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ABSTRACT

The surviving fragments of Numenius’ On #he Good show the progression of a
discernable argument; the dialogue as a whole deals with the search for a deeper
understanding of the Form of the Good that is discussed in Plato’s Repubii.
Fragment la provides a statement of method that governs Books 1-3. Book 1
attempts to use dialectical reasoning to reconstruct the “arguments” (logo)) of
Pythagoras. Book 2 attempts to find confirmation of these arguments in the
Platonic dialogues. Book 3 attempts to find further confirmation in the traditions of
the “peoples of good repute.” Fragment 9, taken from Book 3, gives a novel telling
of the Jewish story of the Exodus, and is carefully constructed so as to be in
conformity with Plato. It is best read as an allegory for the interaction of God and
Matter. Book 4 is lost, but likely treated the necessity of a lower creator god beneath
the highest god who is “free of labor.” Book 5 introduces the Three Gods, who
should be understood as the highest god, and two aspects of the lower god: a
contemplative aspect and a creative aspect. Book 6 ties together the themes of the

dialogue as a whole, and concludes that the Good is God.
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Une fois que nous connaissons “un,” nous croyons que nous connaissons “deux”
parce que un plus un égale deux. Nous oublions qu’auparavant, il faut savoir ce
qu’est “plus.”

Supercomputer Alpha 60,
from Jean-Luc Godard’s Alphaville
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to provide a new interpretation of the second-
century AD philosophical dialogue mepl Tdyabob (henceforth On the Good, or De
Bono) composed by Numenius “the Pythagorean,” as he was called. Indeed, this
dissertation is the first full interpretation that attempts to fit all the fragments that
survive of this fascinating text into a coherent argument.! The diverse subject
matters treated in the extended fragments of this tract, some without prima facie
connection to one another, have apparently daunted or confused scholars of the
past, since previous interpretations have virtually always focused on one or two
aspects of the work in question. Many scholars have exclusively focused on
Numenius’ metaphysical fragments, others on the theological fragments; and there is
very little discussion in the scholarship of the crucial and transitional fragment 9,
which gives a novel retelling of the story of Moses and the Exodus.

It is my belief that a careful study of the available evidence does provide a
coherent connection among all the fragments.” It is also my contention that the

various topics under discussion in On the Good—metaphysics, religious history, and

All abbreviations are those of the third edition of the Oxford Classical Dictionary.
Translations are my own unless otherwise indicated.

" Des Places’ (1973) collection of the fragments of Numenius is generally treated as
though it replaces the earlier one of Leemans. Unfortunately, des Places does not
incorporate all of Leemans’ testimonia into his edition. Following convention, I shall
cite by the numbering in des Places. Where I use a testimonium in Leemans that
does not appear in des Places, I shall use the ancient citation.

?In des Places’ edition of the fragments of Numenius, the fragments of De Bono run
from fr. 1a to fr. 20, though fr. 10 is more propetly a testimonium than a fragment
preserving Numenius’ words. There are other “fragments” that will appear in this
study that are similarly testimonies by later authors, e.g. fr. 21, which is an account
that Proclus claims to give of Numenius’ Three Gods.



theology—are deeply interconnected for Numenius; we must study all of them if we
are fully to understand any of them. The richness of this continuum makes Oz zhe
Good a truly unique and rewarding work of an exceptional mind, and we can only
lament the loss of so much of it.

Numenius and his perplexing fragments have never really been neglected in
modern scholarship. There are several discussions of the fragments of Oz the Good,
with those of Festugiere (1954), Dodds (1960), des Places (1973), and Frede being
the most notable.” There are also several irreconcilable theories that have atisen to
make sense of the seemingly irreconcilable fragments and festimonia 1 shall
necessarily take a stand on some of the more controversial issues, like the identity
and functions of what Numenius calls the “Three Gods,” but this is not the focus of
this study. The focus of this study instead is the progression of an argument
throughout the text. Major obscurities can be dispelled if we understand that
Numenius uses different intellectual traditions to reach the same goal.

In coming to know God, Numenius guides the reader from one
epistemological mode to another—from metaphysical analysis to theological
speculation. The one is communicated by dialectic, the other by analogy. On the Good
is thus a search for a universal philosophy, or rather, a universal knowledge

Emomun) or wisdom (copta), with the highest order of being as its object. In

’ Scholarship has not been kind to Guthrie’s unsystematic study and the
accompanying English translation: both are usually ignored. Almost simultaneously
to one another, Leemans (1-43) and van der Ven published sensitive and thoughtful
studies of Numenius that have not received the attention they are due, in part
because they are written in Dutch.

* Baltes (1975) 268; Turner (2001) 385.



order to provide this account, Numenius primarily invoked the
Platonic/Pythagorean tradition, but was cleatly intetested (to one degtree or another)
in searching non-Greek sources as well.

Numenius was by all ancient accounts a towering figure.” We know that
Origen of Caesarea praised his esteem for non-Greek wisdom over and against
Celsus’ petulant faultfinding (fr. 1b). Later, the Athenian Academy accused Plotinus
of plagiarizing Numenius.” Porphyry also informs us that Plotinus lectured on
Numenius’ work in his Roman seminar, and had a Numenian specialist in his circle
named Amelius. In Arnobius’ day (fl. AD 300), a full century after Numenius’ own,
there were still adherents of Numenius and of Numenius’ mysterious associate
Cronius, against whom Arnobius sets the “adherents of Christ.””’

About his background we know that Numenius was closely associated with

the city of Apamea in Syria.” The assumption that Numenius was an Aramaic-

® Modern scholarship has not always recognized this. Zeller (235) comments that
Numenius was not philosophically important, despite the fact that he found many
admirers. This judgement is unjust. Similarly, Norden’s (72) dismissive summary is
characterisic of many scholarly treatments of Numenius in the early twentieth
century: “Numenius, the strongly orientalizing predecessor of the actual Platonists ...
” [emphasis my own)].

° Porph. Plot. 17. Thedinga used this anecdote as a warrant to write a seties of
quixotic essays (1917, 1919, 1922, 1925) arguing that “superfluous and disorganized
parts” (1919, 250) of the Emneads were interpolated by Porphyry into Plotinus’
writings. Bréhier (xxv-xxvi) refutes this claim conclusively.

" See Arn. Adp. Nat. 2.11.2: Vos Platoni, vos Cronio, vos Numenio vel cui libuerit creditis: nos
credimus et adquiescinus Christo. (““You who believe in Plato, you who belive in Cronius,
you who believe in Numenius, or whoever! We believe in and are satisified with
Christ”).

® That Numenius hailed from Syrian Apamea and not one of the many other cities of
that name is confirmed by the Suda, and supported by Amelius’ and Iamblichus’



speaking Syrian native imbued with Greek culture is unnecessary, although there are
still scholars who make it.” Numenius’ interest in non-Greek sources of wisdom
might make this an initially attractive possibility, but it should ultimately be rejected
as improbable."” Syrian Apamea was founded by the Diadoch Seleukos Nikator after
the battle of Ipsus in 301 B.C. Together with its sister city, Antioch, Apamea served
very much the same function as Alexandria or Ptolemais in Egypt: to be a Greek
settlement, a projection of regal power, and a center of Greek culture in a conquered
and colonized territory.'" The city’s history is entirely Greek. It is, of course, still not
wholly impossible that Numenius was not a native Greek. In Numenius’ own day
the Assyrian Lucian, and a century later the Phoenician Porphyry and the Syrian
Iamblichus, were to prove that, through hard work and thorough cultural
assimilation, privileged barbarians could become Greek intellectuals; but they were
quite exceptional, and without further evidence, the ethnic melting pot of the Greek
East makes it impossible to be certain about Numenius’ background. His location in

a Greek colony, his Greek name, and his commitment to Greek philosophy all make

unique interest in the city, since both later philosophers moved there to set up their
philosophical schools.

’ See e.g. Plese (2005) 359. Still less appealing is the argument that Numenius
actively employed “Oriental” mysticism in his philosophical project, a view for which
Puech was the chief advocate. Moreschini (46-50) attempted to revive this view
unsuccessfully.  Even Vacherot (330), who is generally associated with an
“orientalizing” view of the history of Neoplatonism, saw early that Numenius’
theology at least is completely Greek. See also des Places (1971) 445.

Wil 60.

" Achille 170-71.



it most likely that he was Greek."

The style of his writing is infamously difficult, and frustrated readers in the
twentieth century have not always been appreciative of the perceived obfuscation. I
side with Leemans (19-22) in seeing real literary merit to Numenius’ idiosyncratic
diction.” He is fond of repetitions and synonyms (TeBunkdTa Kal vekpd) to
express excitement, and uses (perhaps to an excessive degree) qualifying particles in
order to guide the reader through the subtlety of his distinctions, though this subtlety

* His narrative voice takes

may reach the level of the overwrought and obscure.'
great care to draw interesting and varied similes and analogies that sometimes have
the ring of literary eckphrases. When he touches on the heart of his major
philosophical goals, Numenius will interject poetic flourishes and artfully chosen
archaisms. This narrative voice is ethopoietic; it is capable of switching from
focused and rigorous analysis to irony and self-deprecation. Much of this can, in
fact, be said of Plato himself, and we need not doubt that that the points of stylistic
contact are no accident. On the other hand, it is undeniable that Numenius’ style is
more mannered and hypotactic than is fashionable today; but if this is a literary fault,
it is a fault of the age, and not of the man, as any reader of Plutarch will attest.

Our most important evidence for Numenius’ Oz the Good comes from several

extended direct quotations by Eusebius in his Praeparatio Evangelica. Clearly Eusebius

"2 Wolff (iv) has the right idea: he lists Porphyry and Iamblichus as “Syrians” and
Numenius as “Apamean.”

P Cf. des Places ([1971] 457), where Numenius is characterized as a model of the
“asiatic” style. See also Somos 55; Athanassiadi 71.

" Leemans (19) notes the frequent “coyness” in Numenius that is surprising in a
philosophical tract.



quotes Numenius so much because he admired him, just as Origen did. Eusebius
mentions six books of Oz #he Good, and it is clear from the quotations themselves
that this treatise took the form of a dialogue between a philosopher and a xenos,
much like Plato’s Laws.” We are enormously fortunate in that Eusebius is very
conscientious about informing his reader from which of the six books each fragment
is extracted; in addition Eusebius usually informs us of the chronological order of
the fragments that he quotes. Eusebius does quote Numenius for his own purposes,
but the various quotations have various purposes in Eusebius’ evangelical scheme.
When we take the fragments together, they provide a cross section that offers a
compelling and consistent view of the dialogue as a whole. The fragments can be
summarized as follows: "

1) The fragments of Book 1 treat the challenges and rewards of seeking the

Good. Itis in this book that Numenius outlines his plan to define the good by using

Plato, Pythagoras, and the “peoples of good repute,” i.e. Persians, Indians, Jews, and

" Besides De Bono, Eusebius also preserves fragments of two other works of
Numenius. One fragment is taken from On the Secret Teachings of Plato, and explains
that Plato hid his true meaning while writing dialogues in order not to suffer the
same fate as Socrates. The other work is a simultaneously fascinating and infuriating
work called On the Academy’s Betrayal of Plato. In the latter, Numenius offers
invective—sometimes philosophical, sometimes personal—against the heads of the
Academy after Plato in order to show that the tendency within the Middle and New
Academy to embrace Skepticism was counter to teachings of Plato (Theiler [1960]
149). Krimer (65 n. 144) would have The Academy’s Betrayal of Plato as a companion
piece to De Bono, with the false Academy demolished in the former, and the true one
restored in the latter; cf. Mauro 117. Numenius’ argument that the Academy
“betrayed” Plato would have been controversial in his day, as is seen from the fact
that a lost tract attributed to Plutarch was entitled mepl ToD plav elvar Ty amo
IMAdTwvos "Axadnplav (“That there is One Single Academy After Plato,” Lamprias
Catalogue 63, see Dillon [1988] 106). See also Witt 119.

16 Cf. Garcfa Bazan 201.



Egyptians. Numenius advocates a study of Being in order to find the Good, and
proceeds to pursue a metaphysical discussion of what Being is, and what its role is in
the world. This elicits a description of Being’s opposite, Matter.

2) The fragments of the second book continue the metaphysical discussion
of Being and its opposition to Matter. There is at least an implication that chaotic
Matter can be viewed as a principle of radical deprivation, a sort of “Non-Being.”"’
This interpretation is confirmed by Chalcidius’ summary of Numenius’ teaching.

3) The third Book somehow transitions to a discussion of prophets and
magicians of generations past. We know that in Book 3 Numenius treated Moses
(identified with the Orphic sage Musaeus), Moses’ Egyptian enemies Iannes and
Iambres, and also Jesus (although anonymously). Considering the statement in fr.
la that Numenius intends to “invoke the peoples of good repute” in order to
support his Platonic search for the Good, we should take Book 3 as an argument
that the truths perceived in Books 1-2 have always been available to prophets and
holy people at all times in some way.” This fragment should be treated as
transitional within the dialogue: the Good/Being in this book has come to be treated
as a personal God whom holy people of the past encountered. I shall argue below
that fr. 9 from Book 3 should be read as an allegory for the eternal struggle between
God and matter.

4) Book 4 is a bit more problematic since there are no fragments that can be

confidently assigned to it. There is a series of fragments that des Places identifies as

" See van Winden (1959) 39.

'® Martano (30) is on the right track. His sees Bk. 3 as an attempt to wrest a kernel of
truth from diverse traditions. What that kernel is he does not specify.



“IV” vel 1”7 (“Book 4 or 57). Since these fragments are topically very similar to the
one fragment that is definitely from Book 5, I shall treat them together with it.
Leemans assumes that Book 4 is most likely entirely lost, but that it likely treated the
impossibility of the Good/Being/God directly coming into contact with Mattet.
Leemans’ interpretation is quite reasonable, since it does form a topical bridge from
Book 3 to Book 5.

5) The fragments treated under Book 5 all try to answer the implied question
of how the radically opposed principles of God/Good and Matter can come
together to create a world. It is here that Numenius introduces such difficult
concepts as the “Three Gods” and the “Two Gods who are One” that have
confused scholars ancient and modern. In the context of the dialogue as a whole, it
is very clear that Numenius uses these ideas to explain how the Good can be a
radical and transcendent principle and a creative force at the same time. The
Good/God remains aloof, yet paradoxically can be said to create the wotld in which
we live, and so these different phases or aspects of its relationship to matter are
described as different Gods. There has been a transition not only between subject
matters (from metaphysics to theology), but also of methods (from dialectic to
analogy). " There follows a series of metaphors and analogies in these fragments
that try to illustrate the relationships among these Gods with each other and with
what Numenius calls the “beautiful” world. The “beautiful” world is Numenius’

term for what contemporary philosophers call the “phenomenal” world of our

' Martano (31) is not quite correct in seeing Numenius’ transition from metaphysics
to theology in the discussion of how matter and spirit require an intermediary. The
transition has already happened in Bk. 3, before that discussion, when the two first
principles are still treated as absolutely opposed. See below on fr. 9.



experience.

6) One of the fragments of Book 6 continues with the project of illustrative
analogies, but the other fragments are concerned with attributing all the insights of
the dialogue as a whole to Plato. The identification of the various names Good,
Being, God with the same transcendent principle is reaffirmed, and prooftexts from
the Platonic dialogues are invoked, along with a quotation from the conclusion of
Plato’s lecture “On the Good” that “the Good is one.” There is a final statement
that answers the initial question from fr. 1 of what the Good is: The Good is God.”

Several scholars have seen that Books 1 and 2 treat the ultimate nature of the
universe, while later books treat the nature of God. Leemans is typical; he discusses
the fragments of Books 1 and 2 in a section entitled “Metaphysics” and later
fragments of On the Good in a section entitled “Theology.” Frede does something
similar.”’  What all treat inadequately is the necessity that these two programs be

connected somehow in Numenius’ mind. The key is Book 3, of which we

* Tn addition to the direct quotations from FEusebius, there are a few testimonia in
Origen, Proclus, Porphyry, and a few (but surprisingly few) in Iamblichus. One very
important witness is Chalcidius. I shall especially use him in my discussion of
Numenius’ view of Matter, on which see below.

' Decades earlier, Chaignet (313-23) had summarized Numenius’ De Bono in the
same way, with an eye toward attempting to reconstruct Numenius’ view of the soul.
Vacherot (320-28) also does something similar, except that he recounts Numenius’
theology and then his metaphysics. Much of what these scholars provide is simply a
summarized translation of the fragments with little interpretation. Festugicre ([1954]
126) notes the passage from metaphysics in Bks. 1-2 to the theology of Bks. 4-0;
however, he does not discuss the nature of that transition. Cf. Beutler 669-72;
Mauro (102); Petty (xiii-xix). Des Places (1973) is surprisingly uninterested in
Numenius’ metaphysics in the introduction to his Budé collection of the fragments.
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unfortunately possess only a single fragment and a single testimonium.”> There is
enough, however, to show that the material treated in Book 3 is transitional, not only
from metaphysics to theology, but from one mode of apprehension (philosophical
inquiry and dialetic) to another (myth and analogy).”” We shall see that this transition
in Book 3 is at least in part typological, or allegorical, with characters in religious
history embodying and enacting the functions of first principles in the world.

The setting for Numenius’ metaphysical-theological synthesis is a discussion
of the nature of the Form of the Good that Plato describes in the Republic, but it is
not limited to this dialogue, or even to Plato. Numenius exercises his broad interests
and expansive imagination to tie what he sees as the best of human intellectual
accomplishments into a unified whole. Another way to say this is that the ultimate
project of the Oz the Good is an argument for the unity of purpose between what we
would understand to be philosophy and religion, of reasoned discourse and
metaphor: their common purpose is to know the ultimate and highest truth of the
universe, which Numenius calls God. This ambitious goal will set the stage for

philosophical and theological speculation (both pagan and Christian) for at least two

** Thedinga ([1875] 12) notes that after the philosophical fragments of Bks. 1-2, fr. 9
is “surprising.” He attempts no explanation for what the logical relevance of the
fragment is in the dialogue as a whole, and scholars have not taken up this implicit
challenge. I propose such an explanation below. Chaignet (312-22) does attempt a
brief synthesis, but quotes fr. 9 only to show Numenius’ interest in Judaism.
Chaignet does not see the separate tracks on ontology and theology at work in the
dialogue. Zeller (234-41) similarly tries to encapsulate the work as a whole. Zeller
made several useful demonstations of the relationships among various individual
fragments, but left much undiscussed. Guyont (138-50) organizes his discussion of
Numenius under headings: chief ideas, god, intermediary principles, and ecstasy; his
essential goal is to demonstrate how the concept of infinity works in Numenius, and
is not a reconstruction of Numenius’ thought as a whole.

» See Martano 28.
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centuties.

The Ontological Pyramid

There is one prefatory matter that the reader needs in order to understand
On the Good. A general and simple introduction to the basics of Platonic metaphysics
is necessary, since it pervades virtually every line of the fragments of the tract; and in
order to appreciate Numenius’ worldview, one must fit it into its wider Platonic
context. There was a general consensus among Platonists about the framework of
the universe. This framework is generally assumed in Platonic writings, but is rarely
outlined directly, even in modern scholarship. There are different ways to approach
this framework; scholars of Plotinus, for example, sometimes refer to it as a “chain”

** However, the simplest paradigm, and the most immediately relevant for

of being.
understanding Numenius, is to visualize the Platonic cosmos as levels of division. I
call this cosmic structure of increasing or decreasing division the “Ontological
Pyramid.”® This pyramid serves as a model (and only a model) for understanding

one way in which Platonists assigned value judgments to the levels of their

metaphysical system.*

** Inge 254. The term, however, is not found in Plotinus’ own words; see O’Meara

(1996) G6.

* For other attempts to describe the same system, see Inge (221, 254); Rodolfo 527-
31; Orbe (1956) 272; Metlan (1968) 11-13; Burkert (1972) 21-22; Karamanoulis 140.

*The term “Ontological Pyramid” and the metaphysical model itself are my own,
inferred from various later Platonic texts (see previous note); nevertheless,
Numenius himself may have visualized his own metaphysical system in a similar way,
since we are told that for him (Macrob. Iz Sommn. 1.12.5) the soul is conical, i.e.
beginning at a geometric point and then extended into further dimensions by contact
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There are two primary constituents to the pyramid: the peak and the base.
The very peak of the pyramid comes to an absolute geometric point.”” Different
Platonists gave different names to this highest principle: They individually assigned
names to it like the Good, or Being, or the One. However, virtually any of these
identifications could and would be contested by other Platonists. The only term
upon which all Platonists could agree for this highest principle of absolute unity was
“God.”

The second principle should be imagined as being like the base of the
pyramid. Though it is difficult to visualize, properly speaking the base should extend
infinitely in all directions; this is because it is in every way the opposite of the
pyramid’s peak: Whereas the peak is limitation itself, the base is absolutely limitless.*”
The base of the pyramid is Matter, or as Aristotle called it, Prime Matter—an
absolutely undifferentiated potentiality upon which any sort of order must be
imposed.”  Before Iamblichus, it was generally considered appropriate among
Platonists to give to Matter a unique relationship with evil.” There are different ways

of describing this relationship: matter is “evil” (as an adjective), matter is “Evil” (as a
g p ] )

with matter; see Staab 78. It is most unfortunate that des Places does not
incorporate this passage into his fr. 34 (=Macrob. In Somn. 1.12.1-4).

?Turner ([2001] 388) appropriately calls this the “ontological summit.”
* See Garcfa Bazan 208.

* See Arist. Ph. 193a: €va pév olv Tpdémov olTws N dlols MyeTatr, ) mpwm
€KAOTR UTOKELWEVT) VA TOV EXOVTwY €V alTOlS dpxMV KLWMOEWS Kal
peTaBoMs. (“One side of nature is said to be the prime matter that underlies
everything that has the principle of motion and change in itself”). See also Arist.
Caelo. 306b16-19 and cf. Dean-Jones 104.

" Des Places (1973b) 215; Perkins (280). Iamblichus believes that sensible matter is
evil, but prime matter, as an eternal principle, is divine and good. See Shaw 29.
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noun); matter has an “evil soul,” etc.”’ This is reasonable, of course, since Matter is
(at least before Tamblichus) the opposite of the Good.” As a general rule, unity is
good, and chaos is bad.”

These two principles are very often, though not always, conceived in
numerical terms. The highest principle, God, is called the Monad (Lovds), whereas
the lowest principle is called the Dyad (Suds).” From these two names, it might
seem that these principles could in fact be the number 1 and the number 2. That is
not quite correct, however. The dyad should more properly be called the
“indefinite” (A6pLoTOS) dyad; that is, not the first division after the number 1, but a
radical principle of absolute division that lacks coherence and unity altogether.” The
Monad, as the Dyad’s opposite, is not so much the number 1, but is a radical

principle of unity that imparts stability and order to the “pyramid” of being beneath

' Eyvil as a noun: Plot. Enn. 1.8.8; evil as an adjective: Chaldaean Oracles fr. 88.2 (des
Places 1971b); Evil Soul: Plut. Mor. 1015e. See Witt 121. Witt’s characterization of
Numenian matter as “Satanic,” in the Miltonian sense, however, greatly
oversimplifies the situation. The paradoxical nature of Numenian matter will be
discussed below. See also Kenney 219.

2 Karamanoulis 139.
» Dérrie (1955) 475.

** The term “dyad” in reference to matter immediately calls to mind Xenocrates’
indefinite dyad. This indefinite dyad was ultimately derived from Plato, Aristotle
assures us, but came to be attributed to the Pythagoreans.

» The Old Academy identified these primeval opposites from which all else is
derived as Being and Non-Being (Merlan [1968] 139-40). This will also turn out to
be Numenius’ position.
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it, down to the absolute division of the base.”

The various levels of existence are between these two extremes, levels of
increasing unity (and goodness) as one proceeds up the pyramid toward God, and
levels of increasing differentiation (and evil) as one proceeds down the pyramid
toward Matter. Just below the peak, as the pyramid begins to slope down, the
absolute unity of God is first compromised by its interaction with Matter, and in this
way creates several unities; these unities together constitute the world of the Forms
or the Ideals (6éat) that make up “Platonic” Heaven.” As the pyramid slopes down
even further, the unity of the peak is further compromised by differentiation, and the
pyramid could be said to widen further; this happens when the Forms are
instantiated in several objects (e.g. the form of Justice become several acts of justice
in the visible world, the Form of chair is instantiated in several chairs, etc.).

This metaphysical level in between the Forms and Matter is what Plato calls
TO yLyvopevor—Becoming,” or the “world of becoming.” “Becoming” is the
world of three-dimensional space and linear time in which we live. Itis a world that
is subject to change, but change that is limited by its participation in eternal Ideals or
Forms. For their part, God, the Forms, and Matter are all outside of anything that

could be meaningfully called time or place. Rather, time and place are created when

 Rodolfo (527) refers to the extremes of God and Matter as “positive infinity” and
“negative infinity” respectively. These terms may not be terribly illuminating, but
they are accurate.

7 Rist (1965) 331: “[SJome Platonists were asking themselves, What is the principle
of differentiation within the Ideal World? And, under Aristotelian influence, were
giving the answer, Matter.” Cf. Merlan (1968) 125-26.
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the Forms bring order and definition to limitless and chaotic Matter.”® Conversely,
the Forms are instantiated in three-dimensional space and linear time because the
limitlessness of Matter forces them to divide in a lower metaphysical plane.

Platonists disagreed on the question of how the two extremes, God and
Matter, are ultimately related to one another. For some Platonists, only God exists
in eternity. Then, for reasons that can only baffle human reason, God begins the
process of differentiation and division, first into Forms, then into instantiations of
Forms, all the way down to the absolute and chaotic differentiation of Matter. Thus,
for these Platonists, Matter ultimately derives from God, albeit at an infinite remove.

2

In modern scholarship, these Platonists are called “monists,” since they believe in
only one first principle. These monists include Proclus, and of course Augustine.”
For other Platonists, both God and Matter subsist independently of one another in
eternity, and it is the necessary interaction of the two principles that creates the
ontological pyramid between them. These Platonists are called “dualists,” and

virtually every piece of evidence that we possess on Numenius places him firmly in

this latter camp.”’

* This is no doubt the sort of topic that Numenius covered in his treatise “On

Place” (mepl TOmOUV). Origen (in fr. 1c) tells us that this treatise existed and that
Numenius allegorized stories of the Old Testament prophets in it, but we know
nothing else about it.

* Also among them is Eudorus of Alexandria. See Rist (1962b) 394.

“ Atticus and Plutarch also qualify; see Rist ([1965] 337). Chalcidius states that
Numenius was reacting against Pythagoreans who adopted a “monist” approach.
Rist ([1965] 333) collects evidence that Neopythagoreans tended to favor such a
“monism.” Puech (763) asserts that most Pythagoreans (he does not say who, but
seems to have Eudorus of Alexandria or perhaps Moderatus of Gades in mind; see
Kenney 219) were “monists,” and that Numenius’ “dualism” was an “Oriental”
feature that he introduced into Greek philosophy. Our sketchy knowledge of
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Within the Platonic system outlined above, Numenius expresses a new aspect
that runs throughout the fragments of On #he Good. He holds a view of both Matter
and God that is self-consciously paradoxical. One uncharitable scholar has seen the
difficulty, and calls Numenius’ view contradictory.”’ Rather, we must not assume
that Numenius was too careless not to see the problem; instead, he embraced it.
Numenius’ innovative view is as follows: Matter is a receptive principle; it receives
Form and allows Form to be instantiated multiple times in the lower levels of the
pyramid.*” However, at the same time, Matter is a refractory principle: it actively
resists God in his providential work. Matter for Numenius is not just privation, but
radical privation: it accepts Form, but at the same time strives against it."” Matter for
Numenius is both absence and chaos.* In the same way, Numenius’ highest God
remains in eternal repose as only the object of contemplation, but also actively pours
his inexhaustible divinity into the work of informing Matter. It is static and in

motion, or, in Numenius’ words (fr. 15), it has a “static motion.” This paradox finds

Platonism, not to mention Pythagoreanism, in the Imperial era makes this an
impossible assertion to prove. In any event, the “dualist” approach to metaphysics is
Academic, not Oriental; see Rist (1965).

"' Waszkink (1966) 43. See also Martano 67; Waszkink (1966) 67-68; Baltes (1975)
256. Numenius holds a view that Plutarch (Mor. 1014e ff.) rejects for the very reason
that he was unable to conceive of matter as both without quality and evil. Since for
Numenius qualities worthy of the name come ultimately from the Good, Numenius
has no trouble seeing their deprivation as evil, the opposite of Good.

* See fr. 4a: Tis TGOV cwpdTov mabiis (“The passivity of the corporeal world”).

* Leemans 37.

“ See van der Ven 248. A similar teaching is found in Porphyry; in this way he is
actually able to agree with a Christian creatio ex nibilo, albeit with very subtle

philosophical refinements, since matter is a substrate that can in all sincerity be called
“nothing.” See Waszink (1966) 70.
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no direct confirmation in the Platonic corpus, nor is it necessitated by the parameters
of the Ontological Pyramid. Justifying this innovation is one of Numenius’ major
themes of On the Good.

This acceptance of paradox rather than a rejection may strike one at first as
unphilosophical, but Numenius perceives these two principles transcend the world
of our experiences and require discourse beyond what we would consider rational in
order to describe them truthfully. The apparent paradox of simultaneous absence
and chaos is a dual aspect of Matter.® The Good also has both an active and passive
aspect since it is both static and imparts its nature to the metaphysical levels below
it." Both of Numenius’ first principles can be described as infinite, but they are
infinite in different ways: God is infinite being, matter is infinite division.” Such
infinities defy simple description.

There is one important component of the Platonic system that will find little
treatment below, and that is the Soul, i.e. the mediating principle between the static
world of being and the changing world of becoming in which we live. We know that

Numenius devoted an entire tract of at least three books entitled On the Incorruptibility

* Aristotle (Ph. 192a3 ff. and Ph. 1.9) saw the paradox inherent in a system like the
one that Numenius embraces, and so he separated matter and deprivation. Matter,
for Aristotle, accepts Form, while deprivation resists it. Aristotle does say that there
were “some” in his day who identified matter with deprivation, and by “some” he
probably means the Academics. See van Winden (1959) 82-83, 88. Numenius
stands in the latter tradition.

% See Dodds (1960) 12.

" Guyont (145) begins to see this when he describes matter as a “veritable and
negative” inifinity, and God as a “divine” infinity. However, this description lacks
clarity and has not influenced later scholarship.
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of the Soul, but nothing substantive is known of it.* Porphyry and following him
Macrobius give an account of Numenius’ doctrine on the descent and ascent of the
soul, but this account does not seem to be taken from Oz #he Good. Indeed, our
fragments of On the Good, extended and diverse though they be, have virtually
nothing to say about the soul as such. There is a persistent assumption that the
principle known as the “Third” God is to be identified with the universal soul or the
“World” Soul of the Timaens; but if this is so, Numenius does not tell us so explicitly.
There is in fact little room for the soul in Oz #he Good. Rather, in this tract Numenius
seems far more concerned with first principles and how they interact; this, for him as

for Aristotle, is true wisdom."

The soul from a “god’s-eye” view can only be an
afterthought at best.”

What is in Numenius is a discussion of the apex of the Ontological Pyramid,
as opposite of the base, in conformity with his dualism. The following study follows
the fragments themselves in the order established by des Places. Only in a few
instances does Eusebius not make absolutely clear for us the placement of a

fragment in the chronological progression of the dialogue; I accept des Places’

placement of these fragments as most likely. I shall explicate each fragment with

* Origen (in fr. 29) informs us that Bk. 2 included miraculous or strange stories, but
does not elaborate.

* Arist. Metaph. 981b-82a.

>’ See Runia (162): “In the pitiful fragments that we still possess Numenius seems
much more intent on establishing his hierarchy of gods than in exploring the
structure of the intelligible realm.” I cannot agree with Waszink & Jensen (Ivii) that
Numenius probably treated both the human soul and the world soul in De Bono.
Even if the Third God is the world soul, Numenius is nowhere concerned with him
gua wortld soul, but rather g#a God. The unifying theme of all of the fragments has
nothing to do with psychogony, human or superhuman, but with knowing the Good,
which is God.
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special attention to the progression of a line of reasoning that connects one fragment
to the next. In this way I hope to demonstrate that Numenius’ purpose and method
in On the Good are on the whole recoverable. Numenius’ purpose is to prove that
Goodness Itself is God. His method is to explore the very best human traditions
available to him, philosophical and religious. God, or the Good, will turn out to be

the ultimate object of all of these traditions.



20

BOOK 1: “SEEING THE GOOD”

There are four fragments (fr. la, 2, 3, and 4a) that Eusebius specifically
attributes to Book One of On the Good. TFragment la provides a statement of
method, though not a direct statement of purpose, and is treated first.”’ Fragment 2
explains the difficulty of understanding the Good, since it is immaterial, and ends
with an exhortation to study TO &v, “Being,” of, in a more fully Platonic sense,
“what actually and absolutely exists.” Fr. 3 and 4a are part of a chain of quotations,
and Eusebius makes explicit that they are quoted in order. Fragment 3 dialectically
establishes that this “existence itself” is absolutely stable, and so the opposite of
Matter. Fragment 4a is lengthier; first the interlocutor establishes that pure matter
cannot be an object of knowledge since it lacks definition, and ends by arguing for

the existence of an “asomatic” or incorporeal principle that holds matter together.

Fragment 1a
Naturally Numenius begins the body of his dialogue with a rough outline of
what he intends to accomplish and how. Unfortunately, Eusebius has begun his
quotation in the middle of the thought (fr. 1a):”

€ls O¢ ToUTO Oenoel elmévTa  kal onunrduevor TAls

*! Eusebius informs us that this fragment comes from Bk. 1 of De Bono, but quotes it
alone and not in a chronological chain. Nevertheless, the wording of fr. la
practically begs to be understood as a statement of method for a long discussion, and
so is always placed first in collections of fragments of De Bono.

*? Guthrie (2) sees that this fragment begins in the middle of a thought. It is with
some hesitation that I accept els 8¢ ToUTO along with all other modern editors of
Numenius. This phrase could conceivably mean “with regard to this,” but is
awkward, and I can find no real parallel in all of Greek literature. The MSS variant
el d¢ ToUTO (“if this is s0”) however is very common in Greek literature, and I
suspect preferable in the context. In the end, however, both phrases amount to the
same thing.
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pnapTuplats Tdls TIAdTwvos dvaxwpnoacBat kal cuvvdnoachal
Tols Aoyols ToU ITuvBaydpou, émkalécacBar &€ Ta €Bvn Ta
€VBOKLILODVTA, TPooPePOUEVOY alTOY TAS TEAETAS Kal Td
doypata  Tds  Te  1Oploels  owTelovpévas  TINdTw
OpoNoYoupévws, Omooas Bpaxudves kal ‘lTouvddlol kal Mdryol
kal AlyomTiol SLébevTo.

Therefore, it will be necessary for me to argue and conjecture from

the testimonies of Plato, and then relate them back and connect them

to the philosophy of Pythagoras; then it will be necessary to invoke

the races of good repute. I shall contribute their religious and

philosophical teachings, as well as their objects of worship when they

are celebrated in conformity with Plato, whatever the Brahmans, the

Jews, the Magi, and the Egyptians have instituted.
There are two components that one would expect from an introduction: what the
author intends to do and why he intends to do it. The first item is clear from fr. 1a,
though the second is not.

Fragment 1a provides a specific order of steps, a method. There are three
basic actions desctibed, all of them dependent upon derjoet (“it will be necessary.”)
First there is the participial tautology elmévTa kal onunvdpevor (“having spoken

’ Since the

and conjectured”), which is coordinated to the infinitive cuvdocacfar.’
participles are aorist, they should properly occur before the action of the infinitive:

It will be necessary first to conjecture from the evidence of Plato, and second to

1 cannot agree with Dillon ([1988] 124-25) when he sees some sort of hieratic or
talismanic quality in these words. For Dillon, onpatvopat means that Numenius
seals himself with the seal of Plato, and ouvdéopal means that Numenius girds
himself about with the evidence of Plato. Apparently, Dillon is using these terms to
push his view of a dogmatic Numenius. As it stands, both words have perfectly
ordinary philosophical meanings. onpaivopat means “to conclude from signs,” or
“conjecture” (see LSJ s.v. onpatve B.ID); this is the exact sense in which Numenius
uses the word again in fr. 2. ovvdéopal means only “to connect,” or “to join,”
which is precisely the sense that the word has in Numenius’ fr. 18 (the helmsman
“connects matter with harmony”). See also Eusebius De laudibus Constantini 6.9.7,
Busebius Commentary on Psalms 1.6.3.10, and Procl. Theologia Platonica 1.11.8.
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connect it to the /ogoi, or the philosophy, of Pythagoras.™

The third step is to
“invoke” the peoples who will corroborate the findings. Numenius is happy to
include the religious teachings of non-Greeks, but only when they are “in accordance
with Plato.” In general, it seems that he allegorized foreign myths to force the
conformity rather than using genuinely foreign thought for new insights.” The
speaker calls for connecting the philosophy of Plato to that of Pythagoras and
“invoking” barbarian peoples who are trustworthy, and this is an accurate description
of the progression of Books 1-3. As we shall see, the first item, connecting Plato and
Pythagoras, is accomplished in Books 1 and 2; the second item, invoking the
barbarian teaching, is accomplished in Book 3.

We know what the method is, but what is the goal toward which these steps
lead? There are three clues that allow us to infer that the goal is to understand
Plato’s concept of what he calls the “Good” or the “Form of the Good.”” First,

Numenius tells us that the standard by which he selects his evidence from “peoples

of good repute” is that it must be “in conformity with Plato.” This establishes that

** For lggoi as a philosophical system or school, see IG II* 3801 and 3989 (TO[v]
dtddoxo[v] Tav amo Zivwrols] Aoywv). Cf. Oliver 214.

> See Origen (fr. 1c); Porph. (fr. 30) on Genesis 1:1.

** The Good as a Platonic principle is found in Republic 507b-09c, in which the Form
of the Good (T0 dyabdv) illuminates the human mind as the sun illuminates the eye.
How this analogy in the Republic tigures into the historical Plato’s thought is a
complicated problem. The major thrust of the passage from the Republic is
epistemological: just as the eye can see the phenomenal world, so the mind gains the
ability to perceive the Forms. However, later Platonists attempted to add a
metaphysical dimension. It is at least possible to interpret Plato’s passage to mean
that the Good is a unified principle from which a multiplicity of Forms emanates.
Whether or not Plato actually intended us to understand this, many later Platonists
took this as his meaning. Numenius will prove to be just such a one.
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the goal is Platonic. Origen gives us the second clue. He refers directly to this very
passage (fr. 1b) and adds that Numenius invokes the non-Greeks that he does
because they held “that God is incorporeal.” These two standards by which
Numenius selects evidence from non-Greek religion must ultimately accomplish the
same end if they are working toward a common goal, whatever that goal is. The
topic of discussion is Platonic and incorporeal, but also divine. The third clue is the
evidence of the next fragment, in which Numenius discusses defining the “Good.”
We can infer from these facts that it is Plato’s concept of the incorporeal Good that
is the real topic under discussion here; but more than that, the goal is to understand
the Good as an incorporeal god. It is toward the goal of understanding the Good
that the method outlined in fr. 1a is directed.”

The discussion begins and (as we shall see in fr. 20) ends with Plato.
Somehow, though, Pythagoras comes into this discussion. If it is true that
Numenius considered himself a Pythagorean, as Origen (fr. 1b, 1c) tells us, we must
wonder in what particular way this obtains. It cannot be due to any unique
characteristic of Pythagoras’ philosophy, since Numenius’ thought is thoroughly
Platonic, as will become clear throughout the course of this study. He may have
observed the Pythagorean lifestyle (not eating beans, refusing to touch black

roosters, etc.), but Numenius shows no interest in the lifestyle in any of the

*" Puech (747) maintains that the topic of this sentence is the “probléme de Dieu”
and des Places ([1973] 103 n.1) agrees; so do Festugicre ([1944] 19; [1954] 125) and
des Places ([1973] 103). This is ultimately correct; however, it is incomplete, as the
following discussion will show. The discussion begins as a metaphysical diatribe, and
only in later fragments turns overtly theological.



24

fragments.™® The only component of the Pythagorean tradition distinct from
Platonism that Numenius does introduce into his philosophy is the person of
Pythagoras himself.

Outside of On the Good, we know that Numenius (fr. 24.73-76) claims that
Plato received from Pythagoras an “austerity” (TO 0épvov) that Plato’s encounter
with Socrates mellowed.” There must be something more substantive than austerity
in style, though, that attracted Numenius to Pythagoras; and given the supposed
congruity between their respective teachings, some have held that the only possible
distinguishing characteristic is antiquity.

Their argument runs as follows: Even in its fragmentary state, the Numenian
corpus displays a unique and consistent interest in attributing the truths that
Numenius communicates to the earliest source possible, hence the invocation of the
Egyptians et al. What Pythagoras offers to Numenius is a sage of great antiquity
comparable to those honored by barbarians, such as Moses was for the Jews.” The

antiquity of this source confirms Numenius’ assumption that God has revealed

*® See Dillon (1988) 119. In fr. 9, Numenius makes an exhortation to the study of
mathematical sciences (Td pabipata), but without the mystical trappings that are
sometimes attributed to the Pythagorean traditions (e.g. the number 5 is “Marriage”).
See below.

* The quote comes not from a fragment of De Bono, but from fr. 24 of On the
Academy’s Betrayal of Plato.

* Waszink & Jensen (xlii) e.g. attributes to Numenius the belief that knowledge is
corrupted over time, and connects it to the tract The Academy’s Betrayal of Plato. They
believe that Numenius is obsessed with returning to primeval wisdom. Such a view
cannot confidently be attributed to Numenius, contra Festugiere ([1944] 19), but it
was current in his day. For example, a Syrian named Alcibiades travelled to Rome
with a book of revelations from one Elechasai, which were supposed to be Parthian.
His revelations, Alcibiades claimed, were greater than those of Egyptian priests, and
greater than those of the Greek sage Pythagoras because they were older (Hippol.
Haer. 9.13.17). Ct. Mauro 101.
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divine truth to various peoples only in primeval times.” There is no real evidence to
support this claim. If this is what Numenius believes or even unconsciously
assumes, it is not what Numenius says. Numenius says that he invokes the peoples
of good repute not because of their antiquity, but because they are in conformity
with Plato, and more specifically because they hold that God is incorporeal.”

In Book 2 there is an example of how Numenius considers this connection
between Pythagoras and Plato, and it will become clear that the project of On zhe
Good is thoroughly Platonic.” At this point, it is enough to say that the sources for
Numenius’ thought are Platonic, and his conclusions will be Platonic as well. It is

his reasoning (/ogoi) that Numenius claims is Pythagorean.”* Numenius says that he is

" The major contemporary proponent of this view is Boys-Stones (esp. 116). He
claims that fr. 1a assumes that the inclusion of the Brahmans et al. in the list implies
that they are the source of Plato’s wisdom. However, all that Numenius’ words need
imply, especially when taken with the testimony of Origen (fr. 1b), is that Plato and
the “people’s of good repute” had come to the conclusion that God is incorporeal.
Numenius says nothing to preclude the possibility that all parties had reached this
conclusion independently. It is the /go/ that is important to Numenius, not the path
of their transmission in all of human history. Den Boeft (36-37) is very misleading
when he says that for Numenius we must “find a way back” to these peoples. The
word that he translates as “find a way back” (dvaywpnoac6at) Numenius uses not
in direct reference to the “famous peoples,” but rather in reference to Pythagoras.

% Numenius’ inclusion of the Jews in his list of the famous peoples is still
noteworthy. At about the same time as Numenius, Celsus (fr. 8.2) argued that the
Jews were innovators who broke with ancestral polytheistic wisdom and enabled the
rise of Christianity; see fr. 1b and cf. Baltes (1999) 120; Achille 176. That the Jewish
tradition should be treated as ancient and therefore authoritative was not at all an
assumption that Numenius could count on all people to share.

% O’Meara (1989) 10: “[H]e is best understood as part of a widespread and varied
effort in the first centuries AD to interpret Plato’s dialogues so as to reach a
systematic Platonic dogma.”

1 cannot agree with van Winden ([1970] 207) that Numenius’ appeal to Pythagoras
and the “famous peoples” represents something that could be called primitivism.
Numenius does have a rational dialectical program.
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reconstructing the philosophical project of Pythagoras of Croton and is supporting
those dialectical arguments with evidence from Plato. In Books 1-2, Numenius
begins with assumptions and reasons dialectically from those assumptions. The
reasoning could stand alone, but he is absolutely confident that metaphysical truth
was available to Pythagoras, though he produces no direct evidence. Numenius
assumes the connection between Plato and Pythagoras rather than proves it.
Numenius’ plan from here is to use rigorous and reasoned discourse to prove that
God is incorporeal, to demonstrate this truth from Plato, and then to discuss what
the peoples of good repute have to say about this god.”

It is reported that according to Epicurus philosophy was impossible for a

66
non-Greek speaker.”

Not all Greek educated elite actually expressed such
unambiguous ethnocentrism, but few philosophers gave non-Greeks the sort of

serious attention that Numenius did.”” Numenius expands this appeal to non-Greek

® Leemans (33) is therefore incorrect when he says that for Numenius wisdom is
found in adherence to tradition and not in reason. Numenius says in this very
fragment that we need both. Similarly, I cannot agree with Dillon ([1988] 121) that
“la]ll [Numemius] is doing is rejecting the ‘Socratic’ element in Platonism in favor of
the dogmatic autos epha tradition of Pythagoras.”

% Clement Strom. 1.15= fr. 226 Usener. Cf. Diog. Laert. 10.117. Lucretius must
have disagreed with Epicurus on this one point, though does concede that the

“poverty” of the Latin language is an obstacle to his writing in De Rerum Natura. See
Dewitt 278.

% Origen tells us that Numenius invokes these peoples because they worship an
incorporeal God. Puech’s argument (772) that Numenius’ philosophy of the First
God is inspired by these peoples is backwards: Numenius does not borrow his
doctrine from the ezhné, but rather seeks out their “conformity with Plato,” just as he
himself says. Plese ([2006] 70-71) has an interpretation similar to Puech, and
supportts it by translating dvayxwproactat as “go beyond”: we must “go beyond
Plato,” presumably to barbarian philosophy. This translation of the verb is not
supported by LSJ. The correct interpretation is articulated by Gager (64):
“INumenius’] method seems to have been to examine those aspects of [non-Greek]
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and pre-Greek wisdom and attempts to confirm his own philosophical speculation
with the religious traditions of “famous” ezhné, and he lists the Brahmans (i.e.
Indians), the Magi (i.e. Persians), the Egyptians, and the Jews.” Our direct evidence
is fragmentary, but it is consistent. Numenius is not concerned with God as such in
any of the fragments of Book 1, but with the Platonic Form of the Good, which he
will eventually identify with a transcendent and incorporeal god. Since there are non-
Greek peoples of good repute who, at least according to Numenius, worship such a
god (Egyptians, Magi, Brahmans, and Jews), their wisdom can contribute to this

: S 69
discussion.”

thought which agreed or could be made to agree with Plato with a view to citing
them as further authorities for his own point of view.”

% Van der Ven (263) sees that the appeal to these non-Greek traditions widens the
scope of his philosophical and contemplative goals; however, van der Ven does note
how Numenius also uses reason and dialectic to widen that appeal. Cf. Beutler (6606),
who understands that Numenius looks for confirmation from these peoples, and
does not actually borrow their teachings. These teachings were given Platonic
allegorical interpretations, on which see below. See also Dérrie (1955) 443.

“ Two of our major sources on Numenius, Origen and Eusebius, are Christian, and
so give disproportionate attention to Numenius’ treatment of Judaism. I note here
in passing the charming quip attributed to Numenius: “What is Plato but Moses

speaking Attic.”  The attribution comes from Clement of Alexandria, who
specifically says “Numenius writes ...,” but Eusebius is more hesitant (fr. 9b.
Numenius is reported to have said ... 7). Eusebius is thus not quoting a text of

Numenius directly, but quoting a secondary source, probably Clement (Wallace-
Hadrill 142). The major oddity of this sentiment, of course, is that we should expect
it to be reversed: What is Moses but Plato speaking Hebrew (see Dodds [1957] 6)?
Gager (68) is confused by Eusebius’ reluctance and does not try to explain it. I find
Eusebius’ hesitation very suspicious. As the bishop of Caesarea, Eusebius lived in
Origen’s old house as a parsonage, and had access to Origen’s incomparable library,
including the Corpus Numenianum, as it were, yet Eusebius does not cite any
Numenian source that he read. This, I suspect, is the cause of Eusebius’ reluctance:
He knows the quotation from Clement, but cannot find it in the words of Numenius
that he has at his disposal, which was probably all of them. Clement, on the other
hand, makes not the barest mention of Numenius aside from this quotation. Gager
(68) believes that Clement’s temporal proximity to Numenius makes Clement’s
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Thus, the highest principle is treated as impersonal in the rest of the
fragments of Books 1 and 2, and then is treated as a personal God from Book 3
onwards. We can resolve the conflicting interpretations of Numenius’ appeal to the
“peoples of good repute” by recognizing a progression in Numenius’ discourse. He
begins with an impersonal principle, the Good, and an attempt to define it. This
leads to an attempt to define existence itself, and finally God. It will turn out of

course that all three of these (Good, existence, and God), are the same.

Fragment 2

Eusebius elsewhere gives a quotation that he attributes to Book 1. He does
not give an explicit statement about where this stands in relation to fragments 1 and
3, but all editions of Numenius place this quotation between them, and so in des
Places’ edition is called fragment 2. Fragment 2 actually provides a neat transition
from the topic of fr. 1a (the search for the Good) and the topic of fragments 3-8 (the
definition of Being), and so I follow this convention; the ordering should be taken as
secure. In between fr. la and 2, Numenius has become very concerned with
describing or circumscribing the experience of apprehending and understanding the
Good. As we have seen above, this gives us information about the “why” that
corresponds to fr. 1a’s “how.” Fragment 2 is somewhat mystical, and Numenius has

not yet begun the dialectical analysis that will characterize the remaining fragments

testimony credible. Is it, however, necessary that Clement read the line in an actual
text of Numenius? I think not. As a famous syncretist, Numenius’ name could have
attached itself to the quotation in any number of ways. The authenticity of the line
can neither be proved nor disproved, but I treat it with great skepticism. See
Edwards (1990) 67.
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(3-8) of Books 1 and 2. Rather, it is a further description of the goal, and now the
goal finally has a name: the goal is the Good.

The essential argument of fragment 2 is that the apprehension of the Good is
beyond human explanation, and can only be gained intuitively, after “disregard for
sensible objects, devotion to the sciences, and contemplation of numbers,” and only
in this way can one practice the science of what truly exists (T0 V). This fragment
is quite lengthy, and so will be treated in two segments. The first half reads (fr. 2.1-
16):

Td pév olv odpata AaBelv MUy EE€oTL onupalvopévols €k
Te Opolwy AmH Te TOV €V TOIS TAPAKELLEVOLS YVWPLOUA TV
EvovTor: TAyabor 8¢ oldevds &k mapakelpérov old’ al Amo
opotou alobnTot €oTL AaBelvy pnxavn TS oLdepla, AN
Sefoel, olov €l Tis é&m  okomfy kabfuevos vabv ddda
Bpaxeldv Twa TOUTWV TOV EMAKTPLOWY TOV povwv plav,
pwovny,  €pnuov, peTakuplols Exopévny 0L Sedopkws  HLG
BOAT} kaTeLde TNY vavvy, olTws O€l Twa dAmeNOVTA THPPW
amo TOV alobnTOv OpLANfoal TGO dyadd povw povov, €vba
UNTe TIS dvBpwmos punTe TL {Qov €Tepov HUNOE OOUA Héya
UNOE OULKPOV, dANd TIS ddaToS KAl ABLYNTOS dATEXVOS
épnuila Beoméoios, €évba TOU dyabol TMon StaTplBal Te Kkal
aylatar, avtd 8¢ €v elpnym, év elueveiq, TO Tpepov, TO
NYeERoVLKOV TAew €éMoxoUpevor €Tl Ti ovald.

And so it is possible for us to understand corporeal bodies when we
conjecture by analogy and from familiar things at hand, but there are
no means of understanding the Good from anything at hand nor
from any sensory analogy; but, like someone sitting at a watchtower
who looks down and sees a small fishing boat—one of those small
crafts, alone, solitary, buoyed by the surf—and witnesses the skiff in
a single glance, so it is necessary for one to depart far away from
sensory objects and commune alone (#ondi monos) with the Good.
Here there is neither human being nor any other animal, neither
corporeal entity great nor small, but a sort of unspeakable and simply
unutterable divine solitude. Here the characteristics of the Good are
merriment and joy, and in peace and comfort it is Rest, the sovereign
cheerfulness that floats upon Existence.

These words outline the challenges and the rewards of discussing the topic of the

Good. For this reason, it is reasonable to take it closely with fr. 1a, which introduces
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the method of discussing the Good.

Numenius’ discussion begins with a concise description of how the human
intellect commonly learns about the wotld of our perceptions: through comparisons
(and presumably contrasts). Such comparisons are impossible with the Good. I
have attempted to preserve the chiasmus of the Greek in first four lines (“not
possible by analogy ... from things at hand; no means ... from things at hand ... by
analogy”) to highlight the narrator’s absolute inability to find an analogy for the
Good: the repetition is artful, but does imply frustration and a level of exasperation.”
The only reason that Numenius gives for this frustration is that “conjecture by
comparison” is possible only in the sensory world, while the Good is incorporeal.”
Why this is so is not spelled out directly, but it can be explained by the “Ontological
Pyramid” that was outlined in the Introduction of this dissertation. Sensory objects
in the material world can be assigned relationships that give them meaning: in a
world of divided existence like ours, similarities and differences can be recognized

and described; definition and meaning can be “conjectured.” Since the Good exists

" See Smith 220-21. Smith, however, follows Scott ([1926] ad /oc) in taking
mapakelpeva as relating to the Good: “things adjacent to it.” If this were so, the
participle should more properly have a dependent dative (something like
mapakelpeva avT@ ). As it stands, the participle most naturally refers to things
present to the speaker and his audience, i.e. things in our phenomenal world. We
understand from analogy and from comparisons to things in this world; the phrase is
an example of tautology, a favorite device of Numenius.

"' Cf. this passage to Chalcidius 247b. See also van Winden (1959) 49-50. Chalcidius
is working in the opposite direction to Numenius, however: Chalcidius is attempting
to explain matter, which is without quality and thus impossible to describe. He
invokes the device of aphaeresis, abstraction, by which he mentally subtracts every
sort of quality from the world around us; what is left is defined as Matter. See
Beutler 674; Mauro 112. This device is Aristotelian, but Albinus attributes it to
Plato. See van Winden (1959) 132-33. Cf. van Winden (1959) 119-20.
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on its own metaphysical plane, in a world completely lacking division, the Good is
not like anything at all.

Since he despairs of being able to describe the Good, Numenius attempts to
describe the experience of apprehending it. That the human mind possesses the
faculty to perceive the transcendent Good by pure abstraction and without recourse
to material comparisons is a concept adopted from Plato, who called this abstraction
vémols, the final segment of what Plato calls the “divided line” of the Repubiic.
When Plato discusses the different levels of mental activity, he likens these levels to
segments of a line. The four segments are elkaocta (“compatison”), mloTLS
(“belief”), Sidvoia (“thought”), vémols (“intellection”). ? The first segment is
guesswork or conjecture by comparison (e/&asia) by comparison of sensory objects,
and the second level is belief (pistis) that arises from these comparisons. The third
level is discursive thought (dianoia) that uses imagined sensory models, and the fourth
and highest level is intellection (noésis) by pure abstraction and intuitive
apprehension, the contemplation of the highest Forms like Goodness and Justice.

When Numenius says that the Good cannot be understood “from familiar
things at hand,” he refers to Platonic ezkasia (comparison), with which it is impossible
to understand the Good. It is woésis (direct apprehension) that is necessary to
understand the Good, a direct apprehension that Numenius calls “communing
alone” (OpLAfoal ... povew povov). The reasoning of this fragment is thoroughly

Platonic, though the words e/kasia and noésis does not appear. There is, in fact, a real

2 PL Resp. 509d-13e.
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attempt to avoid Platonic terminology as Numenius engages in dialectical reasoning
that can stand alone. It is later that Plato will be invoked to confirm this reasoning.

Though it is not called by that name, it is the experience of noésis that the
analogy of the lookout describes. The Good is not like a boat, since it was
established at the beginning of fr. 2 that the Good is not like anything.” The Good
is not the topic immediately under discussion in the analogy. Rather, experiencing or
understanding the Good is like seeing a boat, specifically a boat on rough waters.”

A lookout has a glimpse of a boat on choppy waves, but this glimpse is brief.
The watcher is the philosopher. The waves are that which obscure the Good from
the “sight” of the mind, and this obscuring agent can only be matter.” The analogy
can be pushed a bit further, however. Numenius does not say why he includes a hill,
but it reasonable to assume that the hill elevates the lookout so that he can see

farther and catch a brief sight of the boat.” In the second half of the fragment, we

7 Pépin ([1992] 302) notes that the real point of contact between the Good and the
skiff in the analogy of fr. 2 is “uniqueness, isolation, solitude.”

™ H. Whittaker 96 believes that in this analogy Numenius makes a subtle allusion to
I/iad 5.770-72, in which the distance of the lookout’s gaze marks the length at which
Hera’s chariot can leap in a single bound. If this is correct, then Numenius would
also be using the unspoken literary allusion to emphasize the distance between the
human mind and the Good.

" Water is a common symbol for matter in later Platonism, ultimately deriving from
Politiens 273 d7: €ls TOV TAS dvopoloTNTOS dTeLpov OvTa movTOV (“into the
boundless sea of dissimilarity ... .”); see Pépin (1954); Edwards (1991) 162; H.
Whittaker 98; Alt 209; Brisson 490. The word peTakvpiols in this fragment
suggests rough and stormy waters (Rougé 104), a fitting image for chaotic and
disorderly matter.

" The viewer in this analogy, of course, sees the boat from on top of the lookout
point, and not next to it, as des Places (1977) has it in his translation; see Rougé 104-
05. Des Places ([1984b] 9) later accepted Rougé’s interpretation.
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shall see that the watchtower upon which the lookout sits represents the
mathematical sciences that elevate the mind so as to catch a glimpse of the Good.”
Numenius goes on to say that communion with the Good happens “alone”
(Lovw pévov). The phrase monos mondi deserves some special comment. It is usually
translated in some way that evokes a sense of meditation or wonder: one communes
alone with the Alone, or alone with the Good alone. The phrase, however, in the
strictest sense, implies only an encounter or conversation that is personal, private,

trusted, or intimate.”®

Long before Numenius, Demosthenes and others used monos
mondi to refer to direct and private communication between individuals, something
like the French “téte-a-téte.”” In English, we tend to express such a private meeting

0

with the word “alone” used only once.”” The English idiom “one on one” both
captures the sense and very nearly translates the Greek phrase literally.
Contemplation allows us to behold the Good “alone” or “privately.”

The phrase monos mondi is used often in Plotinus, but he did not necessarily

borrow it from Numenius, and the two philosophers really mean different things by

the phrase; in this fragment at least Numenius does not clearly articulate a mystical

7" Plato Phdr. (246a) says that the purpose of a Platonic analogy is to express briefly
and in a human way a divine truth that could be described at enormous length. This
appears to be Numenius’ goal here.

8 Peterson 35.

" Brenk (39) uses the English “face to face,” and the idiom gives a generally accurate
impression. The only problem with the idiom in the context of fr. 2 is that it
anthropomorphizes the Good in a way that wonos monoi strictly speaking does not.

* See e.g. Pl Symp. 217b: cuveyryvduny ydp ... povos péve (“1 used to meet
with him alone”). The “I” in question is Alcibiades, and the “him” is Socrates;
Plotinus (Enn. 6.9.11) applies the erotic overtone of the expression as used in Plato
in his description of communing with God (Peterson 34).
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union with his highest principle, as Plotinus does, but rather only an apprehension of
the highest principle.” Nevertheless, the dismissal of the phrase as Numenius uses it
as “colorless” in comparison with Plotinus is unjust.” Just as with the analogy of the
skiff immediately before it, Numenius uses the phrase “one on one” to express a
transcendent truth in the terms of everyday human experience.”” This is a device that
Plato frequently uses, and it can be praised as highly effective. We can behold the
Good as though approaching a person “face to face” or “one on one.” It is the first
hint in our fragments, albeit very indirect, that the Good can be understood
personally as a god.

Numenius enumerates several attractive attributes of this contemplation:
with the perception of the Good comes merriment, joy, and rest. Concomitant with
these is the “sovereign cheerfulness,” an odd phrase and practically oxymoronic.

The phrase recalls the Stoic doctrine of the “sovereign Reason” (hégemonikos logos)

*" Peterson 37-38. Iamblichus, however, clearly believed that Numenius did believe
in the unification of Soul with its source; see fr. 41 and fr. 42. See Shaw 114-15.

Also, the so-called “onos-formula” is used again in a way that might suggest this, see
fr. 20.

* Dodds (1960) 17.

* Peterson (38-39) also takes Numenius’ use of the phrase as prosaic in comparison
with Plotinus. Peterson argues that the expression as used here means nothing more
than “apart for sensory experiences,” since Numenius uses the phrase in connection
with studying mathematics rather than with prayer, as Plotinus does. Mathematical
studies are, however, in the second part of fr. 2 only a preliminary to “seeing the
Good,” an experience that Numenius describes as joyful. Numenius also revisits the
“monos-formula” again in fr. 19 to describe participation in the Good. See Rist 1962
(176): “[A]lthough Dodds is right to play down the significance of the echo, it is hard
not to suppose that both Plotinus and his readers would have had Numenius in
mind. Whatever may have been the metaphysical differences between Numenius’
and Plotinus’ use of this phrase—and they certainly were considerable—Plotinus was
probably less conscious of them than we are.”
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that pervades the cosmos and guides the human intellect. Numenius adopts the
Stoic term, but he changes the significance. The guiding principle in the
contemplation of the Good becomes not an absolute commitment to logic as such,
but a search for an otherworldly peace and joy. The philosopher highlights his
excitement for this goal with asyndeton.™

There is something hermeneutical about this fragment before the rigorous
analysis of fr. 3-8, and we should take this passage as an important preliminary
statement of purpose. It precedes a lengthy discussion, and it gives a goal for that
discussion and a test for finding that goal. How are we to know whether we have
actually found the noetic apprehension of the Good? The test is that this
transcendent knowledge brings peace and happiness, a peace and rest and happiness
in a solitude that can be described as divine.*> Numenius probably did not know the
Biblical phrase “the peace that surpasses all understanding,” but he would have

86

approved of it.” As in much of the Platonic tradition, for Numenius, understanding

* See Festugiere ([1954] 129 n.10): “Ces asyndétes donnent de la majesté au style ...

% Plotinus (Enn. 6.9.4.18) uses the word aglaia in a similar way.

% This is the first example of what many see as “mysticism” in Numenius. The term
is necessarily vague since it describes a personal and subjective experience. One may
perhaps speak of Numenius’ “mysticism” without telling a falsehood, but the wild
speculations that the term has enabled concerning Numenius’ “oriental” or
“Gnostic” mysticism as opposed to “Greek” rationality should caution us against
speaking too freely in such a way. Moreschini (48) believes that the whole of
Numenius’ fragments as we possess them contain an ecstatic religious fervor
unknown to Platonism before him. Moreschini curiously does not realize that
Numenius pursues the Good with Greek mathematical science and Eleatic reasoning
in order to attain a state of “joy,” the words for which in fr. 2 derive from Archaic
poetry.
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ultimate reality transcends human discourse. Still, though, he will try.”’

The second half of fragment 2 gives more information about the
preliminaries to the search for the Good. Numenius will advocate what Platonists
have always advocated as the traditional first step to philosophy: study of the
mathematical sciences. The fragment continues (fr. 2.17-23):

Etl & Tis mpos Tols aloBnTols Mmap®dy TO  dyabov

EbLTTdpeVOV qbaVTdCETaL KATELTA Tpvcbd)v o’KOLTo TO dyadd

EvTeTUXNKEVAL, TOD TI'(lVTOS‘ auapTaveL Zap GUTL Oob

padlas, Belas ©O¢ Tpos alTO Oel ue@oBov aL  €oTL

KpdTLOTOV TOV alotnTdv dueNjoavTL, veawevcapevog TPOS

Ta patpata, Tovs dplBpovs Beacapévw, oUTws €EKPEAeTROAL

pudbnua, Tl éoTL TO Ov.

If anyone imagines that the Good rushes at him while he persists in

the sensory world—even though he might think that he has

encountered the Good while he lives immoderately—he is altogether

mistaken. For in reality there is need of a discipline—not easy, but
godlike—toward it; and it is best for one to pay no mind to the
sensory world, but to pursue abstract studies and contemplate
numbers, and thus to master the study of what Being is.
The tone of the first sentence is again exasperated: the philosopher bemoans the fact
that some people #hink that the Good will just come to them! However, since the
Good is incorporeal, one must pursue it by rejecting the corporeal world. This is
called a “divine” discipline, the second use of the adjective O€los in fr. 2. Earlier, it
was rest in the Good that was divine; here it is pursuit of the Good that is divine. In
each case, it is not the Good itself that is called divine; it is the philosophical adept’s

experience either of beholding the Good or of pursuing the Good that is so

described. The description of this process as “divine” is protreptic: it invites the

" Augustine De Trinitate (5.9.10) expresses a similar sentiment: “Not so as to say
something about it, but so as not to say nothing” (... non ut illud diceretur, sed ne
taceretur).

% For this concessive use of émeLTa, see below on fr. 16.
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reader to an attractive activity (a “divine” pursuit toward a “divine” solitude), and
then tells the reader what to do in order to engage in it. Similarly, the peace and joy
that accompany the Good attract the reader to pursuit of the incorporeal world,
despite the fact that we later read that this pursuit is difficult. This is why Numenius
feels the need to remind the reader of the “divinity” of the pursuit.

This philosophical impetus leads one to “the Studies,” meaning the abstract
studies, or the “mathematical sciences,” as the term (Td paOnpaTa) is often
translated.” It is a technical term for “geometry and arithmetic required by Platonism

5590

as a prerequisite. The list can be fuller than geometry and arithmetic, though.

Plato in the Republic Book 7 lists arithmetic, geometry, stereometry, astronomy, and

. . (6
harmonics as the “Studies.””!

Closer to Numenius’ time, Alcinous (7) follows this
list exactly. All these “studies” are not created equal, however.” Aristotle (Ar.

Metaph. 982226 ff.) makes arithmetic “more exact” than geometry, and later

“Pythagoreanizing” Platonists (like Iamblichus) would privilege arithmetic over

* This is how Huffman (72) translates the term.

" Cf. Plut. Mor. 1094d, in which Epicurus praises a boy for refraining from “the
studies.” See DeWit 44.

’! This was a priority for the historical Plato, who forbade admission to his school
without basic knowledge of geometry, and was continued and expanded by
Speusippus and Xenocrates. Des Places ([1973] 109 n. 4) notes that this fragment
expounds upon Pl Resp. 6.509b9, Symp. 209-11, and Epistle 7.344b.

”? There is a very provocative fragment of Philolaus in which he calls geometry the
“metropolis” of which all other wmathémata are colonies, and Plato placed over his
Museion the injunction that no one who had not studied geometry could enter; see
DeWitt 91.
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geometry until Proclus.” Tt is precisely this “more exact” science of arithmetic, “the
study of numbers,” that Numenius has in mind as a necessary preliminary to
understanding the Good.

Numenius is not making a truly new argument here, but is rather working
within a long tradition. Aristotle sees Pythagorean philosophy on the whole as
originating from the study of the mathémata, from which the old Pythagoreans arrived
at the conclusion that “all things are numbers.” At the same time as Numenius, or
shortly after, Alcinous (7) advocates a pursuit of the mwathémata as a path to God, and
he especially privileges arithmetic since it is the most abstract and therefore the most
incorporeal.

Though there is ample precedent for Numenius’ call to the “Studies,”
nevertheless, the exact relevance that that call bears to the argument as a whole is not
immediately clear, since the remaining fragments of Books 1 and 2 are dialectical,
and not arithmetical.” There has been no real appreciation of this disconnect in
previous scholarship. The Studies do not come up again in any fragment of Oz zhe
Good. Arithmetic is not used in any of the reasoning that Numenius uses to describe
the Good, Evil, Matter, Being, or God. Numenius never tries to use this to calculate

6

god or appeal to numerology.” For him as for his predecessors Plutarch and Plato,

» See Huffman 194. O’Meara (1989) 166 ff. There was a shift in the Classical
period concerning which of the Studies is to be considered supreme.

™ Arist. Metaph. 1.5 985b 23 fF.
” PL Resp. 531d, 537c; cf. Smith 232.
% See O’Meara (1989) 14. One unique characteristic of the Pythagorean tradition is a

sort of “number symbolism” that we do not fully understand. It included features
like contemplating the fekfaktrys (a triangle made of ten points) and giving names to
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the Studies are not used for any practical—let alone divinatoryl—purpose. Rather,
the Studies can only be preparatory.”” They can only be said to put one in a
particular frame of mind to understand Being in itself, which will turn out to be the
Good.” By studying permanent and abstract relationships, one begins to gain the
ability to appreciate permanence and abstraction.” For Numenius, then, arithmetic
could be described not as practical, but as meditative.'” They, like a hill by the sea,
put one in a position to see farther. The purpose of studying 7z mathémata is not
mastery of arithmetic, but of Being. This final statement in the fragment is
transitional, since it ends with a call to study Being, and Being will be the topic of fr.
3-8.

Numenius does not say why the mathematical studies are necessarily

preliminary to the study of Being in fr. 2, but hints by way of the earlier analogy. In

numbers (e.g. the number 5 was named “Marriage”); see Burkert 465-82. If this non-
Platonic component of Pythagoreanism was adopted by Numenius and his circle,
Numenius gives no hint of it in his fragments. We have no reason to believe that the
“contemplation of numbers” means for Numenius anything other than what we
would call arithmetic, a science that is expounded by the Pythagorean Nicomachus.

" This was true also for Plato, and Numenius may have Pl Resp. 527d ff. in mind,;
see O’Meara (1989) 14. See also Merlan (1968) 88: “They are preparatory, to be
sure; but they prepare for codla, the highest type of knowledge.”

*® There is an unspoken allusion in fr. 2 to PL Resp. 5052 “The Form of the Good is
the greatest study” (f) ToD dyafob L&éa péyloTor pdbnpa).

? See Mauro 114.

' There was a Neoplatonic tradition that identified the soul with the objects of the
mathémata (particularly Proclus and Syrianus; see Merlan (1968) 90. There is no direct
evidence that Numenius followed this path, but it is possible. Martano (51) notes
that there is no discernible ethical doctrine in Numenius; such an ethical doctrine
would be superfluous for a man who believed that his entire philosophical and
contemplative project was itself a rejection of evil and a contemplation of the Good.
For Numenius, the practice of philosophy itself is the sum of ethics.
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the analogy that immediately precedes this discussion, the rocky waters can block the
watcher’s view of the skiff; so can matter within the sensory world be said to obscure
the Good. The reason will turn out to be that only abstract and incorporeal essences
can have persistence, and only by persisting can things actually be. The comparisons
that apply to the corporeal world describe relationships devolved from the Good and
resisted by matter. The relationships that mathematical studies describe are absolute

and persistent, just like Being is.

Fragment 3

The remaining two fragments of Book 1 describe Being, and they also
describe Matter in order to describe the world of Being as Matter’s opposite. The
topic of discussion, in fact, has completely shifted from the Good as such to Being
as such. The progression by which this happens, from what has been discussed
above, seems to run as follows: We wish to understand more fully what Plato meant
by the Good in the Republic. 'This is extremely difficult, since the Good is intangible,
and is not like anything else in all of existence. Since it is not like anything corporeal,
we must disregard corporeality altogether, and the best way to begin this is to study
mathematical sciences (the “Studies”), which are the study of abstract and
incorporeal essences, which will prepare us to study essence itself, or Being. There
were hints in the previous fragment that something in some way impedes this goal,
that “waves” block the view of the “skiff.” This is Matter. In the following

fragment, the two interlocutors (Philosopher and xenos) have an exchange illustrating
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how Being and Matter are opposed (fr. 3):""

AMAG T 8 &oTi TO dv; dpa TauTl Ta OToLXEld T
Téooapa, N YR kal TO TOp kal al dNaL Slo peTay
dloeLs; dpa obv ON Ta OvTA TALTA €OTLY, YTOL CUANBONV
N kab €vyé TL alTOV;

Kal mos, d yé €oTL kal <yevnTd Kal malvdypeTa, €l Y’
¢oTv Opav avTd €€ ANV yryvdpeva kal EmaNacoopeva
Kdl PNTE OTOLXELA UTdpXovTd HUNTE CUANABAS;

2Opa pEéV TAuTL oUTwS oUK dv €ln TO Ov. AN\’ dpa TavuTl
pwev ol, 1| 8¢ VA dlvaTtatl elvair oOv;

ANMG kal  abTiy mavTos pdNov  adtvatov, dppwoTld TOU
pwévelv: moTapos yap 1) UAn powdns kai OEUppomos Bdbos
Kal TAATOS Kdl HPAKoS ddPLOTOS KAl AVIVUTOS.

[Philosopher| But, then, what is Being? Is it the four elements—
earth and fire, and the two other intermediary natures [i.e. air and
water]? Are these true Beings, either taken collectively or each one of
them individually?

[Xenos] No, how could Being be what can be generated and negated,
if it is possible to see them arising from one another and dissolving,
and remaining neither individual elements nor a collectivity?
[Philosopher] Then Being would not be corporeal. But if the
elements are not Being, could it be matter?

[Xenos] It is even less possible for it to be, due to an inability to
persist. For matter is a river in flux and unbalanced, indefinite and
unlimited in depth, breadth, and length.

Fragment 2 ended with an exhortation to study Being as though it were perfectly

obvious what that is. At some point before this fragment, the interlocutors have

""" The identification of speaker (between “philosopher” and “xenos”) is my own.
That De Bono is a dialogue between an interlocutor and a xenos is established by fr. 14.
My identification is the opposite of that of Guthrie, who had the xenos asking
questions and the Philosopher answering them. Dillon ([1977] 363) seems to agree,
and believes that the xenos ... does little in the extant fragments except ask for
enlightenment and answer simple questions. ... [W]hat we have gives the impression
much more of an Hermetic dialogue than of a Platonic one.” This is not impossible,
but the wording of the fragments themselves does allow us to make the xezos more
active than Guthrie and Dillon ([1988] 121) allow, at least in Bks. 1-2. Furthermore,
it would be much more in keeping with Platonic precedent to have the Philosopher
ask the questions and the xenos answer them, and a Numenius’ choice of phrase in fr.
6 suggests that he has been feigning ignorance before that point. See fr. 6, “I shall
no longer pretend ... .”
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begun to doubt the self-evidence of Being’s nature: fragment 3 begins by posing the
question of what exactly Being is.'”

What is standing behind this fragment is the assumption that being or
existence is an actual property that something can have or in which it can participate.
Numenius is attempting to deduce what that property is. As a property, it will
eventually turn out to be an abstraction, and since it is a property that absolutely
everything must have in order to exist, it will turn out to be a Form of the highest
sort.

The philosopher at first proposes that, since the world that we perceive is
(supposedly) composed of the four Empedoclean elements (fire, earth, air, water),
these elements may be the property that all things have, their essence or Being.
However, Being, we learn, cannot be the elements, since the elements can be created,
destroyed, and transmuted. If there is a property that pervades the perceptible
world, an essential Being, it must not be something that lacks permanence. The
philosopher then suggests U\ as a substitute for the 4 elements, which we might
understand as undifferentiated “stuff,” like Anaximander’s Boundless (dmetpov).
The term Ayl derives from Aristotle, who understood matter as a pure

undifferentiated potentiality, a substrate that underlies the whole universe.'” At first

glance this might seem possible, since Prime Matter could be said to be the common

' Busebius places both fr. 2 and fr. 3 in Bk. 1. However, they are parts of different
chains of quotations, and so Eusebius does not make clear that what we call fr. 3
must follow fr. 2. Nevertheless, I accept this ordering as most likely since fr. 2
begins with discussion of the Good (the topic of fr. 1a) and ends with Being (the
topic of fr. 3). Fr. 2 is clearly transitional.

' For Aristotle on substrate, see Ross 66.
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origin of the four elements before they become differentiated. This proposal is
ultimately even less attractive, however, since this undifferentiated potential is less
stable than the elements that it generates: it can become anything, but can also

: . 104
remain, and return to, mere potential.

The philosopher has moved in the exact
opposite direction on the Ontological Pyramid, away from the necessary
characteristics of true Being]

It turns out that Being is a positive property or Form: in order for primary
“stuff” () UAN) to persist as stable objects, it must participate in Existence in order
to be something. Matter “is not Being,” we are told. By leading his interlocutor to a
discussion of Matter, the philosopher has actually facilitated the search for Being.

105

Matter is, in fact, everything that Being is not. > As the opposite of Being, Matter

must not exist at all, but rather it must be a radical deprivation of being, a principle
of absolute negation.'”

Despite its lack of existence, though, Matter is a cosmic principle, a radical
principle of negation that can be circumscribed in language, albeit awkwardly. The

only way to describe it, is in negatives (imbalanced, indefinite, unable, ...). Since it

“is not Being,” it is not even appropriate to speak of Matter as existing, and we must

" Frede 1051. The target of this argument is the Stoics (Frede 1053).
' See Martano 23.

"% This assumption is implied, though not applied so broadly, in the syllogism of the
next fragment. Moller (93) quite rightly sees that matter is implicitly conceived in
Numenius as a principle of motion against Being’s stasis. However, we should not
imagine this motion as locomotion or change as we experience it in the phenomenal
world. Rather, Matter is a radical principle of absolute chaotic flux that is also able
to accept Being’s stability, much like Being is both static and in a paradoxical sort of
motion (fr. 15).
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hunt for some inelegant alternative such as “subsists” instead of “exists.”'”” Matter
does subsist independently of Being, though, and will turn out to be a necessary
component of the cosmic system of Numenius.

Matter is opposite to Being, but interacts with it and creates the world of
Becoming together with it. How these eternal and immutable principles can
combine to form a perceptible world is a problem that Numenius does not attempt
to tackle just yet, but he will. For Plato, yl'yvopevov, or Becoming, is the wotld of
change. For Numenius, the concept of Becoming is a little bit different. For
Numenius, Becoming is where his two opposing cosmic principles meet and interact.
Proclus (in fr. 51) tells us that for Numenius, “all things are mixed, ... and nothing
... is simple.”'”™ Numenius, beginning in fr. 9, will later describe this “mixing” in at

times hostile and in at times collaborative terms.

Fragment 4a
Both fragments 3 and 4a of the dialogue seem completely confined to sober
epistemic and metaphysical reasoning, certainly with judgments of value (Being is
more divine a pursuit than the world of Becoming), but with no judgment of
morality. However, the testimonial tradition that Numenius considered matter in

and of itself evil is too strong to ignore, and is implicit in Numenius’ reasoning.'” If

""" See e.g. Chalcidius in fr. 52.56-57: existente providentia mala |[i.e. silvam] quogue
necessario substitisse (*“...since providence exists, evil (i.e. Matter) must necessarily also
subsist ...”).

"% Novpfuios pév oy mdvTta pepixfal oldpevos ovdév oleTal elval
9 ~
amiobv.

109 E.g. Chalcidius in fr. 52.
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Being is the Good, then Non-Being=Matter must be the opposite of the Good: it

-1 110
must be evil.

We shall see that Numenius does in fact identify matter with what
has come to be called the “evil world soul.” This anticipates a paradox that becomes
apparent later in Numenius’ argument: Matter is both passively receptive of Form
and actively resists it. For the present, though, Matter is simply described in
ontological terms. It is unstable, whereas Being is stable.

To follow up the discussion of Being and matter, fragment 4a treats the
epistemic nature of the discussion. The “study of what is TO 6v (‘Being’)” must, as
is stated in fr. 2, disregard material existence, and the reason why is explained in
greater detail below. Also described in greater detail is the matter (or, rather, prime
Matter) that was mentioned in the previous fragment. Again, this fragment is
lengthy, and will be treated in three parts. The first part describes Matter’s passive
aspect—Matter as absence. The second part describes Matter’s dynamic aspect as a
principle that actively resists order—Matter as chaos. The third part provides a
synthesis: In both of its aspects, Matter is completely the opposite of Being. The
fragment begins (fr. 4a 1-7):

‘Qote kalds O Noyos elpnke ¢ds, €l €oTw dmeipos 7 VAN,

dépw’rov elvar  avmyv el 8¢ dopLoTos, dloyost el O

a)\oyog‘, avaGTog ”Ayvcocr'rov O¢ ye oloav aiﬂ'hv dvayKanv

elval dTakTOoV, OS Te‘rayueva vacr@nvat mdvy Simovber av

em pddLa: TO O¢ dTaKTOV OUX €OTNKev, O TL O& N
€0TNKEY, oK dv €ln Ov.

Thus the line of reasoning has gone well, arguing that if matter is
without limit, one cannot define it, and if one cannot define it, one
cannot systematize it, and if one cannot systematize it, one cannot
know it. If it is unknowable it is must be without organization, since
that which is organized would really be quite easy to know. That
which is disorganized is not static, and that which is not static is not
Being.

" Orbe (1955) 319.
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There is a lot to unpack in this fragment, but there is also a lot that has been implied
earlier. As earlier, Matter is described in terms of negation. One important
contribution of fragment 4a is that, by implication, there are several terms that are
equated. If Matter’s limitlessness also makes it indefinite, we can conclude that Limit
(épas) is the same as definition (0pos), which is also the same as reason (\6yos),
which in turn is the same as knowledge (yv®ols). All of these are characteristic of
Being (TO 0v). Being limits and defines; it imparts consistency (lgos) and so imparts
knowledge.

Matter on the other hand is equated with the deprivation (d-) of all of these
terms; Matter as divorced from form or limit is chaotic and needs to participate in
organization to become stable objects of perception; without organization things
cannot be intelligible.'"! The method that Numenius uses in this passage is known as
syllogism, by which the equation of two terms (e.g. limit and definition) can lead to
another term and to further insight (in this case, reason and knowledge). The lack of
limit and definition preclude reason and knowledge. By implication, all of these
terms will refer to the same ultimate principle.

This passage focuses on the passive or receptive aspect of Matter. The
reasoning begins with matter as “unlimited,” which is language that comes directly
from Plato. In the Philebus (30c-e), the primary elements of the cosmos are the
Unlimited (10 dmeLpov), the Limit (T0 mépas), and Mind (vobs), which puts the
Unlimited and Limit together. This system is further elaborated in the Tzmaeus, in

which primeval matter, or “necessity,” takes the place of the Unlimited, the Forms

""" The reasoning is ultimately Aristotelian. Arist. Metaph. 103622-9.
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take the place of Limit, and the Demiurge takes the place of Mind, which
“persuades” Matter to accept Form and so creates the world.'"? Plato’s Necessity, as
the ultimate unlimited, is without Form; it is undifferentiated “stuff,” we might say,
that receives the Forms that limit it. The terminology of the first lines of this
fragment implies a receptive or passive aspect of matter. In itself it is devoid of
definition, and so presumably must be defined by something else. It is not in itself
organized, and so presumably must receive order.

One would not get the impression from this that Matter itself is evil, only
unknowable. From this fragment can also be extrapolated the view that Matter is
absence. If it is “not-limit” then it must also be “not-being,” absolute non-

: 113
existence.

When transcendent Being limits Matter, limited objects of perception
can exist. Matter is divorced from is the realm of limit (peras) and reason (logos), two
terms that in the Platonic tradition imply the noetic realm, and so for Numenius this
is another way of saying that things participate in Being itself in order to be known,
but also in order to exist at all.

Matter at the beginning of this fragment is a principle of absence, a lack of
definition; but by Numenius’ reasoning, we must also take it to be a lack of true

Being that can still receive Being, albeit imperfectly. Being and Matter come together

to create the perceptible world, the world of Platonic Becoming (yLyvopevov). The

"2 That in which Form is instantiated is called “necessity” in the Timaens in part
because Plato attributes to it the qualities that were needed to make a world, not
because it was the polar opposite of the Demiurge’s “persuasion,” which appears to
be Numenius’ understanding. See Morrow 153-54, 157.

' Waszink ([1966] 42) is correct to see that this fragment ultimately indicates that
matter is non-existence.
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world of Becoming still has a level of instability, but in a limited way because it is
also created by Being. Yet, because the Matter from which is formed is also actively
a principle of disorganization (fr. 3), this stability is imperfect.'"* Everything that is
knowable must be traced to a principle of full Being that is the ultimate object of that
knowledge. Matter must impede that knowledge.

In the next segment of fr. 4a is an elaboration of Matter’s active or dynamic
aspect. Everything that frustrates that knowledge can be traced to its opposite, like
waves obstructing a view of a skiff on the sea. With this in mind, the interlocutors of
fragment 4a continue (4a.7-25):

Tobto & 7V owep Nulv avTols wuokoynoapeQa év TOlS
qmpooeev TauTl TdvTa ouvvevexbijvar TG OvTL dBépLoTOV
elval.

{—} AofdTw pdiloTa pév maow: €l 8¢ un, AN’ éuol.

{—} Olkow ¢nul ™ VAv olTe alThy oUTe Td OCWUATA
clvar dv.

{—} TL olv &9; 7| &xopev mapa Tadta d\\o TL &v TH
dloeL TH TOV O wvV;

{—} Nal* ToUTO 0UBEV €elmely TolKlAOV, €l TOOE TPATOV HEV
év ﬁmv ai)ToIg‘ dpa meLpadelnpev 8La)\eyépevm ETeLON Td
quaTa éoTl d)voa TE@VT]KOTOL kal vekpd kal Treqbopnueva

KOLL oUd’ &V TAUTH pévovTta, dp’ olxl Tob kabBéEovtos avTols
ESeL:

{—} TavTos pai\ov.

{—} EL pn TOxoL 8¢ TolTov, dpa petverev dv;

{—} Tlavtds fTTOV.

{—} Tt olv éott TO katacyxfoov; EL pev &Y kal ToDTO
€ln obpa, A0S ZoThpos Ookel dv poL  denbivar  avTo
TAPANVOPEVOY KAl OKLOVALEVOV

This was what we conceded to each other earlier, that it is not right for all
these things to correspond to being.

[Xenos] It would have to seem so to anyone, or at least to me.

[Philosopher]| So, I say that Matter is not Being—neither by itself nor as
bodies.

[Xenos] What is it then? Do we have in addition to these something else in
the nature of the universe?

" Tt is for this reason that Martano (25) characterizes Numenius’ concept of matter
as a combination of Eleatic (non-existence) and Heraclitean (flux) concepts of
matter. See also Waszink (1966) 42.
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[Philosopher] Yes. It is not at all complicated to say, if we should first
attempt to discuss the following point with one another. Since bodies are by
nature dead and deprived of life and in motion, and not even remaining in
the same state, would they not be in need of something to hold them
together?

[Xenos| Absolutely!

[Philosopher] And if they do not obtain this, then they would not be stable?
[Xenos|] Absolutely not!

[Philosopher] So, what is it that will hold them together? If it really were
corporeal, then it seems to me that it would be in need of Zeus Preserver,
since it would be torn and scattered apart!

In this part of fragment 4a Numenius makes a very important distinction between
matter “by itself” and matter “as bodies.” Matter by itself is the base of the
“Ontological Pyramid” described in the introduction; it is absolute and
undifferentiated, infinite primordial chaos, that must be limited and differentiated in
order to create a perceptible world.'” Tt is this matter that has received limitation
that Numenius means when he speaks of matter “as bodies.” Bodies take up space

116

in our world and are perceptible to both our senses and to our minds. ~ Being

cannot be matter “by itself,” since this subsistence can become anything; and Bein
y > ything g

cannot be “bodies,” since corporeal reality is unlimited matter plus some limitin:
> p P g

agent.''” That which imparts this limitation upon unlimited matter is what Numenius

' Tt is pure “potentiality” (S0vajLLs) to use an Aristotelian phrase.

" Bodies in “the universe” (T 6\a) are individual things in the sensible world that
instantiate transcendent Forms (individual tables that partake of the Form of Table,
etc.) in Matter.

""" The philosopher’s comment on Zeus Preserver [Sotet] has provoked remarkably
little modern discussion. “Soter” essentially means “one who brings safely through,”
“one who preserves intact.” It is a very common epithet of Zeus; and many, many
cults scattered across the Greek world worshiped Zeus under that name. However,
the context most common to all Greeks for worship of Zeus under the name Soter is
domestic. A symposium included three libations: one for Zeus Olympios, one for
the Heroes, and one for Zeus Soter. It is generally agreed that Zeus Soter in this
sympotic context is invoked to preserve the household and the continuation of the
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decides must be true Being.

Here, as earlier in this fragment, prime Matter is described in purely negative
terms: it “is not Being,” and it is “not right” to equate the two. That matter is “not
Being” means not only that it has no Being in it but it is also a radical principle of
negation that at the same time has an independent subsistence of its own that resists
what would hold it in particular bodies with knowable properties. Numenius claims
that “bodies are by nature ... not ever remaining in the same state.” This is what
necessitates “something to hold them together,” i.e. Being. Only by the activity of
Being can objects in the corporeal world remain perceptible in the knowable world.
They move and change, but their movement and their change is restricted. In this
way, they both come to exist, and can be known.

The conclusion of fragment 4a leaves off from discussion of 7 on, but
continues the discussion of the necessity of a cohesive principle to keep chaotic
matter in some sort of persistent state by limiting it. To summarize, this section
describes the opposing passive (accepting) and active (resisting) aspects of Matter.
This can give new insight to Being, since being is the opposite. In fact, Being has
corresponding static (indivisible and uncorrupted) and dynamic (cohesive) aspects.
The philosopher then settles upon dowpaTov (“incorporeal”) as a term to refer to

this cohesive principle (4a.25-32):

family line (see Cook 1123-24; and Tolles 59-63). There can be no serious
expectation that a household god will preserve the elements of the entire cosmos as
in the same way that he holds together a family. Rather, this comment should be
seen as ironical, an employment of understatement. The real problem is much larger
than Zeus Soter can bear, and that is why Soter is not mentioned again. The tone of
this line is essentially humorous, but it gently anticipates a very important and
complex problem that is treated at length in Books 4-6: God is removed from the
material world, and yet somehow still imposes order upon it.
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€l pévTtoL xpn avTo dmmANdxfal TAS TOV CwudTwv Tdons,

lva kdkelvols kekvknpévols T ¢popdr dpidvely dtimral kal

KATéXM, €UOL HEV oL Ookel dAN\O TL €lval 1 HOvor Ye TO

acopaTor: autn ydp On ¢loewy TACKOY POV €0TNKE Kal

€oTWV dpapula kal oUdev owpaTikn. OUTe +yotv ylyveTal

obTe abdfeTar obTe kivnow kweltar dANnY oldepiav, kal

dLa TalTa KaAds Olkalov épdvn TmpeoBebodl TO ACWUATOV.

However, if it is necessary for it to be separate from the passivity of

material objects, so that it might be able to keep corruption away

from them when they are set in motion and be able to hold them in

place, I do not think that it is anything other than the Incorporeal

alone. This is the only nature that is static and stable and not at all

corporeal. At any rate, it neither changes nor increases nor makes

any other motion, and therefore it seems quite right that the

Incorporeal take precedence.
Matter is a principle that by its inmost nature is characterized by instability and
dispersal.'”® Since Matter cannot order itself, yet material bodies made from Matter
perceptibly exist, there must be an ordering agent. Yet, for this agent to have order
that it can impart to Matter, it must itself be completely unaffected by the chaos of
Matter, and therefore must be the opposite of Matter. Numenius settles on the
“Incorporeal” or “Asomatic” to designate the external force that imposes order and
persistence and quality and intelligibility to the corporeal world. The awkwardness of
this designation is that Numenius uses a negative to describe Being, a principle that is
supposed to be absolute positivity. Until this point, Numenius has used compounds
with the alpha privative (a-) only to describe Matter. Numenius will address this very
issue in Book 2. For now, it is enough to see that Numenius is attempting to

abstract the limitations of the world around us from the chaos that they limit. He

does this by thinking away corporeality: What he is left with can be called the

% See Garcfa Bazan 207.
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“Incorporeal.”""

The paradoxical nature of Numenius’ concept of matter is implicit in
fragment 4a, though Numenius nowhere describes it explicitly. —Matter is a
constituent of the universe that is “passive” (it has md0n), and yet Matter also
requirtes a binding agent (kaTéxewv) to check its eternal tendency to dispersal.
Matter is both passive and active; it both accepts and resists the Form that attempts
to limit it. This paradox will weave throughout much of Oz #he Good, and it is first
seen here.

Our fragments of Book 1 end at this point, but it cannot have escaped the
reader that Numenius has brought us around full circle: Being is incorporeal—just
like the Good! Numenius does not say so outright in this fragment, but of course the
“Asomatic” is nothing other than immaterial Being, that which one begins to study
in mathematical sciences. It must also be the Good, since that mysterious Platonic
principle began Numenius’ discussion in the first place.

The dialogue explicitly begins, as fragment 2 makes clear, with a search to
describe Plato’s Form of the Good. Since the Good is immaterial, one begins the
approach by studying true Being, says Numenius. This allusion to Being as the
object of study that is required to understand the Good is explained by a discussion
of what Being is, or rather, what Being is not. True Being is not Matter, which is
capable of becoming anything, nor can it be material realities, which partake of
Matter. Thus, Being must be incorporeal. In fact, it must be some kind of Form,

since, in order to have existence, material realities must in some way partake in

""" Much of the reasoning up to this point is highly evocative of the first and second
hypotheses of Plato’s Parmenides. See Dodds (1928) 132.
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Being. If all things must partake in Being, a faint but implicit argument runs, Being
must be the Form of Forms—the Good.

To summarize what we can know of Book 1: The concept of the Good is a
truth that is most fully reasoned by Pythagoras and can be supported by Plato, but
has been acknowledged by several worthy non-Greek peoples. Knowledge of the
Good can be approached only by contemplating what exists absolutely, or Being
itself. A primary Matter, opposed to existence, can nonetheless cohere into material
objects if acted upon by a preexisting ontological principle that transcends and
stabilizes materiality. Yet, true Being cannot be material without compromising its
stability, and so Numenius give to it a new designation, the Incorporeal, or the
Asomatic (TO dowpaTov).

120
However,

Numenius has begun to pile up terms, Good=Being=Asomatic.
he never really loses sight of the fact that these terms are different names for the
same principle. Similarly, the deprivation of these principles is a subsistence that can
be discussed philosophically: Non-Being=Matter=Evil."” Numenius also identifies
separate realms of ontology, noetic and material. In order to gain his metaphysical
insights, he requires an epistemological theory. This theory separates the knowable

from the unknowable in the universe. The highest abstraction is for him the highest

object of knowledge, and therefore the highest metaphysical pursuit.

120 — — .
Also peras=logos=gnosis.

"?! At this point Numenius is not concerned with ethics or moral judgments about
the intelligible or material worlds. His only judgment is about the most valuable goal
of metaphysics and epistemology.
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BOOK 2: NAMING THE WHIRLWIND

There are four fragments that Eusebius says come from Book 2 of On the
Good (fr. 5, 6, 7, 8), and Eusebius quotes them in a chronological chain; their order is
secure. Fragment 5 establishes Being as atemporal, eternal, and static. Fragment 6
returns to the Asomatic principle, and gives it the name “Being”’; Numenius then
supports this name with an opaque reference to the Craty/us. Fragment 7 identifies
the Asomatic with the “Noetic,” and attributes this identification to Pythagoras, with
a supporting quotation from Plato’s Timaeus that contrasts “Being” and “Becoming.”
Fragment 8 reiterates that Being is a stabilizing force to matter, which is always in

flux, and that Being is what gives intelligibility.

Fragment 5
The first fragment of Book Two returns to the topic of Being, and begins
with a lengthy discussion of Being’s timelessness, then discusses the nature of time
and eternity. Again, the fragment is quite lengthy, and will be treated in segments.

The fragment begins (fr. 5.1-16):

<I>epe olv, 8om 8UvapLs‘ eyvaaTa ‘ITpOS‘ TO OV avaywpeea
Kal Aeympev TO OV olTe moTé nv oUTE TOTE WM yevm'ou
AN\’ €oTw del év xpovm opwpevm, TG €veoTOTL pPoVR.
ToUTtov pev olv TOV &reoTOTa €l TIS E0éNel  dvakalelv
aldva, Kkayw ovpBollopal: TOv O¢  TApeNdOVTA  xpdYoV
olecBaL  xpn ﬁudg 8Laﬂed>evym'a ﬁ8n 8La1'reqbevyevat
anoSeSpaKevaL Te €ls TO €lval MT]KETL O Te ab PENWV
¢oTl pev oUdémw, émayyéNeTar &¢ oldés Te €oecbar MEewv
e’Lg‘ 10 €tvat. Otkowy e’LKés‘ 0TV €Vl ye TpéTI'UJ Vop'LCeLv
TO Ov fToL un evar 1§ aneTL 7 anemu WS TOUTOU Y€
oUTWS Xeyouevov ev yLyVETaL TL év TO ANoyw  péya
adtvatov, elval Te O6uod TabTOV kal pry elvat.

Now, then, let us try to approach as closely as possible to Being and
speak. Being neither was nor will it ever become, but always it exists
in a defined time, in the present alone. And so if one wishes to call
this present “eternity” I am in full agreement. We must assume that
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the past has departed and escaped into no-longer-being. And the

future does not yet exist, but promises that it can exist and arrive into

being. Accordingly, it is unreasonable to think in any way whatsoever

that Being either does not exist or no longer exists or does not yet

exist, since when it is said in this way a single great impossibility in

the reasoning results, that both being and non-being are the same.

Fragment 4a discussed how, or at least implied that, corporeal reality (fa simata) is
formed from a combination of Being and Matter. Similarly, the meeting place
between Eternity and Non-Existence is time, but also constitutes the world of
Becoming, and allows for change. The subject under discussion has not truly
changed. Whether it is framed as the world of corporeal bodies or the world of time,
the phenomenal world of our experiences arises from some sort of interaction of
Being and Matter, by whatever names they are called. The reasoning in this fragment
is still dialectical; it seeks to eliminate contradiction and pursue absolute consistency
(i.e. 0 NOYOS).

Numenius’ ultimate goal in this fragment is to reason that Being could not
change or else it would not be Being and could not impart any degree of stability to
the world. He does this in the beginning by focusing on change, as time, just as he
started with corporeal reality in Book 1 to begin his search for the Good. Past and
future are both non-being and cannot be the subject of our inquiry. The present is

all that can be said to have a permanent level of existence, and so is where we find

Being.'”” In this particular selection the philosopher is concerned only with absolutes:

' J. Whittaker ([1971] 27 n. 12) sees a problem with Numenius’ phrasing. Plato
contrasts time and eternity, whereas Numenius speaks of eternity as a “present
time,” which weakens the contrast. There is in fact no problem at all, since Plato
does not contrast eternity and time as starkly as Whittaker supposes. In the Timaeus,
Plato defines time as “eternity in motion,” so that time partakes of eternity.

Numenius is working in the opposite direction: eternity is time without motion or
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Being as present and non-being as past and future. The logical corollary of this
argument, however, is obvious: The present that we experience in this world cannot
be true being in its fullest sense, since the present that we experience changes. Later
we shall see that stasis is a very important attribute of true Being for Numenius.

The xenos responds to the philosopher’s question with surprise, affirming that
the assumption that Being is temporal can be reduced to absurdity. The fragment
continues (fr. 5.17-28):

{—}El 8 olTws &xet, oxoN vy’ dv d\o TL elvar Slvaito,
TOU OVTOS alTOL U1 OVTOS KATA dAUTO TO OV.

{—}To dpa v didoy Te BéPardy TE €0Tw del  KaTd
TAUTOV Kat TavTov. Oude yéyove pév, €PBdpn &€, oud’
EueyeflvaTo pév, €pelnbn €, oldE UMY €YEVeETO Tw TAELOV
N élacoov. Kal pév &n Td Te dAA Kal OUBE  TOTKAS
KiwnthoeTar: ovde yap Béuls alT® Kkwwnbfval, ovdE  peEV
omlow ovde Tpbow, olTe dvw TOTE oUTE KATw, 0oUS’ €ls
Sefla o8’ els dploTepd peTabeloeTal moTe TO Ov olTe
Tepl TO MEOOV TOTE €AuTob KlwndnoeTal, dA\d PAAOV Kal
€omheTal kal dpapds Te kal €0Tnkos €o0TAl KATAd TAUTA
E€xov del

Kal woalTeS.

[Xenos]: But if that were so, hardly any possibility would arise other
than that Being itself is not the same thing as Being itself]
[Philosopher|: Then Being is eternal and always stable in the same
condition and the same thing. It is neither generated nor does it
decay, it neither grows nor shrinks, and what is more neither
increases nor decreases in quantity. In particular it will not move
spatially. For, in fact, it is not right for it to be moved, neither
forward nor backward, neither up nor down. Neither will Being dash
off to the right or left, nor will it move around its center; but rather it
will always stand firm and be static in the same state always and the
same condition.

The xenos states plainly what is implied at the end of the philosophet’s previous
dialectical analysis: For existence to exist in the past would be a contradiction. The

same goes for the future. If Being were to exist within time, there would be no

change (€veoTws). The ultimate contrast in Numenius is not Being and Becoming,
but Being and Non-Being.
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guarantee that it could not change; therefore Numenius places it in a perpetual and
unchanging present that he, following Plato in the Timaeus, calls “eternity.”
The present of the corporeal world for Numenius would thus be an image or

imitation of the static nature of Being.'”’

True Being cannot be for Numenius the
present moment of this world, because it passes away instantly; Being must be
described as an eternal and unchanging present. We could take this stasis as an
attribute of Being, but to speak of Being as having attributes is difficult, as Numenius
showed eatlier, since the atributes would have to partake of Being in order to be.
We should therefore take Eternity as another name for Being itself."” This
establishes Being as atemporal.

The passage from Non-Being to Being, of course, is Becoming. Once again,
as so often, Numenius defines the corporean world as a meeting of Being (eternity)
and its opposite (non-existence). This produces a world of time, of “now”—
opposed to “not-yet” and “no-longer”—in which moving and changing Matter is,
for the moment fully held together by Being.

The similarity of this discussion of linear time to Numenius’ earlier
discussion of corporeal existence lends credence to the proposition that Matter for

Numenius can on one level be identified with non-existence. The philosopher then

uses his interlocutor’s agreement to reaffirm that Being is atemporal, and by

' Plato Tim. defines time as “a moving image of eternity” (€lko ... kumTér Twa
at@vos). Numenius defines time as motion, and eternity by lack of motion (and
change), just as Plato does. Being is both eternal and motionless: the one necessarily
implies the other.

124 Augustine reaches a similar conclusion when he identifies the first Person of the
Christian Trinity with Aeternitas: e.g. August. De Trinitate 6.10.11.
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extension also motionless. Numenius is careful to point out that in the world of
time and change—the phenomenal world in which we live—Being and Not-Being
actually meet, or at least are directly juxtaposed: the present (Being) is constantly
bracketed by the past and future (Non-Being). Being once again can only be
explained in terms of the phenomenal world as privation: non-spatial, atemporal,
unmoving. This is problematic, since Matter is Numenius’ principle of privation. If
Being is the principle that brings order to chaos, there must be something more
substantive to say about it than that it is different from what we experience in the
phenomenal world. Numenius will address this concern in the next fragment.

Before quoting the next fragment (fr. 6), Eusebius says “after other
arguments” (1€0’ €Tepa). What exactly are these “other arguments”? There are
two major difficulties in Numenius’ reasoning up to this point, and these may be
what Eusebius means by “other arguments.” First, the various names for the
transcendent principle that Numenius has been trying to define have been piling up.
By this point, Numenius has reintroduced the Asomatic from fragment 4a, and
implicitly identifies it with Being by reiterating in fr. 5 that Being does not move in
space. He also identified Being with the eternal, which is atemporal. Numenius may
have argued further connections between them or even introduced more, but by fr.
0, he clearly has become convinced of the necessity of giving a single name to the
complex concept of Good = Being = Peras = Horos = Logos = Gnosis =
Asomatic = Eternity. This name should not be negative, as “asomatic” is, but must
encapsulate the discussion of the cohesive principle (Asomatic) as it has so far been
understood.

This leads to the second difficulty that produces the necessity of giving a
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name to the principle under discussion. There is an awkwardness to the term
“asomatic” in this context. It is Matter, the opposite of the Asomatic, that is the
radical principle of deprivation, not Being. Yet, with the world “Asomatic,” the
cohesive principle is described in negative terms. This will not do. Being, when
understood correctly, is the principle of fullness, the only thing that can be said truly
and eternally to exist. The Asomatic is the stability that holds together the material
cosmos, gives order to its flux, and applies “knowable”-ness to its lack of definition.
To explain it in privative terms highlights the limitations of human knowledge, but
also lies in tension with the rest of Numenius’ project to know the Good, the

ultimate positive, as fully as possible. A positive name is required.

Fragment 6

Fragment 6 has received very little comment in Numenian scholarship; and
this is most unfortunate, since it brings to a close the equation of many names for
the object of the entire enquiry (the Good) and also provides context that is
absolutely essential for understanding the very controversial fragment 13 (the
analogy of the farmer and the planter). Below is quoted the entire fragment except
for the final pair of sentences, which pose a unique problem and will be discussed at
length in isolation.

The philosopher claims at the beginning of the fragment that he has been
holding back and will now reveal what he knows. For some time before this
fragment, it would appear that he has been engaging in so-called Socratic irony:
affecting ignorance in order to protract a discussion with an interlocutor whom he

wishes to teach. 'This is confirmed by the verb oxnuatilopar (“I pretend”).
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Numenius begins (fr. 6.1-12):

Tooabta pév  olv  por  mpd  O680D. AUTOS & olkéTL
oxnuatiotoopar  old  dyvoelv  ¢ow  TO  Ovopd  TOU
dowpdTou: kal ydp kwduvelel viv Hdn Holov elvar elmelv
palov f un etmetv. Kal 8fta Myo 1O dvopa altd elval
TOUTO TO MdAaL {mToluevor. 'ANA U7 YENACATW TLS, €AV
SO TOD dowpdTou €lvar dvopa ovolav kal dv. H 8¢ altla
TOU “OvTos”  OVOHATOS  €0TL  TO MY  yeEyovéval - pndé
Pbapnoectal und’ d\Av unTe kivnow pndeplav évdéxeabal
UNTE PeTaBoNV KpelTTw T ¢avAny, elvat &€ damiotv Kal
avalolwTov kal €év 18ég T avThH kal WNTe €BeholaLov
¢EloTacbar  Ths TAUTOTNTOS uno’ v’ €TEPOV
mpooavaykdleofat.

Now, such matters are rewarding as far as I am concerned. For my

part, though, I will no longer to pretend, and I will not say that I do

not know the name of the Incorporeal; and at this point I probably

really would take greater pleasure in saying than not. And, what is

more, I claim that its name was just a short while ago examined!

Now, do not laugh if I say that the name of the Incorporeal is

“Existence” and “Being.” The reason why its name is “Being” is that

it is neither generated nor corrupted, nor does it accept any other

movement or change at all, greater or less, but is simple and

changeless and in the same form and does not deviate from its

sameness of its own accord, nor is it compelled by anything else.
While our fragments do not tell us exactly whys, it is clear from fr. 2 that the real goal
set out in Book 1 is to understand the Good, and to understand the Good, one must
first understand the world of pure abstraction. The purest abstraction would be that
which has no parts, so Numenius is presumably looking for a single, positive term to
embrace the multiplicity of characteristics that he has examined so far. It therefore
seems strange that he give two names, ousza and on, but this is not as strange as it first
may seem. Tautology is a common rhetorical device in Numenius; there are several

examples even in the fragments already discussed in which Numenius will use two

synonyms to emphasize one idea.'”” From what immediately follows the names, it is

' B.g. fr. 2: ddaTos kal ddujynTos (“unspeakable and unutterable”), and fr. 4a:
TeumiéTa kal vekpad (“dead and deprived of life”).



61

clear that Numenius will settle upon OV as the name of the asomatic principle that
gives order to the phenomenal world.'”

The term TdAdL is significant in this context, but is usually misunderstood.
Palai does literally mean “a long time ago,” but can used as an ironic overstatement;
in this sense, the word also comes to have the meaning “a while ago” or “a little
while ago,” i.e. “not very long ago.”"*” This translation makes the most sense in the
context of a progressive argument. The ironic overstatement implied in palai
highlights that Numenius has returned to the simplest of all subject matters after a
lengthy digression. We do not need to go hunting in Aristotle for the examination of

: : 128
this name “a long time ago.”

Rather, the philosopher is reapplying the term that
he himself used in Book 1; the true name of the Asomatic principle really is Being]
We have been searching all this time, the philosopher says, and the object of
our search has been there all along, practically from the beginning (fr. 2). We have
missed the forest of Being for the trees of all the ways that it is opposed to Matter.
The word “Being” fits perfectly as a name for many reasons that are now obvious: it

is derived from the simplest of verbs to name the most basic of principles, and is a

present-tense participle that names a principle of the eternal present. Also, this

'** Numenius will later in the dialogue speak of his first principle as a god who
produces a lower god who does the work of creation, i.e. limitation of Matter by
Form. The use of two names (Being and Essence) anticipates this division of the
supreme godhead. See fr. 11 and 16.

"?" T take this as the most likely translation of pa/si against des Places’ longtemps. See
LSJ sv. mdAat. Festugiere ([1954] 126) seems to hold an interpretation similar to my
own: “Quel est le nom de cet dowpaTov? N’est-ce pas ce qu’on cherchait depuis le
début?”

'*® This is what Frede (1051) does.
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principle is only with itself. There is no predicate that attaches to “is”: It simply 7.

This is not all that the philosopher has to say about naming, though. The
conclusion of this fragment is problematic and requires some comment. After he
has given to the asomatic the name “Being,” the philosopher goes on to justify this
conclusion (fr. 6.13-15):

"E¢n 6¢ kal 6 IIMTwv év Kpatihp Td Ovépata OpoLwoel

TOV  mpaypdTwy  elvar  avta  émbeta. "EoTtw otv  kal

dedoxbw elvat 1O Ov dowpaTov.

There are a few problems before we can give an accurate translation. As to the first
sentence, des Places, following Mras’ bilingual edition of Praeparatio Evangelica,
translates “Platon n’a-t-il pas dit dans le Cratyle que les noms étaient de pures
additions a la representation des choses?” which does not make any sense in the
context of explaining why the name of the Incorporeal should be “Being,” even at
the risk of being mocked (1) yeAaodTw TLS). Mras’ reading dismisses the need for
a name, since a name is a mere addition. This is contrary to Numenius’ clear point
that we must take the naming of the Incorporeal seriously. Also, that “names are
pure additions” is not Plato’s conclusion in the Cratylus at all.

Des Places is aware of the problem and, in a footnote, suggests that that the
dative homoidsei may be a dative of cause and not a dative of reference with
¢miBeta.” This approach will prove to be correct, but it leaves open the question
of the sense of émifeTa, if émiOe Tadoes not mean “addition [to the representation].”
The key lies in the allusion to Plato’s Cratylus, which is a dialogue on the nature of
language.

Omnoma does mean “name,” and epitheton can mean additive, or addition.

129
49 n. 2: “en vertu de leur ressemblase avec les choses.”



63

However, as linguistic terms, they mean “noun” and “epithet” in Greek. The
ancients defined an “epithet” in much the same say we do, an adjective that gives
further description of a particular person.”™ Its most well known context is epic, in
which an epithet can be patronymic (Agamemnon Afrezdes, “son of Atreus”), it can
be locational (Aphrodite Kypris, “of Cyprus”), or it can give some description of a
function (Zeus Nephelegetes, “‘cloud-gathering”) or physical attribute (Eos
Rhododaktyles, “rosy-fingered”). Some epithets are traditional and have a meaning
obscure even to the ancients (Hera Bidgpis, “Ox-Eyed”?)."”! The term “epithet” does
not appear in the Cratylus, but a discussion of such descriptive additive names does.
In discussing with his interlocutor Hermogenes whether names are natural or
conventional, the Socrates of the Cratylus argues that in order for language to
communicate anything valid, it must somehow participate in a stable truth
recognizable to all human minds. Socrates goes on to describe language as a tool
developed by the founders of civilization (VopLoBéTat), with words that actually do
resemble their referents in some way or to some degree. The closer a name
resembles its referent, the “truer” the name is. Socrates then uses Homer (I/iad
6.402-03) as evidence. Hectot’s son (so says Socrates) was named Skamandrios, but
“all men (dvepes) called him Astyanax.” If all men called him Astyanax, Socrates

says, then who called the boy Skamandrios? Why, the women, of course! And of

" See e.g. Sacerdos in Keil 463.8 ff.: “Epitheton est dictio propriis adjecta nominibus vel
demonstrandi vel ornandi vel vituperandi cansa, ut Larissaens Achilles,” ‘pins Aeneas’ ... .
(“An ‘epithet’ is a word added to proper nouns either to describe them, or else to
embellish or blame them, like ‘Achilles of Larissa’ or ‘reverent Aeneas’ ...). See
TLuhtala 63-64; and cf. Basset 222-25.

P! For different ancient interpretations of the epithet bigpis, see e.g. schol. in Hom. I1.
1.551, 4.50, 7.9.
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the two, which group is self-evidently the wiser? Why, the men (so says Socrates)!
So, the wiser group gives the boy the more descriptive name, “King of the City,”
since he was Hector’s heir and the hope of Troy, just like his father.'”

In the passage to which Numenius is probably alluding, Plato thus argues
that true names are really attributive and descriptive.'” To put the issue more
Platonically, they more fully participate in reality, or in Being. Numenius cites this
dialogue to support his assertion that the participle “Being” can be the actual name
of the asomatic principle, since Plato says that “the name is an imitation [mzmémal of

2

its subject matter |70 pragmal.” The translation of this passage of Numenius should
read:

Plato too has said in the Craty/us that names are themselves epithets

due to a similarity with their subject matters. Therefore, it should be

established and assumed that “Being” is the asomatic.
For Plato, the truth of words is necessarily relative, since we live in a world of
Becoming that is subject to change. Language does participate in truth, though, and
can be used, albeit provisionally, for philosophy. There is nothing more natural for
Numenius than to claim that the highest of transcendent entities should have the
simplest name, a name that actually is an adjective describing what it is, or rather,

indicating that it truly and uniquely 7. For Numenius the complex Good = Being =

Logos = Peras = Horos = Logos = Gnosis = Existence can be, and henceforth is,

132 See Ademollo 152-62.

' Since an epitheton propetly gives specifying information about a noun, it can also
refer to a nominal attribute, what we would call an “appositive,” e.g. “Apollodorus,
the Athenian,” or “Philip, the king of Macedonia”; see Luhtala 100. This is not exactly
the sense in which Numenius is using the word epztheton, since his epitheton for the
Asomatic principle is a participial phrase, but this fact does highlight that Numenius’
goal here is to find the most descriptive and therefore truest name of his highest
principle.
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given the single and simple name Being. This is the name that is most descriptive,

and therefore is most true, at least for the present.

Fragment 7

Fragment 7 gives yet another designation to Being=Good: Numenius calls
his first principle by the Platonic term “Noetic,” that is, characteristic of the Platonic
world of the Forms, by which we apprehend (vo€tv) truth. Plato’s frequent use of
the term reaches the level of technical vocabulary; this is the highest form of
knowledge on Plato’s “divided line,” a sort of purely abstract knowledge. It is in
fragment 7 that Numenius first uses the term noéton or “the noetic,” but the concept
was assumed and implied earlier in fr. 2 when the philosopher explained that one can
only understand the Good by direct intuitive apprehension. “Noetic” refers to that
which is perceived by mind (#ous), or that which one perceives by intellection (a word
that tranlate both the noun vénoLs and the verb voelv).

It is important to notice that Numenius is discussing here “the Noetic,” and
not a noetic. This distinction between a noetic and the Noetic (essentially, the
distinction between a limited multiplicity and unity) will become important later in
Book 5, when Numenius will also assume a distinction between “the Form™ and a
Form, that is, one Form of many. “The Noetic” in fragment 7 refers not merely to
an object of intellection, but to the absolute highest object of intellection. This can
only be, as Numenius states, Being=Good. The fragment again is lengthy, and will
be treated in three segments. It begins (fr. 7.1-3):

To dv €lmov dowpatov, TobTo 8¢ €lvar TO vonTtév. Td pév
o AexBévTa, 6o pvnuoveleLy €0TL HOL, ToLADTA yoUv mV.

I said that Being is asomatic, and that it is the Noetic. This at least is
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what I remember being said.

This equation of Being and Noetic is treated as already established, and so must have
been supported by previous discussion that is now lost. That Being is noetic was at
least implied in fr. 2, since the Good is apprehended by intuitive intellection, and one
apprehends the Good by the “study of Being.” The equation is here made explicit:
Asomatic=Being is also the Noetic.

In the next part of the fragment, Numenius, having summarized one of the
most important conclusions of Books 1 and 2, then ties it to the methodological
statement in fr. la, though scholars of Numenius have not acknowledged this.
When Numenius affirms that Being is incorporeal, and specifically calls the
incorporeal “the Noetic,” he presents it as a conclusion to an extended discussion
and rests on the authority of the logic of that discussion (/ogos). He then gives a very
curious appeal to authority in defense of this argument (fr. 7.3-7):

Tov & émdnTotvta Aoyor €6élw Tapapvdnoachal Tooovde
UTeLTOY, OTL TabTa Tols 8oOypaol Tols IINdTwvos el un
ovuBatlvel, A\’ €Tépou ye xpfjv olecBal Twos AVOPOS
HeYdlou, péya duvapérvov, olov TTubayodpou.
I want to encourage the line of reasoning under discussion by making
the following suggestion: if these statements do not accord with the
teachings of Plato, nevertheless we must assume that they belong to
some great and very influential man, like Pythagoras.
The conclusion under discussion is the equation Being=Asomatic=Noetic from the
beginning of the fragment. By using the term “noetic,” Numenius wants to suggest
that the line of reasoning (/ogos) corresponds to the doctrines of Plato, just as in
fragment la he promised to “connect” the “philosophy” (lgo7) of Pythagoras with

the evidence (martyriai) of Plato. Here we have an attempt by the philosopher to

recapitulate the arguments of Books 1 and 2 and tie them to Pythagoras, in direct
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fulfillment of that promise. Taken together, this fragment and fr. 1a indicate that the
entire argument about the nature of Being from the past several fragments is
Pythagorean: the reasoning (lgos) in question (EMNTAV) is the same as the
philosophy (/goi) of Pythagoras. This /gos should be found in Plato, but if it is not,
it can be attributed to Pythagoras for no other reason than that the /ygos is true.

This line is sometimes taken to imply that Numenius considers Pythagoras a
higher authority than Plato.”” On the contrary, he does not support the argument
with any dogmatic quotation of Pythagoras or a Pythagorean like Philolaus, but
rather supports the attribution of his conclusion to Pythagoras with the
overwhelming truth of the conclusion itself. It is the reasoning that is important to
Numenius in these first two books, and he says that the reasoning is Pythagorean. If
we cannot find explicit evidence from a great man like Plato for the argument that
Being is the Asomatic and is the Noetic, Numenius claims, surely it must have
occurred to someone “very influential, like Pythagoras.” We must then take this
argument (that Being is incorporeal, and that the Incorporeal or Asomatic is the
Noetic) as a personal conclusion of the philosopher from his own reasoning. The
philosopher does not take full credit for the reasoning; it is most likely that he
believes that he is reconstructing Pythagoras’ views; this fits best with the intention
stated in fr. 1a. Numenius is now looking for confirmation.

The line, not surprisingly, betrays some difficulty in finding concrete

confirmation.'” Numenius has been operating outside of the bounds of the letter of

" Ueberweg & Praechter 520; Martano 47.

' Among the possible difficulties, by Numenius’ day it was generally agreed that
Pythagoras himself wrote nothing; see Plut. De A/ex. fort. 328a9.
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Platonic teaching. The Platonic dialogues are not concerned with defining the
cohesion that “holds down” (katechein) a primeval recalcitrant principle, nor with
simultaneous dynamism and passivity in the first principles of a cosmic dualism.
Numenius adds these elements to the Platonic tradition by invoking the /ogo: of
Pythagoras.

The historical Pythagoras of Croton is a cipher, and was so in Numenius’
day. Pythagoras’ reputation as a man and a prophet of legendary wisdom allows
Numenius to project dialectically reasoned /goi onto Pythagoras, even though the
reasoning is Numenius’ own. Numenius deduces a system that he believes must be
true, and supports this system only by saying that someone “very able” like
Pythagoras must have known these truths as well. Invoking the purported authority
of the mysterious Pythagoras allows Numenius a wide degree of latitude to speculate
and reason outside of the literal reading of Plato’s own words. This is what allows
Numenius to call his own system by the somewhat pretentious name of the “/go; of

>

Pythagoras.” Nevertheless, it remains very important to Numenius to fit his own
system into a Platonic framework, even though Numenius’ particular dualism is a
personal accomplishment. He cites a passage from the Timaens, even though this
passage has virtually nothing to do with the real substance of Numenius’ own
system. In the same way, Plato’s discussion of names in the Cratylus does not really
justify Numenius’ use of T0O Ov as the “name” of the asomatic principle. Rather,
Numenius did exactly what he promised to do in fr. la: He reasoned the name and
then searched Plato for “evidence.”

Nevertheless, Numenius does find a quote from Plato that he considers

relevant. The fragment continues (fr. 7.7-15):
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Aéyel yov TINdTov (Ppép’ dvapvmodd mas Myel): “Tt 1O dv
del, yéveolr 8¢ olk €xov; kal TL TO yLyvopevov pév, ov O¢
OUBETTOTE; TO WEV O VONOEL HPETA AOYOU TEPLANTITOV, TO &
ab 86En peTd aloboews d\dyou SofaoTdr, yryvdpevor kal
AmoMUpeEVOY, OVTwS O oUdémoTe Ov.” "Hpeto yap o1 Ti
€oTL TO OV, cbas‘ avTo ayevnTov avauqln}\emms‘ [éveov
yap oUK_ ecbn evat TG OVTL" ETPETETO ydp dV' TPETOREVOV
8¢ olk A didlov.

At any rate, Plato says (now, let me quote what he says from

memory!):  “What is it that exists eternally and does not have a

beginning? And what is it that becomes, and never is? The one is

apprehensible to the intellect with reason, while the other is

perceptible to opinion with irrational sense perception; it comes to be

and passes away, and never truly is.” He was asking what Being is,

and said that it is undoubtedly without generation. For he said that

generation does not truly exist, since it would change, and that which

changes is not eternal.
The supporting Platonic text that Numenius has found helps to draw the connection
between epistemology and metaphysics: That which is material and perceptible to
the senses can change, and is not the object of the highest sort of knowledge. That
which is perceptible to the mind must be eternal, or else it would not have
consistency (/gos). Numenius has found his confirmation that the Asomatic is also
the Noetic. This is taken to be the true significance of the Plato passage that is

quoted from Timaens 27d6-28a4."

Nonetheless, Numenius is right to use the quote with some hesitation (“at

% Numenius’ memory is not as reliable as he would have us believe, since he has
condensed the Platonic quote a bit. The full Platonic quote reads: 70 TO oV del,
Yéveowy 6¢ otk éxov, kal TL TO yLyvépevor pev del, Ov 8¢ oUdETOTE; TO
HEV 8T VONOEL PeTA AOYOU TEPLANTTOV, del KaTd TavTta Ov, TO & av
86En  peT’ aloMoews dldyov SofaoTodv, yuLyvdpevor kal  dmoAOpevov,
OVTS O€ OLdETOTE Ov. (“What is it that exists eternally and has no genesis; and
what is it that is generated always and never is? That which is understood by
intellection (noésis) with reason is always the same, but that which is conjectured by
opinion with irrational sense perception is generated and degrades, and never truly
18.”
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any rate ... ”), since it is not exactly confirmation for the larger point that he is trying
to make. The Platonic quotation that Numenius cites is essentially epistemological,
since it argues that we can understand the sensory world by our everyday
experiences, and the noetic world only by pure abstraction and reason. The
opposition in the Platonic quotation is not Being and Matter, which would more
completely support Numenius’ metaphysical position, but Being and Becoming.
This is less important to Numenius, though, than the equation of eternal Being and
the object of noésis. In this sense, the quote from Plato is apt. In an indirect sense,
he does find confirmation for his conclusion that Being=Noetic, though it is
epistemological and not strictly metaphysical. The quote does specifically confirm
the part of Numenius’ argument found in fragment 5 in that it differentiates the
Eternal from the perceptible world and identifies the perceptible world with
Becoming. Numenius is not reaching far to draw support from the quote for his
metaphysics; be defines Becoming as that which occurs between Being=FEternal and
Non-Being.

That the equation of epistemological noetic realm and Numenius’ own
ontological binding agent, the Asomatic, seems not to be directly found in Plato,
Numenius treats as unproblematic. Rather, he quotes the Timaeus to show that his
conclusion is implied in the Platonic corpus. Even though it is not directly found in
Plato, the logically necessary truth of the argument offers sufficient proof to
Numenius that some high authority must have argued it. It has been established that
Being (70 on) is timeless, existing in an eternal present (fr. 5.5-106); it cannot move or
change (fr. 5.23-28). Even though we do not have Pythagoras’ words, we can treat it

as given that he believed this as well.
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Fragment 8

Fragment 8 is the last fragment we possess of Book 2, and the last fragment
before a significant shift in topic. We should attempt as much clarity as possible
about what exactly Numenius is trying to accomplish and how he attempts to
accomplish it. Numenius has produced a reasoned account of the first principles of
the cosmos (Good and Matter or Being and Non-Being). Numenius has searched
for confirmation in the highest authorities that he acknowledges in the Greek
philosophical tradition. It is in the course of this fragment, however, that Numenius

truly fulfills his promise to tie together Plato and his own Pythagorean reasoning (fr.
8):

El pév on 10 Ov mdavtws mdrTy Aoy Té éoTl Kkal
dtpemTor kal oldapds oLdaufy ¢éEloTdpevor €€ €auTol,
HEVEL O¢ KaTA TA ALTA KAl WOAUTWS €0TNKE, TOUTO ONTOU
av €ln 10 TH VoNoeL peTad Aoyou mepumTov’. EL 8¢ TO
odpa  peEl  kal  PépeTar  UMO TR  €UBU  peTaBoMis,
amodLdpdokel kal ovk €aTiv. “OBev ol TONNTy pavia pr ol
TobTo €lvar ddpioTov, 846 & poévn SofacTov kal, Os
énot  TINdTwv, ‘“yryvopevor kal dATONUpEVOV, OVTOS O
oUdéTOTE OV’;

If then Being is in all ways in all places both eternal and unbending
and in no way in no place deviating from itself, but remains in the
same conditions and is absolutely static, this I suppose would be
what is “understandable by intellection with reason.” If, on the
other hand, the corporeal is in flux and characterized by pure
change, then it disperses and is not. Which is why it would surely be
the height of madness for it not to be limitless, and only
apprehensible by the faculty of opinion and, as Plato says, “coming
to be and passing away, but never truly Being.”

The beginning of this section poses no real difficulty: we are reintroduced to the
concept of the noetic and its identification with Being. Being is the highest, indeed

the only possible object of knowledge. Numenius himself says that it would be the
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“height of madness” to call Matter an object of knowledge. Fragment 4a makes a
similar claim, that Matter cannot possibly be known at all.

Intuitive, uninterrupted apprehension of Being is #oésis. Numenius’ eternal
Being is equated with the object of this Platonic #oésis. That which interrupts this
apprehension and reduces it to opinion is the disorderliness of Matter. The logical
extension of this argument is that in its primeval purity, Matter cannot even be the
object of “comparison” (eikasia, the lowest segment of mental activity on the
Platonic divided line), but only of total ignorance.

Corporeal existence, in between Being and Matter, is the object of opinion,
in between knowledge and ignorance, and so is a relevant topic of discussion.
However, Numenius is in serious danger of pushing his point too far. Corporeal
existence is subject to change, but it is allowed a degree of stability by its
participation in Being. Numenius focuses on the instability and changeableness of
corporeal existence, but one might have expected him to focus instead on prime
matter, which is nothing but instability and changeableness. He is limited, however,
by his selected Plato quotation to focus on the attributes of the world of Becoming,
about which we can form opinions.

In any event, it is neither matter nor corporeal existence that is Numenius’
real topic of discussion, but the Being that transcends them both. Much of this
fragments recalls the discussion of Being in Book One, but connects it directly to
Plato as well as Numenius” own “Pythagorean” reasoning. A discussion that began
with defining the Good of the Republic has shifted to a discussion of Platonic Being
as an object of knowledge and a cosmic principle.

What we can know of Book 2 can be summarized as follows: The Good is
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eternal, that is to say outside of time; it is completely changeless. The asomatic
principle of Book 1, which serves as a cohesive and stabilizing agent for chaotic
matter, has a more descriptive name than just “asomatic”; the true and most
descriptive name of this principle is “Being.” This principle is also the Noetic—that
is, it is the object of highest and most abstract intellection. The truth of this
proposition is so overpowering that even if one could not find it in Plato, it should
be attributed to a powerful sage like Pythagoras. As it happens, this truth can be
inferred from Plato’s Timaens. Being is static and the ultimate object of the mind;
sensory bodies are changeable and form what Plato called the world of “Becoming.”

In fragment 8 Numenius has fulfilled his promise to argue a Platonic-
Pythagorean synthesis. Because the promise has been fulfilled, we should take the
statement of fr. 8 as likely being near the end of Book 2, and as a summary of the
accomplishment of one of Numenius’ goals. What remains of the statement of
method in fr. 1a is to invoke the races of good repute, a task that Numenius takes on
in Book 3.

Numenius displays a very discursive style and expansive imagination in On the
Good, prone to digressions that return to an original point much later; the
philosopher himself recognizes this in fr. 6. This discursiveness is in keeping with
the dialogue format, which depicts a human conversation; but it also serves a broader
philosophical purpose in Numenius’ system.

Numenius is keen to give several names to this highest principle (like “Limit”
and “Logos”). These different names depend upon how the principle is
approached,  whether  arithmetically, = geometrically,  metaphysically,  or

epistemologically, or finally, theologically. This highest principle, whether named the
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Monad, Limit, Being, Good, Logic, or God, is the ultimate object of all human
knowledge (gndsis); it is given different names depending upon that branch of
knowledge that one pursues in our divided world. No matter what starting point the
interlocutors use, their quest for knowledge will always take them back to the Good.
The overall tenor of the fragments so far has been as varied as that of a very
meandering and pleasant conversation, perhaps with some wordy banter."”” It is also

® The main interlocutor, the

rigorously analytical, as in Plato’s Parmenides.”
philosopher, switches among registers, but our fragments (which are substantial)
alternate only between these tones: a very confident and logical search for truth, and
a pleasant, sometimes ironic, tone of congeniality. An animated affability coupled

with a precise philosophical dialect in Books 1 and 2 is exaggerated, and heightens

the contrast that is coming.

" See e.g. Numenius’ flippant tone in fr. 6, which is marked by an almost comical
string of qualifications: “And, in fact now, it really ... ” (Kol ydp KLwOvveVeL VOV
7noN). I also find humorous Numenius use of palai in fr. 6 (“We’ve had it in front of
us the whole time!”), his switching back and forth between authority figures in fr. 7
(“if Plato doesn’t say it, I'm sure Pythagoras did; but Plato sort of did say it ... .”),
and his use of mania in fr. 8 (“it would be ¢razy!”). The persona of the philosopher in
De Bono is much more self-deprecating than current scholarship recognizes.

" O’Meara ([1976] 127) notes that the subjects described with regard to Being in the
fragments of Bk. 2 of De Bono (time, change, name) do correspond to subjects in the
Parmenides. The rigorous dialectical style also corresponds to the Platonic dialogue.
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THE EVIDENCE OF CHALCIDIUS

It is well known that until the Renaissance, the Latin West had no direct
access to Plato other than the partial Latin translation of the Tzmaens by Chalcidius
(fourth c.)). In addition, Chalcidius produced a commentary on the translated
passage, and this commentary contains a passage explaining the doctrine of
“Numenius of the school of Pythagoras” (Numenius ex Pythagorae magesterio [295-
99])."”” Des Places includes this passage as fragment 52. It has long been recognized
that Chalcidius’ testimony is sound and gives a generally accurate account of
Numenius’ teaching on God and Matter. Chalcidius covers the Numenian doctrine
of God and Matter, and the visible world in between; he thus covers roughly the
same issues treated in Books 1 and 2 of Oz the Good. There is virtually nothing in this
passage, as we shall see, that could not be inferred from the fragments themselves.'*’
The confirmation, however, is most welcome.

Numenius attributes to Pythagoras two principles, God (deus) who is also the
Monad (singularitas), and Matter (silva), which is the Dyad (duitas).'' This Dyad is
independent of the Monad; it is by itself indefinite, but comes to be limited by God.

By itself it is ungenerated. When formed by God it comes to be generated.'*

Matter is fluid, without limit or quality. It is not morally neutral or

% See van Winden (1959) 103-21 generally on this entire passage.
" Contra Alt 31.
"' See van Winden (1959) 106-07.

'*? Chalcidius adds that there are Pythagoreans who claim that the Dyad is generated
from the Monad. These are what modern scholarship calls “monists.”
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indifferent, as the Stoics teach, but is altogether harmful (plane noxiam)." As Plato
understood it (Platoni videtur), God is the cause of all good things, and Matter the
cause of all evil things. It is the composite world of Form and Matter (quod ex specie

silvague sif) that is indifferent.'*

According to Chalcidius, Numenius attributes his
reasoning to Pythagoras. “Pythagoras,” we learn, “did not shy away from defending
truth, albeit with assertions that are surprising and contrary to the general opinion of
human beings.” (Sed Pythagoras assistere veritati miris licet et contra opinionem hominum
operantibus asseverationebus non veretur). Pythagoras claims that Providence exists, and
therefore evil (mala) must also “subsist” (substistisse); this is because there is matter,
and matter is “endowed with malice” (e ... sit malitia praedita).

Chalcidius then moves to Numenius’ attitude toward Plato. For Plato all
good things in the world come from God, while matter is the “mother” (watrem) of
all degradation (vitiv). Matter is also the “nurse” (nutrix) of all.  Matter is
characterized by a “wildness” (intemperies), a “thoughtless motion” (improvidus impetns),

“randomness” (casus) and “violent recalcitrance” (exagitata praesumptio). In the

Timaens, God corrects it, and guides it into an organization (iz ordiners) out of

' There is no direct statement that survives in which Numenius unambiguously calls
Matter “harmful.” There are testimonia (e.g. fr. 48) that Numenius identified Matter
with evil, which does follow from Numenius’ explicit opposition of Matter to the
Good. In addition, the “salvation” or “preservation” that comes from the
Good=Being (fr. 15) should also be opposed to the activity of Matter in the world,
and “harm” is a good term to give to this force opposed to “preservation.”
Chalcidius’ description as Numenius’ description of Matter as “harmful” should be
accepted as secure.

" At this point, Chacidius adds: denigue [mundum] ex providentia et necessitate progenitum
veterum theologorum scitis haberi (“It is held in the belief of the ancient theologians that
the world is generated from Providence and Necessity.”) This line will be discussed
in the section on Bk. 3 of De Bono.
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disorderly and turbulent agitation (ex zncondite et turbulenta iactatione). This “wildness”
cannot come from God, and so must be an inherent quality of its “randomness.”
After matter is “adorned,” there remains a defect (vi#ium) to its nature that can never
be “limited” (/Zmitari) by God into good things.

Chalcidius then returns to Numenius on Pythagoras. The “Soul of Matter”
must have its own “substance” (substantia), and is opposed to Providence. ~ God
can “adorn” or “correct” defects in Matter, but cannot nullify them, since Matter’s
defective nature is inherent. Therefore, according to Numenius, nothing is found
that is “immune from corruption” (zzmunem a vitiis), neither in the human person,
nor in nature nor in the bodies of animals, not even in trees, roots, fruits, air, sea, or
sky. Everything that is created participates in Matter’s defective nature. This is
echoed in Proclus, who tells us that for Numenius, “everything is mixed, and nothing
is simple” (fr. 51).'"" This is all a generally accurate account of Books 1 and 2, if we
understand that deus (“God”) is simply the Good=Being understood personally.

In addition, Chalcidius preserves, though does not directly discuss, the
paradox of Numenius’ view of Matter: Matter is without quality, but is also evil.
Matter moves of its own accord (proprio motn), but is the “origin of the passive part of
the soul” (auctrix patibilis animae partis). Matter both resists (adversatur) God’s activity

146

upon it and submits to (obsecundante) it.” Numenius’ view is that matter is both

"5 Novpfuios pév oy mdvTa pepixfar  oldpevos ovdév oleTal elval
< ~
amiobv.

' Van Winden ([1959] 120) sees the problem, but does not accept the paradox. It is
certainly not inaccurate to call this dual nature of Matter described here as a
“contradiction,” as van Winden does; however, this is not how Numenius sees the
issue, and van Winden’s attempt to explain away obsecundante as an interpolation is
unfounded. Van Winden exaggerates the difference between Chalcidius’ submissive
view of matter and Numenius’ recalcitrant view; cf. 246: “[Chalcidius] rejected
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active and passive: both disorder and non-existence. Numenius’ moral view of

Matter is is also not ambiguous: disorder and nothing are both opposed to the Good.

[Numenius’] simple idea of matter as chaos.” For Numenius, Matter is both
recalcitrant (fr. 9) and submissive (fr. 11), as his own words clearly show. Van
Winden ([1959] 125-26) searches in vain for a source for Chalcidius 310, in which
Matter is both evil and without quality; he finally settles upon Hermogenes (the
target of Tert. adv. Hermogenens), about whom we know really very little. His
conviction that this doctrine is inconsistent with Numenius’ view of matter as
unqualifiedly recalicrant blinds him to the fact that the sentiment is perfectly
Numenian, as Borghorst (37) saw; cf. van Winden 125. Chalcidius himself says that
for Numenius “matter accepts improvement and order from god” (a deo vero
exornationem ordinationemque accepit) and that matter is the “originator and protector of
the passive part of the soul” (patibilis animae partis ... awctrix et patrona). Cf. van
Winden (1959) 189-90. For a refutation of van Winden, see Rescingo, esp. 78.
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BOOK 3: “THE DIVINES OF OLD” (FRAGMENTS 9 AND 10)

Fragment 9 of Book 3 marks a sharp transition in subject matter. From
ontological speculation we move somehow and for some reason to the history of
religions. The reader who has been following Numenius’ rigorous analysis is no
doubt in for a surprise when the conversation makes a turn for the theological, the
magical, and the weird. More theological topics like the august Demiurge and his
descent into the material world will rest on conclusions that are established in the
first two books’ reasoned premises; by Book 5, the tone of at least some sections has
shifted to one that is prayerful, even prophetic. There must have been some sort of
transition from one mode of discourse to the other, but it has been lost.

Our two references to Book 3 of On the Good involve a shift from impersonal
Platonic ontology to divine activity in the phenomenal world that characterizes the
interaction between Being and Matter. Origen provides one of these sources. He
claims (in fr. 10) that Numenius tells “a story about Jesus” in the third book of Oz zhe
Good (though Origen says that Numenius does not give Jesus’ name), and that he
also tells the story of Moses and the Egyptian priests Iannes and Iambres.'"
Unfortunately, Origen does not give a direct quotation, and it is infuriating that
Eusebius does not quote the “story about Jesus” in his Praeparatio Evangelica.
Eusebius does, however, provide a quotation from Numenius’ account of Moses
versus the Egyptian priests Iannes and Iambres, and he specifically notes that the

quote comes from Book 3 of On the Good, just as Origen does. Previous discussions

""" These are the names traditionally applied to the Egyptian priests who tried to
rival Moses in miracle working. The names do not appear in the Exodus, but do
appear in 2 Timothy 3:8. The “Damascus Document” (5.17b-19) of the Dead Sea
Scrolls calls the Egyptian priests ““Yohanan and his brother.”
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of fragment 9 have provided very useful insights into the relationship between the
Jewish and gentile world of Numenius’ day, and of Numenius’ limited knowledge of
Judaism and his possible knowledge of Christianity. There are also useful
discussions of Numenius’ attitude toward Moses and the history of the legend of
Iannes and Iambres, nor can they undo the effect of his prayers. What these studies
lack, though, is a discussion of the connection that links this fragment logically or
dialectically to the other fragments of O he Good.

Book 3 stands in the middle of a dialogue, a /ogos in which an argument is
developed. Most previous scholarly discussions miss or are uninterested in the very
basic question of just why this fragment is here, why Numenius wrote these lines to
fit into a /ggos about the nature of the Good. Why, after two books of very technical
metaphysical argumentation, does Numenius turn to stories of holy persons like
Jesus and Moses? It is essential to understand the placement of these stories in Book
3 in order to make sense of the progression of the dialogue as a whole.

How exactly Numenius transitioned from the topic of ontology to the topic
of miracle workers is not as unclear as it might seem at first. Numenius says in
fragment 1a that he is going connect Pythagorean reasoning with Platonic evidence,
and then treat the “peoples of good repute” (Egyptians, Jews, Magi, Brahmans).
Since the first promise was fulfilled in the final fragments of Book 2, we should take
fr. 9 as at least a partial fulfillment of the second promise. Book 3 should then be a
discussion of the worthy peoples, and in the case of fr. 9, of the Jews.

This means that the transition must still be a part of Numenius’ dialectical
program. Numenius’ ultimate goal is to understand the Good. If our world is a

composite of Good=Being and Matter, then what remains to be discussed is how the
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Good=Being is perceptible in the world around us, the world of Becoming. The
“peoples of good repute” can offer guidance here, because they provide stories
about their incorporeal God at work in our world."®  On another level, though,
Numenius is setting up a problem that will be discussed at length in Books 4-5. The
peoples of good repute worship an incorporeal god, but this god acts within the
world. How can Being act, when by definition Being simply is?

In Book 2 Numenius concluded that the “name” of the asomatic principle
that transcends the material world and gives it order is Being, 7 on. In this book, the

topic is a personal deity called zbeos.'"

For Numenius, these are simply different
names for the name transcendent principle, and it is only the language that has
changed, not the subject matter. This change in language is a part of Numenius’
dialectical program as set out in fr. 1a, since Being and God are the same.

Aside from Origen, our only reference to Book 3 is Eusebius, who
fortunately quotes directly from the account of Moses that Origen mentions.
Unfortunately it is his only selection from what must have been a fascinating book.

Fragment 9 presents a highly original retelling of the battle between Moses and the

Egyptian priests from the Book of Exodus. Careful consideration of the fragment

'*" Martano (26) is essentially correct when he says that the interaction of the two
opposing principles is what pushes Numenius from dialectical discourse in Bks. 1-2
to theology in the later books.

" TLater, in fr. 13 (which Eusebius extracts from Book 5), Numenius personalizes
Being and makes the participle masculine (0 V). He treats this as a given without
explanation, and we should assume that some discussion preceded the fragment
equating the ontological TO Ov with the theological 0 @v. We may therefore make
a very reasonable guess as to what connects Books 2 and 3. It is this transition from
TO OV to O @V, from Being to God. In other words, the transition is from the
highest principle as impersonal to a discussion of the highest principle as personal
and as experienced by the “peoples of good repute.”
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will demonstrate that Numenius is constructing the story so as to be “in conformity
with Plato,” and so useful for his purpose. The fragment reads in its entirety (fr. 9):
Ta &8  &&fs Tavviis  kal TapBpiis  AlyimTiol
Lepoypappatels, drdpes oldevos HTTous payeboal kplbévtes
elvat, ém Tovdalwy é€€ehavvopévor EE Alylbmtov. Movoaiw
voov 1@ lovdalwy EEnynoapévw, dvdpl  yevopévw  Bed

eb€aocbal SuvatwTdTe, ol TmapacTival dllwbévtes UMO TOD
mABovs TOoU TGOV AlyumTlwy ouToL Noav, TOV Te OGURPOpOV,

4

ds 6 Movodios €mfye T AlyimTw, TAS VEAVIKWTATAS
avTOV €émAvecbal mdbnoav duvaTol.

Next there is Iannes and Iambres, Egyptian priestly scribes, men
judged second to none in wizardry (LayeVoat) when the Jews were
being driven out of Egypt. At any rate they were the ones who were
deemed worthy by the mob of the Egyptians to stand against
Musaeus, who was the leader of the Jews—a man who had become

most able to pray to god—and it was evident that they were able to
undo the most extreme of the plagues that Musaeus visited upon

Egypt.

That this is a retelling of the Exodus is obvious, yet it is not Moses who is the real
subject of this paragraph. The Td €&fis at the beginning shows that this anecdote
appears in a series of such anecdotes, and the names Iannes and Ilambres
immediately following the introductory adverbial phrase mark the real focus. That
the priests receive names is not a problem since there is ample evidence for a
tradition in which the Egyptian priests who stand against Moses during the Exodus
are named lannes and Iambres. However, there are several eccentricities that makes
Numenius’ retelling unique.

First of all, Iannes and Iambres are the grammatical subject of this fragment;
they are selected by the Egyptian people to stand against “Musacus” (Movodtos).
This has led some to assume that they should be taken as the heroes of this passage,

that they are the sympathetic characters attempting to save the Egyptians from
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150
Musaeus.

There are several reasons why this interpretation should be rejected.
First of all, Numenius’ choice to use the similar sounding and—to a Greek
audience—evocative name Musaeus suggests Orphic ties (more on this below), and a
villainous Orphic sage is counter to Numenius’ Pythagorean sympathies. Second,
and more important, Numenius sets up a stark contrast between Musaeus and his

! Seen in this

prayer to god as opposed to the Egyptian priests and their magic.”
light, it is obvious who should be the hero of the passage: Musaeus prays to God,
and God is good for Numenius." If God is good, nay, Goodness itself, then the
human being “most able to pray to God” must be a good agent. Opposed to prayer
is the magic of the Egyptians. Here we see implied the same opposition that runs
throughout Oz the Good: prayer is the power of God in the world; the magic that

attempts to frustrate it must be the evil of Matter that is opposite to it.'”’

Numenius’ own word choices evoke sympathy for Musaeus and the Jews.

" Reinarch 175 n. 2; Edwards (1990) 68-69.

P! Merlan ([1967] 99) likens this to the “magical” concept of prayer as found in
Plotinus, 2.9.14; 4.4.26, 38.

152 See fr. 19.

' The word “magic” in the ancient world was often used in an agonistic context:
“magia” was used to win competitions, whether in love or politics or sport. This was
particularly true of the defixio or “binding” spells; see Faraone. Magic was a capital
crime in the Roman Empire and was a common charge brought against prominent
men by their enemies. The most well known defendant against a charge of magic
was Numenius’ rough contemporary, the Platonist Apuleius of Madauros. In the
defense speech that survives, Apuleius contrasts magic for material gain to his own
philosophical piety (Apul. Apol 2.26-27, 3.63-65). See Bradley 219. It is this
“material” use of magic that Numenius has in mind when he uses the verb
payevewy, see Philostratus 17ta Apolonii 1.2. Plotinus (Enn. 2.9.14) likens Gnostic
theurgic practices with magic, and counters that it attempts to ensnare the divine in
the material. Euseb. Praep. Evang. 5.14-15 in his critique of the Chaldaean oracles,
directly contrasts philosophy and magic.
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The Jews are the injured party because they are driven out. “Musaeus” uses his
power of prayer to God, which establishes him as a holy man. On the other hand,
the Egyptians are a “mob,” and they deem two priests worthy to practice magic
against the holy act of prayer. The one aspect in which the Numenius’ treatment
may evoke sympathy for the Egyptians is that “Musaeus” visits plagues upon them.
However, this is the subjective experience of the opponents of “Musaeus.” Iannes
and Tambres represent a power that persecutes the Jews. What Egypt experiences as
plague the Jews experience as freedom.

I propose a new interpretation of this fragment: Musaeus’ power to pray
represents the power of providence (i.e. Being) in the world. The Egyptians’ magic
is a force of the active aspect of Numenius’ concept of Matter. In fr. 9, these forces
are expressed in superlative terms, thus allowing them to be used as allegorical types.
The thrust of this passage is allegorical. It advances the argument of Books 1-2 by
demonstrating that God and Matter can and do interact, and that they are truly
opposed to one another. In this particular instance, their interaction is absolutely
hostile and equally matched.

Proclus (in fr. 37), in a testimonium of Numenius, provides a very useful
parallel to this interpretation of fr. 9. Proclus tells us that Numenius gave a similar
allegorical interpretation to the war between the Athenians and the Atlanteans
described at the beginning of Plato’s Timaeus (24e tf.):

OL & €ls Puxdr dldoTaoy kaNbvwy kal ThHs 'Abnvds

Tpoblpwy Kkal  yeveolLovpy®r dNwvy, dl  kal  TO THS

vevéoews €dpopw B mpoonkovol. Kal €oTi Ths éEnynocws

TalTNs mpoaTdTns Nouunyios.

Others believe that the contrast is between better souls that are also
fostered by Athena and others attached to generation, which also
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belong to the god who oversees generation. Numenius is the major
expositor of this interpretation.

We have here our only evidence of Numenian allegoresis at work. Numenius
identified the two warring states, Athens and Atlantis, with two spheres of influence
centered on two cosmic principles: the principle of reason (Athena), and the
principle of generation (Poseidon)."”™ “Generation” in this context is not, of course,
genests in the Christian sense, which is God’s act of creation. Rather, Platonic
generation is the process of change that characterizes the world of Becoming. The
“god of generation” is the force of change that opposes the force of reason
(Athena). The war between the two city states is given a cosmic interpretation and is
made to correspond to Numenius’ own bifurcated universe: For Numenius, Plato’s
myth represents the irresolvable conflict between God and Matter.'”

This same sort of reading can easily be applied to fragment 9. Again there
are two forces opposed to one another: Moses and the priests. In this case they
employ two separate forces instead of two separate entourages of souls in their
conflict: The one side employs prayer to god, while the other employs magic.
Numenius takes the Exodus, just as he took the Timaens, and emphasizes the stark

contrast between the two sides at war. As with the Proclus passage, the most

" Proclus does not state exactly who the god of generation is. Thedinga ([1917]
599) says that the “god of generation” is most likely Hermes, based on fr. 57, but this
god must rather be Poseidon, since Plato himself (Pl. Crizz. 113c) names Poseidon as
the patron god of the island of Atlantis; see Baltes (1975) 243. As the god of the sea,
he is the ideal choice for Numenius’ “god of generation,” since water is a common
Platonic symbol for matter (see n. 76 above). See Dillon (1977) 278.

' See Edwards ([1990b] 258-59), who puts the issue in lyrical terms worthy of
Numenius: “... Numenius [has] represented the strife between the intellect and the
generated universe as a conflict between Athena and Poseidon, between the
immutable continent and the roving tides of the sea.”
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reasonable interpretation of fr. 9 is to set it in a cosmic context: Moses or
“Musaeus” represents the power of God at work in the world. If this is so, then the
Egyptian priests must represent the power of Matter.

Some have seen a “Gnostic” coloring in the testimony of Proclus."™ This is
due mainly to the hostility between cosmic principles in a war between generation
and eternity. I am extending this allegorical reading to fr. 9 of On the Good, but that
does not mean that I am calling Numenius a Gnostic. The hostility in this fragment
is only one way of accounting for the relationship between God and matter;
Numenius has many ways of describing this relationship. It is a war, but it is also a
process of stabilization, as in fr. 4a. In fragment 11, it will be described as a
seduction. These separate descriptions are mutually exclusive if taken literally, and so
we must view them as metaphorical attempts to understand from different angles a
transcendent process outside of human experience. The world arises from an
interaction of good Providence and evil Matter, “as the divines of old” or “as the
ancient theologians” (veferes theologi) taught; so says Chalcidius in his report of
Numenius’ teaching. We should understand this statement in light of fr. 9:
According to the interpretation that I propose, the interaction of God and Matter is

exactly what Moses as a “divine of old” demonstrates."”’

** Moller 108. Puech adds that Numenius® “orientalizing” tendencies make him
Gnostic. Mazza (133-35) attempts to support the characterization of Numenius as
Gnostic by pointing out that the »i7 novi against whom Arn. Ady. Nat. (1.52.1)
polemicizes were Gnostic and seem from Arnobius’ account to have used
Numenius’ writings. Of course, the fact that Gnostics used Numenius does not
make Numenius Gnostic (or the “father of Gnosticism”), any more than the fact
that Gnostics used Plato make Plato a Gnostic; see Fortin 172.

"7 Edwards (1990b) sees the Numenius is a thinker of great “dexterity” (259) who,
on the authority of Porph. De Antr. Nymph., worked his allegorical interpretive skills
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This is in direct conflict with all received versions of the story of Moses and
the plagues of Egypt. However, the Egyptian priests’ success fits into the allegory
that I believe is Numenius’ overall point. Numenius is constructing an argument
that the beliefs of “peoples of good repute” can contribute to the understanding of
the Good when they coincide with Plato. That requirement that these beliefs
coincide with Plato practically demands that Numenius pick and choose available
details and versions in order to construct a narrative that coincides with Plato.
Therefore, that requirement explains the equal success that is attributed to lannes
and Iambres. Musaeus’ prayerful wielding of divine power is mighty, but limited.
He cannot completely overcome the hylic (SUAN) “magic” of Iannes and Iambres.
Numenius makes this clear with the partitive genitive cupdpop®v: They did not undo

all of Musaeus’ attacks, only the most extreme."”

It is the continuing and equally
matched conflict between the two forces that illustrate the upshot of Numenius’

ontological work in Books 1-2.

on Homer, Plato, and Pherecydes (262) in support of his own cosmic project.
Numenius himself tells us in fr. 1 that he intends to introduce the “peoples of good
repute,” including the Jews. His narration of the Jewish exodus must be taken in the
context of the dialogue as a whole: Numenius’ real goal is a demonstration of the
relationship between God and Matter, a relationship so far removed from our
experiences that it can be described in terms of analogies and allegories only.

""" Gager’s characterization (139-40) of Numenius’ account is most misleading. He
says “... Jannes and Jambres succeed in turning away even the most violent of Moses’
plagues” (emphasis my own). Cf. Achille 180. Numenius’ own words do not
support this interpretation. The Egyptian priests do not turn away “even” the most
violent of the plagues, but only the most violent of the plagues; this is made clear by
the partitive gentive in the phrase “TOV Te OvLpopAV TAS VeAVIKWTATAS.”
Their powers are equally matched. Cf. Achille 307 n. 165. It is most unfortunate the
Pietersma (25, 66) follows Gager’s interpretation of the fragment in his discussion of
the fragments of the Apocryphon of lannes and lambres. A reassessment of Numenius’
possible relationship with that text is in order.
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The final oddity of this passage is that Moses’ name is not transliterated, but

159

is changed to a more familiar Greek name (“Musaeus”).” The Greek name is

tantalizing, since it is shared by a legendary Orphic sage. Orphism was an ancient
Greek mystery cult that was supposed to have been founded by the mythical bard
Orpheus and his associate, the equally mythical Musaeus, to whom hexameter poetry
on Orphic themes were attributed. Orphism is closely associated with early

Pythagoreanism, since the Orphics taught the immortality and transmigration of the

160

soul, which were adopted by the Pythagoreans. This identification is, in fact, not

odd at all if Moses/Musacus is here imagined as an agent of providence. The
identification of Moses with Musaeus is significant, since the lawgiver Moses is given

further authority as an agent of providence by his identity with the Orphic

16

prophet. ! There is also precedent for the identification.

The association between Moses and Musaeus was made by the historian

Artapanus of Alexandria (ca. second c. BC), who attempted some sort of history of
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the Jews.”™ We do not have Artapanus’ history, however.” Rather, Artapanus

" We need not follow Gager (139) in dismissing the translation of Moses to
Musaeus as being only for ease of pronunciation.

'’ See Cornford 198-99.
! One other element that Numenius may have adopted from Artapanus is the
emphasis, at least in this fragment, on “Musaeus” as a miracle worker; see Tiede 237
and Feldman 306 n. 164. The purpose of this emphasis on Moses as a miracle
worker instead of a lawgiver and prophet, for Numenius, is to set him more directly
as an opponent to the Egyptian magicians.

2 The surviving account of Artapanus’ work relates highly novel accounts of
Abraham, Joseph, and Moses; Zellentin (27) quite accurately describes them as re-
imaginings. Artapanus may have composed in Hellenistic Egypt, and today is
thought to represent a tradition of ethnic propaganda, “those who celebrate the
mighty deeds of the heroes of their tradition in a less sophisticated attempt to
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(among other Greek-speaking Hellenistic writers on Jewish matters) was summarized
by the polymath Alexander Polyhistor (first c. BC) in his treatise On the Jews.
Artapanus’ imaginative equation of Musaeus and Moses would have been available

and attractive to a Greek like Numenius, albeit perhaps in digest form by way of
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Alexander Polyhistor.™ We have extracts from Oz the Jews that are in turn preserved

in Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica. In fr. 3.4 (Bombelli), Alexander Polyhistor

paraphrases Artapanus and makes overt the connection between Moses and the
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Orphic sage Musaeus,'” the “teacher of Orpheus.”'® Artapanus narrates the duel

preserve a sense of national integrity and pride in the face of the loss of national
independence” (Tiede 149). However, that Artapanus composed on Jewish matters
does not necessarily mean that he himself was a Jew, though the fact that he bears a
Persian name may point in this direction. Jacobson (esp. 219-20) most recently
argues that he was probably not a Jew, but only wrote on dimly understood Jewish
topics. Doran (257) notes that all the testimonia that we have of Artapanus (which
cover the lives of Abraham, Joseph, and Moses) are concerned with each respective
patriarch’s relationship with Egypt. Doran (263) follows Collins (33-34) in
suggesting that Artapanus’ account was intended to combat hostile reports on the
Jews such as appeared in history of Egypt composed by the Greek-speaking
Egyptian priest Manetho. The exact purpose and audience of his work is still
debated.

1> See Goodenough 218.

' In the Greek tradition, the legendary Musaeus is generally said to have come from
Athens (see Suda s.v. Movodtos=Kern 166). 1f Artapanus attempted to reconcile his
account of Moses=Musaeus with this component of the tradition, it has not
survived.

' In addition to teaching Orpheus, Artapanus attributes to Moses such
accomplishments as inventing ships and philosophy (fr. 3.4 Bombelli). Doran (259)
is absolutely correct to say that, for Artapanus, Moses “brought order out of Chaos.”

1 Orpheus is #sually the teacher of Musaeus: [Onphei] [Musaeum| constat fuisse discipnlum
(“Musacus is generally the student of Orpheus,” Servius In Aeneidem 6.667=Kern
167). Artapanus’ reversal places Moses (Jewish sage) before Orpheus (Greek sage).
The inversion of the master-student relationship of course grants at least a degree of
precedence to the non-Greek prophet: By implication, Orpheus received his
wisdom from Moses, and not the other way around; see van Kooten 111.
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between Moses and the Egyptian priests, but he does not depict them as evenly
matched, and he does not name the Egyptian priests (at least, not in the selections
preserved in the fragments of Polyhistor).

That Alexander following Artapanus makes the connection between the
Orphic Musaeus and Moses explicit should call into question the view that
“Musaeus” is the villain of fragment 9. Rather, Numenius follows an established
tradition in which a Jewish prophet is identified with a Greek prophet, and his

7 Also, we have evidence that later

ultimate source is most likely Artapanus.
Platonists saw a continuum among Orphism, Pythagoreanism, and Platonism.'” We
know for a fact that Numenius saw a Pythagorean-Platonic continuum. Evidence
here that he added Orphism to this continuum should not be dismissed lightly.
Numenius is using the identification to do something important. The identification
helps to draw the reader’s sympathies toward Moses and it immediately establishes
him as a holy man and his opponents as the opposite.

Numenius names the Egyptian priests that oppose “Musacus” Iannes and

Iambres. These names do not appear in the account of the Exodus preserved in the

Bible, nor in Alexander Polyhistor’s paraphrase of Artapanus. That these two names

Nevertheless, Artapanus’ account by which Musaeus is the master and Orpheus the
student is not without Greek precedent. See Tiede 152 n. 87. Evidence that Moses
was associated with the founders of Greek culture extends beyond Artapanus. The
Hellenistic Jewish philosopher Aristobulus of Alexandria (fr. 2.41-41 Denis) claims
that Moses instructed the Greek philosophers, including Pythagoras and Plato. See
Tiede 141-42. Aristobulus may have used a “pseudo-Orphic” poet as a source, on
which see Tiede 143, 145-46.

167 See Achille 179.

' See Inge 52-53. See also Burkert 129.
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were known in Jewish circles, however, is made certain by the author of 2 Timothy
and by the Dead Sea scrolls, but Numenius could not have gotten them from the

169 Numenius has extracted the identification of Moses and Musaeus

Septuagint.
from one source (Artapanus, probably by way of Polyhistor) and has taken the
names of the Egyptian priests from another (which we do not know). This further
supports the argument that Numenius is constructing his account from various
sources in order to create an allegory to fit into his philosophical program.

Every oddity in the passage can be resolved by concluding that the fragment
in question gives a typological or allegorical interpretation of the Exodus story as
Numenius reconstructed it in order to illustrate his “Platonic” metaphysics. The
founder of Orphism is to be identified with the Jewish lawgiver, and his efficacious
prayer represents and embodies the power of divine Providence in the world. The
Egyptian priests who oppose him represent the recalcitrant aspect of Matter, and
though their power counteracts the works of Moses, they do not exceed the power
given to him by prayer.

If Origen (in fr. 10) is to be believed, Numenius also tells a story about Jesus

in Book 3, though Numenius did not use Jesus’ name. Whether this was sometime

before or sometime after the account of Musaeus the Jew is not clear, though Origen

'’ The names Iannes and Iambres attributed to the Egyptian priests do not seem to

have arisen from the Alexandrian Jewish tradition; they seem to have arisen in
Palestine; see Pietersma 11. Tracking down the ultimate source for lannes and
Iambres is complicated by the fact that 2 Timothy is one of the so-called “Pastoral”
Epistles, and is today generally considered only spuriously attributed to Paul. Bigg’s
supposition (253 n. 1) that Numenius may have encountered the names in 2 Timothy
3:8 or else in the Jerusalem Targum rests on his exaggerated notion of Numenius’
familiarity with or dependence upon Judaism. Iannes alone is mentioned by Plin.
HN 3.11 and Apul. Apol. 90. See Abt 247 tf; Dibelius 7z 2 Timothy 3:1-9.
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does mention the story of Jesus and the story of Moses in that order, if that can be

170

taken as evidence.” Whether or not Numenius actually realized that he was telling a

story about the controversial Jewish prophet and Messiah is not important for the

171
moment.

What is clear from Origen is that in addition to Iannes and Iambres
opposing the prophet Moses/Musaeus, Numenius told the story about another
prophet who had what Origen believed was a Christ-like story attached to him.'”
The nature of this story Origen does not tell us directly, but most stories
about Jesus’ actions (as opposed to didactic parables that Jesus tells) involve miracles.
It would also be a miracle of Jesus that would lend itself most readily to an allegorical

interpretation of the sort that Origen tells us Numenius gave in his accounts of

Jewish prophets (in fr. 1c).'” Origen specifically tells us that Numenius allegorized

" Fr. 10: “In the third book of Oz the Good, he relates also a story about Jesus,
though he does not say his name; and he allegorizes it, whether correctly or
incorrectly is a topic to discuss at another time. He also relates the story of Moses
and Iannes and Iambres.” (Ev 8¢ T@® Tpitw Ilept Tdyabod ékTiBeTar kal
mepl  ToU Imood loToplav Twd, TO Oropa avTol oL Aéywy, Kal
TPOTTOAOYEL AUTAV® TOTEPOV &’ ETMLTETEVYUEVWS T| ATOTETEVYUEVWS, AANOU
Katpod €éoTw elmelv. ExTifeTar kal Thv meplt Mwvoéws kal Tavvol kal
TapBpol toToplav).

""" In fact, I suspect that Numenius did know that it was a story about Jesus that he
was telling. Of the four “peoples of good repute” (Jews, Indians, Persians,
Egyptians), Jesus would have to have been treated along with the Jews. It would
have been Jesus’ controversial status within the Jewish community (Jewish Messiah?
Jewish lunatic?  Jewish heretic?) that prompted Numenius to keep his story
anonymous. On second-century attitudes of Jews toward Jesus, see Gregerman, esp.
57.

' Origen’s hesitation to give details in fr. 10 about Numenius’ “story of Jesus”
implies that Numenius allegorized or related it in a way that Origen (and most likely
Eusebius) found objectionable. This would explain why Eusebius does not quote it
in Praeparatio Evangelica.

' Since our only certain knowledge is that he included a discussion of some Jewish
material, though limited to Moses and Jesus, we should stop and wonder which story
of Jesus. If Numenius used Jesus as he did Moses it should properly be some story
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the story of Jesus in Book 3. In addition, the Ta €Efs (“Next ...”) of fragment 9
indicates that the story of Iannes and Iambres and Moses appeared in a list. All of
this points to the conclusion that Book 3 contained accounts of a series of
prominent holy men and miracle workers who represent the power of Being=God in
the world. Moses and Jesus were two examples. Since Numenius makes Iannes and
Iambres the grammatical subject on fragment 9, and since all evidence points to the
examples in the list having been allegorized, Numenius probably also listed the
forces of evil at work in the world, and then paired with them good agents of
Providence who stood against them.

What we know of the list focuses almost entirely on Numenius’ treatment of
Jewish sources, despite the fact that Book 3 may reasonably be supposed to have
fulfilled Numenius’ promise (fr. 1a) to “invoke the peoples of good repute,
Egyptians, Jews, Magi, and Brahmans.” It is sometimes stated that Numenius had a

4

. . . . . 17 . . .
unique or particular interest in Judaism. However, the particular interest is not

175

that of Numenius, but that of Eusebius (and Origen). ” It is Eusebius who quotes

in which Jesus faces a malignant force that stands for the hylic powers of chaotic
matter, such as Satan in the wilderness, the exorcism of the demon Legion, or the
like. Whether or not Numenius knew or used the story of the exorcism of the
Gerasene demoniac (Mark 5:1020; Matthew 8:28-34; Luke 8:26-39), I am convinced
that Numenius would have approved of it. The demonic power is cast out, but not
destroyed. It takes up residence in a herd of pigs, which Jews consider unclean, and
then flee into the sea. The sea for Numenius, as has been mentioned above, is often
a symbol for matter.

" See del Re 55-56. Bigg and Puech used this supposed preference for Hebrew
material to speculate that Numenius was a Jew. See also Waszink (1966) 52, 63.

' Bigg (252) was the first to suggest that “the real source of [Numenius’] doctrine
was undoubtedly Jewish.” On the contrary, if Numenius had treated more Judeo-
Christian material in Bk. 3, I am inclined to believe that Origen would have cited it,
to add weight to his case against Celsus.



94

fr. 9 to serve his own agenda of proving that pagan Antiquity revered Moses.'™

There is ample material in the other traditions listed in fr. la (Egyptian, Persian,
Indian) that would have fit perfectly into Numenius’ scheme: e.g. Osiris’ battle with
Typhon (=Seth), Ahura Mazda and his endless war with Ahriman."” What
Numenius had to say about these traditions we do not know, however, because
Eusebius has no reason to tell us.

In sum, fragment 9 assumes the conclusion of Books 1 and 2: There are two
primary and separate constituents, Being and Matter, which can also be conceived of
as Good and Evil. For the present allegorical purpose, Being=Good is treated as a
personal agent who is called God. In addition to the transition from impersonal
principles to personal agents, there is another transition as well that will become
important in the later books. Fragment 9 not only discusses the first principles in
themselves, but how they interact. The evidence that we possess surrounding
fragment 9 suggests that this interaction is hostile. This can only be the case,
however, if Matter and God have active aspects.

Numenius does not use the terms “Providence” and “Necessity” in any of
the surviving fragments of De Bono, but it is likely that these two forces from Plato’s

Timaens are what he has in mind as the workings of Being and Matter in the world of

176 Mras 210.

""" Plutarch De Is. et Os. provides precedent when he gives an allegorical
interpretation of the battle of Osiris and Typhon. Leemans (34) is quite right to add
that Zoroastrian gods would also have been discussed in De Bono. It is interesting to
note that for Plutarch, Ahura Mazda was above the earth, Ahriman below the earth,
and Mithra is between them. Perhaps here we can recognize levels of the
Ontological Pyramid. See van der Ven 265-66. Van der Ven (269) also speculates
that Numenius’ use of Brahman philosophy may have involved the internal struggle
for greater divine awareness within the self.
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Becoming. The hostility between the two principles pushes Numenius’ concept of
Matter beyond Plato’s Necessity; Numenius’ understanding of the principle greatly
elaborates upon Plato’s. Numenius’ view of matter is different from the literal
reading of Plato’s, since matter is both active and passive.'”

Numenius has brought his opposing first principles into direct interaction
with one another in Book 3. Fragment 9 presents this interaction as the bitterest of
hostility. This is not the whole story for Numenius, however. Numenius’ Matter
also has a receptive aspect that allows, even entices, God to work his providential

179

will upon it~ How an eternally static Being can even be said to work is a problem

that Numenius takes up later.

""" Pr. 4a: (The passivity of the corporeal world ... ” (TAs TGOV cwpdTwy TdoNS).

" Fr. 10 is more propetly a testimonium than a fragment (see above). Des Places
(1973) inserts Origen’s testimonium of Bk. 3 (fr. 10) in between fr. 9 and 11. For the
purposes of tracking the progression of Numenius’ argument in his own words, fr.
11 immediately follows fr. 9.
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BOOK 4: THE SECOND GOD

Though the plan set out in the first fragment of Book 1 of On #he Good has
been fulfilled in three books, it should not cause us surprise when we turn the page
and find that there are three more books. It is a well-established Platonic device to
satisfy a promised goal, only to find that the discussion has posed to the
interlocutors another problem that they then discuss at greater length.'” Book 1
dealt with the identification of the Good with Being, and Book 2 defined Being in
terms that Numenius attempts to support from the Cratylus and the Timaens. Book 3
treated the experiences that ancient prophets (Moses, Jesus, and probably others)
had with God. These prophets knew and could pray to an incorporeal God against
the forces of the hylic realm. The connection between these two lines of thought
can only be that the highest asomatic principle, the Good, which is named “Being,”
actually is God. It is my contention that Numenius devotes the remaining books to
a discussion on the nature of this deity.

Numenius has also implicitly raised a new problem that will drive all of the
following fragments: Being has been established as a transcendent and static
principle that exists outside of time. Yet “God” can still work in the world of three-
dimensional space and linear time, at the very least by granting power in the material
world to those who pray. How can this principle be at rest and at work? This
question will inspire an even deeper inquiry on the part of the philosopher and an

even lengthier Platonic exegesis through the rest of the dialogue.

" One example is the Republic, in which the promised discussion of the nature of
justice in Bk. 1 gives way to a much more complicated meditation on the human soul
and human society in Bks. 2-10.
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Establishing the provenance of the remaining fragments and their order
poses a few more problems than those of Books 1-3. Eusebius is less cautious to
cite many of these later fragments by Book number. Fragments 11-15 and 17-18 are
presented as a single chain of chronological quotations that Eusebius uses to justify
the philosophical notion of what he calls the “Second Cause.” FEusebius says that
fragment 17 from this chain is from Book 6, but does not specify the location of the
catlier ones, only the order in which they appear. Eusebius’ introduction of fragment
17 as “from Book 6” does, however, seem to imply a transition, and a transition
would suggest that the previous selections, fragment 11-15, come from an earlier
book, rather than eatlier in Book 6. This still leaves us unsure to what book
fragments 11-15 belong, and so des Places places them in an independent section
entitled “IT ve/ 1”” (“Book 4 or 57).

Fragment 16 poses another problem. Eusebius gives one other chain of
quotations from the second half of On #he Good, since fragments 16, 19, and 20 are
given as another string of quotations. Eusebius tells us that fr. 16 comes from Books
5, and that fr. 19 and 20 come from Book 6. This means that fr. 16 (Book 5) could
come anywhere after fragment 9 (Book 3) and before fragment 17 (Book 6), and
fragments 11-15 still do not have a place.'™

It is my belief that we should take 11-15 as most likely a chain of quotes that
derive from Book 5, along with fr. 16. All six fragments treat a very similar topic:
the distinction between what Numenius calls the 0e0s mp@Tos (“first god”) and

De0s OelTepos (“second god”), and what relationship the First God bears to the

B There is also a small problem with the arrangement of the fragments that
Eusebius attributes to Book 6 (fr. 17-20). See below.
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Second God. There is a perceptible tendency that has emerged in On the Good to
dedicate each Book to a particular topic or question. There was a reasoned account
of metaphysical first principles in Book 1, an attempt to tie this system to Plato in
Book 2, and the invocation of the “peoples of good repute” in Book 3. All these
topics are framed in fr. 1a as a single step in in Numenius’ project, and our evidence
does suggest that a single Book is dedicated to each of them.

There is problem implicit in Book 3 (fr. 9) whose solution is assumed by
Book 5 (fr. 16): God must be separate from matter, but somehow at the same time
he can act upon it. God is static and at eternal peace, yet somehow still acts upon
Matter to create the various intervening levels of the Ontological Pyramid. After
fragment 9 (from Book 3), fragment 11 begins a lengthy discussion of the
relationship of the First and Second Gods, essentially the same topic that is
established for Book 5 (fr. 16). What is missing from our fragments is any discussion
that establishes the existence of the Second God in addition to the highest God, the
Good=Being and what the purpose of that Second God might be. Such a discussion
would have to have been lengthy in order to account for some high principle that is
neither Being nor Matter, which Numenius has spent three books polarizing, and
distinct, since it adds a new level to Numenius’ ontology. The whole of Book 4
would thus likely have been devoted to such a discussion.'™

If Book 4 is indeed lost, we should stop to assess what step Numenius would
have to have taken to progress from the argument of Book 3 to the argument of

Book 5. Book 4 would have treated the problem of can how God both exist in

' Thedinga ([1875] 19) was convinced that the doubtfully numbered fragments (11-
15) are from Bk. 5, and I agree with him. See also Martano 13-14 and 31.
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eternal repose and act in the world. Plato provides a partial answer in the Timaens
(29¢) of which Numenius must have approved: God does not begrudge his own
perfection, but wishes to share it and impart it to disorder. It is simply his nature.
Nevertheless, Numenius’ system does not allow this solution to be final. The
Demiurge that is described in the Timaens was not established as immobile and static
in the same way that Numenius’ Being was.

There must be another principle that in some way mediates the two absolute
and opposite principles of God and matter; it is this that Numenius calls the
“Second” God. The force that gives order to Matter must somehow derive from the
highest God, since God is the principle of order and goodness, yet be separate to
allow God to remain static and unaffected by Matter; but this then compromises
God’s absolute unity. The solution raises yet another problem: In some way, God
must be both unified and divided. How this can possibly be Numenius will attempt

to explain in Book 5.



BOOK 5: CATCHING THE ARGUMENT

Fragment 11
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In the fragments of Book 5 ontological systematizing is fully synthesized with

theological speculation. Fragment 11 begins with a literary-poetic flourish, after

which Numenius prays for guidance (eUxopat) and treats his ultimate understanding

of the transcendent Gods as the result of a process called Platonic “diaeresis”

(BLatpéopat, more on this below). The fragment begins (fr. 11.1-10):

Tov péNovta 6¢ ocuvoely Beold TépL TPWTOU KAl SEUTEPOU
xpn  mpOTEpov  BleNéobal  €kaocTa  év Tdfel  kal  &v
evnuoolvn Twi- kdmelta, émav Sokfy Hon €l &xew, TOTE
Kal O€l ETLXELPElY €eLTelY KoOplws, dNws &€ pn, N TO
TpwlalTepov Tply Td TPATA YevéohHal ATTOPEVW OTOdOS O
fnoavpos ylyveoBalr AéyeTal. Mn o1 mdbwper Muels TavToV:
Beov O¢ TPOOKANECAEVOL EAUTOD YVOUOVA YEVOUEVOV TR
Noyw 8€t€al tnoavpov ¢portidwv, dpxwpeda olTws: elkTéov
LEV 101, OleNéoBal O¢ Oel.

It is necessary for one who intends to have understanding about the
First God and the Second God to distinguish each point in order and
with a sort of “good stewardship.” Then, when it seems to be in
good order, it will also necessary to attempt to speak methodically
and not otherwise; or else, as the saying goes, the treasure turns to
ash for one who applies oneself too soon before the first elements
are accomplished. Let us not suffer the same! Let us invoke God to
be his own interpreter and to demonstrate a treasure trove of insights
with our reason; that is how we should begin. We must pray, and we
must make our distinctions.

The stated goal is to understand the difference between a First God and a Second

God, and Numenius begins with an exhortation to prayer.'”  Eatlier in Book 3,

"> Rusebius of course identifies this second cause with the Logos, or Christ.
Eusebius’ stated goal in quoting this fragment and those that follow is to
demonstrate that pagan philosophers also recognized the necessity of a second
divine “cause” that derives from the first, just as, Eusebius supposes, Christians
believe. For Eusebius’ general concept of the Logos as a “second cause,” see

Ricken. Here, Eusebius’ Arian leanings are showing. See Wallace-Hadrill 128.
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“Musaeus” was able to cause the plagues of Egypt because he was “most able to pray
to God.” This means that prayer has been established in Oz #he Good as an appeal to
or an expression of God’s activity in the world. Numenius is asking for nothing less
then the miracle of being allowed to see and explain God, and the highest God is to
be His own interpreter (YVOLOY).

The sentiment is perfectly Platonic. There are sections in the Platonic
dialogues in which Plato’s interlocutors will pray before they philosophize.'™ Most
notable is Timaeus of Locri, who narrates the cosmogony of the Timaens. Timaeus
says that all people, before they start an undertaking, “call upon God,” and that he

also will “pray to the gods and goddesses that his words will be acceptable to

95185 186

them. This prayer is in many ways like Numenius’ but is more modest.
Numenius’ prayer is that God reveal himself, not just the cosmos.

There is another passage from the Timaens that is relevant here. Before
beginning his account of the creation of the world, the narrator Timaeus of Locri

says that he is providing only a “likely account” (30b7: elkns AOyos) of the origin

of the cosmos, or a “likely story” (29d2: elkws pD00s); this is because human beings

4P Phlb. 25b, 61b; T7. 27c. See Peterson 31.
Y PL Tim. 27¢

1% Similarly, Plotinus Enz. (5.1.6) prays before he begins his account of the three
Hypostases.  Peterson (31) notes that Plotinus is seeking the solution to a
metaphysical problem in a religious act. Plotinus, like Numenius, eliminates the
invocation that is standard in an ancient Greek prayer. Interestingly, Plotinus
replaces the Greek practice of stretching out the hands with “stretching out the
soul,” which he also calls praying “one on one” or “intimately” (wonos mondi) with
God, a concept that may be operative in Numenius’ concept of philosophical prayer.
Cft. Plot. Enn. 4.9.4, 5.1.6, 9.18.1. On the other hand, van der Ven (257) argues that
for Numenius, as for Plotinus, prayer for knowledge is really an act of divine self-
knowledge.
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cannot give an exact account of eternal truths, since they live in the world of
Becoming. This proviso must have greatly dissatisfied Numenius, whose stated goal
is to behold the Good=Being “one-on-one.” It is especially dissatisfactory since the
“account” of the Timaens is “likely,” the Greek word for which (elkws) is directly
related to the word elkaota (“comparison”), the first segment of the divided line of
the Republic. Numenius’ goal is not worldly understanding, but noetic apprehension
of the Goodness that is God. Given this goal, Plato’s own words necessitate that
Numenius boldly pursue an understanding of God that is far outside the limits of a
literal reading of the Timaens. The pursuit of the Good is “divine,” Numenius (fr. 2)
tells us, and so the request that God = Being = Good interpret God to Numenius
fits into the whole of his own philosophical project.

We have inferred that in Book 4, Numenius concluded the existence of a first
and a second God, since the beginning of the next fragment assumes them (fr. 11.1).
Before and after the exhortation to prayer, the philosopher says that his purpose is to
“make distinctions” concerning the First and Second Gods. The verb (BLatpéopat)
is a loaded term in Platonism, and requires some comment, especially since it is used
twice in this selection, and once again in the second half of the fragment (on which,
morte below).

“Diaeresis” is a philosophical tool that Plato uses, most notably in the
Statesman and in the Sophist, to define a topic more exactly by disqualifying irrelevant
members of a larger group. Somehow, Numenius plans to use this method to define

the First and the Second Gods that he assumes must exist. The distinction or
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definition that he reaches is that of the various levels of the Godhead."” As it will
turn out, the defining factor of each God will be each God’s relationship to
Matter.'*

To this statement of purpose and exhortation to prayer, Numenius adds two
particularly striking literary flourishes. First, Numenius states that he will proceed
“with good stewardship.” The term translated as “good stewardship” above is a
poetic term and is rare; it is most well known as a virtue extolled in Hesiod’s Works
and Days. Numenius may specifically wish to evoke the Hesiod passage in question,
since Hesiod also extols to his audience “good stewardship” that begins with prayer
(736-38, 742-43):

Elxeobalr 6¢ Aul xBoviw AnunTtept 6 ayvi

EKTENEQ PBplOely AnunTeEpPoS LepoOV AKTNY,

ApxOUeEVOs TA TPOT  dpodTOV, ...
evbnuoolvn ydp dplotn

A

fimTols avBputols, kakobnpoolvn &€ KakloTn.

Pray to Chthonic Zeus and to holy Demeter

that Demeter’s sacred grain grow ripe and abundant,

when first you guide the plough, ...

... for good stewardship is best

for mortals and bad stewardship is worst.
Hesiod gives a list of steps for the “good stewardship” or “good management” of
planting grain, and this system necessarily begins with a prayer, as it does for
Numenius in his philosophical speculation. After this Numenius employs a proverb

essentially warning that treasure can “turn to dust” in one’s hands through

mismanagement. Like many proverbs, this phrase purports to communicate a simple

Y7 Contra Krimer 90.

%8 See Moller 95.
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piece of wisdom that is broadly applicable to multiple facets of life and derives its full
meaning from context.'™ In this case, Hesiod’s “good stewardship” that begins with
prayer yields philosophical rewards, or “a treasure trove of insights,” as Numenius
puts it."” The “dust” is implicitly equated with Hesiod’s “bad stewardship,” which
yields the opposite: total ignorance.

What is more, the gentle nod to Hesiod gives the reader a clue about how
this fragment fits into the dialogue as a whole. Hesiod advises prayer when
beginning an undertaking. When Numenius follows this advice, he implies that he is
making some sort of new beginning. What we have before us in fragment 11 should
be, and will in fact turn out to be, a shift in the topic of discussion. Until this point,
Numenius has been concerned with discussing the highest unifying principle in the
Platonic universe, a principle that he now clearly believes can be equated with a
personal god. From this point on, Numenius’ discussion will be devoted almost
entirely to the subtle distinctions that he sees within the noetic or divine world.

This segment ends with a statement of the collaboration of reason and

inspiration. A “treasure trove of insights” is opened when God is his own

'* Russo 126, 128.

" T can only find two instances of the proverb outside of Numenius. The first is in
Alciphron’s Epistles (4.18.13): éav 8¢ dkolow ToUS CEPVOUS €pwTads €ls dAov
almV peTaTebelkéval, ov O0moddS HoL TAvTes ol Onoavpol yevnoovTatl; (If
I should hear that the holy Love Gods have turned Glykera to another man, will all
my treasure not turn to dust?). The second is in a sermon of Ephrem the Syrian
(171.8): AUTOS O Onoavpds, éyw 7 omodds. ([God] is the treasure, I am the
dust). The two uses of the proverb appear in two completely different contexts, and
so the proverb takes on two completely different meanings. In the case of erotic
passion, the dust is the painful loss of the beloved. In the case of Christian
homiletics, the dust is human sinfulness, which is experienced as the acutely felt
absence of divine goodness.
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interpreter and we use our own reason. The “reason” (/ogos) in question must refer
to the dialectical discourse of the previous Books that now continues. The
remainder of fr. 11 proposes to provide a reasoned division of the functions of the
Gods based on their respective relationships to divisive Matter, but the result is the
rudiments of a story, practically a myth—though one of a very different sort than the

“likely account” of the Timaens."

Accordingly, in subsequent fragments (12-14, 18),
the relationships of the Gods will be couched in complicated analogies that are
themselves miniature narratives pulled from the human world and applied to the
divine. This is where reason and revelation meet, where the philosopher is forced to
search for different ways of intelligibly describing truths that are far beyond the
world of our normal experiences.

When the philosopher makes his distinctions in the second half of the
fragment, the distinctions that emerge become spheres of activity, and the final lines
almost have the ring of a divine drama. It is at this point in our fragments that
Numenius begins to describe divinity more directly as divinity. Also, at this point,
Numenius makes a surprising revelation. The beginning of fr. 11 says that
Numenius intends to define more clearly the First God and the Second God. When
this definition is pushed, however, a Third God emerges! The fragment continues
(fr. 11.11-20):

‘O Oeos O pev mpdtos év €autod dv éoTwy amlols, oLd TO

€AUTH OVYYLYVOUEVOS OLONOV p1y ToTe elval OlapeTés: O

Beos  pévToL O  OelTepos  kal  TplTos  €O0Tv  Else

ouvpudepdpevos O¢ TR VAR duddL obom €vol pev  alTy,

oxletar 8¢ UM avThs, émbuunTikor nbos €xolons  kal

peotons. TG obv un elvar mpos T® vonT®d v ydap dv mpoOs
€aut®d) Sta TO ™Y VAU BMéTewy, TalTNS  EMUENOUIEVOS

! There are several parallels between fr. 11 and Corpus Hermeticum 1 (the Poimandres),
which narrates the descent of the divine Anthropos into the material realm.
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dmeplomTos €avtob yiyveTar. Kal dmreTar Tob alonTod kal

mepLémeL dvdyel Te €Tl els TO (8lov Mbos éEmopedpevos

s UAns.

The first god is in his own realm and is simple, because he associates

with himself completely and is not ever divided. However, the

second god and the third god are one. When he meets with matter—

it being dyad—he unifies it, and he is divided by it since it has a

lustful character and is in flux. And so by not being in contact with

the noetic realm (for he would be in contact with himself) because he

sees matter and cares for it, he becomes neglectful of himself. He

touches the sensible realm and handles it, and moreover he lifts it up

to his own character since he yearns for Matter.
In the first two books of Oz #he Good, Numenius established the existence of the
Good=Being as a principle of cohesion and organization that is radically separate
from Matter but acts upon it. In this and the following fragments Numenius is
dissatisfied with simply deducing the existence of these highest principles, and wishes
for a deeper understanding of the relationship between God and the matter upon
which he imposes form. Now Numenius intends to discuss more fully God’s true
nature. This nature is not either simple or creative, but somehow both simple and
creative. In addition, the creative principle has two different aspects of its own.

Fragment 11 is the first and clearest articulation of what is called Numenius’

doctrine of the Three Gods.'”” The Three Gods make most sense if we assume the

following about them:

"2 That Numenius considered the Three Gods a distinctive component of his system
is proved by the first fragment of his other major treatise, The Academy’s Betrayal of
Plato. In fr. 24.50, we learn that Socrates knew about the Three Gods and learned
about them from the Pythagoreans. None of Socrates’ students, however,
understood this teaching except for Plato. Much of Numenius’ system is a personal
contribution that he makes to the Platonic tradition, and is far removed from the
actual Platonic dialogues. Nevertheless, Numenius will cite Platonic passages in
which he believes that his own understanding of the universe is implied. There is a
general understanding that the /ocxs in which Numenius finds the Three Gods most
directly articulated in the Platonic corpus is the Second Epistle (which is today
considered spurious, see Bluck) 213d-13a.
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1) The First God is a principle of unity, the polar opposite of Matter or the
“dyad.” God is therefore static and undivided.”” He is, in fact, Being as
described in Books 1-2. It was established in Book 2 that Being, which is
here called the First God, is also the Noetic.

2) The Second God exercises his own noetic own activity in between the First
and the Third. Since the Second God is named a “god,” but also is closer to
divisive matter, we should understand him to be a principle that is noetic but
at the same time divided; he should properly be made of of several noetic
objects. He is the divine mind and contains the multiple Ideas or Forms.'”*

3) The active principle, or the “Third God,” actually organizes and creates with
Matter with the Noetic models that the Second God provides.'” The Third
God is produced when the Second God “forgets himself” and “cares for
Matter.” The unifying activity that the Third God performs upon Matter
makes him a creator, and so he is roughly equivalent to the Demiurge of the

Timaens (on which see more below). The Platonic Demiurge creates by

looking at the Forms, which, in Numenius’ system, are the thoughts that

"> This is confirmed in fr. 19 with the conclusion that “the Good is one” (€v).

""" See Rist (1962) 179; Waszink & Jensen xlii, Ix; Garcfa Bazan 206; Dillon (1992)
100; Ziebtitzki 76-77; Turner (2001) 386; Karamanolis 136.

'”> Martano’s summary (40) of the Three Gods is mostly accurate, except that he
remains deceived by Proclus’ statement that the Third God is the cosmos. The last
sentence of fr. 11 makes this view impossible, since the Third God “touches the
sensible realm and handles it, and moreover lifts it up to his own character,” i.e. he
creates the world.
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exist in the mind of the Second God.” By organizing and creating with
matter, the Third God creates ontological levels between himself and
Matter."”
These are the Three Gods, which arise from a discussion of the Two Gods, since
contact with Matter splits the Second God into two functions, and these two
functions are here treated as different Gods.
Numenius has created an enormous difficulty by treating the Second and
Third Gods sometimes as separate, at other times as different functions of one god
who is also called the “Second God.” In other fragments, the Second God is not

split into a Second and a Third God, but is treated as one god who does two things:

" Van Winden ([1959] 136) supposes that Chalcidius, when he expresses the same
view, was probably influenced by Albinus. In fact, here, as quite often, Chalcidius is
following Numenius. Frede (1054-55) calls this interpretation of the identity and
nature of Numenius’ three gods controversial. It should rather be treated as certain
from Numenius’ own words. The fact that Numenius speaks of two gods and
sometimes of three is resolved by the very clear assertion in fr. 11 that “the second
and third gods are one.” Frede (esp. 1056-58) does not see that by the “Second
God,” Numenius could mean one of two things: The Divine Mind or the “two gods
who are one,” i.e. the second of three or the second of two gods.

"7 Ritter & Preller (516) use the “splitting” of the Second God into the Second and
Third Gods as justification for their bizarre theory that the Second God is the Good
World Soul and the Third God is the Evil World Soul that Iamblichus attributes to
Numenius, a suggestion that would have horrified Numenius were he alive to read it.
Lurking behind Ritter & Preller’s theory is an assumption of Gnosticism in
Numenius’ system, whereby the Demiurge is necessarily evil. Similarly, del Re (58)
uses Porphyry’s statement that there is a rational soul that fights an irrational soul to
justify his view that the Second God splits into two souls at war, a supposition that
finds no support in any of Numenius’ own words. Krimer (63-64) proposes a similar
view in light of his theory that Numenius’ system was essentially that of Xenocrates,
only with different names for constitutive principles. For Krimer, the Second God
is the rational world soul and the Third God is the “vegetative” or irrational world
soul. The simplest refutation for this theory is provided by Baltes ([1975] 265-606)
who points out that on the very good evidence of Chalcidius, the irrational world
soul comes directly from matter and is not in any way derived from God. Cf. Alt 40.
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he both thinks and he creates."”® Adding to the difficulty is the fact that, since the
composite Second God has a creative aspect that he receives from the Third God,
Numenius will refer to this Second God as the Demiurge (e.g. in fr. 12 and in fr. 16),
even though the demiurgic function is more exactly filled by the Third God, the
creator. This must be in part what the Platonist Amelius meant when he said that
Numenius does not always speak of the same things in the same way."” Only the
context will clarify which god is meant in any particular passage that refers to the
“Second” God. From this point on, I shall refer to the Second of Three Gods as the
“Second God (the divine mind),” and I shall refer to the Second of Two Gods as
“The Second God (‘the two gods who are one’).” The Second God (the two gods
who are one) is composite because of his interaction with Matter.

The difference between these three principles is each God’s respective
relationship to Matter. It has been implicit throughout On #he Good, but in this
fragment Matter is explicitly associated with division, since it divides God. In a
paradoxical sense this division both does and does not affect God. The First God is
completely removed from matter and is undivided. The highest God remains
eternally untouched by any influence of Matter (“in his own realm”), while a lower
god is produced who experiences the division of Matter in two different ways,
separation from the First God, and internal division into the Second God (the divine

mind) and the Third God (the creator). The result enables the creation of a good (o,

" Armstrong 100; cf. Bonazzi 73.

””" Amelius is quoted in Porph. Pht. 17: “... a man who is not very easy to
understand because of his tendency to speak differently at different times, however it
might seem good to him, about the same things.” (... Avdpos o pdAa mpoxelpov
ENETV UTdpyovTos Std TNy dANoTe dAws Tepl TOV alTov os dv 8b6ele
dopav).
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in Numenius’ words [fr. 16], a “beautiful”) world, but also comprises the unity of a
god'Z()()

The Third God, when he creates, imposes Form upon the passive aspect of
matter (fr. 11: he unifies Matter ...). As Numenius described in Book 3, there is an
active and hostile aspect of Matter as well*”' This aspect is that which forces
division of the God into beings capable of reciprocating action (fr. 11: “... he is split
by [Matter]”). In fragment 9, Numenius depicts an active god in his account of
Moses vs. the Egyptian priests as a war. Matter in fragment 11, however, has an
enticing quality: it is called “lustful” (or, rather, “lust-inspiring”), and this quality
inspires appetite in the creator for it, which creates his division from the noetic

202
realm.

Matter and God are at war in fragment 9; in fragment 11 they are engaged
in a love affair. There is nothing in Plato that directly states or even suggests that

God and Matter relate to each other in such ways. The paradox, as has been shown,

is tolerated and is in fact required in Numenius’ more complex and dynamic system.

* Van der Ven (252) correctly sees that the Second God has two functions. He
expresses uncertainty as to why the Second God transitions from single to double.
This confusion is unfounded since Numenius himself tells us why: The Second God
is split by his contact with divisive matter. This is compatible with Hadot’s view
(243) that modes of differentiation in the Noetic world is the defining feature of
Numenius’ theology.

*" The “splitting” of God is a motif found elsewhere in later Platonism, and is also
found in the Chaldaean Oracles as well as in Apuleius. Numenius’ active and passive
aspects of Matter are his way of making sense of this model.

2 Compare this interpretation of fr. 9 with Chalcidius’ account of the interaction of
God and Matter cited above. See also Armstrong ([1992] 39): “[T]he victory of the
Good principle over the evil of animate matter is strikingly complete; it is not so
complete that the evils of this our world are done away with ... but it is complete
enough for matter reformed by divine providential activity to be spoken of not as the
adversary but as the consort of god ... .”
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It should be noted that this analysis of Numenius’ Three Gods is different
from Proclus’ description of Numenius’ Three Gods (fr. 21):

Novpnuios pév vydp Tpels dvupgvhioas Beovs TaTépad UEV
KANEL TOV TP@ATOV, TOLNTNHY O¢ TOV OeUTEPOV, Tolnua O€ TOV
TplTOV: O Ydp KOOHOS KAT aUTOV O TplTos €0TL BedS" OTE
0 KaT’ abTOV OnpLovpyos OLTTéHS, O Te TpOTos Beds kal ©
delTEPOS, TO O OnuLovpyolpevor O TpiTos. "ApeLvov yap
oUTW MYeEW 1 ©S €KEWOS MYeL TPOOTPAYWOOV, TATTOV,
g€yyovor, damoyovov. O &N TalTa Mywr TpOTOV HEV OUK
0pbis Tdyabov ouwvaplbuel TOlode Tols alTlolst oL ydp
mépukey €ékelvo ouvlelyvvobal TLow oUde  OeuTépayr €ExeLy
d\\ov TdELw.

Numenius extolled three gods, and called the first Father, the second
Creator, and the third Creation, for the cosmos itself is the third god.
Therefore the demiurge himself is double: the first god and the
second, and that which is fashioned is the third. This is a better way
to phrase the issue than how Numenius puts it with excessive
melodrama: grandfather, son, grandson. When he says this, in fact,
he does not account for the first god correctly for the following
reasons: it is not natural for him to be joined to anything, and he
cannot hold second place to anything else.

Proclus goes on to argue that Numenius is taking the “father and creator” of the
Timaens to refer to two separate gods, whereas in the context of the Timaens these

)3
Several modern scholars follow

words obviously refer to the same demiurge.”
Proclus in his assessment.
The first and most pressing problem with this summary is that Proclus has

doubled the wrong gocl.zo4 He claims that the Demiurge is the First and the Second

Gods together, whereas Numenius clearly states in his own words that the Demiurge

** Harpocration had a similar interpretation of the Platonic passage. See Dillon
(1971) 127 n. 4 and 143-44. Cf. des Places (1984) 437 and Frede 1061.

** Merlan (1962) 140; and Dillon (1977) 367. Dérrie ([1970] 222) sees that Proclus is
wrong, but essentially blames Numenius for the mistake. It is Doérrie’s contention
that Numenius does not distinguish his highest principle starkly enough from the

material world, despite the thorough discussion on precisely this point in Books 1-2
of De Bono.
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is the Second God (see fr. 12), by which he means the Second and the Third Gods
together, the “two gods who are one.” When the reader realizes this, Proclus’
criticism that it is inappropriate for the First God to be attached to anything lower is
immediately rendered impossible.””

Numenius should propetly have identified the Good with povds, the
Monad, since in fr. 11 Numenius himself identifies Matter (God’s opposite) with the
Dyad.” We have the testimony of Chalcidius that Numenius did so (fr. 52:
“singularitas”). In addition, Matter is specifically called “indefinite” (AOpLoTOS) in
fragment 4a. Proclus is correct insofar as there is some awkwardness in identifying
all of Numenius’ spiritual realm the monad (or singularitas, as Chalcidius translates it),
because the spiritual realm is composed of three gods. How can it be monad if there
are three of them?”” The correct answer is that one aspect of the supreme Monad
remains single even as it is divided. This unaffected aspect becomes the First God.
Proclus’ assertion that Numenius simply did not understand what he was doing is
incorrect.

Proclus’ misidentification of the First God as divided may in part arise from

his identification of the Third God with the world, and this is the second problem in

this passage. Contemporary Numenian scholarship often repeats Proclus’ statement

*® Baltes ([1975] 254-55) offers some good general advice: “Man sollte
neuplatonische Systematisierung nicht ueberbewerten.”

% See Waszink & Jensen xlv.

*" This same paradox is found in the slightly eatlier Neopythagorean Moderatus,
who spoke of the “Three Ones.” See Dodds 1928.
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that the Third God is the “creation” (moinpa) as though it were self-evidently true.””

This is despite the fact that it conflicts with Numenius’ own words in fragment 11:
The Third God “unifies” matter. He is not the unification that results.”” Proclus is
correct that Numenius’ Demiurge is “double,” but this double Demiurge is not the
First God taken with the Second God. Rather, the Second God is divided into a
thinking aspect and an acting aspect, and this composite deity is often called the
Demiurge in the fragments of Numenius (e.g. fr. 12).*"

In sum, Proclus has not correctly interpreted the gods as monad with two
principles separate from the monad but still part of the divine realm. Proclus has
also inaccurately identified the creative part of the active principle with creation

itself. Therefore this testimonium cannot be used as evidence to reconstruct

*® E.g. Vacherot (325); Moller (105); Waszink (1966) 72 n. 2. Mauro (105-07)
assumes that Proclus’ testimony on the point is correct, but also sees that the Second
and Third Gods are one. He makes no attempt, however, to explain how the Third
God can both the created world of the Proclus testimonium and the creator of the
world in fr. 11. Cf. Garcfa Bazan 206. Plotinus (3.5.6.18) makes a tantalizing
statement that it is “customary” to call the cosmos a Third God, and this suggests to
Henry & Schwyzer (327, ad. loc.) and to Rist ([1962] 174) that Plotinus has Numenius
in mind. However, this identification does not fit with the system that emerges from
Numenius’ own words.

*” Some have attempted to resolve Proclus’ identification of the Third God and
world by assuming that the Third God is the World Soul, e.g. see Beutler 674; cf.
Festugiere (1954) 123-24; Dodds (1960), de Ley (1963) 161, Lisi (124), Berchman
(109), Somos (54). That the Third God is the world soul is a possible solution, but

not necessary.

" Nevertheless, it is the Third God as the active component of the Second God
who is closer in function to what Plato had in mind when he wrote about his
“Demiurge,” i.e. “creator.” Plese ([2005] 359-60; [20006] 57) is not quite correct when
he attempts to summarize the issue as follows: “Numenius’ Third God ... may stand
for the universe, for the World-Soul, for the rational Soul, for Intellect in its
downward motion to the realm of matter, and most likely, for all of the above.”
Numenius’ own words do allow for a bit more clarity.
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Numenius’ teaching about the Three Gods.

Fragment 12
What follows in most of the remaining fragments of Book 5 of O the Good is
an attempt to use anological reasoning to make the three gods intelligible to the
interlocutors of the dialogue, an attempt to “get hold of” the account of the Three
Gods.*'' Fragment 12 is the first such attempt. It is lengthy, and will be treated in
two segments. The fragment begins (fr. 12.1-10):

Kal ydp oUTe OnpLovpyely é0TL XpewVy TOV TPOTOV Kdl TOD
SnuLovpyodvtos 8¢ Oeod xpn elvar vopilecBar Tatépa TOV
mpdTov Oedv. El pév olv mepl Tob Snpiovpylkod (MTOLUEV,
bdokovTes Belv TOV mpdTEpov LMAdpEavTa oUTws AV TOLETY
EXELY BladepdrTws, €olkula 1) TPOoodos avlTn yeyovula dav
eln ToU ANoyou: €l O Tepl TOU ONULOVPYOD HN) €0TLY O
Noyos, {mTotuev &€ mepl TOU TpwTOU, ddooiobpal Te Ta
NexOévTa Kal €0Tw PEV EKETva dppnTd, HETELUL O ENELV
TOV Noyov, €Tépwdev Bnpdoas.

And in fact it is not right for the First God to create, and it is also
necessary to think of the First God as the father of the Demiurge.
So, then, if we were asking about the Demiurge, and we were to say
that he must be pre-existent and so depict him as being exalted, this
contribution to the argument would be sufficient. But if the
discussion is not about the Demiurge, but rather we are asking about
the First God, then I repudiate what was said and insist that it go
unsaid, and will go hunting from a different direction and attempt to
catch the argument.

The philosopher is responding to an inquiry or a point of confusion; that much is
clear, since he is at pains to clarify a point. However, Eusebius does not include the

problem in his quotation, only the philosophet’s response. We cannot know what

the exact wording of the inquiry was in On he Good, but the question that is implied

?'" On fr. 12, see Dodds (1957) 14-16.
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by Numenius’ response is the question of just how exalted the Second God is.
Perhaps there is also a question of whether the Second God is also the Good=Being.
If the Second God were our topic of discussion, the philosopher responds it would
be entirely appropriate to exalt him, but he is subordinate to the First God, and that
highest principle should be our real topic.

The real topic of discussion is the First God, the Good as a personalized
transcendent entity, whom Numenius calls by a number of names (the Good, First
God, etc.). Numenius means to demonstrate what he claimed in fragment 11, that
the Good is aided by a subordinate creator God who acts upon Matter. He has
begun the process of describing the nature and relationship of the First and the
Second God—two gods, not three. Here, Numenius refers to the “one god who is
two” as the Demiurge. In this fragment it is the Second God who is called
Demiurge, since he employs his creative aspect.”’” The Second God is exalted above
our own world, but Numenius does not wish to leave this as a final statement, since
it is the First God who is the true subject of On #he Good. Rather, Numenius wants
the reader to understand that the First God is truly exalted above all else, including
the creator.

This passage ends with a promise to “catch the /ogos,” a curious phrase that
requires some discussion.””” LSJ (s.v. alpéw) recognizes a phrase 6 \oyos alpel,

“the reason of the thing proves,” and with a direct object the phrase means to prove

2 Méller (106) sees that Numenius’ second God has two aspects; however, his
assumption that the Third God is a separate entity below both of these aspects of the
Second God, rather than identical with the lower aspect of the Second God,
confuses him, and continued to confuse Numenian scholarship for decades.

5 1t is a turn of phrase for which I can find no parallel.
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to someone, or to persuade. Gregory of Nyssa uses this phrase, and a phrase based
upon it: he will often talk about the “/ygos of proof” (6 Aoyos THis dlpéoews), i.e.
the /ogos that proves.”'* If he had this phrase in mind, Numenius would have to be
inverting the syntax to make it seem as though he is persuading the /ogos; clearly this
is impossible. The verb haireo alone can mean “to understand,” but “understanding
the /ogos” is also an unsatisfactory translation, since as we saw in fragment 4a, /ogos is
the same as gndsis. There is no need to understand the /gos, since it is understanding.
Numenius’ attempt to “grasp the /gos” is preceded by intricate analogies, and not by
rational discourse, as one would expect. This is the new premise from which he will
start, that the Second God is subordinate to the First God. The number of analogies
that he gives in the fragments is impressive, and highlights just how important he
believes this point is.

In the context of fr. 12, “catching the /gos” is an alternative to being content
with defining the Demiurge, which is a mere “contribution” to the /gos. This means
that the /ogos in question is somehow related to a deeper understanding of the First
God and not only a contribution to the argument. The startling phrase to “catch the
logos” highlights the fullness of wisdom that apprehension of the First God entails.
The implied contrast to Numenius “catching the /ogos” is Timaeus’ elkws Adyos, the
“likely account” of the Demiurge’s creation of the world. Numenius’ noetic project
demands a surer and deeper understanding of the godhead. Since the First God is
Being, this full understanding is the same as #oésis. 'This would truly be “catching the

logos.”

*"“B.g. contra Eunominm 1.1.350.3; de virginitate 23.2.
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To “catch the /ygos” is to apprehend God. This is particularly interesting in
light of fragment 2, in which true knowledge of the Good is described as ultimately
intuitive. Numenius is still following a line of reasoning that began in Book One,
and if he is preserving continuity with the first two books of O the Good, he should
still be attempting the reconstruct the reasoning that he says can be attributed to
Pythagoras. The conclusion that the Second God is exalted and preexistent might
“contribute” to his reasoning, but the question of the Second God’s transcendence
does not fully “catch” this line of reasoning.

I propose that this attempt to catch the /ygos of the First God helps to explain

the series of analogies that follows in the subsequent fragments.””

Dialectical
reasoning is necessary, but can only advance the discussion so far. Since the Good
can only be perceived “at a glance” (fr. 2), another, more intuitive type of discourse
is necessary that is provided by analogy that more intuitively “captures” our
understanding. There is a difference, though. The apprehension of the Good in fr.
2 was likened to an act of beholding, whereas in fr. 12 it is an act of catching. The
process has become much more dynamic.

The fragments up to this point allow for a coherent argument: A reasoned
metaphysical account of the first principles of the universe can be attributed to
Pythagoras. What Plato calls the Good in the Repwublic has the name “Being,” and is

identical with one of the two first principles—God. Plato was uniquely enlightened,

but other prophets (most notably “Musaeus”) have also interacted with this ultimate

?1> See Mauro 106. No doubt there was additional argumentation to support or assist
in the interpretation of the individual analogies, but nonetheless it is striking that
Numenius gives several analogies in a single book, if perhaps at intervals.
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reality. The world of Being in Books 1 and 2 is then divided into three tiers,
depending upon Being’s relationship with chaotic matter. If the Good=Being is
static, an intermediary must be present to allow the physical world to commune with
it, hence, the Second and Third Gods. The Second God is the aspect of Mind that
serves as the transcendent world of the Forms, and the Third God is the active Mind
that actually organizes matter into a cosmos. The Second and Third Gods operate
together, and can be called a single Second God.

Numenius has said that in order to return to the true topic of discussion,
which is the First God, he must start over again from a different point of origin. In
the second half of fragment 12 he give the premise by recapitulating the natures of
the Gods by analogy. Numenius continues (fr. 12.10-22):

Hpo pwévTtoL TOL >\oyov s a\doEws 8Lopo)\oyn0mp66a nuw
avTols opokoymw OUK aquLanTncrLuov akododl, TOV &V
Trp(m-ov Beov dpyov elvar Epywv OUM‘ITOWTUJV Kal Baotiéa,
TOV SanovpyLKov o¢ Beov nyepovew dL” ovpavod itovTta. Ala
6¢ TobTOU Kol O OTONOS MUY €0TL, KATw TOD VoD
mepTopévov  év Se€bdw  mdaolL Tois KoLvwvhjodl
owTeTaypévols. BAMémovTos pév oy kal  EmEoTPapLéVoy
TPOS MNUAV €kacTor ToU Beol ovpPalvet (fv Te kal
BLokeoBalr TOHTE TA owpaTa KNndelovTa TOU Beol Tols
AKPOBOANLOWOLS®  HETAOTPEPOVTOS OE  €ls TNV  €AUTOU
TepLwTNY Tob Beod TalTa WeV dmooBévvuobal, TOV &€ volv
Ay Blou émavpdpevor evdaipovos.

However, before we capture the argument, let us agree with one
another that it not be subject to debate that the First God is free of
all labor and is Emperor, while the Demiurge is the governor and
travels though heaven. Through him we have our mission when
mind (nous) is sent down progressively to all who are arrayed to
partake in it. So, when God regards us and turns his attention to
each of us, then it happens that the corporeal world comes alive and
lives when it is related to the volleys of God. On the other hand,
when God turns his attention back to contemplation of himself, the

corporeal world withers, but the mind lives, since it enjoys a happy
life.
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Unfortunately, the fragment only serves as a preliminary to “catching the /gos.”*"®

Numenius’ stated goal is an understanding of the First God, but he feels that it is
important to understand that the Second God acts, while the First is at rest. This
recapitulation, as the first half of the fragment made clear, is intended to clear up
possible misunderstandings about the relationship between the First God and the
“Demiurge.”

Fragment 12 nonetheless includes the first of many analogies that occur in
several of the remainder of the fragments of Books 5 and 6. This first analogy is the
analogy of the Emperor and the governor.”’’ Numenius quite explicitly says what he
means by likening the First God to the Emperor: The First God is free from all labor
and management. From the discussion of the nature of Being in Books 1-2, it is
clear that this is because the First God is static and outside of time. The First God
does not, in fact cannot, act directly upon Matter since action precludes stasis and
must occur within linear time.

The Second God as “governor” makes Intellect (nous) available to the

?1 Adyos in this sentence is the object of the catching, which Numenius makes clear
from the word dAwols, from dAlokopat, which is used for passive senses of alpéw:
it is the /pgos that is being caught, and not doing the catching, which is how Gregory
uses a similar phrase (“/ogos of proof” [0 Noyos TRs dlpéoews]). In contrast,
Numenius plans to “catch the /gos” in the first half of the fragment.

?'" T have chosen “Emperor” as the translation for basilens instead of king, as most
translations (e.g. Petty) of this fr. read, since the description provided is much like
Imperial Roman provincial administration, in which the Emperor sends out
governors (begemones) to enact his policy in the Imperial provinces. This is, of course,
the state of political affairs in Numenius’ own day in the second-century AD.
Vacherot’s translation (321), minister supréme, does not really capture the relationship.
For Nyepwv as a Roman provincial governor (and in particular of the praefectus
Aegypti), see LS] s.v. yyepwv ILb.
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cosmos as God’s Empire.”’® The corporeal world (Td owpaTa) receives order by
the action of the Demiurge. We live as subjects under the good governance of a just
governor. When the Demiurge turns to matter, he gives it life. When the Demiurge
looks to himself, Mind is reabsorbed into its source. This is a divided activity that
recalls the “two gods who are one” of fragment 11, the god who unifies Matter and
is divided by it. The unifying activity of the Third God is here described as a process
of giving life, while the splitting activity of Matter becomes the two directions in
which the Demiurge looks: There remains a part of the Demiurge that engages in
noetic rather than creative activity; this is the Second of the Three Gods from fr. 11.
The Third God can impart this noetic activity onto Matter below him, but there is an
indication in this fragment that it can be reabsorbed as well back into the Second
God. Since the Second God is engaged in contemplative noesis, this reabsorption
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happens when we contemplate the noetic realm.” This grants us a “happy life.”

The phrase “to all who are arrayed (ie. in a military sense

?1% Ritter & Preller see in the “volleys” or “offshoots” of God sent from orbit a nod
to Phaedrus 246¢ ft.

" This fragment could be and has been read cyclically. If the fragment refers to a
cyclical process, then it refers to cosmic ages of creation and destruction as God
gives and revokes his attention. Another possible reading is that the two processes
continue simultaneously: the third god is constantly enlivening the cosmos with
mind, while the second god is constantly reabsorbing mind back into himself. It is
this second interpretation that is most likely in the context of the rest of the dialogue.
There is no evidence for cosmic ages in Numenius. There is, however, ample
evidence for a single god who simultaneously contemplates and creates. This is the
Second God, the “two gods who are one.” Such a reading led Witt (131 n. 0) to see
in this fragment an allusion to the Statesman myth; cf. Baltes (1975) 261-62; Dillon
(1977) 370-71; Lisi 122; and Halfwassen 41. One should remember that the
Statesman myth can be understood to refer to two processes that occur
simultaneously, participation in order and participation in disorder (see Brisson 490);
such an interpretation fits best into Numenius’ system.
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[owTeTaypévols]) to partake of him” has caused some uncertainty. One scholar
has assumed that this indicates that only some human beings have Nous, while some
(pethaps mostl) do not. Some have seen in this fragment the Hermetic/Gnostic
doctrine that only an elect few human beings receive nous.”*’ This does not fit with
what immediately follows, however, since Numenius makes clear that “each of us”
can look upon God. Rather, cuvTeTaypévols should be taken as a descriptive (“to
all human beings, all of whom are arrayed”) rather than a limiting (“only to the
specific group of human beings that are arrayed”) participle. The analogy is not
intended to illustrate the state of salvation of human beings, but rather to illustrate
the relationship between the First God and the Second God so that they are not
confused. The descriptive participle clarifies the fact that the Demiurge chooses to
act upon Matter even though Matter resists him.

The analogies that follow will employ this same pattern: The First God
remains at rest while the Second God acts; the Second God’s activity distributes
some divine quality to the world. Here the divine quality is called “mind”; it is also
called the “projections of God.” In future analogies, Numenius will give different
names to this divine quality distributed in the world. It will be called “the seed of
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soul,” or “salvation,” or ‘“wisdom.”

In each case, though, the Demiurge is
exercising the same creative activity by imparting divine essence to the corporeal

world.

20 Corpus Hermeticum 1.22.

?! Compare this to the Chaldaean Oracles (fr. 35 des Places [1971b]), in which the
Second Intellect projects the Platonic Forms “like lightning bolts.” See Majercik 6.
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Fragment 13
The analogy in the next fragment comes not from the realm of kingship and
rule but from husbandry and farming. Numenius gives an analogy of God and
Demiurge being like a “farmer” and “planter” (fr. 13):
“Qomep &€ ANV NOYos €0TL Yewpy®d Tpos Tov ¢uTelovTd,
ava TOV alTOV ANOYoV WAAOTA €0TLY O TpRTOS O€0S TPOS
TOV  dnuLoupydv. ‘O pév ye v oméppa mdons Puxis
omelpel €ls Ta peTalayxdrovta avTob XpNUaTd CUUMTAVTA
0 VOopoBéTns O¢ PuTelel kal OSlLavépel kal HeTAPUTEVEL €ls
NUAS €KAOTOUS Ta €ékelBev mpokaTaBeBAnuéva.
The relationship of a farmer to his planter is most analogous to that
of the First God and the Demiurge. Being, at any rate, sows the seed
of every soul into all things that participate in him; while the
Lawgiver plants, distributes, and transplants into each of us what is
sown from him.
Like the previous analogy, this one treats the relationship between and roles of the
Gods. It accomplishes essentially the same goal as the Emperor/governor analogy
carlier, and so should be treated as another starting point from which the
philosopher hopes to “catch the /ogos” (fr. 12).
There are several difficulties that this passage presents, however. What,
exactly, is the difference between a “farmer” and a “planter”? It has been remarked
that the relationship that Numenius seems to intend is that between a landholder and

the man who works from him.*”> This must be true, given the context, but finding

parallel uses of the words yewpyds and putevdv is difficult.” It is clear that

*?2 See des Places (1973) ad fr. 9.

> The close parallel to this passage is [Macarius], who in Homily 32.11 similarly
contrasts the gedrgos who scatters seed and the phyteusn who cultivates the vine and
makes it bear fruit, but he does not provide any elaboration that we could use to help
us to understand Numenius any better, especially since for [Macarius’] Christian
sermon the farmer and the planter are of course the same God. In Corpus Hermeticum
14.10 God as gedrgos scatters seed on the earth, and also acts as phyfendn to trees.
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Numenius grants priority to the gedrgos, for whom the phytenin performs the service of
tending a crop. The “farmer” is indefinite, while “planter” has the article and is
definite. This shows that the topic is once again the relationship between the two
gods: it is analogous to that of « farmer and Jis planter, who works for him. The
planter receives his identity from the farmer.

The revenue laws of Ptolemaic Egypt discovered on papyrus may be of some
further help.”* In papyrological fragments from Hellenistic Egypt, agriculturalists in
general are given the technical designation gedrgos. A subset of this group is the /aoi,
the fellahin or peasant laborers.””> That the /a0i are ordered to gather “with the other
gedrgo?” shows that the agriculturalists in question are a larger group of which the /azo:
are part. If the /aoi are day laborers, they might reasonable be called “planters” in an
agricultural context. Since the fellahin were the lowest of the agriculturalists of the
time, the other gedrgoi must refer to landholders. Therefore there is indirect precedent
by which gedrgos refers to a landholding farmer and that phyfendn may be a recognized
term to refer to his hired worker. Numenius’ gedrgos and phytendn in fact seem to have
a very similar relationship as the oikodespotés and the gedrgoi of the Synoptic tradition in

what is commonly called the Parable of the Tenants.”*’

The “landowner” plants
(duTeVeLY) a vineyard, and the “farmers” maintain it.

The names of the Gods that are given in this analogy are “Being” and

“Lawgiver.” It is simplest to give an account of the Lawgiver first, before tackling

* On the relationship between king and farmer in Ptolemaic Egypt, see CAH Vol.
7.1, 149. See Austin 519-23 on gedrgos and phytenon in the revenue laws.

% Grenfell 97.

20 Mark 12:1-12; Matthew 21:33-41; Luke 20:9-19.
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the larger problem of the name “Being.”  The Lawgiver serves the function of the
Demiurge in this fragment: He tends to the maintenance of creation and the
management of the First God’s divine essence in the world.”’ With regard to
nomothetés as the name of the Second God, we do not know what justification
Numenius gave, but there is an interesting and relevant aspect to the name: it is a
compound that implies the second god’s two activities: he thinks (zomos) and he
instantiates his thoughts (zithémi).” In the Platonic tradition, it seems that God’s
“lawgiving” is actually divine teaching, a communication not so much of arbitrary
decision-making, but of knowledge and truth. * 'This is supported by the next
fragment, which discusses the communication of knowledge.

The next part of this fragment, which reads 0 pév +ye v, is highly
controversial; there is a large body of conflicting scholarship on just this one phrase.
As it will turn out, the phrase is entirely explicable from Numenius’ own words

earlier in Oz the Good. The problem is that Numenius’ farmer-landlord is called in the

?" Theiler (1944) 218 is incorrect when he says that Numenius called his highest
principle Lawgiver; it is the lower divine principle who is the Lawgiver, just as in
Plotinus. There was a frequent trend in the mid-twentieth century to attempt to
identify Numenius’ Being with Plotinus’ Second Hypostasis, Mind. The two do
share some qualities (like existence, TO V), but Numenius’ highest principle also
shares features with Plotinus’ highest principle, the One. All attempts to make
simple equations between Numenian principles and Plotinian principles should be
abandoned; see des Places (1973) 14.

?*® We should also consider the possibility that Numenius has in mind one particular
aspect of the Jewish God: That He gave the Law (#omos or Torah) to Moses.

" Numenius’ Christian (and fellow resident of Syrial) contemporary Theophilus of
Antioch believed that Plato wrote that “God teaches through the law,” and that
Plato’s teaching supports his own opinion that one must become a “student of
God’s legislation.” It is difficult to determine exactly what passage of Plato
Theophilus has in mind. Grant (123) proposes Meno 99e, but this does not exactly
fit.
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MSS “he who is” (6 V).’ The exact meaning of the sentence “He who is sows the
seed” has a history of puzzling scholars. The Biblical tradition provides a clue, since
the Jewish God reveals himself to Moses as “I Am.” The LXX translation of Exodus
3:14 does not follow the Hebrew exactly, and makes the connection between the
Jewish God and the Platonic Being even more attractive:”'

kol €lmev 6 Oeds mpds Movofiv Eyd elpt 6 dv:kal elmev
OVUTws €pels Tols viols Topanh ‘O Qv AméoTaNKEV e
TPOS UUAS.

And God said to Moses “I am He Who Is,” and said “Thus you will
say to the sons of Israel “The Being One has sent me to you.”

The Biblical passage may have influenced Numenius, but did it? The scholarship on
this fragment has become mired in a back-and-forth between those who believe that
Numenius is alluding to the Jewish God’s personal name in the Greek translation of
Exodus, and those who see such an allusion as unthinkable and reject the MSS
tradition in favor of some sort of emendation.

The major question of this passage is not the sense of the particle, but
whether “He who is” can be taken absolutely or not. If it can, this phrase could

imply to a “Biblicism,” a reference ultimately to Exodus 14:3, as was discussed above.

2" Sterling’s translation (109) of Ao dn is “the Self-Existent” (presumably as opposed
to deriving his existence from a higher source). This reads a little bit more into the
Greek than the grammar strictly communicates.

»!"The Hebr. reads:

TITROORTWT 1325 RN 7D RT TR 0N TR TR DO
TRM 02O IS

(And God [’Elohim] said to Moses “I am who I am” [‘ehyeh ‘asher ehyeh . And He said
“You will say the following to the sons of Israel: T Am’ [ ehyeh] has sent me to you”).
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Dodds immediately dismisses this possibility.””> Dodds’ ([1960] 15) mistake is telling.
He claims that the “Hebraism is untenable.” Of course, this phrase is not a
Hebraism at all”?* A Hebraism would be a more direct translation of the Hebrew
than the Septuagint provides (something like elpl s €ipt).”* On the other hand,
if the phrase is not an allusion to Exodus, so Dodds claims, Numenius creates a
problem, since if the participle cannot be taken absolutely it requires a predicate,
necessarily supplied in the MSS by oméppa; this deprives the main verb of an
object.*” Dodds ([1960] 16) attempts to solve this problem by emending the text to
read something like 0 Lév ye a’ @v (= mpdTos V). Such a contortion of the
text is uneconomical and unnecessary, and is generally recognized as such.
Nevertheless, it is still unclear what exactly this text means. Some have

defended the MSS reading 0 @V by suggesting that Numenius could have read the

#215: “Yet ¢jv must have some predicate: 0 @V cannot be convincingly defended as
a Hebraism.” Cf. Festugiere (1953) 44 n. 2.

** See J. Whittaker (1967) 196 n. 4; and (1978) 144-45. Whittaker is right to note
that the term is not a Hebraism, but relies too much on Philo of Alexandria for
precedent. Numenius would not have needed to read Philo to hit upon the idea of
changing a neuter participle to a masculine one when transitioning from metaphysics
to theology. He may or may not have known that there was a Jewish tradition that
the highest god revealed himself to Moses as “the Being One,” though would
certainly have approved.

** For an example of such a “Hebraism,” see John 8:58—Jesus said to them, ‘Amen,
amen, I say to you, before Abraham was, I Am” (elmev alTols ‘Inoobs, Apnw
apny Aéyw Uiy, mply "ABpadp yevéoOalr éym elpl). See Odeberg 309-10.

** De Ley ([1972] 57 n. 4) attempts to support Dodds’ ([1960] 15) view that “Being”
cannot be used absolutely in this context by arguing that “he sows” can be used
absolutely, and thus does not need an object, see LS] s.v. omelpw 1. De Ley’s
suggestion should be disregarded since it would make the seed of soul do the sowing,
and would thereby completely destroy the analogy: The First God is the farmer who
sows the seed (soul) into the world, and the Planter (Second God) tends that seed.
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Jewish Platonist Philo of Alexandria, who does follow the LXX in referring to the
highest God as 0 @v. Nevertheless, just because Numenius could have read Philo
does not mean that he did read Philo, and not a few scholars have expressed
skepticism of the opinion that he did.** Some of these same scholars use their
skepticism as grounds to emend the text, only to provoke objections that Numenius
could have had access to Jewish sources.””” Fortunately, there is a way out of this
impasse that can be found, not in Philo, but in Numenius’ own words and the
progression of his own thought.

Numenius has already established in fr. 6 that the epistemological Good and
the metaphysical Being may be called by the name 70 Ov. After establishing that
Being is the name of the highest principle, Numenius uses Book 3 to discuss the
power that Being Itself gave to the prophets of old. The story that Numenius
adapted from the Jewish tradition in Book 3 makes it quite possible that connects the
Platonic TO Ov with the Biblical 0 @V at this point.

In fact, though an allusion to Exuvdus is possible, even likely, it is not at all
necessary. “Being” (TO V) was already established in Book 2 of On #he Good as the
name of the asomatic principle that provides stability to the cosmos. At some point
between Fragments 8 and 9 the impersonal and transcendent ideal of Being (TO 6V)

238

is equated with #beos.™ All that has changed in this fragment is that TO v has been

2 7. Whittaker ([1978] 145) puts it most clearly: “That Numenius was familiar with
the writings of Philo has not been proven, but his sympathy with the syncretistic
approach practiced by the Alexandrian Jew is not in doubt.”

237
For some examples, see below.

> Similarly, the Turiner commentary on the Parmenides refers to the First Hypostasis
as the Idea of Being. See Waszink (1966) 67.
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made grammatically masculine instead of neuter in order to personalize the

() . .« .
Numenius makes the transition from an

transcendent principle of Being.”
impersonal ontological principle appropriate for the dialectical style of Books 1-2 to
a personal agent that can be a character in the analogies in fr. 12-14. The MSS
reading can stand without speculation about Numenius’ relationship with Judaism,
and should be considered secure.”"’

The analogy of this fragment can be directly tied to the previous analogy of
the Emperor and the governor. The First God is Being, and does no work of his
own. Rather, the “seed of soul” that derives from him is planted and managed by his
subordinate. The First God is idle, like the Emperor in fragment 12. On the other

hand, the First God produces an essential quality that proceeds from him into the

world. In the case of the Emperor, this essence is called “projections of God.” In

» Contra BEdwards (1989) 479. Edwards does note that the neuter oz is conventional
in Platonism, while the masculine dz» would be unfamiliar to Numenius’ intended
audience. Just because it is unfamiliar, however, does not mean that the sense would
not have been instantly clear to an intelligent Platonically minded reader: 4o dn means
“the Being one,” which is self-evidently the same as “the Being thing.” Cf. Alt 30-31
n. 4.

> The particle ye (“at least”) that is attached to & v has also confused some, and
has contributed to wild emendation. J. Whittaker (1979) suggests that the ye limits
the whole clause. He has argued this part of his case convincingly, but I do not
believe that his translation “at least” provides the clearest English. The problem of
the ye 1is actually far less of a problem than Whittaker assumed. Of course the
particle is not meaningless, but the interpretation of the text need not live or die
based on the particle. This is only one instance of many in the fragments of On zhe
Good in which Numenius uses ye, and its compound yobv (<ye + olv). The
passage in question highlights a characteristic of Numenius’ style: constant
qualification in order to give the impression of subtlety of thought. Itis the fact that
Numenius is qualifying his analogy that should interest us. Certainly the particle is
restrictive, but I think that the more subdued translation “at any rate” makes the best
sense. The farmer is to the planter as Being to the Demiurge, but only in the limited
sense that that the one sows and the other cultivates.
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the case of the farmer, this essence is called the “seed of soul.” In cither case, the
Demiurge exercises his creative function to distribute and manage this divine

substance in the world.

Fragment 14
After an unknown interval, there follows yet another analogy, this time
comparing knowledge to a light that a lamp can communicate to another lamp
without being diminished (fr. 14.1-16):

‘Oméca 8¢ OoBévTa péTeloL  TPoOs  TOV  NapBdrovTa,
ameNdOVTA €k TOU SedwkOTOs (EoTL 8¢ BOepatela, xpnuaTa,
vopLopa kothov, &mionuov), TavTl pév obv éoTt Bmra kal
bpdmva, TA 8¢ Oeld oty ola petadobévTta  EVOEVS’
€kelbL  yeyevnuéva €vbBev  Te  olKk  AmeEN)A\UOe  KAKETOL
YEVOUEVA TOV HEV VNOE TOV & oUK €RNAPe KAl TPOOWYNOE
T mepl G MmioTato dvapvioet. "EoTt 8 TobTO TO KAAOV
XPAMa  EMOTAUN 1 KA, NS @vaTto peév O AaBwy, olk
dmokelmeTar 8 advThs 6 Sedwkws. Olov dv {8ois EEadbévTa
ap’ €Tépou AUxvouv ANoxvov ¢Gs €xovTa, O N TOV TPOTEPOV
apethato AANN’ ©} TAs év alT® UVAns mpos TO ékelvov mip
¢Eadbeions. TowobTov TO XpAud €oTL TO TAS EMOTHUNS, I
dobeloa kal Andbeloa Tapapével pév TG OedwkOTL, OUVETTL
8¢ TGO AaBovTL 1) alm.

Whatever is given accrues to the receiver and departs from the giver
(e.g. service, property, minted and plate coinage). These are mortal
and human things. Divine things, on the other hand, are those that
are transferred from one place and completely pass to another, but
do not depart from the one place, though they are at the other. They
benefit the receiver and do not harm the giver, and they aid the
recollection of things that he [the receiver] once knew. In this way,
the beautiful possession is beautiful knowledge that the receiver
enjoys, but the giver does not lose it. Similarly, one might see a lamp
kindled and lit from another lamp, which does not harm the first, but
rather the wick in the one has been lit by the other’s fire. Such a
thing is knowledge, which when given and taken remains with the
giver, while the same knowledge follows upon the receiver.

The communication of knowledge is described as divine essence in the world, or a

“divine thing.” As an activity, this passage most propetrly describes the Second God,
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but the divine essence derives from the First God.”"' These individual flames are
much like the “volleys” in fragment 12. In fragment 12, the Second God was
described as orbiting the world, imbuing the corporeal world with Mind. Thus, we
should understand this fragment as describing the activity of the Second God in the
world.** This fire that passes from one to another is the same as the “volleys” or
“projections” of the first god. They are also also very similar to the “seed of soul”
that the First God plants and the Second God tends (fr. 14). Here, however, this
divine gift to the world is given another name: it is called “knowledge.”” The
transmission of this knowledge may appear to occur between individuals, but in
reality is the activity of God upon Matter, as will become clear below. It is divine
essence that permeates the world of change and gives it life; it is an inexhaustible

essence that derives eternally from the first god but is imparted by the second.**

! Busebius, in his introduction to this fragment, claims that he is using Numenius’
words here to demonstrate how the Second Cause derives from the First, i.e. the
Second God from the First (Scott [1925] 80 n.10). However, Numenius’ own words
do not really bear this interpretation out. What is clearly being described is god’s
activity in the world, and particularly in the human person; this becomes especially
evident in the second half of the fragment, quoted below, in which the divine fire of
knowledge is likened to Prometheus’ fire that is given to humankind.

* Nevertheless, it is possible to abstract from this passage a general doctrine of
“undiminished giving” (Dodds [1960] 23), which applies to all things divine, whether
it be the First God’s generation of the Second, or Mind’s communication to
individual souls, or any other “divine and not human” thing (see Armstrong 102). In
this sense, Eusebius’ use of the passage to describe the relationship of first “cause”
and second is not inaccurate.

¥ There is much in this fragment that is evocative of Plato’s Seventh Epistle (341c).
This notion of undiminished communication also anticipates Plotinus’ doctrine of
emanation. See den Boeft 91.

** Hankinson (406) notes that this passage is concerned with causation: “[T]his
provides a model for the way in which power is induced in lower beings by those
higher in the scale, without in any way affecting the latter. This notion ... amounts
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The fire of knowledge aids in “recollection,” a clear allusion to the Platonic doctrine
of anamnesis, by which we remember eternal truths that we forgot when we
descended into the material world. In this fragment, however, recollection is a gift
from God.

In all these fragments, God’s activity is described as imparting some spiritual
or divine quality to the world, whether it is mind (fr. 12), soul (fr. 13), or knowledge
(fr. 14). Numenius’ project in fragments 11-13 is primarily to describe the Three
Gods’ intrapersonal relationship with each other, but their interpersonal relationship
with the world crops up again and again. The relationship between the Gods and the
perceptible world becomes even more explicit in the second half of fragment 14.
Numenius continues (fr. 14.16-21):

/ \ \ g JoN Ja k] Ja bl h) ’ b} >
TobTOu 8¢ TO alTiov, O Eéve, oUdév E€oTv AvBpWmivor, AN\
6Tl €Eis Te kal ovola 1) €xovoa THV émoTiuny 1) avm™
€0TL Tapd Te TG OedwKHTL Be@® kal Tapd TG €LANPOTL €pol

\ 4 \ A € 7 \ 7 < \ /
kal ool. Ao kal o IIAdTwv T ocodlav vmo I[lpopundéws
ENOETY €ls AVBpWTOUS HETA GAVOTATOU TLVOS TUPOS EP.

The cause of this, stranger, is nothing human; rather, the reason is
that a state of being and essence that has knowledge is the same for
God who gives it and you and me who receive it. That is why Plato
[Philebus 16c] too says that Wisdom comes to humankind from
Prometheus with something like the brightest fire.
The general point is that God gives his nature (or “state of being and essence”) to us.
“Knowledge” was likened to fire in the first half of the fragment, and here is further
likened to the god Prometheus’ gift of fire, which Numenius points out Plato

equated with Wisdom. Prometheus performs the function of the Demiurge: He

imparts the highest god’s nature (in this case, the fire of wisdom) to the cosmos, and

to a rejection of conservation principles in regard to causation.” The theory that a
transcendent imparts its nature inexhaustibly, and in this way remains unaffected by
any loss, is the idea that Plotinus will work into his theory of Emanation.
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specifically to humanity. This gift is not truly human (i.e. phenomenal) but divine,
the work of God in the phenomenal world.

The antithesis between human and divine was first encountered in fragment
2 (pursuit of the good is “not easy but divine”). Fragment 14 expands upon this
idea. In fragment 2, it was the approach to the Good that was “divine and not
human.” Here in fragment 14, it is the wisdom that God imparts that is “divine and
not human.” The approach to God and the gift of wisdom that God gives are in fact
the same. This is in part what Numenius had in mind earlier in fr. 12, in which the
Demiurge has two simultaneous motions: the life-giving attention to the world and
the noetic reabsorption into the divine mind. Whereas true philosophy in fragment 2
was presented as a methodos, as pursuit that begins with “the Studies,” here it is
imparted by God. The pursuit is really a gift. Knowledge of God is transmitted by
God’s self.* God is his own interpreter.

In this second half of fragment 14, the divine quality that God imparts to the
corporeal world is given yet another name in addition to “knowledge”: Wisdom.***
Just as the names for God have piled up (Good, Being, God, Limit, etc.), so have the
names for God’s activity (Mind, “Seed of Soul,” Knowledge, Wisdom). These terms

embrace the multiple facets that God’s creation takes in the world and the multiple

¥ Lisi 117-18.

% Festugiere ([1953] 45) equates this knowledge with the phronésis by which the soul
encounters the First God in fr. 19 below, in which Numenius equates God’s nature
with phronésis (“everything that participates in him participates in nothing but
phronein”). What Festugiere does not point out is that if Numenius is speaking of the
same thing in these fragments, he is necessarily describing them in two different
ways. In fr. 15, knowledge/wisdom is a divine gift that travels though the human
world; in fr. 19, on the other hand, understanding (phronein) is the point of contact by
which we return to the First God, something like the glimpse of the Good in fr. 2.
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ways in which human beings perceive it when it is divided by contact with Matter.

Fragment 15
The last fragment from Eusebius’ chain of quotes before Book 6 does little
more than rephrase his account of the nature of the Two Gods. In addition, he gives
a piece of information that is not at all surprising, though he acts as though it were:
He says that the First God has a paradoxical nature that is both static and dynamic.
His statement that the insight is surprising must be ironic, since he has been building
up to this view of the First God virtually since the beginning of Book 1. The

fragment reads (fr. 15):

An\ovoTL O pév mpdTos Beds €0Tal €0TWS, O O€ OeUTEPOS
EuTaNy éoTt kwolpevos: 6 pEv obv TPpATOS Tepl TA vonTd,
0 8¢ OelTepos Tepl Ta vonTd KAl atotnTd. M Bavupdons &’
el TOUT  éPmr: oAU ydp ETL eOLUMOLOT(/)TEpOV dKoi)on AvTl
Yap W ﬂpooovcmg T® SEUTEpw KLIMOEWS TNV TPOGOLOAV
TG TPOTw oTdow ¢npl elvat KLVT]O'LV crvud)vTov ad) ns n
Te TdEls TOU kOOWOU Kal 1) povh T didlos kal 1) cotnpla
avaxeltar els Ta O\d.

It is clear that the First God will be static, and the Second in turn is in
motion. Thus, the first is concerned with the noetic world, and the
second with the noetic and sensible. Do not be surprised if I say this,
since you will hear a still much more surprising thing. For,
corresponding to the motion present in the Second God, the stasis
present in the First I claim is its own particular sort of motion, from
which the order of the world and its eternal stability and salvation
spreads into everything.

As often happens in Numenius, the Second God is given two aspects: He is
concerned with both the noetic and the sensory. Here one should understand once
again the “two Gods who are one,” the Second God who has two aspects, one
connected directly to the First God, and one connected to the phenomenal world

that he creates. The one aspect thinks (TTepl Td vonTd), and the other one acts
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(mepl Ta ... alobnTd). Therefore, this fragment contains another account of the
Three Gods.”"’

The fragment concludes with attributing to the First God Aristotle’s
“motionless motion.” The concept is an Aristotelian one (Mezaph. 7.1072a26) but is
frequently adapted to Platonism, e.g. by Albinus (Epitome 10.2)** That the
transcendent god is in stasis and the creator god is in motion is intelligible enough,
but Numenius states here that the first, static, god is also (paradoxically) in motion.*”’

The paradox as Numenius understands it can be more easily understood
from God’s opposition to Matter. Matter is paradoxically both passively receptive of
God’s activity and actively opposed to it because its very nature is to be in flux,
undefined, in all ways opposite to the unity of God. Similarly, God is both
transcendent, in that he is absolutely removed from matter, and he is immanent, in
that his inexhaustible essence permeates all but the most base and undifferentiated

material nature. The First God is both active, in that his inexhautable Being

produces the Second God and flows through the whole world, and static as Form in

> Merlan (1962) 139-40.

> The Numenian doctrine of the First God was once taken as the defining
“Orientalizing” feature of Numenius’ philosophy (Puech 762). It is, in fact, no such
thing, but rather the major Aristotelian feature of Numenius’ philosophy (See Beutler
670). Reitzenstein (305-06) claims that the notion of divine stasis cannot be
separated from the later Platonic doctrine of the Second God, who is contrasted to
this stasis. This is false. Divine stasis goes back at least to Aristotle, then is
combined with the Platonic demiurge in order to produce different levels of divinity.

* Scott ([1925] 171) quite rightly compares this passage to the oxymoron found in
Corpus Hermeticum 6.1a: The essence of the Good has in itself a “static actualization”
(statiké energeia).
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whom the Second God participates.” Another way to say this is that God, who
stands at the opposite extreme of the Ontological Pyramid, is both static, which
makes him the opposite of Matter’s eternal change, and in motion, which makes the
creation of lower levels of the Ontological Pyramid possible. Paradox is therefore
allowed in each of Numenius’ first principles, both matter and God. Matter receives
and resists; similarly, God is both stasis and his own kind of life-giving motion.*"

This paradoxical description of the First God recalls the description of Being
from Books 1 and 2 as both the source and the goal of life, and it even more directly
ties the personal and impersonal of God together: Being and God are different
names for the same reality; the first name derives from our ontological experience of
it, and the second derives from our theological experience of it. The theological and
perceptible function of the First God is an elaboration of the “holding together” that
was attributed to the asomatic principle in Book 1. This act of “holding together”
allows him to impart “preservation” (cwTnpta) to the wotld.

The term sdéria in this passage is a loaded one.”™ Aristotle uses it to mean

“preservation” in the sense of stability, the ability of something to remain itself.””

#U Cf. Berchman 110.

»! Reitzenstein’s comparison (305-06) of this passage to Corpus Hermeticum 10/11.11
(“Noetic stasis sets off hylic motion”) is not really apt, since Numenius teaches that
Noetic stasis and hylic motion are independent of one another if simultaneous. It is
the meeting and opposing motions of the two that produces the levels of being in
between.

2 For one thing, it is the same root as the epithet of Zeus (Soter) used in fr. 4a,
during the discussion of the need for the corporeal world to have something to hold
it together, and thus serves to recall for the Greek reader a highly personal—even
domestic—god acting upon the world.

* See Tarrant (1988) 27.



136

Numenius’ use is a metaphysical function that is a defining attribute of the asomatic
principle in Book 1 called a kdTexov, a “binding agent,” something that holds the
disorderliness of matter together. Numenius is still occupied with giving appropriate
names to the results of divine activity as we experience it in the world. In the
analogies of fr. 12-14, the terms that he used to describe the results had
psychological and epistemological significance: Mind, Soul, Knowledge, and
Wisdom. Here, the quality that God imparts to the world is more overtly
metaphysical, and is called Preservation. It is the quality that God pours over the
world in order to impart God’s goodness to it.*>*

There is much that separates Numenius from Aristotle, however. Aristotle’s
highest principle is engaged in eternal self-contemplation and creates only as an
object of desire, not by a paradoxical kinetic aspect to its nature. Similarly,
Aristotle’s Matter is a purely passive potientiality, and not a simultaneously passive
and dynamic nature. Besides greatly elaborating upon anything that Plato says about
God and Matter, Numenius attributes to his first principles these paradoxical natures
that are contributions of his own to the philosophical discussion of his day.

The philosopher continues to come full circle to the ontological arguments
of Book 1, in which Numenius proved that the phenomenal world required a
transcendent Being to preserve it. Here, that preservation is specifically marked as

an aspect of divine activity in the world.

»* Tarrant ([1988] 28) correctly sees the connection between this passage and fr. 13,
in which the First God sows the seed of Soul and the Demiurge “controls
distribution.”
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Fragment 16
Fragment 16 is preserved in a quotation by Eusebius that he explicitly attributes to
Book 5 of On the Good, but does not connect chronologically to fragments 11-15.
This is the only fragment that Eusebius securely attributes to Book 5. I have argued
above that fragments 11-15 probably also came from that book, and should be taken
closely with 16 because the topic of this fragment squares exactly with that of the
other fragments: It describes as precisely as possible (even at the risk of repetition)
the relationships of the levels of divinity among themselves and with the cosmos. In
fragment 16 the philosopher returns to the Good, the real topic of the dialogue as a

whole. This fragment is lengthy, and will be treated in two parts. Numenius begins
(fr. 16.1-10):

El & €omu peév vontov 1) olola kal 7 16éa, ‘I'(lUTT]S‘ o}
mpokoyn@n ‘ITpEGBUT€pOV kal alTiov elvar 6 VOUS‘, OLU‘I'OS‘
oUTOS HOVOS evpm'aL OV TO ayaeov Kal vyap et o uev
Snutovpyog feds €oTL yeveoemg, OLpKEL TO dyafov OUO‘LOLS‘
elvaL dpxn. Avakoyov 8¢ TOUTW uev 0 SnMLovpyog‘ 6605‘, oV
atTob prm'ng, T 6€ olola 7 Yéveals, <n> elkV oans‘
€0TL Kal pumpa ELTI'Ep o8¢ 0 SnMLovpyog‘ 0 TS Yevéoews
€oTwv dyabos, M Tou €oTal kdal O THs ovolas dnpLovpyos
avtodyabov, oludutor TN ololq.

If Existence and Idea is an object of intellection (woéton), and if it has
been agreed that Mind is its prior cause, then this alone has been
found to be the Good. For in fact if the Demiurge is the God of
Becoming, it follows that the Good is the first principle of Existence.
And analogous to him is the Demiurge, since the one imitates the
other; and generation is analogous to Existence, since it is Existence’s
image and imitation. If then the Demiurge of Becoming is good,
then I suppose the Demiurge of Existence will be the Good Itself, of
like nature with being.

This passage is so abstract that it is easy to gloss over just how much difficulty it
poses to the interpretation of Numenius. In Books 1-2 Numenius established a
highest principle, Good=Being, to which he also refers as “the Noetic,” i.e. the

highest object of human intellection. Fragment 11 established a second God, whose
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unity is compromised by contact with chaotic Matter. In subsequent fragments, this
composite Second God does two things: he thinks the noetz, and he imparts them
onto matter. The highest God together with the two aspects of the Second God are
what Numenius calls the First God, the Second God, and the Third God.

In fragment 12, the First God is completely free from labor, while the
demiurge is Mind (#oxs) that is “sent down” to the world. Here, though, in fragment
16, it is the First God who is unambiguously called “Nous,” and the Second God who
is “Noeton,” whereas in previous fragments it was the other way around! The earlier
system made perfect sense: The First God was Noeton (singular), the highest single
object of the human mind; the Second God was Nous, a multiplicity of thoughts that
constitutes the divine mind. In order to preserve the integrity of Numenius’ thought,
we must assume that this is still what he means, though he has shifted his
terminology.” Nous in this fragment applies to the First God, the highest principle.
For Numenius, then, the First God and the Second God must both be Nous, and
both be Noeton, though these designations necessarily obtain in different ways for
each God.”

Numenius takes for granted the equation of Form and Existence: he says

“Ousia and Idea 75,” not “Ousia and Idea are.” In addition, before this paragraph, he

» This is another example of Numenius’ inconsistency of terminology; or, as
Amelius says, “Numenius does not always speak about the same thing in the same
yS, y g

way.” See above.

?° The Chaldaean Oracles use a term for the highest God as distinguished from the
Second God that is relevant: The Highest God is “Mind’s Mind.” See Anderson 15.
See also Bousset 713. Bousset sees very clearly that Numenius’ Second God is truly
Nous as we undestand it. See also Festugicre ([1954] 127): “Le Premier Dieu est
donc le Bien en soi. Si Numénius Pappelle aussi Intellect, c’est en vertu d’une
inconsequence de langage ... .”
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has determined that idea=ousia (Platonic Form) is the same as oéton (object of
intellection). Form=essence=noetic is subordinated to Nous. If Nous in fr. 16 is the
First God, as it cleatly is, it must be understood here as a radical unity from which a
multiplicity of Ideas are derived.””’ Meanwhile, Numenius must be using the terms
noéton and 7dea in a collective sense: the sum total of divine thoughts/Forms that God
thinks.*”

Furthermore, whereas in Books 1-2 the highest principle could be accepted
as a cohesive principle that gives order to Matter, here Numenius is at pains to depict
this principle as a personal agency. Therefore, he prefers the masculine Nous over
the neuter noéfon. Similarly, though not exactly analogously, Numenius eatlier in On
the Good refers to his highest principle as TO Ov, while later in fragment 13, he

259

personalizes this principle, and calls it (or him) 6 &v.”” This is the only way to

reconcile this passage with the rest of On the Good™

»7'This is confirmed later in fr. 17, in which Numenius calls the First God the First
Mind, and the Second God the Second Mind. Witt (128) does not quite understand
that the First God is only called Mind by analogy when he says “Neither Albinus nor
Numenius, however, posits some more ultimate principle than 0 TpdTOS VOUS,
whereas for Plotinus voUs has as its ground 70 €v.” Numenius’ First God is not
exactly like Plotinus’ first principle, the One; nevertheless, the First God transcends
Mind just as Plotinus’ One does. See Festugiere (1954) 127; Lisi 118.

% Alcinous (9) uses the term idea in a similar collective sense: by “the idea” he clearly
means “all of the zdear” understood collectively.

»” Alcinous has a relevant statement. He says that God is either a Mind or possesses
a Mind (noeros). Similarly, Numenius’ First God both is a Mind (one that thinks
itself) and possesses a mind (the Second God, the World of the Forms).

*" Van Winden ([1959] 110-22), who is usually a very clear-sighted reader of
Numenius, was misled by this passage, and claimed that Chalcidius deviates from
Numenius when he speaks of the Second God as Nous and not the First; in fact, as
so often, Chalcidius is squarely in line with Numenius’ doctrine on this very point, in
substance if not in the exact wording of fr. 106.
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For the Good to be called the “Demiurge of Existence” is a bit strange, since
the First God is Existence itself, but it is not unintelligible. It is the Second God (the
“two gods who are one”) who in this fragment serves as the Demiurge as the term is
more conventionally understood: he is the creator of the world. The First God can
only be a Demiurge by analogy with the Second: He has a relationship with
Existence similar to that of the Second God with Becoming.”' Since the First God
is “of the same nature as Existence,” for him to create Existence implies only self-
generation, the “particular sort of motion” of fragment 15. That we should not take
the designation of the First God as a Demiurge too seriously is clear from the
context, and is reinforced by the word mov (“I suppose” or “in some way”).
Numenius finds two ways of describing the First God analogically in terms of the
Second: The First God is the mind of mind, and is the Demiurge of the Demiurge.
He has stopped trying to find analogies with the corporeal world to describe the
relationship of the Gods, and has moved to analogies within the noetic world. In
Platonic terms, he has moved from elkacla to dtdvoila on the “divided line.”

The First God can be thought of as a Mind, but not in the same way that the
Second God can. When the Second God thinks, he thinks a multiplicity of
Forms/Ideai/Ousiai. The First God, as a radical unity, can only contemplate a
radical unity. When Numenius’ approximate contemporary Alcinous describes the

thought of the highest mind, he says that it can only contemplate what is perfect: i.e.

! Baltes ([1975] 259) has the right idea: “Der zweite Gott ist der Schépfer des
Werdens ... , so wie der erste “Schopfer” des Seins ... .”
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itself.*” 'This self-thought hearkens back to Aristotle’s concept (Metaph. 1074b) of
the highest Intellect as noésis noéseds, and the eternal self-contemplation may be in part

what Numenius had in mind in fragment 15, with the First God in a paradoxical

. : 263
“moving stasis.””

At the end of fragment 16 Numenius once again returns to the Good and its
relationship to the Demiurge, and he seems to equate it with the Beautiful of the
Symposium. Numenius continues (16.10-17):

‘O yap 6elTepos BLTTOS OV ALTOTOLEL TV Te LdEAV €auTOol
Kal TOV KOOWOV, SNULOUPYOS WV, ETELTA BewpnTikos OAWS.
2UNENOYLOPEVOY &7 MUOY  OVOpATA  TECTAPWY  TPAYUATOV
Téoodpd €0Tw TADTA® O HEV TPOTOS 0Be0s avTodyabov: ©
8¢ TOUTOU UNTNS OnpLovpyds dyafoés: 1 & ovola pla pev
N Tod mpwTou, ETépa & 1) ToL Seutépov: fis pipmpa 6
KANOS KOOUOS, KEKANOTLOPEVOS HETOVTLA TOU KANOD.

For the Second god is double, and by himself makes both the idea of
Himself and the world; and though he is a Demiurge, he is still
altogether contemplative. Since we have concluded four names for
the four things, they have to be the following: the First God is the
Good Itself, His imitator is the good Demiurge, and one type of
Existence belongs to the first one, and another type belongs to the
second one. Existence’s imitation is the beautiful world, beautified
by participation in the Beautiful.

This second half of fragment 16 returns the reader to more familiar territory. The

Second God has consistently been described as having two functions, and now is

*? Garcia Bazan’s description (205) of this principle as “undifferentiated knowledge”
hits the mark exactly. This “undifferentiated knowledge” comes to be differentiated
only when it first comes into contact with divisive matter. When this happens, the
Good produces the multiple Forms. This undifferentiated knowledge is the same as
the self-contemplation, self-motion, motionless motion, self-generation, and
“inherent” motion that characterize the First God’s absolutely simple existence.

% See Kenney (1989) 220. This self-contemplation is one thing that separates
Numenius’ highest principle from Plotinus’ highest principle, the One: The One
does not engage in self-contemplation: Plot. Enn. 5.1.9. See T. Whittaker 56. Cf.
Armstrong 75; Rist (1962b) 401.
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explicitly said to be “double” (BLTTOS), just as the two Gods were one in fr. 11.
Nevertheless, the statement that the Demiurge “makes the form of himself and the
world” is difficult and has confused many scholars.”** In this fragment, he Demiurge
has one function, creation; however, he creates two things: “the Idea of himself” and
the cosmos. What the “Idea of himself” means is a matter of much confusion.*”
The phrase presents far fewer difficulties, though, when it is taken in the context of
the Three Gods as described in fragment 11.

“Idea” is the Platonic term usually translated as “Form.” It has been
suggested that by “Idea of himself,” Numenius means that the Demiurge makes the
First God a Form by imitating him.” This interpretation, however, does not take
into account the avTo- in the verb avTomolel. The Demiurge makes bimself the
Image of himself; he does “make” the First God or anything else as “making” is
commonly understood.

There is a better interpretation. This passage should be understood in terms

of fragment 11, in which the Second God is split into two, a noetic God and a

** See Petty 165.

% Scott ([1925] 84 n. 8) despairs of ever understanding the phrase, and attempts a
desperate emendation.

2% Baltes ([1975] 260) attempts to interpret this statement in light of the later
statement (fr. 19) in De Bono that the Second God is “good” (as an adjective) by
participation in the Good (as a noun). Since the Second God participates in the
First, the First is the “Form” of the Second. So, according to Baltes’ reading, the
Idea of Himself is the First God, who is made a Form simply by the fact that the
Second God participates in him; cf. Tardieu 101-02. This is a possible interpretation,
but does not provide much meaning in the context of explaining the double nature
of the Second God. Armstrong (8) has the right idea: [T]The Idea of himself which the
Demiurge or Second God creates would be the reflection of the avToayadév in his
own contemplative mind, an immanent form derived from the First God.”
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creative God. If Numenius defines Forms as thoughts of God (as Alcinous
[9.163.12] did), then the “Form of Himself” quite comfortably allows the notion of
self-contemplation. The Second God derives the Forms, including the Idea of
Himself, from the contemplation of the Idea (Noeton). This interpretation is
supported by the fact that self-contemplation is the act commonly attributed to
Nous, the divine Mind. The Demiurge also creates the world. As in fragment 11,
Numenius still presents a Second God who is really split into two functions: thinking
and creating. 'The split is summarized with the statement “though he is a Demiurge,
he is still altogether contemplative.”™” The higher self (the Second God, the divine

mind) becomes the “Form” of the lower self (the Third God, the creator).”® Tt is

*7 The émeLTa in the Greek text has needlessly confused scholars. Dodds’ view
([1960] 16) that émelTa is “meaningless” is demonstrably false, and has misled
scholars of Numenius ever since, including most recently Petty (165). They assume
that the word émeLTa in the context would have to be temporal (“then”). Such an
interpretation would imply that the second god takes turns being demiurge and
contemplating, an idea that was refuted above in the discussion of fr. 12. Therefore,
Dodds proposes the emendation epez ho a (=pritos). Dillon ([1977] 369) follows him,
as do Kenney ([1989] 221) and Ziebtitzki (79); cf. Turner (1992) 440 and Turner
(2001) 386. Lisi 127-28 attempts to defend the temporal reading of émeLTa as a
cyclical action by which God returns to himself, and Tarrant ([1979] 25) provides a
similar interpretation in which the Demiurge finishes creation and then removes
himself from material entanglements, as though he were an 18"™-century Deist god.
Bonazzi (80) actually takes the adverb as inferential (“essendo deminrgo e poi totalmente
contemplativo”), which will not do at all. In truth, there need be no reference here to
the myth of the Po/iticus, in which the world endures successive ages (on which, see
Wallis [1992] 468). The construction is perfectly intelligible grammatically, and fits
into the system that I have proposed for understanding the Second and the Third
Gods—one god who thinks, and one who acts. The conjunction ¢peiza here is not
temporal at all; the word can be used with a main clause (in this case OewpnTLkoOS
O\ws [éoTy], “He is completely contemplative”) in order to heighten the contrast
of a concessive patticipial phrase GnpLovpyos v, “even though he is a demiurge”).
For this construction, see LS] s.v. émetTa 1.3.

" Tt is better to read this passage in the context of the Second God splitting into
two, as in fr. 11.
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this lower self, over and against the “completely contemplative” self, who makes the
world in the image of the Forms, or Nous.* Thus, the “two gods who are one”
create the Forms by contemplation and create the world by instantiation of the
Forms in Matter.””

The closest parallel to the three gods as understood in fragment 16 is Philo
of Alexandria (first c. BC). Philo also proposed a Second God to whom he often
gave a Stoic name: the /gos. Philo splits this /Jgos into two by adapting Stoic
epistemology to his Platonic metaphysical systems (Mzgratio Abrabam 157, Vita Mosis
2.127-28).*"" In their theory of the human intellect, Stoics distinguished between

endiathetos logos, or ‘“‘conceptual reasoning” that arises in our own minds and

prophorikos logos, or “expressive reasoning’ that we use to communicate our thoughts.

26

? Inge (94) describes the relationship precisely when he says that the Second God
“is double (BLTTOS) in nature, in accordance with his double interests. ... [H]e is
related to the spiritual world by his essence, and to the phenomenal world by his
activity.” Unfortunately, Inge (94) is taken in by Proclus’ false identification of the
Third God with the created world, and so places the Third God beneath this double
god, rather than identifying him with the double god’s active, creative aspect. In this,
Inge clearly is refuted by fr. 11.

" See Dérrie (1960) 208-09.

7! Inge (99) has an interesting comment on this issue: “Philo invests the Logos with
the attributes of the Platonic Nows, though he combines with these the all-penetrating
activity of the Stoic Logos. He gathers up all the inferior ‘Powers’ into the Logos, in
whom ‘are inscribed and engraved the constitutions of all other things.” The
doctrine naturally follows that the Logos is double—it is the eternal archetype and
also eternal activity.” According to Inge’s reasoning, the double Logos was
provoked by a supposed desire to unify Platonic Nous and Stoic Logos. The first
trace we find is in Antiochus (see Witt 52), who argued that Logos is doxa when
dealing with sensibles, and epistémé when dealing with intelligibles. We may well
wonder whether this synthesis preceded the application of epistemological
terminology (endiathetos and  prophorikos) to the Double Logos, or whether the
epistemological terminology itself provoked the metaphysical synthesis, providing a
higher and a lower object of knowledge. We may never know. For further sources
on the double Logos, see Witt 53-54.
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Philo says that his divine /ogos is also divided into endiathetos and prophorikoes, one who

2

conceives of the world and one who creates it.”’? This system bears a striking

> <<

resemblance to Numenius’ “two gods who are one” in substance, though not in
terminology.””

The fragment concludes with what Numenius calls the “four things.”
Scholars have confused the issue by assuming that the “first” and the “second” of
the Greek refer to the First and Second God.””* This is untenable, since the First

God, the Second God, two types of Being, and the World would add up to five

“things” and not four.”” The “four things” are also not identical with the Three

2 Cf. Philo De Gigantibus 52.

7 On these two /ggoi in Philo, see Simon 118, 123; Moller 107, Bigg 61. Cf. also
Philo Abraham 12d tf. and Quaestiones in Genesin, in which the soul, owing to its
weakness, beholds God as triple. Bigg’s statement (61) that Philo “does not
distinguish” between the two /ogo/ is false. He does usefully note, however, that the
application of the Stoic doctrine to Platonic (and Christian-Platonic) metaphysics
was widespread in the second century. The Christian apologist (and contemporary
of Numenius) Theophilus of Antioch (ad Autolycum 2.10.22) adapts the terminology
to his own Christology, arguing that the Logos is endiathetos in the heart of God, but
also the prophorikos Word who speaks at Creation. See also Tertullian (ady. Prax 5).
Irenaeus (2.28.6), by contrast, specifically rejects the the distinction, claiming that it is
“Gnostic.” According to the Gnostic Tripartite Tractate, the Logos “was not able to
bear the sight of the light, but he looked into the depth and he doubted. Therefore it
was an extremely painful division, a turning away because of his self-doubt and
division, forgetfulness and ignorance of himself and of that which is” (Armstrong
[1992] 45). Origen seems to accept a splitting of his Logos into Wisdom and Logos
proper beneath it (O’Brien 170-71). Orbe ([1955] 152) gives further references. See
also Orbe (1955) 273; Waszkin (1966) 50; Rist (1967) 100. Apollonius of Tyana also
distinguished between the spoken and unspoken /ogos, the latter, more abstract sort
of which is appropriate for sacrifice. See Euseb. Praep. Evang. 4.13. See Ueberweg &
Praechter 519

7% This is what Armstrong ([1940] 8-9), Krimer (84), Baltes ([1975] 260),
Holzhausen (253), and Hankinson (407) do.

? Lisi (125) also attempts to identify the “four things” as the First God, the Second
God, the First Ousia, and the Second Ousia. He does away with the world
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Gods imagined as four (First God, First Ousia, Second Ousia, and Third God). To
argue this is either to defy Numenius’ own words that he is describing three gods or
to interpolate the errors of Proclus, who misunderstood the Gods.

Rather, we should pay greater attention to the rhythm of Numenius’ chain of
thought. Numenius is concerned with the Good, its Imitator, and its Imitation. In
between the Imitator (the Demiurge) and the Imitation (the world) Numenius inserts
the sentence: | &’ ovola pla pév 1 Tob mpwTov, €Tépa &’ 1) TOU BEVTEPOU
(“one essence for the first, and another for the second”).”® “The first” and “the
second” should properly refer to the Demiurge who was mentioned immediately
before this sentence and who was established as double in fr. 11. The “first” should
not refer to the Good, who was discussed at a greater remove and which Numenius
considers absolutely unified.””” The “first” and the “second” do not refer to the
First and Second Gods, but to what might be called the first and second Demiurges,

or rather, the first and second ousiai of the Demiurge as the “two gods who are one.”

altogether and thereby avoids contradiction. Cf. Petty 29. This is, however,
impossible, since it is clear from the context the Numenius intends to include the
world among his four “things.” Cf. Tarrant (1979) 27. Ziebtitzki (77) identifies the
“four things” as 1) The First God, 2) the Demiurge, 3) the two Ousiai, and 4) the
world; but it is, of course, quite impossible to take the two Ousiai together in a
passage the clearly intends to separate them.

° It is here that perhaps we can see the reason for Proclus’ misunderstanding of
Numenius’ three gods (on which, see above). It is really the “four things” that he
misunderstands. In his own words Numenius posits three Gods: the Father, the
First Demiurge, and the Second Demiurge, the two Demiurges really being two
aspects of a single extension from the Father. Here, the Demiurges are together
called “the Demiurge of becoming,” who is the “Second” God, but is “double.”

77 Merlan ([1962] 140) was misled by Proclus’ statement that the Third God is
“creation” (poiéma) and concluded that in this passage the Third God is the imitation.
How it is possible for the Third God both to be an imitation and to unify matter (as
in fr. 11) he does not explain.



147

That is what gives us four “things,” the division of the Demiurge into two
ousiai, or existences. These Four Things are: 1) The Good Itself, 2) the ousia of the
First Demiurge (i.e. the Second God), 3) the ousia of the Second Demiurge (i.e. the
Third God), and 4) the Beautiful World, i.e. the result of God’s creative activity upon
chaotic matter, the beautified material world of our experience.””® Numenius’ “four
things” are the levels of the Ontological Pyramid. The philosopher begins with the

highest principle in his system and continues down.””

Numenius excludes prime
Matter from this list, which is not a concern for him at this point, not only because
as the chaotic Dyad it resists understanding, but also because Matter without the
activity of God does not participate in the Good.

Fragment 16 does present many difficulties, but they are not insurmountable.
The First God is Nous, and the Second is Noéton, whereas eatlier the terminology
was the reverse. The solution is that the First God can be called Nous, or mind, by

analogy. He is that from which Nous (the second god) is derived, and so can be

conceived as the mind of mind, or a sort of first mind.* Confusingly enough, the

% See Alt 41. The Beautiful World is not the world of the Forms, as Guthrie (119)
believes. This is confirmed by Corpus Hermeticum 1, which uses the same phrase to
denote the phenomenal world created by the Demiurgic Mind.

?? See Martano (47), who correctly lists the levels of Numenius’
metaphysical/theological scheme as 1) Good, 2) Demiurge who thinks and acts, 3)
World, 4) non-being/Matter. Martano’s only etror is identifying the Third God with
the World, and not with the Demiruge who acts.

% A similar difficulty is presented in Plotinus. For Plotinus, the Beautiful is identical
to the Second Hypostasis, Mind. However, the First Hypostasis, the One, will be
called “Beauty” (kalloné), since it is the source of the beautiful. Because of this,
Plotinus will occasionally (and carelessly) refer to the One as “beautiful.” See Rist
(1967) 53-65. This can be extended to other forms: “The One is true in so far as it is
the cause of Truth” (61).
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First God is also called a Demiurge in the first part of this passage, but he is a
Demiurge also only by analogy.

Also confusing is the fact that the Demiurge is double in fragment 16 (as he
was in fr. 11) since he is double because he makes two things: the Idea of himself
(which he makes as the Second of the Three Gods), and the cosmos (which he
makes as the Third God). The Second and the Third God are parallel in in act of
making, though they make different things. However, since elsewhere the Second
God (the divine mind) is called “completely contemplative,” He can only be said to
make in an analogical sense: what he “makes” is contemplation. The act of what
Platonists would call demiurgy is reserved for the Third God. The Second God (the
divine mind) creates the world of the Forms that the Third God can instantiate in a
material world to make it beautiful.

There is really no new position communicated in the second half of fragment
16, only a rephrasing of Numenius’ overall point that the Second God (the two gods
who are one) has two aspects, a contemplative and a creative one. Above him (both
of him!) is the First God; below him is the world. Thus, the “four things” are the
Three Gods and the World (First God, First Ousia=Second God, Second

Ousia=Third God, World); it need be no more complicated than that.
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BOOK 6: THE UNWRITTEN DOCTRINE

Book 6 is the last book of On #he Good that Eusebius quotes, and the words
that we possess have every indication of a summary and conclusion. There is an
attractive symmetry in the first five books of On #he Good. There are two books
framed as metaphysical discussion and two books framed as theological discussion,
with a discussion of ancient wonder workers, both good and evil, in between. The
structure of the work can be represented thus:

Book 1 The Good is opposed to Matter: Matter is ordered by an asomatic

principle.

Book 2 The asomatic principle has a name, and it is Being. Being is

unchanging. These doctrines can be attributed to Pythagoras and are implied

in the Platonic dialogues.

Book 3 Ancient sages encountered ultimate Being, which is God. They also

encountered hylic forces, against which they used prayer.

Book 4 Matter and God must have a mediating principle to bring them

together to form the world in between them. This creative principle is a

Second God.

Book 5 The highest god is the Good, who simply exists. The Demiurge who

is beneath him both thinks and creates, and is subordinate to the First God;

the Demiurge spreads the divine essence of the First throughout creation.
In these books, Numenius provided different ways of knowing God—dialectic and
analogy, syllogism and diaeresis (the “division” of fr. 11)—and Numenius also
appeals to God to interpret himself. There is a sixth book however, that secks to

add further insights to the discussion, and ultimately, to fulfill the promises of Book
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1 more fully than the author did in Book 2 and 3. His promise was to reach a unique
system that can be attributed to Pythagoras, and was at least implied in the Platonic
dialogues; in addition, it could be considered universal, at least to the enlightened.

In Book 6, fragment 17 applies the conclusions of the dialogue toward an
interpretation of Plato.”® Fragment 18 repeats many of the ideas of fragments 11-14
in a single analogy, that of the helmsman. Finally, fragments 19 and 20 end where
the discussion began, by defining the Good.*  This wrapping up of the
methodological statement of fr. 1a suggests that fragments 19-20 come at a point

near the end of the dialogue as a whole.

Fragment 17
In between fragments 16 and 17 Numenius has reestablished the Platonic
framework of his discussion. Plato expressed himself in a way, Numenius says, that
he believed would be familiar and palatable to his audience while suggesting the
existence of an even higher reality.”” In Book 2, Numenius used Plato as evidence

for the truth of what he called his Pythagorean reasoning. Now, in fragment 17,

! Numenius probably has the creation account of Timaens most specifically in mind.
See below.

2 T accept as most likely the ordering of the fragments of Bk. 6 that is in Des Places,
but that ordering is not certain. We know from Eusebius that fr. 18 follows fr. 17,
and that fr. 20 follows fr. 19, but this by itself admits several possible arrangements
(e.g. 17,19, 18, 20). Fr. 20 should come near the end of the book since it returns to
the earliest topic of the dialogue, the definition of the Good. The other three
fragments all treat the same general topic: the relationship between the First and the
Second God. For my purposes, it makes little difference in what order they
appeared in the dialogue.

*) Fr. 23, which Eusebius tells us is taken from Numenius’ book The Secret Teachings of
Plato (mepl TV mapd TTIAdTwYL dmoppriTwY).
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Numenius appeals to Plato for evidence of Numenius’ own concept of a highest god
and a subordinate creator. He attempts to reconcile this view with the Platonic
notion of the Demiurge as outlined in the Timaeus. The fragment reads (fr. 17):

Emedn fder o0 ITINdTwv mapd Tols dvbpwmols TOV  UEV
SNULOVPYOV  YLYVWOKOWEVOY WoOVov, TOV [PEVTOL TPOTOV VoLV,
O0TLS  KOAELTAL  aUTOOV, TAVTATAOLY  dyVooUdevor Tap’
abTols, 8Ld ToDTOo olTws €lmev domep dv TS olTw Aéyor-
“Q dvbpwmolr, Ov TomdleTe UWELS VoLV OUK €0TL TPOTOS,
AN\’ €Tepos TpO ToUTOU vobus TpeoBiTepos kal BeLdTEPOS.”

Since Plato knew that among humankind the Demiurge alone is
known, and the first mind who is called Being Itself is altogether
unknown among them, he therefore spoke as though one might say
the following: “Gentlemen, the one whom you think is mind is not
the first, but there is another before it, a pre-existent and more divine
mind.”

This fragment confirms the earlier analysis of fragment 16, that both the First and

).”** Numenius believes that these

the Second God can each be called a #oxs (“mind’
principles function as noes in different ways. The first #ous is Being itself, while the
second is the Demiurge/creator. ** For Numenius, these two entities are different

kinds of Minds. Plato is here depicted as revealing to humankind the hidden and

higher “mind” that is different from what we in the phenomenal world usually think

** It has often been remarked that the diction in this Numenian passage has
something prophetic about it. See e.g. Lewy 320. Similarly Maximus of Tyre (11.6¢)
said that Plato prophetically revealed the supreme God; also Lactantius Epztome
37.1.4 said that Plato spoke of the First God and the Second God, not like a
philosopher, but like a prophet. Be that as it may, Numenius’ Platonic “revelations”
are still grounded in the dialectical reasoning of Bk. 1-2.

*% Baltes ([1975] 264) believes that the reference is to Pl Tz 28c¢ 3-5, in which the
narrator Timaeus says that he is going to discuss “the creator and father of this
universe,” with Numenius understanding “creator” and “father” as different Gods.
Proclus (fr. 21) tells us that Numenius did call his First God “Father” and his Second
God “Creator”; see Dillon ([1977] 267). It is possible that this is the direct reference
in Numenius’ fr. 17.
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of as a mind.**

In the Timaens the Demiurge looks to the Forms and gives order to
“necessity.” In Numenius, the one who actually instantiates Form into matter is the
Third God. Numenius considers the Third God and the Second God to be one
composite deity who thinks and creates, and he calls this composite the Demiurge.
I argue that for Numenius, the Timaeus was an account of the Third God as the
Platonic Demiurge.””’

In Numenius’ reading of the Timaeus there is as yet no trace of any Platonic
element to correspond to the First God. It is here that Proclus may be of some
help. He notes that Numenius found the Three Gods manifest in the Timaeus in the
following way (fr. 22):

Novpnrios &€ TOV pev mpdTOV KATd TO “O €oTl (@ov”

TATTEL Kal ¢mow év mpooxpnoel ToD SeuTépou voelv, TOV

8¢ BelTepor KaATA TOV VOOV Kdl TOUTOV AU €V TPOCXPNOEL

ToU TplTou  OnuLovpyely, TOV &€  TplTOV KATA  TOV

SLAVooUpEVOV.

Numenius classes the first mind as the “that which is the Zdion,” and

says that it is intelligent when the second mind uses it. This second
mind in turn creates when the third mind uses it, and the third mind

¢ Numenius claims to be paraphrasing and interpreting a line of Plato, and the
introduction of the Platonic Demiurge suggests that Numenius is interpreting the
Timaens. Unfortunately, Eusebius does not give us any contextual help to inform us
just where Plato supposedly implies the existence of a higher Mind than the
Demiurge. If Numenius is interpreting the Timaens, then where does he find the
higher mind? Bonazzi (75) suggests that Numenius may actually have the Republic in
mind in this fragment, rather than the Timaeus. Another possibility is the First
Hypothesis of the Parmenides. However, I shall suggest below a scenario that does
allow for Numenius to read his own system directly into the Tzmaeus.

*"De Ley ([1963] 161) also suggests that, in Numenius, the Demiurge of Plato’s text
becomes distinct from Nous. This happens quite frequently in the fragments of
Numenius. When the Third God and the Second God are separate, it is the Third
God who acts upon matter, as the Demiurge of the Timaens does; fr. 11 is the clearest
example.
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he classes as the mind that thinks.

Most scholars have focused their attention on the strange concept of proschrésis that
Proclus introduces. 1 shall discuss this word below, but it is my belief that it is not
the most interesting or the most useful contribution that Proclus makes in this
fragment to the study of Numenius. What is most immediately relevant to us is that,
Proclus claims, Numenius’ first god is the Form of Living Being, the {Qov (zdion,
henceforth, for simplicity of pronunciation, “Zo6n”).

During creation, the Demiurge of the Tzmaens makes the world in the image
of Zo6n to make the world a perfect living thing. Plato himself clearly meant no
more than that®® However, since the perceptible world is the realm of the
instantiation of Forms, this Form of Zoo6n can be seen as a reflection of the entirety
of the Platonic World of the Forms itself. For many later Platonists, the Zoon
became not only the transcendent Idea of a living organism but also the whole of the
world of the Forms itself, after which the material world is patterned.*”

Nevertheless, that is not what Numenius as paraphrased by Proclus means
here. For Numenius, the creative Third God (Demiurge) looks to the contemplative
Second God (Forms). If the Zoon is the First God, then he cannot be the world of

the Forms, since the world of the Forms is the Second God, the divine mind.*”

2 Brisson 278-79.

" This is a natural interpretation arising from Plato’s own words in Timaens 39e: “So,
just as Mind sees that Ideas are in that which is the Zo6n, ... he thought that this
[world] ought to have them.” @mep olv vols évoloas (&éas TG O &oTw
{Oov, olal Te &velol kal doat, kabopd, TolalTas kal TooalTas Slevorion
Oetv kal TOOe oxelv). Arist. De an. 404b 19-20 also suggests this interpretation.
See Brisson 277.

?" Chaignet (322) saw that if the First God “thinks by means of” the Second, then
the Second is the World of the Forms.
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Rather, The Zoo6n is a principle of unity from which the world of the Forms

. 291
derives.

When Plato says that the Demiurge looks to the Zoon to create the
world, Numenius, working within his own system, would have to understand that the
Third God looks above his own mind (the Second God) to the Good as a guide for
his instantiation of Form in matter.””

The potential ambiguity in Numenius of the term “Mind” is operative here:
Mind can either be a transcendent principle of absolute unity (the Noéton), or, more
often, a collective of the multiple Forms (Nous). Proclus should mean that for
Numenius the Zoo6n is the Good, a principle of unity from which the Mind that
generates the Forms (Nous) originates. This gives a fuller picture of Numenius’
reading of the Timaens. The Demiurge (the Third God) uses to the Forms (the
Second God, the divine mind) to impose order on matter, and ultimately uses the

transcendent unity of the Zoén (the First God) as his guide.””

#1 Contra Krimer 88-89 and Kenney (1992) 201. Since the First God (=the Good) is
“one,” he cannot encompass the multiplicity of the Forms. My interpretation is
essentially that of Wallis (1972) 34 and (1992) 467; cf. Karamanoulis 141. The
Forms in Numenius stand in between the Zoon and the material world; see Baltes
(1975) 257; and Frede 1062. Cf. Proclus Elements of Theology 20.18 and Dodds (1963)
207. See also Baltes (1975) 258, 260. Holzhausen (252-53) sees the difficulty, and
correctly argues that the First God is a principle of unity from which the Forms
originate. Holzhausen supposes that Proclus has misunderstood Numenius, and that
Numenius never called the First God the Zo6n. While I admit that this is possible
since Proclus is not always a reliable witness to Numenius, the above interpretation
allows the First God to stand as the Zoo6n since the Zoon and the World of the
Forms would be distinct. Proclus’ summary in this case is defensible.

2 Scholars who identify the Third God with the World Soul are correct insofar as
they also attribute to the World Soul a Demiurgic function, as Plotinus does.

** See Frede 1065. Festugiére ([1954] 123-24) incorrectly believes that the main
distinction between the Second and Third Gods is one of passivity: The Second God

is active and the Third God is passive. This leads to his untenable characterization
of the Three Gods as 1) the Intelligible World, 2) “thought that thinks,” and 3)
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To conclude, the passage under discussion, in which Numenius has Plato
intimate the existence of the First God, should be the account of creation after the
Form of the Zoo6n; the Zoo6n is Mind’s mind, as was the First God in fr. 16. Proclus
is not always a reliable witness of Numenius, but this particular testimonium does
provide a consistent picture that accords with what we know of Numenius from
Numenius’ own words. The defining characteristic of the tiers comprising the Three
Gods in Numenius is still Being’s relationship to matter. The First God is eternally
and completely removed from Matter’s divisiveness. The Second God has a divine
unity that is compromised.” Both, however, are necessary to understand the action
of creation.

The sense of proschrésis in the Proclan passage has perhaps received more
attention than it is due, but it is still helpful in elucidating the creation process. The
basic meaning of the word is “use” (as a noun), or, more specifically, “use in
addition.” The sense of the passage rests on how we are to take this term and the
genitives that depend upon it. Numenius (fr. 11) tells us elsewhere that the Second
Mind remains “with the Noéton” after God’s encounter with Matter; it is therefore

the wortld of the Forms (the vonTév, understood collectively as “Nous”), a plurality

“thought that is thought.” How we are to understand the difference between
thought that thinks and thought that is thought Festugicre does not say, nor does he
use this system to illuminate the words of Numenius. He sees quite clearly (3.120)
that the First God is the Good and is indivisible, while the Second God is Mind, and
so he must arrive at this system by a misreading of Proclus, in which the Third God
is described as Stavoobpevov; Festugiere takes this participle as passive, when it is in
fact middle deponent (Dodds [1960] 14).

?* Also relevant to this discussion is Plato’s Pammenides, which distinguishes between
two different kinds of unity: “the unity of the pinpoint and the unity of the spider’s
web” (Osborn 116). Numenius may have this dialogue immediately in mind when
he discusses the First and Second Gods as “simple” and “double.”
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of thoughts that comprises the divine mind, while the Third God is the one who
creates. If the Second God can be said to create, it is only in that the Third God
derives his existence from him and in that the Second God uses the Third God to
enact creation, to instantiate the Forms of his own mind.*” Similarly, if the First
God is at rest, how can he think? The answer must be that the Second God (the
divine Mind, the world of the Forms) derives his being from the First God when the
First God thinks “by use of” the Second.” The Second God arises in order to do
the “contemplation” of the First. Therefore, instead of taking the genitives that
follow the term proschrésis in Proclus as subjective, we must take them as objective.””
While it is true that no one has ever seriously doubted that the genitives are
objective, a difficulty arises in the form rather than the substance of the analysis.
This passage from Proclus understands the higher element (the First God) in terms
of the lower (the by the use of the term proschrésis and its objective genitives, which

imply that Proclus defines the First God in terms of its use of the Second). The

Platonic tradition is virtually unanimous in understanding the lower in terms of the

> Perhaps the closest parallel is Philo (Legum Allegoriae 3.96) in which God uses
(rpooxpnodpevos) the Logos to create the world. See Waszink (1966) 50.

2 Festugiere (1954) 127-28.

*" Dodds ([1960] 13-14) notes that noein is the distinct activity of the Second God.
Thus, the First can only think by calling upon the aid of the second. Likewise, the
Second God can exercise dianoia in time only insofar as it calls upon the aid of the
Third God. However, Dodds does not attempt to determine exactly what about the
Zo6n Numenius believed manifested the First and highest God. Brisson (162) notes
that for the Neoplatonist Theodore of Asine the Zo6n was identical to the world of
the Forms. For him, the Monad was the First God, the Zo6n was the second, and
the Third is the Intellect that looks to the Zo6n to make the world. Proclus I Tim.
322.7-17 informs us that Theodorus is explicating the teaching of Plotinus’ student
Amelius, who, incidentally, was an ardent student of Numenius and retired in
Apamea (Porph. Plot. 2).
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higher, i.e. it should rather be that the Second God thinks by means of the First.*”
We must keep in mind that Proclus’ understanding of Numenius was imperfect, but
the term proschrésis and the above reasoning may very well go back to Numenius
himself.”” The subtlety that the concept adds to Numenius’ theology would be quite
characteristic of the philosopher, since it would make the Three Gods related both
by imitation (directed upward on the Ontological Pyramid), and by use (directed
downward on the Ontological Pyramid).”

There is also an epistemological component to fragment 17. Numenius
states, apparently in agreement with Plato, that human beings only know the
Demiurge (i.e. the Second God). Knowledge of the First is derived from some sort
of extraordinary leap of imagination that Plato is said to provide. “Plato’s” call to
pursue knowledge of the unknown First God echoes fragment 2, in which Numenius
called knowledge of the Good a “difficult and divine” pursuit.

Numenius, following the known Platonic method, does use dialectic

reasoning to deduce the existence of the Highest God in his capacity as stabilizing

principle. Whether or not Plato can successfully be proved to have suggested or

% See T. Whittaker 54. See also Arsmstrong 26-27 and Ziebtitzki 87.

?” Certainly, it would be consistent with Numenius’ argument that the concept of
“use” implies a degree of reciprocality, as Mauro (108) saw. He compares this to fr.
12, in which the First God is at leisure, and like an Emperor sends the Demiurgue as
his governor. Kenney (223) notes that the utilization principle helps to “bind these
levels of reality and divinity very closely ... .” For Kenney (224), the Three Gods
represent a progressive unfolding of divinity and being down what I call the
Ontological Pyramid.

" Kenney (227) puts the issue another way: The Three Gods can be understood
hierarchically, with the lower Gods receiving their divine nature from the higher, but
at the same time are also understood modalistically, with the higher gods expressing
themselves in increasingly varied ways in lower levels of the Ontological Pyramid.
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even reasoned in some part of the Timaeus or the Republic the existence of the First
God, Numenius can certainly be proved to have said that understanding the First
God is necessarily an intuitive process, like catching a glimpse of a skiff on rough
waters.””! This is why, though Numenius led his audience through the process of
deducing and naming the highest principle, Being or the First God, subsequent
descriptions of the First God are encoded in analogies for contemplation rather than
arguments for understanding. It may be possible to extrapolate from the narrative of
the Platonic Demiurge’s creation some useful account of the creator of the First
God, but this passage represents not merely an interpolation concerning the First
God and the Third God, but another effort to “catch the /ggos”” by analogy to Plato.
To summarize fragment 17, the Demiurge and particularly the Demiurge as
analogous to the Third God, strives toward something not only perfect, but also
unified. This something is the Zo6n, whose unity serves as the ultimate model for
the world. Numenius identifies the Zo6n with the First God, Being, and the Good.
For Numenius, the Timaeus reveals the Three Gods: The Demiurge is the Third
God, who looks to the Forms, embodied in the Second God, in order to create the
world. To make creation perfect, the Third God looks beyond the Second God to
the First God, here represented by the Zoon. For Numenius, Plato would have
alluded to the Zoo6n in order to hint at the existence of a higher reality beyond the

Demiurge and the Forms, a higher God completely transcending contact with

' Ritter & Preller (513) see cleatly the epistemological relationship between fr. 2

and 20. There is a difference in Numenius between cognitio, which is leads to
awareness of the Second God, the divine mind, and comtemplatio, which leads to the
First God, the Good.



159

302

division, change, and matter.”~ This picture is completely consistent with the rest of

what we know about Numenius.

Fragment 18
Numenius’ use of analogies to facilitate divine contemplation continues in
the next fragment of Book 6. In fragment 18, Numenius summarizes his discussion
of relationships among his Gods and their relationship with the world in a powerful
analogy (fr. 18):™”

KuBeprnms pév mov €v péow meldyel dopolpevos UTEP
mdaNwy  Wpilvyos  Tols  olaél  Suiblver Ty vadv
€belbuevos, OppaTta & avTod kal vols €VBU ToU aibBépos
ouTéETATAL TPOS TA HETAPOLA Kal 1) 680 avT® dvw U
ovpavol dTeLoL, TAMOVTL KAT®w KaTd THv BdhaTttav: olTw
Kal O Onuiovpyds Tnv UANY, Tob WNTE Slakpolodl WPNTE
amomhayx6fvar avTny, dppoviq OLWONOAPEVOS dAUTOS HEV
Umép Tavms (8putat, olov Umep vews ém OahdTmns [TAs
OS] iy dppoviav 8 1Blver, Tals 18éats olaxilwv,
BAMéTeL  Te  AuTl  TOU  olpavod  €ls  TOV  dvw  Beov
Tpooaydlevor avTol Td OUpATA  AapBdver Te TO UEV
KPLTLKOV dmo TAs Bewplas, TO &’ OpuNTIKOV dTO  THS
Edécews.

I suppose a helmsman sailing in the middle of the sea sits above the
rudder guiding his ship with the tiller, and strains his eyes and his
mind directly to the sky; and his course goes up through the sky as he
sails down along the sea. So also the Demiurge does to matter: so
that it might neither drift away nor wander off, he binds it with a
harmony and sits above it, as though above a ship on the sea, and he
steers the harmony, guiding his tiller with the Forms, and he watches
and fixes his eyes to the God above him instead of to the stars; he

"2 Tt is possible, as Festugiere ([1954] 128) argues, that for Numenius the First God
is unknowable, as is Plotinus” One; such an interpretation could be suggested by fr.
2. However, these are not Numenius’ exact words here: Numenius says only that the
First God is unknown, not that he is unknowable.

" Rougé (105) likens this image to the Naevoleia Tyche.

" Tfs UAns in this passage is sometimes taken to be a scribal gloss. If it is, it does

communicate a correct understanding of the passage.
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takes his critical faculty from the contemplation, and his impulsive
faculty from desire.

Numenius’ analogy can be summarized in the following way: the Demiurge
cotresponds to the helmsman, and the sea is matter.”” The Demiurge sits above the
ship, which in turn rests upon Matter; the ship, therefore, is the perceptible world,
which we already know is that with which the creative aspect has contact and guides
in accordance with the Forms. He does not look up at the Forms, but rather looks
up at the higher God, the Good, who is likened to the stars, which are fixed and

306

unchanging.™ The sky does not do any of the work; it merely is, and by its presence

shows the Demiurge the right way to steer.””
Again, in this fragment, Numenius represents the “two gods who are one”

2

with the single name “Demiurge.” This is brought out most clearly in the contrast
between the adverbs “up” and “down”: the Demiurge looks “#p through the sky”

but sails “down along matter.” These two actions accord perfectly with the functions

of the “two gods who are one”—the Second God, who is the divine mind that

% Philo (De Agricnltura 12) also speaks of his Logos as a helmsman.

" Beutler (671) perhaps was the first to see this clearly. Guthrie (122) sees the
helmsman as the Third God, since he navigates by the Forms, which Guthrie rightly
sees belong to the Second God. What Guthrie does not understand is that these
Forms by which the helmsman navigates are not the stars in the sky, but rather the
helmsman’s own thoughts. Cf. Mauro 108.

" There is a persistent attempt to identify the First God in this passage with the
Wortld of the Forms; see e.g. des Places (1973) 12. This may seem attractive at first
since the Demiurge looks up to the First God like looking up to the sky. However,
elsewhere we learn that for Numenius “the Good is one.” The Good cannot be one
if it is the world of the Forms, which is by its nature a multiplicity. We should accept
the identification of the World of the Forms with the Second God (the divine mind)
as secure. It is the Demiurge’s contemplation of the Good that produces the Forms
in this analogy.
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thinks the Forms by contemplating the First God (“fixes his eyes to the God above
him”), and the Third God, who is the Demiurge that creates the world by imposing
Form on Matter (“he binds it with a harmony and sits above it”). Not only does the
Demiurge (helmsman) do two things (think and steer), these actions are attributed to
two different characteristics that he has, the critical and the impulsive, which also
correspond to the Second God, the divine mind, and to the Third God, the creator,
respectively.”” In fact, the helmsman analogy contains within it the “four things” of
fragment 106: the starry sky is the First God, the Helmsman is the “two gods who are
one,” and the ship is the “beautiful world,” the orderly cosmos made from chaotic
matter. Chaotic Matter appears as the sea upon which the ship sails (as in fr. 2), and
so this single analogy encapsulates and summarizes the whole of Numenius’
cosmology.

In this fragment, the word harmonia is used twice, and in two subtly different
ways: The Demiurge binds matter together with harmony, but also steers the
harmony like a ship. The Demiurge uses harmonia to “bind” Matter (in its passive

aspect, the aspect that invites the imposition of Form) to create a ship.”

" These two faculties, the critical and the impulsive, are separate characteristics of
the Second God (the one god who is two) in fragment 16. In fragment 11 the same
faculties are attributed to the Second God (the divine mind) and Third God
respectively; we are told that the Third God develops an “appetite (orexis) for
matter,” and this is what causes the Third God to interact with and impose Form
upon Matter, thus generating the “beautiful world.”

" Dillon ([1977] 370) suggests that the harmmonia in this fragment should be
understood as the world order that the demiurge creates, and cites Corpus Hermeticum
1.14, where it does appear that the cosmos is called a “harmony.” Dillon, along with
Scott ([1925] 82 n.11) and Festugiere (ad /oc.), could be correct that the harmonia is the
kalos kosmos, the “beautiful world.” Chalcidius says that for Numenius the mundus is a
machina. For further references to the cosmos as an dpyavov, see Scott (1936) 370.
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Meanwhile, the active and irrational aspect of Matter corresponds to the current of
the sea, which threatens to drag the ship off course if the Demiurge as helmsman
does not propetly handle the hammonia (now to be understood as the ship itself).”"”
The two uses of harmonia should not, however, create undue confusion, since the
first use describes the act of creation and the second use describes the creation that
the Demiurge guides—the beautiful world—formed by the Demiurge when he

employs his critical contemplations (the Forms) to create with his impulsive

faculty.”"!

Fragment 19

There follows in fragment 19 another attribution to Plato, as in fragment 17.
Indeed, much of what one can reconstruct of Book 6 is concerned with tying the
insights of the dialogue as a whole back to Plato. This fragment serves to unify
themes that have cropped up repeatedly throughout the discussion. The First God
here is explicitly identified with the Good. The Second God appears, and becomes
an analogy for the Good, by whom the wise are made better; indeed, the whole
“beautiful world” can participate in the Good, the greatest of unities. The fragment
says (fr. 19):

MeTéxel 0¢ alTOD Ta MHeTloxovTad €V dN\w HEV oUdeVL, €V

8¢ pove TR  Ppovelv:  TalvTn dpa  kal TAs  dyabol

ovuBdoews ovivalt’ dv, dMws & ol. Kal pév on 1O
bpovely, TOUTO 8T OuVTETUXMKE HOV® TO TpOTw. Y¢' ou

The two are not irreconcilable if, as I propose, the “ship” of the analogy is the
creation that the Third God makes of Matter.

1 Rougé 105.

' There is no need to search Hermetic texts for parallels to this use of harmonia, as
Dillon ([1977] 370) does.
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olv Td dNa dﬂoxpaiveTaL Kal dyaeof)TaL éav  TOUTO
éxelvw povov uovw TPOaT, aBe)\Tepag av ein Yuxiis €‘I'L
audn)\oyew El  yap ayaGos‘ oty 6 Sem‘epos‘ ov ‘ITOLp
€auTol, Tapd O TOU TpWTou, TOS olby TE VP’ ov
peTovolas éoTiv oltos dyabBds, pn dyabov “clvat,” dMNws
Te KkAv TUXN avTol WS dyabol peTalaxwy O OeUTEPOS;
ovTw Tou O IINdTov €k ouloylopob TGO OEL  BAETOVTL
ATéBWKE TO dyabov OTL €O0TLY €V.

Everything that participates in him participates in nothing other than

in intellection alone. In this way, then, and in not other, everything

would enjoy communion with the Good. Now, with regard to

intellection, it is in the First God alone. And so only a foolish soul

would doubt that everything else is made better by him as though

taking on a new hue, if this is with him alone [#onon mondi]. For if the

Second God is good not through himself but through the First, how

is it possible that [the First God] is not good, when by participation

in him [the Second God] is good, especially if the Second God

participates in him as the Good? Thus I assure you Plato taught to

the clear-sighted through syllogism that the Good is One.

In this fragment, Numenius adds to the discussion the explicit identification of the
Good with God. The Good is both treated as impersonal, accessed by intellection
(phronésis), and as personal, as the First God, whose goodness only the “foolish soul”
could fail to see. It has been implicit throughout Books 5 and 6 that the “the Good”
has the same qualities as “the First God,” but now Numenius explicitly equates
them. Intellection provides communion with the Good; intellection is “in the First
God alone,” and the First God “imparts goodness” (dyaBobTat). Therefore, the
Good and the First God must be the same.

The most important contribution that this fragment makes to our
understanding of Numenius is that it unifies the static and dynamic (or the passive
and the active) aspects of the Good in the condition of participation. One way in
which Numenius does this is that he argues that ignorance and absence of the Good

go hand in hand. Numenius works backward from what the “foolish soul” would

fail to see what the philosopher or wise person would see by means of phronésis. This
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phronésis by which the philosopher sees the Good is the Good itself. Phronésis is the
source of wisdom, but also the object of wisdom.

The second way that Numenius communicates his simultaneously dynamic
and static concept of the Good is that he likens the sharing of the First God’s
goodness to the process of dyeing cloth, “everything else” (Td dMa) becomes
better, as though it “takes on a new hue.” This is a more active role for the Good,
since it distributes its “coloring” or goodness to the world, but it still implies the
passivity of the Good as the object of intellection from the beginning of the
fragment. This participation is characterized in very intimate terms: It happens when
one is “alone” (monos mondi), as did beholding the Good in fr. 2. The Good is both
the active agent of “bettering,” and the object of one’s approach to it.

The third way that Numenius communicate this simultaneously dynamic and
static concept of the Good is that he frames the Second God’s goodness as a
“sharing” or participation, just as phronésis is to the human mind. The Second God is
not good by himself, but must receive goodness from the First God. Nevertheless,
this participation happens when the Second God contemplates the First God (fr. 18).
The First God both gives his goodness to the Second God, and is at the same time
the object of the Second God’s contemplation.

With regard to phronésis, Numenius has already made the point as early as
fragment 2 that contemplation of the Good is a rewarding and noetic activity by
which the solitary philosopher can approach an understanding of Being and in this
way find joy. Subsequently, he has described the Second God himself as
contemplating First God, from whose unity and goodness the Second God produces

the Forms.
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In this fragment, “intellection” (ppovetv) adheres to the First God “alone”
(Lovdy), and the First God=Good reciprocates (contra the foolish soul’s doubt) by
making “everything else” (Ta d\\a) “better.” Far more broadly than bringing joy to
the philosopher who noetically contemplates a static Good, the Good is now
depicted as acting on everything that participates in intellection. This seems difficult
to reconcile with the images that Numenius has provided to us of the Emperor, and
the landowner, and of Being itself as described in Book 2. In Book 2, Being is
asomatic, atemporal, undivided, and static. However, in fragment 14, Numenius has
also described the essence of the First God as like a flame passing from one wick to
another. The First God, the Good, Being, is passive in allowing the flame to be
carried from lamp to lamp, yet active in giving the gift the does not diminish the
giver.

If the Good is the Good of the Republic, Numenius would have us know, it is
the Form of Forms, which Plato depicts as one, unified and static; all that is action,
Plato attributes to the Demiurge of the Timaens. The Intelligible World with its
multiplicity of derived but still perfect Forms, as Numenius fully understands, must
stand in relation to our world as the Form of the Good does to them: They are
static, coherent ideas from which the Demiurge creates the world; just so, the
Demiurge created these Forms for the Third God to use by contemplating the
Good: he became “the Form of himself.” Numenius’ system is his own, but he
continues to search Plato for confirmation of his own insights. That is why
Numenius appeals to the unclear and decontextualized Platonic teaching that “the

Good is one.”
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We do know that Plato offered such a teaching; Aristotle provided a
perplexing account (lost to us, but summarized in Aristoxenus’ Elementa Harmonica
2.30-31) of Plato’s public lecture “On the Good,” in which Plato thoroughly
confused and alienated his audience by presenting several mathematical and
geometric proofs, ending with the summary that “in conclusion, the Good is One”
(To mépas OTL dyabdv €oTwv €v).’* Numenius takes the sentence “the Good is
one” directly from Aristoxenus’ account, including an awkwardly placed 0TL, so there
can be no doubt that Numenius is alluding to the lecture, or at least what he believes
he can know about it.*"

This lecture is sometimes said to represent Plato’s unwritten doctrines.”’* An
allusion in Numenius to the conclusion that “the Good is one” indicates to some

that he was interested in reconstructing these esoteric teachings of Plato.”’

To say
that Numenius is attempting to reconstruct Plato’s doctrines does not do justice to
his project, though.

In fact, it is not immediately clear what the terms “one” means in this

context, either for Plato or for Numenius. The predicate could signify “a unity” or

12 See Gaiser. Translation of the line is notoriously difficult. Merlan ([1962] 143)
provides an ingenious proposition: Numenius understood the line to mean “His
conclusion to a syllogism (%0 peras) was that the Good is One,” since in Aristotle the
conclusion to a syllogism is called a symperasma. Numenius then would have derived
his assertion that Plato reasoned syllogistically from the line itself.

1 Merlan (1962) 143.

1 Gaiser 7-8.

’® For Krimer, De Bono is a reconstruction of Plato’s secret teachings and a
restoration of the Academy. Krimer provides a lengthy discussion of the relationship
between the thought of Numenius and that of Xenocrates, complete with an
elaborate chart.
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“the One,” depending upon context that is lacking. Furthermore, “One” has not

appeared before in the fragments of Oz the Good, and it does not appear after, leading
Dodds to assume that Numenius never refers to the highest principle as the One. "’
Where “One” does appear in a manner useful to the interpretation of this
phrase is in Plato’s Parmenides, in which a principle called “the One” is the topic of
discussion. It is most likely that Numenius sees in the Platonic One of the dialogue
Parmenides (indeed, of the Eleatic Parmenides himself) another Platonic element with
which he can identify his own highest principle, Being=the First God. Numenius is
then using the quote from Plato (“the Good is one”) to supplement this
identification and his own general conclusion that there is a transcendent God
beyond the Demiurge, a God who can be equated directly with the Good. This
assists Numenius in presenting his own cosmology composed of three gods, the
world, and matter. His knowledge that there were secret teachings or unwritten
doctrines of Plato gives him the opportunity to attribute his cosmology to Plato, as
he attributed earlier stages of his reasoning to Pythagoras by positing that the
philosopher’s wisdom would give him access to (what Numenius considers)

overpowering truths, truths that in this fragment would be unclear only to a “stupid

soul.”

’1% See also PL Phlb. 16d, in which every Idea is a “one,” ie., it is a unity. The
historical Plato may have had nothing more in mind than this when he concluded
that the Good is hen (see Armstrong [1940] 19), i.e. that the Good is a €V, just like all
other Forms. Still, the exalted description of the Good in the Republic cleatly
suggested something different to Numenius.

" Dodds (1928) 132 and n.3. Dodds proposes the TO €V in this context be read TO
ov. Des Places (1973) provides no confirmation for Dodds’ statement that 6v has
better MSS authority.
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Numenius has used the argument of fragment 19, however oddly, to
establish three crucial points. It can no longer be argued that Numenius is not and
has not been using the Good to refer to his first principle, Being, and the First God;
Numenius says this explicitly. It can no longer be argued that all things that
participate in intellection, from a human mind to the Second God, do not participate
in the Good and derive all kinds of goodness from that participation.  Therefore,
whether he intuits by #oésis or deduces by logic, it is becomes clear to Numenius that
the static, unified Good=Being=God must have a static aspect that can be
apprehended and enjoyed by all that participate in him, but also an active aspect so
that his goodness can be imparted to everything else. The Good is passive, since it is
the unchanging object of our contemplation, but it is also active, since it radiates the

noetic essence that illuminates our minds.

Fragment 20
In the Second Century, it was the Tizmaens that dominated Platonic

speculation.”® Nevertheless, Numenius’ metaphysical interest in the Republic was

1319

equally shared by the Platonic tradition in genera The Republic begins with a

1% This is certainly true in the Corpus Hermeticums; see Scott (1924) 9, as well as among
the Gnostics; see Pelikan (24). In particular, there was an obsession at the time with
whether the creation recounted in the Timaens happened in time or outside of time
(on which, see e.g. Plut. Mor. 1013e).

' While discussing the required reading of Iamblichus’ Apamean school of theurgic
Platonism, Clark, Dillon, & Hershbell (xxiii-xx-v n. 33) note that the Republic is not
mentioned. This is indeed surprising. Dillon suggests that perhaps this is because
Iamblichus found the dialogue “too political” for his more exalted purposes.
Numenius would have found this suggestion astonishing, and I cannot imagine that
Iamblichus would have read the Republic in a political sense either. Quite the
contrary of Dillon, I suggest that Iamblichus may have considered the Republic a
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discussion of justice and the nature of human society that produces it, but then
segues into an extended treatment of the human individuals that constitute society,
and the justice of a person’s soul. Justice is reached through contemplation of ideals
that are lit by the Good. Numenius, in order to frame his discussion of the Good,
attempts a reconciliation of the Republic and the Timaeus, the Good and the
Demiurgic Mind.” Over the course of these six books Numenius has demonstrated
how the Demiurge of the Timanes can be a lower emanation of the Good in the
Republic, but at the same time, looks up to it as the Zoon.

This has been implied in the analysis of the previous fragments, and in the

next fragment he makes the relationship between the Republic and the Timaens explicit
(fr. 20):*

Tabta & olUTws €éxovta ébnkev O TINATwY dA\ Kal dAAD
xopltoas: 1dla peév ydp TOV KUKALKOV €TL TOU OnpLouvpyol
EypdpaTto év Twalw elmdve “Ayabdos T v 8¢ TH
ITo\tTeta  T0O dya@bv elmer  “dyabod idéav,” 0Os 8 TOD
Smuovpyov 16éav oloav TO dyadov, OGTLS‘ médavTal nuw
ayafos pemvma TOU TPWTOU TE Kal uovov “Qomep yap
dvBpwtol  pev  MyovTal TuTwdévTes UMO THS  Avbpwmou
16éas, PBoes & ULmO ThHs Pods, (mmor & LMo THs lmwmou
10éas, oUTws KAl €lkOTws O  OnuLoupyos €lmep €0TL
peTovola TOU TpwTOU dyafod dyabos, dyabod Ldéa av eln O
TPOTOS Vobls, AV avTodyabov.

Plato assumed that these things are so when he defined them in
various places. In the Timaeus he characteristically wrote about the

revelation of truths too powerful and too mystical for all but the higher theurgic
adepts to study.

72" This was seen as early as Vacherot (319).

' We know that fr. 18 follows fr. 17, and that fr. 20 follows fr. 19. Whether they
appear in exactly the order that des Places presents them is not certain, but I believe
that they probably do. The reason that fr. 20 should come near the end of the
dialogue as a whole is that it affirms the success of the dialogue in completing its
mission: to discover the Good Itself.
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Demiurge in the conventional way when he said “he was good”; but
in the Republic he said that the Good is the “Form of Good,” as
though the Good were the Form of the Demiurge, who we say is
good by participation in the First and Only. For, just as human
beings are said to be struck from the Form of “Human Being,” and
cattle from that of “Cow,” and horses from the Form of “Hotse,” so
also might we reasonably say of the Demiurge, if he is good by
participation in the first Good, then the First Mind would be the
Form of Good, since he is Goodness Itself.
Fragment 20 explicitly returns to the topic of the dialogue as a whole: the Form of

2 In

the Good. The Goodness from the Republic produces the other Forms.”
Numenius, this is to say that it produces the divine Mind that contains those Forms:
the Good cannot itself be the wotld of the Forms, since the Good is a unified,
internally complete and perfect principle of eternal Being; it is “one.” Rather, the
multiplicity of Forms must derive from the unity of the Good.”  Since they
collectively derive from the Form of the Good, who is also a personal God, they may
be taken together to form a divine mind, the Second God. As is clear from fr. 11,
when this second god applies its Forms to matter, he is regarded as a third god.
These two Gods can be understood to operate together as a single Demiurge, one
who both thinks and acts.

Numenius draws in other Platonic concepts. He cites major texts like the

Republic and the Timaeus, but also less commonly read dialogues like the Cratylus and

Philebus. The One of the Parmenides and the Plato’s lecture “On the Good” also

%22 Here Numenius takes as given the possibility that there are transcendent Forms of
physical creatures like human beings or cattle. This problem is raised in the
Parmenides (130b-c), at which Socrates expresses doubt and hesitation, and never
answers the question. For Numenius, because all Forms derive from the Good and
all creation derives from the Forms, it is not unreasonable to propose that good
Forms for all things can be instantiated in the “beautiful world.”

’* Frede 1059-60.
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makes an appearance.””* There are testimonies to the effect that Numenius discussed
the irrational world soul of the Laws (e.g. fr. 44), and in addition the entire treatise Oz
the Good was a dialogue between a philosopher and a xenos, just like the Laws. When
compared to other Platonically minded individuals of his day, the breadth of
Numenius’ interest in and use of the Platonic corpus is quite refreshing,.

Numenius insists upon “Pythagorean” reasoning, however, coupled with a
prayer for God to be his own interpreter. Evidence from Plato is always ancillary.
Ultimately the resulting composite cosmology extrapolated from the Platonic
dialogues must be imperfect, e.g. in the Timaens the Demiurge looks to the Forms as
though separate from him; Numenius believes that the Forms and the Demiurge are
different manifestations of the divinity, a divinity that imparts his essence like an
undiminished flame. This divine flame takes nothing from its giver, who is the
transcendent principle of Numenius’ system: Idea, the Noetic, the Asomatic, and
Being itself. It is the First God, and also the Good. Numenius expands and deepens
his understanding of the Good: it is static and unified, a quality necessary for it to be
free from diminishment; but Numenius also gives it an equal active aspect that
produces the other Forms and induces Matter to accept the “beautiful world” that it
contemplatively creates on lower tiers of the Ontological Pyramid.

It is in this way that Numenius the philosopher has, by contemplation of
divine things, caught a glimpse of the Good. He is not as “alone” as he claims to be,

however, since we have joined him.

' Moderatus, another second-century “Pythagorean,” was interested in the

Parmenides; see Dodds (1928).
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CONCLUSION

It is a perennial obsession among Numenian scholars to speculate on the
Apamean’s philosophical influence on the Neoplatonist Plotinus (ca. 205-270 AD).
If my analysis of Numenius holds, then there is one distinction in particular to be
made between him and Plotinus: For Numenius, Being and the Good are the same.
For Plotinus, on the other hand, the Good truly and completely transcends Being in
a way that is difficult for the human mind to grasp. Plotinus takes Plato very literally
when Plato says that the Good is “beyond ousia,” and so identifies Being as his
second “Hypostasis,” which emanates from and is lower than the transcendent First
Hypostasis.”” The distinction is softened, however, by the fact that Numenius uses
the term 6V (“Being”) to refer to the First God, and ovota (“existence”) to refer to
the Second God.”™

Nevertheless, and this also has received little or no attention in scholarship,
Plotinus and Numenius’ highest principles share a paradoxically active and passive
nature. Armstrong sees this in Plotinus, but does not connect it to Numenius.

Armstrong criticizes Plotinus for the supposed inconsistency, saying that is was a

2 1. Whittaker ([1969] 94) notes that it is very difficult to determine Numenius’
stance on Plato’s statement that the Good is “Beyond Being (ousia).” In any event,
Plato is not always consistent in placing the Good “beyond Being,” as Bonazzi (82)
helpfully notes: The Good is also called “the most luminous part of Being (PL. Resp.
518¢ 9),” “the happiest part of Being (PL. Resp. 526 e 3),” and “the best among beings
(PL. Resp. 523¢ 5).” We need not assume that Numenius would have had any trouble
identifying the Platonic Good with Platonic Being.

72 See fr. 16, in which the “two gods who are one” are called the olotat of the
“first” and the “second” [Demiurge].
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“confusion of thought.”*" My study of Numenius calls into question this view. Far
from being confused or “incoherent” (46), such a paradoxical nature of a highest
principle is required if it is both actively to extend its nature to the work of creation
and remain eternally and fully itself.

Plotinus fits squarely into the Numenian tradition of expanding the bounds
of the Platonic tradition and enriching its applications by creating an all-embracing
universal system. This is in contradistinction to the more philological work that
dominated the Athenian Academy of the High Empire. This was true both in
Numenius’ day when the Academy was headed by Atticus, and in Plotinus’ day,
when the Academy was headed by Eubulus.” Tt is well known that Plotinus was
accused by the Athenian Academy of his day of “plagiarizing” Numenius. The real
significance of this charge has not been fully appreciated, however. Plagiarism is
never a compliment, but it is not the plagiarism that is the real thrust of the criticism.
Rather, it is the plagiarism of Numenius, that innovator, that dreamer, that the Greeks
wanted to use to cut Plotinus down. Numenius and Plotinus had similar goals: To
expand to expand the limits of Platonic philosophy to encompass a world that was

larger and more complex in the age of the High Roman Empire than in the age of

" Armstrong (1940] 1-2, 26. Armstrong calls these two aspects the “positive” and
“negative” aspects of the One.

" The fragments of Atticus that are preserved in Busebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica
show that he was very concerned to preserve the literal meaning of Plato’s words
from reinterpretation. For a similar estimation of Eubulus, the “Successor” of the
Athenian Academy in Plotinus’ day, see Porph. Plz. 20.
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Plato.””

The question of authority in Numenius is an interesting one, since he
believes that his reasoning is Pythagorean, but calls Plato “no less than [Pythagoras]”
0V pévToL lows ovde dAavpdTEPOS €ékelvov, fr. 24). It has been remarked that
among the Hellenistic philosophies there is an obsession with the founder, whether

: 330
Epicurus, Zeno, or Pyrrhus.

Any innovation in the tradition must be attributed to
the founder. Numenius is aware of this phenomenon and comments on it in The
Academy’s Betrayal of Plato. In fragment 24 of this tract, Numenius extends grudging
admiration for Epicureans for holding to their master’s teaching with unanimity, and
so preserving concord among themselves. This is unlike the Stoics, who have not
maintained such adherence and are likened to a Hydra attacking itself. Does
Numenius believe in a founder figure for his philosophy that can keep it together?
In a qualified way he does, but it is not Plato, nor is it Pythagoras.

The dialogue On the Good as a whole was an attempt at a systematic
understanding not so much of Plato as such, but of truth, and a truth that a great
philosopher like Plato must have known but could not have expressed in plain
language to the world.” We can again return to the statement of method in

fragment 1a, since Plato is “connected” to Pythagoras not only in doctrine but also

in the goal of his wisdom. That goal is the Good, who is also God. We can

** The connection between the two systems, the Numenian and the Plotinian, is
seen by Dodds ([1957] 3), who notes “The answers of Numenius differ from the
answers of Plotinus, but at least they asked the same questions.”

" See Sedley.

1 See Mauro 117.
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contemplate it, we can pray to it. We enrich ourselves by pursuing it; in it is wisdom
and salvation. We begin to approach it by studying Being, abstract principles
inherent in mathematical sciences and then by dialectical reasoning. We continue by
becoming aware of how these truths have been revealed by sages and prophets in all
times. We proceed by praying for revelation and interpreting though the Platonic
methods of analogy, division, definition, and syllogism. Plato merely drew the map;
he is not the goal.

In fragment 13 we learn that Numenius sees knowledge and wisdom as a
divine substance that can travel among human beings like a fire passed among the
wicks of different lamps. Knowledge, wisdom, stability, and harmony are all names
for God’s activity in the world; surely we do not stretch credibility if we add
philosophy to Numenius’ list. True philosophy for Numenius is not founded once
and for all, but is founded and re-founded throughout the ages and across
civilizations, passed among the wicks of human minds like fire. The true founder of
philosophy, then, is God.

Numenius’ goal was a universal philosophy, or rather, a universal wisdom
that encompasses metaphysics, epistemology, cosmology, theology, and even
history.” Numenius approaches this goal in many ways, by synthesizing Plato, by
examining Plato’s myths as well as those of barbarians, by various types of dialectical
reasoning, by analogy, and by prayer. What lies behind this project is the assumption

that universal wisdom exists and a providential deity has been actively revealing it

2 Many, like Sterling (108), see Numenius’ interest in marking points of contact
between Greek and non-Greek wisdom. This is true and useful to keep in mind; but
for Numenius, all human knowledge has God as its ultimate object.
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throughout human history. God is philosophical wisdom’s goal, and also its

source.

 Inge (461) has summarized the issue well: “The whole duty and happiness of a
spiritual being is to remember that ‘its source must also be its end’ [Plot. Enzn. 3.8.7].”
See also Witt (133): “Neoplatonism, because of its theory of emanation, could hold
the Good to be at once the final and the efficient cause of all things.” Cf. also
Dodds (1963) 213 n. 1.
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