose the need for a novel account. However, what the collections have
mostly failed to provide is an influential picture of the first two scholars of the Academy and
of their essential tenets. Although the three collections are, in different ways, invaluable
from the perspective of highlighting specific concerns related to specific issues and
fragments, nonetheless they do not fulfil the aim of providing an account of Speusippus’ and
Xenocrates’ theories which gives insight about the development of their philosophical
commitments. On the one hand, the collections by Isnardi Parente keep the synoptic
treatment of Speusippus and Xenocrates extremely compact.2o On the other hand, although
Taran’s21 introduction to the fragments is fairly long, his presentation of Speusippus’ tenets
often suffers for his critical approach to Aristotle, who, as Bodéus rightly underscores in his
review,22 is usually taken to misunderstand Speusippus’ views. In summary, despite the
depiction of Speusippus and Xenocrates as original philosophers holding distinctive claims,
the stress on their originality makes them ultimately extraneous to the Platonic tradition or
makes their Platonic inheritance difficult to understand, unless one is ready to dig into the
commentary on specific passages. It is not an accident, then, that the most influential
interpretations of Speusippus and Xenocrates, not only in the 50s and 60s (in particular,

Merlan’s in 1953, Krdmer’s in 1964) but also in the early 21st century, when Dillon published

17 Similar examples can be adduced with respect to Taran’s collection of Speusippus’ fragments (e.g. Taran’s
identification of Speusippus’ primary principles with number one and number two, the first definite plurality
(although this explicitly contradicts Aristotle’s text; see fr. 83 IP1 = Metaph., 1085b5-12, 21-27, where
Speusippus plurality is said to be 10 katnyopovuevog kaBdlov mAnbog) on the basis of a problematic
interpretation of fr. 122 IP1 (= Ps-lamblichus, Theologoumena 61ff), or with respect to Isnardi Parente and
Dorandi’s (2012) edition of Xenocrates’ fragments (see, e.g. the treatment of Aristotle’s passages in Topics
and Posterior Analytics (frr. 86-89 IP2) related to Xenocrates’ definition of the soul. The discussion is minimal,
and the context of the passages is never analysed in detail so to highlight what Aristotle formally considers
wrong of Xenocrates’ definition; for other examples, see Gottschalk 1986).

18 Compare Isnardi Parente (2005: Introduzione, 8) ‘Torniamo, dopo questo, ai principi dell’anima, e
chiediamoci quali essi debbano essere. E chiaro, anzitutto, che Speusippo si riferisce qui all’anima come
totalita, e solo secondariamente ad anime individuali. La tetpdg €, in essa, il primo principio, per cui il mondo
appare come un universo tetradicamente ordinato; ma tale tetrade informa di sé il dwwototdv, il corpo
generalmente esteso dell’universo stesso; si che didotaoig puo dirsi il principio per mezzo del quale esso € a
sua volta ordinato’.

19 Whatever the nature of this fragmentarity is.

20 Isnardi Parente (1980: 51-63); Isnardi Parente (2012: 3-40), but the doctrinal section goes from p.12 to 33
only.

21 Tardn (1981: 3-113).

22 Bodéus (1984: 118).



his ground-breaking monograph The Heirs of Plato (2003), have acknowledged in
Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theories proto-Neoplatonic or proto-Middle Platonic accounts.
As Dillon’s preface perfectly summarises: ‘Speusippus and Xenocrates set the agenda for
what was to become, over the succeeding centuries, the intellectual tradition which we call
Platonism (Xenocrates initiating the mainstream of ‘Middle Platonism’, Speusippus, with
some of his more daring speculations, stimulating certain developments in
‘Neopythagoreanism’)’. Dillon’s account, much less rooted in a detailed analysis of the
evidence, but more committed to a philosophical consideration of the significance of
Speusippus and Xenocrates’ tenets, is better at locating their doctrines in the philosophical
and cultural atmosphere of the Academy and presenting their theories as the product of past

(and crucial for future) streams of Platonism.

The status quaestionis: the need for a different methodological approach
There is one crucial methodological assumption which has been shared, at different levels,
by all scholars who worked on Speusippus and Xenocrates until very recently: Aristotle is
not an accurate witness. The lesson taught by Cherniss’ revolutionary worksz2s has been
inherited by scholars to such an extent that sometimes information provided by Aristotle is
dismissed without further justification on the assumption that either it cannot fit a Platonic
framework or that it must be the result of Aristotle’s own criticism. A very fruitful example
of this practice is the dismissal of Aristotle’s charge of episodicity, whose significance,
although testified by Theophrastus, is usually minimised by scholars.24 Aristotle’s charge
will be dealt with in the course of Section I. However, what is interesting to note here is that
the assumption of Aristotle’s unreliability ultimately generated a series of scholarly methods
for the interpretation of Speusippus and Xenocrates. | will attempt to outline the main
methodological approaches scholars produced and give examples of them by presenting their

reactions to Aristotle’s charge of episodicity.2s

23 Most of all Cherniss (1935) and Cherniss (1945).

24 Trabattoni (2017) is a notable exception.

25 For a more detailed analysis of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ collections previous to 1980, see Isnardi Parente
(1980: 51-56), Isnardi Parente (2005: 12-18), Isnardi Parente and Dorandi (2012: 33-40) and Isnardi Parente
(1986). One aspect which is missing from my outline is the consideration of Speusippus and Xenocrates as
Pythagoreans. | have excluded this aspect from my thesis, but my opinion on the topic is generally in line with
Burkert’s (1972: 53-82): although Speusippus and Xenocrates probably conceived the roots of their doctrines
to be in accordance with or arising out of Pythagorean theories, their doctrines need to be considered as
primarily Platonic. So Zhmud (2016). Some of the methodological approaches | will sketch out in the following
pages are directed specifically to Speusippus. However, | believe the methodology to be extensible, in line of
principle, also with respect to Xenocrates. Lastly, my limited knowledge of German does not allow a detailed
treatment of two important studies on Speusippus and Xenocrates, namely, Metry (2002) and Thiel (2006),
whose in depth discussion | set as the objective for future studies.

Vi



(i) Given the assumption that Aristotle often distorts the view of the philosophers he
presents, material preserved in later authors is considered more reliable than that
preserved by Aristotle. This approach, however, does not straightforwardly dismiss
the information Aristotle preserves. On the contrary, later texts are usually used in
order to shed light on compatible material found in Aristotle so to balance the
bitterness of Aristotle’s polemic. This approach was originally set out by Merlanzs
who, for the first time, identified the material preserved in Chapter 4 of lamblichus’
De Communi Mathematica Scientia as referring to Speusippus. The compatibility of
lamblichus’ report with claims paralleled by Aristotle’s text led Merlan to suppose
that lamblichus probably had Speusippus’ material in his library and that,
accordingly, he could complement the information Aristotle did not preserve. The
same path has been followed by Kramerz7 and the Tlbingen school2s and, more
recently, by Thiel,29 Gerson,so and Dillon. For Dillon, lamblichus’ testimony (fr. 88
and 72 1P1) would completely disprove Aristotle’s. Speusippus’ ontological levels
are in fact to be understood as connected on the basis of the similarity (0pot6tnc)
they show with respect to one another. Although Dillon admits the ‘embarrassment
about the lack of evidence for the mode of connection between levels’, nonetheless,
he believes that ‘a truly episodic universe would be anathema to a Platonist’.31
Granted that this approach privileges information (or, at least, interpretations)
provided by Middle Platonists or Neoplatonists, the outcome of this method is a
proto- Middle Platonic or Neoplatonic depiction of Speusippus and Xenocrates.
Their systems have been read as unitarian generative systems produced by primary
principles, to be understood as principles of all things. This approach has the
invaluable merit of placing both Speusippus and Xenocrates within the Platonic
tradition, and to tracing the development of later streams of Platonism as intimately
connected to the internal evolution of the Academy. However, the main flaw is that
some portion of Aristotle’s evidence, which is the closest chronologically to the

Academy (and sometimes the most synoptic)s2 does not receive an accurate treatment

26 Merlan (1953)

27 Kradmer (1964). Think, for example, about his interpretation of the One as super essential (Kramer 1961).

28 See e.g. Gaiser (1998); Reale (2008).

29 Thiel (2006).

30 Gerson (2013) and (2018).

31 Dillon (2003: 46, footnote 40).

32 This is particularly true for Speusippus. In the latest online collection, Isnardi Parente identifies 36 fragments
referring to Speusippus from Aristotle’s corpus, and 2 from Theophrastus’ Metaphysics. With respect to
Aristotle, Taran’s collection is even more conspicuous: it lists 38 passages from the Aristotelian corpus (and
not all of them coincide with those listed by Isnardi Parente). Even by considering non-Aristotelian fragments
only, both collections are mainly constituted by fragments related to Aristotle’s passages: 41 of the passages
included come from commentaries on Aristotle’s texts, and if we exclude the 25 fragments preserved by

VII



and is not interpreted in its own sake. It is not an accident, then, that Speusippus’
biological fragments preserved by Athenaeus works are not given their due credit,
while metaphysics remains the main focus both for Speusippus and Xenocrates.

(if) An opposed methodological approach was proposed by Taran. Taran’s collection is
philologically attentive. It deals thoroughly with Aristotle’s text and, most of all, it
handles the context in which the fragments are preserved. The assumption that
Avristotle’s testimony is unreliable, ultimately inherited from his teacher Cherniss, is
elaborated as a need to get rid of Aristotle’s influence when interpreting material
concerning Speusippus. Thus, data obtained by the analysis of Aristotle passages is
not rejected on the basis of later texts,ss but it is insted dismissed if it is considered
as the result of Aristotle’s own criticism. It is not by accident, then, that the charge
of episodicity is rejected by Taran on completely different grounds than method (i)
namely, on the basis of an internal analysis of Aristotelian fragments. Accordingly,
the critique ‘of making the whole of nature ‘episodic’, is’, for Taran, merely ‘directed
against the plurality of ‘material principles’’.3s Besides the absence of any translation
for the texts included, Taran’s collection suffers from his commitment to eliminate
Aristotle’s influence from the evidence. The most evident example is that
Speusippus’ theory of primary principles — attested by Aristotle in various places of
his corpus — is ultimately reduced to an invention of Aristotle himself, so that the
One and the Plurality should instead be interpreted as merely number one and two.

(iii) A middle ground between these two opposed approaches, both of which arise out of
the assumption that Aristotle is unreliable, can be found in Isnardi Parente’s

collections.ss Although Aristotle is considered the primary witness for the

Athenaeus on Speusippus’ Similars and the Latin transmission of Speusippus’ ethical theories (7 fragments in
total) operated by Cicero mainly, we are left with very few ‘other’ fragments (10 in total).

33 Paragraph 4 of lamblichus’ DCSM is excluded from the collection, although reasons for the rejection are
explained in a specific section of Taran’s introduction (1981: 86-107). But this approach to Iamblichus’
evidence shows the same flaw exposed above: in order to dismiss lamblichus’ account, Taran wants to
demonstrate that his report in incompatible with Aristotle’s. But the two reports do have in common, at least,
the following points: (i) that the One and the Plurality are principles of mathematical numbers; (ii) that the
point is similar to the One, and that a material principle different from plurality but presumably similar to it is
the principle of geometrical magnitudes; (iii) the existence of a plurality of principles, each pair peculiar to
their ontological level; (iv) the absence of beauty and goodness in the principle; (v) the material principle is
not connoted as bad. Moreover, we could also add that, according to a puzzling testimony of Theophrastus,
(vi) the good is said by Speusippus to be in the middle (and this may or may not account for the fact that
although not specified, good seems to arise at the third level in lamblichus’ testimony).

34 Taran (1981: 305). Similarly, Isnardi Parente (2005: Introduzione, 7) ‘le diverse entita o ‘sostanze’ SONo
legate fra di loro da un rapporto di analogia; e cio non piace ad Aristotele, che trova venirsi a formare in tal
modo una realta discontinua’. In a recent paper (2012: 4-5) Dillon aligns with this position: ‘If Speusippus had
some mechanism or process up his sleeve for linking these levels together, Aristotle is not going to tell us; that
would spoil his rhetorical point, which is to ridicule what he elsewhere (N3, 1090b191f.) terms Speusippus’
‘episodic universe’’.

35 This is well summarised by Gottschalk’s review of Isnardi Parente’s first collection of Xenocrates’ and
Hermodorus’ fragments (1986: 81): ‘L.P. tried to hold the balance between what one may call, loosely, the
Tibingen and American schools of interpretation, with a slight inclination towards the American’.

viii



reconstruction of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines, the information is counter-
balanced or combined with that obtained by other sources. In general, Isnardi
Parente’s collections prove to be extremely helpful in the analysis of individual
fragments; the commentaries of the collections provide accurate accounts of previous
interpretations, as well as Isnardi Parente’s position on particular issues. However,
her collections are much less helpful when it comes to providing a unitarian picture
of Speusippus and Xenocrates. This is, on the one hand, motivated by the extensive
work Isnardi Parente conducted on both scholarchs, which is often referred to in her
collections but not accurately included in the discussion of the material. On the other
hand, her collections do not provide sufficient accounts of the contexts where
fragments are preserved, nor of the methodological assumptions used for their
interpretations, which, as highlighted in the previous section, are not always clear or
coherent throughout the collections. Moreover, by attempting to obtain a general
account of the figures of Speusippus and Xenocrates by extrapolating information
through a comparison of different comments on similar topics, the picture one obtains
is far from coherent. A good example is Isnardi Parente’s description of Speusippus’
mathematical number, which fluctuates between her acknowledgement that it does

not work a cause,3s and her description of it as a transcendent model.37

Given the methodological flaws of all these three approaches and the unsatisfactory

outcomes, scholars working on Speusippus and Xenocrates more recently have also

acknowledged the need for a new methodology. Newer proposed methodological practices

are, in general, more charitable with respect to Aristotle’s testimony, and do not start by

assuming his essential unreliability. In this respect, they are usually more receptive of Isnardi

Parente’s middle-ground approach (iii), although they are also responsive to the need for a

philosophical consideration of the significance of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines

within the Platonic tradition. There are at least three approaches which deserve to be

sketched out:

(iv) An option which has been advanced by Bénatouil is to approach the material

concerning Speusippus and Xenocrates without aiming for systematicity. Given
that the material at our disposal does not allow more than the reconstruction of

isolated doctrines, Bénatouil proposes a topic-related approach,ss which

36 Isnardi Parente (2005: 34)
37 See, e.g. Isnardi Parente (2005: 15).
38 See, e.g. Bénatouil and EI Murr (2010) and Bénatouil (2017).
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concentrates on reports related to specific issues, with a general bottom-up
procedure. Rather than reconstructing the details of singular doctrines, the attention
is shifted to the philosophical reasons for such postulations and the strategies for
their justification.ss As this approach favours a reconstruction of Speusippus’ and
Xenocrates’ doctrines by appeal to parallel texts and sources, the advantage is that
such a reconstruction does not perform a progressive detachment from anchor-texts
(as the chain of inference does), but always maintaines a primary reference to early
sources.

(v) Alternatively, Horkyso takes a different methodological path. The evaluation of
Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theses is grounded in the consideration of their
metaphysics, with a generally top-down directed approach. Given this method,
Speusippus and Xenocrates’ doctrines are contextualised within the larger
framework of their metaphysical commitments. As to the primary texts for his
analysis, Horky shares the need to ground his interpretations in sources which are
chronologically close to Speusippus and Xenocrates — evidence preserved by
Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ contemporaries in the Lyceum (Eudemus,
Theophrastus) is privileged against later sources, which, when used in order to
complement the picture, are never taken as authoritative over the Early Peripatetic
material.

(vi) Lastly, Bechtle proposes a positive interpretation of Neoplatonic evidence,
accepting the authenticity of the information preserved by these texts. For, he
believes, the parallels these texts shows with respect to Aristotle’s testimony are
easiest to explain if we assume that they all go back to one author.s1 This approach
is more receptive of that of Dillon and the Tibingen school (i), in accounting for
the sketches of the theses presented by Aristotle by making constructive use of later

interpretations.

In principle, I tend to be more sympathetic to methods (ii), (iv) and (v). | believe that
Avristotle’s intellectual dishonesty needs to be set aside, and this is why the general
methodological assumption for this thesis will be that Aristotle does indeed report genuine
traces of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines. In particular, | share with Taran (ii) the

need to analyse each passage within its context, in the attempt to evaluate separately each

39 E.g., Bénatouil (2017: 21): ‘C’est la raison pour laquelle je vais m’intéresser [...] a la maniére dont Speusippe
et Xénocrate semblent avoir élaboré et justifié les fondements de leur cosmologie, en particulier a partir de
celle de Platon. Autrement dit, je vais me demander ce que doivent étre les principes du monde de leur point
de vue, plutot que quels sont les principes cosmologiques qu’ils ont adoptés’.

40 See, e.g. Horky (2018), where Speusippus’ definitional dialectic is explained on the basis of his rejection of
the Forms and Horky (2013b).

41 See, e.g. Bechtle (2010).



piece of information provided by Aristotle and the weight it carries within his arguments. |
will also, sometimes, conclude that Aristotle cannot be trusted fully in his conclusions. This,
however, will be the result of analyses of Aristotle’s terminology and interpretative
strategies in other sections of his corpus, with a methodology which may loosely recall the
Platonem ex Platone exegetical method adopted by Middle Platonists. | will try not to
assume that Aristotle does not understand or intentionally misinterprets Speusippus and
Xenocrates’ theses, but, rather, to show that he combines information related to their
doctrines with his own, so as to highlight their internal difficulties. | am also generally
sympathetic to method (iv) and (v). | agree that a sufficient account of Speusippus’ and
Xenocrates’ doctrine will face the need to leave some aspects of their theories undetermined
and should always aim at an explanation of the philosophical reasons for the postulation of
their theses. However, | cannot share the confidence and charitability these approaches
concede to later testimonia, and this is the reason why | decided to offer a novel
reconstruction of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theses rooted in an (almost) exclusive
consideration of Aristotle’s testimony.42 The reasons for my scepticism towards information
concerning Speusippus and Xenocrates provided by later authors is related to my difficulty
to assess their testimonia conclusively. In particular, I believe that any assessment of these
texts will be excessively dependent on initial interpretative assumptions. In order to give an

example of why, | will provide a brief analysis of the scholarly reception of:

a fragment preserving William of Moerbeke’s translation of Proclus’ Commentary
on Plato’s Parmenides [FR. 62 IP1];
a passage from Damascius’ Problems and Solutions regarding First Principles,

where Speusippus is cited and criticised for having held that the One is a minimum,
or éAdyotov [FR. 61 1P1];
and
- apassage to be found in an anonymous Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides, extant
in a palimpsest published by Kroll,s3 where the same criticism Damascius levels
against Speusippus is further related to the smallness (cpupdtta) and indivisibility

(un d<tonpetov i>vor) of 10 &v [FR. 60 IP1].

First, 1 will highlight a brief resumé of the content of the fragments. Proclus’ Latin fragment
[FR. 62 IP1] preserves words of Speusippus related to the One and the Indefinite Dyad. On

a maximalist reading, the doctrine preserved is Speusippus’ interpretation of Plato’s first and

42 Throughout the thesis, the fragments | will make use of are (almost exclusively) those recognised by Isnardi
Parente (and Taran, for Speusippus) as authentic. When doing otherwise, | will make use of other passages
only to illuminate the discussion, and not to draw direct conclusions.

43 Kroll (1892).
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second hypothesis of Plato’s Parmenides and accounts for an interpretation of the One as
super-essential; on a minimalist reading, it contains Speusippus’ reasons for positing the

Infinite Dyad.

As to Damascius’ fragment and the related criticism of Speusippus in the Anonymous
Palimpsest, [FRR. 61 and 60 IP1], they offer a different version of Speusippus’ One,

according to which the One is a minimum, an €A 1GTOV.

The three texts have been approached differently by scholars, and the reason why | group
them together here is directly related to their scholarly reception. As for the Latin fragment,
[FR. 62 1P1] the scholarly approach it received can be sketched out as follows: on the one
hand, scholars like Dillon,44 Halfwassen,ss and, more recently Gerson,ss building on the
results of a famous article published by Dodds in 1928,47 offer a positivistic reading of the
fragment, read as reporting Speusippus’ interpretation of the first and second hypotheses of
Plato’s Parmenides. With minor differences, on this account Speusippus is the propounder
of a metaphysical/ontological interpretation of the first two hypotheses of Plato’s
Parmenides, which antedates Moderatus’ interpretation: the absolute One is in itself and it
is above being, while the Dyad, in its interaction with the One, is primarily responsible for
the production of beings. On the other hand, in both collections of Speusippus’ fragments as
well as in Klibansky and Labowsky’s edition where the fragment was first presented,s the
text receives a very sceptical treatment and it is considered either as a Neopythagorean or
Neoplatonic reading of Speusippus’ doctrine. Although converging on this conclusion,
Taran and Isnardi Parente diverge conspicuously as to the translation and reading of the
Latin text. Indeed, Taran argues that it is the function of principle which is denied to the
(first) One, which is then followed by a Dyad of principles. Differently, Isnardi Parente
argues that the One is freed from being, more in line with Neoplatonic readings of Plato’s
text. Speusippus, then, would be invoked by Proclus in order to legitimise the origin of his
Platonic interpretation of the Parmenides. After the publication of the collections, the text
was the focus of an influential article by Steel, who, in 2002, provided a new Greek
retroversion of the text and pointed out the closeness that the retroverted Greek entertains
with the formulation of Plato’s second hypothesis in the Parmenides.4s This led Steel to

reinforce the sceptical approach to fragment [FR. 62 1P1], as the author concludes that such

44 Dillon (2010).

45 Halfwassen (1993).

46 Gerson (2016).

47 Dodds (1928: 138).

48 Klibansky and Labowsky (1953).
49 Plato, Parmenides, 143a6-8.
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a reading reveals a Neopythagorean nuance in Speusippus’ theory and is therefore to be

dismissed for the reconstruction of Speusippus’ original doctrine.

A similar dichotomous interpretation has been reserved to Damascius’ passage [FR. 61 1P1]
and to the related criticism found in the Anonymous Commentary to Plato’s Parmenides,
[FR. 61 IP1], although its scholarly reception has been more univocal. Among scholars with
a positivistic attitude toward these texts, we can list Bechtle, who argued that the reading of
the One as a minimum (éAdyiotov) is revealing of Speusippus’ positive characterisation of
the One as not-being.so On this account, Speusippus’ interpretation of the One is clearly
compatible with the Latin fragment, which would indeed preserve Speusippus’ interpretation
of the Parmenides. Although the positive use of the evidence, Bechtle’s interpretation
substantially agrees with that of Taran’s and Isnardi Parente’s in taking the fragments, as
well as the claim of inferiority and deficiency of Speusippus’ smallest One, to be a
Neoplatonic elaboration of the criticism Aristotle himself addresses against Speusippus.s:
On this account, Damascius and the anonymous author of the Commentary would either be
misunderstanding or building on Aristotelian criticism of Speusippus, and complain about
Speusippus’ One (understood as an elemental or physical minimum). Given this second
assumption, the fragment is clearly not compatible with the Latin fragment, [FR. 62 1P1]
describing a One which is over-being. Accordingly, Taran and Isnardi Parente conceive the
two testimonia as incompatible, and trace them back, respectively, to a misinterpretation of
Aristotelian  passages  (Damascius and the  Anonymous) and to a
Neopythagorean/Neoplatonic mediation (Proclus’ Latin fragment) of an allegedly

Speusippean doctrine.

A third option has recently been provided by Brisson,s2 who, abstaining from interpretation
of the gravely damaged lines related to Speusippus in the Palimpsest [FR. 61 IP1], attempted
a reconstruction of the doctrine by making use of the three texts (and contexts) together. His
analysis concludes that the origin for the criticism related to the smallness of the One is to
be found originally in Plotinus.ss Plotinus, in turn, would formulate a critique against an
interpretation of the Parmenides possibly preserved in an apocryphon, and allegedly

ascribed to Speusippus. Accordingly, Plotinus’ critique against the One conceived as a

50 Bechtle (2010a: 55) ‘That the nature of the One is only “one,” but not “being” in any sense (since this would
be in conflict with the One’s oneness and utter simplicity), implies that “not-being” may be taken to express
the same characteristic as “one.” Thus “not-being” does not attribute anything second to the One, like “being,”
but is identical to the utter simplicity that the One of the first deduction is supposed to have’.

51 See, e.g. Arist. Metaph. M7 1084b23-28.

52 Brisson (2010).

53 In particular: Plotinus, Enneads V1.9 [6], 1-8
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minimum on arithmetical, geometrical and even physical level and directed against a
negative interpretation of the One, is then taken up by some other Platonist, possibly Amelius
of Porphyry, author of the text preserved in the palimpsest, as well as by Damascius, who

criticises it in turn.

What I hope to have shown from this very compact outline is that interpretative decisions to
be made on late testimonia concerning Speusippus and Xenocrates are many and multi-
layered. However, what | find particularly problematic is (a) that they are also inter-
dependent and (b) that their compatibility ultimately depends on strong initial interpretative

assumptions.

Indeed, the main issue of disagreement, that, in turn, causes a ramification of different
interpretations, can ultimately be acknowledged in what kind of content we think we can get
out of Proclus’ fragment [FR. 62 IP1]. Scholars have identified at least four possible

readings:

- A sceptical reading: Speusippus is describing an absolute One, which is not even a
principle strictly speaking, and which is followed by a pair of opposed principles (the
Dyad). This account is preferred by people who believe the information to reach
Proclus via a Neopythagorean channelss (and possibly argue for a successive
Neoplatonic reading of the information) and who deny any information to be
ascribable to the historical Speusippus.

- A minimalistic reading: Speusippus is saying nothing more than the One, taken in
itself and without a second co-ordinated principle, cannot generate anything. This
reading can be:

o Positively maximised: Speusippus is offering the first interpretation of
Plato’s Parmenides, according to which the first One is absolute and over-
being, and which is later taken up by other Neoplatonists. On this account,
we need to antedate the first ‘Neoplatonic’ interpretations of the Parmenides
to the Early Academy, long before Moderatus.

o Or, it can be sceptically maximised: the interpretation is clearly transmitting
Neoplatonic material,ss and, once again, its content cannot be projected onto

Speusippus.

54 E.g., Taran (2001), who believes Proclus’ immediate source to be a Neoplatonist.
s5 E.g., Isnardi Parente (1984), who argues for a Neopythagorean transmission.
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As a consequence of what reading we will pick, we will determine whether Proclus’ passage
is compatible or incompatible with the criticism formulated by Damascius and the
anonymous Palimpsest. If we choose a compatible option, then we may say that Damascius
offers a negative reading of the positive one proposed by Proclus (i.e. the One is read as an
EMdyotov because it is not yet being, but that out of which being arises). Differently, if we
opt for an incompatible reading, then we may read Damascius’ and the Anonymous
Palimpsest’s critiques as arising out of Aristotle’s own criticism against Speusippus. Still, if
we opt for incompatible readings of the fragments, we would probably need to justify why
such incompatible readings all come from texts related to the interpretation of Plato’s

Parmenides and quote Speusippus by name.

Given the number of interpretative assumptions to be made on these texts, I believe that,
at least as a first stage of analysis, an interpretation of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines
which relies exclusively on Aristotle’s testimony is required. This decision is related not
only to the chronological proximity of Aristotle to the first scholars of the Academy. Indeed,
it is also fundamental in view of a contextualisation of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theories
which roots their understanding in the discussions taking place within and outside the

Academy, and which feature Aristotle as the crucial interlocutor.

Thus, the main projected outcome of this thesis will be to show a) that a fil rouge of such
discussions can be identified through the lines of Aristotle’s criticism against Speusippus
and Xenocrates; and b) that such a criticism exposes, specifically, Speusippus’ and
Xenocrates’ philosophical reasons for their tenets. In order to accomplish this purpose, it
will be impossible to discuss each fragment by comparing it to each and every singular
scholarly position which has been offered. This is for a very simple reason. As | hope to
have underlined, each and every one of the accounts discussed has been advanced according
to different methodological choices as well as purposes. In this respect, every discussion of
individual fragments is incapsulated within a broader framework of references and justified
or grounded into previously established assumptions which influence the arrangement of the
fragments themselves. To question one of these claims, usually implies questioning the

methodology as a whole, as well as peculiar assumptions it is based on.

Given this framework, through the application of a new methodology, this thesis aims to
provide a novel picture of the Academy under Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ direction, and
of the significance of the critical impulse Aristotle provided for the development of their

systems. If an appeal to later authors might be considered necessary in order to complement
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topics Aristotle makes no mention of (as, e.g. the soul for Speusippus), we must be aware
that such an appeal is potentially very misleading at the same time, precisely because it offers

no stable ground for their assessment.

A novel understanding of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ Platonic inheritance

And after Plato Speusippus, the son of Plato’s sister Potone,
succeeded to the School, then Xenocrates, and afterwards Polemon.
And these, it is said, began from his own hearth at once

to undo the teaching of Plato,

distorting what had been clear to the master

by introducing foreign doctrines,

so that you might expect the power of those marvellous dialogues
to be extinguished at no distant time,

and the transmission of the doctrines

to come to an end at once on the founder ’s death.s6

Before approaching the analysis of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ fragments, one last
aspect stands in need of justification: why is a new consideration of Speusippus’ and
Xenocrates’ Platonic inheritance needed?

The reason can be exemplified by Eusebius’ harsh judgement about the successors of
Plato, here reported in esergo. For what motivates Eusebius’ comment is precisely an
evaluation of Speusippus and Xenocrates which is based on their doctrinal continuity or
discontinuity with respect to Plato. What is more striking is that Eusebius’ judgement about
the first successors of Plato in the school still reflects the attitude embraced by most modern
scholars.s7 Indeed, the modern reception of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theories is mainly

through two opposed approaches:

a) By maximising the notion of continuity between the doctrines of Plato, those
of his successors and of later streams of Platonism. This approach has been brought
forward in different ways. On the one hand, Platonism has been identified in a set of
positions which are shared among all Platonists (see, e.g. Gerson 2013);s58 on the

other hand, the continuity between Plato and the Platonic tradition has been

s6 Euseb., Pr. ev., X1V, 13-14, transl. Gifford (1903).

57 See, e.g. Taran’s (1981: 21) comment about Speusippus’ conception of mathematical objects: ‘To begin
with, it appears that he remained enough of a Platonist to think that the objects of knowledge must be eternal
and unchangeable entities’, or the comment expressed by Field and Hornblower (2016) in the Oxford Classical
Dictionary entry on Xenocrates: ‘His philosophical contributions, so far as we can reconstruct them from the
scanty evidence, were less impressive. He seems, in general, to have attempted to reproduce Plato’s thought
in a stereotyped and formalized system, though on one or two points he probably preserved the correct tradition
of interpretation as against Aristotle’ (my emphasis).

58 Gerson (2013: 10): ‘The elements of UP according to my hypothesis are antimaterialism, antimechanism,
antinominalism, antirelativism, and antiskepticism’.
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considered rooted originally in Plato’s unwritten doctrines (see, e.g. the Tibingen
school).

b) By maximising the notion of discontinuity between the doctrines of Plato
and those of his successors. On this account, Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ Platonic
inheritance has been intertwined with that of later streams of Platonism. Speusippus’
doctrines have been interpreted as anticipating Neo-Platonism (see e.g. Krdamer 1964;
Bechtle 2010; Dillon 2010) and Xenocrates’ as foreshadowing Middle Platonism
(see, e.g. Dillon 2003). This way, their Platonic inheritance has been projected into

the future rather than in the past.

Both of these interpretative approaches are unsatisfactory because they are reductive. This
reductiveness does not account for (i) the historical originality of Early Academic doctrines
in their context of origin; (ii) the dialectical relationship they entertain with other thinkers
(first of all, Aristotle); (iii) how the doctrinal filiation with Plato should be understood; and
(iv) the specific and individual philosophical reasons which determined a doctrinal

discontinuity but do not imply a rejection of Plato’s legacy.

Within the framework | provide for this thesis, | hope to show that Speusippus’ and
Xenocrates’ doctrines did not sever their intimate connection with Plato at all. On the
contrary: their doctrinal derailments or recoveries can be better understood as the attempt,
from genuine Platonists, to defend at all costs their Platonic inheritance from Aristotle’s
attacks.

Note of clarification

Exclusion of other early witnesses

Given the methodological warnings expressed with respect to the evidence preserved by
late authors, one question yet remains to be answered: what motivates the exclusion of other
early and contemporary witnesses, most notably Theophrastus?

The exclusionss can be motivated by at least two reasons.

One reason is directly related to the content and weight that Theophrastus’ passages
preserve for the reconstruction of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ philosophy. First of all,
Theophrastus’ evidence concerning Speusippus and Xenocrates is extremely scant and

amounts to two passages only: frr. 71 and 87 IP. 60

59 Theophrastus’ passages are referred to in footnotes, but not directly analysed in the text.
60 = frr. 59 and 83 Taran. Fr. 87 IP Speusippus corresponds to fr. 20 IP Xenocrates.
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As for fr. 87 IP, it preserves content which can arguably fit either an ethical or
cosmological theory.s1 Given that both Taran and Isnardi Parente adopt an ethical
interpretation of the passage, I left aside the fragment as not relevant to the focus of this

thesis.

The second mention, fr. 71 IP Speusippus (= fr. 20 Xenocrates), features Speusippus and
Xenocrates together and is included both in the collection of Speusippus’ fragments and in
that of Xenocrates’. In the introductory lines, Theophrastus makes a general consideration
addressed to a large group of people.s2 After having described the generation of numbers,
solids and bodies, these people left aside a detailed treatment of everything else and did not
explain how these processes took place precisely. Then, Theophrastus comments that so did
Speusippus, but not Xenocrates, who is said to have placed everything around the cosmos.
Lastly, Theophrastus provides a list of items populating Xenocrates” world.

The passage has been the object of a lively dispute among scholars. In particular: it has
been discussed (i) whether the introductory lines can be read as a misinterpretation of Plato’s
doctrine;ss (ii) whether the second portion of text, which presents textual problems, is to be
included in the text or not; and (iii) if the list of items populating Xenocrates’ world can be
reconciled with other testimonia.e4 As to Speusippus, the core information we are preserved
with is that he appeared not to have explained generative processes in detail.es This
complaint is replicated by Aristotle, especially with respect to the production of numbers,
and this aspect is accounted for throughout the thesis. Accordingly, I did not consider the

analysis of Theophrastus’ fragment as adding much information.

As to the content related to Xenocrates and specifically addressing the items populating
his world, the passage preserves information which are at odds with Aristotle’s claim that
Xenocrates posited one nature for Forms and Numbers. This leads to a second reason for the
exclusion of the evidence preserved by Theophrastus, namely Theophrastus’ complex

doctrinal relationship with Aristotle. Although, fr. 71 IP appears to replicate the same

61 See Taran (1981: 444-449) and Isnardi Parente (1980: 294-297).

62 Theophrasus speaks of ‘many’ (oi moAAoi) as well as of ‘those who posited the One and the Indefinite Dyad’
(xaBdmep Kol ol 10 €v kal v adpioTov dvada TolobvTES).

63 As Cherniss, among others, concludes (1945: 25-59). Taran is more careful about the identification (1981:
381-382).

64 In particular, with Aristotle’s claim that Forms and Numbers are merged together (Frr. 26-28 IP Xenocrates)
and Sextus Empiricus’ tripartite division of the items populating Xenocrates’ world (F2 IP). On this issue, see
Horky (2013b), who provides an analysis of the above-mentioned passages in parallel and offers an explanation
for their correspondence.

65 See Taran (1981: 382): ‘“The comparison between him and the philosophers of 6a23-b5 is limited then to the
fact that also he failed to discuss in detail the derivation of things from the principles’.

Xviii



theoretical framework employed by Aristotle in his criticism of Speusippus’ episodic
system, Theophrastus’ doctrinal relationship with Aristotle cannot be reduced to a simple
repetition of Aristotle’s doctrines. Accordingly, an accurate analysis of the passage would
have required a thorough study of the relationship that Theophrastus’ Metaphysics entertain
with Aristotle’s, of its peculiar agenda and objectives, an analysis which would have let me

astray from the present purpose.

Similar considerations can be extended to the evidence preserved by the commentators
of Aristotle’s text and other middle authors (for which the sources and the processes of
transmission of the material are often not easily determinable conclusively), which,

accordingly, have been excluded from the present analysis.

Inclusion of other authors: Athenaeus and Proclus

Section 4.1 provides an analysis of the fragments preserved by Athenaeus and related to
Speusippus’ inquiry into the Similars. Although this decision may appear to conflict with
my methodological assumptions, the inclusion of the material can be motivated by the
following reasons. Aristotle’s testimonia concerning Speusippus’ inquiry into the sensibles
is limited to one passage only,ss analysed at the beginning of Chapter 4. As the material at
our disposal is extremely limited and compact, | believed it was necessary, in order to
strengthen the validity of the results obtained, to take into account additional material. And
since Athenaeus is the author preserving most of the information on the topic, I included his
fragments as part of my analysis. However, the aim of section 4.1 is not to obtain new
information about Speusippus’ enquiry into the sensibles, but, differently, to show that (i)
an analysis of Athenaeus’ fragments does not work against my hypothesis of an episodic
system for Speusippus; and that (ii) the fragments preserved by Athenaeus do not support
consistently the hypothesis of a link between Speusippus’ ontological levels, usually

individuated by scholars in the notion of 6pot6tnG.

A similar comment can be extended to sections 4.2 to 4.2.4, entirely dedicated to an
analysis of a fragment preserved by Proclus. Such sections are meant as a test of the results
obtained in the previous chapters against a source which appears to be independent of
Aristotle.e7 Accordingly, the aim of the sections is not to obtain new information about

Speusippus, but fo show that Proclus’s passage is compatible with the conclusions obtained.

66 Fr 80 IP.
67 At least insofar as the material appears to go back either to Phillip of Opus via Posidonius and Geminus, or
to Heraclides Ponticus.
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Aristotelian testimonia excluded from consideration

The thesis examines Aristotelian fragments which are identified as authentic by the two
collections of Isnardi Parente and Taran.es Given the focus on Aristotelian testimonia
concerning epistemological and metaphysical theories, ethical fragments,ss fragments listed
as belonging to authentic works,70 and fragments dealing with Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’
exegesis of the Timaeus,71 have been excluded from consideration. This thesis is not a critical
edition of Aristotle’s fragments concerning Speusippus and Xenocrates’ theories and does
not set completeness as its aim. A sufficient account of all Aristotelian passages preserving
information about Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ epistemology and metaphysics, in fact,
would have required a more generous treatment than what is generally allowed for a Ph.D.
thesis. However, specific justification for having left aside potentially relevant testimonia is

provided below:

Speusippus
- Fr. 38 IP (=Arist. A.Po, 1113, 97a6ff; = fr. 63a Taran) preserves polemical evidence
related to a thesis which claims that a thing can be known only if its relationships to
all other things are known (the information that the thesis is Speusippean is supplied
by commentators of the passage (see ffr. 39-47 IP), who unanimously point at
Speusippus as the author). The content of the passage is arguably related to
epistemology, and, given the focus of my thesis, may be taken to require specific
attention. However, the passage has been object of a lively dispute among scholars,72
who seriously disagree as to how the argument presented by Aristotle should be
understood. More specifically, the disagreement includes (i) the order of the claims
and their reciprocal philosophical cogency; and (ii) what claims are actually endorsed
by Speusippus and what are to be understood as Aristotle’s counterarguments. Given

the conspicuous dose of controversies at stake and the impossibility to supply other

68 Accordingly, dubious references (as frr. *68 IP (=Arist. Metaph. 13, 1054a20ff), *81 (= Arist. Metaph. N3,
1090b5ff = fr. 50 Taran), and *98 IP (=Arist. De an. 12, 404b 18ff) and *146a IP (=Arist. De part. Anim. 12,
624b4-20 = fr. 67 Taran)), and/or Speusippean fragments which are not acknowledged as authentic by both
Isnardi Parente and Taran (frr. 68 IP and 110 IP) will be excluded from consideration.

69 Speusippus: frr. 108 (=Arist. EN, VII 13, 1153b1ff = fr. 80a Taran); 109 (=Arist. EN, X 2, 1173aff = fr. 81a
Taran); 110 IP (=Arist. Metaph. | 6, 1056a30ff). Xenocrates: frr. 154 (Aris. Top. 116, 112a32-37) and 158
(Arist. Top. VII1, 152a 5-12; 25-30) IP1. | considered also frr. 3 IP1 (=Arist. Top. V13, 141a), dealing with
Xenocrates’ definition of wisdom, and 13 IP1 (=Arist. EE 18, 1218a 24-8), where Aristotle reports that for
Xenocrates the One is considered to be (the) Good because numbers yield to it, to belong to the ethical section.
70 Speusippus: frr. 118-122 (= frr. 3, 4, 5a, 5b, 28 Taran); 147-159 IP (= frr. 1a, 1b, 2, 83, 87b, 86 Taran; frr.
149, 150, 153, 156-159 IP are discussed but not included as fragments by Taran); Xenocrates: frr. 177-186 IP.
71 Fr. 94 IP (=Arist. De cael. 1 10, 279b32-290a 3, 280a 7-8 = Xenocrates fr. 73 IP).

72 Just to mention some: Barnes (1994: 245-247); Falcon (2000); Dillon (2003: 79-80), Burnyeat (1990 ad loc).
For more detailed information about the scholarly dispute, see, infra, footnotes 361 and 363.
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Aristotelian material on the topic, an appropriate assessment of the passage would
have required inclusion of passages preserved by other witnesses (the Anonymous
commentator of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, lohannes Philoponus; Eustratius;
Simplicius). However, this practice would have contravened the methodological
principles of this thesis and, accordingly, | decided to postpone the discussion to a
different context.

- Fr. 85 IP (=Arist. Top., | 18, 108b23ff = fr. 65 Taran) also discusses issues related to
definition and specifically mentions a theory of similarity which both Isnardi Parente
and Taran accept as a reference to Speusippus. However, the passage is also
mentioned in Huffman’s collection of Archytas’ fragments,73 where it is analysed in
close connection with fr. A22 Huffman and acknowledged as a reference to Archytas.
In both fr. 22A Huffmann, where Archytas is explicitly mentioned, and fr. 85 IP, the
example of stillness in the air (vnvepia) occurs. Although Huffmann realises the
difference between the two contexts, he nonetheless takes both passages to refer to
Archytas. Accordingly, as the attribution is not confirmed conclusively, | decided to
consider the fragment as dubious and excluded the passage from the present analysis.

- Fr.63 IP (=Arist. EN 1 4, 1096b5ff) states that Speusippus followed the Pythagoreans
in placing the One in the series of the goods. | excluded the passage from those
considered because | believe the discussion to belong to an ethical context. If
otherwise, the passage would be incompatible with other (well attested) metaphysical
fragments preserved by Aristotle, where it is said that Speusippus refused to
characterise the One as (the) good. A similar consideration can be extended to fr. 67
IP (=Arist. A.Po 116, 92a20ff = fr. 82 Taran) which has been identified as Speusippean
and related to ethical doctrines by Cherniss.74

- Frr. 64 (=Arist. Metaph. N4, 1091b30ff = fr. 45a Taran), 66 (=Arist. Metaph. A 10,
1075a31ff = fr. 46a Taran), 82 (=Arist. Metaph. N5, 1092a35ff = fr. 38 Taran), 82a
(=Arist. Metaph. M1, 1087b6 = fr. 39 Taran) IP, preserve information related to the
names Academic authors attributed to primary principles, and to some of their
characteristics, e.g. divisibility/indivisibility, etc. (frr. 64 and 66 — dealing with the
thesis that if the One were to be characterised as ‘good’, the second principle would
consequently be characterised as ‘bad’ — are briefly referred to in the thesis but do not
receive separate consideration). The reason for excluding this group of passages from
the thesis is related to the context they are preserved in. In the passages Platonists are

grouped together and an adequate distinction and attribution of their theses is not

73 Huffmann (2005: 499-503).
74 Cherniss (1945: 36-38).
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always achievable. To give an example, passages where Speusippus is identified by
scholars provide at least two different formulations of his second principle (mAffog
in frr. 64, 82 and 82a IP (which is less than one line and only reports the alleged
Speusippean formulation); td. ToALG in fr. 66), which appear to depend on the contexts
of Aristotle’s refutations.

- Fr. 92 IP (=Arist. Metaph. N5, 1092al17ff = fr. 53 Taran), where Aristotle charges
Speusippus for having generated place together with mathematical objects. The
fragment is the only passage where Aristotle makes a reference to place with respect
to Speusippus’ doctrine. Considering that an adequate assessment of the passage
would have required consideration of Aristotle’s criticism of Plato’s receptacle (as,
e.g. in Phys. 209b16-17; 212a1-2), where Aristotle accuses Plato of having confused
matter with space, | postponed the analysis of the fragment to a different context.

Xenocrates

- Fr. 25 IP (=Arist. Metaph. Z11, 1036b 12-7) preserves two different positions
concerning the line, which have been attributed by scholars to Plato and Xenocrates
respectively. However, scholars strongly disagree as to (i) the right grammatical
construction of the sentence; (ii) its translation; (iii) the web of references that, in turn,
justify the identification of Plato or Xenocrates behind the Aristotelian sentences.7s
Given the many decisive elements that an appropriate evaluation of the text would
have required for the assessment, the passage is not fully discussed in the text, but
only referred to in the footnotes.

- Fr.411P (=Arist. Metaph. B 3, 998b30- 999a14) addresses the issue of the relationship
between genus and species in Xenocrates’ system. Whether the reference in the text
addresses Xenocrates or not, and what portion of text should be understood as actually
reporting his thesis is a hotly debated issue.7e Accordingly, | considered the reference
as dubious, and postponed its discussion to a different context.

- Fr. 44 (Arist. Phys. V12, 233b 15-7) preserves a general comment Aristotle makes
about the impossibility for indivisible magnitudes of any kind to exist; fr. 46 IP (Arist.
Phys. 13 187al-3) reports of an argument £k TG dtyotopiog’ according to which there
are indivisible magnitudes. | excluded these passages from my analysis because the

75 See, e.g. Ross (1924: 201-202), Cherniss (1945: 567ff), Saffrey (1971: 32ff), Cherniss (1971: 44 ff), Isnardi
Parente (2012: 263-264).
76 More information on scholarly disagreements can be found in Berti (2009: 128-129).
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former only reports a very general claim which is not further qualified by Aristotle,

while the latter is not clearly referred to Xenocrates.77

All other fragments, if not fully discussed in the text are at least referred to in the footnotes.

Outline of the thesis

My thesis will be divided into two sections: the first section (Chapters 1-5) will focus on
Speusippus, and the second section (Chapters 6-7) will focus on Xenocrates.

The overall goal of the first section is to expose Speusippus’ rationale for an episodic
system. To this aim, Chapter 1 will analyse the fragments which provide general information
about the structure of Speusippus’ world and the items populating it. Such an analysis will
provide (a) the general framework for my interpretation of Speusippus; and (b) a justification
for the thematic arrangement of the following chapters. Chapter 2 will be dedicated to an
investigation of Speusippus’ claim about the absence of Good in the principles. | will argue
that the claim can be understood as a direct response to the Platonic problem of participation,
and as an attempt to fix Plato’s difficulties by means of a first intervention in the system;
sensibles will not need to rely onto causal or paradigmatic causes for their understanding,
but will require a different and separate kind of enquiry. Chapter 3 will be dedicated to the
analysis of mathematical objects, so as to show that the mathematical realm presents a
second intervention into the system. | will argue that Speusippus’ decision to avoid
characterising mathematical objects as paradigmatic and efficient causes aims to preserve
the possibility that mathematical and geometrical practices can be differentiated and are
independent from other kinds of enquiry. Chapter 4 will take into account Speusippus’
inquiry into the sensibles. In order to offer a broader perspective of Speusippus’
epistemology, the last section of Chapter 4 will examine a passage of Proclus’ Commentary
on the First Book of Euclid Elements. This last section is meant to test the depiction of
Speusippus | have provided in the previous chapters against a source which appears to be
independent from Aristotle. Lastly, Chapter 5 will attempt to summarise the information
about primary principles obtained throughout the thesis to explain why they are conceived
of as unqualified.

Section II, on Xenocrates, will show that Aristotle’s criticism of the episodicity of
Speusippus’ world is well understood by Xenocrates. | will argue that Xenocrates accounts

for the ontological continuity of his system by means of structural similarities between the

77 See Isnardi Parente (2012: 275-276). In the revised collection of Xenocrates’ fragments, no asterisks are
used in order to mark dubious references. However, where Isnardi Parente is not sure about the attribution is
made clear in the commentary.
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items populating it. To this purpose, the section will be organised into two chapters: Chapter
6 will investigate the significance and meaning of the formula pia Vol employed by
Avristotle when explaining Xenocrates’ conflation of numbers with Forms. An analysis of
Aristotle’s formula will reveal that a) it can be understood as including not only numbers,
but geometrical objects as well; and b) that the pio pOo1g of mathematical and geometrical
objects with Forms can be further illuminated by Xenocrates’ claim that parts are prior to
their wholes. Indeed, Form-Numbers and what | will call ‘ldeal-Geometricals’ do share a
similar ontological structure, aimed at accounting for their continuity as well as for a gradual
deployment of reality. Within the perspective of a continuous consideration of the world,
Chapter 7 will investigate Xenocrates’ definition of the soul as a ‘self-moving number’.
Through an analysis of Aristotle’s references to Xenocrates’ definition, | will argue that in
order for sensible objects to be explained in continuity with the rest of the system, a third
condition is needed: movement. Additionally, I shall claim that the appeal to the notion of
number rather than to geometry in the definition of the soul is meant to avoid a physical
consideration of the soul. The overall goal of the section is to show that Xenocrates’ main
purpose is to maintain an ontological continuity in his system. For the gradual deployment
of his reality is explained by adding specific conditions at each ontological level. In this
respect, Xenocrates (i) shows a profound understanding of Aristotle’s criticism against
Speusippus’ world and (ii) works with shared assumptions of Aristotle himself, as the
differentiation of wholes into ndv and 6Aov highlights. The overall picture of the two sections
is that of a continuous and fruitful discussion taking place inside the Academy, with
Speusippus and Xenocrates effectively engaging with Aristotle’s critiques in the attempt to
preserve Platonist doctrines which show coherence at a broader level. The central difference
between Speusippus and Xenocrates’ approaches is to be identified in their respective
interests, which determine the arrangement of their worlds. On the one hand, Speusippus’
doctrines expose the worry of ensuring and maintaining independent inquiries, and,
therefore, are oriented predominantly by epistemological concerns; on the other hand,
Xenocrates’ system is governed by an ontological commitment. Indeed, the possibility for
the soul to know seems to be granted on the basis of an ontologically justified deployment
of his ontology, which accounts for the continuity (and differences) of each ontological level

on the basis of their similar ontological structures.
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Section I: Speusippus



CHAPTER ONE:
SPEUSIPPUS’ PHILOSOPHY: A GENERAL FRAMEWORK

In order to begin our investigation of the Aristotelian testimonia on Speusippus, it is
important, as a first step, to cover some basic issues. Indeed, in any assessment of
fragmentary material, the choice of the first fragments to be analysed is obviously crucial,
as it works as a predisposition of the following analyses. This chapter is meant to be an
analysis of those fragments which preserve an overall presentation of Speusippus’ structure
of reality and of his philosophical commitments (namely, frr. 48, 86, 52, 77 1P1) and can
therefore provide us with the general coordinates to begin our inquiry. In particular, section
1.1 will deal with Speusippus’ structure of the world as described by Aristotle in Metaphysics
Z2, in the attempt to identify the layers composing Speusippus’ structure of reality; section
1.2 will concentrate on how these layers relate to one another and section 1.3 will focus on
Speusippus’ rejection of the Forms. The choice for this arrangement is motivated by three
reasons: first of all, the fragments under analysis in these sections can be considered as
somehow isolated and do not require an appeal to other fragments for their understanding.
In this respect, dealing with these fragments at the beginning of my inquiry has a clear
methodological advantage; they can more easily work as the basis to support an
interpretation of Speusippus’ theories which does not rely on a circular method, or on strong
initial hermeneutical assumptions. Secondly, these fragments preserve crucial information
about Speusippus’ philosophical commitments in general. The arrangement of a
discontinuous system, together with the choice to reject the Forms, provides us with
compelling evidence about Speusippus’ philosophical assumptions and about the overall
framework of his theories. Lastly, the selection of these introductory fragments has the
advantage of including one of the two extant Aristotelian fragments which actually addresses
Speusippus by name.7s Accordingly, these assumptions will constitute the foundational
points for my enquiry and will serve as general frame for the analysis of more particular

issues.

1.1 Aristotle’s list of ovoion (fr. 48)
The first requirement for an understanding of Speusippus’ theories is to grasp his overall

conception of reality. Accordingly, this section is conceived as an introduction to

7e My analysis of the second fragment, fr. 53 IP1, will represent the core of the next Chapter.
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Speusippus’ ontological commitments, through an analysis of the description Aristotle gives
of them in Metaphysics Z2. Given this purpose, book Z of the Metaphysics, where Aristotle
conducts his enquiry about substance,79 obviously represents a crucial text. It is in Chapter
2,80 in fact, that the first direct mention of Speusippus occurs. The context is that of the
introductory chapters of book Z (1-3), where Aristotle reviews the opinions of his
predecessors and outlines the fundamental questions about ovcio. which will guide his

analysis further. Accordingly, the passage reads as follows:

[FR. 48] &t mopd To aicOntdl oi pév odk ofovrar eivar 003&v Totodtov, oi 88 mhein koi pdAlov
dvta aidio, Gomep IIAatov Té Te €idn Kai To padnuotucd dvo ovociac, tpitnv 8¢ TV TdV
aicOnTtdv copdtov ovciav, Trevcunog 6¢ kol TAeiovg ovoiag Gmo Tod £vog dp&apevoc, Kol
apyoc Exdotng ovoiog, GAANY Uev apOu®dy dAANY & peyebdv, Emerta yoyic: Kol ToUTOV O
TOV TPOTOV EMEKTEIVEL TAG 0VGING.

Further, some do not think there is anything such as this (viz. substance) beyond sensible
things, while some others think there are eternal substances which are more in number and
more real, e.g., Plato posited two kinds of substance — the Forms and the objects of
mathematics — as well as a third kind, i.e. the substance of sensible bodies. And Speusippus
posited still more kinds of substances, beginning with the One, and principles for each kind of
substance, one for numbers, another for spatial magnitudes, and then another for soul; and in
this way, he multiplies the kinds of substances.s1

This fragment preserves crucial evidence related to Speusippus’ ontological
commitments. As is customary, before arranging his own discussion of the topic, Aristotle
starts the enquiry by examining the various opinions of his predecessors: it is in this context
that Plato and Speusippus are mentioned. Leaving aside for a moment the obvious
difficulties that the subject of Aristotle’s enquiry itself raises, not to mention the terminology
of substance used by Aristotle throughout the text, the passage preserves important
information about Speusippus’ structure and organization of reality: Speusippus appears to
have posited even more ovciot than Plato did and to have established different kinds of
principles for each of them. If the content appears to be fairly clear at a first glance, it is
worth examining the broader context of Z2 in which it is placed, so to be sure to understand

Speusippus’ position as in relation to those of Plato and Avristotle.

79 As to the aim of book Z specifically, interpreters disagree. In particular, Menn (2011) has recently questioned
the answer provided by both Burnyeat (2001) and Frede and Patzig’s commentary (1988), which relied on the
assumption that the discussion of Z is arranged according to an investigation of the criteria and candidates for
substances. By contrast, Menn argues that Z offers a critical investigation mepl apy®v. As he explains elsewhere
(unpublished, Ta: 9): ‘Z is looking for dpyai and it is looking for the dpyai as one particular kind of cause,
namely as a cause of being in one particular sense’.

go It is obviously impossible, in this context, to cover extensively the scholarly debate related to Aristotle’s
conception of odoia in book Z of Metaphysics and how it relates to other Aristotelian texts. For a general
overview of book Z, see Frede and Patzig (1988), Bostock (1994), Burnyeat (2001) and Lewis (2013). For a
critical overview of scholarly positions on the arrangement of book Z of the Metaphysics, see Menn (2011).
81 Arist., Metaph. Z2, 1028b18-24, transl. Ross modified.
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At the beginning of Z2,s2 Aristotle says that ‘substance is thought to belong most
obviously to bodies’.s3 Accordingly, he lists candidates generally thought to be substances:
animals, plants and their parts; natural elements and things that are composed by these; the
heaven and its parts. Nonetheless, a comprehensive analysis still needs to address whether
these things alone are substances; if all of them are, or only some; and if there are more
things that need to be added to the list.s4 Indeed, some philosophers are said to believe that
the ‘limits of body, i.e. surface, line, point and unit’ss are substances as well, and more so
than the body or the solid. It is at this point that the passage begins, and that problems arise.

Aristotle states:

&1L mapd To oioOnTd oi uév ovk ofovrar etvor 0¥OEV TolodToV, 01 8¢ TAein Kai udAAoOV
dvto didw [...].

Further, some do not think there is anything substantial beyond sensible things, but
others think there are eternal substances which are more in number and are more real.ss

This first sentence presents two groups of people: (a) ot pév and (b) oi 8¢. The first group
(a) seems to be clearly defined: those people who believe that, beyond the sensibles, no
substances can be found. On the contrary, the second group (b), which includes Plato and
Speusippus, is not as clearly delineated, as there are some grammatical ambiguities related
to pnaAlov, placed in an equivocal position. Indeed, the comparative adverb can be either
taken to refer to 6vta (uaAlov dvta) or considered together with mieim (rheio koi paAlov,

dvta aidia). Accordingly, Aristotle might be saying that:

(b.1): ‘but some others (believe that there are) eternal substances which are greater in

number and are more real’.s7

g2 Although the scholarly debate about book Z is very lively, chapter 2 of book Z is usually overlooked by
scholars, who often treat the chapter as a mere report of previous views on substance, aimed at introducing the
possibility of the existence of non-sensible substances. Indeed, references to Z2 in scholarly debates are almost
restricted to pointing out the two different questions asked by sections Z1-3, namely, with Menn’s words
(unpublished, Ia: 9): (a) ‘what ovoio are there?’, (b) ‘what is the ovcia of a given thing’. Moreover, as it is
Z3 that mainly sets the agenda for the rest of book Z, scholarly accounts generally overpass Z2 quickly. As an
example, except for Frede and Patzig’s commentary (1988: 26-32) and Menn’s chapters (unpublished, Ila),
which fairly discuss the section, Burnyeat (2001: 13-14) and Bostock (1994: 69-70) dedicate to it only two
pages of their books, while Lewis only a few lines (2013: 16).

83 Arist., Metaph. Z2 1028b8-9 ‘dokel 8° 1 ovoia vLapyew ovepmdTOTo PEV TOlg omdpacty’, transl. Ross.

84 lvi, 1028b13-14.

85 lvi, 1028b16-17, transl. Ross.

86 lvi, 1028b18-19, transl. Ross slightly modified.

87 Following Ross’ translation. Ross (1924: 164) offers another option for the translation which is closer to b.2
(“entities more in number and more truly substances, being eternal’) but concludes this one is preferable.
Tricot’s French translation of the Metaphysics (1953: 351) goes in the same direction, as well as Isnardi
Parente’s (1980: 153-154) and Reale’s (1993: 291), although Reale alone clarifies the second term of
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(b.2): ‘while others think that there are several [Kinds of ovoia beyond the sensibles],
and that they are more so [i.e. are ovcion to a higher degree than the sensibles], since

they are eternal’.ss

These options present two main interpretive approaches to be discussed here. On the one
hand, translation (b.1) relies on a substantivation of the adjective &iSwa. However, the
adjective is not preceded by an article in the text. On the other hand, translation (b.2)
implicitly supplies a towadta in order for the reading to be possible. As a result, in translation
(b.1) porrov determines Gvta: others believe that there are eternal substances, which are
beings to a higher degree; by contrast, in translation (b.2) pdAlov, together with mieio,
qualify the implicit towdta: others believe that there are several (viz. things of this sort) and

that they are more so (viz. of this sort), because they are eternal.

| tend to prefer option (b.2) for the following interpretative reasons.

The meaning of (b.1) seems to suggest a strong contrast with group (a). The first group
of people believes that no substances can be found beyond sensible bodies, while the second
group believes in the existence of non-sensible substances, which are more in number and
more real. Therefore, the two groups seem to be mutually exclusive: the first group believes
that only sensibles can be substances (as there is nothing of such a sort, toiodtov, beyond
them), while the second group holds that only non-sensible things can be considered
substances. Indeed, even though the two comparatives do not necessarily entail mutual
exclusiveness, they nonetheless establish the superiority of eternal substances over sensible

ones in terms of being and number, thus making the contrast tenable anyway.

comparison of mkeiw. Accordingly, in Reale’s translation eternal substances are more numerous ‘delle (sc.
sostanze) sensibili’, i.e. than sensible substances. In a later volume dedicated to the Metaphysics and the first
philosophy of Aristotle, Reale (2008: 183) quotes the passage and gives a translation very close to (b.2).
Nevertheless, as the volume is not intended as systematic translation of Metaphysics, | will refer to his earlier
translation as the standard one.

88 Following Menn’s translation (unpublished, Ila: 24). Bostock (2001: 2) follows the same interpretive
direction, as do Frede and Patzig (1988: 63). For the sake of completeness, | should mention that, in their
commentary, Frede and Patzig, (1988: 31-32) distinguish as many as three possible translations of the sentence.
Indeed, they propose two different options of punctuation that open to three interpretive directions. Transl. 1
and 2 are derived by inserting a comma after dvta (i.e. ol 8¢ mheio kai pdiilov dvta, Gidia); transl. 3 is obtained
by inserting a comma after pdiAdov (i.e. ol 8¢ mieio Kol pddiov, dvta &idia); While transl. 3, which is preferred
over the others, coincides with (b.2), the two others deserve a quick comment. Transl. 1 corresponds to Ross’
translation (b.1), even though I do not see the need of a comma after dvta in order to make the reading possible.
The translation is rejected on the basis of Metaph. 1028b17 and 21, which suggest that what is stake in the
passage is a degree in terms of substantiality, and not in terms of being. Also, transl. 2, derived from the same
punctuation, differs from transl. 3 (that is the same as b.2) only in the punctuation chosen for the Greek. Both
translations are refused because the reading of S alone, isolated by the punctuation they proposed, creates
problems. Accordingly, I don’t see the need for a third interpretive option as they do.
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This interpretation, however, may face an initial complication: a comparison in terms of
degree of being (i.e. eternal substances are more real than sensible ones) would not make
much sense in a Platonic context, where a strong polarity between sensibles and Forms can
be detected. Indeed, a comparison presented in terms of degree of being would dissolve the
antithesis between Forms, essences in the full sense, and sensibles, which ontologically
depend on the latter, establishing some sort of ontological hierarchy that is not explicitly
exhibited in the Platonic dialogues.ss Yet, the comparison does indicate a controversial point
in Plato’s ontology, as the relationship between sensibles and Forms never receives an
exhaustive account and, from an Aristotelian perspective, might be subject to this
interpretation. Despite this option, bringing in the discussion elements which are extraneous
to the context of Z2 and to Aristotle’s own interpretation may not be legitimate from a
methodological point of view. In the end, in Z2 Aristotle maintains that Plato established
three kinds of ovoia: the Forms, the objects of mathematics and the substance of sensible

bodies. Given this framework, a comparison in terms of being would still hold.

But the appropriateness of the comparison in terms of degrees of being can also be
questioned with respect to the internal coherence of Z2. As Frede and Patzig observe in their
commentary,so also the lines immediately preceding our passages: suggest that what is at
stake here is not a degree of being but, rather, a degree of substantiality. Indeed, in 1028b
16-17 Atristotle says that, for some people, ‘td t0d cmduotog népata, [...], elvar odoio, kKai
pariov ij 10 cdpo kol to otepedv’, namely, that the limits of the body are odoiaz, and even
more so than the body and the solid. Therefore, it would be more reasonable that the same
comparison is here at stake: it is not that non-sensible obciot are considered to be more real
than sensibles, but, rather, they are considered to be ovoiar qua substance to a higher degree.
In this respect, | agree with Menns2 that lines 1028b 18-19 also refer back to the fifth aporia
of book B;e3 in that circumstance, the question raised was ‘whether we should say that there
are only the sensible ovciat, or also others besides these, and whether [these others] are all

of the same kind or are several genera of ovoiou, [as claimed by] those who say that there

89 For a recent study of the notion of oboia in the Platonic dialogues (and, in particular, in the Theaetetus,
Republic and Parmenides), see Ferrari (2017). Ferrari argues that oboia in the dialogues expresses two different
notions of separation: (a) ‘simple separation’ of the Form qua Form, peculiar to every Form as distinguished
from particulars; and (b) ‘peculiar separation’ of each Form from other Forms, which constitutes its peculiar
essence. For a comprehensive discussion of the term until Aristotle’s technical use, see Motte-Somerville
(2008).

90 Frede-Patzig (1988: 31).

91 Arist., Metaph. Z2 1028b 17.

92 Menn (unpublished, ITa:: 18) and Reale (2008: 183-184).

93 See Arist., Metaph. B 997a 34-b3.
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are the Forms and also the intermediates, which they say the mathematical sciences are

about’.94

Accordingly, | take the meaning of (b.2) to be closer to Aristotle’s intentions in Z2 and
to face fewer interpretative problems. If (b.1) somehow established two mutually exclusive
groups or a comparison played by degrees of being, I believe that (b.2) opens the path to a
more continuous understanding of the two groups. While the first group (a) denies the
possibility of finding obciat beyond sensible bodies, the second group (b) would believe in
the existence of many kinds of ovciat beyond sensible bodies. This way, the second group:
believes in the existence of different kinds of odcion beyond sensible bodies; establishes
degrees of substantiality among those ovciat; and considers substances beyond bodies to be
ovoio to a higher degree than the sensibles due to their eternity. Also, this interpretation
does not exclude the possibility that the second group considers sensibles to be ovoiot as
well. Indeed, the examples given by Aristotle seem to suggest exactly this: Plato is said to
have established two kinds of ovcion (i.e. Forms and mathematicals), together with a third
kind, that of sensible bodies; and Speusippus believed in the existence of even more
substances. Provided that the Aristotelian description might not give a fair description of
Plato’s commitments,ss the account seems to be much more generous in relation to

Speusippus: apparently, for him, sensibles were to be considered substancesss as well.s7

94 Menn (unpublished, Ila: 18). And, in fact, Menn takes the miei® in Z2 to also mean several [genera],
unpublished, Ila: 18 n. 29). Also Ross (1924b: 163) acknowledges that mieim can be taken to mean both (i)
‘more numerous than sensible substances’and (ii) ‘more than one kind’, but he prefers option (i).

95 For sure with respect to sensible bodies, while the question about mathematicals as intermediates can be left
open. See, e.g., the critique Reale addresses against Annas in Annas (1992: 14-15). For Reale, Annas is too
reluctant to attribute Plato the theory of intermediates; Annas denies that such a theory can be found in the
dialogues, but she is open to the possibility that it was part of Plato’s exoteric teaching. On a more general
level, this aspect may consistute a problem for my interpretation: if Aristotle’s depiction of Plato’s obciot can
be considered unfair, the same can be said of Speusippus’. However, Aristotle’s interpretation of Plato’s ovciot
can be defended via a reference to Plato’s dialogues, where the term is not used with technical nuance. See,
e.g., Delcomminette’s conclusion (2008a: 111) about the usage of the term in the Republic: ‘Nous avons essayé
de montrer qu’«étre» était toujours a prendre dans ce dialogue (viz. the Republic) au sens d’étre quelque chose,
c’est-a-dire d’étre déterminé d’une certaine fagon. Cette détermination peut étre ou non parfaite (my
emphasis); mais I’ovcia par excellence est ce qui est parfaittement déterminé [...]. Prise dans sa totalité, elle
constitue donc 1’objet propre du désir du philosophe, en ce qu’elle correspond au mode d’étre qui seul peut
procurer & celui-ci la connaissance a laquelle il tend. Mais odoia peut également désigner 1'étre d'une chose
particuliere (my emphasis), auquel cas ce terme renvoie plutdt au contenu de la détermination de la chose,
c’est-a-dire a ce qu’elle est son essence’. For similar conclusions on the Theaetetus, see Delcomminette (2008b:
142); on the Sophist, Collette-Duci¢ (2008: 158); on the Statesman, Delcomminette (2008c: 163); on the
Philebus, where the term is taken to be close to Aristotle’s employment, Van Riel (2008: 173-174).

96 At least in Aristotle’s perspective.

97 Regardless of whether this nuance can be correctly attributed to Aristotle’s passage or not, a parenthesis
related to the meaning and usage of the term ovoia is required. Indeed, a precise definition of the term, together
with a discussion of its meaning, significance, and reference, can only be found in Aristotle and cannot be
attested with certainty for Speusippus. Moreover, as the term appears precisely in book Z of the Metaphysics,
dedicated to an enquiry about substance, it is safer to consider it as a properly Aristotelian framework in which
Speusippus’ system is presented, rather than Speusippus’ own terminology. Conversely, what we can conclude
from our analysis is that, if Speusippus did indeed employ this term, his conception of odcia would likely be
closer to the Aristotelian than to the Platonic notion, or, at least, of wider application than that of his master.
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Accordingly, Aristotle’s description of previous philosophers’ ontology in [FR. 48] refers
to two groups of people: the first group (a) believes that substances can be found only among
sensible bodies; the second group (b) which includes Speusippus, believes in the existence
of different kinds of ovoiat, including the sensibles, as arranged according to different
degrees of substantiality.ss To put it in another way, Speusippus belongs to that group whose
arrangement of the world features different ontological levels. With this in mind, we can

examine the following lines of Aristotle’s report more thoroughly.

Yrevoumnog 8¢ kol mheiovg ovciag dmd Tod £vog dpbuevoc, Kol dpyag EKAotng ovoiog
ANV pev apdudv, GAANY 8¢ peyebdv, Ererta yoyic.

Speusippus posited still more kinds of substances, beginning with the One, and positing
principles for each kind of substance, one for numbers, another for spatial magnitudes,
and then another for soul.

Aristotle adds that, beside the sensibles (mapa ta aicOntd), Speusippus established the
existence of many ovoion —and, along with these, of correspondent principles —among which
he lists numbers first, next magnitudes, and then soul. Moreover, as Speusippus is credited
with establishing even more substances than Plato, who is already ascribed three different
kinds of ovciot, namely Forms, mathematicals and sensibles, we might think that we should

include those substances in the list as well.

Accordingly:
Aristotle’s list of ovoion:
Plato TaL €10M TO Lo uoTIKd 1 ovoia TV aicOntdv
coudTov
Speusippus 1 ovcio. | 1 ovolaTdV | 1) ovoia
(10 €v)a9 TRV ueyebdv TG Yuyng

(Contra, see Cattanei 1996: 152-153, who argues that Speusippus’ theory increases Plato’s theory ‘della
sostanza soprasensibile’ in terms of principles, while reducing it in terms of genera). Indeed, an inclusive
conception of substances that encompasses sensible bodies within its definition squares both with the rejection
of Plato’s Forms and with the fact that the inquiry into the sensibles constituted a considerable part of
Speusippus’ research. However, a second option is also possible. Mansfeld and others (1990: esp. 52-61) have
shown that previous to Aristotle there was a tradition of classifying philosophers’ views on the basis of the
6vta they established, a tradition that both Plato and Aristotle used in order to make their classifications (on
this, see also Menn 2012: 206-207). Accordingly, another possibility would be to consider the term obdoia
Aristotle uses here as a superimposition of his terminology onto a classification of dvta Speusippus did actually
establish.

98 As highlighted in the previous footnote (n. 78), we must keep in mind that the language of substantiality may
or may not represent a helpful tool when thinking about Speusippus, who might have thought of his
arrangements of the components of the world otherwise. In order to facilitate the reading, however, | will keep
using this formulation throughout this section. Indeed, on the one hand, the framework for Speusippus’ theories
is provided by Aristotle, and, in this regard, the formulation is faithful; on the other hand, the formulation is
still helpful for thinking of an internal order of the arrangement, which, although phrased by Aristotle in terms
of substantiality, might reveal a different but compatible rationale for it.

99 It is unclear whether 16 &v needs to be included or excluded from Aristotle’s list of ovoiot. The reasons for
such doubts will be clarified in the next paragraph.
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| | | apopav | | | (t& aicOnTé)100

From a comparison of Aristotle’s lists of Plato’s and Speusippus’ ovciat, one more aspect
emerges: Aristotle seems to intend Speusippus’ multiplication of the ovoiot as a
multiplication of the kinds of odcia. It is not that, in comparison with Plato, Speusippus takes
into account more of the world. Rather, Speusippus posited even more ovcion because he
further subdivided in kinds some of the ovoiow Plato established.i01 And such a reading
seems to be confirmed by parallels with other Aristotelian passages in book B.102 Thus, a
gradual structure of reality starts to be delineated; at the top we find primary principles,103
followed by numbers, magnitudes, soul, and probably, as we have just seen, sensibles at last.
And for each ovoia, specific principles. Therefore, Aristotle’s testimony provides us with
considerable information about the elements composing the various levels of Speusippus’
world. Despite the apparent clarity of the content, though, a second glance reveals more

challenges.

Primary principles

First of all, the passage raises an obvious question about principles in general, and, more
specifically, about primary ones: the One (10 €v) and Plurality (10 mAf00c). Are primary
principles to be considered in the same manner as the other substances listed or not? The

Greek formulation, ‘Xnevcutnog 6¢ kol mieiovg ovoiag Gmd To €vog ap&hpevog’ seems to

100 Aristotle appears to now take for granted that there are sensible ovoiat. On this aspect, see Menn
(unpublished, ITa: 18).

101 My chart converges completely with Gaiser’s scheme (1998: 227). For a different interpretation of the kinds
in Speusippus’ system and a discussion of previous scholarly hypotheses, see Tarrant (1974: 144 specifically).
In particular, Tarrant discusses the positions of Merlan and Krdmer and offers his own interpretative solution
on the basis of a comparison of Speusippus’ oboion with the hypotheses of Plato’s Parmenides. On the basis
of Aristotle’s passage, Kramer identifies four kinds (as I do in the scheme) + the primary principle (which,
however, he lists among the ovoiot). Differently, Merlan recognises five different kinds (the chart diverges
from mine only insofar as two kinds of bodily ovciot are accounted for), with the soul in the middle. The reason
for the postulation of two bodily ovciou (i.e., body-inferior bodily entities) responds to the need to account for
a puzzling passage of Theophrastus (fr. 71 IP1), in which 6 tipiov is said to be at ‘centre of being’ (mepi v
100 pécov yopav) with the extremes on either side T 8’ dkpa Exatépwbev)’ Tarrant (1974: 133). Tarrant’s own
scheme is very close to Merlan’s, although it is more detailed in providing material principles for each kind,
as well as attributes. Although both Merlan and Tarrant rely heavily on lamblichus’ DCMS (fr. 72 IP1) for their
identification, it is noteworthy that none of them include the One among the ovoiou.

102 See, e.g., aporia 5, Arist., Metaph., B2 997a34-b3, transl. Menn (ivi): ‘whether we should say that there are
only the sensible obciat, or also others besides these, and whether [these others] are all of the same kind (my
emphasis) or are several genera of odaioz, [as claimed by] those who say that there are the forms and also the
intermediates, which they say the mathematical sciences are about’. Menn takes Aristotle in Z2 to be speaking
about kinds of ovoiot just as he does in aporia 5, book B. This reading is justified also by reference to Plato,
Sophist, 245a-246¢, where the discussion, evoked by Aristotle, relates to whether ovciol are bodies,
incorporeals or both.

103 As previously emphasised, the context does not allow a full and detailed examination of each aspect related
to Speusippus’ philosophy. Accordingly, for some controversial issues, here as well as in other circumstances,
I will rely on the two extensive analyses conducted by Isnardi Parente (1980) and Taran (1981: 33). In this
particular case, | take for granted that Speusippus theorised the existence of a second principle, Plurality (to
mAf00¢), that is absent in the fragment under analysis, but is nonetheless attested by fir. 64, 66, 75, 82, 82a, 83,
84 IP:.
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suggest that, at least for Aristotle, we should consider the One as included in the list: first
principles are ovoion just as much as numbers, spatial magnitudes and the soul. However,
the sentence, constructed with ap&dauevog in the nominative connected to Xmedoutnog and
followed by damo plus the genitive, keeps an intrinsic ambiguity in Greek just as it does in
English. “Starting from the One’ might suggest both an inclusive1os as well as an exclusivezos
consideration of the One among the list of ovciat. It must be said that a parallel examination
of the grammatical construction in Aristotle reveals that its usage quite often bears an
inclusive meaning.106 Nevertheless, grammatical parallels cannot be considered as
conclusive here.107 Indeed, if we consider the passage as a whole, and we examine its
implications in terms of meaning, other problems arise. For instance, Aristotle says that
Speusippus posited principles for each kind of ovcia, starting from the One. Then, in the list,
numbers, magnitudes and the soul appear. Accordingly, if, as Aristotle said, Speusippus
posited principles for each ovoia, and if, as we assumed before, the One is an ovoio as well,

the One itself would also require a principle rather than being a principle itself.

One possible way to solve the difficulty would be to consider the One to which Aristotle

104 For instance, this is ps.-Alexander of Aphrodisias’ reading of the text (In Arist. Metaph., 462, 34ff Hayduck
= fr. 49 IP1); thus, the commentator lists the One as the first oboia (TpdTV pev 10 avtoév). The clearest
examples of an inclusive reading of the middle voice of the verb dpyw in constructions such as: ‘ap&apevog
an6 + gen’ occur in Euclid. E.g., ‘ap&Eapevov and 1o O v ®©MB Swamopedetar’, Eucl., Phaenom., 9.37. Taran
contends that the One should be considered the first ovcia (and the first number) precisely by means of an
inclusive reading of the construction. In his response to Mueller (1986), Taran (1991: 228-230) makes it clear
that he considers the construction to be necessarily inclusive. For a longer discussion of the topic, see Taran
(1981: 32-41).

105 If not exclusive, at least not clearly inclusive. And this seems the way in which Asclepius understands the
sentence in his Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics (fr. 50-51 IP1). For in both passages (Ascl., In Arist.
Metaph., 379 12ff and 377 34ff Hayduck) the One does not appear in the list of Speusippus’ substances (cf.
especially 377 34ff: kol 6 pév Enedormmoc moArdg Eleyev sivan ovoiog: BAANY Yap ovoiay Eleysv elvon peyeddv
Kol GAANY apBudv [...]). Although the passage offers a reinterpretation of Aristotle’s lines in which the kinds
Aristotle identified are multiplied in even further species, the One does not appear nevertheless. It is true,
however, that Asclepius is not well-known for his originality (see e.g. Taran 1969: 8 and Cardullo’s (2002:
507-513) partially rehabilitative comments) and might be relying on Syrianus’ own exegesis of book Z (Luna
2001: 142-174) which he simplified. For Aristotelian cases in which the construction does not seem to be
clearly inclusive, see e.g. Arist., HA, 11 17, 507a 36-507b 1, ‘0 pév otopayog 6mod 100 6Topatog apEduevog Emi
T0 KOt Tapd TOv Thebpova . In this case, the mouth is where the oesophagus originates, but is not part of the
oesophagus itself. The construction is similarly difficult to determine when it refers to time-periods. See, €.g.
Arist., HA, 564a 19, where Aristotle says female pigdgeons sit on their egs ‘starting from the afternoon’ (4o
deidn ap&apévn) or HA, 633a 13-14, where Aristotle says the cuckoo becomes visible ‘starting from spring’
(&p&apevog amo Tob Eapog). Here as well, not only the seasons (which might be considered ambiguous in
principle) but also the risings of the stars seem to rather determine an origin, or limit, for the event to happen.
In fact, the migration of birds (or hibernation, as Aristotle believed) as well as the sitting-times on their eggs
are regular insofar as periods are concerned, not days. On the determination of time according to the risings
and settings of the stars, see Peck (1970: 383-408). This reading of the One as the origin of the series (but not
as part of it, see Smyth (1956, 1348 b) on the usage of a6 or €& + genitive with verbs of beginning), also
squares with Aristotle’s own conception of a series. See Kirwan (1998: 153): ‘According to Aristotle every
series must have an ‘origin’, which is either its first member or something outside the series (as a parent is the
origin of the developing stages of his child)’, my emphasis.

106 See, e.g. in constructions such as ‘ap&dpevorl tpdtov and TV TpdToV’ in Arist., EE 1217a 18; PA, 646a 3,
655b 28, Poet., 1447a 12; similarly, also in A.Po, 81b 38; 81b 40.

107 Especially since both forms are attested in Aristotle’s corpus. See infra footnotes 104 and 105 above.
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refers as the first number, and not as a principle. At the same time, though, it would not really
make sense to consider the One Aristotle refers to as the first number, since numbers appear
immediately afterwards in the list. As the One is listed as the first item, and numbers come
right after it, | see no reason for repetition on Aristotle’s part.108 Accordingly, it seems more
plausible to consider the One here referred to as a principle, and to consider it as principle of
numbers.io9 This squares with the fact that, in Aristotle’s formulation, the sentence

highlightingt principles for each kind of ovcia follows the sentence regarding the One:

Speusippus posited still more kinds of substances, beginning with the One, and positing
principles for each kind of substance.

But if we take the One to be the principle of numbers, we need to conclude that the One, as
primary principle, cannot be an ovcia even for Aristotle, or at least not properly speaking,

since it is a principle itself and it does not require another principle.11o

A second solution, which seems more plausible to me, might be found in considering the
difficulties of Aristotle’s passage as a reflection of a difficulty Aristotle himself had in
translating Speusippus’ system into his own theoretical language and framework. Indeed, what
if Speusippus’ principles had an ontological status that was thought to be ambiguous by

Aristotle? In the end, first principles could not be the same as Platonic Forms, since Speusippus

108 Moreover, to suppose that Speusippus did not consider the One as a number would also be preferable on
the basis of the cultural background of his time (cf. Arist., Metaph., N 1088a6ff). On the One not being regarded
as a number, see Heath 1921: 69-70 andff.). For an identification of the One with number 1 in this passage, see
Tarén (1981: 35ff). Contra, Dillon (2003: 44ff), who differentiates different dimentions for the One as principle
of all things, principle of numbers and a number itself. For a discussion of the consideration of One as an
element and principle of numbers in Theon of Smyrna, see Petrucci (317-320 and 329-330) who traces the
roots of such a discussion back to Academic theories. On Aristotle’s discussion of the one as a unit of measure
(in Metaph. 1), see Centrone (2005: 49-64). On Aristotle’s own conception of the One, more specifically, see
Castelli (2010). On Aristotle’s testimony of the principles as related to Pythagoreans, see Horky (2013a: 22-
27). Taran, who interprets the One as number one, relies mainly on ps- lamblichus (fr. 122 IP1). However, the
consideration of the One as a principle does not exclude its arithmetical employment (see Acerbi 2010: 236ff).
109 | agree with Isnardi Parente (2005, Commento (a): 14) on this point. In order to support her interpretation,
Isnardi Parente quotes Arist. Metaph. M10, 1087a3: the One is not the first of a series (mpdtov), but rather it
is its foundation (npdtepov). The whole Aristotelian passage is very interesting as it addresses the problem of
whether the principles-elements are substances or not. Contra, see Taran (1981: 300-302), who takes the One
listed here as the first number. Differently, Dillon (2003: 51) opts for a triple multiplication of the One, and
argues that Speusippus postulated ‘three distinct entities: a supreme ‘One’, or Unity, the first principle of all
things, a secondary ‘One’, or Unit, which is the immediate product of the primal One and Plurality, and serves
in turn as the first principle of Number—and thirdly, the purely mathematical ‘one’[...]".

110 For an overview of scholarly interpretations of the passage, see Isnardi Parente (2005, Commento (b): 12-
14). Isnardi Parente identifies two different and equally misleading interpretations of the passage: on the one
hand, to take Aristotle too literally and establish a lack of connection between the realities Aristotle lists, e.g.
Stenzel (1929), Rabinowitz (1957: 87ff), Taran (1981: 300-302); on the other hand, to establish a derivative
connection between them and colour Speusippus’ interpretation of a Neoplatonic nuance, e.g. Ravaisson (1838:
36ff); Dodds (1928: 129-142); Merlan (1953: 96-140), Kramer (1964: 31-32; 208; 214-215). Isnardi Parente
takes a middle position: she acknowledges Speusippus’ realities as independent from one another, but she
connects them by means of their analogy. As to my interpretation, Isnardi Parente would certainly list it among
those which take Aristotle too much literally.
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refused to admit their existence, and they were not even comparable with Aristotelian
substance, i.e. with individual objects and their species.111 At the same time, Aristotle reports
that the Academics referred to their principles as otowyegio,112 thus creating confusion regarding
their ontological status. Accordingly, for the moment our analysis will conclude that at least
in Aristotle’s mind, Speusippus’ principles possibly bear a peculiar ontological status, which

might not be precisely the same of other obcia.

Other principles?

The consideration of the One rasises an obvious and related question: are primary
principles different than other kinds of principles? And how do other principles work? Not
to fall short of expectations, it must be said that the material preserved does not allow a clear
reconstruction of each stage of reality together with its principles.113 Similarly, it is
extremely difficult to be more precise about what distinctive features principles other than
primary feature. In order to solve these puzzles and defend Speusippus’ system from the
charge of disconnection,114 scholars often established an analogical relationship between the

pair of first principles (One-Plurality) and principles of different stages of reality.115 The

111 See Arist., Categ., 5.11-17: ‘A substance—that which is called a substance most strictly, primarily, and
most of all—is that which is neither said of a subject nor in a subject, e.g. the individual man or the individual
horse. The species in which the things primarily called substances are, are called secondary substances, as also
are the genera of these species. For example, the individual man belongs in a species, man, and animal is a
genus of the species; so these—both man and animal—are called secondary substances’, transl. Ackrill. Once
more, the passage quoted above (Arist. Metaph. M10, 1087a1-1087b 8) reveals telling: ‘if the first principles
are universal (kaBoAov ai apyai) either the substances composed of them will be universal too, or there will be
a non-substance prior to the substance (£oton un odoio TpdTepov ovsiag); because the universal is not substance
and the element or first principle is prior to that of which it is an element or first principle (mpdtepov & 10
otoyysiov kol 1M apyn @v dpyn kol otoryeidv éotv)’. The problem arises because of the Academics’
consideration of the principles as elements.

112 See, e.g., among many passages, fr. 58 IPu.

113 It is generally accepted that Speusippus identified the principles of magnitudes with point (] otiyur) and
place (6 tomoc), although Aristotle is not consistent in the attribution and other times speaks of extension
(duotpa), see, e.g., Arist., Metaph. N, 1092a17-20 and M, 1085h31. As for the soul, things become even
more complicated. It is only through Posidonius that we receive a definition of the soul as ‘the form of the
omni-dimensionally extended’ (idéa oD mavtn dwactatod), a definition Posidonius advocates for himself
(Plut., De anim. Proc., 22, 1023b). Isnardi Parente (2005, Introduzione: 8) suggests as principles of the soul
tétpag and didotootic, but she needs to rely on ps-lamblichus (Theolog. Aritm., 61-62) and on a dubious
attribution of a passage in De Caelo for textual evidence (l1l, 307a29-307b3 = Supplementum Academicum
122a). Lastly, she identifies in the couple tavtov-8dtepov (inspired by Plato’s Sophist; Isnardi Parente 1979:
63) the principles of sensible things. Tarrant (1974: 135) offers a different interpretation for the identification
of principles by giving priority to the One: ‘He begins only with the formal principle, which is always the One
in some particular guise [...] and gradually builds up larger structures until the receptacle as a whole is finally
revealed’; accordingly, for Tarrant the material principle of numbers is mAfifog, of geometricals tomog, of
psychicals kivnoig, of bodies kevov and of pavAidtata, dreipov. However, in order to provide such details,
Tarrant relies heavily on ps-lamblichus’ Theolog. Arithm. (=fr. 122 IP1), whose content on such topics is not
paralleled elsewhere. Pesce (1961: 56) offers an interpretation similar to Tarrant’s.

114 Aristotle’s charge of disconnection against Speusippus’ system will be analysed in the next section (1.2).
115 See Stenzel (1929) who equates the concept of opowdtng and that of dvaioyio. Accordingly, Spotov
ultimately means ‘proportionally analogous’ and bears a mathematical meaning. Isnardi Parente (2005)
disagrees on the mathematical reference, especially when applied to the sensibles; rather, she carachterises the
opototng as a functional analogy. However, as Napolitano-Valditara rightly emphasises (1988: 249, n. 69), it
is not clear how the analogy works precisely. In particular, Napolitano-Valditara highlights that it is difficult
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resulting picture is that of a system in which, coherently with Aristotle’s testimony in Z2,
different realities have indeed their peculiar principles; however, principles at different
levels are nevertheless related by means of similarity to one another. All of these issues will
be addressed in more detail later on.116 For our purposes, it is important to underline that
apart from scattered Aristotelian comments about principles, the only fragment preserving
information about principles in general is preserved by Proclus,117 and its content seems to
play a specific role in Proclus’ own formulations. Accordingly, questions regarding the
functioning of primary principles will be addressed at the conclusion of our analysis, in order

to gather all the information at our disposal first.

With regard to the realities populating Speusippus’ world, Aristotle’s passage does point
to (at least some of) them: numbers, spatial magnitudes, the soul and the sensibles. As each
component will be analysed in detail in the following chapters, I will limit myself to a brief
introductory outline of each item and of the general framework we can get from the fragment

under consideration.

The mathematical realm
From Diogenes Laertius’ catalogue,11s8 we learn that Speusippus wrote a book entitled
Mabnpotikde, the Scientist.i19 If the title’s reference to mathematical and geometrical

practices cannot be established conclusively,i20 it is probable Speusippus recognised

to understand how the otiyur can work as the formal principle for magnitudes, and how the tavtov can perform
the minimalistic functions that the £v and the otiyun perform at different levels. Moreover, as Isnardi Parente
understands first principles as the condition of possibility of numbers, it is unclear how the tavtov can perform
a similar function at the level of the sensibles.

116 For my position on the relationship between different ontological levels, see next section (1.2). For the
analogical relationship between different levels of the system established by scholars, see Chapter 4. For the
functioning of first principles, see Chapter 6.

117 Fr. 35 IP1 (= Procl., In Eucl. p. 179, 12-22 Freidlein).

118 Diog. Laert., IV 1-5. On the lives of Speusippus and Xenocrates, see Dorandi (2008). On book 1V more
generally, see Dorandi (1999) and (1992).

119 Possibly a dialogue. Zeller (Zeller, Mondolfo 1974: 1006, n. 3) believes the book to be the first part of On
Pythagorean Numbers. Contra, Lang (1911:30) thinks the title of the book clearly indicates it was a dialogue.
On this basis, he arbitrarily corrects the list of books reported by Diogenes and moves it to the first part of the
catalogue (see Dorandi 1992: 37-66). See also Isnardi Parente (1980: 212-213 and 216) and Taran (1981: 188-
199).

120 I Isnardi Parente is cautios in acknowledging a mathematical reference in the title of the treatise, which she
translates as ‘Lo Scienziato’ (Isnardi Parente 1981: 36. And similarly, Dorandi (1999: 493) who translates ‘Le
Savant”), Bénatouil and El Murr (2010: 57) more confidently suggest as Speusippus’ background the reference
to Plato’s Republic (527aff.). Bénatouil and El Murr (2010: 61) also note that besides the MaOnuatikog,
Diogenes reports of another book entitled ®1iAdcopoc. They contrast the two books on the basis of two different
practices, one peculiar to the geometer, another to the philosopher. On the conception of ancient Greek
pabnpoto, and the usage of the term with reference to arithmetics, geometry, astronomy and harmonics, see
Vitrac (2005), Zhmud (2006: 122-124) and (2018: 451-452): ‘From him (viz. Archytas) this idea passed onto
Plato and Aristotle and became firmly established in Greek culture. In the mid fourth century B.C.E. this group
of sciences, in which the application of mathematical methods was common (my emphasis), was joined by
mechanics and optics. This canonical set of mathémata survived with very minor variations until the end of
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mathematics and geometry as theoretical sciences nevertheless.i21 Indeed, in line with
Plato’s requirements for stable objects of knowledge, mathematical objects are eternal,
immobile and not subject to change. In this respect, it is important to stress that Aristotle’s
terminology is usually inconsistent and fluctuates mainly between 10 pafnpoatiké and 6
pobnuotikog apiudéc. However, it seems reasonable to say that both numbers and
geometrical items fall under the mathematical realm and that both are in question when

Aristotle speaks generically of ta pabnuatucé.122 What Aristotle consistently says is:

- Speusippus rejected ideal number and postulated mathematical number only;123
- mathematical number (or mathematical objects) is the first of beings (tov pdtov @V
OVI®V).124

- mathematical number is a reality in itselfi2s and is not conceived as a cause.126

Aristotle’s insistence in characterising mathematical number as the first ‘being’127 might
support the doubts we raised concerning his interpretation of Speusippus’ principles. On the
one hand, the characterisation of the principles as otoeio suggests him a physical
consideration of them; on the other hand, as numbers (or mathematical objects) are said to
be the first dvta, Speusippus’ principles cannot be considered ‘beings’, or at least not
fully.12s By considering mathematical number as the first of beings, primary principles at
least, but possibly also other kinds of principles, are left out. If primary principles are not

6vta, how should we conceive of them? Fortunately, as the relationship between first

antiquity. [...] Those engaged in these disciplines called themselves, and were called by others, hoi peri
mathémata or hoi mathematikoi’.

121 See Taran (1981: 424-425). The identification of arithmetics and geometry as the objects of theoretical
sciences will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 3.

122 The possibility of a unitarian consideration of the mathematical realm will be tested at various stages of my
analysis. However, it must be said from now that extant Aristotelian fragments on Speusippus never discuss
magnitudes (ueyé0n) at length. Indeed, except for fr. 84 IP1 which examines the principles of pey€6n, magnitues
are usually mentioned at the end of the argument, with formulations such as: ‘Opoimg 6¢ kai o peyéon’ (see,
e.g. fr. 75 and 80 IP1). This may be a consequence of the fact that most of the Aristotelian fragments concerning
Speusippus are to be found in books M and N of the Metaphysics, where Aristotle has the Academics’
conceptions of numbers as the first target. In this respect, contradictions about magnitudes would already
follow from those Aristotle draws about numbers.

123 See, e.g. frr. 52, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77 |P1

124 See, e.g. frr. 52, 74, 75 IP1.

125 k0B otV @Oowv, Arist., Metaph., N2, 1090a 12-13 (=fr. 80 IP1).

126 Arist., Metaph., N2, 1090a10-12 (=fr. 80 IP1); N3, 1090b16-19 (=fr. 86 IP1)

127 As well as mathematical substance as the only odcio ‘mapd tag aicOntag ovsia’ (Arist. Metaph., M1,
1076a11), as in fr. 74 IP1: Etepot 8¢ TIvec TOC PoONHOTIKAC HdVOV 0VGiag vt Paoct.

128 See infra, fotnote 97. Before Aristotle, the doxographic tradition classified philosophers according to the
number and character of vta they established. See Mansfeld (1990) and Menn (2012: 207): ‘the pre-Platonic
doxographic classification of the philosophers based on what dvta they posited was really a classification of
what things they posited as having existed from the beginning’. In this respect, the list of Speusippus’ items,
despite Aristotle’s language of substantiality may also be understood as a list of the vta he posited; and
Aristotle’s consistency in speaking of number as the first of beings (t@v 6vtwv) may be taken as a confirmation
of such a supposition.
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principles and numbers is the best attested, we can attempt an investigation of the relation
between principles and corresponding kind of ovocia, by analysing the relation between
primary principles and mathematical number/objects.129 Lastly, it is important to emphasise
Aristotle never attributes to Speusippus’ mathematical objects any kind of causal activity. As
it will be clear from the next two sections (1.2 and 1.3), the exemption from causal activities
granted to mathematical objects will have a significant impact on Speusippus’ system; indeed,
this aspect provides evidence to understand both Speusippus’ rejection of Forms as well as the

charge of episodicity Aristotle addresses against his system.

The soul

Concerning the soul, the situation becomes even more difficult: indeed, among extant
Aristotelian testimonies concerning Speusippus, only one passage mentions the soul.
Moreover, the passage does not help at all any understanding about the soul itself, as it only
tells us that the statements of mathematics (td. Aeyoueva)izo please the soul (caivel Thv
Yuynv).131

For this reason, in the present context the soul will not receive a separate and specific
account. In order to compensate the absence of such aspect, which would be important for a
clearer understanding of Speusippus’ epistemological theories but is absent in Aristotle’s
testimonia, Chapter 5 will take into account an epistemological fragment preserved by
Proclus in the Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements. Although the fragment
refers generally to the hunt for knowledge performed by diGavolo and does not provide
additional information about Speusippus’ conception of the faculty/faculties responsible for
our knowledge, nevertheless it represents unique evidence for Speusippus’ conception of the

process of knowledge.

The sensibles

Lastly, even though not explicitly listed in Aristotle’s list, Speusippus’ world probably
features sensible objects. That this is the case is hinted by the fact (i) that in Aristotle’s list
of Plato’s ovoion sensibles occur explicitly,132 and (ii) that in other contexts Aristotle more

explicitly opposes mathematical objects to sensibles.13s However, the fact that sensibles are

129 See Chapter 3.

130 As Taran shows, (1981: 318-319) the reference to mathematics is ensured by the context.

131 Arist., Metaph. N3, 1090a35 -1090b1 (=fr. 80 IP1).

132 In general, it seems that in Z2 Aristotle takes for granted that sensibles odciot exist. See Menn (unpublished,
Ha: 18): “While he here treats it as formally open whether there are sensible ovoiot (and it is genuinely open
whether all alleged sensible ovcion have the same status), he still says that ‘ovcio seems to belong most
manifestly to bodies’, and all of the views he cites (including Plato’s, 1028b19-21) do concede that there are
sensible ovoio, even if perhaps these are not odocion in as high a degree as the eternal things’.

133 See, e.g., Arist., Metaph. N3, 1090a35-1090b1 (=fr. 80 IP1).
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not explicitly included in Aristotle’s list may raise other doubts: do sensibles (qua sensibles)
have their principles as well? Or are they absent from Aristotle’s list of obociol and
correspondent principles because they don’t?

Moreover, a consideration of the sensible world is usually neglected or incidental in
scholarly accounts, which have paid more attention to reconstructing metaphysical theories
preserved in later sources, than in giving Speusippus’ focus on scientific research the right
credit. Besides the biological fragments preserved by Athenaeus, Diogenes Laertius bears
witness of not one, but ten volumes of a book of (Dialogues) On the science of Similars, of
a book entitled Divisions and Hypotheses on the Similars and of a book on Examples of
Genuses and Species. Given this background, although not extensively discussed by
Avristotle in his testimonia, sensible objects seem to constitute a conspicuous part of
Speusippus’ world. With this in mind, section 4.1 will provide, in parallel with Aristotle’s
testimony, a discussion of the fragments preserved by Athenaeus, in an attempt to do justice

to the weight conceded to the sensible world by Speusippus’ own research.

1.2 The episodicity of the world (frr. 86; 52)

Once the items composing Speusippus’ world have been identified, it is reasonable to ask
the following question: how are these related to one another? Part of the answer can be found
in one of the most famous critiques addressed by Aristotle to Speusippus: the charge of the
episodicity of the world. Indeed, in Metaphysics N,134 Aristotle accuses Speusippus of
having condemned the world to a badly constructed tragedy. For Aristotle, if we judge éx
OV Qavouevmv, nature does not appear to be episodic at all. Likewise, at the beginning of
his Metaphysics, Theophrastus addresses the same charge to Speusippus.i3s In the study of
nature, the starting point is to understand ‘whether there is some connection (cuvor})13s and
something like a mutual association (oiov kowvmvia) between intelligibles and the things of
nature’.137 His conclusion is, straightaway, that it is more reasonable (evAoy®dtepov) to
suppose that there is some connection and to suppose that the whole is not episodic. But

what does this disconnection amount to? In order to answer this question, let us analyse

134 Arist., Metaph. N3, 1090b13-20 = fr. 86 IP1.

135 Theophr., Metaph., 4a 9-17 in Gutas (2010: 110-113). On this passage, cf. Petrucci (2018: 106) ‘To put it
briefly, un énelcodiddeg 1o nav (Metaph. 4al14): the world is a consistent whole, encompassing a perfect realm,
whose very structure ensures its own qualified permanence, and a lower one, whose permanence and regularity
is determined by the former. All this leads to a qualitatively determined conception of the world’s dynamics:
after all, Theophrastus seems willing to regard the world’s order as good, to the point of stating that providence
rules over the heavenly realm’. For an organicistic reading of Theophrastus’ doctrine, see van Raalte (1988).
136 It is probably relevant the difference Aristotle draws between aen and cbppuoig in Metaph. A 4, 1014b22—
26, here evoked by Theophrastus’ employment of the word cuvaen ‘i.e. (viz. the difference) between mere
contact and organic unity [...]; in the latter case apart from contact there is in both parts something which makes
them one relatively to continuity and quantity’ (Alexandru 2014: 122, my emphasis).

137 Gutas (2010: 111).
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Avristotle’s fragment directly:

[FR. 86] &n1 8¢ éminrthoetev Gv tig urn Aav edyepng v mepl pev 1od apBpod mavtog
Kol TV LoONUOTIKAY TO un@sv oupuPdiiecOor GAAAOLG TO TPOTEPQ TOIG DOTEPOV [
dvtog yap tod apdpod ovev NtTov Té peyédn Eoton Toig T padnuaTikd pdvov sivon
QOUEVOLS, KOl TOVT®V pn) GvT@v 1) Yoy Kol 1o copote Té aictntd: ovk £owke 8 1) HOIC
8me160810M¢ 0VGa 8K TMV PAVOLEVMYV, HOTEP LoYONPA Tpaymdia).

Again, if one is not too easily satisfied, one might inquire further with regard to all
number and the objects of mathematics, that they contribute nothing to one another, the
prior to the posterior; for if number did not exist, none the less magnitudes would exist
for those who maintain the existence of the objects of mathematics only, and if
magnitudes did not exist, soul and sensible bodies would exist. But the phenomena show

that nature is not a series of episodes, like a bad tragedy.138

In this passage, Aristotle points out at something which constitutes, in his view, a general
problem of Speusippus’ system: if one were to press him further on number and
mathematical objects in general, she would realise that these do not contribute anything to
one another. Crucial here is the verb coufdiim, which establishes the relationship at stake.
As Crubellier emphasises in his commentary,139 the verb is used in the same way it is
employed by Aristotle in M5 (1079b 12-13),140 namely to express the role that objects
presented as ontologically prior play in the explanation of those which come after them.141
The connection with this second passage, in which Aristotle famously asks: ti mote

ocuppdrdiovton T €10M 1| TOiC didiolg TOV aicONT®V 1} TOIC YyvouEVolg Kal @Oepopévolg, is

138 Arist., Metaph. N3, 1090b13-20 = fr. 86 IP1, Transl. Ross, slightly modified.

139 Crubellier (1994: 496). Accordingly, the verb is not used with the technical meaning of ‘to compare, or to
be comparable’ (see, Ross 1924b: 427, but also Mulgan 1974: 67). So concludes Riesbeck (2016: 263-265) in
the context of book 3 of the Politics, where he translates the verb as ‘to contribute’. For a similar use of the
verb in Aristotle, with the sense of ‘to contribute’, see Arist., De An., 1, 1, 402a5: ‘The knowledge of the soul
admittedly contributes (cupufdAiecOor) greatly to the advance of truth in general’, transl. Smith; Ivi, 2, 3,
414b10-11: ‘Sounds, colours, and odours contribute (cuopupdAietar) nothing to nutriment’, transl. Smith; EE 3,
7, 1234a30: ‘Therefore envy contributes (cupfdiieton) to injustice (for the actions that spring from it affect
another person)’, transl. Rackham; EN, 7, 14, 1154a 22-23: “Since we should state not only the truth, but also
the cause of error—for this contributes (cvppdaAiietar) towards producing conviction’, transl. Ross; GA, 1, 20,
727b 3: It is clear then that the female contributes (cupufaiierar) the material for generation, and that this is in
the substance of the menstrual discharges’, transl. Platt. 1; GA, 1, 21, 730a 25-26: ‘the contribution
(ovupdarierar) of the female to the generative product is not the same as that of the male’, transl. Platt; Poet.,
1458b1-2: ‘A major contribution (odk éldyiotov cupuPdiietor) to clarity and unusualness of diction is made by
lengthenings, shortenings, and modifications of words’, transl. Halliwell (note that Bywater translates directly
‘what helps most’).

140 Arist. Metaph. M5, 1079b 12-13: Iévtov 8¢ pdioto dtamopnosiey Gy Ti¢ Ti mote svpPdilovror T €0n §
101G 4idiolg TdV aicOnTdv f T0ig yryvouévolg kai [toic] eOsipopévolg: obte yap Kivioemg €0ty 0UTe PeTaBOATS
0VELAC aiTio a0 TOTG. AAAL PV 0UTE TPOG TNV EMoTHUNY 000EV BonOel TV @V GAA®Y (000 Yap ovcin Ekeiva,
TOOTOV-&V TOVTOLC YOp dv fV), 0BT’ €i¢ TO slvan, pIr) Evomdpyovtd ye Toi¢ uetéyovoty: The criticism Aristotle
expresses against Plato’s theory of Forms in chapters 4 and 5 of book M of the Metaphysics, repeats almost
literally (with the exception of the presence of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines) that of chapters 6 and
9 of book A (on the minor differences between the books see Annas 1976: 131-132).

141 That ontological priority is in question appears to be confirmed by the middle, which ‘lays stress on the
conscious activity, bodily or mental participation, of the agent’ Smyth (1956: 392) 1728. Accordingly, it is the
role, or, better, the contribution that ta mpodtepa make to 1oig Dotepov which is absent. See Bonitz (1870),
which translates the middle copfdilecBar as ‘conferre’, to bring together or to contribute.
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essential. With respect to Plato’s Forms, Aristotle emphasises that they do not offer any
contribution to the sensibles because they do not seem to bear any causal function for their
understanding.142 More specifically, Forms do not seem to be the cause of their movement, 143
of their knowledge, 144 of their essence,14s nor their material cause (lit. the cause &€ ov).146
Hence, as Forms do not contribute anything to the sensibles, there is no need to suppose their
existence. Accordingly, in Aristotle’s report of Plato’s account, the (ontological) priority of
Forms over the sensibles is explained by the causal role the former exert on the latter.147
Aristotle challenges precisely this point by pointing out that such inferential procedure from
simple entities we perceive with our senses to more complex entities is unjustified because
the supposed causal activity performed by Forms on sensibles cannot be acknowledged.14s
This works fine as far as Plato is concerned. But what about the objects populating
Speusippus’ world? As previously highlighted, Aristotle denies that Speusippus’
mathematical objects perform causal activities.149 This is important because it means that the
major critique Aristotle addresses to Plato in M5, and related to the causal activities of
Forms, cannot be at stake in the passage under analysis. Moreover, unlike Plato, Speusippus
did not posit the existence of Forms, or, more generally, of items whose existence Aristotle
would not recognise. Accordingly, the issue cannot be limited to a complaint about a false
inferential procedure:1so for Aristotle would easily agree on the existence of all items present
in Speusippus’ ontology. Hence, Speusippus’ mistake must be acknowledged on different

grounds.

One thing to note is that items referred to in Aristotle’s examples coincide precisely with

142 For a positive account of causal activities exerted by Forms beyond formal and paradigmatic causality, see
Fronterotta (2008) and the studies listed at pp. 16-17. For a broader view on Plato’s theory of Forms, see the
papers collected in Fronterotta and Leszl (2011).

143 Arist., Metaph., 1079b14-15.

144 lvi, 15-17.

145 lvi, 17-23.

146 lvi, 23-24. In the following lines (1079b25-1080a11), Aristotle will also criticise the role Forms play as
paradigmatic (or final) causes, as oboiot of sensible things, and the theory of causality exposed in the Phaedo
(99e-105c), possibly considering Forms as efficient causes. For a more recent analyses of the issues related to
universals and, more specifically, to the problems created by Plato’s postulation of Forms see the papers
collected in Charadonna and Galluzzo (2013: 139), most of which address specific problems arising by Plato’s
Forms and Aristotle’s related criticism.

147 As well as their separability (ywpic), but the issue will be touched upon shortly, as separation and priority
are strictly related in Aristotle’s account. For an analysis of Plato’s ontological hierarchy as arranged according
to the rule of ‘prior-posterior’ and grounded in the principle of cuvaipeiv kol pn cvvaipeicOat, see Ferrari
(2015) and (2016).

148 As Castelli (2013) synthetically resumes: ‘Aristotle’s criticism of Platonic Forms is mainly directed against
two precise points: the ambiguous ontological status of Forms and their role as causes’.

149 This aspect will be investigated in more detail in Chapter 3.

150 Or it can, but only to a certain extent, namely as it represents the starting point of Aristotle’s criticism. Cf.
Crubellier (1994: 495): ‘ce que nous percevons de la nature nous donne 1’exemple de liaisons causales
ordonnées et intelligibles, et I’on peut donc s’attendre qu’il en soit ainsi pour le réel dans sa totalité (y compris
les étres qui échappent a notre expérience)’ (my emphasis).
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those listed in Aristotle’s list of Speusippus’ ovoiat; except for the One, we find, in the same
order: number, magnitudes, the soul, and explicitly listed here, sensible bodies. The
correspondence and coherence between the two lists can thus confirm a) that the items
populating Speusippus’ world (sensibles included) are indeed those identified in the Z2
passage; b) that the One, unless considered as the first number, should be excluded by the
list of Aristotle’s ovoion. Accordingly, a clearer picture starts to emerge: Aristotle is here
acknowledging an ontological hierarchy between the items populating Speusippus’ world
but does not find reasons for such a cardinal ordering. Indeed, Aristotle’s reference to an
order of priority and posterioriy and the correspondence of the items listed with those
mentioned in Speusippus’ list of ovoion confirm that what is at stake here is an ontological
hierarchy. The supposition is substantiated by Aristotle’ example: Aristotle explains that
even if number would not exist, magnitudes would not cease to exist. The same example is
deployed further: even if magnitudes would not exist, soul and sensible bodies would still
exist. The example is crucial because it recalls that used by Aristotle in his explanation of
prior and posterior in A11l, where Aristotle defines things which are prior in nature and

substance (kotd VGV koi odoiav) according to the possibility to be without (givot &vev):

Ta pev o1 obtew Aéyetan mpdtepa kol Votepa, Td 08 KaTA QOO Kal ovciav, Oca
€vdéyetar elvar dvev BAAV, Ekelva ¢ dvev Exeivav un 1 dwoipécetl éproato TTAdTmv.

Some things, then, are called prior and posterior in this sense; others in respect of nature
and substance, i.e. those which can be without other things, while the others cannot be
without them — a distinction which Plato used.151

In the passage, Aristotle establishes a connection between priority in nature, or in substance,
and ontological independence, or the capacity to be without.1s2 As Aristotle phrases the
connection in this context, in order for A to be ontologically prior to B, (i) A can be without
B, while (ii) B cannot be without A. Scholars disagree as to how this ‘capacity to be without’

should be interpretediss and as to whether the premises are both necessary in order to cause

151 Arist. Metaph. A11, 1019al-4, transl. Ross.

152 The scholarly discussion on the topic of ontological priority and how it should be related to ontological
separation is extremely lively. As the topic would require a more detailed analysis, in the present context it
will be impossible to cover the bibliography exhaustively. In a recent paper, before advancing her own view,
Katz (2017: 26-40) does a very good job in enabling a clear understanding of the main points of discussion and
highlighting the reasons for scholarly disagreements. Accordingly, my analysis will largely rely on Katz (2017)
and Katz (2013) for the main points of clarification on the issue.

153 As Katz (2017) clearly explains, the two main interpretative decisions amount to establishing (a) the
meaning of the verb givar in ‘the capacity to be without’; and (b) the independence relation expressed by ‘the
capacity to be without’. On the standard view (a) €ivou is taken to have an existential meaning (see, e.g. Fine
1984; Witt 2003 and Makin 2003); and (b) the relation of independence is taken to be modal (as implication
of being. i.e., for B to be ontologically dependent on A is for A to be a necessary condition for B). However,
these are not the only possible interpretations; for example, the meaning of the verb eivar can be taken as
essential (i.e. ‘being what something is’, see, e.g. Peramatzis 2011: 13), and (b) the relation of independence
can be taken to be ‘cause of being’.
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ontological separation.1s4 However, what scholars generally agree on is that for ontological
priority to obtain both conditions are individually necessary and jointly sufficient: namely
(i) A’s ontological independence from B, and (ii) B’s ontological dependence on A. But in
[FR. 86], Aristotle’s example establishes that in Speusippus’ world, the various ontological
levels do not even satisfy the necessary (and hence, neither the sufficient) conditions for
ontological priority to obtain. Let us take the first part of the example. Aristotle says: un
dvrtoc yap oD ap1Opod ovoLv frrov o peyédn Eotor.iss Indeed, the individually necessary
condition for A (i.e. mathematical number) to be prior to B (i.e. magnitudes), is (i) A’s
ontological independence from B and (ii) B’s ontological dependence on A. But Aristotle
states precisely the opposite: if number ceased to exist, none the less magnitudes would exist.
Accordingly, the individual necessary condition for B to be ontologically dependent on A is
not satisfied, because B is not ontologically dependent on A. But if one of the two necessary
conditions for ontological priority is not satisfied, it is impossible to meet the sufficient
condition for ontological priority at all. Accordingly, mathematical number does not satisfy
the conditions to be ontologically prior to magnitudes. Nevertheless, items listed in the
passage do satisfy the condition for weak ontological separation: namely, the ontological
independence of B (i.e. magnitudes) from A (i.e. mathematical number). For Aristotle says
magnitudes would still exist even if number did not. However, weak ontological separation
does not imply ontological priority, as the two items can still be simultaneous. And | believe
this is precisely Aristotle’s point in the present passage: Speusippus’ substances are
ontologically isolated.1se Hence, they cannot be arranged in order of ontological priority
because their independence is not asymmetrical and fails to ground the things from which
they are independent. Contra Plato, in Speusippus’ system, causality does not grant the

priority of one ontological level over the other. As Speusippus’ substances are ontologically

154 Either weak or strong ontological separation, (henceforth OS). In general, we can say both premises are
individually necessary and jointly sufficient for strong OS, which implies ontological priority, but that for weak
OS to obtain only (i) is sufficient. For a discussion of the topic with respect to Plato (and principles), see Menn
(unpublished, Ip4).

155 [ take Aristotle’s formulation to be existential. For this reason, I believe the passage can be considered akin
to that in All, although the language of annihilation is not explicit. For similar passages with a clearer
vocabulary of physical annihilation (therefore with an existential meaning), see e.g. Arist., EE A8, 1217b 8-16
with Trabattoni’s (2003: 290-293) comments; lambl., Protr. 38, 11-14 Pistelli = Arist., Fr. 5 Ross.

156 | owe Katz (2017: 64) the terminology of isolation. In her paper, Katz argues further that strong ontological
separation (mutually entailing with ontological priority as both have the same jointly sufficient conditions but
are not conceptually identical) allows Aristotle to deny that ontologically isolated substances as those posited
by Speusippus fulfil the separation criterion for substancehood: ‘Speusippus’ candidate substances are
independent from but not strongly OS from sensible substance (viz. for otherwise sensibles would be dependent
on them). This allows Aristotle to rule them out from the start, since they fail to ground the kind (or kinds)
from which they are independent, and so fail to fulfil the separation criterion of substancehood’. In the end,
Avistotle does not question the existence of mathematical number or magnitudes, but their consideration as
separate substances. In effect, if weak OS were a sufficient criterion for strong separation, Aristotle would be
forced to admit that not only the soul and the sensibles are substances, but mathematical objects as well.
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isolated, nothing accounts for their ontological arrangement.1s7 This seems to be confirmed
by the metaphor Aristotle employes, and which I will take into account briefly. Ontological
levels are arranged like the episodes of a poor tragedy, and the elimination of one does not
involve consequences for the rest of the system. But Aristotle’s critique can be further

unpacked:

a) First of all, the lack of connection Aristotle is here pointing at does not seem to be
random. Aristotle provides us with a precise order of elimination, which follows the same
order provided when presenting the components of Speusippus’ world in the list of
ovoiat: numbers, magnitudes, soul and sensible bodies. As this structure seems to imply
aprecise internal order, it is plausible to conclude Aristotle takes Speusippus’ components
to be organised according to different degrees of substantiality, as | had suggested in the
previous section. Accordingly, in Speusippus’ world, at least in the way Aristotle
describes it, numbers are ovoiot to the highest degree (due to their eternity, apparently),
and then, according to a gradual descent, magnitudes, soul and sensible bodies. But
Aristotle denies Speusippus’ levels can be arranged according to ontological priority-
posteriority, because the independence of each level does not ground the levels it is
independent from. Thus, Aristotle is telling Speusippus that although he established
degrees of substantiality within his system, and although, according to this arrangement,
some components are ontologically prior to others, he failed to recognise that to establish
an order of priority implies some degree of dependence as well.1ss8 Now, the question of
what sort of independence is here intended, and whether it can be fleshed out as an
existential independenceiss of prior levels, or as the capacity not to depend on something
else for their status as distinct kinds of ovoiat,160 does not present an issue for the present
analysis. For whatever interpretation of the notion of dependence we are working with

here, 161 the conditions are not satisfied by the items of Speusippus’ world.

157 Isnardi Parente, on the contrary, holds that Aristotle is scarcely reliable on this point (1960: 274 and 322)
and she argues that Speusippus’ system relies on an internal relation of analogy. However, establishing a
relation of analogy between different ontological levels, does not imply as a consequence also a necessary
connection between them. Differently, Dillon (2003: 44-46) argues in favour of a generative connection of the
levels for which, he admits, there is no evidence. Moreover, as he relies extensively on Neoplatonic material
(Tamblichus’ DCMS and and ps-Tamblichus’ Theologumena Arithmeticae) in order to advance his views, it is
hard to challenge his interpretation on the basis of the extant Aristotelian evidence. In Chapter 2 | will argue
that Aristotle needs to be taken seriously in his criticism, which is revealing of Speusippus’ epistemological
claims.

158 In fact, the notion of dependence is, for Aristotle, crucial in order for things ‘to be classified as kinds of
beings; [...] it is in virtue of standing in one of these ties (viz. to be said-of and to be present-in) that non-
substances and universal substances are in fact classified’. Corkum (2008: 76-77).

159 As, for example, in G. Fine (1993).

160 As for example, in Corkum (2008) and, to a certain extent, Peramatzis (2011).

161 By defining it in opposition to ontological independence, it can mean, e.g. (i) the incapacity for independent
existence (G. Fine 1984, Witt 1989; Makin 2003); (ii) the incapacity to be what it is independently of A being
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b) Moreover, the isolation of Speusippus’ ontological levels is explicitly evoked by the
metaphor used by Aristotle: to say that the world does not resemble the episodes of a bad
tragedy, amounts to saying that the world is not constituted by a series of disconnected
events.1e2 In Poetics 6, when giving a first definition of what tragedy is, Aristotle mantains
that tragedy ‘as having magnitude’ should be ‘complete in itself’. And the stress on unity
and completeness is constant throughout the whole book.i63 Within this unitarian
conception of the tragedy and, more specifically, of its structure,i64 an episodic plot is
defined as that where ‘there is neither probability nor necessity in the sequence of its
episodes’.165 But that the absence of probability and necessity in the sequence of the
episodes amounts to their isolateness is explained by Aristotle while clarifying what he

means by ‘the plot is one’.1e6 It is here that we find the best explanation of his metaphor:

The truth is that, just as in the other imitative arts one imitation is always of one
thing, so in poetry the story, as an imitation of action, must represent one action, a
complete whole (uéic e ivan koi ToavTng 6Ang), with its several incidents so closely
connected (kai ta pépn ouvveotdvor t@V mpoypdtov) that the transposition or
withdrawal of any one of them will disjoin and dislocate the whole (uetatibgpévov
TVOG LEPOLG T} Aparpovpévon drapépechot kai kiveicBon to 6Aov). For that which
makes no perceptible difference by its presence or absence is no real part of the
whole (0 yop mpocov f| un Tpocdv pundev motel EmidnAov, ovdev poplov Tod dAov
€0TIV).167

what it is (Peramatzis 2011: 189); (iii) not having claim to the ontological status of a being idependently of
being either (or both) said-of or present-in another thing (as subject), (Corkum 2008: 77); the necessity that ‘it
be an essential property of x (viz. B) that it exist only if y (viz. A) does’ (essentialist/existential account of
dependence; K. Fine 1995: 272-273).
162 On this point, see also Katz (2017: 62), to whose reading of the metaphor | am indebted. See, as a parallel
of the metaphor, also Arist., Metaph., A10 1975b 37-1076a 2: ‘those who say mathematical number is first and
go on to generate one kind of substance after another and give different principles for each, make the substance
of the universe a series of episodes (éneicodiwdng) (for one substance has no influence on another
(ovuPdrdietar), by its existence or non existence)’, transl. Ross.
163 Just as it is a crucial issue with respect to the world. See, e.g. Arist., Poet. 7, 1450b24-25: “a tragedy is an
imitation of an action that is complete in itself, as a whole of some magnitude’ (my emphasis); or 23, 17-20:
‘the construction of its plots should clearly be like that in a tragedy; they should be based on a single action,
one that is a complete whole in itself, with a beginning, middle, and end, so as to enable the work to produce
its own proper pleasure with all the organic unity of a living creature’, (my emphasis). Note, also, that
beginning, middle and end are defined by Aristotle by what comes before and after and, hence, according to a
logical order of priority and posteriority (see, Poet., 7, 1450b21-31). This arrangement in terms of beginning,
middle and end recalls the arrangement of a series (Arist., Metaph., A11, 1018b12-14): ‘In respect of place,
for instance, [things are prior] from being nearer to some place defined either by their nature (as for instance
the middle or the end)’, transl. Kirwan (1998: 44). Throughout the section, all translations of the Poetics are by
Bywater.
164 Arist., Poet., 1450a38-39: the ‘the first essential, the life and soul, so to speak, of tragedy is the plot’.
165 Arist., Poet., 1451b34-35, t@v 8¢ aml@dv pobov kai tpaéemv al éncicodimdelg ioiv yeipotar Adym &
gne16081mdN pdoov &v @ T Ene1codia pet’ EAANAG 00T gikdg 0BT avarykn sivol. As Finkelberg (2006: 62)
puts it: ‘in Aristotle’s unflattering characterization, the episodic plot in one in which the unity of action is
diluted, as it were, in a succession of single episodes which do not follow the strict logic of cause-and-effect
relationship’; also, Garrett (2014: 1): episodic plots are those which ‘violate the strict formal economy of
tragedy’.
166 Arist., Poet., 8, 1051a16: udfoc 8’ £otiv €ic.
167 Avrrist., Poet., 8, 1451a30-35.

21



Itis clear that, even in this context, Aristotle’s criticism evokes the two aspects we have
encountered in [FR. 86]: independence (or isolation), and an arrangement according to
an order of priority and posteriority. A tragedy which accomplishes the condition of a
complete whole has a structure whose parts are closely connected; they are so closely
connected that not only the removal, but also the transposition of one, would affect the
whole system. On the contrary, parts which can be removed from the plot without
affecting the whole, are isolated, or disconnected episodes. Once again, Aristotle
confirms that the independence or dependence of an item can be established on the basis
of the consequences arising from its suppression. If the whole is not affected, it means
that the items removed are isolated, and not related to the rest. For otherwise, even the
transposition of an item from one place of the plot would affect the whole. Accordingly,
the isolation of Speusippus’ levels implies disconnection between them, and such a
disconnection cannot account for a precise order of the structure, let alone account for an

order established in terms of degrees of substantiality.

c) Lastly, it must be highlighted that, at the beginning of the fragment, Aristotle
addresses the criticism to some components in particular, namely, to all number and
mathematical objects (0 apOpOg mag kai ta padnuotikd). For Aristotle says that, if we
press Speusippus further on all number and mathematical objects, we realise that they do
contribute nothing the one to the other. Initially, Aristotle’s criticism appears to be
expressed specifically with reference to numbers and mathematical objects. But in the
latter part of the testimony, the objects under attack seem to be much less clearly
identifiable. And in fact, the terminology does not help to clarify the issue. Aristotle first
identifies the problematic topic as related to ‘all number and the objects of mathematics’.
Then, when extending his criticism by appeal of an example, Aristotle speaks of ‘number’
and ‘magnitudes’; and, lastly, when he refers back to Speusippus’ position in general, he
says ‘toic T podnpotikd pdvov givon papévorc’, i.e. those who say that mathematical
objects alone exist. Accordingly, Aristotle’s terminology fluctuates between: 1) 6 ap1Opoc
TG Kol T pobnuatikd, all number and mathematical objects (in general); 168 2) 6 dp1Opog
and td peyé0n, number and magnitudes; 3) td paOnpatikd, mathematical objects.169 AS

already emphasised, Aristotle’s terminology is rarely consistent when related to

168 See Hussey (1991: 107): ‘Aristotle takes it for granted throughout M 1-3 that there are such things as
‘mathematical objects’ (in particular, numbers and geometrical figures), and that they are not straightforwardly
identical with any entities of a more ordinary kind’, and Mueller (1970: 157).

169 This seems to be confirmed by the language Aristotle employs in books M and N. See Crubellier (1994:
334) ‘Les objets géométriques sont appelés ‘genres postérieurs au nombre’ (viz. T®v VoTEPOV YEVADY TOD
ap1Opod) par référence au programme platonicien (Méme type de désignation dans A9, 992b13: td petd Tovg
ap1Bpove)’.
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Speusippus’ mathematical ontology and, because of this, it is hard to find a conclusive
explanation. In particular it is difficult to understand what ta tpdtepa toig Votepov refers
to, given that they are expressed in a neuter plural. For they could equally refer to (1) ta
poabnuotikd, or to both (2) 6 ap1Ouog mog kai ta padnuaticd. Does Aristotle refer to (1)
the relation that mathematical objects in general entertain with non-mathematical levels,
or is he pointing at (2) an internal relation of mathematical objects to one another?
Although a definitive answer to this question cannot be provided at this stage of the
analysis, | believe that an explanation which points to a separation of the mathematical
level intended as a whole in relation to that of sensible bodies, rather than at an internal
relation which mathematical objects entertain to one another, is more attractive.17o Indeed,
it is also worth noting that the soul and sensible bodies are referred to together. This, on
the one hand, might be easily explained by reference to a principle of economy in the
explanation provided by Aristotle. As Aristotle has already provided a full example,
although he needs to show the consequent implications, he does not need to reiterate the
full description of how the elimination works at every level. On the other hand, though,
matching together the soul with sensible bodies, and distinguishing them from the
mathematical realm, maintains a certain attractiveness from a philosophical point of view.
For, even in Aristotle’s own hylomorphic system, it would be much less intuitive to say
that, by eliminating the soul, sensible bodies would still exist. Indeed, if mathematical
objects maintain a certain degree of separability even in Aristotle’s own conception,
although being inseparable from the objects themselves, the same cannot be said for
(almost all) sensible bodies.171 Indeed, the claim that by eliminating the soul, sensible
bodies would still exist, is a much easier claim to counter, if this was really Speusippus’

formulation. In any case, | will leave this question open, for the moment.172

Hence, according to our analysis, Aristotle’s passage conveys the following information

about Speusippus’ system:

170 For a more detailed treatment of Aristotle’s criticism of Platonists’ geometrical objects (and potential
criticism involved here), see Crubellier (1994: 338-343).

171 This consideration obviously does not take into account soulless bodies such as rocks and pebbles, which,
anyway, receive a marginal treatment in Aristotle’s own corpus and respond to a different reason for their
unity.

172 Also Crubellier, in his commentary (1994: 496), raises the question of how the thesis of mathematical
number alone would lead to an episodic conception of the whole reality. His answer touches very closely my
suggestion: ‘On le congoit facilement pour ce qui est de la connexion entre les nombres et les phénomenes
naturels, puisque cette these a précisément été adopté en rupture avec la doctrine primitive des idées, qui pensait
trouver dans les objects idéaux des causes pour les objets naturels’. In this respect, Annas’ comments on the
passage are, on the contrary, not very helpful, as she limits herself to the general claim that Aristotle’s criticism
suggests that ‘the Academy had not in fact said anything very definite’, and to the observation that ‘one theory
is criticized on the grounds that all the mathematical objects are produced disconnectedly, i.e. there is no
rational way in which the earlier contribute to the later’ (1974: 209).
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a) Speusippus’ components of the world appear to be arranged according to
different degrees of substantiality (or, at least, this is how Aristotle spells out the
arrangement). Within this arrangement, Aristotle identifies, in order of degree of
substantiality, the following components: numbers, magnitudes, soul and sensible
bodies.

b) Aristotle’s criticism specifically addresses two aspects of Speusippus’ system
that are connected: priority in substance and ontological isolation of the levels. As
the components of the world are arranged according to different degrees of
substantiality, they should also be connected to one another for the order to subsist.
But this is precisely what is absent in Speusippus’ conception, which by contrast,
features distinct levels which are separated. For Aristotle the two things, taken
together, are contradictory: the isolation and disconnection of the levels do not allow
a consideration of the objects according to an order of substantiality. For, for A to be

prior to B, B must somehow be dependent on A.

In order to verify the results just obtained, we can test our outcomes against another

Aristotelian version of the same charge, preserved in book A of the Metaphysics.

[FR 52] oi 3¢ Léyovrsg TOV AplOpoOV TPGTOV TOV Padnuatikov Kol oiir(og del GAANV
€yopévny ovciav Kol apyag EkGotng GAIG, 87‘[8100510)51‘[ TNV TOD TOVTOG 0VGiaV TodoY
(01)68\/ yop M £Tépa T ETEPQY GDuBaMsrm oboa | Py ovoa) Koi apxag TOAAAG: TO, € GvTa
oV Bovdeton ToltevEcOAL KaK®G. 0K Gyaddv ToAvKopavin: £1¢ Koipavog E6Twm.

Those who maintain that mathematical number is primary, and that, in like manner, [there
is] always another substance which follows and that [there are] different principles for
each [substance], make the substance of the universe episodic (for one substance in no
way affects another by existing or non-existing) and establish many principles. But beings
don’t want to be governed badly: ‘the rule of many is not good; let one be the ruler’.173

As it is immediately evident, the passage does not preserve information on the components
of the world themselves. Indeed, with the exception of mathematical number, defined as
primary, other components are not spoken of explicitly. On the contrary, Aristotle speaks of
the substance of the universe (v Tod avtog ovoiav), and of another ovoia always following
mathematical number with its respective principle (dei GAAnv €xopévny odoiav Koi apyoc

ékaotng dAhog).174 From the vocabulary used, which repeatedly insists on the aspect of

173 Arist., Metaph., A10, 1075b37-1076a5. The last sentence is a quotation of Hom., Il. Il, 204. The earliest
manuscripts omit £€stm from the quotation (see Berti 2017: 549).

174 Note that the insistence on the continuity of the ovciot occurs also in Z2 with respect to Xenocrates (£viot
3¢ o pev €idn kol Tovg appovg v adtnv Exsv eogi evoty, To 8¢ dAla éyxopeva). | take the accent on the
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substantiality, we can conclude that, as suggested before, mathematical number and the items
following it should be considered as the ovoion populating Speusippus’ ontology. Moreover,
the hint of a continuous succession of obciot following mathematical number seems to confirm
that the components of Speusippus’ world are in fact arranged according to an order, and that
the order should be understood in terms of degrees of substantiality. Once again, the
mathematical level is the focus of Aristotle’s criticism. However, from the passage under
examination it seems clearer that Aristotle’s charge does not concern internal relations within
the mathematical level only, but, on the contrary, the relation each level entertains with others.
Indeed, both Homer’s quotation at the end of the fragment, as well as the general context of
the discussion of A,175 point to the absence of a unique governing principle of the whole. And
this is specifically evident for Speusippus’ conception, which features principles for each level.
By contrast with the previous passage, the criticism here does not address specifically the
question of the relation of the components in terms of priority and posteriority, but, instead, it
concentrates on their reciprocal disconnection, justified by reference to the peculiar principles
each level features. However, the criticism is formulated almost in the same way: just as
Aristotle had said: ‘t0 unf&v coupariiecOor dGAARAog 0 TPOTEPQ TOIC Votepov’, in the
present passage he says ‘ovdev yap 1 £tépa tf £1épa cupBarietar ovco §j uf ovoa’. In this
respect, one may also note that the relation that Aristotle would want to establish between the
components, and that he stresses as absent in Speusippus’ conception, is here spelled out by
appeal to the same verb &iui: in nothing one thing affects another by being or not being.
Accordingly, the fragment confirms our main points: a) Speusippus’ world is populated by a
variety of components, among which mathematical number is the first, and which, in
Aristotle’s perspective, are arranged according to an order of substantiality; b) the different
levels are neither connected to one another, nor ordered according to a unique governing
principle, but each of them has specific principles. Moreover, c) the fragment also helps us
clarify Aristotle’s criticism further. It is the way Speusippus accounts for the independence of
each ontological level, namely, by establishing specific principles ruling over each level, that

makes Aristotle conclude that his levels are independent and his system episodic. Given that

continuity expressed here by ‘del dAAnv €xopévny oveiav’ to pick up the reference to “tiv tod mavtog odoioy’.
Accordingly, the ovcion Aristotle speaks of are considered ontologically consequent to one another and, so to say,
they do not interrupt the substance of the universe. In this sense, ontological continuity does not imply connection,
but only the existence of an order. This insistence on continuity is shared also by Theophrastus (see infra,
footnotes 135-136).

175 Cf. Zingano (2010: 141-142) ‘Book Lambda endeavours to establish that there is sunaphé tis kai hoion
koinonia pros alléla tois te noétois kai tois tés phuseos, “a sort of connection and as it were a common ground
between objects of reason and the things of nature”, so that they are not disconnected hosper hekatera
kechorismena, “as if each was separated”, to quote twice from Theophrastus’ Metaphysics (2, 4a9-12; see also
Lambda 10, 1075a16 panta de suntetaktai pos, “all things are ordered together somehow”), a treatise which
seems to be very close to Lambda’. On the context of book A, see, among alia, the papers collected in Frede
and Charles (2000) and the collection of Horn (2010a). On A10 more specifically and the unity of the world-
order, see Horn (2010b).

25



the mathematical level originates out of different principles than those established for the
geometrical one, the suppression of the mathematical level would have no effect for
geometrical objects; for magnitudes would still originate out of their principles even if all
numbers were to be destroyed. This aspect leads Aristotle to describe Speusippus’ system as a
series of disconnected episodes. Accordingly, Aristotle’s criticism is directed at every level
and does not regard the mathematical realm internally only; on the contrary, he points at the
absence of a unique relation ordering the levels between each other. By establishing peculiar
and unrelated principles for each ontological level, Speusippus gave away the possibility of an

ordering continuity in the system.

1.3 The rejection of Forms (fr. 77)

In order to conclude our sketch of a general framework of Speusippus’ ontology, one final
aspect stands in need of our attention: the rejection of Plato’s theory of Forms. Indeed, in
books M and N of the Metaphysics, but also often elsewhere in the corpus, Aristotle presents
the positions of Plato, Speusippus and Xenocrates together. Each of the three positions is
characterised by a peculiar feature: beyond the sensibles, Plato posited the existence of
Forms (and numbers); Speusippus posited the existence of mathematical number alone; and
Xenocrates brought together Forms and numbers. But in at least one passage, Aristotle gives
an explicit rationale for Speusippus’ position and for his decision to posit mathematical

objects only:

[FR. 77] ot p&v yop 1o, podnuatikd povov motodvieg mapd to aichntd, opdvieg Ty mepi
Ta €(0M dvoyépelov kol TAAGWY, AmécTnoav OmO TOL €idNTIKOD ppod Kol TOV
pafnuotikov Eroincov:176

Those who posit the objects of mathematics only besides sensible things, because they
saw the difficulty and artificiality regarding the Forms, abandoned Ideal number and
posited mathematical number.

In the passage, Aristotle suggests that Speusippus’ decision to establish the existence of
mathematical number only, beside sensible things, is motivated by the difficulty and
artificiality he observed in Plato’s theory of Forms. Unfortunately, Aristotle does not explain
what Speusippus’ specific problems in relation to Plato’s theory were, and the vocabulary used

here is the only tool at our disposal to grasp the philosophical difficulties. Accordingly, we

176 Arist., Metaph. M9, 1086a2-5. It is worth noting, here, that the expression ‘mapd t¢ aicOntd’, present in fr.
48 IP1 as well, here occurs again. In the present fragment, however, it seems that Speusippus concedes the
existence of mathematical objects only, beyond that of sensible bodies. This conclusion strengthens the
suggestion, raised in section 1.2 that the main intervention in Speusippus’ system is that between the mathematical
realm and the sensible one.
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will investigate the terms dvoyépeia and TAdolc.

The word dvoyépeta is commonly used by Aristotle to refer to logical difficulties.1i7zz From
this perspective, it is not absurd to think that part of Speusippus’ problem with Plato’s theory
of Forms was related to those discussions taking place already within the Academy, and
which Aristotle himself raised;17s it certainly did not come as a surprise to Speusippus that
specific contradictions could be raised against the Forms, especially concerning their relation
to sensible objects. But if the word dvoyépela is quite common in Aristotle’s prose, things
get more interesting once we address the term nAdoic. Indeed, the substantive midog is not
common at all in Aristotle’s corpus, where it occurs only once, in the biological context of
the Generation of Animals.179 In that context, Aristotle is speaking about the production of
milk in women and its usefulness. The passage explains that although, in the months
preceding the seventh month, milk is used for the formation of the embryo, when the embryo
is approaching completion, the residue of secretion is more in quantity because it is not used
for the moulding of the embryo (eig TAdov T0D £uPpvov) anymore, but, rather, for its small
growth (eig pkpav abénowv). In this respect, the term points specifically to the conformation
and shaping that the embryo is undergoing until the seventh month. In absence of other
occurrences of the substantive, we can broaden our scope with a brief survey of the usage of
the corresponding verb. Indeed, the general use of the verb tAdocw, employed by Aristotle

especially in his biological works, confirms that the usual meaning refers to the moulding of

177 On Aristotle’s use of the term as ‘theoretical difficulty’ in philosophical contexts, see Bonitz (1870: 210),
who records 15 uses of the word as ‘philosophical difficulty”’ (idem quod dmopia and dromic) and Cheng
(2018), who provides a survery of dvoyep-word in both Plato and Aristotle and offers an explanation of the
process of objectification of the word. As Cheng argues (2018: 99-100): ‘dvoyep-words are suitable for
expressing the embarrassing and uncomfortable state of someone who is puzzled by sophistic arguments in
which semantic polysemy and ambiguity play a considerable role’. Then, Plato and Aristotle seem ‘to “purify”
the sophistic dvoyépela bringing it from the field of antilogia to the Socratic elenchus and the Aristotelian
dialectic’. For a parallel analysis of the semantic development of the term dmopia, see Politis (2006). Cheng’s
analysis also aims at questioning the results obtained by Schofield (1971), who closely associated the word
dvoyépeta with Speusippus. See below, n. 178.
178 A, for instance, Arist. Metaph., A9; B2; An. Post. I, 22. In a very influential article, Schofield (1971) argued
that Aristotle’s frequency (especially in books M and N of the Metaphysics) in using the word dvoyépeta in
the sense of ‘anopia raised by Speusippus in the Academic debates on first principles’ (ivi: 14) suggests that
the word can be claimed as Speusippean. The paper has been very well received by scholars and opened the
path for a lively discussion on the identification of oi dvoyepeic in Plato’s Philebus. Despite the challenges
raised by Taran (1981: 79-80) and D. Frede (1992: 51; 1993: 461), Schofield’s identification of oi dvoyepeic
has been defended by Dillon (2003: 67-76 and 1999: 104-105); Tarrant (2010: 111-112) and (2008), where
Tarrant argues for an analogous identification of oi dvoyepeic in the Magna Moralia; more recently, Murgier
(2016: 74-78). For different positions, see Bringmann (1972), who suggests Heraclides lies behind the
reference (this identification, however, has been strongly questioned by Brancacci 1999) and Warren (2009)
who shows how Aristotle in NE drew on a previous discussion between Speusippus and Eudoxus, probably
lying in the background of Plato’s Philebus. For a recent attempt to reconstruct the debate, see Fronterotta
(2018).
179 Arist., De gen. anim., 776a34.
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material objects or matter in general, which leads to the acquisition of a determinate shape.1so
By transposing the results of this brief survey to the context of our analysis, it seems fair to
conclude that the second part of Speusippus’ problem with the theory of Forms is related to
the way the theory is conceived and shaped by Plato. But this result seems to be
unsatisfactory, given that Speusippus abandons the Forms completely and refuses the
existence of ideal number as well, instead of re-shaping the doctrine. For Speusippus does
not construct a different theoretical framework for the Forms, as, for instance, Xenocrates

does. What does it mean, then, that he had observed the nAdoig of Plato’s theory?

In order to obtain a better understanding of the meaning of nAdo1c, here two examples of
the Aristotelian usage of the verb midccwm in polemical contexts come to our aid. Let us
examine them more closely. The first occurs in the De gen. et corr.,181 where Aristotle
criticizes Leucippus for having constructed a hypothesis according to which reality is partly

divisible and partly isn’t. He says:

Ei pgv yap mévn dioapetdv, ovdev eivar &v, Hote 008& oA, GAAY kevov TO Slov- &l
O¢ Thj uev 1] 8¢ un, memhaopéve tvi Todt’ Eotkévar:

For, if it is divisible through and through, there is no one, and no many either, but the
whole is void; while to maintain that is divisible at some points but not at others, looks
like an arbitrary fiction.1s2

The reasons for Aristotle to say that Leucippus’ hypothesis resembles an arbitrary fiction
are explained in the following lines: ‘Arguing in this way, they were led to transcend
(vmepPavtec) sense-perception, and to disregard (rmapdovreg) it on the ground that one ought
to follow reason’.183 And again: ‘Moreover, although these opinions appear to follow logically,
yet to believe them seems next door to madness when one considers the facts’.1s4 Therefore,
Leucippus’ theory is arbitrary because it is constructed in such a way that it goes beyond sense
perception and does not work in accordance with the facts. In the passage, the reasons for

Aristotle’s criticism are rooted in a strong empiricism: Leucippus’ hypothesis is artificial,

180 See, e.g., De gen. anim. 764a15, where Aristotle considers two animals already moulded in embryo, one of
which has all the parts of the female, while the other of the male; 730b30, where nature is depicted as a modeller
who works the material with her own hands. De Hist. An. 623b32; 624al; 624a2; 624a19, all related to the
construction of cells by bees or similar insects; 628a 12; 628b 11 where wasps mould their combs; De part.
Anim. 654b29, 657a20, 676b10 where the verb refers, respectively, to the moulding of an animal out of a clay;
to the material needed for the formation of ears; to the elements moulded in snakes into a certain form. For a
complete account of the references, see Bonitz (1870: 597), who translates: formare, fingere (and, accordingly,
when abstract: confingere, comminisceri).

181 Arist., De gen. et corr. 325a8-10, transl. Joachim.

182 Translation by Joachim. Italian translations of the De gen. et corr. also go in the same direction: Giardina
(2008: 162) translates memAaopéve with “artificioso’, while Migliori (2013: 75) “arbitrario’.

183 Arist., De gen. et corr. 325a13-15, transl. Joachim.

184 Arist., De gen. et corr. 325a17-19, transl. Joachim.
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because, according to Aristotle, it completely overlooks reality. The same can be said for the
second example, taken from the De motu animalium. For, when Aristotle is speaking about
the joints of the animals, he observes that they work differently than in geometrical

illustrations:

Kol yop TO Kwelcba, o¢ @oaci, mAdttovowy &n’ adtdv: od yap KivelcOor TOV
naOnuaTik®@y 00oEV.

For movement, too, in such figures is a figment, so they say, since in mathematics nothing
actually moves.18s

Once again, Aristotle contrasts what we can observe in accordance with our senses and
what, by contrast, we cannot. Indeed, when we speak of movement in a mathematical or
geometrical context, we are not describing a real pattern detectable in nature, but, rather, a
fictitious one. If we take the two examples to be relevant, we have a much clearer view of
Speusippus’ concerns: on the one hand, the theory of Forms was problematic because of
logical difficulties, well attested by various passages of Aristotle’s corpus and possibly
discussed already by Plato within the Academy; on the other hand, the theory of Forms also
had an empirical disadvantage: the existence of Forms is not easily discernable by empirical
analysis and necessitates a stronger metaphysical claim. With the elimination of Forms and
of ideal number, Speusippus claimed the advantage of dealing with ontological levels that
were unanimously acknowledged in their existence by reducing the metaphysical dimension

drastically.

1.4 Speusippus’ ontology: preliminary conclusions
This preliminary examination of the general features of Speusippus’ system gives us some
starting points for the following investigation. According to the Aristotelian passages

analysed so far, we can conclude that:

a) Speusippus belongs to that group of philosophers who established the
existence of many substances beyond sensible bodies and, according to Aristotle,
arranged them according to different degrees of substantiality.

b) The list of Speusippus’ ovciot includes: mathematical number, magnitudes
(the two are possibly joined together as ta paOnupatikd), soul and sensible bodies.
According to what Aristotle says, each ovoia presents specific principles. Although

it is difficult to establish precisely to what extent Speusippus actually shares

185 Arist., De motu animalium, 698a25-26, transl. Peck.
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Aristotle’s conception of ovoia, the existence of different principles for each level
suggests that each level has specific characteristics which distinguishes it from the
others. Moreover, as mathematical number appears first in the list because it is
considered the first among beings, the list implies an order in terms of priority and
posteriority. However, it may well be that the order implied in Speusippus’
arrangement follows a different rationale than Aristotle’s, as, for example, a
difference in terms of ontological progression.iss Nonetheless, there is some way in
which mathematical number, or mathematical objects, are prior to other components.

¢) The arrangement according to degrees of substantiality or, better, the relation
in terms of priority and posteriority, implies, for Aristotle, that the different
ontological levels should be connected to one another. Despite an arrangement which
features an internal relation of priority and posteriority, for Aristotle, the isolation of
the levels that fails to account for an order among them.

d) The fact that Speusippus’ establishes different principles for each ontological
level makes Aristotle conclude that Speusippus’ levels not only fail to account for
their arrangement and order but are also disconnected.

e) Lastly, Speusippus seems to identify two kinds of problems in Plato’s theory
of Forms: on the one hand, a problem related to logical difficulties involved in Plato’s
account; on the other hand, an empirical disadvantage that leads Speusippus to reject

ideals in his system (ideal number included) in favour of a more empirical realism.

186 This is the suggestion of Isnardi Parente (1980: 268ff), which seems quite plausible to me. As mathematical
number is conceived of as the first among beings, the following levels might be explained as a ‘progression in
terms of being’. This, however, should not be understood as a scale of reality. On the contrary, it is quite clear
that the Academics considered numbers as real entities, existing by themselves, and not as abstracted ones (see
also Crubellier (1994: 353-354), who argues that this is the overall theory which Aristotle is trying to
invalidate). Accordingly, the ‘progression in terms of being’ should be understood as a progressive (and not
derivative) deployment of reality, which is also, to a certain extent, empirically comparable.
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CHAPTER TWO:
THE ABSENCE OF GOOD IN THE PRINCIPLES:
SPEUSIPPUS’ RE-THINKING OF PLATO’S THEORY OF FORMS

As we discussed in the previous chapter, in Metaphysics M (9, 1086a 2-5) Aristotle
reports that Speusippus, having seen the ‘6voyépelov kol midowy’ of Platonic Forms,
abstained from positing ideal number and posited mathematical number alone. In the same
book (M 8, 1083a 21-22), Speusippus is said neither to believe in Forms absolutely nor as
certain numbers. Accordingly, as argued, it is plausible to say Speusippus raised at least two
different types of problems to Plato’s Forms: on the one hand, logical difficulties concerning
the account of Forms; on the other hand, possibly, a difficulty justified by, or rooted in, a
more empirical approach. But how do these problems relate to one another? And what

precisely, were the philosophical reasons for Speusippus to abandon the theory of Forms?

In this chapter, I shall argue that Speusippus’ postulation and conception of first principles
works as a direct response to the Platonic problem of participation to the Forms. Indeed,
Speusippus’ analytical conception of principles, conceived as causes but released from
ontological grounding in the sensibles, allows an inquiry and taxonomical arrangement of
sensible objects that does not require any appeal to Forms. To this purpose, the chapter will
be organised as follows. As a starting point, I will take into account Aristotle’s criticism of
Speusippus’ conception of principles. I will show that a specific aspect of this criticism, i.e.,
that directed towards the absence of Good in the principles, allows us to better understand
Speusippus’ conception of the principles within its relation to the Platonic problem of
participation. Against traditional readings of the passage, | will argue that the biological
analogy of the principle with the seed, often thought to originate with Speusippus, rather
reflects an Aristotelian critique against Speusippus’ theory, originally conceived with

reference to first principles only.187 Accordingly, I will show that if we take participation to

187 Ravaisson (1838: 75). Merlan (1953: 97 and 105-106) takes the seed to be, for Speusippus, both a simile
and a metaphor of the principles. In the first edition of the fragments (1980: 275), Isnardi Parente is unclear on
the attribution of the comparison. She writes that Zeller follows Aristotle’s text closer than other scholars, by
attributing to Speusippus the argument based on the seed, but she also writes that the fragment, better than
biological and organic comparisons, gives us the idea of how Speusippus conceived the progressive
mathematical-geometrical development of reality fulfilled in the tetraktys. In the second edition (2005: 16),
she comments that the argument based on the seed is typically Aristotelian, but she does not expand her analysis
further. Taran (1981: 335-336) says that the analogy between seed and apyn is typically Speusippean; Dillon
(2003: 42-43) allows the possibility that Aristotle may be tendentious here but seems to agree that the
comparison with the seed was indeed Speusippean; Bonazzi (2015: 16) and Trabattoni (2017: 150) agree that
the analogy with the seed is Speusippean.
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have represented for Speusippus at least one of the problems of Plato’s doctrine of the Forms,
we are provided with a coherent explanation for his decision to separate different levels of
reality. Under these circumstances, the discontinuity of the system works as an attempt to
guarantee different kinds of inquiries, and, therefore, of different kinds of knowledge related
to different kinds of objects. If this reading is right, the usual charge of episodicity, unfairly
dismissed by scholars,1ss8 would expose Speusippus’ aim to fix Plato’s metaphysical
doctrine. The ‘truly episodic universe’, labelled by Dillon as an ‘anathema to a Platonist’, 189
might constitute, on the contrary, a genuine attempt by a leading Platonist to restore Platonic

theories by defending them from inconsistencies and contradictions.

2.1 What is most beautiful and noble does not exist év apyij (fr. 53)

In many passages of Metaphysics N (see, e.g. N4 1091a30ff; 1091b13ff), Aristotle
explains that Speusippus chose not to characterise the first principle, 1o &v, as (the) good. On
some occasions, Speusippus’ justification is associated with his worry about ascribing
‘badness’ to the second principle.190 Technically, this operates on the assumption that
‘badness’ is opposite to ‘goodness’ and that the first two principles must be opposed to one
another; if one principle is to be good, the second (to mAffoc) must necessarily be
characterised as bad. But on at least two occasions, Aristotle reports seem to hint at a more

general theory. Indeed, the first example occurs in A:

[FR. 53] 6601 8¢ vmorappdavovoiy, donep oi [TuOaydperot kai TredoITnog O KAAMGTOV
Kod dprotov pun &v apyd eivat, 816 TO Koi TdV QUTEY Kai TV (DoV TAG Apyec oitia udv
glvar 10 8¢ KooV koi TéLelov &v Toig 8k TovT™Y, 0VK dpBdS olovTat. TO Yap omépuo &€
£18pov £0T1 TPOTEPOV TEAEI®V, Kl TO TPBTOV 00 GIEPUO £6TIV GALL TO TEAEIOV. OloV
TPOTEPOV AVOPMTOV GV QuiN TIC EIVOIL TOD GEPUATOC, OV TOV £K TOVTOV YEVOLEVOV, GAN’
gtepov &€ 0D 10 oméppa.

Those who hold, as the Pythagoreans and Speusippus, that what is most beautiful and
noble does not exist év apyfi — for although the principles of plants and animals are
causes, beauty and completeness are in the things arising out of them — don’t think
correctly. In fact, the seed arises out of other prior and complete things, and what is
primary is not the seed but completeness. e.g. we must say that before the seed there
is a man — not the man arisen out of the seed, but another from whom the seed arises
out of.101

188 Dillon (2003: 44-45) suggests a generative system, but, as already mentioned, he admits the absence of
sufficient textual evidence for his interpretation. However, in a footnote (n. 40, p. 44) Dillon mentions Malcom
Schofield’s suggestion that Speusippus ‘may in fact have left his universe episodic’. Isnardi Parente (1980: 59)
recurs to the notions of opowdtng and analogy, in order to account for some continuity in Speusippus’ system,
as does Taran (1981: 26).

189 Dillon (2003: 46).

190 See, e.g. Arist., Metaph. N4, 1091b30-35.

101 Fr. 53 IP1 (=Arist., Metaph. A7, 1072b30-1073a3). The translation is mine, but it is worth mentioning that
both Tredennick (1935: 150-151) and Ross (1984: 176-177) translate ‘év apyf” with ‘in the beginning’ and
‘TG apyag” with ‘beginnings’.

32



Aristotle here exposes a compact, general theory attributed to Speusippus and the
Pythagoreans, according to which: ‘what is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the
beginning’. Already an initial glance at the Greek reveals an ambiguity: the thesis here
reported is unclear. Indeed, the sentence can be understood as:

a) ‘what is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the beginning’, i.e., beauty
and nobility are posterior in time;
b) ‘what is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the principle’, i.e., beauty

and nobility are posterior ontologically.192

As the two readings are grammatically equivalent, 193 in order to understand what meaning
we should assume to be operative, we need to look at the rest of Aristotle’s testimony.
Indeed, Aristotle adds an expansion and explanation of the thesis: ‘although the principles
of plants and animals are causes, beauty and completeness are in the things arising out of
them (év toig éx TovT®V)’. The expansion of the thesis focuses on specific kinds of principles,
those of animals and plants, connoted as causes. Even though these principles are causes,
however, beauty and completeness can be found only in the things arising out of them, i.e.,
in their consequents, or products: plants and animals. The sentence states once again the
posteriority in appearance of qualities such as beauty and, now, also completeness, but does
not help to clarify in what sense this posteriority should be understood. In fact, the bearing
of qualities such as beauty, nobility, and completeness is expressed only with the verb givau
and an indirect complement, constructed with v plus the dative, expressing the presence of
qualities in an object, i.e., in the things arising out of the principles of plants and animals (v
101G €k TouteVv). Up to this point, we are still dealing with both theses: the posteriority of
beauty and completeness can be either ontological or temporal. It is here that Aristotle

presents his refutation, consisting in a counterexample showing that Speusippus’ thesis is

192 The possibility of both readings is confirmed as well by commentators of the passage, who take the sentence
either way. Accordingly, pseudo-Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Arist. Metaph., p. 699, 28-33 Hayduck = fr. 49
IP, understands that it is not possible to say that the principle is good, while the Latin translation of Themistius’
paraphrase of Metaphysics A (In Metaph. Libr. L Paraphrasis, p. 24, 24-32 = fr. 42c¢ Taran) reports ‘initio rei’,
giving a temporal reading to ‘év apyfi’. Even by objecting that the Latin version of the text is a translation from
the Hebrew and, as such, cannot be used as conclusive evidence, the temporal reading can also be detected
from the meaning of the passage. Indeed, the noun ‘res’ implies that the object in question is a generated
ontological being (identified, in fact, with the seed), while the formulation ‘tempore perfectionis’ alludes to its
temporal development.

193 It has been noted by other scholars that Aristotle sometimes accommodates both ontological and temporal
priority in some passages of his corpus see, e.g. Crubellier (1994: 539), with respect to Arist., Metaph., N5
1092a9ff; Corkum (2008: 69) with respect to Arist., Phys., 260b17-19, where Aristotle, in relation to motion
(xivnoig), says there is also temporal priority in addition to priority in substance; more relevant is the case of
Metaph. ®8 where Aristotle, with the focus on the three relations falling under the potential-actual scheme,
proves the logical, ontological and temporal priority of the act.
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not correct. The counterexample reads that the seed arises out of other prior things, and,
therefore, that the seed is not prior, but completeness is. Aristotle goes on to add that, in fact,
before the seed there is a man — not the man arisen out of the seed, but, rather, another man
from whom the seed arises out of. The counterexample provided indicates the ontological
priority of completeness:io4 the seed, considered in relation to its final end, man, is in
potency. But, as we know, actuality is prior to potentiality ontologically. Therefore, it is man,
a complete substanceios in its actual form, that comes first. But is Aristotle’s refutation
legitimate? In order to establish this, we need to look at Aristotle’s report more carefully,
evaluating the reliability of the thesis attributed to Speusippus, and providing possible hidden
premises assumed by Aristotle in his confutation.
Accordingly, the thesis attributed to Speusippus consists of three different premises:
() What is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the principle/in the

beginning.

194 One might object that temporal priority is sufficient to explain the counterexample, without any need to
recur to ontological priority as well. In the end, Aristotle himself, in Metaph. ®8, when demonstrating the
priority of actuality over potentiality, says that actuality is, in time, ‘sometimes prior and sometimes not’
(Metaph. ©8, 1049b11-12). Nevertheless, this objection fails to underline two important points of Aristotle’s
counterexample which show that both ontological and temporal priority are at play here. On the one hand, in
Metaph. ®8 Aristotle goes on explaining that: ‘the matter and the seed and the thing which is capable of seeing,
which are potentially a man and corn and seeing, but are not yet so actually, are prior in time to the individual
man and corn and seeing subject which already exist in actuality’, (Arist., Metaph. ®8, 1049b19-23, transl.
Tredennick). Accordingly, if the completeness at stake is that of the individual man, or the individual corn,
completeness, and therefore actuality, is posterior in time, while the seed is prior. And this seems exactly the
mistake Aristotle is pointing out at by saying that: ‘before the seed there is a man’, but ‘not the man arisen out
of the seed’. On the other hand, one might object that in the same example, Aristotle specifies that ‘prior in
time to these potential entities are other actual entities from which the former are generated; for the actually
existent is always generated from the potentially existent by something which is actually existent—e.g., man
by man, cultured by cultured—there is always some prime mover; and that which initiates motion exists already
in actuality’, (Arist., Metaph. ®8, 1049b24-27). However, the reasons for this meaning of temporal priority
seem be to at least compatible with Aristotle’s explanation of ontological priority. Indeed, Aristotle says that
actuality is prior in substantiality ‘(a) because things which are posterior in generation are prior in form and
substantiality; e.g., adult is prior to child, and man to semen, because the one already possesses the form, but
the other does not; and (b) because everything which is generated moves towards a principle, i.e. its end’
(Arist., Metaph. @8, 1050a4-10). For this reason, | believe it is appropriate to take into consideration both kinds
of priority. Moreover, to consider both ontological and temporal priority seems to be particularly appropriate
in relation to the passage under examination. Indeed, even if temporal priority were to be sufficient, from an
Aristotelian perspective, to demonstrate Speusippus’ theory is wrong, we must not forget that the thematisation
of a distinction between different kinds of priorities is specifically Aristotelian and does not apply to Platonists
in general, nor to Speusippus in particular.

195 The example has been accounted for in many ways by scholars, who have interpreted the ‘man’ Aristotle
refers to very differently. Most commentators understand the claim with an existential meaning, and | tend to
agree with such interpretations (i.e. the man spoken of is an individual existing man) because, in similar
accounts ‘Form or actuality is the end toward which natural processes are directed. Actuality is therefore a
cause in more than one sense of a thing’s realizing its potential” (Cohen 2006). Makin (2006: 193-194) goes in
a similar direction and (2003: 226-227) argues that such examples of ontological priority are to be understood
in view of teleological considerations. Accordingly (2006: 195): ‘Fs are prior in substance to Gs so long as
there is some process which in normal conditions results in Fs rather than Gs; whereas the way to get Gs rather
than Fs is to interfere with, interrupt, or hinder that process’. Similarly, Witt (1994: 222ff). Peramatzis (2011:
284) rejects the existential construal as problematic and offers an explanation based on Physics, 2.9, 200a7-10;
19-20, aimed at explaining the example by appeal to a parallel with the existential dependence of matter upon
form: ‘if an adult, a human or a form exist or are going to exist at later or completion stages of certain types of
generation process, the relevant types of child, seed or matter must exist or will have to exist (respectively) at
earlier stages of these processes’.
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(i) Principles (of plants and animals) are causes.

(ili)  Beauty and completeness are in the things arising out of the principles.

2.2 Premise (i): what is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the principle/in

the beginning (10 k@A \oTov Kai dpreTov puij &v apyii ivor)

Similar versions of premise (i) recur quite often in other passages of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, and more precisely, in Metaphysics N4 1091a29ff; N4 1091a36-b3; N5
1092a9-17. As the discussion of N4 and N5 will be taken into account specifically in section
2.6, for the sake of the present discussion, it is not necessary to analyse in detail each
testimonium within its context. It is worth saying, though, that in all the other contexts the
thesis is expressed more specifically with reference to first principles in general, or to the
One in particular. Indeed, in N4 1091a31-32, Aristotle takes into account an aporia related
to how the elementsioe and first principles are related to the Good and the Beautiful (‘mdc
Eyel TpOG 1O Ayafov kai TO KaAOV Ta ototyeia Kai ol apyai’) in order to understand whether
‘any of the these (viz. the elements and the principles) is such as we mean when we speak of
the Good or the Supreme Good, or whether, on the contrary, these are later in generation
than the elements (botepoyevi)’.197 In N 4 1091a36-b3, following on the same topic,
Aristotle speaks of an agreement between the mythologists and other thinkers of his time,
‘who deny that there is such an element (viz. conceived as the Good or as the Supreme Good),
and say that it was only after some evolution in the natural order of things, that both the
Good and the Beautiful appeared (rpoghbodong Tiig TdV 6viov Ooemg Kol TO dyabov kol
10 KaAOV Eueaivestat)’; in the same respect, Aristotle comments that, in his opinion, ‘the
difficulty arises not from ascribing goodness as belonging to the first principle (1 dvoyépeia
00 S 10 T} dpyR TO £V dmodiddvar g vmdpyov)’, suggesting that, indeed, this was the
difficulty experienced by Speusippus.i9s Lastly, in N5 1092a9-17 Aristotle says that
Speusippus is not right in his assumption when he likens the principles of the universe to the
principle of animals and plants (tag tod 6Aov apyag tf TdV {hov Kol putdv), on the grounds
that out of indeterminate and incomplete things always arise things that are more complete

(€€ dopiotov dteddv e del ta Teledtepa).199 It is in this context that the example of the

196 Relevant here, is also that Speusippus characterised his principles as elements (see, e.g. fr. 58 1Py).

197 Avrrist., Metaph. N4 1091a33-35, transl. Tredennick (1933: 285), slightly modified.

198 Arist., Metaph. N4 1091b2-3, transl. Tredennick (1933: 287). | am not alone in taking the good as a
qualitative attribution. Indeed Crubellier’s translation (1994: 520) goes precisely in the direction of explicitly
characterising the attribution of the good to the One as the attribution of a quality: ‘Mais a vrai dire la difficulté
ne vient pas de ce que I’on attribue le Bien, comme une qualité, au principe, mais de ce que I’on fait de I'Un
un principe — et un principe au sens d’«élément»‘, (my emphasis).

199 (=fr. 57 IP1) This last passage requires closer inspection, especially in its connections to the fragment here
examined. Such an examination will be dealt with in section 2.6. For the moment, | will limit my comments to
a brief observation about the terminology, which strongly emphasises the vocabulary of the téAog. Indeed, the
vocabulary of the téloc is extremely relevant with respect to the seed example, as it will become clearer in the
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seed appears once again; indeed, Aristotle concludes: “for even in the natural world the
principles from which these things are derived are perfect and complete — for it is man that

begets man; the seed does not come first’.200

This brief comparison of different versions of premise (i) already provides us with crucial

information for our enquiry.

First of all, premise (i), asserting the absence of qualities such as beauty and goodness,
seems to have a specific target: it does not concern any kind of principles, but primary ones.
However, Aristotle does not specify this in [FR. 53] and, for the moment, we cannot exclude
that the premise equally applies to other kinds of principles. Secondly, the reference to two
qualities, beauty and goodness, is consistent across all testimonies, while the reference to
completeness appears only twice, and always concurrently with the counterexample of the
seed. Lastly, Aristotle hints at one reason for providing such premise. Indeed, by stating that
the difficulty (1 duoyépeia) ‘arises not from granting that goodness [to 0] belongs to the
apyn’,201 Aristotle provides us with crucial information: the reason for Speusippus’ thesis
lies precisely in the problematic assumption of qualities as belonging to the principles. If we
cannot still opt for an ontological or temporal reading of the thesis, we are at least provided

with some evidence in favour of the former.

2.3 Premise (ii): principles (of plants and animals) are causes (T®v QUTAOV Kai TOV

{Dov Tig apyg aitia pév givar)

Premise (ii): ‘principles of plants and animals are causes’, is generally considered by
scholars to be genuinely Speusippean.2o2 However, although the biological analogy can be
considered coherent given both the importance granted by the philosopher to inquiry into the
sensibles2os and Aristotle’s testimony about the postulation of many ovoior and of
correspondent principles, | think there are reasons to doubt the attribution and suspect an

Aristotelian intervention. 204

next stage of my analysis.

200 For the sake of completeness, | here report the Greek: ‘sici yép xoi évrad0a téleton ai dpyoi &€ Gv Todta
GvOpomoc yap GvBpwmov yevwd, kal ovk ot 10 onéppo mpdTov’, Arist., Metaph. N5 1092a15-17, transl.
Treddenick (1933: 291).

201 Transl. Menn (unpublished, Iy3: 40).

202 See, e.g. Taran’s discussion of frr. 42a and 43 (1981: 334-339, Taran’s numeration), but also Ravaisson
(1838:72) Dancy (1991: 85-86); Bonazzi (2015: 16); Trabattoni (2016: 150-151).

203 See frr. 123-146 IP1 on the &uoua.

204 At the conference Metaphysics and Epistemology in Plato’s Academy (Durham, 21-22 February 2018)
Thomaés Bénatouil suggested that the biological analogies and the example of the seed could receive a separate
treatment. Accordingly, one could still doubt premise (ii) is genuinely Speusippean, but nonetheless consider
the example as employed by Speusippus. | thank Thomas Bénatouil for the suggestion, as it had never occurred
to me the possibility to consider the two separately. However, as we realised, by accepting the seed-example
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First of all, also in Z2, where Aristotle had introduced Speusippus’ system, he states that:
‘Speusippus posited still more kinds of substances, beginning with the One, and principles
for each kind of substance, one for numbers, another for spatial magnitudes, and then another
for soul’.205s Although Aristotle is here taking into consideration people who believed that there
are several kinds of ovciot beyond the sensibles (rapa ta aicOntd), sensibles recur explicitly
in Aristotle’s list of Plato’s obdciot, but not in Speusippus’. It is also true that Aristotle
introduces Speusippus’ list by saying that he posited still more kinds of substances, but when
it comes to saying that he also established principles for each kind of ovoia, sensibles do not
appear anymore. Moreover, the correlative set 6AAnv pév - aAAnv 6¢,206 followed by the &netta
(which suggests a sense of conclusion), seems to indicate that the list of principles is
exhausted.2oz Thus, even if we accept that Speusippus’ considered sensible bodies to be
included among the ovoiat,208 we have no evidence suggesting he actually posited principles
for them as well, nor that he posited principles of plants and animals specifically.209 Indeed, if
this was a genuine Speusippean formulation, I see no reason for Aristotle not to include it in
his list. Secondly, the expression occurs in a very similar way ([apyn] T@v (dwv Kol UTAV)

in another context, namely, in the above quoted testimony (N5 1092a 9-17) in which it appears

as Speusippean we are provided with a generative model for the production of consequents from principles.
But this does not square with other Aristotelian evidence, where Aristotle insists Speusippus did not account
for the production of items out of principles.

205 FR. 48 IP1 (=Arist., Metaph. Z2, 1028b21-23). For a more detailed analysis of this fragment, see, supra,
section 1.1.

206 See, for a parallel example of two options that exhaust the list, Arist., De gen. et corr., 326b2-6: i 8" adt0O
010 EK0OTOV, 1| SlonpeTov Eotal, Kot dAA0 HEV KvoDv kat dAko &€ Kivovpevov: ‘but, if each is its own mover
either it will be divisible, in part causing motion and in part being mover’, transl. Forster and Furley.

207 The grammatical evidence is not meant to be conclusive, but only to work as a suggestion. Indeed, although
it is possible to read the &ncita as indicating conclusion, it may well be that it is the topic that is concluded, and
not the list (as in Bonitz (1870: 266): &nerta ‘in enumerandis argumentis” or “fort complectitur quae antea dicta
sunt’). Also, parallel versions of dAloc pév - dAlog 8¢ followed by £nerta are hard to find. A working parallel
could perhaps be [ps-Xen.], Ath. Const. Indeed, in enumerating the various ‘leaders of the people’ in a longer
list, [ps-Xen.] seems to arrange the order internally according to shorter chronological periods (introduced by
peto 8¢ tadrto, eita and others). At Ath. Const. 28.2.7-10, [ps-Xen] says: ‘petdr 8¢ todta ToD piv dfpov
TPOEIOTNKEL EAVOTOG, TAV 8¢ Yvmpipmv MiATiadng, éxerra OspictokAig Kol AploTteiong: HeTd 6¢ To0TOoVg
"E@udAtng pev od dnpov, Kipov 8° 6 Muktiddov tdv edndpov’. However, the same construction at 62.2.1-3,
where [ps-Xen.] is listing the pay for different services, shows that the sense of conclusion is not necessary, as
the list continues (usbogopodiot 8¢ mpdtov 6 dfjpog Taig pév dilaig ékkAnoiong dpoyuny, T 68 Kupig évvéa
<Porodc> Emerta To Sikactiplo TPElc OPolove: £10” 1) Bovn téve OPolovg). A closer working parallel could
perhaps be Procl., In Parm., 1, 707, 40 - 708, 7, where exactly same construction with ¢\\og is used. ‘Agl toivov
€ml TAoMG TAEEMG TAV TPAYUAT®V VOETY £vAda UEV EENpnuévny dhiny, Evada petda tod TAnbovg dhiny, énsita
obt® 1o TAfjog Kad oTd PNSE peTéyov THC oikelag £vadog, ody 8Tt £6Ti T1 TolODTOV £V TOIC OVGLY, BAL ETL Kol
T0DTO TTPOG TO TOPOV €ig VoV BarécBot St v t0d Zvevog d6&av dvaykaiov’

208 An interpretation that, as | emphasised in section 1.1, | am inclined to accept.

209 In general, evidence regarding principles other than primary is extremely scanty. For the present purpose,
it is important to note that in the fragments preserved by Athenaeus, namely those bearing witness of
Speusippus’ enquiry into the sensibles, there is no mention of principles at all. Also relevant is Theophrastus’
testimony (Metaph., 6b 4-6): ‘of the heavens and the rest they make no further mention whatsoever. And
likewise, neither do those around Speusippus’, transl. Gutas (2010: 126-127). Quoting Gutas’ commentary
(2010: 311): “The reference to Speusippus is incontestably negative: what Theophrastus means is precisely that
those about Speusippus [...] do not explain how ‘the lower entities can be derived from the principles assumed’
(van Raalte 264). This is the theme of this entire Aporia, that some philosophers posit the principles and then
stop without explaining the derivation of everything else from them’.
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concurrently with the counterexample of the seed. The consistency in speaking of principles
of plants and animals in polemical contexts in which the counterexample of the seed is
introduced as a counterdemonstration, makes me suspicious. Accordingly, I think we should
keep open as a possibility that such principles are introduced precisely in order to refute
Speusippus’ claims. In the end, parallels with other evidence have shown that the thesis: ‘what
is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the principle/in the beginning’, usually addresses
primary principles, and not those of animals and plants. Indeed, | think that the example of
principles of plants and animals is functional for Aristotle to introduce his counterexample
of the seed and point out a flaw in Speusippus’ system. Lastly, the example of the seed is
widely used by Aristotle in many passages of his corpus, where it is not unusual that Aristotle
speaks of seeds of plants and animals2i0 and considers them to be principles.211 What is even
more relevant is that the seed is the exemplum princeps in Aristotle’s demonstration of the
ontological priority of actuality over potentiality, a topic that is particularly connected to the
fragment under analysis [FR. 53], as will be clear from the following considerations. To
conclude, what | consider to be genuinely Speusippean of premise (ii) is only the claim that

principles are causes.

2.4 Premise (iii): Beauty and Completeness are in the things that arise out the

principles (T0 0 KaAOV Kai TEAELOV £V TOTG K TOVTOV)

Lastly, thesis (iii) seems to me the natural continuation of premise (i). As beauty and
completeness are not in the principle/in the beginning, they will be shown in the things
arising out of the principles. If, from this perspective, premise (iii) can be considered
genuinely Speusippean, | believe the change in terminology would be significant. Indeed, as
we noted above, given that the cluster of properties such as beauty, nobility and goodness is
constant in similar versions of premise (i),212 completeness always appears in the testimonies

in second place, and before the introduction of the seed example.213 In this respect, the shift

210 See, e.g. Arist., Phys., | 7 190b1-190b4; 11, 8 199b8-199h9; De an. I, 2 405b2-405b4, with reference to
Hippo: ‘they seem to have argued from the fact that the seed of all animals is fluid” (italics is mine), transl.
Smith. In a different context, but similarly about Aristotle speaking of onépua of plants, see Abraham (2010:
278-279). One issue here is obviously related to the ambivalence of the Greek term onéppa, translatable both
with ‘seed’ and ‘semen’ according to the contexts. Indeed, when we are speaking of omépua as semen, it is
even more common for Aristotle to speak about it as the male principle as opposed to the female principle,
sometimes referred to as owépua as well. On this, see Lefebvre (2016), whose discussion of Bolton (2010) and
of the significance of &€ o in this specific biological context is also relevant.

211 One passage of Magna Moralia is particularly relevant here. Even though the authenticity of the text is
widely debated, it can be taken at least as a plausible position that derives from Aristotle’s though: ‘Every
natural kind is given to begetting a being like itself, i.e. plants and animals; for both are apt to beget. And they
are given to beget from their first principles— for instance, the tree from the seed; for this is a kind of principle’,
Avrist., Mag. mor. 1 10, 187032-34, transl. Stock.

212 Arist., Metaph. N4, 109130ff; N4 1091b13ff; N5, 1092a9-17.

213 Arist., Metaph. N4, 1091a30ff.
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from goodness and beauty to completeness214 would indicate the imposition of Aristotelian
teleology. Indeed, these two qualities do occur in Platonic dialogues as paradigmatic
examples of Forms,215 and it is not unusual for Aristotle, when criticising Plato’s Theory of
Forms, to take into account the Form of Good.216 If Aristotle seems to be less interested in
arguing against the Form of Beauty,217 there are at least two passages, respectively in the
Eudemian Ethics and in Metaphysics M in which Aristotle mentions the two qualities
together, apparently referring to the Platonists.21s Although not conclusive, | take the
evidence to allow the possibility that the passage shifts from an Academic discussion of (the)

Good and (the) Beauty to Aristotle’s own notion of the téhog.219

2.5 The counterexample of the seed

As noted above,220 the possibility of both readings of [FR. 53] is confirmed by ancient
commentators of the text who read Aristotle’s ‘év apyfi’ in two ways. But apart from
allowing different interpretations of Speusippus’ theory, I believe that the effectiveness of
Aristotle’s confutation lies precisely in the ambiguity of the text. In order to test this
supposition, it is worth examining Aristotle’s argument. Aristotle’s argument consists in a
simple counterexample: a) The seed arises out of other prior and complete things; b) What
is prior is not the seed, but completeness. Ultimately, the refutation drops its reference to the
principles and concentrates on the ontological priority of completeness. But as it is

immediately clear, the argument lacks certain premises. Accordingly, in order to advance

214 | take Gpiotov, as the superlative of dya6dg, to belong to the same discussion of the latter. Taran notes
(1981: 335) that the two superlatives are here also related to the context, as Aristotle himself ascribes them to
the unmoved mover. | leave aside the question of the moral connotation of such qualities, that would require a
separate and detailed analysis of Speusippus’ ethical doctrines. This aspect is rightly noticed by Trabattoni
(2016: 148-155) who underlines that these qualities are, in a Platonic context, also ethically connoted, and
explains possible advantages of Speusippus’ thesis.

215 The most important examples are, for the Form of Good, Republic VI, 508e1ff; for that of Beauty, Symp.,
210eff.; Phaed. 78d-e. Both Forms occur, within different discussions, in the Republic.

216 For Aristotle’s criticism of the Form of Good, see, e.g. Arist., EN, 1096a34-b 5, Metaph. N 4, 1091b25ff.
217 Although there are some scholars working in this direction, trying to show Aristotle’s engagement with
Plato’s discussions in the Symposium. See, e.g. Sheffield (2010).

218 In EE, Aristotle criticises the Platonists for having built an argument that is, so to say, upside down. Indeed,
they demonstrate the goodness of things that are agreed to be good, on the basis of arguments that would
themselves need further justification. Aristotle comments that ‘they ought to start with agreed [goods], such as
health, strength, and temperance, [in order to show] that the beautiful (t6 xaAdv) is present even more in
unchanging things’. Arist., EE, 1, 1218, 21-22, transl. Woods (1992: 10), slightly modified. In Metaphysics M
(3, 1078a 30- 1078b 7), Aristotle draws a distinction between goodness and beauty and concludes that
‘inasmuch as it is evident that these (I mean, e.g. orderly arrangement and definiteness) are causes of many
things, obviously they must also to some extent treat of the cause in this sense, i.e., the cause in the sense of
the Beautiful.’, transl. Tredennick. Although Aristotle will never return on the topic, Annas highlights that ‘an
early marginal comment refers us to his discussion and transcription of Plato’s On the Good’, Annas (1976:
151).

219 It must be highlighted, here, that in Metaph. N5 1092a 9-17, where the thesis occurs again together with the
example of the seed, the formulation seems to be completely reframed within the language of the tékoc. Under
these circumstances, the thesis: ‘€€ dopiotmv dteldv te del 0 tederdtepa’ could be read as a paraphrase of
Speusippus’ thesis under Aristotelian conceptualisation. This will be examined in more detail in section 2.6.
220 See, infra, footnotes 192 and 193.
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his counterexample, Aristotle would appear to be assuming that, for Speusippus:

l. The principle of plants and animals is the seed.

. Plants and animals are the téAog of the seed.

These two premises effect a conceptual shift from Aristotle’s original presentation of
Speusippus’ thesis to the introduction of the counterexample. Aristotle’s objective is, indeed,

to show that Speusippus wrongly supposed that:

I1. The seed is a principle.221

But in order to state that the seed is a principle (I11.), Aristotle needs to accommodate a
possible temporal reading of thesis (i), stating that: ‘what is more beautiful and noble does
not occur in the beginning’. In the end, Aristotle would probably agree with Speusippus that
substances are complete and show their completeness at their stage of actuality and, thus,
completeness is posterior in time.222 But what Aristotle is trying to show is that Speusippus
naively assumed that what is prior in time is also ontologically so. Moreover, the conceptual
shift is well hidden: empirical comparisons make it easy to accept that the principle of plants
and animals is the seed (I.), and that, accordingly, the seed’s fulfilment will precisely be
individual plants and animals (l11.). Furthermore, to consider individual plants and animals
as the fulfilment (or télog) of the seed, allows a consideration of the seed as the potential
state of animals and plants. Even if Aristotle himself would somehow agree with this
conclusion, the counterexample shows that this is true only if we think of the actual state as
posterior to the potential state in time. This points out at another (supposed) problem with
Speusippus’ ontology: in Aristotle’s eyes, Speusippus’ principles look deficient. Indeed, the
biological example points out that even though principles are characterised as causes, they
lack the formal requirements in relation to the objects they cause.223 In Aristotle’s biology,

the téhog works as an intrinsic cause:224 the seed can be considered as the cause of a specific

221 Or, better, that Speusippus’ principle is wrongly conceived as a seed.

222 At least in one sense. See infra, n. 195-195.

223 This critique closely recalls that addressed by Aristotle to Plato as well, regarding the impossibility for the
Forms to exert (various kinds of) causal activities into this world. The bibliography on the topic is extremely
rich and it is obviously impossible to be covered here appropriately.

224 I am aware of the complications implied in the ontological consideration of the télog, or final cause. For a
thorough analysis of such difficulties and a critical discussion of the main interpretations of Aristotelian
teleology, see Quarantotto (2001: 329-365) and Johnson (2005: 15-39). For an account of the final cause within
biological processes, see Gotthelf and Lennox (1987: 199-286), Quarantotto (2005), Johnson (2005: pp. 131-
294 specifically, on Teleological explanations in natural science) and Leunissen (2010). Leunissen
distinguishes two types of teleological causation; the primary type amounts to the ‘realization of a preexisting,
internal potential (or perhaps “potentials”) for form through stages shaped by conditional necessity’ (4) and is
‘responsible for the coming to be and presence of those features that can be exhibited to be the necessary
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kind of ovoia, but it will not become that man (or that animal, or that plant) because of
extrinsic agents acting on it.225 But it is precisely the decision to take into account principles
of plants and animals and not other kinds of principles that facilitates the introduction of the
counterexample. Aristotle voluntarily juxtaposes different kinds of principles in order to
render his claim more effective: Aristotle treats the thesis functionally, as equally applicable
to all principles, while Speusippus has a referential term, first principles. Since the example
takes into account plants and animals, the manoeuvre implies either the exclusion of primary
principles from the discourse, or the equation of them with other sorts of principles.226 Both
of these options entail the contradiction that Aristotle wants to draw: if Aristotle is here
taking Speusippus’ view to be universal,227 a simple and particular counterexample would is

sufficient to deny it.228

Aristotle’s criticism can be summarised as follows: on the one hand, Speusippus is
responsible for an ingenious conception of the principles, which, in Aristotle’s view,
accounts for their temporal priority, but not for their ontological priority. In this respect,
Speusippus’ principles can be compared to a seed, which is apparently prior (and actually
so, in time), but it is not when considered from an ontological perspective. Speusippus’
conception of principles is therefore wrong because it takes temporal priority to be
ontological as well. On the other hand, a second critique is closely related to this first:
understood in this way, Speusippus’ principles are deficient; for, although characterised as
causes, they lack something that accounts for the qualities shown in their consequents.
Aristotle’s biological analogy shows that Speusippus’ principles are unaccomplished causes,
failed principles that are such only nominally. If, for Aristotle, the formal cause and his
conception of natural teleology229 account for the perpetuation of patterns in the same
species, the same cannot be said for Speusippus’ principles. On the contrary, nothing

guarantees that specific clusters of qualities can arise out of a completely unqualified

prerequisites for the performance of vital and essential functions’ (209); the second involves ‘a formal nature
of a natural being using materials that happen to be available (usually residues that have come to be of material
necessity and that are not conditionally necessitated) for the production of parts that serve the animal’s well-
being’ (4) an is responsible for the ‘presence and sometimes also for the shaping of subsidiary and luxury
features that increase the well-being of living beings’ (209).

225 Unless we want to consider external causes not allowing the seed to fulfil its actual state.

226 Indeed, Aristotle might point out a real flaw of Speusippus’ system, if the latter was negligent in accurately
distinguishing principles of different kinds. In that case, the Aristotelian polemics would appear to be fairly
right.

227 With ‘universal’ | mean that the view holds good for all kinds of principles.

228 More simply, if Aristotle takes Speusippus’ view to be valid for all kinds of principles, a particular
counterexample is sufficient to contradict the view and reject it. Indeed, in order to deny that, e.g., ‘(all)
principles are red’, | just need to demonstrate that: ‘one principle (or some of them) is not red’. Avoiding
clarifying that Speusippus’ view is qualified, makes it easier for Aristotle to contradict it and refuse it.

220 If the two can be considered separately, Arist., GA 1.1, 715a6: tadto p&v odv mg &v L oxed6v. See, among
others, Lennox (2001: 182-194) and Leunissen (2010: 12-16).
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principle nor that a principle can originate qualities at all.

2.6 Another discussion on the good (frr. 58; 57)

Before concluding my analysis, it is worth testing my results once more. As mentioned,
the Aristotelian passage just examined [FR. 53], finds a close counterpart in another
Aristotelian testimony about Speusippus [FR. 57], located at the beginning of N5, but
integrated into a longer discussion starting in N4 about the Good and the principles. As the
aim of the present section is a close analysis of [FR. 53] and [FR. 57], I will touch onto the

beginning of the discussion [FR. 58] only briefly.230

At the beginning of N4, Aristotle says:

[FR. 58] "Exe1 &’ dmopiov kol dmopnoovtt Emtipnoty g £xel Tpog 10 dyadov kai to
KoAOV T& oToryela kol ai dpyoi- dmopiov pév tadmy, ToTEPdY doti Tt dketvav olov
BovAdpeda Aéyev aTO TO AyaBOV Kol TO dplotov, 1j oV, GAL VGTEPOYEVT]. Tapa PEV YOp
TV BeoAdywv Eotkev OpoAoYEIGOo TV VOV TGV, 01 00 Pacty, AAAL TpogAbovong ThC
TV Oviov QUeEmg Kol TO Ayodov kol T0 KaAOv EueaivesBor (todto 6¢ motobotv
gvAafovuevol aAndwny dvoyépelav §| cvuPaivel toig Aéyovotv, domep Eviol, 1O Ev
apymv- Eott 81 duoyépeta ov S1d TO THj dpy TO €0 AmodiSovaL OGS VAP oV, GAAL 18t TO
TO &V ApyMV Kol apynv O¢ ototyelov kol OV apliuov ék 100 £vog).

Now, there is a difficulty, and a reproach to anyone who finds it no difficulty, about how
the elements and the principles are related to the good and the beautiful. The difficulty is
this: whether any of these is such as we mean when we speak of the good or the supreme
good, or whether, on the contrary, these are posterior in generation. For it would seem that
there is an agreement between the mythologists and present-day thinkers, who deny that
there is such an element, and say that it was only after some evolution in the natural order
of things that both the good and the beautiful appeared. They do this to avoid a real
difficulty which confronts those who hold, as some do, that the One is a first principle.
This difficulty arises not from ascribing goodness to the first principle as an attribute, but
from treating the One as a principle, and a principle in the sense of an element, and then
deriving number from the One.231

Aristotle presents the aporia as regarding the relation entertained between 1o ayafov kai
10 KaAOV and td otoryeio Kol ai dpyoi. As underlined in the first sections of this chapter, 232
the aporia is expressed explicitly as a relation that the principles, and, specifically, primary
principles,233 entertain with the good and the beautiful. And the question, more specifically,

addresses whether any of these principles or elements is such as we mean when we speak of

230 | am aware that the whole discussion of N4, together with a detailed analysis of the objections raised by
Aristotle between the two passages under analysis, would deserve a separate treatment. As this discussion,
however, would represent a long digression within my analysis of Speusippus, it needs to be postponed to a
different context.

231 (=Arist., Metaph. N4 1090a31-1091b4). Transl. Tredennick and Ross, slightly modified.

232 See, infra, sections 2.1-2.4.

233 As characterised as elements by the Academics. This aspect will be examined in more details in Chapter 6.
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the good, or the supreme good, or, rather, if these are to be considered later in origin. If it
seems like the focus of the discussion is narrowed down to the good only, Aristotle then
takes beauty into consideration again. Indeed, it seems that there is an agreement between
the theologists and other present thinkers of his time, viz. Speusippus, who deny that there is
such an element and say that it is only when the nature of beings has progressed that both the
good and the beautiful appeared. In this regard, | would like to highlight a few aspects of this
passage which confirm some suppositions of the previous analysis and which may be of use

for the next section.234

First, Aristotle speaks of an agreement between the mythologists and the thinkers of his
time, who denied that there is such a principle, or element, conceived as (the) good, and
established that beauty and good only appear once the nature of things has advanced. This
thesis, although expressed in a different way, is still compatible with what we have identified
as Speusippus’ premise (i), namely: that what is most beautiful and noble does not exist in
the principle. Moreover, by following Crubellier’s translation of the previous sentence we
read: ‘est-ce que quelque chose comme ce que nous appelons le bien lui-méme, ou le
meilleur, fait partie des principes, ou bien, au contraire, <ces termes> ont-ils été produits
plus tardivement’ the thesis seems indeed even more familiar.23s Qualities such as good and
beautiful do not exist in the principle, but they are to be found at a different stage of nature.
Indeed, if we distance ourselves from the immediately generative meaning that the adjective
VoTEPOYEVTG suggests, the claim seems to be still compatible with what we have concluded
until now. Qualities such as beautiful and good appear (éugaivesar)2zs when the nature of
beings has progressed (mpoeifovong tiig T®V dvtwv pvoemc): namely, at a different stage of
nature.237 As we have already seen, Aristotle stresses insistently both the absence of an
internal coherence of Speusippus’ system, and the inconsistency caused by the separation of
each level. In this respect, it would be at least contradictory to say that nature progresses, or,
better, perfects. Accordingly, Speusippus’ thesis can be enriched as follows:23s he abdicates

the attribution of the qualities ‘good’ and ‘beautiful’ to the principles and conceives the good

234 | do not take my argument to be conclusive. My intention, as it will be clear from the second observation,
is, rather, to highlight that the reference to qualities, to participation, and to predication is indeed at stake even
in the continuation of the discussion.

235 Crubellier (1994: 518).

236 Note here that the verb does not carry any generative meaning, but only a consideration of what happens in
nature.

237 Crubellier (1994: 521) also highlights that this way of quoting introduced by the mopd implies that we are
dealing with a thesis which is not expressedly professed. Accordingly, we are dealing only with the possibility
of finding among the theologians a support.

238 See Crubellier’ summary of Speusippus’ thesis (1994: 516-517): ‘ils renoncent purement et simplement a
attribuer au principe la qualité de «bon», et congoivent le bien comme une propriété qui s’applique a certains
étres en raison des formes particuliéres qu’ils prennent au cours de leur développement’ (my emphasis).
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as a property which applies to beings at a different stage of nature.

Secondly, 1 would like to discuss the adjective votepoyevng further. Scholars2sg tend to
consider the reference to the theologians as genuinely Speusippean. However, | agree with
Crubellier that such a supposition is not necessary, as the passage: ‘obéit quand méme aux
regles ordinaires de la méthode diaporématique’.240 In the end, the reference to theologians
and poets is not something extraneous to Aristotle’s own doxographical practice which is quite
generous in acknowledging the indebtment philosophy has towards myths241 as well as the
inaccuracies of the ancient sages. In Brisson’s words, Aristotle’s practice is based on two
postulates: ‘(i) there is continuity between the tradition concerning the gods and what
philosophy has to say about them; (ii) nonetheless, the philosopher must distinguish the
narrative from its initial basis’.242 In this respect, | believe it is more natural to interpret the
reference to theologians and poets as part of Aristotle’s own practice,243 rather than necessarily
finding an attribution for it. But even if we want to attribute the reference to Speusippus
himself, a consideration of the adjective is relevant: Aristotle might be here exploiting the
reference so as to focus the attention on a generative function of the principles, which is indeed
absentzs44 in other Aristotelian accounts of Speusippus, but relevant in the context of the seed-
counterexample. The evocation of theogonic genealogies and the familial relationship between
previous and posterior gods, in fact, promotes a vision of a principle(s) which entertains a
genetic link with its consequents. It is not a case, then, that the adjective used by Aristotle,
votepoyevng, strengthens such an idea: the beauty and the good are produced or generated
secondly in time. Indeed, the genetic link established between the principles and their
consequents facilitates the same critiques that Aristotle already addressed against Speusippus’
principles. It highlights 1) the impossibility that consequents can show qualities which are
absent in the principles by which they are caused.24s And 2) it encourages a temporal reading
of Speusippus’ thesis so to show that, from an ontological point of view, the claim does not

make sense.

With this in mind, we can now turn to a more detailed analysis of [FR. 57] in its direct

connection with [FR. 53], as analysed in the previous section. The direct relevance that the

239 Annas (1976: 213-214), Taran (1981: n.145 p. 340).

240 Crubellier (1994: 521).

241 Cf., for instance, the famous passage in Arist., Metaph. A, 982b11-19: ‘@uldépvbog IAOGoEOS ThG 0TIV .
242 Brisson (2004: 38).

243 And so does Isnardi Parente (1980: 279)

244 Or even denied.

245 See, for example, Phys. Il 7, 198a26-27; 111 2, 202a9-12; Metaph. A3, 1070a6-9, where the same example
of the seed/man is used to show the necessary identity of type between a cause and its effect.
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fragment has for our discussion is justified by three features that the two passages share: 1)
a critique of Speusippus’ (primary) principles; 2) the reference to principles of animals and
plants; 3) the model of the seed used as a counterexample against Speusippus’ theory.
Indeed, the first two lines represent the conclusion of the precedent discussion opened in N4:
Avristotle suggested we cannot refuse to consider the first principle as good, but he didn’t
argue positively for it. On the contrary, the previous discussion was limited to presenting
such a position as intuitively true. It is in this context that Aristotle decides that it is now
worth examining again the opposite thesis, namely, Speusippus’, in order to actually deal

with it directly.246

[FR. 57] Ei odv kai 10 pf t0évar 10 dyadov &v toig dpyoic kai 1O T0évar obtmg
advvarov, dfjdov 0Tt ai apyal 00k dpOdG dmodidovtar ovde ai mpdrtor ovGinL. 0OK OpHDG
& vmolapPdavel 008" €1 Tig Topekalet Tag Tod 6GAov Apyag Th TV {HV Kol LTV, 8T
€€ dopioTev Atel®dV T€ el TO TEAELOTEPD, O10 Kuil &Ml TV TPOTO®V 0VTOG EYEWV NGV,
hote pnde v Tt elvar 0 &v anto. gici yop kai Evtadfo téheton ai dpyoi 4& GV Tadtar
GvOpmmog yap GvOpmmov yevvd, Kol ovK E0TL TO GEPLLA TPATOV.

If, then, it is impossible both not to place the good among the principles, and to place it
in this way, it is clear that the principles are neither being rightly rendered, nor are the
first beings.2a7 Nor does someone suppose correctly if he compares the principles of the
whole to that of animals and plants, on the ground that the more perfect things always
come from those which are indeterminate and imperfect, and is led by this to assert that
this holds for the first principles; so that not even the One itself is a real thing; for even
in the natural world the principles from which these things come from are perfect—for
it is man that begets man; the seed does not come first.24s

Now, some preliminary general comments related to the discussion are required. First of
all, diverse from [FR. 53], where Aristotle referred generally to an ‘apyn’, Aristotle speaks
here in [FR. 57] of ta¢ tod déhov dpyds. The formulation is at least bizarre, considering the
critiques addressed to Speusippus and related to the disconnection of his system. Indeed, as
already underlined in the previous chapter,249 the charge of episodicity insisted precisely on
a) a hierarchical order of priority and posteriority between the various levels granted by the
system and, for Aristotle, inconsistent with b) the separation of such levels. If there isn’t a

principle accounting for such an order, how can Aristotle speak of the principles of the whole?

246 See Crubellier (1994: 538-539).

247 | follow Annas (1976: 126) and Crubellier (1994: 538), who translate ai mpdtor odoion with ‘primary real
objects’ or ‘les premiers étres’. Indeed, Crubellier notes that the distinction between primary and secondary
substances is not pertinent in the context and that, rather, Aristotle means ‘les premiers étres, ceux qui
apparaissent les premiers au cours de la derivation, ¢’est-a-dire les nombres et les objets géométriques [...]. La
phrase est intéressante parce qu’elle indique que I’objet de cette section n’est pas la conception des principes
considerés en eux-mémes, mais bien I’organisation de la série descendante entre les principes et le monde
phénoménal’. Moreover, it should be highlighted that the claim that ‘the principles are neither being rightly
rendered, nor are they the first beings’ confirms once more the supposition that the principles at stake here are
primary ones and not others.

248 Arist. Metaph. N4, 1092a 11-17, Transl. Tredennick (1933: 290-291) modified.

249 See, infra, sections 1.2 and 1.3.
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Moreover, how can he speak of principles of the whole, if each of Speusippus’ levels presents
its own principles? One solution is to understand that Aristotle is speaking of primary
principles by using his own schemes. Insofar as primary, the principles would somehow need
to account for the whole system. If we grant this as an explanation, we also need to bear in
mind that Aristotle’s presentation is, from the very beginning, transposing Speusippus’ world

in a different, and possibly incompatible, philosophical framework.

A second thing to highlight is the fluctuation from the plural to the singular with reference
to the principles. Aristotle speaks first of ‘the principles of the whole’ and then of ‘the
principle of plants and animals’. Besides being inconsistent with the previous formulation of
[FR. 53], where principles of plants and animals were indeed plural, Aristotle seems here to
be pointing also at something else; as Crubellier notes,2so in the shift from a plural, Tag tod
6Aov apyac, the principles of the whole, to a singular, ti} T@v {dwv Kai pvTdV, the singular
T [apynq] has to be understood in the empirical sense of ‘beginning’. Therefore, the whole
passage should be understood as criticising an inference about the nature of something we
cannot see (the principles of the whole) starting from something we can actually see (the
beginning of animals and plants).2s1 Although | take Crubellier’s suggestion to be essential
here, | believe that this aspect can be better determined and understood, if we take a look at
the verb mapeicdalm, which occurs only 7 times in the Aristotelian corpus, and often in very
biological and detailed passages of the Parva Naturalia.2s2 An analysis of the occurrences
shows that the verb, commonly translated as ‘to compare’ or ‘to liken’, refers to a specific
kind of comparison, or analogy, which is neither explicative nor inferential, but only
illustrative. Let us try to make this clearer. In two of the occurrenceszss the verb appears as
part of a comment in a parenthetical statement which says: ®g peydio mapeucalovra pKpov,
‘to compare small things with great (ones)’. The context, is, in both cases, that of an
explanation of physical phenomena (as, for example, the production of fluxes, phlegm and
serum in the brain, or the explanation of the sound of thunder). In both cases the phenomenon
under analysis is so ‘small’ that it cannot be observed directly, and Aristotle finds a parallel
explanation by reference to a second (‘larger’) phenomenon already accounted for. Thus, the
explanation is provided by reference to something we can actually observe, and then it is

transposed onto the microscopic or imperceptible circumstance. Accordingly, the verb

250 Crubellier (1994: 539).

251 Ivi, ‘il s’agirait d’inférer la nature de ce qu’on ne voit pas (les principes du tout) a partir de ce qu’on voit (le
commencement des animaux et des plantes)’.

252 Arist., De insomniis, 461b20; Metaph. N4, 1092a12 (i.e., the passage under analysis); Meterologica 369a30,
370al12; PA, 653a3; De respiratione 473b8; De sensu et sensibilibus 445a13.

253 Arist., De partibus animalium 653a3, or, as in the Meterologica ‘&g napsikdoar peiCovt pkpov mébog’.
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napewkalm, at least in such parenthetical statements, seems a) to be used by Aristotle in his
own practice in order to provide an explanation for something which is not visible, on the
basis of an inductive reasoning; b) to imply a comparison between two different kinds of
objects, one of which we can account for on the basis of its observability, while the same
cannot be said for the second. Therefore, Aristotle can conclude that by comparing ‘small
things with big ones’ we can find an account for something which is unaccountable on the
basis of empirical observation. So far, things seem to be pretty clear. However, the
explanation for the unobservable phenomenon is always provided before what we took to be
the support for an analogical and inductive explanation. 2s4 Aristotle first explains the detailed
functioning of the blood vessels and how the blood reaches the brain and cools down, and
then he offers a similar account on the basis of what happens with vapor carried by the heat
to the upper regions where it condenses into water and falls back in the form of showers. In
this respect, the analogy seems to be much more illustrative rather than explicative. It is not
by reference to the showers that the phenomenon of the blood reaching the brain is explained,
but, on the contrary, showers are used just as an illustrative example of what is taken to
happen inside the brain. The same can be said for the other occurrences of the verb in the

Aristotelian corpus, which can be resumed as follows:

1. One occurrence of mapewalw, where the verb seems to simply mean ‘to

resemble’.2s5

254 It may be helpful, here, to compare this uses of ‘images’ with Aristotle’s criticism of ‘example’ in Posterior
Analytics. An example (tapaderypa) ‘stands neither as part to whole, nor as whole to part, but rather as part to
part (¢ uépog mTpog pépoc), when both are subordinate to the same term, and one of them is familiar. It differs
from induction, because induction starting from all the particular cases proves (as we saw) that the extreme
belongs to the middle, and does not connect the deduction to the extreme, whereas argument by example does
make this connexion and does not draw its proof from all the particular cases’, APo., 69a14-18. As Lloyd notes
(1966: 404-409), ‘in the Rhetorics, he (viz. Aristotle) treats the paradigm as a persuasive, rather than
demonstrative, argument (my emphasis). [...] He also points out that if no ‘rethorical syllogisms’ are available,
then we must try to prove our points with paradigms; but if we have enthymemes (i.e. rethorical syllogisms),
then paradigms should be used as supporting evidence. But then the paradigm should not be put before the
enthymemes (for in that position they would reesemble an induction, and induction is usually inappropriate in
rethorical speeches), but after them, in the role of evidence’ (ivi: 406). In this respect, Lloyd’s analysis of the
use of paradigm in Plato is also relevant: ‘In general, analogies are used as an effective technique of persuasion
(my emphasis), particularly in recommending various political and ethical doctrines, although it is true that
Plato sometimes allows Socrates to claim to have demonstrated his conclusions by this means.” Indeed, Plato
seems not to be as methodologically consistent as he himself would require. However, apart from (i) a heuristic
usefulness of analogies in the process of recollection, Lloyd stresses as valuable methodological points (i) the
emphasis on how likenesses are often deceptive (see, e.g. Phaed. 262a-c; Soph. 231a); (ii) how specific
analogies are challenged in various early dialogues (e.g. Charm. 165bff; Meno, 72d-f); (iii) the didactic and
persuasive function of likenesses (Polit. 278a8ff).

255 Arist., De insomniis, 461b20. | provide the context for a better understanding: ‘For whenever a man sleeps,
with most of his blood going down to his heart, the motions within the blood—some of which are potential,
some actual—go down together with it. And the motions are such that in any motion of the blood this motion
emerges from it, and if this motion perishes, that one emerges. In fact, they relate to one another just like the
artificial frogs which float up in the water as the salt dissolves—in the same way the motions are present
potentially, and with their restraint removed, they actualize, and having been set free they move around in the
little bit of blood remaining in the sense-organs, having a likeness as figures in the clouds which people
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2. A difficult Aristotelian example asserting that that which can be smelled
(6cppavavtoc) can be reasonably (evAdywc) likened or compared (napeikdotot) to
‘an immersion or washing of dryness in the moist and fluid’, whose understanding is
quite unintelligible.2s6

3. Two occurrences related, respectively, to examples provided by Empedocles
and Clidemus, in their accounts of physical phenomena. In the case of Empedocles,
before introducing his verses explaining the functioning of the processes of
inhalation and exhalation, Aristotle says that the philosopher had illustrated the
process by reference to the clepsydras (mopeikdlmv 0 cvpPoivov Toic kKAeyHOpaLg).
Once again, even in Empedocles’ verses, the description of the process of inhaling
and exhaling is first described in all its specific facets, and then related to the example
of a girl playing with a clepsydra, which seem to play the role of an illustrative
metaphor. In the case of Clidemus, Aristotle’s report is much shorter and, in this
respect, more difficult to assess. He witnesses that, for some people, including
Clidemus, lightening was to be considered as appearing, rather than existing, and that
they ‘compared’ (mopeikaloveg) it to what happens when you strike the sea with a

rod by night and the water is seen to shine’.2s7

The use of the verb elsewhere in Aristotle to criticise other philosopher’s analogies would
appear to suggest a comparison provided by Speusippus himself. However, what seems
common to all occurrences is that the comparisons provided function as a support for claims
provided on another basis and not as demonstrations themselves. In other words, the
parallels are provided as illustrative metaphors to visually explain and support philosophical
claims which would otherwise be difficult to support by means of empirical observation.
Possibly, Speusippus, either being pressed on the absence of good in his principles, or in
order to support with a more intelligible example his claims, could have indeed referred to
biological parallels. But this should not lead us to think that his conclusions were based on

these. On the contrary, under these circumstances it seems more likely that they were used

compare (mapeikalovotv) now to men, then to centaurs as they quickly transform’, tranls. McDavid and
Ouranou, (Summer Workshop in Ancient Philosophy, Aristotle On Dreams, Rethymno 11-17 July), available
at http://lwww.fks.uoc.gr/english/cvs/karamanolis/OnDreamstransl.pdf.
256 Arist., De sensu et sensibilibus, 445a13; | take Carbone’s translation to be the most understandable in terms
of content: ‘Pertanto 1’essere dotato di odore ¢ qualcosa di comune a entrambi e appartiene al tattile, all’udibile
e al diafano. Percio lo si accosta ragionevolmente all’immersione o al lavaggio di qualcosa di secco in un
liquido o in un fluido’ (2002: 107, my emphasis), although the example remains quite obscure to me. Moreover,
the translation keeps the reference to an illustrative metaphor; for it says: ‘for this reason (810) it is reasonably
(evAOywc) associated to [...].
257 Transl. Webster. The context seems to be that of defyining lightening. In this respect, cf. Lloyd (1966: 404):
‘we may note that he (viz. Aristotle) condemns the use of metaphor in reasoning and particularly in giving
definitions’.
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only to provide an illustration and support for his claim that qualities such as beauty and
goodness are shown at a different stage of nature. For although Aristotle seems to imply that
the conclusion was transposed from a biological to a metaphysical claim, in all the other
polemical occurrences of the verb, what represents the first term being compared (or brought
closer to a second image) is expressed with the accusative, while the illustrative and
supportive metaphor with the dative. If this analysis is right, Speusippus had his own reasons
to hold that beauty and goodness did not exist in the principle, and, in need of an illustrative
example, he might have referred to biological examples. Given this background, if we read
[FR. 57] again, the thesis ‘€ dopictov dteddv t€ del ta tehetdtepa’ should be understood
as the logical reason provided for why first principles do not to have qualities such as good
and beautiful and not, as Aristotle is trying to show, as a reason justified by empirical

comparisons.

But let us take a closer look at Speusippus’ thesis as offered in [FR. 53] in parallel to the
general principle provided in [FR. 57]. In the previous sections (2.2-2.4), we associated the
following three premises with Speusippus: (i). What is most beautiful and noble does not exist
in the principle; (ii). Principles are causes; (iii). Beauty and completeness are in the things
arising out of the principles. We concluded our analysis by supposing that the premises
expressed by Speusippus were formulated mainly with reference to first principles. The main
difference between the information provided by Aristotle in [FR. 57] is that the notion of
causality is, in this last passage, not emphasised.2ss But if we supply this claim, and we
observe the three premises more closely, there is space to doubt that the general claim ‘&€&
dopiotmv ateldv 1€ el ta tededtepa’ might be a result of Aristotle’s own reading of
Speusippus’ thesis. Indeed, if what is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the principle,
although the principle is a cause, it is clear that, in Aristotle’s view, the principle is dteAng,
incomplete, in comparison to what it causes.2s9 On the contrary, if beauty and completeness
appear in the things arising out of the principle, those things will be, in comparison with the
principle, teAetdotepa, more complete. In fact, the general thesis ‘€€ dopioctwv dtehdv Te del
TOL TEAELOTEPO. eXpresses a comparison in terms of degree between the first and the last term.
Things arising out of the principles are not said to be complete, but more complete. And if
they are more complete, they must be more complete in comparison with something else:
i.e. they more complete than the seed, and, therefore, than their principle. Unfortunately, as

the evidence is limited, the solution to the problems just examined necessarily requires some

258 However, it can be reasonably considered as implicit in yevvd.
259 See, Arist. Metaph. A3 1070a6-9; Phys. 2.7 198a26-27; 3.2 202a9-12 where we can find relevant
discussions on the necessary homogeneity of the cause and its effect.
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dose of speculation. Nevertheless, as already pointed out, the teleological terminology
provides Aristotle with an easier framework to refuse Speusippus’ claims, and always occurs
later in the accounts, preceding the counterexample of the seed. Even in the present context,
the introduction of the discussion relates to the presence or absence of good in the principles,
and it is only as an afterthought that Aristotle focuses his attention on completion. Aristotle’s
vocabulary operates a gradual climax in the range of adjectives used from a) dopictwv
ateA®dv 1€; to b) ta tedeldtepa; and, finally, c) téhewon. At first, things arising out of the
principles are presented as more complete (teheidtepa). This comparison, as an implication,
entails that principles are, at least in comparison with them, incomplete (ateAf]). Once
Aristotle has established the consequence of the comparison, the counter-example becomes
relevant: for even plants and animals come out of something which is complete (téAeiwn), and
not from something which is incomplete. Accordingly, Aristotle is here supplying the same
deficient premises provided in the previous fragment, but with a different phrasing. Namely,
the general claim ‘€€ dopiotov dtehdv te del 100 tedetdtepa’ establishes that, if, for

Speusippus:

I.  The principle of plants and animals is incomplete.

I1. Plants and animals are more complete than the seed.

Then:

I1l. The seed is a principle.

Once again, as Crubellier also notes, Aristotle had accommodated a temporal reading of
M [Gpyn] tdv (dov kai utdv. As highlighted in [FR. 53], Aristotle would once again agree
that, in time, plants and animals are brought to completion from something which is not
complete. But he cannot agree on what is ontologically prior, which is (a) man, and not the
seed.2e0 Accordingly, as the same considerations drew in relation to [FR. 53] can be
expanded to this fragment as well [FR. 57], the plausibility of our conclusions is

confirmed.261

260 Note the closeness of the formulation of the counter-example in both fragments: 16 Tp®dtov 00 oéppa oTiv
- Kol 00K £0TL TO GTEPLO TPDTOV.

261 | am aware that my analysis completely overlooked two aspects: a) the second term used by Aristotle, i.e.
the adjective adpistog, which might be taken as providing information on the characterisation of Speusippus’
principles; b) the reference to the annihilation of the One. As the discussion of Speusippus’ principles will be
addressed in Chapter 5, for the moment I will limit myself only to brief considerations. Indeed, we would
expect the adjective aopiotog to be associated to the second principle only, To ©in0oc, as the term is commonly
used by Avristotle to refer to the Dyad and to matter (see, for instance, Arist., Metaph. Z 1029b20-21: Aéyw &’
By fi ka® ab TV pyTe T pite TocoV wiTe BALo pInSEv Adyston oi¢ dpioton o dv, ‘By matter | mean that which
in itself is neither a particular thing nor a quantity nor designated by any of the categories which define Being’,
transl. Tredennick). On the contrary, in the fragment under analysis the consequences drawn lead to the
annihilation of One only. One possible way to avoid the difficulty would be to suppose that Aristotle has here
in mind the two principles, and that he is conflating features suitable not only to the One, but to Plurality as
well. The obvious difficulty for such a reading is that the text does not provide any hint in this direction except
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2.7 Why participation?

Aristotle’s criticism in [FR. 53] and [FR. 57] can be summarised as follows: (i)
Speusippus wrongly conceived of his principles as of a seed; (iii) accordingly, Speusippus’
principles cannot be (ontologically) prior and exercise their function of principles. Indeed,
both theses Aristotle attributes to Speusippus (0 & KoAOV kol TEAEIOV €V TOIG €K TOVTOV; €&
dopiotov dteldv te el T TeAelOTepa) focus the attention on a process of development or
engendering, and on a process with brings forth completion. In such a process, the seed is
wrongly taken to be the origin. By employing Aristotle’s own theoretical framework of
potency and actuality, we could say that the dynamis principles embody in Speusippus’
system is, from Aristotle’s perspective, a deficient one, specifically for it is a dynamis;
because although Aristotle makes clear that actuality is prior, and not potency, the
relationship between the principles and their offspring is connoted in terms of indefiniteness,

incompleteness or absence of qualities’.262

So much for what concerns the textual analysis of the passages. However, | believe there

are elements which may allow us to push the conclusions a bit further.

Premise (i), as reported by Aristotle, appears to imply the ontological posteriority of what
is qualified over what is unqualified. In other words, the thesis entails that what is
ontologically prior, cannot yet be qualified in terms of properties. Indeed, qualities such as
beauty and goodness are posterior ontologically, with respect to what is unqualified. As we
have shown, parallel versions of the thesis suggest that it had a specific designatum, primary
principles; moreover, qualities that are often taken into account are beauty and goodness,
possibly related to emblematic Platonic examples. If this analysis is plausible, we may read
the thesis, in its ontological nuance, as a response to the Platonic theory of the Forms and as
an attempt to fix it. Indeed, if premise (i) requires the ontological priority of what is
unqualified over what is qualified, Forms cannot be taken to meet this requirement. In fact,
qualities such as beauty, nobility and goodness are exemplified absolutely in the Forms. But
if Forms cannot meet the requirement of being unqualified, they cannot be postulated as

ontologically prior. On the contrary, principles, analytically conceived, do meet the

for the plural: éni t@v mpdrwv. In general, | take dopiotog to play a role in Speusippus’ conception of both
principles, and to be related to the difficulty Aristotle seems to usually have concerning the ontological status
of Speusippus’ first principles.

262 One may note, however, that Aristotle also denies that the seed is actually a human being in potency. (see
Arist. Metaph. ©8, 1049a14-18). It would be interesting to compare the criticism Aristotle raises in [FR. 53]
and [FR. 57] and that addressed in Metaph., N5. 1092a 21-1092a 24; 1092a 29- 1092b5 (where the seed
analogy appears once again) with Aristotle’s own embryological theories (in particular GA 1, 18.724b6-11).
As such an investigation would lead me astray from the present purpose, | postoponed the discussion to a
different context.
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requirements of premise (i), i.e., being unqualified. Thanks to Aristotle we know that
Speusippus, having seen the ‘dvoyépeiav kai midow’ of Platonic Forms, rejected ideal
number and posited mathematical number alone.2s3 And it is Aristotle again who suggests
that, for Speusippus, the dvoyépelo also derived from ‘granting goodness [tO &v] as
belonging (¢ Ymapyov) to the dpyn’.264 If principles, in Speusippus’ system, were to
embody the paradigmatic rolezes Forms played in Plato’s doctrine, they would be liable to
the same criticism. For, as Aristotle points out elsewhere, if the One, insofar as principle of
numbers, were to be good, its offspring would also result to be good.2es The results would
then be an overabundance of goods. However, Aristotle never addresses such charges to

Speusippus.267 Hence, his principles are constructed according to different hypotheses.

By generalising Speusippus’ reasons to reject that the One is (the) good, it seems possible
to relate such a rejection with (a) Speusippus’ refusal of Plato’s theory of Forms and (b) the
difficulties that these intrinsically held in their relation to sensible objects.2ss Platonic
participation, indeed, obtained a precarious balance between the fact that Forms needed to
be close enough to sensibles in order to share their properties and characteristics and, at the
same time, distant enough not to be confused with them; to some extent, they needed to be
separated and independent from them.2e9 This ontological account, as Aristotle emphasises
many times, and as Plato possibly realised himself,270 brought inherent contradictions
especially with reference to the sensibles, which shared different properties and
characteristics of Forms (as dialectic shows at a logical-epistemological level) with these
latter remaining unique. Accordingly, in Speusippus’ system principles would be conceived
as causes, as premise (ii) suggests, but they would lose their ontological grounding in their
consequents, being characterised as completely unqualified. 271 Indeed, | believe that
although the phrasing of premise (i) more explicitly addresses some qualities that Forms

exemplified, the problem it calls attention to has a broader significance: the sharing of

263 Arist., Metaph. M9, 1086a2-5.

264 Transl. Menn (unpublished, Iy3: 40).

265 Or anly causal activity which Aristotle attributes to the Forms.

266 See Arist. Metaph. N4, 1091b27-28.

267 Instead, Aristotle appears to present this result as a reason for Speusippus to deny that the One is good. See
Arist., Metaph. N4, 1091b21ff.

268 As previously highlighted, also the word dvcyépela points at logical difficulties.

269 See, among others, Fronterotta (2001), the essays collected in Fronterotta (2010) and Fronterotta and LeszI
(2011).

270 A, for instance, in the Parmenides, in the Theaetetus, or in the Sophist where the greatest kinds (uéywota
vévn) are introduced.

2711 Another possible solution would be to consider principles of each level as minimally qualified (e.g. those
of numbers as qualified only quantitatively; those of magnitudes dimentionally (or, possibly, numerically and
dmentionally), etc.). On these reading, primary principles would still be the least qualified, or completely
unqualified.
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qualities between Forms and sensible in general, or, in other words, participation. Hence, if
what Speusippus considered to be problematic of the Platonic view is precisely the sharing
of qualities among Forms and sensibles, it is appropriate to consider Speusippus’ principles

as totally unqualified and not just in relation to those qualities here taken into account.272

Broadening the scope of Speusippus’ conception of principles by considering participation

as a problem he was actually targeting would be consistent with:

a) Fragments related to Speusippus’ inquiry into the sensibles, which bear no
reference to qualities the objects enquired (which are all sensible objects, mainly plants
and animals) share but only provide a sketch of their relation in terms of similarities and
differences. 273 Sensible objects are indeed compared by means of reciprocal similarities

and differences, and vertical relationships are difficoult to identify.

b) The absence of criticism related to regress implied in the Third Man
argument. Indeed, if anything else in Speusippus’ system was expected to take on
paradigmatic activitiesz274 in place of the Forms, Speusippus’ system would suffer from
the same problem of Plato’s. But this does not emerge from Aristotelian critiques, which

never address the argument of the Third Man explicitly to Speusippus.

C) The continuous reference to qualities, participationzzs and predication which
emerges out of Aristotle’s considerations following [FR. 58]. In the following portions of
text, the reference to qualities, and to qualities shared by different kinds of beings, are

issues which are central. Indeed, the reference to beauty and good is often formulated,

272 Indeed, the numerical characterisation of first principles (One and Plurality) does not explicitly contradict
my thesis.

2713 See, e.g. frr. 38-47 IP1.

274 | am not sure what Isnardi Parente’s position on this point is. Although she seems to argue in favour of an
analogical relation between different kinds of principles, she sometimes seems to hint at a paradigmatic activity
performed by numbers, e.g. when she calls them ‘models’. See, for example (1980: 278), where numbers are
said to be: ‘modelli transcendenti (viz. del reale)’; (1977: 1024), where Speusippus is defined ‘il teorizzatore
precipuo del numero, il sostitutore dei modelli numerici ai modelli eidetici’; (2005: 6): ‘Aristotele non ci dice
mai chiaramente che Speusippo ritenesse che i numeri debbano svolgere la funzione che hanno, nel sistema di
Platone, le idee. E’ pero integrazione necessaria, dal momento che egli ci dice che i numeri sono il primo e
fondamentale tipo di essere, e che sono separati dai sensibili, il che significa che ne costituiscono il tratto
trascendente di unificazione’.

275 Participation becomes a more explicit target once we turn to the difficulties Aristotle lists at 1091b22-
1092a5 (from line 1091b22 to 1092a5 the verb petéyw occurs four times) and addressed to those who make
the Good a principle (see also Crubellier 1994: 522 and 533-534). On several occasions, when listing the
difficulties Aristotle differentiates Speusippus’ position and claims he wanted to avoid them. One mention is
particularly significant, as it is connected to Speusippus’ refusal to connote primary principles as contraries.
For, by making primary principles opposites, and connoting them as Good and Evil, respectively: ‘cupfaivet
on mavta T dvta peTéyE 100 Kakod EEm £vog avTod Tob £vog’ (and the same remark is repeated in A10,
1075a34-36).
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also when addressed more generally to those Platonists who kept the identity between the
good and the principle(s), as a relation of predication of specific attributes.2ze As
Crubellier notes, Aristotle highlights quite insistently, as he does in [FR. 58], that
Speusippus’ postulation of the existence of mathematical number alone, arose precisely
‘d’une prise de conscience des conséquences intenables de 1’identification entre I’Un et
le Bien’.277 And these consequences, in the way they are spelled out in the critiques
addressed to the Platonists, point precisely to relationships of predication and

participation.

Moreover, | believe that such a response would provide explanatory advantages both in
accounting for aspects of Speusippus’ system that have been neglected by scholars, and in

view of a coherent reconstruction of Speusippus’ doctrines.

a) If Speusippus’ postulation of unqualified principles is prompted in response
to the charge of metaphysical separation, and thus releases the sensibles from an
ontological/epistemological dependence and grounding in the Forms, this would
perfectly match with the weight conceded by Speusippus in his surviving testimonia to
inquiry into the sensibles.27s This aspect is usually neglected or incidental in scholarly
accounts, which focus more on reconstructing supposedly metaphysical theories
preserved in later sources, rather than give Speusippus’ focus on scientific research the
right credit. Besides the biological fragments preserved by Athenaeus, Diogenes
Laertius279 bears witness of not one, but ten volumes of a book of (Dialogues) On the
Science of Similars, of a book entitled Divisions and Hypotheses on the Similars and of
a book on Examples of Genuses and Species. Although Speusippus is also credited with

the view that it is impossible to define anything without knowing all other objects

276 See, for example (Arist. Metaph. N4 1091b 16ff.) the discussion on the attributes of self-sufficiency and
eternity. These, for Aristotle, belong to the first principle and are good because the principle itself is good
substantially (note here that the discussion is not addressed to Speusippus, who, supposedly, would encounter
the same difficulty if he had conceived of his principles as self-sufficient and eternal. Once again, we can
therefore suppose that these ‘qualities’ were not claimed by Speusippus as features of his principles); or, also,
the discussion on units becoming specimen of good themselves, if they participate in the One, which is good
(Arist. Metaph. N4, 1091b25-26). In this case, the relationship between the One and the units is expressed by
the formula ‘B is 6mep A’ or ‘6mep A 1°, which, as Crubellier (1994: 529) notes, means that A is a genus to
which B belongs, when this attribution is made on the ground of its essence (once more, Aristotle says here
that Speusippus, in order to avoid this difficulty, abstained from positing ideal number and posited
mathematical number alone. From this, it seems clear that at least some of the problems were indeed related to
the relation of participation). The same for the discussion of evil, to which everything in the world would
participate in with the exception of the One, if the two principles are conceived of as opposed contraries (Arist.
Metaph. N4 1091b35ff).
277 See, e.g. 1091a36-b3; b32-35 Crubellier (1994: 519).
278 This will be analysed in more detail in Chapter 4.
279 Diog. Laert., IV, 1, 4-5.
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differing from that first (indeed, one needs to know the object which he is defining, plus
all of those that differ from the object in question), this does not imply that he considered
knowledge of such sensible realities as totally impossible.2so If, as Aristotle testifies, the
axioms of mathematics cannot be applied to the sensibles, maybe we should take this
claim as confirming that these latter deserve a different kind of inquiry that results in a

different kind of knowledge.2s1

b) Secondly, this reading also accommodates the difficulties experienced by
Speusippus in relation to the diairetic method, and recognised by some scholars as the
difficulty that led him to refuse the Platonic theory of Forms.2s2 Indeed, for both Cherniss
and Isnardi Parente,2s3 Speusippus’ problem was related to a short-circuit in Plato’s
system, noticeable when one wants to understand the diairetic partitioning method
within an ontological perspective.2s4 As | believe that, for Speusippus, it was precisely
the relation of Forms and sensibles that was considered problematic, an intervention in
the system constituted of unbinding the sensibles both from mathematical number and
from the principles, also avoid the problems related to an ontological grasping of the

qualities they bear.

C) Lastly, if this reading is correct, it would expose Speusippus’ primary
concern: to solve a problem in Plato’s doctrine by allowing the possibility of ensuring
different epistemological practices, addressed to different kinds of objects. By
characterising first principles as unqualified, Speusippus is trying to ensure the
possibility of different kinds of enquiries related to different objects and to preserve the
internal structure at each level of being. Moreover, this interpretation would be
consistent with Speusippus’ conception of mathematical number, the first of beingszss
(mpdTov TV dvimv) and a reality by itself (kaf’ avtnv evowv).2se According to these

premises, mathematical number would drop its role of being intermediate: it does not

280 And so argues Horky (2018: 36-37), who claims Speusippus ‘is not to be credited [...] with any sort of
proto-sceptical argument that a regress implies that no essence can be known whatsoever’. By contrast, he
suggests the argument may be used in order to show ‘that prenatal knowledge of all the essences is required
for knowledge of any single essence, which can only, in fact, be obtained via discursive dialectic’.

281 As Sextus’ testimony seems to confirm (=fr. 34 1P1) when distinguishing between ‘6 émotepovikog Adyoc’,
the criterion for noetic objects, and ‘f émotnuovikn aicBeoic’, the criterion for sensible objects. On Sextus
report, see Isnardi Parente (1969) and (1992), Cambiano (2011), Kaklamanou (2012) and Dillon (2018).

282 My reading obviously cannot accommodate the position of Dillon (2003), who interprets Speusippus’
system as a generative reality originating in the One.

283 Isnardi Parente (1980: 58-59), Cherniss (1962: 38ff).

284 | leave aside the question of whether it is legitimate or not to actually consider the diairetic method as
exposing interrelated ontological reality in such way.

285 Arist., Metaph. M6 1080b14-16.

286 Arist., Metaph. N2 1090a4.
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work as a paradigmatic cause and, in virtue of its independence from sensible objects, it
guarantees, owing to its eternity, immutability and unchangeability,2s7 a different and
secure kind of knowledge. This manoeuvre secures at the same time the possibility and
independence of mathematical and geometrical practiceszss and the stability of their
conclusions. Indeed, as the independence of both levels is symmetrical, objects may
differ in their ontological consistency and stability, but precisely because of their

difference, they also allow enquiries that are differentiated and suitable to each of them.

While an episodic structure of the world results from this picture, at the same time the
reasons for its episodicity become clearer. If Aristotle accuses Speusippus of having
condemned the world to a badly constructed tragedy, he does not recognise the advantage of
Speusippus’ commitment: self-sustainability at each level of being implies independence not

only of their objects, but also of the different kinds of knowledge for their pursuit. 289

287 On the status of the objects of theoretical sciences as not allowing any kind of yéveotc, see Procl., In Eucl.
77,7ff Friedlein (=fr. 36 IP1). This aspect will be dealt with in section 3.4.

288 The claim that mathematical and geometrical practices are rendered impossible is indeed addressed against
Xenocrates. See, e.g., Arist. Metaph., M8, 1083a 31-b 8 (=fr. 29 IP).

289 On Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theory and practice of philosophical education, see Horky (2018). In a
very recent paper, Dillon (2018) also argues that Early Academic philosophers accounted for a form of
knowledge (different from and inferior to that of the intelligible world) also at the level of sensibles. His
account relies mainly on Sextus’ report (=fr. 34 1P1). For a different reconstruction of Speusippus’ account of
sensible knowledge, see Kaklamanou (2012).
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CHAPTER THREE:
MATHEMATICAL NUMBER

As we have seen in the last chapter, Speusippus’ refusal of Plato’s theory of Forms seems
to be connected to the complications this held in relation to the sharing of qualities between
sensible particulars and the Forms themselves, insofar as these were functioning as their
ontological and epistemological grounding. Speusippus’ solution to these complications
relied on a separation between ontological levels, which granted to each level independence
both in terms of ontological subsistence and epistemological autonomy. It is on this ground
that the philosopher holds ‘that mathematical number alone exists, the first of beings and
separate from sensible things’.290 As argued there, Aristotle’s testimonies are not consistent
terminologically when speaking of the mathematical realm, as they refer to numbers,
mathematical objects and, sometimes, even mathematical propositions. What seems to be
consistent across Aristotle’s reports, though, is the insistence that numbers are the first 6vta,
the first beings, and the claim that Speusippus refused to postulate ideal numbers as, for
instance, Xenocrates did. Moreover, the reference to numbers as the first §vta also squares
with some later testimonies, Proclus’ in particular, in which the objects of theoretical
sciences are described as eternal, immutable and ingenerated. Given this background, the
aim of the present chapter is to analyse the role mathematical number plays in Speusippus’
system, through a comparison of Aristotelian testimonia and a passage preserved by Proclus
and related to the same topic. To this purpose, section 3.1 will offer an overview of
Avristotle’s texts, in order to gather consistent information about mathematical objects in
Speusippus’ thought. Sections 3.2 and 3.3 will concentrate on the relationship mathematical
number is said to entertain with primary principles (the One in particular), and especially on
Aristotle’s attempts to explain the generation of number(s) out of them. Lastly, section 3.4
will concentrate on a passage preserved in Proclus’ Commentary on the First Book of
Euclid s Elements that attests to a dispute within the Academy on the right appellative for
mathematical propositions. Indeed, as Aristotle’s information is sketchy and incomplete, the
comparison with Proclus’ evidence will be crucial for testing the results and acquiring a

synoptic view of the subject.

200 Arist., Metaph. N6, 1080b 15-16.
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3.1 The mathematical realm in Aristotle’s testimony (frr. 73; 74; 75; 76; 77)

Accordingly, let us turn to what Aristotle has to say specifically about Speusippus’
mathematical theories which, unfortunately, is not much. Hence, our strategy will consist in
providing a broad view of the main texts, in the attempt to reconstruct a coherent view

concerning the mathematical realm.

[FR. 73] Now there are three kinds of substance. One is sensible [...]. Another is
immutable, which certain thinkers hold to exist separately; some dividing it into two
classes, others combining the Forms and the objects mathematics into a single class, and
others (recognizing) only the objects of mathematics as of this nature (oi d¢ T
HOONUOTIKO LOVOV TOVTMV).291

[FR. 74] There are two views on this subject. Some say that mathematical objects, i.e.
numbers and lines, etc., are substances; and others again that the Forms are substances.
Now since some recognize these as two classes—the Ideas and the mathematical
numbers—and others regard both as having one nature, and yet others hold that only
the mathematical (substances) are substances (£tepot 8¢ Tiveg tag pobnpotikag povov
ovoiag eivai pact), we must first consider the mathematical objects, without imputing
to them any other characteristic [...].292

[FR. 75] Some hold that both kinds of humber exist, that which involves priority and
posteriority being identical with the Forms, and mathematical number being distinct
from Forms and sensible things, and both kinds being separable from sensible things;
others hold that mathematical number alone exists, being the primary reality and
separate from sensible things (oi 82 Tov podnpaticov pévov dpdudv eivar toV TpdTOV
TRV OvieVv KeYoplopévov TV aictnt®v). [...] Some distinguish mathematical objects
from those which “come after the Ideas”; and of those who treat the subject in a different
manner some speak of the mathematical objects and in a mathematical way—viz. those
who do not regard the Forms as numbers, nor indeed hold that the Forms exist—and
others speak of the mathematical objects, but not in a mathematical way (t@v 6 dAA®g
Aeyovtv ol pév Ta pabnpotikd Kol padnpatikdg Adyovotv, 660t p Tolodot TG 0E0G
ap1Opovg uNde etvai pacty idéagc, oi 8¢ T podnuatikd, o HadNUATIKGS 58).293

[FR. 76] Nor again is the theory sound which certain other thinkers hold concerning
numbers. These are those who do not believe in Forms, neither absolutely nor as being
certain numbers, but believe that the objects of mathematics exist, and that the numbers
are the first of existing things and that their principle is the One itself (gici 8" oltot
ool 10é0c usv oK ofovtal givatl obte AmA®S obte (g APLOHoVS TIvVag ovcag, T 08
paOnpaTcd Elvorn Kai Todg aplOpods TpMOTOVE TV dvTmV, Kol Apyv odTdV lvat adTtd
TO €v).294

[FR. 77] Those who posit the objects of mathematics only besides sensible things,
because they saw the difficulty and artificiality regarding the Forms, abandoned Ideal
number and posited mathematical number (ot p&v yop to padnuatike pévov motodvieg
Tapa To oicOnTé, OpdVTEG TNV TEPL T €101 dSVOYEPELOV KOl TAACLY, ATESTNGOV ATO TOD
€idnTKoD ap1Buod kol Tov padnuatikov Enoinoay).295

201 Arist. Metaph. Z 1069a33ff, transl. Tredennick. In all passages, the italics is mine.
292 Arist. Metaph. M 1076a18-24, transl. Tredennick modified.

203 Arist. Metaph. M 1080b1-6; 24-30, transl. Tredennick.

204 Arist. Metaph. M 1083a22-26, transl. Tredennick.

205 Arist. Metaph. M 10836a3-6 transl. Tredennick.
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As mentioned previously, Aristotle’s terminology is not consistent and fluctuates
between: ta pobnuoatikd, tag pabnuoTikag ovoiog, TOV pobnuatikov apudv, Tovg
apBuove. In this respect, as the phrasing of Speusippus’ theory is also dependent on the
context it is presented in by Avristotle, it is hard to infer what its original formulation might
have been, and whether it was related to mathematical number only, or whether it could be
extended to comprise the mathematical realm more broadly. Nevertheless, we may observe
that such fluctuation between ‘number(s)’ and ‘mathematical objects’ more broadly might
hint at some sort of unitarian conception of the mathematical realm as such, of which number
is to be considered the first component. Indeed, Aristotle is relatively consistent in referring
to mathematical number specifically as the first of beings, rather than to mathematical objects
more generally. If this is right, it would confirm the provisional obtained in Chapter 1:296
Speusippus had a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm, which comprised

mathematical number(s) as well as geometricals.

A unitarian conception of the mathematical realm is also suggested by the repeated
mention of alone, or only next to ‘mathematical number(s)’ or ‘mathematical objects’. In
some passages, this specification is clearly meant to distinguish Speusippus’ position from
those of Plato and Xenocrates, who, according to Aristotle, had postulated the existence of
either both Forms and mathematical number, or had merged the two into a single nature. In
this respect, the ‘only’ serves as a clarification that Speusippus did something different, and,
by refusing the existence of ideal number and Forms he posited mathematical number only.
However, the specification occurs also in another context, where Speusippus is referred to
as: ‘ot pev yop 1o padnpotika pdvov motovvreg mapa to aiodntd’. The formulation ‘mopa
T0 aicOntd’ is precisely that of Z2, where Aristotle was referring to those people who
believed that there were several kinds of ovoiot beyond sensible bodies. In that circumstance,
Aristotle had listed, besides number(s), magnitudes and soul. In this context Aristotle seems
to imply that, besides sensible bodies, Speusippus had postulated the existence of
mathematical objects only. Leaving aside the question of soul (about which information
provided by Aristotle is so poor that it does not allow any consideration of the topic), it seems
plausible to conclude that numbers and magnitudes (at least) are referred to together here as
0 padnuotikd. Indeed, also the formulation: ‘T §& podnuaticd eivar koi Todg dptOuodg
TpOTOVG TOV vy’ suggests as much: Speusippus believes that mathematical objects exist,

and that numbers are the first of beings. Indeed, the sentence seems to convey a

206 See, infra, section 1.2.
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comprehensive conception of mathematical objects, of which numbers constitute a part. In
this respect, as Aristotle’s terminology is not consistent, but numbers usually are the subject
of his criticism when he complains about Plato and the Academics (as a group), we might
reasonably suppose that Aristotle sometimes refers to mathematical number in order to
exemplify features that, in Speusippus’ mind, might have belonged to the mathematical
realm as such. In this respect, the idea of a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm
(as opposed to the sensible realm) starts to acquire some consistency. And this supposition
seems to be even more reasonable when we observe that the counterpart for mathematical
number (or mathematical objects), is usually the sensibles. Aristotle says that mathematical
number is separated from the sensibles and that Speusippus conceived mathematical number
as some sort of ‘xad’avTnv evo1g’,207 an entity by itself, and he justifies its separateness by
stating that: ‘those who treat number as separable assume that is exists and is separable

because the axioms will not apply to sensible objects’.298

Moreover, as already underlined in Chapter 2, these passages confirm that the reason for
postulating mathematical objects only, and therefore for refusing too the existence of ideal
number, is related to the rejection of the Forms. Although they do not take on paradigmatic
or causal functions, mathematical objects preserve two important features Plato granted to
the Forms: separability and self-subsistence. Mathematical number is separated from the
sensibles, and is an entity in itself. The insistence on characterizing mathematical number as
separated and in denying any causal effect onto the sensibles seems to be justified, once
again, by appeal to epistemological reasons. For Aristotle testifies that the separateness of
mathematical number is motivated by the fact that the axioms of mathematics are not true of
sensible bodies. Just as we observed in the previous chapters, granting ontological
independence to the mathematical realm consequently grants its gnoseological independence
as well. The separation of mathematical number seems to fulfil specifically this aim:
allowing for different epistemological practices at different ontological levels. In this
respect, the postulation of mathematical number would account for the preservation of

mathematical and geometrical practices and, possibly, for the truth of their objects. By

297 Avrist., Metaph. N2 1090a1-13, ov0svdc yap obte noiv 6 Aéyov adtdv sival, GAL OC adTV TIve Afyst
K« adThV eOGIY 0Dy, oBTe paivetar dv oitiog, ‘He who maintains its existence does not claim that it is the
cause of anything, but regards it as an independent entity; nor can we observe it to be the cause of anything’,
transl. Tredennick.

208 Arist., Metaph. N3, 1090a35-1090bl, oi 8¢ XOPIGTOV TOW0DVTEG, dTL €l T®V oncenm)v ovK &oTal Ta
a&dpata, GANOT 0 Ta AeyOpEVA KOl GAiVEL TNV YOy, ivail te DmoAapBavovot kai yopiotd gival, ‘But those
who treat number as separate assume that it exists and is separate because the axioms will not apply to sensible
objects; whereas the statements of mathematics are true and appeal to the soul’, transl. Tredennick. Note here,
that the passage addresses numbers only, but takes its counterpart to be sensible objects only, and not sensibles
and magnitudes combined.
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addressing a stable and independent kind of object, mathematical and geometrical
discussions proliferating inside and outside the Academy could rely on a secure kind of
knowledge. Moreover, the rejection of ideal number serves a second purpose: it allows
independent inquiry into the sensibles. By denying the existence of ideal number,
Speusippus exempts numbers from fulfilling causal requirements as well as sensibles from
ontological and causal dependence on them. Not only are mathematical axioms not true of
sensible objects; sensible objects do not need them: their study will indeed require a different

kind of understanding.

To wrap up our observations briefly, what seems to be consistent in Aristotle’s testimonia,

and can therefore be taken as fairly reliable can be summarised as follows:

a) Speusippus postulated the existence of mathematical number and refused the
existence of both ideal number and the Forms. Aristotle is not consistent in speaking
about Speusippus’ mathematical theories, and his wording oscillates between ‘numbers’
and ‘mathematical objects’. Nevertheless, this oscillation suggests a unitarian
conception of the mathematical realm as such.

b) Aristotle constantly specifies that Speusippus’ postulated mathematical objects (or
number(s)) only. The specification can to be explained both in view of a differentiation
of Speusippus’ position from those of Plato and Xenocrates, and as another indication
that the mathematical level can be conceived of as unitary.

c) Mathematical number is separated from the sensibles and is the first of beings
(mrpdtov 1dV Svtwv). In Aristotelian accounts, sensibles often represent the counterpart
of the mathematical realm.

d) The principle and element of mathematical number is the One.

Besides the aspects just listed, the specific features of the theory remain very obscure.
Moreover, the synthesis of all of these aspects does not really say much about the details of
Speusippus’ mathematical theories, nor about how numbers are to be connected to the
principles, and how we should understand the construction €k + genitive in passages
connecting principles with their consequents. It is especially in regard to the latter point that
Avristotle preserves other crucial information. Accordingly, the next section will try to
understand how mathematical number is related to the principles and how Speusippus

conceived of this relationship.
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3.2 The generation of numbers: Aristotelian candidates (fr. 83)

As observed, Aristotle does not provide us with detail concerning the role of the
mathematical realm in Speusippus’ philosophy. Moreover, what remains completely obscure
is the crucial transition from first principles to numbers. In this regard, even if we are not
provided with any detail, Aristotle does at least refer to the generation of numbers in two

occasions. The first occurs in Metaph. M:

[FR. 83] "Eti nidg pév &vdéyetar sivon &k tod £vog kol mAnOovg oV apldpov ovdev
gmyepeitar dmmc & odv Aéyovst todtd cupPaivel Suoyepd Gmep Kol T0ig £k ToD Evoc
Kol €k TG SVAd0G TTig AopioToV. O PEV YaP €K TOD KUTNYOPOLUEVOD KABOAOL YEVV TOV
ap1Bpov Kkai ov Tvog TABove, 0 6 £k Tvog TANBovg, ToD TpmTOL JE (TNV YOp dLhd
Tp®OTOV T givorl mAR00g), Mote Sopépel 000EV g eimeiv, dAN ol dmopioan ai avTai
drxolovOnoovot, Pk §j B€o1g 1j kpdoig 1 yéveoig kal 6ca AL ToloDTA.

Further, no attempt is made to explain how it is possible for number to originate out of
the One and Plurality; but howsoever they account for this, the same difficulties follow
for those who (originate)299 number out of the One and the indeterminate Dyad. For one
generates number from that which is universally predicated and not from a particular
plurality; the other from a particular plurality, viz. the first; for they hold that the Dyad
is the first particular (tv) plurality. Thus, there is practically no difference between the
two views; the same difficulties will be involved with regard to mixture, position,
blending, generation and the other similar modes of combination.3oo

In the first line of the testimony, Aristotle experiences the same frustration modern
scholars do when they try to understand how the generation of numbers works in Speusippus’
account. For Avristotle affirms Speusippus made no attempt at all (o00&v émyepeiton) to
explain how it is possible for number to ariseso1 out of the One and Plurality, the two primary
principles postulated by Speusippus. Although we could still question Aristotle’s honesty,
(and suppose that Speusippus actually had an account for such a generation, or production)
the fact that Aristotle equates Speusippus’ principles with those of Xenocrates in order to
reject any option for the generation of numbers seems to indicate that Speusippus neither
provided any specific explanation for the generation of number(s) out of primary principles,

nor yet did he consider it as a crucial transition in need of justification.so2

299 As in Crubellier (1994: 347), I supply elvou &k + gen from the previous sentence.
300 Arist., Metaph. M9 1085b5-12, 21-27, transl. Tredennick modified.
301 Although | am using different terminology, the relation of number with first principles is usually expressed
with éx + the genitive (see, e.g. frr. 53 and 57 in Chapter 2, sections 2.1 and 2.6), and no verb of production is
provided.
302 agree with Annas (1976 :186) that Speusippus probably didn’t say ‘anything definite on this topic’; because
if otherwise, ‘Aristotle would hardly produce a priori arguments to show that it must be impossible’. However,
I disagree as to how she understands the argument: ‘The argument plays on the difficulty in seeing how
plurality contribute anything towards the formation of a unit, since a unit is precisely what cannot be pluralized,;
so, it seems that plurality cannot be a factor in the production of units’. As it will be clear in the next pages, I
believe Aristotle’s argument to raise a difficulty related specifically to the impossibility for pluralities of units
to actually result in unified compounds. In this respect, both the One and Plurality are seen as problematic
principles.
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Aristotle’s strategy has three steps. First (i), he highlights the problem: Speusippus did
not explain how number can originate out of the One and Plurality (eivar £k ToD évog kol
mAn0ovg tov apBuov). Secondly (ii) he conflates Speusippus and Xenocrates by equating
their second principles; as both philosophers generate numbers out of the One and a second
principle of plurality, Aristotle concludes there is practically no difference between the two
accounts. However, this second step is crucial, for both Speusippus’ universally predicated
nAf0oc and Xenocrates’ dvdg are in fact equated to a particular plurality (t1 mAfjfoc). Lastly,
(iii) on the basis of the equation of the two principles of plurality with the ‘particular
pluralities’, he raises difficulties to both accounts by exploiting the elision of the former

formulations in favour of the latter. Let us an analyse the testimony more carefully.

a. Firstof all, what is immediately odd in Aristotle’s strategy, is that although the focus of
Avristotle’s criticism is number (i.e. he asks how it is possible for number to originate
out of the principles), no attention is drawn to the fact that Speusippus and Xenocrates
had very different accounts of number. The distinction is not trivial at all: Speusippus’
mathematical number is constituted by units that are combinable, whereas the units of
Xenocrates® ideal numbers are not combinable nor comparable to one another
(doOupAntorses). Aristotle is well aware of the difference. For Xenocrates is usually
criticised with respect to this aspect of his doctrine specifically, which, according to

Aristotle, renders mathematical practices impossible.sos

b. The lack of distinction between the different kinds of number postulated by Xenocrates
and Speusippus is, | believe, strictly related to step (ii) of Aristotle’s strategy. For the
equation is meant to establish that number arises out of the One and a second principle
of plurality. More specifically, the equation makes number the product of the
combination of the One with a particular plurality. And Aristotle’s ‘equivocation’ here
is crucial to his dialectic: all the options for the production of numbers, in fact, amount

to modes of combination, and, more specifically, to atomistic modes of combination.

c. This strategy is, however, at least weirdly intricate: Aristotle presented Speusippus’

primary principles (or, at least the One) as elements. If the connotation of ‘element’ is

303 On the theory of the ‘docOupintor dpiBpoi’ as already held by Plato see Wilson (1904). Such a debated
theory arises out of a statement of Aristotle (Metaph. N8 1083a32). Ross (1924b: 427) suggests that coupintai
in the context of books N means to be ‘capable of entering into arithmetical relations with one another of being
added and subtracted, multiplied and divided’.

304 See, for instance, Arist., Metaph. M6 1080a15-b4. The composition of Xenocrates” number will be dealt
with more specifically in Section Il of the thesis. See, infra Chapter 7.
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to be intended in the Aristotelian way, namely, as basic structural constituent, it is at
least bizarre that Aristotle does not mention it in this context. For, if principles are to be
conceived as elemental constituents, Aristotle could easily show that, once numbers are
produced, they do not fulfil adequate forms of compounds. However, this seems
precisely where Aristotle wants to go. Indeed, the equation of Speusippus’ Plurality with
Xenocrates’ Dyad intended as the first particular plurality (i.e. number two) amounts to

an equation of ‘Plurality’ with ‘number two’, and, namely, with two units.

d. Although the modes of production listed by Aristotle point to combinability, perhaps a
different focus for the discussion is required. In the end, the distinction between
mathematical and ideal number seems not to represent a compelling difference in this
context, at least to the extent that Aristotle does not mention it at all. If this is the case,
we should probably think of the way in which mathematical and ideal numbers can be
considered as akin. Namely, that both can be conceived as unitarian, or homogeneous
compounds of units. In this respect, the equation of a ‘universally predicated plurality’
with a “particular plurality’ might serve a different purpose in Aristotle’s strategy. In
other words, Aristotle might be pointing out that the One, although considered as
principle of numbers, does not accomplish the result of rendering unitarian the
compounds originating out of it: plurality, especially when determined, is irreducible to

unity.sos

Almost all the processes listed by Aristotle involve precisely some sort of combination
out of elements. Mixture (Ui&1c), listed as the first process, receives a long treatment in the
context of chapter 1.10 of the De generatione and corruptione, where it is distinguished from
aggregation, and, in general, from all other sorts of combination which do not result in
homogeneous products.sos Indeed, in order to accomplish pi&ig the elements involved in the
combination should be opposed but balanced, share the same matter and be able to act and

be acted upon reciprocally, thus implying a homogeneous result.so7 In the context of the De

305 Note that if my interpretation is right, Aristotle is here playing with two different conception of ‘clement’.
On the one hand, element as a basic constituent of number (i.e. units). And this seems the way plurality is
conceived of in the passage. On the other hand, the One is an element insofar as it is immanent to the things
deriving out of it, and, in this respect, its results should accomplish an organic form of unity.

306 See, D. Frede (2004: 294); Giardina (2008: 57-61).

307 Giardina (2008: 61-62). Giardina (2008: 63) summarises the conditions for pi€ig to be present as follows:
‘In conclusione: 1) la mescolanza esiste ¢ non ¢ solo apparenza come sostenevano Empedocle, gli Atomisti e
Platone; essa & combinazione di elementi che si alterano e che quindi sono diversi in atto ma uguali in potenza
a cio che erano prima della mescolanza; 2) la mescolanza avviene quando gli elementi che si mescolano hanno
una materia comune, condizione del loro reciproco agire e patire; 3) la mescolanza riguarda soprattutto i corpi
facilmente divisibili, in primo luogo i liquidi non vischiosi’.
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gen. et corr., Aristotle’s targets can be identified as the atomists and Empedocles,30s who,
according to Aristotle, had confused mixture with aggregation. Indeed, in atomic
compounds, the compositional elements, even when aggregated, remain unvaried, and only
deceive our sense-perception. For sense-perception, unable to distinguish the elements
involved in the aggregation because of their smallness, perceives them as a unitarian
compound. The same consideration seems to extensible to the units, which do not seem to
undergo any sort of real mixture in numerical compounds, but only to compose an
aggregated whole. If this is the case, Aristotle’s argumentative strategy grounds its
justification in the assimilation of atoms and units.sos Strictly speaking, numbers are not
generated, for generation would involve some change in the original elements implicated in

the process, which do not happen in an aggregated compound.

The second option listed is position (0¢c15). Once again, the term reflects the technical
language used by Aristotle to describe the differential factors in Democritus’ atomic
theory.sio According to Aristotle’s testimony, Leucippus and Democritus explained the
differentiation of the objects populating our world by appealing to atoms’ differences in
shape, order and position.s11 The example given by Aristotle explains the differences quite
clearly: A and N differ in shape; AN and NA differ in order; Z differs from H in their
positional orientation. If we can take this latter as an example to understand what Aristotle
means by 0¢o1g, once again it seems understandable why this model cannot work for
Xenocrates’ and Speusippus’ units to explain the generation of different numbers. We might
guess that since units are identical, their composition cannot differ according to their
position.s12 The third term used by Aristotle is kpdoig, blending. The term recurs often in
Avristotle’s corpussiz but, among the occurrences, it appears in a very interesting passage of

De gen. et corr.s14 In this passage, Aristotle’s targets are the atomists. Aristotle explains that:

so long as the constituents are preserved in small particles (kota pucpd), we must not
speak of them as combined. For this will be a composition instead of a blending or

308 Isnardi Parente notes that the reference to ni€ig seems to be addressed to Eudoxus of Cnidus as well, and to
go beyond a critique addressed to Speusippus only (IP2: 39). However, she believes Aristotle is here accusing
Speusippus of not having distinguished adequately an absolute and a determinate plurality.

309 This hypothesis may be substantiated by the fact that the corresponding terminology belongs to Aristotle’s
Criticism, and not to the atomists’ language. The differences identified by Aristotle as: oyfua, ta&ic, 0éoig
should in fact correspond to Democritus’: pvoudc, 1001y and tpomn. On this aspect, see Von Fritz (1938: 26).
310 See Arist. Metaph. A4 985b15-17 and H2, 1042b14.

311 Arist. Metaph. A4 985b16-22.

312 However, in Xenocrates’ perspective units are not qualitatively identical. Or this is at least what Aristotle
seems to imply by commenting that not any two units make number 2 (Arist., Metaph. M6 1080b28-30).

313 Some of the occurrences are very interesting for our context as well. As an example, the term is used with
reference to the harmonic theory of the soul: Arist., De an., 407-408.

314 Arist., De gen. et corr., 328a7-11. See also Annas’ commentary (1976: 259-260, passages quoted and
comment on mixture and juxtaposition).
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combination (c0vOeaig yap Eotal kai o0 kpaolg ovde pikig); nor will the part exhibit the
same ratio between its constituents as the whole. But we maintain that, if combination
has taken place, the compound must be uniform—any part of such a compound being
the same as the whole, just as any part of water is water.315

In this case, it is the comparison of units with atoms that grounds Aristotle’s rationale.
Moreover, here we find the two terms kpdoig and pi&ig together. If we take atoms (or units)
to be Aristotle’s target when he mentions td. pukpd, it is clear that, for Aristotle, there cannot
be any kind of uniform compound out of them. Blending or combination cannot occur, since
atoms and units can combine, but cannot uniformly mix together. For, insofar as the One is
considered as one of their principles, numbers should fulfil uniform compounds: an outcome
they do not accomplish. In the end, just as much as Speusippus did not want to describe his
principle as good because if otherwise, this would result in a multiplication of goods, so too
the same comment can be extended to the carachterisation of the principle as One. Why,
then, although they result out of the One, do units not accomplish unity? As a consequence,
Higi, Oéo1c and kpdoic cannot provide a coherent explanation for the generation of numbers.
Surely, they cannot explain the generation of ideal numbers, because the units composing
each number cannot be subtracted or added to others.3is But what is odd is that Aristotle
does not use this explanation to reject the generation of mathematical number. On the
contrary, in [FR. 83] Aristotle couples Speusippus’ account with that of Xenocrates, in order
to reject it. As previously highlighted, Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ conceptions of primary
principles are furthermore criticised by Aristotle with respect to their characterisation as
elements of numbers. Also, we have seen that the options for generation listed by Aristotle
in the passage often find revealing parallels in Aristotle’s criticism of the atomic theory.
Accordingly, if we consider an element to be the minimum constituent of a compound, all

of these critiques would follow quite straightforwardly. Why, then, Aristotle does not choose

315 1d., tranls. Joachim.

316 At Arist., Metaph. N5, 1092a24-29, Aristotle wonders what is the way in which numbers are derived, and the
options listed in the previous text occur once again: ‘Is it by mixture? But (a) not everything admits of mixture;
(b) the result of mixture is something different; and unity will not be separable, nor will it be a distinct entity, as
they intend it to be. Is it by composition, as we hold of the syllable? But (a) this necessarily implies position; (b)
in thinking of unity and plurality we shall think of them separately. This, then, is what number will be—a unit
plus plurality, or unity plus the Unequal’, transl. Tredennick. The passage, whose context will be dealt with in
the following section, clearly evokes the same discussion of M9 here under analysis. However, the focus of
the discussion is shifted from the necessity of unity within compounds to the characterisation of the principles
as elements. For a unitarian interpretation of books M and N of the Metaphysics, consisting in Aristotle’s
rejection of the Platonists’ ‘generalising’ and ‘elementarising’ methods, see Cattanei (1989, 1990a and 1990b).
Cattanei argues that Aristotle’s arguments in books M and N amount to a rejection of the Platonists’ (i) ‘metodo
generalizzante’ (according to which Platonists acknowledged, in general ‘di porre cid che ¢ piu universale
come ontologicamente anteriore rispetto a cid che & meno universale’, 1990a: 192-193) and (ii) ‘metodo
elementarizzante’ (i.e. that determining ‘la sostanzialita intellegibile degli elementi costitutivi di un composto,
sia esso empirico o sostanza intellegibile non semplicissima, e la trascendenza dell’elemento piu semplice
rispetto a quello meno semplice’ 1990a: 184). The rejection of such methods allows to identify Aristotle’s pars
construens of the analysis (Cattanei 1990b), consisting in his theory of abstraction.
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this path? The reason most likely lies in the different conception that Speusippus has of an
element, and in the way his principle of plurality is described in [FR 83]. For, all the different
options for combination here listed by Aristotle, as well as the comparison with atomic units,
seem to point at one and same direction: the lack of unity in the compounds. How can

numbers, qua unitarian compounds of units, arise out the principles?

3.3 The generation of numbers: yéveoig

In the previous section, | deliberately avoided the reference to one of the terms listed by
Avristotle: yéveoig. My reasons for this avoidance are manys; first, the term yéveoic does not
appear in specific theoretical frameworks like the others, which all occur in parallel
polemical contexts connected to atomistic theories. In this respect, the term requires a
separate analysis. Secondly, the topic has been indirectly touched upon in the Aristotelian
critique against Speusippus’ first principles. As the analysis of Chapter 2 concluded,
Speusippus’ first principles are, in Aristotle’s eyes, deprived, insofar as their consequents
show qualities that they do not hold. In this perspective, the critique indirectly addressed a
wrong conception of yéveoig as well: indeed, how can principles, with their absence of
qualification, be causes of such qualified consequents? Some of these questions occur again
in another passage of N5, which is neither included by Isnardi Parente nor by Tarén as a
genuine Speusippean fragment.s17 As a matter of fact, the passage deals more generally with
the Platonists’ conception of elements and does not address Speusippus specifically.
However, as the passage retains references to many of the questions raised so far, | believe
that a few observations are necessary and can be helpful in clarifying the issues under

discussion.

"Edet 88 1ovg Aéyovtac 8k oTorysinv elvon ToL SvTa kol Tdv Svimv Té TpdTo Todg dpdpove,
dehopévoug g AL €€ BALOL €otiv, oVt ASyE Tiva TPOTOV O GPOUOS E0TY EK TGV
apydv. [...] Koi émel 10 &k Tvédv glvan 0Tt pév O¢ Evomapyovimy 6Tt 8¢ (g 0B, motépwg
6 apOudC; oBTOC Yap Mg Evomapydvimv ovk 6Tty 6AL" §| @V YEVESIC E0TIV. AL’ MG Amd
oméppotog; 6AL ovy oldv T ToD &dtupéton Tt AmerdElV. GAL (g &k Tod Evavtiov
VTOPEVOVTOG; GAN" 60 0UTmg €0Tl, Kai &5 BALOL TVOG £0TIV DTTOUEVOVTOG. ETEL TOTVLY TO
&v 0 pev 1@ el mg Evavtiov tinoty, 6 6¢ 1@ avicw, ¢ iom T EVi YpOUEVOG, MG EE
gvovtiov € &v 6 apdpdc oty dpa Tt Etepov &€ o Dropévovtog kai Butépov dotiv §y
yéyovev. "Bt ti 81 mote & pév 8AN 8c0. €€ évavtiov §j oic Eotv dvavtia @Osipeto, Kdv
8K ovTog 1, O 88 ap1OpdC oB; mepi TOVTOL Yap 0VOEV AdyeTa.

Those who assert that beings [arise] out of elements, and that the primary realities of
things are numbers, ought to have first distinguished the senses in which one thing is
derived from another, and then explained in what way number is derived from the first
principles. [...]. And since being [derived] from certain things is, as it were, [being
derived] from things that are inherent or not, in which way is number so derived?

317 My analysis of the passage is strongly indebted to Crubellier’s commentary (1994: 544-559), to which |
refer for a more detailed analysis of the passage.
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Derivation from inherent elements is only possible for things which admit of generation.
Is it derived as from seed? But nothing can be emitted from that which is indivisible. Is it
derived from a contrary which does not persist? But all things which derive their being in
this way derive it also from something else which does persist. Since, therefore, one
thinker regards the One as contrary to plurality, and another (treating it as the Equal) as
contrary to the Unequal, number would have to be derived as from contraries. Hence there
is something else which persists from which, together with one contrary, number is or has
been derived. Further, why on earth is it that whereas all other things which are derived
from contraries or have contraries perish, even if they are [derived] out of the whole

[contrary], number does not perish? Of this no explanation is given.3is

Avristotle points out, from the very first line, a difficulty presenting the core of his
critiques. In saying that beings (ta dvta) and numbers (as the first of them) arise from the
elements (éx ototyeiwv) Speusippus is not clear about: T GAlo €€ dAlov €otiv. The absence
of a clear verb to connote the generation, constructed only by the verb eivou and éx plus the
genitive, is constant in Aristotle’s account of Speusippus. Indeed, either Speusippus himself
accounted for the origination of number in such an undetermined way,319 or, following
Aristotle’s usual criticism, he did not provide an account for it at all. In order to shed some
light on the issue, Aristotle offers his own options for thinking about generation. What seems
different than the previous discussion, however, is that if in [FR. 83] Aristotle’s challenge was
related to the unity and homogeneity that numerical compounds cannot accomplish, here the
attention is shifted onto the relation principles entertain with their consequents. In particular,
what is at stake here is how principles can combine in order to produce something other than
themselves. For, in this section, Aristotle’s aim is to show that it is impossible to conceive the
principles as elements.s20 We can adapt Crubellier’s insight here: ‘the element is defined in
book A as £€ 00 c¥ykettan TpdTOL dvumapyovToc (i.e. ‘the primary immanent thing of which
something is composed’, transl. Tredennick) — starting from this definition (which applies
to the simplest models of generation, i.e. mixture and composition), the critique of N5
encompasses more complex or rare forms of synthesis, in which the cause && oV is not
preserved in the final product, namely, the transmission of the peculiar form by means of the
seed, and the action of a contrary which is destroyed in the process’.321 Without wishing to
address all the details of the debate, which relates to the Academics’ as a group,s22 there are a

few aspects | would like to highlight and which will be useful in view of the whole discussion.

318 Arist., Metaph., N5. 1092a 21-1092a 24; 1092a 29- 1092b5, transl. Tredennick.

319 An option that I am inclined to accept, although Aristotle’s criticism is obviously not limited to pointing
out the obscurity of a linguistic expression.

320 Or, as Crubellier (1994: 553) phrases it: ‘étant admis que les principes sont des éléments, quel type de
dérivation peut-on envisager pour les autres étres, a commencer par les nombres?’.

321 Crubellier (1994: 545), my translation.

322 See, for example, that the two principles are considered by Aristotle as opposite, as it does not seem to be
the case for Speusippus. For a detailed analysis of the whole section, see Crubellier (1994: 544-558).
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Aristotle’s previous criticism addressed atomistic conceptions of compounds with the
purpose of showing that, ultimately, such conceptions of atomic compounds could never be
taken as models, since they do not accomplish unity in numbers; in the present context, it
seems that it is the eternity of number particularly at stake. For all the options for numerical
generation listed by Aristotle reflect ways in which sensible things are generated, and,
accordingly, cannot be applied to objects that are eternal and immutable.s2s But this provides
us with some important information: numbers do not perish and do not undergo generation.
Accordingly, if we take the mathematical realm to be somehow opposed or distinguished from
that of the sensibles, we might have discovered one reason to distinguish the two realms by
appeal to ontological features of their diverse objects: numbers (or mathematical objects) are
eternal and unchangeable, while sensibles aren’t. Forasmuch as this consideration might seem
intuitive, this tells us that Speusippus embraced at least some of the features postulated by
Plato for real objects of knowledge, i.e. eternity and immutability, by characterising numbers
(or the mathematical realm) as eternal and immutable. Also, this explains the reason for
Aristotle to disagree with Speusippus’ (and the Platonists® more in general) position, according
to which in order to grant numbers with immutability and unchangeability, numbers must be
considered to arise out of the principles rather than, as in M2 and N1, being conceived as
‘quasi-objects’ constructed out of collections of empirical objects.324

Secondly, if the notion that numbers arise out of the principles is established in order to
guarantee their eternity and unchangeability, this might well be the explanation for other levels
to be granted with different principles, and for them to be ultimately independent of the same
set of principles. For, although the information about other ontological levels is not well
preserved, such an explanation would account for ontological differences between different
objects. In this regard, sensible objects, being freed from their causal dependence on numbers,
would finally be discharged from the need to share features with other ontological levels, and,
accordingly, could acquire epistemological independence as well.

Lastly, the overall criticism, as highlighted by Crubellier, is directed against those kinds of
generative processes in which principles are not preserved in the products. Although it is easy
to understand the immediate difficulty in imagining a material part “detaching” from
something indivisible, | believe that what is significant here is, more in general, the reference
to forms of processes whose elements, or principles, are not preserved in their results. In the
end, number specifically is described as eternal, and unchangeable, aspects which are
reaffirmed at the end of the passage. Given these premises, despite Aristotle’s attempt to offer

precise meanings for the derivation of number out of the principles, it would probably be more

323 As also Szlezak observes (1987: 49-51).
324 Crubellier (1994: 544).
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natural to assume that this generation should not be accounted for in principle. For, if
otherwise, the status of number itself as eternal and unchangeable would be denied.
Accordingly, what the passage should help bring to mind is not the generation of numbers as
such, but the need of a different way to conceive the relationship between principles and

products, which does not account for their generation, but, rather, for something else.

3.4 A brief digression: Speusippus’ and Menaechmus on the right appellative for

mathematical prepositions (fr. 36)

In order to conclude our analysis of Speusippus’ conception of the mathematical realm,
it is necessary to digress briefly from our treatment of Aristotle and turn to a relevant
discussion preserved in Proclus’ Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s Elements. As
already highlighted, Aristotelian passages do not preserve much information about the
mathematical level, nor about how this is related to first principles, which solocits scholarly
speculation. More information, however, can be found in Proclus. Proclus, indeed, is the
only source who testifies to a dispute internal to the Academy that finds Speusippus and
Menaechmus contending on the right appellative for mathematical propositions. The
controversy, which is not simply a terminological discussion, reveals important details of
Speusippus’ ontological and epistemological conception of the principles. Given my
methodological premises, and due to some complications which will be highlighted in the
following analysis, my use of Proclus’ testimony will be limited to a test of the results just

obtained, rather than being employed as a source for new data.s2s

The dispute between Menaechmus and Speusippus is introduced by Proclus to present
two different processes, according to which consequents can be deduced from principles.
Even though the context of the excerpt is predominantly mathematical, featuring an
exhibition of Euclid’s notions of the common principles of geometry, an attempt to unravel
philosophical and metaphysical elements is nevertheless worth undertaking. After all, even
Avristotle had described Speusippus as speaking of mathematical objects in a mathematical

way (ot pév ta pabnuotika kai podnuatikdg Aéyovowv).s2s According to Euclid, Proclus

325 For a detailed and accurate analysis of the passage, and of the conception of geometry according to Plato
and his successors see Bénatouil-El Murr (2010: 57-80). Through an analysis of the passages preserved by
Proclus, they conclude that far from making geometry a model for rigor and accuracy, Speusippus and
Xenocrates considered it: ‘un paradigme des contraintes propres a la connaissance humaine - du fait de sa
distance a ses objets éternels - et des stratégies (hypothéses, figurations, constructions) qu’elle peut mettre en
ceuvre afin de les saisir, a condition de ne pas oublier les limites de leur objectivité’ (2010: 77). I will treat their
interpretation in greater detail in the next chapter, where the second passage of Proclus will be part of my
analysis. In general, | believe our readings to be compatible, although they differ on some interpretative issues.
Differently, Lasserre (1964, ad loc.) takes the discussion to exemplify the paradigmatic roles of a philosopher
(Speusippus), a mathematician (Menaechmus) and a logician (Anphinomous).

326 Avrist., Metaph., M6 1080b1-6; 24-30 (=fr. 75 IP).
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claims, the common principles of geometry can be divided into hypotheses (bmobéoeig),
postulates (aitquata) and axioms (d&idparta). The difference between the three kinds of
principles, then, is explained according to Aristotle’s definitions. An axiom is a proposition
that is evident and credible in itself, as, for example, ‘that things equal to the same thing, are
equal to each other’.s27z A hypothesis is, instead, something that, although it is no self-
evident, is presumably accepted by the learner, e.g. ‘the circle is a figure of such-and-such a
sort’. Lastly, something that is asserted but not known and that does not receive the assent
of the learner, is called a postulate, as, for example, the assertion that “all the right angles are
equal’.a2s It is clear from this framework that Proclus wants to ground his discussion in a
mathematical context. Indeed, the principles here taken into account are those of geometry,
and the procedures analysed seem to involve, in the broader sense, mathematical deduction.
The discussion then moves from the principles (ai apyai) to the things ‘(deriving) from the
principles’s2g (ta amod TV apy@dv). It is at this level that things are divided into problems and

theorems, and this is where the testimony on Speusippus finds its place.

[FR. 36] %60 8¢ t6v makadv oi pév mévto Osmprjuato karelv nElocoy, ¢ ol mepi
TrevoInoV Koi ApHQIvopov, YOVHEVOL TodG OEmpnTikais EMGTAIOIC OIKELOTEPOY E1VOL
Vv 1@V Beopnudtov tpoonyopiav fj TV @V TpofAnudtmv, AL 1€ Kol mepi didimv
TOLOVUEVOILG TOVG AGYOVG. OV Yap €0TL YEVEGLS €V TOTG Aidiolg, BoTe 0VOE TO TPOPAN LA
xopav ml TovTOV av €xol, Yéveotv EmayyeAlopevov Kai moinoly tod unme tpodtepov
dvtoc [...]. duetvov obv @act Aéyety, 8Tt mhvto TadTa E6TL, TAG 88 YEVEGELS 0TV 0V
TOMTIKDOG IAAL YVOOTIKAG OpPAUEV MGOAVEL Yryvopeva Aappavovteg Ta ael dvta [...]. ol
d¢ avamaAy mavta TpofAnuato Aéysv £dikaiovy Mg ol mepi Mévaryuov pabnpotikol

[.]

Already among the ancients, some, such as the followers of Speusippus and
Amphinomus, thought it right to call all of them [sc. things that follow from the
principles]3so ‘theorems’ (Bswpnuata); they thought that the appellation ‘theorem’ is
more proper for theoretical sciences than the appellative ‘problems’, especially since
these sciences deal with eternal objects. For there is no generation in eternal objects, so
that there would not be any place for the ‘problem” among them, since this indicates
generation and production of what did not yet exist before. [...] Thus, it is better,
according to them, to say that all these things exist and that we look on their generation
not in a productive sense (TomTk®C), but in a cognitive sense (YvVOOTIKADC), assuming
eternal things (Aappavovteg ta aei 6vta) as if they were in the process of coming to be
(ooavel yryvoueva) [...]. Others, on the contrary, such as the mathematicians of the
school of Menaechmus, thought it correct to say that all things are ‘problems’
(mpoPAnuata).331

The extract touches upon issues that are crucial for our inquiry but raises many questions

327 Procl., In Eucl., p. 76, 11-12 Friedlein, transl. Morrow.

328 Ibid., p. 76, 15 Friedlein, transl. Morrow.

329 Ibid., p. 76, 20-21 Friedlein, transl. Morrow.

330 The reference for mévta is supplied by Proclus in the sentence preceding the passage under examination
(77, 7 Friedlein)

331 Ibid., p. 77,7ff Friedlein, transl. Kidd (257-258) complemented.
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as well. First of all, a brief contextualization: the passage is to be found in the second
prologue of Proclus’ Commentary on the First Book of Euclid 's Elements where Proclus, in
order to provide an appropriate presentation of the topic, distinguishes the principles of the
science (tag apydg thg Emothung viz. geometry) from things that follow from the principles
(t0 amo eV apydv). Then, after having presented the former as hypotheses, postulates and
axioms, and the latter as theorems and problems, Proclus introduces the debate between
Speusippus and Menaechmus. Although Proclus passage is embedded in a geometrical
context, however, nothing guarantees that Speusippus’ background for such a discussion was
of mathematical nature exclusively. Actually, if we isolate the passage from its context, it is
not clear what Speusippus’ context was; on the contrary, the first information about the topic
discussed is provided by a generic neuter plural, mévta, referred to an initial ta ano v
apyav (i.e. things (deriving) from the principles) that Proclus had distinguished into
problems and theorems. Next, it is said that the appellative theorem is the most fitting for
theoretical sciences. Although the assumption may be questioned, the reference to theoretical
sciences is the main evidence for connecting Speusippus’ and Menaechmus’ dispute to the
mathematical realm, by assuming that mathematical and geometrical objects are the objects
of theoretical sciences. In this respect, if geometrical objects (at least) are also to be
considered the objects of theoretical sciences, this allows once more for the possibility of a
unitarian conception of the mathematical realm in general. Indeed, as geometrical objects
are, in the present context, presented as unngenerated and immutable (just as Aristotle had
said number(s) to be), this means that they would be granted the same ontological status of
numbers. In any case, Speusippus believed that the appellative theorem was the most
appropriate for the objects of theoretical sciences. The reason provided by Speusippus for
the appropriateness of the appellative, namely, that objects of theoretical sciences are eternal
and unchangeable, may be used to confirm that it is the mathematical realm which is here at
stake. Indeed, this takes us back to Aristotle’s description of numbers (or mathematical
objects in general, as | supposed), as eternal.s32 In this respect, the testimony is consistent in
attesting that Speusippus maintained that (real) objects of knowledge are eternal and adds as
a second feature: they are also immutable. Precisely because of this, as the name problem
denotes a constructive and productive process, it obviously cannot be applied to eternal and
immutable objects, without implying a contradiction of their status. Accordingly, we are
given two possible appellatives for procedures of a mathematical kind: theorems and
problems. The distinction between the two nouns seems to be played essentially by the

presence or absence of an action of productive nature. While the name problem implies a

332 See, infra, section 3.3, "Etu ti &1 mote & pév 8L doa £ vavtiov 1 oig Zotiv dvavtio @Osipetar, kav &k
TAVTOG 1), 0 & Ap1OpOS ob;
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generation of something new or, at least, a modification, the name theorem does not.
Therefore, for Speusippus, the pertinence of the two appellatives is played out in the

appropriateness to the processes/absence of process they describe.

To return to the passage, Proclus goes on explaining Speusippus’ argument, and adds,
with reference to the eternal objects of theoretical sciences, that the generations we observe
are only apparent. We observe things that in reality always are but see them as if they were
in the process of coming-to-be (ooavel yryvoueva).s33 In this circumstance, Proclus shifts
from the singular, yéveotg, used to the state the general condition of the absence of generation
in eternals, to the plural, yevéoeig, which suggests that the topic has changed: from the eternal
condition of the objects of theoretical sciences we are now considering their (apparent)
productive processes. By apparent, | mean that those objects, being eternal and
unchangeable, are not obviously undergoing a productive process. Indeed, in the following
sentence Proclus shifts once again the attention from the derivative process itself to the
human comprehension of it. Even if our human condition entails that we look at the process
as if the consequences are actually generated and produced (and, possibly, our human
practices do involve processes in apprehension of such objects), in reality the process never
happens within mathematicals and geometrical themselves, discovered and seen through our
human practices. Once again, in fact, the contrast expressed by Proclus and explicated by
the two different adverbs, moietikd¢ and yvootikdg, exhibits a distinction between a
constructive and productive process and an intellectual and deductive visionsss or

comprehension.3ss

Accordingly, Proclus’ passage confirms some of the information gathered trough the
analysis of Aristotle’s passages. In particular:

a) The plausibility of a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm, according

Speusippus. Indeed, mathematical as well as geometrical objects are described as

ungenerated and this time, also unchangeable, thus confirming Aristotle’s account of their

333 This whole discussion about geometry, and, in particular, about the human process of ‘discovering’ and
‘understanding’ mathematical objects that, in reality, always are, is relevant for another passage of Aristotle
(De Caelo, I, 10, 279 b32-280a 2). In the passage, Speusippus and Xenocrates (for the identification, see
Simplicius, In De caelo, 303, 32-33 and an anonymous scholion = Taran fr. 61B) are said to appeal to the
construction of geometrical figures in the attempt to explain the generation of the world in the Timaeus. For a
convincing discussion of the passage, as well as cosmological discussions within the Academy, see Bénatouil
(2017).

334 Taking up the reference to the verb opdc.

335 Echoing the reference to the roots shared with the verb yryvdokw. On this aspect specifically, see Bénatouil-
El Murr (2010: 58), who link the two aspects to a distinction between the discourses made mpé&ewc &veka
(Plato, Resp. VII 527 a7) and those yvdoeng &veka (527 bl) in the Republic.
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ontological status.3ss

and

b) Implicitly, the incongruity of thinking of mathematical and geometrical objects as
‘generated’. Indeed, the insistence on the need of an accurate terminology to describe the
objects of mathematics which does not share reference with the processes of generation
and change, confirms that we must think of the relationship between first principles and
numbers in a way that does not imply these processes and grants the mathematical realm

with its eminent ontological status.

336 | am here considering the eternity of mathematical objects as also implying the absence of their generation.
Although this may not be taken for granted, | take this outcome to be the result of the analysis undertaken in
section 3.3 related to the relationship between primary principles and numbers. Accordingly, although Aristotle
explicitly states only that numbers (and, as | supposed, mathematical objects in general) do not perish,
according to the analysis we can also establish the fact that they are not generated as well.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
THE SENSIBLES

The only evidence Aristotle preserves with respect to Speusippus’ treatment of the

sensibles is summarised in the following lines:

[FR. 80] toic 8¢ 1oV padnuoticov uévov Aéyovsty givar aplOpodv ovdev torodtov
Evdéyetar Aéyev KoTa TaG Vobéoelg, AL’ &1L 00K EGovTol aDT@V al EmoTiiual EAEYETO.
NUETG 8¢ Qapev eival, kaddmep eimopev mpdTEPOV. KOl SHAOV &TL OV KeYDPLoTOL TA
padnuatikd: [...] ol 8¢ ywprotov molodvreg, Ot €ml T®V aicHnT®V 00K £otonl TA
aErdpora, GANOF 88 To Aeydueva kol caivess? TV Yyoyny, eivoi e dmolapfdvovct kol
YOPIGTA lvar: OUoing 8 kai Té pey£0n T LodNUoTIKd.

As for those who hold that mathematical number alone exists, they cannot allege
anything of this kind consistently with their hypotheses; what they did say was that the
sciences could not have sensible things as their objects. But we maintain that they can; as
we have said before. And clearly the objects of mathematics do not exist in separation
[...]. But those who treat number as separable assume that it exists and is separable
because the axioms will not apply to sensible objects; whereas the statements of
mathematics are true and appeal to the soul. The same applies to mathematical extended
magnitudes.sss

In the preceding portion of text, Aristotle presented the reasons adduced by on the one
hand Plato and Xenocrates,339 and, on the other hand, by the Pythagoreans, for justifying the
existence of number. According to Aristotle, the justification of ‘those who posit the
existence of Forms and identify them with numbers’s40 is based on the existence of Forms,
and, in particular, on the process of abstraction from concrete examples.ss1 In general,
Avristotle acknowledges that those who posit the Forms, insofar as they grant Forms with
causal functions to be exerted onto the sensibles, provide a similar justification for the
existence of numbers, also explained via a reference to causality. Differently, the
Pythagoreans justify the existence of numbers by means of similarities between attributes of
numbers and sensible bodies, consequently concluding that real things are made of numbers.
Given this background, Speusippus is, according to Aristotle, left with no reasons to justify

the existence and separation of number from sensible things consistently. As Crubellier

337 As to the use and meaning of the verb caivw, see infra pp. 99-100, and footnote 431.

338 Arist. Metaph. N3, 1090a25-29; 1090a35-1090b2 (= fr. 80 IP), transl. Tredennick.

339 With Taran (1981: 329), contra Ross (1924: 478), who refers the lines to Plato only (although Taran takes
the whole passage as a confutation of Speusippus), and Annas (1976: 208), who says that a ‘serious
identification of Forms and numbers cannot be in mind here’.

340 Arist. Metaph. N3, 109017-18, Oi v odv ti0épevor téc id4ag ivon kai dptdpodg adTag etvor.

341 The preceding lines of the text are particularly difficult to read. Both Ross (1924: 480-481) and Crubellier
(1994:477-478) discuss various options for understanding the passage. For our purposes, it is not necessary to
determine the precise meaning of Plato’s procedure, which appears to be a version of the &v émi moAAGV
argument (or Platonic £x0eo1g) but just to understand the different a priori rationale that it provides compared
to that of Speusippus.
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highlights,3s2 it is interesting to note that Speusippus’ position is here singled out from those
of Plato and Xenocrates, despite the existence and separation of number is a claim to which
the three of them are committed.s43 The distinction is important for it provides us with crucial
elements:

a) As Platonists appear to be grouped together in lines 1090a35-36 with the
forumla ‘oi 8¢ ywpiotov molodvieg’, line 28 provides us with the peculiar justification
advanced by Speusippus (namely 611 ovx €covtol avT@V ai Emotipot EAEyeTo), or,
at least, the only he could appeal to.

b) The distinction allows us to identify two different rationales for maintaining
the existence of number. Both explanations are advocated for epistemological
reasons. However, that provided by Plato and Xenocrates rests on a a priori basis,
while Speusippus’ appears to be more empirically justified.344 Indeed, just as Forms
are provided, according to Aristotle, in order to explain sensible appearances, a
similar causal function is assigned to numbers.sss But as Aristotle underscores,
Speusippus cannot rely on the causal function of Forms/numbers (and thus he cannot
allege anything of this kind consistently with his hypotheses) in order to maintain that
mathematical number exists. Thus, the existence of numbers is guaranteed on the
following basis: if numbers were not to exist, neither would mathematical
sciences;ass for the exactness, necessity and universality of mathematical sciences is

incompatible with sensible objects.3s7

Granted these considerations, the following two crucial considerations about Speusippus’
system are thus confirmed: (i) mathematical number does not take on any causal function in
Speusippus’ system; and (ii) the separation of mathematical number from the sensibles is

justified by means of strong epistemological reasons; namely, the acknowledgement that

342 Crubellier (1994: 482).
343 And in fact, in lines 1090a 35ff Aristotle appears to group the three of them together.
344 See Crubellier (1994: 482): ‘Il est possible aussi que, pour Aristote, I’argument de ’accord avec
I’expérience ait plus de valeur que celui de la vérité a priori, de sorte qu'il serait enclin a présenter celui-ci
comme un pis-aller’.
345 Although Aristotle does not consider this step to be granted. Cf. Crubellier (1994: 480): ‘a fortiori ils ne
permettent pas d'établir I'existence des nombres, puisque cela supposerait une étape supplémentaire (la
détermination des idées comme des nombres) qui est loin d'étre acquise’.
346 See the translation of the passage by Crubellier, who understands the future £covtot as a reductio ad
absurdum (‘mais on dit que <si ces nombres n'existaient pas>, les sciences qui portent sur eux n’existeraient
pas’) and takes the shift from the present (évdéyetar) to the impersonal and passive imperfect (€Aéyeto) to
indicate an older and more general argument to which Speusippus resorts.
347 With Ross (1924: 481) ‘the objects of the sciences could not be sensible things [...] and must therefore be
immaterial but substantial numbers’. For the reference of avtdv, see Ross (ibid.) ‘avtdv 1. 27 refers to ta
aioOntd copata l. 22, dppovia, odpavdg, and modlka GAra 11. 24, 25°.
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sensible bodies and mathematical objects pertain to different domains and, accordingly, are

to be granted with different and —given (i)— independent practices for their investigation.

Claim (ii) appears to be confirmed also by the end of the passage, where Aristotle groups
the Platonists together and reiterates a similar consideration about the distinction between
sensible bodies and mathematical objects more generally (including geometrical
magnitudes). The reasons for positing the separation of mathematical number (besides its
existence) is in fact provided by the claim that there are no axioms which apply to sensible
objects (811 €l TV aicOnT@®V 0vK EoTan Ta AudporTar)348, Since axioms are true and please
the soul. The implication, then, is that the ontological difference between sensible and
mathematical objects requires them to be separated, and to be investigated by different
practices. It is the ontological difference existing between sensibles bodies from mathematical
objects that, in turn, motivates a difference of the epistemological practices required for their
examination. But as the justification for establishing the existence of numbers provided by
Speusippus and that offered by Plato and Xenocrates differed, the consequence is that, for
Speusippus, the existence and separation of numbers are both justified by their different
ontological characteristics, and, consequently, require different epistemological practices

numbers and sensible for their investigation.

4.1 The inquiry into the sensibles: the collection of the épowa (frr. 84; 123-146)

As highlighted in the previous sections, the sensibles play a role within Speusippus’
system at least to the extent that they are inclusively considered by Aristotle in his list of
Speusippus’ ovocion, and insofar as they are often depicted as a counterpart for the
mathematical realm. As emphasised, Aristotelian passages also suggest that Speusippus’
reason for mathematical number to exist and be separated is rooted into a different
ontological conception of mathematical and sensible objects.

However, trying to determine precisely what the content of Speusippus’ enquiry into the
sensibles was, is a much harder task. Xenocrates and Aristotle are also credited with books
on Divisions, and, in general, scholars agree on recognising the diairetic method as a
fundamental procedure of classifications within the Academy. As for Speusippus, the
taxonomic organisation of reality seems to be arranged according to the criteria of similarity,
or opowdtng. Hence, sensible objects are organised in groups according to the similarities
they entertain and (possibly) arranged in groups according to species and genera, as the title

Examples of Genera and Species seems to confirm. Given these premises, it would be at

348 Note the similarity in formulation of (i) 611 00k £covtar avTdv ai émotijpon EAéyeto at line 28, and (i) 6T
Eml TV aictnTdv ovK otan 0 aEidpata at lines 36-37.
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least incautious to dismiss the sensible realm quickly. Attempts to make justice of the
fragments, mostly preserved in Athenaeus’ Deiphnosophistae and belonging to Book Il of
Speusippus’ “Opoua, the Similars, have been done in the past; in particular, Langs4s attempted
a reconstruction of the whole system of Speusippus’ arrangement of the sensibles into genera
and species, and Tarénsso thoroughly analysed the material in order to mitigate Lang’s
tendency to collapse with excessive confidence the Aristotelian divisions onto Speusippus’
material. | generally agree with Taran’s conclusion about the material preserved, and with
his caution in projecting, or making excessive use of, Aristotle’s methods and divisions for
the understanding of Speusippus’ taxonomy. Building from Taran’s main conclusions, |
would like to emphasise some aspects that can be helpful for our purposes. Indeed, what |
believe to be missing from scholarly accounts of the sensible realm, for however detailed
they may be, is precisely a philosophical consideration of the sensibles within Speusippus’
system as a whole. For | believe Speusippus’ philosophical choices, andhis decision to
operate interventions in his system can be properly appreciated only when understood in
light of his epistemological commitments. If a (mainly) dualistic ontology was already part
of the Platonic legacy Speusippus inherited, it is the symmetrical separation of the sensible
and mathematical realms in view of a distinction of their diverse epistemological practices

that should be appreciated as a unique Speusippean contribution.

Given this background, this section will analyse the biological fragments preserved by
Athenaeus, so to complement the information obtained from Aristotle’s passage. The aim is
not to provide new information about Speusippus’ biology, but, rather, to show that the

conclusions reached so far cannot be disproved by them.

As for Speusippus’ Opota, all the fragments preserved have as their subjects either
animals or plants, since this was probably the focus of (at least) book Il of the Similars.

Essentially, the fragments can be subdivided in the following groups:ss1

I. Group (i): Fragments establishing the similarity between a group of sensibles
(frr. 8; 12a; 12b; 18; 20; 22; 23; 24 Taran).

I. Group (ii): Fragments establishing that a single item is similar, or akin, to
others (frr. 10; 15 Taran).

ii. Group (iii): Fragments which establish the similarity of the objects by

349 P. Lang (1965: 7-20).
350 L. Tarén (1981: 244-257).
351 Leaving aside those fragments only attesting to Speusippus’ terminology.
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referring to a bigger group (sometimes called &iSoc. See frr. 9 (nodoxdoTpaka); 11
(kdvorog €160¢); 17 (moldmoda) Taran).

ii. Group (iv): Fragments establishing the similarity between two specific
objects (frr. 6; (12c); 14; 16; 21 Taran).

The terminology used to establish the ‘similarity’ between sensible objects varies
between £oukog (1) mapominciov (7), duowov (6), Enpepng (2), and it may or may not belong
to Speusippus. Whether we can take all the vocabulary to belong to Speusippus or not, what
is important is that the terminology used, in general, calls attention to a reciprocal relation
between the objects in questions. Obviously, Speusippus must have had criteria which
justified the similarity between the objects and which, ultimately, could be appealed to in
order to arrange the classifications; however, from the fragments preserved it is hard to
establish what these criteria were: fragments preserved analyse an item, or, more often, a
group of items, which are said to be similar to one another; there is any reference to a
unifying factor. This may suggest, for Speusippus’ practice, an empirical and collective
process of classification of the objects in question, rather than a theoretically organised and
fixed taxonomy. Indeed, both the vocabulary used to establish the similarity between the
objects under analysis and the suggestion of a reciprocal relation between the objects
(sometimes in not immediately intuitive groupings) suggest that the classes were constructed
through an empirically-based classificatory process. The problem here is that the information
at our disposal is so meagre that it is hard to propose conclusive suggestions at all about how
the classes were constructed. To give an example, Taran argues that one of the criteria used
by Speusippus was the reference to the habitat, a criterion Aristotle strongly criticised in
Parts of Animals (642b10-13). According to Taran, this criterion encourages us to identify
Speusippus as the target of Aristotle’s criticism and to add information about his method: a
rigid dichotomic method of diairesis. However, the fragment taken by Taranssz as testifying

that habitat was indeed considered a criterion for classification, reads as follows:

Yo, Xmevounog v deutép® Opoiov enol év Bdatt yiveoOal, cedive élelm 10

@OMov €01KOG.

352 Taran, fr. 6 (= 123 IP1), (1981: 246ff). Also Cherniss (1944: 57) refers to the importance of the habitat for
Speusippus. For Cherniss, the connection with Aristotle’s system of classification is granted by a class of items
which appears in both authors, i.e. that of the polypides, in relation to which Aristotle raises difficulties
regarding their natural habitat. However, such connections cannot be considered as conclusive, given the scarce
material attesting to Speusippus’ criteria for classifying sensible objects, and given that we have no hints about
what these criteria actually were. Moreover, in Cherniss’ analysis, it is Aristotle’s comment on the habitat of
the polypides that makes the reference to the habitat significant for Speusippus as well. But the mention of the
same class, and the reference to the habitat in the present context do not attest, separately, that the habitat was
indeed a criterion for Speusippus’ classifications.
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Literally, the fragment reads: ‘Marshwort. Speusippus, in the second book of the Similars
says that (it) grows in water, and that the leaf resembles to marsh-celery’. The most natural
way to read the sentence is to take the two infinitive clauses (yivesOou; gowcdc [etvar])
dependent on the ¢nui as coordinate clauses. But if the two clauses are coordinate, there is
no way to read the former as explaining the latter; namely, there is no way to read the fact
that marshwort grows in water as a justification for its similarity with marsh-celery. Indeed,
even in Athenaeus’ text,3ss the appeal to the habitat as an explanation is connected to Ptolemy
Euergetes the Second, king of Egypt, who is told to propose a correction in Homer’s text by
substituting “violet and celery’ with ‘marshwort and celery’; for both marshwort and celery
grow in water, while violet does not. Therefore, in Speusippus’ fragment the similarity is
established by appeal to the likeness the leaves of the two plants share, a factor that may
weigh in favour of an observational and empirical practice. It is the similarity between the
two leaves, and, in general, the web of relationships an object entertains with others, that
helps us to understand the object itself and the class it belongs to. However, this is the only
fragment in which any description of the sensible object under investigation appears, and in

absence of more testimonia, we must be cautious in advancing answers.

Another interesting aspect is that the reciprocity in the relationship of similarity can also
be detected in most cases in the way objects are listed in the Greek. Indeed, although the
sample is quite limited, we should nevertheless try to work with what we have. In group (i),
where groups of items are listed, all items share the same grammatical case.sss In group (ii)
the situation is slightly different, since the relation of similarity established is of the type: 2
items - 1 item; accordingly, the two terms of the relation are obviously distinguished and
one is expressed with the dative. Interestingly enough, however, the two fragments preserved
for group (ii) establish such relation indifferently: the relation of similarity is not only
expressed with the formula: 2 items = 1 item (dative), but also with the formula: 1 item
(nominative) = 2 items (dative).sss Hence, even here, there is no reference to a third item
which establishes the similarity, but, rather, this seems to be played by a horizontal relation
that the items share as a group. Group (iii) organises the items into larger groups and,

accordingly, the macro-class is usually expressed with a genitive, while the items that fall

353 See, Athen. Deipnsoph. 61c, where the reference to marshwort interrupts the discussion on mushrooms,
continued after.

354 E.g., fr. 22 Taran (= Athen. I, p. 214, 24-26): Tnevcumog & dueepti enowv eivon kKOKKvya, xeMIOvV,
Tpiylav.

355 See, e.g. fr. 15 Tardn: Tnedonnog §’8v devtépm Opoinv dpotd pnotv eivar Ti| povidt éaxe kol cpapidag,
and fr. 10 Tardn: "Eotwv 8’1 Kepk®aN (Dov Gpotov TETTIYL KOl TITyoviQ, (¢ Tredomnog mapiotmoty &v
d<evtép®> Opoiwv.

80



under it all share the same case.sss Lastly, group (iv) is a very interesting example. Indeed,
most cases (3 out of 5) present a relation of similarity of one thing to another and, in those
circumstances, the second term is expressed with the dative.3s7 However, one of these cases
(fr. 12c Taran), which expresses the relation of similarity precisely in this way (Enebcinmog
&’ 6potov eapyw tov fimatov) lists two items occurring in two other collections of the type of
group (i), (i.e. frr. 12a; 12b Taran).sss Accordingly, the relations of similarity so presented
might in reality be an extrapolation of Athenaeus from groups that were originally listing

more items together, as in the case of group (i).

What complicates the situation even more is that there is only one fragment attesting to
the difference between objects, where Speusippus distinguishes between the male and the
female tuna. The same differentiation is attested in Aristotle as well (History of Animals, 543
a 14ff; 543 b 11ff), who refers to the female tuna as having a small fin beneath its belly,
differently from the male tuna. If this is the same explanation Speusippus appealed to,3s9 and
if, accordingly, male and female tuna really belonged to different classes in Speusippus’
taxonomy, we might conjecture that in order to trace similarity and difference between
sensible objects, a great dose of observation of plants/animals was required even for objects

of the same “kind’.360

The topic of differentiation is closely connected to a) an intricate discussion about
Speusippus’ method of definition (Aristot., A.Po. Il, 13, 97 a 6 ff = fr. 38 IP1) and b) a
testimony preserved by Sextus on Speusippus’ criteria of truth which, however, would leave
us astray from the present purposes if addressed in detail.ss1 | briefly mentioned the first
point in Chapter 2, in the context of providing an explanation of why participation
represented a problem Speusippus had in mind, and of his decision to formulate his world as

episodic. In brief, the testimony attests that, according to some peopless2 it impossible to

356 See, e.g. fr. 17 Tardn: Eidn d8’éotl molumodmv £heddvn, molvmodivny, Poifrrivy, dcpddoc, og
ApLoToTéANG ioTOPET Kol XreHotnog.

357 See, e.g. fr. 16 Tardn: ‘Opotov 862 eivor 1@ pehavodpm ¢not Imevounog &v devtépm Opoiwv TOV
KaAoOpgvov Yyipov.

358 See, fr. 12a Taran: Apiototéing &v 1 mepi (dov Kol Znevo1mnog mapamincid epnow eaypov, £pudpivoy,
fimatov. Obviously, another reason for the difference in the case is related to the words chosen to denote the
similarity (here ntopoaminoiov in fr. 12a and 12b, while 6potov in fr. 12¢.)

359 Funny enough, since tuna do not present any sexual dimorphism, and accordingly, male and female are
undistinguishable on the basis of macroscopic differences, especially since their sex is not determined at their
birth but is later defined on the basis of environmental as well as other circumstances. See, e.g., Santamaria,
Bello and alia (2009: 41).

360 | use kind here generically, to mean animals of the same species.

361 For a detailed discussion of the topic and different reconstructions of the argument see Falcon (2000). At
the recent conference Metaphysics and Epistemology in Plato’s Academy, Benatouil convincingly connected
the discussion to the context of the Theaetetus.

362 Identified with Speusippus by an Anonymous commentator of the Posterior Analytics (see fr. 39 1P1).

81



know the differences each thing entertains with other things unless one knows everything
severally. Ancient commentators (probably influenced by Eudemus’ reading of the doctrine)
take the argument as against the possibility of definition. The argument has been read
differently by scholars,ss3 who have reconstructed the order of the claims in various ways.
In general, | agree with Horky’s conclusion that ‘Speusippus is not to be credited here with
any sort of proto-sceptical argument that a regress implies that no essence can be known
whatsoever’.ss2 On the contrary, if read positively, the testimony goes in the direction of
affirming the need to differentiate the objects under analysis, if one wants to gain (some)
knowledge about them. Accordingly, it seems likely that the whole procedure of knowing
sensible objects implied both the collection of objects in groups of ‘similars’ (possibly, to be
able to distinguish them from other groups) and the distinction of the individual sensible

object itself even from items of the same ‘kind’.

The topic of knowledge, and its relation to sensible objects leads us to b), a passage in
which Sextus Empiricusses presents Speusippus’ criteria of knowledge. | don’t want to linger
on the testimony too much, since the identification of Sextus’ source for the material is a
vexed question,sss but there are at least two aspects which are connected to our discussion.
Indeed (1) Sextus divides Speusippus’ objects in two kinds: ta vontd and ta aicOntd.
Perhaps, this very distinction between objects is, more generally, reminiscent of a Platonic
dichotomy. Although attempting an identification between Speusippus’ mathematical realm
and ‘¢ vontd’ might not be totally orthodox, at the same time, such an identification would
reiterate the idea of a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm as | was suggesting.
What is even more interesting is (2) that Sextus gives us two different criteria for the objects
in question: criterion of intelligible objects is the émotnuovikdg Adyog, or scientific
discourse, whereas criterion of sensible objects is the émotuovikn oicOnoig, or scientific
sense-perception.ss7 If the material Sextus is preserving is even slightly trustworthy, this
would confirm some of the suppositions previously advanced: the symmetrical separation of

the two levels is, first of all, necessary. For, if some knowledge of the sensible world is

363 Very differently interpreted: see, Cherniss (1962: 42); Isnardi Parente (1980: 256-260); Taran (1981: 390);
Barnes (1994: 245-247); Falcon (2000); Dillon (2003: 79-80), Burnyeat (1990 ad loc.); Horky (2018: 36-37).
364 Horky (2018: 37) argues that the question of ‘knowing every single thing’ might be solved if one takes
Speusippus to uphold a theory of recollection such as Plato’s. This way, a ‘previously’ obtained knowledge
about each and every thing might be reactivated through discursive thinking.

365 Sext., Adv. math. VII, 145-146 (=fr. 34 IP1).

366 See, e.g. Sedley’s comment (2012: 102-103): ‘Consider, then, another aspect othe same Sextan doxography.
No one, as far as | can recall, has defended as fully reliable its reports of Speusippus, Xenocrates and the
Peripatetics (Math. 7.145-9 and 217-26), and according to the argument | have developed in this chapter that
implicit distrust is well-founded. For they too are parts of the material from Antiochus’ Canonica, driven by
the same radically syncretistic agenda as generated the distortion of Timaeus 27d-28a’.

367 On Sextus’ testimony, see Isnardi Parente (1969) and (1992), and, more recently, Dillon (2018).
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granted, it will require practices and methods that are different from those required for the
mathematical realm. Accordingly, as argued previously, the separation of the levels would
work in the direction of rendering each of them independent, granting epistemological

autonomy (and differentiation) to the two practices.

Before concluding this short overview of Speusippus’ consideration of the sensibles, |
believe there is one last aspect which requires clarification: the notion of opowdtng. Although
scholars generally agree on advancing such a concept for explaining both Speusippus’
arrangement of sensible objects and for demonstrating that Speusippus’ system did have

some internal coherence, opototng is not as an intuitive a notion as it seems.

First of all, similarity can be intended in at least two ways: literal similarity, or analogical
similarity. Literal similarity statements imply the presence of two objects that entertain a
symmetrical relation of likeness, and are of the form ‘cherries are like olives’. These kinds
of statements are obviously reversible (at least in principle), and the relation of similarity
between the objects is hence reciprocal. Differently, analogical similarity requires at least 4
objects, as it is the relationship itself that those objects entertain which is judged to be
similar; an example could be: ‘lambs are to sheep as kittens are to cats’.ses In this second
case, what establishes the similarity between the objects is the relation they entertain to each
other. The reason why | am pointing the attention to these two possible meanings is because
scholars, by taking Speusippus’ notion of similarity from the context of the collection of the
sensibles and employing it in order to justify some continuity in his system, are precisely
employing the notion in these two different ways.sss When it comes to the collection of the
sensibles, similarity takes on the literal meaning, whereas when it is understood as the
unifying factor of different levels opowdtng is intended analogically. Accordingly, it is hard
to understand how literal similarity might be employed in order to justify continuity in the
system, or what kind of relationships are pointed at (and, most of all, how precisely they
work) when one affirms that the pointszo and the One (insofar as principles) resemble one

another. In what sense are they analogous? Do principles entertain an analogous relationship

3e8 Ortony (1979: 175).

369 See as an example, Isnardi Parente (1980: 380): ‘abbandonato il terreno del puramente quantitative-
matematico, passandosi nella ricerca dalla struttura generale dell’universo alla classificazione delle specie nei
loro tipi il piu possibile determinati, anche il criterio della opotdtng perde il suo carattere rigorosamente
matematico e accede a quella approssimazione che caratterizza il campo del qualitativo sensibile’. To say that
the opototng loses its mathematical and quantitative features (i.e. is intended as analogical similarity) in favor
of a qualitative characterization (i.e. is intended as literal similarity) implies the appeal to two different notions,
and not a conjugation of one. Moreover, the reason for such a ‘descent’ of 6po1dtng, when the concept is
conceived as some sort of ‘unifying aspect’ of Speusippus’ levels, would at least deserve some clarification.
370 Admitting it can be taken as one of the principles in geometry.
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with their consequents (they are analogous insofar they work as principles), or are they
similar the basis of the way they are conceived (for example, the One and the point are both
minimal constituents)? Moreover: on what basis can we expand a relationship between
principles and consequents to account more generally for similarity across different levels?

A second problem arises in relation to the symmetry which should underlie literal
similarity when more than one object comes into play. For, although similarity should
intuitively be symmetrical (if cherries are like olives, olives should be like cherries as well),
this does not seem to be the case absolutely. First of all, it is obvious that, in the case of more
than two objects being considered as a group, the reason for their similarity is at least
different from that of two objects only being compared and needs to rely on a third item,
taken as a model.s71 For, when two objects only are compared, their similarity may appeal
to at least one (but possibly more) features that the two objects share. In this case the relation
is clearly horizontal and symmetrical. If we say that cherries and olives are alike, we are
saying that they are both round and small, that they both have a pit, and so on. If these are
the criteria on the basis of which the objects are similar, clearly the features will be shared
by both. But when the group of objects under consideration is of at least three items, it is not
necessary that the relation between the objects be symmetrical in the same way. When a
group of objects are considered as similar, it seems reasonable to say there is at least one
predicate that can be predicated of all of them. In this case, the similarity between the objects
in question is not necessarily horizontally and symmetrical if not by mean of one predicate
they all share. To build on the examples taken before, we can add peaches to the group of
objects that are round and have a pit. This way, we will have the following group: cherries,
olives, peaches. But obviously, the similarity between cherries and olives is not the same as
that between cherries and peaches. In such groups, the similarity works in fact vertically.
The objects are similar insofar as they all share one or more features assumed as those that
instantiate the group. | believe that it is in this aspect that lies the main difficulty for
establishing what 6po16tng amounts to within Speusippus’ classification of the sensibles. On
the one hand, none of the fragments in our possession provides us with this common
predicate that the objects of the group should share. This is the case also for those fragments
in which we are provided with a macro-grouping, sometimes referred to as an &idoc. First,
in none of those fragments we find a description of the macro-group; secondly, some of those
macro-groupings are not even immediately intuitive: if we think of the kind of the mosquitos

(kdvomog €180¢),372 it is not clear (i) why that of mosquito should be a kind, and especially,

371 The asymmetry | am pointing at here is that between the items listed in the group, or, in other terms, some
sort of horizontal likeness.
a72 Fr. 11 Taran (= Photius, Lexicon, s.v. mfviov (II, pp. 88-89)).
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(if) why the moth (mviov) should fall under it.373 Accordingly, we can certainly imagine
groups for those objects to fall under, but we do not have suggestions as to what these should
be precisely. Moreover, the relation of similarity between groups of sensible objects was felt
to be problematic for Plato as well,374 and, in particular, when related to the relationship
original-copy in the context of the resemblance between Forms and particulars. Indeed, a
standard Platonic answer to the problem would be to say that sensibles grouped within a set
are similar to one another because they all participate into the idea of Likeness. However,
whatever way one accounts for such relationship, this relies precisely on some
ontological/causal/paradigmatic dependence of the sensibles onto the Forms. But this aspect
is precisely what is lacking Speusippus’ account in two particular respects: a) the absence of
the Forms and b) the absence of ontological dependence of one level onto another. Under
these circumstances, and in absence of decisive arguments, it may be plausible to think that
Speusippus’ collection was a sort of empirical collection of items, rather than an already
fixed taxonomy.s7s This way, the vehicle for the similarity (the element on the basis of which
the groups are organised) might have been a sensible particular itself, and classifications
might have varied according to the circumstances. Or, maybe, the macro-groups (i.e. genera
and species), instead of having a middle term as a referent, were conversely constructed on
the basis of the group itself (having a creative middle term). To conclude, what continues to
be problematic is precisely the notion of opowdtng itself. For, in in the absence of precise
criteria on which to establish such a notion, similarity is potentially traceable between any
pair of objects, by reference to some predicate they share: if this is the case, it is clear why

differentiation should play a very decisive role in attaining knowledge of sensible objects.

4.2 The hunt for knowledge: Proclus’ report of Speusippus’ epistemology in the In

Euclidem (fr. 35)

This last section is meant as an ultimate test of the results obtained until now. In fact, the
account of Speusippus, preserved in Proclus’ Commentary on the First Book of Euclid’s
Elements, represents, in many ways, the counterpart of some of my claims about Aristotle’s
testimonia. In Chapter 2, | argued that Speusippus’ postulation and conception of first
principles work as a direct response to the Platonic problem of participation to the Forms, in

view of a ‘correction’ of the system which aims at a better sustainability from an

373 Taran comments that this was not contended by Speusippus (while Lang does 1965:15), and he suggests
that Speusippus posited a different and higher class for the insects listed here (differently, Lang suggests as a
macro-class the Aristotelian &vtopa dintepa éunpocborevipa, i.e. the class of two-winged dipterous insects).
374 See, Sedley (2006), and Schofield (2004).

375 Some scholars (see, Isnardi Parente and Taran) also agree that the groupings we have may represent a first
stage of the process, namely, that of the collection of the objects, to be later organised into genera and species.
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epistemological point of view. Indeed, although the ‘episodicity’ of Speusippus’ system is
harshly criticised by Aristotle for the disruption it creates, nevertheless this choice reveals
to be epistemologically valuable inasmuch as it allows an independent and distinct inquiry
into different kinds of object which do not need to rely on anything else for their
intelligibility. Chapter 3 and section 4.1 have analysed, respectively, the mathematical and
the sensible realms, so to highlight the independence each one is granted with, and the
unitarian consideration they receive specifically. Given this premise, | believe that Proclus’
passage confirms such suppositions. Indeed, the fragment | am about to focus on is usually
connected to the broader geometrical context in which it is preserved and to Proclus’
previous discussion about axioms and postulates. In the following sections I will a) question
the exclusively mathematical/geometrical context usually attached to the fragment which
strongly influenced its translations; and b) advance a new interpretation of the text that
prevents an exclusively geometrically-related reading of it. Given these premises, the
fragment will expose the broader significance of the fragment within Speusippus’
epistemology so to demonstrate the plausibility of my reading and prepare the background
for next chapter. As Chapter 5 will be dealing with primary principles specifically, a
comprehensive knowledge of Speusippus’ philosophy is required. To these purposes, the

section will be organised as follows:

Section 4.2.1 will present the fragment within the context of its preservation and offer a
brief overview of its scholarly reception. The aim of such section is to establish to what
extent we should believe the initial sentence, sometimes included in the selection of the
fragment itself, and the context in general, to be genuinely Speusippean.

Section 4.2.2 will examine the two kinds of object the fragment alludes to (t& pév - ta 8¢)
and will attempt to provide limits for their identification.

Finally, section 4.2.3 will illustrate why a different interpretation of the fragment is
valuable and will explain the advantages of such interpretation in light of Speusippus’
epistemological theories. Accordingly, in order to introduce the topic, | will provide first the
Greek text of the passage, together with my translation of it. As it will be clear from the
following considerations, my intention is not that of questioning other grammatical
constructions of the passage, which, | believe, can be constructed in at least two different
ways by mantaing a very similar outcome in terms of meaning. On the contrary, my aim will
be that of questioning the exclusively mathematical/geometrical reading of the passage.

Accordingly:
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[FR. 35]

[5et yop
oM TOvToYoD TAG APYOS TAV LETA TAG APYOS OLOPEPELY
T AmAOTNTL, T@ Avomodeikt®, T@ avtonicot]. kKabOAoL
Yap, pnoiv 6 Tnedoinnog, GV 1 didvola TV Ofpav (15)
molelTat Ta pEv ovdepioy TotkiAny momoapévn ot-
£€odov Tpofdidet kol mpogvtpemilel TpOg TV HEALOV-
oav (o Kol &gl TOVT®V EVaPYESTEPAV ETAPT|V
paAAov 1 T@dV 0paT®dV M OY1G, T 0E €K TOD €VOEMG
aipewv ddvvarodoa katd petdfacty én’ dkeiva do- (20)
Baivovoa katd 0 dkdAovbov adtdv Emtyelpel mot-
gloBat v Onpav.

[Principles must in every case differ from what follows after them in simplicity,
indemonstrability, and self-evidence]. For generally, says Speusippus, of the things
which thought (8idvola) hunts after, some (ta pév) it puts forward and prepares [them]
for the coming enquiry without having undertaken any sort of elaborate excursion, and
it has with them a clearer contact than sight has with visual objects; but because [it] is
unable to catch others (ta 6¢) immediately, [it] attempts to hunt after according to their
(viz. of ta 8¢) congruency/correspondence/conformitysze (katd to dxdéAovOov), by
crossing [them] (dwafaivovoa [td d]) with a transition (kata petdfociv) over these
(¢’ éxeiva, viz. T 0€377).378

4.2.1 Context and traditional scholarly interpretation

The fragment finds its place at the beginning of Proclus’ section on postulates and axioms.
As he says, principles of geometry can be of three kinds: hypotheses, postulates and axioms.
Since Proclus believes the differences between these three have been sufficiently explored
in other parts of his Commentary, he sets aside the discussion of hypotheses and explains
that the chief subject of inquiry in the section will be the difference between postulates and
axioms. It is at this point that Speusippus’ quotation is presented. Indeed, before anything

else, the extract affirms the priority of principles, explicating it in terms of simplicity,

376 Taking the meaning from axéiovBov + genitive, ‘in conformity with’ LSJ 3 (as in Plat., Phaed. 111c). For
the meaning of the word in the Platonic corpus, Ast (1953) reads ‘consequens, coniunctus, etiam similis’.

377 For the coincidence of the object of ékeivog and avtdg (also in this order) see Smyth (2005) 1258. | take the
two clauses to be stilistically constructed in parallel. Both & pév and td 8¢ are placed in an emphatic position,
and function as objects. Just as in the first clause, Ta pév is the object of mpoPdrim and mposvtpenilom I take ta
8¢ to be the object of both aipéw and diaPaive. With this construction, the sentence shows a second parallelism
between the two clauses constructed with the circumstantial participles: ‘obdepiov mokiAnv momcopévn
S1é€odov’ and ‘ék tod gvBéwc aipewv advvorodoo’ which, also in terms of meaning, can be considered
complementary. A second option for the construction (as in Bénatouil and EI Murr 2010 and Horky 2018)
would be to take diapdive with én’ ékeiva; this way, didvolo would advance towards (to 6€), rather then
crossing them. Opting for this second construction, the second sentence could be translated as follows: ‘because
it is unable to grasp others (ta 8¢) directly, [it, sc. didvowa] advances over them with a transition and attempts
to hunt after according to their (adt®v) congruency’ [sc. of what follows from ta 6¢]. The avtdv as well is
placed in an equivocal position, as it can be taken both as referred to dxoAovBov (i.e. their congruency, sc. of
10 8¢) and with ényepel moreicBan Ty ONpav (i.e. hunts after them). However, I don’t take adt@®v to be referred
to ta pév, as does Horky.

a8 Procl., In Eucl., 179, 12-22 Friedlein. I used as a model for my translation Horky (2018: 33). Our translations
diverge especially in the last sentence.
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indemonstrability and self-evidence, and then introduces two different objects that diGvoia
hunts after: t& pév and ta 0¢. Even though both the existing collections of Speusippus’
fragmentssze do include lines 12-14 (namely, those on the priority of principles) in the
selection of the text, both dismiss them as part of the quotation.sso Nevertheless, the presence
of those lines does actually inform the scholarly discussion of the fragment and its
interpretations. On the one hand, Isnardi Parente speaks of two different kinds of knowledge,
the first immediate while the second poietic, but locates them both within the domain of
mathematical knowledge;ss1 on the other hand, Taran speaks more explicitly of a distinction
‘between the knowledge of indemonstrable principles and the knowledge that derives from
them’.3s2 To my knowledge, the only real alternative option for the interpretation of the
passage has been provided by Bénatouil and EI Murr,3s3 who argue that the processes
described may be interepreted in two different ways, according to the stress one lays either
on the references to the Republic and to the metaphor of the hunt (i) or on the initial kab6Xov
(i1). In the first case (i) the two processes would describe [t pév] the different procedures
of the mathematician (both demonstrative and constructive) and of the philosopher [td d£].
In the second case (ii), both processes would underline the point of contacts between
geometry and dialectics. For already for Plato ‘les deux recherches s’appuient sur des
hypothéses évidentes a la pensée pour atteindre d’autres objets. L une descend vers des
objets objectivement plus complexes’ [ta 6£], ‘alors que I’autre remonte vers des principes
plus fondamentaux mais plus difficiles a saisir’ [to pév].sss

I will take into account their analysis in the course of my examination, as our analyses
converge on many aspects of the fragment although diverging on the identification of the

objects in question.

First of all, then, should we accept such context and interpret the fragment congruently,

as referred to principles and embedded in a mathematical/geometrical discussion only?

The main reasons for scholars to interpret the discussion as related to mathematical and

379 See, Tarén, fr. 30 and Isnardi Parente, fr. 35.

3g0 In the online edition of the fragments (2005, Commento (a): 2-3 F2), Isnardi Parente changes her mind and
accepts the first lines as reflecting Speusippus’ thought. Her second interpretation (although distinguishing
between an intuitive and discoursive kind of knowledge) is very close to mine. Indeed, she takes discoursive
knowledge to refer to sensibles as well.

381 At least this seems to be the case for the first collection of Speusippus’ fragments, where Isnardi Parente
considers this possibility probable (1980: 249) and invites further philosophical considerations of the passage.
In the revised online version, Isnardi Parente is much more careful in regard to the identification of the objects
and the location of the two kinds of knowledge and does not provide any of the two (pp. 2-3).

3g2 Tardn (1981: 427). See also comments to frr. 72-74 (Taran’s numeration), (1981: 422-431). Similarly,
Horky (2018).

383 Bénatouil-El Murr (2010: 41-80).

384 Ead. (2010: 61).
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geometrical practices exclusively is provided not only by the mathematical context of
Proclus’ quotation, but, most of all, by Plato’s own discussion of mathematics and geometry
in the Republic (books VI and VII in particular), a text which offers a plausible background
for the topics under analysis. It will be impossible, in the present context, to offer a detailed
comparison of the two texts.sss As a matter of fact, it is not my intention to deny that the
context of Republic lies in the background, nor to exclude that mathematical and geometrical
practices are here considered at all. By contrast, | want to argue that mathematical and
geometrical practices represent only part of the discussion, which, however, needs to be
complemented. To this purpose, the only passages of the Republic I will take into account
are those scholars considered fundamental in order to shed light on the passage under

consideration.

As Bénatouil and EI Murr note,sss a first link between Speusippus’ doctrines and the
discussion of geometry in the Republic can be identified by reference to [FR. 36] where
Proclus introduces the dispute between Speusippus and Menaechmus.ss7 The similarity in
terminology is certainly striking; in the Republic, Plato distinguishes discourses (Aoyot) the
geometers make ‘for the sake of business’ (zpa&emg €veka, 527a7) and those made “for the
sake of knowledge’ (yviboewc &veka, 527b1) just as Proclus provides a distinction between
a yvootik®¢ and a momtik®dg perspective concerning the objects of theoretical science. And
this must be right: as they say, Speusippus is proposing an alternative view to that of Plato,
according to which the hypotheses and demonstrations of the geometers are the means by
which we get to know objects which exist eternally.zss

In light of this connection and on the basis of a third passage of the In Euclidem, Bénatouil
and EI Murr offer a first possible interpretation, which is consonant with the interpretative
direction of most scholars.sss The passage they refer to, which is provided in order to offer
a link between Speusippus’ and Menaechmus’ discussion, [FR. 36] and the fragment under
analysis here [FR. 35] reads that:

[FR. 4 IP2] some people deemed right to name all of them [non-demonstrable
principles] ‘postulates’, in the same way [they called] ‘problems” all the things which
are sought (ta (ntoduevo tavia); [...] while others named [them] ‘axioms’, in the same

385 Béntouil and El Murr’s discussion of the status of geometry in the Republic is particurlary accurate and
detailed (2010: 40-57).

3g6 Ead. (2010: 58).

387 Procl., In Eucl., 76, 11-21 Freidlein. See infra section 2.3.

388 And the @oavei in Proclus’ text recalls the ag Socrates uses at Resp. 527a6, Bénatouil and EI Murr (2010:
58).

389 Bénatouil and EI Murr (2010: 60) do agree that such interpretation is not necessary nor the only possible
and that, once tested more accurately, it reveals not to be consistent with the content of Proclus’ passage [FR.
35]. ' will incorporate their comments in my analysis of the fragment.
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way [they called] ‘theorems’ all the things which are in need of a demonstration (ta
amoodeifemg dedueva). 390

In light of the passage, the focus of the dispute between Menaechmus and Speusippus is
broadened,; it did not focus on mathematical propositions only but addressed the status of
principles too.391 Accordingly, the distinction between the two kinds of objects in [FR. 35]
should be understood as that between undemonstrated principles (d&iopata) and things in
need of a demonstration (Bswpnpora).

What is problematic given my methodological assumptions, is that the term ‘a&iopata’,
here interpreted as undemonstrated principles also occurs in Aristotless2 where it retains a
much more general meaning.3s3 As my choice is to take Aristotle as the primary source for
my analysis, it would be at least problematic to take Proclus’ testimony as providing the
framework for the distinction. What is consistent both in Aristotle’s and Proclus’ testimonia
is the description of mathematical number or mathematical objects (Aristotle), and of the
objects of theoretical sciences (Proclus), as eternal and not featuring any kind of change.
Accordingly, I will take only this point as granted. Moreoever, in [FR. 4 1P2] Proclus does
not name Speusippus nor Menaechmus explicitly, and the reference seems to concern
Hellenistic mathematics more generally, since Archimedes is quoted in favour of the first

identification.ses

A second reference scholars usually rely upon is Republic 510b-511d, where Plato
presents the image of the Divided Line and distinguishes between an intuitive and
discoursive kind of knowledge (Swavowa/votioic). The reference is exploited (i) in order to
distinguish between an intuitive and a discoursive operation of didvoia in [FR. 35], and (ii)
to establish that the objects at stake are both of a mathematical kind.sss Nevertheless, as
Horky acknowledges, in the Republic ‘Forms were unambiguously the unique first principles
that could be grasped by ‘intellect’ (vodg) [...], whereas Speusippus only speaks of grasping

first principles in one of the operations of ‘thought’ (61Gvoia)’.396 Moreover, | do not see

390 Procl., In Eucl.,181, 21-23 = 74 Taran. The text is not included in IP1 (1980), although Isnardi Parente
discusses it briefly in her online edition (2005, Commento (b): 5; F4).

301 Bénatouil and ElI Murr (2010: 59, n. 35). Cf. also Bowen (1983). This issue would require further
investigation, as Menaechmus is also known to have provided a ‘circular’ definition for ‘element’. See Proclus,
In Eucl., 72, 23-73, 14 Friedlein (=D6 Lasserre).

392 Fr. 80 IP1= Arist., Metaph., N2, 1090a35-1090b2.

393 Cf. Crubellier (1994: 484): ‘Il n’est pas certain qu’a&uopata désigne autre chose que Oewpnpoto aux lignes
a 14-15° and Einarson (quoted by Taran, who disagrees with him on the grounds of a ‘better sense in the
context’, 1981: 429, n. 248): ‘(a&udpata) is loosely used for mathematical theorems in general, arithmetical
and geometrical’.

394 This is the reason for Isnardi Parente to exclude the passage from genuine testimonia. Cf. 1P2 (2005,
Commento (a): 5; F4).

395 See Isnardi Parente (1980: ad loc. and 2005: Commento (a), 5). Taran (1981:)

396 Horky (2018: 35. Cf. also n.22).
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convincing reasons to accept the Platonic framework only partly. Indeed, if one takes the
Platonic d1Gvoia to be a reference, it would be natural to accept both its discoursive nature,
and its mathematical objects to be at stake. In other words, if the diGvola in the passage is
meant to evoke Plato’s, either | do not see why one should interpret one of its processes as
an intuitive apprehension of principles, or, if one does so and bifurcates the process, why
mantaining its object as mathematical exclusively. In the end, also the metaphor of the hunt,
although retaining a clear Platonic inheritancess7 cannot be traced back to Plato’s dialogues
as unambiguously referred to mathematicals. On the contrary, as Isnardi Parente notes,3ss
many occurrences of the metaphor, more broadly refer to the Ofpa 100 dvrog. Moreover,
extant fragments make it hard to establish what Speusippus actually thought about vovg and
whether he employed the term at all.399 Accordingly, the reference to didvoia should not lead

us to quickly conclude that the only objects at stake in [FR. 35] are of a mathematical kind.

As to Proclus’ quotation, lines 15-22 of [FR. 35] bear no explicit reference to the
principles nor to their consequents. If we look at the Greek, after the explicit mention of
Speusippus, nothing in the fragment can independently be related to principles, a discussion
on axioms or postulates in which the text is grounded, or a discussion exclusively related to
mathematics and geometry. On the contrary, the fragment refers generically to the objects
didvota hunts after and designates them with an uncharacterised neuter plural as ta pév and
10 6¢. In this respect, lines 12-14 clearly sound introductory, as they provide a context in
which to place the quotation that is, on the contrary, unqualified.

Moreoever, the quotation of Speusippus’ begins with a ka06Lov. This suggests that either
Proclus, in inserting the quotations, needs to broaden the discussion in order to quote
Speusippus’ opinion, or that Speusippus himself was making a general claim about the
objects hunted by didvoua. In either case, the position of the kaB6lov at the beginning of the
sentence should at least warn us about the difference of the content quoted in respect to the

previous context.

I hope this will suffice for the momentary exclusion of the lines preceding the fragment.
As for the lines which follow it, and provide examples for the processes undertaken by

diavora, we have reasons to exclude that they can be attributed to Speusippus as well; since

397 Phaed. 66a; Politicus. 285d; Soph. 220b and 261a; Phileb. 65a.

398 E.g., Phaedo 66¢2, Gorgias, 500d1, Theaet.198a7. For an analysis of the metaphor of the hunt in Plato’s
dialogues, see Bertolini (2017) and Aronadio (2014). On Plato’s couplement of metaphors with specific
sciences see Auffret (2013), (quoted by Rashed 2013b: 218, n. 2). According to Auffret: ‘Selon une métaphore
constante chez Platon, la chasse pourrait figurer I’arithmétique/logistique; la peinture, liée a la surface, la
géométrie plane; la menuiserie produit des artefacts solides; enfin I’agriculture des solides en mouvements’.
399 Horky (2018: 34).
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the majority of the scholars agree on this,s00 | will only offer a short explanation as to why.

Speusippus’ quotation is followed by four geometrical examples; a) and b) are quoted as
examples of the first kind of knowledge, while ¢) and d) of the second. The examples are as
follows:

a) drawing a straight line from a point to a point;

b) considering one of the two ends of a straight line as stationary, while the other
end moves around as a process which describe a circle;

€) constructing a one-turn spiral;

d) constructing an equilateral triangle.

The examples introduced hint at the pboic theory, which I don’t take to be ascribable to
Speusippus, but has been acknowledged as Speusippean by Cherniss.401 However, as Isnardi
Parente underlines,402 Speusippus seems not to have granted great consideration to kivnoic,
which appears only within his definition of time, but would play a fundamental role in the
theory of the flow. If we take the reference to time to be significant, we can suppose, at most,
that the role of xivnoig, for Speusippus, was relegated to the domain of sensible objects,
since mathematical objects, on the contrary, do not allow any kind of change.403

Moreover, the four examples listed, perfectly fit Proclus’ distinction between a&idpoto
and aitpatasos (for which, by the way, there is no other evidence for Speusippus), and their
connection with postulates and problems.4os Indeed, cases a) and b) work as examples of
postulates, while c) and d) as examples of problems.4os

Also, besides fitting perfectly into Proclus’ previous distinction, the examples also

400 See Lang F 73, 8, who argues that the reference ends with 89pav at line 22; Isnardi Parente (1980: 316-317)
refuses both kinds of examples; El Murr and Bénatouil agree that examples are Proclus’ own, but they
understand them as clarifying Speusippus’ position. Taran (1981 and 2001) refuses the second kind of
examples (1981: 427-428; 2001: 581-583); contra, see Cherniss (1945: 396-397, n. 322), who, however, relies
on the pvoig theory for the identification. Horky (2018) does not explicitly dismiss the examples, but, as El
Murr and Bénatouil, he uses them to clarify the discussion.

401 See, Cherniss (1945: 396-397).

402 IP1 (1980: ad loc, fr. 35).

403 See, Procl., In Eucl., 77,7ff Friedlein, as well as Aristotle, Metaph. N5 1092a21-1092a24; 1092a29-1092b5
analysed in Chapter 4.

404 Cf. Procl., In Eucl.,76,4ff Friedlein, where Proclus distinguishes axiom, postulate and hypothesis ‘according
to Aristotle’. Mclsaac (2014), for example, reports [FR. 35] two times as evidence for Proclus’ own view about
the self-evidence of the principles and Speusippus’ fragments are not even included in his bibliographical
references.

405 Procl., In Eucl., 179 Friedlein.

406 Procl., In Eucl., 181 Friedlein. The second two examples correspond to what Proclus lists as problems.
Moreover, this also squares perfectly with the Euclid examples Proclus is drawing on. Indeed, proposition 1 of
book 1 of Euclid’s Elements (Eucl., El. 1 1.1-2), reads: “To construct an equilateral triangle on a given finite
straight-line’ (note that this corresponds to example d) and is, in Euclid, a problem, and that in the
demonstration it makes use of the first postulate, namely example a). On the distinction of problems and
theorems in the Academy, see Bowen (1983) and Tarantino (2010).
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contradict [FR. 36].407 For [FR. 36] states that, as to theoretical sciences, Speusippus argued
in favour of the name Oswprpoto and rejected the name mpoPfinuato. But what Proclus
concludes right after Speusippus’ quotation is directly connected to postulates, and to
problems, and not to axioms and theorems.

Lastly, as Proclus uses the same notions and vocabulary other times when he is discussing
Euclidean postulates, this makes very implausible for him to be referring to Speusippus
specifically when he exploits them here.

This brief overview should have exposed the limits of the fragment under analysis, i.e.
lines 14-22. Now, as the fragment presents two different kinds of objects, Ta pév and ta o¢,

the next sections will address the identification of each kind of object separately.

4.2.2 The identification of Ta pév (lines 14-19)

Although | casted some doubts about the possibility of an exclusively
geometrical/mathematical reading of the lines, we are still left with the possibility that the
objects easily apprehended by the didvota are indeed the principles, as Proclus laid out in his
introductory lines, and as the fragment is located in the section about postulates and axioms.

Let us see, then, if this would be coherent with the general sense of the fragment.

Precisely, in this regard a warning must first be expressed in relation to the term d1Gvota.
Indeed, the term can be considered in its direct connection with Plato’s epistemology, in
which it denotes a discursive kind of faculty, directed towards the comprehension of the
mathematical level (as, for example, in the Republic4os). If we take this reference to be
operative for Speusippus, principles can hardly be the object of apprehension of such a
faculty. On the other hand, if we don’t want to necessarily assume a connection to Plato, we
can still take the term in its broader and more general usage, as, for example, it appears in
Avristotle. Indeed, if the fragment is here taking into account principles in the Aristotelian
meaning, o1dvola could actually work as an appropriate faculty. However, there is no reason

here to project an Aristotelian understanding onto the fragment. If we think of the way the

407 The information about the dispute between Speusippus and Menaechmus seem to reach Proclus via Geminus
(see Zhmud 2006: 169-185). Indeed, Zhmud excludes Eudemus as a source because of his interest in
mathematical and geometrical discoveries, rather than in philosophical interpretation of mathematics (e.g.
Zhmud 2006: 169; 178). However, Menaechmus is the last to appear in Eudemus’ History of Geometry, and
information on Amphinomous, who is sometimes associated with Menaechmus in Geminus’ passages, seem
to reach Proclus via Geminus. Accordingly, it might be difficult to actually identify the ultimate source for the
discussion. For Lasserre (1987: 614ff), Posidonius is the middle source between Philip of Opus and Geminus.
Another option is to consider as the ultimate source Heraclides Ponticus, whose name is attested in Geminus’
summary of Posidonius’ Metereologica (Zhmud 2006: 185, n. 79), or a popular treatise on mathematics
possibly written by Menaechmus (although Zhmud doubts he can be identified with the Academic
Menaechmus).

408 See Plato, Resp., 511d3-5.
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fragment is transmitted and reaches Proclus, which is probably via Geminus through
Posidonius, there is no reason to suspect Aristotelian nuances in the language given
Geminus’ (proximity to)4oe and Posidonius’ Stoicism.a10 Without wanting to deny a florid
discussion and exchange between the Academy and the Lyceum nor the originality of
Speusippus’ thought, it is important to remember that Speusippus was the first head of the
Academy after Plato, and his nephew. Moreover, despite his original solutions, his
discussions testify to his particular concern related to fixing the problems of his master’s
theories, as well as accepting some of his frameworks.s11 Therefore, it is more appropriate
to suppose a Platonic echo and usage of the term, rather than an Aristotelian one. This
supposition can be strengthened by the fact that also the metaphor of the hunt for knowledge,
which has Platonic precedents,s12 works in the same direction. Also, the metaphor of the
hunt itself does not suggest an intuitive grasping. For however quick the hunt can be, a whole
process for catching the animal is still required.

In light of this background, it would be quite curious to attribute to didvoia, a discursive
faculty of reasoning, the responsibility of the apprehension of simple and immediate
principles.4i3 Moreover, no extant fragment attributed to Speusippus even hints at the
procedure of knowing the principles. As a matter of fact, none of the ‘metaphysical
fragments’ mentions the question of our cognitive capacities: the possibility of knowledge
related to the principles does not even occur as a topic. If an argument e silentio clearly

cannot work as definitive, we can add that, on the contrary, all the ‘epistemological

409 Although the extent to which Geminus can be considered a Stoic philosopher remains unclear. For hesitation
about his attachment to Stoicism, see Zhmud (2006: 288-289, n. 5). By contrast, Kouromenos (1994) argues
that Geminus’ theories are consistent with Stoic tenets.

410 Besides Aristotle’s Meteorology, whose influence on Posidonius can be detected by his fragments, late
sources attribute to Posidonius the use of De Anima, De Caelo, De gen. et corr., as well as a work of
Theophrastus entitled On the genesis of the elements. However, evidence for these books is slight (cf. Pajon
Leyra 2013: 726) and, in general, Posidonius’ interest for Plato as well as his commitment to appropriate
Platonic philosophy incorporating it into his own system cannot be overestimated either (cf. Cooper 1999;
Bonazzi 2007).

a11 As, for instance, the way mathematical objects are conceived, embracing Plato’s features for stable objects
of knowledge.

412 Indeed, the metaphor recalls dialectical procedures in Plato’s dialogues (Phaed. 66a; Thaet.198a; Polit.
285d; Soph. 220b and 261a; Phileb. 65a). Cf. Dillon (2003), 84 n.121. Moreover, it is interesting is that the
metaphor of the hunt occurs in another passage of the Posterior Analytics, and, specifically, in the context of
book 2.13, where Aristotle speaks about definitions (An.Po. Il 13, 96a20-23, 32-35) and has as a target the
Platonic method of division. Indeed, the passage precedes the presentation of Speusippus’ thesis for the
necessity to know in what each thing differs from every other thing in order to define it (see section 4.1
footnotes 327-328). In this respect, if one takes the metaphor to be relevant, this would represent one more
reason for shifting the focus of Proclus’ fragment from an exclusively mathematical/geometrical context to a
broader consideration of the objects.

413 Bénatouil-El Murr and Horky take the soul to be the agent. (See, esp. Horky 2018:35, n.21: ‘It is worth
noting, however, that Socrates in the Palinode (Phdr. 247c—d) does refer to the gods’ observation of true being
as involving ‘thought’ (didvoia) which is steered by ‘intellect’ (vodg 0 wvPepnmng)’). Although this
identification may be fitting, however, information preserved by Aristotle on the soul are, as already
highlighted, extremely scant and do not allow conclusive consideration of how the cognitive process is
articulated by Speusippus.
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fragments’, and those related to definitions, seem to share the common worry of how to know
individual sensible objects. And this worry does not seem to be equally addressed to
mathematical realities. With Aristotle’s words: ‘those who treat number as separable assume
that is exists and is separable because the axioms will not apply to sensible objects; whereas

the statements of mathematics are true and appeal (caiver) to the soul’.414

If this does not yet provide us with a conclusive identification for ta pév, at least it
provides us with an upper limit for it. If didvoua, as it seems, cannot refer to principles, and
is not referred to principles in any other early testimonia, it would be more cautious to
consider its first objects as being, to speak metaphorically, at a lower level than the
principles. Granted that this provides us with a satisfactory ‘upper delimitation’ for the
candidates for ta pév, which as we excluded, cannot be the principles themselves, the
fragment gives us elements to reasonably suppose a ‘lower limit’ for our identification as

well;

- The fragment states that (lines 15-17), of the objects diGvoila hunts after, it
(016vola) puts forward and prepares for the following inquiry T pév, without
undertaking, or producing any kind of mowiAnv 616&odov, that is, any kind of complex
path.415 Even though the immediate meaning might be taken to allude to an intuitive
grasp of the objects in question, nevertheless, it is worth considering the sentence
with attention to details. The first meaning of the adjective mowilog, many-coloured,
has to do with colours. Indeed, the term mowiAia is usually used both by Plato and
Aristotle (but not only), with a direct reference to sensible and changeable objects.416
Accordingly, what the passage is also suggesting, is that d1dvota, in grasping these
10 pév, does not need a process that go through sensible objects. It may be objected

that, in Plato, the term tends to refer to the highest sensibles (i.e., stars, astronomical

414 Fr. 80 IP1 (=Arist., Metaph. N 1090a35-1090b2), transl. Tredennick.

415 Note that Stenzel quotes Plato, Politicus 277b for a parallel use of 1£€0d0¢ with respect to the procedure of
diairesis. Contra, Taran (1980 and 2001) who, however, concludes his analysis of d16£odo¢ (2001: 585, n.69)
by saying: ‘In short, the indirect knowledge referred to in the second part of F 73, need not be identified either
with diairesis or with syllogistic inference, though it may include both’ (my emphasis).

416 See, e.g. Plat., Phaed., 110b4-110d5; Resp., 7, 529d7-530al; Arist., HA, 784 a 23-24. The usage of the term
as ‘embroidery’ is also revealing. In the Republic both the noun and the adjective are used as a metaphor for
representation (see, e.g. Resp. 557c¢: “There’s a good chance,” I said, “this will be the finest of the constitutions.
Just like a cloak brightly embroidered with all kinds of flowers, so this state adorned with all kinds of characters
would appear to be the finest. Perhaps too,” I said, “many would judge it to be so, just as children and women
do when they see intricate embroideries (td mowila)”, transl. Emlyn-Jones; Resp. 401a-b “Again I imagine
that painting and every craft of that kind is full of these qualities: weaving and embroidery (1| mowciAia), house
building and every trade concerned with household artifacts in general, and again the physical nature of animals
and plants as well. For in all of these there is elegance or gracelessness. So too ugliness, poor rhythm and
disharmony are close relatives of poor language and poor character, and the opposites of each of these are
closely related and imitate the opposite, good sense and good character”, transl. Emlyn-Jones).
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bodies).417 In this respect, particularly relevant is Resp., VII 529 d-e, where a

comparison with sight is also provided. | report the text here:

“The following,” T said: “these stars that adorn (mowiipozo) the heavens, since
they ornament the visible sky (év opat®d memoikidtar), we think they’re the most
beautiful and perfect examples of their kind (xéAhoto kai dxpipéototo T@V
torovtmv). And yet they fall far short of the real ones—those courses, represented
by real speed and real slowness in real number and in all the real geometrical
shapes (év t@® aAnBwd apud koi maot toig dAnbéot oyiuact), which are
conveyed in relation to each other and convey what is in them (mpog dAAnia
eépeton kai ta Evovra eépetr), all of which can be apprehended by reason and
intellect, but not by sight (Aéy® uev kol dwaveig Anmtd, dyer 6 ob). Or do you
have another view?”” “Not at all,” he said.

“It therefore follows,” I said, “that we must use the splendor of the heavens as
models for the purposes of our study regarding those other things (tov ovpavov
mOIKIAQ Tapadeiypact ypnotéov Tiig Tpog ékeiva pabnoemg Eveka), just as if one
might resort to figures elaborately drawn in various ways (Sopepovimg
yeypoppévolg Kol ékmemovnuévolg daypaupacty) by Daedalus, or some other
craftsman or artist. | imagine that anyone experienced in such matters (tig
gumelpog yeopetpiag) would regard them as excellently executed, and yet it
would be absurd to consider them seriously in order to apprehend within them
the truth about equal, double, or any other proportion (yeloiov pnv €mokomeiv
aOTO GTOVST] MG TNV aAnbslo €v avToig Anyouevov icov 1 dmhaciov §j GAANG
TvOG cvppeTpiag).”

Even in this passage, where Plato presents the study of the stars and the (visible)
heaven as for the sake of understanding other kinds of objects, those objects which
cannot be understood by sight, but are to be understood by reason and thought (Adyog
and d1Gvola) and are indeed mathematical and geometrical objects. Just as a
geometer makes use of diagrams and images, the same usage should be reserved to
the heavens. The comparison is once more played by a contrast between sensible
objects (although the most perfect examples of their kind) and objects which should
be grasped by didvoia and are not immediately intuitive (especially since the use of
diagrams or the observation of the sky is advised). As the usage of the adjective, even
in the Republic,418 is not limited to the most perfect kind of the sensibles only, I
believe this gives us a lower limit for our candidates. We established that diavoia

cannot address principles; from this it seems that it does not address sensibles either.

- In addition, the following metaphor stresses the same point. The fragment

states (lines 18-19) that diGvoia has with ta pév ‘a clearer (évapyeotépav)sie contact

417 Although the usage of the adjective is not limited to them only. See the next footnote.

418 Both with the meaning of ‘colorful’ (e.g. Resp. 8, 557c, 10 ipdtiov; 8, 558¢c, N} mohteia; 8, 561e, 6 avip)
and with the meaning of ‘varied’ (e.g. Resp. 589d (ai Mdovai); 10, 604d, 0 pipecig), if the two can be
distinguished meaningfully.

419 With respect to the adjective, Isnardi Parente (2005: Commento (a): 3, F2) comments: ‘Speusippo aggiunge
I’aggettivo &vapyng, non ignoto a Platone seppur usato raramente (cfr. ad es. Resp 511a 8) e non mai, come
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than sight has with visible objects’. Once again, although the immediate reading of
the text implies a direct contact between diévowa and o pév, the metaphor can be
also read differently. Indeed, although the metaphor can be taken as referring back
to book VII of the Republic, where the sight and the light of the sun offer a
comparison for the intellect (vodg) and the the Form of Good, what makes it striking
is precisely the word €magr|, contact. The word does not recur very often in the
Platonic corpus, as it occurs only 5 times and always with a clear sense-perceptive
reference.s20 Accordingly, if we take sight to be the clearest of the senses, didvoia
allows a comprehension that is superior to the senses themselves.s21 Therefore, the
metaphor exploits a comparison with sight, but goes beyond the metaphor to stress

once more the superiority of thought over the senses in relation to these objects. 422

Although this conclusion might sound intuitive, the references strengthen the conviction

that the lower limit for our inquiry of T pév excludes sensible objects from our candidates.

qui, con €mar)’. But the importance acknowledged by Geminus to €vdpyeia in his interpretation of Euclid’s
postulates 1-3 (Procl., In Eucl. 186,5 Friedlein) should at least cast doubts on the usage of the adjective by
Speusippus, in particular given that those postulates (i.e. the construction of a line, and that of a circle) are used
as examples for the first kind of knowledge. Moreover, the Stoic justification of the évdpyeiwa of Euclid’s
postulates and the Stoic definition of straight line rely precisely on the notion of uniform flow or motion. (On
this, see Kouremenos 1994: 443ff especially). The same comment may perhaps be extended to another term
occurring in the lines preceeding the fragment, i.e. the adj. adtomiotog (self-evident). Dillon (2003: 84, n. 120)
notes it is ‘of doubtfully classical provenance, being attested no earlier than Hero of Alexandria (2nd cent. BC)’.
And Kouromenos (1994: 446) in his analysis establishes a coextensiveness between the notions of ovk
dvoykaiov and mbovév on the basis of Procl., In Eucl., 192, 13-17). In this respect, avtomiotog might be
possibly paired with évapyela, as caractherising the epistemic assent required from postulates. Accordingly,
this gives us another reason to reject a) the authenticity of the examples and, most of all b) the attribution of
the examples to Speusippus on the basis of the theory of the flow (Cherniss 1945: 396-7 n. 322.).

420 Stenzel refers to similar metaphorical usages of the verb épantesor in Plato (Phaed. 79 d and Symp. 212
a). For this reason, Taran (1981: 431) concludes that ‘if Speusippus had the word, this passage would be the
first attestation of its metaphorical use to designate mental ‘apprehension’’. However, the context where the
word itself appears, besides their striking relevance, seems to show the opposite. See, Crat. 404d: ‘Pherepapha,
or something of that sort, would therefore be the correct name of the goddess, because she is wise and touches
that which is in motion (émagn Tod pepopévov)’, transl. Fowler; the same justification for coeia can be found
at 412c; Theaet 186b, where Socrates and Theaetetus are discussing about sensations. Socrates asks: ‘Does it
not perceive (viz. the soul) the hardness of the hard through touch (éragr)), and likewise the softness of the
soft?” Theaetetus agrees and Socrates concludes: ‘But their essential nature and the fact that they exist, and
their opposition to one another, and, in turn, the essential nature of this opposition, the soul itself tries to
determine for us by reverting to them and comparing them with one another’, transl. Fowler. In the Sophist
(246a) the word occurs in the discussion of the battle wepi tiic ovaiag between the giants and the gods. The
giants drag everything from heaven to earth and maintain that only ‘6 mapéyel TpocBoAinv koi Emaenyv Tva’
exists. The last occurrence, in the Timaeus (46b) is possibly the most relevant. Indeed, the word occurs in the
explanation of vision, and, in particular, in the explanation of how reflection in the mirror works. If this parallel
is, at all, relevant, it would provide another reason in favour of the identification of & pév with mathematical
objects in view of the acknowledgment, or mirror reflection, the soul has of them. See, infra, pp. 99-100 on
Crubellier’s comment about the verb caivm, and n. 431.

421 The metaphor as well recalls the metaphor of sight, exploited by Plato in the Republic (516b-517c).

422 Bénatouil and EI Murr (2010: 60) also stress this point: ‘A propos des premiers objets, Speusippe ne décrit
pas vraiment une connaissance intuitive: il insiste sur leur évidence par rapport aux sensibles et le fait qu’ils
sont avancés et saisis par I’ame sans justification élaborée’.
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At this juncture, our candidate for ta pév needs to be something (1.) of which secure
knowledge is granted; (2.) which is not identified with sensible objects; (3.) which allows a
clearer comprehension than sight has to visual objects but (4.) does not correspond to the

principles themselves.

Given these premises, I believe that the best and most suitable candidate for ta pév are
thus T podnuotikd: mathematical objects. As a matter of fact, this identification would
square with Speusippus’ ontology as presented by Aristotle, in which, as underlined,
mathematical objects are described as ‘the first of beings and separate from sensible
things’.423 As we have seen, although testimonies are not consistent in presenting the same
object in their reports, which can be numbers, mathematical objects and, sometimes, even
mathematical propositions,s24 what is usually consistent in Aristotle’s reports of Speusippus
is the insistence in considering mathematical objects as the first dvta, the first of beings, and
a ‘xad ooty evowv’,425 a reality by itself. In addition, we have shown how this picture can
be complemented by the passage of Proclus’ In Euclidem, 426 where Speusippus is described
as being so committed to the view that objects of theoretical science do not admit any kind
of yéveotg, to refuse that they could be called ‘problems’; thus, according to the evidence
preserved, Speusippus’ account of mathematical objects is pictured as follows: mathematical

objects exist in the full sense as eternal, immutable, ungenerated 6vta.

If this is right, what does it mean that diévoia puts ta padnpatikd forward and prepares them
for the following inquiry? Although the objects of mathematics are eternal, ungenerated and
immutable, Speusippus, in order to guarantee the possibility of mathematical and
geometrical practices, must have allowed some form of interaction and manipulation of
them. This seems to be confirmed by [FR. 36], where Speusippus speaks about generations
(vevéoeig) that we see as appearing in the domain of theoretical objects (Procl., In Eucl.,
77,15-78,8 Freidlein). By ‘taking eternal things as if they were in the process of coming to
be’ mathematical and geometrical operations are safe, and so is their eternal status. Bénatouil
and EI Murr offer an interesting perspective on the status of geometrical knowledge and its
closeness with dialectic. Accordingly, in the passage Speusippus would be emphasising the

closeness that geometry and dialectic obtain, by appealing to the processes of geometrical

423 Arist., Metaph. M 1080b14-16, transl. Tredennick slightly modified.

424 At least apparently. This is especially true for Proclus’ testimony, in which, as already emphasised, the
objects addressed by Speusippus’ theories usually appear as neuter plurals; accordingly, the referent for such
objects often needs to be understood from Proclus’ context. See, e.g. Procl., In Eucl., 179 Friedlein, 8-24.

425 Arist., Metaph. N 1090a4.

426 Taran’s frr. 36 (Arist. Metaph. N 1090a2-b5) and 41(Arist., Metaph. N 1091a12-24), not accepted as
genuine fragments by Isnardi Parente.
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demonstration (exemplified by the hunt of ta pév) and construction (exemplified by the hunt
of ta 8¢). According to their interpretation, the objects diévowa puts forward and prepares
for the following enquiry are indeed to be identified with hypotheses. | think the
identification must be right and | believe it is particularly fruitful especially because it does
justice to a process of manipulation of mathematical and geometrical objects which
Speusippus, as noted, must have allowed (however, they acknowledge such a similarity as

belonging to the second practice).427 They state:

‘L’idée que I’ame «propose» ces objets sans explication et les «prépare» au début et en
vue d’une recherche suggere que Speusippe songe a des points de départ simples posés
par I’ame, donc sans doute a des «hypothéses», par lesquelles on se donne les objets
que I’on veut examiner en les décrivant et en posant leur existence, comme en Resp.
510c-d, ou I’on retrouve I’absence de justification des hypothéses (00déva Adyov), leur
évidence (o¢ mavti eavepdv) et leur lien avec le but visé par la recherche (ka6 éxdotny
pébodov et £mi oKEYLY OpUN®OCLY)’.428

The example is useful, as it provides an explanation for a process of knowledge of eternal
beings, by stating what it means to employ mathematical objects and understand them ‘as
if’ they were coming to be. However, there are details of this analysis | disagree with. Indeed,
Bénatouil and ElI Murr argue that there is no direct and intuitive apprehension of such
objects.s29 Although, as | also emphasised, it is true that Speusippus: ‘insiste sur leur
évidence par rapport aux sensibles et le fait qu’ils sont avancés et saisis par I’ame sans
justification élaborée’,430 knowledge of mathematical objects is described also by Aristotle
as some sort of intuitive acknowledgment at least. For, as Aristotle says, ‘the statements of

mathematics are true and appeal (caivel) to the soul’.431 The verb, analysed by Crubellier in

427 ‘Ce second type de «recherche» pourrait étre inclus dans la description de Speusippe, puisque katd
petdpaocty pourrait aussi dési gner la nécessité ou nous sommes d’analyser certains objets simples et éternels
comme s’ils étaient engendrés ou composés. On notera en outre que Platon précise qu’une fois atteint «le
principe du tout», en pregnant son «élan» depuis des hypothéses, le discours dialectique «s’attache (qydpevoc)
a celui-ci et, inversement, suit ce qui suit de celui ci (&gdpevog t@v €kevng &xouévov)», (Resp. 511b7, cf.
Phaed. 101d5), ce qui ressemble a la connaissance «d’apres ce qui en découle» dont parle Speusippe pour les
seconds objets’, Bénatouil and EI Murr (2010: 61-62).

428 Ead. (2010: 60).

429 However, Bénatouil and El Murr (2010: 59) translate the second part of the passage as follows: ‘alors qu’elle
ne peut saisir directement les autres et marche vers elles par inférence et essaye d’entreprendre leur chasse
d’aprés ce qui suit d’elles’. By saying that didvoila cannot grasp ta 8¢ directly, the implication seems to me
that, on the contrary, it was indeed able to grasp ta uév this way.

430 Bénatouil and EI Murr (2010: 60).

431 Fr. 80 IP1= Arist., Metaph. N 1090a35-1090b2, transl. Tredennick. In his commentary, Crubellier (1994:
486-487) provides an analysis of the verb, which is quite unusual in Aristotle’s prose. For Crubellier, the verb:
‘précise de quel genre de vérité il s’agit en en produisant le critére, a savoir le sentiment intérieur de la nécessité
de ces propositions (my emphasis). C’est un critére de vérité indépendant de ’expérience; celui-la méme
auquel I’esclave du Ménon se réfeére pour donner ou refuser son approbation a Socrate’. Indeed, the verb in its
most direct sense is used to describe the well-known behavior of the dog when he recognizes his owner,
describable as a: ‘cérémonial d’apaisement ou de reconnaisance’. The same meaning is preserved in the more
figurative usage of the verb. To quote Crubellier: ‘C’est en ce sens qu’Aristote emploie ici caivew. Le paradoxe
est que la reconnaissance soit en quelque sorte décrite objectivement, parce qu’elle est fondée sur un signe qui
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his commentary of books M and N of the Metaphysics, describes a ‘reconnaissance des
vérités a priori (...) de fagon immédiate et quasi affective’. Despite minor disagreements, |
nonetheless take our interpretations on this section to be compatible. For the procedures of
mathematics might indeed require processes of manipulation of these eternal entities (to be
sure, such objects are not manipulated for real, but we perceive the process as if they were
actually modifying),432 but once the demonstrations/operations are done, we intuitively
acknowledge those objects which, to put it anachronistically, call for our assent and
acknowledgement.

At this point, we can finally turn to the analysis of the second part of the fragment and try

to find a candidate for ta o€ as well.

4.2.3 The identification of ta 8¢ (lines 19-22)
In contrast to what is said with respect to mathematical objects, didvota is unable to grasp
ta 8¢ directly. Of course, the correlation ta pév - T 8¢ requires these objects to be different
from the previous ones. To test the results just obtained, we might well ask if mathematical

objects are at stake here and must be identified with ta 6¢ rather than with ta pév.

Accordingly, since didvoto was able to wholly grasp ta pév directly and without any
complicated path, it is clear that the difficulty experienced by diévoia at this level cannot
concern d1avota itself but is, conversely, directly attributable to these objects. However, as
we mentioned above, if these objects are hard to grasp, they cannot correspond to ta
pobnpatikd, as their ontological status requires from them to be stable, eternal and
immutable, and as they greet the soul. For | believe the difficulty here experienced by diévoia
IS to account for a strong ontological difference of ta pév with respect to ta 6¢. Given the
assumption that the first process (viz. that of tad pév) accounts for a manipulation of
mathematical objects more broadly (whether demonstrative or constructive it may be) it
would not make sense to identify ta ¢ with mathematical objects as well. In the end, the
discussion between Speusippus and Menaechmus granted that the designation ‘theorem’ was
the most appropriate whatever the process described may have been, i.e. either constructive
or demonstrative (mavta). In that context [FR. 36], it is the ontological status of
mathematical objects which plays a strong role in the determination for the appellative, and
not that of the processes described for reaching those eternals. The same consideration, |

believe, can be extended to the objects in question in [FR. 35]. Accordingly, as | believe the

vient de I’objet lui-méme, et ne résulte pas d’une activité propre du sujet connaissant. L’argument veut donc
souligner que cette reconnaissance des vérités a priori se fait de fagon immédiate et quasi affective’.

432 Contra, see Isnardi Parente (1974: 919), who affirms that Speusippus did not admit constructive and
operative processes in mathematics. But this cannot be the case.
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ontological distinction between o pév and ta. 6¢ needs to be applied more radically, the most
suitable candidates for the identification of T 6¢ remain, indeed, sensible objects. But what

does duavotla do when it hunts after sensible objects?

In order to answer this question, two ambiguities need to be ruled out first. Indeed, most
of the translations of 10 dxdéAovBov either (i) connect the term to a formal or logical
consequence of ta 6¢ or (ii) establish an ontological dependence of ta 6¢ on ta pév. Both
interpretations involve problems once the process of knowledge is analysed in more detail:
on the one hand, to consider the hunt of ta 0¢ as associated to their (sc. of ta 0¢)
logical/formal consequences produces a third kind of objects which is easily grasped by
dwavowe. (and the risk of a vicious understanding of these latter by means of their
consequences); on the other hand, to establish the ontological dependence of ta 6 on Té pév

diminishes drastically the ontological difference established between the two kinds of object.

For the sake of clarity, | have chosen two sample translations here, which convey the two
different meanings. Although both translations work, grammatically speaking, | believe the

nuances they have can be misleading in trying to understand the meaning of the passage.

a. The first is provided by Guthrie, who translates the second sentence: ‘Others it cannot
seize upon immediately, but progresses towards them by inference and endeavours to
track them (sc. ta 8¢) down by way of their consequences’ with a logical meaning,

strengthened by the term ‘inference’ as well. 433

If we take the logical nuance at work (i.e. the ‘consequences of Ta 6¢”), we have a third kind
of object involved: the consequences of Ta 6¢. But this is at least puzzling. Indeed, according
to this interpretation, diédvola would be able to grasp directly not only ta pév, but also the
consequences of ta ¢, by mean of which, by inference, would be able to finally hunt ta 6¢
(or at least this is how I take the translation to work). Besides involving a third kind of objects
that would be immediately grasped, the interpretation is also potentially vicious. Indeed,

without any clear identification for ta 8¢, it is quite hard to establish what those

433 Guthrie (1978: 467). It must be said that it was not Guthrie’s intention to provide a precise translation of the
passage. However, his translation offers an example to show what interpretative problems such interpretations
may imply. Timpanaro Cardini (1978:155) goes in the same direction by translating: ‘mentre altre, incapace di
afferrarle di colpo, oltrepassandole per gradi cerca di perseguirle attraverso le loro conseguenze’ (my
emphasis). Also Bénatouil and EI Murr opt for ‘par inférence’. However, if I understand their translation
correctly, by translating kotd 10 dxérobov with: ‘ce qui suit d’elles’, they consider such consequences as those
that follow from them (viz. t& 8¢), and not (after) them. | take this difference to be crucial. For, this way, it is
the complexity of the objects themselves, which is in question, and not the implication of a third kind of objects
(i.e. one needs to approach by inference the difficulties arising out of them, and not their logical consequences).
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consequences are. Are those objects, i.e. the consequences, different from ta ¢ themselves?
And in what respect? Because if they are, but they do pertain to the same ontological domain

of ta 8¢, their intelligibility as well would need to rely on their consequences and so on.

b. The second is the most recent translation of the passage, by Horky,434 who translates:
‘others it [sc. thought], because it is unable to grasp them immediately, attempts to
hunt after by advancing on them step-by-step according to what follows after these [sc.
the principles]’, with a positional/ontological nuance. In this case, the two practices
are somehow independent and determined by the kind of objects 61dvoia hunts after.
Hence, if one is hunting after ta. uév (viz. simple mathematical objects), such objects
are apprehended easily and, accordingly, only require basic epistemic operations. By
contrast, if one is attempting the hunt of ta 6¢ (viz. complex mathematical objects, of
which o pév are principles), multiple steps will be required, and the research will

involve the use of ta pév for their hunt.

However, | believe the ontological dependence of ta ¢ on ta pév to be problematic. Besides
the fact that, as we have seen, there is no indication at all, if we exclude Proclus’ lines
preceding the fragment, that principles are at stake here nor that ta 6¢ can be constructed or
proved by means td puév —and also, to connect dvtdv with ta pév grammatically is a stretch
— to establish ontological dependence between the two objects means to diminish their
ontological difference, and, consequently, the reasons for didvota’s capacity or incapacity to
grasp objects easily. The difference between the two kinds of objects would indeed be
reduced to the number of steps required for their demonstration. But how are we to consider
the steps themselves? How can we justify the simplicity or complexity of the objects in
question? By phrasing it with the soritis paradox, when are objects so complicated to require
a step-to-step approach, and when, instead, can they be considered simple? In this respect,
the ontological distinction grounding the didvoin’s easeness or difficulty in grasping the
objects almost vanishes. Indeed, mathematical procedures that have already been proven
should probably be considered as simple and immediate (as well as logically prior and
principles of) with respect to more complex ones. For, otherwise, diGvola would not be able
to grasp them as well. Besides fitting suspiciously Proclus’ own conception of theorems and

problems and Euclid’s own use of proven theorems and problems,sss | believe the outcome

434 Horky (2018: 33).
435 See, Procl., In Eucl., 81.
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of such an interpretation to be a completely deductivistic interpretation of mathematics,

which | am not ready to accept.43s

To wrap things up, | believe that an interpretation that opts either for a logical or an
exclusively geometrical/mathematical grounding of the fragment is misleading.437 Indeed,
what | think is here at stake is something like the implications or, better, the inter-relation of
such ta 6¢ that is, of the sensibles. In this sense, 10 dxoAovBov represents the reciprocal
congruency that sensible objects entertain when one investigates them. If this reference may
not appear immediately legitimate, we may recall that instead, the sentence ‘<mepi>
avaroyiag te kol avraxorovOiag’, preserved in ps-lamblichus’ resumé of Speusippus’ book,
offered most of the ground for scholars to suppose the existence of a connection between
Speusippus’ levels.4zs Why not, then, accept the same framework here?

If we think about the sensibles, and about how Speusippus’ conducted his own inquiry
into sensible objects, we find him occupied with a taxonomic arrangement of reality,
investigating sensible objects by understanding the common properties that they hold.439 To
investigate the sensibles means to know in what respect items are similar to one another,
and, therefore, to know their reciprocal relationship. This horizontality of the research is
continuously implied in the description of the second operation performed by diévoia, which
features references both to a horizontal movement acrosses the objects (614) and to a

connection between more objects (uetd). The movement of petdPacic,s40 for instance,

436 Especially if we accept the identification of the One and Plurality as principles of numbers. Indeed,
mathematics (and/or) geometry, if completely deducible, should probably be ultimately reduced to their first
principles. However, the interpretation could possibly be defended by appeal to the testimony of a certain
Diodore (Fr. 2 IP1= D.L., 1V, 2), according to whom Speusippus was the first to consider what is common in
&v 10l padnuacty, and, possibly, by establishing that principles here have a less connoted meaning.
437 In this respect, however, [ believe that the construction of El Murr and Bénatouil’s translation of the passage
is congruent with mine and differs only for a choice of the terms translated. For the sake of completeness, |
report here their translation: ‘Il faut en effet dans tous les cas que les principes différent de ce qui vient aprés
les principes par leur simplicité, leur indémonstrabilité, leur fiabilité intrinséque. En effet, dit Speusippe, en
général, des choses dont la pensée entreprend la chasse, elle propose les unes sans produire d’explication
compliquée et les prépare pour la recherche prévue, et a avec elles un contact plus clair que la vue avec le
visible, alors qu’elle ne peut saisir directement les autres et marche vers elles par inférence et essaye
d’entreprendre leur chasse d’apres ce qui suit d’elles’, El Murr and Bénatouil (2010: 59).
438 See, Tannery (1887: 285) who emends dvtakolovBiog with dvaxoiovfia); Isnardi Parente (2005,
Commento (2): 15); Taran (1981: 267-268) who rejects the Stoic meaning of ‘reciprocal implication’ (SVF I,
p.121,7; lll, p.67,44-45) on the basis of a supposed asymmetry of the relation, but accepts that of
‘correspondence’. Note also that dvtaxoiovbiag will become the technical term for the mutual involvement of
virtues.
439 See, infra, section 4.1.
440 For parallel usage of kata petdfooig with a sense progression, or transition, rather than as a procedure of
analogy or transposition (as, e.g. in Sextus, esp. with the verb voéw Adv. Math., I, 25; 111,40-44; 109-110), see,
e.g. Nicomachus (Harmonicum enchiridion 7.16-18) also quoted by lamblichus (VP, 120. 17-18): ‘and the
semintone moved from the first to the middle to the third place’ (tod Nputoviov katd petdfacty ™y te TPOTV
Kod TV péomv kol v Tpitny ydpav petorappavovtog, transl. Clark); Nemesius (De Natura Hominis VII): ‘Le
mouvement ayant lieu par succession, il y en a une partie qui se fait d’abord, et une autre qui se fait ensuite’
(xai 1 xivnolg 8¢ Kotd petdfooty yvouévn 1o pev £xel mpdtepov, o 8¢ devtepov, transl. Thibault). From a
brief overview of the parallels, it looks like the meaning of transition is more common with verbs of movement,
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neither implies a vertical nor a descending movement, but only a horizontal one, suggested
by the verb diapaivm as well. In this respect, the verb dwafaive also metaphorically evokes
the process of analysis required in order for these objects to be grasped. Thought goes across
them and understands them by means of the properties these objects have in common. If this
is right, we can picture diévota in the effort of analysing the objects of the sensible realm,
enquirying them by analysing their reciprocal relation and congruency. This second

procedure is not at all immediate for it requires the effort of a mediated collective analysis.

4.2.4 The significance of the fragment within Speusippus’ epistemology

If my analysis is right, the fragment presents two different kinds of operations performed
by dudvola and addressed to two different kinds of objects. On the one hand, a process
culminating in a direct form of acknowledgment that, as | suggested, addresses the domain
of mathematical objects. On the other hand, a collective and mediated kind of knowledge
which addresses sensible objects, takes into account more objects at the same time and
investigates them by means of their reciprocal relations. In the end, the fact that sensibles
represent the counterpart of the direct grasp is hinted even from the first part of the fragment,
since both the connotation of directness and immediateness and the metaphor of sight
explain the hunt for & pév in a comparison with sensible objects. If this reading is right, my
interpretation would allow an understanding of the passage that works independently from
Proclus’ reading and gives back to Speusippus an original epistemological theory which is
coherent with the evidence preserved by Aristotle both with reference to the mathematical
level and to the sensible realm. Indeed, the passage would give a rationale for the pursuit of
the duota, a horizontal process which addresses more than one object at a time and connects
them by means of what is similar. Moreover, this interpretation would give a more explicit
indication of the direction of the movements, suggested by the two prepositions d1d and petd,
which is absent in previous translations.

Lastly, and more importantly, the process of understanding mathematical and geometrical
objects, considered by Speusippus eternal and immutable, and that of understanding
sensibles, probably not stable by definition, is rendered independent. On the one hand,
without denying the processes of manipulation required to reach them, we find a final and
stable grasp of objects that, by nature, cannot allow modification or change; on the other
hand, we find a collective inquiry that is able to take into account more than one object at
the same time, and enables their understanding through the comprehension of their mutual

similarities. This way, the fragment confirms the possibility of both inquiries, and the

while that of analogy with verbs of knowledge. Accordingly, I take the verb dwafaive to be decisive in view
of determining the meaning of kot petdfacty.
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preservation of the internal economy at each level. As confirmed by the analysis in section
4.1., sensibles do not need a superimposed level in order to be understood and arranged
taxonomically: their knowledge may be more complicated and indirect, but their inquiry is
nonetheless safeguarded. Moreover, in this way Speusippus reveals at the same time his
Platonic inheritance and his own original contribution: he preserves the Platonic features
related to real objects of knowledge by stating that mathematical objects are separated and,
subsequently, eternal and immutable, but finds in the separation of the two levels the

possibility of securing a method of enquiry into and understanding of the world.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
THE PRINCIPLES

Now that we have provided an outline of how the different levels of Speusippus’
system are arranged, and how they stand in relation to one another, we finally get to the
thorniest question, which relates to the principles, and, more specifically, primary
principles.

In the previous chapters, we have often witnessed Aristotle discussing Speusippus’
first principles in different contexts and providing information about the relation they
entertain with what they are said to be principles of: mathematical number. Accordingly,
aim of this chapter will be to analyse the information obtained from the previous analyses
in the attempt to harmonise them into a consistent, or at least consonant, narrative. For
obvious reasons, this chapter will present the most tentative conclusions on Speusippus.
Indeed, as emphasised in the previous chapters Aristotle’s material (especially with
regard to first principles) is very difficult to disentangle. The reasons for this difficulty
are many: the information is sometimes biased (see, e.g., Chapter 2, ‘The absence of
good in the principles’); sometimes Aristotle addresses the Platonists as a group
rendering difficult the various differentiations (see, e.g., Chapter 3, ‘Mathematical
number’); the identification of principles other than the primary is often difficult because
of the absence of sufficient material (see, e.g. Chapter 4, ‘The sensibles’) therefore
preventing the possibility to deduce information on the basis of other kind of principles.
However, an account of Speusippus’ philosophy would not be complete if it did not
explain its most puzzling aspect: the account of first principles. Thus, the following
sections will attempt to find the most coherent explanation for the information collected
up to this point.

5.1 Methodological clarifications: gathering information about first
principles
In order to provide a coherent account, | shall first clarify some methodological

assumptions which I will employ in gathering information about principles.

First of all, 1 do not consider legitimate any gathering of information about first
principles on the basis of an analogy with other sorts of principles. The reason for this is

that in Aristotelian passages about Speusippus principles other than those that are
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primary are never described clearly. A clear example is provided by geometrical
magnitudes: Aristotle usually hints at a unified conception of the mathematical realm,
and thus at a unified conception of mathematical and geometrical objects. Inasmuch as
magnitudes are arranged separately from numbers in Aristotle’s list of Speusippus’
ovoiot in Z2441 and inasmuch as a unitarian conception does not imply necessarily the
absence of specific principles for numbers and geometrical magnitudes respectively, 442
no other passage in Aristotle allows us an identification of what the principles of
geometrical objects are to be identified with precisely. For instance, the only passage
which would shed light on the issue, and on which scholarsss3 have relied on, does not
specify what the second principle of magnitudes should be. Indeed, the passage states
that:

these thinkers, then, generate (yevvdowv) geometrical magnitudes from this sort of material
principle, but others generate them from the point (they regard the point not as a one but as
similar to the one) and another material principle which is not plurality but is similar to it.444

The second principle is usually identified with didotnpa, mentioned by Aristotle a
few lines afterwards (b 30-33). However, as Crubellier highlights in his commentary, 4s
there is no compelling reason to take the term to be Platonic instead of properly
Aristotelian. Moreover, he notes that Aristotle’s reticence in naming the second principle
is striking. Indeed, even in the lines following the extract just quoted, Aristotle insists
precisely on the absence of a clear differentiation of the second principle (mAf00g) in
order to draw the following contradictions.44s Lastly, one may note that, in absence of
further evidence, the distinction between a material and formal principle may not

necessarily be applicable to Speusippus, and could be instead reminiscent of Aristotelian

441 See Chapter 1, section 1.1.

442 I do not take this to be the case. What I want to stress with “unitarian conception’ is only that geometrical
magnitudes, although being usually referred to as having different principles than mathematical number, share
the same ontological status of the latter insofar as both are eternal and not liable to change. This aspect,
however, may constitute an argument against the supposition that analogical relationship between principles
hold good in the system in absolute. Indeed, a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm might suggest
that principles of geometrical magnitudes work analogically with respect to primary principles (those of
numbers) but might also imply that this does not hold good for any principles (e.g. those of the soul).

443 See, e.g. IP2 (2005: 39), Dillon (2003: 45).

444 Arist., Metaph. M9 1085a31-34, Transl. Tredennick (241) slightly modified.

as5 Crubellier (1994: 345). The term dudotnua, however, occurs also in fr. 122 IP (ps-lamblichus’ Theolog.
Arithm.).

as6 Arist., Metaph., M9, 1085 b1ff: ‘for, if the matter is one, line, plane and solid will be the same; because the
product of the same elements must be one and the same. if on the other hand, there is more than one kind of
matter -one of the line, another of the plane, and another of the solid- either the kinds are associated with each
other or they are not’, transl Tredennick. Note here that there is no further reference to points, although
Aristotle, in other arguments (see, e.g. in M3) does decompose lines into points. In ps-lamblichus’ quotation
(fr. 122 1Pa), the principles appear to be four: the point, the line, the triangle and the pyramid.
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hylomorphism.s47 Given this premises, it would be incautious to assume features of
principles other than primary in order to deduce on this basis characteristics for the latter.
And the same holds good for principles of the soul (of which Aristotle makes no mention

at all) and for principles of sensible objects.44s

Secondly, | will take all the information gathered to be valid for both primary
principles, even for passages in which only one principle is explicitly addressed, and |
will assume the data to expose the functioning of principles. This is for the following
reasons. First, as already shown in Chapter, | take Speusippus’ principles to be
unqualified, save for their quantitative aspect. As argued in section 2.7, | believe
participation was a crucial problem for Speusippus, who, in order to avoid the necessity
of ontological grounding of the objects populating his world and to differentiate
epistemological practices, decided to characterise his system as episodic. Moreover, the
same problem seems to be echoed in Aristotle’s passages about mathematical number,
and specifically in those addressing its relationship with the One: a connected problem
to characterising the One as good would result in the production of many good units, and
in an abundance of good(s) in the world. For this reason, | will take Aristotle’s
suggestions about the principles (e.g., the claim that the One becomes ‘not even a
thing’;449 the claim that the second principle is ‘universally predicated’4so0) to work more
as information about the functioning of the principles insofar as they are principles, rather
than as a characterisation of individual primary principles respectively. In this respect, |
believe it is more natural to assume that the two primary principles work in one and the
same way and, accordingly, that their features are, so to say, co-extensional, rather than

understanding those features as differentiating the two.

Lastly, as a clarification, | will take primary principles to be the principles of
mathematical number only and not to be at work at more general levels. With this, | do
not want to deny that the ‘geometrical level” might have similar sort of principles, since
this seems to be implied by Aristotle, nor do I want to conclude that we should

understand primary principles as necessarily ruling over the whole mathematical

447 Contra, see Dillon (1990a). Dillon, however, establishes as a premise that what he will say about
Speusippus’ female principle will be particularly true ‘if we are prepared [...] to accept as essentially
Speusippean ch. 4 of lamblichus’ De Communi Mathematica Scientia’ (1990a: 13).

448 Isnardi Parente identifies these principles with tavtov and Odtepov, and so does Bechtle (2010: 40-41) on
the basis of (mainly) Arist., Metaph. 1004a1-10, but the passages he refers to are not included in Isnardi
Parente’s collections of the fragments (IP1 and IP2) nor in Taran’s.

449 See, Chapter 2.

as50 See section 3.2.
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realm.ss1 Simply, since the relationship between primary principles and mathematical

number is the only one which is well attested in Aristotle’s corpus, it is better to address

this relation only, before verifying whether it can be extended in any analogical way.

Moreover, | will take the primary principles to be at work necessarily as a pair, to be

opposed to one another,452 and to have the same status, except for their quantitative

characterisation.

Accordingly, we can now turn to the data obtained so far.

a)

In section 1.1, when analysing the list of obciot of Speusippus provided by
Avristotle, | observed a difficulty in determining whether Aristotle is treating the
One as included in the list or as excluded. I concluded that one option to resolve
the ambiguity might have been to consider primary principles as having an
ontological status that sounded ambiguous to Aristotle. If this is the case, the One
and Plurality may retain a peculiar ontological status, which is difficult for Aristotle
to define clearly. Indeed, the difficulty results also from the fact that mathematical

numbers are often presented by Aristotle as the first dvta in Speusippus’ system.

b) In section 2.3, in the context of Aristotle’s criticism of Speusippus’ principles, |

took the claim that “principles are causes’ as genuine. In particular, | argued that
such a claim had a specific designatum, i.e. first principles, and that first principles
were indeed conceived as unqualified, save for their quantitative aspect. Indeed,
their unqualifiedness is aimed at a separation of different ontological levels, in the
attempt to grant epistemological as well as ontological independence to each of

them.

In section 2.6, in the context of a similar discussion about the absence of Good in
the principles, | argued that Aristotle presents a different version of Speusippus’
thesis, phrased as follows: £ dopictmv dteddv 1€ del Tt Tele1dTEpPO, ‘the more
perfect things always come from those which are indeterminate and imperfect’. In
the analysis, | abstained from consideration of the first adjective used by Aristotle:

aopiotog, to be taken as referred, in my reading, to first principles. In this regard,

451 Possibly, in an analogical way.

452 Indeed, if this was not the case there would be no reason for Speusippus to deny that the first principle is
good on the basis that this would imply the second principle to be evil. With ‘opposed’, however, I do not
mean that the principles are contrary. For, as Taran notes (1981: 40), if the principles were to be contrary, the
One, insofar as it is contrary to Plurality, would be ‘few’.
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I only highlightedasss that although the context takes into account the One alone

explicitly, the adjective is usually associated with the second principle and matter.

d) In the same section, the different version of Speusippus’ thesis presented by
Aristotle leads, in Aristotle’s eyes, to a very puzzling conclusion: the annihilation

of the One. For Aristotle concludes that: ‘®ote unde dv 1t ivar 1 &v avTd’.

e) In section 3.2, | underlined that Aristotle criticises Speusippus for not having
accounted for the generation of numbers out of the principles. In the section, |
showed that the options of generation provided by Aristotle point at atomic forms
of compounds, thus showing that principles fail to obtain unity in their
consequents. However, in order to draw this criticism, Aristotle does not rely on
his own notion of ‘element’ as basic constituent of compounds, a notion that
would render the criticism much easier. Accordingly, | took Speusippus’
conception of element to be different than Aristotle’s own. Moreover, in the
passage Aristotle connotes Speusippus’ second principle as ‘that which is

universally predicated’ (éx 00 katyopovpévov KabBoAoL).

f) In the following section (3.3) | underlined another difficulty perceived by
Aristotle, namely, that Speusippus and the Platonists did not explain in what sense
something is derived out of something (nd¢ Ao €& GAlov €otiv). In particular,
the discussion addressed two aspects that are interesting for our purposes: a) kinds
of production which do not preserve the principles in their results; and b) the

characterisation of principles as elements.

5.2 Problematising the data obtained

In general, Aristotle raises two problems concerning Speusippus’ primary principles:

i) The fact that although first principles are causes, it is not clear what kind of causes

they are, and what kind of causal activity they exert on their consequents (see

points e; f).

And this problem is connected to:

453 Chapter 2, p. 53, footnote 253.
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i) The fact that principles are connoted as elements, in a way that is not consonant
with Aristotle’s own notion of element. An element, for Aristotle, needs to be
prior to the things it causes, and it needs to be in some way preserved in the thing
of which it is the cause. On the contrary, Speusippus’ principles are said to be

‘universally predicated’, and indefinite (points b; c).

These two aspects are closely interrelated and have a result what | have called the
‘ambiguous ontological status’ of first principles (points a; d). Indeed, in the Aristotelian
passages, Speusippus’ first principles fluctuate between somehow being included among
substances and being reduced to ‘not even a thing’. This aspect is the result of Aristotle’s
insistence that something, in order to be a cause of a substance (i.e. numbers in the specific
context), needs itself to be a substance.ss4 Aristotle insistently maintains that: ‘substance
cannot be a principle of what is not a substance, nor a non-substance, a principle of
substance’.4ss On the basis of this principle, one thing is clear: Speusippus’ primary
principles are inadequate in the first place, because they are defined as elements, and
elements of a substance must themselves be substances.sss Given this background, we can
assert that Speusippus’ principles are causes, that they are connoted as elements, but are not
strictly considered by Aristotle as being properly substances themselves. The obvious
question to raise, then, is the following: what does Speusippus (or the Platonists) mean, by

otoyeiov? And in what sense can an element be a cause?

5.3 Being an element, being a cause
In section 2.1, in the context of Aristotle’s criticism of Speusippus’ theory of the absence

of good in the principles, I quoted a passage which is now again relevant for our purposes:

[FR. 79] The difficulty arises not from ascribing goodness as belonging to the first
principle as an attribute, but from treating the One as a principle, and a principle in the
sense of an element, and then deriving number out of the One.457

As we have seen, Aristotle provides his own definition of element in book A of the

Metaphysics:

Trotyelov Aéyeton £€ 00 GUYKELTOL TPAOTOL EVOTTAPYOVTOG Ad1apETon T¢) £idel €ic ETepov
€100¢.

454 In this respect, and particularly in relation to a similar discussion on principles and elements in A4 of the
Metaphysics, see Crubellier (2000).

4s5 M 10, 1087al; N1, 1088b3, transl. Crubellier (2000: 146).

456 See, ibid. (2000: 150).

457 Arist., Metaph., N4 1091b2-3 (=fr. 79 IP1).
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That from which something is composed, as a primary constituent that is in form
indivisible into another form, is called an element.4ss

The following examples provided by Aristotle (things into which syllables are divisible;
things into which bodies are divisible; and the things into which geometrical propositions
are divisible)sse confirm that the essential meaning for ‘element’ is that of first, indivisible
constituent. However, after having provided his own definition, Aristotle mentions that there

are some people who make use of the term ‘metaphorically’.4s0

Kai petapépoviec 8¢ ototyeiov kohodoty éviedley O v &v dv Kol pucpdv Emi ToAA 1)
XPNOYOV” 10 Kol TO UIKPOV Kol amAodv kol adlaipetov otoryeiov Aéyetal. 60sv EAAvOe
T pdhota kKo@érov otoryEia givar, 8Tl EKocTOV AVTAY &v OV Koi dmhodv év ToAloig
vrbpyel | mow | 611 MAsioTolc Kol TO &V Kol TV oTryuny dpydc Tiot Sokel ivar. &nel
oLV T KahoOpeve yévn kaorov kai adwaipeta (00 yap Z6TL Adyog adT®V), GTOUKED
T yévn Aéyovot tveg [...].

The term ‘element’ is also applied metaphorically to any small unity which is useful for
various purposes; and so that which is small and simple and indivisible is called an
‘element’. Hence it comes that the most universal things are elements; because each of
them, being a simple unity, is present in many things—either in all or in as many as
possible. Some too think that the One and the point are principles. Therefore, since what
are called genera are universal and indivisible (because they have no formula), some
people call the genera elements [...].461

According to this passage, there are some people who make use of the term ‘element’ in
a different way, applying it to any small unit. For this reason, they call ‘element’ what is
small (ukpov), simple (dmAodv), and indivisible (ddwaipetov). From this usage of the term,
it results that (ta pdliota kaBoAov) the most universal things are called elements as well.
Indeed, as each of them is one and simple, it subsists in many things.4s2 Others think that the

One and the point are principles. Perhaps on the same basis, they concluded that since what

a5 Transl. Malink (2017: 187).

459 See Crowley (2005: 372). In the paper, he argues that Plato, in making use of the term ctoyeiov relies on
an already current usage of ‘element’, which should not be considered as a metaphorical derivation (in a
physical, metaphysical or cosmological context) from some other usage of the term.

460 Important here, as Menn (unpublished MN: 42) notes, is to highlight that: ‘Plato and the other Academics
are trying to compete with the physicists’ accounts of the generation of all things out of a few apyai’.

461 Aristot., Metaph. A 1014b 2-14, transl. Tredennick slightly modified. The following lines of Aristotle’s
passage state that, according to this identification, the genus is considered to be more universal than the
differentia. It may be interesting to compare this criticism with Aristotle’s criticism of Speusippus’ method of
division in biology to see whether the critques in the two contexts are compatible.

462 Bechtle (2010: 37-58) has a very interesting interpretation of the ‘smallness of the One’, a feature which is
evoked by later authors such as Damascius and the Anonymous Commentator of Plato’s Parmenides. For the
scholarly reception of these passages, see infra, Introduction (xi-xv). In general, | take it to be more convincing
to identify Speusippus in the A passage with those people who believed unity and the point to be the principles.
As we have seen, the point occurs in Aristotle as one of the principles recognised by Speusippus for the
geometrical realm, and in this sense the two passages are at least consistent. On the contrary, the interpretation
of the One as something extremely small, occurs before this comment, which is introduced by the kai, suggesting
that a different interpretation is being considered.
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are called genera are universal and indivisible, genera were to be called elements as well. If
we accept the identification of these few lines with the Platonists, and, in particular, with
Speusippus, we are provided with more information about the theory of principles. Indeed,

| believe the identification to be at least possible on the basis of the following reasons:

I. The identification of genera with elements is provided right after the claim that,
for some people, also the One and the point are principles. As we have seen, the point
is listed by Aristotle as one of Speusippus’ principles for geometry, and this would at
least grant some consistency for the identification. Moreover, the clause is introduced
by the kai, which seems to signal that different people are here to be identified than those
applying the term ‘element’ to any small unit. This does not mean, however, that these
people here introduced necessarily diverge on the opinion that elements are to be
identified with the most universal things. On the contrary, this second group of people as
well seem to uphold the same belief, possibly on the basis of different reasons (i.e. not

necessarily relying on the smallness of the One).

ii. If we accept the identification with the Platonists to be at least possible,
Aristotle’s claim that the Platonists (and Speusippus in particular) called the genera
elements might shed some light on two other features that Aristotle attributes to

Speusippus’ first principles, namely:

a. the claim that Speusippus’ second principle, to mAfifoc, is ‘universally predicated’
(katnyopoduevog KaboAov);

b. the fact that in Metaphysics A,s3 if we take Aristotle to be re-formulating
Speusippus’ thesisses of the unqualifiedness of first principles, these latter are said

to be aopiotot, indeterminate.

At this point, one final issue stands in need of clarification. Indeed, Taran, on the basis

463 See section 2.6.

464 Or, as Taran puts it, Aristotle is providing a reductio ad absurdum (1981: 34). However, | do not agree with
Taran that Aristotle is simply stating that ‘if the principles were indefinite and imperfect, the One itself would
not even be an entity’, or, in other words, that the annihilation of the One is derived directly from the
indefiniteness of the principles (in relation to their consequences). | believe that, even by taking the argument
as a reductio of Speusippus’, it may well be that the consequences implied, although false for Speusippus’
principles, are somehow telling of how Speusippus’ principles are conceived. Moreover, in Taran’s
interpretation, Plurality, a definite multiplicity (Taran 1981: 331), is not taken to work in the same way of the
One, or, better, is not thought to have the same status; Taran (1981: 40): ‘And so Speusippus may have seen in
multiplicity the second principle of number, without saying or implying that it is an element of number, nor
the material cause of number, nor the contrary of the One’). Despite the fact that Speusippus’ Plurality is
defined as kotnyopovuevog kabdlov, in many passages, and in the passage in Metaphysics A in particular, the
two principles are at stake, and not the One only.
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that ‘Speusippus did not hypostatize the universals’ses argues that the One is the principle of
number and the first number at the same time, i.e. ‘the first unit of units’.4e6 And the same
holds good for the point, insofar as it is principle of magnitudes and first magnitudes.
However, | take the One (and Plurality) to be other than numbers and to be something
different from them. This is for two reasons. First, as already mentioned, | take information
about each principle to be valid for the other as well. For, when principles are singled out, |
take this to be usually the result of the context of Aristotle’s arguments, which are pointing
at flaws in one of them specifically. Secondly, Speusippus’ principles are often paired
together, when Avristotle speaks of them as elements, and this means, at least, that to the
extent that they considered elements they work in the same way.467 It must be said that this
strategy, however, leaves us with the difficulty of explaining the status of the principles, not
assuming that they are entities themselves, since Aristotle’s testimony is at least consistent
in saying that numbers are the first évta, and not the One and Plurality. | believe that the
best explanation for this aspect is to follow Aristotle’s suggestion and take primary principles
as the most universal genera, and to consider them, in this sense, as principles and elements
of numbers. For, if each number is a definite collection of units, each and one of them will
be, to some extent, one and many. Indeed, this would make of the One and Plurality the most
universal predicates of all numbers.sss In this respect, my interpretation is closer to Isnardi
Parente’s,469 Who takes Speusippus’ primary principles to be the ‘primary condition’ of
numbers. However, Isnardi Parente is not at all clear as to what this amounts to. For there is
another issue which remains to be solved and makes it difficult to understand what it means
for the principles to be the condition of numbers: to what extent can principles, conceived as
the most universal genera, be thought to be causes? In section 2.3, I concluded that of the
premises of Speusippus’ thesis reported by Aristotle, the claim that ‘principles are causes’
was genuinely Speusippean.so In this sense, it is worth asking what kind of causes Aristotle
would identify them with.471 But it is quite clear from Aristotle’s reports that Speusippus’

principles cannot be material causes, for, otherwise, they would be somehow ‘contained’, in

465 Taran (1981: 34-37).

466 Taran (1981: 38). With this interpretation, however, the One itself is reduced to a unit, and therefore it
would not be clear why Aristotle says that it becomes ‘not even a thing’.

467 While in this respect, Taran’s principles are indeed differentiated (see, above, footnote 468).

468 It should be said that this interpretation does not offer a sufficient explanation of number one, if Speusippus
actually took it to be a number, as for example Taran believes (1981: 32-47) and as can be extrapolated from
ps-lamblichus’ quotation (=fr. 122 IP1). However, the consideration of the One as a principle does not exclude
its arithmetical employment (see Acerbi 2010: 236ff). For a compatible view, see Burnyeat (1987: 170, n. 63
in particular).

469 Isnardi Parente (1980: 58-59). It must be said that in the second collection of the fragments, Isnardi Parente
does not go back to primary principles in much detail.

470 See, infra, Chapter 2.

471 To understand the precise mean in which cause is meant by the Platonist is a usual concern for Aristotle,
also with respect to Plato.
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their consequents;472 they cannot be generative causes either,473 as the criticism in
Metaphysics M has shown; and they can neither be efficient causes, as otherwise they would
be required to be entities themselves, which, as we have just seen, cannot be the case.47s
Lastly, they cannot be final causes either, because the analogy with the seed implies precisely
that the fulfilment of the seed will be plants, and it is the seed, and not plants, which is the
vehicle for the identification of the principles. We are left with some kind of formal cause:
principles are that by reason of which numbers are numbers. And they are so, in a precise
way: they represent the explanatory cause, and therefore the analytical cause, for numbers

to be numbers.47s

| take this interpretation to be possible, and to represent the best attempt to make sense of

the frictions encountered so far in Aristotelian accounts of Speusipus:

First of all, insofar as they are explanatory causes, Speusippus’ principles are not ‘entities’
themselves, or, as Aristotle puts it, évciol. This would explain the ambiguity of the
ontological status that Aristotle attributes to first principles in different passages of his
corpus as well as why he characterises them as katmyopovpévor kaBdrov and aopioTol
(possibly indefinite insofar as they are unqualified). First principles are not hypostatised, and
as such they cannot be fairly compared to Plato’s Forms, and cannot receive the same
criticisms (e.g. that of the Third Man, accounting for the qualification of sensible objects);
at the same time, they are not substances themselves, and they are not separated, although

they are prior.

Secondly, this may shed light on Aristotle’s criticism related to the priority of the
principles. In Chapter 2, | concluded that Aristotle is trying to show that Speusippus assumed
what is prior in time to be also ontologically so. However, if Speusippus’ primary principles
are conceived as explanatory causes and, as such, as the most universal genera of numbers,
this may explain a) why Avristotle assumes them to be somehow prior in time, and b) why in

the first place Aristotle is addressing this criticism at all. In fact, according to this

472 See the criticism related to unity, in Chapter 3. Moreover, they cannot even be paradigmatic causes, since
number is said to be a reality by itself, and since otherwise Speusippus would be liable to the Third Man
argument.

473 Pace, Dillon (2003: 40ff).

474 Moreover, as it has been highlighted already, numbers do not allow any kind of movement or change.

475 To put it anachronistically, we can think of Kant’s definition of analytical judgement (Kant, Critique of
pure reason, A6, ‘the predicate B belongs to the subject A as something that is (covertly) contained in this
concept’, transl. P. Guyer and E. Matthews. For numbers, for instance, this may be their quantitative aspect in
the first place. One may note that such (modern) definition would also account for a conception of ‘element’
as basic constituent, conceived in a non-metaphorical way. On the use of a non-metaphorical meaning of
element, see Crowley (2005).
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interpretation Speusippus’ primary principles would neither be prior temporally nor
ontologically, but only analytically. This would result in a very strange ‘principle’, from an

Aristotelian perspective, which is only nominally a cause.

Third, this would account for the fact that Aristotle insists on claiming that Speusippus
did not make any effort to explain how numbers are generated out of the principles: primary
principles do not produce numbers, and they are not generative in any way, although they
are the condition upon which numbers can be understood. Given this explanation,
Speusippus would not be negligent for not accounting for how numbers are generated out of

the principles; on the contrary, such an account is not required at all.

Lastly, this might explain why Speusippus’ primary principles are to be considered
elements of numbers as well, both from a metaphorical conception of ‘element’ and from a
more material one (closer to Aristotle’s own definition).s7e Indeed, if primary principles are
analytically conceived, they are somehow ‘present’ in all numbers, insofar as they can be
predicated of them all. However, taken metaphorically, primary principles are elements of
number because they represent the explanatory cause of numbers, and their most universal

genera.

Unfortunately, as to principles, we cannot go further than this tentative answer. However,
it would be fascinating to conjecture that it was precisely Speusippus’ conception of
principles (insofar as they are explanatory causes and analytically conceived) that suggested
to the philosopher a separation of the various ontological levels, and the consequent
postulation of principles for each of them in order to obtain an epistemologically sustainable
project. Or, at least, to suppose the two assumptions are intimately intertwined. In this
respect, an explanatory conception of principles, would account also for an empirically-
based inquiry of the sensible world, as well as for a heuristic method of research. Lastly, one
might be tempted to go further, and suppose that the discussion Speusippus held with
Menaechmus was indeed, in the first place, a discussion about the notion of element itself. 477

If this was to be the case, it would reveal that the discussions taking place within the

476 Although I am inclined to accept a ‘metaphorical’ interpretation of ototygiov for Speusippus, rather than a
material one. Indeed, in Metaphysics M (see Chapter 3), when referring to Speusippus, Aristotle takes into
account principles which are not preserved in their results, so implying that Speusippus’ primary principles are
also to be considered as ‘external principles’.

477 For Menaechmus definition of element, see the frr. preserved in Lasserre (1987: 117-125, fr. 6 in particular;
329-336; 545-559). On Menaechmus, see Fuentes Gonzales (in Goulet 2005); on this discussion within the
Academy and Menaechmus’ circular proof, see also Barnes (1976), Bowen (1983), De Haas (2011). For an
opposite opinion about the possibility of identifying Menaechmus as an Academic, see Zhmud (1998).
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Academy cannot be reduced to either purely mathematical quarrels or philosophical
speculations. On the contrary, this would establish a much more fruitful interrelation and
interchange between the two fields, resulting in refined conjectures about the ontological

status of mathematical number and of the status of scientific research in general.
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Section Il: Xenocrates
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CHAPTER SIX:
The pio @voig of T padnpoTikd

At the outset of the preceding chapter, | gathered a set of general claims to guide my
interpretation of Speusippus’ philosophy. Similarly, this chapter on Xenocrates offers an
initial examination of Xenocrates’ philosophy, and, in particular, of his metaphysics.
Aristotle’s testimonia on Xenocrates, contrarily to those preserved about Speusippus, are
less numerous, and accordingly, more suitable for a thematic arrangement of specific issues.
Accordingly, this chapter will initially present Aristotle’s general views of Xenocrates’

philosophy, and, in particular, his analysis of numbers and Forms.

Before advancing his core arguments against Plato and his successors, Aristotle usually
provides a short presentation of the philosophical tenets of their systems. In such overviews,
Xenocrates is usually referred to as that person who posited a pia gvoig for mathematical
objects and Forms. This formula, beyond its immediate meaning, provides crucial
information about Xenocrates’ metaphysics. Thus, the chapter will aim to: (i) identify and
explain which objects are at stake when Avristotle speaks of ‘one nature’; (ii) consider what
kind of relationships these objects entertain to one another. For this reason, both soul and

principles will be excluded from my analysis here.47s

In order to fulfil these aims, the chapter will be divided into five sections. Section 6.1 will
present Aristotle’s general views of Xenocrates’ metaphysical doctrines, where we learn that
Xenocrates posited one nature for Forms and ta pofnuatikd. Section 6.2 will test the
formula ‘pio @Vo1g’ in the broader context of Aristotle’s corpus so to understand what the
formula implies, and what consequences the formula entails once it is transposed to the
context of Xenocrates’ metaphysics. Lastly, section 6.3 will deal with Xenocrates’ claim that
‘parts are prior to the whole’. Through a direct analysis of Form-Numbers and Ideal-
Geometrical objects, the section will show that the claim illuminates directly how Form-
Numbers and Ideal-Geometrical objects are conceived and can be explained through their
reciprocal relation. By considering the line as the atomic counterpart of the unit in geometry,

the structural similarities of both will immediately become clear.

478 Soul will be the focus of the Chapter 7.
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6.1 Aristotelian testimonia of Xenocrates: merging Forms with ta padnpotika (frr.
27; 26; 29)

Let us start with a brief outline of Xenocrates” metaphysics as we find it in the Aristotelian
corpus. At the beginning of Metaphysics M, Aristotle, while investigating the possibility of
the existence of something immutable and eternal beyond sensible substances (notepov €ott
TG TOPA TOG aicOnTag ovoing dkivnTog Kol didog 1 ovk EoTt),479 provides us with an outline

of previous positions about the topic:

[FR. 27] Avo & gici d6Ear mepi ToVTOV" TE TE YA LOOMUATIKE PAGTY 0VGTAC Eivai TIVEC,
olov &p1dpovg Kol YpopiLdG Kod Té cuyyevi] TovTolc, Kol TéAty Tag idéag. énel 8¢ oi pév
d00 tadta YV To1odot, TAG TE 10€0¢ Kol TOVG padnuatikog aptduoic, ot 6& piay ooty
apeotépav, Etepol 8¢ Tiveg TAC padnuatikag povov ovoiag eivai Qact, Gkemtéov
TPAOTOV UEV TIEPL TAOV PO UATIK®VY, undepioy TpocTifévTag ety ANV o0Toig [...].480

There are two views on this subject. Some say that mathematical objects, i.e. numbers
and lines, and things of the same kind, are substances; and others again that the Forms
are. Now since some posit these as two classes - the Forms and the mathematical
numbers - and others posit one nature for both, and yet others hold that mathematical
objects alone are substances, we must first consider the mathematical objects without
imputing to them any other characteristic [...].

Although Avristotle is not immediately clear in his account (at first there are two positions,
and then they seem to be divided into three), scholars have nonetheless agreed on the

attributions of the positions under examination:

The first distinction is presented as follows: view a) states that mathematical objects are
substances, while view b) that Forms are. Since this first articulation presents two kinds of
objects, a second distinction is necessary to explain which classes have been acknowledged

by previous philosophers, and how. Accordingly:

1) some people recognise that there are two classes of substances: that of Forms, and

that of mathematical numbers (and here Aristotle is thinking of Plato);4s:

479 Linking back the discussion to books Z, and ‘forward’ to book A of his Metaphysics. On the reasons to take
the inquiry of book A as being announced here, see, Crubellier (1994: 29).

480 (=Avrist., Metaph. M 1, 1076a16-24), transl. H. Tredennick, slightly modified. In Isnardi Parente’s edition,
only the lines referring to Xenocrates (19-21) appear.

481 Annas (1976: 136) comments that ‘Aristotle is slightly careless here’, and that ‘in line 20’ (namely, when
he speaks of Plato), ‘we should understand ‘mathematical objects’ for ‘mathematical number’’. However, I
agree with Crubellier (1994: 85), who finds a better explanation for the shift in terminology, explaining that,
on the one hand, the tivég is meant to be more inclusive (and, according to him, it may refer to all the positions
in the Academy), while, on the other hand, the second formulation (mathematical numbers) is referred to Plato
only.
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2) other people regard both classes as having one nature, and here, the position
presented is Xenocrates’;
3), some other people hold that mathematical substances alone exist: and here, even

if it is not precisely described, this is Speusippus’ position.4s2

According to Aristotle’s description, then, Xenocrates’ position can be summarised as
follows: the philosopher posits one nature for both classes (oi 8¢ piav @O dueotépmv) of
substances, i.e. Forms and mathematical objects. Owing to this account, Xenocrates’
position is usually described as merging Forms and Numbers in some sort of composite:
Form-Numbers. Although this summary is certainly justified by another reference to
Xenocrates in M (Metaph. M 6 26-31), which | will examine shortly, I think it is also
important to draw the attention to another aspect. While describing the two classes of
substances, Aristotle speaks generically of ta pafnpoatucé and then qualifies his statement
by saying that these do include, for example, numbers, lines, and things of this sort (olov
ap1Opovg kol ypappas kai T cvyyevii tovtolg).4s3 Now, although the example could be
considered not necessarily significant — as it is common to speak of td poabnuotikd as
including not only numbers, but also geometrical objects (in this specific case, lines

minimally) — there are at least two reasons to consider the examples as more suggestive:

1- In the second bifurcation the metaphysicised objects in question change
according to the people Aristotle refers to. With respect to Plato, although
Aristotle was initially speaking of mathematical objects in general (ta
nabnpatikd), he specifies that the two classes are represented by Forms (id€at)
and mathematical numbers (poOnuaticot apiBpoi) — and Aristotle is consistent

in attributing this position to Plato.4s4 Accordingly, Aristotle’s use of dupotépwv

482 As emphasised in Section I, it is not easy to disentangle Aristotle’s information about the Platonists’
conception of odoia and its inclusivity. I take the lines about Speusippus to mean that, with respect to Forms
and mathematical objects (presented in the first distinction as the two options), Speusippus would reject that
the first exist, and will therefore accept only the existence of the second (as ovciai, without implying that being
an ovoia is limited to mathematical objects only). In Crubellier’s words (1994: 86): ‘Il faut évidemment
comprendre que ce seraient les seuls &tres non-sensibles et éternels, et non pas que ce seraient absolument les
seules réalités existantes’. We should not forget that the focus of the discussion, as stated by Aristotle at the
beginning of book M, is to inquire ‘whether there is or not some immutable and eternal substance besides
sensible substances (mapd tag aicbntag ovoiog)’ (Arist.,, Metaph. M1, 1076al11-12, transl. Tredennick). It is
interesting to note, also, that Speusippus is referred to as having established the existence of ‘T podnpotucag
ovoiog’. If we want to square this information with the list provided by Aristotle in Z2, we may find another
confirmation of a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm. Indeed, we can consider magnitudes as being
included here, and, possibly, even soul (if we accept to consider it, to some extent, a mathematical substance).
483 Crubellier (1994: 86) notes that the To0to1g is referred to ypoppdc. Therefore, the objects here at stake are
precisely surfaces and solids.

484 See, e.g. Arist., Metaph. Z2 1028b19-21: donep TTAGToV T¢ T€ €i0N Kai T0 ponpaticd dvo oveiag, Tpitnv
d& TNV TdV 0ictNTdV coudTOV.
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in Xenocrates’ presentation could either refer to what is listed in Plato’s position,
Forms and mathematical numbers, or to the two classes of substances presented
at the beginning, Forms and mathematical objects (and | am inclined to accept
this second option as more convincing since, even in the presentation of
Speusippus’ position, we have again the more general term tag paOnpotikag

ovciog).

2- The reference to numbers and lines specifically, and not to other geometrical
objects more generally, could (i) either recall Xenocrates’ theory of Form-
Numbers and of indivisible lines, or (ii) it could confirm that Xenocrates

considered geometrical objects too in the class of t& podnpoTicd.

Moreover, Aristotle’s consistency in describing Xenocrates’ position in this specific
respect (i.e. speaking of Forms and mathematical objects in general) can be further
evidenced by two other passages, which | will briefly analyse here. The first one occurs

at the beginning of A, where Aristotle presents the inquiry he will pursue:

[FR. 26] Oboion 8¢ tpeic, pia pév aicOnti—mng 1 pév didiog 1 8¢ @Oapty, fiv mhvteg
dporoyodoty, olov o QuTa Kod To {Pa [} & &idrog]—mng &véykm o ctoygia AoPeiv,
gite v elte TOMG SAAN 82 dxivnTog, Kol TaTNV @aci TIVEC EIVOL YOPIGTAY, Ol P&V Eig
500 dlapodvieg, oi 8E gig piav QOO TIOEVTES TO £10N KOl TO podnpoTiKd, ol 08 T
pofnpotikd povov ToVTmv. 485

ag5 = Arist., Metaph. A1, 1069a30-35, transl. Tredennick, pp. 123-125 slightly modified. In Isnardi Parente’s
edition, only lines 33-35 are reported. [FR. 23] IP (=Avrist., Metaph. Z2 1028b24-27) provides a third overview
of Xenocrates’ metaphysics: £viot 6 Ta p&v £ion kei Tovg aprdpovg Ty av Ty £xe1v Qaci oy, Ta 08 dAla
EYOUEVA, YPOUWOG Kol Eineda, uExpt Tpog TV Tod ovpavod ovoiov kai Té aicOntd ‘some again hold that the
Forms and the numbers have the same nature, and that other things — lines and planes — follow closely; and
so on back to the substance of the visible universe and sensible things’ transl. Tredennick slightly modified.
Here Avristotle establishes that Forms and numbers have the same nature, rather than speaking more broadly of
‘mathematical objects’ as he does, for instance, with respect to Plato (see n. 484. In this respect, Aristotle’s
terminology is fluctuating with respect to both authors). And in fact, other objects we would expect to be
inclusively considered as ta pabnpotikd, such as lines and solids, are labelled ‘ta dAAa’ and said to follow
closely (or, on a stronger interpretation ‘to be dependent upon’, as in Tredennick’s translation). However, we
should not forget that, in Z2, Aristotle is listing Xenocrates as part of that group who established the existence
of substances beyond sensible bodies (i.e. with Plato and Speusippus). And it is not an accident, then, that such
10 GG follow closely until the odboia of the visible universe and sensible things. Accordingly, (ideal)
geometrical objects such as lines and planes are surely not identical with Form-Numbers, but they are
nonetheless closer to them than to sensible substances (and this is paralleled by [FR. 26]). One may add that
neither in [FR. 23] nor elsewhere Aristotle explicitly distinguishes numbers from lines and planes in kind (as
he does in his list of Speusippus’ ovciat). Indeed, in [FR. 23] we only have a distinction in terms of succession
(on a weaker account) or dependence (on a stronger account). Accordingly, in trying to characterise what
specific status geometrical objects are granted with in Xenocrates’ metaphysics, we cannot exclude the
possibility that they are, too, merged with Forms. Moreover, the terminology employed by Aristotle is various,
and he sometimes affirms (as observed in [FR. 26] and [FR. 27]) that the class of mathematical objects more
broadly is merged with Forms. As a matter of fact, the apparent imbalance between different formulations can
be inverted by considering [FR. 38] (=Arist., Metaph. N3 1090b21-24; 31-2) which will be taken into account
in the next section. The passage reads: obtol p&v odv o0t TPooyhyduevor Talg idéong To padnpoTIKd
dwapaptavovorv. With Cherniss” words (1971: 85, n.1): ‘mpooyliyduevor taig idéong ta pabnuotikd’ here
means ‘combining’ or ‘identifying’ the ideas and the mathematicals’, my emphasis.
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There are three kinds of substance. One is sensible (and may be either eternal or
perishable; the latter, e.g. plants and animals, is universally recognised); of this we must
apprehend the elements, whether they are one or many. Another is unmoved, which
certain thinkers hold to exist as separate; some dividing it in two, others placing the
Forms and the objects of mathematics in one nature, and others (recognising) only
the objects of mathematics as of this nature.

Once again, we find Aristotle here describing the positions of Plato and his immediate
successors: concerning the dkivntog ovoia, Plato and the Academics held different beliefs.
Some of them, apparently, divided it into classes (here, once again, the description is
reminiscent of Plato); others placed Forms and mathematical objects in one class (and here
the reference is to Xenocrates); while others, namely Speusippus, recognised only
mathematical objects (i.e. they refused the existence of Forms). Aristotle is more explicit
here than in [FR. 27]. The formulation does seem to substantiate that the combination of the
two classes concerns Forms and mathematical objects in general, and not numbers only. In
this respect, one point needs to be clarified: what | am arguing is not that Xenocrates did not
postulate the existence of Form-Numbers, but, rather, that Aristotelian testimonia are
somehow consistent in showing that other objects as well, i.e. geometrical objects, have the

same or a similar status granted to Form-Numbers.

That other objects are granted a similar status to that of Form-Numbers might not be
obvious from reports such as that we shall consider next. When Aristotle speaks of
Xenocrates’ Form-Numbers, and represents his view as the most problematic, he usually
points out at a difficulty that Form-Numbers specifically have: namely, that, according to
Aristotle, the way they are conceived renders mathematical practices impossible. In this
specific context, Aristotle does not need to show that Form-Numbers, as well as geometrical
objects, subvert the rules of mathematical practices; it is enough for him to show only that
Form-Numbers do. As Form-Numbers provide a better opportunity for Aristotle to criticise
Xenocrates and show his anti-mathematical approach, in this context he does not need to
address his criticism to geometrical objects as well. However, the testimony offers another
parallel between Xenocrates’ treatment of number and his treatment of geometrical objects.
For Aristotle’s complaint that Xenocrates constructs peculiar hypotheses in order to
substantiate his views is addressed to geometrical objects too. Moreover, the testimony may
be useful also in a different respect: if the two kinds of objects are actually comparable,

features describing one may be used in order to establish Xenocrates’ views on the second.

Accordingly, let us turn to Aristotle’s description of Xenocrates’ Form-Number:
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[FR. 29] ®avepov §° £k TovTmV Kai 8Tt ysiptoto AéyeTon 6 TpiTog TPOTOG, TO EIVAL TOV
aOTOV aplOpov TOV TAV €0V Kai TOV padnpatikév. avaykn yap €ig piov d6&av
ovuBaivey §vo Guaptiog oBte yop padnuoTikov aplOuov évdéyetol TodTov elval TOV
Tpomov, AL’ idilag vmobéoelg voBéuevoy avaykn pnkovev: dca Te Toig Mg £idN TOV
apOpov Aéyovot cuppaivet, Koi tadta avaykoiov AEyeLy.486

From these considerations it is also clear that the third alternative—that the number of
the Forms and mathematical number are the same—is the worst; for two errors have
to be combined to make one theory. (i.) Mathematical number cannot be in this way,
but the propounder of this view has to spin it out by making peculiar assumptions; (ii.)
his theory must admit all the difficulties which confront those who speak of ideal
number.487

The third alternative mentioned here is Xenocrates’. However, his view described here
states that ideal number and mathematical number are the same.4ss Just as we noticed for
[FR. 27], also in [FR. 29] we have a clash between two different classes: that of ideal number
and that of mathematical number. But the result is not a combination: rather, it is the
conflation of mathematical number within the ideal one. Within this framework, by
combination | mean a result that bears features of both classes (i.e. the number resulting out

of a combination of the two classes would be (i) composed by units allowing for

ag6 = Arist., Metaph. M8, 1083b1-8, transl. H. Tredennick. Isnardi Parente’s edition includes in the section the
preceding lines 1083a31ff.

487 Cf. Crubellier’s gloss (1994: 347) on this last sentence, which makes the reading more intelligible: ‘ils
veulent attribuer au nombre une nature qui permette de soutenir I’affirmation: les idées sont nombre’. In
general, Aristotle does not say much about the identification of mathematical and ideal number (and Crubellier
(1994: 286) defines Aristotle’s references to this theory as ‘méprisantes’, comptemptuous), although analogous
critiques occur in other passages of the Metaphysics (see, e.g. N3 1090b32-a5, and A9 991b27-31), and the
same criticism returns in M9 1086a5-12 (=fr. 30 IP). Crubellier (1994: 354) concludes that, with respect to this
doctrine, Aristotle seems to be pitting the arguments of the Academics one against the other. The general sense
of the argument can be resumed as follows: there are no other principles, except for the One and the Dyad, out
of which mathematical number could be derived. Accordingly, since the two kinds of number must be derived
out of the same principles, there cannot be any difference between them. Crubellier (ivi) proposes as a solution
the possibility that ideal numbers work as principles of mathematical numbers (e.g. the three mathematical
units are recognisable as ‘three’ with reference to the ideal Triad). In general, if Aristotle is really pitting the
arguments of different people against one another, we may speculate that Xenocrates either (i) did not postulate
mathematical number at all or (ii) that, for whatever reason, he did not find his Form-Numbers problematic
with respect to mathematical operations. This way, the conflation of mathematical and ideal number may be
the result of Aristotle’s own criticism and may not reflect straightforwardly Xenocrates’ position on the topic.
In the end, it would be enough for Xenocrates’ to say that Form-Numbers do allow mathematical practices, in
order for Aristotle to conclude that ideal and mathematical number are the same. A third option (which | am
inclined to accept) is that Xenocrates, when pressed about where mathematical number would fit in his system,
or about the impossibility for Form-Numbers to allow for mathematical operations, answered that Form-
Numbers are also mathematical, or that mathematical number is nothing else than Form-Number.

488 See also fr. 28 IP: &\hoc 8¢ Ti¢ TOV TpdTOV Ap1BLdV TOV TAV £iddV Eva elvar, EViol 88 Kl TOV padnpaATIKOV
TOV avToV TodTov givan) and 30 IP: oi 8¢ o £16n PovAduevor Bpa kol apOpode molsiv, ovy dpdvTe 88, & Tag
apydg tig Tavtag Onoetal, Tdg Eotol 6 paBNUOTIKOG APLOOG Tapd TOV EIOETIKOV, TOV GOTOV EIONTIKOV Kal
RoONpoTIKOV émoincav aplpov td Aoyo Emel Epyw ye avppetor O pobnuatikog (idiag yop xai ov
pabnuatikag vrobéoeig Aéyovay). Moreover, the identification between mathematical and ideal number is
used (in addition to the reference to ‘now’ at 1218a16) in order to identify other Aristotelian passages (as, e.g.
Fr. 13 IP = Arist., EE | 8, 1218a24-8, as referring to Xenocrates. In the passage Aristotle is criticising a Platonist
view about the relation between numbers and (the) Good. According to the testimony, Xenocrates held that the
numbers ‘tend towards’ (¢pievtat) the one - Aristotle does not give an object for épievtar, but that the meaning
should be understood as a conation towards something can be understood from the following lines.
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combinability — as mathematical units do — and (ii) would be characterised as a Form,
whatever way Xenocrates conceived of a Form); by conflation | mean that that features of
one of the two classes are absorbed within or ruled over by the features of the second one
(i.e., as Aristotle appears to complain here: although Form-Numbers are composed by units,
their units do not allow for combinability, because Form-Numbers are conceived of as
Forms). Now, Aristotle’s problem, as | shall point out in more detail further on in this
chapter, is connected to Xenocrates’ conception of Form-Numbers. From a broader
perspective, Aristotle complains that these two classes cannot be merged together without
generating contradictions. From a narrower perspective, Aristotle objects that Form-
Numbers are composed by units, just like mathematical number, but their units, differently
from what is granted by mathematical practices, are not properly combinable with units of
other Form-Numbers. Accordingly, Aristotle accuses Xenocrates of rendering mathematical
practices (especially arithmetic) impossible. But the charge of having created peculiar
hypotheses, which do not accommodate mathematical practices, is not restricted to
Xenocrates’ Form-Numbers.ass On the contrary, elsewhereaso Aristotle criticises Xenocrates
on the basis of his geometrical assumptions too: Aristotle complains that for Xenocrates not
every magnitude is divisible into other magnitudes, just as he complains that not any two
units compose the Dyad.s91 In this respect, Form-Numbers as well as (ideal?) geometrical
objects do share the same status: for none of them respects the rules of mathematical or

geometrical practices and both are constructed according to peculiar hypotheses.

One might wonder why | am drawing so much attention to something that, in Aristotle’s
testimony, may seem trivial. The reason is simple: my aim is to show that Aristotle’s
testimony gives us ground to suppose the existence of Forms, or, at least, eidetic kinds of
geometrical objects as well (for the moment we will leave aside the question of whether
these are somehow identified with Form-Numbers, or whether they are derived from

themag2). 1 am not, to be sure, completely alone in considering this option.4ss Whether

489 Crubellier (1994: 286) notes that the charge of positing peculiar hypotheses can be understood in two ways:
a) positing hypotheses peculiar to the person who enounces them; b) hypotheses ad hoc, which attribute to the
objects in question paradoxical properties. The two options are not reciprocally exclusive, as he notes.

490 See, e.g. fr. 39 IP = Arist., Metaph. M6 1080b23-30.

491 Vi,

492 See footnote 485.

493 For a positive view, see Robin (1908: 286-293), Cherniss (1945: 484; 1959: 47-48 specifically), Taran
(2001: 595) and Dillon (2013: 111-112ff). For a negative view, see Isnardi Parente (1986: 278ff). Most of the
scholarly debate revolved around the expression ‘T peta tag i6éag’, employed by Aristotle in Metaph. M6
1080b24, and about whether these objects are to be found in Plato or not (see, e.g. Ross, 1951; Gaiser 1998
and Kramer 1971 for a positive answer). The passage reads: “The same applies in the case of lines, planes and
solids. Some distinguish mathematical objects from those which come after the Forms (ot pév yap &tepa ta
pofnuotika kol Td petd tag i6éag)’, transl. Tredennick slightly modified. But right after this expression,
Aristotle turns to those who speak differently (t@v 6 dAlwg Aeyovimv, ot pév [...] o1 8¢’ and lists two positions
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Platonists postulated the existence of ldeal magnitudes or not, has been object of a very
lively dispute among scholars, who have concentrated mainly on three Aristotelian passages
(namely, Metaph. A9 992b 13-18; M 1080b 28ff; N3 1090 b2 ff; A9 992b 13-18) in order
to establish (i) whether the passages can be considered determinant for attributing such a
theory to Plato, and (ii) whether they allow us to project any views on Plato’s successors.494
However, to my knowledge the attribution of a theory of Ideal Geometricals, or of eidetic
kinds of geometrical objects to Xenocrates, has never been established on the ground of
Aristotle’s overviews of Xenocrates’ metaphysics.a9s But | believe such a possibility should

be entertained for the following reasons:

a) As we have seen, Aristotle’s terminology is not consistent. Forasmuch as one may

want to play down this aspect as the result of the different objections raised against

which are easily ascribable to Speusippus and Xenocrates (namely, some, i.e. Speusippus, speak of
mathematical things in a mathematical way, while others, i.e. Xenocrates, speak of mathematical objects but
not in a mathematical way). Accordingly, the debate about who to ascribe the position of a distinction between
mathematical objects and objects which follow after the Forms will not concern our present inquiry. It is
interesting to note, however, that Isnardi Parente cuts lines 1090b24-31 from [FR. 38], which are precisely the
lines Cherniss (1945: 484) appeals to in order to show that Xenocrates ‘used the same material principle for
the ideas (which he identified with numbers) and magnitudes, explaining the difference by different formal
elements’. Once again, if Form-Numbers and magnitudes share the same material principle, they must have, at
least, a similar ontological status.

494 Winzenrieth has done a great job of summarising the main points at stake in the discussion (2018: 70ff), as
well as of showing that a theory of ‘ideal magnitudes’ as such, cannot be attributed to Plato, but is, contrarily,
the result of scholarly interpretations of Aristotle’s criticism on the topic. With his words: ‘Loin d’avoir
commis un contre-sens grossier a propos des doctrines de celui qui fut son maitre, Aristote aurait alors
simplement tiré les conséquences de son refus de tels engendrements mathématisants a partir des principes.
[...]Les entités géométriques, que Platon entend fonder et définir a partir du nombre, sont ainsi réduites a des
vestiges a 1’identité incertaine, planant au-dessus des lignes, surfaces et figures de la science mathématique’
(2018: 89).

495 Isnardi Parente (1984b: 272-274) acknowledges that Aristotle sometimes refers to mathematical objects
more broadly. However, she refuses to accept ‘that Xenocrates actually held a theory according to which the
whole domain of mathematical science is absorbed by the metaphysics of Forms’ (my translation). Although
she sees a parallel for such a ‘confusion between ideal and mathematical’ in the peripatetic treatise On
Indivisible Lines, Isnardi Parente believes Geminus’ geometrical account of the indivisible lines’ theory to be
the only ‘reasonable’ (1984b: 275, n.33). For Geminus (In Eucl. I, 277, 25ff Friedlein) ‘la résolution de I’espace
en parties ultimes devient possible si I’on réduit ces parties — la ligne, en ce cas — a leur valeur infinitésimale:
par cette voie on peut parvenir aussi a justifier cette théorie trés singuiliere qui semble démentir certains
principes fondamentaux de la science géométrique, telle que la théorie des incommensurables’ (1984: 275).
However, I do not see why we should prefer Geminus’ interpretation over Aristotle’s and that preserved in the
Peripatetic On Indivisible Lines on the basis that the domain of Forms is beyond space. Indeed, the assumption
seems to me to be justified only by appeal to Plato’s Theory of Forms. However, with similar assumptions
analogous problems would arise with respect to movement, absent by definition in the characterisation of
mathematical entities. Of course, movement does occur in Xenocrates’ definition of the soul as a ‘self-moving
number’, although the soul qua number can be included among mathematical objects. For, establishing that
Forms are beyond space and time, has, in Plato’s account, the aim of separating the realm of Forms from that
of sensibles, in a continuous status of change. However, such a neat separation is precisely what seems to be
absent in Xenocrates’ world, which appears to be thought as much more continuous than Plato’s. For this
reason, | am not convinced that the only possible consideration of spatial extension should be physical. On the
contrary, | believe Xenocrates establishes at least the formal conditions for spatial extension to arise, in the
attempt to explain in a more continuous way than Speusippus’ how reality deploys. I do recognise, however,
that my thesis implies a difficulty, when it comes to a precise identification of what these Ideal-Geometrical
are precisely or, better, of what geometrical objects are postulated as Ideal. However, in absence of compelling
evidence, I believe my thesis to be more natural on the basis of Aristotle’s reading.
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Xenocrates (or other Platonists), the fluctuation between claiming that Xenocrates
established a pio @voic for Forms and numbers and a pio ¢voig for Forms and
mathematical objects, leaves open the possibility of a conflation of the whole
mathematical level and Forms. 496

b) The conflation of mathematical and ideal number, I believe, offers one more reason to
entertain the possibility of eidetic kinds of geometrical objects. If mathematical and
ideal number are essentially coinciding, on what basis could Xenocrates justify that
geometrical objects are granted a different status? It would be simpler to suppose that
geometrical objects are to be granted either the same, or a similar status to that of
Form-Numbers.497 For otherwise, the ontological hierarchy becomes much more
difficult to account for.

c) In support of this hypothesis, a comparison with Speusippus may also be advanced.
As to Speusippus, Aristotle reports explicitly in [FR. 48] that he had distinguished in
kind mathematical number and magnitudes, because each kind has its own principles.
Despite this distinction, however, as highlighted in Chapters 1 to 5, Speusippus
appears nonetheless to have a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm,
comprising in itself both numbers and magnitudes. If this is right, we may now wonder
why Xenocrates should not, given that Aristotle is not as explicit when it comes to
distinguish them.

d) Lastly the inclusion of ideal geometrical objects, which I will call Ideal-Geometricals

(without attaching to the word any qualification, but just to intend that they are some

496 An objection which is usually put forward (see, e.g. Isnardi Parente 1984: 263 and Wizenrieth 2018: 73),
also with respect to Xenocrates, is that the formulation ‘gidntikov péyebog’ (parallel to gidntucov apOpoV) is
never attested. As Isnardi Parente and Wizenrieth underline, the first attestation of the term is by Ps-Alexander
(In Met. 746, 21: tepo. 0 padnuatikd éninedo kol oteped Kol Etepa Ta £10eT1KA), who attests more specifically
to ideal planes and solids, and not to magnitudes more generally. However, although a technical terminology
for ‘ideal magnitudes’ is not attested, Aristotle does attest in various places of his corpus the existence of dropa
peyéln. Although in some passages the clear reference for the term is Democritus (e.g. De Caelo 307a 22;
Metaph. 1039 al10), it is certainly interesting that behind other references commentators identify Xenocrates.
See, e.g. Phys. A 3,187a 1 &viot 8’évédocav Toig AOyotg AppoTépotg, TdL uev &t mavra &v, &i 1o v &v onuaivet,
611 ot TO pny Gv, T 8’k Thg dyotouing, dTopa momjcovreg peyéOn. For the unanimous attribution to
Xenocrates, see Alex. ap. Simpl. In Phys. ad loc., 138,10 (=Fr. 138 IP); Porph. apud Simpl. In Phys. ad loc.,
140,6-18 (=Fr. 139 IP); Themist. In Phys. ad loc., 12,6-17 (=Fr. 140 IP); Philop. In Phys. ad loc., 83,19-22
(=Fr. 141 IP); Schol. In Arist. Phys. 334a 36ss. Brandis (=Fr. 144 IP); Simpl. In Phys. ad loc.142,16-27 (=fr.
145 IP). For modern scholars inclined to see Xenocrates behind the Aristotelian allusion to &viot, see Gemelli
Marciano (2007: 132-137) and Sedley (2009). In particular, Gemelli Marciano underlines how later
commentators usually report that Xenocrates’ theories are prompted in response to Zeno’s paradoxes (as the
author of On Indivisible Lines also does), something which is not the case for Democritus’ atomic theories.
497 And this is indeed the conclusion of Robin (1908: 298): ‘Rappelons-nous que Xénocrate avait identifié
I’Idéal et le Mathématique, et que d’autre part il considérait les Grandeurs comme des réalites seconds. [...] Il
admettait donc que les lignes, les surfaces et les solides étaient indivisibles, et il ne I’admettait pas seulement,
comme son maitre, pour I’Idée de la Ligne, de la Surface et du Solide, mais aussi pour la ligne, la surface et le
solide mathématiques, puisqu’a ses yeux il n’y avait pas lieu de mantenir entre les uns et les autres la distinction
qu’avait établie Platon. Pour lui, Idéal et Mathématique c’est tout un, les Grandeurs premieres, ce sont des
Grandeurs idéales et mathématiques a la fois’, my emphasis.
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sort of eidetic objects), serves a second purpose. In the first fragment quoted, Aristotle
speaks of a pia @vo1g that Forms and ta poadnpatiké have in common, but he does not
specify what it means to share ‘one nature’. As we have seen, for numbers this means
that mathematical numberags has been somehow absorbed in its eidetic counterpart,
resulting in a specific form of Number, called Form-Number. But as we have also seen,
the class (yévog) of mathematical objects is more inclusive and should not be limited

to numbers only.

The natural question to ask, then, is: what status does Xenocrates grant geometrical
objects? And, as the broad terminology Aristotle uses suggests, can they be taken to be
merged with Forms as well? In this specific regard, | believe that investigating what Aristotle
means by the ‘one nature’ of mathematical objects and Forms can be useful in order to gather
more information. Indeed, if having one nature implies an identity of the objects considered,
we are somehow left with nothing more than the usual position attributed to Xenocrates with
respect to Form-Numbers, but the status of geometrical objects will continue to be a mystery.
But if having one nature, instead, can be more loosely understood, this might lead to more
interesting results. If, to some extent, in terms of status, both objects could be treated as
sharing structural similarities, this strategy could prove even more fruitful from an
interpretive position: if Form-Numbers and their Geometrical counterparts can be treated in
the same way, conclusions on the first type of objects can offer us answers about the second.
More simply, if, in Xenocrates’ metaphysics, both Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals
can be treated somehow in the same way due to their shared features, then, inferences about
Form-Numbers might be extended to Geometrical-Forms, and vice versa. For inasmuch as
it could be difficult to define precisely what a Geometrical-Form is, or how it actually works,
knowing that it shares an eidetic status with Numbers might help us to understand both.
Accordingly, let us assume this hypothesis to be at work and start by investigating what

could Aristotle mean by pia gvoic.

6.2 Having one nature
Passages in which the formula pia ¢Oo1g occurs can also be found elsewhere in the

Aristotelian corpus. Here | will briefly discuss three occurrences, 49 all referred to theories

498 If postulated at all.

a99 | excluded two occurrences from the De Caelo (276a 30; 300 a 26), both belonging to broader discussions
related to natural movement (kotd pOowv Kiveitar) as opposed to coerced (Big) movement and not relevant for
our purposes. The same can be said for a passage in book I" of the Metaphysics (1003b 23), referred to the
identity of 10 6v and to &v, where Platonists are grouped together. I included in my analysis all other
occurrences.
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of Pre-Socratic thinkers, whose actual works are better attested than those of Xenocrates. It
is obviously not my intention to deal with each passage in detail, as this would require a
different focus for this section, but only to understand what implications the formula has
when projected onto Xenocrates’ metaphysical doctrine. Accordingly, the first passage

occurs in the De Anima.

Ava&ayopag &° Eowke pEV Etepov AEYEV Yoy T Kai vobv, [...] xpfiton 8™ dueoiv g
g @ueeL, TANY apyfv Y€ TOV vodv Tifetan HaAIoTo TAVTOV: HOVOV YOOV eNoiv avTov
TV Svtov amhody etvor kod dpyd te koi kabapov. dmodidmot 8 duem Th avtii dpyh,
TO T€ YIWVOOKELW Kol TO KIVEV, AEywv vodv Kivijoal TO Tthv.500

Anaxagoras indeed seems to regard soul and mind are different, [...] but he treats them
both as of one nature, except that he regards mind as above all things the ultimate
principle; at any rate, he speaks of it as the only existing thing which is simple, unmixed,
and pure. But he assigns both the power of knowing and of moving to the same principle
when he says that mind sets everything moving.

In the passage, Aristotle comments on Anaxagoras’ theory of the mind and the soul.
Indeed, Aristotle openly states that Anaxagoras did indeed define (lit. say) the mind and the
soul as two different things but treats them both as one nature.so1 What Aristotle appears to
be complaining is that Anaxagoras did not sufficiently distinguish between the functions
properly belonging to the soul and those peculiar to the Nous.so2 Moreover, even though the
relationship between the two is unclear even for modern scholars, since Nous is said to be
alone by itself, and to rule ‘as many things as have souls’,s0s we can nonetheless establish
the priority of one (the Nous) over the other (the soul). Whether they were as such or not in

Anaxagoras’ doctrine, surely Aristotle identifies a subordination of the soul in comparison

s00 Arist., De Anima, 405a 14-20, transl. Hett, modified.

s01 See Lanza (1966: p. 169): ‘E molto chiaro che Aristotele deduce la sua identificazione (viz. of Anaxagoras’
vobg and yoyn) e non la trova gia espresso in A’. For Lanza, the complaint addressed against Anaxagoras is
meant to highlight that the latter did not distinguish the final and motive cause’.

502 See Curd (2007: 146): ‘Anaxagoras has not sufficiently distinguished between soul and Nous, and [...]
attributes to Nous motive powers that more properly belong to soul. On Aristotle’s view, Anaxagoras should
be more discriminating in his accounts of the powers of Nous and should not conflate the separate and
fundamentally different powers of thought and sublunary motion’.

503 See testimony B12 Curd (= Simpl., In Phys. 156.13ff): ‘kai 6ca ye yoynv et kai o peilm kai 10 Moo w,
névtov vodc kpatel. (but also B11 and B14 Curd). Unfortunately, we have no precise information about what
Anaxagoras thought soul to be, or what its difference with Nous amounts to. Interpreters have proposed various
accounts for Anaxagoras’ soul and combine fragments differently in order to account for its relationship with
Nous. One interpretation for Anaxagoras’ soul is that when he ‘claims that vodg controls all things that “yoyrv
&yel’, he does not mean that mind controls a metaphysically distinct entity called a soul, or that it exists ‘in’
such an entity. Rather, he just means that it controls all things that ‘possess life’, i.e. different kinds of living
things that are amongst Anaxagoras’ seeds’, Carter (2019:8, n.25); similarly, also Laks (1999). Differently,
Lanza (1966: 168) thinks the assimilation of Nous and soul for Anaxagora to be based on the
‘compartecipazione di tutti gli esseri viventi al vodg’. Both accounts, if projected onto Aristotle’s passage,
would establish an even more radical interpretation of the pio pvoic, now applied to Nous and ensouled things.
However, whatever Anaxagoras’ historical view about the soul was, I take Aristotle to be speaking of two
distinct entities: the Nous and the soul.
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to mind, as he calls the mind the ‘ultimate principle’ (dpynv [...] péAioto navtov).s04 At the
same time, though, Aristotle recognises that the two partly share similar features: even
though mind is the ultimate principle of movement, both mind and soul are principles of
knowledge and movement (or this seems to be the implication).sos Accordingly, although

Anaxagoras says they are different, he employs them as of one nature.

From this first comparison we can conclude that: a) sharing the same nature does not
necessarily imply a shared identity of the objects in question. Or, at least, not in the present
passage. Two objects can be defined as different, but they can be employed as of one nature.
And what makes Aristotle comment that two objects are treated as of one nature is precisely
the common features they share; for this sharing of features does not sufficiently account for
their distinction. Moreover, the passage also tells us b) that things which share the same
nature do not necessarily share the same status; for one may be primary over the other.

Nevertheless, c) the features shared by both can account for their same nature.

In order to test these preliminary conclusions, | want to call attention to a second

passage, concerned with Empedocles’ treatment of the elements.

ET1 88 T (O¢ v BANC 1881 AeyOpevo oToygia TETTOPO TPDTOC EIMEY” OV PRV Ypiitai e
TETTOPOLY, GAL" OG SLGLY 0VGL HOVOLG, TVUPL HEV KB avTd, T01G 6 AVTIKEWEVOLS MG PLd
QUGEL, Y1) TE Kal AEPL Kol VONTL.506

Further, he was the first to maintain that the so-called material elements are four - not
that he treats them as four, but as two only, treating fire on the one hand by itself, and
the elements opposed to it - earth, air, and water- on the other, as one nature.

In the passage, Aristotle comments on Empedocles’ treatment of the elements; although
Empedocles posited four elements, he treats fire as distinct and opposed to air, water and
earth, which feature one nature. One may note here that Aristotle appears to employ the same
framework he made use of with respect to Anaxagoras: namely, he points out that items in
the philosophical systems he is examining (viz., the elements for Empedocles, soul and Nous
for Anaxagoras) have been formally distinguished by the philosophers, but that the similar
way they are employed by them in their systems does not account sufficiently for their

distinction. An analogous criticism recurs in the De Generatione et Corruptione where

504 Lanza (1966: 170): ‘cio che distingue il vodg dalla yuyn ¢ tuttavia quello che Aristotele definisce il suo
carattere di dpyn, inteso qui in senso piuttosto logico che temporale’.

505 So understands Carter (2019: 9): “Aristotle’s idea is that, despite Anaxagoras’s suggestions that mind and
soul are distinct, nevertheless, he seems to ascribe to both of them the same nature, namely, the power to
produce cognition and motion’.

s06 Arist., Metaph. A4, 985a31-985b2, transl. Tredennick.
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Aristotle reiterates the claim that Empedocles set all other elements in opposition to fire,
ultimately reducing the elements to two.so7 It is hard to tell what Aristotle is precisely
pointing at, since Aristotle concludes that one would be able to detect this tendency from
Empedocles’ own verses.sos But elements, in Empedocles’ verses, appear to be described as
all having the same status.sos What is important for our purposes, however, is that three
different elements are, in Aristotle’s eyes, treated as one nature, while fire isn’t. Once again,
the equation is established between objects which do differ one from the other (this time
three very different objects!) but play somehow the same role within a philosopher’s

doctrine.s10

In this respect, the evidence confirms a) that the formula pia @Ooig implies no shared
identity of the objects in question. Furthermore, the different treatment of fire (as opposed
to the three other elements) tells us b) that one class can even comprise further subdivisions
in itself. For we can consider as a higher class that of the elements, comprising all four of
them; and then a further subdivision into two classes, one featuring fire, and the other the
three other elements. Otherwise, if we are not ready to consider the elements as a whole as
one nature (because Aristotle is not explicit about this) we can still consider the one nature
of earth, water and air, as having further subdivisions. Indeed, it is clear that although they
have similar functions, these elements are certainly not the same thing. To conclude, the
passage confirms that the formula does not imply shared identity of the object in question,

but it only accounts for features the objects share, notwithstanding their differences.
Lastly, in the third passage Aristotle has the atomists as a target:

AMQ p1v dromov Kol el un0&v Diapyet AL’ | pwdvov oytjua, Kol £l bdpyet, £v 6& Hovov,
olov 1O PV Yuypdvsil 1o 8& Oepudv-00dE yap v pia Tic £in 1 UoIg avTdVY. [...] ET1 88

s07 Fr. A36 Inwood (= De gen. et corr. 330b19-21): ‘Some say right away that they are four, such as
Empedocles. But even he reduces these to two; for he sets all the others in opposition to fire (§viot § g000g
tétropa Aéyovcty, olov Epmedokic: cuvayel 82 kal 00ToG £ig Té 800, T Yop TUpi TAAAA TévTa AVTITIONGLY),
translation Inwood.

s08 Tredennick points at fr. 67 Inwood as an example, where fire is given a prominent role in the development
of human bodies.

509 See Lloyd (1966: 217) who refers to fr. 25 Inwood: ‘For these things are all equal and of like age in their
birth, but each rules over a different prerogative and each has its own character and they dominate in turn as
time circles around’ (tadto yap i66 T€ TavTA Kod Atk yévvay Eact / Tipfic 8 aAnG ko uédet, mépa & 0oc
EKGOTE / v 8¢ PEPEL KPOTEOVOL TEPLTAOEVOLO YXPOVO10), transl. Inwood.

510 Philoponus, while commenting Aristotle’s De gen. et corr. 330b19-21, reports that the reason for fire to be
divided from the other elements is because it is the only hot element, while others are to be considered cold.
511 On the word yoypov, and on why it should (or should not) be preferred to the word oyAnpdv, preserved in
the manuscripts of the a-family, there is a significant scholarly debate. The discussion is related to the reasons
for the qualities to be appealed to by Aristotle: in the case of oyAnpov, Aristotle would make use of two
qualities, hot and hard, accepted by the atomists; in the case of yuypdv, Aristotle would rather refer to opposite
qualities which, on the basis of their opposition, belong to the same scale. Indeed, oyAnpdv is preferred by
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TOTEPOV M0 TAVTOV 1] PVOIS EKElveV TOV oTEPEDV, 1| dl0pépel Batepa TOV ETEPMV,
dnoep v €l T0 p&v ein wohpwva, T 0¢ ynva Tov Oykov; €l UEV yap pia @ooilg Eotiv
andviov, i 1O yopicav; | dd Tt oV yivetar aydueva &v, dGonep Vowp Houtog dtav
Oiyn.512

But further, not only is it absurd that no property except figure should belong to the
indivisibles: it is also absurd that, if other properties do belong to them, one only of
these additional properties should attach to each - e.g. that this indivisible should be
cold and that indivisible hot. For, on that supposition, their nature would not even be
one. [...] Furthermore, is the nature of all these solids one for all of them, or do they
differ from one another, as if, for example, some of them were fiery and others earthy
in their bulk? For if there is one nature for all, what is it that separates one from
another? Or why do they not become one when they come into contact, just as water
does when it touches water?

This last passage differs in many respects from the previous two. First of all, in this
context, it is the atomists who claim one and the same nature for atoms, an aspect which
Aristotle is not ready to concede easily. Second, in the passage Aristotle focuses precisely
on qualitative aspects of the atoms in order to deny their sameness in nature (or, if their
nature differs, in order to draw out other contradictions). For this reason, given that Aristotle
is arguing against the atomists and attempting to demonstrate that atoms cannot share one
nature, the passage might require a certain amount of interpretative effort. For, as Aristotle
does not want to concede the point to his antagonists, his position on the topic may be more
rigid than observed in the previous passages. However, this should not lead us to deny the
results just obtained. Indeed, the first sentences do provide us with more information.
Aristotle claims that it is absurd that, for the atomists, no property except figure (oyfjua)
belongs to the atoms. Moreover, he claims that it would also be absurd that, in the case where
other properties would belong to atoms, only one property should belong to each. It is on
this basis that he concludes that their nature would not even be one. Accordingly, the initial

part of the passage already provides us with crucial information:

a) The atomists’ claim that atoms are of ‘one nature’ seems to be grounded on the fact
that atoms are indivisible but differentiated between one another according to their
figure only.s13 If this were the case, this would imply once more (i) that ‘one nature’

does not imply identity, and (ii) that it does not imply identity to a higher extent.

Giardina (2008: 166-167, n. 346), Rashed (2005: 144, n.1) and Migliori (2013, 286-287, n. 46), while Joachim
and Hussey (2004: 264) favour yoypov. For the sake of my argument, which qualities are here implied by
Aristotle is not crucial. Accordingly, my choice to leave yoypodv is related to the translation used (Joachim),
and to the textual choices of the translator.

512 Arist., De gen. et corr., 18, 326a14-17; 29-34, transl. Joachim, slightly modified.

513 With this comment, I do not mean to enter into a historical discussion of what the atomists’ philosophical
tenets were. On the contrary, my only intention here it to attempt an understanding of Aristotle’s passage with
the purpose of exposing Aristotle’s conception of ‘one nature’ with respect to the atomists.
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Indeed, figure would be the feature which prevents atoms from being one and the

same thing.

b) For Aristotle, having the same nature implies sharing the same properties. For, if
atoms were granted with different properties, this would prevent them from having

the same nature.

The second part of the passage requires more unpacking, specifically because in the
subsequent lines it seems that for Aristotle, at least in this context, having one nature
necessarily implies the identity of the objects in question. For Aristotle’s implication seems
to be the following: either atoms differ in nature, and therefore they are qualitatively different
(e.g. some of them are earthy, others fiery in their bulk); or if they are of one nature, they
are therefore qualitatively indifferent. Moreover, as the example used shows, if they are
qualitatively indifferent, there is nothing which satisfies the conditions for their separation;
for, as a drop of water which falls in water, they should somehow dissolve once they come
into contact. Now, | believe that, in this context, the rigid implication of identity is
contingently required by Aristotle’s argument and is not conclusive simpliciter. The
requirement for the differentiation in nature Aristotle appeals to in this passage (i.e. that
atoms would differ according to their being earthy or fiery in their bulks) is precisely what
is denied in the passage about Empedocles. For, in the Empedocles passage, the qualitative
difference between the elements is not a sufficient condition for them not to have one nature,
or, better, to be treated as having one nature. On the contrary, in the present passage Aristotle
plays precisely on a rigid conception of ‘one nature’ in order to show that atoms have not
been differentiated by the atomists satisfactorily, and hold a middle status in between having

one nature and being differentiated by the qualities they hold.

What we can gather from this overview of Aristotle’s discussion of previous philosophers
is certainly not conclusive. Nevertheless, it still works as a warning against possible
prejudices that might lead us to think that having one nature necessarily implies being the
same thing. On the contrary, the overview of Aristotle’s comment on Presocratic doctrines
shows precisely the opposite. Having one nature or being treated as one nature does not
imply necessarily a) that the objects in question are identical, nor b) that the objects under
examination are granted with the same ontological status. These conclusions, however
provisional as they may be, have important implications for my present investigation of
Xenocrates’ metaphysical theory. For the sake of clarity, I will now briefly summarise what
has been said until now, so as to understand the implications fully.
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Aristotle presents Xenocrates as having treated Forms and 1 padnpatikd as one nature,
or, as having held that Forms and ta pafnuotikd are merged into one nature. We have seen
that there is some consistency in Aristotelian overviews of the Platonists’ positions and, in
particular, on Xenocrates’: it is usually T poOnpaticé and not numbers exclusively which

are considered as having one nature with the Forms.

With this in mind, possible conclusions unfold concerning Xenocrates’ metaphysical

system:

1) A first option to be excluded is to consider mathematical objects (in general) and
Forms as sharing similar features, but not being coincident (namely, two different
objects sharing the same features). This first path needs to be rejected on the basis of
the extant Aristotelian evidence about Xenocrates. As we have seen, Aristotle’s harsh
criticism of a peculiar form of Ideal Number supports the hypothesis of a combination
of Forms and mathematical objects, rather than of their disjunction. At the same time,
though, the equal treatment of ta padnpotucéd would imply that geometrical objects

should be combined with Forms too.

2) A second option would be to consider ldeal-Geometricals and Form-Numbers as
somehow coinciding in one single body, which share features of the Forms.
Nevertheless, the overview of Aristotle’s passages on Presocratic theories showed that
the identity option is not necessarily the case, but that, on the contrary, within the
passages examined, identity is not implied if not by a rigid conception of the formula

pio eOo1IC.

Accordingly, the most plausible option we are left with is the following:

3) Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals are not merged together, even though they
are somehow related (whether this relation should be conceived in terms of derivation
or not is something | will leave on hold for the moment). On the same basis on which 1
previously excluded option 1), namely that the equal treatment of t& pabnpotucd would
imply that geometrical objects as well share the nature of Forms, in this case Ideal-
Geometricals and Form-Numbers would share some similar features, at least in their

formal treatment. Since | don’t have strong reasons to refute option 2) at this stage, |
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will assume option 3) as a working hypothesis, to be further tested on the basis of my

final results.

At this point, one further clarification is required. Until now, | have concluded very
generally that objects sharing a pia ¢0o1g share similar features or characteristics. However,
at this stage, it is legitimate to push this conclusion a bit further. In the overview of the
formula pia @voig, I have shown that the formula only accounts for similar features shared
by different objects without implying their identity. It is clear, though, that when speaking
of mathematical and geometrical objects, these similarities cannot be qualitative. Indeed,
this is coherent with Aristotle’s passages analysed so far because, both in Anaxagoras’ and
Empedocles’ examples, what justifies Aristotle’s statement that the objects share one nature
is the similar role they play within their system and not their qualitative similarities.
Moreover, this seems to be further confirmed by the passage against the atomists, which also
supports the same conclusion. The main reason for Aristotle’s rigid conception of pio pvo1g
in the passage is motivated precisely by the fact that if two objects shared the same qualities,
they would not be distinguished (or distinguishable), just as a drop of water dissolves when
it gets in contact with other water. In the same way, earth, water and air, just as the soul and
the mind, cannot be simply considered as qualitatively similar as, for Aristotle, they would
otherwise be just the same thing. Accordingly, the similarity between mathematical and
geometrical objects within Xenocrates’ metaphysical system must be understood as a

structural similarity, an aspect which stands in need of clarification.

6.2.1 Interpretative clarifications (fr. 38)

In the previous section, | established that, on the basis of Aristotelian testimonia, Form-
Numbers and Ideal-Geometrical objects must share similar structural features. | also
assumed as a working hypothesis that the two entertain some kind of relationship. Before
analysing a claim that is attributed to Xenocrates both in a preserved Arabic translation of a
text of Alexander of Aphrodisias and in the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise On Indivisible Lines,
which could shed light on the precise similarities that Form-Numbers and Ideal-
Geometricals do entertain, this section will serve as a preliminary clarification. Although 1
established that there are structural similarities between Form-Numbers and Ideal-
Geometrical objects, there still remains the question concerning the precise referents of these
similarities. In order to shed light on the issue, this section is meant as a clarification with
the aim to establish limits for my analysis and avoid possible misunderstanding. Indeed, at

this stage of my analysis some questions need to be addressed.
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a) Is it possible to establish precisely what Ideal-Geometricals are? Or, in other words,
what kind of geometrical objects allow an eidetic consideration, and in what respect
they differ from mere geometrical objects?

b) What is the relation that Ideal-Geometricals entertain with Form-Numbers? Are they
to be regarded as derived from these latter?

c) How should we understand the comparability between Form-Numbers and Ideal-

Geometricals? Which of them, precisely, is to be compared with what?

Let us address the three questions in order. To address question a) first, it is hard to
establish precisely what kind of geometrical magnitudes are eidetically conceived within
Xenocrates’ system. As a matter of fact, the problem is the same we face with reference to
Form-Numbers; for Aristotle states that mathematical number is the same as Form-Number
and, in this respect, it is not easy to establish precisely how mathematical objects strictu
sensu were accounted for in Xenocrates” world. Accordingly, we need to be cautious with
respect to precise identifications. However, as we concluded that the two kind of objects are
to be considered structurally similar, we can try to provide at least a suggestion with regard
to how they operate and to their limitations. Indeed, in some passages, Aristotle points out
that Xenocrates postulated a limited amount of Form-Numbers, which would end with the
Decad.s14 | agree with what Crubelliersis says about this aspect in his commentary: it is hard
to understand the limitation by concluding that Xenocrates posited numbers up to ten only;
more convincingly, the limitation should be probably understood as confined to Form-
Numbers.si6 If we can consider this restriction to be extended to geometrical magnitudes as

well,517 we can suppose that we should think of the first 10 items (or, better, of the first 4, as

514 See, fr. 47 IP. Another relevant passage is Arist., Metaph., A8 1073a18-22, which is not included in the
collection of Xenocrates’ fragments, but I believe may be helpful for clarifying the issue at stake. | give here
Crubellier’s translation (1994: 299): ‘Les partisans des idées disent que les idées sont nombres; mais ils parlent
des nombres tantot comme s’ils étaient infinis, tant6t comme s’ils se limitaient a dix — quant a la cause qui
déterminerait cette limitation des nombres, ils n’en disent rien qui soit logiquement solide’.

515 Crubellier (1994: 299-300).

516 A possible explanation for numbers other than the first 10 may be to consider the ‘production’ of other
numbers by means of participation. Indeed, this would possibly explain Aristotle’s assertion that Xenocrates
confused mathematical number and Form-Number, with the result that the first is absorbed in the latter. Indeed,
if the existence of mathematical number is explained by means of participation, the reproach would possibly
make more sense: mathematical number, to a certain extent, would not exist in its own sake, and, obviously,
would not possess the same ontological status of Form-Number (being somehow derived and dependent on it).
517 As fr. 25 IP (=Arist., Metaph. M8 1084a37-1084b2) appears to confirm: "Ett ta pueyébn xoi 6o tolodto
UEYPL TOGOD, 010V 1 TPAOTN YPoUUT <> 8Topog, ita Sudg, slta kai Tadta péypt Sexddoc; ‘Further, magnitudes
and the like extend, they say, as far as a certain quantity; e.g. the first (or) indivisible line, then the two, and so
on; these, too extend as far as 10’, transl. Ross (1924b: 451) modified. For the addition of <>, see Ross (1924b,
ad loc.). The interpretation of the passage is quite difficult. Isnardi Parente (2012: 277) follows Ross in the
translation, and supplies the article: 1. But, as Crubellier highlights (1994: 316) the fragment would therefore
identify a heterogeneous list of terms (i.e. the first line, the Dyad, things up to 10). Despite disagreeing on the
Greek, both Isnardi Parente and Crubellier interpret the second item as the ‘geometrical line’. As it will be
clearer in the following sections of this chapter, | disagree with the identification for different reasons. In
general, I don’t see how geometrical magnitudes can be limited to ten if the second item is to be identified with
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it happens for the Decad)szs as laying the conditions for or, at least, allowing the construction

of every other geometrical magnitude.si9

In the case of the second question b), concerning the relationship between Ideal-
Geometrical and Form-Numbers, information at our disposal is also limited. However,

Aristotle seems to suggest at a derivation of Ideal-Geometricals out of Form-Numbers:

[FR. 38] toic 8¢ tag i16¢ag T1bepévolc ToDTO pev EKQEVYEL'520 TOODGL YOP T UEYEDN €K
g VANG kol apBpod, £k pev tig Svadog Ta PNKN, K TPLadog & iomg Ta Emineda, £k 6&
TG TETPASOG T oTEPEN T Kol €5 AAAV ApOU®V" [S1apépet Yap o0BEV GALD TaDTA e
motEpOV 1déar Ecovtan, §j Tic 6 TpdMOC adTdV, Koi Ti cLPPAALOVTAL TOIG OVGLY; 0VOEV
YOp, OSTEP 0VOE TG, paBNUaTIKA, 0008 TaDTA CUUPAAAETOL. GAAG UV 00O  VTAPYEL YE
Kot o0T@V 0008V Bedpnpa, £av un Tic POLANTAL KIVETV T0 palfnpatikd Kol Totelv idiog
Tvag 00&ag. £atl & 00 yoAemov Omolncodv Hrobécelg Aaufavovtog LoKPOToLlElV Kal
cvveipewv.] ODtot pdv odv tawtn mpoosyAyduevor Toig idéarg T podnpoticd
SlopapTivovsty 521

Those who posit the Forms do not realise this (difficulty). For they produce magnitudes
out of matter and number — lengths from 2, planes from 3, presumably, and solids from
4; or from other numbers, for it makes no difference. But are these (viz. lengths, planes
and solids) going to be Forms? And if not, what is their mode of existence and in what
do they contribute to the things that are? Just as the mathematical (lengths, planes and
solids) contribute nothing, neither these do. Moreover, no theorem applies to them,
unless one wants to put mathematical objects into motion and produce some peculiar
doctrines. But it is not difficult to spin out at length whatever hypotheses are assumed,

the geometrical (and therefore divisible) line. Indeed, this would open the path for the production of
geometrical magnitudes in general and would not constitute a reason to limit their number. Moreover, as it will
be clarified in the following pages, | disagree with an interpretation which roots the correspondence between
the Dyad and the line in a conception of the line as composed or limited by points (as Crubellier does), and |
believe the parallel to rest on different factors (specifically, the individuation of the three dimensions).
However, what I believe is valuable in Crubellier’s interpretation of the passage is that the second term is
considered as an ‘equivalent’ of the Dyad. In fact, Crubellier adds that: ‘certains Platoniciens font du Deux le
principe générateur des lignes; et de méme le Trois pour les surfaces, le Quatre pour les volumes’.

518 AS it happens with the tetractys, where the first four numbers —which, once summed up, make 10 as a result
—, represented as a pebble figure, compose a pyramid. As Zhmud points out (2012: 302-303; 2015: 342ff), the
tetractys, called by Burkert (1972: 72) the ‘Pythagorean kernel’, cannot be traced back to ancient
Pythagoreanism. The first attestation for the word teTpaktig is in fact late (Aét., Vetusta placita, 1.3.8) and
Avistotle bears no witness to it. However, a similar interpretation of the Decad is attested in verbatim fragment
preserved by ps-lamblichus’ Theologoumena Arithmeticae (61ff = fr. 122 IP) and, with Zhmud (2015: 342),
the tetractys may thus have arisen ‘from the tetrad extolled by Speusippus in his work On Pythagorean
Numbers’.

s19 | will abstain from arithmological consideration of what the parallels should be (although | believe
arithmological parallels to lie behind the comparison), because it is hard to establish conclusive criteria for
their postulation.

520 For the unusual construction of ggvyetv and its compounds + the dative to describe the object or person who
escapes, see Crubellier (1994: 498-499). Accordingly, Crubellier suggests nuancing Ross’ (1924b: 47),
Tricot’s (1953: 819) and Annas’ translations (‘escape this objection’; ‘échappent assurément a cette objection’,
‘this objection does not touch the people who posit Forms’). He interprets the dative as a ‘datif de point de
vue’ and translates the line as: ‘ils n’ont pas conscience de ce < probléme >‘. My translation follows this
analysis.

521 = Arist., Metaph. N3, 1090b 21-32 (lines 25-30 are excluded in IP), my translation. Cf. Crubellier (1994:
497): ‘Et de fait, aux lignes 24-25, Aristote envisage une alternative entre une doctrine qui attribuerait aux
objets géométriques le statut d’idées, et une autre possibilité qu’il laisse indéterminée (1j tic 0 TpOTOG AWOTGAV b
24) — place vide qui conviendrait tout a fait a Platon’. Accordingly, the other theory, which attributes to
geometrical objects the status of Forms, seems to be ascribable to Xenocrates.
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and string them together. These thinkers, then, are quite wrong in attaching
mathematical objects to the Forms.

At least two things are to be highlighted about the passage: first of all, Aristotle speaks
of the production of ta unkn, lengths, out of the Dyad, and he does not speak of lines.s22
Indeed, the succession which is stressed by Aristotle is that of lengths, planes and solids (all
in the plural), and there is no mention of the line here. Secondly, it is interesting to note that
Aristotle, in the following lines, explicitly questions the ontological status of these
geometrical objects. If it may be hasty to take the sentence as a confirmation that such objects
should be considered as Ideal-Geometricals,s23 as we suggested in section 6.2, it is at least
interesting to note that Aristotle says no mathematical theorem applies to them. As we have
seen, Aristotle often underscores the fictionality of Xenocrates’ Form-Numbers by stressing

that they conflict with the rules of mathematics.

6.2.2 What is the comparability between?

Given this background, it is now time to investigate question c), namely, how precisely
the comparability between Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals should be understood. In
order to determine this, I will build on the results of a famous paper by Pines,s24 where an
Arabic fragment concerning Xenocrates’ metaphysics was translated and presented for the
first time. Due to my diverse methodological principles, it will be impossible to evaluate
Pines’ views conclusively here. In fact, in order to defend the authenticity of the information
preserved in the fragment, Pines tests Xenocrates’ claim against a wide range of diverse
sources and divides the discussion into thematic areas comprising (among others):
metaphysics, mathematical theories, and physics. Moreover, the selection of the sources
relies on entirely different premises than mine as, on the one hand, many fragments quoted
by Pines (although Aristotelian) deal with theories which are difficult to attribute to
Xenocrates directly, and mostly address Plato and the Academics as a group; on the other
hand, Pines’ inclusion of later sources (e.g. Proclus) and commentators of Aristotle (e.g.
Themisthius, Simplicius and Aquinas) clearly conflicts with my choice to concentrate on
Aristotle alone. For these reasons, I will limit myself to consideration of the section dealing
with Xenocrates’ mathematical theories only. Nonetheless, it is interesting to note that,

despite the methodological departures, Pines’ conclusions wholly converge with my current

522 The same happens in fr. 39 IP.

523 As Crubellier (1994: 499) does too: ‘Ce ne sont donc pas des idées, mais ce sont quand méme des entités
idéales’. Both Crubellier and Cherniss (1945: 484) underline the parallel with another passage in Metaphysics
A9 (992a 13-18), where Aristotle, in order to show the ambiguity of their status, established a fourth genus
(besides those of the Forms, of the intermediates and of the sensibles).

524 Pines (1961).
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hypothesis: ‘As can be seen from the passage of Themistius (...) and as is suggested also by
other sources, there is a close correspondence between the geometrical entities and the
numbers. It may be assumed that both have a similar structure’.s2s It is on the basis of this
assumption, that Pines makes the ‘requisite transposition’ and tries to analyse these structural
similarities between Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals. He assumes that the similarity

should be understood as follows:

The two units of which the number two is composed, correspond to the two points which
constitute a line, and consequently are eide, in accordance with Themistius’ text, also
the constituent parts of the other numbers (p. 16) [...]. The three units of which the triad
consists do not correspond to the points of which the line consists, but to the three sides
of a triangle; and the four units of which a tetrad consists correspond to the four triangles
of a pyramid (p. 17)’.526

As Pines himself underscores, Xenocrates’ theory of the incomparability of units in the
Dyad, Triad and Tetrad has always been considered strange. Indeed, as | have already
emphasised, this precise aspect of Xenocrates’ Form-Numbers drew the criticism of
Aristotle, who accused him of having rendered mathematical practices impossible.s27 For,
according to Avristotle, the ‘conflation” of mathematical number in Form-Number was in
reality its destruction: as the units of the Dyad are not combinable with those of the Triad or
of the Tetrad, the basic operations of mathematics are denied. This leads Pines to explain the
incomparability of the units of the Dyad with those of the Triad on the basis of a difference
of eidos. Just as one would not compare points with lines, the same would hold good for the
units of the Dyad and the Triad. It is on the same basis that Pines establishes the comparable
items. For those items are not homogeneous, just as much as, according to a difference in
eidos, units in the Dyad, Triad, etc. aren’t. However, the way in which points, sides (and
therefore lines) and triangles are not homogeneous to one another does not seem to me to
correspond to the way in which units of the Dyad, Triad, etc. are not homogeneous. For,
despite the incomparability of their units, all form numbers can be ultimately reduced to the
same principle of composition: each of them is, indeed, a compound of (inaddible or
incomparable) units. And insofar as all Form-Numbers respond to this definition,s2s they can

also fall under one and the same class: that of Form-Numbers.s29 This, however, does not

525 Pines (1961: 16-17).

526 (Ibid., 17)

527 See e.g. frr. 29; 30 (but also 38) IP, where Aristotle accuses Xenocrates of having posited idiol vmobécerc.
528 | am using ‘definition’ loosely here: I mean that all of them seem to be describable in one and the same
way.

529 Cf. Crubellier’s (1994: 336) reading of Aristotle’s main question at 1084b32-1085a4 (1994: 336): ‘La
difficulté, telle qu’il ’expose, est liée a la notion de dimension : les dimensions sont conceptuellement
distinctes 1’une de I’autre ; en effet I’introduction d’une nouvelle dimension produit un type d’objet hétérogeéne,
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seem to happen in the case of Ideal-Geometricals. For how can points, lines, planes and solid
belong to one and the same class if they cannot be reduced, in the same way Form-Numbers
can, to a basic principle for their organisation? A way to solve this problem may be found
by appealing to [FR. 38] analysed above, and ground the diversity in eidos between points,
lines, planes and solids, in the specific Form-Number they are derived out of. However, in
the text Aristotle appears to be speaking of one and the same matter, out of which magnitudes
are derived. And, at least in this respect, points, lines, planes and solids must be reducible to

a common root, insofar as all of them are derived from the same matter.s30

For in the case of the Dyad, of the Triad and of other Form-Numbers, the unit appears to
play the role of an atomic constituent. Thus, units composing different Form-Numbers may
be different in kind, and may not be addible to one another,ss1 but for each Form-Number, it
is always a unit which constitutes the atomic minimum for the compounds. Insofar as units
constitute the atomic minimum, the homogeneity of the compounds is guaranteed: they will
always be Form-Numbers. However, if we consider points, lines and planes, compounds do
not seem to originate in the same way at all. In fact, although Pines’ correspondence is
understandable on the basis of the transition line-plane-solid, | don’t think that there are
elements enough to support the parallels. For this reason, | believe the analogy needs to be
corrected, before approaching any analysis of the similarity of Form-Numbers and Ideal-
Geometricals. Indeed, the first problem arises with regard to the comparison Dyad-line. For
even though the equation of the two units in the Dyad with the two points of the line is
certainly suggestive, as it respects the correspondence of two units-two points, it is the case
that while the composition of solids out of planes and of planes out of lines is well attested, 532
nowhere in the fragments can we find any reference which justifies either the composition

of the line out of points, nor yet the conception of two points as limits of the line.ss3

sans commune mesure avec les objets de dimension (n - 1). Mais en méme temps ’espace est un et continu.
Comment rendre raison a la fois de 1’unité de I’espace et de la distinction nécessaire des trois dimensions?’.
53 One may also note that matter is usually associated by Aristotle with the Dyad, when he considers the
principles (see, e.g. Metaph. M5 1087b12-26). While the Dyad, as well as other Form-numbers, here appears
to play the role of a formal principle.

s31 Although the inaddibility of units may also be dependent on the type of compound they accomplish.

532 See, frr. 23; 25 IP but mostly frr. 38 and 39.

533 The only fragment preserved which, if extrapolated from the context, might raise doubts in this respect is
fr. 45 IP (Arist., De Caelo 11,1, 299a6-11). Indeed, the fragment states that: ‘In addition, the composition of
solids from planes clearly involves, by the same reasoning, the composition of planes from lines and lines from
points (a view according to which a part of a line need not be a line); and this is something which we have already
considered in the work on motion, where we concluded that there are no indivisible lines’ (§netto. dfjhov &1 0D
a0ToD AOYOL €0Ti oteped pev €6 Emmédmv cuyKkelchat, Emimeda &° €K YPAUU@Y, TaNTag & €K oTlypdV: obT® &
gyOvimv ovK Gvéykm TO THC ypoputic HEpocC ypopuny sivor mepi 68 TovTwY EnéokenTon TPOTEPOV &V TOIG TEPL
Kivnoemg Adyotg, 6Tt odk Eotv adaipeta k). However, it is clear from the preceding lines (as Simplicius in
his commentary on On the Heavens (563, 9-20) also makes clear) that it is Aristotle who is building the parallel
between the relationship plane-solid (postulated by Xenocrates) and that point-line in order to contradict it;
therefore, such a position should not be simply attributed to Xenocrates.
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Precisely for this reason it seems that the line needs to be regarded as the spatial minimum,
and not the point.s3s4 Moreover, this obtains too from the perspective of what is usually
considered Xenocrates” atomism: once again, it is the line which provides the correct parallel
for the unit,s35 and not points. Just as the atomic constituents of Form-Numbers are units,
the minimum in spatial magnitudes seems to be represented by the line. One might add, also,
that it was Aristotle himselfsss who argued for the impossibility to build a continuum out of
points: it is precisely this discussion which might have led Xenocrates to take lines instead

of points as constituting the spatial minimum.

Now, since the correspondence between the Dyad and the line, as already apparent in [FR.
38], is attested by Aristotle as well, this will require explanation.ss7 But before giving a
tentative answer, we should keep in mind that the only direct reference to the pyramid is in
Themistius’ passage and that this reference does not feature parallels anywhere else. On the
contrary, what is consistent in Aristotelian testimonia is the procession from lines to
planessss or, in other fragments, from lengths to planes, and from planes to solid figures in
general.sss Of course, if one wants to find a correspondence between numbers and Ideal-
Geometricals,s4o0 the first plane figure will be the triangle, constituted by three lines, and the
first solid figure the pyramid (with a triangular base), which would consist of four

triangles.s41 But, once again, we have a problem with the line as constituted or limited by

534 Moreover, this seems to be the case even for fr. 25 IP. See infra, n. 517 and 537. Isnardi Parente seems to
agree on this point (2012: 270ff) and highlights that this was not accepted by Speusippus.

535 See fr. 58 IP (=Schol. in Arist. De Caelo, p. 469b 14-21 Brandis).

536 Arist., De gen. et corr., 316a30-5.

537 A hotly debated passage attesting to the correspondence between the line and the Dyad is fr. 25 IP (=
Metaph. Z11, 1036b12-17). Scholars differ as to what is the right translation of the passage and, consequently,
as to its right interpretation. Cf. Cherniss’ translation of the passage (1945: 567ff), followed by Isnardi Parente
(2012: 263-264): ‘some of them, he says, make the dyad avtoypapun while others make the idea of line
avtoypaupn’; Ross’ translation (1924b: 201-202), ‘some make ‘two’ the line-itself, and others make it (i.e.
‘two’) the form of the line’ is defended by Saffrey (1971: 32ff). On the passage, see also Rashed (2013: 107-
108); scholarly interpretations, however, depend not only on the grammar, but on considerations about the
whole context and link of referenes. Accordingly, I will postpone the discussion of fr. 25 IP to a different
context.

538 Compare, e.g. fr. 23 IP (=Arist., Metaph. Z2 1028b24-27): &viot 8¢ t0 pév €1dn kol Todg aptBpovg tv avTiv
Exewv acl OO, T 08 GAla ExOUEVa, YPOUUAS Kol mimeda, pEXPL TPOG TNV ToD ovpavod ovciov Kol T
aicOnrd.

539 Compare fr. 38 IP: molodot yap o peyéon €k tiig DAng kol aptbpod, £k pév Tijg Hvadog T pNK, €K TPLad0g
8" {ooc ta émineda, &k 88 THC TeTphdoc To oTeped §| kol €€ AV apBudv: [...] Ovtol puév odv TaT
pooyAryouevol Taig idéaig T0 podnuaticd dapaptédvovotv: and 39 IP: opoimg 8¢ kol mepi To pijkn Kol mepi
T0 Eminedo Kol mepi 10 oTEPEQ [.. . ].

540 As this seems to be the reason also for Pines’ identification of the correspondence.

s41 The background for the whole discussion is probably cosmological and has Timaeus 53c-56 a in mind,
where Plato presents the smallest components of the elements. In the end, it is attested that both Speusippus
and Xenocrates had their own interpretation of the Timaeus (although the only detail we have regards their
interpretation of the Platonic story as pedagogical device, (SidackaAiog xdpwv)) and similar geometrical
considerations can be paralleld by ps-lamblichus’ quotation of Speusippus (fr. 122 IP1).

141



two points, as this has no other explicit parallel in other testimonia on Xenocrates.
Accordingly, one possible answer could lie in the Aristotelian terminological shift from
ypappad to unkn; this way, one may consider the Dyad as related to length, and, accordingly,
the Triad to width and the Tetrad to depth.s42 In the end, this is also what Themistius himself
doessas commenting on Aristotle’s De Anima and stating that the material is to be found in
Xenocrates’ book On Nature. Now, whether we trust Themistius or not,s44 | think the parallel

IS more convincing in at least two respects:

- it provides an explanation for the line, by relating it to the dimension of length
rather than to points.

- it finds a justification in Aristotle’s language; indeed, instead of speaking of
ypappai, lines, Aristotle speaks of ta unkm, lengths, before moving on to planes

and solids.

Lastly, arithmological comparisons do not necessarily support the argument consistently.
Indeed, if one wants to provide an argument against Pines’ identification, it can be noted that
other arithmological correspondences can be found as well. For instance, just as Form-
Numbers do not go on ad infinitum but, once we get to the Tetrad, the sum of the numbers
lays the conditions for the Decad, in the same way, if we take the line to be the atomic
constituent of geometry and we sum up the number of lines in a triangle [the first plane
figure] (3) + those in the pyramid with a triangular base [the first solid] (6) + the initial line
(1), we would get to the same result (and here we wouldn’t have to sum up the indivisible
line just like we do with the first unit, as this can be considered the pétpov, and not a

geometrical line).

Accordingly, | take the parallel between Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals to

be explained by a different correspondence: just as the unit is, for numbers, the atomic

s42 | will explain the details of how | take the parallel to work in the next section.

543 See fr. 178 IP (= Themist., Paraphrasis in Aristotelis De Anima, 11, 19ff): ‘Similarly too in the [books] On
Philosophy the animal-itself is defined as existing from the form of the one-itself, plus the primary length,
breadth and depth’, transl. Todd (2013: 26). However, it must be said that the attribution of these lines is highly
controversial. See, below, n. 544.

544 On this aspect, see the discussion between Saffrey (1955: 37-43) and Cherniss (1959: 75-79). Indeed, in a
review of Saffrey’s Le Peri Philosophias d’Aristote et la théorie platonicienne des idées nombres, Cherniss
argues that the passage is to be referred to Xenocrates, rather than to Plato. Todd, in his edition of Themistius’
On Aristotle On the Soul, agrees with Cherniss (2013: 159, n. 21 and 26).
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constituent, the same can be said for the line within geometry. Here we are not yet speaking

of specific, diverse geometrical figures,sss but of, so to say, their formal conditions.

6.3. The ontological priority of the parts with respects to the whole (fr. 42)

In this last section of this chapter, | shall analyse a claim attributed to Xenocrates in a
preserved Arabic translation of a text of Alexander of Aphrodisias, namely, that parts are,
by nature, prior to their wholes. Although it would be interesting to analyse the counterpart
of this claim, namely, that species stand to their genus just as parts stand to their wholes, this
would lead us beyond the scope of the present section.sas Thus, my aim for this section is to
make sense of this claim within the context of Xenocrates’ Form-Numbers and Ideal-
Geometricals. In particular, I shall try to understand if, and to what extent, the claim may be

equally applied to both objects. But let us deal with the fragment directly:

Alexander says: Xenocrates says: If the relation between a species and a genus is like
the relation between a part and a whole, and if a part is anterior and prior to the whole
in virtue of a natural priority (for if a part is sublated the whole is sublated, this in view
of the fact that no whole will remain if one of its parts is lacking), whereas a part will
not be [necessarily] sublated if [its] whole is sublated, (it being possible that certain
parts of the whole be annulled whereas others remain) a species is likewise indubitably
prior to the genus.

The fragment was translated from Arabic into English in 1961 by Piness47z who, in a
famous and influential article, presented the text for the first time and demonstrated that it
was consistent with other views attributed to Xenocrates. In particular, a similar claim occurs
as well in a passage of the Peripatetic De Lineis Insecabilibus, which, however, will be
impossible to discuss in depth here (both because of the textual problems of the document,
and for the complexity of the theories involved). The fragment in question establishes a

similarity between the relation parts-whole and the relation species-genus and justifies the

545 Just as we are not speaking of mathematical numbers, or, better, of numbers after the Decad, in the case of
Form-Numbers.

s46 | will offer a tentative conclusion of how the parallel between parts and wholes may be understood in the
case of the genus-species relationship in footnote 554. The only Aristotelian fragment directly addressing the
question is fr. 41 IP (=Arist. Metaph. B 3, 998b30- 999a14). Whether the reference in the passage addresses
Xenocrates or not is a highly debated issue: e.g. Pines (1961) and Isnardi Parente (2012) consider the fragment
to be referring to Xenocrates’ doctrine. Contra, Bonitz (1849) and Colle (1922) believe the argument to
constitute the beginning of the second part of the aporia. Lastly, Berti (2009), together with Tricot (1953),
Reale (1997), Ross (1924a) and Madigan (2000) consider the passage to be part of the discussion of the thesis.
For more detailed information on scholarly positions concerning the issue, see Berti (2009: 128-129). Given
the debated nature of the passage, its analysis would bring us astray from the present purpose.

s47 Of course, as my knowledge of Arabic is non-existent, my analysis will rely on Pines translation, and on
the expert advice of Dr Rigolio, Assistant Lecturer in the Department of Classics and Ancient History at
Durham University. The passage, referred to as the Réfutation de Xénocrate has been recently translated into
French by Marwan Rashed (2004: 50). Part of ps-Aristotle’s De lineis Insecabilibus (972 b 25-33) has also
been translated into French (O’Brien and Rashed 2001). For a more detailed discussion of the text and of its
scholarly interpretations, see Verde (2012: 130-183).
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second claim on the basis of the first. However, the priority of the parts is explained precisely
in the opposite way Aristotle would do and seems somehow counter-intuitive. For, in fact
the fragment states that parts are prior because parts would still exist even if the whole is

sublated, whereas the opposite would not hold.

If we think of examples, the conclusion keeps on being even more counter-intuitive
indeed. If we consider the body as a whole, and the organs or limbs as part of it, my body
would still be my body even if | donated a kidney, or if my arm were to be amputated. On
the contrary, if my body were to be annulled, it is clear that neither my kidney nor my arm
would still exist. But let’s try to apply the same to Form-Numbers, considered as wholes,
and composed by units, and see if the comparison holds better in a mathematical context.
Let us consider, for example, the Tetrad, or number 4. If we were to take out a unit from the
Tetrad, it is clear that number 4 would not exist anymore. Indeed, instead of 4 units, we
would now have 3. The whole would be destroyed, but its parts wouldn’t: we would still
have three units, and a different number. At the same time, though, if we were to suppress
the Tetrad, rather than one of its units, other units would still compose the Triad and the
Dyad. Both these steps might be a bit more problematic than this, if we add that the units
composing the Tetrad are not the same, or, better, are not combinable with those of the Dyad
or of the Triad. Indeed, the comparison would hold only if we consider units generically, but
not as parts, specifically, of the Dyad, Triad and so on. To reconsider the example of the
body | have used before, it is not because there are other arms or other kidneys in other
bodies that | can argue that even by annulling my body, parts would keep on existing. The
same can be said for the units of the Dyad and the Triad. As the units in the Triad are the
only units composing the Triad, if the Triad was to be suppressed, its units, and therefore, its
parts, would be suppressed as well. A better explanation may be found if we take into
account numbers after 10, since these indeed arise out of combinationssas of the previous
numbers. As mentioned earlier, evidence attests that Xenocrates postulated the existence of
Form-Numbers until the Decad, and not ad infinitum. Accordingly, if we were to take
number 12 into consideration, for instance, the example seems to make more sense. By
taking out units from number 12 we would indeed have a different number, but if we were
to annul number 12 as a whole, this would not imply the elimination of all of its units, which
would still compose other numbers. In the end, the fragment does not state that the
implication is necessary, but only that it is possible. In this perspective, Xenocrates could

still argue that the units of the Dyad, Triad, and Tetrad would be annulled, if the whole is,

s48 As emphasised, (footnote 516) an option would be to consider them to arise out of participation to (some
of) the first 10 numbers.
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but that this wouldn’t happen if we take into account numbers after 10. In this respect, an
additional remark is required. The framework that Xenocrates is using here,ss9 follows
precisely that which Aristotle underlines when differentiating a ndv and a éAov in chapters
25-27 of Metaphysics A.sso Indeed, Aristotle himself uses number as an example of a ndv
and not of a 6Aov (which would better fit my example of the body), since, as he himself says:
“if a cup is mutilated, it must still be a cup; but the number is no longer the same’ (1024 a
16-17). Xenocrates here is then building from Aristotle’s own definitions (or, at least, on
shared assumptions) to develop and explain his conception of Form-Numbers. Whether this
had been a point of discussion between the two philosophers, or whether it was initially part
of Aristotle’s criticism of Plato, it nevertheless shows that the points of contact between the

two are more than Aristotle is ready to admit.

In a mathematical context, then, the example seems to make sense when we consider
Form-Numbers as wholes constituted by parts. But what about Ideal-Geometricals: would
the relation parts-whole still make sense? Let us take the explanation given by Pines and see
if it holds. In the explanation given by Pines, the incommensurability of units from different
Form-Numbers is explained on the basis of different correspondences: the two units of the
Dyad correspond to two points, the three units of the Triad to the three sides of a triangle,
and the four units of the Tetrad to the four triangles of a triangular pyramid. If we try to
apply the example to Ideal-Geometricals in the same way we did for numbers, this creates
some problems. Indeed, if we take one point from the line, we don’t have a line anymore.ss1
The same for the triangle: if we take out one side, we have no plane figure anymore, just as
if we subtract a triangle from the pyramid we have no possibility of constructing any other
solid figure. The problem here is that the incommensurability of the units composing the
Dyad, Triad and Tetrad is not built on a reciprocal or parallel consideration of something
which plays an analogous role in geometry, but, rather, on the impossibility of comparing
them. Indeed, the example is built a priori and circularly relies on the impossibility to
compare the units in the Dyad, Triad and Tetrad, instead of treating Numbers, and Ideal-
Geometricals as really sharing structural similarities. To put it simply, Pines’ demonstration
of the impossibility of comparing units of the Dyad, Triad and Tetrad is justified by reference

to the impossibility of comparing points, planes and lines, and not on the basis of common

s49 It would be interesting to investigate the Arabic terminology in more detail, so to to understand whether the
word for ‘whole’ would better translate wdv or 6Aov, if the Arabic preserves such double possibility.

550 Chapters 25-26: (Arist., Metaph., A 1023b 26-1024 a 10). It is interesting to note that Aristotle makes use
of the same framework also in De Anima | 4, 408b 32-409a11 (= corresponding to the first section of fr. 112
IP) when dealing with Xenocrates’ definition of the soul.

s51 If we take the points to be the boundaries of the line. Otherwise, according to the same subtraction we could
possibly obtain two lines, a line and a point or even another line.
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features that Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals would share. But let us now try to take
the line as the atomic constituent of geometrical figures and of their dimensions, as |
supposed earlier, and test the example once more. If we consider the Dyad, Triad and Tetrad
as establishing length, width and depth, the example could make more sense. In particular,
we may find a fitting numerical correspondence in the number of angles that lines limit
within a space. Accordingly, a single line can be considered as the limit of two flat angles,
two lines meeting in a point as limiting a plane angle, and three lines meeting at a point as
limiting a solid angle.ss2 On this account, one, two or three lines meeting at a point would
identify the specific kind of angle required for the construction of lengths, planes and solids.
And the minimum number of angles required for a space to be delimited, would in turn
justify the numerical parallels. This way we would have a progression of 2, 3, 4 that matches
the correspondent Form-Numbers, according to the number of angles that a minimum
amount of lines limit in each dimension. In this respect, a single line individuates two flat
angles, and, in this respect, it can be considered the origin or principle for lengths. In the
same way, although the minimum amount of lines required in order to limit a plane figure
would then be three, the correspondence would be rather played on the three plane angles
they limit. For, the triangle is the first plane figure because three plane angles are required
in order to delimit the simplest plane figure. However, progressing with the number of plane
angles limited, other plane figures could be built. The same in the case of the pyramid built
on a triangular base. Although the minimum amount of lines to delimit the simplest solid is
six, the correspondence would be rather rooted in the number of angles they limit in a
tridimensional space: namely, four solid angles (and not four faces).ss3 And this because four
(solid) angles are the minimum number of angles which can be limited in order to construct
a solid. On this account, we would avoid changing the basic constituent every time (point,
line, plane), and the line, as limiting flat, plane or solid angles, would play the role of the

minimum atomic constituent.

ss2 If this move does not seem immediately legitimate, compare Plato, Timaeus, 54a-b: ‘And when four
equilateral triangles are combined so that three plane angles meet in a point, they form one solid angle, which
comes next in order to the most obtuse of the plane angle. And when four such angles are produced, the first
solid figure (viz., the pyramid built on a triangular base) is constructed’, transl. Bury. Note that the construction
of the solid angle is not dependent on the construction of the first solid figure, but, rather, the relationship
works the other way around: a solid angle is built out of three plane angles meeting in a point. Cf. also Rashed
(2013: 110) ‘But a triangle is essentially a figure having three angles, and not three sides. And the angles, as
portions of the plane angle, are ratios, hence numbers. Thus, in Plato’s ontology, we have to claim that the
numbers produce the surfaces and not that the numbers produce the lines which would in turn produce the
surfaces’. For the line as a limit for plane angles, see Rashed (2013b: 225, n.3). On the absence of a ‘geometry
of the line’ see Rashed (2010: 103-109) and Vuillemin (2001: 103ff).

553 Note here that if one wants to find aritmological comparisons the number of lines required in total would
amount to 10 (1+3+6).
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If one desires to speculate further, we could possibly apply to Ideal-Geometricals the
same restriction applied to Form-Numbers: namely, just as in the case of the Dyad, Triad
and Tetrad wholes are not suppressable without eliminating their parts, this may be the case
for the (first) line, as well as for the first plane (triangle) and solid (pyramid built on a
triangular base). However, if we take lines to constitute the parts of plane and solid figures,
this may make more sense. Each plane or solid figure is delimited by a specific number of
lines, which delimit their (plane or solid) internal angles. By suppressing one line, any figure
as a whole is eliminated as well, but not its parts, which would still be sufficient to build a
different (plane or solid) figure, possibly by combining solid and plane angles. In this
respect, just as by subtracting units from numbers this does not leave us without the
possibility to build different numbers, the same may be valid in the case of geometrical

figures.

Conclusions

At this point, it is worth wrapping up and provide some final remarks. In section 6.1, |
have shown that Aristotelian overviews of the metaphysical position of Plato, Speusippus
and Xenocrates are consistent in saying that the latter has posited one nature for Forms and
0 podnuatikd. If Aristotle testifies to a peculiar form of eidetic number, namely, Form-
Number, the consistency in speaking of ta podnpotikd in general, and not of Numbers
exclusively, led me to a parallel consideration of Form-Numbers and of what | have called
Ideal-Geometricals. In section 6.2, | have examined three passages present in the Aristotelian
corpus which shed light on the formula ‘pio @vo1g’. It turned out that the formula does not
imply the identity of the objects in question, but, rather, only accounts for their similar
features. On the basis of the analysis undertaken and of the coherence with the Aristotelian
passages, | have assumed that, in the context of Xenocrates’ metaphysics, the formula
accounts for structural similarities shared by Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals. This
assumption revealed to be meaningful once examined in light of another Xenocratean claim,
i.e. that parts are prior to the whole. Indeed, the examples provided in section 6.3 showed
that, just as the unit is the atomic constituent of Form-Numbers, if we consider the line to be
the spatial minimum in geometry, examples are coherent both in demonstrating a structural
similarity of mathematics and geometry and in view of the demonstration of the priority of

their parts with respect to the wholes.ss4

554 As emphasised, in order for a whole to be eliminated if a part is removed, the whole must accomplish its
unity as a ndv, and not as a Aov. Buthow can we make sense of this requirement with respect to the relationship
genus-species? I will provide a tentative explanation here. Let us take the genus ‘animal’, for instance. In order
to fulfil the requirement, the definition of such genus will necessarily be extensional (following Menn,
unpublished, 1b3:12). The genus will be constituted by each and every of its species, or, in other words, by the
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CHAPTER SEVEN:
THE SOUL

In the previous chapter | concluded that the Aristotelian formula ‘pio @boig’ reveals a
similarity in terms of structure which underlies Xenocrates’ consideration of Form-Numbers
and Ideal-Geometricals: just as the unit can be considered the atomic constituent of Form-
Numbers, the line constitutes the spatial minimum in geometry. Philosophically speaking,
this ontological and parallel articulation of Form-Numbers and ldeal-Geometricals is not
limited to an exposition of their structural analogy; on the contrary the analogy reveals itself
to be meaningful because: (i) it allows a parallel consideration of these objects; and (ii) it

favours a gradual passage from numbers to spatiality.

In this respect, Xenocrates’ metaphysical world already goes beyond that of Speusippus
in the attempt to recover more coherently a fundamental aspect of Plato’s theory (at least
from Xenocrates’ perspective): namely, Forms. Speusippus’ rejection of the Forms had
indeed led him to develop an episodic system with different principles for every level. If the
self-sustainability at each level of beings had allowed Speusippus to grant independence not
only to their objects, but also to the different kinds of knowledge for their pursuit, his
philosophical solutions caused disruption in the structure of his world. But as both Aristotle
and Theophrastus underline, disruption in the structure implies also a great dose of
disconnection, and, accordingly, a lack of overall coherence in the system. Xenocrates
seems, at least, to be much more careful in this respect. For he appears to embrace Aristotle’s
criticism in view of a more continuous, and therefore, coherent system, which takes into
account Aristotle’s own conclusions about other topics as well (as, for instance, the
impossibility of building a continuum out of points, or the differentiation between a ndv and

a 6Aov).

enumeration of all of its species (man, horse, etc.). Given the framework of an extensional conception of the
genus, if one of the species is sublated (e.g. horse), the genus will not exist anymore: for the genus will be no
more constituted by all of its species but will lack one. And, for this reason, the species is by nature prior to
the genus, and not the other way around. Moreover, this background also accounts for why, if the genus is
eliminated, the same would not happen to its species. Indeed, we said that in order for the genus ‘animal’ to
obtain, we need that all its species are enumerated. For eliminating one species (or part) would not imply, as a
consequence, that all other species (or parts) are eliminated as well; however, it would certainly imply the
elimination of the genus (i.e. the whole).

148



The aim of the present chapter is to show that this framework also offers interpretative
advantages with respect to Xenocrates’ doctrine of the soul. For what is immediately clear
from Xenocrates’ definition of the soul as a ‘self-moving number’ is that a third condition
(besides those accounted so far) obtains: that of movement. Through detailed explanation of
his definition of the soul, I will argue that Xenocrates establishes the grounds for an
ontologically justified intermediate position for the soul, as well as for continuity within the

system of sensible objects.sss

7.1 The definition of the soul: methodological choices for the analysis

Attempting to reconstruct Xenocrates’ doctrine of the soul by relying on the evidence
preserved by Aristotle exclusively is no easy task. As a matter of fact, Aristotle does not
even mention Xenocrates explicitly in his reports,sss and only preserves a definition of the
soul which he does not ascribe to any philosopher specifically. Such a definition of the soul
as a ‘self-moving number’ is in fact acknowledged as Xenocratean only by the Hellenistic
doxographic tradition, which traces the connection back to Pythagoras himself.ss7 Moreover,
Aristotle does not even seem to be clear in indicating what Xenocrates’ definition amounts
to. For the interpretation of Xenocrates’ doctrine of the soul proved to be very challenging
also for ancient commentators, who attempted an explanation of the formula in various ways.
For instance, Alexander of Aphrodisias explains that the soul circumscribes (nepropilet) the
body, thus granting the body with the power of movement;sss alternatively, John Philoponus
illustrates that the definition appeals to two different notions: those of number and
movement, in the attempt to harmonise the Platonic and Pythagorean tradition together.
Besides the fascinating history of the interpretation of Xenocrates’ definition of the soul, the

six Aristotelian passages on Xenocrates’ doctrine can be approximately divided into two

555 With respect to this ‘continuous’ consideration of the world, it is interesting to compare fr. 20 IP (=
Theophrastus, Metaph., 6a23-6b9). In her collection (2012: 259-261), Isnardi Parente provides a long
commentary on the passage and of the various scholarly interpretations propounded in particular with respect
to the last sentence (‘but of the heavens and the rest they make no further mention whatsoever. And likewise
neither do those around Speusippus nor anyone of the others except Xenocrates; for he does somehow provide
everything about the universe, alike sensibles, intelligibles, mathematicals, and, what is more, the divine
[things]” (aicOntd kai vontd kai pabnpotica kai £t 8M ta Oeia), transl. Gutas (2010: 127)). Isnardi Parente
considers the passage as problematic both because it does not square with Sextus’ report about Xenocrates
(=fr. 2 IP) and because it does not square with Aristotle’s account of Xenocrates, according to which Forms
and numbers are identified. Although it may be difficult to find precise reference to the various levels, it is
nonetheless interesting that Theophrastus identifies a progression of different domains. For an attempt to square
Theophrastus’, Sextus’ and Proclus’ testimonia and understand the relationship between different levels of
being, see Horky (2013b: 701ff specifically).

556 FOr obvious reasons, it will not be part of the aim of the present chapter neither to discuss the attribution of
the definition, nor to doubt about the authenticity of the doctrines preserved in De Anima 404b (=fr. 85 IP) as
really belonging to Xenocrates. On the same passage, see Auffret (2015).

557 See, e.g. fr. 90 IP (= Aetius, Placita 1V, 2, 1) and 91 (= Theodoretus, Graecarusm affectionum curatio, V,
17) IP.

ss8 See, fr. 94 IP (= Alexander of Aphrodisias, In Arist. Topica, 493 21-2; 494, 1; 11-4).
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types: doxographic and exemplificatory, or so to say, methodological. Indeed, apart from the
two doxographic passages preserved in the De Anima, a book in which we would actually
expect to find the soul as the main topic of the discussion, information about Xenocrates’
doctrine of the soul is also preserved in a passage of the Posterior Analytics, as well as in
three passages of the Topics. These two treatises obviously do not have as an objective a
detailed treatment of the soul and rather use Xenocrates’ definition as an example of wrong
methodology. The information preserved in such contexts is completely decontextualised
and aims at showing that Xenocrates’ definition is inaccurate according to the logical rules
propounded by Aristotle. In this respect, these passages would appear to preserve material
which is less subject to philosophical interpretation and, consequently, more accurate.
Precisely for this reason, | will analyse those fragments first, in the attempt to expose
Xenocrates’ rationale for his definition of the soul. My strategy will be as follows. In sections
7.2 to 7.3, |1 will analyse frr. 86-89 IP. The aim is to understand whether the rationale for
Xenocrates’ definition is in accordance with the framework provided in the introduction;
subsequently, section 7.4 will consider the two Aristotelian descriptions of Xenocrates’ soul
preserved in the De Anima so to test the results obtained within the bigger picture of

Aristotle’s longer reports.

7.2 Xenocrates’ definition of the soul: self-movement as explanatory for living (fr.

86)

The first mention of Xenocrates’ definition of the soul occurs in the Posterior Analytics,
and, more specifically, in the context of Aristotle’s discussion of whether a syllogism or
demonstration of the essence is possible or not (tod d¢ ti €611 TOTEPOV £GTL GLALOYIGLOG KO
amodeléic i ovk Eoti).s59 In book Il of A.Po,s60 Aristotle establishes that ‘a demonstration
that an attribute P belongs to a subject S standardly assumes as the middle term what S or P
is (i.e. the essence)’.s61 To make it simpler, Aristotle’s objective is to test the possibility of
constructing a syllogism, or a demonstration, that a feature A belongs definitionally to all

C.s62 The relevant syllogism would be of the following kind:

559 Arist. A.Po 11, 4. Aristotle’s answer to the question is a negative one.

560 On the two models of demonstration in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, see Bronstein (2016: 48-50). For the
analysis of Aristotle’s passage, as well as for the reconstruction of Xenocrates’ argument, [ will rely on Charles
(2001: 1080-186) as well as Barnes (1994: 209-210) and Bronstein (2016: 144-147).

s61 | am following Bronstein here (2016 :146), since Aristotle’s sentence literally states that that ‘a syllogism
proves something about something through a middle term’ (6 pév yop cLAAOYIGHOG Ti KATA TIVOG OEIKVOLGL
S tod pécov) (91a14-15).

s62 | am following Charles closely (2001: 180ff) for the reconstruction of Aristotle’s argument in the first part
of A.Po 12.4.
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A O def all Bses
BddefallC
A @ defall C

Let us take A to be ‘two-footed animal’, and C to be ‘men’ for illustration. Accordingly, the

syllogism could be schematised as follows:

Two-footed animal @ def all B
B @ def all men

Two-footed animal ® def all men

The problem Aristotle raises is that such a syllogism either begs the question or is not
demonstrative of the essence. For if B (namely, the middle term) provides a definition of
‘man’, then the syllogism begs the question because it assumes the essence as a premise
rather than demonstrating it. Alternatively, if B does not provide a definition of ‘man’, then
the syllogism fails to demonstrate that ‘two-footed animal’ belongs essentially to the
definition of man.se2 Now, the reason why | am drawing the attention on this background is
because Xenocrates’ definition is mentioned right after this discussion, as an example of
those people who attempted to prove the essence of something (in the case of Xenocrates,

of the soul) through conversion (510 oD dvtictpépewv). I report the whole passage here:

[FR. 86] oi pév odv 18 1od dvTioTpépety deuviveeg ti ot yoyr, 7| ti doty 8vOpwmog
7| GAAo OTIODV TV dvimv, TO €€ Apyiig aitodviat, olov &l Tig d&idoeie yoyny eival TO
a0TO AT aitiov 10D (R, To0T0 8 AplBpoV aTOV aDTOV KIvodvTa: AvAyKn yop aitfjoot
TV Yoy 6mep AptOuov eivar antov odToV Kivodveo, oDTmg g 1O avTd dv.565

Those who try to prove the essence of ‘soul” or ‘man’ or anything else by conversionses
are guilty of petitio principii. E.g., suppose that somebody asserts that soul is that which

563 With Charles (2001: 180, n. 316): by ‘® def’ I intend ‘belongs definitionally to’. Moreover, Aristotle
provides restrictions for the argument. In seeking a definition for C, Aristotle is looking for something which
should be (i) possessed by all and only Cs and (ii) be included in the essence of C (Charles 2001: 182). Itis in
regard to point (i) that I believe we should understand Aristotle’s statement that some people demonstrate ‘i
100 avtiotpépey’. On this aspect, see footnote 566 below.

s64 See Bronstein (2016: 147).

s65 (=Arist., A.Po, 2.4, 91a36-91b2), transl. Tredennick slightly modified.

566 In providing the requirements for the syllogism, Aristotle states that ‘tadto (viz. A and C) 8 dvaykn
avtiotpépev’ (A.Po, 11, 2.4, 91a17), namely, that the terms must be convertible. This requirement ensures that
A and C (and therefore the middle-term B) are co-extensive. And this seems to be confirmed by Aristotle’s
conclusion that the soul is essentially a self-moving number ‘ottwg ¢ 10 avtd 6V, i.e. ‘in the sense of being
identical with it’. For the second example Aristotle presents right after Xenocrates’ is that in which A is the
essence of C and A is predicated of all B as genus of species (e.g. (A) animal is predicated of all men). In that
sense, A is obviously not co-extensive with C, and the conclusion will not provide a demonstration which is
peculiar to the species, but one that holds for the genus only. In that case, Aristotle concludes: ‘because it is
true that all humanity is a species of animality, just as it is true that every man is an animal; but not in the sense
that they are identical (ody ot dote gv eivar)’ (A.Po 91b4 -7, transl. Tredennick). Accordingly, it would
seem that Xenocrates is seeking a definition of the soul through a syllogism of the kind provided at the

151



is the cause of its own living, and that this is a self-moving number; he is necessarily
postulating that soul is essentially a self-moving number in the sense of being identical
with it.
Now, Xenocrates’ argument has been reconstructed similarly by Charles and by Barnes, who
attempted to provide a formulation of his thesis in a syllogistic form. Let us address Charles’

reconstruction first. According to Charles,ss7 Xenocrates may have argued that:

Being a self-moving number ® def to being explanatory of life

Being explanatory for living ® def all soulses

Being a self-moving number ® def soul

Charles’ reconstruction squares precisely with the scheme provided above. So presented,
Xenocrates’ argument provides a demonstration of the essence of the soul (i.e. a
demonstration that the soul is a self-moving number); yet, since B already offers an essential
feature of the soul (i.e. being explanatory of life), the syllogism begs the question because it
assumes the essence rather than demonstrating it. Despite the persuasive framework,

however, the reconstruction is less satisfactory from an interpretative point of view.

Indeed, the order in which the claims are arranged is unconvincing. For if the order of the
premises is indifferent insofar as the syllogism is constructed (since the middle term at stake
i.e., being explanatory of life, remains the same) another question is whether the order makes
some difference insofar as a reconstruction of Xenocrates’ argument is concerned. And |
believe that, in view of a charitable interpretation of Xenocrates’ argument, the order does
make a huge difference. Indeed, one thing is the heuristic context in which the demonstration
is developed, and another the expository framework that the syllogism provides. In the end,
the claim that the soul is cause of its own living is one that most of the Greek philosophical
tradition would have easily accepted; on the contrary, a premise such as ‘being a self-moving
number ® def to being explanatory of living” provides an explanation of the reason for
Xenocrates’ definition, rather than a claim which is epistemically plausible or one that is

assumed in order to be clarified. Accordingly, with respect to Xenocrates’ argument, what

beginning of the section (in which terms A and C are convertible, and therefore co-extensive), and accordingly,
doing something which Aristotle has established as impossible. Thus, in the case of Xenocrates, terms A and
C that he provides would actually be co-extensive, but precisely for this reason the syllogism would beg the
question and not be demonstrative of the essence, because the essence is assumed instead of being
demonstrated. Barnes (1993: 2010) would generally agree with my interpretation. If this is not taken to be an
ad hominem argument, ‘the argument is ‘through conversion’ in the weak sense of using a convertible premiss’.
Differently, Charles (2001: 192) takes what he calls the ‘Unity condition’ to be referred to the unity of the
definiens.

s67 Charles (2001: 185-186).

568 Charles’ formulation is: ‘explanatory of life’.
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Charles presents as the starting point of the demonstration is quite an odd premise: if
Xenocrates were actually attempting to demonstrate the essence of the soul, it would be
weird that the first premise chosen is the least intuitively acceptable.ses This aspect is even
more puzzling if considered within the Aristotelian framework. For Aristotle establishes that
a demonstration is a deduction from premises which are, among other requirements, primary,
immediate, prior to and more familiar than the conclusion.s7o Given this background,
Avristotle would hardly consider a premise such as: ‘Being a self-moving number @ def to
being explanatory of living’ as a satisfactory premise at all. After all, Aristotle accuses
Xenocrates of constructing a fallacious demonstration and not of offering an implausible
one. In this respect, we may take Aristotle’s silence as confirming that Xenocrates’ mistake

is to be found elsewhere, and that a different reconstruction is possible.

A second aspect in need of elucidation, is to clarify which allegations Aristotle addresses
against Xenocrates precisely. A problem Aristotle raises is that Xenocrates, in attempting to
demonstrate the essence of the soul, assumes that the soul is just what a number itself is (tnv
Yoy 8mep aptduodv sivar antov adtov kivodvra). In the reconstruction provided by Charles,
this aspect is, once again, well accounted for within the framework of the syllogism, but
possibly less convincing from an interpretative perspective. Indeed, the assumption that the
soul is just what a number is, results only from the conclusion, and is, so to say, derived from
the premises, rather than assumed as one of them. For the demonstration is rooted in an
equivalence between ‘being a self-moving number’ and ‘being explanatory for living’
(premise 1). Accordingly, the stipulation that the soul is a number (conclusion) is obtained
through the assumption that ‘being explanatory for living’ belongs definitionally to the soul
(premise 2). However, from an interpretative point of view, to say that Xenocrates’ assumed
that the soul is just what a number is, might have a different significance. | will leave this
aspect to the side for a moment, so as to analyse Barnes’ reconstructionszi briefly and return
to the issues raised with more information. Barnes’ reconstruction, with respect to the order

of the premises, seems to offer a more natural reading. Hence:

The soul is what is explanatory for living
hat | I  life is self- . I

The soul is a self-moving number.

569 Although in this account the second premise is prior to and explanatory of ‘the soul being a self-moving
number’. On this aspect, see Charles (2001: 189-191).

570 This is Aristotle’s overall objective in A.Po I.

571 Barnes (1993: 209).
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In this case, although the middle term remains the same of the previous reconstruction (i.e.
‘being explanatory of life’), the syllogism provides a more intuitively acceptable (as well as
epistemically plausible) first premise and goes on to demonstrate that the soul is a self-
moving number. The syllogism proposed is valuable also insofar as the arrangement of the
premises respects the order in which Aristotle himself presents them. Indeed, the first
information Aristotle provides is precisely that the soul is cause of its own living (t0 a0t
avtd aitov Tod {fv); accordingly, this will be premise 1. Secondly, Aristotle introduces
Xenocrates’ definition. By exposing the essence of the soul, the definition will need to be
demonstrated, and therefore it will constitute the conclusion of the proof (Conclusion). The
rest (premise 2) can be easily obtained by combining the scheme provided at the beginning
(AaB; BaC; AaC) with the information just gathered. It must be said that even in this case,
the assumption that the soul is just what a number is only results from the conclusion. In any
case, the reconstruction is again coherent with the syllogistic framework introduced at the
beginning of the section; for (i) the proof aims at a demonstration of the essence of the soul
(i.e. being a self-moving number); but also (ii) the proof begs the question because B (being
explanatory of life) assumes an essential feature of the soul rather than demonstrating it. By
contrast with Charles’ reconstruction, Barnes provides an opportunity to understand why
Aristotle believes Xenocrates’ demonstration to be proved ‘through conversion’. For the
conclusion and the first premise can be inverted without compromising the demonstration,
or,s72 in other words, not only the conclusion, but also premise 1 is taken to be demonstrable
in exactly same way. Precisely for this reason, however, the proof also begs the question:
for the essence of the soul, as in the first reconstruction, is provided in B already, thus

anticipating the conclusion.

Hence, both reconstructions are accurate insofar as the Aristotelian framework is
concerned. But what about Xenocrates’ argument? Is it possible to find a more charitable
explanation for his claims?

Even from Aristotle’s own wording of the sentence, it does not seem that the argument
was actually presented in a syllogistic form. For Aristotle says ‘avaykn aitijeat v yoynv

dmep apOuOV eivar adTov oTov Kvodvra’, thus implying that it would be necessary to

572 And therefore, A and C are co-extensive. This is how commentators understand the text. Indeed, they
‘suppose that Xenocrates attempted to prove the first premise of his argument from the conclusion and the
conversion of the second premiss’ (Barnes 1993: 209-210). Another option is to suppose a ‘weaker sense of
using a convertible premiss’. This way, ‘when Aristotle says ‘it is necessary to postulate that X is Y in the
sense of being the same thing’ he means ‘it is necessary to postulate that X is Z, where Z = Y’ i.e. Xenocrates
must postulate that the soul is a number inasmuch as he postulates that the soul is explanatory of its own life
and being explanatory of one’s own life is (on his account) one and the same thing as being a self-moving
number’ (2003: 210).
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assume the former, and not that Xenocrates actually did so. As previously pointed out, this
sentence also provides a suggestion that, in restoring Xenocrates’ argument, one should
justify the assumption that the soul is just what a number is. Before providing a different
interpretive option, it is worth emphasising that both reconstructions identify the aim of
Xenocrates’ argument with a demonstration of his definition. Thus, in both syllogisms the
conclusion corresponds to Xenocrates’ definition of the soul. However, is this necessarily
the case? Let us try to work with the elements provided by Aristotle. From Aristotle’s text

we can gather that Xenocrates maintained that:

a) The soul is that which is cause of its own living.

b) The soul is a self-moving number.

Statement a) provides an epistemically plausible claim about the function of the soul,
statement b) provides Xenocrates’ definition of the soul. In the context of a demonstration
such as that in which Aristotle presents the claims, it is crucial to find a connection between
the two. Thus, itis not an accident that such connection is found by the interpreters precisely
in the middle term: ‘being explanatory for living’. Accordingly, the linking sentence would
provide a connection between Xenocrates’ definition and the claim that the soul is the cause
of its own living. But what if claim b), and thus Xenocrates’ definition of the soul, is assumed
by Xenocrates, precisely in order to show the significance of his demonstration? This way,
rather than a demonstration of his definition, Xenocrates would put forward the reasons for

providing it. To put it more schematically, the line of thought would be the following:

Being explanatory of life pertains to the soul
I i If- . I

Being explanatory of living pertains to being a self-moving number

With this | do not mean that Xenocrates actually presented his argument by means of a
syllogistic scheme. On the contrary, the syllogistic scheme provided by Aristotle offers an
occasion to think about Xenocrates’ definition, and, more specifically, consider the reasons
for advancing it. Indeed, if we understand the argument in this way, Xenocrates would still
have to explain how being a self-moving number can account for being explanatory of living,
but his argument would nonetheless expose the reasons for his definition. Namely, the soul

is defined as a ‘self-moving number’ in order to provide an explanation for the soul’s
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capacity to produce life.s73 This part of the argument, in the end, is precisely that which is
the most in need of proof, since it provides the link for the definition to be applicable to the
soul. But, at least in the framework | provided at the beginning of the chapter, such a link
would be very reasonable. For, if Xenocrates actually conceived of his world in a continuous
way, at this stage his universe would feature Form-Numbers in the first place, and Ideal-
Geometricals in the second, accounting for the derivation of dimensionality. But by
definition, mathematical objects are not liable to change. And change is precisely the
condition which is missing in order for life to arise.s74 By characterising the soul as a self-
moving number, however, this last condition would not only add up, but it would also add

up consistently with the rest of Xenocrates’ ontological schemes, as | shall argue below.

First of all, the soul is a number. In this respect, the soul is a mathematical object, and it
is conceived as ontologically continuous with the metaphysical realm, i.e. with Form-
Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals. But the soul is a moving number. This capacity for
movement should not be underestimated; for, in the framework provided movement allows
the consideration of another crucial condition: change. With this | obviously do not mean
that movement grants the soul with physical extension nor that Xenocrates’ definition
concedes that the soul is changeable.s7s On the contrary: for the soul is in fact a number, and
the consideration of the soul as a number prevents it from corporeal and physical
consideration. What | want to suggest, however, is that movement offers the possibility to
Xenocrates of being used both as a distinctive feature of the soul (insofar as it self-moving
and insofar as it is applied to a non-sensible object) and as a condition to differentiate
between the soul (and therefore living beings) and sensible bodies. For, if Xenocrates’ world
were continuous, we would expect to find sensible bodies precisely after the soul. And, as
we have shown, different levels are distinguished by appeal to specific differentia. In this

respect, the soul’s capacity of self-movement is both what distinguishes it from other

573 In her collection of the fragments, Isnardi Parente (2012: 296) keeps the commentary on fr. 86 quite short
(7 lines in total). However, she briefly underlines that there is a ‘profonda ed essenziale affinita fra anima e
vita: se ’anima ¢ causa di movimento, kivno1g, essa € causa anche di vita a se stessa’.

574 And, possibly, it is also the condition for solids to become physical solids. If we think of Speusippus’
definition of time as ‘10 &v kivioel moodv’ (=fr. 93 IP1), namely, a quantity in movement, this interpretation
would maybe acquire more plausibility. In this respect, it is interesting to note that, precisely the example of
time as something which moves is quoted by Aristotle in Topics, Ill, 6, 120a39-120b4 (=fr. 87 IP), before
mentioning Xenocrates’ definition of the soul. The fragment is not remarkably useful for our purposes, as
Aristotle’s intention is to refute Xenocrates’ definition by analysing the species of number and showing that
the soul belongs to none of them (“for if the soul is neither odd nor even, clearly it is not a number’). However,
although the mention of time might not be relevant for our purposes, it is interesting insofar as Aristotle’s
insistence on movement is constant in all other passages about Xenocrates.

575 Although this may be considered as a possibility, if we distinguish different meanings of change. Moreover,
these are precisely the consequences Aristotle will draw in his report in the De Anima.
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mathematical entities, and what allows the body with its capacity to move. And it is plausible

to concede that body is not to be considered a number as well.

Now, let us think from an Aristotelian perspective, where motion can be characterized
minimally by change in substance, quality, quantity or place.s76 If we grant Xenocrates at
least to be working with shared assumptions with Aristotle, by providing bodies with the
liability to movements7z (n.b., not self-movement), then there are interpretative advantages.
For Xenocrates is able to offer a theory of continuity of sensible bodies within his ontological
system. If movement can be characterised as change in substance, quality, quantity or place,
we are thereby provided with a condition which allows a differentiation of metaphysical and
sensible substances, and, at the same time, grants the latter with their peculiar characteristics:
physical extension, change, alteration and transience. But would this framework imply that
every body which is liable to movement, is also alive? No, it wouldn’t. Because the soul is
defined as a self-moving number, and the capacity to self-move, as we have seen, is

introduced in order to account for life specifically.

If we take this Aristotelian background to be at work, Xenocrates is able to offer a detailed
and coherent explanation of his world, whose realities gradually deploy by appeal to specific
differentiae. And the appeal to differentiae guarantees both the continuity of the objects
under examination as well as their peculiarity. Of course, the recourse to such an explanation
shows, one more time, the ontological concerns guiding Xenocrates’ philosophical
commitments. Nevertheless, the explanation reveals that his definition of the soul has a clear

philosophical aim, as it provides as explanation of the soul’s status within the system.

7.3 Xenocrates’ definition of the soul: a middle status (frr. 88-89)s7s

576 Arist., Phys. 3.1, 200b33-34.

577 Or, at minimum, with the liability to motion.

578 In the previous section, I concluded that Xenocrates’ definition of the soul acquires clarity and significance
if understood within the larger picture of his continuous philosophical system. However, | voluntarily avoided
addressing a fundamental question related to the application of this definition: is the definition meant to belong
to the individual soul only, as Aristotle’s reports seems to suggest? Or, rather, is it intended to be applied to
world-soul? Or, again, does it comprise both as Dillon (2003: 121-123) seems to conclude on the basis of a
mirror-relationship between the two? Such questions are, given my methodological commitments, very hard
to address at all. Indeed, all information regarding the individual soul as a daimon and Xenocrates’ demonology
more generally is preserved in later authors. These sources are extremely hard to disentangle both with respect
to the material they used and with respect to the attribution of the doctrines to Xenocrates. The same can be
said about the reports on how Xenocrates conceived of his cosmos, or the arrangement of divinities within it.
Although a conclusive answer cannot be offered in this context, | believe this definition of the soul to be
perfectly fitting within Xenocrates’ cosmology, and especially so if taken to be the result of his continuous
interpretation of the world. For a discussion of Xenocrates’ demonology, see Dorrie (1967), Schibli (1993) and
Dillon (2003). For a detailed analysis of the sources and the different kinds of souls as associated to geometrical
figures, see Horky (2013b: 697-702 specifically). As Horky’s chart shows (2013b: 701) there seems to be a
triadic structure underlying Xenocrates’ epistemology, ontology and psychology (as detectable from the reports
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The next two passages | want to briefly consider come from books IV and VI of the
Topics. The two of them, do, in different ways, address the topic of the definition of the soul,
by focusing in particular on the aspect of movement. This may not come as a surprise, since,
in the end, the definition of the soul as ‘self-moving mover’ is already present in Platos7e
and criticised by Aristotle.sso However, as emphasised, | believe movement to represent the
crucial link between Xenocrates’ metaphysical world and the sensible one, insofar as it
accounts for life to arise, as well as for sensible objects to be gradually introduced (and
differentiated) within the system. Accordingly, I will here report Aristotle’s passages within

their context, so to test whether this conclusion can be equally gathered from these texts.

[FR. 88] "Ett &tav dvtog koi @ €idet kai T@) yével Evavtiov 10 BEATIOV TV EvavTimv €ig
10 xelpov Yévos Bf [...] xai €1 ToD adTod £1d0Vg OpLoimg TPOG dppm Exovtog gic 1o xeipov
Kai un gig To PELTIOV Yévog EONKeV, olov THY YuymV dmep Kivotv | KIVOOLEVOV. OLOimG
YOp 1 a0 GTATIKY Kod KvnTikn Sokel eivot, dot el PEATIOV 1} 6Tdo1G, £ig ToDTO £d81 TO
vévog Betvar.581

Further, there is the case when, both the species and the genus having a contrary, your
opponent places the better of the contrary species in the worse genus [...].You must also
see whether, when the same species is similarly related to both, your opponent has
placed it in the worse and not in the better genus, saying, for example, that the ‘soul’ is
‘a kind of motion’ or ‘a moving thing.” For the same soul is generally regarded as being
in like manner a principle of rest and a principle of motion; so that, if rest is better, it
ought to have been placed in this as its genus.

[FR. 89] "H &i £om1 pev idiov 10 npookeipevov, apaipedévtog 6& T00ToV Koi 0 Aotmog
AOyog 1816¢ 8ot koi dndol THv ovciav. olov &v Td oD AvOpdTOVL AdY® TO EMGTAUNC
dekTIKOV Tpoatedey mepiepyov: kal yap dpaipedévtog To0Tov O Aomog Adyog id10g Kol
Aol v ovciav. amAdg & eingiv, dmav mepicpyov ob dpapedévtog TO Aowdv Sfilov
TOoLET TO Op1lOpEVOV. TOLOVTOC 08 Kol O THG Yuyig 6poc, €l ApOUOC aDTOC TOV KIVAV
£€0Tiv' Kol yop TO 00TO 0T KIvobv Yoy, kabdmep [Thdtwov dpiotat. §j idlov pév €01t 10
gipnuévov, od dnoi 8¢ v ovciav deaipedévtoc Tod ap1Bpod.s82

Or, again, you must see whether, though the addition is peculiar to the subject, yet its
removal still leaves the rest of the description peculiar to the subject and demonstrates
the essence. For example, in the description of ‘man’ the addition of ‘receptive of
knowledge’ is superfluous; for, if it is removed, the rest of the description is still peculiar
and demonstrates the essence. In a word, anything is superfluous the removal of which
leaves a clear statement of the subject of the definition. The definition of the soul, if
stated as a ‘number moving itself,” is a case in point; for the soul is ‘that which moves
itself,” according to Plato’s definition. Or, perhaps, the statement, though it is peculiar
to the subject, does not demonstrate the essence if the word ‘number’ is removed.

of Sext. Emp. (fr. 83 IP); Theophr. (Metaph. 4b19-5a5) and Procl. (fr. 223 IP) respectively), which is also
reflected in his arrangement of the world. For a recent appraisal of Early Academic cosmological theories and
of methodological closeness they establish with geometrical practices, see Bénatouil (2017).

579 See, Plat., Phdr. 245c-e; Leg., 895e-896a. For an analysis of the passages which takes into account both
definitions, see Cherniss (1964: 9-13).

580 Arist., Topics 120b21-35.

581 (ZArist., Top. 127b8-19), transl. Forster.

s82 (=Arist., Top. 140a34-140b7) transl. Forster.
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| take the two passages to be complementary. Both of them are in fact directed against
Xenocrates’ definition of the soul and aim at demonstrating that the definition itself is
erroneous; on the one hand, Aristotle claims that the definition is wrong because it places
the soul in the wrong genus;sss on the other hand, the definition, taken as a statement of the
genus and the specific differentia, is wrong insofar as it states an aspect of the soul which is
superfluous, and, therefore, it does not state its essence. However, the passages are
complementary also insofar as [FR. 87] takes into account movement while [FR. 88]
concentrates on the fact that the soul is defined as a number. What seems essential to
Aristotle in both fragments, and especially in [FR. 87], is that the soul is characterised as a
self-mover. However, as he himself admits, by removing ‘number’ from the definition, we
may not have a statement of the essence of the soul, as defined by Xenocrates. Accordingly,
[FR. 87] reveals that both specifications are equally essential and necessary for Xenocrates’
definition.ss4 For as | suggested in the previous section, it is the characterisation of the soul
as a number and its capacity to self-move which prevent it from comparisons with bodies.
This, once more, may be taken as a confirmation of the fact that the soul, in order to play a
middle role, needs to be described both according to features of the metaphysical level, and
features belonging to the sensible world. For the soul is neither a metaphysical entity, nor a
sensible object, but is, to some extent, both. In the end, a number which moves itself can be
viewed as almost a paradox. For how can a number be in motion or be the cause of motion,
and in what sense can the soul resemble a number? In this respect, Xenocrates is possibly
attempting to fix one problem inherent to Speusippus’ theory. Although Aristotle does not
preserve much about Speusippus’ theory of the soul, the separation of Speusippus’
ontological levels might have constituted an obstacle in view of the acquisition of
knowledge. If the soul constituted a different and separate level from the mathematical realm
and that of the sensibles, and if each level is heterogeneous and independent, nothing in
Speusippus’ system could ensure the possibility that such levels could be known. On the
contrary, the continuity of Xenocrates’ system accounts precisely for this aspect. By
describing the soul with features of both the metaphysical realm and the sensible one,

Xenocrates is also guaranteeing the possibility of its middle epistemic status.

583 In the comment of fr. 88, Isnardi Parente says that, possibly, the specification of a double aspect of the soul
as source of movement as well as of rest was the result of Xenocrates’ interpretation of the Timaeus (as Cherniss
(1964: 10-11) claims, relying on Plut., De animae procreat. 1012ff). However, it seems to me that, at least
from fr. 88, it may be Aristotle as well who makes explicit the consequences of defining the soul in relation to
movement, and that such an interpretation is not necessary.

s84 This, perhaps, also explains why Aristotle phrases Xenocrates’ definition with a double adt6v in the passage
previously analysed (ép10pov etvor ooV avtov kvodvta). The soul is, indeed, in the first place a number,
and, more specifically, a number which moves itself.
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7.4 Xenocrates’definition of the soul: Aristotle’s testimony in the De Anima (frr. 85

and 112)

Despite the mentions of Xenocrates’ definition of the soul in the Posterior Analytics and
in the Topics, the most extended account of Xenocrates’ doctrine of the soul is to be found
in Aristotle’s De Anima (=fr. 85 and 112). First of all, Aristotle presents Xenocrates’

definition within the philosophical tradition he believes to be inscribed in:

[FR.85] 'Emei 8¢ kai kivnrikdv 886ket 1 yoyn eivar kol yveplotikdy, obtmg Eviot
ouvEme€avsss €€ AUEOTY, ATOPNVAUEVOL TNV YOIV Ap1OUoV KIvoDvl  E0nToV.586

But since the soul appears to be both a principle of movement and capable of
knowledge, some thinkers have constructed it from both, defining the soul as a number
moving itself.

In the passage Avristotle lists Xenocrates among those philosophers who granted the soul
both with the capacity for movement and knowledge. In section 7.2, | argued that the
qualification of ‘self-moving’ needs to be understood as an explanation for living; in
addition, the consideration of the soul as a mathematical object was meant to allow a
differentiation between simple bodies and ensouled ones. For although sensible bodies
(differently than geometrical solids) are also liable to movement (and therefore change), they
cannot be the cause of their own movement. In section 7.3 | suggested that such a definition
was prompted so as to grant the possibility for the soul to know, a possibility perhaps denied
by Speusippus’ disruptive model. In this passage, Aristotle confirms this suggestion: the
definition of the soul is meant to account for movement as well as for the production of
knowledge. In this respect, the characterisation of the soul as a mathematical object should
be understood as an assurance for its capacity to know. If we assume once more that the
inhomogeneity of Speusippus’ world did constitute a problem in this respect, the fact that
the soul is conceived as a number exposes a second aim. Not only the soul is conceived as a
number in order to prevent its physical change but also, and most of all, the soul is conceived
as a number because its ontological affinity with the metaphysical world grants it with the

possibility to understand it. Nonetheless, Aristotle describes Xenocrates’ theory as the most

sg5 Polansky (2007: 76) draws the attention to the verb, noting that it may be considered as particularly fitting,
giving the importance Plato granted to weaving things together in the Statesman and in the Sophist.

s86 Arist., De Anima, 404b 27-28, transl. Hett modified. The authenticity of the lines preceding the passage has
been highly debated (see Isnardi Parente (1979: 153ff); (1996: 146ff); contra, see Taran (1961: 459-460))
especially with regard to the attribution of the thesis either to Xenocrates (Cherniss (1964: 565ff).) or
Speusippus (IP1 (1960: 316ff) and IP2 (2005: 48-51).) Accordingly, I will not take the preceding lines into
account for the present inquiry. It is worth mentioning, however, that in the preceding and controversial lines
Aristotle mentions that the living universe (t0 {dov) ‘is derived from the idea of the One and from the primary
length, breadth and depth; and everything else in the same way’ (&€& avtiig tfig T0D £voc idéag Kai Tod TpdTOV
wkovg Kol mhdtovg kai Babovg, Ta & dAAa Opototpdnmg, transl. Hett).
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unreasonable of all.ss7 The passage is quite long, and it brings up many of the issues raised
so far. In order to facilitate the reading, | break down the content into six sections, so to

analyse the material step by step.sss

1. [number and movement: incompatible concepts]

[FR. 112] ITol 8¢ t@v sipnuévov dhoydtatov T0 Aéyety dpOpov etvor Ty Yoy
Kwvodvl™ €antov: Omdpyel yop ovtoig ddvvata’ mpdta, uev T €K ToD KivelcOan
ovpPaivovta, idig 6 €k Tod Adyewv otV aplOudV mdHG yap yp1 vofjcar povado
Kvovpévny, koi V1o tivoc, kol mdg, duepfi koi ad1épopov odoav; i yap 0Tt KIVNTIKT
Kol KIvnth, Sopépety del.589

But of all the unreasonable theories about the soul the most unreasonable is that which
calls the soul a number which moves itself. In this theory there are inherent
impossibilities, first those which are implied by the theory of the soul’s being moved,
and also special ones which follow from calling the soul a number. For how can one
conceive of a unit moving? by what is it moved, and in what way, being as it is without
parts or differences? For if it can cause and suffer movement it must have differences.

The main objective of Aristotle’s passage is to underline the short circuit that the notion
of number and that of movement imply once they are considered together or combined.s9
Xenocrates’ theory is the most unreasonable of all because it is constructed out of two
incompatible notions. In this respect, it is liable to criticisms addressed to each of them, as
well as to both. In particular, the conception of a number capable of movement is something
which could have indeed be charged with paradoxicality, in particular according to
Platonists’ premises. But Aristotle’s compact questions illustrate various possible
inconsistencies, aimed at showing that the concept of number and that of movement are

conflicting at different levels.

On a general level, Aristotle points out that mathematical objects (such as Xenocrates’
Form-Numbers) are in principle not liable to movement and change.so1 Indeed, the first

question Aristotle asks (g yop yp1| vofjcar povada Kivovpévny) stresses precisely that a

587 The whole passage corresponds to Arist., De Anima, 408b 32-409 all; 409a16-30), transl. Hett.

se8 The numbers are not meant to break down the passage into its arguments, but to offer a better occasion to
discuss the relevant topics.

589 Arist., De Anima, 408b32- 409a4, transl. Hett.

590 Moreover, the passage is preceded by Aristotle’s rejection of the theory of the soul as harmonia. This view
has affinities with the theory of the soul as a self-moving number in various respects. Unfortunately, for the
sake of the present purpose, it is impossible to analyse such similarities in detail. On this topic, see Polansky
(2007: 103-122), who summarises the similarities as follows: ‘Number moving itself thus is quite figurative.
And if Number actually means some relationship or logos of the Forms, then this position can be seen as a
major refinement of the harmonia view. Whereas harmonia has soul as a logos of bodily components, but a
logos rather functionless, the self-moving Number conception makes the soul a logos that is more substantial
and functional’ (2007: 108). In my account, I take the fact that the soul is conceived as a number to work in
continuity with what | have concluded about Form-Numbers in Chapter 6.

so1 The fact that mathematical objects are not subject to change and generation can be gathered from
Avristotelian passages in M and N, which address Plato and the Academics as a group. See, e.g. Arist., Metaph.
N5. 1092a21-1092a24; 1092a29-1092b5, analysed in section 3.3.
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combination of the two notions is even difficult to conceive (vofjcat): a unit in motion is

something which creates problems even at a theoretical stage.

2. [the soul is a unit: simple objects cannot self-move]

However, Aristotle asks specifically how it is possible for a unit (novdg) to move.
Accordingly, the general criticism entails a second and related one, at a more particular level:
if the soul is a unit, and a unit is without parts, the soul cannot be a principle of movement.
Indeed, according to Aristotelian premises nothing simple can be set to motion in its own
right, but it can move only co-incidentally.se2 And the formulation of the question implies
the equation of the soul with a single unit. Although the equation might sound odd, Aristotle
seems to imply precisely this step.se3 For the simplicity of a unit necessarily implies that the
cause of its movement is determined by something else. One thing to underline is that the
implication that the soul is a unit does not seem to follow necessarily from the previous claim
that the soul is conceived of as a number. In the end, for Aristotle himself a number is indeed

a compound of units and not a single unit.se4

3. [the soul is a compound of units: therefore it cannot be uniform]

This second option is presented right afterwards. Aristotle points out that, alternatively,
if the soul is indeed in motion, then it is necessary for the soul to hold internal differences.
This alternative offers a consideration of the soul as a number in the sense of a compound of
units. | take the criticism to imply that if the soul is a self-moving number in the sense of a
compound of units, it should have in itself a part which is moved and a part which is the
cause of movement; thus, its units would differ the one from the others insofar as one (or

some) moves and others are moved.

592 Barbotin (1966: 101), Polansky (2007: 119) Shields (2010: 146) and Shiffman (2011: 41, n.41) refer to
Physics 240b8-9. However, as Polansky notes (ivi) ‘this argumentation vitally depends upon Aristotle’s
rejection of the possibility of self-movers that are partless, and this depends upon his rejection of motion for
incorporeal beings. Could partless incorporeal beings be in motion, other than accidentally, they might be self-
movers with no distinction of mover and moved, and hence all the units or aspects of the unit would be self-
movers’.

593 This is what Shields (2016: 146 and 148) takes it to mean. The same equation of the soul with a unit occurs
later in the text, and this entails once again the criticism related to the impossibility of self-movement for
something which is partless.

504 In Metaph. A 219b3-5, when he is defining the meaning of ‘time’, Aristotle highlights that number has two
meanings. Accordingly, time is a number in ‘the sense of what is counted or countable, not in the sense of what
we count with’ (219b5-9; the same point is stated at 220b8-9, cf. Annas 1975: 97). And this interchangeable
way of treating ‘measure’ and ‘number’ is frequent in Aristotle’s treatment of time. In this respcet, the claim
can be illuminating in order to understand why Aristotle establishes a parallel between ‘number’ and “unit’ in
the passage under analysis. If the soul is a number in the sense of a ‘measure’, then the conclusion that the
soul, as a number, can also be considered as a unit, could be less biased than expected. For also in Metaph. |
1-3, ‘one’ is a unit of measurement (see, e.g 1053b28ft). Nevertheless, it is hard to establish the impact of such
a notion when projected onto the soul. In what sense the soul could indeed be considered a measure? For a
more detailed analysis of this relation, specifically with respect to Aristotle’s treatment of time, see Annas
(1975).
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Accordingly, the first part of Aristotle’s criticism presents us first with a general problem,
the theoretical impossibility to conceive of a number in motion. Although this notion is
impossible in principle, Aristotle provides us with two interpretative options for its meaning.
The consideration of the soul as a number is in fact presented in two alternatives: either the
soul is a unit, and thus it is partless, and it cannot move itself, or it is a compound of units,
and therefore, in order to move, it needs to be internally differentiated. It is hard to imagine
what Xenocrates would have to say on this point. Clearly, the combination of number and
movement does not represent, for him, a theoretical impossibility. It is plausible to suppose
that he would reject the identification of the soul with one unit only. In the end, if we think
of immediate comparisons for the claim that the soul is a number, none of Form-Numbers
seems to be composed by one unit onlyses and, rather, they accomplish a higher kind of unity,

as a result of the fact that they are wholes composed by parts.

4. [the movement of the units in the soul imply the latter ’s spatial extension]

[FR. 112] 411 &’ énei oot kivnBeioay ypapuny Eninedov TolElv, GTyunyv 88 ypouuny,
Kol ol TV HOVAd MV KIVIGELS YPOLLLOL EGOVTOL 596

Again, since they say that a moving line describes a surface, and a moving point a line,
the movements of the soul’s units will be lines.

In the following part of the criticism, Aristotle introduces the theory of the flow (pvoig),
to prepare the ground for the following discussion on the spatial location of the soul.
According to the theory of the flow, by exerting movement on a point this latter produces a
line, and the same happens with the line which produces a surface. It is clear, however, that
Aristotle is being tendentious on this point. For, as highlighted in Chapter 6, the theory
according to which a line can be resolved into (or derived from) points is nowhere to be
found in Aristotle’s testimonia about Xenocrates. And Aristotle is aware that Xenocrates
rejects the principle that a line can be resolved into points. Indeed, at the end of the passage
he exploits precisely this rejection to expose other inconsistencies of Xenocrates’ theory. In

fact, the whole passage ends with a rhetorical question (‘how is it possible to separate the

595 Unless one wants to consider the One (and the Dyad) as Form-Number(s) as well. This point is actually
quite difficult to determine. Indeed, on the one hand, if the One and the Dyad are to be considered Form-
Numbers, it is not clear in what respect they should be considered principles, if not only for the fact that they
are the first of Form-Numbers. On the other hand, if the One and the Dyad are not to be considered Form-
Numbers, this does not square with the fact that, among Form-Numbers, Aristotle very often mentions the
Dyad.

s96 Arist., De Anima, 409a4-6, transl. Hett.
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points and free them from the bodies, if lines cannot be resolved into points?) which confirms

our suppositions.

5. [if the soul is in motion: its units will be in some place]
[FR. 112] 1 yap otryun povig éott Béctv Eyovoa 0 & apBuog Thg Woydig 1101 Tol 0Tt
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For a point is a unit having position; and the number of the soul is ipso facto somewhere
and has position.

Aristotle equates units with points in order to carry on with his attacks. The conditions
for the discussion of space, however, were established already in the previous step through
the introduction of the flow theory. Indeed, the rationale for the equation between units and
point is, | believe, justified by the soul’s capacity to move. Aristotle says that a point is a
unit having a position; but if a point, when movement is exerted onto it, produces lines, the
same would happen once the units of the soul are set in motion: at minimum, they occupy a
position, and therefore they can be equated to points. Alternatively, we might take the
discussion to be generated just supposing that the soul is in a body and that the soul is a

number in motion, although | find this option more difficult to justify.

This way, the soul occupies a place by reason of its movement. Nowhere before had
Aristotle raised the question of the spatial location of the soul. On the one hand, the topic is
introduced in order to prepare for the comparison Aristotle will establish between
Xenocrates’ doctrine and Democritus’: by equating units and points Aristotle has a parallel
whereby to compare Democritus’ atoms. On the other hand, we might wonder whether the
criticism raises a point which is relevant also beyond the comparison. Accordingly: does the
soul occupy a place? If so, is it to be considered as spatially extended? The fact that the soul
is characterised as a number would perhaps suggest a negative answer to the question. Yet,
the addition of movement clearly creates some friction. In general, | take it to be possible
that the soul has some sort of spatial extension, whether this is explained by appeal to its
movement or by some other aspects. For, if Xenocrates’ world, as | have been arguing, is
rooted in a continuous conception, dimensionality, and hence space, would have already
been produced at the level Ideal-Geometricals. However, we do not have to necessarily
suppose that the spatiality produced at a metaphysical level corresponds to physical

spatiality.ses For, we have supposed that precisely the fact that the soul is a number prevents

s97 Arist., De Anima, 409a6-8, transl. Hett.
508 The problem of spatial extension would require an adequate and separate discussion, which needs to be
postponed to a different context. However, a differentiation between a physical space, occupied by bodies, and
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it from being liable to change,ss9 as happens with sensible bodies. The same could be

supposed with respect to its dimensionality.

6. [the soul is not a wav]

[FR. 112] 116" ap1Bpod pev €av apéin tig apOpov fj povada, Acineton BAAOG ap1Oudc:
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Now, if one subtracts a number or unit from a number, another number is left. But plants
and many animals continue to live even when divided and seem to retain in these
fragments a soul specifically the same as before. It would seem to make no difference
whether we speak of units or of minute particles [...].

The passage is sometimes intended by scholars as pointing out a difference in species.so1
Indeed, if one number is subtracted from another, what remains is a different number, thus
different in species.so2 Obviously, this does not happen once we bisect plants or animals;seos
for when a plant or an animal is bisected the two souls resulting out of the division remain
in the same species. However, the criticism also touches an aspect which we have already
encountered with Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals: the conception of wholes (either

ndv or 6Aov) composed by parts.

In the previous passages, Aristotle has progressively introduced the issue of location of
the soul. First, with the introduction of flow theory, movement of the soul was used to
motivate a dimensional consideration of its units. Such a dimensional consideration of the
units prepared their equation with points, differing from the former by means of their
‘position’.e04 Now, the distribution of the soul’s units in the body is exploited in order to

discuss physical division. If the units of the soul are distributed in the body, then when the

a metaphysical or geometrical one is not necessarily an anachronistic conviction. In the end, already for the
atomists void was the result a geometrical and logical conclusion. For a Platonic example, see e.g. Sattler
(2012), who distinguishes between geometrical and physical space and takes dimensionality to be a
requirement for the former.

s99 Or, as a minimum condition, to the same kind of change sensible objects undergo, and which implies their
perishment.

s00 Arist., De Anima, 409a 8-12, transl. Hett.

601 See, Polansky (2007: 120); Shields (2010: 148).

602 And this, as we have seen in the previous chapter, is right. Form-Numbers differ in species the one from the
other. On the topic of the dissection of plants and animals in relation to the soul, see Bos (2007).

603 Ross (1955: 297), Polansky (2007: 120) and Shields (2010: 148) refer to Aristotle’s experiments of
bisection, and to parallel loci where the example is provided. On Aristotle’s dialectical use of bisection, see
Sprague (1989). For a recent evaluation of the topic of bisection in its connection to the impulse for movement,
see Mittelmann (2010).

604 This passage allows Aristotle to establish a parallel between Xenocrates’ and Democritus’ theories of the
soul, which | have excluded from the text as not directly relevant to our analysis. However, it is noteworthy
that the comparison between atomists and Academics is not an isolated case (as to Aristotle’s use of atomic
theories against Speusippus, see, infra, Chapter 3). Indeed, it seems that Aristotle sometimes exploits the same
theoretical schemes in order to refute both philosophical schools.
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body undergoes a division, the soul is also mutilated. Given this background, it is
understandable why Aristotle here points out that by removing a unit from a number, another
number is left. The consequence is that if the soul is a number, then, physical division would
produce, at least, a different number, and, consequently, a different soul. The underlying
assumptions supporting the conclusion appear to be a) that units of the soul are distributed
in the body; b) that the number of the soul is a precise number; i.e. the soul is the sum of its
units c) that the subtraction of parts of the bodies imply the subtraction of units from the
soul, therefore compromising its unity and its functionality. Indeed, Aristotle argues that
plants or animals would continue to live, even when divided. This conclusion appears to be
supported by the following and complementary assumptions (i) that the soul as a whole
pervades every part of the body (i.e. the soul is not distributed); (ii) that the soul, insofar as
it is not connoted quantitatively, does not change by means of subtraction; or, in other words,
the soul is not the sum of its parts; and (iii) that the subtraction of parts of the body does not
compromise the unity and functionality of the soul. More simply, Aristotle seems to point
out that Xenocrates’ soul, insofar as it is a number, accomplishes a kind of unity which is
that of a wdv. On the contrary, the unity accomplished by the soul seems to be, in Aristotle’s
perspective, closer to that of a 6Aov.s0s On this account, however, the soul’s unity depends
not only on (i) the relationship established between the parts and the whole; but also, and
most of all, on (ii) the behaviour of its parts as well. For the parts of the soul should be
homogeneous to the rest so that, once divided, they can both constitute a unity. In this
respect, the whole should be more than the sum of its parts, and its unity should be

accomplished uniformly.

605 Closer, but not precisely the same. Polansky (2007: 120) underlines the reference to two kinds of wholes:
‘Souls seem to be wholes that are only complete rather than breaking up cleanly, since dividing certain living
things results in new living things each having a whole soul of the same type, whereas a number is all the units
(mévtar) or the sum (16 mdv) from which units can be taken rather than a strict whole’. However, the comparison
of the soul with a &)ov is problematic once division is at stake. It is the part, | believe, that is crucial for the
argument, and not the whole. Indeed, the question is whether parts are homogeneous with the whole (which
seems to be the case for the soul), or if they are to be considered as diverse (as in the case of numbers). For
Aristotle’s claim would be that, the parts of the soul being homogeneous, by dividing an animal into two, one
would obtain two animals with two souls. But if parts are not homogeneous with the whole and the whole is
rather their sum, by dividing a living being into two, one would not have the totality of units anymore and the
souls would have a number which is different than the original one. In this respect, it is true that the difference
is played by the part, insofar as it is a part of a wdv or a part of a &hog. But there is something else going on
here: for, precisely insofar as it is a 8 ov the soul should not be liable to division in principle. Because it is
precisely according to its status of a dLov that by removing a part, the whole remains a whole. Let us take the
example of the body from Chapter 6. By amputating an arm from a body, a body would not be less of a whole.
But here Aristotle is contravening this principle. For, if the animal is divided, and so the soul, the result is that
both parts of the animal would have whole souls. But if the soul was really a 6Aov, then the division, in
principle, should result in a part with the whole soul, and the other part with any. Moreover, the two types of
division Aristotle points out are not even the same. For how can one subtract a number from the soul? This
possibility relies on the assumption that the soul has a precise location, or, as Aristotle says later, that it is to
be identified with the points in the body. Because if the number of the soul corresponds to the points of the
body, then it would be clear why, by cutting a part of the body, one would also be subtracting a part of the soul.
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In any case, the conclusion Aristotle reaches at the end is at least questionable. To say
that animals, once bisected, continue to live amounts to saying that the soul is divisible, and
that it is divisible homogeneously. In this respect, | take Aristotle’s criticism to be biased.
For it makes a great difference what body undergoes the division (e.g., if it is a plant, an
animal or a human being) and the way the division is brought forth. If we take a branch of a
plant and transplant it somewhere else, we can be confident it would actually live again. But
if we attempt to do the same with the arm of an animal or of a man, this would hardly be the
case. Even by conceding to Aristotle that the example is consistent with exceptional cases
such as, e.g. that of a lizard, whose tail continues to move even once it is cut, the impulse
for movement does not endure for long. And this is even more evident once life itself is at

stake.

As to Xenocrates’ theory of the soul, however, Aristotle bears no witness to how its parts
were accounted for, nor does he provide information about how soul and body are supposed
to interact. As a consequence, it is hard to imagine how Xenocrates would have replied.
Once again, if we rely on Form-Numbers and Ideal-Geometricals as the closer parallel, it
may well be that, although composed by parts, the soul is not divisible. In the end, this is the
case with Form-Numbers: although composed of units, their units cannot be subtracted or
added.

7. [the soul cannot be subject and object of the same action]
[FR. 112] €1 8" év 1® (@ 10 Kktvodv 1) yoyr, Kol &v T apBud, dote od 10 Kivodv Kol
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But if that which produces movement in the animal is the soul, then it is also so in the
number, so that the soul is not both that which produces movement and that which is
moved, but only that which produces movement.

Aristotle starts off his new argument by distinguishing between what moves (10 Kvodv)
and what is moved (t0 xwvovpevov).eo7 This distinction is easily accountable for, when we
have two objects at stake: on the one hand, the soul, principle of movement; on the other
hand, the living being, which moves thanks to the action of the soul. Given this framework,
it is easy to understand why things become more complicated when the soul itself is defined
as a moving object already. If the theoretical framework is clear, it is harder to determine

why Aristotle decides to emphasise the contradiction by establishing a parallel between the

606 Arist., De Anima, 409a17-19, transl. Hett.

607 Although ‘10 Ktvovpevov’ could be construed as a middle, i.e. “‘what moves itself” I take the distinction here
to be established clearly between an active mover and something which receives the impulse for movement.
For also Aristotle’s criticism in the next portion of text (8) points exactly in the same direction: if the impulse
for movement is originated by a unit, then such a unit must be different from the others.
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body and the number, both constructed with év + the dative. Indeed, Aristotle appears to be
saying that just as what produces movement in the animal is the soul, the same happens for
the number, namely, the soul is responsible for the number’s movement. This way, however,
the objects at stake become three: the soul, the number and the body. And the soul is the
number Aristotle is referring to. The problem arises precisely because the soul appears to
both perform and suffer the action: it is the subject responsible for movement as well as the
object which is moved. Accordingly, Aristotle concludes that the soul is only that which
produces movement. Given the explanation, the parallel established between the living being
and number becomes clearer. For Aristotle’s intention is to show that given the impossibility
for the soul to perform an activity and to suffer it at the same time, the soul needs to be
distinguished into two different things: soul and number. In this respect, the problem keeps
on being self-movement, and not how this movement is then transmitted to the body. For
this reason, Aristotle can leave the body aside and concentrate on the contradictions that the

definition of a self-moving object implies in principle.

8. [the soul is a unit: simple objects cannot produce the impulse for movement]
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But how can this possibly be a unit? Such a unit must differ inherently from the others.

In these lines, Aristotle returns once again on the equation of the soul with a unit.eo9
Granted that the soul cannot move and be moved at the same time, one of its units must be
responsible for the impulse of movement. However, in order for this to happen, such a unit
should be differentiated from the others. The insistence on the need for (at least) a unit to be
differentiated from others in order for movement to arise may suggest that units composing
Xenocrates’ soul are indeed not differentiated. This, of course, cannot be determined
conclusively, as Aristotle’s comment, although repeated, is only indirect. Nevertheless, if
we take again Form-Numbers as a working parallel, the supposition is consistent. Just as the
units composing each Form-Number were not internally differentiated, so it is in the case of

the soul.

[FR 112] oty 6¢ uovaéucﬁg Tig av 8’1’1] Sta(pop(‘x MV 0401G; £l p&v ovv eiciv Etepon
ai év 1@ coOpatt povadeg kol ai otrypal, &v @ a0t Ecovron ai povadeg kabeSer yop
yOpav oTryufic. kaitol Tl kwAvet &v Td avtd eival, £i 0o, koi dmeipovg; GV Yap 6 TOmog

608 Arist., De Anima, 409a19-21, transl. Hett.

609 For the difference between the two parts of Aristotle’s complaints, see Polansky (2007: 121): “This
argumentation, which sounds much like that of 409a1-3, differs to some extent because previously the units
were considered merely partless units whereas now they are bodily magnitudes, though still lacking sufficient
differentiation to permit any to be movers’.
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But what difference can a monadic point exhibit, except position?e11 If then the soul-
units in the body are different from the points in the body, the former will be in the same
place as the latter, for each will occupy the place of a point. And yet if two units can be
in the same place, why not an infinite number? for things which occupy an indivisible
space are themselves indivisible. But if the bodily points are identical with the units of
the soul number, or if the number of bodily points is the soul, why do not all bodies
have a soul? For there appear to be points—infinitely many, indeed—in all of them.
And again how is it possible to separate the points and free them from the bodies, if
lines cannot be resolved into points?

The conclusion of Aristotle’s report is an attempt to locate the soul within the body
according to a relation Aristotle establishes between points of the body and units in the soul.
Aristotle provides two mutually exclusive options and then rejects them both. Accordingly,

| understand the argument to be as follows:

If (a) the points of the body and the units of the soul are co-extensive, then:

- Since the units of the soul are in one way or another located in the body, they
would nonetheless occupy the space of a point. And if two things occupy the
same space, why are these things not infinite?e12 For things which occupy an
indivisible space (such as points) will themselves be indivisible.

If, alternatively, (b) the points of the body and the units of the soul are not co-extensive,
then:

- Every body would have a soul, although this is clearly not the case.

- The soul cannot be separated from the body.

It is obviously hard, in absence of further evidence, to determine the accuracy of
Aristotle’s report. In general, | find unconvincing that the correlation between points and

units was advanced by Xenocrates himself. In the end, Aristotle himself mentions that,

610 Arist., De Anima, 409a21-31, transl. Hett.

611 This is, once more, reminiscent of atomistic conceptions. On Xenocrates’ atomism as the roots for the
Epicurean theory of minima, see Verde (2013: 128-183).

612 Shields (2010: 148) interprets the argument slightly differently: ‘Aristotle first seems to reason that if the
soul is a unit, and if there are a plurality of souls, then the soul must be a point, since a point is a unit having
position (cf. 409a6)’. The assumption that the soul is a unit is in fact maintained throughout the argument.
Building on the assumption that the body, as a magnitude, can be divided infinitely, Shields concludes Aristotle
is arguing that ‘either each individual point of the body is to be identified with a soul, conceived as a point, or
it is not. If not, then there are conceivably an infinite number of souls in the same place as each point in the
body which is absurd’ (149). However, granting the same premise of the infinite divisibility of the body, I take
the argument to show that the units of the soul would nonetheless occupy the same place of points in the body.
But given that the space occupied by a point is indivisible, this is absurd.
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according to Xenocrates’ premises, lines cannot be resolved into points. In this respect, a
correlation between units and points would have certainly generated contradictions: if the
body can be resolved into points, why wouldn’t the line? The reference to the line in the
context of a spatial consideration of the soul, however, brings up a further issue. Throughout
the chapter, | have argued that Xenocrates’ world is rooted in a continuous conception of
reality, in which the soul too is inscribed. But if Xenocrates’ world is as continuous as | have
claimed, why not rely on the concept of line, rather than on that of number, in defining the
soul? In the end, a geometrical concept could have granted the same cognitive access to the
metaphysical world. However, while the line can be considered with respect to spatial
extension, number cannot. And this is confirmed by Aristotelian critiques; for, in order to
discuss the location of the soul, Aristotle needs to equate units and points, so as to grant the
latter with a position. Accordingly, the concept of number, besides granting epistemic
functions to the soul, might have offered Xenocrates a further advantage: the absence of
physical extension. This, as already emphasised in the previous sections, is crucial: on the
one hand, it allows the soul to introduce movement in the system but prevents it from
undergoing any kind of (physical) change. On the other hand, the introduction of movement
is also crucial with respect to physical bodies. For when movement is considered with

respect to these latter, it establishes the condition for change to arise.

Conclusion

To wrap everything up, what can we say about Xenocrates’ theory of the soul?

In section 7.2 | have argued that the ‘methodological’ passage preserved in Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics presents an occasion to think about the rationale of Xenocrates’
definition: the soul is defined as a ‘self-moving number’ primarily to account for its capacity
to produce life. Given this objective, the definition of the soul exposes a larger goal: a
coherent account of the middle status of the soul, which allows ontological continuity and
diversity at different levels of the system. At a general level, the introduction of movement
allows Xenocrates to account for change in the sensible realm; at a particular level, the
connotation of the soul as a number grants the soul with epistemic capacities and excludes
it from physical consideration. This way, self-movement is used to differentiate the soul
from Form-Numbers and Ideal Geometricals despite its mathematical characterisation. At
the same time, the capacity to self-move differentiates ensouled bodies from mere bodies.
The latter, being defined by their liability to movement but incapable to move themselves,

receive an explanation for their perishment and change.
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In this respect, the definition of the soul as a ‘self-moving number’ brings together and,
more importantly, accommodates, two equally essential factors, which, as | have argued in
section 7.3, both concur in construing the linkage between the two worlds. It is precisely this
double depiction of the soul that draws Aristotle’s sharp criticism. For Aristotle takes
Xenocrates’ theory to be vulnerable to objections regarding both self-movement and its
status of number. By doing so, however, he fails to realise that the paradox Xenocrates
creates is indeed meant to be a paradox so as to explain functions of both the sensible and

metaphysical worlds.

Nevertheless, Aristotle’s criticism of the self-moving number theory offers an occasion
to think about the details of Xenocrates’ doctrine. Even if such details must remain

undetermined, we can at least provide some suggestions.

Accordingly: (i) is the soul partless? And if it isn’t, (ii) should the units of the soul be
considered its parts or, rather, its parts should be conceived of differently? Many Aristotelian
critiques hint at a unitarian and partless conception of the soul: Aristotle compares the soul
to a unit two times; he points out at the necessity for an internal differentiation of the soul,
if the soul needs to be capable of the impulse for movement; he underlines how the soul
would cease to be the same number if the body undergoes a division. In all of these critiques,
Avristotle takes the soul’s unity to be constituted by the sum of all of its units, and, therefore,
of its parts. At the same time, we cannot take these suggestions as compelling evidence to
conclude that Xenocrates’ soul is partless:e13 in the end, the question is equally complicated
when asked in relation to Form-Numbers. And given that the soul is a number, it is legitimate
to transpose the question. Form-Numbers are indeed constituted by parts (since their units
can be considered as such), and yet their parts are not divisible. If the parallel is relevant,
then the soul, although constituted by parts, is nevertheless not divisible. However, one could
add that, although being conceivable as parts, the units constituting Form-Numbers are more
like elemental constituents than actually differentiated parts. Units of the Dyad are different
than those of the Triad, but nothing is said about a possible internal differentiation of the

units composing the Triad themselves. Yet, to consider the soul as constituted by parts would

613 The bipartition of the soul is usually attributed to Xenocrates (and Speusippus) on the basis of a passage of
ps-Olympiodorus’ commentary on the Phaedo (In Plat. Phaed. 74=fr. 131 IP), in which the Academics are
said to extend the immortality of the soul péypt tig dAoyiag. (see, e.g. Rees 1957; Schibli 1993). Isnardi Parente
also concludes that Xenocrates abandoned Plato’s tripartite psychology in favor of a bipartite one (309). For
her conclusion, fr. 126 is particularly important (Theod., Graecarum affectionum curatio) as Theodoretus says
Xenocrates’ soul to be 10 pév aicOnTkdy, [...] T0 8¢ Aoyucov). Such a conclusion, is, on the basis of Aristotle’s
testimony exclusively, impossible to reach. However, since the claim that the soul is partly sensible and partly
intelligible (this is how Isnardi Parente translates Aoyikév) can also be deduced from Xenocrates’ definition
only, the passage does not need to be taken as a confirmation of the bipartition.
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a) possibly be advantageous in terms of accounting for different functions and b) more in
line with Plato’s psychology. But how can one maintain that parts of the soul are

homogeneous and still perform different tasks?

A possible answer may lie in the fact that the soul, despite its mathematical
characterisation, is never characterised as a Form. This may grant more flexibility to the way
we conceive of ‘number’. For example, one may think of the definition ‘self-moving
number’ also as a number whose conformation is in constant modification. In that case, the
soul would maintain the homogeneity of its parts,e14 but it could develop different

combinations of its units in order to perform its different functions.

A second issue Aristotle raises is related to the spatial extension of the soul. Is the soul
spatially extended or, to put it differently, does it occupy a place? Aristotle insistently
establishes a relation between the units of the soul and the points of the body in order to
show that, also from a materialistic point of view, the conception of the soul as a number is
inconsistent. The topic is obviously complicated and cannot be determined conclusively.
However, | suggested a few possibilities in line with my interpretative direction. We have
seen that the production of dimensionality already takes place with Ideal-Geometricals.
Hence, there must be a way in which ideal and physical magnitudes differ, and | suggested
that this condition may be taken to be the liability to movement, a condition which adds up
at the level of the soul. If this is the case, it is important to emphasise that, although
magnitudes have been, so to say, already produced at an earlier stage of the system, the soul
is not taken to be an Ideal magnitude, but rather a number. The difference is crucial, for
Avristotle’s problem in trying to locate Xenocrates’ soul is precisely to establish a comparison
with something which does have a position and occupies a place. But the fact that the soul
is characterised as number does not admit such critiques. If the tentative reconstruction I

provided is at least slightly reliable, we could conceive of Xenocrates’ world as follows:

614 This suggestion, however, would maintain that the soul, to a certain extent, does change. In need of an
explanation for this aspect, one could imagine that since the soul’s units would be constant in number
nevertheless, change would be minimised to movement only.
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Conclusions

This study has proposed a new methodology for the reconstruction of the metaphysical
and epistemological theories of the first two scholarchs of the Academy, Speusippus and
Xenocrates. In particular, given the unsatisfactory picture of Speusippus and Xenocrates
obtained from previous collections and studies, this thesis has sought to test a new
methodology, consisting of an in-depth analysis of Aristotelian testimonia, with the aims of:
a) understanding Early Academic theories as internal responses to problems raised in the
Academy and connected to Plato’s doctrine; b) understanding the critical impulse Aristotle
provided for this process of development; c) re-assessing Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’
Platonic inheritance on these bases. The overall goal of this thesis was to offer a starting
point for the re-consideration of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theories and pave the way for
further studies on the topic. The expected outcome of this analysis was to show that
Aristotelian testimonia allow a contextualisation of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ doctrines
within the environment of the Academy, by exposing a set of problems the two scholars are

targeting in order to defend Platonic theories from the inconsistencies detected by Aristotle.

Accordingly, Section I revealed that, if we take participation to have constituted a crucial
problem for Speusippus, the interventions in his system, as well as the rejection of Plato’s
Theory of Forms, are understandable in view of his epistemological worries. Each
ontological section of Speusippus’ system is symmetrically separated from the others so as
to guarantee distinctive practices and independence to each of them. In this respect, the
mathematical world does not constitute a paradigmatic model for the sensible, nor does it
express any causality over sensible bodies, the enquiry into which deserves to be conducted
according to different rules than those reserved for mathematical and geometrical objects. It
is for the same reason that each ontological domain has its peculiar principles, conceived as
the explanatory and analytical causes of its objects. On this account, the One and the Plurality
are not conceived as principles of all things, but of mathematical number only. This permits
objects populating each domain to remain homogeneous to one another and requires that

they do not serve as explanatory for other levels.

Given the separation of the ontological levels in the system, Aristotle harshly criticises
Speusippus for not having accounted for a single and unifying principle ruling over his

world. Although he is sympathetic to some of the choices Speusippus adopted, Aristotle
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believed that Speusippus’ system could not account for the ontological priority of some
elements over the others. The absence of causal function between different levels, in fact,

rescinds the ontological link which was indeed needed for their ontological arrangement.

The arrangement of Xenocrates’ world appears to be responsive to the two main
shortcomingss Aristotle identified in Speusippus’ philosophy. As Section Il highlighted, on
the one hand, the transition from one ontological level to another appears to be justified on
the basis of ontological similarities; on the other hand, these ontological similarities grant
Xenocrates’ world with an exceptional continuity, whilst still accounting for the
differentiation and progression at each level. Moreover, Xenocrates seems not only to be
receptive of Aristotle’s criticisms of Speusippus, but also to justify his views on the basis of
shared assumptions with Aristotle. It may not be an accident, then, that the criticism Aristotle
addresses against Xenocrates insists almost exclusively on notions he finds contradictory:
that of Form-Number and that of soul qua self-moving number. In the attempt to fix the
problems Aristotle had raised against Speusippus, in fact, Xenocrates coined notions which
combine features of different ontological levels. The continuity of his world is, in Aristotle’s

perspective, only accounted for formally.

The picture which emerges out of this analysis of Aristotelian testimonia is a continuous
discussion taking place within the Academy. Both Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ systems are
shown to be extremely responsive of Aristotle’s assessment of their theories and demonstrate
a strong awareness of the problems that previous formulations created. It is precisely in this
awareness that their Platonic inheritance needs to be recovered. The theories of Speusippus
and Xenocrates do not exhibit a total deviation from Plato’s thought; both accept the
ontological hierarachy Plato established, which features mathematics and geometry in a
prominent position. Speusippus’ doctrine, although it appears to present a more explicit
departure from that of his master, is, in the end, motivated by the need to find an appropriate
way to explain the objects populating this world, and to justify different modes of
understanding. What decisively constitutes the diversity of Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’
solutions is their distinctive philosophical concerns, as well as the recognition of previous
problematic explanations. If, for Speusippus, the main flaw of Plato’s doctrine lies in the
epistemological complications it created, Xenocrates’ system appears to be driven by the
worry to produce a more justified ontological transition, which is precisely what was missing
in Speusippus’ system. In this respect, both philosophers sought to save the legacy left

behind by their master, especially in the light of Aristotle’s polemic.
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If the account | have provided is justified, the results of this thesis would compel us, once
again, to go back to Plato. Not only would the Platonic legacy of his students (Speusippus,
Xenocrates and Aristotle) need to be reconsidered, but also, and most of all, a novel
understanding of their Platonic legacy could in fact provide us with completely new ways to
read Plato’s own ideas and what we assume to be his key doctrines. For the picture of
Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theories emerging out of Aristotle’s testimonia tells an entirely
different story about the birth of Platonism: the first two scholarchs neither severed their
connections with their master nor replicated his theories superficially; on the contrary: they
took their lead from Plato’s doctrines because of the philosophical issues it addressed. In
fact, in their individual reactions to his doctrine both Speusippus and Xenocrates appear to
be much more committed to discuss specific philosophical problems rather than attached to
specific Platonic tenets. If Cherniss’ exemplary works led scholars to determine Aristotle’s
accounts essentially unreliable, a novel picture of Plato may emerge if one turns to
Speusippus’ and Xenocrates’ theories for consideration. In the context of his students’
reactions to his work, whether favourable (Speusippus and especially Xenocrates) or less so

(Aristotle), Plato’s immediate legacy may be revealed to be completely different.
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	1.1 Aristotle’s list of οὐσίαι (fr. 48)
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	Further, some do not think there is anything such as this (viz. substance) beyond sensible things, while some others think there are eternal substances which are more in number and more real, e.g., Plato posited two kinds of substance – the Forms and ...
	Σπεύσιππος δὲ καὶ πλείους οὐσίας ἀπὸ τοῦ ἑνὸς ἀρξάμενος, καὶ ἀρχὰς ἑκάστης οὐσίας ἄλλην μὲν ἀριθμῶν, ἄλλην δὲ μεγεθῶν, ἔπειτα ψυχῆς.
	Primary principles
	First of all, the passage raises an obvious question about principles in general, and, more specifically, about primary ones: the One (τὸ ἕν) and Plurality (τὸ πλῆθος). Are primary principles to be considered in the same manner as the other substances...
	One possible way to solve the difficulty would be to consider the One to which Aristotle refers as the first number, and not as a principle. At the same time, though, it would not really make sense to consider the One Aristotle refers to as the first ...
	Speusippus posited still more kinds of substances, beginning with the One, and positing principles for each kind of substance.
	But if we take the One to be the principle of numbers, we need to conclude that the One, as primary principle, cannot be an οὐσία even for Aristotle, or at least not properly speaking, since it is a principle itself and it does not require another pri...
	A second solution, which seems more plausible to me, might be found in considering the difficulties of Aristotle’s passage as a reflection of a difficulty Aristotle himself had in translating Speusippus’ system into his own theoretical language and fr...
	Other principles?
	The consideration of the One rasises an obvious and related question: are primary principles different than other kinds of principles? And how do other principles work? Not to fall short of expectations, it must be said that the material preserved doe...
	With regard to the realities populating Speusippus’ world, Aristotle’s passage does point to (at least some of) them: numbers, spatial magnitudes, the soul and the sensibles. As each component will be analysed in detail in the following chapters, I wi...
	The mathematical realm
	From Diogenes Laertius’ catalogue,  we learn that Speusippus wrote a book entitled Μαθηματικός, the Scientist.  If the title’s reference to mathematical and geometrical practices cannot be established conclusively,  it is probable Speusippus recognise...
	-  Speusippus rejected ideal number and postulated mathematical number only;
	-  mathematical number (or mathematical objects) is the first of beings (τὸν πρῶτον τῶν ὄντων).
	- mathematical number is a reality in itself  and is not conceived as a cause.
	Aristotle’s insistence in characterising mathematical number as the first ‘being’  might support the doubts we raised concerning his interpretation of Speusippus’ principles. On the one hand, the characterisation of the principles as στοιχεῖα suggests...
	The soul
	Concerning the soul, the situation becomes even more difficult: indeed, among extant Aristotelian testimonies concerning Speusippus, only one passage mentions the soul. Moreover, the passage does not help at all any understanding about the soul itself...
	For this reason, in the present context the soul will not receive a separate and specific account. In order to compensate the absence of such aspect, which would be important for a clearer understanding of Speusippus’ epistemological theories but is a...
	The sensibles
	Lastly, even though not explicitly listed in Aristotle’s list, Speusippus’ world probably features sensible objects. That this is the case is hinted by the fact (i) that in Aristotle’s list of Plato’s οὐσίαι sensibles occur explicitly,  and (ii) that ...
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	1.2 The episodicity of the world (frr. 86; 52)
	a) First of all, the lack of connection Aristotle is here pointing at does not seem to be random. Aristotle provides us with a precise order of elimination, which follows the same order provided when presenting the components of Speusippus’ world in t...
	b) Moreover, the isolation of Speusippus’ ontological levels is explicitly evoked by the metaphor used by Aristotle: to say that the world does not resemble the episodes of a bad tragedy, amounts to saying that the world is not constituted by a series...
	c) Lastly, it must be highlighted that, at the beginning of the fragment, Aristotle addresses the criticism to some components in particular, namely, to all number and mathematical objects (ὁ ἀριθμὸς πὰς καὶ τὰ μαθηματικά). For Aristotle says that, if...
	a) Speusippus’ components of the world appear to be arranged according to different degrees of substantiality (or, at least, this is how Aristotle spells out the arrangement). Within this arrangement, Aristotle identifies, in order of degree of substa...
	b) Aristotle’s criticism specifically addresses two aspects of Speusippus’ system that are connected: priority in substance and ontological isolation of the levels. As the components of the world are arranged according to different degrees of substant...
	1.3 The rejection of Forms (fr. 77)
	1.4 Speusippus’ ontology: preliminary conclusions
	a) Speusippus belongs to that group of philosophers who established the existence of many substances beyond sensible bodies and, according to Aristotle, arranged them according to different degrees of substantiality.
	b) The list of Speusippus’ oὐσίαι includes: mathematical number, magnitudes (the two are possibly joined together as τὰ μαθηματικά), soul and sensible bodies. According to what Aristotle says, each oὐσία presents specific principles. Although it is di...
	c) The arrangement according to degrees of substantiality or, better, the relation in terms of priority and posteriority, implies, for Aristotle, that the different ontological levels should be connected to one another. Despite an arrangement which fe...
	d) The fact that Speusippus’ establishes different principles for each ontological level makes Aristotle conclude that Speusippus’ levels not only fail to account for their arrangement and order but are also disconnected.
	e) Lastly, Speusippus seems to identify two kinds of problems in Plato’s theory of Forms: on the one hand, a problem related to logical difficulties involved in Plato’s account; on the other hand, an empirical disadvantage that leads Speusippus to rej...
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	2.1 What is most beautiful and noble does not exist ἐν ἀρχῇ (fr. 53)
	2.2 Premise (i): what is most beautiful and noble does not exist in the principle/in the beginning (τὸ κάλλιστον καὶ ἄριστον μὴ ἐν ἀρχῇ εἶναι)
	2.3  Premise (ii): principles (of plants and animals) are causes (τῶν φυτῶν καὶ τῶν ζῴων τὰς ἀρχὰς αἴτια μὲν εἶναι)
	2.4 Premise (iii): Beauty and Completeness are in the things that arise out the principles (τὸ δὲ καλὸν καὶ τέλειον ἐν τοῖς ἐκ τούτων)
	2.5 The counterexample of the seed
	2.6 Another discussion on the good (frr. 58; 57)
	Aristotle presents the aporia as regarding the relation entertained between τὸ ἀγαθὸν καὶ τὸ καλὸν and τὰ στοιχεῖα καὶ αἱ ἀρχαί. As underlined in the first sections of this chapter,  the aporia is expressed explicitly as a relation that the principles...
	First, Aristotle speaks of an agreement between the mythologists and the thinkers of his time, who denied that there is such a principle, or element, conceived as (the) good, and established that beauty and good only appear once the nature of things h...
	Secondly, I would like to discuss the adjective ὑστερογενής further. Scholars  tend to consider the reference to the theologians as genuinely Speusippean. However, I agree with Crubellier that such a supposition is not necessary, as the passage: ‘obéi...
	2.7 Why participation?
	c) The continuous reference to qualities, participation  and predication which emerges out of Aristotle’s considerations following [FR. 58]. In the following portions of text, the reference to qualities, and to qualities shared by different kinds of b...

	CHAPTER THREE:
	MATHEMATICAL NUMBER
	3.1 The mathematical realm in Aristotle’s testimony (frr. 73; 74; 75; 76; 77)
	Accordingly, let us turn to what Aristotle has to say specifically about Speusippus’ mathematical theories which, unfortunately, is not much. Hence, our strategy will consist in providing a broad view of the main texts, in the attempt to reconstruct a...
	[FR. 73] Now there are three kinds of substance. One is sensible […]. Another is immutable, which certain thinkers hold to exist separately; some dividing it into two classes, others combining the Forms and the objects mathematics into a single class,...
	[FR. 74] There are two views on this subject. Some say that mathematical objects, i.e. numbers and lines, etc., are substances; and others again that the Forms are substances. Now since some recognize these as two classes—the Ideas and the mathematica...
	[FR. 75] Some hold that both kinds of number exist, that which involves priority and posteriority being identical with the Forms, and mathematical number being distinct from Forms and sensible things, and both kinds being separable from sensible thing...
	[FR. 76] Nor again is the theory sound which certain other thinkers hold concerning numbers. These are those who do not believe in Forms, neither absolutely nor as being certain numbers, but believe that the objects of mathematics exist, and that the ...
	[FR. 77] Those who posit the objects of mathematics only besides sensible things, because they saw the difficulty and artificiality regarding the Forms, abandoned Ideal number and posited mathematical number (οἱ μὲν γὰρ τὰ μαθηματικὰ μόνον ποιοῦντες π...
	3.2 The generation of numbers: Aristotelian candidates (fr. 83)
	As observed, Aristotle does not provide us with detail concerning the role of the mathematical realm in Speusippus’ philosophy. Moreover, what remains completely obscure is the crucial transition from first principles to numbers. In this regard, even ...
	[FR. 83] Ἔτι πῶς μὲν ἐνδέχεται εἶναι ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς καὶ πλήθους τὸν ἀριθμὸν οὐθὲν ἐπιχειρεῖται· ὅπως δ᾿ οὖν λέγουσι ταὐτὰ συμβαίνει δυσχερῆ ἅπερ καὶ τοῖς ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς καὶ ἐκ τῆς δυάδος τῆς ἀορίστου. ὁ μὲν γὰρ ἐκ τοῦ κατηγορουμένου καθόλου γεννᾷ τὸν ἀριθμὸ...
	Further, no attempt is made to explain how it is possible for number to originate out of the One and Plurality; but howsoever they account for this, the same difficulties follow for those who (originate)  number out of the One and the indeterminate Dy...
	In the first line of the testimony, Aristotle experiences the same frustration modern scholars do when they try to understand how the generation of numbers works in Speusippus’ account. For Aristotle affirms Speusippus made no attempt at all (οὐθὲν ἐπ...
	Aristotle’s strategy has three steps. First (i), he highlights the problem: Speusippus did not explain how number can originate out of the One and Plurality (εἶναι ἐκ τοῦ ἑνὸς καὶ πλήθους τὸν ἀριθμόν). Secondly (ii) he conflates Speusippus and Xenocra...
	a. First of all, what is immediately odd in Aristotle’s strategy, is that although the focus of Aristotle’s criticism is number (i.e. he asks how it is possible for number to originate out of the principles), no attention is drawn to the fact that Spe...
	b. The lack of distinction between the different kinds of number postulated by Xenocrates and Speusippus is, I believe, strictly related to step (ii) of Aristotle’s strategy. For the equation is meant to establish that number arises out of the One and...
	c. This strategy is, however, at least weirdly intricate: Aristotle presented Speusippus’ primary principles (or, at least the One) as elements. If the connotation of ‘element’ is to be intended in the Aristotelian way, namely, as basic structural con...
	d. Although the modes of production listed by Aristotle point to combinability, perhaps a different focus for the discussion is required. In the end, the distinction between mathematical and ideal number seems not to represent a compelling difference ...
	Almost all the processes listed by Aristotle involve precisely some sort of combination out of elements. Mixture (μῖξις), listed as the first process, receives a long treatment in the context of chapter 1.10 of the De generatione and corruptione, wher...
	The second option listed is position (θέσις). Once again, the term reflects the technical language used by Aristotle to describe the differential factors in Democritus’ atomic theory.  According to Aristotle’s testimony, Leucippus and Democritus expla...
	Ιn this case, it is the comparison of units with atoms that grounds Aristotle’s rationale. Moreover, here we find the two terms κρᾶσις and μῖξις together. If we take atoms (or units) to be Aristotle’s target when he mentions τὰ μικρά, it is clear that...
	3.3 The generation of numbers: γένεσις
	3.4 A brief digression: Speusippus’ and Menaechmus on the right appellative for mathematical prepositions (fr. 36)
	a) The plausibility of a unitarian conception of the mathematical realm, according Speusippus. Indeed, mathematical as well as geometrical objects are described as ungenerated and this time, also unchangeable, thus confirming Aristotle’s account of th...
	and
	b) Implicitly, the incongruity of thinking of mathematical and geometrical objects as ‘generated’. Indeed, the insistence on the need of an accurate terminology to describe the objects of mathematics which does not share reference with the processes o...
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	4.1 The inquiry into the sensibles: the collection of the ὅμοια (frr. 84; 123-146)
	4.2 The hunt for knowledge: Proclus’ report of Speusippus’ epistemology in the In Euclidem (fr. 35)
	4.2.1 Context and traditional scholarly interpretation
	I hope this will suffice for the momentary exclusion of the lines preceding the fragment. As for the lines which follow it, and provide examples for the processes undertaken by διάνοια, we have reasons to exclude that they can be attributed to Speusip...
	Speusippus’ quotation is followed by four geometrical examples; a) and b) are quoted as examples of the first kind of knowledge, while c) and d) of the second. The examples are as follows:
	a) drawing a straight line from a point to a point;
	b) considering one of the two ends of a straight line as stationary, while the other end moves around as a process which describe a circle;
	c) constructing a one-turn spiral;
	d) constructing an equilateral triangle.
	The examples introduced hint at the ῥύσις theory, which I don’t take to be ascribable to Speusippus, but has been acknowledged as Speusippean by Cherniss.  However, as Isnardi Parente underlines,  Speusippus seems not to have granted great considerati...
	Moreover, the four examples listed, perfectly fit Proclus’ distinction between ἀξιώματα and αἰτήματα  (for which, by the way, there is no other evidence for Speusippus), and their connection with postulates and problems.  Indeed, cases a) and b) work ...
	Also, besides fitting perfectly into Proclus’ previous distinction, the examples also contradict [FR. 36].  For [FR. 36] states that, as to theoretical sciences, Speusippus argued in favour of the name θεωρήματα and rejected the name προβλήματα. But w...
	Lastly, as Proclus uses the same notions and vocabulary other times when he is discussing Euclidean postulates, this makes very implausible for him to be referring to Speusippus specifically when he exploits them here.
	This brief overview should have exposed the limits of the fragment under analysis, i.e. lines 14-22. Now, as the fragment presents two different kinds of objects, τὰ μέν and τὰ δέ, the next sections will address the identification of each kind of obje...
	4.2.2 The identification of τὰ μέν (lines 14-19)
	If this does not yet provide us with a conclusive identification for τὰ μέν, at least it provides us with an upper limit for it. If διάνοια, as it seems, cannot refer to principles, and is not referred to principles in any other early testimonia, it w...
	- The fragment states that (lines 15-17), of the objects διάνοια hunts after, it (διάνοια) puts forward and prepares for the following inquiry τὰ μέν, without undertaking, or producing any kind of ποικίλην διέξοδον, that is, any kind of complex path. ...
	“The following,” I said: “these stars that adorn (ποικίλματα) the heavens, since they ornament the visible sky (ἐν ὁρατῷ πεποίκιλται), we think they’re the most beautiful and perfect examples of their kind (κάλλιστα καὶ ἀκριβέστατα τῶν τοιούτων). And ...
	“It therefore follows,” I said, “that we must use the splendor of the heavens as models for the purposes of our study regarding those other things (τὸν οὐρανὸν ποικιλίᾳ παραδείγμασι χρηστέον τῆς πρὸς ἐκεῖνα μαθήσεως ἕνεκα), just as if one might resort...
	- In addition, the following metaphor stresses the same point. The fragment states (lines 18-19) that διάνοια has with τὰ μέν ‘a clearer (ἐναργεστέραν)  contact than sight has with visible objects’. Once again, although the immediate reading of the te...
	At this point, we can finally turn to the analysis of the second part of the fragment and try to find a candidate for τὰ δέ as well.
	4.2.3  The identification of τὰ δέ (lines 19-22)
	a. The first is provided by Guthrie, who translates the second sentence: ‘Others it cannot seize upon immediately, but progresses towards them by inference and endeavours to track them (sc. τὰ δέ) down by way of their consequences’ with a logical mean...
	To wrap things up, I believe that an interpretation that opts either for a logical or an exclusively geometrical/mathematical grounding of the fragment is misleading.  Indeed, what I think is here at stake is something like the implications or, better...
	If we think about the sensibles, and about how Speusippus’ conducted his own inquiry into sensible objects, we find him occupied with a taxonomic arrangement of reality, investigating sensible objects by understanding the common properties that they h...
	4.2.4 The significance of the fragment within Speusippus’ epistemology
	Now that we have provided an outline of how the different levels of Speusippus’ system are arranged, and how they stand in relation to one another, we finally get to the thorniest question, which relates to the principles, and, more specifically, prim...
	In the previous chapters, we have often witnessed Aristotle discussing Speusippus’ first principles in different contexts and providing information about the relation they entertain with what they are said to be principles of: mathematical number. Acc...
	And this problem is connected to:
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