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PUBLISHER'S NOTE 
PREFACE 

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. 

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first article in the collection, previously unpublished, gives a perhaps 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 close 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 I1 and V - and was subsequently abandoned by Iamblichus 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 Plotinus was 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 



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 HarrBn, 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 animu 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 

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 Plutarch's 
commentary on some or all of the De anima, a commentary which 
appears to have influenced Proclus (see study XII), and thus the whole 
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 
undonc 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 Alexandria 
is on Aristotle (on these matters see further the article cited in study I 
n.31). At the same time we must remember that Simplicius, who had been 
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 
April 1993 

H. J.  BLUMENTHAL 

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 
tha t  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 Sirnplicius 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 tha t  
their ancient interpreters looked a t  them as creators of fixed 
systems: though they might recognise tha t  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 a n  
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, tha t  I a m  taking late antiquity to s tar t  in  the 3rd century 
A.D,, following a n  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 disreput'able, in the 
English-speaking world a t  least, and the few apparent exceptions 
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tend to prove the rule. Thus E.R. Dodds' edition of Proclus' 
Elements of Theology, still one of the great achievements of Neo- 
platonic scholarship, and the first modern commentary on a 
Neoplatonic work, was seen not so much as evidence that there 
was here a rich field for new scholarly endeavour as an indication 
of that scholar'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 
Plotinus 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 three 
decades. I think most would now agree it is basically Greek. As 
to the importance of the religious and soteriological elements in it, 
which for many of its adherents was rather small in any case, that 
is arguable, and its significance depends on the extent to which 
one regards other f o m  of ancient philosophy as enquiries into 
how one should live the best life either in relation to one's own 
society or ta the gods which that society recognised. What is 
important is that most of the Neoplatonic writings we have are 
clearly philosophical rather than religious or otherwise concerned 
with the supernatural. I shall 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 i t  is to be seen in the thought of Plotinus. Of course 
some of the ingredients of that thought were developed in the 
interval between him and Plato, but it is to Plotinus that we owe 
the reworking of these and other ingredients into an original and 
philosophically coherent whole. 

Since we are looking at  the development of the picture of 
Neoplatonism 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 againe3 

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 a t  some of the rather obvious problems 
in Plato. The most important in its consequences was the nature 
and status of the Good ~ ~ ~ K E X V U  T?S oljaiaq ...... dncp6xovzo<, 
on the other side of being ... and lying above - or beyond - it 
@public 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 fixthest 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 a t  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. I t  was also identified with the first 
hypothesis of the Parmenides, for it was assumed by all Neoplaton- 
ists that that dialope 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. I t  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 
straight from the Parmenides: so, for example, when Plotinus says 
in various places that the One has no name, and is the object of 
neither reason, knowledge, sense-perception or opinion, A6 y o g, 
Clrrortjpq, c l i o € I ~ a r ~ ,  665a,  his words echo Parmenides 142A: 
it has no name, no reason, no knowledge, no sense-perception, no 
opinion the Greek words are the same (cf. e.g. VI 7.41.37fJ6 

By such and similar means Plotinus was able to offer what he 
regarded as a satisfactory answer to the request made on several 
occasions in the Republic that Socrates should provide a descrip- 
tion of the Good, a request with which he notoriously never 
complies, approaching no further than to say that it is a difficult 
question which had better be postponed. Modern readers of Plato 
might well ask what the hypotheses of the Parmenides have to do 
with the Republic, and answer "nothing", but that would not have 
impressed Plotinus, knowing as he did that Plato had a systematic 
world picture to which different dialogues all contributed in their 
different ways. To say that one was simply unrelated to another 
because it was dealing with a different subject was unacceptable 
at this 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 
Neoplatonism 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 further striking difference between Platonic and Neoplatonic 
Platonism 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.6 
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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 t o  this rulea7 

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 Aristotlets world from the 
Metaphysics, and the notion that the thinking mind is identical 
with its objects from the De anirna, 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 Neoplatonie 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, 
7 6 IT av T E A &  s 6 v  (2483-249A). That should contain ~ i v q  ar g, 
66 q, $ U X ~  and + p 6 v q a~ G: 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 
problem 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 Fomns 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, r Giv ~a r & 4 6 o . l ~  & ~ i  
cr v v 6 a z G T o v (fr.30H). Plotinus simply said that everything that 
exista here in the physical world exists in the Intelligible too, 
though in a superior mode, and derives its existence from it: 
& K E ~ ~ E V  { V  o G p ~ [ a v ' ~ a  zaijza ~ a i  ~ahhiovwc,  k € i  (V 8.7.17). 
The word K ct  h h i o v w g 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 

up his mind. In any case the apparently simple answer that 
whatever is here must be there too is not simply a move to avoid 
facing a Platonic problem. It is a necessary part of a fully monistic 
system in which everything derives from the One and nothing has 
an independent existence like the receptacle in Plato's Timaeus. 
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: Ka i E i 6 o u c, o t 
z t v B ~ ,  kAAh s t a v z 6 q ,  bq pfi d v  CxoAtn~iv tr khho (V 5. 
6.1-4) . 

The next problem raised in the Parmenides is participation, but 
before looking a t  that it may be helpful to explain why a world 
whose constituents are Forrns is described as Intellect, a descrip- 
tion which is unremarkable in a Neoplatonic context, but would 
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, voi) paza, which would be located in souls. 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. But if a Form 
is a v67 p a ,  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 all. A 
further objection is that if particulars participate in Forms in the 
way participation is envisaged by Socrates - a reference to Phaedo- 
type participation - then they too would be thoughts. If they did 
not there would be thoughts that do not think, voilpara 
a v  6 q r a. 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 to Forms as he 
conceived them. It is here that the Aristotelian input is most 
marked. The extent to  which the Parmenides problem influenced 
Plotinus appears most dearly in the treatise "That the intelligibles 
are not outside the Intellect, and on the Good" (V 5) which 
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 

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, r h p i j  6 v a ,  and whether it could be not-intelligizing, IT 6 < 
y h p  dv v o G ~  avoq ra ivov  eiq, an expression which recalls the 
thoughts which do not think in Pamenides 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 t o  do so: to  cognize what is other and external is 
characteristic of sense-perception rather than intellection. The 
kind of 6 v z a that are to be found at  this level must be v o q r h,  
else they could not be parts of Nous: el 8' a v 6 v a  ~cci & V E U  

C o ij S, ?: i 8 v t a ,  if they are not intelligible and without life, how 
can they be beings, asks Plotinus (ibid 37f.). 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, p i a  
roivvv 4Gorg aiitq fipiv, v o d ~ ,  r h  Bvra ~ ~ & v t a ,  4 ciAfj0cla 
(V 5.3.lf.). In an earlier treatise he had already argued that 
intellect and being entailed each other: ei  5 p a 6 v, Ka i v o 6 S, Ka i 
~i v o G S ,  ~a i 6 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" 071 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 v o 7j p cc r a and 
none of them h v 6 q t a .  In other words Plotinus has accepted an 
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identification which was unacceptable in the Parmenides and 
turned it into a description of essential features of his second 
hypostasis. In all the places we have just referred to 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. I t  is this which makes sense of the notion that 
any part of Being, as soon as it is conceived as an object of 
thought, becomes itself an intellect. One could discuss a t  some 
length whether Being or Intellect is prior: the short answer would 
be that it depends on the context, but the question is only 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 should by 
now be clear enough. I t  differs in two ways: in not being the 
supreme principle, and in having acquired some content for its 
thinking. 

Participation problems raised in the Parmenides are also soluble 
if one operates with Plotinus' suppositions. Two difficulties about 
participation are raised. The first is that if each particular 
participates in the whole of a Form, then that Form will be split 
up: none of the attempted explanations is accepted. Alternatively, 
each particular might be thought of as participating in part of 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 Idea 
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 ti TC 6 p I a I of this part of the 
Parmenides. Admittedly the title is Porphyry's, though Porphyry's 
claim that Hotinus wrote down no titles and that those of his 
edition were those by which the treatises were generally known 
does not exclude that i t  was originally Plotinus' owng The title 
is m p i  r o c  6 v  Zv ~ c t i  t a 6 t b v  Bv 5 p a  x a v t a x o f  ~ i v a ~  6Aov, 
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: Zv 15 pa 6 v Ka i r alir6v 4v 
I ' G O A A O ~ S  ~ a i  ~ w p i ~  oirotv BAov lips b c o t a r ,  soBeingisone 
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and is a t  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 (6vr a)  in a more diffuse form in Soul 
makes it easier to think of them as omnipresent a t  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 (cf. 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 l'imaeus (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 Parrnenides." 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, pbvet 
y & p  pee' kauzijc b h v ,  nepi 82 zh adpazci  i-ozt p ~ p ~ p t u p -  
&vq, which is soul, and what is actually divided in bodies, 
pepraz fi... i-v zotq oI jpaat ,  that is sensible qualities (IV 2.1.73- 
74). This interpretation of Timaeus 35A is applied to omnipres- 
ence as a whole, a t  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. 

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 Foms  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 Idea, writes Plotinus, gives none of itself to matter because it 
cannot be broken up. Being itself one i t  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 (cf.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 x ci 0q , 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 ita 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, 6 h a p 6 v e o a o G r o v 6 6 u v j 07 
k a p ~ i v  n a v z d ~  xcrpBvto~  (VI 4.3.10-11) As much as, zooo t -  
t ov ,  is not - i t  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 t o  parts of Plotinus' own philosophy. But 
before we go on we should look again at the way in which material 
from the hypotheses was used to delineate the features of 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 



PLATONISM IN LATI3 ANTIQUITY 

distinctive 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 fi 5 (masculine), from Soul which is n o A Ah 
K a  i p i  a,  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 Cv no AA&, 
one many, and the third which is i v  K a  i no A A &, one and many 
(neuter in both cases). The Parmenides says of the one that is 
that it is Cv no h h &, one many, at  144E, in the second hypothesis, 
while at  155E the "third" talks of a one that is and is many, 
i.v ... lca i no A A  it 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 
extended 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 the philosophy of Plato: while doing so they were often 
explaining and, where necessary, reconciling with Plato's doctrines 
the writings of the Platonist philosopher Aristotle: of that more 
later. 

It is time to move on from Plotinus to the rest of the story: if I 
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 
long 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 h o l e  d'AIexandrie,'"hough, 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.13 

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 Iambli- 
chus and losing itself in the highly complex structures of Damasc- 
ius. A further, but as it now turns out, partly misguided attempt 
to sort later Neoplatonists into groups defined by their approach 
to philosophical p~oblems 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'.'4 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.15 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 
had 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 Parrnenides commentary attributed to him by P. 
~ a d 0 t . l ~  This so-called telescoping of the hypostases, expounded 
by A.C. Uoyd in the Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early 
Medieval Philosophy,'7 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 6 a 6 y~ u r o < < v o o I c, 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.18 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 6 x q pa 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- 

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 Aristutle 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 i t  easier to assess both the scope 
and the practical effects of that hypothesis. 

Before continuing i t  might be useful to  say some more about why 
the relation between Intellect and Soul in Plotinus may be called 
a "loose-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.lg 
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.20 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 
'Iamblichus. 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 F'roclus. 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 rehabilitation2' - 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.22 

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.23 

I t  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 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 

of Plutarch and his Athenian disciples, Syrianus and Proclus, most 
importantly Ammonius - not, of course, the mysterious Ammonius 
Saccas, whom I have deliberately left out of this account.26 

Let us return for the moment to the restructured type of 
intelligible hierarchy associated with lamblichus 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 which 
could be linked to the ParmenidesIz6 were also worked into this 
system. The highest member of a vertical triad would be distin- 
guished by being unparticipated: the second by participating 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 a t  a 
greater distance than lower ones.27 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 F'roclus 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 I. lO=42.4-ZOS- W) . Similar coxnments 
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 Iamblichus, 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.28 
For Iamblichus there is just one text that points in the opposite 
direction, though it may be a mistake by ~ i m ~ l i c i u s : ~ ~  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 

PLATONISM IN LATE ANTIQUITY 19 

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 I. Hadoh3' 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 creditad with the responsibility for the Aristotle industry 
a t  Alexandria, Ammonius. Ammonius had learnt from the 
Athenians by two routes: his father Hernias 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- 
i~ 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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difficult task has been made, but much remains to be done.31 It 
is complicated by the fact that Philoponus will treat Ammonius as 
a different person from the commentator even in work which is 
labelled as his. That could, of course, be the fault of the trans- 
mission rather than Philoponus, though one wonders if he was not 
in some cases trying to present a front of Neoplatonic respectability 
by 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- 
scribed, even if in his commentaries he did not go as far as 
Simplicius in seeking to demonstrate the agreement of Plato and 
Aristotle. 

The other question about Ammonius is less complicated, but 
likewise admits of no clear answer. It had long been believed, 
since an article by P. Tannery at the end of the last century,32 
that 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 
remark by Damascius that Ammonius "being disgracefully avar- 
icious 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 (~od.242.292)~~, there is no context. 
In any case the view that it meant no Plato teaching is merely an 
inference from the amount of work on Aristotle done a t  Alexandria. 
We know that Ammonius himself lectured on the Gorgias a t  a time 
almost certainly later than the supposed deal: the date of that is 
uncertain, and the one most often used - the patriarchate of 
Athanasius (490-97) - depends on a piece of textual juxtaposition 
which may or may not be correct. The deal might equally well 
have had something to do with the conditions under which 
Christian pupils could attend, or be sent to attend, Ammonius' 
lectures: no attacks on their religion is a possible ingredient. Or 
even just a special elementary course ? Whatever the answer the 
traditional explanation must be regarded as unproven.34 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 F'roclus: that did 
not, however, deter Damascius a t  Athens, or Olympiodoms 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.36 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 i t  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  ~ t h e n s . ~ ~  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 Harriin, 
but the case rests primarily on the testimony of an otherwise 
admittedly unreliable Arabic source, al-Mas' fidi, and some rather 
over-confident inferences from references to calendars in Simplic- 
 US.^^ 

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 
confidence that if anyone tries to do the same thing in ten y e d s  
time, the picture will have changed again. That is n measure both 
of the number of unanswered questions and of the rate a t  which 
they are now being approached.38 
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NOUS AND SOUL. IN PIBTINUS: SOME PROBLEMS 

OF DEMARCATION 

That there are certain difficulties about the relation of Nous 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 (11. 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), 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 Now (3). While I would 
always hesitate to disagree with Dr. Schwyzer, and hope 1 have not misun- 
derstood him, I think he has overstated the case, and given as Plotinus' view 
what is perhaps more correctly to be seen 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 cpGoc~ 

( I )  Th Cambridge History of Later Greek and Ear& Medieval Philosophy ed. A. H .  
ARMSTRONG {Cambridge 1967), 250. 

( 2 )  ' Eternity, Life and Movement in Plotinus' Accounts of NoTy ', in Le Niojla- 
tonism. Colloques internationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique. Royaumont 
9-13 6.1969 (Paris 1971)~ 67-74 (here after .& Nioplatonisme). 

(3) ' Plotinos ' RE XXI .i (1951)~ 563. 

or the lower part of Soul forms a fourth hypostasis (cfr. V. 2. I .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 no 
fewer. Briefly, the attributes of Nm$ and Soul are as follows. Nous is d5 
xai xohhoi, unity in diversity, while Soul is .rcoMai, %at pCa (also r o u t  
$a: VI .g . r .39), diversity in unity (IV .8.3.1o-I I) ( 5 )  Noas is eternal and 
above any form of time (IV.4. I .25 ff.). It is in immediate and permanent 
contact with the objects which are its contents (V. 5 .2, V.8.4.32-7). Soul 
exists always, but is linked with time (I11 - 7 .  I I 20ff.), and its thinking involves 
a progression from object to object: the usual term is 8~tfo806 (V.8.6.11) (6). 
In terms of each other Soul is an unfolding of Nous, its logos or deployment 
at a lower and more diffuse level (cf. I . I .8.6-8, IV .3 .5  . g-10). It is causally 
dependent on Now, and therefore, b y  Pl's way of thinking, necessarily 
different: ~b ~ T L O V  06 ' C ~ T ~ V  T@ ahcar5 (VI .9.6.54-5). Further Soul has 

duties towards what lies below it, delegated to it by Nags which stands aloof. 
Nms is bound to remain at rest and has allowed its son to rule the world: 
6 06v &bl; E/< ~b GVELV i)bkna5 ~ E ~ E $ v o [ ;  xat m y p p + a ~  T@ ra~81  ~058s 'roc 
xav& Lp~nv (V . 8 .  I 3 .I-2). 

These descriptions are our base. Before we leave it to discuss how far 
they in fact apply to Noas and Soul, let us look briefly at NOW and the One, 
where we may see signs of the difficulties that affect the lower hypostases. 
There is not a great deal to say here. But we may recall that, while one of 
the ways of attempting to indicate the nature of the One is to deny it all the 
attributes of ,Yous, there are passages which in fact apply to it language nor- 
mall y restricted to Now. One comes at V . I .6. r E-I g which probably speaks 
of the One turning towards itself to produce Nous (7). The most notorious 
is V.4.2, where the O m  is said to be vo~r6v (line 13). It also has xa~avbqar~ of 
itself-though Plotinus immediately qualifies this with o b v  mvataOjlact--and 
we are told that it is kv O T ~ ~ C L  a t89  xai V O ~ U C L  &dpoc 4 xar& 4 v  voO vafiatv 

(4) On this possible 4th hypostasis cf. ARMSTRONG, Th Arcltifertwe of fh ZnleIIigt'ble 
liniverse in t k  Pkilosoplgv of Plotinus. Cambridge Classical Studies 6 (Cambridge ~gqo), 
86 and SCHWYZER, loc. cil., 566. 

( 5 )  When Plotinus is talking in terms of the Parnaenides-the relevant passages are 
144 e and 1 5 5  e-2Vous is k m M d  and Soul A, xal xoMd, V. I .8.25-6. It is better not to 
cit- this passage as his usual formula as do C. RUTTEN, Les cdidgories du mode smsible duns 
its EnnCades de Plotin. Bibliotheque de la Fac. de Phil. et Lett. de 1'Univ. de Likge, clx (Pans 
1961), 34-5, and W .  BEIERWALTES, Pdolin Pber EwigReii und Zeit (Enneade 111 7). Ubenetzt, 
eingeleitet und kornmentiert von W. B. Quellen der Philosophie, 3 (FrankfurtJMain 1967) ,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 a h b  in line 18 as do HARDER and BROHIER but 
not CILENTO and HEXRY-SCHWYZER. The reading is defended by P. HADOT in his review 
of HENRY-SCHWYZER, VOI ii, Revue de I'Histoire des Religions 164 (1963), 94, and the point 
is further discussed by him in PorpAye et Victorinw (Paris 1968), i. 320, n. 4. Cfr. now 
SCHWYZER, Mweicm Helveticinn 26 (1969) 259 f. 



(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 Nous (8). 
Most would now accept that Plotinus' philosophy was sufficiently fully worked 
out by :.z time he began to write to preclude so great a change on so crucial 
a point (9) .  It seems less clear, however, that he was saying the same things 
as he said later (lo). Professor Dodds has argued that he was influenced by 
Numenius' way of talking (11). 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 thein is inadequate. We do know 
that Plotinus did not revise (1%). Something of this kind may lie behind Plo- 
tinus' abcrrant descriptions of the One. If so what he does would not be so 
very different from the way in which he wdli restate with a slight change 
of anphasis, or simply more carefully, and so at first sight differently, what 
remains basically the sanw position. And that can more easily be demonstrated. 
1 have discussed elsewhere such a case, which might tempt one to see a devc- 
lopment in conncctiori with the faculttes of the lower soul. Here Plotinus 

(8) ~ R M S T R O N C ,  Arch~tectu~e 24, agrees with F. HEINRMANN, Plotin, Forschuqcn 
iiber dic'#lotinisch Frdge, Plotins EniwicRZuqy und sfin System (Leipzig r gz I), I 22-3, in 
seeing such a stage in the first five treatiscs. With specific reference to V. 4 cf. 0. BECKER, 
Rotin und daf ProbCem dergeistigen Aneignung (Berlin 1940)~ 31, and most recently HADOT, 
09. at., 325, who thinks that in V. 4.2.13 ff. Plotinus simply identified the intelligible and the 
One. A slightly 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 XXI .i, 561-2 and Les S01~ce.r de Plotin. Entretiens sur C'An#igui#i 
cktssiqw (Fondation Hardt) V .  z 1-9.8.1957 (Vandoeuvres-Geneva 1960), 41p-zo thinks 
the One is only voqz.6~ to A'ous, as it is explicitly said to be at V. 6.2.7-9, cfr. too B R ~ A I E R ,  
V. 81 n. I. A~ISTRONG, Architecture, 74 quotes both passages as evidence for this notion. 
HENRY, while agreeing with SCHWYZER about the way the One is voqr6v feels the expres- 
sion to be odd nonetheless, Sources de Ptofin, 420-1. 

(10) On the One as voqdv see previous note. J. M. RIST, PCotinus. The Road fo ReaCiZy 
(Cambridge, 1967), 41 K., 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 Cxepv6qay of VI. 8 [39]. 
16.33 is the same as the trhpwg 3) x a d  rbv voh v6qorc, here: the latter may be an echo of 
the two Numenian 6 % .  ARMSTRONG, History, 238. also takes both as parallel. On self- 
knowledge there seems to be some room for doubt, cfr. SCHWYZER, Sources & Plotin, 374-5, 
and the discussion following his paper, ' Bewusst undl Unbewusst bei Plotin '. 

(I I ) ' Numenius and Ammonius ', Sources de Plotin, zo. 
(12) Cfr. PORPHYRY, V.P. 8. 

seems to mark off an appetitive faculty (6prxrtx6v) in I .  I .[53] (ch .5.22-3) 

which is not to be found in IV.4 [28] (13). 

In V.4 (and probably V. I . as well) we have a case where the boundary 
between two bypostases is not clearly marked, whatever the reason may be. 
But generally the difference between Xous and the One is clear enough. And 
it is not surprising that this should be so for the One has the advantage 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 Nous and Soul 
the situation is less satisfactory. 

Let us start from Nom, 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 conclusions. In the 
first place the variations in Plotinus' statements about Nous 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 meet 
when we come to deal with Soul. Starting from the notion of the eternal life 
of Noas Amstrong examined the different ways in which Plotinus talks about 
it, starting from the conception of it as a life without a history. From this 
point of view Noivs is as it should be in what I have called Plotinus' public 
position. It is changeless, has no past or future, no transition from one condi- 
tion to another, no process in its self-knowledge, which consists in ' static 
intuition '. The point is sometimes made by a contrast with the dynamic 
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 ' (64). 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 symptom of the 
uncertain boundary between Noas and Swl. So much for static NOW. But 
Armstrong goes an to show that when Pfotinus talks about Now in relation 
to the One it goes through a process of coming-to-be, which may even be 
caused by r h p ,  and involves an element of potency. A11 this involves dura- 
tion, as does the Erp~a~s Nous directs to  the One 'IS). Thirdly there are a few 
passages where the xiyar: in Noas-and here x i q a r ~  is normally the Gyrmov 

ykvos of Plato's Sofhist-seems to be associated with a passage of time. 
The most conspicuous of these are V,  8.3-4 and VI . 7 .  I 3 where Plotinus 
talks about N Q ~  ivzpyqo&vms 6 i  &i & M a  PT' j iMo  x a i  O ~ O V  ~ h a v q e k v ~ o ~  ~iicrav 

d k q v  &d i v  ahG nhqSiW% (lines 29-30), language which one would 

(13) Plofinus' PsychCogy. His docfrims of lhe emdodied soul (The Hague 197 I) ,  40-4 I. 
(14 Lc N#$inforrimK, 69. 
( I  5) (bid., 70-72. 



expect to find used of Soul but not of Now (16). 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 hue, but may not contain the whole 
truth, for it may well be that Plotinus was prone to make only those distinc- 
tions most immediately to his purpose, and also that he was to some extent 
driven into his not entirely satisfactory position by philosophical difficulties 
which the system he professed could not fail to encounter (18). That this 
was so wilI 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 (19). 

Let us begin with a standard description of the hypostasis Soul and its 
relation to Nous from an early treatise, V .  r [lo]. Soul comes after Nous 
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. I .3.4-9). In 
fact Soul is the lops of Nous just as Nous is that of the One (V. I .6.44-5). 
Nous exalts the soul by being its father and by being present to it (ibid. 3.2-1). 

R u t  Plotinus immediateIy goes on to explain the remark about presence with 
the words 6u8h yk? praEG T& &&pot< d v a t ,  &5 E t p ~ &  &TOL x a i  d ~ E X ~ ~ E V O V ,  

:b % h: ~ 1 8 0 ~ .  These words suggest significantly that in the last resort the 
differencc 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 
distinctions required by the outline statements he makes about the framework 
of his system. Thus ~ T E P ~ ~ S  is given as the differencc bctween the consti- 
tuents of Nous at IV.  3 [27]. 4.9-10 (20) and 5.6-8, between the souls in the 
intelligible at VI .4 [22] .4.24-6 and between immaterial entities in general 
at VI .9 [g] .8.3a-2 (2'). And although the last two of these passages contrast 
i r c p 6 - q ~  specifically with spatial difference, they are all alike in that Plotinus 

offers no suggestion as to what the othcrness might be. But generally when 

(16) Ibid., 72-73. 
(17)  I&?., 74. 
(18) The philosophical difficulty involved in Plotinus' account of eternal life was brought 

out in the discussion following ARMSTRONG'S paper by him and Professor LLOYD, im., 76. 
($9 )  Though there are some signs that he was, see [ m ' b e l o w .  
(20) Here Plotinus goes on to say that this is inappropriate to souls: he is now talking 

about souls in the world. 
(21) Also between Nous and the One. I cannot see this simply as a sign of meta- 

physical sophistication as R. ARNOU seems to do, ' La dparation par simple alterit6 dans la 
" TrinitCM plotinienne, Gregorianrrm, 11 (1930)~ 187-90. 

Plotinus refers explicitly to thc relation between NOUS and Soul the subordi- 
nation is ciear enough. And it is just as clear in late treatises as in V. r .  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. 
Yet nowhere is the difference clearer than in the treatise On Time and Eternity, 
I I I .  7 [45] In a passage which describes both the relation of C.)ul to Nous 
and the mode of activity proper to each, Plotinus writes that instead of intel- 
lectual 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 (111.7. I I .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 ( ~ f ) ,  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 thc 
world-soul. After all the two are, in theory at least, the same. 

Let us first take the various attributes of Nous and Soul in turn. If we 

start with the unity in diversity of NOW, 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 Nous and Soul in 
the same way. Just as Anaxagoras' phrase bpoG x 6 ~ a  is used to describe the 
contents of Nous (V. g .6.3), so we find it used of Soul as well (VI .4.14.4). 
Similarly at IV. 3 . 8 . 2 0 - 1  Plotinus, using what one might well take to be NOW 
language, says of the contents of Soul 06 8Jara.r~~ T& 6 v r a  & x '  &M@wv.  In 

the first of these passages PI. 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: o k w <  o h  xui xohb p X i o v  b v o k  k a n v  6poB x C v r a  xal &u 
o b ~  bpoc, lirt k a a r o v  F G v a y ~ s  M a  (V.g.6.7-9). At other times Plotinus will 
say more explicitly that the contents of Soul are more fully deployed than 
are those of Nous (231. 

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 

(221 ' Soul, World-Soul and Individual Soul in Plotinus', in le NPoplatonisme, 55-63. 
(23) Cfr. the passages cited on p. [z]. 



without any kind of process or transition, what is generally termed non-disc- 
ursive thought (74). This type of thought, ~6r jo l< ,  is to be contrasted with 
the Gcdvora or A o y r o p 6 ~  characteristic of Soul, which proceeds by movement 
from one object to another, a process commonly called 8kEo8os or described 
by expressions like 6iMo xai A a p ~ t v  (V. 3.  I 7.23-4). The process stops 
when the mind enters into that possession of its object which is the mark 
of vo-jot; (cfr. I .3.4.p-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 those 
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 8dEoGos and no p ~ ~ d P a o r <  d ~ '  i d p o u  EL; 
A A o  (IV.4.  I .4-16). Now it is precisely because it is always in possession 
of its objects that Nous has no need of memory (cfr. V.g .  5 .2934)  Otherwise 
Sou1 is i v  81&8q1 . . . &tGiv (111.7.13.43-4). The exemption from memory 
is even extended to the world-soul and the souls of the heavenly bodies 
(IV.4.6.-7;. The latter may be regarded as on a level with world-soul (cfr. 
11. I .5.8 ff, 11. g .  I 8 . 3 ~ 2 )  (21). Discursive thought too is denied to the star 
souls on the grounds that they neither seek knowledge nor suffer from dnopia 
(IV.4.6.8 K.). And if this is true of the star souls it must a fortiori be true 
of Soul tout simple. And at I1 .g. 2. ro ff., a passage which, though it uses 
language appropriate to world-soul, is fairly clearly about the hypostasis Soul, 
Plotinus explicitly states that soul manages body o h  &x 8ravoiag . . . &AX& .* sic, ~b xpi) aCrij~ OLq. 

Now if the hypostasis Soul lacks discursiveness there is nothing in its 

mode of apprehension which makes it any way different from Nous. Plotinus 
himself is not unaware of this for he writes $ u ~ 7 j ~  8B gpyov 6 j 5  Aoytxwrkpag 
v o d v  phv, 06 r b  voeiv 8; p6vov. -ri y l p  Bv xai voii S~acptpo~; (IV. 8.3.21-3). 
Indeed he seems to have realised on at least one occasion the difficulties into 
which this situation would lead him, for there is a passage in IV. 3 . 1 8  where 
he seems to be trying to have it both ways. He starts from the position that 
Soul should not have hoyrap65 before it leaves the intelligible. Aoyrop6s 
comes to it when it is in difficulties, filled with anxiety and weaker than it 
was: to need A o y ~ ~ p 6 :  is a diminution of nous in respect of self-sufficiency 
(lines 1-5). But, he goes on, there is a problem, for if soul there has no Aoyrop6< 

how can souls here have it? He tries to answer this question by positing a 
kind of potential Aoytop6: in souls in the intelligible: this comes from Nous 
as an Evkpy~ra  tcr.~Goa (lines 7 ff.). What this super-i.o.pop6c could be is 

(24) That this expression may mean nothing has recently been argued by LLOYD, 
' Nondiscursive thought-an enigma of Greek philosophy ', Proceedings of lh Aristotelian 
S O C Z ~ ~ ~ ,  70 (196p-70), 261-74. 

(25) Cfr. Le Nio#latonisme, 59-60. 

not at all clear. The expression i d p y o r a  i o ~ i j a a  would seem to be a negation 
of everything that is implied by 8~&80< 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 A o y ~ o p k ,  while 
he sees a pure motion in I V . 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, hut 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 Nous 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 iVous 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 Nous and Soul, namely that Soul may have duties while 
Nous has none. Soul is responsible for the organization of subsequent being. 
I n  this capacity it usually manifests itself as world-soul or as the individual 
souls, but at times it looks as if Plotinus is making no distinction betwccn 
the hypostasis Soul and the world-soul, or, to put it anothcr way, he may be 
thinking of the hypostasis in terms of its organizational duties as they appcar 
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 1 1 . 3 ,  where 
Soul, iu direct contact with Nous, passes on the soul below itself-that is 
pborg-what it receives from Nous (11.3. I 7 .  I 5-16). 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(27), and Plotinus may simply be thinking in terms 
of the world-soul having that direct access to Nous which the individual 
soul may have, and which would enable Nous to perform its demiurgic func- 
tions in conjunction with world-soul (cfr. I1 .3 .  I 8.14-16) ( I* ) .  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 Nous 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', lnfernafioml Philosphicd Q&m& 1 ( I  96 1 ), 



will refer to Soul as &vouau (e.g. IV. 3.5. I 7, cfr. 8.55), a word which one 
would in the first place associate with Now or the One (111.4. I .  1-3, 
IV.3.13.22-3, IV.4 .10 .12(~9) ,  V.2.1.17)(30). H e  will also apply the word 
to the multiplicity of souls in the intelligible (VI .4.14. I I), and it goes almost 
without saying that any attributes of transcendence applicable to souls in 
the ~ l u r a l  must apply to Soul qua hypostasis. A t  IV.4.2.24-5 he writes 
3] xdkpG; iv :+ vor)r+ o6aa ~ X E L  ~b & p ~ @ h q r o v  xat aw. And while Soul 
remains unmoved in the same way as Nous, 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: 4 +j 6uvaipn 76 &xetpov ... xai a 6 m t  ~oivuv  06 
x i p z t ~  & o ~ p i y  i m w  8ixksq  6 ~ U T L V  (IV .3.8.36-9). Between these phrases 
Plotinus writes kxsi x a i  6 h b s  06 xsxepaaphos ,  and 6 9E6s usually means 

Nous or  the One, which is probably not the subject of this remark (31). Nous 
is 8 t j v a p ~  ~ Z s a ,  EL: bixe~pov phl ioGaa, &is dixr~pov 6E 8uva$vq (V. 8 . 9 . 2 4 6 )  (32), 

and it is not limited ( p h s  06 x m ~ p a a d v q  VI. 5.4.14). Less often Soul 
seems to be given the same timelessness that Nous has, so for example 
in IV.4. I 5 .  Here the souls are described as at8101 in a passage where BiBtos 
is contrasted with iv  X P ~ V W  in apparently the same way as afwv is contrasted 
with x p k .  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 Nous 
heing a t h v w  and Soul bdng  hi8~oz, such a distinction is not present here. 
This passage, then, is inconsistent with the clear attachmcnt of time to the 
soul in 111.7 (cfr. ch. 11.20-30) (33),  but a necessary concomitant to  the 
denial of memory to soul kv r+ VOYJ+ which we find in this part of IV.3-4. 

I t  is in fact, and this should be no surpise, when Plotinus is talking 
about voq~6v as a whole that the distinction between N o w  and Soul is most 
prone to disappear. A bipartite division of the world into intelligible and 
sensible being may already be found in 1V. 8 [6] .6.23-8. But the clearest 
and most striking instance of this tendency to drop the distinction between 

(29) Mm6uo-q~; here is almost certainly correct and is to be adopted by HENRY-SCHWYZER 
in the edilio minor. 

(30) It has almost become a technical term, cf. H. DORRIE, "Ux6muoy. Wort-und 
Bedeutungsgeschichte ', N&. der Akademie der WissenscItaften zu Gotfingen. PAiL-Xist. 

(1955)~ 68-9. 
(31) Otherwise RIST, 'Theos and the One in some texts of Plotinus ', MedidevaI 

Studies. 24 <1962), 172.  

(32) Even if v3 XEV 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 Nous one 
may also say it of the whole. In fact the next sentence supports HENRY-SCHWYZER. 

(33) On this passage cfr. BEIERWALTES ad. bc .  in Pfofin iiber Ewigkeif and Zeif. 
I see no good reason for emending pou?.oy(v?~ to pouXoy4q in line 22, as do KIRCHHOFF, BRG 
HIER and THEILER. While this dubious expedient would enable one to argue that the Gbvap~ 
o6x ;Xouy.og of line 21 was not Soul itself, and so resolve part of the inconsistency, it would 
not help with the rest of the passage. 

N o w  and Soul is to he found in the treatise VI .4-5 122-31. The  title of this 
treatise, m p i  TOG Fv x a i  xpG.;bv $pa xav:axo3 elvat ghov, suggests a discussion 
of the second hypostasis (341, but its first scntence asks why Soul is present 
everywhere. In fact the treatise discuss~s both Nous 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. 
I n  the second chapter Plotinus begins by  contrasting 71 &hqO~vbv ~ Z V  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 s b  xZv ixsEvvo xx i  XQGTOV xed 6v (lines 13 ff.). Yet he im- 
mediately (lines 3-4) goes on to talk of the physical world as 8 6'8v. PET& TOGTO 
3. TOGTO should be Soul rather than hTous, for Plotinus will not usually speak 
of anything other than Soul or the world-soul as perk V O ~ V .  But what he 

says would apply equally well to both Nous 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 equally concerned to distinguish the two 
laycrs of that kind of being. As the opcning sentence of VI .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 Xous are treated as one throughout. We have secn the 
discussion centred on Soul a t  the start ,  and there are other parts of the treatise 
wberc he is clearly talking about ~Vous, 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 betwccn statements which Plotinus makes 
in various parts of this treatise about the status of the individual in the intelli- 
gible (35). Thus hc found that the individual exists there according to VI . 4 .  14, 
but not according to VI. 5 .  I z ,  a problem which is solved as soon as we reco- 
gnise that VI  . 4 .14  is about the individual a t  the level of Soul and VI  .5 .12 
about the individual a t  the level of Nous(36). 

The  tendency to abandon, or a t  least to neglect, the Nous: Soul distinction 
may also he found in treatises written not long after, primarily in IV.3-4 
127-81 and to some extent in 111.6 [z61. The reasons are not necessarily 
the same. In the first part of 111.6, which could he regarded as preparatory 
work for the following treatise, Plotinus considers the role of soul, that is herc 
the individual soul, in the affections (xis?) .  His him is to show that any actual 
changes involved take place in the body, and thus he will stress the &x&Baca 

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. V.P. 4.16-19. 

( 3 5 )  Le Disir de Dieu dam Zn /EPRi/oso$Me de Plotin (Paris I 92 I ) ,  204-8. 
(16) Cfr. BLUMENTHAL ' Did Plotinus believe in Ideas of Individuals ', fironesis, 



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 Plotillus deals 
with the paradoxical question with. which the chapter opens, r i  o h  x p t  Cq~civ 
&xu37 +v $u~S)v i x  cp~hooocpia: x o ~ ~ i v  y?6B +v Bp-& xioxouoav, by showing 
that we must make soul which is already c?xa9.j1s in the sense of physically 
unchanging Bxa%-j5 in the sense of free from the evil results of the x&Sq as 
we11 (38) .  Morcovcr 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 111.6, 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 area of soul that most properly manifests both characteristics, 
omnipresence and kn&Saa. And since in this treatise Plotirius has some diffi- 
culty in maintaining the kxdtBaa of soul-the prohlcm of 111 .&while showing 
how it runs hody-an aspect of the problem of VI .4-5-we should not he 
too astonished to find that hc 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 lowcr soul here than anywhere alsc. We nccd only 
refer to the care with which he distinguishes tho compound of soul and matter 
which is body, the compound of body and the irradiation from the lower 
soul, cprjoi:, which is ~b ~ 0 1 6 ~ 6 ~  oDpa, c p h i s  itself with its range of sub-faculties, 
the compound of c p h s  and o+cc which is the rqov (or X O L V ~ V ,  ~ C V ~ C T O V ,  
auvay.96t~pov) and $u~.i i  in the narrow sense with its faculties (cfr. esp. 
IV.4.18-21) (39) .  

Such then are some of the reasons why Nous and the hypostasis soul 
might bc 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 Nous. These were the dcnial of memory (IV. 4. I ff.), timeless- 
ness (1V . 4 . I g), lack of discursiveness (IV .4.6). The section on memory, 
as wcil 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 &v r+ voqr@ (IV. 3.32.26, IV. 4 .  I .I-2). In addition there are other 

(37) Le ~5 NdojIatotiime, 68-9. 
(38) Cfr. BLUYENTHAL, Plotinus' P.yhology, j4-6. 
(39) Cfr .  ibid., 61-2. 

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 Plorinus on the subject of what happens 
to the disembodied soul of Socrates says $ oL%v c?xohdrai TGV tjvr0v. i x ~ i  ~Bxc i  
oi vois o h  Bxohoihn~ (lines 5-43!: ~ d r  h a  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 v k  (40) .  We may compare passages 
where Plotinus says in so many words that V ~ E G  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 $vouaa which is a logos of Nous and the partial 
logoi, that is the individual souls, which derive from it. Shortly afterwards, 
in chapter 8, Bv~a,  is apparently again used generally of the contents of both 
levels of intelligible being, as is also ' J O Y ) T ~  (lines 17  ff.). The point at issue 
here too is the difference between material and immaterial existence. The 

distinction between Nous 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 Nous as well (lines 35 ff.). We must therefore modify 
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 Nous 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 PI. deals with 
the relation between the various levels of intelligible being (IV . 4 . 1 6 .  I 7 ff.). 

What conclysions may we draw from this by no means complete cata- 
logue of app*rptly inconsistent statements? Starting from our proposed 

explanation of what is happening in ITr. 3-4, 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. I or in the single treatise which we have as 111.8, V .  8, 
V. 5 and 11.9 [p-331 which immcdiately followed IV. 3-5, for example in 
11.9. I ,  and perhaps more significantly in V .  6 [z4], which comes between 
VI .4-5 and TV. 3-4 (cfr. esp. V. 6 .4 .  r 4 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 Now. Tb voqrbv, the world-soul and the individual 
souls are sufficient t o  provide an explanation of this world, and so we find pas- 

(40) On this passage cfr. Phonesis, I I (1*6!. 68-9. 



sages wherc world-soul seems to be directly dependent on Nous (41). Here one 

might ask why it is Soul rather than Nous that sometimes disappears. For 
this three reasons suggest themselves. Firstly, Plotinus does not normally think 
of soul having access to the One except through Nous (cfr. e.g. VI .8.7.1-2) 
or being produced directly by the One (4%). And since Nom is conceived as 
the One plus a sort of minimal multiplicity this is not unreasonable. So to 
remove Nous would leave an unbridgeable gap in the hierarchy of being. 
Secondly, the removal of Nous would deprive the world of its eternal model, 
a role which PIotinus always assigns to Nous rather than Soul: it is Now 
which contains the Forms. Thirdly, if Nous disappeared, that kind of being 
would be removed from the system to a far greater extent than is the more 
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 
represented by world-soul and the individual souls when the hypostasis goes. 
He will evcn say that souls in the plural are derived straight from Now at 
V I .  7 . 2 3 .  ~ g - 2 0 ,  where $ux&; may or may not include the world-soul. Further 
the world-soul sometimes seems to have the character of purely independent 
soul as well as soul with a duty. In the difficult and confusing tenth chapter 
of IV.4, where certain remarks could apply to either Nous or the hypostasis 
Soul, and others to world-soul or the hypostasis, Plotinus seems to be expound- 
ing how lZiow and thc world-soul rule the cosmos. For direct rule by Nous 
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 Plotinus says that in the context it makes no difference (V. 8.7.14-16). 
Rule by rb voridv, in which Soul may be merged, is a different matter. 

Another cause of Soul's tendency to lose its independence, or at other 
times those characteristics by which its independence may be discerned, may 
be found in the difficulties that must inevitably arise if one is to describe a 

number of immaterial existents. In the lasr resort the difference must be 
onc of definition, and the number of things one may say about each iv its# 
is limited. We have already referred to one passage which shows this difficulty 
clearly (43'. Another may be found at V. 2.2.18-20 where Plotinus tells us 
that Now is even less in place that Soul (44). Mcp~hac 8jl ~ i ,  &P$~vxov x a v r a ~ ?  
writes Piotinus (V. 8 .12 .  I 5 ) .  One might say that it does so too well. For as soon 
as one tries to define Soul as such, without taking into account the world-soul's 
care and protection of the cosmos, one is reduced to saying that Soul is like 
nous but not quite, or vice-versa, or even that it differs by difference alone (45). 

If soul is freed from concern with what is below and turns towards Nous 

(41) Cfr. p. [2m] above. 
(42) But cf. VI. 9 [9].3.10-13, where soul does seem to have direct access. 
(43) See above, p. 6. 
(44) fi 64 p&pt vo5, 06 ~ 6 ; r y .  oL%v yhp i v  d r y  3jv. d 6L voG5 nohJ @Aov o h  Lv 

'rtzy, G m  oC6L c r h .  

(45) See the passages referred to on p.[2W. 

it becomes Nous: voG< ,;yoo,$q aw 9 ~ w p d  oIov v o o 3 d ~ a  xa i  iv 7 . 6 ~ ~  T+ voq't4j 
ymo;livq (VI . 7 . 3  j .A,-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 (I .6.6.16-r8), 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 Nous 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 d o v  phrases and the less common bn~p-words 
which he used of the One(@. 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 qua hypostasis, than this type of activity would neces- 
sarily have to apply at the higher level, that of Nous, once its absolute un- 
changeabihty was abandoned. Hence some of the fluctuations which Professor 
Armstrong has discussed and which we may now see to be complementary 
to 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 niotks and the hypostasis Soul we can understand why 
they are kept clearly apart only at thosc times when the relation between 
hypostases is under discussion. Then the causal dependence of Soul on 
N o w  bccomes prominent (e .g .  V. I .7.42). 

We have just mentioned that Plotinus may describe Naus by excluding 
from it thc dynamic features of the life of Soul. This is perhaps a morc helpful 
way of looking at the way of thinking behind Plotinus' statements than to 
think in terms of the ever greater multipl~city into which Plotinus depicts his 
world as unfolding. If one discounts thc pcrsonal mystical experience to 
which Plotinus so rarely refers, a philosopher would have to elaborate the 
notion of the One by excluding the attributes of iVozls rather than arrive at 
Nozrs 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 Nous. However 
much of a Platonist one may be and however strongly one might insist on the 
need to explain lower in tcrrns 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(47). And one might say that 

(46) Jrnp&y.ya%c (VI. 9.6.40), 6 x y r ~ 6 ~ a y  (VI.  8.16.33)~ 6 m p 6 w ~ s  (VI. 8.14.43). 
(47) Plotinus himself gives these as ways to knowledge of the One, cf. VI. 7.36.6-8 

The method of arriving at the One by abstraction goes back in the Platonic tradition to ALBI- 
FUS, Did. X = 165.14 ff. HERMAXS; cfr. H. WOLFSON, ' Albinus and Plotinus on divine 
attributes ', Hmmd Th~oEogicd Aeyiw, 45 ( 1 9 5 2 ) ~  1 17 ff. 



the via negafzva to the One has already been trodden on the way to the deli- 
neation of N o s  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 I I .18, V.4.  I .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. 11.4.14.24, VI .  I .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-I I). Differences between individuals 
may be caused not only by body (IV .3.8.5-9) but also by the environment 
( H I .  1.5. I I ff., IV. 3.7.22-5) (48). And it seems not altogether unreasonable 
to see the problems about Nous and Soul as at least partly caused by these 
tendencies. If what it is to be Nous must be expressed in terms of Soul 
without removing so many of Soul's attributes that we arrive prematurely 
at a description of the Onc there is not much room for manoeuvre. 

So far we have considered these problems of demarcation tnainly in 
terms of Nous and Soul qua h ypostases. If we acccpt that there is some serlous 
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 Idcas 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 rcfer either definitely, 
or at least possibly, to individuality at  the lcvel of Soul, whose contents are 
not described as Ideas, or rather vaguely in the intelligible, and so not neces- 
sarily in Nous itself(&. Definite examples are the passages we have already 
mentioned inVI .4- SO), possible ones that in IV. 3 . 5 6  (51) and also IV. 3. I 2. I ff. 
In general we may recall that v6cc are often included in the contents of Soul 
(VI .4.14.z-3). All this suggests that we must view somewhat critically the 
idea that the undescended part of the individual soul, its Nous, is necessarily 
in the hypostasis Nous(s2). When Plotinus tells us that not all the soul de- 
scends, he may mean that some of it remains at the level of the hypostasis 
Soul. It would then incidentally, for the reasons that we have mentioned, be 
a now, but would not be there ~rimarily, as would those entities which have 

(48) On this point cfr. BLUMENTHAL, Le NdopIafonime, 60. 
(49) Cfr. Pluonesis, I I (1966), 61-80. 
(so) See above i2121 and Plaronesis, I I (1966), 70-3. 
(51) See above 121.13 and Plaronesis, 11 (1966), 68-9. 
(52) When Plotinus uses nous to refer to the reason this is clearly at a lower level 

the status of Ideas. Thus we should have a sort of step in the intelligible world, 
with the individual Now at one level below hypostasis Nous 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, IV. 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 $GOV, between that which is always turned upwards and that 
which is directed to the things here (I1 . g .  2 . 4  ff.)(il). 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 S ~ k v o r a  ( 5 4 ) .  And in this treatise, 
where P!otinus is defending his system of strictly three hypostases, world- 
soul tends to be seen as on a level with hypostasis So,ul to a greater extent 
than in other writings. 

In this light we may look at certain passages in two late treatises, V .  3 [49] 
and 1.  I [53], which look as if they may lower the status of the individual 
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 
serious if there were not the difficulties we have discussed about where to 
draw the line between Soul and Nous. 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. I n  the next chaptcr, how- 
ever, at lines zo ff., Plotinus seems to envisage self-knowledge taking place 
when we use a power of the soul above Sthvol~-a power which must be our 
now-and see a Nous which is really above us: &Ma 8 u v h p r  ~ p o q p ~ ~ a k ~ o ~  
voiiv a6 y ~ v & m o v r a  & ~ b v  xazot)~6+ 4 kxdvov p ~ ~ a h a $ v r c . s ,  ~ ~ E ~ T C E Q  X&XE?VO: 
.fi$qac, xai tp'i~ ~GLVOU ( 5 5 ) .  The mq 8 6 v a p y  is probably a power be- 
tween 8cPivocol and Nous itself, and that would be our now at the level of 
hypostasis Soul, but here too Plotinus' words could be taken to mean that even 
a part of Nour itself is attached to our soul: then the use of the dMq 86vapr; 
would enable us to see itself as a now which is in fact identical with it. Similar 
difficulties are presented by other passages in this treatise '56), The situation 

might once again be that Plotinus is concerned with the contrast between 
the self-knowledge allowed by that direct grasp of an object identical to the 

(53) For the term (rCwv cfr. I. 1 .  1 1  .j. 

(54) Here we may compare 111. 4.6.21-3: XPA y&p oicc3er xai x6-ov dvai h/ rij 
c J q %  $[L& p+ [L~VQY wqdv,  &Ad xal + q i j S  4: xdupou 6 ~ 0 ~ ~ 8 7 j  8rkgEotv: if the xal  means 
' and furthermore ', then the top part of our soul is here too seen as  being on a level with the 
world-souI. If *x&, rijr; xbopou 6poec8~ 86rd9caiv is to be taken as something additional to 
the x b a p o ~  vo& then we seem to have two transcendent layers of the individual soul, paral- 
lel with the worldsoul and the x 6 q o q  vo7;rk. 

(55) This is part of a question: it is answered in the affirmative. 
(56) Other doubtful passages in V. 3 are 4.8-10, 7.25-7, 8.44-8 and 9.7  ff. 



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 .  I 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: 671 EXEL xai hxamo< c&bv h o v  Ev + u ~ i  rji xphq 
( I .  r . 8 . 3 -6 j  y u x i  x p A q  could mean the hypostasis, and here we may 
compare the phrase pb x p h q  p r d  voGv in the next treatise (I .  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  I .  I .g .  13-1 5 .  
The difficulty of interpreting these two treatises in this respect is crystallized 
in the last sentence of I .  I ,  $PO: YAP xai oho: ( v o ~ , )  4 ~ 8 v  xai xpb: mhov 
h v ~ p .  Professor Theiler thinks that Plotinus is merely exaggerating in calling 
nous a part of us. One could object that if any  part of Nozls, 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 nous as 
berng in Soul, but thc balance does not tilt very far. It  may be that Plotinus' 
statements are so irritatingly bmbiguous 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-knowlcgc in direct 
intuition and wishes merely to distinguish the kind of thought where they 
exist from that where they do not, so in I .  I he is basically concerned to 
define the C@av, 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 m y  present view of them is ina- 
dequate. I t  is a question that I hope we might discuss. 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 wcre concerned primarily with these. And so the situation is 
very Amilar to that which we found when looking at  Nous and soul qua 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 (9). 

(57) ad loc. THETLER compares V .  3.3.24 ff. 
(58) I should like to thank Professor ARMSTRONG for reading and criticizing a draft 

of this paper. 

SOUL, WORLDSOUL AND INDIVIDUAL SOUL IN PLOTINUS 

Plotin afnrme que toutes les Ames ne sont qu'une &me ; cette &me unique inclut 1'Qme du 
monde et les Cmes individuelles, Pourtant toutes les gmcs peuvent se comporter de manibre 
differentc, en particulier l'bme du monde. Cette situation engcndre des incoh6rences. Le present 
exuose est dcstine h ddflnir ce que sont exactement cos incoh6rcnces, ainsi que leur origine et 
le;r 6tendue. 

Plotin parle peu de la nalure des diffbrentes Ames. Au premier abord, on ne voit pa0 clai- 
rement s'il y a deux ou trois sortes d'Ames ; mais on peut finalement constater qu'il y a chez 
Plotin trois sortes d%me et que I'Bme du monda est differente de l'hme-hypostase. Les Ames 
individuelles sont on theorie &gales, par leur statut, B l'bme du monde. Plotin ne donne pas 
d'explication satisfaisante des differences qui existent entre 10s Ames individuelles ou entre 
celles-ci e t  l'fime du monde. Quand il examino les activites des diffbrentes Ames, leur Bgalitb 
disparaft. Ces differences paraissent resulter du corps. C'est encore UnQ nouvelle incohbrence, 
puisque les differences cntre les corps sont produites en premier lieu par I'Ame. De la meme 
manibre, le corps semble contrblcr l'ktenduc de la descente de 1'Bme et il ne devrait pas en etre 
ainsi. La superiorit6 de I'Ame du monde sur les Ames individuelles provient du fait qu'elle possbde 
un corps superieur : de m&me les caracttristiqucs des ames individuelles r6sultent de differences 
de corps et de milieu environnant, donc aussi des passions, auxquelles 1'Ame du monde n'est 
pas sujette. Le modBle qui regit les relations entre les Bmes est le suivant : elles sont unies au 
sommet, divergent au plan de la raison et  de la sensation et, curieusement, se rbunissent au point 
le plus bas. 

It is well known that Plotinus frequently asserts that all souls are one, a unity 
which includes both the world sou1 and the soul of each individual. I t  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 i t  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, 



since i t  soon becomes clear that the problem has no solution. I should like to say a t  
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 materia1.l The purpose of 
this paper is merely to examine what Plotinus does say, to look more closely a t  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 
PIotinus 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 a t  some length 
later. At this stage i t  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 a t  the start 
of IV, 3. In IV, 9, which is specifically devoted to our problem, i t  soon becorncs 
clear that Plotinus is ill a t  ease, a fact noticed by Harder who said that this treatise 
has the character of an apologia2. I t  is studded with expressions expecting disbelief3. 
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, thcre can be different types of soul. The first is 
met with the answer that the difference is possiblo because the two do not share one 
body or one o u v a p ~ p b ~ ~ p o v .  IIercin lies an inconsistency which wc shall have to 
consider. Plotinus also compares sensations in differen1 individuals to a perception 
in one part of an individual which is not shared by the other parts. An appeal Lo 
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 4 TOG x a v ~ b s  +ux4 (cb. 1, 10-ll), the 
second that  the TOG XC(VT~< +JX~ 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 4 TOG ~ a v r b ~  + U X ~  is or is not identical with \Tux$ the third hypos- 
tasis. Does Plotinus distinguish two kinds of soul, the individual soul and the +ux+ 
TOG n a v ~ 6 ~  or three, the individual soul, the +ux+ r o i i  x a v ~ 6 < ,  and without qualifi- 
cation? If the answer to this question is two, the individual souls must come from 

(1) This was already noticed by ZELLER, Die Philosophie der Griechen III . i i s ,  Lcipzig, 1881, p. 542, 
n. 4. 

( 2 )  Plotins Schriften. Ubersetzt van R .  H a r d e ~ . ~  I b, Hamburg, 1956, p. 458f. 
( 3 )  0.g. 06% &TO?COV OM& ~ T O ~ V ~ C ~ T ~ O V ,  2,20, p4 64 T L ~  & ? C ~ O T E ~ ,  5,7. Cf. the talk of xapapu0ia 

and mc0B in a similar context at  VI, 5, 1 1 ,  5-7. 
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the +ux+ r o c  x a v ~ b s ,  which will then be coextensive with the hypostasis. If the 
answer is three, we shall have to ask how they arc related. Is there then a straight 
line of descent from the hypostasis through the +q4 TOG n a v ~ 6 5  to the individual souls, 
or are these and the +uxi TOG x a v ~ 6 5  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: r o k o  SL irn ~b p i z v  x a i  4 v  a h +  Ev n o M o i c  o h p a a t  +ux+v 
~)X&PXELV x a i  x p b  ra6-i-q~ e 5  pa< s q ~  6v xoMoYq i S q v  a6 E ~ L  p4 &v XOMOT~,  By' S~S 4 &v 
xoh '~o ts  via (IV, 9, 4, 15-18). This and other similar references to many souls being 
derived from one (e.g. IV, 8, 3, 11-12; 111, 9, 3, 4 5 )  do not specify what that one is, 
nor do they make i t  clear whether the world soul is to be included in the multitude. 
-4s i t  stands our text allows the possibility that the source of the many souls is either 
the world soul or the hypostasis itself. If the two are identical then, of course there 
is no problem. 

Now a glance a t  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 Q u x t  roLi xav~6c, must refer to both 
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, 9, 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 i t  would have to be their 
parent. Matters are not helped by the fact that the contexts in which the term 
$ TOG xav.cb< +u~+t, or its equivalent .jl mii Shov +q4, are used do not always delimit 
its reference. But there are some which do. Let us look a t  a passage where $I TOG 

nav7bs + u ~ $  must refer not to the hypostasis. but to a world soul which has another 
form of soul above it. In 1V, 4,32, talking about how the components of the world 
&$ov are parts, Plotinus says doov 6k xal +ux?q r o i i  x a v ~ b ~  ~ E T ~ X E L ,  x a ~ h  ~ o a o i i r o v  xai 
r a b q  . x d  T& $Y @ v q ~  ru1j715 ~ E T % O V T ~  x a d  x 6  &TTL $pq, Boa 6& x a i  ~ a 6 q  g p l  

~b IL+ p i P ?  X ~ V T Y J   ha^ (11. 8-11), Here mr]~ must signify a soul other than and 
higher than tha t  which is described as +ux+ TOG xavr6c.  This higher soul can only 
be the hypostasis. The same conclusion may be drawn from a remark early in IV, 3 
about the dificulties tha t  occur 61 p$ r r <  r b  pkv i v  Q ~ ~ E L E V  iy '  k a u ~ o c  pt  TC~XTOV E[; 
&pa, &IT' i t  i X ~ i v o u  7% r r k a a ~ ,  r j l v  TE TO: S o u  x a i  r & q  MAaS (IV, 3, 4, 14-16). I t  is 
clear from the context that the h referred to here is a unity which is soul. This 
must be the hypostasis, so here too 4 TOG 61ou +ux-i) Is thought of as being derived from 
rather than identical with it. Since the point might be made that 4 TOG 6Aou +VX$ is 
not necessarily the same thing as -j r o i i  x a v r b ~  (jux+, i t  may be as well to state explicitly 
that  the two terms do refer to the same entity. We may safely conclude that we 
are dealing with three types of soul rather than two, and that i t  is the world soul that 
is called 3 701 x a v ~ b s  #u~$. 

( 1 )  O p ,  cii. ,  p.  538. Cf. most recently J. M .  RIST, Plofinus.  The Road to 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 t-jpes of soul, it may be worth considering briefly why ( ~ u ~ 3 )  TOG 
Z T V - ; ~ ~  might be identified with + u ~ i  tout court. In the first place there are passages 
which suggest that the world soul comes next after NoCz in the hierarchy of being. 
Thus we may read voiis 84 4 u ~ f  8 i 8 w a ~  $ TOG x a v ~ 6 < ,  t u x $  %& zap'  a&s?~ 4 PET& VOCV 75 
+ZS' LMcip~ouaa xai T V X O ~ C U  (11, 3, 17, 15-16). Here there is no intermediary 
between Noijc and what is called + u ~ i )  ~ o i j  xavr6s.  The same is true of a passage in 
the following chapter, a t  11, 3, 18, 9fl. 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 NoCq is actually 
called 8qpoupy6<.  Hence what matters is the chain of command between NoGq and 
the lower manifestations of Soul which Plotinus elsewhere calls cpJcr~c. The world 
soul, like the soul of the individual, has direct access to Nok,  in certain circumstances, 
and the translation of what is in No;< 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 Noii:. Here is one starting point for the view that  + u ~ t  TO; TCUVT~C, 

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: 4 p2v i;?q x a l  6Aou ... 
xoaue i  6mpiy~ow~a cix6vw: (IV, 8, 8, 13-14). 

Plotinus' strict position is that the hypostasis and +ux$ TO; z a v ~ 6 q  are not the 
same. But we should perhaps allow that, while +uX$ TOG xavz65 always refers to the 
world soul, it m8.y 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. Furthcr 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, No;<, Soul, World Soul, and 
its Iower part whichmay or may not be called ylrja~,. The point is that, when Plotinus 
is making t,he kind of distinctions we have been discussing, he is not abandoning the 
view that all souls are ultimately one, This totality of soul is referred to by the 
terms nEaa %q$ and BAv) Jlq$ (IV, 3, 6, 12 and 111, 2, 4, 10-11). 

We must now turn t,o the relation between our three types of soul. The second 
alternative 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 a t  the apex of the triangle and all other forms of soul dislributed 
along the base. Further evidence for this model may be seen in Plotinus' description 
of the worId soul as 6 p o ~ d $ <  with the individual souls (V, 1 ,2 ,  44; IV, 3, 6, 1). Such 
a relation is also suggested by those passages which refer to the world soul as 
the sister of the individual souls. However a closer inspection of these passages 
shows that the world soul is a t  least a senior sister. The exact status of the individual 
souls 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 

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. I t  is probably because there is 
no precise definition of the difference between various souls on the same level and 
because the differences are left t o  emerge from their activities that  the world soul does 
appear t o  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, i t  arises from their dependence on an Idea of 
the individual (cf. V, 7, I ) ,  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 tha t  they differ by otherness (k~epbm,:, 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 Noiis (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.8 The position is reminiscent of Plato's reluctance to describe 
the Form of the Good, a t  least in the  dialogue^.^ 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 i t  may 
explain why you and I do not have the same affections and perceptions, it can hardly, 
as Plotinus intends i t  to, explain why YOU are good while I am bad (IV, 9 [8] 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  ernergcs 
is that the difference depends on the extent of one's association with the body (VI, 
4 [22] 15, 17 ff.). 

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 level with the individual souls with which i t  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 a t  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 x 6 a ~ o 5  (IV, 8 ,2 ,  6 ff.). In this respect the star souls are to be 

( 1 )  On this question see H.  J. BLGWENTHAL, '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 Quarterly 
n.s. 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, 0rbv 
auAX~xropa ... mpaxct i taavr~~,  at IV, 9,1,6-7. We may compare his reference to the Muses when confronted 
with another daunting problem, the origin o l  time (111, 7, 11, 6-11). 

(3) E.g. Rep., 506 d-e.  



grouped with the world soul rather than the other individual souls (cf. 11, 1, 5, 8 ff.). 
They share the world soul's immunity from disturbance (11, 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 
tha t  is responsible for this information is the world soul. I t  marks out the ground 
for the individual souls (VI, 7, 7, 8 ff.) and prepares bodies to be their homes: ai 
84 @q ~ T O S  (SC. adqwro.~~) O ~ O V  BSchq6j.0~ $ u ~ ? j ~  oip~o6q.0~ poipa5 8~&haxov, olov xponapa- 
mcuaahrjs ~ a b r q c  a6rut~ O ~ X ~ G E L S  (IV, 3, 6, 13-15; cf. 11, 9, 8, 15-16). From this we 
would expect all bodies a t  least within a species to be similar a t  this stage. Such 
differences as there are should only reflect the contents of No:$. And yet we are 
often told that  it is the  body or the ouvapcp6r~pov, the compound of body and the lower 
Ievel of soul, that determines the nature of the individual. And not only bodies 
but  the environment that  has been produced by irradiations (iMkp$&as) from the very 
same world soul tha t  has produced the bodies (cf. 111, 1, 5, 11 ff., IV, 3, 7, 22-5). 
Moreover soul does not always enforce its authority even on matter (11, 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 i t  can receive only a certain amount: 6 ha6Dv ~or so i j~ov  &SUV+@~ ha6cYvl 
w v d s  nap6vto~ (Vl ,  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 a t  a position that  is doubly inconsistent. Doubly because 
in tho first place he admits that  body determines the type of soul a living being is 
h receive and secondly because he has mado the differences in body arise from a 
combination of undifferentiated matter and a t  best partly differentiated irradiations 
from soul. Further as we have seen, i t  is the world soul, which is basically the sarne 
as the individual souls, tha t  has prepared the ground for the differences. 

These difficulties may also be observed whcn Plotinus discusses the descent of 
the soul, or a t  least the depth of tha t  descent. Here again i t  is, in the last resort, 
the nature of the body concerned that  is the controlling variable. For i t  is the body 
as much as any inherent differences in the souls that  initially determines how far 
they will go: xoi7~ca~ S& c i ~  Q~ocpov Exoian] xa0' 6poiw~cv 6j~ S~aOEoewq . 6w.Z ykp, & 2v 6potw- 
0cG~a 8, &xra~,  4 pEv eir; &v0pwlrov, .i] 6& d ~ ,  C ~ O V  tiao (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 tha t  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. I t  is the idea that  the nature of a soul depends on its former lives in 
genera1 (111, 4, 2, 11 ff.; IV, 3, 8, 5-9) and its memories in particular (IV, 4, 3, 3-6). 
Plotinus believed in reincarnation no less than did Plato.1 I t  followed that  former 
lives could influence the soul. But  a t  a theoretical first incarnation this last influence 

( I ]  Cf. A. N. M. Rrcrr, 'Reincarnation in Plotinus', Mnemosyne, ser. 4,10, 1957, p. 232-8. 
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would not be applicable. Nor does i t  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 ff.). 

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 tha t  i t  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. I I?  9, 18? 24-7). Unlike the individual souls i t  does 
not descend, that  is associate closely with body (cf. e.g. 111, 4, 4, 4-7) although like 
them i t  has a series of reflections extending downwards as far as soul can go. Plotinus 
will usually say tha t  it governs the world from above with no difficulty : Sncpi~ouaa 
Bx6vw.0~ (IV, 8, 8, 14). In  such contexts the world soul is not in body. There 
is one passage where i t  is, namely 11, 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. I t  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 

I 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 a t  all. 
so that  to adduce the world soul's presence "in" its body as an ideal involves only 

I 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 i t  cannot ac,quire individual characteristics 
from those additions or accretions - xpoa0ijxar - which becorrw 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 b~ 
menti0ned.l '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 (\;, 1, 1, 3-5, 111, 7, 11, 15-17).3 
World soul and the individual souls thus becomc separate in the sarne way and a t  the 
same point. From here we may look a t  the pattern of their relation. 

A t  the top all souls are together in the totality of soul, distinct but not scparatc 
(VI, 4, 14 passim). Separation is a function of body (VI, 4, 8, 12-17). \Vithout 
i t  the souls are related in much the same way as the parts of No% (IV, 3, 5, 15-16; 
cf. V, 9, 6, 8-9). And in so far as they are turned towards No;; that is just \vhat 
they are. I t  is characteristic of world soul to retain this orientation (11, 3, 18, 9-10:.. 
With the individual soul, though it does have that higher part always above to 
which i t  may turn, the orientation is not permanent. Since world soul is theoretically 
equivalent to the individual soul and since i t  extends downwards just as far. i t  is 

( l j  For a recent discussion see Risr, f'lolinus. I'he Road lo l l ea l i t y ,  ch. 9. 
(2) Rist argues that Plotinus does not mean the same thing in lhese two texts-the first about individual 

souls, the second about world soul-bccausc the context is different ib.  p. 257, n. 3. I cannot follow- t h ~ s  
argument. 



interesting t o  speculate whether Plotinus madc 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.1 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 x6opos 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 x6oyos 
: 11,3? 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 a t  their most separate 
and individual. Here the identity of distinct individuals tha t  characterises the 
int,eIIigible world is gone. Instead we have a multiplicity of formally identical 
individuals dependent on the appropriate Idea (VI, 5, 6, 7-11)2. I t  is a t  the level 
of ai&qa~: that Plotinus is most anxious that his doctrine of the soul's unicity should 
not be incompatible with the separate existence of individuals (cf. 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 
~ x t e n t  rplated, 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 
aflcctions !iaa6;1:). The world soul remains so. Thc individual souls do not. Diffe- 
rmces in the environment will affect the body and this can, as we have seen, affect 
t h e  constitulion of the individual. Moral behaviour and one's susceptibility to 
the affections are related to the composition of the body : xui ~ Q O ~ Q ~ T E Q U L  Ik at 
h8upixi xpckel T O L @ ~ E  G O ~ & W J ,  bMcc~ 8k dihhwv (I, 8, 8, 30-1; cf. IV, 4, 31, 39-42). If 
i h e  soul gives in to its body's constitution, i t  will be forced to desire or be angry (111, 
1 8, 15-16. In general f,he soul will be subject to affections if i t  associates closely 
with the body (IV, 7, 10, 7-11). In the first instance the informed body (~ohv8e 
c a p )  and the compound formed by this and the lower phase of soul called cpSo~~ are 
the subject of the affections, which are transmitted upwards by the sensitive and 
imaginative faculties (IV, 8, 8, 9-11, IQ, 4, 17, 11-14). But i t  can happen that the 
whole soul will be affected by exccssive attention to the needs of the lower parts 
(c f .  IV, 4, 17, 20 fl.). 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 i t  works and liable to deteriorate. So in its 
case Plotinus cannot maintain in practice the doctrine that  the soul is &nuOts3. With 
the world soul i t  is quite otherwise. Its attention is always directed upwards and 

( 1  j I t  provlded an  easy explanation of how men could know the Forms and madc Plato's doctrine of 
nnamnesis unnecessary. 

(2) O n  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 i t  (cf. IV. 8, 2, 42 R.1. The ideal for the individual soul is 
to join the world soul in tranquil administration (IV, 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 a t  least not always. 
Sometimes Plotinus will regard the lowest part  of the soul, Lhat part assuring life 
and growth (sb cpur~xbv), 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 i t  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 cpu+~xilv : any possibility tha t  i t  is a higher form of soul is ruled 
out by the statement that  i t  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, 25-8. cf. 11, 2, 2. 3-51. 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 ~ U T ~ X ~ Y  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 tha t  all souls are one. JVhen in IV, 9, 3, he is discussing how 
all the various levels of soul which may be distinguished and can exist without each 
other wiII unite when separated from body, he remarks cb Sk op~xr~x6v, ~i b 706 
6?.o,ou, 6 - p  xcci &mivq<, namely world soul: rb Opcm~x6v is clearly the same as ~b ~ U T C X ~ V  

which he has just listed with the other faculties that reunite. The point seems to 
be tha t  reunion is not really applicable to this part because i t  was never really indivi- 
dualised, for he proceeds to pose and answer the question why i t  does not come from 
our soul. The answer is Lhat this is c because the object of ~ p o c p t  is a part of the 
whole, a part  that is sentient in a passive way, whereas the sensation tha t  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 
thc whole" (ib. 25-8)'. Here what is 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 willspeak 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 a t  the top have converged again a t  the bottom. In 
a way we have come full circle. We have seen that  Plotinus' statements about the 
unity of souls may a t  times be unsatisfactory. But when we reach the point where 
that  unity might be most completely lost, we find that  i t  will explain what would 
otherwise be a serious inconsistency about our lower soul. I t  is interesting to 
reflect tha t  many of the problems tha t  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 beiter Platonist than his own best interests reqnired.2 

(1) &c d r p r ~ 4 p v  pip05 roc bhou, S ml ?ruOq~txG< aEdqr~x5v, +, 6 t  daOqay  -i) xplvouaa p r h  voG 
Bxba~ou, 5 oMbv E8ct xhkiocv ~b iinb roc 6hau r)lv xZocv 6jy. 

(2) I should like to  thank Professor A. H. Armstrong for reading and commenting on a draft of this 
paper. 



Did Plotinlrs belieue in Ideas of individuals?' 

P lotinus generally says that we exist at the level of the discursive 
reason, the summit of the sensible man. Here the "we", the -il@,, 
is normally to be found. The tpz'iq however, can also have a 

place in the intelligible world. Since it is thus mobile2, 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 Yux-i), or 
can he be found in the world of NoGq as well? 

Since the contents of NoGs 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 Tux+, as he 
seems to have done in his latest treatises.3 But it does not necessarily 
follow that the existence of Forms of particulars is incompatible with 
the demotion of the individual's vo;jq. It remains possible that Plotinus 
could even a t  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 

1 I should like t o  thank Professors A. K. Armstrong. D. M. hlacKinnon, and 
J. bl. Rist, and Miss A. N. M. Rich for comments on earlier versions of this paper 
2 On this mobility cf. 3 .  Trouillard, La Ptrrification Plotinienne (Paris, 1955) 
pp. 26-7 and E. R. Dodds, Les Sozrrces de Plotin. Fondation Hardt. Entretiens 
sur l'Antiquit6 Classique V (Vandmuvres-Geneva 1960) pp. 355-6. 
a 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 refer s in  n. 11 cf. pp. 69-70 below and n. 18. 



that may support it (IV.3.5 and IV.3.12 init.). 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. I t  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. I t  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.4 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, extremeIy 
difficult. I t  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 a t  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 look 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. I t  is completely devoid of form, &nolog (IV.7.3.8), bpopcpoc; 
(VI.1.27.2), &v&&og (II.5.4.12), and mere a+rCpycry (11.4.14.24). Form 

4 VI.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 is IV.l. 

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. III.6.14.24ff.). 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 
beEef in Ideas of  particular^.^ 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. I n  NoGc; there is a unity that is at  the same time 
a multiplicity, although there are no reai divisions. In Y u X 4  the 
components are more fully separate, though unity is still maintained. 
This same deployment of an original unity, which has produced NoGs 
and Yupj, 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 Natg. 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 - tw'i0tv ?p sGp~tavra raiim, 
xat xuhh~6v~c; kxc'i (V.8.7.17) - we should expect a t  least the potential 
existence oi 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 
if s only result (cf. 111.8.4.28-31), 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 ih'hOip#~~~ 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 A ~ ~ o L ,  the differences 

L. Robin, La thdorie p1atorticie?zn.e des idbes et des nmbres  d'aprds 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. 



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. I t  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 NOGL; rather thanYux4, the 
acceptance of Ideas of individuals seems to follow, since all the com- 
ponents of NoGs 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. I t  is 
however from this angle that Ylotinus 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 A6yo~ 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. I t  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 Myoc 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 k6yos of Socrates, 
Pythagoras, X, Y, 2.. . , and not of A, B, C.. . , rather than just being reincarnat- 
ed as Socrates. S.', Sa.. . 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 

the same number of Abyo~ as the cosmos. And as the cosmos contains 
not only the Abyos of Man, but those of individual living beings, the 
soul too must contain them. We may interrupt Plotinus' argument to 
point out that thefsoul must derive the A6yo~ it has from above, and 
so they must exist somehow in No:<. He now goes on to point out 
that unless the world repeats itself in cycles, the presence of the 
A ~ ~ O L  of all individuals in the soul would mean that it contains an 
infinite number of such A6yot. 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 h6yot. 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."g 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 Quarlerl-y n.s. 13 (1963) p. 228. 
8 Die Philosophie der Griechen III.ii4 (Leipzig, 1903),p. 582.  
9 The Pkilosc$hy of PlotinusJ (London, 1929) I, p. 189, cf. also 11, p. 56. 



periods.10 On the other hand the interpretation of the final sentence 
of V. 7.1 given by BrChier, Harder, and C i l e n t ~ , ~ ~  would support the 
view that in this treatise Plotinus envisages an infinite number of 
Forms of individuals.12 The sentence runs: r j v  6i  bv TQ V O ~ T Q  &XEL~LUV 
06 BET 8 ~ 8 k v a ~ '   ha ~ & p  &v kp&p&i, xai O ~ O V  XP~ELGLV, STUV iv&pyi. (V. 
7.1.25-6). Brehier, for example translates : "Mais il ne faut pas craindre 
l'infinite que notre thke introduit dans le monde intelligible; car 
cette infinit6 est en un point indivisible, et elle ne fait que prodder, 
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 injinite 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. 4.9.6ff.). 

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, 

lo 'Plotinus' doctrine of the infinite and its significance for Christian thought', 
Dowmide Review ns. 73 (1955) p. 51. cf. too C. Carbonara, L a  FiZosofia di 
Plotino2 (Kaples, 1954) p. 205, and M. de Gandillac, L a  Sagesse de Plotin (Paris, 
1952) p. 132. 
" Unspecified references to Brehier, Harder, and Cilento are to Brkhier's edition 
and Harder and Cilento's translations of the Enneads. 
l B  In  an earlier discussion, op. cit. pp. 3.19-20, 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. 
IS That he might a t  least have given serious consideration to this possibility is 
suggested by the fact that his disciple Amelius accepted it as right, cf. Syrianus, 
C m m .  i n  Metaph. 147.lff. K .  

and that we need therefore feel no inhibitions about accepting the 
hypothesis. The second half would most naturally mean that there is a 
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, xu). olov np6r~aw, brav ivcpy5, 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 (tv T@ VOY]T+), a complete unity though made up of a 
plurality of components. The force of nlcu would then be that all the 
infinity that there is is contained, as it were, 2v rg BppG, 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 : 4 xul &v v@, fj kv +qj, sZ1 &mtpov T O S T ~ V  drvcixuhcv 
r i j v  2xzI xpopipov. (V. 7.3.22-3). xai olov XQ~ELULV STUV &vcpyfj would 
then mean that the infinity might be said to advance every time the 
pattern acts:l4 with each cycle the total number of particulars in all 

'4 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', Gvego- 
r ianwn 38 (1957) p. 730. E u t  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', Gregmianum 40 (1959) pp. 75-98. But in dealing with NoGc and Yux+ 
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 TheoEogy"Oxford, 1963) note t o  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 VI.7.32', Modern Schoolman 38 (1961) pp. 298f. 
For infinity as a divine perfection cf. also R. Mondolfo, L'infinito nel pensiero 
dell' antichild classica (Florence, 1956) pp. 527-8. A balanced account of Plotinus' 



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.15 

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. ' A ~ ~ i p i a  as applied to No65 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 No65 so that it could limit it (VI.2.21.9-ll).l6 
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.lff.). 
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 x p t i a q  6i16Aou is impossible 
(IV.7. [2JA2. 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 OGTW TO~VDV K C C ~  $ v p t  +EE& xae' & x a m o v  vo6v &<qpqpfva i ,  A6yoc 

doctrine of infinity is given by Armstrong in the article cited inn. 10, Downside 
Revievisw ns.  73 (1955) pp. 47f. 
16 The number of particulars present in any one period is of course no more 
infinite than is the number of their intelligible archetypes. 
16 See further Armstrong, loc. cit, pp. 51-2. 

v&v o h a ~  xai i ~ e t h r y ~ v u . ~  pghhov q Qxe'ivo~, olov nohG Et bhiyou ~ E V ~ ~ E . V C ( ~ ,  

. . . (lines 8-11). Given these words alone one must allow the possibility 
that Plotinus has in mind here that each vo55 produces a group of 
souls, rather than that each voUq has a single dependent soul which is a 
deployment 'of what exists in a more compact form in that vo65. 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 6 v m  can cease to exist, for even the v 6 q  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 V ~ E S  is used for purposes of comparison, 
and there is nothing that must mean that there are as many v6sg as 
there are souls. The same may be said of a sentence in the chapter 
that follows: E ~ L  St x u i  r-i;v $v (all-Soul) xpts 7P:v ~ A O V  VOGV i8~' iv,  T&C S& 
(individual souls) priiMov xpdg roGs x 5 ~ G v  70;; 2v (IY.3.6.15-17). 
This suggests more strongly than anything in chapter 5 that each soul 
has a voU4 to which it, and no other soul, is attached. Such would 
seem to be the most natural sense of xpbq 'c& aJ-;ijv TO*;; Ev ~ Q Q E L .  Hut 
once again the possibility that groups of souls are attached to each 
voGq cannot be excluded. In that case all human souls would be at- 
tached to the voUq that is the Idea. of Xan, all horses' souls to the vo5c 

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 
&xoheZrur o66kv ~ L i v  6 ~ 7 0 ~ .  This is used to support the existence of 
Socrates' soul apart from its existence in a body, and o b  bxoho5v;ar is 
applied to the v6~: that retain their identity in spite of their unity. 
One could argue that this implies that Socrates' soul should also exist 
among these V ~ E :  in a recognizable form. On the other hand its survival 
at the level of \ r u ~ $  would suffice to ensure that it did not disappear 
from T& S V ~ ,  which is not here used in the technical sense of compo- 
nents of N066. 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.I7 The 

L 7  CiIento, '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 v o G ~  staying above when the 
souls descend at IV.3.12.1-5.18 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 individuaI 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 1'1.4-5. 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 unitv 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. VJ.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.19 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 our souls are part of 
NoGc and not Y"'uw.i;. ,. , 
ls Armstrong, Downszde Review n.s. 75(1957) p. 132 n. 11, and BrChier do take 
roGg in line 4 here as referring to individual intelligences. Otherwise Cilento, and 
possibly Harder. 

Le Dtsir de Dieu dans la filzilosophie de Plotin (Paris 1921) pp. 201-8. 
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not we exist as particulars there. The first (VI.4.14.17ff.) says that 
before our birth we were &vOpoxo~ ~UOI TLVEC, pure souls and v o k  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.5.12.16ff.j, from the x 2 ~  that we were we have be- 
come T G V E ~  by virtue of the addition of non-being. The state of being 
&G can be regained by the removal of accretions. The first text, 
writes Arnou, says that we were TLVEG in the intelligible world, the 
second that we were xZ5. 

Before setting out to reconcile the contradiction he sees here, Arnou 
rightly discounts the possibility of a development, for the two treatises 
are in fact one. JVhatever the exact sense of the first passage, it allows 
that there was more than one i i v 0 p o x o ~  there. Going on to ask whether 
this does in fact mean that vie were each there individually, Arnou 
answers that it does, on the grounds that Plotinus believed in Ideas of 
individ~als.~O 

Yet this belief appears to be rejected in the sixth chapter of VI.5, 
where the Ideal Man, 6 %vivepwlcoZ 6 XUT$ r.ijv i%av is opposed to the 
man &V G?q. The Ideal Man j s  said to have come to the particular man 
and becomes TLG &OQWTCO<. The man who exists in matter x o h h o h ~  

ixoi-qoe T O ~ S  O L I ~ T O ~ <  & V ~ Q ~ X O U ~ .  Arnou arguesaX 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, Eadv  %v r r  

olov k a c p p a y ~ c 6 p ~ u o v  kv xohhols (lines 10-11). Arnou, who has already 
remarked that Plotinus a t  the beginning of the passage points out that 
it is a comparison (olov ~ i ,  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 o l j ~  ob;.ws in line 12. 

Having thus, as he thinks, succeeded in showing that we were there 
as individuals, Arnou reconciles the two original passages, those in 
VI.4.14 and VI.5.12, by saying that we were there as TWEG, but because 
we were there 06 8 tax&xp lp ivo~ ,  we were there after the manner of the 

2o 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. 
21 Against Bouillet, whom he accuses of neglecting abroS<, perhaps wrongly as 
Bouillet in his translation combines this sentence with the next. 

71 



intelligibles, and in this sense nZ6, as p i p q  so3 voy~o i j .  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'dtions pas isolCs; encore une fois nous dtions et nous ne lJdtions 
pas." 

Arnou's discussion makes no reference to the passage in VI.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, Amou'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. I t  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: crhb 6& &vOpwnos xu1 Bvzb 

i x u m o v  mi 6hov TA 7ck ol jx oGrws Ev xoUo ic ,  Bhhh z h  xohhh Ev a&:@, 

yZA?,ov 62 xsp i  a t d .  biAhov yhp rpbxov zb A~uxbv  xuvmxoG x a i  4 qux')) 

& x h a ~ o u  kv x a v ~ l  pbpu TO: G&~UTOS ji cr6~f i  ' 06rw y k p  xu; r b  6v x a v ~ c r ~ o G .  

(VI.5.6.11-15). I t  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 r b  ijv to the 
whole that Plotinus is concerned (ibid. 1-4). 

We have still to explain the ~01;s c r b ~ o b ~  &vOp&tou< of line 9. Arnou 
takes this as the plural of 6 aGzbs &vOpwxoc;, 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 xoMobq Exoiyoc 
7045 u h o b ~  O ~ V O ~ L ~ X O U ~  would simply mean that the derivation of sensible 
man from the Ideal Man had led to the production of a multiplicity 
of (qwz man) identical men. This is the interpretation of Harder and 
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C i l e n t ~ , ~ ~  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 place in VI.5.6. 

But what of the passage in V1.4.14? We may accept Arnou's con- 
clusion that there is no 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.5.12. 
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 Amou's view of V1.5.6 only to be faced with another between 
both these passages (instead of just VI.5.8) and V1.4.14? Certainly 
this is so if all three refer to the same level of being. But it is not 
necessary that they should. Throughout this treatise there are changes 
of subject. Sometimes Plotinus discusses No;<, sometimes Yqt,  and 
sometimes both together, TB vor,z6v in the more general sense. In 
particular we may note that the introductory remarks to VI.4.14 
show that this chapter is concerned with Soul, as preceding ones have 
been. Admittedly Soul is said to contain vbq ,  but since these are parts 
of the totality of Y u x $  we must assume that they are v 6 c ~  either in the 
loose sense of reasons, or human v6is  that Plotinus is here regarding 
as existing at  this level rather than the higher one of N o k .  They are, 
therefore, not Ideas, as is the Man of Vf.5.6. Thus the individuality 
with which Plotinus is here concerned must be that of the individual 
4~x4,  And to this Arnou's remarks may properly be applied. 

Plotinus does not then seem to have held that there were Forms 
of particulars when he wrote VI.4-5. Some texts from later works point 
in the same direction, but most of them leave some room for doubt. 
I n  the third treatise on the categories Plotinus criticizes Aristotle's 
distinction between primary and secondary substances (VI.3.9.19-42). 
He objects to the idea implied in Aristotle's classification that the 
particular is in some way prior to, and the cause of, the universal. 
One of his points is this: b Z w x p C q c  odx LSoxc T+ pt Bv0p6xqr zb clvac 

b 0 p Q n g .  &M'  6 b O p o n o g  r+ X w x p & ~ n .  p~ahC/$zL  yhp  b 0 p & n o u  6 r i c  
&vOpono<. (ibid. 27-30). The meaning that most readily presents itself 
is that Socrates exists as such by participation in the Form of Man: 
the Platonic term p ~ M r & <  adds its support to this interpretation. 
But it is possible that Plotinus is merely arguing ad horninem, and 

BrBhier's version is different, but agrees in referring TO$< adrobq bv8phxouq 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 that a 
hiiyoc in matter is "worse" than one free of it (ibid. 32-4). And the 
introduction of this point need not imply that Plotinus is arguing in his 
own terms ail the time. If he were, it might even be possible to find 
room for the belief in Ideas of individuals. I t  is not impossible that 
PIotinus' 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. I t  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 

There is also some room for doubt about an earlier passage in VI. 
1-3[42-441. In discussing the structure of NoEq Plotinus says that one 
cannot there grasp anything that is numerically single or an individual 
(c'i'ropov). Whatever you may lay hold of there is an ~1805, since there is 
no matter there (VI.2.22.11-13). That this is not merely a reference 
to the lack of frontiers between the parts of NoCs, so that &i8os could 
still refer to the Idea of an individual, is made clear by the sequel, 
where ei8oc; is opposed to yivoq. We are told too that E & S ~  provide a 
lsbpas for prior EXST till the I q m o v  EI~o~, the infima s$ecies, is reached 
(ibid. 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.24 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  individual^.^^ But Plotinus is hardly notorious 

a3 I t  may be worth recalling that  in VI. 3 Plotinus is directly concerned only 
with the categories of the sensible world. 
a4 From Tim. 39 E in lines 1-3, Parm. 144 B in lines 14-15, Phil. 16 E in lines 
18-19. 
a s  Purification pp. 76-7. Trouillard makes his position less unacceptable by 

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 VI.3, a part of the same treatise. This 
does not, however, justify us in maintaining that the passage irom 
VI.3 definitely contains a rejection of Ideas of individuals. 

One further discussion in the 1'1th 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 vo;: but has cr'ioO?a~r; 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].3.10ff.). These 
statements are justified in the following chapters (4-7), and the whole 
discussion is given in terms of a singular &vOpwxoq. 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 N o k  as a way of explaining how a horse, for example, 
may still - by virtue of the higher part of the section - be a voGg. The 
descent down one such section, which ir; one ~ 0 6 6 ,  may finish with a 
horse or some other animal. Nails, claws, horns, or sharp teeth, may 
be added (VI.7.9.20-46). Again we seem to be concerned with species. 
Rut 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 a remark about the Idea of a 

pointing out that  Plotinus manages to extract from his texts the existence of 
individuality a t  the level of Yq* ,  and claiming that  this means that individuali- 
t y  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 Y " q 4  and KoGc. 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. 
28 His difficulty would be greater if he had to explain the phrase i'xxoc dhoc 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 BAwq. " O h c  might leave room for individual Ideas of 
the animals mentioned, but the sentence still suggest species-forms. 



plant in ch. 11: xcxi y8p &x~i;vo Zv, radra 6Q (that is, those here, sc. rd( 

(gu~ci) noMdl xu1 c2lp1ivi)g kt (jlvbyxq~ (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, EI ry iax6na rbv dv0pwnov 
rbv al&qrbv 6 a n ~  xdlhh~cro~, oIjx 2v 6 4 7 ~ 0 ~  74 Ev V+ dtv0pcjnc; fi[iwo& 
rbv  xhbv dvar, &?A' ixeivo &~08&$cxb 70; ~oqroi i ,  EE 6p.w~ &v cap& 
mi v~Jpors mi bmioy 6vra xarkha(3~ 76 h6y9, &or& xai raij7u xcxhhijva~ 
xui T ~ V  h6yov 8uv$fvcx~ Lnav~A0~'iv~' 7.i 6A;ul (III.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 NodS, 
and that this principle is pecuIiar 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 do 
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 texts 
come from late treatises. V1.7[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.9151, "yes" in V.7[18], "no" in VI.4-5/22-31, 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 

3' Theiler's &xlxveciv (in the revised Harder) is perhaps right. 
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was always prepared to accept Forms of particulars, or that he worked 
1 

1 towards such an acceptance in V.7. Even if the conclusions of our 
previous paragraph are not accepted, the evidence from V1.4-5 is 
enough to show that he rejected the belief on a later occasion. 

With these reservations let us look at the solutions proposed. F. 
HeinemannPs 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. Brkhier tries to narrow the difference by maintaining 
that V.9.12 admits intelligible origins for the different races of men, 
and that ypux6q  and o ~ p 5 q ~  are characteristics of such formal prin- 
c i p l e ~ . ~ ~  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 "prCformation", while any further differentiation is 
ac~idental.~0 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. 
It 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 VI.2.22 
are at least questionable.31 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 He concludes that the remark at the 
beginning of V.9.12, that there is no Idea of Socrates, but only of lfan, 
is just a question or an objection inserted in the expo~i t ion .~~ This is 

Zs Plotin, Forschu+zgm ubev die pbtinische fiage, Plotins Entwicklung und sein 
System {Leipig, 1921) pp. 63-73. Reinemann's viewson questions of authenticity 
and development are criticized by Brbhier in his Notices and notes, passim, and 
Harder, Gnomon 4 (1928) pp. 647-52. 

Notice to V. 9, vol. V, p. 159. 
so ibid. p. 171 n. 1. 

See pp. 74-5 above, and n. 25. Other passages which he discusses (Purification 
pp. 761.) in the furtherance of his view that TOG: contains individuals are 
concerned with individuality a t  the level of Tux$. On this see n. 25. I t  is inter- 
esting to note that he takes IV.3.5 as referring only to the + u ~ $  of Socrates. - 
98 Puyification p. 76. 
ss ibid. Some such idea is presumably what enabled 0. Hamelin, La thdovie de 
Z'intellect d'aprtk A ristofe ef ses umzrnentateuvs. Publie par E .  Barbotin (Paris, 
1953) p. 45 n. 99, to quote this chapter and V. 9.10 as evidence that Plotinus 



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, a t  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: Omnes formales inter individua 
differentiae non contingentes ex diversitate materiarum vel locorum, illic 
ideas habent, sed virtute puadam potius, puam actu proprio, scilicet qua- 
tenus in speciebus ipsis,  quarum proprze et praecipue sunt ideae, con- 
tinentur varii quidam singularesque formarum modi,  inde quandoque 
p u l l ~ l a t u r i . ~ ~  This is a t  least not incompatible with V.9.12, but there 
seems to be no evidence for any such status for the Ideas of V.7. I t  
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 H i r n m e r i ~ h , ~ ~  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 Brehier's remarks 
about "pr6formation" ,37 and seems to think Br Chier's version, which 
he misquotes, justifies these." A solution somewhat similar to Him- 
merich's is proposed by J. M. Rist in a recent article on this subject, 
in which he confines himself to V.7. and V.9.3B Starting from the 
questionable aswmption that in V.9.12 Plotinus is out to make a 
case for Forms of individuals, at least of individual n-~en,~o he suggests 

held that there are Forms of particulars. Hamelin also gives VI.7.14 as evidence 
for thls doctrine: this seems quite unjustified. 
34 Printed ad loc. in both Creuzer's editions. 

Carbonara. Filosofia dz 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. 

Eudaimonia. Die Lehre des Plotin von der SelbstverwirklicRung des Menschen. 
Forschungen zur neueren Philosophie und ihrer Geschichte n.F. 13 (Wiirzburg, 
1959) p. 88. 

ibid.  p. 86. 
cf. ibid. p. 186, n. 4 to ch. 7. Brkhier translates: "I1 faut dire qu'il y a des 

id6es des universaux, non pas de Socrate, mais de I'homme". Himmerich omits 
"des idCes". A standard scribal error, on which the note depends. On BrBhier's 
explanation of these texts see above. 
39 EOC. cit. (n. 7 ) ,  Classical Qzmrterly n.s. (1963) pp. 223-231. 

ibid. p. 224. 

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.7.4' 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.42 h 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 hotominem 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 couid 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 IV.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. IV.4.10.2-4), the use of his name does not seem to justify the 
assumption 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 re in~arna t ion .~~  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. 

4 1  ibid. p. 277. 
48 This conclusion is not new. It was reached by Zeller, PhiEoso$hie der Griechen 
III.ii4, pp. 581-2. Zeller admits that his attempt a t  conciliation is unsuccessful. 
45 Piotinus certainly believed in reincarnation. The views of Inge, Philoso$hy of 
PZotin~sS 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 a t  all, have been disposed of by Miss Rich, 
'Reincarnation in Plotinus', Mnelnosyne ser. 4. 10 (1957) pp. 232-5. Miss Rich 
shows not only that Plotinus did hold this doctrine but that it played an impor- 
tant part in his philosophy. 



The difficulties seem too great, and so we must accept that Plotinus 
did not hold consistent views on the existence of Ideas of individ~als.~4 
And so we must conclude that we are unable to give a definite answer 
to the 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 Noii~. Could Plotinus' hesitation perhaps be due to a reluctance to 
depart from Plato's doctrine on a question so central in the Master's 
teaching? 

4P Amstrong 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 Plotinus. Cambridge 
Classical Studies 6 (Cambridge, 1940) pp. 79-80 he took this as Plotinus' 
normal view. 

4 6  A lightly revised version of this article ilppc*ars as Chapter 9 of my Plotinrcs' 
Pqxhology (I"I'e Hague 1971) 112-33; n critique by J.M. Rist, re-arguing part of the 
case that Plotinus did belicve in such ideas, m y  be found in his 'Jdci~s of Individualv in 
Plotinus'. Dionyswts 1 (1977) 49-68, reprinted in his Plotinian nrrd Chrisintr Strdfes. 
Cotlei~ed Studies 102 (London 1979). I remain unconvinced that Plotinus consistently, 
if ever, believed thnt thcre nre Forms of Individuals. 

Plotinus' Psychology: 

Aristotle in the Service of Platonism1 

N HIS Life of Ploiinus Porphyry wrote that his works contain I an admixture of hidden Peripatetic and Stoic material and, in partic- 
luar, that he made much use of Aristotle's Metaphysics.s Hence 
the title of this paper. The point of i t  is that PIotinus' 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. 

B ~ i t  i t  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 mill take ideas that may be useful, 
sometima 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- 

A version of thfs paper was read to the Southern Association for Greek 
Philosophy a t  Oxford in September 1970. In part i t  represents the results of 
my recent book, Plotinus' Psychology: His Doctrines of the Embodied Soul 
(The Hague, 1971), where some of the positions adopted rather dogmatically 
here are argued in more detail. 

Vita ~ i o t i n i ,  14.4-7. 
"The Background of the Doctrine 'That the Intelligibles are not outside the 

Intellect,'" in Les Sources de Plotin: Entretiens sur l'Antiquit6 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, Numenins, 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  investigation^."^ What 
exactly the mind of Ammonius was no one knows, but we may surmise 
that i t  had as much to do with approach as with any particular set 
of doctrines professed by Plotinus' teacher.6 

Before going on to the details of Plotinus' psychology, i t  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 
PIotinus safely assume that if he does not say something a t  a given 
place he might not a t  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 yeama 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.8 But allowing for some 

Vita Plof., 14.10-16. 
The attempts to  reconstruct Ammonius' views remain unconvincing and are 

likely t o  do so until some solid evidence turns up. A number of such attempts 
have been made: they are listed and criticized 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 Forschungen zurn Neuplatonismus (Berlin, 1966), pp. 1-45, 
marks no advance. 

Vita Plot., 4.6-14. 
On the question of development see most recently Armstrong, Cambridge 

History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy (Cambridge, 1968), 
p. 218, and my Plotinus' Psychology, p. 4, 11. 10. There may have been reformu- 
lations on whether or not the One is intelligible and has self-knowledge, orwhether 
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 e in Occidente 
(Rome, October 5-9, 1970), and the references given there. On the latter, Plo- 
finus' Psychology, pp. 40 f. Cf. too J. Guitton, Le temps et I'dternitC chez Plofin 
ef Saint Augustins (Paris, 1959), p. 71 n. 1. 

CL Armstrong "Emanation in Plotinus," Mind n.s. 46 (1937), 61 and n. 5, 

variations which arise from different problems and different points of 
view, one can give the main outlines of his system without fear of being 
seriously misleading. 

As befits a Platonist, Plotinus' world is clearly divided into sensible 
and intelligible being. The gulf, however, is not as  great as  in Plato, 
for it is bridged by soul and its layers to a greater extent than is the 
case even in Plato's later dialogues. At the top of the intelligible world, 
or rather above it, stands the One, the absolutely transcendent first 
cause which can be described in terms of the first hypothesis in the 
Parmenides? and which is Plato's Form of the Good, now on the far 
side of Being1* in kind as well as in status. For Plotinus i t  is no longer 
a Form. Forms come a t  the next level, the world of Intellect (Nou";). 
Intellect is derived from the One, from which i t  proceeds or "emanates" 
automatically and eternally (cf. esp. V.1.6). I t  emerges in an unformed 
condition, an indefinite dyad, and is formed and articulated by re- 
turning in contemplation to  the One (V.4.2.48). Its contents are Forms, 
Being, and Eternal life, which consists in self-contemplation: Aristotle's 
unmoved mover has been given the Forms as its contents following 
a middle-Platonic tradition," which may go back t o  Xenocrates.* Plo- 
tinus, helped in his thinking by Alexander's comments on Aristotle's 
Intellect,l~ is much concerned to stress that  the self-intellection of In- 
tellect involves a measure of duality which disqualifies i t  from being 
the first principle (V.3.10 ff). The third hypostasis, Soul, is a product 
of Intellect's self-contemplation and comes into being in a manner 
analogous to  tha t  of Intellect itself. Plotinus sometimes has difficultly 
in keeping Intellect and Soul apart, and sometimes neglects t o  do so 
but the attributes of the two normally differ in the following ways. 
Intellect is one and many, unity in diversity, while Soul is many and 
One, diversity in unity (N.8.3.10 f.). Intellect is eternal and above 
any form of process (IV.4.1.25 ff.). I t  is, as we have indicated, in im- 

and R. Ferwerda, La signification des images et des mdfaphores duns la pensde 
de PIotin (Groningen, 1965), p. 59. 

0 Plotinus believed that Plato distinguished his three hypostases in that 
dialogue cf. V.1.8.23-6. The detailed verbal correspondences were set out by 
Dodds, "The Parmenides of Plato and the Origins of the Neoplatonic One," 
Classical Quarterly, 22 (1928), 132 f .  Cf. too H.-R. Schwyzer, "Die zwieiache 
Sicht in der Philosophie Plotins," Museum Helveficum, 1 (1944), 87-89, and 
"Plotinos," Pauly-Wissowa, XX1.i (1951), 553 f. 

lo Rep., 509b, a phrase frequently quoted by Plotinus. 
If. Cf. Albinus, Did. X = 164.35-7 (HERMANN). 
12 Cf. Frs. 15 and 16 (HEINZE) and the discussion by H. J. Kriimer, Der Ur- 

sprung der Geishelaphysik (Amsterdam, 1964) pp. 42 ff. 
xi Cf. Alexander, De Anima, 87.29 ff ,  De An. Mantissa, 108.7 ff (BRUNS). 
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mediate and Derrna ment contact with the objects which are its contents 
(V.5.2; v.8.4.32-7). Soul on the other hand, exists always, but is linked 
with time (IIZ.7.11.20 ff.), and its thinking involves a progression from 
object t o  object (V.8.6.). In terms of each other Soul is an unfolding 
of Intellect, its logos or deployment a t  a lower and more diffuse level 
(cf. 1.1.8.6-8). It is causally dependent on Intellect, and therefore by 
Plotinus' way of thinking i t  is necessarily different: the cause is not 
the same as what is caused (zd 6.4 akdov 06 zadzdv r@ ahtar@: 
VI.9.6.54 f.). 

From this transcendent hypostasis Soul derive the individual souls 
and the world-soul. Substantially identical, a t  least in theory (IV.9. 
1-3),14 both have higher and lower phases, the lower being produced 
by the same process which has already produced the hypostasis. This 
lower soul, usually called nature (g;dats),l6 is virtually an extra hypos- 
tasis (V.2.1.26). This is the section of Soul which gives life to body 
and provides the lower faculties, sometimes qua world-soul and some- 
times qua individual-souI. The end of the procession is matter, which 
shares the formlessness of Aristotle's matter with the evil nature 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 Soul, namely an irradiation (UAapyig) from p h ~  (VI.4.15.8ff.). 
The importance of the procession is that i t  involves an element of re- 
version and that  all entities in the system, even sometimes matter, 
are striving towards assimilation with those above them (cf. e.g., 
111.6.7.13, 111.8.8.1-8). All this may give the impression that  Plotinus' 
soul, and 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 by looking a t  the world both statically and dynamicallyP The 
other side is a static system of levels of being, and i t  is largely from this 
point of view that  we shall discuss Plotinus' psychological doctrines. 
They cannot, however, be understood if one does not bear in mind the 
origins of soul and its various layers, and the fact that  i t  is in their 
nature t o  aspire t o  what is above. 

l4 In practice this identity will not always hold; cf. my paper "Soul, World- 
Soul and Individual Soul in Plotinus," Le N~oplatonisme: Colloques Internatio- 
naux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, Royaumont, June 9-13, 
1969 (Paris, 1971), pp. 55 ff. 

Plotinus will often use this term as the equivalent of yvtwdr, the vege- 
tative soul. 

Cf. Schwyzer, Museum Helveticum, 1 (1944), 87-99, and the references 
given there on p. 89. 

We have already mentioned that body is a compound of matter and 
soul. This is the only level a t  which matter is indissolubly linked 
with soul, and i t  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 a t  first 
sight t o  be a thoroughly dualistic way. Here Plotinus is being faithful 
t o  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 i t  variousIy td [Qov, td ~oivdv, td odvO~tov, td mva- 
qdr&,oov--is a t  least in theory no more than a juxtaposition emerges 
nowhere more clearly than in Plotinus' consideration of hjs predecessors' 
views of the soul in IV.7[2!. The first part of this treatise, chapters 
1-8, is based on a traditional handbook whose traces reappear in 
Nemcsiusn and possibly Then;istius.18 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  eye to  his own preoccupations rather than 
to historical truth-a method somewhat reminiscent of Aristotle's.lg 
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 (IY.7.2). This argument 
could be said to smack of petifio principii, and to some extent this is 
true of other arguments in this treatise. The significance of this is that  
i t  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, a t  which Plotinus 

l7 De Nafura Hominis, ch. 2. On  the  sources of this chapter cf. H. Dorrie, 
I 

"Porphyrios' Symmikta Zetemata," Zefemafa 20 (Munich, 1959) pp. 111 ff .  
le In de Anima, 24.22 ff., 41.11 ff. (HEINZE). 
le Cf. Plotinus' PsycbIogy, pp. 12 t., 51 ti. 
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arrives after a lengthy attack on Stoic theorics 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-S2 passim). 
His last argument against the Stoics is directed against the view that  
@LC, the structural principle of inorganic matter, is prior to that  of 
organic matter, piju~s, and (pzjais to soul. To refute i t  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.S3). 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 harm~ny.~o 

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 i t  was intended, but begins by trans- 
lating i t  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.P.2 f.). To say that  the body is already 
ensouled before i t  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 
a t  all he simply ignores the "first" in Aristotle's definition.21 Finally 
he produces as an objection the fact that  if the soul were an entelechy 
there could be no metensomatosis (IV.7.85). 

This thoroughIy cavalier treatment of the basis bf 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.7.84. 11-13. W. Jaeger, 
Arisfotle: Fundamenfals of the Iiisfory of his Development, trans. Robinson2 
(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. 

"The first actualization of a natural organic body," De An., 412 b 5 f. 

main concern is t o  stress the difference between soul and any kind 
of material. existence. When he has concluded his refutation i t  is soul's 
otherness that  is emphasized (IV.7.10). Yet in spite of his Platonic 
assumptions Plotinus does feel a greater obligation than does Plato 
to give an account of how soul is related t o  body. His emphasis on their 
differences does not facilitate his task. We may recall that  the soul which 
comes to the body is a mere reflection of that  higher soul which remains a t  
one with all soul: Plotinus keeps in the intelligible an undescended 
part of the soul, its intellect, which may or may not reach up through 
the hypostasis Soul t o  Intellect itself. But  even the reflection or image 
of higher soul is other than body. And when Plotinus talks of i t  as a 
reflection or an image (e.g., 1.1.11 passim) he is using just the same 
language as he uses when he discusses the relation of a hypostasis to 
that  above i t  (cf. V.4.2.25 f.). Thusit is the subordination of the embod- 
ied soul to what lies above that is at  issue, and not its independence. 

When he comes to the problem of how soul is in body Plotinus finds 
himself in some difficulty. He says that if we do not allocate a special 
place to each of the soul's powers, then the soul will not be in us rather 
than outside, and it will be difficult to  explain how i t  can do those things 
for which i t  requires bodily organs (IV.3.20 init.). Yet he rejects any 
notion that  the soul can be in place. None of the usual definitions of 
place will do, and he considen them each in turn (IV.3.20.10 ff.), 
probably following a discussion of how soul could be in body in Alex- 
ander of Aphrodisias' De Anima.2e He then turns to other ways in 
which a thing could be said to be "in" another. At this stage he feels 
obliged to  explain why i t  is generally held that  soul is in body (IV. 3.20. 
41 ff.), perhaps an indication that he was for the time being unable to  
cope with the  difficulties arising from his concept of their separate na- 
tures. But  he perseveres, and tries the analogy of ship and helmsman. 
This he finds acceptable in so far as i t  maintains the soul's separability, 
but unsatisfactory because in so far as he is a sailor (n;loz+) he is 
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 that  when 
soul is present t o  the body i t  is present as fire is present to air? For 
it too when i t  is present all through a thing is mingled with none of it: 
i t  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" 

ee On the relation of this text to Plotinus' discussion cf. my paper "Ennead 
IV.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 
I 

this analogy with air and fire, which he sees here as a source of light 
and not heat, solves Plotinus' problem: i t  meets the requirement that  
there should be coalescence without combination. When light leaves 
what i t  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 T i n ~ a e u s , ~ ~  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 i t  does are not actually established in the parts of the body, 

I 

or even in the whole, but present themselves to the relevant organs as I 

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 subscquently adopts 
this analogy because i t  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 failcd to do is to give any serious explanation of how 
soul can act on the body, or how i t  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 f.), and two passing references in IV.3, 
to some sort of pneumatic or other body which the soul assumes before 
incarnation. I t  has been suggestcd that  Plotinus intended this pneuma 
to have a role similar to Aristotle's connate p n e u m ~ . ~ ~  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 i t  as very important: he made no use of i t  in any of the questions 
where i t  would have helped him to explain the soul's  operation^.^^ 

Jblen 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 a t  times 

34b and 36e. 
By Miss A. N. M. Rich, "Body and Soul in the Philosophy of Plotinus," 

J. His!. Phil., 1 (1963), 14. 
Z5 On this point see Plotinus' Psychology, p. 139. 

quite prepared to state i t  explicitly. 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 (III.1.810 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 i t  is not a t  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, a t  others Aristotelian 
faculties. Sometimes they even seem to be combined. Now on general 
grounds the Aristotelian scheme would seem to be more appropriate 
since i t  fits Plotinus' insistence that the soul is indivisible (cf. esp. 
IV.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 Iook more closely we find that tripartition 
is used only when Plotinus is not actually analyzing how the soul works. 
In particuIar i t  appears in ethical contexts in connection with the 
classification of vices and virtues. Thus a t  1.2.1.16-21 Plotinus as- 
signs the civic virtues: 

. . . wisdom which is connected ~ i t h  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 Iast words are of course taken from  plat^.^^ Similarly \$-hen hc is 
discussing the idea put forward a t  Phaedo 93e that virtue and vice are 
harmony or lack of i t  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 (owqqoadvg) or its 
opposite, aixoAaaia (111.6.2.18 ff.). 

I t  may be that  Plotinus thought that  tripartite division was more 
convenient for use in ethical discussion-for which i t  was invented in 

Rep., 44313. 
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the Republicz7-than the division into faculties. I t  was certainly so 
used in the Platonic school tradition by A l b i n u ~ , ~ ~  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 

Thus he was sometimes prepared to  use Plato's concepts 
and even his terms.30 I hope I shall be excused if I do not a t  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 i t  when i t  was useful.31 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 A l b i n u ~ , ~ ~  and i t  is likely to have been 
retained by fundamentalists like Atticus. So when he is considering 
how anger and desire work in IV.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 i t  is the qvttxdv, or vegetative soul, which is 
the basis of both. In the case of anger i t  is the vegetative soul that  
makes the body aware of anger, however i t  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. A.nd to say that  the desiring part is the veg- 
etative soul while the passionate part is a trace of i t  in the blood would 
not do either because i t  would make the one prior t o  the other so that  
both could not be "palts" in the same way. The correct division he says, 
is one of impulses and their accompaniments as such (dpcxttxd fi desx- 
tcxci) 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 (zsei xa~fiiav): we must not say 
that the soul is there, but only that  the source or principle of thc 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- 

436 a ff. 
Did. XXIX = 182.21-3 (HERMANN). 

29 F. Solmsen, "Antecedents of Aristotle's Psychology and Scale of Beings," 
American J. Philol., 76 (1955), 149 f.; D. A. Rees, "Theories of the Soul in the 
Early Aristotle," in Aristotle and Plato i n  the Mid-Fourth Century: Papers of 
the Symposium Aristotelicum held a t  Oxford in August 1957, ed. I. Diiring and 
G. E. L. Owen (Gothenburg, 1960), pp. 195 ff .  

30 Cf. Nic. Efhics,  1119 b 14 f, 1149 a 25 ff.  
31 Some isolated occurrences of the tripartition terms come in passages where 

the soul's operations are not the point. 
Did. XVII ;=; 173.9-13, XXIII  = 176.9 ff., XXIV init. 

larly careful to avoid saying that  the soul is in any particular part of 
the body. As for tripartition, we do not find i t  again after this treatise.8s 

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 a t  Plotinus' 
treatment of the other activities of the lower soul. The point t o  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 VJ.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 
(paixdv or p?dabc). 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 t o  Aristotle's plant soul: i t  is the 
soul of trees at  IV.4.28.58 f.94 I t  differs, however, in one important 
respect. For Plotinus i t  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 t o  such a continuum and says that 
in it each part is different from lhe 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 qualities (VI.1.12.6) and another where i t  is equivalent to 
fhpdq, the term e v ~ 0 ~ ~ 8 k c  does not appear after the discussion we have just 
considered. ' ~ n c & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ x d v  and Aoycaz~xdv are used interchangeably with 
Enr$v,uo6v and i loyb~dp~vo~ in passages where they clearly refer to faculties 
and not to Platonic parts. 
a The Greek word prcbxdv is clearly related to the word for a plant, qwtdv,  

which was also the lowest form of life recognized by Plotinus; cf. 1.4.1.18 f. 
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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 demj, impulse, which 
is elsewhere equivalent to the term for appetition, o"eeErs, is coupled 
with sensation, a~u0quq (lines 12 f .  and 21 f.). 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 i t  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 i t  does 
seem that appetition and impulse have been separated from desire. 
This seems a t  first sight lo be inconsistent with the evidence of IV.4.28 
where desire and anger, described as d ~ d t ~ ~ s ,  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 i t  is associated with the sensitive soul (cf. 
IV.4.28.58-63). Thus we seem to  have a dislinction between desire and 
anger themselves, and the move to satisfy the urges. 

This position is not entirely consistent with that  in the late treatise 
I.1.[531, where desiring and passionate faculties (kn~Oupqt-~xdv and Bvpt- 
xdv) are clearly sub-faculties of an appetitive faculty (deextcxdv). Here 
the impulse (Extarrcc) 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 with i t  (cf.I.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 1.1, 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 

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 (ii@e&, 
8pleubs and zd0os) to describe the urges, desires, and aspirations of 
various levels of there is no indication that he ever envisaged 
a n  appetitive faculty like Aristotle's to  cover the choices of the higher 
soul as  well as the urges of the lower.36 

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 (dinoieaca) is most marked in the immediately 
preceding treatise III.6[26], on the impassibility of the incorporeal, 
the majority of which is actually devoted to the impassibility of matter. 
As far as soul is concerned, i t  is in the first place physical changes from 
which Plotinus aims t o  show that  the soul is exempt: "In general i t  
is our purpose," he writes, "to avoid subjecting the soul to such modi- 
fications and changes as the heating and cooling of bodies" (III.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 i t  corrupt- 
ible. While he recognizes that the difficulties will be most serious in 
connection with the so-called passible parks7 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 a t  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 t o  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 (111.6.3.7-11): 
the passage brings to mind -4ristotle's remark that we should not say 

36 Cf., e.g., IV.8.4.1 ff., 1.6.7.1 ff. Further references may be found in R. 
Arnou, Le d b i r  de Dieu duns la philosophie de Plotin2 (Rome, 1967), pp. 59 f .  

se Cf. De An., 414 b 1 f.  
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.88 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: i t  is not, says Plotinus, a change (diAAoico- 
ULS) but an activity (Meyela), vision in potency and act being in 
substance the same (111.6.2.34 f.). 

The purpose of Plotinus' treatment here and the extent to which he 
has achieved i t  are brought out most pointedly in his answer to the  
paradoxical question which opens the last chapter of this section of 
111.6: "Why must one seek to make the soul free from affections by 
philosophy when i t  is not subject t o  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. If it does not turn away from the body i t  will be a bad soul (cf, 
1.6.5.54-8). This admission that  the soul may be a t  least temporarily 
damaged by the affections finds an echo in the passages we have already 
mentioned,40 as well as others where Plotinus will go so far as to say tha t  
the behaviour and even the nature of the individual may be determined 
by body, either simply or by environrncnt or ancestry, which must 
both involve it. In IV.3.8 he attributcs 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 111.1.5 Plotinus says 
that  we generally resemble our parents in respect of appearance and 
some of the soul's irrational affections. Here he is clearly thinking that  
irrational 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 i t  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 

Ss De An., 408 b 11-15. 
See above p. 348. 
11.3.9.20-4, 111.1.8.10 ff. 

of the desires, which may differ in different individuals (1.8.8.30 f., 
IV.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 i t  as their cause in 
most cases, when he embarks on a more technical discussion of the 
affections in IV.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 (ppj in the narrower sense and qdats respectively), 
on the other, but also makes certain distinctions in the area under the 
control of qdu~s, 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 plzja~g and 7 6  zordvde o&,ua, the body-so-qualified, which 
is the body-already itself ensouled-plus the irradiation from qdars 
which gives i t  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 i t  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 i t  (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: i t  is described as yva- 
als &izaOtj~, 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 PIotinus makes elsewhere (VE.4.15.3-6) that  all things 
receive as much of soul or the intelligible as they are fit t o  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 t o  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, qdu~s, 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 i t  on to the higher soul which meets 
or resists the requirement (1V.4.20.10-20). Here too we may note 
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that the desire is already present before i t  reaches the vegetative soul 
itself: i t  begins in the body-so-qualified (IV.4.20.20 ff.). A similaranal- 
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 i t  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, i t  too may be considered immune from them only if i t  takes 
no more than the minimum interest in the things below i t  (1.2.5). If 
it becomes too involved in the life of the lower soul i t  will become 
corrupted according to the rule that each thing is what i t  does (VI.7.6. 
17 f.). Though strictly i t  remains unaffected-we may compare the dis- 
cussion in 111.6.5-the lower elements may assume the mastery (IV.4.17, 
20 ff., VI.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  PIotinus has not succeeded in maintaining even a t  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 
PIotinus is less concerned with drawing lines between body and soul, 
since i t  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 i t  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 tl~inker."~oa His linguistic resources 
for doing so were no greater than those available t o  Plato and Aristotle. 
How far they separated the two processes is arguable, but I think 

one may say that  i t  is by no means certain that they did so clearly. 
Like Plato and Aristotle, Plotinus had to make do with the term ai'u6q- 
ucs and its cognates t o  discuss a number of different activities, but the 
mere fact that  he will clearly associate some with body and others 
with soul means that i t  is not usually too difficult to see what he is 
doing a t  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 i t  is associated. In opposing i t  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 a t  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 111.6.1 
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 t o  the body. If the judgement involved 
an affection, there would have to be a further judgement, and so on 
ad infiniturn (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 i t  received any form of physical imprint. If i t  did the soul 
would have to  be somehow material. Thus Plotinus is a t  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 (dcdrdou~;). Against the impression theory he 
argues that  we see things where they are. The soul looks outward 
which i t  would not do if there were an impression in it. In that  case 
i t  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 itu (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 soul'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 (1.1.7.9-11). This, says 

40a Sources de Plotin, p. 386, * De An., 419 a 12 f. 
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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.). I t  must be said, however, 
that  in a passage in IV.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 1.1 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 t o  
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 
transmission from the surface of the body to a central organ where the 
information could be handed over, as i t  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 was able 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, 
I t  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 (IV.9.2.12 ff.). 

Given Plotinus' insistence on the fundamental differences between 
soul and the physical world which provides the objects of sense-per- 
ception, i t  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. Yct the soul cannot assimilate to its objects 
qua sensible. On its own i t  will only assimilate to the objects which 
i t  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, 
which must, moreover, be in a relation of sympathy with its ob- 
jects and subject to the same affections (avpnaOks. . . xai 6poconaOks). 
Further, i t  must be capable of assimilation to both subject and object, 

On this discovery see Solmsen, "Greek Philosophy and the Discovery of the 
Nerves," Museum Helveticum, 18 (1961), 184 ff.  

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 i t  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 (xowl j  alu8qa~r)-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 i t  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 i t  produces special problems which we do not find 
in connection with any other faculty. These problems do not of course 
arise from any nced to combine material impressions from the senses 
with immaterial data from the reason and the intellect. In addition 
to maintaining that  there i s  in general an intimate connection between 
the immaterial nature of sense-perception and the possibility of memory, 
Plotinus further discusses cerlain 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: a t  any rate some of his arguments in the 
treatise On Sense-Perception and Memory (IV.6) seem to be aimed a t  
Aristotle, and i t  is worth noting that  Alexander, on whom Plotinus 
often kept half an eye, was unhappy about Aristotle's use of the word 
for impressions, z d n o ~ . ~ ~  So, while Aristotle says that  memory is 
weaker in children because their bodies are Plotinus argues 
that  i t  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 (82ivaps) which he holds memory to be (IV.6.3.21-7). 

L3 Alexander, De An., 72.11 ff .  
De Mem., 450 b 5-7. 
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Similarly Plotinus attributes the failing of memory in the aged to 
a diminution of this power (IV.6.3.53 f.), while Aristotle regards i t  as 
a result of the same bodily instability which he held to be the reason 
for poor memory among the 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.46 

In fact, the definition of a faculty of imagination is for Plotinus 
the most serious problem arising in connection with the activities which 
are its province. Perhaps one shoold say the most serious problem to 
which he offers a solution, since he never gives a satisfactory account 
of how the soul remembers. What i t  is that  remembers receives a full 
and lengthy treatment. His first question is whether or not memory 
is a function of "living being" (1V.3.25.35 ff.). That he should raise 
this point is significant, since i t  is not one that  has arisen about any 
of the lower faculties: i t  subsequenlly became a question of some im- 
portance (1.1). Hc concludes firmly thal  memory belongs to the soul 
alone, but not without admitting that the condition of the body may 
impair 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 hc has decided that  memory 
does belong to the soul alone that Plolinus' difficultics really begin, 
for he then inquires whether memory belongs to the higher soul which 
is our real self, or that below i t  (IV 3.27 init.). In his eyes the problem 
is that certain facts about memory suggest that  a t  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 i t  could be soIved 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 i t  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 

a Ibid. 
a De Mem., 451 a 14-17. 

senses need go with good memory. One might object that  whal remem- 
bers a percept must first perceive it, but if i t  received i t  in the form of 
an Image then it would merely have to retain i t  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 t o  deal with non-perceptual memory along the same lines. 
He suggests that  the discursive sequel to intuitive thought is received 
into the imaginative faculty (IV.3.30.5-71, that is, when we subsequently 
become aware of intellection ( ~ d ~ a ~ s )  we do so as discursive thought 
accompanied by imagination. Plotinus often sags 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 (1V.3.30.15 f.). Elseuhere he will talk about 
intellection taking place without imagination when the ~nirror into 
which i t  is normally reflected, and which one can show to  be imagin- 
ation, is disturbed (I.4.10.17-21). 

At this stage Plotinus would seem to have given the obxious ansner 
to a non-problem. But the situation is complicated because it has al- 
ready been decided t h a t  both higher and lower soul will have a memory, 
and that  both will retain a t  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 bccause this would 
lead to the co-existence of two uncormected "living beings" (IV.3.31. 
1 ff.). This difficulty arises only because Plotinus considers this questlon 
entirely from the static point of view. If one looks a t  it from the dyna~n- 
ic point of view, with the lower soul merely an outflo\\ing 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 i t  leaves the body (IV.3.31.16-18). One could object a t  this point 
that  if this were so there would after all be no need for two faculties 
of imagination. If the higher soul can 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 IV.3.32 about the 
kind of memory the two faculties might have. Here i t  appears that 
both could have memories of the same thing, but that  the higher 
would have them without undergoing an affection (&zaOGs), while the 
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lowcr would have those which involve any element of affection. So 
the function of the Iower 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 mcinories 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 
faculty's susceptrbility 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.47 Moreover i t  may be 
seen as something outside our control: in the treatise on free will, 
VI.8. 2-3, imagination is opposed to what is within our control, Jq'rjpij. 

Given all this, are there any reasons why memory should not simply 
be assigned 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 i t  would mean that  the disem- 
bodied soul will remember nothing: the Iower soul departs a t  death, 
so that  any memory the higher soul is to retain must be attached to it. 
And Plotinus believes that  the soul's memories help to determine its 
character and control the extent to which i t  may descend, for the 
imagination which is memory involves identification with its objects 
(IV.4.3.7 f.). In fact Plotinus makes the oddly modern-sounding ob- 
servation that unconscious memories may have the strongest effect 
on the sod's character (IV.4.4.7-13). While this remark refers explicitly 
to the soul's condition before its descent is complete, i t  would be equally 
applicable to its life on earth, since only the persistence of such latent 
memories nould allow Plotinus to hold, as he does, that  the soul after 
its release will become progressively more able to remember events 
from earlier lives (IV.3.27.16-18). Unfortunately Plotinus does not 
expand on this theme, though he does also stress elsewhere that  con- 
sciousness of an activity may detract from its intensity (1.4.10.21 if.). 
I t  would seem, however, from a discussion in IV.4.7-8 that  one cannot 
remember a thing without having at the time been conscious of it: 
one may onIy subsequently be unconscious that  the memory exists. 

To return to the two faculties of imagination. We have seen the kind 
of considerations which pulled the faculty apart. If one tried to find 
historical 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 any 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 vr-hich are part of man as a member of the 
sensible world i3 the discursive reason, sometimes called Gloivola or 
r d  Giuvorpxdv, or just vocg, sometimes zd 40yi~dp~vov, ~d jloy~uzi~dv 
or iloycapdj, or simply Idyos. I t  has sometimes been stated, even 
by so reliable an authority as Dr. Schwyzer, that  these two groups 
of terms apply to two different faculties,49 but i t  is not difficult to  
show that they refer to only one. Both perform the same duties. 
Schwyzer takes the G~avorj~~xdv to be the higher of the two, a position 
hard to defend in the face of a text which says that S~dvocu judges 

t: forms presented to it as a result of sense-perception (1.1.9.8 ff.): there 
would hardly be space for another thought and judgement faculty, lo -  
ytapdc, between dldvoia and the sensitive faculty. And since 4oyw 
pdq is also said to  process sense-data, that cannot go above d~dvoia. 
In fact there are plenty of passages which attribute the same func- 

t tions to dtdvola as others do to Aoyiopdc. 
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 vov'g 
loosely of the discursive reason. Probably as a result of this only super- 
ficially confusing carelessness the jloyiu~rxdv 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.m For such confusions a close inspection of the Enneads provides 
a simple remedy: Plotinus often enough distinguishes explicitly between 
the two senses of V O ~ S  and rarely allows any ambiguity to remain 
(e.g. 1.1.8.1-3, V.9.8.21 f.). 

In a sense the operations of reason are defined by its location between 
sensation and the intuitive intellect, vov'g in the strict sense. I t  proces- 
ses the products of sense-perception, and thinks discursively about 
entities contained in the intelligible which may be known non-dis- 
cursively by intelle~t.~'  On the side of sense-perception reason will 
perform more elaborate identifications than the merely perceptual 

j 
* De An., 433 b 29, 434 a 5-7, De Mot. An., 702 a 19. 
49 Sources de Plotin, p p .  366,390. 
60 Mr. Himmerich, Eudaimonia. Die Lehre des Plotin von der Selbstverwirk- 

lichung des Menschen (Wiirzburg, 1959), p. 126. 
61 For a discussion of the validity of the concept of non-discursive thought 

see A. C. Lloyd, Ton-discursive Thought-an Enigma of Greek Philosophy," 
Proc. of the Arisfolelian 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 Socratcs. And i t  will also reveal errors a r ~ d  
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 a t  
one with its objects: herein lies the difference between i t  and the reason. 
As Plotinus puts it, reason seeks what the intellect already has (IV.4.12.5 
ff.). Hence the reason may make mistakes, w7hile the intellect cannot. 

The level at  which the reason works is for Plotinus usually that  a t  
which a person's self is t o  be found. Plotinus was no better equipped 
to express such a concept than earlier Greeks, but seems to  have had 
i t  more clcarIy in his mind. He discusses i t  in terms of6the question 
what is the "we" (? jP& ig )  or the man (dive~wnos). The "we" is not 
fixed: i t  may also be found a t  the level of Intellect itself. I t  has been 
called a "fluctuating spotlight of conscious~less."~~ Plotinus will say 
quite specifically thal  it is multiple (1.1.9.7), but also that  i t  is really 
a t  the level of ralional and discursive thought (1.1.7.16 ff.). A passage 
in VI.4.14 shows how "we" are the active component of the soul, some- 
times the intellect thal  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 ihink (1.1.7.21 f.). While the vocabulary-+pels and 
dv8pzoq--may derive from the pseudo-]?latonic Alcibiades I and 
Axioclws respec t iv~ly ,~~ the idea that the reason is the real self can of 
course be found in thc Nicomncheun Ethics.64 

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 inlellect. I t  
is important to note that  in this process there is no question of the true 
vods activating the ~ 0 6 s  within us, an idea which led Professor Merlan 
to compare Plotinus' intuitive intellect and discursive reason (v06g 
and Gcdvora) with Aristotle's active and passive i n t e l l e ~ t . ~ ~  Moreover, 

since all soul is to some extent independent of the body, the transcen- 
dence of its intellect does not involve Plotinus in the difficulties which 
presented themselves to Aristotle whenever he arrived a t  the relation 
of intellect to the rest of the body-sod complex. The fact that  soul a t  
all levels was separate meant that  Plotinus was able to preserh7e a degree 
of continuity between the top and bottom of the individual soul which 
Aristotle in the last resort could not. He did it, of course, in the context 
of a psychology which Aristotle would have rejected out of hand, but 
which by a strange irony the Keoplatonic commentators were to read 
back into the De Anima. 

52 Dodds, Sources de Plotin, pp. 385 f. 
63 AIc. I., 1 3 0 ~ ;  AX., 365e. 
" 1166a 16f., 1168 b 31ff., 1177 b 31ff. 
5b Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciousness: Problems of fhe Soul in the 

NeoaristoteZian and Neoplatonic Tradition (The Hague, 1963), p. 10. 



As is well known, nearly all of Plotinus' treatises cover a multiplicity of sub- 
jects. 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 thought, so notably by A. H. h s t r o n g ,  
that in the two treatises of this gmup wherlsuch 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 i t  still 
does not descend with the rest of the soul, it remains in the hypostasis Soul 
rather than in ~ o u s 3 .  As I have pointed out before4, it is by no means clear that 
this is what actuaIly 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 clear, and, moreover, that our chapters of V 3 are irrelevant to the ques- 
qons. 

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, v005 &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, 
Armstrong61. But if nous is permanently &vw in V 3, that treatise becomes part 
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of the evidence for forms of individuals in Plotinus, at  least if &VW means in 
Nous rather than Soul7. 

The third question arising from our chapters is a less problematic one, that 
is how Plotinus conceived the reception and processing of sense-data. That is a 
question I have recently discussed elsewhere8, and so shall say very little about 
i t  here. 

Before we pass on to look at  the texts themselves one further general point 
should be made. It  is that it seems strange that, if Plotinus did drop his view 
about the undescended intellect, no mention of this change appears in the later 
Neoplatonists, who always cite him, once, oddly, with 1amb1ichusg, as the propo- 
nent of this view, It  could just possibly be a function of what these later 
Platonists read: V3 is not referred to as much as some of the treatises, though 
a t  least one section of I 1 that would be relevant is cited by both Simplicius and 
Philoponus". That raises the interesting question, which cannot be dealt with 
here, of how much Plotinus his successors actually read. And even if they did 
read the whole of the Enneads, one might wonder whether they were prone to 
see what they expected to see - a well-known characteristic of the later 
Neoplatonists' study of Plato and Aristotle - or whether they did really, after 
proper consideration, find these texts to be saying the same as all the others. In, 
either case, it is likely that they will a t  least have started from the assumption 
that the intellect remains above. I propose to deal with the two chapters in 
question by offering a translation - for those not familiar with the problems of 
reading Plotinus I might add that in his case translation contains a higher ele- 
ment of interpretation than with perhaps any other ancient author - and then 
adding a eommentav on points of interest which bear on the issues outlined 
above. This commentary will  try to raise questions as  much as ,to provide 
answers. 

Before embarking on chapters 3-4, it might be helpful to summarise the two 
previous ones: chapter 1 asks if what knows itself must be multiple, or if what 
is not compound (oMkrov) can have intellection ( v b ~ o ~ s )  of itself. Plotinus 
answers that if one part knows another, that is not self-knowledge, and that 
will not be what is being looked for, a knowledge that is to Eauto Eaur6v, a thing 
itself knowing itself; it will rather be &Uo &no, one thing knowing another. 
Self-knowledge, therefore, must belong to something simple (&nAoW. If there is 
no such thing, then we must abandon the idea of self-knowledge, which would 
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lead to absurdities. We must consider whether nous has  self-knowledge, 
whether it is knowledge of itself or other things as  well, how it has it, and how 
far it goes. 

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 -nho~ - i t  receives from vous: it fits the former to the latter. Does 
soul, that is the soul's mus, stick a t  this, or does it turn to itself and have self- 
knowledge? No, that id attributable to mus. If we grant i t  to this part (rainy, r@ 
@pa. 1. 17) we shall look a t  how i t  differs from what is above: if we do not, we 
shall go on to that and see what itself knowing itself, a d t o  t a u ~ o ,  means. If we 
give i t  to what is below, we shall discuss what the difference from self-intellec- 
tion, roo vopiv Eauro is. If we have none, then we have pure mus. We may com- 
ment that here Ptotinus already sees self-knowledge as a defining characteristic 
of nous. The discursive reason, TO G i a v q n x o v  does not turn to itself, but has 
knowledge of the impressions, R j i r a  which i t  receives from both sides. Hence 
chapter 3, of which the translation now follows, begins with sense-perceptionl1. 

PUXTNWS, Enneads V 3.,3-4. 
V 3.9. For the power of senseperception has seen a man and given the impreasion to 

the rewon. What does it say? In fact it will say nothing yet: it has only taken cagni- 
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 

10 itself, as it has a standard of the good in itself. How does it have the good in itself? <In 
that > it is characterbed 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 (= &ya& because intellect illuminates it. 

For this (rzliamia) ie the pure part of the soul and receives fmmnws the traces (ac. of 
higher being) which are on it. So why is not thie intellect, and the rest, starting from the 
sensitive faculty, soul? Because soul 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 (hinking itself to this part and be done with <the matten? 
Because we gave it <the function of> looking at what is outaide and busying itself with 
that, but think it right that intellect should <have the capacity to> to look a t  what be- 
longs to it and what is in it. But if mmeone says =what prevents this fmm looking at 
what belongs to it  with another powen., he is not looking for the power of reasoning or 
calculation to add to it, but is touching on pure intellect. 

What prevents pure intellect being in the soul? Nothing, we shall say. Must we fur- 
ther say it belongs to soul? No, we shall not say it belongs to the soul, but we shall say 
that intellect is ours, being other than what reasons, and going above it, but ours none 
the less, even if we were not to count it with the parta of the soul. In fad it is ours, and 
not ours. This is why we both make use of it <in addition to our other faculties> and do 
not make use of it - we always a s e >  reason - and it is ours when we use it, and when 
we do not use it it is not ours. What is this wsing in addition*? Is it ewe> ourselves 
becoming it, and speaking as it does? In fact we speak in accordance with it; for we are 
not intellect. We <spealr> in accordance with it by means of the reasoning faculty which 
first receives it. For, indeed, we perceive with the senses even if we are not the percipi- 
ents. Do we then think discursively in this way, and think thus through intellect? 

No, it is we ourselws who reason and we ourselves think about the thoughts in the 
discursive reason. For that is what we are. The ace of intellect are from above in this 
way. just as those from sensation <come> from below: we are this thing, the most gen- 
uine part of the aoul. a thing in the middle of two powers, a worse and a better: the 
worse is  sensation, the better is intellect. But sensation seems to & agreed to be ours 
always - for we always perceive with the senses, while intellect is the subject of dis- 
pute, both because ewe do> not always cthink, with it and because it is separate. It is 
separate because it does not incline towards a s >  but rather we to it, looking upwards. 
Sensation is a messenger for us, but intellect, in regard to us, is a king. 

V 3.4. We tm are kings, when <we act> in mrdance  with it (;now). In amordance 
with it has two se-, either <that we use> the things d h a t  are in it> as if they were 
letters inscribed in us like laws, or that we are as it were filled with it and indeed able to 
Caee and pemive it as present. And we know ourselves by knowing the other things by 
means of an object of vision of that kind, either in acardance with the power that reoog- 
rims this kind of thing, - m i  to have howledge of it with that very power, or actually 
k m i n g  it. So that he who knows himself is double, the f is t  knowing the nature of the 
soul's reasoning power, the other above this, the man who knows himself in acmrdance 
with intellect by beaming it. And that man <has the capacity> to think himself no longer 
aa a man, but has h m e  entirely other and has snatched himself up to what is above, 
dragging only the better part of the soul, which alone can grow wings for intellection, so 
that one might store up there what one has seen. 
Does the reasoning faculty not know that it is the reasoning faculty, and that it has 
howledge of what is external <to it>, and that it judges what it judges, and that it does 
so (xpivu) with the standards in itself which it has from intellect, and that there is 
something better than itself which doea not seek, but possesses <its objects> completely? 
Does it not h o w  what it is when it knows what kind of thing it is and what kind of func- 
tions it has? If it were to say that it is derived from inte1lect and is second after intellect 
and an image of intellect, having everything in itself as though written <on it> since the 
writer - that is the one who has written - is there, will he who has thus acquired 



knowledge of himself stop at these things, and will we, using the services of another 
25 power, [l. 261 see intellect knowing iteeU, or shall we, by participating in it, if it is ours 

end 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> iteeUm in intellect. A person has become intellect when he has shed the rest of 
30 himaelf and looks at that part with that part and at himself with himself. It is, there- 

fore, as intellect that he aees himself. 

COMMENTARY 

V 3.3. The chapter begins with the question raised a t  the end of chapter 2, 
namely, how reason, Siavoia, can have understanding, oljveas. Line 1 The past 
tense is used because what aio&las does happens first: the verbs are not philo- 
sophical aorists. 2. T u n q  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 h e  is using i t  (cf. my Plotinus' 
Psychology, The Hague, 1971, 70 ff., and Plotinus' description of the transmis- 
sion of sensations of material objects as oiov &p~m v 4 p a t a  a t  IV 7. 6. 22-24). 
WOiv and E ~ E T  are standard Plotinian terms for affirmation by cognitive powers 
that they have perceived or thought something. 3-5. This is parallel to other 
accounts of recognition and identification, cf. e. g. I 1. 9. 15 ff. Diunoia has in it, 
or available ta it: (a) images from phantasia, which, if retdned, are memory 6) 
information from above, sometimes described in terms of reflections on to phan- 
task  tcf IV 3. 30. 7-11). Recognition and identification are performed by fitting 
one to the other, cf. e.g. ouvappCmouoa z@ zap' ah@ EESE~ X&XELVY) nebs njv 
w l a v  x ~ o p i y  6oiteq xav6n to0 ~6060s (I 6. 3. 3-51. 5-6, The sense here is 
unclear. Do the words @%in01 ...wQ &u imply treating on a level below its own? 
If so, one might expect p&Qitol &v, O r  W Q ~ ~ E L  &v &...7. 6 stands, a s  often, for 
to0w 8, the t o k o  being the object of ~ O L .  8. what i t  says additionally, and criti- 
cally, cf. h ~ x ~ i v u v  and h l t ? l t~ tv  8-9. Kavova to0 &yaOo0 n a ~ '  ahq : n a ~ '  act$ 
means in itself, not from itself Is this view different from that of V I. 11 init. 
where we are told that reasoning about the question 4 s  i t  good*? needs a fixed 
intance, 60th~ n Gixa~ov, which is a starting point for hoyiopos in the soul? 
Then it must be not the soul which reasons, but the intellect which always has 
6ixatov must be in us. Thus in V 1 nous is in us, and therefore we have the 
.standard required for reasoning to take place, whereas here, in V 3, we have i t  

because intellect illumines soul, tnthapovrq ads v d .  1O11 The second of the 
two translations is more likely to be correct, because if dinnoin is &yaeoaS~s ,  
then a fortwti m u s  is, and there would be little point in saying so. There would 
be some point in saying that not only is mus  itself '6yaeouSi~ .  but that it is 
also able to pass on the power of cognizing iryaea, which is not implicit in the 
nature of soul. I t  also gives more point to the words that follow: that is the kind 
of thing that the h i h a p ~ q  produces. 12-13. The point of the question is that if 
can receive these im, why should i t  not thereby become voO~ (the Aristotelian .. -. . 
model of perception is assumed) while the rest, starting from the aldhpxov,  
becomes soul. The answer is somewhat dogmatic, whichever of two possible 
senses i t  has, namely either that $ v d  must consist in reasoning, or that what 
carries out the reasoning is wx;l. Is the answer satisfactory, in either version? 
Yes: it probably depends on the point that voOs is not the same a s  ~ v x i l  in 
respect of the transition and process, w ~ a 6 a a g  etc., which go with reasoning. 
16-18. 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 i t  
the function of looking a t  what is outside and busying itself - doubtless we are 
meant to take the pejorative connotations of noXun~aypowtv - with that, while 
mus, by contrast looks a t  what belongs to, and what is in, itself. IS%. 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 i t  nevertheless 
use another dynamis to exercise this function, i.e. one that has not yet been 
mentioned? (b) does mus  use dlanoia to exercise the function, so that dianoia 
would thereby have self-knowledge? 06 TO Giavgnxbv.. . Xap6av~r: if someone 
adds the sort of question in quotation marks, then i t  is clear that  he is talking 
a b u t  now, not dianoia/bgismos, and so bMg Suv4ip3 cannot be a way of read- 
mitting dianoiallogismos as a candidate for self-knowledge. a. Ernttyrfi here 
indicates that dianoia and togisms would be something additional to the nous 
- which is all that is needed. 21-23. The discussion in the previous lines has 
taken dianoia and logismos to refer to qud as opposed to vo0~.  Hence the ques- 
tion now put, can vo0g be in I @ x ~ ?  He is, of course, talking about intellect in the 
sense of #pure intellectr, 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 mom. En in line 22 thus means &ill*, in the sense of 
even though we have excluded kv 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 n rauqs  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 TOOTO as) our 
intellect. The first is more likely, since dpkrspov seems opposed to W U X ~ S  23 ff. 
The position of this nous is above the part that reasons. The following words 
imply that  i t  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 8 ~ 5  68 Cpkrsgov etc. This remark per- 
haps anticipates what will be said about flpeis a t  31 & 28-29. npoo~pdpe8a. 
This verb is used four times in these two lines, and therefore must be intended 
to be significant: i t  implies the use of something additional, in this case addi- 
tional to what W V X ~  is. 28. There is a textual question here which cannot be 
definitively resolved. The uncial DIANOIAI may, of course, represent both 
Gihvotat and Giavoig. 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 HS1. HS2 reverts 
to Siavoia, which is grammatically easier, being simply dependent on 
xpoqphp8a,  and this is what I have translated. But 6lhvoia gives good - if 
very similar sense: understand V u ~ i j  or 15 Wufi ~ io iv .  The anacolouthon is typi- 
cally Plotinian. 29-31. Plotinus asks whether ngoaxpqoea~ entails identifica- 
tion. (3s E x s ~ v o ~  can mean either that we speak as (identical with) nous, or 
speak a s  nous <does>, understanding G y a ,  vel sim. In either case there is a 
contrast with xar 'EXEWOV which Plotinus offers a s  *e correct answer: if we 
exist or act in accordance with nous there is no identification. But does Plotinus 
mean (a) that we do not become identical with it, negating yivo@voug, or (b) 
that we do not speak as nous, negating $&yyopkvous, not because we are not 
identical with mus ,  but because nous does not speak, utter, etc.? The following 
words, 06 yde vo05 flpic,, suggest the former, i. e. we do not speak ciy kxei;vos 
because we are not identical with ExEivos. 3132. We speak, and perform other 
acts, in aeoor&oe with i t  by means of the Acry~mnbv which first receives it. I 
take n~hty, as'adverbial. Plotinus does not have a first and second hoy~onxov 
and if he did the first would be intellect rather than reason, and in fact be a 
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~ u s  internal to the soul. 33. Another textual &fficulty: the MSS xai, ~ W S  0t 
alo8ayop~or gives doubtful, though possible sense. I t  would be that, unlike 
what happens in the case of nous, we perceive through aisthesis and here we 
are still (ie. even though there is an intermediary) the perceiver. Igal's x&v 
< p i >  t ) p ~ i g  gives bet ter  sense (and i s  neater  t han  Theiler 's < o $ p  o i  
al0avoprvod (a) because of what follows; (b) because xai y up should explain 
what precedes. The case ofakthesis would do this if akthesis is parallel to no 
esis in that we are not identical with what perceives, just as in the case of no 
esis ewe  are not the same as what vod. One could, however, make sense of the 
MSS reading if one took alOeavop8a to mean perceive when our soul, in the 
narrow sense, does so (so too ai&avbp&va in the next line) while S L ' ~ M ~ @ X &  
means through the senses. 34-38. The text again: xai G~avootSpm ogres is gram- 
matically unsound as well as  being tautologous, and was deleted by all editors, 
from Kirchhoff to Brdhier. Since it is not a likely scribal addition, it must repre- 
sent something else, HenrySchwyzer's emendation in HS1, S i a  voi~ p b  ofirws, 
would give ado we think through nous in the same way., i.e. as  we have self- 
knowledge, understanding a verb of thinking. Better perhaps i s  Igal's Srh i vo ib  
vooop~v ohwg, translated here, giving the same meaning but making the mis- 
take easier to account for. This is adopted by Henry-Schmer in Hs2, but in 
HS3 they favour deletion. Reading the text as &Q' o5v xai b~avouiq&a xai 81h 
voO v o d y m  olnog not only gives good sense, hut makes the answer clearly 
related to the question. The response is: no, we do not think discursively 
through MU because we do this ourselves -taking vo8p~v and v q p a ~ a  in line 
35 as equivalent to 6~avoGpOa and 6iav4para. Note that both ocnvences of 
afnoi, in the answer are in emphatic position, the second being immediately 
explained by the words which immediately follow, roliro yap 4Wri~ J u t  how 
technical is the use of 4@i5 here is open to question: it need not be technical a t  
all. 36 ff. Having established that ewe., in whatever sense, are connected with 
diamia, Plotinus goes on to consider how nous relates to i t  and to us. T a  so@ v00 
h q y i p a  dw0w is parallel to ra &n q alufhj orws in the following line. Does 
this mean that now is above all soul so that'we, in the non-technical sense, are 
below it, or is Plotinus just making the weaker point that intuitive thought is at  
a different level Fmm discursive thought, and parallel with aisthosis in that 
way? He muld, if he  is making the stronger point, also, be saying tbat nous does 
not belong to p w h o  in the s t id  sense, just as airthesis does not, because its 
activity involves the body. That would t? an  advance on the points already 



made in 23 E 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 
whether there is an intentional contrast between~a TOO VOB h p y q p a r a  &vivwe&v 
and t a  b fls alo&joews xatoOev, to indicate that the thinking is in the psyche 
though 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 T W ~ O L .  38. What is meant 
by 61~rT'g? If the soul has a @oov as well as  aio&lag and voOs, then it is three. 
Can Giqs  Guvawo~ be equivalent to Gua'iv Guvapaov, a sense sometimes borne 
by 6 t n b g  in Classical Greek? If nous were counted as part of a double soul, 
which would have to be divided into a rational and an irrational part, then what 
he is saying does not correspond with the views expressed earlier in the chapter. 
41-42. There is a question about nous, says Plotinus, for two reasons, (a) IhL p( 
ah?  6d should we understand n~oqpljp&a with H S ,  or simply voot$~~v? (b) 
&TL x w ~ t a d ; .  Two questions arise: firstly, is (a) a consequence of (b), and second- 
ly, does (b) mean separate from body, from other parts of the soul, or from us 
altugether, so that nous is above and we have descended? That is implied by T@ 

p4 ~ Q O O V E I ~ L  and also by ijpds npog a h o v  f3Uiconas. We may ask whether this 
firrther explanation of X ~ Q L O T O S  assumes that voBg is not ours. There is also a 
question about the reference of hp$l06?l~~hal: dbes it refer to others, and, if so, 
does Plotinus think they are right to raise the question? 44-46, mus  as 6aoiAdg 
irpk ijpd; seems to be a reminiscence of Plato, Phibbus, 28 c, voii~ 6amA~i,5 
4pIv 06~avroO n xai y 4 ~ ,  but the reference there is to cosmic and not, individual 
intellect: that would not deter Plotinus from taking i t  to refer to the latter 
instead. 

V 3.4. 1-2. Can we extract any clear meaning from baoiA&Bopv, and will i t  
help with the understanding of xar'~nrivov? If we are to be taken to be 6aoiA~&, 
and B a o ~ l c v ~ ,  and 6aorAr(s is the hypostasis Nous, then being x a ~ ' t n ~ i v o v  
means that we ioentify with it. If we are mirely like &ao~k i s ,  then we do not 
identify. The latter is perhaps more likely because of the words xai qws: we 
too, in our way. ... xar'hrxvov 6~x61~: the two senses are importantly different. 
They are: 6) because something from i t  is in us. (b) because we are filled with i t  
(and so, 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 by 
somehow switching on to it. (a) The text here has been questioned by R. Stark, 
~Emendationes Plotinianae-, MH, 18, 1961, 227, but can, I think, stand, mean- 

ing *by the things like letters, that is, something insmibed or written in us like 
laws, i. e. giving us rules, one of the senses of xavove~ which ch. 3 says we have 
from now, and thus also something in us which is xat'beivov. Stark suggests 
t ha t  we should read either xar'exeivov 6c~O5 t o i s  vopots olov or ~ S O ~ E Q  
ypappaav: either would be simpler than the received text, W 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 a s  a tablet in de Animu 111. 4,430 a 1. (b) 
that i t  is like a ruler or standard. 3-4. 4 xai SuqO&mg is probably explanatory 
of the previous words; cf. HS in apparatu: aut ... aut ... uel. We know ourselves: (a) 
by learning everything else through (=by means of, reading, with HS2, afirds 
n@v> r61 and q xara q v  Wvapx  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 4 xai 4 v  66vapv - by 
learning, or knowing the power that knows that sort of thing, that is, i t  or one- 
self, by means of that power, in other words knowing nous by m u s  to which we 
have become assimilated, as suggested by 4 xai Exe'lvo Y E V O ~ V O L  if that reading 
is covect: if Stark's 4 (ibid. 227 f., adopted by HS3: HS2 return to'?) is right, 
Plotinus is saying that the knowledge is produced by actual identification with 
the intellect, and not offering this as  an alternative. (c) reading, with Stark 
(ibd.1 [fi I ma rilv GBvapv, gives two further possible translations: (i) knowing 
that kind of thing in accordance with the power that  knows <it> by that very 
power ..., with totoOtw as the object of p a 0 o n ~ ~ :  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 roioOzcw as the object of yiyvcboxouoav. Both (i) and (ii) 
would enlarge on t@. . .pue&iv; but ~&WTE< is perhaps redundant in both alter- 
natives. 7 ff. What we learn, in any case, is that the yiyvwoxov is double, -dou- 
ble meaning that  i t  has two senses; the first is that  he  knows dianoia (zS)v 
Giavoiag ... ~ 6 u i v = ~ i a v o ~ a v ~ ,  with f i ~  v u ~ ~ x f i s  added to emphasise that  i t  
belongs to soul and not nous; the second is that he knows a t  a level above this: 
the second, further, may mean either that he knows himself according to that 
(beivov) nous (i.e. not the one that is dialroia) 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 
noOw cuxikbw which is dicmoia. 9. Is b n ~ a v o  t.o&ou merely a reference to 
stratification, or does it mean something not really in psyche, a s  suggested by 
the following words, odx bs &vO~onov h... n a n d @  dMov etc.? If t o  zS)s qmxfis 
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bpavov is simply another way of saying Giavola, as is strongly suggested by 
lines 14 R, that too would indicate that nous is not part of psyche. That looks 
like the voiig dvo doctrine, but the nous in question is not part of us a s  voos dvo 
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 i t  must go higher to achieve self-knowledge. Returning to lines 
9-10, we shodd 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 dbe(v) or Oe(v); Creuzer and subsequent editors before HS1 
emended to dbe ,  to which they returned in HS2. All three are, of course, 
homophonous, and o i 6 ~  and d 6 ~  give roughly the same sense. 14-28. What is 
the argument here? It  seems to be as follows: (a) does dianoia know that i t  deals 
with what is outside, and that there is something better than itself? The answer 
to these questions is ayes*; (b) does it not then know what i t  is when it knows 
what sort of thing i t  is, and what sort of activity i t  has? Plotinus may be making 
either of two points here, namely that knowledge of substance requires a higher 
grade of knowledge than knowledge of oiov etc., or that if i t  does know all that, 
then one might reasonably suppose that it does know itself; (c) if i t  knows its 
relation ta nous will that not lead to self-knowledge, as  in line 23, o h w ~  avo, 
while a different kind of knowledge of nous and self - by the use of &Ah7 
6uvap~5, possibly but not necessarily the 6Gvap~ ,  of line 7- is described in 
lines 24-27? The answer is that i t  must be the second way if we are to have true 
self-knowledge. Let us look hr ther  at  the question of levels. In lines 20-21 the 
reason says that it is second, after nous, and an image of i t  - second meaning 
adjacent to - and that everything in i t  comes from voO~,, 6 yga@wv xai  6 
y ~ u q a ~ .  Is the point of the two different tenses that, 61GaoxaU.a~ xaew one may 
think of mus hauing done it, while in reality it continues to do so? Some editors 
cannot accept what they see as  duplication: thus Theiler deletes xai 6 y g a q a ~ ,  
and Stark wishes to emend to xatkyqaqx, which H S ~  reject on the grounds that 
the word is otherwise unattested in Plotinus: in any case I am not convinced 
that i t  gives good sense. Yet again, nous seems to be other than soul, cf. too 24- 
27 which ask whether (a) we look a t  nous knowing itself or (b) we participate in 
i t  because i t  is ours and we are its: again Plotinus is not saying that we are 
identical with i t  and vice-versa, though we may ask whether ~ E T ~ A ~ ~ O V T E S  
means taking a part of, or being informed by. 27-28. Avayxaiov oCjtog,: what is 
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being accepted? Is it the last suggestion, with voOv xai aGtoug, implying assimi- 
lation, or is oBtof;, forward-looking, with yeyovh;, indicating identification 
rather than the degree of assimilation involved in line 27? That may be too fine 
a distinction. 29. ah@ may or may not be reflexive, with different implications. 
The translation takes is a s  reflexive: if i t  is not then it refers to n o ~ ~  and may 
indicate that i t  is still other than the subject. 

1 An earlier version of parts of this paper was given t o  a seminar at the Katholieke 
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 ta improve some matters of translation. 
Cf. esp. N 8.8 init. 
Cf. ARMSTRONG, Cambridge History of Inter Greek and Early Medieval PhiLosophy, 
Cambridge, 1967, pp. 224-225; IDEM, Form, Individual and Person in Plotinus, 
Dwnysius, 1, 1977, pp. 57-59: these pages contain comment on other points in these 
chapbrs, too; cf. G. J .  P. O'DALY, Plotinus' Philosophy of the Self, Shannon, 1973, pp. 
4345; 57; Ph. MERLAN, Monopsychism, Mysticism, Metaconsciowness, The Hague, 
1963, pp. 7781. 
Cf. Nous and Soul in  Platinus: Some Problems of Demarcation, Plotino e il 
Neo~ktodsmo in Oriente e in Occidente, Roma, Accadernia Naz. dei Lincei, hoblerni 
attuali di scienza e di cultura, 198, 1974, pp. 218-219. 

5 Cf. Plcrton @nJ Aristoteies in der Nuskhre Plotim, Basel, Stuttgart, 1979, pp. 199- 
205. 

6 Cf. J. M. RIST, F m s  of Individuals in Plotinus, Classical Quarterly, 13, 1963, pp. 
223 sq., and A Reply to Dr. Blumenthal, Plotin, Revue Int. de Philos., 24, 1970, pp. 
298-303; ARMSTRONG, Form, Individual and Person, pp. 49 sq.. For another view, cf. 
my Plotinus'PsychologY, The Hague, 1971, pp. 112-133. 
On this cf. AILMSTRONG, Form, Individual and Person, p. 57; BLUMENTHAL, ibid, p. 
112. 
Cf. Plotinus and Proclus on the criterion of truth, in P. H. HUBY and G. C. NEAL (edd.), 
The Criterion Of lhJh, Liverpool, 1987. 

9 Cf. SIMPLICIUS, ln CaL, 191.9-10. 
10 Cf. IDEM, In de An., 250 a 4-5; PH:LOPONUS, in Moerbeke's translation, 88. 61-63 

VERBEKE; cf. aIso (Ps.) P K I I ~ ~ P ~ N ~ ~ = S ~ P H A N U S ,  In de &., 545.4-5. 
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11 The text translated is that of P. HENRY and HA?. SCHWYZER~ editio minor, vol. ii, 
1977; this is referred to hereafter as HS2; the editio m i o r ,  1959, as HS1; the auikn- 
da ad tertum in vol. iii of HS1, as HS3. Note however that these were published in 
1973. THEILER refers to the text in R. BEUTLER and W. THE~LER'S revision of R. 
HARDER'S translation, Plotins Schriften, vol. V, 1960. In the translation < > indicate 
words understood but not in the Greek, or added to show its meaning. At one or two 
places alternative translations are given, and shown by I,.. /. 

Plotinus' Adapt ation of Aristotle's 
Psychology: Sensation, 

Imagination and Memory1 

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.2 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 'rethir~king',~ 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 AristoteIian 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 unljke that of those 
Aristotelian commentators who were later to  claim that 
Aristotle's views were like Plato's if only one understood them 
aright.4 



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 t o  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.7.85). 

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'.5 The independence of soul which this text asserts is 
not always preserved in practice. One might think of Plotinus' 
warnings about the consequences of the affections (~~677)~ 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. 
XV.8.2.26-30, V1.4.15. 18ff.)6. 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.7 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 'l~igher'.~ 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.I.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 jess 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 PIatonic 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 (VI.7.7.8ff.). Here in producing 
body, the soul is functioning as world-soul: sometimes it is also 
seen as a manifestation of world-soul at the next level, that of 
the vegetative sou1.l Here the gap between body and soul, 
whether regarded as world-soul or individual soul, is small 
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 (111.6.3.7-1 ] ) . I 2  Aristotle had compared the 
notion that the soul is angry with the view that i t  builds or 

PLOTINUS' ADAPTATION OF ARISTOTLE'S PSYCHOLOGY 45 

weaves, and thought it would be better to say not that the soul 
feels pity, learns or thinks, but that it is the man with his soul 
that does these things (408b 1 1-1 5).' 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 Plotinus to 
arrive at the fairly clear distinction he makes between sensation 
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 (naboq) of the body, and a judgement or act of 
cognition on the part of the soul. So, for example, at the start 
of 111.6: '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 the 
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 problem here, 
whether the judgement qua judgement takes on anything from 
its object. If it has a mark from it, then it has undergone an 
affection.' l 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 IV.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 body's 
affections (IV.4.22.30-32). But the introduction to 111.6 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. 111.6.1.12-1 4): 
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 



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 (III.6.2.32ff.). Here we can see clearly what 
Plotinus is in fact doing: he is discussing sense-perception for 
the light i t  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 Aristotie 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 (VI.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 Jreatise Problems about the Soul 
(IV.3-S), 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 1.1, 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 17-2 1 ). 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' (QGov) 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 ( d ~ o p a r r ~ i v )  occurs in that part of the 
Timeus where Plato describes the production of sensible objects 
in the Receptaclem2 In any case Plotinus is perhaps closer to 
Aristotle in another passage, 111.6.1 8.24ff., 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 (1.1.7.9-1 2). 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). 



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 qua 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 ( vo~ru )  the 
objects which it already possesses (IV.4.23.5f.). Through the 
sense organs it can be assimilated t o  the sensible objects 
(ibi;l',2 l ff,), 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 18-2 1, 422a 
6f.). I t  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 1.6.9.3Of. 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. * 

A further and immediately obvious difference comes over 
the question of a medium between objcct 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 a t  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 (ovp~ci19~uz) 
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 PIotinus 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 Anima 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 Semu 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 (IV.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 t o  use elsewhere for another purpose.25 
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 



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 dark: 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.5.3.1 ff.). 
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 t o  the 
process of vision (IV.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 t o  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 sensedata 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 a t  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 (VI.9.3.27-32).26 Aristotle omits to 
tell us how error is detected, but i t  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 

PLOTINUS' ADAPTATION OF ARISTOTLE'S PSYCHOLOGY 5 1 

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.3.3.1-5). 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 (4 18a 
20f.). As a result of this difference Plotinus does not need 
reason t o  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 
t o  reason for processing, or retained as memories. Imagination is 
also responsible for other forms of transmission between parts 

I of the soul, or between soul and body. Its duties in connection 
with memory are particularly complex. I t  is probably because 

i of this wide variety of functions that Plotinus tended to see 

I 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 Insornn. 459a 15ff.). He defined it as 
a 'movement caused by the activity of perception' (428b 
13f.).2 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 imagmation 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 
(qavraocar) - 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.). 



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 i t  is the basis of memory. 

In its connection with sense-perception imagination pre- 
sents the fewest problems. I t  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 i t  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 
(41 3a f 6f.), 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 t o  the rest of the soul 
(IV.3.30.5- 1 1 ). When the imaginative faculty is disturbed then 
thinking proceeds without images (1.4.10.17-1 9).2 

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.4.17.1 1 ff., 20.17f.). In the case of desire the sensitive 
faculty perceives an image which conveys to i t  the condition of 
the lower soul (EV.4.20.12ff.). Thus we have a kind of 
sub-sensitive imagination in addition t o  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 (VI.8.3. 10 ff.). Transmission of information about the 
body was of course a problem for Plotinus in a way that i t  was 
not for Aristotle, but i t  is possible that he constructed this 

VII 
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downward extension of the activities of the imaginative faculty 
on the basis of Aristotle's remarks in the de Anima and 
elsewhere about the role of imagination in desire - and other 
emotions - and movement: an animal can move in so far as it is 
equipped with appetition, and appetition does not exist without 
imagination (433b 27-30). So appetition and imagination are 
both involved in the causation of movement (433a 20): at de 
Motu Animalium 702a 17-1 9 Aristotle says that imagination 
prepares appetition. Further, Aristotle does, at de Anima 433b 
31ff., raise the question of how the imperfect animals, that is 
those which have only the sense of touch, can have imagination, 
which normally presupposes a11 five senses, a question presented 
by the fact that these animals appear to  have pleasure and pain. 
If so, they must have desire, which should imply imagination. 
Aristotle suggests that they perhaps have it in an indeterminate 
way (hopiaroc). This last suggestion in particular could be a 
starting point for Plotinus' lower imagination, which he 
describes as 'unexamined' ( h v ~ n k p t ~ o ~ ) ,  in a context where the 
term may well imply that vagueness makes this kind of 
imagination unverifiable (111.6.4.18-23).2 

Plotinus' most radical alteration of Aristotle's scheme of 
faculties comes when he considers the role of imagination 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 intelligible objects, 
require mental pictures (de Mem. 450a 1 1 - 1  4). Plotinus comes 
to the conclusion by a more difficult route, by way of 
considering from various points of view the possibility that each 
faculty could have those memories relevant to  its 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 the 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 e l ~ e w h e r e . ~  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 Memoriu, 
as BrChier ~ h o w e d , ~  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 ( rhos)  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).34 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 .S 1-5). 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. This is 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 
(IV.3.31-2). He thus requires a lower imaginative faculty to deal 

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. Moreover 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 would disappear. 
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 the de Anima 
and the de Motu Animdiurn, to two types of imagination, one 
rational and the other p e r ~ e p t u a l , ~ ~  and also the hint in the de 
Animu of a lower kind of imagination which we have already 
mentioned." For the purposes of this paper too much 
attention may have been focused on the similarities between 
Aristotle's views and Plotinus'. Perhaps as a corrective it would 
be as well to remember that there were a number of questions 
in which Aristotle was interested and to which Plotinus simply 
paid no attention. Such are the nature of sense objects 

1 and the sense organs, and the forms of sense-perception which 

1 had little relevance to Plotinus' higher interests. In the workings 

i of the soul at the level of plants and animals Plotinus shows 
very little interest. At the risk of speaking in cliches one might 
suggest that the differences are to a large measure due to the 
fact that Aristotle was a scientist as well as a metaphysician, 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 factors - he wished to 

I remain a good Platonist and yet felt obliged to give a more 
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satisf~ctory account of the soul's workings than Plato himself 
had found either possible or desirable. 

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 i t  is of interest in 
considering Plotinus' psychology to see what he chose t o  
use. Note: all unspecified references to Aristotle are to the 
de Anirna. 
Vita PIorini 14.4-7. 
'The Background of the Doctrine "That the Intelligibles 
are not Outside the Intellect" ' Les Sources de Plotin. 
Entretiens sur llAntiqitt Classique V. Fondation Hardt 
(Geneva 1960) 402. 
Cf. e.g. ~irhplicius, de Caelo 640.27-30. See further my 
paper 'Some Observations on the Greek Commentaries on 
Aristotle' in Actes du X I V ~  Congris International des 
htudes Byzantines. 
'Ap' 01% oihw cpartov, h a v  $vx7j adpari napi), napcivai 
aimjv &C ri) rt7p mipeon T+ &&pi; ~ a i  ydp a8 ~ a i  rotjro 
mpbv ov xapeori rcai 61' ijhov nap& oLSevi piyvurai ~ a i  
Eorrpce pkv ai)ro, rb 62. napappei. It is clear from the 
context here, and also from what he says later when he 
refines the analogy from light t o  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 (4  1 8b 1 3- 1 6). 
On this see further my Plotinus' Psychology. His doctrines 
of  the embodied soul (The Hague, 197 1) 64-66. 
PIotinus 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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Sometimes PIotinus thinks of these lower phases as 
belonging to the world-soul in its capacity of informing 
matter, rather than to the jndividual soul, cf. e.g. 
IV.9.3.l lff. and Plotinus' Psychology 2 7-30. 
Cf. Anal. Post 99b 26ff., Met. A 980a 2 1 ff. 
For discussion of this problem cf. Plotinus' Psychology 
115ff., and also my paper "Nous and Soul in Plotinus. 
Some Problems of Demarcation" in Atti del Convegno 
Internazionale sul tema Plotino e il Neoplatonismo. Roma 
5-9.10-1970 Problemi attuali di Scienza e di Cultura. 
Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei (Rome 1974) 203-2 19. 
Cf.n.6. above. 
rcwSuvevop~v yap nepi $vxT)v raiira X&yovrec ijpowv T L  

irnoXap/3avw, c jc  ei rqv Gux7jv X€yopev kpv19pufv .ij a6 2v 
b ~ u i o e c  yiyveo8ac, pi7 X O - ~ L ~ O ~ E V O L ,  Cjc 8d $vxjIv pkv 
raika rci rabq, mpi 6 €  rdv tiXArp odoraoiv eori 
yryvirpeva. 
TO 6i7 X t  yew 6pyi{ea$ai ~ j v  $UX+V opoiov K ~ V  elrtc h&yoi 
T+V $'uxqv Ijaj~aiv~W jj oi~080p~iv ' @ ~ X T L O V  yap 'iowc p'rj 
h i y ~ t v  r+v $wxj7v ~ X E E L V  7j' pavt?aveiv 4 6tavoeio9.a~~ &hXa 
rbv &vt?pwnov r1j $vx$. 
See further Plotinrrs' Psyd~ology 67f. 
raq aio9rjae~c ob Tad7 Xtyovr~c dvac, kvepy~LiZe tik mpi 
ra97jpara ~ a i  ~ p i o ~ i c ,  TWU phv na96v nepi aXXo 
yivopkvwv, oiov TO a6pa qtp€ ri) Toti)v6e, rr)c 6 4  ~ p i o f w ~  
nepi rqv +qljv, oi, ~ i j c  tcpioewc nudoc ofiuqc - P6et yap 
a6 dXXqv ~piarv yiveal9ai uai ~ ~ a v a @ a i v ~ ~ v  aei eic ~ K E L ~ O V  

- ecxopev obbiv ~ ~ T T O V  ~ a i  tv~aik?a anopiav, ei rcpiaiq 3 
~piutc oM.kv exet 7013 K ~ W O ~ ~ V O U .  j j ,  ei rlinov EXOL, 
n&rovOev (111. 6.1.1-8). 
ye5ueoq S& tcai barppijaewc rapt-v naOq, ra 6 '  ooa 
aio9~)a~cc aim5v ~ a i  ~pioerc, T& 7ratJc3v eiot yvC;)uece 
aXhai T ~ V  na96v oiiaat. 

1 7. See above p. 42. 
18. E.g. Nous formed by the One . . . . like vision in act: oiov 

OJ/K ~ a r '  b i p y ~ i a v  (V.l.5.17f.). 
19. AU five senses are mentioned together in connection with 

the provision of appropriate powers to the various organs 



by an undivided soul at IV.3.23.1 ff. 
20. rb ~ E K T L K ~ V  T& aiofiqr6v e@6v avev rfic ~ h q c .  
21. ~b aio9dveo9ar rOv aio4qr& kuri 

$WX$ 4 T+ t+v (wrAq$~r~+unpooofioav TO@ oc2paor norhqm ovv~ioqc 
~ a i  ra eiSq abrbv hnoparropci.vqc. 

22. Tim. 50E. 
23. . . . .bpGoa o f i ~  &v&erar pera nhj9ovc 6&eo9ar, &AX' 

&~08€peva TOV ~ ~ K O V  bpc. 
24. By Herophilus and Erasistratus in the third century B. C.: 

their work was later advanced and refined by Galen. 
25. To argue against the impression theory of perception 

(IV.6.1.32-5). 
26. aiob+aeoc ~ a i  Sotqc knopkvqc aioa+oec. 
27. ~wqoic iid rijc kvepyeiac rijc aiothjoewc. 
28. That this is what Plotinus means can be seen by comparing 

this chapter with IV.3.30. 
29. On the relation of the different kinds of imagination cf. 

Plotinus' Psychology 92f. 
30. Ibid. 83ff. 
31. In the Notice to  IV.6 in the Bud6 edition of the Enneads. 
32. The parallel emerges more clearly in IV.6 than in IV.3-4 

because, unlike the latter, the former is not concerned 
with eschatology. 

33. de Anima 72.1 1 -  13. 
34. olov &pep.JI voqpara. 
35. A11 imagination is rational or perceptual: qav~aoia 66 

ndoa 51 hqiur i~ l l  f i  aio9qrunj (433b 29); the imagination 
is due to thought or perception: $ tpavrauia. . . . yw~mr i j  
6 4 i  vo j o s w  4 6r' aiud+oewc (de Mot. Anima1.702 1 19). 

36. See above p. 54. 
37. On Plotinus' theory of sense-perception, and a different view 

of some of the matters treated in this paper, see now E.K. 
Emilsson, Plotinus on Setme-perception (Cambridge 1988). 
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SOME PROBLEMS ABOUT BODY AND SOUL IN LATER PAGAN NEOPLATO- 
NISM: D O  THEY FOLLOW A PATTERK?' 

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 I 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 
N e ~ ~ l a t o n i s t s . ~  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-Iamblichean 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 a t  all levels, for which the later Neoplato- 
nists are notorious, there is, I 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 Iambli- 
chus, were primarily soteriological rather than scientificThough they were by no means 
averse from hard and careful thinking - the logical coherence of, for example, Proclus' 
Elements of Tho@ is decidely superior to that of most of the Enncadr - 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- 
ions for their own sake. The difference is perhaps reflected in the very different tone of 
Porphyry's Lye of Plorinw and Marinus' Lgi o j  Proclw. The latter is basically the life of a 
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 prcducts of the biographer's imagination3. Plotinus was not received at 
Rome, as was Proclus at  Athens, by a series of divine signs and manifestations of super- 

On the position of Themistius see my, Themistius, 
All references to the Aristotelian commentators a n  to the last Peripatetic commentator on Aristotlc?, in Ark- 

page and line of the Berlin Academy edition, Commen- touros. Hellenic studies presented to B. M. W. FLYOX, 

taria in Aristotelem Graeca. Berlin 1979, 391-400. 
' For an early stage d. Ncmcsiw, dc Nat. Horn 115.4ff. Vita Prodi 28. 

Matthaei. 



natural approval4: in his case we arc told far more about what went on in his classes, 
which authors were read, and what sort of discussions took place between the members of 
Plotinus' entourage5. 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 fmm 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- 
logy. 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 
Seoplatonists' 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 nrealcc 
form has nothing, except its ultimate source, in common with a body which is, at best, an 
impediment to full self-realisation6. The point about the common ultimate source is not, of 
course, Plato's but it would be as well to keep firmly in mind that, in general, the Neopla- 
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 clear7. 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 termsB. 
To spell out the incompatibility: Aristotle's psychology depended on the view that body 
and soul were part of the same entity - perhaps the word npartc< 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 
Neoplatonic 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 ovcrcorne 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 
continuedQ - he compared this relationship first to that between light and air, and then to 
heat and air, emphasizing that this latter comparison allowed for the continuation of some 
sort of influence of soul on body after the separation which is deathlo. Nevertheless he 
allowed a closeness of soul to body at the lower levels which sometimes at least went 
beyond the mere juxtaposition which his view otherwise required, and which tended to 
infringe the soul's independence. As Plotinus put it, the lower soul could be affected by the 
x ~ f ~ o y ,  the mixture, of ingredients of the body with which it was associated, or by the 
times and places in which that body found itselel. This was one point a t  which the 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 activities of 
the soul which depended on the availability of the body and those which did not. This was 

' Ibid. lCk11. Cf. my, Plotinus' psychology, The Hague 1971, 
Cf. esp. Vita Plot. 13ff. 134-9. 
Cf. e.g. Plot, IV.7.9-10. Cf. csp. IV.3.22. ' CF. Plot. V.1.8.1C-14, Produs, in Alc. 227.21-2. " IV.4.29.1ff. 

Cf. e.g. 111.1.8.14-20. 
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a point at which the soul tended to break in two12. A third was the status of the intuitive 
intellect, which rernaind a matter of controversy throughout the histov of ~ e o ~ l a t o n i s m l ~ ,  
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. I t  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 involvemenf in each of these faculties' activitiesJ4. 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 Prmlus, 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 vofi~ X ~ ~ ~ T L X O S ~ ' ,  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. AFuihlo~g, rpavtauia, 665~1, all fluctuate in 
meaning, and cpavzada, 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 6 6 5 ~ ;  
only the special case of the commentary on Book 1 of Euclid is a fairly consistent exception 
to this rule16. 

Such deliberate inattention to consistency, and the avoidance of the difficulties inhc- 
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 were to some 
extent influenced by the exigencies of the Aristotelian texts they were expounding. May I 
hasten to add that that alone cannot explain and account for what they say because in the 
last resort it was thcir own philosophy that they were expounding through the medium of 
their exposition of Aristotelian textsI7: for that there were at least sometimes extra-philoso- 
phical reasons, but that is another matterL8. 

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 

Cf. Plotinus' psychology 89-91. 
l 3  Cf. esp. Proclus, in Tim. II1.333.28ff. 
l4 See Plotinus' psychology 61-5. 
l5 Cf. c.g. Proclus, in Eucl. 52.%12, in Remp. 11. 
52.6-8, [Philop.], in de An. 490.22-3. 
l6 Cf, my, Plutarch's exposition of the de Anima and 
the psychology of Proclus, in De Jamblique 1 Proclus. 
Envetiens sur I'Antiquitt classique. Fondation 
Hardt. 21, Vandauvres-Genwa 1975, 137-47. 

" Cf. my, Neoplatonic elements in the de Anima 
wmmentaries, Phmnesis 21, 1976, 64-87. 

On the special circumstances at Alexandria cf. H.-D. 
SAFFREY, Le Chreticn Jean Philopon et la survivance de 
I'icole d'Alexandrie au VIC si6cle: REG 67 (1954), 399- 
401 and the remarks of L. G. WESTERINK, Anonymous 
Prolegomena to Platonic philosophy, Amsterdam 1962, 
xi-xiii; also A L . ~  CAMERON, PCPhS n.s. 15, 1969, 9. 
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matters other than contingent fact to the experience of a previous existence: the second of 
these assertions (perhaps historicaliy the prior) was, incidentally, replaced by Plotinus with 
his doctrine of the undescended intellect, but re-established by some of his successors'9. 

Plato had assumed that one's behaviour in this life would somehow alter one's soul, 
but, in spite of a wealth of picturesque detail which he provides to illustrate the results of 
such alteration, notably in the Myth of Er, he does not really face the problems such an 
assumption entails. Plotinus, on the other hand, was aware that there was a whole series of 
such problems, which he made serious, if not necessarily successful - we might say neces- 
sarily unsuccessful - attempts to solve. If the soul was completely other than body, how 
could it in any way be affected by the activities of the compound which was the living 
being, and if it were not so affected, how could it preserve any trace of activities which 
were not, strictly, its own? And if it could not do so in such a way as to carry over charac- 
teristics from one life to the next, could it a t  least do so in a way which made the charac- 
ter of an individual a product of his previous empirical existence? The alternative was that 
all individual characteristics were not only temporary but also illusory. 

The nature of the difficulty varied with different levels of the soul. At the lower levels, 
where there was less of a problem in envisaging a soul that somehow changed in comfor- 
mity with a person's activities2', questions arise as to how far this sort of psychic life was 
individual a t  all, and Plotinus at least sometimes held that it was not2'. As one goes up the 
scale of the soul's functions there is, in one way, less difficulty about individuation - if we 
are prepared to allow that it can be a mattcr, more or less, of definition - but then it 
becomes increasingly difficult to explain how, if a t  all, the soul has anything to do with 
what goes on nbelowtc. This typc of problem appears at  its most intractable with Plotinus' 
notion that the highest part of thc soul does not descend. 

Plotinus does not tell us why he adopted this vicw, which he admittcd was unortho- 
dox''. I t  would take more spacc than is available here to investigate this question, but it is 
probably correct to say that his stress an the continuity of the constituents of the intelligi- 
ble world had something to do with itz3. It  enabled him to retain a foothold, or perhaps 
one should say a headhold, for the individual human being in the intelligible world. He 
attempted to deal with the most obvious difficulty entailed by this view, that it would seem 
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 when 
we are aware of it, that is when the soul is directed to, or focussed on, what is above. 
Then the intellection is reflected in a lower form by being deployed in a more diffuse way 
in reason, and then in the imagination which is reason's normal c o n ~ o m i t a n t ~ ~ .  His succes- 
sors were more impressed by the difficulties, and objected to Plotinus' innovation on two 
grounds. 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 
Plutarch 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 which 
thought constantly, and another which thought intermittently. That they were not prepa- 
red to accept25. A second problem related to the individual's moral condition. If his high- 

'' Cf. Plot. V.9.5.32 with Plotinus' psychology 96-7, 23 On this continuity see esp. V.2.2.26-9. 
and Plutarch ap. [Philop.), in de An. 111.518.21-6. " Cf. e.g. IV.3.30.7-15. 
Cf. c.g. 111.6.5 and Plotinus' psychology 54ff. 25 Proclus, El. Th. 21 1; for Plutarch cf. [Philop.], in de 

" Cf. IV.9.3.23-8. An. 535.13-16, and for Syrianus Hernias, in Phaedrum * IV.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, &a~povia, with all the connotations of that term for a Plato- 
nist philosopher26. 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 froclus and Simplicius27. Interestingly Sirnpli- 
cius at  one point indicates that Iamblichus, who is always credited with holding the anti- 
Plotinian view, was not a t  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 ~ a b o v e c  6~ qpiv h i  TLS t o ~ a l j q  &i &VO p & v o u ~ a ~ ~ .  
One might argue that Iamblichus on further consideration abandoned this viewz9. At any 
rate it is also attributed to Theodorus of Asine30, and some would say that it still appears 
in Simplicius' older contemporary Damascius3'. Another problem that Plotinus' view 
would have presented to the average post-Iamblichean 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, 3, 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 couy not be transcendent because the subject of the de 
Anima in which he discussed it was Q U X ~  hoy~x$ ,  the rational or discursive soul3'. I n  
offering this interpretation they were exhibiting a prejudice. Lt'hethcr or not they were 
right is another matter altogether. 

Such insistence on demarcation led to further difficulties. While fbr Plotinus thc 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 seemed 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 

26 Cf. Proclus, in Tim. 111.334.3-15. 
27 See nn. 25 and 26, and for Simpliwus cf, in de 
An. 6.12-15. 
28 In Cat. 191.!&10. 
29 For further discussion of this text cf. C. STEEL, The 
changing self. A study on the soul in later Xeoplato- 
nism: lamblichus, Damascius and Priscianus. Verb. 
van de Konink. Ac. vaor Wetensch. Lett. en Schone 
Kunsten van Belgie. K1.Lett. 40, 1978, n. 85, 4F-9: his 
suggestion that it could be made consistent with other 
Iamblichus texts if we amended to w5 G z i v y  x a ~ a  
'IhuBLt~w h i  will hardly do, i.o. Plotinus' position 

" Proclus, in Tlm. III.333.2&30. 
" At de Princ. 11.254.3-7 Ruelle; so E. R. DODOS. 
Proclus. The Elements of Theology, Oxford 1933. 309. 
H. DORRIE. Porphyries‘ *Symmikta Zetemataqc = Zete- 
meta 20 (Munich 1959) 196 n.2; T. A. SZLEZ~I; .  Platon 
und Aristoteles in der Nuslehre Plotins. BaselIStuttgart 
1979, 167 n. 548. Notwithstanding Plotinus' psycholop 
6 n. 17 and Neoplatonic elements 74. I now think that 
he did not: for this view see I .  H.ux)T. Le probleme du 
Nhplatonisme alexandrin. HiCroclks et Simplicius, Pa- 
ns 1978. 171-2, and STEEL (n. 29) 49-51. 

'? Simplicius, in de An. 240.2-5, [Philop.], in de 
, . ,. 

was too well known for theA to bc any reason to cite An. 5 3 6 . 2 4  

Iamblichus in evidcna. 



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. 

Irrational motivations are likely to have played their part in the differences among 
later NcopIatonists 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 ininiturn 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 trouble33. 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 stupidity3*, 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 bc 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 arose35, 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 01ympiodorus)3! I t  gives us a summary of some earlier 
views on reincarnation, albeit slightly simplified, as can be seen by comparing Proclus' 
account in his Timaew c ~ m r n e n t a r y ~ ~ .  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, hi, @V q 5  ~ O Y L ~ ~ S  I $ v x ~ s . & x @ ~  E ~ ~ ~ x o v  B~EOS: the example given is the 
middle Platonist - or Ncopytbagorean - Numenius, from which we may infer that no 
.Veoplatonist subscribed to this extreme formulation. Others said it extended ~ C X Q L  t f j ~  
cpGaeo;, 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 rhe commentator's comment. Still others hold that it extends ~ & Q L  t f j ~  
&oyia; , as far as the irrational soul, a vague term which probably means that part of the 
irrational soul which is above the rp60~5, or nature, which is the limit given in the previous 
case. Iamblichus and Plutarch are listed for this view among nmore recent thinkerscc (i.e. 
recent as opposed to classical). Oi  6k pkxp tflq Aoy~xfjg Gg ngoxho; xai ~ O Q ~ G Q L O S :  
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 V O ~ S ,  that is the Peripatetics, he 

I' Cf. e.g. G. BARDY, Art. Originisme: Dict. de Thiol. 
36 L. G. WESTERINK, ed. The Greek Commentaries on 

Carh. XI.2 (1932) 1565K Plato's Phaedo, Amsterdam 1977, 11. Damascius: Da- 
" Herod. 1.60.3. masc. 1.177 = [Olympiodorus], in Phaed. 124.13-20 
s5 SO DURRIE. Kaiserzeitliche Kontroversen iiber die Nnwin 
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is setting out a view which for him would be impossible because it would involve splitting 
a single level of the soul, but would have been quite reasonable for Plotinus, who did not 
in fact hold it. A further view, which does not directly concern us, is that it is soul as a 
whole that is immortal: the individual is simply reabsorbed into the soul of all. NOW this 
latter might seem to be the only view that a Neoplatonist could consistently maintain, yet 
none of them, as far as we know, did so. I t  alone, of all the views that are given, admits 
the contingency of life in the sensible world, and takes into account the theory to which all 
Neoplatonhts would have expressed adherence if pressed, that each individual soul is 
fundamentally indentical not only with all other individual souls, but also with the soul of 
the whole universe38. This, inter alia, is why one must think in terms of irrational 
motivation, not only as a determinant of different concepts of immortality, but also of the 
acceptance of any view that allowed personal immortality at all. The point would seem to 
be that a conviction of the importance, and permanence, of the individual personality was 
permitted to interfere with the account of the soul's destiny which a stricter adherence to 
their own rationally expounded principles should have caused these thinkers to give. 

Some of the factors which could be taken into account in reaching conclusions about 
the area of the soul which might be the subject of immortality may be seen clearly dis- 
played in Plotinus' discussion of memory at  the end of Ennead IV.3, to which we have 
already referred in passing. He is there concerned to show that if immortality is to have 
any meaning for the individual soul, if, that is, the soul is to survive with any of its perso- 
nal individuality intact, then it must somehow keep traits of the life it has lived during the 
incarnation it is leaving. This for Plotinus is done by memory, which raises further pro- 
b l e m ~ ~ ~ .  Briefly, memory depends on imagination, or rather it is a function of the imagina- 
tive faculty. That receives data from sensation, and so cannot operate without body. That 
would seem to tie memory indissolubly to the lower soul and body. On the other hand 
memory also stores the products of psychic activities not concerned with, nor even, so 
Plotinus, thought, derived from, anything sensible. To  that extent the contents of memory 
were suitable for retention in a life without body, but what of those memories which be- 
longed to the sub-rational soul and had corporeal connections or origins? Plotinus' solution 
was to split the imaginative faculty, allowing memory of both rational and non-rational 
activities in this life and the retention of information about it in the next - in a later pas- 
sage he says that the nature of a soul is in part determined by its memoriesM. The incon- 
veniences of the solution were to be reduced by the notion that the two faculties were 
united during this life, so that after it some memories of the lower soul could be absorbed 
and retained, if only for a time, by the higher soul4'. This was just the sort of untidiness 
that later Neoplatonists were so anxious to avoid, and their anxieties may be reflected in 
Darnascius' report of Plotinus - probably based on an early treatisee2 - which does not 
conform with the picture we have just given, a picture which emerges clearly from Ploti- 
nus' lengthy and careful discussions in  the 4th Ennead. 

The other views Damascius reports, if correctly reported43, and in some cases we can 
show that they are, may also be taken to be symptomatic of this anxiety. Another feature 

38 For Plotinus cf. esp. IV.9; for Proclus in Tim. '3 There are some points where the Phacdo commen- 

11.164.3-19. tary at least simplifies the situation; CL WESTER~NK 
" Cf. IV.3.27-32. (n. 36), ad loc. Any misreporting could be due to the 

IV.4.4.7.13. pupil who produced the commentary from Damascius' 
" Cf. IV,3.31 and Plotinus' psychology 89-92. lectures rather than to Damascius himself: on the status 

42 Perhaps IV.7 [2].14. of the commentators cf. WESTERINK, ibid. 15-16. 



of them is remarkable, and may be worth noting at this stage. It  is that the distribution of 
these views does not correspond to the standard but sometimes, I think, mistaken view, of 
the general outlook of the philosophers concerned. We are often told that Iamblichus 
admitted a11 sorts of irrational elements into Neoplatonism and was eagerly followed in this 
by Proclus, whereas Plotinus and Porphyry assigned much less importance to such ele- 
ments, and that Plutarch is closer to them than to his pupils Syrianus and ProclusqQ. Yet 
here we find the allegedly sensible Plutarch bracketed with the >>wild(( Iamblichus, and 
Iamblichus' great admirer Proclus sharing the views of Porphyry, arguably the sanest of 
all the Neoplatonists. 

If we look further at  Plutarch we shall see that, contrary to the suggestion that there 
might be a close relation between their views on reincarnation and on the articulation of 
the soul, Plutarch's view on the latter subject - except, of course vods 6 v o  - seems to 
have been similar to that of Plotinus, while his view on the former was not. So we cannot 
take it for granted that it was only those who regarded the lower soul as importantly 
different from the higher who were inclined to shed it in the intervals between lives in 
bodies. The reservation should however, be entered, that information about Plutarch is 
very scanty, and it does indicate that, though he, like Plotinus, duplicated the imaginative 
faculty, he somehow regarded it as unitary notwithstanding: thus he abolished the gap 
which he created in the central area of the soul4'. If the abolition is more important than 
the creation, then of course the connection between his views on the nature of the soul and 
on the type of survival accorded to it is much closer. I have raised this rather unsatisfac- 
tory matter here partly as a warning against assuming a higher degree of certainty than 
the inadequate evidence warrants. 

Having said that, let us look at Proclus, a representative of the other group and a 
figure about whose 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 to occur. 
In Proclus' case we almost know too much, and can see how at various times and in va- 
rious contexts he held different opinions about the organization, and possibly about the 
ingredients, of what it would be convenient to call the >>middle 

One way of looking at  the double imaginative faculty that we find in Plotinus and 
Plutarch would be as a kind of double insulation for the true soul against the currents of 
corporeality coming from the lower soul and the body. If that is so, one might go on to 
look at  the series of quasi-material bodies, composed of different kinds of pneuma, or someti- 
mes light, with which other later Neoplatonists provide the soul4', as a new kind of insula- 
tion. Basing themselves on a passage in the Timaeus where Plato has the souls lodged in 
vehicles before they are launched into the heavens4', and another where the body is descri- 
bed as a vehicle for the soul4', and combining their reading of Plato with another distor- 
tion, this time of Aristotle's references to pneuma as part of the body's control system, they 
thought they had good reason for interposing these vehicles, 6xvj~aza,  between body and 
soul - in the case of the lower soul - or between the purely intelligible nature of the higher 
soul and its condition of potential association with body. The beginnings of this concept 

* So R. BEUTLER, Plutarchos von Athen RE XXI.1, '7 For the history of this question see DODDS (n. 31) 
1951, 963-4. aDD. 2. 313-21. 

Cf. [Philop.] 515. 12-29 and my, Plutarch's exposi- ' ~ D E .  
tion of the de Anima, (n. 16), 134. " 69C. * Ibid. 137K 
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may be found in Plotinus, though for him it assumed no great importanceM, and it was 
probably developed by Porphyry5'. In Proclus wc 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 bodiess2. 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 Piotinus 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 desu- 
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 
Platonic5', 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 2.1 where he extracts from the description of the body as 6 ~ y a v ~ x 6 v  in the defini- 
tion of the soul the idea that the body is the soul's instrument, while ignoring the sense of 
.equipped with organrn which 6 ~ y a v r x b  was originally intended to haveY. We have 
sem how Plodnus used the c p c m a a ~ x 6 v ,  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, 
I n  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 imaginationj5. Similarly Iamblichus saw his vehicles as thr 
destination of at least those images which come from the gods >>above*, and which the 
imaginative faculty r n l l e c t ~ ~ .  Proclus too, at least sometimes, saw the penumatic vehicle as 
the seat of the common sense and imagination5'. 

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 Porph~r). 
by his description of the association as qkorg, a relationship - conveniently vague but 
inconvenienrly uniformatiue~. The body's functions were still under the control of soul. 
Proclus in  his Elmmb spells out clearly that body cannot initiate actionjg, 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 materialM. 

Cf. 11.2.2.21-2, IV.3.9.=, IV.3.15.1-3, and Ploti- " Simplic. in de An. 90.29K; cf. too Ncoplatonic ele- 

nus' psychology 139. ments 93-4. 
51 Cf. e.g. Sent. 29 = 18.&13 LAhSsEgzand perhaps de " Cf. Sent. 29 = 18.7-12L; n& racpov VI. 1 = 

Abst.l.31 = 109.14ff. NAUCK, w h m  Porphy~  talks of 42.5-17 KALBFLEISCH. 

X L T ~ E ~ .  
" De.Myst. 3.14 = 132.9-15 PARTHEY. 

" Cf. c.g. in Tim. III.238.2ff. 57 In Remp. 2.167.2ff.; in Tim. III.236.27ff. 
The 1- c h s i a r s  for later Platmists was Alc. I .  ' On this concept cf. DORRIE (n. 31) 87-4. 

129D130E. 'A El. Th. 80. 
Cf. in Tim 111.2874. 



While at  this lower level the psychic vehicle may have assumed one of the functions of 
rpanaaia, 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 itselE 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 mtric 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 aIways resisted. Practical and magical means to elevate the soul were the result, a 
group of practices described as It~oveyia, theurgy, a system for operating on the gods, or 
the divine in general, by methods far removed from contemplation and the exercise of the 
inteIlect6'. 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 
faculties, 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 DODDS noted long ago, is a reflection of the lower 

status they assigned to the human And that in turn may or may not be a symptom 
of that less optimistic view of man and 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 NeoplatonistsGS. 

" The evidence is conveniently collected by DODDS, A. D. R. SHEPPARD, Studies on the 5th and 6th essays 
Thcurgy and its relationship to Neoplatonism: JRS 37 of Proclus' commentary on the Republic = Hypomne- 
(1947) 5549,  reprinted in The Greeks and the Irratio- mata 61 (Gottingen 1980) 150-6. 
nal, Berkelcy/Los Angeles 1951, 283-311; for recent Proclus, Elements, xx. 
discussions see A. SMITH, Porphyry's place in the 

63 An earlier version of this paper was given to the 
Neoplatonic tradition, The Hague 1974, 80-141, and Cambridge Late Antiquity Seminar in December 1980. 

PLOTINUS AND PROCLUS 
ON THE CRITERION OF TRUTH 

The standard Hellenistic problem about the existence and nature of a 
'criterion of truth' was not often discussed as such by the 
Neoplatonists.1 Pan of it was, as we shall see, irrelevant, not to ~y 
a non-problem, for a Platonist. But the issues raised by those who 
first formulated the question were certainly not ignored. Nor was the 
traditional label forgotten. It reappears even in Simplicius, who says 
of Aristotle's logical works that they 'furnish us with a criterion of 
truth*, rb npizfip~ov fipi'v ivljg Mq0riag E - ~ T ~ E ~ L ~ o ~ u ~  (In Phys. 
5.30311, and describes Aristotle's use of received opinions (Edea) 
as 'comparing opposite views with, and testing them against, general 
concepts used as a criterion', &3og ybp ah%$ rais xolvai'~ hwokXs 
xplrqpiyl ~ x u p 4 ~  n p b ~  ra4rag m . p Q 6 U ~ l v  xu\ paoavitwv T&S 
~ ~ L X E I $ V ~  M@q (ibid. 646.35-36). In these texts we have two of 
the traditional senses of criterion, a method of establishing the truth 
and a yardstick against which to measure it. 

The difficulties of establishing the meaning of 'criterion' are 
notorious, and I do not propose to discuss here what the various 
philosophers from Epicurus on meant by it. That problem has been 
much discussed in recent years,l and those who wish to see further 
discussion will find it in other chapters of this volume.3 Much of the 
earlier discussion was concerned with how one might establish the 
existence of the objects of cognition. It was this context which 
produced answers of the kind 'apprehensive presentation' - or 
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whatever the correct translation of ko ..:taleptike phantasia might be - 
as given in the locus classicus in Diogenes Laertius, 7.54. The 
related question, about the means or instruments by which a 
judgment could be made, that through which (61' 06) in Sextusi 
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.L. 7.54), 
while for Ptolemy sense perception is an instrument of intellect, 
which makes the judgment (cf. On the Kriterion 5.11-14). A further 
sense, the standard by which truth could be assessed (cf. e.g. 
Epicurus in Diogenes Laertius 10.31) is the one in which a Platonist 
might be expected to show most interest, and is, as we saw, one still 
used by Simplicius. It is to some of the answers which Plotinus and 
Proclus give to the range of questions covered by the criterion issue 
that this chapter will attend, whether or not they are couched in its 
traditional terminology. Yet at this stage one might say that there 
was nothing for a Neoplatonist to discuss: truth resides in the second 
hypostasis 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 
intelligible world itself have any truth or validity, and how this is to 
be established. In the second something must be said about the 
relation of truth, aletheia, to the contents of Nous considered from 
other points of view, and under other descriptions. 

Let us begin by considering the views Plotinus expresses about what 
in other writers might be seen as various candidates for the role of 
criterion, either as a standard, or as a means of measuring 
conformity to, or deviation from, it. One of the candidates that had 
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 found in 
Plotinus, though he makes relatively little use of it. Thus in the 
discussion of free 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 refuted 
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with the argument that, if he concedes that the word is 
comprehensible, then the concept of free will fits (bqxxpp&etv) 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 (z4v rcq$ zh uhpaza qda~v) is not 
substance because it fits the concept of things that change (61h ~b 
&cpap$-cz~~v zfiv b t a v  MWV). 

In any case we should note the use of kppp6f& ('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 (zfinot), 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 continues 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 (&olS) when it recognizes ( k ~ y ~ v 6 o x o v )  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 itself 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 (W)E$V ~CWS), that is the reasoning 
faculty, knows itself when what it takes in is akin to it and it can fit 
it to the traces in itself (5.3.6.18-28). The word for 'traces' used in 
this passage (ixyll) 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 (auyywij) is presumably, though Plotinus does 



not (in a difficult passage) make this clear, because the reasoning 
faculty will assimilate to its objects: its own ability to measure these 
against its innate repertoire of logoi from above will depend on an 
initial conformity. The following lines show that none of these 
provisos apply to the level of nous itself: 'true nous .. .. is the same 
as objects truly thought, which really exist and do so in the primary 
sense' (zbv ELh~~efl d v  .... b a i d s  TO% v ~ o u p d v ~ i ~  Cihfie~ui xai 
ihrtq d a l  xai qxhroy). Since nous is identical with itself, 
self-knowledge must be associated with it. For our present purposes 
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 further point of reference. Because it does not comply with these 
requirements practical reason is necessarily excluded from 
self-knowledge. 

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 it only in so far as it is nous. The kanones are the means by 
which reason makes the judgments that it does: 6.p d x  o& . .. . xai 
hi x p h  8 xpivu, xal iirr rois tv  &am$ x a v h v ,  ofis naph ro5 
wi, ha; ('does it not know .... that it judges what it judges, and 
that it does so by means of the standards which it has from the 
intellect? ', 5.3.4.13-1 7). The conjunction of the last two passages 
gives us a picture of Plotinus' views on how material handled by the 
reason is subject to judgment. It is measured against a standard, to 
which it is fitted or compared, and that standard is provided by 
intellect, which alone is self-validating. And since our last text has 
referred to the process as judgment, it is in order to put these 
discussions under the heading of treatments of the 'criterion of truth'. 

Whereas in the text we have just considered kanon means a rule 
or measure in the sense of a standard against which something is 
judged, it may also be found in similar contexts with another of the 
meanings of criterion, namely that of an instrument by means of 
which something is judged or measured.6 Clearly both go back to the 
basic meaning of a ruler, which may be either a standard of 
swaightness or a means of establishing whether or not something is 
straight. Both meanings appear to be present in the treatise On 
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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 truth: h2 
~ b r p l m ,  xpivouaa TOIS kv a h $  Mfiboi r b  yldhg,  yivhownaa, 
lhav ng npooay&yq, 6 ri naph rbv xav6va TOG Mq00% 
(l .3.5.1367).7 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 

between those who are making a judgment and the objects of 
that judgment (p-664 r&v xpiv6vcov xdL r6v xprvop&vwv): 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 (d yb@ x a v h  tQ ~ 6 0 ~ 1  23 dv sij y l q f j  xai iv  
r+ g6Aq-1 a w a y l d t p ~ ~  k TC$ ~ETU@ reeeiq: 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: rpiruf) 65 oCo9 rfj 'yM hncip~ct.. .. . rfiv xpluiv no~Ta0ar 
(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 



(&cpapp&o 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 
psychoiogy, during the course of the thinking and discussion which 
eventually produced the great treatise On the Problems of the Soul 
(4.35 [27-29]).1° In the early treatise 1.6 [I]  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 (6s oi&v 
xupuhzepov x p h v  t k v  Lauzfj~), 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 (ouvapp6z-couaa r@ nap' shy E T ~ ~ G E L  
xtrxe;ivy rc& rfiv xpiaiv x p p h y  & a m p  X U V ~ V ~  TOG E ~ J ~ ~ J Q s ,  
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 (dpcpwvov xal awapp6t tov)  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 materialismll - he calls the controlling part of the 
soul (hegemonoun) in the form of something like undivided thought 
(otbv hppfj vofipaza). 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 
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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 ( n 6 ~  
o h  6-v zij xp~izzovt zb a i d y z i x h ; )  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. 
6.7.6.1-71.12 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 15-1 8). 

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.I3 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).14 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: fi 
&ozep xav6vi zt, bpebv xai pfi, oij-co xal t b  p4 ~ v q p 6 t o v  tt;l 
6.pzf~ (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 7.2. 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 



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 
(mv6va kxawa TOG hya0OG zap' a h i j ) :  it has the power to 
perceive something of this kind because nacs 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 ( 6 u z h ~  t.1 Gixalov) 
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 .iff.). 

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 (6 8 w I  d u t i v  &XE~V kvapy~at&t?p) 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 ( ~ 6  te 
ytvoux6p~vov 61' aia0fiaeo~ TOG n & y p a z ~  ~'i6wh6v &UTL xai 06% 
a h b  zb rcp6ypa rj akr0qo~s Aappdvel) 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.16 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 

PLOTINUS AND PROCLUS 265 

for establishing the existence of sensible objects, or the relation to 
these objects of the information about them provided by our senses. 
In the strict sense they do not exist, and the confrontation of sensible 
object with an intelligible archetype, which we have discussed in the 
previous pages, serves primarily to identify the objects.17 In so far as 
they are identifiable they do, of course, exist in our sense, but 
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). It is for such reasons that they 
are inadequate premises for thought (cf, 6.5.2.1 -9): the premises for 
knowledge come from Nacs (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 Nolss 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 6& V O ~ S  q kqnj~aro 4 06, &ate &vap&ptqtq 
(1.1.9.12-13). 

Knowledge of this kind is available to us at those times when we 
are active participants in Nous, 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 treatises18 - 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 



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, dianoia, 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 Zntelligibles 
are not outside the Intellect, and on the Good (5 .9 ,  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 S.1 SO-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.19 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 (&i 
oh pi1 &j8eia i v  t+ v@, o h g  pkv d roboing VOGS o h  h h f i b ~ a  
% u t a ~ ,  o h  a q 0 e i p  YOGS o6ze 6 A o ~  voG~ 8atal. a h '  0666 irhhoei 
xou 4 hhfi0ela katal: 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 ( d n o l  ... z6v 
6vtwv) 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, ail 
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: xai irhfieela kv a6z$ xai EGpa 
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Cjatai t o g  &i Cfiu&-cai x d  wfia~i (lines 10-ll), words which 
suggest the beginnings of a triad of truth, life, intellect, CrhfiOe~a, 
404, WCS. As a result real truth (4 amo~ &fiOaa), by which we 
are to understand that truth in intellect which Plotinus has been 
discussing, consists not in agreement with something else, but with 
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 nature 
(via to iwv  cpljoi~ a h )  "ilk, voij~,  t h  h a  ndma,  4 drhfieeia: 
5.5.3.1-2), an even closer approximation to a triad. Ultimately, of 
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. 

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 soul, 
which he himself acknowledged as unorthodox (cf. 4.8.8.1-3). He is 
also conspicuous in his comparative freedom from the scholastic 
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. Proclw, 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 kriterion appears 
as such. They may form the basis of our discussion 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 refers 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 which 
are, characteristicaliy, attributed to Piato. For Proclus' discussion 
begins with the comment 'we can see from all this what Plato thinks 
about criteria' ( T C E ~ ~  x p t ~ p i ~ v  qv &EL bbgav). 'All this' in turn 
refers to some 15 pages of discussion of the passage in Timaeus 28a 
where Plato distinguishes his two modes of being both by their 



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 
254.19 - 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. 
T M .  1.3 = 1.15.18-211." Matters are complicated by the usual 
Proclan multiplication of entities, for he succeeds in distinguishing 
five kinds of nmsis, 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, &hwv yhp ixha rb xpis4pt.o~ ~ E ~ ~ V O V .  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 Xenophanesz' 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: b nhdswv o i x ~ i w ~  tois rc&pau~ 
zfiv rGv xpirqpiwv ~~.E&zv oi)uiav, sots $v voqtoi5 voijv 
h n m i p a ~ ,  tois 6k 6lavq.t ixol~ Gihvolav, sois 6k 6 o ~ a u z o i ~  666av, 
to@ 68 aia0qzoi~ a'iaeqalv (1.254.24-27). Here he has imposed his 
own system of appropriate (oixcio~) 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 
multiplicity, then the judging faculty is both simple and multiform 

CLolr0~16fiS 4 X P ~ Z ~ X ~  66vapis xai rcohwi64q). That raises the 
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question of what this faculty might be and Proclus answers that it is 
reason, ? d y q  

At first sight this answer is puzzling in two ways.24 Firstly because 
it seems to introduce Iogos as an extra faculty of the soul, for the 
usual lists contain intellect, discursive reason, and sometimes opinion 
(newts, dianoia, doxa).l$ 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': 6k tqv  t 6 v  p&wv 
hbywv h i x p ~ o t v  ~ i c r h v  zfl G~avoip xai o6x tam? ~ p q ~ a i  pdvy xai 
n& kcxwcbv 6dx -cairtq~ k d ~ r ~ r a i ,  th 6k 6oEaazh xpivwv xiw5 
xai rqv 6&m, zCt 6h qxrmaor& T+V rpamcxcriav, r h  6& aicreqrh T ~ V  

da%qaiv (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 
(&am@ re xpfjza~ xai t f j  W ~ ~ U E L ,  line 4), that use is not for 
judgment, but rather for contemplation of the intelligibles, 6x1 tfiv 
TGV wqzCTjv 06av (ibid. 2-3). The reason for the difference would 
lx 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, nous 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.26 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 
Timaeus 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. 
That being so Proclus feels obliged to explain it at greater length, but 
finds himself with an entity in search of a role. Next, given that he 
wishes 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 about logos: it is discussed specifically at 1.246.10-248.6. 
Beginning 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 ( ~ O ~ U U T L ~ ~ S ,  k n ~ c r ~ q y o v ~ n 6 ~ ,  
WE&). He then argues that since we all have opinion, reason, and 
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 look  more like an activity than a faculty, but in the 
sequel it is called the highest part of the soul ( t b  h p h a m v  t i j ~  
Vqqs) .  and is used rather as an equivalent to Plato's intellectual 
part of the soul as it appears in the Divided Line. So here in the 
Timaeus, according to Proclus, Plato calls the highest and least 
divided part of us logos as a designation which throws light on our 
intellect 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.z7 Proclus contrasts the process with that of the intellection of 
rrous itself, which always is the intelligible and always sees it. Here 
we should observe that this kind of intellect is no longer, as in 
Pbtinus, a part of us, but at a higher level. So that what logos does 
here is to 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.28 Logos revolves round nous and 
contemplates it, deploying the unity of nous (cf. 1.247.8-248.6).29 

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: .t& xp iae~s  t 6 v  
Gevdpwv Guvdrpov (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 ones 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 61h zh 
6pyava ('through the sense organs'), indicates that we are concerned 
with the truth value of information handled by the soul. That 
6pyava 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 (episreme) 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; xpn4pla .... 



h t a i a t a  1 6 y ~  xak VOCS hza~u$va Sk pv taa la  xai aiaeqoy 
(2.277.18-1 9).31 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 
would seem 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 already noted that entities are cognized by a cognitive power 
appropriate to them.32 

Near the end of this section of the Republic commentary Proclus 
speaks of using not the infallible criteria, but worthless measures, 
p.qBqpoi:s xavdo~, of good and its opposites. The presence of the 
notion of measure, which we observed repeatedly in Plotinus, 
introduces 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 
might expect, in the commentary on Euclid i. There, moreover, the 
notion is associated with that of derivation from above. Wow, asks 
Proclus, can the soul, if it has not previously acquired logoi, 
discriminate between false and true among the things produced in 
mathematics? What measures can it use to measure truth in these 
things? (I~O~OLS 6; XCIV~UL X P W ~ ~ Y ~ T ~ ~ V  &v TOI'JTOLS ixh40e~av 
napa~zpei; 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 
answered that it is reason, dianoia (ibid. 11.26-12.2), but though the 
Divided Line gives Proclus a Platonic point d'appui, the explanation 
he provides is Neoplatonic. It is that the objects of mathematics are 
neither entirely 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 dona by the 
stability and validity of its material (11 .lo-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 I have argued elsewhere, may also be 
responsible for the differences between Proclus' treatment of the 
imagination here and in the other 

When Proclus discusses the assessment of sense data we see that 
they are not always, as in Plotinus, submitted to the judgment of 
dianoin 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 
Aktbtades 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 criteria1 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 I 
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 
learn from them or how it related to the truth.'' As the last text 



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, 
r d t o v  6k (Iqa~p~06vtwv &is 6auro6s A O L T C ~ V  ~ n ~ o r p 6 r p & ~ v  6 6  
(212.11-15). The word for turning, 6n~utp6rp&~v, does, of course, 
characteristically impIy 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. 46.1 5 f f .  ; 
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 .I 4). In the 
course of it he actually distinguishes three kinds of truth, one that is 
One-like ( 6 ~ 0 ~ 1 6 f i ~ )  and is light that comes from the One, another 
that comes from the intelligibles and illumines the intellectual orders 
(vo~pai  & a m u p ~ u & l ~ ) ,  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, 61' knrunjpqs owoOoa rois 
~ C L U T ~ ~ T O ~ ~  (347.21-30). This third kind appears to be dependent on, 

PLOTINUS AND PROCLUS 275 

rather than identical with, intellection. In most passages where he 
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 Elements of 
Thedogy, a soul may not know being, so that qua soul it is not 
cognitive - gnmtikon in the sense of having true knowledge - and its 
essence is not knowledge (gnosis), so that it is subsequent in being to 
those things that are cognitive by their very essence (ET 190.18-23). 
Rather souls produce truth and knowledge by looking at the intellect 
(cf. In  Tim. 1.269.74). Philosophical discussions which move up to 
the divine intellect, in so far as they do, recapture the truth (ibid. 
3.356.20-22) and those souls which remember what is there easily 
remember the truth (ibid. 1.83.4-6). AH its other activities involve 
error: only life in accordance with intellect is free from it, p6vq 6i: 4 
xazh WTJV cudl zb &&ads EXEL ( I n  Parrn. 1025.29-33). Truth is 
seen together with now in the type of contemplation most 
appropriate to Being (ibid. 653.18-20). In fact all knowledge consists 
in turning towards, fitting, and assimilating to the object of 
knowledge, and therefore truth is the fitting of the knower to that 
which he is knowing, IC& r b  y~vouxbp~vov  kcpolppoyfi TOG 
y ~ v h a m g  (In Tint. 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 follow from this 
that, as Proclus says at I n  Timaeurn 23.16-17,  things in the 
sublunary world only have an obscure form of truth (6pdpir 
&;10eux). 

In the end truth is enshrined in the triadic structure of the 
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 Thedogy it is coupled with love and faith, 
E p w ,  &k4B&ta, xiazq (1.25 = 1 .lO9.lO-llO.8),~~ There it brings 
being to divine wisdom, filled with which intellect has knowledge of 
being, as do souls which participate in it and are thus able to work in 
an intellectual manner: rt& 66 a6 t4v Bdav uocpiav, 62  xai 6 vo% 
n h q p d p ~ v q  Y L V ~ U X E L  t h  h a  xak ~ u x a i  ~ ~ d x o u u a ~  vmpG2 
CwpyoCaiv, &$ha &finou xai hvdrye~ nai  npoodplie~ t h  Bvca. 
Truth is responsible for the presence of true wisdom because it 
illumines all things that are exercising intellection, and joins them to 
their objects just as the very first truth ($ ~ p o r i u r q  sc. hhj0era) 
joined intellect with its objects (109.17-23). In a further related3' 



passage of the Platonic Theology truth is linked triad with 
the very first intellection, T) ltpozt'atq dquq 5-7, cf. 
20-22). 

It will not have escaped notice that in these . ~g with 
truth and the intelligible there is no mention of thc n. As in 
flotinus the real truth which is to be found in Nacs not require 
either 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, through 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: 

(a) the commentaries: I n  Ak.  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 111 
(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, Kroll, Diehl). 

(b) Other works: Elements of Theology by proposition number; Platonic 
Thedogy by book and chapter with, for vols.1-111, volume, page and 
line of the ~ u d k  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). 

But cf. Proclus, In Tim.  1.254.19ff., discussed below, p.267-271. 

Cf. e.g, G. Striker, 'Kp~zi$~w z i i ~  EthqOeia~', NAWG 1974.2 
(Gottingen 1974) 47-110; A. A. Long, 'Sextus Empiricus on the 
criterion of truth', BZCS 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 105-1 24. 

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

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 i n  Stoicism (London 1971) 22-37. 



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 I98 (Rome 1974) 218f.; 
T. A. Szledk, Platon und Aristoteles in der Nuslehre Plotins 
(BaseUStuttgart 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 o f  
artificial measures. 

I take 6 ZL SC. kuti as I... what it is, placed alongside the rule (or 
standard)...'. The words are usually translated as 'that it is contrary 
to . . .. ' (so Brihier, Harder, Cilento). But cf. Igal's 'percatindose 
de cuanto no se ajusta a la regla', considering how far it fails to 
fit. 

Cf. e.g. Diogenes Laertius 10.1 29 (Lerrer to Menoiceus). 

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

Not necessarily the discussion of soul's relation to body referred to 
by Porphyry, Vita Plot. 13. Cf. my Plotinus' Psychology (The 
Hague 1.971) 16 n.20, 

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

This interpretation depends on reading d z q  in 1.3: if HBT's 
o h  were correct the comparison with sensible man would begin 
at 6d in 1.2 and 6k in 1.3 would have to be excised. 

For kriterion in moral contexts cf. Diogenes Laertius 10.129 and 
Sextus Empiricus, Pyrr. hyp. 2.1 4 .  

Phronesis may here have the sense defined at 1.6.6.12-1 3 : v6quis 
kv h o o ~ p o g 5  r&v x 6 r q  npb~ M r& fivu r4v ryvXilv ayouoa 
('intellection which involves turning away from what is below and 
leading the soul to what is above'). 
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15. On virtues in Nous cf. now .I. M. DiUon, 'Plotinus, Philo and 
Origen on the grades of virtue', in Platonismus und Christentum. 
Festschrift H .  Dorrie , ed. H.-D. Blume and F. Mann. Jahrb. f .  
Antike und Christentum, Erganzungsband 10 (Miinster 1983) esp. 
98-1 01 . 

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

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

18. See n.5. 

19. See above p.264ff. 

20. Cf. my 'Plotinus in later Platonism', in Neoplatonism and Early 
Christian Thought. ed. H .  J. Blumenthal and R. A. Markus 
(London 1981) 212ff. 

21. There are some passages .where this principle seems to be 
infringed, cf. e.g. In Tim. 1.352.15-19 and my 'Proclus on 
Perception', BICS 29 (1 982)  6. 

22. @avcaurrx4 p & u ~  is considered as a sixth candidate, but rejected 
on the grounds that it does not cognize being (244.19-245.4); cf. 
also A . 4 .  Festugiire ad loc. in his translation of In Tim., vol.11 
(Paris 1967) 80 n.1. 

24. Festugikre, ibid. n.5, draw attention to the unusual uses o f  %q 
in the preceding pages. 

25. On these lists cf. my 'Plutarch's exposition of the De anima and 
the psychology of Proclus'. in De 3amblique h Proclus. Entretiens 
sur lVAntiquit6 Classique XXI. Fondation Hardt 
(Vandoeuvres-Geneva 1975) 137 ff. 

26. Cf. n.21. 



Cf. e.g. Elements of Theology 21 1. 

On logos and its function here cf. W. Beierwaltes, Proklos, 
Grundziige seiner Metaphysik. (FrankfurtIMain 1965) 207-212. 

On nous and truth see below p.274ff. 

It should be noted that Xbyg is here used in the ordinary way as 
an equivalent of 6~6vora. 

See above p.268. 

Cf. 'Plutarch's exposition' (see n.25) 144-46. B. L. van der 
Waerden, 'Die gemeinsame Quelle der erkenntnistheoretischen 
Abhandlungen von Iamblichos 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, (11.21) 1. But there are a few passages where he allows 
sense data to initiate progress to knowledge, cf. In  Tim.  
2.113.26ff.; In  Eucl. 18.17ff. 

For this triad cf. also In Tim. 1.212.21-22. 

On these matters cf. Beivwaltes. op. cit. (n.29) 128f. 

Cf. the notes complt!mentaires in Saffrey-Westerink vol.Il1 .l 4Off. 

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,2 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 
tip Platonic Theology, Proclus lists Plotinus with his pupils 
Porphyry and Amelius, together with the later Theodorus and his 
own intellectual hero Iamblichus, as the outstanding exponents of 
the Platonic t r a d i t i ~ n . ~  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 
 confusion^.^ 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 that later Neoplatonic 
treatments of problems already handled by Plotinus often took his 
loose ends and ambiguities as their point of departure. There are of 
course questions on which his views are simply rejected. The most 
obvious is the treatment of the Aristotelian categories, where even 
Porphyry, who in some ways sticks very closely to Plotinus. differed 
radically from his master. Another is the treatment of the higher 
soul, to which we must return shortly. But apart from these major 
issues-time and evil are others-there are enough points of 
disagreement in detail to show that Plotinian Neoplatonism was by 
no means accepted as an unquestioned starting point. 

Here we must stop to consider difficulties arising from our source. 
The later Neoplatonists are, to varying extents, prone to reproduce 
material from their predecessors, without acknowledging its 
provenance. It is generally agreed, for example, that Simplicius' 
Calegories commentary is heavily dependent on that of Iamblichus, 
and that in turn on Porphyry's great commentary in seven books.6 
Yet explicit references to Porphyry are far fewer than those to 
Iarnblichus, and the case for Simplicius' dependence on him cannot 
be said to beincontrovertible. Similarly one cannot always be certain 
when views which can be identified with Plotinus are really his. 
Explicit named citations are comparatively rare even in those 
Neoplatonists like Simplicius whose scholarly procedures most 
closely approach 6ur own. Thus, to be sure we are not 
misrepresenting what actually happened, we must see what 

-- - 
conclusions can be drawn from those places wherc Plotinus is 
actually named. 

~ h a i  is one methodological difficulty. There is another, perhaps 
easier to handle. It is that, though Plotinus did not proclaim himself 
a commentator on the writings of either Plato or Aristotle, but 
merely as an exponent of Plato's philosophy, later Neoplatonists 
took himas both. The reason is not obscure: since Aristotle as well as 
all the Platonists were assumed to be setting out the same basic 
Platonic philosophy, it was natural to infer that any opinion a later 
writer might have on a subject treated by Plato or Aristotle was in 
fact 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 
is aIleged to have expressed about an Aristotelian text. or even a 
Platonic one, they are disagreeing with Plotinus' own opinions. Only 

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.8 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 Chaidaean Oracles. To think of the tradition in this way is 
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 it is 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 Hotinus himself admitted to be u n o r t h o d o ~ . ~  
Most later Neopiatonists did not accept Plotinus' view, but insisted 
that the soul does indeed descend as a whole.1° 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 alwayseternally-engaged in intellection it would be im- 
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 ~ndeed go on all the time, but that we are only intermittently 
aware of i t  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 i t  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.12 
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 I11 
of the de Anima, where Plotinus is treated simply as another 
c~rnmentator . '~  But since we know from Porphyry's list of his 
worksI4 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 Siellungnahme to those of Aristotle. as if 
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 111.7, 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.' 
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' 

more rigid distinction between the human soul and Soul or Intellect 
in themselves is reproduced at all levels. If we look at the central 
section of the soul we shall find that some of Plotinus' problems have 
simply re-appeared, though not necessarily for the same reasons. 
Any Platonist working, as all late Platonists did, with an 
Aristotelian-type arrangement of the soul, would naturally look for 
a demarcation between those faculties which are involved with the 
body, and those which are not. It will come somewhere in the area of 
imagination, phanrasia, which is actuated by sense impressions or 
messages from them. and so is associated with the body, but also 
provides a dematerialized form of the data so acquired as material 
for rational thought: it also transmits the operations of intellect 
downwards. Thus it has links with both upper and lower soul. 
Plotinus. for eschatological reasons, needed an imaginative faculty 
associated with the upper. surviving, soul, and yet to preserve the 
upper soul's freedom from affection needed imagination to be 
associated rather with the lower. Plotinus in the end doubled the 
faculty, and attributed a power of imagination to both sections of the 
soul.1h Later Ncoplatonists did not follow him in this, but did have 
their own demarcation problem in the same area. In Proclus, and 
probably his teacher Plutarch, it was manifested in vacillation over 
the role of thc imagination, and how phuntasia related to the faculty 
they called doxa, opinion. which sometimes seems to overlap 
phantasio and at other times merely to double it." While this 
solution, or attempt at a solution, was not explicitly connected with 
the difficulties which appear in Plotinus, it is clear that they are 
related by their nature, if not by historical descent. Unfortunately we 
have no explicit discussion of Plotinus' position. 

One area in which the later Neoplatonists differ radically from 
Plotinus. as opposed to merely modifying-or over-interpreting- 
his views, is in the interpretation of Aristotle's categories.'* And this, 
of course, is the only subject on which one could say that Plotinus 
was actually expounding Aristotle-a procedure perhaps motivated 
by a wish to reconcile with his own thought a part ofAristotle's which 
seemed particularly resistant to such incorporation, and which 
Plotinus did not succeed in incorporating-unless his relegation of 
Arjstotle's categories to the sensible world be counted as success. 
Given Porphyry's "nominalist" interpretation of the Categories one 
can be sure that he was fully aware of this exclusion when he said that 
Aristotle's Metaphysics, which use the categories extensively, are to 
be found condensed in the Enneads.' It was in any case Porphyry 
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who re-instated the categories in Platonic philosophy, where they 
had already found a place before Plotinus. The Middle Platonists, 
after all, had adopted them, perhaps without fully considering the 
impli~ations.'~ For in so far as they had any metaphysical sense, 
they were inappropriate to a Platonic system. It was Porphyry, as 
Professor Lloyd has pointed out, who made them fit precisely by 
making them part of what he calls "a logic . . . stripped of certalin 
metaphysical  implication^".^^ But in so far as he did find an 
important place for the categories, Porphyry stands closer to his 
Middle Platonist predecessors than he does to Plotinus. 

Simplicius, to whom we owe most of the information we have 
about the content of Porphyry's large Categories commentary, 
follows him and Iamblichus on most  point^.^' That Simplicius 
should reject Plotinus' critique of Aristotle on this question is not 
unexpected, though we should note that he takes Plotinus' treatment 
seriously and lists it with the other commentar ie~.~~ Given his aim of 
harmonising Plato and Aristotle as completely as possible," it 
would be surprising to find him accepting the relegation of so basic a 
part of Aristotle'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 predictable. 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 
incomplete activity. If so, argues Plotinus, he could have put activity 
above it and made movement a species of it. Having reported that, 
and stated Iamblichus' objections, Simplicius gives further details of 
Plotinus' position, and then quotes without dissent Iamblichus' 
declaration that it is very far from the t r ~ t h . ' ~  Earlier, in reporting 
that he, together with Lucius and Nicostratus, had raised certain 
difficulties 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.26 Other 
references to Plotinus are made in a similar spirit. Simplicius 
regarded Plotinus' whole approach to this work as misconceived, 
since it failed to take account of the logical aim of Aristotle's 
treatiseeZ7 He himself took the view that the categories were not 
entities, but terms signifying entities." 

No other extant ancient commentary on Aristotle makes so much 
explicit reference to Plotinus. We are hampered by the com- 

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 111, 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 11.1.2, 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 c~rnmentary.'~ 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 aithvr 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 acircle.'* This passage, from 11.2 1, is also to 
be found in Proclus' Timaeus c~mmentary,~ '  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,& 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 
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eight times, from Iamblichus through Proclus and Philoponus to 
Olympiodorus and David: in addition it appears in the Platonic 
scholia and in P ~ e l l u s . ~ ~  

Two other problems to which the later Neoplatonists offered 
solutions markedly different from Plotinus' are the nature of time, 
and of evil. The divergences, 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 t~me and then both, and giving them a narrowly determined 
position in the intelligible-in the loose sense-hierarchy. The 
means adopted by Iamblichus 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 sub~iance. '~ And while he continued to regard eternity as a 
measure of real e ~ i s t e n c e , ~ ~  he did say that it was an active order 
ordering other things and not itself ordered.36 That gave Proclus, 
following lamblichus 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.37 

Before we leave this topic it is worth noting that Simplicius, when 
he came to discuss Aristotle's treatment of time in Physics 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 111.7, 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 

Plotinus' time was at least to be defined in terms of what already 
existed otherwise. Plotinus, moreover, while excluding the view that 
time is no more than a measure, does make some use of the idea that " c. 

time is involved in measurement.'" 
The second problem, evil. must also be discussed briefly here. 

Unlike time it does not have a clear point of departure in Aristotle, 
but it is relevant in so far as it also presents a difference between 
Plotinus and later Neoplatonism in an area where Plotinus' thought 
was unclear or inconsistent. Plotinus' views on this question have 
been much discussed, and various attempts made to reconcile what 
appear to be conflicting expressions of them.41 The first is that evil is 
matter, which is evil intrinsically, the second that the negativity of 
matter is incidentally a cause of evil in conjunction with the soule4' It 
is probably fair to say that none of these attempts has carried the 
field: perhaps the problem is insoluble. Here again we find greater 
clarity, arguably the result of lesser understanding, in Proclus. 
Proclus denied both that matter could be evil, since for him matter 
was directly, rather than mediately, related to the One, and also that 
there could be self-subsistent evil at all."' For him evil is rather a kind 
of teleological inadequacy. Thus he has given a superficially clear 
account where Plotinus had not, but one which entails difficulties of 
its 

We have seen then that in some areas later Neoplatonists will 
introduce Plotinus' views to corroborate their own. This was equally 
true of his opinions as a Platonist and, as they took him to be, as an 
interpreter of Aristotle. These agreements are most often to be found 
in relatively uncontroversial areas of their thought. But at the 
extremes of the metaphysical world, and at those other points where 
difficulties were likely to arise, we do find substantial differences. We 
must however, beware of thinking in terms of chronological changes. 
The later Neoplatonists continued to disagree among themselves, 
and the mocess we have looked at was not one of linear development 
away frbm   lot in us.^^ 
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(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,l most of it, coincidentally, within - or just outside - the ?ria Zwtra 
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 -f/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, BcovpyhP 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 B~oAdyog, 
theologian, to suggest that instead of merely talking about gods he knew how to 
act, 'en confhnt une nature divine',s If Bided interpretation is correct, the first 
use of the word would carry the meaning of producing W ,  one of several 
meanings that have been suggested for the tern. Others are that it means one 
who does &k Zpw, or one who operates on the gods, the meaning perhaps 

Some examples are R. T. Wallis, Neoplatonism (London, 1972). passim, esp. pp. 120-23, 
153-57; A. Smith, Porphyry's Ploce in the Neoplatonic tradition (The Hague, 1974). pp. 81-150; 
A. D. R. Sheppard, 'Proclus' attitude to thewgy', C. Q. n.s. 32 (1982). 212-224; G. Shaw, 
'Thmgy: rituals of unification in the Neoplatonisrn of Iamblichus', Trodirio 41 (1985), 1-28. The 
classic earlier discussion is E. R. Dodds, 'Theurgy and its relationship to Neoplatonism', JRS 37 
(1947), 55-69, reprinted as Appendix II, 'Theurgy' in The Greeks and the herrattonal (Berkdey and 
Los AngeIes, 1951, repr. Boston 1957), pp. 283-31 1; see also H. Lewy, Chaldaem Orucksand 
Theurgy (Cairo, 1956, rep. with addenda by various hands, ed. M. Tardieu, Paris, 1978). an 
extraordinarily difficult book to use (hereafter Omles). 

Cf. S. Eitrem, 'La tfikurgie chez les ntoplatoniciens 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 OmIes, pp. 461-66. 

Cf. however F. Cremer. Die chaldaikhen Orukel wrd Jantblich 'De Mysteriis' (Meisenheim 
am Glan, 1%9 [Beia.~. Klass. Philol. 26]), pp. 19-36. 

s.v. Ioulianos, Suidae Lexicon ed. A. Adler, Il (Leipzig, 1931), p. 641. 
La vie de l'emp4reur ~ u l i e n ~  (Paris, 1%5), p. 369 a. 8. 



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 -flopyos compounds.6 
Hence some years ago I suggested that &povpy& understood - one should 
add 'by Platonists' - as one who works on the world suggested the meaning 
for &ovpyds '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 PseUus that it means, in some sense, making into a god.8 or, alternatively, 
that i t  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 Bided - and 
Psellus7- understanding. While this might (76) be correct, it is not readily 
suggested by the stem fkovpy - 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. O 

Notoriously these and the later Neoplatonic texts in which the words appear do 
not always make it clear just what &ovpyla is, or what a &ovpy& does.ll I do not 
propose to reopen that question and conduct a lengthy re-exatnination of the relevant 
texts here. Instead I shall look 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 
fmt acquired it, even if that can be found12 AU 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 tkovpyds 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 -epyos compounds, viz. -qy& 
cp* and another with -0- vocalism, -0pyos. Semantically the orginally diffaenr 

This is traced, for Mycenaean and the first millennium of 'Greek', by F. Bader, Les 
composks grecs du type demiowgos (Paris, 1965). 
DI Jambliqu d Proclur. (Geneva, 1975 F:ntretiem sur I'Antiquitk Chssique 21]), p. 100, in the 

discusiiicm of E des Pbces' paper on religion in Iarnblichus, a suggestion noi well received by the speaker. 
Michael Psellus, De omni&ria doctha 74. (ed. L. G .  Westerink. (Utrecht, 1948) = PC 

CXXlI 721D-723A. 
9w as demiurgy: hblichus' solution to the pmblem of embdknt' ,  Dionysius 12 (1988), 39. 

The Chaldaean Oracles. Text Translation and Commentary. (Leiden, 1989 [Studies in Greek 
and Roman Religion 5] ) ,  p. 22 

The word is  also used by Christian writers, cf.  Lampe s.v., but their usage is, 
unsurprisingly, not much help here. 

Cf. e.g the now c h i c  &le by E. Benvenise, 'Probl&mes dmantiques de la reconstruction', 
Word 10 (1954), 251-64, or, more generally, S. Ullmann, The Principles of Semantics. (Glasgow 
-Oxford, 1959 [Glasgow University Publications LXXXIV 2]), pp. 171-203. 
l 3  ' . . . .a statement about spatio-temporal sequences' Y. Makiel, '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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types in-~p.pyo~. and -cp& had already merged in Homer.14 Any compound having 
any of these as second element and an + stem noun as the first would, of course, be 
indistinguishable once both loss of-f- and contraction had taken place, but the 
Mycenaean forms of such wards usually show the -0- grade forms. 

One cannot, of course, expect that the Greeks at the time of whoever invented the 
name b &otlpyck for the wretched Julian were aware of the distinction, though some 
grammarians may have been - and some might have noticed that the surviving 
uncontracted forms of words like &pqp& ended in - e p w .  Historically this and 
other endings are misleading, and must come under suspicion of being artificial 
post-contraction recreations no better than such as lp iba ,  though unlike that group, 
which are manifestly fakes, 6Jlluoqpyk does not betray its status. The evidence for 
that is to be found on the Mycenaean tablets. These provide examples of both the - 
f c p w  and -Fopyos types, shaving words ending in -we& and -wo-ko. Such are 
ku-m-so-wo-ko and to-ko-so-wo-ko (both nom.pl.: khrusoworgoi, goldsmiths 
[PU An 2071, and mxoworgoi, bowmakers [PY An 2611, a-pu-&web gen. pl. 
ampukoworgoi, headbandmakers'5 or perhaps fenceworkers [PY Ad 6711) and, 
from the less common -we& type, pi-ro-we-ko (philowergos, a name [PY 
Jn389]).16 Always assuming that these interpretatims17 are wmt, we have here 
W y  two slightly diffaent senses for +qy- compounds: while tmworgoi may 
have made bows, k%rusowor;poi 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 &ovpy& does mean something like 'to operate on the gods' then 
it would have the same sort of sense as words like ku-ru-so-wo-b, that is, one 
who works on the object or material simed by the nominal form (77) which 
f o m  the first part of the compound. On the other hand 6qplovp&, which might 
appear to be relevant to discussion of @soupy&, probably has a different sense, 
since &pic+ is a nominal form with adjectival force, so that the word most 
naturally 1neans one who does Stjws-pertaining things.18 It may, of course, also 
mean one who work, on these,lg but that would hardly describe the activities of 

l4 Cf. E. Risch, Wortbilhurg der homerischen sprache2 (BerlinjNew York, 1974), p.207 
So Ventris-Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek2 (Cambridge, 1973), p.156. 

l6 And, incidentally, a testimony to the longevity of Greek naming practices, since we have 
@ r M r o m  at the endof our period 

Given by Ventris and Chadwick, ibid. p. 180. 
l8 Here we should note not only that Quovpy& and &ovp yds are formally different, since 
&ovpy& has as its fust element a noun, but that if it were to be equivalent to G r ~ o v p y d s  
we should expect the non-existent *&~ovpy&. e ~ o u p y d s  cannot be a development of 
*&rovpyds because the word was coined far too h e  for it to have been affected by the loss of 
intervocalic+ liom &LC+, and *&rovpyds would in any case have been likely to survive by 
analogy with &for, itself <*thes-ios. 

For another view of the meaning of 6ryuoup& see L. R. Palmer, 'Mycenaean Greek Texts 
from Pylos', TPhS (1954), 43-45, who thinks they are workers on Epos land basing himself on a 
Hi* law axle which is mt obviously rebvanr P. Chantmine, DictioMaire Etymologique de la 
Ianguegre~que 1 (Park, l m ) ,  s.v. 6ryuoqy6s; describes the idea as ingenious but perverse, though 
wt = m y  disprovable; cf. also K. Murakawa, 'Demiurgos', ti&& 6 (1957), 412-15. 



those who are said to be Gqpiovpyd in early post-Mycenaean Greek, that is in 
Homer and the somewhat later Homeric Hymn to Hermes. The list of 
Gq.uotpyd, a" Srp~ovpyol Eumv, 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 a#-. Similarly at 19. 135 it is heralds who are 
described as Sqpiovpyol, and they if anyone are the people's workers. In the 
Hymn to Hermes, the sense of Sqpiovpyol is less clear. At line 98 we have 
r q a  S' 6pdpw ~!yiyv~ro 6qpiovpyds. 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 Gqpiovpy& to mean 'which 
does work', namely warming things and bringing them to their end,20 
apparently followed by CAssola who translates 'l'alba operosa', though his 
note, 'che spinge gli uornini al l a ~ o r o ' ~ ~  indicates a different sense, and is more 
likely to be correct, as is Allen and Sikes' 'which starts men on their work7,22 
making Gqpiovpy& 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. &zpiopyoi at Delphi, Elis and 
Mantinea and on some of the islands, including some that spoke an Attic-Ionic 
form of Greek,23 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 8q.~ioupyoi probably formed a distinct 'class' 
alongside the dmrplSai and the variously named tfypoi~o~ or y,wpyoi.24 
According to Strabo (8. 7. 1) four classes were instituted by Ion, priests, 
farmers, 6qp~ovpyoi and guards, qh5/\a~cs, a legendary organisation reflected in 
the antediluvian Athens of Plato's Critius (1 l2B).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 
Neopfatonists' brain cells than anything except Plato's Pmnides .  One would 
have to say that the craftsman in question was far superior to any who might 

20 S.V. 6 ~ A L w ,  6n m i n a  T&UUFL ~ a l  T ~ C L O I L  
F .  Chssola, Inni Omerici (Milan, 1975), ad loc. 

22 T. W. Allen and E. E. Sikes, The Homeric Hymns (London, 1904), ad loc. 
- 

23 In the latter case the form would, of course, be 677pr- rather than Gapr-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 LSJ s.v. derniourgos, 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 Gqpiovpyol, and their infrequent 
appearance, see P. J. Rhodes, A commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia 
(Oxford,l981), pp. If., 78f. and, on 13.2, pp. 183f. 
25 E. Benveniste, Le vocabulaire &s institutionr indo-europiennes (Paris, 1969). I 288-91, 
sees in this and other quadripartite organisations a reflex of an Indo-European social structure. 

FROM KU-RU-SO-WO-KO TO 8EOYPT08 5 

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 philosophical writers.(7 8) 

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 He~iod.2~ 

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 &ovpy& or fkovpyol the references are usually to them 
as people who hold certain views, which Damascius will either report, or, 
sometimes (e.g. at 11 204. 12-13 Ruelle) accept. Interestingly the noun 
&ovpyla seems to be absent. Philoponus, on the other hand, does not use 
tkovpy* at all and Darnascius' colleague Simplicius but once. Of other theurgy 
words neither of them uses rtkunurj. Simplicius uses it-pan~& once, at In De 
caelo libros 469. 4-11 ,  where we read that our luminous27 soul-vehicle could 
hear the harmony of the spheres if properly purified by one of three methods: 
the third is kpnd rd~aovpyla ,  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 Icpnmj only once, in a context which, as one 
might expect in one of his Christian works, has nothing to do with theurgy29; 
the same is true of two instances of &og50p*, a word which Simplicius does not 
use. Where he does use &ovpy* the sense of operating on the gods is clear 
enough. Thus in the Corollatiurn de Ternpore of his Physics commentary 
Sirnplicius talks about Proclus' attitude to Iamblichus: Proclus tries to show not 
only that he is a vo@ 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. 
(BerkeleyjL&Lmdon, 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 
@nos meaning epic metre attributed to Proclus by Photius, ood. 239 = V 156. 8- 1 1 Henry. A. 
D. R. Sheppard, in 'Iamblichus on Inspiration: De Mysteriis In G', 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, &o#opla, in De Myst. 3. 
7 = 107. 5ff. Des Places, and draws attention to des Piaces' note on an earlier section of the 
same chapter where he takes Iamblichus' remarks on &v6ovuraupdg to be 'd'aprhs 
I't5tymologie'. 
27 The reading a l ro~&'~  in line 7 - rd a h d &  a h 0 0  ~ a l  ofipdvrov d,yqpa - is 
surely a mistake for the standard afiywr#; the simplest of majuscule mistakes. 
z8 A reference to tj ' A u d p ~  &oAoyfa at In Phys. 643.27 is to a point of physics. 
29 De OpjFic. Mundi 197.10-12 Reichardt 



theurgists (795. 3-7). That Iamblichus is mentioned here is significant in so far 
as it 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 of 
most of them is surely not without significance. 

More 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' 
Phaedrus commentary, or in the extant books of the Metuphysics commentary. 
Syrianus can hardly be accused of being so scholarly a commentator on Plato 
and 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 
P r ~ c l u s , ~ ~  suggesting perhaps that it was Proclus himself rather than Syrianus 
or Plutarch 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 I. M. Dillon's edition of the remains of Iamblichus' expositions (79) of 
Plata3 There is only a single reference to him, and that to the In Hemtogenem. 
Similarly B. Dalsgaard Larsen's wider collection of Iamblichean material finds 
only one extract in Syrianus,3* though that is from his Metaphysics 
commentary, where he cites Iamblichus on the ~ a r m e n i d e s . ~ ~  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 ~A~mimj, in Hermeias' commentary on the kinds of 
madness, in Phaedrus 244A-245A (In Phaedrurn 84. 17-97. 27 Couvreur, 
~assim).34 Moreover, Damascius in his Phaedo commentary gives Syrianus 
with Iamblichus and Proclus as examples of those who privilege theurgy. 35 

30 Cf. e.g. Proclus, In Parmenzikm 1061. 20-3 1 cousin2. The reference to his teacher is in 
the standard form for Syrianus. For the identification cf. too the note ad loc. in G. Morrow and 
J. M. Dillon's translation (Princeton, 1987). 
31 J, M. Dillon, Iamblichi Chalcidensis In Platonis Dialogos Commentariorum Fragments 
(Leiden. 1973). 
32 B. Dalsgaard Larsen, Jamblique de Chalcis. ExtgPte et philosophe (Aarhus, 1972), I1 
Appendice: Testimonia et fragments 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 [Olympiodorusl In Phuedonem 123.3-6 = L. G. Westerink, The Greek Commentaries on Pluto's 
Phaedo .I1 Dcmylsch. (Amsterdam/Dxfordnvew Yo*, 1977 W&d. Kon Nedslandse Ak. d Wet 
Afd Len. n.s.93 I), 172. 1-3, p. 105. Westerink, ad loc., notes that Damasciw lists these three as 
those to whom Isidore paid special actention, Vit. Isid. fr. 77. 

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 Iamblichean kind of Neoplatonism - in contrast with the more 
serious attitude of Ale~andria.3~ In the introduction to her recent and very 
welcome edition of the fragments of Plutarch D. P. Taonnina 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 (Vira 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 
Produs, 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. 39  

But the history of theurgic p&ce is fortunately not our subject now. Without 
going into hat, we can safely say that the ptitioners either thought they were 
doing something to the gods, or, as most of the mart recent investigators think, 
making tkmse1ves more like thedo, and so, in a loose sense, making gods. Both 
these senses are closer to the original Greek use of noun -epyo-/-opy+ 
wmpounds than to the early meaning of & p ~ o y y &  only in its specla1 Platonic 
significance does the latter have anything in common with - one possible view of 
- the activities of the &otpy&, and then not very much. 

-- 

36 On this largely i f  not entirely unjustified contrast cf.  I .  Hadot, Le problPme du 
Nioplatonisme alexandrin: Hi&roclZs et Simpliciur (Faris, 19781, passim; H. J. Blumenthal, 
'John Philoponus: Alexandrian Platonist', H e m s  1 14 (1 986), 3 14-35. 
3' D. P. Taormina, P l w c o  di Atene. L' Uno, I'Anima, le Forme. (Catania, 1989 [Symbolon 
8 I), pp. 42-44: 'le patiche che egti [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. 1983, 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, Plutatch and Syrianus, who were to initiate him 
(sc. Proclus) into hurgic Neoplatonism'. 

Cf. e.g. Shaw, 'Theurgy as Demiurgy' (see n. 9), 40-4 1. 



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 pbantasia which he doubled, and also 
tended to fly apart at the ends, where the intellect remained 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 1. That such difficulties should arise 
among Platonists is not surprising, since they necessarily had to 
account for the way an immaterial 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 more 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 Plotind PsycboIogy(The Hague rg71), 27 ff. and 89 ff. 



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 Pbaedo and De anima with him as a young 
student l, 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 clearly identifiable information 
about him is derived through the commentaries of Simplicius 
and Stephanus (Ps.-Philoponus) %. Though it has been asserted 
that much material from Plutarch has been absorbed into subse- 
quent commentaries on both Plato and Aristotle a, 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 sufiiciently often - on nearly half the 
occasions where he cites him - for it to bc totally unsafe to 
assume that anything in him is derived 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 

' Cf. Marinus, i'rccl. r 2. 

R. BEUTLER, Pltltarcbos YO# Atben, in RE XXI I (195 I), 963 f., and, with some 
reservations, Porphyrior, in R E  XXII I (1953), 309. He is followed by E. EVRARD, 
Le maitre de Plutarque d'dthtnes et les origines du nkoplatonisme athtnien, in 
Ant. Ciass. 29 (1960), 391-7 ; cf. also K. PRAECHTER, Syrianos, in RE IV A 2 
(1932), 1737. For anotber view see H. D. SAFFREY - L. G. WESTERINK'S intro- 
duction to the Bud6 edition of Proclus, Tbiologieplatonicienne(Paris 1968), p. XLVII. 

R. BEUTLER, Plutarcbo~ von Atben, 963 ; pace Beutler, Plutarch's suggestion to 
Proclus about a Pbaedo commentary (Marin. Procl. 12) tells us nothing about his 
influence on any other commentary. 

biographical and largely anecdotal material in Damascius' Life 
of lsidore and Marinus' Life of Proch -is contained in comrnen- 
taries. It is theiefore 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 or 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 agree that 
they do. If it needs argument, I have argued the point else- 
where l, and should merely like to say two things briefly now. 
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 by the to us 
shocking statement of Simplicius in the introduction to his 
Commenfav on $he Da anima that he would try to expound 
Aristotle sticking as closely as possible to the views of Iamblichus 
and the truth itself: ... xavr&ou S& XUT& Sljvmpv f l c  7 t h  ~puyp&mv 
& v r q o p 6 v q ~  &o$daq nard d p  ' I a k $ A i ~ o u  kv .rots isiors a6roG xept 

4 u ~ 5 j ~  a u y y p & p p a a ~ v  S&-q(~tv (p. I, I 8-20 Hayduck). On the basis 
of the situation outlined we may perhaps make the following 
working assumption : if there is no substantial difference between 
a thinker's opinion about Aristotle and his own view-unless he 
explicitly expresses disagreement with him-then if Plutarch 
expresses a view on a passage in Aristotle which differs from 
Proclus' views on the same subject, Proclus and Plutarch them- 
selves disagree about the point in question, and vice versa. 

Cf. my u Neoplatonic elements in the de anima commentaries D, in Pbroneris t I 
(1976). 



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 l. The exception 
which R. Beutler notes is their disagreement about now. Plutarch 
did not accept that the De anima referred to a nous other than 
the human one 2. 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 (In dean. p. 2 I, 

20-23 Hayduck) tells us that Plutarch accused Alexander of 
pretending 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 Phtarch did not see himself as a mere 
transmitter of results achieved by Alexander, for the complaint 
is about Alexander's treatment of the whole rrpcxypa~sla, and not 
just a single rexr. And when we look at detailed reports of their 
opinions, we find that on other occasions, including a classifica- 
tion of various meanings of noas in Aristotle 3, Plutarch disagrees 
with 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 

PIr~farrbos, 963 f ,  

a Philop. In de an. p. 536, 2-5 Hayduck. 

Ibid., p. y18, 9 if. 
Plrrtartbos, 964. 

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

Even Proclus' style of commentary does not ignore such 
matter< 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 
some and 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 thc Posterior Anul~ticr 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 I. On the other hand 
if one looks at Simplicius' Commentaty 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 a matter that 
may be relevant to the issue in hand, 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 Aristotelian treatise, but from 
remarks made by him in his own Time#$ commentarj and else- 
where. The othex part may be the different way in which 
Simplidus and Stephanus-from whose commentary on Book111 
most of the references to Phtarch come - cite their Neoplatonic 
predecessors. Most of the reports of Plutarch's opinion on the 
interpretation of Adstotle7s 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. 

lPp .  I K I , ~ I  ff.; 160, 1 1  ff.; 181, 1 9 & a n d  129, 16Wallies. 



To return to the question of Plutarch and Alexander. I t  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 Aristotleys 
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 interpretation. I t  is true that on a 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 unima I. The matters on which they are reported 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 unimu, as reflected i s  their divergent views on the status 
of nom 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 clear case 
of each, but there is no reason to think that there will not have 
been others as well. What we have are these. In the first category 
we have Simplicius expressing his preference for Plutarch over 
Alexander on the interpretation of the words ~b 62 xlvoijv xai 

xnodp~vov 76 bp~x~1x6v %. Plutarch said that Aristotle meant that 
the 6pcxrmx$ b t p y ~ ~ a  was a xivqot~ with Aristotle speaking 
Platonically- perhaps we should say Neoplatonically- and that 
the xlvqoq was X O L ~ T L X ~ ~  and not ~aOqr rx~ ,  another way of descri- 
bing what a Neoplatonisr meant by i v tpymc.  Alexander's rejected 
(by Simplicius), though clearly correct interpretation, was that the 

Cf. my <( Did idblichus write a commentary on the a5 anha? B, in H m  102 
('9741, 540-546. 
De an. 433 b 16 f. 

XpeFqis moved x a ~ h  crupp~pri;t6~ (SimpL I n  dean. p. joz,zj-9 H.). 
This passage is worth more than its numerical weight, for it 
exhibits a characteristic which we might in any case expect to 
find, namely that Alexander gave the simple Aristotelian expla- 
nation of a text which Plutarch Neoplatonised. There may also 
have been a difference about how we perceive that we perceive. 
According to one of two conflicting reports which we must 
discuss in more detail1, Plutarch and Alexander both said 
that it was done by xowt da0u;o~<, according to the other, 
Nutarch ascribed this function to the hoy~x.3i +ux4, probably 
to doxa *. 

In the second category we have a discussion on a point in 
Aristotle's section about what has which faculties. Difficulties 
arose over the meaning of ... o 6 ~  oi6v 7 E  6k aGya ~ X E L V  $V $ U X ~ V  

xa'l voGv xptr~x6v, U I ~ O L V  86 p$ Z X E ~  pji ~ ~ V L U O V  6v, y~vv~,l;bv 66 - 
dhhh p.;]~ 05% dy6vvrlzov- 81d ~i ydp OOX &L ; or, as some read it, 
8ch -ci yhp Z&L; 3. The latter was Alexander's way and he took 
Aristotle's meaning to be 8th :i yhp E ~ E L  sri'rst)r]otv, interpreting, as 
Stephanus puts it, i p o q  parixiu;. Plutarch took the opposite 
view - r)jv iwmicrv ~ u 8 i o x ~  -and took the question as 61d d y&p 

06x &L aXdr]av T& O~P&VLX on the grounds that it was not better 
for a body not to be so endowed. Alexander had said it was 
better neither for body or soul to have sense-perception (Philop. 
I n  1 m. p. 195, 36-596, 18 H.). As Stephanus says below they 
read the text differently, and as he points out at some length, 
the point rested on a difference between Platonists and Aristo- 
telians @. 596, 36 ff.). So here too we have a contrast between 
Plutarch the Platonist interpreter and Alexander the Aristotelian, 
a difference which also appears, and was seen to appear, in 
Plutarch's opinion that Aristotle thought children have voGg 

See below pp. I 34 ff. 
a Philop. In de an. pp. 465, 24 f. and 464, 20-27 H. 

De an. 434 b 3-5. 



xx8' ~ [ L V  l. We may take it then that Mutarch'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 
Plutarch's views were simply the conventional views of his time, 
or in particular that Proclus can be expected to agree with 
Plutarch on all points of interpretation of Aristotle's D e  a n h a  
or on his view of the soul - as we have suggested before there 
is not much diaerence between these. That there is unlikely 
to be any difference between a Neoplatonist's interpretation of 
PIato 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 Phaedo. c'Olympiodorus"' Cornmenfa9 
on the Phaedo gives us the only two reports of Platonist views 
I have been able to discover where Plutarch and Proclus appear 
together as the holders of different opinions. One is on a general 
philosophical point, the other on a piece of detailed interpreta- 
tion. The first, which clearly need not be taken from expositions 
of the text which "Olympiodorus" (in fact Darnascius) is dis- 
cussing, namely Phaedo 69 9-70 a, gives a list of opinions about 
how much of the soul is immortal ... o i  SL p l~pc  36 4hoyirg. 
&q rGv p i v  nuhacGv B ~ v o x p d ~ q ;  x r i  Z x d a ~ x n o g ,  r & v  86L va.dpfi)v 

wppAr~oq  XNL ~ ~ O ; ~ , ~ O G .  01 s i  pixpL P ~ V ~ C  qg A O ~ L X ? ~ ,  6~ n p 6 -  

xhw x d  I T o p y 6 p ~ o t  (p. 124, r3-20  Norvin) 2. It is interesting 
that on this point at least, and a point of some importance, 
Plutarch lines up with Iamblichus while Proclus agrees with 
Porphyry - or at Ieast stands between them - not what one 
would expect if Plutarch were in all matters a representative of 

Philop. I,I de an. pp. 7 1  8, zo ff. and 5 19, 34 A. A further difference of detailed 
interpretation may lie behind Simpl. In de atr. p. 160, 7-13 H., where Simplicius 
does not report explicit disagreement, but Plutarch's explanation of De an. 422 b 
27-51 would not make sense if he accepted Alexander's reading of the passage. 

' The commentator may have over-simplified, cf. Proclusr own account, It1 Ti., 
111 pp. 234-8 Diehl. 

a more sensible kind of Neoplatonism than that represented by 
Iamblichus 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 l. 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 hoytx: was intended to cover here. 
The second text from Olympiodorus is concerned with the 
interpretation of Phaedo 66 b : who are the speakers? Plutarch 
said if they were y v q o ~ o ~  g thbmpor ,  how could they endure the 
irbO1 T&V nohh&v ? Proclus said that they were the yv~ococ 

~ch5cocpm but that the x~i0-q PIato 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 Plutatch. Here he did 
so even where we know they studied the dialogue together : 
Plutarch, according to Marinus (Procl. r2), told the young 
Proclus that if he published their discussions of the Phaedo and 
De mima he 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 
D e  mima by Proclus, and no other evidence that Proclus 
produced such a commentary - or at least that hc 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 Plutarch's commentary, 
either for the whole of the De anha ,  or for such parts as it 
covered, and merely pointed out places where he himself held 
a different view. One's assessment of the likelihood that Proclus 
did adopt some such procedure 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. 

Cf. E. EVRARD, art. tit., 398 f. and P. HADOT, Porphyre ef Vicforin~u 1 (Paris 
1968), 105. 



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 I, while 
Iamblichus, normally at least 2, and Proclus thought otherwise 3. 
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 
Proclus can however be deduced from Stephanus' reports in 
his section on De anima 111 5. There we are told that Plutarch 
thought that the human intellect was single and that it thought 
sometimes but not always : x a l  T O ~ ~ T O V  ~ b v  dc~Aoi3v 06 A ~ ~ E L  &ei 

vooGv~a, &&i XOTE vooiivra (Philop. In de an. p. j 3 5,  I 3 -I 5 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 AO~LX: +u~fi, as opposed to 
putting nom and dianoia on different ontic levels. On this matter, 
then, Plutarch and Proclus agree. Since their agreement lies in 
holding a majority opinion, this would not be a matter of great 
significance had not R. Beutler argued that Plutarch held the 
Plotinian view 6. But, as E. Evrard suspected, the evidence 
adduced by R, Beutlcr is probably not to the point 7. Stephanus' 
remarks at Philop. In de an. p. 553, 10-12 H., on which he 

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

But cf. Simpl. In Cat. p. 191, g f. K. 
Elm. theol. 21 I ; In Parm. p. 948, I 8 A. Cousin ; In Ti., I11 p. 3 3 3, 28 ff. Diehl. 
Pr. 400, I1 p. 254, 3 ff. RueIle. 
ff. Elem theol. zr I. 
Plutarchor, 965 f. 

V r f .  cit., 393 n. I 67. 

relied, need have nothing to do with the human nous: hence 
the comment ri, 0c'iov yhp x q c j p ~ a r u c .  

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 pbantiuia. That there are difficulties here in Proclus 
has already been noted. In particular M. Trouillard has pointed 
out that, in the Timum commentu~, doxa seems to have the role 
later played by pbantaria in the Cornmenfay on Endid I I-. Closer 
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 a Neoplatonic soul splits in a way roughly 
corresponding to hc t ions  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 facuIty 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 properly 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 

Proclos, EiPmtr ba tb&bgrir (Paris 1965). 34 a 3. 



thus exposed himself to the difficulties which Plotinus had 
encountered. I t  was perhaps to avoid these that he apparently 
tried to show that phanfasia could be double and yet not double 
at the same time. Ps.-Philoponus reports as follows : .njv 6E 

cpavrualav GLT+ O~ETUL Hhoi)-rap~oq- x a t  r b  p b  xipa< ab&jq ~b txl 
r &  &vw, 4jyouv 4 ab$q, x i p a q  Q a r l  r o i j  8 tavo~) r~xo i j ,  ~b 6E &Mo 
i d p a <  ab&j< xopurq6 iar~ r 3 v  a i a 8 - j a ~ o v  (In de an. p. 5 I 5 ,  I 2-1 5 H.). 
But for Plutarch this duality was not incompatible with unity : 
a few lines below we are given the parallel Plutarch produced 
to account for its situation. The duality, which at first sight 
appears to be one of being, is rather one of function. The 
pardel Plutarch gave is of two lines, one from above and one 
from below, 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 
that phantasia might similarly 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 
oGro  xai 4 cpxv~aa iu  8 G v a ~ a ~  xai &< Ev xai S q  660 Aapp&voa8at, 8 t h  
7Giv p h  uibe*jrGv ri) 8~np-qpivov ~ i q  Ev. 6uvaOpo9sc, TQV 86 e ~ h v  
T?I & x h o b ~  xai 8 5  &v r l S  E ~ L  i v l a iov  eiq T ~ X O U ~  r t v d ~  x a i  popcpk 

Grarpbpouq &vup.brrr~ar (ibid., 26-29) : here the point seems to be 
that 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: 
o i k o  ~ i )  &VW pipo; ~ 3 2  ( p a v r u a i u ~  r b  a u v u x r 6 p ~ v o v  T@ SLUVO~TLX+ 

im1~ (ibid., 22-23), rather than the connection of phantasia with 
higher and lower faculties. 

In any case it is clear that, according to this testimony, 

Plutarch intended phantasia to be the centre of the soul. I t  
borders immediateIy on dianoia above and aidesis below. Yet 
in another passage of Stephanus it appears that a similar position 
is occupied by doxa. There we are told that Plutarch said that 

it is the function of the hoy tx4  +uxi to take cognisance of the 
activities of the senses and that doxa is the means by which it 
does so: q q a i  y&p  &CL x a d  .ib & r ~ p o v  $pot ri< A o y ~ ~ i q  +uxjq, 6xop 

Qmh 4 86Ea, ~ o i j r o  y i v ~ ~ a r .  The reason, which appears to be 
Plutarch's, is that doxa links the rational and the irrational souls : 
3 y&p 86&, r b  x o ~ v 6 r a r o v  pkpoq @q 4 ~ x 5 5  x d  b t p o v ,  6 u v L n t  .njv 

?,oytx+~ Ti) a i y "  (In de an. p. 464, 23-7  H.). Since doxa must 
come below dianoia and is here stated to be in contact with the 
senses, it would seem to occupy the same position in the soul 
whichphantasia occupied in the other passage. Have we then a 
similar uncertainty about doxa andphantasia to that which appears 
in Proclus? There is unfortunately a further difficulty about 
Plutarch. In the course of the next page of Stephanus, where 
he is still discussing how we perceive that we perceive, we read 
that certain vo&epot & q n r a i ,  following neither Alexander nor 
Plutarch, and rejecting Aristotle himself, said that such percep- 
tion was the work of a XSvxprc xQoarxrrx$ which perceived not 
only the activities of the senses, but also those of the higher 
cognitive faculties. These interpreters complained about 
Plutarch saying that &a was responsible, on the grounds that 
it does not cognize the activities of mu, whereas there should 
be one thing registering the activities of all the soul's faculties. 
Though he accepts their s p o m x ~ ~ x i i v ,  our commentator dismisses 
this complaint in the following words : rukru 6.4 M~OVTEG ob 

xarqyopoQar n h o u r b p p u  ol6apoG y&p u h b v  d p o v  A i y o v ~ u  611 4 
66vapG 1 a i a 8 m o p i q  r 8 v  b e p y r r i i v  r 3 v  aEaDjaoov G j q  665q5 i a d v ,  

dhld o u p y o v i i  x a r k  ro&o i+ 'Ah~[&v8~u(,  4 v  xoo)lv a l d q a ~ v  xu1 
ai i rbq ainQpvo;... (p. 465, 2 2-6 H.). HOW can one reconcile these 
two reports? Even if in the first the word 66& was not used 
by Plucarch himself, but the words b m p  i o r i v  + MEu were rather 
the commentator's gloss on r b  d r ~ y o v  p k p o ~  6 j ~  Aoylxqq Jluxtq, 

and the sentence about %Fa 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 v s Q ~ e p o ~  i<*jyulrul 



m d  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 t e a  of one of the vrimpo~ 
6S~tyq~uL themselves l, while StephanusJ 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 pbantasia because of inherited d ia -  
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' Timaem 
commenfary. That, as we know, was an early work %, and so one 
where it would be reasonable to expect that Proclus still held 
views learned from his teachers, which he may subsequently 
have aItered. But before we can go further than merely suggest- 
ing this as a possibility, we must attempt to clear up the role 
of phantrx~ia and doxa not only in the Timaew 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 clearly 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 ofphantasia was unre- 

So too R. BEUTLER, Phfarcbor, 966 ; Beutler, however, implies that Plutarch is 
simply misreported. 
Cf. Marinus, Prod. I 3. 

solved l. This is perhaps a feeling that adequately represents 
the truth. The point is that any attempt to find a simple answer 
to the question, "what did Proclus mean by cpav-ruoiu, 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 Timaem commentary 
Proclus has much more to say about doxa and much less about 
pbantasia than in the other works Z. The import of his statements, 
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 doxa. In the first place we have a number of 
passages which mention several faculties or activities, and do 
not includepbantasia between doxa and aisthesis, such as I p. 257, 
18 ff. DDiehl. 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 
b x a  next to the sensitive faculty. So at In Ti., I p. 248, 22-8 

Diehl, we read : EXSTEL 8 i  qjj~ Sirtq~ 4 ul&qotc, p i q  piv xu1 a6-Si 
o6aa TOG TE aidqqptou xai 6 s  86Eqs- .;A ; ~ t v  y8p at&q&~ov p t d  
xiOous &v~iI.a~~hvmac T ~ V  adLEbeq~ijv . . . 4  8& ~ Y G G ~ V  EXEC X U € ~ P & V  

x&OouF, 4 6E ut&qcrt5 ~ T & X E S  p i v  XWS ~ ~ 1 7 0 5  ~ d i 0 0 ~ < ,  EXEC Sk TL xai 
yvomtx6v, xa86oov ivispu-ra~ 74 SoFac.t~nq xxi $M&pm~uc xup' aho: 
xai yivcrai Aoyod3+~ ... Further, one passage implies that doxa 
belongs to  the bwer soul rather than the upper where it is 
clearly placed elsewhere s. At II p. 247, 9-16 the joint of the 
soul comes at the lowest part of the b'cavo~p~6v and the summit 
of the Go<am~x6v - this seems to indicate that ~b SoSam~x6v 
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 

L'imagimtion, mimir dcl'cime seion Proclur, in Le Niopkttmisme, Colloques internat. 
du C.N.R.S., Royaumont 9-13. 6 .  1969 (Paris 1971), 249-51. 

It is evident that this is not merely a consequence of the subject matter of the 
Timew. 
a Cf. In Ti., J p. zzj, 16 f.; In R., II p. 91, g f. Kroll ; Oracief cbalakipr, fr. 2 .  



highest part in Neoplatonic psychology in general and Proclus' 
other works in particular. 

The passage from I p. 248 suggests that doxa performs the 
function which we might expect to be that of phantsia, namely 
the reception and transmission &xaOijc of what aisthesis perceives 
without such freedom from affection. That abxa has the same 
objects as aidesis is shown, if it needs to be, by a statement 
two pages further on that there is a power superior to aisthesi~, 
namely doxa, pp6.r~  6t' 6pycivou ywhaxou~a, &Mh 81' Haurijc r& 

ai+h xal *v x a r ~ h q r a  6 j c  aia8+mq ~zavop8ouybq (I p. 250, 

5-81. Shortly before we h d  that doxa has the duty of passing 
judgement on the data provided by sense perception, a function 
which is perhaps more appropriate to the discursive reason 
(I p. 249, r j  ff.). The point of mentioning this here is that doxa 
appears to behave as an ordinary faculty of the Neoplatonjzed 
Aristotelian 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 merely using it after the manner 
of Plato. At I1 p. 310, 8-10 we find that doxa is explicitly 
described as an activity $s S o h m ~ x i j ~  $uxijs, though this passage 
may be Iamblichus rather than Proclus I, and in any case refers 
specifidy to the cosmic soul. We are also told that doxa is 
the rational soul's link with the irrational. Proclus even says 
that this is generally accepted : S ~ L  y L  o h  dpus Lmi 6 j c  hoytxilc 

d&qc :of< xzi 6r~ OUV&CTETM~ xpbc ~b hxpi)~u~ov q~ ~ A ~ Y o u ,  
xohXoix~~ h z i  r~0puhrjpkvov (I p. 248, 7-1 0) a. 

Now if do= is as clearly connected with airthesis as it appears 
to be in the texts we have mentioned, one consequence would 
be that there is relatively little scope for phantasia. And in a 
number of passages we find that phuntasia is in fact very closely 

' It is attributed to him by B. DALSGAARD LARSEN, jarnblique de Chalcis ..., Appen- 
dice: Terfimonia effragmenta exegefica (Aarhus rg72), fr. 257, and with some reser- 
vations by J. M. DILLON, lamblichi Chalcidensis In Platonis dialogor commentariorm 
frogmenfa (Leiden I ~ : J ) ,  fr. 59 : cf. his commentary on this fragment, pp. 140-2. 

' Cf. also In Ti., 111 p. 286 ,  29 ff., quoted below p. 141. 

linked with aistbesis, if not actually identified with it l. In an 
account of which gods cause what in this world Proclus says 
that while Hermes is the cause of the xrv ja~~s of phantasia, the 
sun, which he has previously said is the maker of all the senses, 
has made its otcriu, SZ y& oGq6 a i ~ O + ~ o <  xal paw.*dag (In Ti., 
111 p. 69, 18-20 Diehl). Elsewhere it is not clear whether or not 
pkantasia and aistbesrir are to  be taken as separate or 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 : 8 ~ 6 y ~ 8 a  

ydp xui puvruala~ xal ut&$scw< xui bpycivov &Mwv T&V xoMhi3v 

xpbg dp pijcrtv. 

There are however a number of passages in the Timaet/s 
commefitay which apparently include phantasia as a full and 
independent faculty. At I p. 25 5, 9-1 5 there is a list of what 
appear to be powers which are moved by logos when it judges 
their appropriate objects ... r d  32 So&m~d xpivwv xtvdi xal +v 
8&v, rh  6& ~ u w c r a ~ &  r;lv ~avzaai~v,  ~h 6L uia0qrh z)lv at&qa~v. 
But a list of criteria ascribed to Plato on the previous page 
reads : r o k  $v VO~TOQ VOGV ... TO% 8k B L U V O - ~ ~ X O ~ ~  ~L&VOLUV, TO% 8E 
80~ua70is SbEuv, TO?< 82 aia8q.rois aia0qo~v (p. 2 54, 25-7). Earlier 
~uwucr;~x~ ~ 3 a ~  is considered, but rejected, as a candidate for 
v67pt5 in vo4art p r h  h6you mptA&v (l p. 244, 19 ff.). If is 
however a candidate put up in6 wwv, and so the occurrence of 
rav;aonn+ yv8ot~ here may not tell us anything about Proclus 
himself. But at I p. 343, 3 ff. phatztasia comes in a series of 
faculties each of which may refute that below : k x ~ l  x d  crfl&qacv 

yiv &hEyxct cpxv:aaia, Bcdrt p c h  x 4 b q  y ~ v 6 m e ~  x a d  Cniy~p~cr~v 4 
G~dx~to~v, &v u3r.i xa0up~Gtt. %to: 6k cpav.raaiuv ... 

In addition there is a further group of passages, in which 
p6am'arib is prominent, whose status is, or may be, different. 

This has been noticed by W. OWEILL, Proclus, AZcibiades Z(The Hague 1965), 
107 n.323, who simply takes it as one of two senses of phmfa~ia, the other being 
that where phaniasia is a faculty between reason and perception. 

Ti. 28 a. 



First we have a list of entities or faculties which deal with 
various kinds of object in different ways : 76 ydp uli~6 y~vhaxs~ 6 
8~b5 p b  +vwpbo5, voGq Sk 6A~xLj5, A6yo5 S i  xueoA~xLjc, cpuv~uolu 6t 

pop(~wr~xG~, U ~ ~ Y J Q L S  Sk XUO~TLXGS (I p. j 5 2, 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 
rutc, zBv y~vwox6vrwv 8~ucpopuX~ BMoZo5 yiyverut rijc, yv6a~wc 6 ~ ~ 6 x 0 5 .  

A. R. Sodano, who prints these words as a fragment l of 
Porphyry's Timaem 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 : &TE o h  p$m 
x ~ p r m h p ~ v u ~  pix 2vo~AoGp~vac 6x6 zLiv i x d <  E ~ T G ~ W T O V  piv ~ X O U ~ L  

zb cpuvracrrrx6v ... 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 xkqov~~c,  (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. 391, 22 ff., we read of phantasia's activities, xul p+,v xal 5 
cpavrualu xoM& XE& ~b cBpu xuO$px~a Bx&py&ru~ ~ a p '  abrjjv p6vqv 

r i jv  &aurijs tvtpy.s~uv. 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 
section8 - and that strengthens the case for taking the other 

A. R. SODANO, Porpbyrii I n  Plo8onis Timaewn commentariorum fragments (Napoli 
1964). fr. 45. 
Fr. zl , and note ad loc. 

a Down to p. 396, 3 : fr. 5 1  = p. 38, 15-24. 

two texts as representing Porphyry's views rather than Proclus' 
own. 

There is nevertheless a residue of passages which have 
pbantaria as a faculty and which appear to give Proclus' own 
views. Some we have already cited, but the most important is 
I11 p. 286, 29 E. This passage, inconsistently with that which 
puts the junction of the soul at the meeting-place of dianoia and 
doxa, has doxa andphantasia juxtaposed at the centre of the soul : 
l a 7 1  yhp po ia~  $v qc, Aoycxqg 4 S6Sa. xopucp* S& 4 cpuwaalu 

~ & U T & ~ U ~ ,  -mi ~ U V & X T O U ~ L V  m i h q  4 TE 8650: xu1 4 (~uwciah xu1 
xhqpoka~ Guvipwv 4 S~urtpu xupk 6 5  xpsir;ovoc. Yet a few lines 
before Proclus has distinguished between an at&.r)ate p p r 4 ,  
T&UL ouppfij xo~ouphq r j l v  xplmv, &vuho< and another which is 
biijhoc,, xuOup&, pGa& oireu04c;, and has the same nature as @ant- 
&a : 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 pbantaria but still 
leave room for it, in spite of indications to the contrary, or do 
we have here some evidence of doubt preliminary to a change 
of view ? 

Thar the latter may be rhe case is indicated by evidence from 
Proclus' other works, 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 aistheris, one of which 
is of the same nature as phant&a, may be a token of the way 
the change took place. 

For in the Aln'biades cornmenfay we find that aisthesis and 
phantasia are clearly distinguished, while doxa and phantaria seem 
to have come closer together. But again all is not clear. At 
28 8, j -8 (Creuzer) the reception of stimuli from ai~thesis, pbanth ,  
doxa, thumas and t@fbumia is given as a cause of internal discord. 
Here doxa and pbantaria are separate, though the presence of 
fhmzos and epitbuma makes one wonder whether Proclus is in 
fact treating them d as faculties rather rhan as acdvides. Bur 
at 140' 16 f. we are given a hierarchy of faculties : voiic, yhp 
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x p o & p ;  h d p  S~dtvo~uv, 8rcCvo~u SQ S x t p  66Sav xal cpavraafav. That 
this list ends as it does, rather than with mi $ 6 4 ~ ~  (or S&!&V at) 
S d p  qxmaaiuv ,  at least suggests that these Wo are taken together. 
Further at 199, 5-8 we have a distinction between airtheis 
knowing things k d h o e  which are duA6npov b fl cpuvmafqr, a 
distinction which implies a substantial difference such as was 
denied in the Timaem commentary. - 

Signs of a similar process may be seen in the CragZhs commen- 
r q ,  with an interesting addition. For here we find two passages, 
though in neither case part of a psychological discussion, which 
refer to &Aoyog S b b .  In the first Proclus says that while Socrates 
is analogous to now, Hennogenes is analogous to M o y o s  S64u 

&p~~p&q mG 4yuOoE. Callias to o o p u ~ o c r 6 + g  q a w a a f u  xul h h o c  

(In Cra. 67, p. 29 ,  1-3 Pasquali). Here one is reminded of 
Plotinus' distinction between a first phantdsja which is doxa and 
another n r p i  r b  x c h  d p d p b  olov GbEu I. In the second, dprojos 
applying names according to different aspects of an entity he 
exemplifies B m r p  ci n c  4 v  d ioyov 666av p u v ~ u u ( u v  ~ p o u a y o p e l i o ~ ,  
4 :bv v 0 0  Gcdvo~uv, xphc &UO x a i  &Ah0 B M x o v  (I I 3, p. 65 I 3-1 3). 
A possible inference from these remarks is that he is now 
thinking of doxa as something much closer to phantasia than to 
the faculties of the rational soul with which he sometimes classes 
it If this is correct the statement that &a and phantaia are 
virtually brothers, qua neighbours, which follows the first of 
these two texts, may well signify more than mere quasi-spatial 
juxtaposition. Another passage, where Proclus says that the 
things above the heavens would not be p v q p o v c ~ ~ d ,  x a i  6th 
cpuviadac $ 66Eqe Ji Sruvohc y v o a ~ b  (113, p. 66, y f.), does not 
show that doxa and pha~ttasia should be taken together : on the 
other hand the absence of aistbesis here could indicate that 
>bantasia was being taken with what comes above rather than 

I111 6, 4, 19-21 It should, however, be noted, that both may belong to the 
irrational soul, cf. Plotihs' Psychology, 92 f. 

below, that is, that it is being distinguished from aisfhesis to a 
greater extent than from d m .  Neither of these commentaries, 
however, gives anything like a full treatment of the soul's organi- 
zation. 

The Repdlic mmaentary contains the most comprehensive 
scheme in Proclus of the soul's faculties and activities. This 

shows dowa and phantmk co-existing as two separate faculties, 
one attached to the higher and o m  to the lower soul. As there 
are 6pi<c4 and yv&ae~< in the +UX+ h o y ~ x q  (including two kinds 
of L p c k  and ~V&SLC one concerned with what is above, the 
other with what is below), so irrational powers exist as images 
of these, $ p h  c p u v ~ u a 7 ~ x ~  r7jg V O Y J T L X ~ ~ ,  +J S t  aiaOqnx+ *S 

Go@m~x5jc (In R., I p. 23 j, r ff. Kroll). As far as cognitive 
faculties go we have approximately the same position as in the 
passage from the Timaem commentmj which gave doxa and 
phantasia as the bottom and top of the two levels of soul. Never- 
theless the usual situation in this commentary is roughly the 
reverse of that in the Timae~s coommenl'aty : there too there is an 
explicit: list which contains both, but doxu is generally present 
on occasions where several faculties are mentioned, whilephanta- 
sirs is most often absent, herephanitasia is generally present while 
doxa more often is not. Thus at I1 p. 277, 18 f. there is a list 
of criteria : x p t ~ p ~ a  p&v y a p  b i x r a c m  h6yo.c~ xui voC& & c ~ u ~ a p h r u  6& 
~ r c r r u c ~ u  x d  a i W q a c .  Here doxa is not listed as a critical faculty 
as it had been in the Timaem commentary, nor is it even given 
as a correlative of aistheris as one might expect from the first 
I n  R. passage. It  must of course be admitted that such lists 
tend to be incomplete : thus at I p. I I I, 19-22 WE<, +q+ v o ~ p d ,  

cpuvtuata and uXoO?a~< participate in different ways in 0chc 

p c ~ c ~ 6 y c v o g  ; doxa is absent, but then so is dianoia, and both could 
be included in +ux$ vocph. And there are texts which may refer 
to both doxa andphantmk. So at I p. ~ o y ,  1-9 we read : 6x0;' tima 

y h p  ZV fi T& 'f?jrij~ &J?< d&q, ' C O L U ~ Y ) V  &v&YxYJ X U ~  'd)~ p&€i$ ~IVE&UL 
TGV x p e ~ ~ ~ i i v o v .  nai o t  pkv v o ~ p i j q  G v  v o ~ p i j v  ~ E T ~ X O U ~ L V ,  02 S& 

S o ~ u m ~ x G ~ ,  onL 8i  p l u v ~ u m t x i j ~ ,  XUL 02 p&v dnu0Ge TQV nuOijv, 



01 6E p ~ p ~ o x a O i j ~ ,  ot  6i Qpxa0Gc. But in such a context we 
cannot, of course, be sure that SoEammGc and ~avraor~x@ imply 
the existence of faculties. 

This commentary also discusses specifically whether or not 
r b  ipauraor~xbv is the same as d ala0~px6v. Proclus begins by 
saying that it would seem that when it works externally it is 
~ E u O ~ T L X ~ V ,  but when it retains what it has perceived then it is 
cfavraar~xbv. Yet he concludes that they are different X ~ T '  oboiav 

(I p. 233, 3-16). And this is the reverse of the situation in the 
Timaear commentary where we were +dd that the oboia of both 
aithesis and phantasia is the same. 

That in spite of all these signs that its scope has diminished 
h x a  remained a faculty in its own right throughout may be 
seen from De mal. subsist. j 6,7-9,  if the Tria Opuscur'a are indeed 
late I. And though at Deprov. ~ 7 ~ 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 pbantasia were 
kept throughout may possibly have had something to do with 
Plotinus' original difficulties with phantasia. 

We have not yet considered the Commentary on Euclid I, 
Here ubxa is generally absent, while there are constant references 
topbantda. It does not, however, follow that this work repre- 
sents the term of the suggested development in Proclus' views. 
There are special reasons for the prominence ofpbantasia 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 are the objects of 
geometry (cf. esp. p. 54, 22 ff. Friedlein) a. The point of the 
references to doxa, which are not frequent, is generally that 

Cf. H. BOESE, Procii Diadocbi Tria Opuscda (Berlin 1960), p. IX f., and 
W. BEIERWALTES, Philosophische Marginalien zu Proklos-Texten, in Phih.  
Rdrcbw 10 (1964, 65. 
a The connection between phantasia and mathematics already appears at In Ti., 
II p. 237, 11-15. 

mathematical knowledge is superior to it : otherwise they merely 
locate it below diaeoia (p. 11, 26 ff.) l, which is, inter aha, the 
faculty of mathematical reasoning (p. I 8, 10-1 7). It is therefore 
by no means clear that phantasia 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 @. 18, 14-17) and, unlike the objects 
of mathematics, their objects are subject to change @. 27, 7 f.). 
What we can say is that there is here no suggestion that doxa 
processes the products of ai~thesis, but only that it too deals 
with sensible objects. Pbantasia, on the other hand, is directly 
in contact with sense-perception. At p. 45, j-10 Proclus says 
that the Pythagoreans saw that learning is anamnesis, not some- 
thing coming from outside dox~p T& &xb TGV atdq~i3v cfavrhopa~a 

~ U X O ~ ~ L  EV ~ qtavraoCq, 068' ~ E . L ~ o S L G S - ~ <  0304, xa0dlX~~ 4 SO<CLOTLX~ 
yv&ot<. Here 8o[amuc+ yvLia~s may be merely a 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 r b  ptaov xhpov 
~adxouoa r i j v  p&ssav, for here pbantmiu 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 are juxtaposed at the centre of the soul, then it 
would seem that we have further evidence for the demotion of 
doxa from the role it had in the Timaem commentary, and possibly 
to a greater extent than in the Republic commentary. Moreover 
pliantah seems to be more clearly separated from aistbesis 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 pova6~xbg 4 ~ 0 p 6 ~ ,  have their existence in doxa, 
and therefore have no shape or extension, whereas even the 
point is extended quasi-spatially in pbantasia. This relationship 
again has dQxa above phantasia. 

Following an exposition of the Divided Line. 



Nevertheless phantasia is perhaps more closely, or at least 
more explicitly, linked with thought here than elsewhere. In a 
passage which has already received some attention I, Proclus 
compares phantasia to a mirror in which the soul sees reflections 
of reality @. 141, 2 ff.) : earlier he had described it as a mirror 
in which the logoi in dianoia are reflected externally (p. I 2 I, 1-7) 
-an old image that Ptotinus had used to explain our conscious- 
ness of noesis 2. Put more directly, dianoia deploys its objects 
and refers them tophant& which is on its threshold : it cherishes 
the separation from sensibles but finds cpavraari)~ GAqv a 
suitable receptacle for its objects (p. j 4, 27 ff.). What phantasia 
"thinks" are impressions and forms of a thought : niiv, 6xep Bv 

vofj, d x o ~  i a ~ i  xui popcpt vof ipa~oq (p. 52, 25 f.). But the point is 
sullphantmk'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 emphasis here is very 
much on its activity in relation to higher faculties 5. Proclus 
makes the point that it receives not only Logoi from dianoia but 
also 7&5 6 . 4  v o ~ p G v  xai O E ~ W V  &Gv dpcpdcct~ (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 betwecnphantasia and dianoia. 
As in the Repubhc commentary, and perhaps to a greater extent, 
phantasia is now in a position similar to that of doxa in the 
Tdmaeus commentary. 

We may conclude this discussion of Proclus' treatment of 
doxa andpbantusia as follows. Both appear throughout his works, 
but in the accounts of the soul's operations it is doxa that is 
more important at the stage represented by the Timaens commen- 
tav, 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 

Cf. A. CHARLES, IOC. cit. (n. I p. 137). 
IV 3, 30~7-I I. Cf. also Porphyry, Gaur. VI, p. 42,9 Kalbfleisch, where phantasia 

is not itself the mirror. 
Cf. also In Euc. p. 56, 10-22 Friedlein. 

view, then Proclus has started from a position like Plutarch's 
and moved away from it during the course of his philosophical 
career. The connection between phantasia and thought,\though 
it appears clearly only in the Euclid commentary, could also have 
been retained from Plutarch, who explained why thought does 
not continue for ever by saying that now works PET& ~ V T ~ C B I G C S  I. 
In any case we know that both had the same view about the 
status of nous. If we take these points together we may say that 
in those areas where we do have evidence Proclus' ideas on 
psychology corresponded with, or developed from, those 
expressed by Plutarch in the course of his exposition of Aristode. 
Whether or  nor Syrianus was an intermediary must remain an 
open question, but the fact that Proclus is known to have studied 
psychological works with Plutarch makes it unnecessary to 
assume that he was. Apart from the specific comparisons we 
have discussed, one further point may be made. This is that if 
Plutarch's interpretation of Aristotle's psychology was, as we 
have argucd, less austere, and less like Alexander's interpretation 
than has sometimes been suggested, then it is in general more 
likely that Produs will have followed him in matters where 
his influence can no longer be identified. 

ADDENDA: p. 132 lines 7-8: Additional note against 'Dmascius 
took Plotinus' position': I have since been convinced that I have 
misinterpreted the relevent text (see a4) and that Damascius held the 
normal late Neqlatonic view. The, matter is discussed by I. Hadot, 
Lt? Problirne du N.4oplatunisn-te alexmdrin: Hiiroclis ef Sirnplicius 
(Paris 1978) 171f. 

Philop. In de an. p. 541, 20-24 H. 



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 ~eo~1at;bnist 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 labelled "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 Lve of Plotiirus. Marinus' Life of Proclus. and 
Darnascius' Life oflsidorus. They are to be distinguished from lives 
of "classical" thinkers, those of Pythagoras by Porphyry and 
Iamblicbus, though the latter, in spite of the wealth of misceilaneous 
information about Pythagoras - or, at least Pythagoreanism - that it 
contains ('1, is not strictly a biography, and Olympiodorus' short Life 
of Pluto. The Life ofArisfotle attributed to Ammonius is, as has long 
been recognised, misattributed (2). 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. 
BOLSSONADE'S (1 8 14) edition as printed in the Didot edition of Diogenes Laertius, 
ed. COBET, Paris, 1850. Unspecified references to Porphyry are to the Senteiltiae. 
chapter 3 2 ,  by page and line of E. LAMBERZ' Teubner edition. Leipzig, 197 5. 

(1) Rather it is a treatise on an appropriate way of line. cf. W. BURKERT. trans. 
E. L. MIN AR, Lore a id  Scierrce ill Al~ieul Pythagorea~lism, Cambridge (Mass.), 
1972, 97. 

(2) Cf. J. FREUDENTHAL. An2rnonius (151, RE, 1l.i. 1894, 1865. 



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 pyrposes 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 PIotinus, and in his case there can be no doubt about it, 
represent a more philosophical and correspondingly less religious 
Neoplatonisrn 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 hagiographical 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., 6.3 1 -3 7 ) .  and some have thought that the long 
discussion of problems about the soul mentioned in V. Plot., 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). 

,L 

' 
(3) EIW.. IV.3-5 : for this suggestion cf. H. DORRIE, Porphyries' 'Symlik ta  

Zetentata", Zetemata, 20, Munich, 1959, 18, n. 1 ; corltra my Plotinus' 
Psychology, The Hague, 197 1 ,  16, n. 1.  

(4) Cf. e.g. PHOTIUS, cod., 242, 226 and 246 = DAMASCIUS, Vita Isidori ed, C .  
ZINTZEN, Hildesheim. 1967, pp. 292 and 302. 

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 matters 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 
Aristotie (9. Thus much of the material in it is not of a kind that we 
should expect to find in the other two. Possible parallels, 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 have 
already mentioned, and also than the Life of isidorus, because that is 
much Iess of a Pi05 of one man, In fact if it were not for the 
introductory words h 706 'Iut6cjpov Piou (6) at the head of Photius 
cod. 242, the somewhat disjointed collection 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 pdduopo< hopia in the Suda, 
where a Life of Isidovrrs does not appear. That is because many of 
the extracts are not about Tsidorus at all, but about other 
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 ('). 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 6 t a ~ o ~ o ~  at the Academy". I shall leave 

( 5 )  By P. THILLET, lt?dices porplzyrierrs dam la T11t;ologie dilristote, in Le 
N6oplatonisrne. Colloques Internat. du CNRS. Royaumont 9-1 3.6.1969. Paris. 
1971, 292-302. 

(6) The previous &v~p r j o& l  is probably redundant. cf. W.  T. TREADGOLD, The 
Nature of the Bibliotheca of Photius. Dumbarton Oaks Studies 18. Washington, 
1980. 42. 

(7 )  Cf. TREADGOLD. ibid., 43-44. 



aside the question of what is meant by "the Academy'' (*), and 
return to Marinus. 

Before 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 (9 ) .  means that he was as important to 
Alexandrian Platonism as to Athenian. His teacher Syrianus taught 
Hermias, the father of Ammonius. who in his turn studied at Athens 
with Proclus himself and later taught Damascius and Simplicius at 
Alexandria, 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 
Isidorus, though it is not exclusively derived from that source (lo). 
Proclus was born in 4 10 or 4 12 ; astronomical or astrological factors 
lead to doubt, just as they clearly indicate the date of his death, 485, 
on April 17 (I1). Though known as the Lycian, presumably from his 
parentage (cf. V .  Proc.. 6 ) .  he was actually born in Constantinople. 
He did spend his early years in Lycia. and there begun the study of 
rhetoric which 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 (I2). If we are to believe Marinus, Proclus became Plutarch's 
star pupil 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. J. P. LYNCH. Arisl.totlek School. BerkeleyILos Angeles. 
1972. 182-89 : H. J.  B I  UMENTHAI.. 529 alld its Seqitel : what happelled to rile 

Accrdri~~y ?. in Byza~ltior~. 48. 1978. 371 -76 ; J.  GI.UCKER. Ai~tioch~ls alrd tile Late 
Acade~yv. Hypomnemata. 56. Gottingen. 1978. 296-329. 

(9) C f .  SAFFREY, Le clrrc;rie~r Jeun Plrilopoir et lu ~urvivance de 1i;cole 
dillexa~rdrie. in Rev. E I .  Cr. .  67. 1954. 395-99. 

(10) Cf. fr. 119. 120. 127. ZINTZEN. 
(1 1 1 He died a year after an eclipse which can be dated to 484 : the day is given 

as the 17th of the Roman month April. ch. 36. 169.8. 
(12) Cf. BWMENTHAI. .  op. cit. (n. 8). 373-75. 

Syrianus' (V. Proc., 29, 166.16-1 81, 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) (I3). The importance of that date is simply that the biography 
was written immediately after Proclus' death, and in the place 
where Proclus lived 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 lsidorus (I4), 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, xaru x~ptdaca . . . iv ra&, by which he appears to 
mean a standard ordering of topics. Instead he will make Proclus' 
ni6arpovia the foundation of his work. That he says is most 
appropriate because Proclus was the most ~ ~ X a i p w v  of all who have 
been so described. By appealing to 56 i r p h o v  Marinus shows, of 

(13) Marinus tells us that another eclipse was predicted to take place a year 
after Proclus' death : & hopivrp.  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. 



course, that he is working within the rhetorical tradition, in which 
Proclus himself had been trained (V. Proc.; 81, and of whose 
methods and theories his work shows some awareness (I5). 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 (16). From the sequel it is clear that nj6arpovia 
is to be understood both in its ordinary sense, and in that of the 
attainment of the silo5 of ethics. That, Marinus claims, Proclus had 
done not only in respect of the specific ~68arpovia of copor, which he 
had acquired to an outstanding degree, but also of that possession of 
the requisite d p ~ n j  for the good life and of ~ h o s p i a ,  the availability 
of external dya& : xqopjyrpo yap cipdbvw~ di7iacr zag E"&J I I ~ y o p b o ~ ~  
ciya8oq. All this, and the vocabulary in which it is couched, recalls 
the Aristotelian &8aipolv, rdv  xas' cipcnjv b~pyofivsa xai sotg t ixrdg 
aiya0ok imv& x~~opqyqpivov (EN, I, 1 10 1 a, 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 virtuturn 
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. 6-1 3, 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 is 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 r6 n p h o v  cf. G. L. KUSTAS, Studies in Byzarltine Literature. Athens, 
1973, 41. n. I and the references given there. 

(16) n ~ p i  i S ~ 6 v  and n ~ p i  C T ~ ~ U E W V  ; cf. K. PRAECHTER, Syriattos (1 RE, IV a ii. 
1932, 1732-33. 

characteristically late-Neoplatonic. Further, the virtues do not 
appear in the biography as some among the other praiseworthy 
characteristics of its subject, but virtually all the material in the work 
is hung on the framework they provide. The importance of this scale 
of virtues for Marinus' work is not, of course, a new discovery. It 
was first treated at some length by 0. Schissel von Fleschenberg in a 
1928 monograph which, however, leaves much to be desired ("1 : in 
some ways the review by W. Theiler is more valuable (I8). 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 (I9). Festugiere there attempts to show that that order too 
related to the scale of virtues ; different dialogues concentrate on 
different virtues and those dealing with the higher ones come later in 
the syllabus (20). 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 considered ip relation to 
Proclus' philosophy, which in the absence of evidence to the 

(17) Marhos votz Neupolis u~ ld  die Neuplatortischerl Tugerldgrade. Texte und 
Forschungen zur Byzantinisch-Neugriechischen Philologie 8. Athens. 1928 : cf. 
esp. 22-23 and 95 .  Most of the material in this rather inaccessible book deals with 
figures other than Marrnus. 

(18) In Gnomon, 5 ,  1929. 308-17. 
(19) A.-J. FEVUGIERE, 1,'ordre de lecture des dialogues de PIatorl alrx Ve/VIe 

si6cles. in Museum Helveticr~r?~. 26. 1969. 281-96 ; for further discussion of the 
scale of virtues cf. J .  PEPIN, Tlkologie cosmique el th&logie clw&tienne. Paris, 
1964, 380-85 ; L. G. WESTERINK, The Greek cornmerltaries on Pluto 3 Pltaedo. I .  
Olyn~piodorus Verh. der Kon. Ned. Ak. van Wet. Afd. Lett. n.r. 92. Amsterdam1 
Oxford/New York. 1976, 1 16-8 : I.  HADOT, Le problCme du N&oplatotrisme 
alexarrdri~l : Hi&-ocl@s et Sin~plicius, Paris. 1978, 152-58. Marinus' use of the 
virtues as a framework is also noted by P. HADOT, Exercices spirituels, Arrriuaire 
de la Ve Sectiotj de I IE'cole Pratique des Haures Etudes, 84, 1977, 45 = Exercices 
spirituels et philosophie a~ttique, Paris, 198 1, 57 and J. TROUILI.ARD, La rnystagogie 
de Proclos. Paris. 19 82. 37. in a chapter which is a revised version of Le rtlerveil- 
leux darts la vie et la perrsk de Proclos, in Rev. Pltilosophique. 163, 1963, cf. there 
p. 442. 

(20) h i d .  : the starting point is ch. 26 of the Arlortyr~lous Prolegonterra to 
Piatottic Pl~ilosopl~~~ : cf. also WESTERINK in his edition of that work. Amsterdam, 
1962, xxxix-xl ; P. HADOT, Les divisiorts des parties de la pkilosopltie darts 
t'u~riiquiie, in Museum Helveticum, 36. 1979. 220-21. 
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contrary we may assume Marinus to have followed - as a general 
principle, though obviously a gross over-simplification, one can say 
that Neoplatonists tended to signal their disagreements rather than 
their agreement (*I). 

The scale of virtues first appears in a simpler form in Plotinus at 
Ennead, 1.2. Ultimately of course it depends on Plato's four-fold 
classification of virtues into pppdvqatg or aopia, &vJpda, awppoohr] and 
G~xa~ooljvq, for which the Neoplatonists relied on Republic, IV (22). 

The difference between Plato's virtues and the Neoplatonic schemes 
lies in the fact that while Plato's virtues are those of the individual, 
either in himself or in respect of others in the irbAr5, each applicable 
to a given part of the soul, or in the case of justice, to their mutual 
relations, the Neoplatonic virtues are, like other things in the 
Neoplatonic world, to be found in different forms at different levels. 
Xt is this transformation that distinguishes the description of virtues 
in Plotinus 1.2 from the Platonic uses. As compared with later 
treatments it is relatively simple. In investigating the possible 
meanings of Plato's phrase dpoiwaq BE@ (Tlzeuetetus, 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 Phuedo out of 
context (23), he attributes to Plato the identification of civic virtues. 
~oAl7txai i ip~rai ,  and others which are purifications, xaBdpa~~< 
(1.2.3.5-10). He does not use the later term, xaBapz~xai kc. dperai), 
which seems to have been invented by Porphyry (24). The first group 
are the standard Platonic virtues, the second involves &lraO~ta : it is 
the state of soul in which it exercises intellection and is free from the 
affections, G L ~ B E ~ L ~  T-& $uxfjs xa0' -ijv v o ~ l  TE xai &ra& ob'rw~ i a r u  
(ibid., 13-20). In Plotinus' subsequent discussion it turns out that this 

(21) SCHISSEL'S view. op. cif. (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. 

Plofir~isches utid ur~piotir~iscl~es ill den AQOPMAI des Porphjv-ios, in Plotirio e il 
Neoplaronisnto b oriente e in occiderlte. Convegno internaz. dell'Accad. Naz. dei 
Lincei. Rome. 5-9.10.1970. Problemi attuali di scienza e di cultura 198. Rome. 
1974. 224-28. 
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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 Iower 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, ttous 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 n w s  in the sense of 
the second of his three hypostases, One, Nous, and Soul. Here oopia 
and p l p h p g  consist in B~opia &v vo& &a. 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 r~ous is a kind of pattern, oiov irapaG~typa 
(1.2.6.1 1-17). 

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 (25). 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 B~wpqnxai and xapakypanxa i .  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 Plotitzus 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, lroAtnxai, 
xa&*pr~xai, B~wpqs~xai,  n a p a 6 ~ ~ y p a s ~ x u i ,  consisting respectively in 
ppiorddcta (23.4) dndoraaxs r6u h 7 ~ M w  (24.2). &lidB~~a  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. 
DILUIN, Plotii~us, Philo and Origert orr the grades of virtue, in Plator~ismus und 
Cliristeritum. Festschr. H.  ~ R R I E .  Jahrb. ,f: Anrike und Christe~~tum. Erganzungs- 
band 10, Miinster, 1983. 92-105. 



intekctual activity, V O E ~ &  77jg @~xf?S A~~pyoLjw (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 oixaonpayia of each of 
the three parts in respect of ruling and being ruled (23.6-1 2). At the 
next level, the cathartic, the virtues are defined in' terms of the 
general characteristic of maintaining detachment from body. So 
ppov~iv is TO pj ovv60{a&~v r@ ohpart, not assenting to the level of 
opinion that the body is liable to produce, owppov~tv is TO pfi 
dpozad~l'v. 'Adpia is not to fear that separation from body will lead 
to a void and not-being, and Gtxa~o&vq is the dominance of reason 
and intellect with no dissent, pq&~bs hv~tt~ivovto~ (24.8-25.6). In the 
theoretic group ppbvqot;. as we have mentioned, lies in the 
contemplation of the contents of Nous, justice is olxaolspayia in t,he 
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 vdqotg : it may be seen as making 
contact with what is already present within us. Courage is ~ Z U O E L ~ ,  
achieved 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 ooqia) is nous 
knowing, temperance is its being focused on itself, Gtxatootjvq is here 
replaced by the oixuonpayia which was previously its definition and 
is now described simply as t o  olx~tov ipyov, which we may interpret 
as the condition of being nous. Courage is the sameness and 
continued stability which arises from the power of nous : TO &I' 
iavrov' pFV~tv xaOapov 6ta Guvoipcwg mp~ouoiav (29.3-7). Before we 
Ieave Porphyry we should note the kind of person he assigns to each 
level of virtues at 3 1.4-8. The man who acts according to what he 
now calls practical virtues is a onov8at'og &vOpwnog, the one who is at 
the level of cathartic virtues is 6atpbvtog tivOpwnog, or even Gaipwv 
&ya&, he whose activity is confined to the virtues that relate to 
rrous, that is the theoretic, is O~bg while d xara rag 7tapaG~t~~artxclig is 

O r b  ram$, 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, pvotxai and 
$~xai, both below the level of Plotinus and Porphyry's rroicnxai, 
and %~oupytxai, sometimes called kparuai, terms Porphyry does not 
use (26). Marinus further refers to sdrg &vwrip~r) TOL~TWV, whose 
identity we shall have to consider later. Some or all of these 
additions may or may not have been due to Iamblichus, but 
discussions or even lists of them appear almost exclusively in 
sources later than Marinus, such as Damascius, in his commentary 
on the Phaedo, Simpiicius expounding Epictetus' Encheiridion, and 
Olympiodorus on the fust Alcibiades ("). It is, however. possible 
that some if not ail 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) (28) are derived from a course or courses 
of lectures by Proclus C9). 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 Iarnblichus in a work - or discussion - mpi &PET& (in 

(26) They are usually regarded as synonymous ; for another view see H. LEWY, 
The Chaldaeart Oracles and Theurgy. Publications de I'IFAO. Rech. d'Arch. de 
Phil01 et d'Hist.. 1 3 .  Cairo. 1956 (repr., with additions, ed. M. TARDIEU, Paris, 
1978). 464-65. 

(27) DAM.. I. 138-44W = 1 13-14N : SIMPLIC, 2.30-3.2 DUEBNER ; OLYMPIOD., 
4.15-8.14W ; cf. also AMMONIUS, in De htrerpretatione, 1 35.19-32 ; PHIIDPONUS, in 
Cafegorias. 141.25-143.3 ; A~tort. Pro!.. 26. 

(28) On the correct attributions see R. BEUTLER, Olympiodorus (13). RE, 
XVII1.i. 1939, 21 1 - 1  8 ; WESTERINK. Dar?luscius. Lectures on the Pl~ilebus wrorrgly 
aftribured to OI~v?zpiodorus. 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. 



Phaedonem. 1.143 W = 1 14.20-2 1 N). Westerink's solution is that 
Iamblichus' additions may have been that he made the paradeigma- 
tic virtues qualities of human intelligence by participation, and thus 
distinct from the theurgic virtues (31). but that is not the plain 
meaning of Damascius' text. It is not impossible that Damascius did 
not know the Sente~uiae, and it is worth noting in this connection 
that other references to Porphyry in his commentary could be 
derived from Proclus (12). As far as our actual evidence goes we 
cannot confidently trace the extended scheme back beyond Proclus. 
The downward extensions, that is the physical and dispositional 
virtues, both appear for the first time in Proclus' Alcibiades 
commentary (ch. 96). the upward ones in the Life of Proclus itself; 
further, we should recall that the material in Damascius' Plindn 

- .------ 
commentary may also be from Proclus. 

Be that as it may the two lower groups are yet further examples of 
the way in which the later Neoplatonists tended to fill gaps in the 
systems of their predecessors. If every level of being and activity is 
to have its peculiar virtues. then just as soul without body has its 
virtues, so body without soul should have its own set, or rather 
body seen independently of all except that level of soul needed to 
give it form and life P). And if that level is to have virtues. then 
perhaps body and soul acting together on the irrational level should 
also 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 our 
knowledge of later Neoplatonic ways of thinking, it seems plausible 
enough. It would simply be an exemplification of the principle that 
all things are in all in an appropriate way, aavra iv adow, oix~iwg 6i 
& ixamy, as Proclus puts it in the Elentents of Theology (Prop. 103). 
The higher virtues may have been devised for analogous reasons. 

When Marinus proceeds to discuss Proclus himself in terms of the 
virtue scale, we find that he is endowed with qualities that fit all the 

(31) [hid.. 11. DAMASCIUS, 1977, 87. 
(32) Cf. e.g.. DAM.. in Phaedonem. 1.1 77W = l24.13-2ON and P R O C I , ~ ~ ,  in 

Titn.. 111.234.8 ff. 
(33) It may be worth remarking that Plotinus does use the term rpuotx$ h p ~ n j  in 

one passage. but in a different context. and not in a technical sense : it is used to 
oppose the other three virtues to uorpia, cf. 1.3. 6.18-24. 

MARINUS' LIFE OF PROCLUS 

available slots. It is almost as if Marinus has written th .e job-profile 

of a Neoplatonic phlosopher and scholarch without having a 
particular individual in mind. So we are told that all the pvocxai 
dprrai are innate in those who have them, and that in the case of the 
subject of our author's praises, iv Jpvoupby 62 nap' Q i v  dv8pi 
puxapiy, 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 Iater life. that the 
traces of these virtues showed dearly iv r@ rd~vra iw  xai ciorpch6c~ 
nrp~,!hjparc (3. 152.16-1 8). '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 ~ ~ T P E O ~ F S ,  
which is normally found in contexts relating to the more specifically 
Neoplatonic, and late-Neoplatonic at that. idea that there are three 
vehicles, &@am, for the soul 0'). They are assumed in descreasing 
order of immateriality : the highest which is sometimes described as 
light-like, a l j y~c&~,  is virtually immaterial. and belongs to the 
rational soul. The next. &EPOEL&; or T I V E ~ ~ ~ T L X ~ V  &qpa (or sometimes 
aOpa), is attached to the irrational soul 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. it1 Ti~n. ,  
111.286.20 ff.) (9. The body in the normal sense of &a is the last in 
the descending series, and sometimes tied to it by the description 
dcwpdsg  &pa, so at Proclus. in Tim.. 111.298.10- 19. where the verb 
m P ~ f l ~ w  is used of its attachment to soul. T d ~ u r a i y .  of course. fits 
both schemes. The notion of two quasi-material bodies may be due 
to Proclus himself, though the term aljyoec&~ i;~q,ua occurs once in 
Hermias' version of Syrianus' Phaedvus lectures (37). The word i p q ,  

(34) Cf. P. WENDLAND. Das Gewmld der Eiielkrit . in Hermes. 5 1, 19 16.48 1-85 
(35) Earlier Neoplatonism had one : Proclus probably invented the second. cf. 

my Some problems about body a t d  soul ill later pugail Neoplatorlisnz. in 
Plafor~ist~~us urld Chrisierrtum (see n. 25). 82-83. On the history of this concept see 
E. R. D ~ D D S .  Proclus. Eiemeirts o f  Tl~eology, Oxford. 1933. App. 2 .  pp. 3 13-2 1 .  

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

(371 At in Plraedrunz, 144.27. COUVREUR. I .  HADOT. op. rii. tn. 19). 105. thinks 
Hermias - and Hierocles - had one. 



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 09. Here it suggests that Marinus is thinking in 
terms of a vertical distinction between the psychic component of the 
maprpdt~pov, the compound of body and the lowest level of soul, 
that which gives life, and the body which it enlivens. The pvo~xai 
dp~sai themselves would inhere in the uuvappdt~pov ; their visible 
signs would then be their ixvq. Such a view would be supported by 
the examples of physical virtues which he gives. Physical wisdom is 
manifested in niarollqoia. the efficient functioning of the perceptive 
faculty and in particular what Marinus calls the r~pc6sarar aiofhjo~~s. 
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 Rjarollqaia as physical wisdom would also be 
supported by the well-established analogy between perception and 
intellection. 

Before going any further it might be wonh looking at the 
apparently strange notion of puocxai dpiperai. 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 scrrla virturum. I think 
it is true that 6pmj 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. puorxog becomes inappropriate because dprt4 
would then more naturally be described by adjectives whose sense is 
antithetical to puo~xdg. for instance &xcx&-. This difficulty is, 
however. removed if one understands pvocx~s in the way our 
discussion has already 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 p65~5 since Plotinus ( j 9 )  : 

it is not infrequently found contrasted with +x$, which in such 
contexts means not soul in general, but that part of it which is above 
the level of puo~g. 

(38) Cf. already PWTINUS. IV.4.28 passim ; for soul as an kvoS of rious cf. e.g. 
V. 1.7.42-48. 

(39) Cf. IV.4.18.1 ff., and Plotitnrs' Psychology (see n. 31, 58-65. 

Let us now look briefly at the remaining physical virtues, noting 
that the term & p m j  a&parog at 152.32 should be read in the light of 
this explanation. Courage is applied to bodily strength, and in 
particular immunity to cold and heat, &xa& (sc. iq&) 6x6 x~rpivwv 
?E xai xavpdr~~~v,  as well as resistance to neglectful or harmful 
regimen and overwork. useful characteristics for a professional 
academic. The &&ka in respect of cold and heat recalls Alcibiades' 
character sketch of Socrates in the Symposium (40) and had in any 
case become part of the characterisation of philosophers and holy 
men (41). The notion of dna&~a is, we may recall, associated with 
courage at the level of theoretic virtue by Porphyry (28.3-4) C2). 
That part of physical courage then has at least an element of 
stereotype, whereas the second group of characteristics looks as if 
they may be designed to fit Proclus himself. His constant activity by 
day and night, writing, praying, teaching and being helpful to 
others, is illustrated with concrete examples later in the biography, 
though once again we cannot be sure that we are not dealing with 
stereotype traits : Plato and Plotinus too had been credited with 
being satisfied with little sleep (43). Next temperance : that is related 
to beauty, and in particular is manifested in the fitting relationship, 
avpp~~pia,  of the parts of the body. That is the outward counterpart 
to the harmony and concord. uupqwia and dppovia, to which Plato 
had compared temperance in the Republic (431E 3-4), though he 
explained it as superiority to pleasure and desire. Plotinus and 
Porphyry in their description of civic virtues repeated the by then 
traditional idea that the lowest part - of Plato's tripartite - soul is in 
agreement with the highest : both use Plato's word uuppwvia 
(1.2.1.16-21, 23.9-10). 

The description of Proclus' appearance that Marinus gives looks 
at first sight as if it does relate to the individual he is describing. That 
impression does not, however, survive comparison with Porphyry's 

(40) PLATO. Syn~p..  220A-B. 
(4 1 ) Cf. L. BIEIER, OEIOC ' A  N H P .  Das Bild des "Gotflichett Mettschett " it1 Spaf-  

aittike u ~ t d  Friihct~risfe~ltuot. Vienna. I .  1935 (repr. Darmstadt, 1976). 63. 
(42) This type of 6nu8c~a is not associated with "theoretic" - or other - virtues 

by Plotinus in 1.2, or with the physical ones by Proclus at it1 AIc., 96. 
(43) Cf. D. L. 111.39, PORPHYRY, V. PIoI. ,  8 and BIELER, op. cit., 62, who gives 

some Christian references too. 
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description of Plotinus in class (V .  Plat., 13). '16eiv 8f $v 0yld6~a 
$aq l tq .  writes Marinus, ipaapros pfv dylfiva~ says Porphyry. 
Something like a living light blooming on the body shone from the 
soul of Proclus, so 4x0 sijs $u~ijs  ... .. oiovd y l 6 g  b n x i i v  . . . 
&rkm@c. When Plotinus spoke proof of his intellect came through 
to his face and shone light upon it, ... 706 vo6 dixpr .roc T C P O ~ ~ Z O U  76 
p& ixdup~ovrog (9. 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). 
The words Marinus uses for retailing the portraitist's failure 
heighten our suspicions : opwg in At- imda~ roll@ ei; piprpv njs roc 
E ~ ~ O V S  diqddag, 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 
at 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 7jO~xai cip~mi 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 
ylva~xai cipcsai, and the developed moral states and actions in 
accordance with them which are in the class of the x o l ~ z ~ x a i .  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. 
BIEIER. ibid., 50-56. 

that apply at all levels but the highest. These rj&xai cipcrai are the 
first level of virtues of $ q l j .  Interestingly this level seems to be 
understood as the slice of soul above akdhpy ,  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, ylavsaaia, with 
it and ai'o&lq closely linked if not actually identified (45). 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 (46). But the list of dispositional 
qualities is not clearly distributed around the virtues. We are told 
that Proclus was cpdog TE xai a u ~ m l j g  ci;lq&iag (which stands here in 
the place of aorpia or ylppdvqa~s) &xato&vq~, drv&pia;, awppo&vqg, 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 to 
consist in his ready absorption and retention of learning kh.  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. xaMiurocg ij#m, and so acquired the 7j&xai drpnai. 
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 Pluiarchk expositiot~ of the De Anima atzd the psycho log^ of 
Proclus, in De Janlbliqrte a Proclus. Fondation Hardt. Entretiens sur I'Antiquite 
Classique XXI, Vandceuvres-Geneva. 1 975. 1 3 8-44. and Proclus otl perception 
(see n. 36). 3-5. 

(46) Cf.  Rep., 535A-D. 



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 
Porphyry'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 rou'rov j&ouv, as a comment to the friend who had 
recommended Ammonius (V.  Plot., 3.1 0- 1 3). Soms of Proclus' 
human activities look suspect, like the story about drinking 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 sort 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 the 
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 Plutarch was a special privilege accorded to an outstandingly 
promising student, or we must assume not only that the two years 
spent on Aristotle, but also the time spent on reading the Platonic 
dialogues that were to be read before the Phaedo, precede the 
reading 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 (.'). as opposed to 
their being a way of discussing and arranging the dialogues in terms 
of the single purpose which it was customary to assign to each from 
lamblichus onwards. The order of narration certainly does not 
prevent us putting work mentioned in chapter 13 before the sessions 
with 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 works referred 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. esp Aiion Prol.. 24-26. OLYMPIOD.. in Gorgioiorn. 
4-5. and WESTERINK. A tton. Pro[., xxxvii-XI ; FESTUGIERE, op. cit. (n. 19). 
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matters. Thus the A nonymous Prolegomena describes the Timaeus 
and Parmenides as IUELOL, and puts them after those which are 
(?wqrLxoi and about theology. that is after the dialogues listed under 
that head in accordance with the five point scale of virtues of which 
&wpqrLxai 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 : t??r 7ij5 rotabzq5 6.ywytjS 76 4005 
ini pdUov xarrxoqxiro, prr' ix~orfipq5 7a5 &mag d v ~ d q q h g ,  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 ~oi . i xxa i  &prai .  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 zo/lmxai npayp&aat 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 
Gorgius kf. Olyrnpiodorus, in Gorg., 6.4-6W, Anon. Prol. 26.25). 
Marinus' remark that Proclus acquired virtues f-1~7' E n ~ o r ~ p %  may be 
connected with Proclus' own comment in the,Alcibiades comrnen- 
tary that political - as opposed to dispositional - virtue is already 
associated with knowledge tin 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 Repubiic 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 



rhetoric. One of the periodic attempts to interfere with the public 
teaching of pagan philosophy could have been the reason. The only 
thing we can be sure of is that the real cause was not that given by 
Marinus, a divine manceuvre to enable Proclus to be initiated into 
what remained of ancient Asian wisdom. iva yap p$i r ~ v  ixr i  
dpxaroripwv irr uwcopivwv 9 ~ ~ p G v  Qlqrog 8. Here again one is struck 
by the contrast with the Life of Plotinus. Plotinus arranges to go east 
with Gordian because he himself wished to know about Persian and 
Indian philosophy (V .  Plot.. 3.1 5- 1 9). Again one wonders if the 
point about Proclus' interest in ancient wisdom, credible enough in 
itself, was not added to the story of his withdrawal from Athens just 
because the life of Plotinus contained that particular interest. The 
philosopher's journey to the east is of course an old topos anyhow, 
Even Democritus is alleged to have gone (DK 68 A I) (48). In chapter 
16 there is another point which recalls Plotinus. Proclus. we are 
told, was spirited in the pursuit of the right. At the same time he was 
gentle. apa xai npeog ( 1  59.3 11, and it is npip(rorx that Porphyry told us 
shone from Plotinus when he was speaking in his classes (V .  Plot., 
13.8-10). and after an account of Plotinus' relations with his 
associates we are told that he put intellectual activity first, j v  6; xai 
np@g (V.  Plor., 9.18). The corresponding section of the life of Proclus 
follows in chapter 17 with an account of Proclus' outstanding 
benevolence. He was like a father to his colleagues and friends. and 
their wives and children (17. 159.45). This recalls Porphyry's 
chapter about the women who were Plotinus' devotees and the 
children he cared for (V. Plot.. 9). Peculiar to Proclus is an interest in 
the health of his proteges. We are told among other things that 
Proclus himself had some medical expertise xai n xai a & j s  i v  
rorirorg ntprrdnrpov bqyr iro  (159.51-521, perhaps an early sign of 
that interest in medicine among the latest Neoplatonists to which 
Westerink has drawn attention P9). The details of Proclus' relations 
with Archiades and others may be left aside as straight biography. 

At the beginning of chapter 18 Marinus announces an 
appropriate end to the political virtues, inferior as he puts it to the 

(48) On this theme cf. J .  FAIRWEATHER. Fictio~~ ill the hiograplries *f u,lcieilt 
nlri;ers. in Al~cieitt Society. 5 .  1968. 268. 

(49) Cf. Plti1osopl1.v ai~d riiedicir?e 01 late antiquirv. in Junus, 5 1 .  1963. 
169-77. 

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, Zvu xai njv 6poiwmv i x p  irp& sov 6 ~ 6 ~ .  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, ybeay .  In other words we are now at the level of the 
upper soul acting without body, and focusing on higher reality. That 
is what cpuy* ~ & v  &TE&LJ implies. These words too are. of course, 
from the Theaetetus ; the un-Platonic reading of them is a common 
motif from Plotinus on ('O). 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 ($I). 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 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 prsise philosophical point. for the faculty of 
q a v m d a  forms the upper boundary of the lower soul in the 
standard late Neoplatonic psychology (s2), 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 ("). 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 Proclus' soul collecting itself and almost 
leaving the body. In fact the description of these virtues closely 

(50) Plat03 explanation is Gixacov xai ciocov pera ppov~juew~ yb~eu6ac. 
(5 1) For an account of Proclus' religion cf. DORRIE, Die Religiositat des Pluto- 

~tiunur irn 4 .  und 5 hhrhuaderi rjach Christus. in De Jomblique a Proclus (% 
n. 45). 257-81. 

(52 )  On this cf. e.g. De Jambliqiie ci Proclus. 1 33 ff. 
(53) He is d d i n g  with how. and how far, cathartic virtue can be achieved ; cf. 

also PLOT.. 1.2 5.18-21. 



follows Porphyry (24.9-25.6). @pov~iv, 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 aha xa0' aho E ~ A L X P L V ~ ~  rd vo~iv, that is thinking 
without reference to material objects, which corresponds to 
Porphyry's pdvp iv~py~iV . . . 6 &a 706 xadap6g V O E ~  T E A E C O ~ T ~ L  (25.1 - 
2). Tb iipog dauniv iq~api3ar, which Marinus adds, is simply another 
Neoplatonic way of describing vo~iv, based on the view that the 
higher realities are within us and so accessible to introspection (cf. 
e.g. PLDT.. V.1.11.4-15) (54). We should note, however, that at this 
level it is soul that turns to itself, not nous : that is indicated by rh 
rp6g Caurrjv. MqJapou' 62 ovv8o&(~~v rt$ ohpazc, has its exact 
counterpart in Porphyry : ~d p b  p~ ovv60&i&v r e  chparc. 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 ro pi) dpo~atktv - and also, according to 
Marinus, in dsa6aa instead of p~sproaa8~m. Here Marinus differs 
from Porphyry who reserves d n a k a  for the theoretic virtues (25.9). 
With courage and justice Marinus again follows Porphyry closely ; 
t 6  ,ufi pofl~idat acnjv dp~arapivqu roc chparog are, bar the addition of 
ah+, the very words Porphyry had used, and the description of 
justice is verbally close, with Marinus inserting x~ipwv to describe the 
lower soul where Porphyry had used the less colourful expression 
pr]&vo< dvrmivovrog ("1. Both tell us, with only the order of the 
words changed, that voQ. and ioyog are in charge. Before leaving 
these virtues we should note that vo& 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 Bmpgiaai (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, voq4  and vogidg, the second being 

(54) Cf. too PORPH.. 27.4-5. 
(55) Cf. PLOT., 1.2.3.18. TU B p i  civstr~ivot. 

the higher P). When he tells us that these virtues where acquired by 
his hero when he was using the apprehension of his vmpa ivipyua, 
he might seem to be locating them on the lower of these two levels. 
but he may be doing no more than repeating Porphyry's words 
v o ~ p 6 g  rfjg $ q l j S  i v ~ p y o Q w ,  words which Porphyry used to 
distinguish these virtues from the paradeigmatic which are the 
province of vo& rather than The further characterisation in 
Marinus, that Proclus was no longer reasoning 6re~06ix&g xai 
kao6rrxax&, uses one of the usual ways of distinguishing J v X i  from 
voCg : we may compare Plotinus IV. 1.1 5- 16. That Marinus 
combined the theoretic and at least some part of the paradeigmatic 
virtues is further suggested by his description of the objects of the 
hrr~floLai ~ i j g  vo~pag iv~pyricq, namely ?a AJ r@ BE@ v@ napa&iypara. 
Orios voQ is the transcendant hypostasis Nous (above the new class 
of souls) from which according to Proclus' though not Plotinus - 
and perhaps not Porphyry - we have descended and are normally 
separate P71. 

All this relates to wisdom. The other theoretic virtues conform 
more closely to the Porphyrian model. The account in chapters 24 
and 25 gives justice as the oixrronpayia of rational soul, not now in 
relation to anything else, but on its own, and what is O ~ H E ~ V  to i;t is 
si, xphg voih xai &i,v iv~py~tv .  Porphyry says it is -c6 xpdg vo6u EVcpyEZV 
(28.1-2). Proclus' temperance was the soul's turning in to ttous, I j  
r i m  lrpdg UOL otpoqnj. Porphyry used the same words (28.2-3). 
Courage was the search for the chaO~~a of its object, rev 67iaB~tav roc 
npog d Eflkn~ jf,duaa5, writes Marinus. The formulation in the 
Senientiae is &idB~ra xa8' dpoiwatv to6 r p b ~  C ~ A C ~ U  (28.3-4). Inter- 
spersed with the details of these virtues is biographical material 
about Proclus' work as a philosopher, with particular reference to 
theology, and his enormous industry. We should note that 
pdonovia, originally one of the qualities required in a trainee 
guardian (58), became a popular attribute for philosophers. Damas- 
cius uses it of Hermias. Ammonius, and Marinus himself (s9) .  

(56) Cf. e.g. P~ocr.us, El. Tli.. prop. 18 1 .  
(57) For Produs' views on this subject. and his report of earlier thinkers'. cf. it1 

Tim.. 111. 333.28 ff. . for Plotinus cf, esp. IV.8.8.1-3. 
I581 Cf. Rep.. 575C. xc i vq  qdolrovov <qrt)siov. 
(59) Vita Isid.. 74 : Hermias was p~Aoxovia o l j6~~05  6 e i / ~ ~ p o s  : 142 : Marinus : 

79 : Amrnonius. 



When Marinus proceeds with theurgic virtues (ch. 26) one cannot 
help suspecting over-schematization. Marinus associates the ad- 
vance to these virtues with Proclus' study of Porphyry and 
Iamblichus' works on the Chaldaean Oracles as well as Syrianus' on 
the Orphica. It is difficult to believe that a man such as Marinus 
describes Proclus to have been would have abstained from the 
intensive study of these writings just because Syrianus did not 
actually work on thern with him. The ascent to a new level of virtue 
when Proclus became the leader of the school seems to be just too 
convenient, and we may note in this connection that it was 
PIutarch's family who, Marinus tells us, were the special custodians 
of that wisdom : by then Proclus had, after all, been associated with 
them for some years. Theurgy, or as it was sometimes called, the 
hieratic art, was a way of operating on the gods and causing one's 
soul to ascend to the level of the divine by various techniques, 
largely magical, other than the philosophical contemplation which 
earlier Platonists had prescribed for that purpose. That is why the 
possessor of these virtues is BE& m n j p ,  an attribute later 
redistributed 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 (8.2.1 3-20W = 46,8- 17N) (60), and the 
connection of BE&V naz ip  with theurgy will have been made by 
whoever was the source of Psellus' De omnifaria doctrina, 74 : d piv 
&wv rip B~oupy~x7jv Gip~rj7v BEo~rar~p x a r o v o p ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ .  Psellus explains : 
imtSrj yup dmrjg so55 GivBphx~us 2pya@ra~, and it emerges from his 
further comments that the BEOS is the BEoupyos himself, BEdg drqv&g 
y ~ y o v h ~ .  The Chaldaean Oracles - to which unspecified references 
to Aoyta refer - appear to have been the theurgist's text book, and 
Iamblichus the man chiefly responsible for incorporating the system 
into Neoplatonism Marinus (26, 164.7-8) says that he named the 

(60) He assigns paradeigmatic virtue to Plotinus, ibid.. 12-1 3W = 6-8N. 
(61) On theurgy cf. DODDS, Tlieurgy aud its relatio~iship to Neoplatonis~n, in 

J.  Rot~r. Stud., 37, 1947, 55-69 (repr. in Tlie Greeks and the Irrutiotlal. Berkeley1 
Los Angeles, 195 1, 283-3 11) : for a less disapproving view cf. R. T. WALLIS. 
Neoplatot~ism. London, 1972, esp. 120 ff. and 153-7 ; A. SMITH, Porplr.vry s Place 
ill the Neoplalonic Tradirio~i. The Hague. 1974. 82-141 ; A. D. R. SHEPPARD. 
Proclus ' attitude to theurgy, in Classical Quarterly, n s .  32, 1982, 2 12-24. 

theurgic virtues. Damascius, in the Phaedo commentary attributes 
their exposition to him, and adds that oi mpi  Ilpodov. perhaps 
meaning Syrianus and Proclus himself, clarified them e2). The 
descri~tion of these activities takes us away from philosophy. Rain- -- - - - - - 
making, and saving Athens from drought, 2nd 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 ("1). The story of the cure of Asclepigeneia, for which Proclus 
called in one Pericles. Bvbpa pirrla xai alirdv r p d d w ~ o v  (29. 165.42- 
166.1 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 
fxst sight such higher virtues might seem to be excluded by 
the description of the theurgic virtues as drxporara~ . . . 6s n& 
dvBpwncvljv i,bq& (26, 164.6-7). That description need not. however, 
exclude the most obvious candidate for the slot. mystic union 
achieved by contemplation. In that, it could be said, the soul ceased 
to be dvBpwnrvi : it was certainly a prerequisite that it should be 
identified with Nous. Perhaps the dass remained empty because 
Produs 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., I.144W = 114-25N. 
(63) Cf, now G.  FOWDEN. The pagall holy man in lafe atitique s o c i e t ~  in J Hell 

Stud., 102, 1982, 50. 
(64) TROUILLARD, Mystagogie (see n. 191, 38-9. attributes at least part of the 

~rominence of wonderful happenings in Vita Procli to Marinus' stupidity. 
(65)  Cf. g~wztpavrg.  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 d6acpovia the beginning, middle and end of the 
work, and its concluding sentence recalling the Aristotelian concept 
of &8a~pouia which had been introduced at the start ("1, now adding 
the words - Aristotle's P7) - xai & Piy ~ d ~ i y ,  serves to confirm, if 
any further confirmation were necessary, that the organization 
according 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 reshuffling of the 
actual events of Proclus' career (68). 

(66) See above pp. 472-473. 
(67) Cf EN, I 10 1 a 1 6 : /Oj T ~ V  mxbu~a ,YJOVOV adl T ~ ~ P O U  piov. 
(68) An earlier version of this paper was read to a meeting of the seminar on 

Christian and pagan biography, 4th to 7th centuries, held at the Institute of 
Classical Studies, London in May 1983. I should like to thank its members for 
their helpful comments. 

XIV 

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS 
IN THE LATER GREEK COMMENTARIES 

O N  ARESTOTLE'S DE ANIMA* 

Of the commentators on Aristotle whose works survive in other 
than partial o r  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 o r  
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 
th0ught.j 

* Where no work is given references to the commentators are to  their commentaries 
on the De anima. 

For Themistius cf. my Themisdus, the last Peripatetic commentator on Aristotle?, 
in: Arktouros, Festschrift Knox (1979) 391-400; for another view cf. E.P.Maho- 
ney, Neopiatonism, the Greek commentators, and Renaissance Aristotelianism, in: 
Neoplatonism and Christian Thought, ed. D. j.O9Meara (Albany 1982) n. 1, on 
264-266. 
Alexander himself, in his De anima, claimed that, since Aristotle's views were supe- 
rior to others', his task would be fulfilled if he set out Aristotle's opinions as clearly 
as possible and added a few comments of his own: h ~ i  6' &once kv TOTS &Uoy  rh 
'AemtotCbus ~ ~ Q E O ~ ! E ~ O W V  &hqi?&ari~ag +yorjp~vot rhs bn' ai)roij naea6~60- 
$vcq S65q rQv &?Jay cieq$vwv, o h  6E xai 6 Cv TQ n ~ e i  yoxq< 66ypatt 
qqovoijp~v, Earat r& nard 6 v  n@kaiv j ~ i v  nsnhqeopiva, &v ra bn' Cxeivou 
E E Q ~  y~uxflq & @ ~ & a  & kv6&rat aaq@ 6xiYh~aa clai to0 xaM< %xaarov 
a h a v  E~@O&U zh< o imia~  na~aaxchp8a naeapuaiac, (2,4-9). But acquain- 
tance with the Neoplatonists' frequent professions to be doing no more than 
expounding Plato wouId suggest the need for caution in accepting such claims. 

' Some modem scholarship has found Platonic elements in Alexander, cf. P.Merlan, 
Mon~ps~sch i sm,  Mysticism, Metaconsciousness. Problems of the soul in the 
Neoaristotelian and Neoplatonic tradition, The Hague 1963, esp. 39sqq.; P.L. 
Donini, Tre studi sull'Aristotelisrno nel I1 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- 
rius, 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.5 It is, of course, theoretically ~ossible 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-his- 
totla 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 A~hrodisias, in: Hermes 109 (1981) 215-225; contra 
P. Moraux, Le De anima dans la tradition grecque. Quelques aspects de I'interprk- 
tation du traid, de ThCophraste i Thkmistius, 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 that 
Aristotle became more and more closely assimilated-to Plato, a view 
of his position that might be acceptable to certain European scho- 
l a r ~ , ~  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 metaphysi~s.~ 
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 (hC&) 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, The Middle Platonists. A 
study of Platonism 80 B.C. to A.D. 220, London 1977, xiv-xv. 

' 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 found in Moraux's 
own Der Aristotelismus bei den Criechen von Andronikos bis Alexander von 
Aphrodisias, Berlin-New York 1973-; for Plotinus himself cf. Porph., Vita Plot. 
14. 

' One thinks in particular of the Tibingen school", cf. esp. H. J.Kramer, Der 
Ursprung der Geistmetaphysik, Amsterdam 1964, passim. 
For Aristotle as an introduction to Plato cf. 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.Festugi;re, L'ordre de lecture des dialogues de Platon aux 
VeNIe siicles, in: MH 26 (1969) 281-296, and on the whole curriculum P.Hadot, 
Les divisions de la philosophie dans I'antiqui& in: MH 36 (1979) 219-221. Themis- 
tius again shows his independence by being interested in Plato as a political 
thinker, cf. my Themistius (see n. 1) 393. 



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 c~mmentary, '~ 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 

lo 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 CSteel,  Priscia- 
nus Lydus en de  In De anima van Pseudo(?) Sirnplicius, in: Tijdsch. voor Filos. 34 
(1972) 761-822, with French summary on 821-822, who attribute the work to  Pris- 
c ian  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. Lc pro- 
blime du rkoplatonisme alexandrin. Hii.rocl& et  Simplicius, Paris 1968, 193-202. 
If that is correct, the question of authorship may be largely prosopographical. Cf. 
further I.Hadot, La doctrine de  Simplicius sur I'ime raisonnable humaine dans le 
cornmentaire sur le manuel d'Epicdte, in: Soul and the Structure of Being in late 
Neoplatonism. Syrianus, Proclus and Simplicius, edd. H. J.Blumentha1 and A.C. 
Lloyd, Liverpool 1963, 46-71, and my The  psychology of(?)  Simplicius' commen- 
tary on the De anima, ibid. 73-93 with the discussion, 93-94. T h e  commentary is 
treated as Priscian's by Steel in his 'l'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 [I9781 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 influenced by the philo- 
sophical opinions of authors who thought that Aristotle and Mato 
were both trying to say the same thing, though they might some- 
times disagree on what that was. In fact one must go further 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 philosophical position. The most 
striking case of this comes in the interpretation of De anima I11 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.12 

In the pseudo-Philoponus commentary on Book I11 -the real 
author is Stephanus- we have a list of opinions on the meaning of 
active intellect (535 ,446) .  The opinions are those of Alexander, 
Plotinus, Plutarch (of Athens) and Marinus. Alexander's is rejected 
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 v o 0 ~  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 ~005 which is perma- 
nently engaged in intellection. This is the key case, for we know 
both that Plotinus did not write commentaries on Aristotle-we have 
a complete list of his works prepared by his pupil, editor and biogra- 
pher, Porphyry15-and also that the view here given as his view on 
Aristotle i s  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 that 
makes a person, or  remained above, and therefore in a state of unim- 
peded intellection, in the intelligible world.16 Plutarch's view may 

Cf. Neoplatonic elements (n.4) 72-82. 
l3  Cf. [Philop.], In An. 536,2-4; 537,18-24. 
I4 See below pp. 104-105. 

Porph., Vita Plot. 24-26: all these works, of course, survive. 
i6 Cf. esp. Plot., Enn.IV 8.8,t-3; o n  the later history of the question cf. Proclus, In 

Tim. I11 333,28 sqq.; Hermias, In Phaedr. 160,l-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 (21 1) as well as in his 
commentaries on Plate." 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 (111 165,7-22). 

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 his 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 occasionaIly 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.18 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,19 but I 

I' Cf. Produs, In Tim. ibid.; In Parm. 948,18-38. 
la 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 (lo), in: 
RE 111 A 1 (1927) 205. 

Is 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 pkriode 
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.20 The 
Alexandrians did not stop teaching Plato, and other reasons might 
be involved, such as the predominance of Athens in Platonic studies. 

T o  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 Aris- 
totle (In Phys. 707,33) or  just B &qyq.t.ils, the commentator (ibid. 
1170,2 and 13).=' Even when he has been attacking an interpretation 
of the Eleatics offered by Alexander, he will describe him as C, 
y q a h . s e e ~  t&v 'Aemtoz&houg 8{qyqz&v, 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 6 zoil 'Aeia~oz&ou~ Ecqyqzfig 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 Iambiichus are always spoken 
of in terms of the greatest respect-Iamblichus is frequently referred 
to as 6 6 ~ i q - b u t  their opinions are not necessarily accepted. One 
need only think of the references to 6 $ya< nhw.tivo< and 6 8€?0< 

one of the conditions, cf. Le chrkien Jean Philopon et la survivance de I'&ole 
d'Alexandrie au VIe siicle, in: REG 67 (1954) 400-401; cf. also Alan Cameron, The 
last days 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. 

' 0  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. 
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,l-13, which has some- 
times been taken to refer to Alexander as 6 v&repo~ 'AeimorCkq~ cannot do so, 
as the views attributed to that person are inwmpatibie with those reported for 
Alexander in the same passage, cf. Moraux, Aristoteles, der Lehrer Alexanders von 

Aphrodisias, in: AGPh 49 (1967) 179-1 82. 
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'Iapf33Li~oq in the opening section of Sirnplicius' Categories corn- 
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 o r  
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 I k g i  WUX~S,  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).23 Phi- 
loponus himself refers to Alexander's treatise as a separate work at 
In An. l 59 , l 8 .  

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 $v o h  ' A U ~ a v G e o ~ ,  iSg cpqotv 6 
r U , 0 6 t a ~ ~ o ~ ,  k&mv z8v i6iov 6oyp&.rwv notfioao9ai Bouh6- 
pavog xai ouyxaraon&oat h o z @  mi dp 'Aetoro~Chouq neooc- 
noifioaro d n 0 p q p a T q ~ l v  r a h q v  j v  neaypardav.  &n neootpiov 
o h  njv iavzotj iv6~&oz~ocpov yviupqv G~txv$ a6rb rb n ~ o o i p t o v  
& ~ O T Q ~ ( P D <  khyfioazo. .Alexander, as Mutarch says, wishing to 
expound his own doctrines and forcibly to drag Aristotle into con- 

*' On Themistius' purpose in writing paraphrase see my Photius on Themistius 
(Cod. 74): did Themistius write commentaries on Aristotle?, in: Hermes 107 (1979) 
175-1 76. 
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formity with himself, pretended to  comment on this treatise. So 
showing his perverse understanding from the start, he ~roduced  a 
perverse exposition of the beginning" (2 1,20-25). A similar com- 
plaint, this time without reference to Plutarch, but using the same 
word, ouyxa~aontiv,  may be found a few pages earlier, at 10,l-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 AlexandeJs 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 61& ri y & ~  &EL; "why should <the heavenly bodies, have 
csense perception,?", and explained it as an open question ( k ~ o z q p a -  
rim?&). Plutarch went the opposite way, took it with a negative, and 
wrote 6t& zi y&e t& oSg&v~a 062 E ~ E I  aio@tptv; "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 dernon- 
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 flhazov~xoi, 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- & h a  p$v 0662 h y i q ~ o v ,  prefers Alexan- 
der's understanding of these words to Plutarch's on the grounds that 
Alexander does not attribute a i ' o h p g  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 



one way if not another.24 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 A l e ~ a n d r i a . ~ ~  He  later studied under 
D a m a s c i u ~ ~ ~  at Athens and worked with him there.27 

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, mjv cS5 6ey6vq x~opkvqv ,  and that which forms the 
instrument and makes it such as it is, zfjs zb ijeyavov cSg 6 ~ y a v o v  
~it ionoio6ar)~.  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.28 

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 111, 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. 
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 inteltigible, 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.Ddrrie, Hildesheim-New York 
1973, 165-216, summary 215-216; also in articles, Hierocles (18) in: RE 111 (1913) 
1479-1482 and Simplicius (see n. 18) 204-213. For a critique of Praechter's views 
cf. I. Hadot, Le  robl lime (n. 10) 47-65. 
Cf. e.g. Sirnplic., In Phys. 642,17. 
If the author of Simplicius' De anima commentary is after all Priscian the point 
about the Athenian milieu still stands. 
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 thk wilder tendencies of later ~ e o ~ l a t o x & m . ~ ~  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, but if 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 Blotinus 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 natureVJ1 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 iike a Platonic soul. In this area the main problems for 
the Neoplatonists arose over the demarcation of the boundary 

" Cf. Praechter,Art. Syrianos (1) in: RE I V 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, ThCologie Platonicienne I, Paris 1968, xlvii. 

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

3' Cf. my Plorinus' Psychology. His doctrines of the embodied soul, The Hague 1971, 

134-140. 



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 s 0 ~ l . 3 ~  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.33 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-34 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- 
dus-to separate formally their discussion of thought and lan- 
g ~ a g e . ~ ~  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 all 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 I1 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. 69 sqq., and Proclus on perception, in: BICS 29 (1982) 6-8. 
'3 Cf. e.g. Simplicius' complaint about Alexander's criticism of a double negative at 

Phys.114, 196 a 8-10 at In Phys. 329,14-20, or the simple disagreement about a 
cross reference at Simplic., In An. 50,3637. 

'' Cf. the differences between Plutarch and Alexander on 111 12, discussed above, 
p.98. 
~ f .  Festugi&e, 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 111, 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 sensitiven 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 111 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 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 
(102,30 sqq.). These two cases alone suffice t o  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 

36 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 I, 
Cambridge 1971, B89.  
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scope for more than one paraphrase. Unfortunately Themistius' 
views are not discussed sufficiently often in the other De anima 
commentaries 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 17sqq. 
about whether or not a single sense is involved in the perception of 
different kinds of objects of touch (408,25-411, I), 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).37 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.'s Philoponus makes some 
attempt to come to terms with Aristotle's definition (2 15,4-2 l6,2.5), 
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.39 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 Ezi 66 &6qh0v ci oiizw5 &vTE~~: -  
X E t a  TOO ocjpazos 4 vu~T) iSansg nhozT)~ nhoiou,4O "it is unclear 

" See further my Neoplatonic interpretations of Aristotle on phantasia, in: RMeta 31 
(1977) 253-254. 

la Cf. p. 99 above. 
'9 See pp. 104- 105 below. 

Simplicius' lemma reads TOO ahpat6~ h a ~ i v  bamg 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 Phitoponus puts it Alexander is forced to say that 
Aristotle may be referring to the intellect: neokiv 68 xai 6n6 f l ~  
hi:e&CO$ $ia@pw65 plCItV ~ T L  EOLXE 6k T ~ E Q ~  V O ~ )  ?&YEW ~ T L  EGZL 
xoelcrz6g (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 h i s -  
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 lamblichus, who 
seems to have been responsible for this system, decided that the 
Sophist was a theological work dealing with the sublunary derni- 
urge." Under this rule the De anima was a work about Xoytxi) 
y~uXil, 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 I11 5 by Stephanus, to which we have 
already referred,'z and also by Simplicius (cf. 240,2-5) to show 

that Aristotle could not have been talking about what Neoplatonists 
called divine (8c io~)  or  unparticipated (&j&hczo~)  intellect, and so 
not about the supreme cause, as Alexander maintained. 

Cf. the scholion on Plat., Soph.Zlba, p. 445 Greene; also in Plato, ed. Hermann VI, 
249. 

42 See above pp. 94-95. 
43 Cf. also [Philop.], In An. 5 18,36-5 I 9,2 where Ammonius is reported to have com- 

plained that both Akexander and Plutvch failed to see that the treatise is not about 
b 66pa6~v voN. 



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 tharAristotleYs 
"seemsn (EOLXE) leaves open two possibilities, Simplicius asserts that 
"seemsn must mean "is apparentlycc (ngCna or  ( p a i v ~ ~ a ~ ) ,  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 (1 02,27-103~8). In discussing the 
same text Philoponus, as we have just seen, uses his view that the 
divine intellect 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 11-12 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,lO-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 8sqq.). 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).44 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' 

44 On this text see further Some Platonist readings (n.4) 12. 
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account of this passage:' As we indicated, Stephanus there quotes 
Alexander only to  disagree with him, and here 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 differences between 
these commentators themselves on the points at issue.d6 

Cf. above p. 98. 
46 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 Lava1 University, 
and was written during the tenure of aJunior Fellowship at the Center for Hellenic 
Studies, and a Leverh&ne Research Fellowship. 



John Philoponus and 
Stephanus qf 
Neoplatonic Christian 
Commentators on 
Aristotle ? 

"Two Neoplatonic Christian commentators on Aristotle?" The query is crucial, and 
could equally well come at three points in the title of this paper. It could come 
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 Aristotle'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 
transmitted 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 Sophonias.' 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 
could 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 
Phibponus 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 chat series of divisions into thedria and praxis which seems to have 
been codified by Olympiodoms. though it can be traced back to P r o c l ~ s . ~  

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+specially Alexander and Plutarch, 
perhaps the only previous authors of full-scale commentaries on the de Anirna, 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 well 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 commentators 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- 

i 
I pendence and common descent are equally possible. But a look at both the struc- 

i ture and the detailed contents of some of the comparable parts of each commen- 
tary will show that they are in fact independent. 

i 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 



latter distinction is one that is not present in Aristotle's treatise-it is mentioned 
only in passing in a later discussion, and attributed to persons unnamed6-but it is 
of course one of the major concerns of the Neoplatonist commentators, our two as 
well as Simplicius, who were much preoccupied with allocating the soul's facul- 
ties and activities to its higher or lower sections. Thus phantasia, working as it 
does with both, 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 look at the structure of the two expositions of 3.4 will show that the 
two commentaries cannot simply be identified. Philoponus, but not Stephanus, 
gives a short introduction to the discussions that are to follow. Both commentaries 
then 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 t r ad i t i~n .~  Aristotle 
himself says that whether or not the part of the soul by which it knows and thinks 
is separable-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, 
with their own special concerns clearly influencing their reading of Aristotle. have 
h m  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 

Stephanus' list is not, however, the'same. The three questions he gives are: 

1. Is the soul destructible or not? 
2. How is the rational soul different from the sensible? 
3. How does intellection take place?'O 

In these lists only the second and third questions more or less coincide. The 
first in Stephanus' list could be an implication of the one given by Philoponus, 
which is closer to what Aristotle actually says. The second and third, as we have 
said, do go back to Aristotle himself, but in the first the commentators have taken 
the words in which Aristotle puts aside the question of separability, as he re- 
peatedly does, and turned them into a third question which not only reflects their 
own interests, but which is clearly more important to them than the other two. 
These however are Neoplatonic-a perhaps just simply Platonic-interests, and 
not Christian ones, though they do of course relate to Christian problems. The 
answers given are in any case firmly in the Platonic tradition. 

A curious mixture of Neoplatonic aims and Aristotelian content emerges from 
Stephanus' theriria. the preliminary general discussion of matters under investiga- 
tion in this section.]' Stephanus announces that he will deal with the first two of the 
three questions, and start with the second because the second helps towards an 
answer to the first. Proceeding thus, he distinguishes rational soul from sensation- 
let us remember that the distinction of a rational soul from an irrational one does 
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not figure in Aristotle'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 himself 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 or 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,16 but does not involve himself in the meaning of "part" until after he 
has dealt with the meanings of nous, 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,'"hile 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.lq 

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 Aristotle'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 
~eparate.~ '  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 turn 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- 
mentIzJ 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 c~rnmentaries.:~ 

Until recently, then, it has been commonly 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.lb In a book difficult of access-' ~t was 
published in occupied France-R. Vancourt treated Philoponus as if he were a 
Christian when he wrote the de Anima ~ommentary.~' 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 
Aeternifate Mundi contra Proclum was written before the commentary on the 
Meteoro l~g i ca .~~  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 

in terms of an Origenism which, he thinks, survived at Alexandria. He further 
suggested, following Vancoun, 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 elsewhere, so shall not pursue the point now, but 
simply say that what Philoponus-and S t e p h a n u d i d  was to adopt the standard 
and orthodox Neoplatonic view about the human intellect, namely that it is single 
and fully descendedm 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 straightforkmi reading 
of Aristotle might be a result of Christian bias, and one might consider in this 
:ontext 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 
remain 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. 



The determina~on of Philoponus' position does, of course, present unusual 
difficulties because his views were by no means orthodox. Not only was he a 
rnonophysite (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 lndicopleustes, the Traveler 
to India.n 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: 
I )  a refusal to accept the sod's  preexistence, though that is subject to the difficulty 
about Origenism already menti~ned;'~ or more significantly, 2) disembodied exis- 
tence after death of the normal Platonist typeH-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 preexi~tence'~ (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 already 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 (chdriston) which is the rational soul. 
He makes the distinction in connection 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 charioteertan old image going back to the 
hesitation at de Anima 2.1 ,* a passage vigorously exploited by several Neopla- 
tonist~. '~ 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. 

X V  
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As for vocabulary that might indicate Christian training or ways of thinking, 
thereis virtually none in Philoponus, What there is, a reference to angels and the 
essence of angels,& may be a medieval insertion. That Moerbeke did not always, as 
is commonly thought. provide a straight literal translation is shown by the discus- 
sion, mentioned above, of the fact that the word Aristoile uses for "part" in 429 a 
10 is, unlike its Latin equivalent, neuter." If however we compare this situation 
with that in Stephanus. its significance is diminished. Given that Stephanus was a 
Christian writer, we might expect a higher incidence of Christian vocabulary. But 
apart from a very short section4 to which Professor Westerink has already drawn 
attent~on:~ and which, if it alone survived, would give a very different impression 
from the whole, there is virtually none in the part of the commentary that covers 
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 angefoi in 
the Christian rather than the Neoplatonic sense, a reference to eusebe dogmata 
clearly meaning Christian (by now a standard sense,' as opposed to Platonic) doc- 
trines, and also one to theos. again in the Christian rather than the normal Greek 
sense. In addition there is an apparently approving reference to Providence 
(pronoia) as a name for God." Possibly one should add here a number of ambiguous 
references to faculties vouchsafed to us by the demiurge,12 who could be either the 
ordinary Platonists' demiurge or the Almighty in Platonic disguise, and the tag "he 
said and it happened" (ripe h i  egenero) which seems to allude to the Genesis 
account of creation." 

With these we should perhaps put the terminology of the section-ending 
marks. The usual form of these in Stephanus is en toutois he thetiria szcn the& 
plEroutui: "here. with God's help, ends the general discussion" or, en hois hi  
prais  sun rhe6i pltroutai: "here. with God's help, ends the lecture." For compari- 
son, the pagan Olympiodoodorus uses slightly different formulae, such as touta ekhei 
kP thedria: "this is the content of the general discussion," without any mention of 
divine aid. These appear uniformly in the commentaries on Aristotle's Meteor- 
o logic~,  Plato's Gorgias and Phaedo, and also the First Alcibiades. In the commen- 
taries on Platonic and pseudo-Platonic works, however, there are separate section 
headings for the lectures. of the type praxis sun thedi: "lecture, with God's help," 
followed by a numeral. Now the Oiympiodorus commentaries are probably edi- 
tions by students,' and it could well be they--or even later copyists-who put in the 
non-integral chapter headings. If that is so, and if the chapter-end markings in 
Stephanus are not also later additions, more skillfully inserted so as to have the 
appearance of king integral to the text, then we do have at least a superficial mark 
of Stephanus' beliefs. ..Superficial" must be stressed because there are, as we have 
seen, other explanations of his choices as a commentator. As for Philoponus, one 
would not -expect to find comparable expressions in his text, given the absence of 
the organization of material to which they belong. 

All this indicates. at least by way of sample, that Christianity was, at most, of 
little importance in the composition of these commentaries and the selection of the 
views they express. Further exemplification of this point would not be difficult, 
but space precludes it here. 
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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 should 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 Enneads51) 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 ail 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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public teaching of pagan philosophy'-and I would strongly stress public-may at 
last have had its effects. But that is speculation. Speculation should, of course, 
normally be discouraged. but I would like to close with some more. It has never 
been clear why, instead of Philoponus' commentary on Book 3 of the de Anima. 
we have that of Stephanus. Philoponus' was not lost. It was still available to 
Moerbeke in the thirteenth century and to Sophonias perhaps a century later still.% 
Yet our earliest manuscripts of Philoponus. which date back to the eleventh and 
twelfth centuries." already contain the pseudepigraphic commentw for Book 3. Is 
the reason perhaps that at the time when these manuscripts. or their predecessors. 
were compiled, Philoponus' work was regarded as suspect-whether the cause 
was such apparent paganism as impressed itself on contemporaries like Cosmas 
and some modem scholars, or his notorious monophysitism-and the opportunity 
was taken to substitute the work of Stephanus on that pan of the de Anima which 
was, more than any other, theologically delicate? 
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SIMPLICIUS (?) ON THE FIRST BOOK OF ARISTOTLE'S D E  
ANIMA 

Neoplatonic exposition of classical Greek philosophy includes 
two kinds of reinterpretation. T h e  first and most basic is, of course, 
the reading of Plato himself as a Neoplatonist. This is, it goes without 
saying, t o  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 a t  least superficially based on Aristotle, I shall devote most of this 
paper to  some of the somewhat strange interpretations of him to  be 
found in Book 1 of the D e  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 f ,  namely that it contains a considerable amount of material 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 iike SimpIicius 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 dearly reflected in Simplicius' expositions. One  of 
the questions I want to  raise is how far this actually turns out to  be 

I The commentary on Book 3 is nearly twice as long as those on Books 1 and 2. 



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 ~ o p l d c i ~  G'Coti povov TOW oncp Cotiv from 3S2 when he 
is discussing soul's relation to the body in the context of chapter 5 of 
Book 1 (77. lo- 1 1). 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 Simplic~us 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 o r  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 distort~on 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  problematic5. 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 
(1.1-211, 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 

430a 22-23. 
43ta14ff . ,431b2ff .  
It is argued for In my 'Neoplatonic elements in the De Anima commentaries", 
Phronesls 21 (1976), 64-87, hereafter cited as "Neoplatonic elements" and 
Yorne Platonist readings of Aristotle". Proc. Cambridge Philological Society n. s. 
27 (198 I ) ,  1 - 16, hereafter "Some Platonist readings". 

j Cf. "Neoplatonrc elements" 65-71. 
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of those who have reached the highest level of understanding: that is 
why we must study the De  anima. Plato has said many splendid 
things, and they have been explained and shown to be consistent with 
each by those who have expounded Plato. But the situation is 
less satisfactory in respect of Aristotle's treatise on the soul - for this 
he cites the, to him, supreme authority of Iamblichus - 4 r@ apiory, 
r f i ~  BAq9ciag r p i r j  6 o ~ d  r@ 'lappXixq. They disagree not only in the 
explanation of his language, but especially about the matter. There- 
fore, says Simplicius, he has decided to  investigate and write about 
Aristotle's consistency both with himself and with the truth. In doing 
so  he proposes both to  pay attention t o  Aristotle's objections against 
others, and also to  support his own conclusions about uncertain 
points from Aristotle's clear views and pronouncements. In so far as 
possible he aims to  stick to  the truth about the subjects concerned fol- 
lowing the lead of Iamblichus' own writings on the soul. The  two 
aims are, he thinks, i d e n t i ~ a l . ~  

Here we have a plain identification of the truth with a correct ex- 
position of Aristotle, and we may supply the inference that Aristotle's 
philosophy, if Properly understood, is the same philosophy which 
Simplicius and the other Neoplatonisrs found in Plato. W e  may note 
in passing that such an account of the right approach to an Aristote- 
lian treatise would be acceptable to  Neoplatonists of varying convic- 
tions: they would, of course, have to  understand some of Aristotle's 
theories and discussions in different ways, so that they could turn out 
to  conform to their own individual standpoints. 

One  consequence of this approach is that the soul must be dis- 
cussed in terms of Neoplatonic hierarchies. There are, as we shall see, 
several points in the commentary on Book 1, and of course many 
more in that on  Book 3, where the relation of the soul Aristotle is dis- 
cussing to  Simplicius' own structure of souls and intellects come into 
focus.' Yet in a way some of this discussion is redundant because Sim- 
plicius has specified at the start that the discussion is about yru;(i), 
which rules out the intellect in the higher Neoplatonic sense, though 
he does leave for subsequent discussion the question whether it is 

6 For Iarnblichus as Simplicius' model in method and more cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 
2.15-25, 3.2-4. 
Cf.beiowp.98 1. 29-100 1 . 3 2 , ~ .  1071.9-1091.14. 
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about all soul, and why Aristotle seems to  omit any discussion of o b  
p a v ~ a ~  ~uxcr i  (1.22-24). 

First, however, he proposes to  consider the branch of philosophy 
to which psychology belongs. For our  present purposes we should 
note that some of the points he goes on to  make, both about the kind 
of  soul to be studied and the kind of philosophy which studies it, are 
assembled in the introductory pages, and there discussed in connec- 
tion with Simplicius' own concerns, rather than simply taken where 
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 not dis- 
cussed when Simplicius comes to the text in question.' Like Aristotle, 
Simplicius is prepared to put the study of "parts" of soul which have 
no  connection with body in a separate compartment. The  terms in 
which he does it are not Aristotle's: ihov  61 vocpov, rfj n p h q  ptho- 
crorpiq, I\ Td( voqra yivhcr~o~cra ~ a i  rov r8v voqthv Scwpqr~~ov  
Y L V ~ O K E I  VOOV, KUI 06 rov &yprjptvov pbvov, a?& ~ a i  rov Cv fipiv 
(2.33-3.2): in so far as it is intellectual it is considered by first phi- 
losophy which cognizes the intelligibles and the intellect that cognizes 
them, not only the transcendent intellect but the one in us. When 
Aristotle himself talks of first philosophy, he does so only to say that 
things that are separable in themselves belong to it. Unlike Simplicius, 
Aristotle a t  this stage regards the existence of such a part of the soul 
as no  more than a possibility. Simplicius on the other hand, on the ba- 
sis of a discussion from De partibus animalium 1 . I 9  (which he cites at 
2.6-28) in which Aristotle concludes that natural philosophy deals 
with soul in as much as it o r  some part of it is the form of a living be- 
ing and a source of motion, but not necessarily with the whole soul, 
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 o r  several parts of it 
are @ o i ~  while nous is included in the De  anima, that is clearly not 
just a Yphysi~al" treatise: OUK . . . drnhhc, cpuoirfi fl w p i  W ~ S  npaypa- 
r ~ i a  (3.26-27). Simplicius adds that this is his own conclusion. The  
reason why he brings in all these matters, and we might think that 
they would be better treated later, is, it would appear, that according 
to  the now well established procedures of commentary he sees it as 

a 403 a 25  ff., discussed on pp. 20-23. 
Part. An. 641 a 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 9vqra (@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 to  the apparent meaning of the mathematics, o r  he thought that 
what was said about the highest part of our intellect would lead up to 
the soul of the heavens: i o o ~  6i: r a i  6ta r8v ncpi n i ~  a ~ p o r q r o ~  roc 
jpcrtpov voB cipqpiwwv h t ~ a v  riq r j v  oUpavinv (Ivadpirm9ar y ~ x f i v  
(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 Simp1iciusY 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 a given question and that his objections are directed 
against superficial misunderstandings, rQ ipalvop&vy, . . . rGv paOqpa- 
T ~ K ~ V .  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 - 
m9apoq r a i  vocp6~ h b y o ~  - and entirely unconnected with what he 
calls ticucurcpai Lwai (by which he must mean those of the sub-intellec- 
tual levels) because this kind of soul neither inclines to bodies nor 
comes to  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 chat Aristorle does not treat these ques- 
tions because he realises that Plato has deait with them adequately. 



But his aim - presumably Aristotle's - is not to  make the soul inse- 
 arable from the body. H e  says that the cause of our  forgetting our  
own separate life is given in Book 3, so we clearly d o  exist before our  
arrival in the body (ibid. 5- 1 I). 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, oG pvqpovcvopcv tit., or1 rocro pCv dLna9C6, i) 8C 
x a 9 q r ~ ~ b q  VOGS q$apro~,  which certainly follows the remark that only 
nous, or  the active nous, is immortal o r  everlasting but is not, as is well 
known, 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. W e  might also 
ask 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 than 
those of Plato's. Simplicius does not himself, in this commentary, in- 
dicate that this is the case, but his tendency to assign different areas 
of psychology to Aristotle and Plato, as well as to specific treatises, 
would 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 
oiiScpiav arjtQ< hxohcixct dtvcrrc<tpyaozov S6vapiv .tc ~ a i  oGoiav 
(4.1 3). 

Some of the general principles which 1 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- 
tion in some detail is not as well known as it should be - whether 
one agrees with its rmclusions or not.12 But our chances of arriving at 

430a22-25. 
'2 F. Bossier and C. Steel, "Priscianus Lydus en de "In De anima van pseudo (?) - 

Simplicius", T~jdschr. voor Filosofie, 34 (1972), 761-822. For other views see I. 
Hadot, Le probleme du neoplatonisrne alexandrin: HiCroclt% er Simplicius, Paris 
1978, Appendice, 193-202; and my "The psychology of (?) Simplicius' commen- 
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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 ernbarking on the actual text of Aristotle, Simplicius adds 
some further Neoplatonic interpretations and distinctions which he 
will use in later parts of the commentav. H e  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 dpyova <wrrra: the formal 
cause of the Former is cpvoy. Here we have that distinction already 
found in PIotinus between two layers of soul, one which makes mat- 
ter into body and another which makes mere body into living body a t  
the lowest leve1,l3 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 65 
6pyavov jwrrrov ci6ono~oBon - is either soul or  part of soul o r  
something not devoid of soul: the last of Simplicius' three possibilities 
would admit q k n ~ ,  or  indeed any further level of soul one might care 
to  define which might be regarded as not-soul in so far as it is 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 i s  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 excludedi4 (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 t o  
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 D e  anima", in Soul and the Structure of Being in Late Neoplatonism 
ed. H. J. Blumenthal and A. C .  Lloyd, Liverpool 1982,72-75. 

'3 Cf. e. g Enn. 4.4. 18, 4.7. 1 .8  ff., and my Plotinus' Psychology, The Hague 1971, 
9 and 61 f. 

14 That trtprr refers exclusive~y to the irrational soul is argued by I. Hadot loc. cit. 
(note 12 )  197f. and note 23. 
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he comes to  discuss the Aristotelian definition of the soul in its proper 
place." W e  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.I6 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- 
tion (4.33-5.5) Simplicius also groups the several faculties which 
Aristotle distinguishes and discusses them according to  his distinction 
between used and user: t a ~  p&v pbhhov cis TO cjpyavucov dlnochu- 
vo0oq. z a ~  6 t  ~ a r h  TO ~phpcvov iorapbva~ p&hhov bp@ In this con- 
text Simplicius can accommodate even nous in the entelechy concept. 
So  a t  4.38 f. he says that every soul, according to  Aristotle, is the en- 
telechy of the body which is ~ P ~ ~ V L K O V  - 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- 
p ~ s i t i o n . ' ~  O n  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 5 1.28 ff. and "Some Platonist readings" 5 f. 
l6 I r  is discussed in more detail at 96.3-15: on this disc. cf. "Neoplatonic elements" 

85 f. 
l7 Cf. 51.28 ff. and, where it arises from the text itself, 90.29ff., 93.28ff. 
'8 Cf. l l l  b 15-19. 
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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.19 This view, which he will later attribute to Xenocrates 
as well (62.2-13),20 Simplicius now attributes to  Aristotle who, he 
says, regards our soul in respect of its rational part as in the middle of 
the two extreme kinds of life, and so compares it sometimes to the 
sensitive, sometimes to  the intellectual, and sometimes views it as de- 
scending to  the former, a t  others as rising to  imitation of the intellec- 
tual. The  latter seems to  indicate the area above our soul, for Simpli- 
cius goes on to  talk about the soul rising towards the indivisible and 
remaining complete in itself, as far as possible, when it imitates the in- 
tellect above it, ~ d v  h c p & ~ o v r a  a6.rq~ . . . VOW, while at other times it 
departs from itself in its inclination to  the external and goes forward 
to division &cptozap&qv no< t a u q ~  kv .vj Eto ponq . . . ~ a i  cis pcp~apov 
rrpoioBaav. Its division is combined with its ascent to the undivided - 
which puts it where Neoplatonic souls are customarily located, by 
way of an interpretation of Timaeus 35 a, between divided and undi- 
vided forms of existence." Its procession is combined with reversion 

19 In "Simplicius and others on Aristotle's discussions of reason" 
published in J. Duffy and I. Penidolto, edd,  Gonimos. Neoplalortic arrd 

Byuntine studies presetded to Lee~adert G. Westerink at 75 (Buffalo 1958) 103-119. 
20 The soul's middle position is what Xenocrates is said to have wanted to show by 

saying that [he s o d  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 soul's middle position kept it above the division entailed by number and move- 
ment (cf. 62.11-13). 
O n  the interpretation of Tim.35a from Xenocrates to Plotinus cf. H.-R. 
Schwyzer, "Zu Plotins Interpretation von Platons Timaeus 35.An, Rh.Mus. n. F. 84 
(1935), 360-8. Plotinus distinguishes the kind of being that is ~ p ~ o f l  t v  
awpao~, corresponding to qualities etc., from another ncpi ra ohpara p c p ~ o i  
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to itself, and its departure from itself with rest in itself, which is ob- 
scured when it inclines to  the outside: ~ a i  yap 6 p~piopo< alj~ij< ~ C T &  

ci< r6 ciptp~orov ouva~ptoco~,  ~ a i  fi xpopoAQ pcra rij< c i ~  Caumjv 
Crriorpotpfi~, ~ a i  il b a u Q ~  anoorao~< pcra fl< Cv tau* povf j~  drpu6pou- 
pi?< iisc c i ~  TO tco ptnc~ (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  pa 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: 616 tqv r8v p o v o ~  rc 
pcvovtwv ~ a i  n a v q  pcragahhopbvov pcoot~ra .  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- 
o~latonic controversy about the position of our nous, is why we do 
not like PlotinusZ2 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 Iamblichus: ciq ~ a i  'Apl- 
~ r o t & t  ~ O K O ~ V T ~  ~ a i  fin6 to0 'Iapgki~ou Cvapyborcpov C~ncqaopkva 
(cf. 6.1 5- 17). Yet it is only the opening reference to the third book, 
at 5.38, and the closing attribution of all the intervening material to 
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 will 

. 
which 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. 

22  Cf. esp. 4.8.8.1-3. PIotinus' view was rejected by most of his successors, cf. e. g. 
for Iamblichus and Proclus, Prod., In Tim. 111.333.28 ff.; for Plutarch, Ps.-Philop., 
In Dean.  535.13-16, for Syrianus (probably) Hermias, In Phaedrum 160.1-4. 
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follow the directions lie 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 ~roceeding 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 
philosophical 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 disagreemelit between Aristotle and Plato, or to 
put it as Simplicius might more readily put it 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 now 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 
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views of Aristotle's predecessors, other than Plato. a 
, ~t 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 the 
truth. That, as we shall see, is not merely an arbitrary assumption o r  
even just an inference from the commentators' approach in general. 
That  approach, however, would in itself indicate that earlier views on 
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  through the medium - of Aristotle's discussions. 

Simplicius 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 
about things does not come to us of its own accord ( a b r o t v )  an in- 
vestigation of several contraries comes first. In the area under discus- 
sion such questions are: whether the soul is o r  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, o r  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 
others: pLya i p ~ v  f i  ncpi n c r l v  ioropia ouvrchci n p o ~  rc njv S i m p i a v  
m i  npOg T ~ V  ciipcmv Cn~oypatvopCvo~g, cis 6 cho~Aiymvtc~  oi ptv h6i, 
oi 6C h6i rt3Caat, ~ a i  rci ptv Ehcy~ouol, ra 6 t  dtno6cxop6vots. There is 
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 help us 
solve them," Simplicius seems to  envisage that these earlier thinkers' 
views help us to identify the problems. That, one might suggest, stems 
from the underlying Neoplatonic belief that everyone was, in the end, 
trying to solve the same ~ rob lems  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- 
known treatment of Plato to  show that the degree of convergence he 
envisaged is far less than that of Simplicius and his contemporaries. 
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W e  may draw similar conclusions from the opening of the section 
on soul and movement (An 405 b3l ff., Simplicius 34.3- 19). Here, in 
SimpliciusY introductory comments on ch. 3, we may again see a dif- 
ference of approach from Aristotle's. 'EKL~KCJCT~OV 6i: TCPQTOV mpi 
K L V I ~ G C O ~ ,  the chapter begins. hristotle explains that it may not only 
be incorrect to  describe the nature of the soul as what moves, o r  has 
the capacity to  move itself, but that it might even be impossible for it 
to  possess motion a t  all. Simplicius, more generally, says that the 
point - otconog - is to  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 ~ivqarg. Plato, 
we are told, uses the word for the life of the soul in so far as it is in a 
diffused state, and neither fully divided nor remaining pure and undi- 
vided in its own place, km T ~ G  yu;~Wijs r w f j ~  B j dtv~hi~topkvqq oiirc pc- 
pico$vq~ x a v q  oCrc ~ a 9 a p ~ ~  irpcpiorou pcvovoqq (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 
rivqoq because of the descent from the indivisible, and he makes self- 
movement, ri, u&.ro~iv~rov ,  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", r i q t o v ,  he indicates its 
descent while, by the "self-", aurb-. he shows that it is at rest in the 
undivided, and remains in itself at the same time as i t  proceeds from 
itself (ibid. 10- 15). But, Simplicius continues, Aristotle, who nor- 
mally applies rivqotq to the kind that is divisible and continuous, in 
accordance with the common usage, not only denies it of the soul's 
nature, o r  essence, but also says that soul in itself is in no way subject 
to motion, oir povov sijg W U X L K ~ S  urjrjv dtnocpCro~ct 06oiaq, irhha pq6C 
b~~ooof iv  ~ d Y a G a v  ~ivc ia9a i  rqv ~ u x i l v  dxocpaivctai (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 r i q o i s  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 
is no form of r i q o t <  in soul, as indicated by Aristotle's statement, 
rather than that it has the kind of rivqoq which is W, as shown by 
Plato's less common use of the word. So that we are not ourselves 
misled by the use of words, it should perhaps be remarked that Plato 
himseif does not always use rivqarg in this Neoplatonic sense, though 
it could, of course, be found in the Neoplatonists' favourite text from 
the Sophist, 248 e-249 a. 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 SimpIicius discusses Aristotle's view that soul is 
moved onIy incidentally (38.26ff.). Aristotle objects that if soul itself 
is moved it would change its nature: tr;iorairo dv ku t i i~ o6oias (406 b 
12- 14). Simplicius explains that Aristotle does not use uivqol~ of the 
typical activity of the Neoplatonic soul, transition from one object or 
activity to another of those within its sphere without dispersing itself 
n)v . . . &a' &?A75 cis &Uqv pctbflao~v a9pbuv oaoav . . . (39.3-4). H e  
then again draws attention to Plato's use of rivqoq, both in respect of 
movement of the soul relating to its activity - T&G uar' tvfpyc~av TQS 
y~x45 jtc~aflh~ctg - and also to refer to its descent from its intellec- 
tual and undivided being when it "moves" in respect to its existence: 
mhcT Fi: m i  TT)V K ~ T '  oiroiav a6tSj5 &no zijs vocpfis uai dpcpiozou 
ohoiag bnopaaiv ~ i q o r v  ius Eraramv. I avoid translating oiwia as es- 
sence because I am not convinced that Simplicius actually held that 
the soul changed essentially as a result of its involvement with the 

world." That is another matter: for now we should note the 

24 Cf. UThe psychology of (?) Simplicius" (see note 12), 91-92; for another view cf. 
C. Steel, The changing self. A study of the soul in later Neoplatonism: Iamblichus, 
Damascius and Priscianus. Verhandelingen van de Koninklijke Akademie voor 
Wetenschapen, Letteren en Schone Kunste van Belgie. KI. Lett. 40, 1978, nr 85 
(Bmssels 1978), 52-69 on Iamblichus and Priscian: Steel thinks Simplicius did 
not believe in change K ~ T '  o h i a v ,  ibid. 114f.: somewhat differently I. Hadot, "La 
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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 Eroraoy is spec- 
ified as roo 6pou uai ?on ci&ow,. That, it is claimed, is just what 
Aristotle thinks, because he usually called the definition and the form 
oGoio (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: Eata~ o h  il yux4 rii< 
@v ciSqrlriq oljoiag t ~ a r a m ~ .  with the qualification that it is the ac- 
tual 2raruoq that gives it its being and existence without involving it 
in becoming or perishing, rar '  a6riv St rjv rivqo~v o6oiwptq uai TO 

civar c(oum. h ~ o i i  yivoptvq lrai ip3r~po@vq. 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 from it. 

From here Aristotle, according to Simplicius (39.16 ff.), having 
distinguished the senses of ~ivqcrrq, denies that the soul can move spa- 
tially and then investigates the views of Democritus and the apparent 
statements of Timaeus (i.e. Plato). H e  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 KLW)- 

acts 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 Sirnpliclus sur l'%me raisonnable humaine dans 1 
Manuel d'Epicttten 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 cir~umstances, 
some change in the substance of the rational soul. this was however, reversible; cf. 
too the risumi of her lecture "La mort de  I'pme selon les ntoplatoniciens", in An- 
nuaire de 1'Ecole Prat~que des Hautes Etudes, Ve Section 91 (1982-83), 
351-54. 

* 5  34 a and 36 c ff. 



XVI 

soul as a middle or  intermediate entity which we have already noted.26 
For at 40.3 ff.  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 T i m a e ~ s . ~ '  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, 
npbo6os and Eniorpopfl again, neither the language nor the concepts 
of Plato. Similarly the circular lines stand for the soul being undi- 
vided in its deployment - r a r d  aviL{tv - 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, 616 rig i6iag (IvcthiypCvqs (oijs 8s p h q g  
nphaycc r j v  ciptptarov mi3 vob ~ivqrrwjv CvCpy~lav cis r j v  ouvc~i j  rat 
pcp~atfp TOO o~puvov Cvtpyc~av (ibid. 17-20). It is this alone which 
Aristotle describes as rivqoq and, according to  Sirnplicius, he there- 
fore objects to Timaeus - the speaker of the dialogue - attributing 
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 o r  exten- 
sion, o r  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, o r  indeed its nature. Aristotle himself, we may recall, 
in criticizing Plato complains that soul is not a magnitudezs. 

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 6 66 voO~ c i ~  rab 

26 Here too Simplicius seems to  have lost sight of the 4 levels of being earlier Neo- 
platonisrs found in the Timaeus, cf. note 21 above. 

2' The soul's position is discussed at 35a. The mathematical points Simplicius refers 
to  seem to be chose of 36 b ff. rather than the earlier reference to the ingredients of 
the mixture. 
Cf. 407a 2-3. 
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o v v c ~ j ~  6oncp wui fi vbqatq (407 a 6-7) begins with the words Cno- 
$VOS T@ nh-CI~wvl, following Plat0 (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 Simplicius chooses to  treat as 
simple exposition, for he comments that Aristotle follows Plato in de- 
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 discussion. 

While our attention is focussed on this part of the commentary we 
should take note of the way in which Simplicius also takes the oppor- 
tunity it offers of introducing points about the hierarchical structure 
of soul and intellect of various types. Aristotle says that by ~ v x i l  roo 
xnvrhg Timaeus means something iike 6 K ~ ~ O ~ + L & V O S  voD~, which we 
may translate by something like "what is known as intellect". Simpli- 
cius, as inheritor of a tradition which was accustomed to making 
manifold distinctions in the use and significance of nous, appears to  
read ~ahobpcvo< as that which is inaccurately called nous, and refers it 
to  the rational soul, as in those texts which more or  less explicitly dis- 
cuss the status of our intellect and argue, or  assert, that it is our fully 
descended rational soul, and therefore to be distinguished from any 
kind of transcendent intellect. It is in this light that he interprets Aris- 
totle's point that the world soul of the Timaeus differs from the sensi- 
tive, as Aristotle himself puts it, and epithumetic soul, in that circular 
movement is not appropriate to either of these. Sirnplicius, moreover, 
seems to see the contrast with W I J X ~ ~  ai09qrtwfl and kn~9upqrirfi, which 
his firtq at 41.27 indicates that he takes as referring to one soul which 
would therefore be the Neoplatonists' lower irrational soul, as an ar- 
gument for identifying nous with rational soul (cf. 41.24-29). In the 
sequel he compares the intellection of things without body in respect 
of its indivisible nature with transcendent intellect: it is one and undi- 
vided like that of the nous above soul, ra3ancp fi roo C~gpqpCvov q< 
y u ~ q q  vofi; it grasps all the bvra simultaneously and without tran- 
sition, while our  knowledge of formal definitions does not apply to 
everything simultaneously, but to each form in turn. Our  rational 
cognition always deals with definitions, and parts and wholes of ar- 
guments, trying to  attain a unified view as far as possible. Eventually 
certain concepts may be apprehended as a whole, for example ~Qov ,  
XOYLKOV and Dvqrbv (42.1-20). So, he continues, the point of 
Aristotle's saying that nous is one and continuous is that nous above 



soul is one because indivisible, whereas our  rational nature is one be- 
cause it is deployed and extended as into a continuum, 6th zqv &vC- 
h~ktv oGrw kia wq cis ovv8~ciav C~rcivowCq, not like a spatial one, but 
one that steps down (xahuoa~av)  the pure indivisibility of the form. 
Simplicius sums up by adducing Aristotle's next ~entence , '~  saying that 
Aristotle's oijrw hq KO ~ t y c 8 o s  ovvcyjs shows the nature of the being 
that is between that which is undivided and that which is divided 
about bodies, while his fi ap~pil<30 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 Neoplatonically sensitive subjects cause our  com- 
mentator to embark on prolonged discussions of 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 
circular motion arising from the ymxqyovin. 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 (47.6 ff.). Always having the same object he attributes to 
the intellect above ours, from which is to  be excluded not only repeti- 
tion - aiXq ~ a i  aG\cl~s - but also any kind of temporal extension o r  
a succession of nows. Rather we have something which remains im- 
mobile and comprehends the whole infinite stretch of time indivisibly. 
It  cognizes the same thing not often but once, in the sense of an eter- 

3" h,u~pfi<: Simplicius; ijroi: Aristotle. 
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nal once, ~ O T C  OG TCO~MKLS TO dti) cihhl &nag u a ~ a  TO aihviov anak. 
O u r  nous 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 - 9cim y v ~ n i  - 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, uai taOtg 
bcpcim~ to6 Gntp ~ v ~ f i v  voO h~ ~ a i  ~atdt tqv n p o ~  td r  vo~rir.  ouvaqip' fi 
ptv yap  ua9' Evooiv &kpiorov, fi SC Kctrdt oiov knacpjv. Simplicius pro- 
ceeds (ibid. 26ff.) to add further reasons, now explicitly acknowl- 
edged as his own - cpjoo, 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 Piato has attached the 
soul, or rather nous, too closely to  body. Specifically Aristotle com- 
plains that it is burdensome for the soul to  be mingled inextricably 
with body: Cnimvov SB ~ a i  t d  pcpix9ai TQ ohpat t  pil Fuvapcvov &no- 
hu94vai (407b 2-3). That,  says Aristotle, is clearly to  be avoided if it 
is better for a soul to  be without body, as is generally said and widely 
accepted. W e  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 TO& to Aristotle's nokkoi~, and one for 
which we need not spell out the reasons. Sirnplicius says that it is not 
best for inseparable soul to be apart from the body because that 
would not be its o i~c iov  6ya90v. 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 sou! 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 o r  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 
Piato'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.3' 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. W e  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 o r  natural motion which Plato did not 
intend to  atuibute to soul. W e  must, he says, understand the soul's 
~ i v q o i ~  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. H e  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" - t i v q  - who say that soul is combined with 
the whole: ~ u i  i:v rQ iihcp 6 t  s i v c ~  a h j v  p c p i ~ 9 a ~  vaoiv. Here Simpli- 
cius notes that though the 13icont)~ of the De  anima is primarily the 
soul of S q ~ i w  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). W e  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", o ~ q p a  may be understood in relation to 
the frequent late Neoplatonic habit of referring to  the body as a sec- 
ond o r  third vehicle, in addition to that, o r  those, to which souls were 
attached.32 

It  is probably unnecessary to say that the whole question of soul's 
relation to body is problematic for a Platonist dealing with Aristotle. 
T h e  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 a t  the details of Simplicius' 
discussion 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. 5 1-52 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.34 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- 
~ l i c iu s  comments on  Aristotle's remark that all the things which hap- 
pen to  soul seem to  involve body35. Here Simplicius uses the distinc- 
tion between the soul - his actual word here is joq - which uses 
and that which informs to  distinguish nasq in which body merely par- 
ticipates in what the soul does or  actually works with it (cf. 18.20ff.). 
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 a 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 Sirnplicius' 

At 49.9- 10 the subject of S05cic is nor clear: it could be Plaro's pii~a o r  Aristor- 
le: K&KC~VW would then be either vo6q = world-soul in the former case, or Plat0 
in the latter. 

32 Cf. e. g Proclus, in Tim. 111. 237.24-27. 
3 Cf. "Neoplatonic elements" 83-84; "Some Platonist readings" 4-5 .  
34 Cf. 90.29-91.15. 
3s 403a 16. 
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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 bpyavov 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 pkace 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 (Cvkpyc~a). 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 (~~PXLKOS to  the highest degree 
whenever it does not use body as an instrument. Here we should re- 
call 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 ci6q: 
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 (KC- 
~aicaopCw again) and one that is inferior to  undivided union. It  is, 
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: 
xfiv TO ~ C K T L K O V  O ~ K C ~ W S  FXCLV Kci np i )~  ti) C ~ ~ L ~ V Q ~ C V O V  c i60~  (cf. ibid. 
22f.). 

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. 

36 Cf. e. g. 3.6.1.1-7, 4.3.23. 

Soul Vehicles in Simplicius 

There has been a not inconsiderable amount of discussion of the 
nature and function of the 6x13~~ - or bxfipa~a - the body or bodies 
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 in the work of 

a Neoplatonist at this time, or are they in some way modified by the 
commentaxy 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 Gracca (WIG). 

l ~ u t  see 1. Hadot, Lt problhrte du dopiatonisme alexandrin: Hihocl2s et Simplin'us 
(Paris 1978) 181-83. 
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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.3 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 a h ,  meant that it was easier for soul to operate with a 
body in the physical world without undergoing substantial ( K ~ T '  
ofialav) change, a matter on which Proclus appears to have differed 
from his predecessor Iamblichus, and Damascius from Proclus.4 
Simplicius' own position is not dear. Recent discussions have arrived 
at different  answer^.^ 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 bxqpa~a, 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 III 298.27-29 he 
writes, ~b ptv OZV uup+&s Umpa roiri: atfiv &y~6upiov, ~b @ 
I jEh~pov  YEV~OEWS TFOMTLV, ~b E4 borp~&s ~Bovlav: the vehicle which 

3 ~ o r  the history of this doctrine cf. R. C. Kissling, "The OXHMA-TINEYMA of the Neo- 
platonists and the De lnsomniis of Synesius of Cyrene", AJP 43 (1922) 318-330; E.R. 
Dodds, Proclus. The Elements of Theology (Oxford 1%3) Appendix 2, 313-21 and 347f.; 
A. Smith, Porphyry's Place in the Neoplatonic Tradition (The Hague 1974) Appendix 2, 
152-58; J.F. Finamore, iamblichus and the Theory of the Vehicle of the Soul. American 
Classical Studies 14 (Chico 1985). 

4 ~ ~ .  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 Belgie, Kl. Lett. 40, 1978, 85 (Brussels 
1978) 52-73. 

5~teel ,  ibid.; I .  Hadot (op. cit. (n. 1) 170-74 and "La doctrine de Simplicius sur i'lme 
raisonnable humaine dans le commentaire sur le Manuel dfEpict8te", in H.J. 
SIumenthal and A.C. Lloyd ed., Soul and the Structure of Being in Late Neoplutonism 
(Liverpool 1982) 47-70; Blumenthal, ibid., 91f. and 71f. 

is natural to it puts it inside the cosmos, the second makes it 0.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 ( ~ ~ p d k r s ) .  The one always 
exists because the soul is always in the cosmos, the one exists before 

I 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. 298.29-299.41, This passage might suggest that 
there is one vehicle for the soul outside the cycles of exis tencmne 
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 soul is not 
merely in a condition for embodiment, but actually embodied. The 
question then arises whether this third vehicle is an intermediary 
between soul and body, or simply a colourful way of talking about the 
ordinary earthly body with a view to showing its relationship to soul 
in direct comparison and contrast with that of the higher "bodies" 
which are clearly of a different substance. In other words, is ba~pc&s a 
special kind of body, and thus parallel to terms like abyo~r6Cs, light- 
like, or merely a description of body in its normal sense? Normally 
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 the 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 bcdy: ma& TE fiv 700 
T T ~ ~ T o u  b h p ~ w  ~d n\lv 700 &UX~TOU U ~ ~ Q T W  C ~ V  (ibid. 300.5-7). 
Here too a question presents itself: does a4pa mean body 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 uQpa? In any 
case this third intermediary, if it did exist, had no function distinct 
from that of the ordinary body, so that its role would have 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 (111 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, 

h e  habit of referring to the real body as something analogous to the quasi-material 
ones goes back to Porphyry, cf. Dc abstincntin I 31 = 109.10-19 Nauck and J .  Pepin, 
"Saint Augustin et le symbolisme nkplatonicien de la v6ture". in Augustinus Magisto.  
C o n e  International Augusthien. Paris 1954. I (Etudes augustiniennes n.dJ295f. 
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simultaneously, while a further set rule, at 
of both these kinds and composite ones. 

the same time, over bodies 
The sequel shows that the 

first two kinds of body are <he 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 (ut5v6erois ... ~ a l  
nohqm&&s) bdies (ibid. 19.11-15).7 

Simplicius too may be found referring to a dependent body which 
is b a ~ p ~ B & s  in the Physics commentary (966.51, 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 
~ rveupa~r~dv .  Discussing an interpretation of Theophrastus he has 
argued that the soul does not need anything interposed between it and 
body: its distance is assured by body's unsuitability to receive the 
soul's irradiation: &pceZ ydp fi tot  u;Craros bern-q&~6nls npbs r b  pfi 
~CXE&L TS)v W q @ v  % JntXiis (cf. 965.26-30). It does, however, have 
bXfipata appropriate to its location: the dependent (4hppbov) bodies 
are his explanation of these bxrjpara (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 soub which have the lower cannot 
have the higher too: they are different kinds of body, and therefore 
any objection to two bodies of the same kind interpenetrating are 
inapplicable. It is not absurd, he says, for higher and finer bodies 
which are of a different nature to penetrate grosser and more material 
ones (ibid. 5-13). 

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 
returned to the pre-Proclus version of the soul-vehicle doctrine. 
Prim facie that seems unlikely, and, in fact, when we proceed to look 
at the 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 groups mean, and to 
that question we must now turn. 

'0n this passage d Dodds, IOC. dt. (n. 3) 320f. and the Notes ComplCmmtaires in 
Saffrey and Westerink's edition, pp. 113f. 

. . 

kf. 6mWvw o@a at ln  L* an. 287.16-22 which is again body in the usual sense. 

Soul Vehicles in Simplicius 1 77 

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 aGy~1SEs- 
the neuter forms are appropriate because these terms all modify udpa 
- nv~yranu6v and, ambigurn status, bpc&s (and bu~$tvov). 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 al&@s, bpxwrMs, and a h d k ,  of which at least one must 
rest under suspicion of being a textual error. 

A further TLS~S word, namely €Ivqro~1Us, is also found with odpa, 
but not with bxqpa, and so is even more likely than durpeti8es 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 b m ~ a  ~ a ~ a ~ e r v b ~ v o v  7ij Jlufl e k  
T& Ovq~wiB&s udpa, 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 O ~ T M L ~ ~ ~ S  C O ~  to which, in furtherance 
of his Neoplatonizing exposition of the definition, he ascribes 
bpyavi~6v 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 Iamblichus had used the 
word uwparuei61s tb d e d b e  the soul vehicle of & ~ L ~ o v E s ,  which would 
have to be of a different material from that of our ordinary bodies (cf. 
De mysteriis 12 = 167 des Placed.9 Further, when Prwlus cites d nepl ... 
'IdppAi~ov 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. In 266.25-31). 

'Av~oELS~S, 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 

9 ~ f .  G .  Verbeke, L ' ~ l u t i o r r  de la doctrine du p u m a  du stoicfstfte kc S.  Augustin (Paris 
and buvain  1945) 378. 
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possible approach to the immaterial, and of the very highest status 
below purely intelligible entities.1° All this is well-known: the reason 
for recalling it here is to stress that the term in question is a 
thoroughly appropriate description of the kind of entity we are 
discussing. We may note in passing that the word does not occur in 
Simplicius' De anima commentary, which may, or may not-because 
of the low incidence of all these words-throw some light on the 
question of that work's authenticity." 

The De anima commentary, is, of course, concerned with the 
individual human soul: the study of JlvXh b y i d  is given as its u r o n b  
(cf. e.g. 172.48). Elsewhere we may find an a b y 0 ~ i M s  6 ~ r y l a  attached to 
the soul of the heavens, or the world-soul. So at In Phys. 615.31-35 we 
find the world-soul's light-like vehicle mentioned as a candidate for 
the identity of the shaft of light described in the Myth of Er (Republic 
6168). This is as far as 1 know, the only certain occurrence in 
Simplicius, but, though the interpretation is ascribed to Porphyry, the 
hnguage appears to be that of Simplicius himself. 

There is, however, a further possible instance in the De cuelo 
commentary (469.7-11). There the received text reads aCyo~iSCs, but 
Heiberg has changed it to aQroe16ts on the basis of the word autoideale 
in Moerbeke'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 aGroeiSEs might mean in the present context is far from clear. 
The text, as printed by Heiberg, reads: EL 84 TLS TOGTO r b  u G ~ a  r b  
tnt/piov khpq)r lvw r b  aho~iSls a h 0 0  ~ a \  o b ~ v i o v  6 m p a  ~ a k  T ~ S  
&V ah@ ~ I ~ W ~ C L S  ~ ~ ~ a 8 a p p t v a s  UXOL T)... : if someone being attached to 
this perishable body had the heavenly vehicle which was of the same 
kind, then he would have the pure senses (which would enable him 
to hear and see things invisible and inaudible to others, and in 
particular Pythagoras' music of the spheres). As I have translated it 

lO~or two different views of the significance of light cf. W. Beierwaltes, "Die Metaphysik 
des Lichtes in der Philosophie Plotins", Ztschr. f i r  Philosophische Forsclucng 15 (1%1) 
334-62; R. Ferwerda, La signification des images et des dtaphores dans la pen& de 
Plotin (Groningen 1965) 4645. 

l lUn this matter d the differing views of F. Bossier and C. Yeel, %iscianus Lydus en 
de "In de anima" van pseudo(?) Simplicius", Tijdschrift w o r  FilosofL 34 (1972) 761-821; 
I. Hadot, Le NPoplntonismc (see n. 1) 193-202 and "La doctrine de Simplicius" (see n. 5) 
94; Blumenthal, 'The psychology of (?) Simplidus' commentary on the De anima", ibid. 
73-93. 
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a t - ro~ i6Cs  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 air~oei%s, 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 -rim. Most of these are relatively late, Plato's bya80Ei6fis 
(Republic 509A) being an early example.'2 Elsewhere the word 
ahcwi6fis is rare. I t  appears much earlier in Marcus Aurelius, at 11.12, 
where it is almost certainly a wrong reading.13 

On the other hand there is one text, in the De Primis Pn'ncipiis of 
Simplicius' contemporary Damascius, where ab~ociS(s 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: mbsequentlyaha (L € m v  rd t#& ndvra U ~ M L ~  &mu 
dpx6p~w M TGV BrGv rolrruv: 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 MS reading 
should be maintained, and a i r r o ~ i 6 C ~  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 ~d ahcxrbq 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: T& mpd~ro-ra ~ a l  al rolrrov dpxai, which 
are then listed: fi roc ahcwvbs LGCa 4 r e  TOD I T ~ ~ T O U  ~ ~ ~ K O U S  and so 
on. In this context a t r ~ r S q s  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 

I2see 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 Rato, with the arguable exception of some in the Hippocratic corpus. 

13#u& aafpa aL~orrS+ rnakes no sense here, and almost all recent editors have 
abandoned it; for another view cf. A.S.L. Farquharson (Oxford 19441, who retains it, ad. 
loc. 

l * ~ o r  the normal use of ~ 1 8 4 ~  compounds cf. also rau~ort8Tjs and ~ T E P M L ~ T ~ S  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 alB~pG6cs: unlike the other terms we have been looking at 
this is not an -EL~$S compound, so that its meaning is not so much 
aether-Iike as actually made of aether.15 Again, it is not common in 
Simplicius, but is found as a description of a soul vehicle in the De 
n nima commentary, where perception and irnagina tion are attributed 
to 74 al&p&c fipc~Cpas #u& 6xqp.a (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 + L & ~ s  word we have to consider is dpywr8fis. At first sight 
it appears that it may already have appeared as an Umpa 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 
abywt&s by dpxcxi84s 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 dpxat&s (sic) 6mpa can perceive activity of 
a divine, or semi-divine vehicle with which its own is contrasted, but 
with which it thus communicates: ~oivwvla ...y l v r ra~  TOO GarpovIou 
&y)~(lparas ual TOG rfjs Jlufis. For two reasons the word is suspect in 
this context. In the first place dpxorr84s does not give the expected 
contrast with a higher kind of entity, which the Soip6vrov 6mpa clearly 
is: it is a word of good Aristotelian ancestry and means superior, or 
like, having the stahls of, an dpd. k o n d l y  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 aGycxr& is w d ,  
but describes not the soul but the upper heavens to which the divinely 
led procession of the Phaedrus myth aspires (144.26-28): here a(lycx~&s 
has a clearly comprehensible sense, for the upper heavens might 
reasonably be described as being like light. So, returning to the 

15~or  a list of d6qs words cf. Buck-Petenen, op. cit. (n. 12) 708-15. It should, however, be 
said that the suffix is sometimes used with the same sense as ~164s. On tl8r)s' see P. 
Chantraine, LQ formation des noms en grec a n c h  (Paris 1933) 429-32. 

I%he commentary is on De caelo 290 a29-bll. 
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dppxiMs 6mpa, it looks as it once again, as in the case of alro~r8&s 
which we have already considered, a word of more obvious meaning, 
or in this case one better known, has been substituted for the rarer and 
less perspicuous aGyoaMs. 

We have not yet considered the word most commonly associated 
with the soul-vehicle, namely a v r u p a ~ t ~ k .  In fact, in the authors we 
have been discussing it is less common than one might expect: 
Philoponus shows a different pattern.17 In Simplicius the nvrvpa~irbv 
6mpa is the one the soul acquires for embodiment at a higher level 
than that of the ordinary body here on earth. Its acquisition is a result 
of soul being inside the cosmos (cf. In Phys. 965.31-966.3). That applies 
to any kind of soul. Thus the specifically human soul also has a 
vehicle made of pneuma: it is not, however, normally described as 
rrvrvparru6v: in fad, outside the passage we have just cited, the word 
occurs only twice in Simplicius, both times in the same section of the 
Categories commentary, where it comes in Stoic contexts and relates to 
their concept of quality. 

This brings us to the second of our initial questions, namely what 
the soul-vehicles were made of. We have not, however, explicitly 
answered the first. Let us for the moment say that, contrary to 
expectations, the texts we have seen suggest that Simplicius, unlike 
some of his predecessors and contemporaries, operated with one soul 
vehicle for the individual human soul. A further look at the 
constituents of these vehicles may help to produce a less tentative 
answer. 

The tenns we have looked at so far suggest various candidates for 
the material of soul-vehicles: light, aether, pneuma, The two first 
would seem to go together, referring as they do to materials 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 atyori6& in the places where it occurs 
in the Physics, and possibly also the De caelo, commentary is 
specifically used of the heavenly regions or the world-soul.18 That this 

I7~orne 15 examples of nvru~a~~lrbr ,  and about 300 of nvrDka and its other cognates: 
Simplicius has about 50. 

l8see above 177-178. 
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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 Iamblichus. We find that he 
uses ahwis(s  and aL&@ks 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: ~b m p n e r p k ~ v  
#uxij al&pGiSEs nal a i y w ~ & s  li~qpa ka~kipmr (m 14 = 117 des Places). 
Earlier in the same book Iamblichus describes the pneuma in us as 
light-like, aDywr66s (I11 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: drropplma TOO aL&ph8ous nal alywrfiok 
v v i u g a ~ o s  ... (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 (1.14-201, we have one soul 
vehicle, made of a single substance which is describable by all three of 
our terms al0~pw66s. adyoei6Es and, being made of pneuma, 
mwmk. 

We have already seen indications that the same situation obtains 
in Simplicius-which would provide an interesting example of the 
commentator agreeing with Iamblichus 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 Sirnplicius' teacher 
Arnmonius.Ig 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 Epictetus20 

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 aDyoriSCs might not 

1 9 ~ o r  Procius as teacher of Ammonius cf. Damascius, Vita Isidori fr. 127 Zintzen = Suda 
S.V. Aidesia; for Simplicius cf. e.g. In De d o  271.19. 

2%ee the treatments by I. Hadot and Blumenthal referred to in n.11 above; for another 
view the article of Bossier and Steel cited there. I should add that both authors have 
since told me that they are more than ever convinced that Simplicius cannot have 
written the Dc aninra commentary. 
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be the most appropriate for some of the functions that pneuma, or the 
body constibted by it, are reQuired to perform. In one section of the De 
anima commentary there is a hint that this is indeed what Simplicius 
has in mind. Discussing why fire does not become alive through the 
presence of soul, he remarks that it is not a suitable vehicle, 6mpa. for 
it: what is is something higher, which is, at least secondarily, of the 
same sort of composition as things in the heavens, + ohpadas Bv ~ a l  
a i d  o w ~ d u m s  GEvrlpws (73.33-74.1). He then'goes on, in a sentence 
we have already looked at while considering the use of BL~TOELSCS, to 
say that even in our own case a superior vehicle is extended with the 
soul towards the b0dy.~1 A ~ Y O E L ~ ~ I ;  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 of any kind of pneuma. 
Indeed, as early as Galen we find it as a description of a special kind of 
body when he offers as alternatives that the soul is either made of 
al&@s TE ~ a l  alrytxi&is adpa, or has an Bmpa consisting of that 
sub~tance .~  

On the other hand, aoparoc~6ks, which, as we have already seen, 
may be used to describe something that is other than body, could be 
taken to denote a kind of vehicle for the individual soul that is of an 
inferior kind to that described as obyo~iSCs or aL0epGSes. Does 
Simplicius so use it? 

In so far as it describes materials, it is used in the De caelo 
commentary to refer to the substance of the heavens, that is to 
something which, while material, is not, or may not be, made of the 
same materials as things in the terrestrial world (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 Timaeus 
which Simplicius is discussing there, namely to mean what is in the 
category of the corporeal.23 There is, however, a passage in the 
Categories commentary where it is quite clear that U W ~ ~ T O E L ~ ~ ~ S  not 
just a synonym for oWpa, for in it the two are explicitly contrasted. 
Discussing "Archytas" Simplicius writes: GGva~ov 8k olpai M ~ E L V  BTL 

2 1 ~ e e  above 177. 

**~f. De Hipp. d Plat. PIG V.643 Kuhn = iI  474.23-27 de Lacy (CMG V 4,1,2). See 
further R.B. Todd, "Philosophy and Medicine in John Philoponus' commentary on 
Aristotle's De animp", Dumbarton Oaks Papers 38 (1984) 108. 

% 6 ~ ,  quoted at 80.24; c t  too In Phys. 359.32-35. 



krnqrbv $v ~fmt &? ~ a 1  K ~ ~ ~ U I I J V W  T& oMas ~b ~ X ~ ~ V O V ,  OG 
rrClvrus @ odpa, dMh uwpa~~rSCs (376.33-35).24 Simplicius' further 
comments, on C 4  uwpa+cxi&)s, show that he means by awpa~od31s 
something that is involved with, but not identical with, body (376.37- 
377.8).25 It 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: o m  xpij~ar u ~ a r c ~ r & t  ywhuri aldflor~ q +avradq 
(45.2&29). In general the soul, in so far as it is involved with a living 
being may be involved in the movements, oopa~orr6rls  ~rmjarrs, 
pertaining to that form of life (cf. 36.30-31).26 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.27 

The upshot of this examination of the uses of owparorr81s 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 al&pXks, atycKi&& and T I K U ~ ~ T L K ~ V .  

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 

2%e word Simplicius attribute. to Archpas himself is ouparQCs. 

2 5 ~ f .  too the analogous but different use quoted from Eudemus at In Phys. 201.23-27, 
where Sirnplicius refers to the elements which are not bodies but produce them. 

2 6 ~ o r  the basis of motion being oopmorr& cf. also In Dc an. 303.8-10. 

2 7 ~ f .  e.g. 40.3032 with 57.12-16. 
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days discussing n k  4 U ~ V E U T L  TQ adpan, 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 reiated to the older 
notion that pneuma, not yet fomalized 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 aldquts being &v TQ bxclpa~i. 
This is the kind of atoOqaic that is actual cognition, and also 
imagination, which is essentially the same (cf. In Tim. 111 286.20-29). It 
takes place in the avcupa~rut5v dxqpa and is opposed to the mere 
sensation which takes place in the ba~prr;jSEs oGpa (cf. ibid. 237.2427).29 
Even more clearly Hernias-and if it is correct to see his work as 
merely a report of Syrianus' lectures, this may precede Proclus30-had 
made the vehicle of the disembodied soul the subject in perception: 76 
Bmpa Xappbv Bv ~ a l  uaeapbv 8Xav 6c' 8Xou L d v  abfhyrl~bv ~ a l  KaTh 
IT& bpij ~ a l  K U T ~  I T ~ V  docoki (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 kia ,  and it is in 
them that perception of sensible objects takes place (cf. 215.17-25).31 In 
the individual human soul imagination is distinguished from reason, 
infer a h ,  by being a w p a ~ o € i 8 f i ~  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 O W ~ ~ T O ~ I ~ S ,  as opposed to the mind's 

28~ccording to H. mrrie this discussion was the basis of Plotinus' treatise O n  the 
Problems oJ the Soul, Enn. IV 3-5, c.f. Porphyrios' "Symmikta Zetcmata". Zetcmata 20 
(Munich 1959) 18 n.1; contra Blumenthal, Plotinus' Ps.ychology (The Hague 1971) 16 
n.20. 

2 9 ~ f .  Blumenthal, "Proclus on Perception", Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 
29 (1982) 3. 

3 h h e  possibility arises because Pmlus  wrote his Timueus commentary when he was 
still a young man and Syrianus was still alive, d. Marinus, Vita Procli 13. For atyorl6is 
8mga in Syrianus d. In Metnph. 86.3. 

3 1 ~ f .  also In De caelo 469. 7-11 and p. 178 above. 



cognition or @~XT)ULS, 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 U W ~ T O € L ~ ~ / ~  

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, 
Phiioponus.32 

What does it amount to? Firstly, that the vehicle is seen as a 
necessary bridge entity between immaterial soul and material body and 
tkerefore, 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 Iamblichus and Plutarch held the view that the soul down 

3 2 ~ o r  Proclus see above; for Philoponus cf. esp. the preface to In Dean., 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 (TI1 267.25-268.3) the a t y ~ i 8 k  6mpa, 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 1 14B-C.3 

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 

33~arnascius, In P M .  I 177.3-5 Westerink = Olympiodorus, In. Phaed. 123.13-20 
Norvin. On this passage see Blumenthal, "Plutarch's Exposition of the De Anim and 
the Psychology of Proclus", in De Jambliqvc d Proclus. Entretiens Hardt 21 
(Vandoeurn-Geneva 1975) f30f. 

%f. Westerink ad 1551. 



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. 

3 5 ~ o s t  recently in "Simplicius (?) on the first book of Aristotle's De Anima", in I .  Hadot, 
ed. Sirnplicius, sa vie, son oeuvre, sa survie. Actes d u  Colloque international de  Paris 
28.9-1.10.1985 (Berlin and New York 1987) 91-102. Philoponus may have had a somewhat 
different approach, cf. "John Philoponus: Alexandrian Platonist?" Hermes 114 (1986) 
333. 
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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 ( I ) ,  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 (2). 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 (3). 

The most important piece of evidence for the continued existence of 
the Academy is a passage from Olyrnpiodorus' commentary on Plato's 
Isr 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" (4). Diadochika is left untranslated 
since its meaning is by no means certain. It could refer to the salary of 
the Head of the Academy (9. I t  could also, however, be a term for the 
Academy's endowments in general P). A third meaning, suggested by J.  
Whittaker, is spiritual rather than material heritage, but in spite of his 

( 1 )  Chron., XVIII = 451.16-19 NIEBUHR. 
(2)  The last davs of the Academy at Afhens, in Proceedings of the Cambridge 

Philological Sociefv, n.s. 15 ( 1969). 7-29 (hereafter "Last days" An abridged French 
version, La fin de I'AcadPmie, may be found in Le Neoplatonisme. Colloques 
internationaux du C.N.R.S. (Paris, 197 I ) ,  28 1-90. 

( 3 )  In 578 or 579 ; cf. D. M. METCALF. The Slavonic threat to Greece circa 580 : 
some evidence from Athens, in Hesperia, 3 1 ( 19621, 1 34 f. 

(4) In. Alc., 141 : the text runs Eaw~ 6i d illdrrwv BS ~rilrop6v dp~odiav 
h n ~ n j 8 ~ u u m  8 ~ d  xai p . 4 3 ~  roij napovrw u ~ ~ o v ~ a ~  T Z I  ~ L U S O X L X ~ ,  xai mijm 1ro,U6v 
Gqp~nia~wv ywo&wv. 

( 5 )  So apparently CAMERON, h t  days. 12. 
(6) So 1.. G. WESTERINK. Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philosophy 

(Amsterdam. 19621, xiv, and CAMERON, ibid., 11. 
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arguments it is unlikely that the word in its context does not refer to 
some form of funding P). 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 540s, 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 ( 9 ) ,  or for the continued availability of material resources (I0). 

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 ('9). If Academy funds were 
being confiscated during that period, then clearly there must have been 
a canspicuous Academy to be subject to the confiscations. But, as 
Whittaker has pointed out, the reference of the present participle slating 
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, bur, like much of his legislation, a re-enactment of former 
decrees (I2) - some of which were in any case disregarded ( I 3 ) .  

( 7 )  C f .  God, Time. Being. T w  studies in the transcendental tradition in Greek 
Philosophy. Symbolae Osloenses Fasc. Supplet.. 23 (Oslo, 197 1 ), 60 f. 

(8) Last days. 1 1  f. : cf. also WESTERINK, op. cit., xiv f ,  but see now The Greek 
Commentaries on Pluto's Phaedo. 11, Damascius. Verhandelingen der Kon. 
Nederlandse Akad. van Wetenschappen, Afd. Letterkunde, n.r. 93 (Amster- 
dam/Oxford/New York. 1977). 9. 

(9) LOC. cit.. 58 f 
(10) Ibid.. 59-61. 
(I  1 )  Last &s, 9 fX 
( 1  2) Cf. the headings to numerous constitutions in the Codex Iustiniani. 
(13) Cf. CAMERON, Last days, 9 and A. H. M. JONES, The Later Roman Empire 

284-602 (Oxford. l964), 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 (I4), and a parallel text in Photius, which attributes any of the late 
Academy's resources, or those of its offlice-holders, to inheritance from 
Plato. This Suda article, which is based on Darnascius' Life of 
Isidore (15), 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 (I6). We know that most of the major buildings in 
Athens were destroyed by the Heruls in 267 (I7). Damascius, moreover, 
in the extract provided by Photius, made a point of denying what he 
says was a commonly held view that the resources of the Academy went 
back to Plato himself: t j  t&v &ac%pv o h ' a  o l j ~  &g oi R O ~ O ~  vopi(ovo~ 
I7Aazwog Jjv zl, dvixaOcv. 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 18). 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 (I9), that Plato himself was responsible 
for the endowments* Damascius' disclaimer shows that he was not the 
first to do so. And if OIympiodorus was wrong about that, then he 
might also, though less obviously, have been wrong in saying that the 

(1 4) Suidae Lexicon, ed. ADLER, IV (Leipzig, t 9351, 142.3 ff. 
( 1 5 )  Cf. fr. 265 ZINTZEN. 
( 16) Lac. 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 
Twilighr : A.D. 267-600, in J. Rom. Studies, 49 ( 19591, 6 1 -64. 

(18) ho~rus, Cod., 242 (364a 32-8 BEKKER = VI.38 HENRY). 
( 1  9) In Alc., 14 1 : i ~ w s  62 6 IlLarwv &S rjnopc2v d p d i a v  Cnmjckwm. 



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 ttleans inconceivable even with modern methods of disseminating 
information ( * O ) .  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 
academicurn, 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 (21), 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 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 
lett for a visitor is to wander around looking at the Academy, the 
L.yceum. and, yes, the Stoa Poikile ..." ( 2 3 ) .  

(20) For another v~cw cf. CAMERON. Idst 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. cf. PHILOP., De Aeternitate rnundi contra Proclum, 
pa.ssim. and the Suda. s.v. n p o x h g  ; the nature of those on Simplicius must be inferred 
from Simplicius' replies. for which cf. esp. the commentary on Physics O and W, 
WIELAVD. Die Ewigkeit der We11 (Der  Streir zwischen Joannes Philoponus und 
Simpliciusf. in Die Gegenuwrr der Griecflen im neueren Denken. Festschr. H.-G. 
GADAMER (Tubingen. 1960). 291 -3 16 : see also below pp. 379f. 

(22) Cf. I. P. L.Y ~ C H .  Ari.~totle's School. A stud), of a Greek educational institution 
(Berkeley-1.0s Angcles. 1972). 184-87. 

(23) Ep.. 135 = PG. L.XV1.1524C. 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 = PC, L.XXXV.877A- 
B. Aeneas' comments, however. are likely to have been tendentious : he probably wrote 
in the last years of Proclus, or soon thereafter. cf. SCHMID-STAEHLIN, Gesch. der 
Griech. Lit." lIl.ii (Munich, 1924). 1032. Cf CAMERON, Last da,ys, 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 (24). Saffrey and 
Westerink's attempts to show that there was a continuous tradition there 
rest on somewhat meagre evidence (25). Plutarch has an equally good 
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 Syrianus and 
Proclus (26). Moreover a Plutarch at about the right time was sufficiently 
wealthy to finance the Sacred Ship's journey up the Acropolis in the 
Panathenaic procession on three separate occasions : 

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 Pan- 
athenaic processions - or the final ruinous one - so that the depletion 
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 another 
inscription, dedicated to Herculius, and described himself as a sophist : 

This Herculius was Pretorian Prefect of Jilyricum in 4 10-4 12 (29), so 

languished, Justinian's view of Christianity and the Greek classics, in Anglican 
Theological Review, 40 (1 958). 17- 19 and Julian and Justinian and the unicv offaith 
and culture, in Church Histoty, 28 (19591, 345 f. 

(24) Cf. E. EVRARD. Le maitre de Plurarque d'Athenes ef les origines du 
neoplatnnisme athenien, in L'Antiquite Ckussique, 29 (19601, 404-406. 

(25) Cf P~octus, Thedogie Pfatonicienne, ed. etc. H.-D. SAFFREY and I,. G. 
WESTERINK. I (Paris, 1968). xxxv-xlviii. 

(26) Cf. MARINUS. Vita Procli, 29. 
(27) IG,  II2, 38 18. 
(28) I G ,  !I2. 4224. For the ~dentification cf. G. KAIBEL, Epigrammata Graeca 

(Berlin, 1878). p. 376, and L. ROBERT, Hellenica, 4 (Paris, 1948), 95 f. 
(29) Cf. Codex Theodosianus. Xll.  I .  I72 with XV. 1.49 and G. SEECK, Herculius 



that the dates fit with those of the philosophers ("0). 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 (31).  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" (32). This reason for rejecting the 
identification is not, however, entirely convincing. In the first place 
pddaopog 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 aoylm7jg had long since lost its 
pejorative connotations P4), 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 (35). lf the reconstructions by W. Peek 
are either correct, or nearly so, then one of these identifies him by his 
patronymic (36), 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 ( 3 7 ) ,  recalling the first of the two inscriptions just 

(4). RE, Vlll (19 131, 6 14 ; on his activities cf. A. FRANTZ, From Paganism to 
Christiani[v in the temples of A them, in DOP, 1 9 ( 1 9651, 1 92. 

(30) Plutarch died, at an advanced age. when Proclus, born in 410. was 22, cf. 
MARINUS. Vita Pr., 12. 

(31) KAIBEL, op. cit. (n. 28), 376. 
132) Cf. P. Herennius Dexippus: the Greek w r l d  and (he third-century 

invasions, in J.  Rom. Srud., 59 t 19691, 17 and n. 64. 
(33) Cf. Prolegomenon Sylloge. ed. H. RABE, Rhetores Graeci, XIV (1-eipzig, 

1931), 217.3-9=Rhetores Graeci, ed. C. WALZ, V1l.i (Stuttgart/Ttibin- 
gen/ London/ Paris, 1833), 33 f. 

(34)  Cf. PHILOSTRATUS, Vitae Soph., 489 init. and passim. 
(35) The joins were made by M. Th. MITSOS, 'Arro TOUS xasaLoyous 'A&lvaiwv 

P r p l j b v  A n  (Ill), in 'Ap~atoA + 'Erpqp~pis, 1971 (Athens, 1972), 64 f. and Plate 7 : 
his restorations are questioned by W. PEEK, Zwei Gedichte auf den Neuplatoniker 
Plutarch. in Ztschr. fir Pap.yrologie wid Epigraphik, 13 ( 19741, 20 1 (1 am grateful to 
Professor H. F. CHERNISS for drawing my attention to this article). 

(36) PEEK. ibid.. 203 f. 
(37) Ibid,, 202 f. 
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discussed, and so, incidentally, making it more likely that :hat too refers 
to the philosopher. As reconstructed it reads : 

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 earlier 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 (38) .  

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. J. BIDEZ, La Vie de ('Empereur Julien (Paris, 1930). 263 f. The relevant 
texts are collected by J. BIDEZ and F. CUMONT. Iuliani Imperatoris Episluiae er Leges 
(Paris1 London, 1922). 70-75. 



location of his master's house (39). Archaeologists have sometimes been 
inclined to assume that it was the site of the Neoplatonic Academy's 
activities (9 - the original Academy seems not to have survived the 
267 invasion, if i t  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 (41). 

which may have come from the same area. It has been suggested that it 
came from our house (42), 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 (45). That, she suggests, indicates that the statues were removed 

(39) MARINUS. Vila Pr., 29. Details of the excavation are given by J. MII.IADES, 
'Avaoxapai YO&$ mjq ' A x p o d c w g ,  in Ilpaxnxa nj~ ' A p x a d o y t x f j ~  'Eratpctag. 
1955 (Athens. 1960). 47-50 with PI. 3b. reported also by A. K. ORLANDOS, "EPYOV 
q~ dp~ai~ i loy~ i r f j j  t s a ~ p ~ i a s  xara 7b 1955 (Athens, 19561, 7- 1 1  ; a summary by G. 
DAUX may be found in Bullerin de Correspondance Hellknique, 80 (1 956). 232-34. 

(40) So FRANTZ. IOC. cit. (n. 29), 193 and Pagan Philosophers in Christian Athens, 
in Proc. of the .American Philosophical Soc., 1 19 ( 1 975). 32 ; more cautiously 
MILIADES. IOC. cil.. 48 f 

I4 1 ) Cf. G. DONTAS. K o ~ f  eines Neuplatonikers, in Athenische Mitteilungen. 
69/70 (1954-5). 150-2. with PI. 14 and Beilage 54-5. 

(42) Cf. MII.IADES, lnc. cil. (n. 39). 49 f., and FRANTZ, Pagan pMosophers, 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 recm excavations. 

(43) DONTAS. IOC. cit., 151 f. 
(44) Dor j r~s  suggested. with the appropriate reservations, that the statue may have 

stood in Plutarch's own house, ibid., 152 ; cf. MILIADES, Ioc. cit., 49. 
(45) CE Pagan pliilosophers, 36 f. ; for further details cf. T. 1,. SHEAR jr.. The 

Atheilia19 4gora : excavutions of 197 1, in Hesperia. 42 ( 1973), 16 1 -64. 

529 AND ITS SEQUEL 377 

from their normal location by someone who intended to replace them. 
The other material from the well is of an appropriate date, and so she 
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 decor (46). 

If this connection is right, we may ask why the statues were not raised 
and returned to their original positions when the immediate threat was 
relieved, as it must have been if we are to believe that the original 
owners of this building resumed their former pursuits at Athens soon 
after. In fact the house was eventually occupied by Christians who 
damaged such sculptures as had not been removed (47). 

One answer could be that the restoration and re-opening of any 
pagan teaching establishment, and so of the Academy as an institution, 
turned out to be impossible after all between 529 and what we might 
take as the final destruction of ancient Athens in 5791580. 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 (48), came from Athens in the first 
place (49). As far as I know, there are no specific reports that they went 
there when they came back from the East (50). Damascius may, as Alan 
Cameron has argued, have stayed in his home town of Emesa, where an 
epigram he wrote for one Zosime is dated to 538 (51), 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 Cameron 
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, Ioc. cit., 163 f 
(48) Agathias 11.30-3 1 = 80-82 KEYDELL. AVERIL CAMERON, Agathias on the 

Sassanians, in DOP, 23 ( 1  969), 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). 10 1 .  

(50) Cf. ALAN CAMERON, Last days, 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. 221, 167, simply assumes that all seven 
went back there. 

(5 1) Lasr days, 22.  The epigram is AP. V11.553. 



was followed by those on the Physics and Categories, in that order (52). 

But we do not know where he wrote them. The only other of the seven 
about whom we know anything is Priscian, and we do not know where 
he worked either. 

Long ago Tannery saw that it was impossible to prove that Simplicius 
went back to Athens, though he seems to have inclined to the view that 
he did ("). He could equally well have gone to Alexandria. He had, 
afier all, been a pupil of Ammonius there, and other Platonists were to 
be found in the city who, either by conversion or by way of compromise, 
continued to teach Platonism under the cover of Aristotle. It may not be 
insignificant that, unlike other members of the Athenian school, 
including his older contemporary Damascius, Simplicius wrote on 
Aristotle rather than Plato, even if his commentaries do show 
unmistakeable signs of Athenian Neoplatonism P4). Cameron, arguing 
against the supposed opinion of Tannery P), has tried to show that 
Simplicius did go back to Athens ('9). He starts from the assumption 
that he must have had constant access to the resaurces of a major 
library. This limits his possible places of residence to Alexandria, 
Athens and Constantinople. Unless we are to think in terms of 
Simplicius travelling with a considerable library, that much is clear. 
Constantinople can perhaps be ruled out as being too near the centre of 
government. Cameron's case against Alexandria rests on three points, a 
doubt about the availability of pre-Socratic texts in libraries outside 
Athens, a reference to Philoponus by Simplicius as one unknown to the 
writer ("1, and third, an allusion in Paul the Silentiary's Ecphrasis on 
Sta. Sophia to a "bean-eating" Athenian ('9, which he thinks is 
directed at Simplicius (59). 

(52) Cf. K. PRAECHTER, ((Simplicius)), in RE, Ill a i (1927), 204. 
(53) P. TANNERY. Sur la periode finale de la philosophie grecque, in Revue 

Philosophique, 42 ( 18961, 286. 
(54) Cf. my Neopiatonic elements in the De  Anima commentaries, in Phronesis, 2 1 

(1976). 79 f. 
(55) Whom he took to have said that Sirnplicius took up residence in Alexandria : 

he only considered the possibility, and suggested occasional library visits, loc. cit. 
( 5 6 )  h s l  da.vs, 22 f 
(57) CT. in de Caelo, 26.18 f 
( 5 8 )  Hagia Sophia, 125-27. 
(59) Last da.vs. 22 f. 
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The point about the availability of pre-Socratic material is the easiest 
to 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 (60). 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 (61). 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 (62), 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 (13). 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 (64). 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 ('9, has suggested to others that his claim that he entertained no 

(60) Cf. E. HONIGMANN. Eveques et eveches monophysites d'Asie antkrieure au VP 
siecle. Corpus Scriptorum Christ. Orient. Subsidia 2 (Louvain, 195 I ) ,  18 1 f. and 
193 f. (I owe this reference to Professor R. 0. Todd) and H.-D. SAFFREY. Le chrktien 
Jean Philopon el la survivunce de l'ecole d'Alexandrie au VF siecle, in Revue des 
Etudes Grecques, 67 ( 1  9541, 408. n. 2. 

( 6  1) Cf. my Meterus the accuser of Andocides and Meletus the accuser of Socrates : 
one man or t w  ?% in Philologus, 1 17 ( 1  973), 176 f. 

(62) E.g. in de Caelo, 42.17, in Physica, 1 169.8 f. 
(63) CE SAFFREY, loc. ci!. (n. 601, 402, n. 4. 
(64) Cf. the article cited in n. 6 1, 177 f. 
(65) I n  de Caelo, 26.17 f. ; cf. WIELAND, Ioc. cir. (n. 211, 300 f. 



feelings of hostile rivalry I r p d o v ~ t x i a )  P6) towards Philoponus indicates 
that there were indeed personal feelings involved (67). 

As for the bean-eating Athenian, the relevant lines are : 

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 (68). 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  (69). without necessarily referring to philoso- 
phers ("9. But here again we must bear in mind that reputations are 
oRen 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 raking 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 (I1). 

(66) !bid., 18 f. 
(67) Cf, WIELAND. IOC. cir., 30 1 .  and also A. GUDEMAN, Imnnes (2 I), in RE, IX 

( 1  9 16). 1766 f. ; contra PRAECHTER. op. cit. (n. 52). 204. 
(68) Eq. 41 and 50 ff. ; cf. P; FRIEDLAENDER, Johannes von Gaza und Paulus 

Silentiarim Kunsrbeschreibungen Justinianischer Zeit (Berlin, 19 121, 270 ; cf. now 
too R. C .  MCCAIL. "KYAMOTPRZATTIKOZ, in PAULUS SILENTIARIUS, Descr@tio, 
125 : no allusion to Simplicius", Proc. Cambridge Philol. Soc., n.s. 16 (1 970), 79-82. 

(69) Most probably on 6th January, after several days of ceremonies (cf. lines 74- 
801, cf. FRIEDLAEVDER, ibid, 110 : it will in any case have been later than the formal 
re-opening on Christmas Eve, 562 : for this seeAs$yt70~~ a~p i  njs ' A y i a ~ Z o p i a ~ .  27, 
in Scriptores Oriqinum Conslanrinopolitanarum ed. T. PRECER I (L,eipzig, 190 I), 
104.7-105.1 1 .  

(70) OD. cit. (n. 49). 103. 
( 7  1 C. DIEHL, Justinien et la civilisation byzantine nu VIY siecle (Paris, 1 90 1 ), 

ff.565. 

529 AND ITS SEQUEL 

If, then, we cannot establish what happened on the basis of the 
evidence considered so far, can we get any help from Agathias' report of 
the circumstances attending the philosophers' return from Persia ? All 
he says is that in the agreement made between Justinian and Chosroes 
to terminate hostilities in 532 provision was made that the philosophers 
shoutd return to their own places and be free thenceforward to live in 
their own homes under an indemnity : TO &iu f x ~ i v o u s  TOGS d i d p a s  2 s  ra 
o p i r p p a  fi8q x a r i o v r a g  / ~ L O T E ~ F L Y  d L o ~ n O u  $' h u r o i ~  (I2). About 
the conditions of the indemnity we know no more, but it is tempting to 
speculate that they included a stipulation that the philosophers should 
not conspicuously flout imperial edicts. If it also included freedom from 
prosecution for some offence, that offence could have been the illegal 
continuation of prohibited forms of teaching before their eventual 
departure some two years after 529 : we know nothing of their activities 
in the interval (73). The immunity may however, have had nothing to do 
with philosophy. The individuals concerned might well have feared that 
they would encounter problems over what could be seen as defection to 
the enemies of the Roman Empire, the more so since they were 
returning within a few months of the Nika riots. and the authorities 
muld be expected to be more suspicious than in normal times ("). Here 
we must simply admit ignorance. 

As for living in their own homes, we are not entitled to infer, as does 
Lynch, that this means that the terms included return to Athens ("). It 
could mean that they were to be granted freedom to continue their work 
- so long as it did not involve teaching - in their original homes, or 
in a previous place of residence. That would have been satisfactory from 
the government's point of view in that it would entail dispersal of the 
team, and if Cameron's suggestion that Damascius stayed at Emesa is 
right, there would be some evidence for such an interpretation. The 
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) 11.3 1 = 8 1.15- l9K.  
(73) Though CAMERON, L ~ S I  days, 13 ff., argues that Simplicius wrote his 

commentary on Epictetus Encheiridion during this time. 
(74) The riots took place in January, the treaty was concluded in spring; cf. 

~ ~ O P I U S ,  BP, 1.24.1 and 1.22.17 and JONES, op. cit. (n. 13), 1.27 1 f. 
(75) Op, c i t  (n. 22), 167. 



of the reasons Agathias gives for their departure, that the laws prevented 
them 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 Athens are 
accepted, that is an end to the discussion of where they were to go. 

-- Simplicius' research activities, now, as Cameron has suggested, un- 
interrupted by teaching, would be covered by the interpretation 
suggested here. 

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 
good. Let us start with Malalas, whose report seems more clearly 
applicable 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 no gaming in any of the cities ..." (77). He is not, however, a 
historian of the first rank (78), and in this case he may have made 
illegitimate inferences from the regulations, and so misinterpreted what 
actually happened. In particular he may have generalised from the more 
specific provisions of Justinian's laws, which the edict could have been 
intended to enforce, to include all teaching of philosophy, rather than 
teaching by pagans in the public employ. Be that as it may, the 
provisions of the Code which are normally adduced do not un- 
questionably 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 forbids pagans, as well as heretics and Samaritans, to hold military 
or civil posts, and to corrupt the souls of simple men under the guise of 
education. It continues, pdvo~s 62 ji.x&ivo~s 8daaxw xai amjmws 

(76) 11.30=80.22 f. K : 66~95 bsa8a tpcllro,I~t~Lj~cdar, (jS T@ xa8~ar6n o 6 ~  
2lropbo y. 

(77) For the reference cf. n. I .  
(78) For a characterization cf. E. STEIN, Histoire du Bas-Empire, I (Paris- 

Brussels- Amsterdam, 19491, 703 f. 
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w y ~ a v w  2qaQcBa 70% n j s  dptlosdtou nirrt~ws ocaw : we ordain that 
only those who are of the orthodox faith are to teach and receivepublic 
rution a l l o m c e s  (79). If the words underlined 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 Wa pq6.2 kx 700 8qpouio~ anjomg ~ T [ O A ~ G E L V  aljroljs : "but 
they are not even to receive the benefit of ration allowances from public 
funds" Po). 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 annom was attached to the salaries of official 
professors (*l). 

Bury, who thought Malakis was referring to the provision just 
discussed, suggested that confiscation of Academy endowments might 
be covered by Codex I. 1 1.9, which forbids legacies and donations hi 
a v m a d ~ ~  q s  ZOC * E ~ ~ v ~ u p o J  & U Q E / ? E ~ ~ ~ ,  for the maintenance of the 
Hellenic impiety, and orders their forfeiture to the local polity (8Z). But 
here too there is a dificulty, 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 Temptis. 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 (83).  

Perhaps the crucial provision was rather another section of the same 
constitution, namely I. 1 1.10.1, 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' 
account gives disapproval of Christianity as a reason for the philoso- 

(79) Cod. Zust., 1.5.18.4. 
(SO) Ibid., 1.1 1 .10.2 ; d 1. 0. BURY, History of the h t e r  Roman Empire (London. 

1923), .11.370, n. I .  
(8  1) Cf. JONES, op. cii. (n. 13), 11.707 and PRocopius, Anecdota, 26.5 
(82) BURY, ibid. 
(83) Cf. MARINUS, Vila Pr., 30, and SAFFREY - WESTERINK, op. cit. (n. 2 5 ) .  xxiii : 

"Ainsi sa propre maison devint-etfe comrne le temple d'Athena" 
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phers' departure from Athens in search of their illusory, as it turned out, 
philosopher king P4). 

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 (85). 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 ofice (9, heretics were to be exiled, and those 
who were not orthodox were to be excluded from military service (87). 

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 
imperial decrees were by no means always actually enforced P). Yet we 
have still to explain the trip to Persia P9), 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 = 80.1 I f. K. 
(8 5 )  On the two versions cf. H. F. J o~ow~cz ,  Hi.slorica1 Introduction to the studv of 

Roman Law (Cambridge. 1932). 485 and 499-502. 
(86) Almost certainly the meaning of 7iohr~6~u&l in this context. 
(87) MALALAS. XVll l  = 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. 

comparable circumstances ('O)). so that Damascius and his colleagues - 
whether or not they were the persons named by Agathias - could 
encourage themselves with the bowledge that philosophic activity in 
Athens had once before been resumed after a break. And then, for 
whatever reasons, the hope was not fulfilled. If this is right, then the 
year 529 must be allowed to retain its traditional significance. But not 
all of it. Greek philosophy. if not openly the Platonist kind, continued to 
be taught elsewhere and when, a century later, Heraclius called 
Stephanus to Constantinople to hold an official chair of philosophy 
Neoplatonism was installed in the capital with the blessing of the 
Emperor himself 

190) Cf. MARINUS, Vila Pr.. 15. 
(9 1 ) Cf. H. USENER, De Stephano Alexandrine (Bonn, 1 8801, in Kleine Schrifren, 

Ill (Leiptig. 1 9 1 41, 248 iT. and F. F u c ~ s ,  Die hoheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im 
.Vitfelalter, in Byz. Archiv.. 8 (Inipzig, 1926). 9 ff. 

ADDENDA: There is now a widespread but to my mind unprovable vicw 
that the philosophers rcturned neither to Athens nor Alexandria, but took up 
residence on the eastern confines of the empire, at Hamiin (Carrhae). On this 
see 1 100-00 i.c h t  or penult, p.] and 11.34. 
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