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PUBLISHER’S NOTE

The articles in this volume, as in all others in the Collected Studies
Series, have not been given a new, continuous pagination. In order
to avoid confusion, and to facilitate their use where these same
studies have been referred to elsewhere, the original pagination has
been maintained wherever possible.

Each article has been given a Roman number in order of
appearance, as listed in the Contents. This number is repeated on
each page and quoted in the index entries.

PREFACE

The articles collected in this volume have been written over a period of
some twenty-five years, beginning in 1966 (IV). They have two main foci.
The first is the philosophy of Plotinus, and his psychology in particular;
most of the earlier articles belong to this group. The second is the work
of the ancient commentators on Aristotle, most of whom worked at the
end of what we have come to call ‘late antiquity’. These articles again
concentrate on psychology, looking at the commentators not primarily
as expositors of Aristotle but rather as Neoplatonic philosophers. The
first article in the collection, previously unpublished, gives a perhaps
somewhat impressionistic survey of the whole Neoplatonic period, with
special and more detailed emphasis on Plotinus’ debt to Plato’s
Parmenides.

Plotinus’ psychology was, like the rest of his philosophy, an adaptation
and transformation of the Greek philosophical tradition going back to
Plato and Aristotle. While it described most of the soul’s operations in
ways closc to those devised by Aristotle in his treatise On the Soul,
Plotinus’ concept of the relation between the soul and its body remained
the Platonic one: the two were separate and, in a properly ordered
person, the soul was in command. In Aristotle’s view only the intellect
could be a candidate for separate existence. That was a matter that was
problematic for Aristotle. Plotinus, while admitting his unorthodoxy,
took the view that the intellect was not only separate from the body, but
also transcended the soul and remained above it as part of Intellect itself.
That view is one that he may himself have modified — a matter discussed
in articles [T and V —and was subsequently abandoned by lamblichus and
those who came after him. It also had a bearing on the question of
whether or not Plotinus held that there were Platonic Forms of indivi-
duals, the subject of study IV which argues that he did not come to a final
decision on this question {see additional note at the end of study IV).
The majority opinion is now that Plotinus did hold that there were such
Forms, but I think it remains uncertain that he did.

While Plotinuswas certainly the founder of Neoplatonism, and con-
tinued to be held in high esteem by its later exponents, they did not always
agree with his philosophical views, a matter to which special attention is
devoted in study X (see also VIII and IX). Apart from the matter we
have already mentioned, they subscribed to the more elaborate
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intelligible hierarchies which were generally accepted, in various forms,
by all the later Neoplatonists. Some of the history of this last period is
considered in the article on the end of the Academy (XVIII) which goes
back to its probable reinstatement by Plutarch, the teacher of Syrianus
and Proclus. That article concluded that the exiles probably did not return
to Athens. Subsequent work, in the late 1980s, has tended to the view
that they, or some of them, settled in Harran, a view largely based, how-
ever, on an otherwise unreliable source and some inferences from the
text of Simplicius which are at best questionable (see study I n.34). Also
concerned with biography, though in a different way, is the article on
Marinus’ Life of Proclus (study XIII), which is shown to be structured
on philosophical principles, with the biographical data adjusted — if not
invented — to fit that structure, another manifestation of the
Neoplatonists’ way of manipulating texts and data to fit their own models.
One further article (XI) deals with a pervasive late Neoplatonic concept,
theurgy: it concentrates on the origin and meaning of the word rather
than the history of the doctrine.

The history of the interpretation of the De anima goes back beyond
our period. The first major commentary of which we know, but which
does not survive, is that of Alexander of Aphrodisias: some of its contents
can be reclaimed from the work of his successors. Their attitudes to his
work on this and other subjects are examined in study XIV. It is, how-
ever, the exposition of the De anima in particular that is the centre of
attention in the majority of the articles on the commentators. Some
others which have not been reprinted here outline the psychological views
of Philoponus and Simplicius —or the author of the De anima commentary
which goes by his name, an attribution now often questioned but not
definitively disproved (see e.g. study XVI n.12). Neoplatonic exposition
is characterised, to a greater extent than most other kinds, by a concern
to find in the work under discussion elements of the philosophy of the
commentator. I first argued this in detail in an article which is not included
in this collection only because it has recently been reprinted elsewhere
(‘Neoplatonic elements in the De anima commentaries’, Phronesis 21
(1976) 64-97; reprinted, with Addendum, in R. Sorabji, ed., Aristotle
transformed. The ancient commentators and their influence (London
1990) 305-24): it is in many ways the basis of several of the later articles
reprinted here and has, I think, helped to stimulate current interest in
the Neoplatonist commentators on Aristotle. This concern can be found,
to a different degree, in all Neoplatonist commentaries, a factor which
applies equally to those on Plato and Aristotle: even if they sometimes
failed to make it explicit, both philosophers are seen to have arrived at
the truth as the Neoplatonists saw it. That goes for other philosophers
whom they treated, like Epictetus, so that Simplicius’ commentary on

xi

the Encheiridion is evidence for his own views no less than those on
Aristotle or his intrepretations of the Presocratics. All this does not mean
that all the writings of Plato and Aristotle with whom these men dealt
are seen exclusively through a distorting mirror. In fact some of the
differences between commentators arise precisely from the extent to
which some may try to produce explanations consonant with what we
might think were the intentions of the author - not that they always
succeed.

Most of the articles in this group are concerned with the exposition of
Aristotle, but some of the evidence for the development of Neoplatonist
psychology is to be found in commentaries on Plato, not least in Proclus’
commentary on the Timaeus, which gives us many starting points for the
exposition of Neoplatonist ideas about the soul — whether or not they are
Proclus’ own is another matter. That and other Proclus commentaries
provide points of comparison with what we can learn about Plutargh’s
commentary on some or all of the De anima, a commentary which
appears to have influenced Proclus (see study XII), and thus the who_le
of the late Neoplatonist psychological tradition. Here we must bear in
mind that the Alexandrian commentators had absorbed the work of the
Athenians: we know that Ammonius, who seems to have been
responsible for the special interest the Alexandrians had in Aristotle, had
studied at Athens with Proclus, just as his father Hermias had studied
with Proclus’ master Syrianus. _

In fact the long-current distinction between Athenian and Alexandrian
Platonism is no longer tenable. What differences there were are as easily
explained in terms of personal interest or the undertaking of tasks yet
undone as in terms of different ideological orientations in the two centres.
That does not mean that the results of such interests did not produce
different kinds of work: one might take Ammonius’ concentration on
Aristotle as partly the product of his own inclinations and partly a matter
of seeing Proclus’ Plato commentaries as work that did not need to be
done again. That, rather than the alleged agreement not to lecture on
Plato, would explain why most of the work that survives from A'lexandrla
is on Aristotle (on these matters see further the article cited in study I
n.31). Atthe same time we must remember that Simplicius, who had beep
a pupil of Ammonius’ at Alexandria was based at Athens, at least until
529. Some of the articles on the commentators should serve to
demonstrate the degree of convergence, or overlap, between the
philosophers who worked at the two centres. . .

A few references to work that has appeared since the original articles
were written, and the odd full or partial recantation, appear as additions
to notes or as separate Addenda at the end of the respective chapter.

This is the place for me to express my personal thanks to all those
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editors and publishers who willingly gave permission to reprint articles
from their publications. I am particularly grateful to Dr. John Smedley,
who first suggested this volume, for his constant helpfulness, and for his
patience at a difficult time for me. I should also like to thank Professor
John Davies for some timely moral support; Anna, my wife, who helped
with the preparation of printable output for study I; Ms. Helena Hurt,
co-editor of Liverpool Classical Monthly, for reformatting study XI, so
that it could fit the parameters of this book; and finally Sylvia Brizell and
Pat Sweetingham, secretaries to the Department of Greek at Liverpool
and its several reincarnations, for producing from various media the

original typescripts of some of these articles before the days when word-
processing rules. . .

University of Liverpool H.J. BLUMENTHAL

April 1993

PLATONISM IN LATE ANTIQUITY

The Platonism of late antiquity is, of course, what we now call
Neoplatonism. That term is a modern one. 'Neoplatonist' and
‘Neoplatonic' first appeared in English and French in the 1830s.
All the philosophers whose work comes under this heading thought
of themselves simply as Platonists, and the doctrine they were
expounding as the Platonic philosophy. For Plotinus, the man
normally thought of as the founder of this type of philosophy, all
that he might have to say had been said before, though it might
not have been set out explicitly, and could be found in the text of
Plato (cf. V 1.8.10-14). For Proclus in the 5th century, after two
hundred years of this kind of thinking, the same view of what he
was doing still stood, as it did for Simplicius and Damascius into
the 6th. Thus Proclus, in the preface to his Platonic Theology,
could write of his whole enterprise, and that of his Neoplatonic
predecessors, as the understanding and exposition of the truths in
Plato.!

Given our modern views of Plato and Aristotle, as working
philosophers whose views developed and whose answers to
questions were not always the same, it is important to realise that
their ancient interpreters looked at them as creators of fixed
systems: though they might recognise that they did not always say
the same things about the same questions, they saw such apparent
inconsistencies as problems about the relation of disparate
statements to an assumed single doctrine rather than about how
one different doctrine might relate to another.

Before going on I should perhaps offer some explanations and an
apology. The apology is to those who know a great deal, or even a
little, about Neoplatonism to whom some of what I shall say is
basic common knowledge. The explanations are two.

First, that I am taking late antiquity to start in the 3rd century
A.D,, following an old Cambridge custom of taking ancient Greek
philosophy to have ended with the death of Marcus Aurelius. The
second is to say what I am going to do here. It relates to the first.
When this view of the limits of classical antiquity still held, the
study of Neoplatonism was regarded as rather disreputable, in the
English-speaking world at least, and the few apparent exceptions
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tend to prove the rule. Thus E.R. Dodds' edition of Proclus'
Elemepts of Theology, still one of the great achievements of Neo-
platonic sS:holarship, and the first modern commentary on a
Neoplatonic .WOI‘k, was seen not so much as evidence that there
was here a rich field for new scholarly endeavour as an indication
of that‘sch'c»lar's eccentricity. The common attitude found its
expression in the preface to the first volume of W.K.C. Guthrie's
History of Greek Philosophy, where he relegated Neoplatonism to
the 'realms of the unphilosophical and the un-Greek: ‘“with
Plotm_us and his followers, as well as with their Christian contem-
poraries, there does seem to enter a new religious spirit which is
not fundamentally Greek...": that was in 1962."2

What I want to do is to look at some of the characteristics of
Neoplatonism , and to see how the picture of this philosophy, or
rather group of philosophies, has changed during the last th,ree
decade.s. I think most would now agree it is basically Greek. As
to t.he mmportance of the religious and soteriological elements in it
:Whlch for many of its adherents was rather small in any case thai,;
is arguable, and its significance depends on the extent to v,vhich
one regards other forms of ancient philosophy as enquiries into
hovy one should live the best life either in relation to one's own
§001ety or to the gods which that society recognised. What is
mlportant. is that most of the Neoplatonic writings we have are
clfaarly philosophical rather than religious or otherwise concerned
with the. supernatural. Ishall therefore take it for granted that we
are talking about philosophy, and not any of the other things with
which Neoplatonism has sometimes been associated, and which
may undoubtedly be found in some of its products.

Let us now return to the beginnings of the new version of
Platonism, as it is to be seen in the thought of Plotinus. Of course
some of the ingredients of that thought were developed in the
interval be.tween him and Plato, but it is to Plotinus that we owe
thl? reworking of these and other ingredients into an original and
phll.osophically coherent whole.

Since we are looking at the development of the picture of
Neopla‘gomsm as well as the characteristics of its thought, it is
Interesting to note that the concept of Plotinus has changed more
than once. In what we might call the period of disreputability he
was thought of primarily as a mystic, and it was somehow
supposed that his experience coloured, not to say, vitiated his
philosophy. He then came to be seen as a serious philosopher,
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second in antiquity only to Plato and Aristotle, but unlike them, a
philosopher with a system rather than the instigator of a series of
enquiries many of which led to no clear solution. Now he is
starting to look more like his predecessors, a thinker who was
often unable to make up his mind on the right answer to some of
the questions which he considered over and over again.?

The other striking feature of Plotinus' thought, which is by no
means peculiar to him, is that much of it is devoted to a quest for
solutions to matters that were problematic in Plato . His suc-
cessors - and I hasten to add that I am using the word primarily
in a chronological sense - were concerned in their turn not only
with these matters but with some loose ends in the new version of
Plato that Plotinus had produced. For these reasons I think it may
be worth spending some time on Plotinus himself.

Let us begin by looking at some of the rather obvious problems
in Plato. The most important in its consequences was the nature
and status of the Good énékerva thi¢ oboing...Onepéyovrog,
on the other side of being ...and lying above - or beyond - it
(Republic 509B). Most English speaking students of ancient
philosophy would have little trouble with this, and interpret it as
meaning that the Good was the Form on the far side of the
constituents of the world of Ideas, and so furthest from us, but still
a Form. Some in other places would take it to mean that it was
beyond the other Forms and so not a Form at all. Plotinus and his
successors had no doubt that the latter interpretation was the
correct one, and so turned the Form of the Good into some-thing
that was not a Form at all, but an entity, or rather a non-entity,
that transcended all the other Forms and was the source of their

existence: the second part of this proposition does, of course, have
better warrant in the Republic. It was also identified with the first
hypothesis of the Parmenides, for it was assumed by all Neoplaton-
ists that that dialogue contained positive teaching rather than
logical exercises, explorations of how Forms or concepts might be
combined, or any of the other subjects with which it has at various
times been supposed to deal. So clear was this to the Neoplaton-
ists that they eventually came to classify this dialogue, along with
the Timaeus, as one of the two containing the highest metaphys-
ical truths. It was not, however, a wholly new idea that the
Parmenides could be interpreted along such lines: attempts to
extract positive teaching from the earlier hypotheses had been
made in the period before Plotinus, notably by the Pythagorean
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Moderatus. But now this approach became standard: the points
for discussion were the number of hypotheses that could be
interpreted in this way, and what the significance of each,
particularly those from the fourth onwards, might be: on the first
three there was for a time general agreement that they repre-
sented the three primary divisions of the Neoplatonic intelligible
world, the One, Nous, and Soul.*

As for the One, it is strictly indescribable, and its nature can
only be indicated by negating descriptions which apply to Intellect,
the sphere of Being in Plato's sense, populated therefore by Forms.
Some of the indications of its nature which Plotinus used are taken
.straig]:}t from the Parmenides: so, for example, when Plotinus says
in various places that the One has no name, and is the object of
r'1e1ther reason, knowledge, sense-perception or opinion, A6yog,
tsnmtﬁ un, aicBnoig, 86Ea, his words echo Parmenides 142A:
it bas no name, no reason, no knowledge, no sense-perception, no
opinion -the Greek words are the same (cf. e.g. VI 7.41.37f.).5

By such and similar means Plotinus was able to offer what he
regar.ded as a satisfactory answer to the request made on several
occasions in the Republic that Socrates should provide a descrip-
tion qf the Good, a request with which he notoriously never
compl_les, approaching no further than to say that it is a difficult
question which had better be postponed. Modern readers of Plato
m}ght well ask what the hypotheses of the Parmenides have to do
Tmth the Republic, and answer "nothing", but that would not have
impressed Plotinus, knowing as he did that Plato had a systematic
w.orld picture to which different dialogues all contributed in their
different ways. To say that one was simply unrelated to another
becau'se it was dealing with a different subject was unacceptable
at'th-ls stage, though as we shall see it was later to become a
principle of interpretation that each dialogue had its own specific
purpose. Even then it should not be incompatible with others. All
this was greatly helped by the tendency which ran right through

Neogiatonism to follow the letter of Plato and Aristotle while
making no serious attempt to be guided by the philosophical
context of a given text.

A fm.'ther striking difference between Platonic and Neoplatonic
Plaf,omsm is the absence of the political, and so of many of the
ethical elements, a difference which once caused Plotinus to be
labelled a Plato dimidiatus, a Plato reduced by half.
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Political structures were of no interest to most of the Platonists
who lived under the Roman Empire, or the earlier centuries of its
Byzantine continuation. Themistius, who was a prominent
member of the Byzantine governing aristocracy, and was one of
the few thinkers to stand apart from Neoplatonism, is for that very
reason no exception to this rule.’

So far we have been talking about the treatment of problems in
Plato and we shall, of course, need to say much more about that.
But before we continue we must bring in another ingredient in the
compound that constitutes Neoplatonism, namely Aristotle. Its
importance was already noted by Porphyry who, in a well known
remark in the Life of Plotinus (14.4-5) wrote that there are
unnoticed Stoic and Peripatetic doctrines present in his works. He
goes on to say that the Metaphysics are there in condensed form
(ibid. 5-7). The Aristotelian views with which we are particularly
concerned just now are those about the nature of the unmoved
mover, and the soul and its operations, for these are an essential
part of the organization of the Neoplatonists' intelligible world.

The self-thinking supreme principle of Aristotle's world from the
Metaphysics, and the notion that the thinking mind is identical
with its objeets from the De anima, with some refinements made
by Alexander, formed the basis of the structure of Plotinus' second
hypostasis, or level of being, Intellect. This they did by providing
a means by which the components of that structure, namely the
individual intellects which were also Platonic Forms, related to
each other and formed "parts" of a self-thinking whole.

We can now go back to Plato, to recall some further problems
which he left unclear or unsolved. In assessing their relevance we
must bear in mind that a Platonic problem was as good a starting
point for a Neoplatonic doctrine as was a firm statement of Plato's
views. So too was a Platonic answer to a question put for the sake
of argument or exploration - like those in the second half of the
Parmenides. And in the case of Intellect - Plotinus' Intellect - all
three types of Platonic texts contribute.

To start with the Platonic problem, or rather problems. First,
there is the well-known passage in the Sophist where Plato is

discussing the content of the sphere of being in the fullest sense,
16 mavteAdc 8v (248E-249A). That should contain xivnoig,
(&, Yuyd and dpbévnoig: motion, life, soul and intellect, and
yet the Forms which must be a part of that sphere - I shall rashly
assume that Plato had not abandoned them - must be permanent
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and unchanging., Because of the scope that this passage gave for
the introduction of life and thought into the intelligible world, it
was to be a favourite text for Plotinus and his successors. Further
problems offering scope for interesting if Platonically improbable
solutions were available in the first part of the Parmenides. The
difficulties raised there by Plato himself were serious enough to
have led to the rethinking if not to the abandonment of the theory
of Ideas. But for Plotinus they offered material for his own
philosophy.

We may begin with Plato's first problem, the extent of the world
of Forms. Socrates in the Parmenides is unwilling to accept the
existence of Forms of things which are trivial or undignified - mud
dirt or hair are the examples given - though Parmenides tells him
he will learn to accept them when he becomes more of a philos-
opher. Whether Plato did or did not accept these particular
substances as suitable for Forms, there are other doubts about
what had Ideal archetypes. Most Platonists accepted Xenocrates'
limitation to things that exist in nature, TGV xaté Gpoorv dei
cvveat@twy (fr.80H). Plotinus simply said that everything that
exists here in the physical world exists in the Intelligible too,
though in a superior mode, and derives its existence from it:
éxeibev v obpnavra tabita kai kaAdiovwc éxel (V 8.7.17).
The word xaALiovw¢ simply avoids any problems that might be
caused by having undignified and worthless objects prefigured in
the intelligible world.

Only in one early treatise, which may contain some other ideas
that Plotinus dropped later, or even put up only for discussion, and
in a rather disjointed chapter of it at that, are various trivial and
offensive things excluded. This is the only place where mud and
dirt are mentioned, with the suggestion that things of that kind
are imperfections, and so not to be sought in Intellect, but rather
to belong to Soul and to arise from its inability to produce any-
thing better from matter (V 9.14.7-17) - admittedly a paradox in
terms of Plotinus' account of the world. Elsewhere one can find
warrant for the inclusion of earth and earthy things, and so of
mud (cf. VI 7.11).

Whatever they might be like in this world, the inferior things
are present in the higher world in a form appropriate to it.
Whether or not each individual object - or person - was also
represented there, is a different matter, but I should put it into the
category of those questions on which Plotinus did not finally make
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up his mind. In any case the apparently simple answer thf:t
whatever is here must be there too is not simply a move to avo1.d
facing a Platonic problem. It is a necessary part of a fully n.xonistlc
system in which everything derives from the One and noth‘mg has
an independent existence like the receptacle in Plato's T1m_aeus.
When Nous emerges from the One the kind of Being that is the
result of its procession is Form, and not just the form of some-
thing, but of everything, with nothing excluded: xail €idovg 0¥
tivée, ArE mavTog, G¢ pf &v dmoAwmeiv T &Ado (V5.
6.1-4) .

TIZe next problem raised in the Parmenides is participation, but
before looking at that it may be helpful to explain why a world
whose constituents are Forms is described as Intellect, a descrip-
tion which is unremarkable in a Neoplatonic context, but woul.d
clearly have puzzled a classical Platonist. In terms of Platonic
loose ends we may begin yet again with a Parmenides problem,
namely the one about the difficulties in thinking of the Forms as
thoughts, vofuota, which would be located in. s.ouls‘. It is
presented as a possible solution to previous difficulties, but
naturally turned down because it would deny to the Forms the
self-subsistent status which was essential to them. Butif a Form
is a vénua, it cannot be a thought of nothing, so goes the
argument, and if it is to be a thought of something, it must be a
thought of something that is: it would then be a thought of the
one single Idea discernible in its several objects, and that would be
the Form. Since for Plato thoughts and their objects are not
identical, the original thought could not be a Form after gll. A
further objection is that if particulars participate in Forms in the
way participation is envisaged by Socrates - a reference to Phaedf)-
type participation - then they too would be thougl}ts. If t}}ey did
not there would be thoughts that do not think, vofiparta
événta. That, Socrates is made to say, would make no sense,
and so the proposal is abandoned (132B-C).

If we now return to Plotinus, we find that not only the proposal
itself, but some of the consequences which Plato regarded as
unacceptable, are taken on board as appropriate tq F orms as he
conceived them. It is here that the Aristotelian input is most
marked. The extent to which the Parmenides problem inﬂx}e.nced
Plotinus appears most clearly in the treatise "That the 1ntelhg1b_les
are not outside the Intellect, and on the Good" (V 5) whlc.h
discusses both the nature of the contents of Intellect and their
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"internal relationship. Whether or not the intelligibles were
contained in Intellect, or were outside, had been a matter of
controversy, and both positive and negative answers seem to have
been given as interpretations of Plato: we have Porphyry's account
of how he was converted to Plotinus' view by a fellow student,
Amelius (Life 18.10-22). We are not dealing simply with the
Middle Platonist notion that the Ideas were the thoughts of God,
inter alia because for Plotinus Intellect was not the supreme
principle.®
The starting points for this discussion are usually taken as the
Demiurge's model in the Timaeus and Aristotle's self-thinking
Intellect. While the latter is, as we have already indicated,
important both here and elsewhere, the section of the Parmenides
we have just considered has clearly been one of Plotinus' points of
departure. That emerges at the very start of the treatise, where
Plotinus asks whether Intellect could think things which do not
exist, 7& U1 6vta, and whether it could be not-intelligizing, té¢
Y&p &v vobg avontaivwy ein, an expression which recalls the
thoughts which do not think in Parmenides 132C. Plotinus takes
the answer to both questions to be negative and says that therefore
Intellect must know itself (V 5.1.3-6). It cognizes intelligibles,
which must be like itself because if they were not it would be
impossible to do so: to cognize what is other and external is
characteristic of sense-perception rather than intellection. The
kind of vt that are to be found at this level must be vonrté,
else they could not be parts of Nous: el &' avénte xai &vev
Cwiig, T §vra, if they are not intelligible and without life, how
can they be beings, asks Plotinus (ibid 87f.). In a later chapter
Plotinus spells out that intelligence and being are the same: so we
have this one kind of thing, nature, all beings, and truth, pia
Toivuv ¢6oig abtn fpiv, vole, td Svta mévta, § &AHOe1n
(V 8.3.1f.). In an earlier treatise he had already argued that
intellect and being entailed each other: ei &pa v, kai vodc, kai
€l voig, kel §v, if there is being, then there is intellect: if intel-
lect, then being (V 6.6.21). Forms are identified with Intellect in
other places, most notably in the long discussion of the contents of
Intellect in the treatise on "How the multitude of Forms came
into being, and the Good" (VI 7, cf. esp. ch 2 passim).
Thus for Plotinus Ideas are indeed thoughts, and since all Ideas
are both thoughts and objects of thought all are vofipata and
none of them &vénta. In other words Plotinus has accepted an

1

PLATONISM IN LATE ANTIQUITY 9

identification which was unacceptable in the Parmen_ides and
turned it into a description of essential features of hlS. secopd
hypostasis. In all the places we have just referred t.o the identity
of the contents of Intellect both with the whole and with each other
rests on the Aristotelian identity of thought and thinker, as set out
in the De anima. It is this which makes sense of the notlop that
any part of Being, as soon as it is conceived as an object of
thought, becomes itself an intellect. One could discuss at some
length whether Being or Intellect is prior: the sh9rt answer would
be that it depends on the context, but the question 1s on.1y a real
one if one considers the procession of the hypostases quasi-chrono-
logically. Otherwise it does not matter. That intellect as a whole
is based on the self-thinking nous of the Metaphysics sh?uld by
now be clear enough. It differs in two ways: in not being t?le
supreme principle, and in having acquired some content for its
thinking. '

Participation problems raised in the Parmemdes.ax:e als.o soluble
if one operates with Plotinus' suppositions. ’1\N9 difficulties fabout
participation are raised. The first is that if each 'pax*tmula’r
participates in the whole of a Form, then that Form will be_ split
up: none of the attempted explanations is accepted: Al?ernatwely,
each particular might be thought of as participating in part (?f a
Form rather than the whole of it. In that case paradoxical
consequences appear to result: a small particular, for example,
would be in possession of a part of smallness smaller than the Idc.aa
of smallness itself. Part of Plato's trouble was that he was still
inclined to think of immaterial entities as though they had
material attributes. Plotinus, who no longer did, was able to think
of immaterial entities being omnipresent in the material world.
The treatise, split by Porphyry into VI 4 and 5, which he wrote to
explore the implications of such omnipresence is now known by a
title which may well be taken from the 46 p1iat of this part of the
Parmenides. Admittedly the title is Porphyry's, though Porphyry's
claim that Plotinus wrote down no titles and that those of his
edition were those by which the treatises were generally known
does not exclude that it was originally Plotinus' own.” The title
is mepi tol 6v &vkaiTabtov Ov dpua naviayod elvar 6dov,
On Being being one and the same at the same time everywhere.
The sentence in which Plato expresses the difficulty he sees in
participation in whole Forms runs: &v dpa Ov xai tcsl')t{)v év
noAroic kol xwpig obolv hov Gpa E€veotal, so Being is one
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and is at the same time present as a whole in many things which
are separate (131B): the resemblance is too close to be entirely
coincidental. The complete and simultaneous presence of the
intelligible applies not only to the contents of Being in the strictest
sense, namely the collection of individual beings which constitutes
the second hypostasis, but also the larger collection of the same
entities existing in a more diffuse form in the third. In fact in this
treatise Plotinus is not particularly concerned with differences
between these two hypostases, but more interested in the nature
of the intelligible as a whole, and as opposed to the sensible. A
tendency to blur the distinction between these two hypostases was
to be one of the loose ends in Plotinus that was picked up by later
Neoplatonists. What is of interest in our present context is that
the presence of beings (6vtq) in a more diffuse form in Soul
mekes it easier to think of them as omnipresent at the even
further diffused level of existence which is the physical world.
When a Form is in the individuals it somehow becomes multiple,
like the impressions of a single seal. It might also be regarded as
analogous to the presence of a single soul in each part of its body -
as opposed to a quality like white which is divisible (ef. VI 5.6.1-
15). Strictly speaking Plotinus would say that the body, or what-
ever, was in its soul: here he follows the lead of the Timaeus (34B
and 36D) where the world is said to be in its soul, an idea which
Plotinus developed into the general principle that a lower kind of
being is always in a higher one rather than vice-versa. While
closer examination might reveal difficulties in the notion that any
one particular is in the Form that makes it what it is, it does
make it possible for Plotinus to escape from the problems pres-
ented by the splitting of Forms in the Parmenides.!® A further
section of the Timaeus was also helpful here, namely the well-
known passage on the ingredients of soul at 35A. The correct
interpretation of this passage is, of course, unclear, but what
Plotinus found in it included a distinction between what is
divisible only in so far as it is distributed around bodies, péver
Yap ued’ éovtnig SAn, mepi 6€ Td OOPATE €OTL HEPEPLOH-
¢vn, which is soul, and what is actually divided in bodies,
peproti..€v T0i¢ 0D RO, that is sensible qualities IV 2.1.73-
74). This interpretation of Timaeus 35A is applied to omnipres-
ence as a whole, at IV 2.2.39-42, though there it is clearly at the
level of souls. It does however, help to show how Plotinus sees the
presence of the intelligible in the sensible world.
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In any case the ability to explain how an intelligible entity can
be present as a whole in more than one place means that the -
arguably unreal - difficulty about pieces of Forms being better
representations of some things than the Forms themselves disa-
ppears. Let us return for a moment to VI 4-5, where chapter 8 of
VI 5 provides some further comment on the whole or part problem.
The 1dea, writes Plotinus, gives none of itself to matter because it
cannot be broken up. Being itself one it has the capacity to inform
what is not one with its own unity, and to be present with all of
itself in such a way as to inform each individual part of anything
with the whole of itself (¢f.VI 5.8.35-39). In any case, as he had
argued earlier in the treatise, an entity which is immaterial must
be exempt from all the w&6n, affections, of the body of which the
most important is divisibility: what has no magnitude cannot be
divided (VI 4.8.15-22). A further argument depends on the non-
spatial nature of the intelligible: what is not in space cannot be
divided if division means, as it does, that one part of a thing is in
one place and another in another (ibid 33-36).

At this point one might ask how a Form can be present as a
whole everywhere without replicating itself, and giving rise to
one of the variants of the "third man" problem, the alleged need for
an extra Form to account for the relation between the original
Form and its descendants. Plotinus' answer would be in terms of
the way in which lower entities could partake in, or receive higher
ones. The participating one participates to the extent that it can,
and takes on as much of that in which it participates as it is able,
although the whole is present, 8§ A¢fB&v toogobrov éﬁuvﬁB_‘q
AoPeilv navtdc napdvrog (VI4.3.10-11) As much as, Too0v-
tov, is not - it should hardly need saying - a reference to the
magnitude of a piece of Form or soul, but of the extent to which it
is available to the participating subject.

So far we have been looking primarily at Plotinus' responses to
some of the problems raised in the first part of the Parmenides,
and these are the most interesting in so far as they show how what
had been problems were either explained away or even adopted as
positive contributions to parts of Plotinus' own ph11qsophy. But
before we go on we should look again at the way in which material
from the hypotheses was used to delineate the features 9f the
several hypostases. We have already seen how this worked in the
cases of the negations used to speak about the ineffable One. In
the same way the second hypothesis will give Plotinus some of the
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distinetive characteristics of Intellect, and its appendix, sometimes
taken as the third, of Soul. Soul, however, relates to the dialogue
much less clearly than Intellect and the One.

The unity of Soul is such that diversity will appear in it, while
that of Nous is greater, to the extent of the unity there predomi-
nating over the diversity and multiplicity of the individual
intellects - or Forms - which are to be found there. Plotinus most
often distinguishes No 0 ¢ (masculine), from Soul which is ToAA&
xel pia, many (neuter) and one (feminine), but at V.1.8.23-27 he
refers to the Platonic Parmenides distinguishing the first one,
which is more properly one, the second which he calls &v ToAA&,
one many, and the third which is &v kai ToAA&, one and many
(neuter in both cases). The Parmenides says of the one that is
that it is €v moAA&, one many, at 144E, in the second hypothesis,
fvhile at 155E the "third" talks of a one that is and is many,
c-:v....Koci moAA& The rest and movement in Intellect, perhaps
primarily drawn from the Sophist, may also be found in the second
hypothesis: this one must be in motion and at rest (145E).

Plotinus did not, of course, write commentaries as such, but an
exte?nded discussion of how his intelligible hierarchy related to
various texts from Heraclitus to Plato, many of them perversely
Interpreted, may be found in the treatise "On the three primary
hypostases", V 1. That he did not write commentaries was no bar
to his works being treated as commentary by his successors, who
expressed themselves in that medium more and more as time went
on. Not only were they convinced that they were merely expound-
ing tl.'le philosophy of Plato: while doing so they were often
explaining and, where necessary, reconciling with Plato's doctrines
’Ichfe writings of the Platonist philosopher Aristotle: of that more
ater.

It is time to move on from Plotinus to the rest of the story: if 1
have spent so long on Plotinus it is because he produced outlines
and guidelines for later Greek philosophy. That is by no means to
say that he was followed in every detail. Of course he was not:
guidelines were sometimes abandoned, and outlines obscured.!!
The first point to stress - again one well-enough known to those
who occupy themselves with the thought of later antiquity - is that
the new Platonism was not an undifferentiated mass. It is not so
lqng since that was how it was regarded, and even a pioneering
historian like E. Vacherot, who was well enough aware of some of

the differences, could lump all the Neoplatonists together under
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the heading of Ecole d'Alexandrie,'? though, to be fair, he did
make some attempt to sort them into less comprehensive cat-
egories, as did E. Zeller, in different versions of his Geschichte der
Philosophie der Griechen, influenced perhaps by Hegelian
preconceptions rather than the facts of philosophical history.!?

Even among those not unfamiliar with the field there was a
tendency to think of two kinds of Neoplatonism, a Plotinian- Por-
phyrian variety and a late and nasty kind beginning with Tambli-
chus and losing itself in the highly complex structures of Damasc-
jus. A further, but as it now turns out, partly misguided attempt
to sort later Neoplatonists into groups defined by their approach
to philosophical problems as well as the geographical locations in
which they studied and taught was made by K. Praechter in a
well-known article published in 1910, entitled 'Richtungen und
Schulen im Neuplatonismus'.' Among others Praechter distin-
guished a more scholarly from a speculative strain of Neoplato-
nism, and associated the former with Alexandria, the latter with
Athens. The thinkers who most clearly represented these ten-
dencies were Proclus and Damascius at Athens, and the
Aristotelian commentators at Alexandria. The first was respon-
sible for an ever increasing complexity and multiplication of
entities as well as - one might add - an interest in dubiously philo-
sophical matters, the second for a more sober approach which
restrained these inclinations.

This picture was generally accepted and remained current even
after H.-D.Saffrey, in an article published in 1954, had demon-
strated the extent of the connections between the two centres: not
only was there considerable movement between them by persons
who studied at one and subsequently taught at the other, but there
were even family connections between them.'® One obvious
problem for anyone working within this theoretical framework is -

as Praechter realised - what to do about Simplicius, superficially

an Alexandrian by virtue of his output, but an Athenian by
location and association. Praechter himself, in a Pauly-Wissowa
article on Simplicius written nearly twenty years later, sought to
distinguish an Alexandrian strain manifested in the commentary
on Epictetus' Encheiridion from an Athenian one in the other
works. This is a matter to which we must return: let us now go
back to the beginning of post-Plotinian Neoplatonism.

The old view of its development, and this includes Praechter's,
saw Porphyry not only as the editor of Plotinus' works, but as a
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faithful disciple of his master, following him rather closely but
admitting, or allowing greater scope to, tendencies which Plotinus
h.ad avoided, like the major excursion into allegorical interpreta-
tion in the exposition of the Odyssean Cave of the Nymphs in the
work of that name.

More recent work on Porphyry has seen him prepared to depart
from Plotinus in a reorganisation of the intelligible world which
led to the reduction of Plotinus' three hypostases to two, by
treating Soul and Intellect as one: even the One and Intellect were
not, on this view, as clearly distinguished as they needed to be if
they were to be kept clearly apart, as they are not in the Turin
fragment of a Parmenides commentary attributed to him by P.
Hadot.’® This so-called telescoping of the hypostases, expounded
by A.C. Lloyd in the Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early
Medieval Philosophy,!” was widely accepted, but has been ques-
tioned in some subsequent work, which would see Porphyry
preserving the Plotinian structure. Another area where Porphyry
did move on from Plotinus was in the explanation of the body-soul
relation: this was one of the Platonic loose ends which Plotinus
had difficulty in tying up, for reasons which are perhaps too
obvious to state, namely the difficulty of establishing a satisfactory
relation between the incorporeal and the material, an old problem
which merely became less obtrusive in Neoplatonism because of its
monism. Porphyry's solution was produced by the use of his
doctrine of 400y uto¢ évwaic, unconfused unification of things
that were in fact uncombinable.

That was a doctrine that did not find favour with later Neoplato-
nists, who preferred the more Platonic notion of some sort of
juxtaposition, obscured by some of them by the interposition of
extra levels of soul, of which the last was an Aristotelian
entelechy.’® They did, however, adopt and sometimes extend a
doctrine that was first taken seriously by Porphyry, that between
soul and body there was a quasi-material vehicle, an 8 xn o made
of some sort of pneuma. What is interesting from the point of view
of the development of Neoplatonism is that both these questions,
the body-soul relationship and the distinction, or lack of it,
between the hypostases Nous and Soul, were ones on which the
answers given by Plotinus were either unclear or conspicuously
inadequate - inadequate of course to late Platonists, not to us, who
would generally find their solutions even worse. They were
therefore questions which presented a challenge to later Neoplato-
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nists in just the same way as problems in Plato had presented a
challenge to Plotinus himself.

In two ways Porphyry may be seen as departing from Plotinus,
if not necessarily from the Platonic tradition, in directions where
later Neoplatonists were to follow. One was in the adoption of
Aristotle's categories into the Platonist system: Plotinus himself
had rejected them as inappropriate. The other, not unconnected,
was the practice of writing commentaries on Aristotle, two of them
in addition to the Eisagoge, Introduction, on the Categories itself.
In his treatment of Aristotle he also seems to have moved further
in the direction of later Neoplatonism, by taking the line that
Aristotle and Plato were really expounding the same philosophy in
different words: the lost commentary, or part commentary, on
Metaphysics A would have made it easier to assess both the scope
and the practical effects of that hypothesis.

Before continuing it might be useful to say some more about why
the relation between Intellect and Soul in Plotinus may be called
a "oose-end". The answer is that though Plotinus insisted that
there were three hypostases, neither more nor fewer, his treat-
ments of the second and third vary according to context in such a
way that one may be equipped with the attributes of the other.'®
Thus when Plotinus is concerned with the structure of his world,
they are kept clearly apart. On the other hand, where he is trying
to show how all things are present in the Intellect, he will put into
it the dynamic aspects of the intelligible which more properly
belong in Soul. Conversely, when he is dealing with the transcen-
dence of Soul above the material world he will emphasise the static
elements of intelligible being which more properly belong to Nous
Lest this seem merely careless or irresponsible, we should note
that it arises in part from the difficulty of distinguishing different
kinds of immaterial existence, a difficulty which sometimes led
Plotinus to say that they differed by Otherness alone.” Such
untidiness was not acceptable to later Neoplatonists, who felt no
inhibitions about multiplying the number of immaterial entities,
and levels of immaterial existence, which they admitted to their
philosophy.

The most important steps in this direction were taken by
Jamblichus. Here again our picture of the development of
Neoplatonism has changed. Partly because of the accidents of
survival, the credit - or discredit - for these changes tended to be
attributed to Proclus. Iamblichus, whose strictly philosophical
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work was represented by fragments in Stobaeus and the reports of
his successors while productions like the De mysteriis and works
on Pythagoras survived, was held responsible for the corruption of
Neoplatonism by superstition and occultism. During the last
twenty years there has been a process of rehabilitation®' - in my
view it has gone a little too far - and concentration on what we can
learn about Iamblichus' interpretation of Plato and Aristotle, and
the philosophical views expressed therein, has shown that he was
responsible for at least two of the characteristic features of later
Neoplatonism, namely the elaboration of the structures of the
intelligible world, and the exposition of Neoplatonism in a course
where Aristotle was studied as a preliminary to the study of Plato's
dialogues, arranged in a fixed curriculum leading to the highest
insights of the Parmenides and Timaeus, with each dialogue being
assigned a peculiar purpose, as were some of the works of
Aristotle. Just how far all the details were worked out by
Iamblichus himself is uncertain, but that he provided the initial
framework is clear enough. So is the fact that Proclus, however
much he may have esteemed him, did not always agree with
Iamblichus. Less clear is the extent of the contributions of Proclus'
master Syrianus: these are now receiving more attention and
looking correspondingly more important.??

Even those who have some expertise in Neoplatonism have all
too readily thought of Iamblichus as the immediate precursor of
Proclus. In fact Iamblichus may have been a student of Porphyry's
at the end of the 3rd century: Proclus was not born till the 5th.
What happened between them is by no means clear, and such
attempts as have been made to trace the philosophical history -
for pagans - of the intervening period have been hindered by the
lack of surviving works and the paucity of other evidence, particu-
larly for the 4th century.?®

It may in any case be true that not a great deal happened before
the study of Platonism was revived at Athens, probably by the
Athenian Plutarch, the son of Nestorius, late in the 4th century or
early in the 5th: the case for attributing the revival to him is
strong, if not impregnable.?? At Alexandria, though there was a
continuous tradition of, at least, Platonist mathematics, from
which emerged Hypatia at the end of the fourth century with her
pupils Synesius and probably Hierocles, most of the interesting
developments took place later. Many of those involved, and the
case of Hierocles is particularly worth noting, had been students
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of Plutarch and his Athenian disciples, Syrianus and Proclus, mf)st
importantly Ammonius - not, of course, the mysterious Angénonlus
Saccas, whom I have deliberately left out of this account.

Let us return for the moment to the restructured type of
intelligible hierarchy associated with Iamblichus and Proclus, but
present in one form or another in most of those who came after
Plutarch. We have already referred to its greater degree of
elaboration. In it souls and intellects were clearly distinguished,
and furthermore divided into different kinds of each, in a framew-
ork of triadic structures in which entities were grouped by virtue
of participation or lack of it: various orders of gods, all of whic.h
could be linked to the Parmenides,?® were also worked into this
system. The highest member of a vertical triad would be c.listir.l-
guished by being unparticipated: the second by participatmg. in
the first and being participated in by the third, the third by being
merely a participant. The separation of an unparticipated level
meant that the aspect of soul or intellect that was to be found
there was separate from what came below, notwithstanding the
apparently conflicting principle that higher entities acted at a
greater distance than lower ones”” Thus everything could be
kept in its own place, and the demarcation problems that arose in
the case of Plotinus' second and third hypostases no longer applied.
At the same time horizontal triads formalised the relation between
different aspects of a given level of being, a system already
prefigured in the more informal discussions in Plotinus, of Being,
Life and Thought in the hypostasis Intellect. Here again Porphyry
began the more formal and rigid treatment of questions which had
been explored without firm conclusions by Plotinus, and one might
see this too as a part of the process of tying up loose ends - even
if the outcome was a degree of complication that we might think
required radical simplification.

That the structures of Proclus were a conscious move towards
greater order appears in his comment that Syrianus had cleared
up some of the vagueness and confusion of his predecessors: "he
set determinate limits to what was undetermined in the specula-
tion of our predecessors, and put the confused state of the various
orders into a condition where they could be distinguished intellec-
tually" (Platonic Theology 1.10=42.4-20S-W). Similar comments
may be found elsewhere. That one might accuse Proclus of causing
confusion by having too many entities is another matter. In one
respect he had fewer than lamblichus, for Iamblichus took the
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creation of new entities to the highest level, and invented a One
above the One, a lead rejected by Proclus but followed later by
Damascius.

Another piece of tidying up that should be mentioned here,
though it is well-enough known, is the rejection of Plotinus' view
that a part of the individual human soul could remain transcen-
dent, either at the level of Soul or Intellect - another point on
which Plotinus may not have come to a final decision. This view,
which Plotinus admitted to be unorthodox (cf.IV 8.1.1-3), allowed
each person a permanent place in the intelligible. Apart from the
fact that this broke through the boundaries of the Neoplatonic
world, it had other consequences which were regarded as unaccept-
able by Iamblichus, Plutarch, Syrianus, Proclus, and Simplicius:
among their complaints were that it entailed permanent
intellection on the one hand, and impeccability on the other.?8
For Tamblichus there is just one text that points in the opposite
direction, though it may be a mistake by Simplicius:?*® otherwise
there was a wide consensus, which had implications not only for
the means by which some Neoplatonists thought one might ascend
to the highest levels but also for the interpretation of Aristotle.

The interpretation of Aristotle brings us back to the question of
the two schools of Athens and Alexandria: were they the reposi-
tory of different kinds of Neoplatonism, and if they were how did
the Alexandrian kind diverge from the sort of philosophy which we
have sketched in relation to Proclus ?

Until about ten years ago it was generally accepted, following
Praechter, that the two groups were philosophically different, and
that the Alexandrians were distinguished by having a simpler
metaphysical system in general, and not believing in a transcen-
dent One in particular. In some cases these characteristics could
be attributed to the fact that their works were commentaries, so
that they might have been keeping their own views in the
background. I think it is now generally accepted that that is not
likely to be the correct explanation. Here too views have changed,
and the picture of an Alexandrian commentator, of whom Simpli-
cius was taken to be a particularly good example, carefully if
somewhat verbosely expounding the text of Aristotle in a basically
scholarly way is no longer on display: some fifteen years ago
many would have thought that a perfectly reasonable assumption,
and one equally valid for most of the commentators. Now that it
is coming to be recognised as false even by those without a special
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interest in late Neoplatonism, there is a corresponding realization
that the personal philosophies which find expression in the
commentaries may differ. We shall look briefly at a few examples
of such differences, which must serve to cast doubt on the notion
of a specifically Alexandrian line. That there was such a line, to
be opposed to an Athenian one, is prima facie questionable if one
considers the extent of the cross-fertilization between Athens and
Alexandria. In any case closer examination of two works which
Praechter had put forward as examples of Alexandrian metaphys-
ics, the Encheiridion commentary by Simplicius to which we have
already referred, and Hierocles' on the Carmen Aureum, has
shown that they are not. Not only is it true that the more complex
metaphysics present elsewhere are not always relevant. The
existence of a One can be shown to be either implicit or clearly
required in some passages of each. That was demonstrated in
1978 by 1. Hadot,®® and in itself invalidates an important part
of the till then traditional distinction. It does not, I hasten to add,
prove that there were no differences between the two centres, or
that Athenian metaphysics was not sometimes more elaborate than
Alexandrian: this is still an open question.

With these points in mind let us come back to the man who is
generally credited with the responsibility for the Aristotle industry
at Alexandria, Ammonius. Ammonius had learnt from the
Athenians by two routes: his father Hermias had studied with
Syrianus, and he himself with Proclus. He was moreover related
to them through his father's marriage to Aidesia, a kinswoman of
Syrianus. Further connections of this type may be seen in the
careers of Hierocles who, as we have already noticed, was taught
by Plutarch, and, in the reverse direction, Simplicius and Damasc-
ius who were taught by Ammonius at Alexandria.

‘Ammonius presents two problems, firstly why he inaugurated
the concentration on Aristotle which was to be continued by his
pupils, and secondly how much of the vast bulk of commentary he
and they produced between them is attributable to him. Since
some of the commentaries were published by Philoponus,
purportedly based on Ammonius' lectures but in most cases "with
some additions of his own", while only two have come down to us
under Ammonius' own name, it is not easy to disentangle his
views: this also applies to the Metaphysics commentary of
Asclepius, and even to those commentaries of Philoponus which
have come down under his own name exclusively. A start on this
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fiifficult task has been made, but much remains to be done.?' It
is complicated by the fact that Philoponus will treat Ammonius as
a different person from the commentator even in work which is
la‘pelled as his. That could, of course, be the fault of the trans-
gussion rather than Philoponus, though one wonders if he was not
in some cases trying to present a front of Neoplatonic respectability
b).r presenting his own work as that of his master. His disputes
with both the dead Proclus and the living Simplicius provide a
reason why he might have wished to do so. Though recent work
on Philoponus has tended to highlight his individuality, and the
influence of Christianity on some of his ideas, it is important to
remember that the framework of his thought was a Neoplatonism
to most of which both Proclus and Simplicius would have sub-
scfnbefi, even if in his commentaries he did not go as far as
Simplicius in seeking to demonstrate the agreement of Plato and
Aristotle.

] Thef other question about Ammonius is less complicated, but
Il.kevnse admits of no clear answer. It had long been believed,
since an article by P. Tannery at the end of the last century,
thgt Ammonius and his school devoted themselves to the study of
Aristotle as the result of a deal with the ecclesiastical authorities
by which they undertook not to teach Plato. The only evidence we
have for any sort of deal is a well-known if not well understood
?e‘mark by Damascius that Ammonius "being disgracefully avar-
lcious and always acting with a view to making money, made an
agreement with the person in charge of the dominant view", that
is Christianity. In so far as it comes in one of the snippets from
the Life of Isidore in Photius (c0d.242.292)* there is no context.
¥n any case the view that it meant no Plato teaching is merely an
inference from the amount of work on Aristotle done at Alexandria.
We know that Ammonius himself lectured on the Gorgias at a time
almost s:ertainly later than the supposed deal: the date of that is
uncertau.l, and the one most often used - the patriarchate of
Athanasms (490-97) - depends on a piece of textual juxtaposition
which may or may not be correct. The deal might equally well
have'a Illad something to do with the conditions under which
Christian pupils could attend, or be sent to attend, Ammonius'
]ectm:es: no attacks on their religion is a possible ingredient. Or
even just a special elementary course ? Whatever the answer the
tradl.tlonal explanation must be regarded as unproven.?* There
are, In any case, other possible explanations for the concentration
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on Aristotle, apart from the obvious one that Ammonius might
have been particularly interested in the subject. One is that the
Alexandrians felt that there was little to add to the Plato commen-
taries already available, most notably those of Proclus: that did
not, however, deter Damascius at Athens, or Olympiodorus in the
next generation at Alexandria.

Since we are concerned with differences between individuals, we
should not omit the quarrel between Simplicius and Philoponus,
both pupils of Ammonius but violently at odds over the eternity of
the world and the related question of the quintessence.”® I do not
intend to discuss again the importance or otherwise of Christianity
in determining Philoponus' opinions. Suffice it to say that his by
then unorthodox view that the world had a beginning in time is a
perfectly possible interpretation of the Timaeus, and one that can
be taken seriously now: another unsolved problem in Plato.

Philoponus' attack on Proclus in the De Aeternitate Mundi is
part of the same dispute. Since it is securely dateable to 529 it
has sometimes been seen as either a precipitating cause of the
imperial edict of that year forbidding the teaching of philosophy by
pagans, or a protective gesture to defend the Alexandrians against
it. In view of that possibility the work has often been connected
with the question of Ammonius' deal - without good cause.

What about the edict itself ? Everybody once knew that it put
an end to Greek Philosophy, at least at Athens. That view
survived as a historical fact till the late '60s, when Alan Cameron
produced arguments to show not only that pagan Platonism
continued afterwards, but that it continued at Athens.*® That
part of his thesis is highly questionable, and it is better to admit
that we do not know where the philosophers who left Athens
shortly thereafter resumed their activities. The latest candidate,
much favoured in France since 1984, is the border city of Harran,
but the case rests primarily on the testimony of an otherwise
admittedly unreliable Arabic source, al-Mas'idi, and some rather
ovelé;confident inferences from references to calendars in Simplic-
ius.

Alexandria continued to be the home of Aristotelian commen-
tators, some of whom wrote on Plato too, and may even have
received some of the Athenians. On this note of uncertainty, we
must end the story. I do not, of course, claim to have presented an
exciting new discovery or new light on a specific problem. What
I hope I have done is to show in outline what late antique
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Platonism looks like now, and some of the ways in which its
appearance has changed. I think one can assert with some
c?nfldence 'that if anyone tries to do the same thing in ten year's
time, the picture will have changed again. That is a measure both

of the number of unanswered questions and of the rate at which
they are now being approached.®®
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NOUS AND SOUL IN PLOTINUS: SOME PROBLEMS
OF DEMARCATION

That there are certain difficulties about the relation of ANous and Soul,
and in particular about how they differ cannot have escaped notice. Any
serious student of Plotinus must sometimes have become uncomfortably
aware that the two hypostases are not as clearly distinct as Plotinus sometimes
asserts. But I think the problem is worth a closer inspection than it has so
far-—to my knowledge—received. Professor Armstrong has remarked that
in some passages the distinction may become a little blurred ®, In the paper
which he gave at Royaumont last year he attacked the question of the incon-
sistencies in Plotinus’ statements about rest and eternity in Nous ¥, a question
which, as we shall see, is closely related to the subject of this communication.
Dr. Schwyzer in his Pauly article has gone so far as to say that when Soul
is in the upper world it is in no way different from Nozws 9. While I would
always hesitate to disagree with Dr. Schwyzer, and hope I have not misun-
derstood him, I think he has overstated the case, and given as Plotinus’ view
what is perhaps more correctly to be scen as the implication of some of his
statements. This is a matter which must be discussed in connection with
the texts themselves, but perhaps I may anticipate by saying that, while
Plotinus perhaps ought to say that there is no difference, he does undoubtedly
make certain distinctions, at least some of the time, These distinctions are
more than the simple assertions that there are three distinct hypostases which
one might regard as Plotinus’ public position and which are generally held
to be a correct statement of what he thought,

Let us start, then, with these assertions. While they will be well-known
to members of this gathering, I think it is desirable to state a firm starting
point before beginning to look at what is a rather fluid situation. Firstly
there are three hypostases. We may leave aside the possibility that @boig

() The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Farly Medieval Philosophy ed. A. H.
ARMSTRONG (Cambridge 1967), 250,

{2) ‘ Eternity, Life and Movement in Plotinus’ Accounts of Nob¢’, in Le Néopla-
fonisme. Colioques internationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique. Royaumont
9-13. 6.1969 (Paris 1971), 67-74 (here after Le Néoplatonisme).

{3) ‘ Plotinos* RE XXI.i (1951), 563.
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or the lower part of Soul forms a fourth hypostas:»is (cfr. V. 2.1.26) 4, since
this is no part of Plotinus' usual professed position, and say that there are
no more than three. For the same reason we may also say that there are x}co
fewer. Briefly, the attributes of Nous and Soul are as follows. Nowus is &lg
xal moddol, unity in diversity, while Soul is woXhd xob pla (fxlso TONAY wocd
pie: V1.9.1.30), diversity in unity (IV.8.3.10-11) ® A./'ow is eternal and
above any form of time (IV.4.1.25 ff.). It is in immediate and permanent
contact with the ohjects which are its contents (V.5.2, V.8..4.3.2-—7‘). Sout
exists always, but is linked with time (IIT.7. 11 zoﬁ'.),' and its thinking mvolx:ée)s
a progression from object to object: the usual term is '&éEoSog (V.8.6.11) 9,
In terms of each other Soul is an unfolding of Nows, its /logos or deployment
at a lower and more diffuse level (cf. 1.1.8.6-8, IV.3.5 .9—20?. It is causa?ly
dependent on Nows, and therefore, by Pl’s way of thinking, necessarily
different: b atiov ob tadrdy 1§ almasd (VI.g.6.54-5). Further Soul has
duties towards what lies below it, delegated to it by Noxs which stands aloof.
Nous is bound to remain at rest and has allowed its son to rule the~worldi
& obv Beds ele T pévew Hofurer; Sedspbvog xal ouyzephons 6 mudl Tobde Tod
mavtdg &pyety {V.8.13.1-2). .

These descriptions are our base. Before we leave it to discuss how far
they in fact apply to Aows and Soul, let us look briefly at Nous and the One,
where we may see signs of the difficulties that affect the lower h}.lpostases.
There is not a great deal to say here. But we may recall that, WhllF one of
the ways of attempting to indicate the nature of the One is to deny it all the
attribu{es of Nous, there are passages which in fact apply to it language nor-
mally restricted to Nows. One comes at V.1.6.16-19 which probably sp(?aks
of the One turning towards itself to produce Nous (?. The most notorious
is V.4.2, where the One is said to be vonrov (line 13). It also has KO(T?MST)O‘LG of
itseli-—though Plotinus immediately qualifies this with olov c‘wa‘wencfb—w?nd
we are told that it is &v ordost afdle xal vofjoer dvfpws 4 xatd TV vol venay

.

(4) On this pessible 4th hypostasis cf. ARMSTRONG, Zke Architecture of f/te'lntzllz:gible
Universe in the Fhilosophy of Plotinus. Cambridge Classical Studies 6 (Cambridge 1940),
86 and SCHWYZER, foc. cif., 566.

{5) When Plotinus is talking in terms of the Parmenides—the relevar.xt passages are
144 & and 155 e—Nous is & modké and Soul & xal wordd, V. 1.8.25-6. It is bette.r not to
cite this passage as his usual formula as do C. RUTTEN, Les catégories du manate ;mzble darfs
les Ennéades de Plotin. Bibliothéque de la Fac. de Phil. et Lett. de I’Univ. de Liége, clx (Paris
19613, 34-5, and W. BEIERWALTES, Plotin itber Fwigheil und Zeit (Enneade 117 7?. Ubersetzt,
eingeleitet und kommentiert von W, B. Quellen der Philosophie, 3 (Frankfurt/Maln }9.67) ,58.

(6) This chapter with its famous comparison of Nous with hieroglyphic writing sets
out the difference as clearly as any passage in Plotinus.

{7) This is if one accepts the reading «btd in line 18 as do HARDER and BREHIER put
not CILENTo and HENRY-SCHWYZER, The reading is defended by P. HADOT in his review
of HENRY-SCHWYZER, vol ii, Revne de I'Histoire des Religions 164 (1963), 94, and the point
is further discussed by him in Porpghyre et Victorinus (Paris 1968), i. 320, n. 4. Cfr. now
SCHWYZER, Musewrm Helveticum 26 (1969) 25¢ f.
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(lines 17-19). These statements have caused much consternation, and have
even led some scholars to claim that they represent an early stage of Plotinus’
thought where he had not yet arrived at the concept of a One above Nowus ®,
Most would now accept that Plotinus' philosophy was sufficiently fully worked
out by "= time he began to write to preclude so great a change on so crucial
a point ¥, It seems less clear, however, that he was saying the same things
as he said later @, Professor Dodds has argued that he was influenced by
Numenius' way of talking @, Now this may well be true, but it does not
solve the problem, because the fact that Plotinus is using Numenius’ language
does not mean that he did not himself hold the views that he expressed in it.
After all he does often enough agree with Plato’s views when he uses Plato’s
language. While there is no way of proving the point, it could well be that
what we have here is something that most of us will have experienced, the
realisation that when we come to write down ideas that had previously seemed
clear enough, the expression we first give them is inadequate. We do know
that Plotinus did not revise . Something of this kind may le behind Plo-
tinus’ aberrant descriptions of the One. If so what he does would not be so
very different from the way in which he will restate with a slight change
of emphasis, or simply more carefully, and so at first sight differently, what
remains basically the same position. And that can more easily be demonstrated.
I have discussed elsewhere such a case, which might tempt one to see a deve-
lopment in connection with the faculties of the lower soul. Here Plotinus

(8) ARMSTRONG, Architecture 24, agrees with F. HEINEMANN, Plotin, Forschungen
#ber die” plotinische Frage, Plotins Entwicklung und sein Systern (Leipzig 1921), 122-3, in
seeing such a stage in the first five treatises. With specific reference to V., 4 cf. O. BECKER,
Plotin und das Problem der geistigen Aneignung (Berlin 1940), 31, and most recently HADOT,
of. ¢if., 325, who thinks that in V, 4.2.13 ff. Plotinus simply identified the intelligible and the
One. A sli‘ghtly different view may be found on p. 483 where HADOT, referring to lines 16—20,
says Plotinus conceded the existence in the One of something corresponding to an intellectual
activity.

(9) SCHWYZER, RE XX1.i, §61-2 and Les Sources de Plotin. Entretiens sur U Antiquité
classigue (Fondation Hardt) V. 21-9.8.1957 (Vandoeuvres-Geneva 1960), 41920 thinks
the One is only vonwéy to Nous, as it is explicitly said to be at V. 6.2.7-9, cfr. too BREHIER,
V.81 n. 1. ARMSTRONG, Architecture, 74 quotes both passages as evidence for this notion.
HENRY, while agreeing with SCHWYZER about the way the One is vontéy feels the expres-
sion to be odd nonetheless, Sowrces de Plotin, 420-1.

(10) On the One as vonwdv see previous note. J. M. RIST, Plotinus. The Road to Reality
{Cambridge, 1967), 41 ff., tries to show the consistency of this passage with Plotinus’ later
writings, particularly in respect of the One’s self-knowledge, but is perhaps too inclined to
iron out the differences. In particular I am not certain that the dmepvénoig of VI. 8 {39].
16.33 is the same as the évépag ¥ xuard vov volv vémoig here: the latter may be an echo of
the two Numenian vées. ARMSTRONG, History, 238, also takes both as parallel. On self-
knowledge there seems to be some room for doubt, cfr. SCHWYZER, Sowrces de Flotin, 374-5,
and the discussion following his paper, ‘ Bewusst und Unbewusst bei Plotin ’.

{11) *Numenius and Ammonius’, Sources de Plotin, 20.

(12) Cfr. PorPHYRY, V.P. 8.
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seemns to mark off an appetitive faculty (dpexTindv) in I.1.{53] (ch.5.22~3)
which is not to be found in IV.4 [28] 9%,

In V.4 (and probably V.1. as well) we have a case where the boundz‘try
between two hypostases is not clearly marked, whatever the reason may be.
But generally the difference between Nows and the One is clear enough. And
it is not surprising that this should be so for the One has the advafltage of
being the first cause, and thereby less liable to confusion with its neighbour.
And it has a neighbour on one side only. When we come to Nows and Soul
the situation is less satisfactory.

Let us start from ANous, for the division between hypostases becomes
less clear as we descend the scale. I shall not say very much about Nous
as such, since I have little to add to Professor Armstrong’s remarks on the
subject,but for two reasons it will be as well to recall his concluswns.. In Fhe
first place the variations in Plotinus’ statements about Nows are a manifestation
of the same difficulties as those that present themselves with regard to Soul.
Sccondly the problems involved are, so to speak, the reverse of those we mejet
when we come to deal with Soul. Starting from the notion of the eternal life
of Nows Armstrong examined the different ways in which Plotinus talks abon'xt
it, starting from the conception of it as a life without a history.‘ Frf)m th.1s
point of view Nows is as it should be in what I have called Plotinus pubh‘c
position. It is changeless, has no past or future, no transition from one ‘cond'l-
tion to another, no process in its self-knowledge, which consists in statfc
intuition . The point is sometimes made by a contrast with the dynarm'c
life of Soul. At other times, however, the importance of the changeless exi-
stence of true being is shown by ‘raising Soul to the unchanging level’. In
the treatises where this happens Plotinus seems to have been ‘particularly
inclined to minimize the distinction between Intellect and Soul, and to
present Soul at its highest as purely noetic’ G4, Here matters are perhaps
more complicated than Armstrong in his brief reference to these passages
implies, and what appears to be the raising of Soul may be a smptom of the
uncertain boundary between Nows and Soul. So much for static {Vau& l_3ut
Armstrong goes on to show that when Plotinus talks about. Nowus in relation
to the One it goes through a process of coming-to-be, whlc‘h‘may even be
caused by TéApx, and involves an element of potency. All this involves dura-
tion, as does the Epeaic Nowus directs to the One (15), .Thirdly there arel a few
passages where the xiwmoi¢ in News—and here xivratg is normally the peytoTov
vévoc of Plato's Sophist—seems to be associated with a passage of time.
The most conspicuous of these are V.8.3-4 and \7‘1.7.1 3 whex:e Plotlnus
talks about Nows Svepymodvrog 8¢ del ko pet’ d\ho xal olov 7‘7\‘."“")95"“; TRoRY
mAdvy el &v abrd mhavndévteg (lines 29-30), language which one would

(13) Plotinus’ Psychology. FHis doctrines of the embodied soul (The Hague 1971), 40-41.
(13) Le Néopiatonisme, 69.
(15) Jfoid., 70-72.
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expect to find used of Soul but not of Nows @®. From all this Armstrong
concludes that Plotinus was in fact trying to have it both ways, that he wants
a static eternal Intellect and yet wishes it to have a rich and varied inner
life. This is to be explained partly at least by a tradition which presented
Plotinus with more material than he could accomodate within the structure
of his second hypostasis @7,

These explanations are certainly true, but may not contain the whole
truth, for it may well be that Plotinus was prone to make only those distinc-
tio.ns most immediately to his purpose, and also that he was to some extent
driver into his not entirely satisfactory position by philosophical difficulties
which the system he professed could not fail to encounter @®, That this
was so will perhaps emerge more clearly when we look at the other side of

the coin, Plotinus’ difficulties with Soul. Perhaps, though, it would be better -

not to speak of Plotinus’ difficulties because this does not seem to be one of
the cases where he was clearly aware that his views did involve problems @9,
Let us begin with a standard description of the hypostasis Soul and its
relation to Nous from an early treatise, V.1 [10]. Soul comes after Nowus
and is derived from it. It is an image of Nous related to it in the same way
as the spoken word to that still unspoken within the Soul (V.1.3.4-9). In
fact Soul is the Jogos of Nows just as Nows is that of the One (V.1.6.44-5)
Nous exalts the soul by being its father and by being present to it (ibid. 3. 20—1).
But Plotinus immediately goes on to explain the remark about presence wit};
tl:ne V:,'or'ds duddv yao perald 9 16 drbpoig elvan, Og Epeliic wévror xal 1b Sexbpevoy,
8 8¢ s elBoc. These words suggest significantly that in the last resort the
dxﬂierence between the two hypostases may be one of definition only. The
notion that difference is the only distinction between two or more entities
occurs in other cases where Plotinus seems unable to maintain in practice
d1st1r1ctions required by the outline statements he makes about the framework
of his system. Thus £1epbms is given as the difference between the consti-
Fuents of Nowus at IV.3 [27].4.9-10 @0 and 5.6-8, between the souls in the
intelligible at VI.4 [22].4.24-6 and between immaterial entities in general
iat VI.9 [9].8.30~2 @. And although the last two of these passages contrast
érepbmg specifically with spatial difference, they are all alike in that Plotinus
offers no suggestion as to what the otherness might be. But generally when

(16) fid., 72-73.
{17) 2id., 74.
. (18) Th‘e phi!osophical Fiiﬁiculty involved in Plotinus’ account of eternal life was brought
out in the discussion following ARMSTRONG'S paper by him and Professor LLOYD, 74:d. 76.
§ i9) Though there are some signs that he was, see [209f] below , o
(20) Here Plotinus goes on to say that this is inappropri : i
y opriate t : i
about souls in the world. PRIOP o soules he s now taliing
(21) Also between Nous and the One. I cannot is si i
. o betw . see this simply as a sign of meta-
Rhystlc?l’ ,s’ophlsmflc.anon as R. ARNOU seems to do, ‘ La séparation par simple altfr?té dans la
Trinité ”* plotinienne, Gregorianum, 11 (1930), 187-90.
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Plotinus refers explicitly to the relation between Nows and Soul the subordi-
nation is clear enough. And it is just as clear in late treatises as in V. 1. This
point is important because, as we shall see, a tendency for the differences to
remain in the background, or even to disappear, emerges in the middle period.
Vet nowhere is the difference clearer than in the treatise On Time and Eternity,
I11.7 {43]. In a passage which describes both the relation of Soul to Nowus
and the mode of activity proper to each, Plotinus writes that instead of intel-
Jectual movement we have that of a part of Soul, instead of stability and perma-
nence process and the activity now of one thing and then of another, instead
of no separation a unity of continuity, instead of one unbounded whole an
endless succesion, instead of a compact whole that which will be divisible
into parts (II1.7.11.48-56).

Starting from this set of characteristics of Soul, which we shall treat
as the norm, we may go on to examine a number of other passages which
do not seem to conform. Before we do so we must, however, be clear what
it is that we are talking about. This is, in the first place, Soul as such, Soul
independent of both the cosmos and the individual, the soul from which all
other souls are derived. That this is in fact the true position of the hypostasis
Soul, and that it is not to be confused with the world-soul, I have tried to
show elsewhere @, and so do not propose to rehearse the arguments here.
We shall however find that world-soul sometimes seems to fill the place of
the hypostasis Soul, and that in a number of passages it is not immediately
clear which of the two Plotinus is referring to: in some he may be thinking
of the hypostasis Soul as it is manifested in the managerial aspects of the
world-soul. After all the two are, in theory at least, the same.

Let us first take the various attributes of Nows and Soul in turn. If we
start with the unity in diversity of Nous, which differentiates it from the total
unity of the One itself, we shall find that here, while at times he stresses that
their mode of being is not the same, Plotinus talks of both Nows and Soul in
the same way, Just as Anaxagoras’ phrase 410D mdvra is used to describe the
contents of Nous (V.9.6.3), so we find it used of Soul as well (V1.4.14.4).
Similarly at IV.3.8.20-1 Plotinus, using what one might well take to be Nows
Janguage, says of the contents of Soul 00 Séoraton Ta vt dn’ dAMRwv. In
the first of these passages Pl. has to resort to saying that while Soul has its
contents in this way, all together and yet separate, Nous has its in the same
way but more so: oftwe obv nal mord piidov & vole Eotiv dpob mhvree el &v
oby duol, &ru Enaorov ddveuss e (V.9.6.7-9). At other times. Plotinus will
say more explicitly that the contents of Soul are more fully deployed than
are those of Nowus @¥,

Closely connected with the unity in diversity of Nous is Plotinus’ notion
of its activity, a thinking that immediately grasps the whole of its object

{22) * Soul, World-Soul and Individual Scul in Plotinus’, in le Néoplatonisme, 55-63.
{23) Cfr, the passages cited on p. [21
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wit%lout any kind of process or transition, what is generally termed non-di
urswe’thought @#. This type of thought, vénouc, is to be contrasted- 1§C};
the Jidvote or hoyiopée characteristic of Soul, which proceeds by r;lover: ltt
from one o'bject to another, a process commonly called 3i¢€o80c or descrilf:d
by expressions like Ao xal &A\ho Rafeiv (V.3. 17.23-4). The process st
when’ the mind enters into that possession of its object which is the m(a)fli
of voqog (cfr. 1.3.4.9-20, IV.4.12. 5-12). But on closer inspection we find
that when Plotinus is concerned to stress the transcendence of Soul as such
as opposed to world-soul or the individual soul, he will deny it just thosé
features of its activity which normally seem to be its peculiar characteristics
So when he is examining the conditions under which soul might have no'
memory he will say that it has none in the higher world because all things
are present and there is there no 81€0doc and no perdBuoic 39’ &tépoy e%q
ocM_o (IV.4.1.4-16). Now it is precisely because it is always in possession
of 1tslob,jects th'at Nous has no need of memory (cfr. V.9.5.29-34) Otherwise
Soul is &v 81eléd¢ . . . didle> (I11.7.13.43~4). The exemption from memor
1s even cxtended to the world-soul and the souls of the heavenly bodie}s,
{IV.4.6-7).. The latter may be regarded as on a level with world-soul (efr
II.1.5.8 ff, I1.9.18.30-2) @9, Discursive thought too is denied to the stax:
souls on the grounds that they neither seek knowledge nor suffer from dmopia
(IV.4.6.8 ff.). And if this is true of the star souls it must & Sfortiori be trpue
of Soul tout simple. And at 11.9.2 10ff,, a passage which, though it uses
]ang'uage appr:opriate to world-soul, is fairly clearly about the hypostasis Soul
P}otl’nus explicitly states that soul manages body obx &x Savolag . . 0’0\7\0‘:
th elg T wpd adtig Géa. '

Now if the hypostasis Soul lacks discursiveness there is nothing in its
m_ode of. apprehension which makes it any way different from Nows. Plotinus
hm_lself, 1s not unaware of this for he writes Juyijs 8¢ &pyov g Aoywetépac
voelv uév, ob 7o voelv 8¢ pdvov i yip &v xal vol Swnpépor; (IV.8.3.21-3)
In(%ced he seems to have realised on at least one occasion the difficulties intc;
which this situation would lead him, for there is a passage in IV.3.18 where
he seems to be trying to have it both ways. He starts from the position that
Soul should not have Xoywowéc before it leaves the intelligible. Aoytopée
comes to it when it is in difficulties, filled with anxiety and weaker than it
was: to need hoytopés is a diminution of mows in respect of self-sufficiency
(lines 1—5). But, he goes on, there is a problem, for if soul there has no Aeyiopée
h?w can souls here have it? He tries to answer this question by positing a
kind of, p'otentia} hoyiowés in souls in the intelligible: this comes from Nows
as an evepyex covéox (lines 7 ff.). What this super-rojiowés could be is

‘N -(;4) Th'at t};lis expression may mean nothing has recently been argued by LLOYD

on-discursive thought—an enigma of Greek philosophy’, Proceedings . an

. ' t

Suctoey, 70, (oot phy s of the Aristotelian
(25) Cfr. Le Néoplatonisme, 59-60.
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not at all clear. The expression &vgyewx €otdoa would seem to be a negation
of everything that is implied by 31€£030g and the other descriptions of discursive
thinking in terms of movement or transition. M. Trouillard has drawn atten-
tion to this passage and explains it in terms of a kind of pure Aoytouds, while
he sees a pure motion in TV.4.6-9. They are pure because they are ‘the
pure flow of the mind and remain within it’ @6, He has certainly put his
finger on the difficulty, but for the reason just mentioned his explanation
seems to be rather an intensified statement of the problem. At this stage
we may recall those passages to which we have already referred, where
Nous' activity is described in terms usually applied to Soul. Here is the focus
of the problem. Soul may have the character of Nous, which itself calls for
explanation, but at times we find that Nows has that of Soul, and when Plo-
tinus tries to suggest a way of describing soul’s activity when it is in a noetic
condition without simply using the Nozus language it is hard to see what he
can mean. The apparent state of confusion does, however, suggest lines on
which an explanation might be sought.
In the passage we have just considered discursive thought is connected
with the soul's activities. Here we come to another of the theoretical diffe-
rences between Nows and Soul, namely that Soul may have duties while
MNous has none. Soul is responsible for the organization of subsequent being.
In this capacity it usually manifests itself as world-soul or as the individual
souls, but at times it looks as if Plotinus is making rio distinction between
the hypostasis Soul and the world-soul, or, to put it another way, he may be
thinking of the hypostasis in terms of its organizational duties as they appear
when it is providing the psychic element in the cosmos. An example of this
way of thinking is probably to be found in the closing chapters of I1.3, where
Soul, in direct contact with Nows; passes on the soul below itself—that is
@Uow—what it receives from Nous (I1.3.17.15-16). This passage, and a simi-
lar one in the next chapter, might lead us to think that the hypostasis and the
world-soul are simply the same, but there is enough evidence from elsewhere to
show that this is not the case @7, and Plotinus may simply be thinking in terms
of the world-soul having that direct access to Nows which the individual
soul may have, and which would enable Nous to perform its demiurgic func-
tions in conjunction with world-soul (cfr. 11.3.18. 14-16) @8, If we understand
it in this light, we may wonder about the usefulness of the notion of a com-
pletely detached soul, a point to which we shall return later. In the present
connection it would seem that in so far as the cosmos is run by the individual
souls, Soul the hypostasis is just as free of duties as Nows itself.
Even if Soul has duties, it performs these without being in any way moved.
Here Plotinus’ vocabulary is very similar to that which he uses of Nous. He

{26} * The logic of attribution in Plotinus’, International Philosphical Quarterly 1 (1061),
I31.

(27) Cfr. Le Néoplatonisme, 58.

(28) Cfr. Ze Neoplatonisme, ibid.
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will refer to Soul as wévovox (e.g. 1V.3.5.17, cfr. 8.55), a word which one
would in the first place associate with Nows or the One (III.4.1.1-3,
IV.3.13.22-3, IV.4.10.12 %9, V.2.1.17) 3, He will also apply the word
to the multiplicity of souls in the intelligible (VI.4.14.11), and it goes almost
without saying that any attributes of transcendence applicable to souls in
the plural must apply to Soul gua hypostasis. At IV.4.2.24-5 he writes
3 naQapds &v & vontd olow Exer 16 duetdBintov ol adm. And while Soul
remains unmoved in the same way as Nows, its power is unbounded in, as
far as Plotinus’ words would suggest, the same way as that of its theoretical
superior. Both are infinite in that their power is infinite and in that they are
not limited by anything outside: % t¥) Suvduet T &merpov... xai abrar Tolvuy od
mépatt dhhotptey doTw Exdom 6 dotwv (IV.3.8.36-9). Between these phrases
Plotinus writes #mel %ol & 8edc ob memepaouéves, and 6 Seb¢ usually means
Nowus or the One, which is probably not the subject of this remark GV, Nowus
is Sivayric mliow, elg &merpov ptv lobow, el dmewpov 8 Suvapévn (V.8.9.24-6) 4,
and it is not limited (pbois od memepuopévn: VI.5.4.14). Less often Soul
seems to be given the same timelessness that Nows has, so for example
in IV.4.15. Here the souls are described as a8tor in a passage where &idioc
is contrasted with &v Ypéve in apparently the same way as afwv is contrasted
with xpévoc. Time comes to be in connection with the activity of the soul.
Though it would be easier to think in terms of a distinction between Nows
being aléviog and Soul being &fBiog, such a distinction is not present here.
This passage, then, is inconsistent with the clear attachment of time to the
soul in III.7 (cfr. ch. 11.20-30) 3%, but a necessary concomitant to the
denial of memory to soul &v 76 vont® which we find in this part of IV.3~4.

It is in fact, and this should be no surpise, when Plotinus is talking
about T vontév as a whole that the distinction between Noxs and Soul is most
prone to disappear. A bipartite division of the world into intelligible and
sensible being may already be found in IV.8 [6].6.23-8. But the clearest
and most striking instance of this tendency to drop the distinction between

. {20} Mevduomg here is almost certainly correct and is to be adopted by HENRY-SCHWYZER

in the editio minor,

B (30) It has almost become a technical term, cf. H. DORRIE, * ‘Unéotacg. Wort—und
edeutungsgeschichte’, Nuchr. der Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Gitti -

o7 ot 2f? u Gottingen. Phil-Hist.

131) Otherwise RIST, ‘Theos and the One in some texts of Plotinus’, Medizeval
Studies, 24 {1962), 172. Y

(32) Even if v6 v should be deleted here, as it is by all editors since KIRCHHOFF, except
HENRY-SCHWYZER, the point still stands, for if one may say this of ‘parts’ of N;us one
may also say it of the whole. In fact the next sentence supports HENRY-SCHWYZER

(33) On this passage cfr. BEIERWALTES ad. Joc. in Plotin iber Ewigkeit zmd‘ Zeit
I see no good reason for emending Bovkouévng to Povdoudvy in line 22, as do KIRCHHOFF BRE:
HIER and THEILER. While this dubious expedient would enable one to argue that the 8'1')vazuu;

oty ﬁcm)(o:;.of line 21 was not Soul itself, and so resolve part of the inconsistency, it would
not help with the rest of the passage.
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Nous and Soul is to be found in the treatise VI1.4~5 [22-3]. The title of this
treatise, wegl ol &v ual mpdTOV dpor wavo el elvar Bhov, suggests a discussion
of the second hypostasis 3%, but its first scntence asks why Soul: is present
everywhere. In fact the treatise discusses both Nows and Soul, and sometimes
the two together, moving from one to the other to such an extent that it is not
always immediately clear which Plotinus is discussing at any given point.
In the second chapter Plotinus begins by contrasting 70 dhnBwdy wiv with
its imitation, the visible world. He has just been talking about Soul, and an-
nounces no change of subject. But his language is such as he will normally use
of Nous, for example ©o v éxeiva xal Tpdrov xol v (lines 13 ff.). Vet he im-
mediately (lines 3-4) goes on to talk of the physical world as & 8&v. peta tolro
3. Toto should be Soul rather than Nows, for Plotinus will not usually speak
of anything other than Soul or the world-soul as wer& volv, But what he
says would apply equally well to both Nozus and Soul, and this is true of much
else in this treatise. These facts would best be accounted for by the assumption
that he is more concerned with the factors common to intelligible being in
the wider sense and not always equaily concerned to distinguish the two
layers of that kind of being. As the opening sentence of V1.4.2 suggests,
he is explaining the different modes of existence appropriate to the sensible
on the one hand and to the intelligible on the other. This does not, however,
mean that Soul and Aews are treated as one throughout. We have seen the
discussion centred on Soul at the start, and there are other parts of the treatise
where he is clearly talking about Nous, as in VI.5.8. Moreover, if we fail
to recognise such passages, we will be involved in difficulties such as the
contradiction which Arnou saw between statements which Plotinus makes
in various parts of this treatise about the status of the individual in the intelli-
gible 39, Thus he found that the individual exists there according to VI.4.14,
but not according to VI.5.1z2, a problem which is solved as soon as we reco-
gnise that V1.4.14 is about the individual at the level of Soul and VI.5.12
about the individual at the level of Nous 39,

The tendency to abandon, or at least to neglect, the Nous: Soul distinction
may also be found in treatises written not long after, primarily in 1V.3-4
[27-8] and to some extent in [I1.6[26]. The reasons are not necessarily
the same. In the first part of 111.6, which could be regarded as preparatory
work for the following treatise, Plotinus considers the role of soul, that is here
the individual soul, in the affections (ma8n). His aim is to show that any actual
changes involved take place in the body, and thus he will stress the &madein
of the soul. But it may be misleading to say, as does Professor Armstrong,
that Plotinus is here ‘ raising the soul to the unchanging level’ and that this

(34) The titles of Plotinus’ treatises are not his own, but Po phyry’s record of those
most commonly used, cfr. F.P. 4.16-19.

(35) Le Désir de Diex dans la philosophie de Plotin (Paris 1921), 204-8.

{(36) Cfr. BLUMENTHAL ‘Did Plotinus believe in Ideas of Individuals’, Phronesis,
11 {1966}, 70-3.
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illustrates the importance for him of unchanging life 37, As Armstrong
himself points out, it is physical change that Plotinus wishes to exclude from
the soul. This becomes clearest in the course of 111.6. 5, where Plotinus deals
with the paradoxical question with which the chapter opens, f obv yp% Lnrely
gmadf Ty puxiy €x prhocoplag worly pndt Ty dpydv whoyousay, by showing
that we must make soul which is already dnad4¢ in the sense of physically
unchanging &nad#s in the sense of free from the evil results of the 79y as
well 3®. Morcover the second part of the treatise is about the impassibility
of matter, so that we should perhaps view the whole as an exploration of the
implications of impassibility. We are certainly not entitled to see his comments
on matter as a sign of his regard for the life of intelligible being. But it is
probably true that Plotinus is more concerned to show the impassibility of
the lowest soul here than anywhere else. The reason which immediately sug-
gests itself is that the area of soul directly involved in the affections is the
most likely to be subject to change.

When we come to IV.3—4 the two lines of investigation followed in
VI.4-5 and II1.6, into the omnipresence of the intelligible and the impassi-
bility of the immaterial respectively, tend to converge. In the sphere of soul
it is the higher arca of soul that most properly manifests both characteristics,
omniprescnce and &na¥eiw, And since in this treatise Plotinus has some diffi-
culty in maintaining the drddewx of soul—the problem of I11.6—while showing
how it runs Lbody—an aspect of the problem of VI.4—3—we should not be
too astonished to find that he is more concerned to distinguish the more and
less impassive parts of the soul than to draw the lines between higher soul
and Nous. And it is the case that we find more careful distinctions made
within the area of the lower soul here than anywhere alse. We need only
refer to the care with which he distinguishes the compound of soul and matter
which is body, the compound of body and the irradiation from the lower
soul, euots, which is v Towdvde obua, @bats itself with its range of sub-faculties,
the compound of gbetg and odue which is the THov (or xowéy, abvderov,
avvappdtepoy) and Juyd in the narrow sense with its faculties (cfr. esp.
IV.4.18-21) (39),

Such then are some of the reasons why Nows and the hypostasis soul
might be treated as one in IV.3~4. What is the evidence? A part of it we
have already mentioned in discussing some of the ways in which Soul may
be treated as Nows. These were the denial of memory (IV.4. 1 ff.), timeless-
ness (IV.4.15), lack of discursiveness (IV.4.6). The section on memory,
as well as the previous discussion of the memories of the individual soul,
which refers to its existence at the level of the hypostasis, speak explicitly
of soul év & vonrd (I1V.3.32.26, IV.4.1.1-2). In addition there are other

(37) Le Le Néoplatonisme, 68—9.
(38) Cir. BLUMENTHAL, Plotinus’ Psychology, 54-6.
(39) Cfr. i4id., 61-2.
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passages where the intelligible seems to be treated as a unit in the same way
as it was in VI.4-5, though once again it is not always clear what is going
on. We may refer to IV.3.5, where Plotinus on the subject of what happens
to the disembodied soul of Socrates says ¥, 0088y droelrar T&v Svrav- émel xdnel
of voég olx dmoholivrar (lines 5-6): T& dvra need not strictly refer to the contents
of Nous, for the point would be met by Socrates’ survival at the level of Soul.
The same is true of the remark about véec %, We may compare passages
where Plotinus says in so many words that véeg exist in Soul (e.g. VI.4.14.
2—3). In IV.3-5, however, he does still distinguish levels, for at the end of the
chapter he speaks of soul 9| pévovsw which is a Jogos of Nows and the partial
Jogoi, that is the individual souls, which derive from it. Shortly afterwards,
in chapter 8, 8vtx, is apparently again used generally of the contents of both
levels of intelligible being, as is also vonwd& (lines 17 ff.). The point at issue
here too is the difference between material and immaterial existence. The
distinction between Nows and Soul is still in theory maintained, for Plotinus
goes on to speak of the infinity of Soul later in the chapter, albeit in terms
that one would use of Nows as well {lines 35 ff.). We must therefore medify
what has been said about the character of this treatise, for in these earliest
chapters there is no abolition, even if there is some neglect, of the boundaries.
But this situation may support our explanation of the position in the central
part of the treatise. For the early chapters, 1-8, are devoted to the relations of
the individual souls with each other and with the world-soul. Here one would
expect comparison with Nous and its components, and it would be strange
if the division between Soul and Nows did not emerge to a greater extent than
in those parts of the work where Plotinus is investigating the operation of the
embodied soul or the ways in which soul may exist as a transcendent entity.
Similarly the distinction reappears later in the treatise where Pl. deals with
the relation between the various levels of intelligible being (IV.4.16.17 ff.).
What conclysions may we draw from this by no means complete cata-
logue of apparently inconsistent statements? Starting from our proposed
explanation of what is happening in IV. 34, we might suggest that the notion
of the hypostasis Soul is prominent only under certain conditions. Firstly
when Plotinus is setting out formally his three hypostasis system. Thus it
figures naturally in V. 1 or in the single treatise which we have as 111.8, V.8,
V.5 and 11.9 [30-33] which immediately followed IV.3-5, for example in
Il.9.1, and perhaps more significantly in V.6 [24], which comes between
V1.4~ and TV.3-4 (cfr. esp. V.6.4.14 ff.). Secondly it appears more or less
clearly when Plotinus is discussing the relation between souls. But when he is
discussing the relation of intelligible to sensible being, and the operations of
soul in the world, either on a cosmic or on an individual scale, then the hypostas-
is Soul tends to merge with Nous. Té voyrdv, the world-soul and the individual
souls are sufficient to provide an explanation of this world, and so we find pas-

(40} On this passage cfr. Phronesis, 11 (1666). 68-9.
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sages where world-soul seems to be directly dependent on Nous 40, Here one
might ask why it is Soul rather than ANoxs that sometimes disappears. For
this three reasons suggest themselves. Firstly, Plotinus does not normall}; think
of soul having access to the One except through Nowus (cfr. e.g. VI.8.7.1-2)
or being produced directly by the One “». And since Nowus is con.ce.iv;ed as
the One plus a sort of minimal multiplicity this is not unreasonable. So to
remove Noxs would Jeave an unbridgeable gap in the hiérarchy o.f bein
Secondly, the removal of Nous would deprive the world of its eternal modeg{'
a rfaie which Plotinus always assigns to Nowus rather than Soul: it is Nou.:'
which contains the Forms. Thirdly, if Nous disappeared, that kind of bein
w.ould be removed from the system to a far greater extent than is the mori
diffuse kind by the disappearance of the hypostasis Soul, for Plotinus never
suggests that the world could be run without some kind of soul, and that is still
repres'entcd by world-soul and the individual souls when the ’hypostasis oes
He will even say that souls in the plural are derived straight from Noir at.
VI.7.23.19-20, where Yuyds may or may not include the world-soul. Further
the world-soul sometimes seems to have the character of purely incie endent
soul as well as soul with a duty. In the difficult and confusing tenth P::ha ter
of IV.4, where certain remarks could apply to either Nous or the hy ostzsis
soul, and c')thers to world-soul or the hypostasis, Plotinus seems to be exp ound.-
ing ho_w Nous and the world-soul rule the cosmos. For direct rulé b)lr) Nons
there is no provision, though it is once mentioned as an alternative to rule
through the intermediary of either Soul or some kind of soul in a passage
where Plofinus says that in the context it makes no difference (V.8.7 px —I6g)
Rule by 6 vontéy, in which Soul may be merged, is a different.m'at;:ej .
‘ Another cause of Soul’s tendency to lose its independence, or at ;)ther
times those characteristics by which its independence may be di,scet‘ncd ma
be found in the difficulties that must inevitably arise if one ‘is to desc;'ibe Z
number of immaterial existents. In the last resort the difference must b
onc o.f definition, and the number of things one may say about each sn z'z‘.felj’
is limited. We have already referred to one passage which shows this difficult
clearly 43, Another may be found at V.2.2.18-20 where Plotinus tell .
thaft Nous is even less in place that Soul @9, Mueiras 8% o dpyéTumov 'rtocv:ocu"s'
writes Plgtinus (V.8.12.15). Onemightsay that it does so too well. For as so)m
as one tries to define Soul as such, without taking into account th<;, World-sou(l)’n
care and protec.tion of the cosmos, one is reduced to saying that Soul is likZ
nous but. not quite, or wice-versa, or even that it differs by difference alone 49
If soul is freed from concern with what is below and turns towards Nou.;

(41) Cfr. p.[210] above.

(42) But cf. VL. 9 [9].3.10-1
. .3. 3, where soul d i
oy See stove g2 oes seem to have direct access.
{44) % 8 péypr vob, ob témey' odSdv
TR, Hore obsd by,

(45) See the passages referred to on p-{207}.

Yep & Téme fv' & 8 volc moAd wEAOY odx v
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it becomes Nowus: vois yevoudvn adrl; Dewpel olov vowdelon xol &v Tonew T6H vord
yevopévn (V1.7.35.4-5). The individual must strive to attain this condition,
the hypostasis Soul has it as part of its nature. One can say, as Plotinus in
fact does (1.6.6.16-18), that when Soul is most truly soul it is Nous. Such
is the case when the transcendent immutability of intelligible being is being
stressed. But when Plotinus is concerned with the active and dynamic inter-
nal life of Nows then the reverse situation applies. The only way in which
Plotinus can describe the life of Nous is to allow it the process and transition
whose exclusion usually marks the difference between the two hypostases.
Plotinus had no vocabulary to describe a different sort of life for an intelli-
gible entity from that of Soul. What he needed was perhaps an extra set
of words to correspond to the ofov phrases and the less common dreep-words
which he used of the One 4. And whether they could have had any real
meaning is not at all clear. A more important factor may have been quite
simply that if a form of non-static thinking, namely discursive thought, were
applicable to the highest form of being which was not completely exempt from
‘ change ’, that is Soul gua hypostasis, then this type of activity would neces-
sarily have to apply at the higher level, that of Nous, once its absolute un-
changeability was abandoned. Hence some of the fluctuations which Professor
Armstrong has discussed and which we may now see to be complementary
16 those we meet when we examine Plotinus’ statements about Soul, either
in itself or or in so far as it forms a part of one noetic block of Being. Given
the similarities between Noxs and the hypostasis Soul we can understand why
they are kept clearly apart only at those times when the relation between
hypostases js under discussion. Then the causal dependence -of Soul on
Nous becomes prominent (e.g. V.1.7.42).

We have just mentioned that Plotinus may describe Nous by excluding
from it the dynamic features of the life of Soul. This is perhaps a more helpful
way of looking at the way of thinking behind Plotinus’ statements than to
think in terms of the ever greater multiplicity into which Plotinus depicts his
world as unfolding. If one discounts the personal mystical experience to
which Plotinus so rarely refers, a philosopher would have to elaborate the
notion of the One by excluding the attributes of Nous rather than atrive at
Nous by splitting up or adding to the One. As a matter of history one could
even say that the nction of the One was reached by splitting up NVows. However
much of a Platonist one may be and however strongly one might insist on the
need to explain fower in terms of higher being, one cannot arrive at one's
great Platonic truths without going through the process of abstraction from and
comparison with the contents of the sensible world 4P, And one might say that

(46) Omepdyadbe (VL. 0.6.40), Omepvdnog (VI 8.16.33), dmepbvros (V1. 8.14.43).

(47) Plotinus himself gives these as ways to knowledge of the One, cf. V1. 7.36.6-8.
The method of arriving at the One by abstraction goes back in the Platonic tradition to ALBI-
NUS, Did. X = 165.14 f. HERMANY; cfr, H. WOLFSON, ¢ Albinus and Plotinus on divine
attributes *, Harvard Theological Review, 45 (1952), 117 ff.
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the viz negativa to the One has already been trodden on the way to the deli-
neation of Nows and Soul. :

By its nature the One must be determined by what comes below, for
its super-essence, if one may use the term, is to be what the others are not.
Plotinus more than once stresses that the One is different from all the others
(V.3.11.18, V.4.1.5-6). Less clearly motivated by the exigencies of the
system, we find a tendency for the individual souls to be determined by what
comes below them, though admittedly what is below has been pre-formed
by the world-soul acting on matter, But since matter is devoid of all quality
(cfr. I1.4.14.24, VI.1.27.2), and individual souls and to a large extent the
world-soul are theoretically identical, all individual compounds of soul and
matter, or soul and body, should be identical too, That they are not is para-
doxically due to body, which should have no influence on soul. Body receives
as much soul as it can (VI.4.3.10-11). Differences between individuals
may be caused not only by body (IV.3.8.5-9) but also by the environment
(HI.x.s.11 ff, IV.3.7.22-5) 4®. And it seems not altogether unreasonable
to see the problems about Nows and Soul as at least partly caused by these
tendencies. If what it is to be MNows must be expressed in terms of Soul
without removing so many of Soul’s attributes that we arrive prematurely
at a description of the One there is not much room for manoeuvre.

So far we have considered these problems of demarcation mainly in
terms of Nows and Soul gua hypostases. If we accept that there is some serious
doubt as to where the boundaries in the intelligible are we may be less
perplexed by certain problems about the higher reaches of the individual
soul. One is the question of Ideas of individuals. This is a doctrine for whose
adoption by Plotinus there is very little firm evidence. I do not propose to
discuss this question again here, but think it safe to say that some of the texts that
appear at first sight to support the belief may be seen to refer either definitely,
or at least possibly, to individuality at the level of Soul, whose contents are
not described as Ideas, or rather vaguely in the intelligible, and so not neces-
sarily in Nous itself 49, Definite examples are the passages we have already
mentioned in VI.4-5%, possible ones that in IV, 3.5-6 2 and also IV.3.12.1 ff.
In general we may recall that véec are often included in the contents of Soul
(VI.4.14.2-3). All this suggests that we must view somewhat critically the
idea that the undescended part of the individual soul, its Nows, is necessarily
in the hypostasis Nows 2. When Plotinus tells us that not all the soul de-
scends, he may mean that some of it remains at the Jevel of the hypostasis
Soul. It would then incidentally, for the reasons that we have mentioned, be
a nowus, but would not be there primarily, as would those entities which have

(48) On this point cfr. BLUMENTHAL, Le Néoplatonisme, 60.

(49) Cfr. Phronesis, 11 (1966), 61-80.

(50) See above [212] and Phronesis, 11 (1966), 70-3.

(51) See above [214] and Phronesis, 11 (1966), 68-9.

{52) When Plotinus uses wows to refer to the reason this is clearly at a lower level.
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the status of Ideas. Thus we should have a sort of step in the intelligible world,
with the individual Nowus at one level below hypostasis Nows and its consti-
tuents, but at the same height as hypostasis Soul, the completely transcendent
area of Soul. The basic statement of Plotinus’ view on the the undescended
intellect, TV.8.8.1-3, Is not incompatible with such a situation. Below this
second level of intelligible being would come the second level of the individual
soul, namely the reason. Here we may recall the passage where Plotinus
talks of it as 7o uécov, between that which is always turned upwards and that
which is directed to the things here (I1.9.2.4 ff.)%. In the following lines
Plotinus actually says that the part of our soul which is not a part is at the level
of the world-soul, which works without 3wivota ¢,  And in this treatise,
where Plotinus is defending his system of strictly three hypostases, world-
soul tends to be seen as on a level with hypostasis Soul to a greater extent
than in other writings. .

In this light we may look at certain passages in two late treatlsesf V: 3 [49]
and 1.1 [53], which look as if they may lower the status of the 1ndxv1d1fal
intellect from that which it is usually thought to have enjoyed in certain earlier
writings. The picture is not entirely clear, and the problem would be less
serjous if there were not the difficulties we have discussed about where to
draw the line between Soul and Nows. At V.3.3.23-6 Plotinus talks of a
nous which is ours other than that which thinks discursively, and on top of it,
but still ours even if we do not count it among the parts of the soul. Here we
seem to have the usually accepted standard position. In the next chapter, how-
ever, at lines zo ff., Plotinus seems to envisage self-knowledge taking place
when we use a power of the soul above Suavora-—a power which must b’e our
rous—and see a Nows which is really above us: &My Suvaue TPOTYENIUILEVOL
voiy ab yevdanovre Sxutdv xatobuede ) Exclvov petahafdvre, Emelnep ndnslvos
fubregog wal fjuslc Exéwou (552, The &@An Sbvapic is probably a power be-
tween Sukvorx and Nous itself, and that would be our mows at the level of
hypostasis Soul, but here too Plotinus’ words could be taken to mean thaty everj
a part of Nous itself is attached to our soul: then the use O,f the _000\1", &')va_ws
would enable us to see itself as a #ous which is in fact identical with it. Sxmlilar
difficulties are presented by other passages in this treatise ), The situation
might once again be that Plotinus is concerned with the co.ntras.t between
the self-knowledge allowed by that direct grasp of an object identical to the

(53) For the term péoov cfr. I. r.1r1.4. . - . Y

(54) Here we may compare III. 4A6.2I:3: 1en YEe ol.eo'f}m 'xau x60U0V € va{ H
Juxfi iy pn wovov vontdy, dark wal duyfic g xbopou bpoedd 8!.3:?50;\/: if the xai means
¢ and furthermore ’, then the top part of our soul is here too seen as being on a level .v‘mh the
world—soul. If duyiig =¥ wbopov Supoads Suddeowv is to be taken as so'me.th.mg additional to
the xdopog voyrég then we seem to have two transcendent layers of the individual soul, paral-
lel with the worid—soul and the xdopog voysés. '

{55) This is part of a question: it is answered in the affirmative. )

{56) Other doubtfui passages in V. 3 are 4.8-10, 7.25-7, 8.44-8 and 9.7 ff.
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subject which may be said to characterize the whole of the intelligible when
the differences within it are not being stressed, and the inability of the discur-
sive level to produce such self-knowledge.

We may look at some doubtful passages in I.1 in a similar way. Here
Plotinus says that nous is common to all because it is indivisible, but that each
of us has it as his own: &t et xed &xaovog adrdv 8hov &v uyfi T mpdy
(I.1.8.3-6), Yuxfi v mp@™ could mean the hypostasis, and here we may
compare the phrase T} pév mpdmy f metd volv in the next treatise (1.7 [54].
2.6-7), or it could mean the top part of each individual soul: the latter seems
less likely, but if it were what Plotinus means then the individual soul would in
fact reach up into the hypostasis Nous. That is also suggested by [.1.9.13-15.
The difficulty of interpreting these two treatises in this respect is crystallized
in the last sentence of 1.1, pépog yap »al obros (vole) Hudv xal mpde robrov
dupev. Professor Theiler thinks that Plotinus is merely exaggerating in calling
nous a part of us. One could object that if any part of Nows, or the intelligible,
is in us, then so is the whole, but in so far as Plotinus is discussing what
belongs to the individual and what does not he should be more precise. If
Theiler is right then the intention of the closing remark would not be incon-
sistent with what seems to be the meaning of the passage in chapter 8.

On balance then it seems that these two treatises regard our snows as
being in Soul, but the balance does not tilt very far. It may be that Plotinus’
statements are so irritatingly ambiguous just because he was not here parti-
cularly interested in making the distinctions we are trying to find, Just as
in the passages in V.3 he finds the conditions for self-knowlege in direct
intuition and wishes merely to distinguish the kind of thought where they
exist from that where they do not, so in 1.1 he is basically concerned to
define the Léov, and so to distinguish what is and what is not part of the sen-
sible man. Any distinctions within the intelligible are less important. But
I think that these passages require a more detailed treatment than they can
be given here and am prepared to find that my present view of them is ina-
dequate. 1t is a question that I hope we might djscuss. For the moment let
it be said that in these discussions of the individual soul we seem to find
that Plotinus will be less careful of differences within the intelligible than he
would be if he were concerned primarily with these. And so the situation is
very similar to that which we found when looking at Nows and soul gua hypo-
stases. But while this way of looking at some of the problems may be helpful,
we should not assume that it will solve them all %),

{57) ad loc. THEILER compares V.3.3.24 ff.

(58) I should like to thank Professor ARMSTRONG for reading and criticizing a draft
of this paper. '
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SOUL, WORLD-SOUL AND INDIVIDUAL SOUL IN PLOTINUS

RESUME

Plotin affirme que toutes les Ames ne sont qu’une 4me ; cette dme unique inclut I'dme du
monde et les 4mes individuelles, Pourtant toutes les a&mes peuvent se comporter de maniére
différente, en particulier 'ame du monde. Cette situation engendre des incohérences, Le présent
exposé est destiné 4 définir ce gque sont exactement cos incohérences, ainsi que leur origine et
leur étendue,

Plotin parle peu de la nature des différentes 4mes. Au premier abord, on ne voit pas clai-
rement §'il y a deux ou lrois sortes d’Ames ; mais on peut finalement constater qu'il y a chez
Plotin trois sortes d'4ame et que I'Ame du monde eat différente de 1'Ame-hypostase, Les ames
individuelles sont en théorie égales, par leur statut, & I'4me du monde, Plotin ne donne pas
d’explication satisfaisante des différences qui existent entre les 4mes individuelles ou entre
celles-ci et I'Ame du monde. Quand il examine les activités des différentes Ames, leur égalité
disparait, Ces différences paraissent résulter du corps. C’est encore une nouvello incohérence,
puisque les différences entre les corps sont produites en premier lieu par I'dme. De la méme
manisre, le corps sembie contréler 'étendue de la descente de I'ame et il ne devrait pas en étre
ainsi, La supériorité de PAme du monde sur les dmes individuelles provient du fait qu’elle posséde
un corps supérieur : de méme les caractéristiques des Ames individuelles résultent de différences
de corps et de milieu environnant, donc aussi des passions, auxquelles 'ame du monde n’est
pas sujette. Le modele qui régit Jes relations entre les dmes est le suivant : elles sont unies au
sommet, divergent an plan de la raison et de la sensation et, curieusement, se réunissent au point
Ie plus bas,

It is well known that Plotinus frequently asserts that all souls are one, a umity
which includes both the world soul and the soul of each individual. It is equally
well-known that ail these souls can and do behave in different ways in spite of their
fundamental unity. In particular the world-soul is very different in its conduct, if
not in its essence, from the souls with which it is supposed to be identical.  That these
two positions are in fact inconsistent must be evident to all students of Plotinus, even
though the point has not received much attention. In a way this is not surprising,
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since it soon becomes clear that the problem has no solution. I should like to say at
the start that I am not going to produce a solution out of the hat, For whatever
reasons Plotinus does not provide us with the necessary material.!  The purpose of
this paper is merely to examine what Plotinus does say, to look more closely at the
inconsistencies that there are and to consider their extent. There are certain things
I do not intend to do.  One is to discuss the philosophical validity of Plotinus’ claims
about the unity and multiplicity of soul.  Another is to handle, except incidentally,
the problem of the soul’s descent, though this is a problem that cannot really be solved
unless one can define the differences between souls.

Most discussions of the relations between different kinds of soul on the one hand,
and between different souls of one kind on the other, are concerned with what they
do rather than what they are.  This in itself is significant, because most of what
Plotinus says is relevant only to the first of these questions.  Though he devotes a
certain amount of space to the proposition that all souls are one, he is more concerned
with establishing their similarity than defining their differences. When the differences
are important, they are either assumed or attributed to what are perhaps improperly
described as extraneous influences. To this point we must return at some length
later. At this stage it may be desirable to recall one of Plotinus’ discussions of the
unicity of soul.

The fullest treatments of this question are to be found in IV, 9 and at the start
of IV, 3. In IV, 9, which is specifically devoted to our problem, it soon becomes
clear that Plotinus is ill at ease, a fact noticed by Harder who said that this treatise
has the character of an apologia®. It is studded with expressions expecting disbelief2.
The first three chapters urge the view that all souls are one and attempt to dispel
two objections, how two individuals can act or perceive differently if their souls are
one, and how, if all souls are one, there can be different types of soul. The first is
met with the answer that the difference is possible because the two do not share one
body or one cuvaugérepov.  Herein lies an inconsistency which we shall have to
consider.  Plotinus also compares sensations in different individuals to a perception
in one part of an individual which is not shared by the other parts. An appeal to
this analogy is also used against the second objection.

In the fourth chapter of this treatise Plotinus takes up the question he had earlier
reserved, how all the souls are one.  He had mentioned two possibilities.  The first
was that the souls are one because they come from % 705 mavtds Quy4 (ch. 1, 10-11), the
second that the ol mavtds Quyh as well as the individual souls come from one soul
and are therefore one. These alternatives, which Plotinus here leaves open, raise
the question whether % 703 wavrdg Juy is or is not identical with Yy the third hypos-
tasis.  Does Plotinus distinguish two kinds of soul, the individual soul and the )
oD wavtds or three, the individual soul, the uyy) tob navtéc, and Yuyh without qualifi-
cation?  If the answer to this question is two, the individual souls must come from

{1) This was already noticed by Zerier, Die Philosophie der Griechen 111.ii%, Leipzig, 1881, p. 542,
4,

(2) Plotins Schriften.  Ubersetzt von R. Harder.t I b, Hamburg, 1956, p. 458f.

(3} e.g. ol Hvomov 003t dmoyvwotéov, 2,20, uh 34 tig dmoreltw, 5,7. Cf. the talk of mwoparpauio
and wetfd in a similar context at VI, 5, 11, 5-7.
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the uyh ol mavrés, which will then be coextensive with the hypostasis.  If the
answer i3 three, we shall have to ask how they are related. Is there then a straight
line of descent from the hypostasis through the Juy) tob mavtée to the indi.vidual souls,
or are these and the Juyh 7ol mavtée directly descended from the hypostasis? '

Since the second question is merely hypothetical if the answer to the first is two
and not three, we must deal with that first. Let us return to IV, 9, 4 where the problem
is well illustrated. There Plotinus speaks of one and the same soul being in the many
bodies, and before this one that is in the many another that is not, from which derives
the one that is in the many: telite 8¢ &ocL b plav xal Thy adthy &v meAlole codRact Puyhy
Omdpyey xol mpd Tabmng the wills tie &v mokhols EAMyvy b elvan iy &v wolrole, &’ Rg 'fq v
morhotg pla (IV, 9, 4, 15-18).  This and other similar references 'to many souls beuflg
derived from one (e.g. IV, 8, 3, 11-12; III, 9, 3, 45) do not specify Yvhat that one is,
nor do they make it clear whether the world soul is to be included in the mgltxt:ude.
As it stands our text allows the possibility that the source of the many souls is either
the world soul or the hypostasis ttself. If the two are identical then, of course there
is no problem, ' ' ' '

Now a glance at the relevant texts might easily give the impression that the
world soul and the hypostasis are in fact the same.  This was the view of Zeller, and
others have followed him,» If they are right, then Juyh 708 mavtés must refer to l?oth
and be that soul from which the other souls come.  But there are texts where Plotinus
refers to the world soul as the sister of the individual souls (IV, 3, 6, 13; 11, Q, 18, '16).
These might arouse suspicion, since if the world soul and the hypostasis are identical,
we shall be left with a position where the world soul is both parent and sister of the
other souls, for in our passage from IV, 9 and its parallels it woul'd have to be their
parent.  Matters are not helped by the fact that the contexts in which the term
% 00 mavrde Quyh, oF its equivalent ¥ ol Show Juyh, are used do not always dehrm}
its reference. But there are some which do. Let us look at a passage where % o0
mavtde Quyh must refer not to the hypostasis, but to a world soul which has another
form of soul above it. In IV, 4, 32, talking about how the components of thia world\
Zéov are parts, Plotinus says 8cov 3% xal quyfig tol muvrds peréyey, \xow&. 7000UTOV otk
sy * xed 1& pdv pévig Tadmg peTérovta xetd Ty 0T y.ép'q,' Goo 3t xal EAAnG, TadTy Exe
b ui) uépn wavn etvan {1 8-11).  Here &dvg must §1gmfy a soul other than and
higher than that which is described as Juyd 706 mavrée.  This higher soul can only
be the hypostasis. The same conclusion may be drawn from 3 E‘e(markn ear:ly in Iv, :3
about the difficulties that occur el wh 15 =b pév & omosiey 29’ Eautod Wy minrov elg
chua, et 85 Exetvov T&k¢ mhkoag, THY TE Tol Shov xal TEG EAAXG _(IV, 3,. 4, '14—16). It is
clear from the context that the &v referred to here is a unity which is soql. This
must be the hypostasis, so here too # 6% &hov Yuyy is thought of as be‘mgflerlved frf){n
rather than identical with it.  Since the point might be made that % oS ékov yuy? 1s
not necessarily the same thing as % 7o mavtdg Yuyh, it may be as well to state explicitly
that the two terms do refer to the same entity. We may s.affely conclude that we
are dealing with three types of soul rather than two, and that it is the world soul that
is called ¥ 708 mwavtdg duxh.

(1) Op. cit., p. 538.  Cf. most recently J. M. Rist, Plotinus. The Road io Reality, Cambridge, 1967,
p. 113.
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Before we go on to deal with our second question, the one about the relations
between these three types of soul, it may be worth considering briefly why uy3) o
mvsé might be identified with uy# tout court.  In the first place there are passages
which suggest that the world soul comes next after Noi¢ in the hierarchy of being.
Thus we may read vobs 8% purh 3dwot w5 1o mavrée, Juyyy 88 map® adt¥c # perd vobv 15
wet adthy Ehapmouse xed tumolowx (I1, 3, 17, 156-16).  Here there is no intermediaréf
between Nolg and what is called Juys) tol moavtde.  The same is true of a passage in
the following chapter, at II, 3, 18, 9ff.  The contexts are similar and provide us with
a likely explanation of the apparent inconsistency. In both cases Plotinus is discus-
sing the demiurgic functions of soul and intellect: in chapter 18 Nofig is actually
called Snuwupybs.  Hence what matters is the chain of command between Nobde and
the lower manifestations of Soul which Plotinus elsewhere calls ¢boic. The world
soul, like the soul of the individual, has direct access to Noii¢ in certain circumstances,
and the translation of what is in NoSc into the creation of our world is a case where
such access is likely to be emphasised. But we should not infer that the access of
any entity to higher forms of being means that other forms of being may not exist
between.  After all the possibility of mystic union for the individual does not imply
the abolition of Not;.  Here is one starting point for the view that guy¥ to8 movtés
and the hypostasis are identical. ~ Another might be found in those passages which
show that the world soul is not preoccupied with the world (e.g. IV, 3,12, 8ff.). One
of these does actually treat all soul and the world soul as one: y.é\: 6’7\;; xal Ehou ...
»oauel Umepéyovon dmdvwe (IV, 8, 8, 13-14).

Plotinus’ strict position is that the hypostasis and Juyd te5 mavtée are not the
same. Buft we should perhaps allow that, while uy% tob wavrée always refers to the
world soul, it may not always have the same upper limits. So in the demiurgic
passages which we have considered Plotinus could have been thinking of the hypostasis
in so far as it is manifested in the world soul.  Further there is no need to conclude
from the fact that Plotinus does distinguish the hypostasis Soul and world soul that
we are to envisage a series of five hypostases, the One, Nofic, Soul, World Soul, and
its Iowgr part which may or may not be called pvowc. The point is that, when Plotinus
1s making the kind of distinctions we have been discussing, he is not abandoning the
view thitt all souls are ultimately one. This totality of soul is referred to by the
terms néion Juyd and & duyh (1V, 3, 6, 12 and III, 2, 4, 10-11).

We must now turn to the relation between our three types of soul. The second
alterpat;ve which Plotinus mentioned in IV, 9, 4, namely that both world soul and
the individual souls come from one soul, would give us a triangular relationship
with the hypostasis at the apex of the triangle and all other forms of soul distributed
along the base.  Further evidence for this model may be seen in Plotinus’ description
of the vyorlc@ soul as 6uoeidhs with the individual souls (V, 1, 2, 44; 1V, 3, 6 1). Such
a relgtlon is also suggested by those passages which refer to the wo;ld soul as
the sister of the individual souls. However a closer inspection of these passages
shows tl_lat the world soul is at least a senior sister.  The exact status of the individual
sou_ls will emerge more clearly from a consideration of their functions. As far as
their nature is concerned Plotinus tells us virtually nothing.  Both world soul and
the individual souls seem to be such as they because they are either world soul or

S0UL, WORLD-SOUL, INDIVIDUAL SOUL b9

particular individual souls. If we ask why one part of Soul should be world soul
rather than the others, the answer would appear to be simply that the one part is
world soul whereas the others are individual souls. It is probably because there is
no precise definition of the difference between various souls on the same level and
because the differences are left to emerge from their activities that the world soul does
appear to be higher than its theoretical peers. The same is true of the differences
between various individual souls.  Usually their individuality does not seem to be
part of their definition. When it is, it arises from their dependence on an Idea of
the individual (¢f. V, 7, 1}, and Plotinus does not normally take such Ideas into account.
He was by no means certain that they existed.! Otherwise Plotinus does not seem
to have had any satisfactory explanation of how souls are both a unity and a number
of discrete individuals. When he is talking about the souls in the intelligible, he will
accept that they differ by otherness {¢repbng, VI, 4 [22] 4, 24-6), but when later he
is concerned with souls in the world, he will reject the idea as being appropriate only
to Notg (IV, 3 [27] 4, 9-14).  One cannot help feeling that his efforts to provide an
explanation are in the end unsuccessful because there was none with which he himself
could be satisfied.? The position is reminiscent of Plato’s reluctance to describe
the Form of the Good, at least in the dialogues.® What Plotinus gives us is an analogy
between the souls and the different powers of one individual soul (IV, 9, 2), and the
oft repeated statement that soul is indivisibly divided (cf. esp. IV, 1 and IV, 2 passim).
The second requires further explanation. The first is inadequate. ~ While it may
explain why you and I do not have the same affections and perceptions, it can hardly,
as Plotinus intends it to, explain why you are good while I am bad (IV, 98] 2, 21-4).
The single souls may be the basis of different physical functions in the several parts
of one organism, but these various parts do not have contradictory moral qualities.
When Plotinus returns to this question of good and evil later, the answer that emerges
is that the difference depends on the extent of one’s association with the body (VI,
4{22] 15, 17 fi.).

This kind of answer is typical of what happens when Plotinus discusses differences
between souls or proceeds on the assumption that they exist. In theory, as we have
just seen, the world soul is on a Ievel with the individual souls with which it is identical.
As soon as Plotinus begins to talk about what the souls do, their equality begins to
disappear.  Interestingly the pattern is not, as one might expect, one of divergence
from the top. The souls do in a sense reunite when they reach their lower limits.
But before examining this pattern let us look at the differences that result from the
different tasks assigned to world soul and the individual souls.

In the first place the world soul is in control of what Plotinus regards as a stable
and worthy body, the xéopog (IV, 8,2, 6 f.}.  In this respect the star souls are to be

{1) On this question see H. J. BLuMmenTnaL, ‘Did Plotinus believe in Ideas of Individuals?’, Phronesis,
t. 11, 1966, p. 61-80. For another view see Rist, ‘Forms of Individuals in Plotinus', Classical Quarierly
n.g. t. 13, 1963, p. 223-31 and op. cit. [p. 57, n. 1) p. 111 and 255, n. 9.

(2} That Plotinus was well aware of the difficulty is indicated by his appeal to divine aid, Beby
SUAMTTTOpY ... mapanaibonvres, at 1V, 9, 4, 6-7.  We may compare his reference to the Muses when confronted
with another daunting problem, the origin of time (II1, 7, 11, 6-11).

(3} E.g. Rep., b06 d-e.
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grouped with the world soul rather than the other individual souls (cf. II, 1, 5, 8 ff.).
They share the world soul’s immunity from disturbance (II, 9, 18, 30-2). Here we
come to.one of the major inconsistencies in Plotinus’ treatment of soul. For him
bodies are not mere matter, but matter informed by soul (IV, 7, 1, 8-10).  The soul
that is responsible for this information is the world soul. It marks out the ground
for the individual souls {(VI, 7, 7, 8 fI.) and prepares bodies to be their homes: «i
&) 7% Bvrog (sc. odparog) olov &8ehgfic JuyFic deyotomne wobpac Suéhayov, olov mpomapa-
oxzvasdang Tadmg adtais olxfoeg (IV, 3, 6, 13-15; cf. 11, 9, 8, 15-16). From this we
would expect all bodies at least within a species to be similar at this stage. Such
differences as there are should only reflect the contents of NoGc. And yet we are
often told that it is the body or the suvapgpérepov, the compound of body and the lower
level of soul, that determines the nature of the individual. And not only bodies
but the environment that has been produced by irradiations (émdugeig) from the very
same world soul that has produced the bodies (cf. 1II, 1, 5, 11 ff., IV, 3, 7, 22-H)
Moreover soul does not always enforce its authority even on matter (I1, 3, 12, 9-11).
The same sort of difficulty is involved in the idea that souls differ in proportion to
body’s capacity to receive them. While all soul is present everywhere, each thing
that receives it can receive only a certain amount: 6 AaBdv vocotov &8uvily Abeiv,
mavrdg mapbvrog (VI, 4, 3, 10-11, cf. ib. 15, 3-6). Thus the way in which a body is
besouled depends on differences in the bodies although they have originally been
preformed by illumination from the same source. What all this means is that by
not being able to explain the differences between souls intrinsically, Plotinus has
allowed himself to arrive at a position that is doubly inconsistent. Doubly because
in the first place he admits that body determines the type of soul a living being is
to receive and secondly because he has made the differences in body arise from a
combination of undifferentiated matter and at best partly differentiated irradiations
from soul.  Further as we have seen, it is the world soul, which is basically the same
as the individual souls, that has prepared the ground for the differences.

These difficulties may also be observed when Plotinus discusses the descent of
the soul, or at least the depth of that descent, Here again it is, in the last resort,
the nature of the body concerned that is the controlling variable.  For it is the body
as much as any inherent differences in the souls that initially determines how far
they will go: xdreion 8¢ eig Erovrov Exdorn xa’ dpoiway T Subbocwg = dxel ydp, & &v dpota-
Below §), péperay, % piv elg &vBpwmov, 1) 88 elg LBov & ¥o (IV, 3, 12, 37-9).  As the
immediately preceeding words show this also holds within the same natural kinds.
And each soul will mould itself to fit its recipient {(VI, 7, 7, 13-15).  Another factor
contributing to the position may have been that, if Plotinus had put all the differences
in soul, he would have had to say that some souls were essentially evil. There is an
exception to the general rule that body plays.a large part in determining what happens
to the soul. It is the idea that the nature of a soul depends on its former lives in
general (111, 4, 2, 11 ff,; IV, 3, 8, 5-9) and its memories in particular (IV, 4, 3, 3-6).
Piotinus believed in reincarnation no less than did Plato.r It followed that former
lives could influence the soul. But at a theoretical first incarnation this last influence

(1) Cf. A. N. M. Rica, ‘Reincarnation in Plotinus’, Mnemosyne, ser. 4,10, 1957, p. 232-8.
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would not be applicable.  Nor does it apply to the world soul because its duties are
always the same and may be seen as an ever-present unity (IV, 4, 9 ff.). The same
is true of the star souls, which here again are to be classed with world soul even though
they are in fact individual souls (cf. IV, 4, 6 {f.).

In any case the differences which result from memory are or may be the result
of factors external to the soul. Once again we have no intrinsic difference.  Only
the world soul is, more or less by definition, exempt from outside influence. Some
explanation may be found in the suggestion that it is free of all those passions whose
opposites are the virtues because there is nothing outside it which could be a threat
or an attraction (I, 2, 1, 10-13, cf. I1, 9, 18, 24-7).  Unlike the individual souls it does
not descend, that is associate closely with body (ef. e.g. III, 4, 4, 4-7) although like
them it has a series of reflections extending downwards as far as soul can go.  Plotinus
will usually say that it governs the world from above with no difficulty : Smepéyovon
dmévarg (IV, 8, 8, 14). In such contexts the world soul is not in body. The?e
is one passage where it is, namely II, 9, 18, 20 ff., where the individual souls' are said
to have the ability to live in their bodies in a way closely resembling that in which
the world soul lives in its. It may be that we can attribute this statement to overen-
thusiasm on Plotinus’ part in the peculiar context.  He is after all in this treatise
concerned to stress the value of the physical world against the Gnostics and may in
the chapter in question be allowing himself to be carried away by rhetoric. ~ But the
point seems to be simply that the best souls are virtually not in their bodies at all.
so that to adduce the world soul’s presence “‘in” its body as an ideal involves only
a slight inaccuracy. The remark need not be inconsistent with Plotinus’ usual
position.  Being outside body absolves the world soul from any alteration through
association with body, but also means that it cannot acquire individual characteristics
from those additions or accretions — mposfixer — which become attached to other
souls on their descent (VI, 4, 6, 4-5).

The causes of this descent are a subject on their own, but one point should be
mentioned.! This is that in so far as the world soul as well as the individual souls
are involved in creation and separation from the intelligible world, both are on the
same footing., They wish to be their own masters (V, 1, 1, 3-5, III, 7, 11, 15-17).2
World soul and the individual souls thus become separate in the same way and at the
same point. From here we may look at the pattern of their relation.

At the top all souls are together in the totality of soul, distinct but not separate
(VI, 4, 14 passim). Separation is a function of body (VI, 4, 8, 1‘2—17_). y\\"lt}mut
it the souls are related in much the same way as the parts of Noig (I\’,‘B,.o, 15-16;
cf. V, 9,6, 89). And in so far as they are turned towards Nols that is just wha@
they are. It is characteristic of world soul to retain this orientation (II, 3, 18, 9-10).
With the individual soul, though it does have that higher part always above to
which it may turn, the orientation is not permanent. ~ Since world soul is theoretically
equivalent to the individual soul and since it extends downwards just as far, it is

{17 For a recent discussion sec Rust, {lolinus. The Road to Iteality, ch. 9. o

(2) Rist argues that Plotinus does not mean the same thing in these two texts—the first about mdmdugl
souls, the second about world soul-—because the context is different ib. p. 257, n. 3. I cannot follow this
argument.
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interesting to speculate whether Plotinus made his confessedly bold and idiosyncratic
claim that the individual soul has a part which never descends primarily in order to
retain the parallelism between the two types of soul.  That there were other reasons
to commend such a view is not be denied.* The question, to which unfortunately
there can be no answer, is merely whether the theoretical equivalence of souls was
his starting point. The way in which Plotinus could think of the world as parallel
to the individual is well illustrated by a passage where he splits the xéopog as well
as the individual into two, a part composed of body and a kind of soul attached to it,
and another, the true self in the individual, the disembodied world soul in the xésuog
I 3,9,30-4).  The same tendency may explain why we have the curious discussion
about the earth having sense perception in IV, 4, 22 ff.

At the level of the embodied soul, that is in the range of faculties from the
discursive reason downwards, the souls are considered to be at their most separate
and individual.  Here the identity of distinct individuals that characterises the
intelligible world is gone. Instead we have a multiplicity of formally identical
individuals dependent on the appropriate Idea (VI, 5, 6, 7-11)2. Tt is at the level
of «lofinows that Plotinus is most anxious that his doctrine of the soul’s unicity should
not be incompatible with the separate existence of individuals (¢f. IV, 9, 2). Here
we are concerned with differences between souls whose multiplicity stands in contrast
to the singleness of the world soul. Two other groups of differences, to a large
extent related, serve to show the divergence between world soul and the individual
souls, namely those caused by body and the environment, which we have already
mentioned, and those caused by the affections. In theory, all souls are free from
affections (4maBzlc). The world soul remains so.  The individual souls do not. Diffe-
rences in the environment will affect the body and this can, as we have seen, affect
the constitution of the individual. Moral behaviour and one’s susceptibility to
the affections are related to the composition of the body : xed ogoSpérepon 8% «i
emBupio pdoer To1dde condray, #e 8¢ oy (1, 8, 8, 30-1; cf. IV, 4, 31, 39-42), If
ihe soul gives in to its body’s constitution, it will be forced to desire or be angry (111,
1,. 8, 15-16).  In general the soul will be subject to affections if it associates closely
with the body (IV, 7, 10, 7-11).  In the first instance the informed body (rofovsz
sdyua) and the compound formed by this and the lower phase of soul called gigig are
the subject of the affections, which are transmitted upwards by the sensitive and
imaginative faculties (IV, 8, 8, 9-11, IV, 4, 17, 11-14).  But it can happen that the
whole soul will be affected by excessive attention to the needs of the lower parts
{ef. IV, 4, 17, 20 ff.).  The upper soul must therefore avoid taking more than the
necessary interest in the activities of the lower (I, 2, 5). Thus the individual soul
is subject to the circumstances in which it works and liable to deteriorate. So in its
case Plotinus cannot maintain in practice the doctrine that the soulis d4raffc®.  With
the world soul it is quite otherwise. Its attention is always directed upwards and

{1} 1t provided an easy cxplanation of how men could know the Forms and made Plato’s doctrine of
anamnesis unnecessary.

{2} On the meaning of this passage see Phronesis, t. 11, 1966, p. 71-3.
{3) These matters will be discussed more fully in a forthcoming book.
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its work does not affect it (cf. IV, 8, 2, 42 f1.).  The ideal for the individual soul is
to join the world soul in tranquil administration (1V, 3, 12, 8-12).

All this might suggest that the world soul and the individual souls are furthest
apart in their lowest reaches, but curiously this is not the case, or at least not always.
Sometimes Plotinus will regard the lowest part of the soul, that part assuring life
and growth (74 qurwév), as part of a vertical section which is the individual soul.
He will tell us that, when the already ensouled entity which is body comes closer to
soul it becomes a living body, and the trace of soul which it now receives brings the
beginning of the affections (VI, 4, 15, 8-17).  The additional soul that body here
receives must be the gutixév : any possibility that it is a higher form of soul is ruled
out by the statement that it is only now that the body becomes a living body.  So
this passage would appear to conflict with the view that we receive the lower parts
of the soul from the universe, parts to which we oppose another higher kind of soul
(IV, 3, 7, 258, cf. I, 2, 2, 3-b).  This opposition is of course the resistance to the
affections that Plotinus so often talks about, and the centre of these affections is
that very gutixév which we receive from the world and thus from its soul (cf. IV, 4, 28
passim). The apparent inconsistency may be explained if we do not forget that
Plotinus maintains that all souls are one. When in 1V, 9, 3, he is discussing how
all the various levels of soul which may be distinguished and can exist without each
other will unite when separated from body, he remarks 16 3¢ Opemrindy, el én 708
8hov, Eyet xal éxelvng, namely world soul: 16 Bgemrixdy is clearly the same as o gurucov
which he has just listed with the other faculties that reunite. ~ The point seems to
be that reunion is not really applicable to this part because it was never really indivi-
dualised, for he proceeds to pose and answer the question why it does not come from
our soul. The answer is that this is « because the object of 7pogd) is a part of the
whole, a part that is sentient in a passive way, whereas the sensation that makes
distinctions in alliance with reason belongs Lo the individual: this (the faculty of
sensation) the soul does not need to use to form what already has its formation from
the whole” (ib. 26-8)t.  Here what iz allocated to our soul and what is not depends
on the view that our bodies as such are parts of the world as a whole, and our indivi-
duality only begins above them. At other times, when Plotinus is analysing the
functions of an individual (cf. esp. IV, 4, 18 ff. and 28), he will speak of the faculties
closely linked with the body as part of the individual, not unreasonably since the
body does after all belong to us. He is merely considering the same data from
different standpoints.

So the souls that diverged at the top have converged again at the bottom. In
a way we have come full circle. We have seen that Plotinus’ statements about the
unity of souls may at times be unsatisfactory. But when we reach the point where
that unity might be most completely lost, we find that it will explain what would
otherwise be a serious inconsistency about our lower soul. It is interesting to
reflect that many of the problems that do arise might not have arisen, had Plotinus
always accepted that the basis of individuation is to be found in Forms. At this
point Plotinus may have been a better Platonist than his own best interests required.?

{1) 87t b tpepbuevoy pépog Tol Shov, & nal walmTieég alofnrikdy, ¥ 8¢ aloBneoig %) xplvousa peta vol
Endorov, i 008y ESer mhdrrery 16 Omd ol Shou Thy mhdory Exov.

(2) I should like to thank Professor A. H. Armstrong for reading and commenting on a draft of this
paper.
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Did Plotinus believe in [deas of Individuals?"

lotinus generally says that we exist at the level of the discursive
reason, the summit of the sensible man. Here the “we”, the fuel,
is normally to be found. The #ueic however, can also have a
place in the intelligible world. Since it is thus mobile?, it cannot be
the ultimate basis of the individual's existence or personality. To find
this basis we must look at the transcendent area of the soul, and see
how far up the scale of intelligible being man’s individuality can be
traced. Does the individual exist as such only at the level of Wuy#, or
can he be found in the world of Nobc¢ as well?

Since the contents of Not¢ are Forms, this question is equivalent to
asking whether or not Plotinus believed in Ideas of individuals as well
as of species. This at first sight is a question that can only present
itself with reference to the period before he apparently decided finally
that the undescended part of the soul reaches only as far as Wy, as he
seems to have done in his latest treatises.? But it does not necessarily
follow that the existence of Forms of particulars is incompatible with
the demotion of the individual’s veSc. It remains possible that Plotinus
could even at this stage have thought in terms of some further tran-
scendent principle of the individual’s being, a Form that would not be
a part of his structure, but on whose existence that structure would
nevertheless depend. Like the One, though of course in a different way,
it might transcend the highest part of the individual, and yet be
essential to his existence.

Unfortunately the evidence as to Plotinus’ views about Forms of
particulars does not seem to admit a clear answer. We have one treatise
which states clearly that there are such Forms (V. 7), and two passages

11 should like to thank Professors A, H. Armstrong, D. M. MacKinnon, and
J. M. Rist, and Miss A. N. M. Rich for comments on earlier versions of this paper
2 On this mobility cf. J. Trouillard, La Purification Plotinienne (Paris, 1955)
pp. 26-7 and E. R. Dodds, Les Sources de Plotin. Fondation Hardt. Entretiens
sur I’ Antiquité Classique V (Vandeeuvres-Geneva 1960) pp. 385-6.

3 cf. A. H. Armstrong and R. A. Markus, Christian Faith and Greek Philosophy
{(London, 1960} p. 57 and Armstrong, ‘Salvation, Plotinian and Christian’,
Downside Review n.s. 75 (1957} p. 132 and n. 11. On the passage to which Arm-
strong refers in nn. 11 cf. pp. 69-70 below and n. 18.
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that may support it (IV.3.5 and IV.3.12 #nit.). On the other hand
we have what seems to be an equally clear denial in V.9.12, and
another in VI.5.8. There are also a number of texts whose interpre-
tation seems to leave sufficient doubt for it to be unsafe to rely on
any one of them for a definite answer. But several of these do seem to
go against the view that there are Ideas of individuals.

This last group of texts is late, so that if they are to be taken as
precluding the existence of Forms of particulars, any suggestion that
the difficulties can be accounted for by a development in Plotinus’
views must be discounted. It would be unlikely in any case. But even
without this group of texts the distribution of those clear statements
which we have mentioned already virtually forbids such an expla-
nation. V.7 is the eighteenth, V.9 the fifth, and VI. 5 the twenty-
third treatise, so that the acceptance of Ideas of individuals (V. 7)
is inconveniently sandwiched between two denials. It might still just
be possible to argue that V. 7 [18] and VI. 5 [23] are sufficiently close
together for it not to be altogether unreasonable to suggest that at
this period Plotinus was still uncertain of his revised answer to the
question.* But the reappearance of the doctrine in IV.3([27], if it
does reappear there, and more particularly its disappearance later,
would make such a suggestion, speculative in any case, extremely
difficuit. It would then be necessary to propose a period of doubt
running from V. 7 to IV. 3, and then a reversion to the original point
of view.

This would seem to be carrying speculation too far. We can do no
more than examine the evidence at our disposal. But before going
on to the texts themselves, it might be helpful to consider what, on
general grounds, Plotinus’ doctrine might be expected to be. Here
there would seem to be good reasons why Ideas of individuals should
figure in his system. Some explanation of individuation must be given.
Is it form or matter that is the basis of differences between the members
of a single species? If, as Aristotle held, it is matter, there is no need
to lock further. The introduction of formal principles of individual
characteristics would clearly be unnecessary. But matter should not
be the cause responsible, for it has no powers or attributes in its own
right. It is completely devoid of form, &motog (IV.7.3.8), &uopgog
(VI.1.27.2), dvetdeoc (I1.5.4.12), and mere otépyowg (11.4.14.24). Form

* V1.5 is really the continuation of VI.4{22]. The intervening treatises are 1.2
and 1.3, neither very long, and the mere fragment that isIV.1.

is merely reflected on to it from above, and has no effect on the nature
of the matter, which retains nothing of what it temporarily receives
(cf. 111.6.14.241f.). These features of matter might lead us to think
that form should be responsible for all differences, and not merely for
specific ones.

In Plato’s philosophy, with its greater gulf between the intelligible
and sensible worlds, these characteristics of matter, or rather its
complete lack of any characterization, should perhaps have led to a
belief in Ideas of particulars.® At first sight this conclusion suggests
itself in Plotinus’ case too. But in his system formal principles exist
at various stages of diffusion. The One, the cause of all form, but itself
completely lacking any form, contains all else in potency, in an in-
distinguishable unity. In NoT¢ there is a unity that is at the same time
a multiplicity, although there are no real divisions. In Wuy# the
components are more fully separate, though unity is still maintained.
This same deployment of an original unity, which has produced Noig
and Wuy#, leads finally to the genuine multiplicity of the sensible
world. Such progressive explication of higher principles might be
thought to make it unnecessary to assume the actual existence of
formal principles of particulars at the level of Nos. On the other hand
it does not follow that anything comes into existence which has not
in some way existed already, and, on the principle that all that is here
must be in the intelligible world as well — éxeifiev fv obpmavra Tabra,
xat xahhbvog énsi (V.8.7.17) — we should expect at least the potential
existence of Ideas of individuals at that level.

In fact the explanation that Plotinus usually gives of the multiplicity
of existence here is based on the movement towards an ever-increasing
diversity which we have outlined. When the contemplation which
takes place at various degrees of intensity, proportionate to the levels
of being, becomes so weak that the production of natural objects is
its only result {cf. IT1.8.4.28-31), the entities in the intelligible world
reflect themselves on to the receptacle below. Many such reflections
may arise from a single existent above. Thus the many sensible fires,
which may be thought of as éxraudeis of an archetypal fire, have one
source which produces them all (cf. VI.5.8). Yet while the specific
forms of things may be due to a multiplication of Aéyot, the differences

5 L. Robin, La théorie platonicienne des idées et des nombres d’aprés Aristote (Paris,
1908} p. 589, suggests that Plato might have been on the way to holding that
there were such Ideas, but he produces no evidence there to show that this
was so.

v
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between individuals, other than mere numerical non-identity, can
hardly be explained in this way. Such differences would have to be
attributed to deficiencies in the imposition of form on matter. It is
such deficiencies which Plotinus uses to explain ugliness, and in doing
so he allows matter a certain resistance to form (cf. 1.8.9.11-14) which
its sheer negativity might seem to forbid.®

Another general consideration which is relevant to the question
under discussion is connected with the position of our intuitive in-
tellect. If this is to be found at the level of NoUg rather than Wuy#, the
acceptance of Ideas of individuals seems to follow, since all the com-
ponents of Noig are Ideas. But this approach can provide no complete
solution either, since Plotinus often leaves unspecified the exact po-
sition of that part of the soul which remains in the intelligible. It is
however from this angle that Plotinus proceeds to deal with the problem
in the only place where an unquestionable affirmation of the existence
of Forms of particulars is to be found. To an examination of this and
the other relevant texts we must now turn.

Let us first consider the evidence which supports the belief in
Ideas of individuals. In V.7, a treatise specifically devoted to this
question, it is argued that if each individual can be traced back to
the sphere of the intelligible, the principle of his existence must be
there too. So if there is always a Socrates, and a soul of Socrates, there
will be a Form of Socrates too. One might object, says Plotinus, that
if the original Socrates does not always exist as such, but is sometimes
reborn as another, for example Pythagoras, there will be no special
Form of Socrates in the intelligible world. But he argues that if the
soul contains the Aéyou of all the individuals through whom it passes,
all those individuals must exist there too.” Now each soul does contain

* Plotinus is not in fact being inconsistent in regarding matter as pure negativity
and as the source of evil. It is both. By being negative, matter has certain effects
on all that comes into contact with it. These, when viewed in relation to higher
being, are bad. cf. J. M. Rist, ‘Plotinus on Matter and Evil’, Phronesis 6 (1961)pp.
154-66.

7 This may not mean that Socrates can become Pythagoras, but only that the
presence of all the Adyot in his soul allows for what is still essentially Socrates to
reappear in different forms. If Socrates really “became Pythagoras” there
would be difficulties about why Socrates should reproduce the Adyou of Socrates,
Pythagoras, X, Y, Z..., and not of A, B, C..., rather than just being reincarnat-
ed as Socrates, 3.}, 52... There would also seem to be nothing to prevent the
simultaneous existence of more than one Socrates. [But we must also allow the
possibility that Plotinus’ aims in this treatise led him to give only a passing
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the same number of Adyot as the cosmos. And as the cosmos contains
not only the Xéyog of Man, but those of individual living beings, the
soul too must contain them. We may interrupt Plotinus’ argument to
point out that the'soul must derive the Aéyot it has from above, and
so they must exist somehow in Nolc. He now goes on to point out
that unless the world repeats itself in cycles, the presence of the
Aéyo. of all individuals in the soul would mean that it contains an
infinite number of such Aéyer. If, on the other hand, there is to be a
periodic return involving the production of more particulars than the
number of entities present in the intelligible pattern, one might object
— this is still Plotinus’ argument — that there is no need for periods.
Instead one archetypal Man will be sufficient to produce all sensible
men, and a finite number of souls could produce an infinite number of
men. He meets this objection by saying that one formal principle will
not suffice as a model for different beings, or in particular one Man for
particular men who differ not by virtue of matter, but by many thou-
sands of formal differences. The creation of different beings must
proceed from different Aéyor. One cycle will contain all of these, and
the next will reproduce the same set again (V.7.1.1-24). Most of the
remainder of the treatise is taken up with the refutation of suggested
explanations, based on a theory or theories of generation, which are
put forward to account for the differences between individuals without
assuming a separate formal principle for each.

Here there is no doubt that Plotinus accepts Ideas of individuals.
Did he go so far as to accept an infinite number of such Ideas? In the
part of his discussion that we have dealt with it seems that the number
of such principles is finite, and writers on Plotinus tend to say that this
was his doctrine with little sign of hesitation. So Zeller takes the
postulation of cycles as a means of avoiding the infinity of the Ideas.8
Inge writes, “Thus the history of the Universe contains an infinite
number of vast but finite schemes, which have, each of them, a be-
ginning, middle and end.”® Similarly Armstrong says that Plotinus
mentions but dismisses the idea of an infinite number of Forms in
favour of a finite number reproduced in an infinite succession of world-

glance to the question of reincarnation, and perhaps even that further consider-
ation of the implications of that doctrine contributed to the possible later a-
bandonment of Forms of particulars. cf. however Rist’s remarks, ‘Forms of
Individuals in Plotinus’, Classical Quarterly n.s. 13 (1963) p. 228.

8 Die Philosophie dev Griechen 111.ii* (Leipzig, 1903),p. 582.

* The Philosophy of Plotinus® (London, 1929) I, p. 189, cf. also 11, p. 56.
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periods.’® On the other hand the interpretation of the final sentence
of V. 7.1 given by Bréhier, Harder, and Cilento,* would support the
view that in this treatise Plotinus envisages an infinite number of
Forms of individuals.’? The sentence runs: iy 3& &v 7§ vontd dretplay
o 3¢l Seduévar: miEow yap &v dpepel, xal olov mpdetowy, Srav évepyf. (V.
7.1.25-6). Bréhier, for example translates: “Mais il ne faut pas craindre
l'infinité que notre thése introduit dans le monde intelligible; car
cette infinité est en un point indivisible, et elle ne fait que procéder,
quand elle agit.” Are we to assume then, as we must if this interpre-
tation is correct, that Plotinus does in the end decide here that there is
nothing wrong with numerical infinity in the Ideal world after all?13

Such a view would accentuate the contradiction with the passages
denying that Ideas of individuals exist at all. But that in itself is no
ground for rejecting the interpretation suggested for the sentence in
question. The real point is that this interpretation seems to render
quite pointless the previous discussion, where the periodical repetition
of the world and its phenomena is introduced to explain how a finite
number of Ideal archetypes is sufficient to account for all the parti-
culars that ever appear in this world. And if this is so, what need is
there for an infinite number of such Ideal principles? One cannot say
that the theory of cyclical repetition is discarded or superseded by this
final sentence of Plotinus’ argument, since it reappears both later in
the same treatise, and elsewhere (in the later work IV.3-4, at IV.
3.12.8ff. and IV. 4.9.61f.).

But another interpretation of V.7.1.25-6 seems to be possible.
The first half of the sentence could easily be taken to mean that it can
now — after the explanations just given — be seen that the introduction
of Ideas of individuals need not involve infinity in the Ideal world,

10 ‘Plotinus’ doctrine of the infinite and its significance for Christian thought’,
Downside Review n.s. 73 (1955) p. 51. cf. too C. Carbonara, La Filosofia di
Plotino? (Naples, 1954) p. 205, and M. de Gandillac, La Sagesse de Plotin (Paris,
1952) p. 132.

1 Unspecified references to Bréhier, Harder, and Cilento are to Bréhier’s edition
and Harder and Cilento’s translations of the Enneads.

12 Tn an earlier discussion, op. c¢if. pp. 119-20, de Gandillac too seems to accept
that some sort of quantitative infinity in the intelligible world is involved.
Rist’s discussion in the article cited in n. 7, pp. 224-5, also implies that the
number of Forms is infinite, but he now feels that this is wrong.

* That he might at least have given serious consideration to this possibility is
suggested by the fact that his disciple Amelius accepted it as right, cf. Syrianus,
Comm. in Metaph. 147.11f. K.
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and that we need therefore feel no inhibitions about accepting the
hypothesis. The second half would most naturally mean that thereisa
potential infinity there, but that it is realised only in its manifestations
here. This will hardly do, for we should then have an adequate ex-
planation of all the particulars that come into existence in this world,
without recourse to the cyclical theory. The difficulty would be solved
if the last five words, xei olov mpbetowy, §rav vepyf, could be taken to
refer to the result of repetition in successive cycles, and mean that
infinity is unfolded as the original pattern (made up of a finite number
of Ideas) reappears again and again, producing an ever-increasing
number of particulars. The pattern, however, by virtue of its intelli-
gible nature, is whole and undivided, and at the level at which it is
still a pattern (&v 18 voyrd), a complete unity though made up of a
plurality of components. The force of n&sa would then be that all the
infinity that there is is contained, as it were, év v& duepel, in the un-
divided plurality of intelligible being, whose action produces an in-
finite number of manifestations. Such a meaning is given to infinity at
the end of the treatise: # »od & v&, § &v Yuyd, 70 &merpov TodT@Y dvdmodhy
iy dxel mpoyelpwv. (V. 7.3.22-3). xal olov mpberowv bray dvepy would
then mean that the infinity might be said to advance every time the
pattern acts: with each cycle the total number of particulars in all

14 Since first deciding on this interpretation I have found it embodied in a dis-
cussion of the passage in question by L. Sweeney, ‘Infinity in Plotinus’, Grego-
vianum 38 (1957) p. 730. But Sweeney there denies that there is any infinity in
Plotinus’ immaterial world except of a kind determined by effects ~ the hypo-
stases are infinite by their power, an infinity of “extrinsic determination”—
{and in the case of the One an infinity of “non-entity”), and regards the One and
the lower hypostases as parallel in this respect. He fails to take into account
other types of infinity which Plotinus was prepared to admit, and so his view
cannot be said to be sufficiently firmly based. For a criticism of Sweeney’s
article (loc. cit. pp. 515-35 and 713-32) see W, N. Clarke, ‘Infinity in Plotinus:
a reply’, Gregovianum 40 (1959) pp. 75-98. But in dealing with Nobg and Wuyn
Clarke seems to go too far in the other direction, and finds an infinity of being
in both, albeit relative to what is below. But the idea of a relative infinity,
though it may be implicit in Plotinus’ thought, does not appear before Porphyry
at the earliest — perhaps in Sententiae XXXI - cf. Dodds, Proclus. The Elements
of Theology* (Oxford, 1963) note to prop. 93. Sweeney defends his thesis against
Clarke in ‘Plotinus Revisited’, in the same vol. of Gregorianum, pp. 327-31, but
in a later paper he admits that the One is intrinsically infinite, cf. ‘Another
Interpretation of Enneads V1.7.32', Modern Schoolman 38 (1961) pp. 298f.

For infinity as a divine perfection cf. alsoc R. Mondolfo, L'infinito nel pensiero
dell’ antichitd classica {Florence, 1956) pp. 527-8. A balanced account of Plotinus’
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time tends further towards infinity, or perhaps better, since time has no
beginning, the infinite number of all particulars grows. Though strictly
speaking it may be nonsense, one might think of this infinity becoming
more infinite by the addition of the particulars produced in each new
period.!®

This interpretation seems to be required by Plotinus’ views on in-
finity. Actual numerical or quantitative infinity in the Ideal world
he will not allow. 'Amewplx as applied to Nobc may refer to the lack of
impassible demarcations between its “parts” (cf. VI. 4.14.5-8), to its
ability to reach everywhere always (VI.5.4.13ff), or to the fact that
nothing exists outside Nolg so that it could limit it (VI.2.21.9-11).16
In the treatise “On Numbers” (VI.6[34]) Plotinus points out that
infinity and number are incompatible, and asks why we talk about
infinite number. Perhaps, he suggests, it is in the same way that we
may speak of an infinite line, which we can do only by thinking of
one longer than the longest existing one, and not because such a line
actually exists. When we come to the intelligible world we may say
that there is an infinite line, but it is infinite only in that limit cannot
be part of its definition, and not because it cannot be traversed (VI.
6.17.1-15). In a similar way intelligible number is in fact limited.
While we can think of a number greater than the greatest number here,
there it is impossible to add to the number given, because the addition
is already there, since all number is. There is no basis for further ad-
ditions. So number too is infinite there in a special way, namely in
that it cannot be measured by something external (cf. VI.6.18.11f.).
In fact Plotinus even denies that there is an infinite number of sensible
objects, and so that the number applicable to these is infinite (VI.
6.2.2-3). Much earlier the fact that it would involve an actual numeri-
cal infinite had been used to show that xpdocic 3u'8Aov is impossible
(IV.7.[2].82.18-21).

The proposed interpretation of V.7.1 thus seems to be confirmed.
We have then a clear statement that there are Forms of particulars,
and we see that the number of these Forms is finite. One further
passage may well support the existence of such Forms. In IV.3.5 we
read ofitw 7olvov kel Puyal Epekiic xab’ Exacrov volv &Enprnuévar, Adyot

doctrine of infinity is given by Armstrong in the article cited inn. 10, Downside
Review n.s, 73 (1955) pp. 47f.

15 The number of particulars present in any one period is of course no more
infinite than is the number of their intelligible archetypes.

18 See further Armstrong, Joc. cit. pp. 51-2.
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vév oboat xai EEethypévar pdihov ¥ éxcivor, olov mohb & SAlyou yevbpever,
... (lines 8-11). Given these words alone one must allow the possibility
that Plotinus has in mind here that each voic produces a group of
souls, rather than that each volc has a single dependent soul which isa
deployment of what exists in a more compact form in that volc. The
rest of the chapter might lead one to think that the second of these
interpretations is correct, but does not rule out the first. The question
under discussion is whether the soul of Socrates still exists as such
when we come to its highest part which is not in the body. Plotinus
answers that it does: no &vra can cease to exist, for even the vésc in the
intelligible, which form a unity, retain their identity, by otherness.
So too, he continues with the words we have quoted, the souls which
come next in the order of existence are one and many. Here, and in
what follows, the plurality of véeg is used for purposes of comparison,
and there is nothing that must mean that there are as many véec as
there are souls. The same may be said of a sentence in the chapter
that follows: #omt 8¢ xal thy pév (all-Soul) mebe w5y Bhov voiv i3elv, Tac O2
(individual souls) pEiiov mpde Tolg abTév Tolig &v uéper (IV.3.6.15-17).
This suggests more strongly than anything in chapter 5 that each soul
has a vob¢ to which it, and no other soul, is attached. Such would
seem to be the most natural sense of mpdg Tove abz@v tobs v uéper. But
once again the possibility that groups of souls are attached to each
voi¢ cannot be excluded. In that case all human souls would be at-
tached to the voiic that is the Idea of Man, all horses’ souls to the vaic
that is the Idea of Horse, and so on. In favour of the contrary view
we might refer back to the remark at the beginning of chapter 5 that
amoheiton 009ty =&y dvrwy. This is used to support the existence of
Socrates’ soul apart from its existence in a body, and odx dmohaivrar is
applied to the vées that retain their identity in spite of their unity.
One could argue that this implies that Socrates’ soul should also exist
among these véec in a recognizable form. On the other hand its survival
at the level of Wuy# would suffice to ensure that it did not disappear
from & dvrx, which is not here used in the technical sense of compo-
nents of Nobc. Further the point that nothing passes out of existence
refers primarily to the doctrine that unity is not, in the intelligible,
incompatible with plurality. To sum up, the balance of probability is
perhaps in favour of taking this passage to contain the belief in
Forms of individuals, but it cannot be at all certain that it does.” The

17 Cilento, ‘Psyche’, Parola del Passato 16 (1961} p. 209, uses it as evidence for
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same may be said of some remarks about voiic staying above when the
souls descend at I'V.3.12.1-5.2% As a result V.7 is the only unambiguous
affirmation of the existence of Ideas of particulars.

We must now pass to some texts which deny the existence of Forms
of particulars. Two texts are clearly such denials. In V.9.12 Plotinus
writes that we must say that there are Ideas of the universal, not of
Socrates, but of Man. Going on to ask whether individual character-
istics, such as being snub-nosed or hook-nosed, come from the Ideal
archetype, he answers that they are included in the Idea of Man as
differentiae. But that a particular man should have a particular snub
nose is due to matter. Similarly matter and place determine the exact
participation in differences of colour, which are included in the formal
principle.

The second passage, which seems to have escaped notice, is to be
found in VI.4-5. Discussing how particulars participate in Forms,
Plotinus argues that it is by being separate from the matter, and not
in it, that the Idea of fire is able to inform all fiery matter (cf. VI.
5.8.15-25). The unity of the Idea makes it possible for it to inform
what is not a unity, and it is present as a whole to the matter which it
informs. The suggestion that the Form provides different parts of
itself to different parts of matter is dismissed, on the grounds that it
would be ridiculous to introduce a plurality of Ideas of fire so that each
separate fire should be informed by a separate Idea (which is what the
division of the original Idea would in fact amount to). This, says
Plotinus, will not do, because it would lead to an infinite number of
Ideas (cf. VI.5.8.35-42). These two passages leave no doubt about

Plotinus’ intentions.

We must next consider a series of texts whose meaning is less clear,
or which are, in some cases at least, open to an interpretation other
than the obvious one.

In the same treatise VI.4-5 there is an apparent contradiction
about our status in the intelligible world which has been noted and
discussed by Arnou.® Two passages referring to this status would
seem at first sight to give different answers to the question whether or

the belief in Ideas of individuals, but he considers that o
Node and not Wuys.

18 Armstrong, Downside Review n.s. 75(1957) p. 132 n. 11, and Bréhier do take

volg in line 4 here as referring to individual intelligences. Otherwise Cilento, and
possibly Harder.

1* Le Désiy de Dieu dans la philosophie de Plotin (Paris 1921) pp. 204-8.
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not we exist as particulars there. The first (V1.4.14.171f.) says uthgt
before our birth we were &vbpwmor &Ahot Tiveg, pure .S(')uls and volc in
contact with the whole of reality, parts of the intelligible from which
we were neither distinct nor isolated. Now another man has been
added to the original one, the one that each of us was there, :and we are
the combination of the two. But now, says Arnou, turning to the
second text (VI.5.12.161f.}, from the =éc that‘ we were we have ‘pe—
come Tweg by virtue of the addition of non—belng. The state. of being
nic can be regained by the removal of accretlons: The first text,
writes Arnou, says that we were tveg in the intelligible world, the
second that we were iig.

Before setting out to reconcile the contrgdiction he sees here, Arr‘lou
rightly discounts the possibility of a development: for the two jcreatlses
are in fact one. Whatever the exact sense of the first passage, it allows
that there was more than one #vfpwrog there. Going on to ask whether
this does in fact mean that we were each there individually, Arnou
answers that it does, on the grounds that Plotinus believed in Ideas of
individuals.?

Yet this belief appears to be rejected in the sixth chapter of VL5,
where the Ideal Man, & #pwmnag 6 xork whv idéav is opposed to the
man év §An. The Ideal Man is said to have come to the particular ma‘n
and becomes ric #fpwmog. The man who exists in matter moAlovg
Eroinoe Tobe abrobs dvBpdmovg. Amnou argues® that this does not mean
that the Ideal Man has produced a multiplicity of men, but that the
individual has unfolded and deployed his model. But then comes an
expression which seems to be fatal to his interpretation, &otiv &v 7t
olov voppaytlbuevoy &v mokholg (lines 10-11). Arnou, who.has already
remarked that Plotinus at the beginning of the passage points ouft that
it is a comparison (olov ef, line 6), attempts to solve the difﬁculty
about the words quoted by saying that this is just where the compari-
son breaks down. Plotinus, he says, thinks that it is not exact and
indicates this with the words ody ofvwgin line 12,

Having thus, as he thinks, succeeded in showing that we were the?e
as individuals, Arnou reconciles the two original passages, those in
V1.4.14 and V1.5.12, by saying that we were there as tweg, but because
we were there o) Stuxexpiuévor, we were there after the manner of the

20 For this he refers to V. 7: the nature of our discussion does not of course
allow us to use this as evidence here. Arnou makes no mention of V. 9.12.

28 Against Bouillet, whom he accuses of neglecting abtobds, perhaps wrongly as
PBouillet in his translation combines this sentence with the next.
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intelligibles, and in this sense néc, as uépn tob vontol. But since we
were not in the sensible world we were not really a part. “Parties du
Tout mais restant dans le Tout ne faisant qu’un avec le Tout, nous
n’étions pas isolés; encore une fois nous étions Twveg et nous ne 'étions
pas.”

Arnou’s discussion makes no reference to the passage in V1.5.8, on
the Idea of Fire, which we have noted in the previous section. Unless
this passage can be explained away, and I do not see how it can, we
are left with a serious inconsistency between it and the text in VI.5.6,
as interpreted by Arnou, as well as with the two other passages which
he takes to contain the same doctrine. But let us re-examine his
treatment. Even without the evidence from VI.5.8, Arnou’s conten-
tention that such an apparently plain statement as the one that the
Idea of Man is, as it were, stamped on the many individuals, should
not be taken too seriously, on the grounds that this is the very point
where the comparison breaks down, must excite suspicion. It must not
be forgotten that the purpose of the comparison is to throw light on
how intelligible being can be everywhere as a whole. Now the argument
after the words we are considering runs: adtd 8¢ &vBpwmog xol dutd
Exaotov xal Shov 1o mhv oy oltwe &v molhole, AAAG T& TOMA v adrd),
uEArov 3¢ mepl abrd. AoV Ydp Todmov T Aeuxdv mavtaxod xal % Quyh
éxdoTou &v mavtl pépel Tl omporog f adth olrw yap xui T By VT 0D
(V1.5.6.11-15). It seems clear that the point is that the comparison is
inexact in that the seal-impressions involve two things inappropriate
to an accurate representation of how intelligible being may be present
as a whole at separate points. Firstly the presence of the archetype
in the reproductions, and not vice-versa, and secondly the divided
existence — as in the case of the colouring on separate surfaces — of
what is in fact present in different places without its unity being in-
fringed, just like soul in the different parts of the body. Here surely
is where the parallel breaks down, and not in the production of many
images from one pattern. It is with the relation of parts of 4 v to the
whole that Plotinus is concerned (i6id. 1-4).

We have still to explain the tolg adrod dvBpdmoug of line 9. Arnou
takes this as the plural of ¢ adrd¢ &vBpwnoc, the Idea of Man. This is
certainly a possible meaning, but not the only possible one. The words
could also mean that the men are the same, and so moAhoic émotnoe
Tolg adrols dvipdroug would simply mean that the derivation of sensible
man from the Ideal Man had led to the production of a multiplicity
of (gua man) identical men. This is the interpretation of Harder and
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Cilento,?? and our examination of the rest of the argument shows that
it is the one that must be accepted. We must conclude that Ideas of
individuals have no placein VI.5.6.

But what of the passage in V1.4.14? We may accept Arnou’s con-
clusion that there is mo incompatibility between the assertion of
individual existence in the intelligible world, and the view that the
individual is there equivalent to the whole, which we find in VI.5.1.2.
But if there are no Ideas of individuals, how can the individual exist
in the Ideal world? Have we removed the contradiction between VI.
5.8 and Arnou’s view of V1.5.6 only to be faced with another betvs{een
both these passages (instead of just VI.5.8) and VI.4.14? C-erfcamly
this is so if all three refer to the same level of being. But it is not
necessary that they should. Throughout this treatise tl.xere are clianges
of subject. Sometimes Plotinus discusses Nolg, sometimes Yuyy, and
sometimes both together, 75 vontév in the more general sense. In
particular we may note that the introductory remarl«‘:s to VI4.14
show that this chapter is concerned with Soul, as preceding ones have
been. Admittedly Soul is said to contain véeg, but since the§e are.parts
of the totality of Yuy# we must assume that they are .vésg either in 1‘:he
loose sense of reasons, or human véee that Plotinus 1s here regarding
as existing at this level rather than the higher one of No:ﬁq. .Tl_ley are,
therefore, not Ideas, as is the Man of VI.5.6. Thus the 1n§1v1§gd1ty
with which Plotinus is here concerned must be that of the individual
{uy#. And to this Arnou's remarks may properly be applied.

Plotinus does not then seem to have held that there were FO@S
of particulars when he wrote V1.4-5. Some texts from later works point
in the same direction, but most of them leave some room for' doubf,.
In the third treatise on the categories Plotinus criticizes Aristotle’s
distinction between primary and secondary substanc.e§ (YI.3.9.19-42).
He objects to the idea implied in Aristotle’s classification t}}at the
particular is in some way prior to, and the cause of’, the’ universal.
One of his points is this: 6 Zwxpdtng odx Ewxe T& p.“h‘ otv’epco‘nl:q) T 'elvciu
&Bpdme, AN & dvbpwmog TH Toupdrer: peToAnPeL Yop &vBpdrmou 6 1l

&v0pwnoc. (sbid. 27-30). The meaning that most 1:ead11y presents itself
is that Socrates exists as such by participation in the form of M‘an:
the Platonic term perdindic adds its support t? this mtergetatmn.
But it is possible that Plotinus is merely arguing ad hominem, and

22 Bréhjer’s version is different, but agrees in referring odg adtodg avlpamoug to
sensible men.
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pointing out that the existence of Socrates is not a prerequisite for the
existence of the general class of men: X may be a man even if there is
no Socrates, while Socrates’ manhood depends on his membership of
the species Man. A similar line of thought may be all that is behind
the previous remarks on the relation of particular manifestations of a
science or quality to the universal. Certainly the discussion that
follows, about the relation of form to form in matter, and the priority
of the former, seems to be couched in Aristotelian terminology and
concepts. The only necessarily Platonic or Plotinian idea is thata
Abyoc in matter is “worse” than one free of it (s64d. 32-4). And the
introduction of this point need not imply that Plotinus is arguing in his
own terms all the time. If he were, it might even be possible to find
room for the belief in Ideas of individuals. It is not impossible that
Plotinus’ train of thought could be this: the Idea of Man is prior to
the Idea of Socrates, therefore the sensible Socrates is posterior to
men in general. It seems quite likely then that Plotinus is here thinking
of species-forms only, but not improbable that he is not talking about
Forms at all, and just possible that he might be assuming Forms of
particulars after all. 2

There is also some room for doubt about an earlier passage in VI.
1-3[42-44]. In discussing the structure of Noig Plotinus says that one
cannot there grasp anything that is numerically single or an individual
(kvopov). Whatever you may lay hold of there is an £I80¢, since there is
no matter there (VI1.2.22.11-13). That this is not merely a reference
to the lack of frontiers between the parts of Noig, so that £i8o¢ could
still refer to the Idea of an individual, is made clear by the sequel,
where £130¢ is opposed to yévog. We are told too that &idn provide a
népag for prior eidy till the Eoyarov eldog, the infima species, is reached
(2b2d. 15-17). In itself this passage would seem to rule out any belief in
Ideas of individuals. The only difficulty is that the statements we
have referred to are made in the course of a discussion of various
Platonic texts.* It is therefore possible to argue that Plotinus’ re-
marks are coloured by the task in hand. Thus Trouillard suggests that
in this passage he is making concessions to Plato in avoiding the
introduction of Ideas of individuals.?s But Plotinus is hardly notorious

# It may be worth recalling that in VI. 3 Plotinus is directly concerned only
with the categories of the sensible world.

2 From Tim. 39 E in lines 1-3, Parm. 144 B in lines 14-15, Phil. 16 E in lines
18-19.

28 Purification pp. 76-7. Trouillard makes his position less unacceptable by
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for altering his views to make his exegesis of texts conform to the spirit
of his Master’s writings! So we should probably be right in taking this
passage to mean that Plotinus himself does not here believe in Forms
of particulars. And if he did not believe in them here, we have further
grounds for not seeing them in V1.3, a part of the same treatise. This
does not, however, justify us in maintaining that the passage trom
V1.3 definitely contains a rejection of Ideas of individuals.

One further discussion in the VIth Ennead seems to preclude Ideas
of individuals. This is concerned with the attributes of the Ideal Man.
Even in the Ideal world he is not just voig but has alsfneg and every-
thing else that is necessary for life here, so that the form should be
complete, and so fully able to inform matter (VI.7(38].3.101f.). These
statements are justified in the following chapters (4-7), and the whole
discussion is given in terms of a singular #vfpwmog. Certainly one’s
impression on reading it is that Plotinus is concerned only with a
species-form. But there seems to be nothing in this section that makes
it impossible that he should be dealing with just one of many Ideas
of men, as opposed to the sensible counterpart of the same Idea.
Later he talks of Ideas being at the lower end of a sort of vertical
section through Nofi¢, as a way of explaining how a horse, for example,
may still — by virtue of the higher part of the section - be a volic. The
descent down one such section, which is one vol¢, may finish with a
horse or some other animal. Nails, claws, horns, or sharp teeth, may
be added (V1.7.9.20-46). Again we seem to be concerned with species.
But once again it would perhaps be possible for an advocate of the
belief in Ideas of individuals to show that this is not necessarily so.
He might have a little difficulty with the first lines of ch. 8.26 The
case against him seems to be clinched by aremark about the Idea of a

pointing cut that Plotinus manages to extract from his texts the existence of
individuality at the level of Wuy#, and claiming that this means that individuali-
ty is retained in the world of Ideas since it is still present in the intelligible.
Trouillard argues in support that Plotinus is not always clear about the boundary
between the top of Wuyh and Nolc. But while this is true of the individual,
there seems to be little room for enough doubt about the boundary between the
hypostases to permit the acceptance as an Idea of something that exists only in
Soul.

26 His difficulty would be greater if he had to explain the phrase inmog 8Xog in
line 1, as he would have to do if the hitherto accepted reading were correct. In
fact Henry-Schwyzer’s collation shows that it appears only in one of the primary
MSS which otherwise have §xewg. “Oroc might leave room for individual Ideas of
the animals mentioned, but the sentence still suggest species-forms.
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plant in ch. 11: x«l y&p éxelvo &v, talro 8¢ (that is, those here, sc. T
cpu'ro’f) oA ek 4" Evdg €E dvdyung (lines 14-15). ’
Finally we may refer to a text from the last group of treatises.
In the course of an argument to show that we should not expect this
world to display the same standards of beauty and goodness as its
Ideal model, Plotinus writes as follows: olov, &f T £oxémet Tov &vBpwmov
wov alalyrdy 8omig xdAMoros, odx dv Simov 16 v v dvBpdne HEiwoe
wov adrdv elvan, dAN éxeivo dmodedéyfur tob mowrol, ef Suwc & ookl
nol vebpolg nal doréarg dvra xatéhaBe 16 Ayo, Gore xol TabTe %eAIvor
xel v Adyov duvnBFva EmaveNdeivd? f Ghy (IIL.2[47].7.6-12). Here
too the comparison would seem to be of the sensible man with the
single Ideal archetype of all men. But again it is open to argue that
what the passage means is that even the paragon described falls short
of the Ideal principle which is his highest and truest self in Notc
and that this principle is peculiar to one man. ’

Thus several of the texts we have just examined seem to allow of
differing interpretations. But none of them clearly affirms a belief in
the existence of Forms of particulars. It can be claimed that some dn
not rule out such a belief. Yet in each case the interpretation which
would do so seems more likely. In one case, the passage from VI.7, we
see that Plotinus is definitely thinking of species-forms. All these t(’exts
come from late treatises. VI.7[38] is the earliest of the group. If Plo-
tinus did accept Forms of particulars in the others, we should have to
assume more fluctuations in his attitude to this question. His answer
would be “no” in V.9(5], “yes” in V.7[18], “no” in VI.4-5[22-3], per-
haps “yes” in IV.3[27], “no” in VI.7[38], and “yes” again thereafter.
Such a development is difficult to accept, but since Plotinus apparently
changed his mind twice, in V.7 and VI.4-5, it cannot be claimed that
he could not have done so again. One can only say that it is perhaps
less likely that he did than that he did not. But in view of the balance of
probabilities as far as the meaning of the individual texts is concerned,
it is probably safe to say that Plotinus in his last period did not accept
the existence of Ideas of individuals.

Is there any hope of reconciling his divergent positions? Scholars
who have dealt with this problem and tried to do so have tended to
treat it as a question of reconciling V.9 and V.7. By doing so they
naturally make their task far easier than it is: the evidence from the
latest treatises must vitiate any conclusion which states that Plotinus

37 Theiler’s énavleiv (in the revised Harder) is perhaps right.
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was always prepared to accept Forms of particulars, or that he worked
towards such an acceptance in V.7. Even if the conclusions of our
previous paragraph are not accepted, the evidence from VI.4-5 is
enough to show that he rejected the belief on a later occasion.

With these reservations let us look at the solutions proposed. F.
Heinemann?® tried to cut the Gordian knot and simply denied the
authenticity of V.7, but naturally enough he has found no support
for his view. Bréhier tries to narrow the difference by maintaining
that V.9.12 admits intelligible origins for the different races of men,
and that ypurémc and cupbmg are characteristics of such formal prin-
ciples.?® But the Greek seems to mean that they are things contained
in the Idea of Man. In a note ad loc. he says that a comparison of this
passage with V.7 suggests that differences as far as those between
races are due to “préformation”, while any further differentiation is
accidental.® Apart from the objection to his view of V.9.12 we have
just mentioned, this suggestion hardly fits with the doctrine of V.7.
Tt could only be supported by giving much more weight than is due
to the various ideas canvassed in the second and third chapters of this
treatise and paying insufficient attention to the clear indications of
the first. Trouillard at least pays attention to passages from other
treatises, though we have suggested that his remarks on V1.2.22
are at least questionable.3! He notes that V.9.12 admits differences
arising from matter, and says that this position is approximately the
same as that in V.7.3 which allows differences between individuals
to arise from defects of form.32 He concludes that the remark at the
beginning of V.9.12, that thereis no Idea of Socrates, but only of Man,
is just a question or an objection inserted in the exposition.®® This is

28 Plgtin. Forschungen wber die plotinische Frage, Plolins Entwicklung und sein
System (Leipzig, 1921) pp. 63-73. Heinemann’s views on questions of authenticity
and development are criticized by Bréhier in his Notices and notes, passim, and
Harder, Gnomon 4 {1928) pp. 647-52.

2 Notice to V. 9, vol. V, p. 159.

30 jhid. p. 171 n. 1.

51 See pp. 74-5 above, and n. 25. Other passages which he discusses (Purification
pp. 761.) in the furtherance of his view that Nob¢ contains individuals are

concerned with individuality at the level of Fuy. On this see n. 25. It is inter-

esting to note that he takes [V.3.5 as referring only to the Juy# of Socrates.

32 Purification p. 76.

38 ;bid. Some such idea is presumably what enabled O. Hamelin, La théorie de
Vintellect d’aprés Aristole et ses commentalents, Publié¢ par E. Barbotin (Paris,
1953) p. 45 n. 99, to quote this chapter and V. 9.10 as evidence that Plotinus
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hardly suggested by the run of the argument. Another difficulty in
Trouillard’s suggestion is that according to V.9.12 differences between
all individuals are due to matter, while the remark he mentions in
V.7.3, at line 6, is concerned only with differences between the off-
spring of the same parents. Moreover Plotinus seems to deny in the
sequel that even such differences are not due to formal principles.
Perhaps the most helpful contribution to this approach to the problem
is a comment by Ficino on V.9.12: Ommnes formales inter individua
differeniiae non contingentes ex diversitate materiarum vel locorum, illic
ideas habent, sed virtute quadam potius, quam actu proprio, scilicet qua-
tenus in speciebus ipsis, quarum proprie et praecipue sunt ideae, con-
tinentur varit quidam singularesque formarum modi, inde quandoque
pullulaturi.3* This is at least not incompatible with V.9.12, but there
seems to be no evidence for any such status for the Ideas of V.7. It

does seem then that we must reject the view that V.9 and V.7 embody
the same doctrine.35

More attractive is a suggestion made by Himmerich,3 that the
question is left open in V.9, and given a positive answer in V.7. But
he appears to base his view on the acceptance of Bréhier’'s remarks
about “préformation”,*” and seems to think Bréhier’s version, which
he misquotes, justifies these.?® A solution somewhat similar to Him-
.rnerich’s is proposed by J. M. Rist in a recent article on this subject,
in which he confines himself to V.7. and V.93 Starting from the
questionable assumption that in V.9.12 Plotinus is out to make a
case for Forms of individuals, at least of individual men,% he suggests

held that there are Forms of particulars. Hamelin also gives V1.7.14 as evidence
for this doctrine: this seems quite unjustified,
# Printed ad loc. in both Creunzer’s editions.

85 Carbonara, Filosofia di Plotino, P- 191 n. 34, reports some other explanations
of the two passages in question and adds one of his own, but these either fail
to attach sufficient importance to V. 7 or do not explain why there should be
two different statements in the two treatises of an assumed single view.

%8 Eudatimonia. Die Lehve des Plotin von der Selbstvevwivklichung des Menschen.

Forschungen zur neueren Philosophie und ihrer Geschicht .
E enF. 13 (W
1959) p. 88, (Wiirzburg,

37 ibid. p. 86.

?a ’cﬂ tbid. P. 186, n. 4 to ch. 7. Bréhier translates: “Il faut dire qu’il y a des

idées .des universaux, non pas de Socrate, mais de I'homme”. Himmerich omits
des 1dee§ - A standard scribal error, on which the note depends. On Bréhier’s

explanation of these texts see above.

8 Joc. ¢it. (n. 7), Classical Quarterly n.s. (1963 223-23
, L 0 . -231.
40 4bid. p. 224. ( e
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that in V.9 he is still rather hesitant about how far individuality is
due to form, and that his views develop to the acceptance of Ideas of
individuals which appears later in V.7.9 But the fact remains that in
V.7 we find Ideas of particular men while such Ideas are rejected in V.9.
It does seem then that we are faced with a genuine inconsistency

between these two passages.?? In fact, if we discount the somewhat
indecisive evidence from IV.3, this inconsistency may well be one
between V.7 and the rest of Plotinus’ work, for we have seen that there
is some definite, and further probable, evidence that he rejected Forms
of particulars afterwards. If this inconsistency is to be removed, it
can probably only be done by showing that V.7 is no more than an
ad hominem argument against the theory, or theories, of generation
there discussed. But I see no way of doing this. The suggestion is only
a guess. It would receive some support if it could be shown that
Plotinus did not really believe in the theory of cyclical return. One
would have to show convincingly that in other passages where this
theory is mentioned (IV.3.12 and I'V.4.9) it is not to be taken seriously.
The fact that both refer to Zeus might tempt one to see an indication
of this, but while Zeus does not always refer to the same hypostasis
(cf. 1V.4.10.2-4), the use of his name does not seem to justify the
assnmption that such passages are somehow mythical. The appearance
of Zeus is not incompatible with the exposition of serious doctrine,
and Plotinus expounds no strange or unusual views in the rest of the
two passages in question. And if this doctrine of periodic return could
be shown to be un-Plotinian, we should also have to show that there is
no connection between it and the doctrine of reincarnation.®® Only
if these obstacles could be overcome could we perhaps go on to argue
that the cyclical theory does not belong to Plotinus’ own system, but is
introduced in V.7 to refute on his own terms a Stoic, or Stoicizing,
opponent for whom the doctrine of periodic return would be a cardinal
principle.

2 ibid. p. 277.

42 This conclusion is not new. It was reached by Zeller, Philosophie der Griechen
IILii¢, pp. 581-2, Zeller admits that his attempt at conciliation is unsuccessful.
13 Plotinus certainly believed in reincarnation. The views of Inge, Philosophy of
Plotinusd 11, pp. 33-4, who holds that Plotinus did not take this belief seriously,
and P. V. Pistorius, Plotinus and Neoplatonism (Cambridge, 1952) pp. 98-9,
who thinks that he did not believe it at all, have been disposed of by Miss Rich,
‘Reincarnation in Plotinus’, Muemosyne ser. 4. 10 (1957) pp. 232-8. Miss Rich

shows not only that Plotinus did hold this doctrine but that it played an impor-
tant part in his philosophy.
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. The difficulties seem too great, and so we must accept that Plotinus
did not hold consistent views on the existence of Ideas of individuals, %
And so we must conclude that we are unable to give a definite answer
t9 Fhe question we set out to solve. The permanent basis of the in-
dividual’s existence may be, but is not always, a Form in the realm
of Not¢. Could Plotinus’ hesitation perhaps be due to a reluctance to

depar-t from Plato’s doctrine on a question so central in the Master’s
teaching?

a Armstrf)ng remarks, in a context which does not admit detailed discussion
that Plotinus sometimes admitted the existence of Ideas of Individuals Arm-’
strong and Markus, Christian Faith and Greek Philosophy, p. 26, n. 1, ,In his
Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosophy of Plotinu's. Cambridge

Classical Studies 6 (Cambridge, 1940) Pp. 79-80 he took this as Plotinus’
normal view,

48 A lightly revised version of this article appears as Chapter 9 of my Plotinus’

Psychology (The Hague 1971) 112-33; a critique by JM. Rist, re-arguing part of the
case'that Plotinus did believe in such ideas, may be found in his ‘Ideas of Individuals in
Plotinus’. Dionysins 1(1977) 49-68, reprinted in his Plotinian and Christian Studies.
Collected Studies 102 (London 1979). I remain unconvinced that Plotinus consistent}
if ever, believed that there are Forms of Individuals. ”

Plotinus’ Psychology:

Aristotle in the Service of Platonism’

IN HIS Life of Plotinus Porphyry wrote that his works contain

an admixture of hidden Peripatetic and Stoic material and, in partic-
luar, that he made much use of Aristotle’s Mefaphysics® Hence
the title of this paper. The point of it is that Plotinus’ psychology
is based on a thorough-going Platonic dualism but many of the details
are Aristotelian. I shall not argue for this assertion at every point, but
shall to some extent leave it to emerge from Plotinus’ views and dis-
cussions.

But it should be stressed that Plotinus’ thought is not crudely syn-
cretistic as are, to a greater or lesser extent, the various forms of Stoi-
cizing Platonism, or Platonizing Stoicism, and also, as far as we know
it, the thought of his more immediate middle Platonist predecessors,
One does not normally find him simply juxtaposing notions drawn
from different sources. Rather he will take ideas that may be useful,
sometimes with a fairly large measure of what Professor Armstrong
has called critical rethinking,? and combine them both with each other
and also with what are, as far as one can tell, new ideas of his own.
Even if this did not in any case emerge very clearly from Plotinus’ own
work, we have Porphyry’s express testimony to his methods, for he tells
us in the Life that Plotinus caused to be read in his classes the commen-

1 A version of this paper was read to the Southern Assoclation for Greek
Philosophy at Oxford in September 1970. In part it represents the results of
my recent book, Plotinus’ Psychology: His Docirines of the Embodied Soul
(The Hague, 1971), where some of the positions adopted rather dogmatically
here are argued in more detail.

3 Vila Plotini, 14.4-7.

3 “The Background of the Doctrine ‘ That the Intelligibles are not outside the
Intellect,’” in Les Sources de Plofin: Entretiens sur 1’ Antiquité Classique (Fon-
dation Hardt) V (Vandceuvres-Geneva, 1960), 408. Note: this volume is hereafter
cited as Sources de Plotin.
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taries of Severus, Numenius, Gaius, Atticus, Aspasius, Alexander,
Adrastus, and others that were around: this list covers Neopythagoreans,
Aristotelianizing and Stoicizing Platonists, as well as Peripatetics.
But, says Porphyry, “he was personal and independent in his thinking,
and applied the mind of Ammonius to his investigations.”* What
exactly the mind of Ammonius was no one knows, but we may surmise
that it had as much to do with approach as with any particular set
of doctrines professed by Plotinus’ teacher.5

Before going on to the details of Plotinus’ psychology, it may be
as well to give a brief outline of Plotinus’ system: those who are familiar
with his thought should pass on. It is necessary to proceed thus because
all of Plotinus’ thought is present in the background of almost every-
thing he says. While his exposition is by no means systematic, and
important statements on one subject may be found in the discussion
of another to almost as great an extent as in Plato, we cannot with
Plotinus safely assume that if he does not say something at a given
place he might not at that time believe it. Plotinus did not write a
word until he was forty-nine and had already been engaged in philosophy
for some twenty years.® As far as one can see there was virtually no
development in his thought during the time when the Enneads were
written, though there are a number of questions on which he reformu-
lated his views in different and often more careful language.” And he
certainly was critical of his own formulations.® But allowing for some

! Vita Plot., 14.10-18.

® The attempts to reconstruct Ammonius’ views remain unconvincing and are
likely to do so until some solid evidence turns up. A number of such attempts
have been made: they are listed and eriticized by Professor Dodds, “Ammonius
and Numenius,” Sources de Plotin, pp. 24-32, who says all that needs to be said.

A subsequent reconstruction by W. Theiler, “Ammonius der Lehrer des Ori-

genes,” in his book Ferschungen zum Neuplatoniismus (Berlin, 1966), pp. 1-45,
marks no advance,

& Vita Plol., 4.6-14.
7 On the question of development see m
History of Lafer Greek and Early
p. 218, and my Plotinus’ Psychology,

ost recently Armstrong, Cambridge
Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge, 1968),

P. 4, n. 10. There may have been reformu-
lations on whether or not the One is intelligible and has self-knowledge, or whether

there was a separate appetitive faculty. On the former see the early pages
of my paper “Nous and Soul in Plotinus: Some problems of Demarcation,” to
be published in the proceedings of the Convegno Internazionale of the Acca-
demia Nazionale dei Lincei, Plotino e il Neoplatonismo in Oriente ¢ in Occidente
(Rome, October 5-9, 1970), and the references given there. On the latter, Plo-
tinus’ Psychology, pp. 40 f. Cf. too J. Guitton, Le femps et Péternité chez Plotin
et Saint Augustin® (Paris, 1959), p. 71 n. 1.

§ Cf. Armstrong “Emanation in Plotinus,” Mind n.s. 46 (1937), 61 and n. 5,

342

i i i blems and different points of
jations which arise from different pro . .
z?:vj ti)(;:: can give the main outlines of his system without fear of being
ion isleading. _ . . .
ser:su;%;i;:lz Platoiist, Plotinus’ world is clearly d1v1dedtmto. se;i:é:)e
i ig i if, however, is not as great as 1n s
and intelligible being. The guli, e
it is bri its layers to a greater extent tha
for it is bridged by soul and its lay et
i ! i . At the top of the intelligible world,
case even in Plato’s later dialogues ble wor s
i the absolutely transcendent I
or rather above it, stands the One, . et B
i i i f the first hypothesis in the
cause which can be described in terms o e
i ich i ’s Form of the Good, now on the 1a
Parmenides,® and which is Plato’s d, now ho far
i i in ki ; in status. For Plotinus it is no long
side of Being in kind as well as in 8 o)
], the world of Intellect (Nodg).
a Form. Forms come at the next level, he v I %),
i i hich it proceeds or “emanates
Intellect is derived from the One, from w ' e
i . V.1.6). It emerges in an unform
automatically and eternally (cf. esp ' ) !
condition ax): indefinite dyad, and is foril_;c)l alléd aril::z:’;eli 111‘)(})’ n;:
ing in i One (V.4.2.4-8). Its con ,
turning in contemplation to the e (V. S e
i i i ts in self-contemplation: Aristo
Being, and Eternal life, whlcl} consis e tollowing
ved mover has been given the Forms as Its ;
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tinus, helped in his thinking by Alexander’s comrilfeflt: lc;n t!i&:;stgf Iens
’ i hat the self-intellec -
tellect,’® is much concerned to stress t. . -intell -
i:llz,ct involves a measure of duality which dxsqyahfles 1{; from bgm%
the first principle (V.3.10 ff). The third hypogtasm, S‘OUI,.IS a pro ucr
of Intellect’s self-contemplation and comes into b‘emg in a.r;}anlrg:
analogous to that of Intellect itself. Plotinus so'metlmes has dif uilu y
in keeping Intellect and Soul apart, and sometfmes neglects_ to do 50
but the attributes of the two normaily differ m.the follpwmg wayﬁzi
Intellect is one and many, unity in diversity, whl.le Soul is many an
One, diversity in unity (IV.8.3.10 f.). Intellect is et.ern.al and flb?ve
any,form of process (IV.4.1.25 ff.). Itis, as we have indicated, in im-

and R. Ferwerda, La signification des images el des métaphores dans la pensée
i ingen, 1965), p. 59. .
de"PI{"(if:tfl}nElC;r{;)r::lriltagved that’Plato distinguished his three hypostases in th}?.t
dialogue cf. V.1.8.23-6. The detailed verbal corresponde;ce; we{etseticotétn eX
he Parmeni he Origins of the Neoplaton y
dds, “The Parmenides of Plato and t P
B?ass;cal Quarterly, 22 (1928}, 132£. Cf. too H.-R..Schwyzer, ‘li)iesgw;;fa:xl:;
Sicht in der Philosophie Plotins,” Museum Helveticum, 1 (1944), 87-89,
“Plotinos,” Pauly-Wissowa, XXL1 {1951), 553 1. "
10 Rep., 509b, a phrase frequently quoted )by Plotinus.
1 Cf, Albinus, Did. X = 164.35-7 (HEHMf\NN . i ]
12 (é; I;‘rs 15 ,and 16 (Hrmze) and the discussion by fH. J. Krimer, Der Ur
. ( i 42 ff.
der Geistmetaphysik (Amsterdam, 1964) pp. :
sn;‘;ttgjf. ilexander, %e Anima, 87.29 #f, De An. Mantissa, 108.7 ff (Bruns),
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mediate and permanent contact with the objects which are its contents
(Y.5.2§ V.8.4.32-7). Soul on the other hand, exists always, but is linked
w1§h time (I?I.7.11.20 ff.), and its thinking involves a progression from
object to oh]'ect (V.8.6.). In terms of each other Soul is an unfoldin
of Intellect, its logos or deployment at a lower and more diffuse leve{i7
{cf. .1.1.8’.6-8). It is causally dependent on Intellect, and therefore b
fliotmus way of thin}cing it is necessarily different: the cause is no}‘;
Vfg_?ﬁef. ;s what is caused (v6 8¢ alviov o0d vadtdy ¢ alTiaTd:
From this transcendent hypostasis Soul derive the indivi

and 11ﬁ:‘he world-soul. Substantially identical, at least ilx?(?}::g:; 1(;%‘1?])8
1-3), both have higher and lower phases, the lower being produc'eci
by the same process which has already produced the hypostasis. This
lovsfer soul, usually called nature (gdouc), is virtually an extra h 08~
tasis (V.2.1.26). This is the section of Soul which gives life to blr)lz)d
a.nd provnd‘es the lower faculties, sometimes qua world-soul and some}:
times guq individual-soul. The end of the procession is matter, which
shares’x the formlessness of Aristotle’s matter with the evil na,ture of
Plato’s, but unlike either is, however remotely, a product of the First
Cause. From our point of view the importance of this complete form-
lessness is that body itself is already a compound of matter and a form
of S?ul, namely an irradiation (¥lauyis) from gdowc (V1.4.15.81f.)
The.lmportance of the procession is that it involves an element 'of r.e-.
versmn' a.nd that all entities in the system, even sometimes matter
are striving towards assimilation with those above them (cf. e g,
111.6.7.13, I11.8.8.1-8). All this may give the impression that Plotinus:
soul, anq also his system as a whole, constitute a kind of Heraclitean
flux. This, however, is but one of two sides of a picture, which are pro-
duced }..)y l.ooking at the world both statically and dynamically.®* The
otl}er side Is a static system of levels of being, and it is largely fr;)m this
point of view that we shall discuss Plotinus’ psychological doctrines
Tl}ey cannot, however, be understood if one does not bear in mind thé
origins of soul and its various layers, and the fact that it is in their
nature to aspire to what is above,

1 In practice this identity will not al
ice ways hold; cf. my paper “Soul, World-
lSlg]l;;a‘;l: é:ﬁ:ldgaifoull iln flotinus,” Le Néoplatonisme: Colloques Internatio-
e National de la Recherche Scientifi
1969 (Barts, 1070, o S5 bt entifique, Royaumont, June 9-13,

1 Plotinus will ofte i i
tative s n use this term as the equivalent of gurixdy, the vege-

16 Ct. Sch M 1
given tiom \:gz;f‘,sg. useumn Helveticum, 1 (1944), 87-99, and the references
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‘We have already mentioned that body is a compound of matter and
soul. This is the only level at which matter is indissolubly linked
with soul, and it is so in as much as it is a part of the world conceived
as a living being. The permanence of the link may be seen as a mani-
festation of the world-soul's unchanging and unchanged management
of the cosmos (cf. 111.4.4.4-7). Above the level of body, the union of
body and soul in the individual is conceived in what appears at first
sight to be a thoroughly dualistic way. Here Plotinus is being faithful
to his Platonic heritage, but while for Plato body and soul have nothing
in common beyond their symbiosis, the monistic nature of Plotinus’
philosophy entails a common origin, however much he might ignore
it in stressing their differences. That the compound of body and soul—
Plotinus calls it variously 6 {@ov, 10 xowdy, 1o ovvferov, 10 ovva-
@dregor—is at least in theory no more than a juxtaposition emerges
nowhere more clearly than in Plotinus’ consideration of his predecessors’
views of the soul in 1V.7[2]. The first part of this treatise, chapters
1-8, is based on a traditional handbook whose traces reappear in
Nemesius®” and possibly Themistius® But there is no reason to believe
that Plotinus did not himself accept the views and criticisms expressed
in it, and some evidence that he made a number of significant adjust-
ments. This may be seen in a characteristic method of presenting his
predecessors’ views with an cye to his own preoccupations rather than
to historical truth—a method somewhat reminiscent of Aristotle’s.?®
His first concern in IV.7 is to clear the field of any materialistic notions
of what soul might be. In general, one may say that Plotinus’ psychol-
ogy removes almost completely those vestiges of materialism that still
seem to appear in Plato’s. Here in IV.7 he deals first with the notion
that soul can be the product of some mixture of elements or constituents
of elements. This notion he rejects on the grounds that the combination
of such material components could not produce life unless they them-
selves already had it. And that would be soul: in fact there can be
no body without some formative principle (IV.7.2). This argument
could be said to smack of pefitio principii, and to some extent this is
true of other arguments in this treatise. The significance of this is that
it underlines the extent to which a basically Platonic concept of the soul
is more or less axiomatic for Plotinus. This emerges most clearly in
Plotinus’ criticisms of Aristotle’s entelechy view, at which Plotinus

17 D¢ Nature Hominis, ch, 2. On the sources of this chapter cf. H. Ddrrie,
“Porphyrios’ Symmikta Zetemata,” Zefernata 20 (Munich, 1959) pp- 111 ff.

18 In de Anima, 24.22 if., 41.11 {f. (HEINZE).

1w ¢f, Plotinus’ Psychology, pp. 12 £, 51 1f.
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arrives after a lengthy attack on Stoic theories based largely on the con-
tention that both sense-perception and memory would be impossible
if the soul were in any way corporeal or impermanent (IV.7.3-8% passim).
His last argument against the Stoics is directed against the view that
£§1, the structural principle of inorganic matter, is prior to that of
organic matter, gioug, and gdoig to soul. To refute it he uses the Aristo-
telian notion that higher principles cannot depend on lower ones because
the potential can only be realized by the actual (IV.7.8%). Here as
always Plotinus is prepared to use Aristotle as a stick with which to
beat materialists—and others: in the next chapter he uses a Peripatetic
argument against the adherents of the view that soul is a harmony.®
When he launches into a criticism of the entelechy theory, Plotinus’
dualistic approach is immediately apparent. In fact he makes no real
attempt to criticize the theory as it was intended, but begins by trans-
lating it into terms of his own. He says, “they say that the soul in the
compound has the position of form in relation to the matter which is
the ensouled body.” (IV.7.8.2 f.). To say that the body is already
ensouled before it is informed by soul is of course Plotinus and not Aris-
totle. Similarly to argue that if a part of the body were cut off a part
of the soul would be cut off as well seems to miss the point, for one could
say that this was in a sense what actually happened, since the soul
would no longer be able to to do those things which required the missing
part. Thus the entelechy of a man without an arm would not be the
same as the entelechy of that man with both arms. And one could give
a similar answer to Plotinus’ contention that the withdrawal of soul
into the root of a withered plant shows that Aristotle’s definition is
not even applicable to the vegetative soul. Then Plotinus complains
that the soul’s withdrawal in sleep would not be possible on the entelechy
view: again he has simply assumed a Platonic position, and when he
goes on to amend the objection by saying that there could be no sleep
at all he simply ignores the “first” in Aristotle’s definition.? Finally
he produces as an objection the fact that if the soul were an entelechy
there could be no metensomatosis (IV.7.85).
This thoroughly cavalier treatment of the basis of Aristotle’s psychol-
ogy does not, as we shall see, prevent Plotinus from using some of its
details when he comes to construct his own. But for the moment his

% Plotinus merely alludes to the argument at IV.7.8% 11-13. W. Jaeger,
Aristoile: Fundamenials of the History of his Development, trans. Robinson?
{Oxford, 1948), p. 44 n. 3, states that he took it from the Eudemus, but he could
equally well have found it in one of Alexander’s commentaries, or elsewhere.
Cf. Plotinus’ Psychology, p. 11 n. 10.

4 “The first actualization of a natural organic body,” De An., 412 b 5 1.
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main concern is to stress the difference between soul a}nd any klnfl
of material existence. When he has concluded his refutatlon. it is soul‘s
otherness that is emphasized (IV.7.10). Yet .in :?pite of his Platonic
assumptions Plotinus does feel a greater obhgathn than d'oes Plat.o
to give an account of how soul is related to body. His emphasis on th.elr
differences does not facilitate histask. Wemay recall that .the soul vyhlch
comes to the body is a mere reflection of that highey §oul which remains at
one with all soul: Plotinus keeps in the intelligible an undescended
part of the soul, its intellect, which may or may not reach. up th}'ough
the hypostasis Soul to Intellect itself. But even thg reflection or image
of higher soul is other than bedy. And when Plf)tlni.ls ta}Iks of it as a
reflection or an image (e.g., 1.1.11 passim) he is using just the same
Janguage as he uses when he discusses the relatlgn of a hypostasis to
that above it (cf. V.4.2.25 £.). Thusitis the subordlqatl?n of the embod-
ied soul to what lies above that is at issue, and not its mdepgndenc_e.
When he comes to the problem of how soul is in body Plotinus flnfis
himself in some difficulty. He says that if we do not allocgte a special
place to each of the soul’s powers, then the soul will not be in us ra’gher
than outside, and it will be difficult to explain how it can do tho_se things
for which it requires bodily organs (IV.3.20 init.). Yet he r.ey.ac.ts any
notion that the soul can be in place. None of the usual definitions of
place will do, and he considers them each in turn ‘ (IV.3.20_.10 ff.),
probably following a discussion of how soul could be in body in Ale::c—
ander of Aphrodisias’ De Anima?* He then turns tc{ other ways in
which a thing could be said to be “in” another. A't t.hls stage he feels
obliged to explain why it is generally held that soul isin quy (1V. 3.20.
41 ff.), perhaps an indication that he was for the time b.emg unable to
cope with the difficulties arising from his concept of fchelr separate na-
tures. But he perseveres, and tries the analogy of ship and helmsr'n.an.
This he finds acceptable in so far as it maintains the soul’s separabxhty,
but unsatisfactory because in so far as he is a sailor (wAwvre) he s
on the ship only incidentally: furthermore he is not in the whole of it.
Nor will various refinements of the analogy meet the case. And so he
goes on to inspect another analogy: “Should one then say thgt when
soul is present to the body it is present as fire is presen.t to air? Ff)r
it too when it is present all through a thing is mingled with none of it:
it remains unmoved while the other flows by” (IV. 3.22.1-4). One
cannot help being struck by the repetition of the verb “to be present”

22 On the relation of this text to Plotinus’ discussion cf. my paper “Enne.ad
1V.3.20-1 and its Sources: Alexander, Aristotle and Others,” Arch. Gesch. Phil.,
50 (1968), 254-61.
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which now becomes the keynote of the discussion. For the moment
this analogy with air and fire, which he sees here as a source of light
and not heat, solves Plotinus’ problem: it meets the requirement that
there should be coalescence without combination. When light leaves
what it has illumined it does so without trace: when that comes into
the field of the light it is lit (IV.3.22.4-7). So one could say that the
air is in the light, which suits Plotinus’ purposes since, following some
hints in the Timaeus,* he regards body as being in soul rather than vice-
versa. He now says the analogy shows why Plato was right to say
that all body is in soul, while not all soul contains body. He takes this
remark to refer to such powers of soul as body does not need. Those
which it does are not actually established in the parts of the body,
or even in the whole, but present themselves to the relevant organs as
required for the various psychic functions (IV.3.22.7 ff). Later in the
very long treatise in which this has been discussed Plotinus proposes
heat as an alternative to light, suggesting that the body is in the position
of air that has been heated (IV.4.14.4-10). He subsequently adopts
this analogy because it shows that soul does have a real effect on body
(IV.4.29.1 ff.), and also conveys the notion that the effect is different
from the cause.

‘What Plotinus failed to do is to give any serious explanation of how
soul can act on the body, or how it is able to perceive bodily events.
All we have is a hint, when Plotinus remarks that the pneuma around
the soul might account for the difference between our movements and
those of the heavens (11.2.2.21 {.), and two passing references in IV.3,
to some sort of pneumatic or other body which the soul assumes before
incarnation. It has been suggested that Plotinus intended this pneuma
to have a role similar to Aristotle’s connate pneuma.2t While this is
not impossible, he says so little that there is no way of proving or dis-
proving this idea. One can say with some degree of certainty that if
he did believe in some sort of pneuma as a vehicle for soul, he did not
regard it as very important: he made no use of it in any of the questions
where it would have helped him to explain the soul’s operations.?

When we come to consider these operations we shall find that while
the whole individual soul is theoretically detached, in practice some of
its layers are less strictly immune from the effects of life with the body.
Plotinus is by no means unaware of this inconsistency and is at times

% 34b and 36e.

% By Miss A. N. M. Rich, “Body and Soul in the Philosophy of Plotinus,”
J. Hist. Phil., 1 (1963), 14.

% Qn this point see Plotinus’ Psychology, p. 139.
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quite prepared to state it explicitiy. Thus he will urge us to separate
ourselves from accretions and not be the composite of body and soul
in which the bodily nature outweighs the trace of soul that it has, so
that their common life belongs rather to the body (cf. 11.3.9.20-4).
He will say that the soul that is in the body is ipso facfo subject to the
influence of its environment, to an extent that depends on the strength
of its resistance (F11.1.8.10 ff.). We shall have to consider this question
more fully in connection with Plotinus’ views on the affections.

Before one can discuss the details of the soul’s operations one must
define what it is that one is discussing in each case. Here a difficulty
immediately presents itself, for it is not at first sight clear on what
principles Plotinus divided the soul, to say nothing of the details of his
division. At times we may find Platonic parts, at others Aristotelian
faculties. Sometimes they even seem to be combined. Now on general
grounds the Aristotelian scheme would seem to be more appropriate
since it fits Plotinus’ insistence that the soul is indivisible (cf. esp.
1V.2. passim), and also more specifically the notion that it is not in any
place but rather forms a central reservoir of soul from which it supplies
such specified psychic powers as may from time to time be needed
(see above 347). And when we look more closely we find that tripartition
is used only when Plotinus is not actually analyzing how the soul works.
In particular it appears in ethical contexts in connection with the
classification of vices and virtues. Thus at 1.2.1.16-21 Plotinus as-
signs the civic virtues:

... wisdom which is connected with the rational part, courage with the
spirited, temperance which lies in a certain agreement and concord of the
desiring part with the reason and justice which consists in each of these
performing its own task in unison in respect of ruling and being ruled.

The last words are of course taken from Plato.* Similarly when he is
discussing the idea put forward at Phaedo 93e that virtue and vice are
harmony or lack of it Plotinus argues that virtue and vice must first
exist in the several parts of the soul. Thus folly is a vice of the rational
part, and he asks whether the false opinion that causes it changes that
part of the soul, and if the spirited and desiring parts are not also dif-
ferent in cowardice or bravery, in temperance (swggosdvy) or its
opposite, dxolasie (111.6.2.18 fi.).

It may be that Plotinus thought that tripartite division was more
convenient for use in ethical discussion—for which it was invented in

2% Rep., 443b.
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the Republic”—than the division into faculties. It was certainly so
used in the Platonic school tradition by Albinus,? and Professor Solmsen
and Dr. Rees have pointed out that Aristotle himself tended to use a
looser analysis than that of the psychological works when he discussed
ethics.®® Thus he was sometimes prepared to use Plato’s concepts
and even his terms.® I hope I shall be excused if I do not at this point
embark on a massive digression about tripartition in Plato, but if
Plotinus thought that Plato himself did not really believe in it, he
might simply have followed him in using it when it was useful.® He
does, however, criticize tripartition as a basis for serious psychology,
a criticism which could be accounted for by its use among the Middle
Platonists. It is attested to by Albinus,® and it is likely to have been
retained by fundamentalists like Atticus. So when he is considering
how anger and desire work in 1V.4.28, he argues that the division of the
irrational part of the soul into a passionate and a desiring part is un-
satisfactory and that it is the gurixdy, or vegetative soul, which is
the basis of both. In the case of anger it is the vegetative soul that
makes the body aware of anger, however it may have arisen. Further
we see an indication that anger and desire are based on the same part
of the soul in the alleged fact that those who are least keen on bodily
pleasures, and in general less concerned with their bodies, are also less
intensely moved to anger. And to say thatthe desiring part is the veg-
ctative soul while the passionate part is a trace of it in the blood would
not do either because it would make the one prior to the other so that
})oth could not be “parts” in the same way. The correct division he says,
is one of impulses and their accompaniments as such (Gpextixna §j dpes-
Tixd) and not one of their sources (IV.4.28.63-70). He goes on to add
that it is not unreasonable to say that the trace of soul which manifests
itself in anger is around the heart (zeoi xagdlav): we must not say
.that the soul is there, but only that the source or principle of the blood
in a certain condition is (ibid. 72-5). This is one of a number of passages
—we shall have cause to mention others—where Plotinus is particu-

27 436 a {f.

B Did. XXIX = 182.21-3 (HERMANN).

» F Solmsen, “Antecedents of Aristotle’s Psychology and Scale of Beings,”
American J. Philol., 76 (1955), 149 £.; D. A. Rees, “Theories of the Soul in the
Early Aristotle,” in Aristotle and Plato in the Mid-Fourth Century: Papers of
the Symposium Aristotelicum held at Oxford in August 1957, ed. I. Diiring and
G. E. L. Owen (Gothenburg, 1960), pp. 195 ff.

% Cf. Nie. Ethics, 1119 b 14 £, 1149 a 25 ff.

! Some isolated occurrences of the tripartition terms come in passages where
the soul’s operations are not the point.

8 Did. XVII = 173.9-13, XXIII = 176.9 ff., XX1V init.
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larly careful to avoid saying that the soul is in any particular part of
the body. As for tripartition, we do not find it again after this treatise.”

But while desire and anger are here in IV.4 clearly assigned to the
vegetative soul as two of its specialized activities, we shall see that
Plotinus did not remain entirely happy with this classification. Before
we deal with this point we should perhaps look briefly at Plotinus’
treatment of the other activities of the lower soul. The point to be
made here is that he seems to regard these as the activities of a group
of closely linked faculties or sub-faculties. Here may be grouped those
which he called vegetative, nutritive, growth-producing, and reproduc-
tive. Taken as a whole they may be labelled either nutritive, or vege-
tative: at IV.9.3.21 and 23 each term in turn is opposed to sensation.
At V1.3.7.27 f. we have a division into nutritive, perceptual, and intel-
lectual life. Normally this part of the soul is simply called vegetative
{(pvTiedv or gdor). Though there are passages which suggest that
there is some confusion and overlapping in Plotinus’ division of its
faculties, it can be shown that they are in fact coextensive, and that
we have here something comparable to Aristotle’s plant soul: it is the
soul of trees at 1V.4.28.58 f.3¢ It differs, however, in one important
respect. For Plotinus it is not the minimal soul without which no higher
form can exist, but the end of a continuum which is seen as extending
from above: Plotinus compares soul to such a continuum and says that
in it each part is different from the next, in such a way that the prior
is not lost in the subsequent (cf. V.2.2.26-9). One might say that the
lower reaches of the soul are a kind of retractable under-carriage which
is only needed when it touches the ground.

That section of the lower soul which is concerned with maintenance,
growth, and reproduction presents no difficulties that cannot be solved
by careful inspection of the texts. There are, however, some more
serious problems about what one might call the higher activities of the
vegetative soul. Though in the passage from IV.4.28 where he criticizes
tripartition Plotinus assigned to the vegetative soul such activities as
Plato had put in his second and third parts, he did realize that such
activities must involve a wider area of the soul. In fact earlier in the

33 With two exceptions, one where the three parts occur in a list of possible
classifications of gqualities (V1.1.12.6) and another where it is equivalent to
Bvuds, the term Bvpocidée does not appear after the discussion we have just
considered. Emifountindy and loyioriedy are used interchangeably with
Erifvgoty and Aoyl dpevoy in passages where they clearly refer to faculties
and not to Platonic parts.

3¢ The Greek word gvtixdy is clearly related to the word for a plant, qzwrdv,
which was also the lowest form of life recognized by Plotinus; cf. 1.4.1,18 £,
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single treatise which we have as IV.3 and IV.4 there are remarks
which suggest that appetition belongs to the sensitive rather than to
the vegetative soul. Thus in IV.3.23 the word dJous, impulse, which
is elsewhere equivalent to the term for appetition, dpeéic, is coupled
with sensation, alofnoic (lines 12 f. and 21 £). In the second of these
cases the location of the reasoning faculty is explained by its relation
to sensation and impulse, which seem for the purpose to be taken as
one faculty. But the real point of the conjunction seems to be that
the principle and starting point of all these activities may be put in
the brain: the reason for that is that the nerves terminate there. We
need not conclude that the faculties governing sensation and appetition
are coextensive.

Later in the same chapter, however, Plotinus seems to accept Plato’s
location of the desiring part in the abdomen. He explains it by saying
that nurture depends on the blood: the blood is based on the liver,
and the activities of the nutritive soul entail desire for its purposes
(IV.3.23.35 ff.). But here too we must be careful not to make too much
of the statements about location, since Plotinus is concerned with where
the machinery for the various functions may be found rather than where
a particular “part” of the soul should be placed. Nevertheless it does
seem that appetition and impulse have been separated from desire.
This seems at first sight to be inconsistent with the evidence of 1V.4,28
where desire and anger, described as dpééerg, are associated with the
vegetative soul. We should, however, distinguish appetition in its
sense of an activity, and appetition as a power of the soul. And we
can then see that here too there is an impulse component of anger in
the latter sense, and that it is associated with the sensitive soul (cf.
1V.4.28.58-63). Thus we seem to have a distinction between desire and
anger themselves, and the move to satisfy the urges.

This position is not entirely consistent with that in the late treatise
1.1.[33}, where desiring and passionate faculties (dmibvunrixdr and Gvui-
xgy) are clearly sub-faculties of an appetitive faculty (Spexzixdv). Here
the impulse (&xvaci) towards anything belongs to this appetitive facul-
ty, and there is no evidence of any further contribution from the sensi-
tive soul or any faculty associated withit (cf.1.1.5.21 ff.). Unfortunately
we cannot be sure that this restatement is intended to supersede the
earlier view, though there is some change in the classification. The
intentions of the two treatises are not the same. In IV.3-4 Plotinus
is giving detailed analyses of how the soul works in the body, whereas
in I.1, he is trying to distinguish what belongs to the “living being”
(¢{@ov) from what does not. So he may be less concerned with precise
distinctions within the soul, and a less precise set of divisions would be

352

adequate. Be that as it may, we must be prepared to admit that Plo-
tinus may not have made up his mind, or that he changed it. One
thing, however, is clear. While Plotinus uses appetition words (fgeéus,
Zpsors and mdfos) to describe the urges, desires, and aspirations of
various levels of being,® there is no indication that he ever envisaged
an appetitive faculty like Aristotle’s to cover the choices of the higher
soul as well as the urges of the lower.®

When he discusses these together with the other affections, Plotinus
is particularly concerned to minimize the soul’s involvement and to
preserve its autonomy as far as possible. That this should be so is not
surprising since it is clearly in this sphere that autonomy is most likely
to be infringed. One of the consequences of Plotinus’ concern is a special
concentration on distinguishing levels of the soul. That emerges most
clearly in his discussion of the affections in IV.3-4. The stress on freedom
from the affections (Gmdfeia) is most marked in the immediately
preceding treatise IIL.6[26}, on the impassibility of the incorporeal,
the majority of which is actually devoted Lo the impassibility of matter.
As far as soul is concerned, it is in the first place physical changes from
which Plotinus aims to show that the soul is exempt: “In general it
is our purpose,” he writes, “to avoid subjecting the soul to such modi-
fications and changes as the heating and cooling of bodies” (1I1.6.1.12-
14).

)His motives appear when he goes on to say that we must avoid
attributing such changes to the soul so that we do not make it corrupt-
ible. While he recognizes that the difficultics will be most serious in
connection with the so-called passible part, he does point out that
some explaining will need to be done if one is to maintain the impas-
sibility of the higher part of the soul in the face of the stresses caused
by the affections (ibid. 14 ff). Since, however, some form of change
must be involved, Plotinus is at pains to show that even in those
affections which may start in the soul, the changes will take place in
the body. He writes that if we say the soul changes we are in danger
of making the same sort of assumptions which we should be making
if we were to say the soul blushed or went pale, and continues, “not
taking into consideration that these affections take place by means of
the soul, but in the other structure,” that is, the body (111.6.3.7-1 1):
the passage brings to mind Aristotle’s remark that we should not say

% Cf., e.g., 1V.8.4.1 ff,, 1.6.7.1 ff. Further references may be found in R.
Arnou, Le désir de Dieu dans la philosophie de Plotin® (Rome, 1967), pp. 59 f.

38 Cf. De An., 414 b 1 1.
37 A Stoic term which Plotinus finds it convenient to use as a label for both
Stoic and similar views of the kind he is here concerned with.
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that the soul feels emotions but the man with his soul.® For Plotinus
the stress is on “in the other structure.” As far as the soul is concerned
any change that there might be does not in any case affect its substance.
In the passage about virtues and vices which we have already men-
tioned,* Plotinus accounts for the changes that might appear to be in-
volved by arguing that virtue is produced when the lower parts of the
soul listen to reason and that in turn to the intellect, the undescended
part of the soul which is thereby completely unchangeable in any sense.
He compares the effect of listening to reason with the process of vision
conceived in Aristotle’s terms: it is not, says Plotinus, a change (4¢AAofcw-
o) but an activity (évépyera), vision in potency and act being in
substance the same (111.6.2.34 1.).

The purpose of Plotinus’ treatment here and the extent to which he
has achieved it are brought out most pointedly in his answer to the
paradoxical question which opens the last chapter of this section of
II1.8: “Why must one seek to make the soul free from affections by
philosophy when it is not subject to them to start with?” He resolves
the paradox by arguing that we must make the soul which is already
free from affections in the sense of physically unchanging free from
affections in the sense of free from the evil results of the affections as
well. 1If it does not turn away from the body it will be a bad soul (cf.
1.6.5.54-8). This admission that the soul may be at least temporarily
damaged by the affections finds an echo in the passages we have already
mentioned,* as well as others where Plotinus will go so far as tosay that
the behaviour and even the nature of the individual may be determined
by body, ecither simply or by environment or ancestry, which must
both involve it. In IV.3.8 he attributes differences between individual
souls to bodies and to their previous lives (line 5 ff.). There he is virtually
forced into this position by the difficulty of explaining how the theo-
retically identical individual souls can differ. In II1.1.5 Plotinus 5ays
that we generally resemble our parents in respect of appearance and
some of the soul’s irrational affections. Here he is clearly thinking that
irra_tional affections are connected with physical characteristics, since
he is arguing that the environment does not entirely determine our
physical make-up (lines 20-31). Later in the same essay he says that
if the soul makes any concessions to the body’s constitution it will
be forced to have desires or to be angry (111.1.8.15 f.). Elsewhere he
will say that the body’s constitution may cause variations in the strength

38 De An., 408 b 11-15,
3% See above p. 348.
4 11.3.9.20-4, I11.1.8.10 ff,
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of the desires, which may differ in different individuals (1.8.8.30 f.,
1V.4.31.39-42). Such differences may also result from temporary bodily
conditions (1.8.8.34-7).

While all this may suggest that the body is almost entirely responsible
for the emotions, and while Plotinus still treats it as their cause in
most cases, when he embarks on a more technical discussion of the
affections in 1V.3-4 he does take into account those which start in the
soul as well. Since he is now concerned primarily with how the emo-
tions work we find that he is more precise than in 111.6 where his purpose
was somewhat different. He now distinguishes not only between the
body, on the one hand, and the higher and lower reaches of the in-
dividual soul (yvy# in the narrower sense and g@dow respectively),
on the other, but also makes certain distinctions in the area under the
control of gdors, the lower or vegetative soul. Within the compound
of this lower soul and body which is the “living being” he also speaks
of a trace of gdoic and 6 votdvde odua, the body-so-qualified, which
is the body—already itself ensouled—plus the irradiation from gdoug
which gives it life. We, that is, the higher soul, perceive pain and pleas-
ure in the body without being affected by them. They belong to the
compound in so far as it is not simple, but a union of soul and body.
This partnership is unstable: the inferior tries to retain as much as pos-
sible of the superior member and to be united with it (IV.4.18.19-36).
Pain and pleasure consist in the realization that the unity is being
destroyed or reconstituted: thus pain is “cognition of the body’s with-
drawal as it is being deprived of a trace of soul” (IV.4.19.2-4). The
cognition itself does not involve any affection: it is described as yvd-
oic Gmabdc, a cognition without affection (IV.4.18.10). The rather
strange notion of a wish for unity may be understood in the light
of a remark Plotinus makes elsewhere (VI.4.15.3-6) that all things
receive as much of soul or the intelligible as they are fit to receive.
Thus an injured body might be said to be less fit a receptacle for soul
than the same body intact.

The same approach is used in dealing with desire. Desires originate
in the compound. One must not attribute them to body in just any
state, or to soul, but to a body which wants to be more than mere body,
and has by virtue of being body urges and requirements which the soul
does not. Just'as in pain the soul perceives, and then takes evasive
action, here sensation and the vegetative soul below it, @doi, take
note of the requirement. The lower soul notes a desire which has
become clear by the time it reaches it. The power of sensation notes
the resultant image, and passes it on to the higher soul which meets
or resists the requirement (IV.4.20.10-20). Here too we may note
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that the desire is already present before it reaches the vegetative soul
itself: it begins in the body-so-qualified (IV.4.20.20 ff.). A similar anal-
ysis of anger is given later in the treatise with rather more emphasis,
however, on the possible psychic origin of the emotion. But once
again Plotinus is very firm about what is involved, and in particular
about the contention that any real disturbances take place only in
the body and the lowest area of the soul, the vegetative soul and that
reflection from it which enlivens the body. And even the vegetative
soul only serves to pass on impulses which begin outside it. Com-
munication with the higher soul is assured by sensation and imagination
(Iv.4.28.22 ff.).

Nevertheless, in spite of his care to keep the higher soul free of the
affections, it too may be considered immune from them only if it takes
no more than the minimum interest in the things below it (1.2.5). If
it becomes too involved in the life of the lower soul it will become
corrupted according to the rule that each thing is what it does (VL7.6.
17 £). Though strictly it remains unaffected—we may compare the dis-
cussion in IT1.6.5—the lower elements may assume the mastery (IV.4.17,
20 f., V1.4.15.23 ff.). When Plotinus is thinking of soul from the dynam-
ic point of view, he does tend to think of even the higher soul being
somehow changed. Such change, however, is no more than temporary,
and may be undone by a process of purification. Nevertheless we must
conclude that Plotinus has not succeeded in maintaining even at the
level of the vegetative soul that complete immunity from the influence
of the body which his professed view of the body-soul relation would
seem to require,

At the next level of psychic activity, that of sense-perception, we
can see certain improvements on classical Greek-psychology. Here
Plotinus is less concerned with drawing lines between body and soul,
since it is fairly easy to assign different parts of the process of sense-
perception to each. Further he is not involved in the difficulties which
present themselves in connection with memory because it is no longer
clearly a function of both body and soul.

In discussing sense-perception Plotinus is helped by his insistence
on the disjunction between body and soul to make a fairly clear distinc-
tion between bodily sensation and mental perception. Professor Dodds
has remarked that he “distinguishes sensation from perception more
clearly than any previous Greek thinker.”#%s His linguistic resources
for doing so were no greater than those available to Plato and Aristotle,
How far they separated the two processes is arguable, but I think

403 Sources de Plotin, p. 386,
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one may say that it is by no means certain that they did so clearly.
Like Plato and Aristotle, Plotinus had to make do with the term alofy-
ot and its cognates to discuss a number of different activities, but the
mere fact that he will clearly associate some with body and others
with soul means that it is not usually too difficult to see what he is
doing at a given point.

The keynote of Plotinus’ theory of sense-perception is that the soul
does no more than take cognizance of what goes on in the body with
which it is associated. In opposing it to intellection, which is direct,
Plotinus defines sense-perception as “the soul’s apprehension of sens-
ibles through the instrumentality of the body.” Here more clearly
than at the lower levels the interposition of a corporeal instrument
allows the soul to retain its impassivity. No form of sense-perception
is an affection (VI.1.19.46). At IV.6.2.16-18 we are told that taste and
smell involve affections, perceptions, and judgements. In IIL6.1
Plotinus says that perceptions are not affections but activities con-
cerned with affections, and judgements. The judgement is the role of
the soul, the affection belongs to the body. If the judgement involved
an affection, there would have to be a further judgement, and so on
ad infinitum (111.6.1.1-6). While that is firmly rejected, Plotinus does
recognize that there could be a problem about whether or not the judge-
ment takes on some element of its object, as would happen if the soul
in making it received any form of physical imprint. If it did the soul
would have to be somehow material. Thus Plotinus is at great pains
to argue against the view that perception involves any kind of physical
impressions like seal-stamps, or such as are entailed by the notion of
physical transmission ($:ddooss). Against the impression theory he
argues that we see things where they are. The soul looks outward
which it would not do if there were an impression in it. In that case
it would be unable to make assertions about distance or size. In his
view the strongest objection is that one would not then see the objects
themselves. As a final argument he produces Aristotle’s observation
that one cannot see objects placed against the eye to show that anything
that was marked with an impression would not be able to perceive
the object which marked it® (IV.6.1. passim).

What the soul does receive is something like a translation of the
impression which affects the body. Plotinus holds that the sogl’s
power of perception is directed not to the object but rather to the im-
pressions produced in the “living being.” When they reach the soul
these “impressions” are already intelligibles (I.1.7.9-11). This, says

€1 De An., 419 a121.
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.Plotinus, is how we, our true selves, perceive, while the sensation that
is directed outside is an image of such perception and belongs to the
“living being.” Here we have a clear distinction between conscious
perception and mere sensation (cf. 1.1.7.5 ff.). It must be said, however,
that in a passage in 1V.3.26 Plotinus seems to attribute more of the
process to the “living being” (lines 1-12). Here again his different preoc-
cupations may provide an explanation. In I.1 he is primarily con-
cerned to distinguish the “living being” from anything higher. In
IV.3 the fact that there is a contribution from the body could have
caused him to assign the whole process to the body.

Plotinus’ careful separation of the original sensory stimulus and the
subsequent processes was facilitated by the fact that he was able to
take_advantage of the discovery of the nerves by Herophilus and
Erasistratus, and the subsequent elaboration of their work by Galen.%
The recognition of the nerves’ function showed clearly that there was
jcransmission from the surface of the body to a central organ where the
information could be handed over, as it were, to the soul for evaluation.
Hence Plotinus put the sensitive faculty, or rather, as he carefully points
out, the starting point of that faculty’s activity, in the brain (Iv.3.23.
9-21). Thus he wasable to follow Plato, but for good reasons. One might
ask whether the soul is still not just a passive recipient of the trans-
missions. But since perception is an activity in which the soul is the
agent, Plotinus could say that this allowed the soul some independence.
It would be interesting to have had his explanation of a passing remark
that not all sensations are transmitted owing to the low intensity of
the stimulus: he cites large marine animals as an example (1V.9.2.12 ff.).

Given Plotinus’ insistence on the fundamental differences between
souliand the physical world which provides the objects of sense-per-
Feptlon, it is clear that the gulf must somehow be bridged. To do this
is the function of the sense organs. Cognition for Plotinus is always
some form of assimilation. Yet the soul cannot assimilate to its objects
qua sensible. On its own it will only assimilate to the objects which
it already contains: the result is intellection. In sense-perception the
soul grasps the quality of bodies and receives a “smear” of their form.
Thus we need something that is subject to change and may receive
the. form of the sense-object. Therefore some third entity is required
?Vhlch must, moreover, be in a relation of sympathy with its ob:
jects and subject to the same affections (cvumabés. . . xai Spotonalé)
Further, it must be capable of assimilation to both subject and object;

4 On this discovery see Solmsen, “Greek Phil i
A osophy and the D
Nerves,” Museum Helveticum, 18 (i961), 184 ff. P ¢ Discovery of the
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to the intelligible and the sensible, a sort of mean proportional between
them. The bodily organs provide the missing link (1V.4.23.1-33).
But a further necessary condition is the universal sympathy—the
Posidonian concept now dematerialized—which obtains between the
constituents of a sensible world that forms one living being controlled
by a single soul. This sympathy does away with the need for any kind
of medium between the sense-object and the percipient organ, and
Plotinus argues vigorously against those earlier theories which require
one (IV.5 passim).

One component of sense-perception, though some would call it in-
ference arising from it, the identification of objects, takes us beyond
the scope of joint body-soul functions. Plotinus in fact distinguishes a
preliminary identification by the senses working as a whole—common
sense (xow? aionoig)—which allows of error, from a more reliable
identification duly checked by the reason. More immediately con-
nected with sense-perception, and yet equally concerned with material
reaching it from above, is the power of imagination and memory. We
shall see that its position on the border between those functions of the
soul which are inextricably tied up with the body and those which are
completely clear of it produces special problems which we do not find
in connection with any other faculty. These problems do not of course
arise from any need to combine material impressions from the senses
with immaterial data from the reason and the intellect. In addition
to maintaining that there is in general an intimate connection between
the immaterial nature of sense-perception and the possibility of memory,
Plotinus further discusses certain characteristics of memory and recol-
lection to show how they are incompatible with any theory which regards
memory as the retention of impressions. His careful attention to this
point may arise from dissatisfaction with some points in Aristotle’s
account in the De Memoria: at any rate some of his arguments in the
treatise On Sense-Perception and Memory (IV.6) seem to be aimed at
Aristotle, and it is worth noting that Alexander, on whom Plotinus
often kept half an eye, was unhappy about Aristotle’s use of the word
for impressions, témor®® So, while Aristotle says that memory is
weaker in children because their bodies are unstable, Plotinus argues
that it is better because children have fewer things to remember and
so can concentrate on them better, whereas if memories were any sort
of impressions a greater number of them would not cause any weakening
of the power (§dvauec) which he holds memory to be (I1V.6.3.21-7).

43 Alexander, De An., 72,11 £f,
4 De Mem., 450 b 5-7.
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S?milarly Plotinus attributes the failing of memory in the aged to
a diminution of this power (IV.6.3.53 f.), while Aristotle regards it as
a result of the same bodily instability which he held to be the reason
fox: poor memory among the young.® So for Plotinus the decline in the
ability to remember is parallel to the decline in the keenness of old
people’s senses. Here again we find him using an analogy between mem-
ory and sense-perception to argue against apparently materialistic
views of these faculties. It should, however, be stressed that Plotinus
always differentiates sense-perception on the one hand from memory
and imagination on the other and does not, as Aristotle sometimes does
take imagination to be an activity of the sensitive faculty.s ’
In fact, the definition of a faculty of imagination is for Plotinus
the fnost serious problem arising in connection with the activities which
are its province. Perhaps one should say the most serious problem to
which he offers a solution, since he never gives a satisfactory account
of how the soul remembers. What it is that remembers receives a full
gnd lengthy treatment. His first question is whether or not memory
s a function of “living being” (1V.3.25.35 ff.). That he should raise
this point is significant, since it is not one that has arisen about any
of the lower faculties: it subsequently became a question of some im-
portance (1.1). He concludes firmly that memory belongs to the soul
a-alone, but not without admitting that the condition of the body may
fmpair its efficacy (IV.3.26.12 ff.), That he was unable to deny some
influence from the body was one of the factors that led to Plotinus’
rather strange solution. But it is after he has decided that memory
does belong to the soul alone that Plotinus’ difficultics really begin,
_for he then inquires whether memory belongs to the higher soul which
Is our real self, or that below it (IV 3.27 init). In his eyes the problem
Is that certain facts about memory suggest that at least some memories
belong to each: in that case there will be a distribution problem, and the
difficulty of deciding what remembers is considerably aggravated,
One way it could be solved would be for each faculty to remember
what affects it, but though Plotinus considers this solution he duly
rejects it. He then considers sensitive faculty as a basis for memory,
but cannot accept that because it provides no explanation of how one
can remember thoughts. That would have to be done by a different
faculty, and so we should be faced with the presence of two faculties
which remember in each soul (IV.3.29.1 ff.). Plotinus extricates himself
from this situation by arguing that neither mental acumen nor keen

4 Ibid,
4 De Mem., 451 a 14-17.
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senses need go with good memory. One might object that what remem-
bers a percept must first perceive it, but if it received it in the form of
an image then it would merely have fo retain it as such. Then the
faculty of imagination, to which percepts are thus relayed, would re-
member them if they persist (1V.3.29.13-26).

Once Plotinus has established imagination as the basis of memory
he is able to deal with non-perceptual memory along the same lines.
He suggests that the discursive sequel to intuitive thought is received
into the imaginative faculty (I'V.3.30.5-7), that is, when we subsequently
become aware of intellection (»dnois) we do so as discursive thought
accompanied by imagination. Plotinus often says that we practice
intellection when we are aware of it. Here he gives the reception of
sense-perception by the imaginative faculty as a reason why we are
not always aware of it (IV.3.30.151). Elsewhere he will talk about
intellection taking place without imagination when the mirror into
which it is normally reflected, and which one can show to be imagin-
ation, is disturbed (1.4.10.17-21).

At this stage Plotinus would seem to have given the obvious answer
to a non-problem. But the situation is complicated because it has al-
ready been decided that both higher and lower soul will have a memory,
and that both will retain at least some memories after death. Plotinus
rejects the idea that the imaginative faculty of one soul should remember
intelligible objects and that of the other sensible ones because this would
lead to the co-existence of two unconnected “living beings” (IV.3.31.
1 1f.). This difficulty arises only because Plotinus considers this question
entirely from the static point of view. If onelooksatit from the dynam-
ic point of view, with the lower soul merely an outflowing from the
higher, the problem almost disappears: almost, because there would
still be a difficulty about how the higher soul can have access to the
information in the lower soul. The lower has access to the higher through
the process of re-identification.

So in the end Plotinus finds no alternative to establishing two faculties
of imagination, one for each section of the soul. He insists that the
higher knows all that is in the lower, but drops some of its knowledge
when it leaves the body (IV.3.31.16-18). One could cbject at this point
that if this were so there would after all be no need for two faculties
of imagination. If the higher soul ean drop the memories of the lower
then there is no need to invent the lower at all. The explanation for
its existence may be found in certain remarks in 1V.3.32 about the

kind of memory the two faculties might have. Here it appears that
both could have memories of the same thing, but that the higher
would have them without undergoing an affection (énafi&g), while the
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lower would have those which involve any element of affection. So
the function of the lower faculty appears to be to protect the higher
soul and thus maintain that impassibility which Plotinus’ general theory
of the soul requires. The higher imaginative faculty may select from
.the stock of memories of the lower such as are not incompatible with
its status as a part of the higher soul. Another reason why Plotinus
cannot assign memory to the higher soul may lie in the imaginative
fa:cullty’s susceptibility to error and illusion. Its duties include the trans-
mission of what goes on in the lowest part of the soul, for example the
demands of the appetitive faculty or faculties.#” Moreover it may be
seen as something outside our control: in the treatise on free will
v 18 2-3, imagination is opposed to what is within our control, é(p’ﬁ,uiv.,
lefen all this, are there any reasons why memory sheuld not simply
be.a551gned to the lower soul? For Plotinus the answer is a clear “yes.”
If it were assigned to the lower soul that would mean that our real selves
are 'not equipped with memory. And it would mean that the disem-~
bodied soul will remember nothing: the lower soul departs at death
so that any memory the higher soul is to retain must be attached to itr
And Plotinus believes that the soul’s memories help to determine its
f:hara'cter and control the extent to which it may descend, for the
Imagination which is memory involves identification with its objects
(IV.4.3.7 £). In fact Plotinus makes the oddly modern-sounding ob-
servation that unconscious memories may have the strongest cffect
on the soul’s character (IV.4.4.7-13). While this remark refers explicitly
to thg soul’s condition before its descent is complete, it would be equally
appllcgble to its life on earth, since only the persistence of such latent
memories would allow Plotinus to hold, as he does, that the soul after
its releasg will become progressively more able to remember events
from earlier lives (IV.3.27.16-18). Unfortunately Plotinus does not
ex.pand on this theme, though he does also stress elsewhere that con-
sclousness of an activity may detract from its intensity (1.4.10.21 ff.).
It would seem, however, from a discussion in IV.4.7-8 that one cannot
remember a thing without having af the time been conscious of it:
one may only subsequently be unconscious that the memory exists.
To refcurn to the two faculties of imagination. We have seen the kind
o_f cogmderations which pulled the faculty apart. If one tried to find
hlstqncal justification for what is otherwise a unique duplication in
Plotinus, one can do little more than suggest a starting point in Aris-
totle’s occasional remarks about two kinds of imagination, but these
clearly refer to difference sources of an image and not in a;ny way to

¥ See above p. 352.
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different faculties.® In defence of Plotinus one can only say that the
two faculties which he did in the end establish are virtually faculties
of a different kind.

The last of the faculties which are part of man as a member of the
sensible world is the discursive reason, sometimes called dudvoia or
16 StavoyTindy, or just vods, sometimes o Aoytlduevoy, 16 AoyioTixdy
or Aoywouds, or simply Adyoc. It has sometimes been stated, even
by so reliable an authority as Dr. Schwyzer, that these two groups
of terms apply to two different faculties,* but it is not difficult to
show that they refer to only one. Both perform the same duties.
Schwyzer takes the diavonzixdy to be the higher of the two, a position
hard to defend in the face of a text which says that diudvoia judges
forms presented to it as a result of sense-perceplion (1.1.9.8 ff.): there
would hardly be space for another thought and judgement faculty, Zo-
yiopde, between Sudvoia and the sensitive faculty. And since Aoyto-
ude is also said to process sense-data, that cannot go above diudvoia.
In fact there are plenty of passages which attribute the same func-
tions to dudvoia as others do to Aeyioudc. '

A further source of possible confusion affecting this faculty lies in
its relation to the undescended intellect. The confusion arises from the
fact that Plotinus, like his predecessors, will often use the term wvodg
loosely of the discursive reason. Probably as a result of this only super-
ficially confusing carelessness the loyiotixdy set of terms have oc-
casionally been treated as if they include the undescended intellect,
so that susceptibility to vice and error have wrongly been attributed
to that.®® For such confusions a close inspection of the Enneéads provides
a simple remedy: Plotinus often enough distinguishes explicitly between
the two senses of »otc and rarely allows any ambiguity to remain
(e.g. 1.1.8.1-3, V.9.8.21 {.).

In a sense the operations of reason are defined by its location between
sensation and the intuitive inteliect, voéic in the strict sense. It proces-
ses the products of sense-perception, and thinks discursively about
entities contained in the intelligible which may be known non-dis-
cursively by intellect.® On the side of sense-perception reason will
perform more elaborate identifications than the merely perceptual

4 De An., 433 b 29, 434 a 5-7, De Mot. An.,, 702 a 19.

4% Sources de Plotin, pp. 366, 390.

50 W, Himmerich, Fudaimonia. Die Lehre des Plotin von der Selbstverwirk-
lichung des Menschen (Wiirzburg, 1959), p. 126.

51 For a discussion of the wvalidity of the concept of non-discursive thought
see A. C. Lloyd, “Non-discursive Thought—an Enigma of Greek Philosophy,”
Proe. of the Aristolelian Society, 70 (1969-70), 261-74.
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ones performed by the sensitive faculty. The latter will identify a
white object as a man. Reason, in conjunction if necessary with mem-
ory, will tell us that he is Socrates. And it will also reveal errors and
illusions (1.1.9.10-12). The basis of the reason’s identifications may be
found in the series of intelligible archetypes with which each of us is
equipped by virtue of the existence in Intellect of a part of our soul
(cf. V1.7.6.2-6). That part, like Aristotle’s intellect, is completely at
one with its objects: herein lies the difference between it and the reason.
As Plotinus puts it, reason seeks what the intellect already has (IV.4.12.5
if.). Hence the reason may make mistakes, while the intellect cannot.

The level at which the reason works is for Plotinus usually that at
which a person’s self is to be found. Plotinus was no better equipped
to express such a concept than earlier Greeks, but seems to have had
it more clearly in his mind. He discusses it in terms of the question
what is the “we” (sjueis) or the man (d6pwmoc). The “we” is not
fixed: it may also be found at the level of Intellect itself. It has been
called a “fluctuating spotlight of consciousness.” Plotinus will say
quite specifically that it is multiple (1.1.9.7), but also that it is really
at the level of ralional and discursive thought (I.1.7.16 ff.). A passage
in V1.4.14 shows how “we” are the active component of the soul, some-
times the intellect that we were before incarnation, and sometimes what
has been added to it. We may compare a remark that “we” are the ration-
al soul when we think (1.1.7.21 f.), While the vocabulary—7jueic and
dvBgwmoc—may derive from the pseudo-Platonic Alcibiades I and
Axiochus respectively,’ the idea that the reason is the real self can of
course be found in the Nicomachean Ethics.5

The notion that a part of the soul is really “ours” when we use it
(cf. V.3.3.34 ff.) is most strikingly illustrated by the case of the intuitive
intellect. Since each of us has as his own an intellect in the intelligible,
all of whose components are always active, Plotinus is obliged to ex-
plain why we do not always think intuitively. His answer is that in-
tellection takes place when we turn our attention to the intellect. It
is important to note that in this process there is no question of the true
vodg activating the wo#ic within us, an idea which led Professor Merlan
to compare Plotinus’ intuitive intellect and discursive reason (vodg
and dudvora) with Aristotle’s active and passive intellect.®® Moreover,

52 Dodds, Sources de Plotin, pp. 385 f.

58 Al 1., 130c; Ax., 365e.

5t 1166a 16f., 1168 b 31ff.,, 1177 b 31if,

5 Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness: Problems of the Soul in the
Neoarisiotelian and Neoplatonic Tradition (The Hague, 1963), p. 10.
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PLOTINUS, ENNEADS V 3 (49). 3-41

As is well known, nearly all of Plotinus’ treatises cover a multiplicity of sub-
Jjects. That is less true of V 3 than of most of them. It treats of self-knowledge,
and of the relations between Soul, Nous, and the One with special reference to
that question: its first nine chapters deal with Soul and Nous, the remaining
eight with Nous and the One. It is important to note that it is one of the latest
group of treatises (49th in the chronological order), and, incidentally, the only
one of these, apart from some sections of I 1, which deals primarily with mat-
ters of metaphysics and epistemology rather than ethical questions like eudai-
monia and providence. The reason for drawing attention to V 3's position among
the last treatises is that it is sometimes thougglt, so notably by A. H. Armstrong,
that in the two treatises of this group where such matters are discussed, viz.,
this one and I 1, Plotinus dropped his admittedly unorthodox and later notori-
ous view that the individual human intellect stays above, in Nous?: if it still
does not descend with the rest of the soul, it remains in the hypostasis Soul
rather than in Nous3. As I have pointed out before4, it is by no means clear that
this is what actually happened, and one of the most recent treatments of intel-
lect in Plotinus, that by T.A. Szlezak, concludes that Plotinus is consistent and
usually ¢lear, and, moreover, that our chapters of V 3 are irrelevant to the ques-
tiond,

Whether or not they are, and further, what the answer to the problem is,
can only be determined by looking closely at the texts themselves; the purpose
of this paper is to examine two chapters which appear to bear closely on the
issue, namely the 3rd and the 4th of V 3. The position of nous, and its self-
knowledge, is the first of the problems to which these chapters are relevant.
They do, in fact, present a number of difficulties and ambiguities, not only on
this but on other matters too. Another problem closely related to the question of
the intellect above, voig d&vw, is that of individuation. If our intellect is one of
the forms in the hypostasis intellect, and of equal status to theirs, then the
principle of individuation is a form of each individual. Plotinus is generally
agreed to be inconsistent on this issue ( Rist, and, in his more recent work,
Armstrong®). But if nous is permanently &vo in V 3, that treatise becomes part

ENNEADS V3 [49].3-4

of the evidence for forms of individuals in Plotinus, at least if dvw means in
Soul?. '
Nou;‘}tt?hei:'(tih::estion arising from our chapters is t.1 less problematic ;r;:tti};a:
is how Plotinus conceived the reception and processing of sense-datal..tﬂ e
question I have recently discussed elsewhere8, and so shall say very little
* hel;:fore we pass on to look at the texts themselves on(.a furth.er genexl']a.l p(flx:z
should be made. It is that it seems strange that, if Plotinus did drt.Jp }:s lvx:e '
about the undescended intellect, no mention of thi§ change .appegrs in }: ela o
Neoplatonists, who always cite him, once, oddly, with Ia.mbhchus , as }:: e p;'oi)er
nent of this view. It could just possibly be a function of what .t eseha .
Platonists read; V3 is not referred to as much as sane of the trea'txsels., .t ougd
at least one section of I 1 that would be relevant is CIte(?. by both Slmpdwni:;s a:h
Philoponusi®. That raises the interesting question, which cannot be .fet;l w1did
here, of how much Plotinus his successors actually read. And even if they !
read the whole of the Enneads, one might wonder whether th.eyl were gr'oxl'let 0
see what they expected to see — a well-known charactensu‘c of t“e a ft:::
Neoplatonists’ study of Plato and Aristotle — 'or whether they dldhre;at I:r,rz o
proper consideration, find these texts to be saying the same as all the othe t i
either case, it is likely that they will at least have start.ed from the assump 19
that the intellect remains above. I propose to deal v.vfth tl'.xe two chap]ters 1x;
question by offering a translaqion — for those not famfllar mth.tbe pr?bhemslo
reading Plotinus I might add that in his case translatmfl contains a hig ;r ; e-
ment of interpretation than with perhaps any other ancient aut}%or — an lt er(;
adding a commentary on points of interest which. bear on the issues out! 1r.1§
above. This commentary will try to raise questions as much as to provide
ans“f;z;ire embarking on chapters 3-4, it might be helpful to sum'manse t.he two
previous ones: chapter 1 asks if what knows itself must be mult_xple, or if »Yhat
is not compound (aUvOetov) can have intellection (vénoug) of itself. Plotu;lus
answers that if one part knows another, that is not self-knov‘lledge,l and t‘ at
will not be what is being looked for, a knowledge that is 0 tavto éat‘nov, a thing
itself knowing itself; it will rather be GAko GAdo, one thing knowing anothe}'.
Self-knowledge, therefore, must belong to something simple (Grhotv). .If there 1;
no such thing, then we must abandon the idea of self-knowledge, which woul
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lead to absurdities. We must consider whether nous has self-

whether it is knowledge of itself or other things as well, how it has
far it goes.

knowledge,
it, and how

Chapter 2 tries soul (in the narrow sense) as a candidate. Soul deals with
material from outside, namely that produced by sense-perception and by the
impressions —tOmoL — it receives from voug: it fits the former to the latter. Does
soul, that is the soul’s nous, stick at this, or does it turn to itself and have self-
knowledge? No, that is attributable to nous. If we grant it to this part (1oUTQ 1
pégeL, 1. 17) we shall look at how it differs from what is above: if we do not, we
shall go on to that and see what itself knowing itself, aito avto, means. If we
give it to what is below, we shall discuss what the difference from self-intellec-
tion, 0¥ voelv £autd is. If we have none, then we have pure nous. We may com-
ment that here Plotinus already sees self-knowledge as a defining characteristic
of nous. The discursive reason, 1o davonurov does not turn to itself, but has
knowledge of the impressions, Tomot which it receives from both sides. Hence
chapter 3, of which the translation now follows, begins with sense-perceptionll,

PLOTINUS, Enneads V 3. 34,

V 3.3, For the power of sense-perception has seen a man and given the impression to
the reason. What does it say? In fact it will say nothing yet: it has only taken cogni-
sance and is at rest: unless it were to conduct discourse with itself <and ask> «who
is this man®, if it has met this one before, and were to say, using its memory, that it is
Socrates. If it were to deploy the form, it is splitting up what the imagination has given
it. But if, if he is good, it were to say so, it has spoken on the basis of what it has cog-
nized through sensation, but what it says about them it would already have from
itself, as it has a standard of the good in itself. How does it have the good in itself? <In
that > it is characterised by the Form of goodness, and has been given strength for the
perception of the intellect which is of that kind (i.e. good) and illuminates it of things of
that kind (= &yaB6v because intellect illuminates it.

For this (=dianoia) is the pure part of the soul and receives from nous the traces (sc. of
higher being} which are on it. So why is not this intellect, and the rest, starting from the
sensitive faculty, soul? Because sou]l must be involved in reasoning, and all these things,
{sc. which we have been talking about) are functions of the reasoning power. Why
<then> do we not attribute thinking itself to this part and be done with <the matter>?
Because we gave it <the function of> looking at what is outside and busying itself with
that, but think it right that intellect should <have the capacity to> to look at what be-
longs to it and what is in it. But if someone says «what prevents this from locking at

what belongs to it with another powers, he is not looking for the power of reasoning or
calculation to add to it, but is touching on pure intellect.
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What prevents pure intellect being in the soul? Nothing, we shall say. Musth wlc;: fur-
ther say it belongs to soul? No, we shall not say it belongs to‘ the soul, l‘mt we shall say
that intellect is ours, being other than what reasons, and going above it, but ours non:
the less, even if we were not to count it with the parts of the soul. In fact it 1.s ours, ax;
not ours. This is why we both make use of it <in addition to our other facul.txes> and do
not malke use of it — we always <use> reason — and it is ours when we? use it, and when
we do not use it it is not ours. What is this «using in addition»? Is 1t. <w.e> ourselves
becoming it, and speaking as it does? In fact we speak in accordance \\'nth it; for wehaiur}e1
not intellect. We <speak> in accordance with it by means of the. reasoning faculty w! ‘1c‘
first receives it. For, indeed, we perceive with the senses even if we are. not theoperclpl-
ents. Do we then think discursively in this way, and think thus through intellect? -

No, it is we ourselves who reason and we ourselves think about the thoughts .mth.e
discursive reason. For that is what we are. The acts of intellect 'are ijrom above utx ;s
way, just as those from sensation <come> from below: we are this thmi, th}:a 21 ' g:h -
uine part of the soul, a thing in the middle of two powers, a worse and a de be rs
worse is sensation, the better is intellect. But sensation seems to be agree: .Lo ro:j
always — for we always perceive with the senses, while intellect is .th.e subject t: . :
pute, both because <we do> ot always <think> with it and becaus? it is szepara . i
separate because it does not incline towards <us> but rather 'we to_ it, looking upwards.

Sensation i3 8 messenger for us, but intellect, in regard to us, is a king.

V 3. 4. We too are kings, when <we act> in accordance with it (='no.us). In‘ accordance
with it has two senses, either <that we use> the things <that al:e m it> as if theyb\;fe:
letters inscribed in us like laws, or that we are as it were filled m?.h it and un':lee:i:1 eb
S5see and perceive it as present. And we know ourselves by knm'nng the othex;}: : gs y
means of an object of vision of that kind, either in accordance with the power thal :ezlg
nizea this kind of thing, coming to have kaowledge of it with that v?ry pOWer, OT ac ?th y
becoming it. So that he who knows himself is double, the first knowu':lg the fxature od :e
soul’s reasoning power, the other above this, the man who knows }umself in ammr1 an: :
with intellect by becoming it. And that man <has the cspacity.> to think himself 1'10 a(;:gee
as a man, but has become entirely other and has snatched WH up to.wh;xlt :‘ b :o X
dragging only the betier part of the soul, which alone can grow wings for intellection,

ight store up there what one has seen. .

I;‘::(:;]lll: :z::ning fa:ulty not know that it is the reasoning' f‘aculty, am: t:a: ~l:d};:
knowledge of what is external <to it>, and that it judges whét it judges, ::ln ht tat }iere .
30 (xgivet) with the standards in itself which it has from mtel.lect, .an tha o
something better than itself which does not seek, but poss-esse‘s '<1t.s objects> k(:o::p ) ﬁmé
Does it not know what it is when it knows what kind of thing it w.and what ‘o uec;
tions it has? If it were to say that it is derived from intellect and 1§ second after %nte o
and an image of intellect, having everything in itself as thc?ugh written <on it> smee. e
writer — that is the one who has written — is there, will he who has thus acquir
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knowledge of himself stop at these things, and will we, using the services of another
power, (1. 25] see intellect knowing itself, or shall we, by participating in it, if it is ours
and we its, know intellect and ourselves in this way? '
<We: must> necessarily <know it> in this way if we are to know what is «itself
<knowing> itself> in intellect. A person has become intellect when he has shed the rest of

30 himself and looks at that part with that part and at himself with himself. It is, there-
fore, as intellect that he sees himself. ’

25

COMMENTARY

V 3. 3. The chapter begins with the question raised at the end of chapter 2
name{y, how reason, ditdvowa, can have understanding, otveois. Line 1 The pasé
tensei is used because what aiofmog does happens first: the verbs are not philo-
sophxc‘al aorists. 2. TUnog is, of course, a stoic term, and therefore one with
materialist implications, but often used by Plotinus, who is, however, careful to
explain the immaterial sense in which he is using it (cf. my ,Plotinus’
Rsychology, The Hague, 1971, 70 ff,, and Plotinus’ description of the transmis-
swn‘ of sensations of material objects as olov &ueot voiuara at IV 7. 6. 22-24)
¢moiv and &¢¢l are standard Plotinian terms for affirmation by cognit.ive. powers;
that they have perceived or thought something. 3-5. This is parallel to oth
accougts of recognition and identification, cf. e. g. I 1. 9, 15 ff. Dianoia has in ;;r
or available to it: (a) images from phantasia, which, if retained, are memo (b)’
mﬁ?rmation from above, sometimes described in terms of reﬂect’ions on to pri{an-
tasia {cf. IV 3. 30. 7-11). Recognition and identification are performed by fittin,
onie to the other, cf. e.g. cuvagudrrovon 1% nag’ adTd elder nbneive mpog rﬁ%
xplowy xowuévn (doneg xavév 100 edbéog (I 6. 3. 3-5). 5-6. The sense here is
;:clear. Do t.he words é&ékn-fm...uegu;a imply treating on a level below its own?

~so, (')ne might expect peoitor v, or pegitel v 6...7. 8 stands, as often. for
10770 8, the 10110 being the object of £xou. 8. what it says additiom’zlly and c’rit'
cally, cf.. ¢mxpiverv and Eminretv 8-9. Kavova tod dyabod naQ’ avth ,nag’ avt, 1:
means in itself, not from itself. Is this view different from that of V 1. 11 inif
?vhere we artf told that reasoning about the question «is it good»? need.s a ﬁxe(i
'111‘1htam§e, gotds T dixalov, which is a starting point for Aoywouds in the soul?

' en it must be not the soul which reasons, but the intellect which alwa S ha.

dinaiov must be in us. Thus in V 1 nous is in us, and therefore we haie ths
-standard required for reasoning to take place, whereas here, in V 3, we have ii
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because intellect illumines soul, midprovrog atr vod. 10-11. The second of the
two translations is more likely to be correct, because if dianoia is &yaboeLdnsg,
then a fortiori nous is, and there would be little point in saying so. There would
be some point in saying that not only is nous itself ‘&yaBoadns, but that it is
also able to pass on the power of cognizing dryabd, which is not implicit in the
nature of soul. It also gives more point to the words that follow: that is the kind
of thing that the ¢nikapyig produces. 12-13. The point of the question is that if
can receive these ixvn), why should it not thereby become volg (the Aristotelian
model of perception is assumed) while the rest, starting from the aloBnuxdv,
becomes soul. The answer is somewhat dogmatic, whichever of two possible
senses it has, namely either that yuxi must consist in reasoning, or that what
carries out the reasoning is Yuyi. Is the answer satisfactory, in either version?
Yes: it probably depends on the point that vobg is not the same as Yuyn in
respect of the transition and process, uerabaog ete., which go with reasoning.
15-18. There follows a further question: why cannot we attribute self-knowledge
to this part? Here Plotinus does give an argument. It is that we have given it
the function of looking at what is outside and busying itself — doubtless we are
meant to take the pejorative connotations of noMQAYROVELY — with that, while
nous, by contrast looks at what belongs to, and what is in, itself. 18-22, What is,
or could be, the other power referred to? There are two possible points here: (a)
we have already said that self-knowledge belongs to nous; does it nevertheless
use another dynamis to exercise this function, i.e. one that has not yet been
mentioned? (b) does nous use dianoia to exercise the function, so that dianoia
would thereby have self-knowledge? ob 1 Suavonmaov... hapbaver: if someone
adds the sort of question in quotation marks, then it is clear that he is talking
about rous, not dianoia/logismos, and so A1 duvdueL cannot be a way of read-
mitting dianoia/logismos as a candidate for self-knowledge. 21. ¢mtntel here
indicates that dianoia and logismos would be something additional to the nous
— which is all that is needed. 21-28. The discussion in the previous lines has
taken dianoia and logismos to refer to Yuxh as opposed to voic. Hence the ques-
tion now put, can votg be in Yuxn? He is, of course, talking about intellect in the
sense of «pure intellect», not the intellect which he sometimes calls the nous of
the soul. The straight answer to the question, which must be read with &v
‘meaning strictly within, is «no». £u in line 22 thus means «still», in the sense of
even though we have excluded v in the narrow sense. 23. In earlier treatises
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Plotinus would probably have answered «yes» because nous was more closely
tied to, or connected with, psyche. What we have here looks more Aristotelian,
or perhaps one should say Aristotelian in the way Alexander read Aristotle. In
IV 8, on the other hand, Plotinus talks of TaUTyg staying above, so that nous
is seen as something belonging to the soul, not as something either separate
from it, or actually an internal part of it. 23-24. Two translations are possible,
either «nous is ours», or «but we shall say that it is (i. e. describe 10070 as) our
intellect. The first is more likely, since UpéteQov seems opposed to Yuyijs 23 fF.
The position of this nous is above the part that reasons. The following words
imply that it is therefore above psyche (though one might ask whether this
means above psyche in the strict sense of the part of soul below intellect, or the
wider one of soul including nous): hence 8pwg 8¢ vpéregov ete. This remark per-
haps anticipates what will be said about Tuels at 31 . 28-29. Igooypdpuebo.
This verb is used four times in these two lines, and therefore must be intended
to be significant: it implies the use of something additional, in this case addi-
tional to what vy is. 28. There is a textual question here which cannot be
definitively resolved. The uncial DIANOIAI may, of course, represent both
duavorar and duavoig. Most editors have preferred the latter, against the almost
unanimous testimony — only R differs — of the MSS, in accordance with which
and their then policy Henry-Schwyzer printed the former in HS!, HS2 reverts
to duavoia, which is grammatically easier, being simply dependent on
TQocYQwuela, and this is what I have translated. But Sidvoia gives good — if
very similar sense: understand yvxj or &v Yuxi eioiv. The anacolouthon is typi-
cally Plotinian. 28-31. Plotinus asks whether nQouyefioBaL entails identifica-
tion. G £xelvog can mean either that we speak as (identical with) nous, or
speak as nous <does>, understanding MyeL, vel sim. In either case there is a
contrast with xav ’exeivov which Plotinus offers as the correct answer: if we
exist or act in accordance with naus there is no identification, But does Plotinus
mean (a) that we do not become identical with it, negating ywopévoug, or (b)
that we do not speak as nous, negating $0eyyouévovg, not because we are not
identical with nous, but because nous does not speak, utter, etc.? The following
words, oY yag voUg fpeis, suggest the former, i. e. we do not speak g $nelvog
because we are not identical with éxeivos. 31-32. We speak, and perform other
acts, in accordance with it by means of the Aoywouxdv which first receives it. I
take no@ty as adverbial. Plotinus does not have a first and second AoyiomnOv
and if he did the first would be intellect rather than reason, and in fact be a
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nous internal to the soul. 83. Another textual difficulty: the MSS xai mwtlg. ft
alofavopevol gives doubtful, though possible sense. It w?uld l?e that},1 unlike
what 'happens in the case of nous, we perceive through azsthesfs and e’re \;e
are still (i.e. even though there is an intermediary) the perc.ewer. Iga}s % w{
<um> fueig gives better sense (and is neater than ‘Th‘exler ?ﬂzovxia;)n
olBavpevor) (a) because of what follows; (b) bef:a\.me .N(lt Y.ag.sho uelx:; in
what precedes. The case of aisthesis would do this if afstheszs . is paralle ’
esis in that we are not identical with what perceives, just as n the case of tr}zlo
esis «we» are not the same as what voei. One could, hcfwever, make sense _o t:he
MSS reading if one took aioBavopeda to mean percelve. when f)ur s'oul, 1,n e
narrow sense, does so (so too aloBavipevo. in the next line) while fn ulc?eqoewg
means through the senses. 34-36. The text again: %ol dLavootuev oum);ls c;gir;:-
matically unsound as well as being tautologous, anc% was de.le-ted Py all e ,
from Kirchhoff to Bréhier. Since it is not a likely scribal adclhtnox\l, it mu‘st r(;:pre-
sent something else, Henry-Schwyzer’s emendation in HS ; dud voi p:v outz)é-,
would give «do we think through nous in the same way», e as v;’e 8et‘ve jo{b
knowledge, understanding a verb of thinking. Better pe?-haps is Igal .s u; < g
voolyev ottwg, translated here, giving the same meaning but m‘akmgs 2t ; r;x >
take easier to account for. This is adopted by Henrzr-Sch‘wyzer in HS4, 1‘151(‘1
HS3 they favour deletion. Reading the text as &0’ olv xai dravooiueba x;xetarl
voD vooluev ottwg not only gives good sense, but makes thE'B ansth'er ¢ .ve‘y
related to the question. The response is: no, x:ve do not thmk’ dlscur'm Hn);
through nous because we do this ourselves — taking vobuev and vonuata x(r:les e
35 as equivalent to diaxvoipeda and davouata. Note that bo't.h o'ct:uu'egatel
adtol in the answer are in emphatic position, the second l?exng x'nm‘;e : v 3;
explained by the words which immediately follow, t'ofno vap fuels. hus. o
technical is the use of fjpels here is open to question: it need not be tec n:ica o
all. 36 ff. Having established that «we», in whatever sen.se, are conn;c‘te .w:,oﬁ
dianoia, Plotinus goes on to consider how nous ll'elates.to it and to us 1('1 TOI;) o
Evegyrjpota Gvodey is parallel to 1a tx tijg aloty o-eu)g in the follow.m? m:s.e s
this mean that rous is above all soul so that we, 1'n the no.n-te'c}.lmc:h se " ,1 are
below it, or is Plotinus just making the weaker point that m‘tultn.le ov'.xg' o
a different level from discursive thought, and parallel w1th. atst_heszs in it
way? He could, if he is making the stronger point, glso, be saying t’.halt)e zwtss o
not belong to psyche in the strict sense, just as aisthesis does not,. ca1 )
activity involves the body. That would k2 an advance on the points alreaay
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made in 23 ff: the weaker point would be more or less repetitious — which does
not of course prove that it is not the one Plotinus is making. We may wonder
wheth.er there is an intentional contrast betweentd 100 vo gvegyfpora Gvadev
and 1a é&x i alobocwg ndtwhev, to indicate that the thinking is in the psyche
thouglll caused by what is above it, whereas the sense-perception is not, but that
material comes to the psyche from it — in the form of tinoL. 38, What’is meant
by duttic? If the soul has a péoov as well as aloBnog and voig, then it is three
Can 5LT:t'f|§ duvalews be equivalent to dvaiv duvduewv, a sense ’sometimes bomt;
by .En'nog in Classical Greek? If nous were counted as part of a double soul
wh?ch wc?uld have to be divided into a rational and an irrational part, then what‘:
he is saying d.oes not correspond with the views expressed earlier in the chapter.
4{-42. T‘here 1s a question about nous, says Plotinus, for two reasons, (a) éu un
adt &ei s%muld we understand nigooyedueba with H-S, or simply voouuev? (b)
L xworords. Two questions arise: firstly, is (a) a consequence of (b), and second-
ly, does (b) mean separate from body, from other parts of the soui or from us
al‘t,ogether,' so that nous is above and we have descended? That is in’lplied by t®
MM gocveveL and also by fudg ndg adtov 6Aénoviac, We may ask whether this
further explanation of xwoLotoc assumes that voig is not ours, There is also a
question about the reference of dudroénreitar: does it refer to others, and. if 50
dogs Plotinus think they are right to raise the question? 44-45. nous a;s 6(1;)0»81')(_;
ngf); ﬁ,ud; seems to be a reminiscence of Plato, Philebus, 28 ¢, voiig Bamiglg
ApLv 0Vpavtod e xal yiig, but the reference there is to cosmic and not, individual

inteilect: that would ; N
inctond uld not deter Plotinus from taking it to refer to the latter

v 3 4. 1-2. Can we extract any clear meaning from 8actAevopev, and will it
help with th'e understanding of xat’exsivov? If we are to be taken to be Baoisic
and Baciedg, and Gaothed is the hypostasis Nous, then being xar’éxetvox:
Fnean.s that we iaentify with it. If we are mérely like Baoikeilg, then we do not
1denf.;1fy. The latter is perhaps more likely because of the wor:;ls xai fuels: we
too, In our way.... xav’éxelvov duxGg: the two senses are importantly diﬁ‘el:ent
They are: (a.) because something from it is in us. (b) because we are filled with it.
(and sc-:, again, not identical with it: this is to be contrasted with the notion to be
found in other and earlier treatises, that we may become identical with nous b
somehow switching on to it. (a) The text here has been questioned by R Starky
«Emendationes Plotinianae», MH, 18, 1961, 227, but can, I think, stand. mean:
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ing «by the things like letters, that is, something inscribed or written in us like
laws, i. e. giving us rules, one of the senses of xavovee which ch. 3 says we have
from nous, and thus also something in us which is xat'#xelvov. Stark suggests
that we should read either »av'exeivov duy®¢ toig voporg olov or HoneQ
yodppuooLv: either would be simpler than the received text, but misses the duali-
ty of the notion that a) something is as it were on a tablet — here one might
compare Aristotle’s view of the mind as a tablet in de Anima 111. 4,430 2 1. (b)
that it is like a ruler or standard. 3~4, § xai SuvnBévres is probably explanatory
of the previous words; cf. HS in apperatu: aut...aut... vel. We know ourselves: (a)
by learning everything else through (=by means of, reading, with HS2, abdtog
<v> 1® and 1 xatd TV Sivapy: this is the text translated) that kind of object
of vision, that being what we are filled with. We may do this either by acting in
accordance with nous or by becoming it. Or (b) reading 7 xai TV Svvapuy — by
learning, or knowing the power that knows that sort of thing, that is, it or one-
self, by means of that power, in other words knowing nous by nous to which we
have become assimilated, as suggested by 1) xai &xetvo yevopevor if that reading
is correct: if Stark's §| (ibid. 227 £., adopted by HS3: HS2 return to 1) is right,
Plotinus is saying that the knowledge is produced by actual identification with
the intellect, and not offering this as an alternative. (¢) reading, with Stark
(ibid.) [ ] ward Thv dvvapy, gives two further possible translations: (i) knowing
that kind of thing in accordance with the power that knows <it> by that very
power..., with TooGTov as the object of pafovres: this is even closer to being tau-
tologous than is (b); (ii) knowing in accordance with the power that knows that
kind of thing, with Tolottov as the object of yLyvaoxovaav. Both (i) and (i)
would enlarge on t(...pab€lv; but padovres is perhaps redundant in both alter-
natives. T ff. What we learn, in any case, is that the yLyvooxov is double, dou-
ble meaning that it has two senses; the first is that he knows dianoia (tijv
duavotac... Ppvorv=diavorav), with tiig Puyuxfs added to emphasise that it
belongs to soul and not nous; the second is that he knows at a level above this:
the second, further, may mean either that he knows himself according to that
(&xelvov) nous (i.e. not the one that is dianoia) by becoming <it>, or that he
knows himself according to nous by becoming it. There is not a great deal of dif-
ference, but the first would draw attention to the nous in question not being the
notiw cuxikow which is dianoia. 9. Is Unepdvew TovTov merely a reference to
stratification, or does it mean something not really in psyche, as suggested by
the following words, oby, &g &vBpwmov &x... navieAdg dihov ete.? If 10 it Yuxfis
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Gueivov is simply another way of saying diavoia, as is strongly suggested by
lines 14 ff., that too would indicate that nous is not part of psyche. That looks
like the voiig &vw doctrine, but the nous in question is not part of us as voig v
is supposed to be. On the other hand, this nous will not have descended inte-
grally with the soul as in Iamblichus’ and Proclus’ view of the incarnate human
soul. Alternatively these words refer to nous, and so mean that intellect is in
psyche, but that it must go higher to achieve self-knowledge. Returning to lines
9-10, we should consider whether they refer to an actual layer of existence, or
rather to a state or activity, i. e. not what is above, but what is in a higher state.
15. The MSS have £lde(v) or id¢(v); Creuzer and subsequent editors before HS!
emended to olde, to which they returned in HS2. All three are, of course,
homophonous, and olde and €ld¢ give roughly the same sense. 14-28. What is
the argument here? It seems to be as follows: (a) does dianoia know that it deals
with what is outside, and that there is something better than itself? The answer
to these questions is «yes»; (b) does it not then know what it is when it knows
what sort of thing it is, and what sort of activity it has? Plotinus may be making
either of two points here, namely that knowledge of substance requires a higher
grade of knowledge than knowledge of olov etc., or that if it does know all that,
then one might reasonably suppose that it does know itself; (c) if it knows its
velation to nous will that not lead to self-knowledge, as in line 23, oltwg ava,
while a different kind of knowledge of nous and self — by the use of GAdn
dUvapus, possibly but not necessarily the dUvapug, of line 7— is described in
lines 24-27? The answer is that it must be the second way if we are to have true
self-knowledge. Let us look further at the question of levels. In lines 20-21 the
reason says that it is second, after nous, and an image of it — second meaning
adjacent to — and that everything in it comes from vofc,, & vodowv %ai 6
yedpag. Is the point of the two different tenses that, ddaoxaliag xdoLv one may
think of nous having done it, while in reality it continues to do so? Some editors
cannot accept what they see as duplication: thus Theiler deletes xai 6 yoayas,
and Stark wishes to emend to xatéyoaye, which HS3 reject on the grounds that
the word is otherwise unattested in Plotinus: in any case I am not convinced
that it gives good sense. Yet again, nous seems to be other than soul, cf, too 24-
27 which ask whether (a) we look at nous knowing itself or (b) we participate in
it because it is ours and we are its: again Plotinus is not saying that we are
identical with it and vice-versa, though we may ask whether peralagoviec
means taking a part of, or being informed by. 27-28. Avayxaiov ofitwc,: what is
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being accepted? Is it the last suggestion, with voUv xoi adtovg, implying assix:ni-
lation, or is ofitwg, forward-locking, with yeyovas, indicating identification
rather than the degree of assimilation involved in line 27? That ma.y be.too‘ﬁne
a distinction. 29. att@ may or may not be reflexive, with different implications.
The translation takes is as reflexive: if it is not then it refers to nous and may
indicate that it is still other than the subject.

1 An earlier version of parts of this paper was given to a m@nw at the K.atholi;ke
Universiteit of Leuven. I am grateful to its members for their comments. Since then
vol. 5 of Professor A. H. ARMSTRONG's Loeb edition of Plotinus has appeared, and has
helped me to improve some matters of translation.

2 Cf.esp. IV8.8init. —

3 Cf ARMSTRONG, Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieva Philosophy,
Cambridge, 1967, pp. 224-225; IpEM, Form, Individual and Person in P?otmus,
Dionysius, 1, 1977, pp. 57-59: these pages contain comment on other points in these
chapters, too; cf. G. J. P. O'Davy, Plotinus’ Philosophy of the Sel}'“, Shannon, 1973, pp.
43-45: 57; Ph. MERLAN, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness, The Hague,
1963, pp. T7-81. ' ‘ ,

4 cf. NEES and Soul in Plotinus: Some Problems of Demarcatlion‘, Pl'otmo e zl‘
Neoplatonismo in Qriente e in Occidente, Roma, Accademia Naz. dei Lincei, Problemi
attuali di scienza e di cultura, 198, 1874, pp. 218-219. -

5 Cf Platon und Aristoteles in der Nuslehre Plotins, Basel, Stuttgart, 1979, pp. 199
205. .

6 ¢f. J. M. RisT, Forms of Individuals in Plotinus, Classical Quartt'arly, 13, 1963, pp.
223 sq., and A Reply to Dr. Blumenthal, Plotin, Revue Int. de Philos., 24, 19?0, p;;.
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VII

Plotinus’ Adaptation of Aristotle’s
Psychology: Sensation,
Imagination and Memory*

That the Enneads contain a great deal of Aristotelian
doctrine must be obvious to a fairly casual reader even without
the explicit testimony of Porphyry.? Nevertheless it is not
equally obvious in all parts of Plotinus’ thought — sometimes,
of course, he is in clear disagreement with Aristotle. For various
reasons which we shall have to consider the use of Aristotle’s
ideas in the construction of Plotinus’ doctrines of the human
soul is pervasive, but does not present us with a simple case of
absorption. That, in the nature of the case, would have been
impossible, even if we forget Plotinus’ capacity for subtle
alteration of views, he might at first sight appear to be taking
over as they stood, a process which Professor Armstrong has
aptly called ‘rethinking’,® but which might well appear as
perverse interpretation. Plotinus, as is well known, claimed to
be doing no more than expounding views whose antiquity could
be vouched for by Plato’s own writings (V.1.8.10-14). Many
have referred to this claim in connection with Plotinus’ relation
to Plato. It is perhaps not equally well understood that a man
who could think himself so good a Platonist would have been
quite capable of thinking that those parts of his psychology
which were Aristotelian were roughly the same as those of his
source, or more importantly perhaps, that Aristotle’s views were
the same as his own. His attitude is not unlike that of those
Aristotelian commentators who were later to claim that
Aristotle’s views were like Plato’s if only one understood them
aright.*
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I have made these points at this stage because the basis of
Plotinus’ psychology is a paradox which, I suggest, can only be
understood if one thinks in such terms. The paradox lies in the
fact that Plotinus’ soul was, like Plato’s, separate from and,
ideally, opposed to the body, but worked like Aristotle’s which
was by definition the body’s essence. And yet Plotinus was well
aware of the crucial difference: he did not fail to criticize
Aristotle’s entelechy theory, and of course attacked both his
definition of the soul and its implications (IV.7.8%).

That the body: soul relation was Platonic and dualist is
stated nowhere more clearly and emphatically than in the first
lines of IV. 3.22: ‘Should one say then that when soul is present
to body it is present as fire is to air? For that too when it is
present is not present, and when it is present all through a thing
is mixed with none of it: it remains unmoved while the other
flows by’.® The independence of soul which this text asserts is
not always preserved in practice. One might think of Plotinus’
}varnings about the consequences of the affections (wddn), and,
in general, the way he regards the lowest phases of the soul as
quite closely linked with the body, and always liable to suffer
from the association, an association which is even capable of
having undesirable effects on the soul’s higher ranges (cf. e.g.
[V.8.2.26-30, V1.4.15.18ff.)¢. This is so in spite of the careful
way in which Plotinus will, for example, talk of the desiring
faculty as having the basis of its action in a certain part of the
body, namely the liver (IV.3.23.35-40) — a point, incidentally,
on which Plotinus is in a sense more Platonic than Plato, who
puts the equivalent ‘part’ of the soul in the abdomen as if it
were a lump of matter.” Here it would seem that Plotinus was
more scientific, and thus more in sympathy with Aristotle’s
approach, than his professedly Platonic position should have
allowed.

The fact that Plotinus used Aristotle’s account of the
soul’s operations, and, of course, his general view of the way the
soul should be divided, while differing with him over the whole
basis of psychology, namely what the soul was and how it
related to the body, accounts for a large measure, though
certainly not all, of the differences between their views about
its functions. There are, of course, others. One is Plotinus’ view
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of the soul as a reflection of higher being, itself as a whole
dependent on what lies above, and with each phase or section
depending on that above and less valuable than it. Here ethics
and metaphysics invade psychology. Thus soul for Plotinus is
viewed from the top downwards, and lower sections are
sometimes regarded as dispensable. When soul is functioning as
it should and so looking upwards, the lower section is absorbed
in the higher: one might think of a kind of hanging collapsible
cup.® In Aristotle the situation is reversed: the soul is like a
pyramid, where each layer, or series of faculties, cannot exist
without that below. As a result Plotinus tends to consider any
function of the soul at least partly against the background of its
possible contribution to man’s upward progress, and perhaps to
evaluate it in this light.

Aristotle on several occasions records that there is a
progress through the lower to the higher forms of cognition and
knowledge, not thereby implying that the ‘lower’ forms are
‘worse’ than the ‘higher’® His aim is to analyze how one
acquires knowledge and he makes it clear on numerous
occasions that sense-perception is the indispensable foundation
of the process. This no Platonist could admit, though Aris-
totle’s own Platonism does re-assert itself in the view that at the
end of the process we have knowledge of things inherently more
knowable than the sense-data from which it starts. Here we see
one example of Aristotle’s different approach, which also shows
itself in his more scientific attitude to psychology. Put quite
simply, he wants to analyze the functions of soul wherever in
the world it might operate, and is particularly interested in the
demarcations between various forms of life. Plotinus, unlike
Plato, does see, and has perhaps learned from Aristotle, that
soul extends to all forms of life (cf.}.4.1.18ff.) — and even finds
it in things that Aristotle properly regards as inanimate
(IV.4.27) — but he is not really interested in those other than
man. It should not be forgotten that, whatever others made of
it later, the de Anima is a biological treatise.

The differences we have outlined are perhaps most
interestingly studied in the middle section of the human soul, at
the levels of perception, imagination and memory. The top and
bottom are less instructive, for the following reasons. At the
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top, at the level of nous, Aristotle’s soul, or at least the active
nous, is also detached from the body. I shall avoid for now the
problems that would be presented if the passive nous, whose
nature is defined as pure potentiality, were the highest
manifestation of the body’s actuality, and the no less trouble-
some matter of the exact level where Plotinus’ human nous is to
be situated. Whether the answer be the hypostasis Nous or the
hypostasis Soul makes little difference for the present pur-
pose.!® But in any case this is another area where Aristotle is
closer to Plotinus’ intentions as well as his practice by virtue of
a Platonic feature of his thought. If Aristotle’s active nous were
after all one of the ‘intelligences’, then Aristotle and Plotinus
are here very close.

At the bottom of the scale the two thinkers are again fairly
close, but whereas at the upper end of the scale this is explicable in
terms of Aristotle’s Platonism, at the lower end it is to be
seen as a result of Plotinus’ apparent Aristotelianism—
unintentional though it may have been. Especially at the level
of the vegetative soul, which both Aristotle and Plotinus call by
a variety of names, what is done by soul in Aristotle is the work
of body alone in Plato. Moreover, as soul descends, or reflects
itself, further downwards, it becomes more and more closely
bound up with body until its function becomes the information
of previously formless matter (V1.7.7.8ff.). Here in producing
body, the soul is functioning as world-soul: sometimes it is also
seent as a manifestation of world-soul at the next level, that of
the vegetative soul.!! Here the gap between body and soul,
whether regarded as world-soul or individual soul, is smail
enough for Aristotle’s ideas not to be far removed from Plato’s,
though of course their professed positions were no less different
than elsewhere.

The way both may make the same kind of statements for
different reasons is well illustrated when Plotinus, discussing the
impassibility of soul when involved with the affections, says
that if we say the soul changes in the emotions we are liable to
be doing the same sort of thing as if we were to say the soul
goes pale or blushes, without taking into account that these
things happen through the soul but in some other structure,
that is, the body (I11.6.3.7-11).!2 Aristotle had compared the
notion that the soul is angry with the view that it builds or
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weaves, and thought it would be better to say not that thp soul
feels pity, learns or thinks, but that it is the man with his soul
that does these things (408b 11-15).! 3 Aristotle is concerned to
make it clear that the soul does not act independently of the
body whose form it is. Plotinus, on the contrary, wants to show
that the soul is independent of the body with which it is merely
associated.

This requirement is still operative at the level of. sense-
perception. It is perhaps what made it possible for Plotmus~ to
arrive at the fairly clear distinction he makes between sgnsa‘txo.n
and perception, equipped as he was with no better linguistic
tools than his predecessors.!* Of these none, as far as we know,
made the distinction with any clarity. Plotinus did it simply,
though perhaps crudely, by separating sense-perception into an
affection (médog) of the body, and a judgement or act of
cognition on the part of the soul. So, for example, at the start
of III.6: ‘We say that perceptions are not affections, but
activities and judgements concerning affections: the affections
take place elsewhere, let us say in the body so qualified, but Fhe
judgement is in the soul, and the judgement is not an affection
— otherwise there would have to be another judgement,
regressing to infinity — but we still have a proble.m here,
whether the judgement qua judgement takes on anything from
its object. If it has a mark from it, then it has undergont_z an
affection.’!® There are, of course, other places where Plotinus
points out that the faculty of sensation is not affected by what
happens to its organs, or to the body in general. So at 1V.6.2.
16-18 he says that in the case of taste and smell there are
affections and also perceptions and judgements of these which
are a cognition of the affections, but not identical with them.! ¢
Perception in general is the soul’s judgement of the bodyfs
affections (1V.4.22.30-32). But the introduction to IIL6 is
particularly significant when considered in its context. The
whole purpose of the first part of this treatise is to show that
the soul is not changed by the emotions (cf. esp. I11.6.1.12-14):
these being functions of the soul below the sensitive faculty are
of course more likely then sense-perception to have some effect
on the soul itself. What happens in perception is used as a
paradigm of the soul’s freedom from the affections of the body
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and its separation from it. Later in the treatise vision is used to
illustrate another point, this time to show how the lower parts
of the soul may listen to reason without actually being changed:
vision, he says, is simply the actualization of a potency. The act
and potency are in essence the same, and so vision entails no
essential change: the sense cognizes its objects without under-
going any affection (II1.6.2.32ff.). Here we can see clearly what
Plotinus is in fact doing: he is discussing sense-perception for
the light it can throw on other matters, The two points he
wishes to make here are that there may be temporary changes
involving parts of the soul either in relation to others, or to the
body, and that changes in the body need not, and generally do
not, affect the soul. In the area of the affections he does not
quite succeed.!” Elsewhere he will use his basically Aristotelian
view of vision as a pattern for the relation of various levels of
reality.!® Its usefulness here, rather than just the normal Greek
feeling that vision was the most important sense — stated
explicitly by Aristotle at de Anima 429a 2f, — is the most likely
reason for Plotinus’ interest in vision. If this explanation is
correct it becomes less surprising that for Plotinus sensation is
almost synonymous with vision: he says very little more about
taste and smell than the remark we have referred to, virtually
nothing about touch and gives a short account of hearing, again
primarily illustrative.!® A sound fills the air for anyone who is
there to be able to hear it, and the whole sound is in any one
part of the air: that is how we are to understand the presence of
soul (V1.4.12). This kind of paradigmatic purpose is at least part
of the reason why the distribution of Plotinus’ discussions of
perception is so different from Aristotle’s, There is of course
more to be said. In his treatise Problems about the Soul
(IV.3-5), as well as in one or two specialised smaller treatises,
like that on why large objects perceived at a distance appear
small (II.8), Plotinus does seem to be interested in the workings
of the human soul for their own sake. This is perhaps also true
of I.1, but only to an extent, for there Plotinus is primarily
concerned with making a distinction between those human
activities which involve both body and soul and those which are
the work of soul alone.

Such then are the reasons for Plotinus’ uneven coverage of
the questions that present themselves. What of the details? As
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far as their general notions of what happens in sense-perception
go, Aristotle and Plotinus are not very far apart. Aristotle says
that each sense is ‘that which is able to receive the sensible
forms (i.e. of sense-objects) without their matter’,2® and
compares the way wax may receive the imprint of a signet-ring
without its material, the metal (424a 17-21). Plotinus’ defini-
tion is similar, but its intention may be subtly different. For
him sense-perception is ‘the perception of the soul or the ‘living
being’ (§wov) of sensible objects, the soul grasping the quality
attached to bodies and receiving an imprint of their forms’
(IV.4.23.1-3).2! By inserting ‘quality attached to bodies’
Plotinus causes one to wonder just what he means by the word
which is translated ‘forms’ but can equally well mean appear-
ances. Are ‘forms’ no more than appearances? That would be in
order for a Platonist, but perhaps not in harmony with Plotinus’
fairly positive attitude to the sensible world in this treatise, and
the distinction may be over-subtle., Nevertheless the impression
that Plotinus does mean to indicate the illusoriness of sensible
qualities is strengthened by the fact that the word he uses for
receiving an imprint (dwopdrTew) occurs in that part of the
Timaeus where Plato describes the production of sensible objects
in the Receptacle.2? In any case Plotinus is perhaps closer to
Aristotle in another passage, 111.6.18.24ff., where he talks of
soul not being prepared to accept the forms of sensible objects
with multiplicity but seeing them when they have put off their
mass,?? if by this he means something like Aristotle’s ‘without
matter’.

Where Plotinus certainly differs from Aristotle is in his
view that the soul’s power of perception is not properly
exercised on the sense-objects themselves, but on the impres-
sions which sensation has produced in the ‘living being’: these
have by then become intelligible (1.1,7.9-12). Here we do have a
sensation: perception distinction. For Aristotle there was of
course no question of a distinction between what is done by
body and soul, and so his account was much simpler: the body
and soul unit perceived sensible objects by means of the
appropriate faculty, the sensitive, acting through, or in, the
appropriate organ. In fact, faculty and organ are the same,
except in definition (424a 24-6).
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The role of the sense organs was in line with the general
requirements of the two thinkers’ approaches. In Aristotle’s
psychology it was possible, not to say desirable, for the organs
to be independently active. Vision is, after all, inherent in the
eye. It is its form and essence: an eye that cannot see is simply
not an eye (412b 18-22). For Plotinus, on the other hand, an
eye gua part of a body can only see when activated by the
relevant faculty of its detached soul, and its function, like that
of all the sense organs, is to act as an intermediary, a kind of
transformation point, between the sensible objects outside and
the immaterial soul ‘inside’ which is only able to perceive what
is presented to it in an intelligible form (IV.4.23). In fact the
senses are different only because different sense organs perform
this role (IV.3.3.12ff.). By itself soul can only think (voeiv) the
objects which it already possesses (1V.4.23.5f.). Through the
sense organs it can be assimilated to the sensible objects
(ibia.21ff)), just as in Aristotle’s theory the organs, or senses,
become like the objects from which they were originally
different, though potentially the same (cf. 417a 18-21, 422a
6f.). It should not, however, be forgotten, that for Plotinus the
organ must already, if there is to be perception, have a degree of
similarity to the object, whether this is described in terms of
sympathy as in IV.4,23, or, rarely, more Platonically in terms of
being light-like, as at 1.6.9.30f. Plotinus’ concept of an inward
transmission from the organs to the soul as such was of course

greatly helped by the post-Aristotelian discovery of the
nerves, 24

A further and immediately obvious difference comes over
the question of a medium between object and organ. Quite
simply Aristotle thought that one was required while Plotinus
did not. This is one of the more technical questions which
Plotinus discussed at some length, in IV.5, which is an appendix
to the treatise on the soul. Here again he disagrees quite openly
with Aristotle, though he does not mention him by name.
Plotinus wished to explain the contact between subject and
object in perception by means of the sympathy (ovumddewa)
that existed between all parts of the world in virtue of its status
as a living being, a notion he had taken over from certain later
Stoics — dare one say Posidonius? This sympathy operated equal-
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ly between the parts of the world and the parts of each ensouled
individual in it, which allowed Plotinus to explain both internal
and external perception in the same way. That had the
advantage of greater economy and simplicity than a theory
which required a medium for external perception when there
could be none in the case of internal perception. That was a
problem which would not have been serious for Aristotle, since
he did not, in general, consider what role perception might have
in respect of the percipient subject himself. There is, of course,
one exception, the attribution in the de Arima to the several
senses themselves of awareness than they are perceiving. But
Aristotle merely says that they, rather than some other sense,
see or hear that they are seeing or hearing (425b 12ff.). His
main reason is a fear of regress, and he is not much concerned
with how the process works. By his own theory there should be
a medium, and that could have been a serious difficulty even in
the de Sensu version where the senses acting together, as the
common sense, are responsible for this kind of perception (de
Sensu 455a 12 ff.). Here then we have one manifestation of
Plotinus’ interest in various kinds of self-awareness and self-
consciousness. This was an area in which Aristotle had taken
little interest and where Plotinus was in advance of his
predecessors and sometimes foreshadowed modern develop-
ments in psychology — as also in his brief reference to the
importance of unconscious memories (1V.4.4.7-13).

To return to mediums. Plotinus arraigned two classes of
offenders, one whose own theories required a medium, and
another for whom it was unnecessary to the concept of
perception with which they worked. Aristotle falls into the
latter and worse class. Plotinus discusses the question mainly,
but not exclusively, in terms of vision. His general view is that
there is no need for anything between object and eye to be
affected so long as the eye itself is (IV.5.1.15ff.). He here
ignores Aristotle’s argument from the impossibility of seeing
objects placed directly on the eye (419a 12f.), an argument he
is quite prepared to use elsewhere for another purpose.?®
Against the idea that air must be changed before we can see, he
argues that we should then be seeing the adjacent air, and not
the object itself, just as if we were being warmed by air rather
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than by a fire (IV.5.2 50-55). This is not the best of arguments.
A better one is that if vision depended on the air being lit, that
would make nonsense of the fact that we can and do see lights
in the dqu: this means that the darkness is still there when we
see. Plotinus rejects any attempt to salvage mediums by arguing
that their absence would break the sympathy between subject
and object: he does so by anticipating his final conclusion that
sense-perception depends on the sympathy which arises from
common membership of one living organism (IV.5.3.1ff.),
Before he reaches that he stops to consider the view that air
might be necessary if one thinks that light can only exist in air.
He points out that the air would then be incidental to the
process of vision (I1V.5.4,2-7). It is interesting to note that
Plotinus has here arrived at a correct position for a dubious
reason: we do now know that light can be propagated through a
vacuum. Unfortunately for Plotinus the same is not true of
sound, whose medium Plotinus wishes to abolish by the same
argument. One might wonder, incidentally, whether Plotinus’
unwillingness to accept any kind of medium, against which he
argues mainly in terms of vision, had anything to do with his
views on the exalted status of light, Was light too good to be
involved so basically in sense-perception?

One further question must be considered. How did
Aristotle and Plotinus deal with the assessment of sense-data by
the soul, and what did they think about their objective validity?
The first half of the question is perhaps badly framed in the
case of Aristotle, given his answers to the second. For in the
case of at least one kind of perception, that of the relevant
quality by the appropriate sense, such as colour by vision, there
was no scope, or very little, for error, Error could arise in the
perception of something as an attribute, or, more often, in the
apprehension of the common sensibles, such as size or shape
(428b 17-25). The latter Plotinus attributed to a combination
of perception and opinion (V1.9.3.27-32).26 Aristotle omits to
tell us how error is detected, but it would seem that it must be
done by reason working with the images which the sensations
produce. This is certainly what Plotinus thought. Incoming
sense-data were compared with a pre-existing pattern derived
from above (V1.7.6.2-7). Reason dealt with images produced by
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perception (V.3.2.2ff.): the percept of a man will set off a chain
of inference, and reason by using memory can pronounce that it
is Socrates (V.3.3.1-3). But here reason performs a function
which in Aristotle was a matter of perception: the sense of sight
perceives a white object incidentally as the son of Diares (418a
20f.). As a result of this difference Plotinus does not need
reason to confirm what is its own conclusion. What was in
Aristotle a case of perception has become for Plotinus a matter
of inference. Some form of verification will, for him, have been
necessary even at the level of Aristotle’s usually infallible
perceptions: as far as Plotinus was concerned, sense-perception
produced opinion, not truth (V.5.1.62-5). Here Plotinus’
Platonism is clearly responsible for his view. See n. 37

For Plotinus the faculty of imagination is the terminus for
perceptions as such (cf. IV.3.29.24f.). They may be passed on
to reason for processing, or retained as memories. Imagination is
also responsible for other forms of transmission between parts
of the soul, or between soul and body. Its duties in connection
with memory are particularly complex. It is probably because
of this wide variety of functions that Plotinus tended to see
imagination as a faculty — or rather two — in its own right.
Aristotle, on the other hand, tended to think of it as a
subdivision of the sensitive faculty, different by definition
rather than in essence (de fnsomn. 459a 15ft,), He defined it as
a ‘movement caused by the activity of perception’ (428b
13£,).27 Nevertheless he will sometimes speak of imagination
acting independently of sensation, and in particular producing
sense-like images, as in dreams, when no sensation is present.
This is one of the differences between imagination and
perception that he mentions in the course of framing the
definition: others are that all animals have sensation but not
imagination, and that perceptions are true whereas imaginings
(pavrdowat) — for want of a better English word — are usually
false (428a 5ff.). We may note in passing that whereas Plotinus
regarded perception as unreliable and was less suspicious of
imagination, which usually acted as an agent of some other
power, Aristotle held perception to be reliable and thought that
imagination was usually wrong: he was still influenced by its
connection with the verb meaning ‘to appear’ with its strong
connotation of appearing other than is the case (428b 2ff.).
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Notwithstanding such differences one can see that Plotinus
is working with the same concept as Aristotle, though he adapts
it, exploiting a certain vagueness in some of Aristotle’s
statements, and extends the sphere of its operation. Both
clearly and primarily associate imagination with the sense, both
use it as a means of presenting material acquired by the senses
to the reason, both hold that it is the basis of memory.

In its connection with sense-perception imagination pre-
sents the fewest problems. It is the power of soul by which we
have available for consideration, or for subsequent use through
memory, the information provided by the senses. We have seen
that in Plotinus sense-percepts, as processed by imagination,
were presented to the reason. Similarly in Aristotle reason deals
with images which it has before it in the manner of perceptions
(413a 14f.). The contexts are different, but since for both
images derive from sensation, and are considered by reason, we
may take it that the underlying doctrine is the same, There is,
however, an important difference in the use of images. For
Aristotle they are probably necessary for thought of any kind
(413a 16f.), while for Plotinus the thinking of the true nous,
the intuitive thinking which is superior to mere reasoning, can
and does proceed without them, since nous is simply present
among its objects, In fact the reason is informed of intuitive
thought by means of images, and imagination makes the results
of both kinds of thinking known to the rest of the soul
(IV.3.30.5-11). When the imaginative faculty is disturbed then
thinking proceeds without images (1.4.10.17-19),28

At the other end of Plotinus’ scale, imagination makes the
condition of the lower faculties, and that part of the body for
which they are responsible, known to the higher soul
(cf.IV.4.17.11ff., 20.17f)). In the case of desire the sensitive
faculty perceives an image which conveys to it the condition of
the lower soul (IV.4.20.12ff.). Thus we have a kind of
sub-sensitive imagination in addition to that which operates
between sensation and reason, and on one occasion Plotinus
goes so far as to say that the former is imagination in the strict
sense (VI1.8.3. 10 ff.). Transmission of information about the
body was of course a problem for Plotinus in a way that it was
not for Aristotle, but it is possible that he constructed this
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downwatd extension of the activities of the imaginativg faculty
on the basis of Aristotle’s remarks in the .de Anima and
elsewhere about the role of imagination in desn;e — and ot'he.r
emotions — and movement: an animal can move in 50 far as itis
equipped with appetition, and appetit@o_n does n(_)t CX'IS'[ vyxthout
imagination (433b 27-30). So appetition and imagination are
both involved in the causation of movement (4332} 20).: at'de
Motu Animalium 702a 17-19 Aristotle says that 1m§g1nat10n
prepares appetition. Further, Aristotle does, at de 'Amma 433p
31ff., raise the question of how the imperfect ammals,' thgt is
those which have only the sense of touch, can have imagination,
which normally presupposes all five senses, a question presentgd
by the fact that these animals appear to have. pleasqre ar}d pain.
If so, they must have desire, which shoul@ }mpl){ 1magmajuon.
Aristotle suggests that they perhaps have it in an indeterminate
way (&opiorws). This last suggestion in pa;ticqlar coulgl be a
starting point for Plotinus’ lower imagination, which he
describes as ‘unexamined’ (aremikptros), in a context whgre the
term may well imply that vagueness makes this kind of
imagination unverifiable (111.6.4.18-23).%°
Plotinus’ most radical alteration of Aristotle’s spheme of
faculties comes when he considers the role of imaginat!on as the
basis of memory. Aristotle had little difficulty in coming to the
conclusion that memory and imagination belong .to the same
faculty since all memories, even those of intelhglb_le objects,
require mental pictures (de Mem. 450a 11-14). Plotinus comes
to the conclusion by a more difficult route, by way of
considering from various points of view the possibilit.y that eaph
faculty could have those memories relevant to 1ts. peculiar
activities. His difficulties arise mainly from two requirements,
first the need to clarify the relation of memory and its faculty
to the ‘living being’, the compound of body and thq lower
faculties, and then the apparent impossibility of having the
activities of the higher part of the soul remembered by the
lower, and vice-versa. Here the role of imagination as a
transmitter and mediator between the different sections of the
soul provides the solution.
But of course there are further difficulties, which I have
discussed in detail elsewhere.?? Before we consider them briefly
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for their relevance to the present question, something should be
said about the actual functioning of memory. Basically, in both
Plotinus and Aristotle, the faculty retains images presented to it
either from sensations below or reasonings above. But Plotinus,
whose discussion in the treatise On Sensation and Memory
(IV.6) is clearly based on Aristotle’s account in the de Memoria,
as Bréhier showed,®! does not simply accept it as it stands.32
He makes several alterations of detail, mainly with a view to
removing materialistic, or at least apparently materialistic,
features of Aristotle’s account. In the first place he objects to
Aristotle’s talk of memory being the retention of some sort of
imprint (19mos) produced by perception or learning (de Mem.
450a 30-32). As Plotinus says at the start of his discussion
(IV.6.1.1-5) it would make no sense to talk in these terms if one
holds that perception does not involve any imprint, and the rest
of the chapter argues once again that it does not. Plotinus was
certainly not the first to be worried about the implications of
the impression concept: Alexander had already expressed
concern and said that the word was used only for lack of an
appropriate one,33 Plotinus says we must think rather of some
sort of translation of the impression which affects the body: in
an earlier treatise he speaks of ‘something like indivisible
thoughts’ (IV.7.6.23).3*% For similar reasons Plotinus rejects
Aristotle’s explanation of the decline in old people’s memory,
Aristotle had accounted for it in terms of bodily changes, which
he also took to be the cause of poor memory in the very young
(de Mem, 450b 5-7). Plotinus substituted the suggestion that
the psychic power involved declined, which enabled him to
offer the same explanation for the fall-off in both memory and
sense-perception (IV.6.3.51-5). As to the young, Plotinus
argues, surely rightly, that they in fact remember better because
they have as yet less material to remember (ibid. 21-4).

Let us return now to the problem of faculties. Here Plotinus
innovates by splitting the faculty of imagination. Thisis the only

way he feels able to explain how the higher soul which
survives this life can, as it does, retain memories from it without

being affected during life by the less elevated forms of memory
which a person must have in the ordinary life of this world
(1V.3.31-2). He thus requires a lower imaginative faculty to deal
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with such lower memories and protect the higher memory, a
need arising from his basic position that the soul, and
particularly the upper soul, remains unaffected by its adminis-
tration of the body with which it is, in theory, merely
associated. Since, however, the soul as a whole must in this life
have certain information available to it, the information stored
by the lower soul is available to the higher. Mqreov;r the break
may, at least partly, be obscured if we think in terms of
Plotinus’ view of the lower soul as a product of the upper soul’s
attention to what lies below, Similarly the lower soul can become
reassimilated to the higher—though if this were to happen
happen definitively the activities of the lower woulq dlsgppe_ar.
That would remove the very reason for the lower imaginative
faculty’s existence.

This radical innovation is by far the clearest case of the
changes in Aristotelian psychology that arose from the needs of
Plotinus’ brand of Platonism, and in particular from the need to
defend the soul’s autonomy. Yet even this change may have
been suggested by Aristotle’s references, both in thf: dg Anima
and the de Motu Animalium, to two types of imagination, one
rational and the other perceptual,®® and also the hint in the de
Anima of a lower kind of imagination which we have already
mentioned.3® For the purposes of this paper too much
attention may have been focused on the similaritics between
Aristotle’s views and Plotinus’. Perhaps as a corrective it wquld
be as well to remember that there were a number of que§tlons
in which Aristotle was interested and to which Plotinus simply
paid no attention. Such are the nature of sense objects
and the sense organs, and the forms of sense-perception w}_uch
had little relevance to Plotinus’ higher interests. In thf: workings
of the soul at the level of plants and animals Plotinus shgws
very little interest. At the risk of speaking in cliches one might
suggest that the differences are to a large measure d_ue; to the
fact that Aristotle was a scientist as well as a metaphysman, and
simply wanted to know. If one wonders why Plotinus adopted
and adapted Aristotle’s psychology the answer would seem to
be that — apart from certain historical fac_tors — hg wished to
remain a good Platonist and yet felt obliged to give a more
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satisfactory account of the soul’s workings than Plato himself
had found either possible or desirable,

el

NOTES

For the purposes of this paper I have deliberately left aside
the history of psychology between Aristotle and Plotinus.
Much of this is still inadequately treated, and some will
remain so for sheer lack of evidence. But it is of interest in
considering Plotinus’ psychology to see what he chose to

use. Note: all unspecified references to Aristotle are to the
de Anima.

Vita Plotini 14.4-7,

‘The Background of the Doctrine “That the Intelligibles
are not Qutside the Intellect” > Les Sources de Plotin,
Entretiens sur I’Antiqité Classique V. Fondation Hardt
(Geneva 1960) 402.

Cf. e.g. Simplicius, de Caelo 640.27-30. See further my
paper ‘Some Observations on the Greek Commentaries on
Aristotle” in Actes du XIV® Congrés International des
Etudes Byzantines.
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context here, and also from what he says later when he
refines the analogy from light to heat (IV.4.29 init.), that
Plotinus is here thinking of fire primarily as light. One
might wonder if even this Platonist statement is not itself
suggested by Aristotle’s description of light being the
presence of fire in the transparent (418b 13-16).

On this see further my Plotinus’ Psychology. His doctrines
of the embodied soul (The Hague, 1971) 64-66.

Plotinus may well be deliberately improving on Plato since
he offers this statement in IV.3 as an explanation of why
the desiring part had been put in the liver.
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SOME PROBLEMS ABOUT BODY AND SOUL IN LATER PAGAN NEOPLATO-
NISM: DO THEY FOLLOW A PATTERN™

With one notable exception, all serious pagan philosophers in late antiquity took a
firmly Platonist view of the soul’s relation to the body, a view that was, moreover, shared
by not a few of their Christian contemporaries. The theological implications of such a view
were to lead to all sorts of controversies and anathemas which 1 do not intend to discuss' —
nor would I be competent to do so. But for the pagan philosophers too this concept of the
soul brought with it a whole range of difficulties, and in this paper I shall examine, briefly,
how far it produced a consistent pattern of problems for them.

With the exception I have mentioned, namely Themistius, all these philosophers were
Neoplatonists.? Leaving aside one matter of considerable importance, one can distinguish
an earlier and a later Neoplatonist view of the nature of the individual soul and its relation
to body in terms of degrees of complexity or complication. The later is complicated by the
characteristic tendency of post-lamblichean Neoplatonism to introduce mediating entities
at every point of transition, both within the intelligible world and between it and the
sensible,

Apart from this tendency to multiply entities at all levels, for which the later Neoplato-
nists are nmotorious, there is, 1 think, another reason why their views on the body-soul
relation differ markedly from those of the earlier Neoplatonists. It is to be found in the
different aims of the philosophers concerned. As a crude generalization, the interests of
many of the later group, particularly those who were inclined to follow the lead of lambli-
chus, were primarily soteriological rather than scientific Though they were by no means
averse from hard and carefu} thinking — the logical coherence of, for example, Proclus’
Elements of Theology is decidely superior to that of most of the Enneads — their ultimate aim
in doing philosophy seems more obtrusively to be the achievement of personal salvation in
this life and that, or rather those, to come. This is not to deny that Plotinus and Porphyry
shared that interest, but in reading their works, or the evidence for them — in the case of
Porphyry — one is much more aware of an interest in the answers to philosophical quest-
jons for their own sake. The difference is perhaps reflected in the very different tone of

Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus and Marinus’ Life of Proclus. The latter is basically the life of 2
pagan saint, the former, while certainly not free from an interest in the occult and a desire
to demonstrate Plotinus’ very special qualities, gives us a picture of a philosopher at work
such as Marinus presents almost incidentally. He, by contrast, shows an unhealthy interest
in matters like rain-making and luminous phantoms of Hecate which we have no grounds
for writing off as products of the biographer’s imagination®. Plotinus was not received at
Rome, as was Proclus at Athens, by a series of divine signs and manifestations of super-

1 On the position of Themistius see my, Themistius,
® All references to the Aristotelian commentators are to  the last Peripatetic commentator on Aristotle?, in Ark-
page and line of the Beslin Academy edition, Commen-  touros. Hellenic studies presented to B. M. W. K~oX,
taria in Aristotelem Graeca. Berlin 1979, 391-400.

! For an early stage cf. Nemesius, de Nat. Hom 115.4f. 3 Vita Procli 28.
Matthaei.



natural approval® in his case we are told far more about what went on in his classes
whic'h authors were read, and what sort of discussions took place between the members o,f
Plotinus’ entourage®. For our present purpose the implications of these different attitudes
are, in the first place, an even greater concern to maintain the soul’s freedom from the
effects of symbiosis with the body and, in the second, a far greater interest in the mecha-
nism of life apart from the body, both short-term — in philosophical separation — and
longer term, in pre-existence and reincarnation. Again, these aspects are not absent in the
earlier period, nor in Plato himself, but they are less important.

Before going further, let us look at the common assumptions of Neoplatonic psycho-
%ogfv. Some will be familiar, but it will in any case be useful to state them at the outset. for
it is these assumptions that directly or indirectly produce most of the problems in’the
f\‘eopllatonists’ accounts of the human soul. The first and most important of these assump-
tions is that the soul is, as Plato maintained, other than the body, and in its most »real«
form has nothing, except its ultimate source, in common with a body which is, at best, an
impediment to full self-realisation®. The point about the common ultimate sour’ce is no; of
course, Plato’s but it would be as well to keep firmly in mind that, in general, the Ne01;la-
tonists, however un-Platonic some of their ideas might be, saw themselves as ’merely com-
mentators on a Plato who did not always makes himself clear’. The second of their as-
sumptions, which is virtually - subject to certain conditions — incompatible with the first
is that the operations of the soul in the body were to be explained in Aristotelian tcrmsa,
To spell out the incompatibility: Aristotle’s psychology depended on the view that bod);
al?d soul were part of the same entity — perhaps the word »part« is better omitted — so that
his explanations of how the soul functioned could not fit easily into a Platonic structure
Only at the point where Aristotle’s own structure broke down did it adapt easily to the;
Neop}atonic system, or rather systems: it still needs to be said that it is important to avoid
lumping the Neoplatonists together into one or two groups and inferring a degree of homo-
geneity which did not exist. Nevertheless, on the topic we are discussing it is generally safe
to use the rough distinction outlined at the start of this article. ’

The fundamental incompatibility between a Platonic and an Aristotelian psychology
was avercome by Plotinus, to his satisfaction if not to ours, by the assertion that the soul
was »present to the body« and affected it as one thing another, so long as the presence
continued® ~ he compared this relationship first to that between light and air andpthcn 10
heat anc.l air, emphasizing that this latter comparison allowed for the continu;tion of some
sort of influence of soul on body after the separation which is death®. Nevertheless he
allowed a closeness of soul to body at the lower levels which sometimes at least went
‘beyf)nd the mere juxtaposition which his view otherwise required, and which tended to
mﬁ:mge the soul’s independence. As Plotinus put it, the lower soul c,ould be affected by the
rzgamg, the mixture, of ingredients of the body with which it was associated or by the
times and places in which that body found itself'. This was one point at whi’ch thz late
Neoplatonists usually offered another solution. A second point where problems arose, and
where they were in almost equal difficulty, was at the division between those activiti,es of
the soul which depended on the availability of the body and those which did not. This was

* Ibid. 10-11. 8 -
* CF. esp. Vita Plot. 136, I?ng,my’ Plotinus’ psychology, The Hague 1971,

¢ Cf. e.g. Plot, IV.7.9-10 s
, IV.7. . Cf esp. 1V.3.22,
? Cf Piot. V.1.8.10-14, Proclus, in Ale. 227.21-2. 10 IV.c:EQ.lff. ?

" Cf. e.g. 111.1.8.14-20.
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a point at which the soul tended to break in two'Z. A third was the status of the intuitive
intellect, which remaind a matter of controversy throughout the history of Neoplatonism',
and which later Neoplatonists tended to attack with a view to tidiness in the system rather
than that bridging of gaps which was their more usual response to problems about conti-
nuity. It is here that we have the exception to our initial generalization about degrees of
complication.

As a kind of converse of the last point, we find in Plotinus a concern to work out the
details of the mode of operation of soul in body which leads him to make a series of very
careful distinctions between levels of soul, the faculties to be found at those levels, and the
degree of bodily involvement in each of these faculties’ activities™. Though such discus-
sions are sometimes the product of questions of another kind, the thoroughness and persi-
stence with which they are conducted strongly suggests that the problems themselves had a
degree of intrinsic interest for Plotinus which is reminiscent of Aristotle rather than Plato.
With Proclus, and as far as we can tell with Iamblichus and Syrianus too, the focus of
interest is, in more than one sense, elsewhere. That is not to say that there are no discus-
sions of faculties and mechanisms, but that they are conducted with a view to restricting
the extent of the sensible world’s effect on the soul and showing how its activities within it
were simply a degraded form of its higher ones. Hence perhaps the tendency to refer to
imagination as voig madnnxdg®, which one might loosely translate as a »passive kind of
thought«, and also the irritating prevalence of inconsistency in Proclus’ use of terms to
designate the activities of this area of the soul. Alotmowg, pavtaoia, 96Ea, all fluctuate in
meaning, and gavtaoia, which is so important in both Aristotle and Plotinus, is normally
pushed out of the higher soul altogether, and replaced there by what Proclus calls 86E0;
only the special case of the commentary on Book 1 of Fuclid is a fairly consistent exception
to this rule'®.

Such deliberate inattention to consistency, and the avoidance of the difficulties inhe-
rent in working out the complexities of the lower soul’s operation, was not, however, uni-
versal. The trend is reversed among those later Neoplatonists whose interests werc to some
extent influenced by the exigencies of the Aristotelian texts they were expounding. May |
hasten to add that that alone cannot explain and account for what they say becausc in the
last resort it was their own philosophy that they were expounding through the medium of
their exposition of Aristotelian texts!’: for that there were at least sometimes extra-philoso-
phical reasons, but that is another matter’?,

These were the areas in which the most serious difficulties arose in explaining how soul
worked with body. A further set presented themselves when it came to explaining how soul
lived without body. The allied subjects of reincarnation and pre-existence had been of
interest to Platonists since Plato himself departed from the agnostic position of Socrates
and asserted not only that the soul survived death, but also that we owe our knowledge of

Y Cf. my, Neoplatonic elements in the de Anima
¥ Cf. esp. Proclus, in Tim. 111.333.28f. commentaries, Phronesis 21, 1976, 64-87.

' See Plotinus’ psychology 61-5. '8 On the special circumstances at Alexandria cf. H.-D.
1 Gf. e.g. Prochus, in Euci. 52.3-12, in Remp. II.  SAFFREY, Le Chrétien Jean Philopon et la survivance de
52.6-8, [Philop.], in de An. 490.22-3. [*école d’Alexandrie au VI¢ siecle: REG 67 (1954), 399-
5 Cf. my, Plutarch’s exposition of the de Anima and 401 and the remarks of L. G. WESTERINK, Anonymous
the psychology of Proclus, in De Jamblique 2 Proclus. Prolegomena to Platonic philosophy, Amsterdam 1962,
Entretiens sur PAntiquité  classique. Fondation xi—xiii; also ALAN CAMERON, PCPhS n.s. 15, 1969, 9.
Hardt. 21, Vandceuvres-Geneva 1975, 13747

12 Cf. Plotinus’ psychology 89-91.
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matters oth'er than contingent fact to the experience of a previous existence: the second of
t]?ese assertions (perhaps historically the prior) was, incidentally, replaced b); Plotin '(;1
his doctrine of the undescended intellect, but re-established by some of his succcssorsl‘}g "
P:lato .had assumed that one’s behaviour in this life would somehow alter one’s 's 1
but, in spite of a wealth of picturesque detail which he provides to illustrate the resultou;‘
such alt?ranon, notably in the Myth of Er, he does not really face the problems su hs .
assumption entails. Plotinus, on the other hand, was aware that there was a whole se c’e a‘;
suc-h problems, which he made serious, if not necessarily successful — we might sa : ces
sarily }m§uccessfu] ~ attempts to solve. If the soul was completely other thin boc)ll C}SCS-
coExld it in any way be affected by the activities of the compound which was they,livi(r)xw
being, and if it were not so affected, how could it preserve any trace of activities whicﬁ
were 'not, strictly, its own? And if it could not do so in such a way as to carry over char
teristics fr.om one life to the next, could it at least do so in a way which made the cth:z:
ter 'of an individual a product of his previous empirical existence? The alternative was th
all individual characteristics were not only temporary but also illusory. e
The nature of the difficulty varied with different levels of the soul. At the lower levels
willere t.hcre was less of a problem in envisaging a soul that somehow changed in comfor:
mity .w1th a person’s activities’, questions arise as to how far this sort of psychic life w
individual at all, and Plotinus at least sometimes held that it was not?’. As on):: 0es u tl?s
scale of the soul’s functions there is, in one way, less difficulty about individuatgion —Ii)f w:
are prcpa.red to allow that it can be a matter, more or less, of definition — but then it
becomes increasingly difficult to explain how, if at all, the soul has anything to do with
wha}t goes on »below«. This type of problem appears at its most intractable with Plotinus’
notion t}‘lat the highest part of the saul does not descend. *
£Iot1nus does not tell us why he adopted this view, which he admitted was unortho-
dox™. It would take more space than is available here to investigate this question, but it is
probably correct to say that his stress on the continuity of the constituents of the’ intelligi-
ble world had something to do with it*. It enabled him to retain a foothold, or crhags
one should say a headhold, for the individual human being in the intelligibl,c wor;ld I-l;e
attempted to deal with the most obvious difficulty entailed by this view, that it would s;ecm
to lead to every individual being ceaselessly engaged in the intuitive intellection of objects
with which he is identical, by saying that intellection only takes place for us at times \:'hen
we are aware of it, that is when the soul is directed to, or focussed on, what is above
jl'hcn the intellection is reflected in a lower form by being deployed in a ;nore diffuse wa);
in reason, and then in the imagination which is reason’s normal concomitant?. His succes-
sors were more impressed by the difficulties, and objected to Plotinus’ innovation on two
gro‘unds. In the first place a continuously thinking mind would be an entirely different
entity from an intermittently thinking one — so argued Proclus, following his teachers
Plutarcl'l and Syrianus — and thus could not be part of the individual living in this world
unless it were possible for there to be a composite entity with one constituent whic};
thought constantly, and another which thought intermittently. That they were not prepa-
red to accept®™. A second problem related to the individual’s moral condition. If hisphi§h~

' Cf. Plot. V.9.5.32 with Plotinus’ 23 i inui
9.3, psychology 96-7, On this continuit . V.
:ond Plutarch ap. [Philop.}, in de An. I11.518.21-6. # Cf. e.g. IV.:’:;(l)l.l7z,~lS5€.e P 22269,
. g{ ;.‘%.91;1.6.5 and Plotinus’ psychology 54ff. ® Proclus, EL Th. 211; for Plutarch cf. [Philop.], in de
v 1V.8 8.1 . 3.23—8, An. 535.13-16, and for Syrianus Hermias, in Phaedrum
.8.8.1-3. 160.1-4 Couvreur.
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est part were in the sphere of unchanging reality, permanently engaged in contemplation
of it, then the whole of the individual soul would be in a state of unalterable perfection
and unimpaired happiness, ed8oupovia, with all the connotations of that term for a Plato-
nist philosopher®. This question seems to have remained a subject for apparently vigorous
discussions. It appears with occasional signs of vehemence in reports of Iamblichus, Plut-
arch and Syrianus, and in various texts of Proclus and Simplicius?’. Interestingly Simpli-
cius at one point indicates that Iamblichus, who is always credited with holding the anti-
Plotinian view, was not at all times equally convinced that Plotinus was wrong. In his
commentary on the Categories Simplicius brackets Iamblichus with Plotinus as holders of
the opinion that the soul remains »above«: &v fuiv ¢oti ug TowoiTy &el dve pévovco®™.
One might argue that Iamblichus on further consideration abandoned this view”. At any
rate it is also attributed to Theodorus of Asine®™, and some would say that it still appears
in Simplicius’ older contemporary Damascius™. Another problem that Plotinus’ view
would have presented to the average post-lamblichean Neoplatonist was its untidiness.
While they were much concerned to bridge gaps in the intelligible world, and between it
and the sensible, by the production of ever greater numbers of mediating entities, usually
conceived as middle terms of triads of the form A, A and B, B, they were at the same time
almost equally concerned not to blur the outlines of the structures this produced. So all
those who rejected the intellect that remains above might be seen as insisting on tidiness, a
pernicious tidiness which those of them who wrote commentaries on Aristotle displayed by
insisting that his active intellect could not be transcendent because the subject of the de
Anima in which he discussed it was yuyl hoyixn, the rational or discursive soul®. In
offering this interpretation they were exhibiting a prejudice. Whether or not they were
right is another matter altogether.

Such insistence on demarcation led to further difficulties. While for Plotinus the union
with higher reality, and ultimately the highest reality in the non-sensible world, which all
of them agreed in regarding as the goal of the philosophic life, was explicable in terms of a
change of focus, the introduction, or reintroduction, of sharp divisions between our souls
and the intelligible world, meant that ways had to be found to cross the divide. This was
almost certainly the reason why the same philosophers who scemed so keen on intellectual
order and the maintenance of clear divisions in the structure of intelligible hierarchies,
allowed themselves to advocate the practice of theurgy, the attainment of communion with
the divine, that is the intelligible, by the employment of supernatural, not to say disreputa-
ble, practical methods. I do not want to discuss this subject at length, but merely wish to

% Cf. Proclus, in Tim. I111.334.3-15. ¥ Proclus, in Tim. 111.333.28-30.
% See nn. 25 and 26, and for Simplicius cf in de 3 At de Princ. 11.25¢.3-7 Ruelle; so E. R. Dobbs.

An. 6.12-15.

% In Cat. 191.9-10.

» For further discussion of this text cf. C. STEEL, The
changing self. A study on the soul in later Neaplato-
nism: lamblichus, Damascius and Priscianus. Verh.
van de Konink. Ac. voor Wetensch. Lett. en Schone
Kunsten van Belgié. Kl.Lett. 40, 1978, n. 85, 48-9: his
suggestion that it could be made consistent with other
Iamblichus texts if we amended to G5 [Thwtivy ratd
“Iapphuyov doxet will hardly do, i.a. Plotinus’ position
was too well known for there to be any reason to cite
Tamblichus in evidence.

Proclus. The Elements of Theology, Oxford 1933, 309.
H. DORRIE, Porphyrios’ »Symmikta Zetemata« = Zete-
meta 20 {Munich 1959} 196 n.2; T. A. SzLEZAK, Platon
und Aristoteles in der Nuslehre Plotins, Basel/Stutigart
1979, 167 n. 548. Notwithstanding Plotinus’ psychology
6 n. 17 and Neoplatonic elements 74, I now think that
he did not: for this view see I. HADOT. Le probléme du
Néoplatonisme alexandrin. Hiérocles et Simplicius, Pa-
ris 1978, 171-2, and STEEL (n. 29) 48-51.

3 Simplicius, in de An. 240.2-5, [Philop.], in de
An. 536.2-4.
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mention it here as an indication of the way in which irrationalism is prone to erupt in
what might seem a very rational, if thoroughly misguided, system of thought.

[rrational motivations are likely to have played their part in the differences among
later Neeplatonists on the subject of reincarnation. That there was some form of survival
after death, with or without reincarnation, seems to have been almost universally accepted,
as was pre-existence ad infinitum by those pagan Platonists who did not take the Timaeus as
a literal account of creation. Even some Christian Platonists believed in pre-existence, the
cause of centuries of trouble®. But from that point on there are considerable divergences,
and even for those who do not think the details of reincarnation and pre-existence are any
better than a manifestation of what Herodotus in another context called barbarian foolish-
ness and stupidity™, these divergences are of some interest, not for themselves but for what
they tell us about their holders’ concepts of the soul: what was the real or essential soul,
and what degree of reality did those parts have which may have been thought capable of
survival for a limited time. They also throw some light on the degree of coherence between
the levels or faculties of a single soul, and the extent to which these levels may be subject
to changes resulting from the life of the individual. To put it another way, a belief that
soul will show in the next life signs of its activities in this may be taken to indicate that
such activities are not confined to the compound of body and whatever level of soul may
be involved with it, but extend to the whole soul — and so cross the boundaries between
body and soul on the one hand, and higher and lower soul on the other. In general, the
discussion may be taken to relate to a general pre-occupation with the boundary between
the rational and the irrational. It has been suggested that that was how it all arose™, but
that is probably too simple an explanation.

With these considerations in mind we might look at the implications of the information
contained in a well-known sentence of Damascius’ commentary on the Phaedo (until
recently known under the name of Olympiodorus)®. It gives us a summary of some earlier
views on reincarnation, albeit slightly simplified, as can be seen by comparing Proclus’
account in his Timaeus commentary”. Here we are told that some thinkers attribute im-
mortality to the wholc range of soul, from the rational to that state which gives life to the
body, &nd piv Tig hoyuxiic yuyiic dxot tic Eppdxov EEews: the example given is the
middle Platonist — or Neopythagorean — Numenius, from which we may infer that no
Negplatonist subscribed to this extreme formulation. Others said it extended péyor Tiic
QUoewg, as far as nature, that is, as far as the lower faculties, those above that reach of
soul which merely transforms matter into body, for example sometimes Plotinus: the »some-
times« is the commentator's comment. Still others hold that it extends uéyoL Tig
&hoviag , as far as the irrational soul, a vague term which probably means that part of the
irrational soul which is above the @Y¥aig, or nature, which is the limit given in the previous
case. lamblichus and Plutarch are listed for this view among »more recent thinkers« (i.e.
recent as opposed to classical). Ol 8¢ péypr tijg hoyuriig de¢ IModxhog xai IToogiotog:
others, like Proclus and Porphyry, restrict it to the rational soul. It may be worth recalling
that that term now includes the highest reaches of the soul, and so when Damascius goes
on to say that there are some who include only voug, that is the Peripatetics, he

¥ Cf. e.g. G. BARDY, Art. Origénisme: Dict. de Théol.

% L. G. WESTERINK, ed. The Greek Commentaries on
Cath. X1.2 (3932} 15651

c Plato’s Phaedo, Amsterdam 1977, II. Damascius: Da-
Herod. 1.60.3. masc. 1.177 = [Olympiodorus], in Phaed. 124.13-20
* So DORRIE, Kaiserzeitliche Kontroversen iiber die  Norvin.

Seelenwanderung, Hermes 85, 1957, 434, 7 111.234.811.
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is setting out a view which for him would be impo.ssiblc because it wf(’ml(‘i mvol\;:aosg::t::)gt
a single level of the soul, but would have been quite reasonable for ‘lotmus., w d not
in fact hold it. A further view, which does not directly concerrn us, is that it llls sIs\?u s 2
whole that is immortal: the individual is simply reabsm.'bed into the .soul ;)f all. to.\:/l ;t
latter might scem to be the only view that a Neoplatonist coultzl consistently main a;d,myits
none of them, as far as we know, did so. It alone, of :j\ll the views that ;:re given, Jdmis
the contingency of life in the sensible world, and t.akes into account th; t e((i).ry‘ dtoa\{v ich 2.
Neoplatonists would have expressed adherence‘lf ‘pfessed, that eac lm 1\.11huthc -
fundamentally indentical not only with all other individual sou%s, bl'lt also wit [he sou o
the whole universe®®, This, inter afie, is why one must th}nk in terms o l1rra ;)?hc
mativation, not ounly as a determinant of diffexjent conc?pts of 1mmortaht.y, but Tdso 2m e
acceptance of any view that allowed personal immortality at all..Tl?e.pomt wou. ;e X
be that a conviction of the importance, and permancnce,‘of the ‘xnd1v1dujal personality wa
permitted to interfere with the account of the soul’s destiny which a.stncter ad.herencc to
their own rationally expounded principles should have caused‘ these th-mkers to give. bout
Some of the factors which could be taken inte account in reaching conclusions la su
the area of the soul which might be the subject of immortality may be see}rll. (}::car yh 1s-
played in Plotinus’ discussion of memory at the end of Ennead .IV‘.S, to V\; ich v:g h:::
already referred in passing. He is there con‘ccrncd to sffow that ff 1mxjn§rta ity fls:t have
any meaning for the individual soul, if, that is, the soul. is to survive wit! all.ny dod1 s I]: o
nal individuality intact, then it must somehow keep traits of the life it has live p ul:x g
incarnation it is leaving. This for Plotinus is done by memory, which raises :rt er pro-
blems®. Briefly, memory depends on imagination, or rather it is a functlc.)nhof t ; ;magg:;
tive faculty. That receives data from sensation, and so cannot operate without oh y. Lhas
would seem to tie memory indissolubly to the I'm\‘relr soul and body. Or'l the other han
memory also stores the products of psychic E?.CtiVlthS not concerned with, norfcvcn, 50
Plotinus, thought, derived from, anything sensible. To that extent the contents o :.lc;:l%ry
were suitable for retention in a life without body, but wl’1at of tho.sc. memories v:' 1(1 be-
longed to the sub-rational soul and had corporcal connections or orlgnns? Plotinus sott.xtlo;i
was to split the imaginative faculty, allowing memory of b.ot? rational ancll norll-ra ion :
activities in this life and the retention of information ab'out it in the next - ¥01 a later pas
sage he says that the nature of a soul is in part determlneFi by its memories™. Th.e incon-
veniences of the solution were to be reduced by the notion that the two faculties wl:r:l
united during this life, so that after it some memories of t.he 1ow§tr soul could be ab‘so'r e
and retained, if only for a time, by the higher soul*. ThlS. was just the sort of untldme:ss
that later Neoplatonists were so anxious to avoid, and their anxxctfes“;nay bt? ;cﬂdected in
Damascius’ report of Plotinus — probably based on an caljly treatise™ — wl'ucf oe; lno‘t
conform with the picture we have just givcx;; 2 plc;ure which emerges clearly from Ploti-
’ reful discussions in the 4th Ennead.
" Tl'iltgzlzzejnjie‘js Damascius reports, if correctly rep(?rted“a, ‘and ir} some cases we can
show that they are, may also be taken to be symptomatic of this anxiety. Another feature

i in Ti " oints where the Phaedo commen-
® For Plotinus cf. esp. IV.9; for Proclus in Tim. There are some p

impli ituation; WESTERINK

tary at least simplifies the situation; cf.
}91(13??;15 .27 32 (n. 36), ad loc. Any misreporting could be due to ‘thc,
*° I\;.4.4:7:13‘ ' pupil who produced the commentary from Damascius

fectures rather than to Damascius himself: on the status

; inus’ | 89-92. nse
p Ok TV-3.31 and Flerinus’ pycholosy of the commentators cf. WESTERINK, ibid. 15-16.

# Perhaps IV.7 [2].14.
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of them i i
o i I\){}el‘isrzr:ea:‘l;a;lec,oj:x;pr:zs z)e t\;::rixalr:g:x;g ;t this sta'ge. It is that the distribution of
the general outlook of the philosophers con;erneudt S(‘)Ar?eet;mes’fl o ke Vie'w’ "
admitted all sorts of irrational elements into Neoplat;mism r(::l o caserly o Iamb'lwhus
by Proclus, whereas Plotinus and Porphyry assigned mucalz1 lcwas' e o in i
ments, and that Plutarch is closer to them than to his pupils Sss s and Pro suﬂl g
here we find the allegedly sensible Plutarch bracketcdpw?th thynam:‘S o Pro'Clus e
e ; . : e »wild« Iamblichus, and
o Nesplﬁz:stasc.imlrer Proclus sharing the views of Porphyry, arguably the sanest of
mlglﬁ :: ;021;0 sf:r::lcartiz; 1:;:1;(;: :\:eisrh:!l see that,. contrary to the suggestion that there
the soul, Plutarch’s view on the latter s;lc);itoil ;e(lcr;catmzft e o thf e on of
have been similar to that of Plotinus, while his view orrl’ ’the ﬁ(;(:::es: v:':: icftho_ © cannor
‘ . . Sow
(t;;;zr;t tfofr gran}:ed 'that it was only.tht?se who regarded the lower soul as im:oxc'?;rrl);
rent from the hlgher who were inclined to shed it in the intervals between lives i
bodies. The reser‘vanon ‘sho‘uld however, be entered, that information about Plutar:lsl 1;;
;:Cr[)lfl scarlllty, and it does mdlcatc.: that, t}?ough he, like Plotinus, duplicated the imaginative
_ ty, he somehow regarded it as unitary notwithstanding: thus he abolished the
which hcl created in the central area of the soul®. If the abolition is more important EaP
the creation, then of course the connection between his views on the nature of }:he 80 lt atril
tt): th:r:l atzztpe Ef survival accorded to it is much closer. T have raised this rather unsal:is?:c»
er ) . . . .
thzyinadequat:r:vgt:z jvsa raravr\:sx:mng against assuming a higher degree of certainty than
ﬁgu:a:]ir;its:}clio::at', let us look at Proclus, a representative of the other group and a
: : views we are much better informed. But yet again there is an area of
unclarity affecting Proclus’ views on that part of the soul where breaks are likely t
I‘n Proclus’ case we almost know too much, and can see how at various times }z;mci) ?Ccur-
rious contexts he held different opinions about the organization, and possibly ab o V}?W
ingredients, of what it would be convenient to call the »middle sou,l«‘GA  Ehout the
One way of looking at the double imaginative faculty that we find in Plotin d
Plutarch }ovould be as a kind of double insulation for the true soul against the currus tan f
corporeality coming from the lower soul and the body. If that is so, one might oen o
look Ellt the series of quasi-material bodies, composed of different kinds’ of pneumga of et
mes hght., with which other later Neoplatonists provide the soul”’, as a new kin:i of Sict’xm:ln-
tlon.. Basing themselves on a passage in the Timaeus where Plato has the souls lod sd i
vehicles before they are launched into the heavens®, and another where the body is gc y
b.ed as a vehicle for the soul®, and combining their reading of Plate with anot}l,ler d(i:sstC -
tion, this time of Aristotle’s references to preuma as part of the body’s control system t}?r-
though.t they had good reason for interposing these vehicles, dyfpoara betwce:l’ bod’ ezl'
soul — in the case of the lower soul — or between the purely intelligible ’nature of the 12’1 a;ln
soul and its condition of potential association with body. The beginnings of this conic;z

“
So R. BEUTLER, Plutarchos von Athen RE XXI.1, * For the history of this question see DoDDS (n. 31)

1951, 9634.
s +. app. 2, 313-21.
‘f Cf. [Philop.] 515. 12-29 and my, Plutarch’s exposi- “pI;IDE.
tion of the de Anima, (n. 16), 134. “ 69C
“ Ibid, 1376 '
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may be found in Plotinus, though for him it assumed no great importance®, and it was
probably developed by Porphyry'. In Proclus we already find it as standard doctrine, and
by his time — he may himself have been the innovator — it has been further elaborated into
two such bodies’?. The one, almost permanently attached to the higher soul, is virtually
immaterial, the other more material and a function of the relationship with a body. That
Proclus had two of these bodies while Iamblichus had only one may be part of the reason
why one held that both sections of soul were immortal and the other that only one survi-
ved. Further, and again we have no explicit account of Proclus’ reasoning, it could be that
the elaboration of this insulation system is what caused Proclus to entertain a view similar
to that of Plotinus with its rather different basis.

At this stage we must consider briefly how, if at all, these vehicles are related to, or
correspond with, the lower part of the soul as envisaged by Proclus, and by those of his
predecessors who managed without vehicles. In the first place the fact that a soul is desti-
ned for incarnation means that it must produce from itself a lower stage which will operate
its bodily machine. This is not just a modernistic metaphor. It was normal Platonist par-
lance to talk of the body as a tool which the soul used, a view that could be claimed as
Platonic®, but was also, in part, another distortion of Aristotle, this time of his definition
of the soul. We may see how it was produced by looking at Simplicius® commentary on de
Anima 9.1 where he extracts from the description of the body as dgyovixov in the defini-
tion of the soul the idea that the body is the soul’s instrument, while ignoring the sense of
»equipped with organs« which dpyavindv was originally intended to have®. We have
seen how Plotinus used the gaviaouxdy, the imaginative faculty, to protect the higher
soul from influence from below, and at the same time to mediate such influences in an
acceptable form, and suggested that the soul vehicles might perform analogous functions.
In this context it is interesting to note that Porphyry, who had only one, seems to have
made his psychic vehicle the recipient of the images: thus it was closely connected with, if
not actually identical with the jmagination®®, Similarly lamblichus saw his vehicles as the
destination of at least those images which come from the gods »aboves, and which the
imaginative faculty collects®. Proclus too, at least sometimes, saw the penumatic vehicle as
the seat of the common sense and imagination®’.

That is not to say that those Neoplatonists who did believe in such vehicles envisaged
them as a direct replacement for the lower soul. They were there to bridge that gap which
Plotinus had tried to bridge by talking about the presence of soul to body, and Porphyry
by his description of the association as oy£oig, a relationship — conveniently vague but
inconveniently uniformative®®. The body’s functions were still under the control of soul.
Proclus in his Elements spells out clearly that body cannot initiate action®®, and therefore all
actions must be produced by soul. But he also admits that the immaterial and impassible
can, in certain circumstances, be subject to effects from the passible and material®.

® Cf 11.2.2.921-2, 1V.3.9.5-6, IV.3.15.1-3, and Ploti- * Simplic. in de An. 90.29ff; cf. to0 Neoplatonic ele-

nus’ psychology 139. ments 93— X
5! Cf. e.g. Sent. 29 = 18.6-13 LAMBERZ and perhaps de  * Cf. Sent. 29 = 18.7-12L; Hpog Fatgov VI. 1 =

Abst.1.3] = 109.14. NauCK, where Porphyry talks of 42.5-17 KALBFLEISCH.
YLTOVES. % De.Myst. 3.14 = 132.9-15 PARTHEY.

2 Cf. e.g. in Tim. I11.238.21F 57 In Remp. 2.167.2ff; in Tim. 111.236.27ff.
% The locus classicus for later Platonists was Ale. 1. ¥ On this concept cf. DORRIE (n. 31) 87-8.

129D~130E. El. Th. 80.
Cf. in Tim I111.287-8.
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While at this lower level the psychic vehicle may have assumed one of the functions of
gaviacia, the higher vehicle in so far as it was permanent, may also, if in a rather diffe-
rent way, have provided a partial replacement for the soul’s continuous representation in
the intelligible, a representation which Plotinus had given it, but which most of the later
Neoplatonists tidied away. For Plotinus this undescended part of the soul gave access to
the intelligible world and ultimately to the One itself look and you will see, or rather,
think and you will think. The doctrine was unorthodox and untidy, but it did have this
advantage, that the philosopher — and others do not seem to have been excluded — had a
permanent entrée into that world which all Platonists thought was their goal. Once the soul
was removed from that world by the fact of incarnation, it became correspondingly more
difficult to achieve that goal, and the temptation to seek dubious aids to its realisation was
not always resisted. Practical and magical means to elevate the soul were the result, a
group of practices described as #sovgyia, theurgy, a system for operating on the gods, or
the divine in general, by methods far removed from contemplation and the exercise of the
intellect®’. While Porphyry, the first Neoplatonist to admit theurgy, was very firm about its
being an aid for those incapable of making the ascent by the unaided use of their own
facuities, and of no interest to true philosophers, Iamblichus and Proclus, and probably
Syrianus too, lost sight of this distinction and allowed theurgy a place in the activities of
the philosopher as well. And that, as Dobps noted long ago, is a reflection of the lower
status they assigned to the human soul®. And that in turn may or may not be a symptom
of that less optimistic view of man 2nd his destiny which was not confined to the decrea-
sing body of pagan philosophers. It can also, less speculatively, be seen as a consequence
of that search for tidiness in the articulation of the structures of both the intelligible and
sensible worlds which, as we have seen, may be observed as a recurring pattern in the
problems about the soul which presented themselves to all the later Neoplatonists®®,

® The evidence is conveniently collected by Dobpps,
Theurgy and its refationship to Neoplatonism: JRS 37
(1947) 55-69, reprinted in The Greeks and the Irratio-
nal, Berkeley/Los Angeles 1951, 283-311; for recent
discussions see A. SMITH, Porphyry’s place in the
Neoplatonic tradition, The Hague 1974, 80-141, and

A.D. R. SHEPPARD, Studies on the 5th and 6th essays
of Proclus’ commentary on the Republic = Hypomne-
mata 61 (Géttingen 1980) 150-6.

 Proctus, Elements, xx.

 An earlier version of this paper was given to the
Cambridge Late Antiquity Seminar in December 1980.

PLOTINUS AND PROCLUS
ON THE CRITERION OF TRUTH

I

The standard Hellenistic problem a:)out t:il.ecexiitgncss an;il cx;xatu;; oihae
‘criteri of truth® was not often discussed
I:I:;ggll‘:x::nists.i Part of it was, aste i:all-sei’,s 1:;22;&;; ?:;S;o ws;z

n-problem, for a Platonist. But the issues
iflir::to fol:mulatcci the question were certainly not. 1gnf:>red.. - Nor ;vasszh:
traditional label forgotten. It reappears even in Slﬂ:lpllCluS, w ‘Oo : Z)f
of Aristotle's logical works that 12‘1&},’ 'f’urmst} us thh’ a crxt;.rl o
truth’, ©d xpuEipov Npiv thg ainbelag eu-gpemﬁogo‘ag ((r’}véog)c’x )
5.30-31), and describes Aristotle's use of re'cexved opinions (¥ -
as 'comparing opposite views with, aI}d testing them against, \gNo o
concepts used as a criterion','s’fﬁog Yop ot Toig wowat\gli f‘few ¢ dlé
xprnpla xpopévep mPdG TaVTE napopdiiery %ol B(ml(: tew e
dvrixeévog BOEag (ibid. 646.35-36). In these texts we ha ® two of
the traditional senses of criterion, a metl-ltod of establishing the

ick against which to measure 1t. o

am’il‘}aleyagi:lfsf?:ultii of establishing the meaning of ‘criterion’ are
notorious, and I do not propose to disc.uss here what theh vaxt')x::;
philosophers from Epicurus on meant by it. That Problem a; o
much discussed in recent years,? and those .who wish to see u; ;,
discussion will find it in other chapters of this volurqe.‘-‘ Much. o the
earlier discussion was concerned with how one mlght establish t ;
existence of the objects of cognition. It was this contfext' whic
produced answers of the kind ‘apprehensive presentation' - or
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what?.ver t'he correct translation of kataleptike phantasia might be —
as given in the locus classicus in Diogenes Laertius, 7.54. The
l.related question, about the means or instruments ’ by. »\;hich a
judgment qould be made, that through which (61 ol) in Sextus'
threefold division of the meanings of logical criterion (Adu. math
7:34-35), could also be answered by naming cognitive powers . Sextus;
gives reason and sense perception (ibid. 37, cf., again, D.i. 7.54)
whfle for Ptolemy sense perception is an instrument of i;lteilect’
which makes the judgment (cf. On the Kriterion 5.11-14). A furthe;
scn.s,e, thf: standard by which truth could be assessed (cf. e
Echurus in Diogenes Laertius 10.31) is the one in which a Pléton.igs.t
might be faxpected to show most interest, and is, as we saw, one still
used by S_lmplicius. It is to some of the answers which Plc;tinus and
Proclus' give to the range of questions covered by the criterion issue
that_'{hxs chapter will attend, whether or not they are couched in its
trad_mona_l terminology. Yet at this stage one might say that there
was notleg for a Neoplatonist to discuss: truth resides in the second
hy}.:os.tas?s and is attained by the individual through his soul's
assimilation to this hypostasis. In fact by the time of Proclus truth
'had become one of the triadic descriptions of its nature. The matter
is not, of course, quite so simple. In the first place we must
examine how far, and in what ways, things which are not part of the
mtelhglbk? world itself have any truth or validity, and how this is to
be e:stabhshed. In the second something must be said about the
relation pf truth, aletheia, to the contents of Nous considered from
other points of view, and under other descriptions.

11

Pet us begn? by considering the views Plotinus expresses about what
in oti'ler writers right be seen as various candidates for the role of
crlterlon., either as a standard, or as a means of measurin
conformity to, or deviation from, it. One of the candidates that hai
been proposed was the concept (ennoia or prolepsis).* The notion
that a concept can provide a basis for the evaluation of a view, if not
of a particular datum of sense or thought, may still be fo’und in
P‘lotmu_s, though he makes relatively little use of it. Thus in the
discussion of 'frec will in 6.8 the concept is used as a criterion: an
opponent’s view that free will does not exist is said to be refv..lted
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with the argument that, if he concedes that the word is
comprehensible, then the concept of free will fits (&papudterv) things
which he says it should not (ch.7.20-24). Though the use there is
looser, one might perhaps compare 6.3.2.1-4 where it is argued that
the nature pertaining to bodies (Tl|v mepl & odpora Pvow) is not
substance because it fits the concept of things that change (S 0
tpappdrrey v Evvolav pedviav).

In any case we should note the use of épappéfw (‘to fit'), which
Plotinus uses in related contexts of things measuring up to, or
drawing their validity from, the truth or reality supplied by a higher
level of being. So when soul has impressions (timol), they are not
themselves an object of cognition but may be fitted to the 'true
impressions' from which they derive. While this might at first sight
suggest validating the second hand by reference to the third hand, the
following sentence shows that what is being referred to is the relevant
part of Nous itself, for Plotinus coatinues by saying that one might
say that in this way nous is not separate from us (1.2.4.23-27). That
this is what is involved in the *fitting of impressions' is also indicated
by a remark at 5.3.2.11-13 that the rational faculty of the soul has
understanding (o0vecis) when it recognizes (Emyw@oxov) and fits
the impressions that are new and have recently come to it to those
which it has had for a long time. What the soul has had for a long
time is most readily understood as the logoi of intellect and its
contents, which are part of the soul's cognitive equipment, or even as
meaning that the soul fits things directly to the contents of nous to
which it has permanent access through its undescended higher self.
Both explanations are offered because there are passages in 5.3 which
suggest that the highest part of soul is no longer in Nous itseif but
rather in the hypostasis Soul.’

In either case the knowledge comes from establishing the
connection between input to the soul and the soul's own standards
which it has through its relation to, or identity with, higher being.
So we may see it as a special case of this principle when Plotinus,
inquiring into the soul’s self-knowledge, decides that the part that is
intellectual, but not intellect (voepdv mwg), that is the reasoning
faculty, knows itself when what it takes in is akin to it and it can fit
it 1o the traces in itself (5.3.6.18-28). The word for traces' used in
this passage (iyvn) always in Plotinus indicates the mode in which a
representation of higher being is present at a lower level. That the
intake must be akin {guyyevi)) is presumably, though Plotinus does
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not {in a difficult passage) make this clear, because the reasoning
faculty will assimilate to its objects: its own ability to measure these
?g.ainst its innate repertoire of logoi from above will depend on an
mltia.l conformity. The following lines show that none of these
provisos apply to the level of nous itself: 'true nows .... is the same
as ob'jects truly th~ought, which really exist and do so in the primary
sense (n‘gv dln?n vobv ... 0 abtdg Toig vooupévolg GAfBeot xai
WG OUCL XAl TPWTOLS).  Since nous is identical with itself
self-l.cnowledge must be associated with it. For our present purpose;
the important point here is that ‘'true nous', that is intellect rather
than reason, is its own criterion, a standard of validity that requires
no f}lrther point of reference. Because it does not comply with these
requirements ractical reaso i i
ek loomtedse. p n is necessarily excluded from
The notion that Nous supplies a standard against which things may
be measured appears in an earlier chapter of the same treatise, 5.3
where Plotinus says explicitly that reason has measures, or ,rulers’
(kanones), from intellect. This comes in a series of questions about

what reason might know about itself, subsequently to be answered, as

we _have already seen, in terms of real self-knowledge being available
to .1t only in so far as it is nous. The kanones are the means by
which reason makes the judgments that it does: Gpa ol OlSe .... xod
6-u~ xpiver & xpiver, xal St toig év Eowtd wavdowy, ol :rto.pd T0D
voi) x:fxst; (*does it not know .... that it judges what it judges, and
}hat it does so by means of the standards which it has fron; the
1r}tellect?', 5‘.3.4.13-17). The conjunction of the last two passages
gives us a picture of Plotinus' views on how material handled by the
reason is §ubject to judgment. It is measured against a standard, to
‘whtch it is fitted or compared, and that standard is provided’ b
intellect, which alone is self-validating. And since our last text ha)st
rc_eferrefi to the process as judgment, it is in order to put these
discussions u.nder the heading of treatments of the ‘criterion of truth'
Whereas in the text we have just considered kanon means a ruie
Or measure in the sense of a standard against which something is
judgefi, it may also be found in similar contexts with another ofgthe
me.amngs of .criterion, namely that of an instrument by means of
::;,liih f:;net_hmg ifs judged or measured.¢ Clearly both go back to the
. aning of a ruler, which may be eith
strafghtness or a means of establishing thethere tore rno:i ssg:lciiriﬁ (11;
straight. Both meanings appear to be present in the treatise gOn
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dialectic (1.3 [20]) where Plotinus explains the dialectic's recognition
of what is false by saying that it recognizes it accidentally, judging it
as alien by means of the truth in itself, recognizing it when (it
appears by putting it alongside the measure that is the tfuth: g
OASTpLov xpivovoa Toig &v abri) dhibeat o Yeldog, ywwoxovoa,
$rav ug mpooaydyn, & w mopd OV xovéva Tob  GAnBols
(1.3.5.13-17).” Kanon was, of course, a term used earlier in the
discussion of the criterion, by Epicurus,® but it and other terms
indicating measuring equipment were subsequently abandoned. It has
been suggested that they were felt to be too metaphorical, and were
therefore replaced by the technical term kriterion. Be that as it
may, it is interesting to speculate that Plotinus preferred an item of
the older terminology because it made the point more clearly.

The function of a ruler appears also in the discussion of cognitive
processes in Plotinus' discussion of sense perception in 4.4.23. There
Plotinus compares the role of the sense organs to that of a ruler
being used by a craftsman as a thing between himself and the artefact
to which he applied it. The tool or instrument is represented as
being between those who are making a judgment and the objects of
that judgment (petaEb Tdv xpwdvrwv w0l T@V HpLvopEvav): its
purpose is to convey the characteristics of the objects concerned to
the person making the judgment. Here the ruler, and thus the sense
organ, is clearly a criterion in the sense of being an instrument for
the acquisition of information about the external world. But in the
sense of a standard against which to evaluate that information the
criterion would be a straightness in the soul, to which that of the
world is being submitted through the intermediary of the ruler which
has been interposed (0 yop xavdv td ebBel 1@ &v T Yuxi ol &v
1@ EVhp ocuvvapdpevog Ev TQ petoEd vtebelg: 4.4.23.36-42).  So
perceptual judgments about the "external world are parallel to those
the soul makes about the conditions of a body: it is the soul's
function to do that in so far as it is equipped with the power to
judge: xprtixd] 6& olon T Yuxfj UmapxeL..... v xplow moteloBos
(cf. 4.4.22,30-32). But once the soul has acquired data from the
external world it can only identify them and, further, pronounce on
their validity, by means of those internal standards to which we have
already referred. Here too the notion of fitting recurs. The
discussion of the sense organs' function as intermediaries between
soul as perceiving subject and perceived objects comes in a chapter
introduced by the problem that an intelligible line would not fit
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(épapudtw again) a sensible one, nor would intelligible fire or man
fit the sensible one. This, which is really an aspect of the old
Platonic problem of how particulars relate to Forms, seems to have
become more precisely formulated, as were some other problems in
psychology, during the course of the thinking and discussion which
eventually produced the great treatise On the Problems of the Soul
(4.3-5 [27-29])." In the early treatise 1.6 [1] Plotinus assumes that
the comparison with internal standards is the way that sense data are
processed without investigating exactly how this could happen when
the data are sensible and the standards to which they are referred are
not, though he does show that he is aware of the difficulty and even
gives an answer in terms of the way form is present, divided, in the
mass of an external object. But the outlines of the process are the
same, and it is interesting to note that the vocabulary, as well as the
procedure, in 1.6 resembles that in 4.4. A beautiful body is
recognized by the faculty whose duty this is, which is the ultimate
authority in making judgments about things in its province (fig obdtv
wupuTepov elg xploww T@hv favtiic), and this happens when the
other, that is the higher, soul gives its further verdict, epikrinei: or
one might say it pronounces by fitting (sc. what is referred to it) to
the Form it has within it and using that for the judgment like a ruler
for the judgment of straightness (cuvappdrtovoa T mop' AT eidel
woelvg pds v xplow ypwpévn domep xavéw tod  edbéog,
1.6.3.1-5). As we have indicated Plotinus here deals with the
problem of soul processing sense data in terms of the mass and
divisibility of a sensible object. The solution here is that soul
somehow compacts the formal element in bodies and hands it on to
what is inside, in an undivided form and one that is appropriate and
fitting (ocOupovov wol  ouvoppdtrov) to  what is there (cf.
1.6.3.9-15). The means by which this is done remained, at this
stage, an open question, or perhaps one should say one that Plotinus
did_ not wish to pursue. We may note that in the chronologically
adjacent treatise 4.7 [2], at ch.6.22-24, Plotinus also talks in terms of
sense data going forward to what in the context there — he is arguing
against Stoic-type materialism"* — he calls the controlling part of the
sogl (h’egemonoun) in the form of something like undivided thought
(olov Guepf] vofjpata). In the last resort the system of making
perceptual judgments by fitting what is perceived by the senses to an
internal standard is a representation, as is everything else in this
world, of an intelligible pattern. For when in 6.7 Plotinus considers

PLOTINUS AND PROCLUS 263

the mode of presence in the intelligible of things we know in their
sensible forms he looks at the case of sense perception. Asking how
what perceives by the senses could occur at the superior level (wig
olv év tfj xpelrrov Tt alobnuxdv;) he answers that it is there as
something which perceives what is perceptible there in the way that
perceptible things exist at that level. That is how the power of sense
perception there takes in harmony, while the sensible man perceives
with (ordinary) sense perception, and fits the harmony to one there,
or perceives fire which fits the fire there, whereas perception for a
higher soul is analogous to the nature of the fire there (cf.
6.7.6.1-7).12 The following lines show that we are to understand the
activity of man here as analogous to that of man in the intelligible
(cf. esp. lines 15-18).

So far we have looked at how sensible objects are submitted to the
criterion constituted by the intelligible archetype within us. We must
next consider which of the soul's faculties handles this material when
it is in a form in which assessments, identifications and evaluations
can be made, and how it does so. Evaluations are included because
Plotinus does occasionally indicate that moral judgments are to be
made in the same way as perceptual ones.'> That is that a moral
quality or action is referred to the internal set of standards with a
view to seeing how far it conforms to them in just the same way as
are the appropriately translated data originating from sensible objects.
So we find the same analogy with the judgment of straightness, or
lack of it, using a ruler, that appears in Plotinus’ discussion of sense
perception, applied to the recognition of good or its absence. We
recognize virtue by intellect and wisdom (phronesis).'* Vice is
recognized by its being what does not fit virtue, just as we
distinguished what is straight and what is not by means of a ruler: 1
Homep xavdwe 1O 0pBdv wal pn, odte wal O pi Evappdtov T
Gpetij (1.8.9.2-4). So the internal standard, for that is what nous
will recognize, is again that to which external data are referred for
judgment. Indeed Plotinus explicitly says that we will recognize
virtue by nous and phronesis because it recognizes itself. In other
words virtue, by being a component of nous and so identical with any
or all of it, may be regarded as the active component when it is itself
the object of cognition. In this connection we may recall the
discussion of virtue at the level of nous in 1.2. The virtues as such
do not exist at that level but the equivalents — they are like models
(paradeigmata) of the ones here — may be found in the very qualities
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which make nous what it is (cf. 1.2.7.1-8).' When the soul says that
a person is good it does so because it has in it a standard of good
(novéva €xovoa tob GyaBol map' ovtf): it has the power to
perceive something of this kind because nous illumines it (5.3.3.6-18).

In these passages Plotinus is talking about the recognition of good.
The basis of rational consideration of whether something is just or
good or beautiful is similarly dependent on the possession of a firm
standard provided by intellect. Thus in 5.1.11 we are told that when
reasoning attempts to discover whether a particular thing is just or
good there must be a fixed instance of the just (£otdg Tt dixawov)
which is a starting point for the reasoning in the soul, and that is the
intellect in us, which is always in possession of the just (cf.
5.1.11.1ff.).

When we come to Plotinus' treatment of the assessment of sensible
objects of perception, we are immediately faced with difficulties. He
tells us virtually nothing about the relation of sense data to the
objects involved. But his general position is indicated in 5.5.1, where
he says that things in the sphere of sense perception which seem to
be most clearly reliable (& Boxel miotwv Exewv &vapyeotdrny) are
open to doubt because what appears to be their existence may be in
affections rather than in the objects, and nous or reason are needed
to pass judgment. This is because even if one grants the existence of
the objects which the sense perceived, what is cognized by it is a
representation of a thing and not the thing itself (16 1e
Yevooxopevov &' aloBfioewg 100 mpdyparog eldwAGY foTL kGl ovx
altd 10 mpdypa ¥ aloBnowg AopBdver) for that remains external
(lines 12-19). A further cause of unreliability is that certain objects
and conditions may by their nature cause disturbances in the senses
perceiving them (cf. 5.8.11.24-27). Yet what Plotinus tells us about
the objects themselves is mainly concerned with their relation to
higher being on the one hand, and on the other with their structure
as compounds of matter and form, or body and a further formal
element — further because body for Plotinus consists of matter and a
minimal amount of form derived either from the lowest level of the
individual's soul, or, collectively, from the world soul.'s Since, then,
his interest in the sensible object is either ontological, or incidental to
the psychology of cognition, he has provided us with all too little of
the sort of epistemological discussion with which earlier treatments of
the criterion were associated. Here we return to our initial
observation that in one sense there is no problem about a criterion

IX
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for establishing the existence of sensible objects, or the relation to
these objects of the information about them provided l;y our senses.
In the strict sense they do not exist, and the confrontation of se:nsxble
object with an intelligible archetype, which we ha}ve discussed in the
previous pages, serves primarily to identify the ob]e‘cts.l7 In so far as
they are identifiable they do, of course, exist in our sense, b'ut
Plotinus as a Platonist cannot ascribe to them any existence in his.
Thus the principle that information about such objects is to be
handed on to a higher faculty of the soul for it to pass judgment on
it is not simply a view about the proper machinery for the passing of
such judgments, but, as we have already indicated, a pronouncement
on both the status of the information and that of the psychic faculties
which provide it. As his discussion of the genesis of physical objects
in 3.6, much of which follows the Timaeus, makes clear, they are
only produced by the temporary irradiation — or other descriptions of
information — of matter by a low grade formal principle (cf.
3.6.10.19-11.8, passim; 5.9.3.35-37). 1t is for such reasons that they
are inadequate premises for thought (cf. 6.5.2.1-9): the premises for
knowledge come from Nous (1.3.5.1-2). Since matter is false, what
is closely associated with it cannot share in truth (3.6.13.31.34).

Nevertheless the inferior ontological status of the contents of the
physical world does have epistemological implications.  Since for
Plotinus real knowledge of an object consists in that identity of
subject and object, knower and known, which is characteristic of the
hypostasis Nous and exists there alone, any other objects can be
‘known' only in a way whose inferiority and unreliability is
commensurate with their distance from Nous.  Thus error is inherent
in principle in all other modes of cognition, and conversely,
inapplicable to Nous itself. Hence the statement in 1.1 [53] that
nous does not make mistakes. It either makes contact with its objects
or it does not: 6 & wvoiic | épiyaro fi ob, dote Gvapdprnrog
(1.1.9.12-13).

Knowledge of this kind is available to us at those times when we
are active participants in Nowus, either by assimilating to it, if the
highest part of our soul is not actually part of it — as it may no
longer have been when Plotinus wrote his last treatises'* — or by
focussing our attention on the constant noetic activity of that part,
and shutting out those activities which would distract us from it (cf.
e.g. 4.3.30.7-15; 5.8.3.9-10). It is therefore acquired by successfully
turning our soul up to nous; by contemplating it we become it, and
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so have the truth and knowledge it contains (6.5.7.1-6). This is why,
when we are engaged in the search for truth by means of reason, as
conducted by our reasoning faculty, dianocia, the truth of our
conclusions is guaranteed by their coincidence with Nous or some
part of it. Dialectic properly conducted terminates in intellection (cf.
1.3.4.9-20; 4.4.12.5-13). One cannot say that Nous would make
mistakes and fail to think what is, because that would involve having
a nous that was not nous (5.5.1.1-3).

This point is made at the start of the treatise That the Intelligibles
are not outside the Intellect, and on the Good (5.5), which expounds
the basis of Plotinus' view of the nature of the second hypostasis,
that is, the universal intellect. One of the points that is most
strongly stressed in this treatise is the presence of truth in the
hypostasis as an integral part of it — a view not, of course, confined
to this treatise. And since the establishment of the truth about what
exists is a recurrent theme of the criterion discussion, a brief
exposition of Plotinus' views on this subject would be an appropriate
end to this section.

In some parts of the argument in 5.5 the need for intellect to
possess the truth about its objects is used to establish that these
objects are internal to it. If they were not, says Plotinus, intellect
would be mistaken in respect of the things it contemplates because it
would have only representations of them (5.5.1.50-58: cf.
5.3.5.19-26). That produces error and not truth, a point made
earlier in the same chapter with regard to sense perception.!? If it
realises that it is in possession of falsehood it will also admit that it
does not share in truth. If truth is not in nous, he writes in the
concluding lines of the chapter, this sort of nous will be neither truth
nor truly nous nor nous at all, nor will truth exist anywhere else (et
obv ph dfiBew &v 7@ v, olitog pdv 6 towdtog voilg obte dAfjbei
Eovau ofite GAnBeiq voig olve Shwg voig Eoton. GAN' obdE GANOBI
mov 1) GAibeia Eotau: lines 65-68). Therefore, he begins the next
chapter, one must not look for the intelligibles outside or say that
there are in intellect impressions of things that are (tomou ... T@dv
dvtav) or, by depriving it of truth, produce ignorance and even
non-existence of the intelligibles, and further, destroy intellect itself.
If one is to introduce knowledge and truth, and preserve being, all
these things must be attributed to true intellect. That way it will
have true knowledge. Truth in it will be a place for the things that
are, and it will live and think: ol 1 éAf6ei év ot xol Edpor
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EoraL Toic ovoL wal §foetan xod vorjoer (lines 10-11), words which
suggest the beginnings of a triad of truth, life, intellect, Mﬁeem,
twh, voUg. As a result real truth (1) Sviwg (5.7\.1’]9&0.)., by which we
are to understand that truth in intellect which Plotinus has been
discussing, consists not in agreement with something else, but w.ith
itself: it, its existence and its pronouncements are identical (ibid.
18-20: cf. 3.7.4.7-12). So nous, all being, and truth are one n,ature
(pla. Tolvuv @iolg alth fuiv, voig, & Ovia 'ndwm, M AAnbew:
5.5.3.1-2), an even closer approximation to a triad. Ulumately, qf
course, truth derives from the One, which illumines intellect with it
(4.7.10.32-37). One might perhaps sum up by saying that for
Plotinus the real criterion of truth is truth itself,

11

Though later Platonists certainly acknowledged his importance in the
customary manner,® Plotinus in some ways seems to have stood
outside the mainstream of the Platonic tradition. The best known
example of this is, of course, his view of the undescended sou!,
which he himself acknowledged as unorthodox (cf. 4.8.8.1-3). He is
also conspicuous in his comparative freedom from the schQIastlc
method of imperial philosophy. These factors may have contributed
to the fact that Plotinus did not produce a single discussion of the
criterion under that name. Proclus, who is in some ways more

~ traditional in his procedures, if not necessarily in the outcome of his

thinking, provides us with a number of texts where kriterit?n appears
as such. They may form the basis of our discussi‘on of his view on
the matters in question, though they do not contain all, or even the
most important things, that he has to say about them. Unfortunately
we no longer have the work to which he himself refer§ for a longer
and more precise discussion of the criterion, namely his commentary
on Plato's Theaetetus (cf. In Tim. 1.255.25-26). That reference
comes at the end of a short section of the Timaeus commentary
specifically devoted to criteria (ibid. 254.19-255.26), views on wh}ch
are, characteristically, attributed to Plato. For Proclus' dxscus§1on
begins with the comment 'we can see from all this what P‘lato. thinks
about criteria' (meplt xpimplov fiv £xe d6Eav). 'All this' in turn
refers to some 15 pages of discussion of the passage in Timaeus 28.a
where Plato distinguishes his two modes of being both by their
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stability or lack of it and the means by which they are apprehended,
intellect with reason on the one hand, opinion with irrational sense
perception on the other. In the course of his exposition of this text
Proclus gives us what is equivalent to the lists of criteria we have
previously encountered — though the term itself is not used till
25419 -~ for he discusses each of the cognitive powers mentioned
both in relation to each other and also to the objects each might
have. Under this latter heading we find instances of one of Proclus'
basic epistemological principles, which of course he wishes to derive
from Plato, namely that each kind of thing is cognized by a power
appropriate to it, or by combinations of more than one (cf. Plat.
Theol. 1.3 = 1.15.18-21).2* Matters are complicated by the usual
Proclan multiplication of entities, for he succeeds in distinguishing
five kinds of noesis, corresponding to the area of intellect and reason
in Plotinus (cf. 243.26-244.19),2 but the tenor of the whole discussion
is to argue that Plato had correctly assigned cognitive powers to being
and becoming.

Let us now look at the section on criteria. Proclus is clearly aware
of the divergence of views in earlier discussions of this subject, for he
begins by drawing attention to the fact that different thinkers posited
a different criterion, d\Awv Yap GAAO 1O xpiTiplov Oepévarv. The
singular is significant because he contrasts those who have given one
each, sensation, opinion, reason or intellect — followers of Protagoras
and part of a fragment of Xenophanes® exemplify the first two —
with Plato who distinguished the nature of criteria in a way
appropriate to objects, assigning intellect to the intelligibles, reason to
the objects of reason, opinion to those of opinion and sense
perception to those of the senses: 0 INMAdtwv oixeiwg Tolg mpdypaot
v @V xpumpiov  dieThev  ovoiay, Toig uiv vonrolg vobv
amoveipag, tolg 8¢ duaventixoig Sidvolav, Toig O Sokaatoic ddExv,
Toig O¢ aiobnroig alobnoiv (1.254.24-27). Here he has imposed his
own system of appropriate (oixeiwg) modes of cognition more clearly
than in the preceding discussion of Plato's text, where more
prominence is given to the particular combinations Plato himself
used.  Nevertheless he does not wish to see these criteria as
disparate. Their unity is assured by the unity and multiplicity of the
soul. If, he argues, judging belongs to the soul — as it does because
body does not have this power — and the soul is unity and
mul‘tiplicity, then the judging faculty is both simple and multiform
(xai povoedhis N xprtixt) dhvamg xal mohvewdic). That raises the
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question of what this faculty might be and Proclus answers that it is
reason, AGYOS.

At first sight this answer is puzzling in two ways.? Firstly because
it seems to introduce logos as an extra faculty of the soul, for the
usual lists contain intellect, discursive reason, and sometimes opinion
(nous, dianoia, doxa).” Secondly we have just been told that
discursive reason, dianoia, is one of the four criteria, and if reason
in any form were to be treated as the criterion par excellence, we
might expect that to be the choice. Instead we have what would
otherwise be taken as an alternative designation of the reason
introduced as something additional to reason described as dianoia. It
also seems that logos is superior to dianoia because its use of dianoia
in making judgments is described together with, though not quite in
the same terms as, the use of opinion, imagination — a further
addition since the beginning of this section -~ and sense perception:
'in proceeding to the judgment of intermediate logoi it uses discursive
reason and not just itself, and turns to itself through it, but in
judging the objects of opinion it moves the power of opinion, in
judging those of imagination, the power of imagination, and for those
of sensation the power of sense perception': eig 8¢ THv T@v péowv
Myov énlxpiow elowwv i Savolg %ol oly €avtd xpfitar udvey xal
mpog Eautdv Sk Tang gndotpomton, T& 58 DOEGTA %pivav ivel
%ol Tfjv 80Eav, 1d &8 pavractd v goviaoiav, Td & aloBnrd v
alonow (255.9-13). We should note, that though the relation of
logos with intellection is discussed in similar terms to that with
discursive reason and we are told that it uses itself and intellection
(foutd te xpfjtor xai tf) vorjoel, line 4), that use is not for
judgment, but rather for contemplation of the intelligibles, &mi tfjv
Ty vonudv Béav (ibid. 2-3). The reason for the difference would
be that the intelligibles do not require submission to a criterion.

We must return to our initial difficulty over the introduction of
logos. Apart from dianoia being the candidate we might expect to
be chosen if one of the cognitive faculties listed as criteria in the
earlier part of the passage is to be taken as the only criterion, in so
far as it is the faculty which normally deals with the information
produced by the senses and opinion, nowus itself could be argued to be
more appropriate if, as Proclus at least sometimes thought, higher
cognitive powers can handle the objects of the lower ones but not
vice versa.2 Here, however, as we have seen, it is only employed by
logos for its (i.e. logos') contemplation of the intelligible, and has no
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connection with anything below. The solution seems to lie in the
connection of our section on criteria with the preceding discussion of
_szaeus 28a, to which it too belongs. If that is so, the main factor
in the presence of logos here would be its importance in the Timaeus
text, where it is associated with intellection in the cognition of being.
'ljhat being so Proclus feels obliged to explain it at greater length, but
flI"ldS himself with an entity in search of a role. Next, given thz;t he
jmshes to replace his list of four criteria by one, there are advantages
in producing something other than any of the four to fulfil this
function. _

Having made this suggestions we must look at what Proclus actually
says al_)out logos: it is discussed specifically at 1.246.10-248.6.
?egmnmg with ways of classifying logos he considers one that divides
it into kinds pertaining to opinion, knowledge - in the sense of
scientific knowledge — and intellection (SoBaotindg, Emotnpovindg
voepdc). He then argues that since we all have opinion, reason, anci
nous, which here, says Proclus, means the highest part of reason, and
our substance is logos, we must consider all of these (246.18-23).
Here logos looks more like an activity than a faculty, but in the
sequel it is called the highest part of the soul (Td dmpdratov g
Yuxg), and is used rather as an equivalent to Plato's intellectual
pgrt of the soul as it appears in the Divided Line. So here in the
T.u{meus, according to Proclus, Plato calls the highest and least
fimded part of us logos as a designation which throws light on our
!ntellect and the nature of the intelligibles, It works below the
intellection of nous itself, and thus apprehends the intelligibles
together with intellection. This, of course, reverses the Platonic
order.”” Proclus contrasts the process with that of the intellection of
nous itself, which always is the intelligible and always sees it. Here
we .should observe that this kind of intellect is no longer, as in
Plotm.us, a part of us, but at a higher level. So that what logos does
here is t.o- provide us with the closest approach to the cognitive and
self-cognitive powers of nous itself compatible with the proposition
that a permanently active and self-knowing nous cannot be part of
our individual human soul.®  Logos revolves round nous and
contemplates it, deploying the unity of nous (cf. 1.247.8-248.6).%»

All this would suggest that in the criteria section logos is best
understood as replacing nous after 255.2. For here logos seems to
relate to intellection, noesis, in very much the same way as in the
passage we have just considered. But though it has been given the
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status of sole criterion, if there is to be such, the ensuing description
of its operation shows that the lower faculties are needed when their
objects are to be judged. Their information is required sometimes to
assist in an enquiry, sometimes for the acceptance or refutation of
the judgments made by the lower group of faculties: Tdg xploelg TOV
devtépwv duvipewv (255.13-24). We should note that these lower
faculties are still allowed judgments, but we can now understand the
list of criteria in a different way from that initially apparent: all
faculties are judges in their own sphere, but the judgments of the
lower cones are subject to that of a higher court.

What Proclus does not discuss now is what is at issue in the
judgments, but a remark at the end, that mistakes arise & &
Spyava. (through the sense organs'), indicates that we are concerned
with the truth value of information handled by the soul. That
Spyava here means sense organs rather than instruments of
measurement may be inferred from an earlier reference to a power
of the soul which is higher than sense perception and no longer
cognizes through organs (In Tim. 1.250.4-7). The power they refer
to is doxa, which is credited with the ability to pass judgment on
information about the cause of an affection which is merely reported
by the senses. The notion that faculties may reject as wrong data
supplied by those immediately below them recurs later in the same
commentary. At 1.343.3-15 Proclus explains how this operates from
intellect through reason, opinion, and imagination down to sense
perception. Each of these except nous have either positive or
negative characteristics which make them inferior as a means of
cognition, from a Platonist viewpoint, to those above. Thus opinion
is above the shapes and impressions which accompany imagination,
and knowledge (episteme) can overrule opinion which does not give
an account of causes. Only nous is irrefutable, and only it tells us
about being such as it is. Here then nous might be seen as the real
criterion, though in this passage Proclus does not use the term at
all,»

Given that the higher faculties may thus refute the lower, we may
wonder in what sense the latter are criteria at all — if we take a
criterion to be a way of establishing whether or not something is true
or correct. The answer seems to be that they are criteria in a
relative sense, for we find in the Republic commentary that Proclus
distinguishes reliable and unreliable criteria: intellect and logos are of
the former kind, imagination and sensation of the latter; XOLTNOLDL ...
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dnraota Adyog xal volig, énvauopéva 8¢ gavracio xai alobnowg
(2.277.18-19).2t  Though in this passage the criteria are introduced
for moral rather than epistemological ends — their purpose is to
distinguish things which are good and bad, and which of these are
truly so — the basis of the distinction between them as criteria is the
usual combination of epistemological and ontological considerations.
Those who use the first group recognise being as such, those who use
the others confuse being and not-being. Further the ones which are
not associated with matter are superior to those which are in respect
of judgment, as are those which know themselves and the others to
whose which do not know either themselves or the others. Intellect
and logos come into the former category, imagination and sense
perception into the latter (ibid. 23-28). We may recall here the
emergence of logos as the real criterion at In Timaeum 1.254-55. It
wc_nulc! seemn that Proclus' point in both passages is that there are
criteria appropriate to the various levels of being, but that truth
simply does not exist at the lower one (cf. In Remp. 2.278.22-28),
Such a view would also accord with the general principle which we
have alfeady noted that entities are cognized by a cognitive power
appropriate to them.3?

Near the end of this section of the Republic commentary Proclus
speaks oyf using not the infallible criteria, but worthless measures
mﬁnpotg xavdol, of good and its opposites. The presence of the:
notion of measure, which we observed repeatedly in Plotinus
mtrod_uces one of the other senses of criterion which we had not yet’
seen in Proclus, that of a yardstick, It is a sense that recurs, as one
rmg_ht e.xpect, in the commentary on Euclid i. There, moreover, the
notion is associated with that of derivation from above. How, asks
P.roc!us‘, can the soul, if it has not previously acquired ’logoi
discriminate between false and true among the things produced ir;
mzjlthematics'? ) What measures can it use to measure truth in these
things? (ol 88 xavéor xpopévn Ty év TouTog OBty
TOPGUETPEL; In Eucl. 13.13-18). A few pages before Proclus had
explicitly introduced the question of the criterion of the objects of
mathematics (10.16-17). Following the lead given in Republic vi he
an.sx.wercd that it is reason, dianoia (ibid. 11.26-12.2), but though the
vaxded.Line gives Proclus a Platonic point d'appui, the explanation
he. provides is Neoplatonic. It is that the objects of mathematics are
neither eptirely divisible — as are those of nous — nor apprehended
by sensation and fully divisible. Dianoia is also contrasted with nous
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in that it deals with its objects discursively, and with doxa by the
stability and validity of its material (11.10-22). The reason is not,
however, the sole criterion. There are others for other kinds of
objects, and if reason does sometimes appear to be the primary one,
that may in part be attributed to the subject matter of the
commentary, which, as 1 have argued elsewhere, may also be
responsible for the differences between Proclus' treatment of the
imagination here and in the other works.”

When Proclus discusses the assessment of sense data we see that
they are not always, as in Plotinus, submitted to the judgment of
dianoia for identification and for the evaluation of their truth
content. That is because Proclus has introduced doxa as an
additional cognitive power in the upper soul, and it is at least
sometimes able to perform these functions. Thus it is doxa that can
tell that honey is not, as reported by the senses, bitter, or the sun
just a foot across (In Tim. 1.249.27ff). Nevertheless in the
Alcibiades commentary doxa is described as sharing with sensation
and imagination the defect that it produces conflicts and oppositions
(In Alc. 246.3-7). Earlier in that passage we even find the reason
being misled by sensation. This state of criterial anarchy is perhaps
best explained as the result of the protreptic purpose of the
discussion in which it comes: in it we are enjoined to escape from all
the soul's lower activities, so that Proclus is prone to exaggerate their
effects. Reason reappears as a judge of information about the
sensibles in the De Providentia. It will not allow itself to follow the
affections of the senses but, possessing in itself criteria of the
deceptive movements from the outside, adds what is missing to the
senses’ affections and refutes their errors, doing so from its own
resources. It is not possible, he says, to judge sensation on the basis
of sensation but only on that of intellectual logoi which sense
perception cannot cognize (44.7-13). Interestingly doxa does not
appear in this or the preceding chapter, which deals with the
inadequacy of sense perception.

Here we seem to have a view close to the Plotinian one that the
real basis of assessment is an internal standard from above, but we
are not supplied with the same kind of detailed explanation. As 1
have suggested before, the reason for this may simply be that Proclus
was more interested in keeping the senses and what they had to say
in their proper ontological place, than in discussing what we might
Jearn from them or how it related to the truth.3* As the last text
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cited indicates, truth is rather to be found within us. Knowledge of
the truth, says Proclus in the Alcibiades commentary, is in us but we
are impeded from grasping it by the intrusion of affections that result
from becoming. The list given includes false imaginings and
excessive desires. We must remove these and turn to ourselves,
toutav 8¢ dopoupebévray elg fovtolg Aowwdv Emotpégerv el
(212.11-15). The word for turning, émotpépery, does, of course,
characteristically imply movement in the direction of higher levels of
being. It is in that sense that we should understand a later text in
the same work where Proclus strongly asserts that souls do not gather
knowledge from the sensible: they do not discover what is one from
what is partial. Knowledge comes from inside and corrects the
deficiencies of phenomena. The truth about eternal objects is not to
be received from outside, but the soul must go inside itself and there
seek the truth, the good, and the eternal logoi of things that are. Its
own nature is full of these things, but is obscured by a search for the
truth directed to other and external objects (ibid. 250.5-251.2).
Knowledge is equipped with criteria for everything, taken from its
own self (ibid. 262.6-7), which are the same in all (274.17-19). That
is why in the field of real knowledge there is no disagreement.
These texts seem to confirm that in the last resort Proclus' interest in
the assessment of information about the external world is minimal: it
is rather to be seen as a distraction from the business of acquiring
knowledge and truth. Even in those places where he is prepared to
allow that it might not be, it never does more than provide a starting
point from which the soul in its search must move away, a point
clearly made in the closing section of the prologue to the Euclid
commentary which sees mathematics as a means of moving our souls
toward intellect and the apprehension of truth (In Eucl. 46.15ff.;
cf.21.14-17).

This text has echoes of Republic vii, but the close association of
truth and nous is Proclus' normal position. That emerges in a long
discussion of Timaeus 29c2-3 (In Tim. 1.344.28-351,14). In the
course of it he actually distinguishes three kinds of truth, one that is
One-like (évoewdng) and is light that comes from the One, another
that comes from the intelligibles and illumines the intellectual orders
(voepai duaroopfioes), and a third which is innate in souls and
which by means of intellection can grasp being and by knowledge
(episteme) be together with its objects, O’ émorr’)ung oUVOTaO. TOIG
gmioTNTolg (347.21-30). This third kind appears to be dependent on,
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rather than identical with, intellection. In most passages .wher.e hf:

talks about truth as something that exists he seems to identify it
rather with the second, for he will deny truth or knowledge to the
soul as such. So long as it remains soul, he says in the Ele.me.nts of
Theology, a soul may not know being,.so that qua soul it 1sdnf)t
cognitive - gnostikon in the sense of having t.rue knowledgg — an its
essence is not knowledge (gnosis), so that it is subsequent in being to
those things that are cognitive by their very essence (ET 190:18-1.713).
Rather souls produce truth and knowledge by.lookmg. at the intellect
(cf. In Tim. 1.269.7-8). Philosophical discussions which move up to
the divine intellect, in so far as they do, recapture tpe truth (lbl'd.
3.356.20-22) and those souls which remen.lber what is .'d‘lere' easily
remember the truth (ibid. 1.83.4-6). All its other activities mvo‘lwf
error: only life in accordance with intellect is free from it, udwvn o¢ M
xatd vobv fof) 10 dmhavég Exer (In Parm. 1025.29-33). Truth is
seen together with nous in the type of contemplation mpit
appropriate to Being (ibid. 653.18-20). 'In. fac':t all knowledge .cons1s?
in turning towards, fitting, and a551_rm'1at1ng to the object hot
knowledge, and therefore truth is the fitting 'of the k,nower to that
which he is knowing, 1 7pdg T YWWOROUEVOV &pappoyn  Tov
Ywoxovtog (In Tim. 2.287.1-5).  All this shows that it is the
identity of subject and object characteristic of intellect and its
activities which is the guarantee of truth. It will follo'w fropq this
that, as Proclus says at In Timaeum 2.51.16-17, things In 1’ghc?
sublunary world only have an obscure form of truth  (QuLdEQ.
m;{]ne EL?h)é end truth is enshrined in the triadic structure of .t.he
intelligible world. This is not the place to go into the complexities
of Proclus’ triads, but we may note two of the ways truth appears
there. In the Platonic Theology it is coupled with love ar.xd fa_lth,
fpwg, GABewa, mlong (1.25 = 1.109.10-110.8).  There it brmg?
being to divine wisdom, filled with which intellect has kn0wledg<;(9
being, as do souls which participatg in\ it an’d are th/us atzle to work in
an intellectual manner: 7pdg 8¢ av v Belav gopiav, Ng xal 0 voug
TAPOVREVOS  YLVDOHEL T Svr‘u Jxal puxod peréxm’)cm ‘vo’g\ip?é.g
tvepyoiary, GANBewx Orfmov xal avayer xal npoqtﬁpuu W 0 "
Truth is responsible for the presence of true w1sdor.n‘ beciuse i
illumines all things that are exercising intell?ctlon, e’md joins 63\ cj.gl tc;
their objects just as the very first truth (1 mpwTloTn sc. 71] e;o;
joined intellect with its objects (109.17-23). In a further relate
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passage of the Platonic Theology truth is linked

. ( triad with
the very first intellection, 7 mpwtiot vénowc : 147, of
20-22). C

It will not have escaped notice that in these =irag with
truth and the intelligible there is no mention of the . As in

P}otinus the real truth which is to be found in Nous . not require
elther. a means of establishing its existence, or a procedure for
assessing how far the objects of knowledge conform to it. The need
for both simply does not exist at the only level where truth does.
Knowledge can only result from the identity of the knower with the
known, and his close assimilation to it. Once that has happened
truth, tt}rough its own identity with intellect and the intelligible, is
necessarily involved in any act of cognition that may take place. ’
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NOTES

Proclus’ works are cited as follows:

(2) the commentaries: In Alc. by chapter and line of
L. G. Westerink's edition (Amsterdam 1954); In Parm. by column
and line of V. Cousin's 2nd edition = Procli Opera Inedita III
(Paris 1964, repr. Hildesheim 1961); In Eucl. i, In Remp., In Tim.
by volume (where applicable), page and line of the Teubner texts
(edd. Friedlein, Kroli, Diehl).

(b) Other works: Elements of Theology by proposition number; Platonic
Theology by book and chapter with, for vols.J-II, volume, page and
line of the Budé edition by H. D. Saffrey and L. G. Westerink
(Paris 1968-87); Tria Opuscula by chapter and line of H. Boese's
edition (Berlin 1960).

1. But ¢f. Proclus, In Tim. 1.254.19ff., discussed below, p.267-271.

2, Cf. e.g. G. Striker, ‘Kpwrijpov Tiig dAnbelog', NAWG 1974.2
(Géttingen 1974) 47-110; A. A. Long, 'Sextus Empiricus on the
criterion of truth®, BICS 25 (1978) 35-49; J.- Annas, 'Truth and
Knowledge', and C. C. W, Taylor, "All perceptions are true”’, in
M. Schofield, M. Burnyeat, J. Barnes (ed.), Doubt and
Dogmatism. Studies in Hellenistic epistemology (Oxford 1980)
84-104 and 105-124.

3. Cf. the articles by Kidd (ch.9 Stoics), Long (ch.10 Ptolemy), and
Sharples (ch.12 Philo, Alcinous, and Alexander).

4, Cf. Striker, ibid. 90-102, and the references given there; on these
terms and the differences between them cf. esp. F. H. Sandbach,
‘Ennoia and Prolepis in the Stoic theory of knowledge', Class.
Quart. 24 (1930) 45-51, reprinted with corrections in A. A. Long,
(ed.) Problems in Stoicism (London 1971) 22-37.

IX



IX

278

5.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

As also in 1.1, e.g. 5.3.4.20ff., 1.1.13.7-8; cf. my 'Nous and Soul
in Plotinus, some problems of demarcation’, in Atti del Convegno
internaz. dell’ Accademia Naz. dei Lincei: Plotino e il
Neoplatonismo in Oriente e in Occidente. Rome 5-9.10.1970,
Problemi attuali di scienza e di cultura 198 (Rome 1974) 218f.;

T. A. Szlezdk, Platon und Aristoteles in der Nuslehre Plotins
(Basel/Stuttgart 1979), 196-202,

For the two uses cf. also Sextus Empiricus, Adu. math. 2.80,
where kanon and kriterion are coupled, and Pyrr. hyp. 2.15 where

ruler and compass are given as examples of kriteria in the sense of
artificial measures.

I take & i sc. g0t as ... what it is, placed alongside the rule (or
standard)...’. The words are usually translated as *that it is contrary
to ...." (so Bréhier, Harder, Cilento), But cf. Igal's ‘percaténdose

de cuanto no se ajusta a la regla’, considering how far it fails to
fit.

Cf. ¢.g. Diogenes Laertius 10.129 (Letter to Menoiceus).

Cf. Striker, op. cit. (n.2) 61-62.

Not necessarily the discussion of soul's relation to bady referred to

by Porphyry, Vita Plot. 13, Cf. my Plotinus' Psychology (The
Hague 1971) 16 n.20.

On this passage, and the identity of the opponents, cf. Plotinus’
Psychology 72-73, with notes.

This interpretation depends on reading obrwg in 1.3: if HBT's
oﬁrog were correct the comparison with sensible man would begin
at 810 in 1.2 and 82 in 1.3 would have to be excised.

For kriterion in moral contexts cf. Diogenes Laertius 10.129 and
Sextus Empiricus, Pyrr. hyp. 2.14.

Phronesis may here have the sense defined at 1.6.6.12-13: vénowg
&v GrooTpop TV xdtw, mpdg 88 td dve thv Yuxiiv dyouvoa
(‘intellection which involves turning away from what is below and
leading the soul to what is above').

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21,

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

1A
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On virtues in Nous cf. now J. M. Dillon, ‘Plotir:juséhPhitlo uz:r';d
i i ', in Platonismus un ristentum.

Origen on the grades of wirtue', in e T,
tschrift H. Dérrie , ed. H.-D. Blume an .

i?zsu'ske und Christentum, Erginzungsband 10 (Miinster 1983) esp.

98-101. .

Plotinus is inconsistent on this point, cf. Plotinus' Psychology
27-30.

Cf. 5.3.3.1-5 where reason identifies what sense perception has
seen before passing moral judgment.

See n.5.

See above p.264ff.

Cf. my 'Plotinus in later Platonism', in Neoplatonism andMEai:l);
Ci;ristian Thought, ed. H. J. Blumenthal and R. A. arku!
(London 1981) 212ff.

i inciple seems to be
me passages -where this princip ;
"fr‘xtit?il:ge;re cfs.o c.g.pln Tim. 1.352,15-19 and my ‘Proclus on
Perception’, BICS 29 (1982) 6.

daviagtit Yv@OW is considered as a sixth candis:;eigb;;;ij)ecffd
i ize being (244.19-245.4); cf.

rounds that it does not cognize bel .
:lr;om:f} Festugiére ad loc. in his translation of In Tim., vol.ll

(Paris 1967) 80 n.1.
DK 21B34.5.

Festugiére, ibid. n.5, draws attention to the unusual uses of AdYOG
in the preceding pages.

iti f the De anima and
lists cf. my 'Plutarch’s exposition of ‘
?h?: g:;f:iollogy of Pr)c'Jclus‘, in De Jamblique a Proclt.ts. Entrie_lt;ir(;i
sur I' Antiquité Classique XXI1. Fondation
(Vandoeuvres-Geneva 1975) 137ff.

Cf. n.21,
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27,
28.

29,

30.

31.

32.

33,

34,

3s.
36.
37.

Plato’s vofioer petd AGyou becomes Adyoc petdx vooEWG,.

Cf. e.g. Elements of Theology 211.

On logos and its function here cf. W i
¢ ‘ . . Beierwaltes, Proklo
Grundziige seiner Metaphysik. (Frankfurt/Main 1965) 207-212. K

On nous and truth see below p.274ff.

It should be noted that Ady

. 0G is here used in the ordi
an equivalent of Sidvola. rinary vy as

See above p.268.

CVZJ. 'Plutarr':h:s exposition' (see n.25) 144-46. B. L. van der
v lf\;,rden, Die gemeinsame Quelle der erkenntnistheoretischen
andlungen  von lamblichos und Proklos', SHAW 1980.2

(Heidelberg. 1980), argues that this and other parts of the prologue
to the Euclid commentary are based on Geminus.

Cf. op. cit. (n.21) 1. But there are a few passages where he allows

sense data to initiate progress to k
nowl ;
2.113.26ff.; In Eucl. 18.17ff. wledge, cf. In Tim.

For this triad cf. also In Tim. 1.212,21-22.
On these matters cf. Beierwaltes, op. cit. (n.29) 128f,

Cf. the notes complémentaires in Saffrey-Westerink vol.II1,140ff.

PLOTINUS IN LATER PLATONISM

To us, Plotinus was the founder of Neoplatonism. Many of his
ideas were not new, but the overall structure of his thought, its
power, and its great measure of internal consistency differentiate his
work unmistakeably from what went before—and much of what
came after, dependent as much of it was on his achievement. Did
Plotinus’ Neoplatonic successors think of him in this way?

The later Neoplatonists, who were accustomed to refer to their
predecessors by a variety of honorific titles, did not exclude Plotinus.
He is great, wonderful, divine, most divine.! But what did these
names mean? Respect, yes, for they were not given to Stoics or
Epicureans, nor often to Peripatetics. But we cannot simply infer
that such marks of respect entailed agreement. Even the
Neoplatonists, with their overriding conviction that all serious
philosophers, that is, all Platonists and Aristotelians, were really
trying to say the same thing,” were aware that they did not always do
so. This remains true notwithstanding the number of occasions on
which they shut their eyes to their disagreements, or made
thoroughly unsatisfactory attempts to explain them away.

In many areas their attitudes to Plotinus illustrate these points. In
the Platonic Theology, Proclus lists Plotinus with his pupils
Porphyry and Amelius, together with the later Theodorus and his
own intellectual hero lamblichus, as the outstanding exponents of
the Platonic tradition.? Yet later in the same work he will complain
that Plotinus failed to make necessary distinctions in his description
of the intelligible, and praise his own master Syrianus for bringing
order to the vagueness of his predecessors and disentangling their
confusions.* These two passages encapsulate the view most, if not
all, later Neoplatonists took of Plotinus. To them he was a deeply
respected figure, but they could not be satisfied with the relatively
low level of complexity and elaboration in his analyses of the
intelligible universe.
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From another point of view one might say tha i
treatments of problems already handlid bnylotgr:itse(r)gleenofcl)ifgli(s:
loose ends and ambiguities as their point of departure. There are of
course questions on which his views are simply rejectéd The most
obvious is the treatment of the Aristotelian categories {Jvhere even
Porphyry, who In some ways sticks very closely to Plot-i,nus differed
radically fr_om his master. Another is the treatment of t};e higher
soul, to \yhlch we must return shortly. But apart from these maior
1ssues—time and evil are others—there are enough points Jof
disagreement in detail to show that Plotinian Neoplatonism was b
no means accepted as an unquestioned starting point. ’

- Here we must stop to consider difficulties arising from our source
The lqter Neoplatonists are, to varying extents, prone to reproducé
material from ‘their predecessors, without acknowledging its
provenance. It is generally agreed, for example, that Simplicius’
Categorzgs commentary is heavily dependent on that of Iamblichué
and that m turn on Porphyry’s great commentary in seven books 6
Yet explicit references to Porphyry are far fewer than those to
Iamb}mhus, gmd the case for Simplicius’ dependence on him cannot
be said tobe incontrovertible. Similarly one cannot always be certain
when views which can be identificd with Plotinus are really his
Explicit named citations are comparatively rare even in }tlhcl)%e
Neoplatonists like Simplicius whose scholarly procedures mokst
clpsefy approach Gur own. Thus, to be sure we are not
gnsr?pr'esentmg what actually happened, we must see what
agafaﬁs;c;:;sm (;2(111‘1 be drawn from those places where Plotinus is

That is one methodological difficulty. There is another, perhaps
easier to handle. It is that, though Plotinus did not proclair’n himsc;plf
a commentator on the writings of either Plato or Aristotle. but
merely_ as an exponent of Plato’s philosophy, later Neoplat(;nists
took him as bo_th. The reason is not obscure: since Aristotle as well as
all the'Plat_omsts were assumed to be setting out the same basic
Pla‘ltomc’phllosophy, it was natural to infer that any opinion a later
writer might have on a subject treated by Plato or Aristotle was in
fagt commentary on their discussion of that subject. That these
things were so I have shown elsewhere, and so propose to take them
for granted now.” One implication is, however, material. It is that

when a later Neoplatonist is disagreeing with opinions that Plotinus
18 aIleg_ed to have expressed about an Aristotelian text, or even a
Platonic one, they are disagreeing with Plotinus’ own opir;ions. Only
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rarely, however do they say so: in general his own opinions are not
distinguished from his “commentary”.

It has been suggested that the traditional view of Plotinus as the
founder of Neoplatonism is false.® Rather, Plotinus is just one
among the thinkers of the 3rd Century, and one whose views were
not the direct ancestor of later Neoplatonism. If anything these are a
development of Middle Platonic notions which Plotinus himself did
not always adopt, with an injection from sources like the Hermetica
and the Chaldaean Oracles. To think of the tradition in this way 1s
perhaps helpful from one point of view, but misleading from
another. It is misleading in so far as it may correctly explain the
absorption of irrational material into a Neoplatonism which as
manifested in Plotinus was free of them, but at the same time it can
easily tend to exaggerate the importance of such elements in later
Neoplatonism. Recent scholarship has shown that the once common
view of a system thoroughly corrupted by irrationalism is untenable.
Yet itis perhaps helpful in so far as it stresses that later Neoplatonists
were more liable than Plotinus to accept non-philosophical
explanations and procedures.

Differences of that kind are not, however, our main concern.
More strictly philosophical matters are, though the two cannot
always be kept apart. The best illustration of the scope for
disagreement between Plotinus and other Neoplatonists is probably
the well-known controversy about the descent of the intellect.
Plotinus maintained that there was some part of our mind which
remained permanently in the intelligible, usually within the second
hypostasis itself, and was, consequently, permanently active. This
was a view which Plotinus himself admitted to be unorthodox.”
Most later Neoplatonists did not accept Plotinus’ view, but insisted
that the soul does indeed descend as a whole.'® Their motivation was
probably their characteristic desire to make clear distinctions
between levels of being wherever possible, rather than greater
faithfulness to the intentions of Plato himself. Certainly the
arguments they produce suggest that the main burden of complaint
against Plotinus was that if a part of the soul remains in the intellect,
then the soul as a whole will behave as an intellectual being, and
furthermore, that since all the components of the second hypostasis
are always—eternally—engaged in intellection it would be 1m-
possible to explain how our thinking was other than permanent and
continuous. Though there is no explicit polemic against it they do
not seem to have accepted Plotinus’ explanation that the thinking
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does indeed go on all the time, but that we are only intermittently
aware of it because our existence in the physical world provides
distractions and prevents that focussing on higher reality, and in fact
identification with it, which enables us to have knowledge of the
intelligible.

Later Neoplatonists, however, with the exceptions of Theodorus
and perhaps Damascius,'! were not satisfied with this account. They
regard it as axiomatic that the human soul as such was not in the
intelligible, but was attached to a body, and therefore resident in the
physical world. This axiom is basic to the Neoplatonic com-
mentators’ exposition of Aristotle’s utterances about the intellect:
their argument of last resort was that Aristotle’s nous could not be
separate from the rest of the soul and located in the intelligible
because that would make it another kind of mind, superhuman and
divine, whereas the subject of the de Anima was for them clearly
defined, as the rational, that is the specifically human, soul.!?
Plotinus, whose undescended mind is cited as exposition of
Aristotle, is ruled out of court both for this reason, and also because
he made the intellect double, a rational and a super-rational intellect.
All this is set out in the pseudo-Philoponus commentary on Book III
of the de Anima, where Plotinus is treated simply as another
commentator.'® But since we know from Porphyry’s list of his
works'® that we possess all of them, and that they include no
commentary on the de Anima, it is clear that his views on the soul are
simply being presented as a Stellungnahme to those of Aristotle. asif
they were commentary. Hence the particular formulation of the
criticisms of Plotinus.

This, though the best example of such treatment of Plotinus, is by
no means unique. Another conspicuous case is Plotinus’ discussion
of time in II1.7, though that does contain more explicit discussion of
Aristotle’s own positions. One other factor that probably affected
the later Neoplatonists’ view of the status of the human soul—here
we must for a moment introduce the non-rational characteristics of
later Neoplatonism—was theurgy. The idea that it was possible to
enter into communication with higher reality without going through
the difficult rational preliminaries prescribed by Plotinus enabled
them to segregate the human soul from the upper world without
depriving it of the faculty of making contact with what was there. !5
They thus demoted the soul from the higher position it held in
Plotinus’ thought without removing privileges.

It should not, however, be inferred that the later Neoplatonists’
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more rigid distinction between the human soul and Soul or Intelleci
in themselves is reproduced at all levels. If we ‘lool,c at the cerllltra
section of the soul we shall find that some o.f Plotinus’ problems have
simply re-appeared, though not necessarily for' the same rqaﬁons.
Any Platonist working, as all late Platonists did, wit ) fan
Aristotelian-type arrangement of the soul,_would r}aturally lo.oh 1(:r
a demarcation between those facu@tles which are 1nvolyed with t ?
body, and those which are not. 1t will come somewher_e in the area o
imagination, phantasia, which is actu_ated by sense 1mpresls)10nslor
messages from them, and so 18 associated with the body, but a 'S(i
provides a dematerialized form of the data so acqqlred as materia
for rational thought: it also transmits the operations of mtelleclt
downwards. Thus it has links with both upper aqd lower soul.
Plotinus. for eschatological reasons, needed an imaginative faculty
associated with the upper, surviving, soul, and yet to preserve tge
upper soul’s freedom from affection needed jmagination to be
associated rather with the lower. Plognu§ in the end dqubled the
faculty, and attributed a power of imagination to both sections of the
soul.’® Later Neoplatonists did not follow him in this, but did have
their own demarcation problem in the same area. In l?roc}us, and
probably his teacher Plutarch, it was mamfe§ted in vacillation over
the role of the imagination, and how phantasia related to the faculty
they called doxa, opinion, which sometimes segamls7 to Qverla_p
phantasia and at other times merely to dou_bk it."” While this
solution, or attempt at a solution, was not ;xphmtly connected with
the difficulties which appear in Plotinus, it is clear that they are
related by their nature, if not bfy hlistgrlcal desg:tgtnt. Unfortunately we
: xplicit discussion of Plotinus’ position. ‘
hd\gnzoafef in which the later Neoplatonists differ r.adlcally .from
Plotinus. as opposed to merely modifying—or overjmtf,gpretmgj—
his views, is in the interpretation of Aristotle’s categories. And ghls,
of course, is the only subject on which one could say that qutmus
was actually expounding Aristotle—a procedure perha_lps m?tlvat.ed
by a wish to reconcile with his own thought a part of Arlstotle S wh§ch
seemed particularly resistant to such_ incorporation, and yvhlch
Plotinus did not succeed in incorporating—unless his relegation of
Aristotle’s categories to the sensible world be counted as success.
Given Porphyry’s “nominalist” interpretation qf the Categories one
can be sure that he was fully aware of this exclus_lon when'he said that
Aristotle’s Metaphysics, which use the categories extensively, are to
be found condensed in the Enneads.!® Tt was in any case Porphyry
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who re-instated the categories in Platonic philoso
had already found a place before Plotinus.gl'he Mﬁi}gie “I;}l]:trgnti}s}fsy
?lfter_ all, hadzadoptegi them, perhaps without fully considering thé
1mpllcatxor_15. ° For In so far as they had any metaphysical sense
they were inappropriate to a Platonic system. It was Porphyry aé
Profpssor Lloyd has pointed out, who made them fit precisel ’b
making them part of what he calls “a logic . .. stripped of cer};a\ig
metaphysical implications”.?' But in so far as he did find an
important place for the categories, Porphyry stands closer to his
Ml(_idle .Pl.atonist predecessors than he does to Plotinus.
Simplicius, to whom we owe most of the information we have
about thq content of Porphyry’s large Categories commentar
follows him and Iamblichus on most points.?? That Simplicigs’
should reject Plotinus’ critique of Aristotle on this question is not
unc?xpected, thpugh we should note that he takes Plotinus’ treatment
seriously and lists it with the other commentaries.?3 Given his aim of
harmonising Plato and Aristotle as completely as possil;le 24 it
would be surprising to find him accepting the relegation of so bésic a
| part of Arlstotlg’s work, and Porphyry had provided a means of
making it consistent with Platonism. Given all this Simplicius’
treatment of Plotinus’ views on categories is predictal;le. While he
continues to refer to Plotinus in terms no less respectful than
elsewhere, he insists that he cannot accept his positions. So, for
example, he tells us that “the great Plotinus” said that Aristotle did
not put movement into a category because he said it was an
1ncom1?lete actwvity. If so, argues Plotinus, he could have put activity
above it and made movement a species of it. Having reported that
and §tate’d Iambhchus’ objections, Simplicius gives further details of
Plotmug position, and then quotes without dissent Iamblichus’
declaration that it is very far from the truth.2® Earlier. in reporting
tt_1at he,. together with Lucius and Nicostratus, had r,aised certain
dlﬁicpltles_ about whether the categories could apply to both sensible
and intelligible being he had labelled Plotinus “most divine”: he
nevertheless continued to point out that he was wrong.?6 Other
references to ‘Plotinus are made in a similar spirit. Simplicius
r;:gard'ed P}otnnus’ whole approach to this work as misconceived
since it failed to take account of the logical aim of Aristotle’s,
tregt;se.” He himself took the view that the categories were not
entities, but terms signifying entities.2®
Np other extant ancient commentary on Aristotle makes so much
explicit reference to Plotinus. We are hampered by the com-
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mentators’ habits. Apart from Simplicius they do not make a
practice of giving more than a very occasional named reference to
earlier discussions, except those of Alexander. Thus Simplicius’
references to Plotinus account for the vast majority of such
references. Those in “Philoponus’ ” commentary on the de Anima are
confined almost entirely to Book III, and these are nearly all
concerned with the undescended intellect.
Let us now see what we can learn from the others. Simplicius’ de
Caelo commentary is not a promising start. Of the four passages
which cite Plotinus, two quote the same sentence from I1.1.2, where
Plotinus says that the permanence of the heavenly bodies is no
problem for Aristotle if one accepts his hypothesis of a fifth element,
a passage already cited by Proclus in his Timaeus commentary.?® On
the first occasion Simplicius himself points out that his context is not
the same as Plotinus’; he is commenting on Aristotle’s discussion of
different types of movement at the beginning of the de Caelo, a
context where of course Aristotle’s concept of aithér is important.
Plotinus is talking about the other application of aither, the
possibility of explaining in terms of this extra element how bodies
can be permanent. On the second occasion Simplicius does quote
Plotinus in the course of a discussion of the same subject. On neither
is he concerned to evaluate Plotinus’ pronouncement, and so we can
draw no conclusions from either of these passages, or the two other
references in this commentary, unless that the sensible world is a less
sensitive area than the intelligible. In these others Simplicius
mentions points made by Plotinus, and others, about difficulties
arising from the fact that, on Aristotle’s theory of motion, the four
terrestrial elements would no longer have their normal rectilinear
motion when they have arrived in their natural place, but would have
to stay still or move in a circle.® This passage, from I1.2.1, is also to
be found in Proclus’ Timaeus commentary,>’ suggesting the
possibility that Simplicius himself found it in the work of Proclus.
One further point which the passages we have just considered
suggest is that Plotinus was in any case a figure of sufficient status,
and one sufficiently far removed from contemporary arguments, for
the 5th and 6th century commentators occasionally to quote tags
from him out of context. There is one very clear case. We find that
Plotinus’ remark in the treatise On Dialectic that the philosophical
man must be given mathematics to accustom him to belief in the
immaterial turns up in a number of late commentaries, in slightly
altered form and in a variety of contexts: in extant works it appears



219 PLOTINUS IN LATER PLATONISM

eight times, from Iamblichus through Proclus and Philoponus to
Olympiodorus and David: in addition it appears in the Platonic
scholia and in Psellus.32

Two other problems to which the later Neoplatonists offered

solutions markedly different from Plotinus’ are the nature of time,
and of evil. The divergencesi on time fit into the pattern we have
already observed, namely that where metaphysical difficulties lead
Plotinus to make statements that are either unclear, or capable of
differing interpretations, his successors attempted to impose an
artificial clarity by positing additional ontological levels.
Accordingly, they dealt with the problems arising from Plotinus’
attachment of time to Soul and eternity to Nous by hypostasizing
first time and then both, and giving them a narrowly determined
position in the intelligible—in the loose sense—hierarchy. The
means adopted by lamblichus and those who came after him have
formed the subject of a recent monograph,** and so, having noted
the application of the ordinary late Neoplatonic- methodology, I
shall pass over the matter briefly.

Time, said Iamblichus in his commentary on the Categories, was
itself a substance.** And while he continued to regard eternity as a
measure of real existence,*® he did say that it was an active order
ordering other things and not itself ordered.3® That gave Proclus,
following Jamblichus but here as elsewhere developing his ideas, the
cue for his notion that eternity was something in which other entities
participate and which had substantial existence.3’

Before we leave this topic it is worth noting that Simplicius, when
he came to discuss Aristotle’s treatment of time in Ph ysics IV, was
inclined to treat Plotinus as another commentator, and tends to
agree with his “view on Aristotle” on some of the points where the
later Neoplatonists could not accept the Stagirite’s own opinion.38
Thus on defining time in terms of its use as a measure of movement
rather than as an entity in itself, Simplicius is happy to quote
Plotinus’ argument from I11.7, that if time is the number or measure
of movement, then difficulties arise from its application to different
kinds of motion.*° Plotinus infers that time cannot be adequately
defined in Aristotle’s terms which tell us what time measures, but not

what it is, a clear invitation to take the step which Plotinus did not
take, namely to make time not a concomitant of some form of
intelligible being, but an intelligible in its own right. Simplicius, who
was in general trying to rescue Aristotle, found Plotinus’ views more
helpful than those of his own more recent predecessors, in so far as
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ast to be defined in terms pf what ’alrezildy
existed otherwise. Plotinus, moreover, while excluding the \_lziew :hzt
time is no more than a measure, d(ic(a}s make some use of the 1dea
i is involved in measurement. _ '
tm'II(?hlf:S ;::ond problem, evil, must also be (;111scussed bnﬁ){st}fé:
ike time lear point of departure ,
Unlike time it does not have ac - AT
it 1 i t also presents a differen |
but it is relevant in so far as it a once b
i n area where Plotinus g
Plotinus and later Neoplatonism in a‘  ar ‘ honen:
i i s on this question
unclear or inconsistent. I"lotmus view :
\g:esn much discussed, and various attempts zr}a’lc}; tg ret(:ig?ﬁgf g://ﬁz::
icti ressions of them. e firs 1t ¢
appear to be conflicting expr T B reivity of
ich i Ily, the second that the neg
matter. which is evil intrinsica s : ' ONy O
isinci 1in conjunction with the soul.
matter is incidentally a cause of evi ththe S0 the
i ] hat none of these attempts has
is probably fair to say that nc of ¢ . e e
e. Here again we g
field: perhaps the problem is mnsolu ] ind greste
i f lesser understanding, in .
clarity, arguably the result o rsta et
i 1d be evil, since for him
Proclus denied both that matter cou e
i iately, related to the One, and also tl
was directly, rather than medla'ge , relat : ne  also that
stibsi 11atall.*? For himevilis rather
there could be self-subsistent evila ‘ rathet a kind
ical i has given a superficially
leological inadequacy. Thus he / perfi ‘
gf:ctcfunt w%mrc Plotinus had not, but one which entails difficulties of
fis ovn I Neoplatonists will
We have seen then that In some areas 1gter eop o
introduce Plotinus’ views to corroborate th}e:r owni(’l;lt}ls \tN:; :q:s al);
is opini J ist and, as they took him ,
true of his opinions as a Plators , De, asar
i 1 ements are most often to befo
interpreter of Aristotle. These agre . tobefound
i i ial ¢ f their thought. But a
in relatively uncontroversial areas o . the
: i and at those other points wie
extremes of the metaphysical world, an other cre
i i 1 ari find substantial differences.
fliculties were likely to arise, we 40 ]
(rixiust however, beware of thinking in terms of chronological chanlge: .
The later Neoplatonists continued to disagree among the{nse ven’E
and the process we have looked at was not one of linear developme

away from Plotinus.**

Plotinus’ time was at le
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FROM KU-RU-SO-WO-KO TOSEOYPI'OZ: WORD TO RITUAL

(75) Theurgy has long been regarded as one of the undesirable facets of late
Neoplatonism. Now that Neoplatonic philosophy is taken more seriously in the
English-speaking world, in no small measure another Liverpool achievement,
the nature and importance of theurgy have been the subject of much recent
discussion,! most of it, coincidentally, within — or just outside — the #ria lustra
we are celebrating. That discussion, however, unlike some earlier treatments,?
has not paid much attention to the meaning and origins of the actual word
theourgos and its cognates.3 It is the purpose of this paper to do so, treating it in
the first place as just another —¢/opyos compound and going back, appropriately
to the catholicity of LCM and its editor, to the first uses of such compounds in
Mycenaean and Homeric Greek.

According to the Suda, Oeovpydst was used to describe himself by the son
of Julian the Chaldaean, in the time of Marcus Aurelius: no earlier use is
attested. J. Bidez suggested that the word was a kind of hype of feoAdyos,
theologian, to suggest that instead of merely talking about gods he knew how to
act, ‘en conférant une nature divine’.5 If Bidez’ interpretation is correct, the first
use of the word would carry the meaning of producing eof, one of several
meanings that have been suggested for the term. Others are that it means one
who does &¢ia &pya, or one who operates on the gods, the meaning perhaps

1 Some examples are R. T. Wallis, Neoplatonism (London, 1972), passim, esp. pp. 120-23,
153-57; A. Smith, Porphyry's Place in the Neoplatonic tradition (The Hague, 1974), pp. 81--150;
A. D, R, Sheppard, ‘Proclus’ attitude to theurgy’, C. Q. n.s. 32 (1982), 212-224; G. Shaw,
“Theurgy: rituals of unification in the Neoplatonism of lamblichus’, Tradific 41 (1985), 1-28. The
classic earlier discussion is E. R. Dodds, ‘Theurgy and its relationship to Neoplatonism’, JRS 37
(1947), 5569, reprinted as Appendix 11, “Theurgy’ in The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley and
Los Angeles, 1951, repr. Boston 1957), pp. 283-311; see also H. Lewy, Chaldaean Oracles and
Theurgy (Cairo, 1956, repr. with addenda by various hands, ed. M. Tardieu, Paris, 1978), an
extraordinarily difficult book to use ¢(hereafter Oracles).

2 Cf. S. Eitrem, ‘La théurgie chez les néoplatoniciens et dans les papyrus magiques’,
Symbolae Osloenses 22 (1942}, 49-50; H. Lewy, ‘The Meaning and the History of the terms
“Theurgist” and “Theurgy™”’, Excursus IV in Oracles, pp. 461-66.

3 Cf. however F. Cremer, Die chaldaischen Orakel und Jamblick ‘De Mysteriis’ (Meisenheim
am Glan, 1969 [Beitr.z. Klass. Philol. 26]), pp. 19-36.

4 s.v. loulianos, Suidae Lexicon ed. A. Adler, Il (Leipzig, 1931), p. 641.

5 La vie de I'empéreur Julien® (Paris, 1965), p. 369 n. 8.
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~ most readily suggested by the Neoplatonic texts in which it occurs as well as the
history of both its own antecedents and those of other ~€/opyos compounds.6
Hence some years ago I suggested that Snutovpyds understood — one should
~ add ‘by Platonists’ — as one who works on the world suggested the meaning
for Geovpyds ‘one who works on the gods’.7 Given the free—for-all conditions
of Greek etymologising, I would still maintain that that is at least a possibility.
The interpretations that have found most favour, are, however, others, that
of Psellus that it means, in some sense, making into a god,® or, alternatively,
that it involves somehow becoming godlike by ritual means. G. Shaw in a
recent article has suggested that theurgy be defined as ‘the ritual manifestation of
divine powers’, by which, as the continuation of his discussion shows, he
means divine powers in human persons,® thus coming close to Bidez’ — and
Psellus’— understanding. While this might (7 6) be correct, it is not readily
suggested by the stem Beoypy - itself. In fact the difficulty of pinning down its
meaning is-a persistent problem, as appears from the latest treatment by R.
- Majercik, in the introduction to her edition of the Oracles.10
Notoriously these and the later Neoplatonic texts in which the words appear do
not always make it clear just what feovpyla is, or what a Geovpyds does.11 1 do not
propose to reopen that question and conduct a lengthy re-examination of the relevant
texts here. Instead I shall Jook primarily at the words themselves. Of course, as is, or
should be, well known, the etymology of a word — like etymology — does not
necessarily provide a key to its meaning except in the particular context in which it
first acquired it, even if that can be found.12 All it does is make a historical statement
about a word, which may or may not be a guide to its meaning at any given time.13
But in so far as those who coined the term Geoypyds will have had some sense of the
meaning of such words in Greek, it may be of interest to look more closely at their
history. There are two — or three — kinds of -€pyos compounds, viz. -epyosy-
€pybs and another with -o- vocalism, -opyos. Semantically the orginally different

6 This is traced, for Mycenacan and the first millennium of ‘Greek’, by F. Bader, Les
composés grecs du type demiourgos (Paris, 1965),
7 De Jamblique d Proclus. (Geneva, 1975 [Entretiens sur I’ Antiquité Classique 217), p. 100, in the
discussion of E. gles Places” paper on religion in Iamblichus, a suggestion not well received by the speaker,
8 Michael Psellus, De omnifaria doctrina 74, (ed. L. G. Westerink, (Utrecht, 1948) = PG
CXXII 721D-723A. '
9"I‘hel.lrgy as demiurgy: lamblichus’ solution to the problem of embodiment’, Dionysius 12 (1988), 39,
10 The Chaldaean Oracles. Text Translation and Commentary. (Leiden, 1989 [Studies in Greek
and Roman Religion 5]), p. 22
11 The word is also used by Christian writers, cf. Lampe s.v., but their usage is,
unsurprisingly, not much help here.
12 Cf. e.g the now classic article by E. Benveniste, ‘Problmes sémantiques de la reconstruction’,
Word 10 (1954), 251-64, or, more generally, S. Ullmann, The Principles of Semantics. (Glasgow
— Oxford, 1959 [Glasgow University Publications LXXXIV 2y, pp. 171203,

‘... .astatement about spatio-temporal sequences’ Y, Malkiel, ‘How English dictionaries

present the etymology of words of Romance origin’, in R. Burchfield ed., Studies in
Lexicography (Oxford, 1987), p. 179,
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in-¢ and -epy6s had already merged in Homer.14 Any compound having
gnl;ei;n me)ze)?as seoondi{frient and an -0~ stem noun as the first would, of course, be
indistinguishable once both loss of-£- and contraction had taken place, but the
Mycenaean forms of such words usually show the -o- grfzde forms. ‘

One cannot, of course, expect that the Greeks at the time qf whogver invented the
name & Beoupyés for the wretched Julian were aware of the d.1stxnct10n, though some
grammarians may have been — and some might have noticed t‘hat Fhe surviving
uncontracted forms of words like Snuovypyds ended in -€pY0s. Hlsmngany @s apd
other endings are misleading, and must come under suspicion of l?emg artificial
post-contraction recreations no better than such as éood‘uq, though unlike tl.lat group,
which are manifestly fakes, Snioepyds does not betray its status. The evidence for
that is to be found on the Mycenaean tablets. These. provide examples of both the -
Fepyos: and -F opyos: types, showing words ending in -we-ko and -wo-.ko. SUCh'?hre
ku—ru—-so—-wo—ko and to—ko—so-wo—ko (both nom.pl.: kkrusoworgoi, goldsmi 1s
[PY An 207}, and toxoworgoi, bowmakers [PY An 26)), a—pu—ko-wo—ko gen. pl.
ampukoworgoi, headbandmakers!3 or perhaps fenceworkers [PY Ad 671]) and,
from the less common —we—ko type, pi—ro-wefko (philowergos, a name [PY
Tn389]).16 Always assuming that these interpretations!’ are correct, we have here
already two slightly different senses for —f opy- compounds: whﬂ; toxoworgoi may
have made bows, khrusoworgoi cannot have made the gold but, since we are hardly
likely to be dealing with Pylian alchemists, must have worked on it. ,

If the word Beoupyeiv does mean something like ‘to operate on the god§ then
it would have the same sort of sense as words like kuﬂ—ru—slo—wo—ko, that 1s, one
who works on the object or material signified by the nominal form (77 ) Whl(;:‘l
forms the first part of the compound. On the other hand 817/.uoupyés", which might
appear to be relevant to discussion of Heoupyés‘, probably has a dxfferentd sense?,

since Snuto— is a nominal form with adjectival force, so that the wor n;;m
naturally means one who does Sijzos—pertaining things.18 It may, of course, S(;
mean one who works on these,!9 but that would hardly describe the activities o

14 Cf_ E. Risch, Wortbildung der homerischen Sprache? (%erlin/Ne\y York, 1974), 1;;.207

15 So Ventris-Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek? (Cambridge, 1973), p.156. -

16 And, incidentally, a testimony 0 the longevity of Greek naming practices, since we

biaémovor atﬂleendt)fotl(r:hapemd.d' L .. 180

17 Gj is and Chadwick, ibid. p. 180. . '

18 g;‘:nwzys:ﬁl?now not oaly that Snuiovpyds and feoupyds are fqrmally dxfgerem, sm;:e

feovpyds has as its first element a noun, but that if it were to be equivalent 1o {wwéﬁf Osg

we should expect the non-existent *fecovpyds. Beoypyds cannot be a ::s\: ou;:;nloss of

*GeLoupyds because the word was coined far 1o late for it to have been affe;c 1 y oss

intervocalic— from 6e1o-, and *@esovpyds would in any case have been likely to surv y
ith fetos, itseif <*thes—ios. )

?ga};(;grymo'herw i wes\;r of the meaning of Snyucoupyds see L. R. Pahper, &wxaeanbasm mggzt.;

from Pylos’, TPhS (1954), 4345, who thinks they are worker; on 6‘!;1.05‘ _d, b glo nect ona

Hittite law code which is not obviously relevant; P‘.Chantra‘me, Dz_cuonrfa.lreb u;ymw e%'lsg e e I

langue grecque 1 (Paris, 1968), s.v. Snwowpyds, d&ecpbw Lf"le 1@& as mgex;xous 412;)(; : 3

not actually disprovable; cf. also K. Murakawa, ‘Demiurgos’, Historia 6(1957),412-15.
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those who are said to be Snuiovpyol in early post-Mycenaean Greek, that is in
Homer and the somewhat later Homeric Hymn to Hermes. The list of
Snuovpyol, of Snutoypyol &acy, at Odyssey 17. 383-85 consists of seers,
doctors, carpenters and poets, and even if carpenters do work on a material, the
material is certainly not &fju—. Similarly at 19. 135 it is heralds who are
described as Snueoupyol, and they if anyone are the people’s workers. In the
Hymn to Hermes, the sense of Snutovpyol is less clear. At line 98 we have
raya & &pfpos éylyvero Snuiovpyds. The meaning of these words is
disputed, but at the risk of being accused of literal-mindedness, not necessarily
a damning accusation in connection with texts of this kind, one might say that
dawn does nothing. Nevertheless Hesychius took Snuioypyds to mean ‘which
does work’, namely warming things and bringing them to their end,290
apparently followed by Cassola who translates ‘1’alba operosa’, though his
note, ‘che spinge gli uomini al lavoro’,2! indicates a different sense, and is more
likely to be correct, as is Allen and Sikes’ ‘which starts men on their work’,22
making Snutovpyds an adjective meaning to do with work, with the original
sense of ‘pertaining to the people’ now becoming weaker.

That sense, was, of course, maintained in a number of Greek dialects,
where it was the name of magistrates, e.g. Sautopyol at Delphi, Elis and
Mantinea and on some of the islands, including some that spoke an Attic—Ionic
form of Greek,?? thus diverging from the Attic semantic development to cover
artisans and no longer ‘professionals’ — the Odyssean carpenters being an
exception — of the kind listed by Homer: it may not be well known to ‘ancient
philosophers’ that in Athens Snucoupyol probably formed a distinct ‘class’
alongside the evmatpldar and the variously named dypotkot or yewpyol.24
According to Strabo (8. 7. 1) four classes were instituted by Ion, priests,
farmers, Snucovpyol and guards, gikakes, a legendary organisation reflected in
the antediluvian Athens of Plato’s Critias (112B).25

All that notwithstanding, the sense of craftsman is, of course, the one which
the word has in the Timaeus, the work which probably filled more of the
Neoplatonists’ brain cells than anything except Plato’s Parmenides. One would
have to say that the craftsman in question was far superior to any who might

W3 v. 6 fitos, 8T mdvra méooer xal Telelbi
21 R, Cassola, Inni Omerici (Milan, 1975), ad loc.
;; T. W. Allen and E. E. Sikes, The Homeric Hymns (London, 1904), ad loc.
In the latter case the form would, of course, be 8fjuc~ rather than Saui—-ovpyol Cf. C. D.
Buck, The Greek Dialects (Chicago, 1955), p. 134 with glossary entry, p. 355; for Elis and
Mantinea see Thucydides 5. 47; cf. also LS/ s.v. demiourgos, 11.
24 These classes are tied up with Athenian legend, and appear in Aristotle’s account of the
aftermath of Solon’s reforms Ath. Pol. 13.2. On the Snuiovpyol, and their infrequent
appearance, see P. J. Rhodes, A commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia
{Oxford,1981), pp. 1f., 78f. and, on 13. 2, pp. 183f.
E. Benveniste, Le vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes (Paris, 1969), 1 288-91,
sees in this and other quadripartite organisations a reflex of an Indo-European social structure.
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normally have been described by the word in Classical Athens. In fact the word
is uncommon in fourth-century authors other than Plato and Aristotle, and
seems to have passed from common literary use in the post—classical period:
almost all of its occurrences thereafter are in philesophical writers.(78)

Nevertheless we may assume that the Neoplatonists knew Greek literature
well enough to be aware of the earlier senses, and whatever reservation one
might have about some of them, it is certainly a proper assumption for Proclus,
given his attention to Homer and Hesiod.26

In later, post—Proclan, Neoplatonism the word hardly occurs. Damascius is
apparently an exception, and it would be no surprise if he were, but though he
refers fairly often to a feovpyds or Beovpyol the references are usually to them
as people who hold certain views, which Damascius will either report, or,
sometimes (e.g. at IT 204. 12-13 Ruelle) accept. Interestingly the noun
Beoupyla seems to be absent. Philoponus, on the other hand, does not use
Beoypy* at all and Damascius’ colleague Simplicius but once. Of other theurgy
words neither of them uses TeAearua). Simplicius uses lepamikds once, at In De
caelo libros 469. 4-11, where we read that our luminous2? soul-vehicle could
hear the harmony of the spheres if properly purified by one of three methods:
the third is leparikr} Teeoloupyla, which is probably something theurgic, but
possibly not something in which Simplicius himself believes since the whole
context is about views allegedly (my caution, not Simplicius’) held by
Pythagoras.28 Philoponus uses leparixrj only once, in a context which, as one
might expect in one of his Christian works, has nothing to do with theurgy?9;
the same is true of two instances of &ogop*, a word which Simplicius does not
use. Where he does use feoupy* the sense of operating on the gods is clear
enough. Thus in the Corollarium de Tempore of his Physics commentary
Simplicivs talks about Proclus® attitude to Jamblichus: Proclus tries to show not
only that he is a »ods but also a god, and to have him called into view by

26 Cf. in the first place In Cratyl., In Remp., In Tim., passim. On the question of the
correctness of the attribution of the Chrestomathy see now R. Lamberton, Homer the
Theologian. Neoplatonist allegorical reading and the growth of the epic tradition.
(Berkeley/LA/London, 1986 [The Transformation of the Classical Heritage IX]), p. 177, and
the references given in n, 51: Lamberton, ibid., notes a piece of dubious etymologizing of
&1ros meaning epic metre attributed to Proclus by Photius, cod. 239 = V 156, 8-11 Henry. A.
D. R. Sheppard, in ‘Tamblichus on Inspiration: De Mysteriis III 4-8°, a paper given to the as
yet unpublished Liverpool conference on Iamblichus, 24-26. 9. 1990, notes that Iamblichus
has etymology in mind in his discussion of another theurgy term, feogopla, in De Myst. 3.
7 = 107, 5ff. Des Places, and draws attention to des Places’ note on an earlier section of the
same chapter where he takes Iamblichus’ remarks on €vfovoiaouds to be ‘d’apres
I’étymologie’.

27 The reading adroetéés in line 7 — 16 alroeidés abrod xal otpdviov Synua - is
surely a mistake for the standard adyoetdés, the simplest of majuscule mistakes.

28 Areference to 7} "Avodpios Beoroyia atIn Phys. 643. 27 is to a point of physics.

29 pe Opific. Mundi 197, 10-12 Reichardt
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thqurgists (795. 3-7). That Iamblichus is mentioned here is significant in so far
as 1t seems to have been only he and his closest — intellectually — followers who
held that the concept and practice were of great importance to philosophers. At
least, if the Neoplatonists after Proclus were interested in, or practised, theurgy.
they have not told us much about it, and given the length of their writings’
together with a sometimes dubious sense of relevance, the virtual silence o%
most of them is surely not without significance.

Mqre surprising is its rather infrequent appearance in the philosophical work
of Syrianus, or rather what we have of it in either its reflection in Hermias’
PMus commentary, or in the extant books of the Metaphysics commentary.
Syrianus can hardly be accused of being so scholarly a commentator on Plato
?.nd Aristotle that he would have had nothing to do with such nonsense. What is
interesting is that we find so much of it in the work of his devoted pupil
Proclus,30 suggesting perhaps that it was Proclus himself rather than Syrianus
or ?Iutarch who was mainly responsible for the insertion of Iamblichus into the
mainstream of late antique Platonism, a possibility reinforced by the lack of
explicit reference to Syrianus indicated by the ‘Index of Ancient Texts Quoted’
in J. M. Dillon’s edition of the remains of Iamblichus’ expositions (79) of
P!atp.“ There is only a single reference to him, and that to the In Hermogenem.
Similarly B. Dalsgaard Larsen’s wider collection of lamblichean material finds
only one extract in Syrianus,32 though that is from his Metaphysics
commentary, where he cites Iamblichus on the Parmenides.33 We must not,
however, think of Syrianus as being simply opposed to theurgy, since there is
an extensive discussion of it under one of the other names the Neoplatonists
used for it, namely 7eAeoTikrf, in Hermeias’ commentary on the kinds of
madness, in Phaedrus 244A-245A (In Phaedrum 84. 17-97. 27 Couvreur,
passim).34 Moreover, Damascius in his Phaedo commentary gives Syrianus
with Jamblichus and Proclus as examples of those who privilege theurgy.35

30 Cf. e.g. Proclus, In Parmenidem 1061. 20-31 Cousin2. The reference to his teacher is in
the standard form for Syrianus. For the identification cf. oo the note ad loc. in G. Morrow and
J. M. Dillon’s translation (Princeton, 1987).

31J. M. Dillon, Iamblichi Chalcidensis In Platonis Dialogos Commentariorum Fragmenta
(Leiden, 1973).

32 B. Dalsgaard Larsen, Jambligue de Chalcis. Exégéte et philosophe (Aarhus, 1972), II
Appendice: Testimonia et fragmenta exegetica.

33 In Metaph. 38. 36-39

34 This section of Hermeias and its importance for the relation between the views of Syrianus
and Proclus , is discussed by A. D. R. Sheppard, ‘Proclus’ attitude to theurgy’, CQ n.s. 32
(1982), 214-218.

35 [Olympiodotus] In Phaedonem 123. 3-6 = L. G. Westerink, The Greek Commentaries on Plato’s
Phaedo .11 Damascius. (Amsterdam/Oxford/New York, 1977 [Verh.d. Kon, Nederlandse Ak. d. Wet.
Afd, Lett. n.s. 93 1), 172. 1-3, p. 105. Westerink, ad loc., notes that Damascius lists these three as
those to whom Isidore paid special attention, Vit. Isid. fr. 77.
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It would, of course, be interesting to know what was the attitude of Proclus’
and Syrianus’ teacher Plutarch, not least because he more than anyone else
seems to have rekindled an interest in Neoplatonic philosophy at Athens, the
centre which has often, if wrongly, been accused of being excessively addicted
to the wilder Tamblichean kind of Neoplatonism — in contrast with the more
serious attitude of Alexandria.36 In the introduction to her recent and very
welcome edition of the fragments of Plutarch D. P. Taormina devotes a section
to Plutarch and theurgy in which she uses the information we have about
theurgic practices being passed down in Neoplatonic families — families
including both families in the strict sense and those who were treated as such —
as the basis for the assertion that Plutarch must have engaged in all the practices
which Marinus (Vita Procli 28) attributes to Proclus, hardly a safe conclusion
unless one assumes that theurgic practice was invariable in a way that the
philosophy of the practitioners was not.37 Moreover, though transmission via
Plutarch may be indicated by the text of Marinus, it could mean that Plutarch’s
daughter Asclepigeneia learned all this stuff from Nestorius and passed it on to
Proclus, namely that the pater from whom she acquired her knowledge and
skills was not her actual parent.38 In this connection we should note that
Plutarch does not appear in Damascius’ lists of enthusiasts for theurgy.*?

But the history of theurgic practice is fortunately not our subject now. Without
going into that, we can safely say that the practitioners either thought they were
doing something to the gods, or, as most of the more recent investigators think,
making themselves more like them??, and so, in a loose sense, making gods. Both
these senses are closer to the original Greek use of noun —epyo-/-opyo-
compounds than to the early meaning of Snutoupyds only in its special Platonic
significance does the latier have anything in common with — one possible view of
— the activities of the Geotpyds, and then not very much.

36 On this largely if not entirely unjustified contrast cf. I. Hadot, Le probléme du
Néoplatonisme alexandrin: Hiéroclés et Simplicius (Paris, 1978), passim; H. J. Blumenthal,
*John Philoponus: Alexandrian Platonist’, Hermes 114 (1986), 314-35.

37 D. P. Taormina, Plutarco di Atene. L'Uno, I' Anima, le Forme. (Catania, 1989 [Symbolon
8 1), pp. 42-44: “le pratiche che egli [sc. Marino] attribuisce esplicitamente a Proclo devono
necessariamente (my italics) far parte del patrimonio culturale di Proclo’, ibid. p.44.

38 Cf, R, Masullo’s note on the relevant passage of ch. 28 in her edition, Marino di Neapoli,
Vita di Proclo (Naples, 1985), p. 143.

39 See above, and note 35. G. Fowden, ‘The pagan Holy Man in late antique society’, JHS
102 (1982), 39, speaks of ‘the two masters, Plutarch and Syrianus, who were to initiate him
(sc. Proclus) into theurgic Neoplatonism’.

40 Cf, e.g. Shaw, “Theurgy as Demiurgy’ (see n. 9), 40-41.
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PLUTARCH’S EXPOSITION
OF THE DE ANIMA AND THE PSYCHOLOGY
OF PROCLUS

From the beginning of Neoplatonism the unity of the person
had been a problem. In Plotinus the soul broke in two in the
middle, at the level of phantasia which he doubled, and also
tended to fly apart at the ends, where the intellect temained in
the intelligible at the upper end, and the vegetative soul at the
lower belonged, at least sometimes, to the world soul rather
than the individual soul*. That such difficulties should arise
among Platonists is not surprising, since they necessarily had to
account for the way an immatetial soul could deal with both
intelligible and sensible forms of cognition and activity : the
more careful they were to do this accurately, the more liable
they were to run into problems of coherence and consistency.
As often in later Neoplatonism, some of the theories that were
put forward may be seen as new approaches to questions which
had been left unsolved, or made mote acute, by Plotinus. The
purpose of this paper is to look at some of the views of Proclus,
and where they can be ascertained, his master Plutarch, about
the human soul, with special reference to the way in which they
dealt with matters affecting its central faculties.

! On these problems, cf. my Plotinus® Psycholog y (The Hague 1971), 27 . and 89 f,
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Before going any further it might be as well to disclaim two
extreme views about Plutarch which are possibly attractive but
probably misleading. One, that Proclus simply followed
Plutarch’s views about the soul, which he learned either directly
by reading the Phaedo and De anima with him as a young
student ?, or indirectly through Syrianus. The other, which
has been put forward by R. Beutler in his Pauly-Wissowa article
on Plutarch, that Plutarch somehow stood aside from the wilder
tendencies of contemporary Neoplatonism and offered a straight-
forward interpretation of Aristotle in a commentary on the De
anima from which most of the cleatly identifiable information
about him is derived through the commentaries of Simplicius
and Stephanus (Ps.-Philoponus) 2. Though it has been asserted
that much material from Plutarch has been absorbed into subse-
quent commentaries on both Plato and Aristotle 3, it is not easy
to identify such material and I do not propose to make the
attempt now. I should merely like to say that Simplicius
disagrees with Plutarch sufficiently often — on neatly half the
occasions where he cites him — for it to be totally unsafe to
assume that anything in him is detived from Plutarch in the
absence of firm and specific proof that it is. Therefore nothing

that is not actually labelled as the opinion of Plutarch will be
taken to be such.

One further general point must be made about Plutarch,
This is that all the evidence on his thought — as opposed to

1 Cf. Marinus, Procl. 12,

® R. BeUTLER, Plutarchos von Athen, in RE XXI 1 (1951), 963 f., and, with some
reservations, Porphyrios, in RE XXII t (1953), 309. He is followed by E. EvRaRrDp,
Le maitre de Plutarque d’Athénes et les origines du néoplatonisme athénien, in
Ant. Class. 29 (1960), 391-7; cf. also K. PRAECHTER, Syrianos, in RE IV A 2
(r932), 1737. For another view see H. D. SaFFrEY — L. G. WESTERINK’S intro-
duction to the Budé edition of Proclus, 7 béologie platonicienne (Patis 1968), p. XLVII.
3 R. BeuTLER, Plutarchos von Athen, 963 ; Dbace Beutler, Plutarch’s suggestion to

Proclus about a Phaeds commentary (Marin. Procl, 12) tells us nothing about his
mfluence on any other commentary.
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biographical and largely anecdotal material in 'Darr%ascius’ Life
of Isidore and Matinus’ Life of Proclus — is contained in commen-
taries. It is therefore arguable that most if not all of the state-
ments about his views which we have are about his views on
the interpretation of Plato ot Aristotle rather than reports about
his own opinions, and that we cannot properly assume that the
former represent the latter. I hope however we may agtee that
they do. If it needs argument, I have arguefi the point else-
where !, and should merely like to say two things bnefiy [ow.
First, that on the controversy about the position of the intuitive
intellect, an area where we are relatively well informed, it can
be shown that commentators” positions reflect their own opi-
nions : in fact views which are given as the opinion of commenta-
tors on Aristotle are sometimes views which were not originally
offered as such at all. Second, that Aristotle as well 'as.Plato
and the Neoplatonists themselves were seen to be aiming at
expressions of a single truth, so that a commentary on Aristotle
was simply not a place for expressing anything other than what
one took to be the truth, an attitude best shown b5f the to us
shocking statement of Simplicius in the introduction to his
Commentary on the De anima that he Would- try to expf)und
Aristotle sticking as closely as possible to the views of Iambhcihus
and the truth itself: ...wavrdyov 38 xard Shvapv i T6V n?ayﬁl.arm\:
dvreyopbve anBelag watd hy "lapfhixou &v tolg iSlowg abTeb Tepl
duxdie ouyypdupxow Sehynow (p. 1, 18-20 Hayduck). On the bg.s1s
of the situation outlined we may perhaps make the following
working assumption : if there is no substantial diff('irence between
a thinker’s opinion about Aristotle and his own v1cw.—unless he
explicitly expresses disagreement Wit'h Ium—t%len 1f Plutarch
expresses a view on a passage in Aristotle which differs from
Proclus’ views on the same subject, Proclus and ?lutarch them-
selves disagtee about the point in question, and vice versa.

1 Cf. my « Neoplatonic elements in the de anima commentaries », in Phronesis 21
(1976).
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On these assumptions, let us return to Plutarch, and try to
assess the nature of his approach to psychology as manifested
in the testimonia to his comments on the De anima. Here the
picture presented by R. Beutler, and subsequently accepted, in
general, by E. Evrard, requires some adjustment. R. Beutler
sees Plutarch as being in most matters a faithful transmitter of
the outstanding achievement of Alexander, and in particular of
Alexander’s interpretation of specific texts!. The exception
which R. Beutler notes is their disagreement about mous. Plutarch
did not accept that the De anima referred to a mous other than
the human one ®. This, as R. Beutler recognised, is in itself a
matter of far-reaching importance. But the differences are by
no means confined to this one point. To begin with, there is
an important difference of principle : Philoponus (Iz de an. p. 21,
20-23 Hayduck) tells us that Plutarch accused Alexander of
pfetendjng to comment on Aristotle while in fact expounding
his own views, a strange accusation from a Neoplatonist which
we might take to mean that Alexander was too close to Aristotle
and not close enough to Plato. Be that as it may be, it does tell
us clearly enough that Plutarch did not see himself as a mere
.transmittcr of results achieved by Alexander, for the complaint
is about Alexander’s treatment of the whole mpaypateta, and not
justa single text. And when we look at detailed reports of their
opinions, we find that on other occasions, including 2 classifica-
tion of various meanings of nous in Aristotle?, Plutarch disagrees
v.v1th Alexander. These are usually matters of detailed explana-
tion of a text. That, according to R. Beutler, was Plutarch’s
style 4,. but the same might be said of Simplicius, Philoponus,

Ps.-Philoponus, that is Stephanus, or others. Even if it were
not so, one would expect that reports of a commentator’s

Y Plutarchos, 963 £,

® Philop. Jfn ds an. p. 536, 2-5 Hayduck.
3 Ibid., p. 518, 9 f.

* Plutarchos, 964.
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opinions should normally refer to matters of detail, for it is
after all on these that one goes to 2 commentary for help.

Even Proclus’ style of commentary does not ignore such
matters, though it allows for a great deal besides. And if one
were to be dependent on reports in the Aristotelian commen-
tators for knowledge of Proclus, and happened to have only
someand not others— it is after all only two of the commentaries
which furnish the bulk of our evidence about Plutarch — one
might form a similar impression of Proclus himself. Thus in
Philoponus” Commentary on the Posterior Abnalytics three of the
four passages in which we have reports of Proclus contain
detailed discussions of texts : the fourth is simply a reference
to Proclus’ work on a geometrical subject . On the other hand
if one looks at Simplicius® Commentary on the De caelo one would
get a rather different view of Proclus’ procedures. There about
half the references give us Proclus’ specific views on the point
under discussion, as opposed to his opinion on 2 matter that
may be relevant to the issue in band, but few of these contain
actual discussion of the meaning of the Greek. Part of the reason
for this may be that the material in question comes not from a
commentary by Proclus on the Atistotelian treatise, but from
remarks made by him in his own Timaeus commentary and else-
where. The other part may be the different way in which
Simplicius and Stephanus—from whose commentary on BookIII
most of the references to Plutarch come — cite their Neoplatonic
predecessors. Most of the reports of Plutarch’s opinion on the
interpretation of Aristotle’s Greek happen to come from Ste-
phanus, and far fewer from Simplicius and Priscian, and in this
commentary Stephanus does not cite Proclus at all. Thus it is
better not to assume that Plutarch’s method of exposition was
necessarily different from what Proclus’ method in expounding
the same texts would have been. That is not to make any infe-
rence, yet, about the matter.

1Pp, 113, 31 fl,; 160, 13 ff; 181, 19 £. and 129, 16 Wallies.
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To return to the question of Plutarch and Alexander. It may
or may not be true that Plutarch often agreed with Alexander.
Given the state of our evidence about both we cannot say how
often. But we can perhaps say that in many cases all commen-
tators are likely to have agreed with Alexander because he was
simply restating what was clearly the meaning of Aristotle’s
text, and that in those cases where we have their opinions cited
side by side there are enough disagreements to suggest the need
for some caution in describing Plutarch as a faithful follower
of Alexander’s intetpretation. It is true that on 2 number of
occasions they are quoted together as holding a certain opinion,
but one should at least consider the possibility that this is because
they alone had written extensive commentaries on some or all
of the De anima*. The matters on which they are teported to
have disagreed are not only matters of principle of the kind
suggested by Plutarch’s accusation of dishonesty, or the diffe-
rence about the status of the soul or souls discussed in the
De anima, as reflected in their divergent views on the status
of noss in that work, but also on points of more limited scope,
the meaning of a passage or the interpretation of a particular
sentence. We have, it must be admitted, only a single cleat case
of each, but there is no teason to think that there will not have
been others as well. What we have ate these. In the first category
we have Simplicius expressing his preference for Plutarch over
Alexander on the interpretation of the words o 8% xivody sxai

xwvolpevoy 16 dpextikéy 2. Plutarch said that Aristotle meant that
the dpextich) &vépyeir Was a xiviowe with Aristotle speaking
Platonically — perhaps we should say Neoplatonically —and that
the xivoig was mowrich and not madnrich, another way of descri-
bing whata Neoplatonist meant by évépyeia. Alexander’s rejected
(by Simplicius), though clearly correct interpretation, was that the

1 Cf. my « Iid Tamblichus write 2 commentary on the ds anima? », in Hermes 102
(1974), 540-546.
2Dean 433 b 16 £,
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Bockre is moved xata oupBefrnde (Sirr}pl. In de an.p. 302, 239 H)
'This passage is worth more than its nur?encal weight, for it
exhibits a characteristic which we might in any case expect to
find, namely that Alexander gave the simp'le Aristotelian expla-
nation of a text which Plutarch Neoplatonised. There may z.llso
have been a difference about how we perceive that we perceive.
According to one of two conflicting reports which we must
discuss in more detail 3, Plutarch and Ale?cander both said
that it was done by xowy alsfivoi, according to the other,
Plutarch ascribed this function to the hoywxy guyd, probably
to doxa®. . o
In the second category we have a discussmg on 2 point in
Aristotle’s section about what has which faculties. Dxf\ﬁcultl?s
arose over the meaning of ... ody ofév 7 8¢ abua Exew (.LE?J &Lulx“r]v
xad volv xpurtxdy, alofnow 8% uy Exewv uy wovinov G, yewwrrov 3¢ -
M iy 0082 dyéwnrov- Sk i yap ody Eel ] ’or, as some read lt]:;
Suk o v&p vy % The latter was Alexander’s way and h‘? too
Auristotle’s meaning to be 8wk i yap &g xlolnow, Interpreting, as
Stephanus puts i, époruerindds. Plutarch togk the o\pp??xfe
view — thv dvavriay Badiaxg —and took the quest'lon as Swx Tt vyap
oby, &er alafnowy T8 odpdwviax on the grounds that it was n.c();: 'bettcr
for a body not to be so endowed. Alexander had'sal it was
better neither for body or soul to have sense-perception (Philop.
In de an. p. 595, 36-596, 18 H.). As Stephanus says below th;y
read the text differently, and as he points out at some len-gt ,
the point rested on 2 difference between Platonists andbAnsto~
telians (p. 596, 36 f£.). So here too we have a contrast et\xlr.een
Plutarch the Platonist interpreter and Alexander the Aristote lafx,
a difference which also appears, and was seen to appear, In
Plutarch’s opinion that Aristotle thought children have vobg

1 See below pp. 134 ff.
2 Philop. I 4 an. pp. 465, 24 f. and 464, 20-25 H.
3 Dean. 434 b 3-5.
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o £ ' We may take it then that Plutarch’s approach was
not utterly at variance with contemporary Neoplatonic trends
and that he was not, as Themistius had been, an upholder of
true Aristotelianism in his interpretation of the De anima.

It does not of course follow from this conclusion either that
Plufarch’s views were simply the conventional views of his time
or in particular that Proclus can be expected to agree Wit};
Plutarc}‘z on all points of interpretation of Aristotle’s De anima
or on his view of the soul —as we have suggested before there
Is not much difference between these. That there is unlikely
to be any difference between a Neoplatonist’s interpretation of
Plato and his own views hardly needs to be said. And in this
area we do find some points of disagreement, to be precise in
the interpretation of the Phaeds. “Olympiodorus’” Commentar
on the Phaedyp gives us the only two reports of Platonistfvieszl
I have been able to discover where Plutarch and Proclus appeat
together as the holders of different opinions. Oneis ona general
Phllosophical point, the other on a piece of detailed interpreta-
tion. The first, which clearly need not be taken from exposlijtiom
of tl}e text which “Olympiodorus™ (in fact Damascius) is disl
cussing, namely Phaeds 69 e-70a, gives a list of opinions about
130w~ much of the soul is immortal ... of St péxpr Tie dhoylag
fng, Tév pev madadiv Eevoxpdtig xal Lmebairmoc, thv 8% vsm‘répm\:
[apPryog wat Miodrapyoe: of 8¢ wéxpr wbvng e hoyiedig, Gg Ilpé-

xhog vl Tlopodolog (p. 124, 13-20 Norvin) 2. It is ir,lterestin

that on this point at least, and a point of some importanceg
Plutarch lines up with Iamblichus while Proclus agrees'witli
Porphyry — or at least stands between them — not what one
would expect if Plutarch were in all matters a representative of

1 pLs
inlt’el'ur;c:gat[;(z)jersz. ;;p glﬁt 20 ﬂ' and 519, 34 ff. A further difference of detailed
erpretation n y ;‘c. e.md Simpl. In de an. p. 160, 7-13 H., where Simplicius
doe wou]}; rlOct:xp ft dlsagrécment, but Plutarch’s explanation of De an. 422 b
: make sense if he accepted Alexander’s reading of the passage

The commentator may have over-simplified, .

11 pp. 234-8 Dichl. cf. Proclus’ own account, In 77,
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a more sensible kind of Neoplatonism than that represented by
Tamblichus and Proclus. That may be true in other areas, like
metaphysics, where Plutarch probably did stand closer to
Porphyry than to his more immediate predecessors *. We might
also notice in passing that on this point at least Proclus’ view
is closer to what may have been Aristotle’s than is Plutarch’s,
how close depends on what xoyuxh was intended to covet here.
The second text from Olympliodorus is concerned with the
interpretation of Phaeds 66 b : who are the speakers? Plutarch
said if they were yviiouor puhéoopor, how could they endure the
=d0n vév moarév?  Proclus said that they were the yviotot
pndoogor but that the néfn Plato was talking about were those
of men in general (p. 104, 18-23 Norvin). This is hardly a
significant or very informative difference. It serves only to
confirm that Proclus could disagree with Plutarch. Here he did
so even where we know they studied the dialogue together :
Plutarch, according to Marinus (Procl. 12), told the young
Proclus that if he published their discussions of the Phaedo and
De anima be would have his own commentary on the Phaedo.
It might be as well to say at this point that there is no suggestion
in Marinus that these readings also led to a commentary on the
De anima by Proclus, and no other evidence that Proclus
produced such a commentary — or at least that he published one,
since it is likely enough that he did lecture on the De anima
as part of the usual introductory course on Aristotle. It is not
impossible however that he simply used Plutatch’s commentary,
either for the whole of the De anima, or for such parts as it
covered, and merely pointed out places where he himself held
2 different view. One’s assessment of the likelihood that Proclus
did adopt some such procedute depends on how close Plutarch’s
interpretation of Aristotle’s psychology —and so his own — was
to that of Proclus. To this question we must now turn.

L Cf. B. EvRARD, art. cit., 398 £. and P. Havor, Porphyre et Victorinus I (Paris
1968), 105.
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Let us start from the top. Here we can be brief. The contro-
versy between the Neoplatonists about the status of the human
intellect is well known. Plotinus, admittedly unorthodox, held
that the highest part of our soul does not descend !, while
Iamblichus, normally at least %, and Proclus thought otherwise ®.
Though the second became the commonly accepted view, we
cannot simply assume that it was universal, for Damascius took
Plotinus’ position ¢, Plutarch’s adherence to the same view as
Pf:oclus can however be deduced from Stephanus® reports in
his section on De anima 111 5. There we ate told that Plutarch
thought that the human intellect was single and that it thought
sometimes but not always: xod tobtov Tov dmhoby od Myer el
wfoﬁv‘rot, &M mote voobvra (Philop. /# de an. p. 535, 13-15 H.).
Since we know that at least part of Proclus® objection to the
Plotinian position was that it did not account for the fact that
intellection was intermittent but ought, according to him, to
entail permanent conscious intellection %, we may take it that
Plutarch’s position was much the same, and that he meant by a
single intellect the same as Proclus intended by having intellect
and reason as parts of the same Aoyueh uy#h, as opposed to
putting #ous and dianvia on different ontic levels. On this matter,
then, Plutarch and Proclus agree. Since their agreement lies in
h.olding a majority opinion, this would not be a matter of great
significance had not R. Beutler argued that Plutarch held the
Plotinian view . But, as E. Evrard suspected, the evidence
adduced by R. Beutler is probably not to the point ”. Stephanus’
remarks at Philop. /n de an. p. 553, 10-12 H., on which he

1Cf esp. IV 8, 8, 1-3.

% But cf. Simpl. Ju Cat. p. 191, 9 f. K.

3 Elem. theol. 211 ; In Parm. p. 948, 18 ff. Cousin ; In Ti., III p. 333, 28 ff. Diehl,
4 Pr, 400, Il p. 254, 3 . Ruelle.

8 Cf. Elem. theol. 211.

§ Plutarchos, 965 £.

T Art. cit., 393 n. 167,
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relied, need have nothing to do with the human #oss : hence
the comment 10 Ociov y&p xexwpLoTat.

More can be learnt about the relation between Proclus and
Plutarch from a study of their views of the soul’s faculties in
relation to each other, and in particular how the upper and
lower souls are linked. The difficulties involved in this issue
centre round the role of phantasia. In Plotinus the difficulties
had led to a duplication of this faculty. Plutarch and Proclus
seem to share a certain indecisiveness in this area. The next
section of this paper will discuss the apparently inconsistent
statements and reports of their views on the status and operation
of doxa and phantasia. 'That there are difficulties here in Proclus
has already been noted. In patticular M. Trouillard has pointed
out that, in the Timaesus commentary, doxa seems to have the role
later played by phantasia in the Commentary on Euclid 1. Closet
examination of the relevant texts will, however, tend to show
that we are not dealing with a straightforward development of
Proclus’ opinions, but that the situation is more complex than
at first appears to be the case. Plutarch presents similar pro-
blems.

Given the fact that 2 Neoplatonic soul splits in a way roughly
corresponding to functions involving or independent of the
body, problems are liable to arise at the point of junction. That
is perhaps obvious. The solutions offered were, however,
different. Plotinus’ duplication of the central faculty was clearly
unsatisfactory. His reasons lay partly in the requirements of
his eschatology : he wished the upper soul to retain memories
arising from the activities of the lower soul and at the same
time wanted to ensure that the upper soul had a power of
memory and imagination completely independent of the lower
to which this power propetly belonged. This particular problem
should not have arisen for Proclus since he did not admit the
permanent survival of the irrational soul. Plutarch did, and

1 Proclos, Eléments de théologie (Paris 1965), 34 0. 3.
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thus exposed himself to the difficulties which Plotinus had
er?countercd. It was perhaps to avoid these that he apparently
tried to show that phantasia could be double and yet not double
at the same time. Ps.-Philoponus reports as follows : Ty 8
pavrasiay Sty oletar Mhodrapyos xal td udv mépag adriic o éni
& &vm,,ﬁrow 7 dpyn adtiic, mépag atl Tol SavonTixed, Td 3% Ao
mépag adTig %opuph éfﬂ‘b tiv alotoewv (In de an. p. 515, 12-15 H.).
But for Plutarch this duality was not incompatible with unity :
a few lines below we are given the parallel Plutarch produceci
to account for its situation. The duality, which at first sight
appears to be one of being, is rather one of function. The
parallel Plutarch gave is of two lines, one from above and one
.frr?m bcf,low, meeting at a point : the point is one in so far as
it is a single point, but two in so far as it may be taken either
with the upper or with the lower line. This would suggest
?hat phantasia might similatly be taken as double in so far as it
is linked with what is above and below, but Plutarch seems to
have thought that it was double in a different sense. Having set
out the parallel of the lines meeting at a point he went on to say
oii-rm xak 7 pavasie Shvaron xal dg &v xat d¢ dbo AauBdvechar, Stér
':(‘nvt p.évu alafinrév 10 Sippnuévoy el & ouvaBpoller, Téy 8¢ Beleay
70 amholy xul g &v Tig elmor éwiatov el TOmoug ke xad Hopag
Sxpbooug dvaudrretar (#bid., 26-29) : here the point seems to be
t}.xat the faculty is agent and focus of both convergence and
divergence at the same time. As reported by Stephanus the
parallel is intended to illustrate the position of the upper limit
of the faculty which is in contact with the reasoning faculty :
c,nm:n Tb.é'wco uépos Tig gavtascing o ouvamTépevoy 6 SavonTing
domy (¢bid., 22-23), rather than the connection of pb‘antaxz'a with
higher and lower faculties.

In any case it is clear that, according to this testimon
Plutarch intended phantasia to be the centre of the soul irz'
Porders immediately on dianoia above and aisthesis below . Yet
in anothq passage of Stephanus it appears that a similar pc;sition
is occupied by doxa. There we are told that Plutarch said that
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it is the function of the hoyueh uyh to take cognisance of the
activities of the senses and that doxa is the means by which it
does so: gyot yap 87t xoerd 76 ETipov pépog e hoyixdig duydic, Snep
oty § 368, Tolro ylvetol. The reason, which appears to be
Plutarch’s, is that doxa links the rational and the irrational souls :
4 vp S6Ea, & xowbrarov pépos Tie JuyFe xal &mpov, cuvdmrer T
royuchy T dréye (In de an. p. 464, 23-7 H.). Since doxa must
come below dianoiz and is here stated to be in contact with the
senses, it would seem to occupy the same position in the soul
which phantasia occupied in the other passage. Have we then a
similar uncertainty about doxa and phantasia to that which appears
in Proclus? 'There is unfortunately 2 further difficulty about
Plutarch. In the course of the next page of Stephanus, where
he is still discussing how we perceive that we petceive, we read
that certain vedrepor dfnynrat, following neither Alexander not
Plutarch, 2nd rejecting Atistotle himself, said that such percep-
tion was the work of a Stvauwg rpooextix) which perceived not
only the activities of the senses, but also those of the higher
cognitive facultics. ~ These interpreters complained about
Plutarch saying that doxa was responsible, on the grounds that
it does not cognize the activities of nous, whereas there should
be one thing registering the activities of all the soul’s faculties.
"Though he accepts their mpoosxmxdy, our commentator dismisses
this complaint in the following words: rofra 3 Aéyovieg ob
xaryyopobar TIhoutdpyou od8uauol Yae adtdy ebpov Abyovra &7t 7
Svaug # aiaBavopévn +6v Evepyaldy Tav alobhoeav tie 36Eng Eartly,
G guppovel xard Tobto 76 "AreEdviog, Thy xowiy aloBnow xal
adtoe ainiduevos... (p. 465, 22-6 H.). How can one reconcile these
two reports? Even if in the first the word 36« was not used
by Plutarch himself, but the words énep &aiv % 36Ex were rather
the commentator’s gloss on b &mpov pépog Tig hoyudiis Juyiic,
and the sentence about 86Ex joining the irrational to the rational
soul were to be explained in the same way, we should still have
to say that Stephanus on p. 464 understood Plutarch to have
held a view for which he was blamed by the vedrepor nynrat
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and wrongly blamed in Stephanus’ opinion, because according
to Stephanus on p. 465, he did not hold it. One possible explana-
tion —and it is admittedly speculative — is that what we have on
P- 464 is a report taken from the text of one of the YEWTEQOL
EEnyyral themselves 1, while Stephanus’ statement on p. 465
relies on his own reading of a text of Plutarch other than the
one they used. That Plutarch changed his mind during the
course of his long career is, of course, quite possible.

Thus, given the lack of conclusive evidence, we cannot be
certain what Plutarch’s view was, or how the text of Stephanus
is to be explained. If, however, the view that the senses’ acti-
vities are perceived by doxa were one of two views that Plutarch
held, and one that he held towards the end of his career, having
perhaps substituted doxa for phantasia because of inherited diffi-
culties about the latter, and if, further, we are right in taking
the remark about doxa uniting the upper and lower souls as
his, then we might have here a connection between Plutarch’s
thought and the concept of doxa that appears in Proclus’ Timaens
commentary. That, as we know, was an early work 2, and so one
where it would be reasonable to expect that Proclus still held
views learned from his teachers, which he may subsequently
have altered. But before we can go further than merely suggest-
ing this as a possibility, we must attempt to clear up the role
of phantasia and doxa not only in the Timaeus commentary, but in
Proclus’ thought as a whole.

Here we are faced with two sets of problems, for neither
the status nor the role of these two powers is cleatly or consist-
ently described. Thus it is not surprising that the discussion
to Mme A. Charles’ paper on imagination to the Royaumont
congress reflected a feeling that the status of phantasia was unre-

1 So too R. BrutLER, Plutarchos, 966 ; Beutler, however, implies that Plutarch is
simply misteported.

% Cf. Marinus, Prod. 13.
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solved *. 'This is perhaps a feeling that adequately tepresents
the truth. The point is that any attempt to find a simple answer
to the question, “what did Proclus mean by gavrastia, and what
role did he assign to it?” is unlikely to succeed.

Let us then consider what sort of answer might be correct.
What is immediately clear is that in the Timaeus commentary
Proclus has much more to say about doxz and much less about
phantasia than in the other works 2. The import of his stat?ments,
however, is not clear. At first sight the usual view in this work
seems to be that the immediate neighbour of aisthesis on the
higher side is doxz. In the first place we have. Q.L.number of
passages which mention several faculties or activities, and do
not include phantasia between doxa and aisthesis, sach as I p. 257,
18 ff. Diehl. Of course we cannot be sure that any of these are
intended to be complete, even for that part of the soul which
they cover. In addition some of these texts expressly locate
doxa next to the sensitive faculty. So at /n Ti., 1 p. 248, 22-8
Diehl, we read : &erou 8¢ e 86Eng # alabnoic, péom piv xal adw
ofax 165 Te adofymptou xal THe S6Ene 75 udv ydp alobnmhplov perd
néBoue vrihapBhveray T@v alaBnTdv ... 7 88 36Ex yvdow Exew xolapdy
ndBoue, § 8t alabmarg petéyer uév Twg xal Tob ndBoug, Fxer O¢ 'rv.’ xocj.
yaoTixby, xafiboov évidpural 76 dofxoTing xai él)\o'tpns*:an map” abrol
xai yiveton hoyoeShe ... Further, one passage implies that ¢.1'0x'z1
belongs to the lower soul rather than the uppet .W'hcrc it is
clearly placed elsewhere ®. At II p. 247, 9-16 the joint of th.e
soul comes at the lowest part of the Swvoymixév and the summit
of the 3ofxomixév — this seems to indicate that <o Soiacn't-xév
belongs to the part of the soul in which aisthesis and the desires
are located, that is the part of which phantasia is normally the

Y [ 'imagination, mirair de §*dme selon Proclus, in Le Néoplatonisme, Colloques internat.
du C.N.R.S., Royaumont g-13. 6. 1969 (Paris 1971), 249-51.

2 Yt is evident that this is not merely a consequence of the subject matter of the
Timaens.

3Cf In 75,1 p. 223, 36 f5 In R, 11 p. 91, g £. Kroll; Oracles chaldaiques, fr. 2.
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highest part in Neoplatonic psychology in general and Proclus®
other works in particular.

T?xe passage from I p. 248 suggests that doxa petforms the
function which we might expect to be that of phantasia namely
th.e reception and transmission draBéc of what aisthesis p’erceives
W:Fhout such freedom from affection. That doxa has the same
objects as aisthesis is shown, if it needs to be, by a statement
two pages further on that there is a power supetior to aisthesis
namely doxa, punxéri 8 dpydvou yivdoxovsa, A& S govtHie ‘ro"c
alofhtd xal Thy maydmrte e alefhoewe &ravoplovpévn (I p. 250
?-8). Shortly before we find that doxa has the duty of passing’
Jud.gemf:nt on the data provided by sense perception, a function
which is perhaps more appropriate to the discursive reason
(I p. 249, 13 ff.). The point of mentioning this here is that doxa
appears to behave as an ordinary faculty of the Neoplatonized
Atistotelian type soul, rather than merely being a blanket term
for all modes of cognition relating to the sensible world such
as we should find were Proclus metely using it after the manner
of Plfzto. At II p. 310, 8-10 we find that doxa is explicitly
described as an activity tijg Sofasruiic duyic, though this passage
may be Jamblichus rather than Proclus , and in any case refcgrs
speciﬁc'&lly to the cosmic soul. We are also told that doxz is
the rat}onal soul’s link with the irrational. Proclus even says
tha,t this is generally accepted : 67t utv obv népac oti THe Aoyixdie
amdong Lofe xal br owvdnrerar mede T axpératov THe dAbyou
mohhag €0t tehpudnuévoy (I p. 248, 7-10) 2, ,

No.w if doxa is as cleatly connected with aisthesis as it appeats
to be in the texts we have mentioned, one consequence would
be that there is relatively little scope for phantasia. And in a
aumber of passages we find that phantasia is in fact very closely

! It is attributed to him b
] ibute ¥ B. DALSGAARD LARSEN, Jamblique de Chalei
d:ce': Testimonia ef fragmenta exegetica (Aarhus 1972), fr. 257{ and wi:h£:;;£i€2t
}3:101'15 by _]..M. DivvroN, Tamblichi Chalcidensis In Platonis dialogos commentariorum
ragmenta (Leiden 1973), fr. 59 : cf. his commentary on this fragment, pp. 340-2

 Cf. also In T4, 11l p, 286, 29 ff,, quoted below p. 141.
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linked with aisthesis, if not actually identified with it*. In an
account of which gods cause what in this world Proclus says
that while Hermes is the cause of the xwhoeg of phantasia, the
sun, which he has previously said is the maker of all the senses,
has made its odole, g wig obong alaBhssng xat eavraatas (In Ti.,
111 p. 69, 18-20 Diehl). Elsewhere it is not clear whether or not
phantasia and aisthesis are to be taken as separate Of as aspects
of one faculty : so at I p. 352, 28-32, discussing what we must
have for knowledge of the images of reality, he writes : debpelo
v&p xoi gaviactug xal aloffcewe xal dpydvev ZAAGY TGV TOMBY
Tpdg THY YvaGLY.

Thete are however a number of passages in the Timaeus
commentary which apparently include phantasia as a full and
independent faculty. At I p. 255, 9-13 there is a list of what
appeat to be powers which are moved by Jogos when it judges
their appropriate objects ... T& 82 Sofaatd xplvewv xivel xab Ty
S6fay, Th St gavracth TV avrxsiay, To 88 alabnra hy alofnow.
But a list of critetia ascribed to Plato on the previous page
teads : toig pdv vonyrols vodv ... Toig 3¢ Srvonmixolc Stdvoray, tolg 3¢
Soaaroic S6Eav, Toic 3% aleBnroic alobnow (p. 254, 25-7). Earlier
pavraoTin] yvdoug is considered, but rejected, as a candidate for
vémoig in vofioer petd Mbyow mepthamedy * (1 p. 244, 19 ff.). It is
however a candidate put up m6 mwev, and so the occurrence of
pavraatixd yvaowe here may not tell us anything about Proclus
himself. But at I p. 343, 3 ff. phantasia comes in 2 series of
faculties each of which may refute that below : émel xod alofnow
udv Endyyer pavracta, Sibt perd maboug yiveoxel xatd adyxptow 3
Sunprary, Gv adith xaBapedel: 365x B¢ gavraciav...

In addition there is a further group of passages, in which
phantasia is prominent, whose status is, or may be, different.

1 This has been noticed by W, O'NeiLL, Proclus, Akibiades I (The Hague 1965),
107 1323, who simply takes it as one of two senses of phantasia, the other being
that where phantasia is a faculty between reason and perception.

275 28 a.
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First we bave a list of entities or faculties which deal with
various kinds of object in different ways : 5 ydp aitd ywdoxer &
Bedg piv Hvopévag, volic 8¢ Shxdic, Abyog 8¢ xafohndde, pavracio S
gopq?m'rm&;, alobnoig 8¢ mabnuxic (I p. 352, 16-18). Now this
list immediately follows a reference to Porphyry and looks like
explanation of the view attributed to him that forms of know-
ledge are not characterised by the nature of their objects : rather
Talg T@v Ytvwoxbvrav Sapopals dAholog yiyveton Tiig yvdoews 6 Tpémog.
A. R. Sodano, who prints these words as a fragment? of
Porphyry’s Timaens commentary, stops the fragment there, but
the following words may well be Porphyry’s own explanation.
A similar question arises over a passage where Proclus reports
that Porphyry explains children’s good memory by saying that
their souls have less experience of human evil: gre olv uire
meptomdpeva whte Evoxhoduevar Od v Extde edrimwrov piv Exouot
o pavtasTixéy ... Proclus gives two further explanations involving
phantasia, and in all three it has the status of a faculty, The last
sentence of this discussion seems to sum up and take account
of the whole in a way which strongly suggests that it may all
be Porphyry, that is as far as ndoyovreg (I p. 194, 14-195, 8).
On this occasion again A. R. Sodano does not print the whole
text, but does express hesitation . In one further passage, at
I p. 395, 22 fl, we read of phantasia’s activities, xal phyv x«l %
pavractx oA Tepl T8 cdpa nabhuate drepydletar map’ abthy puévyy
Tiv dautiig évépyeiav. This point is developed at some length,
‘The remarks come in the course of a series of objections by
Porphyry against Atticus’ views on creation. Here it is quite
clear that the whole portion on phantasia is to be attributed to
Porphyry himself — this time A. R. Sodano prints the whole
section® — and that strengthens the case for taking the other

L A. R. SopaNo, Porphyrii In Platonis Timacum commentariorum fragmenta (Napoli
1964), fr. 45.

2 Fr, 25, and note ad Joc.

¥ Down to p. 396, 3 : fr. 51 = p. 38, 15-24.
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two texts as representing Porphyry’s views rather than Proclus’
own.

There is nevertheless a residue of passages which have

phantasia as a faculty and which appear to give Proclus” own
views. Some we have already cited, but the most important is
III p. 286, 29 ff. This passage, inconsistently with that which
puts the junction of the soul at the meeting-place of dianoia and
doxa, has doxa and phantasiz juxtaposed at the centre of the soul :
Eo yap Bhotg pdv Tig Aoyuxiig LwTig % 36Ea. xopuph 88 1) pavrasia T¥ig
Seutbpng, %ol ouvdmrouow dAMAaie i e 86k xal 4 pavracte xal
mpotiTan Suvdpewy % Sevtépu Tapk THe xpsitTovos. Yeta few lines
before Proclus has distinguished between an alofnowg peprom,
wdBeat oupuiyT wotoupéy T wplow, Evwhos and another which is
&orog, xxBapd, yvidag arabdfc, and has the same nature as phant-
asia : which it is depends on whether it operates internally or
externally. Does the existence of this set of texts mean that the
first group we have discussed merely omit phantasia but still
leave room fot it, in spite of indications to the contrary, ot do
we have here some evidence of doubt preliminary to a change
of view?

"That the latter may be the case is indicated by evidence from
Proclus’ other wotrks, and I should like to suggest that we can
see some traces of the change : if so, the last passage we have
cited, with its distinction of two kinds of aisthesis, one of which
is of the same nature as phantasia, may be a token of the way
the change took place.

For in the Alkibiadss commentary we find that aisthesis and
phantasia are clearly distinguished, while doxa and phantasia seem
to have come closer together. But again all is not clear. At
288, 5-8 (Creuzer) the reception of stimuli from aisthesis, phantasia,
doxa, thumos and epithumia is given as a cause of internal discord.
Here doxa and phantasia are separate, though the presence of
thumos and epithumia makes one wonder whether Proclus is in
fact treating them all as faculties rather than as acdvitics. But
at 140, 16 f. we are given a hierarchy of faculties : volg yép
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r:p.ocré.xm; Omép Srdvoray, Sudvora 3¢ dndp S6Eav el gavtasiav. That
f}us list ends as it does, rather than with xal 86Eav (or SbExv St)
Umip gavraociay, at least suggests that these two are taken together.
Furthf:r at 199, 5-8 we have a distinction between aisthesis
kl.’lo.WIn‘g things &viiws which are durérepov 2v TH eavracty, a
dlstfncnon which implies a substantial difference such as :o:ras
denied in the Timaeus commentary.

Sigfls of a similar process may be seen in the Cratylus commen-
tary, W’it%l an interesting addition. For here we find two passages
though in neither case part of 2 psychological discussion Whid;
.refer to &hoyog 86Ex. In the first Proclus says that while S’ocrates
1’s analogous to nous, Hermogenes is analogous to §\oyoq 86«
eprepévy ol dyafol, Callias to coparoadl pavracta xal Ewvlog
(In .Cra. 6'{, P- 29, 1-3 Pasquali). Here one is reminded of
Plotinus’ distinction between a first phantasia which is doxa and
anothFr mepl T6 xdtes dpudpd olov 86 1. In the second. 4 propos
applymg names according to different aspects of an :antityj;lc
Sxe‘mphﬁes Gomep el Tic Ty dhoyov SEav pavrasiay Tposcuyopsol
3§ <o voijw Sudvorey, mpdg &AAo xad dAhe BAémwv (113, p. 65, 13-1 )'
A_po.ssxble inference from these remarks is tl;at he,issnojv;
thinking of doxa as something much closer to Phantasia than to
T.he faculties of the rational soul with which he sometimes cla
Lt‘“. If this is correct the statement that doxa and pbaﬂtasiaszfz
virtually brothers, gua neighbours, which follows the first of
jchese two texts, may well signify mote than mete quasi-spatial
juxtaposition.  Another passage, where Proclus says that the
things above the heavens would not be pVNOVEUTE Xod Suk
pavraolog § 868ng % Savolag yvword (113, p. 66, 9 f.), does n :
show that doxa and phantasia should be taken t’oget.h,er :on tlcl)
other hand the absence of aisthesis here could indicz;te th:
DPhantasia was being taken with what comes above rather thai:

I 6, 4, 19-21. It should, h
L6, 4, . , however, b
irrational soul, cf. Plotinus’ nycba/ogy?rgz E noted, that both may belong o the

2 Cf. n 3 p. 137.

PLUTARCH’S « DE ANIMA» AND PROCLUS 143

below, that is, that it is being distinguished from aisthesis to a
greater extent than from doxa. Neither of these commentaries,
however, gives anything like a full treatment of the soul’s organi-
zation.
The Republic commentary contains the most comprehensive
scheme in Proclus of the soul’s faculties and activities. This
shows doxa and phantasia co-existing as two separate faculties,
one attached to the higher and one to the lower soul. As there
are dptkers and yvdosw in the uyh hoyuxd (including two kinds
of ¥pekg and yvédoug, one concerned with what is above, the
other with what is below), so irrational powers exist as images
of these,  piv pavraoTue) THe veyTieic, B 88 aloOnruey g
Sofacticic (I R., I p. 235, 2 ff. Kroll). As far as cognitive
faculties go we have approximately the same position as in the
passage from the Timaens commentary which gave doxa and
phantasia as the bottom and top of the two levels of soul. Nevet-
theless the usual situation in this commentary is roughly the
reverse of that in the Timaeus commentary : there too there is an
explicit list which contains both, but doxz is generally present
on occasions where several faculties ate mentioned, while phanta-
sia is most often absent, hete phantasia is generally present while
doxa more often is not. Thus at II p. 277, 18 f. there is a list
of critetia : xprrhpwx piv yap &rrooTa Abyoes xal volig, émruspéve 3
gavrasts val alofyow. Here doxa is not listed as a critical faculty
as it had been in the Timaeus commentary, not is it even given
as a correlative of aisthesis as one might expect from the first
In R. passage. It must of course be admitted that such lists
tend to be incomplete : thus at I p. 111, 19-22 vol, guyi) vosed,
pavracty and alcbyowg participate in different ways in 0gdg
peteyduevos ; doxa is absent, but then so is diaroia, and both could
be included in uyh vosed. And there are texts which may refer
to both doxa and phantasia. So at1p. 105, 5-9 we read : émol’ &zvar
Yip &v § ©& e Lwlig <tdn, totadryy dvdyin kol THY pé0eEwy yivesOou
2o wperttévavs wal of pdv voepdg TGV voepdv petéyoucw, ol 3¢
Sofastixde, of 3 gavractde, wud ol uév drabdc o Tad&y,
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ot 8 petplomalile, of 8¢ dumabig. But in such a context we
cannot, of course, be sure that Sofuorinéc and pavtasTinde impl
the existence of faculties. P

This commentary also discusses specifically whether or not
T ?&VT&O’TLK(’)V is the same as 5 aloOnminév. Proclus begins by
saying that it would seem that when it works externally it is
«lobymxéy, but when it retains what it has perceived then it is
povraotixév, Yet he concludes that they are different xar’ odotay
(I P 233, 3-16). And this is the reverse of the situation in the
T. imaeis commentary where we were +old that the odofa of both
aisthesis and phantasia is the same.

That in spite of all these signs that its scope has diminished
doxa remained a faculty in its own right throughout may be
seen from De mal. subsist. 56, 7-9, if the Tria Opuscnla are indeed
late . And though at De prov. 27, 4-6 Proclus seems to acknow-
ledge that it was not one of Aristotle’s types of cognition — or
even Plato’s —and to call its existence into question, it re-appears
in the following chapter. 'That both doxa and phantasia were
kept throughout may possibly have had something to do with
Plotinus’ original difficulties with phantasia.

We have not yet considered the Commentary on Ewuclid I,
Hete doxa is generally absent, while there are constant references
to phantasia. It does not, however, follow that this work repre-
sents the term of the suggested development in Proclus’ views.
There ate special reasons for the prominence of phantasia in this
work which do not apply to Proclus’ other writings, namely
that he is concerned to explain how we can have representations
of the spatially extended concepts which ate the objects of
geometry (cf. esp. p. 54, 22 ff. Friedlein) 2. The point of the
references to doxa, which are not frequent, is generally that

L Ct. H. Borse, Procki Diadochi Tria Opuscula (Betlin 1960), p. IX f., and
W. BEerErwaLTEs, Philosophische Marginalien zu Proklos-Texten, in Philos.
Rdschan 10 (1962), 65. .
2 The connection between phantasiz and mathematics already appears at In 77,
I p. 237, 11-15, ’

i
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mathematical knowledge is superior to it : otherwise they merely
locate it below dianoia (p. 11, 26 f£.)*, which is, inter alia, the
faculty of mathematical reasoning (p. 18, 10-17). It is therefore
by no means clear that phantasiz in this work simply replaces
doxa, We can only say with safety that doxa is generally irrelevant
to the questions at issue. It is classed with aisthesis as being
concerned with externals (p. 18, 14-17) and, unlike the objects
of mathematics, their objects are subject to change (p. 27, 7 £.)-
What we can say is that there is here no suggestion that doxa
processes the products of aisthesis, but only that it too deals
with sensible objects. Phantasia, on the other hand, is directly
in contact with sense-perception. At p. 45, 5-10 Proclus says
that the Pythagoreans saw that learning is anamnesis, not some-
thing coming from outside &onep 7& dmd Tév alolnTéy pavrdopata
Turodtal & TF pavracta, 008 Eneiooduddng olou, xabdmep ) Sofxoix
yéog. Here Sofuomiy) yviow may be merely 2 form of activity
without Proclus necessarily thinking of it as that of a separate
faculty. Some support for the first alternative might be seen
in the reference at p. 52, 20 f. to phantasia b péoov xevpoy
xavéyouan Tisv yvboewy, for here phantasia is placed straightfor-
wardly at the centre of the soul’s cognitive faculties if we
compare this with statements we have already noted that doxa
and phantasia ate juxtaposed at the centre of the soul, then it
would seem that we have further evidence for the demotion of
doxca from the role it had in the Témaens commentary, and possibly
to a greater extent than in the Republic commentary. Moteover
phantasia seems to be more cleatly separated from aisthesis than
in the other works. But doxa still retains its independence : at
p. 95, 26 ff. Proclus says the unit and number, by which, he
explains, he means povadueds dpduds, have their existence in doxa,
and therefore have no shape or extension, whereas even the
point is extended quasi-spatially in phantasia. This relationship
again has doxa above phantasia.

1 Following an exposition of the Divided Line.
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Nevertheless phantasia is pethaps more closely, ot at least
more explicitly, inked with thought here than elsewhere. Ina
passage which has already received some attention !, Proclus
compares phantasia to a mirror in which the soul sees reflections
of reality (p. 141, 2 fI.) : eatlier he had described it as a mirror
in which the /Ago/ in dianvia are reflected externally (p. 121, 1-7)
—an old image that Plotinus had used to explain our conscious-
ness of noesis ®.  Put more directly, dianoia deploys its objects
and refers them to phantasia which is on its threshold : it cherishes
the separation from sensibles but finds v avrasthv hyy 2
suitable receptacle for its objects (p. 54, 27 f£.). What phantasia
“thinks’ are impressions and forms of a thought : v, mep dv
vofl, Timog Eotl xad poped vofiuaros (p. 52, 25 £.). But the point is
still phantasia’s role in the representation of mathematical figures.
Nothing suggests that its nature is much different from that
indicated by the other works, though the empbhasis hete is very
much on jts activity in relation to higher faculties ®. Proclus
makes the point that it receives not only /agoi from dianoia but
also vdg & voepdiv xai Betew elddv Supdoec (p. 94, 22-4). So it
would probably be fair to say that the scope of doxa has been
restricted by the closing of the gap between phantasia and dianoia.
As in the Republic commentary, and pethaps to a greater extent,
phantasia is now in a position similar to that of doxz in the
Timaens commentary.

We may conclude this discussion of Proclus’ treatment of
doxaand phantasia as follows. Both appear throughout his works,
but in the accounts of the soul’s operations it is doxz that is
more important at the stage represented by the Timaens commen-
tary, while phantasia becomes increasingly important thereafter.

If this is correct, and if Plutarch’s view about the function
of doxa and its status at the centre of the soul was his later

1 Cf. A. CuarwEs, foc. ¢it. (0. 1 p. 137).

21V 3, 30, 7-11. Cf. also Porphyry, Gaur. V1, p. 42, 9 Kalbfleisch, where phantasia
is not itself the mirror.

3 Cf. also In Bwe. p. 56, 10-22 Friediein.
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view, then Proclus has started from a position. like.Plutarc:h’s;
and moved away from it during the course of his philosophica
career. The connection between phantasia and thought, though
it appears clearly only in the Euclid camr).zeﬂmrj, could also have
been retained from Plutarch, who explained why thought doels
not continue for ever by saying that sous wotks p.s:r:o‘t pavractag L.
In any case we know that both had the same view about the
status of noxs. If we take these points together we mi.y. say that
in those areas where we do have evidence Proclus’ ideas on
psychology cotresponded with, or _develop'e‘d from, ' thct)lse
expressed by Plutarch in the course of his exposition of Anst.fo e.
Whether or not Syrianus was an intermediary must remain .ag
open question, but the fact that Proclus is knov.vn to haye studie
psychological works with Plutarch make§ it unnecessaty to
assume that he was. Apart from the specific compatisons we
have discussed, one further point may be made. This is that if
Plutarch’s interpretation of Aristotle’s psychol(,)g}r was, as we
have argued, less austere, and less like Alexarnc'ler' s interpretation
than has sometimes been suggested, then it is in general more
likely that Proclus will have followed him in matters where
his influence can no longer be identified.

i : iti inst ‘Damascius
ADDENDA: p. 132 lines 7-8: Additional note agains
took Plotinus’ position’: 1 have since been convinced 'that I have
misinterpreted the relevent text (see n.4) anq tha} Damascius held the
normal late Neoplatonic view. The matter is dlscus§ed by.I. Haqot,
Le Probléme du Néoplatonisme alexandrin: Hiéroclés et Simplicius
(Paris 1978) 171f.

L Philop. fn de an. p. 541, 2024 Hi
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MARINUS' LIFE OF PROCLUS :
NEOPLATONIST BIOGRAPHY

Like so many entities in Neoplatonic thought itself, Neoplatonist
biography can be arranged as a triad : biography of an earlier
thinker by a Neoplatonist, biography of a Neoplatonist by another
Neoplatonist, biography of a Neoplatonist by a writer who was not
himself a Neoplatonist. This classification is not simply a rather
facile jeu d’esprit, but serves to isolate the three biographies of
Neoplatonic thinkers which have in common that they were written
by pupils of those thinkers, pupils who were themselves practising
Neoplatonists and whose philosophical views therefore resembled
those of their subjects : I say resembled advisedly because it is still
frequently if erroneously held that there was a unitary philosophical
system which may be iabelled “Neoplatonism™, or at best two
such systems, “Plotinian” and “post-Plotinian™ Neoplatonism. The
biographies that fall into this group are also, fortuitously, three in
number, Porphyry's Life of Plotinus, Marinus’ Life of Proclus, and
Damascius’ Life of Isidorus. They are to be distinguished from lives
of “classical” thinkers, those of Pythagoras by Porphyry and
Iamblichus, though the latter, in spite of the wealth of miscellaneous
information about Pythagoras — or, at least Pythagoreanism — that it
contains (*), is not strictly a biography, and Olympiodorus’ short Life
of Plato. The Life of Aristotle attributed to Ammonius is, as has long
been recognised, misattributed (). In so far as these works contain
Neoplatonic ideas, which characteristically appear as anachronistic
misinterpretations, they are not without interest in the present

References to Marinus, Vita Procli are by chapter, and page and line of J. F.
Boissonape’s (1814) edition as printed in the Didot edition of Diogenes Laertius,
ed. CoBeT. Paris, 1850. Unspecified references to Porphyry are to the Sententiae.
chapter 32, by page and line of E. Lamserz’ Teubner edition, Leipzig, 1975.

(1) Rather it is a treatise on an appropriate way of line. cf. W. BUrkERrT. trans.
E. L. MiNaR, Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism, Cambridge (Mass.),
1972, 97.

(2) Cf. ]. FREUDENTHAL. Ammonius {15), RE, I1.i. 1894, 1865.
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context but they are not our concern here. Nor are those lives of
Neoplatonists written by outsiders, or for practical purposes the
sympathetic but not professional outsider Eunapius ; he does not of
course cover the later figures in the movement.

Though the three biographies of and by Neoplatonists have that
in common, they do differ in certain important respects. The
differences reflect the persons and philosophical outlooks of the
biographers and their subjects as well as divergent purposes in
producing the biographies themselves. At one extreme we have
Porphyry's Life of Plotinus, about which I do not propose to say
much now. For the present I am interested in three points of
contrast between it and the Life of Proclus.

1) With all the care that needs to be taken about such
generalizations, it is, I think, permissible to say that Porphyry as
well as Plotinus, and in his case there can be no doubt about it,
represent a more philosophical and correspondingly less religious
Neoplatonism than that of Iamblichus and his successors : I use
successors in an exclusively chronological sense. That must be, at
least in part, responsible for the less hagjographical tone of this
work, and a lesser interest in the irrational.

2) Porphyry was a man of comparable intellect to his master,
whose thought we can be fairly sure that he understood, though
there are a few cases of probably unwitting distortion — not so much
in the Life as in the Sententiae. Nevertheless he regarded himself as
having provided an important stimulus to Plotinus’ teaching and
writing. He claims, for instance, that Plotinus was more productive
and wrote better during the time that he, Porphyry, was with him in
Rome (cf. V. Plot., 6.31-37), and some have thought that the long
discussion of problems about the soul mentioned in V. Piot., 13.10-
17 was the basis of Plotinus’ huge treatise on that subject (), a belief
for, which, however, there is no good evidence. Marinus

worshipped Proclus from below. Damascius tended to look down
on Isidorus from above (4),

(3) Enn.. IV.3-5 ; for this suggestion cf. H. DOrrig, Porphyrios’ “Symmikta
Zetemata"”, Zetemata, 20, Munich, 1959, 18. n. 1 : contra my Plotinus’
Psychology, The Hague, 1971, 16, n. 1.

(4) CI. e.g. Puotius, cod., 242, 226 and 246 = Damascius, Vita Isidori ed. C.
Zintzen, Hildesheim, 1967, pp. 292 and 302.
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3) The main purpose of Porphyry's Life was almost certainly to
act as an introduction to his edition of the Enneads. Hence much of
it is concerned with technical and scholarly matt.er.s such as one
might find in the introduction to a major modern edition : we do not
of course have a commentary, though it has been argued that parts
of such a commentary are to be found in the Arabic Theology of
Aristotle (). Thus much of the material in it is not of a kind that we
should expect to find in the other two. Possible parallfals, such. as an
explanation by Philoponus of his procedures. in publishing
Ammonius courses, must remain among the list of scholarly

desiderata.

Marinus’ life of Proclus is, at least superficially, more biographical
than either of the other two. It is more biographical than the Life of
Plotinus. because of the special features of that life which we hav.e
already mentioned, and also than the Life of Isidorus, because that is
much less of a fioc of one man. In fact if it were not for t.he
introductory words & tos “loudepov Biov () at the head of Photius
cod. 242, the somewhat disjointed coliection of extracts which
provides most of our evidence for this work, we should probably
entertain serious doubts about its description, and be inclined to
identify it with the work listed as gidéoogos (oropia in the Suda,
where a Life of Isidorus does not appear. That is because many of
the extracts are not about Isidorus at all, but about otl}er
philosophers whom Isidorus and Damascius had read, or with
whom they had studied. Some of the pieces have no clear reference,
coming as they do from that end of Photius’ work — the last 47
codices — where extracts are notoriously disconnected (7), so that one
cannot always be sure what they are about. But it would not be
totally inaccurate to give the work some such label as Damascius “a
history of modern Neoplatonism up to and including Isidorus, my
immediate predecessor as diddoyxoc at the Academy™. I shall leave

(5} By P. THILLET, fndices porphyriens dans la Théologie d'Aristote. in lje
Néoplatonisine. Colloques Internat. du CNRS. Royaumont 9-13.6.1969. Paris,
1971, 292-302.

(6) The previous dveyviasfy is probably redundant, ¢f. W. T. TreapGoLD, The
Nature of the Bibliotheca of Photius. Dumbarton Oaks Studies 18. Washington,
1980, 42.

{7) Cf. TREADGOLD. ibid.. 43-44.
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aside the question of what is ' "
ooe (e Juestion meant by “the Academy™ (®), and
, Beforg going any further it might be useful to set out a few facts
about this biography and. its subject. Proclus belongs wholly to the
fifth century, and primarily to Athens, though. the cross-fertilisation
between the two centres of learning, which has been documented by
H.-D. Saffrey and others (°}, means that he was as important to
Alexapdrian Platonism as to Athenian. His teacher Syrianus taught
ngmlas, the father of Ammonius, who in his turn studied at Athens
with Proclus himself and later taught Damascius and Simplicius at
Al(?)gandria, as well as instituting the Alexandrian tradition of
writing commentary on Aristotle from a Neoplatonic standpoint.
Most of this information is provided by Damascius in the Life of
[sidoru;, though it is not exclusively derived from that source (19).
Proclus was bornin 410 or 412 ; astronomical orastrological factors
lead to doubt, just as they clearly indicate the date of his death. 485
on April 17 ("'}, Though known as the Lycian, presumably fro}xl hié
paregtage (cf. V. Proc., 6), he was actually born in Constantinople,
He did spend his early years in Lycia, and there begun the study of
rh;toric Wwhich was to take him to Alexandria, where he started his
philosophical studies. By the age of 20 he had left for Athens. and
soon attached himself to Syrianus, who fed him into his ‘own
teacher Plutarch, the leading Neoplatonist at the time, and probably
the man responsible for the revival of Neoplatonic teaching at
Athens (f’). If we are to believe Marinus, Proclus became Plutarch’s
star pgpll and when he was dying he commended this young genius
to Syrianus! special care. On Syrianus’ death, at a date that cannot be
established, Proclus took over the leadership of the Athenian
Platonists, living in what had once been Plutarch’s house and then

(8) On this question cf. I. P. Lynch. Aristotle’s School. Berkeley/Los Angeles.
1972, 182-89 : H. J. BLUMENTHAL. 529 and its Sequel : what happened to the
Academy 7. in Byzantion. 48, 1978. 371-76  J. GLUCKER. Antiochus and the Late
Academy. Hypomnemata, 56. Géttingen. 1978, 296-329.

(9) Cf. Sarrrey. Le chrétien Jean Philopon et la survivance de l'école
d Alexandrie. in Rev. Et. Gr., 67. 1954, 395-99.

gl(}) Cf. fr. 119, 120, 127, ZINTzZEN.

I1) He died a year after an eclipse which can be dated : is gi
as the 17th of the Roman month April, ch. 36, 169.8‘.3 (0484 the day s given

(12) Cf. BLUuMENTHAL. 0p. ciz. (n. 8), 373-75.
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Syrianus’ (V. Proc., 29, 166.16-18). Apart from a year when he
found it necessary or prudent to remove himself, Proclus spent the
rest of his career at Athens. Again at a date unknown, Marinus
came to study with him and eventually succeeded him — not without
other candidates. These bare outlines of Proclus’ career can be found
in Marinus' biography, which we can date. It will have been
completed within a year of Proclus’ death — astronomy again (cf.
ch. 37) (1%, The importance of that date is simply that the biography
was written immediately after Proclus’ death, and in the place
where Proclus tived and worked, so that many of those who knew
him would have been on the spot, giving a relatively good chance
that most of the factual information is accurate and that the less
factual material is not largely fictitious, or subject to gross distortion
and exaggerations.

Since a good deal of Proclus’ work is extant we can see that
Marinus did not exaggerate either his intellectual power or his
industry. To exaggerate would have been one way for a generous
man to try to increase his own status ; the opposite approach, which
we find in the Life of Isidorus (**), belittles the previous holder of the
office. In the event Marinus spends a good deal of his space on
matters other than the purely academic, a far larger proportion than
does Porphyry in the Life of Plotinus, where the latter take up about
twice as much space as the former. After making some customary
remarks in the opening chapter about his duty to proclaim the
greatness of his subject, however inadequate he might be for the
task, Marinus departs from the standard procedures of biography by
announcing in his second chapter that he will abandon the normal
methods of logographoi, who arrange their account in an ordered
series of chapters, xatd xepddace . .. év vaée, by which he appears to
mean a standard ordering of topics. Instead he will make Proclus’
e0dauuovia the foundation of his work. That he says is most
appropriate because Proclus was the most evdaiuwy of all who have
been so described. By appealing to 7o mpémov Marinus shows, of

(13) Marinus telis us that another eclipse was predicted to take place a year
after Proclus’ death : i éoouéviy. We may assume that Marinus would not have
mentioned this if he had been writing later and the eclipse had not occurred. If it
had already taken place he would doubtless have said so.

(14) See n. 4.
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course, that he is working within the rhetorical tradition, in which
Proclus himself had been trained (V. Proc.; 8), and of whose
methods and theories his work shows some awareness (15). One
thinks in particular of some of the essays on the Republic, and it
may be worth recalling that Syrianus wrote a commentary on two
works of Hermogenes (*¢). From the sequel it is clear that elSazuovia
is to be understood both in its ordinary sense, and in that of the
attainment of the 7élo¢ of ethics. That, Marinus claims, Proclus had
done not only in respect of the specific eddazuovia of gopot, which he
had acquired to an outstanding degree, but also of that possession of
the requisite dpers) for the good life and of ebnoruia, the availability
of external dyafd : xexopiiynzo yop dpbovws draot T0ig £Ew Aeyoudvors
dyatoig. All this, and the vocabulary in which it is couched, recalls
the Aristotelian edainwy, tov xat’ dpemiy vepyoiva xai T0i¢ EXTOC
dyabfoic xavig xexopnynuévov (EN, 1, 1101a, 14-15).

From this point on Marinus proceeds along lines which are not
Aristotelian but clearly Neoplatonic, and the framework he has
proposed to use soon turns out to be a version of a scala virtutum
that is very much a part of Neoplatonic thought. From the
introduction of this scale in chapter 3, the rest of the work is
arranged on the structure it provides. The greater part of Proclus’
career and his achievements is distributed around the various
virtues. The only exceptions to this procedure are found in a group
of chapters, 6-13, which trace his background and education, and
the section at the end which gives us his horoscope, an account of
his death, and some concluding remarks. Even the straight bio-
graphy of his early life is placed where it is because that js the
appropriate place for the virtues involved up to that point. It is in the
elaboration of this scheme of virtues and the attachment of Proclus’
biography to them that Marinus' work is uniquely Neoplatonic. I
am not, of course, suggesting that biographies of philosophers — or
others — fail to talk about virtues. and certainly not that other
philosophers did not do so. The point is simply that the scheme of
virtues used is Neoplatonic, and the form in which we find it here

(15) On 6 mpémov of. G. L. Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Literature. Athens.
1973, 41, n. | and the references given there.

(16) Mepi idecov and mepi ordoeay ; of. K. PRAECHTER, Syrianos (1) RE. IV a ii.
1932, 1732-33.
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characteristically late-Neoplatonic. Further, the virtue§ do " not
appear in the biography as some among the other- pr.alseworthy
characteristics of its subject, but virtually all tpe material in thc_e work
is hung on the framework they provide. The importance gf this scale
of virtues for Marinus’ work is not, of course, a new dlSCOVCfY.. It
was first treated at some length by O. Schissel von Fleschc'enberl% in a
1928 monograph which, however, leaves much to be de51r?§1 ) :in
some ways the review by W. Theiler is more valuable ( ).. ‘Some
further discussion may be found in an article by A.-‘J . Festugiere on
the order in which Proclus and other Neoplatonists read Plato’s
dialogues (*°). Festugiére there attempts to show that that order too
related to the scale of virtues ; different dialogues concentrate qn
different virtues and those dealing with the higher ones come later in
the syllabus (2). But I think it is fair to say that the matter has not
been dealt with in sufficient detail. Festugiere’s and subsequent
discussions, moreover, approach the whole question from a stand-
point other than the examination of Marinus’ biography as-‘such.
Nor has the material in the biography been considerec_i in relation to
Proclus' philosophy, which in the absence of evidence to the

(1) Marinos von Neapolis und die Neupfaloniscl?en Tygendgrade. Texte und
Forschungen zur Byzantinisch-Neugriechischen Phllglogle 8: Athens, 1928 : 'cf.
esp. 22-23 and 95. Most of the material in this rather inaccessible book deals with
figures other than Marinus, 108.17

nion, 5, 1929, -17.

33; ii—?.ng'Es:‘UGIERE, I ordre de lecture des dialogues de Platon aux V"/ vre
siécles. in Museum Helveticum. 26, 1969, 281-96 ; for further discussion of the
scale of virtues cf. J. Périn, Théologie cosmique et théologie chretienne. quls.
1964, 380-85 : L. G. WESTERINK, The Greek commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo. 1.
Olympiodorus. Verh. der Kon. Ned. Ak. van Wet. Afd. Lett. n.r. 92. Amsterd?m/
Oxford/New York, 1976, 116-8 . 1. Hapot, Le probléme du Néoplatonisme
alexandrin - Hiéroclés et Simplicius, Paris, 1978, 152-58. Marinus’ use of the
virtues as a framework is also noted by P. HADO‘!‘. Exercices spirituels, Annuaire
de la Ve Section de ['Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, 84, 1977, 45 =Exercice‘s
spirituels et philosophie antigue. Paris, 1981, 57 and J. TROUILLAI.{D. La mystagogte
de Proclos. Paris, 1982, 37, in a chapter which is a revised version of Le merveil -
leux dans la vie et la pensée de Proclos. in Rev. Philosophique, 163,1963, cf. ;here
> ?;02) Ibid. : the starting pbint is ch. 26 of the Anonymous Prolegomena - to
Platonic Philosophy : cf. also WESTERINK in his edition of that work, Amsterdam,

1962, xxxix-xl: P. Hapor, Les divisions des parties de la philosophie-dans
Pantiquité. in Museum Helveticum, 36. 1979, 220-21.
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coptrgry we may assume Marinus to have followed — as a general

7 principle, though obviously a gross over-simplification, one can say
that Neoplatonists tended to signal their disagreements rather than
their agreement (2!),

The scale of virtues first appears in a simpler form in Plotinus at
Enngad, I.2. Ultimately of course it depends on Plato’s four-fold
classification of virtues into oévyoic or sogia, avdpeia, owppoovvy and
dexatoovvn, for which the Neoplatonists relied on Republic, IV (22),
'I“he difference between Plato's virtues and the Neoplatonic schemes
Ilgs in the fact that while Plato’s virtues are those of the individual,
elther'in himself or in respect of others in the 7é1.c, each applicable
toa given part of the soul, or in the case of justice, to their mutual
relations, the Neoplatonic virtues are, like other things in the
Nc?opla_tonic world, to be found in different forms at different levels.
;t is this transformation that distinguishes the description of virtues
in Plotinus 1.2 from the Platonic uses. As compared with later
treatn}ents: it is relatively simple. In investigating the possible
meanings of Plato's phrase duoiwoig 0ei (Theaetetus, 176B) Plotinus
Is __concerned with the problem of whether, and how, virtues can
exist at the various levels on which soul may live, or to which it may
raise itself. Taking phrases from the Republic and Phaedo out of
context (3*), he attributes to Plato the identification of civic virtues.
moditixal dpetai, and others which are purifications, xafdpoeic
(1.2.3.5-10). He does not use the later term, xafoprixai (sc. dperad),
which seems to have been invented by Porphyry (3#). The first group
are the standard Platonic virtues, the second involves grdfea : it is
the stgte of soul in which it exercises intellection and is free from the
affections, &iafeois i Yuyijs xald’ fiv voet ve xai anathc obtwe Eotiy
(ibid., 13-20). In Plotinus' subsequent discussion it turns out that this

(21) ScuisseL's view. op. cit. (n. 17), 26, that Marinus stood closer to Porphyry
than to Proclus is not supported by his reference to Marinus’ silence about the
virtues above theurgy in ch. 3.

(22) Rep.. 427E ff.

(23) Rep.. 430C, Phaedo. 69B-C.

(24) For Porphyry's divergences from Plotinus see esp. H.-R. SCHWYZER.
Plotinisches und unplotinisches in den AOOPMAI des Porphyrios. in Plotino e il
Neaplatonismo in oriente e in occidente. Convegno internaz. dell'Accad. Naz. dei

Lincei. Rome, 5-9.10.1970. Problemi attuali di scienza e di cultura 198. R
1974, 224-28. e
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kind of virtue relates to soul, albeit its highest part, and not yet to
nous. For all Neoplatonists the soul, we should recall, is divided at
least into a lower part which operates with or through body, and a
higher which does not, and which includes discursive reason and
also, for most Neoplatonists, the intuitive intellect, nous. For
Plotinus, who was unorthodox in this respect, nous was separate
from the rest of soul in that it did not “descend” with it, but even for
those who did not hold this view, nous still represents a higher level
of the soul's activity. To return to Ennead, 1.2 : Plotinus goes on to
consider ‘what happens when a man reaches the condition of
contemplation of the contents of Nous, that is naus in the sense of
the second of his three hypostases, One, Nous, and Soul. Here gopia
and gpdvyorg consist in fewpia dv vous Exer. For Plotinus a problem
arises about the identity of virtues at this level, since he attributed
virtue to soul rather than to nous. His answer is that what exists at
the higher level of nous is a kind of pattern, olov mapadeiyua
(1.2.6.11-17).

This discussion, in Ennead, 1.2, which I have greatly abbreviated,
is not without its problems, but they may be left aside for the
moment (2%). For our present purposes the interest of the discussion
is that Porphyry, in chapter 32 of the Sententiae, formalised what he
took to be its results into the definition of two further types of virtue,
which he called fewpyrixai and mapaderypatixal. In Porphyry's case
it may be more correct to think in terms of using Plotinus as a
starting point, rather than reading things into Plotinus which do
not belong there. If he was clearly aware of the philosophical
differences, that could be another reason why his biography is so
different from that of Marinus. Perhaps in any case he wrote the
Life of Plotinus before he did the work that is represented by the
Sententiae. That of course is speculation. What is not is that
Porphyry produced a series of four types of virtue, mwoAiTinal,
xaboprinai, Gewpyrinal, mapadeypaTixad, consisting respectively in
petpiondfaa (23.4) andotaos tav évredfey (24.2), dndbea and

(25) The difficulties are more acute with respect to the higher virtues, since
Plotinus doubts whether they are virtues at all. On these problems see now J. M.
DiLLoN. Plotinus, Philo and Origen on the grades of virtue, in Platonismus und
Christentum. Festschr. H. DORRIE. Jahrb. [. Antike und Christentum. Erganzungs-
band 10, Miinster, 1983, 92-105.
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intellectual activity, voepdc tiic Quyiic évepyovone (25.9, 27.8-9),and,
finally, being in Nous and in contact with what really is, that is the
being which is Nous, and which Nous is (cf. 29.1-10).

Since Porphyry and Plotinus give us a fuller discussion of these
groups of virtues than their successors, who are clearly building on
their work, it may be useful at this stage also to set out some of the
more detailed information which Porphyry gives us about them.
The political or civic virtues are dealt with summarily, and are
simply assigned to the three parts of the soul, following Plato and
the tradition ; justice is, as it is for Plato, the oixetompayia of each of
the three parts in respect of ruling and being ruled (23.6-12). At the
next level, the cathartic, the virtues are defined ifm terms of the
general characteristic of maintaining detachment from body. So
wpoveiv 1S 10 uny owbobdlsy 1 cwuate, not assenting to the level of
opinion that the body is liable to produce, swopoverv is 76 us)
ouonabelv. "Avdpia is not to fear that separation from body will lead
toa yoid and not-being, and Sixacoovvy is the dominance of reason
and intellect with no dissent, undevog avrizeivovrog (24.8-25.6). In the
theoretic group gpdvnowc, as we have mentioned, lies in the
contemplation of the contents of Nous, justice is oixetonpayia in the
pursuit of the way to virtue and activity in the accordance with it,
temperance is turning inwards towards nous —~ a standard
Neoplatonic way of envisaging véno : it may be seen as making
contact with what is already present within us. Courage is grndfsa,
achieyed by assimilation to the inherent freedom from change and
affection of the nous that is the object of contemplation (27.8-28.5).
Finally the paradeigmatic virtues : wisdom (here cogpia) is nous
knowing, temperance is its being focused on itself, duxacoouvy is here
{'eplaced by the oixetonpayia which was previously its definition and
1s now described simply as 76 oixeiov &yov, which we may interpret
as the condition of being nous. Courage is the sameness and
cfontinued stability which arises from the power of nous : 76 &y’
cautol uéverw xafapov Sue Suvduews meptovoiav (29.3-7). Before we
leave Porphyry we should note the kind of person he assigns to each
level of virtues at 31.4-8. The man who acts according to what he
now calls practical virtues is a onovdaioc Gvpwnoc, the one who is at
t,he level of cathartic virtues is Sawuévios dvfpwnog, or even Saiuwy
ayaflog, he whose activity is confined to the virtues that relate to
nous, that is the theoretic, is feés while 6 xata rag napaderyuarixdc is
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feciv mazhp, a term which has, or was to have, associations with
theurgy. an activity not normally attributed to Porphyry.

By the time of Marinus this scheme has become more complex,
though we are not well informed of the details of the complications,
and it is by no means clear who made which changes. What we
have is the addition of three further kinds of virtue, guowai and
fbixai, both below the level of Plotinus and Porphyry’'s moAttexad,
and Beovoyexal, sometimes called fepaTixal, terms Porphyry does not
use (26). Marinus further refers to zo¢ émt Quwtépw TOUTWVY, whose
identity we shall have to consider later. Some or all of these
additions may or may not have been due to Jamblichus, but
discussions or even lists of them appear almost exclusively in
sources later than Marinus, such as Damascius, in his commentary
on the Phaedo. Simplicius expounding Epictetus’ Encheiridion; and
Olympiodorus on the first Alcibiades (*"). It is, however, possible
that some if not all of these accounts go back to Proclus. This is most
likely to be the case with Damascius, parts of whose Phaedo
commentary (that until recently attributed in toto to Olympiodorus,
as in Norvin's Teubner text) (3%} are derived from a course or courses
of lectures by Proctus (*). Thus we cannot be sure how much of this
scheme existed before Marinus. It is theoretically possible, though
not likely, that he contributed to its elaboration (*). There seems to
have been some confusion, or lack of information, among the
Neoplatonists themselves. While Porphyry clearly distinguishes
paradeigmatic virtues in the Sententiae, Damascius says that they
were added by lamblichus in a work — or discussion — repi dperav (in

(26) They are usually regarded as synonymous ; for another view see H. Lewy,
The Chaldaean Oracles and Theurgy. Publications de I'TFAO. Rech. d'Arch. de
Philol et d'Hist.. 13. Cairo, 1956 (repr., with additions, ed. M. Tarpieu, Paris,
1978), 464-65. ,

(27) Dam.. 1.138-44W = 113-14N; Sivpuic, 2.30-3.2 DueBNER ; OLYMPIOD.,
4.15-8.14W : cf. also AMMmoNIUS. in De Interpretatione, 135.19-32 ; PHiLopoNuUS, in
Categorias. 141.25-143.3 ; Anon. Prol.. 26.

(28) On the correct attributions see R. BEUTLER, Olympiodorus (13). RE,
XVIILL. 1939, 211-18 ; WesTERINK, Damascius. Lectures on the Philebus wrongly
attributed to Olympiodorus, Amsterdam, 1959, xv-xx.

(29) Cf. WesTERINK, Greek commentaries (see n. 19), 1.18-19.

(30) We may simply note that Proclus’ followers produced the longest list., cf.
those of Damascius and Marinus himself.
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ll”haidpnem: I.lff}W = 114.20-21N). Westerink's solution is that
tiam _hchus adq{tlons may have been that he made the paradeigma-
d’c ertues qualities of human intelligence by participation, and thus
niztmf:t from the thegrgw virtues (1), but that is not the plain
nOtaEmg of Darnascxu§ text. It ﬁs .not impossible that Damascius did
o (I)]t(;:; tf::fiententuze, la;nd 1t 18 worth noting in this connection
: ences to Porphyry in his commenta Id b
derived from Proclus (®?). As far as our denoe goes we
%annot confidently trace the extended sche?rfzut?;civll)i‘;fzied gpc;f:’)sd:;vse
vii:u :;wglxrd extensions, that is the physical and dispositionai
comme:ntary ( ﬁpp;ea;r for the first tirpe in Proclus’ Alcibiades
cors ch. 96), the upward ones in the Life of Proclus itself ;
urther, we should recall that the material in Damascius’ Phaed,
commentary may also be from Proclus. e
" Be that_ as it may the two lower groups are yet further examples of
e way in wk_nch the later Neoplatonists tended to fill gaps in the
systems pf their predecessors. If every level of being and activity is
t9 have its peculiar virtues, then just as soul without body hasyits
virtues, so ‘body without soul should have its own set, or rather
b.ody.seen independently of all except that level of soul’ needed to
give it form and life (**). And if that level is to have virtues, then
zlerhaps body_ and soul acting together on the irrational level should
$0 have their own, to fill the gap below the level where body and
soul operated together in the civic virtues. This line of reasoning is
not, as far as I know, set out in any extant work, but given iulr
knowledge of later Neoplatonic ways of thinking, it seen‘ls plausible
enough. It wo_uld simply be an exemplification of the principle that
illi 'thrmgs are in all in an appropriate way, zdvza & rdow, oixeiwe 08
& éxdotw, as Proclus puts it in the Elements of Theolo‘gy' (Prop. 103)
The higher v1.rtues may have been devised for analbgous re'a'sonS .
. When Marinus proceeds to discuss Proclus himself in térms of tﬁe
virtue scale, we find that he is endowed with qualities that fit all the

8;; g;t{d I1. Damascius, 1977, 87.
. eg.. Dam., i = i
. 111.234:g8 o AM.. in Phaedonem. 1.177W = 124.13-20N and Procius. in
(33) It may be worth remarkin i
‘ 1 g that Plotinus does use the term ) dpeT |
one passage. but in a different context. and not in a technical sens(guzai‘tx ;75035853 g
oppose the other three virtues to gogia, cf. 1.3. 6.18-24,
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available slots. It is almost as if Marinus has written the job-profile

of a Neoplatonic philosopher ‘and scholarch without having a

particular individual in mind. So we are told that all the puotxal
dperai are innate in those who have them, and that in the case of the
subject of our author's praises, & UJuvoupévw 8¢ map’ Muiv avépl
paxapiw, they were all present from birth. Marinus then remarks,
and it is not clear whether this is simply retrojection to the moment
of birth of a description of the man he knew in later life, that the
traces of these virtues showed clearly é&v @ tedevtaiw xai ootpewde
rnepflipar (3, 152.16-18). Here Marinus seems to be combining
two sets of Neoplatonic ideas about the body: The first, which has a
history longer than Neoplatonism itself, is that the body is the last of
a series of garments in which the soul is clothed when it makes its
way into a body (**). The second is suggested by the word GoTpedes.
which is normally found in contexts relating to the more specifically
Neoplatonic, and late-Neoplatonic at that, idea that there are three
vehicles, éyfuara, for the soul (). They are assumed in descreasing
order of immateriality : the highest which is sometimes described as
light-like, adyoedés, is virtually immaterial, and belongs to the
rational soul. The next, depoedés or aveupatixdv Oynue (or sometimes
ooua), is attached to the irrational sou! before incarnation and
remains with it for a time afterwards. In particular it is the basis of
the faculties of perception and imagination {cf. e.g. Proclus. in Tim.,
T11.286.20 ff.) (%). The body in the normal sense of siua is the last in
the descending series, and sometimes tied to it by the description
Sopedes opa, so at Proclus, in Tim., [11.298.10-19, where the verb
epfdddw is used of its attachment to soul. Tedevraiw, of course, fits
both schemes. The notion of two quasi-material bodies may be due
to Proclus himself, though the term avyoedés oxnua occurs once in
Hermias’ version of Syrianus' Phaedrus lectures (7). The word v,

{34) Cf. P. WEnDLAND, Das Gewand der Eitelkeit. in Hermes. 51.1916.481-85.

(35) Earlier Neoplatonism had one : Proclus probably invented the second, cf.
my Some problems about body and soul in later pagan Neoplatonism. in
Platonismus und Christentum (see n. 25), 82-83. On the history of this concept see
E. R. Doops, Proclus. Elements of Theology, Oxford, 1933. App. 2. pp. 313-21.

(36) Cf. further my Proclus on perception. in Bull. Inst. Class. Stud.. 29.
1982, 5.

(37) At in Phaedrum. 144.27. Couvreur. 1. Hapot. op. cit. (n. 19). 105, thinks
Hermias — and Hierocles — had one.
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traces, is also of some interest : in Neoplatonic writing it normally
means a lower representation of something higher. Most often it is
used of levels of soul (**). Here it suggests that Marinus is thinking in
terms of a vertical distinction between the psychic component of the
owaupotepov, the compound of body and the lowest level of soul,
that which gives life, and the body which it enlivens. The uotal
aperai themselves would inhere in the owaupotepov ; their visible
signs would then be their {yvn. Such a view would be supported by
the examples of physical virtues which he gives. Physical wisdom is
manifested in edawofyoia, the efficient functioning of the perceptive
faculty and in particular what Marinus calls the Tywraras alotoe,
vision and hearing, a status all Platonists had assigned to vision since
Plato had singled it out as the clearest of the senses in the Phaedrus
(250D). The idea of evawsthoia as physical wisdom would also be
supported by the well-established analogy between perception and
intellection.

Before going any further it might be worth looking at the
apparently strange notion of guowxai dperai. In classical Greek there
would be no problem about this idea. It would simply be under-
stood as physical as opposed to moral or intellectual excellence —
corpus sanum. But though knowledge of this sense may have
facilitated the downward development of the scala virtutum, I think
it is true that dper as a current term in Neoplatonic writers — or
perhaps in all writers of this period — no longer retains that sense. In
so far as it does not, puotxog becomes inappropriate because Qpetn)
would then more naturally be described by adjectives whose sense is
antithetical to quowds. for instance Juyixés. This difficulty is,
however, removed if one understands wuotxos in the way our
discussion has aiready indicated, as referring to the level of soul
which is specifically concerned with the body and its operations, a
level or type of soul which had been called @uoeg since Plotinus (*%)
it is not infrequently found contrasted with Yy, which in such

contexts means not soul in general, but that part of it which is above
the level of puoic.

(38) Cf. already PLotinus, IV .4.28 passim : for soul as an iyvos of nous cf. eg.
V.1.7.42-48,

(39) Cf. IV.4.18.1 ff., and Plotinus’ Psychology (see n. 3), 58-65.
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Let us now look briefly at the remaining physical v.irtues, potmg
that the term dper?) seuartog at 152.32 should bp read in the light gf
this explanation. Courage is applied to podlly, st’renegtl}. an(li in
particular immunity to cold and heat, drafi (sc. iaxg) umo xecuwvt(fn;
ze xai xauuatwv, as well as resistance t(_) peglectful or harm 1;1
regimen and overwork, useful characteristics for a profe;spn ’
academic. The grafea in respect of cold and heat recalls A101l?1ades
character sketch of Socrates in the Symposium.(‘“’) and had in any
case become part of the characterisation of phﬂosophers‘ and hqu
men (4). The notion of drafea is, we may recall, associated wﬁh
courage at the level of theoretic virtue by Porphyry (28.3-4) (*2).
That part of physical courage then has at least. an element o_f
stereotype. whereas the second group of »chatjacterlstlcs loqk§ as if
they may be designed to fit Proclus himse}f . His const-ant activity by
day and night, writing, praying, teaching and 'bemg h-elpful to
others, is illustrated with concrete examples later in the b1<')grapl?y,
though once again we cannot be sure that we are not dea_hng w%th
stereotype traits : Plato and Plotinus too had been credljced with
being satisfied with little sleep (+*). Next temperance : that is relat.ed
to beauty, and in particular is manifesteq in the‘ﬁttmg relatnonshlp,
ovpuetpia, of the parts of the body. That is the out'ward cot_mterpart
to the harmony and concord. suugwvia and dpuovia, to which Plgto
had compared temperance in the Republic (43IE 3-4), tpough he
explained it as superiority to pleasure and desire. Plotinus and
Porphyry in their description of civic virtues repeateq the by t_hep
traditional idea that the lowest part — of Plato’s t{lpaﬂxte —soul is 1'n
agreement with the highest: both use Plato’'s word ouugpwvia
(1.2.1.16-21, 23.9-10). . '

The description of Proclus® appearance that Mz}rlnus gives looks
at first sight as if it does relate to the individual he is dgscrlbmg. Tha}t
impression does not, however, survive comparison with Porphyry’s

(40) Prato. Symip.. 220A-B. - o

(41) CI. L. BieLER. ®EIOL "ANHP. Das Bild des “Géttlichen Menschen ™ in Spdt-
antike und Frithchristentum. Vienna, 1. 1935 (repr. Darm§tf1dt. 1976), 63.‘

{42) This type of drdfea is not associated with “theoretic -or other — virtues
by Plotinus in 1.2, or with the physical ones by Proclus at in /flc.. 96. .

(43) Cf. D. L. I11.39, Porpuyry. V. Plot.. 8 and BIELER, op. cit., 62, who gives
some Christian references too.
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Elescription of Plotinus in class (V. Plot., 13). ’I18iv 8¢ fiv 0podpa
épdopieog, Writes Marinus, épaowos pdv dpbivar says Porphyry.
Something like a living light blooming on the body shone from the
s’oul of Proclus, w6 dno 7iic Juxiic ..... ‘otovel @as CwTinov ...
anéoriAfle. When Plotinus spoke proof of his intellect came through
to his face and shone light upon it, ... 7oy vod dypr 700 TPOGWTOY TO
ps émhdunovrog (). He was so beautiful that all attempts to
produce his portrait were inadequate, says Marinus, and one
wonders if he is trying to improve on Plotinus, who refused to have
his portrait painted, but, according to Porphyry, was in the end
excellently portrayed from memory by a painter called Carterius
who was brought into Plotinus’ lectures by Amelius (V. Plot.. 1).
Th.e words Marinus uses for retailing the portraitist’s failure
heighten our suspicions : duwg &vc Acimeafar moldi eic wipnow 17 ]
gidous adnbeiag, an outcome that Plato himself could have been taken
to predict in Republic, X. Finally, justice in the soul consists in co-
operation between the “parts” ; in the case of physical virtue it is the
satisfactory relationship between the parts of the body. So well
equipped with this was Proclus that he was ill no more than two or
three times in his life, and he was so unfamiliar with illness that he
failed to recognize the seriousness of the condition which killed him
gt the age of 75. Though the distinction of physical temperance and
Justice seems excessively artificial, the factual information offered is
credible and may be true. As any elementary psychology text book
will point out, there is a high correlation between superior
intelligence and good health.

- The 7fxai aperai are treated, though not so named, in the two
following chapters, 4 and 5. In fact we do not have the list of
detailed characteristics of this group that we have for those above
and below. It is clear enough that they are intended to include
qualities of disposition, as opposed to the physical attributes of the
puowal apetal, and the developed moral states and actions in
accordance with them which are in the class of the modcrixai. But at
this level neither Marinus nor his source seems to have decided
which qualities correspond to which of the four divisions of virtue

(44) An alternative translation would be ... to his face which shone with
light™. For some similar descriptions of outward manifestations of goodness cf.
BieLEr, ibid., 50-56.
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that apply at all levels but the highest. These nfuxai dperai are the
first level of virtues of Juyn. Interestingly this level seems to be
understood as the slice of soul above aiofhous, but one including the
imaging faculty for it includes memory, which is a function of that
faculty. Usually there is a division above, or through, gpavrasia, with
it and aiofnoic closely linked if not actually identified (+)). Less
surprisingly we are told that the qualities Proclus had in this area
were those which Plato — who is named here — wanted to have as
elements of the philosopher’s nature (*¢). But the list of dispositional
qualities is not clearly distributed around the virtues. We are told
that Proclus was gidoc ¢ xai ouyyens @Anfeiag (which stands here in
the place of sogia Or ppévnas) dixatoavvng, dvépiag, owppoaivyg, but
we are not told in any organized way in what this friendship and
affinity consists. Temperance is found in a contempt for bodily
pleasure and a desire for learning, and courage, somewhat un-
remarkably, in not being afraid of things others feared. Justice
appears in his early love for it, while wisdom, not named, seems 10
consist in his ready absorption and retention of learning (ch. 5).
These two chapters, then, are to a much lesser extent constrained by
Marinus' scheme of virtues, and they form a transition to those that
follow, where the biographical element predominates. To that extent
chapter 6 is also transitional because the account of Proclus’ early
years closes with the comment that in Lycia he was brought up in
the best habits, xailioroic 7fsoc, and so acquired the nfixal dperai.
Since these had already been dealt with, and treated as if they were
inborn rather than acquired, this remark may have been motivated
by no more than the wish to fit as much as possible into the frame-
work of virtues.

The next seven chapters give details of Proclus’ early studies, first
in rhetoric and then philosophy, up to the composition of the
Timaeus commentary in his 28th year. Some suspicion must attach
to the fact that this was the age at which Plotinus first began to study
philosophy (V. Plot., 3.6-7). but it may of course be a genuine

{45) Cf. my Plutarch's exposition of the De Anima and the psychology of
Proclus, in De Jamblique a Procius. Fondation Hardt. Entretiens sur I'Antiquité
Ciassique XXI, Vandceuvres-Geneva, 1975, 138-44, and Proclus on perception
(see n. 36), 3-5.

(46) Cf. Rep., 535A-D.
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coincidence. In this section there is little reference to the virtues. A
more conspicuous feature is the series of references to divine
guidance and a variety of omens. In this respect Proclus’ career is
presented in a markedly different way from that of Plotinus in
Porphyr:y‘s Life. Had that work been written from the same
standpoint, one would expect a god to have directed Plotinus' search
for a teacher to Ammonius, and a sign to show him that he had
found the right man. Porphyry merely puts into his hero’s mouth
the words rojtov &%rowv, as a comment to the friend who had
recommenf:led Ammonius (V. Plot., 3.10-13). Some of Proclus’
hur_nan activities look suspect, like the story about dril;king from the
spring at the memorial to Socrates, but, if it were not true that
Proclus had no idea that Socrates was commemorated here, that is
just .the sprt of thing that a young and enthusiastic student, or
tourist, might have done. The account of his philosophical reading
in _chapter 13 follows the lines of the usual Platonic training
Aristotle as propaedeutic and preparation for initiation into thc;
mysteries of Plato. In these terms reading the Phaedo (ch. 12) seems
to come too early, at least if we assume that the standard
programme was strictly followed. If it was, then either the work
with _P!utarch was a special privilege accorded to an outstandingly
promusing student, or we must assume not only that the two years
s;_)ent on Aristotle, but also the time spent on reading the Platonic
dlalqgues that were to be read before the Phaedo, precede the
readmg .of the De anima and Phaedo. The matter is not without
interest in so far as it raises a question about how far the syllabuses
We‘ﬁnd_ In several sources were actually followed (*7), as opposed to
their be‘mg a way of discussing and arranging the dialogues in terms
of the_smgle purpose which it was customary to assign to each from
Iamblichus onwards. The order of narration certainly does not
prfavent us putting work mentioned in chapter 13 before the sessions
w_1th Plutarch reported in chapter 12, if only because the study of the
Timaeus mentioned at the end of chapter 13 should come after that
of \fvo’rks r.eferred to in the following chapters. Though there were
variations in the ordering of the dialogues, the Timaeus was always
one of the last to be read : it was held to deal with the highest

(47) For these reading lists cf. es
. esp. Anon. Prol., 24-26, OLYMPIOD.. in Goreiam
4-5, and WESTERINK, Anon. Prol., xxxvii-xl ; FESTUGIERE, op. cit. (n. 19). e
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matters. Thus the Anonymous Prolegomena describes the Timaeus
and Parmenides as téleior, and puts them after those which are
BewpnTinoi and about theology, that is after the dialogues listed under
that head in accordance with the five point scale of virtues of which
fewoninai are the highest (26.32-4W). Yet in the following chapter
Marinus reverts to the Republic and Laws, which are low-level
dialogues connected by Marinus with the political virtues, while the
author of the Anonymous Prolegomena tells us that only some
thought they should be handled at all (ibid., 36-37).

As suggested above, the placing of these chapters is not
unconnected with the scheme of virtues, even if they do not figure
prominently within the section. That can be seen from the
concluding sentence of chapter 13 : éx i TotavTng dywyijs w0 10oc
¢mi udidov xavexooueito, UET’ EmOTIUNG TAS GPETOS avetAnopeg, his
dispositional qualities were further improved, and with the
acquisition of knowledge he progressed in virtue.

The next sentence. which opens chapter 14, tells us that he added
the modizinai dperai. Thus we return to the framework of the virtue
scale, and the account of Proclus’ earlier career can be seen to be
inserted into it. The associated reading was Aristotle’s Politics,
presumably included in the rnolirixai mpayudreia mentioned with
the Aristotelian readings of chapter 13, and Plato’s Laws and
Republic, to whose sometimes extra-curricular status we have
already referred. The standard work for political virtues was the
Gorgias (cf. Otympiodorus, in Gorg., 6.4-6W, Anon. Prol. 26.25).
Marinus' remark that Proclus acquired virtues pet’ émtoriuns may be
connected with Proclus' own comment in the Alcibiades commen-
tary that political — as opposed to dispositional — virtue is already
associated with knowledge {in Alc., 96.10).

Proclus’ interests in civic life and his relations with the civic
power are duly recorded in connection with the attainment of civic
virtue (chapters 14-17). About the nature of these virtues Marinus
says little. That may or may not be because this was by now the

least interesting set of virtues, since they are the ones already treated
explicitly by Plato himself in Republic IV. Under the heading of
political courage, which in the Republic is not of course practised in
conflict with authority, we have the account of Proclus’ difficulties
at Athens which led to his temporary retreat to Lydia (ch. 15,
158.40 ff.). The exact circumstances are concealed by a flood of
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gl:‘:tﬁirrllc. (}ne of ‘the .periodic attempts to interfere with the public
thing “;ge 0C pggan phllosgphy could have been the reason. The only
s we aag; € sure of is that the real cause was not that given by
s » & divine manceuvre tp enable Proclus to be initiated into
Wha I:c?man"]ed of ancient Asian wisdom, v« Yop undé v éxel
g;x:xgzrceg(g:rgri aw‘%'tolute;;wz O}EU,LL(DV aumrog 7}. Here again one is strf:?li
/ trast wi e Life of Plotinus. Plotinus arran
;:flléi; nGc;r}c}l:}a(t)x; :;tcl;u?; h; jhimsgzlg ;Nished to know abou%?etr(;iiﬁ :?idt
dian . V. Plot., 3.15-19). Again one i
f)tgg}t about Proclus’ interest in ancient wi§dom, cre;;’kc))lreld:r:f);gfht-};g
o , wWas not' added to t‘he story of his withdrawal from Athens just
cause thew ll_fe of Plotinus contained that particular interest Th
.phllosopher's Journey to the east is of course an old topos an h ;
Even Democritus is alleged to have gone (DK 68 A 1) (*%). In cflaotw '
16 there is 'a_nother point which recalls Plotinus. Procl'us wep e
told, wa}'s spirited in the pursuit of the right. At the same tim;: he ;re
gentle, dua xai npgog (159.31), and it is mpgérne that Porphyry told s
?gone from Plotinus when he was speaking in his classes (y 4 PloltJS
as5.8-_10). and after an account of Plotinus’ relations wi'th hi.s:
~coc:lates we are told that he put intellectual activity first, v ¢ xa(
;rgﬁgg“g/. iﬁ!oéﬁa%tlj). l’l;he qplrlresponding section of the life of Proclus
, /- with an account of Proclus' ou i
:);n_evolgnce. He was:hke a fa-ther to his colleagues and frietrsfc?sdalgg
Che;lrt wives and children (17, 159.45). This recalls Porphyry's
Chngrf.:;l T}l;o;tr ;giojv(?/m;? Ingl;) Pwertle_ Ploti;us‘ devotees and the
\ . Plot., 9). Peculiar to Pr i i i
the health. of his protégés. We are told amor?;:héstlllsejl ntli?r:ersestthl?
Prf)cius himself had some medical expertise xai 7t xa; agz" :
0070l nspzrénepov éonyeito (159.51-52), perhaps an early si 05 él;”
that mt.erest in medicine among the latest Neoplatonists to v%hich
W-estermk‘has drawn attention (**). The details of Proclus’ relations
with Archlades_and others may be left aside as straight biograph
At tpe beginning of chapter 18 Marinus announces a);
appropriate end to the political virtues, inferior as he puts it to the

(48) On this theme cf, J. F
' ) . J. PAIRWEATHER. Fiction i I 1 1
writers. In Ancient Society. 5, 1968, 268. fou in the bivgraphies of ancient

(49) Cf. j ) PRI I :
L6977 Philosophy and medicine in late antiquity, in Janus, 51. 1963,
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real ones, and a transition to the cathartic virtues. With this we are
again on Neoplatonic ground. The political virtues are seen to be
preparatory to detachment from human concerns, so that the soul
may assimilate to god, iva xai T duoiwow &gl Tpog TOV feov. That, let
us recall, is the Theaetetus tag that was the starting point in Plotinus
1.2. But while the political virtues control and remove affections and
false opinions, the cathartic virtues separate the soul from the weight
of becoming, yévesic. In other words we are now at the level of the
upper soul acting without body, and focusing on higher reality. That
is what guyy v évreifev implies. These words too are, of course.
from the Theaetetus ; the un-Platonic reading of them is a common
motif from Plotinus on (*). The words Marinus uses are the same as
Plotinus® at 1.2.3.6. The theme of separation is the cue for Marinus
to fit in details of what the unsympathetic reader would describe as
Proclus’ religiosity (*!). Again we may compare the detached attitude
Porphyry ascribes to Plotinus (V. Plot., 10). Philosophy returns in
chapter 20 where Marinus explains the status of these virtues in
terms of the Neoplatonic breakdown of the soul's faculties. They
consist in the rational soul not involving itself in ndfy, as opposed to
restraining them at the lower, political, level. When Marinus says
that Proclus’ sex life went no further than the imagination he
appears to be making a precise philosophical point, for the faculty of
pavracie forms the upper boundary of the lower soul in the
standard late Neoplatonic psychology (*3), and is. moreover,
frequently seen as a faculty of insulation between it and the upper
soul. Yet once more the characteristic is one of those outlined by
Porphyry (34.6-10) though in a different context (3%). The exercise of
cathartic virtues is confined to the rational soul. in so far as they
consist in its maintaining its separation from what is below. Hence
Marinus' reference to Procius’ soul collecting itself and almost
leaving the body. In fact the description of these virtues closely

(50) Plato’s explanation is Séxatov xai dotov peTa ppoviioews yéveobar.

(51) For an account of Procius’ religion of. DorrIE, Die Religiositdt des Flato-
nismus im 4. und 5. Jahrhundert nach Christus. in De Jambligue & Proclus (see
n. 45), 257-81.

(52) On this cf. e.g. De Jamblique a Proclus. 133 ff.
(53) He is dealing with how, and how far. cathartic virtue can be achieved ; cf.

also Prot.. 1.2 5.18-21.



X

490

follows Porphyry (24.9-25.6). @®poveiv, writes Marinus, is not
concerned with things that are subject to change — the standard
Aristotelian description of the contents of the sublunary world ;
rather it consists in auto xaf’ avTo eidixpevic 6 voeiv, that is thinking
without reference to material objects, which corresponds to
Porphyry's uéviv évepyeiv ... 6 8ua od xabapie vosiv Tedeoirar (25.1-
2). T6 mpog éautiy éorpagbar, which Marinus adds, is simply another
Neoplatonic way of describing voeiv, based on the view that the
higher realities are within us and so accessible to introspection (cf.
€.g. Prot.. V.1.11.4-15) (**). We should note, however, that at this
level it is soul that turns to itself, not nous : that is indicated by 1o
mpos éavtrv. Mndauoi ¢ owdofdle T owupat. has its exact
counterpart in Porphyry : 76 uév us) owdolalew 7@ owpate. The same
verb occurs in Plotinus 1.2.3.14. Temperance consists in not
associating with what is worse, that is the lower soul — Porphyry
describes this concisely as 7o un ouonaleiv — and also, according to
Marinus, in drdfea instead of rerpionaleie. Here Marinus differs
from Porphyry who reserves drafea for the theoretic virtues (25.9).

With courage and justice Marinus again follows Porphyry closely ;

70 3} pofieiofa avtiv apioTauiny Toi owpartog are, bar the addition of
avtiv, the very words Porphyry had used, and the description of
justice is verbally close, with Marinus inserting ysipwv to describe the

lower soul where Porphyry had used the less colourful expression

pmbevog dvriteivovrog (%), Both tell us, with only the order of the

words changed, that vojc and Aéyoc are in charge. Before leaving

these virtues we should note that voUs is here used, as often, in the

sense of reason, and not the intuitive intellect, which was seen as a

higher level of soul.

Hence Proclus ascended to the next set of virtues, Plotinus’ and
Porphyry's fewpnrexai (ch. 22, init.). Unlike Porphyry, Marinus does
not have a separate class of paradeigmatic virtues, and seems to have
distributed some of their characteristics to his theoretic and theurgic
groups, of which the latter has no place in Porphyry's scheme. This
in spite of the fact that Marinus had available the later distinction
between two intellectual levels, voepog and vondg, the second being

(54) Cf. too PorpH., 27 .4-5.
(55) Cf. Prot., 1.2.3.18, 7a 8w dvrizeivor.
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the higher (**). When he tells us that these vi}*tues wt}ere acgt’xifed by
his hero when he was using the apprehension of his voepa evepyscla.
he might seem to be locating them on the loner of these tvxfo leve ;
but he may be doing no more than repegtmg Porphyry’s wdorts
voepiic T Ywyils évepyoomg, words Whlf:h Pgrphyq use thc;
distinguish these virtues from the paradeigmatic Whlcp are th
province of voig rather than Juyy. The further f:haracterlsat}on in
Marinus, that Proclus was no longer regsqmng 5.as§o&xafg xol
dmodextixise, uses one of the usual ways of distinguishing Juxn tirom
vobg : we may compare Plotinus iV.1.15-16. That Marmgs
combined the theoretic and at least some part of the par.adelgmatlc
virtues is further suggested by his description o'f th~e objects, of the
éniforal Tiic voeag dvepyeiag, namely Td‘ & 760 Oeiw vd napa&cyualm.
®eioc voic is the transcendant hypostasis Noys (above the nexy class
of souls) from which according to Proclus’ though not Plotinus -
and perhaps not Porphyry — we have descended and are normally
57
Sepzflaﬁés )relates to wisdom. The other theoretic viftues conform
more closely to the Porphyrian model. The gccount in chapters %4
and 25 gives justice as the ofxetonpayia of rational s<_)ul,’ nc-)t now in
relation to anything else, but on its own, anq _whzflt 1S‘0an~0v ’to it is
70 7poc voiv xai Geov évepyeiv. Porphyry says ’1t is 70 mpdg voUv évepyedv
(28.1-2). Proclus’ temperance was the soul’s turning in to nous, 7
clow mpoc voiv otpopyy. Porphyry used the same w‘orc’ls ’(28.2-3);
Courage was the search for the drafeca of its object, iy a?mﬁa.av T0U
mpog & Efheme {Hhwoag, writes Marinus. The formulation in the
Sententiae is andfeia xad opolwowy T MO 0 B{lénsc (25.3.3-4)‘ Int§r~
spersed with the details of these virtues is blo_graphlcaI material
about Proclus' work as a philosopher, with particular reference to
theology, and his enormous 'mdustry.. We ghoulc} note .that
ptlomovia, originally one of the qualities req_ulred in a trainee
guardian (**), became a popular attribute for phﬁosophers. Pamas-
cius uses it of Hermias. Ammonius, and Marinus himself (*°).

(56) Cf. e.g. Procius. EI Th.. prop. 181. ' ‘ o
(57) For Pgr'oclus‘ views on this subject, and his report of earlier thinkers', cf. in

Tim.. 111. 333.28 ff. . for Plotinus cf. esp. IV.8.8.1-3.

{58) Cf. Rep.. 575C. ndvry pidémovov Liyrnzéov. o .
(59) Vita Isid.. 74 : Hermias was pulonovia oudevog devrepos + 142 : Marinus

79 . Ammonius.
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helWhen Mamus proceeds with theurgio virtues (ch. 26) one cannot
p suspecting ox_rer-schematmatlon. Marinus associates the ad-
;f:rnn(;encf Fhese virtues with Proclus’ study of Porphyry and
o l:1S Wor}(s on the Chaldaean Oracles as well as Syrianus’ on
e ‘rphzca. It is difficult to believe that a man such as Mari
Flescrz‘pes Proclus to have been would have abstained fro mtlllis
Intensive study of these writings just because Syrianus dir:i] noi
ac;:lually work on them with him. The ascent to a new level of virtue
ZZ; n‘ir}l riz(r)lct:luz r?;ca:’?ae the leader of the school seems to be just too
nt, ar may note in this connecti i
Pfl‘li;amh s family who, Marinus tells us, were the ;;réiatlhgistléd:;:z
tohematf glzg?nm : by then Proclus had, a}fter all, been associated with
em e years. Theurgy, or as it was sometimes called, the
1Ic art, was a way of operating on the gods and causing one's
1soul to ascgnd to the level of the divine by various techniques
argfs:ly magxcgl, other than the philosophical contemplation whicl;
carlier Platonists had prescribed for that purpose. That is why the
possessor of these virtues is fev rmarip, an attribute ylater
red1str1'buted. upwards from Porphyry's man who achieved the
paradeigmatic virtues. Marinus himself does not use the expression
but. theurgy and paradeigmatic virtue are associated in Olympiodo:
rus’ Phaedo commentary (8.2.13-20W =46.8-17N) (%), and th
connection of fedv mazip with theurgy will have been’ made be
fvhoev‘er was the source of Psellus’ De omnifaria doctrina, 74 : § éz
Exev W\Hsovp)tcxﬁv dpe,rr)v Geondrwp xarovoudletac. Psellus‘ expiairllls :
?rsc&y yap Oeovg tovs dvipiimovg épydlerar, and it emerges from his'
urthe'r comments that the feog is the Oeovpyds himself, Gede dreyves
)'eym’/wg. The Chaldaean Oracles — to which unspeciﬁved refere)rclceé
to loy’aa refer — appear to have been the theurgist's text book, and
!ambhchus the man chiefly responsible for incorporating the s *stem
into Neoplatonism (¢!). Marinus (26, 164.7-8) says that he namzd the

Eg(l); Ige assigns paradeigmatic virtue to Plotinus, ibid.. 12-13W = 6-8N
iy Srtluglel;{lgyl ;£7D;);)DS. Theurgy and its relationship to Neoplatonism, in
PR Aﬁgeles"ws‘] 28.3 ) -69 (repr. in The Greeks and the Irrational. Berkeley/
s ! les. . -311): for a less disapproving view cf. R. T. WaLLs
Neoplatonisim. London, 1972, esp. 120 ff. and 153-7 ; A. SMITH, Porphvry’s P, e
in the /,Veop!alonic Tradition, The Hague, 1974, 82-141; A ,D lliwsrys -y
Proclus’ attitude to theurgy. in Classical Quarterly, n.s. 32., 1'982‘. 21.2-2H4E e
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theurgic virtues. Damascius, in the Phaedo commentary attributes
their exposition to him, and adds that of mepi Ilpoxdov, perhaps
meaning Syrianus and Proclus himself, clarified them (¢2). The
description of these activities takes us away from philosophy. Rain-
making, and saving Athens from drought, and the more spectacular
idea of preventive measures against earthquakes (28, 165.22-25)
seem to bring us nearer to the sphere of the late antique holy
man (6). The story of the cure of Asclepigeneia, for which Proclus
called in one Pericles, dvpa udda xai ayTov PLLGIOPOV (29, 165.42-
166.11), suggests that Marinus would not have recognised the
distinction, and like the writer of a hagiography, he may have
introduced these “‘miracles” here as a demonstration of his subject’s
achievement of semi-divine status (*4).

One final point must be made about the scale of virtues. Marinus,
it will be remembered, had allowed for some even higher than
the theurgic, but intentionally said no more about them (¢%). At
first sight such higher virtues might seem to be excluded by
the description of the theurgic virtues as axpoTdTAS ... WE TPOS
avlpwnoviy duyiy (26, 164.6-7). That description need not, however,
exclude the most obvious candidate for the slot. mystic union
achieved by coniemplation. In that, it could be said, the soul ceased
to be qvlpwmvy) : it was certainly a prerequisite that it should be
identified with Nous. Perhaps the class remained empty because
Proclus never achieved that state.

Chapter 34 forms the real conclusion to the work : the rest may
be regarded as appendices. From its opening words we may infer
that all the material in the previous chapters about Proclus’
encounters with the gods and the special favours he received from
them are to be seen as functions of his theurgic virtues. Again we
may note that the distribution of material seems to be arbitrary, not
to say inconsistent: we may recall that Athena herself turned
Proclus to philosophy when he had not yet progressed even to the

(62) Dam., 1.144W = 114-25N.

(63) Cf. now G. FowpeN, The pagan holy man in late antique society. inJ. Hell.
Stud., 102, 1982, 50.

(64) TROUILLARD, Mystagogie (see n. 19), 38-9. attributes at least part of the
prominence of wonderful happenings in Vita Procli to Marinus’ stupidity.

(65) Cf. srwmioavres, 152.12.
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political virtues (cf. 6, 154.19-20 ; 9, 155.27-29). This summarising
chapter, with its emphasis on Proclus’ unsurpassed virtues, its claim
to have made his eidaipovia the beginning, middle and end of the
work, and its concluding sentence recalling the Aristotelian concept
of eddaupiovia which had been introduced at the start (%¢), now adding
the words — Aristotle's (*') ~ xai é&v fiw releitw, serves to confirm, if
any fu_rther confirmation were necessary, that the organizati’on
ac;cordmg to the virtues controls the whole arrangement of the
biography. Moreover, as we have argued, it also seems to have been

responsible, at the least, for a not insignificant reshuffli
) , uffling of
actual events of Proclus’ career (¢%). g of the

(66) See above pp. 472-473.

ggg; Cf. EN,. 1101a '16 Ty T0v TUxdvTa xpdvov dAAa téleov fiov.
Choe An earlier version of this paper was read to a meeting of the seminar on
istian and pagan biography, 4th to 7th centuries, held at the Institute of

XIV

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS
IN THE LATER GREEK COMMENTARIES
ON ARISTOTLE’S DE ANIMA*

Of the commentators on Aristotle whose works survive in other

than partial or fragmentary form Alexander is unique in that he
worked before the new Platonism of Plotinus and his successors
came to dominate Greek philosophy: I use “successors” in the tem-
poral and therefore not necessarily philosophical sense. With the
exception of Themistius he is also alone in that he wrote more or
less unbiased commentaries on Aristotle,! commentaries that were
on the whole an honest, and generally successful ~though this is
admittedly now controversial2— attempt to set out what Aristotle
thought.?

* Where no work is given references to the commentators are to their commentaties

-

»

-

on the De antma.

For Themistius cf. my Themistius, the last Peripatetic commentator on Aristotle?,
in: Arktouros, Festschrift Knox (1979) 391-400; for another view cf. E.P. Maho-
ney, Neoplatonism, the Greek commentators, and Renaissance Aristotelianism, in:
Neoplatonism and Christian Thought, ed. D.].O'Meara (Albany 1982) n.1, on
264-266.

Alexander himself, in his De anima, claimed that, since Aristotle’s views were supe-
ror to others’, his task would be fulfilled if he set out Aristotie’s opinions as clearly
as possible and added a few comments of his own: &nel 8’ Honeg £v tolg &Ahorg 14
"Aplototéhovg npeoBedopey dindeatéoag fryoduevor tag Hn’ avtod nopadedo-
pévag SoEag v EAholg slonuévey, ot 88 xol & &v 16 nepl woxfig d6ypont
©povoDuey, EoTos 8 xatd T npddeowy iy nemhngopéva, &v 1a O gxeivov
neol wuxfic elonuéva bg Evdéyetal oapds txddusda xal 100 xeAds Ex0oTOV
adtdv eipfiodol tig oixslng ntapaosybueda napapvdiog (2,4-9). But acquain-
tance with the Neoplatonists’ frequent professions to be doing no more than
expounding Plato would suggest the need for caution in accepting such claims.
Some modern scholarship has found Platonic elements in Alexander, cf. P. Merlan,
Monopsyschism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness. Problems of the soul in the
Neoaristotelian and Neoplatonic tradition, The Hague 1963, esp. 39sqq; P.L.
Donini, Tre studi sull’Aristotelismo nel II secolo d. C., Turin 1974, 5-59 passim; cf.
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The first question that arises. from these assertions is why this
should have been so-if indeed it is true. Why should not commenta-
tors who wrote during the long period of Neoplatonism’s intellec-
tual ascendancy have been equally honest interpreters of Aristotle?
In one sense one might admit that they were, but add immediately
that their powers of self-deception were considerably greater. And
here it is relevant that, unlike Alexander himself, the later commen-
tators—such as Porphyry, Syrianus, Ammonius, Simplicius, Philopo-
nus, Olympiodorus and Stephanus, were all, except again Themis-
tius, themselves practising Neoplatonists, a fact which has important
implications for their approach to the work of commenting on Aris-
totle. Perhaps it would be as well to state at this stage that “Neopla-
tonism” is not a description of a cut and dried set of doctrines, and
that to apply the term “Neoplatonist” to a particular writer does not
mean that he must believe all, and only, those things believed by
others so described. Thus these commentators will have held, and
can be shown to have held, different views on the subjects treated in
such Aristotelian works as they were discussing.* And here we come
to the implications of their Neoplatonism, for the mere fact that they
held different views is more important than it ought to have been.

At this point I should like to summarize some conclusions, for
which I have argued elsewhere, but which are basic to the matters
under consideration here.® It is, of course, theoretically possible for a
philosopher to write scholarly commentary without introducing his
own views: in practice things never turn out quite like that. But quite
apart from the general tendency for philosophers to see their own
views at least adumbrated in the texts of earlier philosophers - Aris-
totle himself is, of course, a notorious example -two particular fac-
tors operated in the case of the Neoplatonic commentators. They

now too F.M.Schroeder, The analogy of the active intellect to light in the ‘De
anima’ of Alexander of Aphrodisias, in: Hermes 109 (1981) 215-225; contra
P.Moraux, Le De anima dans la tradition grecque. Quelques aspects de Pinterpré-
tation du traité, de Théophraste 4 Thémistius, in; Aristotle on mind and the senses,
Proceedings of the seventh Symposium Aristotelicum, edd. G.E.R. Lloyd and G.
E.L.Owen, Cambridge 1978, 299-300; id. in: Gnomon 50 (1978) 532-533, review-
ing Donini, and my review in: JHS 97 (1977) 195.

Cf. my Neoplatonic elements in the De anima commentaries, in: Phronesis 21
(1976) 79~86, and Some Platonist readings of Aristotle, in: PCPhS n.s. 27 (1981)
6-8, 12—-13.

* For a fuller discussion cf. Neoplatonic elements, 64~87.
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were these. First, there was the long process whereby Aristotelians,
Platonists and Stoics came to adopt some of each others views, in a
variety of mixtures according to a particular individual’s philosoph-
ical orientation.¢ The process begins in the 1st century B.C.” By the
time of the great 5th and 6th century commentators it was more
than merely acceptable to find one philosopher’s views in the writ-
ings of another. The most important result of this process was Fhat
Aristotle became more and more closely assimilated to Plato, a view
of his position that might be acceptable to certain European‘scho-
lars,® but is totally at variance with the normal reading of Aristotle
to-day. Moreover, by the time we are considering here, a course on
Aristotle was usually given as a preliminary, not to say prerequisite,
to the study of Plato which meant, roughly, Plato’s metaphysics.’
Given this situation it was easier for Neoplatonic commentators
than it would otherwise have been to find their own views in the text
of an Aristotle whom they were inclined to see as an exponent of the
same Platonist truth to which they themselves subscribed. Here we
come to the second factor, an open and conscious attempt to har-
monize the thought of Aristotle and Plato on most issues, or perhaps
one should say the words in which that thought was expressed,
because it was by special interpretation of the words (\M€ic) that .the
“real meaning” of Aristotle’s text could be shown to be compatible
with Plato’s philosophy (cf., e.g. Simplic. In Cat. 7,29-32). The

¢ Mixtures should not be taken to imply fortuitous juxtapositions. For a recent pro-
test against the notion of eclecticism cf. J. M. Dillon, Tl_le Middle Platonists. A
study of Platonism 80 B.C, to A.D. 220, London 1977, Xiv=xy. . .
7 For this development up to the time of Plotinus, from a Platonist point of view, cf.
Dillon, op.cit.; the Peripatetic perspective is of course to be fqund in Moraux’s
own Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen von Andronikos bis Alexam.ier von
Aphrodisias, Berlin-New York 1973~ for Plotinus himself cf. Porph., Vita Plot.
14,
One thinks in particular of the “Tubingen school”, cf. esp. H.].Krimer, Der
Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik, Amsterdam 1964, passim: .
For Aristotle as an introduction to Plato ¢f. Marinus, Vita Procli 13, and for the
order of studying his works Simplic., In Cat. 5,3-6,5; on the standard Plato course
cf. L.G. Westerink, Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy, Amsterdam
1962, xxxvii-xl; A.-J.Festugiére, L'ordre de lecture des dialogue§ de Platon aux
Ve/Vle siecles, in: MH 26 (1969) 281-296, and on the whole curriculum P. Hadc.)t,
Les divisions de la philosophie dans I'antiquité, in: MH 36 (1979) 219-221. The'n:us-
tius again shows his independence by being interested in Plato as a political
thinker, cf. my Themistius (see n.1) 393.

-
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usual approach was to say that if one paid attention to the meaning
behind the text, and not to the superficial impression created by the
mere expression of it, one would find that what appeared to be
attacks by Aristotle on Plato were nothing of the kind. An interest-
ing example may be found in a passage of Simplicius’ De caelo com-
mentary where Alexander is criticized for attacking Plato because he
had failed to understand the purpose of Aristotle’s arguments (In
Cael. 388,20-34). Thus it was possible for Simplicius, in the preface
to his De anima commentary,!° to state it as his intention to discover
and set out Aristotle’s internal consistency and his essential harmony
with the truth-as seen by Platonists—and for both him and Philopo-
nus to argue over and over again that apparent differences between
Plato and Aristotle were not in fact such.™! Given the combination of
such open statements of their intentions with the basic view that
Aristotle and Plato were both expounding one truth, it would be
unreasonable not to be suspicious about the commentators’ pure
scholarship. Our suspicions might well be increased by statements
like that of Simplicius that he intended to explain the De anima in
accordance with the truth and the views of Iamblichus (In An,
1,18-20).

Given all this one might after all expect something other than
straightforward commentary. In particular it would not be surprising

' For convenience I continue to call the author of this commentary Simplicius, as I
think he was. The attribution has been contested by F.Bossier and C. Steel, Priscia-
nus Lydus en de In De anima van Pseudo (?) Simplicius, in: Tijdsch. voor Filos. 34
(1972) 761-822, with French summary on 821-822, who attribute the work to Pris-
cian. I. Hadot, while accepting that they may be right about the authorship argues
that the doctrines in it are the same as those in Simplicius’ other works, cf. Le pro-
bléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin. Hiérocles et Simplicius, Paris 1968, 193-202.
If that is correct, the question of authorship may be largely prosopographical. Cf.
further 1. Hadot, La doctrine de Simplicius sur Pime raisonnable humaine dans le
commentaire sur le manuel d’Epictéte, in: Soul and the Structure of Being in late
Neoplatonism. Syrianus, Proclus and Simplicius, edd. H. J. Blumenthal and A.C.
Lioyd, Liverpool 1963, 46-71, and my The psychology of (?) Simplicius’ commen-
tary on the De anima, ibid. 73-93 with the discussion, 93-94. The commentary is
treated as Priscian’s by Steel in his ‘I'he changing self. A study of the soul in later
Neoplatonism: Iamblichus and Priscianus, Brussels 1978, cf. esp. 123-160
(= Verh.Kon.Ac. Wet. Lett. etc. Belg. 40 [1978] n.85).
Quite apart from lesser disagreements exception must always be made of the notor-

ious dispute about the eternity of the world and the nature of the heavens,

cf. esp.
Simplic., In Phys, 1156,28-1182,39.
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to find the content of the commentaries inﬂuence.:d by the philo-
sophical opinions of authors who thought that Arlstotle‘ and Plato
were both trying to say the same thing, though they might some-
times disagree on what that was. In fact one must go flfrthe.r and
accept that much of what is in the commentaries is primarily an
expression of the commentators’ own thought. For they. seem to
have been so convinced of the unity of what we should distinguish
as Platonism, Aristotelianism and Neoplatonism that they were pre-
pared to take as exposition of Aristotle views that were originally
put forward as an individual’s own philosopl:lical position. The most
striking case of this comes in the interpretatlon. of De anima III 5:.I
shall not discuss this at length here, but shall briefly set out the main
points which emerge, as they provide a clear illustration of the atti-
tudes and approaches involved.1?

In the pseudo-Philoponus commentary on Book III—th.e real
author is Stephanus— we have a list of opinions on the meaning of
active intellect (535,4-16). The opinions are those of lfxlexa.mder,
Plotinus, Plutarch (of Athens) and Marinus. Al'exander’:s is re)'ected
in the first place because his explanation, .that intellect in act is the
supreme cause of all things, that is Aristotle’s unmoved mover,
would fall outside the scope of the De anima as seen by the Neopla-
tonists, namely soul and vobg in us,!* a difference between them and
Alexander to which we must return.* Plotinus, we are told, states
that Aristotle means by intellect in act our vog which is perma-
nently engaged in intellection. This is the key case, for we know
both that Plotinus did not write commentaries on Anstotle—wc.: have
a complete list of his works prepared by his pupil3 editor apd l?logra-
pher, Porphyry*—and also that the view here given as his view on
Aristotle is identical with his own position in a Platonist controversy
about whether or not the highest part of the human soul descended
with the rest of the individual soul to form the compound t!'lat
makes a person, or remained above, and therefore in a state f’f unim-
peded intellection, in the ‘intelligible world.* Plutarch’s view may

12 Cf. Neoplatonic elements (n.4) 72-82.

1 Cf, [Philop.], In An. 536,2~4; 537,18-24.

4 See below pp. 104-105. '

15 Porph., Vita Plot. 24-26: all these works, of course, survive. ‘

16 Cf. esp. Plot, Enn.IV 8.8,1-3; on the later history of the question cf. Proclus, In
Tim. IIT 333,28 sqq.; Hermias, In Phaedr. 160, 1-4; Simplic,, In An. 6,12-17.
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have been contained in a commentary on the De anima, but can also
be shown to relate to this controversy. He thought we have a single
intellect: which sometimes thinks and sometimes does not, and his
view can be paralleled from Proclus, his pupil, who gave it in his own
independent work, Elements of Theology (211) as well as in his
commentaries on Plato.!” Similarly Marinus, whom we do not other-
wise know to have written a commentary on the De anima, is cred-
ited with a view that Aristotle means by intellect in act some dem-
onic or angelic intellect: this too can be explained by reference to
Proclus, his teacher, this time to Proclus’ Timaeus commentary,
where such minds form part of a triad mediating higher intellect to
our world (III 165,7-22).

All this should make it clear that we are likely to find the
Neoplatonists personal positions masquerading as explanation of
Aristotle. One reason may have been that the commentators and
their contemporaries were, on at least some, not to say many, ques-
tions no longer able to tell the difference. When we consider their
attitudes to Alexander we must not be surprised if they disagree with
him when kLis view is closer than theirs to what we would take to be
Aristotle’s meaning, while they interpret him in a Platonic way. In
fact they will occasionally state that that is why they do not accept
Alexander’s interpretation. One further factor should be born in
mind, an external one. This is that in Alexandria, for whatever rea-

son, the delivery of lectures on Aristotle and the publication of com-

ments on his treatises, often derived from those lectures, became the
standard means of philosophical expression for the Neoplatonists
there.® This will inevitably have encouraged the insertion of Platon-
ism into the exposition of Aristotle. There would have been a special
stimulus if the reason for this concentration on Aristotle was, as has
sometimes been suggested, that Ammonius made an agreement with
the ecclesiastical authorities at Alexandria not to teach Plato,?? but I

Y Cf. Proclus, In Tim. ibid.; In Parm. 948, 18-38.

'8 By contrast some, if not all, of Simplicius’ commentaries were produced as schol-
arly works, for readers, in the first place, cf. K. Praechter, Art. Simplicius (10), in:
RE III A 1 (1927) 205.

* That some agreement was made on the basis that Ammonius took Christian pupils
in exchange for official subventions was argued by P.Tannery, Sur la période
finale de la philosophie grecque, in: RPhilos. 42 (1896) 275-276, and accepted by.
H.-D. Saffrey, who suggested that abandoning the teaching of Plato may have been
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am no longer sure that such an agreement was ever made.®*® The
Alexandrians did not stop teaching Plato, and other reasons might
be involved, such as the predominance of Athens in Platonic studies.

To read Aristotle un-Platonically was to all the late commenta-
tors a sign of perversity, and we find accusations made against Alex-
ander that he interprets Aristotle perversely to make Aristotle’s views
conform to his own, from our point of view a strange accusation
coming as it does from those who were themselves guilty of that
very charge. They could make this complaint while continuing to
honour Alexander as the interpreter of Aristotle par excellence. Sim-
plicius more than once calls him simply the commentator on [.\r.is—
totle (In Phys.707,33) or just 6 é&nyntilg, the commentator (ibid.
1170,2 and 13).2t Even when he has been attacking an interpretation
of the Eleatics offered by Alexander, he will describe him as 6
YWMoOTEQOS TV 'ApLototéhoug ENynTdv, and explain the length
of his own discussion by the inadequacy of Alexander’s (In Phys.
80,15-17). Similarly in the De anima commentary he can refer to
Alexander as 0 100 "Agiototéhovg EEnyntic while disagreeing with
his understanding of Aristotle (52,26-30).22 As we shall see, there
were certain respects in which such honorific references were not
merely lip service. We should note that other Neoplatonists were
treated in the same way. Plotinus and Iamblichus are always spoken
of in terms of the greatest respect—Iamblichus is frequently referred
to as & Oetog~but their opinions are not necessarily accepted. One
need only think of the references to 6 péyug IMAwtivog and 6 Yelog

one of the conditions, cf. Le chrétien Jean Philopon et la survivance de Pécole
d’Alexandrie au Vle siécle, in: REG 67 (1954) 400-401; cf. also Alan Cameron, The
last aays of the Academy at Athens, in: PCPhS n.s.15 (1969) 9; and L.G. Weste-
rink, Anonymous Prolegomena (see n.9) xi-xii, who thinks there was an agree-
ment but that it did not entail dropping lectures on Plato.

The case rests almost entirely on Damasc.,, Vita Isid. fr.316 Zintzen = Photius,
Cod. 242, 292, which does not say that this is what happened. I shall discuss this
matter further in a treatment of Philoponus as an Alexandrian Platonist.

2 The reference is quite clear: Alexander is named at 1169,33, cf. also In Phys.
1176,32, with 1175,13. '

A passage in an Athenian source, Syrianus, In Metaph. 100, 1-13, which has some-
times been taken to refer to Alexander as 6 vedtegog 'ApioTotéAng cannot do so,
as the views attributed to that person are incompatible with those reported for
Alexander in the same passage, cf. Moraux, Aristoteles, der Lehrer Alexanders von
Aphrodisias, in: AGPh 49 (1967) 179-182.
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'lapBiixog in the opening section of Simplicius’ Categories com-
mentary (2,3.9).

Let us start with the accusations of perversity, since they provide
a motivation for the kind of differences we do find. Immediately we
are faced with the difficulty that we cannot always tell whether or
not Alexander himself has been misrepresented. The references to
him in the De anima commentaries of Philoponus, Simplicius and
Stephanus seem nearly all to be to Alexander’s own lost commentary
on the De anima, and the only control we have is whether or not
these views on Aristotle conform with what are probably Alexander’s
own opinions as found in his treatise [Tepl yuyxfic, a treatise which is
still often, but nonetheless incorrectly, treated as if it were a para-
phrastic commentary of the type later written by Themistius. The-
mistius for one will not have regarded it as such, for he claimed to
have invented the paraphrase-type exposition, modestly claiming in
the introduction to his paraphrase of the Posterior Analytics that he

was not proposing to compete with the many and excellent full com- -

mentaries that had already been produced: that would be a pointless
quest to enhance one’s own reputation (In An. Post. 1,1-7).2* Phi-

loponus himself refers to Alexander’s treatise as a separate work at
In An.159,18.

Fortunately, we may learn something about the later treatment of

Alexander from questions which do not depend on the accuracy with
which he is reported. In his comments on the opening words of the
De anima Philoponus cites Plutarch for the opinion that Alexander’s
commentary on Aristotle was really a facade for the display of his
own doctrines, an opinion with which Philoponus clearly concurs, as
he goes on to use the point to criticize Alexander’s comment on the
opening words of the treatise: 6 pév obv ’AAEEavSpoc, ¢ onow 6
Hkof)mgzgog, Exdeowv 10V idlov doypdtov noficasdar Bovrd-
uevog xad Qowxawondcat Eavt® %ol v "AQLoTotélovg NEOsE-
TOMCKTO vnopvnpatiCew tadty v npaypoatetay. éx npootpiov
0BV TV £avToD EVBIAGTEOPOV YVHINY SEvde adTd T TEOOLOV
daotedpws EEnyficato “Alexander, as Plutarch says, wishing to
expound his own doctrines and forcibly to drag Aristotle into con-

» N . ..
On Themistius’ purpose in writing paraphrase see my Photius on Themistius

{Cod.74): did Themistius write commentaries on Aristotle?, in: Hermes 107 (1979)
175-176.
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formity with himself, pretended to comment on this treatise. So
showing his perverse understanding from the start, he produced a
perverse exposition of the beginning” (21,20-25). A similar com-
plaint, this time without reference to Plutarch, but using the same
word, cuyrotaoniy, may be found a few pages earlier, at 10,1-3,
where Alexander is mentioned as one of those who think the whole
soul is inseparable and therefore mortal. From a completely differ-
ent context we might compare Simplicius’ complaint in the Physics
commentary (77,9-10) that Alexander’s own preoccupations caused
him to oppose those who said being is one.

Stephanus, discussing 434 b 4-5, on whether or not heavenly
bodies are endowed with sense perception, quotes the views of both
Plutarch and Alexander. Here we have a mixture of philological and
philosophical differences. Alexander, Stephanus tells us, read the
text as oud 1 yop BEer; “why should <the heavenly bodies> have
«sense perception>?”, and explained it as an open question (g TNpa-
tu®dg). Plutarch went the opposite way, took it with a negative, and
wrote d1 1l Yoo 10 obpévia ovy, Eéer aloBnow; “why should not
the heavenly bodies have sense-perception?” Stephanus tells us that
both chose their reading to conform with the answer they wished to
find in Aristotle, a negative one in Alexander’s case, a positive one in
Plutarch’s (595,37-596,36). He next concedes that one can show
from Aristotle’s writings that the heavenly bodies do not share in
sense-perception, but immediately goes on to say that such a demon-
stration may be refuted from the writings of the Platonists, a refuta-
tion which he then proceeds to produce (596,36-598,7). Unfortun-
ately he does not identify the TTAatwvixoi, but it is clear that it
is their reading, rather than the more Aristotelian one, which he
prefers. Simplicius, on the other hand, in discussing the preceding
words—in some texts—GAAG pfv ovdE dyévnrov, prefers Alexan-
der’s understanding of these words to Plutarch’s on the grounds that
Alexander does not attribute aioOnoig to heavenly bodies, a thing
Aristotle nowhere does, whereas Plutarch’s explanation causes him
to do so (320,28-38).

Nevertheless Simplicius gives an extreme Athenian-type interpre-
tation of Aristotle’s psychology. It depends on splitting the soul into
as many layers as will enable him to deal with ambiguities, real and
imagined, by transforming each of two possible interpretations of a
text into separate entities, making both sides of the ambiguity true in
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one way if not another.?* Such an approach, though common to all
later Neoplatonists, is more marked in the Athenian Neoplatonism
best represented by Proclus, whose ideas—or the Iamblichean ideas
which come to us in Proclus’ writings—clearly influenced Simplicius,
notwithstanding his training at Alexandria.?® He later studied under
Damascius % at Athens and worked with him there.?”

Thus Simplicius, commenting on 407 b 23-26, complains that
other interpreters, among whom he includes Alexander, made mis-
takes because they failed to distinguish between the form of life
~and life is for him roughly equivalent to soul-which uses body as
an instrument, TV &g 0pyave xowuévny, and that which forms the
instrument and makes it such as it is, Tfig 10 Spyavov d¢ dpyavov
eibomowovong. In consequence Alexander thought that soul does not
use body as an instrument (52,22-30). In other words, Alexander,
having failed to make a Neoplatonic distinction, and an extreme one
at that, fails to misinterpret Aristotle’s basic concept of the soul in
such a way as to make it, in at least one sense, a separable entity such
as the Platonist concept, which all the late commentators shared,
required.?s

The mention of Plutarch in conjunction with Alexander in two
of these passages is interesting and significant. These two are the
only commentators referred to with any frequency—Plutarch more
often in Book III, to which any full commentary he wrote may have
been confined—and in almost every case where their views are at var-
iance Plutarch’s is preferred to Alexander’s. That this should be so is
only to be expected in view of the Neoplatonic orientation of the

¥ Cf. my The psychology of (?) Simplicius (n. 10) 78-82.

3 That there were such differences does not mean that Alexandrian and Athenian
Neoplatonism were based on a radically different view of the structure and extent
of the intelligible, as was maintained by Praechter, Richtungen und Schulen im
Neuplatonismus, in: Genethliakon C.Robert, Berlin 1910, 105-155, summarised on
155-156, reprinted in: Kleine Schriften, ed. H.Dorrie, Hildesheim-New York
1973, 165-216, summary 215-216; also in articles, Hierocles (18) in: RE III (1913)
1479-1482 and Simplicius (see n.18) 204-213. For a critique of Praechter’s views
cf. I. Hadot, Le probléme (n. 10) 47-65.

% Cf. e.g. Simplic., In Phys. 642,17.

? If the author of Simplicius’ De anima commentary is after all Priscian the point
about the Athenian milieu still stands.

3 For further discussion of Simplicius’ interpretation cf. Some Platonist readings
(n.4) 6.
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later commentators. Plutarch has sometimes been characterised as a
sane and respectable commentator, a reliable interpreter of Aristotle
free from the wilder tendencies of later Neoplatonism.?® If this were
so we should expect to find, leaving aside other evidence as to his
views both on the soul and other matters, that Plutarch and Alexan-
der agreed more often than not, at least in their basic approach. Yet,
as we have already seen, it is in relation to their approach that they
are liable to be opposed. We must of course allow the possibility that
both are cited only in cases such as those we have considered, where
they disagree, or when the commentator who cites them disagrees
with them both,*® while for most of their commentaries they will
have agreed with each other, and their views will have been accept-
able to their successors. Now that may have been the case, butif so it
is not necessarily important that it was so, for the simple reason that
large sections of the De anima will have been uncontroversial in any
case.

That statement perhaps requires justification. How, when the
basis of Neoplatonic psychology is Platonic, in so far as there is no
question about the soul’s separate and independent existence, can
any considerable part of a treatise which starts from the opposite
assumption have remained uncontroversial? Briefly, the answer is
this. From Plotinus on the Neoplatonists accepted the main outlines
of Aristotle’s psychology in so far as it related to the soul’s functions
rather than its nature.’* Thus controversy was centred on the points
where the soul might or might not have been separable from the
body, the lower part for the Neoplatonists and the higher for Aris-
totle. The whole central section of the soul, with its various func-
tions, nutrition, reproduction, perception, memory and even, to an
extent, discursive thought, operated for the Neoplatonists in more or
less the way described by Aristotle—while being for the Neoplaton-
ists separable like a Platonic soul. In this area the main problems for
the Neoplatonists arose over the demarcation of the boundary

1 Cf, Praechter, Art. Syrianos (1) in: RE IV A 2 (1932) 1737, and R. Beutler, Art. Plut-
archos (3) in: RE XXI 1 (1951) 963-964; contra H.-D.Saffrey and L.G. Weste-
rink, edd. Proclus, Théologie Platonicienne I, Paris 1968, xlvii.

% Cf. Simplic, In An. 50,36-37; 259,38-260,2; {Philop.], In An. 465,22-27;
529,17-26.

31 Cf. my Plotinus’ Psychology. His doctrines of the embodied soul, The Hague 1971,
134-140.
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between higher, rational, and lower, irrational, soul, a problem
hinted at in Aristotle’s treatise (432 a 22-26), but not of primary con-
cern to him, and then over their constant anxiety to stress the active
and independent nature of the soul’s part in any activity involving

both body and soul.*? Thus there is a prima facie likelihood that

arguments against Alexander should be preponderantly, if by no

means entirely, related to his views about the unity of body and soul

and the nature of the intellect.

There is one further area where one would not expect the late
commentators to disagree consistently with Alexander. That is in
matters of pure scholarship, reading, textual interpretations, the con-
struction of sentences or even their meaning—in the primary as
opposed to the philosophical sense. Inevitably there will be some dif-
ferences even on the former, such as simple disagreements about
cross-references, or points of grammar.®® In the last instance, of

course, the boundaries between straight philological comment and |

active philosophical interpretation are~we have already seen a case
of this~* likely to be blurred, notwithstanding the efforts of the
latest generation of commentators~Stephanus rather than Philopo-
nus or Simplicius, though the procedure can be traced back to Pro-
clus—to separate formally their discussion of thought and lan-
guage.®® In fact Stephanus is, if anything, less good than the others,
who do not make the formal distinction in their work, at keeping the
two apart in those cases which pertain to Alexander’s interpretations.
And in 2ll the cases where he presents Alexander’s interpretation by
name he rejects it: this applies also to his citations of Alexander on
philosophical points, a situation whose explanation we have already
touched on. The genuine Philoponus, on the other hand, in the com-
mentary on Books I and II agrees with Alexander on purely philo-
logical points half as often again as he disagrees (6:4), with the

reverse ratio applying where philological and philosophical points

¥ Cf. ibid. 69sqq., and Proclus on perception, in: BICS 29 (1982) 6-8.

¥ Cf. e.g. Simplicius’ complaint about Alexander’s criticism of a double negative at
Phys.II 4, 196 a 8-10 at In Phys. 329,14-20, or the simple disagreement about a
cross reference at Simplic., In-An. 50,36-37.

M Cf. the differences between Plutarch and Alexander on III 12, discussed above,
p.98.

¥ Cf. Festugiére, Modes de composition des commentaires de Proclus, in: MH 20
(1963) 77-100.
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combine (2:3). The figures are of course far too small to have any
statistical significance; they merely indicate a trend. This is unfortun-
ate, as the same proportions apply to the philological issues in Sim-
plicius: on the combined questions disagreements outnumber agree-
ments by 6:1. In the case of the genuine Philoponus commentary on
Book III, available only for chapters 4-9 in Moerbeke’s translation,
there are no agreements, arguably because no purely philological
points are at issue. Moreover, that part of the De anima is of course
more “Neoplatonically sensitive” than the rest in so far as it deals
with intellect, which may also in part explain the greater divergence

between Stephanus and Alexander. Only in part, because the differ- .

ence holds also for those parts of Book III whose subject is more
neutral — the discussions of imagination, locomotion and the
arrangement and distribution of the faculties. An important point

that emerges from these admittedly scant figures is that Alexander is

not only cited on those occasions when the commentators feel that
his view must be disposed of or at least corrected.

So far we have said nearly nothing about Themistius. Themistius
is a useful control since he wrote non-Platonic commentary at a
time, the mid-fourth century,* when Platonism was already the pre-
vailing philosophy, even if it had not yet been so for some three cen-
turies. Thus, unlike Simplicius and Philoponus, he is to be found on
the same side as Alexander in his account of Aristotle’s defini-
tion of the soul, and even closer to Aristotle—arguably of course-
than Alexander himself on the question of the active intellect, which
Themistius took as internal to the individual human soul
(102,305qq.). These two cases alone suffice to show both that it was
not necessary to write Platonic commentary after the rise of Neopla-
tonism, and also that a commentator’s views could still, on crucial
issues, reflect his own judgement rather than a prevailing school line.
As in modern times the place where a man worked may have
affected his views: Themistius was at Constantinople, not at Athens
or Alexandria. It may of course be argued that the method Themis-

tius used restricted his scope for unorthodoxy, but it will not be

entirely outrageous to suggest that Aristotle’s text leaves plenty of

3% The commentaries were written at an early stage in Themistius’ career, cf. A. H. M.
Jones, J.R. Martindale, J. Morris, Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire 1,
Cambridge 1971, 889.
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scope for more than one paraphrase. Unfortunately Themistius’
views are not discussed sufficiently often in the other De anima
comfnentaries for any useful conclusions to be drawn from such dis-
cussions as we do find. In his De anima commentary Simplicius men-
tions him only once (151,14). Philoponus in one discussion mentions
him to object to his views on the problem at De anima 422 b 17 sqq.
about whether or not a single sense is involved in the perception of
different kinds of objects of touch (408,25-411,1), a question suffi-
ciently difficult for disagreement not necessarily to be significant,
and on another occasion to disagree about whether or not flesh is a
sense organ (418,25-26). Stephanus refers to him three times, once
on the number of senses, where he accepts Themistius’ opinion
(490,9-19) but suggests that a Platonic explanation would be prefer-
able (ibid. 27-34), and twice on the definition of imagination: here
he disputes a view which he seems to have carelessly misrepresented
(508,19-21; 514,29-31).%” None of these points depends on a differ-
ence between a Platonic and non-Platonic reading of an Aristotelian
text.

It is, as we have already indicated, on just such points that Alex-
ander is criticised. We have mentioned how Simplicius complains
about his view of the body soul relation.’® Philoponus makes some
attempt to come to terms with Aristotle’s definition (215,4-216,25),
and so does not attack Alexander on this point, though in the course
of the discussion he does take issue with him on another matter. He
does, however, object no less than Simplicius to Alexander’s treat-
ment of those passages where Aristotle suggests that perhaps some
part of the soul is separable after all.’® These of course more often
relate to the intellect, but the different approaches of Alexander and
his Neoplatonic successors emerge just as clearly over the still unre-
solved problem passage where Aristotle, having argued that the soul
must be the inseparable entelechy of the body, allows the possibility
that some parts may be separable just because they are not the
body’s entelechy, and then continues 11 8¢ &5n\ov &l oBtag Evieré-
Xew tod odpatog 1 yuxn donep MAwtie nAolov,* “it is unclear

¥ See further my Neoplatonic interpretations of Aristotle on phantasia, in; RMeta 31
{1977) 253-254.

¥ Cf. p.99 above.
»* See pp. 104-105 below.
“° Simplicius’ lemma reads 100 odpatrdg Eonv Gonep but the sense is not affected.
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whether soul is the entelechy of the body as a sailor is of a ship”
(413 a 8-9). For Simplicius (96,3-15) these remarks present a diffi-
culty because for him it is perfectly clear that the soul is an entelechy
of that kind, that is, detachable: he does not discuss, or even men-
tion, Alexander’s view that Aristotle appears to be in doubt. Philo-
ponus does but, of course, rejects it because for him there can be
no doubt on this point (225,20-31). But Alexander, like some mod-
ern interpreters, raises the possibility that Aristotle is talking about
the intellect. As Philoponus puts it Alexander is forced to say that
Aristotle may be referring to the intellect: mpoidv 3¢ xal ¥710 Tig
AEewg Pratopevog gnow St Eowxe 82 mepl vod Agyew St Eotu
xwewtdg (ibid. 25-26).

Yet Philoponus himself does not think that Aristotle can be dis-
cussing a completely separate intellect anywhere in this work, a point
that comes up at several places where the possibility arises that Ars-
totle could be talking about a fully transcendent intellect (413 b
24-27, 415 a 11-12). In discussing these passages Philoponus brings
to bear a principle of interpretation which excludes certain possibili-
ties right from the start, namely that all works of Plato and Aristotle
had one particular philosophical purpose. How misleading this
could be is perhaps best shown by the fact that Iamblichus, who
seems to have been responsible for this system, decided that the
Sophist was a theological work dealing with the sublunary demi-
urge.* Under this rule the De anima was a work about Aoyt
woyh, the rational soul, that is the human soul as attached to an
individual and separate from the transcendent intelligible world (cf.
e.g. Simplic. 4,29-31). This arbitrary limitation of the scope of the
De anima is produced as an argument here and elsewhere, most
notably in the discussions of III 5 by Stephanus, to which we have
already referred,*? and also by Simplicius (cf. 240,2-5) to show
that Aristotle could not have been talking about what Neoplatonists
called divine (8€lo¢) or unparticipated (Gpédextog) intellect, and so
niot about the supreme cause, as Alexander maintained.

4 Cf, the scholion on Plat., Soph. 216 4, p. 445 Greene; also in Plato, ed. Hermann VI,
249,

42 See above pp.94-95,

4 Cf. also [Philop.), In An. 518,36-519,2 where Ammonius is reported to have com-
plained that both Alexander and Plutarch failed to see that the treatise is not about

6 §0padev vois.
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Just as Philoponus had refused to accept that Aristotle shows any
doubt about the separability of soul, so Simplicius, discussing 413 b
15-16, where Aristotle says there is a problem about separability,
writes that we must not follow Alexander in thinking the remark is
occasioned by intellect: the difficulty is about the senses, which use
separate organs (101,18-32). At 413 b 24-26 Aristotle says nothing
is yet clear about the power of thought, but it seems to be a different
kind of soul and the only one that can be separable. Simplicius, like
Philoponus, maintains that Aristotle’s difficulty is not about the
separability of intellect. When Alexander suggests that™Aristotle’s

“seems” (Eowe) leaves open two possibilities, Simplicius asserts that

“seems” must mean “is apparently” (noénet or gaivetar), and argues
that the rational soul is certainly separate~a good example of how
the Neoplatonists read their philosophical presuppositions into an
ostensibly philological discussion (102,27-103,8). In discussing the
same text Philoponus, as we have just seen, uses his view that the
divine inteliect must be separable to exclude Alexander’s suggestion
that that is the subject of Aristotle’s doubt (241,28-242,5; cf. also
194,12-13). And when at 415 a 1112 Aristotle, talking about lower
faculties being entailed by higher ones, says that the intellect that
thinks is another subject, Philoponus rejects Alexander’s explanation
that the reference is to the divine intellect on the grounds that that is
not Aristotle’s subject here (261,10-262,4).

These are a few examples of how the Neoplatonist commenta-
tors confronted Alexander on matters where differences could
hardly fail to arise. What happens is clear enough. But it would be
wrong to think that these principles of interpretation are not applied
at other points in the work. Let us take an apparently innocuous
issue like the section where Aristotle discusses locomotion under the
stimulus of the appetitive faculty (433 b 8s5qq.). Alexander, giving a
clearly Aristotelian explanation, said that the faculty was moved
accidentally. Plutarch differed, and said that the activity of the
appetitive faculty is movement: this Simplicius describes as a Pla-
tonic explanation, and prefers it (302,23-30).4 On the other hand, a
few pages below Simplicius prefers Alexander to Plutarch on the
question whether moving but ungenerated entities have sense-per-
ception (320,33-34): we have already looked at his and Stephanus’

* On this text see further Some Platonist readings (n.4) 12.

these commentators themselves on the points at issu
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account of this passage.#* As we indicated, Stephanus there quotes
Alexander only to disagree with him, and he.:re we have at least one
piece of evidence to show that Neoplatonist commentators could
take a different view of the same passage. If we had more examples
of texts where Alexander’s views of the De anima were discussed by
more than one of his successors, we should be able to form a clearer
picture of how far the different commentators were prepared to

accept them, and thus incidentally of the precise dxfferi?ces between
e.

4 Cf. above p.98. : . ‘ .
# An earlier version of this paper was given to a joint session of the Classical Associa-

tion of Canada and the Canadian Philosophical Association at Laval University,
and was written during the tenure of a Junior Fellowship at the Center for Hellenic
Studies, and a Leverhulme Research Fellowship.
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John Philoponus and
Stephanus of
Alexandria: Two

Neoplatonic Christian
Commentators on
Aristotle?

“Two Neopiatonic Christian commentators on Aristotle?” The query is crucial, and
couid equally well come at three points in the title of this paper. It could éome
"after the word “two” because it is not yet clear how much difference there., in fact
is between the commentaries of Philoponus and Stephanus on Book 3 of Al,'istotle’s'
de Anima—it is these two commentaries with which I shall be primarily con-
cerned: We now have Stephanus of Alexandria’s exposition of this book in the
'transm.med text of Philoponus’ commentary, while Philoponus’ own survives only
in a thirteenth-century Latin version by William of Moerbeke, and only for chap-
ters 4-8 at that; it is also to some extent reflected in the paraphrase commentary
by Sophoqlas.' which should probably be dated to the fourteenth century. So that is
one question. One could also place the query after “Christian.” Their philo-
sophical background is manifestly Neoplatonic, but were they both, or was only
Stephanus, Christian at the time when they wrote their commentaries—or gave the
lectures on which the commentaries as we have them are based? Yet again one
co:tzld put it after “commentators.” Were they Christians whose exposition of
Aristotle thereby differed from what it would have been had they been pagans, or
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commentators on Aristotle who were no more than incidentally Christian? In other
words, do the Christian convictions that both may have had bear in any way on
their reading of Aristotle? And if they do, how can we detect the operation of this
bias? Finally, we might ask how much these men were genuinely commentators
on Aristotle at all.

Let us deal first with what should, at first sight, be the easiest of these
questions: one commentator, or two? On a superficial level three sets of differ-
ences immediately present themselves. First, a crude measure, but informative
nevertheless, is the scale of the commentaries. In the one Neoplatonic commentary
which survives intact, that of Simplicius (?Priscian),’ the commentary on Book 3 is
twice as long as that on Book 1, and three-quarters as long again as that on Book
2, whereas in Stephanus’ version (or whatever it is), the commentary on Book 3 is
only four-fifths as long as Philoponus’ on Book 1, and not much longer—some
twenty pages—than Philoponus’ on Book 2.* Now this might be a sign of different
interests rather than anything else, but should at least be noted as a possible
indication of difference. More significant is that within Book 3 itself, the relative
length of discussion in different passages is not always the same. Sometimes
Philoponus has more to say on one passage, at others Stephanus will give a long
exposition of texts on which Philoponus has very little to say.

Second, we have a difference relating to the organization of the material.
Philoponus’ commentary continues with no marked breaks or divisions other than
those arising from the text on which it is a commentary. Stephanus’. on the other
hand, falls into that series of divisions into thedria and praxis which seems to have
been codified by Olymptodorus, though it can be traced back to Proclus.’

Third, we have a matter of scholarly practice. Stephanus’ commentary, but
not Philoponus’, contains numerous named references to earlier commentators (or
philosophers assumed to be commentators—especially Alexander and Plutarch,
perhaps the only previous authors of full-scale commentaries on the de Anima. or
at least Book 3 of it) and a continuous examination and dissection of the views of
both these and others. That this apparent difference was not due to excisions by
the Latin translator can be seen at once by a comparison with Philoponus on
Books 1 and 2, as weli as his other commentaries. Only Alexander constitutes an
exception, both in the Latin de Anima commentary and elsewhere. But it must not
be thought that the translator never made changes or additions: in the exposition of
3.4 we have a note on the fact that Greek morion, unlike Latin pars, was neuter,
which cannot have been in the original. Thus we have here a prima facie case for
distinguishing our two commentarors as independent authorities—within the limits
of independence at this point in the tradition. We have not yet excluded the
possibility that they produced different presentations of a similar commentary; the
formulation here is deliberately vague since, theoretically at least, straight de-
pendence and common descent are equally possible. But a look at both the struc-
ture and the detailed contents of some of the comparable parts of each commen-
tary will show that they are in fact independent.

By way of example let us take the opening discussion of 3.4, where Aristotle
turns from imagination to thought, from the irrational to the rational soul. This
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latter.dlstmc.tion is one that is not present in Aristotle’s treatise—it is mentioned
only in passing in a later discussion, and attributed to persons unnamed®—but it is
of course one of the major concerns of the Neoplatonist commentators, our two as
v‘veli as Slmpiicius, who were much preoccupied with allocating the s,oul’s facul-
ties anq activities to its higher or lower sections. Thus phantasia, working as it
does w1th.b.oth, naturally presented peculiar difficulties, which are prominent in
the exposition of de Anima 3.3.” Some of these are also conspicuous in the
treatment of 3.4, where they are relevant insofar as it is necessary to establish
how far reason and intellect involve imagination.

A brief 100!_( at the structure of the two expositions of 3.4 will show that the
t\ff(l commem-anes cannot simply be identified. Philoponus, but not Stephanus
gives a short introduction to the discussions that are to follow. Both commentarics’
ti?en tell us that Aristotle is setting out to answer three questions. Since Aristotle
himself does not say this, it is probably part of the commentary tradition.® Aristotle

himself says that whether or not the part of the soul by which it knows and thinks

is separaple—l—thus indicating that he does not himself intend to deal with that
question in this place—we must ask how this part of soul differs from others, and
how thinking takes place. Thus Aristotle asks two questions: the commentators

“f‘th their own special concerns clearly influencing their reading of Aristotle. have
him ask three. According to Philoponus these are:

1. Is the rational soul separate or inseparable?
2. How does it differ from the sensible (a sensu)?
3. How does intellection happen in us?

Stephanus’ list is not, however, the same. The three questions he gives are:

1. Is the soul destructible or not?

2. How 1s the rational soul different from the sensible?
3. How does intellection take place?

I.n these lists only the second and third questions more or less coincide. Th
ﬁrs} in Stephanus’ list could be an implication of the one given by Philo ‘n :
whnch is closer to what Aristotle actually says. The second and third. as wzoh:vs ,
said, do go ‘back tlo Anistotle himself, but in the first the commentato;s have take'r:l
the words in which Aristotle puts aside the question of separability, as he re-
peategly does, and turned them into a third question which not only re:flects their
;\;n mttlerests, but which is clearly more important to them than the other twc:
nmesgh p?evcr are Neoplatonic—or perhaps just simply Platonic—interests, and

ristian ones, though they do of course relate to Christian problems. The
answers given are in any case firmly in the Platonic tradition. '
Step;‘:‘ ;:S();se g:ztutr; of I\Iﬁo;‘)latonic aims ax}d Arigotelian content emerges from
o theori g S:: p;e Iminary general discussion of matters under investiga-
thrce st a;ld s:al:—t a\r::t; atr:;og:ces c;htz:t he will l;ieal with the first two of the
s \ cond because the second helps towards an
?;s:/se;;om ;hebﬁrsti)}’roceed.m.g th}ls, he dlsthguishes rational soul from sensation—
mber that the distinction of a rational soul from an irrational one does
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not figure in Aristotie’s discussion—and argues that, though they have certain
features in common, they differ in their reaction to intense stimuli. While this
point is of course raised by Aristotle himse!f later in the treatise,' he does not draw
the conclusion that is produced by Stephanus, namely that the very fact that nous
thrives on intenser stimuli, and is helped by them to deal with the lesser ones, is a
strong indication of its eternity. Neither this arrangement of the arguments nor
the argument itself is to be found in Philoponus’ discussion of this chapter. Nor
is the second argument: that since nous can and does think all things, it must be
incorporeal and eternal. The preoccupations that emerge from these discussions
(preoccupations with discerning the differences between the levels of soul, and
with the question of immortality) are of course highly relevant to our last question,
how much these works are in fact commentaries on Aristotle. The answer sug-
gested by this section is that they are rather meditations arising from the text of
Aristotle, and that is an answer that can easily be reinforced by other evidence.
The most conspicuous is the Neoplatonizing treatment of the next chapter, 3.5,
which introduces into the exposition of Aristotle the whole Neoplatonic debate on
the status of the individual nous.” Similarly we have the assumption that Aristotle
must be talking in terms of a detachable soul on the Platonic model, patently
wrong but consistently maintained by all the Neoplatonic commentators, in spite
of some attempts by Philoponus to understand Aristotle in his own terms." Thus the
whole discussion of 3.4 is based on a consequence of the Platonic model, namely
that the soul uses the body as a tool ot instrument.

In the sequel the two discussions diverge further, and even when the same or
similar points are made, the order in which they are introduced is not the same.
Philoponus continues® by discussing how the intellect might be a part of the soul,
and argues that Aristotle has used the term improperly. He maintains that in the
soul the part must be coterminous with the whole. and this means that either the
whole soul would be immortal, or not; whereas Aristotle has previously said that
we are dealing with a different section of the soul. Further, the word “soul” is
used equivocally, just as, for example, “sun” may mean the body or its light, and
“Ajax” may refer either to the son of Telamon or a mysterious Trojan: neither of
these examples is to be found in Stephanus. At the equivalent point in his discus-
sion, Stephanus gives us the views of Plutarch and Alexander. on the significance
of the lemma.'* but does not involve himself in the meaning of “part” until after he
has dealt with the meanings of rous, which in the Philoponus commentary are
discussed immediately after the section on “part.””

If we compare the two discussions of the senses of nous we find a similar
account given by both commentators, though again the presentation differs. Phil-
oponus goes straight on to consider three senses of nous," while Stephanus gives
us his view of what Aristotle means after telling us that Alexander and Plutarch

+

take them differently. He discusses their treatments in some detail, and also

explains Ammonius’ differences with them before going on to his own position."

Philoponus. on the other hand, states his own position first and then goes on
to discuss certain views of Alexander, which Stephanus mentioned at a correspond-
ingly earlier stage. Here, apart from the difference of presentation, we find that
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the two commentators have produced substantially different accounts of Alex-
ander’s position. Alexander, as is well known, held that the strictly human intellect
was mortal, and that the active intellect was external to the individual. Now,
according to Philoponus, Alexander was unable to deny that intellect was such as
he has told us Aristotie’s intellect was, citing the Aristotelian description of it as
pure or unmixed and impassible. Therefore, says Philoponus, because he could
not go against these pronouncements, Alexander said that Aristotle was talking
about the universal intellect.® Stephanus, on the other hand, says that in order to
maintain his position, Alexander did just what Philoponus said—rightly—he was
unable to do, namely that he attacked the idea that nous was pure, impassible, and
separate.” Here, on a point of considerable importance, they give manifestly con-
flicting accounts of Alexander, the only authority whom Philoponus cites by name
in this part of his commentary.

Here, then, are a few examples, which could be multiplied without difficulty,
of the difference in presentation and substance between the two commentators.
They should suffice without multiplication to show that we have before us two
separate commentaries, and not merely different versions of a typical and tradi-
tional- Alexandrian lecture course on the de Anima. Yet certain similarities of
approach are clearly present.

Now that we have established that we are dealing with two separate commen-
taries, we must tumn to the question of their authors’ religion. In Stephanus’ case
the mere fact of his Christianity (suggested by his name, his date, and his occupa-
tion of an official chair at Constantinople,™ as well as the occasional pronounce-
ment)* should be accepted*—its importance is another matter—but in that of Philo-
ponus there is a problem. Here we must expand the point about being Christian at
the time of composition of the de Anima commentary, or indeed of any of the
Philoponus commentaries.”

Until recently, then, it has been commonty thought, lack of evidence from
antiquity notwithstanding, that Philoponus had begun his philosophical activities
as a pagan and subsequently become a convert to Christianity—to which his name
John suggests, but does not prove, allegiance—after he had written his commen-
taries. This is the view of Gudeman in his generally unsatisfactory Pauly article,
and has been maintained by others since.” In a book difficult of access—it was
published in occupied France—R. Vancourt treated Philoponus as if he were a
Christian when he wrote the de Anima commentary.”” Subsequently E. Evrard,
examining the chronological relationships of Philoponus’ oeuvre, mainly on the
basis of his views on the movement of the heavenly bodies and his understanding
of Aristotle’s fifth element, has argued that there is no chronological separation
between the commentaries and the other works, and in particular that the de
Aeternitate Mundi contra Proclum was written before the commentary on the
Meteorologica.” That in itself, if correct, as I think it is, is sufficient to destroy the
traditional position. It would mean that we cannot be sure that there was in fact
any time when he was a pagan. Evrard proceeded to examine briefly the de Anima
commentary, and to suggest that the apparently non-Christian views in it, on the
preexistence of the soul and the immortality of the luminous body, are explicable

e AT
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in terms of an Origenism which, he thinks, survived at Alexandria. He further
suggested, following Vancourt, that Philoponus’ explanation of de Anima 3.5 was
influenced by the wish to select from the field a view not incompatible with
Christianity, namely that we have a single soul of which the intellect is part.

To take the second point first. Whether or not Philoponus was a Christian is
probably irrelevant; the choice he makes is explicabie in terms of the Neoplatonic
tradition: three of the four views presented in the commentary are in fact Neopla-
tonic views, and are connected with Aristotle only insofar as the Neoplatonists
thought they and Aristotle were expounding the same philosophy. I have exam-
ined this matter in some detail eisewhere, so shall not pursue the point now, but
simply say that what Philoponus—and Stephanus—did was to adopt the standard
and orthodox Neoplatonic view about the human intellect, namely that it is single
and fully descended.” Insofar as that is what they did, we cannot attach great
significance to their choice. It remains possible that Christian prejudice affected it,
but it is unnecessary to introduce it into the discussion of their motives. Ironically,
the problems presented by the Platonic view of the soul could be solved by
reading Aristotle in the way we think he should be read, which is just what his
interpreters in antiquity did not normally do. Thus a more straightforward reading
of Aristotle might be a result of Christian bias, and one might consider in this
context Aquinas’ interpretation of 3.5.° As for luminous bodies, these, or pneu-
matic ones, were characteristic of Platonists and Platonizers alike.”

Similar explanations may be offered of Philoponus’ view that the world was
created in time. Like the dispute about the status of the intellect, this too reflects a
long-standing and well-known controversy among Platonists after Plato. The point
at issue was, of course, the interpretation of Plato’s Timaeus. This is another
controversy whose details need not concern us here. It need only be recalled that
the view that the world was created in time was not a function of Christian
readings of Plato, but can be traced back to Plato’s immediate pupils—if not to
Plato himself—and reappears at intervals thereafter.” In this matter too, Christian
conceptions are compatible with the view offered and may have influenced its
choice but, here again, the internal history of the Platonic tradition offers suffi-
cient explanation of the facts.

Whatever one’s assessment of Philoponus’ Christianity and its influence on
his views about these questions might be, it is clear that it was not.otherwise
sufficiently pervasive to prevent him from producing Neoplatonic material that is
not strictly compatible with Christianity, at least in the course of background
outline exposition. Thus, in speaking of the various levels of perfection and
knowledge of different faculties of soul, he will say of nous that it is more obscure
than reason in that its activities rarely penetrate to men, and then only to a few.”
This seems at first sight to make intellect external. Insofar as it does, it is in-
consistent with the understanding of 3.5 manifested by both Philoponus himself
and Stephanus, who, as we have mentioned, chooses that Neoplatonic view of
human intellect which holds it to be single and internal. Any doubts that might
remnain about the presence of material ill-suited to Christian ideas may be resolved
by a reading of the preface to Philoponus’ exegesis of Book 1.
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The determination of Philoponus’ position does, of course, present unusual
difficulties because his views were by no means orthodox. Not only was he a
monophysite (that is straightforward enough), but he struck at least one of his
contemporaries as having deceived himself by holding views appropriate to the
very pagans he ostensibly attacked. This was Cosmas Indicopleustes, the Traveler
to India.* Cosmas may not have been a man of great philosophical culture or
acumen, and he may not have known that Philoponus was a late convert—possibly
because he was not—but this view of Philoponus should at least put us on our
guard against saying that he was not a Christian at the time he wrote the de Anima
commentary just because it manifests strange views about man and his nature.

And such views are present. If one were to set out some criteria for estab-
lishing whether or not a writer was Christian, one might think of the following:
1) a refusal to accept the soul’s preexistence, though that is subject to the difficulty
about Origenism already mentioned:* or more significantly, 2) disembodied exis-
tence after death of the normal Platonist type*—Porphyry had singled out reincar-
nation with a body for a scornful attack in his work Against the Christians:” and 3)
the absence of the belief that the soul is capable of attaining salvation, or union
with higher Being, by its own unaided efforts.* By these criteria Philoponus fails to
qualify. All these views may be found right at the start of his commentary, in the
preface. There we have the soul's preexistence” (which may not be crucial), sur-
vival after death without the body,* and several references to soul’s assimilation to
nous by habituation, or the practice of the cathartic virtues,* with no word of any
help from above. We have aiready suggested that heresy rather than paganism
may, at least in part, be the explanation of all this. If however one is trying to
show that he held pagan views in the commentaries, and Christian views else-
where, one has to show that there is a clear measure of inconsistency between the
commentaries and those works which are indisputably part of Philoponus’ writings
qua Christian. Now when one looks at some of his views on the soul in this light,
the opposite turns out to be the case. Thus what he has to say in his disquisition on
the creation of the world, the de Opificio Mundi, about the ensoulment of the
embryo turns out to be, shall we say, easily compatible with Neoplatonic views on

the subject.” In particular, he divides the soul into two, a rational and an irrational
part. Animals other than man have an irrational soul inseparably united to the
body. Man in addition has a separate part (choriston) which is the rational soul.
He makes the distinction in cornection with Aristotle’s definition of the soul, and
he treats that definition in a way that is not difficult to recognize as Neoplatonic,
comparable not only with what Philoponus himself says in his commentary on the
de Anima, but also with the explanation offered by Simplicius, who has never
been suspected of Christianity.” What he does is to say that part of the soul is an
entelechy of the body, as music is an activity of the lyre; while another part is

separate like a sailor on a ship (or a charioteer)—an old image going back to the

hesitation at de Anima 2.1,% a passage vigorously exploited by several Neopla-
tonists.” On this basis we should have to treat the de Opificio Mundi as a non-
Christian work, which it patently is not. Therefore the appearance of the same

view in works of uncertain status cannot be taken to show that they are pagan in
doctrine, let alone in authorship.
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As for vocabutary that might indicate Christian training or ways of thml((lmf,
there is virtually none in Philoponus. What _there is, a reference to angells an taz
essence of angels,* may be a medieval insgmon. That Moer.beke did not z]: w;ysc,us-
is commonly thought. provide a straight literal trans‘latxon is shown“by t”g fzg
sion, mentioned above, of the fact that the word Aristotle uses for par.t 19 : a
10 is, unlike its Latin equivalent, neuter.” If however ?ve compare this situation
with that in Stephanus. its significance is diminished. vaeq tk}at Stephanus wa; a
Christian writer, we might expect a higher incidence of Chr.lstlan vocabulary. But
apart from a very short section® to which Profcssor' Westerink pas alregdy drayvn
attention,” and which, if it alone survived, would give a very different 1mpress19n
from the whole, there is virtually none in the part of tbe commentary that c.:ovc;s
chapters 1-8, some 124 pages in all. The section that is an exception to this rule
and has some Christian terminology actually embedded in the text, has fzngeloz in
the Christian rather than the Neoplatonic sense, a reference to eusebé d.ogrzata
clearly meaning Christian (by now a standard sense,” as opposed to Platonic) ocl;
trines, and also one to theos, again in the Christian rather than the normal Qree
sense. In addition there is an apparently approving reference to Prov@ence
(pronoia) as a name for God.* Possibly one should add here a number of am.blguous
references to faculties vouchsafed to us by the dcmiurgc‘,” \'vho‘could be either ‘Ehe
ordinary Platonists’ demiurge or the Almighty in Platonic disguise, and the tag h.e
said and it happened™ (eipe kai egenero) which seems to allude to the Genesis

ation.” . .
accow;tl?ftg:se we should perhaps put the terminology of the segtlon»endm'g.
marks. The usual form of these in Stephanus is en routois I7é t’I’wo'na sun '.‘hem_
pléroutai: “here, with God’s help, ends the general discussion gr, en hois hg
‘prﬁxis sun theoi pléroutai: “here, with God's help, ends the lecture.” For com;;;'n-.
son, the pagan Olympiodorus uses slightly different formulat;, such as tauta e e;_
hé thedria: “this is the content of the general discussion,” wnhouy any r’nentlcm o
divine aid. These appear uniformly in the commentaries‘op Aristotle’s Meteor-
ologica, Plato’s Gorgias and Phaedo, and also the First Alcibiades. In the commen-
taries on Platonic and pseudo-Platonic works, however, there are 'separat? sect102
headings for the lectures, of the type praxis sun theoi: “lectur.e, with God’s hcl;:l,'
followed by a numeral. Now the Olympiodorus commentaries are probably e hl-
tions by students,* and it could well be they—or even later copyists—who putin the
non-integrai chapter headings. If that is so, aqd if th_c? chapter-end markings in
Stephanus are not also later additions, more skillfully inserted so as to have th;
appearance of being integral to the text, then we do have at least a superﬁgal r;llar
of Stephanus’ betiefs. Superficial” must be stressed because there are, as we ave
seen, other explanations of his choices as a commentator. As for Philoponus, one
would not -expect to tind comparable expressions in his text, given the absence of
the organization of material to. which they belong. o

All this indicates. at least by way of sample, that Christianity was, aF most, of
little importance in the composition of these commgntar?es and the SelCCtIOl:l of the
views they express. Further exemplification of this point would not be difficult,

but space precludes it here.
Trctand wa muet nate ramea ta ane tact anectian haw mnech were thece men
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genuinely commentators on Aristotle. It is a question that is not as difficult as the
others, though the obvious answer is misleading. Superficially, the answer must
be yes, of course they were. They did after all write, or provide the material for,
commentaries in the sense of exegetical works discussing the interpretation of
texts. And when we consider primarily philological explanation of what unclear
passages of Aristotle mean, then their opinion as interpreters of the text deserves
to be respected in a perfectly straightforward way. The difficulty comes at the next
level, that of philosophical exposition. And here things are a good deal less
straightforward. Enough has probably been said in the earlier part of this paper to
indicate the kind of answer that might be given, and there is no need to spend very
long on it now. It shouid already be clear that we have to admit that we are not
dealing with mere exposition of a difficult thinker. At this point it might be as
well to state that what is being said does not imply that it is possible to explain a
philosophical text without some involvement in philosophy, and perhaps some
proneness to introduce one’s own opinions. Nevertheless, the Neoplatonic com-
mentators are a special case. Like some of the scholastics, the Neoplatonists’
professed aim was to expound a given body of truth: for the Neoplatonists this was
the philosophy of Plato, with which that of Aristotle was held, in the main, to
coincide. It should not need to be said here that the words that are presented as an
interpretation of Plato (whether with obvious labels like Proclus’ On Plato’s
Theology or others less obvious like the Enneads®) are in fact presentations of
views which Plato would not have recognized as his own without becoming the
victim of an elaborate Socratic elicitation of truths that he never knew he knew.
With Aristotle the situation is not all that different, for the reasons we have
mentioned. To these we may add the local conditions in Alexandria in the time of
Ammonius and Philoponus which made Aristotle preferable as the vehicle for
Neoplatonic philosophy.* Some of the differences might be attributed to the nature
of the Aristotelian treatises discussed, for these afford only the occasional oppor-
tunity for the higher flights of Neoplatonic speculation. If we had a set of com-
mentaries on the Metaphysics, things might be different: that of Syrianus on a few
of the less potentially explosive books of that work is sufficient indication of what
can be done.

By way of summary let us review our initial questions. “Two?” Yes, that is
clear. “Two Christian?” To this the answer is less clear. One, certainly, that is
Stephanus; the other probably yes too, but not to an extent or on doctrinal lines
that would be easily detectable on any page of his commentary, and this, on the
whole, is true of Stephanus too. “Two Christian commentators?” then, in the
sense we have defined, No: even Stephanus offered primarily Neoplatonic exposi-
tion. Philoponus, as we have suggested, wrote a commentary not deeply imbued
with such Christian convictions as he may have held at the material time. If his
course had included one, it would be particularly interesting to have Stephanus’
equivalent of Philoponus’ general introduction to Book 1, in which he sets out his
own views, and which is full of the sort of Neoplatonism that would be likely to
give doctrinal offense. Possibly in the interval the climate of opinion which
Justinian was trying to promote by his measures, such as they were, against the
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blic teaching of pagan philosophy”—and | vyould strongly. stress public—may at
Il)a‘;lst have had its effects. But that is s;{eculatloln.eSazct:;l:(t;;x; :Ig:xeld,l to;a:o:;s/:;
;zen:lugllga: ivg;:f ?:::egafid:a? lll’thill:pzltllll(lis’h:grrta;z;i:‘yl osr: BI([)oka:; osii;;lea :i:il.:gli;m:(;
\:/Ieoet;?;iet?:ttl?ef t:it:tz:i?;sc.cxi:;?%zgu; St;igﬁssiiihgszkatzegtll;rzkl;t:; t:‘::n:
i ripts of Philoponus. whic
e o b
t\illzr::ﬁ‘i‘:s‘oor:priji:f:r:’:f1 p;htilz‘;;nus' work was regarded as suspect—whether the cause

was such apparent paganism as impressed itself on contemporaries like Cosmas

was taken to substitute the work of Stcphangs on that part of the de A
was. more than any other, theologically delicate?
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JOHN PHILOPONUS AND STEPHANUS OF ALEXANDRIA: TWO
NEOPLATONIC CHRISTIAN COMMENTATORS ON ARISTOTLE?

Note: All references to the Greek commentaries on Aristotle are by page and line of the Berlin
Academy edition, (CAG), and to the de Anima commentary unless otherwise stated; references to the
Latin version of Philoponus’ commentary on Book 3 of the de Anima are 10 G. Verbeke's edition, Jean
Philopon. Commemaire sur le de Anima d'Aristote. Traduction de Guillaume de Moerbeke (Louvain/
Paris, 1966). )

L. Cf. 8. van Riet, “Fragments de !original grec du ‘de-Intellectu’ de Philopon dans une compilation

de Sophonias,” Rev. Philosophique de Louvain 63 (1965) 5-40.

On the relation of our texts to the original courses, cf. M. Richard, “ATIO ®QNHZX.,” Byzantion

20 (1950) 191-199.

- The avthenticity of the commentary usually ascribed to Simplicius has recently been questioned,
and its authorship assigned to Priscian, by F. Bossier and C. Steel, “Priscianus Lydus en de ‘in de
Anima’ van Pseudo(?) Simplicius”, Tifdschrift voor Filosofie 34 (1972) 761-782: their reasons do
not seem to me entirely convincing. For another view cf. now 1. Hadot, Le Probléme du Néopla-
tonisme Alexandrin. Hiéroclés et Simplicius (Paris, 1978), 193-202.

. Themistius, by contrast, wrote roughly the same on all three books.

Cf. A. . Festugi¢re, “Mode de composition des commentaires de Proclus,” Mus. Helv. 20 (1963)

81ff. The presence of this arrangement in Book 3 only of Philoponus’ commentary was already

noted by the CAG editor, M. Hayduck, preface p. v.

Cf. 432a 26. :

Cf. H. Blumenthal, “Neoplatonic interpretations of Aristotle on Phantasia,” Rev. bf Metaphysics.
31 (1977) 251-252.

. Simplicius refers to his (lost) commentary on Metaphysics Lambda for a discussion of nous
khoristos, of. 217, 23-28,

9. Phijoponus 2. 13-27.

10. Stephanus 516. 8-15.

11, Jbid 516. 8-517. 32.

12. Cf. above, p. 56, and n. 6.

3.

»
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v
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[e-]

On this cf. H. Blumenthal, “Neoplatonic elements in the de Anima commentaries,” Phronesis 21
(1966) 72-83. :

14. Cf. ibid., 84-86, and Philoponus 215. 4ff., 224. 12ff.
15, Philoponus 2. 33ff.

16. Stephanus 518. 8ff.

17, Stephanus 520, 21ff.

18. Philoponus 3. 544, 69

19. Stephanus 518. 8-520. 20.

20. Philoponus 4. 70-75.

21. Stephanus 521. 11ff.

22. He was summoned to the capital to become oikoumenikos didaskalos under Heraclius (610—634),

ef. H. Usener, De Stephano Alexandrino (Bonn, 1880), in Kleine Schriften 3 (Leipzig, 1914)
2484f. o '

23. E.g., Stephanus 527. 29-32: on this cf. above, p. 61.

24, Cf. L. G. Westerink, Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy (Amsterdam, 1962)
XXiv-xxv.

25. Some of these are, of course, publications b
not a Christian,

A. Gudeman, “Ioannes Philoponus,” Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopddie 9.i (1916) 1769, 1771,

y Philoponus of courses given by Ammonius, who was
26.
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“The last days of the Academy at Athens,” Pro-
fy n.s. 15 (1969), and, on the arrangements made,

d its sequel: what happened to the Aca-

thirds of Stephanus:

ADDENDUM: Additional note to p.54, against line 4 (line ending...Stephanus on Book 3

of Aristotle’s): Stephanus’ authorship of the Greek commentary on De Anima 3 has

been questioned in an article b ‘Phi

! > y P. Lautner, ‘Philoponus, In De Ani : ques
a}Lthot s Clas:stcal Q{aanerly ns. 42 (1992) 510-522: Lautner, p. ’g’lng gllln?;;le:}i o
likely author s a pupil of Philoponus. ’ © most

XVI

SIMPLICIUS (?) ON THE FIRST BOOK OF ARISTOTLE’S DE
ANIMA

Neoplatonic exposition of classical Greek philosophy includes
two kinds of reinterpretation. The first and most basic 1s, of course,
the reading of Plato himself as a Neoplatonist. This is, it goes without
saying, to be found primarily in all the independent works of Neopla-
tonism, as well as in commentaries on works of Plato. The other,
with which readers of the Aristotelian commentators are more often
concerned, is the Platonization of Aristotle. The latter is crucial to
our understanding of any Neoplatonist commentator, both in himself
and also as an authority on Aristotle. And since we are dealing with a
text at least superficially based on Aristotle, [ shall devote most of this
paper to some of the somewhat strange interpretations of him to be
found in Book 1 of the De anima commentary. At the same time this
particular book also offers an opportunity, which the commentary on
what will have seemed to him the more obviously philosophically in-
teresting parts of the De anima does not', to see how Simplicius
works in the area of Plato interpretation, and we shall look at the
way in which Plato and Aristotle are both subjected to similar tech-
niques of interpretation.

May we begin, then, by recalling an obvious characteristic of De
anima 1, namely that it contains a considerable amount of mazerial of
a kind not to be found in the other books. That, of course, is not un-
characteristic of the opening book of an Aristotelian work — in the
form in which we like Simplicius have them. The difference consists
in the relatively high proportion of discussion of views about the soul
held by Aristotle’s predecessors, most notably Plato himself. Those
unfamiliar with Neoplatonic commentary might therefore expect to
find this difference clearly reflected in Simplicius’ expositions. One of
the questions I want to raise is how far this actually turns out to be

! The commentary on Book 3 is nearly twice as long as those on Books 1 and 2.
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the case. Connected with it is another question relating to his meth-
ods, namely how far the organization of Aristotle’s material influ-
ences that of Simplicius. One might suspect that the answer is that it
does not do so to any very great extent, and we may note immedi-
ately that Simplicius will not only, as does Aristotle himself, introduce
general issues which are not fully discussed till later in the treatise,
but also refer to specific discussions in the other books, most strik-
ingly the discussion of intellect in Book 3. Thus we find him quoting
the words yopiodeic 8'¢oti povov 1ov9’ 6mep totiv from 3.5 when he
is discussing soul’s relation to the body in the context of chapter 5 of
Book 1 (77.10—11). Similarly, in the discussion of the same chapter,
at which we shall look more closely, he mentions the idea that intel-
lection requires imagination, which Aristotle discusses in 3.7 (77.35)°;
there is also a discussion of immortality, with an explicit reference
~ forward to Book 3, at 59.31—32. These are obvious but clear exam-
ples of the way Simplicius does not feel bound by the sequence of
Aristotle’s treatment: one might say that this is a perfectly reasonable
procedure for a commentator. Whether or-not this procedure in-
volves an unjustifiable reinterpretation of the text discussed is another
matter. In general, the degree of Neoplatonic distortion of particular
texts needs to be assessed in each case. I need hardly argue here that
such distortion exists, and hope I may be permitted to assume its exis-
tence, and look at some selected texts on that assumption.*

This commentator sees his task primarily as the exposition of his
own psychology and of how Aristotle’s psychology is, in general, a
manifestation of the same philosophy. This is a view for which I have
argued before, and which most members of this gathering are un-
likely to find strange or problematic®, In any case Simplicius tells us at
the start of this commentary that that is what he is doing. May I recall
his introductory remarks in the very first paragraph of the work
(1.1—-21)? One must seek the truth about the soul as about other
things, and it is closest to us. Further, we should look at the opinions

43022223,
43ta 14ff, 431b 241

It is argued for in my *Neoplatonic elements in the De Anima commentaries”,
Phronesis 21 (1976}, 64—87, hereafter cited as “Neoplatonic elements” and
“Some Platonist readings of Aristotle”, Proc. Cambridge Philological Society n. s.
27 (1981}, 1—16, hereafter “Some Platonist readings”. :

Ci. “Neoplatonic elements” 65—71.

VR

Simplicius (?) on the first book of Aristotle’s De Anima ‘ 93

of those who have reached the highest level of unde;standing: ;ha; 1;
1 Plato has said many splendi

hy we must study the De amma. many ndid

Xliz s, and they have been explained and shown to be consistent wuh

eac};g c’nher by those who have expounded Plato. But the snua_uonhx.s

less satisfactory in respect of Aristotle’s treatise on the soul — for this

i 1 — ®G T® GpioTe
he cites the, to him, supreme authority of lamblichus — &g @ apicty
) 3

1fic dAndeiog kpiri doxel 1O Tapfaityw. They Slsagrﬁe no:t;r;ly "EE;}:
explanation of his language, but Fspecw.liy about the rr(li Wri;e here-
fore, says Simplicius, be has dec:c_!ed o 1nvcsqgat<;l an rite 2o
Aristotle’s consistency both with bxmself anFl wn}’x t eb ruth. ] or sgt
so he proposes both to pay attention to Anstotl'e 50 Jscuons i%rta‘m
others, and also to support his own conclusions a (?u; un eriain
points from Aristotle’s clear views and pronouncements. In so ;f X
possible he aims to stick to the truth abogt _the subjects conlcefl{l}f t;)v (.)
lowing the lead of Iamblic?ﬁus’ own writings on the soul. The
i hinks, identical. '
alm;{a:é :fzthave ::1 plain identification of thg truth with a correct le>§-
position of Aristotle, and we may supgly the mference‘ that 1;&:15:3}1; it‘:: }s;
philosophy, if properly 'understooq, is the sa‘me‘lphxlo‘sxc/)p n}:a hich
Simplicius and the other Neoplatonists found in P atk:). e Agstow_
in passing that such an account of the right apProacf to an e
lian treatise would be acceptable to Neoplatonists o varyflrf .contl -
tions: they would, of course, have to understand some o A risto cut
theories and discussions in different ways, so that they could turn o
to conform to their own individual standpomts. : e i
One consequence of this approach_ls that the soul musth tlzl is
cussed in terms of Neoplatonic hierarchies. There are, ?s we sha se:,
several points in the commentary on Book 1, and o goursle ‘mz')j
more in that on Book 3, where the relation of the §oul Arlstop e is dis
cussing to Simplicius’ own structure of .souiis and intellects come sl'm? :
focus” Yet in a way some of this discussion s redu1.'1dan.t becguse im
plicius has specified at the start that the dlscussnon. is about }iyuxn};
* which rules out the intellect in the higher Neoplatoplc sense, thoug]
he does leave for subsequent discussion the question whether it is

6§  For lamblichus as Simplicius’ model in method and more cf. Simplicius, In Cat.

©2.15—25,3.2—4
7 Cf. below p. 98 1. 29~100 1. 32, p. 107 . 9—1091. 14.
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about all soul, and why Ari i i 1
S (,1.22~24);.Arxstotle seems to omit any discussion of ov-
FII:S[, however, he proposes to consider the branch of philosoph
to which psychology belongs. For our present purposes I:VC shop lc}i,
note that some of the points he goes on to make, both about the k'u d
of soul to l?e studied and the kind of philosophy which studies jt :;e
a.ssemb_ied in the introductory pages, and there discussed in con,ne
tion w1t.h Slmp'licius’ own concerns, rather than simply taken whe;
they might arise from the text when Aristotle himself discusses
whether or not the soul is in the sphere of the physical philosopher in
the later part of ch.1. That is not to say that these matters are :ot di
cysseq \.whe.n Simplicius comes to the text in question.* Like Aristotis-
Simplicius is prepared to put the study of “parts” of soul which ha\fé
no connection with body in a separate compartment. The terms i
whu':h hfe does it are not Aristotle’s: doov 5¢ voepov, T nphT Xm
0‘0([3[(.1, N TG VORI YIVOOKOUGH Kol TOV 1@V von,rd)‘v SCmp}]nzL(;)\:
YIVOOKEL voDy. Kal 00 TOV EENpNuEvoy povov, GAAG Kai Tov &v fuiv
(2.33—-—3.2)3 in so far as it is intellectual it is considered by first Ll:i-
losophy which cognizes the intelligibles and the intellect that co nli)zc
the.m, not 'only the transcendent intellect but the one in us gWh X
Ar.xstotle himself talks of first philosophy, he does so only to s.a th(;r;
thlpgs that are separable in themselves belong to it. Unlike Simp{icius
Aristotle at this stage regards the existence of such a part of the soui
as no more than a possibility. Simplicius on the other hand, on the ba-
sis of a d1§cussi9n from De partibus animalium 1.1° (whicl; he cites at
2.§~28) in which Aristotle concludes that natural philosophy deals
_wn;h soul in as much as it or some part of it is the form of a living be-
ing and a source of motion, but not necessarily with the whole ioul
asserts 'that as Aristotle there says that it is not the whole soul that is’
to be discussed, and that not all soul but only one or several parts of it
are @Voig while nous is included in the De anima, that is clearl nolt
just a “physical” treatise: o0k ... amhés QLaLKT) 1) mEpL Yoy dic npz a-
el (3.26—27). Simplicius adds that this is his own conclusion Y#he
reason why he brings in all these matters, and we might thinl; that
they would be better treated later, is, it would appear, that accordin
to the now well established procedures of commenta’ry he sees it ags

¥ 403a 25ff., discussed on pp. 20—23.

% Part. An. 641a 17—b 10.
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his first task to define the purpose of the treatise, and that is what he
goes straight on to discuss.

His view of that purpose restricts it to the soul of Svnra (@a,
things that are alive but impermanent. Aristotle, he says, appears to
exclude those of the heavenly bodies, except in objections to the
mathematical demonstrations of the Timaeus. Simplicius finds it nec-
essary to offer explanations as to why Aristotle should have deviated
so far from his alleged purpose. Perhaps, he says, what Plato said
about the heavenly souls was sufficent, and he merely wished to ob-
ject 1o the apparent meaning of the mathematics, or he thought that
what was said about the highest part of our intellect would lead up 1o
the soul of the heavens: icwg 8¢ Kai di1& @V nept Tig GxpOTNTOG TOD
Auetépov vob eipnutveov v gic Ty ovpaviay dvanipunesdal Yyuynv
(cf. 3.29—35). As evidence for this supposition he cites Aristotle’s re-
mark that the world-soul might be like our so-called nous.® Three
points of interest emerge here. First the assumption that Aristotle is
following guidelines like Simplicius’ own about the proper contents
of his treatise, and that any deviations from these require explanation.
Second, the notion that Aristotle is likely to be content with what
Plato says on 2 given question and that his objections are directed
against superficial misunderstandings, 1@ QUOREVE . . . TAV pabnpa-
kv, Third, that any views on matters not contained in the purpose

of the treatise are to be inferred from discussion of those which are.

Simplicius explains the comparison between nous and the world-
soul by pointing out that the world-soul is pure and intellectual —
ka9apog Kai voepog Adoyog — and entirely unconnected with what he
calls Scvtepai {wat (by which he must mean those of the sub-intellec-
tual levels) because this kind of soul neither inclines to bodies nor
comes 10 belong to them, but they to it while it remains on its own
(4.1—4). The point is not an Aristotelian one, and the vocabulary is
again Neoplatonic.

Simplicius also feels called on to explain why Aristotle does not
appear to deal with Plato’s words about the human soul’s departures
and choices of lives. This is not a subject whose omission from the De
anima would be likely to strike us if it were not thus drawn to our at-
tention. Simplicius suggests that Aristotle does not treat these ques-
tions because he realises that Plato has dealt with them adequately.

19 407a 3-—5.



XVI

96

But his aim — presumably Aristotle’s — is not to make the soul inse-
parable from the body. He says that the cause of our forgetting our
own separate life is given in Book 3, so we clearly do exist before our
arrival in the body (ibid. 5—11). Here again we have the Platonic as-
sumption used to explain what Aristotle says — and what he does not
say. The reference to Book 3 can hardly be to anything other than the
brief comment in 3.5, 00 pvnuovevouev 8¢, 611 10610 piv Gradic, o 5¢
nadntikog vots pIaptog, which certainly follows the remark that only
nous, or the active nous, is immortal or everlasting but is not, as is well
k%nown, necessarily, and certainly not clearly, offered as an explana-
tion of it." That, we might think, is not very strong evidence for Pla-
tonic eschatology as the background to the De anima. We might also
?sk ourselves whether the background to Simplicius’ comments here
is the underlying assumption of the Neoplatonic curricula that Plato
and Aristotle’s works are part of a metaphysically scaled sequence

and that Aristotle’s treated matters preliminary to and lower thar;
those of Plato’s. Simplicius does not himself, in this commentary, in-

dicate that this is the case, burt his tendency to aséign different areas

of psychology to Aristotle and Plato, as well as to specific treatises
woul‘d fit into this pattern. So would the immediately following char:
acterization of the De anima: Aristotle confines himself to the soul in
mortal things and deals comprehensively with its powers and essence

ovdepiav altii drodeiret avencEépyaotov SOvauiv te xai ovsiov

(4.13).

Somc'of the general principles which T have discussed so far may
seem obvious ones either for Simplicius in particular or, in general,
for a commentator who was a Neoplatonist of whatever given

persuasion, but I have deliberately done so to avoid simply assuming

identity of authorship for the De anima commentary and the others.
That there is a question about this should by now be well known
even if the article by F. Bossier and C. Steel which examines the ques:
uon in some detail is not as well known as it should be — whether
one agrees with its conclusions or not."” But our chances of arriving at

1" 43022225,

u F.. Bos.sier and C. Steel, “Priscianus Lydus en de “In De anima van pseudo (?) —
‘Simplicius”, Tijdschr. voor Filosofie, 34 (1972), 761—822. For other views ;ee 1
Hadot, Le probléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin: Hiéroclas et Simplicius Paris.
1978, Appendice, 193—202; and my “The psychology of (?) Simplicius’ cor;1men-
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the truth will obviously be greater if we can establish similarities and
differences between the whole corpus by treating separately in the
first place that member of it whose credentials must be either dis-
proved or re-established.

Before embarking on the actual text of Aristotle, Simplicius adds
some further Neoplatonic interpretations and distinctions which he
will use in later parts of the commentary. He asserts that Aristotle
first gives us what is common to all kinds of soul, that it is the formal
cause not just of bodies but of bodies qua dpyava {wtucé.: the formal
cause of the former is guow. Here we have that distinction already
found in Plotinus between two layers of soul, one which makes mat-
ter into body and another which makes mere body into living body at .
the lowest level,” which Simplicius frequently introduces into the De

_ anima. Further distinctions follow (cf. 4.14ff.). What makes and in-
~ forms the living organism — if that is an acceptable translation of éx

dpyavov Lotkdv sidomooboa — is either soul or part of soul or
something not devoid of soul:'the last of Simplicius’ three possibilities
would admit @b, or indeed any further level of soul one might care
to define which might be regarded as not-soul in so far as it 1s lower
than whatever level one might specify as soul in the strict sense — as
the Neoplatonists® rational soul is often specified. Whatever it is, it.is
this informing soul which gives the thing that is informed life by giv-
ing it the capacity to move: it is moved by another and superior kind.
Though Simplicius does not say what this superior kind of soul is, the |
most likely candidate would seem to be the sensitive and appetitive
level, for that is most closely involved in motion; but the rational part
is not necessarily excluded™ (14.17—19). Apparently accepting for
the moment the Aristotelian notion that soul is not self-moved, but
moves a body which is moved, Simplicius leads into his own explana-
tion of entelechy, namely that it is double and corresponds both to
the user of the dpyavov which is body, and to the form which makes
that body what it is — the Platonic view that the soul uses a body-
subordinate to it, which Simplicius will explain in more detail when

tary on the De anima”, in Soul and the Structure of Being in Late Neoplatonism
ed. H. J. Blumenthal and A. C. Lloyd, Liverpool 1982, 72—75.

13 Cf.e.g Enn. 4.4, 18, 4.7. 1. 8ff, and my Plotinus’ Psychology, The Hague 1971,
9 and 61 £. .

14 That $tépe refers exclusively to the irrational soul is argued by I. Hadot loc. cit.
(note 12) 197 f. and note 23.
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he comes to discuss the Aristotelian definition of the soul in its proper
place.” We should note too that even here he anticipates his explana-
tion of the “sailor on the ship” problem. One entelechy corresponds
to the ship, the other to the sailor. Whatever explanation of Aristot-
le’s text one might adopt, the notion that both sailor and ship are an
entelechy is not one readily suggested by what Aristotle himself says.
Simplicius has “solved” the problem by seeing it in entirely Platonic
terms." For Aristotle the ship is not an entelechy, but the thing which
makes it what it is might be thought to be one. In the following sec-
ton (4.33—5.5) Simplicius also groups the several faculties which
Aristotle distinguishes and discusses them according to his. distinction
between used and user: tag pév parlov el 16 dpyovikov dmoKhi-
voLoag, Tag 88 KaTd TO Yphpevov icTapivag pdilov 0p@. In this con-
text Simplicius can accommodate even nows in the entelechy concept.
So at 4.38f. he says that every soul, according to Aristotle, is the en-
telechy of the body which is dpyavikov — we must understand Sim-
plicius’ sense of “having the status of an instrument” as well as
Aristotle’s “equipped with organs”, a piece of interpretation which is

not set out here but already used in anticipation of its subsequent ex-

position.” On the other hand, Simplicius continues, not every soul is

an entelechy in respect of each of its powers, for intellect is clearly
stated to hold together no body, and not to use the body as an instru-

ment. This seems to refer to the closing section of Book 1 where Aris-

totle says that it seems impossible that every part of soul should hold

together a part of body because it is difficult to conceive of a part of

body which intellect would hold together': no mention there of the

Platonic notion of using an instrument, though for Simplicius the two

ideas are closely related.

Apart from a summary of the contents of Book 1, Simplicius de-
votes the rest of his introduction (5.6—6.17) to further points about
nous. In the first place he commends Aristotle for the distinctions he
makes in soul’s intellectual powers. These are three, a practical one
that uses imagination and is linked to the life of the body too, and a
theoretic one which falls into two according to its degree of perfec-

15 Cf. also 51.28ff. and “Some Platonist readings” 5.

Itis discussed in more detail at 96.3—15: on this disc. ¢f. “Neoplatonic elements”
85f.

17 Cf. 51.28ff. and, where it arises from the text itself, 90.29 1., 93.28 ff.

15 Cf. 411b 1519,
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tion and dissociation from body. The higher does not use imagina-
tion: that is below it and operates together with the kind of intellec-
tual activity which proceeds, in other words is directed downwards
and outwards. The activity of the higher is stable — we may explain
that this is a function of its independence — and identical with its es-
sence. It is by virtue of this that soul can imitate transcendent nous
and be immortal. Thus our upper soul is subject to triadic analysis
and related to the higher levels in the Neoplatonic hierarchy.

The preference for explanation in terms of stratification leads to
the introduction of another recurrent theme in this commentary
which I have discussed before, and will therefore treat rather curso-
rily now, the view of soul in general, and reason in particular, as a
middle entity."” This view, which he will later auribute to Xenocrates
as well (62.2—13),” Simplicius now attributes to Arlistode wyho, he
says, regards our soul in respect of its rational part as in thfe middle of
the two extreme kinds of life, and so compares it sometimes to the
sensitive, sometimes to the intellectual, and sometirpes views %t as de-
scending to the former, at others as rising to imitation of the 1nlfelle(*:~
tual. The latter seems to indicate the area above our soul, for Simpli-
cius goes on to talk about the soul rising towards the _inc.iivisible afld
remaining complete in itself, as far as possible, when it imitates .the in-
tellect above it, Tov Unepéxovia adtiig . . . vobv, while at other times it
departs from itself in its inclination to the external and goes forwal‘-d
to division Gpioteptvny nweg tautig &v Tf E5w pond) . . . Kal eig HEPLOKOV
npoiotoay. Its division is combined with its ascent to th'e undivided —
which puts it where Neoplatonic souls are cusmma.\rl.ly located, by
way of an interpretation of Timaeus 35a, betweer} dmd?d and un.dx-
vided forms of existence?" Its procession is combined with reversion

“Simplici istotle’s discussions of reason”

"’ ;:blii;::f llincm.:. a][)‘flfl?;h;sd o.Tn 1;:::!0!%0, edd., Gonimos. Neoplatonic and
Byzantine studies presented to Leendert G. Westerink at 75 (Buffalo 1988) 103-119.

0 The soul’s middle position is what Xenocrates is said to have wa.nted'tf) show by
saying that the soul is a self-moving number, cf. also 66.1—3. Simplicius, more-
over, has Aristotle objecting to Xenocrates’ view on the ground that he thought
the souP’s middle position kept it above the division entailed by number and move-
ment (cf. 62.11—13). ! ‘

2l On the interpretation of Tim.35a from Xenocrates to Plotinus cf. H-R.
Schwyzer, “Zu Plotins Interpretation von Platons Timaeus 35A7, Rh.Mus. n. F 84
(1935), 360—8. Plotinus distinguishes the kind of being tbat is UEPLOTT t\f
ohpeot, corresponding to qualities etc., from another 1epl T COUOTE UEPLOTH

XV1



XVI

100

to itself, and its departure from itself with rest in itself, which is ob-
scured when it inclines to the outside: kai y&p 6 pepropodc abric pets
TS £ig 10 GUEPIOTOV SuVIUPESEMG, Kail T) TPOPOAT peTd ¢ sig tavtiyv
EmoTpofic, kai i Lavtiig andéotactg petd tig &v Lavtf povie, duvdpou-
uevng dte eig 10 & pinst (6.5—8). We could not, incidentally, wish
for a better example of the translation of Aristotle into a thoroughly
Neoplatonic set of concepts. It need hardly be said that all of this
would have been meaningless to Aristotle himself. Hardly less good
an illustration is what follows, where Simplicius talks of the soul par-
ticipating in the dkpa so that it may simultaneously remain at rest and
change, through its middle place between what merely remains im-
mobile and what is altogether subject to change: 816 Tiv 1@V poveg tc
pevovtov kal névy petafarioptvov pesotnta. It is divided, in a way,
and, as it were, undivided, it is at the same time involved in becoming
and ungenerated, destroyed in a way and yet preserved from destruc-
tion (ibid. 8—12). That, says Simplicius, returning to the old Ne-
oplatonic controversy about the position of our nowus, is why we do
not like Plotinus™ posit a part of it which is at rest, unchanged and
pure. Nor, on the other hand, does it proceed entirely in its inclina-
tion to the world of becoming. Rather it proceeds as a whole and re-
mains on its own (ibid. 12—15), a paradoxical description which is
just another way of describing the intermediate status of even the
higher part of the human soul. Lest we should think that Simplicius is
here departing from his task of explaining Aristotle to expound his
own philosophy, he now says explicitly that the whole exposition of
the text will show that these things were the opinion of Aristotle, as
well as having been more clearly set out by Tamblichus: ég kai *Apt-
ototEde Soxobvia Kai UO 100 “lapBriyov tvapysotepov Exncpacpive
(cf. 6.15—17). Yet it is only the opening reference to the third book
at 5.38, and the closing attribution of all the intervening material t(;
Aristotle that would link it to the De anima for a reader accustomed
to ordinary Aristotelian philosophy.

. In‘ these twenty lines on the characteristics of our rational soul
Simplicius has demonstrated in the clearest possible way how he wili

Wl‘flch is. soul, cf. Enn. 4.2.1, 4.1, 4.3.19. For the purpose of explaining the De
anima Simplicius tended to ignore this distinction between two intermediate kinds.
Cf. esp. 4.8.8.1—3. Plotinus’ view was rejected by most of his successors, cf. ¢. g.
for Iamblichus and Proclus, Procl., In Tim. I11.333.28 ff.; for Plutarch, Ps.-Philop.
In De an. 535.13—16, for Syrianus (probably) Hermias, In Phaedrum 160.1—4. ,
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follow the directions he gives himself in the opening section of the
commentary. We shall see that similar disquisitions on general princi-
ples recur later in the Book 1| commentary, and we shall consider
some further cases shortly. But before proceeding any further, I
should like to raise a question to which I am not yet able to give more
than a partial answer. One of the more difficult questions that pres-
ents itself when one reflects on the commentators” methods is just
what it is in the texts they are discussing that causes them to depart
from relatively straightforward exposition and embark on the kind of
philosophica! discussion that we have just examined, which turns out
to belong to Neoplatonic philosophy rather than to the study of Aris-
totle. A few such triggers, as one might call them, can be identified
easily enough. One is disagreement between Aristotle and Plato, or to
put it as Simplicius might more readily put 1t himself, a text which
suggests that Aristotle and Plato might not be saying the same thing
about the same issue. Some of the discussions which will concern us
here come under this heading and, of course, from the point of view
of the commentator whose basic assumptions include the general
agreement of Plato and Aristotle on most matters, the explanation of
the apparent exceptions to this rule is an important part of his busi-
ness. :
A second, though less automatic, trigger is any reference to soul
or nous which might raise difficulties about the kind of soul or nous
that is at issue. It is not surprising that this should be so, because the
various Neoplatonic systems, however much they might ‘differ
amongst themselves, did after all succeed in finding their hierarchies
of soul and intellect in the smaller number of souls and intellects rec-
ognized by Plato — and Aristotle was talking about the same things!
Here is an ample source of what we should regard as distortions
rather than explanations of the texts of Aristotle — or Plato, as the
case may be. But these bases for Neoplatonization are;, it might be
said, obvious once stated. I state them simply to set out two clear ex-
amples of what I hope may be found to be a series of guidelines to a
commentator’s methods. I do not, however, propose to present such a
set of guidelines here, but rather look in detail at some further cases
of the exposition of Aristotle, arising from Book 1 of the De anima,
which show the operation of the two factors we have identified.

One other general question which should be raised is why Simpli-
cius — or any other commentator — should wish to consider the

XVI
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views of Aristotle’s predecessors, other than Plato, at all. Let us for
the moment assume that it is not merely a matter of scholarly interest
but that the process should contribute to the establishment of th(;
truth.' That, as we shall see, is not merely an arbitrary assumption or
even just an inference from the commentators’ approach in general
That approach, however, would in itself indicate that earlier views or;
the.soul are in the last resort to be considered for their bearing on the
basic questions which Simplicius is trying to answer with the help —
or thirough the medium — of Aristotle’s discussions. P
' ‘Stmplicius does in fact offer an explanation of how he thinks the
ideas of earlier thinkers can help when he comments on the opening
words of Book 1, ch.2 (23.33—24.8). Because, he says, the truth
abogt tl.u'ngs does not come to us of its own accord (a0169¢v) an in-
vestigation of several contraries comes first. In the area under discus-
sion such questions are: whether the soul is or is not a substance. if it
is whether it exists in potency or act, and whether it is a body o,r in-
corporeal. Again, if it is a substance, whether it is separate or Insepa-
rable, or in some way both. As some of the opinions that have previ-
ously been set out about the soul have drawn attention to the con-
trary propositions about it, their investigation makes a large contribu-
tion to the questions we ask, and to the discoveries we can make
when we look at the points whose consideration has led different
people to formulate different views; we refute some while accepting
oz}‘lers :\ pEya Ay ) nepl adTdv iotopia cvviehel npog TE TV Sranopioy
Kf)‘.l, ?'tp_og\ Ty ebpeoy Emonpavoptvolg, eic 6 anofAtyavieg ol pev mdi
oi 8¢ 0di tdiaot, kui 16 puév EMEyxovot, o 58 anodeyoptvorg. There i;
here a difference of emphasis between Simplicius and his subject
Whereas Aristotle thinks that we should start by stating the problems.
to be solved, and then adduce the views of earlier thinkers to hel us
sglve them,” Simplicius seems to envisage that these earlier thinki:rs’
views help us to identify the problems. That, one might suggest, stems
fro_m the underlying Neoplatonic belief that everyone was, in t};e end
trying to solve the same problems and reach the same truth. Such as:
sumptions are not, of course, entirely foreign to Aristotle’s own ap-
proach to historical material, but we need only refer to his well-
kngwn treatment of Plato to show that the degree of convergence he
envisaged is far less than that of Simplicius and his contemporaries.

23 403b 20—25.
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We may draw similar conclusions from the opening of the section
on soul and movement (An 405b31 ff., Simplicius 34.3—19). Here, in
Simplicius’ introductory comments on ch. 3, we may again see a dif-
ference of approach from Aristotle’s. "Emokentéov 8¢ npdtov mepl
kwioewc, the chapter begins. Aristotle explains that it may not only
be incorrect 1o describe the nature of the soul as what moves, or has
the capacity 1o move itself, but that it might even be impossible for it
to possess motion at all. Simplicius, more generally, says that the
point — GKOMOG — IS Lo eXamine previous views and argue against
any errors in them. In particular he sees it as necessary to discover
whether any of what has been handed down involves an unusual use
of language: this is to avoid mistakes that might arise therefrom, with
certain views appearing to be true because of the reputation of their
authors.

The particular point at issue here is the meaning of kivnois. Plato,
we are told, uses the word for the life of the soul in so far asitisina
diffused state, and neither fully divided nor remaining pure and undi-
vided in its own place, &m g wuyukiig Lofig dg dvelTTongvng obTe ue-
pLloptvng mavy ovte Kedapds GucpioTou HEvoLoNg (ibid. 9—10). All
the terminology here is, of course, Neoplatonic and comes neither
from Plato or Aristotle. It emphasises, inter alia, the soul’s intermedi-
ate status between the more compact because undivided world of
higher souls and intellects on the one hand, and the purely corporeal
on the other. It is this life that Simplicius says Plato describes as

kivnoig because of the descent from the indivisible, and he makes self-
movement, T abtokivntov, the essence of soul because it has its exist-
ence by virtue of that sort of life, being below undivided existence
without having departed from it altogether. The purpose of this, ac-
cording to Simplicius, is that by “moved”, kivnt6v, he indicates its
descent while, by the “self-", avto-. he shows that it is at rest in the
undivided, and remains in itself at the same time as it proceeds from
itself (ibid. 10—15). But, Simplicius continues, Aristotle, who nor-
mally applies kivnoug to the kind that is divisible and continuous, in
accordance with the common usage, not only denies it of the soul’s
nature, or essence, but also says that soul in itself is in no way subject
to motion, 00 POVOV THG WuyLkfig aUTHV GnopdckeL ovsiag, GAAG pnde
oneooty ke ooty kivelodan THY Yyuxmv drogaivetal (ibid. 18—19).
Here we should note two points of interest. In the first place, we
have a passage where the author of this commentary finds Plato and
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Aristotle opposed: one appears to attribute movement to the soul, the
other to deny it. When he has examined their statements it turns out
that this is not the case because xivnaig is being used in two different
senses. Though Simplicius does not make this explicit we can now see
that what we might be led to accept by attending to the renown of a
statement’s author and not to the meaning of the words, is that there
1s no form of xivnow in soul, as indicated by Aristotle’s statement
rather than that it has the kind of xivnoig which is Cony, as shown b :
Plato’s less common use of the word. So that we are not ourselve}s,
m.isled by the use of words, it should perhaps be remarked that Plato
%’umself does not always use ivnog in this Neoplatonic sense though
it could, of course, be found in the Neoplatonists® favourite t::xt from
the Sophist, 248 e—249a. Thus Simplicius has tacitly included himself
among those who use the word in an unusual way, and left us to draw
the conclusion that Aristotle is wrong.
Some further comments on these matters may be found a few
pages later when Simplicius discusses Aristotle’s view that soul is
f'noved oqu incidentally (38.26 ff.). Aristotle objects that if soul itself
1s moved it wogld change its nature: ¢istouto dv éx tii ovoiag (406 b
12.~ 14). Simplicius explains that Aristotle does not use xivnoic of the
typ}c?.l activity of the Neoplatonic soul, transition from one object or
activity to another of those within its sphere without dispersing itself
V... 4 GAANG sig GAAY petéBacty apdav oloay . . . (39.3—4). He
then again draws attention to Plato’s use of kivnoig, both in respe<.:t of
movement of the soul relating to its activity — tag kot évepyelav Tijg
wuxfic petaféccig — and also to refer to its descent from its intellec-
tual and undivided being when it “moves” in respect to its existence:
m‘xlf:t 8¢ xal v kot ovsiav avthic dno g voepdg xai ducpio‘rot;
ousiag UroBacwv kivnow o¢ ékotactv. I avoid translating oVoia as es-
sence because I am not convinced that Simplicius actually held tha
the s.oui changed essentially as a result of its involvement with ht
physical world.?* That is another matter: for now we should note Eh:

24 e . ..
Cf. “The psychology of (?) Simplicius” (see note 12), 91—92; for another view cf

g‘ Steel,_ The changmg self. A study of Fhe soul in later Neoplatonism: Iamblichus
amascius and Priscianus. Verhandelingen van de Koninklijke Akademi ;
’ Wetenschapen, Letteren en Schone Kunste van Belgie. K. Lett. 40 19.78le nvfogg
(Brusse.Is 1?78), 52—69 on Tamblichus and Priscian: Steel thinks S,im lic;us did
not believe in change kor' ovciav, ibid. 114f.: somewhat differently 1. I—li)adot “Iia
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way in which Plato, like Aristotle, is interpreted in terms that he him-
self would have found it difficult to understand. The Ekotootg is spec-
ified as 100 Spou xai ToU &idovs That, it is claimed, is just what
Aristotle thinks, because he usually called the definition and the form
ovoia (cf. 39.8—13). Here follows a possible definition of soul which
looks like Simplicius’ own but is based on accepting as the truth Aris-
totle’s objection to non-incidental movement: fotat ouv 1 wuxf tii¢
uév cidnTikiig ovoiag Ekotooig, with the qualification that it is the ac-
tual &xotacic that gives it its being and existence without involving it
in becoming or perishing, ket avTAy 8¢ TV Kiviow ovolpivy Kai 1o
giva Eyovoa, GANoU ywoptvn xal edepontvn, These last words too
suggest that the change is not actually permanent, but rather one that
causes soul to manifest its being in a different way. Be that as it may,
Simplicius seems to envisage the Aristotelian soul descending, if not
as in the Timaeus, at least according to the Neoplatonists’ concept of
descent which they derived fromit. ' ' :
From here Aristotle, according to Simplicius (39.16ff.), having
distinguished the senses of ivnotg, denies that the soul can move spa-
tially and then investigates the views of Democritus and the apparent
statements of Timaeus (i.e. Plato). He is naturally unable to argue
that Democritus did not believe that the soul either undergoes or im-
parts locomotion. He is, in any case, more concerned with Aristotle’s
reading of the Timaeus, according to which Timaeus says that the
soul moves body. That is not necessarily the exact meaning of ‘the
passages to which Aristotle and Simplicius seem to refer””. Be that as
it may, Simplicius digresses from the discussion of movement, with
the remark that Aristotle was obscure about what Plato called kwvh:
oeic of the soul, and goes on to discuss the Timaeus account of ‘the
soul’s creation (39.37—41.6) Here we may note another piece of
Plato interpretation, and one that fits Simplicius’ own interest in'the

doctrine de Simplicius sur "ame raisonnable humaine dans le commentaire sur, le
Manuel d’Epictéte” in Soul and the Structure of Being (see note 12), 46—»67.‘_Ha~
dot thinks that Simplicius, like his master Damascius, as well as Iamblichus, Hier-
ocles, Augustine and other Neoplatonists, assumed, under certain’ circun tances,
some change in the substance of the rational soul: this was however, réVéi'éiBlgé; cf.
too the résumé of her lecture “La mort de I"ame selon les néoplatoniciens”, in An-
nuaire de PEcole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, Ve Section 91 *(1982--83),
351—54.
25 343 and 36¢ ff.
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soul as a middle or intermediate entity which we have already noted.?
For at 40.3ff. he presents the geometrical elements in the soul’s crea-
tion as showing that Plato wanted to display the soul’s intermediate
position between undivided being and being divided in our bodies,
apparently reversing the sequence of the Timaeus.” The middle status
of soul is also, the commentary explains, shown by the fact that a line
is intermediate between a point and a solid, while a straight line indi-
cates. the soul’s procession and the circular curvature its return,
npoodog and tmotpogd again, neither the language nor the concepts
of Plato. Similarly the circular lines stand for the soul being undi-
vided in its deployment — kate @véhiEly — not simply so like nous.
Soul is also seen as intermediate in relation to the movement of the
heavens: if nous moves the heavens it does so with the soul which
projects the undivided motive activity of nous through its own de-
ployed life, which is intermediate, to the continuous and divisible ac-

tivity of the heavens, fitic s g idiog dvetypévng Lofic dg péong
npoayet TV GUiPLoToV TOD voi KivnTiknv £vepyetav €ig v ouveyi kai
HepoTy 10D 0Opavov évepyeay (ibid. 17—20). It is this alone which
Aristotle describes as xivnoig and, according to Simplicius, he there-

fore objects to Timaeus — the speaker of the dialogue — auributing

a divided activity to the soul. The point is, he writes, that we, using

the standard sense of the word, should not understand Plato in such a

way as to think that the soul was some kind of magnitude or exten-

sion, or that it was moved in the way bodies are moved. So, though

Simplicius does not make this explicit here, we should not see any in-
consistency between statements in Aristotle and Plato about the soul
and movement, or indeed its nature. Aristotle himself, we may recall,
in criticizing Plato complains that soul is not a magnitude®.

It is indeed remarkable that Simplicius manages to comment on a
number of points in Aristotle’s critique of Plato in this chapter with-
out it being at all clear to a reader who does not have the text of the
De anima before him that Aristotle is doing anything other than fol-
lowing Plato’s lead. Thus the section on the lemma o 8¢ voig eig kol

% Here 100 Simplicius seems to have lost sight of the 4 levels of being earlier Neo-
* platonists found in the Timaeus, cf. note 21 above.

The soul’s position is discussed at 35a. The mathematical points Simplicius refers
t0 seem to be those of 36bff. rather than the earlier reference to the ingredients of
the mixture.

% Cf 407223,
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cuvexTic Gonep kai 7 vonaig (407 a 6—7) begins ijith the words &no-
pévog 1@ Midtevy, following Plato (41.31 ff.). Aristotle argues from
the nature of the world-soul’s activity that it must be an intellect
rather than a soul, an argument which Sim‘plicius chooses to treat as
simple exposition, for he comments thatl Arlstotlc.follows Platofm‘c}ile-
termining a thing’s nature from its activity, a fair summary of what
Aristotle himself is about at 407a 2ff. but one that thoroughly
misrepresents the intention of his discussi.on.

While our attention is focussed on this part of the commentary we
should take note of the way in which Simplicius a.lso tak;s the oppor-
tunity it offers of introducing points abqut the hierarchical structure
of soul and intellect of various types. Aristotle says that~by yoxi 100
navtog Timaeus means something like ‘(') Ka?\obusvo'g voic, thl.ch v;/"e
may translate by something like “whe-xt is known as intellect”. Smllg i-
cius, as inheritor of a tradition which was accustomed to making
manifold distinctions in the use and significance of nous, appears to
read kaloouevog as that which is inaccurately called nowus, and Yefers. it
to the rational soul, as in those texts which more or less c.-,x;.)hcltly dis-
cuss the status of our intellect and argue, or assert, thgt it is our fully
descended rational soul, and therefore to be dlsungu{shed from any
kind of transcendent intellect. It is in this light that he interprets Ang
totle’s point that the world soul of the 'I‘"lmaeus.dlffers from the'senlsx-
tive, as Aristotle himself puts it, and epithumetc :soul{ in that circular
movement is not appropriate to either of these. Simplicius, moreover,
seems 1o see the contrast with yuyn alodntiky an'd SmdupnTik, Wh{c:
his fitic at 41.27 indicates that he takes as ref(?rrmg to one soul whic
would therefore be the Neoplatonists’ lower irrational soul, as an ar-
gument for identifying nous with rationa! soul (.cf. 41.24—2?). In the
sequel he compares the intellection of thu‘lgs w1th0}1t.body in resp;c.t
of its indivisible nature with transcendent intellect: it is one arlld undi-
vided like that of the nous above soul, xa9éncp 7 t0D c&npnucvou g
wuyfic vou; it grasps all the dvra simultan'e(?u.sly and without tlran-
sition, while our knowledge of formal defnmugns does not apply toI
everything simultaneously, but 0 'each form in turn. Czlur1 ratlfona
cognition always deals with d-ef-lnlml)ns, and parts anq wholes o al;-
guments, trying to attain a unified view as far as possible. Event:{a y
certain concepts may be apprehended as a wholf:, for example. 5@0\;
royikoév and Ivmrov (42.1—20). So, he conunues, the pom‘; o
Aristotle’s saying that nows is one and continuous is that nous above
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soul 15 one because indivisible, whereas our rational nature is one be-
cause it is deployed and extended as into a continuum, i v Gvé-
A& oftw pla og eig cuvexeiav £xtewvopévn, not like a spatial one, but
one that steps down (yaraosacav) the pure indivisibility of the form.
Simplicius sums up by adducing Aristotle’s next sentence,” saying that
Aristotle’s olte dg 10 uéysdog ouvexhig shows the nature of the being
that is between that which is undivided and that which is divided
about bodies, while his 1 apepng” refers to the nous above soul, since
that which is participated by soul is in between (42.32—35).

It has seemed worth looking at this section of the commentary in
some detail because it illustrates several of the points we are consider-
ing. It begins by treating Aristotle’s arguments against Plato as a con-
tribution to the explication of Plato, though unlike some such texts it
does not draw attention to the “apparent inconsistencies”. It proceeds
by way of relating the discussion to Neoplatonic hierarchy problems,
to show how Aristotle’s text is itself allegedly making a contribution
to the exposition of such a hierarchy. It then shows one of the ways in
which Aristotle is read Neoplatonically, as well as exemplifying the
manner in which Neoplatenically sensitive subjects cause our com-
mentator to embark on prolonged discussions of a kind whose rele-
vance we might wish to question,

Such factors may also be observed at a later point in Simplicius’
commentary on the same chapter of the De anima, 1.3., where he
pursues various difficulties about the connection between mind and
c1rf:ular motion arising from the yuynyovie. Among the Aristotelian
objections is that if circular motion is repeated that will entail that the
intellect frequently cognizes the same thing. Simplicius readily ac-
cepts that the object will be the same, but takes issue with the notion
of repetition (47.6ff.). Always having the same object he attributes to
the intellect above ours, from which is to be excluded not only repeti-
uon — obdig ki 0ad9ig — but also any kind of temporal extension or
a suc':cession of nows. Rather we have something which remains im-
mobile fmd comprehends the whole infinite stretch of time indivisibly.
It cognizes the same thing not often but once, in the sense of an eter-

¥ Buomep 008" b vouc 0Te cuveric, GAL § jpepnc 1 oy ¢
: XS AR fiTot dug ovy &g pneyedo -
Exic. 4072 910, PTIS T OVY ¢ UEYEJOG TL CLV

¥ 1 ouepng: Simplicius; fitot: Aristotle,
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nal once, Gote 0V TOAAGKIG TO aOTO GAA Enal katd 1O aidviov anod.
Our nowus by contrast, in so far as it operates by transition, does not
move from the same to the same but from one thing to another, and
arrives back at the same thing by way of intermediates. A further
point in the Neoplatonic intelligible structure is introduced in this
section when Simplicius raises the question why not even the divine
souls — 9¢tan yuyai — can have a form of intellection which is one in
the sense that it is always of everything and does not involve tran-
sition. The answer, and again we are a long way away from Aristotle
and Plato, is that its intellect is inferior to the nous which is above the
soul because it is merely in a sort of contact with the intelligibles
rather than being in a state of undivided unity with them, xoi Tty
O@eitat 1ol UREp yuxfy vob g Kol Kotd Ty TPOG T VOTITA GUVAPTV' 1)
piv yap kad’ Eveswy auipoTov, 1) 8¢ katd olov Enaghy. Simplicius pro-
ceeds (ibid. 26ff.) to add further reasons, now explicitly acknowl-
edged as his own — @ficw, why the notion of intelligizing the same
thing repeatedly is unsatisfactory.

Next we have what looks like an open conflict between Plato and
Aristotle which is, moreover, exactly the opposite of that which we
might expect. For Aristotle complains that Plato has attached the
soul, or rather nowus, too closely to body. Specifically Aristotle com-
plains that it is burdensome for the soul to be mingled inextricably
with body: &ninovov 8¢ kol 10 peplyal 1@ chOpaTL U Suvausvov ano-
Aw9fiva (407 b 2—3). That, says Aristotle, is clearly to be avoided if it
is betier for a soul to be without body, as is generally said and widely
accepted. We would take this to be a reference to the Platonists. Sim-
plicius explains that Plato accepts this and most people would agree, a
change produced by adding toig to Aristotle’s noAloig, and one for
which we need not spell out the reasons. Simplicius says that it is not
best for inseparable soul to be apart from the body because that
would not be its oikciov &ya96v. So, he interprets, that life with body
which Aristotle called mixture is unnatural and inappropriate, and
therefore onerous, for a separate soul because it attaches to it not qua
separate soul but qua soul that has departed from its own nature.
That, of course, is one of the standard descriptions of the descended
soul. In our soul escape or disentanglement is possible, but the dis-
comfort remains for the world-soul because of the permanence of its
situation. That, says Simplicius, is why Aristotle seems to object to
Plato’s words. These would also, he adds, seem to attribute descent
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and use of the body as a tool to it."' In this respect separation is al-
ways better. But, says Simplicius, we should not understand Plato’s
words in this way, nor, a fortiori, should we think that this is how
things are. We should not take it that soul descends to the body or
uses it as a tool, being combined with it. Rather it makes its body its
own by remaining in itself and reverting to itself: it moves it in a tran-
scendent way. The purpose, he adds, is that we should have a model
for our separate life (cf. 48.24—49.17).

A similar approach is used to deal with Aristotle’s complaint that
Plato has not made it clear why the heavens should revolve
(50.1—17). Here, however, Simplicius has to concede that he cannot
see why Aristotle makes this complaint, in so far as Aristotle refutes
the applicability of corporeal or natural motion which Plato did not
intend 1o atribute to soul. We must, he says, understand the soul’s
«ivnoug in the light of Plato’s real intention, thus implying that Aris-
totle’s disagreement is not with Plato but with a misunderstanding of
Plato. He goes on to say what he himself thinks the soul’s movement
is, using terms we have already discussed.

The question of Plato’s alleged mixture of soul and body comes
up again when Simplicius discusses 1.5, where Aristotle refers to “cer-
tain earlier thinkers” — tiveg — who say that soul is combined with
the whole: xat &v 1@ 6 8¢ tiveg avthv pepty o paciv. Here Simpli-
cius notes that though the oxonog of the De anima is primarily the
soul of 9vnra Aristotle nevertheless does offer some discussion of the
soul of the heavens, saying that it is without extension, intellectual,
and present to the body in a separate way, not combined with it as
Plato appeared to say (73.4—8). What Plato actually thinks we are
told in a further comment on the same page: there is no combination
of soul and body, but soul stays in itself and body comes to belong to
it (ibid. 33— 35). We may note that, in the same discussion about how
body is related to soul, Simplicius remarks that in the case of our
souls a higher vehicle is extended along with the soul to the world
body: the “higher vehicle”, 8ynua may be understood in relation to
the frequent late Neoplatonic habit of referring to the body as a sec-
ond or third vehicle, in addition to that, or those, to which souls were
attached.”

It is probably unnecessary to say that the whole question of soul’s
relation to body is problematic for a Platonist dealing with Aristotle.
The texts of Aristotle whose interpretation we have just seen do, of
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course, offer a reversal of the usual problem, namely that Aristotle’s
soul is too closely associated with body for any Platonist to accept his
account of it in the way we should. The difficulty is, of course, most
acute at the level where soul is least separate from body, namely that
at which it gives life to what without it would have none. Since Aris-
totle here has soul related to body in the indivisible relation of form
to matter, some means must be found to explain this relation in a way
that is compatible with the soul’s separate existence, its presence to,
rather than combination or union with body. Hence the resort to the
concept of a double entelechy, one which acts as form to body, and
the other which uses the body so formed. I have discussed this ques-
tion elsewhere, so do not want to look at the details of Simplicius’
discussion now.” But the matter is far too important to leave out of
account. From our point of view it is also significant that the discus-
sion at pp. 51 —52 already anticipates the longer but perhaps no more
informative one that Simplicius supplies at the point where the defini-
tion comes in Aristotle’s text.” It is one more case where Simplicius’s
interpretations of texts from subsequent books are already brought
into play in his exposition of Book 1. In fact the relation of soul to
body at the lower levels had become an issue even earlier when Sim-
plicius comments on Aristotle’s remark that all the things which hap-
pen to soul seem to involve body™. Here Simplicius uses the distinc-
tion between the soul — his actual word here is {of — which uses
and that which informs to distinguish na9n in which body merely par-
ticipates in what the soul does or actually works with it (cf. 18.20£f).
Aristotle, according to Simplicius, also keeps all soul above any affec-
tion, not only the separate soul which remains in itself, but even the
one that uses the body (19.11—15) — more translation into Neopla-
tonic concepts. These points are taken up again d propos a passage in
1.5 where Aristotle looks at three ways of defining soul (66.6ff.), a
suitable text with which to conclude since it in effect provides a sum-
mary of some of the principles that govern the whole of Simplicius’

31 At 49.9—10 the subject of 86&tie is not clear: it could be Plato’s pfiua or Aristot-
le: kékeiver would then be either voilg = world-soul in the former case, or Plato
- in the later. )
32 Cf e. g Proclus, in Tim. III. 237.24—-27.
3 Cf. “Neoplatonic elements” 83—84; “Some Platonist readings” 4—5.
3 Cf 90.29—91.15.
35 403a l6.
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work. Aristotle, according to Simplicius, has shown that soul is un-
moved by any of the bodily movements, that the soul which informs
the dpyavov is incorporeal, and that that applies to an even greater
extent to that which uses it, and still more to the intellectual soul.
Cognition, which takes place using the body cannot take place with-
out an affection, but that is to be located in the body itself and not in
the act of cognition because cognition is an activity (&vépysia). This is
of course a standard Neoplatonic point already to be found in Ploti-
nus.”® Nevertheless, it is at least implied that even the rational soul
uses body because it is described as dpyikog to the highest degree
whenever it does not use body as an instrument. Here we should re-
cail that both memory and imagination, as well as practical reason,
may be found in the higher rather than the lower soul. At the highest
level of cognition complete and individual union belongs only to idn:
rational substances relate to each other in the manner appropriate to
logoi. They are not, however, separate from each other because their
existence is not in division but in a slacker form of participation (k-
xohoouévn again) and one that is inferior to undivided union. It s,
says Simplicius, a matter of different degrees of decline as one moves
away from the forms themselves. At the end the relation is entirely
external (67.2—14). So Aristotle does not altogether reject the simi-
larity between the subject and object of cognition — this arises from
his criticism of Empedocles — but says that it does not necessarily
consist in identity. By the close of the section Aristotle seems to have
been equipped with the outlines of the Neoplatonic doctrine that
everything must be appropriately related to that which it is to receive:
niv 1o dexTikov oikcimg Exev 8el mpog To Lyyryvouevov idog (cf. ibid.
221).

Once more we have found that it is Simplicius’ own interests that
have shaped the discussion. In this the commentary on Book 1 is no
different from that on 2 and 3, but in so far as the matters that Sim-
plicius discusses at length tend to arise in those books rather than this,
we may say that the degree of distortion is greater, and the relevance
of the discussions to the texts in question correspondingly less.

All unspecified references are to Simplicius, In De anima by page and line of the

Berlin Academy edition: references to Aristotle are to the De anima unless otherwise
stated.

% Cleg3611—7, 4323,

XVII

Soul Vehicles in Simplicius

There has been a not inconsiderable amount of discussion of ?he
nature and function of the xnua — or éxfipara — the body or boqles
made of not quite bodily substance which served as an intermediary
between body and soul in various Neoplatonisms from Porphyry, or
even arguably Plotinus, down to and including Proclus. Rather less
attention, and, in Simplicius' case virtually none,' has been paid to the
nature and role of such intermediary vehicles in the Neoplatonist
commentators on Aristotle.

The purpose of the following pages will be to examine‘the use of
the concept in Simplicius. In particular it will seek to establish

1) how many such vehicles there were

2) what they were made of

3) what was their function, and, related to 3)

4) what was their life-expectancy _

5) were they simply such as one would expect to find m.tpe work of
a Neoplatonist-at this time, or are they in some way modified by the
commentary context.

In considering these matters special attention will be paid to the
vocabulary used to discuss them. It should not, however, come as a
surprise to discover that it is not significantly, if at all, different from
that of those Neoplatonists who did not concentrate their endeavours
on the exposition of Aristotle.

References to the Aristotelian commentators are by page and line of the Berlin
Academy edition, Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (CAG).

1But see 1. Hadot, Le probléme du néoplatonisme alexandrin: Hiérocles et Simplicius
(Paris 1978) 181-83.



XVII

174

* % %

The answer to the first question might seem to be obvious, namely
two. But let us pause before simply accepting it.

In the texts from the Timaeus which were normally regarded as
authority for giving vehicles to souls, each soul had one.2 And that
was the form the doctrine took in its earlier versions.? It seems to
have been Proclus who introduced a second, so that the upper and
lower souls could have one each. That gave them both an
intermediary between immaterial soul and substantially different
body, and inter alia, meant that it was easier for soul to operate with a
body in the physical world without undergoing substantial (kaTt’
obotav) change, a matter on which Proclus appears to have differed
from his predecessor lamblichus, and Damascius from Proclus.*
Simplicius' own position is not clear. Recent discussions have arrived
at different answers.> In any case we should neither assume that his
partnership with Damascius at Athens need imply that they shared the
same view, nor that his training in Alexandria points in the opposite
direction.

Since we know that he certainly believed in two dxfpara, even
though he may not have been the first to do so, let us look briefly at
Proclus. At first sight it might appear that he believed not only in two,
but even in three such vehicles, for in the Timaeus commentary we
find that he apparently refers to that number. There, at ITI 298.27-29 he
writes, 70 pév olv oupduwes Sxmpa moel abTiv &ykboplov, TO 8¢
Belrepov yevéoeuws wONTLY, TO & boTpeddBes xBoviav: the vehicle which

241D-E; 44E; 65C.

3For the history of this doctrine cf. R. C. Kissling, “The OXHMA-TINEYMA of the Neo-
platonists and the De Insomniis of Synesius of Cyrene”, AJP 43 (1922) 318-330; ER.
Dodds, Proclus. The Elements of Theology (Oxford 1963) Appendix 2, 313-21 and 347f;
A. Smith, Porphyry’s Place in the Neoplatonic Tradition (The Hague 1974) Appendix 2,

152-58; ].F. Finamore, lamblichus and the Theory of the Vehicle of the Soul. American
Classical Studies 14 (Chico 1985).

4Ct. C. Steel, The Changing Self. A Study on the Soul in later Neoplatonism:
Iamblichus, Damascius and Priscianus. Verh. van de Kon. Academie voor

Wetenschappen, Letteren en Schone Kunsten van Belgié, KI. Lett. 40, 1978, 85 (Brussels
1978) 52-73.

SSteel, ibid.; I. Hadot (op. cit. (n. 1) 170-74 and “La doctrine de Simplicius sur 'ame
raisonnable humaine dans le commentaire sur le Manuel d’Epictéte”, in H.J.
Blumenthal and A.C. Lloyd ed., Soul and the Structure of Being in Late Neoplatonism
{Liverpool 1982) 47-70; Blumenthal, ibid., 91f. and 71f.
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is natural to it puts it inside the cosmos, the second makes it (i.e. the
soul) a citizen of the world of becoming, the one that is like a shell
makes it an inhabitant of the earth. Their relations, he goes on, are
analogous to that of the earth to becoming and of that to the cosmos:
that also applies to their accompaniments (wepi8écets). The one always
exists because the soul is always in the cosmos, the one exists before
this body and after it, being in the sphere of becoming both before and
after it, the third only exists when the soul is moving from one partial
life to the other (ibid. 298.29-299.4). This passage might suggest that
there is one vehicle for the soul outside the cycles of existence—one
thinks here of the Phaedrus—one for the soul when it is involved in a
series of incarnations, and a third, which one would associate with the
vegetative or nutritive soul, which is only needed when a sc?ul is not
merely in a condition for embodiment, but actually empodxed. .The
question then arises whether this third vehicle is an }ntennedxary
between soul and body, or simply a colourful way of ta%kmg fabout the
ordinary earthly body with a view to showing its relatx'onshlp’:‘ to s‘ounl
in direct comparison and contrast with that of the hxgher bgdles

which are clearly of a different substance. In other words', is 6o-rpem§es a
special kind of body, and thus parallel to terms like alyoei8és, light-
like, or merely a description of body in its normal sense? Norrpally
Proclus talks in terms of two, one attached to the upper and rational,
the other to the lower and irrational soul, and in the sequel to t}we text
we have just looked at he talks of an irrational life which is different
both from that of the first vehicle and of the last body: mapd Te v TOD
wpdTou dxhpaTtos kal T Tob ¢oxdTou odpatos {wrv (ibid. 309.5—7).
Here too a question presents itself. does g@pa mean }Jody in 'the
normal sense, or body of the kind in question, for the intermediate
bodies are often, of course, described as such and such a odpa? Ip any
case this third intermediary, if it did exist, had no function distinct
from that of the ordinary body, so that its role would hav_e been 'merely
that of completing a triad of additional bodies.® That this was indeed
its role is further suggested by a text in the Platonic Theology .(III 5,
125P = 18.24-19.3 Saffrey-Westerink) where we read that of participated
souls the first and most divine are in control of simple and eternal
bodies, the next of both simple bodies and those tied to matter,

6The habit of referring to the real body as something analogous to the quasi-mafelfial
ones goes back to Porphyry, cf. De abstinentia I 31 = 109.10-1? Nauck ;nd J. Pépin,
“Saint Augustin et le symbolisme néoplatonicien de la véture”, ‘m‘Augustmus Magster.
Congres International Augustinien. Paris 1954. | (Etudes augustiniennes n.d.) 295f.
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simultaneously, while a further set rule, at the same time, over bodies
of both these kinds and composite ones. The sequel shows that the
first two kinds of body are the light-like vehicle, a “tunic” which is
material but made of simple components: by means of these tunics
they are associated with composite and multiform (ctvBeTors... xal
wohuopdols) bodies (ibid. 19.11-15).7

. Simplicius too may be found referring to a dependent body which
is doTpeddes in the Physics commentary (966.5), but there the point is to
contrast the sort of body a soul inhabits in the terrestrial sphere with
the ones it associates with in the heavens:® that is referred to as
mvevpaTikév. Discussing an interpretation of Theophrastus he has
argued that the soul does not need anything interposed between it and
bod?r:. its distance is assured by body's unsuitability to receive the
soul's irradiation: dpkel ydp f| Tod odparos dvemmndeibms Tpds TO pA
8éxecfar Ty Eapdv Ths Puxiis (cf. 965.26-30). It does, however, have
bxﬁpt.rra appropriate to its location: the dependent (¢&nupévov) bodies
are his explanation of these éxfijpara (966.3-9).

.Nevertheless, if the lower of the two can be identical with the
ordinary body, the pneumatic one cannot, and Simplicius specifically
argues that the inability of one body to penetrate another is not
sufficient ground for saying that souls which have the lower cannot
have the higher too: they are different kinds of body, and therefore
any ot?]ection to two bodies of the same kind interpenetrating are
inapplicable. It.is not absurd, he says, for higher and finer bodies
::;12:1& ;;de. gfla‘; )fleferent nature to penetrate grosser and more material

Now if it is the case that Simplicius believed only in one vehicle
above the one that is identical or nearly so with the body, then he has
retprned_to the pre-Proclus version of the soul-vehicle doctrine.
Prima facie that seems unlikely, and, in fact, when we proceed to look
at t.he constituents of the vehicles, we shall see that there is a
distinction between two groups of descriptions, of which one appears
to apply to a higher, the other to a lower vehicle. What is less clear is

just what the several descriptions in these two gr
i oups mean,
that question we must now turn. group an, and to

*» % %

70n this i
passage cf. Dodds, loc. cit. (n. 3) 320f. and the Not ires i
Saffrey and Westerink’s edition, pp. 113f. © Motes Complémentaires in

8¢t datpétvov ofya at In De an. 287.16-22 which is again body in the usual sense.
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Disregarding for the moment the possible limitation of certain
kinds of vehicle-material to certain spheres of existence, let us collect
the terms used by Simplicius to describe these materials.

Some we have already encountered above. These are abyoeldés—
the neuter forms are appropriate because these terms all modify odpa
— mvevpankéy and, ambiguae status, boTpeddes (and borpéivov). Two of
these, we may note straight away, are those we met in our preliminary
look at Proclus’ views on these matters. Three others are found,
namely alBepdbes, dpxoeidés, and abroedés, of which at least one must
rest under suspicion of being a textual error.

A further €.8%s word, namely Bimroeldés, is also found with opa,
but not with 83xnpa, and so is even more likely than doTpeddes to be
simply descriptive of the ordinary material body rather than of one
made of something else which provides an intermediary for the soul:
at In De an. 74.1-4 he talks of an 8ympa ovykataTewbpevov 1§ Puxi els
T8 GvnToeidts odua, a vehicle extended to the mortal kind of body
along with the soul. When shortly thereafter Simplicius is discussing
Aristotle's definition of the soul, he uses the same word to describe the
lowest form of life, below the higher and more perfect one which
involves movement: it is the BimToedis {wr to which, in furtherance
of his Neoplatonizing exposition of the definition, he ascribes
dpyawmkév which, of course, he understands to mean in the position of,
or having the status of, a tool (87.25-27). Before leaving this area of the
soul's life we should, however, note that lamblichus had used the
word owpaTtoerdés to describe the soul vehicle of 8alpoves, which would

have to be of a different material from that of our ordinary bodies (cf.
De mysteriis 12 = 167 des Places).? Further, when Proclus cites ol mepl...
TauPhixov as authority for the view that individual souls have vehicles
made of the same pneuma as those of the heavenly bodies, that would
indicate that the pneuma in question is of the most refined kind (cf. In
Tim. 111 266.25-31).

'Avyoel8és, perhaps the commonest term for the upper vehicle in
those systems where there are two, clearly relates the substance it
describes to light, and at the same time distinguishes it from it. What
exactly it is is probably impossible to ascertain, since the whole point of
this non-material quasi-material substance is that it should be other
than other substances. At the same time the history of the
Neoplatonists' view of light shows that they regarded it as the closest

9Ct. G. Verbeke, L'évolution de la doctrine du pneuma du stoiciste & S. Augustin (Paris
and Louvain 1945) 378,
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possible approach to the immaterial, and of th i

below pU{ely intelligible entities.?® All this is :v:ll-vkenrgwhr:'ghtiset rit:st::
for recalling it here is to stress that the term in qu.estion is a
:il}oroughly appropriate d'escription of the kind of entity we are
s.lscus‘sing.l We may note in passing that the word does not occur in

implicius I?e armima commentary, which may, or may not—because
of th? low incidence of all these words—throw some light on th
qu&;tll\on I§f that work's authenticity.? s )
. the De anima commentary, is, of course, co i
individual human soul: the study of Yux®h Aoyuct is gf:g: eac; it‘: lcfll(‘o;f’::
(cf. e.g. 172.4-8). Elsewhere we may find an atryoei8és Sxnua attached to
t?te soul of the heavens, or the world-soul. So at In Phys. 615.31-35 we
fmd' the world-soul's light-like vehicle mentioned as a candidate for
the 1dent1ty' of. the shaft of light described in the Myth of Er (Republic
2}63): ’Thls is as far as I know, the only certain occurrence in
lannphcms, but, though the interpretation is ascribed to Porphyry, the
ngﬁ\age appe}a:rs to be that of Simplicius himself. '
ere 1s, however, a further possible instance in the D

commentary (469.7-11). There the received text reads abyoetsgscﬁlxct’
F—Ieiberg has changed it to alroeldés on the basis of the word autoizieale
in Moerb.elfe's translation. In a majuscule MS the difference is of
course minimal, and it seems likely that a scribe unfamiliar with the
more abstruse Neoplatonist terminology would have changed a word
that looked strange to one superficially more comprehensible. What
exactly abroel8és might mean in the present context is far fror'n clear
;I‘h:ad:ext, aés&;l)rinted' by Heiberg, reads: el 8 T TobTo Td odua 'ré;
uaipLov pTNpévos TO alroeidés alrod xa
év. aim{)' alatfioers kekabappévas oxoln...: if slog?gg:?t‘;egfgi?tageﬁg
tl}ls perishable body had the heavenly vehicle which was of the same
kind, then he would have the pure senses (which would enable him
to E’tear and see things invisible and inaudible to others, and in
particular Pythagoras' music of the spheres). As I have traﬂslated it

10For two different vi igni

iews of the significance of light cf. W. Beierwaltes, “Die M i
i : ' F i . W. , etaph
des Lichtes in der Philosophie Plotins”, Ztschr. fitr Philosophische Forschung 152132111;

334-62; R. Ferwerda, La signification des i '
Plotin (Grentuen 1965 4(,-658_"' fi es images et des métaphores dans la pensée de

110n this matter cf. the differi i

. iffering views of F. Bossier and C. Steel, “Priscianu:
) tter iews of . , s Lyd
;:leH’IS de anima” van _pseudo(?) Simplicius”, Tijdschrift voor Filosofie 34 (1972) ¥6;1-58§;‘
- Hadot, Le Néoplatonisme (see n. 1) 193-202 and “La doctrine de Simplicius” (see n. S)I

94; Blumenthal, implicius’
i nthal, “The psychology of (?) Simplicius commentary on the De anima”, ibid.
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abToeldés makes no sense, since the whole point is that we should
have to be possessed of something other than the body to have these
superior perceptions. If, moreover, one were to translate Moerbeke's
calque translation of a presumed adToe8és, it is difficult to see what
that should mean: “ideal itself”? That would neither be a sensible
description of something that had even the smallest component of
corporeality, however refined, nor would it be a likely meaning for a
compound in €8fis. Most of these are relatively late, Plato's dyaboeldtis
(Republic 509A) being an early example'? Elsewhere the word
abroeldhs is rare. It appears much earlier in Marcus Aurelius, at 11.12,
where it is almost certainly a wrong reading.®
On the other hand there is one text, in the De Primis Principiis of
Simplicius’ contemporary Damascius, where atToel8és does give good
sense while bearing the meaning one would expect. There, discussing
the Forms and their representations, Damascius explains that the
Forms themselves exist at the greatest degree of unification in the
Demiurge: subsequently abra & éomw 1d ¢dedfis mdvra atroelbii toTw
dpxbpeva and TEV Be@v TobTwY: the next set of things that are all of the
same kind, having their origin in these divine beings (340=II 201.15-16
Ruelle). This passage makes it the more likely that the M5 reading
should be maintained, and abToeldés abandoned at the one point
where it occurs as an adjective for soul vehicles in the CAG editions of
Simplicius. In fact there is only one other occurrence of the word
there, used in a nominal sense. At In De an. 29.15-20 Ta abroeldi) figure
in a list of the contents of the Ideal Living Being of the Timaeus,
which Simplicius interprets in the normal way as the noetic
diakosmos. Here we are told what it means, namely the first things
[that are] and their principles: Td wpéTioTa xal al ToUTwv dpxal, which
are then listed: #§ ToD abroevds L8éa § Te Tob mpwTov prkous and so
on. In this context abToeldris has a perfectly clear sense of the kind that
one would expect, namely the Forms themselves. Putting this
together with the case in Damascius makes it the more likely that this

12gee C.D. Buck and W. Petersen, A Reverse Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives
(Chicago 1949) 703-707: apart from a few cases in Herodotus these are virtually none
earlier than Plato, with the arguable exception of some in the Hippocratic corpus.

13¢uxﬁg odaipa alToeldhs makes no sense here, and almost all recent editors have
abandoned it; for another view cf. A.S.L. Farquharson (Oxford 1944), who retains it, ad.
Joc.

14Eor the normal use of €8s compounds cf. also TauToeldis and éTepoeLds in the
same section, 201.12 R.
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is not the word Simplicius used in the De caelo commentary to
describe a soul-vehicle.

Next al8epd8es: unlike the other terms we have been looking at
this is not an -e.8fs compound, so that its meaning is not so much
aether-like as actually made of aether.!s Again, it is not common in
Simplicius, but is found as a description of a soul vehicle in the De
anima commentary, where perception and imagination are attributed
to 0 albepides Ths fuetépas Yuxfis Sxmua (17.16-17). On the other
occasion on which Simplicius uses the word it describes a possible
candidate for the material in the spaces between stars (In De caelo
461.18-20): the question is not Aristotle's but the commentator's, and
the word is not Aristotelian.’®¢ These two passages together do,
however, confirm that the vehicle is made of some substance other
than the ordinary corporeal elements.

The last «18fis word we have to consider is dpxoeidfis. At first sight
it appears that it may already have appeared as an 8ympa epithet in the
Phaedrus commentary of Ammonius' father and academic
predecessor Hermias, where the word occurs at 69.18 Couvreur. In fact
it is a conjecture of Couvreur's, who replaced the generally accepted
atyoetdés by dpxoeldés on the basis of its appearance a few lines earlier,
where, in a different context, it makes perfectly good sense. At 14-18,
however, the point at issue is that the human soul by means of the
power of perception in the dpxoeidts (sic) xnua can perceive activity of
a divine, or semi-divine vehicle with which its own is contrasted, but
with which it thus communicates: kowawvla...ylvetar Tod Sawpoviov
éxfipatos kal Tob Ths Puxfis. For two reasons the word is suspect in
this context. In the first place dpxoei8¢és does not give the expected
contrast with a higher kind of entity, which the Satpémov Sxmua clearly
is: it is a word of good Aristotelian ancestry and means superior, or
like, having the status of, an dpy¥. Secondly one would expect, if not a
reference to the vehicle's status, then one to its material, which the
word does not provide either. Elsewhere in Hermias abyoeldés is used,
but describes not the soul but the upper heavens to which the divinely
led procession of the Phaedrus myth aspires (144.26-28): here abyoeldés
has a clearly comprehensible sense, for the upper heavens might
reasonably be described as being like light. So, returning to the

15F0r a list of wdns words cf. Buck-Petersen, op. cit. (n. 12) 708-15. It should, however, be
said that the suffix is sometimes used with the same sense as €8s, On Wdns see P.
Chantraine, La formation des noms en grec ancien (Paris 1933) 429-32.

16The commentary is on De caelo 290 a29-b11.
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a, it looks as if once again, as in the case of atroeldés
?»flﬁ?htsvévse l'?ax\:]eualready considered, a word of more obvious meanix:gi
or in this case one better known, has been substituted for the rarer a
i alryoerbés. )
lessv%fslféxolﬁt {;’;t considered the word most com.monly as;ocmted
with the soul-vehicle, namely wveupaTikés. In fact, in thg authors w;e.
have been discussing it is less common 'than. one might expeg.
Philoponus shows a different pattern.”” In Simplicius the 1;:6}:\;1(17;:‘, :1
Sxnpa is the one the soul acquires for embodiment a.t.a. igher "
than that of the ordinary body here on earth. Its acquisition 1s a re?l
of soul being inside the cosmos (cf. In Phys 965.31-966.3). Thi: a};‘p sxe:
to any kind of soul. Thus the specifically human soul a c?b e;
vehicle made of pneuma: it is not, however, nox:mally deSC}l"l a:is
wvevpaTicéy: in fact, outside the passage we have just c1ted,'t e “fng\ !
occurs only twice in Simplicius, both times in the same secctllonlac; e
Categories commentary, where it comes in Stoic contexts and relates
i uality.

thel';}cl;)sn;?;gosfgs to tglhe second of our initial questions, namely le'\at
the soul-vehicles were made of. We have not, however, explicitly
answered the first. Let us for the moment say t'hat,.c'ontrary‘ 1t(o
expectations, the texts we have seen suggest that Sunph.cms, unli ei
some of his predecessors and contemporaries, operated with one sou
vehicle for the individual human soul. A further look at t'he
constituents of these vehicles may help to produce a less tentative
answer.

> * %

The terms we have looked at so far suggest various candidates‘for
the material of soul-vehicles: light, aether, pneuma. :I‘he two fxr.«?t
would seem to go together, referring as they do to mater}als present in
the higher reaches of the physical world. Pneuma, in spite of its
associations with aether, is less clearly associated with a particular area
of the cosmos. )

We have already seen that adyoeibés in the places where it occurs
in the Physics, and possibly also the De caelo, commc:ntary is
specifically used of the heavenly regions or the world-soul.’® That this

1750me 15 examples of mvevparikés, and about 300 of mvedpa and its other cognates:
Simplicius has about 50.

1850¢ above 177-178.



XVII

182

should have a vehicle made of light, or something like it, is
appropriate to both its location and function. Is the same material to
be found in the human soul vehicle, or, if there is more than one such
vehicle, in one of them?

Possibly the three words in question do not indicate distinct
materials. Let us go back for a moment to lamblichus. We find that he
uses alyoerdés and alBepddes as descriptions of one and the same thing.
Thus in the De mysteriis he talks of prophetic power illuminating the
ethereal and light-like vehicle attached to the soul: T TepikeLpévor TH
Yux) aibepdBes kal alyoedts Bympa émidpmer (U114 = 117 des Places).
Earlier in the same book lamblichus describes the pneuma in us as
light-like, abyoei8és (III 11 = 113), and in a later chapter, talking of the
purification of the soul and the removal of elements of becoming, as
both light-like and ethereal: dmopp{wrer Tob alBepwdous kal abyoedods
wvévpatos..{V 26 = 182). So here, in the work of the man whom
Simplicius at the start of his De anima commentary proclaims as his
guide to the understanding of Aristotle (1.14-20), we have one soul
vehicle, made of a single substance which is describable by all three of
our terms alBepwdés, adyoetdés and, being made of preuma,
TVEWLETIKGS.

We have already seen indications that the same situation obtains
in Simplicius—which would provide an interesting example of the
commentator agreeing with lamblichus against Proclus, who, as we
have seen, firmly subscribes to the view that there is more than one
soul-vehicle, and whose views one might have expected to be
transmitted to Simplicius by way of his pupil and Simplicius' teacher
Ammonius.” Given the question about the identity of the author of
the De anima commentary and the others, it might be as well to say
that there is no clear evidence that the doctrine of the De anima
commentary differs from that of either the other commentaries on
Aristotle or that on Epictetus.?

Given the above descriptions of pneuma one might ask whether
Simplicius entertained the notion of different qualities of that
substance, in so far as the type that is described as abyoe18és might not

19For Procius as teacher of Ammonius cf. Damascius, Vita Isidori fr. 127 Zintzen = Suda
s.v. Aidesia; for Simplicius cf. e.g. In De caelo 271.19.

2050e the treatments by 1. Hadot and Blumenthal referred to in n.11 above; for another
view the article of Bossier and Steel cited there. [ should add that both authors have

since told me that they are more than ever convinced that Simplicius cannot have
written the De anima commentary.
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be the most appropriate for some of the functions that pneuma, or tllse
body constituted by it, are required to perform. In one section pf the De
anima commentary there is a hint that this is indeed v_vhat Simplicius
has in mind. Discussing why fire does not become ahye through the
presence of soul, he remarks that it is not a suitable vehicle, §xnpa, for
it: what is is something higher, which is, at least secondarily, of the
same sort of composition as things in the heavens, Tis obpgv(ag bv kal
abTd ovoTdoews Sevtépuws (73.33-74.1). He then goes on, in a sentence
we have already looked at while considering .the use of evnroet§ég, 1t‘o
say that even in our own case a superior vehicle is extended with the
soul towards the body.?! Alyoel8és in the one, or two, places 'where it
occurs in Simplicius is used of the pneuma in .the world's upper
regions. Yet its use in other writers indicates that it was by no means
confined to that area, but rather may be used o.f any kind of pn'euma%
Indeed, as early as Galen we find it as a description of a §pec1al kind of
body when he offers as alternatives that the soul is either ma;ieho
alBepddés Te xal alyoceldés odpa, or has an Sxnpa consisting of that
nce.2
SUbS(;f:‘ the other hand, cwpatoelBés, which, as we have already seen,
may be used to describe something that is other than body, c9uld be
taken to denote a kind of vehicle for the individual soul ‘that is of an
inferior kind to that described as adyoelBés or alBepides. Does
implici use it?
Sun})xilc;:)ls fz(; as it describes materials, it is used in the De f:aelo
commentary to refer to the substance of the heavens, that ;s }:o
something which, while material, is not, or may not be, made o t7e
same materials as things in the terrestrial worldi (cf. e.g. 360.29-361.7).
When, however, he is commenting on the opening chapter of Book 2
a few pages later, Simplicius uses the term in the same way as Plato,
who may have invented it, used it in the passage of the Tzrfmez;\s
which Simplicius is discussing there, namely to mean what is in tthe
category of the corporeal.?? There is, however, a passage In f
Categories commentary where it is quite clear that om'uc.xroe@ég is nczi
just a synonym for o@pa, for in it the two are explicitly contrastz .
Discussing “Archytas” Simplicius writes: 8tvatov & olpar Myew &t

21G0e above 177.

22¢¢. De Hipp. et Plat. Plac. V.643 Kuhn = [f 474.23-27 de Lacy (CMG V 41,2, See
further R.B. Todd, “Philosophy and Medicine in John Philoponus’ commentary on
Aristotle’s De anima”, Dumbarton Oaks Papers 38 (1984} 108.

2336D, quoted at 80.2+6; cf. too In Phys. 359.32-35.
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fmemntév piv elvar 86l kal kexwpiopévov Ths obolas T Exbuevov, ob
mévTs 8¢ odpa, dAd owpaTtoetdés (376.33-35).24 Simplicius' further

comments, on {wf cwpaToeldfis, show that he means by cwpatoeldés
something that is involved with, but not identical with, body (376.37-
377.8).3 1t appears in this sense too in the De anima commentary,
where it is used to describe forms of cognition which intellect does not
use because they involve both body and soul, namely sense-perception
and imagination: ol8¢ xpfiTat owpaToerdel ywicer alodoer i pavraciq
(45.26-29). In general the soul, in so far as it is involved with a living
being may be involved in the movements, cwpartoeidels Kwijoets,
pertaining to that form of life (cf. 36.30-31).2% There is some fluctuation
in the area of activity to which the word applies: sometimes it is the
whole range from phantasia downwards, sometimes the sub-sensitive
level only.?”

The upshot of this examination of the uses of owpaToeldés is that it
gives no indication of a special kind of pneuma or vehicle for the
lower soul. So, in spite of our original assumption of the likelihood
that Simplicius believed in more than one such vehicle, it now
appears that he did not. Rather, there was only one, made of a
substance variously described as al8epdSes, atryoedés and TvevpaTikéy,

LR

We now come to the question of its function. To it there is more
than one answer. The first, and almost obvious one, is that the
vehicle mediates in a way which none of the adherents of this view
ever satisfactorily defined, between the immaterial soul and the
material body. In this respect it simply provides an answer, on the
usual basis of multiplying entities if no other solution is possible, to a
question which had quite properly concerned Neoplatonists since
those early days when Plotinus, according to Porphyry had spent three

24The word Simplicius attributes to Archytas himself is cwpat@8es.

25¢, too the analogous but different use quoted from Eudemus at In Phys. 201.23-27,
where Simplicius refers to the elements which are not bodies but produce them.

26E0r the basis of motion being guparoeidts cf. also In De an. 303.8-10.
77t e.g. 40.30-32 with 57.12-16.
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days discussing nds 1 ux® olveomt 7@ odpati, how the soul is
associated with the body (Porphyry, Vita Plotini 13).28

The second is that the vehicle, rather than either soul or body
themselves, is seen as the basis of some of the soul's activities. Here
Simplicius with his one vehicle attributes to it the function that
Proclus with two attributed to the lower of them, that is to be the basis
of sensation and imagination. This view is clearly related to the older
notion that pneuma, not yet formalized into the material of a soul-
vehicle, was the substance in which the images of phantasia were
realised: Porphyry talks of the image somehow being smeared into the
pneuma (cf. Sententiae 29 = 18.10-12 Lamberz). When we come to
Proclus we find that he talks about higher alofinots being év 1§ bxfipatt.
This is the kind of alofnois that is actual cognition, and also
imagination, which is essentially the same (cf. In Tim. IIl 286.20-29). It
takes place in the mvevpatikéy 8xnpa and is opposed to the mere
sensation which takes place in the 8oTpe@Ses o@pa (cf. ibid. 237.24-27).2
Even more clearly Hermias—and if it is correct to see his work as
merely a report of Syrianus' lectures, this may precede Proclus®**—had
made the vehicle of the disembodied soul the subject in perception: T4
Sxnua Aapmpdy Bv kal xabapdy Shov S Ehov doTlv alofnmikdv kal katd
wav 6pd kal xard ndv dkoler (cf. 68.21-23).

For Simplicius himself the tie between perception and the soul
vehicle is such that it is applied even to the heavenly bodies. In the De
anima commentary their vehicles are described as 6ela, and it is in
them that perception of sensible objects takes place (cf. 215.17-25)3! In
the individual human soul imagination is distinguished from reason,
inter alia, by being cwpaToeldis and therefore unable to deal with
simple objects (285.25-28). That statement does not, of course, on its
own, associate imagination with the soul-vehicle, the same applies to
the description of appetition as cwpaToeldis, as opposed to the mind's

28According to H. Dérrie this discussion was the basis of Plotinus’ treatise On the
Problems of the Soul, Enn. IV 3-5, c.f. Porphyrios’ "Symmikta Zetemata”. Zetemata 20
(Munich 1959) 18 n.1; contra Blumenthal, Plotinus’ Psychology (The Hague 1971) 16
n.20.

29¢t, Blumenthal, “Proclus on Perception”, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies
29(1982) 3.

30The possibility arises because Proclus wrote his Timseus commentary when he was
still a young man and Syrianus was still alive, ¢f. Marinus, Vita Procli 13. For alyoeibts
8xmua in Syrianus cf. In Metaph. 86.3.

31¢¢. also In De caelo 469. 7-11 and p. 178 above.
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cognition or BoVAnots, at 295.13.15 (cf. 296.19-21). It is only when these
are taken in conjunction with the explicit attribution of the sensitive
soul's cognition to a vehicle that we can infer that the cwpaToeldijs
nature of such forms of cognition consists not only in association with
the body as such, in which the sense organs reside, but also with the
vehicle which mediates between the different spheres of existence to
which body and soul belong. It is, we may now see, remarkable how
little Simplicius actually says about soul-vehicles as such, the more so
if we compare their incidence in Proclus or, to a lesser extent,
Philoponus.?

What does it amount to? Firstly, that the vehicle is seen as a
necessary bridge entity between immaterial soul and material body and
therefore, almost needless to say, found in the philosophy of Plato and
Aristotle. Secondly, that it is involved with those activities which
require the co-operation, in the strict sense, of body and soul, and most
particularly those where the contribution of each might be regarded as
more or less equivalent, that is those which are performed by the
sensitive faculty or faculties of the soul through the organs of the body.
Similar co-operation is, as we have seen, to be found on a lower level
too.

On the other hand there does not, in Simplicius, seem to be any
notion that the higher activities of the soul, those which are a result of
its embodiment but which do not require a direct input from the body,
though they may work with material obtained through its use, require
a separate vehicle. In respect of these, the function of the one vehicle
that Simplicius does have is apparently no more than to provide
conditions for embodiment. Does it, in consequence, disappear when
embodiment ceases?

Here we come to our fourth question, the length of a vehicle's life.
More precisely, we must ask whether Simplicius' vehicles are added to
the soul at each incarnation and removed thereafter, and in the latter
case, how long thereafter? Prima facie this issue relates to the
question, about which there was no consensus, about how much of the
soul might survive death. To illustrate the situation we may refer to
the well known passage in Damascius' Phaedo commentary which
tells us that lamblichus and Plutarch held the view that the soul down

32For Proclus see above; for Philoponus cf. esp. the preface to In De an., 17ff.
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to the irrational part was immortal, while Proclus and Porphyry
confined immortality to the rational soul® That indicates that two
vehicles and immortality for irrational as well as rational soul do not
necessarily go together, for Proclus, as we have seen, believed in two
while Iamblichus still had only one. Nor, as that might suggest, was it
the case that those who held that there was one vehicle thought that
the whole soul must be treated in the same way: if they did, we should
not find Proclus and Porphyry in the same slot. To complicate matters
further, Proclus himself seems to have believed that the lower vehicle
perishes at death, but may have been inconsistent on the fate of the
upper: according to the Elements of Theology (Prop. 209) and the
Timaeus commentary (III 267.25-268.3) the alyoeid¢s Sxnpa, the higher
vehicle, survived, but according to a passage in Damascius' Phaedo
commentary which may be derived from Proclus, that does not apply
to the outstandingly virtuous souls translated to a pure abode in
Phaedo 114B-C.34

All these matters require further investigation. As far as
Simplicius is concerned we can only say that there is no view that he
might clearly be expected to have held. As it is, the De anima
commentary does not greatly concern itself with immortality. The
same is true of the other text where we might seek evidence, namely
the Encheiridion commentary. Thus it may well be that the question
we have raised here cannot be given more than a speculative answer.

* % #

This brings us to our final question. One might ask whether the
absence of prolonged discussions of immortality, and thus of some
treatment of the destiny of our soul's vehicles, has anything to do with
the fact that there is so little about immortality in the De anima itself.
To anyone familiar with the methods and procedures of Neoplatonist
commentary such questions are hardly worth asking, since these
writers notoriously brought in any subject they thought fit. The extent
to which their actual interpretations of Plato or Aristotle were
influenced by the text they were discussing was another matter, and

33Damascius, In Phaed. I 177.3-5 Westerink = Olympiodorus, In. Phaed. 123.13-20
Norvin, On this passage see Blumenthal, “Plutarch’s Exposition of the De Anima and
the Psychology of Proclus”, in De Jamblique 2 Proclus. Entretiens Hardt 21
(Vandoeuvres-Geneva 1975) 130f.

34¢f, Westerink ad I 551,
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might vary. In Simplicius' case that extent, as I have argued
elsewhere, was not great.® As far as the question of soul vehicles is
concerned, they are necessarily independent of the text of Aristotle. In
so far as that text allowed the commentators in general, and Simplicius
in particular, to find the Neoplatonist division into a rational and an
irrational soul, there was scope for Simplicius, once vehicles were
admitted, to have either one or two. Hence his views on their number
cannot be said to have been influenced by the context provided by the
Aristotelian works he was expounding. And in so far as more than
one answer was current among Neoplatonists, Simplicius' own, if
perhaps no longer the most widely adopted, must be seen against that
background, as a product of Neoplatonism rather than of the mind
and preoccupations of the Aristotelian commentator.

3Most recently in “Simplicius (?) on the first book of Aristotle’s De Anima”, in I. Hadot,
ed. Simplicius, sa vie, son ceuvre, sa survie. Actes du Colloque international de Paris
28.9-1.10. 1985 (Berlin and New York 1987) 91-102. Philoponus may have had a somewhat
difszerent approach, <f. “John Philoponus: Alexandrian Platonist?” Hermes 114 (1986)
332f.
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529 AND ITS SEQUEL:
WHAT HAPPENED TO THE ACADEMY ?

In an excellent and already well-known article Professor Alan
Cameron has made a strong case for the thesis that, notwithstanding the
evidence of Malalas ('), and a long-established tradition, Justinian did
not succeed in finally closing the Platonic Academy in 529, and that its
activities continued after a short interruption (3). The purpose of this
paper is, firstly, to argue that some of the evidence usually adduced in
favour of the view that the Academy was closed may not be applicable,
but that it seems nevertheless to have succumbed to some form of
imperial pressure, and, secondly, to question the view that philosophy
continued to be taught, or even studied, at Athens from 532 until the
Slavs sacked the city nearly fifty years later (%).

The most important piece of evidence for the continued existence of
the Academy is a passage from Olympiodorus’ commentary on Plato’s
st Alcibiades which says, ‘‘Perhaps Plato made a practice of taking no
fees because he was well-off, That is why the diadochika have lasted till
now, in spite of many confiscations™ (*). Diadochika is left untranslated
since its meaning is by no means certain. It could refer to the salary of
the Head of the Academy (°). It could also, however, be a term for the
Academy’s endowments in general {®). A third meaning, suggested by J.
Whittaker, is spiritual rather than material heritage, but in spite of his

(1) Chron., XVUI1 =451.16-19 NIEBUHR.

(2) The last days of the Academy ai Athens, in Proceedings of the Cambridge
Phitological Society, n.s. 15 (1969). 7-29 (hereafter “Last days™ An abridged French
version, La fin de [I'Académie, may be found in Le Néoplatonisme. Colloques
internationaux du C.N.R.S. (Paris, 1971), 281-90.

(3) In 578 or 579 ; ¢f. D. M. MeTcavr, The Slavonic threat to Greece circa 580 :
some evidence from Athens, in Hesperia, 31 {1962), 134 f.

(4) In. Alc, 141: the text runs fows 8¢ 6 Midtwv w¢ edmopiv dutobiav
Eneridevosy « 816 xai péypl Tob ndpovrog awlovrar 1a diadoyixd, xai Tavta moAAdv
nuuetioewy yivousvwy.,

(5) So apparently CaMEroN, Last days, 12.

(6) So L. G WESTERINK, Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy
(Amsterdam, 1962), xiv, and CaMERON, fbid., 11.
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arguments . it is unlikely that the word in its context does not refer to
some form of funding (). To this point we must return shortly.
Cameron argues convincingly that this passage was written some-
where around 560, on the grounds that it refers to an incident in the
career of a grammaticus called Anatolius, dateable to the late 5'40s, as
one that his readers can no longer be expected to remember. He infers
from this that the Academy was still operating at that time, and
moreover, in possession of substantial funds some thirty years after its
alleged closure and expropriation (*). At about the same time Whittaker,
apparently writing before the appearance of Cameron’s paper, and
arguing against Westerink, questioned whether the text adduced provid-
ed evidence either for confiscations at the time when Olympiodorus was
writing (*), or for the continued availability of material resources (19).
Olympiodorus’ report certainly raises some serious problems. The
first relates to the confiscations. Cameron has discussed a number of
possible occasions between 529 and the date of the composition of
Olympiodorus’ commentary about 560 (*!), If Academy funds were
being confiscated during that period, then clearly there must have been
a conspicuous Academy to be subject to the confiscations. But, as
Whittaker has pointed out, the reference of the present participle stating
that there were confiscations could be to any time during the reference
of the main verb, that is to the whole period between Plato and the time
of writing. One possible inference is that the funds had been subjected
to confiscations even before 529 but still survived in the hands of the
scholarchs after that date. Justinian’s edict is quite likely not to have
been new, but, like much of his legislation, a re-enactment of former
decrees (1*) — some of which were in any case disregarded (*%).

(7Y Cf. God, Time, Being. Two studies in the transcendental tradition in Greek
Philosophy. Symbolae Osloenses Fasc. Supplet.. 23 (Oslo, 1971), 60 f,

(8) Last davs, 11 f.; cf. also WESTERINK, op. cit., xiv f,, but see now The Greek
Commentaries on Plato’s Phaedo. N, Damascius. Verhandelingen der Kon.
Nederiandse Akad. van Wetenschappen, Afd. Letterkunde, n.r. 93 (Amster-
dam/Oxford/New York, 1977), 9.

(9 Loc cit, 58 f.

(10) Ibid., 59-61.

(1) Last days, 9 ff.

(12) Cf. the headings to numerous constitutions in the Codex ustiniani.

(13) Cf. CaMERON, Last days, 9 and A. H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire
284-602 (Oxford, 1964), 1, viii.
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Nevertheless, it is difficult to find a suitable earlier occasion, or
occasions, to be the time of the confiscations in question.
A second, and more basic, problem attaches to the funds themselves.

There is no other evidence, except a report in the Suda article on
Plato ('), and a paraliel text in Photius, which attributes any of the late
Academy’s resources, or those of its office-holders, to inheritance from
Plato. This Suda article, which is based on Damascius’ Life of
Isidore (1%), tells us that only the Academy garden had been Plato’s —
he was not well-off — and that there were large accretions of funds in
the fifth century ('¢). We know that most of the major buildings in
Athens were destroyed by the Heruls in 267 (*7). Damascius, moreover,
in the extract provided by Photius, made a point of denying what he
says was a commonty held view that the resources of the Academy went
back to Plato himself : 7 t@v Staddywv obata ovx i of moAdoi vouilovat
MAdzewvoc Tiv 6 dvéxafev. This summary too continues with the points
that Plato was not rich, that only the garden was his, and that there were
large additions through bequests later '®). From this text we may infer
that Olympiodorus’ diadochika must have been school resources under
the control of the school’s head : Damascius is talking about sums of
money, and the garden could hardly have been part of the scholarch’s
salary.

If, then, such funds as were available to the Academy in the 5th and
6th centuries were not the product of Plato’s own endowments,
Olympiodorus — or his source — has wrongly inferred from the
Academy’s current, or recent, wealth, and Plato’s aristocratic back-
ground and refusal to take fees ('*), that Plato himself was responsible
for the endowments. Damascius’ disciaimer shows that he was not the
first to do so. And if Olympiodorus was wrong about that, then he
might also, though less obviously, have been wrong in saying that the

{14) Suidae Lexicon, ed. ADLER, 1V (Leipzig, 1935), 142.3 fI.

(15) Cf fr. 265 ZINTZEN.

(16) Loc. cit., lines 6-9.

(17) The Athenians themselves removed stone from old buildings to construct
walls : on this, and the effects of the invasion, cf. H. A. THompson, Athenian
Twilight : A.D. 267-600, in J. Rom. Studies, 49 (1959), 61-64.

(18) Puotius, Cod., 242 (364a 32-8 Bexker = V1.38 Henry).

(19} In Alc., 181 : fgws 8¢ 6 Mhdtwy og enopiv ducobiav enerndevoey.

¢
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funds existed in his own day. His information could have been some
thirty years out of date, a period for the survival of obsolete information
by no means inconceivable even with modern methods of disseminating
information (3°). We need look no further than the reputations of
university departments in our own times. If the close relation between
Athenian and Alexandrian philosophers that had obtained in the fifth
century were by now a thing of the past, whether because of odium
academicum, as manifested in the bitter attacks launched by Philoponus
on the views of Proclus in a previous generation, and Simplicius in his
own, the latter being furiously reciprocated (*!), or because nothing was
any longer happening at Athens, or for some other reason, that would
be sufficient to explain such an error.

To return to the question of a re-endowment in the 5th century.
There are a number of indications that this happened. In the first place,
negatively, there is little if any evidence that the Academy, or any but
insignificant Platonists, were active at Athens in the preceeding
period (*2). Positively, we have a report from Synesius that he went to
Athens and found nothing going on at all : ““It is like a sacrificial victim
at the end of the proceedings, with only the skin left as a token of the
animal that once was. So philosophy has moved its home, and all that is
left for a visitor is to wander around looking at the Academy, the
Lyceum, and, yes, the Stoa Poikile ... (*).

(20) For another view cf. CaMErON, Last days, 12, who says that it is unlikely that
Olympiodorus would have kept the reference in his course if it was no longer true.

(21} For those on Proclus. c¢f. PHiLoP., De Aeternitate mundi contra Proclum,
passim, and the Suda, s.v. Ipéxiog : the nature of those on Simplicius must be inferred
from Simplicius’ replies, for which cf. esp. the commentary on Physics @ and W.
WieLanp, Die Ewigkeit der Welt (Der Streit zwischen Joannes Philoponus und
Simpliciusy, in Die Gegenwart der Griechen im neueren Denken. Festschr. H.-G.
GapaMer (Tubingen, 1960), 291-316 . see also below pp. 379f.

(22} Cf. ). P. LyNcH. Aristotle's School. A study of a Greek educational institution
{Berkeley-Los Angeles, 1972), 184-87.

(23) Ep.. 135=PG. LXVI.1524C. Synesius seems to be expressing genuine
disappointment, unlike Aeneas of Gaza, who claims to have found Athens equally
defective in philosophy a century later, cf. Theophrastus, 37-41 = PG, LXXXV.877A-
B. Aeneas’ comments, however, are likely to have been tendentious : he probably wrote
in the last years of Proclus, or soon thereafter, ¢f. SCHMID-STAEHLIN, Gesch. der
Griech. Lit®, 1Lii (Munich, 1924), 1032. Cf. CAMERON, Last days, 25-27, against G.
DownEy's inadequately demonstrated view that Gaza flourished while Athens
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The best candidate for the honour of having restarted the teaching of
Platonism at Athens is Plutarch the son of Nestorius (). Saffrey and
Westerink’s attempts to show that there was a continuous tradition there
rest on somewhat meagre evidence (2%). Plutarch has an equally goo.d
claim to have been the man who provided the material resources for this
resumption. We know that he had a house large enough to ac-
commodate the school’s activities under his successors Syrlanu§ and
Proclus (2). Moreover a Plutarch at about the right time was sufﬁqently
wealthy to finance the Sacred Ship’s journey up the Acropolis in the
Panathenaic procession on three separate occasions :

Afipog [ *EloexBiiog Baotdifaf Adywy dvébuev
Mourapyov otalbepiic Eppe goopposyvigs *

8¢ xai Tpig moti vnov "Abhvaing énédacoey
vaby Ehdoag lepiv, mAoirov GAov mpoxéag (7).

The last line need not be taken literally, It could be rhetorical
exaggeration, or a play on Plutarch’s name, and so the apparent
exhaustion of the dedicatee’s funds would not preclude the endowment
of the Academy, which could in any case have preceeded the Pgm~
athenaic processions — or the final ruinous one — so that the depletlo}l
of his resources, even if true, need not be relevant. The Plutarch in this
inscription is almost certainly the same as the one who put up anot‘her
inscription, dedicated to Herculius, and described himself as a sophist :

Tov Beopiov rauiny Epxovdiov, ayvov z';'napxosv,
Hhovtapyoc wilbwy Taung éstnoe copurig ().

This Herculius was Pretorian Prefect of Ilyricum in 410-412 (*), so

languished, Justinian’s view of Christianity and the Greek classics, in Anglican
Theological Review, 40 (1958). 17-19 and Julian and Justinian and the unity of faith
and cufture, in Church History, 28 (1959), 345 f.

(24) Cf. E. EvrRarD, Le maitre de Plutarque d'Athénes et les origines du
néoplatonisme athénien, in L'Antiquité Classique, 29 (1960), 404-406.

(25) Cf. ProcLus, Théologie Platonicienne, ed. eic. H.-D. SarFrey and L. G.
WesterInK. | (Paris, 1968}, xxxv-xlviii.

(26) Cf Marinus. Vita Procli, 29.

27 IG, 112, 3818.

(28) JG. 12, 4224, For the identification cf. G. Kaser, Epigrammata Graeca
{Berlin, 1878). p. 376, and L. Rogrery, Hellenica, 4 (Paris, 1948), 95 {.

(29) Cf. Codex Theodosianus, X11.1.172 with XV.1.49 and G. Seeck, Herculius
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that the dates fit with those of the philosophers (*). But was the
Plutarch of the inscriptions the same Plutarch ? Identification or
disjunction has rested -on little more than assertion and counter-
assertion. Wilamowitz and Kaibel, who approvingly reported him,
thought that they were the same (*!). Recently F. Millar, accepting from
Robert the identity of liturgist and sophist, thinks that Plutarch the son
of Nestorius was not the same person on the grounds that the liturgist

“was a sophist, not a philosopher” (*2). This reason for rejecting the
identification is not, however, entirely convincing. In the first place
peAdoopog is metrically impossible, and if that is not regarded as
sufficient reason for substituting the other term, perhaps Plutarch’s
‘commentary on at least parts of the Gorgias, in which he defined
rhetoric, and must have dealt further with rhetorical matters (33), could
have earned him the title. In any case soguotiic had long since lost its
pejorative connotations (**), so that it would have been an adequate
alternative for use in a public inscription.

Some recent epigraphical joins have made it likely that two further
inscriptions refer to our Plutarch (*%). If the reconstructions by W. Peck
are either correct, or nearly so, then one of these identifies him by his
patronymic (*%), and the other actually refers both to an interest in
Platonic philosophy, and to wealth : it too has a play on the name and
the word for wealth (*7), recalling the first of the two inscriptions just

(4), RE, VIII {1913), 614 ; on his activities cf. A. Frantz, From Paganism to
Christianity in the temples of Athens, in DOP, 19 (1965), 192.

(30) Plutarch died, at an advanced age, when Proclus, born in 410, was 22, cf.
MarinNus, Vita Pr., 12.

(31) KamseL, op. cit. (n. 28), 376.

(32) Cf. P. Herennius Dexippus: the Greek world and the third-century
invasions, in J. Rom. Srud.. 59 (1969), 17 and n. 64.

(33) Cf. Prolegomenon Sylloge, ed. H. RaBE, Rhetores Graeci, XIV (Leipzig,
1931), 217.3-9 = Rhetores Graeci, ed. C. Warz, VILi (Stuttgart/ Tiibin-
gen/London/Paris, 1833), 33 f.

(34} Cf. PHiLosTRATUS, Vitae Soph., 489 init. and passim.

(35) The joins were made by M. Th. MrTsos, Ano tovs xataldyous *Abpvaiwv
gpnfiev xdn (1D, in "Apxacod + *Epnuepis, 1971 (Athens, 1972), 64 f. and Plate 7 :
his restorations are questioned by W. PEex, Zwei Gedichte auf den Neuplatoniker
Plutarch, in Ztschr. fiir Papyrologie und Epigraphik, 13 (1974), 201 (I am grateful to
Professor H. F. CHErNIss for drawing my attention to this article).

(36) Peex, ibid.. 203 f.

(37) Ibid., 202 1.
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discussed, and so, incidentally, making it more likely that that too refers
to the philosopher. As reconstructed it reads :

[xplvod tléue’ dperiic Buvroag Befous idtwvold],
[mhofirog [t aoging ovy dde Seususvog

[Mihovt{apy’, einéva oiv xaipows of yeplaopdpe revooag -
[5 iJevet véolag Eoti, wig orépafvog Tepéver.

If all this is right, then we do have evidence for considerable personal
wealth in the hands of the Neoplatonist Plutarch. If it is not, it is
probably still fair to say that Plutarch was not so common a name at
Athens for it to be likely that, even if the Plutarchs we have considered
were different, they were also unrelated, so that the philosopher could
have had access to considerable family funds.

So far we may say that Olympiodorus was almost certainly wrong
about the Platonic inheritance. There will have been an Academy with
considerable financial resources before his time, and possibly somehow
still in it, but these resources were probably provided in the first place
by Plutarch, and in any case topped up by wealthy pupils and bene-
factors.

If Plutarch restarted the teaching of Platonism at Athens, what
happened thereafter ? It might be argued that since Proclus taught in his
own house there was no public building, no open school. But if so, why
should the authorities have bothered to take steps against it — if they
did ? Another, if much ecarlier case of imperial interference with
education that springs to mind is Julian’s ban on Christian
schoolmasters, and that related to open education of minors (*%).
Justinian's measures, as we shall see, seem to have had the same
purpose. Further, the fact that Syrianus and Proclus taught in Plutarch’s
home suggests that they came by it in virtue of their appointments : that
these were private rather than public appointments does not affect the
point. Thus we must accept that at this stage, if not demonstrably in the
next generation, we are dealing with a more or less formal institution. Is
there any further evidence for its existence ?

A house that would have been suitable for the purpose was excavated,
in the 1955 season, at a site that would fit Marinus’ description of the

(38) Cf. §. Bipez, La Vie de I'Empereur Julien {Paris, 1930), 263_f. The relevant
texts are collected by J. Bipez and F. CuMoNT. fuliani Imperatoris Epistulae et Leges

" (Paris/London, 1922). 70-75.
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location of his master's house (*°). Archaeologists have sometimes been
inclined to assume that it was the site of the Neoplatonic Academy's
activities (*°) — the original Academy seems not to have survived the
267 invasion, if it had not fallen into decay long before. Certainty in
such matters is, of course, usually impossible. A further piece of
evidence about the use of this building might be provided by a portrait
head, of the type of those portraying Neoplatonic philosophers (4!),
which may have come from the same area. It has been suggested that it
came from our house (*2), but we cannot know this, for its provenance
has not been recorded, and we can only surmise that it came from this
area below the Acropolis which has yielded much similar material. The
head has been tentatively indentified as a representation of Plutarch (43).
If this is right, and if it did come from the same house, then it is quite
likely that the building was the one used first by Plutarch and later by
his successors Syrianus and Proclus (44),

Another piece of archaeological evidence, which has come to light
since Cameron’s article, is, however, more important. A. Frantz reports
that at a house in the same area, and one likely to have been a
philosophical or rhetorical school, a cache of statuary was found in a
well, in excellent condition — as opposed to the usual debris dumped in
wells (%), That, she suggests, indicates that the statues were removed

(39} MariNus, Vita Pr., 29. Details of the excavation are given by J. MiLiADEsS,
"Avaoxapal votiwg i Axporndiewe, in Hpaxtina tic "Apyouodoyixiic "Erapelog,
1955 (Athens, 1960). 47-50 with Pl. 3b, reported also by A. K. ORLANDOS, "Epyov
17jg dpyasodoyeniis drawpeiag xara 1o 1955 (Athens, 1956), 7-11 ; a summary by G.
Daux may be found in Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénigue, 80 (1956), 232-34.

{40) So Frantz. loc. cit. (n. 29), 193 and Pagan Philosophers in Christian Athens,
in Proc. of the American Philosophical Sec., 119 (1975), 32 more cautiously
MILIADES, foc. cil.. 48 f.

{41} Cf. G. Dontas. Kopf eines Neuplatonikers. in Athenische Mitteilungen.
69/70 (1954-5), 150-2. with Pl. 14 and Beilage 54-5.

{42) Cf. MiLiabEs, Joc. cit. (n. 39), 49 f., and FranTz, Pagan philosophers, 32,
who writes, “'the identification is reinforced by the discovery of a portrait in or near the

house™ : this could be misleading, especially since it implies that the portrait was found
during recent excavations.

(43) Donras, foc. cit., 151 f,

(44) Donrtas suggested. with the appropriate reservations, that the statue may have
stood in Plutarch’s own house, ibid., 152 : cf. MILIADES, loc. cit., 49,
_(45) Cf. Pagan philosophers, 36 f. . for further details cf. T. L. SHEAR jr.. The
Athenian Agora : excavations of 1971, in Hesperia, 42 (1973). 161-64.
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from their normal location by someone who intended to replace them.
The other material from the well is of an appropriate date, and so sl}e
connects this deposit with Justinian’s measures : the statues were put in
a safe place until the normal activities of the school could be resumed,
with the normal décor (*). .

If this connection is right, we may ask why the statues were not raised
and returned to their original positions when the immediate threa't was
relieved, as it must have been if we are to believe that the original
owners of this building resumed their former pursuits at Ath.ens soon
after. In fact the house was eventually occupied by Christians who
damaged such sculptures as had not been removed ().

One answer could be that the restoration and re-opening of any
pagan teaching establishment, and so of the Academy as an institu{ion,
turned out to be impossible after all between 529 and what we might
take as the final destruction of ancient Athens in 579/580. And the
philosophers who set off for Persia in 532, some two years after the
edict, and returned from there the following year, may not have returned
to Athens — it is in any case not certain that all the persons listed by
Agathias, our source for this episode (*¢), came from Athens in the first
place (). As far as | know, there are no specific reports that they went
there when they came back from the East (*°). Damascius may, as Alan
Cameron has argued, have stayed in his home town of Emesa, where an
epigram he wrote for one Zosimg is dated to 538 (*1), but it must be
admitted that that in itself is hardly adequate evidence for his residence
there at any time, let alone for the prolonged retirement which Camerpn
thinks more likely than just a visit. Simplicius certainly remained active
as a scholar. His commentary on the de Caelo postdates the exile and

(46) Cf Frantz, ibid, 37.

(47) Cf. SHEAR, loc. cit., 163 T '

(48) Agathias 11.30-31 =80-82 KeYDELL. AVERIL CAMERON, .Agathla§ on th'e
Sassanians, in DOP, 23 (1969}, 175, has suggested that Agathias obtained his
information from Simplicius himself. . .

(49) This had until recently been generally assumed : it was questioned by AVERIL
CAMERON, Agathias (Oxford, 1970}, 101, . .

(50) Cf Aran CAMERON, Last davs, 21, who concedes that there is no direct
evidence that any of them did return to Athens, though he goes on to argue that some
did : on this see below. LyncH, op. cit. {n. 22), 167, simply assumes that all seven
went back there. .

(51) Last days, 22. The epigram is AP. V11.553.
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was followed by those on the Physics and Categories, in that order (52)
E;guv:eiv (111% not know where he wrote them. The only other of the seveli
0 workedn;i t»;zrl'mow anything is Priscian, and we do not know where
Long ago Tannery saw that it was impossible to prove that Simplicius
lxjent. bacs:f to Athens, though he seems to have inclined to the view that
e did (*}. He could equally well have gone to Alexandria. He had
after all, peen a pupil of Ammonius there, and other Platonis.ts wereat(;
be fqund in the city who, either by conversion or by way of compromis
Foqtln}xed to teach Platonism under the cover of Aristotle. It may not tf,
!nsngngﬁcant. that, unlike other members of the Ath.enian yschoole
mc}udmg his older contemporary Damascius, Simplicius wrote dn’
Anstptlc rather than Plato, even if his commentaries do show
unmlstakeable signs of Athenian Neoplaionism (%4). Cameron arguin
against _the supposed opinion of Tannery (%), has tried to sflow thagt
Simplicius did go back to Athens (%), He starts from the assumption
that he mu.st l}ave had constant access to the resources of a major
library. This limits his possible places of residence to Alexandria
A.ther{g and Constantinople. Unless we are to think in terms oi‘
Slmplscm_s travelling with a considerable library, that much is clear
Constantinople can perhaps be ruled out as being too near the centre oi‘
government. Cameron’s case against Alexandria rests on three points, a
doubt about the availability of pre-Socratic texts in libraries outsi’de
At!lens, a reference to Philoponus by Simplicius as one unknown to the
writer (*7), and third, an allusion in Paul the Silentiary’s Ecphrasis on

Sta. Sophia to a “bean-eating” i i
. g” Athenian (*%), which i i
directed at Simplicius (*%). he thinks is

gg; ]()‘f%( PRAECHTER, «Simplicius», in RE, 11l a i (1927), 204
. TANNERY, Sur la période { j e , i
Ph{josophjqae‘ 42 (1390, 256 finale de la philosophie grecque, in Revue
54 CT. my N { ] i jes, 1
(1976). 39 1 y Neoplatonic elements in the De Anima commentaries, in Phronesis, 21
(55) Whom he took to have said that Simplicius took up residence in Alexandria :

(57) Cf. in de Caelo, 26.18 f.
(58) Hagia Sophia, 125-27.
(59) Last davs, 22 1,
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The point about the availability of pre-Socratic material is the easiest
1o answer : there is no evidence to show that it was restricted to Athens,
or that there were major gaps in the holdings of libraries elsewhere.

Simplicius’ claim not to know Philoponus does at first sight appear to
rule out residence in Alexandria, where we know that Philoponus was
still working for a long time after 532 (%%). But it is possible that
Simplicius is merely being offensive. A possible Platonic precedent
might be found, if needed, in Socrates’ claim at Euthyphro 2B not to
know Meletus whom he almost certainly did know (%'). Simplicius and
Philoponus had in any case both been students of Ammonius. Cameron
infers from Simplicius references to Philoponus’ work and opinions as a
young man’s (¢2), that they were not contemporaries, and had not met
in Ammonius’ courses. But he does not, pace Cameron, actually refer
to Philoponus as a “youngster’, and the descriptions are clearly
disparaging (*%). Even if he had simply described him as a youth, the
precedent of Socrates could again be relevant. For in the same passage
of the Euthyphro he also described Meletus as young, and that too might

well not have been true (%%). Moreover it is not impossible that
Simplicius did reside in Alexandria, and yet did not personally know
Philoponus. Since we have no information about the personalities of
these gentlemen, we cannot rule out the possibility that Simplicius
found Philoponus’ views so distasteful that he did not wish to know
their author. That some such explanation might apply is suggested by
the extraordinarily fierce tone of Simplicius’ polemic against Philopo-
nus. Its ferocity, which Simplicius himself seems to have recogni-
sed (%), has suggested to others that his claim that he entertained no

(60) Cf. E. HONIGMANN, Evéques et évéchés monophysites d'Asie antérieure au VI
siécle. Corpus Scriptorum Christ. Orient. Subsidia 2 (Louvain, 1951), 18! f. and
193 £. (1 owe this reference to Professor R. B. Todd) and H.-D. SAFFREY, Le chrétien
Jean Philopon et la survivance de l'école d’Alexandrie au VE siécle, in Revue des
Etudes Grecques, 67 (1954), 408, n. 2.

(61) Cf my Meletus the accuser of Andocides and Meletus the accuser of Socrates :
one man or twe ?, in Philologus, 117 (1973), 176 £.

(62) E.g. in de Caelo, 42.17, in Physica, 1165.8 {.

(63) Cf. SAFFREY, foc. cit. (n. 60), 402, n. 4.

(64} CF. the article cited in n. 61, 177 £

(65) In de Caelo, 26.17 . ; cf. WIELAND, foc. cit. (n. 21), 300 f.

Aviil
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feelings of hostile rivalry (pcloverxia) (%) towards Philoponus indicates
that there were indeed personal feelings involved (¢7).
As for the bean-eating Athenian, the relevant lines are :

xpwvel S€ ToUToug 00 xwapoTpwE ATTINGC,
dAA’" dvdpeg edoefleis Te xai ovyyviipovec,
olg xai 0 Oeiov xal facidels dprdeTar . . .

Friedlaender long ago pointed out that the obvious reference is to the
splenetic Demos in Aristophanes’ Knights, who is there characterized by
the same word in a passage which also refers to his activities as a
judge (%%). There is no good reason to reject this explanation in favour
of a somewhat nebulous reference to an Athenian philosopher : if
anything mocking references to philosophers should rather allude to
abstinence from beans. The contrast with pious men who gladden God
and the Emperor might however, as Averil Cameron has suggested,
indicate that Athens was still a byword for impiety when the poem was
first recited in 563 (6%), without necessarily referring to philoso-
phers (). But here again we must bear in mind that reputations are
often still current when the grounds for them no longer obtain, In any
case there is no reason why the allusion must be exclusively to
contemporary or even recent circumstances, Diehl may well have been
right in taking it as a dispararaging reference to pagan Athens and its

past glories in general, as opposed to the new centre of civilization in
Christian Constantinople ().

(66) Ibid, 18 f

{(67) Cf. WieLaND, Joc. cir., 301, and also A. GUDEMAN, Joannes (21), in RE, IX
(1916). 1766 f. . contra PRAECHTER. op. cif. (n. 52), 204.

{68) Eq. 41 and 50 fT. . cf. P, FRIEDLAENDER, Johannes von Gaza und Paulus
Silentiarius. Kunstbeschreibungen Justinianischer Zeit (Berlin, 1912), 270 ; ¢f. now
too R. €. McCaiL. “KYAMOTPQE ATTIKOZ, in PauLus SiLENTIARIUS, Descriptio,
125 : no allusion to Simplicius”", Proc. Cambridge Philol. Soc., n.s. 16 (1970), 79-82.

(69) Most probably on 6th January, after several days of ceremonies (cf. lines 74-
80), cf. FRIEDLAENDER, ibid, 110 : it will in any case have been later than the formal
re-opening on Christmas Eve, 562 : for this see Aviyynos mepi Tig “Aylag Sopiag, 27,

in Scriptores Originum Constantinopolitanarum ed. T. PreGER 1 (lLeipzig, 1901),
104.7-105.11.

(70) Op. cit. (n. 49), 103,

(71) C. DienL, Justinien et la civilisation byzantine au VI siécle (Paris, 1901),
11.565.
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If, then, we cannot establish what happened on the pa§1s of th?
evidence considered so far, can we get any helP from Agathias rgp?’rt :"
the circumstances attending the philosophers retum from Pers;? ?
he says is that in the agreement magle between Justinian and.C os}r\oes
to terminate hostilities in 532 provision was made that the phllosop ers
should return to their own places and be free th’encefor\{var”d to live n}
their own homes under an indemnity : 'r(‘)‘ Setv é‘xec,vo,ug Toug~av;§;pag Aftg)o w;
opétepa Tifln xaziovrag BioTedey adeig 76 Aotmov &g’ davTolg (. A ;1
the conditions of the indemnity we km?w no more, bu.t it is tempting Ig
speculate that they included a stipulation ‘that th‘e philosophers sh;)u
not conspicuously flout imperial edicts. If it also included freedomllron}
prosecution for some offence, that offence cpuld have been. the illega
continuation of prohibited forms of teaching bc?fore the1.r eve.:n.tt'nal
departure some two years after 529 : we know nothing of their gctnvnt:es
in the intervai (*). The immunity may howevef, have had nothing to do
with philosophy. The individuals concerned might well have fearefi that
they would encounter problems over what could be seenl as defection to
the enemies of the Roman Empire, thf: more S0 since they were
returning within a few months of the Nika ‘I‘IOKS. and Fhe a%ho;r{nes
could be expected to be more suspicious than in normal times (’*). Here

imply admit ignorance. ' .
we:;uff)tr Sliviﬁgy in their own homes, we are not entitled to infer, as7 sdoes
Lynch, that this means that the terms included return to' Athens‘( ). It
could mean that they were to be granted freed.om tq con‘tn.me their work
— 50 long as it did not involve teaching — in their orlglpal homes, or
in a previous place of residence. That wquld have been. sat.lsfactory fro;n
the government’s point of view in that it would .entall dispersal of t e
team, and if Cameron’s suggestion that Damascius .stayed at !Emesa is
right, there would be some evidence for such an interpretation. Tl}e
phrase might also mean that they could do what they wanted but only in
their own homes, with the implication that they.were not to get together
to put on courses in Platonism. That would gain some support for one

72) 11.31 =81.15-19K. o '

273; Though Cameron, Last days, 13 ff., argues that Simplicius wrote his
commentary on Epictetus Encheiridion during this time. ‘ -

(74) Thi riots took place in January, the treaty was concluded in spring; cf.
Procorius. BP, 1.24.1 and 1.22.17 and Joxgs, op. cit. (n. 13), 1.271 f.

(75) Op. cit. (n. 22), 167,
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of the reasons Agathias gives for their departure, that the laws prevented
Ehem from taking part in the affairs of the community without
interference because of their paganism (76). All we can be sure of is that
they were to be allowed to lead their private lives unmolested. If;
however, Cameron’s arguments about Simplicius’ return to Athené aré
agcep{eq, that is an end to the discussion of where they were to go
M_,.Slinphmtus(; rgsearch activities, now, as Cameron has suggested un:
interrupte teaching, i ati
M herg g, would be covered by the interpretation
- The balance of evidence so far is on the side of a curtailment of the
Academy’s — in its new form — activities in 529, and no full
resumption thereafter. But before we leave the matter we should look
again at the evidence that has previously been used to show that the
Academy was closed down in that year, Some of its is certainly not very
gooq. Let us start with- Malalas, whose report seems more clearly
appl:f:gble to the circumstances of the Platonists than do the various
provisions of Justinian's Code that are usually cited in this connection
Malalas writes: “In the consulship of the same Decius the same;
Emperor sent an edict to Athens commanding that no one should teach
philosophy, that the laws should not be expounded, and that there was
to be o gaming in any of the cities ...” ("7). He is not, however, a
hlstqr.nan of the first rank ("), and in this case he may have me;de
illegitimate inferences from the regulations, and so misinterpreted what
actuz;ily happened. In particular he may have generalised from the more
§pec:ﬁc provisions of Justinian’s laws, which the edict could have been
1nten§ied to enforce, to include all teaching of philosophy, rather than
teaclpr_lg by. pagans in the public employ. Be that as it may, the
provisions of the Code which are normally adduced do not’ un-
qupstxonably refer to the activities of the Academy, in so far as it was a
private operation. Two sections refer to teaching by pagans. Of these the
ﬁrst_fqrbids pagans, as well as heretics and Samaritans, to hold military
or cnvn! posts, and to corrupt the souls of simple men under the guise of
education. It continues, udvoig 8¢ éxeivoig Sibdoxewv xai currioew

(7'6) 1L30=80.22 . K: ddews dvratba éumodivedeobut, o o xabeorivm ovy
éroudvoig. : '

E??) For the reference cf. n. 1.

78) For a characterization cf. E. SteiN, Histoire du Bas-Empire, | i
Brussels- Amsterdam, 1949), 703 f. ‘ mpie. 1 (Pari:
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wwyydvew Eocéueba tois Tijg dploddlov mioTewg olaw : we ordain that
only those who are of the orthodox faith are o teach and receive public
ration allowances (7). If the words underiined are conjunctive, then the
prohibition is against pagans holding public teaching posts. The
Academy would not be affected, a point noticed by Bury in connection
with a second text which forbids the teaching by pagans of all subjects
and goes on dAld unéé éx o Snuoatou cuTiioews drodavey atods : “‘but
they are not even to receive the benefit of ration allowances from public
funds” (2%). This last clause seems to carry the implication that it is
excluding pagans from a lesser benefit than the general provision : the
greater benefit would then be the receipt of public monies. We know
that at certain times an annona was attached to the salaries of official
professors (31).

Bury, who thought Malalas was referring to the provision just
discussed, suggested that confiscation of Academy endowments might
be covered by Codex 1.11.9, which forbids legacies and donations &n¢
ovotdoe i Tod ‘EAAnviauod dvooefeiag, for the maintenance of the
Hellenic impiety, and orders their forfeiture to the local polity (*2). But
here too there is a difficulty, namely that no mention is made of
teaching. It seems likely that the target was simply pagan cult, as
indicated by the section title, De Paganis Sacrificiis et Templis. The
Academy would only have come under these provisions if it had been
regarded as a cult centre: perhaps Athena’s famous appearance to
Proclus, in which she announced that she wished to come and stay with
him, is an indication that it was (*).

Perhaps the crucial provision was rather another section of the same
constitution, namely [.11.10.1, which enjoined baptism of all pagans on
pain of exclusion from civil rights and the confiscation of both real and
movable property. In this connection we should note that Agathias’
acoount gives disapproval of Christianity as a reason for the philoso-

(79) Cod. fust., 1.5.18.4. |
(80) Ibid.,1.11.10.2 ; cf. J. B. Bury, History of the Later Roman Empire (London,

1923), 11.370, n. 1.
(81) Cf. Jongs, ap. cit. (n. 13), 1L707 and Procorius, Anecdota, 26.5

(82) Bunry, ibid
(83) Cf. MariNus, Vita Pr., 30, and SAFFREY-WESTERINK, 0. cit. (n. 25), xxiii :

“Ainsi sa propre maison devint-elie comme le temple d'Athéna”.
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phers’ departure from Athens in search of their illusory, as it turned out,
philosopher king (84).

One general reservation must, however, be made, about the use of
Justinian’s Code as evidence. Our version of the Code is the second,
published in 534. We cannot therefore be sure that any of its provisions
stood in the earlier 529 version, either at all or, more importantly, in
the precise terms in which we now have them (®%). This reservation
applies to all the above discussion, and in particular means that we
cannot safely take another report in Malalas as proof that this last-
mentioned clause was used against the Academy. Malalas tells us that
there were persecutions of pagans, and many confiscations, in 529, but
says nothing about enforced baptism. According to his report pagans
were not to hold public office (), heretics were to be exiled, and those
who were not orthodox were to be excluded from military service (47).

If, then, we interpret all these legal provisions in the way least
favourable to their being applicable to the Academy, and also accept
Cameron’s interpretation of Olympiodorus' Alcibiades commentary, the
case for even temporary enforced closure is, if anything, even weaker
than Cameron himself maintained. We must also bear in mind that

b 5
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comparable circumstances (*°), so that Damascius and his (;olleagues —l-d-
whether or not they were the persons named by_Agathl.as — coul

encourage themselves with the knowledge that philosophic actmtyfm
Athens had once before been resumed after a brgalf. And then, l(:r
whatever reasons, the hope was not fulﬁllgq. If thl.S is right, then the
year 529 must be allowed to retain its traditional §|gn}ﬁcance. _But not
all of it. Greek philosophy, if not openly the Platonist kind, coptmuedl t(oj
be taught elsewhere and when, a centur_y latgr, Hergcllus calgle

Stephanus to Constantinople to hold an ofﬁmal f:hanr of phllo§ophy ¢y,
Neoplatonism was installed in the capital with the blessing of the

Emperor himself.

(90) Cf. Marinus, Vita Pr.. 15. ' . .
{91; Cf. H. UseNER, De Stephane Alexandrino (Bonn, 1880), in Kleine Schriften,

11§ (Leipzig, 1914), 248 {f. and F. Fucns, Die hdheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im
Mittelalter, in Byz. Archiv., 8 (Leipzig, 1926), 9 L.

i i i ble view
ADDENDA: There is now a widespread but to my mind unprova
that the philosophers returned neither to Athens nor Aleixandna, but took up
residence on the eastern confines of the empire, at Harréin (Carrhae). On this

see 1 [00-00 i.c last or penult, p.] and n.34.

imperial decrees were by no means always actually enforced (*%). Yet we
have still to explain the trip to Persia (*%), and the statues in the well,
and to deal with the negative evidence constituted by the lack of any
clear or certain reference to the Academy or to Neoplatonic activity in
Athens subsequently. All we have is the text from Olympiodorus and
that, as we have argued, is by no means conclusive, and the unprovable
possibility that Simplicius may have returned to Athens after 532. From
all these circumstances Malalas gains in credibility, and, taking the
evidence as a whole, it would seem that Justinian’s measures must have
somehow affected the Academy, and that its members thought it would
be wise to interrupt their activities. Proclus had once taken a year off in

(84) 11.30=280.11 f K.

(85) On the two versions cf. H. F. JoLowicz, Historical Introduction to the studv of
Roman Law (Cambridge, 1932), 485 and 499-502.

(86) Almost certainly the meaning of meiirevecfae in this context.

(87) MavraLas, XVIHI=449.3-10 N.

(88) Cf. n. 13 above.

(89) Unless we are to think that all seven philosophers went off only in search of a
pipe-dream.
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