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Creatio ex Nihilo: Matter, Creation, and the Body in Classical and
Christian Philosophy Through Aquinas

Abstract

Creatio ex nihilo marked a major redefinition of the material cosmos by the Christian apologists of the late
second century, Tatian and Theophilus of Antioch. Other scholars have properly assigned the origin of creatio
ex nihilo to these thinkers, notably Gerhard May and David Winston, but the reasons for the teaching's
appearance remained unexplained. By examining the Classical philosophical views of matter, the challenge
that Greek views of matter raised for the Christian message become evident. For Stoic, Platonist, and
Peripatetic alike matter imposed the natural necessity of corruption upon the body. The moral limitations
imposed by matter made a bodily resurrection seem offensive. Christian hopes for a resurrection seemed
misguided both intellectually and morally. The Christian apologists of the late second century struck back by
redefining matter as a creature of God, which he directed to his purpose. The religious claims of the Christian
apologists signalled a major philosophical change. Within a century, Plotinus developed a rigorous monistic
system of emanation within the Greek philosophical tradition. In his system, even matter was derived from the
One. Nevertheless, because it was wholly indefinite, matter remained evil and the sage eschewed it. Augustine
gave creatio ex nihilo its first careful philosophical consideration in the Christian tradition. Turning the
valences of the Classical world on their heads, he argued that as something capable of being formed into good
things, matter itself was good and a creature of the good God. The next major philosophical consideration of
creatio ex nihilo in the Christian tradition came at the hands of Aquinas, who taught that creatio ex nihilo meant
that nothing was presupposed to God's creative act, not matter, forms, natures, essences, ideas, laws of nature,
or a hierarchy of being. The creature depended entirely on God's creative act. Despite the great dependence of
the creature upon God, Aquinas taught that the creature still bore a genuine likeness to God, in his highly
developed teaching of participation.
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ABSTRACT

CREATIO EX NIHILO: MATTER, COSMOS, AND THE BODY IN CLASSICAL AND
CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY THROUGH AQUINAS

J. NOEL HUBLER
JAMES F. ROSS

Creatio ex nihilo marked a major redefinition of the material cosmos by the Christian
apologists of the late second century, Tatian and Theophilus of Antioch. Other scholars
have properly assigned the origin of creatio ex nihilo to these thinkers, notably Gerhard
May and David Winston, but the reasons for the teaching’ s appearance remained unexplained.
By examining the Classical philosophical views of matter, the challenge that Greek views
of matter raised for the Christian message become evident. For Stoic, Platonist, and
Peripatetic alike matter imposed the natural necessity of corruption upon the body. The
moral limitations imposed by matter made a bodily resurrection seem offensive. Christian
hopes for a resurrection seemed misguided both intellectually and morally. The Christian
apologists of the late second century struck back by redefining matter as a creature of God,
which he directed to his purpose. The religious claims of the Christian apologists signalled
a major philosophical change. Within a century, Plotinus developed a rigorous monistic
system of emanation within the Greek philosophical tradition. In his system, even matter
was derived from the One. Nevertheless, because it was wholly indefinite, matter remained
evil and the sage eschewed it. Augustine gave creatio ex nihilo its first careful philosophical
consideration in the Christian tradition. Turning the valences of the Classical world on
their heads, he argued that as something capable of being formed into good things, matter
itself was good and a creature of the good God. The next major philosophical consideration
of creatio ex nihilo in the Christian tradition came at the hands of Aquinas, who taught that
creatio ex nihilo meant that nothing was presupposed to God’s creative act, not matter,
forms, natures, essences, ideas, laws of nature, or a hierarchy of being. The creature
depended entirely on God’s creative act. Despite the great dependence of the creature upon
God, Aquinas taught that the creature still bore a genuine likeness to God, in his highly

developed teaching of participation.
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Chapter 1, Monism: Egyptian and Milesian

In the sixth century B.C.E. in Miletus on the southwestern coast of Asia
Minor, Greek speculation about the origin of the world took a dramatic turn.
Previously Hesiod' and the near contemporaries Pherecydes’ and
Akusilaos® explained the origin of the worid in terms of anthropomorphic
genealogy. Breaking with tradition, the Milesian cosmologists, Thales,
Anaximander, and Anaximenes adopted from Egypt a single, divine, yet
undifferentiated material source which produced the world by its own physical
transformations and continued as an immanent force in the world. For Thales
the source of the world and life was water; for Anaximander, the infinite (see
below); and for Anaximenes, air. It is hard to overestimate the impact the
new teaching had on Greek thought. The archaic genealogical approach
assumed that Zeus and the Olympians had received their powers by overcoming
their parents, rendering the origins of the world to the stuff of ancient lore.’

The new Milesian metaphysics presumed cosmic birth from still active physical

'Hesiod traced the lineage of all gods and nature to Gaia, Tartaros, and Chaos. For
Hesiod Chaos was a gap. Etymologically it is related to chasm. On this basis, Cornford related
the cosmology in Hesiod to other cosmogonic myths of separation of heaven and earth (in
Principium Sapientiac: the origins of Greek philosophical thought, New York: Harper, 1965;
p- 194f.). The difficulty with Cornford’s interpretation is that heaven, Ouranos, does not arise
until the second generation, as the offspring of Earth. It would seem better to take the original
Chaos as the gap between earth and Tartaros. The first act of creation was the separation of
Earth and Tartaros. Their separation produced Eros (the fourth and final god listed at the
beginning) and the subsequent birth of the other gods.

*Hermann Diels, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, ed. Walther Kranz, Bzlin:
Weidmann, 1951, 7.B.1.

Diels, 9.8.1

"Hesiod's succession myth is the most developed example. In the Theogony, Kronos
seizes power from his father Ouranos, as does Zeus from Kronos. Zeus also needs to overcome
the Titans, vestiges of the earlier powers. The notion of succession is presupposed by Homer,
who preseiits the Olympians as younger gods, although without narration of their rise to power.
References to the succession myth can be found in Pherecydes who mentions the Titanomachy
(Diels, 7.B.4) and in Akusilaos who mentions the castration of Ouranos (Diels, 9.B.20).

1
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principles allowing the study of the cosmogony to be part of the study of every
day phenomena. It had the reciprocal effect of raising the importance of study
of natural phenomena to unprecedented levels.

Although crucially important to Greek philosophy, the Egyptian
contribution has yet to be recognized because no study of adequate scope has
been undertaken on the relevant Egyptians texts. G. S. Kirk made brief
comparisons of Thales’ work to Egyptian and Babylonian cosmogonies which
began from water and Egyptian cosmology in which earth floated upon waters.®
Even Kirk’s general and modest comparisons to things Near Eastern have
drawn a skeptical response. In the Cambridge Ancient History, T. F. R. G.
Braun has argued that the difficulty of translation made exchange of ideas
between Greeks and Egyptians difficult and that if communication had occurred,
“it is hard to believe that Greek speculative thought would have gained.”®
In similar arguments, G. E. R. Lloyd charges that contacts between Greek and

Near Eastern thought remain an “assumption.””

He further objects to drawing
comparisons between myth and philosophy, arguing that myth does not
influence philosophy as philosophy: The philosopher’s “theses are arrived at,
and supported or defended, by reasoned argument and (where appropriate)

appeals to evidence.”®

® G. S. Kirk and J. E. Raven, The Presocratic Philosophers, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1971, p. 90. Other commentators have compared Greek mythologists to
Babylonian and Egyptian predecessors. Cornford compared Thales to Hesiod and Hesiod to the
Babylonian creation epic, the Enuma Elish, p. 248f. W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek
Philosophy, v.1, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1962, compared both the Orphics’
and Hesiod’s cosmogony to the undifferentiated waters of Babylon and Egypt, p. 68.

°T. F. R. G. Braun, “The Greeks in Egypt,” Cambridge Ancient History, 111.3, 2nd ed., J.
Boardman and N. G. L. Hammond, edd., Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982, p.55.

’G. E. R. Lloyd, “The Debt of Greek Philosophy and Science to the Ancient Near East,”
Pedilavium, 1982, p. 5. The article was republished in G. Lloyd, Methods and Problems in
Greek Science, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991, pp. 278-298.

°G. Lloyd, p. 10.
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In response to Braun and Lloyd, the burst of new commercial and
political contact between Greece and Egypt in the seventh and sixth centuries
made an immediate and clear impression on the cultural and religious records
of the time. More importantly, a careful consideration of the texts reveals the
sophistication of Egyptian myth. In language of myth, the Egyptians made
startling metaphysical claims about the underlying unity of the world and its
physical transformations into the phenomena of the world. Thereby, they
forged new metaphysical and physical paths for the Milesians. Neither the
Egyptians nor the Milesians were yet prepared to prove their claims. Although
yet untested, their insights would prove instrumental for the coming science.
The proof of Egyptian influence comes from the sudden change of Greek
thought in an Egyptian direction precisely at the time when Miletus was
actively seeking new contacts with Egypt.

The second half of the seventh century B.C.E. for the Greeks of Ionia
was a time of renewed commercial contact with the Near Eastern Civilizations
and Egypt and new exploration in the West.” In the late seventh century, a
Greek trading center was founded in Naucratis in the Nile delta near Sais, the
26th dynasty capital.’® In the early sixth century, Naucratis was granted

exclusive trading rights in Egypt by the Pharaoh."’ Miletus was a key player

’Carl Roebuck lonian Trade and Colonization, Monographs on Archaeology and Fine
Arts IX, Archaeological Institutes of America, New York: Archaeological Institutes of America,
1959; p. 137, summarizes his foundational study of the period: “The great period of Ionian
expansion opened in the last quarter of the 7th century, when Africa [Egypt], Spain, and the
Black Sea were brought into its orbit.”

“Roebuck, op. cit., p. 135, on the basis of the pottery found at Naucratis dates the
settlement to the last quarter of the 7th century.

On the excavations at Naucratis, see D. G. Hogarth, H. L. Loriiner, and C. C. Edgar,
“Naucratis, 1903,” The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 25 (1905), pp. 105-36; John Boardman, The
Greeks Ouverseas: Their early colonies and trade, 2nd ed., New York: Thames and Hudson,
1980, p. 115; CAH II1, 3, pp.41ff.
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in the founding'? and the trade of Naucratis. They maintained their own
sanctuary in the city."”

Boardman notes that from the time of the founding of Naucratis,
Egyptian styles began to effect Greek monumental sculpture, architecture, and
painting. Egyptian objects, faience scarabs, glass flasks, and alabaster began to
appear throughout Greece.'*

The Egyptian 26th dynasty opened to Greece in unprecedented ways
because they needed Greek military support. The dynasty began when
Psammeticus I came to power with Ionian and Carian mercenary support.
Greek mercenaries continued to serve throughout the 26th dynasty, and
established settlements in Egypt.'”® Necho (610-595) began building Greek
triremes probably for defence against the Phoenicians.'® Later, Amasis again
turned to Greece for help in establishing a naval force against the overland
threat from a newly resurgent Babylon."”

Trade and joint military operations presuppose knowledge of language
on one side or other. As the Greeks were taking the initiative to travel to
Egypt either to trade with or serve militarily, they needed translators to make
the necessary communications. They also began to settle both trading and

military communities mainly in the Delta area. The main trading center,

“Braun, Cambridge Ancient History III, 3, pp. 37-43.
“Roebuck, op. cit., p. 135.

“Boardman, op. cit,, pp. 141-153. See also Alan Lloyd, Herodotus, Book II: Introduction,
Brill, Leiden, 1975; p.29ff, the Greeks obtained mainly corn but also faience, ivory, and papyrus
for the silver. The Egyptians needed silver in their religious cult but it was not available in

Egypt.
®A. Lloyd, op. cit., pp.14-23

"“A. Lloyd, op. cit,, p. 37f.; T. G. H. James, Cambridge Ancient History II1.2. 2nd ed.
ed. J. Boardman, et al. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991, pp. 720-24.

"James, CAH 111, 2, p. 724.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Naucratis, had both Greek and Egyptian sanctuaries, indicating a mixed
population.’®

From the seventh and sixth century religious contacts between the Greeks
and Egyptians are known. Herodotus claims that Necho dedicated armor at a
Milesian temple.'”” A bilingual statue dating from the latter half of the sixth
century bears a dedication to Amun in Egyptian and to the “Theban” Zeus in
Greek, proof that both practices and deities were being shared.?°

Most contact was probably oral as testified by Herodotus in his own
accounts of conversations with Egyptian priests.”’ Herodotus knew the
Egyptian god Amun and elements of the Hermopolitan and Heliopolitan
cosmogonies (see below), indicating that these doctrines were not so esoteric
as to be hidden from foreigners, whether they were communicated directly

with Herodotus or through intermediaries.”

Egypt
By the sixth century B.C.E., the Egyptians had long taught creation from

divine elements acting according to their physical characteristics. Divine

materials are central to both major creation traditions found in Egypt, the

¥See Hogarth, et al. “Naucratis, 1903.”
®Herodotus, Histories, 2:159.

®F. L1 Griffith, “An Early Greco-Egyptian Bilingual Inscription,” Classical Review 5,
1891: 77-9.

“For a detailed analysis of what Herodotus learned from his Egyptian informants, see
A. Lloyd, op. cit., pp. 89-116.

Z0On Amun, see Herodotus, Histories, 11, 42.5; also 18.1,2; 32.1; 55.3; and I, 46.3.
On the Ogdoad, see, 11, 43.4; 46.1; 145.1.

On the Ennead (which Herodotus mistakenly calls the twelve, although he gets the lineage of
divine kings right), see II, 144-145.

On Necho's school of interpreters, see II, 154.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Heliopolitan and the Hermopolitan, named after the cult centers which
produced each tradition.??> The Heliopolitan creation accounts were inscribed
into the Pyramids beginning in the fifth dynasty (2465-2323).>* Heliopolitan
creation accounts begin with Atum, the “All,” who produced himself from
the precosmic ocean, Nun. Then he created air, earth, and heaven from Nun.
Hermopolitan creation accounts first appear in the Coffin Texts in the first
intermediate period (2134-2040) but are not developed until the Ramasside
period (1307-1070). Hermopolitan accounts attribute creation to Amun, the
hidden god associated with Nun. Amun rose to preeminence in the pantheon
in the New Kingdom (1550-1070), a position he maintained until the last
dynasty of Egypt. Thales and Anaximander show closest connection to
Hermopolitan creation, which is to be expected inasmuch as the 26th dynasty
witnessed a resurgence in Amun worship. The dynasty’s capital was in Sais in
the Delta only ten miles from Naucratis and its Milesian merchants.
Anaximenes also shows connections to the Heliopolitan tradition, which may

indicate a progressive familiarization with Egyptian theories in Miletus.

Heliopolitan
In the Heliopolitan account, Atum first produced air and moisture,
Shu and Tefnut, by means of expectoration or ejaculation. Shu and Tefnut in

turn gave birth to earth and heaven, Geb and Nut, who then produced the

PThere are several good studies of creation in Egypt that recount the major teachings
and major traditions: James P. Allen in Genesis in Egypt: The philosophy of Ancient Egyptian
creation accounts, Yale Egyptological Studies 2, New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University,
1988; Leonard Lesko, “Ancient Egyptian Cosmogonies and Cosmology,” Religion in Ancient Egypt,
Ithaca: Cornell, 1991, p. 91ff.; Siegfried Morenz, Egyptian Religion, trans. Ann Keep, Ithaca:
Cornell, 1973, on creation, see chapter 8, pp.159-182; John A. Wilson, “The Nature of the Universe”
in Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man, ed. H. Frankfort et al., Chicago: University Chicago
Press, 1946.

“Inscriptions first appear in the pyramid of Pharaoh Unas (2356-2323 B.C.E.).
6
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kings and their sisters, Osiris and Seth, Isis and Nephthis. These nine primeval
gods, called the Nonad, expressed both cosmic and political understandings.
The account of the struggles of Osiris and Seth and the restoration of the
proper monarchy under Osiris’ son, Horus, was fundamental to the Egyptian
view of the divine origin of kingship, as the Pharaoh was seen as a Horus
king and legitimate successor to Osiris. On a natural level, Osiris was also
understood as the Nile River, the offspring of the Earth.

Shu, the god of air,?® produced the earth by creating a division in the
primordial waters, which allowed the dry earth to appear. In the same act,
Shu created the heaven as the under surface of the primordial waters which
were raised above the Earth. As Allen so aptly expressed it, the Egyptian
universe existed as a bubble of air in the midst of the primordial waters.?*
Even in the earliest recorded versions of Egyptian cosmogony, the Egyptians
were already invoking the physical properties of elemental gods such as air

and water as keys to understanding the origin of the universe.

Hermopolitan

The Hermopolitan account of creation was based on the work of eight
primordial gods, known collectively as the Ogdoad. They were the gods of the
primordial waters themselves and of their properties. In male and female

pairs they were: Nun and Naunet, the waters; Kak and Kauket, darkness;

®See R. O. Faulkner, “Some Notes on the God Shu,” Jaarbericht 18, 1964, p. 266-270.
Faulkner takes particular note of Shu’s cosmogonic role in the Coffin Texts.

*Allen, Genesis in Egypt, gives a detailed analysis of Egyptian cosmology based upon a
relief and inscription of the 19th dynasty, dating to ca. 1280 B.C.E.; pp. 1~7. Allen shows that
the Egyptians viewed Nun as surrounding both heaven and earth. Wilson, art. cit., pp. 45 f.,
pictures the Nun as existing under the earth only, but does not support this view from Egyptian
texts.
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Heh and Hehet, infinity; Amun and Amaunet, hidden ones.”’ Nun and
Naunet, Amun and Amaunet appeared together as primordial gods in Pyramid
Texts,*® but they are not described as the agents of creation until the Coffin
Texts.”” It was not until the Ramasside period that the creation by the Ogdoad
was fully developed as part of the new Amun-Re theology of the New Kingdom.
Amun grew in importance in the New Kingdom as he was identified with
the sun god, Re. He remained the hidden god despite displaying himself in
his chief manifestation as the sun.*

Although Amun’s centrality persisted through the later dynasties of
Egypt and into the Ptolemaic period, the texts of the developmental period of
the New Kingdom contain the best statements of Amun theology. The best
narratives of the creative process are found in the Coffin Texts. The later
dynasties preserve mainly hymns which reflect the narrative and theology of

the earlier texts but do not recount it in detail. The narratives of Theban

“The essential themes of creation by the Ogdoad are developed in multiple variations
in their order and membership. The Harris Magical papyrus, which is reproduced in the Amun
temple at el-Hisbe, DMTh 50.51, presents Amun as the offspring of Nun in keeping with the
older traditions of the Pyramid Texts (Kurt Sethe, Amun und die acht Urgotter von Hermopolis,
Berlin: de Gruyter, 1929, § 78). The Ramasside period developed a more theological account by
assigning priority to the hidden deity, Amun, a theory which is explained at length in the
pLeiden I 350 (see below). Amun’s priority was preserved into the Ptolemaic period in the
Theban temple texts. The membership of the Ogdoad also varies in the texts. Tenem, gloom,
takes Amun’s place in the Coffin Texts from Bersheh. Gerech, night, takes his place at el
Hisbe. Ny takes Nun’s place in an Amasis inscription and Amun’s at Edfu. (Sethe, Amun, Tafel

L)
#Pyramid Text 446-7. See Sethe, Amun, § 64.
®Coffin Text 80.

*Jan Assmann, Agyptische Hymnen und Gebete, ed. Erik Hornung. Zurich: Artemis-
Verlag, 1975, p.18, argues that the new Amun theology markedly differs from the earlier sun
theology. He claims that the development of an Amun pantheism makes sense only as a response
to Akhnaten’s Aton worship: Das spezifisch “pantheistische” Geprage der ramassidischen
Amun-Theologie ist in deren Friihform nicht angelegt und ist nur als Antwort auf die Amarna-
Religion versténdlich: als der Versuch, die Idee des Einen Gottes mit der polytheistischen
Vorstellung von der Gottlichkeit und Differenziertheit des Kosmos zu verbinden. See also Lesko,
“Cosmology,” p. 140f.
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temple inscriptions are an exception, but they are Ptolemaic and too late for
comparison with the Milesian cosmologists. Nevertheless, they do show the
continuity of Amun thought through the late dynasties.

Two texts will serve to illustrate the key developments of Heliopolitan
and Hermopolitan theology. Coffin Text 80 is a Heliopolitan text of the Middle
Kingdom (2040-1640). It clearly reveals new elaboration of the old Nonad
cosmogony under the influence of the newer Ogdoad cosmogony.”' Papyrus
Leiden I 350 which dates to 1250 B.C.E.*? contains a collection of hymns which

are the best statement of Ramasside Amun theology.

Coffin Text 80

Coffin Text 80 forms part of group of seven spells devoted to Shu, the
god of air. In the seven spells, the coffin’s occupant identifies himself with
Shu. In most Coffin Texts, the dead identifies himself with Osiris, as the
deceased seeks to reenact Osiris’ triumph over death. In the Shu texts, the
deceased seeks to imitate Shu as the first life that came forth from the precosmic
flood. Death threatens the soul with return to the darkness and formlessness
of precosmic Nun and requires the reenactment of the origin of life in Shu by
means of spells. Cosmogony is recreated in the service of immortality.

The ancient Pyramid texts merely state that Atum formed himself from

*'Between the Hermopolitan and Heliopolitan systems syncretism is common. Much of
the speculation of the Ogdoad is subsumed under the earlier Nonad. In Coffin Text 76,
Heliopolitan Shu comes first and produces Nun and the Ogdoad. In a neighboring text, Coffin
Text 80, the Ogdoad creates Shu. In pLeiden I 350, Amun creates the Nonad (see below). There
are many other systems that share many elements with the major systems. Ptah, the god of
craftsmen, fashions the world in pBerlin and in the Memphite theology. Khnum, the potter
creates the world at Esna. Magic is the creator in Coffin Text 261. These variations and mutual
borrowings testify to considerable activity in cosmological speculation.

ZA. H. Gardiner, “Hymns to Amun from a Leiden Papyrus.” Zeitschrift fir agyptische
Sprache und Altertumskunde 42, 1905: 12-42. For another text and translation, see Jan Zandec,
De Hymnen aan Amon van Papyrus Leiden 1 350, Leiden: Brill, 1948.
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Nun before he produced the world. Coffin Text 80 develops the account of
Atum’s formation as a dialogue between Atum and Nun, as the Ogdoad first
appear and play prominent roles in a Nonad text.

Spell 80 begins by invoking the eight infinite ones as parents of Shu.
The list of the eight varies from the later standard formulation of the Ogdoad
in its substitution of Gloom (Tenem) for Amun, which is appropriate to the

spell’s narrative and descriptive tone:

Oh that Ogdoad, in million of millions.

Heaven was enclosed in their arms,

Aker of earth was drawn together

Only when you gave birth to Shu in the millions, in Nun, in
Gloom, and in Darkness. (27 d-28 b)*?

The production of Shu is also recounted by Atum:

Behold I am alone with Nun in weariness

I cannot find a place that I might stand there.

I cannot find a place that I might sit there.

Heliopolis has not yet been founded that I might be there,
Lower Egypt* has not yet bound that I might sit on it.
Heaven has not been made that it might be over my head
The first body has not been born

The prime Nonad had not yet become,

Then they were with me.

®Translation here and throughout is by the author. The Egyptian text is found in A. de
Buck and A. H. Gardiner, The Egyptian Coffin Texts, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1935, v. 2.

See appendix for a copy of de Buck’s Hieroglyphic text and transliteration by the author.

Allen, op. cit., p. 21, translates, “Shu has given you birth out of the Flood, out of the Waters,
out of Chaos, out of the Darkness.” Besides its grammatical difficulties, Allen’s translation
makes the identity of the eight rather mysterious. They could not be the male-female pairs of
flood, waters, chaos, and darkness as we would expect if the eight are born out of these. Tn
should be taken as the subject, not the object.

*For the writing of “Lower Egypt” as it appears here, see Worterbuch der Aegyptischen
Sprache, Adolf Erman and Herman Grapow, 5 volumes, Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1926-1931, v. 2, p.
123.
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Then Atum said to Nun,

I am upon the flood, having become greatly wearied,

And my limb being tired.

By my son, life, shall my heart be supported,

He will give life to my heart when he has drawn together these
very weary limbs of mine. (33 e-35 a)

Nun replies, suggesting the exhalation of both Shu and Tefnut.

Shu then recounts his own birth:

It is from his nose that he bore me,

It is from his nostrils that I came forth.

I was set as his neck, when he inhaled me together with my
sister, Truth (Maat),

It is from his egg that he shines forth every day,

When the splendid god is born. (35 j-36 d)

I am life, the binder of the head,

The fixer of the neck and vivifier of the throat.

I bind Atum.

I fix Isis’ head upon her neck

Even for Cheper [the god of becoming] I bound the spine.
I am splendor, the extender of journeys,

The bringer of the sky for Atum

To the nose of Re everyday.

My coming is my going.

In order that he may sail to the western horizon, I open the way
for Re. (37 a-g)

Spell 80 is as dualistic as it is dialectic. It attributes the production of Shu and
hence the subsequent creation of the world to both Atum and to Nun. Nun
provides precosmic location of creation. In itself it is formless, yet it binds
together and forms the earth and Shu. After giving them birth, it continues
to surround and hold together the world. Atum first exists in the same
formlessness as Nun. He remains as an egg until he brings forth Shu. Although

he creates Shu, he himself needs him as an appropriate place for himself.
11
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Shu divides the formless Nun and opens space for Atum to manifest himself
as the sun.

Spell 80 demonstrates the physical considerations at work in Nonad
cosmology. Nun as water is formless, instable, and dark. As water, it prevented
the formation of the sun. The sun was understood as fiery by the Egyptians,
making air the proper medium for the sun. Air is also understood as the
principle of life. In the cosmic order, air was seen as the product of the sun, as

the sun granted life to the world.

pLeiden I 350:

Amun theology unified the two principles of the Heliopolitan system
into the hidden god Amun. In his hiddeness he was the source of the
formlessness of Nun. But his own hiddeness gave him the potential for
multiple manifestations in the sun and stars and throughout creation. His

manifestations were linked as a series of emanations:

No one knows the forms of he who fashions himself,

A perfect pattern, come about from the holy influx,

He who made his own images, who formed himself by himself,
Complete manifestation, who made his own heart joyful.

He who bound the waters with his body

In order to cause his egg might become in his secret inside.
Model of models, the likeness of birth

Cogrslpleting himself, [. . .] true [. . .] , fashioner of the forty. (ch.
40)

Chapter 40 the hidden deity emanates in different forms from his original
hidden formlessness. His first image shows only in the darkness of Nun.

Nun provides the material for the egg, which marks a second and more

*Translated from the text of Gardiner, art. cit.

See appendix for a copy of Gardiner’s Hieroglyphic text and transliteration by the author.
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defined stage of emanation. Egg imagery is brought over from Heliopolitan
theology and is an intermediate stage to the birth of the sun.®* The sun is the
greatest manifestation of Amun. pLeiden shares the imagery of the binding
of the egg with the Coffin Text Heliopolitan account (see above). The same
imagery is carried over into the Theban temple texts of the Ptolemaic period
(Theban text 283).

Amun’s hiddeness is such that it allows him to be the true reality
behind many and varied manifestations. He is the true reality behind the
Nun and the sun, which makes him prior to the two principles of the
Heliopolitan system. In his emanation as Ogdoad, he is boundless; as sun, he
is bound. He is fiery sun and watery Nun. As the sun, he is light; as Nun,

darkness. As Nun, he is hidden and as sun he is the most manifest.

The Ogdoad is your first becoming,

That you might complete them when you were alone.

Your body was hidden among of the elders

You were hidden as Amun before the gods,

Only that you might make your becoming as Ta Tenen

In order to give birth to the primeval Nonad as your first primeval
Nonad. (ch. 80)

In addition to the sun egg, Nun produces Ta Tenen, the primal or literally the
“uplifted” earth. In pLeiden, Amun produces both earth and egg by binding
and forging (pl. 4.2,10). The order of production of earth and sun egg is not
indicated, but when the sun rises in its splendor, the earth is there to receive
its light.

The sun himself is joined together in his body

He is the elder in Heliopolis.
He is called Ta Tenen,

*The egg for the sun is borrowed from Atum theology cf. Coffin Text 714.
13
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Amun who came forth from Nun.

His image is the upper part,

His other becoming was among the Ogdoad.

The prime one before the primeval Nonad, begettor of the sun.
He completed himself as Atum, one flesh with him.

He is the lord to the limit, originator of being. (ch. 200)

Chapter 200 explicitly invokes Atum as a manifestation of Amun in order to
subsume Nonad creation under the power of Amun and the Ogdoad.

pLeiden presents both a theological and a physical account. It presents
teachings of the hiddeness and unknowability of Amun, but it also teaches
the production of egg in the water, a biological analogy for physical growth
and change. At the same time it teaches the physical transformation of the
waters into earth and sun through binding. The Amun theologians took
over the physical accounts of the creation of the Nonad and the role of Shu in
the world. But for the Nonad theologians, the waters had to be driven back by
Shu to make room for the sun and the world. For the Amun theologians of
pLeiden, the waters were bound into the sun-egg. They taught that the Ogdoad
supplied the material for sun, a new doctrine of elemental transformation,
driven by Amun’s ability for multiple manifestation.

The Egyptians did not have a concept of matter in the technical sense
that the Greeks would develop. They did not develop distinctions between
matter as substance in potency or matter as substance without quality as Aristotle
and the Stoics would. Nevertheless they do present an analysis of the heaven
and earth into a common pre-cosmic material. They presented in mythic
terms the forces behind the formation of heaven and earth and they traced
their development in stages: 1) the waters of Nun 2) the fiery sun 3) air 4) the
earth and heaven.

The Amun theologians had succeeded in reducing creation to a single

14
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principle. Their single principle also served the substance of the world. They
did not teach creation ex nihilo in the sense that the Christian apologists
would later develop in the second century. Rather they taught creatio ex deo

and a world of deus in omnibus.

Thales

Thales of Miletus, traditionally known as the first philosopher, began
his active life toward the end of the seventh century B.C.E.*” Thales’ interest
in astronomy has been attested since the 5th and 4th centuries B.C.E. Herodotus
recorded Thales’ prediction of a solar eclipse (Diels, A.5) and Plato related the
story of his fall into a pit while observing the heavens (Diels, A.9). It is a
humorous story, but it does testify to Thales reputation for astronomical interest.
Later witnesses also report Thales’ geometrical skill in measuring the height
of the pyramids from their shadows (Diels, A.21). In Plutarch he also was
reported to have travelled to Egypt where he derived his water cosmology
(Diels, A.11 A.14). His Egyptian journeys and learning were also recounted in
later sources which added Babylon to Thales’ itinerary.

Whether he travelled to Egypt or not, Miletus had sufficient contact

with Egypt to allow him contact with Egyptians ideas (see above).® His

¥Kirk and Raven, p. 74. The only firm date in Thales’ life is the eclipse that he was
reported to have predicted in 585 B.C.E.

*Alan Lloyd discounts the reports of Thales’ journeys as a later invention based upon
the observation of similarities in Thales’ water cosmology, astronomy, and geometrical interest
with Egyptian and Babylonian thought. He also noted that Herodotus makes no mention of
Thales’ journeys to Egypt and argues that Herodotus’ silence is a “surely conclusive refutation”
because “had he known it, he would certainly have told us because he was obsessed with the
question of the Egyptian legacy to Greece.” Lloyd also argues that Thales speculation concerning
the sources of the Nile do not indicate an Egyptian journey, “since Miletus was a sea-port with
intimate Egyptian connections and masses of information on conditions there must have been
available to all” (op. cit., pp. 52ff.). Lloyd’s first argument begs the question, “the reports are
false because they are inventions.” The reports could be inventions, but that is precisely what
is at issue. The second argument is weak because it is from silence. There could be many reasons
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speculation about the sources of the Nile indicates that he had knowledge and
interest about Egypt. His interests in astronomy and geometry make it difficult
to believe that he would not have sought out information from Egypt since as
a Milesian he had opportunity to gain it, either by visit or report.

Despite their brevity, Aristotle’s comments in the Metaphysics are the

best surviving account of Thales’ cosmology:

Thales, the founder of this kind of philosophy, said that water
was the principle (therefore, he asserted that the earth was upon
water), probably taking this supposition from the observation
that all nourishment is moist and that heat itself arises from this
and lives by this (the principle of all is that from which things
arise), for this reason he took this supposition and because the
seeds of everything have a moist nature. (Diels A.12)*

Of Thales’ cosmology, litile is known other than that he derived the world
from water and taught that the world continued to float on water. Water by
Aristotle’s account seems to have continued as a life force in the world.
According to Aristotle, Thales came to the conclusion that moisture produces
heat and is the seed of all by observation of nutrition and reproduction. Kirk
notes that Aristotle’s language is speculative, preventing firm attribution of
the reasoning to Thales.** Nevertheless, the biological analogy for the cosmos

of the kind Aristotle attributes to Thales, a biomorphism if you will, would be

why Herodotus did not mention Thales’ journeys to Egypt. He could have been unaware of
them, or he could have neglected to mention them because his discussions of Thales occur in
connection with Lydia and not when he is discussing the legacy of the Egyptians. Lloyd’s last
argument makes the case that the question of a journey to Egypt is irrelevant to the question of
the influence of Egyptian thought on Thales.

PAAAG Barfis pev O THs ToLavTNS dpxMYOS dLAccodias Bdwp elvai gnaty (510 kal THv
yfiv é¢' Gdatos dmedaiveto €ivar), AaBav iows THV HIéANYLY TadTnV ék ToD TAvVTwY 0pav THvV
7podTv LYpav oDTOV Kal avTO TO Beppdv ¢k TOVTOL YLYVOUEVOV KAl TOVTW LAV (10 & €& ob
yiyvetat, 1001 EoTiv dpyn mdvtwv), Sid te 61 ToDHTo THY LIWOAMYLY AaBhv TAVLTNV Kal did T
TAVTWY TA oTéppata Ty ¢$voiv bypav €xev: Text by Herman Diels and Walther Kranz, Die
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Berlin: Weidmann, 1951, p. 77.

“Kirk, p. 93.
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consistent with Thales’ successors, Anaximander and Anaximenes.
Biomorphism figures in Anaximander’s cosmogony from the seed secreted
from the infinite and in the figure of fire growing around air as bark around a
tree (see below). Anaximenes calls air “the soul of the universe” (see below).
Biomorphism in Thales would also parallel Egyptian use of biological analogy
in cosmic eggs and world soul. Thales’ cosmogony from water and the
suspension of the earth upon waters show close parallels to Egyptian cosmology.
Thales’ process of the generation of the world is not preserved, which prevents

closer comparison with Hermopolitan creation.

Anaximander

Anaximander, also of Miletus, was reported to have been a follower of
Thales and to have reached his sixty-fourth year in 547/6.*' He followed
Thales in biomorphism but shows clearer similarities to Amun theology than
Thales. Anaximander’s interests in the rest of the world are demonstrated in
the report that he was the first of the Greeks to draw a map on a tablet (tivog,
Diels, A.6) which may indicate Anaximander's borrowing of Ancient
Mesopotamian map and writing technology.*> Likewise he is credited with
introducing the Greeks to the yvouwv for the purpose of telling time, itself a
Mesopotamian and Egyptian tool (A.1).

Anaximander followed Thales in theorizing concerning the origin of
the world, but he rejected water as first principle in favor of a more abstract

notion, the infinite:

“Diels, 12A1, cf. Kirk and Raven, p- 100.

“So Charles Kahn, Anaximander and the Origins of Greek Cosmology New York:
Columbia University Press, 1960, p. 82-84; Kahn draws comparison to a Persian period circular
map from Babylon that shares features with Agathemerus description of Anaximander's map.
In each map, a circular earth is surrounded by cne river and cut in two by another river.
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Anaximander . . . said that the infinite was the principle and
element of beings . . .. He says it [the infinite] is neither water
nor any of the things which are called elements, but some other
infinite nature from which all the heavens and the cosmoi in
them came about. From them the things which are have their
genesis. Corruption goes into the same by necessity. For they
give justice and recompense to each other for the injustice
according to the order of time. (Diels, A9 a and B 1)

Anaximander’s infinite is unbounded both in its extent and in its form. The
Greek term dmeipov, can be derived as a privative from népag, “end” or “limit,”
meaning endless or limitless.** It can also be understood as a privative from
the word meipw, pierce or traverse, meaning the intransversable.*> As for its
use in Anaximander, Aristotle records that he described it as “deathless and
indestructible” (Physics iii.4, 203 b 13 f.) which suggests the sense of limitless.
Cornford rejects the interpretation of the drneipov as spatially infinite,
arguing that the 6th century is too early for such a notion. He argues instead
that dmeipov means endless in the sense that a sphere and spherical motion
are endless. He argues that Anaximander’s dneipov should be understood as
a sphere.*® Cornford’s argument is curious in that the notion of the sphere is
at least as abstract as the notion of extension without limit and would seem to
require greater geometrical sophistication. Cornford’s interpretation is also

contrary to the testimony of Theophrastus who reports that Anaximander’s

® AvaEinavdpos . . . dpynVv 1€ kal gtoLxelov €ipnke TAV GVIWV TO dNELpOV, TPATOS
10070 ToUvona kopicas Tfs dpxfis. Aéyel & avTiv urjte H8wp urite dAAO TL TAV KaAOLUEVHV
€lval gToLXEiwv, dAA’ ETépav TIva pVaLv drelpov, €& fis dravtas yiveaBar Tods ovpavoLs kai
Tobg év avToig kbapovs: €8 Qv & ) yéveais éati Tolg oo, kal TNV ¢Bopav eis Tadta yiveaal
KOTA TO Ypewv: S186val yap advta diknv kal tiglv dAinrotls Tiis ddikias katd v 10D YPovov
tagwv. Diels, op. cit., p. 83.

¥S0 Cornford, op. cit., 176~178.
®So Kahn, op. cit., p.232
*Cornford, op. cit., p. 175f.
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dnelpov was infinite “in form and in size” (kaTd €180s kol péyedos, Diels, A
9 a). Egyptian Amun theology also demonstrates the understanding of
boundless expanse at a period far earlier than Anaximander. pHarris from
the Ramasside period describes Amun as “without limit in his width and
breadth.” The concept was current in Amun theology in Anaximander’s time
as the text was preserved into the 6th century and inscribed on the temple at
el-Hisbe.

Anaximander’s phrase “contains and governs all” itself echoes Amun
theology. pLeiden describes Amun as existing beyond the limits of Nun,
which itself surrounds the world. In Coffin Text 80, Nun surrounds and
binds together Shu, who then binds together the sun.

Another sense of dmeipov is indefinite in kind, most clearly attributed
to Anaximander by Theophrastus as preserved by Simplicius (Diels, A.9a):
the infinite’s “nature is indefinite (ddpiotov) both in its kind and in its size.”
As we saw according to Simplicius, the dneipov had an indefinite nature,
“other than water or any element.” Kahn has argued that elemental powers,
such as wet, dry, light, and dark are the beings “from which the things which
are have their genesis. Corruption goes into the same by necessity” (see
above).”” If so, the dmeipov is the indefinite principle of the elemental qualities.
Its indefiniteness allows it to be transformed into any quality. In this respect
the dreipov is again parallel to Amun of pLeiden: the hidden, characterless
principle which can transform itself into the elements of the cosmos.

Anaximander’s cosmogony proceeded in stages of separation, first

separation from the infinite, then separation into realms of the cosmos:

“Kahn, op. cit., 182 f.
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He says that that which is productive (y6viuov) of hot and cold
was separated from the eternal at the genesis of this cosmos and
that from this a ring of fire grew around the air which surrounds
the earth like bark around a tree. The ring was broken and
closed into circles producing the sun, the moon, and the stars.
(Diels A.10)*®

A crux for interpretation is formed by the yévipov, that which produces hot
and cold (Diels, A.10). Anaximander (or Theophrastus) rather mysteriously
used the word yovipov, “productive,” without identifying that which is
productive.” One hint Anaximander gives is in the description of its secretion,
amokpivetal, a term which can describe the production of eggs.”® Flame both
grows from the yovipov (from “this,” “this” referring back to the yovipov) and
flame grows around the air”' “as bark around the tree.” Its proximity to air
and the figure of bark would seem to indicate that flame grows from the air,
making air equivalent to the yovipov as the source of flame. Air also surrounds
earth, and possibly has produced it as the cold earth in balanced opposition to
the fire on the outside.”®> Under this interpretation, the yoviuov, the hot and

the cold of the first clause are concretely identified as the air, fire, and earth in

“Bomal 5 10 ¢k Tod ALdiov Yévinov Beppod Te kal Wuypod KATA THV YéVeoLy Todde Tod
K6GLoV droKpL8fival kai Tiva ¢k TouTov 0A0YOS adaipav TepLovTival TAL TEPL THY YHiv aépt b
T évSpwt dAOLGV NaTLVOoS Goppayeions Kkal €ls Tivas GrokAelg8eians KvicAovs bogTival
1OV flAtov kal TV oceAnvv kal Tobgs dotépas. Diels, op. cit., p. 83.

“Kirk takes the yoviov as a vague expression used by Theophrastus to cover his own
doubts about Anaximander's first stages of cosmogony, p. 133. Kahn agrees that yévipov is
probably not original but from Theophrastus. The term is found elsewhere in Theophrastus.
Kahn believes the idea is old.

¥Kahn, p. 156, makes the connection of drokpivetal to the secretion of eggs, arguing for
generation in a biological terms and not by vortex motion. Both Kahn and Kirk (p. 132) cast
doubt on the witnesses to its circular motion in ancient sources and the interpretation of vortex

motion in Anaximander by Cornford.

>'0On the meaning of drjp in Anaximander, see Kahn. Kahn credits Anaximander with
changing dxjp from its epic sense of “mist” to its more general sense of “air” (pp.143-154).

2 Anaximander included the sea in the realm of the earth (Diels, A.27).
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the second clause. The reading is also consistent with Anaximander’s
cosmology, in which air acts as the mediator between the realms of hot and
cold. It opens to allow heat and light through to the lower realms and as it
feeds the fires of the upper realms.

The air-egg in Anaximander’s cosmology probably derives from the
air-egg of Egyptian Heliopolitan creation as we saw it explained in the Coffin
Texts, while Anaximander’s dmeipov resembles Amun in its infinity and
indeterminacy. As we also saw, the Hermopolitan Amun theology took over
elements from the Heliopolitan creation account, including the cosmic egg.
Anaximander probably came to know a syncretistic Amun theology.

Additionally, Anaximander’s teaching of the governance of the world
by justice is prefigured by the cosmic role of Maat, truth, in Egyptian thought.
Like Aixm, Maat has a judicial role, serving to adjudicate disputes, even the
dispute between the god Osiris and his brother, Seth. In addition, she is the
balance in the universe between the forces of being and destruction, serving

as an aid to the Sun in his nightly struggle with Nun and darkness.

Anaximenes

Of Anaximenes’ life little more is known other than that he was a
Milesian and follower of Anaximander. Anaximenes simplified the system
of Anaximander by doing away with the mysterious infinite, substituting for
it infinite air:

Anaximenes the Milesian, son of Eurustratus, companion of

Anaximander, says the underlying nature was one and infinite,

just as Anaximander did, but he did not say it was indefinite as

Anaximander did, but that it was definite, namely it was air. It

differed in rarefaction and in density through all substances.
Rarefied, it becomes fire, condensed, it becomes wind then cloud,
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still further condensed, it becomes water, then earth, then stones
and other things come about from these. (Diels A.5)"

Similar to the water and the infinite of his predecessors, Anaximenes used air
for original matter, surrounder and supporter of the earth. Air was indefinite
enough to fulfill Anaximander’s requirements of being a hidden base for
other manifestations, but it is more intuitive and physical than Anaximander’s
undefined infinite.

Theophrastus’ account of elemental transformations would seem to
provide the outline of a cosmogony similar to Anaximander’s. Anaximenes
dispensed with the infinite and argued that density was the dynamic force
rather than temperature.” Air rarefied on one side and condensed on the
other produced a realm of fire on the outside and a realm of earth and stones

on the inside. Air, wind, and clouds remained in the middle.?®* So understood,

FAvatiuévns 8¢ Edpuatpdtov MiArolos, eTaipos yeyovax "Avatipdvdpov, piav pev
Kai avtos TH)v brokelpévnv VoL kai drelpdv dnaiv Gomep €keivog, odk ddpLoTov St Gomep
éxeivog, AAAQ GpLopévnv, dépa Aéywv adTiv: Stadépelv §€ pavOTNTL KAl TUKVOTNTL KATA TAS
ovaiag. kal dpatovpevov puev mdp yiveadal, mukvodpevov Sk dvepov, elta védog, €11 5¢ pdAiov
38wp, €ita yjv, elta AiBous, Td 8¢ dAda ék Tovtwy. Diels, op. cit., p. 9l.

>*Anaximenes provided an argument by the example of breath upon the lips (Diels,
B.1).

®A different account of Anaximenes' cosmogony is preserved by Pseudo-Plutarch:

Everything came about by its [air's] condensation and subsequent rarefaction.
Motion exists from everlasting. As air was felted, earth, which is flat, came
about first, therefore by this account it floats upon air. The sun, moon, and stars
have the beginning of their generation from earth. For he said that the sun was
earth. By the speed of its motion and strong heat, it became kindled (Diels
A.6).

yevvaoOai te TAvVTO KATd Tva TOKVROLY TOVTOL Kal TdALv dpaiwotv. T1iv ye
uiv kivnoly é€ ai@vos brdpyelv: mAovévov &€ ToD dépos TPWTINV YEYEVRTOAL
Aéyer THv yiiv mAateiav pdia’ 810 kal katd Adyov avThyv énoxeiodat TAL
dépr kai tov fjAtov Kai Tiv gerrjvnv Kal Ta Aot datpa. THv dpxnVv TS
vevéoews €xelv ¢k yRs. dmodaivetar yobv ToOv fiAtov yfiv, Sia 8¢ THv Ofeiav
kivnowv kai pdA’ikavéx Bepuiv Tavtnv kaboly AaBeiv. Diels, op. cit., p. 91.

In this cosmogony, air condenses to its limit. The final stage of condensation is earth, which
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Anaximenes’ cosmogony is similar to Anaximander’s, minus the indefinite
boundless. Anaximenes begins with the air egg which produces both fire and
earth.

Anaximander also modified the biomorphism of his predecessors to a

more anthropomorphic picture:

Anaximenes the Milesian, son of Eurustratus asserted that air
was the principle of beings; for from it all things arose and into it
they dissolve. “As our soul,” he says, “being air controls us, so
also wind and air contains the whole cosmos.” (Diels B.2)¢

Anaximenes in making the human soul the model for the cosmos opened
new vistas in cosmological exploration that were to have profound impact
throughout Greek philosophical tradition.

The notion of air as a soul at work in the world bears striking similarity
to the account of the air god Shu which we saw in the Coffin Texts. Shu was
not only the first creature of the world, but was also described as Ba soul
whose strength supports heaven above earth. As we also saw, the Hermopolitan

theologians took over many aspects of Heliopolitan thought. As a result,

produces heat and fire by its motion. The accounts of Pseudo-Plutarch and Theophrastus cannot
be harmonized as Kirk tried to do. He interpreted Theophrastus' version as the account of
normal processes of the world and Pseudo-Plutarch's as the account of cosmogony (p. 152).
However, the physical processes involved in Pseudo-Plutarch’s account are distinct from those
in Theophrastus.’ In Theophrastus' account rarefaction produces heat; in Pseudo-Plutarch's
motion does. The Milesians and later Greek philosophers do not present different natural
processes in cosmogony and in the course of the world. Cosmogony is presented as the natural
forerunner of the natural course of the world.

Worse still, the accounts bear irreconcilable contradictions. Pseudo-Plutarch claims that “sun
was [composed of] earth.” What sense would this make in the Theophrastus version where fire
and earth stand in opposition to each other by their defining characteristics, namely their
densities?

Since we must make a choice, we should follow the more generally reliable Theophrastus, and
accept an account of cosmogony according to progressive separation of opposites from air.

*Avagipévns Evpuatpatov Midtiolos dpxiiv 1@V 6viev dépa dmedrivator ek yap
T0UTOV TAVTa, YiyveoBal kal eis adTov TdALY dvadveaBall ol ov ) Yoy, ¢noiv, 7| Huetépa anp
oboa ouykpatel NG, kai SAov Tov kéopov Tvedua kai anp mepiéxers. Diels, op. cit., p. 95.
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Anaximenes could have gotten his ideas of air as a soul in the world directly
or indirectly from either a Heliopolitan or a Hermopolitan source.

Looking back over the three Milesian cosmologists it is possible to trace
their work as a progressive development in understanding or interpreting
Egyptian thought, from Thales’ adoption of the physical aspect of Nun, to
Anaximander’s appropriation of the hiddeness of the boundless Amun and
then to Anaximenes’ account which unified the hidden cosmic force and the
human soul in the form of air.

What the Milesians learned from the Egyptians would serve as the
framework for cosmological speculation in the Greek world for centuries.
The proposition that the world came into being from the same material that
it would perish into would be accepted by almost all the Greek philosophers
in general terms, although the unity and the sufficiency of matter would be
challenged. Matter was here to stay as a principle of cosmogony and cosmology.
The old succession myth, by which Zeus had defeated and left his progenetors
powerless, had gone the way of Ouranos and Kronos. The teaching of a finite
world springing from and supported by an infinite source would become a
point of contention, as some taught infinite worlds. The anthropomorphism
of cosmos, and the relation between the cosmic macrocosm and human
microcosm would continue to serve as a basic analogy of cosmology.

The ways in which the Milesians departed from the Egyptian thought
would serve as points of departure for further cosmic speculation in Greece.
Anaximander and Anaximenes were more physicalist than the Egyptians.
The Egyptians did not educe universal physical properties to explain
transformations, whereas Anaximander and Anaximenes explained

transformations on the basis of differences in temperature or density. The
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Milesians also modified the Egyptian and Greek mythic habit of collocating
many explanations by introducing a quest for a single explanation. Each of
the Milesian cosmologists sought to establish his own principle as the one
explanation of the origin of the cosmos in preference to that of his predecessors.
The speed at which new cosmological speculations were produced left the
Egyptians behind.

Nevertheless, the Egyptians had provided a larger yet more unified
world view than previous Greeks had known, which the Milesians could use
and develop. It was larger than Hesiod’s three realmed world of heaven,
earth, and underworld and more unified in its single cosmic principle and in
the continuity from origin to present course. The Milesians got a basic plot
structure, characters, and settings from Egypt, but changed the dramatic action.
The changes focused on the mechanics of the physical operations. Together
with their refusal to syncretize one account of creation with another, these

changes led to a scientific revolution.
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Chapter 2, Matter in Plato, Aristotle, and Their Successors: Eternal realm of

change or passing illusion

As we saw in chapter 1, the Milesians developed the notion of a single
material/ divine source of the world under influence from Egypt. It was a
world governed by order, but destined to return to its origins. They did not
distinguish the material for the world and the agent of creation, because the
original agent of creation could transform itself into the requisite material for
the cosmos. The principle of being manifested itself in the changes in the
world.

Parmenides of Elea in Southern Italy (born ca. 510 B.C.E.)' drove a
wedge between being and change which the Egyptians and Milesians did not
recognize. His view that being and change were antithetical undid the system
of the Milesians which was predicated upon a single principle of being and
change. They were happy to see change as the prerogative of being. Parmenides
argued that being was “ungenerated and imperishable, entire, unshakable,
and endless, it neither was nor will be, but is now, whole and together, one
and continuous.”> To be is to be eternal, timeless, and unchangeable.

After Parmenides no Greek philosopher could unite being, unity, and

change in the way that the Milesians had. According to Parmenides, the

'Kirk and Raven, op. cit., p. 263 f.

245 dyévnTov L0V Kal AVGAEBPOV ETTLY,
¢oTL Yap odAopeAés Te KOl ATPEUES 115 A TéAeaToV:
0V3¢ TOT T)v oVS €atat, emel viv €oTLy duod mav,
€v, guvexés. Diels, B 8, 3-6 a, p. 235.

For comment, see Kirk and Raven, p. 273 ff.

For a recent and extensive bibliography on Parmenides, see Scott Austin, Parmenides: Beings,
Bounds, and Logic, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986.
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world was one undifferentiated reality. All change and plurality were illusory.
Parmenides’ work immediately effected a multiplication of material principles
in Empedocles, Anaximander, and the atomists, as they tried to by-pass
Parmenides’ conclusion by introducing a plurality of material principles.’
Subsequently, Parmenides’ work led to finer distinctions in the notion of
being. Plato’s distinction between true being versus phenomenal being denied
the reality of the realm of change. Aristotle’s act-potency distinction allowed
him to find being in becoming. The Stoics adopted a categorical distinction of
being to distinguish the one material substance of the cosmos from its qualitative
changes.

Surprisingly, even among Platonists in the following centuries, the
Stoic and Aristotelian views of matter and the ontology of the realm of becoming
carried the day. Yet, Plato’s dualism continued in a modified form in the
teachings of the Neopythagoreans.

Neither Parmenides nor his followers had a notion of matter as an
unqualified ontological principle distinct from form. Such a dualism would
be developed by Plato and Aristotle. To consider the development of the
notion of matter as a distinct ontological principle, we will pass over Parmenides
and his followers and proceed directly to the realm of change in Plato, Aristotle,

the Stoics, and their followers.

Matter in Plato
One of the great ironies of the history of Greek philosophy is that one

of the main sources for the understanding of the doctrine of matter in later

*For the effects of Parmenides teachings on Empedocles, Anaxagoras, and the atomists,
see Kirk and Raven: “Each of these systems is, in its own way, a deliberate reply to Parmenides,”
p- 319. On Empedocles in particular, see pp. 323-25. On Anaxagoras, see pp. 368-70. On Zeno's
effect on Anaxagoras, see pp. 370-72. On the atomists, see pp. 404-409.
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Greek philosophy did not believe in the stuff himself. Even though Plato’s
(428/7-348/7 B.C.E.) Timaeus was one of the key texts informing the Middle-
Platonist and Neoplatonist notions of matter, there is no matter in Plato’s
system. I say this not just because he antedates Aristotle’s development of the
notion, and not just because for Plato the physical world is mere appearance.
Physical bodies are not even what they appear. Bodies are twice removed
from true being in that they are only constructs of phenomenal mathematical
figures. They are mere constructs of mere phenomena.

The depth of Plato’s idealism has been overlooked from antiquity.
Among the Middle-Platonists and Neoplatonists, Plato’s position was
assimilated to Aristotle’s. They assumed that Plato’s receptacle of change was
matter in the Aristotelian sense and they freely glossed the term as matter.*
Although most recent commentators have come to accept that the Aristotelian

notion does not fit the text of the Timaeus, modern commentators have not

Aristotle first made the identification of Plato’s receptacle and his matter (de
Generatione et Corruptione B 1). The Middle-Platonist Plutarch, de Iside 372 E (matter is the
navdexes) and Albinus, Didaskalikos, ch. 8 followed suit, see below.

Plotinus makes the same identification (Enneads 2.4.1, 1).

Also Calcidius in his commentary on the Timaeus, 308, ed. John Wrobel, Platonis Timaeus,
interprete Chalcidio cum eiusdem commentario, Leipzig: Teubner, 1876, p. 336 f.

The identification was preserved into the medieval period in Bernard of Chartres’ commentary
on the Timaeus, Glosae super Platonem, ed. Paul Dutton, Toronto: Pontifical Institute of
Mediaeval Studies, 1991, c. 8, 127f., p. 222.

Recent conveyors of this tradition include I. M. Crombie. Crombie regards the receptacle as a
constituent of things and an active player in the cosmos, Plato’s Doctrines, London: Routledge,
1963, pp. 219 f. He argues that the designation space should be taken metaphorically because
the receptacle can move, cf. p. 223. But for Plato takes the notion of the receptacle moving is in
philosophical terms a “Cambridge change.” The receptacle moves as phenomena enter and
leave it. It remains without change.

Plato identifies the receptacle as space. It is the necessary location for movement and change,
but it remains unaffected by change. Neither does it enter into composition as Aristotle’s matter
does. Plato has no doctrine of act-potency composition, central to Aristotelian docirine of matter
(see below).

Cornford agrees that the receptacle is that in which change occurs, not that from which change
occurs, Plato’s Cosmology, London: Paul, Trench, Trubner, 1937, p. 181.
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accepted that Plato constructed bodies and their properties solely from
geometrical figures.” As if moved by pity, they have contributed other entities
to Plato’s rather empty ontological plate. Some have added simple bodies
from which to construct the elements. Others have looked to recurrent
properties distinct from the triangles which come and go in unexp]ained

relationship to the geometrical figures.®

*Morrow accepts the picture and calls the triangles elements, but offers no explanation
of the ontological status of the triangles. “Necessity and Persuasion in Plato’s Timaeus,” Studies
in Plato’s Metaphysics, edited by Reginald E. Allen, London, Routledge & Kegan, 1965, pp.
421-437, p. 427 He takes the powers of the elements as primitive conditions faced by the demiurge,
which the demiurge arranged, but in no way created, p. 431.

“There is no need to multiply entities, not only beyond need, but also beyond the strict
divisions of the text. Plato outlines three genera, forms, imitations, and space. Cherniss adds a
fourth, the determinate characteristics of phenomena that enter and leave the receptacle. They
are distinct from the forms, which are “emphatically said not to enter anything,” and the
phenomena that are “the apparent alterations of the receptacle as a result of their continual
entrance into it and exit from it,” “A Much Misread Passage of the ‘Timaeus,” American Journal
of Philology 75, 1954, pp. 113-130, see p. 128 f. Republished in Harold Cherniss, Selected
Papers, ed. Leonardo Taran, Leiden: Brill, 1977, pp. 346-363.

Allan Silverman, “Timaean Particulars,” The Classical Quarterly n. s. 42, 1992, pp. 87-113,
tried to balance a desire to keep the primitives of Plato’s ontology to three with a desire to
construct elements so as not to be stoicheia or syllables, Silverman develops a rather elaborate
ontology: “The reflections or recurrent attributes are consequences of the mere existence of the
receptacle and the Forms. The geometrical configurations provide dimensional cross sections of
time and space and thereby provide places for the recurrent attributes to enter and exit the
receptacle,” p. 94. His elements are composites of properties and regions of the receptacle that
are “construct(s) of the receptacle and a geometrical configuration” p. 95.

Silverman acknowledges that he has no explanation for the coincidence of properties and
particular geometrical configurations: “He [Plato] is saddled with the inexplicable coincidence
of geometrical bodies occupying space and properties entering and exiting the place defined by
those bodies.” p. 112. At that point Silverman abandons his first concern, by positing an infinite
number of primitive phenomenal coincidences. He also neglects Plato’s statements that properties
follow the geometrical constructions of the elements, see below.

The relation between geometrical structures and properties is not coincidental or inexplicable,
see below.

The composite nature of the elements he uses to justify his construction is a non-problem. Plato
says elements are constructed from triangles, which are themselves not simples. Therefore, the
elements are not syllables.

Gill used the same concern for the non-simplicily of the elements to justify importing simple
bodies into Plato’s ontology. These simple bodies are the components of the elements: “A simple
— whatever it turns out to be — will be called by its name a “10 towobtov.” It is like a form
because it shares the same nature but is distinct from it because it constantly moves around
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None of these systems fits Plato’s explicit threefold ontology: forms,
phenomena, and receptacle. Neither do they take into account Plato’s analysis
of the properties of the elements in terms of the shapes and sizes of their
geometrical structures. By so doing they miss Plato’s mathematical idealism.
I use the term idealism in the sense that physical bodies are derived from

non-physical principles, in Plato’s case geometrical.

elements and properties as constructed from triangles alone
In the Timaeus, Plato divides everything into three genera: the forms;

the phenomena; and the receptacle:

It must be admitted that one has the form of sameness,
ungenerated, and indestructible, receiving nothing else from
elsewhere into itself, neither going into another, it is unseen and
otherwise unsensed. It is this which intellection is allotted to
examine. A second [genus] is homonymous and similar to the
first, sensible, generated, tossed constantly, arising in a place (tonw)
and then destroyed from there, grasped by opinion together with
sense. A third genus is that of space (ywpas) which never receives
corruption, but provides a seat for all that has generation. It is
itself reached by a certain bastard reason without sensation, hardly
reliable, to which we look in a dream and say that it is necessary
for every being to be in a place and to occupy space, and that
there is nothing which is neither in earth nor in heaven. (52 A
1-B5; cf. 52D 3;50 D 1)

through space,” “Matter and Flux in Plato’s Timaeus,” Phronesis 32, 1987, pp. 34-53, see p. 51.
To escape a non-problem, Gill imports an entity that contradicts Plato’s own classification. If it
is a body in space it is in the realm of becoming. It can neither be simple nor unchanging like a

form.

“buoroyntéov €v pév eivar o katd TadTd €505 Exov, AYEVVNTOV KAl AVAAEOpOV,
oVTe €is €avTO €lodeyduevov dAAO dAL0BeV oliTe aVTO €l GAAG oL 16V, ddpatov 8¢ kal dAAGK
avaicdntov, ToHTo 6 &1 vONoLs eIANYEV €MOKOTELV: TO &€ OULOVLLOV GUOLOV Te EKeEive BevTEPOV,
aiohntov, yevvntov, mepopmuévov dei, YLYVOUEVOV T€ €v TIVL TOTG KAl TAALY éxeibev
amoAAVuEVOY, SOET neT alobroews meptAnmTtov: Tpitov S& abd yévos Ov TO TRS xwpas dei,
$0opdv oV Tpoodexdpevov, Edpav 3 mapéxov Goa €xel Yéveoiv TAOLY, avTd 8E nET avarodnoiag
AnTOV A0YLOU® TLVL VOO, péyLS TLOTGV, TPOS & 81 Kal dvelpomorodpev BAETOVTES Kai papev
dvaykaiov eivai mov 1o 8v drav €v TLvi TOMR Kal Katéyov xopav Tivd, o St uit év yf pnte
ToV KAT ovpavov ovdtv eival. ed. John Burnet, Platoni Opera, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1902.

30

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



The forms are true beings. They remain forever and unchangeably what they
are. Phenomena come and go as mere shadows of the forms. They are the
realm of becoming which Plato refers to simply as generation (yéveois).
Generation is the effect of the forms in the receptacle (50 C 7). The receptacle
does not change itself, neither does it have its own character. It only appears

to become that which enters into it:

It always receives all things, but it does not ever in any way take
a form similar to any of the things which enter into it. It remains
as a tablet for every nature. Moved and shaped by the things
which enter it, it appears to be changed by them at different
times—those which enter and leave are always imitations of the
true beings, impressed by them in a way that is both amazing
and difficult to understand. (50 B 8-C 6)°

Plato identifies the third genus as space (52 D 3). The receptacle is not a
material substrate which enters into composition with the phenomena. It is
merely a stage for all the world. Motion “appears” in the receptacle as
phenomena come and go. The receptacle itself remains unchanged. It does
not enter into composition with the phenomena which appear in it. Plato
lacks a doctrine of act-potency such as Aristotle has to explain such composition.

Plato expressly denies that the elements are constructed from the

receptacle:’

%8éxetai te yap del td mdvia, kal popetv ovdepiav moté ovdEVI TAV €ioLOVTLY
opoiav eiAndev ovdapts] ovdauds: éxpayeiov yap ¢Vo€EL TAVTL KeiTAl, KLVOVUEVOV Te Kal
Staoymuartiiéuevoy Ho TAV eioldvIny, daivetal 5¢ 5i' ékeiva dALoTE dAAGIOV TA St eioLovia
Kai €Elovia T@v Gviwv del piprtpata, TVTWOEVTA AT aVT@V TpéTOV TIVA dVodpactov Kal
favpnaoTov.

®s0 Cornford, loc. cit.

Richard Mohr, “Image, Flux, and Space in Plato’s Timaeus,” Phoenix 34, 1980, pp. 138-152,
contrasts the Platonic receptacle with Aristotelian matter in five ways:

1) The receptacle is not a material cause out of which objects are made, pp. 147 .
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Therefore, the mother and receptacle of the visible becoming
and of everything sensible, let us not call neither earth nor air
nor fire nor water, neither is it what arises of these [elements]
neither is it that from which these [elements] arise. (51 A 4-6)'°

Plato’s first bodies are the Empedoclean elements: fire, air, earth, and
water. As “pure, first bodies” (dxpata kai npdta cpato, 57 C 7), they
cannot be said to be mixed or constructed from other bodies. They serve as
the ingredients for the construction of the body of the cosmos (32 C 5). Even
though there are no bodies below them and those above them are constructed
from them, Plato refuses to grant them the status of true elements, or even
syllables, as he puns the literal sense of stoixeia: letter (48 B 8 f.). That is to say
they are neither simples nor are they constructed from simples. (Still, for
ease of reference I will use the common term elements. Plato terms them the
four kinds [yévn]). Even though they are constructs, they are the first bodies,
because they are constructed from non-bodies. They are formed from four

different solid figures which are themselves formed from triangles:

First, it is at least clear to everyone that fire, earth, water, and air
are bodies. Every form of body has depth. Further, it is always
necessary that depth includes the nature of the plane. The flat

base of the plane is composed of triangles. (53 C 4-8)"

2) The receptacle is not a principle of individuation, pp. 148 ff.
3) The receptacle is not a subject of predication, pp. 150 f.
4) The receptacle is not a substrate for change, p. 151.
5) The receptacle is not a principle of existence, p. 151.
810 81) Thv tod yeyovéTos dpatod kai MAVTES aicNTOD pMTépa Kal HrodoxHv prjte
Yfjv urjte aépa prjte mop priTe Bdwp Aéywpev, prite oa €k ToVTWV prjTe ¢E Qv Tadta yéyovev:

"Mpatov pev 87 mdp xal yf xai H8wp kal dfp 6TL oopatd éati, S{A6v Tov Kal
navtic to 8¢ 10D cwpatos €idos TGV Kal BdBos éxel. TO St Bdbos ad maca davdykm TNV
¢minedov mepletAndéval ¢voLy: 1) € 0pb1 TR EMMESOL BATEMS €K TPLYWVWV TUVETTTKEV.
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The triangles are themselves constructed from angles (57 D 1) and presumably
from lines. The triangles move and change in the realm of becoming and
must therefore be imitations of mathematical forms. Thus, the elements are
constructed from mathematical phenomena which are themselves constructed.

In the analysis of bodily properties which follows, Plato traces all the
properties of the first bodies to their shapes, sizes, and mutual interactions.
He analyzes weight, mobility, hardness, wetness, and heat all in terms of the
relative sizes and the shapes of the elemental bodies. There are no bodies nor
bodily properties which Plato does not trace back to his geometrical
constructions.'?

Fire is the smallest and sharpest body, which explains its movements:

The sharpest form belongs again to fire, the second most to air,
and the third most to water. Since of these all, the one having
the fewest bases must be the most mobile, because it is most
incisive, and sharpest of all in everyway. Further it is the lightest,
because it is constructed from the smallest parts. (56 A 5-B 2)*

Earth is the opposite. It has the largest particles and largest base making it the
most stable and unmovable of the elements (55 D 8-E 3). The other elements
are more mobile than earth and less mobile than fire.

Fire’s mobility has consequences of its own as it helps to determine the

heat of fire:

"The properties are not distinct from bodies, otherwise none of Plato’s analysis would
make sense, contra Silverman (see above); also contra Cornford, who takes “the contents of the
figures as qualities or ‘motions and powers.”” op. cit., p. 229.

Pkal 1o pév dEvTatov ad mupi, To 8¢ Sevtepov dépt, TO 3¢ Tpitov Hdatl. TadT obv &)
TAVTQ, TO LEV EXOV OALYIOTOS BATELS EVKLVTITOTATOV AVAYKT TEGUKEVAL, TUTITIKWTATOV TE KAl
O0EVTATOV OV MAVTIT TAVTWY, €TL TE EAQPPOTATOV, €€ OALYITTWVY TUVETTOS TOV ADTAV HEPRV:
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First, knowing its division and incision which befalls our body,
let us see by investigating here why we say fire is hot. Almost
everyone feels it as a sharp effect. Those who remember the
origin of its shape must consider the fineness of the sides, the
sharpness of the angles, the smallness of the parts, and the speed
of its travel by which it always quickly cuts that which with it
comes in contact when it is strong and sharp. Because most of
all that nature and not any other divides and chops up our bodies
into small pieces. (61 D 5-62 A 5)'*

By contrast, hardness results from the large and firm square base of
earth’s cubic structure (62 B 8-C 2). Wet bodies have relatively small bodies,
which are displaced by larger bodies as they sink (62 A 6 ff).

Plato’s account of weight depends upon the sizes of the elemental bodies.
He argues that the most stable bodies seek the most stable part of the cosmos,
the center. Their size and immobility allows them to force the smaller and
more mobile particles to the outside. Thus, earth occupies the center of the
cosmos and fire is displaced to the outer edge (63 D 1 ff.). Taking the center
position is what it is to be heavy and being displaced to the outside position is
what it is to be light.

Plato also examines the interactions and composition of the elements
in the same terms as the shapes and sizes of the elements. It should be clear
enough that the regular shapes are the basis of the properties of the elements.
But what about the properties found in the pre-cosmic stew, before the demiurge
constructed the regular geometrical forms? The traces of the elements in the

pre-cosmos have proven intractable for exegetes. The existence cf the properties

“rp@dtov pév odv 1) Thp Bepuov Aéyopev, Tdwpev M3e aromoDVTES, THY SLAKPLOLY Kal
TOUTV a0TOD MepL TO TAUA HUAV YLYVOUévV €vvonBévTes. GTL uEv yap 0D TL 1o Tddos, TdvTes
oxedov aioBavioueba: TNV 8€ AeRTOTNTA TAV TAEVPAV KAL YOVIAV 6EVTNTO TV TE popiwv
opLKPOTNTA Kal TS popds TO TA)0S, 0§ TATL TPoSPOV OV KAl TOHOV OEEwS TO TPOTTLYOV el
TEUVEL, LOYLOTEOV AvapLUvToKopNéVoLs TNV ToD oxnuatos avtod yéveaiv, 6TL ndAiota ékeivn
Kkal ovk dAAT) 9VOLS Srakpivovoa L@V KATA ouLkpd T€ TG oOUATA Kepuatifovoa.
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prior to the construction of the elements has led commentators to posit the
independence of properties from bodies.'”” If the properties can exist before
the elements, then properties appear independent of the elemental bodies.
Properties independent from bodies are unsatisfactory, unjustified by the text,
and unnecessary.

I believe that the same analysis of the properties holds in the pre-cosmos
as in the cosmos. Pre-cosmic properties of weight, heat, wetness all follow
from the relative sizes and the shapes of the elemental traces found in the
pre-cosmos. The properties are not any more independent than they are in
the cosmos. In the cosmic order, the elements have regular sizes and shapes
and thus, determinate relations one to another, allowing the construction of
an orderly cosmos. In the pre-cosmos, the properties follow from the relative
sizes of the bodies, even though the bodies have not yet been given regular
sizes and shapes. Thus, no regular relations between properties or cosmic

order is possible.

pre-cosmic choas
Plato characterizes the precosmic realm of becoming as existing without

similar powers or without balance:

The nurse of generation was made wet and fiery and received
the shapes of earth and air and suffered whatever consequences
follow these, and appeared variegated to sight, and because it was
not filled by similar or balanced powers, it was not balanced in
any of its ways, but unevenly balanced everywhere, it was shaken
by them and as it was moved, it shook them as well. The things
which were moved were constantly borne elsewhere and
separated, as things shaken by winnowing fans and by tools for

“Independent properties in pre-cosmos turn up in the interpretations of Cornford,
Silverman, and Cherniss.
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the winnowing of grain and the dense and heavy things are
winnowed out and the thin and light things are carried to another
place. Thus the four elements were shaken by the receiver which
moved like a tool for shaking. It divided the most dissimilar
from each other more, while it drove the similar together.
Therefore, each had a different place, before the universe, which
was ordered out of them, came about. The universe before this
one contained all of these things without reason or measure.
Before the universe was begun to be ordered, fire, water, earth,
and air, each having the vestiges of itself, and disposed in every
possible way as is the likeness of everything when god is absent
from it. Thus, the things which were were first shaped by forms
and numbers. God composed them into this universe as beautiful
and as excellent as possible from that which was not so. (52 D
4-53 B 6)*

The powers were not regularized by regular shapes for the elements. Neither
was an overall cosmic balance to be found. Nevertheless, there were traces of
the elements and their properties. What precisely the traces are, Plato never
says. But it is most consistent with the rest of the Timaeus to read them as
irregular bodies. The great disorder that Plato describes indicates that they
were not just slightly deformed figures, but a great variety of dissimilar shapes

jostling each other in the absence of any clear direction."”

5TH|v 8¢ o7 Yevéoens TLOTivIV Dypaivopévnv Kkal Tupovpévny kai TAS Y T Kai aépos
HopOas Seyouévnyv, Kal oa dAra TOVTOLS TOAT CUVETETAL TATKOVOOV, TAVTOSATTV NEV LEELV
daiveoBat, 514 & 10 n1j6’ bproicwv duvduewv prite icoppémwy EuminTAacdaL Kot ovdev avtfs
icoppomeiv, AL’ AVILAAGS TAVTY TAAQVTOUREVTIV OeieagBal nev DT Ekeivav altv, Kivovpuévny
3 ad maALv éxeiva oeielv: Ta 8¢ Kivovpeva dAAa dAAoge dei dpépecBar Srakpivopeva, Gomep
T4 L0 TAV MAOKAVWV TE KAl OpYAVWV TAV TEPL THV Tod oiTov KABAPOLY Teldueva Kai
AVIKUWUE VO TA ILEV TUKVA Kot Bapéa GAAT, TA 8¢ nava kal koboa eis eTépav (el dpepdueva
€dpav: 16te olTw TA TéTTApa Yévn celdueva Lo Tfg Sefanevis, Kivovpuévns avtis olov
0pYAVOL TELTUOV TapéxovTos, TO LEV AVOUOLOTATO TAEITTOV aDTA ad abTAV opilelv, Ta 8¢
opoidtata ndAlota €is TaNTOV CUVEBELY, 810 &1 kal xwpav Tadta dAra dAATV ToxeLv, Tpiv
Kai 0 Tav ¢£ avT@v Siakooundtv yevéoBal. kal té6 pev 81 mpd TovTOL MAvTa TAdT €lxev
dAOY@s Kal AuéTpas: OT€ & €MEYELPELTO KOOUEIOGAL TO AV, TOP MPATOV KAl VAWP Kal YAV
Kal dépa, ixvn uev €xovta ablt@®v drta, navtdraci ye ufv drakeipeva Gomep eixos Exerv
dmav 6tav anfj Tivos Beds, ot 1) T0TE MEPLKITA TaDTO TTP@TOV SLeaymuaticato €ideot Te
Kal apiBpois. 1o 3¢ ) Suvatdv (X kKAAALOTA dPLoTd Te ¢E oy olTws éxOvIwv TOV Bedv avTd
OUVLOTAVAL.

"Steven Strange, “The Double Explanation in the Timaeus,” Ancient Philosophy 5,
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If we take the elemental traces for bodies which have not yet been
regularized, the analysis which Plato applied to the cosmic properties still
holds. Heat results from the sharpness and speed of the smallest particles.
Larger particles display the firmness and immobility of earth. The weight of
the various bodies also follows from their relative sizes.'®

But in the absence of regular cosmic and elemental structure, the traces
of elements behave erratically. Without regular bodies, there is little regularity
found in “similar powers.” Fieriness would not consist in the regular shape
of a pyramid, but in relatively small and sharp pieces (53 A 8).

Since the cosmic sphere had not yet been constructed, there was no
center point in which the largest bodies could congregate. As a result they
were free to congregate anywhere, without a clearly demarcated region as
earth has in the present cosmos. Similarity of sizes would tend to draw like
to like, but without regular structures the similarity of the pre-cosmic bodies
is only partial. As a result they continue to move and shake."

The demiurge imposed order by limiting the number of shapes to four
basic kinds, which allowed predictable interactions and recombinations and

determinate regions to be established. Necessity existed before and after because

1985, pp. 25-39, n. 14, argues that the pre-cosmic particles must have weight to make the
winnowing basket analogy (52 E-53 A) work. To have weight, he argues, they must “resemble
fairly closely the regular geometric shapes” the demiurge gives them, p. 33. I find no basis for
this. Weight follows from the relative sizes of the particles and the tendency for like to go to

like. There is no need for much regularity in Plato’s account of weight.

"¥Plato does not analyze the particles in this way in the pre-cosmos, but it is more
consistent to maintain the same analysis of the properties in the pre-cosmos and cosmos than to
import a new set of independent properties into the ontology.

®According to Cherniss, pre-cosmic motions are the comings and goings of imitations in
the receptacle, “The Sources of Evil in Plato,” The Proceedings of the American Philosophical
Society 98, 1954, pp. 23-30, p. 25.

Glen Morrow says that the pre-cosmic motions should be attributed to a soul, which the demiurge
trains into the cosmic order. “Necessity and Persuasion in Plato’s ‘Timaeus,”” in R. E. Allen,

Studies in Plato’s Metaphysics, London: Routledge & Kegan, 1965.
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the demiurge is working with a plurality of bodies in space.”® Of necessity
some are smaller, sharper, and faster than others.
After the cosmic ordering, that necessary interaction finds reasonable

limits and governance:

Because he wished everything to be good and nothing to be bad,
to the extent possible, god took the whole which was visible but
which was not quiet but moved discordantly and without order,
and led it to order from disorder, judging order to be better than
disorder in every way. (30 A 2-6)*'

There was a limit to his work. The material realm was governed by necessity
as well as by reason. Necessity was imposed upon it by the limitations of the
spatio-temporal world of change, and the world was subject to change, struggle,
and ultimately corruption. The cosmos itself and the celestial bodies were
eternal because they were the direct work of the demiurge (41 A 7 f,, cf. 43 A
2), but on the level of the microcosm, the struggles in the material realm
would eventually lead to the corruption of each body, including the human
body.

The human has two natures (42 A 1 f.): a soul made by the demiurge
and descended from the stars; a body made by the created gods. Human

suffering and death result from the soul being placed into a body (42, 44, 81 C).

[The gods] taking the deathless principle of the mortal animal,
imitating their own demiurge, they borrowed from the cosmos
parts of fire and earth, water and air, which would be repaid.
They joined them together not with the unlooseable bonds by

®on necessity, see Strange, Mohr, and Silverman, art. cit.

2BovAnBeis Yap b Beds dyala pev mava, pAadpov 5& undev €lval katd Svvauty, oiitw
&1 mav 6oov v dpatdv maparaBav ovy fAovyiav dyov dAAG KivovpEVOV TATUUEADS Kol
drdkres, €ig TdELv avto fjyayev ék tfis dtafiag, Tynoduevos £keivo TOVTOL TAVTLS GUELVOV.
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which they themselves were held, but they fused them together
with bonds invisible because of their small size. From all they
finished each body as a unit and bound the cycles of the immortal
soul into a body of ebb and flow. Those which were bound to a
river neither controled nor were controlled, but are borne by
force and bore others by force, so also the whole animal moved,
unordered wherever it happens to advance and unreasoned
because it has all six motions [i.e.,, up and down, forward and
back, right and left]. (42 E 7-43 B 2)*

The soul has its own perfect circular movement but it is buffeted by the erratic
motions of matter. In the struggle against contrary motions, the body eventually
gives out (81 C). Upon the corruption of the body, a soul trained by reason
returns to the stars, while an evil soul, forgetting its own origins, descends

further into existence as a beast (42 B).

Aristotle

Aristotle (384/3-322/1) said from the beginning that matter was not
knowable in itself (Metaphysics, 7.10, 1036 a 9-10). Given the disputes that
have arisen among his 20th century interpreters, it seems Aristotle has been
completely vindicated on this point. The medieval scholastics defined matter

as pure potency in the category of substance?’ or in a modern restatement,

Zral AaBovtes dbdvatov dpymnv 8vnTod {@ov, HiIHovIEVOL TOV TOETEPOV STLLOVPYOV,
TUpOs Kal YTis HOATOS Te kol aépos AnO ToD KOTHOV davellopevol HopLa (S AT0d300TToNEVQ
TAALY, €ig TADTOV TA AapuBavopeva TuveKSALGV, 0V Toi§ GAUTOLS 01§ ADTOL TuVeiyovTo decuais,
AAAa 510 OULKPOTTITA AOPATOLS TUKVOLS YOUOOLS CUVTTIKOVTES, €V €€ ANMAVTRV dnepyalouevor
ooua éxaotov, Tag Tiis ddavdtov Yuxiis TepLddous évédouv eis émippuTov odua kal dréppuToV.
al & eis motapov évdeBeigal oA LY ot ékpdtovv obT éxpatodvTo, Big 3¢ épépovto Kal
€0epov, TTE TO PLEV GAov KIvEITOaL {@ov, dTdrTws piv 6T THyoL Tpoiéval kal dA6Yws, Tas
€€ andoag KiLviigels €xov:

®Aquinas said that prime matter was commonly understood as potency in the category
of substance: id communiter materia prima nominatur, quod est in genere substantiae ut potentia
quaedam intellecta praeter omnem speciem et formam et etiam praeter privationem, quae tamen
susceptiva et formarum et privationum, (Unica Quaestio de Spiritualibus Creaturis, 1 co.).

The Cambridge Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics defines matter simply as pure potency:
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pure indeterminacy.** The traditional view has been challenged in the last
half century by those who argue that there is no prime matter in Aristotle.
King, Charlton, and Jones each argue that only substances are subjects
(bmokeipeva) for change and that the four elements (earth, air, fire, and water)
are the lowest and primary subjects for change.”®  The revisionists have

made persuasive challenges to the philosophical plausibility of the traditional

Materia secundum se est pura potentia, id est, neque actus, nec aliquid ex potentia et actu
compositum. Haec assertio est tam Peripateticae quam Patonicae scholae communis,
(Commentarii in octo libros Physicorum Aristotelis, Cambridge, 1592,1, 9, 3,1).

2"Joseph Owens, C. Ss. R., “Matter and Predication in Aristotle,” The Concept of Matter,
ed. Ernan McMullin, Notre Dame: Notre Dame, 1963, 99-113: “Aristotle removed from it all
determinations and so all direct intelligibility,” p. 99.

John J. FitzGerald, “ Matter’ in Nature and Knowledge of Nature: Aristotle and the Aristotelian
Tradition,” The Concept of Matter, pp. 79-98: “We have seen that Aristotle distinguished
between primary matter, the first subject of coming-to-be, unique in its sheer indetermination,
and nature-matter (second-matter), the first subject of coming-to-be, not simply, but as this or
that distinctive natural product (element, compound or organism),” p. 95, cf. p. 85, 88.

Norbert M. Luyten, O.P., “Matter as Potency,” The Concept of Matter, pp. 122-133: “This pure
indetermination of primary matter must be seen in its connection with determination. We might
call it the constitutive of fundamental inadequacy of substantial determination. Expressed in a
more concrete way: a material reality is what it is in such a way that it bears in itself the

possibility of simply not being what it is,” p. 128.

®H. R. King sounded the opening salvo of the forty year war in 1956 in “Aristotle
without prima materia,” Journal of the History of Ideas 17, 1956, pp. 370-89. He argued that,
“The notion of a characterless matter dropping one form and taking on another is a travesty of
his doctrines of becoming,potentiality,” p. 375. He said there was no first matter except the
four elements. “They are ‘as one,” the underlying, common matter of all composite bodies. But
specifically, this first matter is differentiated into four elements, each different in nature, but
each sharing a contrariety in common with another and each capable of generation from the
others. And it is just because these elements are ‘simple,” having no composite body of their
own, that Aristotle can make them receptive of any and all form,” p. 384 f. King does not
explain how simple bodies can share properties and it looks like a contradiction in his
interpretation.

Wm. Charlton in an appendix to his Commentary, Aristotle’s Physics, Books I and II, Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1970, also said that the four elements were prime matter. He denied the need
for any substrate to persist through change: “We do not say that the first thing has passed
away into nothing, but into the second, and we say that the second has come into being, not out
of nothing, but out of the first. Yet we cannot say that there is something that remained throughout
and underwent these transformations, unless we can find some description under which this
thing can be identified throughout,” p. 140. See also “Prime Matter: A Rejoinder,” Phronesis
28, 1983, pp. 197-211, in which Charlton focuses on the readings of disputed passages.

See also B. Jones, “Aristotle’s Introduction of Matter,” The Philosophical Review 83,1972, pp.
474-500, wiio also denies the existence of a remnant through change.
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interpretation, but their readings of the text of Aristotle have not borne up
under criticism.?®

C. J. F. Williams and D. Graham have taken a new tack. They agree
that the traditional interpretation is the best reading of Aristotle, but they
agree with the revisionists that the traditional doctrine of matter is inconsistent.
They lay the blame squarely on Aristotle, saying that Aristotle’s account was
problematic from the beginning.”’

Graham's careful studies bring forth the incoherence of the traditional
account. Graham stated that Aristotle’s account of matter is inconsistent, for
it teaches that matter exists as a definite substratum for substantial change
while also teaching that matter is indefinite. If indefinite, matter cannot be
understood as a substratum. Moreover, if it is indefinite, to posit its existence

as a substratum merely begs the question that change requires a substrate:

Likewise, if prime matter is to function as a bona fide substratum
it must have some features in virtue of which we can explain

%F. Solmsen in “Aristotle and Prime Matter,” Journal of the History of Ideas 19, 1958,
pp- 243-52, challenges King's interpretation of the texts, but does not address King’s philosophical
challenges to the notion of prime matter.

See also A. R. Lacey, “The Eleatics and Aristotle on Some Problems of Change,” Journal of the
History of Ideas 26,1965, pp. 451-68.

H. M. Robinson in “Prime matter in Aristotle,” Phronesis 19, 1974, pp. 168-88, defends the view
that “prime matter is nothing other than a potentiality,” p. 168. He directs a defence against
Charlton’s denial of persistence of matter through substantial change based upon the texts of
Aristotle.

ZC. J. F. Williams in an appendix to Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione, Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1982, pp. 211-219, also rejects Charlton’s interpretation. He also argues that
what is not actual is nothing, therefore Aristotle’s notion of matter as a being in potency is a
misconception, p. 219.

Daniel Graham in “The Paradox of Prime Matter,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 25,
1987, pp. 475-90, says: “The opponents of prime matter have a legitimate basis for criticizing
the tradition, for there is something fundamentally wrong with the doctrine. Given Aristotle’s
assumptions and commitments, the doctrine of prime matter is not only dialectically inevitable
but also systematically incoherent,” p. 476. See also Graham, Aristotle’s Two Systems, Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1987, particularly chapter 8, “The Paradoxes of Substance,” pp. 207-232.
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the change. It must be something. If prime matter has no
characteristics besides the powers—which are not essential to it,
since it need not have any given pair of them—it is essentially
indeterminate.

For the Eleatic then, prime matter is a nothing, a mere flatus
vocis invented ad hoc to save appearances. It is a something-I-
know-not-what conjured up to beg a question. (Graham, 1987, p.
228)

In effect Graham is accusing Aristotle of playing a metaphysical shell game.
He says that there must be a substrate for change, but when you ask him to
produce that ultimate substrate for change, he shows you an absolutely
indeterminate and unknowable substrate. The cup is empty.

Graham is right to challenge the notion of a pure potency and matter as
absolute indeterminacy. I agree with Graham that there are no such things as
pure potencies in reality, but also I do not think there are any in Aristotle.

The notion of a pure passive potency makes no sense. A passive potency
is the ability to suffer change. That ability like all others must be the ability of
a subject. In the case of a passive potency, it is the ability of a subject to suffer
change. There are no such things as pure potencies floating around
independently. They are not even imaginable, much less possible. There is
no ability to die apart from a living creature which can undergo that change.

Potencies rest in subjects and are not indefinite. They are determinate
abilities of a subject. Water can be made into definite things based upon what
it is now. I can boil it and make it air (according to the Aristotelian science)
but it has no indefinite potency to be made into anything we might imagine.
In Aristotle’s science, it can never become the matter for a planet or a star.

I believe the traditional account has gotten the definition of matter

exactly backwards. Rather than potency in the category of substance (ovoia),
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matter is substance (t65e T1) in potency,?® as Aristotle states in Metaphysics H
1, duvapel T66e Ti. Stated this way around, Aristotle’s doctrine avoids the
inconsistencies which Graham and the revisionists have pointed out.

Matter is an composite which can be analyzed from substance. It is
substance in potency and has to be understood in the analysis of substance.
As duvauel t6de T1, matter does what Aristotle asks of it. It serves quite
nicely as a substrate for substantial change.

The substantial form is the organizing principle of the substance. Matter
is that which is organized. That which is organized can be organized otherwise,
resulting in a substantial change. The organization has changed but that
which is organized remains. That is the sense in which matter is a substrate
for substantial change. We will look first to the analysis of substance, then to

matter as substrate, and finally to the ultimate substrate, prime matter.

matter in the analysis of substance

Matter is that which is arranged and ordered by form. It is not the
arrangement by itself, therefore it both accepts and needs arrangement. As
such it is in potency: “I call matter that which is not substance in act, but is
substance (t65€ T1) in potency” (Metaphysics H. 1, 1042 a 27 £.).

Aristotle gives several examples of composite substances in the near
context: a road is “wood or stone laid out in a certain way;” “a house is bricks
or boards laid out in a certain way,” “ice is water hardened in a certain way;”

“harmony is a certain mixture of high and low tones;” wind is “a movement

in a quantity of air;,” a calm is “an evenness of the sea” (Metaphysics H. 2,

%I use the translation “substance” for T63¢ Tt because in this context Aristotle is discussing
in what sense matter can be said to be substance (oVagia). T63€ 1t is used as a designation for the
category of substance in both the Metaphysics and in the de Anima: Met Z 4, 1030 b 11, Z 13,
1038b24, A 2,1069b 11, N 2,1089a11,b 32; de AnimaA1,402a24, A5 410a14, B4,416b 13.
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1043 a 7-11, 23-25.). Wood, stone, and bricks are obvious materials, but Aristotle
also explains that water can be material for ice, tones are the material for
harmony, air for wind and the sea for a calm. In each example, the matter is
that which is arranged in a certain way to produce that which is being defined.

Aristotle provides a threefold analysis of substance: (1) matter is substance
in potency; (2) form is substance in act; and (3) the composite of form and
matter is substance as independent existent (Metaphysics H 1, 1042 a 26-31; H
3, 1043 a 30 f.). The composite substance is matter arranged by an actual form.
Although the substance can be analyzed as form and matter, it would be a
mistake to distinguish numerically form and matter. They are one: “The
final matter and the form are one, one in potential and the other in act”
(Metaphysics H6,1045b 18 f., cf de Generatione et Corruptione 320 b 14).

They are distinguished as act and potency, not as two independently
existing things. There is only one independently existing thing: the composite.
Aristotle explains that they are one in number but two in account (Physics A
7,190 b 20 ££.).”> They are two in account because the being of the form is not
the being of the matter. I take it that by this he means that the being of the
matter can persist through a substantial change, which is the end of the teing
of that particular substantial form.

Even though their beings differ, neither form nor matter can exist
independently. Composite form will always be in matter, and matter will

always exist in composition with one form or another.

*Williams, art. cit., p. 217 f. tries to make the separability of form and matter into
Frege's sense/reference distinction. But Aristotle’s distinction is based not in a referential, but
an ontological difference. Although he says that form and matter are different in account
(A6Yw), he bases the difference in account on the difference of being between the form and matter.
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matter as substrate

Matter serves as the substrate for substantial change, but matter is never
an independent substrate. Even as substrate, matter is in composition with
form. A substrate is that which persists (1) through a change from one opposite
to another or (2) from the lack to the presence of a feature or (3) from a
presence to a lack. Aristotle developed the notion of a substrate by observation
of accidental change. White does not simply become black. A white surface
becomes a black surface. There is a surface which persists through the change.
In accidental change, the substance is the obvious substrate. But what happens
when the substance changes? Aristotle refuses to accept that it arises from
nothing and vanishes into nothing. It must arise from something. For
Aristotle this means both that something was there which has now become a
new substance and that something of the old substance persists in the new
substance.?

Aristotle develops the notion of substrate for change in the first book of
the Physics. He explicitly states his use of analogy in applying the notion of

substrate to substantial change:

The underlying nature is understood by analogy. As bronze is to
a statue or wood to a bed or matter which is formless is to anything
else which has form (before it receives form), so the underlying
nature is to substance and to the particular and to being. (Physics
A 7,191 a 8-12)*

*Charlton tries to draw a firm distinction between the upokeimenon and the upomenon.
He takes the upokeimenon as the substance from which change arises exclusively, and the
upomenon as that which persists through change, Charlton, 1970, p. 131 f. Aristotle however
does not observe a strict distinction in his use of the term upokeimenon.

s yap mpds Gvdprdvra yarikds N wpos kAivny EVAov 1j Tpos TAV AAA@Y TL TV

éxoviwv popédnyv [f| VAN kai] 6 dpopov €xer mpiv AaBeiv v popédrv, oltws albrn TPos
ovoiav éxel kal T0 T6d€ TL Kal To 6v. ed. W. D. Ross, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950.
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In accidental change, the subject for change is clearly composed between
substance and accidental feature which changes. Aristotle uses the term

bmokeipevov (substrate) to refer to the composite of substance and accident:

It is necessary that something always is a substrate, that which
becomes and even if this is one in number, formally (eide1) it is
not one (I say that “formally” and “in account” (A6y®w) are the
same). For the being of the human and the being of uneducated
are not the same, and [after the change] one remains and the
other does not. (Physics A7 190 a 14-18)*

Even though the person and his educational status are numerically identical
in the substantial unity of the person, they are not the same formally. The
being of each is distinct. To be human is not to be educated or uneducated
and, therefore, the educational status of a person can change, while remaining
human. Since their being differs, Aristotle can distinguish between the
substance which remains (16 bwépevov) and the accidental form which does
not. Together in composition they are the subject of change, the broxeinevov.

The same distinction applies analogously to substantial change:

Everything comes to be from a substrate and from form (nop¢m).
For the educated person is somehow composed of the person
and being educated. For you will analyze the whole into accounts
of each. It is clear that when things become, they are composed
of these. There is a substrate which is one in number and formally
two (first there is the person or the gold or in general, the
numerically distinct matter. For it is more particular and it is
not accidental that that which becomes becomes from it. The
privation or the opposite form is accidental). (Physics A7 190 b
19-27)%

%811 8€l T1 del DmokeioBaL TO yLyvopevov, kal TodTo €i kal dplBu@ éaTiv €v, dAA
€ideL ye ovy v’ TO yap €idel AéYw kal AGY® TavTOV: oV ydp TaVTOV TO AVePWTK Kal 16
Auovow elval. kai T utv Hropévet, T & ovy Lmopéver

¥t yiyvetar mav €k te Tod Dmokelpévov kal THs popofs ovyKeLTaL Yap 0 LOVaLKOS
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Here Aristotle draws an analogy, made obscure because he mixes the analogues
together. The form which changes is either a privation or an opposite form.
“Opposite form” should be understood as a term only in the accidental change
analogue. Aristotle makes it clear a little later that the component with
matter in the case of substantial change is the privation of the new substantial
form (191 a 14). When Aristotle says the subject is composed of matter and
privation, privation must be understood not absolutely but in relation to the
new substantial form. The subject for change is composed of matter and the
privation of the new substantial form. Whatever the matter is beforehand, it
cannot be the same substance which it is to become without contradicting the
genesis of a new substance. At the same time the privation cannot be absolute,
because there is no matter without some form. The plant is generated from a
non-plant, namely a seed, not from something absolutely formless.

Aristotle uses the term bmoxeipevov both for the whole substance out
of which the new substance is made and for the material component alone
which persists through change (e.g., Physics A 7,190 b 2 & 14).>* For clarity |
will refer to the composite broxeipevov as “subject” and refer to the material
component as “substrate.”

Before and after substantial change, matter is the dvvdper té6e t1. Itis
that which is potentially both substance and privation. It can become a new

substance and it can subsequently lose its new substantial form.

dvBpwnos €€ dvBpwmov kal povoikod Tpdmov Tivd: drarvoels yap [tovs Adyous) eis Tols
A6yous ToVs ékeivawv. dfjAov oV &g YiyvolT dv Td yiyvépeva €k TovTwv. €0TL 8E TO pPév
brokeipevov dprOUQ nev év, eider &€ dVo (0 nev yap dvepwros Kal 6 xpuads kai 6Aws f HAT
apountiy: téde ydp TL pdAAov, Kai ov katd cunBeBnos €€ avtod yiyvetal T yiyvouevov 1
3¢ oTépnois kal 7 évavtiwais oupBepnkds):

¥Alan Code, “The Persistence of Aristotelian Matter,” Phi losophical Studies 29, 1976,
pp- 357-67, distinguishes “the primary substratum of the change” (matter) from “the substratum
of the change” (lack and matter), p. 364.
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Aristotle states in quite general terms that all change is from a being in
potency. He includes substantial, quantitative, qualitative, and locomotive

changes in the domain of his principle:

Since being is double, everything changes from being in potency
to being in act, as from white in potency to white in act.

(Metaphysics A 2, 1069 b 15 ff)*®

White doesn't come from just anything, but only from that which is potentially
white. In Aristotle’s analysis, it comes only from its opposites or from something
in the middle (1069 b 3 f.). In this case opposite should be taken quite broadly,
in the sense of opposites as those “differences of a genus which cannot exist in
the same subject together” (Metaphysics A 10, 1018, 26 f.) and not in the more
narrow sense as the greatest differences of a genus (27 f.). Aristotle doesn't
mean that black only comes from white and vice versa, but that white can
come from its direct opposite (black), from alternative colors (reds and blues),
or even from the absence of color (white smoke in clear air). In the last case,
colored is the opposite of colorless. In short, white must come form something
that is not white, but of the same genus as white. It must .be from some
surface, colored or colorless. It does not come from sound or from another
genus (Metaphysics A 2,1069 b 5).

Aristotle argues that since change is from opposites, there must be a
brokeipevov for the opposites. Opposites cannot produce each other because
they are not potentially each other. White cannot be black and black cannot

be white, but there can be a surface which can be white or black. The surface is

Pemel 8¢ S1TTOV TO v, petaBdrder mav éx oD duvdpel dvtos eig TO Evepyeia Gv (olov
¢k AevkoD duvdpel €is 1o evepyeia Aevkdv . . ). ed. W. Jaeger, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957,
p. 244.
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the bmoxeipnevov for the two opposites in a change. Matter as substance in
potency might or might not be the new substance. It can be the substance if so
informed. It can also be without the new information i.e., privation of the
new substance which allows it to be the subject of the generation for the new

substance and the subject of its eventual decay (Metaphysics H11042 b 2).

prime matter
As dvvapet T03e Ti, matter is determined by the substance to which it is
in potency. The analysis of a substance can be repeated through the various

things out of which a substance is made:

Earth is not yet a statue in potency, but only after it changes, will
it be bronze. It seems that we say it is not “this” but “of that
stuff,” as a boat is not wood but wooden, neither is wood earth
but earthen. Again, by the same token, earth is not another
thing but “of that stuff.” Always the thing in potency is that
which is just posterior, as the boat is not earthen, nor earth, but
wooden. This is the boat in potency and the matter of the boat,
both in general and this particular wood of this particular thing.
If there is something first, of which is no longer said as the “of
that stuff,” this is prime matter. (Metaphysics © 7, 1049 a 17-25)*

The boat can be analyzed first into wood as its material component. The
material component itself can be analyzed into its material component: earth.
The process of analysis is repeatable because we are dealing with material
which persists through substantial changes. As such it can be understood as if

it were an independent substance, until one reaches the final step.

%@omep N yf oVTw dvdpras duvduer (uetaparodoa yap €otar xaAkds). €oike ¢ O
Aéyopev €lval o T63€ AAA ékeivivov = olov To KLBKTIOV 0V EVAov dAAG EVALVOV, 0VSE TO
EVAOV YT dAAQ y1iivov, TdALY T Y1) €l oUTws ut) dAA0 dAXQ éxeivivov —— del éxeivo Suvdpel
anAids 1o Botepdv ¢oTiv. olov 1O KIBWTLOV OV y1jivov 00t YTj AAAG EVAvov: toDTo Yap
duvapel kipaTiov kat UAN Kipwtiov abtn, AnAds pev tod Arids Toudl 8€ Todt TO EVAov. el ¢
Ti €0TL TPQTOV O PNKETL KT AL AéyeTal éxeivivov, ToDTo TpwIN 1A ed. Jaeger, p. 186.
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At the final step one asks what the elements are made of and the
answer is a very indefinite “of that stuff.” When one can no longer analyze
the material further, then one has reached prime matter. For Aristotle, that
occurs when one reaches the level of the elements. All bodily differences can
be traced to the elements, because they are the most basic bodies. Once you
have reached them, there can be no further analysis to other independent
materials. Because the elements can change into each other, they have a
common material which is water in potency and air in potency, etc.

Prime matter is simply the elements in potency, nothing more, nothing
less. The elements in potency are not pure potency. They are in potency to
each other. They are not absolute indeterminacy; they have determinate
potencies. They can be made into each other but not just into anything else in
the hierarchy of bodies. Earth must first be made into bronze or another
suitable material before it can be made into a statue (Metaphysics © 7, 1049 a
17). The potency of the elements is further limited in that they cannot be
made into the celestial bodies.

37

Prime matter is not extension.”” Matter is the elements in potency, not

¥Richard Sorabji, Matter, Space, and Motion : Theories in antiquity and their sequel,
Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1988, has given a very detailed argument for matter as
indefinite extension in antiquity. Sorabji has found in Simplicius an interpretation of matter as
indefinite extension, which he sees as more advantageous than the traditional view of prime
matter as an ultimate indefinite subject. Sorabji does not feel that Aristotle went as far as to
teach matter as indefinite extension, because he never makes the claim explicit. Sorabji’s main
objection to traditional prime matter is that it leaves us with an ultimate subject that is a
“certain I know not what,” to borrow Locke’s phrase. (pp. 3-5) In Sorabji’s interpretation
Simplicius invites us to think of indefinite extension, “What is left in our thoughts is the extension
of the table but with its particular feet and inches ignored.” (p.7) Sorabji argues that matter
understood as indefinite extension has the advantage over traditional matter of being “perfectly
familiar.” (p. 8) But indefinite matter is no more familiar in the world than pure potency. I can
think of the extension of the sofa without attending to its exact measurements, but this indefinite
extension exists only in my thoughts. In the world the sofa exists with its own very definite
extension.

Several other scholars have made similar claims about indefinite extension in recent years but
applied them to Aristotelian matter:
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extension. In recent years extension has been taken up as an alternative
definition to matter as pure potency. But it is not consistent with the text, in

which Aristotle denies that matter is body or space:

They err who make a single matter besides the ones mentioned,
which is both bodily and independent. For it is impossible for
this body to be sensible contrariety. (de Generatione et Corruptione
B 1,329 a 8-13)®

Neither is matter a plane:

It is impossible for the nurse and prime matter to be geometrical
planes. We say that there is some matter of sensible bodies, but
it is not independent, but always exists with contrariety, from
which the elements come about. (de Generatione et Corruptione
B1, 329 a 23 f£.)*’

J. W. Dye goes as far as to call matter body in “Aristotle’s Matter as a Sensible Principle,”
International Studies in Philosophy 10,1978, pp.59-84. “The form of these elementary substances
consists in irreducible tactile qualities, attached to an existing body; so if the form be abstracted,
just body remains — pure space-filling extension,” p. 70. But Aristotle specifically denies that
prime matter is body, (de Generatione et Corruptione B1, 329 a 8-13, see below). It would mean
that transformation between the elements was not a substantial change.

S. Cohen cites extension as one of several essential determinations of matter. Matter is
“essentially spatially extended and capable of motion and rest, for it will never be asked to
become something that is not spatially extended or that is not capable either of moving or of
being at rest,” in “Aristotle’s Doctrine of the Material Substrate,” The Philosophical Review
93, 1994, pp. 171-94, see pp. 179 f. But just because matter must be possibly extended, does not
mean that it must itself be extended. Prime matter is the four elements in potency, each of
which must be extended. Matter is a body in potency, not body.

R. Sokolowski in “Matter, Elements, and Substance in Aristotle,” Journal of the History of
Philosophy 8, 1970, pp. 263-88, maintains that: “the matter left over is something bounded by
determinate dimensions. In itself it does not have any specific dimensions, but it is capable of
receiving them, i.e., capable of being marked off into determinate sizes.” p. 277. His view of
matter as an indeterminate “fill” comes closest to Sorabji’s interpretation of Simplicius.

®dAL ol pév morovvres piav BANV mapd Ta eipnuéva, TAVINV S& CWHOTLKNV Kai
XWPLOTTV, AUAPTAVOLTLY: ASVVATOV Yap AVED EvaVTIHOEWS €1Val TO odua, ToDTo ailohnThs:
ed. Charles Mugler, Paris: Belles Lettres, 1966, p. 46.

¥asvvatov 3¢ THV TI8NVIV xal THY BANV THY TpaTnv Ta énineda elval. fueis 8¢
dapev pev eivai Tiva SANV TAV CopdTev TAV alodnT@v, AGAAL TAVTNV 0V XWPLOTNV AAA del
RET EvavTLLIoERS, ¢€ Nis YiveTal T karovpeva gtotyeia. ed. Mugler, p. 46.
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Since it is not body or space, it has been argued that matter is indefinite
extension.”” That solution seems worse than the problem of pure
indeterminacy. Indefinite extension has the same problems of indeterminacy
which afflict pure potency, with the added bonus of paradoxical relation of
extension and indeterminacy.

If prime matter is taken as the elements in potency, it is also body in
potency (dvvauetr owna, de Generatione et Corruptione B 1 329 a 33), as the
elements are the first bodies. All bodily forms including extension will follow
the potency to the first bodies. All bodily differences reduce to the four opposites
(de Generatione et Corruptione B2, 330 a 24 f.) and matter is the bmokeipevov
for the four opposites (de Generatione et CorruptioneB1,329a30f.). Extension
must be included as a bodily difference. As a quantity it will follow the

substantial forms of the elements:

I call matter that which by itself is neither said to be substance,
nor quantity nor any of the other categories by which being is
divided. There is something of which each of these is predicated,
whose being is distinct from each of the categories. For the other
categories are predicated of substance, and substance of matter, so
that as the final thing it is neither substance nor quantity nor
anything else. (Metaphysics Z 3, 1029 a 20-25)*

Extension follows the substantial form of the elements, it does not precede
them. As Aristotle observed, a change in extension results from the substantial

change of water into air. A container of water will burst when boiled due to

“Sokolowski, loc. cit., argues for matter as indefinite extension. Although Sorabji finds
matter as indefinite extension in Simlicius, he does not believe that Aristotle drew the same
conclusion, op. cit., p. 12.

Méyw & GAnV ) ka® abnv urte Ti p1ite moodv prte dAro undev Aéyetan olg
@protar 1o 8v. €0t Ydp TL kB oD KaINYpEiTal TOVTWY €KATTOV, ) TO €lval €Tepov Kal TavV
KATNYOPLAV EkATTT (TG pEv yap dAda tis ovoias katnyopeitat, abtn ¢ ths UAnS), dote 10
égyxatov kad abtd ovte T1 olite TOTOV 0UTE GAAO OVSEV ETTLY.
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the expansion of the air which follows substantial change (de Caelo 3.7).

Bodily qualities belong to the substance. Prime matter cannot have any
bodily differences of its own, including extension. If matter were a body, then
two bodies, matter and element, would occupy the same space. If prime
matter were a body, then it would be in space. Aristotle expressly states that
any thing which is in space, is one of the elements (de Caelo 3.6).

Finally, extension does a poor job of serving as the subject for change,
because extension will change as a consequence of substantial change.*> The
larger extension of boiled water follows upon the substantial change into air

and cannot be its subject, because it does not persist through change.

In the end the view of prime matter as extension is undertaken to
rescue matter from the shadows of pure potency. I think this is an unnecessary
step, given that prime matter can be understood as the elements in potency.
Were Aristotle asked to show what he meant by prime matter, he would only
need produce a pot of water. There is nothing more to understanding prime
matter than realizing that the water can be made to boil and change into air.

As with other substances Aristotle analyzed, the elements are composed
of form and matter. If they were not, they would have no potency for change.
Unlike the other substances, there is no perceptible subject for change. Wood
is perceptibly made of earth, but there is nothing perceptible below the level
of the elements and their matter is imperceptible as Aristotle acknowledged
(de Generatione et Corruptione B 5). Nevertheless that there is such a thing
as water in potency is as obvious as the rain which falls on your head. Rain

water comes from air which is water in potency. Prime matter is no more

”Sorabji considers this objection, op. cit., p. 13.
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mysterious than the ability of air and the other elements to change into each

other.

Stoics, Middle-Platonists and Neopythagoreans

In the centuries that followed, Aristotle’s doctrine of matter had a
profound impact upon both the followers of Plato and upon the Stoa. So
much so that, even among Platonists, Plato’s own doctrine was radically
modified in an Aristotelian direction. The impact is evident in the universal
acceptance of the term “matter.” Of course, the notion went through change
in its new habitats, but something of the Aristotelian substance in potency
remained, along with the analysis of change to a basic substrate. Nevertheless,
there was a group that preserved the Platonist mathematical idealism: the

Neopythagoreans.

Stoa

The Stoa’s simultaneous reliance on and modification of Aristotle’s
cosmology has been presented in careful philosophical and textual detail by
Hahm. Hahm argues that the Stoa depended on Aristotelian argumentation
and notions, but differed from Aristotle inasmuch as they sought a more
general consensus of philosophical views. They introduced a unified theory
of nature based on biological models whereas Aristotle had distinguished
sciences and methods.*> There is no need for us to go over in detail the same
ground which has been so well covered by Hahm, although some of high

points of the Stoic doctrines of matter and the cosmos will serve to illustrate

“David Hahm, The Origins of Stoic Cosmology, Columbus: Ohio State University
Press, 1977. For example on the Stoic archai, Hahm argues that the Stoics took the venerable
notion of the cosmos as a living being, turned to Aristotle’s biology for guidance and adapted his
notion of an active and passive principle to the two principles of the cosmos, p. 47.
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their key role in Greek natural thought.

Although the influence of Aristotle’s theory of matter is apparent in
the Stoic version, there are significant differences. The Stoics agree that matter
is without its own quality and passive. Rather than Aristotle’s substance in

potency, Stoic matter was substance:

It appears to them that there are two principles of all things, the
active and the passive. The passive is qualitiless substance, matter.
The active is reason in matter, god. (Diogenes Laertius, 7.134; 44
B)44

The substitution of substance for substance in potency has some interesting
consequences for the Stoic system. First, it implies the substantial unity of all
things. Next, since matter is substance, there are no immaterial substances.
There is no Aristotelian generation in the world, just a continual process of

qualitative changes in the one eternal material substance:

Zeno said this essence was finite and that it was the single, common
substance of all that is. It is also divisible, and changeable forever.
Its parts change but do not perish, as if they were consumed from
existence into nothing. As of innumerable different wax figures,
he did not perceive any proper form or figure or any quality at
all of the matter fundamental to all things, although it was always
and inseparably joined to some quality. Because it is without
arising just as it is without perishing, since it does not subsist
from the non-existent neither is it consumed into nothing, it
does not lack spirit or vigor eternally, to move it rationally,
occasionally wholly but usually partially. (Calcidius, in Timaeum
292; Long and Sedley 44 D)**

“Aokel & avtois dpyds €lvor TV GAav SYo, TO ToLODV KAl TO TATYOV. TO péV oDV
rdayov elval TV drotov odoiav Thv GAny, 1o 8¢ Totodv Tov év adTii Adyov ToV Bedv. ed. A. A.
Long and D. N. Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, v. 2: Greek and Latin Texts, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1987, p. 265.

*Zeno hanc ipsam essentiam finitam esse dicit unamque eam communem omnium quae
sunt esse substantiam, dividuam quoque et usque quaque mutabilem. partes quippe eius verti sed
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Like Aristotle, Zeno (331/30-233/2 or 231 B.C.E.) taught that matter was
joined inseparably with active principle. The Stoa adapted the Aristotelian
doctrine of categories to their own purpose, changing the description of the
categories in the process. For Aristotle’s ten categories, they substituted four,
substance (i.e., matter), quality (the active force), relation, and place.

Creative fire was the active element and god of the Stoic cosmos:

The Stoics assert that god is intelligent, a creative fire, proceeding
methodically to the generation of the cosmos,~having contained
in itself the rational seeds by which everything comes about
through fate. God is a spirit pervading the entire cosmos while
participating in appellations according to the changes in matter
through which it has gone. (Aetius 1.7.33; Long and Sedley 46
A)46

Occasionally fire moved the cosmos totally resulting in ékmOpwois. Even in
its total dominance, the active quality of fire still existed in matter as its
substance. Active quality did not displace matter as substance, rather it took

over from more passive qualities.

They use “the cosmos” in three ways: for god himself, the
peculiar quality in all substance, who is imperishable and
ungenerated, since it is the demiurge of the cosmic order, who in
the cycles of time draws to itself the entire substance and gives it
birth again from itself. They also call this cosmic order “cosmos,”

non interire, ita ut de existentibus consummantur in nihilum. sed ut innumerabilium diversarum
etiam cerearum figurarum, sic neque formam neque figuram nec ullam omnino qualitatem propriam
fore censet fundamenti rerum omnium silvae, coniunctam tamen esse semper et inseparabiliter
cohaerere alicui qualitate. cumque tam sine ortu sit quam sine interitu, quia neque de non existente
subsistit nec consumetur in nihilum, non deesse ei spiritum ac vigorem ex aeternitate, qui moveat
eam rationabiliter totam interdum, non numquam pro portione. Long and Sedley, p. 267.

®01 Ztwikol voepov Bedv drogaivovial, Thp texvikdv 08¢ Basdilov éml yevéoel kéapov,
EUTEPLEIANPOS <TE> MAVTIOS TOVS TMEPUATIKOVS AdYous kad' ols drmavrta kal' €ipapuévny
yivetal, kai nvedpa pév évdiijrov i’ 6Aov T0d kdopov, TAs d€ Tpoonyopias peTarapnBdvov
Katd tas tiis HAng, 8i' N kexwpnKe, naparAdEels. Long and Sedley, p. 271 f.
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and third they call that which is composed of both. (Diogenes
Laertius 7.137, Long and Sedley 44 F)*’

While the Stoics did not share Aristotle’s belief in the eternity of the
present cosmos, they agreed on the eternity of the cosmic cycle and the eternity
of forms. Forms did not always exist in act but sometimes only as Aoyot
omepuatiicol. By means of categorical distinctions of being, the Stoics succeeded
in presenting a monistic account of the cosmos as one material substance, in

which god and matter were not substantially distinct.

Middle-Platonists

Middle-Platonists all looked to Plato’s Timaeus for their cosmology, but
they saw there rather different things. Some saw the Timaeus as a myth and
the teaching of order drawn from disorder as a figure drawn by Plato for
educational purposes. They accepted Aristotle’s arguments for the eternity of
the cosmos. They accepted the Aristotelian notion of matter as “body in
potency.” Others took a more literal reading of the Timaeus and held to
creation in time. Their reading left them with the difficult task of explaining

the pre-cosmic chaos in the receptacle.

eternal cosmos
Among those who taught the eternity of the cosmos was Albinus, who

lectured to Galen between 149 and 157 C.E.*® He had a modified Aristotelian

“)éyovat 8¢ k6TPOV TPLYES AVTOV Te TOV BedV TOV éx Tfis Andons ovaiag idiws moLov,
0¢ 37 doBapTds €aTL KAl AYEVNTOS, dTULOVPYOS AV TS SLOKOTUT|CERS, KATQ XPOVWOV TTOLAS
nepLédovs dvariokwv eig eavtov TNV dracgav ovoiav Kal mdAlv €€ eavtoh yevvav: kal avThyv
3¢ Tnv dtakdounoiv [TAv doTépwv] kdopov eivar Aéyovol kal TpiTov TO TUVETTNKOS €&
augoiv. Long and Sedley, p. 268.

“Dilton, op. cit., p. 267.
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Among those who taught the eternity of the cosmos was Albinus, who
lectured to Galen between 149 and 157 C.E.*® He had a modified Aristotelian

view of matter as potential for body which influenced his reading of Timaeus:

1) It is fitting for the all-receiver, matter, if it is going to receive
all forms, that it not have the nature of any of them, but that it
be without quality and formless so as to be the receptacle of forms.
2) Thus, it is neither corporeal nor incorporeal, it is body in
potential, as we understand that bronze is a statue in potential,
because once it receives the form, it is a statue. (Didascalicus 8,
163, 4 ff.)*

Sentence 1 echoes the description of the receptacle in the Timaeus “without
quality” and all-receiver (51 A 1-3, 50 D 4-E 1, and 4-5). Sentence 2 hearkens
back to Aristotle’s description of matter in de Generatione et Corruptione (B 1,
329 a 33). In the collocation of the two doctrines, Plato’s receptacle loses its
independence and becomes part of an Aristotelian composite substance, because
it is no longer an independent body, but merely a body in potential.

Apuleius of Maudera, born ca. 123 C.E., famed for his novel The Golden
Ass, held doctrines similar to Albinus.*® On the question of matter he takes a
position similar to Albinus’, although he does not quote the Aristotelian
formulation. In de Platone (p. 312, Clouard), he argues that matter is neither
corporeal, as it lacks the properties of bodies, nor incorporeal, because it always

exists in bodies. Apuleius argues for the eternity of the world along Aristotelian

“Dillon, op. cit., p. 267.

“Tpooriker 8¢ kai i Tavdexel HAN, €l péAhel kata Tav Séxeodal TA €15M, undeniav
adT@v votv €xerv [LrokeioBat], dAAG dmoldév Te elval kail dveideov Tpos HTodoXTV TV
€id@v: toravtn & odoa oVte odua dv ein ovte doduatov, Suvduer ¢ oAUA, S Kol TOV
xaAkoOv bTakoVopev Suvdper dvopidvta, S10TL T0 €1805 deEdpevos dvdpias éotal. ed. John
Wittaker, Paris: Belles Lettres, 1990, p. 20.

*Dillon argues that there is no evidence for the existence of a school of Gaius that
included Albinus and Apuleius, op. cit., p. 340.
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lines, proceeding from its incorruptibility to its non-generation (p. 314 ff.).

temporal creation

Plutarch (born ca. 45 C.E.), the best known and best preserved of the
Middle-Platonists, shows the familiar syncretism of Middle-Platonism between
Pythagoreanism, Stoicism, and the teachings of Plato and Aristotle.”’ Plutarch’s
syncretism delves into Greek, Egyptian, and Iranian mythology. He understands
Plato’s receptacle as matter. Like the Neopythagoreans, Plutarch teaches
opposite principles, the one and the aoriston dyad (de Defectu Oraculorum
428 F). But unlike the Neopythagoreans and Plato, Plutarch does not teach
that matter is derived from prior principles. Matter stands between the one
and the dyad, unified by the one and made many by the dyad (429 C). He

teaches that both matter and soul are ungenerated, eternal principles.

The substance and matter from which the cosmos came about
did not itself come about. It always lay subject to the demiurge
for arrangement and ordering and for making it like him as
much as it was possible to subject it. For generation was not
from nothing but from that which was not well or sufficiently
disposed, as in the becoming of a house, garment, or statue. The
state before the generation of the world was disorder. Disorder
was not bodiless, unmoved, or soulless, but it had an unformed,
unstable body and confused, irrational movement. This was the
discord of the soul which did not have reason. God did not
make the bodiless into body neither did he make the soulless
into soul. Just as we do not expect the harmonic and rhythmic
man to make voice or motion, but to make voice harmonious
and movement rhythmic, so god himself made neither the
tangible and resistant body nor the imaginative and mobile powers
of the soul. (de Animae Procreatione in Timaeo 5, 1014 B 2-C

30n the life and times of Plutarch, see Dillon, op. cit., pp. 184-192.
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3y
The presence of a soul in the pre-cosmos is apparently Plutarch’s own
innovation. He teaches that matter/soul dualism is a primitive eternal with
which the demiurge must deal. The untrained soul produced the disordered
motions of the pre-cosmos. Through training in the forms, the demiurge
brought the world soul into the well-ordered motions of the cosmos. His
explanation of the training of the cosmos in terms of harmonics is suggested
by the description of the motions of the pre-cosmic disorder in Timaeus 30 A
as inharmonious (TAMUUEARS).

Plutarch teaches that matter is qualitiless and could not have motions
without the influence of a soul. Matter is “formless and unshapen” and
“devoid of its own quality and power” (Guopoov Kol GOYXNULATIOTOV ... TACTS
TOLOTNTOS Kl Suvapens oikeias épnuov, de Animae Procreatione in Timaeo
1014 F 24, ed. Hubert, p. 149 f.). Throughout he makes reference to matter as
body. Most of the Middle-Platonists insisted that matter was not body, but
body in potency just because it had no qualities including bodily (see above).
Plutarch does not make the same point, so his doctrine of matter draws closest

to the Stoic doctrine of body without quality.*

2tiv & ovoiav kail ANV, ¢€ fis yéyovev, o yevopévny GAL Dmokelnévny del 16
dnuiovpy@eis drdBeaiv kal Taflv abThV kal TPos avToOV EEopoiwaLY (X SuvaTtdv v EuTapacTyEiV.
oV Yap €x Tod put 6vTos | Yéveais AAA’ éx Toh pf KaA@s und 1kavas €xovtos, (X oikias kai
natiov kal AvopLavtos. Akoouia yap NV Td wpo Tis ToD KOoHOL YevéTens' droopnia & ovk
Aoauatos 0VS AKivNTos 008 AYLY0s AAL AuOpPOV HEV KOL AT VT TATOV TO COUATLKOV EUTATIKTOV
8t kai dAoyov To kivnTikdV éxovaas TohTo & TV dvappootia Yuyfs odk €xovans Adyov. O Yap
8eds olite oRUa TO ATwraToy olTe YuxTv TO AYvyov Emoingev, dAA’ domep apuovikodv dvdpa
Kal puBuLKdOV o deVNV TTOLELY 0VBE KivnoLy éupeA] 8¢ dwviv kal Kivnawv elipubuov dElodpev,
oUTeys 0 Beds olte Tod TWUATOS TO ANTOV Kal dvTiTumov olite Tfis Wuxfis O ¢AVTAOTIKOV Kal
KLvnTIkov avtds énoinoev. ed.C. Hubert, Plutarchi Moralia, v. 6.1, Leipzig: Teubner, 1954, p.
148.

*Even Plutarch’s argument echoes Sextus’ account of the Stoic view that matter was
motionless and unshapen (doynudtiotos) by itself and therefore required an active causal
principle, Sextus M. 9.75
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He also looks to Greek and foreign mythologies as expressions of his
doctrines. He likens his opposite principles to Ohrmazd and Areiman of
Zoroastrianism (de Iside 369 E). He likens matter and forms to Isis and Osiris
(de Iside 372 E-373 A). He looks to Hesiod for confirmation of the pre-cosmic
chaos (374 C). Plutarch’s colorful use of mythical material seems to have been
an inspiration to the Gnostics who would follow. They adopted much of the
same imagery and their reliance upon myth is well known.

Atticus (floruit 176 C.E. according to Eusebius) is reported by Proclus (fr.
23) to have also held that pre-cosmic matter was moved by an irrational soul
before the forming of the world at which time the world soul was tamed by
the demiurge.>*

Middle-Platonists of both camps, eternal cosmologists and temporal
creationists, all agreed that matter was eternal, distinct from forms, primitive,
and irreducible. Their Aristotelian and Stoic understanding of matter modified

the receptacle into a qualitiless material principle.

Pythagoreans

The Neopythagorean revival of the last century B.C.E.>® brought with
it a revival of Platonic geometrical construction of the cosmos. Like Plato, the
Neopythagoreans constructed bodies from geometricals. Like Plato they saw
the physical world as a product of non-physical principles. Unlike Plato, they
traced everything back to just two principles: the one and the infinite dyad.
There was also a minority that went so far as to seek a principle behind the

one and the infinite dyad. Calcidius explains the distinction:

*Dillon, op. cit., p. 247, on Atticus.

®See Dillon, op. cit., on the Neopythagorean revival and its influence upon Middle
Platonism, p. 117; p.184f,; p.341; p.383.
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Numenius ... said that Pythagoras called god singularity and matter
dyad. That dyad which was unbounded and unproduced, he said
became limited and generated: that is before it was adorned and
when it was deprived of form and order, it was without origin
and generation. Once it was ordered and arranged, it was generated
by the creator god. Thus, because the accident of generation was
later, only as unordained and ungenerated should it be understood
as being coeval with god, by whom it was ordered. But some
Pythagoreans did not follow the force of reason and believed that
the unbounded and immeasurable dyad was established by the
unique singularity as it departed from its own nature and moved
into a state of duality. (in Timaeu m 295)°°

Numenius (second half of second century C.E.) introduces a distinction between
being produced (genita) and being generated (generata). Duality is unproduced
by god in its unformed and unlimited state. Once it is ordered and limited,
then it can be said to be generated. Numenius’ terminology is distinct, but he
is in accord with Plutarch and Atticus’ theory of temporal creation from
disordered matter.

Calcidius’ (first half of fourth century) account originates from
Numenius’ own. Numenius, himself a dualist, attacked the monists for
teaching that the one departed from its own nature. He charged that to depart
to duality would contradict the nature of the monad.

Sextus Empiricus (ca. 250 C.E.) also notes the monistic teaching, but in

*Numenius ... ait Pythagoran deum quidem singularitatis [nomine] nominasse, siluam
vero duitatis. Quam duitatem indeterminatem quidem minime genitam, limitatam vero
generatam esse dicere: hoc est, antequam exornaretur quidem formamque et ordinem nancisceretur,
sine ortu et generatione, exornatam vero atque inlustratam a digestore deo esse generatam. atque
ita, quia generationis sit fortuna posterior, inornatum illud minime generatum aequaeuum deo, a
quo est ordinatum, intellegi debeat. Sed non nullos Pythagoreos vim sententiae non recte adsecutos
putasse dici etiam illam indeterminatam et inmensam duitatem ab unica singularitate institutam,
recedente a natura sua singularitate et in duitatis habitum migrante. ed. ]J. Wrobel, Platonis
Timaeus interprete Chalcidio cum ciusdem Commentario, Leipzig: Teubner, 1876, p. 324.
Photostatic reprint, Frankfurt: Minerva, 1963.

On Numenius, see Dominic J. O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived: Mathematics and Philosophy in
Late Antiquity, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989, pp. 10-14.
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less tendentious terms:

Some say that the body is constructed from a single point. This
point flowed and completed a line and the line flowed and
completed a plane. This moved to the depth and generated three
dimensional body. This party of Pythagoreans differs from that
of the earlier ones. They made numbers from two principles,
from the monad and the infinite dyad. Then from the numbers
they made points, lines, plane figures, and solids. The new party
fashions everything from a single point. (adversus Mathematicos
10.281 £.)”

The sect Sextus describes originated everything from a single point. In addition
to positing a single source, they also differed from the other Neopythagoreans
in asserting the primacy of geometricals. They overthrew the elaborate
hierarchy that the other Neopythagoreans used: monad, dyad, numbers,
geometricals, and then sensibles (adversus Mathematicos 10. 258-262, 282).
They started directly from the geometricals and from them they derived sensible
bodies. It is significant that the geometricals needed the help of numbers to
produce sensible bodies, but Sextus does not explain if the numbers themselves
were derived.

To get the process going, the point flowed to duality. In the process it
produced a line. The word flow (peiv) is the base of the compound word
emanation (€ppeiv), used by the Neoplatonists. Unfortunately, becaused of
the obscurity of the doctrine and the paucity of textual evidence, we have very

little to go on to try to determine what caused the point to flow.

Y1ivés & dnd Evos anueiov TO oARd ¢aot guvictachal TOLTL YA TO aMUEioV puEv
YPOUUT)V ATOTEAELY, TNV 8¢ Ypapufv pueigav énitedov noLelv, ToHTO S¢ eis BdBog KivnBEV TO
gapa yevvav tpixfi diagtatdv. dradépel 5¢ f) Toravtn t@vV Mubayoplk®v 0TddLs THS TAV
TPOTEPQV. €KELVOL LEV YAP €K SUELV dpy v, THS Te povddos kal Tfis dopiotov dvddog, émoiovv
toDs dpLBuovs, €1T ¢k TAV GPLOUAVY Td oTUEia KAl TAS YPAUUAS Td Te émimeda gxnuata Kol
TG, OTEPed: 0VTOL 8¢ Amd EvOs omueiov Ta dvta Textaivovalyv. ed. Hermann Mutschmann,
Leipzig: Teubner, 1914, rpr. 1984, p. 360 {.
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Plutarch does record a moral interpretation of the departure. According
to Plutarch some Pythagoreans taught that the departure from the monad

). No one can say if

resulted from presumption, toAua. (de Iside, 381 F
Plutarch is describing the same doctrine Sextus did, or if there was a distinct
group teaching a moral version of the departure of the one into duality. In
any case it is hard to see whence t0Apo. arose in the monad. The theory
merely moves unexplained diversity back into the monad itself.

We have much more evidence to go on in the case of a named monist:
Moderatus of Gades (first century C.E.). Moderatus developed a notion of a
unified account (A6yos) which was the source of everything. Moderatus gives
a much more detailed account than Sextus does. The theory is also quite
distinct. Moderatus begins from a logos, not a point. Nothing emanates from
the logos. It withdraws, leaving behind a deprivation.”® Moderatus
presupposes an initial complexity in the prime “unified” logos which is
separated out and accounts for the plurality in the cosmos.

Moderatus’ analysis of origins from a prime logos rather than the

Neopythagorean One or point is hardly accidental. Moderatus understood

*Also reported in Iamblichus, Theologoumena Arithmeticae, ed. Victorius de Falco,
Stuttgart: Teubner, 1975, p. 7, 19; p. 9, 5-6.

Also noted by Proclus, in Alcibiadem 104 E, ed. A. Ph. Segonds, Paris: Belles Lettres, 1985, p.
110.

For other references and a bibliography, see Segonds note, op. cit., p. 202.
®Eudorus, as quoted by Simplicius, records a similar teaching for the Pythagoreans:
“The One, the principle of all leaves, and in another way the two opposite elements [the monad

and the dyad] enter,” Simplicius, In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros, ed. H. Deils. Commentaria
in Aristotelem Graeca 9-10. Berlin: Reimer, 1882, p. 181, 22 ff.

Other monistic accounts include:
The anonymous account of Alexander Polyhistor preserved by Diogenes Laertius, I. 8.24;

Archainetus (who Thesleff takes as Archytas), Brotinus, and Philolaus preserved in Syrianus,
In Metaphysica Commentaria, ed. William Kroll, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca 6.1,
Berlin: Reimer, 1902; Thesleff, The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period, Abo: Abo
Akademi, 1965, pp. 48, 56.
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traditional Pythagorean numbers as mere illustrations of accounts and forms
(In Porphyry’s Life of Pythagoras, 52 f.). Unfortunately that innovation has
been overlooked by recent interpreters. Most focus on a fragment of Moderatus
preserved by Simplicius, who relied on Porphyry for his information about
Moderatus.*’

If we look at the passage of Simplicius (sixth century C.E.), we see that
the account comes in two distinct sections. The tone and terminology of the
two sections are quite distinct. The ontology of the first section is expressed in
terms of distinctions of the One. The second section refers to the unified
account and the Adyor of the subsequent things. Given Moderatus’ avowed
preference for accounts and forms over numbers, it would seem that section
two gives a more faithful representation of his teaching. Quite likely he did
talk in terms of the One as other Pythagoreans did, but he gave greater
importance to the account according to forms.

Rather than a Neoplatonic emanation from the One, Moderatus presents
a cosmic fission of the prime “unified logos.” The fission is based upon a

categorical understanding of being;:

(section 1)
He asserted that according to the Pythagoreans, the first one is

®E. R. Dodds, “The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic ‘One,’
Classical Quarterly 22, 1928, pp. 129-142. Dodds (after Zeller) understands Simplicius to be
providing an account of Moderatus’ teaching via Porphyry. He quotes only section one and
argues that Moderatus’ reading of the Parmenides is the source of the “Neoplatonic” One, pp.
136-140.

Philip Merlan, in The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy;
edited by A. H. Armstrong, London: Cambridge University Press, 1967, pp. 90-94, attributes
both sections one and two to Moderatus, giving him credit for anticipating the “very backbone of
the Plotinian system.”

See also J. M. Rist, “Monism: Plotinus and Some Predecessors,” Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 69, 1965, pp. 339-44.

So also Dillon, op. cit., 349.
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above being and every substance. They said the second one which
is true being and intelligible, is the forms. The third, whatever is
psychic, participates in the one and the forms. The final nature
from this, which belongs to the sensibles, does not participate but
is ordered according to the reflection of the former ones. It is the
shadow of matter in them, the matter of things which were not
at first, matter which was in the quantity of being and is even
further inferior to this one. (Simplicius, In Physicorum A 7,
230.36-231.5)"

(section 2)

In the second book of his work, “On Matter,” Porphyry cites these
teachings of Moderatus and writes: Unitary reason—as Plato
somewhere says—having willed the constitution of the
generation of beings from itself, by self-deprivation it departed,
taking away from the quantity of all things its own reasons and
forms. This quantity he called unformed, indivisible, and
unshapen, rather receiving form, shape, division, quality, and
everything of this kind. (Simplicius, In Physicorum A 7,
231.7-12)%

The original logos had all accounts unified into one, but it emptied itself of
quantity. The logos then remained as the accounts of all things but without
quantity. What it left behind was quantity without any other forms or Adyo1.
Simplicius is careful to distinguish the quantity of the fission from the quantity
of things, which is always definite. The first quantity is absolutely indefinite.

As the paradigm for matter, it is also distinct from matter:

®'obtos yap xata tods Mubayopeiovs TO név mp@TOV €v Hmep 1O €lval kal ndoav
ovoiav drogaivetal, 0 5¢ Sevtepov €v, Gmep €0TL TO dvtws Bv kKal vomTov, Td €1dn ¢noiv
cival, 76 8¢ Tpitov, OTep €0TL TO YLXLKOV, HETEXELY TOD EVOS KAl TAV €idAV, THV & AnoO
T0UTOV TEAevTaiav PUOLY THY TAV aioHTTAV oVoav unde petéxelv, GAAL KAt éudaoctv ékeivwv
kekooufiodaur, Ths €v avtois VATS T0oD UT) 6vT0S TPWTws €v TQ Too® 6vTos ohoms oKiaoua Kal
€11 nGArov HrroBepnkvias kail ano Tovtov. ed. H. Deils, Berlin: Reimer, 1882, pp. 230 f.

“1adta 5¢ 0 IMopdvpros &v Td devtépw IMept TANS T Tod ModepdTov TapaTIOELEVOS
véypadev 6TL "BovAnBels O eviaios Adyos,” dg mov ¢nov 0 [TIAdtwv, THv yéveoiv d¢’ eavtod
TQV VTV oVoTHoacdal, Katd oTépnoty a.bTod éxwpToe THv TOTOTNTA TAVIGY AdTHV oTEpTioas
T@v abtod Adywv kal €id@v. ToDT0 8¢ mMoooTNTA ékAAegev dpopdov kai ddiaipeTov kal
AoYMUATIOTOV, EMBEYOUEVTV HéVTOL HopdTv oxfila Siaipediy ToldTnTa AV T0 ToloDTov. ed.

H. Deils, p. 231.
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This quantity, he said, and image understood by the deprivation
of the unified account which received all the accounts of beings
in itself, is the paradigm of the matter of bodies. (Simplicius, In
Physicorum A 7, 231.15-18)%

Like the Stoic monism, Moderatus traces plurality back to categorical
distinctions of being. Stoic matter is a single odaia with a plurality of qualities.
Moderatus, though, uses Aristotelian categories and traces difference to the
category of quantity. In a unique twist, Moderatus teaches that the categories
can be separated from each other into separate principles. His system is also
notable for the complexity of its principle. The unified logos contains many
separable accounts. Evidently Moderatus makes no attempt to explain how
the unified logos became unified. He takes it for a primitive condition and
necessary to explain the material and formal diversity of the cosmos.

Moderatus leaves the only detailed account of Neopythagorean monism,
which interestingly enough does lend itself to Numenius’ polemic cited above.
In departing from quantity, the logos does depart from its own nature, as
Numenius charged. It is also evident that Moderatus had a rather weak
monism. Even though he traced everything back to a single source, that
source was not itself simple.

Given that they taught that all things including matter derived from a
single principle, did the monistic Pythagoreans teach creatio ex nihilo? Both
Moderatus and the point-principle Pythagoreans taught that the first principle
generated diversity out of its own nature. It was the abandoned quantity of

the unified logos that was the principle of diversity and of matter in Moderatus’

®atitn 8¢ f) mooéTng, MO, KAl ToHTO TO €1505 TO KATA TTEPMOLY TOD EViaiov Adyov
voovuevov Toh mdvtag Tobs Adyous TAV GVTwV év EQLTE MepLeIAT06TOS Tapadeiyuatd éott Ths
TQV owpdtwv VANS. ed. H. Deils, p. 231.

67

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



system. That same quantity was part of the unified logos from the first. In
the system described by Sextus, the point departed into the dyad. Diversity
resulted from a change in the first principle. In this way the Neopythagoreans
had returned to the Milesian notion that creation came out of the first principle.
Change and diversity resulted from a prior potency for change in the monad.
Theirs was a generation ex monadi not creatio ex nihilo.

It is not a far cry from Neopythagorean emanationism to the generation
of matter in Valentinian Gnosticism (of the early second century C.E.) in
which matter results from a defect or a flaw in the fullness of the divine

principles.®*

Valentinian metaphysical views on first principles are spun in
myth, but Hippolytus makes it clear that some Valentinians did teach that
everything was generated from a single principle, the ungenerated Father, or
the monad.®® In this sense, Valentianism is monistic,*® although Hippolytus
provides no explanation of the generation of plurality from the monad other
than a biological analogy. The Father is perfect and productive (yéviuov). He
expresses (npoéBaiev) Intellect and Truth, which in turn generate Word and
Life.” In all, thirty divine principles are generated and are known collectively

as the pleroma.

Matter results from the pain of Wisdom, one of the divine pleroma

“Einar Thomassen has argued for Neopythagorean influence on Valentianism in a paper
presented to the Gnosticism and Neoplatonism group of the American Academy of Religion, in
November, 1993, “The Derivation of Matter in Monistic Gnosticism.” Abstract published in
Abstracts:  American Academy of Religion, Society of Biblical Literature, Missoula, Montana:
Scholars Press, 1993, p. 52.

On the various sources for Valentinus, see the discussion of Gerhard May, Creatio ex Nihilo:
The Doctrine of ‘Creation out of Nothing’ in Early Christian Thought, trans., A. S. Worall,
Edinburgh: Clark, 1994, pp. 85-94.

® Hippolytus, Refutatio Omnium Haeresium, liber 6.29.
®So Hans Jonas, The Gnostic Religion, 2nd ed., Boston: Beacon Hill Press, 1958, p. 105.
“Hippolytus, loc. cit.
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who tried to create without consort, in imitation of the Father’s initial, unaided
generation. Her creation is without form and imperfect and causes disturbance
in the pleroma. To restore peace to the pleroma, the Father and Christ separate
Wisdom and her formless creation from the pleroma. Wisdom’s fear and
pain at the separation create psychic and material being respectively.®®

Matter does not have its own independent existence as it does in Middle-
Platonist dualism. As in monistic Neopythagoreanism, matter is an accidental
and undesirable byproduct of the plurality of first principles. Unlike creatio
ex nihilo as it would come to be formulated, Valentinian matter is neither
intended nor in the control of the first principles. Its relation to the created
world is also different. In Valentianism, matter is ontologically prior and
independent of the cosmos. As in Middle-Platonism, the demiurge was faced
with the limitations of matter in fashioning the cosmos. Matter is not the
chosen venue of cosmic creation, rather the cosmos is the best that could be

managed given the constraints of matter.®®

common Greek positions
To recap the teachings on matter:
Plato: the receptacle, space, is the stage for change which happens among

spatially distended images of the forms. Physical matter as we know it is the

®Hippolytus, liber 6.30-32.

See also Irenaeus’s account of Valentianism, which is much more compressed, Adversus Haereses
1.24; 2.10.

In the untitiled Nag Hammadi treatise called by moderns On the Creation of the World, matter
is described as a shadow of the pleroma, 98.17-27 (a term also found in Moderatus, in Simplicius,
In Physicorum, 231. 4-5, ed. Diels).

In the Tripartate Tractate also from Nag Hammadi, the Word, not Wisdom, creates diverse
matters, Nag Hammadi 1.5, 85.10.

“on the Gnostic teacher Basilides, see below, chapter 4.
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geometrical ordering of these images.

Aristotle: matter is substance in potency. Prime matter is the analysis
of the elements as they have the potency to transform one into another.

Stoa: matter is the characterless substance of the world, subject to different
properties, heat, cold, wetness, dryness, etc.

Middle-Platonism: matter is body in potency.

Despite their manifold appearance, Greek philosophers from the time
of Plato and Aristotle and into Late Antiquity shared some basic metaphysical
understandings. They believed in the eternity of unchangeable being or beings.
For the Stoics matter was eternal, characterless, and in itself unchanging.
Aristotle taught that forms and separate substances each in themselves were
eternal and unchanging. For Plato the forms and the receptacle were both
eternal and change only happened in the world of becoming which used the
receptacle as a stage for its impersonations of the forms.

They all believed in the eternity of change. In the case of the Peripatetics,
the unique cosmos and its life forms and processes were eternal. The Stoics
also believed in an eternal succession of cosmoi, each one limited temporally
and spatially, but throughout eternity, change within and between cosmoi
continued. Even Platonists who believed in a temporal creation of one cosmos,
as did Plutarch and Atticus, believed that change existed eternally before the
cosmos in disordered movements of the world soul in the receptacle.

Everyone also agreed that one needed eternal distinctions in being to
explain change, distinctions of active and passive principles. Minimally, the
distinction could be merely categorical as in the Stoa, which distinguished the

matter of the world as substance from the active and changing quality of the
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world. Plato and Aristotle distinguished forms from matter, but differed in
the degree of distinction with regard to the independence of forms and receptacle
or of form and matter.

Each school also recognized a moral crisis for the human trapped in
matter. Matter explained the potential for change in the world and was
corruptible in its manifestations although eternal in itself and in these ways
acted as the limit to the goodness of the world and the human condition. The
material limitation was either to be accepted and endured or escaped.

The Christian teaching of creatio ex nihilo violated two of these basic
metaphysical beliefs. It taught that change had a specific beginning, and it
taught that no being in the realm of change was eternal. It is easy to see why
the teaching of creatio ex nihilo was the object of scorn by the educated Hellenist.
It is much more difficult to see why the Christians adopted such a radical
position. This is especially true because one does not find the origin of the
teaching where one would expect. If one looks to the Jewish, biblical, and
Near Eastern background to Christian teachings, one does not find creatio ex
nihilo expressly taught. On the contrary, one can only find expressions of the
opposite. Early Jews and Christians both expressly state that God formed the
world from formless matter. Philo, Justin Martyr and Hermogenes all make
that point, the last making a strong exegetical case for his position from the
opening of Genesis. Before we can determine why Christians formulated creatio
ex nihilo, we need first to consider the background for Christian teaching in

Early Judaism, the Hebrew Scriptures, and the Ancient Near Eastern world.
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Chapter 3, Cosmogony and Material in the Near East, Biblical Texts, and Early

Judaism

In Egypt, natural and artificial images of creation exist side by side.
They coexist even in the same text (Papyrus Leiden, see ch. 1). Amun brings
forth by birth and by fashioning and even by speech.

In Mesopotamia, nature and artifice become deadly enemies. In the
Enuma Elish, natural causation begins all in the birthing of the gods. But
nature in the persons of the primal mother and father is capricious, and soon
nature threatens her own offspring. Only the work of wisdom and artifice of
Ea saves the gods as he forms the hero Marduk and equips him with skilful
weapons and magic. After the battle, the world is constructed in wisdom
from the slain corpse of Tiamat, the natural progenerator of the gods. Artifice
slays nature.

In biblical texts the triumph of art over natural progeny is complete.
Signs of the battle are merely faint traces. Word and wisdom predominate.
Whereas production by birth precedes art in the Enuma Elish, in biblical

accounts God’s creative speech and work precede creation by birth." Only

!Claus Westermann in Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, trans. John Scullion, S.J.,
Minneapolis: Augsberg, 1984, pp. 26-39, in treating creation motifs in general distinguishes
creation by birth from creation by conflict, creation by action, and creation by word.

JonLevensonin Creation and the Persistence of Evil, San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1988,
traces the sublimation of creation by conflict to creation by sovereign word in the Bible.

I see creation by conflict as a secondary motif that develops in the Enuma Elish only as two
other motifs, nature and art, collide. In the Enuma Elish nature precedes art, in the Bible the
process is reversed.

Many have sought to distinguish between two traditions in Genesis 1, creation by word and
creation by deed, see Westermann, op. cit., pp. 82 f.

Also on the contrast of creation by word and by deed, see W. H. Schmidt, Der Schopfungsgeschichte
der Priesterschrift, Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament 17,
Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 1964, pp. 73-149. Schmidt develops the contrast through all
six days of creation.
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after God speaks light into existence and fashions the heavens and uncovers
the earth, does the earth “bring forth” vegetation. The seas and the sky teem
with fish and birds. “These are the generations of heaven and earth when
they were created” (Genesis 2.4). They are all subject to the creative act of God.
Although it is not yet an explicit doctrine, creation by artifice paves the way
for creatio ex nihilo.

Biblical writings expressly teach neither creatio ex nihilo nor creation
from a specific material. Early in the Common Era, when the Rabbis considered
the question of what came before the creation, sonic said that the question
should not be answered in public. Others read biblical passages fairly literally
and said that the heaven and earth were created from waters or from chaos
(tohu wawohu). Other early Jewish writers who were more engaged by Greek
Philosophy, such as Philo and the author of the deuterocanonical book, the
Wisdom of Solomon, accepted the Platonic position that the world was created
from formless matter. No one formulated a doctrine of creatio ex nihilo.
Some statements have been interpreted as teaching creatio ex nihilo (such as
2 Maccabees 7.28 and Bereshit Rabba 1.9, see discussion below), but closer
examination reveals that they are not making that claim, and no one presents
any argument to support the doctrine.

No one in Early Judaism had the motivation to produce an argument
for creatio ex nihilo. The philosophically minded writers would not have
flown in the face of philosophical teaching without cause. The more biblically
minded Rabbis even went so far as to disallow questions that went back before

the beginning of the world. They expressly forbad treading where biblical

The motifs are clearly distinct, but their combination is fairly standard. It happens in Egypt
(see ch. 1), the Enuma Elish (see below), and elsewhere in the Bible, Psalm 148.5 and Isaiah
48.13. Word and building are both works of wisdom and we should be careful about
overemphasizing the distinction.
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texts did not lead. Therefore, they would not have made such a bold claim
about what did or did not precede the heaven and earth, since scripture was
silent therein.

To begin our examination of the teachings of the biblical writings and
Early Judaism, we will go back to examine the biblical material by way of
Babylon, in order to set some of the Near Eastern context for the biblical

materials.

Babylon

The creation of the world from waters finds its best expression in a late
document. Even though the Enuma Elish represents the fullest expression
of cosmogony from Mesopotamia or anywhere else in the Ancient Near East,
it should not be universalized to a general Babylonian position or even worse,
Ancient Near Eastern position.?

The Enuma Elish itself is a late document by Mesopotamian standards,
which presents a strong polemical tone. Based on alleged ideological
developments, the Enuma Elish was once dated to the old Babylonian period
(early second millennium). However, Lambert has convincingly argued that
the Enuma Elish should be dated to the late second millennium.> The

Enuma Elish is not a speculative text. It has a strong ideological bent as it tries

’On the Enuma Elish in general, see Alexander Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951.

On its relation to the Bible, see W. G. Lambert, “A New Look at the Babylonian Background of
Genesis,” Journal of Theological Studies 16,1965, pp. 287-300.

For a full bibliography, see Claus Westermann, op. cit., pp. 70 f.

*W. G. Lambert, says that the Enuma Elish should not be dated earlier than 1100
B.C.E., art. cit., pp. 297-8.

See also Tzvi Abusch, “Merodach,” in Harper’s Bible Dictionary, ed. Paul J. Achtemeier, San
Francisco: Harper and Row, 1985, p. 627.
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to establish Babylon’s god, Marduk, as the chief of the Mesopotamian pantheon.
Cosmogony is an ancillary concern of the text which focuses primarily on
Marduk’s exaltation over the older gods. It served as a text in the cult, being
recited year after year in the Babylonian New Year, Akitu, festival, presumably
to renew Marduk’s beneficent creation.

In the Enuma Elish, Marduk takes over from the old storm god, Enlil,
as the most powerful god of the Mesopotamian pantheon. The succession of
leading gods was not new. Enlil himself had taken over from his father Anuy,
the sky god. But with the Enuma Elish, Babylon, the center of the cult of
Marduk, made a play for the center of the Mesopotamian religion over the
ancient center of Enlil’s cult, Nippur.

The Enuma Elish’s relatively late date and its own ideological angle
recommend caution against attributing its doctrines to early periods of
Mesopotamian history. Its status as an internal cult document, which unlike
Gilgamesh, never had circulation outside of Mesopotamia, should prevent us
from freely seeking relationships to other Near Eastern texts.

This is particularly true in the case of the Enuma Elish’s creation from
the defeated Tiamat. Parallels have long been drawn between the Enuma
Elish and biblical accounts. More recently Ugaritic materials have been added

to the mix.* In its association of the slaying of the sea deity narrative to the

‘Gunkel in 1895 began a new era of biblical criticism based upon reading conflict and
creation in the Bible as dependents of the Enuma Elish, Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und
Endzeit, Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1895.

Mitchell Dahood takes the Leviathen as primaeval mythical material that has been
interspersed with historical material, Psalms II, 50-100, Anchor Bible, v. 17, Garden City, N.J.:
Doubleday, 1968, 205-206.

For a very complete study of the Leviathen material, particularly with respect to Ugaritic
influences, see John Day, God’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea, Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1985.

Ugaritic parallels are also drawn by Cyrus Gordon in “Leviathan: Symbol of Evil,” in Biblical
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creation story, the Enuma is unique.® Mythological combat was known
from Sumerian times in the form of Enki’s combat with Kur, but it is not
associated with creation. Likewise, the combat of Bel and the sea god Yam in
Ugarit is not associated with creation. The Enuma Elish uses the threat of
combat as the occasion for the older gods to cede all power to their young hero
Marduk. His triumph confirms his position as the lord and leads to his
beneficent creation of the world as a temple for his senior gods and the creation
of humans to serve them. In short the cosmic battle is introduced to explain
the exaltation of Marduk. In examining the brief references to God'’s triumph
over the Leviathan in the biblical passages, no context of creation should be
assumed. Biblical texts as texts composed outside of the Marduk priesthood
are more likely to reflect the general view of combat after creation known
from Ugarit and Ancient Mesopotamia than the doctrine of the late and
idiosyncratic Enuma Elish.

In this work we will examine the Enuma Elish simply as an expression
of a shared cultural milieu where concepts of pre-cosmic oceans and divine

architects were common property. We will not assume direct influence.®

Motifs, Cambridge, MA, Philip H. Lown Institute of Advanced Judaic Studies; Studies and
Texts III; Harvard University, 1966, 1-9.

*Westermann notes that the cosmic battle is part of the creation story neither in Sumerian
literature nor in Ugarit and therefore warns against presuming that the traces of conflict found
in the Bible should be associated with creation, op. cit., pp. 30-33.

ContraLevenson, op.cit., pp. 12 f.,, who argues that the cosmic battle cannot really be distinguished
from creation because they are part of the same perpetual tension between chaos and order.

*Westermann does not assert literary dependence of the Bible upon the Enuma Elish.
Rather he looks to contact in the preliterate history of Genesis, p. 89.

Lambert, art. cit., pp. 293-296, also argues against any direct connection between the Enuma
Elish and the Bible.
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Enuma Elish: Marduk the king

Marduk was created by Ea and appointed by the gods to overcome their
mother, Tiamat, the goddess of the sea who threatened them with destruction.
The gods were born from Tiamat and Apsu, the salt and fresh waters which
sorted themselves from an undifferentiated beginning (Enuma Elish 1. 1-12).
The differentiation of the waters into two bodies, salt and fresh, allowed
biological generation. The fecundity of waters had a long history in
Mesopotamia going back to Sumerian times. In Sumerian, human semen is
called water; procreation is called a-ri-g, literally the mixing of waters. Creation
from the waters is a common theme in creation stories. Nammu, an ancient
Sumerian goddess of the sea was called the mother of the heaven and earth.’
Enki, the Sumerian god of water and wisdom, is one of the Sumerian creator
gods.® In the Enuma Elish, he retains a central role in the narration under
his Akkadian appellation, Ea. He overcomes the first threat to the gods from
Apsu by means of his knowledge of magic. Then he builds his temple on the
Apsu, where he begets Marduk (Enuma Elish 1. 47-85).

In the Enuma Elish the offspring of the waters produce so much noise
that Apsu plots to destroy his offspring. Apsu’s defeat and death provoke
Tiamat to threaten her children as well. The gods meet in assembly and
promise Marduk the tablets of fate if he acts their hero. Marduk overcomes
Tiamat by distending her body with the wind he controls and piercing her.
From her body he constructs the heavens over the Apsu as a temple for the
gods. In his construction of the world he acts just as the conquering

Mesopotamian king, who returns from his conquests to honor the gods:

"Kramer, Sumerian Mythology, Philadelphia: The American Philosophical Society,
1944, p. 39.

*Kramer, op. cit., pp. 54-62.
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The lord stopped and inspected her [Tiamat’s] body.

He divided the miscarriage and worked wonders.

He split her in two like a fish for drying,

And set up half of her and overshadowed the heavens.
He drew the line and established guards,

And ordered them not to let her waters out.

He crossed heaven and examined the sky.

He made the seat of Annugimmud equal to that of Apsu
He made it like the form of Apsu.

Eshgalla its equivalent he established and Esharra,
Eshgalla and Esharra which he built in the heavens.
He settled Anu, Enlil, and Ea in their sanctuaries.

[Tablet 5]

He established stations for the great gods.

He returned the stars and erected the Lumashu
He set the year, and drew the plans. (4. 135-5.3)°

In constructing the world Marduk acts as baru, the Babylonian haruspex, “The
lord stopped and inspected (baru, “to inspect” in the manner of a haruspex)
her [Tiamat's] body” (4. 135). He acts as an architect consulting the drawings
(5.3), and he settles the gods into their new home.

Marduk’s roles of conquering hero, temple architect, and haruspex
coalesce because he is king. Each of these roles is preformed by the kings in
their service to the gods. They build temples consulting both plans and omens
and finally move the image of the god into his new home. These kingly
activities can be witnessed early in dedicatory inscriptions of Gudea in the
Sumerian period and late in those of Nabonaidus, the last king of Babylon.
Although Marduk is the new lord of the gods, he still acts in piety toward his
parents and in a kingly manner.

In the end, it is Ea’s and Marduk’s skill and art which overcome the

°For cuneiform text, see appendix.
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birth mother. In contrast tc Egypt, where the birth of the gods leads to good
things like the sun which gives life to the world, in Mesopotamia, birth is
uncontrolled and leads to disorder and destruction. Nature tends to disorder
and requires the strong guidance of a king. After all the Enuma Elish is not
just about the exaltation of Mardulk, it is a strong argument and model for a
powerful king to bring order to a dangerous world. The king needs all the
skills of seer, architect, fighter, and magician to protect the world from the
forces of nature.

There is a profound ambivalence about the sea and the forces of nature.
The sea is recognized as the ultimate source of life. It gives birth to the gods
and its body provides the material for creation. The material source rather
than being passive, is active and hostile and must be overcome and constantly
governed, just as the myth of Marduk was recited year by year in the Akitu

festival to reactualize his triumph over nature.

biblical materials

Biblical texts nowhere state or argue for creatio ex nihilo. It is a doctrine
which must be interpreted into biblical texts. In fact, biblical texts are strangely
quiet about the material for the cosmos. They neither identify nor deny any
material for the world. Asin Egypt and Babylon, the waters do play a role in
the creation. It is a theme most developed in Genesis and in Job, but also
touched upon in other loci. However, in contrast to both Egypt and Babylon,
Genesis prioritizes the art of God over the generative power of the waters.

Biblical materials are remarkably consistent in describing God's creative
acts in terms of building, a motif which recurs in the Pentateuch, the Prophets,

the Psalms and the Wisdom literature. Recent studies have also brought to
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light the view of the world as a temple,'® an aspect which biblical literature
shares with Mesopotamian. In biblical literature, the building analogy would
prove more fruitful than the biological in the consideration of the skill and
knowledge demonstrated in the construction of the world.

As in Mesopotamia, the heavens and earth were viewed as a temple,
i.e., a dwelling place for god. Isaiah 66 makes clear the view of the world as

the divine palace:

Thus said Yahweh:

The heavens are my throne and the earth my footstool.

Where is the house which you built for me, and where is my
resting place?

My hand made all these things, so that all these things came
about, says Yahweh.

To this one I look, to the humble, the broken spirit, and the
one who fears my word. (Isaiah 66. 1-2)"!

The heaven and earth obviate any need for a human built house for God,

%on D. Levenson, op. cit., pp. 78-99, argues for the temple as microcosm in biblical and
post-biblical material.

L. R. Fisher, “Creation at Ugarit and in the Old Testament,” Vetus Testamentum 6, 1965, pp.
313-324, finds the temple as microcosm in the Enuma Elish, p. 318. His reading of Psalm 93
provides an interesting parallel to the reading of Enuma Elish presented here. He finds in the
Psalm, “conflict, kingship, order, and temple,” p. 322.

Westermann, op. cit., p. 29, does not find Fisher’s association of temple building and creation in
the Enuma Elish persuasive, but he does not give any critique.
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ed. K. Elliger, et. al., Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,

1983.
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because they are his temple.

Architectonic language carries over into the descriptions of the

construction of heaven and earth. Again from Isaiah:

Thus says God, Yahweh,
Who created the heavens and stretched them out, who
hammered out the earth and its produce.

Who gave breath to the people upon the earth, and spirit to
those who walk on it. (Isaiah 42.5)!?

God'’s activities in creating the heaven and earth are terms used to describe
the construction of the tabernacle and temple, which serves to reinforce the
view of heaven and earth as a temple. The heavens are stretched out (Dfl"@ﬁ;)
just as the tabernacle was (Exodus 33.7).

This view of the construction of the heavens finds a close parallel in
the Enuma Elish, where Marduk spreads the heavens as a canopy (4.139,
quoted above). Meanwhile, the earth is stamped down (Y¥P7) as the overlay
for the altar was (Numbers 17.3-4). More often the earth is described as
having been founded (70°)."°

Job gives the building analogy its most dramatic expression:

Gird yourself as a hero and 1 will ask you, and you will instruct
me.

Where were you when 1 founded the earth? Tell me, if you
have understanding.

Who set its measure, if you know, and who stretched a line
across it?
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“See Isaiah 51.13,48.13; Amos9.6; Zechariah12.1; Psalm 78.69, 89.12, 102.26, 104.5.
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Upon what were its pylons sunk, and who planted its

cornerstone?

When the dawn stars rejoiced together and all the children of
God shouted,

And the sea was shut up with doors, as it burst forth from the
womb.

As I placed a cloud as its garment, and darkness as its swaddling-
band,

I set my limit upon it, and I placed bars and doors.

I said “this far shall you go, and no further. Here will your

waves set themselves at their height.” (Job 38. 3-11)"*

Here we perceive the same ambivalence toward the force of the waters
as found in Egypt and Babylon. The waters must be controlled in order to
allow the earth to appear and give life. Job uses the building analogy to
estabiish the superiority of divine knowledge over human. God’s power and
wisdom are demonstrated in his architectonic control of the waters.

Job is not alone in his use of the building analogy to develop the theme
of God’s wisdom. The themes of wisdom and building recur together in
Jeremiah (10.12-13; 31.37; 32.17; 51.15-16), but attain their most poetic expression

in Proverbs 8:

Yahweh possessed me at the beginning of his way, at the
beginning of his works then.
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From old I was installed first from the beginning of the earth.
When the depths were not, I danced, when the founts were not
heavy with water.

Before the mountains were sunk, before the hills, I danced.
When he had not yet made the earth and its exterior, and the
top of the dust of the world.

When he established the heavens, I was there, when he set the
limit on the face of the depth.

When he bound the clouds above, and fixed the founts of the
depth,

WlI:en he set his law on the sea, that the waters should not
violate its decree,

When he set the foundation of the earth, I was with him as an
advisor.

I was a delight every day, I laughed before him the entire time.
I laughed in the whole of the earth and my delight was with
the human children. (Proverbs 8.22-31)'°

Wisdom is personified and set with God in the construction of the heavens,
earth, and depths.

The most familiar passage concerning creation is also the most difficult
to understand. Genesis chapter 1 has been interpreted both as teaching creatio

ex nihilo'® and creation from chaotic waters.”” The theological difference
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cf. Proverbs 3.19.

“Gerhard von Rad, Genesis: A commentary, trans. John H. Marks, 2nd ed, Philadelphia:
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can be traced to a difference in readings of the sequence of the first three
verses of Genesis.'®* Traditionally verse 1 and 2 of Genesis 1 were read in
sequential order. First, God created the heaven and earth (i.e., the universe)
and they were in a dark and chaotic state until God created light. At least
from the time of Rashi (Commentary, ad loc.), commentators have questioned
the sequential ordering of verses 1 and 2. Rashi and many modern
commentators read verse 1 as a temporal clause, “In the beginning of God’s
creating heavens and earth.” Verse 2 follows either as the main clause or as a
continuation of the temporal clause. In either case verse 2 describes the
chaotic state of the waters, upon which God begins to act in verse 3 by creating
light.

The traditional ordering reads:

In the beginning God created heavens and earth,

2) and the earth was empty and void.

Darkness was upon the waters and the divine wind stirred upon
the depth,

3) and God said let there be light, and there was light."’

The alternative reads:
Westminster Press, 1972, p. 49.

E. A. Speiser, Genesis, Anchor Bible, vol. 1, Garden City, N.Y: Doubleday, 1964, p.
13.

“For an extensive discussion and bibliography concerning the sequence of the first three
verses, see Westermann, op. cit., pp. 93-98. Westermann takes verse 1 as an independent sentence,
but separates it from the rest of the narrative as a heading, p. 94. This leaves the waw (and) at
the beginning of verse 2 to hang on nothing. Neither the traditional nor temporal-clause reading
of verse 1 leaves verse 2 dangling in this way.
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In the beginning o f God'’s creating heavens and earth,
2) the earth was empty and void, etc.

or:

In the beginning o f God’s creating heavens and earth,

2) the earth being empty and void,

darkness being upon the waters and the divine wind stirring
upon the waters,

3) then God said let there be light, and there was light.

According to version one, God first creates the world which is dark and
empty and light follows as the second act of creation. Version two and three
both suggest that the darkness and emptiness of verse 2 are prior to the first
act of God’s creation: the formation of light. As such, the pre-cosmic waters
would be a precondition to God’s acts of creation.

In the attempt to discern whether verse 1 should be taken as an
independent sentence or as a temporal clause, much discussion has focused
on whether the first word, n*zjm'.{z, is construct or absolute. If it is construct,
the clause is temporal. If absolute, it introduces a main clause. Morphologically,
it is impossible to tell. YN has the same form in both construct and
absolute states. Some have argued that it is a construct because it does not
have an article,?® but the mere absence of the article is not decisive. The
absence of an article can indicate either a construct or an indefinite noun.

Even if verse 1 is read as a temporal clause, verse 2 cannot describe a

state of affairs which is prior to the creation of heaven and earth. Verse 2

%So Speiser, op. cit., p. 12.
See the bibliography in Westermann, op. cit., pp. 95 f.
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begins with a noun followed by a preterite tense verb. That should indicate
action which precedes or is concomitant with the previously described action.
But verse 2 cannot describe action that is prior to verse 1 because it describes
the state of the earth and that cannot precede the creation of the earth. Thus,
verse 2 describes a state which is concomitant with verse 1: i.e., the state of
the earth at the instant of creation. A close parallel is found at the beginning

of Genesis chapter 2:

4) On the day in which Yahweh God made earth and heavens,
5) no plant of the field was yet upon the earth and no green of
the field had yet sprouted because Yahweh God had not sent
rain upon the earth and there was no human to work the land,
6) and a fount went up from the earth and watered the face of
the land,

7) then God formed a human from the dust of the land.!

Verse 4 is a temporal phrase describing the creation of the earth, followed by a
description of the initial incomplete state of the earth (vv. 5-6), followed by a
subsequent act of creation (v. 7). Chapter 1, verses 1-3 have a parallel structure:
a temporal clause (v. 1), followed by a description of the empty state of the
earth (v. 2), followed by the next act of creation: the creation of light (v. 3). In
each passage, the second verse describes the condition of that which was created
in the first verse, and must therefore be concomitant or consequent upon the

first verse. The verb in Genesis 1.2 is a preterite indicating concomitance with
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verse 1. The verb in Genesis 2.5 is imperfect, indicating a consequential
state.”?

Read in this way Genesis 1 neither affirms nor denies creatio ex nihilo.
The empty state of verse 2 is not prior to creation. On the other hand, the text
does not explain the origination of the waters. The waters may have always
been present and the empty earth was created in their midst: creatio ex aquis.

Just as easily, verse 2 could describe the first created state of both the
earth and the heaven. As heaven and earth of verse 1 describe the created
universe, verse 2 describes the state of that universe. The lower part of the
universe, the earth, is empty and void, because it is covered by waters. Once
the waters are cleared from it plants begin to grow upon it (Genesis 1. 10-11).
The heaven is dark and watery. The heaven has not yet been formed as the
firmament between the waters (Genesis 1. 6-7).

While Genesis 1 nowhere describes the creation of the waters, they do
not play the active role they do in Mesopotamia. Instead they are subject to
division and gathering by God into the super-and sub-caelic waters and into
the seas. They do not bring forth life except at the command of God, in direct
contrast to the priority of the fecundity of the waters in the Enki myths and
the Enuma Elish. In Genesis, biology follows artifice. The triumph of artifice
over nature provides the material for the doctrine of creation from nothing,
but it had yet to find expression.

Some passages, like the passage from Job 38 quoted above and Genesis

22Speiser, op. cit., p. 12, also notes the parallels between Genesis 1.1-3 and Genesis
24-7. He argues that Genesis 1.2 and Genesis 2.5-6 are both parenthetical clauses, but does not
note the sequence of tenses.

Westermann is not fond of the parallel. He argues that the Genesis 1.1 differs from 2.4 b “inasmuch
as 24 b gives an indication of time and is saying something different from v. 7,” p. 97. But
Genesis 1.1 also has a time word and it also says something different from v. 3.
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1, appear to presuppose the existence of waters at the foundation of the earth.
Given the Near Eastern parallels, it would seem to be quite natural to take
waters as the prime material for the creation. On the other hand, Proverbs8
makes it clear that wisdom was with God before the waters.

In fact the biblical literature presents a range of views: from the hostile
forces of water in Job 38, which demonstrate the closest parallel to the Enuma
Elish; to the passive waters of Genesis 1, where the fecundity of the waters
follows God’s art (in contrast to the order of the Enki myths and the Enuma
Elish); to the preexistence of wisdom in Proverbs.

Even in Job 38, God’s construction over the waters does not parallel the
Enuma Elish in that the construction does not follow upon battle with or
slaying of the waters. In fact it is the abiding presence of the power of the
waters which speaks to the ingenuity of God’s design.

The building analogy would seem to imply the use of building materials,
as it does in the Enuma Elish and even in Plato’s Timaeus, yet biblical accounts
are silent about the material for creation. Although depths can be interpreted
as the material, nowhere are they or anything else explicitly identified as the
material for the cosmos. The closest to an expression of creatio ex nihilo is
found in the wisdom passage from Proverbs 8 quoted above, which puts
wisdom before the depths. It does not go as far as ex nihilo. It does teach that
even the waters are subject to divine wisdom, but the priority of wisdom over
the ordered manifestations of sea, earth, and heaven does not imply creation
without any material or chaotic origin. Verses 27 to 29 make clear that it is
the ordered forms of the depths which wisdom helps to establish and to
demarcate. Wisdom was present before the ordering of heaven, depths, and

earth, not necessarily prior to any chaotic stuff. The text is not discussing the
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presence or absence of any disordered or hostile material. It tells us nothing

about the material for creation, only its wise construction.

post-biblical and deuterocanonical texts

Among twentieth century scholars, creatio ex nihilo has sometimes
been attributed to some figures of Early Judaism, but the texts cited to support
such attribution are ambiguous at best, while in other places, creatio ex materia
is clearly stated. The alleged statements of creatio ex nihilo do not display the
sufficient clarity or argumentation that would have been required to establish
a completely novel idea. Creatio ex nihilo would have been a unique position
and could never have been justified without considerable explanation or
argumentation. A priori, we should be suspicious of the single line statements

that are supposed to represent the first expressions of creatio ex nihilo.

non-rabbinic Early Judaism

Hellenized Jews could easily accept the common Greek teaching of the
qualitiless matter.”> The writer of the Wisdom of Solomon, dated to the
reign of Caligula, 37-41 C.E. by David Winston,?* clearly accepted the notion

of creation from matter:?®

ZJohn MacDonald, The Theology of the Samaritans, London: SCM Press, 1964, p.118-123,
argued that Marqah, the fourth century Samaritan thinker, was so Hellenized as to develop an
emanationist theory of creation.

MacDonald’s view has not been supported in a recent study of Marqah, Alexander Broadie, A
Samaritan Philosophy, Leiden: Brill, 1981, p. 81.

#David Winston, The Wisdom of Solomon, Anchor Bible Series, Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1979, p.3.

®So Winston, art. cit., p. 192,
Also Winston, Wisdom, pp. 38-40.

Contra J. Reider, The Book of Wisdom, New York: Harper & Brothers, 1957, p. 145. He argues
that as a Jewish text Wisdom of Solomon must have tacitly held that a creatio ex nihilo
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For your omnipotent hand found no difficulty even in creating
the world from formless matter. (Wisdom of Solomon11.17a)*

There are no examples of writers from the period challenging the prevailing
opinions by introducing creatio ex nihilo. Sometimes 2 Maccabees 7.28, dated
between 78 and 63 B.C.E. by Jonathen Goldstein, % is cited as an example, but a

close reading does not support the assertion:*®

I pray you, son, look to heaven and earth and seeing everything
in them, know that God made them from non-being, and the
human race began in the same way. (2 Maccabees 7.28)*°

Non-being refers to the non-existence of the heavens and earth before God’s
creative act. It does not express absolute non-existence, only the prior non-
existence of the heavens and earth. They were made to exist after not existing.
The use of éx odk 6vtos in this relative sense can be found in Aristotle who
refers to the generation of a new substance ¢k oVk dvtos (de Generatione
Animalium 741 b 22 f.), although he denies that something can come from

absolutely nothing (Physics 187 b 26 ff., for discussion see below, chapter 4).

occurred before the stated creatio ex materia because the author could not have accepted the
Greek notion of eternal, formless matter. At best this begs the question. At worst it ignores the
evidence for creatio ex materia found in Midrash and Philo.

%00 yap WropeL T Tavtodvvands gov xeip
Kal KTicaga tov K6opov €€ diddov HANS.

ed. Alfred Rahlfs, Septuaginta, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1935.

ZJonathen Goldstein, Second Maccabees, Anchor Bible vol 41A, Garden City, NY:
Doubleday, 1983, p. 83.

3Wolfson, Philo 1, pp- 302-3, holds that the text is inconclusive with respect to creatio
ex nihilo.

PaE1@ o€, Téxvov, dvaBréyavta eis TOV ovpavov Kal THv YAV kal Td év avTois TdvTa

idovta yvaval 6Tt ok ¢€ Gviwv €moinoev avdTd 0 Beds, Kal T0 TV AvOPWTWV Y€Vos 0VTw
yivetar. ed. Alfred Rahlfs.
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Philo

Creatio ex nihilo has long been a debate in Philonic scholarship.*
Wolfson tried to settle the debate by comparing the teachings concerning
matter in Plato and Philo, whose career probably ended before 40 C.E.** Wolfson
claimed that Plato taught two types of matter, “matter in which” (the receptacle)
and “matter from which” (the elements). Wolfson then proceded to cite texts
which show that Philo taught that space (the receptacle) and bodies were
created (de Opificio Mundi7.29; de Confusione Linguarum 27.136). Therefore,
Philo would have taught the creation of both kinds of matter.*?

However, Wolfson's argument misses the mark, because his distinction
of “matter from which” and “matter in which” cannot be supported from the
text of Plato. As we have seen, Plato did not use the term matter, and it is
misleading to apply it to the receptacle. The receptacle does not change into
anything, but merely provides a locus for change. Plato also argued that the
four traditional elements were not elemental bodies, but were constructed.
They are not prime matter for Plato.

There is also no indication that Philo distinguished “matter in which”
from "matter from which.” Philo seems to have understood matter in Stoic

terms, as a passive principle in contrast to intellect as an active principle:

®David Winston has argued that Philo does not teach creatio ex nihilo in “Philo’s
Theory of Cosmogony,” Religious Syncretism in Antiquity, ed. B. A. Pearson, Missoula: Scholars
Press, 1975, pp. 157-171. Winston cites several Philonic texts that state that God creates from
formless matter (de Opificio Mundi 2.8, de Specialibus Legibus 4.187) and argues that matter
could not have been created from nothing because it is “unlovely” and a principle of disorder in
Philo’s cosmos. Philo also expressly denies that anything can come about from non-being and
pass into non-being (de Aeternitate Mundi 5).

'"Wolfson, Philo, p- 4.
®Wolfson, Philo, pp. 303-309.
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For Moses having reached the very summit of philosophy and
learned of the most useful and essential things of nature, knew
that it was most necessary that among beings there be an active
and a passive cause, and that the active cause, the intellect of all
is most pure and unmixed, greater than virtue, greater than
understanding, greater than the good itself, and than the
beautiful itself. The passive is soulless and motionless of itself,
but when moved and shaped and ensouled by the intellect it
changaead into the perfect work, this cosmos. (de Opificio Mundi
2.8-9)

Philo description of matter parallels that of the Stoics of Diogenes Laertius’
account (Long and Sedley 44 B, quoted above, chapter 2).

The best textual evidence for uncreated matter comes from Quis Rerum
Divinarum Heres Sit, where Philo explicitly excludes matter from the things
God praises at the consummation of creation. God praises all the things

which he has created, but Philo notes that does not include matter:

There is nothing of value among material things with God. He
communicates the same art to all, equally. Concerning which
it says in the holy scriptures, “God saw all that he had made,
and behold they were very good” (Genesis 1.31). Those things
which received the same praise from the Praiser are of completely
equal value. But God did not praise the matter which was
fashioned, which was without soul and wayward and dissolute,
even corrupted by itself, uneven and unequal, but he praised
his own artful works which were perfected according to one
equal, even power and similar, or even the same, understanding.

(Heres 159 £.)*

BMwvois 8¢ xal prAocodias én’ avtiv $8doas dipdTnTa KAl XPNONois T& TOAAR Kal
TUVEKTLKOTATA TAV THS 9Voews dvadidayBeis €yvw &1, 6Tt dvaykalétatév ot év Toi§ 0VTL
1O pev €lvar dpactiipiov aitiov, To6 8 TadNTOV, Kal 8TL T6 pév Spactiplov 6 TV 6AwY vods
¢oTLY €1A1KPLVETTATOS KAl AKPALVETTATOS, KPEITTWV T) ApETT) KAl KpeiTTwV 1 €MoTHiun Kal
KpeiTTWV 7] aVTO TO dyabov kal avtd to KaAdv, T0 &€ madnTov dyvyxov Kal akivntov €&
eavtod, KivnBev 8¢ Kal oyNUaTLgfEv Kal Yuxwbev L0 Tod vod neTéBarev eis TO TeAerotatov
épyov, Toévde tov kOopov' ed. Leopold Cohn, Philonis Opera, v. 1, Berlin: Reimar, 1896, p. 2 f.

¥tipov & ovdev TV év DAals mapd Be@: 810 THS ALTHS LeTESwWKE TATL TEYXVNS €F
ioov. Tapd kali €v iepdis ypapais Aéyetal: "eidev 0 Beds Ta mdvta doa €moinoev, Kai iSob
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All that God has created is good and praiseworthy. Matter is the source of
corruption in the world and it is not praiseworthy because it is not created.
Despite his many borrowings from the Stoics, Philo has retained the dualism
of Plato, and like Plato makes eternal and intractable matter the source of
difficulty and necessity in the world. Difficulty and evil does not flow from

the source of good and reason. It is not from God.*

xala Alav,” ta &€ Tod adrod Tvyydvovta énaivov Tapd T@ ¢NaivodvTL TAVTes E0TLv iodTipa.
¢mjveae 3 0 Be€ds oV TV dnuiovpyNBeiTav BANY, THv dyvyov Kat TAMUULEAT kKal SiaAvtiv,
€11 3¢ ¢BapTnVv ¢ EavuTiis dvapaidv te kal dvioov, dAAA Ta EavTod Texvika épya Katd piav
fonv kai opaAnv dvvauilv kai ématriunv dpoiav Kai THv avtiyv droteregdévia. ed. Paul
Wendland, Philonis Opera, v. 3, p. 36 f.

*Richard Sorabji has also argued that Philo taught creatio ex nihilo, at least in one
text, in Time, Creation, and the Continuum: Theories in Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages,
Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1983, pp. 203-209. Sorabji interpreted a passage from
Philo’s de Providentia to say that, “There was no period of idleness when matter already
existed, but God had not yet imposed order” (p. 206). De Providentia 1.7, in Aucher’s Latin
translation of the Armenian, certainly does appear to teach that God created form in matter
without time preceding the ordering of the cosmos. But given that he saw matter as motionless
in itself, it would have been atemporal before it had form. Philo said that time was created
with the cosmos, so the cosmos could still have been constructed from a motionless, timeless
matter.

However, Sorabji’s reading is not supported by C. Hannick’s recent German translation of the
Armenian published in Baltes, Die Weltentstehung des platonischem Timaeos nach den antiken
Interpreten, I, Leiden: Brill, 1976, p. 89.

Naturally there are great difficulties in dealing with Latin and German translations of an
Armenian version of Philo’s lost Greek original. Those difficulties become apparent when dealing
with the question of creation ex nihilo.

Later in book one of de Providentia, Philo affirms creatio ex materia. In chapter 20, he notes
that Plato and Moses both taught creation from prior material:

Haec Plato a Deo facta fuisse novit; et materiam per se ornatu carentem, in
mudo cum ornatu ipso prodiisse; hac enim erant primae causae, unde et mundus
fuit. Quoniam et Iudaeorum Legislator Moyses aquam, tenebras, et chaos dixit
ante mundum fuisse. Plato autem materiam. ed. Mireille Hadas-Lebel, Paris:
Editions du Cerf, 1973, p. 146.

In chapter 23 Philo lists the four causes of creation, one of which is matter:

Verum enim vero creationis eius pulchras asseruere causas: nempe Deum, A guo;
materiam, Ex quo; instrumentum, Per quod. Instrumentum autem Dei est Verbum.
Ad quid denique? utsitargumentum. Creaturarum ergo causa est Deus, ut Creator:
corruptionis autem, ut ludex. ed. Hadas-Lebel, p. 148.

The apparent contradicitions have led Henry Chadwick to suspect de Providentia 1.7 has been

93

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Midrash

Midrashi m* by their very nature show great care to follow the biblical
text, but this is especially true when dealing with creation, where the Rabbis
were careful not to go beyond the biblical text as they understood it.

The collection of Midrash on Genesis, Bereshit Rabba, was probably
compiled and written in its present form around 400 C.E.*” The Rabbis to
whom the individual Midrashim are attributed are dated by their generations
in two major divisions, the Tannaim and Amoraim. The former are thought
to be before 220 C.E. and the latter are between 200 C.E. and 500 C.E.*

As we shall see, in discussing the creation of the world three overriding
concerns surface again and again. 1) The Rabbis were concerned not to inquire
about things before the beginning (Bereshit Rabba1.10).*” 2) They were studious

in their opposition to any attribution of helpers to God in the creation (Bereshit

reworked by Christians, “St Paul and Philo of Alexandria,” Bulletin of the John Rylands
Library 48, 1965-66, pp. 286-307, p. 292, n. 6. It is also possible that something has gotten lost in
all the translations. Given the obscurities of the various versions and the manifest contradictions
in Aucher’s translation, if Sorabji’s interpretation is followed, it seems better to rely on other
portions of the Philonic corpus.

As Sorabji admits, “Outside the de Providentia, Philo does not always stick to the view that
matter has a beginning,” op. cit., p. 208.

*Alexander Altmann, “A Note on the Rabbinic Doctrine of Creation,” Journal of Jewish
Studies 6/7, 1955-56, pp. 195-206, recognizes that many of the Rabbis did not teach creatio ex
nihilo, but he finds it in Bereshit Rabba1.9. For discussion, see below.

David Winston, “The Book of Wisdom’s Theory of Cosmogony,” History of Religions 11, 1971,
pp. 185-202, argues that the Rabbis did not teach creatio ex nihilo, see below.

¥See Jacob Neusner, Midrash an Introduction, Northvale, NJ: Aronson, 1990, p. 143.
According to Neusner, Bereshit Rabba came to a close within 50 years of 400 C.E.

¥GSee Hermann Strack, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, New York: Harper,
1931, pp. 107-134. Strack dates the second generation of Tannaim to ca. 90-130 C.E. and the
third generation to ca. 130-160. He lists seven generations of Amoraim, from 210-476 C.E.

*On the limits of acceptable speculation, see David Halperin, The Merkabah in Rabbinic
Literature, New Haven, Connecticut: American Oriental Society, 1980, p. 53. Halperin argues
that the Gnostics served as a warning to the Rabbis concerning the dangers of speculation about
cosmogony.
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Rabba 1.3, 1.14). 3) Likewise they warned against ascribing an evil material
origin of the cosmos.

The existence of material at the beginning of the world was within the
realm of acceptable debate. The scriptures could be interpreted to teach the
creation of all the visible world including the waters. But there was no need
to affirm creatio ex nihilo. In fact the injunction against prying into what
came before kept one from inventing a theory of creatio ex nihilo. Creation
from a passive material already avoided concerns 2) and 3). To go beyond that
and posit creatio ex nihilo would be in danger of violating concern 1) by
speculating about the origins beyond scriptural warrant.

The Early Jewish writers, who were more philosophically inclined than
the Rabbis, were quite comfortable adopting the least threatening philosophical
position, creation from formless matter, the position chosen by both Philo
and the author of the Wisdom of Solomon.

The Rabbis’ concern about going back before the origin of the world was
expressed in the Talmud in the form of a dialogue with the chief of all

Hellenizers, Alexander himself:

He [Alexander] said to them, “Were the heavens or the earth
made first?” They [the elders of the Negev] answered, “The
heavens were made first as it says: ‘In the beginning God created
the heavens and the earth.”” He asked them, “Was light made
first or darkness?” They said, “There is no solution for this
thing. If they said to him that darkness was made first, as it is
written, ‘And the earth was chaos and darkness’ and then ‘God
said let there be light and there was light,’ they thought perhaps
he would ask, ‘What is above and what is below and what is
before and what is after.” (B. Tamid 32 a)*°

40
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The question of the priority of light or darkness appears to be one which
would have been a point of conflict between the Rabbis following the Genesis
narrative and Greek philosophers who taught that darkness was a deprivation
of light and only explicable in terms of light. The Rabbis avoid the question
of priority not because they could not answer it but because they felt themselves
being drawn into a progression of questions which would lead them back
before “In the beginning.” In two questions they have progressed from the
origin of the heavens, the work of day two of creation, to the creation of light,
the work of the first day, and there was no place left to go next, so they broke
off the debate altogether.

The same concern not to go above, below, before, or after is expressed

in the Midrash. Rabbi Yona (A 5)* in the name of Rabbi Levi (A 3) taught:

Rabbi Yona said in the name of Rabbi Levi, “Why was the
world created by Bet? [2 the first letter of Genesis] What is Bet?
It is closed on its sides and open in its face. Thus, you have no

authority to preach what is above, what is below, what is before,
and what is after.” (Bereshit Rabba 1.10)**

90 90D 17 PR KT RN 10 10K R R nYnn R
ST @R T3 N0 70T PR 20T 1ORn 8123 qen S
11 5% DR RS 20 TN T IR T DO MRN
9IRS M1 D5 M NORS A ovnd
Babylonian Talmud, v. 19, New York: Otzar Hasefarim, 1965.

The Babylonian Talmud was probably completed in the mid-sixth century, Strack, op. cit., p.
71.

“Le., fifth generation Amoraim, see Strack for these and other generational
identifications, loc. cit.
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Note that it also prohibits speculation about what comes after. In contrast to
Stoic speculations concerning cosmic cycles and infinity of worlds, no
speculation went to what worlds came before or after. Speculation about the
plans and purposes of God were engaged in but not about worlds or about
matter and its roles.

The Rabbis forcefully denied that God had active helpers in creation, be
they angels or cosmic powers. Rabbi Lulyani bar Tavry in the name of Rabbi
Isaac said that both sides of the Rabbinic argument as to whether the angels
had been created on the second or fifth day made the point that angels provided
no assistance for the creation of the heavens and the earth on the first day
(Bereshit Rabba 1.3). Rabbi Akiva (T 2) noted that the heaven and earth were
specifically marked as objects in the first verse of Genesis lest any one could
say that they had aided in creation (Bereshit Rabba 1.14). The Rabbis were
loath to have anyone ascribe divinity or glory due to God to other agents.
Their arguments could apply to Greeks (philosophically minded or otherwise),
Iranians, Gnostics, and Christians.*®

They did not go so far as to deny that God had used matter, even evil
matter, in creation. They warned against making the statement but did not

deny it outright:

Rab said, “Let him have none of ‘your great goodness’ (Psalm
31.20), in the manner of the world, as the king of flesh and
blood who built a palace in a place of sewers, filth, and garbage.
Would not anyone who came and said, ‘this palace is built in a

ed. J. Theodor, Berlin: Itzkowsky, 1912, p. 8.

“Winston has argued that the opponents in these various debates included Gnostics
and Manichaeans, p. 187-91.

Hans-Friedrich Weiss also points to Gnostics as the oponents and draws parallels to the Christian
response to the same opponents, Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des Hellenistischen und
Palistinischen Judentums, Berlin: Akademie, 1966, pp. 86-92.
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place of sewers, filth, and garbage’ suffer injury. Thus, would
not anyone who comes and says ‘this world is created in the

midst of chaos (31231 1N) and darkness’ suffer injury.”

Rabbi Huna in the name of bar Qapora said, “Were it not written,
how would I interpret ‘God created the heaven and the earth’
from these: from ‘the earth was chaos, etc.”” (Bereshit Rabba
1.5)*

The parable only serves to warn against making the ascription. It is inadvisable
to make the statement even if it were true. Obviously the best policy is to
avoid such speculation altogether. There was no proof that they could bring
to deny such a claim. The parallel between “sewers, filth, and garbage” and
tohu wawohu (A2 N) shows that the latter no longer had the sense of
“emptiness and void” as they did in Genesis, but had taken on a more corrupt
aspect (hence the translation “chaos”).

Rab Huna (T 5),*° in the name of bar Qappara (T 5), felt that on the
basis of Genesis 1.2, creation from chaos had to be accepted, even though he is
hardly enthusiastic in expressing it. He shares the concern about speculation
about what came before the world and does so only on the basis of the biblical
text.

As for visible elements before the foundation of the world, opinion

44
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ed. Theodor, p. 3.

®I.e., fifth generation Tannaim.
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although divided, stayed within the bounds set by Scripture. Yehuda bar
Simon (bar Pazzi of Lydda, A 4) used other biblical passages to explain how

the heavens and the earth were created:

Rabbi Yehuda said in the name of Rabbi Simon, “From the
beginning of his creation of the world is ‘He reveals the obscure,
etc.’ (Daniel 2.22), as it is written, ‘In the beginning God created
the heavens,” and it is not interpreted. How is it interpreted?
By these words: ‘Who stretched out the heavens as a veil’
(Isaiah 40.22). ‘And the earth,” and it is not interpreted. How is
it interpreted? By these words: ‘As he says to the snow, become
earth, etc.” (Job 37.6). ‘And God said let there be light,” and it is
not interpreted. How is it interpreted? By these words: ‘He
wrapped himself in light as a garment” (Psalm 104.2). (Bereshit
Rabba 1.6)*®

In the Talmud (Yerushalmi Hagigah 2.1) Rabbi Yehuda bar Pazzi (A 4) presents
a similar exegesis, presenting the biblical texts according to a natural progression

of transformation from the original waters:

Rabbi Yudah bar Pazzi preached that at the beginning, the
universe was waters upon waters. What is the proof. “And
the spirit of God was borne over the waters” (Genesis 1.2). Then
he made it into snow, “casting its ice as morsels” (Psalm 147.17).
Then he made it into earth, “To the snow he says ‘become
earth’™” (Job 37.6). And the earth stands upon the waters, “In
order to spread the earth upon the waters” (Psalm 136.6).*’

46
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Talmud Yerushalmi, v. 4, Jerusalem, 1966.

Talmud Yerushalmi probably took its present form at the beginning of the fifth century, Strack,
op. cit., p. 65.
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In contrast to bar Pazzi, Rabbi Gamaliel argues that the depths and

waters were created (T 2):

A philosopher asked Rabban Gamaliel, “Your God was a great
artist, but he found for himself good materials which helped
him.” Rabban Gamaliel replied, “What are these?” The
philosopher said, “Chaos, darkness, waters, wind, and depths”
[see Genesis 1.2]. Rabban Gamaliel replied, “May the breath go
forth from this man. It is written concerning each of these.
Concerning the creation of chaos, “Who made peace and created
evil’ (Isaiah 45.7). Concerning darkness, “Who formed the light
and created darkness’ (ibid.). Concerning the waters, ‘Praise
him, heaven of heavens and the waters, etc.” (Psalm 148.4).
Why? Because, ‘He commanded and they were created’ (v. 8).
Concerning the wind, ‘For behold he forms the mountains and
creates the wind’ (Amos 4.13). Concerning the depths, ‘When
the depths were not, I danced’” (Proverbs 8.24). (Bereshit Rabba
1.9)*8

His position that all the cosmic forces listed in Genesis 1.2 are created should

not be taken as a statement of creatio ex nihilo. As David Winston has
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ed. Theodor, p. 4.
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argued, in responding to a charge that God had helpers in creation, Gamaliel
denies that any of the cosmic forces aided God in creation.*” He does not
deny that there was a passive material, merely that there was any material
which aided God in the construction of the cosmos.

The Rabbis were quick to deny that God had assistance, but they were
not willing to go beyond the biblical text to speculate about what came before
the world, material or otherwise. Gamaliel makes no claim as to what preceded
the cosmic forces of Genesis 1.2. They could accept passive matter, but lacking
a clear statement in Scripture they could not go as far as to devise a theory of
creatio ex nihilo.

So neither in the Rabbis nor in Philo do we find creatio ex nihilo.
Given that it was not found in either the Greek or Jewish heritage, its appearance

among the second century Christians remains mysterious.

“Winston, art. cit., pp. 187 f.
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Chapter 4, Early Church: The origins of creatio ex nihilo

Creatio ex nihilo appeared suddenly in the latter half of the second
century C.E. Not only did creatio ex nihilo lack precedent, it stood in firm
opposition to all the philosophical schools of the Greco-Roman world. As we
have seen, the doctrine was not forced upon the Christian community by
their revealed tradition, either in Biblical texts or the Early Jewish interpretation
of them. As we will also see it was not a position attested in the New Testament
doctrine or even sub-apostolic writings. It was a position taken by the apologists
of the late second century, Tatian and Theophilus, and developed by various
ecclesiastical writers thereafter, by Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Origen. Creatio ex
nihilo represents an innovation in the interpretive traditions of revelation
and cannot be explained merely as a continuation of tradition. Inasmuch as it
was a radical departure from the intellectual traditions of the larger culture
and violated its manifest truths, it must have been a position which was
strongly motivated.

Creatio ex nihilo can best be explained as a defense of the most
controversial part of the Christian kerygma, the resurrection of the dead. It
took a point as controversial yet essential to the Christian message as the
resurrection to force the Christians to an equally controversial position as
creatio ex nihilo. Bodily resurrection made no sense in any of the Greek
philosophical understandings of the material world. For all the Greek systems
of thought, sublunary matter was eternally subject to change and could not be
incorporated into an eternal body. Humans had either to submit to the necessity
of their own corruption or try to escape from matter as immaterial souls (see

chapter 2). A hope of resurrection was not only deluded expectation of the
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impossible, for the Platonists it was misguided in that it sought to preserve
the most unpleasant aspect of the human condition, the corporeal. In
attempting to take their message to the larger culture, the Christians either
needed to modify their teaching of resurrection or they needed to make inroads
into the Greek understandings of the material world. Some Gnostics took the
first approach and maintained that the resurrection was not bodily.! Tatian
and Theophilus took the opposite tack and vigorously defended the bodily
resurrection while attacking the Greek philosophical teachings about the
material creation, linking God’s creative power to his ability to raise the dead.
In contrast to Tatian, Theophilus also turned creatio ex nihilo into an offensive
weapon, to buttress the leading line of the Christian kerygma, the uniqueness
of God. Theophilus and Tertullian after him charged the Greeks with
introducing another God and with limiting the sovereignty of God by
introducing matter as a power equal to God.

Gerhardt May’s careful and well documented study, Schopfung aus
Nichts,’ shows that creatio ex nihilo did not appear in Christian writings
until the second century C.E. Although May does not consider or refute
Dérrie and Merlan’s claims that Neopythagoreans taught creatio ex nihilo,’
he is right on the timing of creatio ex nihilo. As we saw in chapter 2, the
Neopythagoreans did not teach a creatio ex nihilo. However, May’s explanation

of the causes of creatio ex nihilo are unsatisfactory. May argues that creatio ex

'See the Treatise on the Resurrection, Nag Hammadi Codex I, Coptic Text, translation,
and commentary in The Gnostic Treatise on Resurrection from Nag Hammadi, Missoula, Montana:
Scholars Press, 1979.

’Gerhard May, Schépfung aus dem Nichts: Die Entstehung der Lehre von der Creatio
ex Nihilo. Walter de Gruyter: Berlin, 1978. Translated by A. S. Worall, Creatio ex Nihilo:
The Doctrine of ‘Creation out of Nothing’ in Early Christian Thought, Edinburgh: Clark, 1994.

3Stead in a review of May’s book, JTS 30, 1979, p. 589, noted that May had not considered
Eudorus as possible background for creatio ex nihilo (see above, chapter 2).
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nihilo developed naturally when the scriptural teachings of the unity, freedom,
and omnipotence of God met Greek philosophical doctrines. It is first

documented in the writings of Tatian:

Tatian is the first Christian theologian known to us who expressly
advanced the proposition that matter was produced by God. We
are concerned here with an idea which sooner or later had to be
drawn from the biblical belief in creation, as soon as Christian
thought engaged in a critical debate with the philosophical doctrine
of principles.*

According to May, the Gnostic crisis of the second century forced orthodox
Christians to examine and refine their teachings on creation which led to
creatio ex nihilo,” although the conclusion was predetermined by the tradition
of revelation.®

Contra May, the importance of opposition to Gnostic teachings is not
evident in as much as creatio ex nihilo first developed in the context of
anti-Greek apologies not in anti-gnostic writings. Gnosticism does not figure

in the arguments of Tatian and Theophilus or in their application of creatio

‘May, 1994, p. 150.

At this point, May curiously seems to exclude Basilides, who by his own account first taught
creatio ex nihilo (see below). I think May’s statement here is correct, because I do not feel that
Basilides should be interpreted as teaching creatio ex nihilo (see below).

5May, 1994, p. 152, “Tatian developed his teaching about the creation of matter in the
course of controversy with gnostic positions.”

cf. p. 117, “the gnostic speculations about the origins of matter provided an essential spur to the
church theologians to seek on their part an answer to this problem.

6May, 1994, p. 132, “the dynamic of the Christian concept of God practically compelled
acceptance of the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo, on the other hand how monstrously difficult it
was for the thought stamped with the philosophical tradition to take in the biblical idea of
creation to its full implications.”

Hans-Friedrich Weiss makes a similar argument with respect to the Rabbis, Untersuchungen
zur Kosmologie des Hellenistischen und Palistinischen Judentums, Berlin: Akademie, 1966, p.
91 f.
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ex nihilo.

Neither can creatio ex nihilo be viewed as merely a natural development
of the tradition of revelation. Revelation did not naturally lead to creatio ex
nihilo in Philo or Midrash. The Biblical teachings which May cites as leading
to creatio ex nihilo, the unity, freedom, and omnipotence of God, were all
doctrines shared by the Middle-Platonists, but Middle-Platonists also held the
eternity and ontological independence of matter (see chapter 2). They did not
view the inability of God to create ex nihilo or fully to subject matter to order

as limitations in God, rather they were limitations and necessities of matter.

"May notes that the early second century Gnostic teacher, Basilides, taught that God
creates the world out of nothing (¢£ oVx 6vtwv). May takes Basilides to be teaching creatio ex
nihilo (May, 1994, p. 75, 77), but by historical accident Basilides’ teaching did not influence
Tatian’s and Theophilus’ later formulations of creatio ex nihilo (May, 1994, p. 84).

Contrary to May, I do not think that Basilides” formulation bore anything but a terminological
similarity to the teaching of Theophilus. For Basilides ¢£ oV 6vtwv is not a denial of a
material substrate as it is in Theophilus. Basilides’ statement expresses a strict idealism resulting
from an ontological reading of Aristotle’s Categories. By his reading of the Categories, genera
have no independent existence but constitute the individual:

If neither animal, which I predicate of all particular animals, nor accidents,
which are found in that in which they are accidents, can come about by
themselves, but from these individuals are composed, then the three-fold
substance was composed of that which does not exist and not from anything
else.

Ei 8¢ oBte 10 {Qov, 6 kata Tdviwv Aéyw TOV kad ékacta {Qwv, oUTe T&
oupBefnkdta, d év AoV ols cupBépnxev ebpigketal, Suvatov avta kad’
abta yevéolal, éx ToVTwv 8¢ cupmAnpodTar Td dtoua, €k TAV OVK dviwv
xaféatnrev N tpixf Simpnuévn ovoia ovk €€ dAAwv guveot@oa. Refutatio
Omnium Haeresium 7.18. ed. Dunker and Schneidewin, p. 352.

For Basilides the non-existent God created the general seed of the world that contained the
genera of all things, €v dv dvtas €xet év €avTt® TOAAAS 0VGLAV TOAVIOPGRV KA ROAVYPOMATWY
xal ToAvovoTdTwY idéas, Refutatio 7.21, Dunker, p. 358. Neither the most general seed nor the
genera existed. From the non-existent genera, the non-existent God created the existent
particulars.

On the question of the authorship of the Refutatio, see Gérard Vallée, A Study in Anti-Gnostic
Polemics: lIrenaeus, Hippolytus, and Epiphanius, Waterloo, Ontario , Canada: Published for
the Canadian Corporation for Studies in Religion by Wilfrid, 1981, pp. 4147.
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The Christians agreed with the Middle-Platonist doctrine of God in large
measure. It was not the doctrine of God which lead them to contrary positions
concerning matter. It was the limitations and necessities in matter that the
Christians did not want to accept because they made the resurrection of the
body impossible and undesirable.

Jonathan Goldstein noticed the connection between creatio ex nihilo
and resurrection but confessed his inability to explain it.® He attempted to

explain creatio ex nihilo as a way out of the two-body paradox:

Jews and Christians did not insist on creation ex nihilo until
driven to it by the paradox and its challenge to the doctrine of
resurrection.’

By the two-body paradox, Goldstein means the challenge raised to the bodily
resurrection which stated that one human could directly or indirectly eat the
flesh of another human, rendering the bodily resurrection of both an
impossibility. As he himself noted, his theory was weak in that the two-body
paradox has not been documented as a second century problem (p. 192). Even
if the problem could be found in second century texts, the two-body paradox is
too incidental to explain sufficiently the total redefinition of matter which
creatio ex nihilo represented. Many less drastic approaches could have been
taken to solve the two-body paradox. As we shall see, the concept of matter in
the Greek system presented more central problems to the Christian apologists

and creatio ex nihilo was developed as a fundamental redefinition of the

®Jonathan Goldstein, “Creatio Ex Nihilo: Recantations and restatements,” Journal of
Jewish Studies 38 (1987), no. 2, pp. 187-194. Goldstein first published his theory in “The Origins
of the Doctrine of Creation Ex Nihilo,” JJS 35 (1984), pp. 127-135. He published his “Restatement”
under criticism from David Winston in “Creation Ex Nihilo Revisited: A reply to Jonathan
Goldstein,” JJS 37 (1986), no. 1, pp. 88-91.

’Goldstein, 1987, p. 192.
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material realm in relation to God.

First we turn to the New Testament and sub-apostolic writings to establish
that creatio ex nihilo was not expounded there. Second, we will consider
some Christians of the second century who adopted Platonist dualism to show
that dualism remained a viable option for Early Christians. These writers
prove that creatio ex nihilo was not just a natural outgrowth of the revealed
tradition. Then, we will examine the development of creatio ex nihilo in the

work of Tatian, Theophilus of Antioch, and Irenaeus.

New Testament
2 Peter 3.5 represents a New Testament text which is clearly in tune

with the Near Eastern traditions which we saw in chapter 3:

For they willingly forget that the heavens existed of old and the
earth was formed from waters and by waters through the word

of God. (2 Peter 3.5)'°

2 Peter shows continuity with the tradition of the creation from waters, but
uses the creation in a new polemic, to justify the teaching of the end of the
world and judgement. Already the polemical connection between creation
and final judgement had been made.

Several New Testament texts have been educed as evidence of creatio
ex nihilo. None makes a clear statement which would have been required to
establish such an unprecedented position, or which we would need as evidence

of such a break with tradition. None is decisive and each could easily be

PAavldvel yap avrods TodTo BéAoviag 8Ti ovpavol fioav éxmarar kal yf ¢& idatos
Kai 81’ Véatos cuveot@oa T® Toh Beod Adyw. ed. Barbara Aland, et al.,, Novum Testamentum
Graecum, Nestle, 27th ed., Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993.
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accepted by a proponent of creatio ex materia.

In the beginning was the word and the word was with God and
the word was God. He was in the beginning with God. All
things came about through him and without him not one thing
came about, which came about. (John 1.1-3)"

The punctuation of the last verse becomes critical to its meaning. Proponents
of creatio ex materia could easily qualify the creatures of the Word to that
“which came about,” excluding matter. Proponents of creatio ex nihilo could
place a period after “not one thing came about” and leave “which came about”
to the next sentence. The absence of a determinate tradition of punctuation
in New Testament texts leaves room for both interpretations. Neither does
creation by word imply ex nihilo (contra Bultmann) as we have seen in Egypt
(chapter 1), Philo, and Midrash Rabba (chapter 3), and even in 2 Peter 3.5,
where the word functions to organize pre-cosmic matter.

Hebrews 11.3 has also been cited as an example of creatio ex nihilo in

the New Testament:'?

By faith we understand that the ages were ordered by the word of
God, so that the visible came about from the unmanifest. (Hebrews
11.3)"

However, the notion of creation um éx ¢orvopévev was comfortable for Platonic

dualists or Stoics, because it lacked all qualities.

"Ev dpyxdj v 06 A6y0s, kal o Adyos fjv oS TOV BeGV, Kal Beds TV & Adyos. obTos T Ev
Apyi) Tpos TOV Bedv. mAvTa 31’ avtod éyéveto, xal xwpis adTod éyéveto ovdE Ev 6 Yéyovev.

"R. M. Grant, Miracle and Natural Law in Graeco-Roman and Early Christian Thought.
Amsterdam: North Holland, 1953, p. 139f.

Piotel voobuev katnpticbal Tovs al@vas priuatt Beod, eis To uf) ek darvouévey To
BAemOpEVOV YEYOVEVAL.
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Because all things in heaven and on earth were created in him,
the visible and the invisible; whether thrones or dominions,
whether principalities or powers, all things were created through
him and for him. (Colossians 1.16)!*

Colossians would eventually provide strong support for proponents of creatio
ex nihilo, but for proponents of creatio ex materia the creation of all things
visible and invisible is limited to what immediately precedes and follows in
the verse: “all things in the heavens and upon earth.” The invisible are the
angelic powers: the thrones, dominions, principalities, and powers.

Paul attributes the cause of the blessings of Abraham to his faith in

God:

Just as it is written, “I established you as the father of many
nations,” because he trusted in God who raises the dead and calls
the non-existent as existent. (R o mans 4.17)!°

The verse’s “non-existent” need not be understood in an absolute sense of
non-being. Mn ovta refers to the previous non-existence of those things
which are now brought into existence. There is no direct reference to the
absence or presence of a material cause.

In sub-apostolic writings one text above all others has been cited as

evidence of creatio ex nihilo:'®

19611 év a 0T ékTiodn TA MdvTa év Tols ovpaveis kai ém Tiis YA, TG HpATA KAl TG
ddpata, eite Bpdvor €ite KupLdTNTES €ite dpyal eite éEovoial Ta mdvta &' avtod kai eig
avToVv €KTIOTOL

Prabos yéypantar 6T Tatépa TOAAGV EOVRV TéBeikd o€, KaTévavTi oV énigTevoEy
60D 10D {womoLoDvTos ToLs vekpoLs Kal kaAoBvTos Ta ui 6via ds Gvtar

"“So Grant, Miracle and Natural Law, p. 140.

For background on Hermes, see Norbert Brox, Der Hirt des Hermas, iibersetzt und erklart von
Norbert Brox, Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991. He dates the writings cf Hermes to
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First of all one must believe that God is one and that he has
created and ordered and made them from the non-existence into
existence, and contains all, but is alone uncontained. (Hermes
Mandate 1)V

Once again, ¢k p1 dvtos alone cannot be taken as absolute denial of material
substrate. By itself the phrase is insufficient to carry the burden of a decisive
and well-defined position because both ¢x and v are notoriously equivocal.
'Ex does not necessarily designate material cause, but it can be used temporally.
“Ov does not necessarily refer to not absolute non-being, but the non-existence
of what later came to be. To read it as creatio ex nihilo in Hermes goes far
beyond the warrant of the text, which makes no clear claims to the presence
or absence of material and provides no discussion of the position.

The use of the phrase €k tod un ovtos in both a relative and absolute
sense can be illustrated from the writings of Aristotle. He uses it in a relative

sense to describe natural generation:

For generation is from non-existence into being, and corruption
from being back into non-existence. (de Generatione Animalium
B5,741 b22f.)°

Here Aristotle uses €k tod U1 6vtos to refer to the previous non-existence of

that which is generated. He does not mean to deny the material cause for

approximately 140 C.E., p. 25.

Brox, p. 191, takes Mandate 1 as teaching creatio ex nihilo based on the parallel Jewish teaching
of 2 Maccabees 7:28, see above chapter 3.

" np&itov mdvTwv TioTevoov 61 €lg ¢oTiv 0 Beds, b TG TdvVTa KTioas kal kaTapTioas,
kai morjoas €k Tod ut §vtos eis TO €lval Ta TAvTa, Kai TAVTa Ywp@v, LOves 3 axwpnToS Civ.
ed. Robert Joly, Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1958, p. 144.

B¢otL yap 1) pev yéveois éx tod pr Gvtos eis To v, 7| ¢ 0B0pa €K TOD GvTos TAALY €lg
10 uM Ov. ed. H.]. Droussaart Lulofs, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965, p. 74 f.
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generation.

To take €k T0D pu1) Gvtos in the stronger absolute sense requires a clear
context which denies a material cause for generation or creation. That cannot
be found in Hermes or the Wisdom of Solomon (see chapter 3) or any other
text before the second century C.E.?°

In the later second century, the positions with respect to matter in
creation became better defined. Nevertheless, it is clear that the position was
not predetermined, as both creatio ex materia and creatio ex nihilo were taught
by Christian writers of the second century. Some Christians, Justin and
Hermogenes, accepted the dualism of the Middle-Platonists with its eternal

matter.

Justin Martyr
Justin Martyr in the middle of the second century taught?' that Plato

Péotke 3¢ 'Avataydpas dnelpa oites oindivat Sia 10 DroAauBdverv THv Kotviy S6Eav
TQV HLOLKAV €lval dAndT, & 0V Y1yvopévou oddevods €k Tod ut vtos. ed. Ross, op. cit.

®Georg Schuttermayr in “‘Schopfung aus dem Nichts’ in 2 Makk 7, 28?” Biblische
Zeitschrift n.f. 17, 1973, pp. 203-228 presents a very careful study of use of o0k ¢k 6vTwv in early
Christian authors, also referring to Philo and some Greek uses. He concludes that one must be
careful in reading Greek causation into biblical and deuterocanonical texts.

30n the life and works of Justin Martyr, see Saint Justin, Apologies, ed. André Wartelle,
Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1987, pp. 9-53.

Wartelle, p. 56 claims Justin does not answer the question of whether matter was eternal or not.
Given that the alternative to eternal matter had not yet been formulated, it seems strange to
consider it an unspoken option for Justin. His claim that God created from formless matter
should therefore be taken as clear enough evidence that he believed in the common Platonist
formula of creation from eternal matter.

L. W. Barnard in Justin Martyr, His Life and Thought, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1967, pp. 112, argues that Justin has “no particular theory of the origin and nature of matter.”

Henry Chadwick, Early Christian Thought, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966, p. 12, also feels
that Justin “had not thought the problem out.”

On faith and reason in Justin and other apologists see Robert Joly, Christianisme et Philosophie:
études sur Justin et les apologistes grecs du deuxizme siécle, Bruxelles: Editions de I’Université
de Bruxelles, 1973.

111

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



had learned about creation from Moses:

Hear what was spoken by Moses himseif, who as has been shown,
was the first prophet and earlier than the authors of Greece, in
order that you may learn that Plato received from our teachers
(which we say by the word given by the prophets) the saying that
God formed the world by rotating (otpéyavta) matter which
was formless. Through Moses, the prophetic spirit revealed how
God fashioned the principle (dpxn) and from what things he
fashioned the cosmos. He said, "In the beginning God made the
heaven and the earth. The earth was invisible and unestablished
and darkness was on the abyss and the spirit of God bore itself
over the waters. And God said, ‘Let light come about,” and thus
it came about.” Thus, by the word of God, the whole cosmos
came about from the substrates which were first set forth by Moses
and Plato. (1 Apology 59, 1-5)*

The subjects from which the world came about were the invisible and formless

earth understood as matter and darkness:

Since it was the first day on which God created the cosmos by
turning darkness and matter. (1 Apology 67.8)°

Rotating (otpé yavta) and turning (tpévas) echo Plato’s Timaeus (34 A, B 36

For an overview of some of the key issues in the speculation concerning creation in the thought
of Justin, Hermogenees, Theophilus of Antioch, Tertullian, and Origen, see Pierre Nautin, “Genese
1,1-2, de Justin a Origene,” in In Principio: Interpretations des premiers versets de la Genese, ed.
Paul Vignaux, Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1973, pp. 61-94.

Zlva 8t kol Tapo, TOV Npetépwv didaokdAwy, AEyopev 8¢ Toh Adyov ToD S1d TAV
TPodNTAV, AaBévta Tov ITAdTwva pdente To eineiv, ANV dpoppov odoav atpéyavia tov Beodv
xéapov morfjcal, dkovoate TV avToreéel eipnuévav did Mwicéns, 0D TpodednAntévou
TPWTOL TPod1)TOV Kal TPETBUTEéPOL TAV év "EAANOL cuyypadéwv, 81’ ob unviov TO TpodnTLKOV
Ivedpa, méds thv dpyhv kai éx Tivev édnuiovpynoev 0 Beds TOv K6oUov, €om obtws: "Ev
dpxf ¢moincev b Beds TOV oVpavov kal THv yiiv. 'H 8¢ yfi v Adpatos Kal dKaTATKEVATTOS,
Kal okdtos éndvw Tfis dpvooov kal Ivebua Beod énedépeto éndvw TV LEATWY. Kai elmev
0 Beds Tevndntw 06s. Kal éyéveto oltas.” "Qote Adyw Beod éx TAV DMoKelnévav Kal
TPOSNAWBEVTOV S1d Mwboéws Yeyeviiobal Tov mdvta kéopov, kai [TIAdtwv. ed. André Wartelle,
Saint Justin, Apologies. Etudes Augustiennes: Paris, 1987, p. 178-180.

Pererdn mpwtn 0TIV fiuépa, év ) 0 Beds TO TKOTOS Kal TNV GAMV Tpévas KéoHoV
¢noinoe. Wartelle, p. 192.
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E) where the demiurge creates the cosmos by setting the world soul in rotation.
By the same act the body of the world, i.e., matter, is also brought into order.
Like Philo, Justin had no difficulty interpreting Genesis in Platonistic terms,
even though both Philo and Justin thought Plato was imitated Moses.

From the writings of Tertullian, we have testimony of another early
Christian who taught creatio ex materia. Hermogenes wrote just before
Tertullian, either late in the second or early in the third century. Therefore,
he comes after the first formulations of creatio ex nihilo in Tatian and
Theophilus and might represent a early response to the new teaching. According
to Tertullian, Hermogenes argued for creation from eternal matter from the

existence of evil:

But we find evil things made by him, although not by choice or
will. Because if they were made by his choice of will, he would
have made something inconsistent or unworthy of himself. What
he does not make by his choice, must be understood to be made
by the fault of another thing: from matter without doubt.
(adversus Hermogenem, 2.5)*

Hermogenes’ argument relied on Middle-Platonist notions of the goodness of
God and the evil in matter. But it is impossible to tell from Tertullian’s scant
testimony whether he believed that the evil motions in pre-cosmic matter
were caused by an untrained, pre-cosmic world soul (pace Plutarch and Atticus).
In any case, Hermogenes’ heavy reliance on Middle-Platonist metaphysics
shows their continued sway in the Christian tradition to the end of the second

century.

“Inveniri autem et mala ab eo facta, utique non ex arbitrio nec ex voluntate; quia si ex
arbitrio et voluntate, [nihil] incongruens et indignum sibi faceret. Quod ergo non arbitrio suo
fecerit, intellegi oportere ex vitio alicuius rei factum, ex materiae sine dubio. ed. E. Dekker,
Corpus Christianorum Series Latinorum (CCSL) 1, Turnhout: Brepols, 1954, p. 398.
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creatio ex nihilo

It was not until the last quarter of the second century that Justin’s
disciple, Tatian, formulated a teaching of creatio ex nihilo and employed it as
a justification of the resurrection of the dead. But we cannot even tell if the
Christians were the first to make the connection between creation and
resurrection. Celsus in his polemic against the Christians, the Alethes Logos,
made the linkage in his arguments against the Christian doctrine of
resurrection. Tatian’s Oratio ad Graecos and Celsus’ Alethes Logos have both
been dated to 177*° and neither shows any dependence on the other. In order
to show the opposition that the Christian doctrine of resurrection generated
we will first look to Celsus’ work in the context of pagan opposition to

Christianity.

opposition

When they heard of the resurrection of the dead, some scoffed,
others said, “We will hear from you on this matter later.” So
Paul left them. (Acts17.32f.)*

In the account of The Acts of the Apostles, the mention of the resurrection
ended Paul’s dialogue with the Areopagite assembly in Athens. The
resurrection of the dead, both of Jesus and his followers, was the part of the

kerygma most likely to offend the sensibilities of the Greek audience. It had

®R. M. Grant, Greek Apologists of the Second Century, Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1988. The date for Celsus is merely “possible,” p. 136. The date for Tatian is “probably”
177 or 178 C.E., p.113.

Henry Chadwick ed., Origen Contra Celsum, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965, p.
xxviii dates the True Doctrine to177-180 C.E.

% AkovoavTEs 5E AVATTATLY VEKPAV OL eV €XAEValov, 01 ¢ EImav: dkovoopnedd gov
TEPL TOVTOL Kal TdALv. obTws o Mabrog EERABEV €K LETOV AVTRV.
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no place either in traditional or philosophical Greek thought. Early on pagan
writers noted the peculiarity of the belief and connected it to the Christians’

willingness for martyrdom:

The poor fools persuade themselves that they will be deathless
entirely and that they will live forever, and so they despise death
and many give themselves up willingly. (Lucian, Peregrinus
13)”

“Entirely” sets the contrast with the Platonist view that the soul alone is
immortal and the “foolish” Christian view that body and soul were resurrected.

Later when Celsus and Porphyry developed responses to Christian
teaching, they seized upon the teaching of the resurrection as the height of

folly:

What sort of human soul would desire a body even though it
had rotted? ...

What sort of body completely corrupted is able to come back to its
prior nature and to its first composition from which it was loosed?
Having no response, they flee to the most impossible way out,
that all is possible with God. But God in no way is able to do
shameful things, neither does he wish things contrary to nature.
Not even if you long for something repulsive because of your
own depravity, is God able to do it nor should you believe that it
will be. For God is the author not of the discordant drive and
wandering disorder, but of right and just nature. Even if he can
provide the soul with everlasting life, “the dead body,” says
Heraclitus “is more to be cast off than refuse.” God is not willing
or able irrationally to make everlasting the flesh which is full of
things which are not beautiful. He himself is the reason of all
things. He is not able to do anything irrational or contrary to his
own nature. (in Origen, Contra Celsum, 5.14)*

Tremeicact yap abtods o1 kakodaipoves o pév 6Aov dbdvator égedal kal BLoeabar
ToV ael xpdvov, map' 6 kal katadpovoiol Tod BavaTov Kal ek6vTes abToLs EMdiddaciy ol
moAAoi. ed. C. Jacobitz, Luciani Opera, v. 3, Leipzig: Teubner, 1853, p. 275.

“noia yap avepumov Yoyt modricelev Tl TAUA ceaTTOS; . . .
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Celsus not only appealed to the implausibility of the body coming back together,
he also presented an argument based on a metaphysical dualism.”’ God as
the reason of the world and the author of order was eternally opposed to the
disorder of matter. Matter is an “discordant (tAnuueA@s) drive and wandering
disorder (dxoopia)” eternally opposed to God’s will. Celsus’ dualism and
doctrine of creation echo Plato’s in the use of the term wAnuueAds to describe
the inherent motions of matter (cf. Timaeus 30A and discussion in chapter 2).
The combination of mAnuueA®ds and axoouio echoes Plutarch’s description of
the motions of pre-cosmic matter (de Animae Procreatione, 1016 c9, see chapter
2).

For Celsus, matter has its own desires which are not subject to reason.
There is no reason for a person to want to stay in a material body. The
Christian hope of resurrection not only asks the impossible, it foolishly seeks
to remain in the condition which the wise should endeavor to escape.

Nearly a century later Porphyry also attacked the resurrection in

Toiov Yap oApa MAVTH SLadbapév oldv Te EnaveABeiv eis THV L& dpyfis dVoLV Kal avThyV
ékeivny, €€ fig EA00M, THY TPATNV oVOTALY, 0VSEV EXOVTes dnokpivacdal KaTapedyouaLy eig
ATOTWTATNV AVaYWPNOLY, 6Tt TAV duvatov TQ Be@®. dAA oUTL Ye TA aicypd 6 Beds dVvatal
oVd¢ TA Tapa ¢voLv BovAetalr ovLS dv oV TL émBuvuionS kKatd TV cavtod poxbnpiav
B3eAvpov, o Beos TobTO SuvrioeTat, Kai xpT motevely eVBLs 6TL €otal. oV Yap TS TATUMEAODS
opéfews 0V8E Tiis memAavnuévns dkoouias dAAG TTis 0pBTfs kKal dikaias dvoens 6 Beds éaTLV
dpynyétns. kal Yuyfis pev aidviov Brotiyv dVvaut dv tapacyeiv "véxves 5¢", onoiv HpdkAertos,
"kompicv ¢kPANTOTEPOL." TApKa 3T}, peTTHV GV 0LBE einely KAAdV, aidviov Amodfivol Tapardyws
oUTe BovAtioetal 6 Beds olTe duvrjoetal. adTOg YAp €0TLV O TAVIWV TAV OvTwV AdY0os: 0VdEV
obv olds Te Tapdroyov ovS map' eavtov épydoachat. ed. Paul Koetschau, Origenes Werke, v.
2.2, Die Greichischen Christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte, Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1899, p. 15.

*For background on Celsus,see On the True Doctrine: A discourse against the Christians,
translated and introduced by R. Joseph Hoffmann, New York: Oxford University Press, 1987.

On anti-Christian polemics in general, see pp. 5-29.

On the theology and text of Celsus, see Chadwick op. cit., pp. xvi-xxiv.
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arguments paralleling Celsus’ (fr. 94, Harnack).”® He elaborated the difficulties
of bringing bodies back together, once eaten or scattered in the seas. He noted
that God cannot do the impossible, like changing the past or making 2x2=5.
In each case he illustrated what Celsus had already said, but he did not make
Celsus’ dualist argument, because by Porphyry’s day, Platonism had changed.
Neoplatonism was monistic (see below, chapter 5). The view of matter had
changed, so Porphyry does not object on the basis of material as Celsus had
done. Instead, in considering Christian eschatology, Porphyry argues that it
does not make sense for God to bring the heavenly bodies to an end while
raising humans. The Christian eschatology upset the hierarchy of beings of
the Neoplatonists.

Back in the second century, the view of matter was the metaphysical

sticking point for the Christian teaching of resurrection, and Tatian knew it.

Tatian

Tatian was more confrontational than his teacher, Justin.®’ Not content
to defend Christians from charges of immorality and atheism, Tatian took the
case directly to the Hellenistic culture and their intellectual tradition, attacking
the trustworthiness and laud of the philosophers, although he adopted a
philosophically technical style of his own.

Tatian begins his positive doctrine by asserting the absolute povapyia

of God:

®For background see Porphyry’s Against the Christians: the literary remains, edited
and translated with an introduction and epilogue, by R. Joseph Hoffmann, Buffalo, N.Y.:
Prometheus Books, 1994.

*'For a discussion of Taitian’s life, education, and theology, see Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos
and Fragments, ed. Molly Whittaker, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982, introduction and
bibliography pp. ix—xxv.

See also Grant, Greek Apologists, pp. 113-132.
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Our God does not have origin in time, he alone is without
beginning, while he is the beginning of all. (adversus Graecos

4)%

The dvapyov of God was a key element of the Christian kerygma and apologetic.
With it Aristides began his apology a generation before Tatian. Tatian expands
the formula to the sole dvapyov of God and uses it to attack the Stoic view of
God and matter as twin principles. He also denies that God as a spirit “pervades
matter” (Sifjkov 5td t7)s BAng) in language nearly reproducing Aetius’ version
of the Stoic doctrine of God: wvedpo. uev évdifjkov 51 6Aov T0D K6opoV (Long
and Sedley 46A; Aetius 1.7.33). While he directs his words against the Stoics,
his position lies contrary to the Middle-Platonists as well. Middle-Platonists
had adopted a view of God as transcendent and utterly independent, while
limiting his activity in the world and creation by matter and its necessities.
Tatian captured a new vision of God utterly alone in his power and able to
create matter itself. He thus becomes the first person in recorded history
expressly to teach creatio ex nihilo.

Tatian immediately enlists creatio ex nihilo in the defense of the

resurrection:

Neither is matter without cause as is God, nor is it equal in
power to God because it is without cause. It was generated and it
was not generated by anyone else, but it was expressed only by

%8e05 0 K s VK ExEL TVATATLY v POV, Hévos Evapxos BV kal adTos Hrdpywy
TV 6Awv dpxn. ed. Molly Whittaker, op. cit., p. 8.

Tatian has much stricter requirements for bodily resurrection than Paul showed in I Corinthians
15. Tatian requires that the body be returned to its pristine state. Paul allowed that God could
give the resurrected any sort of body he wanted, even a heavenly one, I Corinthians 15: 47 f.

Paul says that the resurrection body will be incorruptible (v. 42), spiritual (v. 44), and heavenly
as Christ was from heaven (v. 48).
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the demiurge of all. Therefore, we believe that there will be a
resurrection of bodies after the consummation of everything,
not as the Stoics who dogmatize about cycles of things becoming
and the same things becoming again without purpose. When
the ages are once completed for us at the end, there will be a
resurrection of humans alone for ever for the purpose of
judgement. (adversus Graecos 5-6)*

Tatian makes the connection of creator and judge, just as we saw in 2 Peter. 2
Peter 3.5 uses the balance of beginning and end to argue that God who brought
the world about can bring it to an end. Tatian’s argument goes further. He
argues for the end of the age and the resurrection of the dead on the grounds
(810 Todo) that matter is not dvapyov. For the Stoics a personal resurrection
made no sense in that everything was bound for éxmipwois. Even in the
€kmOpwots, matter bore the necessity for further cycles in the A6yot omeppatikoi.
Tatian’s rejection of matter as an dpyn alongside of God removes the necessity
of ékmV¥pwais and subsequent cycles. But Tatian does not stop there. Tatian
extends the Petrine argument to the micro level, to the individual human.
He denies that matter imposes any such necessity on God with respect to

individual bodies, as well as with respect to the cosmos:

God the regent, when he wills, will completely restore the
substance which is visible alone to him to its original state.

Bolte yap dvapyos f GAn xabdmep kai 6 Beds, ovTe Bid TO dvapyov Kai avri
igodvvanos 1@ Be@, yevntn 8¢ kai ovy WO dAiov yeyovula, pévov & IO 10D TAVTWV
dnuiovpyod mpoBeBANUEVT. Kal d1d ToDTO KAl CONATWV dvdotaoly é0eaBal TEMTTE VKOUEV
LETA TNV TV OA@V CUVTEAELAY, OVY, (X 0L TTWikol S0YHOTi{ovat KaTd TIvas KUKAWY TEPLOSOUS
YLVOPEVRV GEL KA1 AMOYLVOUEVQOV TV DTV OVK €T TL yprioipov, "dral” 3¢ "TOV" kad Nuds
"alovev" TETEPATUEVOV KAl €S TO TAVTEAES LA LOVQV TAV AvBpaTtwV Tilv ohoTaoLY é0eafatl
xdetv kpicews. Whittaker, p. 10.

May misses the connection Tatian makes between creatio ex nihilo and the bodily resurrection.
May attributes to Tertullian the first use of creatio ex nihilo asa proof of God’s power to resurrect
the dead, May, 1994, p. 137.
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(adversus Graecos 6)*

Tatian uses the individual creation to justify the individual resurrection.
Tatian argues that the task of restoring a dead person who no longer exists is
no more difficult than creating him from nothing to begin with.

Although Tatian is quite clear that matter comes about by the work of
God, he is not clear about the process. Matter is expressed or cast forth
(rpoBeBAnuévn) by God. mpoBeBATEVT is the same term used to express Gnostic
emanations within the pleroma according to Irenaeus’ account (1.1.1-2). In
Irenaeus the term is used biologically as the first principle, the Depth, is cast
forth into silence as a seed (1.1.1). However, the term is not used by Irenaeus
to recount the Gnostic view of the generation of matter.

Tatian uses the word mpoBdAAw in its more common sense of expressing
words, thoughts, or questions. Earlier in the same chapter he refers to the
casting forth of the voice (mwpoPaAiAduevos &€ tNv éuavtod ¢wviv, Tatian,
adversus Graecos 5, Whittaker, p. 10). The picture of vocal expression of
matter would seem to be an extension of Tatian’s Logos theology. Tatian
himself draws an express parallel between the generation of the divine Logos

and the creation:

The word which was generated in the beginning, in turn generated
our creation, himself for himself, as he had fashioned matter.
(adversus Graecos 5)*

Although the analogy is not fully developed, it seems reasonable that Tatian

¥0eog St 0 Bacirevwy, dTe BovAeTal, THV 0pativ adT® pévov HéoTaTLY AROKATATTHTEL
Tpos 10 dpyaiov. Whittaker, p. 12.

®b Adyos v dpyfi Yevvneels dvieyévvnoe ThHy kad' fuds moinolv avTds Eavi®, TV
YAnv dnpovpynoas. Whittaker, p. 10.
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understands the Logos as the internal reason and matter as part of the subsequent
vocal expression. Even though he uses emanationist language and draws a
parallel to the generation of the Logos and the material cosmos, Tatian
maintains a distinction between God and the material cosmos (see above).
The coincidence of the povoapyia, the need to defend the resurrection
and the Logos theology conspired to produce an entirely new understanding
of the material cosmos and its dependence upon God in Tatian’s work. His
new vision was seized upon almost immediately by other Christian writers

and soon became the new orthodoxy.

Theophilus of Antioch

Theophilus, writing shortly after Tatian, (after 180) for he mentions the
death of Marcus Aurelius in his chronology®) followed Tatian in adopting
creatio ex nihilo and using the creative power of God as an apology for the
resurrection (ad Autolycum 1.13).¥ However, he went further than Tatian
in developing metaphysical arguments for creatio ex nihilo based both on the
nature of God and matter. In contrast to Tatian, who directed his barbs mainly
against the Stoics, Theophilus directed his arguments against the Middle-
Platonists. Theophilus’ own doctrine of God owed much to the Platonists
and he directed the Middle-Platonist doctrine of God against their teaching

concerning matter:

Plato and those of his school agree that God is ungenerated and

*Grant, Greek Apologists, p. 143.

For background on Theophilus’ times and theology, see Theophilus of Antioch, Ad
Autolycum, text and translation by Robert M. Grant, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1970, introduction
Pp: iXx—=Xxv.

See also Grant, Greek Apologists, pp. 140-174.
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the father and maker of all. Then, they suppose matter is divine
and ungenerated and they say that it was flourishing with God.
If God is ungenerated and matter is ungenerated, no longer is
God the maker of all as the Platonists say, neither is the sovereignty
of God shown, by their own account. Further, just as God is
changeless because he is ungenerated, so also, if matter is also
ungenerated, it is also changeless and equal to God. For that
which is generated is mutable and changeable. The ungenerated
is immutable and unchangeable.

For how is it so great, if God made the cosmos from subject
matter? For even the human artisan when he receives matter
from someone, can make what he wants from it. The power of
God is made manifest in this, that he made what he wanted
from the non-existent. (€€ ok 6vtwv,ad Autolycum 2.4)®

In contrast to the earlier examples we have seen, Theophilus’ use of the
phrase ¢£ ovk Gviwv stands in express opposition to the eternity of matter.
The phrase clearly does express creatio ex nihilo in the sense of denying an
independent material cause for the cosmos.

Theophilus attacks the consistency of an all-creating God (Apuleius, de
Platone et eius Dogmate p. 312, Clouard and other examples) and the Platonists’
God/matter dualism. The attack demonstrates little more than Theophilus’
prioritization of theology over physics.

Theophilus also charges the Middle-Platonists with their own

anthropomorphic notion of the creator. The force of the charge derives from

*MAdtov 8 kal o1 Tfis aipégews adtod BedV nev OOA0YODTLY AYEVNTOV KAl TaTépa
KQL TOINTNV TAV 6Awv elvar €ita DrotiBeviar Beov kal ATV dyévntov kal Tavtny aciv
guvnkpakéval 1@ 8e@. el & Beds dyévnrtos xal VAT dyévnTos, ovk €TL 0 BedS TOLNTNS THV
oAwv ¢oTiv kata tobs [Miatwvikovs, 003 unv povapyia Beod deikvutal, 6oov 10 kAT avTovs.
€TL 8¢ kai Gomep 0 Beds, dyévnTos v, Kai dvaArointds €otv, oltes, el kal 7 UAN dyévnros
1V, KAl GvaALroinTos kai i06Beos Hv' TO YAp YEVNTOV TPEMTOV KAl AAAOLWTOV, TO Sk dyévnTov
dTpeNTOV KAl AVAAAOLWTOV.

Ti &€ néya, el 0 0eos €€ Lokelpévng GATS Enoiel TOV KOTPOV; Kal yap texvitns dvBpunos,
émav BAnv AdB1 dné tivos, ¢€ avtiis 60a Bovretal molel. Beod &t T SVvauls év Todtw
davepodtal iva €& ovk Gvtwv Tolf) 6ca BovAetal, KaBdrep Kai TO Yuyfv Sodval kal kivnolv
oV, €Tépov TIVOS €TV AAA’ T) pévov Beod. ed. Robert M. Grant, 1970, p. 26.
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the Middle-Platonists own program of de-anthropomorphism of the poetic
and popular vision of deity. According to Theophilus, they had not gone far
enough in their own program.

From the side of matter, Theophilus develops a contradiction from
Plato’s basic premises for the cosmology of the Timaeus, where Plato taught
that what is eternal is changeless (27 E-28 A). No response to Theophilus has
been preserved, but Plato himself stated that the receptacle itself was unchanging
(see above, chapter 2) Nevertheless, it was at least paradoxical that the substrate
for change was itself unchanging.

With respect to his own teaching, Theophilus does not here or elsewhere
say how God creates, he merely denies the need for matter. In effect, he places
God’s creative act into the realm of negative theology. Theophilus’ own
argument for creatio ex nihilo depended on a commonplace assertion of the
Middle-Platonists, the self-sufficiency of God (Apuleius, de Platone et eius
Dogmate p. 312, Clouard):

And first they [the prophets] taught us in harmony that he made
all things from non being, for nothing is as ancient as God, but
he is his own locus and without need and existing before the
ages, he wished to make the human so that he would be known
by him. For him he prepared the cosmos. For the generated is
needy, the ungenerated needs nothing. (ad Autolycum 2.10)®

Theophilus agrees with Tatian that the world had been created for the sake of
humans. For Tatian and Theophilus humanity was the goal of creation of

the cosmos. The Platonists, both Middle and Neo, saw humanity as inhabitants

PKal tpdtov pév oupdcves Edidatay fuds, 8Tt ¢& odk 6VTwy TA TAVTa EN0iNoEy. o
Ydp Tt TG 9€@ ouvIiKnAgEV: AAL avTOs EQVTOD TOWOS GV KAt dvevdens Av Kal Hrdpywy Tpo
1AV alevov Hj9éAnoev dvBpurov worfical @ yveodf TovTw oLV RpotToipacey OV Kéopov. o
Yap YEVNTOS KAl TPOOJENS €TTLY, 0 3¢ dyévnTos 0VdEvos Tpoodeitat. Grant, p. 38.
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of the lowest realm. The teaching remained a target in anti-Christian polemic,
but it shows the close link between creation and anthropology which the
Christians preserved from the Hebrew tradition.

Theophilus does not make the same explicit connection between creation
and resurrection that Tatian does, but his discussions of resurrection and
creation show strong parallelism in language and argumentation. He argues
for creation €£ ovk 6vtwv and argues that God can raise the person whom he
created €€ ovk Ovtos (ad Autolycum 1.8). He draws an express parallel

between God's life-giving and creative power:

It is God who heals and gives life by his own word and wisdom.
God by his word and wisdom created all things. (1.7)*°

It is precisely God'’s ability to create and resurrect matter which set Theophilus
and Tatian against the Platonist and Stoic views of the necessity of the material
realm.

Theophilus used the Platonist doctrine of God not only to attack their
view of matter but to develop a new view. In choosing the Middle-Platonist
doctrine of God over their view of nature, he left nature entirely subject to
God. As a result, although his doctrine is Middle-Platonist in its expression, it
is steadfastly non-Middle Platonic in its outcome, both in its monism and in
the radical dependence of nature upon God. Theophilus foreshadows the
coming of monism to Platonist philosophy in the next century in the work of
Plotinus. But as yet an account of the creation of the material realm by God

had not been worked out.

“o 0e6s, 6 Bepamevwv Kal {woToL@V S1d Tod AdyoDd kal Tiis codiag. O Beds Bid ToD
Adyov avtod kal Tfis codiag émoinoe Ta mdvta. Grant, p. 10.

124

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Irenaeus

Irenaeus, writing shortly after Tatian and Theophilus, adopted creatio
ex nihilo, probably from Theophilus, as his writings show many similarities
with Theophilus.*' Like Theophilus, his teachings on creatio ex nihilo form
part of his polemic against the Platonists. In his work, creatio ex nihilo
moved from extramural apologetic to intramural anti-heretical writing. As
the extramural weapon became useful inside the church, it helped establish a
new orthodoxy.

Irenaeus dismissed the Gnostic versions of the generation of the elements

from the passions of Sophia as ridiculous myths. To the contrary:

We will not err in saying this about the substance of matter, that
God brought it forth. For we teach from the scriptures that God
holds primacy over all things. Whence and how he emitted
matter, neither does any Scripture explain, neither is it fitting for
us to imagine, guessing infinite things about God by individual
opinions. This knowledge must be left to God. (adversus Haereses
2.28.7)**

In the end, Irenaeus thinks the Greek poets and philosophers are to blame for

the errors of Gnostics. He accuses Anaxagoras, Empedocles, Plato, and the

“For background on Irenaeus see R. Grant, Greek Apologists, pp. 182-186.

Also Gérard Vallée, A Study in Anti-Gnostic Polemics: Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and Epiphanius,
Waterloo, Ontario , Canada: Published for the Canadian Corporation for Studies in Religion
by Wilfrid, 1981.

See also A. Orbe, “San Ireneo y la creacién de la materia,” Gregorianum 59, 1978, pp. 71-127.
Orbe does not treat Irenaeus’ argument for creatio ex nihilo, rather he sees Irenaeus as taking
the statement of Hermes’ Mandate as his rule faith, “El logion de HERMAS pasa a la ‘regula
veritatis,” con leves cambios redaccionales frente a los gnésticos,” p. 73. Orbe’s postion is similar
to May’s discussed above.

“Hoc autem idem et de substantia materiae dicentes, non peccabimus, quoniam Deus
eam protulit: didicimus enim ex Scripturis principatum tenere super omnia Deum. Unde autem
vel quemadmodum emisit eam, neque Scriptura aliqua exposuit, neque nos fantasmari oportet, ex
opinionibus propriis infinita conicientes de Deo, sed agnitionem hanc concedendam esse Deo. ed.
Adelin Rousseau and Louis Doutreleau, S. ]., S. C., v. 294 Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1982, p. 284.

125

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Stoics of deifying matter:

They say everything by necessity departs into those things from
which they are made, and God is the slave of this kind of necessity,
so that he cannot add immortality to the mortal or grant
incorruptibility to the corruptible, but each departs into the matter
appropriate to its nature. (adversus Haereses 2.14.4)®

Irenaeus focused on necessity, the dvdyyn of the Timaeus, making a direct
link from the cosmogonic necessity to the corruptibility of the body. Just as
Tatian and Tertullian, Irenaeus shows not just idle concern for creation, but a

concern bound with Christian anthropology and the hope of resurrection.

In the following century creatio ex nihilo was adopted by many Church
writers, most notably, Tertullian and Origen, while creatio ex materia would
disappear from orthodoxy. Creatio ex nihilo found a weakness in the Hellenistic
systems which made it extremely successful both inside and outside the Church.
It displaced from the Church those who sought a more conciliatory approach
to Greek intellectual traditions, such as the Gnostics. Outside the church, it
heralded the replacement of the Middle-Platonist dualist system by
Neoplatonist monism, a change which it probably helped to instigate. Still
the ecclesiastical writers of the second and even the third centuries were still a
long way from explaining the process by which matter was created. That was

a challenge not taken up in the Church until Augustine.

“Quod autem ex necessitate unumquidque in illa secedit ex quibus et factum esse dicunt,
et huius necessitatis servum esse Deum, ita ut non possit mortali immortalitatem addere vel
corruptibili incorruptelam donare, sed secedere unumquemque in similem naturae suae

substantiam. Rousseau, p. 136.
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Chapter 5, Plotinus and Augustine: Evil and the generation of matter

Plotinus’ break with earlier Greek philosophy was decisive. He taught
the generation of all plurality from a single principle, with no passive potency
presupposed. The Platonists and Peripatetics both presupposed matter as a
passive principle eternally distinct from forms. Plato himself presupposed
the receptacle. The Stoics presupposed a passive potency in the single material
substance of the universe. The Neopythagoreans presupposed a passive potency
in the monad itself. Plotinus' (204/5-270 C.E.) saw passive potency of all
generated things as derivative from the perfection of the first principle, rather
than from a passive potency within or without the One.

To explain the production of plurality from initial unity, Plotinus
transformed the Neopythagorean notion peivinto €éppeiv, emanate. The change
was more than lexical. Plotinus’ new doctrine of emanation eliminated the

charge Numenius had laid against Neopythagorean monism, the One “departed

'On the monism of Plotinus, see J. M. Rist, “The Infinite Dyad and Intelligible Matter
in Plotinus,” Classical Quarterly, n.s. 12, 1962, pp. 99-107. Rist does not draw the distinction
between Plotinus and his predecessors made here.

On the intellectualism of Plotinus’ system of emanation, see A. C. Lloyd, “Plotinus on the Genesis
of Thought and Existence,” Oxford Studies in Ancient Philosophy 5, 1987, pp. 155-186.

For an overview of emanation, see A. H. Armstrong, The architecture of the intelligible universe,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1940, chs. 4 & 5.

An interesting study on the intellect’s generation from and contemplation of the One can be
found in J. R. Bussanich, The One and its Relation to the Intellect in Plotinus: A commentary on
selected texts, Leiden: Brill, 1988.

The question of whether matter was generated was a debate that never should have happened.
See O'Brien’s very thorough defense of eternal generated matter in Plotinus, “Plotinus on Evil, a
study of matter and the soul in Plotinus’ conception of human evil,” Le Néoplatonisme, Paris:
Centre national de la recherche scientifique, 1971, pp. 114-146.

O'Brien gives a very detailed response to Schwyzer’s arguments that matter is ungenerated,
from Schwyzer, “Zu Plotins Deutung der sogenannten Platonischen Materie,” Zetesis (Festschrift
E. de Strycker), Antwerp, 1973, pp. 266-280, esp. pp. 275 ff.

Also see O’Brien, art. cit., for a review of Kevin Corrigan’s “Is there more than one Generation
of Matter in the Enneads?,” Phronesis 31,1986, pp. 167-181.
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from its own nature.” Plotinus’ emanation from the One did not require that
the One “become two by difference” or “remove itself from quantity” as the
Neopythagorean monists had done. For Plotinus plurality came not from the
One flowing out from its own nature, but from the overflow of the One's
own perfection. The One’s very perfection which was production, not its
self-deprivation.

Whatever else, Plotinus deserves the title of systematic thinker. Plotinus
produced a single system of emanation under consistent principles which
explain all the successive stages of emanation. The system explains the
generation of matter and its evil moral valence. Recent treatments of moral
valuation which Plotinus assigns to matter have driven a wedge between
Plotinus the metaphysician and Plotinus the ethicist? 1 think this is
unwarranted. Plotinus’ moral valence of matter is not only consistent with
his metaphysics, it flows quite naturally from it. This only becomes clear

when one examines the principles of the system of emanation.

’A. H. Armstrong, calls the difference between matter as product of the one and matter
as principle of evil “a well known contradiction,” in “Dualism Platonic, Gnostic and Christian,”
Hellenic and Christian Studies, Aldershot: Variorum, 1990, art. 12, p. 38, treats matter as a
limit of reality and therefore a principle of evil: “But it is the inevitable cosmogonic approach,
which is necessarily movement away from being and form, to this absolute non-existence which
makes HAn the principle of cosmic evil, and the approach closer than is needed, by weaker
individual souls not perfectly under the command of their higher souls, which enables it to
become the principle of moral evil.” Armstrong drives a wedge between cosmic and moral evil,
and does not note that the principle of evil for matter and soul is the same, the aoristia of
emanation. In the case of the soul, zoristia is redeemable to the extent it participates in nous.
Matter is absolute aoristia and it is irredeemable. The problem for soul is not just its propinquity
to matter, it is rather its own aoristia in which it remains, unless it participates in nous.

E. Costello, “Is Plotinus Inconsistent on the Nature of Evil,” International Philosophical
Quarterly 7, 1967, pp. 483-97, distinguishes Plotinus’ ethical from metaphysical teachings on
matter: “Matter’s metaphysical function is good; matter is evil only when it is taken as an
object for the souls’ orientation,” p. 497. He reads treatise 1.8 as an entirely ethical treatise and
so takes its statements of the evil of matter as hortatory ethical statements.

O’Brien in “Plotinus on Evil,” attempts to resolve the problem by making matter only a partial
cause of evil: “Plotinus’ conception of matter and the soul’s weakness as part causes of sin is
skilful and consistent,” p. 146.
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The unifying principles of emanation recur at every level of derivation:
1) that the perfect necessarily produces something other than itself; 2) that
that which is different from the perfect is necessarily indefinite, aépiotov,
lacking its own positive nature in itself and 3) therefore, it is dependent on
the perfect for its definition and being through participation. Plotinus’ notion
of participation is so strong that the perfect is wholly present in the participant.
So that in the end the emanated is fully contained in the source. These
principles are repeated at the level of nous (intellect), soul, and matter in the
scheme of emanation. Furthermore, they explain why matter is evil and why

the soul is in peril to evil.

fertility of the One

In a break with his predecessors, Plotinus found difference not in
primitive contrast to perfection or in the self-deviation from perfection, but
difference resulted from the nature of perfection itself. It is the very nature of
perfection to produce something other than itself. Emanation is the overflow
of the perfection of the One. Even in an early treatise, Plotinus had come to
this conclusion. The arguments for such an abstract and universal principle

appeal to empirical observation:

We see whatever of the others which advances to perfection,
generates and does not suffer to remain by itself, but makes
another. This is so not only for that which exercises choice, but
also those which grow without choice. Even things without a
soul share of themselves as much as they are able, as fire heats
and snow chills and drugs work on another as they do. All
things imitate the principle unto goodness forever as they are
able. How then could the most perfect and first good stay in
itself as if it were jealous of itself or the power of all things be
impotent? How would it still be a principle? (Enneads 5.4.1,
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27-36)°

Plotinus draws his major premise from induction. The observation of powers
in nature convinces one that the more perfect is the more productive.
Production is a necessity which results from the perfection of the One.*

Plotinus draws the figures of fire and snow. They are productive of
heat and cold, respectively. Each admits grades of perfection. A weak fire
produces very little heat. The greater the perfection of the fire, the greater
heat it produces.

Elsewhere, Plotinus cites the example of the sun:

It is an illumination from the One all around, as the One remains,
just as light around the sun is always generated in a circuit while
the sun remains. And while they remain, all beings from their
own substance give their necessary and fit reality around
themselves, outside themselves, from the available power, being
an image of archetypes from which it grows. Fire gives heat
from itself. And snow does not only retain coldness. Fragrances
especially testify to this. As long as they are, something advances
from them and around them which the bystander enjoys.
Everything which is perfect generates and the eternally perfect
generastes eternally. It generates something lesser than itself. (5.1.6,
28-39)

% 11 & dv 1@V dAAGV eis TeAeinaiy i1, OpAUEV YEVVAV Kal 0VK Avexdpevov é¢°
eavtod péverv, A’ €tepov morobv, ov pévov 6 T1 dv mpoaipeaiv &xn, AAAL Kal 6o VEL dvev
Tpoalpéoens, Kal Ta dyvya 3¢ neTadidovia eavt@dv kabdaov dvvatal: olov To THp Bepuaivet,
Kal YOxeL 1) x16v, Kal Ta pdppaka S eis dAdo épydletal olov adtd —— mdvia THv dpxiv Katd
dVvaulv dropipovpeva, €is didLdTnTd T€ KAl dyaBéTNTA. TAS OVV TO TEAEWTATOV Kal TO
TpQRTOV dyadov év abt@ otain domep ¢Bovijoav eavtod 1j ddvvartiicav, | Tdviwv ddvapuis:
T & dv €t dpyn €in; ed. Paul Henry and Hans Rudolf Schwyzer, Plotini Opera, vv. 1-3,
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964-82, v. 2, p. 235.

cf.5.1.6, 28 ff., 5.2.1, 7-9.

*A. C. Lloyd, art. cit., traces the origin of this principle to a model from Aristotle’s
physics, “every entity, once it reaches perfection, generates something additional,” p. 158.

Tepidapyiy ¢& abtod pév, ¢& adtod & pévovtos, olov Hriov To Tept adtd Aaumpov
womep TePLBEéoV, €& avTod del YEVVAUEVOV HéVOVTos. Kal TAvTa Td 6via, Ews pévet, €K TAS
abT@v ovoiag avaykaiav Tiiv mepi abta npds To6 €£w aLTAV éx THs Tapovons SVVANELS
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The sun is a better illustration of the One than fire or snow, because it produces
light without changing itself (as an incorruptible heavenly body). The
production of the sun is inseparable from its nature. It remains in its perfection
as it produces light. It produces as long as it is and without any variation in

its nature.

production of the other/fundefined/defined

Being productive implies making something different (£tepov moiodv,
5.4.1, 28). To be a producer, the producer must make something which differs
from itself. Plotinus distinguishes an act of the substance of a cause from an

act which originates from a cause.’

There is one act of the substance and another which originates
from the substance of each thing. Everything is the first act of its
substance. The second act, which originates from the first,
necessarily follows in every case, must be different from it. As in
the case of fire, the first act is that which completes the substance
of heat, by which time the second act will already come about
from the substance, while the fire actualizes that which is natural
to its substance as long as remaining fire. So it is also in that
realm. Much prior, the One remains there in its own nature
while the act which is generated from its perfect and unified act
receives its existence. (5.4.2, 27-33)’

didway abtwv éEnpnuévnyv HdotaaLy, eikéva odoav 0lov APYXETVTWY AV éEédy: TP uév
v Tap abTod BeppdtnTar Kol Y1V 0VK €iow HoVoV TO Yuypdv KkaTéxelr paiiota S doa
€0WON paptupel todtor €ws ydp éaty, TPeELTL TL €€ adTAV Tepl adTd, OV dToAavel HTOTTAVTWY
0 TAngiov. Kal wdvta &€ 6oa 1id1 TéAela yevvd: TO O del Térelov del Kal aidlov yevvd: kal
élLatov 3¢ eavtod yevv@. Henry and Schwyzer, v. 2, p. 194.

°Lloyd argues that Plotinus follows Aristotle’s principle that “the actualized movement
or process in an agent was the same ‘in subject/substrate’ as the one it caused in the patient but
that they differed in ‘being/essence,”” art, cit., p. 168. Lloyd himself notes himself that Plotinus
differs with Aristotle in that the effect has a lower degree of reality, loc. cit. Once that is
conceded, there is very little left of the Aristotelian causal theory in Plotinus.

"évépyela ) név éoT Tiis ovoiag, Ty & ¢k THs ovgiag EkdoTov KAl f pEv THs ovoiag
avto éomiv évépyera €xaatov, ) 86 A éxeivng, fiv 8€l mavti €neadal ¢& avdykns etépav
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The first act of ones nature is its own growth in perfection or the actualization
of its substance, as a fire can grow in its own internal heat. The second act,
which originates from one’s nature, communicates act outside of one’s own
substance, as fire causes heat in another thing. The act which the agent
produces in the effect is distinct from its own substance.

Because the One remains in its own perfect nature, any product cannot
be of its nature. Its nature is perfect and its act is not only its own actualization,
but also an external operation.

Necessarily, the product is inferior to the One. Since the first principle
is perfect, it cannot make something greater than itself, therefore it makes

something less:

For being perfect it had to generate, for being such it could not be
sterile. Even there the product could not be greater, but being
less, it was an image of nous, indefinite also, but defined by the
producer as if it was made as a likeness. (5.1.7, 37)8

In another figure, the difference between the One and plurality which result

from it is set out in terms of motion out and back:

Therefore it is inferior to the One, because to the degree it is
plural, it is so much worse than the One. But plurality does not

ovoav avtod olov kal éni Tod Tupds 1) név tis €0t cupurAnpodoa THY odTiav BepudTns, 1 6¢
an éxeivng 198m Yivopnévn évepyobvtos ékeivou Tiv avpdutov Tfj odaia év 1@ péverv mhp. olitw
&M kdkel: kai moAbL wpotepov ékel pévovios avtod év TG oikeiw TiBel €k THs €v AVTQ
TEAELOTNTOS KAl TLVOVaTS €vepyeias ) YevvnBeioa évépyela hdotaaiv AaBodoa. Henry and
Schwyzer, v. 2, p. 237.

al yap téAelov Gvta yevvav €det, kai uf duvauly odoav TooavTny dyovov elvai.
KPEITTOV 3¢ 0VY 016V T€ NV €lval ovd éviadia td Yevvapevoy, AAL EAaTToV OV €idwAov elvau
abTod, ddpratov pev Goavtes, opilonevov 3¢ Hd Tod YevviioavTos Kal 010V €i50TOLOVUEVOVY.
Henry and Schwyzer, v. 2, p. 196 f.

cf.5.1.6, 38 f.
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have the nature of that one, but as it departed, it became inferior.
It was respectful to that one, and the multitude turned toward
the One and remained. (6.6.3, 7-9)°

Plotinus states that any motion or difference from the first is d6piotov

(indefinite):

Movement and difference from the first is indefinite (d.optoTov)
and stands in need of that first for definition. It is defined when
it turns to the first. (2.4.5, 31 ff.)!°

'AopiaTia is opposite to definition. The principle that any difference from the
first is aopiotov is critical to Plotinus’ whole scheme of emanation. The first
is a limit and departure is a direct opposite. In a late treatise (1.8) Plotinus
refers to the One as “measure and limit” (uétpov maviwv kol wépas, 1.8.2,
5)!' Any departure from the One is a departure from the nature of the One
into dopiotio.

We can say that it is less one than the One:

It is clear that this one [the intellect] after the wholly One must
be many, or else it would not be after that One, but it would be
that One. It is also not possible that the one after that One be
greater than that One, rather it must be inferior to that One.
Since the best is One, it must be more plural than the One, for
plurality consists in lack [of perfection]. (6.7.8, 17-22)'?

*xal 514 to0To ¢ éAattodTan ToD Evés, 6T TATIBOS Exel, kal BTov TPOS TO EV YEIpOV:
xal ovk €xov &€ TNV ¢VOLV Ekeivov, dAAG EkBeBnKos, NAATTOTAL, TG & €V Tap' éKeivy TO
gepvov Exel, Kal AvéaTpeye S€ TO mAT00s eis €v kal éneivev. Henry and Schwyzer, v. 3, p.
155.

Pgépiatov 8¢ Kkal N kivnols kai 7 €1epdTns 1 ATO ToD MPGOTOV, KAKEiVOL TPOS TO
opLodfival dedueva: opiletar 8¢, Gtav mpos avto ématpadi’ Henry and Schwyzer, v. 1, p. 170.

"Note contrast to Plotinus’ own statement that the One imposes limit, but it is not a
limit itself (6.7.7, 15).

811 uev obv moAra Sel TodTo TO €V elvan OV peta TO TAvIn €v, dHidov: T odk Gv TV
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The product is inferior to the One because it lacks the definition of the One.
Since it is less defined than the One and other than the One, it is a plurality.

It is indefinite in itself:

The simple which is before this plurality is the cause of being
and the cause of it being plural. It makes number. Number is
not primary. For before the dyad is the One. The dyad is second
and after having been generated from the One it has that One as
its limit, for it is ddproTov in itself. (5.1.5, 4-8)"°

The dyad is the first plurality. It was generated first as an indefinite, only to
receive limit from the One. Because it is other than the perfection and unity
of the One, the etepov is adpiatov. In itself it lacks all definition and positive
being. In itself it is only difference from the One, a difference which is itself
dependent upon the One.

The product does not remain adpiotov (indefinite). As adpiatov it is
dependent on the One for all its definition. It desires the perfection of the
One. By participating in that perfection it becomes defined and limited. In

definition and limit derived from the One, it finds being.

participation

Plotinus has a much stronger notion of participation than does Plato.

LET €KELVO, AAA' éKEIVO. HET ékeivo &€ Ov LAEp nuév éxeivo mpos TO pdAriov v yevéabal ovk
v, éAr€imov & ékeivour 10D § dpioTov 8vtos Evos €delL TAéov T €V elval: 1O Yap TATBos Ev
éAreiver. Henry and Schwyzer, v. 3, p. 193.

cf. 6.2.15, 14.

Bb amiods kai o mpd tolouTov MATBOUS, O aitiog Tod Kkal €lval kal TOALV eival
10010V, 0 TOV APLOULOV TTOLQV. O Yap dpLOLds oV TPATOS: Kal Yap Apd dud.dos TO €v, devTepov S
dvds kal mapd Tod EVOS Yeyevmuévr EKETVO OpLaTv €xel, avTN 8€ dopLoTov Tap' abLTTs
Henry and Schwyzer, v. 2, p. 192

134

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



For Plato, participants were unreal imitations of real forms. Plotinus
emphasizes that if a participant does not receive the whole of a form, it
receives none of it, for forms are wholly, uniformly, and unchangeably what

they are. To receive a part would be to have nothing of the form:

So if it is able to participate, it would participate to the extent of
its ability in the whole of it. The participants must share it, just
as it has not shared in another, because it does not belong to
them. Thus, it would remain whole in itself even in those in
which it appears. If it were not whole, it would not be it. (6.4.8,
39-45)"

It is not what they receive but how they receive it that differentiates participants,
both from each other and from the participated. At each level of emanation,
the definition which belongs to the One is received differently by the
participants. Nous receives definition, not by being perfect unity as the One
is, but through contemplation. In the duality of knower and known, nous
attains the unity through true knowledge, wherein the knower becomes the
known. Soul receives definition, but only through motion, as it continually
seeks after contemplation of the One. Matter receives definition only through
composition with form.

Despite the limited potency of the receiver, the participated is fully
present in the participant. Being, also known as “the all” is fully present in

all its participants:

The entire all is not able to abandon itself, but it has fulfilled
itself, even as it was equal to itself. It is the source of the all, for

“dote el xai dVvatar petaraeiv, 6Aov v avtod kabdéoov dVvatar petarappdvor.
3€i oLV Td petarapBdvovia avtod obtws Exelv adtod, g od petéAafe, ut) idiov avtdv vtos:
oltox yap dv pévor avtod é¢’ eavtod 6rov kai év olg bpdtar GAov. €l yap ut) 6Aov, ovk avTo.
ed. Henry and Schwyzer, v. 3, p. 125.
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it is the all. Absolutely, if anything is established in the all as
something other than that, it participates in the all and meets it.
It draws strength from the all, not by dividing it, but by finding
that in itself as it comes to it, because the all does not happen
outside itself. (6.4.2, 14-21)'°

Being is not participating in by that which is outside of it. It is participated by
that which is within it. There is nothing outside of being. Plotinus adds that
non-being cannot contain being, but being can contain non-being.

Where there is being, there is also the One (6.4.11, 16). Nous and the
One are present in all as a soul is fully present in the entire body, different
parts of the body do not share different parts of the soul, but it is fully present
in each part of the body (6.4.2, 46 £.).

Plotinus asks himself, if nous is wholly present in all and soul wholly
present in all bodies, how can there be a multiplicity of souls and intellects?
Plotinus answers that one can contain many (6.4.4, 41), as there are multiple
understandings in a soul (6.4.4, 44-46). Each understanding is different, but
they are all of the soul.

As the emanations gain their definition from the source, we learn that
they are not really distinct from the source. The source is all in all. The
emanations are truly overflows of its perfection, and not distinct entities.

That by which the emanations differ is the overflow of the perfection
of the source. It is the second act originating from the substance of the source.
But as the emanations participate in the source, they truly receive the source

in its fullness, such that they are contained in the source. Just as distinct

Brav 81 10 1AV 00K €0TLV 8Tws dToAeineTaL €AVTOD, AAA' ETTL T MEMATPWKDS EAVTO
kal 6v foov €avT@ Kkal ob To mMav, ékel avTé TO Yap MAV avT6 éoTIv. BAGK TE, €1 TL €V TQ
TavTi 16pvON dAAo dv map’ éxeivo, peTarapfdvel avTod Kal GUVTVYYAVEL adTQ kal ioyvel
nap avTod oV nepilov ékeivo, AL’ ebpiokov avTo év EQAVLTO AVTO TPOTEABOV €keive Ekeivov
ovk €£w eavtod yevouévov ed. Henry and Schwyzer, v. 3, p. 116.
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thoughts in the mind, they are fully contained in the source that generates

them.

nous, soul, matter as emanations
In specific terms, Plotinus explained the emanation of the world from

the One. First, the One generated intellect and being, whence came soul:

Because nothing was in the One, everything came from it. In
order that being be, it was not, but it was generative of being.
This was first as if it was generation. Being perfect, not seeking
anything, nor having anything, nor lacking anything, but as an
overflow and an over-fullness of itself it made something other.
That which came about turned back to it, and was filled and
arose while looking at it, and this was intellect. Its station toward
that [the One] made being, and its contemplation of itself became
intellect. For it stood toward it in order to see, then intellect and
being came about together. Because it is like its source, it made
similar things by pouring out great power—this was its form—just
as that which is prior to it poured it forth. This was the actuality
of the soul which originated from substance, even while that
one remained. For nous came about even as the One, which was
before it, remained. The soul produced an image not as it
remained, but as it moved. When it looked to whence it had
arisen and was completed, it came forth in an opposite movement
and then produced an image of itself, i.e., sensation and the nature
which is in plants. (5.2.1, 5-21)'¢

*H 871 003EV Tv év aVTQ, S1& ToDT0 €& adTod MdvTa, kal iva 6 6v 7, d1& ToHTo avTOS
ovK 8v, YEVVNTTs 6€ adtod: Kal TPWTn olov Yévvnais abtn dv yap térerov 1@ undev {nTeiv
unde €xev unde deighal olov Lmepeppum Kkail T0 LrepmAfipes avtod memoinkev dAro TO S¢
yevépuevov eig avtd EmeaTpddn Kal ¢MANPwOnN Kal éyéveto Tpds avTd BAéTov Kal vois olToS.
Kal f pev mpods éxeivo otdats avtod 1o dv énoinoev, f) 6 Tpds avTd Béa TOV vodv. Eémel oDV
€otn Tpds avTd, Tva 18m, opod vods yiyvetar kai §v. oDTos oVV Av 0lov Exeivos Ta Guota motel
dvvapiv mpoyéas ToAARV--€130¢ St kai TodTo avTOD-—GomEp ad TO avTod TPoTEPOV TPOEYEE:
kai abtn éx tfis ovaias évépyeia Yyuxfs ToDTo névovtos ékeivov yevopévn: kai ydap o vods
névovtos tod MO avtod éyéveto. T &€ oV pévovoa molel, AAAQ KivrBeiga ¢yévva. eidwAov.
¢kel pev odv BAénovaa, 60ev éyéveto, TAnpodtal, Tpoerbodoa 3¢ eis kivnolv GAAMY Kkal
évavtiav yevva €idwiov abtfis aionaiv kai ¢vov thyv €v tois pvtois. Henry and Schwyzer,
v.2,p. 203 1.
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nous (intellect)

Even at the first stage of emanation, the product of the One is dopioTov.
Nous is ddpiatov in itself (5.1.5, 8, 5.4.2.5), but it eternally and unchangeably
considers the One, thereby gaining definition. It is made perfect as it considers

the One:

This plurality came about from One, and knowing this, it saw it
and then it became active vision. This is already nous, when it
possesses and it possesses as nous. Before this it is mere yearning
and vision lacking impression. This nous applied itself to that
one, and when it received, it became nous. It was always disposed
and became nous, being, and intellection, when it understood.
(5.3.11, 9-16)"

Nous by itself is like vision without visual impressions, sight awaiting
its object. “It looked as one without a mind” (6.7.16, 14). There is not a
temporal distinction between the mind before and after knowledge, but a real
distinction between knower and known. The nous in itself is mere knower.
It requires an object for knowledge for there to be intellection and for the
nous truly to exist (5.1.7, 24). Nous is not simple (6.7.13, 1), but a composite of
seer and seen (5.3.11, 29 f.). However, in true knowledge, the knower and
known become one.

It is made as a potency in itself, so to receive its information from the
One. The One is said to cause the potency and information of the nous like

the sun both causes the eye to be and to see (6.7.16, 21-35). In other places the

Vohtos 8¢ moAls €& Evos €yéveTto, kai obTws Yvovs €1dev avtd, kal téte éyéveto
idoboa 6YLs. tobTo 8¢ 1)1 Vvois, OTe ExeL, Kal G vols €xer Tpd &€ TOVTOL EhETLs LOVOV KAl
ATVTOTOS GYis. 0VTOs oDV & vods éméBale nev éxeive, Aapmv &¢ éyéveto vods, del &
¢voiduevos kal yevopevos kai vods kai ovoia kal vonaots, 6te évonoe: Henry and Schwyzer,
v.2, p.222.

cf. 51.7,9-17; 6.7.17, 14.
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nous is given more credit for doing the work of contemplation and producing
its own noesis (6.5; 6.7.15).'* But however expressed, nous is indefinite in
itself, and only informed by eternally contemplating the One.

Because of its own derived perfection, nous must produce something

beyond itself. It produces soul:

Nous generated soul, nous being perfect. For being perfect it had
to produce, and being such a great power it could not be sterile.
(5.1.7, 36-38)"°

Thus, in accord with the first principle one of emanation, nous produces,

because it is perfect.

soul
Following along in the same passage, we see that the principles of

emanation hold at the second stage as well:

Even there the product could not be greater, but being less, it was
an image of nous, indefinite also, but defined by the producer as
if it was made as a likeness. The offspring of nous is a certain
reason and existence, i.e., that which is thought. This is what
moves around nous, the light given off from nous and the
completed trace of that one. In that realm it is gathered to that
one and in this way it is filled and enjoys and shares in that and
understands, but in this realm, it as affected by those things which
come after it. It generates itself those things which must be less
than soul. (5.1.7, 38-48)*

®See A. C. Lloyd, art. cit., p. 174.

Pyuyxmv yap yevva vods, vods v TéLeLos. Kal Yap TéAElOV GvTa Yevvav €Bet, Kal pt
dHvapty odoav tooavTnv dyovov €lvat. Henry and Schwyzer, v. 2, p. 19%.

Pxpeittov 8¢ ovY OlOV TE MV €lval ovd éviadla TO Yevvipevov, dAA’ €AatTov dv
€idwiov elvar adtod, dépLatov uév Goavtas, opLiépevov 8 HLTO Tod yevviioavtos kai olov
eidomorovpevov. vod 8¢ Yévvnua Adyos Tis kal LTOTTATLS, TO dlavoovuevov: Todto & €oTl TO
TEPL VOOV K1voDpe VoV kol vod §&x xal ixvos éEnpTnrévoy éxeivov, KOTA BATEPQ pEV TuVTYUEVOV
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The soul is produced as dopiotov, and gains information from nous. The
soul is less perfect than its producer. Unlike nous it is subject to motion.
Neither does it contemplate the One directly. Nous mediates the One to the
soul, nous makes soul rational, giving it vestiges of the One (6.7.17, 36-39).

The soul is perfect enough to produce something itself, matter.

matter

As indicated above, soul produces that which comes after it (5.1.7, 47).
But what soul creates is absolute indeterminacy (3.4.1, 11). It is irrational and
incomprehensible (3.9.3, 10). Even at earlier stages, Plotinus refers to the
indefiniteness of nous and soul as “matter.” Final matter is distinguished
from intellectual matter by its absolute indeterminacy. In contrast to intellectual
matter, it is dead (2.4.5, 18). It cannot move, think, live or produce. It cannot
take on the definition from above. It cannot have any definition in itself, but

only receives definition in a composition with form:

Just as everything which was came about before it, it came about
formless, and was informed by turning back to its generator as if
it were being nourished. So also that which was generated from
there was not the form of soul, for it no longer had life, but was
completely indefinite. If there is indefiniteness in the prior things,
it is only in form. They are not completely indefinite, but only
with respect to their perfection. The new one is completely
indefinite. It became body when it was perfected by receiving
form which came upon potency. It is a receptacle of the generator
and nourisher. (3.4.1, 8-16)*
¢keive kol TavTn dromuTAdievoy kal droAadov kal peTarapfdvov adtod kal voodv, Katd

8dtepa 5¢ edanTépuEVOV TRV HET aVTO, LAAAOV € YEVVAV Kal avto, 4 Yuyfs dvdykn elval
xeipova: Henry and Schwyzer, v. 2, p. 197.

2, domep mav, boov Pd TovTOL éYEVVATO, AUOPPWTOV EYEVVATO, €150TOLEITO Bk TR

émotpédeoBal Tpds TO yevvAoav olov EkTpedopevov, obTw &7 kal ¢viadiba 10 yevvnoEv ov
Yuxfis €Tt €1805—0D yap €t1 Lfi——dAN dopiotiav €1val TavTeAf|. €i pév yap KAV T0ig TPOTéPOLS
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Soul not only creates the dopiotio of matter, it is also subject to suffering
from the indefiniteness of matter. Because the indefiniteness of matter is
intractable, soul ends up pouring itself into dopiatia (2.4.11, 31).

Because it is absolutely indefinite, matter is evil:

Because when something is completely lacking, i.e., matter, then
it is truly evil and has no portion of the good. Neither does
matter have being that it may thereby share in the good, but its
being is homonymous. Truly said it does not exist. Simple lack
is in the state of being not good. Evil is complete lack. (1.8.5,
8ff.)?

At each level of emanation there is a progression of dopiotio. At each
stage, the product departs from the source as dopiotov, and returns to the
source for definition. At each stage a new greater ddpiatov is generated, until
the product becomes too imperfect to reproduce and the process of emanation

ceases.

evil

As absolute ddpiotov, matter is said to be “true evil, without share of
the good” (1.8.5, 9). At first blush matter as totally evil seems paradoxical to
the monistic system of Plotinus. How can the necessary product of the perfect
One be evil? Is evil matter a dualistic holdover in Plotinus’ thought?

Puech postulated a progression in Plotinus’ thought from matter as

f) dopiotia, GAX &v €idel ob Yap TAVTN dépLoTOV, AL Gs TPdS TV TeAeinaty adTod: To ot
vV TAVTN. TeAelovuevov 3¢ yivetal oaua popdnv AaBov Tiv Tf) dvvduer apdagdopov, HodoxH
tod yevvrigavtos kal ¢x8péyavtos: Henry and Schwyzer, v. 1, p. 283.

ZdAN 6tav maviedds ¢AAeinT, Omep ¢otiv | VAT, ToDTO 1O BVTWS KakOV undeuiav
éxov dyaBod poipav. ovdE yap T elval €xel f) UAn, iva dyabod tavtn peteiyev, dAX
dUGOVLROV AOTT TO €lval, G AANBES elvar Aéyelv adTOd pt) elval. T) oby EAAeLyg €xel pev To
M dyadov elvar, f) & mavterns to kakév: Henry and Schwyzer, v. 1, p. 113.
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evil in his early thought to matter as good in his later thought.?> That theory
cannot be maintained in light of the very negative picture of matter as the
source of evils in Plotinus fourth to last tractate (1.8). Others postulate a
difference between Plotinus’ moral and metaphysical teaching. Plotinus saw
matter as a metaphysical good but as a moral evil.** Such a divide cannot be
maintained either.

Plotinus’ ethical view of matter is the natural product of his system of
emanation. At each stage of emanation, potency precedes actuality, ddpiotov
precedes definition. Nous is the indefinite knower which gains definition
only in contemplating the One. The potency of the knowing subject does not
temporally precede the actuality of nous, but in Plotinus’ account, it is the
indefiniteness of nous which explains the definition which it receives from
the One. It is generated as an indefinite knower and dependent upon the One
for information. The soul itself is created in dopiotia. It can move toward
nous and the One or can descend into the greater dopiotia of matter (1.8.4,
25-32). The soul is subject to descend into evil because of its own mutability
which results from its own dopiotia. Matter comes as the last stage as an
aopiotov which cannot become defined. As such it is both a principle of evil
and a natural progression of the outflow of dopiotio. which is emanation.
The principle of emanation and the principle of evil are the same: dopiotia
of the emanated. Plotinus’ metaphysics and his ethics are founded on the
same principle of dopiatio and difference from the One.

The dopiatio of the product is not an accidental by-product of emanation.

It is the principle of distinction which makes the everything proceed from the

®Henri-Charles Puech, Les sources de Plotin: Entretiens sur ‘antiquité classique, V,
Vandoeuvres-Geneva: Fondation Hardt, 1960, pp. 182-85.

%See note to Armstrong, Costello, and O’'Brien above.
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One. At its heart, Plotinus’ metaphysics contains the seeds of evil.

Augustine

By Augustine’s time (354—430) Plotinus had already deposed matter as
the fundamental metaphysical principle of diversity. Augustine went further
than Plotinus by also casting matter down from its position as principle of
evil. Augustine followed Plotinus in arguing that it was the perfection of
power of the first principle that explained its ability to create beings other than
itself. For Augustine creatio ex nihilo was the expression of God’s omnipotent
ability to create without need of supporting causes. But Augustine departed
from Plotinus’ view of matter as principle of evil. Plotinus argued that evil
only entered at the last stage of emanation, in the absolute depravity of matter.
Augustine countered that because every created intelligence had its origin ex
nihilo, it also had to look beyond itself for its end. Every creature lacked
God’s perfection of being and was therefore mutable. Because it was mutable
it could fall away from that end and become evil. Augustine centered blame
on angelic and human wills. As created will turned to itself for beatitude
rather than to God, sin entered into the cosmos. Matter was left as a passive
bystander in the drama.

In spite of the many points of comparison between Plotinus’ and

Augustine’s systems, they are fundamentally distinct.”® Although Plotinus’

*The question of Augustine’s Neoplatonic sources is still open. O’Meara has argued for
Porphyry’s influence in “Augustine and Neoplatonism,” Recherches Augustiniennes 1, Paris:
Etudes Augustiniennes, 1958, pp. 91-111. To establish Porphyry’s doctrines he turns to Augustine’s
own citations. See also “The Neoplatonism of Saint Augustine,” Neoplatonism and Christian

Thought, ed. D. ]. O’'Meara, Albany: State University of New York Press, 1982, pp. 34-41.

For a defense of Plotinus as the most important source for Augustine’s Neoplatonism, Robert J.
O’Connell, St. Augustine’s Early Theory of Man, A. D. 386-391, Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press, 1968, pp. 20-26. O’Connell downplays Porphyry as an
independent thinker.
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nous is eternally generated and comparable to the Logos of the Trinity for
Augustine, the Father and Son for Augustine are of the same substance while
Plotinus’ One and nous are substantially distinct. Plotinus’ One is beyond
being. Unlike Plotinus’ One, Augustine’s God is being, life, and intelligence.
Whereas Plotinus develops emanation as a unfolding in stages, Augustine’s
creation is simultaneous and completely in the power of God. God creates
everything without intermediaries.

Augustine’s doctrine of simultaneous creation also introduced a
fundamental change into Christian teaching.?* Theophilus of Antioch had
introduced a notion of a two stage creation. God first created formless matter,
from which he created the cosmos. The two stage creation truncated the
theories of the Middle-Platonist creationists. It denied the eternity of matter,

but maintained the temporal priority of matter over the cosmos. Augustine’s

The comparison is made difficult because none of Porphyry’s relevant works survive.

For fragments of Porphyry preserved in Victorinus, see Pierre Hadot, Porphyre et Victorinus,
Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1968.

*For an overview of several issues treated by Augustine with respect to creation see,
William A. Christian, “Augustine on the Creation of the World,” The Harvard Theological
Review, 46, 1953, pp. 1-25.

For adiscussion of Augustine’s arguments for creation, see Christopher Kirwan, Augustine,London:
Routledge, 1989, pp. 151-166.

None of these works treats Augustine’s doctrine of creatio ex nihilo extensively. Peters’ work
focuses on Augustine’s the question cited in its title. Christian and Kirwan give brief attention
to creatio ex nihilo in Augustine, Christian, art. cit., pp. 18-22, and Kirwan, op. cit., p. 155.
Neither discusses the development of the doctrine throughout Augustine’s career, nor his relation
to earlier Christian thinkers.

Aimé Solignac in “Exégese et Métaphysique. Genese 1, 1-3 chez saint Augustin,” in In Principio:
Interpretations des premiers versets de la Genese, ed. Paul Vignaux, Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes,
1973, pp. 153-171, presents a chronological review of Augustine’s exegetical treatment of the
opening of Genesis.

On the question of God's alleged idleness before creation, see Edward Peters, “What Was God
Doing Before He Created the Heavens and Earth?” Augustiniana, 34, 1984, pp. 53-74.

For more on the question of God’s activities before creation see, Richard Sorabji, Time, Creation,
and the Continuum: Theories in antiquity and the early middle ages, Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1983, pp. 232-38.
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understanding of matter as absolutely qualityless made the two-stage creation
unworkable. As a result he introduced a simultaneous creation. However
his move from two-stage to simultaneous creation came in stages.

At first he pictured precosmic matter as the confused stuff in terms
similar the standard Middle-Platonist readings of Plato’s Timaeus. In the
Confessions, he adopted a picture of absolutely qualityless matter which led
him to posit an atemporal creation of matter. Finally, he moved to a concreation
of form, matter, and of the entire cosmos in de Genesi ad litteram.”’ In the
end, Augustine’s concreation of form and matter and the simultaneous creation
of the cosmos would remain the principle alternative to the two stage creation

of earlier Christian thinkers throughout the Medieval church.

de Fide et Symbolo (393)

In 393 while serving as an assistant to the Bishop of Hippo, Augustine
wrote de Fide et Symbolo, an exposition of the Apostles’ Creed and anti-
Manichaean polemic. In opposition to Manichean dualism, Augustine argues
that the omnipotent God of the Scriptures creates ex nihilo. The creatio ex

materia of the Manichaeans contradicted God’s omnipotence:

Thus they do not understand the creator of the world to be
omnipotent, if he could not have made the world, unless some
nature not created by him, like matter, helped him. (de Fide et
Symbolo 2.2)*®

ZFor Augustine’s use of Scripture in the discussion of creation see, Gilles Pelland, Cing
études d’Augustin sur le début de la Genese, Tournai: Desclée, 1972.

See also Aimé Solignac, “Exégese et Métaphysique. Genese 1.1-3 chez saint Augustin,” In
Principio, Interprétations des premiers versets de la Genese, Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1973,
pp- 153-171.

*Ita intellegunt fabricatorem mundi non esse omnipotentem, si mundum fabricare non
posset, nisi eum aliqua non ab illo fabricata natura tamquam materies, adiuvaret. ed. Joseph
Zycha, Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, v. 41, Prague: Tempsky, 1900, p. 5.
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In arguing for creatio ex nihilo from the omnipotence of God Augustine was
following Theophilus and Tertullian. However, Augustine went further in
his analysis of matter than Theophilus and Tertullian. They had simply
argued that the co-eternity of matter would make it a co-arche and equal
power to God. Augustine understood matter as potency and argued that even

potency depended on God:

In no way is it to be believed that matter itself from which the
world was made could have existed by itself, co-eternal and coeval
with God, whether unformed, invisible, or in any other way.
But whatever mode it had that it could be in whatever way and
could receive the forms of distinct things, it did not have except
by the omnipotent God. By his beneficence is not only every
forrgled thing, but also everything formable. (de Fide et Symbolo
2.2)”

As a potency, matter has some being, even if merely potential being. At the
early stage, however, he still held the two stage creation of the cosmos. He
relied on Wisdom of Solomon 11.28 (see above, chapter 3), which claimed
that God created the world from materia invisa or informi, which Augustine
understood to teach that God first created the unformed matter, from which

he then created the world.

de Genesi liber imperfectus

In de Genesi liber imperfectus, written shortly after de Fide et Symbolo,

*nullo modo credendum est illam ipsam materiam, de qua factus est mundus, quamvis
informem, quamvis invisam, quocumque modo esset, per se ipsam esse potuisse tamquam
coaeternam et coaevam deo; sed quemlibet modum suum, quem habebat, ut quoquo modo esset et
distinctarum rerum formas posset accipere, non habebat nisi ab omnipotente deo, cuius beneficio
est res non solum quaecumque formata, sed etiam quaecumque formabilis. Zycha, p.5.
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Augustine expressly maintains the two stage creation. Matter was created in a
primal state of confusion reminiscent of Plato’s Timaeus. Augustine explained

Genesis 1:1-2:

This earth which God made, was invisible and not composed,
until it was divided from the same and composed in a definite
order of things from confusion. (de Genesi liber imperfectus
4)30

Two-stage creation was soon to change under pressure from Augustine’s

Neoplatonism.

Confessions (397)

In the Confessions, written in 397, shortly after Augustine’s elevation
to Bishop of Hippo, Augustine took Genesis 1:1-2 to teach the atemporal
creation of matter.

The change in his exegesis followed from a change in view of the informitas
of matter. In place of the Middle-Platonist precosmic confusion, Augustine

adopted the absolute indefinite matter of the Neoplatonists:

It is true that everything changeable conveys to our note some
formlessness, by which it receives form and by which it is changed
and is altered. ... It is true that formlessness, which is almost
nothing, cannot have succession of time. It is true that whence
anything comes about, can have the name of that thing from
which it comes in some kind of speech. Therefore, that heaven
and earth can be called some formlessness from which the heaven
and earth are made. ... It is true that everything that is made
from something formless, is first unformed and then formed.

®haec autem terra, quam deus fecit, invisibilis erat et inconposita, donec ab eodem ipso
discerneretur et ex confusione in rerum certo ordine constitueretur. ed. Joseph Zycha, CSEL 28.1,
1894, p. 465.
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(Confessions, 12.19.28)>

Absolutely formless matter implies its atemporality. Augustine takes the
formlessness in Genesis 1:2 in the strong sense, as absolute lack of form, thus
implying the atemporality of the creation of matter.’> Since absolute
formlessness could have no time, matter could not temporally precede the
cosmos.

Obviously there can be nothing in the text of Genesis which would
move Augustine to such a firm insistence on the absolute formlessness of
Genesis 1:2. Augustine’s reasons for rejection of a two-stage creation go deeper
than the meaning of a single word. Augustine had moved away from the
view of matter as a primitive difference which was inherent in the Middle-
Platonist view of precosmic matter. He had moved to the view of the
Neoplatonists which saw matter as a consequence of difference. For Middle-
Platonists matter was a primitive difference to the forms, which explained
phenomena-form and body-soul dualism. For Neoplatonists, matter came at
the last stage of differentiation from the One.

Augustine had rejected the Middle-Platonist view of matter as
independent primitive and hence the view that it was created as a prime

principle later to be formed into a cosmos made little sense.

*let verum est quod omne mutabile insinuat notitiae nostrae quandam informitatem, qua
formam capit vel qua mutatur et vertitur. ... verum est informitatem, quae prope nihil est,
vices temporum habere non posse. verum est quod, unde fit aliquid, potest quodam genere locutionis
habere iam nomen eius rei quae inde fit: unde potuit vocari caelum et terra quaelibet informitas
unde factum est caelum et terra. ... verum est omne quod ex informi formatur prius esse
informe, deinde formatum. ed. James J. O'Donnell, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992, p. 174.

®For the relation of Augustine’s discussion of creation to his theory of time, see Joseph
Moreau, “Le temps et la création selon saint Augustin,” Giornaledi Metafisica, Torino, 1965, pp.
276-299. Republished inStoicisme, Epicurisme, Tradition Hellénique, Paris: ]. Vrin, 1979, pp.
167-181.
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Augustine took matter for the cosmos not as a matter out of which, but
as matter in which a composite exists. Silver is the material out of which
something new is made. Voice is a component in which the song exists.

Voice does not and cannot preexist the composite:

So, matter is prior to that which was made from it. It is not prior
because it made the world, rather it came about. Neither was it
prior by some intervening time. For we do not first produce
formless sounds without song and then join or compose them
to the form of a song as we do with the boards from which chests
are made, or with silver from which a vessel is made. For such
materials precede even in time the forms of the things which
come about from them. But it is not that way with song. For
when it is sung, its sound is heard. It does not sound first without
form and then become formed into a song. Whatever first sounds
is gone, and you cannot find anything from it which you can
recover and compose by art. Therefore the song is developed in
its sound, which is its matter. (Confessions, 12.29.40)*®

Like the voice in a song, matter did not exist prior to the creation of the
cosmos. It exists only in composition with the cosmos. But in the Confessions,
Augustine referred to the atemporal creation of matter. He had not yet taken

the next step to which their co-dependence would lead him.

de Genesi ad literam
Augustine economized his theory in the Literal Commentary on Genesis

where he abandoned the atemporality of formless matter in favor of the

®sic est prior materies quam id quod ex ea fit, non ea prior quia ipsa efficit, cum potius
fiat, nec prior intervallo temporis. neque enim priore tempore sonos edimus informes sine cantu
et eos posteriore tempore in formam cantici coaptamus aut fingimus, sicut ligna, quibus arca, vel
argentum, quo vasculum fabricatur. tales quippe materiae tempore etiam praecedunt formas
rerum quae fiunt ex eis, at in cantu non ita est. cum enim cantatur, auditur sonus eius, non prius
informiter sonat et deinde formatur in cantum. quod enim primo utcumque sonuerit, praeterit, nec
ex eo quicquam reperies quod resumptum arte componas. et ideo cantus in sono suo vertitur, qui
sonus eius materies eius est. O'Donnell, p. 174.
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concreation. The concreation of form and matter was part of the simultaneous
creation of the whole creation. In the Literal Commentary Augustine argues
that the work of the six days was done simultaneously, adopting Philo’s
argument that narration of six days served only as a symbol for the order of
creation. (Literal Commentary, 5.5, p. 145 f.)

Again he drew his illustration from vocalization:

Not because formless matter is temporally prior to formed things,
since both are created simultaneously, both that from which
something is made and that which is made. Just as voice is the
matter of words (“words” indicate formed voice), but the speaker
does not first emit a formless voice so that he can then bind it
and form it into words. So also God, the creator, did not at a
prior time make formless matter and then form it by the order of
each nature as if by afterthought. He created matter informed.
(Literal Commentary on Genesis, 1.15)*

Again relying on the figure of the spoken word, this time Augustine is ready
to draw the full implication of the co-dependence of form and matter. Not
only is a formless voice atemporal, it is non-existent. Matter cannot exist
without any form. Therefore, it must be created with form.

Augustine himself presented the best summary of his teaching in Contra

Adversarium:

Matter is not completely nothing because it is said to be formless,
neither is it co-eternal with God inasmuch as it is made from
nothing, neither did another make it so that God could have
something from which to make the world. It is impossible that

¥Non quia informis materia formatis rebus tempore prior est, cum sit utrumque simul
concreatum, et unde factum est, et quod factum est — sicut enim vox materia verborum est, verba
vero formatam vocem indicant, non autem qui loquitur prius emittit informem vocem, quam possit
postea conligere atque in verba formare: ita et deus creator non priore tempore fecit informem
materiam et eam postea per ordinem quarumque naturarum quasi secunda consideratione formavit:
formatam quippe creavit materiam. ed. Joseph Zycha, CSEL 28.1, 1894, p. 21.
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the omnipotent one be said unable to create unless he found that
from which he created. Therefore, God made matter. Neither is
it to be considered evil because it is unformed, but it is to be
understood as a good, because being formable is the capacity. For
if form is something of the good, being capable of the good is
something of the good. Just as a confused voice is a clamor
without words, an articulated voice comes about when it is formed
into words. Therefore, the former is formable and the latter is
formed. The former receives form and the latter has form. It is
clear which of these is that from which something comes about.
No one says that the sound of the voice comes from words, but
who does not understand that spoken words come about from
the voice.

Neither is it to be thought that God first made unformed matter
and then after an interval of time formed that which he had
made unformed. But as sounding words come about from the
speaker, when the originally unformed voice does not later receive
form, but it is produced formed, so God should be understood to
have made the world from formless matter, so as to have
concreated it with the world(1. 8. 11-9.12).%

Augustine asserts that matter has some share of the Good, if only as a potency.
As a capacity for good, it is created.

In Augustine’s theory, the pride of created intelligences dethrones matter
made prince of evil by the Platonists. Souls and angels become evil by delighting

in themselves as their own end rather than seeking their end in God. The

*Non ergo quia informis dicta est, omnino nihil est, nec deo fuit vel ipsa coaeterna,
tamquam a nullo facta, nec alius eam fecit, ut haberet deus, de qua faceret mundum. Absit enim
ut dicatur omnipotens non potuisse facere, nisi unde faceret inveniret. Ergo et ipsam deus fecit.
Nec mala est putanda, quia informis, sed bona est intellegenda, formabilis id est formationis
capax. Quoniam si boni aliquid est forma, nonnihil est boni esse capacem boni. Sicut vox confusa
est clamor sine verbis, vox vero articulata fit cum formatur in verba. Est ergo illa formabilis,
ista formata, illa, quae formam capit, ista, quae habet. Nam quid horum unde fiat, in promptu
est. Neque enim quisquam dixerit de verbis fieri sonum vocis, sed potius de voce fieri verba
sonantia quis non intellegat?

Nec putandus est deus informem prius fecisse materiam et intervallo aliquo interposito temporis
formasse, quod informe prius fecerat, sed sicut a loquente fiunt verba sonantia, ubi non prius vox
informis post accipit formam, sed formata profertur, ita intellegendus est deus de materie quidem
informi fecisse mundum, sed simul eam concreasse cum mundo. ed. Klaus-D. Daur, Corpus
Christianorum Series Latina 49, Turnholt: Brepols, 1985, p. 44 f.
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attention of the soul is not merely diverted by matter, rather it is the soul’s
own distinction from God that both requires it to look to God for this end and
allows it to slip away from him.

Only God is true being, perfect, and unchanging. The creature is not

from God (de Deo), it is not God and does not have God’s nature:

God is the highest good who has no superior. Therefore he is
the unchangeable good, and therefore eternal and immortal. All
other goods are by (ab) Him but not of (de) Him. That which is
of him is that which is he himself. The things made by him are
not that which he is. Therefore, if he alone is unchangeable, all
which he made is changeable, because he made it from nothing.
He is so omnipotent that he could create good things, both large
and small, celestial and terrestrial, spiritual and corporeal of (de)
nothing, that is out of (ex) that which did not exist at all. (de
Natura Boni, 1)

Augustine argues both from God as supreme good and as ipse esse. As supreme
good, God is immutable. As ipse esse, he is who he is. The creature is not
what God is, therefore it is not immutable or eternal as God is.

Augustine’s use of the term ipsum esse is Platonic. Like the Platonists’
distinction between the forms and the phenomena, Augustine postulates a
complete distinction between God and creature. Unlike Plato, there is no
receptacle which is eternally distinct from the forms. The difference is created.

God makes something distinct from himself de nihilo. It is the omnipotence

*Summum bonum, quo superius non est, deus est; ac per hoc incommutabile bonum est;
ideo vere aeternum et vere immortale. cetera omnia bona nonnisi ab illo sunt, sed non de illo. de
illo enim quod est, hoc quod ipse est; ab illo autem quae facta sunt, non sunt quod ipse. ac per hoc
si solus ipse incommutabilis, omnia quae fecit, quia ex nihilo fecit, mutabilia sunt. tam enim
omnipotens est, ut possit etiam de nihilo, id est ex eo, quod omnino non est, bona facere, et magna
et parva, et caelestia et terrena, et spiritalia et corporalia. ed. Joseph Zycha, CSEL 25.2, 1892,
p- 855.

cf. Sed iam tibi dictum est, quia quod fecit, non de ipsius natura est, sed ex nihilo fecit, quia
omnipotens est. non erat, et fecit, non de se, non de aliqua re, quam ipse non fecerat, sed ex
nihilo. contra Felicem 2.19; ed. Joseph Zycha, CSEL 25.2, 1892, p. 849.
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of God that creates difference. God’s omnipotent creative power echoes Plotinus’
perfection which produces difference.

Creatures are not of the essence of God. They are created de nihilo:

I say that the created rational nature could sin because it was
made from nothing. What other reason could it sin other than
it was not of the nature of God? For if it were not made of
nothing, it would naturally be of God, whatever it were. If it
were made naturally from God, it would be of God’s nature. If is
were God’s nature, it could not sin. Therefore, it could sin
eventhough it was made by God, because it was made of nothing
and not of God. (contra Iulianum Pelagium 5.38)*

The creatures differ absolutely from God. None is of God’s nature or
perfection, therefore none is immutable.

In a new twist to the teaching of creatio ex nihilo, Augustine uses the
maxim of creatio ex nrihilo as the principle of evil in creatures. Creatio ex
nihilo implies that the creature’s end is not natural. The creature needs God,
because just as it is not sufficient for its own beginning neither is it sufficient
for its own end. Nothing in the creature contributed to its beginning, therefore,
its end is also not in the creature. It must seek an end which is higher than
itself. Because the end is higher than itself, the creature can fall away from

that end. It does not naturally find its end:

Although not every creature can be blessed (for neither beasts,

7hoc dico ego, naturam quae rationalis creata est, propterea peccare potuisse, quia ex
nihilo facta est: quod aliud quid est, quam propterea peccare potuisse, quia natura Dei non est?
si enim de nihilo facta non esset, de Deo naturaliter esset, quidquid esset: si naturaliter de Deo
esset, Dei natura esset: si Dei natura esset, peccare non posset. ideo igitur peccare potuit, quamvis
facta sit a Deo, quia de nihilo facta est, non de Deo. ed. Migne, Patrologia Latina 45, 1475 f.

cf. cum enim deus summa essentia sit, hoc est summe sit, et ideo inmutabilis sit: rebus, quas ex
nihilo creavit, esse dedit, sed non summe esse, sicut est ipse; ¢t aliis dedit esse amplius, aliis
minus, atque ita naturas essentiarum gradibus ordinavit. de Civitate Dei 12.2; ed. Bernard
Dombart and Alphonsus Kalb, CCSL 48, 1955, p. 357.
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nor trees, nor stones, nor anything of this kind attains or receives
this gift) that creature which can, cannot do so from itself, because
it is created from nothing, but it can from him by whom it was
created. If God is received, the creature is blessed, if he is lost, the
creature is miserable. God is not blessed by another but by himself,
and therefore cannot be miserable because he cannot lose himself.
Therefore, we say that only the one, true, blessed God is the
immutable good. All things which he makes are good because
they are by him, but they are changeable, because they are not
made of him, but of nothing. (De Civitate Dei, 12.1)*®

The creature can find its end only in God. If it turns away from God it
becomes sinful and miserable. The fault lies in itself, not in matter. It is
imperfect in itself to begin with and requires God as an end. It becomes sinful
when it looks to itself as its end rather than to God. Its pride in itself is the

principle of evil:

If the cause of the misery of the evil angels is sought, it happened
justly, because they turned from him who ultimately is and turned
into themselves, who are not ultimately. What else should this
vice be called other than pride. “Pride is the beginning of every

*Ita quamvis non omnis beata possit esse creatura (neque enim hoc munus adipiscuntur
aut capiunt ferae ligna saxa et si quid huius modi est), ea tamen, quae potest, non ex se ipsa
potest, quia ex nihilo creata est, sed ex illo, a quo creata est. Hoc enim adepto beata, quo amisso
misera est. Ille vero qui non alio, sed se ipso bono beatus est, ideo miser non potest esse, quia non
se potest amittere. Dicimus itaque inmutabile bonum non esse nisi unum verum beatum Deum; ea
vero, quae fecit, bona quidem esse, quod ab illo, verum tamen mutabilia, quod non de illo, sed de
nihilo facta sunt. CCSL 48, p. 355 .

cf contra Iul.: catholica fides, Dei tantummodo sine initio naturam praedicat, summi scilicet
atque incommutabilis boni, hoc est, illius ineffabilis Trinitatis: a quo summo, ut dictum est,
atque incommutabili bono universam conditam dicit esse creaturam, naturasque omnes bonas,
quamvis impares Creatori, quia ex nihilo creatas, ideoque mutabiles: ita ut omnino nulla natura
sit, quae non aut ipse sit, aut ab ipso facta sit; ut quantacumque aut qualiscumque naturasit, in
quantum natura est, bonum sit. Quaerunt itaque a nobis, unde sit malum. Respondemus, Ex bono,
sed non summo et incommutabili bono. Ex bonis igitur inferioribus atque mutabilibus orta sunt
mala. Quae mala licet intelligamus non esse naturas, sed vitia naturarum: tamen simul
intelligimus ea, nisi ex aliquibus et in aliquibus naturis esse non posse; nec aliquid esse malum,
nisi a bonitate defectum. contra Iulianum Pelagium 1.8.36-37; ed. Migne, Patrologia Latina
45.666).
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sin” (Sirach 10.13). (De Civitate Dei, 12.6)*°

Augustine stands in such a unique position as the preserver and conveyor
of Classical and Early Christian thought to the medieval world and beyond,
sometimes it is hard to see the differences between his own thought and that
which preceded. In the doctrine of creation, he did not pass on Classical and
Patristic thought just as he had found it. He made deep changes to both
traditions. He brought an end to matter as a primary metaphysical principle.
It was a consequence of creation, not a primitive cause of generation. Neither
was it the cause of evil. When one considers that it had served as the principle
of evil from the time of Plato and that it had been universally despised by the
dogmatic schools of Philosophy, Augustine’s exoneration of matter stands as
no small feat.

At the same time, Augustine’s treatment of creation left a nagging
question unanswered. Augustine was clear that God had created matter and
everything else, but he provided no explanation of the relation of the creature
to God. One finds Augustine painfully aware of the problem in his Confessions.
After his conversion and baptism, he still is left to wonder how he as a
temporal creature can approach the eternal God. The eternal truly is what it
truly is, while the temporal constantly slips from the future which does not
yet exist and into the past which no longer exists; from nothing into nothing.
Facing such a great gulf from God, teetering on the brink of non-existence,
sometimes Augustine seems to have left the created world further from true

being than Plato had.

*Cum vero causa miseriae malorum angelorum quaeritur, ea merito occurit, quod ab illo,
qui summe est, aversi ad se ipsos conversi sunt, qui non summe sunt; et hoc vitium quid aliud
quam superbianuncupetur? Iinitium quippe omnis peccati superbia. CCSL 48, p. 359.
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Chapter 6, Being and Difference: Creatio ex nihilo and participation in Aquinas

When Aquinas (1224/5-1274) set out to explain the Christian doctrine
of creatio ex nihilo, he came face to face with a problem which his Christian
predecessors’ had simply not addressed, how to explain the relation of the
being of the creature to the being of God. Because creatio ex nihilo was long
established as orthodox, Aquinas could not accept Aristotle’s position that
god, the separate substances, celestial bodies, and sublunary matter were

eternally existent, distinct, and that none caused the being of the other. Neither

'Augustine set the limit of speculation concerning creation in the western Christian
tradition [With the exception of John Scotus Eriugena, who under influence of Pseudo-Dionysius
developed a very non-Augustinian view of creation. His work was so distinct that it did not
attract any imitators in the western tradition. On Eriugena’s theory of creation, see John ].
O’'Meara, Eriugena, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988, pp. 93-104]. Some followed Augustine very
closely as did Taio Caesaraugustinus who became Bishop of Saragon in 646. He adopted
Augustine’s simultaneous creation of the whole cosmos and Augustine’s arguments for simultaneous
creation of form and matter ( Sententiarum 1.6, Migne, Patrologia Latina, 80.48 f.). Bede (673-735)
accepted the same arguments for simultaneous creation of form and matter, but he retreated
from Augustine by taking the work of the six days of creation described in Genesis as successive
works. Unlike Augustine, he did not interpret the phrase “the earth was formless and void”
(Genesis 1.2) as an expression for unformed matter, but for the unfinished state of the world (as
before himhad Ambrose in Hexaemeron 1.7, hom. 2. 25 & 27, Migne, 14.147 {., Basil in Hexaemeron
hom. 2, Migne, 29. 33, and Chrysostom, In Genesin hom. 2, Migne, 53.31). Bede found all four
traditional elements described in Genesis 1.2, “and the earth was formless and void and the
waters covered the earth.” In addition to earth and water that were named, Bede found fire
and air hidden in the earth, citing the observable phenomena of vapors that still proceed from
the earth and fire that heats underground fountains (Hexaemeron 1, Migne, 91.13-15).

Bede's reading was accepted by Rabanus Maurus (bishop of Fulda, 856) who quoted it in his
Commentary on Genesis nearly verbatim (on Genesis 1.2, Migne, 107.446). As late as the 12th
century the scholast Honorius Augustoduensis still offered a paraphrase of Bede’s explanation
in his Hexaemeron (1, Migne, 172.255).

Other commentators followed Bede in principle with some modifications in detail. Remigius
Antissiodorensis (d. 908) agreed that fire was hidden in the earth but claimed that the heavens
created in Genesis 1.1 should be understood as air (Commentarius in Genesim ad loc., Migne,
131.55). Hugo of Saint Victor (d. 1142) made the most creative modifications, arguing that on
the surface of the earth lay the other three elements all mixed together in a cloud, a theory
reminiscent of some of the early Greek cosmologists (Adnotationes Elucidatorines in Pentateuchon,
In Genesim 5, Migne, 175.34).

None of these writers pursued the question of the creation of matter any further than Augustine
had and confined their explanations of the origin of matter to locating the four elements in the
creation account of Genesis.
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could he accept that the being of the creature was the being of god, as Plotinus
had argued. What emerged as a solution to the problem was unique to
Aquinas’ own metaphysics.

Given that the being of the creature derives entirely from God, how
can one explain that the being of the creature differs from God? There is
nothing in the creature which is not of God, by what does the creature differ
from God? Further, if God is ipsum esse subsistens (being itself subsisting) as
Aquinas was wont to say, how can there be a subsistent being which is not
God?

Aquinas argues that if God is esse per se, his esse will be unique:

Everything which is in something not according to the being of
the thing itself, is in it through some cause, as pallor is in a
human. For what does not have a cause is primary and immediate.
It is therefore necessary that it be absolutely (per se) and be
inasmuch as it is its very self. It is impossible that some one
thing be in two things and be inasmuch as each is itself. For that
which is said of a thing inasmuch as it is its very self, does not
exceed it, as having three angles equal to 180° does not exceed a
triangle, of which it is predicated, but is convertible with the
same. (Summa contra Gentiles 2.15)?

God is esse inasmuch as he is. There can only be one such being. Since this
esse is unique, other beings must not be per se esse, but have esse in another
sense. Aquinas’ challenge becomes to give an explanation of the being of the
creature such that it does not have God'’s being, without positing some other

being or potency independent from God by which to differentiate the creature

*Omne enim quod alicui convenit non secundum quod ipsum est, per aliquam causam
convenit ei, sicut album homini: nam quod causam non habet, primum et immediatum est, unde
necesse est ut sit per se et secundum quod ipsum. Impossibile est autem aliquod unum duobus
convenire et utrique secundum quod ipsum. Quod enim de aliquo secundumseipsum dicitur, ipsum
non excedit: sicut habere tres angulos duobus rectis aequales non excedit triangulum. ed. Leonine,
Roma: 1918, p. 294 f.
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from God.

Creatio ex nihilo had already eliminated from consideration Plato’s
receptacle and Aristotle’s matter as principles of difference. Plato argued that
the receptacle as space underlay all change in the physical world as an
independent principle of change and becoming. Aristotle introduced the term
“matter” to describe the principle underlying change in the world. Aristotle
argued that matter could not exist independently as Plato’s receptacle did.
Nevertheless, matter was distinct from the forms which appeared in it and
from the separate substances as well. Matter was not caused by form, even
though it could not exist without one form or another. Matter helped explain
the differences between the celestial and terrestrial realms because Aristotle
argued that celestial bodies were eternal and required a different matter from
the matter of the earthly bodies. The Middle-Platonists, e.g., Atticus, Plutarch,
Albinus, and Apuleius, borrowed from both the Aristotelian and Platonic
positions. They argued that matter was a principle of change, eternally distinct
from god which explained the limited goodness of the creature.

Christian creatio ex nihilo as developed in the second century moved
most directly against the Middle-Platonist solution. Matter was created, not
an independent principle.

Neither could later Christians could accept the Plotinian solution, even
though Plotinus’ Neoplatonism eliminated matter as an underived principle
of difference. As a thorough-going monist, Plotinus derived matter and all
else from the One, as a single principle of all being. But there was only one
being in the Plotinian cosmos, participated in by all. Being was fully and
wholly present in each of the participants, so in a sense one could say that the

being of the creature was the being of the divine. Aquinas was familiar with
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the Neoplatonists in the works of Proclus and the Arabic Neoplatonist,
Avicenna, but Plotinus’ solution was not acceptable within Christian orthodoxy,
which from early on preached complete distinction between the creature and
Creator (Romans 1.25).

Augustine offered no adequate explanation of the relation of the creature
to God. Even though Augustine was very clear that God had created all being,
including matter. He also made it clear that the mutable nature of the creature
was distinct from the eternal being of God. But he had no positive explanation
of the relation of the being of the creature to God beyond an exemplarism,
which explained that the nature of creatures imitated ideas in the divine
intellect.

When Aquinas came to the problem of relating the being of the creature
to the being of God, reliant as he was on Aristotle, the Neoplatonists and
Augustine on so many points, the solution he forged was uniquely his own
and unprecedented.

His solution can be stated in a word: participation.

The creature participates in God's being. Stripping the term of its Platonic,
Aristotelian, and Plotinian meanings, Aquinas filled the term “participation”
with his own unique meaning. Plato had introduced the term participation
to explain the relation of things to the forms. Participants were deficient
likeness of wholly transcendent forms. The forms were so transcendent that
they were not at all realizable by participants, who shared the form only
denominatively and not by any real likeness. Neither did the transcendent
forms cause their likenesses in the world. The demiurge modeled his work
after the forms and the participant strove to imitate the forms, but the forms

themselves remained utterly distinct, unchanged, and inactive.
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Aristotle had a weak notion of participation by which different subjects
could be said to share a form, in that they were each of the same kind. But
Aristotelian participation made no claims as to the transcendence of one form
over the other.

Plotinian participation was far too strong in the likeness of participant
to participated, in that the being of the participant was in some sense the
being of the participated.

For Aquinas, the creature's participation in the being of God implied at
once: that the creature's being was at most analogously like God's being; that
the creature was wholly dependent upon God for its entire being and its being
was entirely caused by God; that it was the transcendence® of God beyond
the creature that required that the creature be wholly dependent upon God.
The merely analogous likeness of the creature to God meant more complete
dependence than the specific or generic likenesses found in other participation
relations among other causes and effects. It was precisely the difference of the
creature from God that signalled its absolute dependence upon God in all

aspects of its being, showing creation to be absolutely ex nihilo.

creatio ex nihilo
Aquinas believes that creatio ex nihilo is rationally demonstrable and
that it had been proven by philosophers as well as revealed by faith. By

contrast, the temporal finitude of the created world is not demonstrable and

*By transcendence here I mean that the likeness of the creature to God is less than
likeness of things sharing the same species and even less than likeness of things in the same
genus. A stone and a person share the generic likeness of being corporeal. Two white surfaces
share the same specific color, even if there are differences in the intesity of the color. God is
not in any species or genus so no creature can share a specific or generic likeness with him, but
only an analogous likeness.
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rests upon the claims of revelation alone.® Aquinas does not believe that
one could not prove the temporal finitude of the world from creatio ex nihilo
as Bonaventure tried (Sententiarum 2.1.1.1, q. 2.6). In his late work, On the
Eternity of the World against Grumblers, Aquinas argues that the eternity of

the world does not contradict creatio ex nihilo:

The question rests upon this, whether being created by God to
the full extent of ones substance contradicts not having a beginning
of duration or not. That they are not contradictory is proven
thus: (de Aeternitate Mundi contra Murmurantes)®

Aquinas argues that creatio ex nihilo does not imply non-being temporally
preceded being. Ex nihilo does not mean that there must first have been
nothing before there was something. Ex nihilo only denies that there was a
material or passive potency from which God created the world.

Aquinas took time to argue that the eternity of the world did not
contradict creatio ex nihilo, because if they were contradictory, the eternity of
the world would be demonstrably false, because creatio ex nihilo was

demonstrably true by reason:

If it were understood that something could have existed forever
besides God, as if there could be something eternal besides him,

“Jaroslav Pelikan sets the eternity of the world against creatio ex nihilo as contrary
postions. He quotes Aquinas’ discussion of the eternity of the world in Sumina Theologiae 146.2
as evidence that Aqinas held that “creatio ex nihilo could be known only by revelation and
that therefore the question lay beyond the competence of reason and philosophy to decide,”
The Growth of Medieval Theology (600-1300), Chicago: Unviersity of Chicago Press, 1978, p.
291.

In the passage cited, Aquinas only argues that the eternity of the world, cannot be disproved by
reason, but that does not show that creatio ex nihilo is unprovable, because the eternity of the
world and creatio ex nihilo are compatible positions (see below, in text).

*In hoc ergo tota consistit quaestio, utrum esse creatum a Deo secundum totam substantaim,
et non habere durationis principium, repugnent ad invicem, vel non. Quod autem non repugnent,
sic ostenditur. Opera v. 16, Parma: Fiaccador, 1865. p. 318.
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which was not made by him, this would be an abominable error
not only in faith, but also among the philosophers, who agreed
and proved that everything which is in any way, cannot be unless
it be caused by God, who maximally and truly has being. (de
Aeternitate Mundi contra Murmurantes)®

In the de Potentia Dei, Aquinas names Plato, Aristotle, and Avicenna as those
who have proved that God was the universal cause of being and therefore
showed creatio ex nihilo. Historically it is better to say that Aquinas developed
arguments for creatio ex nihilo from the writings of Plato and the second
book of the Metaphysics (which is probably not by Aristotle). In any case,
Aquinas believes that creatio ex nihilo was provable from the philosophy of
Plato and Aristotle independent from revelation.

He considers the reasons for creatio ex nihilo to be necessary:

It was demonstrated above (q. 44 a. 1, 2) that no entity can be that
is not from God, who is the universal cause of entire being.
Hence, it is necessary to say that God produces things from nothing
(ex nihilo) into being. (Summa Theologiae145.2)

By creatio ex nihilo Aquinas does not only deny that any matter is
presupposed to the creative act of God, but also that any essence, nature, form,

act, potency, or order is presupposed to creation:

That, therefore, which is the cause of things inasmuch as they
are beings, must be the cause of things not only inasmuch as
they are things in such states by accidental forms, and not only

%Si enim intelligatur quod aliquid praeter Deum potuerit semper fuisse, quasi possit
esse aliquid aeternum praeter eum, ab eo non factum; error abominabilis est non solum in fide,
sed etiam apud philosophos, qui confitentur et probant quod omne quod est quoquo modo, esse non
possit nisi causatum ab eo qui maxime et verissime habet esse. ed.Parma, v. 16, p. 318.

’Ostensum est autem supra quod nihil potest esse in entibus quod non sit a Deo, qui est
causa universalis totius esse. Unde necesse est dicere quod Deus ex nihilo res in esse producit.
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inasmuch as they are of such a kind by substantial forms, but
also according to all that which pertains to their being in any way
whatsoever. Thus, we must also affirm that prime matter is
created by the universal cause of beings. (Summa Theologiae 1
44.2)°

God creates all that pertains to being in any way whatsoever. Thus the potency
of matter by which material beings exist as individuals is created by God. The
forms which give them being are created by God. The essences by which
creatures are what they are, are created by God. The natures by which their
essences are displayed in operation are created by God. Their accidents, the
order of subsisting things one to another, everything that in any way is, is

created by God.

God creates esse

Aquinas’ definitions of creation each define creation as the production

of esse or ens:

1) We say this is to create, namely to produce a thing in being
according to its entire substance. (Scriptum super Libros
Sententiarum 2.1.1.2)°

2) emanation of the entire being from a universal cause, and
this emanation we designate by the name of creation. (Summa
Theologiael45.1)"°

*Hoc igitur quod est causa rerum inquantum sunt entia, oportet esse causam rerum, non
solumsecundumquod sunttalia per formas accidentales, nec secundum quod sunt haec per formas
substantiales, sed etiam secundum omne illud quod pertinet ad esse illorum quocumque modo. Et
sic oportet ponere etiam materiam primam creatam ab universali causa entium. ed. Leonine,
Opera v. 4, Roma: 1888, p. 458.

’Hoc autem creare dicimus, scilicet producere rem in esse secundum totam suam
substantiam. ed. R. P. Mandonnet, O. P., v. 2, Paris: Lethielleux, 1929, p. 18.

10 . . . . . . .
emanationem totius entis a causa universali, quae est Deus: et hanc quldem emanationem
designamus nomine creationis. ed. Leonine, v. 4, p. 464.
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Pursuant to the definition, Aquinas explains that the proper object of creation
is the existing substance, that which exists per se. The substance is created as a
package, which includes its principles (form and matter), and its accidents.
Form and matter are principles of the substance and do not have independent
being any more than accidents do. There is no immaterial form of a dog
running loose any more than there is a color red existing independent of any

surface.

Neither matter nor form nor accident is properly said to become,
but that which becomes is the subsisting thing. Since becoming
terminates in being, becoming properly belongs to that to which
being belongs by itself, that is to the subsistent thing. Hence,
neither matter nor form nor accident is properly said to be created,
but to be concreated. Properly, the subsisting thing is created,
whatever it is. (de Potentia Dei 3.1 ad 12)"!

God creates matter, but only in conjunction with form in a substance. Matter
considered by itself is in potency. To say that a merely potential being exists in

act is a contradiction:

To say that matter proceeds without from, is to say that a being is
in act without act, which implies a contradiction. (Summa
Theologiael66.1)"

Although he is clear that matter is only created informed, Aquinas

"neque materia neque forma neque accidens proprie dicuntur fieri; sed id quod fit est res
subsistens. Cum enim fieri terminetur ad esse, proprie ei convenit fieri cui convenit per se esse,
scilicet rei subsistenti: unde neque materia neque forma neque accidens proprie dicuntur creari,
sed concreari. Proprie autem creatur res subsistens, quaecumque sit. ed. P. Bazzi, et. al.,
Quaestiones Disputatae, v. 2, Taurini: Marietti, 1965, p. 40.

cf. Summa Theologiae 1 45.4, de Potentia Dei 3.8, deVer 27.3 ad 9.

“Dicere igitur materiam praecedere sine forma, est dicere ens actu sine actu: quod
implicat contradictionem. ed. Leonine, Opera v. 5, Roma: 1889, p. 154.
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refuses to choose between the two prevailing Christian theological accounts
of the creation of the material world: the two stage creation and Augustine’s
simultaneous creation. He notes that both accounts agree that matter cannot
be created without any form whatsoever. Therefore, the doctors of two stage
creation, Basil and Ambrose (see above), understood formless matter of the
first stage of creation as relatively formless. What is first created is not absolutely
formless but only formless with respect to its later internal formation and
place within the cosmos.

As for forms, Aquinas accepts no pre-substantial or eternal forms. As
we have seen, forms come into being only in the created substance. The same
is true for essences of things. Contrary to a common modern interpretation
(of Gilson, Wippel, and Dewan), the essences of things do not exist prior to
creation as distinct ideas in the mind of God eternally.'®> According to this
interpretation, some of these ideas serve as models for the things which are
actually created, while others are merely possible. This interpretation, the
exemplarist position, has been successfully challenged by Ross, who has argued
that essences are created with things. He explains Aquinas’ talk of ideas in the
mind of God as Aquinas adoption of the “going” terminology, but a literal
interpretation does not fit Aquinas’ metaphysics. Ross argues that Aquinas is
a voluntarist who claims that God chooses the universe and things he creates
and creates the essences of things with things. I will not summarize Ross’

arguments, many of which challenge the consistency of any exemplarist position

“See Etienne Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, Random
House, New York, 1955, p. 373.

John Wippel, “Thomas Aquinas, Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of Fontaines on the Reality of
Nonexisting Possibles,” ch. 7 of Metaphysical Themes in Thomas Aquinas, Washington, D. C.:
The Catholic University of America Press, 1984, pp. 163-90. Originally published in Review of
Metaphysics 34,1981, pp. 729-58.

Dewan, American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly, 65,1991, pp. 221-234, see note below.
165

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



in general.’ I will offer additional textual evidence for the voluntarist reading
of Aquinas.

To begin, contra the exemplarist reading of Aquinas, ideas and created
essences are distinct. Ideas are the essence of God, the essences of things are
not. God knows things in a more excellent way than they exist in their own
essences. He knows them through the perfection and in the unity of his own
essence. He does not need ideas which are distinct from his essence to know
or to create his creatures. Aquinas clearly distinguishes the essences of creatures

from the essence of God:

It must be that that by which there is cognition of a thing is
united to the knower. Hence, the essence of created things, since
it is separate from God, must not be the medium by which God
knows the things themselves. But he knows them through a
more noble medium, namely through his essence. Therefore,
he knows them more perfectly and in a more noble way, because
nothing but his essence is the principle of his cognition. (Scriptum

“James Ross, “Aquinas’s Exemplarism; Aquinas’s Voluntarism,” American Catholic
Philosophical Quarterly, 64,1990 pp. 171-198.

See responses to Ross by A. Maurer and L. Dewan, American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly,
65, 1991, pp. 213-220 and 221-234.

Maurer argues that Ross has read Gilson and Maurer’s postions unfairly, because they all agree
that God’s essence is his one idea. However Ross argues that multiplicity is only said of hte
divine ideas ad extra, Maurer seems to smuggle plurality back into the divine essence: “Plurality
enters into the ideas through God’s knowledge of himself as capable of being participated in
many ways by creatures,” p. 216.

Dewan unabashedly claims that there are a plurality of divine ideas and that Aquinas is a
photo-exemplarist, p. 221, and: “The multiplication of divine ideas by denomination from
creatures is not from actual creatures, or even from creatables which have been ‘tagged’ to be
created, but from creatables themselves, prior to the intention of the divine choice to create,” p.
222 (emphasis Dewan’s).

See Ross’ reply to Maurer and Dewan, American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly, 65, 1991,
pp- 235-243.

For another critique of exemplarism, particularly with respect to ideas for the possibles, sce W.
Norris Clarke, “What is Really Real?” Progress in Philosophy: Philosophical studies in honor
of Rev. Doctor Charles A. Hart, Bruce: Milwaukee, 1955, pp. 61-90. Clarke argues that real
existence of mere possibles would violate creatio ex nihilo and divine simplicity, p. 87.
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super Libros Sententiarum 1.36.2.1 ad 3)"°

Created essences, unlike ideas are “separate” and distinct from the essence
of God. Unlike God’s essence, essences of created things are created with

things:

Because being is attributed to an essence, not only the being, but
the essence itself is said to be created, because before it had being,
it was nothing, except perhaps in the intellect of the creator,

where it is not a creature, but a creating essence. (de Potentia Dei
3.5ad 2)'¢

Divine ideas cannot be identified with created essences, for Aquinas identifies

them with the essence of God:

Therefore, it must be said that in the divine wisdom there are
accounts of all things, which we above (q. 15 a. 1) called ideas,
that is exemplar forms existing in the divine mind. Although
these are multiplied with respect to things, in reality they are not
other than the divine essence, for his similarity can be participated
by diverse things in diverse ways. Thus, God himself is the first
exemplar of all things. (Summa Theologiae144.3)""

15oportet illud per quod est cognitio rei, esse unitum cognoscenti; unde essentia rerum
creatarum, cum sit separata a Deo, non potest esse medium cognoscendi ipsas res a Deo; sed
cognoscit eas nobiliori medio, scilicet per essentiam suam; et ideo perfectius cognoscit et nobiliori
modo; quia sic nihil nisi essentia eius est principium suae cognitionis. Parma, v. 6, Parma:
Fiaccador, p. 292.

quod ex hoc ipso quod quidditati esse attribuitur, non solum esse, sed ipsa quidditas
creari dicitur: quia antequam esse habeat, nihil est, nisi forte in intellectu creantis, ubi non est
creatura, sed creatrix essentia. ed. Bazzi, p. 49.

cf.de Veritate 5.9: omnem naturam immediate esse a Deo conditam. ed. Bazzi, op. cit., p. 164.

VEt ideo oportet dicere quod in divina sapientia sunt rationes omnium rerum: quas
supra diximus ideas, id est formas exemplares in mente divina existentes. Quae quidem, licet
multiplicentur secundum respectum ad res, tamen non sunt realiter aliud a divina essentia, prout
eius similitudo a diversis participari potest diversimode. Sic igitur ipse Deus est primum
exemplar omnium. ed. Leonine, v. 4, p. 460.

cf. Summa Theologiael15.1 ad 3.
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Ideas really are “nothing other than the divine essence.” The same cannot be
said of created essences. How could ideas equal both the essence of God and
created essences? How could other ideas be merely possibles while the essence
of God is in no way potential?

As the passage makes clear, God himself is the exemplar of all things.
All creatures are likenesses of him. They all participate in his being, but they
also imitate him in their essences, only by a different mode. Both the esse
and the essence of the creature are similitudes of God. There is one exemplar
of all creatures, but it is infinitely imitable by diverse creatures, because of its
perfection in being.

How do we get to talk of many ideas? The ideas are “multiplied” with
respect to things. In reality they are only one: the divine essence. They are
only many because the ideated things are many. There are many things
which are made as likenesses of God. There are infinite ways he can and is
copied. Therefore, there are many ideas. The multiplicity of ideas arises only
from the multiple and diverse copying of the single divine essence. Talk of
ideas presupposes that something is made which is an image of the divine
essence. If there were no creation, there would be no ideas. The term idea
refers to the divine essence with respect to something which is a copy of the
divine essence, just as creator refers to God with respect to the work of creation
(Summa Theologiae 1 13.7). Whereas creator refers to the whole of creation
and is therefore singular, the relation of idea is different according to the
diversity of kinds of creatures and is therefore plural. But the plurality signifies

the multiplicity of copies, not in a multiplicity of the essence of God.

Hence, this name idea names the divine essence according as it is
the exemplar imitated by the creature. The divine essence will
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be the proper idea of this thing according to a determined mode
of imitation. Because diverse creatures imitate it in other ways,
it is said that it is another idea or account by which human and
horse are created. Hence, it follows that with respect to many
things which imitate the divine essence in different ways, there
is a plurality among ideas, although the imitated essence is one.
(Scriptum super Libros Sententiarum 1.36.2.2)'®

God creates essences in substances. In Aquinas’ creationist and
substantialist system, there is no room and no need for distinct ideas as models

for creation.

order of nature

Just like essences, the whole order of nature (or laws of nature) is
created and instituted by God (de Potentia Dei 6.1 ad 6; Summa Theologiae |
25.5 ad 3). Here as elsewhere, Aquinas’ substantialism comes through. Laws
of nature do not float around as disconnected abstractions. The course or law
of nature consists in the ordering of creatures one to another, that is in the
exercise of the power of one substance over another: “cursus autem naturae
est secundum ordinem unius creaturae ad aliam” (de Potentia Dei 6.1 ad 3).

The universal governing principles of the cosmos rest in the power of
the highest created substances, separated intelligences, i.e., angels. The higher

in the order of the universe the creature, the more universal its effects:

The higher any substance, the more universal is its power. The

*Unde cum hoc nomen id ea nominet essentiam divinam secundum quod est exemplar
imitatum a creatura, divina essentia erit propria idea istius rei secundum determinatum
imitationis modum. Et quia alio modo imitantur eam diversae creaturae, ideo dicitur quod est
alia idea vel ratio qua creatur homo et equus; et exinde sequitur quod secundum respectum ad
plures res quae divinam essentiam diversimode imitantur, sit pluralitas in ideis, quamvis essentia
imitata sit una. Parma, v. 6, p. 293.

cf. de Veritate 3.2 co, ad 2.
169

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



power of an intellectual substance is more universal than the
power of a body. The higher intellectual substances have powers
which are not explicable by any corporeal power. Therefore, they
are not united to any body. (Summa contra Gentiles 3 80)"°

Since the separate intellectual substances are more universal than bodies,

they have power over all bodies:

Particular powers are naturally able to be moved by universal
powers, as is clear as much in art as in nature. It is right that
intellective power is more universal than any other operative
power, for intellective power contains universal forms. Every
operative power is only from some proper form of the operator.
It is therefore necessary that every other creature is moved and
ruled by intellectual powers. (Summa contra Gentiles 3 78)*°

These are the immutable intellectual principles of the universe. Tfley govern

everything that happens in the physical realm, both heavenly and terrestrial.

They govern the motions of the heavenly bodies:

Elements therefore act by the power of the celestial bodies and
the celestial bodies by the power of the separate substances. Hence,
when the activity of the separate substances ceases, then the activity
of the heavenly body must cease. When it ceases, the activity of
the elemental body must cease. (de Potentia Dei 5.8)"'

Pquanto aliqua substantia est superior, tanto virtus eius est universalior; virtus vero
intellectualis substantiae est universalior virtute corporis: superiores quidem inter intellectuales
substantias habent virtutes non explicabiles per aliquam virtutem corpoream, et ideo non sunt
corporibus unitae. ed. Leonine, v. 14, Roma: 1926, p. 232.

cf. Summa Theologiae 1 110.1.

®Virtutes particulares natae sunt moveri a virtutibus universalibus: ut patet tam in
arte quam in natura. Constat autem quod virtus intellectiva est universalior omni alia virtute
operativa: nam virtus intellectiva continet formas universales, omnis autem virtus operativa
tantum est ex aliqua forma propria operantis. Oportet igitur quod per virtutes intellectuales
moveantur et regantur omnes aliae creaturae. ed. Leonine, v. 14, p. 230.

*'Elementa ergo agunt in virtute corporum caelestium et corpora caelestia agunt in virtute
substantiarum separatarum; unde cessante actione substantiae separatae, oportet quod cesset
actio corporis caelestis; et ea cessante oportet quod cesset actio corporis elementaris. ed. Bazzi,
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Their effects in the lower bodies are only mediated through the motion of the
heavenlies (de Veritate 5.8). Through the heavenlies, the separated substances

have very specific effects on earth:

Such forms proceed from separate substances as from first
principles, which by the mediation of the power and motion of
heavenly bodies, impress forms which are intellectual with them
into corporeal matter. (de Operationibus Occultis Naturae)?

The forms which Aquinas mentions are the forms found in the hierarchy of
nature above the virtues of the elements and minerals and below the human
soul. These include the forms of minerals, plants, and animals. Aquinas
attributes the forms of minerals, plants, and animals to the agency of the
heavenly bodies (see below), but they can be traced further back to more
universal causes: the separated substances. Aquinas gives specific examples

of this in the de Anima:

Above these forms are again the souls of plants, which have a
similarity not only to the heavenly bodies, but also to the movers
of the heavenly bodies, inasmuch as they are the principles of
any motion for all which move themselves. Further above these
are the souls of beasts which have a similarity to the substance
moving the heavenly bodies, not only in the operation by which
they move bodies, but also because they are cognitive in
themselves, even though the knowledge of beasts is only of
material things and is material itself, in that it needs material
organs. (de Anima1 co.)®

p. 152.

ZProcedunt tales formae a substantiis separatis sicut a primis principiis, quae mediante
virtute et motu caelestium corporum imprimunt formas apud se intellectas in materiam
corporalem. ed. Leonine, Opera v. 43, Roma: 1976, p. 184.

PSuper has autem formas sunt iterum animae plantarum, quae habent similitudinem
non solum ad ipsa corpora caelestia, sed ad motores corporum caelestium in quantum sunt principia
cuiusdam motus, quibusdam seipsa moventibus. Super has autem ulterius sunt animae brutorum,
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In good Aristotelian tradition, the motors of the celestials are separated
substances. The similarities referred to here are the forms of plants and
animals and are among the forms referred to as the effects of the separate
substances in the passage from the de Operationibus Occultis Naturae quoted
above. Thus, the similarity here is not accidental, but it is a participation
caused by the separated substances themselves. They produce the power of
motion in plants and animals as their own likeness in the material realm.

The changes suffered by the effects of the separated substances in the
material realm are due to the mediation of the motions of the celestial bodies
which introduce alteration into the lower realm (Summa Contra Gentiles 3
91.4). The celestial bodies cause generations and corruptions in the material
realm (Summa Theologiael115.3 co, ad 2).

Thus Aquinas establishes a hierarchy of substances by which higher
substances produce both forms and orders in lower realms. There are no
absolute, abstract laws of nature in his system. The “laws” governing the
cosmos are all effects of substances. Both substances and their subsequent
order are produced by God ex nihilo.

Even mathematical truths follow from the creation of things.
Mathematicals are not independent entities but abstracted from the motion

and matter of things:

Mathematicals do not subsist as independent beings. Because if
they subsisted, there would be some good in them, namely their
being. But mathematicals are independent only in reason, as
they are abstracted from motion and material. (Summa

quae similitudinem iam habent ad substantiam moventem caelestia corpora, non solum in
operatione qua movent corpora, sed etiam in hoc quod in seipsis cognoscitivae sunt; licet brutorum
cognitio sit materialium tantum, et materialiter, unde organis corporalibus indigent. ed. Bazzi,
op. cit., p. 284.
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Theologiae15.3 ad 4)**

Mathematicals are abstracted from things. Truth and impossibility in

mathematics and even in logic rest only in the formal reason of things:

The logician and mathematician consider things only according
to formal principles. Hence, nothing is impossible in logic or
mathematics, except that which is contrary to the formal reason
of a thing. (de Potentia Dei6.1ad 11)®

There is no independent truth to numbers, only that which is grounded in
the reality of things from which they are abstracted. Had God made different
things, then the truths of mathematics would have been different. We know
that different geometries are possible merely by varying principles such as the
definition of straight lines. Given a universe not based on three dimensions
or extension in space as we know it, it is easy to imagine that the truths of

mathematics would be quite different.

participation
Aquinas' discussions of creatio ex nihilo tell only part of the story of
the creature's dependence upon God. For a fuller picture of the relation of
the creature to God, we need to consider the meaning of the term “participation.”
The term is very important in Aquinas’ works, occurring over 3000

times in his writings (in both noun and verb forms: participation and to

*mathematica non subsistunt separata secundum esse: quia si subsisterent, esset in eis
bonum, scilicet ipsum esse ipsorum. Sunt autem mathematica separata secundum rationem tantum,
prout abstrahuntur a motu et materia. ed. Leonine, v. 4, p. 59.

Zlogicus et mathematicus considerant tantum res secundum principia formalia; unde
nihil est impossibile in logicis vel mathematicis, nisi quod est contra rei formalem rationem.
ed. Bazzi, p. 160.
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participate). It also occurs at very key points in the presentation of both of
Aquinas’ longest and most systematic presentations of Christian doctrine, the
Summa Contra Gentiles*® and the Summa Theologiae.”

In the past, the Platonist overtones of the term led many Thomas scholars
to relegate it to secondary importance. That changed with the work of Fabro
and Geiger, two scholars who rightly estimated the importance of the doctrine

and successfully brought it to the forefront of Thomistic studies.?®

BSumma Contra Gentiles,lib.1¢.16n.5;¢.17n.7;¢.22n.9;¢.23n.2;¢.25n. 6; c. 28 n. 4;
¢.29n.5;¢.32n.6;¢c.32n.7;¢c.38n.4;¢.38n.5;¢c.40n. 3;¢c. 41 n. 3;¢c.43n.8;,¢c.43n.9;c.60n.4;c. 75
n3c75n4c¢78n.3;¢c.81n.4;,¢.89n.12,¢c.9n. 3;¢c.98n.4,¢c.102n.4;lib2c.2n.4,¢c.8n.3;¢c. 15
n.5;¢.32n.9:¢35n.7;¢c.35n.8;,¢c.52n.8;¢c.53n. 4; ¢. 59 n. 3; c. 98 N.10.

ZSumma Theologica, Prima Pars,q.3a.2c0.;q.3a.4c0,;,q.3a.8¢c0.;q.4a.2¢c0;q.4a.2
ad3;q.4a.3co0;q.4a.3ad 3;q.5a.2ad1;q.5a.3ad 3;q.6a.1co;q.6a.1ad 2;q.6 a.4 co.;q.9
a.lad2;q.10a.2ad1;q.10a.2ad 2;q.10a.3co;q. 10a.3ad 1;q. 10a.5ad 1; q. 11 a. 1 ad 2; q.
12a.11ad 3;q.12a.2co,;q. 12a.2ad 1;q. 12a. 4 co0.;q. 12a.6 co.;q. 12a. 6 ad 3;q. 13 a. 10 co.; q.
13a.3ad1;q.13a.5ad1;q.13a.9co;q.13a.9ad 1;q. 13 pr.; q. 14a.6 co.; q. 14a.9ad 2; q. 15 a.
2co;q.18a.4ad 3;q.19a.2¢c0.;q.22a. 2c0,;q. 23a.4ad 1;q.24a.2ad 3;q. 25a.3ad 3;q. 33a. 3
adl;q.41a.3ad4;q.42a.1ad 2;q.43a.3co;q.44a.1co,;q.44a.1ad1;q.44a.3co;q. 4 a.3
ad2;q.44a.4ad 3;q.45a.5c0.;q.45a.5ad 1;q.47a.1co.;q.47a.2ad 2;q. 48a.6 co.;q.49a.3
ad4;q.54a.1c0,;q.57a.1co.;q.57a.3ad 4;q.57a.4ad 3;q.61a.1co.;q.63a.3¢co.;q.64a.1ad
4;q.65a.4¢c0,;q.65a.4ad 2;q.68a.4¢c0.;q.75a.5ad 1;q.75a.5ad 4;q. 77 a. 7 co.; q. 79 a. 2 ad
2,q.79a.3¢0.;q.79a.4co0;q.79a.4ad1;q.79a.4ad 5;q.80a.1¢co,;q. 84a.1¢co,;q.84a.4 co.; q.
84a.4co;q.84a.4ad1;q.84a.5c0,;q.84a.6c0.;q.85a.1co.;q.85a.3ad 1; q.85a. 8 co.; q. 86
a.4ad2;,q.87a.1c0.;q.88a.1¢co0.,;q.89a.1ad 3;q.89a.4¢co.;q.90a.1ad 2, q.90a.2ad 1, q. 93
a.2ad1;q.93a.3ad3;q. % a.1co;q.%a 1co;q.%alad4;q.103a.2ad 2;q.103a.4 co.; q.
104 a.1co.;q.105a.5co.;q. 106 a. 4 co.; q. 107a. 2 co.; q. 108 a. 5 co.; q. 108 a. 5ad 2; q. 108 a. 5 ad
4;,q.109a.4co.;q.110a.2co; q. 113a.3ad 3;q. 113 a. 6 co; q. 115a. 1 co.; q. 115a. 1 ad 4; q. 115 a.
3ad 2;q.117a.1 co.

®L.-B. Geiger, O. P., La participation dans la philosophie de S. Thomas d’Aquin, Paris:
1942.

Cornelius Fabro first made his distinction between transcendental and predicamental
participation in La nozionemetafisica di partecipazione secundo S. Tommaso d’ Aquino, Torino:
1939, 2nd ed., 1950.

See also Fabro, Participation et causalité selon s. Thomas d’Aquin, Louvain-Paris, 1961, which,
in spite of its title, is also in Italian.

For my discussion I am relying on Fabro, “Intensive Hermeneutics of Thomistic Philosophy: The
notion of participation,” Review of Metaphysics 27,1974, trans., B. M. Bonansea, pp. 449-491.

Check also C. A. Hart, “Participation and the five Ways,” The New Scholasticism 26, 1952,
pp- 267-282. Hart interprets participation in esse as an essence participating in the act of esse:
“He thus establishes his own unique doctrine of participation by making the act of existence the
supreme act which is participated in various kinds of existing beings by a distinct limiting
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The systematic presentations of Fabro and Geiger played key roles in
elucidating the term. However, neither properly took into account the
equivocacy of the term in Aquinas’ text. Given its complex history and Aquinas’
proclivity to use rather than reform the terminology of his predecessors,

equivocation was almost bound to occur in Aquinas’ use of the term.

Fabro and Geiger

Fabro and Geiger each presented his own two-fold system of participation.
Geiger distinguished two systems of participation: 1) participation by
composition and 2) participation by similarity also known as participation by
formal hierarchy. In the first, composition is the cause of the limited perfection
of the participant. In the second, participation by similarity, composition is
consequent to formal limitation in the participant.”” Geiger draws his
distinction based on his study of Aquinas’ discussion of participation in the
Commentary on the de Hebdomadibus of Boethius. There Aquinas
distinguishes three readings of the term participation, which in general means
to possess a part.’® Aquinas says that the recipient possesses only a part
because it receives 1) a universal as a particular; 2) an abstract as a concrete

subject; or 3) a cause as an effect. As examples of case 1 Aquinas cites a species

principle of potential existence designated as essence,” p. 282. The picture of an essence
participating in an act of esse is misleading. No prior potential essence exists in order to
participate.

Aquinas does refer to natures participating in being when he is discussing separate substances as
a way of explaining the real distinction between essence and existence (de Spiritualibus Creaturis
1, de Substantiis Separatis), but this is not his general way of discussing participation.

Si la composition explique la limitation, nous sommes en présence de la participation
par composition. ... Sila limitation est antérieure, naturellement, ala composition, encore
qu'elle puisse I'impliquer, et méme nécessairement, a titre de conséquence, nous avons affaire a
la participation par hiérarchie formelle. Geiger, op. cit., p. 29.

®Est autem participare quasi partem capere. in Librum Boetii de Hebdomadibus,
Expositio2, ed.Parma, v.17, Parma: Fiaccador, 1864, p. 341.
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participating in a genus (e.g., human in animal), and an individual participating
in a species (e.g., Socrates in human). As examples of concrete subjects (case 2)
Aquinas uses matter participating in form and a subject in accidents. Effects
are said to participate in their causes (case 3) especially when they are not
adequate to their causes (as in the case of air participating in the light of the
sun).

Geiger takes the first example as proof that participation can occur without
composition, for species and genus are not composed, rather they form a
substantial unity (p. 50). Their participation is by similarity and dissimilarity
with respect to a form.”

Material diversity in the world is based on composition, and formal
multiplicity is based on formal hierarchy (p. 68). Aquinas took Aristotelian
participation, that by composition, as the base for the sensual knowledge of
the world and superimposed on it a modified Platonic participation of similarity
which explained the formal diversity of the world as the creation of God (p.
455).

Fabro takes issue with Geiger’s distinction between participation by
composition and similarity, charging that to do so “is to break the Thomistic
synthesis at its center which is the assimilation and mutual subordination of
the couplets of act-potency and participatum-participans in the emergence of a

new concept of esse.”*

Fabro himself distinguishes a fundamental division
of participation between transcendental and predicamental participation. “The

former is concerned with esse, with the pure perfections that are directly

*Mais le point de vue formel qui définit la participation et qui permet de I'étendre aux
rapports entre le genre et I'espece, comme a ceux de I'espece et de I'individu, c'est bien la relation
de similitude ou de dissmilitude entre les états différents d'une méme forme. Geiger, op. cit., p.
49.

%Cornelio Fabro, “Intensive Hermeneutics,” p- 469.
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grounded in it; the latter is concerned with univocal formalities, such as
genera with respect to species and species with respect to individuals” (p. 471).
Transcendental and predicamental participation can each be further divided
into static and dynamic participation. Static is the act-potency distinction
between essence and esse in the case of transcendental participation. In the
case of predicamental, it is the act-potency distinction between matter and
form and substance and accidents. “Parallel to the division of static participation
and dependent on it, is the division of dynamic participation as causality,
inasmuch as being by participation stems from being that exists by its very
nature” (p. 473). Created esse is act with respect to the created essence, which
itself derives “from the divine essence through divine Ideas” (p. 474). “Causality
as predicamental participation, on the other hand, is concerned with fieri,
which is the becoming or development of created reality within the order of
genera and species” (p. 474). I don’t think Fabro or Geiger succeeded in
dividing participation according to the proper criteria. Each system misses the
distinctions which Aquinas maintains in his usage. Geiger’s division by
composition and similarity seeks to divide two of the key features which are
shared by all participation. All participation involves composition and
similarity.

Fabro’s fundamental distinction between transcendental and
predicamental leaves out a whole class of non-transcendental, non-
predicamental participations which are the prime examples Aquinas uses to
explain participation in the being of God. These are equivocal causal
participations, such as air participating in the light of the sun or water
participating in heavenly motions. They are not transcendental predicates,

but neither do they fit individual/species or species/genus participation of
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Fabro’s predicamental participation. Neither do they fit the predicamental
participation in that their causation is not a causation of fieri as is the case in
Fabro’s predicamental participation.

By failing to divide participation properly Fabro and Geiger give a wrong
picture of the participation of the creature in God. It is fundamentally unlike
the participation of individuals in species and species in genera.

There is a fundamental distinction in participation which cuts across
both Fabro’s and Geiger’s distinctions. It is a distinction which Aquinas never
makes very directly, but it does emerge quite clearly upon consideration of
Aquinas’s use of the term. More importantly the distinction does help to
elucidate some of the interpretative difficulties presented by Aquinas’ text.
Grammatically speaking the distinction is between transitive and intransitive
participation. In intransitive participation, the participants share a form with
each other. The object of participation is logical only. There is no species or
genus external to the individuals which are said to participate in them. In
transitive, the participant shares a form with its cause. The cause really exists
beyond the participants.

For example, consider “Socrates and Plato participate in humanity”
versus “Socrates participates in the being of God.” In each case participation
means to share, but in each usage, the minimum conditions for sharing differ.
Intransitive participation requires a plurality of participants, as the notion of
sharing arises from the mutuality of the participated among the participants.
In transitive, only one participant is required as the notion of sharing arises
from the participated communicating something of itself with the participant.
In intransitive participation, no hierarchy between participants is implied.

Socrates and Plato can share humanity equally. In transitive, the participated
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is the cause and the participant has a diminished likeness of the actuality of
the participated.

Because of the distinction between mutuality and hierarchy, intransitive
will henceforth be called horizontal participation, and transitive will be called
vertical. Horizontal and vertical participation share little more than a
name and should be considered equivocal. Each participation requires its
own definition. When one considers the definition which Aquinas gives for
participation, it becomes clear that it applies only to vertical participation, not

to horizontal. Aquinas gives a definition for participation in only one place:

To participate is nothing other than to receive partially from
another. (Commentary in de Caelo et Mundo, 2.18)*

The definition fits the sense of vertical participation in that it makes explicit
reference to reception from an external cause. It does not fit horizontal
participation. Socrates does not receive anything partially from humanity.

Aquinas never makes this distinction in participation directly, but he does
distinguish two types of similarity which makes the distinction we are looking

for:

Things can be said similar in two ways. They either participate
in one form, as two white things participate in whiteness,

or one which has a form by participation imitates that which has
it essentially, as if a white body were said to be similar to separate
whiteness, or the body mixed with fire were similar to fire itself.
A creature can have such a similarity which places composition
in one and simplicity in the other, with respect to God, as it
participates in goodness or wisdom or anything of this kind,
each of which is in God as his essence. (Scriptum super Libros

®nam participare nihil aliud est quam ab alio partialiter accipiere. ed. Leonine, v. 3,
Roma: 1886, p. 193.
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Sententiarum 148.1.1)**

In one similarity, similar things share a common form. In the other,
one shares the form which the other has essentially. These are the two types
of sharing or participation which we have been discussing. Notice too that
the example of sharing whiteness is really a case of horizontal participation
although Aquinas uses a counter-factual case of independent whiteness as an
example of vertical participation. In the real world sharing whiteness is
horizontal participation, but Aquinas uses it counter-factually to illustrate
vertical participation. He uses this type of counter-factual example frequently,
even though he does not believe in an independently existing form of whiteness
or heat. Because these types of examples muddle the lines between the two
kinds of participation, they are a source of a good deal of confusion. Because
they are juxtaposed here, the true whiteness of horizontal participation can be
easily distinguished from the counter-factual independent form of whiteness
that would be required to make sharing whiteness a true case of vertical
participation.

Participation in the esse of God is a case of vertical participation. Cases
of horizontal participation, such as participation in humanity or whiteness,
tell us very little about participation in the being of God. In the main, Aquinas
uses examples of vertical participation to illustrate participation in the esse of

God. On rare occasion he will use an example of horizontal participation in

¥Contingit autem aliqua dici similia dupliciter. Vel ex eo quod participant unam formam,
sicut duo albi albedinem. ..

Vel ex eo quod unum quod participative habet formam, imitatur illud quod essentialiter habet.
Sicut si corpus album diceretur simile albedini separatae, vel corpus mixtum igneitate ipsi igni.
Et talis similitudo quae ponit compositionem in uno et simplicitatem in alio, potest esse creaturac
ad Deum participantis bonitatem vel sapientiam vel aliquid huiusmodi, quorum unumquodque
in Deo est essenta eius. ed.Parma, v. 6, p. 375 f.
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connection with participation in the esse of God. That does not nullify the
distinction which Aquinas himself makes. It rather illustrates his ability to
use analogous illustrations.

Again, Aquinas’ defines to participate etymologically as: to possess
partially from another.*® His definition can be more fully explained as: to
receive act (form or being) in a limited way from an agent. The participant
does not receive the form of the agent equally with the agent, but according to
some limitation. The greater the limitation, the less the similarity.

At the closest level the participant shares the form of the cause according
to a material limitation. A material limitation is not great enough to make
the shared form of a different species. At the next level, the shared form is so
limited so as to bear only a generic likeness with the agent. At the lowest
level of similarity, the being of God transcends specific and generic comparison
with the being of the creature, so that the creature is only analogously like the
being of God.

Aquinas illustrates the generic and specific similarity among corporeal

causes and effects:

Of the forms which come into act in matter through the activity
of a corporeal agent, some are produced according to the perfect
account of the species and according to perfect being in material,
just as the form of the generator. Therefore, contrary principles
do not remain in the matter and forms of this kind remain after
the activity of the generator, until the time of their corruption.
But some forms are produced according to a perfect account of
the species but not according to perfect being in material, just as
the heat which is in heated water has the perfect species of heat,
but not perfect being, because it is from the application of the
form to matter. Therefore, a form contrary to this quality remains

*The use of partialiter and capere in the definition are clearly based upon an etymology
of parti-cipere. The definition of participation in Aquinas’ commentary on Boethius’ de¢

Hebdomadibus 2 is even more directly etymmological: partem capere.
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in the matter. Forms of this kind remain for a time after the
activity of the agent, but they are prevented from remaining for
long by the contrary principle which is in the matter. Some
forms are produced in matter according to an imperfect species
and according to imperfect being, as light in the air from a lighted
body. For light is not in the air by a natural and perfect form as it
is in the lighted body, but through an intentional mode. Hence,
the appearance of a person remains in a mirror only as long as it
is opposite the person. Thus, the light is not in the air, except in
the presence of the lighted body. Intentions of this kind depend
upon natural forms of bodies absolutely, and not only accidentally.
Therefore their being does not remain when the activity of the
agent ceases. (de Potentia Dei5.1ad 6)*°

When heat is received by water, it receives a materially limited form of heat,
not a formally limited form of heat. It is still the species of heat even though
water does not receive the act of heat with the same perfection by which the
heat exists in the fire. Because water is by nature cold, opposition to the heat
of the fire remains in the matter of the water. Still the heat exists in the same
specific nature of heat and behaves as the heat in the fire does, tending upwards,
heating others and the like.

Because the water does not fully have the form of heat, even though it

has heat according to the same formality, it is said merely to participate in the

*formarum quae incipiunt actu esse in materia per actionem corporalis agentis, guaedam
producuntur secundum perfectam rationem speciei et secund um perfectum esse in materia, sicut et
forma generantis, eo quod in materia non remanent contraria principia, et huiusmodi formae
remanent post actionem generantis, usque ad tempus corruptionis. Quaedam vero formae
producuntur quidem secundum perfectam rationem speciei, non autem secundum perfectum esse in
materia, sicut calor qui est in aqua calefacta, habet perfectam speciem caloris, non tamen
perfectum esse, quod est ex applicatione formae ad materiam, eo quod in materia remanet forma
contraria tali qualitati. Et huiusmodi formae possunt ad modicum remanere post actionem agentis;
sed prohibentur diu permanere a contrario principio, quod est in materia. Quaedam vero
producuntu: in materia et secundum imperfectam speciem et secundum imperfectum esse, sicut
lumen in atre a corpore lucido. Non enim lumen est in aére sicut quaedam forma naturalis perfecta
prout est in corpore lucido, sed magis per modum intentionis. Unde sicut similitudo hominis non
manet in speculo nisi quamdiu est oppositum homini, ita nec lumen in aére, nisi apud praesentiam
corporis lucidi: huiusmodi enim intentiones dependent a formis naturalibus corporum per se, et
non solum per accidens; et ideo esse eorum non manet cessante actione agentium. ed. P. Bazzi, p.
132.
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form of heat.

By contrast an image of a person in the mirror does not have the same
specific form as the person has. The person in the mirror is not a living,
breathing animal, even though it shares something of the appearance of a
living breathing animal. Although the image in the mirror shares nothing of
the substance of the person, it does share something of the quality and quantity
of the person. Thus, there is some shared generic likeness according to the
genera of quality and quantity.

To say that the creature participates in the being of God is to speak of
even a greater limitation. The being of God is not of a different species or
genus, but transcends all species and genus. The being received by the creature
is only analogously like God's being, and not merely limited by being of a

different species:

Since every agent makes that which is similar to itself inasmuch
as it is an agent, and every agent acts according to its form, it is
necessary that a likeness of the form of the agent is in the effect.
Therefore, if the agent is contained in the same species as the
effect, there will be a likeness between maker and made in form
according to the same specific account, just as a human generates
a human. If the agent is not contained in the same species, there
will be a likeness, but not according to the same specific account,
just as the things which are generated by the power of the sun.
They do not receive the form of the sun in a specific likeness, but
in a generic likeness.

If, therefore, there is an agent which is not contained in any
genus, its effects will even more remotely approximate a likeness
of the form of their agent, not by participating in a likeness of the
form of the agent according to a specific or generic likeness, but
by a certain analogy, just as being itself is common to all. Such
are those which are from God. Inasmuch as they are beings, they
are like him as the prime, universal principle of entire being.
(Summa Theologiae 14.3)”

Cum enim omne agens agat sibi simile inquantum est agens, agit autem unumquodque
secundum suam formam, necesse est quod in effectu sit similitudo formae agentis. Si ergo agens

183

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



The sun causes heat in terrestrial bodies, but according to Aquinas, the heat
caused by the sun on the earth is not of the same mode as heat in the sun
(Summa contra Gentiles 1 29). In Aristotelian physics, the heat in earthly
bodies tends upwards, heat in the sun does not. The sun does not have
motion from the center, but only its eternal circular orbit. Even though they
are not of the same specific formality, the heat in both sun and earth are
corporeal effects, and they share a generic likeness.

God transcends genus and species, therefore no creature shares a specific
or generic likeness with God. Nevertheless there is a real likeness, albeit
analogous. Thus common predicates applied to God and creatures are only
analogous (Summa Theologiae113.5).

Aquinas illustrates by citing the notion of ipsum esse, which he says is
common to all. But it cannot be common to all by shared specific or generic
likeness, since it applies to all genera. It bears only an analogous likeness
across genera. Thus to say “exist” in the statement that grams exist (in the
genus of quantity) is only analogous to existence in the statement that a dog
exists (in the genus of substance). To say “exist” in “the relationship of paternity
exists between a father and his daughter” (in the genus of relation) is only
analogous to saying “exist” in “the daughter exists.” The existence in the

relationship is consequent upon the substantial existence of the child.

sit contentum in eadem specie cum suo effectu, erit similitudo inter faciens et factum in forma,
secundum eadem rationem speciei; sicut homo generat hominem. Si autem agens non sit contentum
in eadem specie, erit similitudo, sed non secundum eandem rationem speciei; sicut ea quae
generantur ex virtute solis, accedunt quidem ad aliquam similitudem solis, non tamen ut recipiant
formam solis secundum similitudinem speciei, sed secundum similitudinem generis.

Si igitur sit aliquod agens, quod non in genere contineatur, effectus eius adhuc magis accedent
remote ad similitudinem formae agentis: non tamen ita quod participent similitudinem formae
agentis secundum eandem rationem speciei aut generis, sed secundum aliqualem analogiam, sicut
ipsum esse est commune omnibus. Et hoc modo illa quae sunt a Deo, assimilantur ei inquantum
sunt entia, ut primo et universali principio totius esse. ed. Leonine, v. 4, p. 54.
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To say that any creature exists is only analogously like saying God exists.
Comparison is further restricted in that the creature can be said to be

like God; not God like the creature:

Because that which is perfectly in God is found in other things by
some deficient participation, that by which similarity is noted,
belongs to God absolutely, not to the creature. Thus, the creature
has something that is of God and is thus rightly said to be like
God. It cannot be said that God has something that is of the
creature. Hence, God cannot consistently said to be like the
creature, just as we do not say a person is like an image, but the
image is rightly said to be like the person. (Summa contra Gentiles
129)%

The creature shares a likeness with God, not God with the creature. We use

similar conventions in speech today. For example, we say that a daughter is

like or takes after her mother, not that a mother takes after her daughter.
Creation is not from any passive potency in God. There is no passive

potency in God:

That which is in potency, is not brought into act except by a being
in act. It was shown (q. 2 a. 3) that God is the first being. It is
impossible that there is any potency in God. (Summa Theologiae
[, 3.1)*

Creation is not a actualization in God from potency to act. In Aquinas’

*Quia igitur id quod in Deo perfecte est, in rebus aliis per quandam deficientem
participationem invenitur, illud secundum quod similitudo attenditur, Dei quidem simpliciter
est, non autem creaturae: Et sic creatura habet quod Dei est, unde et Deo recte similis recte
dicitur. Non autem sic potest dici Deum habere quod creaturae est. Unde nec convenienter
dicitur Deum creaturae similem esse, sicut nec hominem dicimus suae imagini esse similem, cui
tamen sua imago recte similis enuntiatur. ed. Leonine, v. 13, p. 90.

®quod est in potentia, non reducitur in actum nisi per ens actu. Ostensum autem est igitur
quod Deus est primum ens. Impossibile est igitur quod in Deo sit aliquid in potentia. ed. Leonine,
v.4,p. 351
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metaphysics act precedes potency and nothing is brought from act to potency
except by a being in act. A creator who moved from potency to act would
require another being in act to move it from potency to act, which would
contradict the concept of creator. Creation is not a change in God.

For Aquinas creation is not a change at all, for a change implies difference
in something, before and after. In creation there is no change in God, neither

is there a change in the creature properly speaking:

In every change or motion, there must be “something which is
in a different state now than before. This is what the name
‘change’ means” (Aristotle, Physics A 7). When the entire
substance of a thing is produced in being, there cannot be anything
which is in different states, because that thing would not be
produced, but presupposed to production. Therefore, creation is
not a change. (Summa contra Gentiles2.17)*°

Since there was nothing to change from, there is no change in creation. Creation
is a newness of being in the creature with relation to the creator, not a change

from an earlier state:

Hence, in creating God produces things without motion. When
motion is removed from action and passion, nothing remains
except relation, as was said (a. 2, ad 2). Hence, it remains that
creation is only in the creature as a certain relation to the creature
as to the principle of its being. (Summa Theologiae 145.3)"'

“In omni mutatione vel motu oportet esse aliquid aliter se habens nunc et prius: hoc
enim ipsum nomen mutationis ostendit. Ubi autem tota substantia rei in esse producitur, non
potest esse aliquod idem aliter et aliter se habens: quia illud non esset productum, sed productioni
praesuppositum. Non est ergo creatio mutatio. ed. Leonine, v. 13, p. 304.

cf. ST145.2 ad 2.

“"UndeDeus, creando, producit res sine motu. Subtracto autem motu ab actione et passione,
nihil remanet nisi relatio, ut dictum est. Unde relinquitur quod creatio in creatura non sit nisi
realtio quaedam ad Creatorem, ut ad principium sui esse. ed. Leonine, v. 4, p. 467.
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Creation is only a real relation in the creature. In God it is merely a rational
relation. Aquinas argues that when things are not of the same order, then the
relation can be real on one side and merely rational on the other. For example,
sensible and intellectual being in the senses and mind are not of the same
order as their objects in the world. The sense is ordered to the knowledge of
the object and when the sense comes to know its object it stands in a real
relation to its object. The object has only a rational relation to the sense
(Summa Theologiae 1 13,7). When I look at the moon, I stand in a real
relation to the moon as a perceiver. The moon does not stand in a real
relation to me, but only in a rational relation as that to which my sight is
directed.

God is outside of all created order and therefore does not stand in a real

relation to any created thing:

Since God is outside the entire order of the creature, and all
creatures are ordered to him, and not the reverse, it is clear that
creatures are really referred to God. But in God there is no real
relation to creatures, but only a rational relation, inasmuch as
creatures are referred to him. (Summa Theologiael 13.7)%

The creature is ordered to God as its creator, he is not ordered to the creature.

Since creation is only a rational relation in God, names such as creator
and governor when applied to God are applied by external denomination.
Such terms are vantaged from the creation as it is ordered to God, not from
any ordering of God to the cosmos (Summa Theologiae113.7).

Any difference which may have occurred in the creation is similarly

“Cum igitur Deus sit extra totum ordinem creaturae, et omnes creaturae ordinetur ad
ipsum, et non e converso, manifestum est quod creaturae realiter referuntur ad ipsum Deum; sed
in Deo non est aliqua realis relatio eius ad creaturas, sed secundum rationem tantum, inquantum
creaturae referuntur ad ipsum. ed. Leonine, v. 4, p. 153.
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vantaged from the creature, and implies no difference in God. Had God made
a different world, that does not mean that he would have acted differently.
On the question of whether God could have created melius (better or something
better), Aquinas responds that taken as the object of creation, God could have

created something better, but:

If “better” is an adverb, and it implies manner on the side of the
doer, God cannot do better than he does, because he cannot act
from greater wisdom or goodness. (Summa Theologiael,25.6 ad
1)43

Thus, even had God made a better cosmos, he would not have acted better. A
better world does not a better God make. His work is still perfect, despite the
quality of the universe, because he creates from nothing according to his
infinite goodness and power.

The being of God is absolute in itself and uncaused by any other. God'’s
being is his nature and essence. God exists per se. Because he exists per se, his

being is uniqueness. No other being is its being, but is a participated being:

Everything which is in something not according to the being of
the thing itself, is in it through some cause, as pallor is in a
human. For what does not have a cause is primary and immediate.
It is therefore necessary that it be absolutely (per se) and be
inasmuch as it is its very self. It is impossible that some one
thing be in two things and be inasmuch as each is itself. For that
which is said of a thing inasmuch as it is its very self, does not
exceed it, as having three angles equal to 180° does not exceed a
triangle, of which it is predicated, but is convertible with the
same. (Summa contra Gentiles 2.15)*

“Si vero ly melius sit adverbium, et importet modum ex parte facientis, sic Deus non
potest facere melius quam sicut facit: quia non potest facere ex maiori sapientia et bonitate.

*Omne enim quod alicui convenit non secundum quod ipsum est, per aliquam causam
convenit ei, sicut album homini: nam quod causam non habet, primum et immediatum est, unde
necesse est ut sit per se et secundum quod ipsum. Impossibile est autem aliquod unum duobus
convenire et utrique secundum quod ipsum. Quod enim de aliquo secundum quod ipsum dicitur,
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To say that God is per se is to say that:

1) His being does not depend upon another.

2) His being is not limited.*®

3) His being is unique.

Anything which is per se, is unique, because that which is per se true of a
thing does not exceed the thing. A per se feature is not true of anything else.
It is a predicate or feature is convertible with its subject. Thus, if you have a
regular, Euclidean, plane figure whose interior angles are 180° you have a
triangle. For Aquinas a human is per se rational. By its nature a human is
rational and it is the only thing which is rational. If you have a rational
being, you have a human being.

A per se feature is unlimited and absolute. God can be said to be
understanding per se, eternal per se, life per se, etc. In each of these acts, he is
infinite and unrestricted.

A per se feature however is not the logical complement of a feature by
participation. Not everything which is participated in by another is a per se
feature. Material participata, such as the heat of fire, do not belong exclusively
to their subjects. There can be many fires and many hot things. Thus even
though fire is hot by nature, it is not hot per se. Likewise the sun is gives
light by nature (lucens per naturam), but it does not give light per se, because
many stars give off light by their natures. In contrast, the moon only gives off

light by participation in the light of the sun.

ipsum non excedit: sicut habere tres angulos duobus rectis aequales non excedit triangulum, de
quo praedicatur, sed eidem convertibiliter est. ed. Leonine, v. 13, Roma: 1918, p. 294f.

®Summa contra Gentiles 2. 52: Esse autem subsistens oportet esse infinitum, quia non
terminatur aliquo recipiente. Impossibile est igitur esse aliquod esse per se subsistens praeter
primum,
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Aquinas says the same would be true of heat if it were immaterial. An
immaterial heat would be per se hot, and would be unique. It would not be
limited to a definite material subject as is the heat of fire. Neither could it be
multiplied among many subjects as material heat is multiplied in the sun

and in different fires:

The being of God itself is distinguished and individuated from
any other being because it is being subsisting by itself and it is not
appropriate for any nature which is other than being itself. Every
other being which is not subsisting, must be individuated by a
nature and a substance which subsists in such a being. And in
these it is true that this being is different from his being, because
it is of another nature, just as if there were a single heat existing
per se without matter or subject, by this it would be distinguished
from every other heat, although heat existing in a subject is not
distinguished except by its subjects. (de Potentia Dei 7.2 ad 5)*

If there were a heat existing per se, it would be unique and unrestricted in its
heat. Any other heat would be a participation of that heat. The same would

be true of an immaterial, per se white, as Aquinas says:

It is impossible to understand that there are many separated
whitenesses. If there were a whiteness separated from every
subject and recipient, it would be unique. (de Spiritualibus
Creaturis 1)*

The same is true of any separate form: “Neither can any form, if it is considered

*ipsum esse Dei distinguitur et individuatur a quolibet alio esse, per hoc ipsum quod est
esse per se subsistens, et non adveniens alicui naturae quae sit aliud ab ipso esse. Omne autem
aliud esse quod non est subsistens, oportet quod individuetur per naturam et substantiam quae in
tali esse subsistit. Et in eis verum est quod esse huius est aliud ab esse illius, per hoc quod est
alterius naturae; sicut si esset unum calor per se existens sine materia vel subiecto, ex hoc ipso ab
omni alio calore distingueretur: licet calores in subiecto existentes non distinguantur nisi per
subiecta. ed. Bazzi, p. 192.

“impossibile est intelligere quod sint plures albidines separatae; sed si esset albedo
separata ab omni subiecto et recipiente, esset una tantum.
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as separate, be more than one” (de Substantiis Separatis).*®

Since God is immaterial, his being is not multiple among different
material subjects, he is per se subsistens.

Not every participation relation is between that which is per se and
that which is per participationem, to try to explain all participation in these
terms is too restrictive.*” Such an interpretation loses the force of the examples
of participations in material things which Aquinas uses so frequently. The

proper contrast is between that which is per participationem and per naturam:

It is necessary to say that everything which is in any way is by
God. For if anything is found in anything by participation, it is
necessary that it is caused by that which has it essentially, as iron
becomes fired by fire. It was shown above (q. 3 a. 4) when
treating the divine simplicity that God is his own being, subsisting
by himself. It was also shown (q. 7 a. 1 ad 3: a. 2) that subsisting
being could only be one, just as if whiteness were subsistent, it
could only be one, as whiteness is multiplied by recipients. It
remains therefore that everything other than God is not being,
but participates in being. It is therefore necessary that everything
which is diversified by diverse participations in being, such that
they are more and less perfect, are caused by one first being,
which is most perfect. (Summa Theologiae I 44.1)*°

*sicut nec aliqua forma, si separata consideretur, potest esse nisi una.

“See W. Norris Clarke, “The meaning of participation in St. Thomas Aquinas,”
Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 26, 1952, pp. 147-157. Clarke
gives a clear but brief presentation of participation. He defines it as the “the limited reception
by the participans of a perfection that exists in its source in a state of illimitation or infinity.”
This is true for participation in God’s esse, but not for the participations of the terrestrials in
the celestials, nor for more run of the mill participations upon earth.

*necesse est dicere omne quod quocumque modo est, a Deo esse. Si enim aliquid invenitur
in aliquo per participationem, necesse est quod causetur in ipso ab eo cui essentialiter convenit;
sicut ferrum fit ignitum ab igne. Ostensum est autem supra, cum de divina simplicitate ageretur,
quod Deus est ipsum esse per se subsistens. Et iterum ostensum est quod esse subsistens non potest
nisi unum: sicut si albedo esset subsistens, non potest esse nisi una, cum albedines multiciplicentur
secundum recipientia. Relinquitur ergo quod omnia alia a Deo non sint suum esse, sed participant
esse. Necesse est igitur omnia quae diversificantur secundum diversam participationem essendi,
ut sint perfectius vel niénus perfecte, causari ab uno primo ente, quod perfectissime est. ed.
Leonine, v. 4, Roma: 1888, p. 455.
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hierarchy of participation

In considering preservation of being in Summa Theologiae 1, 104,
Aquinas first devotes considerable space to a discussion of the notion of
causation. In the process he develops quite explicitly an hierarchy of
participation.

Aquinas notes that every effect depends on its cause. While some
effects depend on their causes only for their becoming, others depend on their
causes for both their being and their becoming. This is the basis of his distinction
between the causa essendi and causa fiendi. To be a causa essendi, a cause
must be a cause of form, because esse follows form. If a cause is not cause of
form then it is merely causa fiendi. To determine what type of cause is in
view Aquinas analyzes the nature of the form in the effect. Does the form of
the effect follow from the virtues of the material, as occurs in the case of

artifacts?

Every effect depends upon its cause, inasmuch as it is its cause. It
must be considered that some agent is the cause of its effect only
with respect to its becoming and not directly with respect to its
being. This happens both in artifacts and in natural things. The
builder is the cause of the house only with respect to its becoming
and not with respect to its being directly. It is clear that the being
of the house follows its form, for the form of the house is its
composition and order. This form follows the natural powers of
certain things. Just as the cook cooks food by applying a certain
natural, active power, namely fire, so also the builder makes the
house by applying cement, stones, and wood, which are receptive
of and maintain such a composition and order. So the being of
the house depends upon the natures of these things, just as the
becoming of the house depends upon the activity of the builder.
(Summa Theologiae1104.1)”

*'Omnis enim effectus dependet a sua causa, secundum quod est causa eius. Sed
considerandum est quod aliquod agens est causa sui effectus secundum fieri tantum, et non directe
secundum esse eius. Quod quidem contingit et in artificialibus, et in rebus naturalibus. Aedificator
enim est causa domus quantum ad eius fieri, non autem directe quantum ad esse eius. Manifestum
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In the case of artifacts, the form of the effect follows upon the arrangement of
the virtues of the material. As such the form of the artifact does not depend
on the agent, and hence the being of the artifact does not depend on the agent
either. It is a clear case of causa fiendi.

In natural causation, the form of the agent is reproduced in the effect,
e.g., fire produces fire or human generates human. In these cases the natural
agent reproduces its own form in other material. But it cannot be said to be
the cause of the form of the effect, because that is also its own form. Nothing
can be the cause of its own form. Aquinas does not explain why here, but
since forma dat esse, to be the cause of one’s own form would be to be the
cause of one’s own being (see de Ente et Essentia 4) which is contradictory.
The cause of its own being would be actual and potential in the same respect

and at the same time.

—By similar reason we must consider natural things. Because if
an agent is not the cause of the form inasmuch as in is of this
kind, it will not be the absolute cause of the being which follows
such a form, but it will only be the cause with respect to becoming.
It is clear that if two things are of the same species, one cannot be
the absolute cause of the form of the other, inasmuch as it is
such a form, because then it would be the cause of its own form,
as they have the same account. But it can be the cause of this
kind form inasmuch as it is in matter, that is that this matter
acquires this form. This is a cause with respect to becoming, as a
human generates a human, and fire generates fire. Therefore,
whenever a natural effect is able to receive the form of the agent
according to the same account by which it is in the agent, then
the becoming of the effect will depend upon the agent and not its

est enim quod esse domus consequitur formam eius: forma autem domus est compositio et ordo;
quae quidem forma consequitur naturalem virtutem quarundam rerum. Sicut enim coquus coquit
cibum adhibendo aliquam virtutem naturalem activam, scilicet ignis; ita aedificator facit domum
adhibendo caementum, lapides et ligna, quae sunt susceptiva et conservativa talis compositionis
et ordinis. Unde esse domus dependet ex naturis harum rerum, sicut fieri domus dependet ex
actione aedificatoris. ed. Leonine, v. 5, Roma: 1889, p- 464.
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being.>

Aquinas next turns to a consideration of the only possible candidate for
cause of being, the equivocal cause. Aquinas is careful to note that an equivocal

cause may be a cause of being, not that it must be.

—But sometimes the effect is not able to receive the impression
of the agent according to the same account by which it is in the
agent, as is clear in all agents which do not make something
similar in species, as

the celestial bodies are the cause of generation of the lower bodies
which are dissimilar in species. Such an agent can be the cause
of the form according to the account of such a form and not only
inasmuch as it is received in this matter. Therefore it is the
cause not only of the becoming but of the being.*®

Aquinas does not spell out what among the celestial bodies’ effects are
caused to be and which are merely caused to become. It is a problem because
the celestial bodies are responsible for so much in Aquinas’ science. Celestial
bodies are responsible for terrestrial generation and corruption (Summa

Theologiae 1 115 ad 3) and for the forms of everything above the level of the

% Et simili ratione est considerandum in rebus naturalibus. Quia si aliquod agens non
est causa formae inquantum huiusmodi, non erit per se causa esse quod consequitur ad talem
formam, sed erit causa effectus secundum fieri tantum.

Manifestum est autem quod, si aliqua duo sunt eiusdem speciei, unum non potest esse per se causa
formae alterius, inquantum est talis forma: quia sic esset causa formae propriae, cum sit eadem
ratio utriusque. Sed potest esse causa huiusmodi formae secundum quod est in materia, idest
quod haec materia aquirat hanc formam. Et hoc est esse causa secundum fieri; sicut cum homo
generat hominem, et ignisignem. Etideo quandocumque naturalis effectus est natus impressionem
agentis recipere secundum eadem rationem secundum quam est in agente, tunc fieri effectus
dependet ab agente, non autem esse ipsius. ed. Leonine, v. 5, p. 464.

®_Sed aliquando effectus non est natus recipere impressionem agentis secundum eandem
rationem secundum quam est in agente: sicut patet in omnibus agentibus quae non agunt simile
secundum speciem; sicut caelestia corpora sunt causa generationis inferiorum corporum dissimilium
secundum speciem. Et tale agens potest esse causa formae secundum rationem talis formae, et non
solum secundum quod aquiritur in hac materia: et ideo est causa non solum fiendi, sed essendi.
ed. Leonine, v. 5, p. 464.
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elements up to but not including the human soul (de Operationibus Occultis
Naturae). Each of these effects are equivocal, but for which are the celestials
the causa essendi?

If we use the same analysis which Aquinas gave for natural and artificial
causes and apply his test of dependence, the issue becomes clearer. The celestials
do not cause the being of the four elements, because their virtues merely
follow the material dispositions of matter. The human soul is not caused by
celestial body but by a higher cause. It is created by God and its rational
activity exceeds the virtues of material bodies (de Operationibus Occultis
Naturae). Therefore, the soul cannot be caused by material beings, even celestial
ones.

The heavenly motions are the cause of generation and corruption of
elements and humans, not of their forms. If the heavenly motions cease,
then generation and corruption of elements and of humans will cease, but
the elements and human souls will continue (de Potentia Dei 5.7, see below).

Forms which exceed the virtues of the elements, but are lower than the
human soul are caused by heavenly bodies. That includes the forms of minerals,
magnets, plants, and beasts (de Operationibus Occultis Naturae; de Potentia
Dei 5.9). The motions of the heavenly bodies are the cause of the forms of
each of these, and hence the cause of their being. They pass the test that
Aquinas demands for the cause of being: if the activity of the agent ceases, the
being of the effect ceases. As Aquinas argues in the de Potentia Dei, if the
motions of the heavenlies cease, then each of these forms and creatures will
cease to exist (de Potentia Dei 5.9).

In Summa Theologiae 1 104, Aquinas does not discuss any of these

examples rather he cites the example of light in air:
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Just as the becoming of a thing cannot remain, if the activity of
the cause of becoming ceases, so also the being of a thing cannot
remain, if the action of the agent which is not only of becoming
but also of being ceases. This is the reason why heated water
retains its heat when the activity of the fire ceases, but air does
not remain illuminated, not even for a moment, when the action
of the sun ceases. The matter of the water is receptive of the
heat of the fire according to the same account by which it is in
the fire, hence if it is perfectly led to the form of fire, it will retain
heat always. If, however, it participates imperfectly in something
of the form of fire in a certain mere beginning, the heat will not
remain forever, but for a time, because of its weak participation
in the form of fire. Air, however, is in no way able to receive
light by the same account by which it is in the sun, that it might
receive the form of the sun, which is the principle of light.
Therefore, because it has no root in the air, the light ceases
immediately, when the activity of the sun ceases.

Aquinas contrasts examples of causa fiendi and essendi: fire as a cause of heat
in water; and sun as a cause of the illumination of air. In each case, the effect,
be it being or becoming, depends on the action of the cause and will cease in
the absence of the cause. Water cannot become hot without fire, but air can
neither become nor be illuminated without the sun. Water can be hot for a
time after the fire is removed but water will eventually lose its heat, because
of the contrary condition of its nature, which is wet and cold (see de Potentia

Dei 5.1 ad 6, see below). By air becoming illuminated, Aquinas means the

¥Sicut igitur fieri rei non potest remanere, cessante actione agentis quod est causa effectus
secundum fieri; ita nec esse rei potest remanere, cessante actione agentis quod est causa effectus
non solum secundum fieri, sed etiam secundum esse. Et haec est ratio quare aqua calefacta retinet
calorem, cessante actione ignis; non autem remanet aer illuminatus, nec ad momentum, cessante
actione solis. Quia scilicet materia aquae susceptiva est caloris ignis secundum eandem rationem
qua est in igne: unde si perfecte perducatur ad formam ignis, retinebit calorem semper; si autem
imperfecte participet aliquid de forma ignis secundum quandam inchoationem, calor non semper
remanebit, sed ad tempus, propter debilem participationem principii caloris. Aer autem nullo
modo natus est recipere lumen secundum eandem rationem secundum quam est in sole, ut scilicet
recipiat formam solis, quae est principium luminis: et ideo, quia non habet radicem in aere,
statim cessat lumen, cessante actione solis. ed. Leonine, v. 5, p. 464.
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blue glow of the sky in sunlight, not merely the intentional light which air
carries as a medium for perception. Fire causes an intentional light in the air
which allows the eye to see the fire, but the intervening air does not itself
become illuminated.

Although the heat in the water is less intense, it is univocal with the
heat of the fire, because it occurs in the same material substrate. Since water
is of the same matter as fire, under the right conditions it can be transformed
into air and then fire. Because it is a univocal cause, fire cannot be the cause
of the being of the heat in water, merely of its becoming.

By contrast sunlight in the air is equivocal with the light of the sun. As
Aquinas states, it exists according to a different account. Air does not receive
the form of the sun, neither does it receive the formal ability to illuminate as
the sun does. Celestial forms cannot be produced in terrestrial matter.
Terrestrial matter is subject to contraries, while celestial forms are not. Because
the effect is in a different matter, it is equivocal.

Aquinas makes a further distinction in the de Operationibus Occultis

Naturae between equivocal causes:

It must be considered that an inferior agent acts or is moved by
the power of a superior agent in two ways. In one way, the
activity proceeds from the inferior agent by a form or a power
which is impressed upon it by the superior agent, as the moon is
illuminated by the light which is received from the sun. In the
other way, the agent acts only through the power of the superior
agent, with no form received for activity, but the agent is only
moved by the motion of the superior, as a carpenter uses a saw
for cutting. The cutting is principally the activity of the artisan
and secondarily of the saw inasmuch as it is moved by the artisan
and not because the activity follows any form or power which
remains in the saw after the motion of the artisan. (de
Operationibus Occultis Naturae)®®

aliquod agens inferius secundum superioris agentis virtutem dupliciter agit vel movetur.
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Here Aquinas distinguishes receiving a form by which the inferior may act, as
the moon receives the formal ability to illuminate, from merely receiving
action as an instrument. Further on Aquinas cites the example of sea water
which receives wave motions from the motions of heavenly bodies. It does
not receive the ability to move itself, merely the act of motion (de Operationibus
Occultis Naturae). Since motion is an accidental form, the waters do receive a
form, but not forma ad agendum. Similarly, air receives illumination, but
not a form by which it may illuminate on its own.>

Other earthly bodies, such as magnets and minerals, receive formas ad
agendum from heavenly bodies. Even though they receive formas ad agendum,
the forms they receive are still equivocal. They are received in terrestrial
matter, which is distinct in the Aristotelian science from celestial. Because
they are in different matter, the forms received by magnets and minerals are
equivocal with the celestial agents.

The example of light in the air is thus doubly removed from the light
in the sun. Sunlight in the air is equivocal with the light of the sun and the
air is illumined but it does not receive a form by which it can illumine. Thus,
when the sun goes down, the air has no formal ability to illuminate in itself
and it loses its light immediately. In contrast, the water does receive a form of

heat which exists for a time in it in the absence of fire.

Uno quidem modo in quantum actio procedit ab eo secundum formam vel virtutem sibi impressam
a superiori agente, sicut luna illuminat per lumen a sole receptum. Alio vero modo inferius agens
agit per solam virtutem superioris agentis, nulla forma recepta ad agendum, sed per solum motum
quo a superiori agente movetur; sicut carpentator utitur serra ad secandum, quae quidem sectio
est principaliter actio artificis, secundario vero serrae in quantum ab artifice movetur, non quod
talis actio sequatur aliquam formam vel virtutem quae in serra remaneat post motionem artificis.
ed. Leonine, v. 43, Roma: 1976, p. 183.

*Even though air does illuminate, it does not have its own form by which it illuminates,
see de Veritate 5.8, the sun causes illuminata et illuminanta.
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Since the form of light is caused by the sun, the being of the light
depends on the sun, and its existence ceases upon the cessation of the activity
of the sun. Sun light in the air is not something the air has taken on as its
own form, it is merély the passive transparent conduit for sun light.

Aquinas next draws the conclusion he has been heading for by comparing
the air’s participation in sunlight to creature’s participation in the being of

God:

Thus is every creature with respect to God, as the air is to the
illuminating sun. Just as the sun lights by its own nature, but air
becomes luminous by participating in light from the sun, not by
participating in the nature of the sun, so also only God is being
in his essence, because his being is his essence, and every creature
is a being by participation, not because his being is its essence.”’

Along the way Aquinas has shown in great detail five different causal
relations, three of which he refers to as participation relations. He referred to
artificial and natural substantial causation, neither of which he called
participation. He reserved the term “participation” for 1) natural accidental
causation, e.g., heated water; 2) equivocal causation, e.g., illuminated air; and
3) creation.

In each case of participation, the form of the agent is not reproduced in
the effect. The effect has a limited version of the act of the cause. The light of
the sun in the air is both formally and materially limited. It does not have a
specific likeness of the sun, but only a generic likeness, as a generically corporeal

effect. Air is terrestrial matter and cannot receive the specific likeness of the

Sjc autem se habet omnis creatura ad Deum, sicut aer ad solem illuminantem. Sicut
enim sol est lucens per suam naturam, aer autem fit luminosus participando lumen a sole, non
tamen participando naturam solis; ita solus Deus est ens per essentiam suam, quia eius essentia
est suum esse; omnis autem creatura est ens participative, non quod sua essentia sit eius esse. ed.
Leonine, v. 5, p. 464.
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sun, which only exists in celestial material. The being of the creature is
limited even further. The creature’s likeness is only analogous.

Summa Theologiae 1104.1 shows that at each level of similarity, the
less the similarity, the greater the dependence of the participant upon the
cause. At the greatest level of similarity, the heat in the water depends only
upon the fire for its becoming, not for its being. Any specific likeness will be
at most dependent for becoming alone, because a nothing can cause its own
specific form to be.

At the next level, the light in the air depends upon the sun for its
being, because it does not share a specific likeness with the sun. The sun can
cause the light to be because that light is not of its specific nature. The sun
cannot cause the being of the air as a body, because sun and air share a generic
corporeal nature and are both dependent upon a more universal cause.

At the highest level, the creature shares no specific or generic likeness
with God, and is therefore dependent upon God for its entire being. God
transcends all genus and species, therefore he can cause the being of everything
whatever its species or genera. The creature has nothing which is not specific
or generic in nature. They all depend upon God for their being.

All creatures, despite their hierarchy among themselves, depend entirely
upon God. The creature is compared to other creatures according to its genus
and species and God is the cause of each in whatever genus or species it is in.
Therefore, each creature and the hierarchy among them depends entirely

upon God.

matter and the resurrection of the dead

As we have seen the world in all its order depends upon the creative
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will and act of God. Even so Aquinas considers the present order only temporary
and headed for a consummation once the number of the elect is completed.
Then God will establish a new order, in which created matter still has a role
to play.

Aquinas seeks to explain how matter which is pure potency to change,
can exist in everlasting bodies. By so doing he completes the account of
problem of the resurrection that creatio ex nihilo was designed to overcome
over 1000 years before his time.

In the world to come, the essential parts of the universe will remain,
but since human generation has already produced the full number of the
elect, there will no longer be any need for motion. The essential parts of the
universe include angels, the heavens, the elements, and humans, body and
soul (Compendium1170; de Potentia Dei 5.9).

The celestial motions can cease because contrary to the teachings of
Greek science, they do not move by nature. Aquinas argues that movement
by nature tends to a determinate end, which the circular motions of the
heavenlies do not. Neither do they move merely for the sake of motion but
for some purpose, a purpose which cannot be less noble than themselves.
Aquinas gives two possible ends for the celestial motions: 1) motions could
exist to be a similitude of God by causing other things, which is the position of
some philosophers, but not the position of faith; 2) the motions could exist to
produce the full number of the elect, which is Aquinas’ position and the
position of faith. Even though it cannot be established by reason, it is more

probable than position 1 because of the nobility of the human soul:

We propose that the motion of heaven is for fulfilling the number
of the elect. For the rational soul is more noble than any body,
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even heaven itself. (de Potentia Dei5.5)%®

Motions cause generations of humans, until the number of elect is fulfilled.
Then their job is done and they should cease because they have accomplished

their end. Once they cease, generation and corruption will also cease, although

the elements will remain:

Because the heavenly body has an exterior active principle of its
motion, it can be that its motion cease while it remains, without
violence, as was said above. Thus, it can be that the corruption
of elements cease while their substances remain, because the
exterior corruptive ceases, which must be traced to the motion of
heaven as to the first principle of generation and corruption. (de
Potentia Dei 5.7)>

The elements will remain because they are essential for human bodies. They
are also essential for the physical realm. Any physical world will require the
elements, whose natures follow from their positions in the universe, the
heaviest in the center and the lightest on the outside. There is no such need

for mixed bodies:

In that renewal of the world, no mixed body will remain besides
the body of humans. (de Potentia Dei5.9)*

*Ponimus enim quod motus caeli est propter implendum numerum electorum. Anima
namque rationalis quolibet corpore nobilior est, et ipso caelo. ed. Bazzi, p. 143.

Pquia corpus caeleste principium sui motus activum habet extra, potest esse quod eius
motus cesset ipso manente, absque violentia, ut supra dictum est; ita potest esse ut corruptio
elementorum cesset eorum substantiis manentibus, exteriori corruptivo cessante, quod oportet
reducere in motum caeli sicut in primum generationis et corruptionis principium. ed. Bazzi, p.
150.

%in illa mundi innovatione nullum corpus mixtum remanebit praeter corpus humanum.
ed. Bazzi, p. 153.
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Mixed bodies are ordered to the benefit of humans who will no longer need

them. Neither will humans need plants and animals:

Every being of plants and animals is to live, which does not
happen in corporeal things without motion. Hence, animals die
when the motion of the heart ceases, and plants when nutrition
ceases. In these things there is no principle of motion which
does not depend on prime mobility, because the souls of animals
and plants are totally subject to the impressions of the heavenly
bodies. Hence, when the motion of heaven cease, neither will
motion be able to remain in them nor life. (de Potentia Dei
5.9)%

As we have seen, the forms of plants and animals are caused by separated
substances through the motions of the heavenlies, and they will cease to exist

without those motions.

conclusion

The present world order exists for the generation of the elect, the new
will be for their beatitude. Aquinas has given us a picture which extends
beyond the present world order, but brings both the present and the coming
world order together in a common purpose and account. From beginning to
end his presentation of the creation speaks of the same purpose of divine
goodness shared out to rational and intellectual creatures headed for divine

beatitude.

I have argued in chapter 4 that the teaching of creatio ex nihilo began as

®lesse enim plantarum et animalium quoddam vivere est, quod in rebus corporalibus sine
motu non existit; unde animalia deficiunt cessante motu cordis, et plantae cessante nutrimento.
In his autem rebus non est aliquod motus principium non dependens a primo mobili, quia ipsac
animae animalium et plantarum totaliter subiiciuntur impressionibus caelestium corporum. Unde
motu caeli cessante, non poterit in eis motus remanere, nec vita. ed. Bazzi, p. 154.
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a defence of the resurrection. Before Aquinas, it was limited to defending
God’s sovereignty over matter. If God could make matter, he could resurrect
the body and allow it to live per perpetuity. No one ever explained how it
would work, until Aquinas explained it as part of the created order, in which
the motions of the heavenlies and everything else headed for a definite purpose.
Once their created end was accomplished, the motions would cease and
elemental and human bodies would persist unto their new end, everlasting

beatific rest.
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Appendi¥

Coffin Text 80, ed. A. de Buck, The Egyptian Coffin Texts, Chicago, 1935, v. 2.
Transliteration by author according to Coffin B 1 C.

27d i Hmnyw ipw m heh n hehw
$nnw pt m ‘wy-sn
28a s3kw pt 3kr n gb
ms-n-tn Sw m Hhw m Nw m Tamw m Kkw

33e sk-wi w3-kwi
hn” Nw m [nnwt] (soin B2 L, B 1 P)
n gm-n-i bw ‘h’-1 im n gm-n-i bw hms-i im
n grg-t In wnn-i im-f
34a n ts-t Mhw hms-i hr-f
n ir-t pt wn-s hr tp-i
34 ¢ [missing in B 1 C]
34d n msy-t ht tpt
n hpr-t psdt p3tt
wn-in-sn  hn"-i
dd-in Tm n Nw
iw-i hr mht wrd-k(w)i wrt
p ‘t-i nni
in s3 "nh ts ib-i
35a s'nh-f h3ty-i s3k-n-f “wt-i iptn wrd wrt

35j] ms-nf wi m sn-f

36a pr-n-i m ms3dty-f
wd wi r bnt-f sn-f wi hn” sat-i M3t
wbn-f hrw nb pr-f m swht-f
ms-t atr prt

37a N ‘np ts tpw smn wsrwt s'nh htwt
iw-1 ts-i Tm
iw smn-i tp n 3st hr nhbt-s
ts-n-1 bksw n Hpr n-f
N i3hw-i pd nmtwt in hrt n Tm r $rt R* hrw nb
iwt-1 3¥m-i
wp-i w3t n R" skd-f r 3bt imntt
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Papyrus Leiden, Hieroglyphic text ed. A. Gardiner, “Hymns to Amun from a
Leiden Papyrus,” ZAS 42, 1905, pp. 12-42.
Transliteration by author.

c.40 hmw sw an rh kiw-f
inw nfr hprw m bs dsr
kd s§¥mw-f km3 sw ds-f
shm nfr safr ib-f
ts m~3y-f (sic) hn" dt-f
r shprw swht-f m haw-f 3t3w
bprw bprw twt mswt
mok sw [. . .] m3 [. . .] hmw hm

c. 80 Hmawy bprw-k tpy
r km-k nn iw-k w'-ti
s§t3w dt-k m m" smsw
imn-n-tw m Imn m h3t ntrw
iry-k bhprw-k m T3 twann
r sms p3wt psdt m p3wt psdt-k tpt

c. 200 (v 13) R ds-f sm3w m dt-f
atf p3 smsw imy ‘n
iw ddy-tw T3-twan r-f
Imn pr m Nw
sSmw-f hrw
ky bprw-f m Hmawy
p3wt b3h p3wt psdt sms R’
tm-f sw m Tmw h° w* ha'-f
atf nb r dr §3* want
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Coffin Text 80. ed. de Buck.
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Coffin Text 80. ed. de Buck.
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Papyrus Leiden, ed. Gardiner.
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Enuma Elish, ed. W. G. Lambert, Enuma Elish: The Babylonian epic of
creation, Birmingham, England: W. G. Lambert, 1974.

R fTNE ~Ih VTN HE -
SJE - PMERAT  HE <X TR BB e

iy sl R w7 - T
S-PTETEATET TR PHA= #1 k pdex
BRI gy FRTEWET ST PR
© YEVRET OH HWF Eerk giTpiTats
(et = FERSTEIT B AFETET

T b AR BTSTRE By wFre<TT M4
BIE- T pM= L AT &RHT
“ BTE-E NIIARAT P 3T w4 W T
WETST PEATHT <H AT B ROTRRT Y et

TABLET V

H=n2T ST <« W o B
BB T Bl HTE S pTriRe =Y
Fe= T <BE renTr <37 PRITRETT s Sm 47

210

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Select Bibliography

Abusch, Tzvi. “Merodach.” Harper’s Bible Dictionary. ed. Paul J. Achtemeier.
San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1985: 627.

Albinius. Didascalicus. ed. John Wittaker. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1990.
Allen, James P. Genesis in Egypt: The philosophy of Ancient Egyptian
creation accounts. Yale Egyptological Studies 2. New Haven, Connecticut:

Yale University Press, 1988.

Altmann, Alexander. “A Note on the Rabbinic Doctrine of Creation.”

Journal of Jewish Studies 6/7, 1955-56: 195-206.

Ambrose. Hexaemeron. Migne Patrologia Latina 14.

Apocryphon of John. Apocryphon Johannis. ed. Soren Giversen.
Copenhagen: Munksgaard, 1963.

Apuleius. de Mundo. ed. Henri Clouard. Paris: Garnier, ca. 1933.

Apuleius. de Platone et eius Dogmate. ed. Henri Clouard. Paris: Garnier, ca.

1933.

Aquinas. de Aeternitae Mundi contra Murmurantes. ed. Parma. Opera vol.

16. Parma: Fiaccador, 1865.

211

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Aquinas. de Operationibus Occultis Naturae. ed. Leonine. Opera vol. 43.

Roma: 1976.

Aquinas. de Potentia Dei. ed.P. Bazzi, et. al. Quaestiones Disputatae. vol. 2.

Taurini: Marietti, 1965.

Aquinas. de Veritate. ed.P. Bazzi, et. al. Quaestiones Disputatae. vol. 2.

Taurini: Marietti, 1965.

Aquinas. in Librum Boetii de Hebdomadibus, Expositio. ed. Parma. Opera

vol. 17. Parma: Fiaccador, 1864.

Aquinas. Scriptum super Libros Sententiarum 1. ed. Parma. Opera vol. 6.

Parma:: Fiaccador, 1855.

Aquinas. Scriptum super Libros Sententiarum. ed. R. P. Mandonnet, O. P.

vol. 2. Paris: Lethielleux, 1929.

Aquinas. Summa contra Gentiles. ed. Leonine. Opera vols. 13 & 14. Roma:

1918-1926.

Aquinas. Summa Theologiae 1. ed. Leonine. Opera vols. 4-5. 1888-89.

Aristotle. de Generatione Animalium. ed. H. J. Droussaart Lulofs. Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1965.

212

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Aristotle. de Generatione et Corruptione. ed. Charles Mugler. Paris: Les

Belles Lettres, 1966.

Aristotle. Metaphysics. ed. W. Jaeger. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957.

Aristotle. Physics. ed. W. D. Ross. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1950.

Armstrong, A. H. The architecture of the intelligible universe. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1940.

Armstrong, A. H. The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval
Philosophy. London: Cambridge University Press, 1967.

Armstrong, A. H. “Dualism Platonic, Gnostic and Christian.” Hellenic and
Christian Studies. art. no. 12. Aldershot, Hampshire, Great Britain:

Variorum, ¢1990.

Assmann, Jan. Agyptische Hymnen und Gebete. ed. Erik Hornung. Zurich:
Artemis-Verlag, 1975.

Assmann, Jan. Re und Amun: Die Krise des polytheistischen Weltbilds im

Agypten der 18-20 Dynastie. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1983.

Atticus. Fragments. ed. Edouard Des Places. Paris: Les Belles lettres, 1977.

213

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Augustine. Confessions. ed.James ]J. O'Donnell. Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1992.

Augustine. contra Adversarium. ed. Klaus-D. Daur. Corpus Christianorum

Series Latina 49. Turnhout: Brepols, 1985.

Augustine. contra Felicem. ed. Joseph Zycha. Corpus Scriptorum

Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum vol. 25.2. Prague: Tempsky, 1892.

Augustine. contra Iulianum Pelagium. ed. Migne Patrologia Latina 45.

Augustine. de Civitate Dei. ed. Bernard Dombart and Alphonsus Kalb. CCSL
48, 1955.

Augustine. de Fide et Symbolo. ed. Joseph Zycha. CSEL vol. 41, 1900.

Augustine. de Genesi ad litteram. ed. Joseph Zycha. CSEL 28.1, 1894.

Augustine. de Genesi liber imperfectus. ed. Joseph Zycha. CSEL 28.1, 18%4.

Augustine. de Natura Boni. ed. Joseph Zycha. CSEL 25.2, 1892.

Austin, Scott. Parmenides: Beings, Bounds, and Logic. New Haven,

Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1986.

214

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Averroes. Destructio Destructionum Philosophiae Algazelis: In the Latin
version of Calo Calonymos. ed. Beatrice H. Zedler. Milwaukee: Marquette

University Press, 1961.

Avicenna. Liber de Philosophia Prima: sive, Scientia Divina. 3 vols. ed.S.

van Riet. Louvain: Peeters, 1977-1983.

Babylonian Talmud. vol. 19. New York: Otzar Hasefarim, 1965.

Barnard, L. W. Justin Martyr, His Life and Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1967.

Basil. Hexaemeron. Migne Patrologia Latina 29.

Bede. Hexaemeron. Migne Patrologia Latina 91.

Bereshit Rabbah. ed.]. Theodor. Berlin: Itzkowsky, 1912.

Bernard of Chartres. Glosae super Platonem. ed. Paul Dutton. Toronto:

Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1991.

Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. ed. K. Elliger, et. al. Stuttgart: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1983.

Boardman, John. The Greeks Quverseas: Their early colonies and trade. 2nd

ed. New York: Thames and Hudson, 1980.

215

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Bonaventura. Commentaria in Quatuor Libros Sententiarum. Opera vols.

1-4. Quaracchi: Collegium Bonaventurae, 1882-91.

Braun, T. F. R. G. “The Greeks in Egypt.” Cambridge Ancient History. vol.
II1.3. 2nd ed. edd. ]J. Boardman and N. G. L. Hammond. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1982.

Broadie, Alexander. A Samaritan Philosophy. Leiden: Brill, 1981.

Brox, Norbert. Der Hirt des Hermas. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1991.

Buck, A. de and A. H. Gardiner. The Egyptian Coffin Texts. vol. 2 Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1935.

Bussanich, J. R. The One and its Relation to the Intellect in Plotinus: A

commentary on selected texts. Leiden: Brill, 1988.

Calcidius. Platonis Timaeus, interprete Chalcidio cum eiusdem
commentario. ed. John Wrobel. Leipzig: Teubner, 1876. photostatic
reprint Frankfurt: Minerva, 1963.

Celsus. Alethes Logos. ed.Paul Koetschau. Origenes Werke. vol. 2. Die

Greichischen Christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte.

Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1899.

216

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Chadwick, Henry. Early Christian Thought. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966.

Chadwick, Henry. “St. Paul and Philo of Alexandria.” Bulletin of the John
Rylands Library 48, 1965-66: 286-307.

Charlton, Wm. Aristotle’s Physics, Books I and II. Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1970.

Charlton, Wm. “Prime Matter: A Rejoinder.” Phronesis 28, 1983: 197-211.

Cherniss, Harold. “A Much Misread Passage of the ‘Timaeus,”” American
Journal of Philology 75, 1954: 113-130. Republished in Harold Cherniss.
Selected Papers. ed. Leonardo Taran. Leiden: Brill, 1977.

Cherniss, Harold. “The Sources of Evil in Plato.” The Proceedings of the
American Philosophical Society 98, 1954: 23-30. Republished in Harold
Cherniss. Selected Papers. ed. Leonardo Taran. Leiden: Brill, 1977.

Christian, William A. “Augustine on the Creation of the World.” The
Harvard Theological Review. 46,1953: 1-25.

Chrysostom. In Genesin. Migne Patrologia Latina 53.

Clarke, W. Norris. “The meaning of participation in St. Thomas Aquinas.”
Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 26,1952:
147-157.

217

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Clarke, W. Norris. “What is Really Real?” Progress in Philosophy:
Philosophical studies in honor of Rev. Doctor Charles A. Hart. Bruce:
Milwaukee, 1955: 61-90.

Code, Alan. “The Persistence of Aristotelian Matter.” Philosophical Studies
29, 1976: 357-67.

Cohen, S. “Aristotle’s Doctrine of the Material Substrate.” The Philosophicai
Review 93, 1984: 171-194.

Commentarii in octo libros Physicorum Aristotelis. Cambridge: 1592.

Cornford, Francis M. Plato’s Cosmology. London: Paul, Trench, Trubner,

1937.

Cornford, Francis M. Principium Sapientiae: The origins of Greek

philosophical thought. New York: Harper, 1965.

Corrigan, Kevin. “Is there more than one Generation of Matter in the

Enneads?.” Phronesis 31, 1986: 167-181.

Costello, E. “Is Plotinus Inconsistent on the Nature of Evil.” International

Philosophical Quarterly 7, 1967: 483-97.

Crombie, I. M. Plato’s Doctrines. London: Routledge & Kegan, 1963.

218

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Dahood, Mitchell. Psalms II, 50-100. Anchor Bible, vol. 17. Garden City, N.J.:
Doubleday, 1968.

Day, John. God’s Conflict with the Dragon and the Sea. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1985.

Dewan. “St. Thomas, James Ross and Exemplarism: A Reply.” American

Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 65,1991: 221-234.

Diels, Hermann. Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. 6th ed. rev. Walther

Kranz. Berlin: Weidmann, 1951.

Dodds, E. R. “The Parmenides of Plato and the Origin of the Neoplatonic
‘One.”” Classical Quarterly 22, 1928: 129-142.

Dye, ]. W. “Aristotle’s Matter as a Sensible Principle.” International Studies
in Philosophy 10, 1978: 59-84.

Erman, Adolf and Herman Grapow. Worterbuch der Aegyptischen Sprache.
5 vols. Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1926-1931.

Fabro, Cornelius. “Intensive Hermeneutics of Thomistic Philosophy: The
notion of participation.” trans. B. M. Bonansea. Review of Metaphysics 27,

1974: 449-491.

219

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Faulkner, R. O. “Some Notes on the God Shu.” Jaarbericht 18, 1964:
266-270.

Fisher, L. R. “Creation at Ugarit and in the Old Testament.” Vetus
Testamentum 6, 1965: 313-324.

FitzGerald, John ]J. “’Matter’ in Nature and Knowledge of Nature: Aristotle
and the Aristotelian Tradition.” The Concept of Matter. ed. Ernan

McMullin. Notre Dame: Notre Dame University Press, 1963: 79-98.

Gardiner, A. H. “Hymns to Amun from a Leiden Papyrus.” Zeitschrift fir
agyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde 42, 1905: 12-42.

Geiger, L.-B., O. P. La participation dans la philosophie de S. Thomas
d'Aquin. Paris: Vrin, 1942.

Gill, Mary L. “Matter and Flux in Plato’s Timaeus.” Phronesis 32, 1987:
34-53.

Gilson, Etienne. History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages. New
York: Random House, 1955.

Goldstein, Jonathan. “Creatio Ex Nihilo: Recantations and Restatements.”

Journal of Jewish Studies 38, 1987: 187-194.

220

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Goldstein, Jonathan. “The Origins of the Doctrine of Creation Ex Nihilo.”
Journal of Jewish Studies 35, 1984: 127-135.

Goldstein, Jonathen. Second Maccabees. Anchor Bible, vol. 41A. Garden
City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1983.

Gordon, Cyrus. “Leviathan: Symbol of Evil.” Biblical Motifs. Philip H.
Lown Institute of Advanced Judaic Studies; Studies and Texts III.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1966: 1-9.

Gospel of Truth. Nag Hammadi Codex I: The Jung Codex. ed. Harold W.
Attridge. Leiden: Brill, 1985.

Graham, Daniel. Aristotle’s Two Systems. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987.

Graham, Daniel. “The Paradox of Prime Matter.” Journal of the History of
Philosophy 25, 1987: 475-90.

Grant, R. M. Greek Apologists of the Second Century. Philadelphia:

Westminster Press, 1988.

Grant, R. M. Miracle and Natural Law in Graeco-Roman and Early Christian

Thought. Amsterdam: North Holland, 1953.

Griffith, F. LI. “An Early Greco-Egyptian Bilingual Inscription.” Classical
Review 5, 1891: 77-9.

221

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Gunkel, Herman. Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit. Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1895.

Guthrie, W. K. C. A History of Greek Philosophy. vol. 1. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1962.

Hadot, Pierre. Porphyre et Victorinus. Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1968.

Hahm, David. The Origins of Stoic Cosmology. Columbus: Ohio State
University Press, 1977.

Halperin, David. The Merkabah in Rabbinic Literature. New Haven,

Connecticut: American Oriental Society, 1980.

Happ, Heinz. Hyle: Studien zum aristotelischen Materie-Begriff. Berlin: de
Gruyter, 1971.

Hart, C. A. “Participation and the five Ways.” The New Scholasticism 26,
1952: 267-282.

Heidel, Alexander. The Babylonian Genesis. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1951.

Hippolytus. Refutatio Omnium Haeresium. ed. Dunker and Schneidewin.
Gottingen: Dieterich, 1859.

222

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Hoffmann, R. Joseph. Porphyry’s Against the Christians: the literary
remains, edited and translated with an introduction and epilogue. Buffalo,

N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1994.

Hogarth, D. G., H. L. Lorimer, and C. C. Edgar. “Naucratis, 1903.” The Journal
of Hellenic Studies 25, 1905: 105-36.

Honorius Augustoduensis. Hexaemeron. Migne Patrologia Latina 172.

Hugo of Saint Victor. Adnotationes Elucidatorines in Pentateuchon. Migne

175.

lamblichus. Theologoumena Arithmeticae. ed. Victorius de Falco. Stuttgart:

Teubner, 1975.

Irenaeus. adversus Haereses. ed. Adelin Rousseau and Louis Doutreleau, S.

]J. Sources Chretiénnes, vol. 294. Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1982.

James, T. G. H. Cambridge Ancient History. vol.Ill.2. 2nd ed. ed.].

Boardman, et al. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991.

Joly, Robert. Christianisme et Philosophie: études sur [ustin et les
apologistes grecs du deuxiéme siécle. Bruxelles: Editions de I’Université de

Bruxelles, 1973.

Jonas, Hans. The Gnostic Religion. 2nd ed. Boston: Beacon Hill, 1958.

223

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Jones, B. “Aristotle’s Introduction of Matter.” The Philosophical Review 83,
1972: 474-501.

Kahn, Charles H. Anaximander and the Origins of Greek Cosmology. New
York: Columbia University Press, 1960.

King, H. R. “Aristotle without prima materia.” Journal of the History of
Ideas 17, 1956: 370-89.

Kirk, G. S. and J. E. Raven. The Presocratic Philosophers. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1971.

Kirwan, Christopher. Augustine. London: Routledge & Kegan, 1989.

Kramer, Samuel. Sumerian Mythology. Philadelphia: The American
Philosophical Society, 1944.

Lacey, A. R. “The Eleatics and Aristotle on Some Problems of Change.”
Journal of the History of Ideas 26, 1965: 451-68.

Lambert, W. G. “A New Look at the Babylonian Background of Genesis.”
Journal of Theological Studies 16, 1965: 287-300.

Layton, Bentley. The Gnostic Treatise on Resurrection from Nag Hammadi.

Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1979.

224

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Lesko, Leonard. “Ancient Egyptian Cosmogonies and Cosmology.” Religion

in Ancient Egypt. Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1991.

Levenson, Jon. Creation and the Persistence of Evil. San Francisco: Harper

and Row, 1988.

Lioyd, A. C. “Plotinus on the Genesis of Thought and Existence.” Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy 5, 1987: 155-186.

Lloyd, Alan. Herodotus, Book II: Introduction. Leiden: Brill, 1975.

Lloyd, G. E.R. Methods and Problems in Greek Science. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991.

Long, A. A. and D. N. Sedley. The Hellenistic Philosophers, v. 2: Greek and
Latin Texts. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987.

Luyten, Norbert M., O.P. “Matter as Potency.” The Concept of Matter. ed.
Ernan McMullin. Notre Dame: Notre Dame University Press, 1963:
122-133.

MacDonald, John. The Theology of the Samaritans. London: SCM Press,
1964.

Maimonides, Moses. The Guide for the Perplexed. trans. M. Friedlander.
2nd ed. New York: Dover Publications, 1961.

225

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



”

Maurer, A. “James Ross on the Divine Ideas: A Reply.” American Catholic

Philosophical Quarterly 65,1991: 213-220.

May, Gerhard. Creatio ex Nihilo: The Doctrine of ‘Creation out of Nothing’
in Early Christian Thought. trans. A.S. Worall. Edinburgh: Clark, 1994.

May, Gerhard. Schopfung aus dem Nichts: Die Entstehung der Lehre von
der Creatio ex Nihilo. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1978.

Mohr, Richard. “Image, Flux, and Space in Plato’s Timaeus.” Phoenix 34,
1980: 138-152.

Moreau, Joseph “Le temps et la création selon saint Augustin.” Giornaledi
Metafisica. Torino, 1965: 276-299. Republished in Stoicisme, Epicurisme,

Tradition Hellénique. Paris: Vrin, 1979: 167-181.

Morenz, Siegfried. Egyptian Religion. trans. Ann Keep. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1973.

Morrow, Glen. “Necessity and Persuasion in Plato’s ‘Timaeus.” Studies in

Plato’s Metaphysics. ed. R. E. Allen. London: Routledge & Kegan, 1965.

Nautin, Pierre. “Genese 1, 1-2, de Justin a Origéne.” In Principio:
Interpretations des premiers versets de la Genese. ed. Paul Vignaux. Paris:

Etudes Augustiniennes, 1973.

226

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Neusner, Jacob. Midrash an Introduction. Northvale, NJ: Aronson, 1990.

Novum Testamentum Graecum. Nestle, 27th ed. ed. Barbara Aland, et al.

Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993.
O’Brien, Dennis. “Plotinus on Evil, a study of matter and the soul in
Plotinus’ conception of human evil.” Le Néoplatonisme. Paris: Centre

national de la recherche scientifique, 1971.

O'Brien, Dennis. Plotinus on the Origin of Matter. Napoli: Biliopolis, ca.
1991.

O’Connell, Robert J. St. Augustine’s Early Theory of Man. A. D. 386-391.
Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1968.

O'Meara, Dominic. “Augustine and Neoplatonism.” Recherches

Augustiniennes 1. Paris: Ftudes Augustiniennes, 1958: 91-111.
O'Meara, Dominic. “The Neoplatonism of Saint Augustine.” Neoplatonism
and Christian Thought. ed.D. ]J. O’'Meara. Albany: State University of New

York Press, 1982: 3441.

O'Meara, Dominic. Pythagoras Revived: Mathematics and Philosophy in
Late Antiquity. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989.

227

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



O'Meara, John]. Eriugena. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988.

On the Creation of the World. Nag Hammadi Codex II, 2-7. ed. Bentley
Layton. Leiden: Brill, 1988.

Orbe, A. “San Ireneo y la creacién de la materia.” Gregorianum 59, 1978:

71-127.

Origen. contra Celsum. ed. Paul Koetschau. Die Greichischen Christlichen

Schriftsteller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte 2. Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1899.

Owens, Joseph, C. Ss. R. “Matter and Predication in Aristotle.” The Concept
of Matter. ed. Ernan McMullin. Notre Dame: Notre Dame University
Press, 1963: 99-113.

Pelikan, Jaroslav J. The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600).
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971.

Pelikan, Jaroslav J. The Growth of Medieval Theology (600-1300). Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1978.

Pelland, Gilles. Cing études d’Augustin sur le début de la Genese. Tournai:

Desclée, 1972.

Peters, Edward. “What Was God Doing Before He Created the Heavens and
Earth?” Augustiniana. 34, 1984: 53-74.

228

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Philo af Alexandria. “de Opificio Mundi.” Philonis Opera. vol. 1. ed.
Leopold Cohn. Berlin: Reimar, 1896.

Philo of Alexandria. “de Providentia” 1.6-7. trans. C. Hannick, from
Armenian into German. Die Weltentstehung des platonischem Timaeos

nach den antiken Interpreten. vol. 1 Leiden: Brill, 1976: 89-91.

Philo of Alexandria. de Providentia. trans. Aucher. ed. Mireille Hadas-Lebel.
Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1973.

Philo af Alexandria. “Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres Sit.” Philonis Opera.

vol. 3. ed. Paul Wendland. Berlin: Reimar, 1898.

Plato. Timaeus. ed.John Burnet. Opera vol. 4 Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1902.

Plotinus. Opera. vols. 1-3. ed. Paul Henry and Hans Rudolf Schwyzer.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964-82.

Plutarch. “de Animae Procreatione in Timaeo” Moralia. vol. 6.1. ed. C.

Hubert. Leipzig: Teubner, 1954.

Plutarch. “de Defectu Oraculorum.” Moralia. vol. 3. ed. W. R. Paton.

Leipzig: Teubner, 1972.

229

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Plutarch. “de E apud Delphos.” Moralia. vol. 3. ed. W. R. Paton. Leipzig:
Teubner, 1972.

Plutarch. “de Iside et Osiride.” Moralia. vol. 2. ed. W, Nachstadt. Leipzig:
Teubner, 1971.

Plutarch. “de Stoicorum repugnantiis.” Moralia. vol. 6.2. ed. M. Pohlenz.

Leipzig: Teubner, 1959.

Plutarch. “quaestiones Platonicae” Moralia. vol. 6.1. ed. C. Hubert. Leipzig:

Teubner, 1954.

Porphyry. Vie de Pythagore; Lettre a Marcella. ed. Edouard des Places. Paris:
Les Belles Lettres, 1982.

Proclus. The Elements of Theology. ed.E. R. Dodds. 2nd. ed. 1963. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1992.

Proclus. in Alcibiadem. ed. A. Ph. Segonds. Paris: Belles Lettres, 1985.

Puech, Henri-Charles. Les sources de Plotin: Entretiens sur I'antiquité

classique 5. Vandoeuvres-Geneva: Fondation Hardt, 1960.

Rabanus Maurus. In Genesin. Migne Patrologia Latina 107.

230

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Rad, Gerhard von. Genesis: A commentary. trans. John H. Marks. 2nd ed.
Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1972.

Reider, J. The Book of Wisdom. New York: Harper & Brothers, 1957.

Remigius Antissiodorensis. Commentarius in Genesim. Migne Patrologia

Latina 131.

Rist, J. M. “The Infinite Dyad and Intelligible Matter in Plotinus.” Classical
Quarterly. n.s. 12, 1962: 99-107.

Rist, J. M. “Monism: Plotinus and Some Predecessors.” Harvard Studies in

Classical Philology 69, 1965: 339—44.

Robinson, H. M. “Prime matter in Aristotle.” Phronesis 19, 1974: 168-88.

Roebuck, Carl. Ionian Trade and Colonization. Monographs on Archaeology

and Fine Arts IX. New York: Archaeological Institutes of America, 1959.

Ross, James. “Aquinas’s Exemplarism; Aquinas’s Voluntarism.” American

Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 64, 1990: 171-198.

Ross, James. “Response to Maurer and Dewan.” American Catholic

Philosophical Quarterly 65,1991: 235-243.

231

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Schmidt, W. H. Der Schopfungsgeschichte der Priesterschrift.
Wissenschaftliche Monographien zum Alten und Neuen Testament 17.

Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1964.

Schuttermayr, Georg. “’Schépfung aus dem Nichts’ in 2 Makk 7, 28?”
Biblische Zeitschrift n.f.17,1973: 203-228.

Schwyzer, Hans R. “Zu Plotins Deutung der sogenannten Platonischen
Materie.” Zetesis (Festschrift E. de Strycker). Antwerp: Nederlandsche
Boekhandel, 1973: 266-280.

Septuaginta. ed. Alfred Rahlfs. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1935.

Sethe, Kurt. Amun und die acht Urgotter von Hermopolis. Berlin: de

Gruyter, 1929.

Sextus Empiricus. adversus Mathematicos. ed. Hermann Mutschmann.

Leipzig: Teubner, 1914. rpr. 1984.

Silverman, Allan. “Timaean Particulars.” The Classical Quarterly n. s. 42,

1992: 87-113.

Simplicius. In Aristotelis Physicorum Libros. ed. H. Deils. Commentaria in

Aristotelem Graeca 9-10. Berlin: Reimer, 1882.

232

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Sokolowski, R. “Matter, Elements, and Substance in Aristotle.” Journal of

the History of Philosophy 8, 1970: 263-288.
Solignac, Aimé. “Exégese et Métaphysique. Genese 1, 1-3 chez saint
Augustin.” In Principio: Interpretations des premiers versets de la Genése.

ed. Paul Vignaux. Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1973: 153-171.

Solmsen, F. “Aristotle and Prime Matter.” Journal of the History of Ideas 19,
1958: 243-52.

Sorabji, Richard. Matter, Space, and Motion : Theories in antiquity and their
sequel. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1988.

Sorabji, Richard. Time, Creation, and the Continuum: Theories in Antiquity

and the Early Middle Ages. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1983.

Sorabji, Richard. Time, Creation, and the Continuum: Theories in antiquity

and the early middle ages. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1983.

Speiser, E. A. Genesis. Anchor Bible, vol. 1. Garden City, N.Y: Doubleday,
1964.

Speusippus of Athens. Speusippus of Athens: A critical study with a
collection of the related texts and commentary. ed. Leonardo Taran.

Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1981.

233

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Stead G. C. Review of Schopfung aus dem Nichts: Die Entstehung der Lehre
von der Creatio ex Nihilo, by Gerhard May. Journal of Theological Studies
30, 1979: 589.

Strack, Hermann. Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash. New York:

Harper, 1931.

Strange, Steven. “The Double Explanation in the Timaeus.” Ancient

Philosophy 5, 1985: 25-39.

Syrianus. In Metaphysica Commentaria. ed. William Kroll. Commentaria

in Aristotelem Graeca 6.1. Berlin: Reimer, 1902.

Taio Caesaraugustinus. Sententiarum. Migne Patrologia Latina 80.

Talmud Yerushalmi. vol. 1-8. Jerusalem: 1966.

Tatian. Oratio ad Graecos and Fragments. ed. Molly Whittaker. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1982.

Tertullian. adversus Hermoginem. ed. E. Dekker. CCSL 1. Turnhout:
Brepols, 1954.

The Treatise on the Resurrection. Nag Hammadi Codex 1: The Jung Codex.
ed. Harold W. Attridge. Leiden: Brill, 1985.

234

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Theophilus of Antioch. Ad Autolycum. ed. Robert M. Grant. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1970.

Thesleff, Holger. The Pythagorean Texts of the Hellenistic Period. Abo: Abo
Akademi, 1965.

Thomassen, Einar. “The Derivation of Matter in Monistic Gnosticism.”
Abstract published in Abstracts: American Academy of Religion, Society of

Biblical Litera‘ure. Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1993: 52.

Tripartate Tractate. Nag Hammadi Codex I: The Jung Codex. ed. Harold W.
Attridge. Leiden: Brill, 1985.

Vallée, Gérard. A Study in Anti-Gnostic Polemics: Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and
Epiphanius. Waterloo, Ontario , Canada: Wilfrid, 1981.

Weiss, Hans-Friedrich. Untersuchungen zur Kosmologie des Hellenistischen

und Palistinischen Judentums. Berlin: Akademie, 1966: 86-92.

Westermann, Claus. Genesis 1-11: A Commentary. trans. John Scullion, S.J.

Minneapolis: Augsberg, 1984.

Williams, C. J. F. Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione. Oxford:

Clarendon Press, 1982: 211-219.

235

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Wilson, John A. “The Nature of the Universe” Intellectual Adventure of
Ancient Man. ed. H. Frankfort, et al. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1946.

Winston, David. “Creation Ex Nihilo Revisited: A reply to Jonathan
Goldstein.” Journal of Jewish Studies 37,1986: 88-91.

Winston, David. “Philo’s Theory of Cosmogony.” Religious Syncretism in
Antiquity. ed. B. A. Pearson. Missoula, Montana: Scholars Press, 1975:
157-171.

14

Winston, David. “The Book of Wisdom’s Theory of Cosmogony.” History of

Religions 11, 17 i: 185-202.

Winston, David. The Wisdom of Solomon. Anchor Bible, vol. 43. Garden
City, NY: Doubleday, 1979.

Wippel, John. “Thomas Aquinas, Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of Fontaines
on the Reality of Nonexisting Possibles.” Metaphysical Themes in Thomas
Aquinas. Washington, D. C.: The Catholic University of America Press,
1984: 163-90. Originally published in Review of Metaphysics 34, 1981:
729-58.

Xenocrates of Chalcedon. Frammenti. ed. Margherita Isnardi Parente.

Napoli: Bibliopolis, 1982.

236

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Zandee, Jan. De Hymnen aan Amon van Papyrus Leiden I 350. Leiden: Brill,
1948.

237

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



	University of Pennsylvania
	ScholarlyCommons
	1995

	Creatio ex Nihilo: Matter, Creation, and the Body in Classical and Christian Philosophy Through Aquinas
	James Noel Hubler
	Recommended Citation

	Creatio ex Nihilo: Matter, Creation, and the Body in Classical and Christian Philosophy Through Aquinas
	Abstract
	Degree Type
	Degree Name
	Graduate Group
	First Advisor
	Keywords
	Subject Categories


	tmp.1424193294.pdf.oJNg_

